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Abstract

Wants and Needs: SAMS’ Relationship with the Army by COL Jeffrey J. Goble, US Army,
53 pages.

The School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS) is at the same time well noted for and
bound by its reputation. Enter most Army division or above headquarters and ask where you can
find the “SAMS” officers and the answer you will get is “in the plans shop.” This is because if
you ask most Army officers, not associated with the school in any way, they will tell you that
SAMS is the planning school, and SAMS graduates are planners. It is this commonly held belief
that typifies the field Army’s expectations of the school, expectations that should guide the school
in its mission and curriculum. However, is there a difference between what the Army in the field
expects a SAMS Advanced Military Studies Program (AMSP) graduate to be capable of when
they complete the program and what SAMS actually educates that officer to do? This is the
primary question answered in this monograph.

The expectations of the Army come in the form of results of a survey, conducted by the
school in 2007, of sitting Army flag officers in Divisions and Corps. The data indicates the
leaders of the Army in the field expect what the school has traditionally produced and has gained
a renowned reputation for: critical and creative thinking, problem solving planners and staff
officers. These expectations have been shaped primarily by the performance of graduates of the
Advanced Military Studies Program, (AMSP), and also by its 25 year history. Of course the
school and its graduates know they are much more than planners for the Army. Many graduates
go on to successfully command at many echelons and the school touts 55 sitting flag officers as
graduates of one of its two programs, with many more in the retired ranks.

Changes at SAMS in the AMSP program in 2007-2008 do not match with the field Army’s
expectations. The mission statement of the school removed educating staff officers as a focus and
was elevated from the tactical and operational level of war, to the strategic level. A subsequent
curriculum redesign resulted in one that centers on strategy and policy at the operational to
strategic level. While this curriculum has not been fully implemented, it logically follows that it
will provide an education that does not meet the Army’s expectations for the AMSP, and is ill
suited for the professional military education of junior field grade officers.

One reason the redesign resulted in a mismatched curriculum is the school did not follow the
curriculum design policies and standards of the Command and General Staff College. These
policies incorporate proven theories and standards of graduate and professional military
education. More importantly, they ensure continued academic accreditation of CGSC’s programs
by both graduate and military education accreditation agencies, including SAMS and its two
programs.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

The School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS) is at the same time well noted for and
bound by its reputation. Enter most Army division or above headquarters and ask where the
“SAMS” officers are and the answer one will get is “in the plans shop.” This is because asking
most Army officers, not associated with the school in anyway, they will say that SAMS is the
planning school, and SAMS graduates are planners. It is this commonly held belief that typifies
the field Army’s expectations of the school, expectations that should guide the school in its
mission and curriculum. However, is there a difference between what the Army in the field
expects a SAMS Advanced Military Studies Program (AMSP) graduate to be capable of when
they complete the program and what SAMS actually educates that officer to do? This is the
primary question answered in this monograph.

SAMS is one of several schools at the US Army Command and General Staff College
(CGSC), and has two programs: The Advanced Military Studies Program, AMSP, and the
Advanced Operational Arts Studies Fellowship, AOASF.! The mission of SAMS is to educate
future commanders and leaders of our Armed Forces, our Allies, and the Inter-agency at the

graduate level to think strategically and operationally to solve complex adaptive problems across

The Advanced Operational Art Studies Fellowship (AOASF) is the capstone program of the
School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS). Focused at the operational and strategic levels of war,
AOASF is a two-year senior service college-level course that prepares senior officers for colonel-level
command and for operational planning assignments to combatant and service component commands.
During year one, fellows follow a curriculum that includes graduate-level study of military art and science,
visits to combatant and service component commands, guest speakers, and practical exercises in campaign
and major operations planning. Graduates of AOASF earn a masters degree in Military Arts and Sciences
and receive Military Education code 1 (War College level graduate) credit. During year two, fellows serve
as faculty members of the Command and General Staff College with particular service as seminar leaders
in the Advanced Military Studies Program. US Army Command and General Staff College, “School of
Advanced Military Studies: Advanced Operational Arts Studies Fellowship.” US Army Combined Arms
Center, http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/ (accessed April 23, 2008).



http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/

the security environment.”?

AMBSP is the traditional “SAMS” program with which people are
most familiar. In fact, many people around the military refer to the AMSP as SAMS without a
distinction between the school and its programs. AMSP is open to majors or junior lieutenant
colonels of all the services and active Army Reserve or National Guard who are Intermediate
Level Education (ILE) graduates.® Officers normally attend AMSP the year immediately
following ILE at the Command and General Staff School (CGSS).* The curriculum is currently
directed at the strategic to operational levels of war and includes studies in history, theory,
doctrine, political science, international relations, and philosophy.> Students are required to read
at least 100 pages per night on average. The AMSP class completes several contemporary
exercises throughout the course year as well. There is a writing program culminating with a

research monograph, which is required to graduate. Graduates receive a Masters in Military Art

and Science from CGSC.

2 US Army Command and General Staff College, “School of Advanced Military Studies:
Mission.” US Army Combined Arms Center, http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/ (accessed February 7,
2008).

® US Department of Defense, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Officer Professional Military
Education Policy(OPMEP), CJCSI 1800.01C, December 22, 2005 defines Intermediate Level Education,
ILE, as the level of professional military education in the US military provided to military officers that are
about mid-way through their careers. These officers are generally junior field grade officers in the grade of
O-4. Each of the services has their own ILE program and exchange officers between their schools. The
primary US Army ILE program is conducted by the Command and General Staff School of CGSC at Ft
Leavenworth and several satellite campuses across the Army. On page A-A-3, the CJCSI states:
“Intermediate education focuses on war fighting within the context of operational art. Students expand their
understanding of joint force deployment and employment at the operational and tactical levels of war. They
gain a better understanding of joint and service perspectives. Inherent in this level is development of an
officer’s analytic capabilities and creative thought processes. In addition to continuing development of their
joint war fighting expertise, they are introduced to theater strategy and plans, national military strategy, and
national security strategy and policy.”

* Any junior field grade officer O-4 or O-5 can apply to AMSP as long as they meet the pre-
requisite of being an ILE graduate. In AY 2007-2008, SAMS began a new policy for field nominations of
officers. Army divisions, corps, and MACOMSs were allowed to self nominate one officer to attend AMSP.
This nomination required a general officer endorsement from the nominating command.

® A detailed description of the 2008 curriculum is covered in Chapter 4.


http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/

Traditionally, and officially by policy, AMSP graduates are assigned as planners in Army
divisions and corps.® Sister-service and non-basic branch Army officers are generally assigned to
similar positions. If this is the primary expectation for AMSP graduates, the military may not be
getting the most out of this short but intense graduate program in military arts and science.
AMSP has played a significant educational role in the leader development of its graduates in the
past. The school touts fifty-five serving General Officers who graduated from the AMSP
sometime in its twenty-five year history. There are dozens more already retired. As we will see,
the original purpose and intent of the school, initially just AMSP, was to educate promising
leaders who would contribute to the Army throughout their careers in the art and science of war at
the operational level — operational art.” SAMS, as a military education institution, knows this,
but this foundational purpose has been lost somewhere recently, by the school and in some
respects the Army in the field. It is this possibility that makes this monograph significant,
because of the unrealized potential of the education that AMSP can provide its graduates to
benefit the field Army.

Since SAMS is a military institution, it has developed a mission through an iterative
process with its next higher headquarters. Because SAMS is also an academic institution, it
should also have an enduring charter. SAMS does have a mission statement but it changes with
each SAMS director. The school, and more particularly the individual directors, has developed
the mission statements themselves as they have come and gone, as opposed to being assigned by

CGSC or the Army. Other than the professional experience of individual school directors and the

® Department of the Army, Army Regulation 614-100: Officer Assignment Policies, Details, and
Transfers, Headquarters Department of the Army (Washington, DC January 10, 2006).

" Joint Staff Joint Doctrine Division, J-7, “Department of Defense Dictionary of Military Terms,”
US Department of Defense, http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/doddict/data/0/03912.html (Accessed May 5,
2008). According to the DoD Dictionary of Military Terms, Operational Art is defined as “the application
of creative imagination by commanders and staffs - supported by their skill, knowledge, and experience - to
design strategies, campaigns, and major operations and organize and employ military forces. Operational
art integrates ends, ways, and means across the levels of war.”
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verbal guidance they may have received upon taking their new position, there is no mechanism to
match the mission of the school with the long-term requirements of the Army. Other
authoritative documents such as AR 614-100, Officer Assignment Policies, Details, and
Transfers, and the Army Training Requirements and Resources System database also provide
reference documentation of what the role, mission, and function of SAMS, and in particular,
AMSP are, but there is not one authoritative source for the mission of SAMS.? This is important
because it is the mission statement itself that primarily guides the faculty and staff of the school
in designing its curricula and programs.

There is a difference between the traditional role of AMSP and what the field Army
requires or wants of AMSP graduates when they complete the program, the current mission of the
AMSP, and the education provided through the AMSP curriculum. The differences between the
three result in misplaced expectations by organizations employing AMSP graduates in both initial
and follow-on assignments and disconnected academic curriculum in the program. To explore
this issue, it is important to understand the brief history and original foundations of SAMS and
AMSP alluded to earlier. The roots of the program, planted firmly in the changes of the Army in

the 1980s, have had a lasting effect on the expectations of the Army for the school and its

8 US Army Command and General Staff College, “School of Advanced Military Studies:
Mission.” US Army Combined Arms Center, http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/ (accessed February 7, 2008)
contains the mission of SAMS as of this date, referenced in note 1. Department of the Army, Army
Regulation 614-100: Officer Assignment Policies, Details, and Transfers, Headquarters Department of the
Army (Washington, DC January 10, 2006) paragraph 5-4.h(1) provides a detailed description of the AMSP
along with the policy for utilization of officers upon graduation from the program. This description is
similar to the one listed on the same CGSC website but a different page containing the AMSP course
description: US Army Command and General Staff College, “School of Advanced Military Studies:
Mission.” US Army Combined Arms Center, (http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/amsp/) (accessed February
7,2008). Army Training Requirements and Resources System (ATRRS), “Information for Course 1-250-
C11(S16S).”(https://atrrs.army.mil/atrrscc/courseinfo.aspx?fy=2008&sch=701&c) (accessed February 12,
2008). The ATRRS database took the place of the Army Formal Schools Catalogue, DAPAM 351-4, and
lists the AMSP as one of the Army’s formal schools. Its only description of the school is dated October 1,
1987 and describes the scope of the AMSP as “Military science and theory, military art and doctrine,
preparing for war, joint and combined operations. Studies the history and scope of war from antiquity to
the present. Examines current and future issues of operational concepts and doctrine across the spectrum of
conflict.”
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graduates. A key aspect of the early development of AMSP in the 1980s was structuring a
graduate level program, which it did become. Since it is a graduate level program in the US
Army Command and General Staff College (CGSC), it is also necessary to cover the graduate
education and curriculum development standards of the college to properly evaluate the AMSP
curriculum. The background knowledge provided by the history of the program, and the
standards it is responsible for maintaining, will place the three sets of expectations for the AMSP
program referred to earlier in proper perspective.

Fortunately, there is current and relevant survey data available on the views and opinions
of AMSP in the field Army. The CGSC quality assurance office conducted a survey of 46
division and corps commanders (or senior leaders of these organizations) in the fall of 2007.°
While only 20 of 46 leaders surveyed responded, the data is representative of the views of senior
leaders in the Army because of the common culture, background, development, and experiences
of senior leaders across the Army. Information on the views of joint leaders in combatant
commands is not yet completely available except for that from personal interviews conducted by
the author with a few leaders outside the field Army. The survey data shows a desire on the part
of senior military leaders for SAMS to produce planners of campaigns and operations conducted
in complex and ambiguous environments. This is a significant finding when matched with the
mission statement of SAMS and AMSP. While SAMS sees its role as providing a broad
education to create adaptive, problem solving, strategic thinking leaders in AMSP, the Army is
looking for proficient planners and problem solvers for its operational staffs.

The mission statement mentioned earlier plays a significant role in shaping the

curriculum of AMSP. In this case, the current mission statement of SAMS is new as of the

® Maria L. Clark and Dr. Jacob Kipp, November 2007, Executive Summary, Div and Corps
Commanders Survey, US Army Command and General Staff College Quality Assurance Office, Fort
Leavenworth, KS.



summer of 2007*°. This new mission statement, derived on the arrival of a new school director,
in part drove a complete review and revision of the AMSP curriculum in the fall of 2007. While
the new curriculum may not be in a state of readiness for detailed analysis, the learning outcomes
and objectives are sufficiently developed to determine whether the curriculum, as designed, meets
its intended purposes and the needs of the Army. What one finds upon this analysis is a
disjointed curriculum that matches the 2007 mission of SAMS, but does not match the traditional
role of the school in the Army, or the current expectations of the Army in the field.

After comparing the mission of SAMS and the AMSP to the survey results and the
AMSP curriculum, there is a disconnect between what the Army in the field thinks AMSP does
and what SAMS intends AMSP to do. Again, while the Field Army thinks of SAMS as a school
for planners, SAMS sees itself providing a broad-based curriculum in military arts and science to
educate creative thinking and adaptive strategic leaders. What is the significance and relevance
of the gap? What impact does it have? These questions form the basis of this monograph. The

analysis begins with the mission of SAMS.

19 Colonel Stefan Banach, interview by author, Ft. Leavenworth, KS, January 31, 2008. Colonel
Banach revised the mission statement of SAMS soon after his arrival as director in the summer of 2007.
He briefed the new mission statement for approval to the Commander of the US Army Combined Arms
Center, Lieutenant General William Caldwell, on or about September 5, 2007.



Chapter 2. The Mission of SAMS and AMSP

The School of Advanced Military Studies’ current (2007) mission is to educate future
commanders and leaders of our Armed Forces, our Allies, and the Inter-agency at the graduate
level to think strategically and operationally to solve complex adaptive problems across the
security environment.** This mission was developed under the direction of the current Director
of SAMS, Colonel Stefan Banach. He briefed and received concurrence for this new mission
statement in his first briefing to Lieutenant General William Caldwell, the Commanding General
of the US Army Combined Arms Center in September 2007.*? That briefing and concurrence
makes this mission statement the current assigned mission of SAMS. The mission serves as the
primary guidance for the Advanced Military Studies Program, which is described by CGSC on its

website as:

A graduate-level program of the School of Advanced Military Studies that
provides education in military art and science. All enrolled officer students are
graduates of the Army Command and General Staff Officer Course or US
service-equivalent intermediate level school. Focus is on the military art and
science of planning, preparing, and executing full spectrum operations in joint,
multinational, and interagency contexts. Curriculum combines integrated study
of military history, military theory, and execution-based practical exercises, and
enables students to develop cognitive problem-solving skills to overcome tough
operational challenges at the tactical and operational levels of war. Course
emphasizes both command and staff perspectives on military decision-making,
doctrine, and force employment. State-of-the-art information technologies
enable student interaction with the field, and provide an exercise environment for
collaborative, joint, and multinational operations planning. Graduates earn a
Masters Degree in Military Arts and Sciences. Following graduation, officers
serve a twelve-month utilization tour in critical battle staff positions within
division or corps headquarters.*®

These two descriptions, the school mission and the course description of AMSP, constitute the

official mission of SAMS and the AMSP. The operative phrases from the mission statement and

1 Us Army Combined Arms Center, “Command and General Staff College: School of Advanced
Military Studies Mission,” http://lwww-cgsc.army.mil/sams/ (accessed 21 January 2008).

12 Colonel Stefan Banach, interview by author, Fort Leavenworth, KS, 31 January 2008.

3 Us Army Combined Arms Center, “Command and General Staff College: School of Advanced
Military Studies,” http://www-cgsc.army.mil/sams/ (accessed 21 January 2008).
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course description do not match. While the course description describes one that melds the study
of military history and theory, with exercises at the tactical and operational levels of war, the
mission statement specifies educating officers to think strategically and operationally. The
mismatch has carried into the AMSP program in that, as we will see, the mission statement has
driven a curriculum focusing on the strategic to operational levels of war.

The mission of the school prior to September 2008, developed under the previous
director, Colonel Kevin Benson, is slightly different. It states; “The School of Advanced Military
Studies educates and trains officers at the graduate level in military art and science to develop
Commanders and General Staff Officers with the abilities to solve complex problems in peace
and war.”'* Colonel Banach cited two changes that were deliberate. First, changing the words
“Commanders and General Staff Officers” to “Future Commanders and Leaders” was done, as he
puts it “to dispel the myth that we (SAMS) produce planners.”*® The focus of the programs of
the school is on command and leadership. He took the term “General Staff Officers” out of the
mission statement to emphasize this point. Training was also removed from the September 2008
mission statement leaving education the only learning focus.'® Second, he replaced “peace and

war” with the term “across the security environment” to encapsulate the entire spectrum of

4 |bid. One can assume that the website still contains an older version of the mission because of
an administrative oversight in updating the data on the pages.

15 Colonel Stefan Banach, interview by author, Fort Leavenworth, KS, 31 January 2008..

1¢ Several scholars speak of the differences, similarities, and relationships between training and
education. Tight writes in Malcolm Tight, Key Concepts in Adult Education and Training, (New York:
Routledge. 1996), 18: “we might distinguish education from training on two grounds. First, the former is a
broader and deeper learning activity. Second, the latter is more likely to be involved with the development
of narrower skills, while the former has to do with more general levels of understanding. Dr. Claude
Bowman, a faculty development and educational standards professor at CGSC agrees and went further in
an interview on 29 January 2008 by relating them to the relationship of the educator and student to the
information. He agrees that in education the student is an active participant in the learning process as
opposed to most training venues where the student is usually a passive receiver of new, primarily factual
information. This does not place a value judgment on either in that training can occur at a very high
intellectual level while education can also happen at a relatively lower intellectual level.



conflict in full spectrum operations that officers face, recognizing that we are often at peace and
war, and somewhere in between, at the same time.’

The changes between the two mission statements are not necessarily remarkable in
themselves. The fact that the mission of the school changes slightly upon arrival of each new
director is understandable and not remarkable either. What is remarkable is that the missions are
developed at the school, presented in someway to the leadership of the Army, and when
approved, become the mission of the school with no deliberate system to maintain the enduring
charter of the institution. Evolutionary change in the form of constant improvement is healthy for
an organization. Fundamental and profound change every two to three years inserts undesirable
volatility in an institutional environment. As Colonel Banach put it, when he briefed the three-
star commander of the Combined Arms Center on his new mission, that officer “was the Army at
that point.”*® Thus, the Army assigned the mission.

Both Colonels Banach and Benson spoke of a similar process of deriving their mission
statements. The process involved each of them receiving verbal guidance iteratively from several
senior Army leaders, including the TRADOC and Combined Arms Center Commanders at the
time, as well as others, in the period just prior to or just after taking charge of the school.*®
Neither officer received written guidance or any specific guidance to change the mission of the
school. The guidance they received generally fit the pattern of making sure the school remained
relevant in a changing security environment, emphasizing creative and adaptive thinking but was

described by each as ambiguous. Benson even related a meeting with a senior commander whose

17 Colonel Stefan Banach, interview by author, Fort Leavenworth, KS, 31 January 2008.
18 H
Ibid.

19 Colonel (Retired) Kevin Benson, interview by the author, Fort Leavenworth, KS, January 14
2008. Colonel Stefan Banach, interview by author, Fort Leavenworth, KS, 31 January 2008.



only guidance was “Kevin, you know what we need.””® On one hand, one can view this type of
guidance as a vote of confidence in the officer being appointed to direct one of the Army’s
premier educational institutions. On the other hand, it is rather surprising that the Army, as an
institution, has no mechanism or organization to think through and develop a deliberate role,
mission and function for such an institution, and chart that enduring role for the long term.

How does the Army determine if the school and its programs are meeting expectations?
What are those expectations? Does the mission of the school meet the expectations of the Army
in the field, where graduates serve? Are the expectations what should drive the curriculum, or
should something else? As far as the mission of SAMS is concerned, it is historically left up to
the school and its director to identify those expectations through primarily verbal guidance and
feedback, from that derive the mission and vision, which then focus the curriculum to meet Army
requirements. While this mission development process works well in military operations, and is
thoroughly documented in Army doctrine, that doctrine is not specified as being applicable to
educational institutions with enduring professional military education responsibilities. Covered
in depth in chapter 4, documents such as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Policy on
Officer Professional Military Education, CJCSI 1800.01, and the CGSC Accountable Instruction

System are deliberately written to apply to military education institutions.

% Colonel (Retired) Kevin Benson, interview by the author, Fort Leavenworth, KS January 14
2008.

10



Chapter 3. Expectations of AMSP

History and Background of AMSP

SAMS and the AMSP began as a part of the development of Air-Land Battle, the new
Army keystone doctrine in the early 1980s. Its founder, Brigadier General (Retired) Huba Wass
de Czege, was one of the principle developers of the new doctrine and writers of Field Manual
100-5, Operations. This new doctrine introduced the operational level of war to the US Army.
Wass de Czege, then a Lieutenant Colonel, knew that such a revolutionary change in approach for
the Army would require a requisite change in the intellectual development of leaders who would
use it. Richard M. Swain, in his paper Filling the Void, described the unique situation where
Wass de Czege received approval for starting SAMS: “On a trip to China with (Lieutenant
General William R.) Richardson...he got approval to create a new school at CGSC to study large
unit operations, and by implication, seek a better understanding of the operational level of war.”*
Wass de Czege spent 1982 and 1983 as a Senior Service College fellow at Fort Leavenworth
where he produced a comprehensive study of Army Staff College Level Training. The logic and
concept for the school that he forged with Lieutenant General Richardson on their trip to China
was the primary focus and guiding template for the staff study.” Among other things in this
study were the design and curriculum for the Advanced Military Studies Program. Swain
continued: “The new School of Advanced Military Studies of the Command and General Staff
College took in its first students in June 1983. Colonel Huba Wass de Czege was its first

director.”®

2! Richard M. Swain, “Filling the Void: The Operational Art and the US Army” (Monograph, US
Army Command and General Staff College) 30.

22 Brigadier General (Retired) Huba Wass de Czege, interview by author, Ft. Leavenworth, KS, 29
January 2008

2 Richard M. Swain, “Filling the Void: The Operational Art and the US Army” (Monograph, US
Army Command and General Staff College) 31.
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A major theme of Wass de Czege’s two-hundred page staff study was that the changing
nature of warfare, the added complexity of the modern battle field, and a revolutionary change in
Army doctrine with a focus on the operational level required a fundamental change in the way the
Army educated the officers who would be charged with leading in this environment.?* In the
staff study, Wass de Czege stated that the focus of the AMSP was on “the time to study in-depth,
to learn the theory behind current methods and techniques, and thus achieve mastery of the art of
war at the tactical and operational level.”® He argued that in the past, during similar times of
change, the Command and General Staff College added a second year of instruction for a select
number of officers and that second year of instruction led to success in the next war. He
specifically used the interwar years between WWI and WWII as an example where he cites at
least eleven general officers who had an impact on victory in both the European and Pacific

theaters as being graduates of 2-year classes at the Army Staff College in the 1930s.%

2t Wass de Czege lays his argument for the AMSP out in three primary documents. First was the
Staff study written for the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for operations in 1983. Second, he published two
professional journal articles, derived from the Staff Study, published in Military Review in 1984:Challenge
for the Future: Educating Field grade Battle Leaders and Staff Officers, June 1984; and How to change an
Army, November 1984. Both of these articles were published while he was the director of AMSP in its
pilot year of 1984,

% Colonel Huba Wass De Czege,. "Army Staff College Level Training Study: Final Report."
(Staff Study Report, US Army War College, 13 June 1983) F-2.

% Several scholars have studied and written about the Army’s 2-year staff college programs and
their impacts. Richard Macak’s thesis The United States Army’s Second Year Courses: a Continuing
Tradition in Educational Excellence, University of Kansas, 1989; and Timothy Nenninger’s thesis The
Leavenworth Schools: Post Graduate Military Education and Professionalization in the US Army 1880-
1920, University of Wisconsin, 1974, both posit positive impacts of second year programs but recognize
that the Army only implemented a second year of staff college education when there was not wartime
demand for quickly producing officer graduates. Peter Schifferle notes in his dissertation Anticipating
Armageddon: The Leavenworth Schools and US Army Military Effectiveness, 1919 to 1945.University of
Kansas 2002, 325, that graduates of second year programs at Leavenworth during the interwar period did
not have as great an impact on Army effectiveness in World war Il as Wass de Czege may have implied in
his staff study. “Although the second year course graduates performed valuable services in the war, they
did not serve in any appreciable numbers at division or regimental level.”
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Wass de Czege was consistent and clear on the purpose and necessity for a second year of
education at CGSC as well as which officers should attend and why. According to the Staff
Study:

The purpose of the second year course is to provide a broad, deep military
education in the science and art of war at the tactical and operational levels that
goes beyond the CGSO course [Command and General Staff Officers Course] in
both theoretical depth and practical application to officers who have
demonstrated a high degree of potential for serving as battalion and brigade
commanders, as principal staff officers of divisions and corps, and as branch
chiefs and deputy division chiefs on major command and Department of the
Army level staffs or their equivalents.... The other purpose of this course is to
seed the Army with a number of officers annually who will produce a leavening
influence on the Army by their competence and impact on other officers. This
influence will, overtime, gradually raise the levels of competence Army-wide.
The purpose of this course therefore is not only to train individuals to do certain
key jobs better, but to create a multiplier effect in all areas of Army competence
as these officers teach others.?’

With this, it was clear that the focus of the program should be the development of a body of
knowledge of military art and science, and the conduct of war. Further, the program should
create a group of experts who would possess, protect, and continue to develop and proliferate that
body of knowledge throughout the Army; the goal being, according to Wass de Czege, “to
develop an officer who will make a positive contribution toward producing a winning army
throughout a long career as a commander or staff officer in key positions of increasingly greater
responsibility.”® This aspect of the original intent of the Army for the AMSP has endured
through its twenty-five year history, which in turn has influenced what the Army in the field
currently expects: proficient planners and problem solvers for divisions and corps. The fifty-five
serving General Officers who graduated from the AMSP sometime in its twenty-five year history

support the intent for the continuing contribution of graduates through a long career.

%" Colonel Huba Wass De Czege,. "Army Staff College Level Training Study: Final Report."
(Staff Study Report, US Army War College, 13 June 1983) f-4.

2 |bid F-5
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Wass de Czege perceptively recognized that acceptance of the school by the Army at
large would be difficult and a long, generational process. To assist in this endeavor he noted that
the program should not be viewed as attempting to create an elite officers corps akin to the famed
German General Staff Corps and that there should be no skill identifier or other distinguishing
features that would single out the graduates from the rest of the officer corps. However, he noted
that, “we are a pragmatic Army. Education, even in our profession (or especially in our
profession) is not highly valued.”?® The fear was that before senior leaders would begin to see
the value added of an AMSP education in the field, the personnel bureaucracy, represented by
assignment officers and promotion boards, would begin discouraging attendance under the guise
of spending too much time in school and not enough time in the field Army.

In part to gain traction for the program with commanding general officers in the field, and
part to continue the education of graduates through general officer mentorship, Wass de Czege
and General Richardson, by this time Commanding General of TRADOC, hammered an AMSP

graduate utilization policy through the Army Chief of Staff.*

The policy was in keeping with a
key aspect of the template the two developed in China; a three-part education consisting of the
AMSP, a focused utilization tour, and continued service as general staff officers and commanders
throughout a long career. From his experience on division staffs himself, Wass de Czege knew
the best place for AMSP graduates to have regular, mentoring contact with the commander and
other general officers in a division was on the division planning staff, as a planner.®* Thus, the

policy, which continues to this day in AR 614-100, specifies that AMSP graduates be assigned to

division or Corps planning positions upon graduation from the program. It is this policy, and the

# |bid F-34.
% Brigadier General (Retired) Huba Wass de Czege, interview by author, January 29, 2008.
! Ibid.
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legacy it has created, that began the pervasive association of AMSP graduates as planners and
their school as a planning school.

In addition to laying out the argument for the school, the staff study also documented a
detailed curriculum and program of instruction. It specified the methodology of instruction, a
staff and faculty structure, a day-by-day schedule for the pilot year of 1983/84, as well as plans
for expansion after evaluation of the pilot program. The initial staff and faculty Wass de Czege
put together adapted the concept from the staff study into the reality of building a fledgling
program in a bureaucratic institution where there was little support for change. The course was
conducted primarily through graduate level education methods in seminar settings of 12 officers
each. Each seminar would have a Colonel or Lieutenant Colonel Seminar Leader who would be
responsible for all instruction. In addition to academic work, exercises, war games, and practica
were conducted regularly to test and practice the theories and methods learned through seminar
instruction.*

Wass de Czege enlisted the help of Dr. Robert Epstein, a historian in the Combat Studies
Institute at Fort Leavenworth, among others, to help develop and improve the course content of
the AMSP curriculum. Epstein remembered, “The initial curriculum was integrated by the
relationship between history and theory. History and theory were the crown jewels of the
program.” Eventually, an operations research analyst from what is now known as the
TRADOC Analysis Center, Jim Schneider, joined the faculty. Schneider’s interest in Soviet
military theory forged a partnership with Epstein’s expertise in Napoleonic warfare, perfecting
the key relationship between history and theory in the curriculum that would grow over the years.

Again, the underlying purpose for the school, in Wass de Czege’s argument, was to educate an

*2Colonel Huba Wass De Czege, "Army Staff College Level Training Study: Final Report." (Staff
Study Report, US Army War College, 13 June 1983) f-9.

% Dr. Robert Epstein, interview by the author, January 11 2008.
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officer corps capable of dealing with the increasingly evident complexity of the modern
battlefield and employing the revolutionary new Air-Land Battle doctrine, which required
expertise at the operational level of war and thus operational art. SAMS was a school to study
and build the expert body of knowledge of military art and science at the operational level,
analogous to medical school or law school for those professions.* One of the findings from
Wass de Czege’s staff study was that the Army must teach more theory and principles in its
service schools to build a deeper understanding of war and warfare throughout the officer corps.*
Epstein and Schneider agreed and helped build the curriculum to, in their words, “develop the
practice of the art of war and conduct of warfare.”*

The purpose for history in the curriculum was more than obvious to military educators
and practitioners alike. In crafting his case for SAMS to the Army at large, in the Military
Review articles of 1984, Wass de Czege posed the following: “the art of war is best learned in
combat through the course of several campaigns,” developing sound military judgment in
peacetime and a “desire and interest in military matters” is best “cultivated with a carefully
selected set of readings in military history”.*” Essentially, learning from history is learning from

the mistakes of others serving before you. The purpose for theory fits with the medical school

analogy. On the topic of theory, Wass de Czege continued: “Theory is the foundation of any

% The analogy of the military profession with others such as medicine and law is common.
Several scholars have written about the role of professional education in the military being analogous to
other noted professions such as medicine and law. Samuel P. Huntington in The Soldier and the State: the
Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 1957), uses an analogy with law and medicine to argue that a broad, general educational
background is a “desirable qualification for the professional officer.” Don M. Snider and Gayle L. Watkins
used similar analogies as one basis for their study on the state of the Army profession in The Future of the
Army Profession, (New York: McGraw Hill, 2002).

% Colonel Huba Wass de Czege, “How to change an Army,” Military Review 64, no. 11
(November 1984): 42.

% Dr. James Schneider, interview by author, January 16, 2008. Dr. Robert Epstein, interview by
author, January 11, 2008.

%7 Colonel Huba Wass de Czege, “How to change an Army,” Military Review 64, no. 11
(November 1984): 46.
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science”, building a theoretical base and constantly challenging and testing it to improve it is
essential.® Therefore, it followed that in Swain’s words, “SAMS students studied classical
theory, principally Clausewitz’s On War, and examined large unit operations in history and in
simulations, in order to understand what the school came to call Operational Art.”*

By the 1987/88 academic year, the curriculum for AMSP stabilized and matured into a
complete body of work designed to confront students with the complexity of war and provide
them with the means of comprehension through the application of military theory, history, and
war game exercises.*® This curriculum consisted of six courses designed as vertically integrated
blocks of instruction, sequenced to build on each other from the start of the academic year to the
end.

Course One, Foundations of Military Theory, had a stated purpose of teaching students
how to think about war rather than what to think, and laid a theoretical and doctrinal foundation
for students to build on through the rest of the year.** It consisted primarily of material from
Clausewitz’s On War as well as primary US and Soviet army doctrine. Of the thirty-four periods
of instruction scheduled for this course, four were history lessons; nine were lessons on doctrine,
and the rest on theory.

Course two, Dynamics of Engagements, was designed to reinforce the fundamental
knowledge students gained of tactics from company through brigade levels in the CGSO course

and provide a laboratory to examine those tactics through the lens of the theory learned in course

% 1bid 41.

* Richard M. Swain, “Filling the Void: The Operational Art and the US Army.” (Fort
Leavenworth: US Army Command and General Staff College) 31.

%0 James J. Schneider, “Course 1 — Foundations of Military Theory and Doctrine” (Course
Introduction Memorandum to SAMS Faculty and Students contained in the Course 1 Syllabus, Fort
Leavenworth, KS, Academic Year 1987/88).

* School of Advanced Military Studies, “AMSP Course 1 Syllabus - Foundations of Military
Theory,” (Fort Leavenworth: US Army Command and General Staff College, Academic Year 1987/88): 1.
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one.*> This course used theory, history, doctrine (both US and Soviet), and practical exercises to
study the basic building block of battles - the engagement. Of the sixteen lessons in this course,
four were history lessons, two covered US and Soviet doctrine, and ten were practical application
exercises of some form including a terrain walk.

Course 3, Dynamics of Battles, followed the same rationale focused on the basic building
block of campaigns. This course had thirty scheduled lessons, four of which were history lessons,
five were doctrinal both US and Soviet, two were theory lessons, and the rest comprised two
practical exercises on division and corps operations.

Courses 4 and 5 hence focused on operational art and campaigns. The former was titled
“The Evolution and Practice of Operational Art” and was entirely a history survey course focused
on its title, the latter “Planning and Conduct of Major Operations and Campaigns” consisting of
an equal mix of history, theory, doctrine and practical exercises centered on joint and combined
operations and capabilities. These two courses again, combined theory, history, doctrine, and
practical exercise to develop the body of knowledge at the operational level of war that Wass de
Czege and Richardson knew was necessary to successfully implement Air-Land Battle doctrine
throughout the Army. The final course offered to the students in academic year 1987/88 was
titled “Preparing for War”, and included lessons designed to stimulate student thinking of how to
effectively use peacetime, to prepare for war in the future. This included organizing, training,
and equipping army forces for the unknown, ten to twenty years in the future. Again, the course
mixed two history lessons, two theory lessons, four doctrine lessons, and practical exercises with
guest instructors to meet its objectives.

By the end of the 1980s, the Army began to see the fruits of the student’s labor in AMSP.

Nothing illustrates this better than the group of graduates that became General Schwarzkopf’s

%2 School of Advanced Military Studies, “AMSP Course 2 Syllabus — Dynamics of engagements,”
(Fort Leavenworth: US Army Command and General Staff College, Academic Year 1987/88): 2-i.
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planning cell for Operation Desert Storm. To develop a ground offensive plan for the Operation,
General Schwarzkopf requested and received four recent graduates of the AMSP, which by 1990
was noted as the “bastion of the operational art.”*® These officers were placed at the center of
planning the famed left hook executed by 3d US Army forces liberating Kuwait in the winter of
1991. This four-man planning cell, networked with other AMSP graduates throughout the forces
that executed the operation, were the officers that acquired the nickname of “The Jedi Knights”
which sticks to AMSP graduates to this day.** It also may have been these officers, who were so
successful at planning the pinnacle operation of the era of Air Land battle, which solidified
AMBSP graduates as expert planners in the minds of the Army, and thus SAMS as the school that

produced them. This still typifies the expectations of the Army in the field.

Field Expectations of AMSP Graduates®

The quality assurance office of CGSC conducted a survey of division and corps
commanders in the fall of 2007. The purpose of the survey was to acquire senior leader input as
to the quality of recent AMSP graduates. While the survey was conducted simultaneously with
the review and update of the AMSP curriculum, and thus had little impact on the 2008 curriculum
design, it contains necessary and useful data that will continue to be useful into the future. Itis
not possible to determine with accuracy whether the respondents were rendering opinions of their
current AMSP graduates, graduates they have served with over a number of years, or even

themselves if they were graduates. Another interesting aspect of the survey is the use of the term

“ Richard M. Swain, Lucky War: Third Army in Desert Storm. (Fort Leavenworth, Kan: US Army
Command and General Staff College Press, 1997),75.

* Ibid 206. Swain seems to be the first to document this moniker in a published work. It is now a
widely used, accepted, and published nickname for graduates of AMSP.

*® This section is exclusively derived from the SAMS division and corps commander survey
conducted by the quality assurance office of CGSC. The report was prepared by Maria Clark, an analyst
from the CGSC quality assurance office and obtained electronically from her on 7 January 2008. The
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SAMS as opposed to AMSP in the questions. Understanding that the intent of the survey was to
ascertain opinions on AMSP graduates, AMSP is inserted next to the term SAMS used in the
survey questions, for clarity in this monograph. Despite these caveats, the data serves to inform
on the opinions of the field Army as to the quality of the AMSP program and its graduates, its
intended purpose.

Forty-six sitting general officers in Army divisions and corps were sent surveys. Twenty
of forty-six responded by the time a report was required, although individual responses continue
to come in and are added to the database. “The survey consisted of eight Likert scale questions,
four open ended questions, and an opportunity for respondents to provide comments and/or
recommendations.”*® The survey designer chose six primary question areas to fulfill the purpose
of the survey.

How prepared are AMSP Graduates?

All commanders agreed that AMSP graduates are prepared upon graduation to address
ambiguous problems and all but one agreed that AMSP graduates are prepared for joint or
combined staff assignments. This indicates that commanders believe AMSP graduates are
capable of serving as general staff officers dealing with complex adaptive military problems.
Fourteen of the commanders surveyed either strongly agreed or agreed that AMSP graduates are

prepared for senior officer responsibilities.*’ This indicates commander support for one of the

executive summary as well as the complete report and survey results were used for this section of the
monograph. The executive summary of the report is at appendix 1 of the monograph.

“® Maria Clark, “Division and Corps Commanders Survey Executive Summary.” (US Army
Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, KS, January 7, 2008): 1. According to William
M.K. Trochim on the Research Methods Knowledge Base website,
(http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/scallik.php, accessed January 7, 2008) Likert scale questions are
questions that can be rated on a 1-to-5 or 1-to-7 Disagree-Agree response scale. The respondents are not
telling you what they believe -- they are judging how favorable each item is with respect to the construct of
interest, in this case SAMS AMSP graduates.

*" The published version of the Division and Corps Commanders’ survey report at Appendix 1
contains a typographical error regarding this question. The original report states that the fourteen
respondents to this question either agreed or disagreed. The author clarified the error with Maria Clark of
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original intents of the AMSP; to educate officers that can think like their commanding general
officers. The focus on staff officers in this and other sections of the survey results questions the
removal of staff officers from the SAMS mission statement.

How are SAMS (AMSP) graduates different than other members of your command
performing similar responsibilities?

A clear majority of respondents (12 of 14 86%) to these questions indicated that they
thought AMSP graduates were better thinkers and problem solvers than other officers on their
staffs. This could be for several reasons. For instance, the response could be because of poor
quality or inexperience of the non-AMSP graduates on the staffs as opposed to an indication of a
high quality of graduates, and by inference the program. The opposite could also be a reason for
the answer. Regardless of the cause of the opinion, the respondents indicate a high opinion of the
thinking and problem solving skills of AMSP graduates. This is a clear indicator that AMSP is
fulfilling its stated mission of educating officers to solve complex adaptive problems.

What should be the primary focus of SAMS (AMSP)?

A plurality of the nineteen respondents to this question (9 of 19 47%) indicated that
planning should be the primary focus of AMSP. Four of the remaining ten indicated joint and
inter-agency operations as the focus. The remainder of responses was diverse and varied. This is
another indicator that leaders in the field want AMSP to be a school focused on planning, and
thus by inference a school for planners. With the doctrinal relationship of joint operations to the
operational level of war, it follows that there is a desire in the field for proficiency at the level.
Again, it is hard to attribute a why to these answers, such as whether they are formed because of
conventional wisdom about the program or a clear desire for expert planners in the field.

Nevertheless, the data indicates planning, at the tactical to operational level, as a primary focus of

the CGSC Quality Assurance Office via email on 14 February 2008. Ms. Clark corrected the error stating
that the fourteen respondents either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement that AMSP graduates are
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the program, which was deliberately removed from the 2007 SAMS mission statement. In
addition to planning as a subject of many responses, creative thinking and problem solving was
closely linked to the answers as well. This is an indicator of a desire for these attributes,
contained explicitly in the SAMS mission statement. This point directly relates to the next
question area in the survey.

What skills are most important for a SAMS graduate working directly for you?

There was no clear majority of opinion as to one particular attribute or skill but four
predominant skills or attributes were noted in responses: thinking, communicating, team leading,
and joint/inter-agency