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This means that the reserve forces, comprised primarily of combat service
(e.g., military police, engineers) and combat service support (such as medical or
supply) units, must maintain an ever present state of readiness to perform
traditional missions-i.e., disaster relief or domestic riot control--in addition to the
frequent call-ups to support their active-duty brethren.

President Bill Clinton told his new national security team in 1993: “The
challenges are many--terrorism; the threat of weapons of mass destruction: drug
trafficking; environmental degradation; ethnic, religious and racial conflicts;
[and] dealing with the sea changes occurring in Asia and elsewhere throughout
the globe™ (Turbiville er al 5).

As additional missions have been transferred from the active Army to the
Reserves, the two components have become inextricably linked. This increasing
reliance on the Reserves for early-deploying combat and support forces means
that a presidential decision to call up Reserve units must be made early in the
crisis development stage (AUSA 14).

Brigadier General James Helmly, Deputy Chief of the Army Reserve said,
“The role of the Army Reserve has changed in the last several years. During the
Cold War, the Reserve would be mobilized and come to an operation later than
the active Army. In the world we live in today, our Army Reserve soldiers
perform tasks, under mobilization and other types of orders, that augment the
active Army and enable it to undertake its primary core competency missions”
(Army Link News).

Secretary of Defense William J. Perry said, “our Total Force policy
assigns a number of key missions completely or largely to the reserves, which
means that anytime we’re conducting a significant operation, we will be going to

the reserves to round out our forces™ (DI 1).



Or, in the words of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs
Lee, when she spoke of the force structure realignment at a briefing in January,
1997: “With an increased reliance on the reserve component, the readiness of the
remaining forces must be improved.”

It is clear that the view which calls for continually increased involvement
and participation in world action by the reserve forces extends throughout the
chain of command all the way to the Commander-In-Chief. The end result is that

the reserves must stretch to use training time to perform domestic missions called
for by politicians who see the military as a house-keeping force while yet
remaining prepared to answer the inevitable call to duty to perform a wartime

mission.
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With the elimination of the Cold War focus on defending against the twin
threat of nuclear conflict and Russian armored divisions rolling through the Fulda
Gap, the focus of the strategic planning and preparation has also changed. The US
military’s current threat assessment has determined that the armed forces must be
prepared to fight two Major Regional Conflicts simultaneously. To perform two
Desert Storm sized operations at the same time would require across-the-board
involvement by the reserve component and is the basis for formulating current
training theory and practice (TRADOC 31).

* As the vast majority (90% or more--according to current DoD statistics ) of company
commanders in both the active component and the reserve are male, unless otherwise stated, the

masculine gender of the singular pronoun is used to refer to both males and females throughout the
course of this work.



The ever-increasing demands for preparation and training are a great
challenge for reserve component leadership. The question that faces those leaders
1s how to ensure that the Reserves train to the level of the active components with
part-time soldier citizens, while yet maintaining a state of readiness that will

allow them to perform to standard when called upon.
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The primary disadvantage to the reserve component in readiness
preparation is the severe time limitation in which to conduct effective training,
The chain-of-command, structure, and personnel composition of Reserve units
parallels that of the active-duty forces. Reserve units have the same personnel
authorizations and strength as an equivalent active duty unit. A field hospital will
have an equal number of combat medics regardless of its status as an active-duty
or reserve unit (AMEDD 128).

In theory, the quality of training and equipment as well as the state of
readiness is also identical to the full-time force. However, one can not reasonably
expect that a force comprised of and led by citizen-soldiers who assemble two
days a month and two weeks each summer can match the level of readiness or the
thoroughness of training of those who are able to practice assigned missions and
soldier skills full-time.

Also, in these times of limited budgets and forced cost-cutting in all areas,
it can be assumed that the reserves will not be first in line when it comes time for

initial equipment issue, repair, and fielding of new gear.



Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs Deborah Lee
commented on the equipment shortfalls in the reserve component in testimony
before the National Security Subcommittee of the House Appropriations
Committee in 1995. According to Lee, “equipment readiness shortfalls include
communications gear; night vision goggles; trucks, small boats, trailers. cranes
and tractors; power supply equipment; nuclear, biological and chemical protective

equipment; as well as engineering and construction equipment™ (DI 7)
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Having a command position is an awesome responsibility. as the lives of
subordinates depend literally on decisions a commander makes. “In battle, you
must inspire your soldiers to do things against their natural will --possibly to risk
their lives—- to carry out missions for the greater good of the unit, the Army, and
the country™ (Battlefield Leadership 1).

To understand the concept of command, it must first be accurately
defined. “Command is the authority that a commander in the military service
lawfully exercises over subordinates by virtue of rank or assignment. Command
includes the authority and responsibility for effectively using available resources
and for planning the employment of, organizing, directing, coordinating, and
controlling military forces to accomplish assigned missions. It also includes the
responsibility for the health. welfare, morale, training, and discipline of assigned

and attached personnel” ( Staff Organization . . . 1 - 1).



The most common command position in the US Army Reserve is that of a
company-sized unit (100-120 soldiers). The commander of this type of unit is
typically a junior grade officer, generally in the rank of first licutenant or captain.
The company commander has four platoon leaders, officers in the rank of second
or first lieutenant. The company commander has a First Sergeant, a
non-commissioned officer (NCO), who is the most senior enlisted soldier in the
unit. Each Platoon Leader has a Platoon Sergeant (who are also NCO’s), who
typically supervises four squad leaders. Each squad leader is then responsible for

8-10 junior enlisted soldiers.

Table 1

Chain of Command in a Company-sized Unit:

Company Commander
-First Sergeant

Platoon Leader Platoon Leader Platoon Leader Platoon Leader

-Platoon Sergeant -Platoon Sgt. -Platoon Sgt. -Platoon Sgt.
4 Squad Leaders 4 Squad Leaders 4 Squad Leaders 4 Squad Ldrs
10 soldiers each 10 soldiers each 10 soldiers each 10 soldiers each

SOURCE: United States Army. FM 100-5 -- The Infantry Company. (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1992) Table 3-3.

The comparison between officer and enlisted most readily made is that of
the relationship between management and labor in the civilian world. The officers
make decisions and then tell the senior NCO’s the necessary tasks to be
performed. The NCO’s then devise a work plan for the junior enlisted, direct the

work, supervise it and report on its completion. Effective leadership means that



delegation occurs readily, and that trust and frequent communication exist

between officers and enlisted in a unit (Military Leadership 7).
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In his book Hazardous Duty, which criticizes the current US Army Forces,
accusing the brass of being more interested in posturing and in what the grunts
call “dog-and-pony shows™ than in being ready to go to war, retired Colonel
David Hackworth states emphatically, “there are no bad units; only bad officers™
(67). The successful training and performance of a unit depends on the ability of
its commander to plan appropriately and to respond rapidly to the environment in
which he or she operates. Major General C. G. Marsh said “The success of the
unit depends upon the commander more than any other single factor™
(FORSCOM 1),

In the company-sized outfit, this commander is typically a first lieutenant
or captain, a junior-grade officer who often has limited leadership experience. In
the reserves, this young soldier is often thrown into a maelstrom where an entire
month’s worth of training, paperwork and leadership responsibility is crammed
into two-days of reserve drill each month. A mountain of applicable guidelines,
regulations, policy statements shape every decision that must be made.

Without adequate advance planning and preparation, and readily available
“fingertip” assistance in negotiating the policy maze that affects decisions ranging
from “military” issues such as promotions, attendance policies and discipline to
the “personal™ problems of soldiers (also the responsibility of the commander)
such as family problems, late student loan assistance and bad checks, the

commander is in real danger of being overwhelmed (102nd ARCOM 12).



This 1nability to perform by the commander will in turn cause the unit to
fail its mission of preparation and maintenance of a constant state of readiness. In
wartime this translates directly into means lost lives.

[t is clear that nothing is more important than the lives of the young
Americans entrusted to an officer. A solution to this problem of overwhelming
administrative distractions which take away from unit readiness must be found as
the very lives of soldiers depend on it.

Therefore, this study will focus on the particular problems associated with
company command in the United States Army Reserve, and will propose a
solution which will benefit the company commander and make his* job easier.
This solution will prove invaluable to that commander, in that it enhances his
ability to conduct effective, vigorous training which means successful preparation
and the readiness of his unit. This training and readiness is critical to successful

performance of mission requirements when the inevitable call-up comes.



Chapter I

LITERATURE REVIEW

There have been as many books, articles, theses, and manuals written on
military leadership through the run of the centuries as dead soldiers unfortunate
enough to have leaders either unskilled or uncaring enough to have put them in

avoidable situations where they met their end.
Carl von Clausewitz, perhaps the most influential military thinker of the

modern era, wrote in his 1832 classic On War,

It 1s the impact of the ebbing of moral and physical strength, of the
heart-rending spectacle of the dead and wounded, that the commander
has to withstand--first in himself, and then in all those who directly or
indirectly, have entrusted him with their thoughts and feelings, hopes
and fears. (104)

In that conflict within a commander is found the true irony of military
leadership. It is also what has made it such an interesting topic for so many
writers, historians and philosophers to ponder: how, throughout history, by chance
or fate, the lives of men have been placed entirely in hands of leaders incapable of
being effective and able leaders.

It does not matter whether the failed leadership is caused by the leader’s
lack of training or ability, or because of a misbegotten selection of the leader on
the sole basis of family lineage, through popular selection by the soldiers in a
unit, or if the choice of commander was really no choice at all, made through
default via possession of the ignoble distinction of being the highest-ranking Joe

Snuffy left alive at the end of the day.



Interestingly, through centuries of warfare, men led by officers prone to
flawed thinking and inept decision-making were often far worse off than if they
were merely turned loose and allowed to fend for themselves. Charles de Gaulle
wrote of such a situation when he described men in a French Army which was
plagued by poor leadership and a lack of preparation. Because of this, these men

had little choice but to wait for a certain death:

When, in 1870, the French Army found itself involved in a war the
conditions of which had not been foreseen, and faced by an enemy
inspired by patriotic ardor, neither leaders nor men could do more
than offer a passive resistance to events and endure disaster with
courage and resignation. (39)

At its most essential level, every piece written about military leadership is
attempting to help solve the unpleasant reality of unnecessary injury and death in
time of war. In 1917, Major C. A. Bach addressed the graduating student officers
at the Second Training Camp at Fort Sheridan on the importance of their coming

leadership roles in “The Great War™:

It 1s in the military service only, where men freely sacrifice their lives
for a faith, where men are willing to suffer and die for the right or the
prevention of a great wrong, that we can hope to realize leadership in
its most exalted and distinguished sense. True leadership not only
demands but receives the willing , unhesitating, unfaltering obedience
and loyalty of other men; and a devotion that will cause them, when
the time comes, to follow their uncrowned king to hell and back again
if necessary. (442)

Pttt O o

Clausewitz, like so many others since him, expended great effort in a

struggle to give some definition to the undefinable: the elusive characteristics that
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make a good military leader. “Because so much in battle depends on the
commander’s judgment, Clausewitz claimed self-control was a supreme military
virtue” (Chipman 365). Clausewitz cited in particular Napoleon and Frederick the
Great of Prussia, noting that although these men harbored great passions, they
also possessed well-educated minds which controlled their desires and served to
balance their fiery temperaments (Clausewitz 121).

Nearly a hundred vears later, Douglas Southall Freeman claimed
self-control was Robert E. Lee’s supreme leadership trait. Freeman echoed
Clausewitz’s theories even further, noting that self-control was also Lee’s primary
criterion for selecting his command lieutenants (Freeman 62).

Going hand-in-hand with self-control as a trait essential to success in
military leadership, said Clausewitz, was an intense personality, one possessed of
courage and determination (Chipman 367). Clausewitz believed that good
commanders possess intense emotions which sustain them in difficult times, and
that “just as a compass navigates and regulates a ship through rough seas, the
intensity in a good leader is balanced by self-discipline which regulates those
flaming passions™ (Chipman 366). Clausewitz wrote of the necessity of that

balance when leaders were subjected to the extreme stress of combat, saying

physical casualties are not the only losses incurred by both sides in
the course of engagement; their moral strength is also shaken, broken,
and ruined. In deciding whether or not to continue the engagement it
is not enough to consider the loss of men, horses, and guns; one also
has to weigh the loss of order, courage, confidence, cohesion, and
plan. (60)

The ramifications of mistakes in the arena of military leadership are
indeed high when compared to leadership in business or any other field. The

consequences for failed military leadership are measured in lost human lives, as




opposed to something that becomes rather trivial in comparison, such as a
negative return on shareholder profit for the fiscal year.

Because of that burden on the shoulders of leaders, as long as there have
been men taking troops into battle there have been people writing, thinking,
talking about and testing various leadership theories, all in an attempt to logically
and objectively capture of the trait of “leadership”.

Because these attempts have been largely unsuccessful in finding set rules
and formulas for what works when it comes to effective leadership, Clausewitz’s
theory (which holds up as the ideal an individual who balances passion and
control) plus a heady amount of “anything goes!” has continued to have strong
influence in general leadership theory. S. L. A. Marshall wrote that leadership is
by rough approximation, “60 percent . . . the ability to anticipate; and 40 percent .
.. the ability to improvise™ (154).

This is lack of easily defined traits which create effective leadership is
demonstrated when one thinks of the amazing assortment of characters who have
worn the mantle of being a “great™ military leader: rumpled, begrizzled Grant,
who rallied a sagging Union Army; General Douglas MacArthur, who, after
WWII glory in the Pacific wrongly thought he could win a dispute with the
President; Alexander the Great, whose distinction even today is reflected by a

British heavy-metal band in a song that bears his name and sings of his triumphs:

Alexander the Great, His name struck fear into hearts of men
Alexander the Great, Became a God amongst mortal men

A Phrygian King had bound a chariot yoke
And Alexander cut the Gordian knot
And legend said that who untied the knot

He would become the master of Asia



13

Helonism he spread far and wide

The Macedonian learned mind

Their culture was a Western way of life

He paved the way for Christianity (Iron Maiden)

The regal Field-Marshall Erwin Rommel who confounded the Allies
during World War II in the North African Desert was another. Napoleon I, whose
drive to conquer the world came from his burning desire to be known for much
more than his slight stature also fits that category. Hannibal, who drove his troops
on elephants through the Alps was noted for his intense hatred, while Frederick
the Great, in his intense desire for glory, fought several wars against daunting
odds but emerged triumphant to dramatically enlarge Prussia’s borders in the 18th
century (Chipman 366; Chandler 246).

It 1s indeed difficult to identify a clear common trait or human
characteristic which can be found in all of these men -- despite the best efforts of
historians and students of history over the centuries -- which defines them as great
leaders. Clausewitz commented on the vagueness of definite traits of effective

leadership when he wrote in On War,

Finally, and without wishing to risk a closer definition of the higher
reaches of the spirit, let us assert that the human mind is far from
uniform. If we then ask what sort of mind is likeliest to display the
qualities of military genius, experience and observation will both tell
us that it is the inquiring rather than the creative mind, the approach
that is comprehensive rather than specialized, the calm rather than the
excitable head to which in war we would choose to entrust the fate of
or brothers and children, and the safety and honor of our country.
(112)

Napoleon Bonaparte held the same feelings about the temperament of a
leader. He wrote that “a man is not born a commander. He must become one. Not

to be anxious; to be always cool; to avoid confusion in his commands; never to



change countenance; to give his orders in the midst of battle with as much

composure as if he were at ease™ (231).
The frustration of those involved in the study of military leadership at
being unable to define leadership traits and characteristics to any greater extent

surfaced in the introduction of Ralph M. Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership. He

wrote

Four decades of research on leadership have produced a bewildering
mass of findings. Numerous surveys of special problems have been
published, but they seldom include all the studies available on a topic.
It is difficult to know what, if anything, has been convincingly
demonstrated by replicated research. (4)

Other early military studies also tended to use personal characteristics as
being key to leadership, and found only weak relations at best (see Kohs and Irle
73-87. Page 31-43). W. O. Jenkins reviewed 74 military studies and concluded
that there was essentially no agreement among them. Further, he concluded that
military leadership is situationally specific so that one cannot generalize across
different military settings. Through these studies, what comes out as being most
important 1s not a specific trait or combination of traits as being key to leadership
effectiveness; rather characteristics of the individual himself and how they are
expressed in his behavior in terms of introspection and the generation of
self-developed leadership skills (Van Fleet 2).

Because of this inability to identify traits which define superior leadership
into any category more specific than general categories of personality such as
Clausewitz’s “calm” or “inquiring,” behavioral research came to dominate the
study of military leadership beginning in the 1940°s. Out of those behavioral
research studies social scientists began to assert a general constant among

effective leaders which was, that in the profession of arms. as in any other field, a
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good leader will seek self-improvement and constant education about the business
around him (see Fiedler; Fiedler, Chemers and Mahar).

These researchers were picking up formally on a leadership tenet which
had been practiced informally by successful leaders throughout history. Major

Bach, in his speech to the soon-to-be officers said

To lead, you must know. Men will not have confidence in an officer
unless he knows his business from the ground up. If the officer does
not know, and demonstrates the fact that the does not know, it is
entirely human for the soldier to say to himself ‘To hell with him. He
doesn’t know as much about this as I do,” and calmly disregard the
instructions received. There is no substitute for accurate knowledge.
Become so well informed that men will hunt you up to ask questions--
that your brother officers will say to one another, “Ask Smith-- he
knows.” (442)

David G. Chandler, in his commentary on Napoleon’s Maxims writes that
“even the brightest of geniuses will become dull and his gifts atrophy unless his
skills are continually refurbished and a new edge added to his mental powers™
(240).

Bach, Chandler, and Clausewitz all emphasized that the leader who
desires constant improvement will also naturally seek to draw on tools, skills or
ideas that will help him maximize his existing talents and opportunities. “It may
well be that “who dares wins,” but no less important is the claim that ‘who reads
learns - and (at least in some measure) understands’ * (Chandler 243)

This constant approach to leadership which emphasizes learning will
allow the commander to draw the most from the unique circumstances in which
he or she operates. Clausewitz addressed the innate value of an inclination for
self-improvement within an individual when he wrote of the need for intellectual

flexibility among military leadership, saying,



The reader should not think that a brave but brainless fighter can do
anything of outstanding significance in war. Since in our view even
junior positions of command require outstanding intellectual qualities
for outstanding achievement, and since the standard rises with every
step, it follows that we recognize the abilities that are needed if the
second positions in an army are to be filled with distinction. Such
officers may appear to be rather simple compared to the polymath
scholar, the far-ranging business executive, the statesman; but we
should not dismiss the value of their practical intelligence. . . What
this task requires in the way of higher intellectual gifts is a sense of
unity and a power of judgment raised to a marvelous pitch of vision,
which easily grasps and dismisses a thousand remote possibilities
which an ordinary mind would labor to identify and wear itself out in
so doing.” (112)

- I i .

As military organizations became more efficient and a more official and
organized arm of national governance in the latter half of the 18th century, the
formal training of leaders became of greater importance.

A number of nations began to recognize the importance of developing the
leader skills of their officers, and responded by creating formal courses of
academic training in military leadership, such as the United States Military
Academy at West Point, the German Kriegsakadamie, and the French Ecole
Militare, to cite several examples. The national political leadership began to
realize that the common citizens --who were sending their sons to be part of the
military, and to possibly risk their lives for the good of the country-- were much
more supportive of that effort if they felt that the leadership corps had at least a
minimum of professional skill and expertise, and that the safety of their sons was
not being entrusted to a bunch of bunglers.

De Gaulle wrote of the necessity of effective, vigorous, realistic training to

prepare the sons and daughters of the nation for war. He identified it as the single



most important factor to ensure the support of the populace for the military and to

provide a ready supply of decent soldiers for the defense of the nation:

Are we to assume then, that soldiers and politicians must rely on
chance inspiration when the moment of crisis comes, that there is
nothing to be done to prepare them for the responsibilities which the
may, sooner or later, have to shoulder? To do so would mean the
neglecting of one essential element in the situation, the systematic
training of men so that they shall be ready and competent when the
time comes.

But that is no longer a matter of course with us. In other periods the
need was met by a social and political system which ensured that a
plentiful supply of men could be drawn from families of which the
sons had been brought up to undertake public duties (125).

This was the first sign that a number of different approaches to military
leadership firmly grounded in behavioral science would begin to emerge. One

approach is the organizational behavior perspective:

Leadership is intangible, hard to measure and difficult to describe. Its
qualities would seem to stem from many factors. But certainly they
must include a measure of inherent ability to control and direct,
self-confidence based on expert knowledge, initiative, loyalty, pride
and a sense of responsibility. Inherent ability obviously cannot be
instilled, but that which is latent or dormant can be developed. Other
ingredients can be acquired. They are not easily taught or easily
learned. But leaders can be and are made. The average good man in
our Service 1s and must be considered a potential leader.

General C. B. Cates, U. S. Marine Corps
Department of Defense, 1960
As noted earlier, the earliest published studies of this century which
examined military leadership dealt with personal characteristics -- such as
intelligence, willingness to serve, bearing and appearance-- as they relate to

leadership. The lack of definitive success in the study of leaders’ traits caused
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much frustration among researchers. Not all leaders possessed all the sought-after
traits, and many non-leaders possessed most or all of them. Also the trait
approach to gave no indication as to how much of any trait a person should have.
Furthermore, the dozens of studies performed did not agree as to which traits are
leadership traits or what their relationships are to actual instances of leadership
(Weihrich 493).

It was these frustrations then, that prompted the shift in leadership study
toward behavioral approaches that gradually occurred beginning in the 1940°s.
These seemed more promising in defining leadership traits and determining ways
of identifying leaders and developing effective programs for training them,
although in these studies the differences between military and business leadership
were often blurred, overlooked, or discounted completely.

Two major research programs contributed substantially to the initial body
of knowledge on leader behavior. One of those was performed by C. L. Shartle at
Ohio State University while the other was begun by Robert Likert at the
University of Michigan.

Imitially, the effort by Shartle at Ohio State was to develop questionnaires
to measure leader behavior. The two major behaviors identified were (1)
task-oriented behavior (called “initiating structure™) which included many
established managerial behaviors such as planning, coordinating and directing,
and (2) maintenance behavior (called “consideration”) which included
friendliness, openness of communication, and participation (Shartle).

Although some of the Ohio State research identified other, more specific
dimensions of leader behavior much of the research evolving from these studies
neglected or ignored the most specific findings and focused on just the two major

sets of behaviors--consideration and initiating structure.



In military studies based on the two broad Ohio State categories (see

Christner and Hemphill; Fleishman; Halpin 1954, 1957; and Rush), consideration
was significantly and positively related to subordinate and peer ratings but was
not related to or was negatively related to ratings by superiors. Initiating structure,
on the other hand, had a more mixed pattern although it tended to be positively
related to all of the different ratings (Van Fleet 2).

However, none of these studies used objective criteria and most of them
did not use criteria which were related to combat. One study--Halpin’s1956
effort—did find that the combat effectiveness ratings of superiors were unrelated
to consideration but positively related to initiating structure, but another study
(Christner and Hemphill) found that willingness to serve in combat was unrelated
to initiating structure, but positively related to consideration. Yet another study
(Hood, Showell, and Stewart) found that, when leaders were trained to increase
their initiating structure behavior, the leaders got higher ratings from superiors,
but that their followers were less likely to reenlist.

These sorts of mixed and/or conflicting findings are typical of much of the
research which is based on these broad categories of leader behavior. Both the
Ohio State and Michigan research programs suggest that leader behavior is more
complex than the oversimplified dichotomy of task- and maintenance (or
relations-) oriented behavior. Both research programs suggest that effective
leaders focus on performance (production emphasis at Ohio State and goal
emphasis or high performance standards at Michigan) and employ a pattern of
several other behaviors as well.

Also, both programs found that the pattern of effective behavior varies
with the situation (including the objective) just as had been theorized early in this

century. Additionally some views of military personnel that arose in research
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performed in the 1980°s would also seem to suggest the adoption of situationally
based views (see Czege; Harris; and Rogers).

The Likert studies at Michigan compared managerial behavior of effective
supervisors with that of ineffective supervisors. Effective supervisors were found
to be those who focus on the human aspects of their subordinates’ problems and
“build effective work groups with high performance goals™ (53).

Likert found that supportive behavior and high performance standards,
then, were keys to effective leadership. Later research suggested that group
methods of supervision were also part of effective leadership. Likert’s studies at
Michigan found that there is a time lag between what the leader does and the
results of that action. Intervening variables exist between leadership and
outcomes, and the time it takes to get results may be lengthy--a year or more in
some cases. Likert’s results also indicate that evaluations of leader performance
should take into account the lagged effects of leader behavior, because behavior
most likely to achieve long-term effects differs somewhat from the behavior
pattern likely to maximize short-term effects.

In 1986, David Van Fleet and Gary Yukl began exploring in some depth
the distinction between industrial/business and military research with respect to
the topic of leadership. They then created an application of an expanded
leadership framework in a military context.

In this application, which was outlined in “Military Leadership: An
Organizational Behavior Perspective,” Van Fleet and Yukl draw some interesting
conclusions about the direction of leadership training theory in the academic
world. They then go on to discuss the implications of the resulting
implementation in the arena of practical use.

The premise of Van Fleet and Yukl’s work is that a more accurate picture

of a leader can be obtained if one combines several aspects of leadership to create



a composite picture of necessary leadership traits. In addressing the state of

confusion and disagreement that has existed in the field of leadership research,
Van Fleet and Yukl said

One reason for the existing confusion in the field of leadership
research is the disparity of approaches in the literature in terms of the
tendency for researchers to concentrate on narrow aspects of the
leadership process in the absence of an integrating conceptual
framework. Yet, when all of this research is examined in a broad
context it appears to suggest an interrelated and meaningful
conceptualization of the leadership process. (31)

In constructing this integrated framework, Van Fleet and Yukl divided
leadership components into several major areas. They then examined the
components individually to determine the most important aspects of leadership in
each area. Those leader characteristics defined by Van Fleet and Yukl include the
traits, skills, competencies and physical attributes of leaders (33). Past trait
research has focused predominantly on personality differences between leaders
and non-leader. Additionally, research has suggested that task-relevant expertise
and managerial motivation are very important characteristics for leader success
and that effective leaders tend to have high self-esteem, energy, maturity, stress
tolerance, and a favorable attitude toward authority figures (Miner). They are
inclined to be pragmatic and results-oriented, rather than introspective,
philosophical or idealistic (see England; Lusk and Oliver).

Though research has also indicated physical attributes--such as height,
weight, general physical appearance--to be important, difficulties have arisen in
using these attributes in a research context. Often the range of measurement has
been so restricted by custom, role expectations, and organizational policies and
procedures that most leaders possess roughly equal amounts of these physical

attributes. Consequently, these attributes appear to be inconsequential in research



results. Radical deviations from organizational norms in these areas are likely not
to lead to success in individual cases. The military officer who has a sloppy
appearance, unkempt uniform, unshaven face, unclean body and so on 1s not
likely to emerge as a highly effective leader under any circumstances (Van Fleet
and Yukl 34). While rare exceptions may be cited, they are indeed so rare as not
to be useful for guiding training and development.

Van Fleet and Yukl define five bases of leader power. Expert power, one
of the dominant forms of power used by effective leaders, arises from task
relevant expertise as just indicated. Referent power frequently stemming from a
charismatic personality can also be a major source of power for leaders. Other
forms of power are legitimate power, derived from appointment to a position by a
higher authority; reward power, based on the ability to distribute money,
promotions or other favors; and coercive power, based on the ability to use force
or the threat of punishment to bend the will and determine the actions of other.
Each of these forms of power are used by successful leaders to varying extents, as
research performed by French and Raven demonstrated.

The manner in which the power is used -- rather than the actual power
itself -- largely determines whether the results are enthusiastic commitment,
passive compliance, or resistance by followers (Yukl and Taber 44). Effective
leaders usually develop personal power to supplement their position power, and
influence is exerted in a subtle, easy fashion that minimizes status differentials
and avoids threats to the self-esteem of subordinates under ordinary
circumstances. The most effective forms of personal power, say Van Fleet and
Yukl, appear to be the leader attractiveness model which is based on personal
qualities, and loyalty to the leader which has developed through a history of
satisfactory exchange relationships wherein the leader provided benefits to

subordinates and treated them in a fair and considerate manner (35).



23

As indicated previously, various kinds of research on leader behavior have
led to many different behavioral classifications. The Ohio State approaches, the
Michigan approaches and those of others suggest anywhere from two to twelve
different sorts of behavioral dimensions. While there is some consistency, Van
Fleet and Yukl point out that there has been little agreement across all studies,
and that because of the differences in categories and measure of behavior, it is
difficult to compare results from one study to another (36).

The most widely-used categories are consideration and initiating structure,
or relations- and task-oriented categories of behavior, which in military terms can
be defined as “accomplish the mission™ and “show concern for your people.”

It 1s now apparent that these broadly defined categories provide too
general and simplistic a picture of what leaders do. Van Fleet and Yukl conclude
by noting that, “training and developmental activities based solely or primarily on
these general activity dimension will, therefore, not lead necessarily to general
improvements in effectiveness of any substantial amount (37).

Van Fleet and Yukl note that the role of the situation has been recognized
in leadership theory and research since the very beginnings of this century. It is
clear, however, the exact nature of that relationship is still not completely
understood or specified. Despite that understanding, Van Fleet and Yukl go on to
identify three general ways that situational variables can affect a leader’s action.
The first way would be to constrain a leader’s behavior, the second would be to
directly affect intervening variables in the leader to end-result process (a concrete
example of this in a military situation would be to provide a leader with the task
to taking a company from St. Louis to Kansas City, and then for whatever reason,
saddle that leader with personnel or vehicles unwilling or unable to make the
trip), and the third way would be to moderate the relative importance of leader

behaviors in specific circumstances (42).



These variables all represent scenarios which, for the most part lie, bevond
the leader’s ability to modify, but with which he must reckon none the less. A
skilled leader should, at the least, be able to neutralize disadvantages presented by
these variables. Those particularly gifted may be able to actually turn these to an
advantage, assuming a degree of consistency in the exogenous situational

variables that allows a time frame sufficient for countermeasures to be developed.

The military is an organization not given to radical change. However, it
has not been unaffected by the increasing tread toward a behavior-emphasized

approach to leadership training.

The influence of this behaviorally-emphasized approach can be see in any
number of activities currently taking place at Army academic institutions. For
instance, officers who attend the Officer Basic Course directly after receiving
their commission perform the “Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability
Description™ exercise, which uses hypothetical situations to provide the student
with information about their own leadership style in a grid matrix style format
(Academy of Health Sciences).

The United States Military Academy at West Point, the U. S. Army’s
premier institution for leadership training and development, has also implemented
formal academic requirements for its student-officers. This type of academic
work and leadership study has arisen directly from the types of thinking advanced
by Van Fleet and Yukl and others (McNally et a/ 176).

The dominant theories of military leadership that have taken hold this
century have increasingly emphasized the logical, rational approach as being key

to effective leadership. This trend can be seen in the curriculum at the United



States Military Academy (USMA) at West Point, where the mission “is to educate
and train the Corps of Cadets so that each graduate shall have the attributes
essential to professional growth throughout a career as an officer of the Regular
Army and to inspire each to a lifetime of service to the nation” (USMA 7). One
of the central components of the institutional vision of the USMA is to be the
premier leader development institution in the world. West Point is interested in
developing leaders of character who not only do things night, but who also do the
right things under conditions of intense pressure and frequent scrutiny (Bennis).

At West Point, cadets are required to take core courses in the Department
of Behavioral Sciences and Leadership which focus on scholarly and
self-reflective perspectives of leadership. These courses expose cadets to a
theory-based, systematic leadership model that they use as a framework for
analyzing complex but realistic leadership situations. By design, this 40-hour
course is taught only to West Point juniors. The intent is to capitalize on the
concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active
experimentation model of learning (McNally 176).

Current theory advanced by some behavioral scientists says that to be
effective in the 21st century, leaders must possess critical thinking skills (see
Hunt & Blair). Therefore, the instructional strategies used in the West Point
Leadership courses focus on the development of these thinking skills while
employing relevant subject matter content. Cadets are taught numerous
behavioral science theories and then required to apply these theories to a case that
illustrates a situation they might face as a military leader. The process requires
cadets to use higher order cognitive skills such as the identification of ambiguity,
the discovery of assumptions and value conflicts, the evaluation of evidence, the
application of logic, the generation of alternative inferences, and the development

of reasoned judgment (Jacob & Jaques 292).



McNally er al called the approach used to stress the integration of these

cognitive skills the “Intellectual Procedure”. Of this, they wrote

This model, we believe, is simply the application of the scientific
method of inquiry to leadership situations. Our experience has
convinced us that this is a powerful framework for developing
thoughtful and reflective leaders. (177)

The application of the Intellectual Procedure to realistic leadership
situations requires cadets to perform three primary intellectual tasks: identify
what is happening, account for what is happening, and then formulate and apply
leader actions to the situation. McNally er al stressed that this process teaches
cadets to think, rather than to apply textbook formulas to situations. “As cadets
increase in sophistication, they recognize that multiple “correct” leader actions
are feasible as long as they are organizationally realistic and do not create
additional problems. We believe this contributes significantly to cadet intellectual
development™ (180).

FM 25-101, Battle Focused Training the Army’s “how to” training

manual, opens with the following passage:

The Army exists to deter war or, if deterrence fails, to win in combat.
For deterrence to be effective, our enemies must know that an Army
can mobilize, deploy, fight and sustain combat operations. Effective
training molds human resources into cohesive, combat ready units.

To be successful in combat, the Army must train continually to
develop and maintain combat ready soldiers, leaders, and units that
can perform assigned tasks to specific standards. The requirement for
training continues even during wartime (especially within the combat
zone). Training builds self-confidence, promotes teamwork and
espirit de corps, and increases professionalism in soldiers, leaders,
and units. (Department of the Army i)



The underlying principles espoused above represent the break between the

academic approach to military leadership and its practical implementation.
Though indirectly based in the principles and theories of behavioral-focused
approaches to leadership, these tenets are rooted in the pragmatism and
no-nonsense approach to warfighting that has guided effective military leadership
since the beginning of history.

The United States Army’s leader training and development process is

grounded in value- and professional ethic-based education. A 1994 Department of

the Army publication, Leader Development for America’s Army, addressed that

approach in its overview, both in a historic sense and in light of its modern-day

application:

Throughout the Army’s history, leadership and leader development
have received continuous attention. The development of competent
and confident military and civilian leaders in the Army -- from
corporal to sergeant major, from lieutenant to general officer, and
from civilian intern to senior executive service - is our most enduring
legacy to the future of the Army and the nation. Developing these
future leaders in light of decreasing resources and a smaller force
challenges us to maximize every developmental opportunity. A
trained and ready Army will always require leaders who are
professionals in every way -- leaders who exemplify traditional Army
values and professional ethics.

Values are the bedrock of professionals. They influence leader
attitudes, behavior, and decisions. History shows successful leaders
are competent in and committed to the profession of arms; uphold the
dignity and respect of all individuals; are physically and morally
courageous; candidly and forthrightly deal with others; and are
willingly responsible for the performance of their unit/organization
and every individual entrusted to their care.

Professional ethics set the moral context for service to the nation and
inspire the sense of purpose necessary to preserve our nation and to
protect our worldwide national interest. Army ethics contain the
values that guide leaders. When taking the oath of service, leaders
must embody loyalty to the nation, the Army, the unit and each



individual in it. By their actions, leaders must display uninhibited
loyalty, selfless service, unquestionable integrity, and a total
commitment to fully performing assigned and implied duties (1-2).

Prior to 1987, the Army conducted several noteworthy leader development
studies -- Officer Personnel Management System [ (OPMS) in 1971: Review of
Education and Training for Officers in 1978; the Professional Development of
Officers Study and OPMS II in 1984; the Total Warrant Officer Study in 1985;
and the Noncommissioned Officer Professional Development Study in 1986.

In 1987, the Army Chief of Staff directed that a comprehensive leadership
development study be conducted for all categories of personnel. That study
produced the current leader development system and process; a support system to
monitor and adapt to the effects of change on Army leader development; and
leader development action plans for officers, warrant officers, noncommissioned
officers, DA civilians and the Reserve Component. In 1991, the Leader
Development Investment Strategy study developed principles and imperatives to
synchronize leader development initiatives as the Army downsized. Additionally,
committees recommended investments and divestments, as appropriate, to offset
the impact of dwindling resources.

The final result of all of this shaping and refining was that the leadership
development system of the Army today places a strong emphasis on institutional
training and development, and further enhancement of leadership skills, abilities
and capabilities through increasingly difficult operational assignments and a
system designed for constant self-development.

The Army clearly believes that it is on the right track with this system, and

claims unhesitatingly that:

lessons learned from recent wars, humanitarian relief operations,
and exercises suggest the Army’s progressive, sequential and



three-pillar approach to leader development is sound and produces
the quality leader our nation requires. The three pillars of leader
development -- institutional training and education, operational
assignments and self- development — are dynamic and
interconnected. The individual gains skills, knowledge and
behavior (SKB’s) at the institution and practices them during
operational assignments to refine these skills, broaden knowledge
and shape behavior. Meanwhile, these experiences are shared
during institutional training and education. Self-development
enhances, sustains, and expands SKB’s learned from institutional
training and education and duty assignments (Department of the
Army 6).

Table 2

The Army Leader Development Model
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In its bible of infantry combat, /M 7-8 Infantry Rifle Platoon and Squad,
the United States Army addresses the direction and composition of its leadership

in the most basic level -- ground warfare -- by saying that

Military leadership is a process by which a soldier influences others
to accomplish the mission. Leaders coordinate the three elements of
combat power (maneuver, firepower, protection) for strategic effect,
but it is their competent and confident leadership that results in
effective unit action. The right leadership gives purpose, direction and
motivation in combat. Leaders must know their profession, their
soldiers and the tools of war. Only this kind of leader can direct
soldiers to do difficult tasks under dangerous and stressful conditions
(1, 1-2(d)).

This paragraph underscores the fact that successful military leadership
cannot (and does not) wait until the peak of battle to emerge. Skillful
coordination of combat power does not happen on its own. It requires hours and
hours of training. In Military Leadership the importance of being able to conduct
such training is highlighted when it says, “well-trained soldiers are units can
better resist the effects of continuous operations. Training also improves soldiers’
ability to maintain self-control and to think when exhausted” (63). Erwin Rommel
stated it most clearly when he said simply, “the best form of welfare for the
troops is tough training (Rogers 122).”

The problem is that most people don’t get it - neither the ordinary citizen
nor the four-star general roaming the halls of the Pentagon. The currently popular
books and movies such as Top Gun or any novel by Tom Clancy only serve to
amplify the chest-thumping image of life in the military that exists in the mind of
the general public. Charles MacDonald wrote about his leadership experiences in
his real-life account of being a twenty-three year old company commander in

World War I1.
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The sound of small-arms fire continued, heightened by the explosions
of dozens of mortar shells. “So this is a counteratrack,” 1 thought.
‘Well, this is what you have been waiting for. Now this company of
veterans will find out what it has in this youthful, inexperienced CO.
Quit shaking, dammit. Stop trembling all over. Get control of
yourself. Act like a soldier, goddammit! At least you can impersonate
an officer!’ (60)

Unfortunately, this picture of military leadership (being scared out of your
last pair of clean drawers, but like John Wayne, overcoming fear to seize the
battle from the enemy) is just not accurate 99.8% of the time. Neither is it the
bluster and noise about the glory of the battle, of which General Douglas
MacArthur was the champion. In Courage Was The Rule, he wrote of his plans to

make an amphibious landing at Inchon.

[ was now ready for the last great stroke to bring my plan into

fruition. My Han River dream as a possibility had begun to assume
the certainties of reality—a turning movement deep into the flank and
rear of the enemy that would sever his supply lines and encircle all his
forces south of Seoul. I had made similar decisions in past campaigns,
but none that promised to be more vitally conclusive if successful.
(238)

However, MacArthur’s portrait of his role in the Korean Conflict is
exception, and does not represent the typical model of command. Most of military
leadership is, emphatically, not fighting in wars. It is not the tales of glory
Hollywood likes to portray in movies such as The Green Berets. Most of the
energy devoted to military leadership, especially at the company level “where
most of the work gets done,” is consumed in fulfilling routine, administrative
requirements that keep a million government bureaucrats busy shuffling papers at
military facilities around the world (English). It is making up training schedules,

counseling troops, conducting physical training, ensuring compliance with EEO
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regulations, and administering common skills testing. It is tracking attendance at
unit training, ensuring compliance with weight standards, and chasing soldiers
who write bad checks down at the PX.

Charles de Gaulle wrote most eloquently of the tendency of the military to

consume itself in paperwork in The Edge of the Sword.

Throughout the whole chain of command, the different echelons,
growing continually larger and larger, would exhaust their energies in
dealing from above with matters that ought to be handled on the spot.

The resources of the staff would be wasted in coping with a vastly
swollen mass of regulations—often contradictory--and a flood of
details, all undergoing almost daily modification and correction; in
grappling with the horde of projects, many of them stillborn,
forecasts, falsified almost as soon as formed, and numerous
expressions of opinion mostly valueless, reports rendered for the sake
of rendering, and demands which never have been, never could be,
met. (94)

So, the commander must struggle constantly to find solutions to overcome
these obstacles. It is clear that the regulations which mandate performance of the
numerous administrative requirements cannot be ignored outright. However, the
President, the generals, the politicians and the average citizen would all agree that
the Army’s job is to be highly skilled in killing people and breaking things, not to
spend its time becoming proficient in paperwork.

The solution comes in the company level leader’s approach to effectively
complete these administrative requirements pressed on him from above. In
fairness, it should be noted that the administrative tasks imposed from higher
commands are mostly valid, readiness-dictated necessities, and are not done just
to irritate and annoy the reserve commander, as is often suspected. These tasks
include such items as mobilization-readiness activities, which assures that the

documentation on a soldier’s dependents, training, wills, medical and training
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records, and the like are all in place; annual physical-fitness tests; professional
credentialling for medical personnel (doctors and nurses); and reenlistment/
retention efforts. The effective and efficient completion of these and other
mandatory tasks ensures that the unit is ready to go in case of combat
mobilization, and that the soldiers who belong to the unit are indeed fit for duty
and are viable wartime assets.

It is widely recognized that the leadership in the Army Reserve faces a
unique challenge. In Leader’s Training Responsibilities, a manual distributed to
students during the Officer Advanced Course, the problems unique to the

Reserves are discussed in depth.

Approximately 50% of today’s Army force structure is composed of
Reserve Component (RC) units. While these RC units are expected to
perform to the same standards as Active Component (AC) units, they
face many greater challenges in training. The training year of the
average soldier in a RC unit has a total of 39 days—24 days of training
which fall on drill weekends, and 15 days of annual training each
year, normally during the summer. The soldiers and leaders in the RC
have military service and separate civilian careers competing for their
attention and time. These units also face considerable geographic
dispersion. For example, the average RC battalion is dispersed over a
150 to 300 mile radius; soldiers travel an average of 40 miles to reach
the nearest local training area, and units must move an average of 150
miles to the nearest major training area. (1-2)

The same piece pins the responsibility to overcome these distractions
squarely on the shoulders of the commander, saying that “the old Army adage that
‘The commander is responsible for everything that the unit does or fails to do’
continues to apply to this day. The list of any commander’s responsibilities is
almost endless™ (1-2).

It is understandable that with such a limited amount of training time

available to assure readiness, it is critical that army reserve units make the most
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of drill time to perform tasks directly related to wartime missions. However.
quality training also has an enormous impact on unit strength and retention as
well.

“Providing vigorous training on drill weekends for reserve soldiers is
critical to retention and recruiting,” says Brigadier General James Price. “And. to
have our soldiers completing paperwork and fulfilling other administrative tasks
does not meet that definition.”

The Army Reserve has been struggling with retention issues for years.
Perry, Griffith, and White performed a Department of Defense-commissioned

study on retention issues in the USAR in 1991 and concluded squarely

With the end of the Vietnam War and the introduction of the
all-volunteer army, the Army Reserve component has had difficulty in
retaining junior-ranking enlisted soldiers. The problem of retention
involves not only keeping personnel after the completion of their
enlistments but also preventing the loss of first-term enlistees prior to
the end of their service obligations.

In most cases, junior enlisted who leave the Army Reserve without
completing their service obligations do not formally “quit” but rather
simply stop coming to weekend drills, and are subsequently dropped
from active participation with the unit and are transferred to the Army
Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) as “unsatisfactory participants.” In
fiscal year 1989, the Army Reserve reported 42,834 unsatisfactory
participant losses. In a year’s time, the loss of these soldiers
represents an 18 to 20 percent loss of the total “active™ Army Reserve
strength It costs about $40,000 to recruit and train each replacement
for these soldiers. The cost of these losses in fiscal year 1989 alone
exceeded $1.71 billion. (111-112)

The changes of the force structure of the active and reserve components in
the 80’s and 90°s, which saw a substantial portion of the combat support and

combat service support units being positioned in the reserve component, has

meant that the active component relies increasingly on the reserves to conduct its



