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Preface

Compelling and creative leadership is one of the most critical demands of our time. Our Air Force is made up of people,
doctrine, organizations, weapons, and equipment. It is leadership, however, that brings these elements together and makes them
work effectively. Leaders make things happen. They make it easier for people to adapt to change, accept risk and uncertainty,
and help others reach their full potential. This fifth edition of Concepts for Air Force Leadership reemphasizes the Air Force’s
commitment to inspired leadership, especially the kind of leadership needed in the military community during these times of
unprecedented change occurring in our Air Force. Our objective in this edition is to examine the latest thinking about the art
of leadership to achieve a better understanding of the process and to improve leadership effectiveness. This has been accom-
plished by creating a better understanding of the purpose, direction, and motivation involved in leading people in a pluralistic
Air Force. Good leaders develop through a never-ending process of self-study, education, training, and experience. This text
provides a guide for what you should be, know, and do to lead people. Our approach is more analytical than descriptive; it is
not prescriptive because leadership is still more of an art than a science. And like any other art, it cannot be developed to perfec-
tion nor applied as a scientific formula.

We express deep appreciation to the authors and their publishers for their generosity in permitting us to reprint their articles
and particularly to those who prepared articles especially for the 2008 edition.

We are also indebted to a number of faculty and staff members who offered many worthwhile comments and suggestions.
A special note of thanks goes to Col James Galloway, commander, Ira C. Eaker College for Professional Development; and
Dewey 1. Johnson, PhD, who, more than 30 years ago, was the contributing editor of the precursor to this book.

Richard I. Lester, PhD

Dean of Academic Affairs

Ira C. Eaker College for
Professional Development

Xi
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Introduction to the Fifth Edition

The preface to the first edition of this book, published in 1983, affirmed that for too long we had tended to highlight leaders
as managers and had downplayed the development of true leaders. The purpose of the first edition was to correct that mis-
placed focus and to enhance the understanding of the true leadership process. The second edition was published in 1990 in
response to an increasing demand for its use as a supplementary text. It was designed to enhance the development of leaders
and the concept of leadership in the US Air Force. The goal of the third edition in 1996 was to continue to examine the latest
thinking about the art of leadership to achieve a better understanding of the leadership process and to improve leadership ef-
fectiveness. The fourth edition in 2001 updated and modified the previous publications. It emphasizes practical leadership and
mentoring. It devoted more attention to servant leadership, the company grade officer, and peacekeeping experiences. The fifth
edition considers the importance of strategic leadership, international issues, resource management for commanders, and the
link between history and leadership. The fifth edition is founded on the principle that leadership is the art of influencing and
directing people to successfully accomplish the mission during a period of major transformation, war, and unexpected deploy-
ments. This is the key concept upon which Air Force leadership is based. Using this definition for a more structured under-
standing of the leadership process, the text considers leadership in three dimensions. The first dimension examines leadership
in the context of professionalism, and although the professional dimension is examined first in the text, professionalism is the
connecting link between the organizational and interpersonal dimensions; it brings mission and people together. Professional-
ism is defined, described, and discussed as it is understood and practiced by the military profession. The second dimension
deals with organizations as the arena in which professional military and civilian leaders function and is mission-oriented. The
third dimension addresses interpersonal leadership skills that are directly connected to the art of influencing the behavior of
people and is therefore people-oriented. The articles in this dimension identify leader responsibilities and skills required to influ-
ence people to achieve organizational objectives. The fourth division of the text, titled “Perspectives,” provides a broad, high-
level overview of leadership and is multidimensional, examining the concepts explained in the first three dimensions.

Selected readings included in the text present a wide range of views from a variety of sources in both the military and
civilian communities. In almost every instance, the readings appear in their original form to preserve the integrity of the
author’s views and to ensure evaluation in the proper context.

X1l
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Professional Dimension

The objective of this dimension is to consider what it means to be a profes-
sional in the armed forces and to understand the importance of the application of
leadership in practicing our profession.

Within the profession of arms we are a very diverse group. Traditionally we
have considered membership of the total force to include all active duty officer
and enlisted personnel, guard, and reserve members. Today, in addition, we can
no longer overlook the crucial contributions from civilian members, dependents,
and retirees. It is within this expanded conception of the profession of arms that
we intend to explore the seemingly elusive concept of what a professional is and
what it means to be a professional in the armed forces. In the process, we shall
attempt to communicate the importance of leadership in practicing this honored
profession.

Our approach to understanding and applying leadership from this vantage
point is to analyze the critical elements that make up the expanded operational
definition of the military profession. The military profession is one of organized
and disciplined violence to safeguard our national security interest and to protect
the innocent. It practices a high level of responsible, ethical behavior by killing as
few people as possible while fighting for just causes sanctioned by lawful author-
ity, and it incorporates its multifaceted functions into a single integrated
professional total force.

Accordingly, we have broken down this dimension of the book into three sec-
tions. The first group of articles deals with traditional military expertise and the
need for leadership; the second, with responsibility, ethics, values, and the Code
of Conduct; and the third, with quality and the total force.

\
RESPONSIBILITY |
\
QACCOUNTABILITYl
\
h DISCIPLINE |
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Section 1

Expertise and the Need for Leadership

Professional Dimension
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Lorenz on Leadership

Maj Gen Stephen R. Lorenz

In 1987 I was commander of the 93rd Air Refueling
Squadron at Castle AFB in Merced, California. Late one
night, I sat down and wrote out a list of leadership principles.
There was nothing magical about them—they were simply
useful precepts I had learned over the years. Today, especially
after the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, our leaders
need to reflect on the principles that guide them. I do not seek
to instill mine on the readers of this journal. Rather, I only
ask that Air Force leaders reflect on what their principles are,
regardless of whether or not they have written them down.
That said, I offer the following for consideration.

Balancing Shortfalls

Shortfalls occur in our professional and personal lives. We
never seem to have enough time, money, or manpower. The
essence of this “scarcity principle” lies in accepting the reality
of limited resources and becoming adept at obtaining superior
results in less-than-ideal situations. Equally important, once
people acknowledge the scarcity of resources, then they need
not bemoan the situation any longer. In other words, they
should “deal with it.” Leaders must carry out the mission with
the resources they have. They have to make it happen! This is
part of being a military commander and leader. Commanders
never go to war with all the resources they think they need—
they balance their shortfalls to accomplish the mission.

Keeping Our Eyes on the Ball

In order to prevail, leaders must always keep in mind what
they want to accomplish, regardless of the task, and not be-
come distracted. They must articulate the mission to their
people. During my tenure as director of the Air Force budget,
I didn’t consider the budget the mission so much as I consid-
ered it a means for our service to defend the United States
through the exploitation of air and space. In the Air Force,
this means that leaders must connect actions and troops to the
mission and never lose sight of this important relationship.

Leaders can assure their people’s well-being (a major in-
gredient of mission accomplishment) by knowing how they
feel and how they are doing. They should look them in the eye
and ask how they are. Eyes don’t lie. They reflect happiness,
sadness, or stress. To get an honest answer, one should ask at
least three times, and do so more emphatically each time:
“How are you doing?” The first response is always, “Fine.”
The second, “I’'m okay.” Finally, when they realize that their
leader is truly interested, they respond honestly. By the way,

the only difference between a younger person and someone
my age is the amount of scar tissue. Because I have lived lon-
ger than most of my military colleagues on active duty and
therefore have more scar tissue, I can probably disguise my
feelings more effectively. But the eyes are the true indicator.
Again, leaders must never lose sight of the primary objective:
to focus on the mission and take care of their people.

Those Who Do Their Homework Win

The equation for this principle is simple: knowledge =
power. Take, for example, the battle for scarce resources. The
person who has the most compelling story, backed by the
strongest data, gets the most resources. We have seen this
principle, which applies universally to all other undertakings,
demonstrated repeatedly throughout history—especially mil-
itary history!

The Toughest Word to Say
in the English Language

According to an old adage, the most difficult word to say
in English is no. But I have a contrarian’s view. Saying no
finishes the situation; saying yes, however, carries with it ad-
ditional tasks, commitments, and responsibilities. For in-
stance, when I agree to speak to a group, I have taken a more
difficult path than I would have by declining. If I say no to a
request for funding an initiative, my job is finished. If I say
yes, then I must take on the task of finding resources. Leaders
should also consider the effects of a response on working re-
lationships. If a leader responds affirmatively 95 percent of
the time, his or her people will readily accept the fact that the
leader has carefully considered their request before respond-
ing negatively. I never say no until I research the issue and
look into all of the alternatives. To this day, it still amazes me
that most of the time I can say yes if I do a little work and
make a personal commitment.

New Ideas Need Time and Nurturing
to Grow and Bear Fruit

In order to overcome some of the challenges we face to-
day, we need people to think and act out of the box. Further-
more, we must have the patience and faith to stay the course.
Things do not happen overnight. People have to work very
hard to make things happen. They must sell their ideas and
do their homework without concern for who gets the credit.

Reprinted with permission from the Air and Space Power Journal (Summer 2005), 5-9.
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This principle is very important to remember as new genera-
tions of Airmen enter the Air Force to help fight the global
war on terrorism.

Leaders Should Not Lose
Their Temper—Unless They Plan To

To navigate the necessary course of action and ensure mis-
sion accomplishment, a leader must be willing to use more
than one approach. Earlier in my career, I saw my boss—a
mild-mannered, consummately professional four-star gen-
eral—storm into a meeting and angrily bark out criticisms to
his senior staff. When we left the room, he looked at me,
winked, and calmly said that sometimes a person has to put
across a different face in order for people to take him or her
seriously. My boss had planned the whole incident. He had
not lost his temper at all—he did it for effect. If leaders can-
not control themselves, how can they control others? They
must have self-discipline. They should never, ever lose their
temper—unless they plan to.

All Decisions Should Pass the Sunshine Test

Because leaders must make difficult decisions every day,
it’s important for people in the trenches to know that the pro-
cess is fair and above reproach. Toward that end, we must be
as open and accessible as possible and always act as if our
decisions were public knowledge—as if they appeared in the
newspaper, for example. If leaders are forthright about why
they made a decision, their people might disagree, but they
will understand the underlying logic and continue to trust
them. As Air Force leaders, we need only look to our service’s
core values—integrity first, service before self, and excellence
in all we do—to arrive at solid decisions that gain the public
trust and instill faith in our processes.

Ego: Both a Facilitator and a Detriment

A unit’s success depends upon its members keeping their
egos in check. We cannot afford to let them run amuck. We
need confident, capable people who work together to enhance
the organization rather than individuals who pursue their
own selfish agendas. As my father taught me, leaders need
people with ambition—not ambitious people.

Early in my career, I applied for a development program—
the predecessor of the current Air Force Intern Program. I
had confidence that I would be accepted, so not seeing my
name on the list came as a shock. To make matters worse,
another officer in my squadron did make the cut. Inwardly, I
withdrew from the organization and walked around several
days feeling hurt and angry. Eventually, though, I realized
that the Air Force only owed me the opportunity to compete.
On the day the board met, my records did not meet its stan-
dards. Whose fault was that? Mine—no one else’s. I put the
issue behind me and embraced my squadron mate. This expe-
rience taught me the negative effect of allowing my ego to
dominate my actions—specifically, my failure to realize that
the Air Force had not promised to select me for the program.
It did, however, guarantee me equitable consideration and

Sec 1-1 Lorenz.indd 6

fair competition. I should have expected nothing else. An Air
Force person should compete only with himself or herself,
striving for improvement every day!

Work the Boss’s Boss’s Problems

This principle goes one step beyond the adage “work your
boss’s problems.” Most people make a decision through a soda
straw, but if they would rise up two levels above themselves,
they could open the aperture of that straw and get a strategic
view of the decision. Taking a “god’s eye” view—Ilooking
through the eyes of their boss’s boss—allows them to make a
much better decision. That is, leaders must become deeply
committed to the organization and make their boss’s chal-
lenges their own. If they can achieve this type of commit-
ment—regardless of who the boss is or which political party
controls the government—the only thing that matters is en-
hancing mission accomplishment by making the best decisions
possible and doing the right thing under the circumstances.

Self-Confidence and Motivation:
Keys to Any Great Endeavor

We can attribute most successful endeavors to persevering
and putting forth maximum effort. Whenever I speak about
leadership, I always begin with a quotation from Sir Winston
Churchill: “To every man, there comes in his lifetime that
special moment when he is figuratively tapped on the shoul-
der and offered that chance to do a very special thing, unique
to him and fitted to his talents. What a tragedy if that mo-
ment finds him unprepared or unqualified for that which
would be his finest hour.” I am particularly attracted to this
statement because of the great things Churchill accom-
plished, even though he faced failure and defeat many times.
Regardless of the difficulty or hardship, he remained com-
mitted and motivated. He never gave up. Churchill’s words
represent a call to action that has helped me overcome such
challenges as surviving engineering courses as a cadet as well
as serving as a wing commander, commandant of cadets at
the Air Force Academy, and budget director for the Air Force
despite having no prior experience in budgetary matters. Al-
though I lacked in-depth knowledge of budgets and finance,
perseverance got me through, as always. I never gave up. My
best advice? Never give up. Never, ever give up!

Apply Overwhelming Combat Power
to the Point That Will Have the Most Effect

I have a simple organizational method that has served me
well for many years. I like to approach issues, goals, and tasks
“big to small, top to bottom, or left to right.” That is, I be-
lieve that one must be able to see the entire forest before
working on individual trees. We must understand the big-
picture issues before delving into smaller details. From a
broad point of view, I find it helpful to pursue goals by pro-
gressing from the short term, through the midterm, to the
long term. Leaders should make sure their subordinates have
not only the “overall road map” they need for direction but
also the resources to plan and complete tasks.
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One of my favorite and most beneficial experiences in-
volved an aircraft-sanitation worker at McGuire AFB, New
Jersey. During a customer-focus class that I taught in an ef-
fort to counter what I perceived as lackadaisical attitudes
prevalent in the organization, I noticed a lady in the audience
whose body language was so agitated that she was figuratively
screaming at me. I stopped the class and asked her what was
wrong. Jeanie said she was frustrated because no one would
help her with a work problem. I told her that if she explained
the situation to me, I would try to help.

According to Jeanie, the sanitation truck that she oper-
ated was designed for servicing a KC-10, which sits high off
the ground. Normally, she hooked the truck’s waste-removal
hose to the aircraft, flipped a switch, and gravity pulled the
contents into her vehicle. At that time, however, McGuire
also had the C-141, which sits only three feet off the ground.
Consequently, when she attempted the same procedure on
the C-141, the hose bent because it was not fully extended, as
with the KC-10, and became clogged with waste. She then
had to disconnect the hose, lift it over her head, and shake it
to clear the obstruction—clearly an unpleasant task that she
had to repeat multiple times if the aircraft’s lavatory were
completely full. Although such a problem might seem trivial,
on a large aircraft that makes extended flights, the lavatory is
a mission-essential piece of equipment. Armed with the
knowledge of Jeanie’s problem, I organized a team to solve
it—and the members did so by engineering and installing a
3.2-horsepower engine that proved more than capable of
overcoming the clearance problem.

But the greatest accomplishment in this case was neither
the technical solution nor the vastly improved sanitation pro-
cedure but the effect the process had on Jeanie. It revived and
energized her. Thereafter, each time I saw Jeanie she proudly
displayed her truck, which she had polished and shined so
highly that it would likely meet a hospital’s sanitation stan-
dards.

This story drives home the point that leaders must look
for both verbal and nonverbal messages from the people in
their organization. If they can reach the person who operates
the sanitation truck, then they can reach anyone.

Study the Profession
and Read—Especially Biographies

During our Air Force careers, we have many opportunities
to add to our education and knowledge. America’s future de-
pends upon our maximizing and complementing these occa-
sions with our own regimen of reading and development. As
a lifetime student of leadership, I have an insatiable appetite
for learning and regularly read two or three books at a time.
I have dedicated myself to learning from other people’s expe-
riences so that I do not waste time trying to reinvent the
wheel. Studying and learning how other leaders overcame ad-
versity will build confidence in one’s own ability to make
tough decisions. I have found my study of Gen Colin Powell
and Gen Henry “Hap” Arnold especially rewarding.

Sec 1-1 Lorenz.indd 7

Take Your Job (Not Yourself) Seriously

To drive home the important concepts when I discuss
leadership, I include comical-——sometimes outrageous—vid-
eos and pictures to accompany each principle. Audiences
seem both surprised and refreshed to see a general officer use
David-Letterman-style “top-10 lists” and irreverent videos
ranging from Homer Simpson to bizarre advertisements as
part of a serious presentation. However, I see these methods
as the ideal way of delivering my message. Leaders must real-
ize that because they communicate with a diverse, cross-
generational population, they need to speak in terms their
audience will understand. A leader must create a common,
shared vision that everyone can comprehend and accept. 1
like to try to communicate my vision by talking about an ex-
perience or using an analogy that everyone can relate to, un-
derstand, and remember. It is critical that leaders deliver their
message in easily grasped terminology. They should employ a
type of universal device akin to the “Romulan translator” de-
picted in the Star Trek television series. The medium used by
the communicator can take the form of an analogy, a video,
or a story. However, the critical point is that the communica-
tor package and deliver the message in a format that the varied
groups we lead today will understand.

Today’s leaders were born primarily during the last half of
the twentieth century. They could have been born 100 years
earlier or 100 years from now. By accident of birth, most, but
not all American leaders, were born in the United States.
They could have been born in another country like Iraq or
Cambodia, but most of today’s leaders were born in Amer-
ica. The United States, whether it wants to be or not, is the
world’s greatest power, and air and space power is now the
permanent instrument of that power. Every one of the cur-
rent leaders in our military at some time made a conscious
decision to become a defender, not a defended. Balancing
this all together, we see that our leaders have a heavy burden
leading others in the global war on terrorism. Every day they
get up in the morning to lead, and they have to give it their
very best—not their second best. Visiting the wounded sol-
diers, sailors, marines, and Airmen in our hospitals makes us
realize that leaders owe their people the very best. They can-
not afford to have a bad day! They must know who they are
and how they lead; they must have their own list of leader-
ship principles.

As I said before, the most important point about these 13
personal leadership principles that I have laid out is to en-
courage leaders to define their own principles. In this article,
I have sought to motivate and aid our service’s leaders in
identifying and clarifying their positions—not in memorizing
mine. In order for a leader’s set of principles to be effective,
they should be based on a foundation—such as the ideals em-
bodied in the Air Force’s core values—and they must reflect
who that leader is! It is never too early or never too late to
write down a set of personal leadership principles. Future
leaders in today’s Air Force should start now—they will never
regret it, and it will make them better leaders for our nation.
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The Military Oath of Office

Col Orwyn Sampson

I (FULL NAME)

All that signifies my individuality. A personal reference to
no one else, which implies that I accept full responsibility

for my actions.

HAVING BEEN APPOINTED

An historical event signifying the accomplishment of
some requisite evaluation and/or training. An act con-

ferred by a ruling authority.

A CADET (2Lt/Regular Officer/Permanent Professor . . .)

A position of esteem, respect, privilege, and reward that

carries with it professional responsibility.

IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

A branch of our nation’s military that has a unique role
to play in military operations and defense of American

values and interests.

DO SOLEMNLY SWEAR

An oath to be taken seriously. One to which I offer my full

allegiance.

THAT I WILL

An active call. One that demands my energy, my time,

and if necessary, my life.

SUPPORT AND DEFEND

A directed call. My activity is to be both offensive and

defensive.

THE CONSTITUTION

Not the parchment, but the principles—the ideal of lib-

erty for all men and women.

OF THE UNITED STATES

It isn’t just anybody’s idea. It is ours! Tried by fire and

found to be genuine, lasting, and valuable.

AGAINST ALL ENEMIES

There is inherent risk involved in my work. It is a call to
arms and a call to sacrifice. The stakes are high. It is life
we are supporting and defending and it is life that it may
cost—whether supremely or on a moment-by-moment

routine basis.

FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC

No matter the foe we are ready, even if he arises among us.

THAT I WILL BEAR TRUE FAITH AND
ALLEGIANCE TO THE SAME

My complete loyalty—my heart—is tied up in this com-

mitment.

Reprinted from USAF Academy Journal of Professional Military Ethics 2, no. 1 (September 1981): 33-35.
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THAT I TAKE THIS OBLIGATION FREELY THE DUTIES OF THE OFFICE

UPON WHICH I AM ABOUT TO ENTER
An active decision on my part, delegated to no other,

mine alone to make. Weighing the costs, in liberty I All the duties, not just the pleasant or rewarding ones,
choose. remembering that the value of true service comes not in
the job you get but the job you do.

WITHOUT ANY MENTAL RESERVATIONS
OR PURPOSE OF EVASION SO HELP ME GOD

My pledge is not ill-advised, half-hearted, or deceptive. My allegiance can go no higher.

AND THAT I WILL WELL AND
FAITHFULLY DISCHARGE

A commitment to excellence.

10
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The Airman’s Creed

| am an American Airman.
| am a Warrior.
| have answered my Nation’s call.

| am an American Airman.

My mission is to Fly, Fight, and Win.
| am faithful to a Proud Heritage,
A Tradition of Honor,

And a Legacy of Valor.

| am an American Airman. ®
Guardian of Freedom and Justice,
My Nation’s Sword and Shield,
Its Sentry and'Avenger.
| defend my Country with my Life.

| am an American Airman.
Wingman, Leader, Warrior.
| will never leave an Airman behind,
| will never falter,
And | will not fail.
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Leadership: Objective and Moral Courage

Col Allan W. Howey

Leadership is mostly in the eye of the beholder. Subordi-
nates almost always know a good leader when they see one.
During my years in the United States Air Force, I've been
most impressed with leaders who “keep their eyes on the
prize” (i.e., the “principle of the objective”) and have the
moral courage to do so. It’s not as easy as it sounds.

In the annals of military history, the American Civil War
offers many examples of leaders who wouldn’t allow distrac-
tions to divert them from their ultimate goal. President Abra-
ham Lincoln, America’s greatest wartime leader, was one
such person. Throughout the war he was beset with oppo-
nents who tried to distract him from his efforts to preserve the
Union. Although commander in chief, he often had to over-
come the petty resistance of even his military subordinates.

In the early years of the war, President Lincoln greatly suf-
fered the indignities of the general in charge of the Union
army, Maj Gen George B. McClellan. McClellan felt himself
far superior to his commander in chief, whom he called an
“idiot” behind the president’s back. The general frequently
refused to share his operational plans with Lincoln and
openly snubbed the president. One evening Lincoln and Sec-
retary of State William Seward walked to McClellan’s home,
which was only a short distance from the White House. In-
formed by the general’s servant that McClellan was at the
wedding of one of his officers, the two Union leaders decided
to wait in the parlor for the general’s return. When McClellan
arrived by the back door some time later, his servant told him
of his high-ranking guests. In a remarkable act of discour-
tesy, the general in chief told his servant that he was tired and
went on to bed! Lincoln took the insubordination calmly and
returned to the Executive Mansion.!

Why did Lincoln tolerate such crass disrespect? He was
willing to endure McClellan’s abuse, because he knew that the
general was an outstanding organizer and was helping the
Union cause. The Union needed McClellan’s talents, what-
ever his faults! Only later, when Lincoln realized that the out-
standing organizer wouldn’t send his outstanding organiza-
tion into battle did he relieve McClellan from command.
Regardless of McClellan’s insulting behavior, Lincoln kept
his eyes on the ultimate objective—saving the Union. It took
a great deal of moral courage.

In the area of moral courage, the Civil War battle of Get-
tysburg presents many fine examples, but one little-known
episode stands out. After the 1970s novel, Killer Angels, and
the 1990s movie, Gettysburg, many Americans came to know
the name of Col Joshua Chamberlain. The heroic stand of
his 20th Maine Infantry regiment on the southern slope of a

hill called “Little Round Top” kept the Army of the Potomac
from being outflanked by Confederate Gen Robert E. Lee’s
Army of Northern Virginia. Chamberlain’s physical and
moral courage are unquestioned, but another fine example of
moral courage—that of Col Strong Vincent—is often ne-
glected.

Colonel Vincent commanded a brigade of four infantry
regiments of which Chamberlain’s 20th Maine was a part.
On 2 July 1863 Vincent’s division commander ordered his
brigade to reinforce a threatened part of the Union battle line
in a place now known simply as the “Wheatfield.” Nearly in
place, Vincent flagged down a mounted courier who was des-
perately searching for troops to defend the hill that Vincent’s
brigade had marched past just a few minutes before. The hill
was unoccupied by Federal soldiers, and its seizure was
threatened by advancing Confederates. Vincent instantly re-
alized that the hill, Little Round Top, was the key to the
Union defensive line. If the Confederates occupied it, they
would turn the Federal left flank and be astride the nearest
Union escape routes. The Northern Army would either be
trapped or forced to withdraw in a direction that would un-
cover Washington and Baltimore.

Without waiting for his chain of command to issue the
necessary orders, Vincent immediately shifted his brigade to
Little Round Top as fast as it could move. He positioned his
four regiments, including Chamberlain’s 20th Maine, on the
southern slope of the crucial eminence. They arrived in the
nick of time. Within minutes, Confederate infantry appeared
at the base of the hill, determined to take it. Vincent’s lone
brigade fought desperately and fended off multiple enemy as-
saults before eventually being reinforced. Chamberlain’s well-
known fight was heroic, but it was only part of a larger whole
instigated by Vincent who risked court-martial for not fol-
lowing his original orders. Vincent’s moral courage—know-
ing what had to be done and taking the initiative to do it de-
spite the risk—saved the Union army. It also cost Vincent his
life. He was mortally wounded on the bloody incline and died
five days later.”

In more recent years, I served with an officer, Col John A.
Warden III, who also focused on the objective and had the
moral courage to stay the course whatever the personal cost.
Warden, the Billy Mitchell of the modern era, together with
his “Checkmate” staff, developed the air campaign concept
that eventually won the Gulf War. Convinced that a strategic
air campaign using conventional weapons could achieve vic-
tory against Iraq, Warden faced a fractured Air Force hier-
archy. The Strategic Air Command (SAC) was primarily re-

This article was prepared especially for AU-24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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Sec 1-4 Howey.indd 13 @ 111518 3:29:04 PM



i

sponsible for strategic air warfare, but to SAC, “strategic’
essentially meant nuclear. The other Air Force warfighting
command, Tactical Air Command (TAC), focused nearly ex-
clusively on supporting the US Army on the battlefield by
winning air superiority, interdicting enemy supply lines, and
providing close air support to the ground troops. No one ex-
cept Warden and his staff seemed to think in terms of a war-
winning air campaign that employed nonnuclear weapons.

Colonel Warden faced opposition at every turn. TAC, in
particular, rejected his ideas, and the organization charged
with fighting the air war in the Persian Gulf, Central Com-
mand Air Force (CENTAF), agreed with TAC’s line of rea-
soning. The CENTAF commander, when first presented with
Warden’s plan, threw it across the room in disgust! To make
matters even worse, Warden’s superior in the Pentagon fought
the colonel’s theories with a vengeance. More than once War-
den felt his career was over and even gathered boxes in his
office in which to pack up and remove his personal effects.

Warden refused to allow “insignificant” distractions, such
as career suicide, to keep him from the goal of winning the
Gulf War through airpower. He did not fight for his own glo-
rification, he fought to save Coalition ground troops, whose
lives would end in violent combat if the air campaign failed.
With the moral courage of his convictions, Warden refused
to give up, and he fought to preserve his ideas with the civil-
ian leaders of the Air Force and Department of Defense and
those military leaders who were sympathetic. Many ground
soldiers are alive today because he had the guts to stay the
course.’

Sec 1-4 Howey.indd 14
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Military history—both distant and recent—is rich with
examples of superior leadership. All good leaders, through
personality, training, or both, develop many different tech-
niques to inspire those whom they lead. What they all have in
common is a commitment to the objective, the “big picture,”
and the moral courage to follow it to the ends of the earth
whatever the cost.

Notes

1. An excellent narrative of this episode may be found in David H. Don-
ald, Lincoln (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1995), 317-20. The original eye-
witness account, written by Lincoln aide John Hay, may be found in Tyler
Dennett, ed., Lincoln and the Civil War in the Diaries and Letters of John Hay
(New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1939), 34-35.

2. For a full summary of the struggle for Little Round Top and Col
Strong Vincent’s central role in its defense, read Harry W. Pfanz, Gettysburg,
The Second Day (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1987),
201-40. See also Oliver W. Norton, The Attack and Defense of Little Round
Top (New York: Neal Publishing Co., 1913), 253-75. Norton, Vincent’s bri-
gade bugler and standard-bearer, was never far from the colonel’s side and
witnessed all the events cited. His eyewitness account of Vincent’s intercept-
ing the courier and taking responsibility for moving his brigade to Little
Round Top is found on page 264.

3. T observed some of these events after I joined the Checkmate staff in
September 1990. Two studies published by Air University Press chronicle the
opposition to Colonel Warden’s air campaign planning concepts—Edward C.
Mann 111, Col, USAF, Thunder and Lightening: Desert Storm and the Airpower
Debates (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1995) and Richard C.
Reynolds, Col, USAF, Heart of the Storm: The Genesis of the Air Campaign
Against Iraq (Maxwell AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, 1995). For an eyewit-
ness account of the CENTAF commander, then: Lt Gen Charles A. Horner,
throwing Warden’s briefing slide across the room, see Reynolds, page 91.
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The Officer Corps and Profession

Col Brian J. Collins

Much has changed in the 50 years since Samuel Hunting-
ton wrote The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics
of Civil-Military Relations. The prospect of a large standing
army in peacetime is no longer viewed as an aberration but as
the normal state of affairs. Furthermore, this force is no lon-
ger conscript-based, but totally professional; soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines are all volunteers, adequately paid, and
many serve full careers through retirement. Despite the shift
away from a manpower system based on civilian-soldiers
serving short enlistments, the officer corps is not viewed as a
threat to society. In fact, the military is frequently listed as
one of the most trustworthy institutions in the country. Al-
though this is the product of the officer corps’ and society’s
acceptance of Huntington’s argument, his model remains
trapped in time; it does not allow for adaptation of the offi-
cer corps as the world changes. In addition, Huntington’s
model does not account for service differences and interser-
vice rivalry since it treats the Services as monolithic. It also
does not explain why the Air Force added the concept of
fighting in cyberspace to its mission statement in December
2005. It is important to have a working model of profession
for the officer corps because neither society nor the officer
corps is enamored with the implications of the alternatives.
Modern states monopolize organized violence and delegate
this function to restricted groups. Since these groups perform
a vital function and must remain obedient to the state, using
bureaucratic politics or business models to explain or nor-
malize their behavior runs the risk of indicating that bureau-
cratic or business grounds might be sufficient justification to
alter this subordination to the state and/or society. The pro-
fessional perspective, on the other hand, reinforces the con-
tractual nature between the profession and society. Further-
more, studies of the military based on bureaucratic
perspectives meet with minimal acceptance in military circles.
For example, Air Force officers do not see themselves as bu-
reaucrats engaged in daily struggles to gain a bit more politi-
cal power or resources here, while defending against Army or
Navy encroachments there. Although some higher-level staff
jobs certainly deal with Congress, the Department of De-
fense bureaucracy, and contentious issues of interservice ri-
valry, the focus of officership is war: preparing for war, con-
ducting war, and making life and death decisions under battle
conditions. The officer corps sees itself as a profession, not a
bureaucracy. It is a calling. Officers do not join the military
for personal gain or to amass political power, and their ten-
ures in senior leadership positions are too short to enable
them to wield any power that they might gain. Instead, many
would say that officers are part of the traditional profession

of arms, whose members have taken on the obligation of de-
fending the nation. That profession develops new fields of
expertise to maintain its relevancy in the face of the changing
character and nature of warfare, and the officer corps’ com-
position changes as its expertise changes. The primary moti-
vations for these changes are the responsibilities inherent in
the profession’s contract with society. The general public per-
ceives itself to have a stake in the officer corps’ composition,
and this is more than an abstract or passing interest. A fail-
ure of the officer corps to defend the state would have major
repercussions. Consequently, major adjustments in profes-
sional expertise require society’s acceptance in the form of an
award of jurisdiction over a specific competency to one or
more professions.

We begin with the traditional works on concepts of pro-
fession within the military—Samuel Huntington’s The Sol-
dier and the State and Morris Janowitz’s The Professional
Soldier—to establish the foundation of military officership as
a profession. We then turn to Andrew Abbott’s The System
of Professions, paying particular attention to his major con-
cept that professions are dynamic, competitive, and evolving
in a world of changing jurisdictions. The resulting descriptive
model of profession provides a new perspective for studying
the evolution, or transformation, within the individual ser-
vice officer corps, interservice competition, as well as chang-
ing concepts of war and combatants.

Samuel Huntington

The Soldier and the State is the classic beginning for dis-
cussions on the issue of profession and the post—-World War
I1 military. Huntington’s book was first published in 1957, 10
years into the history of the independent Air Force. It would
not be a stretch to say that all officers are familiar with Hun-
tington’s definition of a profession involving expertise, re-
sponsibility, and corporateness, and that the military’s exper-
tise is the management of violence. The division of profession
into three points appears almost tailor-made to match tradi-
tional military briefing techniques used at places such as the
service academies and in the various levels of professional
military education. No American military officer would dis-
agree with Huntington’s statement that “the modern officer
corps is a professional body, and the modern military officer
is a professional man.”!

Huntington’s three points provide a good structural basis
for the descriptive model on officership as a profession. Ex-
pertise is the profession’s peculiar knowledge and skill. It is
what the profession knows, teaches, and thinks that it can do.
Responsibility captures both a sense of higher calling in the

Article was reprinted with permission from Joint Forces Quarterly and the author. Article edited to conform to Air University Press style.
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rather nebulous ideal of defending the nation by forfeiting
one’s life if necessary as well as an agreement of sorts to pro-
vide that service if called upon. It is why the profession does
what it does. Corporateness concerns who makes up the pro-
fession and how the member and profession as a whole are
regulated. Finally, although Huntington treats each point in
isolation and in the seemingly static early Cold War situation,
there must be significant interplay between the three con-
cepts. Modifying one surely affects the others.

For example, society might say that it wants the military
not only to manage violence abroad but also to provide a di-
saster relief profession. Doing so would entail a renegotia-
tion of the existing contract of social responsibility, a broad-
ening of military expertise, and potentially a modification of
its personnel and procedures to accommodate the new area
of expertise. Consequently, as figure 1 shows, the simple and
static Huntington three-bullet briefing slide transforms into a
more complex picture. Expertise, responsibility, and corpo-
rateness are all parts of the same thing—the profession—and
the demands of each interact with the others within the pro-
fession. The arrows symbolize this interaction. We now take
this adaptation of Huntington forward to see what insights a
study of Janowitz might add.

Responsibility

Figure 1. Huntington as the basis of the descriptive
model

Morris Janowitz

In The Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portrait,
Janowitz analyzes social and political changes in the US Ar-
my’s and the Department of the Navy’s highest-ranking ca-
reer officers over roughly the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury. He also includes Air Force officers as a group of interest,
but a large part of that service’s history is still entwined with
the Army during the period of his study. Janowitz uses the
concept of profession as a tool to analyze changes in the US
military officer corps. He does not provide a three-bullet-
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point definition of profession and, in fact, treats it more as a
way to categorize officers as a specific group of interest.
Janowitz focuses on the changing social makeup of the offi-
cer corps, specifically its evolution from a homogenous,
somewhat aloof and pseudo-aristocratic social group to a di-
verse collection that is more representative of American soci-
ety. In fact, the Air Force leads the other services in terms of
the transition to this officer corps.

Janowitz is primarily concerned with what he sees as clear
implications for civil-military relations in this evolution, and
he makes several points that are relevant to the model. First,
he presents two officer archetypes that exemplify the divide
he sees growing in the officer corps. In addition, he works
through several supporting hypotheses with examples that
often illustrate large differences between the individual ser-
vices’ officer corps. In the end, it is clear that Janowitz’s over-
arching premise is that the change in the social and political
makeup of military officers is changing the nature of the pro-
fession. The profession is not static, but in flux.

The essence of Janowitz’s argument is manifest in his
characterization of officers as one of three types: the heroic
leader, who embodies “traditionalism and glory”; the mili-
tary manager, who is “concerned with scientific and rational
conduct of war”; and the military technologist, or technical
specialist.> However Janowitz also writes that the “military
technologist is not a scientist, or for that matter an engineer;
basically he is a military manager, with a fund of technical
knowledge and a quality for dramatizing the need for techno-
logical progress.” This means that Janowitz actually only has
two archetypes—the heroic leader and the military manager.

Janowitz admits that his distinction between heroic lead-
ers and military managers is harder to discern in the Air
Force than in the other services since the new technology of
the airplane can arguably be placed under both categories.
On the one hand, at least in the first half of the twentieth
century, only a heroic type would dare take wing in a flimsy
flying machine, facing death by accident as much as by enemy
action. On the other hand, embracing the airplane as a tech-
nological innovation that brings new efficiencies to industrial-
age warfare is clearly managerial by Janowitz’s description.
As far as flying airplanes, Janowitz casts his lot under heroic
leadership. He then asserts that the Air Force has the highest
concentrations of heroic leaders in the general officer ranks.
Furthermore, without explanation, he states that this heroic
style is most apparent in bombers, which also has the highest
prestige in that Service. Air Force military managers are more
associated with tactical air forces and air transport, both of
which are heavily involved in joint operations.*

Janowitz’s main emphasis in 1960 was that the military
manager was on the ascendancy, and the heroic leader was
fast disappearing. The Air Force bomber pilot was a last bas-
tion of the heroic leader, but he, too, was no doubt destined
to transition to civilian style management techniques. This
article borrows Janowitz’s idea of the competition between
the two prototypes but modifies the archetypes slightly. To-
day, the case can be made that the archetypical heroic leader
lives on in the form of the combat pilot.
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However, the Air Force heroic warrior archetype is not
particularly authoritarian, aristocratic, or against technol-
ogy. He is also not automatically a “leader.” He is, however,
tradition-bound in the sense that he would stand by the ax-
iom, “The job of the Air Force is to fly and fight, and don’t
you forget it!” He has a sense of responsibility to the nation,
but this ethos is flavored by his perceptions of the Air Force
officer corps’ expertise and sense of corporateness. To him,
the Air Force officer’s expertise is the delivery of weapons
from manned aircraft. This formulation already shows a sep-
aration from the Air Force’s initial basis of independence,
strategic bombing, and an acceptance of technological inno-
vation on the part of the heroic warrior. In addition, he natu-
rally sees the composition of the Air Force officer corps as
paralleling the expertise. He expects pilots to predominate in
both quantity and quality in terms of manning senior, key,
and combat-critical positions.

Janowitz contrasted the heroic warrior with the military
manager. However, this study uses the terms visionary and
warrior instead of manager for a variety of reasons. First of
all, within the military profession, manager has negative con-
notations. Whereas officers lead people, a storekeeper man-
ages his inventory, the organizational man manages various
undifferentiated projects, and a bureaucrat manages a robotic
bureaucracy. Second, because the Air Force simultaneously
uses two different but overlapping systems for organization
and leadership/management, the terms leader, manager, com-
mand, and command and control can quickly become hope-
lessly confused. Finally, in the Air Force, vision, as evidenced
by both pilots and other officers, is the counter to the heroic
traditionalist, although both were critical to the Air Force’s
independence.

By the time the Air Force became independent in 1947, its
primary justification—independent, massed, and heroic stra-
tegic bombing raids—was already a piece of history, or at
best a practice whose days were plainly numbered in the face
of atomic bombs, long-range ballistic missiles, radar, and
other technologies and innovations. As Janowitz noted: “De-
spite the ascendance of air power, the typical Air Force colo-
nel or general had the least consistent self-image. Air Force
traditions are not powerful enough to offset the realization
that, in the not too distant future, heroic fighters and military
managers will be outnumbered by military engineers. Air
Force officers were fully aware, but reluctant to admit, that
more of a ‘leadership’ role would reside in the Army and in
the Navy.””

Janowitz’s prophecy has not come to pass. Military engi-
neers do not exist as a separate archetype in the Air Force.
They are subsumed into the prevailing heroic warrior and vi-
sionary warrior archetypes. The focus of the officer corps re-
mains war, not airplanes and technology, and the contentious
issues are how that war should be conducted and by what
types of people. Consequently, the officer corps was not
shunted off into a technical track that could only support
military courses of action determined by more broadly
minded Army and naval officers.

It is important to note that the archetypes are just that.
They are representations of particular characteristics and
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points of view, used as tools to clarify different positions in
the analysis of the changing nature of the Air Force officer
corps. Pilots are probably more likely to take on the mantel
of the heroic warrior archetype, but it is not meant as exclu-
sive of other career fields, nor is it meant to be all-inclusive of
every pilot. Pilots, as well as officers in other career fields,
also fall under the visionary warrior rubric. In reality, many
officers probably exhibit characteristics of both archetypes at
times. For this study, however, the heroic and visionary arche-
types struggle to define just who is in the Air Force officership
profession (corporateness) and what work (expertise) exactly
encompasses the profession’s self-concept; this forms the ba-
sis of claims for jurisdictional competence.

Consequently, the descriptive model now looks similar to
figure 2. The newly added outer ring depicts the two arche-
types of heroic warrior and visionary warrior, broken out into
each of Huntington’s pillars. The arrows in the outer ring in-
dicate the tension between the heroic warrior and visionary
warrior archetypes in the areas of expertise and corporate-
ness. Expertise tends to be dominated by the visionary arche-
type, as illustrated by the long-standing involvement with a
variety of missile types, the growing influence of command
and control systems in the profession, the recent introduction
of unmanned combat aircraft, and the addition of cyber-
space to the mission statement. Technology has a large im-
pact on expertise. The concept of corporateness is most heav-
ily dominated by the heroic archetype since a range of
things—from uniforms and pilot wings, to education, pro-
motions, and discussions as to whether non-pilots are really
members of the profession or are fit to command—fall in this
bailiwick. Responsibility is depicted as equal between the ar-
chetypes since both see the obligation in similar terms; there
is no struggle over the pillar of responsibility.

heroic

Responsibility

heroic

visionary

Figure 2. Janowitz-type modifications added to the de-
scriptive model
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Andrew Abbott

Andrew Abbott, in The System of Professions, changes
the focus of the study of professions from the analysis of or-
ganizational structures of existing professions to an analysis
of the work that the professions actually do. This shift leads
to different perspectives on how professions are created, ex-
ist, evolve, and sometimes decline. Through the examination
of professions’ work, it quickly becomes evident that many
professions are actually doing similar things. In fact, they are
often competing with each other in a particular line of work.
In Abbott’s terms, they are contending for jurisdiction.

Society does not come up with the labels and then create
professions to handle them. As knowledge, technology, and
culture change, professions develop or move to cover the
emerging voids. Voids may also develop when a profession
moves to cover a new jurisdiction and either leaves its old ju-
risdiction or is no longer in a position to control it.° Profes-
sions may also create the perception that there is a void. There
is obviously a strong similarity to business marketing concepts.
In any case, professions play a role in the labeling process,
which in turn affects which profession gets to handle the prob-
lem. This is a key part of Abbott’s concept of jurisdiction:

But to perform skilled acts and justify them cognitively is not yet to
hold jurisdiction. In claiming jurisdiction, a profession asks society
to recognize its cognitive structure through exclusive rights; jurisdic-
tion has not only a culture, but also a social structure. These claimed
rights may include absolute monopoly of practices and of public
payments, rights of self-discipline and of unconstrained employ-
ment, control of professional training, of recruitment, and of licens-
ing, to mention only a few. . . . The claims also depend on the profes-
sion’s own desires; not all professions aim for domination of practice
in all their juristictions.”

This simple example indicates that the competition can
become quite complex because definitions of the work itself,
the jurisdiction, and who or what actually forms the profes-
sion itself are in flux. In addition, professions may arrive at
compromises and share jurisdiction, as occurs between psy-
chiatrists and psychologists.

Although Abbott does not delve at any length into the
military as a profession, his work provides a catalyst for fur-
ther exploration of the military profession. Although he
sometimes treats the military in toto as a profession, he does
imply at points that each service is an individual profession.
Abbott opens the possibility of acknowledging that the
equipment, training, and doctrine differ greatly from service
to service, which results in different perspectives on war and
how to wage it. Each service has its own sense of corporate-
ness, with uniforms, traditions, promotions, education sys-
tems, bases, and so forth. Although there is a joint DOD um-
brella over all the services, it does make sense to use Abbott’s
work on competition between professions to explore differ-
ences between the services. After all, they are in competition
for funding, recruits, status, and perspectives on how best to
defend the nation. The Services have specific competencies or
missions, which are essentially jurisdictions that they try to
monopolize. Consequently, the model herein treats the Air
Force officer corps as a profession in its own right.
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Abbott uses “the very loose definition that professions are
exclusive occupational groups applying somewhat abstract
knowledge to particular cases.”® The term abstract knowledge
mirrors Huntington’s concept of professional knowledge. The
skill required of a professional is more than a simple physical
ability or a routinized process. It involves thinking and apply-
ing the professional knowledge to new situations. A surgeon
requires some hand-eye coordination, but what makes medi-
cine a profession is the ability to use medical knowledge and
skills in reaching a diagnosis and treating the patient and
modifying the diagnosis or treatment if needed. As the use of
computer-assisted lasers and robotics increases, the doctor’s
knowledge and skill are still recognized as what merits profes-
sional status. Therefore, in Huntington’s terms, Abbott in-
cludes corporateness and expertise in his definition, but he
completely excludes ideas of social responsibility. He ignores
responsibility because by making the work his emphasis, oc-
cupations such as the auto mechanic and the medical doctor
turn out to be quite similar at a certain level of abstraction in
terms of diagnosing, inferring, and treating a problem.

Most people would reject the comparison’s implication
that mechanics are a profession with the same status as med-
ical doctors. They would quickly run through a structure
similar to Huntington’s and point out that mechanics lack a
broad-based education, have a minimal sense of corporate-
ness, and no social responsibility. The counters are that a
doctor’s broad-based education does not contribute to most
diagnoses and that the medical corporateness has been used
to create the illusion of social responsibility in the doctor’s
case. The doctor has professional status partly because tradi-
tional professions are associated with higher socioeconomic
levels of society. As Abbott and many others who study pro-
fessions point out, there is a darker version of profession.
That is, it can be argued that, first, professions actually de-
fine social needs that match their services; second, the lead-
ership of a professional organization can dominate the
membership instead of relying on a collegial organizational
style; and, third, professions essentially create economic mo-
nopolies over specific services that tend to be beyond state or
market controls.

Abbott points out that the concept of professions can
become twisted in the workplace. If a professional is incompe-
tent, or there is too much professional work in an organiza-
tion, the organizational imperative may require a nonprofes-
sional to pick up the slack. Workplace assimilation occurs
when nonprofessionals pick up an abridged version of the
profession’s knowledge system through on-the-job experience
or training. The military offers numerous examples, especially
with the overlap of senior noncommissioned officers and ju-
nior officers. In fact, the case can be made that noncommis-
sioned officers are part of the profession.

Finally, Abbott points out that professions often set high
barriers to entry, requiring extensive education and exams,
for example. This tends to keep the profession small in terms
of members but higher in terms of quality standards. In ad-
dition, it keeps the profession monopolistic. However, such a
profession runs into problems when demand for its work can-
not be met; it may then lose its jurisdiction. In such a profes-
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sion, however, the only ways to increase output are to lower
the entry standards or let subordinate professions grow to
take up the slack. However, Abbott cautions that this has
only been successful in the medical arena. Elsewhere, the pro-
fession does not adapt or cannot quickly modify its require-
ments, so other professions or formerly subordinate profes-
sions jump into the void and win jurisdiction.’

The Army Air Corps’ heavy reliance on the Aviation Ca-
det Program is arguably a successful case of lowering entry
standards to increase output, and the Air Force’s eventual
independence from the Army could be portrayed as a case of
a subordinate profession growing to take up the slack. In ad-
dition, the historically increasing percentages of non-pilot
Air Force officers and general officers can be portrayed as the
changing of Air Force officer corps entry standards in order
to meet increased demand for its professional work.

In the end, Abbott’s concept unveils jurisdictional strug-
gles between professions and is a useful addition to the model.
The completed descriptive model is shown in figure 3. The
large arrow indicates the struggle between the Air Force offi-
cer corps and outside groups for jurisdiction in areas in which
the officer corps believes it has or wants to have expertise or
jurisdiction. In areas that the officer corps believes it has ex-
pertise but no jurisdiction, it is seeking jurisdiction or at-
tempting to create public awareness that a new jurisdiction
has been created that it should fill. If the officer corps already
has jurisdiction in an area, it must defend that claim against
competitors. For simplicity, the diagram does not show the
outside groups, but they would be represented as other
spheres in a three-dimensional space. As soap bubbles, as the
professions compete, the personnel and missions at the pe-
ripheries may become entwined, and the dominant profes-
sion may totally absorb the other. Conversely, as was the case
with the Air Force officer corps, a bubble might develop
within an existing profession’s bubble, and then pop off,
forming its own bubble. It is also possible for the bubbles to
remain intact and share a jurisdiction or for a new profes-
sion’s bubble to seemingly pop out of nowhere—that is, to
come from a nonprofession, with personnel and expertise to
fill a new jurisdiction.

Responsibility

Figure 3. Completed descriptive model, incorporating
Abbott
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Why Does It Matter?

The Air Force’s officer corps, like each of the service offi-
cer corps, considers itself a special breed within the military
profession. In the Air Force case, the culture is that of Airmen
and airpower, which is believed to be beyond the capacities of
mere earthbound mortals to understand or to participate in.
This dichotomy is not based in a sense of bureaucratic poli-
tics but on a conviction that the Air Force officer corps’ vi-
sionary sense of its particular expertise is the best way to win
wars and defend the nation. The Air Force officer corps has
had difficulty articulating this point of view because it is
trapped to an extent in the conception that the military pro-
fession is a single, static, multi-service entity. This model elim-
inates that problem and yields interesting perspectives.

On a broader scale, this model of profession explains the
transformation of the Air Force officer corps, its expertise,
and potentially its jurisdiction. As new technologies emerged
and world events unfolded, the Air Force’s missions and of-
ficer corps began to change. The concept of airpower began
to shift from an airplane-centric view as it absorbed tertiary
supporting areas. New technologies for aircraft and weapons
meant fewer aircraft were needed to accomplish more tasks.
Aircraft and weapons technology also began to shift the lo-
cus of decision making out of the cockpit. As quality began
to substitute for quantity, it became more important to have
centralized control over these fewer aircraft. In addition, tar-
geting and planning required more intelligence support. Fur-
thermore, the growth of command and control systems led to
the need to counter enemy command and control.

Matters such as the use of space for communications, nav-
igation, and the reconnaissance, electronic warfare, informa-
tion, and cyber warfare, that were initially developed to man-
age, lead, assist, or protect aircraft performing airpower
missions, began to eclipse aircraft in importance. The term
airpower was contorted in all sorts of ways and no longer fits.
The Air Force officer is still very much about flying and air-
power, but that s no longer its primary focus. Over time, it has
developed command and control (C2); communications sys-
tems; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
in order to support and manage the organization’s applica-
tion of violence, while simultaneously opening the door to
further visionary forms of warfare, such as cyber and infor-
mation warfare and effects-based operations. Communica-
tions systems, C2, ISR, and visionary forms of warfare were
born out of airpower but break out of the currently medium-
defined box of jurisdictions and go beyond airpower and in-
corporate space, the electronic ether, counter-command and
control, and cyber and information warfare—hence the Air
Force’s incorporation of cyberspace in its mission statement
in December 2005.

Transformation in technology also led to a transformation
of the officer corps. As technology reduced the required
workforce and shifted the locus of decision-making author-
ity to higher, more centralized levels, it became clear that the
old way of doing business was fast coming to a close and that
new career paths would be needed for the new decision mak-
ers. Consequently, the Air Force has instituted a new officer
career development plan. However, pilots remain overrepre-
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sented in the general officer ranks because of past structural
factors that stem largely from strategies that the officer corps
employed in its struggle to establish itself as a new profes-
sion, independent of the Army officer corps. In fact, this has
masked the dramatic changes in the Air Force officer corps’
expertise, composition, and jurisdiction. In the meantime,
the Air Force officer corps reassures society that the profes-
sion is continuing to meet its obligation to defend the Nation
with airpower, while simultaneously seeking a grant of mo-
nopolistic jurisdiction over C2, communications systems,
ISR, and visionary forms of warfare, as in cyberspace. Com-
munications systems, C2, and ISR are important because
they form the backbone of all Air Force operations today—
nothing can be done without them—and visionary forms of
warfare are important because they may replace manned fly-
ing operations tomorrow.
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The Professional Soldier and the Warrior Spirit

Lt Col Donald R. Baucom

The balance among the three archetypes of the professional soldier in the United States—the heroic leader, the manager- and the technolo-
gist—has shifted relentlessly to the latter two. The shift has been prodded with the advent of the all-volunteer force. It is the consequence as
well of a progressive civilianization of the US defense establishment—manifest both in the replacement of military men with civilians and the

displacement of military men from their traditional roles. Finally, it reflects an enthrallment with technology that seems to be aiming at the

complete mechanization of warfare. If we are to have the military establishment needed to fend against an ever more dangerous global envi-
ronment, we must urgently rediscover the focus of the military professional and find ways to restore the warrior-leader to the position of honor

traditionally accorded him.

According to Morris Janowitz, the officer corps is com-
posed of heroic leaders, military managers, and military tech-
nologists. The heroic leader represents the warrior tradition
of military service; he is the embodiment of the “martial
spirit and the theme of personal valor.” While the heroic
leader generally sees military service as a way of life, this is
not the case with the military manager, who tends to be con-
cerned mainly with the practical, concrete aspects of warfare,
such as how to mobilize a nation’s resources for war. The
military technologist’s outlook is very similar to that of the
military manager. Indeed, he is neither a practicing scientist
nor a practicing engineer, but rather “a military manager,
with a fund of technical knowledge and a quality for drama-
tizing the need for technological progress.” Examples of each
type of officer in the US tradition are Curtis LeMay, the he-
roic leader; George Marshall, the military manager; and Hy-
man Rickover, the military technologist.!

A Shifting Balance in the Military

The story of the American military profession during the
first half of this century has been one of struggle between the
military managers and the heroic leaders for control of the
military establishment.? But in the nuclear age, the rising im-
portance of technology and the changing role of the military
transmute the military establishment into a “constabulary
force,” in which the struggle between manager and leader
tends to be resolved by a fusion of the two types into a single,
hybrid role model.’

To be successful, Janowitz maintained, this modern mili-
tary establishment must be controlled by military managers,
but its top leadership must include a “leaven of heroic lead-
ers” whose primary responsibility is to keep alive the fighter
spirit that must permeate military organizations. This war-
rior spirit, in the words of Janowitz, “is not easily defined; it
is based on a psychological motive, which drives a man to
seek success in combat, regardless of his personal safety.”*

The dominant military managers share responsibility with
the heroic leaders for sustaining the fighting spirit. The mili-
tary managers, Janowitz wrote, must ensure that the military

Reprinted with permission from Strategic Review, Fall 1985.
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profession projects a martial image and must help the heroic
leaders instill the warrior spirit in the next generation of
young officers. As the most influential members of the mili-
tary profession, the military manager also must see to it that
the proper balance is maintained among military managers,
military technologists, and heroic leaders, for an effective
military establishment requires the dedicated services of all
three types of officers.

Janowitz, obviously, is dealing here with clear, black-and-
white distinctions that are rarely found in the real world. Yet,
his analysis has value, for before we can reasonably discuss
the shades of gray that comprise the middle ground, we must
define the ends of the spectrum with which we are dealing.
Once defined, the extremes become vantage points from
which to evaluate current trends affecting the American mili-
tary profession.

Viewing the US military profession today from the per-
spectives offered by the Janowitzan model of the officer
corps, we can conclude that it seems to be losing the essential
balance among the three types of officers that must be main-
tained under the overall guidance of the dominant military
manager. The balance is being disrupted by several factors
that are eroding the respect traditionally accorded the heroic
leader within the military profession; with his decline comes
a deterioration of the warrior spirit he embodies. These fac-
tors are the all-volunteer force, a civilianization of American
military institutions and activities, an overemphasis on man-
agement, and an enthrallment by technology.

The Impact of the All-Volunteer Force

In keeping with the tradition of American civil-military
relations, the all-volunteer force (AVF) isolates Americans
from the standing military establishment they have distrusted
since seventeenth-century English immigrants to the colonies
brought with them a fear of Oliver Cromwell’s New Model
Army. Under the AVF concept, no one is forced to serve in the
military: marketplace incentives are used to attract enough
volunteers to sustain the military at the prescribed strength.
While the AVF has isolated American society from the mili-
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tary, it has exposed many of the military’s essential institu-
tions to the eroding influences of our commerce-oriented,
individualistic society.

To draw sufficient numbers of recruits to the AVFE, the mili-
tary adopted an advertising campaign that portrays the mili-
tary as an attractive way of life. Advertisements that scarcely
hint of the hardships of military life stress good times, adven-
ture, travel, job training, job experience, pay, and fringe bene-
fits. As one TV commentator noted during an evening net-
work news program: “The Army does what everyone who has
something to sell does. It advertises, and it’s difficult to tell
whether it’s maneuver time or Miller time.”*

The AVF recruiting campaign leads young people enter-
ing the military to expect conditions that correspond to civil-
ian life. Recruits consider themselves party to a contract
binding the military to give them the jobs, the training and
the civilian-like lifestyle they believe they were promised by
recruiters and advertisements.” All too often, military life
does not live up to their expectations. Two things result: a
high percentage of enlistees do not complete their first enlist-
ment, and military establishments are forced to change in an
effort to meet recruit expectations.

In their effort to keep recruits content, the armed forces
have civilianized much of military life. The Army abandoned
the early morning rite of reveille and began selling beer in
mess halls and living quarters. Soldiers and airmen who still
live on military bases seldom reside in open-bay barracks, and
frequently in motel-like quarters with two or three people
per room. A substantial portion of the new enlisted force is
married and resides off base. These latter changes tend to
undermine the camaraderie that is an important bonding ele-
ment among combat-ready soldiers.®

In addition to undermining the concept of military service
as a way of life focused on preparation for war, the AVF
brings with it social problems that drain the energies of offi-
cers. Associated with the increased reliance on women under
the AVF concept is the necessity for officers to deal with such
matters as sexual harassment, pregnancy, joint spouse assign-
ments, and women assigned to jobs for which they may have
insufficient physical attributes. Furthermore, there are the in-
escapable social problems associated with male recruits who
come all too often from the lower socioeconomic strata of
American society and tend to be poorly educated, have low
mental qualifications, and are at times alienated from the so-
ciety they are expected to defend.

Having been forced to recruit like a business and therefore
attracting people motivated by marketplace incentives, the
military naturally drifts toward the management practices
used by private industry. For example, flex time, job enrich-
ment, participatory decision-making processes, and coworker
standards are some of the management concepts that enjoy at
least some degree of support or use within the US Air Force.’

Hints that these problems and practices are detracting
from the effective functioning of military organizations can
be found here and there in our professional literature.'” In a
“can do” organization, such as the military that stresses get-
ting the job done regardless of obstacles, hints are likely to be
the proverbial tip of the iceberg. How serious must a situa-
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tion be for a commander of a ship to declare his vessel unfit
for sea duty?

In the all-volunteer force environment, then, officers must
devote more time and effort to coping with the AVF, and less
time to the study of their profession and to the preparation
of their units for war.!!

An officer who views his tasks primarily in terms of man-
agement and the motivation of industrial workers is not likely
to be as frustrated by an atmosphere in which self-satisfaction
as opposed to service is stressed, for modern management
theory focuses on people who are motivated primarily by per-
sonal gain. But what of the heroic leader? Will he not feel
alienated, perhaps betrayed, in an environment where service,
sacrifice, and a sense of duty are no longer emphasized? Will
he not see efforts to cope with the AVF, and the AVF itself, as
obstacles that hinder his efforts to make his unit combat
ready?'?

Civilianization of the Defense Establishment

Having discussed the trend toward civilianization of the
military way of life under the influence of the AVF, we now
turn to a second form of civilianization in which civilians re-
place or displace military personnel.

Today, the US Defense Department employs about one
civilian for every two military personnel in the regular armed
forces.”® This widespread use of civilians turns the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) into an organization that attempts
to achieve its purposes using two distinct groups of people
with widely divergent value systems.

Generally, DOD civilians are governed by marketplace
considerations. They are paid by the hour and must be paid
overtime for work beyond the eight-hour day or forty-hour
week. Many civilians are unionized, which means that at least
some of their work conditions are defined in union contracts
monitored by union stewards. On the other hand, military
personnel are supposed to be governed by the military ethic,
which places service to their organization above personal
gain. There are no limits on the duty hours of service mem-
bers, and they are paid a flat salary, regardless of the hours
they work. There are no military unions.

Unusual situations develop when these two groups are
cast together in the same organization. At times a civilian
and a uniformed service member will be working side-by-
side, doing the same task but receiving different pay. Over-
time tasks frequently must fall to the military member, since
funding ceilings often preclude paying the extra money for
civilian overtime. There is also the interesting situation in
which civilians, who have more relaxed standards for dress
and appearance, are responsible for enforcing military stan-
dards on uniformed personnel who work for them.

Under conditions such as these, it is difficult to preserve a
concept of military service as a way of life based on a sense
of duty and a spirit of personal sacrifice for the good of the
mission. Military personnel are in constant contact with ci-
vilians who work “eight-to-five” days with no disruption to
their weekends. What do military men feel when they have to
work on weekends? What thoughts pass through the minds
of voting soldiers and airmen who are subject to relatively
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strict military discipline when they note that civilians can
have a union steward present when they are “counseled” for
substandard performance? Do enlisted men accept the idea
that compensatory time is a fair exchange for overtime work
that civilian coworkers do not have to perform? How does
one who considers himself a combat leader feel in an organi-
zation that is one-third civilian? How does he keep such a
situation from eroding the military ethic that is central to his
concept of military service?

While some civilians are physically taking the place of
military men, others have been displacing military men in
strategy-making and in the defense decision-making process.

Invasion of Academics and
Systems Analysis

This civilianization trend is largely the consequence of
changes set in motion by World War II. Prior to 1945, mili-
tary affairs were of little interest to civilian scholars and in-
tellectuals. However, the advent of nuclear weapons to war-
fare and America’s status as the only nation capable of
opposing the expansionist drive of the Soviet Union, both
hallmarks of the post-World War II era, inspired unprece-
dented interest in national security affairs in the civilian aca-
demic community. “Social scientists, economists, natural sci-
entists, and mathematicians all began to apply their special
expertise to the relevant dimensions of national security.”'

Civilians moving into the area of strategy-making met
little resistance from professional military men. Most senior
officers in the postwar period were heirs of a tradition that
discourages men in uniform from taking an active part in the
politics of formulating national policy; they thus tended to
shy away from strategy-making and to concentrate on the ex-
ecution of policies handed down from civilian superiors.'

While academicians were beginning to monopolize the de-
velopment of strategy—all the more so via the postwar pro-
liferation of “think tanks” vying for government funds—sys-
tems analysts were winning important, if not dominant, roles
in the DOD decision-making process. Systems analysis got
its start in military affairs during World War II and steadily
increased in importance, becoming a basic decision-making
tool during the McNamara years, when the number of sys-
tems analysts employed at the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense (OSD) level increased fifteenfold. !¢

In the decision-making process, systems analysis can be
used as an alternative to experience, which makes it especially
valuable in such realms as nuclear war and the development
of radically new technologies where experience may be lack-
ing. To be sure, systems analysis is useful also as a comple-
mentary tool of analysis in matters such as conventional war-
fare, where experience is available and is largely the possession
of the heroic leader.

Certainly combat experience and systems analysis are not
mutually exclusive factors in the decision-making process.
Yet, as has been posited by retired Lt Gen Daniel Graham,
USA—himself a veteran of the high-level decision-making
process—systems analysis, combined with management
training, has become a primary path to the top for officers.
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General Graham has remarked that the key to promotion for
senior officers is the ability to “shepherd a weapons program
through the Defense bureaucracy, get it into the budget, and
defend it before the Bureau of Budget and the Congress.
Such ability, he wrote, “involves considerable skill in applying
cost-effectiveness and systems analysis techniques.”"’

The overall impact of these two forms of civilianization—
the replacement of military men with civilians and the dis-
placement of military men from their traditional roles in
strategy formulation and defense decision making—has been
to undermine the authority and standing of the heroic leader.
His judgment based upon combat experience is subject to
challenge by systems analysts. His warrior ethos is eroded by
constant interaction with civilians who permeate the defense
establishment. The warrior ethos is being supplanted by the
ethos of management.

Leadership and Management:
Differences in Values

Is leadership distinct from management? Members of the
military profession have been arguing this issue, in one form
or another, for years. The title of a 1975 article by Gen Lucius
D. Clay tells us that “Management Is Not Command.”'$ On
the other hand, a 1979 Air Force publication informs us that
efforts to distinguish among management, leadership, and
command are “usually a waste of time”: management is a ge-
neric term that also subsumes command and leadership." Yet,
the journal, Military Review considered the matter of leader-
ship sufficiently important to devote its entire July 1980 edi-
tion to the subject, and in the lead article Gen Edward C.
Meyer, then Army chief of staff, stated: “Leadership and
management are neither synonymous nor interchangeable.””

‘What is the basic issue here that could provoke such diver-
gent views? Could it be that the military managers who run
our armed forces have failed to maintain the vital martial im-
age of the military and the crucial balance among military
technologists, heroic leaders, and military managers? Could
it be that those who see themselves as heroic leaders are re-
sponding to a perceived overextension of the influence of
management?

It seems clear that there has been a substantial increase in
the emphasis on management in the armed forces since World
War II. The McNamara years stand like a watershed in this
respect. During the period from 1961 to 1969, military and
business structures became almost identical, especially at the
upper organizational levels. In the case of the Army, one
book states that it “moved ever closer to the modern business
corporation in concept, tone, language, and style.”?!

The siren voices of management have resounded in the Air
Force as well. The traditional inspection by the Inspector
General has now become a “Management Evaluation Inspec-
tion.” Terms such as battle management, battle manager, lev-
els of management, resource management, weapons inventory,
weapons systems, and management by objective proliferate
throughout the Air Force. Such management functions as
budgeting and productivity improvement are pushed down
to the lowest operational level—the traditional domain of the
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heroic leader—where they compete for the commander’s time
and energy, often at the cost of essential and time-honored
command functions.

Quite frequently, when these matters are discussed, those
who would distinguish between management and leadership
are told that the issue is merely one of semantics, that there is
no substantive difference between the terms. What this con-
veys is that the various schools of management have co-opted
into their language paradigm the terms traditionally used to
describe command and leadership, making it linguistically
impossible to distinguish between leadership and manage-
ment. Thus, a good manager is defined as being also a good
leader, and a good leader is required to be a good manager.

In fact, the linguistics difficulties may be the key to the
underlying issue that fuels the debate. Words not only denote
things and processes; they also carry connotations to which
we all respond in one way or another. Furthermore, our words
are indications of thought patterns that affect the way we per-
ceive situations and the way we act in response to these situa-
tions. As psychologist Julian Janes has written: “Let no one
think these are just word changes. Word changes are concept
changes, and concept changes are behavioral changes.”?

Let us explore for one moment the different connotations
of the two major words in the debate: lead and manage. To
lead has clear connotations of influencing behavior by ex-
ample, by being out front, by going before: to “lead the way,
to go in advance of others. . . to be at the head of, command,
direct.” It is the old idea of the officer who is out in front of
his men, literally in the case of the bomb group commander
leading his group in its first attack on the enemy’s home in-
dustrial base. In exercising leadership, the commander must
at times compel his followers to undertake actions that may
not be in their own best interest.

On the other hand, there are aspects of management that
have clear connotations of manipulation, administration,
and supervision. The manager convinces people that they
should do what the manager desires because it is in their best
interest: the desired behavior may lead to rewards such as
advancement, increased pay, higher status, and so forth.?
The difference is validated by the mental images derived from
these connotations: while one can easily visualize a person
managing a large organization from some remote central
point, it is more difficult to picture that person leading this
group from a remote location, for leadership implies proxim-
ity and visibility to those being led.

Surely, then, some distinction is at work between the gen-
eral concepts of management and leadership. The two are
both value-laden and have the power to evoke different emo-
tions, different spirits. As the words of the various man-
agement schools and concepts come to permeate the military
milieu and replace the more traditional terms associated with
leadership and command, the temper of the military profes-
sion changes. The heroic leader like Patton looks at a difficult
situation fraught with unknowns, such as the invasion of
North Africa, and says: “Wars are only won by risking the
impossible.”* The military manager examines his Lanches-
trian equations, determines that the odds are strongly against
him, and does not take the risk.
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Unfortunately, the transition in the outlook of the US
military profession seems well advanced—a fact which sub-
stantially explains the increasing criticism heaped upon the
profession. Steven Canby’s words are typical: “The study of
war has all but atrophied in the United States. The best
minds in the US military have become managerial and tech-
nical experts; but they have not studied their own profes-
sional discipline.”?

Another indication of this shift in the balance between
military managers and heroic leaders is a significant trend in
the military awards and decorations policy. When this writer
was commissioned in 1962, medals for heroism dominated
the medals worn by our nation’s military men. Six awards rec-
ognized battlefield heroism and combat service. There were
only four decorations for meritorious service or achievement.
While no new award has been added in recognition of com-
bat feats, six new medals for outstanding achievements or
service are now available to military personnel. There are
now ten medals that one can earn for peacetime managerial-
type accomplishments.

Unquestionably, our leaders were pursuing a worthy goal
when they sought to provide more recognition for important
peacetime achievements. Unfortunately, these new decora-
tions have the unforeseen and undesirable effect of lowering
the visibility and distinction of the heroic leader. If present
trends continue, at some time in the future we may find that
our most decorated military men never have seen combat.

Technology and the Heroic Leader

A major factor in the ascent of the military manager has
been the steady increase in the importance of technology in
warfare. Generally, it is the military manager who keeps the
military abreast of technological changes. He tends to be less
tradition-bound than the heroic leader and therefore more
receptive to innovation.*

America is a technologically oriented society. We have a
long tradition of substituting machines for people in our pro-
duction efforts. Moreover, our nation is deeply imbued with
Western humanism, which emphasizes the worth of the indi-
vidual and the sanctity of human life. The increasing impor-
tance of technology in wars of the twentieth century, and the
relatively low American casualty rates of World War I and
World War II, could scarcely escape our notice.

In keeping with our national character, the general belief
has taken root that machines should be substituted wherever
possible for people on the battlefield, ensuring us of victory
with minimum loss of human life. We tend to lose sight of the
well-trained men of courage who must operate the machines
in the hectic environment of battle.”

Although we still vaguely remember that generalship is
the key to getting men and machines to the right place at the
right time, we seem bent on replacing generals with computer
programs and data banks. Thus, the real thrust of computer-
ized command and control developments seems to be the
complete mechanization of warfare. Men are to be reduced
largely to drones that convey the instructions of one machine,
the computer, to another set of drones operating other ma-
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chines that fight the battles. Fighting men and their heroic
leaders become largely superfluous in this approach to war.

The impact of this view of war obviously is to raise the
stature of military technologists and military managers who
are responsible for developing, procuring, and sustaining the
wonder weapons of war. The importance of warriors and he-
roic leaders, as we have noted, is diminished.?® “Operating a
console in an air-conditioned electronic listening post becomes
equivalent to facing a T72 tank with a handheld missile.””

There is a second and even more beguiling way in which
modern technology has tended to undermine the heroic lead-
er’s status in today’s military establishment. The advent of
nuclear weapons has made it appear to many that war is out-
moded and that military establishments exist only to deter
war. As Bernard Brodie wrote some three decades ago: “Thus
far, the chief purpose of our military establishment has been
to win wars. From now on its chief purpose must be to avert
them. It can have almost no other useful purpose.”

This “deterrence mentality” has led to a schism in the of-
ficer corps. A substantial number of officers, perhaps even a
majority, believe that “peace is our profession”—that the
military does exist only to deter war. This attitude contrasts
sharply with the view of the heroic leader who continues to
maintain that the military profession focuses on combat: in
peace the soldier prepares for war, and in war he marches
toward the sound of the guns.’!

While deterrence mentality calls into question the heroic
leader’s central place in our profession’s social structure, the
importance of the technology upon which deterrence is based
raises the status and authority of the military technologist
and the military manager. Nuclear deterrence is directly re-
lated to a given weapons complex, the so-called Triad of
land-based, airborne and sea-based nuclear systems. Ob-
viously, for those who see deterrence as the primary mission
of the military, the scientists, technicians, and managers who
ensure the continuing readiness of the deterrence force over-
shadow in importance the heroic leader who spends his time
preparing his unit for what will be required should deterrence
fail. When peace is your profession, those who would prepare
for war appear outmoded and perhaps even dangerous.*?

Protecting an Endangered Species

As a consequence of the post-World War II developments
that we have discussed, the balance among military managers,
military technologists, and heroic leaders has been badly
shaken. As these developments erode the status of the heroic
leader and his warrior spirit, the function of the officer comes
increasingly to be viewed in terms of management and tech-
nical activities.*

Sensing that it is losing its vocation which has tradition-
ally centered on the heroic leader who is the master of the art
and science of war, the military profession has sought to pre-
serve its martial image by proclaiming the existence of the
“fusion role model” predicted by Janowitz. As the Air Force
personnel plan for 1975 put it: “The military professional is
typically viewed in three roles—as a leader, manager, and
technologist—in optimal balance, providing for the well-being
of our nation’s defense posture.”**
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But the fusion role model is not working. Its elements
evoke behavioral patterns that are too disparate to be mas-
tered effectively by the vast majority of officers. It is not the
fusion role model but the realities of military service in the
1980s that are shaping the attitudes and actions of today’s
generation of young officers.

Only about 15 percent of all members of the Department
of Defense are engaged in uniquely military functions to-
day.* What advantage is there in belonging to such a minor-
ity when there are clear indications that success comes to the
technical specialist and the manager who can effectively han-
dle top-level staff responsibilities?*® Already within the Air
Force there are indications that support functions have more
prestige among junior officers than line functions.’” And a
“senior Pentagon aide” has proclaimed publicly: “The era is
over of flamboyant combat heroes rising to the top of the
military. The military is no longer going to win the budget
game through image and authority. The brass are going to
win it by knowing their stuff and knowing how to present
it.”* It appears that the heroic leader is becoming an endan-
gered species.

Given that the balance among military managers, military
technologists and heroic leaders is vital to an effective mili-
tary establishment, and recognizing that the balance has been
undermined by post-World War II developments in the US
military profession, what actions might we consider to cor-
rect current trends?

Recruiting Pressures of the All-Volunteer Force

The nation seems unlikely to return to a draft in the near
future. Therefore, we must find ways to reduce recruiting
pressures that undermine our ability to focus on war-fighting
attitudes and skills. Could these pressures be eliminated by
establishing a civilian organization similar to the Selective
Service System and charging it with the responsibility for re-
cruiting? Such an organization would return local involve-
ment to the process of procuring defense personnel and
would take the armed services out of an activity marked by
scandals and litigation that have tarnished the military’s im-
age in the post-Vietnam era, a delicate time in American civil-
military relations.

Socialization of the Officer Corps

Can we do more to socialize the young men and women
whom we bring into the officer corps? Are the curricula of
our service academies appropriate, or have they become so
inclusive of various academic disciplines that they have lost
their focus on the profession of arms? Are cadets and mid-
shipmen now more concerned with majoring in a marketable
academic discipline than with preparing themselves for a life-
time of service in the profession of arms?* Is Officer Training
School long enough and does it include enough indoctrina-
tion into the customs, courtesies, and traditions of the mili-
tary profession? Do we demand enough of our ROTC train-
ing programs? Are senior officers devoting enough of their
energies to “bringing along” the next generation of officers?
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Language of the Profession

Should we not be more careful about the way in which we
talk and think about the military profession? Why should we
abandon perfectly good traditional terms like Inspector Gen-
eral Inspection just because replacement terms sound more
modern and up-to-date? The use of military phrases and
words like Gen Bennie L. Davis’s “officership™® could end
the military’s dependence on management terminology to de-
scribe the officer’s duties and activities.

At least one effect of the wide use of management lan-
guage has been a breakdown of the distinction between the
military profession and civilian occupations. Using tradi-
tional military terms in describing military functions should
help restore a sense of the military as a unique and special
profession. Tradition can be overdone, but properly used it
provides continuity with a rich past and a guide in an uncer-
tain future.

The Prestige of Combat Decorations

Can we find some way to restore the prestige of combat
decorations? Would it be possible to withdraw the more re-
cently established defense awards for meritorious service and
achievement and replace them with decorations like the Dis-
tinguished Service Medal and the Legion of Merit? Could we
separate the combat-related decorations and their peacetime
counterparts on uniforms, for example, over the left and right
breastpocket, respectively? Failing this, could we perhaps in-
crease the precedence of awards for combat service so that
the top four awards for valor (Medal of Honor, Distinguished
Service Cross, Silver Star, and Distinguished Flying Cross)
would outrank all noncombat awards except perhaps the
Distinguished Service Medal?

A New Approach to Civilianization

In an effort to restore and nurture a sense of uniqueness
and service in uniformed members of the defense establish-
ment, can we find some organizational pattern that separates
DOD civilians and the military? One scheme that might be
considered is a gradual civilianization of organizations that
contain fewer military personnel than civilians. Conversely,
in those organizations where the uniformed service members
are in the majority, civilians would be replaced gradually by
military personnel as the former retire and transfer. This pro-
cess would have the effect of making civilian supervisors re-
sponsible for function accomplishment through a civilian
work force and leave officers and NCOs with responsibility
for purely military units. It would reduce friction between the
military way and the civilian way, each of which is valid and
appropriate within its own context.*

Revival of the Line and Staff Categories

Can we find a way to revitalize the traditional distinction
between line and staff officers? Perhaps we could include in
the line-officer category all aircrew members and those who
serve in the combat branches and are likely to be involved in
combat or close combat support. Staff officers would be the
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remaining officers, with the exception of chaplains, veteri-
narians, physicians, dentists, and legal personnel, who would
comprise a special third category.

Once the line and staff distinction is redrawn, various
measures would be used to make service in the line more at-
tractive and prestigious. Among the measures that might be
considered are providing distinctive accoutrements for uni-
forms, granting special survivor benefits for line officers who
die in the line of duty, and awarding one and one-half years
promotion list service time for each year in a line position af-
ter the first five years of line service. Furthermore, only those
who had served the first 20 years of commissioned service in
the line would be eligible for 20-year retirement. Finally, a
selection process might be devised that would limit the num-
ber of staff officers permitted to transfer into line service. The
idea of all of this is to make the line something of an elite
corps; it would be difficult to enter and easy to leave.*

There are hopeful signs on the horizon. Here are two such
signs: For some time now, efforts have been underway to re-
form the curricula of the professional military education
schools at Maxwell Air Force Base. More emphasis is being
placed on the art and science of war, especially at the Air War
College. This effort is making headway and is receiving con-
siderable support from the top Air Force leadership. In the
US Army, there continues to be a spirited dialogue over the
importance of heroic leaders and the things the Army should
do to nurture them.

But the hour is late, and Mars is a cruel and impatient
master. If we are to have the military establishment that we
need to cope with an ever more treacherous global environ-
ment, we must rediscover the focus of the military profession
and restore the heroic leader to the position of honor we have
traditionally accorded him.
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Generalship

Barbara W. Tuchman

On 3 April 1972, Mrs Barbara W. Tuchman spoke at the US Army War College as part of the evening lecture program. In her remarks she

made some very astute observations on the qualities and characteristics required of high military leaders. She extended her remarks by ex-

plaining her views on the role and influence of the military in our society. Her thoughtful observations served to broaden the horizons of all

who heard her by exposing them to a clearly expressed point of view which varies from that held by many military officers.

My subject tonight was suggested by your commandant
with no accompanying explanation: just the word “General-
ship,” unadorned. No doubt he could safely assume that the
subject in itself would automatically interest this audience in
the same way that motherhood would interest an audience of
pregnant ladies. I do not know whether General Davis
thought the subject would be appropriate for me because |
am the biographer of a general who vividly illustrated certain
qualities of generalship, both in their presence and their ab-
sence, or whether he had something of larger scope in mind.

In any event, as I considered the subject I became intrigued
for several reasons: because it is important, because it is elu-
sive, and because it is undergoing, I think, as a result of de-
velopments of the past 25 years, a radical transformation
which may make irrelevant much of what we now know about
it. I will come to that aspect later.

I should begin by saying that I have no greater qualifica-
tion in this matter than if you had asked Tennyson to lecture
on generalship because he wrote “The Charge of the Light
Brigade.” I did not write the biography of Stilwell in his ca-
pacity as soldier, but rather in his capacity as a focal figure
and extraordinarily apt representative of the American rela-
tion to China. I did not write The Guns of August as a study
of how war plans go wrong—at least I did not know I was
doing that until it was all over. I am not primarily a military
historian, and to the degree that I am one at all, it is more or
less by accident. However, since life is only fun when you at-
tempt something a little beyond your reach, I will proceed
with the assignment.

The Importance of Generalship

In Colonel Heinl’s Dictionary of Military Quotations, the
subject headings “Generals” and “Generalship” together
take up more space than any other entry. If the closely related
headings “Command” and “Leadership” are added, the sub-
ject as a whole takes up twice as many pages as any other.
Why is it so important? The answer is, I suppose, because the
qualities that enter into the exercise of generalship in action
have the power, in a very condensed period of time, to deter-
mine the life or death of thousands, and sometimes the fate

of nations. The general’s qualities become, then, of absorbing
interest not only to the military but to citizens at large, and it
is obviously vital to the state to determine what the qualities
are, to locate them in the candidates for generalship, and to
ensure that the possessors and the positions meet.

I have also seen it said that senior command in battle is the
only total human activity because it requires equal exercise
of the physical, intellectual, and moral faculties at the same
time. I tried to take this dictum apart (being by nature, or
perhaps by profession, given to challenging all generaliza-
tions) and to think of rivals for the claim, but in fact no oth-
ers will do. Generalship in combat does uniquely possess that
distinction.

Qualities Generalship Requires

The qualities it requires divide themselves into two catego-
ries as I see it: those of character, that is, personal leadership,
and those of professional capacity. When it comes to com-
mand in the field, the first category is probably more impor-
tant than the second, although it is useless, of course, if sepa-
rated from the second, and vice versa. The most brilliant
master of tactics cannot win a battle if, like General Bou-
langer, he has the soul of a subaltern. Neither can the most
magnetic and dashing soldier carry the day if, like General
Custer, he is a nincompoop in deployment.

Courage, according to the Marchale de Saxe, is the first of
all qualities. “Without it,” he says undeniably, “the others are
of little value since they cannot be used.” I think courage is
too simple a word. The concept must include both physical
and moral courage, for there are some people who have the
former without the latter, and that is not enough for general-
ship. Indeed, physical courage must also be joined by intelli-
gence, for as a Chinese proverb puts it, “A general who is
courageous and stupid is a calamity.” Physical, combined
with moral, courage makes the possessor resolute, and I
would take issue with de Saxe and say that the primary qual-
ity is resolution. That is what enables a man to prevail—over
circumstances, over subordinates, over allies, and eventually
over the enemy. It is the determination to win through,
whether in the worst circumstance merely to survive or in a
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limited situation to complete the mission, but whatever the
circumstance, to prevail. It is this will to prevail, I think, that
is the sine qua non of military action. If a man has it, he will
also have, or he will summon from somewhere, the courage to
support it. But he could be brave as a lion and still fail if he
lacks the necessary will.

Will was what Stilwell had, the absolute, unbreakable, un-
bendable determination to fulfill the mission no matter what
the obstacles, the antagonists, or the frustrations. When the
road that he fought to cut through Burma at last reached
China, after his recall, a message from his successor recog-
nized that the first convoy to make the overland passage—
though Stilwell wasn’t there to see it—was the product of
“your indomitable will.”

Sensible men will say that will must be schooled by judg-
ment lest it lead to greater investment of effort or greater sac-
rifice than the object is worth, or to the blind persistence in
an objective whose very difficulties suggest it was a mistake
from the start. That is true enough: good judgment is cer-
tainly one among the essentials of generalship, perhaps the
most essential, according to the naval historian Raymond
O’Connor. He quotes C. P. Snow’s definition of judgment as
“the ability to think of many matters at once, in their interde-
pendence, their related importance, and their consequences.”
Judgment may not always be that rational, but more intuitive,
based on a feel of the situation combined with experience.

Sometimes judgment will counsel boldness, as when Ad-
miral Nimitz, against the advice of every admiral and general
in his command, insisted on assaulting Kwajalein, site of the
Japanese headquarters at the very heart of the Marshall ar-
chipelago, although this meant leaving the enemy-held outer
islands on the American line of communications. In the
event, American planes were able to keep the outer islands
pounded down while Kwajalein proved relatively undefended
because the Japanese, thinking along the same lines as Nimi-
tz’s subordinates, had convinced themselves the Americans
would not attempt to assault it.

More often than not, however, judgment counsels “Can-
not” while will says “Can.” In extremity the great results are
gained when will overrides judgment. Will alone carried
Washington through the winter of Valley Forge, that nadir of
misery and neglect, and only his extraordinary will kept the
freezing, half-starved, shoeless army, unpaid and unprovi-
sioned by the Continental Congress, from deserting. Judg-
ment would have said, “Go home.” I suppose it was will that
dragged Hannibal over the Alps although judgment might
have asked what would happen after he gained his goal, just
as judgment might have advised Stilwell that his mission—the
mobilizing of an effective Chinese army under the regime of
Chiang Kai-shek—was unachievable. Hannibal too failed in
his objective: he never took Rome, but he has been called the
greatest soldier of all time.

Sometimes the situation calls for will that simply says, “I
will not be beaten”—and here too, in extremity, it must over-
ride judgment. After the awful debacle of four battles lost
one after the other on the French frontiers in August 1914,
and with the French Army streaming back in chaotic retreat
and the enemy invading, judgment might have raised the

Sec 1-7 Tuchman.indd 30

30

question whether France was not beaten. That never occurred
to the commander in chief, General Joffre, who possessed in
unsurpassed degree a quality of great importance for gener-
als—he was unflappable. Steadiness of temperament in a
general is an asset at any time and the crown of steadiness is
the calm that can be maintained amid disaster. It may be that
Joffre’s immunity to panic was lack of imagination, or he
may have suffered all the time from what Stilwell called “that
sinking feeling,” and concealed it. We do not know because
he kept no diary. Whatever the source of his imperturbability,
France was fortunate to have it in the right man at the right
time. Certainly it was Gallieni who saw and seized the oppor-
tunity to retrieve disaster, and Foch and Franchet d’Espery
who supplied the élan to carry it through, but it was Joffre’s
ponderous, pink-cheeked, immovable assurance that held the
army in being. Without him there might have been no army
to make a stand at the Marne.

High on the list of a general’s essentials is what I call the
“Do this” factor. It is taken from the statement which Shake-
speare put in the mouth of Mark Anthony: “When Caesar
says, ‘Do this,” it is performed.” This quality of command
rests not only on the general’s knowledge of tactics and ter-
rain and resources and enemy deployment in a specific situa-
tion, but on the degree of faith that his subordinates have in
his knowledge. “When Stilwell told you what to do in Burma,”
said an officer, “you had confidence that was the right thing
to do. That is what a soldier wants to know.” If officers and
men believe a general knows what he is talking about and
that what he orders is the right thing to do in the circum-
stances, they will do it, because most people are relieved to
find a superior on whose judgment they can rest. That indeed
is the difference between most people and generals.

I come now to the second category; that is, professional
ability. This encompasses the capacity to decide the objective,
to plan, to organize, to direct, to draw on experience, and to
deploy all the knowledge and techniques in which the profes-
sional has been trained. For me to go further into this aspect
and enter on a discussion of the professional principles of
generalship does not, I think, make much sense; first, because
if you do not know more about them than I do, you oughtn’t
to be here, and second, because it seems to me very difficult
to select absolutes. The principles depend to a great extent on
time, place, and history, and the nature of the belligerents. I
will only say that the bridge that joins the two categories—
that connects personal leadership to professional ability—is
intelligence, which is the quality de Saxe put second on his list
after courage.

The kind of intelligence varies, I suppose, according to oc-
cupation: in a doctor it must be sympathetic; in a lawyer it is
invariably pessimistic; in a historian it should be accurate, in-
vestigative, and synthesizing. In a military man, according to
de Saxe’s fine phrase, it should be “strong and fertile in de-
vices.” I like that; it is a requirement which you can tell has
been drawn from a soldier’s experience. It closely fits, I think,
the most nearly perfect, or at any rate the Ileast-
snafued, professional performance of our time—that of the
Israelis in the Six-Day War of 1967.
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In that microcosm, caught for us within the visible limits
of six days, the qualities of resolution and nerve, the “Do
this” factor, the deployment of expert skills, and a governing
intelligence “strong and fertile in devices,” all meshed and
functioned together like the oiled parts of an engine. I need
not go into the circumstances that made this happen, of
which the chief one perhaps was that no retreat or defeat was
possible—either would have meant annihilation in that sliver
of a country the size of the state of Massachusetts. The Israe-
lis’ concept of generalship, however, does contain principles
that can apply beyond their borders. To anticipate is one. “To
be a general is to lead,” as the commander of the Jerusalem
district put it to me, “and to lead one must be ahead, ahead,
too, of what occurs.” A general, he said, must be skeptical,
critical, flexible, and finally obstinate—obstinate in the exe-
cution of his mission.

This quality, which I have already mentioned in connec-
tion with Stilwell, seemed to be the requirement which the
Israelis most emphasized in an officer. Youth in generals was
another. There are no active Israeli generals over the age of
46, and the General Staff is on an average probably the
youngest in the world. This is deliberate policy reflecting the
military leaders’ tense consciousness that on them may de-
pend at any moment their nation’s actual existence, in a sense
not true of a country like ours which is spread over a conti-
nent and walled by two oceans. In Israel they cannot afford
to maintain generalship at less than a peak of alertness, never
satisfied, constantly improving.

The principle I found stressed above all others, although
more on the planning level than in the field, was knowledge
of the enemy—of his capabilities, his training, his psychol-
ogy—as complete and precise as prolonged study, familiarity,
and every means of intelligence-gathering could make it. In
this realm the Israelis have the advantage of knowing in ad-
vance the identity of the enemy: he lives next door. Yet it
seems to me that Americans could learn from this lesson.

If we paid more attention to the nature, motivation, and
capabilities, especially in Asia, of the opponent whom we un-
dertake so confidently to smash—not to mention of the allies
whom we support—we would not have made such a mess,
such an wunexpected mess, in Vietnam. We would not have
found ourselves, to our confusion and dismay, investing more
and more unavailing effort against a continually baffling ca-
pacity for resistance, and not only resistance but initiative. In
the arrogance of our size, wealth, and superior technology,
we tend to overlook the need to examine what may be differ-
ent sources of strength in others. If in 1917 Edith Cavell
could say, “Patriotism is not enough,” we now need another
voice of wisdom to tell us, “Technology is not enough.” War
is not one big engineering project. There are people on the
other side—with strengths and will that we never bothered to
measure. As a result of that omission we have been drawn
into a greater, and certainly more ruinous, belligerent action
than we intended. To fight without understanding the oppo-
nent ultimately serves neither the repute of the military nor
the repute of the nation.
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Generalship in Terms of the Present

Having brought myself down to the present with a rush, I
would like to examine generalship from here on in terms of
the present. I know that military subjects are generally studied
and taught by examples from the past, and I could go on with
an agreeable talk about the qualities of the Great Captains
with suitable maxims from Napoléon, and references to Gen-
eral Grant, and anecdotes about how King George, when told
that General Wolfe was mad, replied, “I wish he would bite
some other of my generals”—all of which you already know.
Besides, it might well be an exercise in the obsolete, for with
the change in war that has occurred since midtwentieth cen-
tury, there must necessarily follow a change in generalship.

The concept of total war that came in with our century—
the Terrible Twentieth, Churchill called it—has already, I
think, had its day. It has been backed off the stage by the
advent of the total weapon, nuclear explosion, with its un-
critical capacity for overkill. Since, regardless of the first
strike, there is enough nuclear power around to be mutually
devastating to both sides, it becomes the weapon that can’t be
used, thus creating a new situation. If war, as we have all been
taught, is the pursuit of policy by means of force, we are now
faced by the fact that there can be no policy or political ob-
ject which can be secured with benefit by opening a nuclear
war that wrecks all parties. Consequently limited wars with
limited objectives must henceforth be the only resort when
policy requires support by military means. Upon investiga-
tion I find that this was perceived by some alert minds almost
as soon as it happened; by former Ambassador George Ken-
nan for one, who wrote in 1954, when everyone else was be-
mused by the Bomb, that nuclear weapons had not enlarged
the scope of war but exactly the opposite, that “the day of
total wars has passed, and that from now on limited military
operations are the only ones that could conceivably serve any
coherent purpose.”

The significance of this development for the military man
is profound. It means that he will be used more for political
or ideological ends than he was in the past, at least in the
American past. The effect is bound to be disturbing because,
as the British general, Sir John Winthrop Hackett, recently
said in a talk to our Air Force Academy, “Limited wars for
political ends are far more likely to be productive of moral
strains . . . than the great wars of the past.” The United States,
it is hardly necessary to remark, is already suffering from the
truth of that principle.

The change has been taking place over the past 20 years,
while we lived through it without really noticing—at least I as
a civilian didn’t notice. One needs to step outside a phenom-
enon in order to see its shape and one needs perspective to be
able to look back and say, “There was the turning point.” As
you can now see, Korea was our first political war. The train
of events since then indicates that the role of the military is
coming to be, as exhibited by the Russians in Egypt and our-
selves in Southeast Asia, one of intervention in underdevel-
oped countries on a so-called advisory or assistance level
with the object of molding the affairs of the client country to
suit the adviser’s purpose. The role has already developed its
task force and training program in the Military Assistance
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Officers Program at Fort Bragg. According to its formula-
tion, the task is to “assist foreign countries with internal se-
curity problems”—a nice euphemism for counterinsurgency—
”and perform functions having sociopolitical impact on
military operations.”

In short, the mission of the military in this sociopolitical
era is counterrevolution, otherwise the thwarting of commu-
nism, or if euphemism is preferred, nation-building, Viet-
namizing, or perhaps Pakistanizing or Africanizing some
willing or unwilling client. This is quite a change from de-
fense of the continental United States, which the founders
intended should be our only military function.

Implications of Change

What does the change imply for generalship? “Has the
Army seen the last of its great combat leaders of senior
rank?” T quote that question from the recent book Military
Men by Ward Just, correspondent of The Washington Post.
Will there still be scope for those qualities of personal leader-
ship that once made the difference? In the past it was the man
who counted: Clive who conquered India with 1,100 men;
Cortez who took Mexico with fewer; Charles Martel who
turned back the Moslems at Tours; Nelson who turned back
Napoléon at Trafalgar (and incidentally evaluated one source
of his prowess when he said, “If there were more Lady Ham-
iltons there would be more Nelsons.” Though that might be
thought to please the Women’s Lib people who are down on
me already, I am afraid it won’t, because from their point of
view it’s the wrong kind of influence. Anyway, that factor too
may vanish, for I doubt if love or amorous triumph will play
much role in inspiring generals to greater feats on the advi-
sory or Vietnamizing level).

Above all, among the men of character who as individuals
made a historic difference, there was Washington. When, on
his white horse he plunged into the midst of panicked men
and with the “terrific eloquence of unprintable scorn” stopped
the retreat from Monmouth, he evoked from Lafayette the
tribute, “Never have I seen so superb a man.”

Is he needed in the new army of today whose most desired
postgraduate course, after this one, it has been said, is a term
at the Harvard Business School? To fill today’s needs the gen-
eral must be part diplomat, part personnel manager, part
weapons analyst, part sales and purchasing agent. Already
Gen Creighton Abrams has been described by a reporter as
two generals: one a “hell-for-leather, jut-jawed battlefield
commander and the other a subtle and infinitely patient dip-
lomat.” For his successors the second role is likely soon to
outweigh the first.

Out of that total human activity—physical, intellectual,
and moral-—how much will be left for the general to do?
Given chemical detectors and people-sniffers, defoliators and
biological weapons, infrared radar, and electronic communi-
cation by satellite, not to mention, as once conceived by Mr
McNamara, an invisible electric fence to keep out the enemy,
the scope for decision making in the field must inevitably be
reduced. Artillery and even infantry fire, I understand, will be
targeted by computers, extending from pocket-sized models
in the soldier’s pack all the way to the console at headquar-
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ters. This is supposed to raise the dazzling prospect of elimi-
nating human evil by teaching the machine. The realization
of either of those prospects, I can guarantee you as a histo-
rian, has about the same degree of probability as the return
of the dinosaur.

The change that could be the most momentous would be
a change in the relation of the military to the state. This is
sensitive territory with potential for trouble, and I am enter-
ing here into an area of speculation which you may find refut-
able, and certainly arguable.

Traditionally the American Army has been, and con-
sciously has considered itself, the neutral instrument of state
policy. It exists to carry out the orders of the government. In
order to do so without hesitation or question, the officer
corps has maintained, on the whole, a habit of nonpartisan-
ship, at least skin deep, whatever individual ideological pas-
sions may rumble beneath the surface. When it is ordered
into action, the Army does not ask “Why?” or “What for?” In
the past that has been a fundamental presumption. But can it
last when the military find themselves being sent to fight for
purposes so speculative or so blurred that they cannot sup-
port a legal state of war? You may say that it is a matter of
semantics, but semantics make a good test. As a writer I can
tell you that trouble in writing clearly invariably reflects trou-
bled thinking, usually an incomplete grasp of the facts or of
their meaning.

One wonders what proportion of officers in Southeast
Asia today get through a tour of duty without asking them-
selves “Why?” or “What for?” As they make their sociopoliti-
cal rounds in the future, will that number uncomfortably
grow? That is why the defunct principle that a nation should
go to war only in self-defense or for vital and immediate na-
tional interest was a sound one. The nation that abides by it
will have a better case with its own citizens and certainly with
history. No one could misunderstand Pearl Harbor or have
difficulty explaining or defining the need for a response. War
which spends lives is too serious a business to do without
definition. It requires definition—and declaration. No citizen,
I believe, whether military or civilian, should be required to
stake his life for what some uncertain men in Washington
think is a good idea in gamesmanship or deterrence or con-
tainment or whatever is the governing idea of the moment.

If the military is to be used for political ends, can it con-
tinue to be the innocent automaton? Will the time come when
this position is abandoned, and the Army or members of it
will question and judge the purpose of what they are called
upon to do? Not that they will necessarily be out of sympathy
with government policy. Generally speaking, American pol-
icy since the onset of the cold war has been the containment
of communism with which, one may presume, the Army
agrees. What about Russia vis-a-vis Pakistan where we skirted
the consequences of folly by a hair? What about the Middle
East? Suppose we decide that unless we rescue Syria from
Russian influence, Iraq will fall? Or suppose we transpose
that principle to South America? You can play dominoes on
any continent. What happens if we blunder again into a war
on the wrong side of history?
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That is not the military’s fault, the military will reply. It is
a civilian decision. The military arm remains under civilian
control. Did not Truman fire MacArthur?

It is true that in America the military has never seriously
challenged civilian rule, but in late years it hardly needs to.
With a third of the national budget absorbed by military
spending, with the cost of producing nuclear and other mod-
ern weapons having evidently no limits, with 22,000 defense
contractors and 100,000 subcontractors operating in the
United States, with defense plants or installations located in
363 out of 435 congressional districts, the interlocking of
military-industrial interests grips the economy and pervades
every agency of government.

The new budget of $83.4 billion for defense represents
five times the amount allotted to education and nearly 40
times the amount for control of pollution (our government
having failed to notice that pollution by now is a graver
threat to us than the Russians). It costs an annual average of
about $10,000 to maintain each man in uniform compared
to a national expenditure of $1,172.86 for each person in the
United States; in other words, the man in uniform absorbs
10 times as much. The Pentagon, where lies the pulse of all
this energy and activity, spends annually $140,000,000 on
public relations alone, nearly twice as much as the entire
budget of the National Endowment for Arts and Humani-
ties. When military-connected interests penetrate govern-
ment to that extent, the government becomes more or less
the prisoner of the Pentagon.

In this situation, the location of ultimate responsibility
for policy-making is no longer clearly discernible. What is
clear is that while the military exerts that much influence in
government, it cannot at the same time retain the stance of
innocence.

It used to be that any difficulty of assignment could be
taken care of under the sheltering umbrella of Duty, Honor,
Country. As long as you had a casus belli like the Maine or
the Alamo you could get through any dubious expedition
without agony. The West Point formula may no longer suf-
fice. Country is clear enough, but what is Duty in a wrong
war? What is Honor when fighting is reduced to “wasting”
the living space—not to mention the lives—of a people that
never did us any harm? The simple West Point answer is that
Duty and Honor consist in carrying out the orders of the
government. That is what the Nazis said in their defense, and
we tried them for war crimes nevertheless. We undercut our
own claim at Nuremberg and Tokyo.

When fighting reaches the classic formula recently voiced
by a soldier in the act of setting fire to a hamlet in Vietnam,
“We must destroy it in order to save it,” one must go further
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than duty and honor and ask, “Where is common sense?” I
am aware that common sense does not figure in the West
Point motto; nevertheless, soldiers are no less subject to Des-
cartes’ law, “I think, therefore I am,” than other mortals.
Thinking will keep breaking in. That is the penalty of aban-
doning the purity of self-defense as casus belli. When a sol-
dier starts thinking, according to the good soldier Schweik,
“he is no longer a soldier but a lousy civilian.” I do not know
if it will come to that, but it serves to bring in the civilian
point of view.

Does civilian society really want the Army to start think-
ing for itself? Does this not raise all sorts of dread potentials
for right-wing coups or left-wing mutinies? While the military
normally tends to the right, there /ave been other cases:
Cromwell’s New Model Army overturned the King; the naval
mutiny at Kronstadt and desertions from the front brought
on the Russian Revolution. Already we have a dangerously
undisciplined enlisted force in Vietnam, which admittedly
does not come so much from thinking as from general dis-
gust. While this development is not political, from what one
can tell, it is certainly not healthy.

Final Problem

A final problem is the question of the military’s cherished
separateness from civilian society. America has never encour-
aged the evolution of a military caste, yet a certain sense of a
special calling has developed, as it is bound to do among men
who have chosen a profession involving risk of life. That
choice sets them apart, gives them a sense of mission, unites
them in a feeling of belonging to a special band. They want to
feel separate, I believe; they want the distinction that com-
pensates to some extent for the risk of the profession, just as
the glitter and pomp and brilliant uniforms and social pres-
tige compensated the armies of Europe. Yet if the military
man must now begin to ask himself the same questions and
face the same moral decisions as the civilian, can his separ-
ateness long endure?

Conclusion

I know that I have wandered far from my assignment, but
I raise these questions because it seems to me that general-
ship will have to cope with them from now on. The trouble
with this talk, as I imagine will now have become visible, is
that I have none of the answers. That will take another breed
of thinker. I can only say that it has always been a challenge
to be a general; his role, like that of the citizen, is growing
no easier.
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The Leadership-Integrity Link

Gen Ronald R. Fogleman

The supreme quality for a leader is unquestionably integrity.

As I met with the Air Force community in the first months
of my tenure as chief of staff, I was struck by how many
times issues related to leadership and integrity popped up.
Without a doubt, the Air Force, from the flight line to the
Pentagon, is led by some of the most capable, committed,
and caring individuals that I have ever seen. Of the many
challenges they face each day, the challenge I consider the
most critical to mission success is setting the standard for in-
tegrity within their organizations.

Few will dispute that we have experienced significant
change over the past several years. We won the Cold War;
we’ve downsized and reorganized the Air Force; and we are
engaged in an unprecedented number of operations world-
wide. Our society has also changed and not always for the
better. But one thing will never change: men and women of
the Air Force must have impeccable integrity. This is especially
true of Air Force leaders to whom the men and women of the
Air Force look for guidance. Integrity and leadership are inex-
tricably linked. Without integrity, leadership theories are just
that—theories. Integrity is the cement that binds organiza-
tions together, the cornerstone of mission accomplishment.

Tracing the Leadership-Integrity Link

A friend of mine named Bill Cohen once wrote, “Leader-
ship is the art of influencing others to their maximum perfor-
mance to accomplish any task, objective, or project.”! This
compelling definition applies to leaders of all types of orga-
nizations, including Air Force units. While Bill described
leadership as an art, my own experience has shown me it is an
art that can be learned. I have also found that the main differ-
ence between units that perform at their maximum potential
and those that fail is usually their leadership. Of course, it is
rare that you find a unit that has all good or all bad leaders
and followers. Just like organizations in other professions,
there is usually a mix of talent. But the point I want to stress
is that a single individual in a position of leadership can make
the difference between a unit’s success or failure.

Leadership is about motivating people to perform and ac-
complish the unit’s mission. Working towards this common
goal builds unit cohesion, trust, and a sense of self-esteem. A
good leader fosters these qualities. But a failure of integrity
poisons the outfit, destroys trust between people, and breaks
down unit cohesion. While leadership qualities are diverse,

—Dwight D. Eisenhower

integrity is simply a yes-or-no question. You either have it or
you don’t. For that reason, leaders must always display the
highest standards of integrity.

Characteristics of Integrity

In my experience, I have found that leaders with integrity
are sincere and consistent, have substance and character, and
are good finishers.

Sincerity

Sincerity is behavior that is unfeigned and presents no
false appearance. Leaders with integrity are sincere—their
actions match their words. There is an anecdote about Gen
Wilbur Creech that illustrates this point. When he was com-
mander of the Tactical Air Command in the early 1980s,
General Creech made it a habit to get out and meet his people
where they worked and lived. On one trip, General Creech
was inspecting a supply warechouse when he noticed a ser-
geant sitting in a chair patched with electrical tape and
propped up by a brick.

When asked why he didn’t get a better chair, the sergeant
explained there were no new ones available for supply ser-
geants. General Creech said he would take care of the prob-
lem. Following the inspection, General Creech instructed his
aide to fly back to Langley [Air Force Base, Virginia] with the
old chair and give it to the general in charge of logistics. Gen-
eral Creech told the general that the broken chair was his un-
til he resolved his supply problem, and he sent the general’s
chair to the supply sergeant.? General Creech made a habit of
matching his words and actions. That’s what made him a per-
son of integrity and a great leader. The more a leader’s behav-
ior matches his or her words, the more loyal people will be-
come, both to the leader and the organization.

Consistency

A single example of integrity makes an impression, but a
leader’s behavior must be consistent if he or she is to success-
fully shape an organization. In fact, integrity is an imperative
since a single breach of integrity can leave a permanent scar.
Leaders must also be consistent in their enforcement of disci-
plinary standards. A commander who uses discriminators

This article was prepared especially for AU-24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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such as rank or friendship to determine a response to a breach
of discipline has a serious integrity problem. Nothing de-
stroys morale quite as effectively as “throwing the book™ at a
junior officer for a serious infraction while allowing a senior
officer to retire in lieu of punishment for similar behavior.
Leaders must practice what they preach and apply standards
even-handedly. It is essential for discipline, for morale, and
for mission accomplishment.

Substance

To be a leader, you must have more than the image of in-
tegrity—you must also have substance. President Abraham
Lincoln once told a story about a farmer who had a tall, ma-
jestic-looking tree growing next to his house. One morning he
saw a squirrel run up the side of the tree and disappear into a
hole. Curious, the farmer looked into the hole and discovered
that the tree he had always admired for its apparent grandeur
was hollow inside and in danger of falling on his home dur-
ing a strong storm.? Like that tree, leaders who have the ap-
pearance of substance but lack internal integrity won’t have
the strength to make it through the tough times. In the mili-
tary, commanders with a veneer of integrity cannot build or-
ganizations capable of withstanding the unique challenges of
military life, much less the trials of combat.

Being a Good Finisher

Finally, leaders show their integrity by performing all
tasks to the maximum extent of their ability, despite the rela-
tive importance of the task or who gets the credit. Air Force
Space Command chaplain Ben Perez uses the analogy of a
team that continues to play their hearts out in a game they
are obviously losing to illustrate the determination profes-
sionals with integrity will consistently display. Perhaps no
organization exhibited greater devotion to duty than the 17th
Pursuit Squadron in the Philippines at the start of World War
I1. Despite heavy Japanese air attacks, pilots took off daily
on solo armed reconnaissance missions and occasionally
even attacked enemy shipping. Although their missions were
nearly suicidal, the men of the 17th flew combat sorties until
Bataan fell in May 1942. The 17th Pursuit Squadron was a
team led by men with the integrity to stay the course long
past the hoopla and glory. That’s the kind of devotion to
duty, the kind of integrity that all Air Force leaders should
strive to build.

Building Integrity

I believe you build a lifestyle of integrity one step at a time.
Individual acts of integrity lead to a habit of integrity, and
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individual habits add up to a way of life. Simplistic? Perhaps
so, but I've never found a more effective way of developing
personal integrity than by applying it to everything you do,
every day of your life—no matter how small or seemingly
inconsequential the matter at hand. And since organizations
tend to take on the personality of their leadership, building
integrity must start at the top. Dishonest acts are like cancers
that eat at the moral fiber of organizations, especially if the
acts are explicitly or implicitly condoned by leaders.

Breaches of integrity can occur for a number of reasons,
such as the fear of failure, embarrassment, arrogance, or just
plain laziness. Good leaders admit mistakes and take respon-
sibility for their actions. Perhaps one of the most famous ex-
amples of this is Gen Robert E. Lee at Gettysburg. When it
became clear after Pickett’s charge that his army had suffered
a disastrous defeat, Lee openly told his men, “All this has
been my fault. It is I who have lost the fight. . . .”* On hearing
this, Lee’s men shouted it was they who had failed Lee and
pleaded that he allow them to attack the enemy again. When
leaders show that they have the character and integrity to ad-
mit they are wrong, amazing things tend to happen—people
will trust them and will follow them anywhere.

The Challenge

Of the many challenges Air Force leaders face today,
building integrity is the most important. Admittedly, this is
not an easy task, especially in today’s permissive society. But
we are committed to building a quality Air Force, and this
requires quality leadership. Without integrity, leadership can-
not flourish and our mission will suffer. The Air Force standard
is to exhibit integrity in everything we do. It should permeate
our lifestyle. Anything less is unacceptable to the people you
lead, the Air Force, and the American people.

Notes
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3. Donald T. Phillips, Lincoln on Leadership (New York: Warner Books,
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4. Burke Davis, Gray Fox: Robert E. Lee and the Civil War (New York:
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Courageous Leadership

CMSAF Gerald R. Murray

Military service, perhaps more than any other profession,
necessitates bold and courageous leadership. Few other pro-
fessions require an immediate pledge of one’s life for the
greater cause. Unlike most organizations in the corporate
world, we don’t hire people for our leadership positions—we
develop them from within. We take young men and women
right out of high school or college and provide them with the
right training, education and experience, and cultivate them
into military leaders. In peacetime or war, the developed and
diversified capabilities, talents, and inspiration of those serv-
ing in leadership positions ultimately contribute to our over-
all success as America’s Airmen.

The mission of our expeditionary Air Force demands a
cadre of experienced, and fully committed leaders at all lev-
els—tactical, operational, and strategic. For our enlisted
force this encompasses focused leadership with technical
and specialty knowledge. We must have those who can ar-
ticulate the technical aspect of a particular specialty field,
while leading fellow Airmen in performing the vital day-to-
day operations of our Air Force mission. Consistently, mili-
tary leaders must transcend their occupations. They must
realize that developing effective leaders at all levels is a delib-
erate and meticulous process. To take technically skilled Air-
men and mold them into competent leaders and managers
requires targeted professional military education, technical
and on-the-job training, robust exposure to diversified as-
signments, and ongoing mentoring. The result is leadership
with the knowledge, skill, and experience to take Airmen
from the base to the battlefield.

To begin the process of enlisted force development we re-
cruit young people with enthusiasm, energy, and the capabil-
ity to develop technological expertise. We are fortunate to
have some of our nation’s best and brightest volunteering to
be Airmen. Their initial focus must be on meeting the re-
quirements of a military profession. This means not only
achieving technical proficiency, but also learning how to be
highly productive members of our Air Force. They must be
good followers, as this is the primary tenet of being a good
leader. As Airmen continue to prepare for increased respon-
sibilities, we owe each of them every opportunity to grow as
a person and as a military leader.

The next developmental stage establishes the “backbone”
of our force—the noncommissioned officers (NCO). These
are our front-line supervisors who ensure their team mem-
bers work together as a cohesive unit to accomplish the mis-
sion. We depend on NCOs to mold our Airmen and give
them the necessary tools and training. The NCOs’ face-to-

face leadership, direct training, clear instruction, and setting
the right example ensure the strength of our force is in tact.
It’s vital that NCOs understand the strengths and weaknesses
of each person under their charge to fully develop the indi-
vidual. Focused leadership at the NCO level, coupled with
the right discipline and care for our Airmen, is critical.

The final stage of leadership is developed throughout the
senior noncommissioned officer (SNCO) ranks. SNCOs have
been fine tuned by their experiences, guidance, and nurturing
they received throughout their careers. They’ve performed
Air Force missions thousands of times, making the technical
aspect of their position second nature. Now we expect them
to focus their abilities towards nurturing NCOs and Airmen,
while continuing to grow in knowledge and leadership capa-
bility. The SNCOs’ ultimate responsibility is to accomplish
the organization’s mission through the skillful use of valuable
resources. They leverage personnel, equipment, and processes
to get the job done. We must also not overlook the responsi-
bility our SNCOs share in mentoring young officers, helping
them grow into future senior leaders. Together they chart a
course for an even greater Air Force.

As we look ahead, we know we can’t truly accomplish our
professional development objectives with constrained and
old ways of thinking. A constantly changing environment re-
quires us to be attuned to fresh ideas and to accept new ways
of doing routine tasks. One of the greatest strengths in our
Air Force and Airmen is the ability to adapt to new missions,
new technologies, and an ever-changing world landscape.
The leadership challenge is to remove obstacles that hinder
them from being the most efficient and effective force possi-
ble. It is the leader’s responsibility to ensure each task or pro-
cess is performed in the most streamlined manner. Excep-
tional leaders never settle for just “getting by” or “status
quo.” The environment we are in today requires us to look at
duties and responsibilities in a new way, with a different fo-
cus. We need each and every one of our people operating at
their maximum effectiveness to meet and exceed the demands
placed on our force today and tomorrow.

We have been at war for more than 15 years. With our
joint and coalition partners, Operation Iraqi Freedom
proved once again that our Air Force can deliver airpower
quickly and decisively whenever and wherever our president
directs. The experiences gained in combat environments can-
not be duplicated in the classroom. We must adjust our
training and curriculum to capitalize on our lessons learned
to provide the most realistic scenarios possible. Today’s bat-
tles are fought and won by a great joint team; tomorrow’s

This article was prepared especially for AU-24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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battles will leverage our interdependence even more. Our
professional development must include more joint educa-
tion, training, and experience allowing us to be ready to fight
alongside our Army, Navy, Marines, and Coast Guard coun-
terparts. We need to improve our integration and knowledge
of our allies and coalition forces. From a leadership perspec-
tive we must ensure our Airmen never deploy without being
absolutely qualified for the mission. Their knowledge of
those they fight, and more importantly those they fight with,
is critical to our success.

In addition to training, educating, and directing Airmen,
leaders must also be their strongest advocates. The impor-
tance of leadership involvement in our Airmen’s lives cannot
be overstated. The leaders I respected most throughout my
career were those who knew my name instead of, “Hey Air-
man.” Those who took the time to know my wife and chil-
dren, where we were from, my hobbies, and certainly my
goals, made an even bigger impression. They took a vested
interest in me by communicating and demonstrating I was a
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valued member of the team. The best leaders find creative
ways to bring everyone together, on the job and off. We are a
family among ourselves in the Air Force and each member
plays a vital role.

As a final thought, always remember the leadership basics
—nothing replaces consistent face-to-face interaction with
our fellow Airmen. They depend on us to give them the
knowledge, direction, and motivation needed to win Ameri-
ca’s wars. We must lead by example and set the bar high; our
Airmen will follow and even exceed our expectations. Win-
ning wars requires us to always be at peak performance. We
must take our role as leaders as seriously as we take our cur-
rent fight in the global war on terror. America depends on
our fortitude. Let us never forget the ideals our nation stands
for, or those who sacrificed their lives in the name of free-
dom. As a tribute to those who served and led us to where we
are today, we owe our nation and Airmen nothing short of
phenomenal leadership.
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The Pillars of Generalship

Maj John M. Vermillion

A review of the spate of literature on the operational level
of war published within the past two or three years suggests
that the Army (at least those officers writing on the subject)
is finally agreeing on how the term should be defined. Work-
ing definitions of the concept generally argue that the opera-
tional level of war encompasses the movement, support, and
sequential employment of large military forces in the con-
duct of military campaigns to accomplish goals directed by
theater strategy.!

Just as the Army has been able to perceive more clearly
what warfare at the operational level entails, so also has it
observed that the requirements of leadership at that level dif-
fer in some important respects from leadership at the tactical
level. Indeed, the term operational art implies that the com-
mander at this echelon requires special talents. To identify
these special requirements should be a matter of high con-
cern not only to those who aspire to command at the opera-
tional level, but also to all field-grade officers who might be
staff officers at operational-level headquarters.

If it is advisable, then, to learn about the unique demands
of leadership at the operational level, where does one look
for instruction? The ideal circumstance is to serve with a
latter-day Clausewitzian genius personally and directly.
Commanders with transcendent intellectual and creative
powers are rare, however, so to have a chance to observe a
genius personally is nearly impossible. A second way, open
to all, is through study of the sequence and tendencies of
past events and the key personalities who drove them. The
present essay rests mainly on this method. As a matter of
plain fact, though, most US Army officers do not read mili-
tary history with a critical eye. The majority of officers look
for a third way.

The Army has tried to provide just such a third way. In
Field Manual (FM) 22-999, Leadership and Command at Se-
nior Levels, Army leaders have provided guidance for leader-
ship and command at the large-unit level in the context of
AirLand Battle as described in FM 100-5, Operations. Even
the most biting critics must applaud the hard work and seri-
ous study that obviously underpin the new manual. Nonethe-
less, the work suffers badly precisely because of its sheer ex-
haustiveness. Every significant utterance on leadership seems
to have found its way into the manual. It is full of lists, gener-
ally in threes. For example, the reader learns that senior lead-
ers teach, train, and coach; that they must possess certain
attributes, perspectives, and imperatives; and that they ought
to possess three groups of skills—conceptual, competency,
and communications. Subdivisions of major headings also

Reprinted with permission from Strategic Review, Fall 1985.
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commonly occur in threes, as in three types of attributes—
standard bearer (read “example”), developer, and integrator.

By the time one finishes wading through endless allitera-
tive lists of traits desirable in the operational-level com-
mander, he has had drawn for him a commander with the
piety of Saint Paul, the intellect of Albert Einstein, and the
courage of Joan of Arc. In short, FM 22-999 lacks focus and
selective sense of what is fundamentally important. To say
everything is to say nothing. The purpose of this essay is to
draw sharper distinctions between the junior and senior lev-
els of leadership and to offer a considered opinion about
what characteristics seem to be most essential to those com-
manders whom, in AirLand Battle, we associate with the op-
erational level of war.

On the Corporate Nature of Leadership

A false idea, namely that discussions about leadership
need take into account the leader only, has spread through-
out the Army and slowly influenced at least a generation of
soldiers. The word leadership implies that a relationship ex-
ists between the leader and something else. The “something
else,” of course, is followers. By followers, however, I am not
speaking of the subordinate commanders or the men in
ranks. Entire books have been written on how various gen-
erals have inspired their troops to success in war. Rather, in
the present context, I am speaking of those followers who
comprise the general’s staff—that immediate circle of as-
sistants who act to translate the commander’s operational
will into battlefield reality. Little first-class work has been
done to appraise the dynamics of leader-staff interaction. It
is time to examine the evidence regarding leadership in this
sense and then to hold the findings up to the bright light of
common sense.

The exercise of generalship today carries with it tremen-
dous difficulties. A division today is expected to cover a front-
age comparable to that assigned to a corps in World War II.
As the numbers and varieties of machines and weapons have
multiplied, so also have logistical requirements. The higher
the echelon of command, the more the general has to be re-
sponsible for, yet the less direct control he has over subordi-
nate forces. With the advent of night-vision equipment and
vehicles with longer ranges of operations, combat operations
can proceed unremittingly. Command functions continue
into a process that is progressive and continuous. While a
commander is exercising military command, he is responsible
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without respite for the effective and vigorous prosecution of
the operations that will achieve his objectives and contribute
to the execution of the overall mission. Obviously, no single
man, unaided, can do this properly. He must have, as we have
seen, a close circle of functional assistants.

But such a requirement is by no means new. From the
middle of the last century, the tasks of the general in com-
mand have been too numerous and too complex for any one
man to manage effectively, and the general staff system thus
gradually emerged. Helmuth von Moltke saw that the Indus-
trial Revolution had let loose the powers to mobilize, equip,
and direct enormous armies, and that this development de-
manded the creation of a complex and highly professional
staff. In fact, “The General Staff was essentially intended to
form a collective substitute for genius, which no army can
count on producing at need.”” The Army need not aim so
high as to produce geniuses, but [to produce] generals solidly
grounded in the fundamentals of the profession. With a wise
selection of subordinates, the “average” general can have a
successful command. On the other hand, history demon-
strates conclusively that some of its most acclaimed generals
have failed when stripped of their right-hand men.

Superior generals surround themselves with staff officers
who complement them by covering their blind spots. Con-
sider the case of Napoléon Bonaparte, widely acknowledged
to be the most esteemed soldier who ever led troops into bat-
tle. Some histories depict Marshal Berthier, the emperor’s
chief of staff, as nothing more than an exalted clerk. Na-
poléon from time to time spoke publicly about Berthier in
such pejorative language, but this probably was a consequence
of the emperor’s personal insecurity. Napoléon needed a chief
of staft who would endure the waspish sting of his burning
intellect, and, yes, even occasional humiliation. The fact is,
though, that Berthier’s responsibilities were heavy, to such a
degree that he often worked 20-hour days. He personally con-
trolled the division of labor on Napoléon’s staff, all finances,
and all appointments. Most important, he supervised the is-
sue of all of Napoléon’s orders regarding troop movements,
operations, and artillery and engineer employment.?

Napoléon was an operational-level planner nonpareil.
Nonetheless, he needed someone with Berthier’s energy,
dedication, and retentive capacity to translate broad in-
structions into polished orders fit to be delivered to the
corps commanders. Berthier had an exceptional talent for
drafting clear, concise orders. As David Chandler notes,
“Bonaparte owed much of his early success to the adminis-
trative talents of Berthier.”*

Only at the end, in 1815, did Berthier’s worth to his em-
peror become clear. On 1 June 1815, during the Waterloo
campaign, Berthier reportedly committed suicide, possibly
because of his inability to tolerate any longer the rebukes of
his commander. Napoléon thereupon was forced to substi-
tute Soult, an able corps commander. Almost immediately,
“Soult was to be responsible for perpetuating several mis-
takes and misunderstandings in the written orders he issued,
and these, taken together, account for a great deal of Na-
poléon’s ultimate difficulties.”> At Waterloo, Napoléon is said
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to have cried out, “If only Berthier was here, then my orders
would have been carried out.”®

In analyzing the dynamics of the Napoléon-Berthier rela-
tionship, it seems fair to suggest that Berthier was not flash-
ingly quick. He was a man of deeply intelligent judgment
rather than of brilliance. He was capable of making Na-
poléon’s desire, if not vision, his own, of knowing how the
emperor wanted things to appear, then of being tough and
stubborn enough to make them turn out that way. He would
dutifully execute every directive concerning an operation, but
without adding a single idea of his own, or perhaps without
comprehending the subtleties of the emperor’s thoughts.
Now, ponder how suitably Berthier met Napoléon’s require-
ments. Napoléon was a commander so knowledgeable and so
quick to focus his knowledge that even his apparently spon-
taneous reactions often emerged as intricate and fully devel-
oped ideas. That capacity can paralyze a staff. The interesting
work of creation was done for them, and tedium does not stir
the imagination. It is likely that many minds sharper than
Berthier’s, not just Soult’s, would have failed precisely be-
cause the temptation to bring their fertile imaginations to
bear would have been irresistible.

During the 1807-1814 reorganization of the Prussian
Army, Gen Gerhard von Scharnhorst ordered reforms, many
effects of which are still evident today. A regulation issued
by Scharnhorst in 1810 was perhaps the most influential. He
made the chief of staff a full partner in command decisions.
By 1813 all Prussian commanding generals had chiefs of
staff with whom they were expected to form effective part-
nerships. One of the most famous and effective of these
teams was that of Gerhard von Bliicher and his chief, Count
Neithardt von Gneisenau. They were effective because they
complemented each other perfectly. Whereas Bliicher was a
“brave, charismatic, but impatient man,” Gneisenau was his
polar opposite: cool, methodical, yet courageous and deter-
mined.” Gordon Craig here elaborates on the inspired col-
laboration of Bliicher and Gneisenau: Bliicher, who recog-
nized his own shortcomings and the genius of his chief of
staff, relied implicitly on Gneisenau’s judgment; and he was
not wholly joking when—while receiving an honorary de-
gree at Oxford after the war—he remarked: “If I am to be-
come a doctor, you must at least make Gneisenau an apoth-
ecary, for we two belong always together.”$

In contrast to Napoléon and Berthier, in this case the chief
developed the plans and the commander executed them. The
Gneisenau-Bliicher model of teamwork remains the supreme
example of its kind for the German army.

Montgomery, Patton, and Rommel

Soon after World War 11, Field Marshal Bernard Mont-
gomery was asked to enumerate his requirements for a good
general. He listed nine items. The first was “Have a good
chief of staff.”® And so he did, throughout the war. In his
own work, The Path to Leadership, Montgomery referred to a
good chief of staff as a “pearl of very great price.”!°

As did the other generals mentioned thus far, Montgom-
ery chose the men who worked for him. He insisted upon his
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right to install soldiers of his own choosing in all key posi-
tions. Shortly after Dunkirk, Montgomery described his plan
to get the 3d Division on its feet. He called together his staff
and the senior officers in every unit in the division and an-
nounced who was to take command in each case. He person-
ally and unilaterally, without waiting for War Office approval,
appointed all commanders down to battalion. In Nigel Ham-
ilton’s words, Montgomery’s

essential drive was to get the “right man for the right job”. . . . [This
was,] together with his unique ability to abstract the essentials of any
problem, the touchstone of his genius as a commander. The conduct
of battle had borne out how dependent a commander is on his subor-
dinate officers.”"!

Montgomery tried to hold on to the same staft as he pro-
gressed in rank through the war; in this endeavor he was rea-
sonably successful. The mainstay of most general staffs, but
of Montgomery’s in particular, was the chief of staff. The
field marshal was fortunate to have had Maj Gen Francis de
Guingand serve him in this capacity for the better part of the
war. De Guingand’s comments about his old boss are intrigu-
ing in that they explode the usual public image of Montgom-
ery. According to de Guingand, Montgomery naturally
tended to be rash and impetuous, not deliberate and wholly
rational. The main business of his chief of staff was not to
carry out detailed staff work or to make decisions in the ab-
sence of the commander, but to “keep Bernard’s two great
virtues [will and discipline] in tandem.”'> When the War Of-
fice thrust an unwanted chief on Montgomery, the invariable
result for the command was mediocrity or failure.

Instructively, the single greatest failure with which Mont-
gomery is associated, the Dieppe raid, occurred during a pe-
riod of flux in his staff. In March 1942 during his tenure as
commander, South-East Army, his chief of staff, Brigadier
John Sinclair, was transferred over Montgomery’s opposi-
tion. The commander then turned to the War Office with a
personal request for “Simbo” Simpson to replace Sinclair.
London refused him not only in this request, but also in his
bid for two other staff officers on whom he had depended
heavily in earlier assignments. At this time he was denied the
strong steadying influence of a de Guingand, and the predict-
able outcome was a too-quick acceptance of an ill-conceived
plan. It seems highly likely that had de Guingand been pres-
ent, he would have checked Montgomery’s essential rashness:
“There was . . . a fatal vacuum at this critical moment; and
Bernard, as the one soldier—apart from Brooke—who pos-
sessed the undisputed prestige and authority to scrap the
project, tragically agreed to undertake the raid.”!?

The qualities and talents necessary to be a good staff of-
ficer are far different from those necessary to be a good com-
mander. Gen George Patton’s career as well as any under-
scores this point. In the truest sense, Patton was a “general”
officer. He abhorred involvement with details; indeed, few
great commanders come to mind who felt otherwise. Patton
was temperamentally unsuited to the role of staff officer. In
his staff assignments he received poor efficiency reports for
his performance.'* The point is that at the operational level,
no matter how brilliant the commander, the most glittering
conception will go awry if it is not undergirded by the grind-
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ing hard work of his staff, which must churn out empirically
correct movement tables, time-distance calculations, and lo-
gistical data.

Patton demanded that he be permitted to select his staff.
Although this mode of operation did not conform to the
methods of the US Army replacement system, Patton, for
whatever reason, got away with making these decisions him-
self. When he arrived in England to assume command of
Third Army, he shocked the staff then in place by announc-
ing that he was moving them out to make room for his own
men. All those he brought on had served with him in North
Africa and Sicily; most had backgrounds in Patton’s 2d Ar-
mored Division. The man who held Patton’s staff together,
Brig Gen Hugh Gaffey, has been termed “a staff officer of
genius.”"® Gaffey held the post as Patton’s chief of staff until
the early autumn of 1944, when Patton sent him down to
command 4th Armored Division, and eventually a corps.
Gaffey’s replacement was Brig Gen Hobart Gay, a longtime
cavalry associate of Patton. According to historian Hubert
Essame, “Both were equally competent in the exercise of their
intricate craft, . . . both were in the mind of their master.”'¢

As one would expect, Patton had an excellent relationship
with the staff, making it a personal policy never to interfere
with them on matters of minor detail. Like many outstand-
ing German commanders, but unlike some of his American
counterparts, Patton promoted an open and frank dialogue
between his staff and himself. They did not hesitate to dis-
agree with him.

What was best for Third Army came first. George Patton
did not play hunches. He had the wisdom to rely on his staff
for sound advice, and they consistently gave it to him. His
assistant chief of staff (intelligence) (G-2), Col Oscar Koch,
for example, was felt by many to have the most penetrating
mind in the US Army in the intelligence field. Koch always
had available for Patton the best, most accurate intelligence
estimates to be found at any level of command. Patton’s fa-
mous 90-degree turn from the Saar bridgehead to the Ar-
dennes has received countless well-deserved accolades in his-
tory texts, but seldom are we reminded that at bottom the
action was made possible by a dutiful staff officer. It was
Koch who persuaded his commander before the fact that
planning should commence at once to deal with the situation
which would arise if the Germans staged an attack in the Ar-
dennes area.!” Patton was served equally well by other mem-
bers of the staff. His primary logistician, Col Walter J. Muller,
was known throughout the European Theater as “the best
quartermaster since Moses.”!

As for Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s success in North
Africa, David Irving suggests six reasons. Of these, one per-
tained to his good equipment, two to Rommel’s individual
talents, and three took note of the high-quality personnel
who worked for him."” Like Patton and Montgomery, Rom-
mel “appropriated” his Panzer army staff. Without question,
this was one of the most remarkably competent staffs assem-
bled in modern times. Siegfried Westphal, later a general of-
ficer in command, was the operations officer and a man for
whom Rommel had the highest professional respect. F. W.
von Mellenthin, destined to wear two stars before the war’s
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end, ran the intelligence section. More than anyone else, Al-
fred Gause, Rommel’s chief of staff, was “in the mind” of the
commander. He could anticipate with near-perfect accuracy
what Rommel needed and when he needed it. Gause stayed
on as Rommel’s chief from early 1941 until April 1944, at
which time Rommel’s wife, as a result of a petty domestic
dispute with Gause and his wife, prevailed upon her husband
to release Gause. Rommel selected Hans Speidel to succeed
Gause. Observe that in this instance, too, the commander
chose a man whose temperament, intellect, and personality
were nearly opposite his own. The highly literate, sophisti-
cated Speidel was “a useful complement to Rommel’s own
one-track mind.”?

Operational leadership is a corporate endeavor, not indi-
vidual, and it requires full complementarity between the
commander and his staff. Sadly, as obvious as this point may
appear, it is ignored with frightening regularity by those
charged with preparing the US Army’s official pronounce-
ments on the subject of leadership.

The Concerns of War

Getting right down to the basics, what are the essential
things that the operational-level commander must cause to
happen if he is to be successful in war? They are two in num-
ber. First, information must be communicated from the
commander to his instrument of war, that is, his troops and
weapons. Second, physical force must be applied against the
enemy by these instruments of war in a manner calculated to
produce the desired result. Let us discuss these two concerns
in order.

Before a general can begin to communicate the where-
withal to win victories, he must prepare himself for the task.
One of the most difficult parts of such preparation, especially
in combat, is to find time to think problems through fully in
order to make sound decisions and to plan future operations.
Montgomery termed these respites “oases of thought.” He
believed fervently that the senior combat leader “must allow
a certain amount of time [each day] for quiet thought and
reflection.”?! He habitually went to bed at 2130, even amid
tough battles. Patton, as well as Montgomery, made time to
reflect and think ahead. Each lived apart from his main head-
quarters in the company of a small group of officers and
noncommissioned officers. Each let his chief of staff handle
the details, and never allowed himself to do so.?

Noting that he had seen too many of his peers collapse
under the stresses of high command, Sir William Slim in-
sisted that he “have ample leisure in which to think, and un-
broken sleep.”?? His permanent order was not to be disturbed
unless there arose a crisis no one else could handle. As with
any other aspect of combat, commanders must train in peace-
time to do well what war will demand. Gen Douglas MacAr-
thur and Gen George Marshall gave this personal training
their devout attention. While superintendent at West Point,
MacArthur often worked in his quarter’s study until 1200 or
1300 instead of going to his office, where he might be dis-
tracted. Years later, in the Philippines, he had a standing daily
appointment at a Manila movie house for a 2100 showing.
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He did not care what was playing; he fell asleep as quickly as
he sat down. He found moviegoing a convenient way to un-
burden himself, to undergo a daily psychic housecleaning.

Similarly, during his World War II years as Army chief of
staff, General Marshall usually left his office by 1500 each
day and rarely made any important decisions after that hour.
Fully aware that his decisions could make the difference be-
tween life and death for large numbers of field combatants,
he strove to be as mentally and emotionally prepared as pos-
sible to make good decisions. In short, periods of rigorously
protected solitude are enormously important to the general
in command. If the mind is the key to victory, the general
must tend and exercise his mind with a view to its health just
as he would his body. This recommendation is not often
heard in the US Army.

Combat orders express the commander’s desires. History
and common sense demonstrate that clarity, conciseness, and
rapidity of dissemination are the measures of a good order.
At the operational level the general must possess the power,
derived from clarity of expression only, to knife through
thick layers of command to be understood. Superior com-
manders at the operational level almost universally have been
guided by a concern and talent for clear literary exposition.
This does not mean that they must be able to facilely toss off
arcane knowledge, but merely that they appreciate the
strength of words carefully and economically employed.
Even when the commander leaves it to principal staff assis-
tants to actually write out the order, as Napoléon did with
Berthier, he still must assure that such orders are prepared in
clear, simple language. Commanders who communicate well
orally and in writing are likely to have developed this ability
over long years of wide reading. Indeed, we may take as axi-
omatic the proposition that great leaders are great readers.

Conciseness and rapidity of dissemination go hand in
hand. More often than not, the unit that acts first wins. This
means that time and the saving of it should be at the core of
the orders-generating process. Failure in timely issuance of
orders is a cardinal error. Fortunately, the leader may avoid
this error by following the principle that all orders must be as
brief and simple as possible.

Many World War II commanders issued oral orders exclu-
sively. Gen Heinz Gaedcke, a combat commander with con-
siderable experience on the Russian front, followed the prac-
tice of most German generals in giving oral orders. In his
opinion, “To actually operate using formal written orders
would have been far too slow. Going through the staff mill,
correcting, rewriting, and reproducing in order to put out a
written order would have meant we would have been too late
with every attack we ever attempted.”” General Gaedcke
added that while serving in the postwar German army, he
pulled out of the archives some of his orders from the first
Russian campaign. He remarked on this occasion that the
new generation of officers probably would find inconceivable
the running of a field army with such a small staff and on the
basis of such simple, brief instructions: “It was a most pecu-
liar feeling to see the orders, all very simple, that I had written
in pencil so that the rain wouldn’t smear them—and each had
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the radio operator’s stamp to confirm that they had been
transmitted.””

The Sixth Army commander, Gen Hermann Balck, whom
General Gaedcke served for a time as chief of staff, declared
that he could present a five-minute oral order which would
last a good commander eight days.?® Asked after the war
about his technique for giving orders, General Balck replied:
“Even my largest and most important operations orders were
[oral]. After all, there wasn’t any need for written orders. As
division commander, I forbade the use of written orders
within my division.”?

The clever commander will discover many ways to reduce
the time it takes to communicate direct, unambiguous instruc-
tions to his subordinates. Working toward this goal should be
a main objective of the operational-echelon commander.

Ironically, one of the toughest tests facing the commander
is deciding when not to communicate, that is, in deciding when
to control and when not to. If successful fighting units of the
twentieth century have proved anything, it is that operations
must be decentralized to the lowest level possible. Because the
operational commander can not do everything himself (in
fact, he rarely will control combat units directly), he must del-
egate extensively. Commanders might profit from the example
of Gen Ulysses S. Grant, who pledged never to do himself
that which someone else could do as well or better. He “trusted
subordinates thoroughly, giving only general directions, not
hampering them with petty instructions.”? Sir William Slim
spoke for a legion of successful senior commanders when he
summarized the compelling case for decentralization:

Commanders at all levels had to act more on their own; they were
given greater latitude to work out their own plans to achieve what they
knew was the Army commander’s intention. In time they developed to
a marked degree the flexibility of mind and a firmness of decision that
enabled them to act swiftly to take advantage of sudden information
or changing circumstances without reference to their superiors. . . .
This acting without orders, in anticipation of orders, or without wait-
ing for approval, yet always within the overall intention, must become
second nature . . . and must go down to the smallest units.”

By decentralizing control to low tactical echelons, the op-
erational commander implicitly places heavier weight on his
overall intent and lighter weight on detailed orders, thus
speeding up the processes of information flow and decision
making. The benefits of decentralization are easy to identify.
Nonetheless, many in the US Army remain uncomfortable
with the practice of issuing mission orders and allowing sub-
ordinates broad decision authority within the context of the
commander’s intent. Among many explanations for this un-
easiness, a significant one involves the poor fit of decentral-
ized control with present leadership doctrine. By spotlighting
the commander, by exalting his image to the neglect of the
follower, the Army subtly and unwittingly has engendered
the erroneous notion that the wheel of command will turn
only on the strength of the commander.

The final facet of the communication function with which
the operational-level commander must be ready to cope is
uncertainty, ambiguity, or “noise” (Clausewitz’s “friction”).
It is astonishing that anyone can perform well as a general in
wartime command. Crucial decisions have to be made under
“conditions of enormous stress, when actual noise, fatigue,
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lack of sleep, poor food, and grinding responsibility add their
quotas to the ever-present threat of total annihilation.”*
Even during the Iranian rescue mission, when some of these
conditions did not exist, the sources of friction were plentiful
and potent. The Holloway panel investigating the failure of
the mission concluded that “the basic weakness displayed by
[the joint task force commander’s] staff” was that his “plan-
ners were not sufficiently sensitive to those ‘areas of great
uncertainty’ that might have had a shattering impact on the
rescue mission.”*" The goal is to be like Grant, “for whom
confusion had no terror.”*

Gen Archibald Wavell claimed that the first essential of a
general is robustness, which he defined as “the ability to stand
the shocks of war.”* The general, Wavell wrote, will con-
stantly be at the mercy of unreliable information, uncertain
factors, and unexpected strains. In order to cope in this envi-
ronment, then, “all material of war, including the general,
must have a certain solidity, a high margin over the normal
breaking strain.”** He can develop this toughness only by
spending most of his peacetime training in the art and sci-
ence of war craft. One cannot expect to play a rough game
without getting dirty. The Germans played many rough and
dirty games during the interwar years, and as a result were
generally better prepared than the Allies. In any event, the
friction of war, producing a surfeit of “noise” and a welter of
incomplete, erroneous, or conflicting data, stresses to the ut-
termost a commander’s ability to keep his thoughts focused
and his communications selective and germane.

Delivering Force on the Objective

After communications, the next fundamental concern in
war fighting involves bringing armed force effectively to bear
upon the enemy. Force will be applied most effectively if the
operational-level commander ascertains, preferably before
hostilities begin, the condition he wants to obtain at the end
of the conflict. Only if he understands the end he seeks will
he be able to prepare a clear statement of intent. No coherent
campaign is possible without a lucid vision of how it should
conclude. Evidence suggests that planners sometimes do not
tend to this crucial first decision.

Students in the School of Advanced Military Studies
(SAMS) at Fort Leavenworth [Kansas] recently participated
in an eight-day Southwest Asia war game. The pertinent part
of the scenario portrayed a takeover by anti-American rebel
forces of several key cities in Iran, mostly in the southern part
of the country. The rebels threatened to seize the Persian
Gulf ports, and thereby shut down oil cargo out of the Per-
sian Gulf. Twenty-three Soviet divisions from three fronts en-
tered Iran in support of the rebels. In response to the threat
to its national interests as expressed by the Carter Doctrine,
the United States deployed a joint task force to assist the loy-
alist Iranian forces. Ground forces consisted of roughly five
and one-half Army divisions under the control of a field
army headquarters plus one Marine amphibious force.

SAMS students decided early in the planning that their
mission, to “defeat” rebel and Soviet forces in Iran and to
facilitate the flow of oil out of the Persian Gulf, needed clari-
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fication. What was the defeat criterion? Restore Iran’s na-
tional borders? Destroy all Soviet and rebel forces within the
borders of Iran? Or should they emphasize the second part
of the mission statement, to facilitate the West’s and Japan’s
access to Persian Gulf 0il? Answers to such questions make a
mighty difference. In the absence of a national command au-
thorities (NCA)-player cell, the students judged that NCA
intent was to optimize chances for the uninterrupted flow of
oil, consistent with means. With this understanding, they
concentrated on securing the vital Gulf ports of Chah Bahar,
Bushehr, and Bandar Abbas. The ground commander (in this
exercise, the notional US Ninth Army commander) deter-
mined that he would attempt to drive out, or prevent from
entering, any enemy forces in an area centered on Bandar
Abbas and circumscribed by an arc running roughly through
Shiraz, Kerman, and Bam, some 250 miles away. This deci-
sion made sense in four important respects. First, in the
ground commander’s opinion, the US force was too small to
fight much-superior enemy forces across the vast entirety of
Iran itself. Second, with almost no infrastructure from which
to establish supply operations, to move farther than 250 miles
inland would have been logistically unsupportable. Third,
this course of action permitted friendly forces to exploit the
excellent defensible terrain of the Zagros Mountains. Fourth,
a secure enclave would be available from which to launch at-
tacks to the northwest should the NCA subsequently decide
upon a more ambitious and aggressive course.

The SAMS students’ decision is not offered as an approved
solution. It did not even provide for securing the Iranian oil
fields, at least not initially. Rather, it is used to illustrate the
importance of establishing the ends of the campaign. Shortly
after the SAMS exercise, the students visited each of the
operational-level headquarters actually assigned a compara-
ble mission. Ominously, when questioned about the ends they
hoped to achieve, four headquarters responded with four dif-
ferent answers. The reason for their differences was that they
had never gotten together to agree on ends before allocating
means and drawing up plans.

After he decides the end he seeks, the next question the
commander must confront is “How do I sequence the actions
of the command to produce the desired conclusion to the
conflict?” The short answer is that he must think through a
series of battles and major operations that will constitute the
campaign. He must weigh probabilities and risks and the
challenges of battle management. This is anticipation. Good
intelligence analyses will help him immensely, as will an in-
depth knowledge of the enemy and his psychological predis-
positions. Despite the imponderables, he must fashion his
thoughts into a convincing, coherent outline for a campaign
plan. He presents the outline, representing his vision of how
the campaign is to unfold, to the staft for refinement.

Although the commander need not be perfectly prescient,
it helps immeasurably if his vision matches reality with rea-
sonable fidelity. Planning at the operational level is tougher
than at the tactical level because there is a narrower margin
for error. The commander had better make the right deci-
sions most of the time and on the big issues because once
large formations are set in motion, it is nearly impossible to
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cause them to halt or change directions quickly. As Col Wal-
lace Franz has written: “Operational (large) units, once set in
motion, do not conform readily to later modifications. There
must be the fullest realization that any adaptation of means
cannot be immediate and instantaneous.”

Like a member of a football kickoff team, the forces being
employed at the operational level must move downfield at top
speed with controlled fury. While charging hard, and under
the threat of being knocked off his feet from multiple direc-
tions, each player must be capable of moving rapidly out of
his assigned lane of responsibility if conditions change radi-
cally; for example, if the returner has run past him and is
going toward the other side of the field. To carry the analogy
a step further, if all has gone well for the kickoff team, they
will have disrupted the opposition’s timing by clogging all 11
potential running lanes. When this situation develops, the
opposition’s set play collapses and the runner must freelance.
If my team is much smaller than the opponent’s, I have to rely
on quickness, rapid thinking, hit-and-run tactics, and decep-
tive moves (all of which together define AirLand Battle doc-
trine’s “agility”) to give me the advantage I want.

But all the agility in the world will not be sufficient to
guarantee victory. In the real world, it is not unusual for the
commander’s ideal operational end to exceed his actual op-
erational resources. And it is in recognizing this disconnect
that the commander’s art must be most acute.

The eighteenth-century English neoclassicists believed
that the antithetical forces of reason and passion struggled
for possession of a man’s personality. On the actual battle-
field the same struggle constantly is being enacted in the mind
of the commander. Commanders are sorely tempted to allow
emotion to cloud good judgment in decision making. The art
lies in realizing when and to what extent to let emotions inter-
vene, to sense when it is proper to discard reason and turn to
passion, to let the heart rule the head. Stated differently, the
internal conflict is between will and judgment. The force of
will usually counsels “can” to the commander while judg-
ment may signal a “cannot.”

Nearly every treatise on generalship speaks of the tremen-
dous importance of the will to prevail. The truth of this ob-
servation is obvious. The flip side of tenacity, though, is ob-
stinacy. More serious lapses of generalship may have occurred
because of a failure to distinguish between tenacity and ob-
stinacy than for any other reason. The general must ever be
conscious of the true limitations and capabilities of his forces.
As S. L. A. Marshall rightly claims:

The will does not operate in a vacuum. It cannot be imposed success-
fully if it runs counter to reason. Things are not done in war primarily
because a man wills it; they are done because they are do-able. The
limits for the commander in battle are defined by the general circum-
stances. What he asks of his men must be consistent with the possi-
bilities of the situation.*

The way a general understands what his forces can or can-
not do is through what Sir John Hackett terms the principle
of total engagement. By this he means that the general some-
how completely fuses his own identity with the corporate
whole of his men. He reaches this state by being a participant
in combat, not merely a prompter. In discussing the 1915
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Turkish siege of British forces in Kut, India, Norman Dixon
furnishes an example of a general who was a prompter and
no more. The British commander, Major General Townsh-
end, stayed apart from his soldiers. He had no sense of the
true condition of his four weak brigades. As a consequence,
his reports lied regarding casualties, food supplies, medical
aid, and estimates of Turkish strength.”” In all, some 43,000
British soldiers needlessly became casualties because their
commander lost all physical and emotional contact with his
fighting troops. Only when the commander achieves a total
moral fusion with his troops will he be able to sense whether
they are being asked to do the impossible.

Leadership in War: Summing Up

Doctrine on leadership ought to talk about leadership in
war. This is not the case with present manuals. Field Manuals
22-100 and 22-999 speak mostly about personal attributes de-
sirable in a leader. The problem with so much emphasis on
personal qualities is that even if the key ones could be identi-
fied, a leader probably cannot adhere to them all at the same
time or all the time. Let us also recall that those commonly
acclaimed as “great” leaders are not necessarily good men. It
is possible to be morally blemished and still be a highly effec-
tive combat commander.

There is no simple set of rules by which to establish the
pillars of generalship. One rule in any set, though, is that the
good general must be adept at the art of choosing competent
and compatible subordinates, especially his chief of staff.
The Army can modify its personnel system to permit senior
commanders to select their own staffs. Surely the devising of
such a system is within man’s ingenuity. This is a must-do re-
quirement if the Army is serious about developing war craft
as something distinct from witchcraft. Every superior com-
bat commander in modern times has relied on the brilliant
staff work of men he has handpicked to assist him. Surely
there is a lesson in this observation. Chief executive officers
of all large corporations choose their own principal subordi-
nates. No university president in his right mind would at-
tempt to assign the nine assistants to the head football coach,
nor for that matter, would any head coach worth his salt ac-
cept such a proposition. The quality of the great majority of
today’s Army officers is superb. The issue, then, is not so
much whether competent officers will surround the senior
commander, but whether he will have officers around him
who best complement him. Under the Department of De-
fense Reorganization Act of 1986, commanders in chief
(CINC) of unified and specified commands will have veto au-
thority over officers nominated for assignment to their staffs.
This is a step in the right direction.

Having selected an able staff, the commanding general in
combat must then look to his communicating. He should pay
special attention to carving out of his schedule time to think;
to issuing simple, unambiguous orders; to decentralizing
control to the lowest levels possible; and to developing a tol-
erance for the uncertain and the unexpected. With respect to
the delivery of force, the operational-level commander must
furnish a clear-sighted vision of the conditions he wants to
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obtain at the conclusion of the campaign. Based upon an ac-
curate understanding of the capabilities and limitations of
the forces he commands, he must conjure a sequence of ac-
tions that will bring to fruition the desired outcome. Finally,
the commander must be able to discern with certain knowl-
edge the fine distinctions between tenacity and obstinacy.

In the final analysis, US Army operational-level leader-
ship doctrine must step away from preachments on the Boy
Scout virtues writ large, and toward the genuine requirements
of wartime command. It must also abandon the idea that the
general should and can master all the skills practiced by those
subordinate to him; that time has long since passed. Instead,
he should spend his precious time preparing to make the
kinds of decisions war will require him to make, thereby
strengthening the pillars of his generalship against the day
they must bear the awful weight of war.
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Concepts for Leadership

Gen T. Michael Moseley

Leadership is all about our Airmen. It’s about helping
them get where they need to go. It’s about getting them to all
believe in the same goal. It’s about helping them reach their
potential. It’s about setting them up to succeed.

Now this focus on people may take some people aback.
They will rightly ask, “What about getting the mission done?
How do you balance that against the needs of your people?”
As an Air Component Commander during a war I know all
about getting the mission done. Frankly though, in my expe-
rience, I've rarely had to make the choice between one or the
other. Why is that? Because, your people will make the choice
themselves—they know the mission, and with the right lead-
ership they will go to the ends of the earth to get it done.

How do you set the right attitudes so that people make the
mission happen? I believe the key is humility. If you are fo-
cused on your people, they’ll know it . . . it will permeate ev-
erything they do. If you are focused on yourself, they’ll know
it even faster. Leadership is about them. It is about accom-

This article was prepared especially for AU-24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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plishing the mission. And as long as those two are your focus,
then your people will never fail you.

When someone does something less than smart, how do
you react? Scream and holler? Ignore it? I don’t believe most
people wake up in the morning and wonder to themselves,
“Wow, how can I really screw things up today?” Most often
performance failures have two root causes: The person either
lacks the training to get the job done correctly, or I wasn’t
clear in what I wanted. Sure there are times when someone
just doesn’t make the standard, but those are very rare. After
all, good judgment often comes from making bad decisions.
And teaching our fellow Airmen good judgment is one of
our most important duties.

Our Air Force is the most powerful, most lethal in the
world because of our Airmen. It is your responsibility to
make sure they reach their full potential. Then stand back
and watch the mission happen better than you’d ever imag-
ined. Good luck.
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Officer Professionalism

Anthony C. Cain, PhD

Officers are first and foremost professional leaders. As

such, they do not merely pursue a career or occupation, nor
are they simply managers. Military professionalism requires
leadership, commanding forces in battle, and very often ex-
treme risk and personal sacrifice. Professionalism entails
more than earning a salary or performing designated tasks.
In the landmark book, The Soldier and the State, Samuel P.
Huntington described three attributes that separate profes-
sionals from nonprofessionals: expertise, corporateness, and
responsibility.
Expertise. Military professionals exercise a unique expertise
involving the employment of violence on behalf of the states
they serve. Military professionals voluntarily offer their lives
in service to their countries; they dedicate their careers to
serve and if necessary, they risk the ultimate sacrifice through
capture or death in battle.

Professional Airmen further specify their expertise in this
arena by concentrating on skills in air, space, and cyberspace
warfare. As they progress through their careers they shift the
focus of their unique expertise from employing weapon sys-
tems to leading war-fighting organizations, to organizing,
training, and equipping the forces that other Airmen will
carry into battle. Technical skills, however, are only one part
of the special expertise that military professionals exhibit.

Airmen must continually acquire knowledge and exper-
tise throughout their careers as they serve in positions of in-
creasing complexity and responsibility. They study the his-
tory and the doctrine of their profession; they contribute to
that body of knowledge by developing doctrine and by add-
ing to the written record of the profession, and they transmit
the heritage, values, and culture of their profession to suc-
ceeding generations.

Corporateness. Corporateness involves identifying with the
institution—Airmen are part of the larger American society,
but they are also separate from that society because of their
shared experiences as a part of the profession. Airmen ex-
press a sense of corporateness through the daily exercise of
their Core Values—Integrity First, Service Before Self, and
Excellence in All We Do.

Officers transmit, monitor, and enforce these values as
they lead their subordinates to accomplish assigned missions.
As professionals adopt the institution’s values as their own,
they enrich those values with meaning by contributing to the
ongoing professional dialog.

Building this sense of corporateness begins in subtle ways
as Airmen gather to discuss better ways of performing their
missions. Doctrine emerges from these sessions as a body of
knowledge that represents the distillation of the best way to
employ air, space, and cyberspace power. Professional jour-
nals and public discussion and debate provide other forums
for professional Airmen to enhance their profession.

Responsibility. Officers give and follow orders that ensure
mission success. The professional characteristic of responsi-
bility appears explicitly in the concept of chain of command.
From the time they receive their commission, officers have a
responsibility to act; they also have the authority of their of-
fice. The weight of responsibility requires professional offi-
cers to discipline themselves, to set the example for their fel-
low officers and subordinates, and to mete out discipline
when situations warrant.

Airmen have a responsibility to the civil society which
they serve to present the most innovative and sensible options
for employing their particular expertise to accomplish na-
tional goals. This relationship to the larger society also con-
tains an inherent responsibility to know when to act in an
advisory capacity and when to step back from the decision-
making process to execute the directives of the legal civil au-
thorities. This responsibility to separate the advisory role
from the decision-making role is one of the most critical
characteristics of the professional officer corps.

The Oath of Office. The characteristics of expertise, corporate-
ness, and responsibility come together in the officer’s oath.

I__ do solemnly swear to support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic, that I will
bear true faith and allegiance to the same; that I take this obligation
freely without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that
T will well and faithfully discharge the duties of the office upon which
I am about to enter; so help me God.

The Air Force officer corps includes individuals coming
from distinctly different commissioning programs ranging
from as little as two weeks to as much as four years. Officers
serve in functionally and operationally diverse career fields
requiring varying amounts of initial skills training to become
mission ready. Despite these fundamental differences, officers
as a part of the Air Force culture, serve a common cause as a
part of the same Air Force team. It is these very differences
and commonalities that call for systematic approach to how
officers develop through training, experience, and education.

This article was prepared especially for AU- 24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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Reflections on Core Values

Gen Michael E. Ryan

The first discussions I recall about core values were in the
late 1980s. It certainly wasn’t the first time we talked about
values—we’ve been focused on character and values as long
as I can remember—but the effort to specifically define and
institutionalize Air Force core values gained momentum
about 10 years ago.

The first shot at defining core values highlighted six of
them: Courage, Patriotism, Integrity, Competence, Tenacity,
and Service. Each represented an important aspect of serving
in the Air Force. And we began teaching those values in basic
military training, in our commissioning programs, in profes-
sional military education, and across the Air Force.

Over time we discovered that the six values we’d initially
defined didn’t hang together very well. Each had validity in
itself, but they were difficult to bring together in any mean-
ingful way. Not surprising. It would be rare to hit the bull’s-
eye on the first shot with an endeavor like this. So in the mid-
1990s, we synthesized the six core values into three: Integrity
First, Service Before Self, Excellence in All We Do. For our
Air Force, these core values have become a constant we can
depend on in a changing world.

Core values help those who join us understand right from
the outset what’s expected of them. Equally important, they
provide all of us, from airman to four-star general, with a
touchstone—a guide in our own conscience—to remind us of
what we expect from ourselves. We have wonderful people in
the Air Force. But we aren’t perfect. Frequent reflection on
the core values helps each of us refocus on the person we
want to be and the example we want to set.

These values weren’t invented in some seminar—they’re
rooted in our heritage and in our experience. They reflect the
best of ourselves—our highest common denominator. They’re
worth thinking about and talking about—because thinking
about them and talking about them will help us live them.

Integrity First

Integrity First—the foundation of trust. And trust is the
unbreakable bond that unifies the force. Trust enables every-
thing that we do—trust that when a job is signed off;, it’s com-
plete and it’s right. Trust that when a wingman says he’s got
you covered, you're covered. It’s trust that allows each of us
to concentrate our energy on doing our job, knowing those
around us are doing theirs. It’s trust that makes us effective.
And it’s integrity that underpins trust.

In simple terms, Integrity First means doing the right
thing—even when it’s uncomfortable, even when it’s hard. A

few years ago, a group of Medal of Honor recipients gath-
ered at Air War College to speak to the class. They shared
their experiences. Each experience was very different. But
these heroes had one thing in common—a firm commitment
to the importance of doing the right thing.

Now-retired Col Joe Jackson faced up to doing the right
thing in 1968 when the call came for a volunteer to rescue
three Americans who had inadvertently been left behind
when an airstrip was overrun by nearly 6,000 North Viet-
namese regulars. He was overhead at 9,000 feet in an un-
armed transport and knew that landing on that strip to pick
up the three was extraordinarily hazardous. But, he said, “I
was obsessed with doing the right thing, even though it took
all the courage I had to dive into that hostile enemy fire along
the airstrip.”! We applaud the skill that allowed Colonel Jack-
son to pull off this difficult mission. But even more, we ap-
plaud his determination to do what was right, despite the
very real risk to his own life.

This is more than just an example of heroism. It’s an ex-
ample of the importance of trust. The trust that they would
not be abandoned allowed these three men to focus on doing
their jobs instead of worrying about saving themselves. And
their focus on doing their jobs allowed hundreds of others to
be safely evacuated from the airstrip.

There are thousands of less dramatic examples that take
place around us at our bases every day. Air Force people—from
maintenance-arming crews to finance professionals—skip
the shortcuts and do the right thing, even when it isn’t easy.
And in doing so, they build the trust that makes us effective.

Service Before Self

Service Before Self—the essence of our commitment to
the nation. It is this mutual commitment that binds the war-
fighting team. The commitment is founded in the oaths that
we take, and is exemplified in large and small ways around us
every day.

Airman John Levitow offered a dramatic example of self-
lessness as, despite wounds, he threw himself on a burning
flare in the back of an airplane full of munitions. Capt Lance
Sijan’s unbreakable determination to resist enemy torture
and keep faith with his country during his time as a POW was
an equally heroic example.

But examples of Service Before Self are not limited to
Medal of Honor recipients. There are powerful examples at
every base, every day. Not long ago, the area around Grand
Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, was submerged in a
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devastating flood. Airmen were forced to evacuate like every-
one else. But instead of worrying about themselves and their
homes that were under water, they put their families in shel-
ters and went to work. Helicopter pilots may have had to bor-
row flight suits and boots, but they flew almost 50 medical
evacuations of threatened citizens in one weekend alone.
Base firefighters drove through five-foot waters to get to the
center of town and spend nine hours fighting a major fire.
And, with city water shut down due to contamination, civil
engineers found a way not only to generate and pump over a
million gallons a day to meet base needs, they also pumped a
million gallons a day back to the city to meet their needs.

Airmen who serve selflessly inspire mutual support from
everyone they touch. And that mutual support makes us a
more effective team.

Excellence in All We Do

Excellence in All We Do—a commitment to high stan-
dards in serving our country. The application of modern
aerospace power is an extraordinarily complex endeavor. It
requires the seamless integration of hundreds, and often
thousands, of airmen. And each must perform to high stan-
dards for the mission to succeed. As last year’s Operation Al-
lied Force demonstrated, our airmen do that routinely and do
it superbly.

This commitment to high standards is contagious. Each
year we recognize 12 outstanding airmen for their passion for
excellence. Their contributions inspire us all. They represent a
broad cross-section of career fields—from recruiting to fire
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fighting, and from security to space and missile maintenance.
But every one of them has one thing in common—excellence.

While the 12 outstanding airmen are emblems of excel-
lence, they’'d be the first to tell you that they didn’t succeed
alone. Their accomplishments are a result of their own com-
mitment, combined with the skill and dedication of those
around them.

That commitment to excellence is more than desirable; in
the profession of arms, it’s essential. Lives depend on the fact
that we maintain high standards—high standards in the way
we do our jobs, high standards in the way we take care of our
equipment, high standards in the way we take care of our
facilities—high standards across the board. Those high stan-
dards put meaning to the phrase: “America’s Air Force . . .
No One Comes Close.”

The Challenge

The challenge for each of us is not just to understand our
Air Force core values. It is to live them. Not in some phony
“holier than thou” way—people see through that—but in a
conscious choice to do our best each day, to live up to Integ-
rity First, Service Before Self, and Excellence in All We Do.
And as we do, we’ll build on the trust that makes us a great
team, a great family—a great Air Force.

Notes

1. Col Joe M. Jackson, address to the Air War College, 10 May 1996.
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Authentic Leadership

Chaplain (Col) Howard D. Stendahl

Though it eludes easy description or definition, there is
perhaps no ingredient of the profession of arms more essen-
tial to the success of any unit or mission than leadership.
From basic military training or military academies through
the highest levels of professional military education (PME),
it is the topic about which more lectures are presented and
books written than perhaps any other. Leadership defies def-
inition and resists manipulation. After more than 30 years of
public ministry, more than 20 years of that in the active duty
Air Force Chaplain Service, it is the opinion of this author
that leadership is, at heart, too personal, too demanding to
be described or solved by any “how-to” essay.

I contend that leadership, whether military, religious, po-
litical, or in nearly any human experience, must flow authenti-
cally from a person whose life, beliefs, and behavior are inte-
gratedrather than compartmentalized. This integrity becomes
the very seedbed from which authentic leadership grows.

One often hears that great leaders are “born, not made.
Unreflective persons often suffer thereby under the burden of
a supposed gift, perhaps inflicting suffering on those whom
they may lead if they fail to realize that any gift soon deterio-
rates into a knack, an instinct, or an aptitude if it is not delib-
erately developed. Leadership suffers when leaders of any
organization or community fail to deliberately attend and fo-
cus their energies on their “gift,” which may be to others only
a “position.”

Over the years most people will have known those de-
scribed as “gifted.” Perhaps it was an artist or musician, yet
these are likely people who have paid the high price of art-
istry, suffering through the loneliness and tedium of hard
work in developing their gift. Any person can occupy a posi-
tion in an organization. Leaders, however, are those who have
developed and continue to cultivate an integration of their
life, beliefs, and personhood (public and private), as well as
their professional competencies (for example flying a jet,
leading a religious congregation or the clinical competencies
of health care professions) in such a way as embody authen-
tic leadership as a model for others to emulate. There is no
substitute in the military profession for this integration, this
integrity. To lead others in the practice of a profession with
deadly serious consequence requires this above all else.

2

The Authentic Leader as Person

“What is the new commander like?” All military members
have served in organizations experiencing a change of com-
mand. As the guidon is passed, those who serve will ask the
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above question, inquiring after what kind of a person now
leads them. CMSgt Robert D. Gaylor, retired, the fifth Chief
Master Sergeant of the Air Force, reflected that people will
remember four things about us after we have retired: (1) what
one looked like, (2) what one does, (3) what one says, and (4)
how one says it.! These are ingredients of personhood, de-
scribing our presentation of ourselves to a group. One cannot
completely control one’s physical appearance, beyond good
grooming and physical conditioning, but one clearly controls
one’s behavior and speech. Are our personal and private lives,
our highest beliefs (such as religious convictions and faith)
integrated into our speech and behaviors? An individual can
control these, and it dictates how one is perceived by others,
and how one is remembered.

Followers want to assess the leader as person first. Follow-
ing a change of command one may hear “the commander
seems to be intense” or “nervous” or perhaps “harsh,” or
“doesn’t look you in the eye.” That is, military members tend
to assume professional competencies (airmanship, clinical
competencies, etc.), but they look to their commanders, irre-
spective of any specialty, as personal leaders. They are justi-
fied in this expectation. There can be no real power in leader-
ship if the pilot, the physician, or the engineer is a phony, or
“running scared.” Authentic leadership derives from a person
who has integrated their fidelities of spirituality, family life,
professional competence, and personal behaviors in such a
way as to stand the “scrutinous” light of day. Obviously, au-
thentic personhood alone does not create a great leader; the
military abounds in authentic persons. Authenticity however
is the very foundation upon which leadership must be built.

Authentic leaders communicate their integrity with their
entire lives. It was disheartening to American citizens to learn
about a former president, now resigned from office and de-
ceased, whose private conversations were typified by great
vulgarity and mean-spirited intentions toward political rivals
and even supporters. This disintegrated leadership style col-
lapsed in the end as it was founded on a shifting foundation
and could not withstand deep scrutiny.

Great leaders communicate their integrity not with lives
of utter perfection but with their lives integrated around val-
ues or faith which transcend mere power or control. This re-
quires skill in communication, such as how to read and inter-
pret for those they lead the intentions of those over them in
authority. This can be for good or ill; as history is also replete
with those whose transcending values may have been well-
integrated in their lives but characterized as harmful or evil
(Germany’s Third Reich was indeed well-led and organized!).
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Authentic, integrated leaders learn how to read the human
situation or group they lead and engender devotion to the
mission or task by model of their own example. Followers
will inevitably abandon or undercut a leader whose commit-
ment is revealed to be rooted in mere self-interest or power.

While serving at United States European Command a
number of years ago, a Marine Corps brigadier general
shared that leadership is like parenting. He said that “you
gotta love your troops.” By example of his own childhood,
growing up in a very modest home, he and his brother never
knew they were poor, even though they had only one bike to
share, and only one baseball glove between them. “We never
went hungry, we had good boundaries with consequences for
our behaviors, and we never doubted that mother and father
loved us and each other. Often this was ‘tough love.” Our fam-
ily was prepared to face anything together.”>

This model of “love” and leadership surprised hearers,
coming from such a seasoned combat Marine, but it exempli-
fied the model of integration and authenticity. For a parent,
the safety and well-being of the family is more important
than mere self. Examples abound of parents “giving them-
selves up” for their children. So also for the military unit, the
authentic leader puts the mission and people ahead of self.
When the unit sees leadership that cares so deeply about the
mission and those who execute it, more than their own well-
being or self, the unit will surely follow.

At this point one must distinguish also between what is
“authoritarian” and “authoritative” in authentic leading. To
continue the image of family, merely authoritarian parents
demand compliance based exclusively on threat or power.
This seems inevitably to elicit rebellion and resistance rather
than compliance. On the other hand, when experience teaches
a child that there is safety and well-being in parental author-
ity; that a parent really does “care” or “love” the child, the
resulting trust is evidence of “authoritative” leading.

Authentic, authoritative leadership creates this atmo-
sphere of trust. All who have served in the military have had
occasions when they have not necessarily agreed with a lead-
er’s decision. Those leaders who have demonstrated authen-
ticity and gained the trust of their followers are vastly more
likely to have accumulated the leadership capital to carry a
unit through a difficult or less popular mission to accom-
plishment. Bear in mind that military members tend to as-
sume professional competence in an authentic leader. Add to
that knowledge and skill an integrated, authoritative reputa-
tion earned over time and one has a recipe for success.

It will always be important for the authentic leader to ex-
ercise great caution in the use of the word “I” or “my.” I was
uncomfortable years ago when attending a Status of Disci-
pline briefing at a Tactical Air Command base when specific
cases were discussed among squadron commanders. Repeat-
edly they would refer to individuals as “mine” or “that one
belongs to me.” Literally “owning” another human being or
implying it in patterns of speech may run contrary to author-
itative leadership. Vastly more winsome in developing indi-
vidual performance is the first person plural, “us” our “our.”
A commander may order a mission to be flown, but it will be
accomplished by a unit. The commander is a special person
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seat apart to lead. Be careful in setting oneself literally or
figuratively above others, or even worse, “owning” others. It
can lead to a precipitous fall.

Authentic Leadership and Its Message

Leadership in military life often consists in getting people
to do things they would ordinarily not be inclined to do. It is
not ordinary to leave one’s home and family, depart for a dis-
tant, often harsh environment, then take up arms against un-
known persons at the risk of one’s own life. The message of
authentic military leadership is found in fidelity, faithfulness
to a task or mission that is in the interest of our nation’s sur-
vival, the success of which will be realized by those dear to us
and the nation as a whole—hopefully the entire world.

My supervisor at a joint assignment, a senior naval chap-
lain, shared a story about two bricklayers who were asked the
same question: “What are you doing?” One replied, “I'm lay-
ing bricks.” The other replied, “I'm building a cathedral.”
Authentic leadership translates roles and task listings into
faithful execution of something vastly greater than mere indi-
vidual contributions, carrying out the intent of those whom
we must trust to lead. The genuine affirmation of every per-
son’s role in a unit, expressed without a patronizing manner
or condescension, creates a climate of “ownership” and pro-
ductivity which respects contributions from all ranks and
specialties. It is essential that all persons understand and buy
into “the message” or “the mission.” It requires authentic
leadership, characterized by the leader’s devotion to that
message, integrated into his or her life, to create such a cli-
mate for synergy in a unit.

The profession of arms is changing dramatically, with in-
creased digitization of the battlespace, cyberwarfare, and
other historically unprecedented categories of thought and
operations. There is something unchanging, however, in mili-
tary life and leadership that those of us in uniform share with
generations before us. It is my contention that the demands
of authentic leadership and communicating “the message”
transcend technical novelty.

During Operation Desert Storm, I was assigned with an
F-16 unit which participated in the earliest and most devas-
tating attacks on Iraq. One of our pilots painted his face like
an American Indian warrior prior to each of his missions.
Initially, I was amused at this seeming affectation, but he was
deadly serious. He truly saw himself as an heir to an Ameri-
can warrior legacy, as piloting his F-16 would require no less
a warrior spirit than an American Indian warrior on horse-
back, riding into hostile fire.

Shannon E. French, Associate Professor of Philosophy at
the United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, re-
flects this reality in her work Code of the Warrior <. . ., most
warriors feel themselves a part of an even longer line, a line
of men and women from diverse cultures throughout history
who are deserving of the label “warrior.” This is a legacy that
spans not just centuries but millennia.’

The authentic leader realizes that he or she is by no means
the first of his or her kind, but in fact a co-heir of that war-
rior legacy. In this tradition, authentic leadership usually sees
itself as a sharer of “the message” or “the mission” and not
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its author. Indeed, the greatest leaders in the field of conflict
are the faithful ones who have received the message, the “in-
tent” of those over them in authority, and let it work through
them. It is their life and example, heretofore exemplified to
the warriors, demonstrated in garrison, in public and in pri-
vate that will inspire others to carry on the faithful warrior
ethos in the heat of conflict.

This can be a challenge if one assumes command in the
midst of war, without the benefit of having had the opportu-
nity to personally exemplify authentic leadership prior to ac-
tual combat operations. This is exactly what happened to our
wing in Desert Storm. Our truly authentic leader and wing
commander pinned on brigadier general and was reassigned
to Washington DC only days before the air war began. The
new commander was totally unknown to the squadrons he
would lead, following one whom the warriors revered as truly
integrated and very authentic. The new commander’s person-
ality and appearance were different, and there was skepti-
cism. When operations began however, the new commander
placed himself in the lead for one of the most dangerous day-
light raids over Baghdad, Iraq, facing the most formidable air
defenses himself. He courageously led his team and thereby
demonstrated his professional competence, but more impor-
tantly, made it clear to all that he brought the same “mes-
sage” and fidelity to mission as his predecessor. His coura-
geous leadership of this and subsequent high-risk missions
became, in retrospect, his de facto change of command cere-
mony, when the guidon authentically passed finally to him in
the eyes of those who saw this new commander carrying on
as the one before him.

The authentic leader realizes that the privilege of com-
mand carries with it the heavy burden of history, that genera-
tions before ours provide examples of how leaders of integ-
rity have practiced the profession honorably. Leaders
themselves, in a sense, become the message to those who
would follow, as they must integrate in their own lives the
beliefs, values, and message of not only the historic profes-
sion of arms, but also the contemporary mission, if they ex-
pect their units to follow.

Authentic Leadership and Spirituality

The Republic in which we live is in no way theocratic. Ac-
cording to the First Amendment to the Constitution, there
can be no “establishment” of religion, nor can Congress or
other authority “inhibit the free exercise” of the same. In-
deed, military chaplains enjoy a place in the armed forces of
the United States to guarantee to the maximum extent pos-
sible (given military duties and requirements) this free exer-
cise for all military members and their families. What then is
the role of “spirituality” in leadership, especially in the mili-
tary community? Should there be any role?

To begin, the term “spirituality” eludes easy definition.
Years ago the great systematic theologian Paul Tillich wrote
a modest but influential work entitled The Dynamics of Faith.
Tillich defined for a generation of theologians that faith is
one’s “ultimate concern.” Faith is the state of being ulti-
mately concerned.* Whatever stands in one’s life above all
other concerns, that which claims “ultimacy” for any indi-
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vidual may be suitably defined as one’s “faith.” For some,
their ultimate concern may only be in accumulation of
money, wealth, or power. For others, it is faith beyond the
measurable or empirical, what many would call “spiritual”
beliefs, in that they are what one writer of the Christian scrip-
tures called “. . .the assurance of things hoped for, the convic-
tion of things not seen” (Hebrews 11:1).°> Christians may state
their ultimate concern as belief in God as Creator, Redeemer,
and Sanctifier, and hope for an eternal life to come. For the
faithful Jew, it may be a belief in God and faithful adherence
to the Torah and interpretive writings and traditions of the
faith. For the Muslim, there is great emphasis upon faith in
God and submission to the Divine will, with hope for the life
to come in Paradise.

There are great varieties of faith and “spirituality” among
those who serve in our military services, as well as many who
serve very effectively without any specific religious beliefs. It
is essential for authentic leaders to know very well what their
own ultimate concern in life is, where their faith lies, and
communicate that effectively in the conduct of their lives. It is
the integration of belief and life that is abundantly evident to
those who follow. This integrity is the essential “message” of
leadership. As noted above, no person does this perfectly, but
the constant striving to integrate one’s ultimate concern (spir-
ituality) and leadership in the profession of arms speaks de-
finitively to followers.

There have been many effective leaders in organizations
who have no expressed religious faith. I do contend however,
that there must be a larger concern, even an “ultimate” con-
cern espoused by a leader, which serves as a guide or inspira-
tion integrating their life, values, and conduct. This is not the
same as “relativism,” which defines all beliefs as essentially
moral equivalents. For me as a Christian clergyman, faith in
God is my ultimate concern, that which informs and moti-
vates my behavior above all else. I believe that God created,
redeems, and sustains me from day-to-day. That informs how
I live in relation to my family, work and friendships, and of
course my ministry in the Air Force. People will observe and
evaluate me as a leader based on how my ultimate concern is
integrated into all aspects of my life. If I am the most elo-
quent preacher, yet grasp at every selfish opportunity, even to
the point of lying, stealing, or cheating, or present even the
appearance of impropriety, my leadership is disintegrated as
a result, thus inauthentic and in the end, ineffective.

The same holds true for leaders of all specialties. One must
know one’s “ultimate concern,” as well as that of those one
leads. What motivates a person as a leader above all else? To
whom or to what does one feel “accountable,” either tempo-
rally or eternally? The integration of that “ultimacy” builds
the foundation for the authentic leader. Sensitivity and re-
spect for the ultimate concerns, spirituality, or faith of those
whom one leads is key to eliciting from them their best per-
formance, not to mention it is a respect specifically stated in
our Constitution.

Finally, it can be argued that one’s ultimate concern comes
to expression at different levels in one’s life. It is imperative
that one know one’s highest level of concern, as it will be the
primary fidelity. For the faithful of traditional religious life
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such as mine self, fidelity to God must be the first measure of
all my behavior, as that is an eternal fidelity, initiated in my
tradition at baptism, yet with everlasting consequence ac-
cording to my faith. Second, I have several life-long fidelities,
such as the promise of marital faithfulness, or commitment
as a father to my sons. Thirdly, I have temporal fidelities, such
as my military service while in uniform. Though it is third, it
is no less a commitment of life, as military service may indeed
require the sacrifice even of one’s physical life. This prioriti-
zation of fidelities has proven the surest guide for many in
integrating life, belief, and behavior, leading to authenticity
as a person, and when called to do so, lead others.
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Hobson’s Choice:
Responsibility and Accountability

Along with responsibility, as this famous editorial of 14 May 1952 points out, must go accountability. Without accountability, having to

answer for what one has or has not done, either good or bad, one has no responsibilities. If an officer has no responsibilities for which he or
she will be held accountable, followers will find it difficult, if not impossible, to place their confidence and trust in that leader.

One night past some thirty thousand tons of ships went
hurtling at each other through the darkness. When they had
met, two thousand tons of ship and a hundred and seventy-
six men lay at the bottom of the sea in a far-off place.

Now comes the cruel business of accountability. Those
who were there, those who are left from those who were there,
must answer how it happened and whose was the error that
made it happen.

It is a cruel business because it was no wish of destruction
that killed this ship and its hundred and seventy-six men; the
accountability lies with good men who erred in judgment
under stress so great that it is almost its own excuse. Cruel
because no matter how deep the probe, it cannot change the
dead, because it cannot probe deeper than remorse.

And it seems more cruel still, because all around us in other
places we see the plea accepted that what is done is done
beyond discussion, and that for good men in their human
errors there should be afterwards no accountability.

We are told it is all to no avail to review so late the courses
that led to the crash of Pearl Harbor; to debate the courses
set at Yalta and Potsdam; to inquire how it is that one war
won leaves us only with wreckage and with two worlds still
hurtling at each other through the darkness. To inquire into
these things, now, we are reminded, will not change the dead
in Schofield Barracks or on Heartbreak Ridge, nor will it
change the dying that will come after the wrong courses.

We are told, too, how slanderous it is to probe into the
doings of a captain now dead who cannot answer for himself,
to hold him responsible for what he did when he was old and
tired and when he did what he did under terrible stresses and
from the best of intentions. How futile to talk of what is past
when the pressing question is how to keep from sinking.

Everywhere else we are told how inhuman it is to submit
men to the ordeal of answering for themselves; to haul before
committees and badger them with questions as to where they
were and what they were doing while the ship of state careened
from one course to another.

This probing into the sea seems more merciless because
almost everywhere else we have abandoned accountability.

What is done is done and why torture men with asking
them afterwards, why?

Whom do we hold answerable for the sufferance of dis-
honesty in government, for the reckless waste of public mon-
ies, for the incompetence that wrecks the currency. We can
bring to bar the dishonest men, yes. But we are told men
should no longer be held accountable for what they do as
well as for what they intend. To err is not only human; it
absolves responsibility.

Everywhere, that is, except on the sea. On the sea there is
a tradition older even than the traditions of the country itself
and wiser in its age than this new custom. It is the tradition
that with responsibility goes authority and with them goes
accountability.

This accountability is not for the intention but for the
dead. The captain of a ship, like the captain of a state, is
given honor and privileges and trust beyond other men. But
let him set the wrong course, let him touch ground, let him
bring disaster to his ship or to his men, and he must answer
for what he has done. No matter what, he cannot escape.

No one knows yet what happened on the sea after that
crash in the night. But nine men left the bridge of the sinking
ship and went into the darkness. Eight men came back to tell
what happened there. The ninth, whatever happened, will not
answer now because he has already answered for his account-
ability.

It is cruel, this accountability of good and well-intentioned
men.

But the choice is that, or an end to responsibility and,
finally, as the cruel sea has taught, an end to the confi-
dence and trust in the men who lead, for men will not long
trust leaders who feel themselves beyond accountability
for what they do.

And when men lose confidence and trust in those who
lead, order disintegrates into chaos and purposeful ships into
incontrollable derelicts.

The enormous burden of this responsibility and account-
ability for the lives and careers of other men and often, the
outcome of great issues, is the genesis of the liberality which
distinguishes the orders to officers commanding ships of the
United States Navy.

Reprinted with permission of the Wall Street Journal, copyright 1952, Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Military OR Ethics

Dr. James H. Toner

The title of this article is deliberately “cute” or misleading
because it suggests exactly what I wish to argue against. I op-
pose the idea that there is either the “military” (by which I
mean the profession of arms, the military services, or combat
operations) or “ethics” (by which I mean morality, concern
for righteousness, or principles of goodness). That division
between what is military and what is moral is properly re-
ferred to as a false dichotomy; that is, we are arbitrarily and
unfairly separating what must not be torn asunder.

Having taught military ethics for 12 years at the Air War
College, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, I have never had to make
the case to my students there that military ethics is necessary,
possible, or ordinarily makes plain good sense. That simple
fact—that senior officers almost without exception buy into
the reality (not just the ideal) of military ethics—is a great
compliment to them and their services. It is also something
that the severest critics of the United States military too fre-
quently (and willfully?) overlook. Let me say that another
way. I do not have to go on an academic campaign with war
college students to persuade them that they can be airmen (or
soldiers) and moral men and women. About that, they al-
ready agree—and that is no small matter.

So the title is not meant to argue that airmen must be ei-
ther militarily competent or personally decent. From experi-
ence and from personal conviction, senior officers whom I
have taught for more than a decade know, accept, and teach
this to their subordinates by their own words and works.
What I do suggest is that military ethics is based upon two
letters, O and R. A sense of ethics compels me to admit that
I will sneak in P and D also, risking alphabetical overkill, but
I intend thereby only to make some precepts of moral ethics
clearer and perhaps more memorable. If there is one princi-
pal thesis in what is to follow, it is this: Military ethics is about
our learning what is good and true and then having the cour-
age to do and be what and who we ought to. For military
ethics is not about his or her successes or failures; it is not
about their virtues or vices. Military ethics is about our heri-
tage and history, and it is about our responsibility to be men
and women of character.

The Three Os

Military ethics is rooted in three Os: owing, ordering, and
oughting. (OK, so I am fudging a little on the third one!)
About a decade ago, the movie Saving Private Ryan appeared.

Reprinted from the Air and Space Power Journal (Summer 2003).
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In it, Capt John Miller of the US Army leads a patrol during
World War II to save Private Ryan, all of whose brothers have
already been killed. Miller and his soldiers, dying in the ef-
fort, do manage to save Ryan. Miller has given Ryan “life,”
and the dying captain wants young Ryan to make his life
count and instructs him to “earn this . . . earn it.” Many years
later, an aging Ryan returns to France to visit the military
cemetery where his captain is buried. He “tells” the captain
that not a day goes by that he doesn’t think of the sacrifice of
Miller and his men so that he could live. He turns to his wife,
plaintively asking whether he has, in fact, kept the faith. Has
he “earned it”? Has he lived up to the charge given him so
many years earlier by his dying captain?

Military ethics based upon “me-ism” or “egotism” cannot
function. Military ethics is about knowing whom and what we
owe. Like Private Ryan and then Mr. Ryan, airmen must un-
derstand that they owe a debt of gratitude to their country,
families, services, chain of command, and comrades. That is
exactly what is meant by “service before self” (in the Air Force),
“selfless service” (in the Army), or “commitment” (in the Navy
and Marine Corps). Military ethics cannot properly exist with-
out the concept of owing. If we know why we owe what we do,
we are able to recognize the obligation, responsibility, and
duty which give rise to moral thinking and ethical reasoning.
If I think I owe nothing to anyone, then I am a moral psycho-
path unable to distinguish the basis of honor, which is an un-
derstanding of my moral indebtedness to those who have
given me life and learning.! Indeed, without a sense of owing,
I am little more than a self-indulgent child, of whom we say,
quite properly, that “he has no sense of responsibility.”

Neither can military ethics properly exist without the con-
cept of ordering. By ordering, I do not mean telling subordi-
nates what to do. I refer, instead, to moral structuring and
ethical priorities. In the movie 4 Few Good Men, a Marine
lance corporal tells his lawyers that the “code” is based upon
“unit, corps, God, country.” He has it, of course, all wrong.
In fact, many illegal activities or stupid mistakes in the mili-
tary services are the result of leaders’ failures to order wisely
and well.

In the meantime, let us suppose that our Marine lance cor-
poral attended Officer Candidate School and has now risen
to the rank of, say, lieutenant colonel. He is about to appear
before a congressional committee to testify about a weapons
system which still has a kink or two—but one which the Ma-
rine Corps may really want. Is it all right for him to withhold
crucial information about that weapons system from the
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committee that might terminate it? Or even to lie to them
about it? Of course it is—if we put “corps” ahead of “coun-
try.” Please: I am not saying that the Marine Corps should or
would agree to the colonel’s deception or lies. But if the colo-
nel’s sense of ordering were that anything the corps wants the
corps should have because the USMC is more important
than the country, we are looking at potential ethical disgrace
and disaster. By the way, just to be clear, I have never known
a senior Marine Corps officer who thinks that way.

Before getting to the third O, let me suggest that the way to
think about the Os is in the context of three Ps: principle
(truth-telling and honor) first; purpose (mission accomplish-
ment and duty) second; and people (countrymen, airmen, and
soldiers) third. We know that military ethics demands that we
look out for more than ourselves. An ancient military leader-
ship principle, after all, is “know your troops and look out for
their welfare”; but there is much more to it than just that. If
military leaders put their people first, then the armed services
would be little more than morale, welfare, and recreation op-
erations. The point, though, is that the proper ordering, in my
view, is God, Country, Corps (or Air Force), unit.> A great
deal of ink has been spilled over the question of “purple” of-
ficers. I am not trying to argue the case here for or against
“jointness,” but I am only saying that every leader ought to be
able to see on his BDUs that before the name of his or her
service come two letters—US. That makes my point.

As I mentioned, the third O stands for oughting, by which
I mean an understanding of what airmen or soldiers should
do or ought to do. The three Rs which follow are the guide-
lines to oughting, but the key for military ethics is this: What
airmen do may not be the same thing as what they ought to
do. Sound simple? Yes, but it isn’t, for military hierarchies
sensibly insist upon obedience to orders and upon prompt,
total discipline. Ethics, however, demurs, insisting upon con-
ditional and contextual obedience to orders, which ought to
be obeyed if lawful. So there is often, but not always, tension
between the demands of military authority (or command)
and the demands of ethical judgment (or conscience). So we
have here not just what is (which is might and power or the
man-made or positive law) but also what ought to be (which
is right or ethics or the natural or moral law).> Some things
we cannot deny knowing, for anyone of normal mental and
moral development must understand certain things (such as
knowing that the slaughter of the innocent is wrong).

1t is a defense to any offense that the accused was acting pursuant to
orders unless the accused knew the orders to be unlawful or a person of
ordinary sense and understanding would have known the orders to be
unlawful.

—Manual for Courts-Martial, Rule 916

One does not have to become embroiled in theology or phi-
losophy here, for an AF pamphlet titled International Law—
The Conduct of Armed Conflict and Air Operations, states
the matter plainly: “The fact that an act was committed pur-
suant to military orders is an acceptable defense only if the
accused did not know or could not reasonably have been ex-
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pected to know that the act ordered was unlawful. Members
of the armed forces are bound to obey only lawful orders.”
In simple English, then, there can be no proper military
ethics without a sense, not merely of what we have been or-
dered to do, but also of what we ought to do. I said that mili-
tary ethics is necessary, but I did not say that it is simple.

The Three Rs

So what guidance can we give airmen as they sort out ow-
ing, ordering, and oughting? This is where the three Rs come
in—not reading, riting, and ’rithmetic, but rules, results, and
realities. Unless there were rules, we would have to say that
we know little or nothing about ethics. (In fact, there are
some scholars who—in my view, mistakenly—would say ex-
actly that.) Rules are minicourses in, or compressions of,
ethical guidance. Much of what is, or passes for, ethical edu-
cation amounts to our teaching rules, which are shorthand
moral prescriptions, to our children, our students, or our ca-
dets. The scholarship, jurisprudence, and wisdom of the ages
become the theory of just war, which, in turn, becomes the
law of war, which, in turn, becomes rules of engagement.

Oughting tells us that some things we must know; correla-
tively, some things we cannot not know.’ But let’s understand
too that we cannot invent clear rules that govern every cir-
cumstance. That is not to say that such moral guidance doesn’t
exist—consider, for example, the ancient rule that we should
treat others as we wish to be treated—but the more ground it
covers, the “thinner” it must become. Even the Golden Rule,
which depends upon good reason, fails if the one doing the
thinking is deranged or sadistic. Rules are therefore very im-
portant, but we cannot create military ethics on the basis only
of rules, however valid or virtuous they may be, for they are
not a moral “logic tree” or an ethical calculator.®

Over the years of teaching military ethics, I have found
that many, if not most, senior officers lean toward utilitarian-
ism. What matters is the outcome, the bottom line, and the
consequence—thus the second R of results. Ethics instruction
frequently amounts to little more, really, than this: Choose the
greater (or greatest) good.” That is a seductive instruction for
military professionals who are and—up to a point—should be
concerned with results. (Intelligence, in particular, is driven by
a bottom-line concern.) The difficulty with this approach to
ethics, of course, is that it ignores a rule: The ends do not
justify the means. Although this rule can be debated, I think
most of us will agree that even good ends can’t justify all
means or any means. Would you want as a friend—Iet alone
as a senior commander—someone whose view of ethics is
that the only thing that matters is getting a good officer per-
formance report, or passing the inspection, or even winning
the battle at any cost, regardless of the price, suffering, or
deaths involved? Cadet codes of honor, for example, rightly
teach that lying, stealing, and cheating are wrong—which is to
say that certain means (cheating) are wrong even though the
end in sight (passing a test) may be good in itself. Many
choices in military ethics are defective precisely because air-
men or soldiers forget or ignore the idea that, almost without
exception, the end does not and cannot justify the means.
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What is good for us is not just to choose freely but freely to choose what
is good.
—Professor Alfonso Gomez-Lobo
Morality and the Human Goods

But did you notice the weasel words “almost without ex-
ception”? Here we meet our third R—realities. Lying is
wrong. But would you lie to a Nazi if you owned a house in
Warsaw in 1939 and he knocked on your door, asking if you
had seen two fugitive Jews (whom you were hiding in your
basement)? Of course you would, for you recognize the im-
portance of the situation, circumstances, or realities.® Some
would say that rules are inadequate and that we cannot pre-
dict outcomes; therefore, all we have with which to make
ethical judgments are the exigencies of the moment. This is
known as “situation ethics,” a moral view I strongly deny—
and one I am not trying to defend here. Circumstances condi-
tion our choices, I think, but they do not and should not de-
termine such choices. We do know some things (rules), and
we often can reasonably predict outcomes (results); but, of
course, we do take into consideration present realities. The
Nazi knocking on my door in 1939 is not entitled to the truth,
and I will lie to him, knowing that a literal-minded devotion
to the idea here of the rule “do not lie” will result in the real-
ity of a gross miscarriage of justice—the likely murder of
those two Jewish people. Prudential judgment—not situation
ethics, utilitarianism, or even rule-based thinking—informs
my conscience here, and I choose to save the Jews by lying.

This is a case of what I have elsewhere called “dueling du-
ties.” In the case of lying to the Nazi, I know I owe loyalty to
the security of the Jews before I owe loyalty to telling truth to
a Nazi who doesn’t deserve it, and I order my priorities in that
manner, deciding what I ought to do by reasoned moral judg-
ment. I have two duties—one to save the Jews and the other to
tell the truth. The rule of truth telling finds exception or ex-
emption in this instantiation. But that does not release me, in
the future, from the moral obligation of telling the truth.

If we know whom and what we owe; if we know how our
loyalties should be ordered; and if we know what we ought to
be and ought to do—then we must still marshal the courage
to be a lady or a gentleman true to our formed consciences. |
do not think of the late Frank Sinatra as a great philosopher,
but his line from the song “Strangers in the Night”—“dobe-
dobedo”—makes profound ethical sense. For we become
what we do and we do what we become (fig. 1). So we fashion
for ourselves either a virtuous or a vicious square.

Every time we act, we become what we have done. In a
sense, I become what I do, and then I do what I have become.
Sensible people do not want to think of themselves as liars
even though they may have lied at one time or another. If we
think that, by telling a lie, we are becoming liars (not just
committing an act), we are much more unlikely to do what we
should not do, lest we become what we do not want to be. In
this process of moral reasoning, we are, in effect, thinking
about owing, ordering, and oughting.
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Figure 1. Act—Become—Act—Become

The Three Ds

The three Os work in conjunction with the three Ds: We
must try to discern the truth; at appropriate times, we declare
the truth, as we have discerned it; and then we do what we
have discerned and declared (fig. 2).

DISCERN — ™ DECLARE — DO

<
<«

Figure 2. Three Ds

Consider the name we give to someone who says (declares)
one thing but does something different: hypocrite. Although
the three Rs are useful, the best ethical reference I know is a
man or woman of noble character. Such people—not paid
“ethics industry” consultants or newspaper ethics colum-
nists—should be your moral touchstone, a point Aristotle
made 2,300 years ago (and without a Web site, a speaking fee,
or a regular column in a periodical or newspaper!).

Persons of strong character are the ultimate resource for any military
organization, and they are by definition persons of integrity—individuals
whose actions are consistent with their beliefs.

—Col Anthony E. Hartle, USA
Moral Issues in Military Decision Making

The three Ds tell us that we have a moral charge to educate
ourselves as best we can in light of the truth, to speak up for
truth, and then to act in truth. One more D actually comes
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into play here, for this is a process of moral decision, a word
that the dictionary tells us means “the idea of coming to a
conclusion after some question, talk, or thinking over.” In
fact, the word decide comes to us from the Latin meaning to
“cut off,” for we cut ourselves off from alternatives that we
reject as unworthy of what we should do or of who we are.

We “cut ourselves off” from deception and distortion,
from prejudice and self-promotion, from lies and lunacies,
and we seek truth. For we cannot act as we should or be what
we ought to unless we are grounded in what is true. Today’s
world, however, increasingly tells us that “truth is just a name
we give to our opinions.” As the scholar Felipe Fernandez-
Armesto has put it, “Doubt is the truth of our times—the
socially constructed, culturally engineered formula which
arises from our own historical context—just as, according to
relativism, the truth of every group is fashioned by its
needs.”!? If that is correct (one can’t say “true”!), then it is
only a matter of time until the profession of arms itself be-
comes “self referencing”—that is, the military becomes its
own final authority and ultimate standard, “fashioned by its
needs,” and then there will be no sense of right and wrong, of
honor and shame, which transcends the military ethic and by
which the deeds of the armed forces can be morally judged.
In the Platonic dialogue the Apology, Socrates tells us that
“the life which is unexamined is not worth living.”!! That as-
sumes, of course, that there are standards and authorities
against which one ought to measure his or her life. Without
such authorities, one has only the impetus of one’s ego as a
moral criterion. By the same token, if the armed services
have no ultimate standards by which to judge their actions
and orders, we court moral and military disaster.

If we do not confront the soft relativism that is now disguised as virtue, we
will find ourselves morally and intellectually disarmed.

—William Bennett
The Death of Outrage

In Anton Myrer’s novel Once an Eagle, the hero—a mili-
tary officer named Sam Damon—instructs his son in “virtue
ethics”: “If it comes to a choice between being a good soldier
and a good human being, try to be a good human being.”!?
Military ethics is about each airman’s being a good human
being, because an Air Force of competence and character is
made up of thousands of “good human beings”—people for
whom truth and integrity are not “social constructs” but the
very threads of the fabric of their lives. Such airmen know, as
Gen John D. Ryan, Air Force chief of staff, put it on 1 No-
vember 1972, that “any order to compromise integrity is not
a lawful order.”"

What’s It All About, Alfie?
A Summary

What's It All About, Alfie? is a movie and the title of a
Dionne Warwick song, a line from which is—"“Is it just for
the moment we live?” In the movie (and song) the question
put to Alfie is asked and answered in a way rather unusual for
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the entertainment industry. I ordinarily refrain, however,
from singing Sinatra and Warwick songs when I speak about
ethics! Let me put a gloss on the answer given to Alfie.

We have tried to look at military ethics in terms of two—
well, all right, three—letters: The Os tell us to think hard
about whom we owe, to order those debts properly, and to
ought ourselves accordingly—to have a “sure sense of
should.” We live at a time and in a society which increasingly
tells us that there are no standards and no authorities to help
us develop our three Os. We are told, instead, to regard as our
ultimate standard the image we see every morning in our
bathroom mirror. Not only is that morally mistaken, but it is
also militarily ruinous, for any armed service which is based
upon or rooted in its members’ self-love is doomed to failure
and disgrace.

So we can highlight two negative adages: Be leery of loy-
alty and be suspicious of sincerity. A loyalty only to self or
only to gang or group (or even, by extension, only to service)
is dangerous. Loyalty must flow from an ordered sense of ul-
timate obligation: God, country, corps or Air Force, unit (or
principle-purpose-people). And, be suspicious of sincerity
because the wolf of evil can easily vest itself in the sheep’s
clothing of sincerity, and good intentions must answer the
test question of the ends or purposes served by those inten-
tions. So we discern truth diligently; we declare our convic-
tions, saying what we will do; and then we consistently do
what we say (or discernment-declaration-deed).

Two positive adages also suggest themselves. First, will
wisdom. Ethics—to include military ethics—is not about
prejudice; nor opinion; nor information; nor knowledge; nor
even “processed knowledge,” which we call “intelligence.”
Ethics—and all philosophy—are about wisdom, which may
be defined as—well, what? How you define that word will de-
termine your idea of owing, ordering, and oughting. But wis-
dom can be willed; it can be sought after; it can be pursued.
And good men and women do desire it, seek after it, and pur-
sue it. First, they will wisdom. Not for nothing, after all, does
the biblical book of Wisdom tell us that “those who despise
wisdom and instruction are miserable. Their hope is vain,
their labors are unprofitable, and their works are useless.”!

Second, good people value virtue, knowing the logic of
the ancient proverb that “virtue exalts a nation, but sin is a
people’s disgrace.”! Everyone has values, but not everyone
has virtue, which is a habitual desire to do what ought to be
done and thus to become what one should be (taking us back
to dobedobedo!). The four classical, or cardinal, or natural,
virtues were wisdom or prudence, justice or truthfulness,
moral and physical courage, and self-control or temperance.
By understanding the three Rs (rules to live by, a thoughtful
attention to probable consequences or results, and situational
awareness or realities), one forms the habit of detached moral
analysis, of circumspect ethical reasoning, and of virtuous
deeds. In a word, this is character.'® Character is merely vir-
tue in action.

Character, for example, is the commitment shown by Pri-
vate Ryan, who properly perceived a debt he had to Captain
Miller and the squad which saved him in World War II; he
properly ordered his life as a result, reflecting often upon the
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example set for him; and he acted in the light of that reflec-
tion, as he should have. Truly, the good life led by “Private
Ryan”—fulfilling and ennobling as it was for him and his
family—was the result of his being able to see things in per-
spective. My dictionary defines perspective as “a view of
things or facts in which they are in the right relation.” So,
Alfie, I think that is what it’s all about! That, in essence, is
also what military ethics is all about: Defending the national
interest and protecting the innocent with the discrimination
and proportionality which flow from seeing things or facts
“in which they are in the right relation.” And what, exactly, is
“right relation”? Here is an Air Force illustration.

A number of years ago at the Air War College, the com-
mandant opened the year with some customary announce-
ments and with the charge to the new students that they were
to question and criticize all year long; for that was the reason
they had been chosen to read and to study and to think for a
year at a senior service institution. The general then added
an admonition which I have never forgotten. He told the
(mostly) US Air Force students to challenge the speakers,
and the readings, and the presented doctrines to their hearts’
content, provided that the Air Force officers, in their criti-
cisms, never blamed an ambiguous them, instead of us (i.e.,
including the students themselves). For it is our Air Force, he
said, and not theirs; it is about us, and not about them. That
is “right relation.”

Military ethics, therefore, is not about them; it is about
you—and about your knowing what is true, and doing what
is right, and being the man or woman who leads the kind of
life you would lead if, every day, you remembered that some-
one named Captain Miller had saved you from death many
years before. And what do we think of all those who served
the nation and who wore the uniform before us? Did they not
give us a republic, if we can keep it? Did they not tell us about
our government “of the people, by the people, for the peo-
ple”? Did they not tell us to ensure “the survival and the suc-
cess of liberty”? And did they, in effect, not tell us to “earn
[all] this”? Or has our history come to this, that they are dead
and forgotten, while we are alive and forgetting? Can it be
that the beginning of military ethics is to remember?
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1. Plato has Socrates make this point in the Crito, 360 b.c. A translation
by Benjamin Jowett can be found on-line, Internet, 18 March 2003, available
from http://classics.mit.edu/Plato/crito. html.
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Rom. 2:14-15; Ezek. 11:19, 36:26; and Jer. 31:33.
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a Society in Crisis (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2002).

6. Rule-based thinking is deontological ethics, associated with Immanuel
Kant (1724-1804).

7. Outcome-based thinking is teleological or utilitarian ethics, associated
with Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) and with John Stuart Mill (1806-1873).

8. Sometimes termed situation ethics and associated with Joseph Fletcher
(1905-1991).

9. James H. Toner, Morals under the Gun: The Cardinal Virtues, Military
Ethics and American Society (Lexington, Ky.: University Press of Kentucky,
2000), 82-85.

10. Felipe Fernandez-Armesto, Truth: A History and a Guide for the Per-
plexed (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997), 204, 206. Fernandez-Armesto is
simply saying that many today hold that truth is what we call our opinions; he
does not agree with that view.

11. Plato, Apology, 360 b.c. A translation by Benjamin Jowett can be
found on-line, Internet, 18 March 2003, available from http://classics.mit.edu/
Plato/apology.html.

12. Anton Myrer, Once an Eagle (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Win-
ston, 1968).

13. Quoted in Malham M. Wakin, ed., War, Morality, and the Military
Profession, 2d ed. (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1986), 180.

14. Wisd. of Sol. 3:11, New Revised Standard Version. Wisdom, a book
of the Old Testament is grouped with other writings referred to as either Deu-
teroncanonical or Apocryphal; it was included in the original King James
Bible of 1611 but is often not included in today’s protestant Bibles.

15. Prov., 14:34, New American Bible.

16. T highly recommend James Davison Hunter, The Death of Character:
Moral Education in an Age without Good or Evil (New York: Basic Books,
2000). T know that a number of ethical consultants, institutes, seminars, and
one-day or weekend workshops promise miracle cures for businesses and oth-
ers willing to pay great chunks of money for these services. There is no royal
road to character, however, and it is certainly not developed by “ethics gurus”
who are modern sophists and shills for the new national ethics industry. The
best ethics consultant I know died nearly 2,000 years ago, and other great
ones died more than 2,000 years ago. Their books (e.g., Aristotle’s Ethics) are
available in any good bookstore, and these thinkers do not charge exorbitant
speaking and consulting fees!
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Ethics, Leadership, and Character

Brig Gen Malham M. Wakin

A leader is best

When people barely know that he exists,

Not so good when people obey and acclaim him,

Worst when they despise him.

‘Fail to honor people,

They fail to honor you,’

But of a good leader, who talks tilde,
When his work is done, his aim fulfilled,

They will all say, ‘We did this ourselves.”

—Lao Tzu, sixth century B.C.; Verse 17 of the Tao Teh Ching

It is possible to infer much more from this verse in the Tao
Teh Ching concerning ethics and leadership than its author
could have intended so many centuries ago. Lao Tzu saw hu-
man leadership at its best when it imitated the most harmoni-
ous ways of nature flowing smoothly like a natural stream,
without harshness or aggressive struggle, and marked always
by a gentleness that naturally pulled subordinates to their
tasks. This is a view totally inimical to that of the leader as an
egoistic order-giver who forces compliance from subordinates
by threats and claims sole credit for any positive results of
their efforts. With some trepidation, I would like to reflect on
these two extreme characterizations of superior-subordinate
relationships, pursuing a fundamental notion first suggested
to me in a paper delivered by William May and developing
the ethical implications of adopting one mode of leadership
rather than another.! Following these reflections, I hope to be
able to establish the critical importance of ethical consider-
ations to military leadership in the light of the unique func-
tion of the military profession.

Social Contract or Polity

In the many criticisms of military leadership which have
been published in recent years, much attention has been given
to the image of a ruthless, ambitious careerist, intent upon
furthering his or own interests in his or her climb up the hier-
archical ladder in spite of or even because of the high per-
sonal cost he or she may extract from contemporaries, subor-
dinates, or the actual military mission itself. > This is one of
the anecdotal statements made by an Army major who was
interviewed during the Army War College’s research for their
Study on Military Professionalism: “My superior was a com-
petent, professional, knowledgeable military officer who led
by fear, would double-cross anyone to obtain a star, drank
too much and lived openly by no moral code. He is now a

Brigadier General!”® But the “careerists” are not a peculiar
military phenomena; they are to be found in many of our
professions. And it is not as though ethical considerations are
irrelevant for these professional climbers—they have an ethic,
but as Max Lerner puts it, “It is the wrong one.” Lerner refers
to this ethic in contemporary business parlance as the “bot-
tom line” ethic. “For a politician, the ethic is to get power and
hold on to it; for a lawyer, it is to win his case and get his fee
... for a corporate executive, the ethic is to win out in the le-
thally competitive struggle for profits, markets, stock values.
The bottom line is what counts, whatever the means used. It
is the cancer of the professions.”

How does one find oneself caught up in this bottom-line
ethic, not only without sensitivity for the means employed
but often with the seeming conviction that promotion (the
symbol of success) is evidence of virtue? The means em-
ployed “worked”; can there still be ethical questions to ask?
Promotion itself provides vindication for the means em-
ployed. One possible explanation of the “ethic” is that it is
an understandable extended outcome of a certain position
on the nature of man, advocated in its most primitive form
by Thomas Hobbes.

Hobbes is used as one of the classic representatives of ego-
ism in most textbooks of moral philosophy. His view of man
in the Leviathan begins with the assumption that all men are
equal in the state of nature; that is, as they appear in the
world considered apart from any formal social or political
structure. In the primal condition, every man has an equal
right to everything and moral terms have no meaning. There
can be no right or wrong if every person has a right to every-
thing; the fundamental rule of behavior involves personal
survival by the use of one’s own devices. This natural condi-
tion of man is chaotic, savage, and marked by violence. In-
deed Hobbes tells us that “during the time men live without a
common power to keep them all in awe, they are in that con-
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dition which is called war; and such a war, as is of every man,
against every man.” Life for man in such conditions is “soli-
tary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short” (Leviathan: chap. 13).
But man is also endowed with reason which ultimately leads
him to conclude that if he is to survive, he must seek peace
with other men. He must give up his right to harm other men
if he can persuade them to do likewise and enter into an
agreement, a social contract with them. However, the mere
fact of the existence of an agreement does not change human
nature. It is still the case that “of the voluntary acts of every
man, the object is some good to himself” (Leviathan: chap.
14). So to guarantee that men will abide by their agreements,
tremendous powers must be granted to government (the real
leviathan) so that men will live up to their social contract out
of fear of punishment. For the first time, moral terms have
meaning once the agreement is made: Living up to the con-
tract is “justice”; breaking it is injustice. All laws passed by
the agreed-upon government become moral obligations: mo-
rality itself rests on the agreement—it is man-made and not
found either in nature or in accordance with nature. Moral
rules are legislated.

This brief elaboration of Hobbes’s account of the nature
of man and the origins of government through a social con-
tract is relevant to any analysis of military leadership. The
Hobbesian view of man is held by several commentators on
the military profession to be essential to the military ethic.’
This view might also be at the root of the moral comfortable-
ness of the careerist mentioned previously. If self-interest is
the primary focus of human action, or if, more to the point,
it ought to be, then one may feel morally justified if hierarchi-
cal ambitions are realized even at high cost to others. Here,
we may reflect on William May’s suggestion that social con-
tract theories “tracing the origin of the state to a supreme
evil” (namely, man’s predatory nature) give rise to adversary
relationships on every side. May made specific reference to
John Locke’s version of the social contract theory rather than
to that of Hobbes, perhaps because Locke is viewed as having
more direct influence on the framers of the American Consti-
tution. Locke, of course, did not share Hobbes’s extreme ego-
istic view of man although he placed great stress on innate
human rights, especially the right to private property. For
both Hobbes and Locke, however, it seems accurate to con-
clude that governments are essentially founded in negative
fashion to provide security to the individual from the threat
posed by other men.

If one stops for a moment to place the Hobbesian con-
tractual view into the context of the military profession, it is
easy to develop the least attractive picture of military leader-
ship. Orders can be seen as justified because the military
leader gives them (he or she is authorized by contract to do
s0), not because they make sense or are appropriate to the
task addressed. A legitimate answer to the query “Why?” on
this analysis would always be, “Because the general said so.”
Further, if Hobbes’s version of psychological egoism were
correct, one could hardly expect to find any examples of self-
sacrifice or subordination of the good of the self to the good
of the unit, service, or nation. And yet, if we analyze the crit-
ical and essential functions that are uniquely military (more
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on this later), we see immediately that self-sacrifice rather
than self-interest is an essential ingredient in both of military
leadership and of military service in general. Self-interest
theories of ethics and the view of human nature in which
they are grounded are simply not appropriate for the military
profession (nor indeed for any of the professions focused on
service to the greater society).

In one sense, at least, the military profession is more akin
to the classical Greek notion of polity than to the communi-
ties of the social contract theorists. The fundamental mission
of the military under a constitutional government must be
associated with the common good, the good of the commu-
nity it serves. When the military or any branch of the military
places its own interests ahead of the nation’s overall interest,
we soon see elements of the militarism that Alfred Vagts,
General Hackett, and others have adequately described. Mil-
itarism is, as it were, careerism writ large, and both are
grounded in the ethics of self-interest. In reflecting on Aristo-
tle’s position that man’s natural habitat is the society of other
men and that human development seems intended by nature
to take place in the social context, Hackett suggests that a
properly functioning military may be an ideal societal form.

Living in a group demands some subordination of the self to the in-
terests of the group. The military contract demands the total and al-
most unconditional subordination of the interests of the individual if
the interests of the group should require it. This can lead to the sur-
render of life itself. It not infrequently does. Thus in an important re-
spect the military would appear to be one of the more advanced forms
of social institution.®

The Aristotelian notion of man as zoon politicus is worth
some attention if only to contrast with the view of Hobbes
mentioned earlier. Aristotle, and the classical Greeks gener-
ally, would not grant Hobbes’s view that man’s nature is to-
tally egoistic, requiring political arrangements and constrain-
ing moral rules to be artificially imposed. The family and the
state are in fact viewed as natural to man who works out his
development in the context of these organizations: They are
not essentially contrived to hold back man’s selfish egoism
but rather provide the context and education for each per-
son’s growth and contribution to the polis. In this view, po-
litical structures are intended to educate individuals for their
contributive roles in human societies. Based on the fundamen-
tal and unique role of reason in the life of man, the Greek view
seeks rational harmony within the individual and in the state;
peace and not war would better describe the “natural” state of
man. Balance, moderation, development of the intellect—
these are the ethical aims appropriate to man and required to
be fostered by the state. An ethic based on self-interest, cost-
benefit, or the bottom line must be totally uncongenial to this
perspective of the role of man in society.

It may be necessary to distinguish between self-interest
viewed as “selfishness” and self-interest viewed as “self-
development.” We attribute selfishness to those who seek their
own advantage without regard to the consequences of their
actions for others or in spite of causing harm to others. To
develop one’s talents can be viewed as self-interested action,
but it need not be selfish. Certainly, some self-interested ac-
tions can be morally right and justifiably encouraged (devel-
oping one’s mind or skills which will be employed for the
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benefit of all). It is the extreme egoistic sense of self-interested
action (selfishness) which gives rise to Hobbesian views of
the need for a governmental leviathan. It is also selfishness
which characterizes the careerist and his or her organiza-
tional counterpart, militarism.

The root notion of service to the polity seems more accu-
rate and appropriate for understanding the military profes-
sion than does the root notion of social contract. William
May suggested the possibility that social contract theories
remove individuals from active participation in the governing
process. “Government is not what one does but what one
purchases with taxes.” Citizens may, in this view, be active at
the founding and dissolution of the state but passive in be-
tween. One can easily venture a parallel suggestion when the
military function is also viewed as a contractual relationship
with the society; “Defense is not what one does but what one
purchases with taxes.” Thus the average citizen, especially
when not under immediate threat of attack, may not feel any
obligation to provide anything other than financial support
to the military profession; his or her role is passive. Even
when the nation is under immediate attack, if the military
function is viewed as contractual only, the nonmilitary citi-
zen remains passive and expects the military professional to
protect his or her client (society) against external enemies.

May suggested that the extended application of the social
contract thesis to the profession in general produces “adver-
sarial” relationships; society as the client of the professions
and faced with the threat of the negative (pain, lawsuits, crime,
aggression, and the like) is involved only in the formation and
dissolution of the relationship which has the professional pro-
tecting the client against threats. Analogies in medicine and
law are obvious, but perhaps the critical notion to be learned
from May is that when governments or professions are domi-
nated by negative motives (formed to suppress evil) rather
than positive motives (formed to promote the general good),
adversarial relationships are almost certain to be promoted. It
is easy to agree with his concern that when professional au-
thority is invoked by fear, it will be difficult to limit and will
ultimately generate resentment against the professionals.

Jacques Barzun observed that for the past decade, the pro-
fessions have been under fire because the competence and
ethical standards displayed by many practitioners in medi-
cine, law, education, and other professions have been exposed
and found wanting.

The message for the professions today is that their one hope of sur-
vival with anything like their present freedom is the recovery of men-
tal and moral force. No profession can live and flourish on just one of
the two. For its “practical purpose” it requires the best knowledge and
its effective use. But since that purpose is to transfer the good of that
knowledge from the possessor to another person, the moral element
necessarily comes into play. Moral here does not mean merely honest
it refers to the nature of any encounter between two human beings.’

Like the professions for which Barzun has expressed con-
cern, the military profession has also been “under siege” and
needs to reexamine, if not to recover, its “mental and moral
force.” These reflections contrasting the egoistic foundations
of social contract theories with classical Greek notions of
man may lead us to fruitful judgments concerning the ethical
dimensions of military leadership.
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Ethical Implications

The military leader who views his or her oath of office as
merely a contractual arrangement with his government sets
the stage for a style of leadership critically different from
the leader who views that oath as his or her pledge to con-
tribute to the common good of his or her society. For the
former, “duty, honor, country” is a slogan adopted tempo-
rarily until the contract is completed; for the latter, “duty,
honor, country” is a way of life adopted for the good of all
and accepted as a moral commitment not subject to con-
tractual negotiations.

If one adopts the contractual view, it is relatively easy to
attempt to divorce the military function from moral consid-
erations. War is a dirty business, and the task facing this mili-
tary leader is to develop armies and weapons systems which
can efficiently destroy potential enemies; the body count is
the bottom line. This conception is analogous to the adop-
tion of the contractual view in the teaching profession, which
envisions the role of the teacher as transmitter of value-free
objective knowledge, packaged and distributed; grade-point
average is the bottom line. Neither approach accepts respon-
sibility for forming the character of the people being led (to
war or to knowledge), and hence there is no predicting the
uses to which their weapons or knowledge may be directed.
But leadership is not a value-free enterprise; approaches
which ignore the critical ethical dimensions of leadership
must always be viewed as unsatisfactory. This latter assertion
assumes, of course, that the role of the professions, and espe-
cially the military profession, is best viewed as more nearly
approximating the Aristotelian than the Hobbesian idea.

In the American context, a leadership committed to the
development of character can be on precarious ground. In
our pluralistic society, there will always be the question, what
kind of character, what virtues can be legitimately taught and
inculcated? It seems clear, however, that an ethic for any of
the public professions based on a total laissez faire, egoistic,
and self-interested view of man will not do. Professions which
do not exercise constraints over their members’ standards of
competence and over the costs of professional services invite
governmental controls. Professions whose members lose sight
of their service function in society and allow the values of the
marketplace to become dominant invite unionization. Pre-
carious ground or not, concern for virtue among profession-
als is critical if the professions are going to survive with any-
thing at all like their past and current status. The medical,
legal, and military functions continue to be critical to society,
but that is not to be confused with continuing preeminence of
the associated professionals.

What every professional should bear in mind is the distinction be-
tween a profession and a function. The function may well be eternal;
but the profession, which is the cluster of practices and relationships
arising from the function at a given time and place, can be destroyed—
or can destroy itself—very rapidly.'

The function of the military profession (its mission) is
relatively well fixed; and it is a noble one whether it is charac-
terized as the management of violence (Huntington), the
containment of violence (Hackett), or as constabulary
(Janowitz). The latter two characterizations are similar and
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seem most accurate for the US military profession currently.
They do not presume so wide a gulf between war and peace
as has been the American predilection prior to the end of
World War II, nor do they avoid the essential moral concern
that total war, with its potential for the destruction of all hu-
manity, has become an irrational option. Already one sees
that the military leader cannot afford the luxury, if luxury is
what it is, of viewing his or her function in some sort of “sci-
entific” or objective value-freeway. The uses of military force
always involve moral considerations; the decision to go to
war is a moral decision; and the judgments on the employ-
ment of means are always more than merely military judg-
ments. At least since President Lincoln’s acceptance of Li-
eber’s “Instructions for the Government of Armies of the
United States in the Field” in 1863, the public position of the
United States has been that all is not fair in war. This position
has been reaffirmed many times through the Hague and Ge-
neva Conventions; in the Army pamphlet, The Law of Land
Warfare; and through our participation in war crimes tribu-
nals at Nioremberg and Tokyo after World War II. Military
leaders are charged with the responsibility of observing the
moral positions developed through this tradition, and with
educating all members of the profession with regard to the
provisions of these “laws of war.”

The “military” virtues are virtues in any human society,
pluralistic or not; but they are called military virtues because
of their essential connection to the specific military function.
The end (military mission) is essentially fixed—the choice of
means to bring about that end often involves moral consider-
ations and always requires a display of certain virtues in effect-
ing those means. In some professions the most obvious specific
virtues are easy to identify; in medicine and law, for example,
client confidentiality receives unanimous, clear, dominant, and
obvious emphasis. The military virtues are no less obvious:
subordination of the good of the self to the good of the nation
and military unit, courage, obedience, loyalty, integrity. 1 have
argued elsewhere that integrity is the foundation virtue for
military leaders if they wish to successfully develop loyalty and
obedience in their subordinates.!" But the critical thing to no-
tice here is that these virtues are obvious because of their func-
tional necessity; success in battle is impossible without them;
preparation for battle requires their inculcation. Please note
that these moral virtues are not merely “nice to have,” they are
functional imperatives in the military profession. Notice also
that if the list is a correct one and self-subordination is as cru-
cial as I believe it to be to the military function, then a contrac-
tual view of one’s role in the profession generated from the
Hobbesian view of man cannot adequately serve as the ethical
foundation for military leadership.

Superior-Subordinate Relationships

Given the enormous authority over the lives of subordi-
nates that the hierarchical military structure provides to its
leaders, what are the moral demands on those to whom sub-
ordinates are required to be loyal and obedient? Again the
fundamental position on the nature of human relationships
is extremely relevant. If the relationship between superior
and subordinate is viewed as merely contractual, then each
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association takes on the dimensions of a transaction.'? The
subordinate expects that the superior will respond to his or
her needs; the superior expects that subordinates will “do
their job” in response to his commands. Each has contracted
to act in specified fashion. The more Aristotelian view of
leadership would have the leader accept responsibility for
transforming subordinates with an eye to inculcating the vir-
tues mentioned earlier. The transactional leader places em-
phasis on objective performance; the transformational leader
adds to performance an emphasis on education. The transac-
tional leader is less likely to accept responsibility when his or
her mission fails; in those cases he or she can easily place the
blame on subordinates who did not “fulfill their contract.”
The transformational leader resembles more the “good
leader” depicted by Lao Tzu in the quotation appearing at
the beginning of this article. The contrast between these two
approaches seems authentic when placed in practical context
as in the following comments made by officers participating
in the Army War College’s study of professionalism:

[There is] fear in the subordinate of relief and a bad Officer Effective-
ness Report if he admits that his unit is less than perfect or he is pre-
senting a point his superior doesn’t want to hear. . . . The subordinate
must have the integrity to “tell it like it is” in spite of fear for his ca-
reer, etc., while the superior owes it to his subordinate to help him as
much as possible as opposed to the attitude of “you get it squared
away or I'll get someone who will” over a one-time deficiency. Across
the board the Officer Corps is lacking in their responsibilities of look-
ing out for the welfare of subordinates. Everyone is afraid to make a
mistake with someone always looking over his shoulder. They are
afraid that if they delegate authority to subordinates . . . they them-
selves will suffer. . . . Subordinates are not being properly developed
and there is a general feeling among junior officers that seniors are
untouchable, unapproachable, unreasonable, and constantly looking
for mistakes. . . . A commander who takes a genuine interest in the
welfare and training of his subordinates is getting rarer.!

It is easy to see from these comments made by officers of
different ranks that their perceptions of actual leadership
practice in 1970 was that it was transactional (in our terms)
when it ought to have been transformational. Is it going too
far to attribute many of the moral lapses in the military pro-
fession in the United States in recent years to the contractual
(transactional) relationship? One of the ethical scandals ac-
companying the all-volunteer army conception in the middle
and late 1970s was the occurrence of recruiting irregularities.
Several newspaper articles reported on congressional investi-
gations which revealed that fictitious names were placed on
computers to meet recruiting quotas; police records were al-
tered so that those possessing them could be fraudulently en-
listed; test scores were altered so that others could be quali-
fied for enlistment. The enlistment quota was viewed by many
as a contract, a “bottom line”; and the resulting pressures
were seen by some recruiters as reason enough to cheat and
lie. Similar pressures, sometimes generated by unrealistic
goals or demands for perfection, are frequently adduced as
reasons for false reporting of AWOL rates, false readiness re-
ports, cheating on training examinations, false aircraft in-
commission reports, and falsification of a host of other
quantitative indicators which we have institutionalized and
used to evaluate the effectiveness of our leaders at all levels.
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Common sense suggests that the bottom-line ethic most
easily accompanies institutionalized overemphasis on quan-
titative measurements of leadership. “When we can’t mea-
sure the things that are important, we ascribe importance to
the things we can measure” (attributed, perhaps erroneously,
to Milton). Along with the emphasis on quantitative mea-
surements comes often the requirement to report 100 per-
cent of the quantity measured. Misinterpretation of a “zero-
defects” program can lead and has led subordinates to believe
that a single mistake or any performance that produces a
“bottom line” that is less than 100 percent can lead to career
disaster. Professor Philip Flammer suggested that the insti-
tutional pressures generated by exaggerated emphasis on
“zero-defects” led to bad superior-subordinate relationships,
even to the point of compromised integrity:

[The Zero Defects System], interpreted literally, as some image-
conscious and ambitious commanders were inclined to do, automati-
cally moved from the realm of the plausible and desirable to the im-
possible and impractical. In many instances, the program evolved into
a “Zero Error Mentality,” that is, the commander felt that his com-
mand had to be error free. . . . Yet outlawing risk precludes initiative,
which is a basic requisite for modem [modern] combat effectiveness.
In the end, many errors were made and consequently covered up, for
the zero error mentality is automatically wedded to the grotesque phi-
losophy that it is worse to report a mistake than it is to make one.'

The transformational leader sets the moral tone for his
subordinates by the example of integrity he provides in both
his official duties and in his private life. Honesty cannot be
instilled by contract—but it may be enhanced by education
about its importance to mission accomplishment and by ex-
ample. Courage cannot be instilled by contractual arrange-
ment, nor should it be expected if the basic mission orienta-
tion is merely contractual. It seems clear that selfishness is
more generated than sublimated by any contractual/transac-
tional grounding of the military ethic. Army chief of staff
General Edward C. Meyer seemed to be summarizing this
point of view when he commented recently: “The obligation
of service and commitment inherent in the military ethic im-
poses burdens not customary in the larger society where obli-
gations are normally contractual in nature and limited in de-
gree of personal sacrifice expected. For the solider, the
obligation is complete: to death if necessary.”!®

Is Professional Competence a Moral Obligation?

It is not immoral under normal circumstances to fail a
course in school. If a military person is incapable of learning
to deal appropriately with a sophisticated weapons system,
that is not immoral. But the leader who knowingly assigns
the incapable to equipment they cannot operate is not merely
foolish; where the stakes are so high in terms of the survival
of his society, loss of human life, and use of national trea-
sure, it seems clear he has entered the moral realm. With re-
spect to the development of tactics, weaponry, long-range
strategy, and the conditions for employing those weapons
systems which pose serious threats to noncombatants, the
military leader’s competence is a crucial issue. Literally, he
has a moral obligation to be competent in these areas. There
are analogies in other professions. Judges are morally obliged
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to research and understand legal precedent relevant to cases
over which they have jurisdiction. Incompetence on the
judge’s part can lead to injustice; and, of course, justice is a
very important moral value. Surgeons are morally obliged to
develop an understanding of the human organs on which
they operate, and they are obliged to study and understand
surgical techniques before deciding to employ them. In these
areas it seems clear that the obligation to be competent is not
merely prudent; where justice and human life are at stake,
and where authority to act has been bestowed, the obligation
to be competent must be viewed as a moral one. Often in the
military context, the authority of the military leader to act is
nearly absolute and the stakes at issue are crucial to society.
The strength of the moral obligation must be commensurate
with that responsibility.

Within the context of the professional ethic, it appears
the line between incompetence and immorality is a very thin
line, perhaps most obviously so in the military profession. It
is obvious that an incompetent physician may, in a lifetime
of practicing bad medicine, harm many of his patients, per-
haps even cause some deaths. It is also disheartening to con-
template the damage that an incompetent junior high school
teacher may do to developing young minds. But the incom-
petent military leader may bring about needless loss of life
and indeed, at the extreme, may have at his fingertips, the
ability to destroy humanity as we know it. Given this critical
uniqueness of the role of military leaders, no nation can af-
ford to have them be intellectually incompetent or morally
insensitive. Further, it seems clear that military leaders must
extend this concern for competence to all levels of the mili-
tary hierarchy. It is also quite clear that neither competence
nor moral sensitivity is acquired by mere contract; military
leadership in these areas must proceed by example and by
education. Transformational leadership holds far more
promise than transactional leadership where competence
and character are at issue.

Perhaps we may lay at the door of advancing technology
some of the explanation for our need to connect moral con-
cerns with military leadership in a fashion that was unneces-
sary for professionals of the past. When there was some pos-
sibility that the majority of persons wearing uniforms were
likely to confront an enemy in direct combat, the primacy of
courage was so obvious as not to require commentary. When
unit survival in battle depended on each soldier’s fulfilling his
assigned task, the need for subordination of self to the com-
mon good, conceptions of loyalty and obedience were all so
clearly seen as fundamental and functionally imperative that
example and encouragement were adequate to guarantee
their inculcation. But in the modern US military services,
there is great need to call attention to the ultimate purpose of
the military profession because technological specialization
has brought about a state of affairs that places the majority
of uniform wearers in specialized roles remote from anything
resembling battle engagements in past wars. Even those in
direct control of our most devastating weapons systems will
never confront their enemies face-to-face; indeed, their
knowledge of the target of their weapons is frequently re-
stricted to location and numbers.
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As early as 1960, Professor Janowitz was pointing out that
the tasks of military leadership had become segmented into
at least three identifiable characterizations: the direct combat
roles of the heroic leader, the organizational and administra-
tive functions of the military manager, and the specialized
skills of the military technologist.!® The traditional military
virtues and moral considerations are most easily associated
with the heroic leader because he or she most directly employs
the instruments of violence and places himself or herself and
his or her men at risk. The moral consequences of incompe-
tence in that role are easiest to discern. Not so with the leader
whose essential contribution to the profession is the manage-
ment of large contracts, or developmental programs, or large
numbers of people engaged in support functions. He or she
may see himself in a role analogous to that of a manager in a
large business firm or industrial complex and may use analo-
gous measures of successful operation: productivity, cost-
effectiveness, bottom-line numbers. In this environment it is
remarkably easy to lose sight of the ultimate function of the
military profession. What kinds of measurements are the rel-
evant ones to determine if the profession is best prepared to
defend our way of life? Productivity is important only if the
“product” is contributing to the success of the military func-
tion. In a psychological warfare campaign, for example, does
the number of sorties flown and the number of leaflets
dropped (easily measured and easily increased) provide a
measure of the success of the psychological operation?

The military technologist may be the furthest removed
from the direct military function. He or she may spend an
entire career in military laboratories, contributing to basic
research in optical physics, laser development, analysis of ra-
diation effects, development of computer software, and so
on. He or she may be outnumbered by the civilian researchers
participating in the same projects, working the same hours,
and differing only in the circumstances of pay and work uni-
form. How much more like the civilian specialist his or her
daily life appears to be than like the traditional military leader
whose principal concerns might have been the inculcation in
his or her subordinates of unity, loyalty, obedience, and the
other military virtues. The officer-researcher’s status in the
military profession seems more to resemble that of the mili-
tary doctor than that of the traditional heroic leader. The
military doctor may identify more closely with the medical
profession than with the military profession. But both the
military technologist and the military doctor may be called
upon to place themselves at risk by carrying out their special-
ized functions in combat zones, while their civilian colleagues
are not bound by the same unlimited liability. The danger of
diminishing effectiveness of the military profession seems di-
rectly proportional to the growing identification of military
specialists (technologists or managers) with their specialty at
the cost of less identification with the profession of arms.

It is important to notice that often the rewards of daily
effort are connected immediately with one’s specialized activ-
ity and only mediately with the ultimate military function.
This is not often true in other professions. The medical doc-
tor who saves a life by timely surgery or relieves pain by cur-
ing an illness sees himself or herself fulfilling his or her func-
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tion directly and daily. The Air Force major who solves a
critical data systems problem leading to more efficient usage
of the comptroller’s computers gets the immediate fulfillment
of the data systems analyst but may have to extrapolate re-
markably well to perceive herself as contributing to the ulti-
mate military mission. The moral dimensions of competence
in this environment are easily overlooked, perhaps replaced
entirely by prudential considerations. Duty, honor, country;
responsibility for the lives of one’s subordinates; victory on
the battlefield—all seem remote from the many specialized
tasks performed in the extremely complex, technologically
oriented, modem military structure.

As the distinction between certain military and civilian
“jobs” becomes narrower, the relationship between leader
and led may have a tendency to become even more contrac-
tual and less transformational. It is not sheer coincidence
that the standard terminology for civilian assistance to the
military has included the phrase “defense contractor.” With
the word “contract” comes the emphasis on the values of the
marketplace, concern for working hours, pay scales, and per-
haps even collective bargaining. Charles Moskos has high-
lighted perceivable dangers to military effectiveness and le-
gitimacy should the military institution see its traditional
professional values replaced by the self-interested values of
the contractors who work so closely with the military.”!”

“Good” Leaders versus Merely Effective Leaders

Reflection on the many very excellent studies of leader-
ship available today reveals a number of astute and useful
ways to develop effective leadership styles and traits. Little
attention is paid, however, in our leadership manuals, to the
moral dimension of leadership which I believe is a require-
ment in a democracy. Effective leaders may well have mas-
tered the technique of persuading and motivating their fol-
lowers to accomplish the leader’s goals. But the nature of
those goals has moral relevance. Adolf Hitler was a very ef-
fective, persuasive, and motivating leader. But in the final
analysis he led his followers to accomplish some very evil
atrocities. The difference between a merely effective leader
and a “good” leader lies in the moral dimension. Good lead-
ers will have all the skills and competence of effective leader-
ship, but in addition will always have a moral purpose. That
moral purpose will have something to do with the good of
their followers, and in the military case, with the good of the
country they serve as well. The actions of the good leader will
be constrained by the moral rules. Good military leaders un-
derstand the need to develop in themselves and in their sub-
ordinates those qualities of moral character, those military
moral virtues, essential to properly accomplish the military
mission. Those essential moral virtues (already mentioned)
include integrity, loyalty, obedience, courage, and selflessness.
Good leaders, as distinguished from merely effective leaders,
will be characterized by both their competence and their
character.

I think General Matthew Ridgway got it just right in the
following reflection on his experience in World War II.
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During a critical phase of the Battle of the Bulge, when I commanded
the 18th Airborne Corps, another corps commander just the fight
next to me remarked: ‘I'm glad to have you on my flank. It’s character
that counts.” I had long known him and I knew what he meant. T re-
plied: “That goes for me too.” There was no amplification. None was
necessary. Each knew the other would stick however great the pres-
sure: would extend help before it was asked, if he could; and would tell
the truth, seek no self-glory, and everlastingly keep his word. Such
feeling breeds confidence and success.'®

Conclusions

The nature of modem defense policy and the composition
of the US defense organization have placed strains on the
professional military ethic. Complexity, however much it may
conceal the functional importance of the ethical-military vir-
tues, is not an excuse for failure to understand the crucial role
these virtues must play. With complicated command, control,
and communications networks comes an even more critical
need for integrity in reporting. Command decisions are more
centralized but depend entirely on honest inputs. There is still
need for the heroic leader, but his or her role must be comple-
mented by the military manager and the military technolo-
gist. It is not inconceivable that our most able military profes-
sionals will have to demonstrate characteristics of all these
roles, sometimes all at the same time.

In an era when miscalculation can lead to tragic conse-
quences for humanity, technological competence takes on an
added and crucial moral dimension. If, under the umbrella of
a nuclear deterrent posture, future military engagements
must be carried out with the intention of containing violence
at the lowest possible level, military leaders will have to be
totally aware of the political uses of the military instrument.
In the context of limited engagements for specific political
aims, courageous action and the subordination of self to mis-
sion accomplishment become more difficult for the military
professional (especially for those immersed in the ethos of
“total victory”), but even more important than ever before.
Integrity, obedience, loyalty—these qualities take on even
more significance in the modem military as it becomes more
difficult for military leaders to inculcate them in their people.
The military function retains its noble and necessary role of
protection of a way of life; the military profession in the
United States will be equal to the task of carrying out that
function only in proportion to its ability to attract and retain
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leaders who understand the ethical dimensions of profes-
sional competence and who themselves exemplify the highest
intellectual and moral qualities.
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The Code of Conduct

Robert K. Ruhl

Article 1: I am an American fighting man. I serve in the forces
which guard my country and our way of life. I am prepared to
give my life in their defense.

Article II: I will never surrender of my own free will. If in com-
mand I will never surrender my men while they still have the
means to resist.

Article III: If T am captured I will continue to resist by all means
available. I will make every effort to escape. I will accept neither
parole nor special favors from the enemy.

Article IV: If I become a prisoner of war, I will keep faith with
all my fellow prisoners. I will give no information or take part in
any actions which might be harmful to my comrades. If T am
senior, [ will take command. If not, I will obey the lawful orders
of those appointed over me and will back them up in every way.

Code of Conduct for the Armed Forces of the United States

*Article V: When questioned, should I become a prisoner of
war, [ am required to give name, rank, service number, and date
of birth. I will evade answering further questions to the utmost
of my ability. I will make no oral or written statements disloyal
to my country and its allies or harmful to their cause.

Article VI: I will never forget that I am an American fighting
man, responsible for my actions, and dedicated to the principles
which made my country free. I will trust in my God and in the
United States of America.

*By Executive Order signed on November 3, 1977, President Carter
amended the original statement in the Code which read, “bound to
give only name, rank, service number, and date of birth.”

In the dark battlefield of men’s souls, the lonely war of
conscience rages on, unabated by time and place.

The very intensity of the shadowy struggle did come to
light for a brief time two years ago but, sadly, the public record
of the haunted, released last fall, has gone all but unnoticed.

For them—mostly former prisoners of war (POW) in
Southeast Asia, those who had endured the unspeakable—the
war has nothing to do with winning and losing in combat.
Rather, it was—and is—the interminable hell of measuring
themselves against the deceptively simple tenets inherent in
the six articles that make up the fighting man’s creed, the
Code of Conduct for the Armed Forces of the United States.

Some had lived gallantly to uphold the Code, many with
a rigid tenacity born of a dogma-like understanding of its
precepts. Some have died doing the same. A very few have
failed those same precepts miserably and suffered the out-
cast’s dishonor.

But all, the more than 800 who returned from North and
South Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, the People’s Republic of
China, and the repatriated crewmen of the ill-fated USS
Pueblo, had given the enemy more information than they had
wanted to or at one time thought possible.

It was for them and for those in the future who might find
themselves in the desperation of captivity that the Defense Re-
view Committee for the Code of Conduct first met in Wash-
ington, D.C., in May 1976 to consider changing the Code.

Reprinted by permission from Airman, May 1978.
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The assigned duty of the committee was to relate the expe-
riences of those once captive to the high standards of the
Code, the aim being to help the services “produce a better
prepared, better disciplined, better informed, and better
guided fighting man.”

The result, after seven months of discussion, medita-
tion, and interviews with some 50 former prisoners and
experts in several fields, was as deceptively unpretentious
as the Code itself.

In Article V, the most controversial of the six, one word
was changed and one was deleted; a broad guideline was pro-
duced for future Code training, and three sections of the
Manual for Courts-Martial were amended to give the senior
ranking officer or noncommissioned officer in captivity legal
authority over all US servicemen.

Last November 3, President Carter approved the com-
mittee’s recommendations by signing two executive orders
and thereby tacitly answered the sad-wise question of Shuk-
hov, the prototype prisoner of Communist tyranny in Sol-
zhenitsyn’s One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich: “How
can you expect a man who is warm to understand a man is
who cold?”

For the committee, as well as any could, had understood
both the man who is warm and the man who is cold.

In the words of Committee Chairman Dr. John F. Ahearne,
a former Air Force officer who was then the acting assistant
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secretary of defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) and
now an assistant to the secretary of the Department of En-
ergy, by changing Article V “we tried to make it clear that a
human being can be pushed beyond human tolerance.”

In that context, the committee of 11, composed of seven
active duty or retired military members, including recently
retired Air Force Medal of Honor recipient Col George E.
(Bud) Day (see “All Day’s Tomorrows,” Airman, November
1976) and three other former prisoners, broadened the whole
of the Code to encompass compassion.

No longer would the American POW feel he was “bound
to give only name, rank, service number, and date of birth” to
a captor—the Big Four statement that had tormented prison-
ers in Southeast Asia because of the services’ differing inter-
pretations of the two words.

Future POWs would be required to give the same infor-
mation to comply with the 1949 Geneva Convention but the
deletion of the word only would allow captives a flexibility
of response and action that would help them maintain their
self-respect after being pushed “beyond the limits of human
tolerance.”

Coerced past those limits, they will be able, with the full
sanction of their country and their service, to “bounce back”
with dignity and try again and again to resist giving impor-
tant information to their captors or cooperating with them.

The word changes were also a reaffirmation of the intent,
never properly promulgated, of the Defense Advisory Com-
mittee on Prisoners of War that first formulated the Code in
1955 as a direct response to the public outcry over the well-
publicized germ warfare “confessions” and turncoat actions
that tainted the return of POWs from Korea.

But it was not to assuage guilt feelings, both real and
imagined, that Article V was changed. No, it was a sober rec-
ognition of the plight of POWs under the grinding heel of
Communist captors. It was the recognition by civilized men
of brutality meted out often for brutality’s sake.

“There is no man who will not break under Communist
interrogation,” Army Lt Col Floyd J. Thompson, who spent
nine years in prison, the longest of any US serviceman in In-
dochina, told the committee. “They have complete control
over your environment to make life a living hell for the sake
of obtaining a very simple statement to the effect that I'm
well treated and these are nice folks and why don’t we go
home and leave them alone.”

It was this use of American POWs in Korea for political
and propaganda purposes—the first time this had ever be-
fallen American servicemen in our nation’s history—that led
to the establishment of the Code.

By signing Executive Order 10631 in 1955, President
Eisenhower directed that “each member of the Armed Forces
liable to capture shall be provided with specific training and
instruction designed to better equip him to counter and with-
stand all enemy efforts against him, and shall be fully in-
structed as to the behavior and obligations expected of him
during combat and captivity.”

That the establishment of the Code, the only one like it in
the world, was an overreaction to biased press reports and
speeches at home concerning the alleged misconduct of large
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numbers of POWs in Korea wasn’t clear until the late 1960s
when a definitive study, contracted for by the Air Force, con-
cluded, that, in fact, American POWs had done as well as
their predecessors in past wars.

“Had the Department of Defense waited for the Air Force
study, I don’t think we would have a Code of Conduct today,”
explained Claude L. Watkins, an Air Force Intelligence opera-
tions specialist and former World War II POW who is a highly
regarded expert with 28 years of experience in all phases of
survival, evasion, escape, and resistance while in captivity.

A graying man of medium build who speaks with disarm-
ing casualness while all the time driving home facts with mal-
let force, Watkins served the review committee as an observer,
consultant, advisor on Code training, and finally as executive
secretary before closing the doors on committee business in
the Pentagon last January.

Years earlier he had set up the program to debrief return-
ing Air Force POWs from Southeast Asia, a portion of which
was adopted by all the services.

The theme of those who were writing and lecturing about
the Korean War POWs was that “Americans were all screwed
up; they couldn’t do anything right, and that they were putty
in the hands of the Communists,” according to Watkins, a
member of the Air Force’s 7602d Air Intelligence Group,
Fort Belvoir, Virginia.

“We heard about brainwashing, dissension, the ‘confes-
sions,” but the truth is that the Chinese went all out to politi-
cally indoctrinate Americans, who were mostly lower ranking
Army troops, and failed miserably. They quit trying a year
before the POWs came home. As you recall, just 21 prisoners
decided to stay in Communist hands, and there were more
than 7,000 prisoners, 223 of whom were Air Force members.

“Considering that our troops hadn’t been trained to com-
bat the pressures that no other American had ever been sub-
jected to before,” he continued, “they did very well.”

Code or not—and Watkins noted that many in Vietnam-
ese prisons “wouldn’t have made it without the Code—train-
ing is the key element to survival under Communist captivity.
But training, or lack of it, has been the Code’s dilemma from
its inception.

Although the framers of the Code had intended that any
confusion over the precise meaning of the words and state
merits would be clarified in training, those intentions were
thwarted by lack of monitoring and training guidance.

In the years following the establishment of the Code, the
services took differing positions. The Air Force, for the most
part, taught methods of “ruses and stratagems” that encom-
passed bounce-back techniques, which the service believed to
be the intention of the Code’s founders. The other services
generally took a hard-line stance embodied in the refrain,
“Big Four and nothing more.”

From the start the Air Force was concerned with training
aircrews for hazardous missions. As then-chief of staff, Gen
Curtis E. LeMay, contended in 1963, the Air Force had a
higher percentage of officers vulnerable to capture and with a
considerable amount of technical education and expertise
that made them particularly attractive targets for enemy in-

11/16/18 8:18:35 AM



terrogators. The Air Force POW was also very likely to be
subjected to exploitation for propaganda purposes.

The Army and Marines felt the Big Four was more appro-
priate for training large numbers of combat troops, and the
Navy determined that its members most vulnerable to cap-
ture—carrier pilots—would be flying short fighter missions
and their chances of becoming prisoners for long periods
were remote.

But the harsh tales of brutality and deprivation told by
the early returnees from Southeast Asia in the late 1960s
caused the Army, Navy, and Marines to reassess their ap-
proach to Code training.

The capture of the USS Pueblo in March of 1968 was an
added factor. A House subcommittee that studied the cir-
cumstances recommended that the Department of Defense
(DOD) consider training that would better equip servicemen
to deal with captivity.

Speaking before the Defense Review Committee in 1976,
the now-retired Pueblo commander, Mark Lloyd Bucher, said
he felt he was in violation of the Code from the start because
he went beyond the Big Four and gave it cover story. He ex-
plained he had signed a “confession” that his ship had en-
tered North Korean territorial waters because the enemy
threatened to kill his men, starting with the youngest.

With all the services in harmony after 1968 over the neces-
sity of extending Code training, they determined that a thor-
ough study of the Code should be made but that such a study
and any definitive training guidance that resulted would be
deferred while Americans were still in Communist prisons.

Today DOD, including representatives from all the ser-
vices, is working to develop future Code of Conduct train-
ing doctrine.

Where does the Air Force stand with respect to training in
the Code? What should the Air Force be doing? These are
questions Lt Col Stevenson E. (Steve) Bowes is asking him-
self and others. In his assignment with the Deputy Chief of
Staff, Plans and Operations, Colonel Bowes chairs the Air
Staff committee that monitors the entire scope of Air Force
involvement in survival, evasion, resistance, and escape—
SERE—activities.

“If we are going to tell an individual that his country has
established standards that he’s expected to live up to,” Colo-
nel Bowes said, “then I think it’s incumbent upon institutions
that represent his country to him, primarily his service, to
examine themselves and see to it they’re helping him as much
as possible before he becomes its prisoner, while he’s in prison,
and afterwards.”

The review committee in 1976 recommended the designa-
tion of the Air Force as the executive agent to train future
Code instructors for all services. DOD is presently consider-
ing that recommendation and is looking at the form and con-
tent of training.

The committee proposed different levels of training that
take into account a military member’s combat specialty and
his risk of being captured.

Depending on the type of conflict, aircrews, various spe-
cial forces groups, members of long-range reconnaissance
patrols, and others, may receive more intense training than
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the normal infantryman. But the problem of putting teeth
into the amended training directive boils down to policy and
resources, according to Bowes.

“We're talking about who—for example, the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staft, or others—is
going to have their hand on the policy throttle,” he explained.
“Who will determine what Code training is going to encom-
pass, what the substance of that training will be, and how the
results will be measured?”

There are, of course, resource implications for all the
services. The Army, for instance, doesn’t have survival
schools akin to those of the Air Force. The Army ap-
proaches Code training, according to Colonel Bowes, as
an element of unit training.

And those working out the training concepts also realize
the differing maturity levels, intellectual acuity, age, years of
service, and others, that come into play.

“The guy who punches out of a plane over enemy terri-
tory has a different problem than the infantryman who is
about to be captured in a group,” noted the former chief of
an interrogation team in Southeast Asia.

“For the infantryman about to be captured with his unit
and near his own lines, training probably ought to stress that
fighting his way back obviates a lot of concern about surviv-
ing, evading, resisting, or escaping. But think about the pilot
who might go down in the Ural Mountains. Telling him to
fight his way back to friendly hands takes some examination.
Shooting his way out must run counter to both his own and
his nation’s interests.

The word among pilots who came back from Southeast
Asia was, “I didn’t think it was incumbent on me to start an
Asian ground war in the middle of North Vietnam. Better
that I evade rather than fight.”

Future Code training must also take into account the
various theaters where war is possible and the money spent
on a proportionately small number of servicemen who be-
come prisoners.

As one ex-POW told the committee, “6 1/2 million served
in Vietnam; 56,000 died; about 1,500 went down over North
Vietnam; 546 came home. How much time and money do you
spend on so small a percentage as the prisoners represent?”

The quality of training, then, becomes a most important
consideration. Claude Watkins feels “the ultimate goal is a
school for high-risk personnel. It should have the best quali-
fied instructors from all the services, use the best training aids
and materials, and employ the most realistic training.”

The Intelligence specialist, who probably knows more for-
mer POWs than any other man alive, noted that he never
heard one say he gave only Big Four information. He feels
strongly that there should be heavy emphasis on “taking all
you can take, giving the least amount of information you
can, and then bouncing back.”

He also thinks the high-risk serviceman should under-
stand the probable chain of events after he’s captured—the
trauma, disorientation, the abuse, interrogation methods, the
techniques of political exploitation—and acquire rudi-
mentary skills in primitive medicine and a knowledge of how
to establish covert communications.
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“You’ve also got to know the enemy doesn’t want to starve
you to death,” he said. “The food may be unappetizing, but
eat every damned bit of it. Mainly, though, just hang in there,
man, and be faithful to each other and support each other.”

Surprisingly, many POWs, while still in prison, thought
the Code was legally binding rather than a set of standards to
be followed. But the testimony of most former POWs and
experts before the committee was overwhelmingly in favor of
letting the Code stand as it was intended. As in the past, the
Uniform Code of Military Justice will form the basis for any
legal prosecution.

Like the others working on training doctrine, Colonel
Bowes fully recognizes the difficulty in trying to train mili-
tary members in a code of conduct with inherent open-
ended strictures. But, he noted, “Americans tend to be a
two-valued people. If you don’t win, then you’re a loser.
That may or may not be true. We are fond of saying close
only counts in horseshoes, but there are more horseshoes
in life than we often recognize.”

He also said he thought the Code has been “looked at by
a lot of guys in such a way that it becomes a source of guilt.

Take a guy who jumps out of his damaged airplane. “Geez,
I've lost my airplane,” he says. “Now I've got to evade.”

After six hours a little old lady with a pitchfork nabs him.
He feels he’s got two failures now—he’s lost his airplane and
he’s been captured. He’s psychologically disoriented, a lot’s
playing on his mind, and the people who have him have less
than a wholly constructive intention concerning his welfare
and his uses to them.

Now he’s in a resistance situation and thinking about
the Big Four, “Can I ask that guy if I can go to the ‘head’
or get medical attention?” he asks. If he does, he thinks
he’s failed again.

Later he says to himself, “I tried not to, but they worked on
me, manipulated my wounds, beat me, put me in ropes, did to
me what they wanted, and I screamed, and I cried, and I soiled
myself. I have absolutely debased myself, I have failed again.”

It’s that kind of thinking, Colonel Bowes said, “that we’ve
got to turn around. We’ve got to point out in training that if
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you really tried, if you’ve made your best effort, then you
must not let your own perspective of failure turn you into
your own worst enemy. Maybe the POW has to approach the
situation like a recovered alcoholic. One step, one day at a
time. No promissory notes for tomorrow.”

The seriousness with which he views Code of Conduct
training is apparent in Bowes’s approach to the subject. “Two
philosophical precepts say a lot to me about Code training.
The first is, “There’s only one way to learn to play the flute,
and that’s by playing it.” But you may play it badly.” Code
training is fundamental combat training. It prepares the
fighting man to be just that, and it must be done well. We
have a wealth of material—history, actual experiences, vari-
ous studies, and analyses—on which to build. We need to be
very sensitive about what we use and how we use it in our ef-
forts to sustain and improve Code of Conduct training.

And, secondly, “You shouldn’t expect a more precise an-
swer than the subject matter of the question will allow.” In
Code training we’re not counting two and two and we’re not
counting beans. We’re dealing with what goes on in a guy’s
mind and whether we can help him stay in control of himself
under what I think are probably the most difficult situations
he or any man may ever have to face.

The Defense Review Committee for the Code of Conduct
understands the same intangibles.

“We spent more than half our time wrestling with the
changes in Article V, Chairman Ahearne said. “We came to
the understanding that once you give this amount of informa-
tion, you don’t just fall into damnation. There is no precipice.
It’s not just a black-and-white, all-or-nothing situation. You
resist, you do the best you can, and then you bounce back.”

With it all, then, there does seem to be a dawning of un-
derstanding, one that may yet drive the dark from the battle-
field of many men’s souls and lead others in the future to
higher, surer ground.

The man who is warm does, after all, understand the man
who is cold.
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Military Ethics:
Some Lessons Learned from Manuel Davenport

Dr. J. Carl Ficarrotta

Starting and fighting wars is a morally hazardous busi-
ness. The philosopher G. E. M. Anscombe describes the peril
well: in starting wars, our common foibles have too often led
nations to “wrongly think themselves to be in the right.”! The
deadly serious work of fighting wars presents to the military
professional in combat even more pitfalls: “Human pride,
malice and cruelty are so usual that it is true to say that wars
have been mostly mere wickedness on both sides. . . . The
probability is that warfare is injustice, that a life of military
service is a bad life.””> We might disagree with Anscombe’s
estimations of the probability that we will fail, but certainly
no other context presents so many opportunities for the worst
kinds of immorality. In the face of this danger, some people
have actually embraced war as a moral catastrophe, allowing
without condemnation any use or abuse of power in interna-
tional relations and any method of fighting in the prosecu-
tion of war. Fortunately, many more of us rightly set our
faces against this kind of moral nihilism with respect to war.

With the opposition to nihilism and its radical permissiveness
should come yet another worry: that we will do a poor job of
formulating our moral judgments (and the accompanying,
well-intentioned attempts to remedy or prevent problems).
We must not proceed naively, too quickly, or from the “out-
side” without an appreciation for the real nature of the moral
difficulties found in statecraft and the prosecution of warfare.
Numbers of thinkers have avoided these risks, become wise
and informed specialists in the morality of war, and made
many helpful contributions to coping with the thorny prob-
lems posed in military ethics. Manuel Davenport was one of
those thinkers. Indeed, we can understand in retrospect that
he was part of an elite group of military ethicists who have
done this vital work truly well.*> The thoughtfulness, moral
conviction, and discipline he brought to the enterprise of do-
ing and teaching military ethics provide us with a great ex-
ample. We should reflect on that example and see what les-
sons it can teach us in the present.

Lessons on How to
Teach Military Ethics

The places where Davenport taught military ethics al-
lowed his work as a teacher to have maximal reach and im-
pact. Texas A&M University’s Aggie Corps of Cadets nor-
mally has as many as 2,000 members, making it one of the
largest groups of uniformed students in the country.* During
his long tenure at A&M (starting in 1967), Davenport taught
a course in military ethics that touched many of the cadets

Reprinted from the Air and Space Power Journal (Winter 2006).
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from this rich source of officers. Moreover, he twice served as
a distinguished visiting professor at the Air Force Academy,
where he taught military ethics to hundreds more future of-
ficers. Here is the first lesson to learn: at the very least, we
must place courses in military ethics close to all of our com-
missioning sources.

On many occasions, I observed Davenport engage these
undergraduates, who would soon become our leaders; he was
always at their level—engaging, memorable, kind, and funny.
Yet at the same time, he remained rigorous and intellectually
demanding. In time his teaching provided a widespread, pos-
itive influence on how many of us throughout the armed ser-
vices think about moral problems—influence planted one
student at a time. So here is another lesson we should learn in
reflecting on Davenport’s teaching: we cannot teach military
ethics properly by using only posters, pamphlets, or short
motivational speeches. Reasonable concerns for efficiency
and leveraging our resources must not trump what is essential
to the educational process. Individual engagement, one stu-
dent at a time and over long periods, is a vital part of the job.

Davenport did more than teach many college-aged stu-
dents on their way to becoming junior officers. He also taught
a number of teachers who then went on to educate many,
many more undergraduates. The faculty of the Air Force
Academy, like the one at West Point, is staffed in large part
(indeed, for many years before the 1990s, almost exclusively)
by military officers. Some military professors have long-term
relationships with the academy, hold doctorates, and have
years of teaching experience. Significantly more members of
the military faculty, however, are very junior officers recruited
from various career fields to serve a single tour of duty—
three or four years—as instructors in lower-level introduc-
tory courses. They must hold a master’s degree in the subject
they hope to teach. If no qualified officers who hold the ad-
vanced degree are available, then the academy sponsors those
with the right credentials for 12- to 18-month fellowships.
That is, when necessary, the institution will “grow” its own
junior instructors.

As one might expect, very few military officers already
hold master’s degrees in philosophy, so the lion’s share of
them must receive training in graduate schools before coming
to work. However, not that many universities can or will ac-
commodate the needs of the services on this count. Short
timetables, students who need remedial work, students not
able to pursue the doctoral degree, and other complications
make it difficult for philosophy departments to admit these
officers. But Davenport never said no. Always willing to take
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academy-bound officers under his wing, he got them through
solid master’s programs when others might not have. Through
his training of these instructors, he of course touched the
moral education of thousands of future military officers at
both the Air Force Academy and West Point. Here we find
yet another lesson: we must not neglect the institutional
structures and programs that provide a pipeline of officers
with the requisite expertise for teaching military ethics. Such
structures and programs (for example, Air Force-sponsored
civilian education, the release of officers from their career
fields for these “nonstandard” tours and career paths, military
billets on the academy staff, etc.) serve as critical nodes in our
larger, systematic effort to produce Air Force officers with
strong moral character and sure moral-reasoning skills.

During his yearlong visits to the academy, Davenport
served as an important advisor to several department heads
and mentored many junior faculty members. On his first visit,
he became a confidant to Malham Wakin, a colonel at the
time (Wakin called Davenport his “senior consultant”). Dur-
ing his second visit, Col Charles Myers felt much the same
way. For younger faculty, Davenport led reading groups, of-
fered advice on publishing, and gave of his time freely and
generously, both in the office and in the coffee shop, always
ready to help with something puzzling, whether personal or
professional. The academy’s philosophy department is un-
questionably stronger as a result of the two years he spent
there. Other visitors have had similar beneficial influences.
Sharing the expertise of senior scholars in this way provides
another important precedent for us to follow: we should
find ways to replicate this sort of in-residence arrangement
at all levels of ethics education in the Air Force. We cannot
replace Davenport, but we can hope to benefit from the syn-
ergistic and sustained stimulation that a visiting expert can
bring to a faculty.

Davenport’s influence spread from more places than just
Texas A&M and the Air Force Academy. In the early 1980s,
a group of military officers formed an organization that would
allow them to present papers on problems in military ethics at
a regularly held symposium—the Joint Services Conference
on Professional Ethics (JSCOPE, now known as the Interna-
tional Symposium for Military Ethics). When the group
sought out Davenport to participate, he agreed immediately,
serving on the JSCOPE board as its civilian representative,
presenting many ground-breaking papers at the conference,
and arranging to have Texas A&M host the conference be-
fore it found a permanent home in Washington, DC. Year
after year in this organization, he facilitated the thinking not
only of undergraduates and their teachers, but also of sea-
soned professionals still struggling with the same problems—
people now in the military, who will make so many of the
hugely important decisions in fighting our nation’s wars. So
here we find yet another lesson to learn: we should continue
to support ongoing ethics forums for military professionals to
share ideas and consult with a diverse group of experts. Over-
all, we should look to Davenport’s teaching as a model for
what is possible and find ways to keep that kind of flame
burning (with undergraduates, their teachers, and working
professionals).
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What He Taught: The Doctrines

Besides learning from Davenports example as a great
teacher with a wide influence, we obviously cannot neglect to
survey what he taught. His writing on military ethics reveals
helpful contributions in two broad areas. In the first, he ar-
ticulated and defended some specific doctrines—extensions
of or twists on several classic principles in military ethics. In
the second, he showed us a method or an approach that we
should never fail to appreciate and emulate.

The doctrines he taught ran the gamut of problems in
military ethics: moral questions about when to go to war,
how we may fight, professional loyalty and competence, and
what sorts of people (morally speaking) military profession-
als should be. He worked broadly inside the just war frame-
work, familiar to any student of military ethics.’ Here I high-
light only a few of the most important and influential ideas that
he developed and promulgated—ideas unique or unusual in
the literature on these topics.

To begin, Davenport consistently warned us of the dan-
gers of military power and the absolute necessity they create
for certain loyalties in people who make up the military. The
dangers fall into two general categories. First, if given too
much power, the military typically does not relinquish it;
hence, the military’s influence grows beyond what is fitting,
and its function moves from protection toward tyranny. So
loyalty to the client state becomes crucially important. The
military is and should be characterized by fellowship and a
fierce loyalty to the service, yet “duty to client [that is, the cli-
ent state] must take priority over duty to profession, and in
this nation [the United States] we recognize this by the prin-
ciple of civilian control of the military.”¢

Connected to this notion was Davenport’s firm defense of
a venerable just war principle: that only legitimate and compe-
tent authority—removed from the military itself—should
make the decision to go to war. Militaries throughout history
have been tempted to think they knew better than the citizens
they served, with bad results. In most cases, when members
of the military “decide who the enemies of their society are
and engage on their own in actions aimed at the destruction
of such perceived enemies, the stability of their society is
endangered rather than preserved.”” Moreover, in Daven-
port’s view, we should remove the decision to go to war even
from people responsible for the day-to-day tasks of direct
rule. Rather, the authority for making war should rest with
those responsible for appointing and deposing rulers—in the
United States, the people or their representatives. History has
shown and reason confirms that “those who directly rule are
more difficult to depose if they possess the power to make
war.”® We must keep the dogs of war on a tight leash.

The second danger of military power manifests itself in
the conduct of war. Davenport had grave concerns over sol-
diers in the midst of fighting made “drunk with power.” Even
if these soldiers recognize that the client state and the rules of
morality grant their power to do violence, they may be
“tempted to exercise the power . . . without restriction and
plead that this was necessary in order to serve the best inter-
ests” of their clients.” However, military professionals must
“distinguish between [their] clients and humanity” and can-
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not justify destructive actions toward enemy civilians simply
because such actions might promote their own interests or
even those of fellow citizens back home. The paramount duty
of the military professional is “to promote the safety and
welfare of humanity and this duty, [even] according to mili-
tary law, takes precedence over duties to clients, who as his
fellow citizens are but a particular portion of the human
race” (emphasis in original).!’ So discrimination between the
innocent civilian and the combatant is one of the military
professional’s most pressing responsibilities. Temptations to
the contrary notwithstanding, this responsibility takes
precedence over our other personal or state interests.

This same lexical ordering of values led Davenport to some
interesting views on what constituted just cause for warfare.
His views were more encompassing than those of people who
advocate only for national interests and self-defense: “In an
ideal world all violations of human rights should be punished,
but in the actual world we may not be able to do this. Our
failure to do so, however, should not prevent us from appre-
ciating that our attempts to establish international justice can
and should lead to increased moral awareness and an im-
provement in the actual rules of war. Improvement in the
quality of life for all humans is more important than serving
our selfish, national interests.”!!

Davenport also had strong views on the kinds of people we
need in the military and stumped for the personal qualities he
considered indispensable for military service. Elaborating on
some ideas of Wakin, Albert Schweitzer, and others, he
pointed especially to moral integrity and expert technical
competence. He called for courage (both physical and moral),
a sense of calling, and a wholeness of person—and made
these strong moral demands even in the military profession-
al’s private life. For example, Davenport set his face against
toleration of adultery for the military officer, even when it
remains private: “A person whose continued existence de-
pends upon deceiving himself and others cannot be trusted
to execute assigned duties or to provide truthful reports which
are subjectively unpleasant or harmful. Such a person . . .
cannot be a military professional worthy of respect.”!?

He endorsed these special and demanding military virtues
because they are necessary for military functioning. Now this
functional approach is a fairly standard way of understand-
ing the justification of military virtues. All along, however,
Davenport noticed that these virtues must promote not only
military excellence, but also (and at the same time) a rich no-
tion of the good life for anyone, in or out of the military.
After all, what counts as a moral military should not be con-
ceived in isolation from the rest of the moral life—in fact, a
moral military will be moral precisely because it properly pre-
serves a number of important human goods. Virtues for the
military professional and those for a good human life as a
whole must go hand in hand and blend into a seamless con-
sistency. So Davenport’s ultimate groundings for all these de-
mands on military character (that is, military excellence and
the overarching idea of a good human life) exclude the pos-
sibility of judging a Nazi a virtuous fighter simply because,
on a certain level, he was a good soldier.
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In another theme that runs through Davenport’s work, he
proposed that the bureaucratic and abstract nature of the
military structure creates a number of problems, especially
for the military character. In the first place, the structure of
the military tends to aggravate its remoteness and isolation
from the rest of society. This in turn creates a tendency not
to respond adequately when unethical demands are made of
the services. As a case in point, he thought that the military
frequently finds its true needs unhealthily subordinated to
purely selfish political concerns. He also believed that other
features of the military structure create problems as well: an
all-volunteer force does not adequately represent all walks of
life, the military does not effectively recruit enough especially
competent people, and the bureaucracy motivates a kind of
careerism among officers that focuses merely on promotion
rather than real excellence. But Davenport judged that the
basically bureaucratic and abstract structure of any large
military remains the only one it can have and still perform its
function. Hence, “the military organization must [when nec-
essary] change its personnel and its responses to the social
environment so that within the existing structure there is a
greater commitment to the military objective.”!* Again, he un-
derscored the need for certain virtues or character traits—
certain kinds of people—in the military. These, then, are some
of the unique doctrines that Davenport taught.

What He Taught: The Method

Understanding the method by which Davenport developed
and taught these doctrines (a method I discerned, for the
most part, by his example) proves by far the more difficult
lesson to learn; nevertheless, it is one we sorely need in the
practice of military ethics. In sum, he was masterfully sub-
tle—always evenhanded and never succumbing to the temp-
tations of oversimplification or dogmatism. He said very
clearly that we “should not rush headlong” to our judgments,
warning against the “danger and allure . . . of moral shortcuts”
and insisting that we engage in “constant questioning of the
actual rules of war rather than inflexible adherence to [sim-
plistic] moral absolutes.”'

Indeed, Davenport resisted all forms of formulaic think-
ing about military ethics, showing us instead a kind of moral
wisdom that grows out of a real humility before this difficult
subject matter. In contrast to the deceptive simplicity and
clarity of his writing, he had a profound appreciation of
moral complexity. At the foundation of Davenport’s think-
ing, we find the avoidance of one-dimensional theoretical
commitments not true to the nature of moral experience. He
frequently appealed to utilitarian arguments but was not sim-
ply a utilitarian; he spoke of moral duties but was not at base
a Kantian; and he occasionally appealed to biblical principles
or theologically informed philosophers but gave them no
privileged place in his thinking.!* In the same vein, he realized
that moral theories are often not fine grained enough to help
in the balancing of competing values but that, in addition,
sensitive moral judgment and experience are crucial. More-
over, when approaching a concrete moral issue, he sought the
facts—all of them—despite knowing the difficulty of discern-
ing which facts have moral relevance. He also understood
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that knowing the everyday moral rules does not at once guar-
antee that we will know which ones properly fit with the situ-
ations at hand—or how. And he saw that sometimes a prob-
lem involves a lack of moral motivation or a failure to possess
the virtues (rather than a failure to understand them). I could
list more of his cautions. The important point is that Daven-
port knew that no simple algorithm guarantees a correct
moral judgment, which is as much an art as it is a science. In
all but the easiest cases, there is no simple way to proceed.

Davenport’s understanding of moral judgment is reminis-
cent of something the philosopher Jay Rosenberg once said
about philosophy in general: learning to do good philosophy
is something that cannot be reduced to a simple set of rules.
Sometimes we must first see how it is done—Tlike learning to
dance by watching someone else and then joining in.'® In the
same spirit, let us look at how Davenport handled some
tough cases of applied moral reasoning by examining some
instances of his method in action.

Take, for example, Davenport’s analysis of a dilemma
faced by Gen Laurence Kuter, who participated in planning
the firebombing of Dresden during World War II. When Kut-
er’s papers and some other previously classified documents
became available in the 1990s, Davenport studied the memos
associated with the general’s decision to participate. He con-
sidered the targeting of this largely civilian population center
with incendiaries immoral, amounting to a form of terror-
ism. Apparently, even Kuter believed something similar and
held to the idea that “terrorism, including area bombing, was
always wrong.”'7 So we might think that if Kuter held these
views yet still planned the raid, he must have been a weak and
compromising sort—the kind Davenport so often claimed was
out of place in the military.

But he refused to engage in such a characterization of
Kuter. Why? He noted that Kuter tried mightily to dissuade
his superiors from carrying out the raid, but he failed: “What
seems evident is that he thought he had gained as much moral
ground as he could hold, [and] that to push further might
jeopardize his future moral credibility.”'® That said, how did
Davenport think the moral person should respond in these
terrible circumstances?

To answer this question we would have to consider, as Kuter did,

which course of action would contribute most significantly to win-

ning the war and saving the peace: obedience after making one’s
moral objections known or a refusal on moral grounds to continue to
participate in the war. General Kuter clearly believed that he could
contribute more to both the moral awareness of his superiors and
eventual victory by retaining his military office than by resigning it

and becoming a public critic of those who had been his superiors. . . .

He leaves us, as he left himself, constrained to preserve his integrity

and serve his nation in the face of moral uncertainty. To acknowledge

one’s finitude and fallibility and yet take a stand according to one’s
best insights takes a high degree of moral courage. It is much easier to
act as a moral coward and refuse to take a moral position out of fear
of being mistaken or unpopular, and it is easier still to act on the ar-
rogant and foolhardy assumption that one knows what is best for all
humans in all times. The morally brave person fears the harms that

come from failing to act and fears the harms that come from blind
adherence to absolutes."”

Thus, compromising one’s principles without objection or
second thought is cowardly and easy (easy at least in the mo-
ment). In fact, a refusal to compromise on moral principle is
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almost without exception the courageous, difficult, and
proper course—for example, when no doubt exists about the
immorality or illegality of an order, integrity demands noth-
ing less than firm disobedience. Davenport, however, admit-
ted the existence, on very rare occasion, of fearsome circum-
stances filled with terrible pressures and conflicting duties in
which a simple and high-minded refusal might also be the
relatively easy, yet improper, course. Was Kuter really sure
about the immorality of the raid? If the general resigned af-
ter vigorously making his objections known, who would re-
place him? Would the next such raid prove easier without
Kuter in place? Without him, what are the chances of stop-
ping another one? Would anyone challenge the moral con-
sciences of his superiors? Would the details of the planning
take any steps to mitigate the immorality he perceived? With
all these questions open, the right course is not obvious. Mi-
chael Walzer notices a similar difficulty in such rare cases
when we must do something, even though we judge it wrong,
as part of an overall concern for doing the right thing: “We
say of such people that they have dirty hands. . . . [Those] with
dirty hands, though it may be the case that they had acted well
and done what their office required, must nonetheless bear a
burden of responsibility and guilt.”?* Whether or not we agree
with Davenport (about the general idea or whether it was
properly invoked in Kuter’s case), his suggestion should give
us pause before coming to the conclusion that Kuter plainly
erred in compromising. Davenport showed us that a moral
judgment often involves more than first meets the mind’s eye.

Another case illustrates much the same point. During the
1970s, Davenport, along with Wakin and J. Glenn Gray, was
part of the Mountain-Plains Philosophy Conference. In the
early months of that decade, the conference decided to put
forward a public position paper, bearing the name of the con-
ference, condemning the Vietnam War in clear terms. At the
time, doing so would have been easy and (in those academic
circles) uncontroversial. Wakin, at the time a colonel in the Air
Force, asked the conference not to speak with one voice. If it
proceeded as planned, he and other military philosophers in
the group would have to withdraw. Davenport stood with the
military officers even though he believed the war immoral, all
things considered. Although others appeared not to under-
stand, he understood the webs of loyalty in which the mili-
tary officers found themselves. He respected their position
and refused to take a simplistic view, even when it appeared
on the surface to be the moral “high ground.”

Davenport’s reaction to problems of false reporting in the
military provides yet another example of his careful reason-
ing. In the 1980s, beginning in Vietnam and continuing for
over a decade, the military discovered a rash of false report-
ing—about battlefield events, maintenance, readiness, and a
host of other things, big and small. Hysteria about the moral
fabric of the military had started to spread among commen-
tators. Yet Davenport would not jump on that bandwagon.
He had previously done research on the killing of Japanese
admiral Isoroku Yamamoto at the end of World War II. Who
shot him? The pilots on the mission did not agree, but Daven-
port did not assume, as many do, that some or all of them
were simply lying. In a fine case study, he uncovered how
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stress and expectations, personal values, and myriad other
factors affect perception: “Given the stress produced by com-
bat situations and multiplied by the increasing complexity of
weapons and communications systems and in view of the fact
that such stress can accentuate the normal tendency to re-
spond to stimuli according to subjective values, what is re-
markable is not that there are so many false reports concern-
ing military operations but that, relative to the number
possible, there are so few.”?! Ever the fair-minded and clear-
headed analyst, he refused to join a frenzy that had no ground-
ing—and he tried to dissuade us from doing so.

Davenport also weighed in on the controversial issues of
gays in the military and women serving in combat roles, tak-
ing moderate positions at odds with both conservative and
radical views on these problems. In defending those stances,
he insisted on a careful examination of the actual conse-
quences of proposed policies for the services and our nation.
Before excluding women from combat on the basis of alleged
bad consequences, we must first do the empirical work by
showing the difficulty of integrating them or demonstrating
that their presence would affect readiness. (Although Daven-
port had doubts about the existence of such evidence, he pa-
tiently awaited the verdict of actual experience.) Before ex-
cluding gays from service for similar reasons, we must first do
the empirical work by showing that their behavior will seri-
ously impair our ability to accomplish the military mission.
Davenport simply did not abide a priori arguments or quick
solutions rooted in preconceptions, authority, or ideology.

Conclusion

All of us, both in the military and out, have benefited
greatly from what Davenport did—and the wise, careful way
he did it. To my mind, he set the bar high in the practice and
teaching of military ethics, and we must strive to meet that
standard. Present and future generations of leaders and fight-
ers need thorough exposure to the moral problems embedded
in what they do. They need thorough education in the philo-
sophical skill and practical wisdom they will need to negoti-
ate these problems. To satisfy these needs, we must (1) per-
suade first-rate scholars and teachers, in and out of the
military, to continue working in military ethics, (2) encourage
them to do their work in places (such as academies, war col-
leges, and conferences for military professionals) where they
will have an impact on the military at all levels, and (3) set up
and maintain the kinds of institutional policies, practices,
and support (such as teacher education, assignment priori-
ties, in-residence visitor arrangements, travel funding, etc.)
that will make all this possible.
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The Military in the Service of the State

Sir John Winthrop Hackett

This paper by Lt Gen Sir John Winthrop Hackett was delivered as the Harmon Memorial Lecture at the United States Air Force Academy
in October 1970. Hackett pursues the theme here that the relationship between the military and the state in the twentieth century must be
analyzed in terms of the nature of war and peace in this century. He suggests that previous American conceptions of the nature of war and
the role of the military in the state were anti-Clausewitzian, but the structure of war from the Korean conflict on has required a different view.

He points up the various consequences that ensued in World War 11 as a result of differing philosophies regarding war and politics. He main-

tains that the world situation today is such that total war must not be allowed to occur but that limited wars will continue to occur; war and

peace will once more coexist. He reflects on the controversy between MacArthur and [ Harry S| Truman, reaffirming the principle of civilian
control of the military and making a number of astute observations about the proper placement of loyalty. He describes the ethical strains
that military professionals must encounter and offers important reflections on the role that moral qualities play in the very function of the

military.—MMW

I am much honored by the invitation to address this dis-
tinguished gathering tonight, and my wife and I are deeply
indebted to our hosts for their hospitality and for the oppor-
tunity to visit this beautiful and remarkable place. My topic
tonight is one upon which much has already been said. It
might reasonably be asked whether anything omitted from
the distinguished writings of men like Samuel Huntington,
Hanson Baldwin, Spanier, Clark, Legere, Coles, Ralston,
Higgins, to name only a few, as well of course as those very
distinguished men, Theodore Ropp and Forrest C. Pogue,
and my own good friend and countryman Michael Howard,
who have also enjoyed your hospitality on similar occa-
sions—whether anything omitted by them has sufficient im-
portance to justify a transatlantic journey to say it. But times
and perspectives change. It is perhaps worthwhile to ask,
from a point in time now well advanced in a century that has
seen swifter change in human affairs than any since the world
began, what the relationship between the military and the
state looks like today, what changes have taken place in it in
our time, and what factors are at work leading to further
change. To try to be exhaustive would be to succeed only in
exhausting patience. I propose therefore only to outline a ba-
sic position and suggest broadly how it has developed up to
our time, to point to some of the factors bearing in a novel
way upon the relationship between the military and the state
in the second half of our century and to ask what their effect
might be, and finally to consider some ethical aspects of the
relationship.

Until man is a great deal better than he is, or is ever likely
to be, the requirement will persist for a capability which per-
mits the ordered application of force at the instance of a
properly constituted authority. The very existence of any so-
ciety depends in the last resort upon its capacity to defend
itself by force.

“Covenants without swords are but words,” said Thomas
Hobbes 300 years ago. This is no less true today. Government
thus requires an effective military instrument bound to the
service of the state in a firm obligation.

The obligation was at one time uniquely personal. Later it
developed into an obligation to a person as the recognized
head of a human group—a tribe, a clan, a sect, or a nation.
The group develops in structure, acquires associations and
attributes (including territoriality) in a process occurring in
different ways at different times in different places. The polis
emerges in ancient Greece. King John is found in medieval
England describing himself on his seal, the first of English
kings to do so, as Rex Angliae, King of England, and no lon-
ger Rex Anglorum, King of the English. The state is born. In
western Europe statehood had by the midthirteenth century
largely replaced the concept of an all-embracing Christen-
dom as the basic political structure. Military service contin-
ued, however, to be rendered as an obligation to a person, to
the single ruler, or to the monarch, and the personal link has
persisted in one form or another right up to today.

As we leave the Middle Ages behind, the military profes-
sion emerges, clearly distinguished from other institutions.
Continuous service, regular pay, uniforms, segregation in
barracks, the revival and improvement of ancient military
formations such as the Roman Legion, the development of
tactics, the introduction of better materials and techniques
and of firearms, more attention to logistics—these and other
developments had by the early eighteenth century regularized
this calling; the nineteenth century professionalized it. From
the late nineteenth century onwards, armed force was avail-
able to the governments of all advanced states through the
medium of military institutions everywhere broadly similar
in structure and essentially manned—and wholly managed—
by professionals. The soldier and the statesman were by now
no longer interchangeable; the subordination of military to

Reprinted with permission from War, Morality, and the Military Profession (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, Inc., 1986), 104-20. Copyright 1986 by Harold Ober

Associates, Inc. All rights reserved.
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civil was, in theory everywhere and in your country and mine
in fact as well, complete.

The Napoléonic experience led not only to the complete
professionalization of the military calling; by reducing to a
system the basic concept of the French revolutionary armies,
it opened up the era of the nation-in-arms and thus of total
war. In the eighteenth century, wars were conducted by a
relatively small sample of the nation’s manpower applying a
relatively small proportion of the nation’s wealth. The nine-
teenth century led to the situation in which the totality of a
nation’s resources in men and materials was applied to the
conflicts that similarly mobilized all other belligerents. In the
eighteenth century, war and peace could to some extent coex-
ist. England and France were at war when the writer Sterne
received his passport to travel in France from the French am-
bassador in London himself with the words, “A man who
laughs is never dangerous.”' Odd vestiges of the coexistence
of war and peace persisted even into the nineteenth century:
George Washington’s investment account was handled by
Barings of London throughout the Revolutionary War; and
Russia, 70 years later, helped to finance the Crimean war
against France, Turkey, and Britain by means of loans raised
in London. But by quite early in the twentieth century, war
and peace had come to be mutually exclusive concepts and
could coexist no longer.

A century and a half after Napoléon we seem to have re-
verted in some respects to the position evident before him.
Total war is now unacceptable, total peace is apparently un-
obtainable. The world lives in a state between the two: war
and peace again now coexist.

With the military institution professionalized, regularized,
and seen to be subordinate to the civil power, what was its
sphere of operation and to what or whom was it ultimately
responsible? Clausewitz declared that war was the continu-
ance of policy by other means. Military action in war must
always be governed by political requirements.

But some who have accepted that the state is master have
not always accepted that the statesmen are the masters, or
have done so with extreme reluctance. “I can’t tell you how
disgusted I am becoming with those wretched politicians,”
said Gen George McClellan in October 1861>—a sentiment
that has possibly been echoed more than once since then.
On at least one important occasion in recent years, hostility
and distrust have erupted into something near open insub-
ordination.

The principles formulated by Clausewitz have not been ac-
cepted as binding at all times everywhere. In Germany in
World War I, the army under the control of Hindenburg and
Ludendorff became “a state within the state claiming the
right to define what was or was not to the national interest.”?
The supreme command reserved to itself the right of defining
Germany’s war aims.

The history of the United States in our time has also af-
forded instances of tendencies to operate in a sense opposed
to the concepts set out by Clausewitz. The case of General
MacArthur is important here and I shall return to it later.
But in quite another respect the approach of the United
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States to military/civil relationships up to the middle of our
century could be described as anti-Clausewitzian.

Let us look at the spring of the year 1945 as events drove
swiftly on to military defeat of Germany. In spite of agree-
ment between the Allies on postwar areas of occupation, “It
was well understood by everyone,” as Winston Churchill
wrote, “that Berlin, Prague, and Vienna could be taken by
whoever got there first.”* The supreme allied commander,
writes Forrest C. Pogue, “halted his troops short of Berlin
and Prague for military reasons only.” As General Eisen-
hower himself said of this time, “Military plans, I believed,
should be devised with the single aim of speeding victory.”’

General Eisenhower recognized that Berlin was the politi-
cal heart of Germany. General Bradley, however, in opposing
the British plan for an all-out offensive directed on the capi-
tal, described Berlin as no more than “a prestige objective,”
though he frankly conceded later that “as soldiers we looked
naively on the British inclination to complicate the war with
political foresight and nonmilitary objectives.”¢

Here lies the crucial difference between two philosophies.
The one holds that war replaces politics and must be con-
ducted by purely military criteria towards purely military
ends. When war has been ended by the enemy’s military de-
feat, political action can once more take over from the mili-
tary. The other maintains that war continues policy and is con-
ducted only to a political end, that in grand strategy purely
military criteria and objectives do not exist, and that military
action must at all times be governed by political consider-
ations arising out of clearly defined war aims. Under the first
concept the only war aim is to win the war and to do this as
quickly as possible. Under the second the prime aim in war is
to win the peace. A policy of unconditional surrender is not a
war aim at all, but the acknowledgment of the lack of one.

There were, of course, towards the end of World War 11
problems of national sensitivity within the alliance which
complicated issues. It would be wrong now to oversimplify
them. Nevertheless, whereas Churchill asked at the time
whether the capture of Berlin by the Russians would not
“lead them into a mood which will raise grave and formidable
difficulties for the future,”” the US Chiefs of Staff were of the
opinion that such “psychological and political advantages as
would result from the possible capture of Berlin ahead of the
Russians should not override the imperative military consid-
eration, which in our opinion is the destruction and dismem-
berment of the German armed forces.” There is no evidence
whatsoever that General Eisenhower at any time put Ameri-
can national interests above those of the British. There is
plenty of evidence that he acknowledged the complete prior-
ity in importance of the general political interest over the
military. “I am the first to admit,” he said, “that a war is
waged in pursuance of political aims, and if the Combined
Chiefs of Staff should decide that the Allied effort to take
Berlin outweighs purely military considerations in this the-
ater I would cheerfully readjust my plans and my thinking so
as to carry out such an operation.”® The Combined Chiefs
gave him no other instructions on this critically important
point than to make his own dispositions. The new president
of the United States, Harry S Truman, cabled Churchill on
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21 April 1945 that “the tactical deployment of American
troops is a military one.””

On 2 May 1945, with the Allied troops still halted accord-
ing to their orders from SHAEF [Supreme Headquarters Al-
lied Expeditionary Forces] on or about the Elbe, the Russians
completed the capture of Berlin. On 12 May, with the Allies
halted on orders from the same source to the north and west
of Prague, the Russians entered Prague too. I do not think I
need dwell now on the consequences of these events or their
effect upon the history of our own time. Let me only add a
warning against oversimplification. The record stands as
quoted. The Yalta agreement, however, is also on the record
and it is not easy to see how the Allies could have stayed in
Berlin and Prague even if they had got there first. The deci-
sions which led to the course of events I have outlined here
were in general wholly consistent with the US attitudes up to
the midtwentieth century. The national ethic was not greatly
in favor of the application of armed force to a political end.
It is true that the United States had been involved in limited
wars (like the Spanish-American and that of 1812-14 with
Britain) and in wars against the Indians which could scarcely
be justified on grounds either of absolute morality or of na-
tional survival. But the nation has in general been reluctant
to fight except where there was clear and compelling danger
of national overthrow or a violation of the moral code the
nation followed—a violation so grave and flagrant as to de-
mand correction. It has then suspended normal peacetime
procedures wherever the military imperative demanded,
thrown its whole weight into the crushing of opposing armed
force as speedily as possible and, this accomplished, returned
with relief to its own way of life.

From this concept there developed a division of responsi-
bility of which a classic exposition is quoted by Morton from
an Army War College statement of September 1915. “The
work of the statesman and the soldier are therefore coordi-
nate. Where the first leaves off the other takes hold.”!

The middle years of our century, however, have seen
changes that have profoundly affected the relations of mili-
tary and civil and have set up a new situation. Of develop-
ments in military practice, the introduction of weapons of
mass destruction is the most obvious, but it is not the only
one. Improved and new techniques and materials abound and
have been applied not only in all aspects of weaponry but
over the whole range of tools for war. Developments in met-
als, ceramics, plastics; new sources of energy; new forms of
propulsion; new techniques in the electric and electronic
fields; laser beams and infrared; the startling developments in
solid-state physics which have revolutionized communica-
tions and control systems—these are only a few examples
chosen at random from a list any military professional could
almost indefinitely extend. What has been happening in space
needs no emphasis, nor does the dramatic rise in powers of
surveillance. The flow of information from all sources has
vastly increased and the application of automatic processes
to its handling has opened a new dimension.

There are other developments than those in the hardware
departments. International alignments have changed. The
Unites States has replaced Britain in important traditional
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roles; Russia has been reborn; China has emerged as a major
power. The third world has grown up out of disintegrating
colonial empires—British, French, Belgian, Dutch—and
stresses have developed in the international community no
less than at home as the rich are seen to get richer much more
quickly than the poor do. International relations have grown
more complex with the demise of bipolarity. The Russians
have moved further from strict Marxism at home and have
developed a striking potential for armed action at a distance
abroad. The failure hitherto of yet another attempt to estab-
lish a world community of nations in the United Nations has
been accompanied by a growing impatience worldwide with
warfare as a means of settling social problems, while there
has been no decline at all in the resort to warfare. There has
been a surge of interest everywhere in the study of defense
problems, an interest which springs, in my view, from a basic
realization that what is at stake is nothing less than human
survival. There has been much striving towards international
agreement to take account of the new situation, and some of
it not unpromising—the Test Ban Treaty, for instance, and
SALT [Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty]. The American re-
lationship with Europe has changed and is changing further.
These are only some of the more important developments in
the field of external relations.

Here in the United States you have seen an increase in cen-
tralized authority and a closer scrutiny of the decision-making
process in relation to national security. The risks of the nu-
clear age and the complexity of international issues have re-
sulted in a day-to-day involvement of the executive in exter-
nal affairs, with all their military implications, far greater
than in the past. The reason for this, as well as for the devel-
opment of defense analysis into a considerable industry, lies
in the imperatives of nuclear weapon power. Armed forces
cannot now be brought into being more or less at leisure after
the crisis breaks, as was formerly possible for America be-
yond the oceans, and for Britain, protected by her navy, when
Britain could afford to be content to lose every battle but the
last. For in general and unrestricted war the last battle is now
the first, and we know that it cannot be won. Thus it is vital
not to let the war take place at all, and deterrence becomes
the major element in defense. But deterrence demands an ap-
paratus sufficient in size and performance, always up to date,
always at a high state of readiness, but never used and never
even fully tested. It is therefore quite inevitable that the mili-
tary agency will be closely and continuously monitored by its
civil masters.

From all these and other developments, the civil/military
relationship now finds itself in a new frame of reference. I
select two important elements in this new environment for
further comment.

First of all, there is the enormous rise in the cost of war-
like material since World War II and the huge increase in the
burden on national resource, in money, materials, and skilled
manpower, which preparation for war demands. President
Eisenhower spoke of the growing significance of a military/
industrial complex. General MacArthur among others drew
attention to the ruinous cost of preparation for war, as dis-
tinct from the cost of its conduct. The demands of the mili-

11/16/18 8:25:58 AM



tary upon national resource, in times when a world war is not
being fought, can be so great that the whole orientation of
national policy, not only abroad but at home as well, can be
determined by them. The danger of the formal supersession
of civil authority by the military can today in our two democ-
racies be dismissed as negligible. National resource, however,
whatever its size, is limited. Money spent on space explora-
tion cannot be spent on slum clearance. Money spent on the
containment of pollution cannot be used for an antiballistic
missile system. Even if the usurpation of civil government by
the military is no longer to be feared, the orientation of poli-
cies, particularly at home, which might be forced upon the
state by demands upon material resource, money, and skilled
industrial, technical, and other manpower could place the
military in a position of dominance scarcely less decisive in
this event than formal usurpation of powers of government.

In a pamphlet published in Britain this month, J. K. Gal-
braith speaks of the growth of a huge bureaucratic organiza-
tion of defense contractors and politicians acting with service
advice. It began to grow, to use Galbraith’s arresting phrase,
before poverty was put on the national agenda. The danger
that the military, through the demands upon resource of the
military/industrial complex, would exercise too powerful an
influence over the state was never high in postwar Britain.
Professor Galbraith suggested to me last week in England
that the British tradition of civil supremacy was probably too
powerful to allow it. There are other, simpler reasons. The
world wars which greatly enriched the United States greatly
impoverished the United Kingdom. Britain was made very
sharply aware at the end of World War II that drastic reduc-
tion in national resource demanded a drastic review of spend-
ing priorities. Over the postwar years Britain has asserted
and confirmed priorities in which social spending went ahead
of expenditure on defense. In the past few years, for the first
time ever, less has been spent in Britain on defense, for ex-
ample, than on education.

In the United States, where resource was so much greater,
the realization came later that resource, however great, was
not unlimited. Hard priorities have had to be drawn and as
this disagreeable task was faced, perhaps a little reluctantly,
the demands of some other claimants on national resources
have had to be heard.

My own view is that the danger of unbalancing the rela-
tionship between military and state through inordinate de-
mand upon national resource was never great in Britain; and
now in the United States, as national priorities come under
review, it is on the decline. There is, however, an aspect of
civil/military relations to which we are not yet, I think, wholly
accommodated.

Of crucial importance in this relationship between armed
forces and the state is atomic weapon power. It is a common-
place now that total war is no longer a rational act of policy.
George Kennan saw this earlier than most when he wrote in
1954, “People have been accustomed to saying that the day of
limited war is over. I would submit that the truth is exactly
the opposite: that the day of total wars has passed, and that
from now on limited military operations are the only ones
that could conceivably serve any coherent purpose.”'! The
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implications of this situation have not been fully accepted ev-
erywhere. The concept of the nation-in-arms is no longer vi-
able in major powers and we have to think of national secu-
rity in other terms. But in what terms?

The introduction of atomic weapons has thrown new
light upon a hallowed principle of Clausewitz’s. “As war . .
.,” he wrote, “is dominated by the political object, the order
of that object determines the measure of the sacrifice by
which it is to be purchased. As soon, therefore, as the expen-
diture in force becomes so great that the political object is no
longer equal in value this object must be given up, and peace
will be the result.”!?

Into an equation that Clausewitz saw in relative terms,
atomic weapons have now introduced an absolute. Can any
political object be secured by the opening of a nuclear war
which devastates both sides? Hence, of course, the whole lan-
guage of brinksmanship in a situation in which one object—
survival-—has come to be common to all parties. In the con-
text of general war we have here a completely new situation.

In the closing stages of World War II President Roosevelt
showed much reluctance to impose a policy upon the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. His successor, President Harry S Truman,
was disinclined at a critical time in 1945, as we have seen, to
instruct General Eisenhower to act in Europe on any other
than purely military considerations. It was only five years
later that this same presidential successor found himself
roughly compelled to accept the logic of the new order and
act in a diametrically opposite sense.

“The Korean War,” says Samuel Huntington, “was the
first war in American history (except for the Indian struggles)
which was not a crusade.”" I cannot quite accept this, but it
certainly was for the United States a war of unusual aspect. It
was a war conducted according to the main concept sup-
ported by Clausewitz and not at all according to the practice
of Ludendorft. That is to say, the object from the beginning
was clearly defined in political terms, and limited. There were
variations from time to time in the war aim. After MacAr-
thur’s brilliantly successful amphibious operation at Inchon,
the aim shifted from the simple reestablishment of the status
quo in South Korea to the effecting of a permanent change in
the whole Korean Peninsula. The chance was seen to reunite
this at a time when China was thought to be too preoccupied
with the danger from the old enemy Russia to be inclined to
intervene by force of arms. But China did intervene and the
administration reverted to its former aim, whose achievement
would, in their view, run small risk of furnishing the USSR
with excuse and opportunity for the opening of World War
IIT before Europe was strong enough to resist.

General MacArthur could not accept this position in
terms either of the limitation of means or of the restriction
of ends. He challenged the administration on both counts. In
criticizing the administration’s desire to prevent the war from
spreading, he declared that this seemed to him to introduce a
new concept into military operations. He called it the “con-
cept of appeasement, the concept that when you use force
you can limit that force.”!

“Once war is forced upon us,” he told Congress, “there is
no alternative than to apply every available means to bring it
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to a swift end.”"> He was not consistent here. He did not, in
fact, advocate the use of every available means against China.
He was strongly against the use of US ground forces in any
strength on the mainland, for example, and advocated in
preference air bombardment and sea blockade with the pos-
sibility of enlarging Nationalist forces on the mainland out
of Formosa. He did not, in my view, either convincingly or
even with total conviction argue against the acceptance of
limitations on hostilities. What he did insist on was that the
limitations accepted should be those of his, the military com-
mander’s, choice and not those settled upon by his political
superiors. But given the acceptance of limitation in principle,
the identification of those areas in which specific limitations
must be accepted is a clear matter of policy. Is that for sol-
diers to determine? MacArthur challenged the administra-
tion on this issue and appealed to the legislature and the
American people over the administration’s head. He lost.
Perhaps he underestimated the character of the president and
the degree to which experience had helped him to develop
since the spring of 1945. Perhaps he overestimated the sup-
port that he could expect in the Joint Chiefs. The position
taken by the Joint Chiefs, however, supported that of the
president. It conveyed quite clearly that the instrumental na-
ture of the military, as an agency in the service of the state,
was not going to be forgotten. In the seven years between
1945 and 1952 there probably lies a watershed in civil/mili-
tary relations in the United States which future historians
will see as of prime importance.

But another question arises, and this too was raised by the
case of MacArthur, as it arose in the matter of the Curragh
incident in Ireland in 1914 and with General de Gaulle in
1940. Where or by what is the allegiance of the military pro-
fessional engaged? Personal service to an absolute monarch is
unequivocal. But in a constitutional monarchy, or a republic,
precisely where does the loyalty of the fighting man lie?

In Ireland just before the outbreak of World War I, there
was a distinct possibility that opponents of the British gov-
ernment’s policy for the introduction of home rule in Ireland
would take up arms to assert their right to remain united with
England under the crown. But if the British army were or-
dered to coerce the Ulster Unionists, would it obey? Doubts
upon this score were widespread and they steadily increased.
As it turned out, there was no mutiny, though the Curragh
incident has sometimes been erroneously described as such.
The officers in a cavalry brigade standing by on the Curragh
ready to move into the north of Ireland all followed their bri-
gade commander’s example in offering their resignations
from the service. The Curragh episode, all the same, formed
an unusually dramatic element in an intrusion by the military
into politics which seriously weakened the British govern-
ment of the day and forced a change in its policy. As a suc-
cessful manipulation of government by the military on a po-
litical issue, it has had no parallel in Britain in modern times.
But it also raised the question of where personal allegiance
lay and raised it more sharply than at any time since 1641,
when the hard choice between allegiance to the king and ad-
herence to Parliament, in the days of Thomas Hobbes, split
the country in the English Civil War.
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Essentially the same question was raised by MacArthur,
for he challenged the administration on the fundamentals of
policy—upon political ends, that is—as well as upon choice
of military means. He also claimed that he was not bound,
even as a serving officer, by a duty to the executive if he per-
ceived a duty to the state with which his duty to the adminis-
tration conflicted. His words to the Massachusetts legislature
are worth quoting: “I find in existence a new and heretofore
unknown and dangerous concept, that the members of our
armed forces owe primary allegiance or loyalty to those who
temporarily exercise the authority of the Executive Branch
of the Government rather than to the country and its Consti-
tution which they are sworn to defend. No proposition could
be more dangerous.”!®

There is here a deep and serious fallacy. I do not refer to
the possible violation of the president’s constitutional posi-
tion as commander in chief. I have more in mind a principle
basic to the whole concept of parliamentary democracy as it
is applied, with differences in detail but in essential identity
of intention, in our two countries. It is that the will of the
people is sovereign and no refusal to accept its expression
through the institutions specifically established by it—whether
in the determination of policies or in the interpretation of the
constitution—can be legitimate. MacArthur’s insistence upon
his right as an individual to determine for himself the legiti-
macy of the executive’s position, no less than his claim of the
right as a military commander to modify national policies,
can never be seen in any other way than as completely out of
order. It is ironic that MacArthur, who himself might per-
haps have been brought to trial for insubordination, should
at one time have sat in judgment on another general officer
for that very offense. General [Billy] Mitchell, though possi-
bly wide open to charges of impropriety in the methods he
used, was challenging the correctness of the administration’s
policy decisions. MacArthur’s act was the far graver one of
challenging his orders in war, and of appealing to the legisla-
ture and people over the commander in chief’s head.

It is worthy of note that in the wave of criticism of Gen-
eral MacArthur from non-American sources, some of it vio-
lent at times, General de Gaulle in France was almost alone
among those of comparable importance who raised his voice
in MacArthur’s defense. De Gaulle himself, of course, had
been there too. He had declined to accept the wholly legiti-
mate capitulation to a national enemy in war of a properly
constituted French government. This is something for which
France will always remain deeply in his debt. There is no
doubt, however, of the correctness of the position taken by
officers of the so-called Vichy French Forces after the fall of
France. We fought them in Syria on account of it. The Troupes
frangais du Levant had orders to defend French possessions
in mandated territories against all comers and this they did.

I was wounded for the first time in the last war in that
campaign commanding a small force in an untidy little bat-
tle, which we won, on the Damascus road. After the armi-
stice in Syria and the Lebanon, I was walking around Beirut
with my arm in plaster when I met a French officer who was
another cavalryman and a contemporary whom I had known
before the war as a friend. He had the other arm in plaster
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and, I discovered, had been in this little battle as the com-
mander on the Vichy French side. We dined together in the
St. Georges Hotel while he explained to me with impeccable
logic how professionally incompetent the command had
been on our side. The fact that we had won was at best ir-
relevant and at worst aesthetically repugnant. But I do not
recall that in the whole of our discussion either of us doubted
the correctness of his action in fighting against the Allies
and his old friends.

There is sometimes a purely military justification for dis-
obedience. Britain’s greatest sailor, Lord Nelson, exploited it.
After Jutland, Admiral Lord Fisher said of Admiral Jellicoe
that he had all Nelson’s qualities but one: he had not learned
to disobey. What I describe as military justification rests in
the opinion of the officer on the spot that he can best meet
the military requirement of his superiors if he acts in some
way other than that prescribed by them. This is a matter of
professional judgment, and of courage, for failure can preju-
dice a career. It is not a matter of morals. But there are also
circumstances in which men or women find themselves under
a moral compulsion to refrain from doing what is lawfully
ordered of them. If they are under sufficiently powerful moral
pressure and are strong enough and courageous enough to
face the predictable consequences of their action, they will
then sometimes disobey. This, I know, is terribly difficult
ground. “My country right or wrong” is not an easy principle
to reconcile with an absolute morality, even if we accept a
Hegelian view that the state represents the highest consum-
mation of human society. Early in World War I a brave Eng-
lish nurse called Edith Cavell, who had said that “patriotism
is not enough,” was shot by her country’s enemies for reliev-
ing human suffering where she found it, among people held
by the enemy to be francs tireurs or partisans. Nurse Edith
Cavell’s statue stands in London off Trafalgar Square, around
the corner from the National Gallery, and it is worth a look
in passing. It bears the inscription I have quoted: “Patriotism
is not enough.”

In the half century since that time doubt has grown fur-
ther, not only of the ultimate moral authority of the nation-
state but also of its permanence as a social structure. The
nation-state could at some time in the future develop into
something else. States have before now been united into big-
ger groupings, and supranational entities are not impossible.

I do not see the nation-state disappearing for a long time
yet, but already we have much experience of international po-
litical structures under which groups of national military
forces are employed. The United States in the last third of a
century, it has been said, has learned more about the opera-
tion of coalitions than ever before. Conflicts of loyalty are
always possible where forces are assigned to an allied com-
mand. I have been a North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) commander in Europe, and as such I had on my
staff an officer of another nation who was engaged in the
contingency planning of tactical nuclear targets. This was
less of an academic exercise for this particular officer than it
might have been, say, for an American or even for a Briton,
for the targets were not only in Europe but in this officer’s
own country and in parts of it he had known from boyhood.
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It was made known to me that this officer was showing signs
of strain and I had him moved to other work, for the military
servant of a nation-state can even now be put under moral
strain in situations where conflicts of loyalties arise. The ten-
dency towards international structures will almost certainly
increase and the incidence of such situations is unlikely to
grow less.

Let me draw together these thoughts upon the moral, as
distinguished from the professional, aspect of obedience. The
fighting man is bound to obedience to the interest of the state
he serves. If he accepts this, as MacArthur certainly did, he
can still, rightly or wrongly, question, like MacArthur, the
authority of men constitutionally appointed to identify and
interpret the state’s interest. He could even, like de Gaulle,
flatly refuse to obey these men. Those who consider General
MacArthur open to a charge of insubordination may con-
sider that General de Gaulle was probably open to a charge
of no less than treason. Neither is constitutionally permissi-
ble. A case in moral justification might just possibly be made
for both, though such a case is always stronger when the re-
sults of the act are seen to be in the outcome beneficial.
“Treason doth never prosper,” wrote Sir John Harrington in
the days of Queen Elizabeth the First. “What’s the reason?
For if it prosper none dare call it treason.” In the event, de
Gaulle became in the fullness of time president of the French
Republic. It was poor Pétain who was put on trial.

Finally there is disobedience on grounds of conscience to
an order, lawfully given, whose execution might or might not
harm the state but which the recipient flatly declines, for rea-
sons he finds compelling, to carry out. This will be done by
the doer at his peril; and the risk, which can be very great,
must be accepted with open eyes.

Another possible cause of strain upon the military is di-
vergence in the ethical pattern of the parent society from that
of its armed forces. Samuel Huntington, in the book The Sol-
dier and the State, which will always occupy a high place in
the literature on this topic, spoke in the late 1950s of tenden-
cies in the United States towards a new and more conserva-
tive environment, more sympathetic to military institutions.
He suggested that this “might result in the widespread accep-
tance by Americans of values more like those of the military
ethic.”!” The course of events since Huntington wrote this, in
1956, throws some doubt on the soundness of any prediction
along these lines. The qualities demanded in military service,
which include self-restraint in the acceptance of an ordered
life, do not seem to be held in growing esteem everywhere
among young people today. In consequence, where a nation is
involved in a war which cannot be described as one of im-
mediate national survival and whose aims, however admira-
ble they may be, are not universally supported at home and
perhaps not even fully understood there, strains can be
acutely felt. Limited wars for political ends are far more likely
to produce moral strains of the sort I have suggested here
than the great wars of the past.

The wars of tomorrow will almost certainly be limited
wars, fought for limited ends. The nation-in-arms has van-
ished; the general war is no longer a rational concept. But
the nation-state will persist for a time yet and the application
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of force to its political ends will persist with it. These ends,
however, will be limited and the means limited too—not by
choice of the military but by choice of their employers, the
constitutionally established civil agencies of the state. These
employers will also be watching most carefully the level of
military demand being made on national resource. If this
level rises so high as to prejudice enterprises higher in the
national scale of priorities than preparation for war, it will
be resisted. There are signs that the very high priority given
to the demands of the military on national resource in the
United States in the third quarter of the twentieth century
will not persist in the fourth.

Ladies and gentlemen, in addressing myself to the topic
chosen for this memorial address, “The Military in the Ser-
vice of the State,” I have selected only a few aspects of a big
and complex theme. Let me end with something like a confes-
sio fidei—a confession of faith. I am myself the product of 35
years’ military service—a person who, with strong inclina-
tions toward the academic, nonetheless became a profes-
sional soldier. Looking back now in later life from a univer-
sity, I can find nothing but satisfaction over the choice I made
all those years ago as a student—a satisfaction tinged with
surprise at the good sense I seem to have shown as a very
young man in making it. Knowing what I do now, given the
chance all over again, I should do exactly the same. For the
military life, whether for sailor, soldier, or airman, is a good
life. The human qualities it demands include fortitude, integ-
rity, self-restraint, personal loyalty to other persons, and the
surrender of the advantage of the individual to the common
good. None of us can claim a total command of all these
qualities. The military man sees round him others of his own
kind also seeking to develop them, and perhaps doing it more
successfully than he has done himself. This is good company.
Anyone can spend his life in it with satisfaction.

In my own case, as a fighting man, I found that invitations
after World War II to leave the service and move into busi-
ness, for example, were unattractive, even in a time when any-
one who has had what they called on our side “a good war”
was being demoted and, of course, paid less. A pressing invi-
tation into politics was also comparatively easy to resist. The
possibility of going back to Oxford to teach medieval history
was more tempting. But I am glad that I stayed where I was,
in the profession of arms, and I cannot believe I could have
found a better or more rewarding life anywhere outside it.

Another thought arises here. The danger of excessive in-
fluence within the state to which I have been referring does
not spring from incompetence, cynicism, or malice in the
military, but in large part from the reverse. What is best for
his service will always be sought by the serving officer, and if
he believes that in seeking the best for his service he is render-
ing the best service he can to his country, it is easy to see why.
He may have to be restrained. He can scarcely be blamed.

The military profession is unique in one very important
respect. It depends upon qualities such as those I have men-
tioned not only for its attractiveness but for its very efficiency.
Such qualities as these make any group of men in which they
are found an agreeable and attractive one in which to func-
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tion. The military group, however, depends in very high de-
gree upon these qualities for its functional efficiency.

A man can be selfish, cowardly, disloyal, false, fleeting,
perjured, and morally corrupt in a wide variety of other ways
and still be outstandingly good in pursuits in which other im-
peratives bear than those upon the fighting man. He can be a
superb creative artist, for example, or a scientist in the very
top flight, and still be a very bad man. What a bad man can-
not be is a good sailor or soldier, or airman. Military institu-
tions thus form a repository of moral resource that should
always be a source of strength within the state.

I have reflected tonight upon the relationship between civil
and military in the light of past history, present positions,
and possible future developments and have offered in conclu-
sion my own conviction that the major service of the military
institution to the community of men it serves may well lie
neither within the political sphere nor the functional. It could
easily lie within the moral. The military institution is a mirror
of its parent society, reflecting strengths and weaknesses. It
can also be a well from which to draw refreshment for a body
politic in need of it.

It is in the conviction that the highest service of the mili-
tary to the state may well lie in the moral sphere, and the
awareness that almost everything of importance in this re-
spect can still be said, that I bring to an end what I have to
offer here tonight in the Harmon Memorial Lecture for the
year 1970.
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Leadership: A Hallmark of Military Life

Michael W. Wynne

A hallmark of military life is leadership—we navigate by
leadership. In the civilian world there is often a struggle to
parse the difference between management on one hand, and
leadership on the other. Leadership often remains a mystery.

In all walks of life, people usually recognize leadership
when they see it, although not all know its source. But leader-
ship is not a mystery in the military life. Leadership springs
from living as an example and from integrity, service, sacri-
fice, and devotion to those in one’s charge.

Leaders beget leaders; it is the lifeblood of our Air Force.
Gen Curtis LeMay in particular was a leader with a message
that resonates today, as the Air Force transforms by means of
Air Force Smart Operations 21: “My personal philosophy is
that the best outfits are those wherein a procedure is devel-
oped whereby every man who has an idea on a particular
subject may bring it forward at the time of the discussion,
without the slightest criticism or hesitation.”

General LeMay was on target. The best leaders remove
barriers to communication and performance. The leaders of
our Air Force—the commanders and supervisors at all lev-
els—in fact have the authority to remove barriers, perceived
or real, that may prevent their Airmen from mission accom-
plishment. This is the essence of leadership under Air Force
Smart Operations 21: Remove barriers and encourage educa-
tion, ideas, and innovation.

How do leaders find these barriers? The answer can be
found in the Air Force Core Values. Everything a leader does
must be cemented in the foundation of these Values, while
consistently instilling an accountable Airmen ethic.

Integrity First. Service Before Self. Excellence in All We
Do. These Values must be internalized by all Airmen, and are
especially critical to those we entrust with leadership. They
are the pathway to achieving the Air Force mission.

Integrity First starts with a commitment to honesty. It
goes on to include courage, both physical and moral, and re-
spect, both for yourself and others. Thomas Jefferson de-
scribed it best when he described our moral muscles, saying
we build and strengthen our character through the daily exer-
cise of words, actions, and decisions.

Leaders must possess the moral courage to confront unac-
ceptable behavior, and remove the barriers created by dis-
crimination or harassment. As an expeditionary force, we
find ourselves deployed to foreign countries with increased
responsibilities in new mission areas with each Airman acting
as an ambassador to strengthen the relationships with indi-
vidual partner countries.

Also, providing sovereign options reflects the fact that our
Air Force mission has grown to cover the spectrum of opera-
tions from humanitarian relief to base defense. This mission
demands that effective leaders must not only set the stan-
dards, but also hold others accountable. The failure to do so
could affect our relationships with coalition partners and al-
lies, degrading our efforts.

By confronting a “bad apple” who harasses others, a
leader is not only removing a barrier to performance but is
also upholding an accountable Airmen ethic and gaining the
respect of those he leads.

In fact, instilling an accountable Airmen ethic is crucial in
this information age of warfare. Due to advances in technol-
ogy and communications, we can fly farther and shoot from
greater distances than ever before, engendering a type of trust
surpassed by no other. We are net-centric and must be able to
trust the data stream and protect the data stream from Cyber
attack. We must trust that the data that we’re about to trans-
mit is accurate; trust that our training will enable us to execute
the mission correctly; and trust in the equipment we employ.
In short, if we cannot trust, we cannot fight. Integrity must
be first.

Service Before Self begins with duty. It also means that, as
we fly and fight in war and peace, going above and beyond
the call of duty is not the exception—it is the rule—in the
United States Air Force.

Every Airman is an expeditionary Airman, whom the
Joint Team counts on every day to be trained and battle ready.
We must deliver sovereign options for the defense of the
United States of America and its global interests. This often
requires self-sacrifice.

Our Airmen embrace this Core Value not only in warfare,
but in humanitarian relief. Whether it is the relief we provide
to those devastated by the catastrophic South Pacific tsunami
or the tragic Pakistani earthquake, the heroic efforts of our
Men and Women in Blue exemplify Service Before Self. Many
Airmen showed their commitment to service right here in the
United States, during the immediate rescue and recovery op-
erations from Hurricane Katrina.

In all cases, our leaders did not allow barriers—such as
post-deployment reconstitution—to stop their Airmen from
going beyond the call of duty. Some of our critical search and
rescue Airmen had just returned from Operation Iraqi Free-
dom when their leaders removed that barrier so their Airmen
could rescue Americans from rooftops in New Orleans.

Another example of such Service Before Self is the re-
markable number of Air Force Reservists and Air National
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Guardsmen who volunteer for deployments. While other ser-
vices regularly mobilize entire units for rotations, we are able
to meet our requirements almost exclusively via volunteers.
Why? Because Air Force leadership removed obstacles, al-
lowing motivated volunteers to immediately contribute to the
fight. Instead of our Guard and Reserve Forces facing barri-
ers to become part of the fight, Air Force leaders integrated
them into their units creating seamless Total Force teams.

In all of these examples, stellar Air Force leadership en-
abled such unparalleled accomplishments. By removing bar-
riers to mission accomplishment, our leaders inspire their
Airmen to display their commitment to Service Before Self.

Excellence in All We Do reminds us that a task worth do-
ing is a task worth doing right. Mediocrity can cost lives and
endanger our very nation. Thankfully, I spend little time
worrying about the operational excellence of our Airmen.
Like the heroes who have gone before us—giants like Mitch-
ell, Doolittle, Spaatz, Davis, LeMay, and Schriever—we
stand on the shoulders of amazing Airmen who conquered
incredible odds.

On top of operational excellence, our Airmen must also
pursue personal excellence through continued education.
Leaders must remove the barriers that prevent our Airmen
from taking continued education classes, and encourage them
to see education as a lifelong project. Simple decisions will
have far-reaching results. Leaders must take a holistic view
and focus on training the whole individual, moving beyond
their current jobs or skill sets. The goal is to create knowledge-
enabled Airmen; stretching their Airmen’s minds through fur-
ther education is a key step for leaders.
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But Excellence in AIl We Do continues beyond operational
and personal excellence to include organizational excellence.
Organizational excellence starts with leaders removing the
barriers of favoritism and engendering an inclusive environ-
ment where every voice is given equal weight. Fostering this
mutual respect ensures all Airmen are valued as important
individuals. Likewise, mutual respect also applies to our co-
alition partners and the diverse cultures we work with as part
of the Joint Team.

Once people realize their opinions are respected, they will
amaze you with their ingenuity. This is the heart of Air Force
Smart Operations 21—Ileaders removing barriers so new ideas
can be heard.

Our Nation continues to call on our Air Force to perform
missions that cover the entire spectrum of operations, from
humanitarian relief to major combat operations. By taking
our cue from General LeMay and removing barriers to per-
formance, our leaders can ensure operational excellence, per-
sonal excellence, and organizational excellence will flourish.

As our mission areas grow, it is imperative that we con-
tinue to develop our leaders using the core values as our bea-
con. I have no higher priority as your secretary than reinforc-
ing the bedrock of Integrity, Service, and Excellence in each
and every one of our Airmen. And through Air Force Smart
Operations 21, our leaders must keep removing barriers so
knowledge-enabled Airmen can innovate while still maintain-
ing an accountable Airmen ethic.

Our citizens expect nothing less as we provide for the
Common Defense.
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Dynamic Subordinancy

William J. Crockett

Our organizations are filled with subordinates, but few of
us get much basic survival training for that role, not to men-
tion training on how we might make those roles dynamic,
synergistic, and satisfying. But we spend a lot of time helping
people to learn how to be effective leaders and in learning
how to fulfill their leadership roles. I believe that it’s impor-
tant for our organizations to start giving some attention to
the development of the concept and role of followership, be-
cause leadership is but one strand in the complex web of hu-
man relationships that holds our organizations together.

Traditionally we have accepted the assumption that it’s
primarily the boss’s job and responsibility to cause the work
group to function well—and to take care of the people needs
of subordinates so that the group is turned on and produc-
tive. Bosses have borne the chief responsibility in the past for
the vitality of their relationships with their subordinates, and
for the quantity and quality of their work.

But the successful and effective boss/subordinate relation-
ship not only demands some things of bosses, it also demands
some things of followers as well. Therefore, subordinates can
and should be more than passive robots to be manipulated
and used by bosses. They have the responsibility—as well as
the opportunity—for making the situation a good one, a win/
win for themselves as well as for the boss.

Another very pragmatic reason for our wishing to achieve
excellence in followership is that we often get rewarded or
punished as a result of our “followership™ effectiveness. Our
success in effectively filling our subordinancy roles is the key
to our here-and-now security as well as to our future promo-
tion and success. People get fired because they are ineffective
subordinates. From this standpoint alone, the vitality and
worth of the relationship are more important to the subordi-
nate than they are to the boss—because it is the subordinate
who has the most at stake!

There are three overlapping areas or ways for looking at
our followership role and for mapping strategies for making
that role more fulfilling to us, as well as more effective.

The first of these areas is the job itself. This includes how
well we understand its mission and its accountabilities as
well as its opportunities and the skills and attitudes this re-
quires of us.

The second way of looking at our jobs is in terms of our
relationships and, most especially, our relationship with our
bosses.

The third area for review is our own feelings about our
jobs, our bosses, and ourselves. Just our trust level and what
can we do to improve it?

This article deals with each of these three areas and helps
us to think through where we stand in each. It helps us to find
the means of taking charge of our work lives rather than pas-
sively accepting what comes our way.

Finally, it also helps us to formulate an action plan for do-
ing something about each of these three areas, for it is only by
taking action that we can start to become more dynamic in
our followership.

The Job Itself

Being a subordinate is very much like being a steward; that
is, assuming the responsibility for the well-being of some-
thing that belongs to another. Like the biblical story of the
good and bad stewards (Matthew 25:14-30), the stewardship
role is not fulfilled when it is just passively done. The good
steward is dynamic and risk-taking in attending to the work
that he has been given to do.

However, in order for us to be dynamic and risk-taking in
our jobs, we must work through some things for ourselves
and then with our bosses. To risk blindly is the action of a
foolish person, and it courts ruin as well as success. The dy-
namism I am talking about is that which has a high chance of
ending with success for the subordinate as well as for the
boss—a win/win situation for both.

In order for us to be genuinely dynamic, we must have a
strong launchpad of basic understanding about the job and
our boss on which to base our actions. There are three ingredi-
ents that make up this basic launchpad. These are as follows.

Know What the Job Is

In a survey, a group of top-level business people failed to
agree upon the exact acts of subordinancy that would ensure
the success of their subordinates. But they did agree upon the
point that the subordinate must know precisely what it is that
his or her boss expects! Doing a number of things well will
not suffice if the boss doesn’t care about those things. There-
fore, no amount of effort in these areas will make the subor-
dinate succeed if he or she fails to perform well in the one or
two things that the boss holds dear.

Another area of potential misunderstanding around the
job comes from ambiguity about the job itself. The more am-
biguity there is in a job, the greater the danger in terms of the
subordinate’s not delivering what the boss really expects. The
initiation of discussions with the boss about expectations for
the tasks and responsibilities of the job is one of the first and
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most important responsibilities (and opportunities) of a sub-
ordinate.

It is absolutely essential that the critical success factors of
the task, such as the boss’s expectations, be known and un-
derstood by the subordinate. It is far too easy to overlook
them in the first place, or to push them out of focus due to the
multiplicity of nonessential tasks and loadings that the job
(the subordinate) has acquired. It is the subordinate who has
the best opportunity to know these loadings because he or
she has the firsthand data. Therefore, it is the subordinate’s
responsibility to initiate discussions with the boss to surface
expectations about the job: its accountabilities, its goals, its
content, its priorities, its methodology, its standards, and so
on. Boss/subordinate discussions around the context and
meanings of the subordinate’s job, when they are initiated by
the subordinate’s genuine concern for the boss and his or her
best interest rather than from the subordinate’s dissatisfac-
tion, can be a dynamic and exhilarating experience for a sub-
ordinate. If subordinates will take the pains to be objective in
documenting their cases, and if they will present them in a
genuine concern for the boss, then the subsequent discussion
can be free from emotion, tension, and acrimony.

One important piece of self-research we can do is to de-
velop data about the job:

a. The accountabilities . . . what end results am I account-
able for?

b. The critical accountabilities . . . the ones that have the
most leverage if accomplished and those that have the most
risk if not accomplished.

c. The ways I now spend my time and how that relates to
a and b above.

Know How to Do the Job

The value that the boss places upon a subordinate is in
relationship to how well the subordinate enhances the effec-
tiveness of the boss’s domain—how well the job is done. The
shortsighted subordinate will conceive it to be the boss’s re-
sponsibility to discover deficiencies, for training, to promote,
to look after his or her career, and to help in the subordi-
nate’s success. And, of course, bosses do have some of these
responsibilities.

One unyielding requirement for us if we are to be success-
ful subordinates is that we can objectively look at ourselves
and our skills in relation to the skills that the job requires. If
we can do this and can see our own deficiencies, then we can,
through training and development, acquire the needed skills.
This aggressive self-examination of our needs and our taking
charge of our own self-improvement is another way dynamic
subordinates distinguish themselves from their more passive
colleagues.

Dynamic subordinates don’t wait. They soon take on that
responsibility for their own professional development. They
don’t own their territory, for their boss can fire them at will.
But the one thing that every subordinate does own, and which
no one can take away, is their expertise—their professional-
ism. This is the most personal, most valuable, and most abso-
lute territory a person can have. No one can hold a capable
person back. Their professionalism and talents will become

Sec 2-10 Crockett.indd 96

96

known, will be needed, and will be requested—if not by their
boss, then by others.

The wise subordinate is the learning, developing, experience-
seeking person who becomes independent because he or she is a
professional! The wise subordinate never uses the madden-
ing excuse, “That isn’t my job,” but will seize upon every
opportunity for learning something new and having a new
experience.

Do the Job

The end product that a boss expects from a subordinate is
a job well done—whatever it is that “well done” means to the
boss. A subordinate succeeds, gets rewarded, and receives ac-
colades and promotions based mostly upon successful fulfill-
ment of his or her here-and-now duties.

Do the job! That’s what the boss expects and that’s what
we are receiving our pay as subordinates to do. That’s what
will lead us to success and future.

It is said that there are three requirements for successful
followership, that is, for getting the job done. These are

* know what the job is,

* know how to do the job, and

* do the job.

Knowing what the job is and having the required skills to
do it with will not get the job done if the person is not moti-
vated to do it with zest. One of the most powerful drags to
productivity in America is lack of motivation.

To become demotivated is the emotional result of all that
we see happening to us in the workplace. When we are demo-
tivated, we don’t care whether or not we do the job, or whether
we do it well or badly. Or maybe are so turned off and angry
that our hidden objective is to really punish the organization
and our boss! If we are in this frame of mind, then we have
but two logical choices:

a. to pull ourselves out of this pit and rekindle our posi-
tive drive, or
b. to leave.

For the inevitable consequence of our staying in this nega-
tive frame of mind is sooner or later to be fired.

One play of dynamic action that I can suggest for us if we
are in this state is to make an objective (it’s hard to be objec-
tive now) analysis of our entire situation; for example,

a. search for and identify all of the negative emotional
producers;

b. search for and identify the positive emotional produc-
ers (there will surely be some of these);

c. carefully analyze and examine the impact of each of
these negatives and positives upon us;

d. think through ways that we can unhook ourselves from
our participation in the negative producers;

e. think of ways that we can create other positive produc-
ers and enhance those that now exist; and

f. make a plan of action.

This whole analysis ideally should be shared with a trusted
friend who will tell us honestly what his or her reactions are
and not just what we would like to hear.
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Another potential reason for our demotivation may be
our feeling that we have been given little or no freedom by
our boss to get our job done. Freedom of action in getting
our job done has these components:

a. free to determine the substance (the what);

b. free to determine the timing of when things will be
done (the when);

c. free to determine how the job will be done (the how);

d. free to determine who will be responsible for doing the
job (the who); and

e. free to determine the cost of doing it (the cost).

Sometimes bosses just don’t give their subordinates
enough freedom to enable them to feel worthwhile, trusted,
and turned on.

We can analyze each of our major accountabilities on the
preceding five dimensions to get an objective evaluation of
our freedom. If our analysis demonstrates to us that we
aren’t being given enough freedom around an accountabil-
ity, or on one or more of the above dimensions, we then have
objective data to take to our boss for discussion. If this is the
case, we need to carefully devise an action plan of how we
will confront the boss as well as what we plan to confront
him or her with.

The possibility exists that we subordinates can badly mis-
read the realities about us, and thereby we may have actively
created our own demotivation out of nothing more than our
own misperceptions. If this is the case, we’ll need a personal
action plan. On the other hand, of course, the possibility
also exists that our analysis and our subsequent discussions
with our boss only serve to confirm our worst fears and sus-
picions that the situation is a lost cause! If this is the case,
then it will require a different kind of an action plan from
us—a plan to leave!

One of the key dimensions to dynamic subordinancy is
the psychological willingness and the professional capability
of the subordinate to be independent of the boss and the job
whenever I, the subordinate, want the end to come. When I
find myself depressed and demotivated and I have done all
that I could to change the conditions causing this, then it’s
time to think about leaving. When it becomes apparent to me
that I can’t respect my boss, don’t approve of my boss, can’t
trust my boss, again it’s time to think about leaving. When I
find myself wanting to punish my boss, and am moved to
bad-mouth and belittle my boss, then it’s far past time for me
to move on. To stay under such conditions is to prostitute
myself for money with little sense of commitment and loy-
alty. To stay is to lose my self-respect as a human being. To
stay is to eventually fail.

Perhaps our willingness to leave a situation whenever it no
longer meets our needs, fulfills our values, turns us on, or
challenges our expertise is the most important single measure
for ensuring that we remain dynamic as a subordinate. This is
the key to our own freedom and to our self-esteem.

Boss-Subordinate Relationships

Everyone knows that there is a lot more involved in a job
than just getting the job done, no matter how well we do it
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from a substantive point of view. One critical factor for suc-
cess in any job is the quality of the relationship we have been
able to create with our boss.

This relationship, like all relationships, is a mutual respon-
sibility to develop and nourish. But since it has so much sig-
nificance for the future growth and success of the subordi-
nate, we must go to extra lengths to try to cause the relationship
to become a good one. Some of the things we can do are
listed below.

Challenge

We must obey the legal demands of our boss, but in doing
so, we do not have to lose our self-esteem nor take on the
hangdog pose of the servant. We can become the trusted ad-
viser to whom the boss comes to get the straight dope. No
one, not even our boss, can be completely infallible. Humans
at all levels will make mistakes occasionally. Most managers
are thinly spread over wide stretches of important and diverse
activities. As a result, they can be caught in trivial errors that
take on more importance than they have in real substance.
Wise subordinates will be alert to ways that they can rescue
their boss from mistakes of commission and omission.

Most good bosses don’t like subservience and don’t trust
yes-people. Most bosses want subordinates who will chal-
lenge their ideas, differ with their decisions, give them data,
put forward new ideas for doing things, and who will care to
be uniquely themselves. But to get away with this kind of be-
havior requires that the subordinate come from a base of ab-
solute trust and not from competitive counterdependency. To
gain this preferred role, a subordinate must have

» demonstrated absolute personal respect and loyalty to
the boss in other situations;

* gained the boss’s admiration and respect for his or her
professionalism, for the accuracy of his or her data, for
the timeliness of his or her reports, and for his or her
emotional maturity;

* never publicly played win/lose games at the boss’s ex-
pense; and

» gotten the boss’s job done to the boss’s expectations
when the decision was finally made.

The role of loyal opposition or devil’s advocate is an im-
portant one for all subordinates to learn—if they can also
learn to use it from a solid base of trust. They must learn,
when practicing it, to come across as caring rather than pun-
ishing, collaborative rather than competitive, probing rather
than judging.

The way this is done—how it is done—is often far more
important than what the substance is.

Inform

Closely associated with the concept of subordinancy is the
irksome chore of accounting for our activities. Like obedi-
ence, most of us stopped accounting to anyone when we left
home. And now that we are at work, we must once more ac-
count to someone—our hierarchic superiors.

The reason for this accountability to the boss is that no
subordinate, no matter if his or her title is dishwasher or
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president, has final accountability. We are not the full owner
of the territory that we occupy. We may feel like an entrepre-
neur, act like the king, and be a saint. But in the final analysis,
we are but a steward in the “master’s vineyard.

Through the process of delegation, each subordinate is
given a job to do by the boss. Some bosses tell their subordi-
nates little, and others tell them much—how, when, who,
where, why, how much, how often, how deep, how wide, and
so on. But in the end, every subordinate must account to the
leader for his or her stewardship of what was done with the
thing the boss assigned. It is the subordinate’s duty to give
and the boss’s right to request this accounting.

It is the boss’s territory. It is the boss’s right to know. The
boss must be told because he or she is also a subordinate to
another boss who is also looking for that same accountabil-
ity. And so it works, forever upward! The effective subordi-
nate will fully and cheerfully perform this function of ac-
countability. This, in reality, gives the subordinate a chance to
put the boss at ease and create the first stirrings of trust.

A subordinate who, for whatever reason, elects not to ac-
count to the boss fully and honestly, can’t win. Such actions
on the part of the subordinate as withholding information,
diverting data, giving half-truths, forgetting, falsely telling,
and so on—whatever the excuse or rationale—are examples
of mno-win, nonprofessional subordinancy. The system
doesn’t condone such subordinate behavior no matter what
kind of boss a subordinate may have or what the private ra-
tionale may be.

The dynamic subordinate will not only fully and cheer-
fully perform this function of accountability, but will initiate
it! The subordinate’s challenge is to be able to account to the
boss about the job honestly and factually and still retain the
feeling of personal freedom and dignity.

Invite Him or Her In

All of us have a feeling of personal territory. My desk, my
car, my coat, my home, my job, and so on, are mine and are
important to me. They are my territory and no one had better
encroach uninvited into my domain.

All of us seem to possess and exercise this “territorial im-
perative,” this personal ownership of the things that are mine,
including my job.

There is one area, however, where a person cannot exercise
such dominion with impunity—the job that the boss has del-
egated. It is still the boss’s territory because the boss still has
accountability upward for the success of the job. The subor-
dinate has been given only a temporary lease. The subordi-
nate is the steward for the boss and is working to fulfill the
job in the best way possible on behalf of the boss.

Some bosses, of course, for whatever reasons, will some-
times elect to respect the subordinate’s area and not intrude
unasked into this domain. Other bosses make no bones about
their right to tell the subordinate exactly how the boss wants
the job to be done. Leaving out the psychological, motiva-
tional, and productive consequences of such dominant boss
behavior, there seems to be little question of the boss’s right
to do just that. The reason for this rests upon the rule of ac-
countability—the person who is accountable has the right!
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And since the subordinate’s boss is accountable upward, it is
his or her right to have full access to the subordinate’s area of
responsibility.

So the dynamic subordinates will open wide the gates of
their job to the boss. They will invite him or her in to visit
frequently. They will proudly show him or her the situation,
explain the improvements, ask for help on problems, and seek
the boss’s ideas for change.

The subordinate who can share his or her area of respon-
sibility with the boss with unlimited and uninhibited trust, in
turn, makes the boss his or her advocate—partner—and gains
additional trust and freedom as a result. It’s the win/win way
to go! The challenge to the subordinate is in fulfilling his or
her stewardship responsibilities to the boss without falling
into the trap of claiming ownership of the territory that the
subordinate has so skillfully created and built.

Ask for Feedback

The job that a person does is always emotionally loaded
by the subordinate’s perceived behavior of the boss—and
most importantly, the subordinate’s interpretation of the
meaning of that behavior. Whatever the boss does or does
not do in the course of a relationship, day after day, has im-
plied (and sometimes overt) meaning for the subordinate
about the boss’s intentions and attitude.

For example, if the boss may seem to withhold important
data that the subordinate believes is needed in order to do a
job properly, if the boss doesn’t invite him or her to the meet-
ings that he or she thinks are important, if the boss looks at
him or her in certain ways, if the boss appears at unusual
times, and on and on, the subordinate may wonder why. In
such cases, the subordinate supplies the reasons and the mo-
tives for the boss’s behavior—and in many cases, those rea-
sons and motives, in the mind of the subordinate, may por-
tray the boss’s dissatisfaction.

This is the start of distrust, suspicion, disloyalty, and out-
right animosity on the part of the subordinate. Over time
these emotions can build to the point of causing the relation-
ship to end.

The sad thing in our human relationship is that very often
the subordinate’s perception of the boss and the situation is
entirely incorrect. And in such instances subordinates again
have the responsibility to act, because it is they who have the
data; that is, their perception of the boss’s behavior and their
inferences of the meanings of that behavior. So, it is the sub-
ordinate who has the burden of taking the matter up with
the boss.

In such cases, the wise subordinate will choose the time
and place carefully. He or she will also take the responsibility
for the feelings held and the way to express them to the boss.
For example, don’t start out by saying, “You do so-and-so,”
but rather “I feel so-and-so.” Usually the boss will ask “why,”
and then the subordinate can describe his or her perceptions
of the behavior and his or her inferences of the meaning (im-
pact) of that behavior. This can be the beginning of a very
fruitful building process that may become ongoing.
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This kind of dynamic behavior on the part of a subordi-
nate will do much to keep the boss/subordinate relationship
vital and unspoiled by the pollution of unfounded suspicion.

Help Give Feedback

The boss, also being human, will play the same game of
perceptions and implied meaning that the subordinate plays.

The wise subordinate will be aware of two important
facts:

 That the boss does indeed look at the subordinate’s be-
havior and wonder at the implied meanings it may hold.

* That the boss may not have the guts to openly and di-
rectly confront the subordinate about the things that the
subordinate does that the boss doesn’t like. It may be
the boss’s tendency to “store up” resentments and irrita-
tions over little things without telling subordinates. And
if this is so, this holds grave danger for the subordinate.
The subordinate may be blissfully unaware of the deep
resentment and irritation that some part of his or her
behavior is stirring in the boss. The danger is that one
little thing the subordinate may inadvertently do may
wipe out the boss’s perception of all the good things the
subordinate has been doing. And in fact, these irrita-
tions may (can) result in the subordinate’s dismissal.
The explosion of a boss’s pent-up emotions can be dan-
gerous to all subordinates.

The dynamic subordinate will take the initiative to probe
with the boss for these hidden reservoirs of resentment. One
of the best ways of doing this is for the subordinate to get the
boss’s confidence; that is, tell the boss of his or her hopes for
success and ask the boss for help—for coaching—for ideas—
and for advice.

This may ease the situation so that the boss can feel free to
express his or her feelings. And once this general base of ex-
pectations has been laid, then the subordinate should take
the initiative to discuss the results of any major activity that
he or she has fulfilled as to what went right, what went wrong,
how the boss felt, and so on. The process becomes critique—
not criticism.

Only the most constricted boss can fail to respond to the
sincere searching of a subordinate for positive and helpful
critique.

Share Your Needs

Subordinates also have needs, and wise bosses, realizing
this, will attempt to understand and fulfill those needs. But
for whatever reasons, some bosses won’t do this or are unable
to start the process.

Dynamic subordinates will not elect to feel hurt when they
find that the boss is not very aware of their needs. They won’t
sulk in their corner. They won't, first off, try to find another
job. Instead, they will stop waiting to be chosen and will start
letting the boss know what it is that they want. In reality,
there is no way for another human being to actually know
our needs unless and until we ourselves make them known.
Oftentimes our needs do make sense to others, do fit in with
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higher goals and objectives, and can indeed be met. But it’s
the subordinate’s responsibility to take the risk of making
them known. That’s part of being dynamic.

Build Trust

The only relationship that is tenable for a subordinate to
have is a constant, surging flow of two-way trust. Without
such trust nothing works well and the relationship is flat, un-
exciting, and suspicious. There can be no real professionalism
without trust.

Building trust is a mutual activity and is the responsibility
of both the boss and the subordinate. But the subordinate
must work at it harder, take the first initiative, and avoid the
depletion of trust caused by ineffective behavior, because the
subordinate has so much to lose if the boss’s trust is lost.
‘When the boss loses trust, the subordinate has lost all.

Trust is built in tiny increments of positive behavior
around the things that have already been mentioned: obedi-
ence with grace, accounting with absolute honesty, exercis-
ing unselfish stewardship, initiating access, and challenging
and confronting. It is built by day-by-day evidence that the
subordinate puts the boss’s interest first; does not upstage
the boss; does not let the boss look bad; saves the boss from
mistakes; rescues the boss from errors; and makes the boss
believe that he or she is truly happy in second place. But get-
ting the here-and-now job done on time—fully up to its stan-
dards and fully meeting the expectation that the boss has for
it—is the single most powerful producer of trust. If a subor-
dinate will do these things, one day his or her bank will over-
flow with trust!

Responsibility for Ourselves

Perhaps the greatest challenge for all of us is the opportu-
nity we have for managing ourselves in ways that enable us to
be proactive in our jobs and in our critical relationships. In
my own experience, it has been neither an easy task nor a
quick one. But surely it is one that is worthy of our consider-
ation and hopefully, of our effort.

Self-management is taking charge of both our emotions
and our behavior so that we are not just reactive robots to
every emotion stimulus that becomes activated within us.
Since our emotions are, potentially, powerful motivators of
our behavior, then we need to learn a system that puts us in
charge. But the fact that I may choose self-management as an
option and the actual act of fulfilling that choice (that is, mak-
ing self-management an actuality in my life) are miles apart!

There follow some ideas on how we can make a start to-
ward self-management:

Acquire Self-Awareness

Our first challenge is to be aware of our own behavior and
the feelings it may trigger in others. Do we behave in ways
that arouse feelings of anger, hatred, frustration, fear, insecu-
rity, and distrust in others toward us? To the extent that we
generate these feelings in others by our own behavior and
since feelings generally cause (motivate) dysfunctional or in-
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appropriate behavior—then we are sometimes a direct cata-
lyst of such behavior in others. Thus, in this sense our behav-
ior is ineffective.

Since we each “own” our feelings and are responsible for
our ways of reacting, we cannot blame others for our reac-
tions. And when we hit someone’s hot button (either deliber-
ately or by accident), we are participating in and contributing
to their inappropriate behavior, whatever it is. Therefore, our
challenge is to become aware of the impact of our own be-
havior and to behave in such ways that we do not set in mo-
tion destructive and inappropriate chains of behavior in oth-
ers—and most especially our bosses.

One important aspect of self-awareness is to examine our
habit patterns of dress, of facial expression, of body lan-
guage, and of speech. Have we fallen into the trap of “you
knowing” the end of every sentence? Do we interrupt? Do we
listen? Are we cynical? Self-awareness requires eternal vigi-
lance of ourselves by ourselves and, if possible, a trusted
friend to ensure that we are indeed fully positive.

Managing Our Feelings and Our Behavior

Managing the Way I Behave. One way we can cope with
our feelings is through a process of self-disciplined control of
our behavior. This requires that we remind ourselves that we
are responsible for our own behavior and can shape it in a
variety of ways. We can each develop a range of ways of be-
having to different persons, in different situations, and for
different results. This is to say that sometimes one deals with
a b-----d as a b-----d deserves!

However, it is well to remind ourselves that certain roles
call for certain behavior (and control). Thus, parents have an
obligation for restraint toward their children, or a boss needs
to consider what responsibilities are for the well-being of his
or her subordinates who have been entrusted to him or her by
the organization, and subordinates must consider the boss’s
need for respect and loyalty. This kind of self-restraint is not
a denial of feeling; it is an optional kind of behavior that we
have selected for that person in that situation. Emotionally
responsive behavior is not the only choice I have for coping
with the way I feel. It’s just one way, and all too often it’s not
the best way!

I believe that it’s worth my effort to manage my behavior
for two reasons. First, because it does save us from many a
behavioral blunder. Our perceptions aren’t always accurate
enough in sensing the true feelings or motives of others, de-
spite their overt behavior, for us to risk basing all of our be-
havior upon them. We cannot assume that we always make
the correct evaluation of their intentions and interests toward
us. And second, when we do succeed, it is a great psychic re-
ward to us because of the increased self-esteem that flows to
us from a successful encounter with ourselves. We can be re-
sponsible for our own behavior!

Managing the Way I Feel. My second option of self-
management is harder even than the first. This is to em-
brace the concept that my emotions are also my own to
deal with in just the same way as my behavior.

I know and accept the fact that no one can make me “feel
love,” “feel happy,” and so on, unless I, too, am a willing
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party to that process with another person. This does not
mean a denial of the feeling once it is in being, but it does
mean that I don’t need to have the feeling in the first place
unless I lay the feeling upon myself.

For example, someone does something which I interpret
in a way that means to me that I have been snubbed. The
frequent “human” emotional response to that would be ei-
ther anger or hurt or maybe some of both. (In my case, I
probably would feel both.) A common rejoinder is that the
other person made me feel these ways, and the behavioral re-
sponse might be to get even in some way or other—to punish
the person either by overt act or by withdrawal.

But my feelings (emotions) are not necessarily an auto-
matic reaction to the behavior of another, unless I myself let
them be (maybe even want them to be!). It’s like turning on a
lightbulb. There is power in the line, but the bulb won’t shine
unless I turn it on. There is behavior (power) in the system
(the way the person acted), but my emotions (the lightbulb)
needn’t be (won’t be) activated—turned on—unless I want
them to be.

I like this view, and have experimented with it enough my-
self to know that it is viable—though it is not easy, and I fail
about as much as I succeed.

Our Response to Personally Hurtful Behavior. If T do what
others demand of me just because my boss, my subordinates,
or others get angry—swear, pout, threaten, and abuse me—
then I have become a participant to their process. I am par-
tially responsible for what they are doing to me. Their behav-
ior is effective for them because it does achieve their objectives
with me!

The most telling (best) response to the personally hurtful
behavior of anyone is to deny that person the achievement of
his or her objective when he or she uses hurtful and inappro-
priate behavior toward us. (Workers in business and industry
all over America are, in reality, doing this by their uncaring
attitude about the job.) We all learn from our experience, and
if our behavior doesn’t get the results that we want, then we
will change it pretty quickly!

Our Responsibility to Confront

We subordinates are enmeshed in a web of intricate and
conflicting human relationships. We often feel that we are the
pawns of powerful forces that use us, direct us, and some-
times discard us at will. Perhaps the thing that is the most
important for us to learn, to accept, and to practice is to as-
sume full responsibility for ourselves, for our professional
growth, and for our behavior. This means that we must learn
to attain a high degree of self-management. This means that
we do not delude ourselves as to what we wish for any situa-
tion, and that we know what we want to have happen for
ourselves as well as for our bosses. This means that we keep
ourselves close to the realities of our relationship and not let
ourselves be carried away by our emotional fantasies.

Finally, this means that we have the internal personal se-
curity to take whatever risks there may be for ensuring that
all facets of our jobs and relationships are indeed dynamic.
Perhaps the greater risk is not risking. The status quo may be
the ultimate indignity.
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Thus, our own self-discipline, self-management, and pro-
fessionalism become the underlying forces that fuel our dy-
namic subordinancy. We are indeed responsible for ourselves
and for our own behavior. To me, this means that if I honestly
have done all of the foregoing, then I take the risk of telling
the boss my perceptions of the situation—my degree of psy-
chological pain, and my solutions for challenging the situa-
tion. If the boss, for whatever reason, can’t change either his
or her own behavior or the situation, then I can exercise my
final and ultimate freedom—Ieave! I owe it to me to do ex-
actly this—not as a threat and not in anger, but for my own
long-run self-esteem.

Edgar Friedenberg has said, “All weakness corrupts, and
impotence corrupts absolutely.” The traditional state of
subordinancy is powerlessness and dependency. But as we
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make people dependent, we increase their capacity to hate.
As we make people powerless, we promote their capacity to
violence.

The thing we must learn as bosses is how we can grant
people freedom despite all of the demands that the work situ-
ation puts upon us.

The challenge we have as subordinates is to secure for
ourselves an enhanced self-image, a sense of potency, and a
feeling of significance without resorting to the ultimate
power—violence! If all of us don’t learn how to achieve this
for ourselves and learn how to teach others to achieve it for
themselves, then our organizations are in for a continuing
era of violence—not because people are bad, but because
they hurt so much around the deprived condition of their
human needs.
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The Responsibility of Leadership in Command

Gen John Michael Loh

When we select our commanders, we expect them to cre-
ate a vision and motivate and inspire their people toward
that vision. We also expect our commanders to face squarely
any situations that may undermine unit effectiveness and co-
hesion. We expect our commanders to be more than the
head of a unit; we expect them to be leaders and to be ac-
countable for mission performance. Those who recognize
the interdependence of leadership and command are the
most effective commanders, can best translate intentions
into reality, and sustain momentum. Therefore, we must se-
lect for command those who will, with resolve and persis-
tence, meet all the responsibilities—both pleasant and un-
pleasant— inherent in command.

Command is a sacred trust. We surround the change of
command with dignity and ceremony deliberately to drama-
tize the sacred meaning of military command. A commander
is not just the person in the top block of the unit’s organiza-
tional chart. A new commander becomes a different person
than he or she was prior to accepting command.

Commanders are awarded a special trust and confidence
to fulfill their units’ missions and care for their people with
leadership, discipline, justice, fairness, and compassion, in
peace and war. Therefore, we must select them with utmost
scrutiny and care, and for the right reasons.

Commanders must foster a strong sense of duty and ser-
vice. They must create a vision, and motivate and instill pride
in team performance. When the going gets tough, they must
rise above the strife and lead. The essence of command and
leadership is to create a climate throughout the unit that in-
spires all to achieve extraordinary goals and levels of perfor-
mance at all times and under all conditions, especially in the
stress of combat.

So, when a commander violates this special trust and con-
fidence by looking the other way and tolerating breaches of
discipline, it is a matter of great concern and demands his or
her deep introspection.

When one member of a unit flaunts discipline and direc-
tives to the detriment of safety and mission accomplishment,
the commander’s obligation and loyalty must be to the rest of
the members of the unit, those who are loyal, dedicated, and
working hard to deliver and support the unit’s mission every
day. Protecting the few at the expense of the many is to mis-
place loyalty and is a serious breach of the responsibility of
command. Our people deserve commanders who understand
the difference.

Honest mistakes in the execution of our demanding mis-
sions, even when they result in injury or loss of equipment,

can be, and frequently are, tolerated. We learn from these
mistakes and put in place safeguards to prevent recurrence.
We must apply common sense and sound judgment here. We
train and trust our people to perform in a stressful, difficult,
and sometimes hostile environment. We are obliged to pro-
vide them the same trust and loyalty that will allow them to
make split-second decisions and carry out their missions with
a feeling of security and confidence even when honest, ex-
plainable mistakes occur. When honest mistakes occur, we
must stand by our commanders and their people.

But a crime is different from a mistake. The distinction lies
in the culpability of careless or negligent acts or the degree of
premeditation and willful disregard for directives, regula-
tions, and sound judgment.

A good leader realizes the difference between mistakes
and crimes and, in the case of the latter, displays the moral
courage to protect the loyal many at the expense of the dis-
loyal few. Our people deserve such leadership from all our
commanders, all the time.

What follows are a few of my time-honored principles of
solid leadership. As they apply to those in command positions,
they are not only relevant, they yearn for reinforcement today.

« Commanders must be role models, leading by example
as well as by authority and influence.

* Commanders must be open and accessible, but not “one
of the gang.”

» Commanders must promote a positive vision and culture
within the unit, and not look the other way to avoid hav-
ing to face a difficult problem.

e Commanders must distinguish between mistakes and
crimes, and deal with them differently.

* Commanders must apply discipline fairly and consis-
tently across the board without regard for friendship,
rank, or other discriminators.

* Commanders must avoid favoritism, nepotism, and cro-
nyism in all their forms.

* Commanders must understand trust and loyalty to the

entire unit, and not misplace them.

And finally, commanders must understand when to ad-

minister discipline and compassion, and not get the two

mixed up.

Fortunately, in our Air Force we are enriched with a plen-
tiful supply of commanders at all levels who understand these
principles, and are applying them conscientiously and scru-
pulously at home and when deployed around the world. They
are real leaders in every sense of the word, and their people
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hold them in high esteem, would follow them anywhere, and manders’ leadership, accountability, and devotion to duty.
risk their lives for them. I see these commanders every day Our commanders understand their responsibilities. They are
throughout Air Combat Command and our Air Force. We accountable. They deserve our trust and support, and they
must never let the actions of a few overshadow our com- have both in full measure.
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The Ten Rules of Good Followership

Col Phillip S. Meilinger

I have often come across articles written by great lead-
ers—generals, politicians, businessmen—that list the proper-
ties and attributes of good leadership. These lists are usually
similar, noting the importance of intelligence, physical and
moral courage, stamina, compassion, and so on. These char-
acteristics are not only fairly general, but also seem to fall
into the “great leaders are born, not made, category,” with
the implication that if a person is not born with these char-
ismatic qualities that make great leaders, it would be exceed-
ingly difficult to acquire or develop them. How does one
develop a sense of bravery, for example? How does one de-
velop intelligence? Moreover, the entire subject of leadership
principles always strikes me as a bit grandiose, because the
authors are indeed great men or women who have performed
great deeds. Although they provide useful advice for those
very few who will someday command thousands of troops in
battle or direct the operations of great organizations, what
about the rest of us?

It occurs to me that there is a subject more relevant to the
men and women of all ranks who populate our Air Force:
how does one become a good follower? This is a responsibil-
ity no less important than that of leadership—in fact it en-
ables good leadership—yet it is often ignored. Moreover, it is
likely that all of us will be followers more often than we will
be leaders. For my part, I have had 23 years of experience in
taking orders, implementing policy guidance, and serving as
an intermediate supervisor. Here are my Ten Rules of Good
Followership gleaned from those years.

1. Dor’t blame your boss for an unpopular decision or pol-
icy; your job is to support, not undermine. It is insidiously easy
to blame an unpopular policy or decision on your superior:
“I know this is a dumb idea and a pain for everyone, but that’s
what the boss wants, sorry.” This may garner some affection
from your subordinates (although even the lowest one-striper
is wise enough to eventually see through such ploys), but it is
certainly showing disloyalty to your superior. Unquestion-
ably, the desire for popularity is strong, but it must be guarded
against because of the unpleasant effects it can have on unit
cohesion. One colleague with whom I served several years
ago would indulge in periodic gripe sessions with his subordi-
nates at which time he would routinely criticize the com-
mander and his decisions in front of the youngest troops.
When asked why he was undermining the boss, he would re-
ply sanctimoniously that his integrity would not allow him to
lie; he thought the policies were idiotic, and he had a duty to
tell his people how he felt. He said he was exercising “good
leadership” by telling the truth as he saw it. Rubbish. Leader-

ship is not a commodity to be bought at the price of follower-
ship. If a subordinate asks you whether or not you agree with
a particular decision, your response should be that it is an
irrelevant question; the boss has decided, and we will now
carry out his orders. That’s what good subordinates are ex-
pected to do. Loyalty must travel both up and down the chain
of command.

2. Fight with your boss if necessary; but do it in private,
avoid embarrassing situations, and never reveal to others what
was discussed. Chronologically this rule should come before
the first, but I felt the first principle so important it deserved
priority. Before the decision is made, however, you will gener-
ally have the opportunity to express your opinion to the boss.
Speak honestly and frankly. Don’t be a “yes-man.” There is
always a tendency to tell the boss what you think he or she
wants to hear; resist the temptation. In fact, if you have strong
reservations about an issue under discussion, you have an
obligation to express them. Fight for your people and your
organization; don’t roll over on principles or on any issue that
you believe will be detrimental to accomplishment of the
unit’s mission. As a rule of thumb, you should be willing to
revisit an issue three times: don’t give up after the first discus-
sion or even the second if you are in earnest. (I'm obviously
not considering here decisions that are either illegal or im-
moral; there are other avenues to resolve those issues.) At the
same time, however, remember to do this in private. A weekly
staff meeting is usually not the time to challenge the boss.
Human nature will take over; your stance may be seen as a
threat, and the boss will dig in his heels. At the same time,
however, if you are able to sway a decision or deflect a policy,
it will be natural to boast to your troops: “The boss wanted
to institute a new policy that you wouldn’t have liked, but I
was able to talk him or her out of it.” Once again, you may
have just won points for yourself, but you have done so at the
expense of your superior.

3. Make the decision, then run it past the boss; use your
initiative. No one likes to work for a micromanager. We all
believe we are smart enough and mature enough to get the
job done without someone hovering around and providing
detailed guidance. There is another side to that coin, how-
ever. One reason commanders tend to become microman-
agers is because they see their subordinates standing by and
waiting for specific instructions. They then feel obliged to
provide it. You can short-circuit this debilitating spiral by
simply showing initiative, accomplishing the task, and then
briefing the boss on what you did. Very few people actually
like to be bombarded with problems that require them to de-
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vise solutions. Even the most “hands-on” supervisors would
generally prefer that someone present them with a workable
plan and ask for their ratification. Help out the boss and take
a load off his or her mind. A word of warning here, however:
you may have to know your boss fairly well before you begin
showing foo much initiative. There is at times a fine line be-
tween seizing the moment to get something done and becom-
ing a loose cannon. You don’t want to gain a reputation for
the latter. In sum, always try to provide answers and not
questions. As trust and understanding develop between you
and the boss, begin acting on those answers once you've ar-
rived at them; then tell him or her what you’ve done. A sense
of initiative is something I always look for in a subordinate,
but, as the next rule notes, it is often in short supply.

4. Accept responsibility whenever it is offered. When 1 was
in basic training an instructor gave me what he thought was
sage and sane advice: don’t volunteer for anything. It took
me several years to realize his suggestion was worthless. Nei-
ther the military nor any other top-flight organization can
work effectively or continue to grow and evolve unless it is
composed of risk takers willing to assume responsibility. This
will often be difficult, because people do not wish to fail or
embarrass themselves. Most of us have a certain amount of
self-doubt, combined with a healthy dose of humility, that
often causes us to hold back when a challenge is offered. Will
we measure up? I used to worry about feeling unworthy
whenever given a new task. Then I read the memoirs of for-
mer Air Force chief of staff and war hero Gen Curtis LeMay.
His comment that he had never been given a job that he felt
qualified to handle put my mind at rest. Nonetheless, the fear
of failure is real and must be overcome. When working in the
Pentagon during the Persian Gulf crisis of 1990, we scram-
bled to devise a suitable response to Saddam Hussein’s ag-
gression. In those hectic days I often saw leadership and re-
sponsibility lying on a table, waiting to be picked up by
anyone who wanted it. I was amazed at how few people were
willing to walk over and grasp it. The reasons given were
plausible: “It’s not my job,” “That’s above my pay grade,” or
“I’'m not an expert in that area,” but these were rationaliza-
tions, not reasons. Their call to glory came, but they weren’t
listening. Be a risk taker, accept responsibility, volunteer.

5. Tell the truth and don’t quibble; your boss will be giving
advice up the chain of command based on what you said.
Mighty oaks from little acorns grow. The same could be said
for major miscalculations that have been based on minor in-
discretions. Another unfortunate human reaction is to hide
or cover up mistakes before they are discovered. When asked
if you accomplished a certain task, wrote a point paper, made
a phone call, reserved a conference room—and you haven’t
done so—the temptation will be great to respond in the af-
firmative, curse softly, and hurriedly do what you had forgot-
ten about earlier. Such instances of deceit are minor and not
likely to cause misfortune, but it is not hard to imagine how
similar white lies can easily become magnified. For example,
imagine the result of telling your commander the aircraft is
ready, when in fact it is not—it’s al/most ready—and the
Klaxon goes off! In an organization as large and multilayered
as the Air Force, each level must scrupulously adhere to the
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exact truth. If each supervisor exaggerates his unit’s achieve-
ments or capabilities even a little, the combined error of the
message will be enormous by the time it reaches the chief. We
have all seen examples of this phenomenon, but the most
publicized recently are those regarding procurement pro-
grams for new weapons systems in which wishful thinking
and sloppy reporting allowed things to get out of control.
Because those at all levels bent the truth or told the boss what
he or she wanted to hear, great harm was done to the nation
and the military’s reputation.

6. Do your homework, give your boss all the information
needed to make a decision, anticipate possible questions. Being
a good staffer is harder than it looks. When the boss gives you
a problem to solve, it is essential that you become an expert
on the subject before you attempt to propose a course of ac-
tion. Read up on the issue, talk to the offices that will be af-
fected by the decision, talk to your friends and coworkers to
gain insights; do your homework. Most importantly, think
through the implications of the problem, what it would mean
and to whom—not just now but down the road as well. An-
ticipate the type of questions that will be asked by your boss
and prepare suggested answers. Be creative here, asking the
second- and third-level questions, not merely the obvious
ones. Remember too, if your boss will be making this pro-
posal to his or her boss, you must prepare him or her properly
so as to avoid his or her being embarrassed (and guess who
will pay for that!). You might find it surprising how often
your supervisor will rely on you to actually make policy.
When arriving for a tour at the Pentagon, I was told my task
would be “to lead the generals.” Few flag-rank officers have
the time to study closely all of the dozens of issues they are
confronted with each day. As a consequence, they will expect
you to become the subject-matter expert and propose the ap-
propriate course of action. More often than not, they will
listen to your recommendation and simply state: “Make it so,
Number One.” Be careful what you wish for because you may
get it. And that leads me to rule seven.

7. When making a recommendation, remember who will
probably have to implement it. This means you must know your
own limitations and weaknesses as well as your strengths. Since
you have just finished studying a problem in some depth and
are about to make a recommendation you want the boss to
ratify, it’s probably wise at this point to remember that you
will likely be tasked to implement your own suggestion. After
all, who better to carry out a policy than the person who just
became an expert on it? In other words, don’t propose a solu-
tion that is impracticable. It’s one thing to recommend a
course of action that is designed for an ideal world, but it is
quite another to suggest something that is doable under the
present circumstances and constraints. This certainly is not
to imply that you should always look for easy fixes or latch on
to the lowest common denominator. Yet, there is a calculus
you must make that will reveal whether the ideal solution is
worth the effort, or if a 90 percent solution might be more
efficient. Be prepared to brief the perfect answer, but note
how much extra it will cost. At the same time, bearing in
mind your own role in this process, you must have a clear
understanding of your weaknesses as well as your strengths.
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Some people are originators, while others are organizers;
some are drivers, while others are facilitators; and some work
better in groups, while others perform more successfully
alone. Know who you are; try to put yourself in positions
that maximize your strengths while masking your limitations.
This will make you a more successful subordinate.

8. Keep your boss informed of what’s going on in the unit;
people will be reluctant to tell him or her their problems and
successes. You should do it for them, and assume someone else
will tell the boss about yours. One of the things you will notice
as you advance in rank and responsibility is that people will
be less inclined to talk to you. As a result, most of what you
hear regarding what’s going on in the unit will be heavily fil-
tered. Staying informed on the true state of affairs is a con-
stant but essential challenge. To really stay in touch, a boss
needs subordinates who routinely drop a note or mention
while passing in the hall that so-and-so had a baby, or lost a
mother, or had a daughter who won a scholarship, or was
complimented by an aircrew as the best crew chief on base,
and so on. Most of us feel a bit queasy about blowing our
own horn to the boss: if something important happens in our
life or career we are embarrassed to tell anyone for fear it will
sound self-serving; and similarly, we hesitate to mention our
troubles because it will sound like we’re complaining. Humil-
ity is an attractive virtue. That’s when we need to take care of
each other: tell the boss about your coworkers, and assume
they will reciprocate for you. This type of mutual support
will help build esprit and cohesion within the unit. At the
same time, however, remember that the boss needs to know
everything that is going on, the bad as well as the good. If
there are problems in the unit, don’t let the boss be the last
one to know. Most difficulties can be short-circuited and
solved early-on—if the boss knows about them. Keep him or
her informed.

9. If you see a problem, fix it. Don’t worry about who would
have gotten the blame or who now gets the praise. Gen George
C. Marshall, the Army chief of staff during World War II,
once made the comment that there was no limit to the amount
of good that people could accomplish, as long as they didn’t
care who received the credit. Although this rule might look
similar to my earlier calls for initiative and accepting respon-
sibility, my point here is to stress selflessness. When you see
something has gone wrong or is about to go wrong, fix it. Too
often when we notice a bad situation developing, we shake
our heads and mumble, “It’s not my problem.” It is our prob-
lem. Don’t get wrapped around the axle wondering if you are
directly affected by the problem, or if you stand to benefit
from its solution. We all serve for the greater good so every
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time difficulties are straightened out, the service, our unit,
and ourselves are better off. As you can no doubt tell by now,
I'm an optimist who truly believes that good deeds will even-
tually be rewarded. The military really is an equal opportu-
nity society that recognizes and responds to merit. It’s not
necessary to have the attitude of one big-league baseball
player of whom it was said: “He’d give you the shirt off his
back; then call a press conference to announce it to the
world.” The essence of military life is teamwork. Do your job
quietly, confidently, and professionally, and trust that your
colleagues will do likewise. But if you come across a problem,
just go ahead and take care of it. We’re all in this together.

10. Put in more than an honest day’s work, but don’t ever
forget the needs of your family. If they are unhappy, you will be
too, and your job performance will suffer accordingly. Ameri-
cans believe in hard work. It is a matter of great pride for us
that we have a strong work ethic and are among the most
productive societies in the world. The military is certainly no
exception. It has always been an honor for me to be associ-
ated with military men and women of all ranks and services
because I'm constantly amazed at how hardworking, consci-
entious, and dedicated they are. That’s a high standard to
maintain and that is why I exhort all of you to give more than
an honest day’s labor—you have a habit of doing so in any
event. But be careful that you don’t become a “workaholic”
and let your job become your life. Certainly, there will be
times in war, in crisis situations, or during inspection visits
when you will have to double your efforts and work overtime
for days or even weeks on end. Don’t make a habit of that,
and don’t let your subordinates make a habit of it either.
There was a popular tee shirt a few years back that stated: “If
mama ain’t happy, ain’t nobody happy.” That’s the way it was
in my house growing up, and indeed still is. In addition, if
things are miserable at home, you will probably bring those
troubles to the office. Your family is married to the service
every bit as much as you are; they too must pick up and move,
change jobs and schools, leave friends behind, and start over.
That periodic turmoil exacts a price from them; make sure
you pay your family back for all they’ve done for you and
your career. Remember, families are forever.

So these are my Ten Rules of Good Followership. All of
us are subordinate to someone, and learning how to serve our
boss well is an important responsibility. If we can master this
task, and master it well, then we will, in turn, be better lead-
ers when that challenge confronts us. We’ll be ready. After all,
even the greatest of military leaders must start at the bottom.
We must learn to follow before we can lead. I hope you find
these thoughts useful in your own journey to the stars.
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A Critique of the Air Force’s Core Values

Dr. Christopher Hugh Toner

As most readers well know, the Air Force’s core values
consist of “integrity first,” “service before self,” and “excel-
lence in all we do.” Integrity deals largely with character
(honesty, courage, and responsibility), service with commit-
ment (duty, respect, and loyalty), and excellence with striving
toward perfection (on personal, team, and operational lev-
els). The United States Air Force Core Values booklet, Janu-
ary 1997, speaks of a strategy for infusing the core values
into Air Force culture—a strategy involving training and ed-
ucation, leadership in the operational Air Force, discussions
among Airmen at various levels, and so forth.! Years later we
can say that in many ways the strategy has succeeded. Every
Airman knows the core values, and in my experience (as a
former officer in a sister service and a current instructor at
Air Command and Staff College), most do not regard them
as a management fad but genuinely respect them. Command-
ers relate that a key factor in deciding whether to rehabilitate
or separate a troubled troop involves determining his or her
commitment to the core values.

Although I could list many other indicators of the health
of the program, I will single out one notable shortfall: the
fact that most Airmen do not know what I call the elements
of each core value (see table). To most of them, integrity
means honesty, service means duty, and excellence means
sure competence in mission accomplishment. But as Col
Charles Myers points out in an influential article, the Nazis
could profess such values if that is all they mean, thus reduc-
ing the core values to a mantra that any military professional
could chant—the bad as well as the good. The presence of
such elements as justice and respect for others as persons
gives the core values substance and separates them from the
“virtues of the SS-man.”? Of course it is the task of leaders
to overcome this shortfall, and sound doctrine seems already
in place to support them: the United States Air Force Core
Values booklet and Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD)
1-1, Leadership and Force Development, February 2004.

I argue, however, that the way doctrine is currently written
may present certain obstacles to its own propagation. Air
Force leaders as well as the Airmen they lead and mentor will
in general find it much easier to “own” doctrine when it pos-
sesses internal coherence; clear, logical flow; and an evident,
convincing rationale. In some respects, current doctrine fails
these tests.

Lack of Coherence between the Air Force’s
Formulations of the Core Values

The core values have been with us in more or less their cur-
rent form for a number of years now and, as is proper, have
roots in the historical experience of the Air Force and the
American military. Since 1997 they have circulated (and con-
tinue to circulate) in a stand-alone format—the core-values
booklet. In 2004 the Air Force incorporated them into leader-
ship doctrine as one of the “Leadership Components” (along
with competencies and actions) in the first chapter of AFDD
1-1.2 This is good since a doctrine document is more authori-
tative than other forms of publication, but it does raise ques-
tions about the relationship between the two formulations.
Although they are quite close in most respects, a side-by-side
comparison reveals some inconsistencies (see table). Bold-
faced elements in the table appear in the booklet but not in
the doctrine document, and the reverse applies to italicized
elements. Underlining indicates relabeled elements that are
essentially the same in both formulations.

Two ways of removing the inconsistency suggest them-
selves. First, we might suppose that AFDD 1-1’s formulation
simply supersedes the booklet’s. But AFDD 1-1 does not state
this explicitly, as is usually the case when one publication su-
persedes another.* Nor would this be wise since the booklet
contains (in sections 2-4) valuable supplementary materials—
such as the core-values strategy mentioned at the outset—not
contained in the doctrine document. Second, we might hold
that the inconsistencies are merely apparent—the changes
merely verbal. This may well be in some cases (e.g., the differ-
ently worded elements under “service” and “excellence,”
underlined in the table). Other changes, however, seem more
substantive: AFDD 1-1 has added “honor” and “loyalty,” and
“duty” is a richer notion than “rule following.” In these cases,
the later formulation expands and probably improves upon
the earlier. But if we look closely at “operational excellence,”
we can note an important subtraction: in the booklet, under
“excellence of external operations,” we find a requirement to
fight in obedience to the laws of war—a requirement not
stated under “operational excellence” in AFDD 1-1. I am not
claiming that AFDD 1-1 has backed away from a commit-
ment to the laws of war—simply that fighting in accordance
with those laws is no longer explicitly linked to operational

*T would like to thank Lt Col Paul Moscarelli, Dr. James Toner, Mr. Robert Christensen, Lt Col Terry Bentley, Dr. Marcia Ledlow, an anonymous referee,
and the Air and Space Power Journal staff for helpful comments on earlier drafts of this article.

Reprinted from Air and Space Power Journal (Winter 2006).
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Table. Two formulations of the Air Force’s core values

Core Values Booklet AFDD 1-1
Integrity Service Excellence Integrity Service Excellence
Courage Rule following Product/service Courage Duty Personal
Honesty Respect for others Personal Honesty Respect for others Organizational
Responsibility Discipline and Community: Responsibility Self-Discipline Resource
self-control: anger, mutual respect
appetites, religious benefit of doubt
toleration
Accountability Faith in the system Resource: Accountability Self-Control Operational

material, human

Justice Operations: Justice Appropriate actions
internal, external or desires
Openness Openness Tolerance
Self-Respect Self-Respect Loyalty
Humility Humility
Honor

excellence. This is regrettable; at the least, it represents a sub-
stantive change in the formulation of the core values.

I conclude that real inconsistency exists between the two for-
mulations and, therefore, that the Air Force’s current teaching
on the core values lacks, to some degree, the internal coherence
mentioned above.’ To some extent, then, core-values doctrine
needs some rewriting. But as I now argue, one can raise ques-
tions about logical flow and rationale as well—problems that
may point to a need for further changes.

The Problem of Logical Flow
in the Arrangement of Elements

The core-values booklet tells us (in section 2, “Why These
Core Values?”) that the values and their elements are the
“price of admission” to the Air Force.® Both documents make
clear that their justification is functional: we need Airmen to
be trustworthy, to put the service and its mission before their
personal goals and desires, and to commit themselves to a
high degree of competence. Functional justifications for
most, if not all, of the elements of the core values are also
fairly straightforward. Military service clearly requires ele-
ments such as courage, honesty, accountability, respect, duty,
and so forth. Here the authors of the documents wisely fol-
low in the tradition of such military theorists as Gen Sir John
Hackett. Someone with a background in the Army or Marine
Corps might champion other ways of articulating the values,
and anyone might wish some further element explicitly in-
cluded under one or another value, but there is no real objec-
tion here. The core-values booklet explains that

it is impossible for three or six or nine Core Values to capture the

richness that is at the heart of the profession of arms. The values are
road signs inviting us to consider key features of the requirements of
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professional service, but they cannot hope to point to or pick out
everything. By examining integrity, service, and excellence, we also
eventually discover the importance of duty, honor, country, dedica-
tion, fidelity, competence, and a host of other professional require-
ments and attributes.’

As “road signs,” the core values and their elements stress
moral and professional features of military service that, in
the historical experience of the Air Force, have proven par-
ticularly important. The list of values and elements, compiled
by authors well versed in Air Force tradition, remains open
to development in the light of further experience and reflec-
tion. On the whole, this seems exactly the right approach for
doctrine writers to take. Nevertheless, we might ask, given
the list, whether the elements are suitably arranged under the
values—whether they flow logically. Concerning this matter, I
raise some objections.

People often consider integrity synonymous with honesty,
but in fact it means something more like wholeness or inte-
gration—a fact acknowledged by the two formulations of the
core values, AFDD 1-1 describing integrity in terms of “the
ability to hold together and properly regulate all of the ele-
ments of one’s personality.”® Consistent with this recognition,
both documents insist that integrity involves self-control, the
core-values booklet speaking explicitly of controlling im-
pulses and appetites. One wonders, then, why the booklet lo-
cates the element of discipline and self-control under the
value of service and why AFDD 1-1, although breaking this
one element into three (self-discipline, self-control, and
appropriate actions or desires), follows suit.” Here we seem
to have a problem—not with the elements themselves but
with their logical flow in relation to the values they fall
under. Based on its doctrinal definition, self-control should
fall under integrity."
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Under the general heading of logical flow, a few other
questions need answers (here I will just ask them). We seem
to have more elements than strictly required. It is not clear,
for example, why AFDD 1-1 breaks up the booklet’s element
of discipline and self-control into self-discipline, self-control,
and appropriate actions or desires, mentioned above.!' The
same holds true for the elements of responsibility and ac-
countability, located in both documents under integrity. Al-
though the location is appropriate, why should they consti-
tute two separate elements since neither document (both use
very similar language) makes obvious the difference between
them?'? Both documents insist that Airmen “internalize” the
core values, a process facilitated by ease of memorization and
grasp of the logical flow—and therefore impeded by unneces-
sary multiplication of the elements.

Finally, one finds no obvious rhyme or reason to the ele-
ments’ order of presentation under each value. For example,
honesty and openness, listed under integrity, seem clearly re-
lated. Why then are they separated by three other elements (re-
sponsibility, accountability, and justice) rather than listed one
after the other (as are responsibility and accountability)? Un-
der service, why is respect for others followed by self-discipline
and its allied elements and only then by tolerance, which is
clearly related to respect? Duty and loyalty seem importantly
related, but they are listed at the opposite ends of the spec-
trum of elements under service.!* Rather than illuminating
the nature or structure of each core value, the lists of ele-
ments under each give the appearance of a grab bag of moral
traits—a problem easily fixed by some cutting and pasting.

The Problem of the Rationale
of the Core Values

Lastly, I wish to address the rationale or justification of
the core values. In discussing doctrine (teaching), we can dis-
tinguish among the “what,” the lessons taught, and the
“why”—the rational process through which the lessons are
formulated and justified. Doctrine documents, for good rea-
son, tend to focus on the teaching of the “what,” but they
typically also tend to give us at least a glimpse of the “why”—
of the rationale behind the teaching. Good reasons exist for
this as well: understanding the “why” facilitates accepting
and internalizing the “what.”

Both documents on the core values give us the same
glimpse of the rationale. The core-values booklet speaks of
their “functional importance,” and the doctrine document
maintains that “success hinges on the incorporation of these
values.”'* That is, these are our values because we have found
that they work. This is fine as far as it goes, but I want to sug-
gest that going a little further could help Airmen understand
how the core values are grounded in the nature of their pro-
fession, which could then help them internalize the values.

As mentioned above, Colonel Myers has sought to ground
the core values on the basic aspects of morality (character,
actions, and consequences), but the question of how ulti-
mately to ground values is controverted, and it can be danger-
ous to do philosophy in public.'> So one can understand that
doctrine writers would shy away from seeking to justify the
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core values officially in terms of abstract moral theorizing
(whether that of Myers or someone else). Bracketing such
deep theoretical issues, however, one can offer a rationale for
the core values that is deeper than a pragmatic appeal to “what
works,” while still avoiding the controversies of moral theory.

This rationale takes as its starting point the nature of pro-
fessionalism. Famously, Samuel Huntington argues that the
distinguishing mark of a profession is that its practitioners
display expertise (“specialized knowledge and skill in a sig-
nificant field of human endeavor”), responsibility (“the es-
sential and general character of his service and his monopoly
of his skill impose upon the professional man the responsibil-
ity to perform the service when required by society”), and
corporateness. (“The members of a profession share a sense
of organic unity and consciousness of themselves as a group
apart from laymen. This collective sense has its origins in the
lengthy discipline and training necessary for professional
competence, the common bond of work, and the sharing of a
unique social responsibility.”)!® In the case of the military
profession, the relevant expertise is “the management of vio-
lence,” together with all that entails (such as training and or-
ganizing the force as well as planning and directing its opera-
tions). The military has the responsibility of providing
security for its “client”—the state and its government. In dis-
cussing the corporateness of the military, Huntington focuses
on its bureaucratic character—its formal, hierarchical struc-
ture—and what sets it apart from civilian culture. He also
mentions informal aspects of military corporateness, such as
associations, journals, and customs."’

From these characteristics we can move to the appropri-
ateness of the core values; before doing so, however, we must
clarify that Huntington’s conception of a profession is nei-
ther idiosyncratic nor, in essence, controversial. In his discus-
sion of the professional status of the military, Brig Gen An-
thony E. Hartle, USA, retired, begins with Huntington,
whom he acknowledges as “a classic voice on the sociology
of professions.”!® He goes on to consider alternative defini-
tions that stress elements not emphasized by Huntington.
Although Hartle wishes to show that the military qualifies as
a profession on any plausible conception of what constitutes
a profession, we can extract another lesson as well: the differ-
ences between Huntington’s and other influential concep-
tions of professionalism tend to be relatively minor matters
of emphasis. For example, General Hartle mentions such cri-
teria as having a systematic theory of professional practice
and a distinct culture.” These could be acknowledged by
Huntington and captured under his notions of expertise and
corporateness, respectively. One need not insist that Hunting-
ton’s definition of profession is superior to all others. Rather,
it is enough to see the plausibility of his definition and to
know that any alternative put forward will need at least to
cover the ground that Huntington covers—differences will
tend to be matters of emphasis. In relying on his definition in
what follows, therefore, I believe I am on solid ground.

With these three characteristics in hand, we can develop a
fairly straightforward rationale for the core values. Arguably
each characteristic of the profession may require all of these
values, and I will pick up on this line of thought shortly. First
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I will argue that each characteristic of professionalism calls
for one of the Air Force’s core values in a certain way, thereby
clarifying the particular appropriateness of these values to
the military profession.” Perhaps the most obvious corre-
spondence lies between expertise and excellence in all we do.
We saw that expertise in “the management of violence” en-
tails attendant expertise in training, equipping, and organiz-
ing the force—and in planning and directing its operations.?!
This clearly will require commitment to excellence (personal,
organizational, resource, and operational).

Next, responsibility calls for service before self. In order to
discharge their responsibility to society, professionals will re-
quire the “age-old military virtue of selfless dedication to
duty” that AFDD 1-1 speaks of under the heading “Service
before Self.”?> General Hackett reminds us that the military
serves its society under conditions of “unlimited liability,” in
that service members may well have to risk or lay down their
lives—a point explicitly noted in the doctrine document’s dis-
cussion of service.”® Further, given that the military serves its
society (i.e., operates under civilian control), the elements of
duty and loyalty, as extending beyond the military itself to
the duly constituted political authorities, are also clearly es-
sential to the military’s discharging its social responsibility.
As AFDD 1-1 notes with respect to loyalty, “American mili-
tary professionals demonstrate allegiance to the Constitution
and loyalty to the military chain of command and to the
President and Secretary of Defense.”*

Lastly, the corporateness essential to professionalism re-
quires integrity. The corporateness required by military ser-
vice covers more ground than Huntington’s description of it
lets on. The rigors of service, especially in combat, require
Airmen to put their lives into the hands of other Airmen—
often individuals they do not personally know. This in turn
requires a high degree of mutual trust. AFDD 1-1 describes
integrity as the “moral compass” that serves as “the basis for
the trust imperative in today’s Air Force” (emphasis added).?
As Air Force chief of staff, Gen Michael Ryan wrote that
integrity is “the foundation of trust”—“the unbreakable
bond that unifies the force” and enables Airmen to focus on
their jobs, knowing that others are doing likewise.® As Hun-
tington says, corporateness does involve the “organic unity”
of the profession: in the military, this unity must take the
form of a force cemented by “the unbreakable bond” of trust
whose foundation is integrity.

I suggested above that each professional characteristic
may well require all three core values, and I would now like to
show how this is indeed the case. While each of the core val-
ues “takes the lead” with respect to one or another profes-
sional characteristic, all need the support of the other two in
meeting the requirements of the characteristic at stake. Let us
take expertise first. We have seen how excellence in all we do
acts as the lead value for this characteristic, but this commit-
ment to excellence will demand support from elements of in-
tegrity (such as responsibility and courage) and service (such as
duty and self-discipline). Organizational excellence especially
will further require integrity (as the foundation of trust) and
additional elements of service such as loyalty, tolerance, and
respect for others, precisely because of the team mentality

Sec 2-13 Christopher Hugh Toner.112 112

112

and, indeed, the corporateness (as discussed above in terms
of mutual trust) it requires.

We can make similar points with respect to the other two
characteristics. Service, for example, although the lead value
with respect to the professional characteristic of responsibil-
ity, must have support from integrity and excellence. As we
saw, the doctrine document speaks of service’s centrally in-
volving the “age-old military virtue of selfless dedication to
duty.” Airmen will not be able to maintain this sort of dedica-
tion without drawing upon several of the character traits un-
der integrity: courage to accept risks in the performance of
duty, a sense of responsibility, and honesty in dealing with
superiors up to and including representatives of the state
(here, think of the Lavelle affair in Vietnam or scandals in the
acquisition world).?” Further, one needs a commitment to ex-
cellence to develop the character traits already mentioned
(personal excellence) and to perform well the service that so-
ciety requires (organizational and operational excellence).

Finally, we have seen that the lead value for corporateness
is integrity, perceived as the foundation of the mutual trust
that unifies the force. But if integrity takes the lead here, it
will require support from elements of the other core values,
such as loyalty and operational excellence (clearly, we cannot
trust a disloyal or incompetent person). A commitment to
organizational excellence will also be relevant. (Here again
we see how interconnected and mutually supporting the core
values and their elements are, for as discussed above, organi-
zational excellence in turn calls upon a number of elements
of service and, indeed, upon integrity.)

This, then, is the rationale for the core values that goes
deeper than the quick, functional justification asserted in cur-
rent Air Force teaching, yet it does not risk the controversy
involved in the attempt to penetrate the murky depths of ab-
stract moral theory to reach a rock-bottom justification (the
question of the ultimate “origin of the Values” that the core-
values booklet shies away from).?® Surely we should not ex-
pect doctrine to include a fully worked-up theory of the role
of core values in professionalism (of course here I have of-
fered only an indication of how this would go), but it could
conceivably include the basic or primary correspondence of
characteristics to values, thus facilitating Airmen’s under-
standing of the importance of the Air Force’s core values to
the service’s professionalism.?

Beyond the Core Values

Yet, this way of grounding the core values still depends
upon the nature and function of the Air Force profession and
thus may raise in some minds the specter of relativism: are
there really no universal moral standards on which to base
our professional ethic? (Are we not “one nation, under
God”?)* Is there really one morality for one profession and
another for another? I myself believe no such thing. How-
ever, in some roles certain virtues and, indeed, certain aspects
of certain virtues come more into the foreground and there-
fore more to the notice of reflective practitioners when the time
comes to formulate doctrine—including core values—for a
given role or profession. All of us need, among other things,
to acquire and exercise the four cardinal virtues of prudence,
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justice, courage, and temperance. Still, justice (roughly de-
finable as the stable disposition of giving to each his or her
due) will take somewhat different forms in, say, a mother,
drill sergeant, squadron commander, and priest (think about
how each might deal with a person under his or her care who
has “gone wrong” in some way). The same will hold for the
other virtues. That is why different professions will formulate
different ethical codes or sets of core values—especially when
their formulations deal in the road signs mentioned in the
core-values booklet.

Some have argued that the military should explain “the
moral framework within which military activities take place”
in terms of the cardinal virtues instead of core values.’ T have
considerable sympathy with this view in principle. It is worth
noting, however, that these four virtues are taught as elements
of the values.?> Further, the core values have a history of
some years now (and an even longer history if we recognize
that their framers did not create them from scratch but drew
on American military tradition in formulating them). Given
that integrity, service, and excellence have become substan-
tially embedded in the culture of the Air Force, we should not
too hastily set them aside for another set of values or virtues,
especially if the core values already embrace this other set to
some significant degree. Perhaps, in any event, the question of
which virtues are “cardinal”—pivotal to living a good human
life—goes beyond the purview of Air Force doctrine. Perhaps
too the same might be said with respect to the debate between
moral relativists and universalists. All of this, in any event,
lies beyond the scope of this article.

Yet, we should note that a full understanding of the core
values and their place in the military profession cannot alto-
gether escape deeper questions about the “origin of the Val-
ues.” The core values may “work,” and military professional-
ism may need them; still, Airmen must face the question of
whether they can fully internalize them—that is to say, har-
monize them with their deepest convictions about how they
should live. If they cannot, they should seek another voca-
tion. Or if enough patriotic Americans could not (I mention
this only as a theoretical possibility), then the military ethic
as formulated in doctrine should be reconsidered.

The American people, too, must consider the role of the
military profession in the life of the nation and in so doing
must obviously appeal to moral principles more basic than
the core values (the laws of nature and of nature’s God and
certain truths held to be self-evident, for example). For a so-
ciety cannot endorse a profession that violates its basic moral
convictions. Thus, while torture, perfidy, terror bombing, and
other forms of indiscriminate or disproportionate warfare
might contribute to fighting effectively (taking this in a mor-
ally neutral sense of battlefield effectiveness), they remain
inconsistent with American values and concern for universal
human rights. Therefore, the Air Force core values rightly
contain elements that rule out such practices (obedience to
laws of war under “excellence” in the core-values booklet and
in both formulations, “justice” under “integrity,” and the in-
junction to respect the worth and dignity of all humans as
part of “respect for others” under “service™). Such practices,
although consistent with the hypothetical function of (merely)

Sec 2-13 Christopher Hugh Toner.113 113

113

fighting effectively, are inconsistent with the United States
Air Force’s actual function of serving militarily the moral
ends of the American Republic in accordance with its Con-
stitution.? This is a good thing, for it helps make unmistak-
able the real difference between the core values and the “vir-
tues of the SS-man.” Again, doctrine writers might reasonably
declare that abstract theoretical concerns about the basis and
validity of human-rights claims lie well beyond their purview.
But it may well be worth stressing that the American mili-
tary’s function—which grounds the core values—itself has
moral content, namely serving, honoring, and promoting
American values, treaty obligations, and so forth.

In closing, let me make a final remark about the purpose of
this article. The argument moves from some technical (at times
nitpicking) criticisms about the consistency between the two
existing formulations of the core values, through some formal
concerns about the logical flow among values and their ele-
ments, to some quite broad and suggestive concerns about
their rationale. Through all of this, the article presents a cri-
tique of doctrine for which, as a whole, I have a high regard. I
offer these comments in a collegial spirit, and if the article
opens a dialogue among readers, it will have well served my
purpose in writing it.

Notes

1. United States Air Force Core Values (Washington, DC: Department
of the Air Force, 1 January 1997), http://www.usafa.af.mil/core-value/cv
-mastr.html. T use the term Airman as Air Force Doctrine Document
(AFDD) 1-1 uses it: “Any US Air Force member (officer or enlisted; active,
reserve, or guard; and Department of the Air Force civilians) who supports
and defends the US Constitution and serves our country.” AFDD 1-1,
Leadership and Force Development, 18 February 2004, 2, https://www.doc
trine.af.mil/afdcprivateweb/AFDD_Page_ HTML/Doctrine_Docs/afdd1-1.
pdf. What of contractors? I think it would be wonderful if they would em-
brace and live by the core values (although holding them accountable might
prove difficult), but applying Airmen to them would overstretch the term.

2. Col Charles R. Myers, “The Core Values: Framing and Resolving
Ethical Issues for the Air Force,” Airpower Journal 11, no. 1 (Spring 1997): 40,
52n7, http//www.air power.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/apj/apj97/spr97/myers
.pdf. Myers, of course, goes on to respond to this and other questions about
the appropriateness of the core values.

3. AFDD 1-1, Leadership and Force Development, 3.

4. Mr. Robert Christensen of the Air Force Doctrine Center pointed out
to me that because the core-values booklet was an unofficial publication (not
a numbered doctrine document, instruction, or pamphlet), it did not need to
be superseded (in fact, in a sense, could not be superseded). Nevertheless, the
booklet has a certain amount of customary authority due to its circulation
over time and its use in education and training (it clearly had some sort of
authoritative sanction, official or otherwise). Clearing up the conflict between
the two documents, then, would be a useful service, whether done in a revision
of the doctrine document, a policy letter, or some other appropriate format.

5. We might even suggest that one finds no unified Air Force understand-
ing of the core values that gets beneath the bumper-sticker level down to the
elements. One would think that a doctrine document would codify such an
understanding, but two further points seem to underline how this is not the
case. First, in his Letter to Airmen dated 13 February 2006 (http://www.af.
mil/library/viewpoints/secaf.asp?id =217), Secretary of the Air Force Michael
W. Wynne discusses the core values in a way that seems to place loyalty under
integrity and honor under excellence (contra both documents discussed here).
Second, the history of the core values presented at the January 2006 USAF
Strategic Planning Workshop on Core Values made no mention of AFDD 1-1,
let alone of the doctrine document’s reformulation of the elements of the
values.
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6. United States Air Force Core Values.

7. Tbid.

8. AFDD 1-1, Leadership and Force Development, 4.

9. United States Air Force Core Values; and AFDD 1-1, Leadership and
Force Development, 6.

10. In the core-values booklet, we can identify a possible explanation of
this apparent discrepancy. There the elements of service are portrayed as “be-
haviors” (whereas the elements under integrity are portrayed as “moral
traits”). United States Air Force Core Values. Presumably behavior displaying
a lack of self-control (excessive shows of anger, inappropriate sexual over-
tures, etc.) is inconsistent with putting service before self, while the moral trait
of self-control is part of integrity. Such a reading receives additional support
from Colonel Myers’s interpretation of the core values, according to which
the values correspond to the elements of moral theory: integrity to character,
service to action, excellence to consequences. Myers, “Core Values.” But this
sort of response is not available for AFDD 1-1, which explicitly treats the ele-
ments under service before self as “moral attributes.” AFDD 1-1, Leadership
and Force Development, 5-7. Taken in this way, the element of self-control
clearly belongs under integrity, given the doctrine document’s own defini-
tions. Its inclusion (along with self-discipline and appropriate actions or de-
sires) under integrity would greatly improve the logical flow of the formula-
tion. Finally, let me note that an early draft of a revision of AFDD 1-1 that I
have seen incorporates some of the changes I suggest.

11. The descriptions of the first two both speak of controlling anger,
the description of self-discipline explicitly enjoins self-control, and the de-
scription of self-control explicitly rules out “inappropriate actions or desires.”
Perhaps self-discipline is intended to focus more on self-improvement while
self-control focuses more on refraining from negative actions (one could read
the text this way). Further, the language of the description of appropriate
actions or desires focuses more explicitly on refraining from substance abuse
or unprofessional relationships (such as fraternization). All of this content is
fine, but given the very substantial overlap, it is just not clear why three sepa-
rate elements are required.

12. United States Air Force Core Values; and AFDD 1-1, Leadership and
Force Development, 5. Of course, it is easy to put plausible constructions upon
them that distinguish them. One favored by me and many of my colleagues
and students maintains that one accepts responsibility for one’s own perfor-
mance while one holds others accountable (and accepts being held account-
able by others). If plausible, such a reading is not mandated by the docu-
ments, and there is certainly nothing unnatural about speaking of accepting
accountability and holding others responsible. Both terms, of course, are
prevalent in military culture, and it is understandable that doctrine writers
would want to retain them. If so, however, and if they are to be listed as sepa-
rate elements under integrity, then a clearer distinction between them would
help Airmen grasp the structure of the core values.

13. United States Air Force Core Values; and AFDD 1-1, Leadership and
Force Development, 5-7.

14. United States Air Force Core Values; and AFDD 1-1, Leadership and
Force Development, 4.

15. Likewise for moral theology: the core-values booklet is sensitive to
this, begging off any deep explanation of the “origin of the Values” and
insisting that they are independent of “Chapel programs.” United States Air
Force Core Values.

16. Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and
Politics of Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Har-
vard University Press, 1957). The quotations appear on pages 8, 9, and 10, re-
spectively.

17. Ibid., 11-18. I should note that he is quite restrictive about who
counts as a military professional, essentially limiting membership to “line,”
“rated,” or “combat arms” officers. Most of us today will be more inclusive,
but we can be so without rejecting other aspects of Huntington’s conception
of military professionalism.

18. Anthony E. Hartle, Moral Issues in Military Decision Making, 2d ed.,
rev. (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2004), 11.

19. See ibid., 22, and chap. 2 as a whole.

20. In saying this I intend no slight toward the core values of the other
services. One could pick out similar correspondences for honor, courage, and
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commitment or for duty, honor, country (traditional if not official core Army
values). The value is the important thing—not the label.

21. We might prefer to come up with a more pleasant formulation, such
as “the ordered application of force in the resolution of a social problem.” See
Gen Sir John Hackett, The Profession of Arms (London: Times Publishing
Company, 1963), 3.

22. AFDD I1-1, Leadership and Force Development, 5.

23. Hackett, Profession of Arms, 63; and AFDD 1-1, Leadership and
Force Development, 5.

24. AFDD I1-1, Leadership and Force Development, 7.

25. Ibid., 4.

26. Gen Michael E. Ryan, “Reflections on the Core Values,” in AU-24,
Concepts for Air Force Leadership, ed. Richard 1. Lester and A. Glenn Mor-
ton (Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University Press, 2001), 53, http://www.au.af.
mil/au/awc/awcgate/au-24/ryan.pdf.

27. This case of dishonest reporting resulted in, among other things, a
policy letter from Gen John Ryan, chief of staff at that time, on the absolute
centrality of integrity to military service. I suspect that this letter influenced
later work on the core values. For a brief account of the affair and a reference
to General Ryan’s letter, see James H. Toner, Morals under the Gun: The Car-
dinal Virtues, Military Ethics, and American Society (Lexington: University
Press of Kentucky, 2000), 91-93.

28. United States Air Force Core Values.

29. One might ask whether this rationale proves too much. Does it not
imply that every profession should adapt core values of integrity, service, and
excellence? In a way, perhaps it does. Members of every profession will need
to honor and embody values along these lines if they wish to maintain a co-
hesive corporateness, discharge their responsibility to society, and maintain
and continually enhance their expertise. But nothing in this rationale implies
that every profession will or should conceptualize these values in the same
way or use the same labels. The legal profession, for example, surely requires
integrity, but the kind of courage lawyers need—the nature and line of ac-
countability, the particular requirements of honesty and openness, and so
forth—will differ. Even within other military services, different missions and
traditions will fully justify different formulations of core values—both in
terms of the “letter” (the names and ordering of the values and their ele-
ments) and to a lesser degree the “spirit” or substance of the ethic (the sort of
character and behavior required by practitioners of that branch of the mili-
tary profession).

30. One may debate the meaning of such a phrase in such a context, but
it seems at the least to imply that we are answerable to some moral standard
well above and beyond our own narrow interests.

31. AFDD 1-1, Leadership and Force Development, 4. Toner, for example,
argues this in Morals under the Gun.

32. They are not labeled “cardinal virtues,” but integrity includes justice
and courage, and service includes temperance (self-control and appropriate
actions or desires) and, most tenuously, prudence (the elements of rule fol-
lowing and duty speak of the importance of exercising good judgment in the
performance of duty). Although we may debate whether they receive enough
emphasis, at least they are there.

33. Here I wish to bracket thorny questions about whether there are ever
times when it might be permissible to engage in practices of torture, terror
bombing, or the like (say in a ticking-time-bomb scenario or a situation like
that faced by Great Britain in late 1940)—my point is just that the core values
correctly prohibit them (at least) in all but truly extreme circumstances. An-
thony Hartle’s Moral Issues in Military Decision Making takes up such ques-
tions and further provides an extended treatment of the relation among the
three main influences on the American military ethic: the exigencies of the
profession, the values of American society, and the laws of war. He argues
(see especially the discussion of social differentiation in chap. 8) not only that
American values and the laws of war serve as “boundary conditions” on the
military ethic, but also that they have to a considerable extent penetrated the
texture of that ethic, which is thus not merely functional. The case of the Air
Force’s teaching on respect for others is a partial confirmation of Hartle’s
thesis, as is the inclusion of obeying the laws of war under operational excel-
lence (in the core-values booklet).
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Reality Leadership

Prof. John Charles Kunich
Dr. Richard I. Lester

There is such a difference between the way we really live and the way we ought to live that the man who neglects the
real to study the ideal will learn how to accomplish his ruin, not his salvation.

Leadership means different things to different people in
different contexts, which accounts for the baffling spectrum
of theories, models, and methods, all jockeying for the leader-
ship vanguard. Every serious student of the subject has a per-
sonal opinion about leadership, even if he or she has not (yet)
offered us a written record of it. But leadership is neither
mystical nor mysterious, at least in the abstract, where theo-
rists remain unencumbered with the messy chores of imple-
mentation and execution. That’s why people have written so
much about it—everyone wants a quick solution, and it’s not
hard to write some ideas that make sense on paper and that
even sound rather scientific. But after we peel away all the
layers of wrapping paper and wade through the packaging
popcorn, leadership involves nothing more than making a
difference, creating positive change, moving people to get
things done, and getting rid of everything else that does not
contribute to the mission. This means reinforcing core values,
articulating a clear and powerful vision, and then setting
people free to develop better ways and better ideas. Yes, most
of the clichés are true: leadership entails trusting and giving
authority back where it belongs—to the human beings who
actually perform the great bulk of what we call work. Trust is
the glue that holds organizations together, and empowerment
is the fruit of trust. True—and far easier to say than to do.!

Leadership by cliché will not work unless personal
strength, character, skills, and performance lie behind the
phalanx of platitudes. The sad truth is that it is never easy to
be a leader—to cope with the myriad intractable challenges
that come bundled with the territory. If it were easy, many
more people would do it. We do not learn most of the useful
leadership lessons from reading. As much as we might crave
the swift, effortless, and low-impact fix from books and arti-
cles, that passive and painless process rarely can substitute
for little things like ability, talent, upbringing, diligence,
creativity, opportunity, personality, experience, courage, vi-
sion, drive, values, perseverance, and luck. If only we could
squeeze the essence of those sweet secrets into words on a
page and enable readers instantly to make up for decades of
error, wasted time, poor habits, inaction, bad advice, ill for-
tune, and laziness! Maybe if we could conceive a catchy and
sophisticated-sounding new name to disguise our refried old
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—Machiavelli, The Prince

bromides—perhaps Eight Omega Leadership or the One-
Second Ruler—it would suddenly become a panacea for our
power outage. Alas, instant leadership remains only a fantasy,
even in this age of perpetual gratification, high-speed Inter-
net, and no-fault living. No extreme makeover of the superfi-
cial trappings of musty, rusty, and medieval management
methods will trick reality for us. The virtual reality of the
self-help cult is a poor understudy for no-kidding reality, as
numberless frustrated managers discover to their dismay
when they fail to wring miracles out of all those gleaming
formulas. A wise person understands that leadership success
is a process and not an event.

Assuming a leadership role in the real world today guar-
antees us a mixed bag—more accurately a perverse pifiata,
loaded with both good and bad surprises as our reward for
all that effort to crack open the shell of success. Along with
the obvious satisfaction and benefits come tough pressures
and responsibilities. Leaders are expected to inspire lethargic
people to do their best, handle problem personnel and bad
attitudes with ease, make difficult or unpopular decisions be-
fore breakfast, maintain high credibility, fend off cutthroat
competition from all over the planet, explain senior manage-
ment’s inexplicable positions to staff members, and keep cool
in the face of contentious disagreement and unfair criticism.
No wonder leaders would like a little help. Based on our ex-
perience, we will pass along some lessons we have learned
about specific strategies, techniques, and ideas to help leaders
live with the challenges unique to their role. These tips will
probably not work overnight magic, morphing someone from
Homer Simpson into Alexander the Great as he or she sleeps.
Anyone looking for that type of happy-news leadership lipo-
suction can put this article down now. Remember, this is real-
ity leadership—not something in the fantasy section.

What Leaders Really Do

The best leaders do not start out with the question “What’s
best for me?” Rather, they ask, “What can and should I do to
make a positive difference?” These leaders constantly ask
themselves and their followers, “What are the organization’s
mission and goals? Do they need to be modified? What sur-
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prises might lie ahead that we need to anticipate? What con-
stitutes winning performance in this fluid environment?” In
these challenging times, leaders prepare organizations for
change and help them adjust as they struggle through it.
Leaders never fake it, and there are no shortcuts they can
take, as they first learn all they can about the situation, in-
cluding resources and obstacles, trends and unmet needs, as
well as hidden potential and ossified misconceptions. Still,
the all-knowing person does not make the best leader—the
all-understanding one does. Now more than in the past, a
leader cannot often act like a dictator/tyrant. The leader’s peo-
ple have human needs, and in the modern era, in many quar-
ters, they are accustomed to being treated with dignity, re-
spect, and maybe even kid gloves.

People today need to know—demand to know—that the
leader cares and will do his or her utmost to help them get the
job done. An old-school General Patton wannabe who tries
to shove a “my way or the highway” leadership model past the
gritted teeth of today’s personnel will soon find himself discred-
ited. Flexibility, sensitivity to individual circumstances, and a
determination to empathize are more suited to the twenty-
first-century workplace than the old leadership-through-
intimidation paradigm. Just as people cannot lead from be-
hind, they cannot lead solely by applying their soles to their
workers’ behinds—not anymore, at least. And that is a hard
lesson. Techniques that might have worked a few decades or
centuries or millennia before are not guaranteed to work as
well next week. They probably require serious adjustment be-
fore we can graft them onto a contemporary leadership style.
After all, leadership is not arithmetic or Newtonian phys-
ics—closer analogues are chaos math and the quantum-
mechanics world of the uncertainty principle. It is all about
people, and people are ever-changing. The leader who does
not know that, or who does not want to know that, is apt to
find no one following his or her lead. Why not? Did not it
work for Attila the Hun?

The tried-and-true (and trite) old tricks often don’t work
on the new dogs in this year’s workplace. The reason for that
lies at the center of what reality leaders really do—and really
need to do—to succeed now. People currently entering the
workforce are different from the entry-level employees of even
a couple of decades ago in ways that present a leader with a
jumbled grab bag of adversities and advantages. They may
have shorter attention spans, less acquaintance with strict
standards, and lower experience with long, arduous tasks. To-
day’s young employees—even those with college diplomas
and advanced degrees—may lack some basic skills and back-
ground knowledge once taken for granted. As our educa-
tional system has transformed—with much less emphasis on
fact learning, rote memorization, and what used to be the
fundamentals of reading, writing, mathematics, spelling,
grammar, logic, and other disciplines—our graduates require
much more critical thinking, remedial education, and train-
ing before they can perform at an acceptable level in many
jobs. The leader has to provide that education and training. A
progressive intellectual environment becomes possible only
when critical thinking serves as the foundation of education.
Why? Because when students learn to think through the core
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competencies they are learning, they are in a better position
to apply this learning to their lives and daily work. In a world
characterized by constant change and increasing complexity,
people need critical thinking for economic, social, political,
military, and educational survival.

Young graduates today have far more technological sophis-
tication than the previous generation of new employees and
usually can teach their leaders a thing or 60 about computer-
aided research, software, hardware, and a host of powerful,
modern tools. They can handle all manner of telecommunica-
tion and high-speed computerized methods with a facility that
will astound many old-timer leaders who climb on a chair if
someone mentions a mouse in the office. The wise leader is
humble enough to use this digital edge to the fullest, even while
filling in the young associates on some basic writing and socio-
cultural fundamentals.

Teacher-leaders cannot safely assume anything about new
recruits in terms of knowledge, skill, or attitude—only that
they are human and will surprise them in ways that range
from delightful to dreadful. If entry-level employees (or even
senior ones) appear to have a work-ethic deficit or seem dis-
respectful or ill mannered, no contemporary Attila can change
all that by merely barking a few orders. People have a deep-
seated and ineradicable need to achieve and succeed, but a
modern leader must find the right way to access that latent
potential within each individual, and this often entails con-
siderable teaching and back-to-basics skill training in the
workplace. Screams, threats, and periodic exclamations of
“You're fired” or “You just don’t fit in” will not compensate
for decades of acculturation and educational priorities that
are a bit (or a lot) off track from what the leader wants from
his or her people. Teaching and learning remain central to
what today’s leaders really do, and that continues throughout
the life cycle of their relationship with their people. (That is
why we touch on the concept of perpetual learning later in
this article.) If a person ignores either teaching or learning
for long, the leader’s office will soon house someone new who
better “fits in” the twenty-first-century boss’s chair.

Healing an Achilles’ Heel

Primarily, leaders fail or fall short of their potential be-
cause they have an undiscovered and/or unhealed Achilles’
heel—a weakness serious enough to negate all of the many
positive attributes they may be blessed with. It follows that
perhaps one of the most important actions a leader can take
is to find and rectify whatever hidden flaw threatens his or her
future. This is unpleasant, painful, and arduous work; thus,
most people never do it. No off-the-shelf text on liposuction
leadership can swiftly suck out our latent and long-festering
vulnerability while we recline and rest. Unless we face our
flaws, we gamble that one day they will face us—at a moment
when a single, unaddressed issue jeopardizes everything we
have achieved, and one big “Oh, no” upends a career over-
flowing with “Attaboys.”

The metaphor of an Achilles’ heel is potent because leg-
endary Achilles himself was a demigod and the greatest war-
rior who ever lived, virtually a one-man army capable of win-
ning wars with his unmatched abilities for whatever side he
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favored. He could slay the enemy’s premier hero, even Hector
of Troy, and conquer the mightiest of obstacles. Yet his fa-
mous heel was ever present throughout his astonishing string
of marvelous triumphs, and at the climax of his crowning
victory over Troy, it allowed a far inferior enemy to kill him.
If a lowly heel can fell the ultimate military genius at the pin-
nacle of his power, all leaders would do well to check care-
fully for whatever vulnerability threatens their own success.

That does not mean that such self-inspection is fun or easy.
No one, from Achilles on down, likes to confront his or her
own imperfections—especially ones deep and deadly enough
to provoke utter failure. Sometimes we have no awareness of
our own worst weaknesses, at least on a conscious level, sim-
ply because it is far more comfortable to avoid them and pre-
tend that all is fine than to wrestle with such pernicious inter-
nal perils. Moreover, some character defects manifest
themselves only when a particular, specific combination of un-
usual circumstances coalesces, which might not happen more
than once or twice in a lifetime—if at all. Staring long and
closely at ourselves in a starkly lit mirror to identify those of-
ten well-concealed weaknesses can be challenging and repug-
nant work. It involves methodical analysis of often horrible
memories of incidents in which things went very wrong. When
and why did this happen? Has it recurred? Could it recur?

All of us could also effortlessly critique many leaders—great
and not-so-great, ancient and modern—and catalogue the flaw
or cluster of flaws that undermined them. From Julius Caesar,
Hannibal, and Alexander the Great to Ronald Reagan, Bill
Clinton, and George W. Bush, it is so easy for us to play Name
That Heel that one wonders why these prominent individuals
did not do it themselves and proactively root out all those in-
imical defects. How could they not see their glaring blind spots?
Why would such successful and eminently experienced leaders
make colossal blunders—even make them repeatedly—when
the consequences seem so obvious and predictable to us in our
retrospection recliners? We can help ourselves to a few cheap
laughs at the Big Boys’ expense. But then, when it is our turn to
literally help ourselves by putting our own character under the
microscope, the game jumps suddenly to a much more chal-
lenging and decidedly less festive level.

Completely eliminating our greatest weakness may prove
impossible, given that it likely formed through many years of
experience. At a minimum, however, we ought to identify and
then stay away from those specific temptations, situations,
preconditions, and circumstances that have proved their po-
tential to breach that weakness and thereby cause our down-
fall. By gaining cognizance of the existence and nature of our
Achilles’ heel, we acquire the opportunity to be alert to what-
ever warning signals tip off the approach of our special com-
bination of dangerous conditions and therefore exercise extra
caution to guard against giving in to our weakness. In The
Picture of Dorian Gray, Oscar Wilde famously but errone-
ously declared, “The only way to get rid of a temptation is to
yield to it,” but actually the best remedy is to understand the
temptation and what causes it, strive constantly to remain
removed from those causes, stay vigilant for early signs of
trouble, and then use all our strength to resist surrender.* Do-
ing nothing along these lines makes it far more probable that

Sec 3-1 KunichLester.indd 119

119

one day people will gossip about our own stunning failure
and shake their heads that we could throw our once-promising
careers away on something so blatantly foolish and so entirely
obvious (to others) that we should never have gotten caught
up in it. Finding and healing our Achilles’ heel (or heels) can
be one of the greatest favors we ever do for ourselves, our
people, and our organization.

Service, Not Self

As young children, we tended to believe that being a
leader is an unqualified blessing, amounting to getting our
own way all the time and calling all the shots. That might be
a fair description of a despotic dictator who rules with an
iron fist tightly clenched around a bundle of fear and force.
Such tyrants live and die by violence and threats, and their
methods have no place in a modern free society—even
though some megalomaniacs might imagine themselves as
divine-right royalty within their little domains. Paradoxi-
cally, in our contemporary, self-centered, Me Century cul-
ture, where narcissism and self-esteem are paramount, the
best leaders put service to others before service to them-
selves. To lead people who put themselves first, we would do
well to check our own egos at the door and focus on what is
best for our people, organization, and culture.

This concept of servant leadership is as old as humanity,
but we are fated to relearn it every generation. It feels back-
wards, as if the leader must put aside the perquisites and
privileges of the crown to stay on top—almost abdicating the
throne to keep it. But authentic leadership does not involve
serving ourselves, and self-aggrandizement remains foreign
to the true leader, whose proper aim is to move people to do
what is best for the greater good—not what is best for the
leader’s petty and narrow personal interests. Only by regard-
ing the broader interests of others—employees, colleagues,
customers, and society—can leaders prevail in a world where
people routinely expect to be first. Of course, over time a
leader will strive to impart some measure of other-regarding
selflessness to his or her employees as well and move the en-
tire organization into a service mode—but this plan unavoid-
ably begins with the leader’s own attitude.’

Humility, a modest sense of one’s own importance, is ba-
sic to reality leadership. For people weaned on a formula of
high self-esteem, humility and self-sacrifice would appear
oxymoronic—a concept blatantly at odds with itself. But that
is precisely why it is so crucial to productive leadership. It is
not easy, and it is not obvious—but it is effective. Only by
turning outside our constricted, selfish miniworld and looking
at what is best for others can we serve them and, ultimately,
succeed in our own right. A dictator might demand that his
serfs put up a huge statue of him in the city square, but one
day that monument to megalomania will be torn down, maybe
by those same serfs. The only lasting memorials to leaders are
those earned through assiduous devotion to something
greater than themselves—and greater than any one person.

That splendid brand of selfless leadership differs greatly
from the “best friend” or babysitter leadership you might
think appropriate for workers coddled, pampered, and cush-
ioned with an inflated sense of self-esteem since conception.
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It does no one any favors to dumb down the organization’s
expected performance level or to numb down our alertness
for failure to meet those expectations. Reality leadership de-
mands recognizing the truth about ourselves as well as our
coworkers, competitors, customers, and culture—and then
insisting on a cooperative and coordinated approach to mak-
ing that truth work for our organization. No one can do this
with sloppy work, lowered standards, tolerance for intolera-
ble attitudes, or excuses for inexcusable behavior. People will
eventually respond positively and appropriately to a selfless
leader who settles for nothing less than best efforts and high-
quality production from everyone—from the leader to the
most inexperienced newcomer.

Pampered, grown, and nanny-cosseted self-esteem
junkies will probably bristle initially when someone sug-
gests (for maybe the first time in their lives) that their per-
formance is less than above average. However, once it be-
comes clear that everyone, including the leader, must
adhere to a no-excuse, no-kidding production, they too
will usually adapt and even take pride in at last meeting
and exceeding exacting standards. After all, self-esteem
becomes only selfish steam unless real substance lies be-
hind it and we ultimately see undeserved praise as saccha-
rine for the soul. As generations of recruits have learned
the hard way from surviving a grueling boot-camp ordeal,
they can realize great value by reaching deep within to over-
come the steepest challenges of their lives. Furthermore, the
genuine sense of pride and camaraderie that comes with such
a personal and organizational triumph far outshines any false
pride that well-meaning but overly lenient caregivers so easily
hand out. Those rewards and accolades we earn are infinitely
more satisfying than those given us, precisely because we had
to toil, think, struggle, and do more than was comfortable to
obtain them. In that sense, the gift of high standards and
high expectations for one and all is one of the greatest and
truest gifts any reality leader can convey.

Mentoring for Leader Development

One can make a strong argument that leaders are neither
born nor passively made; rather, they are developed and de-
velop themselves through education, training, and a special
set of experiences. Mentoring offers a good place to begin. It
is largely a teaching process, beginning with parental nurtur-
ing of children and continuing through the life cycle of orga-
nizational and personal interrelationships. A key principle
here is that mentoring is both an obligation and a privilege of
leadership. It is something we give people. In mentoring, real-
ity leaders provide followers with the guidance they need to
make intelligent and informed decisions. Through mentoring,
the senior imparts wisdom and experience-derived know-how
to the junior. This process includes passing on and discussing
principles, traditions, shared values, qualities, and lessons
learned. Mentoring provides a framework to bring about a
cultural change in the way the organization views the profes-
sional development of competent people. In most organiza-
tions today, people must take an uphill and bumpy ride on the
road to the top—they simply cannot float there, nor will any-
one carry them. Mentoring involves guiding and coaching—
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helping people move in the right direction. Clearly, mentoring
is a vital way to help us reach our desired destination.

Perhaps the most powerful method by which we can shape
the professional development of our employees, mentoring
has become a buzzword, often carelessly shot into the air
along with a dust cloud of other jargon from the unofficial,
unwritten dictionary of those who consider themselves on
the cutting edge of modern leadership and management.
Real mentoring, properly understood, is much more than just
another clipping from last week’s “Dilbert” cartoon. It can
and should be adjusted to fit the idiosyncratic needs and situ-
ations of both parties to the mentoring partnership, as elastic
and malleable as human beings themselves. The antithesis of
the old-school, one-size-fits-all, cookie-cutter mentality,
mentoring—because of its capacity to conform to individual
circumstances—is ideally suited to today’s partnering envi-
ronment. Thus, it is literally a time machine that allows us to
have a profound influence many years beyond today’s hub-
bub and humdrum and allows us to make a significant differ-
ence in the lives of our people.

A mentor—a trusted advisor, teacher, counselor, friend,
and parent, usually older and more senior in the organization
than the person being helped—is present when someone
needs assistance in an ongoing process, not just a one-shot,
square-filling formality. Because of the widely recognized
value of mentoring, many organizations have made it rou-
tine, turning it into a meaningless exercise in mandatory win-
dow dressing—just one more pro forma ritual to perform
and check off on some to-do list. With all the blood drained
out of it, mentoring becomes just as ineffective as any other
quick-fix leadership “secret” copied mindlessly from some
leadership-for-losers book. Throughout our society, authen-
tic mentoring can apply to all leaders and supervisors respon-
sible for getting their work done through other people—but it
takes much more than a perfunctory patch. As mentors who
take the time to do it right, our greatest validation may come
one day when we witness our former protégés—the individu-
als assisted by mentors—in turn undergo metamorphosis
and emerge as mentors themselves.

The modeling of proper behavior, an indispensable ingre-
dient of good mentoring, occurs when the leader demon-
strates for the protégé exactly what he or she expects. It is an
ongoing exercise in “do as I do,” follow-the-leader game the-
ory, but we play this never-ending game for keeps. We have
seen too many examples of leaders who consider themselves
exempt from the rules—even the laws—that apply to every-
one. Corruption, scandal, and ruin on both an individual and
institutional level metastasize from the leader’s attitude of
special privilege. The leader who tries to conceal personal
dishonesty, immorality, or lawlessness behind a mask of faux
integrity can only mentor people into becoming similar frauds
because such rottenness will inevitably be exposed, having per-
meated the organization at every level. The true mentor must
prove that “do as I say” and “do as I do” are utterly indistin-
guishable, without regard for time, place, or circumstance. It
may not always be personally convenient or expedient for the
mentor-leader to be and do everything he or she asks of the
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workers, but it is a nonnegotiable prerequisite of genuine
leadership excellence.

As mentors, the fact that we can matter, even if for only
one protégé, may be one of the most rewarding events a
leader experiences. Neither dramatic nor flashy, this outcome
may remain invisible to everyone but the protégé, but to that
person it has profound significance. This is not the kind of
marquee-magic, big-bang leadership legerdemain many peo-
ple yearn for—just the kind that really does work a quiet,
personal form of magic an inch at a time.®

Perpetual Learning

Good leaders understand that organizations cannot grow
unless people grow, including the leader and everyone else.
Professional development or perpetual learning involves be-
coming capable of doing something we could not do before.
It requires growing and developing more capacity and self-
confidence in ourselves and in our people. Now more than
ever, leaders must ensure that professional development re-
mains a constant activity, as we mentioned in our section
about what leaders really do. We do not go to school once in
a lifetime and then put education aside forever; we stay in
school all of our lives.

Developing people—really developing them, with all the in-
dividually tailored effort that entails—is fundamental to how
the organization views itself and how it is viewed by leaders,
customers, competitors, and colleagues alike. The organiza-
tion reifies its capabilities through perpetual learning, en-
hancing every person from the inside out, and working the
same internal alchemy on the overarching team structure.
Only by holding the “learning constant” foremost in their vi-
sion can reality leaders have a chance of keeping their people
fully capable of fulfilling an ever-shifting mission under
steadily unsteady circumstances. Given the complexity of life
in the world today, no one doubts that continuous learning
and adaptation are directly related to and absolutely essential
for overall, long-term success.’

Leadership and Implementing Change

Do not read the following joke if you have already heard it
more than 43 times. How many psychiatrists does it take to
change a light bulb? The answer is simple. Only one, but it is
very expensive, takes a long time, and the light bulb must want
to change. However, unlike changing the legendary light bulb,
implementing real change does not necessarily take a long
time. It can happen very quickly at some times, while at other
times it crawls with imperceptible, glacier-like slowness. This
is true of all types of evolution, whether good or bad. A major
function of leaders calls for maximizing the former and mini-
mizing the latter. Positive change—the kind that we cause pro-
actively rather than the kind that falls on top of us by de-
fault—requires the right strategy. We need a system, including
a workable and institutionally internalized process, to bring
about the good-news change and identify/dodge the car-crash
kind. Without an effective leader engineering useful change,
change will inevitably find us even as we sit still, and we will
usually not welcome that variety of accidental alteration.®

Sec 3-1 KunichLester.indd 121

121

This age of instability can be an uncomfortable time for
people who long for things to remain as they are—familiar,
well understood, and routine. Since continual change is a
given, a leader must resolve to put change to work, squeeze a
harness around it, and ride it toward the right horizon. We
best predict the future by inventing it, but we cannot do that
by mechanically applying any formula from a self-help book,
and no do-it-yourself kits exist for this. No matter what ne-
ologisms we create to describe our methods and irrespective
of how many charts and four-part process lists we concoct to
conjure the illusion of quantifiable precision, we still glimpse
the future, if at all, through a glass, darkly. But we can look
at what we need now and two years from now, and then set
purposefully about making it happen. If we devote signifi-
cant amounts of time on a regular basis to meeting with our
people at all levels to brainstorm ideas for dealing with the
years to come, we will find ready confirmation of our suspi-
cion that we do not know all the answers and do not have a
monopoly on all the good questions. We will also find that
action works like a powerful medicine to relieve feelings of
fear, helplessness, anger, and uncertainty because we become
no longer just passive passengers on a runaway train, but en-
gineers with influence over our journey. Instead of changing
with the times, we must make a habit of changing just a little
ahead of the times and doing what we can to nudge change in
the optimal direction; in the process, we will enhance our liv-
ing with a constructive purpose.’

Conclusion

In summary, we reflect on John W. Gardner, who wrote as
thoughtfully as anyone on the complexities of leadership. His
words almost constitute a leadership creed: “We need to be-
lieve in ourselves and our future but not to believe that life is
easy. Life is painful and rain falls on the just. Leaders must
help us see failure and frustration not as a reason to
doubt ourselves but a reason to strengthen resolve. . . . Don’t
pray for the day when we finally solve our problems. Pray that
we have the freedom to continue working on the problems the
future will never cease to throw at us.”!°

Perhaps the synthesis and summation of everything we can
do to become ethics-based reality leaders call for using our
freedom to the fullest and setting our hearts on doing all we
can to develop a group of individuals into a cohesive and pur-
poseful problem-crunching team.!! This will necessarily entail
all of the activities we have covered in this article: compre-
hending the concepts of leadership, conducting genuine men-
toring and teaching, healing our Achilles’ heels, practicing
perpetual learning, and inventing our own future at all levels.
If we become, at our core, members of that team with no in-
terests out of harmony with what is best for the team and the
organization it serves, many of the fancy theoretical notions
about leadership will take care of themselves—or we and our
teammates will take care of them ourselves. Reality leadership
may not fit into any academic textbook’s equations or inspire
any novelist to rhapsodize us into fictional immortality, but it
delivers because it embraces the totality of real things and
events that leaders come to grips with on a daily basis.
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Civilian Personnel: An Experience in Transformation

Roger M. Blanchard

The Air Force of today bears little resemblance to that of
just 10 or 15 years ago. The end of the cold war brought
about a peace dividend of manpower reductions in both the
military and civilian ranks which brought about the desired
savings. Many different personnel management tools were
used to effect this reduction: buy outs, reengineering, restruc-
turing of processes, regionalized personnel servicing, con-
tracting out, and reductions-in-force. The move away from
the cold war mind-set also brought a requirement for devel-
oping new Air Force leaders who had the broader skill sets
and perspectives needed to operate effectively in an environ-
ment which included Air Force commitments around the
globe. To support this expansion, the Air Force transitioned
from a fight-in-place force, ready for large-scale conflicts, to a
mobile (and deployable) force that can operate simultane-
ously in multiple locations. This movement to the “expedi-
tionary” air and space force allows us to meet our responsi-
bilities while providing predictability in the demands placed
on our personnel. In addition, the events of 11 September
2001 changed the face of our national defense strategy and
placed increased requirements on our expeditionary forces.
More now than at any time in our nation’s history, the nature
of our enemy requires our forces to be poised around the
world, ready to meet any threat.

The increased flexibility afforded by the expeditionary
model impacts not only the doctrine, tactics, and hardware of
the Air Force, but also the people who bring it all together to
create battlefield effects. While great strides have been made
in recent years, the work to fully adapt to the new model con-
tinues. The ongoing need to better define and develop our
workforce to meet the needs of an expeditionary Air Force
drives a mandate to reshape our force with the right skills,
and to improve the quality of service provided to the Total
Force—Active Duty, Reserve, Air National Guard, and civil-
ian Airmen—from anywhere around the world, at any time.
Our efforts to operationalize civilian Force Development
(FD), transform our Total Force through the Personnel Ser-
vices Delivery model (PSD), and implement the Department
of Defense’s (DOD) National Security Personnel System
(NSPS) provide our answers to these stressing demands now
placed on our personnel and manpower assets.

The entire way we use and develop our civilian force has
undergone an evolution. Given the current strains on re-
sources and our need to deploy effective combat and support
forces wordwide, the Air Force has been forced to make full
use of all our people. On the civilian side, this means utiliz-
ing civilians in new roles and leadership positions previously

performed by our military members. For the first time, we
are building succession plans with the Total Force in mind.
Senior civilians are entering roles of increasing importance,
assuming responsibilities that have historically been filled
with officers, as we strive for optimum utilization with the
Total Force. Essential to making this transition has been our
efforts at civilian FD, where we view leadership development
as an investment in our people, rather than an operational
cost. Our efforts now include a development continuum with
connected experiences, training, and educational opportuni-
ties that link development of our civilians from the tactical-
entry level to our strategic senior-leader levels. Our civilian
development is also being integrated into a Total Force ap-
proach, with more and more of our military and civilian
processes becoming synched and unified. The heart of our
Total FD efforts is the involvement of our functional com-
munities through the Development Team (DT) structure. In
the civilian world, we have had similar functional involve-
ment for years through our career programs. Now, however;
our DT structures have begun to formalize our mentoring
and guidance roles and we are beginning to manage civilian
career fields as a whole. Senior functional members who
comprise the DTs look to a unified set of Air Force require-
ments and competencies, and ensure individuals as well as
the community as a whole are being developed to meet those
requirements. The result is a focused development effort
where we use programs providing education, training, and ex-
periences to satisfy our FD requirements. The end goal is a
well-defined requirement for our members, along with a con-
nected set of available opportunities that form a development-
road map utilized by our DTs and members to create superior
civilian leaders.

To build this road map our civilian FD efforts have added
new programs and processes as well as incorporated existing
ones. Existing programs stem from the career program con-
struct that existed for officer- equivalent-level employees at
the operational level for many years. Programs here include
career-broadening and developmental-education opportuni-
ties that expose our civilians to a wider set of skills and expe-
riences, centrally funded training and permanent change of
station, as well as intern recruiting through the PALACE
ACQUIRE program. As part of this, we also continue to par-
ticipate in the DOD’s Defense Leadership and Management
Program (DLAMP) approach to developing a cadre of se-
nior career civilian leaders. We actively participate in DLAMP
and have constructed our development programs to take ad-
vantage of the opportunities offered by DLAMP. New pro-
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grams to identify and select civilians for important leadership
positions are also being established. AFSLMO (Air Force Se-
nior Leader Management Office) has launched the GS-15
Leadership Development (LD) program for strategic level
employees, and we are expanding this program to the opera-
tional level at the GS-13 and 14 levels. In an effort to parallel
our military efforts and posture us for Total Force integra-
tion, the LD program is paralleling our military squadron
commander and command screening board processes to cre-
ate corporate programs for selecting and validating civilian
leaders prepared to occupy key leadership positions. These
efforts provide essential leadership experience and credibility
for our civilians that facilitate utilization in roles previously
reserved for military members. Tactical-level development
programs are being launched as well to acculturate our civil-
ians and provide a common baseline understanding of our
Air Force. Basic-level leadership training is being developed
to provide training for tactical-level employees and also pro-
vide an avenue to identify and develop emerging leaders at
those levels. These emerging leaders combine with our exist-
ing PALACE ACQUIRE intern recruiting efforts to form the
basis of our force-renewal efforts and create the seed corn for
developing future senior leaders within each career field.
Even more important, we are working to connect and link all
of these opportunities and experiences together to form our
development continuum. This is our road map where every-
one understands the requirements and opportunities for
leadership development.

Civilian personnelists serving in the Air Force have under-
gone particularly radical changes since the transition to the
expeditionary force model. In 1990 the Air Force had a full
civilian personnel administration presence at each base. Sub-
sequently, the National Performance Review and National
Partnership Council highlighted areas in public administra-
tion where we needed to reengineer business processes. Civil-
ian personnel administration was one of the career fields
identified. We had to prioritize where we placed our re-
sources—both dollars and people. As a result, business pro-
cess improvement was introduced as one means of achieving
the efficiencies needed to absorb this prioritization and reduce
manpower levels. Technological change has enabled this reen-
gineering. Today, we have a much smaller presence at each
base, as the majority of Civilian Personnel services and back-
room operations that were conducted at base level have been
centralized at the Air Force Personnel Center to maximize
efficiencies gained from standardized and automated pro-
cesses. The personnel specialists that remain at each base now
primarily focus on resolving issues that require direct cus-
tomer contact. Efforts to promote effective interaction with
customers using Web-based tools and expert systems, such as
implementation of the Benefits and Entitlements System
Team (BEST) call center and Web site, the Personnel Auto-
mated Records Information System (PARIS), and the Civil-
ian Employment call center, have been successful in improv-
ing personnel service efficiency and access. These interactive
voice response (IVR) and Web services were developed and
established under PALACE Compeass, the Air Force plan for
regionalizing and improving civilian personnel servicing.
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The critical next step for improving our ability to shape
and manage our workforce will be to extend some of the ci-
vilian force progress to the Total Force, and to concurrently
transform and integrate the processes, organizations, and
technology by which we deliver personnel support and ser-
vices to the Total Force. PSD Transformation, which consists
of the planning and design of a new Air Force delivery model
that will support the vast majority of customer transactions
in a centralized/shared service organization, is currently un-
der way. This new organization will use integrated technol-
ogy, automation, centralization, and streamlined business
processes to improve operational efficiency, effectiveness, and
customer satisfaction; improve accuracy and availability of
information; and enable the most effective use of resources to
support war-fighting operations and stressed career fields.
This comprehensive effort will include a fundamental change
in the role of personnel specialists who will shift their pri-
mary focus from conducting routine transactions to provid-
ing more strategic and advisory services. The new centralized
organization will also provide a knowledge repository that
will put key expertise and guidance within easy reach of every
commander, leader, and Airmen, facilitating the Air Force
Personnel and Manpower mission of delivering the right peo-
ple, in the right place, at the right time. This multiple-year
effort will apply a multiphased approach, with each phase
building on those that preceded it.

Our PSD Transformation-service delivery model will blur
the distinction between historically stovepiped military and
civilian personnel management organizations by collocating
and merging similar processes, thereby providing first-level
customer services to the Total Force by a cadre of integrated
military and civilian personnel and manpower specialists.
This transformation will add to the mobility and flexibility
that enables our expeditionary Air Force to function effec-
tively; reflect the value we place in our people by improving
the quality of personnel service delivery to Airmen and their
families; and allow additional cost savings to be reaped as
duplicate structures are reduced or eliminated outright in
support of the President’s Management Agenda and the sec-
retary of defense’s charge to shift resources “from bureau-
cracy to battlefield.”

While the Air Force will continue to exploit opportunities
for centralization and online self-service, we are starting to
look at the next great step forward. In the near future, we will
begin integrating systems of record with other services by
participating in the adoption of the Defense Integrated Mili-
tary Human Resources System (DIMHRS), and the creation
of a single point of entry to a “one-stop shop” for all person-
nel and pay services for all Airmen—Active, Reserve, Air Na-
tional Guard. We have taken a significant step in this direc-
tion with the establishment of a “1-800” number and a
comprehensive case-management system to facilitate the res-
olution of personnel/pay issues for Air Force members.

As the Air Force undergoes these changes, the largest
change in civilian personnel in the last quarter century is also
being implemented with the DOD’s introduction of NSPS.
NSPS is an ambitious reshaping of the old rules governing
civilian-employee management. It changes how employees
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are recruited, developed, deployed, and retained. It builds on
a new performance management system that values perfor-
mance, rewards contribution, and promotes excellence. It
represents a major paradigm shift to focus on performance
and requires that supervisors manage with innovation to
achieve tangible results, and that civilian employees adapt
rapidly to new missions, new technology, and new tactics.

NSPS challenges civilian and military managers and su-
pervisors, as well as employees, to work smarter and more
creatively and to accept responsibility for the success of each
organizational undertaking. The result of the challenge is a
partnership focused on solving problems, producing results,
and advancing the mission; it is civilian employees working
with uniformed personnel as members of an agile, high-
performing defense force.

In concert with our Air Force FD and PSD efforts, NSPS
helps to provide the flexibility and responsiveness needed of
our HR systems in today’s environment. When executed
properly, the combination of FD, PSD, and NSPS will create
a human resource (HR) system capable of responding to any
world situation.

Notwithstanding these improvements in organizational
alignment and strategic management, there remain several
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obstacles we must overcome to meet our civilian HR manage-
ment challenges. While the aforementioned changes produce
a leaner, more efficient Air Force personnel structure, they
also create turbulence in our workforce. As high-performance
organizations have come to realize, human resources are the
most critical assets. The placement of quality people as the
foundation of the Air Force Strategic Plan underlines the im-
portance we place on obtaining, developing, and retaining a
quality workforce. The recent and planned advances in our
approach to personnel management posture us to take Air
Force human capital planning to the next level as we work to
ensure that the concerns of our people are continually ad-
dressed. Each service member and employee must be assured
that leadership is concerned not only about the mission, but
also about the welfare of its most important asset—the peo-
ple who make the USAF the finest air and space force in the
world.

Air Force Personnel plays a critical role in meeting the Air
Force mission. We are eager to fulfill our responsibility as a
key component of the Air Force of the twenty-first century.
Air Force people are at the heart of operational readiness,
and Civilian Personnel has never been a greater factor in
meeting the national security strategy.
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The Air National Guard Yesterday and Today:
The Citizen-Soldier

Lt Gen Craig R. McKinley

Citizen-soldiers have played a central role in America’s de-
fense since the first English colonists settled in North America
in the early seventeenth century. Throughout most of our his-
tory, the American people have relied upon the militia and
National Guard as well as volunteers to provide the vast bulk
of their military manpower in wartime. Prior to the Cold War,
large standing forces in peacetime were considered unneces-
sary, overly expensive, and a potential threat to our liberties.

Only in major crises like the Civil War, World War I, and
World War 11, did the nation tolerate the establishment of
large standing forces. For all of its shortcomings in training
and discipline, this system was considered cost-effective, stra-
tegically sound, consistent with our cultural values, and sup-
portive of democratic institutions. With this basic philosophy
of military institutions, the English colonists gained a foot-
hold on the Atlantic coast, fought off the attacks of hostile
Indians and European powers, won the nation’s indepen-
dence, acquired a vast continental domain, survived a great
Civil War, and ended slavery while becoming an increasingly
affluent and liberal society.

Citizen-soldiers also aided their states in coping with nat-
ural disasters and civil unrest. This dual mission—both state
and federal—has served as a source of great pride among
Guardsmen for generations and has helped maintain the
highest retention statistics among the American armed forces.
This close relationship between the Guard and the states has
also helped knit the fabric of the US military as one of the
most trusted institutions in the federal government. The Air
National Guard (ANG) proudly supports the militia heritage
of the citizen Airman.

Guard Aviation’s Early Years

In the twentieth century, the relative importance of the
citizen-soldier declined. The evolution of technology and the
emergence of the United States as a great world power drove
a shift of emphasis to the standing forces of the professional
military. But, until the Vietnam War, the bulk of our man-
power was not composed of professional soldiers. Draftees
and volunteers filled the gap in times of need. The twentieth
century also saw the addition of the Federal Reserve forces to
fill the needs of trained soldiers in times of crisis.

Although the ANG was not established as a separate re-
serve component until 18 September 1947 when the Air Force
was created, National Guard aviators have played significant
roles in all of America’s wars and most of its major contin-
gencies since the First World War era. On 2 August 1908 the

Army formally accepted the world’s first military airplane
from the Wright brothers. Meanwhile, a group of enthusiasts
had organized an “aeronautical corps” at the 7th Regiment
Armory in New York City to learn ballooning. They were
members of the Ist Company Signal Corps, New York Na-
tional Guard. Ballooning experiments were also considered
an important military aviation undertaking in support of in-
fantry units.

In 1910 members of the 1st Company Signal Corps raised
$500 to finance their first aircraft. The investment disap-
peared when the plane crashed on takeoff during maneuvers
that same year. In 1911 the Curtiss Aeroplane Company
loaned the unit an aircraft and a pilot named Beckwith Ha-
vens. Later, Havens joined the unit as a private and was rec-
ognized as the National Guard’s first aviator. In August 1912
he flew with the Army in joint maneuvers.

There were many efforts to form Guard aero units in vari-
ous states by guardsmen, civilian flyers, and businessmen
who were interested in promoting the general development of
American aviation. On 1 November 1915, Capt Raynal Caw-
thorne Bolling, a prominent New York City attorney, orga-
nized the Guard’s first genuine aviation unit. The Aviation
Detachment, 1st Battalion, Signal Corps, of the New York
National Guard, trained at Mineola Field on Long Island,
New York. The unit rented, and then purchased, its own air-
craft with funds donated by the Aero Club of America and
other contributors. This unit is recognized as the Air Na-
tional Guard’s oldest unit, and its lineage is still carried by
the 102d Rescue Squadron, New York Air National Guard.

Subsequently, the organization was redesignated the 1st
Aero Company and was “provisionally recognized” on 22
June 1916. The unit was called into federal service and mobi-
lized on 13 July 1916 during the border crisis with Mexico.
Captain Bolling’s unit was joined by the 2d Aero Company
of Buffalo, New York, and 12 Guard officers from other
states. However, instead of seeing active service in the south-
west, they remained at Mineola Field training and were re-
leased from federal service on 2 November 1916.

The three months’ training at Mineola Field was not
satisfying for the fledgling National Guard aviators. Little
was accomplished by the group, and they received scant
support from the War Department. Captain Bolling saw
the main problems as difficulty of obtaining funds for
spare parts and the inability to recruit expert mechanics
into the National Guard. Instead, his unit had to rely en-
tirely on paid civilians to maintain its aircraft. He was
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convinced that military aviation could only be developed
under the auspices of the regular Army.

World War 1

Captain Bolling’s sentiments were shared by the Army,
and this early experience convinced the War Department not
to activate Guard aviation units when Pres. Woodrow Wilson
asked Congress for a declaration of war in April 1917. Al-
though no Guard air units were mobilized in World War I, a
significant number of guardsmen volunteered as part of the
initial pool for the Army to draw aviators. Approximately 100
Guardsmen had either qualified as pilots or were in training
to become military aviators. Convinced that they could make
valuable contributions in the air, these patriots had to leave
the Guard and enter the Signal Corps Reserve in order to fly
in the war.

Some Guardsmen, including then Colonel Bolling and
Maj Reuben Fleet of Washington State, occupied senior Air
Service positions and played prominent roles in air opera-
tions in France. Lt Col Philip A. Carroll, an attorney, had
learned to fly with Bolling in 1915 at Mineola Field. Colonel
Carroll helped form the 1st Aero Reserve Squadron and
shipped overseas as the unit’s commander. Once in France, he
eventually became chief of the Training Section of the Ar-
my’s Air Service. Maj John M. Satterfield, whose 2d Aero
Company had also trained at Mineola Field, was a promi-
nent banker and businessman from Buffalo, New York. Dur-
ing World War I, he served on Gen John J. Pershing’s staff in
France, and his principle duties were to buy aircraft and de-
velop airfields for the Army Air Corps. Maj Reed Chambers,
a Tennessee guardsman, flew with Eddie Rickenbacker on
the first US Army combat air mission of the war.

At least four guardsmen became aces during World War 1.
Moreover, 2d Lt Erwin R. Bleckley of Kansas was awarded
posthumously the Congressional Medal of Honor for his
heroism as an aerial observer.

Interwar Years

Guard aviation struggled to establish its value to state
governors and the Army in the years between World War I
and World War II. In the interwar period, Guard observation
units were usually the products of grassroots efforts to form
them by former World War I flyers and civic boosters in vari-
ous communities. Guard aviation was also closely linked to
commercial aviation. In 1918 Maj Reuben Fleet began the
nation’s first airmail service. The National Guard aviation
program soon captured the public imagination by demon-
strating how flight could deliver a useful service to both the
military and civilian communities. In 1927 the Mississippi
River flooded, devastating an area the size of New England,
while killing an estimated 1,000 people and leaving another
700,000 homeless. To help deal with the emergency, the gov-
ernor of Arkansas called up his 154th Observation Squadron
and its JN-4 aircraft. Its aviators delivered food and medical
supplies to isolated communities while scouting levees for
broken or weakened areas. This was the earliest recorded use
of a Guard aviation unit to help state and local authorities
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deal with natural disasters, a practice that has continued to
the present day. Charles Lindbergh joined the Missouri Na-
tional Guard as a pilot, motivated by a sense of service and a
love of flight. He was a Guard aviator when he became the
first pilot to fly solo across the Atlantic in 1927. For his ac-
complishment, Lindbergh was awarded the Medal of Honor.
In 1934 the Guard provided planes, mechanics, and aircraft
to the Air Corps to assist it in temporarily flying the airmail
for Pres. Franklin Roosevelt.

World War 11

Guard aviation took on an even more serious challenge
with the outbreak of the war in Europe. Although its equip-
ment was obsolete, its pilots and maintenance personnel were
outstanding. During World War II, approximately 4,800 ex-
perienced National Guard aviation personnel in its 29 obser-
vation squadrons were mobilized. Most Guard units were
stripped of many key personnel and reequipped with more
modern aircraft. Some of the early deploying squadrons
maintained a degree of unit integrity and cohesion. But most
lost their character and identity as Guard organizations.
Guard aviators, usually serving as individuals who had been
stripped from their prewar units, fought in every combat the-
ater and flew virtually every type of operational mission con-
ducted by the Army Air Forces (AAF). The most significant
wartime contribution of National Guard aviators was to
train and lead the large numbers of volunteer Airmen who
had entered the AAF during the war. That role was epito-
mized by Lt Col Addison Baker, a guardsman from Ohio,
who commanded the 93d Heavy Bombardment Group’s dar-
ing raid on Ploesti, Rumania. Colonel Baker’s heroic leader-
ship once again led to the posthumous award of the Medal of
Honor. Maj Donald Strait, a prewar enlisted member of
Pennsylvania’s 119th Observation Squadron, was officially
credited 13.5 kills of German aircraft during the war.

Despite the heroic success of Guard aviation personnel
during World War II, many senior officers in the AAF re-
mained skeptical of the usefulness of Guard aviation units in
postwar defense plans. Gen Henry “Hap” Arnold was a vocal
opponent of Guard aviation. He believed the guard could
not perform missions in modern aircraft because they lacked
the time to train and took too long to mobilize. He was
proved wrong in the coming years.

The Cold War Begins

On 18 September 1947 the Air National Guard was born
as an independent reserve component of the Air Force. Ini-
tially, servicemen returning from overseas met in civilian
clothes to form units and pursue their love of flight. These
units trained with outdated equipment and were poorly
funded. But the experienced aviators and maintainers re-
tained from the war allowed them to continue to expand the
Guard’s mission capabilities. However, the development of
the Air Guard into an effective military organization was
slowed by poor planning, inadequate funding, obsolescent
weapons systems, and squabbles between the Air Force and
the Air National Guard (ANG) over who was actually in
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charge of the ANG when its units weren’t called into federal
service. One senior Air Force general referred to the ANG
during this period as “flyable storage.”

The Korean War

The Air Guard mobilized 45,000 airmen in 66 of its flying
squadrons—over 80 percent of its total force—in support of
the war. Nearly 25 percent of those mobilized were in aircraft
control and warning squadrons. However, the call-up exposed
the weaknesses of all US military reserve programs, includ-
ing the ANG. It took three to six months for some Air Guard
units to become combat-ready. Some never did.

Eventually, the ANG made a substantial contribution to
the war effort and the Air Force’s global buildup. Although
initially unprepared and ill-equipped for combat, air guards-
men had flown 39,530 sorties and had destroyed 39 enemy
aircraft by the end of the war. Four air guardsmen became
aces, and 101 were either killed or declared missing in action.
Because of the lack of initial preparation for combat, senior
ANG and Air Force leaders became seriously committed to
building the ANG into an effective reserve component force.
The Guard began to receive modern equipment and funding
to shape it as an effective fighting force.

Developing an Operational Reserve

In addition to preparing for a possible world war with the
Soviet Union and its allies, the Air Guard began to build it-
self during the mid-1950s into what has been called an “op-
erational reserve” force in recent years. In 1953 it conducted
a successful experiment to augment the Air Defense Com-
mand’s runway alert program. The following year, that ex-
periment was placed on a permanent basis when 17 Guard
fighter squadrons began standing alert. It was the first time in
history that reserve units began assisting the Air Force in
peacetime in performing a major combat mission on a volun-
teer basis. During the following several years, the ANG added
special operations, acromedical airlift, air refueling, and stra-
tegic airlift operations to its portfolio despite Air Force senti-
ments that the Guard couldn’t handle large aircraft and
should stick with fighters. Very early on, air guardsmen be-
gan flying real operational sorties as volunteers, not just
training flights or waiting for a major mobilization to do bat-
tle with the Soviets, in those new mission areas.

Air guardsmen continued to play a major part in support-
ing America’s national interests overseas at the outset of the
Cold War. In April 1961 80 air guardsmen, serving as civilian
volunteers, trained exiled Cubans to fly old B-26 bombers
and transports during the Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba. The
Guardsmen volunteered for combat missions after the exiles
lost two B-26s on D-day.

In August 1961, Pres. John F. Kennedy ordered 148,000
guardsmen and reservists to active duty in response to the
Soviet blockade of Berlin. Twenty-one ANG tactical fighter
squadrons, four tactical reconnaissance squadrons, six air
transport squadrons, and a tactical control group were mobi-
lized for the Berlin Crisis. Once again, deficiencies in range
for the Guard’s fighter aircraft and lack of spare parts for
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maintenance caused United States European Command to
question the value of the Guard’s participation. Operation
Stair Step was needed to “island hop” more than 200 Air
Guard fighters to Europe. Beginning in the late 1950s, se-
lected ANG fighter squadrons began training to deliver tacti-
cal nuclear weapons, and some of its fighter interceptor units
were equipped with nuclear-tipped air defense missiles.

Vietnam and the Total Force

On 2 January 1968 Pres. Lyndon Johnson ordered the
mobilization of 9,343 ANG personnel in response to the
North Korean seizure of the American spy ship, the USS
Pueblo. Within 36 hours, approximately 95 percent of the
Air Guardsmen had reported to their units. Eight tactical
fighter groups, three tactical reconnaissance groups, and
three wing headquarters were mobilized. Four fighter squad-
rons were deployed to Vietnam. The 355th Tactical Fighter
Wing in Vietnam was officially an Air Force unit, but 85 per-
cent of its members were guardsmen. An additional 1,333
air guardsmen mobilized on 13 May 1968 in response to the
Communist’s Tet offensive in Vietnam. The Air Guard flew
approximately 30,000 sorties and 50,000 combat hours in
Southeast Asia.

The bitter end of the war in Vietnam, the mistrust in gov-
ernment institutions it generated, and the economic realities
of maintaining a large active duty force called for a new de-
fense strategy. In the wake of the Vietnam War, the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) adopted a Total Force policy in
1973. The Total Force policy was designed to hold down
costs as well as strengthen ties between the military and
American society by providing greater reliance on the Na-
tional Guard and Air Force Reserve. The concepts behind
the Total Force were developed and sold in the Pentagon by
Dr. Theodore Marrs, a former guardsman and Air Force re-
servist. Marrs, a senior aid to Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird, based his ideas largely on his service in the Air Reserve
Components (ARC). The strong political alliance forged be-
tween the regular and reserve forces helped the DOD achieve
its highest approval rating from the American people in de-
cades, and the unprecedented peacetime defense spending of
the Reagan administration helped modernize the Guard to
the highest readiness levels in its history up to that point.

The war in Vietnam stretched the Air Force’s ability to
maintain its commitments in Europe. As a result, the ANG
assumed aerial-refueling responsibilities for Air Force and
NATO fighters in Europe. Jet engines were added to ANG
KC-97 tankers so they could safely refuel modern Air Force
fighter aircraft on training missions over Europe. As one unit
would complete its service, another would arrive and con-
tinue operations. From 1967 to 1977, Operation Creek
Party—sustained primarily with volunteers on a rotational
basis—flew 6,512 accident-free sorties, completing 47,207
hookups, and off-loading 137,398,620 pounds of fuel. More
significantly, the operation demonstrated that the Air Guard
could sustain significant operational rotations overseas in
support of the Air Force without resorting to a politically
sensitive mobilization by the president or Congress. This ro-
tational philosophy, using a volunteer force, remains virtually
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unchanged today. The success of Operation Creek Party con-
tributed to the development of the Total Force policy to bet-
ter integrate active duty and reserve component forces.

As the drawdown of active duty forces continued after the
Vietnam War, some significant missions began to transition
to the Air National Guard. Air Guard KC-135 air refueling
tankers began participating in the Strategic Air Command’s
nuclear alert force in 1976. The ANG became the primary
airlifters for US SOUTHCOM in 1977. In 1978, rotating
ANG fighter squadrons assumed responsibility for the air de-
fense of the Panama Canal Zone and providing close air sup-
port for Army ground forces stationed there. During that
decade, two ANG units in New York and California transi-
tioned to the air rescue mission and began their distinguished
history of saving many lives in peace and war. Like the other
missions mentioned here, rescue was a full-time responsibil-
ity not a “weekend warrior” operation. Air National Guard
civil engineering squadrons built roads and schools in Cen-
tral America. In 1983 the 193d Special Operations Group,
Pennsylvania ANG, flew propaganda missions in its EC-130Es
over Grenada, aiding in the evacuation of American citizens
in Operation Urgent Fury. In 1988 the 109th Tactical Airlift
Group, New York ANG, began Operation Deep Freeze, flying
supplies to Antarctica in support of scientists from the Na-
tional Science Foundation.

Operation Just Cause, to expel Manuel Noriega, the dicta-
tor of Panama, and to install a democratically elected presi-
dent, was a success in part due to the efforts of the ANG. In
the 1990s air guardsmen manned radar stations and flew
fighter aircraft in Latin America to monitor and report sus-
pected drug-running aircraft.

The First Persian Gulf Crisis

The Persian Gulf Crisis saw 12,404 air guardsmen mobi-
lized to federal service. Of that number, 5,240 deployed to
Southwest Asia while another 6,264 served in the continental
United States, and 900 were assigned to Europe and other
overseas locations. Unlike previous mobilizations, the Air
Guard required no additional training or new equipment.
Air Guard fighters participated in the air campaign from the
first day. Additionally, it was the first time in the Air Guard’s
history that the majority of those called up were not mem-
bers of combat flying units—or any type of flying unit—they
were instead members of support units.

Air Guard F-16s flew 3,645 missions and dropped 3,500
tons of ordinance without losing a single aircraft to enemy
fire. Air Guard Special Operations EC-130s flew approxi-
mately 2,000 missions lasting some 8,000 hours. And the
Guard’s aerial tankers pumped over 250 million pounds of
fuel into more than 18,000 aircraft. Guard airlifters flew over
40,000 hours, transporting 55,000 people and 115,000 tons
of cargo.

The Post-Cold War Era

Driven by the Cold War’s end and the drawdown of the
active force, the Air Force relied increasingly on the ANG to
accomplish its global roles in American defense strategy. The
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ANG flying and support units participated in volunteer rota-
tions to maintain the no-fly zones over Iraq, provided hu-
manitarian assistance in Somalia and Rwanda, and sup-
ported peacekeeping forces in the Balkans and Haiti. Its
airlift and tanker forces continued to participate in the Air
Force’s global mobility operations on a daily basis. The Air
Guard established its first space unit in 1995. In 1997 the
ANG assumed responsibility for manning First Air Force,
which maintained the air defenses of the continental United
States against air-breathing threats. During Operation Allied
Force in 1999 our guardsmen answered the call once again.
Pres. Bill Clinton authorized the recall of 4,870 air guards-
men for the Kosovo Operation. The Presidential Selective
Recall brought 3,266 personnel to the fight—87 units re-
sponded. An additional 300 personnel volunteered who were
not part of the total tasking, and another 250 guardsmen
were mobilized at stateside locations. Air Guard KC-135s
logged 10,300 flying hours and flew 1,640 sorties to offload 50
million pounds of fuel to more than 5,100 receivers. And our
A-10s logged 3,073 hours and flew 558 sorties, delivering over
14,000 rounds of munitions.

9/11 and Beyond

America’s post—-Cold War sense of invulnerability as the
world’s only remaining superpower evaporated on 11 Sep-
tember 2001 when members of the al-Qaeda terrorist net-
work struck the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, kill-
ing some 3,000 human beings. Responding to the outrage,
Pres. George W. Bush declared a “Global War on Terror.” Air
Guardsmen played a critical role in the immediate US re-
sponse to those attacks and the long-term, worldwide mili-
tary actions against those aggressors and their supporters. In
the immediate aftermath of 9/11, guardsmen improvised a
greatly strengthened continental air-defense system on the fly
and bore the main burden of sustaining it under the auspices
of Operation Noble Eagle without sacrificing their critical
role in the Air Force’s Air and Space Expeditionary Force.
For example, by 29 March 2003 the ANG had flown 72 per-
cent of Noble Eagle’s fighter sorties and 52 percent of its
tanker sorties, while its fighter, tanker, airlift, special opera-
tions, combat search and rescue, Joint Surveillance Target
Attack Radar System (JSTARS), and combat-support units
played critical roles in the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Air
guardsmen flew 294,414 sorties accumulating 738,126 flight
hours for Noble Eagle, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, ad-
ditional AEF requirements, and other taskings between 11
September 2001 and 31 December 2006.

While fighting a continuing war against terrorists and their
sponsors, air guardsmen have also grappled in recent years
with the challenges associated with transforming their orga-
nization to meet the Air Force’s critical expeditionary war-
fighting requirements, growing homeland defense responsi-
bilities, and the needs of the governors to assist the states and
local communities in dealing with natural disasters, civil un-
rest, and the scourge of illegal drugs. The process has been
likened to performing major modifications on a sophisticated
warplane while flying a combat mission. In partnership with
the active force, air guardsmen have established innovative
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organizations like the “blended” 116th Air Control Wing in
Georgia and the Air Force’s 30th Airlift Squadron, an active
associate unit that now helps the Wyoming Air Guard’s 150th
Airlift Wing operate and maintain the latter’s C-130s. At
Langley AFB, Virginia, members of the Virginia Air Guard’s
192d Fighter Wing are preparing to become an associate or-
ganization of the 1st Fighter Wing and share responsibility
for flying and maintaining its brand new F-22A Raptors.
While pursuing these and other promising changes in its fly-
ing unit community, the Air Guard has worked hard to gain
a larger role in emerging mission areas, especially those asso-
ciated with Space as well as Intelligence, Surveillance, Recon-
naissance (ISR), and Information Warfare operations. Be-
cause of the multiple challenges posed by the Base Realignment
and Closure Commission, the Air Force’s Total Force Initia-
tive, the Quadrennial Defense Review, and recent defense bud-
get drills, we needed to “close the deal” on transformation
and are implementing a far-reaching plan to “reset” the Air
Guard with the help of our TAGs and the Air Force.

Our state missions and the necessity to work more closely
on them and homeland defense jointly with our Army Guard
counterparts have become increasingly high priorities in re-
cent years. Air guardsmen play key roles in our various Joint
Force State National Guard Headquarters across the country
and in the NGB’s Joint Staff, which were all established dur-
ing 2003. The growing emphasis on National Guard joint-
ness was dramatically displayed during the summer of 2005
when several hurricanes ravaged the Gulf Coast region of the
United States. From 30 August 2005 through 29 November
2005, Air Guard volunteers serving primarily in Title 32 US
Code status under the authority of various Emergency Man-
agement Assistance Compacts between the states flew 4,132
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airlift sorties in relief efforts for hurricanes Katrina and Rita,
carried 34,639 passengers and 11,496 tons of cargo, evacu-
ated 2,046 patients from the region while rescuing 23,604 en-
dangered people and moving them to local safe havens. In
June 2006 under Operation Jump Start, the first of some
6,000 Army and Air Guard volunteers began deploying to
the US border with Mexico at the request of President Bush
to help stem the flow of illegal migrants into this country.

A Challenging Future

The Air Guard is no longer viewed as a wartime-only mo-
bilization force. The ANG has gone from being seldom called
to first called. Today, air guardsmen actively participate in
virtually every expeditionary Air Force mission overseas
while helping to provide a strengthened defense of our home-
land and meeting the needs of state and local officials. Mod-
ernization remains a huge challenge, but we are working
closely with the Air Force to assure that our guardsmen ac-
tively participate in state-of-the-art, highly capable new
weapons systems, including the F-22A, the F-35, Predators,
C-17s, C-1307Js, space systems, and the planned Joint Cargo
Aircraft. We are pursuing new missions, including Space,
ISR, and Information Warfare while developing new organi-
zational formats for our units. The challenge is to accommo-
date these challenging transitions while maintaining the mili-
tia culture, community roots, and state roles of our Air Guard
units and promoting greater diversity in our force. All of this
must be accomplished while the Air Guard continues to play
a critical role in America’s global campaign against terrorists,
which promises to continue into the indefinite future.
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Learning Leadership

Ursula G. Lohmann, PhD

Successful leadership and adaptation feed on the opportu-
nity to learn. Good leaders never slack off learning, they
make it conscious, and they take every opportunity to apply
it. They even write about and publish their learning experi-
ences. Go to any popular bookstore and check out the man-
agement, leadership, and business sections. Of roughly 500
different titles, approximately two-thirds of them will repre-
sent significant learning by a leader.

What Is a Leader?

I lean toward Kevin Cashman’s perspective. A leader adds
something to the organization and is authentic in behavior
and contribution. Cashman advises leaders that to be effec-
tive, they must first be effective with themselves.! To be effec-
tive with themselves, leaders must first know themselves. This
is “authenticity” or the integration of the link between what
the leader says and does. Finally, leaders must create some-
thing of value. They must add to the organization. That is,
others in the organization must perceive the leader to have a
clear purpose and direction. To find clear purpose and direc-
tion, Cashman recommends a process of observation. “The
things that you regard as important surround you every day.
Open your eyes and observe how you spend your time. Study
and observe the people whom you admire.”?

In Robert Rosen’s Leading People, the leader is someone
who constantly questions assumptions about self and the
business, and who continually seeks new perspectives to in-
crease the organization’s capacity. Leaders also continually
learn from others—both healthy and unhealthy people—and
they integrate that learning into their thinking and relation-
ships. Further, they enable others to learn.? Both Cashman
and Rosen strongly link the leader’s development to every-
thing the leader has been exposed to; that is, leaders develop
well before they achieve the hierarchical designation of leader.
Leader is or ought to be synonymous with learner.

Warren Bennis echoes this sentiment in On Becoming a
Leader. He analyzed the leadership learning basics employed
by a variety of recognized, successful leaders and found four
lessons applicable to the learning leader. One, you are your
own best teacher. Two, accept responsibility for what you do
and what you learn. Blame no one else. Three, you can learn
anything you want to learn, and four, true understanding
comes from reflecting on your experience.*

How Do Leaders Learn Most Effectively?

Effective learning links more to where it brings us than to
the time or effort it has taken us to learn. Effective learning

catalyzes a discharge of pure mental energy. Traditional linear
learning processes do not help us understand the pure energy
gained from learning. Traditional learning processes do not
account for the learner’s “high,” achieved with the shift of
perspective. Take this example: the head of an organization
asks, “What can I do to motivate my people?” He or she re-
ceives as a response, “Seems to me, your people were moti-
vated when they came to you. They wanted a job, didn’t they?
What have you done in the meantime to mess that up?”® With
this last question, the leader learns much more than would be
provided by a simple, structured review of listening and think-
ing skills. With one response, the leader learned to shift his or
her entire perspective. The line, “What have you done to mess
that up?” in effect becomes a guiding stimulus to learning.
This stimulus helps the leader recall the value of examining
situations through different prisms and applying what’s
learned—a stimulus to continued self-directed learning.

Malcolm Knowles’s conceptualization of andragogy or
learning for adults is more effective than is traditional linear
learning processes in examining learning for leaders. Andra-
gogy assumes that mature learners are much more self-directed
than are children. This self-directed learning includes collabo-
ration and support among learners, resource people, and
peers,® but the responsibility for learning lies squarely with
the learner. Research based on Knowles’s work supports the
idea that self-directed learners select from nonlinear (also
known as limited available) alternatives in their current envi-
ronment. In short, they take their learning as opportunities
present themselves. As they mature, they also make their
learning opportunities. Mature leaders learn in the ambigu-
ous, nonlinear, and challenging twenty-first century where
they must integrate people, technology, and speed into their
own and supporting organizational outcomes. They would
certainly appear to profit greatly from the exercise of self-
directed learning. Such learning is highly consistent with the
Cashman, Rosen, and Bennis leader lessons described in the
last section.

Another perspective on self-directed learning comes from
the American psychotherapist, Carl Rogers (1902-1987). A
founder of humanistic psychology, he developed client-
centered therapy and personal encounter groups in which the
client directs the focus and pace of each session. He was one
of the first to simplify psychological concepts and did so to
return to ordinary people some sovereignty over their own
experience. In effect, his work concentrates on the “simple”
process of mutual understanding.” Carl Rogers’s personal re-
flections on learning demonstrate one man’s comprehension
and acceptance of the idea that he is interested only in learn-
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ing things that matter, or that have some significant influence
on his own behavior.® His experience as a teacher left him
largely with the sense that the outcomes of teaching were ei-
ther hurtful or unimportant. He observed his students taking
away more from his example than from his teaching.

Rogers’s inferences about learning as a self-directed activ-
ity effectively reframed teaching in a way that gives central
importance to the learner. What Rogers learned also effec-
tively frames the learning role of leaders. Rogers elicits self-
discovery in others by modeling the process and by refusing
to become defensive about it when criticized. He speaks his
views, emphasizing their “merely personal” nature. At the
same time he invites and elicits the reaction of others. He
seeks to be thought provoking but always to be reflective. He
defined his own growth as a leader of educators in terms of
learning things that matter or that had a significant influence
on his own behavior. Ken Blanchard’s 1997 book, Managing
by Values, describes these same behaviors as part of the devel-
opment experience of his protagonist.® Reflection and learn-
ing from experience undergird the examples of the book, as
they do in all Blanchard’s “One-Minute Manager” publica-
tions. Finally, Bellingham and Cohen in their book, Leader-
ship Myths and Realities, debunk the idea that leaders develop
people.’® They say the reality is that good leaders create an
environment that nurtures personal development in others.
The leader creates the environment in which others can learn
using the same self-directed and reflective methods so power-
ful for a leader.

Top-level leaders tend to work “high-ground” problems
often based in research and theory. Employees see these as
largely unimportant problems. Much more critical to them
are the “low-ground” problems that confuse and confound
them daily and appear to defy solution. Top-level leaders
without reflective, self-directed learning abilities may be
tempted “to provide the solution to the problem.” These lead-
ers miss the point that truly effective learning is self-directed
and reflective. They do not provide the example for employ-
ees to follow that would allow them to make connections be-
tween their daily problems and the higher-ground problems
faced by leaders. In short, they don’t allow their employees to
become leaders and learners in their own right. Self-directed
learning uses groups, personal relationships, and support of
all kinds. Often, it launches the learner upon a fascinating yet
perhaps frightening process, one in which the learner tries to
understand an ever-changing reality. Meg Wheatley, in Lead-
ership and the New Science, states that “Solutions, as quan-
tum reality teaches, are a temporary event, specific to a con-
text, developed through the relationship of persons and
circumstances.”!! But in organizations an ever-changing real-
ity is that for which organizations require leadership from all
levels—and if leadership from all levels, then learnership at
all levels.

It would be intuitively ridiculous to suppose that a self-
directed learner learns only once. Indeed Peter Senge’s work
on the subject of learning organizations and their resulting
improved bottom line says very clearly that learning is as con-
tinual as improvement in organizations.'? Continual improve-
ment, the battle cry of the twenty-first century, helps organi-

Sec 3-4 Lohmann.indd 134

134

zations adapt and grow in a rapidly changing world. In order
for organizations to evolve, the leader must liberate the tal-
ents and spirits of his employees to gain capacity to grow.
Capacity to grow, however, will only increase if the relation-
ships and environment set by the leader allow people to learn,
develop, and contribute. To sustain growth, people must be
willing to renew themselves at all times—prompted by the
behavior of the leader.

Studies on adult self-directed learning have found that
adult learners follow numerous paths and varieties of strate-
gies to learn on their own. In effect, they become opportunis-
tic learners. Self-directed learners, although frequently learn-
ing in a collaborative environment such as their professions,
careers, or organizations, have also been found to “represent
a qualitative evolvement of a person’s sense of cognitive defi-
nition and developmental readiness for ambiguous and non-
defined actions.”’® Military environments speak often of
readiness linked to the soldier, to equipment, to strategy.
Seminal to readiness in these areas is the readiness of leaders
at all levels to continue to learn. We talk about leaders lead-
ing leaders. We also need to actively participate as learners
learning from leaders as learners.

Another interesting finding from studies on self-directed
learning includes the three elements that characterize the au-
tonomous or self-directed learner: independence, the ability
to make choices, and the capacity to articulate the norms and
limits of an activity. At large, the literature on leadership and
leader development agrees that these characteristics factor
heavily in the making of a good leader. Stephen Brookfield,
well known in the field of critical-thinking research, found
self-directed learning to be equated with the exhibition of
critical reflection—another skill we value highly in leaders
and learners.'

Self-directed learners, too, have been found more fre-
quently to participate in collaborative activities such as team-
work, shared resources, and peer networks. To become an
executive with the Federal Senior Executive Service (SES),
leaders must demonstrate their abilities to work collabora-
tively, to lead people, influence the outcomes for their organi-
zations, manage the resources, and lead change. Under the
category of leading change, one significant component is
continual learning. To enter the SES requires demonstrated
attention to continual learning.

The arguments of educators notwithstanding, companies
find the leader’s role as a self-directed learner to be healthy
for the bottom line—whether you measure it in profit-margin
dollars or in mission accomplishment. Robert Slater’s book,
Jack Welch and the GE Way, relies heavily on examples of
learning, learning made conscious, and learning applied." In
it, Jack Welch recommends “passionate lunacy” on the issue
of quality, a topic that requires continuous learning by lead-
ers at all levels. He came to the passionate lunacy perspective
by assuming that he could attack the issue of quality by im-
proving speed, increasing productivity, and getting employ-
ees and customers more involved in the company—the mea-
sures of success. What he got was a fast and agile company
producing items that did not achieve quality goals. That real-
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ization launched the “passionate lunacy” that in turn
launched the highly regarded quality movement at GE.

Conscious Learning

To review so far, leaders must be learners. The best learn-
ers use the environment around them to learn, and the best
are self-directed and reflective learners. Such individuals learn
consciously, applying the kaleidoscope of memories, preju-
dices, hopes, habits, and emotions that constantly expand
and enrich our lives. These do not aggregate as so many
building blocks. Much like the actual sophisticated and intri-
cate network of integrated cells and brain structure that com-
prise our ability to act consciously, we synthesize areas of
learning to generate new meaning within a context.'® Con-
scious learning often generates new business. For instance,
the 24-hour day isn’t news to the military, but to the economy
at large it’s a tremendous change. To the business leaders liv-
ingin it, it’s a challenge in managing time, sleep, and the busi-
ness needs of the organization. It’s even given rise to new
services, such as a car-starting service for night-shift employ-
ees in St. Cloud, Minnesota, who encounter frozen car bat-
teries when leaving work.!” These new services demonstrate
the benefits of conscious learning—finding and filling an un-
filled need to make a profit!

Every learner recognizes intuitively the experiences of
learning. Often these experiences link back to emotions and
prejudices. To be most effective, learning must also be con-
scious—that is, you must know what you have learned. To do
that, Rogers found it necessary to drop his own defensiveness
and to try to understand the experience the way it seems or
feels to another person—also a requirement of critical think-
ing. If we have consciously learned, we have an attitude sup-
portive of learning and reflect critically upon our prejudices,
hopes, habits, and emotions. Conscious learning, of course,
assumes the freedom to learn as well as the ability to navigate
between the external and the internal worlds.

Carl Gustav Jung always insisted that psychoanalysis was
a branch of education. Consider these words in light of orga-
nizations and traditional leader versus employee roles—roles
that we recognize to be deadly to organizational health! Edu-
cation is the self-learning process, training is what others make
you do. Taken into another context, leadership is a self-learning
process; employeeship is what others make you do. The job
titles people give themselves are good indicators that they ac-
tively engage in the self-learning process. These include Prin-
cess of Persuasion (aka director of sales and marketing);
Chief Lizard Wrangler (aka associate general council/man-
ager); and Manager of Mischief (aka manager of marketing
and communications).

J. Kermit Campbell, president and chief executive officer
of Herman Miller, Inc., which has a worldwide reputation for
modern furniture design and was featured in Max DuPrees’s
Leadership Is an Art, applied several of his own learnings to
help employees grow. One, help employees get over being
afraid of the new freedom to contribute—for example, go out
and meet each one. Two, demonstrate that you don’t have all
the answers and are willing to join with employees in taking
risks—for example, accept and share your imperfections;
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and, finally, nurture employees—for example, Campbell uses
management coaches to help employees facilitate their proj-
ects. He says the inability to admit weakness or ignorance
gets in the way of taking risks and growing on the job. Camp-
bell calls this liberating the human spirit. Not all stories of
learning have happy endings and learning doesn’t guarantee
success. In 1995 Campbell resigned from his position. The
company’s profitability had been down, causing Campbell to
cut key executives. This was too much for the midwest com-
pany that had never experienced such changes. Says Camp-
bell of this experience, “Maybe next time I will be less patient
with those in management who were uncooperative or inca-
pable of making changes fast enough.”'® Even in this setback,
Campbell reflects on what he can learn from the situation.

In effect, we should be allowing our employees to take the
opportunities to educate themselves. This implies that they
have the freedom to think both reflectively and critically. For
instance, a recent benchmarking study of highly successful,
nationally known business schools showed clearly that suc-
cess in placement of graduates linked strongly to a school
and workplace partnership.”” The students were required to
work real problems within the environment of the organiza-
tion and they received a grade for their efforts. This is an ex-
ample of the interdependent learning that adults favor. No
wonder this method is gaining in popularity. It allows adult
learners free range to practice thinking skills, especially criti-
cal thinking, while getting credit for learning.

Learning Applied

Learners must recognize and practice critical thinking.
Much more than logical analysis, critical thinking involves
calling into question many of our underlying assumptions,
habitual ways of thinking and acting, and being ready to act
differently on the basis of what we’ve learned. Critical think-
ing is evident every time employees (who think of themselves
as leaders!) challenge the effectiveness of a certain process or
technique and every time managers readily jettison outmoded
organization designs or norms. Critical thinking is not criti-
cizing. Critical thinking is a core activity of self-directed
learning, assuming openness, innovation, and a future of
possibilities. In Rogers’s terms, critical thinking gives central
importance to the learner. Above all, critical thinking is a
conscious process. The outcomes of both critical thinking
and learning ought to be a change in the assumptions of
yourself and the world (in other words, perspective) and a
corresponding change in behavior and relationships—both
consciously derived.

We trace our English language roots of the word learn
back to Gothic and Saxon times where words expressed
learning in these concepts: to become awake, to become
whole, to become unbound, to become full, to trace out. The
word lead traces its roots back to Icelandic, Swedish, Ger-
man, and Italian languages. The concepts expressed were a
process: to pass or move along, to glide along, to undergo,
endure, suffer, and to accompany or go on the way with.?
The leader recognizes the experiential nature of these words
as part of the leader’s learning process. The leader also recog-
nizes the personal responsibility inherent in these concepts.
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Leaders as learners increasingly are becoming more criti-
cal to organizations as the workplace becomes flatter and
more dependent on every available bit of knowledge capital.
A substantial key to success is knowing your people, your
business, and yourself, and learning from and working with
the complexities revealed. If learning is an art, then leading
while learning is performance art. The legitimacy of both
learning and leading rests more on accomplishing desired
outcomes than the “correct” method of getting there. To ac-
commodate the ever-changing realities of organizational life,
leaders must be learners—exceptional leaders who are also
exceptional learners give their organizations the edge in to-
day’s ultra-competitive environment.
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Leading/Valuing Diversity

Sandra A. McGruder

A major concern of the Air Force, as well as corporate
America, is how to deal with the changing demographics of
the American workforce. Based on the article titled, “New
and Improved Workplace Diversity Initiatives for the Bottom
Line,” written by Dr. Samuel Betances and Dr. Laura M.
Torres Souder, of Souder, Betances and Associates, Inc., the
future is screaming at us with new demographic trends that
announce a new world reality in which to do business. The
changing face of America requires a positive response. Part
of that response is the implementation of diversity initiatives
in the workplace. For real organizational change to occur,
three conditions must be met: (1) there must be dissatisfac-
tion with the way things are; (2) there must be a vision of
where the organization wants to go and a process by which to
get there; and (3) insightful, visionary leaders who will em-
brace the challenge of change while seeking a more prosper-
ous and profitable future.

One Air Force solution to the shifting patterns and poten-
tial problems caused by changing demographics in the Amer-
ican workforce is for the total force to receive instruction in
understanding diversity. Now that we have downsized and
rightsized the Air Force, it is imperative that we recruit, train,
educate, and retain the best and brightest individuals that
America has to offer.

The rapidly changing global environment in which we live
and work and the challenge brought about by the realities of
the future workforce are important issues for profit and non-
profit entities alike. If America is to remain competitive in the
future, it is critical that we understand how to manage a di-
verse workforce to assist us in meeting the challenges of ac-
celerating change and exploding technological advances. The
overall impact of changing workforce demographics is that
each organization, if it is to prosper, must be prepared to deal
with diverse cultural values brought to the workplace. Man-
agers must create a hospitable climate that reduces dysfunc-
tional tensions by promoting respect and productive team-
work. With this in mind the following four tools are presented
for leading/valuing diversity:

1. The first tool essential to lead/value diversity is to form
a common ground or shared set of assumptions within which
we communicate. In most work situations, you will have peo-
ple of different ages, race, sex, religions, personalities, and so
on; however, the organization normally has a vision, goals,
rules, and regulations that govern what it does based on the
mission. When we don’t establish a common ground for com-
munication, we have mass confusion with everyone going in
different directions.

2. After forming a common ground, we must expel ste-
reotypes. “Younger employees are wet behind the ears, know
nothing, have no respect or loyalty, lack experience, therefore
have no credibility and can’t be trusted with much responsi-
bility. Older employees are less motivated to work hard, they
are nothing but deadwood, resistant to change, can’t learn
new methods/technology, they reach a plateau after 40,
should be fired after 50, and are ‘fire proof.”” These are ex-
amples of age stereotypes from Workforce Americal Manag-
ing Employee Diversity as a Vital Resource by Marilyn Loden
and Judy B. Rosener. In order to manage diversity, we must
increase awareness and expel stereotypes. Stereotypes ignore
differences among the individuals in a group; therefore, there
is no room in the workplace for stereotypes.

3. Next, we must acknowledge differences. People are dif-
ferent and there is no way to make them fit into a single mold;
nor is there any reason to. In order to effectively manage a
diverse workforce, we must acknowledge differences. (We
may have differences of opinion about individuals such as
Rush Limbaugh and Louis Farrakhan, but we should accept
the fact that we share different views, and respect our right to
have them.) We should focus more on the things we have in
common.

4. Finally, we should use everyone’s experience and back-
ground as a resource. Diversity of experience and background
ensures diverse ways of looking at problems. Effective man-
aging of all human resources can result in higher productiv-
ity, survival in a world of competition, improved perfor-
mance, more creativity, more innovations, and reduced
turnover and absenteeism. Giving emphasis to diversity with-
out threatening our unity is the proper way we, in fact,
strengthen the ties that bind us together. Communication,
sensitivity, mutual respect, and common trust are the primary
ingredients of social cohesiveness in a democratic society.

Diversity should not be used interchangeably or synony-
mously with equal employment opportunity (EEO)) or affir-
mative action (AA). EEO/AA is the law based on the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, Title VII. This body of law provides a
clear-cut set of guidelines that all organizations and employ-
ers must comply with regarding objective hiring, promotion,
and treatment practices. The goal of diversity is about shap-
ing new systems, not about demeaning groups who have ben-
efited from past imbalances. The reason is simple: diversity is
a good management tool. There is nothing to be gained by
poisoning relationships. The goal of leading/valuing diversity
is to heal, to build, to shape new nonracist, nonsexist, nondis-
criminatory systems.

This article was prepared especially for AU-24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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In summary, managing a changing mosaic workforce re-
quires more flexibility and more understanding than does
managing a more homogeneous workforce. We have to learn
the W. Edwards Deming quality principles and how to em-
power our employees. We have to encourage their ideas and
suggestions. We must reward outstanding performance and
support the professional and personal needs of others. We
are faced with a variety of management challenges based on
the life experiences and socioeconomic factors of workforce
members. We can be a more effective Air Force if we keep
these differences in mind when we develop both short-term
and long-range strategic plans. We must be cognizant that
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what works to motivate or reward employees of one group
does not necessarily work for other groups. Organizations
that understand these flexibilities and design programs to
meet the needs of all their workers, as well as those of poten-
tial employees, will have a competitive advantage in recruit-
ing and retaining the highest quality workers. We want to
make the Air Force an organization where the best qualified
want to work. We should promote and recognize diversity as
a key component of mission success. The future will bring
only more diversity and with it will come the additional need
to build an Air Force culture of sustained mutual respect and
understanding.
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Organizational Dimension

The objective of the organizational dimension is to develop knowledge of the-
ories, skills, techniques, and strategies needed to accomplish the mission. The
organizational structure used in the Air Force is like most large and diversified
organizations. It consists of an administrative and functional structure organized
to perform a mission. The organizational dimension of Concepts for Air Force
Leadership emphasizes getting the job done in the most practical yet effective
way possible. In other words, the emphasis is primarily on achieving the mission
or outcomes.

The Organizational Dimension falls into three sections. The readings appear-
ing in the first section illustrate organizational leadership, executive-level strategy,
and the characteristics of leaders within an organization. The relationship of
leadership principles and the nature of organizations are also addressed.

The second section explores the symbiotic relationship of leadership and man-
agement while illustrating a host of useful skills and techniques, including innovation.
Military organizations have significantly contributed to the development of the
leadership/management interface. For example, much of the management literature
reflects military concepts of control, organization, chain of command, line and staff
relationships, professional development, and planning. Therefore, management is an
essential component of the military leader’s exercise of leadership, and by necessity,
interjects the rigors of that science into the art of leadership. Since an effective
leader must also be a manager, this section in addition deals with bureaucracy and
structure together in the modern not-for-profit organization.

The third section provides examples of the actual practice of leadership. Insights
and leadership profiles are considered to provide information and commentary on
leadership in action within the context of the organizations leaders serve.
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A Proven Process to Fix “Broke” Organizations

Peter A. Land

Truism: We are all flawed. Organizations are made up of
flawed people. Therefore, all organizations are flawed. How-
ever, the slang term “broken” refers to organizations with suf-
ficient problems, distractions, and confusion, which result in
more failures than successes, more people looking for an-
other job than looking for better ways to “wow” the customer,
and more conflict than teamwork. We have all seen or experi-
enced broken organizations.

During my 24 years as an Air Force officer, plus the past
23 years as an international management consultant, I have
learned many valuable lessons (some the hard way) to get ail-
ing organizations focused, functioning, and successful. The
following process has produced positive results in for-profit
and nonprofit businesses: military units, volunteer associa-
tions, churches, schools, even Little League sports and the
Cub Scouts. The purpose of this article is to share this proven
process with you.

Background

In order for an organization to be successful, the leaders
must ensure that the following four major performance fac-
tors are in place. Conversely, if any one of these key factors
has not been established, failure is inevitable and the organi-
zation will be broken.

1. All the required skills must be in place for personnel to
perform their tasks properly. Education, in its purest form, is
the transfer of concepts and principles. The output of educa-
tion is knowledge. We demonstrate our knowledge by dis-
cussing the concepts and principles intelligently and by pass-
ingexaminations. Education usually takes place in a classroom
setting.

Training, on the other hand, is the transfer of skills, which
provides the ability to actually perform. I learned the pro-
found difference between education and training (knowledge
and ability) when I was in Air Force pilot training during the
late 1950s. Half of each workday we spent in a classroom
learning aerodynamics, meteorology, engineering, and so
forth. We routinely had to pass tests to ensure that we under-
stood the concepts and principles. However, the other half of
the day, we were strapped into single-engine jet planes, where
we developed such skills as safely landing the aircraft. Sur-
prisingly, we had a few people in our class who made As on
every test but failed to graduate as Air Force pilots because
they never mastered the skill of landing a plane. They were
bright, hard-working people, but they are not pilots today
because they did not have the requisite skills. Key point—

performance tends to be skill-based, not knowledge-based.
In truth, the people who look to you for leadership really do
not care what you know about the leadership concepts, prin-
ciples, or models. The deeper question is “When you sit down
across the table next week, do good things happen as a direct
result of your leadership skills?”

I am sure you have found, as I have, people who have con-
siderable knowledge but lack the discreet skill sets needed to
actually do the job. Always train against the deficit or defect;
all good training should begin with a needs assessment to
identify the gaps or deficits. We cannot afford to spend time
and money teaching people skills they already possess. Nor
should we spend scarce training dollars to teach people skills
they do not need. Focus training on the skills needed, not
those already in place.

2. After a person is adequately trained, he or she must be
motivated to perform. Motivation results from consequences.
Positive tangible consequences include pay, benefits, bonuses,
and so forth. Positive intangible consequences are those feel-
ings of pride and high self-esteem that are the result of praise,
pats-on-the-back, awards, and so forth; the list is long. Nega-
tive tangible consequences are letters of reprimand, poor per-
formance appraisals, and termination notices. Negative in-
tangible consequences result when one is embarrassed by
being criticized or by making a mistake.

Imagine that everyone has in their head a “mental balance
scale.” On one side of the scale, people place the value they
give to their organization with their skills, knowledge, and tal-
ents—they value their contributions to the organization. On
the opposite side of the scale, they place all the consequences
(positive, negative, tangible, and intangible) they receive from
the organization. As long as that value equation is in a state of
balance or equilibrium, people are willing and motivated to
continue to contribute. However, if this scale shifts into an
unbalanced relationship (“I am putting a lot more into this
organization than I am getting from the organization”)—mo-
tivation, willingness, enthusiasm, commitment all go “south”
with the speed of light. When this imbalance of consequences
occurs in the minds of our people, there are two inevitable
results. They leave the organization (the best, most talented
people leave first); we call this phenomenon “hemorrhaging
your talent.” And if employees do not leave—they stay, sadly
because they cannot leave. Often the people you would rather
have leave, must stay for financial reasons, becoming “bottom-
feeders.” They become experts at what is not their job: they
come to work late, reluctantly and go home early, enthusiasti-
cally. In such organizations, the parking lot is an unsafe place
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to be at quitting time! Bottom-feeders have a culture of medi-
ocrity which creates “broken” organizations.

As we reflect on the first two factors, training and motiva-
tion, we understand the truism: You cannot motivate an un-
trained person! The following exaggerated example defines
the enormous difference between training and motivation.
For over 40 years, I have been an active pilot, with over 12,000
flying hours. My next-door neighbor, Mike, is a very intelli-
gent and successful president of his construction company.
He has told me many times that he has always wanted to learn
to pilot a plane, but has just never had the opportunity. Fact:
he is smart but untrained as a pilot. Let’s see if I can motivate
him to perform (fly my plane today solo) by providing over-
whelming positive and negative consequences. “Mike, if you
fly my plane today solo, I will give you $10 million cash”
(highly motivational positive consequence). “However, if you
fail to do so, I will put you in jail for the rest of your life
(negative consequences for nonperformance). Will he perform
[fly]? Of course not! Regardless of the motivational conse-
quences, no performance occurs, because Mike is untrained.
While this is an outrageous example, I have seen companies
lose customers and good employees shortly after implement-
ing the cost-cutting policy of trimming the training budget to
bare bones, purchasing cheap (poor) training, and adding a
few dollars to the incentive program and commission struc-
ture. The customer fires the “broken” organization because
the employees are untrained to perform to the demands or
expectations of the customer. The only way to create skills
(ability) is through effective training—there is no other way.

Truism: Good training is inherently motivational. When
people experience excellent training, they internalize (own)
the valued skills, and they use and develop those skills, re-
sulting in high performance. The high performance builds
self-esteem, reduces stress, and “wows” the customer, who
then buys your products and services. Some of the most val-
ued, positive, intangible consequences, which are highly mo-
tivational, are the feelings of accomplishment, pride, and
enhanced self-worth, plus the attendant praise and affirma-
tion. Despite rumors to the contrary, good training is inher-
ently motivational, but motivational consequences will never
create skills.

3. Once people are well-trained and highly motivated,
they must have all the resources necessary to accomplish their
tasks. Resources include equipment, tools, time—the massive
array of things we need and use in applying our skills. Failure
to provide resources results in a work stoppage known as task
interference. People involved in purchasing and maintenance
are responsible for preventing task interference problems.

From a manager’s perspective, their resources are trained,
motivated people. If an employee is sufficiently unmotivated
and calls in sick when not, or reports to work but is untrained
to accomplish the job, then the boss has task interference, be-
cause the boss lacks trained, motivated employees. Task inter-
ference, whether it is due to broken equipment or broken em-
ployees, is one of the major causes of broken organizations.

4. The fourth puzzle piece in completing the performance
picture is timely and appropriate feedback, both positive
and corrective. In developing people Dr. Ken Blanchard
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strongly believed in the power of feedback to motivate and
inspire people.

The most important point to remember about these four
ingredients of successful performance (ability, willingness,
resources, and feedback) is the fact that all are required for
success. If any one factor is absent, the entire performance
shuts down—don’t train, nothing happens; train but don’t
motivate, nothing happens; train, motivate, but fail to pro-
vide resources, nothing happens. Finally, train, motivate, and
provide resources but keep your people in the dark without
timely feedback, and performance will shut down. Leaders
must take action to ensure that all four components are in
place in order to fix broken organizations.

The Proven Process

The following steps, when followed precisely, tend to re-
solve each of the four performance factors by developing
skills, stimulating creativity, and enhancing teamwork, com-
munication, and trust.

1. Everyone, from the chairman of the board to the jani-
tor, must know the MISSION of the organization. If you
were to ask anyone in the organization “What is our mis-
sion?” you should get identical replies. Don’t ask for your
mission; it’s our mission. The “your” idea keeps people fo-
cused too low in the organization; they often think you are
asking for their job description. This focus tends to draw at-
tention to the differences in jobs, titles, perks, and so forth. In
contrast, the “our” mission question tends to expand the
thinking to concepts employees collectively share—our mis-
sion. If people think our mission, the answer should be the
same from every person, every time.

The Steelcase Corporation manufactures some of the fin-
est office furniture in the world. I am told if you were to ask
any employee at any level “What is our mission?” the response
would be the same, “We deliver quality products, on time, pe-
riod.” If you were to further ask “What do you personally do
to accomplish our mission at Steelcase?” the answers would
be as varied as the number of different job descriptions. But
every job, every effort at every level, exists for one over arch-
ing purpose—"to deliver quality products on time, period.”

While we have all seen the verbose and complex mission
statements in reception rooms, those formal etchings should
be captured in succinct, no-nonsense statements that every-
one can own and internalize. The mission is part of the orga-
nization’s DNA.

2. After everyone owns the organization’s mission, the
next question the leader asks is “What are the measures of
merit, the metrics we use to keep score of how well we are
accomplishing our mission?” The metrics run the gamut from
dollars, to souls saved, to bad guys captured, to points on a
scoreboard—the list is lengthy.

3. The third question may require some research: “Where
are we today with respect to these metrics? Where were we
one, two, or three years ago?” This forces a look at the history
of the organization, requiring subtle facilitation skills. For
example, you might say “The trends reveal that we are a
learning organization in that the mistakes we make are usu-
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ally temporary, but the lessons they teach us are permanent.
Let’s set a goal for next year, since we expect to be smarter
and better than this year.”

4. In facilitating the goal-setting process, you accomplish
more by asking instead of telling. For the purpose of this
article I will not identify a specific topic to demonstrate the
classic goal-setting process. The organization will have little
difficulty selecting those particular issues of greatest values—
profit, cost reduction, accident prevention, percent of cus-
tomer retention, games won, cases solved—the list is limit-
less. What follows is a process for setting meaningful goals
irrespective of the organization’s mission. Goals must be:

S - Specific, not vague or general.

M - Measurable—using the agreed upon metrics.

A - Achievable with stretch. If the goal does not challenge
everyone and get them up on “mental tiptoes,” you will never
tap their resources of energy and creativity. And if it’s not
challenging, there is no real sense of pride in achieving it.

R - Realistic. The goals must be in the realm of the possi-
ble—with stretch. If a goal is perceived to be completely un-
attainable, it becomes a reverse motivator; people won’t even
try! People will not passionately pursue assured failure. They
are less demoralized by failure if they know “We could have
done it, but we really didn’t try!” So, there is a fine balance
between a stimulating challenge (stretch) and a guaranteed
failure. Work to find that critical balance.

T - Trackable over time. Establish milestones throughout
the life of the goal to measure progress. For example, if the
goal is to be completed in 12 months, define quarterly mile-
stones. Note the goal-setting acronym: SM AR T.

The best format for drafting goals is: To (verb) (single re-
sult) (specifications) (by date) (limitations or constraints). For
example: to reduce customer complaints by 40 percent by 1
November 2006 without spending more than $10,000. Don’t
use fluffy verbs like zo try or to attempt. Be sure the verbs are
solid like, “to produce, to build, to create, to achieve.” In his
leadership style, Abraham Lincoln believed that unless goals
were properly set they would not be fully developed.

Despite how professionally a goal is written, nothing good
happens until an action plan is created, with a specific se-
quence of tasks to be achieved, resources to be allocated, and
individuals or departments to be held accountable. The ac-
tion plans are the legs upon which goals stand. All of these
steps are completed by the leader asking questions—not tell-
ing. For example, “Now that we have a meaningful goal pre-
pared, what steps are required?

On a flip chart write “What action steps are required?”
Write the number 1 on the chart and turn to the group and say
nothing. Soon someone will offer an action step. Write that
input beside number 1, then write number 2 and ask “What
else?” Continue the brainstorming process; flood the charts
with ideas. Proper sequences and organization will follow.

Once the goals and action plans have been created through
the process of facilitation, the group tends to sense owner-
ship; the goals and action plans become theirs. Now we get to
the business of accomplishing the first milestones of the ac-
tion plan. In most cases when a goal and action plan are well
designed by the people who must accomplish them, and the
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skills, motivation, resources and feedback factors are in place,
formerly “Broken” organizations began to move in a positive,
productive, and healthy direction.

Successfully reaching the first milestone is a crucial event.
Since the group might be learning new skills, I suggest the
first target be a bit conservative, not embarrassingly low, but
low enough to be reasonably assured the group will “win.”
Upon achieving the first “victory,” the leader’s role becomes
critically important. Gather together everyone who partici-
pated in reaching the milestone: buy coffee and doughnuts to
celebrate. Imagine everyone is gathered on a “platform of
success.” Then, the leader assumes an all-important coaching
role. Experience tells me the following process is very power-
ful; I encourage you to adhere to it precisely.

Get a flip chart and marker. Write on the chart “What did
[we or you] do well while achieving this first milestone.” (If
you, the leader, were actively involved in the work, you can
appropriately ask “What did we do well?” If you were not
personally involved, you should ask “What did you (the
group) do well?” Write the number 1 on the chart, turn to the
group, and keep your mouth shut. If you, the leader, answer
the question, the group will not. Live with the awkward si-
lence. Soon, someone will say “We had a problem with. . .”
We tend to focus on the negative (bad news). Say “Let’s don’t
discuss that just yet. What did the group do well?” Drive them
to the positive. Invariably, someone will mention some posi-
tive aspects of the work. Thank him or her, write the input on
the chart, and then write number 2. Turn to the group and
say “What else?” Resist the temptation to contribute your
thoughts—they come later.

Someone will offer another positive comment. Write that
at number 2. Write number 3 and again ask “What else?” Be-
fore long you will have several flip charts full of “good news”
the group has shared. After the group appears to have shared
all the positive inputs, then and only then, do you, the leader,
offer your input. Post the charts around the room. Self-esteem
is high; the group is beginning to bond as a team.

On the next flip chart, write these words: “If [we or you]
could accomplish this task again, what would [we or you] do
differently, if anything?” The phrasing is important; this is a
less threatening way to deal with errors/mistakes/defects which
are negatively loaded terms that tend to create defensiveness.

Write number 1 on the chart, face the group and say noth-
ing. There may be moments of nervous silence. Eventually, a
risk-taker will offer a suggestion for a minor improvement
which represents a test for the leader. If the leader shows dis-
approval or disdain for that person or the input, sadly the
meeting is over; no one else will speak. On the other hand, if
the leader thanks the contributor for his or her input, writes
it beside number 1, and then writes number 2, turns and asks
“What else?”—good things begin to happen. Soon, someone
else will offer more serious input. Thank him or her and write
this input at number 2. Write number 3, and ask “What else?”
If you handle the key process with sensitivity, the real issues
will soon emerge. These “true confessions” represent the ma-
jor problems that need to be identified and worked.

After everyone else has contributed to the “what-would-
we-do-differently” list, then you, the leader, offer your ideas,
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while at the same time being supportive of the team’s sugges-
tions. Post the charts on the wall.

On the next flip chart write “What have [we or you] learned
about our operation?” Write number 1, and continue asking
“What else?” The lessons learned will shock you. The group
is learning both from the good and bad news, problems are
worked, and the team continues to bond. After the coaching
session, adjust the strategy to incorporate the lessons learned
and attack the second milestone.

At the second milestone, have another coffee, doughnut or
coaching session. Adjust the strategy as needed and continue
to move forward with the action plan. I can assure you that
the aforementioned process will produce laudable results.

Here is the most important step and the most difficult to
accomplish—the leader takes no credit, none, for the suc-
cesses, but personally accepts the blame for mistakes, defects,
and flaws. If leaders have their egos firmly under control,
they will be able to do this. When they do, loyalty, passion,
creativity, and organizational excellence will follow. Sadly
some insecure leaders simply must feed their egos or justify
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their pay to their board of directors. They very skillfully skim
off the lion’s share of the credit for themselves, while spread-
ing the blame for problems to subordinates. One inevitable
result of this strategy is that loyalty, commitment, and excel-
lence wither. These organizations will soon be added to the
scrap heap of “broken” organizations.

Great leaders bring out the best in others. They are pas-
sionate about the mission and find joy in developing skills
and motivating others. Great leaders infect the culture with a
selflessness that inspires others to do likewise. Truly, great
leaders simply execute the fundamentals perfectly—elevate
the mission, provide the skills and resources, facilitate the
goal-setting of the action planning process, then coach to
trap the lessons learned. Finally, they share the praise and
personally accept accountability for the mistakes. There are
no “bottom-feeders” in outstanding organizations, only high
performers who come to work early, enthusiastically and go
home late, reluctantly. I have a personal bias that everyone
wants to win. Teams of high performers accomplish their
missions with excellence and have fun doing it—they win!
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Organization Theory for Leaders

Dr. Frank R. Hunsicker

Organization theory is more than just an academic pursuit, it is a primary requisite for good leadership. This article helps meet that require-
ment by viewing organizations as a part of a broader, total environment and provides insight into how organizations interact with specific
sectors of their environment. It concludes with an analysis of the role of top leadership organizations.

In this century society has become a society of organiza-
tions.! The growth of civilization is really a study of the abil-
ity of people to organize in a meaningful way. Major con-
tributors to military history such as Alexander the Great,
Napoléon, and Clausewitz recognized and capitalized on the
importance of organizations. The leader of today, even more
than in the past, must have a basic understanding of the fac-
tors affecting organizations.

What are organizations? What are their traits, and how do
they function? These are fundamental questions for those
who study organizations. They are also vital questions for
those who call themselves leaders, for leaders exist only in re-
lation to some sort of organization. Since leaders are charged
to organize, direct, and control the elements of an organiza-
tion, they should certainly understand that which they are
charged to lead. Understanding organizations is more than
just an academic pursuit, it is a primary requisite for good
leadership. This article helps meet that requirement.?

To understand something of organizations one must ap-
proach the subject in a logical fashion. Therefore, this article
first looks at organizations as a part of broader, total envi-
ronment. Next, it reviews how organizations interact with
specific sectors within this external environment; and last, it
catalogues the basic internal traits of organizations as a basis
for examining the role of the leader. Although the theory pre-
sented herein relates to both corporate and military organiza-
tions, it specifically isolates those unique aspects which dif-
ferentiate them.

To begin, however, one must first define an organization,
and this brief composite serves as an excellent introduction:
“An organization is essentially a separate and distinct group
of people (and resources) that have been brought together for
a common purpose or objective. Furthermore, the interaction
of its members is consciously coordinated toward accom-
plishing a common objective.” For example, the United States
Air Force is a separate and distinct organizational entity. It
has a common objective of providing defense for the country
and its resources. The employment of pilots, mechanics,
ground crews, and aircraft have all been coordinated toward
that objective. A similar description could be made about
tactical wings and squadrons and, with slight changes in ter-
minology, we could discuss IBM or US Steel.

An Organization and Its Environment

Although the foregoing definition stated that organiza-
tions were essentially separate, distinct entities, it did not say
that organizations are autonomous and completely inde-
pendent of their environment. Indeed they are not. Dr. Wil-
liam B. Wolf, in his article “Reflections on the Theory of
Management,” observes that “the organization cannot be
isolated from the broader society of which it is a part.® Philip
Selznick states that “an organization is adaptive—adapting
to influence upon it from an external environment,”* and
Chester I. Barnard, writing in The Functions of the Executive,
notes that “the very survival of an organization depends on a
proper environment equilibrium.”?

Figure 1 is a graphic example of this delicate balance.
Note that the arrows depict a continual interchange between
the organization and its environment. For example, if the or-
ganization is a business firm, it must advertise and sell its
product to customers who are in the broader environment. If
the firm cannot sell its product, it will not survive. Therefore,
a business firm draws its very sustenance from the environ-
ment, and if it cannot, it ceases to be a viable organization.
Similarly, a military organization must satisfy the political
environment from which it draws the budget which is impera-
tive to its resource base.

This environmental interchange is continuous. A firm
sends its product out to customers, and the customers return
revenues to the firm when they buy its product. Employees
are hired from the environment, and federal laws impose cer-
tain constraints on how the firm can treat them. In fact, this
relationship is so complex and so critical it is well to note
various sectors of the environment with which this interac-
tion takes place.

For our discussion, the environment will be limited to
five primary sectors: economic, cultural, political, competi-
tive, and technological. Others could be added such as in-
ternational, local communities, and other organizations. To
interact with these primary sectors means an organization
must function within a complex of structures and condi-
tions. To demonstrate this interchange, consider how a com-
mercial firm interacts with the various sectors of its envi-
ronment. Later, this same analysis will be made with
military organizations.

This article was prepared especially for AU-24, Concepts for Air Force Leadership.
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Figure 1. An Organization and Its Environment

While a business firm generally interacts with all of the
primary sectors, its main emphasis is on making a profit.
Since it is essentially an economic organization, its executives
carefully define a particular segment of the economic envi-
ronment they want to exploit; analyze market demands of
the cultural sector for a particular product; and initiate orga-
nizational policies to encourage that market to buy their
product. If people buy their product and if sales are good,
revenue is returned to the firm and the interchange continues.
If the product is not bought, sales suffer and the firm must
somehow adjust. For example, American automobile manu-
facturers are currently adjusting to a changing demand in the
economic environment by manufacturing smaller cars. But
the economic sector is not a business firm’s only concern—
there are others.

The cultural sector of the environment also affects busi-
ness firms, because it determines the basic attitudes of em-
ployees toward work and their service or product. Our soci-
ety has historically been characterized by a strong work ethic,
one which research suggests, is undergoing a period of
change. This changing of cultural values may cause firms to
pursue new methods of worker motivation and to reconsider
the very nature of work itself.

A commercial organization also interacts with the politi-
cal sector of its environment. For example, government at
any level may either pressure organizations to change their
practices or pass laws to control them, and the corporate en-
tity exists only by the consent of society. The growing con-
cern for consumer protection is an example of the political
sector’s effect on business. Also, hiring practices are regulated
by the political sector. The law now states that job seekers
cannot be rejected because of age, race, or sex.

The technological situation in the environment is also im-
portant. In the United States, a business firm can count on a
larger number of technologically advanced subcontractors
and specialists to help with organizational problems. In this
sense, the technological environment is usually a positive fac-
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tor. However, when technological and competitive sectors of
the environment combine, there can be problems. As an ex-
ample, in 1961 a firm by the name of American Photocopy
confidently announced that it and two other companies had
the copying machine market “sewed up” with their new wet-
copying machine. Unfortunately, they were not aware of
technological abilities of a small firm called Xerox. Compe-
tition always exists, and technology is often used to exploit
that competition.

In summary, a business firm is by no means an island unto
itself. It is constantly interacting with the various sectors of
its environment, and as the environment changes, so must the
firm if it expects to remain a viable institution. Of all sectors
of the environment, however, the economic sector has the
most profound effect on business organizations. Take away
the revenue an organization receives from its environment
and it will cease to exist.

But what about military organizations? Are they unique,
or do they have a great deal in common with the basic model
of a business firm?

In the broadest sense, government agencies and commer-
cial firms are similar because neither are autonomous struc-
tures. Nor does this point require elaborate proof. The largest
of our governmental agencies, the Department of Defense
(DOD), is very much aware of just how important a senator
and his or her colleagues are to its continued well-being. If
you are still doubtful, read the annual appropriations hear-
ings to put those doubts to rest. Indeed, to expand this ex-
ample, all government agencies (federal, state, or local) must
run the environmental gauntlet of political and economic
appropriations.

Thus, military agencies do interact with their environ-
ments, and much said of business firms also applies to them.
There are, however, some basic differences. A military agency
is much more involved with the political sector than a busi-
ness firm. In the final analysis, both types of organizations
must rely on the favorable response of individual citizens, but
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the business firm secures its support essentially from the mar-
ketplace, while the military agency is more dependent upon
making its appeal through the political process.

The economic sector also influences military agencies, for
like business firms, they must also deal with problems of in-
flation. In addition, both must draw funds from the economic
environment. While a business firm receives its funds directly
from sales and revenue, a military service receives its funds
through the appropriations process. In either case, the amount
received is very much predicated on conditions within the
economic and political sectors.

A military agency’s interaction with the cultural and tech-
nological sectors is roughly the same as for business or-
ganizations. There is, however, a distinct difference in the
competitive sector of the environment. Military agencies do
not typically compete with other agencies in the marketplace.
Still, there are exceptions to even that rule. The United States
Air Force and Navy have certainly been competing to see
which will provide the major follow-on strategic weapons for
the future. The Air Force wants the stealth bomber, and the
Navy is advocating the Trident. Further, DOD has to compete
for national priorities with Medicare and Social Security.

Therefore, business firms and military agencies do have
much in common but they also have some unique differences.
Both facets are best summarized by the following points:

1. Organizations, both military and commercial, relate to
their environments and are dependent on them.

2. Both types of organizations are influenced by five pri-
mary sectors of the broader environment (economic, cultural,
political, competitive, and technological).

3. There are some distinct differences between the two
types of organizations, especially the ways they relate to
the economic, political, and competitive sectors of the en-
vironment.

4. Although military and commercial organizations do
differ, their similarities outweigh the differences. Further-
more, the differences seem to be more procedural and techni-
cal, than fundamental.

Before leaving this discussion of organizations and their
environment, one concept should be reemphasized: an orga-
nization is dependent upon its environment, and as the envi-
ronment changes, so must the organization if it expects to
remain fully functional. While many organizations exist in a
peaceful and supportive environment, it is not always the
case. In order to achieve and maintain relative harmony with
its environment, an organization must recognize and react to
the realities of that environment. If the organization is a
closed system that either disregards, does not understand, or
rejects the information coming from its environment, it is
doubtful that it will make a reasonable adjustment. If, on the
other hand, the organization is receptive to feedback and ca-
pable of adapting, it will probably continue as a viable insti-
tution. Based on this concept, there is little or no difference
between governmental and commercial organizations.

The singular most important change in recent years affect-
ing organization is the growing interdependence of organiza-
tions and their environments. In the old Wild West movies,
Fort Apache could lock its gates to the world around it. The
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military organizations of today have many more responsibili-
ties to the external environment. The nature of our complex
world suggests that no organization can be an island.

The Internal Traits of an Organization

All organizations have certain internal characteristics or
traits in common. While not all authorities agree as to just
what these common traits are or how they should be labeled,
four are frequently identified: objectives, structure, pro-
cesses, and behavior.® Examination of any organization re-
veals evidence of these common traits. The following is a
detailed examination of these common internal characteris-
tics of organizations.

Objectives

By definition, objectives are supposed to be the focus of
organizational effort; that is, goals an organization’s compo-
nents strive to reach. As such, they play a central role in co-
ordinating effort. Further, the broad objectives of the larger
organization are broken down into lesser supporting objec-
tives for subordinate organizations. This is often referred to
as the cascade effect whereby lower levels of organization are
fitted into the larger whole. DOD has the broad mission or
objective of providing efficient national defense. The Air
Force, Army, and Navy each have mission statements, which
support it, as do their subordinate organizations down to the
smallest unit in the remotest location.

Some things about objectives are not widely understood.
First, and most important, statements of organizational ob-
jectives should deal with how an organization relates to its
external environment. An organization is dependent on its
environment, and if it cannot maintain a harmonious rela-
tionship with that environment, it ceases to be a viable insti-
tution. Since the very existence of an organization depends
on maintaining this relationship, organizations should have a
basic statement of what they must do to assure harmony. For
a government agency, such as the DOD, its broad mission
statement indicates—what it must do if it expects to receive
appropriations. For example, during the 1950s Americans
were frightened by the Soviet Union. They told DOD to
counter the threat at any reasonable cost, and that became
the objective of DOD. During the late 1960s and 1970s, the
threat seemed to subside and as cultural and political as-
sumptions changed, a much lower military profile was sug-
gested. In the 1980s, the assumptions changed again and cul-
tural, political, and economic forces suggested changing
mission for the military forces.

The important thing to note in this example is that a ma-
jor change in the demands of the people (environment)
prompted a change in objectives. The previous harmony had
been disrupted, and a new internal direction (objectives) was
called for if harmony was to be reestablished.

In a commercial firm the broad objective is determined in
a little different manner, but as with the military agency, the
objective of the company implies a desired harmony with the
environment. For example, the objective might be to show a
10-percent return on investment after taxes. That objective
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statement implies a corollary: the company will not get
10-percent return on investment within a limited market
spectrum unless it satisfactorily meets the needs of its cus-
tomers. In other words, the company must adapt its product
and price to conditions in the environment.

In discussing the concept of objectives, two other consid-
erations should be introduced. First, objectives can and do
change. If environmental requirements change significantly,
the objective probably should change—and the quicker the
better. Second, an organization’s objectives are not neces-
sarily subscribed to by its members. Merely formalizing the
objectives of an organization does not mean management
and employees are always working toward those objectives.
This consideration is most relevant in today’s society where
commitment is critical to an organization’s success. A leader
is challenged to understand the organization’s objectives,
communicate them to the unit’s members, and work for their
commitment.

In summary, an organization and its environment are di-
rectly related. The objectives should not only define require-
ments for a harmonious relationship, they should serve as a
guide to internal behavior as well.

Structure

With all the “wiring diagrams” (organization charts) one
sees in government and business, it is not necessary to spend
time justifying the fact that most organizations are structured
into prearranged organizational patterns. What does appear
necessary, however, is a brief review of some of the causative
and dysfunctional aspects of structure.

Structure evolves out of size and technology. As an orga-
nization grows and incorporates new and complex activi-
ties, the job becomes too much for one person. Another
employee is hired and the task is divided into two parts. One
person specializes in and carries out part of the job, the
other specializes in the remaining tasks, and so it goes. The
larger an organization is and the more activities it entails,
the more specialized and structured it becomes. Thus,
specialization and structure are the natural outgrowths of
increasing size and complexity and one encounters them in
all large organizations.

Unfortunately, there are some difficulties associated
with structure, and inflexibility is one of them. Once a
structure is established, it is hard to change, and inflexi-
bility can deter an organization in its attempt to adapt to
environmental changes.

Another problem is that parochialism tends to set in and
cause dysfunctional conflict. Members of squadron A tend
to think the whole organization operates to support them re-
gardless of the needs of squadron B. Maintenance and sup-
ply argue over who is responsible for an aircraft being out of
commission. Each specialized area tends to emphasize its in-
terest and forget the objectives of the larger organization.

The structure of an organization should fit its objectives.
A Strategic Air Command wing and a Military Airlift Com-
mand wing have different structures because their objectives
are different. Leaders are challenged to cope with the fit of
structure and objectives in their organizations.
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Processes Including Organizations
and Structure

Neither serves to describe the activity within an organi-
zation. Organizations are marked by patterns of ongoing ac-
tivities, and in any organization, there are numerous and dif-
ferent processes going on simultaneously. While the physical
processes are the most obvious (for example, a production
line in a manufacturing plant), organizations have other less
obvious processes under way.

Understanding informal and formal communication pro-
cesses in organizations is a major challenge to leaders. Infor-
mation is critical to the organization’s decision process and
the effective leader must know how both the formal and in-
formal communication flow.

Decision-making processes in organizations are often
quite formalized whether they are budget or equipment pur-
chase decisions. Military organizations have developed pro-
grammed decision processes in regulations and directives de-
signed to achieve the best use of resources. Successful leaders
know these processes, how much discretionary authority they
have, and when to exercise it.

These processes constitute a major characteristic of all or-
ganizations, and understanding an organization entails un-
derstanding its processes. An organization is not just a struc-
ture as portrayed by the wiring diagram. An organization is
also a complex of interrelated processes, and it is through
knowledge of the processes that the formal activity of an or-
ganization is understood.

Behavior

By understanding an organization’s objectives, structure,
and formal processes, you will have a basic idea of what that
organization is like. Nevertheless, the picture is not complete
until you consider the really dynamic aspect of organizations:
people and their behavior. Within most organizations there
are large numbers of people performing a variety of tasks,
and these individuals exert a pervasive influence on that orga-
nization. You must consider your place in the overall scheme
of things to truly understand your organization.

The first point is that people in organizations are neither
good nor bad—they are both. They are necessary and valu-
able in that they operate the machines, carry out the pro-
cesses, make up the reports, and do the work. So in that sense,
they are organizationally good and of considerable value.

Unfortunately, they can also be organizationally bad. They
can steal funds, do shoddy work, demand time off, build em-
pires, set norms that limit output, and submit false reports.

The important concept here is not that they are “good” or
“bad,” but that they are both! Their productive efforts are
valuable and functional for the organization and their bad
behavior is dysfunctional. Both functional and dysfunctional
behavior are parts of organizational reality. To understand
an organization, therefore, you must be aware of some of the
behavioral patterns within the organization and how they af-
fect functions of the organization. This is often referred to as
the microaspects of an organization.
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Another crucial point about organizational behavior is
that employees are essentially self-serving. They generate be-
havior not necessarily to meet organizational objectives, but
rather to gratify their personal goals and needs. Psychologist
Carl Rogers states that people act to maintain and enhance
their self-concepts.” Abraham H. Maslow asserts that behav-
ior has its origins in the needs of the individuals.® Fredrick 1.
Herzberg suggests that employees are motivated only when
the conditions of work satisfy their needs and when they are
relatively insulated from personal dissatisfiers.” Current ex-
pectancy theory suggests people perform tasks for rewards of
promotion, pay or some other benefit, and the strength of
their relationships and feelings.!

The intent here is not to put forth some cynical concept of
people, for most people are certainly capable of benevolent
acts. Nevertheless, people are blessed or cursed with personal
needs and drives to which they are essentially compelled to
respond. This response pattern is part of the reality of orga-
nizational behavior, and it dictates many of the leader’s moti-
vational practices.

It is important to note that people pursue their needs as
individuals, and as members of small, unofficial groups.
These groups are an important part of the organizational
matrix. These unofficial groups (the informal organization)
are social mechanisms used by employees to exert internal
pressures on organizations.

Individuals often behave differently when they become a
part of a group. Their behavior is affected by association,
unity, group standards, values, and group goals. Behavioral
patterns of the group can be functional or dysfunctional.
Group efforts can often cause organizations to exceed opera-
tional goals. Conversely, they can cause production to fall
short of reasonable organizational goals. Leaders should de-
velop a thorough understanding of the dynamics of group
behavior and master the skills required for coping with its
positive and negative influences.

Environmental
Factors
and Forces

In summary, organizations have common internal traits
such as objectives, structure, processes, and behavior. Fur-
thermore, these traits are not separate and distinct; they are
overlapping, interdependent factors in the broader organi-
zational system. All affect organizational behavior, and all
provide the astute manager with a fundamental basis for ex-
amining and understanding organizations.

The Role of Top Leadership

The role of top leadership is often hard to distinguish in
situations of dynamic internal forces and the abiding prob-
lem of adjusting to continual change in the external environ-
ment. Top leaders must clarify their positions in relation to
the organization’s internal needs for planning, coordinating,
and directing with its external needs for coping with environ-
mental forces.

As viewed in figure 2, the role of top level leaders becomes
that of a harmonizer and balancer. Those who attempt to
know must consider, balance, and integrate the internal fac-
tors and forces with those outside the organization. To illus-
trate this point, let us see what happens when a top leader
disregards either of these responsibilities.

First, consider the case of military leaders who concen-
trate efforts on the external factors of the organization. The
bulk of their efforts are directed toward public image. They
concentrate on environmental interface while neglecting the
internal situation. To the public, their organizations appear
sound and efficient. The ultimate test of all military organi-
zations, however, is the ability of their internal systems to ef-
ficiently defend the country. Neglect of internal factors preju-
dices that possibility.

Externally oriented leaders typically assume short-range
views and may well be successful in the immediate future.
Nevertheless, leaders must do more than merely make good
impressions: they must also come to grips with the more dif-

Internal
Factors
and Forces

LEADER

Figure 2. The Leader’s Role
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ficult long-term problems of internal soundness. Military
units that purposely or inadvertently appoint leaders for
short tenures are likely to foster this type of leadership.

At the other end of the spectrum are leaders who concen-
trate on internal characteristics of the organization and ig-
nore external forces. They believe an efficient organization
will automatically be recognized for its merit. This is also a
deficient point of view. Henry Ford concentrated on the in-
ternal process of manufacturing to build a tremendous orga-
nization. His purported attitude that the public could have
cars of any color as long as they were black is an indicator of
the difference between Ford and General Motors. Alfred
Sloan of General Motors recognized the need to balance in-
ternal and external factors and, as a result, overtook Ford’s
initial dominant position in the automobile industry.!!

This discussion and examples show that top level leaders
are more than just internal functionaries or external public
relations representatives. Effective leaders at this level have
several responsibilities. First, they must know and consider
the factors and forces of the environment. Second, they must
know, consider, and be able to influence their organizations’
internal factors and forces. Third, they must be able to rea-
sonably balance, integrate, and harmonize the two while
leading their organizations toward productive goals.'> How
well leaders perform this third and final responsibility de-
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pends, to some measure, on how well they understand the
basic tenets of organization theory.
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Executive Strategy Issues for Very Large Organizations

William E. Turcotte

This note draws attention to some of the special problems
of directing and/or influencing outcomes in very large orga-
nizations. Large resists precise definition, but for present pur-
poses, imagine a multifunctional organization with at least
five hierarchical levels and a very complex external environ-
ment from which resources and directions flow. In such an
organization, the range of top management responsibilities
allows only infrequent, though often intense, interactions
with most subordinates. Opportunities for personal direction
and role-centered leadership patterns are limited. Range and
complexity of organizational issues make it difficult for ex-
ecutives to master the details involved. They must instead
develop skill in abstracting the essence, implication, and key
ideas from complex issues. Executives frequently find them-
selves drawn into situations for which past experience pro-
vides limited guidance. Often, their agenda is dominated by
external events, reducing time to deal with internal matters in
an orderly way. They find it difficult to “get their arms”
around the organization and its key players. Subordinates
meanwhile are clamoring for executive time and feel frus-
trated when the decision process slows, lacks established pat-
tern, and leaves important policy or coordinative matters in
suspense. Executive time for setting internal priorities and ef-
fort integration is compressed and subordinates can easily
evolve conflicting views of policy and priorities especially
when major resource allocations are at stake.

Strategies successful in smaller, better-defined organiza-
tions that center on high levels of personal interaction and
control may have limitations in larger, less well-defined or-
ganizations. At this point, please reflect on and form an
opinion as to:

1. What constitutes a large and complex national security
organization?

2. How does commanding, directing, and influencing
practices for these organizations differ, if at all, from smaller,
well-structured organizations such as a squadron, frigate, or
a battalion?

3. What are the elements of a framework or points of
view to achieve a balanced personal strategy for directing a
large organization, or some major component within that
organization?

Integrating Large Organizations

Elements of a Framework

While each of us will have our own ideas, some elements
of an executive framework include:

1. scanning the external environment for early warnings,
impacts, opportunities, and points of required influence,
2. aligning internal core competencies and priorities with
external requirements, and
3. devising substrategies for
a. the implications, constraints, and emerging re-
quirements of organizational structure,
b. ordering decision-making patterns, structure, and
implementation,
c. delegating and feedback,
d. planning and control,
e. projecting behavioral processes to include
(1) managerial style
(2) motivational/incentive climate
(3) leadership
(4) power and influence
(5) group and committee dynamics, and
(6) conflict identification and address,
f. adapting to organizational and change processes, and
g. managing time—yours and that of your subordinates.

Scanning the External Environment

No matter what the size of an organization, its leadership
must direct careful attention to its external environment.
That environment will be the source of directions, problems,
evaluations, and priorities, and will dictate changes. Indeed,
it is not unusual for the top individual in an organization to
spend much, if not most, of his time interacting with this
environment in search of resources, directions, defensive sup-
port, offensive opportunities, an