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Among the many professional sub- -

jects with which the contemporary mil-
itary officer is concerned, few have
been the object of more introspection
and analysis than leadership and
management. As a result, there are
probably as many theories relating to
what makes an effective commander,
leader, or manager as there are theor-
ists. Some provide divergent views on
motivations; others cite lengthy lists of
leadership principles; still others prefer
to list appropriate personal character-
istics of the ideal leader or manager.
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Within the last few years there has
been a significant school of thought
which favors a “scientific” approach,
which insists that through quantita-
tive analysis of statistical data, organ-
izations can be effectively and efficient-
ly led and managed.

It is impoassible to develop an analyt-
ically sound personal philosophy of
command, leadership, and manage-
ment without considering these major
theories. There is no shortage of advo-
cates for either the “carrot” or the
“stick” approach toward motivating

The carrot or the stick?

people,! and most mid-level managers
have probably been exposed to Mas-
low’s theories on man’s hierarchy of
needs.? There are obviously salient
points to be made by all concerned. In
broad terms, my own philosophy might
be described as that of a “Theory Y
Carrot Man” who believes that proper-
ly challenged and motivated soldiers
will almost always perform their duties
tothe highest standards. The challenge
for the effective leader then is to insure
that the acceptable parameters of per-
formance are set, enforced, and fairly
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administered. In other words, the com-
mander’s primary task is in setting the
behavioral boundaries and profes-
sional objectives for his unit; then he
must effectively use his leadership and
management techniques to insure pro-
gress toward accomplishing those
objectives.

At the outset, it is critical to examine
the dichotomy between leadership and
management. Several definitions of
these terms are available, but none
seem totally satisfactory.

The Army War College, for example,
defines leadership as the “. . . art of
influencing human behavior so as to
accomplish a mission in the manner
desired. . . .”3 JCS Pub I defines man-
agement as ‘... a process of establish-
ing and attaining objectives to carry
out responsibilities.” George Labovitz
defines it as “. . . getting things done
through other people....”* Perhaps the
most succincet and valuable discussion
of the Jeadership-management issue is
provided by BG Charles D. Bussey in
his article ‘“Leadership for the Army,”
Commander’s Call, DA Pam 360-877,
June 1983. General Bussey suggests
that the terms leadership and man-
agement are often erroneously used
virtually interchangeably, and that a
more correct terminology might focus
on the personal nature of leadership
versus the impersonal nature of man-
agement. The manager, for example,
often uses statistical data as the prim-
ary criteria for resource allocation,
whereas the leader would probably use
more intuitive, less quantifiable data,
as the basis for a decision, particularly
ifithas an effect on people. Taking this
a step further, I would argue that it is
precisely and unequivocally this per-
sonal aspect that separates leadership
from management. Managementis sta-
tistical, impersonal, and conjures up
visions of computers, offices, and busi-
ness suits. Leadership is subjective,
intuitive, and implies human interac-
tion, field duty, and fatigues.

My own philosophy leans heavily
toward this personal type of leadership
model. This is not to say that leaders
should not be managers, or vice versa.
Clearly the two are closely related—a
good leader must also be a good man-
ager. Nor would I imply that statistics
and other mathematically quantifiable
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indicators are not important, particu-
larly where larger units and agencies
are concerned. At the division level, for
example, the commander’s personal in-
fluence is obviously going to be limited;
he must rely to a larger extent on data
and statistics to make management
decisions. At brigade, however, and
certainly at battalion and lower level,
personally-flavored leadership is not
only more dominant but also can often
play the critical role in improving both
the morale and effectiveness of a unit.
It would seem therefore almost axio-
matic that the lower one goes the more
important personal leadership be-
comes. Also, in the field environment,
theoretical decisionmaking models prob-
ably have far less impact than they
might at a higher staff level, particu-
larly one involved in budgeting, plan-
ning and programming. Simply put,
soldiers respond to role models, not
scientific-mathematic models.

Another factor which tends to min-
imize the importance of management,
vis-a-vis leadership at the lower levels,
is a very pragmatic one. In the Army
few commanders can really have a sig-
nificantimpact on their organizational
structure. Units are organized accord-
ing to authorization documents such as
TOEs and TDAs. Staffs, for the most
part, are constructed around the stan-
dard lines of personnel, intelligence,
operations, and logistics. Command
tours, even when extended to 3 years,
do not really allow a commander ade-
quate time to shape the organizational
framework of his unit. Hemay reorgan-
ize internally, submit MTOEs, and so
on, but the net effect of all this will
likely be minimal. His organization is
fixed, hierarchial, and generally inflex-
ible. Meaningful and lasting manage-
rial initiatives are difficult at best.

Doesthisrender the commander incap-
able of having a real impact? Not at
all—it merely limits the importance of
organizational and structural change.
It actually increases the criticality of
leadership because it leaves the door
open for the commander to expend his
energies where he can have the maxi-
mum effect—by controlling and influ-
encing his unit’s environment. As
Labovitz points out, this is the area
which the senior manager really
controls.®

If, then, I had to sum up my personal
philosophyin a single sentence, I would
say that the effective leader succeeds
by establishing and fostering the type
of leadership climate which is condu-
cive to enabling people to live up to
their natural potential. The “atmo-
spherics” of a unit are critical to insur-
ing the accomplishment of its objec-
tives. FM 22-100, Military Leadership,
Jan 1983, Appendix A, provides 11
principles of leadership, which upon
close analysis are really no more than
guidelines to establishing this type of
command atmosphere. My own philo-
sophy is perhaps much simpler and
consists of only three fundamental
rules.

The first of these is to be visible and
involved. The physical presence and
appearance of the boss is important. It
lends credence and importance to the
task at hand; thisis particularly impor-
tant in training situations where the
leader’s presence emphasizes the im-
portance of the ongoing training. It
also provides an opportunity to demon-
strate knowledge and concern. As men-
tioned in the article, “Tactical Com-
mand” by Arthur Collins, it is a plus if
the leader also is charismatic, but this
18 not a necessity—normally his physi-
cal presence alone is enough.t In this
regard his appearance is also impor-
tant: for example, his uniform should
be “up to speed,” and he should not be
overweight. The leader sets the stand-
ards, and the first fundamental stand-
ard is a sharp, military appearance.

Being involved means just that: The
leader should set the example, be pro-
fessionally knowledgeable, and dem-
onstrate that knowledge when approp-
riate. He should train with his troops;
be with them, share their hardships.
Aloofness destroys credibility. This
does not mean one has to live and act
like a private to effectively lead, but he
does need to understand his job and
perspectivein order to create the type of
environment which will bring out his
best performance. Being involved also
means making decisions—hopefully
they will all be wise and rational deci-
sions, but above all make them. Indeci-
siveness is sometimes worse than a bad
decision. In thisregard, being involved
also means listening, especially to sub-
ordinates. Communication is a two-



way street. [have yet to learn anything
of value by talking (except occasionally
that it might have been beiter to have
kept my mouth shut), but I have gained
avast amount of information by listen-
ing. As Peter Drucker points out in his
chapter on “Managerial Communica-
tions,” downward communication by

itself is not really communication, be-

cause it “. . . focuses only on what we
want to say, not what the recipient
wants to say.’

The second fundamental guideline of
my philosophy of leadership is to prac-
tice ethical behavior. In many respects
this may be the hardest precept to fol-
low, not only because of the pressures
to succeed, or the many ethical dilem-
mas encountered so often, but also sim-
ply because of the ease with which one
can roll with the tide in today’s Army.
Itis easy, for example, to state categor-
ically that leaders must have integrity;
they must back up what they say and
keep their promises. They must demon-
strate fairness and impartiality, par-
ticularly when administering UCMJ
actions. The real dilemma, however,
occurs with actual practice, often in
borderline cases. Who can truthfully
say, for example, that he has never
taken aboondoggle TDY trip, asked for
more resources than were really neces-
sary to get a job done, or insisted on
changing administrative proceduresin
the interest of efficiency when it was
easier to just bend with the wind? An-
other example is aggressively spend-
ing year-end funds, often on question-
able activities or projects, with the ra-
tionale that next year’s budget will be
cut if all of this year’s money is not
spent. These are situations in which
the truly ethical leader must do some
serious introspection at a rather fun-
damental level. He must consider, hon-
estly and fairly, what has been referred
to as the good of the occupational insti-
tution versus the wider society.8 I would
submit that the real litmus test for
practicing ethical behavior is whether
the leader’s conduct reflects loyalty to
the country, its constitution, and its
citizens, not just loyalty to his own unit
or to the Army as an institution.

The final guideline for the successful
leader may be the mostimportant: take
care of your soldier. The leader can be
visible, involved and ethically beyond

reproach, yet he is not likely to create
the type of climate needed unless his
subordinates perceive that he has their
best interests at heart. The best piece of
advice for CGSC graduatesin my mem-
ory came from the closing lines of Gen.
Kerwin’s address to the graduating
class of 1978:; “Never forget the sold-
ier.”% This means far more than mak-
ing sure they are fed, clothed, sheltered
and paid. It means loyalty, both up and
down the chain of command, but espe-
cially down. It means fairness, impar-
tiality and keeping faith. It means pro-
moting self-confidence and self-esteem.
It means positive reinforcement, en-
couragement, recognition. It means em-
phasizing responsiblity and allowing
(not just demanding or requiring) sold-
iers to be accountable for their actions.
It means avoiding over-control and allow-
ing subordinates to run with the ball,
even if they may occasionally make
mistakes.

Perhaps most of all, particularly in
today’s army, a leader needs to protect
his subordinates from unnecessary and
trivial requirements. Units, and the
people in them, must focus on the goal,
the objective. Unnecessary or peripher-
al requirements need to be buffered or
“deflected” by the leader.I once had the
pleasure of working for a general officer
in the Pentagon whose favorite gui-
dancetonewly assigned action officers
was to, ‘. . . avoid dumb and stupid
things.” I would augment this advice
by encouraging effective leaders to ac-
tively fight nonsensical requirements.
This must not be done to excess, of
course (it is in his soldiers’ interests
that he maintain good relations with
higher headquarters), but my exper-
ience has been that if a requirement is
not really necessary, it will usually dis-
appear if someone in authority aggres-
sively questions its usefulness.

In developing a personal philosophy
of leadership one can apply some ele-
ments of the major theories and deter-
mine their applicability to their own
brand of leadership. From a broad per-
spective, however, this will probably be
only partially successful, not because
certain elements are not worthwhile or
relative, but simply because it should
be obvious that command, leadership,
and management are very personal
things. What works for one person may
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not work for another. In the final anal-
ysis, however, it is critical only that
each individual determines his own
path toward creating an atmosphere
that will insure that whatever unit or
agency he may be involved with will
receive his best shot at providing com-
petent and effective executive direction.
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