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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY

TI TLE: CSC CURRI CULUM THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF THE FMF

|, Thene:

1. Thesis:

I11. D scussion:

V. Sunmary

V. Concl usi ons:

That the CSC curriculumneeds to equate to the

| evel of responsibility (in a warfighting sense)
the graduates will be tasked to performin the FMF
and joint environnent.

That the CSC curriculum be focused at the
tactical level of operations. Current HQWVC

assi gnnment policy and needs of the FMF require
this school to be a "tactical qualifier".
Students need to be able to confortably
transition out of the concept stage to organizing
and leading a fighter staff towards nission
acconpl i shnent. The mechani cs and procedures of
staff functioning and interaction are just as
critical as the Big Blue arrows. Ability to apply
these skills tends to put reality in planning.
Since 72%

of the graduates are being assigned to the

FMF/ Joint Duty it would |l ead one to concl ude the
curriculum should focus on preparing themfor
their role as a field grade officer in these

envi ronnent s.

Maj ors need to be conpetent in a MAGTF (VEF

| evel ) environnment before they can anal yze the

ot her aspects of warfare. In addition they nust
possess the | eadership and nanagenent skills
comrensurate with their level of responsibility.
These skills need to be continually taught as part
of our professional devel opnent. Know edge wit hout
the ability to inplenment in a positive vein | eads
to a mediocre or substandard product.

That CSC curricul um be conprised of three
senmesters. First senmester be titled Strategy and
Policy (to include Theory and Nature through Op
Art) and draw 20% of the

curriculum Prior to the second senester a interim
(time TBD) package be devoted to Leadership,
Managenent and Deci sion Making Skills. The new
HOMC total quality |eadership package could be the
nucl eus of this course. The second senester focus
on Doctrine and Figting the MAGIF, and the third
senmester on Fighting the MAGTF in a Joi nt/ Conbi ned
Environment. To do this effectively case studies
and wargani ng (of sone type) would serve as the
vehicle to pronote | earning.



| NTRODUCT! ON

"Qperational conpetence can rarely overcone the
tactical inability to perform just as
strategi c i nconpetence can squander what

oper ational success has ained. !

FVFM 1

Recent observation in SWA of our Marine Expeditionary Force
(MEF) staff skill level in operating a two Division MAGIF
exenplified the need that institutionally we need a better system
to prepare our senior |evel officers for war. The two categories
that surfaced were operating at the tactical |evel and exhibiting
t he | eadershi p/ managenent traits to create the nost productive
envi ronnment feasible. The age ol d problem of on-the-job (QJT)
training to becone proficient or assumng there will be enough
knowl edgeabl e folks in the area to develop a solid plan has to
end. The responsibility to ask the right questions when
critiquing a proposed course of action or operations order, |ead
and manage a staff, while team building, nust rest on the
shoul ders of our commanders and key staff officers (at al
| evel s).

The necessity through our educational system of developing a
solid tactical and | eadershi p/ managenent foundation in our future
| eaders is critical for success wthin the USMC and in the joint
envi ronment. These two traits go hand and gl ove, for having the
know edge is mandat ory but w thout possessing the skill to
i npl enent through the people with you - efficiency is degraded.

These abilities becone even nore critical in the joint



environnment. The requirenent to articulate USMC capabilities and
needs, while understanding how we interact with the other services
is essential to battlefield success and the future rol es/ m ssions
of the USMC. There is no doubt in either the politicians or
mlitary |l eaders mnd that all future battlefields will have joint
forces in theater

It becones obvious (even to the | aynman) when anal yzi ng the
devel opnment pattern of our senior |eadership and functioning of
our higher level tactical staffs that there are institutional as
wel | as educational inprovenents that need to be addressed. As a
phi | osophi cal note--it's time for us to get beyond the feeling a
superior work ethic and the trenendous acconplishnents of our
young Marines will resolve all our shortfalls. W historically
identify the problens in after action reports, but (in nbst cases)
the action to aggressively resolve for a long termfix is not
there. The MAGIF naster plan is a prinme exanple. Pronoted as the
docunent to focus m ssion requirenents, nodify force structure and
| ead us through the next twenty years--had no significant inpact.
The result was we were back to business as usual in | MEF two
nont hs after it was published.

The issues of career patterns, comrand sel ecti on, personnel
stability, unit training prograns, redundancy of staffs, |ack of
and changing doctrine--that is Iinked to research/devel opnent and
procurenent, and our education systemall have an inpact on the
envi ronment we provide to devel op our future commanders and
staff. This list is by no neans all inclusive--point being that

education is but one piece of the pie, but in ny opinion (other



t han conbat experience) the nost critical. For if we don't
provi de the right |evel of know edge for the right people, at the
right time, then we dimnish our capability to resolve the

numer ous chal l enges that effect the future growmh of our |eaders
and the organi zation.

The thene of this paper is to justify why the focus of the
Command and Staff College (CSC) curriculumshould be on "How to"
operate at the tactical |evel of war and devel op the | eadership
and managenent skills that will enable you to succeed. Wat we
have to cone to grips with is do we gear an internediate | eve
school (ILS) towards the next assignnment or view it as a school
that supposed to prepare you for assignnent requirenents 6-8 years
out. To conduct a study on how nuch information a graduate
retained 6 years fromnow would be interesting. I'll argue in a
generic sense we can do both (realizing the school can't be al
things to all people) but the |earning objectives nust be geared
for the level of responsibility a Major will normally operate
within. Meaning he'll nost likely influence the decision making
process at the tactical level. This is not neant to denean the
t hi nking skills devel oped through working at operational |evel and
above, but put themin perspective relative to tine spent in each
area. Bottomline-concepts are great but you need to |earn sone
procedures and doctri ne.

The justification for this focus wll be substantiated
t hrough revi ewi ng HQVC current assignnent policy to and from

school, the tactical level of ability of our officer corps (ny



perception), and surveys fromrecent graduates. Institutiona
problems will not be discussed in any length as part of this issue
paper.

The scope of this paper wll take into consideration the
mlitary education policy docunent (MEPD) and the Skelton Report,
fromthe Panel on MIlitary Education. Understanding the thene of
ILS (according to the Skelton Report), should be at the operational
l evel with an introduction to mlitary strategy and the principal
school for learning jointness.? Gven that foundation with no
speci fic gui dance on percentage of tinme spent in each area,
curricul um obj ectives could be devel oped that satisfy this
requi rement while teaching doctrine and the How Tos to execute.

It appears though the Skelton panel doesn’'t appreciate that the

m ssion focus for a Marine nmajor is tactics oriented. This would
have given them nore of an understandi ng of subject matter

bal ance. The Skelton Report was right on the mark though when it
enphasi zed the need for officers to becone proficient in their own
service prior to transitioning to a joint education. | wonder if
t hey conprehend the amount of tine required to neet this goal

The second key point, at the ILS level, is the responsibility for
teaching staff skills, processes and procedures, lie in Phase |
joint training. Again, another costly (but required evolution in
time. This would enable though Arnmed Forces Staff College to
focus in on case studies on the conbat enploynent of forces. This
same thenme holds true for MAGIF training. Wthout a doctrinal

base and the know edge to operate a MAGIF staff the transition



from conceptual enploynent becones difficult. This becane evi dent

i n observing the CSC students during their CAPSTONE war ganme. Wat
educational curriculumcritics have trouble grasping is that there
are various |levels of warfare (i.e., low, md and high intensity)
within the tactical level that mlitary | eaders have to be
conpetent in before they nmake decisions that affect |lives. Bottom
line - majors going to a joint assignnment or the FMF need the
educational foundation to fight forces at those |evels. CSC
graduates will be sent to key billets in the FMF as their
schooling is considered an advantage over contenporaries.

ASSI GNMENT PCLI CY

Three significant thenmes are being pushed by MMOA. One, that
70% of the majors at CSC be assigned to the FM~. Thi s gui dance
(at 60%9 was initiated by General Barrow in 1981, based on the
fact that from 1977-1981 | ess than 50% of the graduates of CSC
went to FMF. General Gray has since nodified it to 70% The
nmonitor's hands are not tied to this percentage, given that
quality is the key, but they work towards this goal. Their
gui dance is to look for future | eaders in the corps through
pi cking the best qualified/ nost conpetitive records. \Wether
official or unofficial we've initiated a conmand track for a
sel ect group of officers who will serve as a reservoir of
knowl edge in their next assignnent. On the average 20% of the
majors in the USMC w Il attend CSC. The 1991 class will send 57%
of the graduates to the FMF. Point being we're sel ecting our best
and the guidance is get themto the fighting forces to stinulate

the "way" it should be done at the operator |evel.



Second thenme is junior and md |level majors are the priority
for attendance at CSC. Qui dance was published in a MVOA
menor andum of 26 August 1990 that those officers with a date of
rank of 1 May 1988 are too senior to go to CSC. Rationale here is
that the nonitors view the CSC curriculumas a vehicle to prepare
the graduates for an FMF major's billet (i.e., Bn/Regt/Dv). As a
side note, school for advanced warfare (SAW is viewed nore in the
vein as a preparatory phase for the MEF or MAGIF |l evel. ldeally
CSC shoul d be focused at Division/MEF and SAWfor a joint
assignnment. Going to school has to be nore than just an
"atta-boy" for a job well done but lead to a career progression of
knowl edge as you nove up in responsibility.

Third thenme is the priority on joint assignnments. Present
gui dance is joint staff assignments whether in an operational or
adm nistrative billet will be filled at 100% This would | ead one
to conclude (as the Skelton Report enphasized) that joint
education is growing in inportance. As Skelton pointed out all to
often the service schools and war colleges pay lip service to
actually teaching a baseline of know edge required to fight al
forces in a joint environnment. CSC class of 1991 is sending 15%
of the students to joint assignnents. Gven the qualifier that
one nmust be conpetent in their own service skills prior to
satisfying joint operational needs, would justify schools
dedi cating additional curriculumtinme to do it right. The
foll owon school to assist CSC graduates in preparing for a joint
assignnent is a 12 week course at Arned Forces Staff College. No

other formal foll ow on



school s are programmed for graduates prior to their next
assignnent. The artillery conmunity identifying the need for
additional training at the tactical |evel has initiated an
informal course at Fort Sill for all officers returning to the
FMF. Lacking any other foll ow on conbat arnms schools and given
t he changi ng dynam cs of the battlefield-CSC has to be viewed as a
tactical qualifier for assignment to the FMF or Joint duty.

The credibility inpact of a field grade officer returning to
the fleet for probably his last tine - will effect performance and

ultimately pronoti on.

STUDENT SURVEYS

| observed two Battalion Operation Oficers who were recent
graduates of CSC, that had to deal with the credibility gap for
about a year. Regaining the confidence of the Conpany Conmmanders
was not easy, especially when the Assistant Operations Oficer, an
AWS graduate was sharper tactically. The thenme of ny comrents
back to a CSC survey was to educate our field grade officers on
how to function tactically at the division | evel along with the
ability to wite and orchestrate a conprehensive order through
pl anni ng and execution. Any officer returning to the FMF nust
under stand the basics of conbat operations center functioning and
| i nkage between the division, wing and FSSG This know edge is
essential for a major who is normally at the action officer (AO

| evel maki ng things happen.



O her conmments from commanders stressed the need for nore
practical application of devel oping warfighting skills and witing
orders. Possess the ability to articulate doctrine and understand
the rel ationshi p anong staff sections. One commander keyed on
per sonal devel opnent skills "to stand up in a alien environnment
and clearly present and defend their position in a controversi al

3 The message is clear throughout all the commander

area".
eval uati ons - good school but need nore focus at the tactical

| evel . Anot her significant point that surfaced was only 23% of

the evaluators noted better |eadership skills in their CSC
graduate vice contenporary non-grads. In the area of nanagenent
only 41% marked a positive difference. Wile the Skelton panel
feels these areas are a secondary priority, 1'll argue this is
just as nmuch of a necessity to achieve the end product.
Unfortunately, in SWA, | periodically observed EGOs that were used
to shelter a | ack of know edge or |eadership skills. This
situation doesn't enhance productivity of a staff.

The students sent a clear nessage - course was headed in the
right direction but needed nore depth in the nechanics of fighting
forces. Biggest change being reduce the tine spent on historical
case studies analyzing the strategic and operational |evel of
war. Focus nore on the tactical |evel through practica
application. Understanding the nechanics of transitioning out of
big blue arrow concepts into supportabl e operation orders and
bei ng able to guide a staff through these procedures requires

hands on tinme to learn. An additional but relevant point of view



fromthe non FMF bound student was good course, but m nimal
application given next assignment. This | eads one to question,

gi ven the nunber of students (28% from 1991 class) not returning
to the fleet our obligation in a generic sense to prepare them A
separate senester or elective program addressing those | eadership
and managenent skills to operate on a HQMC staff, recruiting

envi ronnment or i ndependent duty would be inval uabl e. Naval War
Col | ege' s Defense Econonics and Deci si on- Maki ng Course is an

exanpl e of a broad scope package that addresses these skills.

TACTI CAL ABILITY OF OUR OFFI CER CORPS

As Ceneral Steele, 1G of the USMC prior to his retirenent,
stated to nme in Ckinawa, "Qur senior officers (as a group) are the
weakest tacticians in our officer ranks.” This was not nmeant in a
derogatory vein, but that the systemto educate themas a "gun
fighter" was not in place. He filled the age old void of a
commander's course by creating his own at 2nd Division for
Battal i on and Regi nental Conmmanders. As CG he taught this
package. This course was programred at the tactical |evel and
covered | eadership requirenents in operating a conbat unit.
Unfortunately his actions were not followed in the other
di visions. Bothers ne that we haven't provided an education
continuum for our future commanders. My exposure at the MEF and
di vision level reinforced what | had al ready expected-field grade
and general officers out of their confort zone when talking

tactics and leading a fighter staff. In every major exercise



(except for one) | participated in the staffs devel oped (in every
sense) a finished product for signature by the chain of comand.
What was even nore di sheartening that operational briefings were
conducted w thout being challenged in any vein. It appeared the
thenme was as | ong as everybody is happy the concept is OK and lets
not expose a key billet holders |ack of know edge. This m ndset
never forced action officers to really think through concepts. As
a result, lowlevels of acceptance equated to nedi ocre |evels of
performance. Personal pride can only carry you so far. GALLANT
KNI GHT (a CINC | evel CPX) was the prine exanple as joint and
uni | ateral concept devel opnent did not involve senior officer
approval . Key billet holders spent nost of their tine focusing on
the "in-box nentality” adm nistrative requirenents, as they
perceived this as nore of neasuring stick for evaluation by
superiors in a peacetine environnent. In addition it took
virtually six nonths of preparation for reginents through MEF to
develop their SOPs and fighter staff capabilities. Even though a
| ack of personnel stability contributed to this situation, the
majority of the folks involved in this process were ILS/TLS
graduates. | realize there are other contributing factors but the
nessage is clear, our ILS/TLS curriculunms need to spend nore tine
at the tactical |evel

The nmechanics of internal staff functioning is a lost art
that needs to be taught at all levels. In sone cases the ILS/ TLS
graduat es assuned their job description (given their previous

| evel of schooling) was still up in the conceptual sky and had to

10



be brought down to earth to gain an appreciation for what it
really takes to plan and execute. Bottomline - big picture guys
fall by the wayside in the FMF at the rank of Major, Lieutenant
Col onel and Col onel .

This nentality carried over to SWA during the M deast
conflict. My first inpression was one of an exercise nentality
(MEF level) in attenpting to satisfy mssion required tasks. The
transition did occur but the tinme and effort involved are
difficult to put in words. The |learning curve in staff
coordi nation, COC structure and functioning, concept devel opnment
and information flow are a few of the key areas the MEF grew
significantly. To walk into a MEF COC two weeks prior to the
start of a war and see no ground ops officer or 1 to 50,000 map
with friendly positions is hard to conprehend. This is only one
exanpl e, but indicative that sonething is |acking somewhere in
getting our fighters ready for war. Inportant to note again the
majority of billet holders were ILS graduates. Sensitivity here
is we may not have two nonths to prepare for our next war

| can appreciate the difficulties of devel oping an ad hoc
staff (as the MEF evol ved) but what | observed in many cases was a
| ack of know how in bringing the teamtogether. The absence of
SOPs conpounded this problem and the nmangenent techni ques enpl oyed
to operate a 1,000 man organi zati on went through a rough grow ng
process. What it nmade ne realize is that as we nove up in rank

| eader shi p, managenent and decision nmaking abilities are not a
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gi ven. They nust continue to be devel oped by unit commanders and
school s comensurate with the |l evel of responsibility one
assumnes.

My final observation on tactical conpetence was at the CSC
CAPSTONE wargane. | focused on the MEF and JTF staff to determ ne
if the foundation had been laid in the curriculumto operate at
these levels. My analysis after observing concept devel opnent,
staff coordination, briefings, information flow, op orders/frag
order devel opnent, and functional area responsibilities was that
the students needed nore curriculumtine in all these areas.
Their "Where Do | Start" questions in dividing up the Battlefield
(i.e., close, deep, rear) and how do you coordinate the MAGIF to
sati sfy concept requirenments nust be taught. Tremendous progress
was nmade t hroughout the week and the exercise was beneficial but

we owe thema better sense of how its supposed to be done. To

acquire a joint |earning experience in an operational node ot her
I LS schools need to participate in our wargam ng environment so

the issues/procedures can be worked out.

CONCLUSI ONS/ RECOMIVENDATI ONS

Five out of the six current objectives for CSC could easily be
applicable at any top level school. To think strategically,

understand theory of war, analyze strategi c gui dance, assess

rel ati onshi ps between the operational and tactical |evel as they
apply to strategic goals, and critically anal yze war are inportant

to understand the spectrum of conflict but don't rate three plus

12



nmont hs of CSC curriculumtinme. Only one of the six objectives
(plan and execute at the MAGIF | evel) begins to target the "hard"
skills of learning howto operate a MAGTF (MEF) within the

j oi nt/conbi ned environnent.

As a final exanple, being involved in the devel opnment of the
anphi bi ous concept of operations in SWA-once agai n opened ny eyes
to the | evel of know edge required (by a field grade officer) to
per suade comranders and staffs to execute. The gut |evel USN USMC
debat es were not over whether we were going to execute a |anding
(that decision rested with conponent commanders and the ClI NC) but
"how' we were going to conduct the landing. If you couldn't
articulate the |inkage between planning and deconflicting fire
support, control neasures, conmand and control, airspace
managenment, intell collection and flow of information, |ink-up
operations and a CSS concept you m ght as well stayed hone.
Credibility was gained or lost instantly and these di scussions
wer e conducted by LtCols and Col onels. The role of the Major on
the staff was one of coordinating the decisions made. Bottomli ne
- Majors never even had the on-scene opportunity to influence the
deci si on maki ng. This does not negate though their ability to
per suade the boss prior to his attendance. Amazi ng how t he
"reality of conflict" nmakes us realize the role we play and where
we contribute.

Real i zing 72% of the CSC graduates are going to the FMF or a
joint assignnment, the need to gain additional tinme in the

curriculumto enhance their tactical and joint warfighting
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knowl edge beyond the conceptual |evel appears justified.
Approxi mately 40% of the curriculumis presently devoted to the
operational through strategic | evel of war. Ideally we could
conbi ne these courses (in one senester) as the Naval War Col | ege
does in their strategy and policy package and reduce the course
| ength to approximately 20% of the curriculum This would satisfy
the Skel ton Panel requirenent of an "Introduction to Mlitary
Strategy" and enable CSC to devel op two ot her senesters of
war fi ghting conbi ned with | eadershi p/ managenent devel opnent. The
second senester would be focused on | earning the appropriate
doctrine and commander/staff responsibilities of howto fight the
MAGTF (focus MEF |evel). The third senmester woul d be geared
towards fighting the MAGIF in a joint/conbined environnent
enpl oyi ng various warganes to shift billets (i.e., FSSG ACE, CGCE
CE) and scenarios. This would provide a baseline of tactical
conpetency in understanding all aspects of a MAGIF

The Problem Director for each senester would be tasked to
devel op case studi es on | eadershi p and nmanagenent styles for
eval uation by the students. Prior to initiating the second
senester, a separate package woul d be incorporated on | eadership,
managi ng peopl e/ assets and deci sion making at the field grade
officer level. The current program of "Total Quality Leadership”
(Dem ngs net hod) adopted by the USMZ USN coul d serve as the
nucl eus of this package. The USMC trademark has al ways been
| eadership and the ability to nmanage | arge organi zati ons. These

traits nust be devel oped as we progress in the chain of comrand.
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The draft MCO on PME states "ILS focuses on the tactica
enpl oynent of larger units at the operational |evel of war and is
the principle level to learn jointness."* Probl emhere is when
you dedi cate a good portion of your tinme at the operational |evel
the concern or perceived need to transition down to the nechanics
of fighting the force loses its inportance. The assignments CSC
graduates are going to will require that know edge.

We have to be careful not to let the politicians drive our
educati onal objectives. The conpeting requirenments for joint
accreditation and a nmasters program should not be the overriding
factors in shaping a curriculum The warfighting requirenents
that a Marine Major nust possess upon returning to the Fleet
shoul d supercede all other conpeting prograns.

As FMFM 1 states, "A leaders career, fromthe initial stages
of | eadership training, should be viewed as a conti nuous,
progressi ve process of devel opnent. At each stage of his career,

he shoul d be preparing for the subsequent stage."®
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