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Brigadier General Earl M. Simms is the thirteenth officer to serve as commander of the 
U.S Army Soldier Support Center/ Institute since it was first formed in 1973.  During the course 
of his career, BG Simms served also on two different occasions as Commandant, U.S. Army 
Adjutant General School, one of five schools forming the Soldier Support Institute.  Brigadier 
General Simms is indebted to Sergeant Denise Blackwell for transcribing the original interview.  
Dr. Stephen E. Bower, Command Historian, U.S. Army Soldier Support Institute, conducted the 
interview and edited the final transcript.        
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    Command Historian 
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DR. BOWER: The Army “personnel” mission extends well beyond the limited proponent 
responsibilities of the AG Corps.  Is the AG Corps a branch for personnel specialists or the 
branch designation for certain personnel functions? 
 
BG SIMMS: The personnel community has been subdivided over time into relatively small 
compartments.  Certainly, the primary focus of the Adjutant General Corps is the management of 
people -- strength and personnel accountability.  Most senior and junior leaders recognize those 
missions, among others, as most visible to commanders and critical to our organizations.  How 
do you maintain your strength?  Do you have the proper array of MOS’s, skills, grades and so 
forth?   
 


The lifecycle of a soldier in the United States Army, however, truly reflects the totality of 
the personnel system -- from cradle to grave, from recruitment to burial.  Everything that 
happens to a soldier during his or her time in service is a part of the personnel business.  Some of 
that mission has really gone unnoticed because of our focus on other things.  When I say “we,” 
I’m talking about the leadership of the Army.  We focus on causalities in a hostile environment, 
but beyond that we give lip service to it in peacetime.  The mission is a local, face-to-face 
responsibility that rarely gets anyone’s attention beyond the installation level.  Who, for instance, 
is responsible for the recovery of remains from past wars?  Logisticians make up most of that 
mission, but its part of the casualty system.  I’ve partnered with the logistics community in 
performing the mission, but, by and large, we overlook it in the personnel community.  It’s part 
of the lifecycle of soldier who comes into the service.  The personnel community has much of 
the responsibility for this mission. 


 
The concept of “human resources” addresses the totality of the personnel mission, and 


people tend to confuse it with the Adjutant General (AG) mission.  People think human resources 
and the AG mission are one and the same, but they aren’t.  There are differences between the 
two, and together comprise the total scope of the personnel business.  I’ve been involved with the 
different sides of the personnel mission – from personnel accounting and personnel management 
to the everyday caring for soldiers.  Some of these things typically don’t get a great deal of 
visibility.  I don’t know if that makes me an expert, but certainly my view of the business is 
different from someone who has spent all his time managing faces.  That seems to be the 
Achilles heel of the AG community.  I used to say we were the world’s best personnel managers, 
but the world’s worst manpower managers.  We truly do not understand how organizations are 
built and designed.  For instance, we’ve not done very well building our own personnel 
organizations.  Certainly, we’ve not done this as well as our Finance Corps brethren.  
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DR. BOWER: Should leadership, then, expect SSI or the AG Branch to be able to perform a 
human resources mission?  Certainly, it’s a personnel mission, but is it an AG mission?  I realize 
senior leaders often don’t make these fine distinctions.  That seems to be true in TRADOC where 
anything designated “personnel” comes to SSI and the AG Corps despite the fact that some of 
these things lay outside the historical role and functions of the AG Branch.  TRADOC, and 
perhaps the Army as a whole, does not possess a coherent structure or organization from which 
to view the personnel mission in its larger dimension, much of which has always existed outside 
the narrower branch concerns of SSI.  
 
BG SIMMS: Some of that is an inability to articulate what the personnel community consists of.   
There certainly is an “umbrella” that covers all personnel aspects of the soldier lifecycle, but the 
umbrella is not the AG Branch.  Perhaps we need to redefine the branch to include such things as 
equal opportunity and the human resources mission.  Thus far, we’ve failed to articulate the 
resources necessary to execute the larger personnel mission.  That failing relates to what I 
referred earlier, not understanding how organizations are designed and built.  That requires a 
deep understanding of the functions your are being asked to perform, meaning, of course, all 
tasks relative to the performance of those functions.  That often requires going beyond the 
popular beliefs about what your organizations are truly about.  If the AG Branch, for instance, is 
to embrace human resources, it needs to quit defining itself narrowly in terms of those “go to 
war” functions with which we have so long been associated.    
 


A good historical example of the failure to fully appreciate or to articulate the full extent 
of the personnel mission was the recent transfer of the record management function back to the 
personnel community.  That happened when I was Adjutant General of the Army.  If you recall, 
record management was taken away from us because some believed it more akin to information 
rather then personnel management.  I’m not sure it came back to us for the right reason, but 
we’ve got it again.  It was simply convenient for the Army to manage the issue that way.  Record 
management is truly a personnel mission.  We’re talking about information that deals with 
people and the management of information that deals with people.  In fact, I’ve come to believe 
that the “center of gravity” of the personnel mission is managing information that deals with 
people.  When you look at the personnel mission in those terms, it takes in a lot of territory.  We 
certainly have failed to articulate the full scope of the “personnel” mission and what that might 
mean in terms of organization and the way the Army does business.  Perhaps someone needs to 
take a good look at all the pieces of the Army’s personnel mission and figure out how they relate 
to one another.  
 
DR. BOWER: From the perspective of Army historians, information managers really don’t 
manage information at all; they manage information systems, and don’t care much about the 
information that passes through them.  Their answer to record management has been to hit the 
delete button.  As you have recognized, there is a moral dimension to all that – taking care of 
commanders and the people who work for them.  Even in the digital universe, there is a 
responsibility to maintain a record of activity.     
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BG SIMMS: The incredible thing we discovered after Desert Shield and Storm was that we 
knew more about the experience of soldiers in World War II, Korea, and Vietnam than we did 
about those we deployed to Southwest Asia in 1990.  When we looked at things like sickness and 
the location of deployed soldiers, we were better able to do that in World War II, Korea, and 
Vietnam.  It was a complete breakdown of the record management function.  Computers were 
not as prevalent during the Gulf War as they are today, but there is no question the Army was 
coming to believe record management was more the domain of information managers than 
personnel managers.  Because of the absence of a record management program in the Gulf, we 
were unable to draw a historical perspective on individual soldiers or their units. Is it a 
responsibility of the personnel community?  You better believe it is.  It’s all part of the 
responsibility to account for individuals.   
 


Of course, record management became an issue when the Army had to uncover certain 
information related to the mysterious “Gulf War Syndrome,” the mystery disease afflicting 
several Gulf War veterans.  They couldn’t give the mission to the personnel community because 
the personnel community did not have the responsibility for the function anymore.  They solved 
that problem by giving it back to us.  Consequently, record management came back to the AG 
Corps because they needed someone to dig up pertinent personnel information from the Gulf 
War.  Unfortunately, there were huge holes in the data and we were unable to retrieve very little 
pertinent information.  


 
Interestingly, immediately following that tasking we also were given the job of 


declassifying 250 million pages of documents dating all the way back to World War I and 
through World War II.  That’s when we discovered how well soldiers and units were 
documented compared to those who participated in Desert Shield/Storm.  The whole thing was 
amazing.  We quickly began talking about the irony of being able to document the “Agent 
Orange” issue during the Vietnam era better than the “Gulf Syndrome” during Operations Desert 
Shield and Storm.  Of course, given advances in information technology, the reverse should be 
true.   
 
 
DR. BOWER: Perhaps by design, the AG Corps seems not to have done a very good job of 
articulating the differences between its functions and those historically belonging to the division, 
corps, and theater army G-1, or the Army DCSPER.  The tendency in recent years has been to 
conflate AG business with G-1 business when in fact the G-1 has always been responsible to the 
Army staff for the personnel mission in its fuller dimension.  Until the Army of Excellence in the 
early 1980’s, the AG Branch represented only a piece of this.  Is this a significant issue and 
should we be talking about it as TRADOC and the Army transforms itself in the months and 
years ahead?   


 
BG SIMMS: Absolutely, we should be talking about those things.  We haven’t done as good a 
job of laying these things out we should have.  Using the Army division as an example, the 
Adjutant General of the division used to be the “action agent,” implementing certain personnel 
policy and programs prescribed by the Division G-1.  The Division G-1, on the other hand, 
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executed certain “personnel” policy and programs that were much broader in scope, programs 
and policies with which the division AG had little if anything to do.  We’re talking about such 
things as equal opportunity, safety, and suicide prevention, things rightfully belonging to what 
we call the human resources area.  We’re also talking about staff responsibility for such things as 
JAG, Finance, and public affairs.  I see this as a positive development, but our tendency at SSI 
and the AG Branch, predictably, has been to focus more on the action piece for which the 
Adjutant General traditionally has been responsible.  
 
 
DR. BOWER: I see this as having not only resource implications, but certainly implications for 
how the Army and TRADOC is organized and structured to prepare the personnel community for 
war.  I also see personnel doctrinal implications, and for how folks in the AG Branch view the 
battlefield.  
 
BG SIMMS: Adjutants historically have worked for the G1 and have been unconcerned about 
the larger personnel mission for which G1s were responsible.  I became the G1/AG when the 
positions were consolidated in the 3rd Infantry Division.  My day-to-day focus was typically AG, 
concerned with three major functions – personnel actions, administrative services, and strength 
management.  However, we became responsible for the policy side of such things as equal 
opportunity, safety, and other things dealing with the health and welfare of soldiers others 
outside the Adjutant General community were responsible for executing.  Certainly, the mission 
of the Adjutant became broader than the one to which I had been accustomed.  Adjutants became 
responsible for what became known as Personnel Service Support.   
 


Whether we call it Personnel Service Support or human resources, it refers to something 
broader than what the Adjutant General Corps has been about.  It refers to the total program of 
caring for people.  PSS becomes similar to logistics in that logistics is more than the 
Quartermaster Corps, but embraces transportation and ordnance also.  Today, we talk about 
Human Resources instead of PSS, but we mean the same thing.  
 
 
DR. BOWER: Is it still useful to talk about a PSS proponent in TRADOC? 
  
BG SIMMS: I think SSI has to take on that role.  In recent years, we’ve compartmentalized the 
AG, Chaplain, JAG, and Finance.  All of those things overlap into a common concern for taking 
care of soldiers.  We should be cognizant of that as we transform ourselves and build new 
organizations for the future.  These functions and organizations must be blended together to 
provide efficient and effective personnel support.  At some point, we’ve got to recognize 
Personnel Service Support or Human Resources as a composite of several branch and functional 
proponents that provide essential support to soldiers and commanders. 


 
The Soldier Support Center (SSC) used to be the PSS integrator for TRADOC.  Everyone 


knows PSS integration disappeared when SSC was absorbed into the Combined Arms Support 
Command (CASCOM).  The resources for PSS integration became CASCOM bill payers.  
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Therefore, PSS integration faded quickly from CASCOM purview.  We don’t do it anymore.  
Despite that, the Army and TRADOC continues to look at SSI and the AG Corps instead of 
CASCOM as the responsible agent for anything “personnel” in nature.  SSI leadership has to 
assume some of the responsibility for this development also.  Although the mission changed 
when the command moved to Fort Jackson, many in SSI continued to believe they had the 
responsibility for PSS integration.  It depends on whom you talk to, but I believe it has become a 
part of the SSI culture.  However, we’ve had difficulty articulating what that integration 
responsibility ought to be.  Certainly, that has been my experience since coming back to SSI. 
Having served previously as commandant of the AG School, I know we assumed some things 
outside the AG Branch proponent area simply because we knew they needed to be done.  As the 
TRADOC PSS integrator, CASCOM should probably have been given the missions, but we 
picked them up anyway because they were fundamentally “personnel” in nature.  


 
CASCOM recently encouraged a couple of conferences that brought together all of the 


PSS proponents.  These sessions were very successful.  We shared information and everybody 
seemed pleased with the outcome.  However, the other PSS proponents were typically concerned 
about being taken over by SSI and the personnel community.  That would never be my intent, 
but it seems you need an overseer of those things if PSS is to mean anything at all.  The G-1 of a 
division or corps has responsibility for these things, so logically that role probably ought to go to 
SSI.  That’s only one way of looking at it.  I know there are a number of “rice bowls” out there, 
but at some point we’ll need to look at PSS if we’re to affect an efficient transformation of the 
Army. 


 
Clearly, PSS is as large a responsibility as logistics, but, unfortunately, few ever realize 


that until we put people in harms way.  Mail, for instance, is not an issue until we deploy and 
become concerned about morale and the soldier’s ability to communicate with loved ones.  
Typically, it becomes one of the first concerns of the commander, but in a peacetime garrison 
environment, it’s hardly ever mentioned.  Today, we have a number of soldiers deployed so it 
has remained visible to commanders since Desert Shield and Storm.  Unfortunately, PSS 
functions tend to be neglected in peacetime because they’re typically not problems for the 
commander.  That’s a cyclic problem that seems to come around time and again.  It’s our 
responsibility in the personnel community to better articulate PSS issues in a peacetime 
environment and convince our combat arms brethren they need to be addressed.  The AG 
community has performed its core mission of managing people so well with so few resources 
that our business appears easy to those looking on from the outside.  Things like record 
management, however, continue to fall off the plate because they are not taken seriously in 
peacetime.  We’ve got to have some kind of organization that keeps the broader definition of 
personnel in front of commanders who will expect us to do all those things when the U.S. Army 
deploys.   


 
We’ll have problems in the next major deployment because many of our things aren’t 


being addressed in peacetime.  Since we don’t have many issues, the perception is that we’re 
doing our mission.  However, we simply aren’t resourced to do all those things that will be 
expected of us in a major deployment.  There are a few leaders who realize we’ll be challenged, 
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but they don’t understand the full breadth and depth of the challenge. Today, battalion 
commanders, for example, will refer you to their S-1s to solve a personnel problem.  I can 
remember a time when battalion commanders could identify the source of a personnel problem 
and often be able to provide a solution.  Most of the time they were on the mark, because they 
were required to know the basis of our business.  They understood that certain aspects of our 
business were their responsibility.  Back then the personnel community taught commanders 
about their responsibility to the personnel mission.  Just like certain pieces of logistics, 
intelligence, and operations were their responsibility, certain pieces of the personnel mission 
were their responsibility.   
 


As we began drawing the force down, we began taking a certain degree of risk in the 
personnel business.   We began eliminating certain components of the personnel business that 
evaluated how well the mission was being performed.  For instance, we used to have inspection 
teams, PERMAS teams, which evaluated how well we performed the personnel mission.  
PERMAS reports used to provide a good barometer of how well we were doing personnel 
business.  As PERMAS teams went by the way, so did the means to measure mission 
effectiveness and teach commanders about our business.  Battalion commanders were concerned 
about the timeliness and accuracy of OER’s, because we had reports that required them to take 
an interest in those things.  Today, they may not be any more knowledgeable about those things 
than the soldiers who work for them.  We used to have a process that forced leaders to become 
knowledgeable about personnel business.     


 
I remember when we were briefing the DCSPER, GEN Ohle, about SIDPERS 3 and data 


accuracy.  In the course of our briefing, he recalled that he used to get “beat up” all the time if 
SIDPERS data was not timely, updated weekly.  The system worked to enforce the timeliness of 
SIDPERS updates.  Our briefing showed him that it was now taking 27-30 days to get data from 
the units to the top of the system.  So, the lights went on.  What happened here and who’s 
watching this now?  The answer, of course, was that no one was watching because we’ve taken 
certain risks in the way we do business. We saw a couple of things here.  First, when you draw 
down an organization you need to make sure everyone understands the impact of certain risk-
taking decisions on the organization.  Second, people won’t understand the true extent of the risk 
until a later time when the organization starts to crack from the stress of increased operational 
tempo.   Then, of course, we end up reinventing one of the wheels upon which the organization 
used to ride. It’s the whole thing about repeating history if you don’t know it.  That’s where we 
are today in the personnel community, faced with the reinvention of things we’ve allowed to pass 
away. These problems aren’t anything magical.  We’ve had them before and addressed them 
before.  We’ve simply taken risks in the way we do personnel.  We’ve probably not done a very 
good job of tracking of those things.  
 


As we transform the Army, one of the things we have to do in the personnel community 
is to dissect our functions and figure out the resources necessary to perform each of them.  
Simplifying and streamlining personnel functions is good and proper, but at some point we have 
to insist on some mechanism to monitor performance of the personnel system.  That will force 
personnel specialists to become more familiar with the mission, but it will also necessarily 
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involve the commander in the whole process.  As leaders of soldiers, commanders will become 
more familiar with the personnel system and what it does for them and their soldiers.  If that 
happens, we shouldn’t have great difficulty articulating our needs as they relate to the mission. In 
the end, we may not agree with the amount of resources given us, but commanders should be 
able to understand the risk associated with certain levels of resourcing.  That’s going to happen 
at some point, because we’re essentially broken.  
 
 
DR. BOWER: Correct me if I’m wrong, but the SSI relationship with the DCSPER of the Army 
seems to have grown closer since the command moved from Fort Harrison to Fort Jackson.  I 
remember one DCSPER visit to Fort Harrison during the 1980s and early 1990s, and that was to 
attend an extensive Systems Program Review with the Vice Chief, TRADOC commander and 
others who came to review the PSS community’s transformation under Army of Excellence 
initiatives.  That always seemed strange to me, given that SSC was the Army’s proponent for 
PSS, a true extension of the DCSPER and the broader definition of personnel that we have been 
discussing.  
 
BG SIMMS: I can give you my view on these things. You have to understand that the DCSPER 
is focused principally on the present, namely the “strategic” present.  He’s usually up to his neck 
in alligators; one has him by the leg, another by the arm, and he’s using the other arm to turn the 
valve that drains water from the swamp.  So, he’s very, very, focused.  Does he have a 
responsibility for the future of personnel operations and tactics?  Surely he does, because he’s 
controls a lot of the money for future development.  However, he’s primarily concerned with the 
strategic level of the personnel mission.  That often doesn’t connect with what we do here at SSI. 
Recently, he’s been focused on strength management issues that affect the entire Army.  That’s 
the focus of Army leadership these days, and that’s his focus as well.  Despite that, we still could 
form a greater connection with the DCSPER.   
 


When I left the AG School to become Adjutant General of the Army (TAG), it became 
immediately clear that my TAG job was focused on the present and maybe 12 months out.  As 
commandant, I spent most of my time thinking from 2-10 years out.  We’re still talking 
personnel, but our focuses were different, and by virtue of the job, we were totally overcome by 
them.  Therefore, we often experienced problems with language and communication even though 
we were talking about the same functions.  If my mission as TAG is to declassify 250 million 
pages of official records by the year 2000, and I’m only at 98 million in 1999, boy, that’s a real 
chunk on my plate.  As commandant, my focus is not on the process of declassification, but on 
the future and providing the structures and organization in which record management might be 
performed.  So, we often have problems seeing things in common.  With record management, for 
instance, both parties have to understand the other’s focus before they can talk and walk 
together. 


 
It was my desire to bring certain programs together, here or at Department of the Army, 


which would develop the future, based on how certain functions were currently being performed.  
I don’t know that we’ve devoted much energy to that, however.  BG Neil Snyder was actually 
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the first to facilitate routine meetings between at least the TAG and SSI.  As DCSPER, LTG 
Fred Vollrath also bought into some of that as he saw his office moving towards a “human 
resources” organization.  That vision brought him closer to TAG and SSI.  As TAG, I lobbied for 
SSI involvement in his strategic human resources vision.  It was not a natural connection, but it’s 
getting easier because of all the talk about transformation.  The picture is still complicated by the 
fact that we aren’t sure how responsibility should be divided among SSI, the AG School, and the 
DCSPER.  However, we’re all communicating and talking on a regular basis.  That’s a far cry 
from where we used to be.  When SSI was SSC and the PSS integrator for the Army, they had all 
they could handle.  There didn’t seem to be as much of a need for that communication.  As SSC 
commander, GEN Brooks was connected to TRADOC and only conversed with the DCSPER 
infrequently.  That’s my view, strictly my view.  
 
  
DR. BOWER: Is the SSI configured to adequately support the Army of the future?  How should 
SSI be structured to satisfy Army transformation and the future development of the personnel 
community? 
 
BG SIMMS: I probably was able to do less in this arena than I wanted.  SSI seems to be headed 
in the direction in which I think it can make a difference in the future.  As a result of the draw 
down, it became very clear to me that the transition from SSC to SSI had left us with an 
inefficient organization.  I’m not going to take the designers of the SSI organization to task, 
because their reasoning was probably appropriate for the time.  Over time, however, as resources 
continued to dwindle, we didn’t reorganize into what I believe to be a more efficient 
organization.  We had a headquarters that was much larger then we could afford.   All of our 
people are important, but as our schools were reduced the headquarters remained the same.  I felt 
the headquarters had to go on a diet and that the schools ought to be fed a little more.  The 
schools are the lifeblood of SSI.  If they don’t function, SSI dies. 
 


My approach was to provide them as much cover in the way of resources as I possibly 
could.  There were other ways of doing this, but I chose to eliminate certain headquarters 
elements, and take certain pieces of the Training Support Battalion (TSB) and consolidate them 
in the SSI headquarters.  My intent was to install more of a traditional staff in the headquarters, 
and push the freed up resources down into the schools.   People seem to miss the fact that SSI is 
composed of two branch schools and the Recruiting School.  The two branch schools are central 
to our business in that they develop officers as well as enlisted personnel.  The intent of my 
predecessors, as I see it, was to in effect a balance between the two branch schools so that one 
did not have more than then the other.  I came to believe we could no longer afford that.  We’ve 
grown even smaller since the move to Fort Jackson.  I decided to bite the bullet and try to 
support our primary mission of training the load.  However, we’ve still got an organization based 
largely on the parity principle rather than on efficiency.   
 
 
DR. BOWER: Do we really mean it in TRADOC when we say that “training the load” is our 
priority? 
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BG SIMMS: I was with the TRADOC commander when he laid that out; yeah, he does mean it.  
So does the Chief of Staff of the Army.  Of my three assignments to TRADOC and SSI, this is 
the first time they really mean it when they say it.  GEN Abrams has made it clear he will 
resource training and assume risk in other areas.  His ability to monitor training and hold the line 
on spending in other areas has been complicated by the Chief’s transformation program for 
which TRADOC also has responsibility.  The signals have become mixed in that training the 
load appears to have slipped down the priority list again.   
 


From an Army perspective, training the load should be our priority.  It’s the right thing to 
do in the absence of resources for the other things which TRADOC also has responsibility.  The 
Army staff has to recognize they can’t have their cake and eat it too.  If TRADOC is expected to 
train as well as design future organizations, they need to resource us to do both.  However, the 
Department of the Army (DA) continues to melt down TRADOC while expecting it to churn out 
both products.  I know the TRADOC commander, GEN Abrams, is frustrated by the situation.  
He tells DA they’re breaking the Training and Doctrine Command, but as GEN Vollrath used to 
say, “Show me how I’m breaking you.”  If you can’t translate your frustration into the language 
of manpower, money, or time that has been diverted to other things, then it’s difficult for 
someone outside your business to understand the point at which your organization will break. 
 


Training is our priority mission. On the other hand, we’ll probably not get any more 
resources to support training until TRADOC substantiates the fact that transformation has 
diminished our ability to provide units with quality trained soldiers.  If training suffers, we’ll 
probably get additional resources.  Because of the draw down, TRADOC has already assumed 
certain risks in its ability to train the load.  There are certain programs that were eliminated that 
hinder our ability to effectively train.  For example, we no longer have the capability to evaluate 
the quality of our training programs.  We can’t assess the quality of the training product because 
the program doesn’t exist anymore.  We decided to assume the risk a few years back as we drew 
down the force. We felt we could do without an assessment program; therefore, we eliminated it 
and then quickly forgot about it.  Today, we’re once again talking about the need to assess the 
quality of training and resurrecting programs for that purpose.  No one is talking resources at this 
point, but we’re suddenly remembering evaluation programs as integral to quality training. 
That’s just a follow on to the question of do we really mean it when we say training is our 
priority?  


 
I can understand why it’s confusing to some, but we have to be able to say we’re not 


going to do X because you’ve set Y as the priority.  We have to draw a line -- everything above it 
is mission essential and everything below it won’t be done well or not at all.  Of course, we have 
to mean it when we say it, and stay the course until someone from higher headquarters tells us 
something different.  TRADOC should also provide the standard against which the priority is 
measured.  If we can’t meet the standard within available resource constraints, then we need to 
be able to say so, and say what we need to get the job done.  One thing that gets me up on a 
soapbox is the expectation to take on a mission without articulating the cost in personnel, time, 
and money.  As an Army, we’ve got to get better at that.  It’s not “hooah”, it’s “dooah.”  What 
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does it take to do the additional mission that you assigned me?  If you can do that, then you 
should be able to say how well you are going to be able to do the job.  Therefore, there are no 
surprises for the person performing the task or for the person who has assigned it.  There should 
be no confusion about priorities or an inability to perform lower priority missions to standard. 
I’ve only been marginally successful in teaching commanders how to do that.  It’s not easy, not 
easy, at all.  You have to teach the process, and then people have to embrace it. 


 
When I was Adjutant General of the 3d Infantry Division I learned a hard lesson about the 


process.  We ran out of paper for a postal unit and I discovered that I had to pay for it.  I said, 
“Wait a minute, why do I have to pay for something that the entire division is using”?  However, 
I soon learned that in figuring my budget, I had failed to differentiate between the division 
account and the Adjutant General account.  From that experience, I learned that the more 
attention I paid to how the process worked, the more resources I got.  People don’t understand 
why some people get all the fine office furniture, and others are still sitting on crates.  Budget 
managers usually reward those who articulate their needs the best.   I learned the lesson, and it 
has helped me successfully manage large, complex organizations.  If it had been possible, I 
would like to have taught that lesson to every incoming lieutenant. 
 
 
DR. BOWER: For over fifty years, senior leaders of the Army have assumed a close 
relationship between personnel and finance.  Are the AG and Finance Branches getting closer or 
further apart as we move into the 21st Century? 


 
 


BG SIMMS: The two branches are as close now as they will ever get.  Both branches belong to 
the PSS community of functions, but have never been as functionally close to one another as 
senior leaders have believed.  They persist in seeing the two as one for one reason and one 
reason only, and that’s because since the beginning of time we’ve shared the military pay 
function – paying soldiers.  That’s primarily a disservice to the Finance Corps whose corps 
competencies and value to the commander stretch well beyond the pay function and couldn’t be 
any more different from the AG Corps’.   The core competencies of the two branches are 
separate and distinct, and always will be.  
 


As it happens, the AG Corps is soon to inherit the pay function.  We won’t be sharing it 
with the Finance Corps any longer.  The remaining core competencies of the Finance Corps 
move it much closer to the logistics community than the personnel community.  If anything, it 
will force commanders to recognize the broader functions of the Finance Corps.  The Finance 
School will remain apart of SSI, but it won’t be as easy for senior leaders to put personnel and 
finance in the same box.  The Finance Corps will become linked to missions and functions that 
have been given little recognition over the years.  From here on out, when commanders think of 
the Finance Corps, they’re going to have to see it for what it truly is -- a branch that enables them 
to have banking, foreign currency, and contracting support, and probably resource management 
support before all is said and done.  As we speak, there is substantial agreement on the wisdom 
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to consolidate the finance with the resource management function.  If that happens, finance will 
become even more distinct from the personnel community.  
 
 
DR. BOWER: Command and control of the U.S. Army Recruiting Command (USAREC) 
recently passed from the Army DCSPER to the Commander, TRADOC.  In terms of unity of 
command and functions, is this a good thing for the personnel community?   
 
BG SIMMS: Originally, I was apprehensive because I felt that it was a distinctly personnel 
function that ought to be firmly within the personnel community.   However, I viewed the issue 
from a strategic perspective, and perhaps failed to see it from an operational or even tactical 
point of view.  USAREC is a command, and its commander ought to work for another 
commander.  The responsibility for recruiting in terms of the Army staff remains with the 
DCSPER.  However, the real issue is the command aspect of it; that is, how beneficial is it to 
have the USAREC commander reporting to another commander?  How beneficial has that 
relationship been?  Well, I believe the success USAREC enjoyed this past year is directly 
attributable to that.   
 


Like the rest of the Army, USAREC had changed in recent years to address the specific 
challenges that stood between it and mission accomplishment.  However, the changes or 
adjustments had not been in a systematic sort of way, namely the systematic sort of way required 
by TRADOC.  I’m talking about all those things that TRADOC does -- training and doctrine 
development, proponent development and the like.  What changes that did come to pass in 
USAREC were from an operational and tactical standpoint, not from a strategic point of view. 
For instance, who’s the proponent for recruiter training and 79R?  I asked the Commandant of 
the Recruiting and Retention School (RRS) whether he was the proponent for these things and he 
said no, USAREC was the proponent.  I felt that was the wrong answer.  As commandant of the 
school, a TRADOC school, he was responsible for those things like all the other TRADOC 
commandants.  He was responsible for training development and design, the actual training of 
soldiers, and all the rest.  With time, the DCSPER became comfortable operating differently.  
When you look at it from the standpoint of a TRADOC school and how it functions, it makes 
sense.  Because of the TRADOC connection, we were able to program the resources the RRS 
needed to do its mission.  Documenting class size and student numbers enabled us to get the RRS 
the resources necessary to meet its mission.  In a word, the RRS began operating like all the 
other TRADOC schools.   


 
I still believe TRADOC needs to have some mechanism that allows for some flexibility 


in providing resources for its schools.  If the recruiting market requires more or fewer recruiters, 
then TRADOC ought to be able to respond to that situation.  Recruiters require training.  They’re 
not like other soldiers who go through basic and initial entry training and suddenly appear for 
duty.  Recruiters are men and women who are already in the Army, and have to be trained to 
perform the recruiting mission.  They require a skill level and ability to respond to the ups and 
downs of the market.  The TRADOC school system is the right model for that.  We need to have 
the flexibility to adjust to the market.  However, the great debate remains.  Should USAREC fall 
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under the DCSPER or TRADOC?  My opinion doesn’t count for much, but I feel it should 
remain under TRADOC.  Should the Chief of Staff be able to ask the DCSPER about the state of 
the recruiting mission?  Probably, because when there’s a problem, you want the person 
responsible close at hand.  However, TRADOC provides the system by which you can manage 
fluctuations in the recruiting market.     


 
 
DR. BOWER: From my perspective, Americans seem to have lost some sense of civic and 
personal responsibility for the future health and security of the nation.  The idea of personal 
sacrifice and commitment to ideals that transcend self seems not to be a part of the public 
conversation any longer.  What are your thoughts on Army values and the young people coming 
into today’s Army?   
 
BG SIMMS: The military services are a microcosm of the larger society, carrying around both 
the strengths and weaknesses of the larger American community.  I grew up in an era where 
everybody served.  My parents were products of a drafted Army, one where you served whether 
you wanted to or not.  If you were healthy you served in the military.  We still get young people 
who are apprehensive about adulthood, their future, and having to get out of bed at 0400 hours 
and deal with a drill sergeant.  That’s something even their fathers and grandfathers experienced. 
However, back then those fathers and grandfathers were able to impart experiences to the young 
that really had nothing to do with job satisfaction and career enhancement.  Military service was 
not about self and securing your future, but about service to country in time of need.  Parents told 
their sons and daughters about these things.  We called it patriotism and when you served you 
came away feeling rewarded for having done your part in service to the nation.  The difference 
between then and now is the diminishing numbers of soldiers who truly understand patriotism.  
The numbers of patriots, the numbers of soldiers who sign up to serve a larger cause are 
declining annually.   
 


Serving in the military has come to be viewed as one occupation among many.  In the 
past there was no option.  When you left the service, you left believing you had done your duty, 
not that you had mastered certain skills making you more marketable for civilian life.  There 
were those who made military service a career, but it was a career grounded in commitment and 
service.  For me, it still is.  I would like to think of my career as service to the country.  I feel 
good about that, but now its time get on with the next stage of life.  That’s probably the piece 
that’s missing.   The implications for recruiting today’s Army are immense.  You have to make 
military service seem as attractive as other career options from which folks choose.   The process 
itself brings us a different kind of soldier. 


 
If you ask young kids coming into the Fort Jackson reception center why they joined, 


you’ll get a variety of responses.  If you ask them the same question six weeks later when they 
are about to graduate from Basic Training, they are able to talk about the values of service and 
commitment. I attribute that to our values training.  All of them had sensed this about military 
service and life in general, but were unable to articulate it in the beginning. Our battalion 
commander recently visited one of our Army divisions to assess how well our AIT training had 
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prepared soldiers to do their jobs.  As one might expect, our former AIT soldiers told him they 
had been well trained for their duties.  Most profound, however, were unsolicited comments 
about values training in the battalion.  These soldiers told him they missed the teamwork and the 
family environment of the AIT companies to which they belonged.  It seemed not to be a part of 
the unit to which they had been assigned.  These values, they said, weren’t taught or reinforced 
in their new assignments.  They believed in those values and what they had been taught.  That’s 
powerful testimony to my previous assertion that these kids know about these things, but have 
not been in an environment that actually applied them in the everyday setting. 


 
We sell military service as an occupation.  The selling is a form of competition that 


enables the Army to draw from a pool of people who have other attractive career options.  Ours 
has become a profession that has to compete for the services of people.  As such, individuals 
probably join the military for reasons of career and occupation, but learn quickly that military 
service is also about service and commitment to others and to our nation.  We’ve also come to 
understand that marketing military service as an occupation has implications for the retention 
rate.  People want to complete their terms of enlistment, go back home, and find good jobs 
utilizing the skills they have received while in the military.  Reenlistment is rarely the first 
option.  I don’t believe this is a problem in the sense that something is broken.  Taking good care 
of soldiers has always been a way of drawing folks into the Army or making it an attractive 
career alternative, but from the standpoint of values we probably need to start looking at the 
retention process differently.  Leadership has to recognize the difference between joining and 
staying.  It will become especially crucial in the years ahead when the well of draft-era soldiers 
finally dries up.  When they go, so too goes the memory of such things as service and 
commitment as the first priority of the soldier.  
 
 
DR. BOWER: We also seem to have lost interest in teaching the values of nationhood – how 
our nation compares to others, what it means to be an American, how our American values and 
system of government compares to others.  Without these things, it seems impossible to impart 
patriotic values – the whole idea that there are some things larger than self and worthy objects of 
selfless service and sacrifice.  


 
BG SIMMS: Our difficulty in recruiting is one thing, but what concerns me more is the will of 
our nation.  When the going gets tough, we’re only going to be as tough as the will is strong, and 
it doesn’t seem to be very strong at this point.  If commitment doesn’t extend beyond my group, 
community, or family; if there isn’t a feeling larger than self, we’re going to have problems and 
lots of them.  We’re going to find ourselves in situations that will require the support of the 
American people.  If we don’t have it, it’s doubtful we’ll have the political and moral stamina to 
prevail.  More than that, it becomes hypocritical to talk about the will of the people when there 
isn’t any to back up the politicians and soldiers ready to invoke it.  
 


My hope is that families, schools, and communities are able implant what you call the 
values of nationhood.  There is indeed a difference between a volunteer and a non-volunteer 
force and much of the difference has to do with the values of the soldiers who serve in each.  The 
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future will eventually challenge the “volunteer” force.  It won’t be peaches n’ cream.  We’ll 
suffer casualties and we’ll have to deal with the situation as a nation.  How important will 
military commitment and the loss of life be to the American people?  The loss of life always puts 
military commitment in perspective.  Is the commitment worth the loss of life?  Will the 
American people recognize that certain commitments are worth the loss of life?  That’s the issue 
to which everyone is sensitive.  Should we be there, should we be walking away rather than into 
a situation?  It certainly poses a challenge for those who have to connect the mission to things we 
value as a people.  I’m speaking of things like freedom and democracy.  That will prove to be 
very, very interesting and profound. 
 
 
DR. BOWER: How do you want to conclude this interview?  
 
BG SIMMS: Notwithstanding all we’ve talked about, there is no doubt that we are a strong 
nation and a strong Army.  We are a people who are at liberty to freely express ourselves. We’ll 
transcend those problems that confront us as an Army and as a people. Unless that changes, my 
faith in our ability to overcome our problems will remain unshaken.  Certainly my 32 years of 
service was well worth it.  I would do it again in a flash, knowing exactly what I know today.  I 
could have gone elsewhere and done other things, but I valued my service to the nation 32 years 
ago and I value it today as I walk out the door.  
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DR. BOWER: What were the circumstances under which you joined the Army, and 
when did you decide to make it a career?   
 
 
BG HICKERSON:  I played in my high school band and decided to follow that with 
a music major in college.  I attended an all-girls college in South Carolina and 
majored in  flute performance, working towards a bachelor’s in  Music with plans to 
get a master’s degree in Music.  Joining the Army was the last thing I thought I would 
do with my life.  Life, though, takes strange and unexpected turns.  I found myself  in 
Raleigh, North Carolina, as a junior high band director -- something else I had not 
really planned to do, but we had to eat.  So I taught school while my former husband, 
a Virginia Military Institute graduate with Reserve commission commitment, attended 
graduate school.  When he decided to go back on active duty after graduate school, I 
was still trying to determine my occupation.  He learned about the direct commission 
program for women who had earned a bachelor or master’s degree.  There was little 
Officer Candidate or Reserve Officer Training for women, or any other source of 
commissioning for that matter.  After going through an evaluation and board process, 
women officers received direct commissions through the United States Army 
Recruiting Command. 
  
 The first time he recommended it to me I thought he was nuts, but, after thinking 
about my options, it became more attractive.  I was trying to get into another line of  
civilian work anyway.  I had not planned to teach school.  My major in conservatory 
music did not give me the academic credentials to maintain a state teaching certificate 
without additional schooling.  I really did not want to have to do that, but switching 
from music and school teaching to something different would not have been easy.  
The Army became an attractive opportunity.  I figured to go in for about five years, be 
with my husband,  get some leadership and management skills, get out,  and go find 
something in the civilian sector.  Because of my graduate degree, I came in as a first 
lieutenant.  That was in 1968 at the height of the Vietnam War.  Back then, you  
became a captain after twelve months.  So, after four-and-a-half  months of the 
Women’s Army Corps  (WAC) Officer Basic Course,  I had nearly enough time to 
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make captain.  During that time, I quickly decided that I wanted to go Regular Army, 
which  was very unusual for a junior officer, especially one in the Women’s Army 
Corps.  I was stationed in  the Military District of Washington.  Basically, all I had to 
do was apply -- “yes, I want to go regular Army.”  I got a special OER (Officer 
Evaluation Report) and was later commissioned in the Regular Army. 
 
  I made the decision quickly, and did so because of what I knew about the 
civilian sector.  I saw women commanding in the WAC and holding the kind of jobs 
women simply didn’t have elsewhere.  The WAC, of course, was still segregated, 
most of the WAC commands were detachments, and most of the jobs were in 
recruiting,  protocol, and public affairs, but it was still different from anything I had 
seen outside the Army.  The opportunities for women were expanding.  Prior to 
President Johnson’s 1967 approval of a bill authorizing equal promotions for women, 
there were very few women colonels in the Army.  In fact there was only one, the 
director of the WAC, who was appointed not selected .   Previously, when she left the 
director’s post, she’d turn her rank over to her successor.  She had the option of either 
retiring or assuming the reduced rank of  a lieutenant colonel.   All that had changed 
when I came into the Army in August 1968.  Women had just been selected for 
colonel by a promotion board for the first time.  All of a sudden there were female 
colonels.   Then, on 11 June 1970, I’ll never forget the day, two women were 
promoted to Brigadier General --  Anna B. Hayes, Chief of the Army Nurse Corps 
and Elizabeth Hoisington, Director of the WAC.   That was awesome to us.   I saw 
those changes. 
 
 
DR. BOWER: Was the direct commissioning  process an attempt to enlist women 
with particular skills? 
 
 
BG HICKERSON:  It focused more on bringing women of a particular educational 
level into the Army.  A bachelor’s degree was required for a direct commission.  Most 
of the women had either a bachelor’s or master’s degree.  The average age of  the 
women commissioned was 26; so you had women in their early 30s, many of them 
coming from impressive civilian occupations, and who had made the same decision as 
I had.  They wanted to try something different, and saw the Army as an attractive 
opportunity.  We had a lot of older women who were joining.  Again, I didn’t come in 
right out of college in 1964.  When I  joined in 1968,  I had finished my graduate 
degree and had taught school for three years.  There were some younger women who 
joined the WAC right out of college.  The WAC had what we called the “College 
Junior Program” where we would recruit women during their junior year of college.  
We’d give them four weeks at the WAC center in the summer and pay them at the 
grade of E4 during their senior year.  If they applied for commissioning upon 
graduation, they’d come in as a second lieutenant.  That was another of the efforts to 
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attract women into the Army.   In 1968, during the Vietnam War,  we were trying to 
increase the number of women officers and expand the Women’s Army Corps.  For 
instance, some of the women in my class were among the first married women to be 
commissioned in the WAC.  It was not allowed before. 
 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  How was it for you and other women in the Army during those days?  
Would you trade them for what women have today? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  The Army is better for women today than when I came in.  I’m 
proud to have been a part of the progress.  There’s no substitute for the kind of 
opportunity that women in Army have these days.  Because of that, I think we are 
really attracting some outstanding young women.  They make for better officers, 
because they come better prepared.  They know about the Army and they strive to be 
a part of it.  Women go to West Point and complete ROTC in college.  They’re 
extremely talented, confident, and educated.  They’re better prepared to lead.  They’re 
accomplished athletes.  They do very well in the Army.  Beginning with year-group 
1974, the first year after the expansion started, we started to recruit many impressive 
women.  That year group is nearly eligible for brigadier general.  You’re going to start 
to see some impressive women from the various branches of the Army get promoted.  
The preponderance of women thus far have served as Military Police or with the 
Adjutant General branch, but soon you’re going to see women promoted to high rank 
in some of the other branches.  
 
 
DR. BOWER:   As you look to the future, what milestones would you like to see 
women in the Army accomplish? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  There are still some positions closed to women, and I’m not 
speaking exclusively of ground combat, infantry or armor.  Even within the AG 
Corps,  there are positions closed to women because of the location of particular units.   
We’ll continue to evaluate these positions.  Those numbers continue to diminish, but 
it will be very difficult, if not impossible, for women of any service to go beyond the 
three-star rank.   There are only two now, one in the Marine Corps and one in the 
Navy.   It will be tough to go beyond that unless there are some changes in the jobs 
made available to women, particularly in the Army and Marine Corps.  The Navy and 
the Air Force have few remaining gender restrictions on their positions.  The Air 
Force has opened  99.5% of its jobs to women, the Navy 96%.  The Army stands at 
about 67%.  As long as you have a large number of positions in ground combat units, 
positions not open to women, there will be limitations on what women can achieve in 
the Army.  
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  There’s a four-star position in the logistics field. That’s probably the only four-
star position women can conceivably hope to attain.   The rest are in the combat arms/ 
combat support branches.  Women will continue to be top performers and will 
continue to open doors because of  it.  That’s why many doors have opened in the first 
place.  There have been a lot of really talented women who have performed well when 
given the opportunity.   That’s the way it should be.  We’d rather manage that from 
within rather than have it imposed upon us.   When that happens the women are 
resented and it just doesn’t work as well.  When everybody’s involved, cooperating 
with the program, it become a natural progression to something better.  It works, then.  
However, sometimes issues have to be forced, as with the service academies.  Women 
were forced upon the  academies, but that’s been far from the disaster that some 
predicted.   In fact, it’s been a tremendous success.  As much as we hate to admit it, 
sometimes others know best.  
 
 
DR. BOWER:  What about women in combat?   I don’t see that issue going away 
anytime soon. 
 
BG HICKERSON:  Let me talk a little about where I think we’ve been and where 
we are.  Beginning with Grenada, “Operation Urgent Fury,” people started to look at 
the women in combat issue a little differently.   During that operation and again in 
Panama, female MPs, like it or not, were involved in combat situations.  In Operations 
Desert Shield and Storm, we deployed a lot of women.  Even the Marine Corps 
deployed many women.  The things that women experienced and did in Southwest 
Asia have influenced current law and policy within the Department of Defense.  
Neither the Air Force nor the Navy has a combat exclusion policy anymore.  In the 
Army, it’s still policy.  Women are excluded from ground combat and from many 
positions considered combat related.  Desert Storm changed thinking on this issue.  
We had women killed and women taken prisoner during that operation.  With 
encouragement from their commands, there were women in jobs during Desert Storm 
in violation of the Direct Combat Probability Code, and things worked very well.  The 
units that kept women with them and went forward did very well.  Those female 
soldiers performed as well, if not better, than their male counterparts.  
 
    Women have served in combat positions and have come to be generally 
accepted in those positions.  The remaining issue has to do with ground combat, at 
least with the Infantry and Armor branches and perhaps some of the forward units.  
The difference between what women can do today, and what they were doing ten 
years ago is 180 degrees.  No one would ever have believed it.  Ideally, gender should 
never be a factor in this job -- a person who is qualified for the job should be allowed 
to perform it.  There are certainly ways to determine qualification.  If  physical 
qualifications are required, you can  test for that.  We can devise fair and objective 
criteria to test physical requirements for a job.  Beyond that, if someone is competent 
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and qualified, then they should have the opportunity to do the  job.  Do I see things 
suddenly opening up for women in Infantry and Armor?  No.  It may happen in my 
lifetime through some kind of evolutionary process or by someone forcing it 
politically.  Do I think women can do it?  Yes, I do.  A lot of my contemporaries 
surprise me with the same point of view.  Some combat arms generals agree with me, 
but there are others who remain adamantly opposed. 
 
      Women are doing a lot of things now that people never thought they could do or 
would be allowed to do by their male counterparts.  Soldiers follow leaders whoever 
he or she may be.  Competency is all they want -- caring and confident leaders.  If it’s 
a male, fine, and if it’s a female, that’s fine also.  Physical strength is an important 
qualification for ground combat, but we can deal with that in a fair and objective way 
and not exclude women on the basis of gender.  So, I don’t know whether it will 
happen or not.  If someone asked for my vote, I’d say, give women the chance to be 
all they can be. 
 
   On another level, lots of  women deployed to Southwest Asia caused the 
services to address a myriad of new issues --  like the deployment of married military 
couples and single moms forced to leave behind small kids.  Those are difficult issues, 
but, in my opinion, they have to be resolved in favor of the Army.  People need to be 
aware of the implications of their choices when they join the Army.  So, we should 
just get on with it.  Southwest Asia caused some views to shift in the other direction.  
Overall, though, the issues have been progressive for women in the Army.  We 
sometimes have had to take a couple steps back, but they’ve been followed by three 
steps forward.  The gradual trend is forward and progressive. 
 
 
DR. BOWER:   Do you think the progress women have made in the Army in the last 
20 years would have been possible without the conversion to the all-volunteer force? 
 
    Probably not.  That’s the sole reason the Department of Defense started 
recruiting women in large numbers.   The pressure to field a volunteer force forced the 
services to open positions to women previously forbidden to them.  Today we try to 
recruit the best candidates.  Of course, there are still job restrictions.  You aren’t going 
to recruit a woman to be a 19 Delta (cavalry scout), but we don’t have quotas for 
women like we used to have years ago.   Today, of the recruiting total, 20% are 
women.  Sometimes that goes a little higher.  The Army’s goal is about 18%, but I 
don’t think that would be possible without the necessity to field a volunteer Army.  
However, we still have people who would like to go back to an all-male army. 
 
  
DR. BOWER: Was there a point in your career when  you sensed it became less of 
an issue for men to have women working for them in key positions? 
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 BG  Hedberg was the first female TAG.  I came after her.  It’s easier when 
you’re not the first, but I was the first woman in a lot of cases -- the first in the 
Readiness Group, the first in the Infantry Advanced Course, the first on the staff at 
West Point, the first VII Corps TOE battalion commander.  Even as a lieutenant 
colonel on the joint staff, I found some male officers who had never worked with 
women before.  It was no longer an issue for me when I became the TAG and was 
promoted to brigadier general.  I felt the PERSCOM commander, MG Ord, really 
wanted me to be the TAG.  He thought I was the right person.  I had known him at 
points during my career.  He was enthusiastic about my appointment and so helpful 
when I came into the job.  In the beginning, I was only a colonel promotable because 
the promotion list had not yet been confirmed.  He recognized the TAG had a lot 
going on at the time with Desert Shield and Storm.  During ODS/S we reported to the 
operations center every morning at  0600 and worked every weekend.  MG Ord made 
me feel I was the right person, in the right place, at the right time.  When the time 
came, he pinned on my stars and promoted me.  He’s  been a mentor and a friend ever 
since.  That was probably the moment. 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  You mentioned that you entered the AG Corps a bit late in your 
career.  Tell us about the circumstances surrounding your decision to affiliate with the 
AG Corps, and about the positions you’ve held in the branch. 
 
    Women commissioned in the WAC were basically branch immaterial.  When 
the draft was disestablished in 1972, and we began recruiting the all-volunteer force, 
the whole concept of utilization of women officers changed.  We knew we would be 
detailed or transferred to other branches, but we didn’t know which branches.  In 
January 1973,  I was one of the first two women to enter the Infantry Officer 
Advanced Course (IOAC) at Fort Benning, Georgia.  That’s how we got in.  They 
cancelled the WAC Advanced Course we were scheduled to attend.  One woman went 
to field artillery and two of us went to infantry.  The IOAC was a nine-month course.  
Initially the Army thought they’d  branch us with the infantry and assign us to work in 
some of the manpower/force structure jobs in the infantry branch.  Eventually the 
OPMS (Officer Personnel Management System) was implemented, and we did not go 
into infantry after graduation.  All women officers had to choose a branch.  Of course, 
I wanted to go infantry, but I suspected they wouldn’t let me.  Air Defense Artillery 
was opened to women very briefly in 1974; so, I called the Air Defense branch.  They 
looked at my WAC file and said, “OK, we’ll take you.”  However, before a firm 
decision had been made to let me in, it closed again.  I became an AG by default, 
having first requested Infantry and Air Defense.  I  transferred to AG, but I had 
already been through an Advanced Course, and a five-week military personnel 
officer’s course at Fort Benjamin Harrison, the only course I ever attended at Fort 
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Harrison.  Despite the fact it was the home of the AG branch, I was never assigned 
there. 
 
    My first AG assignment was with the Readiness Group in Atlanta, working with 
the Reserve Components.  I was a captain working as the Chief of the AG branch 
team. That was my first AG job.  The experience helped me to understand and 
appreciate the Reserve Components.  I was probably the first woman ever assigned to 
a Readiness Group, and I scared them to death.   Since I had been to the Infantry 
Advanced Course, it seemed “OK” with them.  They decided they could deal with it.  
Had I not been to Fort Benning and to the field to learn radio techniques and the 
phonetic alphabet, things I would not have learned as a WAC or AG, I probably 
would not have had a very successful tour, if not career.  With the Readiness Group, I 
learned all about manual records.  The Reserve Components had not yet adopted 
SIDPERS and automated records.  It turned out to be a good place for me to start, 
because I got a basic orientation to personnel work.   
 
     I then took an assignment with the Military Academy for two years.  I was 
supposed to go to VII Corps and work in personnel actions, but the Army assigned me 
to West Point as an assignment officer instead.  The law had been changed to admit 
women, and I was there to receive the first women who attended the Military 
Academy.  Since I held a specialty code 47 (education), I  thought it enhanced my 
alternate career skills.  After CGSC (Command General Staff College), I went to 
Korea to work in protocol, but that was changed and I ended up in the MILPERCEN 
(Military Personnel Center) as the Chief of the Officer Personnel Management 
Branch.   I had been a major for a little over a year.  MILPERCEN, Korea was a great 
assignment for me.  Even better things happened during my second year in Korea.  I 
went to the 2d Infantry Division as the Deputy G1.  At the time, the division G1 and 
AG positions were still separate.  The division AG had no positions for a major, but 
the G1 did.  So, I took that job.   My husband was the Deputy Provost Marshal.  We 
had a great year in the 2d Infantry Division learning how to soldier. 
 
      I’m convinced Korea was the turning point in my career.  West Point was great 
as was my company command time with the WAC band.  But the combination of the 
Infantry Advanced Course and my work with the 2nd Infantry Division really was a 
turning point.  I was the only woman in my Basic Officer Course to serve in a combat 
division. Those assignments were just not open to women.  I was lucky to have been 
able to keep the job for as long as I did. They considered taking it away from me on 
several occasions.  Personnel would change --  the division commander or the chief of 
staff  --  and they’d voice their discomfort with the woman in the G1 shop. 
Fortunately, the G1 was an officer I had known from my time at West Point.  He 
knew me personally, and, because of  him, I was allowed to keep the job.  Otherwise, 
who knows what would have happened.  But that one year in the 2d ID was a 
tremendous experience. 
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    After Korea,  I went to MILPERCEN in Washington, D.C., for 18 months with 
the EPMD (Enlisted Personnel Management Division) in something called personnel 
procedures and assignments.  We developed all the processes and procedures for the 
assignment of enlisted people.  I had responsibility for several of the regulations; so, it 
gave me an opportunity to get to know all aspects of EPMD.  From there I went to 
ASAMRA (Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs) as 
the military assistant in the personnel policy division. It was awesome being in the 
Pentagon and getting to work in jobs on both sides of the DCSPER (Deputy Chief of 
Staff of Personnel) -- the EPMD being subordinate and the the MRA as the driving 
force behind personnel policy.  I learned a variety of things in two very rewarding 
jobs. 
 
    To my good fortune, I was selected for battalion command in Europe.  It turned 
out to be an interesting situation.  I had never been assigned to Europe, but 
MILPERCEN had designated me to command the VII Corps P&A Battalion 
(Personnel and Administration).   However, the VII Corps did not want me.  I would 
have been the first woman to have held the job.  I was a bit disappointed.  I had made 
major below the zone so I thought I was doing very well.  I was very excited to have 
been selected for battalion command and a little disappointed to find out that Europe 
did not want me. 
 
 
DR. BOWER: Was it because you were a woman? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  I can’t say for sure, but that was probably the underlying reason. 
They had never before had a female commander.  The reason they gave was that I had 
never been to Europe.  So, PERSCOM (Personnel Command) and my assignment 
officer said,  “Oh, we can take care of that.  We’ll send her  early to get some 
experience.”  So, they sent me in January to the VII Corps where I served in personnel 
actions working for the Corps AG, the guy for whom the P&A Battalion commander 
worked.  It gave me the opportunity to learn the lay of the land.  By the time I 
assumed command, all the people who said they didn’t want me had left for other 
assignments.  I had a wonderful two years commanding the 38th P&A Battalion in 
Europe.  From that experience, I realized the importance of that type of battalion.  We 
still need that kind of structure in our inventory.  The PSBs (Personnel Support 
Battalions)  function similarly to the old P&A battalions in that we run the MILPOs 
(Military Personnel Offices).  The 38th P&A Battalion, for instance, ran all the 
nondivisional MILPOs for VII Corps.  The battalion was spread out in ten different 
locations.  
 
     At the time, we were trying to put the first computers in our MILPOs so we 
could do some automated processing.  We drove all over Europe trying to develop a 
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workable system for our units.  I realized at the time that AGs were not very strong in 
combat survival stuff or had had much experience learning field duties.  I saw a lot of 
captains and E6s and 7s who were not very skilled in field duties.  I certainly wasn’t, 
and they weren’t either.  We weren’t as sharp or as technically qualified as the young 
ones coming up now. The 1984-86 period was a transition time, a time when we were 
really getting some dynamite young soldiers and officers into the branch.  The 
schoolhouse was changing also.  Schoolhouse training was becoming more oriented 
towards the field environment and TOE (Table of Organization and Equipment) type 
skills.  The changes have served our branch well.  It was an exciting time.  
 
    My boss was the Corps AG; my senior rater was the Deputy Commanding 
General of the Corps (two star).  The same rating chain was used in V Corps.  
Stateside units, on the other hand, worked for the COSCOM (Corps Support 
Command) or the SUPCOM (Support Command).  We were very large and very 
spread out.  In fact, I felt like my battalion was a mini-brigade.  I had three PSCs 
(Personnel Service Companies) and ten MILPOs scattered about.  So, command and 
control was a challenge -- the phones never seemed to work.  Dan Snyder was the 
Corps AG.  He was my boss the entire time with VII Corps.  General Vollrath had just 
taken command of 1st PERSCOM at the time.  He was a remarkable leader who set a 
wonderful example for the entire AG Corps in Europe.  He had loads of credibility 
with the leadership of VII Corps, and I think all of USAREUR (U.S. Army Europe).  
He looked after his people and generated a tremendous amount of enthusiasm.  He 
was a great asset to the AG Corps then, and he remains one to this day. 
 
   During battalion command, I was fortunate enough to be selected for the War 
College. So, I  left Europe for the National War College, my first choice.  MG Hall, 
commander of  PERSCOM, knew I wanted to go there, so he saw to it.  The National 
War College’s curriculum is pretty much strategically oriented, and the staff didn’t 
want too many people who weren’t combat oriented.  They thought I fell into this 
category, but they had a hard time understanding that the Army’s personnel specialists 
go to war.  They don’t deploy in the Air Force, but they do in the Army. There had 
been a few AGs before me, and many since.  I felt very fortunate to have been able to 
attend.  I enjoyed the joint environment -- the travel, the guest speakers, and all the 
rest. 
 
         I think the War College led to a very exciting job for me.  It wasn’t an AG job, 
but one that remains a major mark in my career.  I became an administrative assistant 
to Admiral Crowe, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  Prior to my time, the 
position had been held by a GM-15 civilian.  The military assistant to the Chairman 
wanted to convert it into a military position, because of  his disatisfaction with the 
civilians who had been in the job.  One was retiring, so he took the opportunity to 
convert the position.  Originally, I was supposed to have gone to PERSCOM to take a 
colonel’s job with the Management Support Division.  Just a few days before I was 
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supposed to report, I was told I was going to the Chairman’s office.  The job was as 
exciting as it gets, working on a joint staff in an operational environment.  Many of 
my War College classmates worked on the staff also.  With the recent passage of  
Goldwater-Nichols, we came along at the time when joint service was becoming a 
focal point.  We were one of the first classes assigned after the new legislation.  But 
the job was wonderful and rewarding.  It made a difference that I worked with folks 
from my own and other services with whom I had served previously.  I have 
classmates in the various services that have achieved three-star status now.  It was an 
exciting time with Admiral Crowe, a wonderful man.  He worked hard to bring the 
Navy into the joint arena.  Historically, they had resisted the idea.  He brought the 
Navy into the fold.  I served with some wonderful folks in that job, some of  whom 
I’m still working with or for.  Some have retired at the four-star rank.  
 
 After the Joint Chiefs,  I was selected for brigade command and went off  to 
another joint assignment with a MEPCOM (Military Entrance Processing Command).  
The Chairman’s Office would have deferred me for a year had we been able to talk 
through it, because I really wanted to command the 8th PERSCOM in Korea.  We had 
other AG colonels who had deferred command, and it was causing selection lists to 
back up.  So, I took the command, feeling it was the right thing to do.  I could have 
gotten a two-year waiver.  Even though a MEPCOM was not my personal choice for 
command, I thought I should set the example and go.  However, I was really glad 
afterwards.   I enjoyed the command.  I had Central Sector, 24 MEPs (Military 
Entrance Processing Stations) in the middle of the United States, headquartered at the 
Great Lakes Naval Training Base.  I have never been so cold in all my life!   Needless 
to say,  I chose my travel based on the time of year.  I didn’t go to North Dakota in the 
winter, because I probably would have been snowed in for a month or until spring 
thaw.  My husband always wanted to know why the Army commanded the Central 
Sector and not the ones headquartered in places like Miami or San Francisco -- didn’t 
even have Texas. 
 
 It was important to learn the MEPCOM mission, because of the working 
relationships with the DCSPER and the Recruiting Command.  The Army is the 
executive agent for the MEPCOM.  The MEPCOM commander was rated by the 
DMPM (Director of Military Personnel Management), and senior rated by an officer 
in DOD.  After a couple of months into my command,  I was selected for brigadier 
general.  The list came out in September 1990, a little over a month-and-a-half after 
we began deployment for  Desert Shield.  In December, I received a call from LTC 
Steve Smith, head of GOMO (General Officer Management Office), congratulating 
me for my appointment as The Adjutant General of  the Army (TAG).  BG Sikora, 
who held the job at the time, was going to the Desert to stand up the Theater 
PERSCOM.  So, on 1 February 1991 I became the 57th TAG. 
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 The shooting had not quite started in the Desert, but I assure you the mail had  
backed up and we had postal problems by the bushel.  Casualty Management had 
expanded to just over 300 people and had taken over several floors in the Hoffman 
complex.  Awards and Decorations had expanded, and all kinds of strength 
management decisions were being weighed.  The TAG job was also one that had 
never been high on my list of things to do, but after I got there, I realized the TAG 
was the wartime operator of the Army’s personnel system.  It had more of a wartime 
focus then I had realized. 
 
 Our most challenging moment during Desert Storm was when we lost all those 
soldiers to the SCUD missile.  Everybody wanted immediate identification of the 
casualties, but we couldn’t give it to them.  We didn’t have the information.  We were 
under a lot of congressional pressure for a time.  It was terribly frustrating with postal 
and some of the other things.  After it was all over, we were able to make some 
changes that improved our systems.  In November 1990, our casualty cards were in 
what looked like shoeboxes.  We began to automate the casualty management 
process, putting the DD93s on disk and going on  from there.  What eventuated was 
the ACIPS --  the Army Casualty Information Processing System, and ACIPS lite, the 
system our soldiers take to the field.  Casualty reports could be transmitted by e-mail 
and anyone who needed to see them along the way could -- a wonderful improvement 
over the old method. 
 
 We restructured the postal system by implementing new APO (Army Post 
Office) numbers throughout the Army.  The new numbers were aligned with the 
various geographical areas.  Instead of  having a number in Europe that was one digit 
off  from, say, the number that routed mail to Panama, we reordered the numbering 
system to match distinct geographical areas around the globe. The old system caused 
a lot of  problems with mismatch and such.  It caused us to spend lots of time with the 
USPS (United States Postal Service).  We created “contingency” APOs,  nine digit 
APOs that designated mail to probable areas of military involvement.  The result was 
a lot changes and a more flexible system.  Subsequently, when we deployed to 
Somalia we experienced great success with postal.  It’s still working very well -- it’s 
one of the things of which  I’m most proud. 
 Awards and Decorations was another sensitive area of  TAG involvement during 
Desert Storm and Somalia.  It’s another of those tasks you are expected to perform 
immediately without any mistakes.  Medal of Honor processing for Somalia attracted 
a tremendous amount of attention because of all the high-level involvement.  Purple 
Heart awards during Desert Storm required a lot of effort, particularly the ones we 
awarded posthumously.  Those were processed and approved at DA. That’s another 
action that receives high level attention during wartime.  Casualty, Postal, Awards -- 
all very intense operations that immediately involve commanders throughout the 
Army. Commanders, particularly in the casualty management area, realized they had 
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not paid enough attention to our business during peacetime.  Because of the problems, 
people tried to change doctrine right in the middle of the operation. 
 
 Generals are very decisive people -- they want certain information when they 
want it.  They wanted things to happen a certain way, and sometimes it was hard to 
say, “Sir, you can’t do this right now; here’s the doctrine.  We have to follow it,” or, 
“no, we can’t give you that information now.”   Fortunately, GEN Sullivan, the Vice 
Chief of Staff at the time, had enough confidence in the system to allow it to work.  
When we got people to recognize the doctrine, things worked pretty well.  Sometimes 
we had to protect the identities of soldiers who were not always listed on somebody’s 
unit roster -- sensitive stuff.   Those identities had to be protected.  GEN Sullivan got 
involved and maintained the process.  We’ve now developed ways of classifying 
personnel information so that it gets to the appropriate level at PERSCOM without 
being compromised -- identities are protected, but the information still gets to where it 
needs to be. 
 
 Another of the critical TAG missions is the Physical Disability Agency (PDA).  
The TAG has had the mission for some time.  The Army needed an honest broker to 
oversee the system and TAG was designated.  It used to be a separate organization 
under the ASAMRA.  In fact, GEN Pennington (former TAG) was one of the former 
commanders of the agency back then.  At one point they reorganized, flattened it, and 
turned it into what we have today.  They left the appeals process under the MRA and 
gave the Physical Disability Agency and its four Physical Evaluation Boards (PEDs) 
to TAG.  The PDA  simply became a third hat for the TAG to wear.  At the time, they 
felt like it needed to come out of the medical system.  The evaluators are line officers, 
a Reservist and some crusty old colonels.  There’s also a civilian medical doctor,  a 
GM-12 or 13.  They evaluate a troop’s physical ability to continue soldiering and 
whether or not physical compensation is required.  It’s an evaluation process that 
requires a soldier’s point of  view.  It requires lots of  working knowledge about the 
VA (Veterans Administration) system because we use VA standards to do the 
evaluations. 
 
 The PDA role is frustrating, because TAG has accountability for the program 
but no control.  TAG depends greatly on the medical community for much of the 
personnel processing.  They determine processing time and the input into the system.  
If the information is inaccurate or untimely, it has to be sent back or reevaluated.  
There are lots of appeals available to individuals, and some people work the system 
for years. That also makes it very frustrating.  The Surgeon General, the DCSPER,  
and the IG (Inspector General) are trying to get a handle on soldier deployability.  The 
system is long overdue for an overhaul.  It’s not something the TAG can really do, 
though.  It costs the Army a lot of money to keep people around who should be 
discharged and who can not perform.  It distresses commanders when they have 
soldiers around who are not deployable. 
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 TAG is the executive director of the Military Postal Service Agency.  In  
addition to being the focal point for the Army postal system, TAG also interfaces with 
DOD, the executive agent for all the services, and USPS.  Christmas mail was always 
a challenge.  TAG has to deal with the USPS on international transportation issues.  
For instance, when British Airlines stacks the mail and then delivers the stuff off the 
top instead of the bottom of the pile, you’re left with “aged mail.”  TAG answers to 
the CINCs (Commander-in Chiefs) on things like that.  There are many challenges in 
that department.  I think TAG is the unsung hero of the AG Corps.  It’s a tough and 
complex mission.  The job is broad and varied.  It has the DA Secretariat to answer to, 
and has the responsibility for running both officer and enlisted promotion boards.  
TAG is intimately involved with Reserve Component personnel issues in St. Louis 
and EREC (Enlisted Records and Evaluation Center) in Indianapolis.  TAG has the 
additional challenge of being the functional proponent for SIDPERS III (Standard 
Installation/Division Personnel System III) and ARCIS (Army Company Information 
System) or whatever personnel automated system that comes along.  ARCIS is a great 
system and will mean a lot to the Army if we get it fielded. 
 
 TAG  also manages the Central Clearance Facility that adjudicates security 
clearances for the Army out of Fort Meade.  The Military Intelligence community 
would like to have the mission, but, here again, it was given to TAG because of the 
need for an honest broker to oversee the system.  It doesn’t relate much to the rest of 
the TAG mission, but it’s there. The Army Community Activities Program (ACAP) 
also belongs to TAG.  With BRAC and downsizing, that program has expanded 
significantly in recent years.  We inherited retirement services from the CFSC 
(Community and Family Support Center).  Needless to say, the TAG plate is full.  
TAG has changed so much in recent years.  At  one point,  the morale and welfare and 
the printing and publications missions belonged to TAG.  Those things went to other 
communities and TAG assumed some of the hard-core personnel skills.  In my 
opinion TAG has become much more representative of the personnel functions 
performed by AGs in the field.  TAG is the day-to-day operator, the G3 of 
PERSCOM.  Brigadier General Simms (current TAG) and I have pledged to work 
more closely together.  The home of the branch is here with the AG School.  It 
represents the vision and the future of  branch, responsible for personnel doctrine.  
The school writes the field manual and determines the extent of our battlefield 
functions.  The TAG, on the other hand, writes the DA regulations and maintains 
close operational ties with the personnel community in the field.  The school and the 
TAG need to have a close working relationship, the closer the better.  As the TAG, I 
had the ACIPS fielded before the SSC commander was even aware of it.  That should 
never happen.  The relationship between AG School training and the systems being 
developed by TAG should be a tight one.  After all, the school writes personnel 
doctrine and the lesson plans used to train the people who will operate the systems 
that TAG tests and fields.  TAG is testing SIDPERS and the school will be 
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responsible for instituting the force structure and the training our folks will need to 
run it. The link needs to be there. 
 
 We’ve started quarterly meetings.  We went to Washington about three months 
ago and met with BG Simms and his key people.  We took up a C-12 full of people. 
Recently, we had  a VTC with them.  BG Simms and I knew we could work well 
together.  We understand each other’s job and have a great professional respect for 
what the other does.  There’s no professional jealousy or one-upsmanship; we both 
recognize the need for a closer relationship between the school and the TAG.  We 
knew we could do it, but we wanted our staffs to recognize the need also.  We wanted 
to lead by example.  When we meet we always have the Finance School commandant 
with us.  With the advent of multi-functional units and the banding together of pay 
and personnel, it’s important that wherever we go,  AG and Finance go together. We 
have to be together to learn each other’s language.  Having COL Watkins (Finance 
School commandant) in the room with us during the first meeting was fantastic. There 
were lots of questions about Finance operations that he was able to answer. 
 
 As you know, my last job prior to USASSI was in recruiting as the Deputy 
Commanding General for the Recruiting Command, West at Fort Knox.  In that job I 
was able to draw upon my MEPCOM experience and in some ways the TAG 
experience.  When I assumed command of USASSI, I  felt my previous jobs had 
prepared me very well for it.  It seemed to all fit.  I’ve enjoyed learning  more about 
the Finance Corps and its mission, working the multi-functional unit issues and trying 
to keep both branches viable and strong. 
 
 


LEADERSHIP 
 
DR. BOWER:  What about your style of leadership?  Perhaps it’s all your own, or 
perhaps you’ve built it from the things you’ve taken from your mentors over the 
years. 
 
BG HICKERSON:  Some examples you remember because you like them, and there 
are others you remember because you don’t.  I admired BG Pat Foot; she was so very 
confident and always seemed to maintain her cool and her courage under fire.  I 
admired that.  When I commanded the battalion in Europe, I worked with LTG 
Galvin, VII Corps commander.  He was a gracious and confident individual.  I really 
admired his leadership style.  I do not like confrontation or leaders with low 
flashpoints -- people who are demeaning and insulting to their subordinates.  I don’t 
like being treated that way, and I don’t want to treat anyone that way.  That’s the way 
I’ve always been.  It’s always nice to see someone succeed who has that positive 
leadership style. 
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 General Gourley also had a very positive leadership style.  He seemed to 
genuinely care for people and look after the folks who worked for him.  I don’t recall 
him ever losing his cool.  For a year and a half, I worked for COL Bill Merrill, a very 
senior colonel who had been recalled to active duty about six times.  I used to call him 
the “Wise Man,” the conscience of the Army.  He had tremendous integrity, and 
understood the political environment of Congress.  He knew how to be effective in 
that environment without compromising his principles. GEN Reimer’s philosophy is 
to do the right thing. He wants to get away from the “zero defects” mentality. That’s 
very hard to do.  He wants us to treat people the way we want to be treated, and that’s 
basically respect for the individual and their own importance -- whether it’s a private, 
sergeant, colonel, or general officer,  you have to treat people with respect.  It’s not a 
matter of grade, it’s just simply a matter of respect for individuals.  I feel the Army 
has that type of leadership now.  Today’s leaders are predominately that type.  
However, there are plenty of the others around, people who tend to lead by insult and 
confrontation.  People need to be challenged, but they also want to be respected.  
They will work hard and respond to the mission if you set high standards. 
 
 
 As part of my general officer training, I attended the Leadership Institute at 
Greensboro.  I was said to possess a so-called “coaching style” of  leadership.  Don’t 
ask me about the others.  I know there are four styles, and we all have to draw from 
each of them from time to  time, but my overall tendency was to fall into the coaching 
category of leaders.  I can’t say whether women fall into that category more than men, 
but it may be more characteristic of women to try to gain consensus from their people, 
and get them to do things because it’s the right thing to do.  That’s different from  
using the power you have as a leader to force people into action, and getting them to 
do something because you’ve told them to. 
 
 
 


SSI MISSION AND ORGANIZATION 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  The Soldier Support Center (SSC) or the Soldier Support Institute 
(SSI) organization has always varied greatly from the standard TRADOC school 
model.  The command has always included multiple schools in its organization. 
However, TRADOC, for resource purposes, has consistently recognized it as only one 
school.  For example, in 1974-75, the AG and Finance Schools were dissolved 
altogether in favor of what was called the U.S. Army Institute of Administration.  
Since then, the separate identity of the two branches has varied in strength depending 
upon the resources available to the Training and Doctrine Command and how tolerant 
TRADOC was of  the AG and Finances communities acting like all the other branches 
in the Army.  With the advent of the regimental system in 1987, the identity of the 
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two branches seemed to reach a high after years of subordination to the greater 
concept of  Personnel Service Support.  “Downsizing” seems to be reversing the trend 
once again, going toward consolidation of missions and organizations.  Is the Soldier 
Support Institute and other force structure initiatives that tend to reconsolidate, a 
healthy sign for the AG and Finance missions and their ability to support the Army of 
the future? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  Considering the options, the SSI is a good thing.  Is it optimum?  
No.  I and others would prefer a general officer commandant for each branch.  The 
AG branch is the seventh largest branch of the Army’s fifteen.  Every branch larger 
and several that are smaller has a two-star commandant.  I’m always at a loss as to 
why that’s the case.  Maybe I’m being naive, but I don’t understand why we don’t 
have the same status or why we’ve never had it.  Having said that, it’s essential that 
there be a general officer in command here, since our school commandants are 
colonels.  The size of the AG Branch and the breadth and diversity of the AG mission 
-- postal, band, and all the rest -- suggests, at least for the time being, that the SSI 
commander needs to be an AG general officer.  In the future with the further 
development of multi-functional units and such, it could probably be either AG or 
Finance.  It was a wise decision to give the two branches at least one brigadier general 
to represent them at the table and be able to wave the flag.  Flag status opens doors 
and enables the general officer to act as an external coordinater for the interests of the 
branches.  The technical expertise and the leadership of our branch schools is 
provided by two extremely capable colonel commandants.  Their jobs are big and they 
are important to the Army.  Considering everything else that’s going on in the Army 
today, they’re both holding their own with all the others.  When the SSI general 
officer can’t go to a meeting, it’s hard for the colonels to get a seat at the table.  So, 
that’s been the challenge from my perspective.  It’s a very important role for the 
brigadier, and it’s absolutely essential.  Our colonels would be run over by all the star 
power. 
 
 Without much of a personnel or finance background, it must have been difficult 
for the two-star combat arms officers who commanded the SSC.  I don’t know how it 
worked.  People ask me about commanding CASCOM (Combined Arms Support 
Command) as an AG.  I’d say, “Well, I don’t think that’s a very good idea, because 
I’m not a logistician.  Logistics is very complex.  CASCOM is multi-functional too; 
they have three branches.  It simply would not be a good thing.”  On the other hand, 
it’s not always a bad thing to view our work in the context of the bigger PSS picture.  
Sometimes PSS, as a community of functions, should take precedence over branches.  
The broader the perspective, the broader the following.  Sometimes that’s better.  We 
need to ensure that PSS remains distinct from logistics, with an identity of its own 
within the combat service support framework and the sustainment mission area.  
Nowhere in DOD, the Army, or on the joint staff is PSS subordinated to logistics.  
You always find a logistician and a personnelist.  They are never one and the same 
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person.  You have a Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG)  and a Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER), a G1 and a G4 on the general staff.  For the 
sake of  efficiency, we’ve tended to blur those lines at our level.  That’s my  big 
concern --  that logistics and PSS interface appropriately. 
 
 
 We need to interface in the same way the logistics community interfaces.  You 
have to do that, because you’re not alone on the battlefield -- you never function as a 
single entity.  It’s always the team concept,  and for us it involves human resources.  
You could almost substitute “human resources” for the PSS concept and the broader 
scope of our mission.  In getting outside the box, the OPMS (Officer Personnel 
Management System) study groups looking at these things has tended to blur the lines 
separating the branches and has tried to group by functions.  When FORSCOM  
looked at that, it almost resulted in the G1 coming under the G4.  You can take this 
thing too far, and that would have been too far.  We’re struggling to get personnel  
and finance units together --  so, don’t try to turn us into logisticians too.  We’re not 
logisticians.  Ultimately, it all has to fit together on the battlefield.  Ideally, we should 
continue to focus on skill competence within our own branches, but be tuned into the 
broader picture.  Our outlook has to be broader, and by looking beyond our own 
branch interests these days, the branch actually becomes stronger. 
 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  How is PSS doing within the CASCOM framework? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  It goes up and down.  When they consolidated the integrating 
missions in the early 1990s, CASCOM didn’t retain any personnel spaces to perform 
PSS integration.  That’s been the challenge -- trying to effectively communicate our 
concerns and issues to CASCOM headquarters without people there who understand 
PSS.  On that basis, though, I see things getting better in two ways.  The first is the 
recognition of SSI as a PSS coordination center.  This is a coordination role, not an 
integrating role.  So, we don’t integrate doctrine for chaplains or develop training for 
the JAG, but we do coordinate the PSS activity as a whole.  For instance, SSI 
coordinates the PSS Functional Area Assessment (FAA).  We will pull it all together, 
ensuring that the briefings are together and that everyone’s rehearsed.  Then the PSS 
community will go forward together to do the briefings.  Secondly, COL McMillan,  
our new Soldier Support Institute liaison officer, goes to work this week at CASCOM 
headquarters.  So, we have some eyes and ears on site now.  He’ll be in a position to 
keep us abreast of what’s going on at CASCOM.  If there’s a disconnect between here 
and there, we ought to be able to jump on it a lot quicker.  He’s really going to be a 
big help to us, because he’ll be seated at the table when CASCOM discusses funding  
for combat development, etc.  He’ll see that our functions are represented and the 
resources are passed down to us. 
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DR. BOWER:  Has our relationship with CASCOM been positive? 
 
 CASCOM views PSS as subordinate to logistics and as a part of logistics.  In 
their eyes we are not an equal or separate function.  We’ll have to educate them.  I 
don’t believe anyone else in DOD or the Army thinks that way.  That seems to be 
something that the logistics community has devised in the last five or six years.  
We’ve been working  hard to overcome it.  We still have the DCSPER as the 
functional proponent for all of PSS.  GEN Stroup, the DCSPER over the last few 
years, has taken control of things and pulled the PSS Community together in much the 
same way the logistics community functions.  The logisticians have the CASCOM 
commander, the DCSLOG, and the Army Materiel Command (AMC) commander.  
Within the PSS community you have a comparable structure.  GEN Stroup has looked 
out for the entire community and did a lot to point us in the right direction.  He has 
tremendous credibility with the leadership of the Army and TRADOC.  We’re still in 
transition from the TRADOC reorganization that dissolved our integrating mission. 
We’re learning how to do that through CASCOM now.  We have some very 
important PSS advocates working to help us get these relationships clarified. 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  In my interview with Major General Brooks last year, he told me that 
SSI lost heavily in the realignment business with CASCOM.  How healthy is  SSI in 
comparison to the rest of the Army?  I know everyone’s hurting as a result of the 
drawdown, but how does SSI stack up? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  I’m concerned about all of TRADOC, the training centers in 
particular.  The resources are not what they should be.  It makes it difficult to do the 
mission.  I think the Combat Arms branches are still healthier, but everybody in 
CASCOM is hurting.  Within CASCOM , we’re doing about as well as the rest of the 
schools.  CASCOM, as a whole, has taken greater cuts and made greater sacrifices 
than the rest of TRADOC.  Maybe that’s the way Army leadership wanted it.  If that’s 
the case, they’ve accomplished their goal.  Despite the realignment, we’re in good 
shape compared to the other CASCOM schools.   Our two branch schools were able 
to retain their combat and training development functions.  Although we’re very short 
on people to do those things, the retention of those functions has turned out to be 
tremendous benefit.   I will tell you that there are those in CASCOM who would like 
to give those functions back to the schools, but, because of the cuts we’ve taken, they  
don’t have that option.  That’s one of the reasons why CASCOM  has reorganized 
into branch specific teams, giving the branches more of a sense of identity.  That’s 
why the SSI Liaison Office is so important.  It provides a focal point for AG and 
Finance in the larger CASCOM structure.  By the way, the JAG Corps, at their 
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request, is hooking up with us and their officer is going to work for our officer at 
CASCOM headquarters. 
 
 Although we’re fragile from the resource standpoint, we’re still stronger than the 
other three CASCOM branch schools.  I don’t think the other CASCOM schools like 
the Combined Logistics Officer Advanced Course (CLOAC).   We might combine 
some of the OAC core subjects to gain some efficiencies and do some joint training, 
but I expect us to maintain the individuality of  the AG and Finance branches.  I 
would not like to see us lose any more than what we’ve lost in the last six years.  We 
lost big time, and, compared to the rest of TRADOC, CASCOM lost big time -- 14% 
more reductions in CASCOM than the rest of TRADOC.  I know the other CASCOM 
commandants are hurting like we are. 
 
 
DR. BOWER: Under the advent of multi-functional units that combine pay and  
personnel missions on the battlefield, there is an inference of a close functional 
relationship between the AG and Finance branches.  In this context, we’ve heard talk 
again about merging the two branches, an issue that seems to come around at least 
once every other fiscal year.  Are there certain developments in today’s Army that 
make a merger more feasible now than it used to be? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  It’s being considered by the OPMS study group.  My argument, 
to anyone who will listen, is that we can save structure by reorganizing the way we do 
business on the battlefield, but we shouldn’t combine the branches.  They’re just too 
different.  What common ground we do share is in the pay and personnel function and 
the automated system we’re developing to manage that.  The other thing is our 
common focus on service to the soldier.  What efficiencies we gain from 
consolidation will come from our battlefield structure and the joining of command 
and control elements of our units.  We’ll  maintain within the battalions the individual 
expertise -- the separate finance and postal teams, etc.  It may be we’ll  have to task 
organize on the battlefield to give commanders and soldiers what they need.  We can 
send out representatives of the functions in one team but, I don’t see our people 
becoming interchangeable.  I have a hard time dealing with the logic that suggests our 
functions are interchangeable.  It seems to me that whenever they make infantry and 
armor functions  interchangeable, we ought to be able to do the same with personnel 
and finance.  I’m hoping logic will prevail. 
 
 The other things we have to be concerned about is the movement to civilianize 
our functions and the emergence of  joint information systems.  Those things may 
have a greater impact on our future than the proposed merger of the branches.  
Everybody is using the Marine Corps as a model.  They’re a ground combat unit, but 
they don’t have a personnel or finance structure organic to their field units.  Their 
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systems are centralized. So, as we become smaller, we’ll have to deal with those 
factors as well. 
 
 A lot of things look simple to do from the outside looking in, but once you get 
inside of them, you discover it’s not the case.  It’s a constant battle, and the challenge 
is to anticipate the questions by having some really good answers.  We have to be 
concerned about the logistics issue, the branch merger issue, the joint issue, and the 
desire of some to civilianize our functions.  The challenges are there.  It’s not going to 
get any easier.  My biggest immediate concern is being able to maintain training 
standards with the resources we have available to us.  We have junior captains 
teaching other captains and we’re transitioning to distance learning without the 
resources to buy the technology.  We’re not the only branch struggling with this.  All 
of us are.  This is not an “us and them” issue.  Because of  resourcing, we’re going to 
have to make some tough decisions.  Along the way, we have to make sure we do the 
right thing by the people we train. 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  What do you see in the future for the SSI commander and the school 
commandant who would like to become more involved with training, setting 
standards and spending time with students, when the majority of their time now is 
devoted mostly to proponent and combat development issues? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  I don’t see it improving.  I wasn’t able to do it; BG Snyder 
wasn’t able to do it.  If I had my choice,  I’d rather go down and be around the 
soldiers and watch them train.  That’s one luxury afforded the Fort Jackson 
commander.  It seems we’re always fighting for survival, and it’s intense.  It takes 
priority because it’s your existence, your livelihood, and your future.  I don’t see that 
getting better, but the good news is that we have good people doing the training, and 
we know it’s being done right.  You have to have confidence in them.  So, we try to 
recognize them, thank them, and give them well-deserved praise.  It’s not ideal, but 
the choices are few. 
 
 
DR. BOWER:  Would you like to say anything in closing? 
 
BG HICKERSON:  Well, there is some good news.  We’ve got an AG general 
officer about ready to become the DCSPER of the Army.  This new building is 
gorgeous; it’s a wonderful place.  It instills a lot of pride.  People still do things for 
pride, for motherhood and apple pie and all that.  You’ll stick around if you like 
something.  Promotions and money aside, people still do things out of pride and job 
satisfaction.  We have the potential here to provide that.  I really feel good about this.  
I look forward to coming back here and visiting every chance I get just to watch the 
trees grow and the new buildings go up.  We have a lot of outstanding people working 
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for us, and a lot more coming up through the ranks.  I  feel good about our civilian 
workforce and all our good NCOs out there.  We’ve got lots of strengths in our 
community, and we need to use them to our best advantage, remaining proactive and 
assertive with the number of issues facing us.  We’re in very good shape right now.  
We still need to be concerned about the future, but everybody in the Army needs to be 
concerned about that. 
 
  





