s
v
. o P \
\ } : / ’ |
i . ) r l ! .
|4 !‘ T U ’-’a | g
! 3 .

C‘C’D THE UNITED STATES NAVAL WAR COLLEGE

-

R e e a3

ADAO 580

e TR

=
-
~e—

T R TR T T T

DDG FILE COPY_

AD No.

T PR S U -7

PUBLISHED BY

X DY

A

THE NAVAL WAR COLLEGE
CENTER FOR ADVANCED RESEARCH PN L




S |

L o]

e

TR T

L
J‘ﬂ: ¥

ABAOS8030

e ———————————————

AD No.

(p TLITARY ERSHIP IN THE 19908
= LEAD 4 /

o

D=

JUNE 1978

@'{uw M9 |

151 p '

DOC riLE copy

The viewe contained herein ars those of the author, and
publication of this research by the Center for Advanced
Research, Naval War College, does not constitute en-
dorsement thereof by the Naval War College, the Depart-
ment of the Navy, or any other branch of the U.S. '
Government.

Further reproduction of this paper by agencies of the
U.5. Government must be approved by the President, Naval
War College. Reproduction by nongovernment agencies or
individuals without the written consent ¢of the President,
Naval War College, is prohibited. The content, however,
is open to citation and other reference in accordance
with accepted research practices.




¢ 7 et ey

UNCLASSIFIED « h

SEGURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Entered)

TR

A Sho s e

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE e L G L
AP A Z-LARTTT] 13 3. OOVT ACCESSION NOJ 3. RECIFIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER ]

4. TITLE (and Subtitle) §. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED

Military Leadership in the 1990s

6. PEAFORMING ORG, REFPORT NUMBER

Y. AUTHOR(s) ¥ CONTRACY SN SRANY NUMBER(e)

LCOL RODNEY V. COX, JR., USAF

5. PEAFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME ANG ADDRESS

CENTER FOR ADVANCED RESEARCH
NAVAL WAR COLLEGE
NEWPORT, R.I. 02840

[T " GisTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)

11, CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12. REPORT DATE

CENTER FOR ADVANCED RESEARCH ‘ June 1978

NAVAL WAR COLLEGE . NUMBER OF PAGES
ORT, R.I, 02840

NEWP

1. llcum'-%e CLARS,: (of ihia teport)

UNCLASSIFIED

[¥a; F!EF&WPEA?MN?EoWNﬁAﬁmu
HEDUL

$8¢it different trom Conteolling Otfice)

Approved for public release} distribution unlimited

17, DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abstract entered in Bloek 20, it ditlerent from Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

10. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

19. Co o on reverar alde if [ identily by bloak number

215 FORARY (Saniiue onte WEIVARY 'PRRE St ED AVY PERSONNEL
MARINE CORPS PFRSONNEL OFFICER PERSONNEL SELECTION

NAVAL PERSONNEL CAREERS MANPOWER

. SELECTION BFHAVTOR

LEADERSHIP AIR FORCE EDUCATION

SOCIOLOGY MARINE CORPS TRAINING

20. ARJTRACT (Continue on reverss aide if necessury and identify by black number)
‘EgMilitary assumptions about the military leadership found in the literature

teday are based on outdeted data. An analysis of socio=-economic backgrounds,
career patterns, and perceptions of Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy leaders
past, present, and future was made in order to develop a data base of updated
material,

The military leaders of the future will no longer be predominantly from
the old family, upper cless, Protestant, rural background. There 1s no single

; k ip 1 SR%s 1473 woiTion oF 1 Nav o8 18 oBsOLETE UNCLASSIFIED

ifmilitary" purtrait, but each service has its own recruitment patterns and! -

, /N 0102:LF-014-6401
L P St P g P T LY

e

T TET s

|
-!




e

RS AT

Oy NE TR Ear ey

P el i oS S

—UNCLASSIFIED

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION QF Tria PAGE (When liata Entered)

20, Abstract (cont,)

J therefore, socio-economic analysis is not sufficient to explain the persistent

conservative ldentification claimed by the future milltery leaders,

The future military leaders belleve they are imbued with superior values
of sacrifice, discipline, and patriotiem, They do not feel they are appreciated
by the American soclety and characterize themselves as isolated from that
society. In spite of this isolation, the future leaders do not question the
requirement for civilian control of the military. Finally, 1t is concluded
that the concern about what formulates the pollticel logle of military leaders
is overstated and efforts in this area should be directed primarily to insure
that the outward menifestations of that logic are consistent with national

obJectives.v\\

-

» UNCLASSIFIED

e e e St sa 2 HSUBITY G ANY FIGATION QETTHIA RAGK(WRep R




: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the past few ysars there has been a great deal written

about the military. When these articles, books, and period-

T T AT NS T T e ST i

i icals are studied closely, many general assumptions are found

that can be traced to Morris Janowitz' The Professional ﬁ

Soldiex. This book is based on data collected in the 1950s

which, for the most part, have naver been updated and expanded.

! Janowitz' data on 310 past Air Force and Navy flag of- k

ficers (generals and admirals) were used to compare data col=~

Q ' _ lected from biographies and transcripts of 756 present-day

- ai

f Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy flag officers, In addition,

i a survey was made of 892 officers who have been identified as

having the potential for flag rank into the 1990s.

<«r The study begins with a look at the social composition

of military leaders past, present, and future in an attempt
to gain an understanding of military political logic. There
appear to be no significant overall "military" trends in re-

gional affiliation. There is a continuing slight overrepre-

sentation of the West in all of the services' future leaders,
but other than that, each of the services appears to be fol-
lowing its own unique pattern. The Navy's past, present and

future leaders consistesntly have been lightly overrepresenta-

an o 8 o =it ean . oo

tive of the East and West. The Air Force representation has
been shifting but apparently reaching a closer representation
of the U.8. population. The Marines show an amazing con-

sistency in the Northeast overrepresentation. Over one-
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fourth of the Marine generals on active duty in 1978 are from

two states, New York and Massachusetts.

The projected overall soclo-economic profile of the
three service's leaders in the 1990s is as follows: The
Air Force leaders will be drawn from a lower middle-class
family, Protestant, urban background broadly representative
of the U.S8. population; the Marine Corps future leaders will
be led by men from a lower-middle class family, Catholic,
urban background and will overrepresent the Northeast, and
the future Navy leaders will be from a lower-middle class
family, Protestant, urban background and will be dispro-
portionately from the Northeast and West.

It was concluded that, because of the significant diver-
sity within the socio=-economic backgrounde of the various
services' military leaders, it is possible to place too much
emphaeis on these factors when trying to understand the
political logic of military leaders. Arising from this con-
clusion is the hypothesis that other factors such as service
socialization and career patterns may holdan even more power=-
ful key than socio=-economic factors to the political logic
of the military.

Future military leaders are genarally satisfied with
their profession but there is a growing concern among them
about its future, Their primary motivation for joining the
officer corps was the draft and their choice of the military

ap a career was nhot really by design or a deep sense of
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commitment. Most would choose the military again, if given
the choice; but the future leaders would not encourage their
sons to choose the military as a profession.

The future military leadership should not be dominated
by academy graduates. The future leaie -~ believe the best
way to obtain flag rank is outltandinqlperformnncc in the
right job at the right time and the best way to obtain the
right jobs is by having a sponsor. Only the Marines felt
the personnel system alone would insure that the right career
steps are fulfilled without some outside help.

The future military leaders’' aspirations were lower ghun
expected. Reasons for this were a realistic idea of the low
numbers who will enter f£lag rank; the unwillingness to make
the sacrifices necessary to make the rank; and the perception
that in order to make flag rank it may require actions which
will compromise their integrity.

The future military leaders believe they are imbued
with superior values of sacrifice, discipline, and patriotism.
However, they do not feal they are appreciated by the American
society. There is little evidence that this perception of
non-appreciation has much basis ir fact but is dexrived from
viewing the national media, an element of the soclety which
the future leaders consider biased and anti-military. The
crisis in self-image and self-asteem on the part of the
future leaders appears to have its basis in the memories of

Vietnam.
iv
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The self-image crisis doas not appear to have closed
the minds of future leaders to conceptual changes in military
roles and missions. How these changes are operationalized
does cause concern on the part of the future leaders. They
do not want to take on roles that may detract from their
primary mission of defense. In spite of their feeling of
isolation from sosiety, the future leaders do not question
the requirement for civiiian control of the military.

Military leaders have and will continue to identity
themselves as conservative. Socio-aconomic background and
rising sdncation levels do not appear to he the key factors
in ths development of this political logic. ‘The aspects
of military command do not require an unchanging authoritarian-
ism since the future lsaders appear to accept new behaviorally~
oriented managenment practices. There is a strong positive
¢correlation between consarvatism and combat experience. On
the other hand, neither increased age and experience nor
attendarce at a war college, nor identification with conser-
vative politicians appears to axplain the consistent con-
servative identification of military leaders.

Military Leadership in the 1990s concludes that the

political logic of military leaders appears o be ideologi-
cally zonsistent and operaticnally variable depending on tke
issue under consideration. When national dafunse issues

are under consideration the conservative bias of the militacy
prevails. On the other hand the future military leaders

are open to change in such things as conceptual soles and

v
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leadership atrategies. It may well be that concern about
what formulates the political logic of military leaders is
overstated and efforts in this area should be directed
primarily t¢ insure that the outward manifestations of that

logic are consistent with national objectives.
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MILITARY LEADERSHIP IN THE 1990s
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

It cannot be taken for granted that the services

will continue tc provide <ompetent leadership

for the nation's future needs. Both the ser-

vices themselves and the circumstances they

face are different from those in the past. 1

It has never beaen more important for the American people
to understand the values of their military leaders. With
modern technology and changing global relationships, the role
of the military as an instrument of national power is under-
going changes that will be shaped by future military leaders.
The dedication and judgment of our military leaders have
never been more critical because of the awesome power at their
disposal and their responsibility for the military strength
of the country.

In 1971 Toffler described the world situation as "...
a roaring current of change, a current so powerful today that
it overturns institutions, shifts our values and shrivels
our lives."2 The military institution has not been immune
to this change and the future portends some hard questioning
of the essence of the military as we know it today. In tﬁe
next 12 to 15 years today's "flag officers" (admirals and
generals) will be almost completely replaced. Will the re=-

placemente be made in the image of today's leaders or are

1

et et e mill

ERIRE

T g et e

e AT TR o e b e

SRR - s bt e Nt i A L *“menu




TS Y,

e

T I D PR,

T B S PR T T S T

TR TR AT v

o . m— v —— e .- i B e T o g m e ——— et b . e e e ———

the future military leaders going to be different? When
this question is answered, the future military and its abil-
ity to defend this country can be better understood.

In the past few years there has been a great deal
written about the military. The field of sociology in
particular has produced a proliferation of material dealing
with the effect of the All-Volunteer Force on the future
military. When these articles, books, and periodicals are
studied closely, one finds many general assumptions about the
sociological makeup of the military and especially its
leadership. Upon inspection, these assumptiong are found to
closely parallel the findings outlined by Morris Janowitz in

his book The Professic-.al 801dier.3 This book has become

recognized as the best study of the United States military
ever written. The influence of this monumental study can be
seen in the writings of scholars, reporters, and interest-
ingly enough, military personnel themselves. Janowitz'
book, first published in 1960, is based on data collected in
the 1950s8. Although much of the data is now ovar 20 years
0ld, there has been little attempt to question or update his
data to better reflect the present situation in the military.
Because there has been no better gtudy since the 508, Dr.
Janowitz' study was reprinted in 1971 with only a prologue
added. This prologue did not present an update of the
original text but described environmental changes that had
taken place during the intervening years and their possible

effect on the military.
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In his more recent writings, Janowitz has recognized
that there have been changes to some of his ¢riginal conclu-
sions. PFor instance, based on ROTC unit openings and loca-
tion of military bases, he now feels that the Southwest is
approaching the military representation of the South. Even
though writers have commented on the changing military environ-

ment, it is interesting that in an age of computerized

information and sophisticated sampling technigques no one has
attempted to replicate even a major portion of The Professional

Soldier. New data are needed to insure that assumptions based

e e v

on Janowitz' study are still valid and if they are not, a E
new baseline of data for future writings on the military !
needs to be developed.

In particular, new data are needed for the Air Force,

an organization which had been in existence for only three

to eight years during Janowitz' study. The Air Force lead-
ership at that time was a product of the Army Air Corps.

The Air Force did not have its own academy and had not

developed a character of its own. This is no longer true.
By the 1980s8, all Air Force generals will have spent their
entire careers in a separate Air Force. P

The Professional Soldier did not deal with the Marine

Corps at all. 'This is not unusual since in the 19508 the

Marines were still considerad to be primarily a branch of

the Navy. Since then the Marines, while functionally and

administratively still attached to the Navy Department, have
3
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developed almost equal status with the other services at the
policymaking level. The Commandant of the Marine Corps

8its on the Joint Chiefs of Staff with commensurate rank.
The Marine Corps is now a strong element in the Defense
Department policymaking structure and needs to be studied
along with the other services.

Not only has the Air Force developed its own character
and the Marine Corps approached equal standing with the
other services, but all of the military leaders of the 1990s
will have lived and fought in a unigue era. The military
officer, gince the 19508, has been recquired to function in a
rapidly changing social and professional environment, The
diversity of weapons, tactics, and policies; the conflict of
the traditional military management philosophy with new
behaviorist-oriented philosophies; and the challenges of
an All-Volunteer Force lead one to suspect the military,
if it has not changed already, is undergoing significant
changes. In addition, the prestige of the military officer
has been affected by involvement in an unpopular war and a
strong continuous questioning of defense costs and manage-
ment. The question that needs to be answered is: "What
are the effects and resultant attitude patterns of future
military leaders whose military careers span a unigue era and
a rapidly changing world?"

In addition to studying the background and formulation
of the next generation of military leaders, Janowitz' recent

4
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suggestion was heeded and an evaluation was made of their
perceptions concerning the changing role of violence in
international relations.? Espacially significant are their
ideas on the role of the military in a world where the enemy
has reached parity in weapons and where praparedness must
be maintained without the "...inevitability of conventional
combat involvement."> Their perceptions of many other socio-
logical, leadership, and political factors can also be inval-
vable in assessing the possible reactions of future military
leaders to various political and military situations.

There has been no comprehensive study since Janowitz'
classic work. The time seems overdue for the development
of a biographic, demographic, and perceptual dats base for
a better understanding of future military leaders. Using
The Professional Soldier as a model, Military Leadership in
the 1990s will attempt to test the hypothesis: The passage
of time and the changing nature of military leadership have
altered the portrait of future military leaders from that

recently portrayed in the literatures.

Methodology
The precursor to Military Leadership in the 1990s was

begun in 1973 as a research project at the Air Command and
Staff College (ACSC) of the Air University located at Max~
well Air Force Base, Alabama. The original study, Air Force

Leaders in the 19808, was conducted by the students and

5




faculty at the College.6 The faculty leader of the research,
Colcnel Pranklin D. Margiotta has published several articles
reporting findings of the Air Force study which have generated
a great deal of interest, both within the military and among
civilian scholars. :
The opportunity to expand the study to the Navy and :
Marine Corps presented itself when I, the student research

leader of the Air Force study, was assigned to the Naval

War College in 1977. Taking advantage of this opportunity
a proposal was submitted to the Naval War College's Center
for Advanced Research which agreed to sponscr an extension
of the Air Force study.

The expansion of the study into the Navy and Marine
Corps added another dimension to the study's original purpose. ;
Not only can a comparison of past, present, and future '

leaders be made but differences among the future leaders

of each of the services studied can now be made.
Three primary sources of data are used to make the past,
4 present, and future comparisons. The past sample was taken

from Janowitz' The Professional Soldier and includes 106

Air Force generals and 204 Navy admirals. For comparison

a sample of biographies of 351 (90%) Air Force generals serving
on active duty in 1974 and 333 (100%) Navy admirals and
adiniral selectees and 68 (100%) Marine generals serving on
active duty in 1978 were analyzed for biographic, demographic,

and career information.
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In order to study the third group, future military
leaders, the biographic, demographic, and career information
was expanded to include insights into attitudes and percep-
tions. In order to gather this information a 70 item ques-
tionnaire was developad. The questionnaire provided data
for comparison of past and present leaders as well as ques-
tions dealing with religion, heritage, political orientation,
professional perceptions, and leadership strategies.

The original instrument was conltrucied under the super-
vision of two officers with extensive expgrienco in the
developmant of guestionnaires. Before administration, the
questionnaire was circulated through several university pro-
fessors for comment and c:iticilm.7 Changes were incorporated
and the instrument was validated with small groups of offi-
cers. The reliability of the instrument was taested by the
four years between its two administrations. The questions
developed in 1973 needed only organizational revamping for
application in 1978. The only changes in the original
guestionnaire dealt with broadening the terminology (i.e.,
generals to flag officers) and changing several quastions
dealing with intraservice carear patterns. The two question-
naires were essentially the same and served as a basis for
interservice comparisons.

The questionnaires (Appendix 1) were distributed to
almost 1000 officers serving on active duty with the Air

Force, Marine Corps, and Navy. The vast majority of the
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participants were attending one of the services professional
military education schools. Participation was strictly
voluntary and the responses could be anonymoua. An excellent
overall return of 91,5% was received. In addition, many of
the participants volunteered unsolicited comments and re-
quested interviews to expand on their answers to the issues
involved. Over 300 such interviews were conducted in the

sample groups.

The Samples
The Professional Soldier and its data on flag officers

are piobably the most accepted source of data on past flag
officers and were used as a comparative basis. The bio-
graphies of present generals and admirals is an excellent
source for particular data points. Table 1 showa the sample
numpers and sources for these groupa. The only sampling
problem was to identify a group of officers that would fairly
represent those who will hold flag rank into the 19908,

The military promotion system is designed to advance the

best gqualified of the eligible officers to positions of
greater responpibility commensurate with the needs of the
service. The promotion phase points have been spaced to
allow a flow through various grades in a visible pattern

that provides varied experience and avoids stagnation. 1In
order to do this, decreasing percentages of eligible officers

are promoted to the next hlgher rank. The Navy, Marine and




TABLE I
PAST AND PRESENT MILITARY LEADERS

SAMPLE GROUP

Air Force Leaders 106 3512

‘ Marine Corps lLeaders - 683

! Navy Leaders 204 3334

Military Leaders 3l0 752

1. Source: 1954 data from The Professional Soldier.

: 2. Source: Official biographies on 50% of the Air Force
, general officers sarving on active duty as
. of January 1974,

-

: 3, Source: Official biographies on 100% of the Marine
4 generals serving on active duty as of April 1978.

o

e

) 4. Source: Official transcripts on 1003 of the admirals
‘ and admiral selectees serving on active duty
as of April 1978. ;
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Alr Force officers used in the "future military leaders"

E’ sample have competed successfully in the promotion systems

g‘ of their respective services identifying them as having the

i potential for further promotions and flag rank into the 1990s.

The samples included majors and lieutenant commanders;

lieutenant c¢olonaels and commanders; &nd colonels and zaptains

who had successfully competed to thess ranks. (Table II.)

In addition, the services, especially the Marines and
Alr Porce, identify future leaders by selecting officers
with the moat potential for further advancement to attend
professional military education (PME). The top Alr Force
and Marine majors as well as Navy lieutenant commanders

attend varicus intermediate PME schools, howevar, the

majority attend the Air Command and Staff College (ACHC) or
the Collage of Naval Command and Staff (CNCS)., The majority i

i of the Air Force and Marine lieutenant colonels and colonels
kr and theilr Navy counterparts, commanders and captuains, attend
4 the senior service PME schools, Air War College (AWC) or

s the College of Naval Warfare (CNW).

E There is some debate within the Navy whather or not |
attendance at a sanior service schoul enhances the chances

for flag rank. There is no such question in the Marine Coros and

F Alr Force whare service school selection and attendance )
. is almost mandatory for being promoted to the flag ranks. S

In April 1978, 139 admirals or admiral selectees had attended

a senjior PME school.B Tha mode of this group, 51 attended

10 4
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TABLE II
FUTURE MILITARY LEADERS

SAMPLE GROUP RESPONDEES

- B R S R |

Air Force 1974 Navy 1978 Marine Coxps 1978

awel - 209 enwd - 100 cNw® - 28

Acsc® - 472 cnest - 68 enes® - 18

681 168 43

l, Air Force lieutenant colonels and colonels attending
the Air War College in 1974,

2. Air Force majors attending the Air Command and Staff
College in 1974.

3. Navy commanders and captains attending the College
of Naval Warfare in 1978 plus submarine officers of
equal rank.

4. Navy lieutenant commanders attending the College of
Naval Command and Staff in 1978 plus submarine officers
of equal rank.

5. Marine lieutenant colonels and colonels attending the
College of Naval Warfare in 1978,

6. HMarine majors attending the College of Naval Command

and Staff in 1978,

11
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the College of Naval Warfare. Additionally 62 of the admirals

attended the College of Naval Command and Staff. Thesge
;- figures would be higher except for the fact that almost
no admirals with operational background in submarines have

; attended either of the two Navy Colleges. This fact will

remain constant for the foreseeable future since very few

- submariners attend the colleges even today. The stated

reason for this ia the lack of sufficient qualified asubmarine

officers to allow any of them the necessary 10 months to a

year away from their operational duties to attend one of the
colleges,
When the admirals with submarine and various other

specialties, (1.e., medical) who do not normally attend a

| PME school, are subtracted from the total number of 1978
admirals, over 45% of the remaining have attsnded a school

from which the sample groups of future leaders were drawn.

In addition the sample group attending the Navy schools in
1978 were speclally screened for attendance which has
resulted in an even stronger potential for flag rank in

the sample group.

i S il o

This study does not attempt to measure the perceptions
and thoughts of those future admirals in the specialized
professional fields such as medicine and religion, However,
3 the lack of submarine representation in the future leader

] data base was felt to be a major flaw. In order to correct

this flaw and thus insure a represcntative sampling of officers

| |
; 12 3
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with a submarine background, officers of equal rank and
potential stationed at the U.S. Navy BSubmarine Base ,

Groton, Connecticut, were included in the survey group.

Aslumgtibnl and Limitations

A major assumption underlying this study is that members
of an organization are able to conduct an objective inves-
tigation of that organization without creating "...tension
between the host body and the paople involvod."9 The problems
of internal tension and objectivity were always in mind
while conducting the research and analyzing the results. The
purpose of this study is neither to denigrate nor to senhance
the image of military leaders. The purpose of the study is
to present an updatad description of demographic/biographic
characteristics of future military leaders and to derive
insights into the attitudes and perceptiona of these future
leaders.

In reality being members of the military gave the re-
searchers two dietinct advantages over Dr. Janowitz and
other writers outside of the military. First, we had access
to many sources not generally available or known to outside
researchera. Also, being a research fellow under the spon-
sorship of the Naval War College's Center for Advanced Re-
search opened many doors for an Air Force officer studying
the Navy and Marines.

The second advantage military affiliation gave was
ready accessibility to a large number of Air Force, Navy,

13
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and Marine Corps officers. As problems of interpretation
arose, interviews of the officers in the sample groups were
conducted., In addition the questionnaire generated a great
deal of interest among the sample groups and resulted in
many spontaneous, unsolicited and extensive discussions of
the issues involved.

Another assumption was that the four years between the
administrations of the questionnaire to the two sample groups
would not affect the results inordinately. This assumption
presented no problem with the biographic/demographic data:;

however, gome significant events occurred in the intuervening

years including the final solution of the Vietnam wWar and

)
i

some penetrating discussions concerning the very essence of
all three of the services involved in the study. The B-l
manned bomber was cancelled, the nuclear aircraft carrier

was threatened, and ths Marine Corps misasion was continuously
under review. None of the questions in the study were
directly related to the issues involved, but responses to

gsome of the issues (e.g., civilian control, the All Volunteer

Force and military roles and migeions) certainly were affected by
the events occurring between the two administrations of the
questionnaire. Once again, recognition of the time lapse was
always paramount in the analysis of the responses to any
questiona that could be affected by changes in the 1974

and 1978 situations. The questionnaire turned out to be a

great deal more universal than initially suspected. Almost

14 )
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no changes in the questions were necessary due to changes
brought on by the time lapse. Both questionnaires axe in
Appendix 1 and any substantive changes between them are noted
in the text of the study.

The major limitation to the study was time. Janowitz
took eight years to complete his study; this product was
completed in less than six months. The short time involved
required a delimiting of the study to a comparison of demo-
graphic/biographic data on past, present, and future leaders
and comparison of perceptions and attitudes of future leaders
among the three services. Several items were studied from
the viewpoint of young versus older officers but this was
very limited. The collected data would allow many more com~
parisons between subgroups within the services, such as
academy/non-academy graduates; early promotees/on-time
promotees: aviation/surface/submarine Navy officers:; etc.

The data base has been prepared for computer compilation and
will be left with the Naval War College. Hopefully, students
attending one of the Colleges in the next few years will be
able to expand the scope of this study. Of course the study
would benefit greatly if a sampling of Army officers were
included.

Organization

The study begins with a look at the social composition
of military leaders past, present, and future. Comparisons
are made of educational background and the origins of military

15
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leaders. Included are such items as nativity, social strata,
religious background and intengity of affiliation, ethnic
heritage and rural/urban/gaographic origins. <Conclusions
drawn from this part of the study will test whether or not
Janowitz' conclusions about past military leaders are valid
today. The picture presented will give insight into the
future military leader's perspective.

From social composition the study will look at Pro-
fessional Perceptions in Chapter III. Attitudes about a mili-
tary career will be compared to perceptions of the sociatal
status of the military and the question of media influence and
civil/military relations in a changing international situation
will be diacussed.

After setting the perceived environment the study will
look at the military career, the process by which military
leaders are molded. Is it a process that insures the mili-
tary sterotype as so many detractors claim? Or is it a
process which insures that only the very best talent reaches
the top?

From a look at advancement and assignments in the mili-
tary the atudy will delve into perceptions of the future
military., The issues of roles and missions, civilian control,
service unification, and the all volunteer force are studied.

The pertinent facts and significant changes found in
the study are brought together in the final chapter in order
to describe how the Military Leadership in the 19908 may
differ from that of yesterday and today. Finally, conclusions

16
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CHAPTER II

MILITARY LEADERSHIP PATTERNS OF SOCIAL
COMPOSITION AND EDUCATION
+.++.the analysis of the social origins of the
Tilit;r{ti' glfgrgziuiok:z.io the understand-
g o P g

The social personality of the military, especially its
leadership, has been a subject of great interest tc modern
scholars. This interest has peaked with the demise of the
draft and the implementation of the all volunteer force.
Moskos, a leading writer, represents most scholars when he
predicts: "The movement toward an all volunteer force will
be accompanied by significant changes in the social basis
of officer recruitment."?

Many writers believe that the recruitment and eventual
movement into leadership positions of a broadly representative
cross section of social backgrounds will insure no harboring
of military intentions to upset the political balance.
Janowitz in his later writings felt that the military leader-
ship was moving toward this broader representation. Howsver
Moskos stated in 1973, "Recent evidence shows that starting
around the early 19608 the long~term trand toward recruit-
ment of the officer corps from a representative sample of

n3 Is the military

the American population has been reversed.
leadership of the future going to achieve this representation
or will the social reality be an elitist organization drawn
from limited segments of the society?

l8
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In order to provide some insight into the repreaentation/
non-representation issue, Military Leadership in the 1990s
studied several elements in the hackgrounds of current and
future military leaders and compared them to the American
population. The background elements studied were social
origine and education which most sociologists consider to be
significant in molding the "political logic" of individuals.
In developing the portrait of mocial origins, the analysis
made it possible to describe tha patterns of regional affilia-
tion, rural/urban background, family socio~-economic class,

and the heritage and religion of military leaders.

Regional Affiliation

«+s@ Military hierarchy dominated by Southerners

in today's volunteer environment would be dys-

functional if the goal is to obtain a represen=-

tative and Lbroad based military force.4

During the 19608 nearly all of the Joints Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) were southerners. Professor Lawrence J. Korb,
the foremost expert on the JCS, baliavas that "While it is
difficult to make a direct connection between ragional
origins and subsequent behavior of the Chiefs, this concen-
tration of southerners during the height of the war in Viet-
nam was not a healthy aituation."s

The idea that military leadership is overly represer.-
tative of the South is based on historical fact. Tracing
Army and Navy leaders from 1910, Janowitz showed that southern

19
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3 o connections have been consistently strong and overrepresen-

=S

\ . tative of the U,S, population. However, Janowitz reported
that the 1950 Air Force generals, in contrast to the Army and

Navy, were, ",,.most representative in terms of region.“6

At She i ks

In later writings, Janowitz reports that, based on new ROTC
unit openings and other factors, there is a shift in officer
procurement from the South to the Southwest. Military

Leadership in the 19908 studied the regional isaue and des~

cribed the regional affiliations of current and future Ailr
Force, Marine, and Navy flag officers,

The American population has become so mobile that ne
longer is place of birth a sufficient measure of geographic

affiliation. For purposes of this study, the regional analysis

of future military leaders used their places of rearing (state

' or foreign country where they spent most of their formative

years, birth to 18 years old) and where they received their

formal education, exclusive of academy attendance,

@ In order to make comparisons and provide easily replica-
1 ble and understandable data, the definition of region by the
_ | U.S. Bureau of Census was used, Janowitz also used this defi~- i
4 nition while recognizing the limitation of restricting a study gi
of regionalism to state boundaries. Bureau of Census data

from the years 1920 and 1950 were Belected for comparisons

é since they best represent the birthdates of the present mili- %;

b tary leaders and the period in which the future military

i
)
leaders were reared. Table III shows the results of these com= }
!

parisons. §
i
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Little aevidence was found of an overall military leader=~

ship recruitment pattern. Each of the sarvices' leaders .

£ g Ty i e

appear to have unique patterns of regional affiliation.

e

' _ The regional affiliation of current Navy admirals is

the most raepresentative of the U.S. population. There is a

b slight under-representation of the North Central and a slight

over-reprasantation from the West. The South and Northeast

o

represent the U.S. population vary closely. The future Navy

leadership appears to be shifting in regional background to

the Northeast and West ccasts while representation of the
North Central region is decreasing to a significant under-
representation., From interviews it was determined that the
growing coastal overrepresentation appears to be caused

by no more than the historical concept of a country attracting

its Navy personnel from those who live close to the sea.
The Air Force has axperienced a greater shifting in the

regional representation of its leaders. In Janowitz' study

of 1950 Air Force generals, the North Central region was dis-
proportionally overrepresented. This North Central orien-

tation diminished after 1950 and the current Air Force

general officers were drawn disproportionately from the

South. This trend appears to be transitory and the future

Ty T

Air Force leaders appear to be returning to a closer repres-

entation of the U.8., population,

b The Marines present an interesting picture of an ex-
tremely high and consistent representation from the North.

22 :
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Janowitz did not include the Marines in his study and no
reliable data on Marine Corps generals were available from
the 1950 period. The current Marine generals and the future
leaders show an amazing consistency in that almost one-half
of their number have a Northeast affiliation. In fact, of
the 66 Marine generals on active duty in 1978 born 1in the
United States, 18 {over one-fourth) were from‘two states,
Massachusetts and New York., Added to this strong Northeast
representation has been a shift upward in North Central
rapresantation while the South is experiencing a rather
significant decline. Both the North Central and South con-
tinus to be underrepresented when compared with the U.S,
population,

During subsequent interviews with Marine Corps officers,
an attempt was made to pinpoint the reason for this heavy
recruitment of their leaders from the North. Several large
Marine officer procurement programs are located in north-
eastern universities, but this does not necesmarily explain
their over-representation in thae Marine leadership. No
other definitive answer was found and if, as Janowitz and
others suggest, social origins are important and if as Korb
indicates, a strong affiliation with any one area is
"dyafunctional," the Marine Corps may want to study their
racruitment patterns and promotion policies to gain an under-
standing of the consistent ovarrepresentation of the North-
east region of tha United States among their leaders.

23
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There appear to be no significant overall "military"
trends in regional affiliation. There is a continuing slight
over-representation of the West in all of the sarvices
studied but other than that each of the services appears to g
be following its own unique pattern. The Navy remains fairly L
consistent, the Air Force shifting but apparently reaching a ‘ Z
closer representation of the U.8. population, while the
Marines show a consistently strong North East over-representation :
and strengthening overall northern influence among their .

current and future leadars.

Rural/Urban Background }7

The data on the place of birth of military lead-

ers indicates that they are ?vorwholmingly of

rural and small town origin.

Agreeing with Janowitz, Moskos stated in 1973 that niwly
commissioned officers are being over-proportionately drawn
from rural and small town bacquoundl.a On the other hand,
Coates agserts that there exists a trend toward urban recruit-
ment primarily as a result of ",..the continuing trend toward
city dwelling in the nation as a whole."?

Military Leadership in the 19908 findings support Coates.
The future military leadership will be more urban than the
U.8. populace (Table IV). The Air Force more closely
approximates the U.S. population while the Marines have a
significantly more urban background. Another interesting 3

aspect was the low 2% of the Air Force and Marine sample

24
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claiming to have been raised on military sites while 7% of
the Navy respondents reported having been raised on military
installations. While 7% 18 still rather low, the difference
betwaen the Navy and its counterparts in the Air Force and

Marines is consistent with the findings in the discussion

of self~recruitment.

Family Socio-Economic Class and Heritage

American military leaders traditionally have come
from the more privileged strata. However, recent
trends in their social background supply striking
confirmation of the decline in the relatively high
soclal origins of the military, and of its trans-
£ormati8n into a more socially heterogenaeous

group.

Moskos and others agree with Janowitz' 1950 observation
and believe the move toward heterogeneity is continuing if
not accalorating.ll Janowitz in 1970 concluded that, "...
the armed forces lost their last direct linkage with sons

of the upper clanl."lz

In order to determine if the perceived social class
standing of military leaders is indeed declining, the future
leaders of the three services ware asked to describe the
environment in which they were raised, based on their
parents' income, their social standards, and their general
standard of living., In order to confirm their perceptions,
the respundents were apked the principal occupation of
thelr family's primary wage earner during their formative

years (i.,e., until they were 18 years old)., Tables V and VI

26 )




show the results of the survey compared to Janowitz' findinga
and the U.S. Bureau of Census statistics on the principal wage

earner occupations of the U.S. population in 1950,

Future leaders of all three mervices are predominantly
from lower-middle class families. The most dramatic change

has occurred in the Navy where 61% of the past admirals

were from the two highest strata of gociety. In the future,

! less than 30% of the admirals will come from these classes,

FATRETRL T T SR T TN T e TR 1 S AR T T R e e

Most of the drop has occurred from the upper-middle class.
It appears Janowitz' £f£inding that, "...tha Navy has the
highest social base of recrultment" will not necessarily

be true in the !uture.l3

A L S

' Janowitz' early observation that, "...the military
wld

TYERT

establishment is becoming an avenue of social mobility

- g

does geem to be affirmed by the gradual and continuing in-

De s

crease of officers with a background from the lower strata
? _ of the economic scale. The decline in the mocial class i
E status is confirmed in Table VI with a significant propor- h
tion of all three groups of future leaders reporting back- I
3 grounds of middle-clams occupations. Though under- %
represaentative of the U.8., population, there has beeon a

j significant upward trend in leaders from a blue collar back-
ground,

Janowitz reported in 1950 that "sons of military

i officers, lawyers, doctors, public officials, and of

27
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particular interest, teachers and ministers were most prom-
inently represented."l5 The offspring from these groups will
continue to ba prominently represented in the future military
leadership.

The Navy draws almoat twice as many of its future

leaders from the scientific and engineering professions than
the other two services. This is also trus of the law and

medicine professions. Slightly less than 4% of the Air Force !
and slightly more-than 2% of the Marines in the sample re-

ported the principal wageearnsr in their family to be a pro-

Vo

fessional scientist or engineer while over 7% of the Navy
respondents came from these backgrounds. Doctors' and lawyers'

offapring constituted 2% of the Air Force and Marine future

Tt AT e T

leaders in the sample groups and almost 6% of the Navy group.

IDSPRTRN

Bridging socio-econcmic status and family heritage is
the proportion of military leaders who have entered the pro-
fession through self~racruitment; namely the offspring of
professional military. This study could find no strong evi-
dence of this happening. Fully 70% of the Air Force officers
reported no military experience in at least two generations
of their family. A significant number of Marine (58%) and
Navy officers (59%) reported that their fathers had no mili-
tary experience. On the other hand the Navy reported 12%
of their fathers were career military personnel (9% officer;
3% enlisted) while only 5% of the Air Force and 7% of the

Marine respondees stated their fathers were career military.
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Less than 2% of all tha respondees cited a second generation
career military connection. These figures appear to show
that self-recruitment will not be a significant factor in
military leadership of the future.

Another major factor in family heritage is nativity.
Janowitz stated in 1960 that, "The military profession and
its elite members, with rare exceptions, are native born."17
No more than 3% of the flag officers serving between 1910 and
1950 were foreiygn born. Only 3 (of 333) of the 1978 admirals
are foreign born, one Marine general was born in Guam, and
about 1% of the Air Force genserals are foreign born. The
future military leaders continue this strong native born
trend with no foreign born Marines in the sample group and
only about 1% of the Alr Force and Navy officers stating they
were not born a U.S., citizen. These figures are signifi-
cantly below the approximately 7% foreign born representation
in the U.S. population,

This native born tendency is also strong among the
future leaders' parents where only 9% of the Air Force and
Navy future leaders report at least one foreign born parent.
Marine future respondents reported a somewhat stronger foreign
born affiliation with slightly over 16% having one foreign
born parent while another 37% have a foreign born grand-
parent. Further interviews showed that this higher foreign

born affiliation among the Marine Corps 18 consistent with

the high Northeast wurban representation of the present

and future Marine leaders.
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Religion

Religious affiliation and belief is an indgg which
gives deeper meaning to social background.

Janowitz ‘found the American military leaders to be over-

whelmingly Protestant with the concentration of Catholics in=-
creasing, but lagging, Table VII depicts the continuing

growth of Catholic representation in the military leadership,
It is predicted that by the 19908 the Marine leadership will {
be at least representative of Catholics in the larger society

and will contain a significantly higher percentage of Catho~-

lice than the other services, ;

The traditionalist religions (Presbyterian, Episcopalian,

Congregationalist, Lutheran, and Evangelical) which histor-
ically have been the denominations of the military dropped |
dramatically in our sample of future elites, The Episcopalian
representation which Janowitz felt may have held special sym-
bolic interest for the military is now a significant percen-
tage of only the Marines whereas Janowitz reported over 50%
of the Navy and 43¢ of the 1950 Air Force flag officers were
Episcopal.
A sidelight is the small but interesting number of future
military leaders reporting themselves to be agnostics or
atheists, Purther, when they were asked about the extent of
their religious interests, 35 of the Navy, 22% of the Air
Force and 21s of the Marines in the sample of future military

leaders reported they were not church members of their
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preferred religion and 4id not attend services regularly, 1In
addition, 33% of the Air Force, 16% of the Marines, and 25% of
the Navy claimed church membership, but stated they do not at-
tend services regqularly, Therefore, almost one-half of the

Air Force and 60w of the future Navy leaders do not regularly
practice a religion, even though they still identify a religious

preference. On the other hand, the largest number (4lw Air

 Force, 47 Marines, and 33y Navy) stated that they were church

members and attended church regularly. Another 5s of the Air
Force, 16% of the Marines and 7% of the Navy reported they were
not church members, but attended services regularly.

In summary, Military Leadership in the 1990s found that

Janowitz's conclusion that "The military elite has been drawn
from an old family, Anglo~Saxon, Protestant, rural, upper
middle-class professional background"19 will, for the most part,
not be true in the future. As a matter of fact, it is the con-
clusion of this study that when speaking about patterns of so-
cial composition, there is no single portrait of the military

as a whole, Each of the services has its own composition, some
of the elements of which are very much in transition and are

not clear-cut.

The Air Force leaaership of the future will be drawn from
a lower middle-class family, Protestant, urban background broadly
representative of the U,S. population's regional affiliation.

The Marine Corps of the future will be led by men from a
lover-middle class family, Catholic, urban background and

will overrepresent the Northeastern regions of the U.S.

34
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The future Navy leaders will be from a lower-middle
class family, Protestant, urban background and will be dia~-

proportionately from the Northeast and West.

BEducation

.+.the military profession in the past has placed
higher emphaais on 'doing' than on intellectual
accomnplishment, 20

T T T R e R T WIS T T T T T R T Sk T e e

Together with social origins education is usually cited

oy

e

as a precursor of "political logle." The findings of thia

b

gtudy foretell a weakening in the emphasis stated by Jano=-

witz, The Air Force and Marines appear to have placed an

wri
———
kel

emphasis on education leading to a significant diversity of 1

advanced degrees not necessarily tied to their official

duties. The number and diversity of advanced degrees is not

80 praevalent in the Navy.

Table VIII depicts the service entry education level of

ST S € SN, S-S R0 D

future military leaders. Future leaders who entered the

service without at least a bachelor's degree are primarily j
from the Marine commissioning programs as well as the Air i
Force and Navy cadet flying training programs. The Navy

leadership with its emphasis on an academy background has

historically had the lowest number of leaders coming from

R e T e T e BT e R ST T e S R S T TR TR e ST AT b R -

the ranks or other commissioning programs. Currently less

than 10% of the admirals entered the service without at

rai S8k o

i

least a bachelor's degree. By comparison, over 40% of the j

E 1978 Marine generals entered the service without a degree. :
35 i
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Both the Navy and Marine leaders in the 19908 will continus

these trendas, The Navy will have the smallest, although

increasing, number of leaders who entered the service without

a degree. The Marine leaders will continue to have the
largest, though decreasing, numbar of leaders entering ser-
vice without a degree,

The Air Force currently has a large number of general
officers who ware commissioned without degrees through the
Aviation Cadet program. The sample of future leaders in
this study includes the last officers who entered
the service before this program was cancelled in the early
60s. Since then the Air Force has required a degree for
commissioning. This change in policy is seen in the percen-
tages of younger future Air Force leaders attending ACSC
compared with the older AWC officers. Over 45% of the
lieutenant colonela and colonels in AWC entered che service
without a degree whereas less than 25% of the ACSC majors
entered without at least a bachelor's degree. Similar, yet
lass significant drops in age groups were noted in the other
two services.

Education level at entry into the service is not nec-
essarily the baest indication of intellectual accomplishment..
Janowitz recognized as early as 1960 that the services were
sending an increasing number of officers to civilian schools
for advanced dagrees in addition to those officers who attend
the Navy Postgraduate School and the Air Force Institute of

A7
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Technology. These latter two programs are small and driven

TERERGTE
-

L by peculiar service needs which are not fulfillable through

other sources.?l Military sponsored graduate programs areé

N TR

designed to fill the needs of the services however many

officers obtain degrees through the diverse off duty eduna-

tion programs. All services have arrangements with civilian

colleges to provide education programs, at all levels, on ﬁ

military bases. The military pays 75% ¢f the tuition costs

TR I BTy

=~

A of these education programs which has led to the dynamic in=~ j
' creamse beyond entry lavel education of durrant and future

' leaders depicted in Table IX.

e

A further analysis shows that advanced degrees achieved

TR

by the Navy tend to be more tachnical than those recaived

in the other services and the off-duty education programs

' are not as large as those in the Air Force., There are almost
three times the number of Master of Science (MS) Dagreas
over Master of Arts (MA) and Master of Business Administration

(MBA) Degrees won by admirals. The M8 degrees tend to be in

the fields of physics, nuclear physics, nuclear engineering,
; and marine engineering and design. The Air Force advanced
degrees raverse the Navy emphasis with a preponderance of

MAs and MBAs rather than MSs in technical fields.

Gt = g

Interviews of Navy officers and a comparison of current

and future leader education levels point to a signal that
the trend toward higher levels of education is being re-
versed in the Navy. One of the hest opportunities for future

a8
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A naval leaders to obtain a Masters degree was while attending
» the Naval War College. George Washington University offered
a asters degree program in conjunction with the CNVW and CNS
courses. This program has been dropped and the opportunity for
{ future Naval and Marine leaders to achieve & masters degrees is
@‘ ' now somewhat diminished. A simlilar program with Auburn and
{. Troy State Universitieas at the AWC and ACS8C will probably con-
3 tribute to a continuing increase in ths percentage of Air

] Force leaders with advanced education. The Navy officers inter-

viewed who had worked in Washington policymaking and budgetary
assignments claimed that they have felt at a distinrt disad-

vantage to other services' officers who generally have higher
! levels of education and who have a better understanding of the
analysis tachnigues taken from the business world that are so 3

important in the defense budget and management process today.

E | Futura military leaders will be well aducated with many
having advanced degrees. The Air Force and Marine Corps will ;
probably have more diversity in their education while those
i Navy officers with advanced degrees will have earned them in
technical flelds directly related to their job.

Social characteristics and education may offer a partial
é insight to the "political logic" of military leadership. How-~
& , ever, it is the conclusion of this study that because of the
significant diversity and transition within the socio-economic i
} backgrounds of the various services' military leaders over

] time it is possible to place too much emphasis on these

40
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factors when trying to understand the pqlitical logic of
military leaders. Arising from this conclusion is the
hypothesin that other factors such as service socialization
and career patterns may hold an even more "powerful key"
than socio-economic factors to the "political logic" of the

military.
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CHAPTER III
- CAREER PATTERNS AND ADVANCEMENT

+++in the broadest terms, the internal indoc-
trination system rather than social origins,
will determine the political orientations

of the military profession.

After studying the elements that go together to make

up the social backgrounds of military leaders, Military
Leadership in the 19908 arrived at approximately the same conclu-

sién as Janowitz did in the statement above. Although The

Professional Soldier spends a great deal of time

studying military career patterns it did not appear ready i
to admit that social elements are a rather small and declining

element in the formulation of the "political logic" of mili- ;
tary leaders. For instance, in the same paragraph as the é

quote above, Janowitz concludes, "The social basis of recruit-

ment is likely to continue to operate to select persons with
a conservative orientation toward life styles and human :
nature. The organizational milieu of the military pro- ;
fession is likely to reinforce such belief patternl."z j
Whether or not career patterns reinforce or mold political '
logic cannot be decided without looking at the attitudes on

the part of military leaders toward their careers and the

- e

assignment/advancement policies that go into formulation of
the military leader.

In order to better understand the career perceptions

it Tt T e S e O e

| _ of the future military leaders it is interesting to note
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f‘ their reactions when they were asked three questions which
! when brought together provide insight into the reasons for:
(1) their selecting the military as a profession; (2) their

: attitude toward their career at the mid-career point: and

(3) what they perceive to be the future possibilities in the

militcary.

—_—n

When asked, "What was your attitude toward a military

career when you first entered the service?" very few of the

future leaders stated they planned on making a career of

TR I TR S ST AR

the service (Table X). Further interviews brought out the

kg

fact that the majority of the future leaders' primary moti-

| l vation for joining the military as officers was to avoid the
draft. Once in the service the decision to make a career

E ! was more of a process of non-decisiun than a well thought

out commitment. There was no compelling reason to leave

! and the lure of a rather comfortable lifestyle coupled with

8 the promise of only a 20 year commitment if subseguently thae
career became less appealing, led to the career choices.
: The draft motivation to enter the service as an officer

ls now gone and Janowitz, along with others, believes

e A et ek m B e

I it may have unhealthy repercussions for the country. Since

the "All Volunteer" Force is a new phenomenon, the results

of a non-draft motivated military leaderehip will not be

felt at the higher echelons until after the turn of the cen-
i tury. If it can be shown that military career patterns are
the primary stimulus to the political logic and attitudes

43
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in military leaders then the lack of a draft is only a recruit-

ing problem. If, on the other hand, the social background

e

of those recruited into the officer corps is the oritical

S

factor in political logic then all services should probably
; be formulating meachaniams to insure a representative profile

of the U,S. population among its leaderahip.

b The officers making up the sample of future military

é leaders, though draft motivated, are at this stage in their

careers relatively satisfied with their accomplishments.
They were asked, "If you had the opportunity to do it over

! again, would you choose to enter another profession?" (Table
§ XI). Over two=-thirds of the Alr Force officers agreed that
i i they would again choose the military profession. Interest=- ?
ingly only 51% of the Marine and 56% of the Navy officers

said they would choose the military if given the opportunity

TR T

to do it over again. While this is still a majority, it is

felt that this is not a strong endorsement by a group of
officers who have been identified as being successful in

their chosen profession. It was interesting to find the

o tela Dt i cem L

younger Marines (majors) were still very enthusiastic about

T TN R e e e o

their profession with over 73% of them saying they would not

select another profession. The older Marines (lieutenant

L
|
i
[
!

colonels and colonels), on the other hand, had only 42%
respond that they would not choose another profession.

Through interviews an attempt was made to pinpoint the reasons

Tas Il et Lo .. -

for the lack of a strong commitment.

45




b e

ke

*8.61 ‘S3UIpnis SOND Pue MND JO A9ains e wmoil AaeN pue
sdxo) suriel (pL61 “DSOV PUe DMY JO Laains moiJ 915104 ITV :S3DINOS

| (89T) (€¥) (8£9) (N) :
w A1 BZ. 12 ON XTALINIJAA
m 44 | X4 9y ON XTdVHO0dd © :
m L1 9z ot gIqAIDIAND w
W 12z 1z 81 Sdx ATEVEOHd ;
— 9 z s SHA ATILINIAIG m
3 % %
XAVN SAW0D ANTUVH AD¥0d WIV

«cUOoTSs93J0xd I9YjouUr I93Ud
6} 9sooyd> nok prnom ‘uteSe I8A0 op O3 3T pey nok 31, :3juswolels ol Isuodsay

RS TEUR DI R R PR N TR P 0Y

SYAAVAT XYVIITIN JdaNnind 40 JdVd NO NOILOVASILVS YITUVO

IX F1avL

R e R




The older Marines cited many of the expected reasons:
the perceived lowering p;eutige of the military in the eyes
of the American public; slower promotions than the other

services; and various personal carear rensonl.3

The over-
whelming factor affaecting their uncertainty about selecting
the military profession again cited by both Marine and Navy
officers was the inordinate pressures on familias caused

by separations. Since the Air Force also undergoes family
separations this seemingly significant difference was
pursued further. Apparently the length of separation is
the key. Both the Marine and Navy officers are ssparated
for longer periods than their Air Force counterparts. 8ix
month cruises and one year tours in the Pacific are a lot
more prevalent in most Navy and Marine lives than the short
deployments and one or two remote unaccompanied tours ex-
perienced in an Air Force career.

In an attempt to extend the analysis of career atti-~
tudes the officers were asked, "If you had a son, would you
want him to have a career as a military officer?" (Table
XII). Only the Navy showed less than a majority willing to
have their sons pursue a military career. The interesting

point here is that an overwhelming 94% of the Navy officers

and over 85% of the other two services were uncertain or would

not encourage their sons one way or the other. This stands
in stark comparison to Janowitz' findings from a similar

question asked of potential military leaders in 1958. Only
47
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28% of the Navy officers and 32% of the Air Force officers
ware uncertain or would not provide such encouragement to
their sons.4 The high uncertainty the present study connotes
was further pursued through interviews. The response most
often given for the uncertainty waas the belief that thes
military career is losing its advantages over other professions.
The special aspects of a military career, in particular

early retirement and the chance for a sescond careasr, are not
certain encugh in the future to encourage one's offapring

to make the sacrifices a military career entails.

The results of these three questions seemingly point to
a growing uneasinaess with the military as a career choice
by those who have been tapped for its future leadership.

While it is hard to discern what effect this will have on
the future military it does point to a probable unlikelihood
of the military leadership becoming filled with the sons

of military sons.

What are the perceptions of these fgturo military lead-
ers of the career they chose and now appear, if not uncertain
about, at least roady to question? A aseries of gquestions
was posed concerning career patterns, assignments, promotions,
and background they thought were necessary to be successful
in a military career. Some of their respunses were ccmpared
to the carear patterns of flag officers past and present.

Put together the questions, expanded by interviews, lead to
a picture of what the future military leaders believe to be

the steps to success.
49
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It is the general impression of most civilians that
the flag officaear ranks are filled with graduates from one
of the military academiea. 1In 1950, Janowitz found that 97%
of the Navy's admirals were acadamy graduates. Further,
bestween 1910 and 1950 there had never besn less than 90%
academy graduates among the admirals. In 1950, 48% of the Air
Forca generals were academy graduatol.s

Both services have seen a decline in the academy influ-
ence among their flag officers. In 1974, the academy grad~-
uatas constituted only 32% of the Air Force generals and in
1978 the number of academy=-aducated Navy admirals had de-
clined to 66%. Although past figures on academy-educated
Marine generals were not available, the Marine officers inter=
viewed related that it hadn't heen too long ago that thare was
a high percaeantage of Naval Academy graduates among Marine
generala, In 1978, less than 10 of the Marine generals were
academy graduates.

The sample groups for this study indicate that this
decline in flag officer academy graduates will probably
continue into the 1990s. Less than 14% of the Air Force
potential leaders are academy graduates and only one-fourth
of the Navy and 21% of the Marine future leaders are academy
graduates. Through the 19908 it does not appear that academy
graduates will dominate the Air Force, Marine Corps, or
Navy. However, there are several mitigating factors that
could slow the decline and even reverse it during the 1990s.
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First, whensver the armed forces are reduced academy graduates
are generally not released from active duty and therefore
inoreass their overall reprasentation in the officer force.

A second reason for the belief that the decline in academy
graduated Air Force ¢generals may be reaching its nadir is

the entry into the general officer ranks of the first Air

Force Academy graduate as this study was being conducted.
The question which arises about the academy background

is whether or not being a graduate of one of the academias i

gives an individual an advantage for promotion to the flag

ranks, When the future Air Force leaders were askad this

question, over 88% anawered in the affirmative as did 78%

of the Navy respondees. On the other hand, only 44\ of the

e AF W €iiiiis L

Marines felt being an academy graduate was an advantage.
One of the Marines summed up the perception of many of the ¢
others when he said, "The Marine Corps has worked so hard "
to not become dominatad by academy graduatas that in the last
three or four years it looks as if being an academy graduate
is almost a negative factor." Over 90t of the Marina future
leaders who graduated from the Naval Academy agread with
this officer when they disagreed with the statement, "When
all other factors are in balance, academy graduates have
the advantage for promotion to the flag ranks."

The Air Force and Navy potsntial leaders who were not
academy graduates were interviewed about their overwhelming
belief that academy graduates do have an advantage. BSurpris~
ingly almost all of them felt no bitterness about this
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advantage, They all believed that the saelaction process

to get into the academy followed by four years of intense
military training developed an advantage for most academy
graduates. The respondees belisved if, truly all factors

wers in balance, then the extra investment the military had

in academy graduates should give them the advantage. The

only reservation about academy graduates expressed by the
respondees concerned the selection of an academy graduate over
a non~graduate based solely on the academy stereotype with

no thought to ability or subsequent performance. There is

a general belief, strongest in the Navy, that there is a

"ring knocker syndrome" where the mere fact that an individual
i»s an academy graduate is enough to insure the "right joba"
leading to early promotions. Although thias is a concern,

the very fact that academy representation in the flag ranks

is declining should result in less concern about it.

If academy attendance is not the overwhelming entrée
into the flag ranks it once was, what doas it take to make
it? Table XIII provides the responses of the future mili-
tary sample when they were given four choices to select the
most important criterion for promotion to flag officer.

The Air Force respondees had a surprisingly low opinion of

the part performance plays in promotion. Many respondees

indicated that they preferred combinations of these four

choices. The conssnsus seemed to be that outstanding per-

formance in the right job at the right time is the essential
52
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criterion for promotion to the flag ranka. The Air Force
officers interviewad stated that outstanding performance alone
will not guarantee promotion; it is essantial to get the

right jobs and the best way to do this 1s through a sponsor.

The low percentage of Marines answering "sponsor" as
the most important criterion headlines the confusion as to
just what is meant by the term. Although the sponsorship
issue is most prevalent in the Air Force, there is no con-
sensus aven amony Alr Force officers as to what a sponsor is.
Some defined a sponsor as a senior officer for whom a person
works the majority of his or har career and who insures pro-
motions as early as posaible; somatimes regardless of per~
formance. The majority, however, agree with Janowitz that
a sponsor is a high ranking officer who is able to influence
the careers of young officers by requesting their assignment
to high-level ataffs or recommending them for appropriate
joba.

There were two more questions dealing with the sponsor
issue (Table XIV). The reaction of the Marine future leaders
was interesting and the "I don't know response" by 40% of
them to the quastion of whether or not they need a sponsor
for flag rank reflects the fact that they had never really
thought of the ismue as "sponsorship." The Marine Corpa
officer cadre i so much smaller than the other services
that by the time Marines reach the rank of liesutenant colonel

or colonel they have had significant professional contact
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P SPONSORSHIP AND PROMOTION

Response to: "Do you bslieve that most officers who are

promoted to flag rank have a sponsor?"
AIR FORCE MARINE CORPS NAVY
: ) ) )
: YES 80 49 €6
b NO 3 12 9
(.
i I DON'T 17 40 26
P KNOW
Ny
i Response to: "Do you believe you have a sponsor?"
; DEFINITELY 2 9 3 :
, YES ;
- I'M NOT SURE, 10 7 12 ?
§ BUT I THINK SO i
i 1
: I'M NOT SURE 33 40 a8 ‘
I DON'T THINK

80

DEFINITELY NO 55 44 51 j
q ]
r (N) (673) (43) (168) |

Sources: Air Force from survey of AWC and ACSC, 1974; Marine
gg;gl and Navy from a survey of CNW and CNCS students,
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with a higher percentage of flag officers than their counter-

f! parts in the other services. Apparently the more senior
Marines (lieutenant colonels and colonels) think this contact
does have a significant impact on whethar or not flag rank is
attained. Over 60% of the senior Marines believed a sponsor
; was needed while 60% of the Marine majors said they don't
know. In any case the sponsor issue genarated a great deal

of discussion among the Marines in the survey sample and

produced more requests for inﬁervi-w- than any other part

of the stuady.

TR

‘ When the potential future military leadery were asked

TR R

if they had a sponsor (Table XIV) the overwhelming majority
responded "no" or "I don't think mso." The conclusion drawn )
- from this is: the sponsorship issue has a small but true

‘ basis in faoct, It is indeed helpful to have a flag officer

ask for you or know your parformance record in order to pro-
L vide a personal recommendation for the "right jobs." How=
ever, there is no evidence that general officers can insure

promotion of any particular officer aspecially if that

e A R e = e e e

individual's performance has been less than others competing

for promotion. The sponsor issue is a great deal larger in
the minds of officers than it is in reality.
) Janowitz states, "...future members of the military

elite were more often military aides."’

Most officers agree
with Janowitz and believe the beat way to gain a sponsor is

to be selected as an aide to a flag officer. In 1978 32% of

ne




Y
|
|

the Marine generals and ovaear 28% of the Navy admirals and

admiral selectees had servad at least ona tour as an aide,

e

administrative assistant, secretary, or special aasistant

to a flag officer or high Department of Defense (DOD)

T TR AT LT D TN S N S e ey

civilian official. Interestingly almost all of the Navy

admirals whose primary operational experience is with sur-~

face ships have served a tour as a senior aide or had a high

visibility job in the most senior offices in the Navy or

‘ DOD (i.e., Aide to Chief of Naval Operations, Secretary of

T e OLE

the Navy, etc.). On the other hand, there are very few

Navy aviators making admiral who have been aides.

{ In the future it appears that Marine generals more than
; other flag officers still continue to conaist of officers

% with aide experience. The future Marine leaders reported

. 28% have been aides. The potential Navy leaders showed 1ll%

| with aide experience while only 5% of the future Air Force

‘ leaders have been aides.

Turning from aponsorship, Military Legggrship in the 19908

studied several other perceptions of what it takea to be

L et omrm P m 2.0 1. L

successful in the military. Cited by many future military

leaders as a negative aspect of a military career is the

o e

hardship imposed on families. One aspect of this hardship

is the frequent moves required; however, it is the perception

of the future military leaders that, "Frequent changes of

duty assignments are essential to career advancement." (Table

XV). When quizzed about this aspect of military life the
57
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officers stated that frequent moves, though hard on the family,
were essential in order for flag officers to get the breadth
of experience necessary for higher level leadership positions.
Personnel officers from the three servicas agree with this
observation and add that change of assignments, entailing
a change of duties, every two or three years is optimum for
rapld career advancement. The personnel cofficers suggest
that in the future the change in duty assignments will not
necessarily involve a change of station. Reduced travel
budgets and increasing costs are forocing longer tours on
station. The services' personnel systems will have to
develop reassignments without move mechanisms to insure the
necessary breadth of experience will continue in the future,

When asked about the personnel assignment system within
each of their services, almost two=-thizds of the Navy officers
and three-fourths of the Air Force officers felt that per-
sonal contact outside the formal sysmtem was at least helpful
in getting a desired assignment. On the other hand over
53% of the Marine officers folt the formal system allowed
them to participate adequately in assignment selection.
The seemingly high rate of discontent among at least the Air
Force and Navy officers is not really unusual when one con-
siders that the personal desires of an individual can only
be secondary to the system's need to provide resources to
accomplish the mission.

What are some of the aspects of career patterns that
go together to make up the breadth that is needed for the
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top leadership positions? Janowitz stated, "A successful
military establishment must be run by military managers,

but must include in its very elite a leaven of heroic lead-
ers."® The heroic leaders of the 1990s have for the most
part had their heroic experience in Vietnam. The Marine
future leaders in this study had all served in a combat area
during hostilities while 85% of the Air Forcve officers and
80% of the Navy officers had. The Marines, with the largest
group having combat experience, were strongest in contending
that such experience should be a criterion for promotion

to the flag officer rank (Table XVI). Only about one-third
of the Air Force and Navy officers agreed with the majority
of the Marines. The comparison reflects the different

roles in combat of the three services. In the Air Force and
Navy a lowar percentage of individuals engage in diresct
combat while the majority are engaged in direct support of
the highly technological aspacts of the two services' war-~
making machinery. The Marines, on the other hand, have
smaller support contingents and more personnel engaged in
direct combat. The nuclear age has also changed the war-
making thrust of a large portion of the Air Force and Navy.
Those officers who are in the strategic nuclear arms of
these services have deterrence as their primary mission and
their chances for combat experience will hopefully never be
fultfilled. Although strategic bombers were converted to a
conventional role in Vietnam and many of these Air Force

60
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flyers did experience combat, the Navy submariners probably
will never be engaged in conventional combat.

Another aspect to combat experience is the apparent
reluctance on the part of this country to become engaged in
another war that could turn out like Vietnam. This could
result in a genaration of officers after the turn of the cen-
tury entering the highest leadership positions with no
leavening of heroic leaders. As one officer put it, "We
surely don't want to leap intoc a war just so we can develop
leaders with combat experience!" But into the 1990s there
will be a leavening of herocic leaders in the leadership of
all services.

Technological advances not only have changed many military
combat roles, they have created new leadership positions.
Officers are now reaching flag rank aas speclalists with a
career pattern that has not followed the normal generalist
pattern of alternating operational and staff positions
leading to ever increasing responsibilities including command
positions. Although many of thase new specialists have held
such positions, the commands have been specialized such
as command of a research and development laboratory. The
question arises of whether or not specialist staff positions
at the highest levels will really require command experience.
The future military leaders were asked if they thought com-
mand duty was essential for promotion to the flag officer
ranks. The Marine and Navy future leaders were strongest in
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their conviction that it should be essential (Table XVII),
This is not surprising since only the Air Force future leaders
reportad any ovfficers (7%) with no supervisory experience.
They also reported considerably less time in supervisory posi-
tions than the Marine and Navy officers. Approximately two-
thirds of the Air Force future leaders had leas than six years
of supervisory axperience, whereas B2% of the Navy and %3s of

the Marine officers reported over six years of supervisory ex-

perience.

War II...the typical professional spent as much as one-gquarter b

Another aspect of a military career is the time spent in

school or training situations. Janowitz states, "Before World

of his career in school or in training situations. The amount
9 Thae

of educational training continues to increase....'
respondents in this study do not appear to confirm an inorease j
in educational training since over 70% of all the future lead- :
ers reported less than four years of their military career
(including their current school year) will have bheen spent

in formal training programs (Table XVIII). This amounts to
less than one-fourth of most respondents' careers. An inter-
esting sidelight to this question was that the Navy future

leaders average leass time in educational pursuits than the

other two services. This appears to confirm a perception
that recurred throughout the interviews that the Navy does
not presently place as much emphasis on education as do the other
services. This has not always been true since between World

War I and World War II there was a great emphasis on the
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education of Naval officers. The official reason given for
this apparent recent deemphasis on education is that the Navy
cannot spare the officers,

In addition to the criteria already discussed, Military

Leadership in the 19908 attempted to confirm Jarowitz' des-

cription of "..,the accepted career ladder into the military
elite, In each service, there remains a discernible series
of steps which alternate between staff and command assignments
plus successful course completion at service achouls..."lo
It was found that there is a "discernible series of steps" in
each service but, especially in the Navy, the path which is
followed is usually roustricted to a speclalty area within the
service., For instance, the three primary operational paths
in the Navy are aviation, surface and submarines. There are
various other specialized fields (medicine, supply, religlon,
etc.), but the majority of the admirals come from the line
elements of naval operations., There is almost no cross ferti-
lization between the three elements, at least at the command
levels, The Naval officer evnters one of the threcv major
factions and remaing therce throughout his career.

Korb suggests that to bo effective at the highest cchelons
of a service's leadership, "...the military officer must have
an appreclation for and the support of the various factions in

nll The Navy does not provide mechaniems to insure

hie gervine.
thig appreciation and this may give some ingight to the capital

ship debatc that reached a penk during this study when

ke
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President Carter threatened to cancel further nuclear air-
craft carriers. The Navy's strong objection to this move may
be better understood when the primary operational experience
of Navy admirales and admiral selectees in 1978 is noted, At
this time, of the 333 active duty admirala, 123 were aviators,
85 were surface admiralas, and another 64 were submarine ad=-
mirals.

The Air Force and Marine officers, though experiencing
patterns of specilalization in their careers, generally hold
positions which give them an understanding of the other fac-
tions within their service, The Marine Corps' three major
operational elements: aviation, infantry, and artillery,
are represented in 1978 by 21, 33, and 7 generals, respec-
tively. One Marine commented: "I have been an infantryman
my whole caraser but I would not counsel a young man to come
into the infantry. The flyers have an easier life and re-
ceive extra pay." There are jealousies and competition among
service factions in each of the services and they hegin with
service entry and continue into the highest echelons.

The Air lorce has ite tactical, strategic, and airlift
factions, but there is a great deal more cross fertilization
of officers among the elements than found in the otl.er ser-
vices. The one dominant feature of Air Force leaders is that
they are pilots. Navigators and nonrated officers have not
received the necessary broad cxperiences to qualify them for
top leadership positions, Almost 90% of the Alr Force

generals are pilote and the navigators and nonrated officers

67
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usually achieve flag rank only through specialized career

i flelds. Air Force navigators until recently were forhidden
by law to command flying units, but the law has been changed

and several navigators are receiving the necessary flying

Bl et Sl s o T

4 osommands that ease entry to the flag ranks. However, at
least through the 19%08 the Alr Force leadership will c¢on=-

tinue to be dominated by pillots,

The future leaders of each of the services were asked,

. "To which rank do you realistically aspire?" Table XIX de-
'E' picts the response which shows about 40% of the Air Force
and Marine officers believe they will achieve flag rank while
only 20% of the Navy officers thought they would make admiral,
Somewhat surprisingly, a majority in all three services did

not "realistically aspire" to flag rank. This could repre~-

Bent recognition of the realities of the military promotion
systam and the very small percentage of the officer force who

can attain tlag rank; however, it was felt that this cvxplana-

tion was not totally satisfactory.

' During interviews, reasons given for the geemingly low

aspirationa included a small but significant number in all

- —————

services saying that to make flag rank they must sacrifice

most of their personal lives. Most of those who gave this

it

answer further stated they weore not sure they were ready to

2 i Fa i e st Sk e i

make the necessary sacrifices,

Elhiie aaT

Throughout the interviows, whenever career aspirations j

T

ware discussed, the issue ot integrity kept arising, Many

interviewenrs belleved that in order to make flag rank, too

vy
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much time is spent on self~aggrandizement and not enough on
accomplishing the misaion. Many personal axperiences were
recounted, such as officers attaching their names on other
officers' work and receiving full credit for that work.
Several officers c¢ited experiences which involved officers
who limited their efforts solely to projects which would

gain them recognition while sloughing off the more mundane
responsihilities., By far the most prevalent experiences re-
counted by the future leaders concerned the various reporting
systema. In many cases, an officer from his earliest military
exparience mees uncomplementary and possibly career-damaying
facts withheld from superiors and higher headyuartera. The
examples most often heard concerned the reporting of train-
ing requirements being complete when the training had not
been accomplished,

After so many of the futurc leaders expreassed their views
on integrity, it was not surprising to sec almost two-thirds
of the Air Force and Navy officers agree with the statement
that, "Too often our military system rewards those who suc-
cead without belnyg certain that the task was done in an
honest and forthright manner" (Table XX). Only the Marine
officers had a majority, and it was rlim, disagreeinyg with
this statement,

A corresponding yuestion, "I can be a success in the
military without compromising my integrity" resultoed in a
complete reversal of the pravious guestion's findings

(Table XXT). When the potential lecaders were asked about

AP S
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this seeming incongruity in the results of the two questions
several answers were provided., First, many of the future
military leaders stated that if one of the costs of making
flag rank was degradation of their integrity they were not
willing to pay it. This partially accounts for the low
aspirations of some of the respondees. Seacond, many of the
future leaders felt that they were already relatively suc~
cessful in their military career and their integrity was
pretty much uncompromised. One suspects that the present
military leadership might say the same thing. Nevertheless
the issueof integrity seems tc be a very real one and from
the level of interest displayed by the future military lead-
ers concerning integrity it may be surmised that the integrity
of our leaders will be an issue of growing future interest,

In summary, Military Leadership in the 19908 delved into

the attitudes and aspirations of the future military leaders
concerning the military career. It was found that future
military leaders are generally satisfied with their profession
but there is a growing concern among them about its future.
Their primary motivation for joining the officer corps was
the draft and their choice of the military as a career was
not really by design or a deep sense of commitment. In spite
of this, if they had it to do again, most would choose the
military. However, the future leaders would not encourage
their sons to choose the military as a profession.

The future military leaders probably will not be domin-

ated by academy graduates, but all things being equal the
73
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academy graduates in the Alr Force and Navy will probably
have an edge in promotional opportunity. More important
than an academy education, however, is outstanding performance
in the right job at the right time. The future military
leaders believe that the best way to obtain the right jobs
is by having a sponsor; however, very few of these success-
ful officers believe they have one. Other factors necessary
for entry into the top military leadership include freguent
duty changes leading to increasing responsibilities, command
experience and combat experience. Only the Marines felt the
personnel system alone would insure those steps were ful-
filled without some outside help. Frequent duty as a student
does not appear to be increasing, especially in the Navy.

Each of the services has internal factions, each with
its own career pattern. The Navy provides for very little
cross fertilization among these factions and the Air Force,
with scmewhat more movement among the factions, will con-
tinue to have its leadership dominated by pilots.

The future military leaders' aspirations were lower
than expected. Reasons for this were a realistic idea of the
low numbers who will enter flay rank; the unwillingness to
make the sacrifices necessary to make the rank; and the
perception that it may require actionsg that will compromise
their inteqrity {n order to enter the top military leader-
ghip,

We have now seen that the future military leaders will
come trom diverse social backarounds, are highly oducated,

4
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and have developed dedication and concern for their careers.
The process they have traversed has included command and
combat, they have moved often, and they have a deep concern

for inteyrity. What does this background mean in terms of

attitudes on military issues?
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CHAPTER IV

PERCEPTIONS OF FUTURE MILITARY LEADERS

++.The 'crisis' in the military profession is as
much a c¢risis in self-esteem and gelf-image as it
is a crisils in organization and purpose.l

Military Leadersghip in the 19908 has characterized

the backgrounds and career pattern perceptions of the flag
officers who will direct the Air Force, Marine Corps, and
Navy in the 1990s. The future leaders come from varied
backgrounds and have entered the service from many sources
other than military academies, The commitment to military
service seems to have developed after service entry and most
of the future leaders are relatively satisfied about their
careers but are concerned about their future.

In addition to the differcnces in backgrounds
military leaders have spent their careers in a unique era.
They have lived through some of the most challenging inter-
na*ional and domestic political events that have ever in-
fluenced a military population. No longer are military
objectives as clear cut as MacArthur'su dictum, "There is
no substitute for victory." In an age of nuclear weapons
the definition of victory has bhecome blurred in the re-
strained use of force necessary to prevent Armaggedon,
The boundaries between political and military roles that

have always been clear to the miljitary have now become fuzzy.
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g The use of the military as an instrument of national power
must be integrated with the economic, political, socio-
logical and psychological activities in the decision making

1 process.

The first war to be fought totally under the restraints

BESESE 56 4t
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of the new realities was in Southeast Asia. There, the
military operated in an environment of limited, vaguely

defined objectives usinyg a strategy of gradual escalation,

Under these restraints not onlywas "victory" not achievable

i but the war was lost.

In addition to the frustrations of losing the war,

the military underwent a traumatic domestic confrontation.

R T

An intense criticism of the military grew and support of the

o e

military, especially during the war, plummeted to a depth

v

' never before experienced. After the war the opposition

to the military continued with intense criticism and at- j
tacks against military budgets.

The latest event in the continuing perceived attacks
on the military is a serious questioning of the roles

and missions of the services by the Adminiatration,

First the Air Force B-1 bomber was cancelled, closely

foilowed by attempts to "heavy-up" the Marine Corps for a

role on the NATO central front and attempts to cancel the

T T

Navy's capital ship, the nuclear carrier. Each of these

moves would change the very essence of the service involved

At e

but objections on the part of military leaders went
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') for the most part unheeded. There is also fear that the
| Carter administration may be ignoring military advice on
3 i other critical security and defense issues, such as the

Strategic Arms Limication Talks (SALT).

The military leaders of the future have experienced

i: unprecedented turmoil during their careers. The question

then arises as to whether or not the military's organization

and purpose is in "crisis" and, possibly more important,

et AT e A

are the future military leaders experiencing "...a crisis

i in self-esteem and self-image?“3

T R

&y

Military Leadership in the 19908 surveyed the potential

i

future military leaders of the Air Force, Marine Corps and

*‘4
i
3
'
1
;

Navy to explore their perceptions of their status in Amerxi-

yt

! can society) the roles and missiona they envision for the

{ future military; the effects of the All Volunteer Forcej
and, ultimately their views on civilian control of the mili-

1 tary.

- Military Self-Image

E In Chapter III we saw that the future leaders were
relatively satisfied with their careers and their accomplish-
E ments. Janowltz states military leaders believe, "...they

3 are superior to the bulk of the population."4

When asked if they believed the values of discipline,

1 sacrifice and patriotism were found more in the military

than in U.S. society in general there was overwhelming

78
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agreement (Table XXIII). The Air Force officers reported
90% agreeing; 93% of the Marines agreed, with one cne-half
expressing strong agreement; and 84% of the Navy officers
were in agreement. Subsequent interviews brought forth

an even stronger feeling that the military is the one re-
maining stronghold for these traditional values.

The belief that they are superior in certain values
to the U.S. society as a whole could point to a growing
tension between the military and the soclety if it was
thought that these values were not appreciated. Huntington
observed that, "The outstanding aspect of civil/military
relations in the decade after World War II was the heightened
and persistent peacetime tension between military imperatives
and American liberal society."5 One could hypothesize that
events since luntington's observation have, if anything,
raised tensions between the military and the society it
serves,

In order to test the tension hypotheais several ques-
tions concerning military/society relationships were asked.
A question was posed to see 1f the military leaders felt
that they were appreciated by the society they served. Over
70% of the Air Force officers polled felt that the military
officer's status in U.S. society was declining and 11% said
it was static-low. Almost two-thirds of the Marine Corps
officers and over 60% of the Navy officers agreed with the
Air Force (Table XXIV). 1In addition, two-thirds ot the Air
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TABLE XXIV

MILITARY LEADERSHIP AND SOCIETY

R o

Response to: "The military officer's status in U.S.

: society ig:"

:

1 R S iy

E AIR FORCE & MARINE CORPS % NAVY %

E RISING 10 24 25

i'

ii DECLINING 70 50 45

3 STATIC-HIGH 10 12 13

F STATIC-LOW 11 14 16

(N) (673) (42) (164) :

\5 S

»f

) Response to: "Alienation is the best way to characterize :

b present civil-military relations" :

' AR MRS I'

L AIR FORCE % MARINE CORPS % NAVYS ;
STRONGLY AGREE 9 0 5 i
GENERALLY AGREE 57 40 k] j
GENERALLY DISAGREE 31 56 50 :
STRONGLY DISAGREE 3 5 7 :

§

(N) (679) (43) (167)
b —

Sources: Air Force from survey of AWC and ACSC, 1974;
Marine Corps and Navy from a survey of CNW and CNCS
students, 1978,

t 81




Force, 40w of the Marine Corps and 43w of the Navy respondees
agreed with the statement, "Alienation is the best way to
characterize present clvil-military relations."

The regsulte on these two questions needed to be studied
from the civilian point of view, Segal, Blair, Margiotta
and others have found through studies of public opinion polls
and other surveys that, although the public has diminished
confidence in most major institutions, the military hag not

6 Further, there is no proof that the pub-

been singled out,
lic has eithér a very good or a very bad image of the mili-
tary. Margiotta concluded that military officers have lagged
in adapting their positive self-concept to societal realities.
One explanation for the self-deprecation and withdrawal
on the part of the future military leaders is found in Table
XXV, The overwhelming majority of the potential leaders
of all thnree military services agrees, " The American mili=-
tary is more isolated from scciety as a result of the Viet-
nam experience," The high percentage of the Air Force
response taken in 1974 is consistent with the other two
saervices who were asked in 19278 and testifies to the trauma
inflicted on the military by the Southeast Asian experience.
The four yea.a between the two surveys saw a lessening in
the perceptions of declining status and alienation but the

time so far has not healed the scars of Vietnam within the

military. Thus, while the greater soclety is attempting to

B2
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to place Viztnam in the past and concern itself with other
things, the effects of the war are still reflected in the
attitudes of future military leaders.

Further reasons for the perceptions of low status and
alienation were found in the respondents' attitudes toward
the media. Hadden's study documented that "Rejaection of
existing institutions,..is much less total than the mass
media tend to .indir:ate."B Many vfficers have interpreted
the liberal anti-war position of the more influential seg-
menta of the naws media as anti-military sentiment.

When asked how they would characterize military cover-
age by the news media, the overwhelming responge was "biased
againgt the military" (Table XNXVI). The number believing
that the media were gtrongly biased has diminished over the
last four years; however, interviews and reactions of the
atudents attending the profansional schools' media symposiums
tends to confirm that there is a continuing distrust among
future military leaders of a major and influential national
institution.

Margiotta reports that Professor Luclan Pye of the

Massachusgetts Institute of Technology suggests a further

explanation for the low self-perception of the future military

leaders. The low percentage of these potential leaders
who have a milltury heritage lcads Profussor Pye to sus-
pect that theiir inmediate familles and f{riends outside of
the military do not understand and therufore cannot valuc

H4
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the military profession.9 Margiotta found ample evidence

TR TSR T AT

L of Pye's thesis in his interviews of Alr Force officers.
;; - The Marine and Navy officers, although not providing as
strong support, did agree there were still many misunder-

| standings about the military on the part of their non-mili-

tary family and friends.

In summary, we have seen that the future military leaders

of the Air Yorce, Marine Corps, and Navy perceived them-
selves to be the last bastion of the once highly praised

values of discipline, sacrifice, and patriotism. They do

not believe that they are appreciated by the gsociety they

serve and this has resulted in alienation with that society.

= 5

Reasons for this perceived non-appreciation are the iscla-

i tion of the military brought on by the Vietnam War and the

belief that the news media are bilased against the military ?

A look at society gives very little credence to these per-
ceptions. There is no evidence that the military has lost
any relative status in the society and the Vietnam War is

f . being put into the country's paast. One officer suggested
that the data in this study are symptomatic of military
institutional parancia; another officer felt that the solu-

tion was for the military to become more involved with the

civilian community.
The perceptions are there; how do they affect the mili-

tary in the definition of its roles and missions?
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Roles and Missions

The roles and missions of the various military services
have come under intense critical scrutiny. The roles of
the future military address a wide spectrum of issues,

The all volunteer force, internal military discipline problems,
secondary rolea, unification of the services, and the pro-

pes vehicle for military dissent are only a few of the issues
but these are issues which affect all services and are of
continuing interest. The attitudes of future military lead-
ers on these gquestions are important to understand the
foundation of future civil-military relations and the involve-
ment of the military in the total political system.

Janowitz as early as 1960 saw the military role evolv-
ing into a conatabulary force which he says will happen when
the military is, "...continuously prepared to act, conmitted
to the minimum use of force, and seeks viable international

nl0 This is a departure

relations, rather than victory....
from the classic military role but approximates the military's
role since 1960. In order to test the acceptance by future
military leaders of a military with objectives beyond those
directly related to combat they were asked whether they

agreed with the statement, "It is possible to incorporate

in military men and in military institutions the potential

for combat and for peacekeeping and arms control." (Table
XXVII) Remarkably, ovar 90% of the respondents from each

of the services agreed with the statement. The response
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indicates that the military leaders of the future understand
the need for operational alternatives to the use of direct
force. The overwhelming positive reaponse suggests that

the future military will actively pursue the goals of a
constabulary force. This strong reaction seems to belie
Janowitz' warning that, "...the notion that a soldier

may have an effective career without ever fighting, enjoys

a widespread but superficial acceptance. But only a small
minority fully internalize the implications of such a pro-

feasional uutlook."l2

The strong agreement with expanded
military roles does not appear superficial and could ease
the institulization of the constabulary force.

The expansion of roles into the military related areas
of arms control and peacekeeping are one thing. However,
the future military leaders do not helieve that the expansion
should lead the military into fields such as domestic mocial
problems with only a remote military connection. Table
XXVIII shows the response of the potential leaders Lo the
questions of secondary roles for the military. The re-
gpondents did not believe that the military should take on
secondary roles. During the interviews it was brought out
that experience with Project 100,000, a program designed
to induct and train individuals that would otherwiame have

been passed over by the draft, convinced the future lead-

ers that the military should not be involved in solving

problems they are not equipped to solve. On the other hand,

89
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engineering projects and highway rescue provide excellent

training for a peacetime military. There was a consensus 5
among the respondees that it should not accept roles which
may dotract from their combat role.

A related aspect to military rolas and miasions is the
all volunteer force. Janowitz stated, "As long as the armed
forces must rely largely on drafted personnel...(it) must
accommodate itself to personnal who are essentially civilians,
This constant flow of civilians into and out of the ranks of
the military is a powerful influence against military

s."l3

traditionalism and authoritarian form The majority of

future military leaders appear to disagree with the corollary
to Janowitz' theory when they disagree with the statement,
"With the all volunteer force, the military will f£ind its f
membership much more inclined to accept established proce- '
dures and organizational goals" (Table XXIX). The officers ;
believe, after several years of experience, that the young . ;
people attracted into the all volunteer military are nct

any more ready to accept the military discipline than their

predeceasors entaering through the draft. When asked how

they viewed the all volunteer military the majority felt

it would be little different or worse than the draft moti- )
vated forces. Most of those officers expressing the view

that it would be worse were fearful that the all volunteer

military will not represent a cross section of American

society. Of note is the fact that less than 10% of the
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potential leaders expressed the view that the all volunteer
force will be an improvement because it will mean the
military can become more professional and elite.

Another issue affecting future roles and missions con-
cerns unification of the services. The present U.S. military
establishment is functionally divided into Army, Navy, and
Alr components. However, the three frequently operate as
joint organizations. For example, Pacific Command is
designated a unified command and has a mission covering the
entire Pacific area. Headed by a Navy admiral, combat
forces of the command are provided by the three mervices.

Based on the unified command experience, the future
leaders were asked if they favor extending unification to
all military activities (Table XXX). The Marine Corps
respondees were overwhelmingly (98%) opposed to unification
with the Navy closely following with 88% ln opposition.

The Marine Corps opposition can be explained by their fear
of losing their identity and unique mission to the Army
element of the unified service. The Air Force which was
the last service to gain a separate identity was not as
opposad to unification as the othar two services.

During interviews the resistance to unification was
based on the need for unit esprit in a combat outfit and the
cohesion it provides for units, The future leaders were
not aa opposed to unification of support activities and for
the future this appears to be the only area where unification
goala will be met,
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In sum, the Tuture military leadershlp appears ready

eI AT AT TR

! to internalize an expanded constabulary role for the military.
However, the leaders do not believe that role expangion

I should include non-military related missions. Additionally,

there is a significant concern over the nature of the mili-

tary that will operate within future organizational concepts.

TN R 4

The all voclunteer force is not viewed as providing for an

improved military primarily due to the long standing Ameri-

.
1,
%

can belief that the military should be representative of

the country's people. Tha leaders are not ready to give
% l up their service identity. Overall it appears the military
: | will accept conceptual changes to roles and missions but
é certain manifestations of these changes will be resiated.
The question then becomes: What happens if the civilian

| leaders delcare changes against the advice of military leaders?

[ Civilian Control

As we have seen the future military leaders are still
concerned about the Vietnam war. The extenaive civilian
P involvement in the planning and operations of that war

? might raise scrious doubts in the military about the via-

et i o e e, s i et

bility of civilian control. 1n spite of the Southcast Asian

. expericnce ot the respondees thuy overwielmingly support civilian

control of the military as a proper constitutional requirement
to insure preservation of our democracy and believe it should

not ht weakrned (Table XXX1). Less than 15% of each of the

95
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services' future leaders questioned the amount of civilian
interference in military affairs.

With such a strong belief in the regquirement for civilian
control how will the future military leaders express disa-
greement with policies which they consider wrong? Janowitz
makes a strong argument that military leaders have only one
form of protest after a decision has been made and that is
to resign. He points out although military tasks have
become more difficult to accomplish because of national and
political forces, no chief has resigned. Januwitz is emphatic
when he says, "That has to change, so that professional
dissent can be made manifeast in a responsible fashion."l4
Ginsburg on the other hand, says resignation in protest is
part of the military folklore, "...but people who say that
too easily, too flippantly, ignore the fact that resignation
separates the military man from his profession, unlike iresig-
nation in another profession."15

In order to test how the future leaders feel toward
protest, they were asked a question about resignation and
their recent experience in Vietnam (Table XXXII). Two=-thirds
of the Air Force respondees disagreed that Air Force leaders
should have resigned if they disagreed with the bombing
constraints over North Vietnam. On the other hand, almost
two-thirds of the Marine Corps and Navy respondees believed
military leaders should have resigned if they disagreed

with the constraints in Vietnam.
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Pursuing the subject of resignation during the inter-
views brought forth a variety of reasons for the disparate
}; positions. Many of the Air Force officers beliaved there
were other less severe means of internal protast having a
greater potential for positive action. Several officers

from all of the servicea felt that resignation is too public

and would ultimately create turmoil within this country

and with our allies. Several other officers felt that it
would become a form of blackmail and could be abused. On

the opposite side thcse who were in favor of resignation

believed that an outlet is needed for the military leader
to voice his convictions on issues of special import. With- :
out a legitimate means of protest, leaders will be tempted
to circumvent the civilian decision. These officers cited

the General Lavalle case where an Air Force general, disa- !

greeing with bombing restrictions, altered the reporting }
system so0 that his pilots could stretch the rules of engage-

ment: There was consensus among the officers, for an against
resignation, that if an officer disagrees with civilian

leaders they cannot protest the decision publicly once it

has been made,

Overall it was found that there is no guestioning of the
legitimacy of civilian control in the military and civilian con-
trol of the military will not be arn issue with military leaders
into the 1990s. Resignation as a means of protest is an issue
and probably should become an item for discussion in senior

professional military schools along with other ethical issues.
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In conclusion, we have found the future military leaders
believe they are imbued with superior values of sacrifice,
discipline, and patriotism. However, they do not feel
they are appreciated by the American society as a whole.
There is littie evidence that this perception of non-appre-
clation has much basis in fact but is derived from viewing
the national media, an element of the society which the
future leaders consider biased and anti-military. The crisis
in self-image and self-esteem on the part of the future
military leaders appears to have its basis in the memories
of Vietnam.

The self-image crisis does not appear to have closed
the minds of future leaders to conceptual changea in military
roles and missions. How these changes are operationalized
does cause concern on the part of the future leaders. They
do not want to take on roles that may detract from their
primary mission of defense. 1In spite of their feeling of
isolation from society the future leaders do not question

the requirement for civilian control of the military.
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CHAPTER V

POLITICAL LOGIC

Up until 1920, it would have hoen most rare

to find an officer who thought of himself as any-

thing but conservative.l

If there is a connection between social heritage and
political logic then one could hypothesize that the continuing
move away from an old family, upper class, Protestant, rural
background coupled with increased education would be raflected
in a move towards a more liberal identification among mili~
tary leaders. 1In fact a 1954 sample of officers assigned to i
the Pentagon indicated a growth in the liberal minority of f
the military leadership, espaecially in the Air Force. Where- ]
as previously few officers in the military would identify
themselves as liberal, the 1954 study found a significant
minority (Air Force 35%; Navy 24%) stated they were at least
"somewhat liberal."?

The apparent move toward liberalism has leveled off
according to the response of the future military leaders
(Table XXXIII). The Air Force and Navy officers identifying
themselves as "conservative" and "somewhat conservative"
remain within a percentage point or two »f the 1954 officers.
The Marines show an aven stronger affinity toward the con-
servative end of the spectrum with 86% of the future leaders
identifying themselves there. When compared with the Ameri-
can public the future military leaders are somewhat more

congervative.
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Why the persistent identification with conservatism on
f‘ the part of military leadexs? Can the answers be found in
the recruitment of future leaders? Or is the answer found

in the military career itself? Military Leadership in the

19908 has attempted to shed some light on the issue of
military leaders and the molding of their political logic.
e At the same time ths study has presented a data base of socio-

economic and perceptual factors for future militarv leaders

of the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy.
The study first looked at the patterns of social com-

poaition. The conclusion was that the socio-economic charac-

teristics of military leaders have been in a state of flux.
There are sufficient differences within and between the saer-

vices to conclude that: 1. There is no single "military"

portrait but each service has its own recruitment patterns, '

and with the possible excaeption of the Marine Corpas, these

change over time; and 2. Because there is no aingle portrait,
the socio-economic patterns of regional affiliation, rural/
urban background, religion, socio-economic class and heritage

are not sufficient, in and of themselves, to provide a reason

for the persistent conservative affiliation of military leaders,
Next the study turned to education and found there has
been a continuing rise in level of education among military

leaders. Higher education normally is equated with a more

I T S

liberal identification., The growth in liberal identification

has not paralleled the rising education levels of military
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leaders ; therefore education also is probably not the "key"
factor in developing military political logic.

After looking at the socio-sconomic and education back-
grounds of military leaders, past, present, and future,

Military Leadership in the 19908 turned to service socializa-

tion and career patterns. Here several reasons normally
given by authors and military experts for the traditional
values of the military were studied, For instance, the dom-
ination of the military elites by smervice academy graduates
has diminished over the years yet the conservative identifi-
cation of military leaders has remained atatic. Other possi=-
ble reasons for the conservative leaning of military leaders
may be found in the unique aspocts of military command and
combat involvement,

Almost all military leaders have had command experience
and this will continue to be true. 8Some might say there is
A positive correlation between the traditional military
authoritarianiam and their atrong conservative bhent. 1In
order to better analyze leadership strategies the future
military leaders were asked a series of questions. An over-
whelming majority (80% to 90%) agreed with statements such
as, "A military supervisor may be personally friendly with
subordinates yet retain order and discipline," and, "Almoat
evary job can be made more stimulating, interesting, and
challenging.” On the other hand, thare was equally strong

disagreement with statements such as, "Additional pay is one
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of the effective methods of improving job performance," and
"A senior manager or commander loses prestige and authority

by admitting to an error or a bad decision." It appears

that authoritarianism as a leadership strategy is giving way
to modern behavioral management theories. It further appears
that the future military leaders do not believe that their
command duties require a unique unchanging approach to leader-
ship.

There is a :trong positive correlation between conser-
vatism and combat experience., The majority of military
leaders have served in combat theaters. The Marine Corps
future leaders who have the most direct combat involvement
among the three services studied also have the strongest con-
servative identification. It could be that the unique combat
aspoct of the military profession is the reason for the
consistent conservative identification on the part of the
military leaders.

Janowitz found that conservative attitudes increased
with higher position and older agg.3 Almost 93% of the CNW
Marines (lieutenant colonels and colonels) characterized
themselves as at least somewhat conservative whereas only
73% of CNCS Marine Corps majors chose the conservative
responses. There was also a more conservative trend in the
higher ranks of the Air Force but it was not as strong. The
Navy officers on the other hand, reported a slightly more,

though not significant, conservative bent among the lower
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ranking and younger officers. Increased rank and age do

| not provide a clear cut reason for conservatism, ]

Janowitz reported that "Attendance at a war college was i

also linked to more conservative political preferences for

nd Very

Army and Air Force officers, but not for the Navy.
few of the future military leaders in this study were willing
to admit to any change in theilr political orientation as a

result of their professional military education, Over threo=-

! fourths of all of the respondees perceive no change while ¢
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the remainder felt the education had changed them only slightly.

‘ Finally, military personnol might find it vasiest to

b
l‘\

‘ identify with those politicians who argue in favor of and

raeject those politiclians who criticize the military. Usually

those politicians who most visibly favor the military also

Lo gspouse a conservative domestic political orientation. This
relationship is closely tied to the igolation from society
the future military leaders fecl., The only voices that werc
ever neutral during the Indochina war were those usually
ldentified as conservative. Having a national figure provide
a justification for your persconal and family sacrifice would
prove more soothing than listening to critics question the

worth of your chosen profession., The severecat critics of

T ’ the military toend to bo at the [Hheral and of Cho gpect ram,
g Bofore too much cemphasls {8 placed on tha identificatlion
rl thoory of conservatism it should be noted that right wing
spokeamen wera extremely critical of the military durling the
I
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post=Korean War period while liberal commentators generally
stood in the military'as defense. However, the military did
not change their consarvative identification during this
poriod.5

Care should be taken when identifying anyone, including
oneself, as "conservative" or "liberal." Adopting a tarm
does not necessarily guarantee certain behavior will follow.
The majority of Americans are ideologically conservative but
operationally liberal; for instance people articulate a
basic distaste for the expanding role and sphere of government,
vet they are willing to support massive welfare programa.6
This reasoning may be extended to the military. In an exten=~
sive analysis of conservatiam and the military establishment,
Guttman argues that, "...the professional soldier in America
departs markedly from the conservative model...the professional
soldier shares rather than opposes the liberal-democratic
tradition...."7 Additionally, one might see an inconsistency
in a group that professes to accept traditional conservative
ideals yet lives with the paternalistic institutions of
the Federal Government. "The generals stand atiffly as they
point in indignation to the wilted moral fiber of those who
live at the government's expenae."8

The political logic of military leaders appears to be
ideologically consistent and operationally variable depending

on the issue under consideration. When national defense

issues are under consideration the conservative bias of the
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military prevails. This is especially true on the moat vital
issues such as military strength and the legitimacy of
civilian control. 0On the other hand, the future military
leaders are open to change in such things as conceptual roles
and leadership strategies. It may well be that concern

about what formulates the political logic of military lead-
ers is overstated and efforts in this area should be directed
primarily to insure that the outward manifestations of that

logic are conasistent with national objectives.
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CHAPTER VI

MILITARY LEADERS IN THE 1990s

ﬁ The purpose of Military Leadership in the 19903 was
ﬁ' to present an updated description of demographic/biographic

i characteristics of future military leaders and to derive

insights into the attitudes and perceptions of these future

leaders, The underlying hypothesis tested was: The pas-

gage of time and changing nature of military lcadership

has altered the portrait of future military leaders from

that recently portrayed in the literature. Using Janowitz'

b | The Professional Soldier as a bass, the study attempted to sae

what changes have taken place and to gain insight into the
effects and resultant attitude patterns of future Air Force,

Marine Corps and Navy leaders whose military careers span

a unique era and a rapidly changing world. A secondary

purpose of the study arose from the unique poaition of
y having close access to future leaders of three of the ser-
vices. Not only a comparison of past, present and future
Air Force, Marine Corps and Navy leaders was made, but
differcnces among the future leaders of ¢ach of the services
¥ were studied. Although the purpose of the atudy was to
present an updated data base on military leaders, an under-
lying theme throughout the study was an attempt to pinpoint
how demographic/biogyraphic data, insights and attitudes

affectad the politlcal logic of future military leaders.
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The results of Military Leadership in the 19908 show

that there arc many similarities in tae military leaders
described by Janowitz and extant in the literature today.
However, there apuvear to he many significant differences
between the militery leader's image portrayed in the litera-
ture and the reality of presont and future leaders. Janowitz

concluded in The Professional Soldier that "The military

elite has been drawn from an old family, Anglo-Saxon,
protestant, rural, upper middle-class professicnal back=

ground."l Military Leadership in the 19908 concluded that

this will, for the most part, not be true in the future.

A major finding of this study is that when speaking about
patterns of soclial composition, there is no single portrait
of the military as a whole. Bach of the services has its
own composition, some of the elements of which are very

much in transition. ft is further concluded that hecause

of the significant diversity and transition within the
soclo~cconomic backgrounds of the various services' military
leaders, over time it is possible to place too much emphasis
on these factors when trying to understand the political
logic of military leaders. Arising from this conclusion

is another hypothesis that other factors, such as service
specialization and career patterns, may hold an even more

"powerful key" than gocio-economic factors to the "political

logic" of the military.
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e In order to test this last hypothesis and obtain data,

the career patterns and advancement of future military

o b s 142 Ty L

ag leaders were studied. It was found that there is a growing

uneasiness with the military as a career choice by those

who have been tapped for its future leadership. An over-

whelming number of the future leaders were uncertain or

would not encourage their sons to have a career as a mili-
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tary officer. The apparent uneasiness with their profes-

T Ry

sion stems from a growing belief that the military career

=3

is losing its advantages over other professions,

o o

I

; { The future military leaders probably will not be domi=-

; nated by academy graduates. More important than an academy
’,(_
£ education is outstanding performance in the right job at

' the right time. The future military leaders believe that

TR i e 2

the best way to obtain the right jobs is by having a sponsor;
however, very few of these successful officers believe they
have one. Other factors necessary for entry into the top
military leadership include frequent duty changes, command
experience and combat experience. Each of the services har
internal factions, each with its own career pattern.

The future military leaders' aspirations were lower
than expected. Reasons for this were a realistic idea of

| the low numbers who will enter flag rank; the unwilling=-

ness to make the sacrifices necessary to make the rank:; and
the perception that it may require actions that will com-

promise their integrity in order to enter the top military

leadership.
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] Janowitz saw a crisis in the military profession and
described it as a ", . crisis in self-esteem and self—image."2
Military Leadership in the 19908 found Janowitz' 1960 des-
cription to be even more correct today. The future mili-
tary leaders believe they are imbued with superior values

of sacrifice, discipline and patriotism. However, they do

o P T AT R e 5 e T e
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not feel they are appreciated by the American society.

There is little evidence that this perception of nonappreci-

y :
%; ation has much basis in fact, but is derived from viewing 4

the national media, an element of the society which the

l future leaders consider biased and anti-military. The
E?1 pregent crisis in self~image and self-esteem on the part of
the future military leaders appears to have its basis in the ?i

1 memories of Vietnam.

! The self-image crisis does not appear to have closed

the minds of future leaders to conceptual changes in mili=-
tary roles and missions. How these changes are opera-
tionalized does cause concern on the part of the future

leaders. They do not want toc take on roles that may

T T ST SR AT g

detract from their primary mission of defense. In spite

of their feeling of isolation from society, the future

leaders do not question the requirement for civilian control

of the military.
A final hypothesis was developed that the changes in

gsocio-economic background of military leaders, coupled with

T B
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; " their increased education, would be reflected in a move

¥ nr away from the traditional conservative identification of
military leaders. In 1954, Janowitz found a developing
element in the services which identified itself as liberal,
i This apparent movement toward a more liberal identification
I has not grown in the intervening twenty-plus years. The

future military leaders identify themselves as conservative,

Delving deeper into this conservative identification, Mili~-

tary Leadership in the 19908 came to the conclusion that

the political logic of military leaders appears to be
ideclogically consistent and operationally variable depending
on the issue under consideration. When national defense
issues are being discussed, the conservative bias prevails
while the future military leaders are open to change in

such things as conceptual roles and leadership strategies.

Military Leadership in the 19908 presents an updated

data base for further study of demographic/biographic

charac teristics of military leaders. Over 50 different

data elements are presented for the future leaders of the

s .

Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy. When taken as a whole,
it was found that there have been many changes in back-
grounds, attitudes and perceptions of military leaders. The
passage of time has altered the portrait of future military
leaders. First and foremost, those studying military
leaders must realize that there is great diversity among in

the individual service leaders and, over time, there are
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many characteristic changes within the mervices, There is
no military leader stereotype. This leads to the second
major finding of this study: Because of this diversity, it
is possible to place too much emphasis on any one element
in the recruitment and development of military leaders in
looking for keys to the formation of the political logic of
military leaders, Finally, it may be that concern about
what formulates the political logic of military leaders

ia overstated and efforts in this area should be directed

primarily to insure that the outward manifestations of that

logic are consistent with national objectives.
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1. Edwin A. Deagle, Jr., "Contemporary Professionalism
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Majors Don W. Box, Lawrence D. Clark, William T. Crabb, John
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7. The author is indebted to Profemsors Dean Burham,
Ira Sharkansky, and Frederick W. Fraey for thelr help in re-
viewing the methodology of the study.

8. The official transcripts of admirals and admiral
selectees gserving on active duty in April 1978 show the
following breakdown of intermediate and senior professional
military education (PME) schools attended:

a. Sanior PME achools:

College of Naval wWarfare - 51*

National War College - 41

Industrial Colleye of the Armed Forces - 28
Air wWar College ~ 12

Army War College =- §

Foreign schools - 3

b. Intermediate PME schools:

College of Naval Command and Staff - 64*
Armed Forces Staff College - 3B

Army Command and General Staff Colloge - 2
Othoer - 2

* Two admirals attended both of these schools.
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MILITARY LEADERSHIP IN THE 1990s

1. Have you ever been promcted "below~tha-zone?"

a. Yes - one time.

b. Yes - twice to successive ranks.

¢, Yes = twice, but not to succaessive ranks.
d. Yes three times.

e, No,

2. Are you:

a, Surface Navy

b. Navy Alr

G. @& Submariner

d. Restricted Line or Staff
e, a Marine

3, What is your current rank?

a. 0=3
bu 0-4
C. 0-5
d. 0-6

4. What was your highest level of education when you first
entered militer service? (If you had a hreak in service,
indicate your highest level of education at the time of latest
entry into service.)

a. High school graduatc

b. Some college

¢, Collegs degree (B.S., B.,A., or equivalent)
d., Master's degree

@, Graduate work bayond Master's degree

5. What is your highest level of education NOW? (1f you are
presently working on a degree, and have reason to assume that
you will successfully complete the reyuirements zor that degree
during the next year, select the rasponse that most accurately
describes that degree.)

a. High school graduato

b, Some college

c., College degree (B,5., B.A,, or equivalent)
d., Master's degree

e. Graduate work beyond Master's degree

[P, A‘Lﬁ‘
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6. How much ot your active ruty military career will have
been spent as a studmnt in military/civilian sc“uols or
formal training programs as of June 19787

a. Less than 2 years

b, 2 years but less than 4 years
¢. 4 years but less than 6 years
3 d. 6 yaars but lems than B8 years
: e, B8 years or more

7. How much time have you served in a combat area (PCS and/
or TDY)? b

4. I have never served in a combat area. %
b. Less than 6 months. ]
¢. 6 months to a year. |
d. More than a year, but leas than 2 years -
e. 2 years or more. 1

8. What best describes your supervisory experience?

a, Buperviwing officers and enlisted personnel,
b, Supervising only officers,

: ¢. Supervising only enlisted personnel,

d d. None

- 9, How much supervisory experience have you had? ;
" | a. None i

b. Lesa than 2 years.
5 ¢, 2 to 4 years.
d. 5 to 6 years,
] e, over 6 years. ,

10, Have you ever served as an Admiral/General's aide?

a. Yes.
bl NOC

11, To which rank do you realistically aspire?

a 0-4
h. 0=5%
¢, Q-6
d. 0«7
e 0-8

or higher.
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12. Which of the following most accurately describes your
situation?

a. I was born a U.S. citizen, both of my parents were
born U.S, citizens, and all of my grandparents were born
U.S. citizens.

b, I was born a U,8. citizen, both of my parents were
born U,8, citizens, but at least one of my grandparents was
not born a U.S, citizen,

¢, I was born a U.S., citizen, but at least one of my
parents was not born a U,8, citizen,

d. I was not born a U.S5. citizen,
"IN TR 2K T T T B NN TR NN B BN B N N JE B BN BN BN NN BEE NN NN BEE BEE NN NN BN BEE BN B )

* 13, Which of the following best describes the area in which
« you were raised?

L ]

L ]

M «

- a, Farm, ranch, or rural home, “

b. Town or community less than 2,500 people. «

* c. Small city (2,500 to 50,000). «

* d. A city (2,500 to 50,000) which was part of a large
. metropolitan area (1 million or over).

. e. City over 50,000, *

L ]

*14, a. a city over 50,000, which was part of a large «

. metropolitan area (1 million or over). .

. b, Military installation(s). ’

® & w ® * * *k & & A & ok Kk *k * % * % * & & ¥ & & k * R * ¥ N * w

15. Which of the following statements most accurately describes

your family's military heritage?

a, At least one of my grandparents pursued a military
career,

One of my parents pursued (or is pursuing) a mili-
tary career.

Both a and L above.

One of my grandparents and/or one of my parents
served in the military, but did not pursue a military
career.

None of the above.

o a o

a

16, My father:

. Was (or is) a career military officer,.
wWas (or is) a career enlisted man.
Served as a non-career military officer,
» Served as a non-career enlisted man.

Had no military experience.

[ e N R g .1
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Select the one response that describes the principal
occupation of your family's primary wage earner during
your formative years (i.e,, until you were 18 years old).

17. a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

18, a,
b.

c.
dl
el

2T 2 TR TN T TN TN BN N R B BENE N TN NN DN NEE BN NN NEE BN BN NN BN R N A

Military

Farm owner .

Unskilled wocker {(e.g., truck driver, farm laborer)
Skilled worker {(e.g., foreman, craftsman).
Clerical, sales, or GS-8 and below.

Manager, official, or GS-9 or aboves.
Professional - doctor or lawyer
Professional - teacher or minister.
Professional - scientist or engineer.
Othar

%* & £ & ® * ¥ ®* " * & *

»

19, Based on your parents' income, their social standards,
and their general standard of living, in which of the following
environments do you fesl you were raised?

al
b.
¢,
d.
e,

20, How

a.
b.
C.
d.
Q.

21, Has

0OCLOTD

Upper class
Upper~middle class
Lower-middle class
Upper-lower class
Lower-lower class

would you describe your domestic political orientation?

Conservative

Somewhat congervative
Middle-of-the~road
Somewhat liberal
Liberal

NWC or NCSC changed your domestic political orientation?

Yas, 1 am considerably more conservative,
Yes, I am g![gﬁtzx more conservative,
No change.

Yes, I am alightly more liberal.
Yes, I am conslderably more liberal.
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* Select the one answer in the following 20 (4 sets) which *
* best describes your religious preferance. :
L
« 22, a, Jewish .
« b. Roman Catholic .
. c. Baptist .
d. Prasbyterian .
* e. Methodist
L] L]
« 23}, a, Episcopalian .
. b. Lutheran .
. ¢. Congregationalist .
d. Mormon (LDS) .
* e. Christian Scientist .
a
¢ « 24, a, Unitarian-Universalist *
- . b, Church of Christ “
; « c. Assembly of God «
! d. Jehovah's Witnesses .
. e, Muslim
- L}
« 25, a, Christian - not specified .
. b. Other religion .
N ¢. No religious preference .
. d. athiest .

e. agnostic
[ I RN DR BN NN NN NN NEK ZNN BN BEN NEN NN EE BEE ZEN NEE NN BEN NN NN BN NN BEN BEN BEE BEK BEE BEE NN NN

26, Which of the following best describes your religious
interests?

a. ! am a church member and attend services regularly.

b. I am a church membar, but do not attend services
regularly, -

c. I am not a church member, but I do attend services !
regularly, -

d. I am not a church member, and I do not attend X
services regularly. \

27, The military officer's status in U.S, society is:

a. Rising
b, Declining |
c, Static - high ;4

d, Static - low

28, If you had an opportunity to do it over aqain, would you
choose to enter another profession? %q

. Definitely yes |
. Probably yes

. Undecided

. Probably no

. Definitely no

oAanN O
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: 29, If you had a son, would you want him to have a career
; as a military officer?

: a, VYes, and 1 would try to influence him,
3 b. Yes, but I would not try to influence him,
{ ¢. Uncertain.

d

e

. No,
. No, and I would discourage him,

30, Which of the following best Jdescribes your attitude to-
ward a military career when you first entered the service?

a. Planned to fulfill my military obligation and get out, ‘ﬁ
b. FPlanned to see¢ what it was like before I made up my .ﬁ

e, Other. E

mind,
. c. Planned to serve more than one tour but not make ;
o - it a career. ' i
N d. Planned to make the service a career. i
"

31, Which one of the following best describes how you feel
fi about the military assignment system?

& . a, The formal system allows me to participate adequately 3

! in my assignment selection.

[ b. Personal contact outside the formal system is helpful !

V in getting my desired assignment.

o c., bPersonal contact ocutside the formal system ig essen-
tial in getting my desired assignment,

h 32. Freguent changes of duty assignments are essential to
career advancement,

. a. Strongly agres

i b. Generally agree
! c. Generally disagree
d. Stronly disagree

v 33. Which is the momt important for promotion to the flag
] officer ranks?

a., Performance

b. Having had the right jobs at the right time,

¢. Having known the right pqule at the right time,
d. Having a sponsor.

i . ther
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34, Do you feel that combat experience should he a criterion
for promotion to the flag officer ranks?

a,
b.
ct
dl
‘l

Yes, and I have combat experience,

Yes, and I do not have combat experience,
No, and I have combat experience.

No, and I do not have combat experience.
1 don't know,

35, Command duty is essential for promotion to the flag

officer

a.
b.
[+
d.

ranks.

Strongly agree
Generally agree
Gensrally disagree
Strongly disagrae

36. When all othex factors are in balance, academy graduates
have the advantage for promotion to the flag ranks.

a,
b.
CI
d.

7. Do

I agree, and I am an academy graduate,

1 agree, and I am not an academy graduate,

I disagree, and I am an academy graduate.

1 disagree, and I am not an academy graduate,

you believe that most officers who are promoted to

flag rank have a sponsor?

a,
bo
Cs

jg. De

a.
b.
cl
d.

Yes
No
I don't Kknow,

you believe that you have a sponsor?

Definitely yes.

I'm not sure, but I think so.

I'm not sure, but I don't think so.
Definitely no.

39, With the all-volunteer force, the military will find itm
membersahip much more inclined to accept established procedures
and organizational goals.

a,
b.
c.
d.

Strongly agree.
Generally agree.
Generally disagree.
Strongly disagree.

Lhiald




40, Which statement below best matches your view -oncerniny ' 5
the all-volunteer military?

a, 1t will be an improvement because it will mean the
military can become more professional and elite, ]

b, 1t will be an improvement for other reasons,

¢, It will not be much different from today's military.

d. It will be worse than today's military because it k
will not represent a cross section of American society. E

}@ e, It will be worse than today's military for o%har 3
3 ‘ reasons. k

3
X : 41, In a world without direct U,S. intervention in war, the 3
. U.S. services should take on secondary roles such as remedial ‘
2 aeducation programs, engineering projects, ecological, re- B
0 clamation, highway rescue, etc. \
. Strongly agree. g
i Generally agree, )
.

a
bl

‘ ¢. Generally disagree, A
d, Strongly disagree, 4

42, The American military should be unified into one service, i

{
. a. Strongly agree, )
o b. Generally agree. ]
¢. Generally disagree.
d, Strongly disagree.

43. How would you characterize coverage of the military by
the news media?

a, Strongly biased against the military,
b, Slightly biased agaInlE the military,

c. Fair and objuctive,

d., Slightly biased in favor of the rilitary.
e. Strongly biased {n favor of the military,

44, Alicnation is the best way to characterize present civile
military relations. |

. a, Strongly agree, |
i L., Generally agree, {
- ¢. Generally disayree,

., Strongly disagree,




45, Which statement bast defines your attitude about civilian
control of the military under our current DOD organization?

a, Interferes unacceptably with military requirements
and should be diminished.

b, Is a necessary evil; should not be changed.

¢, 1Is a proper constitutional requirement to insure
preservation of our democracy and should not be
weakenad,

d. Does not provide a sufficient check on the military
and should be strengthened,

46. If top military leaders disagresd with the constraints
in Vietnam, thay should have resigned,

Strongly agree.
Generally agree,
Generally disagree.
. Strongly disagree.

(330 e ¥

47, The American military is more isolated from society as
a result of the Vietnam experiance,

4. Strongly agree.
b, Generally agree.
c. Generally disagree.
d. Strongly disagrees.

48, The values of discipline, sacrifice, and patriotism are
found more in the U.5, military than in U.S. society in general.

. Strongly agrese,

. Generally agrea.

. Generally disagree,
. Strongly disagreas,

anNnoo

49, It is possible to incorporate in military men and in military
institutions the potential for combat and for peacekeeping
and arms control,

a, Strongly agree.
b, Generally agree.
¢, Generally disagree,.
d. Strongly disagree,

50. Too often ovur military system rewards those who succeed
without being certain that the task was done in an honest and
forthright manner,

a. Strongly agree.
b. Generally agree,

C. Generally disagree.
d. Strongly disagree,
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51, I van be 4 success in the military without compromising
my integrity.

a. Strongly agree,
b. Generally agree,
¢. Generally disagree,
d, Strongly disagree.

52, Almost every job can be made more stimulating, interestinag,
and challenging,

a, Strongly agree,

b. Generally agree,

©. Generally disaqgree.
d. Stronygly disagree,

53, A military supervisor may be personally friendly with
subordinates yet retain order and discipline,

a.  Strongly ayree,

b. Generally agree,

v, Generally disagree,
d. Strongly disagree,

54. Many lower ranking personnel do not use much lmaginaticn
and ingenuity in their jobs.

a. Strongly aqree,
b. Generally agree,
¢. Generally disagree,
d. Strongly disagreae,

[}
{61

The average person will do only what 18 demanded of him,

A, strongly aquee,

b, Jenerally aaroee,

¢, Generally disagree.
d, Strongly disagree,

56, Additional way is one of the most effective methods of
improving job performance.

a. Stroungly aygroe,
h., twnerally ayree.
¢, Generally disagrer,
d. Strongly disagree,

5/, A senior manager or commander lnses prestige and authurity
by admitting to an error or a bad decision.

a, sStrongly agqroee

h, Generally aygiece

c, Generally disagree.,
4. Stronaly Jdisagree,

A-10
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58, Allowing subordinates to set performance gtandards often
rasults in sub-par standards,

a, Strongly agree,

b, Generally agree.

¢, Generally disagree,
d, Strongly disagree.

59, Most persons do not want to accept responsibility.

a, Strongly agree.

b, Generally agree.

¢, Generally disagree,.
d. Strongly disagree,

60, Individual recognition is a key factor in employee
motivation.

a. Strongly agree,

b, Generally agiree,

¢, Generally disagree,
d. Strongly disagree,

61, Most workers need an occasional "swift kick" to produce
maximum effort.

a, Strongly agree,
b. Cenerally agree,
¢. Generally disagree,
d, Strongly disagree.

6. A supervisor cannot expect an individual tn be as enthusiastic
about his Job as he T8 about his ledsuie activities,

A, Htrongly aqree.

b, Generally agreeo,

c. Generally disagree,
d. Strongly disagree.

1, Compliance with ordera from higher hcadriquarters is an
vutential requirement for a professional military officer,

a. dtrongly agree,

b, Gencrally agree,

. Generally disagree,
d. Strongly disagree.

A-11
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS
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Please marv the answers to the following queations on this
sheet. Dz hot use the acanner shget. More than one answer
may applvy. After you have corflefed answering all guestions,
du&hvﬂ th: 2 shoet rom the queationnaire and return it with
the acantes alieet . You o may digeard the remainder ot the
duedt rons ey

A AR R e A A A A A Y AR R RN AR R AR A A A AR

Have you heen promoted "below the zone?" (Since thia sheet
will not te attached to the scanner sheet, it is necessary
to ask th.s question again),

W, 1 have never heen promoted "below the zone,"
fog, to 0.4,

T, tn 0«5,

s o

Tes, to N4,

[N

Do you ha'¢ instructor experience in any of the following
schools?

Tes, a service academy.
Tes, a PML school,

L TYed, a colloge ROTC,
. Yes, a techniceal training school,

In which state(s) or foreign vcountry did you spend most of
your formative years 0-18)7

e e ame et om me e e meamtamii e ee b e ¢ e e

i —— - b W mAR e pdamme mArtm ee W a e e op e e - e s ————

It you are married, 1n which state(s) or foreign country did
your spouse spend roat of her (his) formative years (0=«]1R)7

In which s+1te did vou receive your Bachelor's deqgree?

URE THE REVERSE STDL ol CfHIS SHEET FORCANY COMMENT! 7al! MAY
HAVE ON THE CONTENTS OF THIS QUESTIONNATRE,

THANK YOU RY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION,

A-12




AIR FORCE LEADERSHIP INTO THE 1980s

This questionnaire supporté ACSC student research de-
signed to analyze future Air Force leadership. Your re-
sponses will be kept anonymous; your participation in the
survey is voluntary but oritical to our atudy.

Select only one anawar to each gquestion. Use only a

number 1 pencil on the scanner sheet., We suggesat that you
first mark your responses on the gquestionnaire itself and
then transfer your angwars to the scanner sheet, If you
do not wish to answer a particular queation, please insure
that the answer spaces next to that question number are
left blank.

We appreciate your cooperation.

A-13
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Have you ever been promoted "below-the-zone?"

A, Yas = one time.

B, Yes - twice to successive ranks.

(o Yes - twice, but not to successive ranks.
D, Yes ~ three times.

E. No.

Are you rated?

A, Yes -~ a pilot.

B. Yes - a ravigator.
cC. No.

What 18 your current rank?

A, Captain.

B. Major.
C. Lt Colonel.
D. Colonel.,

What was your highest level of education when you first
entered military service? (1f you had a break in
sarvice, indicate your highest level of education at
the time of latest antry into service.)

A. High school graduate.

B, Some college.

>, College degree (B.S., B.A.,, or equivalent).
D, Master's dogree,

E. Graduate work heyond Master's degree.

What is your highest level of education NOW? (If you
are praesently working on a degree, and have reason to
assume that you will succvasfully complete the regquire-
ments for that degrec during the next year, salect the
response that nost accurately describes that degree.)

A. High school graduate.

B. some collade.

C. Colleye deyree (B.S., B.A,, or equivalent),
D, Master's degrea,

k. iraduate work boyond Master's deyree.

i et et 45
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10.

How much of your active duty military career will have
been spent as a student in military/civilian schools
or formal training programs as of June 19747

A. Less than 2 years.

B, 2 years but less than 4 years,
C. 4 years but less than 6 years,
D. 6 years but less than B years,
E. 8 years or more.

llow much time have you served in a combat area (PCS
and/or TDY)?

A, I have never served in a combat area,

B. Less than 6 months.

c. 6 months to a year,

D. More than a year, but less than 2 years.
E. 2 years or more.

While serving in a combat area, what was your primary
duty?

A, I have never served in a combat araea.

B, Alrcrew,

C. Alrcrew and staff officer.

D, Staff officer or other non-aircrew duty.
E. Commander,

Which best describes your supervisory experience?

A, Missile or aircraft crew commander.
B. Supervising officers and airmen.

cC. Supervising only officers.

D. Supervising only alrmen.

E, None.,

How much supervisory experience have you had?

A. None.

B, Less than 2 years.
C. 2 to 4 years.

D. 5 to 6 years.

E. Over 6 years.
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1ll. Have you ever served as a general's aide?

A, Yes.
B. No.

12, To which rank do you realistically aspire?

A, Major.,

B. Lt Colonel.

c. Colonel.

D, Brig General.

E. Maj General or higher.

. 13. Which of the following most accurataely describes your
o situation?

i A, I was born a U.8. citizen, both of my parents

i were bhorn U.8, citizens, and all of my grandparents
ware born U,8, citizens.

B. I was born a U.S. citizen, both of my parents
waere born U.,S. citizens, but at least one of my
grandparents was not born a U.8. citizen.

3 c. I was born a U,8. citizen, but at least one of my

’ parents was not born a U.,S. citlzen,

i D. I was not born a U,8. citizen.

L] L] * » " * * * * * * »* * * » * L * * * * * * %

" 14. Which of the following best describes the area in which *
you were raised?
A, Farm, ranch, or rural home,
* B, Town or community loss then 2500 people. *
k. c. Small city (2500 to 50,000).
4 * D. A city (2500 to 50,000) which was part of a large "
- nmetropolitan area (1 million or over).
* E. City over 50,000 *
1-" * *
! * 15. A. A city over 50,000 which was part of a large N
K- metropolitan area (1 million or over). :
' " B. Military installation(s). N 3
ok ok ok ok Rk Rk A N Kk kA Rk ok kR Kk kK k k kR k k % R R R ok ok ® R Ok W

16. Which of the followiny slatements most accurately des-
cribee your famlly's military heritage?

N, At least one of my grandparents pursgued a military
carcayr, L

A-16
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B, One of my parents pursued (or is pursing) a
military career.

c. Both A and B abovae.

D, One of my grandparents and/or one of my parents
served in the military, but did not pursue a
military career.

E. None of the above.

e T~ .
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17. My father:

IR e TR A

A, Was (or is) a career military officer.
B, Was (or is) a career enlisted man.
C. Served as a non=-career military officer.
: D. Served as a non-career enlisted man.
5 E. Had no military experience.
f", * ok kR ok k ok Kk Kk ok ok ok ok ok sk k d k % Kk k Kk Kk k % & k % w k k k * &
) *
3 * Select the cone response that describes the principal occupation
? « ©of your famIly's primary wage earner during your formative
- * years (i.e., until you were 18 years old).
*
!'l * 18. A, Military.
| " B. Farm owner.
A * C. Unskilled worker (e.g., truck driver, farm laborer).
: * D. Skilled worker (e.g., foreman, craftsman).
5 * E. Clerical, sales, or GS-B and below.
. * 19, A. Manager, official, or GS-9 and above.
< * B. Professional - doctor or lawyer.
4 " C. Professional - teacher or minister
i * D. Professional - scientist or engineer.
! - E. Other.
X ® k k % w k dk ok % ok ok ok & Kk & *k % *k Kk Kk *k Kk *k Kk ok * & Kk Kk * * K *k &
}
] 20. Based on your parents' income, their social standards,
¢ and their general standard of living, in which of the
. following environments do you feel you were raised:
b A, Upper class.
] B. Upper-middle class.
; c. Lower-middle class.
} D. Upper-lower class.
L E. Lower~lower class.,
{ 21. How would you describe your domestic political orientation?
4 A. Conservative.
) B. Somewhat conservative,
: C. Middle=-of~the~road.
n. Somewhat liberal.
I, Liberal

* % % ®* ¥ ¥ *» ¥ % ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ X ¥




A o o ot

T TR R M AR S T 4T S e ST

* % > * % F % ¥ % ¥ F ¥ ¥ F X ¥ X F ¥ ¥ ¥ X ¥ X X

22,

Yok ok ok ok ok Nk k k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok Ak W ok ok ok ok ok ok w ok ok kK

Select the one answer in the following 20 (4 sets) which best
describes your roligious preference.

23.

24,

25,

26.

* ok ok

27.

28,

Has AWC or ACSC changed your domestic political orientation?

A.
B‘
C.
D.
El

A.
Bl
C.
D.

A'
B.
Cl
D.

E.

* k ok kK k *k Kk & Kk K Kk Kk Kk % ok %k & ok * & Kk & ok w* *k K * & %

Yes, I am considerably more conservative.
Yes, I am slightly more conservative.
No change,

Yeg, I am slightly more liberal.
Yes, I am considerably more libheral.

Jawigh,

Roman Catholic.

Baptisgt.

Presbyterian.

Methodist.

Episcopalian,

Lutheran.
Congregationalist.
Mormon (LDS).

Christian Scientist.
Unitarian~Universalist.
Church of Christ.
Asgsembly of God.
Jehovah's Witnesses.
Muslim,

Christian - not specified.
Other religion.

No religious preference.
Athiest.

Agnostic.

* % % % W X ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ X ¥ ¥ ¥F F F ¥ ¥ X ¥ * ¥ X X ¥

Which of the following best describeS your religious _
interests? i

A.
BI

C.

D.

I am a church member and attend services regularly.

I am a church member, but do not attend services
regularly.

I am nout a church member, but I do attend cervices
regularly.

1 am not a church member, and 1 do not attend servicoes
regulariy.

The Air Force officer's status in U.8. society is:

A,
B.
C.
D.

Rising.
Declining.
Static - high.
Static ~ low,




29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

If you had an opportunity to do it over again, would you
choose to enter another profession?

B.

If you had a son, would you want him to to have a
career as a4 military officer?

Which of the following best describes your attitude toward
an Air Force career when you first entered the Air Force?

AI

Which one of the followinyg best describes how you feel
about the Alr Force assignment system?

Definitely yes.
Probably ves.
Undecided.
Probably no.
Definitely no.

Yes, and I would try to influence him,
Yes, but I would not try to influence him,
Uncertain.

NO L] ':ﬂ
No, and I would discourage him ‘

Planned to fulfill my military obligation and get
out.,
Planned to see what it was like before 1 made up

my mind.

Planned to serve more than one tour but not make
a career.

Planned to make the Ailr Force a career.

Other.

The formal system (Form 90 and Career Development
Monitor) allows me to participate adequately in my
assignment selection.

Personal contact outside the formal system is helpful
in getting my desired assignment.

Personal contact ocutside the formal system is essential
in getting my desired assignment.

The formal system does not allow me to participate
adequately in the assignment process.

Frequent changes of duty assignments are essential to
career advancement.

Al
B.
C.
D.

Strongly agrce
Generally agree,
Generally disagree.
Strongly disagree.




34'

35,

36.

7.

38.

39.

Which is the most important for promotion to the general
officer ranks?

A Performance,

B. Having had the right jobs at the right time.

c. Having known the right people at the right time.
D, Having a sponsor.

E. Other.

Do you feel that combat experience should be a criterion
for promotion to the general officer ranks?

A, Yes, and I have combat experience, :
B, Yeg, and T do not have combat exporicneo, §
c. No, and | have combat expoerience,

D, No, and I do not have cowmbat exporionao, ;
E, I don't know, i

Command duty is essential for promotion te the general |
officer ranks. |

A, Strongly agree,
B, Gencrally agree,
c. Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disagree,

T v

R S,

When all other factors are in balance, academy qraduates
have thoe advantage for promotion to the goeneral ranks,

A, I agree, and 1 am an academy yraduate.

B. T agree, and 1 am not an academy ygraduate,

C. I disagree, and I am an academy yraduate.

D. I disagree, and I am not an academy graduate.

Do you believe that most officers who are promoted to
general have a sponsor?

A. Yes.
B. No.
C. T don't know.

Do you believe that you have a sponsor?

A, Definitely yos.

B. I'm not. sure, but [ think so.
. 1'm not sure, but I doun't think so.
D. Definitely no.
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A,
‘ B.
! C.
D.

A,

B.
C.
D.
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Al
B.
c.
Dl
E.

}l : 42. In a world without diract U.S.
- U.S, Alr Force should take on secondary roles such as
L remedial education programs, engireering projects, eco-

Strongly agree.
Generally agree.
Generally disagree.
Strongly disagreae.

40, With the advent of the all-volunteer force, the military
: ° will find its membership much more inclined to accept
! A established procedures and organizational goals,

Which statement below best matches your view concerning
the all=-volunteer military?

1t will be an improvement because it will mean the
military can become more professional and elite.

It will be an improvement for other reasons.

It will not be much different from today's military.
It will be worse than today's military because it will
not represent a cross section of American society.

It will be worse than today's military for other

reasons.

by the news media?

Strongly biased against the
S5liyhtly biased against the
Fair and objective,

Slightly biased in favor of
Stronyly biased in favor of

A-21

intervention in war, the

ki logical reclamation, highway rescue, etc,
-
S A, Strongly agree.
B. Generally agree.
C. Generally disagree,
] D. Strongly disagree.

43, The American military should be unified into one service.

A. Strongly agree.
B. Generally agree.
C, Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disagree.
Y 44, low would you characterize recent coverage of the military

military.
military,

the military.
the military.
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45,
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: 49,

Alienation is the beat way to characterize present civil-
military relations,

A, Strongly agree.
B. Generally agree,
c. Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disagree.

Which statement best defines your attitude about civilian
control of the military under our current DOD organization?

A. Interferes unacceptably with military requirements
and should be diminished.

B. 1s a necessary evil; should not be changed,

C. Is a proper constitutional requirement to insure
preservation of our democracy and ghould not be
weakened,

D. Does not provide a sufficient check on the military
and should be strengthened.

If top Alr Force leaders disagreed with the bombing
constraints in North Vietnam, they should have resigned,

A. Strongly agree.

B. Generally agree.

c. Generally disagree.
D. Stronygly disagroe.

The American military is more isolated from society as
a result of the Vietnam experiance.

A, Strongly agree.
B. Generally agree.
C. Gencrally disagree.
D. Strongly disagree.

The values of discipline, sacrifice, and patriotism are
found more in the U.S. military than in U.§. society in
general.

AN, sStrongly agraoe.,

fi. Gonerally ayrea,

C. Generally disagrue,
D. Strongly disagrec.
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% - 50, It is possible to incorporate in military men and in

: B ' military institutions the potential for combat and for

g: " peacekeeping and arms control.

X f' A, Strongly agree.

h o B. Generally agree.

g i C, Generally disagree,

%- %7 D. Strongly disagree.

ﬁ : 51. Too often our military system rewards those who succeed

k. without being certain that the task was done in an honest )
R and forthright manner, ;
33 A, Strongly agree. ;
g . B, Generally agree. :
E § C. Generally disaqgree. ,
Q’{ ; D. Strongly disagree. :
b , §
f ' 52, I can be a success in the military without compromising f
b my integrity.

| ‘ A, Strongly agree. :
P B. Generally agree. f
- c. Generally disagree.
k. D. Strongly disagree.

53, Almost every job can be made more stimulating, interesting,
and challenging.

A, Strongly agree.

4 B, Generally agree,

. C. Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disagree.

L 54. A military supervisor may be personally friendly with
3 gubordinates yet retain order and discipline.

A, Strongly agree.
3 B. Generally agree.
C. Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disagrea.

55. Many lower ranking personnel do not use much imagination
and ingenuity in their jobs.

A, Strongly agree,
B. Generally agree,
C. Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disaygree.




56, 'The averaye person will do only what is demanded of him.

: A, Strongly agyree,
! , B, Generally agree,
: C, Generally disagree.
D. Strongly disagrec.

57. Additional pay is one of the most effective methods of
improving job performance.

A. Strongly agree.

B. Generally agree,

C. Generally disagree,.
D. strongly disagree.

B e R T D e W T T o Ty e

58. A senior manager or commander loses prestige and authority
by admitting to an error or a bad decision.

A, Strongly agree.

B. Generally agree.

C. Generally disagree,
D. Stronyly disagrae,

PR S ST
-

59. Allowing subordinates to set performance standards oflten
results in sub~par standards. J

A, Strongly agree.

B. Generally agree.

; C. Generally disagrea. .
F D. strongly disagree, i

60. Most persons do not want to accept responsibility.

A, Strongly agree,

B. Ganucally agreg.,

c. Generally disagree.
D. Stronygly dlsagree.

61. Individual recoynition is a key factor in employee
motivation.

A. Strongly agree,

B, Generally agree,

cC. Genaerally disagruc.
D. Strongly dlgayree,

et e o
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T IV

62.

63.

64.

Most workers need an occasional "swift kick" to produce
maximum effort,

A.
B.
C.
D,

Strongly agree,
Generally agree.
Generally disagree,
Strongly disagres.

A supervisor cannot expect an individual to he as en-
thusiastic about his job as he is about his leisure

activities.

A, Strongly agree,

B, Generally agree.

C. Generally disagree.
D, Strongly disagrea.

Compliance with orders from higher headquarters is an
egsential requirement for a professional Air Force officer.

A,
B.
C.
D.

Strongly agrea,
Generally agree.
Generally disagree.
Strongly disagree.




SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS

| R NN S B T N A N I

: Please mark the answers to the following questions on this
R | shret. Do not use the scanner sheet. Morv than one answer
) may apply. After you have completed answerling all questions,
detach this sheet from the guestionnaire and return it wilh

b the scanner sheet. You way discard the romainder of the
R guestionnaire,
* % K k k% ok ok Rk k R Kk R A Nk k h ok F o ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ko h

Have you been promoted "below the zone?" (8Since this sheot will
" not be attached to the scanner sheet, it is necessary to ask

3 this question again.)
. | . No, I have never been promoted "below the zone."
y ! ____ Yes, to Major.
5 ; e Yes, to Lt Col,
b - e Yos, to Colonel,
g
3 . Do you have instructor experience in any of the following schools?
{
X __ Yes, a survice academy, 1
3 ____ Yes a PME school (i.e. 808, ACSC, AWC, or equivalent). 4
| . Yes, a college ROTC.
' ... Yes, a tochnical training school.
p ! — .. Yes, an Air Training Command Flyiny school
o No.
Navigators ahould be allowed equal consideration for command
of flyiny units, :
4 - I agree; 1 am a navigator.
] —__ T agree; I am a pilot, ;
¢ e I agree; T am non-rated. !
¥ 1 disaygree; I am a navigator.
3 D disagree; | am a pilot. ’
3 I disayree: T am non=-rated., %
; In which state(s) or torvign country did you spend most ot yown !
Formative years (0-18)¢ L '
; 1 you are marricd, in which staltoe{s) or foruign country did your %
pnpoume fgpeted moat b her (hid) lormat ive yoars (0=1H)7? .
1
In which state did you recelve your Bachelor's deyree? %
] USE THE REVERSE S1DE OF THIS SHEET FOR ANY COMMENTS YOU MAY ;
| HAVE ON THE CONTENTS OF THIS QUESTIUNNAIRE. !
i

THANK YOU VI'RY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATIONI




