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SEniOR LEAdERShiP PERfORMAncE REqUiREMEnTS AT ThE 
ExEcUTivE LEvEL

by elliott Jaques, S. Clement, C. Rigby and  T. Owen Jacobs



 This report was the first in a series resulting from research inspired by 
Dr. Elliott Jaques and in which he was directly involved. His move to the 
United States in the late seventies opened the door to collaboration with 
the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences at 
a time when the Army was deeply concerned about succession in its 
General Officer Corps.  At that time, leadership was still viewed by key 
Army doctrinal proponents from a leader-centric perspective.  Leader 
attributes and behavior were the central concern; relatively little attention 
was paid to role complexity, organizational processes and organizational 
structure.  U. S. military leadership doctrine reflected this leader-centric 
perspective strongly, thus failing to differentiate face-to-face leadership 
from organizational and systems leadership. In the U. S. and elsewhere, 
the scientific study of organizations as living systems had already achieved 
substantial maturity, but an understanding of the transitive interface 
between individual leadership and organizational behavior had yet to see 
the light of day in military doctrine.  More pointedly, there was little codified 
understanding of the responsibility that strategic military leaders have for 
shaping organizational culture, climate and operational processes, so as to 
achieve organizational excellence, or of their global roles – in some cases 
nearly equal in importance to those of ambassadors.  Clearly, many very 
senior military leaders did understand these roles, as our research showed.  
However, the base of doctrine on which leader development practices were 
based at that time was blind to the larger reality.   
 Perhaps even more significant, officer personnel management 
practices−analogous to human resources management in the private 
sector−were based on industrial-age concepts which some scientists 
believed inappropriate for the evolving information-age global society.  
While weeding out the less capable, these practices also discouraged 
many young officers of high potential, leading to early termination of their 
military service and rendering the military organization itself less capable of 
truly transformative thought.   
 It was into this context that Dr. Jaques brought his rich understanding of 
the interplay between the organization, with its structures, processes and 
global reach, and leaders at various levels, with their attributes, 
developmental perspectives, and global roles.  With his insights, a program 
of research was approved by topmost levels of the Army Staff to test 
applicability of Stratified Systems Theory within the military organization, 
and to make subsequent recommendations for improving leader 
development.  Its specific objectives were:  



• to examine the structure of the operational (TO&E) Army to question 
whether it is fundamentally sound against the criterion of Requisite 
Organization structure,  

• to assess the extent to which the military personnel management 
system had placed requisitely complex general officers and civilians 
in the topmost roles, and 

• to provide the basis for changes in the doctrinal leadership base and 
in leader developmental practices. 

 The authors of this report together interviewed a total of 68 top-level 
executives:  4-star general officers, 3-star general officers, and top-level 
civilian members of the Senior Executive Service.  The report contains 
initial findings and projects subsequent efforts/utilization of results.  Broad 
initial findings include: 

• The mental frames of reference−what the generals thought about and 
how they did it−strongly supported SST predictions.  Four-star 
generals were concerned about national and international politics, 
economics, and social structures−the role of the military in society 
and in the global context.  They were less concerned about “internal” 
matters.  Officers who were 2-star and lower were more concerned 
about “running” their organizations.   

• The structure of role complexity in the field (TO&E) Army was quite 
similar to that found in previous SST research in large divisional 
organizations in the private sector.   

• If there is a single, “most important” theme in our preliminary findings, 
it is that “cognitive power” is extraordinarily important.  Our generals 
commented often about the complexity and uncertainty at the 
strategic level.   

• Most predictions from SST as applied in the private sector appear to 
have been supported in this research.  We concluded that SST would 
be a powerful tool for improving leader development and 
organizational functioning.   

More detailed findings from detailed analysis of these interviews are 
contained in other reports in this series.  
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Foreword 

Technology changes over the past two decades promise near-quantum 
change in the nature of the future mid- to high-intensity battlefield. 
Because leadership is perhaps the most critical factor in generating c~ 
bat power, systematic research to anticipate future battlefield leadership 
needs is appropriate as a part of the Anmy's total readiness posture. And 
because the growth of generations of leaders with different capabilities 
requires very long lead times, it is appropriate that this research itself 
have a substantial future orientation. 

This report is part of a larger effort which is intended to influence 
the development of officers from mid-career onward. Its immediate appli
cation is to increase understanding of the conceptual frames of reference 
used by Army executives to deal with issues critical at their level, and 
to provide immediate improvement in organizational and information systems 
support provided executives. Its long-term application is to provide a 
set of developmental goals for sequential and progressive growth of leader 
potential throughout the major part of a career. 
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SENIOR LEADERSHIP 

PERFORMANCE RF)JUIRF.MENTS AT THE EXEX::UTIVE LEVEL 

EXEDJTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The report which this summary will preface describes interview findings 
from research on executive (general officer and SES) position requirements. 
It is an initial effort in a series of efforts designed to increase the scope 
of Axmy leadership doctrine and ADmy leader development. 

The need for a broader scope was recognized in 1982 within the Department 
of Coomaoo, USACGSC, during the writing of the current EM 22-199. This need 
was subsequently codified in TRADOC PAM 525-28, US Army Operational Concept 
for Leadership, which was published in March 1983. In this operational con
cept, several requirements for leadership doctrine and leader development 
were established. Explicit aiOOng them were the following. 

1. A linkage between leadership and operational publications is re
quired. Leadership is for a purpose, and the Axmy's primary purpose is 
fighting. The linkage thus should primarily be ~between "how to lead" and 
"how to fight", with provision for linkages with other "how to's" as re
quired. The requirement thus was posed for a family of leadership doctrinal 
manuals. A mid-level manual is now under developnent at the Center for Army 
Leadership (CAL) , based in part on concepts provided by the Army Research 
Institute (ARI) • The effort now being reported was designed to support con
cept development for the executive level. 

2. Leader developnent should focus not only on schools, but also on 
experience in units and on self-initiated development. 

3. Leader developnent must be integrated, sequential, and progressive. 
The most critical tasks of leaders at the various organizational levels are 
unique to those levels. Each level of leadership thus represents unique 
skill requirements. Leader developnent must therefore aim to develop those 
skills progressively, in the correct sequence to produce mature and capable 
leaders as they are needed. The development must consider all sources of 
devel;opoent as an integrated whole, i.e., any gwen source of developrent 
cannot be considered in insolation fran the others. The sequence of develop
ment was later identified as direct leadership (up to and including battal
ion) , organizational (battalion through division) , and systE!m5 (echelons 
above division). EM 22-199 addresses direct leadership; the mid-level draft 
addresses organizational leadership; and the executive work now in progress 
will address systems leadership. 
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Discussions during the fall of 1983 led to the conclusion that work at 
the executive level would require a steering group of general officers. 
Agreement was reached that such a body would be formed, and that it would 
consist of CG CAC (Chair), DeSPER DA, CG III Corps, and ASA MRA. At its 
initial meeting, the decision was made to invite the DCSOPS DA also to be a 
member. The current title of this group is the Senior Leadership Coordinat
ing Committee (SLCC). 

In November 1983, ASA (MRA) and OCSPER DA briefed the Army Policy Council 
on an action plan to initiate work at the executive level. At this brief-
ing, and at later meetings of the SLO:, decisions were reached to proceed '(_ 
with establishing the information base necessary to provide a doctrinal foun
dation for leadership at echelons above division, and for continuing educa
tion/developoent of general officers. As a secondary purpose, it was also 
recognized that articulation of skill and performance requirements at the 
executive level would constitute a powerful aid to the systematic shaping of 
leader development at considerably more junior levels, in that these require
ments would constitute developmental targets for leaders at all levels. 

General Officer/SES Interviews 

The development of an understanding of the critical tasks of executives 
and how they approach their work was a necessary first step toward the devel
opment of either a doctrinal foundation or a purposeful program of continuing 
education and development. It was accepted that this understanding could 
come only from interviews of incumbent executives, and approval was given to 
initiate these interviews in late November 1983. The positions examined were 
those of lieutenant generals and generals, on the one hand, and members of 
the Senior Executive Service, both appointed and career, on the other hand. 
The research had several purposes. 

To develop an understanding of the nature of executive level 
work, and the associated· frames of reference, critical knowledges, skills, 
and other abilities required b¥ this work. 

TO obtain from incumbents an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the developmental processes by which they had come to the positions they 
occupied, and suggestions for changes in that process. 

To determine fran incumbents whether they have or had continuing 
developmental needs, either for transition within grades or for transition 
across grades. 

TO test a general theory of organization structure which, if 
found to be useful, would be a powerful tool in the design of systems both to 
facilitate leader development and to provide information and decision support 
for executives. 

The executive sumnary is in two parts. 

A sunma.ry of the main findings from the research, organized in 
tenns of the major topics raised, and 
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A program of action steaming from analysis of the findings, and 
organized in tenms of a concept which lays out the major systematic leader
ship requirements for leadership at the executive level. 

Major Findings 

The Nature of Work at the Executive Level 

a. Joint, Canbined, am Unified Coamand 

Eight of 13 four-star positions were either primarily or mainly joint in 
nature. Many of the key three-star positions similarly had requirements for 
understanding and skill in.operating in the joint arena. However, many of 
the general officers interviewed did not feel that their assignments and 
schooling prior to attaining three-star rank adequately prepared them for the 
joint responsibilities of their positions or for the shift to the qualita
tively different requirements of a more diffused type of command role. 

b. International Perspective 

All four star positions and most of the three star positions examined 
required an international perspective -- frame of reference. Especially at 
four star level, incumbents are required to interact effectively with repre
sentati ves of other nations outside the military establishment. Understand
ing of culture differences and how to deal with them are essential to 
effectiveness. However, preparation again was felt to be generally inade
quate, especially for the shift to three star level. 

c. National Political Work 

There is an increasing requirement for three and four star generals to 
interact with national political leaders, particularly to represent Am1y 
interests. This requirement runs counter to the traditional requirement to 
avoid the political arena, and our representation to the congress, in par
ticular, is on occasion less effective than it might be. 

d. Major Resourcing and Logistics 

There was a view that logistics systems considerations were not suffi
ciently widely understood by the senior leadership, and hence were not being 
integrated with operational considerations a~ effectively as they need to be 
considering our forward deployed force structure and world-wide commitments. 
The problem is exacerbated by current force modernization efforts. Logistics 
is becaning an increasingly specialized area, which is difficult to integrate 
in and of itself. This complexity makes integration with other areas even 
DDre dif-ficult. This view was expressed by CINCs 100re often than by any 
others. 

e. Diffusion of Ccmuand 

There is a significant shift in canplexi ty and the nature of camand 
between two star and three star comnands. It was described as a shift fran 
full control of a subordinate organization to command tempered by persuasion 
of subordinate commanders from other services or nations and therefore not 
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canpletely subordinated by chain of comnand. This requirement is even more 
marked at four star level. There is a special premium in work at this level 
on negotiation, persuasion, and consensus building. The view was expressed 
that there should be opportunity to learn in advance about this shift in the 
nature of command prior to making this transition. 

f. Collegiality 

some collegial functioning was found among four star incumbents. This is 
a way of working issues through persuasive development of consensus so as to 
decrease the uncertainty of the canplex four star world and create shared 
frames of reference across commands. Collegial functioning was regarded as 
extremely helpful for improving understanding of how best to handle the re
sponsibilities at this level. The view was, however, that far more colle
giality is required in order to ensure adequate sharing of common vision. 

g. General Officer Strategic/Policy Work 

A strong concem was expressed about the manner in which the Amty ad
dresses strategic/policy work. On virtually all large staffs, work - even 
work of the utmost significance - is delegated down to the Action Officer 
level, either with or without guidance, for initial drafts. It is then dif
ficult for officers at senior levels to break out of the frame of reference 
initially established ~ the Action Officer, with the result that Dan¥ policy 
sensitive documents are not sufficiently encompassing. 

h. SES Work 

Comparison of civilian and mdlitary positions showed that SES work was, 
in the main, equivalent to that of two star general officers. At this level, 
SES uembers provide an essential continuity and capability for specialized 
work. However, the views of the general officers experienced in dealing with 
SES were that oontinui ty should be balanced against the requirement for mo
bility in order to prevent stagnation and build broader perspeCtives. 

i. SES Scientific and Technical Work 

Approximately 88 SES members, mostly those in scientific and technical 
work, are either directly or indirectly subordinated to and rated by colo
nels. This is inconsistent with their two star equivalency level. 

j. SES Participation in Policy Making 

Many SES expressed a strong desire to be more fully involved in the pol
icy making process. General Offie&s consistently underestimated the impor
tance of- this involvement to the SES members. 

k. SES and Military Knowledge 

SES, in order to perform their duties satisfactorily, require at least 
sane operational military knowledge. However, there are no systematic pro
visions for them to acquire this knowledge. 
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Leadership at Senior Levels 

a. Leadership and Envisioi1Ill:!nt 

A primary task of the senior leader is to set long-ter.m vision. At three 
star levels, the requirarent is for creating the 12 to 15 year concept within 
which the programmatic efforts of subordinate two star commands can funqtion. 
This 12 to 15 year outlook was widely found among three star incumbents. 
Among those three and four star incumbents who discussed it, the need was 
also expressed for an even longer outlook, 29 to 25 years, to serve as a 
working vision for the Aimy as a whole, and to unify the 12 to 15 year out
looks. However, this need was not stated uniformly by all those interviewed. 

b. Culture and Values 

Monitoring and maintaining the Amly 1 S culture and values was reported to 
be a crucial part of four star work. Particular enphasis was placed on sus
taining a culture and climate of trust and confidence, as a prime task of 
senior leadership. 

c. SES Leadership 

Very few of the SES members and none of the general officers spoke spon
taneously of the SES in terms of leadership roles. The consensus was that 
generals were required to be good with people, whereas SES were roore called 
upon to be good with technology. 

Competency Requirements 

a. Four star canpetencies 

These topmost leaders were required to operate at a level of cognitive 
complexity consistent with a time horizon of 29 years or more, equivalent to 
that required of the topoost leaders in industry and other fields. canpe-
tency requirements, in turn, were: · 

Ability to operate comfortably within an international arena with 
representatives of other nations of equal stature. 

• Sophisticated understanding of strategy in relation to national ob
jecti ves, which was thought by many four star generals to require an in-depth 
understanding and appreciation of the history of military art. 

Capability to envision canbat anywhere in the world using rnulti
service/mul ti-national forces. 

• A profound understanding of both how-to-fight and how-to-train. A 
strong four star comment was that a high level of trainer skill ~roves 
capacity for logical grasp of battlefield complexity. A small nUlliler of 
three and four star generals commented that we do not provide realistic means 
for combat skills training at division and above, and that s~ulations or 
other experiences are needed to provide growth of these skills. 
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• Ancillary knowledge in many fields - of how Congress operates; the 
government budgeting process; international relations as they affect military 
alliances; the social, political, and economic circumstances in allied na
tions and in nations where conflict may occur; and, optimally, knowledge of 
research and statistics, of engineering and technology, and of the social 
sciences. In addition, a greater general knowledge of logistics was said to 
be requir~. 

• A wide range of other skills, including: negotiating skills, consen
sus building skills, skills of collegial interaction (to cross turf bounda-
ries and break out of stovepipes), skills in teaching culture and values, and \. 
a general category of conceptual skills which includes problem solving, can
munications, and the management of information and planning systems. 

b. Three Star Canpetencies 

Cclnpetencies at the three star level are much the same as those required 
at the four star level, except that they are not required at as high a level 
and they may be toore technically focused. 

c. Other General Officer Attributes 

A high energy level to field the variety of demanding requirements at 
three and four star levels. 

The ability to manifest affection for soldiers, while at the·same time 
being able to face decisions affecting soldiers' lives in combat. 

d. Pool of General Officer Talent 

On the assumption that there are approximately four four star positions 
and fifteen three star positions to be filled each year, and on the further 
assumption that there ought to be a pool of at least two to three times as 
many reasonably qualified Qmdidates as there are vacancies fran cuoong whan 
to select for praootion, the follO\tling are the approximate rurbers of general 
officers of higher level potential needed at each level: 

1 Star Level 2 Star Level 3 Star Level 

Four Star Potential 2" lS 1" 

Three Star Potential sg ~ 4" -

e. SES Canpetencies 

SES members, both managerial and technical, should have ·a -level of cogni
tive capability equivalent to operating with a 5 to 18 year time horiZCXl, 
corresponding to two star ~al ·officer work. ·This time hOrizon places 
them in a position to work the PCM and PPBES systems. The knowledges and 
skills required by SES meailers vary considerably because of the wide diver
sity of specialized requirements in their positions. However, the values, 
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interests, and temperament requirements for SES work are s~ilar to those for 
general officer work, especially to the extent SES are required to provide 
leadership to others as do general officers. 

Professional Development 

a. Coaching, and mentoring. 

These were defined respectively as support for the developtelt of subor
dinates by iumediate superiors, and by other superiors. Both were. recognized 
as essential for long-tez:m develop~ent of leaders, and both were felt to 
occur insufficiently often. Especially by four star general officers, the 
view was expressed that higher levels of mentoring and coaching skills are 
needed, and should be developed. 

b. Development fran 'lW Star to 'lbree Star to Four Star 

Progression fran 2-star to 4-star level was extremely rapid in many 
cases. The transition fran 2-star to 3-star was thought particularly diffi
cult, and one that would profit fran either a self-directed sabbatical or the 
opportunity to explore the frame of reference required in 3-star positions 
with mentors or predecessors in those positions. Such transition aiding was 
thought less necessary in the 100ve fran 3-star to 4-star level. In general, 
more training emphasis is needed at the senior levels than exists at present, 
because of the vastly greater ocmplexi ty at the top, particularly in war
fighting skills at corps and echelons above corps. 

c. Developnent Prior to Selection as General Officer 

In addition to the develq:aent that occurs during fonnal schooling and 
in units, two other sources of individual developDent were: 

• Instructor assigrmmts in the Anny Schools Systen, to develop skills 
thought to underlie coaching and mentoring skills, which, in tum, are essen
tial for effective command. 

• Individually selected "full stretch" assignments, which allow offi
cers up to Colonel to exercise their full potential in work which might be 
considerably above their rank levels, and thus would develop potential which 
might otherwise be underutilized because of the slow rate of praootion in 
peacetime. (This concept was cxmpired with the extensive utilization of high 
potential officers in what was essentially strategic planning before World 
~ II.) ~ 

d. SES career Developoent 

caxeer developoent of SES llllSt be considered separately :fran .:eareer 
development of senior officers, because of differences between:..tbe civilian 
and military personnel management sYstems. The military personnel. management 
system is person centered am progression of both grades ana assigrments is 
intended to develop skills for future use as well as to use skills currently 
in being. By contrast, the civilian system is job centere3. 
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Civilians do not have an assignments system, but rather progress by 
individual competition for vacant positions, though these may be positions in 
a career ladder. 

Civilians are not dismissed because of failure to progress in grade. 

Civilian mobility is not a~ present a general requirement. 

Needs were expressed to modify civilian personnel management ~ requiring 
JOObility, at least for those who aspire to SES status; providing 100re system
atic developnent through progressive assignments; and separating the civilian 4 . 
streams into two sub-streams, managerial and specialist-technical with the 
potential for genuine 3-star equivalency in at lea~t·some positions. 

SES members were felt to need sabbaticals, short courses, and assessment 
center experience, as was the case for general officers. In addition, there 
was strong need for increased training in military operations, to include the 
opportunity for sane joint attendance with officers at military courses. 
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ACTION PROGRAM 

This section contains a proposed program of action arising from the find
ings described above. Many of these actions arose as suggestions from the 
general officers and SES manbers interviewed. They have been incorporated 
within the broad systems strategy shown in Figure 1, and thus constitute the 
beginnings of a comprehensive program in which the linkages among the various 
individual actions are apparent by virtue of where they are found within the 
total strategy. 

The framework in Figure 1 shows systems development requirements at 
senior levels in terms of: 

A broad sequence of interactive effects which cascade from mdssion 
through organizational structure, forces structure, information/planning/ 
control systems, personnel sy~tems, and executive (systems) leadership. 

The consolidated impact of these systems components on organization 
and unit performance. 

The interlinking of systems leadership with organizational and direct 
leadership at the level of the small fighting unit. 

The integrating function of the senior leadership of the Army to 
create a dynamic force fully capable of defending the nation. 

The interview results support the initial thinking which led to the ini
tiation of this research, and provide a substantial basis for doing the nec
essary follow-on work. There do appear to be doctrinal voids. The senior 
leaders address issues which are not systematically treated in doctrinal 
instruments, and which should be. There also appear to be major areas in 
which our senior leaders could use better and more timely aid. One such area 
is transition aiding, specific and tailored ••work ahead" packages for transi
tioning within grade, and perhaps more extensive "packages•• to aid the dif
ficult transition from two- to three-star assignments. Finally, there is an 
extensive need for tools that will help prepare for joint and combined re
sponsibilities, particularly at three- and four-star level. 

In Table E-1, these three broad areas have been addressed in a notional 
plan for consideration by the senior leadership. If implemented, it would 
fo~ a six year program of work to create improved developmental opportuniti
es for senior officers. Expanded, it would focus early development to a 
point at least as early as staff college. 

On the first page of the table, (xiv), three doctrinal areas are out
lined. They are a general doctrinal instrument at the executive level (tasks 
2-3); research and doctrinal instrument, probably eventually a field manual, 
on organizational structure (also a matter of executive responsibility); and 
a doctrinal statement on human resources development. This latter, to the 
extent that it would clearly reflect executive policy on the developaent and 
use of human resources within the Army, is clearly a concern for the senior 
leadership. 
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Page xv contains tasks for improving transition aiding, which would move 
toward an automated capability for remote delivery of executive assistance in 
the early 1990's. It would also include the capability for remote develop
mental assessments in mid-career, to enable integration of formal, assign
ments, and individual initiative sources of professional development. The 
mid-career developmental assessment would, in concept, be followed by a late 
career developmental assespment to begin the officer's period of most inten-
sive utilization and value to the Army. •-> 

Finally, page xvi contains tasks focused on development of methods for 
assessing operational effectiveness of large TDA headquarters, initially 
foCusing on corps combat operations and later expanding both to higher eche
lons and to other types of headquarters. The thrust is centered on the logic 
that a method of effectiveness assessment is essential in order for ccmnand
ers to establish feedback mechanisms for themselves, to determdne if their 
actions to improve effectiveness are in fact working. And the focus on corps 
as the first headquarters would capitalize on excellent simulations now 
available while at the same time emphasizing the ~rtanoe of early growth 
of the skills necessary to operate in a joint environment. 
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SENIOR LEADERSHIP 

PERFORMANCE RF)JUIREMENTS AT THE EXECUTIVE LEVEL 

INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the findings of interviews of 68 Arm¥ executives, 
military and civilian. Military positions were those of lieutenant generals 
and generals; civilian positions were members of the Senior Executive Serv
ice, both career and appointed. In all cases but one, an interview team 
conducted an in-depth interview which the executive permitted to be tape
recorded. The tape recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim, and then 
were subjected to an extensive content analysis, fran which the findings in 
this report have been drawn. The research had several purposes. 

To develop an understanding of the nature of work at three star, four 
star and SES levels, and the associated frames of reference, critical know
ledges, skills, and other abilities required by these levels of work. 

• To obtain from incumbents an assessment of the effectiveness of the 
developmental processes by which they had come to the positions they occu
pied, and suggestions for changes in that process as a basis for foDmulating 
improved methods of developing these senior leaders. 

• To test a general theory of organizational structure (Stratified 
Systems Theory - SST) which, if found to be useful, would powerfully enable 
further work to be done both to facilitate executive development and to pro
vide information and decision systems support for executives. 

Stratified systems theory (SST) provided the framework for the interview 
guide (Appendix B), and for the analysis. SST was developed as an outgrowth 
of a wide range of research projects in civilian and military organizations, 
both in the USA and elsewhere, spanning a time frame of roore than 35 years. 
It specifies both the organizational structure and separation of roles and 
functions found to characterize the most effective organizations. It thus 
provides a template with major bnplications for a systematic understanding of 
work and leadership at the level of 3- and 4-star general officers and ~ 
bers of the Senior Executive Service. 

This template is based on two general findiAgs from previous work. The 
first was that the level of work of any position in a hierarchical organiza
tion can be objectively measured in terms of its time-span. This time-span 
is the max~um allowed completion time of the longest tasks, assignments, 
projects or programs which the superior assigns the subordinate in the posi
tion being assessed. The second general finding was that there is an optimum 
organizational structure, consisting of a specific number of organizational 
levels, regardless of the nature of the work to be done. This structural 
template, and the associated tUne-spans, if applied to the ADmY, would yield 
a pattern of organizational levels similar to that shown below. 
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Time Comnand Civilian 
Span Level Rank Stratum Level 

Army (MACOl•t) General VII Appointees 
20 Yr - - Corps/OCS Apptees/Sup SES LTG VI 
10 Yr - - Division SES MG v 

5 Yr 
Brigade BG/COL IV GS-15,14 

2 Yr - Battalion LTC/MAJ III GS-13,12,11 
1 Yr - Company CPT/LT II GS-10,9,8,7 
3 Mo 

Enlisteds E-7/E-1 I GS-6,5,4,3,2,1 
1 Da -

Within this general template, the present work is concerned with the 
topnost two strata, which constitute the executive level. SST provided a 
basis for expectations concerning the nature and level of work, and specific 
leadership requirements at this level. 

The remainder of this report is organized into four majqr sections. The 
first will present the major findings on the nature of work at the executive 
level. The second will deal with explicit leadership requirements at the 
senior level, and the third will deal with other competencies. Finally the 
fourth will deal with the required capability pool from which selections are 
made for three and four star ranks. 

REQUISITE WORK: 4-STAR, 3-STAR AND SES 

The work at 3-Star and 4-Star levels differs qualitatively from work at 
lower levels. These differences should be taken into account both in laying 
a foundation for senior executive development and in establishing transition 
aiding programs. 

Joint, Combined and Unified Carmand 

The first, and perhaps the roost significant, difference is the encom
passing importance at 3- and 4-Star level of joint, combined and unified 
combat conmand. While it is possible to be fait;ly well insulated against the 
reality of jointness at lower levels of command, such insulation is difficult 
at 3-star levels, and impossible at 4-star levels. However, there are short
canings in the preparation of general officers for the task of working with 
the other Services and with forces of other nations, either as subordinate to 
CINCs who might be from other Services, or at 4-Star level for the role of 
CINC in command of a wide range of forces. 
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There is substantial evidence that jointness has not been a sufficiently 
strong focus in the development of officers, either in the schoolhouse or in 
the units, despite the fact that 8 out of the 13 4-Star positions are wholly 
or mainly joint. There is roam for further development of the theme of 
jointness and of unified command before officers reach the 3-Star level. 

International Perspective 

Studies of large private sector organizations show that Str. VI and Str. 
VII corporate executive work (3 Star and 4-Star levels in ADmy tenms) is 
always international in scope. This same feature characterizes the work at 
tijese levels in the Am1y. The perspective is that of what might be termed 
w-'E (whole wide world environment) • Anything which might be occurring any
where in any facet of social life (political, econanic, social, technological 
and intellectual -- the PEST! world) might be of significance for one's work, 
or for the effective functioning of subordinate commands. 

Work of this nature requires a degree of political, econamdc and social 
knowledge, skill, and sophistication, which is not necessarily a part of the 
preparation of general officers required to serve at these levels. 

Further, keeping sufficiently well informed in the w3E PEST! world is a 
formidable task. There is a great volume of random data which needs scan
ning, in addition to the relevant information which must be recognized and 
kept. One important way of imposing reasonable order on this mass of infor
mation is networking, i.e., sustaining an active network of colleagues, spe
cialists and others, in the military, industry, politics, universities, 
research institutions, and elsewhere, with wham information can be exchanged, 
and who can help the general officer to have an up-to-date and discriminating 
understanding of what is going on in the world relevant to his own needs. 

The general officers in the present set of interviews did in fact both 
understand the importance of and maintain such a network. The 4-star net
works were generally larger than those maintained at 3-star level, and those 
were generally larger than those maintained by members of the SES. Espe
cially at 4-star levels, the networks also included both national and inter
national political figures with whan senior officers interacted, to include 
heads of state, ambassadors, senators and congressmen, governors, NATO offi
cials, international negotiators, and ranking State Department officials. To 
be effective in the perfonmanoe of their duties, senior generals of necessity 
must have learned to be at ease in discussions and negotiations with such 
public figures in the perfo~oe of duty, and during state occasions. 

National Political WOrk 

The ·required international perspective at 3-Star and 4-Sta.r levels, goes 
along with the corresponding national political work which faces these senior 
leaders in negotiations with Congress, with national and state political 
leaders, with the press and with television, and with other leaders of ~ 
litical and social opinion who influence attitudes towards the military. 
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This political work calls for a sense of how these political leaders 
think, the kinds of arguments which are likely to influence them, and the 
pressures to which they are themselves subjected by their constituents or by 
their perceptions of public attitudes and tasks. 

This kind of understanding of the outlook, values, and priorities of 
political leaders and leaders of public opinion, requires that senior gener
als have a deep understanding of America and ~erican society, including 
movements and shifts in its overall culture and values, and variations in the 
culture and values of its key groups. As will be discussed below, this un- ~ 

derstanding of American culture and values is crucial also for effective 
leadership at 3-Star and 4-Star levels. 

The interview findings suggest, however, that the training and develop
ment opportunities are not as well designed as they might be to prepare gen
eral officers for this political work. The political appointees are relied 
upon for substantial support. But the most strongly expressed view was that 
senior officers should also be better equipped, by either or both of modifi
cations in assignments policies and officer training programs. 

National Strategy and Political Work Summarized 

Taken together, the international and national political requirements of 
the 3-Star and 4-Star level general officer positions underpin the require
ment for an understanding of national strategy. While it was generally 
agreed that all senior officers should understand how national strategy ~
pinges upon their work, the need for such understanding was sharper for those 
general officers whose work did in fact impact on the development of national 
strategy or who worked with those who developed it. 

It appears that the development of the national strategic and political 
expertise and sophistication required at senior levels now is mainly depend
ent upon the opportunities an officer gets in the earlier stages of his ca
reer to experience positions which expose him to these issues. In the 
absence of such experience, generals on promotion to 3-Star and 4-Star level. 
may require intensive transition aiding to help them to pick up the necessary 
understanding of jointness, relevant national and international social, po
litical and economic issues, and national strategic issues. More extensive 
earlier preparation would be an advantage. 

Major Resourcing and Logistics 

A central focus of the national political w~k at senior levels is that 
of getting the resources for the major weapons systems and equipment, and the 
attendant logistical support. In addition to the ordinary problems of prepa- ·
ration of sound proposals and arguments, and of negotiation with political 
leaders, one particular problem which was highlighted in the interviews was 
that of balancing new equipment requirements against logistical requirements. 
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The point was made that senior officers had been better prepared for 
considering weapons systems and equipment than for thinking about logistical 
requirements. Logistics tended to be held in too low regard among officers, 
to an extent that posed a threat to readiness. 

This viewpoint raises questions about the emphasis given to logistics in 
the training of officers, especially with regard to sensitizing them to.the 
balancing of long-tenm and short-ter.m resource requirements, and to under
standing how such things as port and transport facilities for getting re
sources from CONUS to a combat theatre put absolute limits on the ability to 
fight. 

Diffusion of Command 

The experience of Str. V work, both 2-Star and SES, is that of unified 
command. Commanders and managers at those levels were described as being 
able to control what they ccmnanded. The work was localizable in the sense 
of working within a context set either by a corps commander or by a Deputy 
Chief of Staff, or other 3-Star superior. The transition fran Str. IV to 
Str. V, while a move to greater responsibility, thus held no unexpected sur
prises. 

By contrast, promotion to Str. VI, 3-Star level, was full of surprises. 
It felt different. It was a move into a different world. A corps commander, 
for example, was unlikely any longer to have full control over his entire 
command. Host nation or assigned allied troops, while nominally under his 
conmand, nevertheless reta-ined allegiances and lines of authority to their 
own national commanders. 

This quality of diffuseness of corrmand, which is felt even more strongly 
at the 4-Star level, puts new danands on senior officers. It .puts a special 
premium on being able to get things done by negotiation and persuasion, and 
on getting concurrence and consensus. It would be useful if general officers 
could be aided in making this difficult transition by prior opportunity to 
develop the skills needed to deal with this substantial shift in the nature 
of their command authority. 

Collegiality 

Coincident with the change in the nature of authority with the move to 
3-Star and 4-Star levels is a related shift in the approach to decision mak
ing - a shift to a collegial mode of functioning from one considerably more 
directive at the lower levels. Work in other l~rge scale organizations sug
gests that collegial functioning is requisite at these senior executive lev
els. It is required by the situation and by the nature of the work. Such 
terms as "the college" or "the club" are frequently used to describe the way 
executives function together at this level. 

The need for collegial relationships derives mainly from the gross ~ 
plexity ~f senior level work, caused in turn by the complexity of information 
in the w E PEST! world in which senior executives are called upon to func
tion. Collegiality also, however, is forced by the need for shared vision at 

5 



the top, as a basis for concerted action on difficult issues that require 
great energy, in contrast to the stovepiping and turf battles which often 
occur at lower levels. The Army by and large has not articulated the need 
for collegial function at these top levels. Nor have its general officers 
been trained to function in this manner. 

It accordingly may be useful describe some of the main features of col
legial work. By collegial is meant a mode of operation in which the comnand 
structure is reinforced by consensual support from the most senior commanders 
acting as a corporate group. 

Consensus does not necessarily mean enthusiastic support from everyone. 
It does mean that no ~iate decision would be made that was strongly op
posed by a member of the collegial group. Strong opposition by any such 
member would require further working through, discussion, and modification, 
if necessary, in order to achieve workable solutions, unless there was an 
emergency. 

The collegial Irode of working has been found to be a natural requirement 
for effective work at these topmost 29-to-25-year-plus levels. In addition, 
there is strong evidence that the opportunity to participate in explicitly 
established collegial corporate functions sharply increases the degree of 
mutually supportive collaboration among leaders. 

The use of joint staff mechanisms is thus not some special arrangement 
which applies only to the top command of the Services. It applies generally 
in very large-scale institutions. Collegial·working within each service and 
within each unified and specified command could enhance effectiveness of 
operations, and help to establish a network of collaboration right across the 
top. The prior existence in peacet~ of a top level network of collegial 
groups used to working in this way, would be a substantial contribution to 
readiness. It builds up a store of trust which facilitates llnmediate re
sponse to conmand in emergency. 

A collegial consensus mode of operations used to achieve a continual 
working agreement on a balanced 29/25 year, 19/15 year, 5/8 year, 2/3 year, 
and current year plan, would provide a strong umbrella integrating and pro
tecting the work of each of the MACOMs. It could possibly improve the effec
tiveness of use of resources, facilitate decisions on the most appropriate 
disposition of resources between immediate needs of forces readiness and 
sustainment and the more distant requirements of forces modernization and 
development. It might save considerable sums of money. 

Applied in the Army setting, collegial functioning would call for close 
collaborative working among the 4-Star general officers, and among appropri
ate groupings of 4-Star and 3-Star general officers as called for by particu
lar categories of issues. 
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How Strategic/Policy Work is Accomplished 

The view is strongly held by a few key senior generals and political 
appointees that 4-Star and 3-Star generals do not have sufficient opportunity 
to do their own concept development work on the policy issues, without first 
delegating it to action officer level for initial working up. Examples of 
phrases heard are, "Generals tend to work the fringes rather than the real 
problems," and "The Army is run by its Iron Majors!" 

It is, of course, not universally the case that generals do not do their 
own concept developnent work for strategic policy development. Many do keep 
their own grip on the situation, and use their staffers for help. But they 
must buck the systan in order to do so, and that is not always easy. For 
example, if a 3-Star general wants the direct help of a major or lieutenant 
colonel deep inside his staff, the officers in between may feel bypassed and 
pushed aside, with a substantial amount of resulting discomfort. 

This problem has also been encountered in correlated research on Army 
organizations. It appears to be connected with a way of doing business which 
has cane to grip the military, and the ci vi 1 service as well, which can per
haps best be described as an "upside down blandification process." This 
process stems from a tendency at general officer level to get work done by a 
process of delegation to Staff or Action Officers at lieutenant colonel and m 
ajor levels. Anything from strategic policy issues to operational mdssions 
will came in at 4-Star or 3-Star level. They will be screened by Directors or 
Chiefs of Staff, or by XOs, Who will delegate some issues directly downwards, 
and pick out the more substantial issues for the general to scrutinize. He, 
in turn, may or may not append a brief guidance note, after which it also 
will be passed down the ·system for a junior staffer, such as an assistant G3, 
or an action officer to work up. 

When the action officers, usually under the guidance of a colonel, have 
done their work, a response (a draft order, a policy statement, a reply, a 
memorandum, or whatever is called for) will be prepared. In the course of 
doing so, three things are described as occurring. First, it is necessary to 
"second guess" the general's views about the nature of a satisfactory solu
tion. Second, alternative proposals are prepared wherever possible, so as to 
ensure that at least one draft solution might be acceptable. And third, 
solutions or considerations judged likely to be unacceptable at higher levels 
tend to be scrubbed out, a process which ensures that good news travels up
wards but blocks bad news, thereby depriving the senior leadership of the 
information necessary for effective decisions at least a part of the t~. 

Because of the need to cover all possibi 1 i ties, much unnecessary work is 
done, not only by the action officers working the issue, but also by action 
officers in other departments who respond to requests for info~tion, 
analysis of possible consequences, or observations on fit with related de
velopments elsewhere. CUmulative waves of work can thus be generated in all 
directions. 
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When the first draft has been completed, it is taken for granted that the 
briefing process begins. The coordinating colonel reviews the work, works it 
back and forth with the majors and lieutenant colonels until satisfied, and 
then arranges for it to be briefed to a major general. The process is re
peated at lieutenant general and, for major issues, at general level. At 
each stage, the rough edges and controversial bits are removed, and so the 
brief may become increasingly bland. 

The major problem, however, is that the mind-set of the staffer has 
been indelibly stamped upon the action. It is difficult for the higher 
level generals to modify the action's basic frame of reference (not 
only the orientation and content, but also the subsequent missions) 
without rejecting the whole. In the event that is done, the two alter
natives are to start the process over or personally spend the time to 
take the brief apart and put it back together again as a brand new 
document. 

Moreover, the general who is being briefed will more often than not be 
hearing the material for the first time. There is pressure for him to make 
up his mind on the spot about the·proposals, with all eyes upon him, and 
almost magically, to decide what to do. 

In short, senior officers are ensnared in a work system which leaves them 
11captives of the expert briefer," and which puts the enduring stamp of who
ever does the first draft on the outcome. Large amounts of unnecessary work 
are generated, and priorities are difficult to keep in perspective, not only 
for the reasons described but also because this botto~up process may be 
initiated unintentionally by even the most casual of questions if raised by a 
general. 

This process has been set out in such detail because it affects the qual
ity of work and outputs which senior officers are in a position to produce. A 
very competent action officer may turn out directed work of very credible 
quality, but only under the rarest circumstances would this work have the 
level of creativity of which a general officer would consistently be capable. 
When senior officers take major strategic policy issues under their own wing, 
as many of them sometimes have the chance to do, and then do the work them
selves (as for example, a 3-Star working with a 2-Star subordinate, directly 
assisted perhaps by one or two staffers at major, lieutenant colonel or colo
nel level), the output tends to have much more powerful impact than the out
puts from the bottom-up process can possibly have. Further, it seems to take 
no more general officer time, and clearly requires vastly less staff tUne. 

Contrariwise, whenever a problem is delegated to a level of organization 
below the level of complexity of the problem itself (e.g. a problem complex 
enough to call for direct general officer attention assigned to the major/ 
lieutenant colonel level for initial work up) then 

the process generates considerable amounts of wasted effort and work 
at lower levels; 
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it keeps a deluge of briefing documents and detailed 'eaches' pouring 
out upon senior officers, making Herculean efforts necessary to cope with the 
detail while retaining sufficient time and focus to work the bigger issue; 

the initial work-up will be too long and either too diffuse, or too 
simplistic; 

it will miss chances for genuine simplification and cost reduction; 

it will seriously underestimate total costs and required times of 
completion. 

These symptoms are familiar enough. 

The current experience of general officers and the current method of work 
in all major headquarters, however, are in the direction of the method of 
work described. This approach could be reversed if it were desired to do so. 
Dnproved quality of work might then be achieved by fewer people, and sub
stantial numbers of officers released for more meaningful combat-related 
duties. 

SES Work: Specilization and Continuity 

The civilian service constitutes one-third of the Army's ~ctive strength. 
It is essential for readiness. Civilians perform duties which cannot easily 
be assigned to soldiers, for two reasons. First, their work covers a wide 
range of specialized activities which require specialized education, train
ing, and development which are not compatible with requirements for prepara
tion and pursuit of a professional military career~ Second, the kind of work 
done by civilians demands greater continuity than can be provided by sol
diers, given current military tours of duty. 

The continuity provided by SESs is recognized as being of great impor
tance. An SES can continue through the tours of three or four general offi
cers, helping to orient each in turn, and ensuring that there is no 
interruption in critical long-term projects. Though few SES members have a 
formal role in Army policy development, this continuity does indirectly give 
same SESs the opportunity to have a major impact at the policy level. How
ever, it was held also that SESs can and do remain too long in one position. 
Position requirements should deteDnine tour of duty. For example, an SES 
tour of duty of 6 to 8 years was suggested as optimum for those SES positions 
providing continuity. It would encompass several general officer changes, 
and at the same time be within the 5 to 10 year time-span for Str. V. 

SES work covers a much wider range of specialized positions than does GO 
work. This work tends to be in the 5 to 8 year tUne-span range, coinciding 
with the time-spans found at 2-Star level under peacetime garrison condi
tions. The development programs for SES must thus be considered in terms of 
opportunities for growing in a specialty towards work at Str. V level, with 
an understanding of military requirements associated with that specialty. 
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The SES specialties are more or less exhaustively categorized in ter:ms of 
the various civilian specialist communities. Examples are: 

- accounting and finance 
- statistics 
- scientific and engineering 
- construction engineering 

Scientific and Technical work 

Systems development for modern warfare requires the closest military and 
scientific/technical collaboration. The scientific and technical work en
sures that the Armed forces are supplied with the weapons systems required to 
meet and defeat threat forces from technologically advanced adversaries. A 
prime role of the civilian service, and especially the SES, is to sustain 
those scientific and technical developmental efforts. 

By far, the largest group of SESs is employed in research and development 
work in AMC. These scientists and technicians occupy both managerial and 
non-managerial research positions in laboratories. They are the ones for wham 
an alternative scientific and technical personnel management system is under 
consideration, in order t~provide levels of remuneration and other condi
tions which are competitive with industry. 

However, establishing an alternative personnel system for this special 
circumstance -- fragmenting a service in order to deal with a problem caused 
by rigidities and shortcomings in the administration of the service -- was 
thought to be a bad principle. What is required is to Unprove the existing 
ineffective procedures. 

SES Status 

At least three steps need to be taken to improve the current situation. 
The first has to do with the issue that a substantial number of SES manage
rial positions (approxUnately 88 as of July 1985) are directly or indirectly 
subordinated to colonels. The reasons for this are difficult to find. It is 
the equivalent of subordinating a Brigadier or Major General to a Colonel. 
SES subordination can be tolerated to some extent if the Colonel is an expe
rienced officer in a pre-retirement post, with a level of capability equiva
lent to a Lieutenant General, but whose career precluded selection as a 
general officer because it followed specialist non-combat work. However, it 
is not ideal even under those circumstances, and special instances do not 
give a basis for a solution in principle. It is essential that SES posts be 
recognized clearly as 2-Star equivalent, and structured organizationally to 
be subordinate to 3-Star general officers. 

The second step has to do with remuneration. If the present salary cap 
could be broken for a special civilian personnel management system, then 
presumably it can be broken for the existing civilian service, including SES. 
Such a step ought to be considered forthwith. The time-span method used to 
measure level of work in the present research provides for a direct compari
son of payment levels in the civil service with equivalent levels of work in 
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industry measured in the same way. (Data on current levels of compensation 
for 5-year time-span level of work in industry can, for example, readily be 
provided). To continue to sustain a seriously depressed SES payment struc
ture is to encourage the filling of top level roles either with individuals 
of the required capability who for one reason or another are prepared to make 
substantial financial sacrifices, or, increasingly, with individuals who 
while capable, nevertheless may not have the full capabilities which are 
called for by the work to be done. 

The third step has to do with mechanisms for achieving parity between 
managerial and non-managerial specialist SES positions. Parity detennination 
should be based on equivalence in level of work, regardless of numbers of 
subordinates controlled or programs managed. It could be achieved through 
use of the time-span measure referenced in the previous paragraph. Given 
such a mechanism, it would not be necessary to have separate career ladders 
for managers and specialists. Individuals could alternate between managerial 
and specialist roles, much as soldiers alternate between command and staff 
roles, rather than needing to adhere rigidly to a single path. This would 
provide developmental opportunity that is desirable for most, without pre
cluding opportunity for concentration on one or the other in special cases. 

SES Participation in Policy Making 

The issues of subordination and remuneration apply not only to the scien
tific and technical SES work, but also to other specialist areas of the SES. 
However, for these additional areas, there are further issues which need con
sideration. One is the extent to which SES members take part in policy mak
ing in the departments to which they belong. Among those interviewed, the 
degree of participation varied from full involvement to practical exclusion.· 
It appears to be determined in part by differences in custom and practice in 
different departments, and in part by the personalities of those concerned. 
There are no standard practices which set out the requisite amount or type of 
participation. 

What becomes clear from the discussions, however, is that the failure to 
include SES members in the top management policy making groups in departments 
or directorates commanded at 3-Star level, on the same basis as 2-Star GO 
directors would be included, adds to whatever feelings of alienation may 
already exist among SES staff. A strong desire to take part, and to be in
cluded, is expressed, and connected with the desire to be a part of the Army. 

To be included as part of the policy making group is an important issue 
of status and recognition. There are many others, such as the fact that 
SESs, in contrast to general officers, do not have the outward accoutrements 
of status such as flags. Nor do they share general officer messes and dining 
facilities. Such differences all tend to magnify felt exclusion, and the 
sense of being something less than first class Army citizens. 
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SES and Military Knowledge 

All SES work calls for some understanding of combat; some calls for 
nearly the same understanding as would be required of general officers in 
TO&E positions. In the direction of less knowledge would be work in con
struction engineering, law, and finance and accounting. In the direction of 
substantial knowledge would be weapon system research, research in DCSOPS, 
work in CAA, and behavioral sciences research. 

SES members get what knowledge they have about military matters through 
independent reading and study. There is sufficient military content to SES 
work to warrant consideration of systematic opportunities for SES members to 
acquire the necessary military knowledge and experience through education and 
training both with military officers and separately. 

GO/SES Equivalent Levels 

One of the nnplications of these findings is that it is not realistic to 
think of leadership, work, and personnel systems to encompass 3-and 4-star 
general officers and members of the SES in the same framework, as was envi
sioned at the start of this study. The evidence from the interviews, in 
teDms both of protocol status and of time-span measurement of the level of 
work, shows the majority of those SES members interviewed to be in the equi
valent of 2-star positions. There are two or three which correspond to the 
three-star level, and a few others which correspond to the one-star level. 
However, since those interviewed were selected as the most senior group of 
SES, it is likely that many and perhaps most SES positions are at the one
star equivalent level. 

By contrast with the SES roles, the level of work in the political ap
pointee roles consistently is the equivalent of 3- and 4-star level. The 
current structure of roles at these levels is illustrated in the following 
chart. 

Str VII 4-Star Political 
20 Yr Appointee 

Str VI 3-Star Roles 
10 Yr 

Str v 2-Star SES 
5 Yr 

Str IV 1-Star/COL SES 
2 Yr -

It would be useful for SES motivation if there were some, half a dozen 
or more, SES roles which were clearly designated as Str VI deputies to 4-Star 
commanders, to provide a substantial recognized career top. Examples could 
be Deputy to the CSA, Deputy VCSA, Deputy CG FORSCOM, Deputy a:; TRA.C><X:, and 
Deputy CG Ar-C. 
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In addition it would be useful to consider the possibility of extending 
the number of SES roles holding established authority as Deputy CG to 3-Star 
commanding generals. The Navy has recently begun such an extension of recog
nition to SES work by establishing such Deputy CG roles as subordinates of 
3-Star commanders in Naval Operations. 

A General Structure for GS and SES 

If the SES is requisitely equivalent to Str. V 2-Star general officer 
rank, a question may also be raised about the organizational structure equi
valents of the GS positions. Like nearly all other large-scale organiza
tions, a system of pay grades (GS 1 to 15) has been provided for compensa
tion and career development purposes, but a requisite structure of managerial 
levels has not been separately established. (The military also has its pay 
grade system in the fo~ of ranks, but fortunately it also has a system of 
seven command levels.) 

It is essential to have an accurate and clearly articulated work organi
zation structure upon which to build an effective managerial and personnel 
system. A preliminary analysis suggests an organizational work structure for 
the Civil Service along the lines shown below. 

Str. VII - Political Appointees 
Str. VI - Political Appointees + a few super SES 
Str. v - SES 
Str. IV - GS/GM 15/14 
Str. III - GS 13/12/11/10 
Str. II - GS 9/8/7 
Str. I - GS 6/5/4/3/2/1 

While this analysis is tentative and should be confirmed by one more 
systematically done, it deals with some of the structural problems discussed 
earlier. It elevates all SES positions at least to 2-Star equivalence and 
provides for some "super SES". Such an arrangement is essential to give 
adequate status for the career service to do the work it must do, and to give 
organizational breating space for the 15 GS grades to be formed into the 
requisite number of work levels. Further, provision for the Str. VI Super 
SES achieves the effect now proposed to be accomplished by splitting the 
current single system into two, one of which would be a Scientific and Tech
nical Personnel Management System. 

The Unplications of this organizational structure for managerial arrange
ments would be that the manager-subordinate relationship would be !United to 
the following role relationships: 

3 Star GOs 
SES 
GS 15/14 
GS 13/12/11 
GS 10/9/8/7 

as managers 
" II 

II II 

" II 

II " 

13 

of SES 
" GS 15/14 
II GS 13/12/ll 
II GS 10/9/8/7 
II GS 6/5/4/3/2/1 



In short, the analysis, which is based upon the organizational template 
and supported by preliminary data, provides for 5 levels of organizational 
structure (6 levels if a Str. VI Super SES role is allowed for) and the 15 GS 
pay grades plus theSES pay grade (divided into 6 pay steps). There is evi
dence from industrial organization studies that getting organization struc
ture into this requisite form lan open the way for gains in productive 
effectiveness of 30% and more. 

1see, in particular, the accumulative results of work in the Australian Mining 
Corporation, CRA, which is acting as a test bed for the US Aony on 
application of the SST template in organization development. 
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LEADERSHIP AT SENIOR LEVELS 

One hypothesis with which this research began was that current leadership 
theory is far too limited to deal with the nature of leadership at senior 
levels. FM 22-100, Military Leadership, describes leadership in face-to-face 
groups and is therefore appropriate for small unit, company, and battalion 
interpersonal leadership. However, different and more encompassing manuals 
are required for mid-level leadership -- division, brigade, and battalion 
levels -- and for senior leadership at 3-Star and 4-Star levels. Parallel 
manuals are also required for civilian leadership development. 

The interviews have strongly confirmed the assumption that there are 
distinct changes in the nature of leadership at successively higher levels of 
command. Commanders at all levels must be able to exercise direct face-to
face leadership with their immediate subordinates. But while direct leader
ship suffices at CO and BN levels, it is not enough at mid and senior levels. 
These leaders must be able to do more. 

Previous research has established1 that mid-level leadership - at Divi
sion and Brigade levels - calls for creating a command climate through policy 
and oversight of operating procedures which will 

provide the most appropriate setting for direct face-to-face leader
ship at small unit level, strengthening leaders and reinforcing soldiers' 
will to fight, and 

be consistent with Army-wide culture and values as articulated at 
senior levels. 

The main instrument for climate creation is the Division Commander's 
control of policy and his oversight of operating procedures at lower levels. 
Policies have a profound impact on climate. Restrictive policies foster 
"red tape", produce a climate encouraging "do-as-you-are-told" and risk 
avoidance, and thereby reduce initiative and innovativeness. By contrast, 
"open" policies generate ~ climate of freedom to experiment, encouraging 
initiative and innovation • In the interviews, the imp:>rtance of "open" 
policies and a cl~te that encourages experimentation during peacetime 
training was particularly emphasized at the 4-star level. However, there was 
at the same time a lack of optimism that the total system could ever be 
changed. (One hypothesis not tested is that general officers voicing these 
thoughts ~licitly recognized system change of this nature as a very major 
undertaking that could never be accomplished during one single 4-star tenure, 
and, because of the way the systan works, therefore probably not "do-able" 
at all.) 

At the same t~, there was also recognition, among those at 4-star 
level, that the senior leadership of the Army is responsible for setting the 
values by which the Army should abide, and for supporting and maintaining an 

lsee draft FM 22-999 prepared by Dr. T. 0. Jacobs of ARI. 
2As shown in the power-down leader experiments at Fort Hood, 
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A~y culture that will foster enhanced combat readiness. This is uniquely 
the task of the topmost levels, as is oversight of policy for.mation so as to 
ensure that values and culture are supported by policy. Indeed, it is through 
showing how to link policy and operations to the desired values and culture 
that the senior leadership makes the intangible real, and ensures the conti
nuity of real battle readiness over time. 

A Citizen Army 

Army culture and values were of central concern, especially at the 4-star 
level, because of the unique nature of the group to be led and the institu- ~. 

tion itself. Soldiers are not ordinary employees as would be the case for 
leadership of, for example, a large corporation. They are citizens who have 
entered under oath to defend their country, ·in an institution which has been 
entrusted with profound responsibility, and to which has been assigned a part 
of the nation's legal system in the UCMJ processes to establish and legiti-
mate comnand. 

Army leaders are in a position of trust. They have had entrusted to them 
groups of followers about whom the nation, and the nation's families, are 
concerned as individuals. That is why culture and values that foster trust 
and confidence are crucial top level leadership responsibilities. That theme 
was raised repeatedly in the interviews of general officers, and informs the 
analysis which follows. 

Leadership and Envisionment 

One of the foundation stones on which leadership lies is the vision of 
the leader. Vision at the top, in this sense of the word, is the·capacity to 
fo~ a concept of where the Ar:my needs to go over time, and how it is to get 
there. It is specific both in content and in time. Content consists of 
goals -- the direction in which the leader is seeking to move. For the sen
ior leadership of the Ar:my, that direction will be set in its most general 
terms by national strategy coming from the topmost political bodies. There 
will then follow a series of goals cascading from level to level, goals at 
one level nested within the goals at the next higher level. 

Envisionment also has a t~ dbnension. A general statement of the t~ 
scale is given b¥ the organizational template and its time-span boundaries. 
It calls for the senior leadership to be setting the long-ter,m vision for the 
Army as a whole and for its ~ in explicit ways, for example, laying out 
a working concept for the Ar:my of 2005-2010, and for how in broad te~ it 
is intended to get there. 

The discussions strongly supported the assumption that senior leaders 
must provide the long term vision within which the Ar:my functions. The 20-25 
year time perspective for Ar:my development given by the CSA and his 4-Star 
generals would include concepts for its future how-to-fight doctrine, force 
development, and weapon systems development. Army 21, with its 25 year out
reach is a critical example of such envisionment. 
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In the case of 4-Star general officers commanding TO&E Forces, two levels 
of vision must be set out. The first is the immediate and active ·projection 
of the Force for the succeeding two years -- the contemplated changes and 
their associated plans for nnplementation with minimum disturbance of readi
ness. The second is to provide soldiers with an understanding of the 29-25 
year forward look of the Anmy, and of how the MACOM goals mesh with the 
broader goals and national strategy. The second, long term, envisionment is 
essential to give the necessary depth of meaning to the immediate vision, and 
to give confirmation to the sense of taking part in a national endeavor. 

By the same token, it is the mark of effective 3-star leadership to set 
the 12-15 year vision for a command -- giving the conceptions lying behind 
the programs and projects which are being delegated to 2-star and SES levels. 
This outreach encompasses the 10 year scope of the EPA and the long-term 
forces plan, which deal with developments targeted in the time frame of 1997-
2900. This time-frame lies beyond the range where accurate trend extrapo
lative forecasting is feasible (7 to 8 years is the max~um for that pur
pose). The leader therefore must rely upon a conceptual understanding of 
what is needed, but, once again, spelled out in specific tenns. And in the 
case of TO&E Corps Commanders, the 1 1/2 to 2 year llnmediate readiness goals 
need to be set out against the background of the 12-15 year direction of 
corps development, which, in turn, is set by the Commander within the 29-25 
year working orientation for the Ar.my which comes from 4-star level. It is 
precisely by being able to provide an adequate 12 to 15 year conceptual 
framework that the 3-Star general officer gives meaning and purpose to the 
work of his subordinates; this is an essential part of the foundation on 
which subordinate leader development and unit effectiveness rests. 

Work and leadership at SES and 2-Star general officer level are different 
again in quality. The maximum time frame at this level is in the 5-7 year 
range. That tim~frame allows for predicting and forecasting, and plans that 
can be concretized in teDmS of the POM and PPBS. Hence, the work at this 
level has a quality of reality and concreteness that is inevitably missing 
from the higher level roles. It is a quality which makes possible the feel
ing of unity of command which suffuses Str. V, in contrast to the sense of 
diffusion of command at higher levels. 

A number of the interviewed officers pointed out that, while the above 
time-spans were true for peacetime under Pentagon and garrison conditions, 
they did not hold for TO&E units in state of readiness, or for combat. Under 
these latter conditions, the tllne-scale of operations was reduced to no more 
than 1 1/2 to 2 years at 3-Star level in readiness, and down to perhaps weeks 
at this level in combat. But even under these conditions of time compres
sion, there was an awareness of the required background understanding of 
national purpose which gives meaning to the intense shorter term efforts. 
This was described by some as a philosophy. Evidence of the need to have and 
understand such a philosophy also appears in autobiographical writings of 
retired 4- and 5-star general officers as the basis for their application of 
what now is labeled .. operational art", i.e., the understanding of how to 
design military operations to implement strategic national purpose. In this 
sense, even the intense time compression of combat is not free from the re
quirement of strategic envisionment. 
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A conflict was expressed by a number of general officers between the long 
time-span which should operate at their level and their actual two to three 
year tours of duty. It was difficult to attend adequately to the longer teom 
requirements in view of the relatively short time available to make a mark 
"on my watch." It would seem useful to find ways of placing greater weight 
on the value of programs which general officers might initiate but not co~ 
plete on their own tours, together with greater reward and recognition given 
for success in doing so. 

The felt need to do whatever could be done during one's own tour of duty, 
if one were to get due credit, was an important source of turbulence and 
excessive change. These issues of the time frame within which work is done, 
as contrasted with that in which it should be done, wi 11 be addressed subse
quently in connection with organization structure and with officer develop
ment. 

Senior Leadership, CUlture, and Values 

Results thus far presented have confir.med the initial hypothesis not only 
that senior leadership would have its own special qualities at each different 
command level, but also that the senior leadership would have much of its 
Army-wide and corps-wide bnpact by virtue of its impact upon culture and 
values. This crucially Unportant point was articulated particularly strongly 
by the 4-star general officers, who repeatedly commented on the indirect 
nature of their impact on the total Ar.my. They not only understood that this 
was necessarily the case for long teDm effect, but also understQod the link
ages through which the indirect effects were obtained. They widely shared the 
view recently expressed by CSA that the molding of Army culture and values is 
a crucial part of 4-star work, particularly with regard to the absolute i~ 
portance of creating a culture of trust and confidence upward and downward. 

Culture is best defined as the AX:my's way of doing things. The botto~up 
briefing process described earlier, for example, is a significant component 
of A~ culture. So is the play-it-safe process, held to be essential at 
company and battalion level if officers were to be confident of avoiding the 
risk of a less-than-perfect OER. And so, on the positive side, is the 
strongly embedded culture of duty, honor, country. While the pragmatics of 
concern for career were found to be widespread, these pragmatics were 
strongly overshadowed by evident willingness to sacrifi-e at a~y time for 
country and for duty. However, there were conflicts between these different 
values. 

Army culture must be reasonably in line with culture of the nation. When 
it sometimes is not, conflict occurs, which will in the long run be to the 
detriment of the Army in recruitment, in retaining outstanding officers, and 
even in securing congressional support. By the same token, the values which 
are a part of culture and in part are generated by culture, must also be 
maintained in harmony with national values. 
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Culture and values have a powerful effect on small unit action and on 
soldier behavior. This effect is not direct. It operates through several 
intervening links. Culture and operating values (i.e. the values on which 
actual behavior is based as opposed to those which are stated but not ex
pressed in practice) provide the setting for policy and climate at mid-level. 
Policy and climate in turn influence the procedures, processes and standards 
promulgated by battalion and company comnanders. At the bottom end of this 
cascading flow are small unit and individual actions, and the cohesion which 
sustains small units on the battlefield. When the various linking pieces 
are consistent, leadership is experienced as consistent b¥ the soldier, and 
small unit leaders have the confidence to learn and do what is right. Incon
sistencies create confusion, loss of confidence in leadership, and inconsis
tent actions, especially by company grade leaders. 

A Culture of Trust and Understanding 

small unit combat effectiveness, the ultimate goal of leadership at all 
levels, requires that subordinates be g ven an understanding of the context 
within which the leader is acting as well as a clear and precise understand
ing of the context within which he expects them to operate. It is this 
shared understanding of contexts which enables subordinates to act responsi
bly in the absence of orders, as, for example, will be required under the 
assumptions of the distributed AirLand battlefield. 

But the capacity to share understanding of contexts depends on the exis
tence of appropriate culture and values. Culture and values appropriate for 
the distributed battlefield will, for example, call for and accept reasonable 
risk by virtue of decisions required of small unit leaders in peacetime 
training, in contrast to a play-it-safe culture which would much more nar
rowly limit the range of decisions small unit leaders can make. The opportu
nity cost of "play-it-safe" is that small ~nit leaders do not learn how to 
make risky decisions within the context of their seniors' concepts, and 
thereby fail to acquire a skill essential to success in mid-to high-intensity 
combat. 

In addition, trust is undeDmined in two different ways. First, because 
trust is built through successfully dealing with risk, a "play-it-safe" 
peacet~ environment l~its the extent to which trust can be built. Second, 
for some small percentage of leaders who will not be able to deal with the 
challenge, their lack of peacetime challenge will have prevented demonstra
tion of their development need. The need is for peacetime culture and values 
that will allow risk within reasonable limits, depending upon and reinforc
ing individual responsibility, thereby building confidence, technical and 
tactical competence, decision skills and trust. 

Leadership and the Modification of Culture 

There are four major sets of levers available to senior leaders for modi
fying culture. These levers are systems which influence culture through the 
operating values they impose. These systems include: 
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Personnel Systems - promotion, evaluation, individual development, c~ 
pensation, organizational structure 

Operational Systems - force integration, objectives setting, planning, 
task allocation, information 

Materiel Acquisition Systems - requirements definition, development/de
sign, acquisition, distribution, maintenance 

Training System - combat doctrine development, training within the 
schoolhouse, training within units, external training, special training. 

The tendency is to rely on training as the sole solution to all cultural 
issues. It is important to note that there are other powerful levers. If 
these other levers are not recognized and used, changes in these systems 
produce unanticipated cultural changes which may not always be desirable. It 
is also essential that training should be in line with the Arm¥ culture re
quired to fight and win on the "come as you are" battlefield, both to trans
mit and reinforce that culture. 

This conception of leadership requirements changing in quality at succes
sively higher levels of command is not new. Senior leaders have always had 
to work with culture and values as part of their overall responsibilities. 
What may be new is the systematic articulation of these leadership require
ments at higher levels, as against previous concepts of leadership in terms 
of face-to-face relationships alone. This articulation is urgently needed 
today, because of the increasing complexity which faces leaders at all levels 
as a function of rapi changes in technology, increases in quantity of infor
mation, and much greater enemy capability in creating deception. Increased 
complexity has made it imperative that leaders at every level have available 
an explicit and accurate understanding of their responsibilities, both to 
develop the skills needed to perform at higher levels if required, and to 
perform effectively in their current assignments. -

SES Leadership 

There was little discussion in the interviews about SES leadership. Very 
few of the SES members interviewed had a strong sense of leadership responsi
bilities in the positions they occupied, and even those who were in manage
rial positions placed more emphasis on management problems than on leadership 
problems. They were more concerned about the lack of clear leadership they 
were receiving from their military supervisors. This lack was thought to 
result from lack of understanding of SES work. When their military supervi
sors did have the necessary understanding, especially when coupled with in
terest in the contribution to the ADmy made by SES members, the leadership 
was thought to be very effective. 

Same few SES members who were managers of substantial departments of 
military and civilian members did see themselves in an active leadership 
role, although samet~s it was easier to exercise that leadership in rela
tion to civilians than it was in relation to officers. The elements of this 
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leadership are in line with the policy and climate setting called for at 
mid-level. SES members do not appear to get involved with culture and value 
development, other than the very few whose positions were more or less the 
equivalent of 3-Star. 

The time-scale of SES leadership envisionment is in the 5 to 8 year 
range •. That time-scale allows SES leaders to set out their programs and 
provide a clear context for their subordinate organizations in terms of the 
POM and PPBES, each of which really has a 7-year frame. 

It could contribute to the effectiveness of civilian work if there were 
greater awareness among SES members of the Unportance of leadership. If SES 
positions were requisitely established at the 2-Star equivalent level, recog
nizing that there are more than 450,000 civilians, then it may be seen that 
leadership development equivalent to that of Division Commanders is essential 
for SES members. 

Unit Visiting 

Finally, there was one issue of leadership on which there were differ
ences of opinion; namely, the issue of unit visiting. The views ranged from 
the value of surprise visits "to see what things were really like" to the 
value of planned visits notified well in advance "to see the very best ac
count the unit could give of itself;" or from the value of "correcting mis
takes of junior officers and NCOs," to the value of "getting a sense of the 
unit's standards, but not interferring with what the officers or NCOs were 
doing." A distillation of the various observations leads to a picture of 
unit visiting along the following lines. 

Whether or not to take a unit by surprise is probably a matter of indi
vidual taste, and may vary from time to time with circumstances. But.there 
are two central features of any visit: first, to be seen; second, to get a 
direct sense of the operating effectiveness, culture and climate, and morale 
of the visited unit. 

The importance of being seen was strongly emphasized. Top level leaders 
should be personally recognizable. Whether or not this personal identifica
tion needs to be reinforced by creating and projecting a unique image was 
left as a moot point. What was conmonly agreed, however, was that the quali
ties presented should be a genuine reflection of the personality of the 
leader. 

There was also general agreement on the second point. Senior officers 
considered that they could get a good sense of the state of a unit by visits 
of either type, surprise or planned. They were aware of the commonly held 
view that they usually were shown what the unit wanted them to see, so as to 
give a favorable impression. But this rarely prevented seeing through to the 
essentials. The art was to have plenty of opportunity to talk to troops, 
NCOs, junior officers, and officers at mid-level, and to see the unit at 
work, whether in training, on exercises, in maintenance activities, or in 
special drills. But this, in turn, required the senior leaders to manage 
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their time so that they would always have enough for this critical activity. 
Where time was totally programmed on for:mal activities, the opportunity ex
isted to miss some of the real essentials. 

Given the opportunity to sense at lower and mid-levels, it was thought 
possible to determine the extent that policy and climate are in line with the 
culture and values which the senior leaders are attempting to sustain. The 
ability to read the signs, of course, requires that the leader be clear about 
the culture and values he considers important, and the standards of effective 
performance he is setting. Inaccurate assessments of units spring more from 
unclarity of visiting officers about their standards, than from failing to 
see what is going on. 

On the question of what to do about what is observed, the central point 
is that the visiting officer should work through the findings in a coaching 
and mentoring relationship with his immediate subordinate, and perhaps in 
conference with all subordinates-once-removed. The issue is not to correct a 
particular NCO; but rather to take what NCOs (and others) do or say as ex~ 
plars to illustrate the general conclusions arrived at and subsequently fed 
back to the subordinate commander. 

ThP feed-back side of visits is just as important as the assessment and 
informing function. What are the difficulties standing in the way of reach
ing given perfo~ce standards? Are the desired policies and climate 
viewed as on the mark? Or do they support operating values in conflict with 
stated values such that the latter are considered to be pious and unrealistic 
and to be rejected in practice. This kind of analysis and feed-back is es
sential for total Army leadership to work effectively as a system. 

INDIVIDUAL COMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS 

The foregoing material gives same indication of the competencies which 
are required in 4-star and 3-star general officers, and in SES members. we 
shall consider the 4-star requirements first, use these requirements as back
ground for the requirements at 3-star level, and then treat the SES compe
tency requirements separately. we shall then consider the pool of talent 
needed at lower levels to ensure a steady flow of replacements at senior 
officer levels, and also the question of how potential senior officer talent 
can be recognized and identified at earlier stages in a career, but without 
creating a "crown prince" elite group. 

The Nature of Individual Capability 

The concept for considering individual capability is based upon the fol
lowing fonnula: 

LoC = a person's level of capability in the sense of the level of 
work of a particular kind he/she would be able to achieve; a person's LoC 
thus varies with different kinds of work. 
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Pt. Psychological equiprrent rf.:quit"t:d for a part1cular x..ind of 
work, including: 

Knowledge (K) 
Skill (~) -

Values/interests <Y> 
Temperament (!_) 

KS and VT are modifiable to a certain extent, making it possi
ble by appropriate education, training, and counseling programs 
to prepare a person for a particular position or type of work. 

CP = Cognitive power of a person, being the size of world he/she is 
able to construct, or the amount and complexity of information 
he/she is able to process. 

CP is· measurable in time horizon; it is constitutionally based, 
is relatively unmodifiable, and matures throughout life at 
predictable rates. A person's cognitive power sets the maximum 
level of work of any kind that he/she would be capable of even 
with maximum opportunities for the development of the necessary 
equipnent (KS&VT) • 

0 = the developmantal opportunity that a person has had, which 
includes the opportunity for the necessary experience to gain 
both knowledge and skill. 

There is evidence that cognitive power matures as illustrated in the 
array of time-horizon progression curves shown in Figure 2 of Appendix A. Two 
particularly significant points need to be noted. The first is that indi
viduals who are genuinely capable of~operating at 4-star level by age 52-54, 
will be in Mode VIII. That is, they have maturation potential of the kind 
possessed by individuals who may get to 5-star equivalent levels of cognitive 
capability and time horizon in what is ordinarily termed old age. That is a 
very outstanding level of talent. 

The second point is that the ordinary career promotion pattern for 4-star 
(and 3-star) general officers is as shown in Figure 3 of Appendix A. They 
progress along with all other officers in on up-or-out basis, until they 
reach a Senior Service College, probably between 38 to 41 years of age. Then 
they receive very rapid promotions, usually reaching 4-star level 10 to 12 
years after leaving sse. An ~plication of the time-horizon maturation 
curves is that during the period until they reach 4-star level, their cogni
tive capability has been maturing well above their level of promotion. There 
consequently is a kind of manpower POMCUS of officers of high level potential 
between the ages of 20 and 50, which may or may not be either used or devel
oped. These issues will be pursued further in the next section on senior 
officer development. 

In addition to the fact that about half the 4-star general officers 
should be Mode VIII (eventual 5-star potential) in order to ensure that the 
Army has sufficient capability at Stratum VII for effective command of the 
Total Ar.my, enough talent must be available at this level to provide for the 
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contingency of a "come-as-you-are" war. In such a war, the 5-star quality of 
leadership will be required immediately, without the time lag which has made 
large-scale military build-up possible in the past. 

A derivative advantage of having Mode VIII (potential 5-star) talent at 
the top has to do with a particularly important quality which tends to occur 
in people at this level. This quality is that of strong human compassion, 
and concern with individuals, special groups and societies. Having enough 
Mode VIII 4-stars at the top, is the best assurance of having an Ar.my with a 
culture of simultaneous toughness and human concern. 

This criterion of the level of cognitive power required to function ef
fectively at 4-star level should be a basic factor to be taken into account 
in the selection of general officers for these posts. It sets an outstand
ingly high standard for an Army led by a top level team of individuals each 
of wham has a level of cognitive competence equivalent to the outstanding 
leaders of international corporations. 

The need for such a standard is evident in the responsibilities borne by 
those at the top. The US ADny is by far the largest, and in many ways the 
most complex, command hierarchy in the western world. It must sustain 
itself in a fine tuned state of readiness to act under emergency conditions, 
without room for error, and with little opportunity for second chances. That 
is why it requires not only individuals of the highest levels of capability, 
but also a larger grQup of such individuals than even the largest corporation 
would need. To sustain a group of general officers of such stature is a 
daunting task, particularly since they are rarely available for more than 
three to four years after achieving 4-star status. In turn, this limited 
availability means that three or four new 4-stars are required each year. No 
corporation has such an extraordinary demand to face. 

Yet another way of seeing the very high levels of cognitive power re
quired is to consider the levels of the individuals with whom 4-star general 
officers must interact: leaders of government; heads of major states; CEOs 
of great corporations; equivalent leaders of other major Armies; and leaders 
of other institutions of world status. To deal eyeball to eyeball with indi
viduals of this calibre requires nothing less than equivalent calibre, and a 
bit more if possible. 

Same Political Consequences at 4-Star Level 

It is recognized that to prescribe military leadership of the calibre 
described raises deep questions of political control of the military in demo
cratic nations, especially in peacetime. In time of war, only the very high
est levels of leadership are tolerable, but a close and intensely focused 
grip is still kept by the political leadership on the military activity. 

In peactime, contradictions emerge. On the one hand, there is tl1e abso
lute need to sustain an Ar.my of excellence. There can be no equivocation on 
that score. But at the same time, effective and true political control must 
be maintained, and there is a recurrent fear that there are dangers in having 
military leaders of too great competence. It was not our task, however, in 
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this analysis to tackle issues of political control. They are, indeed, under 
continual debate around the question of the role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and of its Chairman. The issue will be left there, and present findings will 
be pursued in terms of requirements for developing and sustaining a senior 
leadership capable of commanding the great A~y the nation has legislated 
for. As part of this analysis, the essential value systems for senior lead
ership, the V of the KS and VT of the fo~ula for level of.capability, will 
be considered. 

4-Star Competencies: Cognitive Power 

The first thing to note about the 4-star positions is that they require 
individuals of world stature. The analogy is that of athletes who compete in 
the Olympics as opposed to the national champi~nships. 

A more precise way of putting this requirement is that at least half of 
the 4-star general officers should be capable of 5-star equivalent levels of 
work by the time they reach their developmental peak, and the other half 
should be capable of work at the top of 4-star equivalent range by that time. 
This statement is not intended to bnply that the normal careers of 4-star 
general officers should be extended beyond present limits. Rather, the point 
is that individuals at this high level of capability will not yet have 
reached their developmental peaks at the time they are required to do work at 
the 4-star level. In order to have the level of ability required to do 4-
star work before the development peak is reached, individuals must be chosen 
who will in fact mature further with time, some of whom will mature substan
tially more. (A second point is that the presence of general officers of 
this level of capability will provide a war reserve of 5-star potential 
against the contingency of mid-or high-intensity war.) 

4-Star Competencies: Psychological Equipment 

Added to the extraordinarily high level of cognitive power required for 
4-star positions are other equally high requirements for psychological equip
ment related to the very special requirements of the positions: leadership of 
a citizen ~y, combat strategic work, political work, and understanding of 
weaponary and modern technology. We shall consider these requirements under 
the headings of knowledge (K), skills (S), values and interests (V), and 
tanperarrent (T) • 

The knowledge (K) requirements at 4-star level are formidable. There is 
first of all the required knowledge of combat strategy and tactics, not only 
of how to fight, but of how to fight under widely varying conditions anywhere 
in the world. Historical interests and knowledge, both military and general, 
were often cited as required background to the necessary understanding of 
grand scale mdlitary strategy and tactics, and many of the general officers 
interviewed were in fact keen students of history. 

Knowledge of how-to-fight doctrine is necessary in all 4-star positions, 
regardless of how specialized same of these positions may be in other re
spects. The peacetime equivalent of how-to-fight doctrine is how-to-train, 
and all 4-star general officers must have expert knowledge in that field. 
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An additional area of knowledge cited as necessary at 4-star level was 
logistics, and those who held it to be necessary were also those who thought 
that general officers do not know enough about the discipline. The cost was 
said to be more difficulty than was necessary in balancing short-term and 
long-term materiel and equipment requirements. 

Ancillary knowledge is required in many other fields, such as of how the 
Congress operates, and of the governmental military budgeting process; of 
international relations as these affect military alliances; of the social, 
political and economic circumstances in allied nations, and in nations where 
conflict may occur; and optimally, knowledge of research and statistics, of 
engineering and technology, and of the social sciences. 

The most highly specialized role at 4-star level is that of the Command
ing General, AMC, with its requirement for a high level of technological and 
logistical knowledge and sophistication. 

The Skill (S) requirements are equally varied, beginning with skills in 
combat command and in training. With respect to combat command skills, the 
Anmy is now at the point where the last of its officers with combat experi
ence as battalion commanders are coming through to top level, and where its 
4-star general officers will henceforth not have had that experience. This 
places some degree of urgency on the need to develop and make widely availa
ble sufficiently realistic training experience opportunities to fill the gap. 
{The need is not only for realism, but also for sufficient duration of train
ing experience, i.e., one rotation at NTC will not provide sufficient dura
tion for all the required learning, and there are extremely few other equally 
effective learning opportunities at battalion and higher. There is also an 
experience gap in the pipeline, between those officers who have had no bat
talion combat command and those who have had at least one (Otation at NTC. 
This gap also needs filling.) 

An important and all-pervasive requirement is skill in the use of persua
sion and negotiation. As has been described above, command itself has became 
diffused at the topmost levels and must be supplemented by persuasion in 
order to reach the necessary level of effectiveness. Persuasive skills are 
required, furthermore, in many other situations: in negotiations with Con
gressional Committees; in managing interdependencies with and between allied 
leaders; in international networking; in coping with local po~itical leaders; 
and in collegial relationship with other general officers. 

If the analysis of the importance of collegial modes of functioning is 
correct, then collegial skills will need to be developed. There is not much 
opportunity for developing these skills at present, because of the tendency 
towards stovepiping and turf ownership as the primary mode of functioning at 
all grades up to and including 3-star level. It is only as a 4-star that 
general officers clearly step beyond turf ownership, and the remaining t~ 
of service at that point is really not enough for such collegial skills to be 
acquired and then used for mentoring subordinates. The system consequently 
has a tendency to perpetuate itself. 
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The requirement for skill 
and values has been described 
skill that needs development. 
officers have more experience, 
forces structuring. 

in establishing and reinforcing desired culture 
in the section on leadership, and again is a 
A connected skill, and one in which general 
is that of organizational engineering and 

Finally, there is a family of skills concerned with problem solving, 
communications, and information and planning systems. These skills are con
nected with the problems of handling complexity at 4-star levels. There is a 
need for skill in the use of heuristics (e.g., analogues~ and complex model 
building to tackle problems which are generated by the W E PESTI world. 
These skills are required in order to be able to see the meaningful patterns 
in what would otherwise be seen as confusing and random, much as templating 
pennits intelligence analysts to identify enemy units on the basis of super
ficially unrelated pieces of intelligence information. These skills are also 
used for a multiplicity of other purposes: 

for getting out clearer alternative plans within the 20-25 year work
ing orientation, in which 12-15 year programs, 7-year PPBS developments, 
3-year projects, and 1-year tasks nest purposefully within the higher order 
objectives; 

for communicating frames of reference and context to subordinates and 
colleagues, and to the media; 

for setting essential elements of Information (EEI) requirements, so 
as to be sure to get the right kinds of information. 

Values and Interests (V) take on a particular importance at 4-star level. 
It is imperative that all senior officers should share the basic enduring 
values of the nation with respect to the military and its national purpose. 
These prime values are set out in FM 100-1, the foreword to which states: 
"We seek from the soldiers, NCOs, and officers of our units, and from our 
civilians, an instant capability to go to war in defense of our national 
interests. The consistant obligation of the ~y's senior leadership is to 
be prepared to lead our Army wisely." 

A second set of values, also expressed in different ways in the inter
views, are those described in "The Profession of Arms" in EM 100-1: loyalty 
to the institution and to the unit; personal responsibility; and selfless 
service; along with committment, competence, candor and courage. 

A third set of key values which must be held by senior officers are 
those concerned with serving the soldiers. "You have to make them believe 
you care about them. And to do that, you really have to care about them, 
or they'll see through you." This concern for soldiers, and for their 
families, was strongly expressed as a critical issue, a value which had to 
be embedded in culture and reflected in the day to day behavior of NCOs 
and first-line officers. 
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The fourth set of values is concerned with civilians and is not widely 
recognized. It is a concern for the effective and productive governance of 
the civilian service, and the application of continual pressure to achieve 
steady ~provements in productive effectiveness and in the morale of civil
ians. 

These values are held by general officers not just to be buzz words, but 
values which must show consistently in the behavior of senior leaders if they 
are to sustain that essential culture of trust and confidence on which the 
will to fight depends. EM 100-1 states succinctly: "The Aimy' s task is a 
complex one. It serves the nation, but in doing so, it must serve the sol
dier as well. It is a value-centered institution ••• " 

Final+y, with respect to Temperament (T), there are certain characteris
tics which can be picked out from the plethora of qualities which fall under 
the general heading of temperament and emotional make-up, which have been 
found in the interviews and confirmed in other studies as essential for top 
level leadership. 

A first group of temperamental qualities is concerned with energy. It was 
generally recognized that senior leaders must be proactive, and must have 
substantial stores of energy on which to draw. These qualities are almost 
universally mentioned in describing key characteristics of outstanding lead
ers in industry and other fields as well as in the military. High energy 
levels and proactivity go along with the ability of these leaders to handle 
their aggression by turning it to constructive use, rather than to frustrated 
hostility. 

A second group of qualities centers around the ability to handle affec
tion. In its most positive form, it is found in expressions like, "You've 
got to love those soldiers, and they've got to love you - and that applies to 
everyone from squad leaders to the top." It is stated that leaders who are 
experienced as cold leaders are never quite trusted. It is not that they are 
necessarily mistrusted, but rather that bonds of affectionate trust are dif
ficult to feel and to establish. To win the affection of followers is an 
essential component of winning their enthusiastic motivation; it requires 
continually manifested reciprocal affection. 

Relative to affection and aggression is the ability to handle conscience 
and guilt. In no other top leadership role is there the same need for lead
ers to be able to cope with guilt as in the military. To cope with quilt 
means to be able to experience the pain -- sometimes very strong pain -- of 
past or anticipated future loss of life of those conmanded, but without being 
rendered less capable of effective combat command by those feelings. 

Combat faces military leaders with conscience and guilt in sacrifice of 
life. If they are capable of the necessary affection, they will suffer 
deeply from the point of appropriate conscience. They must be able to cope 
with such pain in and through their own temperamental make-up, including 
their ability to deal with conflict. They must also be able to rely upon the 

28 



shared values and affection they have been able to build up in their units to 
sustain everyone including themselves in the exigencies and emotional con
flicts of combat. 

Finally, senior leaders must themselves be free from irrational feelings 
of suspicion and mistrust. Such feelings run directly counter to the re
quirement that senior leaders should be able to generate feelings of trust 
and confidence. Suspicion breeds hostility towards colleagues. It also leads 
to a tendency to manipulate others, interacting with the underlying belief 
that others are manipulative as well. Such feelings are inconsistent with 
the high level of cooperation and mutual openness between senior officers 
which is essential for collegial functioning and cohesion at the top. 

In summary, these components of psychological equipment (PE = KS & VT) 
are presented not as an idealized picture of a 4-star general officer para
gon, but rather as a description of core qualities which should be present at 
4-star level. The possible variations in personality make-up around these 
core qualities are infinite. But the core qualities themselves represent the 
minimum requirements for effective senior officer leadership. And they can 
all be assessed. 
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3-Star Competencies: Cognitive Power 

The time-horizon maturation curves indicate that, to be capable of promo
tion to 3-star Stratum VI levels by the ages of 51 to 56, individuals must be 
of high Mode VI, or Mode VII capability. Middle or low Mode VI is not likely 
to be sufficient; such individuals are unlikely to be ready for 3-star levels 
of work until their early sixties, and that is too late for the Army. High 
Mode VI or Mode VII level of cognitive power will be such as to enable 3-star 
general officers to function comfortably in the 12-15_year time-span called 
for by the roles, and to encompass the 7-year programs, 3-year projects, and 
1-year tasks which they must carry through in pursuit of their longer-term 
objectives. 

In addition, in order to provide a pool of talent for promotion to 4-star 
rank, there must be at least 10 3-star general officers who are in high Mode 
VII or in Mode VIII. This figure of 10 is based on the fact that about four 
4-star positions became vacant each year, and there must be a sufficiently 
large pool fran which to select them. By the same token there must be some
thing of the order of 40 or more 2-star general officers with potential cog
nitive power to move to 3-star level in order to provide an adequate pool 
from which to replenish the 15 or so 3-star vacancies which occur each year. 

3-Star Competencies: Psychological Equipment 

The psychological equipment (PE = KS and VT) required at 3-star level is 
not all that different from that required at 4-star level. The required val
ues and temperament are identical. The knowledge and skills differ to same 
extent in two respects: they may be more specialized, and they are not re
quired at as high a level. 

With respect to knowledge, 3-star positions are much more varied than are 
4-star positions. The corps command roles do have common knowledge require
ments. Examples are how-to-fight doctrine; translating strategic issues 
into operational art; and knowing how to translate culture and val~es into 
contexts within which divisional policies may be set and appropriate climate 
established. Along with knowledge goes a set of skills in: operational art; 
persuasive command and leadership of host nation and allied divisions; and 
persuasive working relationships with local political dignitaries and commu
nity leaders (social, religious, trade union). 

The more highly specialized 3-star positions demand special knowledge and 
skills which are too diverse to be treated hererand will be illustrated 
only. There are for example, the special requirements of: financial control 
and administration; personnel work and research; operational research; logis
tics; weapons technology and engineering; and scientific research. Each of 
these areas calls for its own special education and training background, 
including in same cases academic qualification at graduate level. 
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Pool of Talent at General Officer Levels 

On the assumption, stated above, that there are approximately four 4-star 
positions and fifteen 3-star positions to be filled each year, and on the 
assumption further that there ought to be a pool of at least two to three 
times as many reasonably qualified candidates as there are vacancies from 
among whom to select for promotion, the following are the approximate numbers 
of GOs of higher level potential needed at each GO level, allowing also for 
some wastage: 

1-Star Level 2-Star Level 3-Star Level 

4-Star Potential 20 15 10 
3-Star Potential 50 40 -

I 

These figures can be an important checklist for evaluating whether the 
Army has a sufficient supply of high level talent coming through the system. 
A method now exists for assessing potential. It might well be used to obtain 
an annual review of the distribution of cognitive capability and of potential 
capability at critical levels, such as at C&GS, in Senior Service Colleges, 
among newly promoted brigadier generals, and at 2-star and 3-star levels. 
These assessment issues will be discussed below under Development Require
ments. 

SES Competencies: Cognitive Power 

SES members should optimally be in high Mode V or low Mode VI. They would 
then be in a maturation pattern which would bring them to the necessary level 
of cognitive capability for promotion to the Stratum V 2-Star equivalent SES 
level of work between 42 and 55 years of age. They might thereupon mature to 
the middle or top of Stratum V by retirement age. 

This Stratum V level of cognitive capability coincides with time horizons 
in the 5-10 year band. This level is the equivalent of 2-star Division Com
mand, the Army's highest level of unified command. SES members should there
fore have the capability to manage a substantial directorate or department; 
including managing the planning and execution of POM and PPBES 5-7 year pro
grams. 

The same time span levels of work would apply in the case of SES members 
who are scientific and technical experts engaged in research and development 
work, perhaps with some few assistants or research teams to assist them, but 
without departmental managerial duties. These scient'ists are the ones who can 
carry the longer term research and development projects, major projects 
planned for completion in the 5 to 8 year term. There are program manager 
roles at these levels for whom the same cognitive capabilities would be re
quired. 
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Some few SES members -- scientists, program managers, deparoment managers 
might be engaged in conceptual developments which run over the 10-year 

boundary. These would be levels of work which call for cognitive functioning 
equivalent to that of the 3-star general officer. These members would be the 
ones who would warrant recognition as Super SE~, and who would be expected to 
have the cognitive capability to work in the W E PEST! world as described 
above under 4-Star competencies. 

SES Competencies: Psychological Equipment {PE = KS and VT) 

Because SES roles are so highly specialized, it is not possible to spell 
out the knowledge (K) required in the different roles. Legal, financial, 
research and technical, operational research and systems analysis, behavioral 
research, concepts analysis, engineering, logistics, information and communi
cations science, all require their own specialized knowledge and qualifica
tions. 

There are, however, same generic knowledge requirements. All SES should 
have a full and rounded knowledge of the Anmy and how it functions, including 
key relationships with the Congress. They should equally possess a working 
knowledge of strategy, operational art, and tactics, so as to understand how 
their own work relates to combat and to the will to fight. 

Since SES work Unpacts on policies and the climate produced by policies, 
and since in many cases the SES member may be setting such policies and the 
consequential climates, they must know about policy setting and its relation 
to climate. ·They must further know about culture and values, and about how 
culture can be modified, because in their role of providing continuity across 
changes in leadership at 3-star and 4-star level, they must be able to sus
tain the longer term programs of culture change which have to be handed over 
from one senior officer to the next. 

Most if not all SES members must know about preparing and implementing 
budgets, because their 5 to 8 year outreach encompasses the POMs and PPBES 
financed programs. These developments require precise budgeting and budget
ary control. Some SES members have, in addition, the duty of preparing budg
ets for such programs for presentation to Congress and for overseeing expen
diture against such budgets when funded. 

The skills (S) required at SES level, for those who are department manag
ers or who have large subordinate research groups, include those of managing 
subordinates. A special managerial requirement is the skill needed to manage 
military as well as civilian subordinates, and to earn c~edibility in manag
ing them, to include being the rating officer for the military subordinate. 

There are additional skills required in working for superiors who are 
military officers, who may be anywhere from 0-6 to 0-9 in rank. The skill 
needed to be an effective subordinate to a manager working at a lower level 
(0-6 to 0-7) cannot be described in general tenms because it is non-requi
site, a reflection of poor organization structure, and individuals must deal 
with these situations on a case-by-case basis. An equally non-requisite situ-
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ation for which the necessary skills cannot be adequately formulated is that 
which occasionally arises in which an SES is organizationally subordinate to 
another SES. 

Additional skill requirements fall into the specialist fields listed 
above in the discussion of required knowledge, and which would have to be 
specified in detail for each one. But there is one skill which does apply to 
all these specialties, and that is the social skill of being a constructive 
member of the particular specialist community to which the SES member be
longs. SES leadership is ~portant in these communities, and it is crucial 
that each SES member should be able to play a full part. 

The Values and Interests (V) and Temperament (T) necessary for SES work 
are not much different from those described for 4-star work, except for those 
temperamental qualities directly related to combat which do not figure so 
strongly for the SES. One value which does need to be clearly emphasized is 
a concern for the effective and productive governance of the civilian serv
ice, and the application of continual and unending pressure to achieve steady 
improvements in productive effectiveness and in the morale of civilians. This 
is a value that is alive in all good executive systems. 

GO PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Programs for the professional development of officers with a view to 
ensuring the necessary stream of potential 3-star and 4-star general officers 
will be considered under four main headings: the development process from 
2-star to 3-star to 4-star levels; development at 1-star level; early devel
opment from 0-1 to 0-6; and personal and executive assessment and appraisal 
in connection with development. 

Coaching, Mentoring, Counseling and Sponsoring 

In order to describe some aspects of the the officer development process, 
the concepts of coaching, mentoring, counselling and sponsoring will be used. 

Coaching is the process of on-going on-the-job training carried out regu
larly by an immediate superior with each immediate subordinate. It is a part 
of regular performance appraisal and involves not only performance feedback 
but also constructive modeling and skill development. 

Mentoring is the process of teaching of officers by other officers who 
are usually more senior than the immediate superior. It is the kind of peri
odic teaching which superiors-once-removed should regularly undertake as part 
of the development of their subordinates-once-removed. 

Counseling. is specialist advice given to an officer by a career counselor· 
or other specialist engaged in career development, assessment, or psychologi
cal work. 
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Sponsoring 1s the process whereby higher level officers with a special 
interest in more junior officers, not necessarily under their command, pro
vide advice and see that the officer sponsored is considered for appropriate 
assignments. This is not c~rrently used in the ADmy, but is common in some 
industries, and is included here for completeness. 

From 2-Star to 3-Star to.4-Star 

One of the main features of development for officers at 2-star level and 
above is what might be termed transition training. The transitions may be 
either horizontal (change from one type of post to another at the same com
mand level) or vertical (promotion from one command level to the next) • 

The criticism was frequently made that general officers were often thrown 
in at the deep end, sometimes ill-prepared for new assignments. To overcome 
this criticism, training for such transitions calls for preparatory steps 
once it is known that the shift is to occur. The first step in such prepara
tion should be for the immediate s~perior to coach the subordinate on his new 
responsibilities, explaining the nature of the higher level of work in the 
case of a promotion, or explaining the new req~irements (or getting appropri
ate assistance in doing so) in the case of a lateral transfer. 

In addition to coaching, the transition points should provide the oppor
tunity for an intensification of mentoring by whichever officer or officers 
may have been acting as mentor, again to give the transition-ing officer as 
much insight as possible into the new situation which he is approaching. 

The necessity for effective coaching and mentoring at these transition 
stages can be more fully appreciated if the rate of career progression of 
3-star and 4-star GOs is considered. After a slow and steady career progres
sion, along with all other officers, to Senior Service College aro~nd the age 
of 40 years (and about 20 years service), there then follows an accelerated 
progression: BG by 42 to 45 years of age; MG by 44 to 49 years of age; LTG 
by 50 to 53 years of age; and GEN by 51 to 55 years of age. The full transi
tion from selection as BG to 4-star promotion frequently takes less than 10 
years and occasionally is as low as 7 years. That is an accelerated progres
sion. 

The point about this accelerated progression is that it raises questions 
about the opportunities provided to senior officers to mature adequately in 
vertical transitioning. The very rapid progression at these senior levels 
needs to be offset by as much preparation for lateral and vertical transi
tions as possible. 

One other possible step to aid these transitional moves, and to enrich 
individual senior officer development at the points of change when the whole 
mental set is in favor of learning and maturation, is to provide the opportu
nity for the transitioning officer to leave his post early - days, weeks, or 
perhaps a month - and to spend that time in taking stock of where he has came 
from, and of where he is going to. The hiatus would provide time for study of 
the military, social, economic, and political circumstances of the new situa-
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tion as well as for consolidation of lessons learned from the old one. A 
deputy should be able to fill the vacant role, as would be necessary when a 
commander is on any extended absence, or becomes a casualty in combat. 

A particularly important and difficult transition is that from 2-star to 
3-star level, on promotion. The change in outlook is held to be extremely 
difficult to encompass. It is the change described as that from unified 
command to diffuse comnand. It is a move into a different world -- the w3E 
PEST! world -- and it is said that general officers could benefit from prepa
ration for the move. 

This particular transition from 2-star to 3-star level produces a concen
tration of general officer developmental requirements: first, coaching of 
2-star general officers by their 3-star seniors on the nature of the experi
ence; second, mentoring by other relevant 3-star or 4-star generals on the 
nature and significance of the transition, and on the nature of life in the 
new situation. 

Along with coaching and mentoring, and the opportunity to leave the cur
rent position slightly in advance of reporting in to the new position, two 
other developmental opportunities, sabbaticals and special courses, are fre
quently mentioned. General officers do not see the need for substantial 
education or training courses at 3-star and 4-star levels. The opportunity 
for short "sabbaticals" and appropriate short courses could be useful, how
ever. By a sabbatical is meant the opportunity for anything from a few days 
to a few wee~s of personal study away from the job. It would be time to be 
spent in reflecting about the work, in relevant reading, in writing or in 
discussion with others, in the course of which a deeper consideration could 
be given to fundamental issues than would be possible in the day-to-day work 
situation. It might include, for example, study in relation to promotion to 
a 3-star position. 

The emphasis on short courses is in contrast to being away for any long 
period of time. By short courses is meant courses of 1 day to several days 
or a week's duration, for up-dating, for getting hold of some new idea or 
procedure, or for keeping abreast of some particular field. Such courses are 
generally held to have been useful to senior general officers. 

There is one point in general officer development where it was thought 
that a slightly longer course might be useful. That is the course for BGs, 
referred to as the "BG Charm School." The current 2-week course is thought 
to be useful, but a slightly more extended course ought to be considered. 
The particular features which are of value are the opportunities for direct 
face-to-face contact with the Army's senior leadership and with civilian 
leaders, and this part of the course content needs to be increased. 

Development Processes Prior to General Officer Selection 

The development of a senior general officer cadre requires, in addition 
to schoolhouse learning and unit leadership experience, at least two things: 
teaching experience; and planned assignments in which individuals can have 
the opportunity to exercise their capabilities at full stretch. The latter 
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requires the identification of a wide pool of potential high level talent, 
not of a crown prince elite, but a pool encampassingly wide in the sense of 
including everyone who shows any signs of such potential. (Such a pool ex
ists now in the pool of C&GSC regular course graduates. The current proposal 
might involve little more than making selection for that course more pre
cisely reflective of the officer's potential.) 

Teaching e~rience is a uniquely valuable experience for building lead
ership skills for many reasons. It gives practice in clear articulation of 
ideas, and in communicating those ideas; it gives the opportunity to review 
one's own knowledge and experience; and it gives feed-back on the reception 
of Army doctrine by officers in the learning situation. It thus prepares 
officers for perhaps the most demanding aspects of their command responsi
bilities, ·coaching and developing their more junior subordinates, and aiding 
them to develop the more complex frames of reference needed to progress. 

For teaching experience to pay off, instructors should be at a higher 
rank than their students, and should be at least one step ahead of them in 
experience. It is dysfunctional for captains to teach equally experienced 
captains, or majors to teach majors. The one cannot "add value" to the other 
in the process. Effective teaching demands that the instructor have a quali
tatively wider frame of reference than the students. It is under these cir
cumstances that the officer-teacher gains valuable leadership experience, 
faced by potential command subordinates expecting to take part in a two-way 
working relationship in which the leader must explain and share a frame of 
reference as he would have to do to prepare them for leadership on the dis
tributed battlefield. Successful completion of an instructional assignment 
at an A·rmy Service School, Staff College, or Senior Service College should be 
prerequisite to selection for command at or above battalion. 

Full-stretch assignments are a critical part of the testing and develop
ment of high-level potential talent. Such assignments are especially llnpor
tant in the military because of the slow rate of promotion in peacetime. If 
officers of high potential are given the opportunity for levels of work no 
higher than would ordinarily be called for by the rank they hold, two serious 
consequences follow: first, they may become intensely frustrated by the "cap" 
they feel in what they are allowed to do; second, the Army is prevented from 
knowing what it must know, namely, how much more an officer is capable of 
beyond that which he is now called upon to do. The potential of a "come
as-you-are" war requires that potential be much more precisely known now than 
has been necessary in previous eras. 

There are many types of assignment in which officers up to lieutenant 
colonel can be given the opportunity to work at levels well above the rank 
they hold. For example, Pentagon action officer positions provide opportu
nity to work on strategic policy issues; duty on corps and division staffs, 
particularly those requiring planning, usefully enlarge frames of reference; 
developmental roles and study groups in Service Schools and Senior Service 
Colleges offer the opportunity for development of initiative and integrative 
skills. The main requirement, however, is that there should be an officer 
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appraisal system which can ensure that no potential high level officers are 
overlooked. It may be useful, therefore, to re-examine the current OER ap
praisal system. 

Appraisal of Officer Performance and Capability 

The general view was expressed in the interviews that the present OER 
system is the best the Army has ever had. But at the same time, the view was 
held that there were still shortcomings which need to be overcome. The Anmy 
is no better off than other large organizations in this regard. Performance 
appraisal systems, and procedures for assessing individual capability and 
future potential remain areas of personnel management which are in an unsat
isfactory state. An alternative systems will be proposed, as one part of a 
potential future officer development system. 

One difficulty with the current.OER system which was often cited was that 
nearly all officers were given ratings of 1 on all 14 of the professional 
criteria for performance appraisal, because only those who had perfect scores 
year after year were likely to be considered for promotion. To be given a 
rating of less than 1 on any of these criteria was effectively to be dammed 
to no further progress. In addition, when only overall ratings of perform
ance are called for, it is impossible to know which of a number of equally 
possible and substantially different meanings of performance is intended, 
e.g., full attainment of relatively easy targeted objectives vs. high quality 
of performance while failing to achieve difficult objectives. 

On the question of assessment of potential for promotion, similar prob
lems arise. The OER requires an immediate Commander to compare his own sub
ordinates with each other and with others, on their potential for promotion. 
But he not the best judge of the promotion potential of his own immediate 
subordinates. He is far too likely to have not yet completely filled out the 
frame of reference required at his own level, and lacks that of the next 
higher level. On the other hand, he is well qualified to assess the promo
tion potential of his subordinates once-removed for he should be able to 
judge who would have the potential to work for him. 

This problem is not resolved by having a senior rater place the officer 
in a population of 100. Not all officers who have been successful at lieu
tenant c~onel level can be in the top 1% of the population; yet it is emo
tionally difficult to give a lower comparative rating to any members of such 
a high level group because that also may preclude further promotion. (The 
SES ratings by military supervisors are similarly inflated, perhaps because 
of a feeling that the same thing is true within the SES system, though it in 
fact is not.) 

' Some of these difficulties arise from the failure to separate current 
performance appraisal from assessment of potential. Performance appraisal 
should be a matter between a superior and each of his immediate subordinates 
as part of the superior's coaching of the subordinate in which he tries to 
reinforce his strengths and frankly reviews his weaknesses in order to help 
him to overcome them. Assessment of potential should be a quite separate 
process in which those higher up in the system consider which officers are 
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coming along below who might be capable of working for them. This is a mat
ter of succession planning. Effective and constructive perfonmance appraisal 
is seriously inhibited by making it part of the process of assessment of 
potential. 

In the light of these difficulties, and they are common to all perfo~ 
ance appraisal systems which attempt also to assess individual capability, an 
alternative procedure will be described and set out in detail in Appendix A. 
This procedure is based on the important assumption that it is essential to 
separate the appraisal of an officer's personal performance from the assess
ment of that officer's potential capability, in contrast to the current OER 
procedures which group these two processes together: 

a) current personal performance appraisal should be an on-g?ing part of 
a superior's coaching of immediate subordinates: 

b) assessment of potential capability should be carried out as part of 
succession planning by superior-once-removed advised by immediate superiors. 

Performance appraisal should be a continual process carried on throughout 
the year, and reviewed at the end of the year, in which every officer coaches 
each of his subordinates. This coaching calls for the superior to watch for 
instances of good perfoomance and of weaknesses in performance, to commend 
the good and to help overcome the weaknesses. Such coaching was described in 
many of the discussions as a crucial part of leadership at all levels in 
combat. It should be equally so in peacetime. Further, it is disruptive to 
the essential spontaneity of such coaching to require written reports of the 
talks. Written records cannot capture the quality of these superior-subordi
nate interactions and may indeed reduce their actual quality. 

If this coaching process is carried out regularly throughout the year, an 
annual review of performance can readily be carried out at the end of the 
year, and recorded simply in the from of a statement that the regular coach
ing has occurred. Unless a subordinate's performance is the subject of an 
adverse report, in which case the prescribed adverse reporting procedure must 
be used, there is no need for a description of performance. This principle 
would be a substantial shift from must current practice. The reason for it 
is as follows. 

Performance appraisal is a delicate matter between a superior and a s~ 
ordinate. It is concerned with the superior's duty to help each subordinate 
to develop his/her best competencies. It is best left at that. For it is no 
part of the immediate superior's responsibility to assess subordinates from 
the point of view of progression and promotions. That should be the duty of 
the superior-once-removed. 

To put the matter another way, the commonly held view that every manager 
should be finding and training his successor is incorrect. Managers tend to 
find successors in their own image, and that may be precisely what the man
ager-once-removed does not want. It is that manager-once-removed who can 
best judge whether a subordinate-once-removed has the capability for promo
tion to the next level. That judgment requisitely cannot be made by the 
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immediate manager of that subordinate. This approach leads to the following· 
procedure for assessing the current level of capability of individuals and 
their future potential. 

Assessment of capability of officers is a judgment which ought to be made 
by the commander-once-removed (i.e., Corps Cmdrs judge BDE Cmdrs; Div Cmdrs 
judge BN Omdrs; BDE Cmdrs judge CO Cmdrs). It is a central feature of the 
responsibilities of officers that they should know their subordinates-once
removed well enough to judge their capability for promotions, assisted by 
advice from their immediate subordinates. That is how any large-scale or
ganizaiton should keep track of its pool of talent, in order to provide ade
quate professional development to ensure adequate leadership succession. 

The superior-once-removed would be required to make and to record two 
assessments, in the form of answers to these two questions: 

a) Current potential: if the officer being assessed had had the neces
sary training and experience, at what grade to you judge he would be capable 
of working at the present time (whether his existing grade, or a lower or a 
higher grade)? 

b) Potential for next higher grade: if the officer being assessed were 
to have the necessary training and experience, do you judge he would ever be 
capable of promotion to the grade above that you stated in reply to the pre
vious question, and, if so, within how many years? 

Having made his judgments, the assessing officer (the superior-once-re
moved) would be required to provide brief descriptive notes of two kinds: 

a) a description of any outstanding qualities of the assessed officer, 
which have contributed to the assessment of his potential capability; 

b) a statement of most useful next steps for the optimum development of 
the officer, including best types of next assignment, and any training or 
development opportunities for increasing knowledge or skill, or widening 
experience, or for emotional maturation. 

This assessment of potential constitutes important material to be taken 
into account by the immediate superior in his on-going coaching of his subor
dinates. 

Given the above two judgments of potential, accompanied by the brief 
descriptive notes outlined, it becomes possible to accumulate a series of 
judgments by a succession of superiors-once-removed which will produce a 
trend line showing the growth of the rated officer, and which can make a 
significant contribution to the deliberations of promotion boards. 

It should be noted that the focus of assessment is the individual in 
his/her own right, an absolute judgment of where that person's potential lies 
currently and for the next step up. It does not ask for a judgment of where 
that individual should be placed as compared with an unidentified group of 
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others. Such a rrethod of comparative judgments is unsound. What needs to be 
judged is what level of work and types of work an individual can do, not who 
compares with whom. 

Finally, the individual judgments can be put together to provide a pic
ture of the distribution of current and future potential capability for each 
rank, a prime datum for the macro-assessment of the numbers of individuals in 
the pipeline with the potential for taking their place in due course at 
higher levels. 

The detailed procedures and fo~s for these procedures are in Appendix 
A. Also included are the forms which can be prepared for promotion boards, 
setting out the accumulated judgments of potential in such a way is to give a 
trend of assessment which indicates even more precisely what the future po
tential might be. 

Assessment Center Procedures 

It has been argued that coaching and performance appraisal by ~iate 
commanders and assessment of potential by commanders-once-removed are essen
tial components of any satisfactory officer development program. Strong 
reinforcement for these components could be given by assessment center proc
esses of two kinds. The first is personal assessment for the individual offi
cer, and the second is executive assessment as an aid to selection. 

. Personal assessment is a procedure carried out with individual officers 
in which they are given the opportunity to sit back and look at themselves, 
with the assistance of trained counselors, and to take stock of where they 
have come from and where they judge they might be able to go. These possible 
future directions would consider both potential level of promotion and poten
tial capacities or specialties. The main aim would be to assist individuals 
to sharpen their development goals, and to frame realistic education and 
training programs to achieve those goals. 

Such information is for the officers themselves and not for the Army, 
although aggregations of individual data might be prepared which could pro
tect the identity of individuals while at the same time adding to the Army's 
data base on the size of its talent pool for given levels and types of func
tions. 

Useful stages at which to provide assessment centers would be at the 
10-year and 20-year career points. The 10-year stage would allow officers to 
consider their competencies for field grade levels; the 20-year stage, per
haps at Senior Service College, would allow them to consider themselves 
against the requirements of General Officer command. 

The assessment ought to be carried out in two main sections. The first 
would comprise psychological equipment- knowledge (K), skills (S), values 
and interests (V), and temperament (T); the second would be cognitive power 
(CP) • There is ex·tensi ve experience in the assessment of KS and VT. Knowl-
edge can be examined by interview and a range of tests, skill by field tests 
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and simulations, values and interests by interview and standard 1nventories, 
and temperament by tests such as the Myers-Briggs, or the Birkman invento
ries. 

Where there has always been more difficulty is in the assessment of cog
nitive power. Intelligence tests are not of sufficient help. They do not 
adequately differentiate capability by Stratum, perhaps because other factors 
interact with intelligence to produce capability to pattern complexity. The 
particular significance of cognitive power as measured in time horizon is 
that it does differentiate capability by Stratum. It is an index of current 
capability which also establishes the level in the future at which a person 
could be capable of working given the necessary education, training and 
experience. 

In addition to time horizon, a method of direct assessment of cognitive 
power has been developed out of Stratified Systems Theory, and has been under 
test by the Army Research Institute for some years. The method, called Ca
reer Path Appreciation (CPA), has been tested for 10 years in British indus
try, 5 years in the British Ar.my, 3 years in the US Ar.my, and 3 years under 
cross cultural conditions in South Africa, Nambia, and the Solomon Islands. 
Test samples include women and minority groups. The evidence is strongly 
accumulating that the CPA gives an accurate assessment both of an individ
ual's current level of potential, regardless of previous education, opportu
nity and experience, or minority group background; and of that person's fu
ture potential. Both are in ter.ms of time horizon and organizational stra
tum, which are directly relatable to Anny command level. Test use of the 
Career Path Appreciation in the Anmy so far has shown consistently that the 
experience has led to very practical discussion of career development plans 
and thus that it might be a useful tool for aiding professional development. 

The combination of the above procedures for assessing psychological 
equi~~ent (PE) and cognitive power could give the Ar.my a powerful set of 
tools for assisting its officers at the 10 and 20 year career stages to re
view their careers and to think realistically about their futures. They are 
likely to want to share these assessments with their coaches and mentors. 

In addition, however, there is here a powerful battery of assessment 
tools which could be used as supporting infor.mation to promotion boards 
though not for selection decisions themselves. The Army has been reluctant 
to employ systematic selection testing procedures. In the light of these 
recent developments, however, and in the light of the absolute need to ensure 
the best possible selection for promotion to general officer levels, a fur
ther consideration of the Army's policies might be appropriate. However, the 
introduction of such assessment tools should not be undertaken without at the 
same time undertaking to introduce the cOmmander-once-removed appraisal of 
potential described above, in order to ensure that their accumulated wisdom 
continues to be the central factor in the issue of professional development 
and advancement. 
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SES Career Development 

In order to understand the special requirements of SES development pro
grams, it is ~portant tq be clear about the similarities and the differences 
in career development conditions in the military and in the civilian serv
ices. These conditions are set out in the following table. 

Nature of 
Institution 

Rites of 
Passage 

Nature of 
Position 

Status 

Manager/ 
Comnander 

Similarities and Differences between the Military (GO) 
and Civilian (SES) Cultures 

Mil/GO 

A total institution 
A part society with 
a Courts-Martial system 

Well established rites, 
especially in Schoolhouse, 
or moving up in rank. 

Holds a Rank. 
Competes for Rank 
Assigned to P Position. 

Set by rank and assign
ment. 

o Cannot stay beyond 
tour of duty. 

Ordinarly at higher rank. 
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Civ/SES 

A quasi-tenured 
employment system. 

No rites of passage 

At GS level holds a position 

o applies and competes 
for positions. 

SES holds rank and position. 

o tends to hold onto position 
rather than compete. 

o equivocality about whether 
SES 1-6 are pay grades 
or sub-ranks. 

o gives sense of a floating 
top. 

Status set by job - which 
they can stay in. 

o No tour of duty 

Often managed by officers at 
same or lower equivalent rank 



Belonging 

Entry 

Progression -
Policy 

Career 
tv1anagement 
of the 
Individual 

Career 
Pattern 

Inter-Service 
Movement 

Career 
Milestones 

Ratings 

Promotion 

Natural planned periods 
of 'unemployment' in 
Schoolhouse or Sabbatical. 

o Retain rank, and an 
assignment. 

o Part of the Army. 

Enter at bottom and work 
up. 

o Up or out. 
o Not an assured life-time 

career. 

Central career management 
process, via assignments. 

Get knowledge and skill 
build-up through system 
of assignment sequences. 

Constrained to own 
service. 

A succession of mile
stones to be achieved in 
upward progress, e.g., 
C&GSC, Bn CMD, SSC, which 
must be met to stay com
petitive. 

Can be black-balled by 
one bad OER. 

Based upon known criteria 
in OER, same for all ranks. 
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If leave job, e.g., to attend 
an extended educational pro
gram, the feeling is that of 
being lost from sight for the 
duration 

o Employed by the Army. 

May come in at any level, 
though most come in at or 
near the bottom. 

o Can leave and return. 

An assured life-time career 
given good performance. SES 
can be removed or downgraded 
for 1 year's bad performance 
must be for 2 bad years or 
3 substandard years. 

Self management of own career, 
supported by mentoring and 
central career referral 
process. 

Systematic process of 
referrals in relation to 
career paths. 

Part of a Federal Service, 
with interchange ad lib. 

No identifiable essential 
milestones which must be 
met to stay in the service. 

Progress occurs through appli
cation or competition for job 
rather than through assign
ment based on prior perfor
mance. 

Based upon job specific 
c~iteria, and relevant per
sonal qualifications; with 
some general criteria for SES. 



Assessment 

Top Career 
Level 

Corrmand and 
Specialist 
Promotion 
Lines 

Relation to 
Political 
Appointees 

Remuneration· 

Assessment or personal 
use is acceptable - but 
not for selection. i.e. 
you do not apply for 
promotion, hence no 
selection assessment. 

4-Star (Str. VII) and 
calls for 5-Star 
potential 

GO positions command 
substantial subordinate 
organizations (with few 
exceptions). 

Interact laterally 

Fixed renumeration by 
rank - plus, military 
benefits which vary 
with circumstances. 

Assessment acceptable both 
for personal use and for 
selection; i.e. if you apply 
for a job, you expect to go 
through a selection procedure. 

2-Star equivalent (Str. V) 
with some few 3-Star equiva
lent: 2-Star or 3-Star 
potential are sufficient. 

Provisions required for many 
specialist non-managerial SES 
positions, as well as for 
managerial positions. 

o Subordinate to Military 

o Interact laterally with 
some political appointees. 

o Some SES may also be 
political appointees. 

Salary plus awards. 

The first feature of these differences between the military and civilian 
cultures is that there is no required systematic pattern of development for 
career progression for the civilian. (The ACTEDS -- Army Civilian Training 
Education and Development System -- program is designed to remedy this prob
lem.) However, it is still the individual's responsibility to take the steps 
prescribed for career advancement. An additional procedure might be consid
ered, an SES assignment system. 

An SES assignment procedure (the Resource Utilization Board -- RUB) de
veloped in NAVMAT, is now on trial for SES in the Scientific and Technical 
field in the Army. The objective of the Boards is to review regularly (at 
least annually) the careers of all SES in a particular category (say Scien
tists and Technicians) , or in a particular MACOM or Directorate (say AMC) , 
and to determine whether there are any who would benefit the ADmy and th~ 
selves by a move in position to gain broader experience, to avoid the seden
tary effects of being too long in one position, or to enliven creativity and 
innovativeness by bringing changes in personnel to different agencies. 
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The optimum time for such movement was viewed as between 6 and 9 years. 
This period would provide for the essential continuity now contributed by 
SES, and at the same time would give the mobility necessary to grow more 
encompassing frames of reference. 

The constitution of the review boards (RUBs) could vary with the organi
zation. In cases where all the SES members of a particular community were 
concentrated in one command, the Navy experience has suggested that an appro
priate Board would have the Commander as chairman with, perhaps, three sen
ior officers, three of the senior SES, and an executive secretary of sen-
ior rank. In cases where the SES members of a particular community were 
dispersed across various commands, the Board would have one of the leaders of 
that community, either political appointee or SES, and appropriate military 
and SES members. Decisions of the Board should constitute a strong recommen
dation to the individual -- a marker for further progress and reward -
rather than a mandatory instruction. 

Such a procedure would require an extension at least down to GS-11 level 
in order to work effectively, as in the ACTEDS LOGAMP program. Extended to 
the GS system, the procedure could bring some order into career development, 
the offer of a transfer from one job to another being equivalent to an offer 
of an opportunity to acquire the necessary experience for career advancement. 
Failure to acquire breadth and experience through mobility would be a handi
cap to progress. This extension of the RUB process to GS levels is being 
tried out by the Navy. 

If similar procedures were adopted by the Army, the RUBs would require 
substantial guidance and assistance in the form of a centralized information 
source wherein the necessary data on individuals and the differing career 
progressions could be brought together. Such a data base would include for 
individuals their past assignments in relation to projected requi-ed assign
ments in any given career progression, and for positions a readily available 
list of possible candidates judged both suitable anp ready to assume those 
positions. It thus would have many of the central referral and individual
tracking functions now in existence, but would have them in consolidated 
foDm. It would also encompass both the general managerial and non-manage
rial specialist equivalents. Such a function might in due course, if experi
ence warranted such a move, even replace the Board process. 

The question of organization structure discussed earlier in this report 
is Unportant for career development programs. It has been the experience in 
foDmulating programs for ACTEDS that the divisions into GS grades are too 
many and too fine for development planning. It was found necessary to group 
the GS grades into categories which closely resemble the categories emerging 
from the present organizational analysis. These coarser groupings provide 
for an ordering of GS grades into a requisite set of organization work 
strata. With respect to education and training, they provide for a small 
number of programs, one program to fit each of the six strata, rather than a 
program for each of 15 GS grades, plus the SES and SES super grades. These 
programs would be designed to facilitate development through a Stratum, and 
preparation for promotion to the next higher Stratum. 
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Str. VI SES Super Grade 

Str. v SES 

Str. IV GS 15,14 

Str. III GS 13,12,11 

Str. II GS 10,9,8,7 

Str. I GS 6,5,4,3,2,1 

This organizational structure also would provide the necessary foundation 
for providing more training with the military. In order to arrange such 
training it is necessary to be able to deteDnine the equivalencies between 
civilian grades and military rank/command levels. For purposes of common 
training, it is suggested that the civilian grades of those attending should 
be equated with military grades slightly lower than is actually correct. The 
logic of this suggestion flows from the fact that officers are selected for 
staff colleges and senior service schools at specific times in their career 
progressions, with less regard for their immediately following assignments 
than would be the case for civilians. It thus would be reasonable for civil
ians to be somewhat more senior at the time of such schooling than their 
military counterparts, i.e., it would be anticipated that the content of 
these courses would be more immediately required in current or next position. 

If this analysis is correct, civilians attending the 8G Orientation 
Course or Capstone Course should be newly appointed SES. Less obvious is 
where GS-15 civilians should fit. The structure suggests that they, if SES 
candidates, should also attend the Capstone Course, but that would probably 
not be acceptable. Pragmatically, then, those GS-15 and 14 civilians with 
centralized career planning attention (including SES candidates) should be 
regarded as equivalent to officers attending Senior Service Schools, e.g., 
USAWC, who are on the boundary between Strata IV and III. GS-13, 12, and 11 
would then be equivalent to officers attending the various staff colleges, 
Stratum III. 

The strong wish for shared civilian/military training expressed by many 
of the interviewees would suggest the need to explore further the possibili
ties and the consequences of more inter.mixing of civilians in military train
ing courses. This would not necessarily entail whole one-year courses, for 
example, but might involve significant overlaps between parallel courses. 
Such mixing would enable the civilians to develop a better knowledge of mili
tary operations, and to begin including a group of officers with wham they 
have worked in their personal networks. The current common courses, such as, 
for example, the finance course at Syracuse, were said to achieve such an 
effect. 
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As discussed earlier, two sets of recognized equivalent roles, rather 
than separated career streams, are needed for an adequate development system. 
They are the managerial and the non-managerial specialist roles, both extend
ing the full range from Stratum II to Stratum VI. Training and education in 
the managerial roles would focus on leadership, management, and human re
sources issues, with secondary reference to technical processes. By con
trast, training and education for the non-managerial specialist roles could 
concentrate almost exclusively on opportunities for learning more advanced 
techniques and practices, and for keeping up with technical developments. 
Individuals could then seek their fullest development by moving from one 
developmental path to the other as appropriate, m~ch as their military coun
terparts move between line and staff positions. Given the opportunity for 
exceptional cases, the general rule then would be that all higher level man
agers should have had same experience in the specialist roles, and that all 
specialists must have had at least ~managerial experience. 

There are several other issues which would apply in the same way to ci
vilians as to military officers as described above. Among these issues are 
the following. 

Performance appraisal and assessment of potential capability are as es
sential a component of civilian development as they are of officer develop
ment. Precisely the same procedures that were described above are suggested 
for the civilian group. The current civilian performance appraisal process 
could be simplified by .the proposed process. And, in addition, as stated 
earlier, the appraising officer for SES should be the relevant 3-star general 
officer. For GS members, it should be the manager at the next Stratum, and 
not necessarily the next grade. This change is crucial. 

For assessment of capability, the same procedures would apply. Here 
again, it will be apparent why a sound structure of org~ization strata is 
essential. It is the true manager-once-removed who ought to be making these 
assessments, and not the person in the role at the next grade. 

Civilians should also be included in assessment center processes. The 
nearest civilian equivalents to officer at the 10-year ann 20-year career 
points, would be roughly GS-11 and GS-14. The possibility of an assessment 
center process at these levels would be useful, regardless of length of serv
ice. 

With respect to attendance at courses, the SES requirement, like that for 
GOs, is for short courses and short sabbaticals. The opportunity to teach on 
appropriate civilian courses should also be considered. Attendance at 
courses should be determined by RUBs or by SCIVMO, in te~s of a longer-term 
career development for individuals, rather than a spot-shot one-off event. 

Finally, the question of compensation ought to be reconsidered in terms 
of the requirements of SES development. ·The present bonus system is more 
geared to overcoming the top level pay cap than it is to personal develop
ment. It tends to restrict the desire to take time off for training and 
upgrading, for the fear of being away and getting overlooked. Provision 
needs to be made for adequate compensation levels without adj~stments made by 
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bonuses. Time-span measurement can supply a direct, simple, and accurate 
yardstick for setting appropriate differential levels by comparison with 
industrial and commercial differentials. 
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APPENDIX A 

APPRAISAL OF OFFICER PERFO~~CE AND POTENTIAL 

INTRODUCTION 

It is essential to separate the process of appraisal of the current per
sonal performance of an officer from the process of assessment of that offi
cer's potential capability, in contrast to the OER procedures which group 
these two processes together: 

(a) current personal performance appraisal should be an on-going part 
of a superior's coaching of immediate subordinates; 

(b) assessment of potential capability should be carried out as part 
of succession planning by superior-once-removed advised by 
immediate superiors. 

Different procedures for these two types of assessment are described. 
These procedures are based upon the following conception of the nature of 
individual capability - both current potential, and future potential. 

The concept for considering individual capability is based upon the 
formula: 

LoC J PE • CP • 0 

LOC • a person's level of capability in th~sense of the level of 
work of a particular kind he/she would be able to achieve; a 9erson's LoC 
thus varies with different kinds of work. 

PE • Psychological equipment for a particular kind of work, 
including: 

ICnowledge <!> 
Skill (.!_) 

Values/interest (!) 
Temperament (.!) 

!!and~ are modifiable to a certain extent, making it possible by 
appropriate education, training, and counselling development programs 
to prepare a person for a particular position or type of work. 
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CP = Cognitive power of a person, being the size of world he/she is 
able to construct, or the amount and complexity of information 
he/she is able to process. CP is measurable in time horizon; 
it is constitutionally based, is relatively unmodifiable, and 
matures throughout life at predictable rates. A person's 
cognitive power sets the maximum level of work of any kind that 
he/she would be capable of even with maximum opportunities for 
the development of the necessary psychological equipment 
(KS&VT). 

0 - g the employment opportunity that a person has had, which thus 
includes the opportunity for the necessary experience to gain 
both knowledge and skill. 

There is evidence that cognitive power matures as illustrated in the 
array of time-horizon progression curves shown in figure A-1. 

BACKGROUND 

There is a widely held view that the present OER system is the best the 
Army has had; but also that it has serious shortcomings which need to be 
remedied. One of the difficulties, for example, with the OER forms is that 
all officers tend to get ratings of 1 on all 14 of the professional criteria 
for performance appraisal, since to give a rating of less chan 1 on any one 
of these criteTia is to damn that officer to no further progress. 

In addition, when overall ratings of performance are called for, it is 
impossible to know which of a number of equally possible and substantially 
different meanings of performance is intended. Thus, for example, in the 
question of whether or not an officer 111:1et requirements" the term "require
ments" can be interpreted in a number of entirely different ways by the 
raters, as for example: 

(a) did the officer achieve his targeted output (without reference to 
whether or not the conditions were easy)? 

(b) did the officer give the required quality of performance even 
though he rarely achieved targeted output because of difficult 
circumstances? 

On the question of assessment of potential for promotion, similar prob
lems arise. The OER requires an immediate Commander to compare his own sub-. 
ordinates with each other and with others, for their potential for promotion· 
to his own level. But he should be concerned not with promotion of his 
immediate subordinates to his own level (he is too often not a good judge of 
who best can do his own level of work), but rather with the potential of his 
~ubordinates once-removed for promotion to his immediate subordinate command 
level (for he should be able to judge who would have the potential to work 
for him). 
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This problem is not resolved by having an intermediate rater for there 
are various positions which he could occupy; nor by having a senior rater 
place the officer in a population of 100, since all officers who have been 
successful at D-5 level will be in the top 1% of the population and it is 
emotionally difficult to give a low comparative rating to any members of such 
a high level group. 

Finally, some of these difficulties arise from the failure to separate 
current performance appraisal from assessment of potential. Performance 
appraisal should be a matter between a superior and each of his immediate 
subordinates as part of the superior's coaching of the subordinate in which 
he tries to reinforce his strengths and frankly reviews his weaknesses in 
order to help .him to overcome them. Assessment of potential should be a 
quite separate process in which those higher up in the system consider which 
officers are coming along below who might be capable of working for them: it 
is a mattter of succession planning and provision. Effective and construc
tive performance appraisal is seriously inhibited by making it part of the 
process of assessment of potential. 

Six Different Meanings of Performance 

It is important to note that current personal performance appraisal as an 
essential comp~nent of coaching is constantly bedevilled and confounded by 
the fact that the term "performance" is applied to at least six significantly 
different conditions, all equally important in their own right: 

a) Simple output; e.g., the fact that an officer or his unit trained all 
its men in a new procedure in 18 days; 

b) degree of success; e.g., the extent to which an officer or his Unit's 
output achieved a targeted requirement; 

c) productivity; e.g., the fact that an officer and his Unit carried out 
a targeted requirement with 10% less than the budgeted resources 
in manpower, supplies and equipment; 

d) performance trends; any of the above criteria over a given period of 
time (say, annually); 

e) absolute performance rating; e.g., a rating by objective assessors of 
where the actual record of a Unit or an officer falls on a scale of 
better than --- worse than, as compared with other Units or officers 
doing the same kind of work - regionally, or nationally, or as com
pared with other threat or friendly forces (e.g., an NTC rating); 

f) current personal performance of an officer (CPPA); e.g., how an 
officer's performance is judged by his immediate superior commander, 
in a c'O'iefimt'1fff1riE:i:urr, af 4i&i wtll that cfftosf !a ds!ES, taking 
into account plans and achievements, the judged ease or difficulty 
of unexpected conditions that were encountered, and the training 
experience, and level of capability of the officer. 
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Each of these six conditions refers to quite different matters, each of 
which is important. They all need to be taken into account for different 
purposes. There is one particular difference between them, however, which 
needs to be noted; namely, the extent to which they are amenable to objective 
measurement or must remain matters for subjective judgment. 

Output, degree of success, productivity, and performance trends, as de
fined above, can all be subjected to objective counting or measurement. 
Absolute performance rating may be objectively measured if Units can be co~ 
pared with each other in a direct competitive situation, otherwise subjective 
ratings have to be used. 

By contrast, current personal performance appraisal (CPPA) is and must 
always be quintessentially a matter of subjective judgment - that all impor
tant judgment by an immediate superior of just how well he thinks a subordi
nate is doing, honestly conveyed to the subordinate in a setting of helpful 
confidentiality and trust. No large scale institution can in the long run be 
any better than the competence of its commanders and managers in judging the 
quality of performance of their subordinates. It is these standards of judg
ment which collectively inform the functioning of the whole system and estab
lish its standards of effectiveness. 
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CURRENt PERSONAL PERFORHANC£ APPRAISAL FOl OFFICERS 

It is essential that everJ officer abould coach and educate his immediate 
subordinates. It 11 a crucial part of effective leadership lo combat as io 
peacetime. Coaching ia an on-going process,. the officer taking regular op
portunity to cr1t1qu~ a •ubordinate'a work to let him know where he atands 
and help him witb hi, development. At least once a year he should sit down 
witb each eubordiaate and review the quality of his performance and develop
ment during that period against targets aet at the beginning of the period. 
Such discussions may be referred to as current personal performance appraisal 
(CPPA). 

In this setting the auperior must be free to discuss directly with the 
subordinates his view of the aubordinate's weaknesses as well •• his 
strengths. It is a delicate situatioa, for it 11 founded upon the quality of 
the superior's own judgment. The goal of the exercise ia that the review 
ought to be helpful to the aubordinate; the diacuasion •uat there Jore be 
free and frank. 

Such freedom and frankness cannot obtain, however, if the review ia 
locked into an official report vbich can make or break the aubordinate'• 
career. The proce•• of current personal performance appraiaal must therefore 
be conducted aeparately from tbe proceaa of official periodic assessment of 
potential capability aa part of.an officer'• official record. 

Bow then 1a curre~t personal performance appraisal to be. carrie~ out? this 
questico ca~ be ans~ered.aens1b17 only vhen the objective ot CPPA has been 
clearly established. that objective 1a read1l7 appareat once ~he ~PA process 
bas been aeparated trom that ot the assessment ot potential carried·out by the 
auperior-onoe-removect. 

Personal performance appraisal la a delicate aspect ot t~e.rtllt~~nsbip 
' between superior a~ auborc!iaate. Ia &D 1ntesra1 part ot the .coaching: process, 

it must be a ooDtiaull teature ot tbe vork •1tuat1CD. It assumes that tbe 
aupericr ani! the subordinate bave established ao\lnd plans a.ad brsets at t.be 
be&1rm1n& ot each 7ear. Thear plans aDd tar&eta should baYe been worked thro~h 
to tbe point vbere th-.r are acceptable as dem&Ddins but reasoaable, ao that 
trust and confidence C&D obta1D over vhat ia to be doDe. 

. From t!me to tS.e, u occas!cm ar1aea, that auper1or v111 arasp 
opportun1 ties to ass1•t the 8ubord1Date to 1earD aore about tbe Jobs, po1DtiDS. 
out vealcoessea aDd belpba to overcome them, ed aupport!..D& aDd re1ntorc112g 
atro~& po1Dt8. Such d1acuas1ons •uat )e purel7 betweeD the auper1or &Dd 
.•ubord1nate. Outside 1Dt.rus1oD, or ottlc1a1 report1n& to ot.ber•, vUl veaken 
Vle Decessar7 JNtual truat, azad btertere with the procea• or aubject1ve 
~ucSgements llb1ob are d1tt1cult eDOU&b to make and to discuss without 
interference. 
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The central focus of such performance appraisal is for the superior to 
judge •hether the subordinate is using his capability to the full, functiqni~g 
with loyalty and integrity, using spontaneity and initiative, and behaving 
responsibly. These conditions constitute ordinL~ good perforcance. Anything 
more would constitute performance beyond the norcal line or duty or a level of 
capability significantly above that required in the job. 

With respect to personal performance, therefore, there are really only 
four gradings: 

, ordinary good performance, as described above; 

marginally sub-standard performance, which the superior should help 
to remedy; 

• seriously sub-standard performance, which would indicate that the 
superior is coming to the conclusion that the subordinate is not up 
to the job -- and it it goes on would lead to an adverse report and 
eventual initiation of remov~l from that position. 

' performance that gives evidence or a higher level or capability than 
is required in the role. 

These judgements must be keyed into a separate validation or the 
subordinate's level or work. Two subordinates may be giving continuous and 
reliable ordinary good performance -- but the work of one can be more valuable 
than the work of the other because of differences in level or capability. In 
these circumstances or differentials in tbe value or individuals' work, equity 
demands that the superior should exercise differentials in recognition and 
reward -- in such things as access to the time or the superior, deputizing 
opportunities, public status and recognition, access to intormation, and other 
assets, since recognition by differentials. in pay within ranks is not ~ossible. 

Once a ye~, preferably at the time when plans and targets are being 
established tor the coming year, the superior should review. with the 
subordinate the achievements ot the previous year, and pull together the 
personal performance assessments into a broader picture or progress. ~bereas 

the agreed plans and targets may be set out in writing, the performance review 
is not. . 

.Arter the annual performance review has been completed, a brief state~ent 
tO' the effect that it bad takeo place, signed by the superior and subordinate, · 
might be recorded. Anion those occasions where ao official adverse report has 
been made, whatever is the official procedure must be follo~ed. But that is all 
the documentation. 

The reason that none or the personal performance appr~isal process, even 
~he annual review, is set out in wri.ting, is that the aim of the precess is that of 
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coaening_ and personal development and not an official docu~ent and report to 
so~eone else. Written docu~entation interferes ~ith the personal ir.teracticn 
between superior ar1d subordinate around the superior's co~unication of this 
subjective judgement, and tends to thwart the process by casting it into. 
legalistic verbal cement. 

ASSESSMENT OF O?'FICE;R POI'ENTIAL 

The objective and the function of assessment of officer potential, can be 
seen most clearly by comparison wi~h the process of personal perfor~ance 
appraisal. 

As described above, current personal perforoance appraisal of his i~ediate 
subordinat~s.is.a requisite responsibility or every officer as part ot his 
on-going coaching role in their personal development. Be and he alone, by 
virtufe of his position and his duty can exercise the necessary judgement. The 
focus of the discussion is the development of the individual, and not an 
official report to the Service. 

By contrast, assessment of potential is a part of the official process 
whereby the Service assesses its on-coming leadership capability and chooses 
officers for promotion. Such assessment is a matter for officers· at levels 
above that of the immediate superior of the officer assessed. 

Procedure 

Assessmen~ ot potential must be carried out at least by an officer's 
superior-once-removed; for that is the first level of accountab~lity for 
determining succession to the in-between level. Assess~ent of potential must be 
organized therefore as a process separate in time and place from performance 
review and appraisal. 

In its simplest form superior A convenes a meeting with each ot his 
subordinates (B) in order to assess the potential or each 
subordinate-once-removed C, aided by B who is the intermediate superior (the 
immediate superior or C); tor example, a Division Commander assessing each or 
his Battalion Commanders, with the aid or the relevant Brigade Commander. 

In order to car.r.y out this assessment, the s~perior-once-removed must 
· personally know hi~ subordinates-occe-removed by having observed them regul~ly 
at work. During an assessment procedure he will discuss with each intermediate 
commander B each orB's subordinates C. It is at this point that the 
intermediate commander can bring in his judgements or the performance of his 
subordinates (Cs) to assist the superior-once-removed in his own decision about 
their potential. 

The s~:~rior-once-removed would be required to make and to record two 
assessments, in the form or answers to these t~ questions: 
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• Current ootential: if the officer being assessed had had the 
necessary training and experience, at what gra~e do you jud&e he 
would be capable or working at the present time (whether his existing 
grade, or a lower or a higher grade)? · ' , 

; Potential for next higher grade: if the officer being assessed were 
to have the necessary training and experience, do you judge he would 
ever be capable of promotion to the grade above that you sta;ted in 
reply to the previous q•~estion, and, if so, ~ithin ho~ ~any years? 

.There is substantial experience to show that superiors-once-re~oved are 
capable or making such judgements if they are competent in their own posts; and 
they should requisitely have the duty or doing so.· 

Having made his judgements, the assessing officer (the 
superior-once-removed) would be required to provide ·brief descriptive notes or 
two kinds: 

• a description of any outstanding qualities or the assessed officer, 
wbich have contributed to the assessment of his potential capability; 

• a statement of most useful next steps for the optimum· development or 
the officer, including both: best types of next assignment; and any 
training or development opportunities for increasing knowledge or 
skill, or widening experience, or for emotional maturation. 

This assessment of potential also constitutes important material to be 
taken into account by the ~ediate superior in his on-going mentoring 
discussions with his subordinates. 

Accumulation of Assessment for Promotion Boards 

Given the above two judgements or potential, accompanied by the brief 
description notes outlined, it becomes possible to accumulate a series of 
judgements by a succession of superiors-once-removed which can make a 
significant contribution to the deliberations of promotion boards. 

It becomes possible, moreover, to record the judgements or potential by 
plotting the data ao a graph, as illustrated, to produce a vivid picture or the 
evolution or an officer's judged potential. The graph is highly discriminating 
with ~spect to ag~ - a ractor which is ordinarily not sufficiently taken in~o 
account in comparing individuals with respect to potential. 

Three illustrative charts are given, constructed by transforming data from 
industry into their Army equivalents. The dots show the successive judgemects 
ot superiors-once-removed about current potential; and the crosses show 
judgements about future potential. The thick stepwise lines show the grade or 
the individual's current position. 
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The illustrations which have been chosen, show three individuals ell 
~o~·king at the equivalent of O-S • one aged 36 1 and tt.io aged 39. The sloping 
curves h~ve been drawn from e~erience in non-cdlitary institutions or ~ny 
·kinds in many different countries, which has abo~~ that individuals who 
eventually succeed in reachin& levels or work consistent vitb their potential, 
ah~~ regular and predictable paths or development in assessed potential tro~ 
ver7 early 1D their~areera. Moreover, these paths are the ones actually 
followed by individuals who have been fortunate enough to have had career 
opportunities to work consistently at their full potential in jobs that felt 
just ri&bt fgr them. 

It will be seen trom examination or these three illustrative cases, that 
the cumulative asses~ents or one individual (Chart A) judge him potentially to 
be headed tor an 0-6 level or work, by say age ~7-50; a second individual (Chart 
B) is judged to be capable currently or an 0-6 level or work and to be headed 
tor 0-T level by about age •z to ~5, and eventually to an 0-B level by about age 
50; and tbe third and youngest (Chart C) is judged to be currently capable or an 
D-7 level or work (even though he is only working at 0-5),· and to be headed tor 
0-8 at about ~2-45, and 0-9 by aay SO (he 1a one or the potential leavers unle~s 
pro~oted pretty quickly!). · 

. Cumulative judgements ot this kind, it expanded by a torm allowing tor 
brier descriptive co~ents by superior-once-removed, give selection panels the 
kind or data they require. Separation ct this process trom the conditional 
review and appraisal or perrormance by immediate superiors, CaD leave the 
delicate mentor ins process intact, while providing in a practical '-411 tor 
asses~ent or potential. · 

Macro-Assessment of the Amy's Offieer Potential 

The foregoing type of judgment of inc!i vidual officex potential can be put 
together in collective foDD, to give an approximate picture of the distribu
tion of potential officer capability in each rank1 e.g., the number of poten
tial 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, and 1-11 officers among the current colonels; or the 
nUDiler of potential 1-4, 1-5, 8-6 and 8-7 officers aDDng the 1-Js. Looking 
four ranks fonard frCD a given rank is both feasible ana useful. 

'l'hese macr~assessments could be reinforced by the introduction of per
sonal assessment center procedures, f~cm which individual data could be 
merged anonyllr)usly into ~llective fom, as illustrated in chart x. 
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MENTOR I NG AND PERFORMANCE JUI)(.;MEN'f it.t::PuRf 

Date: ------
Name of Officer: Rank: ------------------------------ ----------------

Unit: ----------------
Name of Immediate Commander Rank ---------------------------- ---------

(Reporting Officer) Unit 

1. I have mentored regularly throughout the 
year, and have dra~~-his7her-attention to strengths and weaknesses 
in his/her performance, and discussed how improvements might be 
achieved. 

2. I have told 
been: ** 
(a) Up to US Army standards. 

(b) Above US Army standards. 

that his/her over-all performance has 

(c) Marginally below US Army standards. 

(d) Below US Army standards. 

3. I have taken the following actions 

(a) if up to US Army standards - have commended the officer; 

(b) if above US Army standards.- referred to my own Commander for 
re-assessment of effective level of1work; 

(c) if marginally below US Army standards - have provided special 
mentoring and tut~ring; 

(d) if below US Army standards 

recommend: - removal from this role 
- transfer 
- early retirement 
- termination 
- other action 

4. I have read the above statement. 

\ 
Signature of Officer reviewed Date 

** See. Definitions overleaf. 
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DEFINITIONS OF COMMANDER'S DECISIONS ON SUBORDINATE'S PERFORMANCE FOR 

PERIOD UNDER REVIEW 

Performance up to US Army Standards 

Performance above US Army 
standards 

Performance marginally below 
US Army standards 

Performance below US Army 
standards 

A-15 

Performance with enthusiasm, initiative 
and the development of oew ideas and has 
generally fulfilled the Commander's 
expectations. 

Performance that gives evidence of 
a higher effective level of work than 
has so far been recognised. 

Performance that has in some respects 
fallen short of the Commander's 
expectations. 

Performance at a level which, if 
continued, would be unacceptable or 
which suggests that the subordinate's 
effective level of work has been 
over-rated. 



ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVE LEVEL OF WORK 

I. Date: ----------------------------
2. Assessor (Cmdr.-once-removed): Role: ------- ------------------
3. Immediate Cmdr: Role ------------------------ ~-------------------

A. Current Role and Stratum 

1. Is the officer able to function effectively 
in his/her current role? 

2. Could he/she function effectively in other 
roles at the same Command Level? 

if yes, specify: 

3. If not currently effective, summarise the main 
shortcomings (see notes at end): 

4. If a development program were available, could be/she 
become able to function effectively at current 
Command Level? 

- If yes, how soon? 

- In what roles 

3 months 6 months 
(circle one) 

- Specify development program on Page 3. 
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1 year 

Yesn 
NoD 
Yes II 
NoC] 

Yesll 
No C) 



B. Next Higher Command Level: Currently 

1. Could the officer work effectively now at 
the next higher Command Level? 

2. If yes, in what roles? 

3. Recommendation to your own Commander. 

C. Next Higher Command Level: In Due Course 

1. 

2. 

Will the officer be able to work effectively in 
due course at the next higher Command Level? 

If yes, by when? Within 3 years 
{circle one) 

In what roles? 

Y_esB 
No 

Yes a 
No 

Longer 

3. Indicate what specific characte'ristics will need development: 
(see notes at end) 

4. Specify development program on Page 3. 
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D. Development Program 

I~dicate the ~ain features of a development program for ~~iis officer 
to bring him/her up to full effectiveness at current Commdnd Level, 
or to progress to next Command Level (see notes at end). 

1. Education to improve knowledge (recommend appropriate education 
and training courses): 

2. Broadening of Experience (recommend optimum career progression 
patterns): 

3. Skill Training (recommend on-the-job training priorities): 

4. ~~havior and character. {Recommend whEthe~ ~. r.ot personal 
tutoring with another officer is warranted): 

5. Personal outlook (recommend personal mentoring and tutoring): 

A-18 
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2. 

N 0 T E 5 

CHARACTERISTICS TO BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT 

IN ASSESSING EFFECTIVE WORK LEVEL 

Knowledge: the explicit facts and procedures an officer has accumulated 
through education and experience: shortcomings in knowledge 

may be rectified by further teaching. 

For example: 

Experience: the accumulation of insight and judgment as a result of 
what an officer has done: shortcomings in experience 

may be rectified by giving opportunities for work in unfamiliar situations. 

For example: 

3. Skill: the special abilities a person may possess in relation to 
various types of work; shortcomings may be rectified by 

on-the-job training in improvement of particular skills .• 

For example: Skill in speaking or 
writing 

Leadership skills 
Social skills 
Planning skill 
Kentoring, tutoring 
& counselling skills 

Skills in interpreting environment 
Research skills 
Persuasive skill 
Communications skill 
Mathematical & Statistical skills 

4. Behavior and Character: an officer's emotional make-up and quality of 
behavior, and values: shortcomings in 

temperament may be rectified to some extent by appropriate mentoring and 
tutoring. 

For example: Initiative and energy 
Emotional balance 
Co-operativeness 
Maturity 
Self-awareness 
Resourcefulness 
Courage A-19 

Sense of duty 
Sociability 
Fairness 
Integrity 
Honesty 
Reliability 
Loyalty 



APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR GO/SES RESEARCH 

A. Principal duties and fUnctions. (Your personal responsibilities 
-- the heart or your job.) 

1. ASK nilS QUESTION FIRST ONLY FOR nJOSE FOR WHC»1 WE DO NOT 
ALREADY KNOW THE ANSWER. 

Could you please describe your organization and how it fits 
into the overall operation of the Anmy -- where you get your 
requirements and what your organization does for the Army? 

2. What are your personal objectives for your tenure as ---and how do you plan to accomplish them? 

3. What are the critical tasks that you alone can do? 

~. What are the main obstacles you will need to overcome? 

5 • What are the ~portant considerations you keep in mind 
in deciding how to deal with obstacles? 

B-1 
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B. Your work and its time scale. 

1. What are your long term goals and what are their t~ horizons 
-- including those of sufficient duration that you yourself 
may not complete them? 

2. How will you know if you have been successful in your job? 

3 • If you are successful, what will it do for the Anmy today? 
Ten years from now? 

~. What is the appropriate tour of duty for someone in your job? 
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• Examples of a successful outcome and one not so successful. 

1. Could you please illustrate by telling us about an event in 
which your actions led to an outcome that was unusually suc
cessful? 

2. 

a. When was this? 
b. Who else was involved? 
c. What actually happened? (Please describe what happened in 

detail.) 
d. What did you do that made a difference? 
e. What made the outcome unusually successful? (Why do you judge 

that it was so?) 

Could you please illustrate by telling us about an event that 
did not have a particularly successful outcome? 

a. When was this? 
b. Who else was involved? 
c. What actually happened? (Please describe the event in 

detail.) 
d. What did you do, and what could you have done that would have 

made a difference? 
e. What made the outcome one that was not particularly success

ful? (Why did you judge that it was not?) 

B-3 



D. Your organization. 

1. How do you resource your organization --with people, informa
tion, and other assets -- not just the PPBS? 

2. What kinds of indicators do you use to decide if your 
organization is in good health? 

3. Is your current organization optimum for your current 
responsibilities? How would you change it if you could? 

!1. What is the best unit you have ever known? What made it 
good? 

5. What is the worst unit you have ever known? What made it 
bad? 

B-4 
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E. The key people with whom you work. 

1. On Figure A, please tell us who the key people are with whom 
you work, how you influence them, and how they influence you. 

2. Are these relationships optimum? How would you change them 
if you could? 

3. How do you interface with your contemporaries in other 
services? 

B-5 



F. Your view of the ~portant attributes of the professional officer 
and how they should be developed. 

1. What abilities, special skills, or competencies will your 
successor need in this job? 

2. Are we systematically growing your replacements the right 
way, considering assignment histories and schooling? 

3. We are very interested in the processes of mentoring, 
coaching, and teaching. 

a. What do you now do in this area for others? Are you now 
mentoring /coaching/teaching someone? Who and for what 
purpose? 

b. How much do you try to influence their fUture assignments? 

c. If you would, could you please tell us who you regard as 
your own mentor/coach/teacher? 

d. Do you have and rely on advisors outside your organiza
tion? Outside the Army? 

4. What was the best developmental experience or training you 
have had during the past five years? Ever? 

5. What are the ~st tmportant changes that need to be made in 
the development of officers? Where is the greatest change 
needed? · 

B~ 
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G. How the SES system functions. 

1. If you have Senior Executive Service subordinates (or have 
had --please say which), please answer the following. 

a. How do the SES tie in with their uniformed counterparts? 

b. Are they well utilied? 

c. What are the obstacles to their proper utilization? 

d. Are they sufficiently well prepared? 

2. What do you feel needs to be done to make the SES more 
effective? 
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H. How national objectives ~pact on your role, and it on them. 

1. What are the most important issues facing the Army and the 
nation? How can we best deal with them? How does your role 
uniquely bear on them? 

2. What are your views about unified command and joint inter
service operations? (Have you had any experience with 
these?) 
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I. FOR SES ONLY 

1. What has been your experience as an SES member in interacting 
with your military counterparts? Were you sufficiently well 
prepared? 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

What has your experience been of the working relationships 
between your own civilian and military subordinates? 

What are the obstacles to effective interaction? 

What are the interfaces, and are these the correct ones? 

How effective is the civilian personnel management system in 
producing qualified SES? What might be done to improve it? 

What opportunities do civilians in your organization have to 
be involved in the management of the organization? To make 
decisions? To impact on policy? 

7. What do you feel could be done to make the the SES system more 
effective? 

8. How do see the role of the SES in providing continuity beyond 
the tour of duty of the military (or the stay of political 
appointees)? 

9. ·what types of GO/SES position could be interchangeable? 
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GO SOciety purpOSe and valueS Statement

To support the organizing of work in a responsible, fair and healthy manner 
in which people are led in a way that enables them to exercise their 
capabilities.

The Society believes this requires applying a systems framework* emerging 
from reflective inquiry in which levels of work and capability are the initial 
paradigm and growth in human awareness is the essential process. 

The benefits are organizational effectiveness, fulfilled people and 
organizations designed for value-creation, sustainability and social well-
being.

Note: inspired by the work of Wilfred Brown and Elliott Jaques

The Global Organization Design Society was founded in 2004 to establish 
and operate a worldwide association of business users, consultants, 
and academics interested in science-based management to improve 
organizational effectiveness. 

The GO Society fulfills its purpose by: 

•	Promoting	among	existing	users	increased	awareness,	understanding	and	
skilled knowledge in applying concepts of Levels of Work Complexity, 
Levels of Human Capability, Accountability, and other concepts included 
in Requisite Organization and/or Stratified Systems Theory. 

•	Promoting	among	potential	users	of	the	methods,	appreciation	of	the	
variety of uses and benefits of science-based management, and access 
to resources. The GO Society supports the learning and development 
of current and future practitioners by holding world conferences and 
professional development workshops, publishing books and a journal, and 
maintaining a resource-rich web site with related articles, monographs, 
books, videos, blogs, discussion groups, and surveys. 
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