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Foreword

most strategic documents recognize the changing nature of future national security 
environment. the world is rapidly transforming into a complex web of conventional 
and irregular threats posed by state and nonstate actors in an era of persistent conflict. 
in view of these challenges, many experts have recommended a whole-of-government 
approach to address future security threats. this approach calls for government agen-
cies to leverage civilian expertise to provide integrated soft-power solutions to comple-
ment proven hard-power options. according to the obama administration, combining 
the two into an effective strategy or smart-power will become the centerpiece of future 
U.s. foreign policy. 

Unfortunately, the U.s. government currently lacks the capacity in our military and 
civilian agencies to carry out this strategy. While organizational reforms have been pro-
posed, the author contends that they inherently miss the main point: to have a whole-of-
government approach, leaders and operators must have a broad whole-of-government 
perspective along with the necessary training and education. this allows them to think 
broadly and creatively. however, the current education system for national security 
professionals, including the U.s. army, does not routinely develop personnel with 
broad-based experience and skills. As a result, the institutional cultures do not reflect 
or reward these skills and attributes. While structural reforms are still necessary, they 
will be of limited value without giving appropriate attention to institutional culture, 
education and multi-faceted career management.

While continuing education for senior leaders and development of enlisted per-
sonnel are also important, this paper focuses on the development of junior officers to 
highlight this critical period when officers initially develop and come to terms with 
their professional identity. according to the author, investing in the development of 
junior officers is the most effective way to shape organizational culture; this bottom-up 
approach requires a long-term perspective, but it will create the most durable cultural 
change in an organization. 



vi



1

Assembly Line to Custom Design:
Reforming the Officer Development System

The only thing harder than getting a new idea into the military mind is to get 
an old one out.

B. h. Liddell hart1 

The World in Transition
The Future Strategic Environment 

Predicting the nature of future threats has always been a difficult and risky en-
deavor. this is especially true for the United states when considering its role as the 
preeminent arbiter of security and stability around the world. the potential cost of 
“getting it wrong” is extremely high. enormous amounts of time and resources are 
spent looking at and analyzing future trends and potential threats to develop strategies 
and capabilities to ensure that the United states is ready to meet those challenges. 
recently, these studies have yielded a common theme in regard to the future strategic 
environment. although details and focus for each of the reports are different, there is a 
growing consensus that the future national security environment will be a complex web 
of ambiguous threats posed by state and nonstate actors in a globalized world stressed 
by declining natural resources and increasing effects of climate change.2 

The Whole-of-Government Approach
Just as there is a common theme emerging on the nature of the future strategic 

environment, there is also a growing understanding of the capacity required to meet 
these challenges. although it has been called by different names, the general concept is 
the same: “whole-of-government approach.”3 

the idea calls for government agencies to leverage their civilian expertise to pro-
vide integrated soft power solutions to complement the availability of proven hard 
power options. the ability to combine hard and soft power into an effective strategy is 
called smart power, and according to secretary of state hillary rodham clinton, it is 
the centerpiece of President Barack obama’s foreign policy.4 secretary clinton stated 
during her confirmation hearing,
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We must use what has been called smart power, the full range of tools at our 
disposal—diplomatic, economic, military, political, legal, and cultural. . . . With 
smart power, diplomacy will be the vanguard of [our] foreign policy.5 

Unfortunately, we are far from being able to implement such an approach. chairman 
of the Joint chiefs of staff admiral mike mullen has stated, “[W]e are a good decade 
away from creating a capability in our other departments.”6 according to the strategic 
documents, the U.s. military cannot wait a decade for other agencies to build their 
capabilities. to bridge this capabilities gap, the department of defense (dod) and the 
army in particular must act now to begin setting the foundation to build these capabili-
ties. This will require a reassessment of the types of officers required to successfully 
navigate in the future strategic environment.

From Meta-competencies to Talent
there are many theories regarding traits, competencies and organizational learning, 

both in the private sector and within the military community. one concept—devel-
oped by dr. Leonard Wong, research Professor at the army War college, and dr. 
don snider, emeritus Professor of Political science at West Point—involves moving 
away from an industrial-age model of leader development to that of an information-age 
system.7 an industrial-age model is based on a sequential process of listing, grouping, 
numbering and tracking a series of skill sets that Army officers must master at certain 
points in their career timeline. although this kind of system might be necessary in the 
initial stages of training junior officers, it quickly becomes insufficient in educating 
future strategic thinkers. rather than providing an exhaustive list of knowledge, skill 
sets and attributes that are too numerous to be useful, the new concept proposed meta-
competencies—identity, mental agility, cross-cultural savvy, interpersonal maturity, 
world-class warrior and professional astuteness—that will help direct leader develop-
ment through an adaptive educational system.8 While this concept of developing army 
officers is an improvement over the old industrial-age model, fundamentally it is not a 
significant shift from the old model. We still have a set of defined competencies; they 
are just broader. in addition, it is debatable whether it is even necessary for the army to 
develop all of its officers to have all of these meta-competencies. While this may seem 
to be a commendable goal, the concept falls into the familiar trap of “we have to be 
good at everything.” 

another more recent concept was proposed by colonel casey Wardynski, major 
David S. Lyle and Lieutenant Colonel (Ret.) Michael Colarusso from the Army’s Office 
of economics and manpower analysis.9 they propose a whole new framework starting 
with development of an overall Officer Corps Strategy based on a talent-focused hu-
man capital model. They define talent as the intersection of three dimensions—skills, 
knowledge and behaviors—that create an optimal level of individual performance.10 
they believe everyone has talent, and the army must be able to access, retain, de-
velop and employ officers based on these unique individual talents. Rather than treating 
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officers as interchangeable parts, this model recognizes the inherent strengths and weak-
nesses of all individuals; by leveraging the unique talents of individuals, organizations 
can create high-performing teams. it is much more realistic and cost effective to form 
adaptive and flexible teams by bringing together officers with complementary talents 
than to try to develop all officers to become flexible and adaptive “pentathletes” who 
can do all things well. 

There are significant challenges to moving toward a talent-based officer develop-
ment system. While some of these challenges are structural and bureaucratic in na-
ture, the most significant obstacle is the organizational culture. For people who are 
accustomed to task, conditions and standards with clear measurements of effectiveness 
for specific competencies, the concept of talent will feel uncomfortable. After all, ap-
preciating unique individual talents is a radical departure for an institution steeped in 
traditions of strict hierarchy and egalitarian values. yet to remain relevant in the new 
strategic environment and be prepared to meet the ambiguous challenges of the future, 
the officer profession must be willing to question and challenge what have traditionally 
been sacrosanct values of the organization.

While recognizing the need for innovative and perhaps even radical new ideas in 
developing the theoretical framework for officer development, the focus here is on the 
more immediate. We need smart people and influential organizations to continue to 
study and debate the big picture. We must have an overall strategy; however, we also 
need to take some actions now. a patient suffering from a heart attack must be resusci-
tated before being lectured on exercising and diet. in that sense, this paper begins with 
some key findings about the current officer development model and offers recommen-
dations for immediate actions that will get the army headed in the right direction. 

The paper also focuses primarily on the development of Army’s junior officers. 
While this is a relatively small group when compared to the entire population of officers, 
enlisted Soldiers and Department of Army civilians, it is arguably the most influential 
when considering long-term impact on the organizational culture. in addition, it is the 
population that is currently in most need of change to their development system. 

The Current System
The current system of Army officer development is reminiscent of an assembly 

line where interchangeable parts are added in a sequential manner to rapidly create 
large quantities of the same product. This method for producing Army officers was 
developed, practiced and perfected during the industrial age when the concept was 
probably appropriate if not necessary for the threat environment. threats have evolved 
dramatically since that time, and although the army has adapted to the new threats 
through the introduction of new (and in some cases the reintroduction of old) tactics, 
techniques and procedures, the officer development process has not kept pace. Just as 
doctrine evolves with time, officer development must also adapt by creating a more 
versatile and balanced officer development system.
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there are two sides of the military profession, the art and the science. outstand-
ing military leaders can create a balanced developmental strategy that taps into both 
domains. the science of the military profession refers to specific skills or tactics, 
techniques and procedures that are developed mostly through training. the art of 
the military profession refers to general knowledge and diverse perspectives that are 
learned through education. Both are necessary for strategic leaders. during the indus-
trial age, the officer development model heavily favored science with its sequential 
method for producing officers, resulting in what is clearly the best-trained army in the 
world. the challenge today is to ensure that the U.s. army is also the best-educated 
army in the world. 

Recommendations for the U.S. Army
Overview

Within the officer development model of the U.S. Army there are several subopti-
mal practices that, if corrected, could play a significant role in developing and retaining 
more talented officers. Below is a list of the findings (details of each are discussed in 
following sections):

Tendency to blur the difference between  • training and education. result: the 
Army’s officer development process is out of balance and unable to regularly pro-
duce well-rounded officers.
Lack of attention to talent management. •  result: the army inadvertently pushes 
out innovative officers with diverse backgrounds and specialized expertise while 
they are simultaneously pulled by the private sector.
Failure to recognize the widening generational gap between junior and senior  •
leaders. Result: The officer development strategy is inefficient at tapping into the 
existing pool of human capital in the junior and mid-level ranks.
Lack of unity of command and/or effort in managing officer development. •  
result: decentralized authority and responsibilities create confusion and unneces-
sary competition within the officer management system.
Too short and too rigid officer career timeline. •  result: the timeline inadver-
tently but routinely penalizes officers who seek broadening experiences while 
simultaneously reinforcing the “check the block” mentality. 
To address these issues, the following changes to officer training, education and the 

career management system are recommended (details of each are discussed in follow-
ing sections):

Create an officer development system.  • Currently, officers must adapt their 
development needs to fit within a restrictive timeline. Instead of having officers 
adapt to the model, create a system that adapts to the developmental needs of 
individual officers.
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Redefine the two terms  • training and education. clearly articulate two strategies 
for advancing each domain within the officer development system. 
Establish unity of command and effort in officer development. •  there should 
be one office responsible for the entire life cycle of an officer from recruitment to 
retirement. 
It is easy to dismiss the idea of expansive personnel reform as too difficult or un-

realistic given all the pressures from current constraints. the army is still involved in 
iraq and afghanistan. the domestic economy is far from recovering. admiral mullen, 
referring to the rapidly increasing national debt threatening to crowd out resources for 
the military, has stated, “The most significant threat to our national security is our [na-
tional] debt.”11 in the face of declining resources for the military, it might be tempting 
to push off investing in the development of future Army officers to solve the current 
crisis. the cost of taking such a short-term view is that we will continue to perpetuate 
the conditions requiring crisis management far into the future. 

Details of Key Findings and Issues
Training vs. Education. the army has a tendency to blur the difference between train-
ing and education. in too many of the army’s schools and in its doctrine, these two 
terms are used interchangeably.12 in a white paper called Adapt or Die, Brigadier Gen-
eral david a. fastabend and robert h. simpson point out: 

most army schools open with the standard bromide: “We are not going to teach 
you what to think . . . we are going to teach you how to think.” they rarely do. 
(emphasis added)13 

that statement captures the root of the tension between training and education. the 
Army has to rethink its approach on how it trains vs. how it educates its officers and 
develop clear strategies to attain both. all indications are that the army excels at train-
ing; however, it is grossly deficient in education. One positive trend is noticeable in the 
most recent release of army field manual (fm) 7-0, Training for Full-Spectrum Op-
erations. This document, unlike its predecessor, clearly defines the difference between 
training and education. it states that good training can result in instinctive reactions or 
battle drills to external factors.14 education, in contrast, provides intellectual constructs 
and principles:15 

it [education] allows individuals to apply trained skills beyond a standard situation 
to gain a desired result. it helps develop individuals and leaders who can think, ap-
ply knowledge, and solve problems under uncertain or ambiguous conditions.16 

over the past several decades, the value of education has declined while preference 
for training and operational experience has grown. One explanation is that most officers 
never left the tactical level of war. It is not until an officer operates at the operational 
and strategic levels of war that military art surpasses the science. the challenge today 
is that art is increasing in importance at the lower end of the spectrum as the battlefield 
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becomes more complex and ambiguous. one is not necessarily better than the other. 
What the army needs is a balance of the two. 

Talent Management. Lack of attention to talent management is costing the army some 
of its best and brightest officers. As mentioned in the introduction, the current person-
nel system is somewhat like an assembly line. Officers stay on the same conveyor belt 
as they receive “just in time” training before they proceed to the next level of respon-
sibility. By using a system that caters to the lowest common denominator, the army is 
failing to recognize and develop its outstanding talents. Kevin d. stringer, in The War 
on Terror and the War for Officer Talent, makes a case for adopting what other large, 
successful organizations have been using for years:

Talent management . . . is the strategic management of the flow of talent through 
an organization. its purpose is to assure that the supply of talent is available to 
align the right people with the right jobs at the right time based on strategic 
business objectives. it is a mindset that goes beyond the rhetoric toward a ho-
listic and integrated approach to leveraging the greatest competitive advantage 
from people. it also refers to those special strategies an organization deploys to 
recruit, retain and develop its pool of top talent. (emphasis added)17 

Unfortunately, this is not the way the Army regularly views its officers. The cur-
rent system is driven by the operational need to fill slots with bodies. Although officer 
development is sometimes taken into consideration, it is among the first criteria to drop 
off when the system comes under pressure.18 The Army’s answer to the officer retention 
problem was to create the Officer Retention Branch. Instead, it should have created the 
Talent Management Branch to solve retention issues and keep the most highly qualified 
and talented individuals in service. 

talent management is not just another human resource process. it is a holistic mind-
set that integrates all of the factors involved in recruitment and retention. this includes 
mentorship—another area in which the army has fallen short. Lieutenant General (re-
tired) Walter f. Ulmer, Jr., who has made a distinguished lifelong study of leadership in 
the military, academics and the corporate world, states, 

The practice of mentoring in the military is restricted to the annual Officer Eval-
uation Report, which is insufficient. Organizational best practices in the area of 
developmental feedback and monitoring have left the military behind.19 

to further compound the problem, there is a domino effect when a talented indi-
vidual is lost. In addition to generating innovative ideas, these officers play an impor-
tant role in keeping other innovative officers—peers and subordinates—in the Army. 
A loss of one talented and innovative officer is not an isolated event; it establishes 
and/or reinforces a pattern. it sends signals to others about how they are valued and 
what traits are important to the organization. as social scientists have long recognized, 
simple interactions between individuals can add up to complex self-organized social 
behavior.20 A loss of one talented officer may have a far more detrimental effect on the 
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army’s desire to transform into a more innovative and adaptive organization than one 
may believe. 

Generational Gap. failure to recognize and understand the widening generational gap 
between junior and older-generation officers is causing discontent, mistrust and resent-
ment within the younger cohort of Army officers. Some studies suggest that many 
junior and mid-level officers, especially those who have served in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, are particularly dissatisfied with the Army’s leadership.21 experience in iraq and 
Afghanistan, though, merely magnifies the tension; it is not the root cause. The root 
cause is the generational gap. 

At any point in time, there are usually three or four identifiable generations serving 
in the Army. As they cycle through their careers, conflicts can arise as different genera-
tions jockey for power and relevance. these types of generational power shifts have 
occurred numerous times over the years, and they usually result in some form of ten-
sion. the current generational shift, however, is causing a bigger rift within the army 
than has occurred in the past or in the other services.22 

While the changing of the guard between generations is unavoidable, the high level 
of tension is not inevitable. in “Generational change: implications for the development 
of future military Leaders,” Paul Whelan details some of the challenges of bringing in 
the newest generation, the “millennials,” into military service.23 he also highlights the 
enormous potential the millennials possess for shaping and leading the future army.24 
his observations are consistent with many other leading literatures on the millennials 
and their immense positive potential if strategically harnessed.25 although the details 
on the characteristics of the millennials are outside the scope of this study, one aspect 
is especially relevant to the current army. Whelan states, “the idea of a lifelong career 
in one company, quite common in the past, seems increasingly remote today.”26 the 
new generation of workers views their employment as a means for developing new 
talents. it is a mere stepping stone to a higher level of self-development. if the current 
organization no longer provides a path for continued growth, this new crop of workers 
has no qualms about moving on to the next organization. this may seem troubling to 
the older generation of Army officers with a particular view on loyalty to the profession 
and a purist ideas of what it means to receive a commission from our society. however, 
it would be a mistake to make a normative judgment on the motivations of younger 
officers. Most studies conducted on the emerging generation of young Americans indi-
cate that they are just as dedicated to the ideas and values of service that have always 
motivated young men and women to wear the uniform.27 however, the difference now 
is that the younger generation sees military service as just one of many different paths 
to serving our nation. When considering the diverse threats to our country, this broader 
interpretation of service may in fact be what is needed to ensure its security.

Acknowledging the generational differences is the first step. The next step is to 
develop the appropriate strategies to recruit, retain, train and educate the current gen-
eration of junior and mid-level officers. Although we should not exaggerate the severity 
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of this problem, we should recognize that the army is not maximizing the true potential 
of existing human capital. 

Unity of Command. currently, there are three different departments, each with two 
sub-offices, that manage officer development: 

human resource command (hrc): •
Leader development division (Ldd); ◦
Officer Personnel Management Division (OPMD); ◦

G-3/5/7 (deputy chief of staff, operations and Plans): •
strategic Leadership division (ssf); ◦
training and readiness directorate (tr);  ◦

training and doctrine command (tradoc): •
Army Leader Development Office (ALDO): ◦
combined arms center Leader development and education (cac-Ld&e).  ◦

Each office has a specific interest within the officer development cycle, but no one is 
looking at the whole development system itself.28 Part of the problem stems from the 
migration of responsibility for officer development from one department to another 
over the years.29 every time the responsibility is transferred, residual functions are left 
behind. in 2007, the chief of staff of the army named the tradoc commander as 
the single responsible official for all Army leader development initiatives across all co-
horts, domains and components of the army.30 the result was the creation of the army 
Leader Development Office to manage the Army Leader Development Program. In 
just over a year, this office made significant progress in bringing together and pushing 
forward existing leader development initiatives that were languishing in various stages 
of implementation. however, without consolidating the authority scattered in different 
departments, ALDO will quickly run into roadblocks. In addition, this office is not 
properly resourced to take on the responsibility of owning the entire officer develop-
ment system. they can currently manage existing initiatives, but they have no way of 
tracking post-implementation effects and conducting the level of research and analysis 
required to anticipate future trends and needs.

A Government Accountability Office (GAO) study in January 2007 evaluating 
Army’s officer accession and retention initiatives pointed out that “the Army does not 
have an integrated strategic plan to address its retention shortfalls.”31 in regard to of-
ficer accession, the report stated:

the army’s three accession programs are decentralized and do not formally 
coordinate with one another, making it difficult for the Army, using its tradi-
tional approach, to effectively manage risks and allocate resources across pro-
grams in an integrated, strategic fashion. Without a strategic, integrated plan 
for determining overall annual accession goals, managing risks, and allocating 
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resources, the army’s ability to meet its future mission requirements and to 
transform to more deployable, modular units is uncertain.32 

If the GAO were to conduct a study on the officer development system as it did with the 
accession and retention programs, it would come to a similar conclusion.

Time and resources allocated to officer development are adequate. In totality, the 
army spends a great deal of time and resources trying to develop the right types of 
officers. The problem is that the time and resources are scattered throughout several 
different departments that see officer development through their own limited lenses. If 
we use academia as an example, it is like having strong math, history and english de-
partments but no program director to provide any guidance on the overall educational 
end state for a student. the different department heads are all competing to establish 
what they believe is the right balance—which is almost always biased toward their own 
academic interests. In the same fashion, the officer education and management system 
has strong sub-factions made up of different branches and functional areas but with no 
single office in charge of the overall development process. 

Officer Career Timeline. Army officers are more than capable of preparing for full-
spectrum operations; however, they need more time.33 the current timeline—a product 
of the industrial age—is based on a sequential model of mass-producing officers who 
are capable of meeting the challenges presented by well-defined conventional threats. 
This system lacks the flexibility to produce adaptive officers who can operate effective-
ly in the information age against undefined, ambiguous threats. Even more troubling, 
the current system is actually counterproductive in that it is pushing out some of the 
army’s more innovative leaders who have broad experiences necessary to succeed in 
irregular warfare. 

taking time off from the operational timeline to broaden one’s experience through 
graduate schools, fellowships or other internships is often viewed as a distraction and 
a potential risk to an officer’s career. It takes an incredible amount of good luck and 
timing to ensure that an officer can temporarily jump off of the “conveyor belt” for 
any significant time for self-development. Among officers who do not have the right 
timing, the fortunate ones will have senior ranking officers to informally put them back 
on track. The unfortunate ones will have to pay the price of a rigid officer timeline that 
reinforces a “check the block” mentality. the current system will push these officers 
out while they are simultaneously pulled by the private sector that values their educa-
tion and experience. this system of relying on luck and accidental timing is no way for 
a profession to develop its future strategic leaders. 

Over the years, the Army has made some progress. The Officer Professional Man-
agement system (oPms) has gone through several iterations of reforms, and the over-
all progress has been positive.34 however, the problem with the timeline has not gone 
away. The current model does not give officers enough time to train for conventional 
warfare while also preparing for contingency operations. the fundamental problem is 
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that the operational timeline is in competition with the training and education timeline. 
as long as the two are competing instead of complementing, the army will continue 
to have problems developing strategic and adaptive leaders. Many officers who would 
benefit from taking an operational pause for broadening experiences will opt out in fear 
of getting off track. Many officers who do choose to broaden their experience will put 
themselves at career risk. 

Some in the Army may argue that officers in functional areas provide an adequate 
balance of nontraditional military knowledge for the profession. although functional-area 
officers are important for the whole-of-government approach, they serve a different pur-
pose. With few exceptions, these officers provide specialized knowledge on specific sub-
jects.35 The Army needs more officers who can go deep in military tactics but also wide in 
nonmilitary tasks—commanders and key staff officers who have advanced general knowl-
edge on a multitude of different subjects from humanitarian assistance to governance.

Recommendations
Create an Officer Development System. The Army must examine the current officer 
development model and analyze its strengths and weaknesses given what is known 
about the future security environment. army field manual 6-22, Army Leadership, 
released in october 2006, offers a good conceptual framework for leader develop-
ment.36 it incorporates principles of broadening experiences that are often cited as criti-
cal for future leaders. however, it lacks practical solutions for how a leader can attain 
these experiences. for example, chapter 8-33 emphasizes the importance of developing 
broadening skills and recommends

taking the time to learn languages, customs, belief systems, motivational fac-
tors, operational principles, and the doctrine of multinational partners and those 
of potential adversaries. Leaders can gain additional language skills and geo-
political awareness by seeking language schooling and assignments in specific 
regions of interest.37 

in chapter 8-36, the manual further states:

to prepare for future responsibilities, army leaders should explore off-duty 
education, such as available college courses that teach additional skills and 
broaden perspectives on life, as well as distributed learning courses on manage-
ment principles or specific leadership topics.38 

While i agree in principle and endorse the leadership model offered by fm 6-22, the 
reality on the ground (career timeline, demands from operational assignments, stress on 
family) does not support developing these competencies on the side as fm 6-22 seems 
to indicate. fm 7-0, Training for Full-Spectrum Operations, does not offer any better 
or more practical solutions.

A new officer development system needs to go beyond providing goals that are 
unrealistic and offer practical means—a “roadmap”—for getting there. to this end, i 
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recommend that the Army evaluate the officer development process holistically, tak-
ing into consideration the whole life cycle of an Army officer, including recruitment, 
retention, training, education, operational assignments and retirement. a general rule 
of thumb in this process should be flexibility. As a start, the Army needs to decouple 
the operational timeline from the training and education timeline, giving officers two 
“clocks”—one for operational assignments and one for training and education assign-
ments. during any type of training and education period, the operations timeline should 
be paused and vice versa during operational assignments.39 as long as these two types 
of assignments are in competition and command and promotions favor operational as-
signments, training and education of officers will almost always lose out. 

It is not necessary or even desirable to give any special advantages to officers with 
advanced civil schooling or other broadening experiences. it is enough simply to stop 
discouraging officers from pursuing broadening experiences. The benefits from their 
broadening experiences should appear as value added in their operational performance. 

Redefine Training and Education. Within the new officer development system, the 
army must articulate two clear strategies—one for training and one for education. 
the recent update of fm 7-0 serves as a good starting point; the next update, however, 
should separate training and education and include education under the self-develop-
ment domain.

Redefining training vs. education goes beyond mere updates to Army doctrine. A cul-
tural change must take place wherein education in its correct definition is valued in all 
aspects of officer development. This includes evaluating the quality of the education. An 
officer who spends two years immersed in graduate studies at a top-tier civilian university 
will have an experience distinctly different from that of one who receives an online degree 
in eight months. Even with officers attending the same educational institution, one who 
takes the minimum required courses in just security issues will have an experience differ-
ent from that of someone stretching the limits of his or her comfort zone by participating 
in nonsecurity-related classes and events. the army needs to value education and not just 
an advanced degree. to this end, recent increases in graduate school opportunities are 
welcomed but incomplete as a tool to better educate Army officers. The educational expe-
rience is what really counts. Showing that the vast majority of field grade officers have ad-
vanced degrees is meaningless without qualitative measurements of their effectiveness. 

Establish Unity of Command and Effort. The Army needs to establish one office re-
sponsible for the entire officer development system. This office should have the respon-
sibility to:

develop and maintain an officer talent management strategy;  •
assess the changing nature of the strategic environment and proactively develop  •
officers to meet future challenges;
manage and periodically update the officer career timeline; •



12

coordinate the officer training program with other military schools; •
manage the officer education program by creating opportunities for broadening  •
experiences and managing all advanced civil schooling, fellowships and intern-
ships; and
provide input for promotion boards and command selection boards. •

Although not specifically discussed, this office should also take control of the 
officer evaluation report system.

I recommend that this office come under TRADOC. The existing ALDO is a good 
foundation from which to expand this capacity; its role in organizing the Quarterly 
Leader development review (QLdr), which serves as a decision forum for senior 
Army leaders in issues related to leadership, places it in an ideal position for influence. 
aLdo’s visibility on all army leader initiatives gives it the broad perspective neces-
sary to think strategically about officer development. 

to make this work, the army needs to change the trend of undermanning tra-
DOC to fulfill operational requirements. Some undermanning is understandable, es-
pecially during wartime, but a 21.4 percent shortage (1,281 officers) for TRADOC 
and a 54 percent shortage (247 officers) for the Combined Arms Center (CAC) is 
excessive.40 one way to compensate for some of the shortages and to send the right 
signal regarding the importance of training and educating future army leaders is to 
individually select, by name, some of the best-performing commanders at every level 
of the army for assignments at tradoc/cac, and then return them to operational 
assignments without allowing the bureaucratic system to penalize them. the army 
must break the perception of tradoc assignments as “retired on active duty” or as 
a “graveyard for colonels.”

the army must also consolidate authority and resources currently scattered in 
several different departments. in particular, the army needs to transfer the authority 
and expertise related to the officer development system currently at HRC (OPMD 
and LLd) as well as G-3/5/7 (ssf and tr) to tradoc (aLdo). i recommend 
establishing a task force of experts in this field who can work closely with the Army 
enterprise task force, which is implementing a larger consolidation and streamlining 
of personnel functions. i do not recommend a complete transfer of these separate of-
fices; they have specialized knowledge and functions outside the scope of the officer 
development system and serve an important role in their parent departments. my 
recommendation is for selective transfer of specific functions related to the overall 
officer development system. 

One other clarification is to delineate the difference between management and 
coordination of the officer development system and development of new talents. 
this proposal is to consolidate the former—the management and coordination of 
the overall system. specialized knowledge or talents that exist for different missions 
should remain decentralized. for example, we should encourage initiatives such as 
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the recent creation of the directorate for complex operation within the combined 
arms center. innovating and developing new talents require decentralized freedom, 
but leveraging these varied talents for officer development requires centralized man-
agement and coordination.

The Road Ahead – A Work in Progress
overall, the army has invested quite a bit of time and resources into studying these 

issues. In particular, these findings and recommendations echo some that have already 
been expressed by Lieutenant General (retired) William reno in his report titled, “res-
olution of Officer Issues in the United States Army.” They also address some of the key 
issues identified in the Officer Leader Development and Education Survey conducted 
by the center for army Leadership (technical report 2008-1) on 7 may 2008.41 i was 
also encouraged by the separate works of the oPms task force, tradoc (aLdo) 
and G-3/5/7. their proposed initiatives such as modular education, educational reset 
and interagency internships seem very promising.

The most promising and arguably one of the most important works on officer de-
velopment in recent years, however, was conducted by the Office of Economics and 
manpower analysis at West Point. their six-volume monograph series, published by 
the strategic studies institute, is one of the most complete and academically rigorous 
studies conducted on this important topic.42 release of their papers paralleled a nine-
month virtual conference, hosted by Vice chief of staff of the army General Peter 
Chiarelli, that resulted in 29,148 visits, 185,043 page views and 876 posts from officers 
of every rank and specialty.43 It was the first of its kind and the largest collaborative 
effort made by the Officer Corps to discuss the future of the profession. All of this effort 
was capped by senior conference XLVii (6–8 June 2010 at the United states military 
academy), where the army’s key leaders in the human capital domain spent three days 
reviewing, discussing and charting a new path toward an Officer Corps strategy. It 
remains to be seen whether sustentative changes will occur in the near future. 

Conclusion
The overall effect of the problems identified here is that the Army currently has 

many officers, primarily in the junior and mid-career ranks, who are confused about 
what right looks like in regard to professional development. many are confused by 
the conflicting signals they are receiving from the Army’s leadership, from Human 
resource command and from their own experiences in combat. this confusion leads 
to unrealistic career expectations, competition between personal and professional goals 
and a general uncertainty about their willingness for continued military service. these 
issues, along with shortsighted remedies focused on financial incentives, will eventu-
ally degrade the professionalism of the Officer Corps. It is possible to reverse this 
trend, but the army’s leadership must act soon. too many talented individuals with 
valuable experiences from the field are leaving the service every day.
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