[bookmark: _GoBack]3
Sources of Innovation II
A Youthful Officers Corps
An important factor in the multi-role fighter innovation, as in many other IDF innovations, is so elemental that its deeper significance is easily missed: the two successive Israeli air chiefs who were the innovators of their generation were still in their early thirties when they assumed command—that is, at least twenty years younger than their youngest counterparts in other air forces. 
Military establishments that bear the burden of life-and-death responsibilities, cannot be free and easy in taking risks, and are therefore inclined to rely on well-proven personnel, and well-proven methods. Military career paths are therefore meant to ensure that officers accumulate professional experience commensurate to the scope of their responsibilities, as they are promoted rank by rank.
In the process, however, officers age as they advance in rank, acquiring wisdom and prudence in place of the recklessness of youth and a proper respect for the sound practices of the past as opposed to the uncertain advantages of untested innovations. As people become older they typically become more set in their ways, less courageous, less inclined to try out what is new, less likely to view the existing order of things as imperfect and capable of improvement, less open to the very first step of any process of innovation—the willingness to take a risk on the new in the hope that it might be much better than the old.
In the formative years of the IDF in the 1950s and early 1960s almost all senior commanders were in their thirties. In 1956, on the eve of war in the Sinai, the most senior officer in the field, area commander Major-General Asaf Simchoni, was 34, lead brigade commander Arik Sharon was 28, and IDF Chief of Staff Lieutenant General Moshe Dayan was 41. Even high-ranking positions were staffed by young and relatively inexperienced officers still learning the ropes. When Dayan was himself still an inexperienced chief of operations, he asked Aharon Yariv, a very bright, even younger officer (and future military intelligence chief), to establish and command a national defense college for Israel, such as the ones he had visited in France and England. Yariv replied that he lacked the necessary knowledge and experience. But Israel was then a newly formed state and most of its leading positions were staffed by inexperienced people. Dayan answered, “If Yitzhak Ben Zvi can be president, Moshe Sharet Prime Minister, Maklef can be Chief of Staff, and I can be head of the Operations Directorate – you can be the commander of the Defense College.”[endnoteRef:1] [1:  Shabtai Tevet, Moshe Dayan: The Soldier the Man, the Legend (Tel Aviv: Schoken, 1971), 415. ] 

The simple chronological explanation for this state of affairs – that there could be no experienced veterans in a very young state—turned out to be wrong in the case of the IDF. The armed forces of the new Israeli state born in 1948 started off with officers in their twenties, who reached their thirties in the 1950s, as Tolkowsky and Weizman did, but then the progression stopped, for otherwise the mere passage of time would have yielded a “normal” age structure by the later 1970s, with admirals and generals in their early sixties (as in the US and European armed forces), colonels in their late fifties, and so on.
It was Moshe Dayan, chief of staff in 1953-1958, who instituted a “dual careers” principle whereby the IDF would give mid-career leave to officers to pursue their education (given that hardly any had progressed beyond secondary school), which would enable them to embark on a second, civilian career after an early retirement in their thirties. Dayan explicitly stated the goal: he wanted to keep the officer corps mentally young and flexible, physically agile, and with the bravery of youth.[endnoteRef:2] [2:  Martin Van Creveld, Moshe Dayan (London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 2004), 97.] 

Dayan acted accordingly, retiring as chief of staff at age 43, but he did not try to turn his policy preference into a permanent practice anchored in a law. It turned out, however, that a precedent had been set, because the seemingly inevitable progression toward a normal age structure in the IDF underway since 1948 (when the highest field commander, Yigal Allon, was 30) did not continue. Chief of the General Staff of the Israel Defense Forces Lieutenant General Aviv Kochavi took office on January 15, 2019, at age 54, when he was the oldest member of the General Staff. He commands an officer corps whose generals are some ten years younger than their American and European counterparts. His predecessor as chief of staff, Gadi Eisenkot, had inaugurated his tenure by calling for a younger officer corps, and successfully lowered the average retirement age from 47 to 42.[endnoteRef:3]  [3:  Amiram Bareket, “The IDF is Planning Officer’s Retirement at Age 42?” Globes, May 19, 2015. [(H)] at: http://www.globes.co.il/news/article.aspx?did=1001037877.] 

The elemental biological reality of relative youth seems to make a large difference, diminishing well-aged wisdom no doubt, sometimes with serious consequences, but certainly allowing greater scope for innovation. It is true of course that youthful exuberance and optimism ensure nothing more than a willingness to consider the new, and in no way guarantees the mental ability to invent it—but even a mere tolerance of the new and untried is a commodity in scarce supply in most military establishments. Even “Research & Development” departments, whose very mission is supposedly the advancement of innovation, are often veritable bastions of tradition, as they keep offering updated versions of established platform and weapon configurations, which they resolutely defend from anything really new that comes along. Older officers, whose future is shorter than their past, are much more likely to demand the perpetuation of the iconic platforms and weapons of their particular branch and their own service, thereby denying funds for new things–and they will often do so tenaciously even while joining the call for “more innovation” everywhere else.
Nor is the great lesson of macro-innovation ever learned: only if they are truly new, not just “new and improved” can new weapons or techniques secure the great reward of a “countermeasures’ holiday” from the counter-weapons and countering tactics evoked by their predecessors.[endnoteRef:4] An entire generation of clever Englishmen had a good laugh when Field Marshal Douglas Haig explained in 1925 that while airplanes and tanks had their uses, they were only accessories to the man and the horse, adding that he was sure that as time went on, that [soldiers] would find just as much use for the horse—the well-bred horse—as they had ever done in the past.[endnoteRef:5] In commanding the British Army on the Western Front from 1915, Haig had presided over the useless immobility of men and horses (however “well-bred”) brought about by the machine-gun, and then over the victory of the first tanks that could ignore machine-gun bullets as they advanced. Hence his vision of a future for the horse in battle was a simple case of temporal dissonance: he said in 1925 what might have been plausible in 1900 but had already been invalidated in 1904 by the Russian machine-guns and barbed wire at Port Arthur during the Russo-Japanese War. [4:  Edward N. Luttwak, Reinventing Innovation: Simple Theories, Complicated Remedies (forthcoming). [list only as forthcoming if it’s under contract and approved, otherwise it’s unpublished ms] ]  [5:  Speech by Douglas Haig before the annual meeting of the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons, 4 June 1925. At: https://quoteinvestigator.com/tag/douglas-haig] 

That is easy to see now, almost a century later, while today’s examples of temporal dissonance are much less obvious. See, for example, the case of the USAF’s future B-21 Raider long-range (“strategic”) non-nuclear and nuclear bomber, which, as noted earlier, is to be manned by a crew and also optionally unmanned, thereby adding all the robotic costs to the man-rating costs and the return-home cost, a very heavy price indeed to allow a few air force officers to pilot those aircraft. In this case the temporal dissonance achieves Haig-like levels because as of 2021, the B-21 was still in its engineering-development phase as a manned bomber, even as unmanned, self-driving trucks were already operating experimentally on Arizona highways, in a far more complicated environment than the untextured skies.
Temporal dissonance has been a chronic problem for armed forces everywhere in this age of revolutionary technological change, which arguably started on September 26, 1825, with the inaugural run of George Stephenson's steam-powered Stockton and Darlington Railway. The IDF’s answer for this problem is to rely on youth, for whom the past is much less important than the future, and is therefore less invested culturally and intellectually in the iconic weapons and concepts of the past still in service, whose perpetuation precludes the emergence of the new.

[bookmark: _Toc72357852][bookmark: _Hlk76128525]A deliberate shortage of senior officers 
Youth is important in officers, but so is scarcity. In war, there might be a great need of an abundance of junior officers in the combat arms, especially infantry, in which junior officers are akin to ammunition and may be expended as such, in order to advance against enemy fire. But there is rarely a shortage of senior officers, indeed there are too often too many of them—though not in the IDF, whose officer corps is as notable for its extremely compressed rank structure as for its youth. 
Instead of the rank inflation often deplored elsewhere—NATO gatherings feature entire regiments of three- and four-star admirals and generals, and it was an abundance of stars that prompted the US Congress to enact a legal limit—the exact opposite is true of the IDF, in which large responsibilities are often assigned to relatively low-ranking officers because of the chronic shortage of senior officers.[endnoteRef:6] Given that the country’s top military officer, the chief of staff (ramatkal), is himself a three-star lieutenant-general (rav aluf), with no four-star generals or admirals above him, a downward compression of ranks follows inevitably—and it is certainly extreme. The entire Israeli air force is commanded by a two-star major general, even though it now operates more aircraft than the British Royal Air Force, whose commanders include a four-star air chief marshal, several three-star air marshals, and a dozen two-star air vice marshals, and even though the Israelis have many more aircraft than l'Armée de l'air, the French air force, which is also commanded by a four-star, général d'armée aérienne, who has several three-star and a greater number of two-star generals below him. [6:  10 USC 526, currently set at 652 flag rank generals/admirals, with sub-limits of 20 four-stars, 68 three-stars, and 144 two-stars, with the balance being brigadier-generals or rear admirals; but additional flag-rank officers are allowed for multi-service “joint” commands.] 

The same compression of higher ranks is present but less glaring in Israel’s navy, Ḥeyl HaYam, which is still a small force by global standards, unlike the air force, yet is no longer a miniature navy either, with a significant submarine flotilla as well as four corvettes, eight large missile boats, and numerous patrol boats. Its commander is also a two-star, whose Hebrew rank of aluf is translated as rear admiral, while many of his peers around the world in charge of less capable navies are three-star vice admirals or more often four-star full admirals.[endnoteRef:7] [7:  The navy of landlocked (since 1879) Bolivia has several four-star admirals. ] 

Besides the air and naval chiefs, there are only seventeen other IDF major generals (alufim) on active duty. The HaKirya (“the city”), the IDF general headquarters in Tel-Aviv—Israel’s Pentagon, more or less—is headed by just nine major generals, a fraction of the number employed in the general headquarters of any comparable armed force elsewhere.[endnoteRef:8] That short list begins with the deputy chief of the general staff (who is not supposed to be in the same room as the chief when the threat level is extreme), and who functions as the actual chief of staff when any combat is imminent or underway. The top officer, though called “chief of staff,” actually functions as the commander-in-chief, in direct charge of all ground, naval, and air forces (in contrast to US practice), mostly leaving it to his deputy to do the coordinating “chief of staff” function.[endnoteRef:9]  [8:  The HaKirya also houses the civilian Ministry of Defense, just as the civilian-led Department of Defense is co-located in the Pentagon with the chiefs and headquarters of each service.]  [9:  Under the US system, all forces are commanded by the theater commanders for the Indo-Pacific, the Middle East (Central Command), Europe, and Latin America (Southern Command), while the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the chief advisor to the Secretary of Defense, who in turn advises the commander in chief, the president. His Israeli counterpart is not the prime minister but the cabinet of ministers as a whole. ] 

Next in the chain of command are the ground counterpart of the air and naval chiefs, the head of the “ground forces command,” Mifkedet Zro'a ha-Yabasha, who overviews their development in peacetime, and the allocation of the field units between battle fronts in wartime. In other words, the top operational command of the entire IDF is the responsibility of just five officers, even though the IDF becomes one of the world’s larger military forces, numbering some 650,000, when fully mobilized. 
Like all its modern counterparts, the IDF has different general staff departments, which, as everywhere else including China, still follow the classic, nineteenth-century Prussian model attributed to Field Marshal Helmuth Karl Bernhard Graf von Moltke, with some twenty-first-century additions. The “operations” department, Agaf Mivtza’im, or G-3, coordinates (but does not command) campaigns in wartime, and strives to plan them in rough outline in peacetime; military intelligence, Agaf HaModi'in, or G-2, whose acronym AMAN is the subject of many romantic tales, is mostly dedicated to analytical desk work. Then comes the post-Prussian technology and logistics directorate, Agaf ha’Technologia ve ha’Logistica, successor of the old Prussian Quartermaster, or G-4 department, which supplies everything including the army’s notorious canned meatloaf (“LUF” aka “donkey meat” rations); the personnel directorate, Agaf Koach Adam (to call it a “manpower” department would be an especially poor translation given that Israel’s army has the most women of any in history); the new planning and force development directorate, Agaf ha’Tichnun, which is supposed to predict the future (a local tradition to be sure) and devise ways in which the IDF can adapt to cope with future needs, both much harder and much easier back in the days when Israel was still threatened by large conventional armies; and the head of the twenty-first-century computer service directorate, Agaf ha’Tikshuv, whose importance has been increasing in almost linear fashion since the IDF acquired its first IBM 360 mainframe computer soon after its 1964 appearance. Lastly, there is the new addition of the Strategy and Third Ring directorate, Agaf Estrategia Vma'agal Shlishi, established in 2020 to focus on the Iranian threat.[endnoteRef:10]  [10:  Israeli strategists define three rings of threat: the First Ring – hostile states with a common border with Israel (example: Syria); the Second Ring – hostile states with one other state between them and Israel (example: Iraq); the Third Ring – all hostile states beyond the Second Ring states (example: Iran).] 

Beyond the general headquarters, three more major generals, each in his own regional headquarters, are in charge of the area commands for the North (Pikud Zafon), Center (Pikud Merkaz), and South (Pikud Darom). It is their responsibility to overview the frontal perimeters, with their fences and patrols and all the supply and mobilization depots, where reservists would arrive in the thousands upon mobilization to find uniforms, weapons, transport, and heavy weapons, including tanks supposed to be ready and waiting to roll out into battle. In wartime the territorial commanders become front commanders if there is large-scale fighting, responsible for deploying the forces assigned to them by the general staff and coordinate them in action.
With all three area commanders focused on military operations beyond Israel’s borders, while internal threats abound, another major-general heads a Home Front command (Pikud Ha'Oref). Also, though never very willingly, the army must operate in the mostly Palestinian-inhabited West Bank, so another major-general has the carefully worded title of “Coordinator of Government Activities in the Territories” (Me’ta’em ha’Pe’ulot ba’Shtakhim).
All these positions are filled by just 16 two-star major-generals and that includes the defense attaché in Washington DC, who also enjoys the luxury of a proper dress uniform, unlike his colleagues at home who must make do with field uniforms, direct descendants of the “battle dress” of the British armed forces of the Second World War, with none of the gold braid of their foreign counterparts.[endnoteRef:11] [11:  Edward Luttwak recalls that the intended informality was undone by the British army’s insistence on spit-and-polish shiny boots, “brasso-ed” metal detailing, and the “blanco” whitening of belts.] 

Any comparison of Israel’s lone lieutenant-general and small band of major-generals with the 144 two-star, 68 three-star, and 39 four-star “flag-rank” generals and admirals of the US armed forces would be meaningless given the latter’s sevenfold magnitude and, even more important, the global scope of their functions in both theater and alliance commands. Emulating the British formula in fighting the formidable Napoleon, of recruiting all possible allies so as to fight the lion with as many dogs and cats as possible and a few mice thrown in, American grand strategy requires the upkeep of as many alliances as possible, which necessitates a very patient and constant military diplomacy that is mostly the responsibility of flag-rank officers. Still, Israel’s single three-star and 24 two-stars may be validly compared to the hundreds of generals that populate Europe’s shrinking armed forces, greatly outnumbering their combat formations, warships, or aircraft.[endnoteRef:12] [12:  The much smaller Dutch armed forces (roughly 41,000 active and 6,000 reserve) have one four-star and eight three-star generals and admirals in 2021, with another sixty or so two-star and one-star officers. Private correspondence, Professor Colonel Ret. Frans Osinga, Dutch Military Academy, April 27, 2021. ] 

The reason why the numbers at the top are important is that scarcity at the top necessarily drives responsibility down the chain of command, with very positive effects when it comes to innovation. How that works in the IDF is far from straightforward, but one aspect is simple enough: because the generals themselves in their forties are too few, innovation decisions are mostly made by subordinates in their thirties who are much less shaped by the past and much more open to the future.
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The compression of ranks that starts at the top with only one three-star lieutenant general for the entire IDF, and very few two-star major-generals, continues down the line. In modern armies around the world, three brigades form a division, with ten to twenty thousand troops under a two-star major-general, but in Israel divisional command in the active-duty forces only rates a one-star tat aluf, officially translated as brigadier-general. Of the latter there are roughly seventy-five for the entire IDF, including its small navy and large air force, which has many more combat aircraft in operating condition than any European air force. 
Because the IDF has neither the global deployment structure of the US armed forces nor the elaborate bureaucratic overhead or inherited historic facilities of the European armed forces, IDF ground forces have a very high “teeth-to-tail” ratio, with many combat formations for its total size: some 36 active-duty and reserve brigades of 2000-3000 soldiers each in the ground forces (more than in any current NATO army). Those brigades are commanded by colonels, as in most armies, but they are distinctly younger colonels, some under forty. The three battalions of a typical brigade are each commanded by a lieutenant-colonel, as in most armies, but again they are much younger, with an average age around thirty. It follows that the three companies of a typical active-duty battalion are each commanded by a captain, again as in most armies, but at 25 or so their average age is lower than in other armies.    
The inevitable effect of a very small number of senior officers is to thrust responsibility downward, initiating a cascade effect as “field-grade” colonels, lieutenant colonels, or even majors find themselves charged with duties and responsibilities that generals cannot do because they are already fully engaged in even more essential tasks. And because the field-grade officers are also too few by any normal standard (the total number of colonels in the entire IDF is roughly 450 for a force that exceeds 600,000 at full mobilization) many of their responsibilities fall to more junior officers, so that captains in their twenties are routinely entrusted with duties that are elsewhere reserved for older, decidedly more senior officers.
The scarcity of senior officers, the resulting compression of ranks, and the thrusting of responsibilities downward finally meet the contradiction of a great abundance of junior officers, because they are not the scarce, expensive products of multiyear military academies as in the US and other countries, but rather young conscripts who have signed up to serve one more year in order to apply for and if possible attend the IDF’s demanding officer course, a socially important attainment. Having started as 18-year-old recruits mobilized for three years of compulsory military service, junior officer candidates are selected from the ranks to attend the officer training course. That requires a further year of service after the course, for a total of four and half years in uniform, hence not all who are offered the opportunity to become officers choose to accept.
This is when another peculiarity of the IDF’s officer cadre intervenes: instead of the overabundance of mid-ranking officers often deplored elsewhere, the IDF has very few of them, in fact absurdly few by global standards. Israeli lieutenants, only a year or two removed from boyhood or girlhood can find themselves responsible for the lives of many others, commanding thirty-person platoons or several tanks, or artillery batteries with their crews, and patrol boats in the navy, unless they serve as flying officers in the air force, habitually in charge of vastly expensive, devastatingly powerful aircraft. That is true of any armed force of course—in all of them young lieutenants must shoulder vast responsibilities if there is actual combat. But where the IDF differs, and it is a very large difference, is in the absence of professional “non-commissioned officers.” NCOs are the normally older, typically much more experienced sergeants and warrant officers considered the backbone of the US, British, Russian, Chinese, Indian, and indeed most all armies—except the IDF. With NCOs around, young officers are never alone. 
The IDF has no such cadre, because the divide between officers and NCOs in more established armies is the product of class differences that are meaningless in the Israeli context, where there are wide income gaps but not the corresponding social distance between gentlemen who might be officers and able but lower-class youths content to be sergeants.[endnoteRef:13] In any case the IDF has never had a military academy to turn school-leavers into officers and gentlemen, whose graduates are socially superior to their noncommissioned inferiors, who remain their subordinates even if more experienced and more skilled.  [13:  Foreign armed forces that lack a strong NCO corps are routinely downgraded in US capability estimates, mistakenly in the case of armed forces that train their junior officers as combat leaders. ] 

Hence even very young IDF officers are left to deal with both dangerous and also delicate situations entirely on their own, with no superior officer or experienced NCO present to guide them in person. Inevitably, these young people are much better suited to deal with the dangerous rather than the delicate.[endnoteRef:14] [14:  Hence the daily incidents between IDF soldiers and Palestinian civilians that feature in tendentiously edited video clips (stone-throwers summon the TV cameras beforehand). ] 

A typical track for future infantry officers starts with 28-30 weeks of basic training given to all recruits, followed by 12 weeks of specific infantry training. Next is an assignment to a specific battalion for another 12 weeks of routine security and combat training. Only then is a recruit considered an infantry soldier capable of combat, having absorbed a cumulative total of about 40 weeks of fieldcraft, weapon and tactical training, 24 of them intensive. That is not much, one might think, to turn an eighteen-year-old young man or woman into a soldier who might be in combat at any time, but actually it comprises more training than the US Army or Marine Corps provides to enlisted infantry, whose combined basic and “advanced” infantry training may only amount to 23 weeks, or even less; in the US Army it is only recently that initial infantry training has been extended from 14 weeks to 22.[endnoteRef:15]  [15:  Todd South, “Extended Training here to Stay for Infantry and Armor Soldiers,” Armytimes.com, October 15, 2020. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk73366753]IDF soldiers who do well as recruits through their first year or so are selected for the 14-week squad-leader kurs makim course, the most important tradition inherited from the pre-State Haganah, for which it amounted to just about the totality of training. Along with a strong emphasis on the duties and skills of junior combat leadership—heady stuff but also sobering for 19–20-year-olds—the kurs makim adds another layer of tactical training. And those weeks are more valuable than the previous training weeks because of the higher caliber and more intense motivation of the average trainee. All who successfully pass out of the kurs makim return to serve as squad leaders for at least three months. Some remain as sergeants in their battalions until the end of their conscript service, while others are diverted to specializations of one sort or another, but the best are offered the opportunity of becoming officers by attending the 30-week officer training course, the Ba’had Ehad of many boyish aspirations. 
As already noted, the US and British army rely heavily on experienced noncommissioned officers, not least to guide newly baked second lieutenants who might be twenty years younger. The IDF’s lack of such NCOs (its own are 19-21 years old) means that young officers posted to commands must assume full responsibility from day one—it is only when reserve units are mobilized for special exercises or for war that the IDF acquires distinctly older, battle-hardened NCOs, because to serve fifteen or twenty years in the same reserves company is a common practice. But normally, without older reservists to help them, the new products of the officer training course must do it all, and that is a great deal, because those young officers must contend with the large responsibilities that Israel’s understaffed command structure relentlessly delegates downward.
Ba’had Ehad’s standards are therefore jealously guarded against every contrary wind that would reduce its admission criteria and performance requirements, from anti-elitism to worries about the impact of required desert marches in maximum heat for the products of air-conditioned childhoods. Standards are kept high yet the failure rate is still low because admission is seriously selective, including in-depth psychological testing, which has always been held in high regard by the IDF, whose psychology unit itself attracts highly talented conscripts. (The future economics Nobel Prize winner Daniel Kahneman contributed a practical test to the selection process in 1955, when he was a 21-year-old “psychology officer”).[endnoteRef:16] [16:  Daniel Kahneman, Vernon L. Smith, “The Sveriges Riksbank Prize in Economic Sciences in Memory of Alfred Nobel 2002,” http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/economic-sciences/laureates/2002/kahneman-bio.html] 

Upon graduation, new second lieutenants are appointed to lead a platoon. By then they will have accumulated almost two years of experience as soldiers and junior leaders, with much intensive training. If all goes well, promotion to lieutenant follows routinely, and the required one year of additional service—with a modest salary, as opposed to the mere pocket money given to conscripts—can become the start of a military career.[endnoteRef:17] Outwardly, these young Israelis resemble their American and European counterparts, certainly in their basic duties: to command soldiers in security surveillance missions and in combat; and to overview their training in peacetime. As with other armed forces around the world that can actually fight armed enemies, and not just strut about in uniform, for IDF junior officers combat leadership is the essence of the profession. And that means leading from the front; not “advance” but “follow-me” is the classic Israeli command, as in other fighting armies. [17:  Roughly equivalent to US$ 200 per month, with twice that for combat soldiers. Immigrant soldiers with no parents in-country receive payments for board and lodging when on leave. Interview with Lt. Col. (Ret.) Dori Pinkas, former Chief Instructor in Ba’had Ehad, Tel-Aviv, March 15, 2016. ] 

 But that is where the similarities end. First, as noted earlier, the IDF has no military academies—there is no West Point or Annapolis, no Royal Military Academy (Sandhurst) or École spéciale militaire de Saint-Cyr, where graduates or near enough are turned into officers without ever having served as enlisted men, after two, three, or four years of mostly academic education. The very existence of military academies reflects class distinctions that are in great part outdated; it was once felt that higher-class youths could not be asked to train and live among uncouth troopers, while the latter were mostly uneducated or even illiterate, unfit for the literate aspects of military education. 
The classic military academies produce many of the future senior officers of the US, British, and French armed forces but “officer candidate schools” open to both college graduates and selected noncommissioned officers have historically supplied the majority of officers. Dispensing with the prolonged if largely civilian education offered by the military academies, they impart accelerated training over a few months. The US Army’s version, advertised as “a rigorous 12-week course designed to train, assess, evaluate, and develop second lieutenants for the U.S. Army's sixteen basic branches” is offered to noncommissioned officers as well as to college graduates who have completed a ten-week basic combat training course, thus producing 2nd lieutenants who may be sent to command a platoon in war in a total of 22 weeks from the day they joined the army. 
The IDF’s lack of military academies—their explicit elitism would have been totally out of place in a socially egalitarian society—along with its practice of promoting officers from the ranks with no university education or a prior noncommissioned career, results in a paradox. The IDF’s junior officers are much younger than their foreign counterparts and much less educated, but they receive much more military instruction before taking up their first command—more than three times as much as many US Army officers. That turns out to make a big difference in modern war, which typically lacks both the horrors of high-intensity warfare with its artillery barrages, and also its on-the-job training. As for endless “counter-insurgency” wars, they are if anything “dis-educational,” because those who learn war in Iraq, Afghanistan, or the West Bank are not learning how to fight well-armed enemies but only acquiring bad habits in fighting irremediably weak enemies with no armor, no artillery, no air power, and no overhead intelligence. 
For IDF aviators, the absence of an air academy, and their start in uniform at age 18 instead of a post-college 22 or older, results not merely in differences of one sort or another, but rather in a complete reversal: in the US Air Force, as in the British and all European air forces, future pilots are first educated to be officers before they start flying combat aircraft, while their  Israeli counterparts first serve as pilots before they are educated to become officers, if they so desire. That is the case for both the four-year US Air Force Academy at Colorado Springs and the Royal Air Force College Cranwell, whose 32-week course more or less presumes prior university education, given that its subjects include “transformational leadership and academic air power studies, including ethics and strategic thinking” as well as more prosaic military skills, essential service knowledge, drill and physical training.” Flight training only starts after that, in the 21-month “fast jet” course, for example, which begins with flights in a light aircraft and then a powerful turbo-prop before progressing to a jet trainer, and then onto a Royal Air Force “Operational Conversion Unit,” in which pilots are finally trained to fly and fight a front-line fighter at age 25 or so.
Their Israeli counterparts, by contrast, are flying light aircraft within six months of enrollment, while still nineteen years old at most, so that their elemental piloting talents, or lack of them, can quickly be determined. Those who pass muster and accept the obligation of additional years of military service, are trained for two years in a variety of skills (including infantry combat) and also educated in a variety of academic subjects, while continuing their flight training. In their third year in uniform at age 21 or 22 (when their US and European counterparts are just starting) they are fully trained pilots assigned to operational squadrons of jet fighters, transports, reconnaissance, or other aircraft, including helicopters.[endnoteRef:18]  [18:  Unless they started flight school after first serving in other services, branches, or units, see IAF official website, at: http://www.iaf.org.il/4428-45785-he/IAF.aspx.] 

It is a system that has produced many excellent young pilots who have shot down many enemy aircraft and scored many a bull’s-eye in ground strikes, but who are not sufficiently educated to manage a large and technologically ambitious air force. That is the task of the relatively few career officers who remain in the IDF after completing their compulsory service with the aviators’ extra years, and who are given generous study leave at full pay to acquire the necessary higher education. Given the scarcity of senior officers, middle-ranking officers must necessarily assume their responsibilities; in the USAF, a three-squadron air wing might be commanded by a 40-year-old colonel or one-star brigadier-general, but in Israel it would be an officer some ten years younger of much lower rank. 

