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Dedication
This work is dedicated to the memory and spirit of the men who led the way, fought the

good fight, and sacrificed their lives for freedom in World War I1.
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ABSTRACT

Operation Overlord, the Allied invasion of the Third Reidhdstress Europa
has received considerable historical coverage since it occurred, Moreovers6fi the
anniversary of the Normandy invasion, historians of the U.S. Army’s Center itdriylil
History, supplemented by members of th€Mditary History Detachment from Fort
McPherson, Georgia, plus three other Reserve Military History Detachntieatdd
the 308", and the 5% Military History Detachments interviewed nearly 200 invasion
veterans in tents just up the hill from Omaha Beach. Transcriptions and distdlafi
these interviews yielded considerable historical material that etl@qualitative study
of American leadership in Normandy in late spring 1944. These oral hiseves that
compelling circumstances activated a core set of leadership competatscintmost of
the troops. Other postwar leadership theories simply do not apply for Normandy
operations.

| observed leadership behaviors applicable when put to the test of real life
situations, where making sound and timely decisions in the compacted battle space of the
Normandy Beaches and countryside resulted in people living or dying. Tharmeés
this qualitative study was the observations of whether a core of leaderghjskills,
training, and experience or other factors was present in the examplestseteowho
participated in D-Day.

| hypothesize that a core of leadership competencies emerged in theakmeric
troops, regardless of their background, in times of crisis. Using the knowledgd ga

from both individual and collective histories of the group studied, this study will seek to

viii



discover some of the critical factors that enabled leadership to emerge &mong t
participants in the fog of war.

The study revealed that compelling circumstances activated a coffe set
leadership competency traits in most troops. Based on these results we cdratlude t
there is core of leadership traits that are carried by most people. Tiksgdiled to
the development of two theories on leadership: Emergent Leadership During Crisis
(ELDC) and Emergent Leadership Over Time (ELOT). These two termshletdwe
process that occurs within individuals as crisis precipitates reaction, based on
circumstances of the event, the individual’s readiness in terms of trait tyéttoei level

of development of particular traits needed to act in the situation), and the euént itse



PART |

STUDYING D-DAY TO UNDERSTAND EMERGENT LEADERSHIP THEORY

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION: THE D-DAY INVASION AND ITS RELEVANCE TO

LEADERSHIP STUDIES

Knowledge gained from examining leadership displayed at Normandy, put in
context with extant leadership theories, reveals this dissertatiosis tifeemerging
leadership traits. A historical precedent exists in this methodology, sinog dhorld
War Il, historians interviewed many veterans, and, after the warsthdied various
topics and campaigns to produce several dozen volumes of scholarly works on the war
colloquially known as the “Green Books.”

The WWII 60historians interviewed people from all walks of life who were
involved in the war, including civilians, but most were military personnel. They imuire
about a number of topics, including, among other things, training, logistics, and weapons.
For this study, the .key question wslg¢hat was the type of leadership that was displayed
during those critical hours, days and weeks that spanned the Normandy Invasion?

| have conducted a descriptive case study (Berg, 2007) of the histories of the D-
Day 60 Veterans. Using information thus collected, | acquired a better undéangtaf
leadership theory, identified trends in leadership during crises, and developedierbr
understanding and improved theoretical knowledge for understanding and developing
leadership. Using examples from the oral histories, | looked for diffpedtérns of

leadership approaches that emerged in life and death, combat, and highyiirizingity



situations. Using modern theoretical approaches in leadership discussielh a@s mwy
own leadership theory framework, | analyzed the situation and presentuhs irethis

work.



CHAPTER 2

THE LONG ROAD TO THE NORMANDY LANDINGS

It was the famed German Field Marshall Erwin Rommel who first desctiiieed
6™ of June 1944 as “The Longest Day” (Zabecki, 1999). Wielding combined forces of
2,876,000 soldiers, sailors and airmen, along with 11,000 aircraft and ships, the Allies
attacked. Nearly 200,000 soldiers swarmed ashore in the initial days and wéeks of t
Normandy Campaign (Stokesbury, 1980; Brinkley, 2006). The objective was only about
twenty-five miles across the English Channel. Nearly a millenmarher, Duke William
had left this same area to conquer England in 1066.

On a visit there in 2007, | was struck by the irony when | read an inscription at
Bayeux which related that the English, who William of Normandy conquered, edtton
liberate it from Nazi Germany. The primary Allied leaders at®&+ihcluded General
Dwight D. Eisenhower (the Supreme Commander), General Omar Bradl&€y.([tlse
General), Brigadier General Teddy Roosevelt, Jr., who died on the beaches of a heart
attack after gallantly leading his soldiers ashore in the fight and digempierations
under fire, and Sir Bernard Law Montgomery (Monty), the colorful and som&time
vexing British General. (Stokesbury, 1980; Brinkley, 2006). Against them wass®rtr
Europe, with its many cliffs and other obstacles such as barbed-wire arerbedgall
covered by gun emplacements, along the French coast. Invading this hornetsinas
daunting prospect, involving elaborate planning and deceptions. Indeed, one of
America’s most flamboyant generals, George S. Patton, posed as commander of a

fictitious field army, replete with troops wearing its purported insignia, dummy



equipment, and radio transmissions that tricked the German leadership into thinking the
Allies could not launch an invasion as early as they did.

The veterans addressed in this study had various roles, and thus differing
experiences, in the struggle. Some soared to Normandy in gliders before lartderg. O
walked ashore and watched comrades cut down as they hit the beach. Many spent the firs
day on a ship watching the battle, and some had the nightmarish task of filling lhins wit
arms and legs from casualties.

The operation’s magnitude was so immense that the Allies towed preafeldri
harbors to within a mile or so of the beaches. Cargo ships disgorged their contents onto
these “Mulberry harbors,” and troops drove heavily laden vehicles ashorBrifitie
and Canadian advances on Gold, Juno, and Sword beaches went reasonably well, and the
American and French landings on Utah Beach cost about 200 casualties. In contrast,
fierce German fire put the issue in doubt at Omaha Beach. Ultimately,libe gdined a
foothold, but the subsequent breakout did not come cheaply. Fortunately, the surprised
Germans failed to mass their troops, as their planning lacked flexibiligatd r
responsively to the attack, and ultimately the Allies established their fdotho
(Stokesbury, 1980; Hastings, 1984).

There were five beach locations where the fighting occurred. The fissthea
area between the Orne River on the east flank to the next beach five mileBhees
second was Juno, by the town of Courcelles. Next, going west, was the town of
Arromanches, a town situated between two high bluffs, where Gold Beach wasllocat
The fourth location was Omaha Beach, between Vierville and St. LaurentyFhall

fifth location was at Utah Beach. It was located just past the Garé&stuary.



Additionally there were two other locations where Invasion troops would be converging
the inland drop site at Sainte-Mére-Eglise, and the critical gliderebattack location of
Pegasus Bridge (Stokesbury, 1980; Hastings, 1984; Personal Notes, 2002).

The invasion literally caught the Germans napping. Early in the morninguoie6 J
1944 paratroopers jumped into the French countryside. Gliders landed and an&shed i
fields. There followed a heavy bombing of the coast. That morning, when German
soldiers looked to the sea, they saw thousands of ships coming in heavily laden with
troops, tanks, and supplies (Stokesbury, 1980; Hastings, 1984, Brinkley, 2006).

In a staff ride there in April 2002, | visited battlefields in and around the
countryside in the hedgerows and the beaches. Terrain features proved Thecial.
hedgerows were fields that had been divided and then re-divided by the Norman
descendants of the Vikings who moved into the territory during the reign of Charles
grandson of Charlemagne. Thus, the land of the men from the North was named
Normandy. The Norman countryside is unique from the rest of France. The divided
lands passing from fathers to sons were reinforced with hedgerows to keep in and
preserve the soil. The land has stayed in families for generation upon generation.
Therefore, the countryside during World War Il was dotted with small sqorredses
all around. This made the fighting especially difficult because it obscuredehgyauntil
it was upon the Allied tanks. Also, when the tanks went over the hump of the hedgerow,
the bellies of their tanks were exposed and vulnerable to attack. The Alliesdmad t
from hedgerow to hedgerow for miles, cleaning out enemy forces (Stoke$b86y
Pierce personal notes, 2002). This countryside clearing took several weekthbless,

Allied support kept coming in, due mostly to the success of the Mulberry harbors.



The only way to get into the countryside was by way of the Allies cletlrang
beaches. The terrain was uphill off of the beach. Much of it was high cliffs. Oaly a
spots along the coastline in the area were suitable to drive up out of the water dnd uphil
These spots were clearly identified by the German defenders who minedraddhei
beaches and built iron and cement barriers to create a seemingly impeempsihcle
course. Overlooking the beaches was artillery with range enough to reabipthatsea.
To get past the waterline, one had to traverse several hundred meters inléudzat |
ran from the low tide mark up the beach to where the grass line was at Omaha Beac
Imagining the bullets, noise, chaos, and obstacles the liberators expesbosed me
the enormity of the task these soldiers faced. Amazingly, many survived atidheit
tale.

In late summer 2007, | walked along the beach at ArromanEhasce, with my
wife and children. The tide was out, and the Mulberry harbor remnants from the great
invasion were easily accessible by foot. One can still touch the massiets abgt
served as a giant bridge from the sea. The sandy beach gives way tasrodkes
approaches the shore line, and a deteriorating gun emplacement still comrhéinols a
the far right.

Although | freely borrow from Stokesbury (1980) in this review, the topic of D-
Day and Normandy has been written about by countless authors such as Astqr (1994)
Ambrose (1985; 1992; 1997), Brinkley (2005), and Hastings (1984). In the current study,
the oral histories of the men who were there add a new richness to this histony les
Using a broad theoretical base to examine it today, we can look at their actzomnew

light and develop a deeper appreciation of not only the history but also the character of



the men who fought there, as well as the impact their leaders had on them. There is no
doubt that if the leadership had failed, then the invasion would have been a disaster. Time
and time and again, the Allies had been pushed back and beaten in previous campaigns,
especially in the early part of the War (Brinkley, 2006; Stokesbury, 1980). In the days
prior to the invasion, Rome fell. But, that was more a factor of the Italian Govat'ame
political maneuvering, changing sides in the middle of the War and joining tled All

cause, than of the Germans’ lack of fight. The Germans had made up their minds that if
Italy was too weak, they would withdraw to pre-determined lines. However, they put up
significant resistance before they withdrew, forcing an Allied invasibthefltalian

coast which was stalled for months (Stokesbury, 1980).

The earlier African campaign was considered a secondary effort by, ditde
German Fuhrer. He kept putting more of his resources into fighting the Somgt Ahe
failure to properly mass his resources at a critical time and plhte teefeat in Africa.

As time passed and the war with the Soviets went wrong, the German forces began losi
ground since they did not have the limitless resources needed to hold all of tbegsgrri
newly acquired from the first several years of the war. They stateshting slowly at

first, pulling out from Africa into Sicily and from there into to Italy, and themifer

north to defensive lines. As the territory shrank, so did their supply chain, whke at t
same time Allied shipping started to re-emerge in the Mediterranean, peditenary

forces gained momentum. Additionally, Hitler’'s habit of firing his generaiksnithey

failed to agree with him had further diminished his army’s ability to funcsonel! as it

had earlier in the European War (Stokesbury, 1980).



Hitler’s initial success in the Soviet Union was crushed by Generakev{as
described by Stokesbury, 1980). While the Germans were at the outskirts of Moscow in
December of 1941, they failed to bring their forces together due to Hitlendgkplit
his forces and take several key cities at once. This caused his forces to becdete divi
and gave the enemy time to regroup while the German forces reconfigured themselve
into new battle formations. In the second year of the campaign against tbés Sinay
used up even more resources. They were still unable to crush the Soviet resistance,
missing critical opportunities to capture Soviet armies, primarily becafusiterference
from Hitler, who continued to fire those who disagreed with hirdditionally, he
refused to move within his lines of supply or those avenues for providing for the
sustainment of his forces and defense. When he finally did this later in théhgear
balance of the war had shifted (Stokesbury, 1980). In 1944, the Soviets were on the move
and heading east, recovering territory they had lost to the Germans as quibkly had
lost it. All of these events were adding to the pressure on the Germans.

Even though Italy pulled out of the war in mid-1943, the Germans still held half
the country. As 1943 turned to 1944, Allied invasion forces were bogged down in Monte
Cassino and Anzio. They stayed there for several months, fighting whatl&tokes
(1980) called the closest thing to trench warfare in Europe during the Second Waorld Wa
| went to visit these battlefields in the spring of 2004. The ruins of the lilidgeiof San
Pietro still lie atop a hill near Monte Cassino, bearing witness to the fightigig that
occurred there 60 years earlier. The crumbled homes, caves for taking fsbeltdhe
bombs, and the bombed-out church still stand much as they did after the battle. Monte

Cassino was the home of a famed Benedictine Abbey. Allied forces beli¢udzkiin



use by the Germans and bombed it, inadvertently creating a betterdgigbsition for

the Germans (who had not actually been using it for combat operations). Once it was
bombed, it became a nightmare for the Allied troops who had to fight their way past it.
The monastery has been rebuilt, but the graves of thousands of soldiers of narsy nati
are in the areas all around it, a sad testimony to the intensity of the carnage

The landing at Anzio was an important battle that occurred prior to the invasion of
Normandy. Many lessons learned during the Italian campaign were agphedmandy.

The Allies failed to exploit the relative ease of getting onto the beachgawesthe

Germans time to re-fortify and maneuver forces to keep them pinned down for months. It
was not until May that they finally broke the German lines of defense andl e to
retreat north of Rome. The Italian campaign did not decide the War, but the fall of Rome
created some of the momentum the Allies needed psychologically as thefpment

with the D-Day Invasion (code named Operation Overlord) (Stokesbury, 1980; Persona
Notes, 2004).

The Germans had now suffered reversals in the south and in the east. Their
territory had shrunk by the spring of 1944. However, the straw that broke the proverbial
camel’s back was the successful Allied landing and subsequent break-out ahdiiorma
Hitler had been lucky in his first few ventures. However, he had pushed his luck too far
when he took on the Soviet Union. Stokesbury (1980) described him as having only a
rudimentary understanding of the military equations necessary to fight hislevar.
overplayed his hand badly, wasting resources bombing England without invading. This
was made worse through land grabs in Africa. Finally, he underestimat8dist

Union. His micro-management of the military meant that he and Germany woudd pay



significant price for those errors. By this point in the War, the Allies, |etthdy
Americans, had air supremacy. British and American bombers virtuallyotiedtthe
skies over Europe. The invasion of Normandy cracked open the wall of the fortress, and
as wave after wave of Allied soldiers moved ashore and into the hedge rows ef Franc
Hitler continued to delay, waiting for America’s General Patton to attawkBy the
time Hitler realized what was happening, it was too late. The Americansdmaed the
lessons from the Italian Campaign and were quick to get off the beach. FieslaaMar
Rommel had warned if the Allies were not contained on the beaches that they would wi
the War (Stokesbury, 1980). When they tried to contain the Allies, the German forces
were denied the critical resources they needed. Forced back, they wiyayiuaa the
resources, but these were too few and too late to contain the Allies. The Normandy
campaign was a resounding success due to the ineptitude of the German high command
and the successful application of better leadership at the top among the Alle@diSe
(Stokesbury, 1980).

In the military, there are three levels of conflict: the strategielJ¢kie operational
level, and the tactical level (Zabecki, 2005). In reviewing the events that 2day,
we see that Germany over-extended its resources at the strategiylgeatg too far,
too fast, without the resources to maintain them. On the operational level,rGerma
leadership failed to provide adequate resources to commanders when they needed the
and this resulted in battles that led to additional lost resources. Leadessbip as the
top of the German staff, where Hitler had been too involved for years, tesutidailure
of the highest magnitude for Germany’s forces (Stokesbury, 1980). Eariex War,

similar leadership deficiencies in the Soviet Army had given the Germaserly

10



advantageHowever, political appointees and party favorites of Stalin were soon réplace
by more competent generals.

Leadership at the operational and strategic level was important. But, thaltactic
leadership on the ground was also a critical factor. General Matthew Bv&idgas one
of the leaders at D-Day. His leadership and vision made him an archetype for a
transformational leader (Bass, 1990). According to Northouse, a transformagemte |
is one who engages with others and raises the level of both morality and motivation in
followers and leaders (Northouse, 2004). Ridgway led the 82d Airborne Division and
ensured his troops were trained and capable soldiers who could do the mission. In a short
article about him in theand Warfare PaperBryan N. Groves quoted Major Dick
Winters of the 10% Airborne Division: “Ridgway was a solid man; (there was) nothing
phony about him... (While) talking with his troops (he) had everyone’s respect. (There
was) never any doubt on (his) character, manhood or leadership” (Groves, 2006, p. 3).
Winter’s description of Ridgway as a man of character, with the abilityitopg@aple’s
respect thru his honesty and integrity, exemplified critical leadenship, tand these
proved necessary for success at that level. Moreover, one must wonder how much these
traits trickled down to the soldiers by example, or, were they already ph#iof
character?

Ridgway left a strong cadre of leaders at the 82nd’s base in Englandhto trai
replacement troops while the rest of the unit was in Normandy. In so doing, the cadre
emphasized and built tradition into their character. His insistence on a stditigrira
focus on basic skills and conditioning, remained in effect, as the 82d Airborne Division

not only went on to success at D-Day but @lsoves as the preeminent division in the

11



Army today. Thus, a strong leader can effect an organization in the longsevell as
the short.

Before he assumed command of the 82nd, Ridgway had benefited from General
Omar Bradley's tutelage (Groves, 2006). This may have been cruciat, lastéin's
moniker was “the GI's General”, a nickname bestowed upon him by the famous war
correspondent Ernie Pyle (Zabecki, 1999). Thus, the Army’s very nature employed a
veritable chain of leadership, not just in the hierarchical sense, but in the spassiog
tacit knowledge, sharing values, and creating conditions for success.

Bradley and Ridgeway served well at the top, but did the men they led have the
same character and values? Under different circumstances, mightsihéaak become
division commanders? Impressions left by the leaders at an organization’s mpex ca
inspire others to follow them, but they do more to catalyzestedof leadership. For
those who make it through the early challenges of leadership developmermsttisin
successful leaders who do not act as “buffalo” when the leader falls (Bé&l&t@ayer,
1993).

D-Day veterans certainly did not stop what they were doing and wait fayghe t
buffalo to emerge. Countless examples appeared where the mission continued without
skipping a beat when seemingly key leaders fell. Many of the soldiers whayeidhis
leadership had benefited from the transformational leadership of men likedidagd
Bradley. Transformational leadership brings both the follower and leader thea fegel
of morality, and results in an intrinsically higher motivation coupled withlarmi

performance results.
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Consider Corporal Duke Boswell of the S0Barachute Infantry Regiment (PIR)
He did not follow the paradigm that if the lead buffalo (leader) falls, the hsrd si
(Belasco & Stayer, 1993). Instead, he took charge and led his soldiers untilkthay m

with the rest of the unit since he was among the first of his unit to hit the ground.

| landed just north of the Ste Mere Eglise Church. Since | jumped first
through the door, | had to go in a particular direction to round up the rest
of the guys. We had a small flashlight on a pole | put together to help
others find both myself and others | grouped with within minutes of

landing. (Boswell)

This is one example of how these soldiers would successfully perform betause
the leadership that had nurtured them. They did not stop functioning because the
Commander was not there to tell them what to do. Studying the oral histories of the D
Day veterans 60 years after the battle gives us the opportunity to seeawerfalhd the
leader, as well as to get a sense of what some of those who were impdetatebship
of the time did afterwards. Many of the veterans who were interviewbd B-Day 60
Commemorations were from the 82d Airborne Division. Others were from tfie 101
Airborne, and the@Infantry and 28 Infantry Divisions. Some of the veterans arrived
immediately or soon after the event. In some cases, the veterans includedccothesa
had served in different locations, but their accounts provided a unique insight for their
situation, while at the same time, demonstrating that the actions and leadeydhiedis
at D-Day were not isolated only to that day and location. Their words speak volumes
about the impact of leadership, tradition, and character at the individual level olueing

of the most important military campaigns of World War II.
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CHAPTER 3

HOW D-DAY UNFOLDED: THE VETERAN'S PERSPECTIVE

Aspects of the Invasion

A patrtial chronology of D-Day, Operation Overlord, is given here accotding
the accounts of the men in our study group who participated in the invasion and
witnessed it firsthand. The purpose of the chronology is to provide the reader with an
understanding of the magnitude of the event, to provide a sense of what the participants
felt and thought, and to become acquainted with the style of both summarized accounts
and interview formats used as the basis for the observations in this work. Mhage
same interviews are seen in other chapters, as the analysis of the acquesesnited.
The veterans interviewed were not historians, and there are several acgur the
interviews regarding caliber of weapons, or ranks and names of persons mentioned.
Overall, though, the events mentioned did happen, and while a caliber of weapon may be
incorrect, the fact that a weapon was used or that an aircraft was tagirsgcliear. From
a personal perspective, | doubt that 60 years after my tour in Iraq whetitidsd able to
recall all the details about the type of weapons and vehicles in use. The agyasaiot
complete, but it does give a good picture of much of what went on during Operation
Overlord from the participants’ view points. More importantly, it shows the breadth of
the sample: soldiers, sailors, airmen, enlisted, non-commissioned officers officiens,
partisans. Even the recollections of a German soldier are included.

Many books have been written specifically about D-Day. Two examplesiaee
6, 1944: The Voices of D-D4$994) by Gerald Astor, and the Stephen Ambrose work

D-Day, June 6, 1944: The Climactic Battle of World WglB95). The accounts

14



presented here in our limited chronology are only a small fraction of the thousahds t

have been taken and preserved by historians.

|. Prelude: Aerial reconnaissance

A good reconnaissance can determine success or failure of a militarfiapera
Maps and information from people familiar with Normandy helped, but the Allies deede
to supplement such information with aerial photography to contribute to the mosaic that
gave intelligence analysts a textured image of what the invadeds fstcthe same time,
the Allies had to reconnoiter Normandy in a way that would not make the
Oberkommando der Wehrmacfiitise German High Command) suspicious that frequent
over-flights heralded an invasion. Returning from bombing Cherbourg, Milton Abernathy
had orders to fly over the invasion beaches late in 1943. He had no idea he was flying a
reconnaissance mission of the Normandy countryside that analysts ¢ate¢o yan the

invasion.

| served with the 303Bomb Group, 358 Bomb Squadron, Army Air

Force. On the 31of December 1943, we went on what we were told was

a bombing run to Bordeaux, France to attack a ship at an altitude of 16,000
feet. After flying through clear skies, we arrived at our objective but the
ship was missing. We did not run into any opposition and enjoyed good
visibility to Cherbourg, where we saw the beaches. On a good day at
16,000 feet, you can see a lot, but not the little things.

On the way back our group leader ordered a 360 degree turn around

Cherbourg, thus we covered the whole of Normandy and returned very
late. We looked in the bombers’ bomb bays and found they carried lots of

15



cameras; most of our planes were just taking pictures. We mused we may

have been some kind of decoys for the Bordeaux run.

The 360 degree turn allowed us to cover most of the beaches and when we
came around from Cherbourg, we turned back east and over London even
though it was getting dark. We were barely able to land in the dark for our
New Year’s party, which none of us felt like attending since the long flight
had exhausted us. A week later, we learned our bomber carried the
cameras to examine potential landing beaches for invading the continent.
(On a Clear Day You Can See Forev@®3®s Milton Abernathy’s New

Year’'s Eve Party at 16,000 FeédSummarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

Another key aspect of the prelude to invasion was the prerequisite training that
involved rehearsing several divisions’ moves to the coast, boarding ships, landing, and
maneuvering in a war zone. This training was realistic but cost many lisesidH
McCauley spoke of Exercise Tiger, one of the costliest training debacles otitke e
war. The Allied invasion was only weeks away, but critical synchraaizaf troop, air
and sea movements was incomplete. This confusion, coupled with a coinciding attack by
German U-boats led to the deaths of hundreds of Allied troops, who drowned because
their Landing Ship Tanks (LST) were sunk. The British naval support foratinéenty
exercise was inadequate due to several critical errors in communicateebdhe
British and American military. McCauley drove a self-propelled amphgvehicle. Not
only did he participate in the training exercises, but he also literalgdi bodies out of
the water with other crew members. Additionally, they had to spend time in confiheme
after the exercise so that word of the loss of life during the training dicenot leak to

the press.
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| was in“Exercise Tiger,”the mock invasion at Slapton Sands, England.
We were not briefed until the night of the exercise. The British were
supposed to be our escort. | had been in three invasions, so at four o’clock
| told my sergeants we lacked escorts. The British left, and we had no

protection...

They must have sunk the ship | was on a few minutes after | got off and it
put back out on the water. They classified me as a survivor after that...
they kept it quiet for forty years and made us swear that we would not say
anything or we would get court-martialed if you were in the service. |
don’t know what they could do if you were milking cows, but it was kept

secret for forty years.

| was in charge of three DUKWSs [Author’s Note: a six-wheel-drive
amphibious truck]. One guy had been in the engineers, and had been in
every outfit in the Army. He ended up in our outfit because there was only
one place worse than our unit, and that was the gliders. If we could not
handle them they went to the gliders. We got into a fight. | was his
corporal and he said something to me. | broke his nose and he broke my
nose. Somehow, we ended up as the best buddies that ever was. We got

together at the reunions and cried every time.

We didn’t know what was going on. The Navy was supposed to fire naval
guns that night. We thought that was it. We could see and hear all the
noise. Pretty soon the water caught fire... A guy | knew, his name was
Dwight Coles from Branch, Arkansasand | took DUKW's out to look

for floaters.. bodies of dead Americans floated in the water after the
landings. We called them that because they floated with their butts in the
air and their heads down. We had to look at their dog tags as they all

looked the same.
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There was a bulldozer that came up ahead of me to this pill box. The small
caterpillar dug a trench, and we buried a lot of Americans in it, but nobody
would admit it and they called Cole and | liars. They closed the hatches of
the LST’s during the attack. A few guys got out. They are still in the

channel with a lot of equipment out there.

| knew too much about burying the dead after Slapton Sands. One general
committed suicide over it.They were keeping us quiet about what had
really happened. They put us behind barbed wire for fourteen days, with
guards on us in seven-man tents. | can’t tell you where it was in England,
but there was a castle not far fromUSlaughter at Slapton Sands-
(Summarized by SGT Kenneth Hall, edited by Dr. Alan Koenig)

Il. Bringing in the airborne attack

Besides amphibious operations, the Allies delivered troops to Normandy by
gliders and by cargo planes. The gliders were towed by C-47s, andeséyred to land
along with their troops in the Normandy countryside. The paratroopers would jump into
what were hoped to be the right pre-designated drop zones. As the accounts suggest, the
air drops were not very precise in many cases. This resulted in troops béi@gdca
throughout the hedges and fields below. The gliders that landed stealthily argasdde
Bridge were a fortunate exception to the norm, and their troops secured thenhitidge

light casualties.

! Rear Admiral Donald P. Moon’s suicide was attréslin part to the Slapton Sands incident (Yung,
2006).

During Exercise Tiger two German E-boats came uherexercise and slipped in and sank two of the

LSTs and severely damaged a third. It was crit@ahaintain this as secret until after the invasteelf
because making it public would have completely bidlae cover of the invasion (Zabecki, 2009).
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The next series of accounts illustrate the invasion’s first few hourstfrem
perspective of the men who delivered the warriors. In so doing, the invaders displaye
uncommon courage just to get into some of the light craft, unarmored aircraft, and
gliders, which had to land in foreign fields at night.

Frederick Crispin and Robert Dains were navigators in the C-47 aircraft that
brought troops over the landing zone around Sainte-Mére-Eglise. They were part of a
massive air armada that crossed the English Channel in the early mornisg@hbDur
Day. Crispin arrived in England in January of 1944. He was in a troop carrier squadron.
He and his fellow pilots flew in to Normandy from Southampton. Their course took them
through the Jersey-Guernsey islands, where they made a ninety degred tooktha
them to their destination. Crispin, a second lieutenant and aerial navigator progides t

following description of his mission:

The weather was rotten. We come across from Southampton at twelve
hundred feet. By the time we got to the French coast, the Jersey Islands,
we were down to a thousand feet and lowering. By the time we made the
turn in we were at eight hundred feet, and by the time we got to the drop
zone, we dropped them at seven hundred feet... | dropped th¢P65,
82nd. Those men were magnificent. Buddy, the spirit of those guys...
when they got in that airplane on the night of the 5th they were so heavy
with equipment. When they went up on that back door into the C-47 you
had to help them in, that's how loaded they were. Good troops! | mean
they were super troopg=rederick Crispin, Army Air Corps Navigator,

2nd Lieutenant, aerial navigato(Summarized by Lisa A. Zafirov, edited
by Dr. Alan Koenig)
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Flying the gliders was dangerous but necessary. Robert Dains was aaramigat
a C-47 that towed Gliders across the channel for this mission and describes the touch
and-go aspect:

On the &' of June, 1944, | was a navigator on a C-47 that pulled a glider
into Normandy. We dropped our troopers on Sainte-Mére-Eglise at 1:14 in
the morning, and they weren’t due in until 6:30 in the morning, so we
were a little bit ahead of things. {Author’s Note: Dains is referring to
releasing the glider infantry into the area, not paratroopers who were
jumping from other aircraft.}We flew abeam of Cherbourg and got a lot of
antiaircraft fire. We didn’t know for sure what we were in for, but we had

a job to do and we did it.

We were the seventy-ninth aircraft of an eighty-one ship formation, and
we saw the show ahead of us well. We almost bought the farm twice on
that one, but we got through it. On D+1 we towed another glider into
Normandy, but we had nothing inside our plane because the glider's
weight was all the C-47 could take. For the gliders, it was a one-way trip.

They worked out well for what they did.

This description of the mood and men on the flight over captured what was going
on in hundredsf gliders and airplanes on 6 June 1944. Derek Fearon landed in a glider
at Pegasus Bridge, where troops fired the battle’s first shots. Fearoibeldsice ground
invasion’s first hours as he and his fellow British soldiers waited for tled fetces to
link up with them as they held critical bridges that delayed German reinferts from
reaching the beach area and allowed the Allies to gain their foothold. As a nudriizer

British 7" Battalion, The Parachute Regimerit,Brigade, &' Airborne Division, he
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helped to secure Pegasus Bridge in the early morning hours offlukie@lescribes the

mission below:

We lost a lot of men who were dropped in the wrong river valley. Of
course, the aircraft dropped people in the wrong places, but they managed
to make their way to where they were supposed to be. Eventually, after
D+2 or D+3 we were pretty well up to strength. We inevitably deployed

120 men out of a whole battalion.

The role of the parachute and the glider borne, there were three gliders that
crash landed on the bridges over the River Orne, and the River Canal, and
they did a marvelous job for within twenty minutes, the two bridges had
been secured, and we found the demolition charges under the bridges, but
fortunately for us the detonators had not been primed and we made it
across the bridge.

It was a sheer surprise; but a number of us were still killed as two German
panzer tanks had located our movement and probed into us with heavy fire
but | don’t think they knew exactly what was taking plac&ad Save the
Queen! British ¥ Brigade’s Derek Fearon’s Bridge Too Far-

(Summarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

[ll. Hitting the ground in Normandy

Having left the airplane or glider, the paratroops began their real work at
Normandy. The months of training, previous military campaign experience, ditié¢sabi
of all the men would soon pay dividends as they faced their greatest challendésnye

from different units assembled as their planes had scattered them herosaritryside.
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Accordingly, they formed intad hocsquads, fighting when meeting the enemy, hiding
when outnumbered, and slowly working their way to rally with other units.

Thomas Alley was in the 18Airborne Division, serving in the"2Battalion,
506" Infantry. He and his compatriots landed miles from their objective and had to
gather members of their unit, fight their way to rally points, and continuegthie Tihey
often met other units’ troops, who joined them for awhile and then sought to join their
own units. Alley boarded a ship in September 1943 in New York and headed to
Liverpool, England. He was one of the soldiers flown in by men like Frederick Crispin
and Robert Dains. Jumping out at a little over seven hundred feet made for a fast descent

to the ground, and heuld hear the church bells of a French village on the way.

| was with a group of three companies, Dog, Easy and Ebjgfantry
Battalion, 508 Parachute Infantry Regiment. We spent about a week
studying maps, especially Pecuville, (Authd¥ste: Turqueville) and we
even knew which building the town mayor was in. Each unit had an
assignment, and everybody knew where the enemy positions were, and

what we needed to do to take that town.

| landed in a pasture or vineyard, and had to cut all my parachute gear off.

| assembled my M-1 rifle, got my cricket out, and crawled to a hedgerow.

| heard a noise and used my cricket. Afi’@drborne Division sergeant
responded. We went around and picked up oth&rs8®1 101 troops. We

heard a sound like squeaking wheels and we all jumped into a ditch.
German soldiers with a donkey and a cart made the noise. The sergeant
and | jumped out and the five Germans surrendered to us three Americans.
The sergeant took the automatic weapon from the first German soldier, but
when he went to take the second soldier’'s weapon, he hit the sergeant
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across the face with a leather donkey whip. From where | stood four feet
away, | shot that guy with my M-1 right in the head and he went down
right there. This other guy from the"82vas still holding the German’s
automatic weapon and opened up on the other ones who had begun to run
and fire at us. We killed the remaining four quickly with their own
weapons. We decided to get out of there and began walking down the
road. We picked up seven more of our guys a hundred yards or so down
that road... The 8% paratrooperwho was timely with that automatic
weapon went another direction with tAlk-Americantroops that appeared
from a field. | never saw him agaif.wWo Years in the Making
(Summarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

Troops of the 8% Airborne Division, Ed Asbury, Reuben Breitling, and Carl
Hatcher, landed near Sainte-Mére-Eglise. Before long, they engaged in Haardito
combat that showed just how serious things had become. The men experienced the full
spectrum of combat at Normandy, complete with war’s ironies and contrasts. S
paratroopers narrowly missed being burned alive when they landed among builtings se
afire from the earlier bombing runs; but others were not so lucky.

Ed Asbury was a pathfinder and among the very first of the invasion force to
arrive. His cargo pockets ripped open during his jump, and he lost most of his
ammunition and rations. The harsh reality of combat, danger, and confusion were
recurring themes as the men struggled to find comrades, evade the enemy, and
accomplish their missions. Once he found his unit at the rally point, Asbury was told to
go find the pilots of the gliders and his commander. He took a jeep and found the men

and got his commander to an aid station. During this time, his jeep hit a mine and one of

3 Author’s Note: The 8% Airborne is known as thall-AmericanDivision.
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his comrades lost an arm in the blast. Another man lost his leg and most of his hip.
Throughout the ordeal, Asbury remained calm, even repairing a tire that wasugow

during the explosion.

| landed just north of the Sainte-Mére-Eglise Church. | jumped through the
door first, so | had to go in a particular direction to round up the guys. We
had a small flashlight on a pole | put together to help others find myself

and others with within minutes of landing.

German soldiers appeared around a big burning barn. One of our troopers
actually landed in the barn fire, and the Germans wouldn’t let the French
townspeople pull him out. He died in the flames.

We killed a lot of the enemy who refused to leave the town, and finally
pushed the enemy out, and things got quiet for awhile. My unit took
control of a key enemy intersection. We kept them from getting down to
the beach to reinforce their troops while more of our troops landed and
took the pillboxes as the Germans ran out of ammunition and did not get

reinforcements.

At about 4:30 a.m., our brigade commander, “Cannonball Kratise,”
declared Sainte-Mére-Eglise secure. He had been carrying the agme fl

he had raised in Naples, Italy. He raised it over the town hall. This was the
first town that the Allies officially liberated during the D-Day invasi

After the first twenty-four hours, we didn’t know exactly where the enemy

was but they were definitely all around us. | remember 42% casualties in

* Author’s Note: LTC Krause was a Battalion Comman&®@me accounts refer to him as the Regimental
or Brigade Commander, others describe him as tiggniatal Executive Officer, but at D-Day he was the
Battalion Commander for®Battalion, 503 Parachute Infantry Regiment (Zabecki, 2009).
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the first twenty-four hours of our landing. I think the enemy was as
confused as we were, but they didn’t seem to be scared (A dative

American’s War DanceilSummarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

Reuben Breitling landed in a hen house and met two French girls bearing a bottle
of wine, recalling a similar incident in Erich Marie Remarque’s powerftihaar classic

All Quiet on the Western FroRemarque, 1929).

On D-Day, | landed two blocks east of Sainte-Mére-Eglise’s center,
disturbing a chicken coop in someone’s back- yard. Soon, two girls came
running outside saying “American” and offered me wine. | told them | had
a war to fight but still had some wine and then convinced the girls to go

back inside house before | left.

| killed three or four enemy soldiers near the church as they approached
me. | stayed in that area about three weeks, and was under fire two-thirds
of the time. | remember a German 88 firing at us, seemingly non-stop.
(One Flew ‘Onto’ the Cuckoo’s NegBummarized by SGT Kenneth

Hall).

Others faced more serious situations on the gro@adl Hatcher was with the
Headquarters,"Battalion, 508 Parachute Infantry Regiment. Hatcher commented,
“What some called foolish I called opportunity, thus | volunteered to go into dthtigé
operations coming our way.” His unit jumped just outside of Sainte-Mére-Eglisy
met fierce resistance for several days because the town was a coatrmongicenter for

the Germans. Hatcher describes the leadership of “Cannonball Krause,tdlistat
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commander, and the action going around as the soldiers landed, rallied, and went in to

take the town of Sainte-Mére-Eglise.

Our regimental executive officer, Major Edward Kraddest his flares
(Author’s Note: flares would have been used as signals by units to mark
assembly points for the troops who were landingngn he jumped.

Luckily, we landed fairly close, for the most part, to where we were
supposed to be. Others landed miles away frongrisen smoke zone

northeast of Sainte-Mére-Eglise.

A barn burned near to where we landed, but we extinguished the blaze and
met the French resistance. They wore orange arm bands for identification
as Allies, which helped us considerably. The first night after we landed,

we killed about a dozen Germans and captured about twenty others.

For the average soldier, the situation seems confusing and chaotic; it's
hard to make sense of the things. You’re looking over your shoulder and
trying to protect yourself and accomplish the mission. While we wele stil
scattered, Major Krause did well at reorganizing us. Having carried an
American flag that had flown at Naples, he raised this symbolic banner
over the town hall once we took the towB2¥'s Carl Hatcher Brings Big
Action into ‘Little Village’Viva la Resistance! (Summarized by SGT
Kenneth Hall)

IV. The sea approach
The invasion force leaving for France had ships and craft of all typeszand si

from battleships and cruisers, to LSTs (landing ship, tanks), DUKWSs, and towed blimps

® ibid
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to discourage air attack. Thousands of sailors and seaborne soldiersddditinhuge
logistical undertaking. Delivering the troops and supplies was just part ofdhesgifce

the naval craft also had to support the troops ashore, being their only link back to home.
Thus, the ships evacuated thousands of wounded on their return journey, and they
brought in the massive Mulberry harbors that served as ports until the Atiesede
Cherbourg and other facilities. Without them, the Allies would have wasted thenairbor
and glider-borne troops’ gains, since they required a huge influx of troops and supplies t
sustain the invasion.

William Dabney was trained to manage the barrage balloons that were used to
ward off air attacks on naval vessels used in the invasion. His equipment for osmiss
was damaged and lost on the way across the channel, but he still was anesgatwit
history. Dabney was a balloon chief in the 320th Barrage Balloon Battalion. This unit
was the only African-American combat unit to take part in the initial D{Bagings. As
a balloon chief, Dabney was responsible for training his men and deploying trenball

His account describes the work involved in putting this critical asset to use.

To make the skies above a lucrative target hazardous to an attacker,
defenders deployed barrage balloons, which were large captive blimps
secured with steel cable capable of destroying or damagingfaiBoee

even carried bombs set to detonate if an aircraft struck the cable. We
trained on a much bigger balloon than the one we brought in on the beach.
We learned how to inflate, moor, and patch the balloon. We learned how
to operate the wench in the strong wind because they would dip and dive
ascending or descending. When the wind was strong, we turned the winch

slowly to maintain control.
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For my crew, there was myself, | was the chief, and my three men. There
were four men to a crew. | was the only one in the crew who went to
school because | was the one commanding. | told my men what to do. |
picked the sights where we would bed the balloon down. | got orders for

specific areas and then | needed to find a level spot for the equipment.

Sometimes, while on board the ship we flew the balloon. | think the barge
must have been about half a mile out in the English Channel. Before we
hit the beach, my balloon got shot out from under me and of course | had
to cut the strap because it had a bomb, and it fell to the water because the
bomb has to catch the wing of the plane for it to explode and so it must

have fallen into the water.

| cut the cord and | came in without my balloon. Incoming fire was pretty
strong so when we made it to the beach we literally hit the sand—and
stayed there. The tide was coming in so we had to raise our heads above
the water. They were scrapping (Author’s note: Sweeping the beach
looking for mines)Finally, the engineers had cleared enough mines to let
us move inland in relative safety. Once we were inland, troops delivered
equipment, supplies, more balloons, tanks and other weapdAs...
Defense by Barrage BalloofSummarized by SGT Kenneth Hall, edited

by LTC Alan Koenig)

Roy Chilton served with the British Navy. He served on a Mark V landing craf
during the Normandy Invasion. He landed with American engineers and endexd dir
fire from the trenches. Once his craft unloaded the 20 Americans on board, they ran a

tape to either side of them to show the passage for follow-on landing craft. Thiecepa
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was delayed for 24 hours because of rough weather. The American soldiers and their

British Navy hosts finally set off for Normandy at 4 o’clock the morning of 6 ,JL&¥4.

We all knew what we were there for, and the Americans were all nice lads.
| think that we were all scared when we went over. There were some older
ones ... and we would share a cup of tea and good conversation while we

were waiting.

There was a gun on the front end of our Mark V, and | was also trained on
that weapon’s use. We could hear the German machine guns ahead of us.
The only thing that was worrying to me was the beach was being shelled.
That was powerfully dangerous.

We got into a trench for several hours, and one of our lads got hit in the
leg. We had to stay in there until the sea came in enough to let us go back
out. Our injured lad was taken to an American tent for treatment. When
the ocean came back in, we pulled out to an American repair ship as we
had taken damage. An American repair ship was out in the channel and
asked us if we needed assistance, but we couldn’t make that connection
then so we carried on until later when a British cruiser fired on us as we
were not able to signal it to let it know who we were. Since our call sign
changed every day, our skipper didn’t know the current call sign. We were
lucky that they missed us and figured out who we were before they sent us
to the bottom. We made it back to England for a short time for repairs and
returned to Normandy, but this time it was on a Mark 11l to Utah Beach. |
went into the tents on an American camp. | lined up and had chow with
them and the next day, | went to Omaha Beach with the Americans again.
| remember a film being shown about Gentleman Jim Corbet and Jack
Dempsey and that was an “experience” to be watching that film on a

beach just weeks after an invasion of FrarBati§h Royal Navy’s Henry

29



Roy Chilton: LNO to Omaha Beach- (Summarized by SGT Kenneth
Hall)

Few accounts portray the direct effect of a concerned leader better than the
Happle and Howell account of a colonel who personally saw to it that a Medal of Honor
nominee would receive prompt and immediate medical care and get safely aboar
medical transport. Louis Happle and Gordon Howell met while serving in the Nédngy
lifelong friends worked on an LST (Landing Ship Tank) from 1943 until D-Day. Gordon
Howell described their experience at D-Day as they ferried the woundk@uba forth

from the beach to the US®xas

The LST was 327 feet long, and had three Higgins boats (Landing
Craft, Vehicle, Personnel (LCV®N each side. Loading and lowering the
boats were not easy tasks, and it took about fifteen minutes to get the
troops into them and lower the boats into the water. For the Normandy
landings, Happle served as the starboard gunner and Howell was the
coxswain on Higgins Boat Number Six They headed to shore after others
had already done so. Howell skillfully delivered the troops of tffe 29
Infantry Division to Omaha Beach’s Red Easy area. The Germans had
many heavy weapons in the hills just off the beach, and they fired

incessantly.

On D+1, Happle and Howell evacuated wounded troops from the
beach. Suddenly, a jeep arrived and a colonel got out and helped a
wounded staff sergeant toward the Howell's boat. Both men were from the
101 Airborne Division. Howell’s LST had three doctors and about twenty
corpsmen on board, but the colonel asked him how long it would take to

get to the UST exasoff the coast, and he replied about a half-hour. The
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colonel said that wasn’t fast enough. At the time, five or six Higgins boats
evacuated wounded from the beach with Happle and Howell’s boat. The
colonel and the wounded sergeant got on board their boat, and Howell
headed for th@exas He approached a gangway, and a sailor said, “This is
an officer's gangway, you can’t pull up here.” The colonel replied,

“Young man, let me tell you something- | have a wounded man here that |
am putting in for the Medal of Honor, and | don’t want to hear anything
about gangways. | want him brought up there right now!” A naval officer
hastened to the scene and took the staff sergeant on board. It was the only
soldier Happle and Howell ever saw taken to a battlewagon for treatment.
(Shipmates Gordon Howell and Louis Happle on Cou(&ummarized

by SGT Kenneth Hall, edited by LTC Alan Koenig)

Normandy Beach Area, June, 1944
Source: National Archives Photo26-G-2517
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V. Sea landings

Despite the short distance between England and France, the sea journey lasted
several hours. By the time the men arrived all packed and ready to hit the beadyes, ma
had become seasick and soaked to the bone. When the invasion fleet drew near and the
LSTs (landing ship, tank) deposited their precious cargo, there were no wharves, docks,
or gangways to cross. There was only the sea, barriers, mines, and autoenebitiing
from well defended positions to greet the invaders. The men had to wade through water
that had treacherous sink holes, also called ruttles, where many men rdstebei
Others were gunned down within steps of leaving the water craft. Some raditeever
made it to the shore, taking whole tank crews to the watery depths with them. The
accounts in this section give a partial feel of the fight from the landing craftioat
beaches.

The paratroopers faced their share of challenges as they landed ifdthadiess
Normandy, but the men coming in off of the landing craft faced direct fire from the
enemy in broad daylight. As they poured ashore, their comrades falling around them
these men continued to make their way ashore under fire, often detaching themselve
from the reality they faced in order to endure it. From Omaha Beach to Utdh, Baah
unit had to overcome challenges. Charles Arcieri provided signal support under fire
troops came onto the beach. He was more worried about losing a limb than getting
killed. In his account, he shared some surprising insights about what a young man is

thinking while under fire.
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In the days leading up to D-Day, we spent our time loading and getting
things to work right before we packed everything for the LST to the
beachhead.

We landed in the pre-dawn hours of D-Day... Once we hit the sand, there
wasn’t much difficulty getting communications set up. We were
responsible for the transmitters. Morse code guys would run this
equipment. The biggest concern was certain types of gear burning up or
breaking down, like the generators and the quality of the gas we used for

the generators.

Even more of a potential problem was in the constant securing of that
bunker on Normandy beach where we landed to set up all the
communications arrays to keep the ships in contact with the command
elements of the land forces. My biggest concern was that | might lose an
arm or a leg and not be able to do my duty. All the bullets flying overhead

didn’t faze me really, just what would happen if | got hit.

The Army got the worst of it that day and we had it easy in comparison to
the taking of one of the bunkers on the beach head that would serve as our
base of operations. The Army still kept moving forward off the beach and
enabled us to set up all our gear when we were orderg&hipmate

Charles W. Arcieri Brings Bunker Onlin€Summarized by SGT Kenneth

Hall)

Carl Cannon of the™Infantry Division gives a close up view of Medal of Honor
recipient Brigadier General Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., walking the beatth@saking on
the spot decisions, leading by example and undeterred by the fire. His account shows

that while people may have found a way to contain their fear, “anyone who tells you they
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weren't afraid is either a damn fool or a damn liar” (Cannon). The beachesa sezae
of death; yet despite that, men survived and made their way inland. Cannon’s account i

especially noteworthy in the way it captures General Roosevelt's wiottalaBeach.

| was still in the & Infantry Division on D-Day at Utah Beach. The

landing was south and the stiff winds and the high waves pushed us 1000
yards too far south. We knew from the briefings how our landing looked.
General Roosevelt came in and the first thing he said was “This is the

wrong place.”

General Roosevelt talked to Colonel Johnson and Colonel Howell and
suggested we withdraw, reload, and try and get to our designated landing
point. Well, we ended up making our way in right where we landed.
General Roosevelt had a walking stick in his right hand, and a .45 pistol in
his left. He was directing all of us to get in to Sainte-Mére-Eglise

[Author’'s Note: Sainte-Marie-du-Mont] and we all thought he was the

best.

If anyone tells you they weren't afraid, they were a damn liar or a damn
fool. When we hit the beach with machine gun nests, pillboxes, and
artillery facing us, and soldiers all around us were getting blown in half
with body parts landing in the foxholes we took up positions in, we were

all terrified.
The engineers removed 15,000 mines off the beach. Someone set off a

“Bouncing Betty” mine and if you were within 15 or 20 yards of that

explosion, you weren’t coming back.
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Another thing we had to face was flooded swamp land on the other side of
the dunes, between us and Puckaville (Author’s Note: Turqueville). The
Germans had flooded a lot of places to about waist deep or six feet in
places. A lot of paratroopers drowned in those areas because of their
chutes and equipment and it’s too hard to swim with all that weight on
you. (4™ ID’s Carl Cannon Faces the Visible Enemy Head-On-
(Summarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

Walter Condon was up and packed early on thefdune, 1944. He and his
fellow infantry men from the 291D were loaded down with 72 pounds of gear and
ammunition, plus two days worth of food rations, and a single canteen of water.
Equipped with an inflatable life preserver, that often left its users floapsgle down in
the water, he and the others disembarked from England on an LCT carryingcaéull
and one thousand pounds of dynamite to be used for clearing obstacles on the Normandy
beachhead. But for Condon and the others, it was the typical “hurry up and wait” that

soldiers of every war had had to encounter.

It was four in the morning when we finally got the message the invasion
was delayed. On the second day, there was no place on the LCT to sit
down. After two days of standing up on the LCT, we finally got in to
Normandy two miles off the mark we were supposed to land on at Omaha
Beach. All we thought about was our mission. We should have gone
straight in, but we were too tired to worry about it. We were about the
first vehicle to get off the beach to the D-1 transit area. We went on to St
Lo from there. We dug a good trench so the cows or enemy soldiers
couldn't get over.29" ID’s Walter Condon Stood Fast on the Brink of
Infamy (Summarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)
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V1. Scaling the cliffs with the Rangers

The cliffs in the vicinity of Omaha Beach were one of the key early inwasio
targets. It was critical to the success of the mission for the largentplacements
along the heights to be neutralized, as they were directly set to stop anfyant
Omaha beach. Former Company Commander Ralph Goranson of 2nd Ranger
Battalion, Company C, led his men in the attack on this important beach flank.
Others went up Pointe du Hoc to knock the guns out of commission at that location.
Both sets of men going up the cliffs were Rangers. They were an elifg @frsmen
that had been trained for this very purpose, and much more. Months of training in all
types of terrain had made these men capable of thinking on their own and exercising
initiative without delay. Their ability to make decisions quickly and soundly kad b
honed through the most rigorous training the Army had to offer. Sixty years late
Ralph Goranson gave his account of what it was like to lead his Rangers up she cliff
of Normandy. He was a twenty-two year old Company Commander leading men in
combat. There was no doubt in his mind about the task before him. He recalled this
exchange between his brother, who also was in the invasion, and himself, ““One thing
| want you all to do: The minute you get out of that boat, if you get a shot, kick ass!
So we knew what we had to do.”

Goranson’s mission was to secure the right flank of Omaha Beach. He and his
men had two hundred feet of sand to cross before scaling cliffs of fifty to sewenty-

feet in an area that in Goranson’s words was “littered with machine gun nests and
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dugouts.” Goranson gives details of his company’s heroic ascent and subsequent

encounters with the German defenders.

Oh, they were worried when we went in. And when we went there, there
weren't many left. | mean we had gotten in there bwve.knew it would
be fortified and it was. There were a lot of honeycombs....

| was in a right flank boat and my boat was destroyed... Everybody got off
but the boat was destroyed and the crew got on another boat... What
happened immediately was machine gun fire all over the place. And my
instructions were you know: The rest is going to be fine. Get your fanny
across the beach and get in a firing position and then go about our
missions. And our mission was to clear the right flank of the beach but
unfortunately, | lost thirty-five men out of seventy - almost eighty, before

they got out of the boat.

We knew where we were going and the area that we wanted to tree climb
was too high and there was a bunch of wire around and in the middle these
old, weathered signsachtung mineryou know. | looked at it and | said
“bullshit.” ...It wasn't mines. So we went up and right over into the
country...over here. This is where the only paved roads came down to the
beach and then the road went east... | tell you we had a cliff that was
about fifty to seventy feet and it wasn't the easiest to get over...l took a
couple guys and | said go. And they went into the barbwire and they cut it
and..they got up there and... well once they got up there, here was a
trench system. It led every which way and there were very few peadple lef
but over here was the box. This great big bunker...and the bullets and the

bodies and everything all piled upve had C-4 ... then when the door

® C4 was not used in World War 1. Its forerunnerswalled Nobel 808, and was typically used for
missions described by Goranson.
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went we put in one of those nice grenades that do a lot of burning - | don't
know what you call it... incendiary, and then moved on. But they were
crawling back ... along the shore that connected to the highway, which |
think the villagers called Hotel Samira, and that's where the German
headquarters were...It was a mess... quite a few gave up. | think they
could see the handwriting on the wall...you could see it was hidden and

heavily fortified.

The idea was to protect that road that had been left open because ... it ran
all the way to where the others were coming from. (Ralph Goranson, 2nd
Battalion Rangers, Commander of Company C- (Interview conducted by
49" MHD, transcribed by Lisa A. Zafirov)

VII. Moving inland

Once the gliders landed, and the planes and ships had discharged their passengers
onto the beaches, marshes, and fields of Normandy, the real work began. It did not take
long after the initial surprise attacks at places like Pegasus Briah8ainte-Mére-Eglise
for word to get out that the long expected Allied invasion was occurring. Thenmgowas
doubt in the minds of the Germans who were on the beaches of Normandy or in the
towns along the Channel; but, still, it would be days before the German High Command
in Berlin would approve the commitment of more forces and reserves. Wors$er shig
Germans, Field Marshall Rommel was away. The American and Britisésfor
commanders were being led by men empowered to make decisions at the center of

gravity of the fight, rather than from the vantage point of a table map. Wtimttis
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costly delay would hurt the Germans and set the stage for a complete colldpsénas
(Stokesbury, 1980).

Sainte-Marie-du-Mont saw heavy fighting as Airborne troops landed arband t
village. At the cliffs and bluffs overlooking the channel, Rangers climbed uppdse
defenders in the heavy gun emplacements that were guarding the beach entry points

Morning saw masses of American troops coming ashore at Utah and Omaha
beaches, as well as a larger combined force of British and Canadian tr&Gupd, aluno,
and Sword Beaches. Wave after wave of troops came forward. They started to move
inland. Airborne troopers scattered across the Norman landscape startgdoigprand
make their way to rally points. The next evening saw more troops flown over, even as
bitter fighting continued along many of the beach villages. Within days, aitengfl
sustaining operations and logistical support started to emerge from the thoussewals of
transport craft that lay in the channel between England and France. Insteaplpf s
infantry men coming ashore, new specialties were arriving includegjapntelligence
units and other units designed to go into the French interior and link up with allied French
resistance or gather information from prisoners. The fighting would spseadyt
across a huge swath of villages and eventually turn into a field by field thattlegh the
hedgerows dotting the Normandy countryside. A wearing down process startedrfo occ
but the Germans were far from being beaten, and the Battle for Normandyrirasnf
being won.

The accounts in this section include parts of the initial beach fighting and
landings. They also provide other details of the fighting and experiencegliégon

initial contact and days of the invasion. S.M. Harris was an intelligencerdfficthe
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Allies who landed early on D-Day. He was in tffeEhgineer Special Brigade. He was

with a group known as “T” force. This team searched for people or documents that

would give more information about the current situation of the German forces, and he
was able to take a German official with top secret documents as his pris@ngs. Was
responsible for six men. They came into the far end of Utah beach, an area known as Red
Beach. Gathering his men together in all of the chaos while being shot at hadkeage.

Harris noted, “l was scared to death and very nervous ... At times, we were laditfl

were being shot at, but not too bad off because we were focused on the job we had to do.”

Once ashore, the men headed toward the U.S. First Army Headquarters. Harri
reported with a pass granting him full access across the entire areaationse It
stated “This officer is to be given any aid he requires, and is free to ge amgido
what he wanted.” Armed with this pass, Harris and his men scoured the Normandy

countryside and soon had a number of prisoners.

Our ‘un-disclosed’ mission was to look for places or people that might
have intelligence, then seize and guard them. In North Africa, a lot of
good intelligence was lost because troops didn’t know what they had. We
did our best to keep everyone informed as to what was valuable, assist in
forwarding that information, and try and not get killed in the process. We
were composed of different teams to seize enemy soldiers, operatives and

their safe-houses.

We had some prisoners for awhile — about six or seven. They were really
happy to be taken prisoner. They were not the hard-core fighting types.
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Harris made his biggest contribution when he captured a German in civilian clothes

carrying vital information, about 100 miles from Paris.

My coup of the war was when my driver and | stopped this German in
civilian clothes, asking for ID. He said “I have many things that will be of
interest to you.” ...The German had left his command, taking top secret
stuff with him and was ready to turn it over to the Allies, and happily be
taken prisoner in the process. As a result, | got a trip to London. Later on,
this German defector had turned into quite a useful gByM.(Harris Was
Finding Enemy SecretSummarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

Shirley Hartline was one of the original members of the 82d Airborne Division
and survived every campaign it fought in World War 1l. He was a Privat&llass in G
Company, 328 Glider Infantry. His company was committed on D+1, after the initial
forces had already encountered stiff resistance and heavy lossesalethat June 7,
1944, a rainy day, was the coldest day of his life. They were attacked thieeddlyedr
glider landed in Normandy. The heavy fighting that followed did not leave him
unscathed. He spent 31 consecutive days in combat, was wounded, and later returned to

his unit for another operation in Holland.

After 31 consecutive days of combat, without any replacements, we had
one officer and five enlisted men left in G Company of thé"32kder
Infantry. 1did not return unscathed from that operation as | was wounded
during that time. The injury did not prevent me from rejoining what was
left of my company, and jumping into Holland with the rest of tH¥ 82
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during Operation Market Gardef82"*s Shirley R. Hartline Returns from
Normandy AbysgSummarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)

John Johnson arrived into the fighting on D+4. He spent a month under fire and
then was wounded and sent back for medical treatment. He recalls D+6, when he was
surrounded by a beach filled with bodies of both Allied and German dead, as well as
animals caught in the cross fire. Overhead, rounds from naval guns in the chammnel fir
at the enemy were exploding, both on the land and in the air. He and his men moved in

quickly and were immediately in the action.

We went in pretty quick and the crews that | was with started clearing
villages and taking friendlies back to the beach, they had a compound,

until they started putting soldiers into the 4th antl Bantry Divisions.

| don’t know the name of the town, but it wasn’t very far in...it was very
active... | was wounded on the sixth of July and I left the 90th [Division]
then. | was going to stabilize in a field hospital... ... around an area
known as L122. (John Johnson, Private, Grenadier intefantry
Division- (Interviewer: J. Patrick Hughes, V Corps Command Historian,

transcribed by Erin Livingston)

VIIIl. One German soldier’s account
Joseph Horn was a German soldier who survived D-Day. He was on his dinner

break when the first Allied paratroopers started to land near his post. His ad@rest s
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some of the same perspectives of the Allied soldiers of the time. Horn wasnGbuna

he shares a common bond found in the descriptions of all soldiers fighting for their
country, Axis or Allied. His account and background is not so different from mahyg of
American World War 1l vets. He was born in 1925 and drafted into the military in 1943.
He trained in basic soldiering, was given a specialty in signal, anéecettaat he had

seen combat in Africa prior to being assigned to Normandy with the retemtigd 91.
Luftlande Infanterie-Division, a combat unit that had formed in January 1944 and
transferred there in May. We find in Joseph Horn not a German Nazi, but a young man
who also happened to be a soldier, who became caught up in the middle of the same
struggles as his peers on the battlefield, far from the politics but in the rofdtike

fighting. He was trained as a telegraph operator, sending Morse codg@sdssan
artillery unit providing fire support to the Division stationed at Carentan. His @ositi
D-Day was one kilometer behind Sainte-Marie-du-Mont. Horn recallstioé Sune,

1944,

| had been given the order to look after the telephone wire. Three hours
northern direction and three hours back all the way testing the telephone
wires and back at 9 o’clock in the afternoon (evening). And | was told |
could eat something and make telephone service from 10pm until

midnight. Shortly after midnight you could hear very low flying American
airplanes, 100 or 200 meters high and you could see parachuters jumping.
Parachuters had ammunition and food and camouflage... This area was not
under water but most of the area around Carentan was flooded. (Herr
Joseph Horn, German Army - Interview by Dr. J. Patrick Hughes, 3 June
2004. Transcribed by Julie Heacock)
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IX. The liberated

The purpose of the Invasion was to liberate the people of mainland Europe from
their Nazi occupiers. Two accounts from D-Day 60 provide a glimpse into the vantage
points of the occupied people. Alfred Fauvel was a young boy during the Nazi
Occupation of France. He tells of his experiences of helping Allied prisesesipe and
of how his family faced great danger in aiding the escape of and linkied) @ersonnel
with members of the French Underground.

Fauvel was a ten year old French boy whose family took in Allied soldkeiag
from the Germans in July, 1944. Fauvel’'s family took in a Canadian and an American
soldier, provided them with clothes, and worked with the resistance in assistmtpthe
get back to the allied lines. On another occasion, seven soldiers escaped frothm&yhere
were being held by the Germans. One of his neighbors, Monsieur Ourela, took the
Americans and hid them in different villages, two at a time moving them daytdr nig
whenever German eyes were not looking. Fauvel gives details about how suck escape

were conducted.

Our village was surrounded by Germans. We gave them civilian clothes so
they would look like us. One of the American prisoners would not take off
his combat boots. He had a tattoo on his forearm of the American flag.
He’d roll his sleeve up and we would keep telling him to keep his sleeves
down. A member of the French Resistance Movement came and took them
to the fisherman. From there, they went out to sea where they would join
up with an American shigGoing Underground: Young French Boy helps
Allies Escape Prison CampSummarized by SGT Kenneth Hall)
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Pierre Collard was a member of the Maqglthe French Underground. His
compelling account shows how a man even in his 90’s remained a true patriot. During
his interview, he commented that he was disappointed that the French government would
not let him and the other veterans do a jump into Normandy. In 1940, Collard saw the
occupation of his country and took up arms against his oppressors and joined together
with others to participate in the liberation of their homeland. Collard wasllgcaua
member of the French battalion of the U.%.12. S. Infantry Division during the time of
the invasion. The activities of the Maquis forced the Germans to obligate or deploy
forces throughout the invasion. According to Collard, General Eisenhower daitetha
work of the Maquis Resistance was the equivalent of 15 Divi§i@wlard describes the
resistance activities conducted by his organization to his interviewer, wihbdaelp of
a translator. All the men in his unit were former French soldiers. Though theaser
disbanded the army, these men and others decided to continue the fight against the
occupier. Armed with a variety of weapons such as an English STEN Gun (submachine
gun), M1 Carbine, no anti-tank weapons and little else, Collard and his fellovamesist
fighters sabotaged “trains, roads, bridges...” and conducted ambushes. Collard and his
comrades received orders from London via radio and worked with Allied agents who

helped them plan and coordinate their activities.

" Collard was in his 90’s at the time of his intewi He may have his mixed some of his facts here.
Technically the Maquis was a separate part of tea¢h Resistance movement, just like the communists
and other organizations. There were multiple sssiof command and direction. He also said heimas
the FFI, the Maquis, and the U.SY INF DIV. He may have changed units or his orgatim may have
changed. Additionally, the interpreter himself nmet have fully translated or understood the déffere
between the units as he provided the translati@wllard’s report still offers tremendous insightoirthe

spirit and leadership of a man who fought in theglstruggle to liberate his country..

8 General Eisenhower, in his bodky Crusade in Europe (1948)rote that the work of the Maquis was
equivalent to fifteen divisions
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They had ... an American officer helping direct the Maquis. And they
also had two British officers and an Irish woman who also worked with
them... at the time when he participated in the Maquis, he was in his
twenties. He said .that his unit was a regular army unit (FFrces

Francais de Interieur It was one company.

Collard goes on to describe the actions of his unit during the time of the invasion
at Normandy.

They say the first big prefecture was liberated in Bayeux by thelBritis

but that is not true, because we liberated the first office in... a prefecture in
La Creuse. [La Creuse was in Central France where the Maquis Operated.
According to Zabecki (1999) there were several resistance groups, but the
Maquis were not active in the Normandy area. Nevertheless, Collard was
involved in operations against the German forces at the time of Operation
Overlord.] We only kept the city for two days. It was hard to defend
against a German unit that came from southern France, from Toulouse. It
was an SS division and they were responsible for a horrible massacre,
burning women and children in a church. But we held them off for eight
days, ambush after ambush on their way out. They were on their way to
Normandy, this SS unit, but they arrived twelve or thirteen days late, and
by then, we had established a good foothold... (Interview with Pierre
Collard translated by LTC Millett for LTC Alan R. Koenig.)

Summary of the chronology

This chronology showed many aspects of Operation Overlord. Several of the
accounts provided direct examples of leadership in action. Other examples showed

indirectly what leaders (and followerfglt or saw. As mentioned earlier, this
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dissertation is not a history of Operation Overlord. Countless books, articlespsigs m
have been written about its historical importance. There were many errioes in t
historical facts in the accounts. These were addressed as much as possibler,Howe
this does not diminish the main points of the study or the value of the accounts
themselves. The veterans did not have their notes with them, nor did they have the time
(most of them) to sit and write it all down as it happened. They all experidres t
events, and whether they got the facts straight or not is less importantstutlyighan

what they took from their experience of being at, or taking part in D-Day, @perat
Overlord. It is the impression that these events left on them and the leadershigsthat
evoked during that time that this study will be focusing on as it is discussed arckdnaly
Some accounts refer to events that follow D-Day, and in a few cases,rthaceaunts

of events that did not take place there. But in all cases the accountsmai&/V/|

Veterans who attended one of the many World War 'l &6niversary commemorative
events. This study is an examination of leadership during a crisis, using tlatzcof
these veterans. Even in this short review of the various battlefield scengst, avelear
sense that there were countless instances where different leadelsiipstlyskills came
in to play. Every situation differed, and every decision was based on the factors and
environment in which the individual was placed. CPT Goranson had to lead his men up
the cliffs and then face the enemy on the high ground, going through the networked
trenches that made up the German defense. His critical mission enabled fucites
men who hit the beaches because it prevented the Germans from using part of their
transportation network. Similarly, Derek Fearon and the men at Pegasus &fetged

German movements and prevented reinforcements from getting to the beaahes are
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Another example given here of the kind of leaders we are studying wes Catlard,

whose Maquis resistance fighters so harried a German SS Division in anotloér part
France, that it arrived too late to reinforce the beaches and towns of Normandy.
Together, these men, and all of the others fighting at Normandy were pagtedter

effort that slowly, but thoroughly, chipped away at and eventually broke through the wal
that kept the Allies out of Hitler's Fortress Europe. Many of them never mbadgond

the beaches of Omaha or Utah, or past their drop zones around Sainte-Méreasieglise
Sainte-Marie-du-Mont. Some men fought bravely but were neverthelessdpiierecl.
Others fought all the way through to the end of the war and seeing its worgtestroci

The accounts described leadership experienced from the lowest level- such as
between two comrades of equal rank- to the first line squad leaders and NCQgtleadin
way, and on up to the level of the officers leading platoons and companies. It presented a
commentary on organizational level leadership as well, such as that descrhmed in t
Slapton Sands incident by Harold McCauley.

Ultimately, it comes down to cause and effect. The situation, the environment,
and the mission all made up the causes for the actions that were taken by Vetuéne
effect being the success or failure of a landing, a skirmish, a reconaigsdrol, or
even landing troops at the beaches or dropping them from the sky. This compelling
sampling of accounts by the men who were there gives us the setting for the D-Da
leadership laboratory that we used to explore leadership theory. Though it in no way
gives the whole picture of the battle, it provides a basis for understanding treeafatur

the chaotic experiences and challenges faced by the men we studied. Wesksed t
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accounts and others to illustrate observations of leadership in action and hewté@dff
personnel at all levels.

| will next review what the body of leadership theory consists of, my own
leadership theory, methodology, and observations from the accounts using qualitative
analysis. These firsthand accounts of leadership situations will be analythedcontext
of current leadership theory. | will discuss first line, team, and senior éadgiship;
training and its impact on leadership. This is followed by perceptions of leadership, a
then | will describe the impact it had on the men who were at D-Day. Followithd tha
will present my findings on the factors that helped these men rise to théooamas
challenge presented to them. Finally, | will comment on where such findimgis ba
applied in today’'s environment - whether on the battlefield or elsewhepeebgnting a
chapter describing the D-Day effect, as well as my own theory thael/balpecifically

describes the type of leadership that develops from these and similar situations
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PART I

LEADERSHIP THEORY AND D-DAY

CHAPTER 4

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF LEADERSHIP THEORY

Historically, the ancient Greeks had their own view of what the ideal leaer w
David Cawthon writes iPhilosophical Foundations of Leadershfhike Plato, Aristotle
held that there are those who are born to lead. The rest are born to follow” (Cawthon,
2002, p.29). Modern leadership theory discussion has spanned from trait-based leadership
(Stogdill, 1974; Yukl, 2006; Zaccaro, 2007) to expectancy/ path-goal theory (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995), to style approach (Blake & Mouton, 1964), as well as the situational
approach to leadership (Blanchard, Zigarmi & Nelson, 1993; Blanchard, Zigarmi, &
Zigarmi, 1985; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977, 1988). This section will present many of the
leadership theories that have been developed over the last century. The purpose of this
discussion is to present the key aspects of many of these theories, but it is rearilgces
to prove one or the other is better. Having a thorough foundation of leadership theory
gives the framework around which the study of the D-Day veterans can be muidany
cases, several theories have parallel ends and means, but they differ is degree
semantics or are simply updated to reflect a change in values and attituddssafdietly
and the academic community. The body of leadership theory discussion appears to be

leading us back to where we started.
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The theories reviewed come from the works of Stogdill (1947), Katz (1955),
Fiedler (1967), Burns (1978), House (1992), Hersey & Blanchard (2001), and others.
These in turn have been reviewed in works by Northouse (2004), Yukl (2006), and
Stogdill (1974). Kouzes & Posner (2003), Bennis & Nanus (1997), Peters (1983),
Belasco & Stayer (1993), Bass (1990), Goleman (2006), & Zaccarro (2007) are also
notable authors on different facets of leadership theory. Their works range from
discourses on transactional leadership (Bass, 1993), charismatic leadershg (Hous
1974), emotional intelligence (Goleman, 2006), and finally back to trait-based leadership
in the 2% Century (Zaccaro, 2007).

The field of leadership is incredibly vast, with the beginnings of its study
stretching back to ancient times. Though there was undoubtedly plenty of discussion
prior to the Greeks, it can arguably be said that the first real discussionst@gogbanto
being a leader and making a leader goes back to the golden age of AthensieFrom t
discussions of Plato, Socrates, Herodotus, and Thucydides (325 B.C.) and others emerged
a picture of what a leader ought to be (Cawthon, 2002; Sherover, 1974). The age of
chivalry brought its own enhancements to this ideal, leading to the genetdllgdee
that a man was born a leader, that leadership was passed through one’s noble birth or
through the favor of the Gods for those rare individuals who were born to be leaders. The
virtues of such a leader became the ideal for all following discussions teWes
literature through the I8century. Commentaries along the way by individuals such as
Machiavelli (Sherover, 1974) added to the discussion, but the idea, concepts, and
perceptions of what the ideal leader was supposed to be stayed nearly the shene for

better part of the last two millennia.
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It could be argued that a change in the traditional Western perception of
leadership was first put to pen by Rousseau and other authors durind' tBeritéry
Age of Enlightenment (Cawthon, 2002; Sherover, 1974). The development and
realization of the democratic idea and its subsequent rise in society ¢asalgls the
leadership literature of today. In a sense, this is a symbiotic relatiohahipeis worked
well for society - a more egalitarian society spawned similar thinkirige arena of
leadership. The proposition that all men are created equal helped open the doors to both a
more enlightened leader and a better follower. On the practical side, it helpedagec
and foster a revision of how those who are the workers are perceived by the sianager
and vice versa. The discussion of leadership theory is not simply an exercisedanthos
the ivory tower. These theories and concepts have a very real and importantimnapact
society.

If one considers leadership discussion in terms of school, then there is a line of
thought that can be traced from Plato and Socrates to Machiavelli, to Gallatin and to
Nietzsche. This is not a straight line. The Great Man (Stogdill, 1948) schoaitof tr
based leadership has taken many turns, but as the saying goes, “the moré#mggs c
the more they stay the same.” Many scholars today are once againngmsgischool
of thought when it comes to discussing leadership.

A comparison of Plato and Aristotle shows a divergence in the school of
leadership thought that occurred during the Golden Age in Greece. Cawthon (2002)
argues that Aristotle’s impact on leadership theory and philosophy has beé&oasigni
over the centuries. It gave impetus to the development of the divine right of kings in the

old World, “Jim Crow laws” in America, and even continued into the general hierdrchica
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nature of many modern organizations where elitism or right to lead, is selll lmen birth.
Plato’s leader composite was different in one key aspect from Aristofdédo believed
that the gold of leadership was spread among all levels of society and it was the

responsibility of the society to groom those who showed such attributes early on.
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Plato’s Leader Attribute Composite

Souls were divided into three categories-

Appetitive souls look to satisfy physical needf
and desires

Spirited souls are fighters, warriors and powe}
seekers

Rational souls seek wisdom and delight in the
acquisition of knowledge; unencumbered by
physical passions, recognized by their

goodness, and seek out higher callings of the
mind and philosophy.

Those identified to be leaders need to be trained t
enhance their skills

Men and women were born with certain talents, these
talents ought to be developed by a society.

Leadership could be found among any level of the
population and was not limited to the nobility.

Leaders should provide vision and understanding for
their followers (Cawthon, 2002)

Aristotle’s Leader Attribute Composite
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Leadership was not a divine right. One striking aspect about Plato’s philosophy
on leadership is that he does not leave the leadership arena as being the sole venue for
men. Thus, his theory applies to both genders. This was ignored for centuries, and only
in recent times have women been given the right to hold leadership positions i a mor
equal manner. Although Aristotle differed from Plato in this aspect ofiglaigeheory,
he noted that even those among the chosen group could have leadership traits appear at
different times (i.e., stages of life as warrior, leader, priest). Tindioation of some of
Plato and Aristotle’s views is a partial basis for Bmergent Leadership During Crisis
theory that is discussed later in this work.

Unfortunately for many would-be leaders of past centuries, the Artisaotel
school of thought won out. Its comfortable inevitability kept the mass of people under
the yoke of leaders who accepted the former part of Aristotle’s theboes e right of
leading, but thepften overlooked the virtuous search for wisdom and understanding,
enlightened rule of subjects that Aristotle also discussed.

Stoicism was another philosophy that influenced leadership development as well.
It was built upon the Classical school and added a new dimension to it. Marcus Aurelius
was considered one of the greatest of all the Roman Emperors. He ruled from 161-180
AD. During that time he faced several challenges. There was war on his porders
barbarian invasions, and plague. He handled all of these crises well. Mdnyeatirs
success to the Stoic philosophy that he followed. Pollock (1879) writes that “the Stoi
were eminently practical.{they believed} that the worth of philosophy consists in its
power to guide the conduct of life (Pollock, 1879).” Stoicism added a higher degree of

morality into the exchange between the leader and the follower, or subject.
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Today, a derivative ahis approach to leadership can be seen in the
transformational leadership approach (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1996) that is disnubeed i
next chapter. Despite this, the bedrock approach to leadership remained Agastotel
nature. Hobbes himself wrote thisliaviathan(1651), “ “The method hitherto followed,
especially in the universities, has been to rely on the authority of selectes\and
books.3 The universities, indeed, have come to rely so heavily on one particular writer
that their teachings no longer deserve to be called philosophy, but merebtelitistl”
(Skinner, 1989).”

John Locke presented a radical new idea in his works. He said that the human
mind was like a blank piece of paper and that “all our subsequent knowledge and
understanding of external reality develops from these origins” (Magee, 1998, p.404). A
this and other aspects of his philosophical ideas became applied there wam arsmnit
circles as to the entire order of society. Some applied these ideas toadandti
worked for a more universal approach. Others applied this in discussing the nghisgal ri
of men, and therefore, who has the right to lead. If based on the premise that iéall wer
minds were equal at the start, why did one have the right to lead simply Ograamh
birth? Furthermore as far as discussion of the leadership processaeslt gcke’s
attitude towards governmental purpose played a role in the development of a more
egalitarian attitude in leadership as well. Locke said that the governmenrd photgct
the rights of the governed, a radical idea for the time, including protectioe,dflérty,
and property for all (Magee,1998). Through these and other ideas, Locke made a
profound impact in many areas that would manifest themselves later on and aiminat

with the American Revolution. Likewise, though it took time, his ideas, or rather thei
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manifestation, came to play a very significant role in the development of modern
leadership theory.

Still, the Great Man concept was the dominant leadership theory through the
centuries. As late as the @entury this was the prevalent school of thought. Despite
more democratic ideals being developed for the privileged classes, tlué tdedorn
leader remained at the forefront in the concept of leadership. Fran@s'&&reat Man
theory was first published in 1869 (Stogdill, 1948). The application of this theory, and
others, such as those espoused by Nietsche were cherry picked and used tehaistify
culminated in the Eugenics movement that led to such disastrous results in World War |l
with the rise of Nazism. [The eugenics movement was not limited to 'Bli@&rmany.

But certainly its extreme was manifested in Nazism].

Perhaps because of this, the Great Man leadership ideal (Stogdill, 1974; Gabert,
2003; Gabert 2006) is not at the top of today’s contemporary leadership discussions.
These theories that were embraced by the Nazis were rejected. Theidsame are
born to lead and the rest follow was out of vogue in the Post-World War Il period.
Instead, other models gained momentum that brought leadership to the masses. This
discussion has centered on the egalitarian approach and the idea that leatutass ar
simply catalysts for SDWTs (self directed work teams) to get the joh diimey are not
necessarily anything special in and of themselves. According to this saheatler is
just another manager who has developed the required skills that can be further develope

and honed with the right coaching.
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Leadership Theory Development

Emerging Theory
Emergent Leadership
During Crisis- Pierce

Current Leadership
Transactional-Transformational
Burns 1978, Bass 1996
Multiple Linkage- YukDR6
Charismatic - Zaccaro 2007

Modern Leadership

Situational- Reddin,1967 (Managerial grid)
Hersey& Blanchard 1969

Contingency- Fiedler et al 1964,1967,1974

Path-Goal- House et al 1974

Post-WWII

Traits- Stogdill 1948

Skills — Katz 1955; Mumford 2000
Style- Blake and Mouton 1964

Industrial Revolution
Great Man- Nietzche 1844-1900
Galton 1869

Enlightenment
Hobbes 1651

Locke 1689
Rousseau 1762

Renaissance
Machiavelli 1460-1527

Classical

Marcus Aurelius 161-180 AD
Aristotle 450-350 BCE
Plato 450-350 BCE

Over time, Leadership Theory has focused on traits and innate abiligdtoAkhough
Plato supported a more egalitarian approach, it was Aristotle’sthisgveventually
became the accepted order. Starting with the Enlightenment, thera dwergence
from this perspective that coincided with the modern development of demadeatis.
In the mid-28' Century, the focus changed to the idea that there was an acquired ability
to lead through learning skills, style and method. Most recently there éas lveturn to

an approach that at its core once again focuses on traits (Ex. Chiarlseaatership
(Zaccaro (2007)).
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The basis for this current leadership theory can be traced to when the Igadershi
schools started to diverge. The works of Hobhesigthan1651), Locke Two Treatises
of Governmenl1689), and later, Roussedthé Social Contract, or Principles of Political
Right,1762), with their treatises on the Social Contract (Sherover, 1974, Skinner, 1990,
Tienda, 2002) were catalysts in this change. This new school of thought was
revolutionary. Indeed, it was the precipitator of many revolutions that resulted in
overturning the old order. Nevertheless, the former ideal leader theory contvened e
while this more egalitarian approach started to take root. As pointed out in Cawthon
(2002), p.64, “Rousseau sustained that although man is born free, he finds himself subject
to the will of others.” From this concept that all men are equal there developedathe ide
that a leader could emerge from any sector of society. The realizatios ©f thi
exemplified in the story of Andrew Jackson, born of humble circumstances, who, born in
a log cabin, rose first to being a war hero, and then later to become Rre§ithen
United States. A new paradigm was being developed that argued that all reesqued
and thus all could be leaders if given the proper circumstances and tools. Rousseau, i
Locke and Hobbes, did not express it in these exact terms, but many of today’s
contemporary authors have essentially taken this idea and further developecitass w
taken credit for coming up with other ideas that were really discussed ceigoie

It is clear that the development of democracy helped to further developdise ide
of how to approach leadership. American democracy has benefited from such thinking.
Indeed, without such works by these authors, the American Revolution probably would
not have happened, or if it did, it certainly could have ended up with a completely

different outcome. This realization of how to lead the free soldier who fought fa&@ hom
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and country at a time when most soldiers were conscripts or mercenarie sefight
wars for empires was summed up by Major General John M. Schofield’s dictum on
discipline written in the 1®Century:

The discipline that makes the soldiers of a free country reliable in battle is
not to be gained by harsh or tyrannical treatment. On the contrary, such
treatment is far more likely to destroy than to make an army. It is possible
to impart instructions and to give commands in such manner and such a
tone of voice to inspire in the soldier no feeling but an intense desire to
obey, while the opposite manner and tone of voice cannot fail to excite
strong resentment and a desire to disobey. The one mode or the other of
dealing with subordinates springs from a corresponding spirit in the breast
of the commander. He who feels the respect which is due to others cannot
fail to inspire in them regard for himself, while one who feels, and hence
manifests disrespect toward others, especially his inferiors, canniat fail
inspire hatred toward himself (Schofield, 1879).

Slowly but surely, a more democratic, collaborative approach has been brought
into the mainstream of the American workplace, largely as a result afuhddtions
discussed by Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau (Sherover, 1974). It is important to note this
because of the impact on today’s thinking, whether contemporary theoriatsaeeof it
or not. Therefore, it is meaningful to research leadership among the soldidre®f
country who grew up under the ideals of freedom, democracy, personal initiativefand s
reliance.

Personal experience with military leadership is another area fronh wieican

draw leadership observations. This area has clearly been important, glagiegn the
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foundation of leadership ideals. It has been the arena where many trus header

emerged to lead their troops or people to victory or defeat.
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CHAPTER 5

CURRENT LEADERSHIP THEORIES

Before we go further with discussion of leadership theories, a definition of
leadership itself should be put forth. Just as there are many theories about how and wh
leaders lead, so are there many definitions of leadership itself. For ex&Nophouse
(2004) cites Stogdill's (1974) observation that there as many ways to deiiieedbip as
there are people who have defined it.

Leadership has been described as a process “whereby an individual influences a
group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2004, p.3). Northouse
(2004) further described leadership as composed of four parts: process, infloemge, g
involvement, and goal attainment.

There are several different ways to study leadership. According ta2Q06),
there are five basic approaches to the study of leadership:

» Trait approachLeadership is based on values, motivations, attributes and skills
that are inherent to the individual.

» Behavior approachThis approach focuses on studies of managers in the

workplace, how they spend time, and what their focus is.

» Power influence approachihis approach examines the nature of the relationship

between followers and leaders. Specifically, it is a leader-centerspegtve
that includes the premise that leadershiniglirectional That is, leaders act and
followers react; the link is not specific or planned but is part of the power

possessed by the leader.
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» Situational approackThis approach looks at the context or factors that comprise

leadership situation or scenario. The research in this category has focused on
defining these situations and attempting to map them. A second focus has been to
look for what leadership factors come into play in these different situations.

> Integrative approaclThis approach looks at multiple factors or parts of different

leadership theories coming together as a way of explaining leadership. Yukl

(2006) points out, however, that it is rare to find studies that combine all elements

of leadership into one study.

Northouse’s (2004) description of leadership as a process goes beyond trhit-base
leadership. Traits denote characteristics such as physical statelt&yance, motivation,
innate values and abilities. The most basic and fundamental approach to studying
leadership is the trait approach. However, contemporary researchers have sterght be
ways to explain why leaders are successful. The belief that some peopleaukership
ability and some do not was challenged after studies conducted by Stogdill (1948)
seemed to indicate a host of attributes that made up the leadership traitsedbaeKeat
first glance, appeared ambiguous. This was one of the factors that ledhesseargo

into different directions in leadership study (Zaccaro, 2007).

Trait Approaches
Leadership traits have been pared down to as few as three (Lord, DeVader, &
Alliger, 1986): intelligence, masculinity, and dominance. Others have rd@Emt@any
as ten, as described by Stogdill (1974), who originally started out with eight iarhes e

work (1948). Stogdill’s traits of leadership include achievement, persistesighti
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initiative, self-confidence, responsibility, cooperativeness, toleranceende, and
sociability. Northouse (2004) sums up leadership traits as intelligeffeepsgdence,
determination, integrity, and sociability.

The trait approach basically says that organizations will perfornr bdien they
have people who have the right traits in leadership positions. This goes a fughmsr ste

having people with different profiles selected for different jobs by virtubef traits.

Skills Approach

The next school of leadership is the skills approach. Yukl (2006) has lumped this
in with the traits approach because it is leader-centered, while th@oNse work that
reviewed leadership theories (2004) draws the distinction of it being a learneddppro
to leadership as opposed to something inherent in the individual. In essence, if one is
willing and has the capacity to learn the requisite skills, then one can bedeadeia
Northouse (2004) cites Katz’'s 1955 article from ltevard Business RevigwSkills of
an Effective Administrator,” as the initial starting point for researchhmnaspect of
leadership.

Up to this point, the leadership arena had been dominated by researchers who
were looking for the right traits and innate skills that were part aidimidual’s make
up. Under the skills approach, a whole new concept came into being. Suddenly, the idea
gained ground that even if one is not born to be a leader, one can learn how to display the
attributes necessary to attract followers and lead them. This school of thought dkvelope
over the next forty years through follow-on studies. Eventually, a capabldaed

model was developed and used to link performance potential with a person’s knowledge
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and skills. The latest version of this model was developed by Mumford, Zaccaro,
Harding and others, who published it in 2000. An important distinction between the
skills approach and other approaches is that the skills approach looks at the agabiliti
that make the performance of a good leader possible through what they learn through
either formal or informal training rather than on behavioral patterns otisitaa

The Mumford skill-based model has five parts: competencies, individual
attributes, leadership outcomes, and environmental influences (Northouse, 2004).

The model is shown:

Individual Attributes Competencies Leadership Outcomes
Effective Problem
Problem solving skills Solving
General Cognitive ability
Social Judgment Skills &
Crystallized Cognitive
Knowledge Performance
Ability
Motivation
Personality
I A Career experiences A T

Environmental Influences
Source: Adapted by Northouse, P. (2004adership theory and practicEhousand Oaks, CA: Sage,
from Mumford, D. J., et al, “Leadership skills farchanging World: Solving complex social problgms
Leadership Quarter, 11(1), 23, 200!

Figure A. The Mumford Skill-Based Model

Most of the model is fairly straightforward. However, one should note the
distinction drawn between general cognitive ability and crystallingditive ability in
this context. General cognitive ability refers to a person’s gemeedigence and

ranges information collection and processing, creative ability and sirkiillar s
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Crystallized cognitive ability refers to the learned experience atidleikelopment over
time. This refers to skills such as problem solving, social skills, and abilitasp g
concepts.

The model shows how the combination of the individual attributes and
competencies form the career experiences that are drawn upon to affashigade
outcomes. In each category, there is the underlying factor of environmental indluence
The engine that drives the model is the center column of problem-solving, social
judgment, and knowledge.

In summary, the skills approach is “a leader-centered perspective thatserepha
the competencies of leaders” (Northouse, 2004, p.62). The work of Katz (1955)
represented a shift in thinking about how leadership is studied. Mumford (2000) and
others brought this to a culminating point with their skills model of leadership, which has

served as a basis for developing leaders in both in business and the military.

Style Approach
The next approach to leadership study is the style approach. It focuses on the
behavior of the leader instead of the personality (traits), or the capal{gikiés). It
focuses on two areas — task behaviors and relationship behaviors (Northouse, 2004).
There were three schools which emerged in this area. The first was at &hion$he
1940’s, where researchers built upon the work of Stogdill’s findings (1948) that there
may be more to leadership than simply traits. Several years laterssatithe University

Michigan by Katz and Kahn emerged during the 1950’s (Katz. Finally, Blake and
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Mouton (1964) spent nearly 20 years studying this area and developing models based on
their work.

Researchers Ralph Stogdill and J. K. Hemphill, from Ohio State, published the
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire in 1957 (Northouse, 2004). They observed
through their research and analysis of questionnaires that task behavioiz{oggaork,
giving structure) and relational or consideration behavior (camaraderiehetusten
leaders and followers) were two distinct areas within the field of |eaiger3he result of
this was the idea that there were leaders who were low task and higinstladj high
task and low relationship, and everything in between. It changed the view of the
leadership map. The Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire (LB&X))
ground-breaking in identifying this and providing a tool for mapping the style erafyp
leadership one exhibited (Northouse, 2004).

Meanwhile, at the University of Michigan, other researchers wargtty find a
niche and came up with their own survey and labeled leadership behaviors called
“employee orientation” and “production orientation.” “Employee orientattosely
parallels the leadership behaviors called “consideration” in the Ohioshualg This
aspect is focused on how the employer treats the employees and attends tostivent per
needs. “Product orientation” refers to the technical and production aspects of a job. One
difference between the University of Michigan and Ohio State studieatithe
Michigan studies put the behaviors along a linear continuum but at opposite ends, while
Ohio State researchers put their observations into two separate lineson, akerugh,

the Michigan school also set these as two separate lines (Northouse, 2004).
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Blake and Mouton (1964) designed the most well known management model.
The Managerial Grid © has been in use since the 1960’s and has undergone several
updates along the way. It was re-named the Leadership Grid and was usedte desc
how leaders reach their organizational objectives through concern for people agrh conc
for production, in many ways similar to the Ohio State and Michigan studiest,lthiac
Leadership Grid simply codifies what the other two studies describe, and ftespeci
certain specific types of behavior in various quadrants. The grid identiftagce
culminating behavior classifications for individual styles of leadershipkeBiad
Mouton (1964) proposed that an individual has a dominant style, as well as an alternate
style that emerges when they are under pressure.

Examples of styles that form the grid include the “country club” management
style, the “team” management style, the “impoverished leadership’ 8tg “5,5” leader
style, two combination styles and the “opportunism” style of management. Ther§count
club” management style includes high attention to the needs of the people for a
comfortable, friendly organization. In the “team” management style, work is
accomplished by committed people, and there is interdependence through a common
stake, built on relationships. The “impoverished” leadership style featuzadexr Wwho
is unconcerned for the needs of the employees, nor for accomplishing the task; he or she
goes through the motions but is generally apathetic and withdrawn. Other styles
highlighted include the “5, 5" leader or Mr. “middle of the road.” This leader finds a
balance between tasks and relationships. He or she is predisposed to beigdowill
settle or give way in one area for progress. Then we have the combination-riwels

“1,9” and “9,1” special or what is commonly known paternalism/maternalism
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(benevolent dictator). Lastly, we have the “opportunism” style of managewhere the
leader will try to be all things to all people to get the maximum advantdgiee(E
Mouton, 1964).

The style approach is more or less a descriptive format allowing for
identifications of behaviors in leaders. It can be used to coach or engage ileadsrs
to improve either their or the organization’s performance. This approach is intgdorta
identifying a link between how leaders act and the performance of theioteam
organization. With the advent of the style approach, the onus was no longer on the
personal skills or traits of the leader but rather the leader’s focus ontagher

relationship styles. Thus, it represented a step forward for leadership study

Situational Leadership Theory

While the style approach may have indeed been a step forward, Hersey,
Blanchard (1969), took leadership theory development even further with theirositliati
leadership theory and model. They based their work on Reddin’s 1967 3D Management
style theory.

Situational leadership (Hersey and Blanchard, 1969) is basically aglapts
leadership style to the situation with which one is presented. A leader’s abdihapt
to the situation reflects his or her success: the more versatile the betterdiAg to this
theory, there are two aspects that the leader must focus on: the supportinsicimand
the directive dimension. Additionally, it is incumbent on the leader to be able to evaluate
the abilities of his or her subordinates to determine what level of preseime®lgement

is required to successfully lead in the situation. Leaders must assessiffetarwies
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and commitments of their subordinates. The classic model of situational lkepd8idl,
is shown below. It illustrates the four quadrants of situational leadership. Thewasde
developed by Blanchard (1985) and Blanchard et al. (1985) to reflect the leadership
emphasis required for different levels of competence and commitment.

Hersey and colleagues (2001) describe four distinct leadership stylss. dree
summarized as follows:

» S1-Directing focuses on goal achievement and little emphasis on supportive
behaviors

» S2- Coaching focuses on both goal achievement and maintenance of subordinates
socio-emotional needs. The leader gives the subordinates feedback and a freer
hand, but still retains control of how and what of goals achievements.

» S3- Supportive focuses on both goals and bringing out the skills needed to
accomplish tasks. It involves listening, praising, giving feedback. The
subordinate runs the daily business, but the leader is there to facilitate problem
solving when necessary.

» S4- Delegating focuses on empowering the subordinates with most aspects of a
operation. The leader here has enough confidence in the subordinates that he or
she doesn’'t need to be involved, but rather assign the mission and await results

(Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 2001).

The other important aspect of situational leadership is measuring the
developmental levels of subordinates. Their level of competencies corresporiaewith t

model, with D1 being the least competent and committed through D4, with high
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competency and high commitment. This discussion included not only the four quadrants
of situational leadership but also the important SOAR Peak Performance Model:
Leader> S- Situatior> O- Organization> A- Activities > R — Results V- Vision
(Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001). Figure B below shows the four quadrants of the

Situational Approach to leadership.

The Four Leadership Styles
(High)

High Supportive High Directive
and Low Directive and High Supportive
Behavior Behavior

Supporting | €0aching
S3 S2

S4 S1
Delegating Directing

Low Supportive High Directive
and Low Directive and Low Supportive
Behavior Behavior

Directive Behavior
(Low) < > (High)
Development Level of Followers

High Moderate Low
D4 D3 D2 D1

From Blanchard, K., Zigarmi, P. & Zigami, D. (1985) Leadership and the one
minute manager: Increasing effectiveness through situational leadership.
New York: William Morrow.

Figure B.
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Situational leadership is an excellent way of approaching different skapler
challenges. It does however present a challenge to keep a consistertbimage
subordinates. A good leader manages this through communication and consistency in the
rest of his or her activities, as well as has the capacity to adapt tauthteosit

A foundational aspect of situational leadership theory is the contingency theory.
It was most widely described by Fiedler (1967). Contingency theory focusesonmgpl
the leader in a situation where the leader is matched with the context otigt®sit The
theory deals with the leader’s style in various situations. Much of the work done by
Fiedler involved study of military leaders.

The theory is built on three specific areas: leader-member relationstrtadkre,
and position power. Leader-member relations refer to the environment createdrbetw
the leader and the followers. Specifically, confidence, loyalty, and aitraare critical
in this area. The next category is the task structure. This refers toribheaflanstruction
and requirements presented. This can vary from a very rigid and defined task, such as
how to work the milk shake machine at McDonalds, to an ad hoc committee running a
fundraiser, an activity that can quickly become unstructured. The last aspect of the
contingency theory model is the position power of the leader. A leader with higher po
might have the power to hire and fire or give rewards. A person with low position power
would be one who is weak in these areas, or who has no ability to reward, coerce or
control others in the relationship. On the one hand, a better situation would be favorable
leader member relations, well defined task structure, and adequate poweamngpksh
the task presented. The opposite is a recipe for a bad situation. The model is shown

below in Figure C.
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Contingency Model

Leader-Member Good Poor

Relations

Task Structure High Low High Low
Structure | Structure Structure Structure

Position P
oSHoN POWET 1 Strongl Weak| Strong| Weak | Strong| Weak | Strong| Weak

Power| Power| Power | Power | Power| Power | Power| Power

Preferred 1 2 3 4 > 6 7 8
Leadership Style Low LPCs High LPCs Low
Middle LPCs LPCs

FromA theory of Leadership Effectivengbg F.E. Fiedler, 1967, New York: McGraw-
Hill. Found in Northouse, P. (2004)eadership: Theory and practicEhousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications, p. 111.

Figure C.

The model includes the least preferred coworker scale. The LPC scores task-
oriented leaders lower and highly relationship-oriented leaders highegistioé the
theory is that a high relationship scoring LPC means that the leadeenditaily be
successful in situations which require moderate but not absolute control, and lsw LPC
would be appropriate for a leader to be successful in situations where high degree of
control is required.

The contingency theory has a good deal of empirical data behind it and is a fair
predictor for leadership; but it also has some drawbacks. Among these asakhe w

explanations for the relationship between styles and situations, as well as th®™how
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part for organizations to successfully take action on the results of the modetegrdte
it into a strategy for the organization (Northouse, 2004).

Beginning in the 1970’s, House (1971) and others (Evans, 1970; House, 1974;
House & Dessler, 1974; House & Mitchell, 1974) presented the Path-Goal theory. This
was based on the leader and the characteristics of the setting and subordinglies. |
heavily on expectancy theory: in a given situation a subordinate will be mdtivétey
believe they will be able to complete a task, if they will receive a cefeartheir efforts,
if they can see what the outcome might be, and if they feel that the rewsay isrworth
the effort.

Path-Goal theory (House et al., 1971, 1974) is built around the concept that there
are four leadership behaviors: directive, supportive, participative, and ackmvem
oriented. Northouse (2004) writes that there are two primary characteofthese
behaviors - subordinate characteristics and task characteristics. & $e motivation,
where the subordinates reach goals or achieve levels of productivity. Subordinate
characteristics are based on the perceptions of subordinates at work. Gtz dnere
are needs for affiliation, structure, control, and the individual’'s own selteffic
perceptions. On the other hand, task characteristics refer to the forromlrsswof the
organization and the actual job description of the subordinate. Under this concept,
subordinates are able to find paths to their goals through the structure and formal
pathways in the organization. This minimizes the need for the leader’s rb&e in t
organization. Northouse (2004) writes that the theory is based on expectancy theory, i.e.,
subordinates will act in certain ways based on the idea that they willeexedward for

their behavior.
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It is the vision and the leader which has really emerged into the forefront of
today’s leadership discussions. For example, Bennis and Nanus (1997) write that
“leaders have an uncanny way of enrolling people in their vision through their optimism
They must paint the picture — the vision, then state where the organization isaging
most importantly, they must lead—not manage. This is a recurring theme in the
contemporary leadership literature. The distinction between leading and mamage
significant. Many authors point out that a responsibility of a leader is to build the
organization in such a way that it will not fall apart when the leader is out of thénnet
the Flight of the Buffalo (1993) Belasco and Stayer write that if the argion is built
upon a leader who is one deep and one-dimensional, the organization tends to stagnate or
fall apart when that person is either gone or leaves the organization. Therethe
important transformational models of leadership come into play. Peters (1982bee
the importance of preparing others and makes the case that this can be &&ey to t
success for an organization. Leaders should cross-train, nurture and develop eweryone i
the organization in order to strengthen it and increase its efficiency bydemgh
common understanding and knowledge base. His example of improvement at
Johnsonville Brats was a model which showed where this benefited the organization

greatly.

Recent Developments in Leadership Theory

All of this leads us to the Yukl (2006) Multiple-Linkage model, which in many

ways ties these themes together by outlining a strategy for ldadet®w. His
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discussion encompasses the studies which essentially back up what the othgmsagre sa
but he also goes further. Yukl (2006) says that there are four variables in lgadershi
» Leader behaviors (as discussed in Covey, 1990; Peters, 1983; Belasco & Stayer,
1993)
» Intervening variables-factors that precipitate leadership actions to occur
» Criterion variables-factors of environment, internalized skills thateayeaisite
for leadership
» Situational variables (as described in Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 2001).
This model gives flexibility to the leader to adapt to a variety of situation¥,ukltsays
that it is difficult to study and is best applied when studying team models of
organizational leadership (Yukl, 2006, p. 235).

Kouzes and Posner (2003) discuss the role of the leader in change. The leader
should challenge the process, inspire a shared vision, enable others to act, moag| the w
and encourage the heart. Again, vision is a prominent part of this discussion. But there is
more here. This is a recipe for leaders to follow for effecting change in the zargami
And, the encouragement of the heart - recognizing and celebrating the ashamepts
of those in the organization - is a key factor to success. As well, empoweringie pe
in the organization to act is in line with what Belasco & Stayer (1993), Peters (1982), and
others discuss as a pre-requisite for successful organizational performance.

Transactional and transformational forms of leadership are among theopticsr
regarding styles of leadership that have come into the forefront of the current
philosophical and theoretical discussions of motivation. Bass (1990) discussed

transactional versus transformational leadership. Bass said that theleasdifference
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between transformational and transactional models. This difference isnakes the
difference between good and great. The definitions of transactional asfibtraational
leadership are often compared and contrasted with each other. Northouse (2004) and
Yukl (2006) both quote Burns (1978), whose clakgadershipvas presented as the
embarkation point of the discussion of transformational leadership. Transactional
leadership is leadership through exchange, either implied or directly outlitiegl i
exchange between leader and follower. Transformational leadership (Bass, 1996, Ga
2006; Yukl, 2006) is leadership that (as its name implies) transforms both the follower
and the leader while accomplishing the mission or objectives of the leader threugh th
creation of more open, mutually supportive work relationships. Such relationships bring
out the best in both followers and leaders, and foster positive attitudes. Itis a more a
feeling or mood that permeates the team that is focused on trust, loydisy, leigels of
morality and inspiration. According to Yukl (2006), this results in followers doing more
than would have ordinarily done because of their inspired regard for the leader.
Transactional leadership (Northouse, 2004; Yukl 2006; Bass, 1996) is done through
various forms of motivational behavior. The leader gives rewards as a consequence of
behavior or performance, or the leader may take punitive action, as in the case of
management by exception where the leader becomes involved only when thingiagre g
wrong, rather than maintaining situational awareness and applying coachorgeative
measures before a situation develops.

Yukl (2006) borrows from what most U.S. Army leaders of all ranks find listed in

the FM 22-100 Leadership manual. The short table he uses to describe the two distinct
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leadership styles is borrowed from Badsmwv Paradigm of Leadershgublished by the

U.S. Army Research Institute for Behavioral and Social Sciences (1996):

Transformational Behaviors

Individualized influence
Individualized consideration
Inspirational motivation

Intellectual stimulation

Transactional Behaviors

Contingent reward
Active management by exception

Passive management by exception

Transactional leadership (Bass, 1996) and transformational leadership (Bass
1996; Gabert, 2006) are not on the same leadership plane. There is a stark distinction
between the two. Simply put, one can write pages and pages of fascinating dabries
discuss the works of learned researchers and thinkers, but in transactideHizit
all boils down to something that is found inside of a leader. There is a certain thality
a transactional leader is lacking that a transformational leader hasnlintrinsic
quality and an innate understanding of human nature that is not part and parcel of
transactional leadership. This distinction is what makes up the divide betwservibe
theories of leadership

The experience of the veterans who survived D-Day, and their accounts of the

leadership they observed shows that many of the assumptions being made or proposed by
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modern theory are pared down when people face a life and death operation, especially
one where death is the expected outcome and survival is the exception.

Leadership is defined in many ways and there are several approaches to it.
However as noted in this review, there is much to be said for the transformativeofature
those leaders who have certain abilities and traits to get better peréermat of their
subordinates. As | looked at the D-Day Campaign and the role of leadership tlagve, |

examples of where these theories may or may not have fit.

The Role of Leadership at D-Day

It can be said with reasonable certainty that much of the leadership expanienc
the last 50 years does not come close to the magnitude of scale in effort, planning and
performance required by the participants of the D-Day Invasion. Thisfge¢avas done
without the benefit of computers, satellites, or amazingly enough, email.

Some might argue that the recollections of these veterans, sixty fteatbafact
might embellish details or have a false sense of what was going on around thehre But
veterans provided vivid details about the events, and if a town or place name was
misspelled or forgotten, it can be overlooked, for this is not simply about the historical
record of everything that went on at D-Day. Everyone from Tom Hanks to John Wayne
has had a role in shaping the public perception of D-Day for the last 60 years. Much of it
has been said in books and movies. Most people with a basic background in American

History know about D-Day.
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However, there is reason to trust the memories of leadership at D-DaythEnot
details. Dr. Robert Rush from the Center for Military History did a comparstiagy of
veterans from the 32Infantry Regiment. In his study, he interviewed veterans,
comparing their recollections to the daily logs taken at the time. His sidvat details
do in fact get lost, and the historical accuracy does get blurred over time. Sonse eve
others may have witnessed become shared memories. Yet, the impressions of the
leadership and how the soldiers reacted and felt was still internalized. iffipesssions
were carried for 60 years, and, whether historically accurate or not, thpsdsthe
individuals and the lives they went on to lead (Rush, 2007). The current study is about
the essence of leadership, what these men experienced, how they reactiengesha
how they met even simple objectives, and what made them go forward.

| believe that Normandy best illustrates that leadership is not a flagrpkealm
but one that is spherical, with multi-dimensional aspects, involving many faotoisg
together. The successes and failures of the Allies at Normandy, as tbil\std¢rans
themselves, indicate to me that there is room for all leadership styles. 3ty
makes the difference between leaders and followers? Is it the traitzainio the person
doing the leading and the ability to get others to see that character, to hawva afvisi
where they are going and to get others to embrace that vision and be willing to go
forward, even if it means they won’t be coming back alive? The distillation of&6 ye
has left these veterans with an essence of what they each saw as lead#rsHipld.
Many of them went on to do great things after Normandy. Some were menearializ
books or movies for what they did there. Others simply did their job in an extraordinary

place and time.
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Northhouse (2004, p.21) describes an example of a leadership theory that |
believe may best fit D-DayThe trait approach does not lay out a set of hypotheses or
principles about what kind of leader is needed in a certain situation or what a leader
should do, given a particular set of circumstances. Rather, this approach emphasizes
that having a leader with a certain set of traits is crucial to having effective leagdershi
It is the leader and his or her personality that is central to the leadership process.”

Examples of how trait leadership theory could be placed into this context would
be to look at an example of one D-Day veteran and then see what he did. Take, for
example, Staff Sergeant Francis Williamson, a former soldier from fiéBBorne
Division. When dropped into Normandy he was separated from most of his fellow
soldiers:*They had missed the drop zone by several miles, and then they scattered us
another thirty-five miles, and out of about twenty-five thousand paratroopers, seven of us
got together”

(Williamson, 2004).

Just this simple statement tells a considerable amount about the kind obrsituati
he faced. Williamson was heavily packed and jumped from an aircraft amidst a
aircraft fire. How do we know this? One pilof? 2ieutenant Frederick Crispin,
describes men just like Williamson who he droppedTihe weather was rotten. We
come across from Southampton. We were at twelve hundred feet. By the time we got to
the French coast, the Jersey Islands, we were down to a thousand feet and lowering. By
the time we made the turn in we were at eight hundred feet, and by the time we got to the
drop zone, we dropped them at seven hundred fe€tispin later goes on to describe

the men who jumped in:l tropped the 505th 82nd. Yes, those men were magnificent.
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Buddy, the spirit of those guys....when they got in that airplane on the night of the 5th
they were so heavy with equipment. When they went up on that back core into the C-47
you had to help them in, that's how loaded they were. Good troops! | mean they were
super troops”(Crispin, 2004).

This raises many questions. What kind of a person gets fired up enough to drop
into a hot war zone with anti-aircraft guns firing at you? How much leadership is
displayed by the leaders, and how much is shown by every single person there? This
example says to me that every single one of those men was trained and legleyye
managed to motivate them to do extraordinary things, and that in so doing, they became,
if only for a brief time, extraordinary men, and in many cases, trdetdgavho displayed
character and ability at a new level. They stepped up to meet the challenge.

The current study looks at how factors such as courage, bravery and reacting to
the critical situations presented affected leadership on the ground. Through stheying t
histories, | was able to analyze some of the factors of upbringing ang.fdtrhkelped
me to formulate conclusions that showed how much leadership is based on a common
core of traits possessed by most of us, whether we realize it or not.

It may be possible that trait-based theory fits here. But not all of thesbade
evaluations saying they had the right characteristics. It could be thaghhiwiprocess
of training and surviving, these men somehow manageddiveto a higher form of
leader or self-actualization. Did these men have traits which enabled thenbé&dtge
information, better connections, and build loyalty, or was it skills (Katz, 1955)saofeari

(Bass, 1990), or something more?
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Although this is only one example, it shows how useful this discussion can be. If
compared to a number of other theories reviewed (Northouse, 2004; Stogdill, 1974; Yukl,
2006), it can be a challenge for some of these theories to stand up to such a test. Does
this mean that military leadership should exclusively use newer, maredaéchniques
and approaches? No. It may be that there are other useful approaches iagéisenfst
training or development for the team. | believe that the observations we seadrom t
research demonstrate leadership to be made up of multiple dynamics: shovsng skil
traits and situational dimensions, as well as lessons in both approach to missions and
execution of them. Many leadership styles came into play at Normandalgethi
charismatic, transformational and transactional (Bass, 1990). But, at the clbia of a
these were the basic traits of leadership which have been noted and discussetkin the la
sections of this work using the reference material of these survivors of@iag D-
Campaign. It should also be noted that many of these soldiers had been through difficul
challenging processes before they ever joined their units. Many of them had gbviousl
demonstrated leadership aptitude prior to D-Day.

| believe the study has demonstrated through the interviews being studidrbthat t
trait-based approach to leadersisia relevant basis for a core leadership theory that
demonstrates thatnder the right circumstances most human beings do have the ability
to lead, and that leadership itself takes many forms and manifests itself in many
unexpected ways, often lingering in the memories and actions of a person long after the
catalyst of the action has been forgottdinere may be many instances where this inner
core could be the base explanation for the actions of soldiers at D-Day. Thus, through

this primary source material, we can build a model of leadership in action, foomsing
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one of the most critical moments in history. | believe this model will demaoa stoay
trait-based theory represents the core essence of leadership.

Through this qualitative analysis and research, | hope to show that many people
possess a core leadership sphere or seed that provides successful leadarquaitto
each person that emerge when triggered by events. Furthermore, | hope to @enonstr
that this leads to further growth when subsequent circumstances allow fwatioat of
the leadership ability. This is not to say that this is a theory about situatiatgetdbip
(Hersey and Blanchard 1969). That theory suggests an approach based on the maturit
level, competence, and motivation of the group. It comes very close to this in many
ways, but does not encompass the other critical motivating aspects demongtthted b
leadership in these situations. Instead, this is an idea that focuses on how cgrtain ke
traits may manifest during high-pressure situations.

One might pose the question of whether the actions at D-Day were simply valor
and not leadership. That is a fair question. Throwing oneself onto a live hand grenade is
valor. Running up and taking out a machine gun’s nest is valor. Taking 132 prisoners of
war and leading them back to your own lines with a squad of six soldiers, an action
performed by Corporal Alvin C. York in World War |, however, is a bit more
complicated and requires a high degree of leadership. This study will providplega
of men who took similar actions that show there is a difference and put it iner clear
light. Certainly, valor plays a role in leadership. Stephen Crane’s bhekRed Badge
of Courage(1895), is a tale of a young soldier’s first experience with combat in the
American Civil War. The soldier runs in fear in his first encounter with iterl@n, he

finds the fortitude to fight, and literally becomes a new man. Eventually, hgesres a
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leader. Thus, valor is a trait that can facilitate one becoming a leaderndédhe
Flight of the Buffalo concept:

“If the leader falls, what happens to the Buffalo? The Metaphors - If tHe lea
buffalo is killed, the herd will stand—easy targets for hunters. The classimand and
control leader is, metaphorically, the lead buffalo: the individual who dirdatayato-
day operations of the company and expects subordinates to defer all impaisiohde
to the top. The Head Buffalo plans, organizes, commands, coordinates, and controls”
(Belasco & Stayer, P.16, 43).

The actions of the men at D-Day do a lot to disprove the idea that if the leader
falls then the organization will crumble or become inert. Many men from gntirel
different units and organizations came together and performed remarkaltiesyate
the chaos and carnage. Much of this can be attributable to the training #giegdeBut
there were factors beyond training that brought about the actions of the mentudihe s
Whether because of military training or because they were being shot aeritet Br
Day instinctively knew they had to act. Their actions and how they performed tHem w

be studied here.
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CHAPTER 6

ANALYSIS OF EXISTING THEORIES

The old adage, “the more things change, the more they stay the same...” may
well come into play when it comes to leadership theory. As more and more study of
leadership theory has occurred, it has nearly gone full circle back into threafeiait
theory. Doyle and Smith (http://www.infed.org/leadership/traditional_lsagehtm),
write, “The first problem is that the early searchers after trags @ssumed that there
was a definite set of characteristics that made a leader - whttestuation. In other
words, they thought the same traits would work on a battlefield and in the staff room of a
school. They minimized the impact of the situation (Sadler, 1997)” (Doyle & Smith,

2008).

As pointed out, this flows well with the situational-based leadership models, such
as those of Hersey and Blanchard (1969). However, others came to the realization tha
the theoretical road was going back to traits. House brought it back into voguaswit
discussion of “charismatic leadership” (1992), as did Goleman (1997) with s late
work on emotional intelligence. Zaccaro seems to tie everything back sartrhis
recent article (2007). He discusses the fact that researchers divergeatdrtrait-based
approach when they only took the surface results of the original Stogdill studies. He
further pointed out that the studies did in fact show that traits were important in

determining leadership once the groups were studied more closely.
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By comparing and analyzing the recollections of the veterans, a picturgesmer
of both the leadership exhibited by the key leaders, as well as by the men themselves
From this we can extrapolate what core traits of leadership were preBebiast
though it should be noted that this does not exclude the presence of other traits or
characteristics that may have been present as well. Where do thesethemees stack
up against the D-Day Challenge?

Clearly, not all theories support trait-based leadership. Many are based on
experience and development of the individual and training. The current study does not
seek to dispel the importance of these other theories. Rather, it seeks to deéenibastra
traits are at the foundation of all leadership. This actually flows into sorhe ofttier
theories, because it explains why people can learn and develop into leaders.

The emergence of schools of thought in different aspects of leadership theory
such as a skills-based approach (Katz, 1955), style approach (Ohio State, Michigan
Studies, Blake and Mouton, 1964), and situational approach all grew out of the rejection
of the trait approach. Nevertheless, trait-based leadership has once a&yaerged as a
strong leader in the field, with some of the other theories, such as leaderimembe
exchange (LMX) (Graen, 1995) and transactional versus transformationakltepde
(Bass, 1990) also an important part of the mix.

Charismatic leadership, as described by House (1992), seems to include many of
the raw material descriptions of what is needed in the leader. It acknowlkdgests
of trait-based leadership as its foundation, while at the same time drawgitiaé cri
distinction between personalized charismatic leadership (selfish antbmegéacal)

and socialized charismatic leadership (nurturing, positive, group oriented, arigvol
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Additionally, House cites empirical evidence which shows that from a physiculgdoi
view, some leaders are producing different levels of chemical activityothan people.
Furthermore, in another study cited by House (1992), (conducted by Ross and
Offerman,1990), cadets at a military academy were drawn to leaders \playéisthe
socialized charismatic leadership traits, although these are dgreraidered
“feminine” traits, and thus contradict the popular notion of the strong overbearing
military leader stereotype. The same was found in the Roush and Atwate(1g8dy
with Naval Academy mid-shipmen. They used Myers—Briggs results andated¢hem
with Bass’s MLQ inventory(1992), finding that leaders who are sensing as opposed to
intuitive and feeling versus thinking types were rated higher on charisma andtingpir
The high n-POW (need for power) (McClelland, 1985) of charismatic leaders
demonstrates empirically what the other observations suggest, that leadets lgad.
(N-POW is the level of endocrinal action for those who hunger for power.) Additipnally
it is noted that those who are benevolent leaders differ in production of other endocrine
levels than those who are, say, more autocratic in nature. So, a high N-POW
(norepinephrine) does not mean one is a potential dictator, but if individuals have a high
N-POW, a low affinity need, and a high activity inhibition then they have the make-up
for being an effective leader, at least according to McClelland (1985).
Traits may be the secret ingredient that made the leadership diffatdddeay.
As already noted earlier, the"82\irborne soldier had to go through rigorous training,
but he also benefited from the leadership of MG Ridgway. However, before you can
become Airborne, you have to go through Jump School. As a graduate of both the U.S.

Army Jump School and Officer Candidate Schools, it is my assessment that mtakes
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determination, stamina, and self discipline than average to make it througiutkesc
There are many other courses in the military, such as Ranger School thatnamsoee
of a challenge to one’s leadership ability. Graduates of these schools had toittiave a |
more drive and pride to make it through, and the OCS candidates had to display at least a
little more intelligence and have a little more courage. Such traits avayldeen part of
the characteristics that made up th&'@2rborne soldiers.

The Ranger units that were in action at D-Day were even more selective Thes
men were an elite group picked from across the Army. Their trainingweasneore
rigorous and demanding than that of the Airborne Soldiers, or of even the leaders who
emerged from OCS. Brinkley notes that of the original 2000 applicants, only 700 were
accepted into the unit. Out of that group, more than 180 did not make it through. The
unit underwent a demanding training regimen that left only the toughest ahd mos
intelligent. The Rangers had to be able to “follow orders and think for oneself”
(Brinkley, 2005, p. 28). They had to have extraordinary traits in order to accomplish the
mission. Leonard Lommel, who became famous as a result of his exploits at Pointe du
Hoc, recalled that the leader of the Regiment “talked to you softly, but finkeya Ibig
brother...he inspired you to do your best. You just wanted to die for him” (Brinkley,
2005, p. 38). Ralph Goranson was another one of the leaders of the Rangers at Pointe du
Hoc. His history has been recalled in other publications, but the eight pages of oral
history that he brings to this study provide an interesting picture of the Ramgktise
leadership they experienced.

Another compelling factor in this analysis is the compactness of the Ipaitie: s

time, events, and circumstances. The soldiers fighting at D-day and thamdtyrm
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Campaign were making incredibly important decisions, often life and death dedisions,
the space of hours and days, and in some cases, minutes and seconds. The men there may
never have had to make so many important decisions again.

The results of the current study will examine trait theory in actiamebf the
most critical junctures in history. From this point, we narrow down the criticatiognes
and assess whether other theories are adequate or if they miss the marladérsrale
really put to the test. It may show that what some theorists today dessipoer
leadership may in fact be critical, even ideal, leadership under trait tla@oryhat while
it is nice to try to be all things to all people, it is not really possible. Followaars to
decide, when they have a choice, who to follow, for better or worse, based on the
circumstances. The idea that so many people at once can all be a leadsomaget

some of the paradigms in today’s thinking and the models that have been developed.
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CHAPTER 7

THEORY ON EMERGENT LEADERSHIP DURING CRISIS (ELDC)

The theory presented in this research will incorporate the perspectives of trai
leadership (Zaccaro, 2007), skills leadership (Katz, 1955), and situational leadership

(Hersey and Blanchard, 1969; Blanchard, Zigarmi & Nelson, 1993).

Theory: Most people carry a degree of leadership ability within themselves that will
emerge and develop under a combination of circumstances and maturity of the leader.
This emergence of traits is more likely to happen in a crisis where individuals aed forc

to move out of their comfort zones than under ordinary circumstances

To give an analogy, we can compare this growth to the tree bark theory. The only
way for the tree to grow is for the bark to crack. Based on the theoretical famsdati
already discussed, as well as the cursory histories | have looked atl sxefeve this to
be well-suited for introduction into the leadership theory discussion. Though itis
understood and makes sense that there is no one perfect theory, | believe thstidipay
results being examined may fit well under this model.

Here is an example of how this theory might practically work:

Robert Dole was an average fellow who joined the Army during World War II. dde w
somewhat reserved but capable. He had a solid foundation and grew up in the Midwest.
He shared a strong work ethic with others of his generation. Once in theymiiga

received training and was offered the opportunity to lead soldiers in battlduckamndy
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accepts but does so because his sense of duty overcame his natural introversion. He
made his soldiers follow orders and maintain the standards. He was a quick study, so he
got the chance like thousands of others to go to Officer Candidate School. He proved a
capable leader. Through a series of events, he found himself in combat ninhgse

He survived them all. On one last occasion, however, he was severely wounded and went
back home with an arm that never worked again. The years of leadershinalus

the innate abilities he carried inside emerged and he continued on his leadership path.
Eventually, he became a Senator.

We see in Senator Dole how he used the traits (trait-based leadership) he had,
along with the skills (skills-based leadership) he developed and applied thenousvari
situations (situational leadership). In “Army speak,” he filled up his rucksabki ks
knowledge and applied it as he grew into an effective leader. There are egaarples
of leaders who have followed this pattern. Could it be someone more recent? How about
Medal of Honor recipient and former Senator Bob Kerry, or perhaps formeosbteat
Cleland? There are countless other examples, including many formealgen¢he
Army. Some of them were charismatic, but most of these men were ordinry unti
something triggered their leadership mechanism receptors and catalgres @slong
term changes in them. How about Ronald Reagan? Brinkley (2005) writes Boys
of Pointe du Hoc¢hat something clicked in Reagan during filming one of the movies he
made during World War 1l. This moment may have led to an impulse for more public
service and value to his life than simply being an actor.

These changes led all of these people over time to grow and embody the ideals of

a leader. Did they have the ingredients there all along? | would say, “yes.hepid t
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also acquire skills? “Yes.” Did the crisis they were in at the time rethera to access

and rapidly apply and further develop these skills? “Yes.” So, Emergent Leadership
During Crisis (ELDC) is a potential explanation for why people like SerBbrDole

become leaders. Did he become a Senator because he went into the Army? Millions of
men went into the Army. Was it because of his injury? There were a lot of mjtivedi

men as well. | suggest that he carried the essence of his leadershipwiits l@vents
unfolded in his life, he had the opportunity to grow and refine his skills. Would he have
been a leader nonetheless? It is difficult to say. But, without the experates

crucible of fire that he had to pass through, he may never have had the strengttyéo eme
from his cocoon.

The model below (Figure D) is another way to describe this theory. It is not the
diagram of an atomic structure, though it will help to think in terms of the nuclear
structure of an atom to understand the theory. It is the framework which holdedhe t
together. EventmeetsCircumstancen an individual. The individual is carrying a core
of traits and skills which are integrated through experience. The combinatisrtdeide
emergence or germination of the leadership factor.

The Classical leadership theories of Plato and Aristotle play a paremasevell.
Borrowing from both of them, it can be further developed by saying that each person
carries a level of leadership ability that can be developed if the evehtsraumstances
are right. In practical terms it is up to the leaders around the various partsety $0
recognize and develop leaders in order to produce a more wholesome, productive, and

egalitarian society.
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Philosophers say there are many ways of looking at the tree. | agrdetiratt
of leadership is filled with great ideas and concepts ready for discussion:
Transformational versus transactional leadership (Bass, 1990), charigadérship
(House, 1992), Leader-Member Exchange (Graen, 1995), and many more theories are
available to review. However, this study proposes that one should look at the events that
set a person onto the path which could lead to further levels or tiers of leadership.
Although it does not take a crisis to make a leader, it most assuredly takedsrddeget

him, her or the group they are with out of a crisis.
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Leadership Trait Emergence Theory

Figure D
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CHAPTER 8

THE CURRENT STUDY

Value of the Current Study

There were many good reasons to do this study. First, | had the opportunity to
look at a snapshot in time, through the eyes of those who were there, and explore today’s
theories of leadership. | had a fresh chance to review the historical eexbget what
may be some of the last input from survivors of the famed “longest day.”

It is also important to note that D-Day has taken on additional significance
beyond the historical arena. The political impact of the battle was signified after
the event. Former President Ronal Reagan used it as the key cornerstone ihipart of
political strategy in dealing with the Soviets in the Cold War. According to Deugla
Brinkley (2005) inThe Boys of Pointe Du HpReagan used the epic battle of D-Day to
help redefine the political lines and to solidify the Republicans and Reagan Résrimcr
drawing out two key points. The first was the black and white line between freedom and
totalitarianism: the U.S. and its Allies against the Evil Empire of the Soviee second
point was to define the generation that came of age in the forties and who had played
such an important role in making the country what it was versus those who followed
them in the next generation.

Brinkley (2005) says that this speech at th® Afniversary kicked off a whole
resurgence of interest in the battle, as well as being the forerunherpdpularization
of a Greatest Generation mythos into American culture. Reagan’s edéotemerous

follow-on events and helped to re-ground Americans and to remind them of their role in
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the world (Brinkley, 2005). The study of the battle and those who fought there helps us
look into the leadership and values of those who were there at the time and also at the
basis of its future political impact. Had the Allies not won the battle, who knows when
the world would have seen the liberation of Western Europe? The invasion took fourteen
months to plan; a second one might take longer, and a delay could very well have
allowed the Germans or Japanese to leap ahead technologically, gaininguagm¢rm

edge. Thus, the study of D-Day and its veterans also gives insight into Ameltiges va

and political views on both the individual and collective level at the time.

This study also allowed us a chance to put today’s values and concerns about how
to lead and manage against a scenario of something that was very important, to explore
how well they fit into that picture. Essentially, when the going gets roughiewlloethe
leadership theories go? Our goal was to determine what leadership approache
prevalent while military members were landing on the beach, miles frome ey were
supposed to land, being fired at as they were sloshing through water with a hundred
pounds of gear on their backs, having to make the choice of what needed to be done in a
timely manner, all at the same time. This study put real leadershipstress into its
proper context and perspective. There are many books that have been published which
describe business as war. This study put that idea to the test.

As mentioned earlier, | was fortunate to be in a position where | could have acces
to this primary source material. | worked in close coordination with two published
authors with Ph.D.’s themselves, one of whom was one of the most senior historians in
the U.S. Army. Additionally, through my own contacts and assignments | have been able

to meet and speak with many of the veterans themselves, both American and foreign.
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This gave me an insight into the battle for Normandy that allowed me to produce a
unique work which will benefit all students of leadership.
Applicability

| recorded the collected interview data from the veterans in descrip8ee c
studies of leadership, writing about the experiences of the veterans in theieatefjor
first line leadership, senior leadership, training, teams, and long-term éftentthe
impact of the events at D-Day on their future success in life. The meashesef
comparisons was found in the descriptive narratives of the interviewees’iedaktat
backgrounds, prior life experiences, and leadership experience prior to D-Day to
determine if they had learned skills from the Army or whether they may hawughir
these skill sets with them. If the hypothesis was correct, these would leavédra
diverse areas of education, social standing, age, and representation of théndaterer
diverse the backgrounds, the more it would suggest the importance of trait-based
leadership in a crisis.

| did a content analysis of the interviews imbedded in the case study. rnbtwas
an experimental instrument since the information gathered was subject toyter $0f
personal perspectives from the veterans themselves. A true experinesetish that
has an independent variable, random assignment (exposing sample subjects to different
variables so that the pre-treatment differences between groups exarsiagdraged),
and a dependent variable (outcome variable). The study of values and internal
motivations requires a more in-depth examination than simply the numericrassigof

values to reach depth in understanding. There were enough interviews frord a broa
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range to gather a very good picture of the kind of leadership style(s) whesesirat D-
Day.

Several groups were described in the selection of oral histories. ©ffiogr
commissioned officers, and enlisted soldiers were compared. Leaderditp in e
organizations such as the Rangers and tA&Atborne was examined. | also gained
insight by studying the oral histories of the ordinary individuals who were net eli
soldiers or members of specialty groups. How the common soldier acted was of
particular interest. This is where a theory of trait-based leadershigufaaty the one
that | propose, could demonstrate its viability. A retired General Offmently said
that, “today, in the NCO ranks, uncommon valor was becoming common” (Shadley,
2008). Certainly, such words are applicable to the heroes of Normandy. By gtDdyin
Day, we are also studying the link between the soldiers of one generdimmere
grandsons of the soldiers of another, who, in turn, were the descendants of the first
generation of American soldiers, those who fought to make America free in the
Revolutionary War. Today, the grandsons of D-Day Veterans fight in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

Native Americans believe that the grandparents raise the young antigpass t
values of one generation to the next. The current generation’s grandparents were the
survivors of the Depression, a World War, and the Cold War. They saw the nation
modernize and change with breathtaking speed. Nearly every cultural, técmica
sociological aspect of American society was turned upside down throughouitvdsei

Yet, despite all of the change, questions, and even doubt of the Hip-Hop generation, the
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“me” generation, the Boomers, and the X’ers, uncommon valor is still, somehow,
becoming common again.

These data may have important uses. The WWII Army was built of mostly non-
professional service members who in a short amount of time were able to fightnaad wi
World War. However, it had a core cadre who knew what had to be done to ready their
men for combat. The findings from this study suggest that the Army could focus on
certain aspects of training and create more opportunities for leaderdisipati@merge
earlier and with more frequency. It also could demonstrate that some thiagglpaise
to the surface and that a baseline of values, principles and training should be made
available and taught to all of our youth as they grow up. Or, it may help demonstrate tha
despite what people say about youth today, if they were called upon in an intense
situation, trait leadership theory suggests they would perform just as adnaisdiihe
greatest generation” (Brinkley, 2006; Brokaw, 2001). The study is comprisedsbiy
first line and junior leaders (leaders ranging from Corporal through @aptaifocuses
on how they functioned. It paints a picture of what they went through and how they
reacted, thus giving a foundational understanding of where leaders iretiadisge.

Senior leaders develop beyond this point and are the subject of other studies. More
importantly, from a practical point of view, we can help answer what every basimn
or general would like to know: do some people have the “right stuff’? Will my people,
army, stand and fight, or will it take flight?

Learning and skills may be tools to help the leader, but this study shows that
many survivors and leaders come equipped with similar tools, regardless of thei

background. Indeed, this study leads us to pose another question which has direct impact
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on where we are today: How does trait leadership from D-Day compare to trait
leadership in Baghdad? There is plenty of material to explore all of theseogsgeatid
maybe even answer some of them.
One product of this study is the resolution of the following question:

Do individuals have a core set of trait based leadership ability that mariiseti

in crisis situations.
Other questions are answered here as well. In particular, there seenasmolde
evidence in the account analyses that supportSrittergent Leadership During Crisis
theory proposed in the previous chapter, that is, 1) when circumstance and event meet,
and a person has a level of leadership that is right for that situation, itamilast itself,
and, 2) once a person’s leadership ability has been catalyzed, it is contingenilaim si
factors as to whether it grows or expands in the future.

Methodology

The interviews of the D-Day veterans were the primary source of infiomfar
this study. Other material included observations from historians and studiesiofehe t
as well as perspectives from senior historians of today. Additional thebfetindation
material was drawn from the works of contemporary leadership theorists. The
observations of the veterans were compared and contrasted against my review of
leadership theory through the ages starting with the classical modeltpdebgrPlato’s
Republic (Sherover, 1974) to the theories of Ralph Stogdill (1947, 1974), Hersey and
Blanchard (1969), and many other theories described in the previous chapters. This
analysis sought to discover what kind of leadership was a dominant style among the D-

Day Veterans.
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It is important to note that this was not simply another trait-based leadership
study. It examines the human side, the drama and the emotions involved. It presents
considerably more information than a determination of what leadership was ptekent a
event. This study presents what these theories about leadership mean, brgming
into terms that illustrate the innate human leadership quality carrieddly asd how it
can surface when circumstances and occasion meet up with one person, a group, and a
challenge, often in unexpected, tragic, and sometimes even humorous ways.

There are several critical foci in the current study:

1) Where do today’s leadership theories stand in an evaluation of the events of D-

Day?

2) What was the predominant form of leadership seen at D-Day?

3) What theoretical model best explains what made these men survive in the test
of battle?

4) Is there an alternate explanation, an intangible which has yet to banedscer
from the echoes of their memory?

5) Based on this study, can we conclude that most of these men had the traits to
become the leader in one situation or another, regardless of rank, and therefore
does that change how we should lead today both in the civilian and military
worlds?

What was the output from this study? To determine the answer to that question, |
had to isolate the areas which best fit the study. Under the backdrop of many of today’s
leadership theories, one finds a defining circumstance where leadershipefasge

Situation, and ProblemThis is seen in nearly every theory discussed regardless of the
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approach. Therefore, in this study | have used these consistent variabtpsrasnents
for each case to be a viable candidate. | present a step by step discussion,abiut
these parallel experiences, with each one of these histories creattipgensulapshots of
the training, of the invasion itself, and of the follow-on battles and actions of leaders
The presentation of the information starts with junior level first line leadwens,axplores
perceptions of senior leaders, spontaneous team leadership, training and itsantpact
lastly, looks at long term effects of the experience. The sample gumaal Iprovided
many excellent examples which met the criteria.

As already mentioned, the main body of resource material was takerhzamrat
histories gathered at D-Day 60. One concept was to divide the accounts between 25
enlisted and 25 officers. This breakdown was similar to how Civil War veteratisdst
by Michael Barton irGoodmenThe Character of Civil War SoldierBarton, 1981) was
divided. Ultimately, however, the division between enlisted and officers wasdblurr
because so many officers came from enlisted ranks, and many enlisted could be
categorized as first line leaders as well, due to the circumstanezslofd soldiers in
combat. Likewise, many enlisted soldiers were also from a crosersetsociety
representing diverse background§herefore, the information is presented on a case by
case basis, using excerpts from the accounts according to other criteria ftstHiae
leader actions, senior leader actions, training effects, and team developthent a
behavior. The interviews were analyzed using a qualitative research wilethgd
focusing on content analysis and coding main concepts through dissectiomrohgec
variables such as key phrases, thoughts and ideas expressed in the interview. This

information was color-coded on a main collection document of the interviews and then
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was further broken down according to the categories previously listed, €sitapli
several other documents used to extract a far more refined product.

The oral histories that were collected did not follow a specific interviewdtyrm
as some were transcribed completely, and others were compiled by upisterdents, as
well as other members of the Military History Detachments of the U.S. Arrhgy all
have the basic unit information about the service member, but the questions vary as the
narrative goes along. In most cases the questions were about what gotitee s
member into the Army, a little bit about their background, and then the narrative would
take off. Thus, we have excellent narratives with very little leadinédynterviewer.

Additional categories included looking at groups of soldiers from specific
divisions or elite units and comparing their histories. This is presented as&idns in
the chapters.

In addition to this, specific engagements or type of engagements providéd insig
to the understanding of the experiences and perceptions of leadership. For example,
those who parachuted in had different experiences than those who went through the
beaches. The soldiers of thé'8&irborne Division may have had a different perception
of leadership and what was required to do the mission than the men who fished bodies
out of the water after Slapton Sands, or who lived through the bombing at St. Lo.
Different command climates and senior leaders were also considered irotéhas
effect on the type of leaders and performance, as well as whether solditrer units
performed differently than they did.

The categories of leadership traits, skills, and measures were daedtthen

each interview was examined using content analysis techniques such as thesedis
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in Robert Philip Weber'8asic Content Analysid990), and Bruce L. BergQualitative
ResearciMethods for the Social Sciend@erg, 2006).
The following examples show how content analysis and coding can give a picture

of the type of detailed research that this study will involve:

Example 1:
A. Categorization Sheet

Subject: World War 1l Veterans character and leadership trait indicator
Source: 100 selected oral Histories from Veterans who returned to Normapelgré0
after the D-Day Invasion.
Categories:
Service member background:
Officer-
Enlisted-X

Education:
High School-X
College-

Socio-economic status:
Advantaged-
Neutral-X
Disadvantaged-

Skills/Responsibilities:
Basic- (example) Loader for artillery
Complex-(example) Fire Direction Control Officer

Upbringing:

Rural- Farm
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Suburban- Small towns

Urban - Cities

Prior Civilian work:

Laborer- ditch digger
Clerical-officer worker

Manager- store, office

Businessman-executive in company office

Professional- doctor, lawyer

Unit:
Elite-
Combat Arms-X

Combat Support-

B. Core Character Leadership Values Categories:

Case: Widener

1) Control

2) Influence

3) Experience
4) Followership
5) Integrity

6) Competence
7) Honesty

8) Strength

9) Endurance
10) Honor

11) Selfless Service
12) Sacrifice
13) Skill

Individual

Colleagues Leaders
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14) Training X

15) Educated X
16) Loyalty X
17) Compassion X

C. Observations from the interview text

1. Ralph Widener displayed loyaliynd compassiowhen he remembered the acts of

heroism that saved him. He followed that up with a real act later on by persgiatyy
to the family home of the man who saved him and met with the mother.

Loyalty, Compassion, Selfless Service, Sacirifice

W I'll tell you one interesting thing, when | did go ashore, the
guy | was right next to, Paul Level, Paul Levelent. We were,
we were going up the beach basically and | suddenly
disappeared from view. | got into a ruttle. A ruttle is anything
a depression in the sand from anywhere from a couple of
inches up to six or eight feet. | fell inside that thing and | was

completely covered. And he, he jerked me up.
Were you under water?

W Uh-huh. Completely. | had a rifle too, even though | was a
linguist in the sense. And then I, he jerked me up and then |
grabbed him and thanked him and two seconds later, three
seconds later, he had his head taken off his body by German

machine gun fire. And he died instantly.
He may have saved your life.

W: He saved my life, definitely!
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Have you ever met his family?

W: Yes | did. | went to see them. Toughest thing in the world to

go and talk to a family.
| bet you they were pretty moved by your, by your....

W Well, | remember his mother put her arms around me and said
| appreciate your coming by.

That must have been a tough, tough thing to do.

2. Widener attested to the leadership, experience and competence of the leaders of
his unit, particularly the NCOs. Widener said that his unit benefited from the
experienced men who had been in the North Africa Campaign and this was part of what

made the difference to his unit at Omaha Beach.

Talk to me a little bit about the leadership and officership
that you had. | know there’s a lot of NCO leadership out
there and we certainly know that they have made some
huge sacrifices. Did they, were the officers well respected
in the 16" Infantry?

W Yes sir, they were. We had good officers but we had better
NCO's.

That's usually how it works.
W: They really knew what they were doing.

Had any of your NCO'’s been veterans of the campaign in
North Africa?
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W Yes indeed. And they all had. They had all been called
back for what would be the landing of Omaha Beach but

they did not know at the time exactly where they were

going.
So they came from different units?

W: They came from basically the L éfantry regiment unit
which (inaudible) North Africa at, where, where they

suffered terrific casualties.

W: | would say that the BInfantry Regiment made better
progress than the 2alid, much better progress than the
116" did. Right. We, we, they just had good NCO's.

And that made a big difference.
W Made a tremendous difference. Right.
A lot of lives probably were saved because of their...

W: I think so. Definitely. Right.

Example 2:
A. Categorization sheet

Subject: World War Il Veterans character and leadership trait indicator

Source: 100 selected oral Histories from Veterans who returned to Normanegré0 y
after the D-Day Invasion.

Categories:

Service member background:
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Officer-
Enlisted-X

Education:
High School-X
College-

Socio-economic status:
Advantaged-
Neutral-X

Disadvantaged-

Skills/Responsibilities:
Basic- (example) Loader for artillery

Complex-(example) Fire Direction Control Officer

Upbringing:
Rural- Farm
Suburban- Small towns
Urban - Cities

Prior Civilian work:
Laborer- ditch digger
Clerical-officer worker
Manager- store
Businessman-executive in company office

Professional- doctor, lawyer

Unit:
Elite-X
Combat Arms-

Combat Support-
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B. Core Character Leadership Values Categories:

Sample Case 2: Widener

Individual Colleagues Leaders
1) Control X X X
2) Influence X

3) Experience

4) Followership X X
5) Integrity
6) Competence X
7) Honesty

8) Strength

9) Endurance

10) Honor

11) Selfless Service x X X
12) Sacrifice X X X
13) Skill

14) Training X X X
15) Educated

16) Loyalty

17) Compassion

1. Ray Tolleson describes the landing at Omaha Beach. In it he refers tingb tra
British sailors who operated the landing craft and the difficulties thegreenced going
ashore. Despite the difficulties, it was even more daunting as they moveddicasar

their comrades were being killed as they were leaving the waterceairieless, they
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continued on, taking matters into their own hands, illustrating a fine line between

training, self preservation, following orders, selfless service andisacr

Training, followership, sacrifice, selfless service, control

T:  But anyway the, the mood, it tightened up by the time we started to
come off the rope ladders off the big ship into our little LCAS
(Landing Craft Assault Ship) which were piloted by British LCA
attachments... We had practiced on them for seven or eight months

in England on landings and...
The British Commandos?

T.  No, they weren't commandos, they were ones that were handled the
little LCA’s you know so they did that and they were trained
regardless by the time we got in the range there we lost there were
three of them and we lost them all they were hit by looking up and
keeping track of things. So eventually we just bailed out of our
LCA.

So you didn’t even make it all the way to the beach?

T:  Atthat point well they dropped the ramp down, but the guys were
just getting mowed down right away so you didn’t want to go that
way, we just bailed out over the sides, when | bailed out | was still
over my head | couldn’t touch ground, but the tide and the wind, it

wasn’t too long before.

2. There are a couple of themes in this excerpt. Tolleson relates how he wasdvounde
coming ashore and a comrade saved him when he bandaged his wound, using his own

bandages. He did not know what happened to the man who saved him until he met him

112



again at a reunion 60 years later. Tolleson relates leadership actionsfivetband.
He notes how an officer just went into shock and could no longer function or lead. He
gives both positive and negative leadership trait examples:

Control (neqgative), selfless service, sacrifice, loyalty, compassion

T: So that was kind of neat, but he told me then he said, I'm here but
I’'m not going to be active, and since I've tried to find him and
haven't been able to. And he gave me a shot of morphine and that
also was comforting. So from that end | was able to make my way
floating and so forth then with the tide and the waves and that
eventually | reached the beach, and | ran into other men from my
company, a Jim Slagel (Schlagel?), who had died a few years ago.
He was there and he had been hit in the back and he was paralyzed,
and there was another fellow by the name of Joe Daniels. He was
just full of holes floating around there and he didn’t last. He died
there, and there were others. An officer of mine that | don't like to
say it, but the shock of the things got to him, and he was out of it. |

tried to--1 don’t know how many hours | was out of it there.

3. In this section Tolleson talks about the reunions and leadership effects of haning bee
a Ranger, especially in respect to how successful his comrades wetleeaitar. This
point illustrates the effects of the training, experience, and values leaniethen

applied over a lifetime.

Experience, Training, Competence, Endurance:

I: So have you been to many reunions?

T: Yes | have. | have a lot of friends. And that's the sad part of it

now. Being that this is going to be it so far. We’ve had our, we get
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together every two years, | don’t know if you're aware of the

Ranger Battalions of World War Il. We have six Ranger

Battalions, one was out in the Far EaSt, 3rd and % were in

Africa, Italy, Sicily and they were wiped out in Mansfield (Anzio?)
three of them. And that they never reorganized. Most of them were
taken prisoners and hit one way or another. Well we had formed in
the states way before we had been training, but anyway, our
association, we have been meeting every two years since the
Forties and we had a couple rousing conventions there in the late
Forties. You know all the guys were youn@,and at’ emht that

time and they had survived and it was just, they tore up the town of
Chicago. It was awful. But later on everyone cooled down and it's
been, we have tremendous amount of men that have been so
successful. You could tell the grade of Ranger we had because they
have been so successful in life, and here we are, our next reunion is

going to be in Fort Wayne in the later part of August.

The preceding examples illustrate ways that a critical analiassnade of the
text while preserving the tone and essential idea of what the intervieweesaassdig.
Once the information from the interviews was collected, there was a ref/ibe key
ideas (values/traits) and a determination made of which ones seem to be the most
commonly found. This was assessed by looking at the number of times a speeific co
value appeared, and then comparing it to the others listed as among the most common
leadership values or traits, determined from the earlier review of |bguénsories.
Most importantly, however, are the in-depth analysis and qualitative obses/atid

conclusions drawn from the passages taken from the interviews.
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CHAPTER 9

HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND IMPACT OF THE STUDY

The use of the D-Day 60 Oral Histories as the basis for this study on emergent
leadership during crisis provided a rich resource for shaping the discussion ofligade
theory from today and yesterday. It provided a chance to look at firsthand acdounts o
leadership in action by those who observed and patrticipated in one of the greatest events
in human history, a time when winning or losing determined the fate of not only the men
who fought there, but also the fate of many others because of its historicel.impa

The historical setting of D-Day discussed in the beginning of this work psovide
the drama and realism that make the study of leadership personal in a veayat
guantifying the data cannot do. When numbers become troops, and troops become
individuals sharing critical moments of clarity, wisdom, pragmatism, brafesay, and
tragedy, then there is something more that is added to the equation. It is an mtangibl
that the Alpha’s and standard deviations of an equation cannot portray. It is something
that the reader and researcher can both pick up, but only by way of gathering af sens
the total context of the events. This proposition, more than any other gives the basis for
why such a study adds so much to our understanding of leadership.

The review of the different theoretical approaches to leadership gives diee rea
an opportunity to have a broad impression of the historical perspective of the ddiject t
has emerged over the last 60 years. Comparing theoretical perspectivesallife
events that took place at D-Day brings theory into application and provides insight int

the flexibility, depth, and suitability of those discussed. Looking at the tadrile
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groups identified, their similarities and differences, as well as tindividual anecdotes
make this study unique both historically and theoretically. | have put a lot of @mphas
into theoretical review. Not all theories are applicable here. Howevennp@tant to
ensure sufficient academic rigor is applied to the process. This is by €mbarking

on a pre-conceived notion of what would, at first glance, be the right leadership theory
In fact, the individuals spoke of so many different topics and aspects of lepdbeght

is reasonable to accept that leadership can be all over the graph. Some spté@rd
training, some spoke @fsprit de corpsand others spoke of character. Skills (Katz,
1955), style ( Blake & Mouton, 1964), traits (Kouzes & Posner, 2003; Stogsdill,1948;
Zaccaro, 2007), and even situational leadership (Blanchard, Zigarmy, & Nelson, 1993,
Blanchard & Johnson, 2003) approaches showed up in the discussion. This gives the
study a broad theoretical base and validates the approach taken to conduct it.

Finally, in an age where so many people find themselves removed from real
leadership and outdoor activity, perhaps living in safe comfortable surroundings, nev
being pushed to their physical and mental limits as the soldier of World War II
experienced, it is important to review where we have come from as a people, as a nation,
in the context of leadership, so that we can re-focus our views, adjust our perspective
and appreciate what we have, as well as take into account what we may hawedost si
the time of the Greatest Generation (Brinkley, 2005; Brokaw, 2001). There maype ma
benefits to this study. It adds to the body of knowledge in leadership. The appreciable
value of this study, and the role that traits played in the battle of D-Day mightiebest
summed up by the words of the American President who kick-started the resurgence of

remembrance and appreciation of the greatest generation:
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Forty summers have passed since the battle that you fought here. You
were young the day you took those cliffs; some of you were hardly more
than boys, with the deepest joys of life before you. Yet, you risked
everything here. Why, why did you do it? What compelled you to put
aside the instinct for self-preservation and risk your lives to take these
cliffs? What inspired all the men of the armies that met here? We look at
you, and somehow we know the answer. It was faith and belief; it was
loyalty and love.

-Ronald Reagan, 6 June 1984
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PART Il
OBSERVATIONS FROM THE STUDY
CHAPTER 10

FIRST LINE LEADERS: COMPANY AND BELOW

Introduction to the First Line Leader

This chapter focuses on the accounts of first line leaders: Men who itssak
in the front, leading their troops and actively participating in formal leagerslds. The
emergence of leadership in this group was noted in nearly every account. Thetse aspe
of first line leadership will involve the following areas:

» Composite picture: who were the first line leaders
Similarities of first line leaders
Emerging leadership experiences

Compassionate leadership

vV V V V

Making use of rebel streaks among leaders

A Composite Picture

What sort of leadership was displayed at D-day among the first line of leaders,
those who were on the ground directly impacting the motivation, mission objectives, and
outcomes of the action? First line leaders were involved in each part of theooperat
from the squad leader with only a few soldiers, to the platoon sergeant or young
lieutenant, to captains who led companies of soldiers. All of them were at the nexus of

the fighting- slogging ashore through the water, jumping out of the
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airplanes, landing in the gliders. They fought in the hedgerows and went house to house
fighting the enemy. They used innovative techniques to overcome obstacles ark“outsi
the box” thinking to win on the beach, in the hedgerow country, and on the hills
overlooking the beach. Throughout the interviews, there were constant examples of this
leader and what he did. The first line leader was not always the same, buteher

many examples which suggest a composite picture of who that leader was anthadbat

him that way.

Theoretical Perspectives on the First Line Leaders

Many of the First Line leadership observations from the study canrhedravith
leader-member exchange theory (LMX) (Dansereau, Graen and Haga ,197ba@tae
Cashman, 1975; Graen, 1976). This theory presents a structure for explaining the process
that occurs between leaders and followers. It focuses on the interactioasrbétes
leader and the follower(s), with the key part of this being the dyadic relafpotinstti

occurs during the exchange (Northouse, 2004).

In LMX theory, the leader and follower form a negotiated bond to determine what
the specific roles and responsibilities will be. In the units at Normandy, tieeee w
several different layers of LMX that occurred at the squad, platoon, congrahy,
battalion levels and higher. In LMX, there are vertical dyads formeceketine leader
and the followers. Those followers who conform to the leaders’ standards and
expectations form an in-group. Those followers who are not willing to meet these sam
standards and expectations comprise an out-group. According to this theodgra lea

may treat all followers equally under the terms of a standard social dortttawever,
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the followers who work into the in-group look for more innovative ways to accomplish
the group mission. In this way, they accomplish more for the leader’s goal, arddke |

in turn reciprocates by spending more time and being more open to exchange of ideas
with members of the in-group. Northouse (2004) says that the impact of this is

substantial.

In the case of first line leadership, the process between building a lagyeum
and reducing the out-group occurred early in the team building (training) process. The
intense training, discipline and military structure, and the common need &together
as a functioning team helped facilitate this process and acceleratdiige drom out-
groups to in-groups. LMX has three phases built on four factors (see table 8.1, taken
from Northouse, 2004, pg 152). The leaders at D-Day had the challenge to develop a
strong enough rapport with their men to get them from Phase 1, Stranger, to Phase 3,

Partner in as little time as possible.

Table 1. The Three Phases of Leader Member Exchange Theory

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3

STRANGER ACQUAINTANCE PARTNER

Roles Scripted Tested Negotiated
Influences One Way Mixed Reciprocal
Exchanges Low Medium High
Quality Quality Quality
Interests Self Self/Other Group

(From Northouse, 2004, originally published in “Relationship-based Approach to
Leadership: Development of Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory of Lsraper

120



Over 25 Years: Applying a Multi-level, Multi-Domain Perspective,” by G.B.eGrand
M. Uhl-Bien, 1995]) eadership Quarterly6(2), 231)

The first line leaders we studied demonstrated that under the circumsiabees
Day, they generally were able to reach Phase 3. The accounts show a genuingyrega
soldiers for leaders, and vice versa. The examples of the leader dealingmflittt
the group and negotiating through the challenges and asserting his \piiltseat as
well. Lastly, the mutual willingness to sacrifice for the group shows thatreetrdous
amount of bonding occurred and emerged, even in cases where there was not a long
period of time to develop this under ordinary circumstances. However, because of the
nature of the situation at D-Day and the great challenges and impending dahger at
time, the emergence of leadership and followership traits appeared to leesdede
especially when viewed in light of the accounts where spontaneous leadership and group
formation occurred. In these cases, the normal thawing procedures and Hasngegc
were rapid, with leadership changing out perhaps as often as every fewohdays,
depending on the type of combat situation. This suggests that time may not be af great
a factor as the model suggests and lends weight to the idea that leadetshiglltrai

emerge under compressed events and circumstances.

A good example of this is when one goes on an airplane ride and strikes up a
conversation with the passenger sitting in the next seat. There is a slight teoreion f
traveling in the air and the possibility of danger, as well as the facdtdhatone traveling
alone may not feel as sure of oneself as in familiar surroundings. The resudtisf thi

often a very engaging and lively discussion that can make the trip go hy fasteigh
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not everyone has such conversations, many of us do. This is one example of how human
traits surface as a self-protective mechanism, a natural inclination togpl@vgroup or

ally to turn to in the event something unexpected occurs. At D-Day, this would have
been a fairly common occurrence, especially among the paratroopers vehivoner

different units as they were trying to re-group after being scatteredsdhsobslorman
countryside. Basically, the in-group became any allied forces member, {p@optwas

also pushed to the extreme - anyone who was not an ally was a potential targst. In thi
way, the men at Operation Overlord (D-Day) were fortunate. They knew who thg enem

were and had clarity in who was friendly and who was not.

The framework of LMX is helpful to provide a way to describe the procesdes tha
went on between leaders and followers, in both formal and formal groups at D-Day.
However, it should be noted that in order for the LMX to function it required a degree of
competency in leadership traits to be present or to emerge from both the tehder a

follower.

Leadership Similarities among First Line Leaders

As discussed in the introduction, the first line leader was in the front leading his
troops. Most of the men in this study were first line leaders at one time or ratiotimeg
their wartime service. The term “first line leader” will be broadly eggplo those leaders
who ranged in rank from Corporal through Captain. Normally, the first line leathes i
first leader in an individual soldier’s chain of command. But for the purposes of this

study, we are broadening the range because there was so much interacten keth a
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wide range of ranks. The first line leader saw to the successful trainmgtodops.

The 82d Airborne’s Duke Boswell recalled that:

We were staying in an airport hanger for a few days before D-Daggsit

around and getting exercise in now and then or play some cards. Then they

told us where we were going. Each platoon was shown their objective.

Then, the company commanders explained what was expected of us. We

were very well-briefed with what was coming and what we had to do.

(Boswell, p. 5)

Boswell was a member of an elite parachute unit that still has a renowned
reputation for its esprit de corps and vigorous training. The leadership he sawedispla
around him on a daily basis allowed him to have confidence in the men who led him,
while at the same time gave him the same level of assurance for his soldiersaining
they received played an important role in this.

Another first line leader was Corporal Harry Browne. Browne was not intan eli

unit, but he nonetheless observed solid leadership on many levels. He relates this

anecdote about a former platoon leader:

It was, the leadership you're talking about, yes it was good. We had a Lt.
we called him the goon. | can see him today. He built about like you are,
about your size, and had a mustache, big mustache, he walked kind of like
an old farmer. Never in a hurry, nothing bothered him, and he was always
right there when something was going on... He was just a, you just didn’t
get excited with him around. Guys figured they had a lot of confidence in
him, and he knew what he was doing, and we trusted him. He proved to
be very, very good, knowledgeable (Browne, H., p. 14).

Browne served in the 2nd Infantry Division and said that the leadership, “could

not be any better” (Browne, H., p. 14). Thus, we have two first line leaders from
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different units who observed and expressed similar confidence in their leadessvasghi
a recurring theme in the study group.

29" Infantry Division’s Walter Condon talked about his impression of the hastily
trained new lieutenants that were on the battlefield at D-Day. Condon spoke of the “90

day wonders® with these words,

In time of war, the most important man is a “90-day wonder.” This would
be a new lieutenant as the casualties were high in that group. They would
come in every week or two. They had to look brave, act brave and lead the
rest of us who were tired all the time over the hedgerows. There ought to

be a special memorial for them (Condon, p. 47).

5™ Infantry Division’s Peter Molinari also had positive words about his leaders,

including the lieutenants:

| had a great deal of respect for my immediate officers. We had a couple
of great lieutenants. We called one by his first name because he didn’t
want to be identified by the enemy during the battles (Molinari, p. 179).

Henry French was a Sergeant in tfidrifantry Division’s 18" Infantry Regiment.
He echoed the sentiments of the others in his description of not only one, but two
commanders. His first Commander was Captain Joseph Dawson, who led him at

Normandy. He states here:

° The “90 day wonders” was the term applied to gaaelsi of the Officer Candidate School Course that
transitioned Enlisted and Non-commissioned Offiterg™ Lieutenants in a much more rapid fashion than
the traditional four year process to get commissibsuch as through the Military Academy or Reserve
Officer Training Corps.
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F: But anyway we were the first ones to get on top of the hill. And

(Inaudible) Captain Dawson said, “When the wind blow, let's go!” So...

I: Captain Dawson?
F: Yea.
I: Was he your Commander?
F: Yea. He was Company Commander. Joseph P. Dawson.
I: Joseph P. Dawson?
F: Yea.
I: Was he a good guy?
F: Oh, he was excellent. He didn’t say “Okay, you men go here, go there
and do this”. He said “C’mon, let’s go!” He was out front. One hundred
percent, all of him.
I: You’d probably follow him anywhere. (French, p. 81)
French goes on to talk about his second Commander, CPT Crooks {Interviewer was

unsure if it was Crooks or Crisp}:

F: Yes, he (Dawson) was wounded and then... they sent him back to the
States. Captain Crooks take his place.

I: Was he a pretty good leader?

F: Oh yea. Crooks was a real good guy too. | met him.

I: Wow, you were blessed to have so many good officers!

F: Oh yea.

I: Usually they always tell us officers were not that good.

F: Oh, we had good, excellent, first class in my book.
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F: Yes. Dawson, he found the trails. You know, the German’s had their
trails and he just helped me find one and there we went in (Inaudible) and

knock out with a couple machine guns and rifle (French, p. 81).

The fact that the interviewer expressed a level of surprise at Frenshifptien
of his officers illustrates that some perceptions of officer leadershymeed to be re-
examined. In all of these descriptions, there is a level of fondness and confidérce in t
leader. The leader was a trainer and a participant. Leaders who led thedvsdyaeed in
the perils of their soldiers were respected.

Perhaps the best example of what first line leadership at the compangoleidel
do is expressed in the words of Ralph Goranson, who was an OCS (Officer Candidate
School) graduate at Normandy. Goranson was a Ranger who commanded a company at
D-Day. Goranson went to Fort Benning to attend OCS, the same place that still
graduates young Lieutenants today from the ranks of enlisted soldiers. d@hsans
recollection of how he ended up going to OCS is similar to how many others related the
experiences. He had the combination of background and skills that were readignappar

to his leadership early on in his Army career:

Because of my D.C. (Author’s note: Drill Corps) training which {I} had

in high school, and when | graduated there, | was set in command of the
regiment. | found out much to my chagrin that | was classified as a cook.
[laughs] But the Company Commander said, "Don't worry." He said,
"We're promoting you as a supply sergeant. You will be the acting supply
sergeant and go out on the firing range and things like that to qualify but

in the meantime you're running the supply.”
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So... on the day we were graduating, within one or two hours the old man

was chewing me out because | didn't have my stripes on. [laughs]

Well I'd say there {I} was a Supply Sergeant and he called me in once or
twice about applying for officer school- OCS. And | said, "Well maybe..."
So one time | had a two day leave and | went down to L.A. to get a friend
of mine and | came back and there wa

s Pappy - a First Sergeant with two million years in the servicangait

for me at the bus stop, "Get off! Get cleaned up! Get your ass over to the
board!" [Laughs] So | did that and | was approved to go to Benning... We
graduated more applicants from that group | think than from any group
that went through there.we were as goofy as hell but we had a good

group. (Goranson, p. 100)

Goranson reveals much of his training and the character of those around him, as
well as those above him in this passage. He was identified early on to have some
important leadership skills, but then also proved to be capable in the duties assigned to
him. Eventually, his leadership was recognized to the point that his leadersaflyactic
made him go to OCS. Once there, he found many others like himself who were all a cut
above the rest, “goofy as hell, but we had a good group” (Goranson, p. 100). Goranson
graduated with one of the largest OCS classes at Fort Benning. Hisligaces
enhanced by his desire for more responsibility and challenges. His Comneawléhss
and not only encouraged him, but also rewarded his drive. Goranson describes the

experience:

G: Our class, | don't know who were the people but we graduated more...

|: Students.
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G: [More students] at that time than had ever graduated...it was a fun
bunch. I don't know what happened to any of the guys because | went off
to the - | went out for infantry Lieutenant, which | got sick and tired of and
that's why | put in for Ranger School and | was taken in there. | went into
the Ranger Regiment for a while that had a full eagle (Colonel) battalion
commander {Interviewer comments: normally a Lieutenant Colonel leads
a battalion.} ... | applied for everything | could. Well | was training there
and the Colonel, uh, Major then, called me into his office and said, "I'd
like you to take over the Charlie Company as the Commanding Officer.
He said, "Nope. No questions, no answers. You want the job or you don't
want the job.” He was a great big guy. | said, "Well | want the job." And
he said, "Well you got the job. Well, what are you sitting there for? Go get
that company in shape (Goranson, pp. 100-102).

Just the way that Goranson describes the vignette between himself angahe Ma

who offers him the job shows the core of Goranson’s drive. He made a decision, and he

had no hesitation at that point to accept it. He displayed some of the requisitadtaits t

Company Commander must have- maturity, judgment, and decisiveness.

Goranson led a Ranger Company at D-Day on Omaha Beach. He lost 35 out of

70 men within minutes of escaping their sinking vessel as it pulled in to shore.

Throughout the event he maintained his bearing and his mission. Not every Commander

or Officer at D-Day did this; but throughout the accounts in the study group thess leade

managed to do this. An 82d Airborne soldier, Curt Hatcher recalled how this happened

during the parachute jump into Sainte-Mére-Eglise:

When you're there, you don’t know all the workings. You're really

looking over your shoulder, and trying to protect yourself and get your job
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done. MAJ Kraus€ was good at getting all of us organized while we
were still scattered all over the place. After we got control of the town,
the Major had an American flag flown over the town hall building, which
he carried since the units’ actions in Naples, Italy (Hatcher, p. 109).

Hatcher recalls Krause as a Major, the Regimental Executive Qfficeothers
recall him as a Colonel, the Brigade Commander. One referred to him as “Cannonball
Krause” (Boswell, p. 5; Delaney, p. 57). Regardless of this difference in ¢ieras
soldiers recalled his actions and the flag he carried. And, regardlessaiiljibecause
of the circumstances of the event he still was a direct leader on the grohrideanten
who landed. He immediately took charge, organized, and gave direction for the soldiers
who soon started to form up and gather in groups.

The Airborne troops were scattered all over the Norman countryside according to
the accounts in the study. Fifteen members of the Study Group were 82d Airborne
veterans. Many others were from the L01These veterans were from units with high
standards and demanded more from their soldiers than other units. People did not just
become Airborne. They had to earn entry into the organization, and they had to meet
higher standards. It is not exceptional that a Ranger or an Airborne Paratwoajter
carry the requisite traits needed for leadership after such a vettiogsgr However, not
all first line leaders at company level were in elite units. Nevesketheir accounts are
just as compelling, if not as exciting as jumping out of an airplane first.othese

leaders was Irv Koplovitz. He became a First Sergeant in a personnel gaumplan

10 As mentioned in the text there are several vamatof the rank for Lieutenant Colonel Edward Kegus
who was the Battalion Commander. Prior to this las e Regimental XO (Executive Officer) as a Major
LTC Krause received the Distinguished Service Cfoshis actions on 6-7 June 1944 at D-Day.
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these circumstances prior to D-Day. Nearly all of Koplovitz's squadron chain of
command was killed in the flight from America to England. However, Koplovitz and
others in the unit rose to the challenge. Koplovitz describes how he and his troops felt
about being dealt such a loss, even before going into combat:

It was certainly the lowest morale point we had. We quickly rallied and
reminded ourselves that we were trained to do a job and that we had to do
that job no matter what happens. So, with each assignment we got, we
carried it out to the fullest (Koplovitz, p. 120).

Koplovitz’ account was consistent with the accounts of many other first liner¢eade

They did not need Airborne Wings or a Ranger patth demonstrate their leadership.
They did what they had to do when called upon to do so. One of these, William
McNamara, was a reporter. He led six men ashore at Omaha and on through Europe
recording events of the War. McNamara was an officer in charge otip gfo

men who covered the news of troop movements and personnel experiences. His office
was on a ship off of Omaha Beach until they came ashore with a radio and mimeograph

machine in his jeep (McNamara, p. 161).

McNamara may not have been the “tough” leader seen in other units, but his
contributions and those of his men in recording the history of D-Day and the rest of the

War were nonetheless critical, longstanding contributions.

™ During World War |1, the Ranger patch was a blmgthwise diamond with the word Ranger
embroidered in yellow.
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Others had less formal entry into leadership roles. Francis Lamoafru
508" PIR (Parachute Infantry Regiment), 82d Airborne became a leader siynipdjriy

a volunteer:

So when | hear the word volunteer my ears perk up, so | went to Captain
Bogath who was the commanding officer of our G Company. | asked
Captain Bogath | hear rumors that they need men for this special mission
they've got going around for the invasion. So I'd like to volunteer for it. |
did the same thing at Aberdeen, when | was there | went to the company
commander and there’s a notice on the bulletin board that they're looking
for volunteers for the airborne. | told them, hey, sign me up, | volunteer.
He said, “Lamoureux are you crazy? You want to be a paratrooper?” |
said. “sign me up.” They put me in charge of a detail, at that time they
still considered me a regular Army, so by serial number 0011888-0
became all but 3's with the draftees. So | got put in charge of that detail
and only five of us volunteered for that detail and we took the training
down. | just herd them - shepherd them down to Ft. Benning to get the
jump schooling in. So that was the first time | got put in charge of a detalil
of men, where | had to take care of those guys. | was responsible for
getting them there, and at that time | was only a Private (Lamoureux, p.
124).

Lamoureux’s spirit of volunteerism and desire for responsibility led him to be
identified as a soldier who could be counted to take action when others were not
watching. He was a self-starter. His initiative led him to levels piorsbility others
would never have.

Many of the jobs did not involve fighting the enemy directly. Many of the heroes

of D-Day had to fulfill gruesome tasks that others would not have been capable ¢f doing
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such as recovering bodies. Samuel Lence of thdrif@ntry Division was one such

leader. Lence not only had a tough job, but also had to take care of his men. It put him at
odds with others at times and resulted in him losing rank three times. Lence feadttbe ha
take up for his men even if it meant getting in trouble. He recalls theenbel that came

with his job:

One of my primary jobs was retrieving bodies from the landing craft, and
bodies hung up on the pylons, and bodies ensconced in the propellers of
the landing craft--Higgins boats, you name it. | had to dive for some of
them, but | couldn’t dive deep enough without equipment.

I: You were busted down (in rank)? You were a sergeant three times?

L: I was a son-of-a-bitch. My last break was on account of a fist fight

with a mess sergeant. He wouldn’t feed our crew because our charge-of-

guarters failed to wake us up (Lence, p. 141).

This small piece from Lence’s account shows the human tragedy of the fight.
Throughout his account, he refers to the waste of it all. Certainly, someone who had this
task had an eyewitness view of the carnage of war. Yet, he stuck to his mission and took
care of his men. The fist fight with the Mess Sergeant is a classic thke @f but in
the field coming in to the confines of some camp, only to be told he is too late for chow.
As the leader, Lence takes on the bureaucracy (in this case the Mess Sdrgeanse
rules or no rules, his men need to eat. He may have lost rank, but he certainly
maintained the loyalty of his men by his actions, and he later earned his rank back.
Lence was not unique as a rebellious first line leader. There were otHergnotp that

had to use unconventional methods to accomplish the mission. Harold McCauley had to
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break the nose of one of his soldiers to get him to be a team player. In today’s
environment and its revised standards of leadership and conduct, this would be a
problem, but when you are preparing for a critical event like D-Day, some afilitees

can be lost:

| was in charge of three DUKWSs. One guy had been in the engineers, and
had been in every outfit in the Army. He ended up in our outfit because
there was only one place worst than our unit, and that was the gliders. If
we could not handle them they went to the gliders. We got into a fight. |
was his corporal and he said something to me. | broke his nose. He broke
my nose. Somehow, we ended up the best buddies that ever was. We got

together at the reunions and cried every time (McCauley, p. 152).

The fact that McCauley had to show the guy who was boss eliminated friction in
the relationship. McCauley acted in a consistent manner and fixed the probiesd, ea
the man’s respect, and eventually they both benefited from a better réigtiand
performance because they were able to form a cohesive team withngsatrawn.

Many first line leaders did not have time to mince words or sugarcoat things.
There was a war going on around them. When they encountered resistanakrnbat di
pass the common sense test, they dealt with it, regardless of the consequgnmeghthe
face afterwards. This was a trait that many of them had to have in order to suteife. S
Sergeant Paul Merriman of the #3Bield Artillery Battalion witnessed an incredible
series of events, reacted to them, and then went on to rejoin his unit, all in one night. His
unit Commander and First Sergeant were in a convoy of vehicles that blew up, killing

several people including the Commander. Merriman was the driver in a second vehic
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because another driver had poor night vision. The lead vehicle hit a land mine, blowing
the vehicle in to the air. Men'’s legs were crushed. Merriman describe®tieeast his

actions that saved the lives of several people:

First thing we did was check out our people. Their right legs in most
cases were like mush... | took a knife and sliced part of the boot off of
them, slit the bottom of their trousers, and as carefully as | could put
some sulfa powder into the wounds, covered parts of the legs that were
hurt, and we administered sulfa pills to those who were wounded to
prevent infection. Then the medics came in, but there was only one. We
rode with them, and Captain Blum took them to the rear echelon for their
first treatment. | stayed with them until about one or two o'clock as |
recall and then | got a vehicle and caught up with my outfit (Merriman, p.
170).

The way he recalls the event and the steps he took when it occurred show that
Merriman could handle pressure, danger, and think at the same time. Despitothe c
of the landmine explosion, Merriman matter-of-factly recalls what they did.

Merriman also noted that the first line leaders were often killed becaused¢hey
leading their troops in dangerous areas. This is a statement of the obvious, but his point
was that it forced younger, inexperienced soldiers to have to take on roles and
responsibilities they may not have been ready for, and as Merriman said, dth&y h

grow up fast™

In the infantry, the officers and men go first. Unfortunately, this leaves
things in a pretty bad state as we know from the stories of things that
happened at D-Day. When you lose all your officers and sergeants on

down, because they follow, it is pretty hard to get organized and keep
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things going; that’s the tough part. You can’t expect a man who is a
corporal or even a private; he grows up in a big hurry. That was the
unfortunate part of all that. In our case, (inaudible) we saw what was
happening to these guys on point. It was always a sergeant or a corporal
who would go out on point because somebody had to be in charge, the guy

with the stripes (Merriman, p. 173).

Eventually, Merriman, though only a Staff Sergeant, ended up commanding the
battery he was in at one point, for a brief time at least, due to loss of the comarashder
other leaders.

Norman Schein was a member of thetQE&gineer Battalion. He was a sergeant
who was resilient and smart. He knew how and when to act- and he saved lives because
of it. Here is one example from his account in how he saved a fellow soldier after the

jeep they were riding in was hit by enemy fire:

The jeep was hit so | ran. Then | got up when they went for more ammo,
and | had a .45 caliber submachine gun, which wasn't good for more than
fifty yards, but it made a lot of noise, and | cut loose about sixty rounds at
them, and they took off. He was hurt so bad, and we carried sulfa in bags
on our belts, and | cut his pants off and put sulfa on one side and the other
pack on the other side. | put a tourniquet on his leg. | didn't know exactly
how | was going to get him out of there, but right behind those two French
women ... laying there all shot up, were some fence posts. | took his pants
off and made strips out of them, and | tied them to the fence posts. |
grabbed him by the collar and ... got him to the jeep, which was still
running. | ... beat it back about nine miles to our lines. They were just
putting up a field hospital and they came running with their IVs and blood
and they took his dog tags. They never took him off the jeep... He lost a
lot of blood. Then they took him inside. The doctor was there, and | said,
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"Can | see him?" He said, “l want to talk to you about this.” They
stabilized him and put him in a wire basket. They said, "We can't do much
for this man except get him blood and stabilize him." After they got him
stabilized, he wanted his coat, so | went back to the jeep and got his coat,
and it was full of shrapnel holes. | said, "You don't want this any more do
you?" He said, "l want it more than ever.” So | put that beat-up old coat
over him, and that's the last time | saw him. He wrote me several times.
The doctor came up to me and he said, “Are you responsible for this?" |
said "Yes sir." He gave me a hug and he said. "You just saved a man's
life." If you hadn't gotten him here right away, he would have died. | was
proud about that. He and | went through a lot. We got shot at. We got
howitzers (shells fired) on us. | was wounded three times, and he got it
once real bad. But we went through it. We made it (Schein, pp. 226-227).

Walter Raymond was another leader from th& /@ He was a corporal whose
job was to look after his soldiers — both on the job and off the job. In one instance

Raymond describes trying to keep his guys out of trouble and having to answer to “the

old man” or CO (Commanding Officer):

| would have still done the same thing. Cause even when we went but ...
know like when we was just training they'd get- these guys would get
drunk and stuff. | never drank. | used to get them back and every time
they got busted | got busted. Captain would say, "Walter!" And I'd say,
"Captain they're my guys and | got to take care of them." So...0k”
(Raymond, p. 192).

In another passage, Raymond describes the chaos at the landing and how he urged

his troops to move out, as well as his motivation as the first man out of the ramp:
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R: .... ljust wanted to get out of this thing and get on land. That's what |
wanted to do. | said, "If I'm going to go, | want to go on land. | don't want

to go in the water.” As soon as that thing was down | went.

I: When you were at the beach, and obviously there's a lot going on, did

you have an initial impression? Or what were your actions?

R: No. lItjust ...the thing was to work your way in. Get in after the
Germans and just work your way in. Work your way in. Get away from

the beach. Cause at the beach they were sawing everything up. You had to
get away from the beach.

I: When did you finally feel safe?

R: When we were in about a mile or so, and it was rough but you know,
what the hell and everything. A lot of guys were lost and different ones
were out-of-it and everything.

I: ... how many of your guys did you have with you when you felt safe a

mile in?

R: Well I had about seven guys, seven or eight guys, and the guys were--
going.
I: You just kept your squad together?

R: You kept your squad together and tried to keep contact with the rest of
the company. That was the idea. You don't want to lose everybody
(Raymond, pp. 192-3).

Walter Raymond never made it past Corporal. But to the six to twelve men he

was responsible for during the watr, it did not matter. What mattered was that he wa
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conscientious and watched out for his men. Raymond noted that even a good leader
cannot fix what is broken sometimes. He also discussed soldiers who went berserk and

who could not be settled down:

I: Any instances of true leadership or cowardice for that matter camping
on that first day?

R: Oh we had guys that would go a little berserk and you'd see them, and

then you wouldn't see them. I've seen guys.

I: What is the leadership response to that if you have a guy?

R: Well, you try and calm him down but you can't jeopardize a whole
squad. More or less...he's on his own.

I: What does that mean go berserk? What do you mean by that?

R: Well you just...everything gets to him with the fighting and the killing

and everything and that was it. You didn't...you just didn't care about

anything anymore. You'd try and get a medic to get him and maybe give

him a shot to calm him down or something, but you didn't (pause). Your

time was...like | said everything moves so fast, that you just don't have

time to tinker with. You try to do the best you can. That's it (Raymond, p.

194).

Raymond, though only a Corporal at the time, had to deal with highly complex
challenges in a compressed, quick timeline. “Everything moves so fast, ydonist
have time to tinker with {it}.” To survive the landing, get off the beach, move inland and

engage the enemy every step of the way required skills and abilitiestiea¢iher there

or were not. Fortunately for Raymond’s men, he had those skills. Raymond may not
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have realized the impact of his leadership. But the fact that he survivedadsra fen
point,” as SSG Merriman describes it, shows that he was more than adequstgdbr t

Like many other first line leaders, Raymond was wounded on more than one
occasion. Yet despite that, all he could think of was to get back with his squad. Though
this is related to the team bonding and the need to share in the group, it also speaks of his

own internal traits as a leader to want to be there with his men:

| wanted to get well. | wanted to get myself well enough because | didn't
want to be in there. | know the guys were out there and my outfit was
there, and | just really wanted to go back, which I did. | got wounded like

two or three times... (Raymond, p. 196)

It also was not uncommon for people to refuse care if it meant leaving their cemrade
Though not a first line leader, one battalion commander kept going:

Our 2nd battalion commander, Colonel Vandaborg (Author’s note:
Lieutenant Colonel Benjamin H. Vandervoort was commander of'the 2
Battalion, 508 PIR [Parachute Infantry Regiment]) fractured his ankle

and we put a gas mask around it to protect it. He stayed with us right until
then end, and even when they tried to evacuate him he refused (Delaney,
p. 57).

Similarly, 2" Lieutenant John F. Kennedy of Company K" I¥fantry Regiment
was wounded three times but still managed to get back to his platoon to be with his men
(Kennedy, p. 118). The bonding, the training, and the sense of caring for one’s men seem
to have all played a significant role in many of these veteran’s actions airédntiem

to overcome wounds in order to carry out their duties and to keep going when they might
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have opted out of their leadership roles once they had been wounded. It seems rather
more likely that the wounding created greater resolve and determination iretigtm
added to their sense of resolute purpose to “keep going.”

Lt. John Landis of the 47Infantry Regiment, ' Infantry Division, took over
command of his Company when the Commander was killed. His recollection included
the American bombing at St. Lo, an event which cost hundreds of American lives
including Lieutenant General Leslie McNair, demonstrates how thie sty and

responsibility played out:

One of the main things | remember was when one of our own airplanes
bombed us and killed six hundred of our men. | know it was
unintentionally, but we were trying to break out of the hedgerows and they
pulled us back about a mile. At that time the 1800 bombers came over and
started dropping bombs on the German lines. The wind blew the smoke
back on us and the bombers behind them started dropping bombs on us
and killed General McNair and | believe a Colonel from the Air Force

who was in communications with the bombers. So they lost
communications with them, and the following bombers had no idea of
who they were bombing. They were just dropping bombs on the smoke
and dust. Finally, somehow in about an hour they got it stopped. The men
of course were wounded - a lot of them. The bombs had disoriented a lot
of them so | just grabbed what men | could get a hold of and we had to
advance. We got to our old position and | got about a hundred yards past
that and | got hit with an airburst so....that's when | left the Company.
(Landis, p. 136)

This passage is in line with historic accounts, such as those provided by other men

and by historians such as Stephen Ambrose. The St. Lo bombing was a devastating
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event. Allied forces were trying to break through the German’s defensige [iiee plan

was to soften the resistance by heavy bombing followed by a generallgttdekAllies.
Unfortunately, a heavy amount of smoke started drifting back into the Amemes: li

even though they had pulled back to what was considered a safe distance. The poor
communications of the time, compounded by the drifting smoke, resulted in heavy
American casualties. To have survived the bombing and all of its drama, and then found
the fortitude to not only move oneself out of the bomb-induced stupor but also to urge on
fellow soldiers, was certainly a major act of bravery and leadership.

The recurrence of sergeants and lieutenants taking on additional responsibilities
and successfully leading their men is interesting to note. AccordBigitiees in Social
Psychology in World War [[Stouffer et al., 1949), there was significant disparity in the
educational levels of officers, non-commissioned officers and enlisted merateBy |
1944, the OCS program had churned out many thousands of officers, and the ranks of the
Army were burgeoning with newly-commissioned lieutenants. These nrerselected
from the enlisted and non-commissioned officer ranks. Many were veterans and had
several years of experience prior to being commissioned; others weremature or had
been educated prior to enlisting. Their demographics represented a brdadfswa
Americans from all economic and social levels. These contributing factorsdoto be
significant in the performance of these officers. They show that mangrsfait D-Day
had the same grit, determination, and discipline to do the hard jobs on the ground as the

NCO’s whom they led. Thomas Alley commented:

We had excellent officers and commanders. They were hard as nails but
great people to us. | had six different company commanders during the
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war. We lost them to wounds from the actions we lived through (Alley, p.
3).

Likewise, the 82d’s Ed Asbury said this of his commanders:

Through the entire war, my chain of command was great, and we got great

training. We all did what we were trained to do (Asbury, p. 4).

Fellow 82" Airborne member SGT Zane Schlemmer recalled his fellow soldiers and
commanders with this observation:
From officer to private, we all jumped from the same planes. If there were
any misfits, they left very soon. Some people said we were like a pack of
jackals, but | thought we were more like mongooses. Our officers were

superb (Schlemmer, p. 228).

This willingness to share in the hardships of the men was not without some
humorous moments, even at the scariest of times. Faced with a grounded vessel at

Normandy British Naval Lieutenant Micha@lAlton recounted this event:

So we, on our own, went pottering along the beach, looking for any sort of
gap to get into.quite a distance from where we first anchored...we
grounded, he then ordered the door lowered, and I, as junior officer, was
in charge of the lowering of the door for it. The door went down, but

didn’t appear to go the full way down. | thought that’'s curious. So we
wound it up again... There was immense resistance. And the hands were
toy, toiling as hard as they could on the handles. And as | say,
commissioned or not, | lent a hand, too. And | wound as hard as any of
them, until, suddenly, the two back buttons of my trousers burst. So every
turn of the handle the door came up a little more, my trousers went down a
little more, too. Ultimately, with great effort, we got the door up to sea
level (D’Alton, p. 4).
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Perhaps the greatest challenge was the losses of men in such numbers, often in
minutes due to bombs or heavy fire. The First Line leaders never really haddtie ti
think about such things, but they noticed them. They detached themselves from the
events around them and kept going. Henry French, of G Cbinfahtry Regiment

summed it up this way:

F: Oh yeah. There’s bullets and (Inaudible) all around but one way to go.

(Inaudible).

I: Just keep moving forward?

F: Keep moving forward then.

I: A lot of guys on your boat didn’t make it?

F: Some didn’t make it, yes. (Inaudible) (French, pg 81).

This short exchange is stark in its presentation of what so many of thess leader
ultimately had to carry with them from D-Day forward: the loss of the menléaeyAnd,
French'’s reply says it all in a quiet, dignified and respectful way, “Some digke it,
yes.” Whether one was Company Commander Frank Goranson, or SSG Merriman,
desperately trying to save the lives of his own Commander, the weight of these loss
was a tremendous challenge to deal with and still continue the journey. The lalger sc
of the details are not available on how every case was handled; but there anky certai
examples of what may have occurred countless times, many miles away fremortbe
of Normandy. The weight of this responsibility and how these first line leaders tid@ndle

is explained in the next section.

Compassionate Leadership
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Many of the soldiers who arrived on D-Day never made it past the beach, except
when washed in by the waves, or when fished out of the water by men like Samuel
Lence. The compressed time and battle space of Normandy gavenigtiiet men to
pause and deal with their grief. Leaders who had the weight and responsibiligy for t
lives of their men keenly felt this; but still had to drive on with the mission. Act now,
grieve later seemed to be the mantra they had to follow.

In the interview with SGT French, there is this exchange regarding thautiés

of dealing with the profound sense of loss one feels when comrades are lost in battle:

I: Kind of messy isn't it?
F: Itis. You can’t look back on those things. | don't.
I: No.
F: Just can’t do it.
I: No. And if you do, you can really make yourself pretty miserable if you
dwell too long on those things (French, p. 81).
For Lieutenant Landis, there was no time either:

Well, | was an Executive Officer when | was assigned to the Company as

a replacement officer and the Captain was killed and | took over command

of the Company at the time” (Landis, p. 135).

CPT Goranson also had no time to grieve during the fight, as he still had the other
half of his troops to take care of. Goranson’s account of scaling the ciffs dodgsloé
his men has already been presented, this critical part of his account is wignhng

once again:
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G: Everybody got off but the boat was destroyed and the crew got on
another boat. But the boat was [pause].
I: So once those doors opened what happened immediately?

G: What happened immediately was machine gun fire all over the place.
And my instructions were you know: The rest is going to be fine. Get your
fanny across the beach and get in a firing position and then go about our
missions. And our mission was to clear the right flank of the beach but
unfortunately, I lost thirty-five men out of seventy - almost eighty, before

they got out of the boat.

I: Before they even got out of the boat?

Goranson lost 35 soldiers in a matter of minutes. Nevertheless, he and C
Company still had a job to do. There was no time to pause for each soldier or any
opportunity to take a break until long after the men left behind had been collected for
burial. Thus, there were no formal good-byes, merely a sudden break in a line or
connection between different individuals who had collectively made up a team.
Corporal Howard Manoian of the 51®arachute Infantry Regiment also had no choice
but to keep going:

Both my battalion commander and the executive officer were killed while

we dropped from the heavens. Othlitutenant then became battalion

commander for awhile. A more senior officer was later brought in from

the 508" and assumed that position (Manoian, p. 143).

Leaders had to step up, take charge, and make decisions and they had no time to

deal with the normal emotional challenges that accompany loss until muchHater

Walter Raymond and his troops, it was constant motion:
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I: After a firefight, how long before your squad would calm down and the

adrenaline slows down?

R: Well we just kept moving, moving, moving you know. The only time

your adrenaline went down was when there was nobody shooting back at
you. Have time to take a drink of water and to get something to eat if you
had it. | went hungry up there an awful lot--quite a bit (Raymond, p. 196).

There was no time to eat, adrenaline was working overtime, and they ways alw
moving- this was what the combat soldier at D-Day was experiencing. élddane
expect to keep track of who was lost and when? Raymond further narrows down what
was going through most soldiers’ minds here:

I: Either happiness or sadness? The emotions? Through the interview
you've been relatively matter-of-fact, this is the way it was, but it mus

have been...?

R: Well you want to know? ['ll tell you the truth. Me, myself, | didn't

have time to think of anything like that. 1 done my job and | was just

trying to save my skin. | was looking out and | was looking out for the
guys. | tried to teach them everything | know. To keep yourself straight
and sane...would | get wounded or anything. So | done the best | could.
Cause there were young guys like me. Yeah you get some old guys in but

they're just so reclusive. So... (Raymond, p. 198)

And yet, many of these leaders did keep track, and with poignant words thegveocad
of lost comrades and reactions both at the time and afterwards. Major Geeéjal (R

Milnor James Roberts was the Aide de Camp to the V Corps Commander, Major General
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Leonard Gerow, during the landing. He recalls this memory, one that is likeatreerg

that occurred during the Battle:

On the way across, | was chatting with another fellow who was my age,
same rank, both captains, and both training in the military and civilian
background. We were like two peas in a pod, really. | had known him
before. We had a nice conversation. On D-Day Plus One, | had to go
back to the beach, | don't recall what for. They had not policed up the
bodies. | accomplished whatever mission it was, but then | ran across the
corpse of this officer | was telling you about. 1just happened to see him.
He was lying down dead, a hole in the middle of his head. His crossed
rifles were still on the shirt, his captain’s bars were still on there. He's
there, and I'm here, and | really got shaken up over that one. Five years
later, | got in touch with, this guy’s family. He had gone through ROTC at
the University of Maryland. | was able to then identify his family, sotl g
in touch with them. | had been with their son (inaudible). That was an
instant I'll never forget (Roberts, p. 207).

Major General Roberts carried the memories of his friend for five yearfent
was able to discharge his duty to his friend by locating his family and perhvaps gi
them a small amount of peace by saying he had been there with him, he knew him, and
most importantly, remembered him. It is no small wonder that this man becameralGe
Officer. He had the attributes of loyalty and duty, and he felt the compe#iedg to do
this unrequested task, to somehow bring peace to the man and his family. MG Roberts
also shows a level of humility, acknowledging the debt he felt, and the responsibilit
keep a self- imposed contract with a friend. MG Roberts went on to become Chief of
Staff of the Army Reserve from 1971to 1975. Certainly, it is no surprise that a man with

attributes such as these would have gone on to such an important position.
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Ray Tolleson of Company A,”‘?Ranger Battalion was introduced in an earlier

section. He was wounded on the way in to the beach. Fortunately for him, he was saved

due to the fast thinking of a comrade. This part of the account continues his rexollecti

of that event. Here, he describes how forty years later, the two met up agiésor,o

had been injured about150 yards from the shore, and his friend Bill Dounows patched

him up while still on the beach, but he then had to continue on, never knowing whether

Tolleson had survived or not. Tolleson recalls:

A great thing happened to me, and we had a reunion in San Diego in the
1980’s and we registered for each of the Companies... anyway, here | am
at this reunion and he was so excited because when he left me there he
never dreamt that | would survive and the shock was such that | didn’t

know that it was even him that did it (Tolleson, p. 268).

Somewhere in their minds, the information was being categorized at an incredible

rate while the action was going on around them:

Well my pathfinder team, there was only 9 of us, actually assembled, 2 of
those guys were 504 men, that means only 7 were actually together on hill
30. The other guys where Nickleson was, the other half of the stick most
of those guys were all killed, one of them wasn't killed until a few days
later. He was shot, {and} he fell in the water and drowned before they
could pull him out. That was Walter Harrelson, he was on our pathfinder
team from H company. He drown&d(Lamoureux, p. 131).

These kinds of details were present in nearly every lengthy account irotige gr

studied: A quick recollection of those who were present, the circumstances, and then the

12 Although the Airborne units landed inland thereeva number of drowning because the Germans had
taken the pre-caution to flood the flatlands in anound various potential drop zones. The Merdenesr
was close to Ste. Mere Eglise, and manf 8&borne troopers, loaded down with gear peristhede.
(Zabecki, 2009)
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actions of the individual himself. Sixty years after the fact, the memafribe men they

fought with were still as vivid in their minds as they were the day the evenised.
Others carried their responsibilities for their comrades for maang yetil other

pieces of information became available. Once receiving such informatiorgdteely

just as Francis Lamoureux, from the 82d Airborne did:

One of the guys, he was probably number 12 on the stick, he was from |
company, his name was Ralph Nickleson, from Nasheville, lowa. He was
only about 20 years old, young fellow, | was 24 when | jumped into
Normandy. He was carrying a land mine, and as soon as his chute popped
open, and when mine opened | went through about 2 or 3 oscillations and |
was on the ground, that’'s how low we were. We were really low, and we
practiced 500 feet in England, but I think this was a little less than 500
feet. But Nickleson got hit by small arms fire, mine went off and he was
dead before he hit the ground. In 1987 | was in Texas, El Paso, we had a
reunion, and there was a letter handed to me, his sister had written a letter
to the 82nd airborne, and from the 82nd went to about 3 or 4 or 5 hands,
and asking if anyone knew, and she had heard that the 82nd was having a
reunion in El Paso, Texas and she thought she could find someone who
knew her brother, and who could tell her how he died, what happened to
him, how he got killed. His body was brought back to the states and
buried in the family plot in Nashville lowa, but they never knew what
happened. Of course the military escort came with the body, but they
couldn’t tell them anything. So the letter reached me, because | was the
only guy who knew him, knew he was a pathfinder. So when | got home,

| called her and told her the whole story, and a lot more. She came to see
me that Christmas and she stayed the weekend with me, and she still likes
me because | told her all the good things about her brother. |told her he

149



was killed instantly before he knew it. They never knew, but they were

glad to know it (Lamoureux, p. 128).

This happened many years after the War, yet his duty was clear to leamour
Out of the multitude of events and experiences from D-day onwards, Lamoureux
remembered his friend and the circumstances of his death. He found the man’s siste
and was able to provide closure to the chapter of his life that had not been there. His act
of compassion was another dimension of his overall composition as a leader. An
observation can be made here that this came from within; it was part of lastehgust
as it was part of the character of many of the other leaders and survivorsag@o m
similar efforts to close chapters for other comrades.

Sixty years after the fact, the memories of the men they fought withsti# as
vivid in their minds as they were the day the events occurred. Ralph “Doc” Wididiner s

remembered Peter Weitkus, a medic from Texas who saved countless lives:

I: I was asking Doc here about the, some of the casualties that took place. |
wanted to know, were there significant amount of medics available and

triage available there on the beach area?

W: Peter Weitk, W-E-I-T-K US was {a medic who}was with the parts
company. He was killed that day but he saved a lot of lives.

I: Do you know if he was ever put in for an award or anything?
W: Uhhh, I don’t know. | really don’t know.
I: Okay, well that's something | can check on.

W: Yea, you sure can. W-E-I-T-K US Peter.
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I: Peter. Do you know maybe where he was from? United States?

W: He was from, | believe, Fort Worth, Texas.

I: So, Peter probably did a lot of triage bandaging, bullet holes.

W: | remember him attending to a lot of soldiers who had been wounded
pretty seriously. And he himself was killed later in the day.

I: So he was exposed to fire.

W: Right.

I: On numerous occasions probably.

W: Right. Correct.

I: They lost a lot of medics here on D-Day.

Widener was never able to track down Weitkus’ family, but he never forgot the
heroism and actions of the man. As a fellow medic and leader, he carried a ketrof Pe
Weitkus with him and still rendered him honor, sixty years later. The action of
remembering someone may not be so unusual, but with all of the other people, events and
actions of the previous sixty years to have passed by and to still remeraloeedst to
the actions of Weitkus, as well as to Widener, who speaks so highly of him. Wfdener

cements the presence of this trait of loyalty and duty by relating thid@eec

W: I'll tell you one interesting thing, when | did go ashore, the guy | was
right next to, Paul Level, Paul Levelent. We were, we were going up

the beach basically and | suddenly disappeared from view. | got into a

13 Both Widener’s and Tolleson’s accounts were useeikamples in the methodology chapter. However,
their accounts were not integrated into the wotleyfwere simply examples of how the process was
conducted to collect the data used in our analy$isir accounts are integrated here, along withréseof
the study samples. | chose to keep their accoamslbecause they are compelling and add to thearhap
analysis.
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ruttle. A ruttle is anything a depression in the sand from anywhere
from a couple of inches up to six or eight feet. | fell inside that thing
and | was completely covered. And he, he jerked me up.

I: Were you under water?

W: Uh-huh. Completely. | had a rifle too, even though | was a linguist in
the sense. And then [, he jerked me up and then | grabbed him and
thanked him and two seconds later, three seconds later, he had his head
taken off his body by German machine gun fire. And he died instantly.

I: He may have saved your life.

W: He saved my life, definitely!

I: Have you ever met his family?

W: Yes | did. | went to see them. Toughest thing in the world to go and
talk to a family.

I: | bet you they were pretty moved by your, by your....

W: Well, | remember his mother put her arms around me and said |

appreciate your coming by.

I: That must have been a tough, tough thing to do (Widener, p. 286).

Ralph Widener was a leader at D-Day, and he continued to be a leader afterwards.
An additional footnote to add about him here is that he actually went through basic
training again at Fort Benning in the 1980’s and became a regular fixture tariegtra
companies there. He had been involved in 66 consecutive training cycles inspirigg youn

soldiers with his dramatic accounts on leadership in battle, at the time of thesuater
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Not every leader was able to rise to the occasion. Some were overcome by the

events. Ray Tolleson mentions what happened to one officer from his unit:

An officer of mine that | don't like to say it, but the shock of the things got
to him, and he was out of it. | tried to--1 don’t know how many hours |

was out of it there (Tolleson, p. 265).

Tolleson himself was overwhelmed by the combination of morphine, wounds and battle:

And he gave me a shot of morphine and that also was comforting. So from
that end | was able to make my way floating and so forth then with the tide
and the waves and that eventually | reached the beach, and | ran into to
other men from my company, a Jim Slagel (Schlagel?), who had died a
few years ago. He was there and he had been hit in the back and he was
paralyzed, and there was another fellow by the name of Joe Daniels. He
was just full of holes floating around there and he didn’t last. He died

there, and there were others (Tolleson, p. 265).

Tolleson continues his account, illustrating the whole experience of being wounted in t
middle of the fight on the beach and making his way to an aid station:
I: So you eventually passed out?

T: Yes, that morphine and whatever happens, eventually | woke up and
someone said there was a medical station up a ways and | was going to try
and walk up the beach but I didn’t have any strength. That sand was too
much for me. And what was the weird thing, a tank was around there, and
we sure didn’t have tanks before, but there was one and the guy tried to
drag me up onto the tank he was going up there, but by that time he had
attracted too much attention from the Eighty-Eights and mortars and all
that, so he told me to get out, and so I slid off. And so from there | walked
up | couldn’t stand in the sand on the middle of the road, feeling that
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nobody would waste a round on me anyway and | got up to the medical
station and | was there for the rest of the day. Sometime during the
evening | got out. They took me out to a ship and | was on an LST
(Landing Ship Tank) and in bad shape (Tolleson, p. 265).

Rebels Make Good Leaders

One of the recurring themes in many of the accounts is the emergence of fthe rebe
streak in many leaders. A rebel streak is not attained in a classroothoflthea
accounts discussed, it surfaced when no other option was available. For example, the
earlier account of Samuel Lence is not an isolated event. While not every desuuted
in a fist fight, these leaders were willing to risk even court martial wiheame to doing
what they felt was necessary. In the following section we describe miok
disobeying orders from officers, improperly obtaining and using equipment, or using
personnel in ways that were not strictly by the book.

Medic Tom Scanlon got into trouble on a couple of occasions and was nearly
court marshaled for ignoring orders, interfering with a mortar attack adohfe€&erman
prisoners. Scanlon is an outstanding example of so many of the heroes in the group
studied. He is candid and frank, and does what he has to do to discharge his duties.

Scanlon explains:

During the time | got the Bronze Star, the enemy had a mortar set up in a
house. It was set up in a door way. We put one shell in there. If you did
hit them, all you could do was hit them in the arm with fallout from the
walls. They had machine guns covering the one gate to get in there. They
had crossfire coming in there, and that is why we had so many wounded.

The guys trying to get over the hedge rows were getting hit. The
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lieutenant that was there comes over on the radio and says he’ll direct fire
into that house. He then calls in and drops that artillery right on top of us.
| was screaming cease fire on the radio because we were right next to the
house. They stopped and then another lieutenant come over, a mortar
lieutenant, who was the guy that ran the mortars, and he said he’ll call it
in. He called for fire. They wouldn’t fire and said to him “you goofed.”

He said he was on target, and that he was the mortar lieutenant and he
finally got them to fire. He took me back to Major O’Malley and he said
I’'m going to Court Martial you. The major asked what | had done. |

began telling what happened and | was loud. The lieutenant said “I'm
going to do submit this soldier for Courts Martial. Major O’Malley told

him, “Stay alive as long as this man has, doing what he is doing, and you
will be fine. Now get out of here, you're not going to Court Martial
anybody!” Then he said to me, “Scanlon, stay away from him.” | replied

to the major “He nearly killed us, Sir” (Scanlon, p. 221).

Scanlon showed incredible courage and strength of character in taking on the
lieutenant and pushing the issue to get the mortar attacks stopped right in the middle of
the fight. If he had been wrong, he would have faced severe consequences, and even if
he was right, would the senior officer take his word over the lieutenant’'s? Scanlon

continued to ride that rebellious streak when he was taking care of wounded soldiers:

It took us 24 days to get to Schoenberg. The lieutenant was going to dig
in his mortars. We got in a lot of shell fire there. We had a bunch of
wounded there and we had about 10 enemy soldier prisoners. | told him
they were mine and | was using them and he asked why. I told him it was
to carry our wounded guys out, and they did. When we got back, when we
got them all out, those guys had on over coats. They were soaked through

them. | didn’t stop because | couldn’t stop. | told the lieutenant to give
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them K rations and some water. He said “We don't feed the enemy.”
Regardless of his position, we did give them food and water, otherwise

they wouldn’t have eaten at all (Scanlon, p. 222).

Scanlon overrode what his lieutenant said and did the right thing by taking care o
the prisoners. He also was practical by putting the prisoners to work to helihevit
wounded. His pragmatism and dedication to his mission over rode the conventions of
rank or place. Tom Scanlon performed as a leader should- he did what was required to do
his job and take care of his soldiers. Scanlon often had a very broad way of interpreting

instructions and permission while he was out doing his job as a medic:

| had a real run in with a Colonel once while trying to save soldiers who
were wounded. It was in Germany. We had 10 litter bearers and we had to
go and get the wounded out. He was down in a gully in a jeep and he told
me to stay down there with him. He asked where my litter bearers were. |
said they were down by the river water. He told me to go get them so | can
count them. | replied that | will leave them where they are. He saidl that
could take any vehicle | needed to get the wounded out, and his jeep driver
heard him make that statement. He kept on telling me to bring them over
to our position. Finally | got teed at him and called him every name in the
book. The artillery observer, CPT Rosen told me you are going to get
twenty years in Leavenworth. |took his jeep that had a big radio in it. |

told the radio guy to get out. He refused. | reminded him what the colonel
said about getting the wounded out and took the jeep anyway. When the
colonel came back for his jeep, the radio man was sitting there with his
radio. He asked where his jeep was and his radioman replied that the
medic took it. They had one other jeep there that got stuck in the mud,
and a tank went to pull him out and the mud came right over the jeep and

the driver.
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Later on, | saw that colonel in the Huertgen Forest when he cracked up. |
asked him if he remembered me. He said “I will never forget you.” But
you know, he never said a word about our first encounter. All that cussing
at him before, and | never heard a word about it. He could have sent me to
Courts Matrtial, but he didn’t (Scanlon, p. 232).

Other situations brought out something akin to a rebellious streak, but it was more
of a commentary on the leadership at the time. One disgusted junior officer, Raymond
Mason, had this to say about poor leadership during the Battle of the Bulge. He did not
mince his words when he spoke to his battalion commander:

Coming back down, we are all heroes, but we are not always heroes. We
found an entire battalion of 155 mil howitzers abandoned in a field with its
prime movers. The soldiers, the artillery men were all down the road
gathered together in a field. | had our people drag some of the guns loose

that were stuck. It was a sickening thing for an artilleryman to see.

When the battalion commander came out on the road and asked how the
fire fight was going up the road where we had just come from, | told him,
with all the sarcasm that | could muster that there was no fire fight.tTo ge
back there and recover his guns and they were all loose and ready to go.
He left ammunition, sights, firing locks. They just abandoned everything,
and bugged out. It was a “bad news” thing. As an artillery man | hate to
report that but it happened (Mason, p. 150).

The way that Mason makes the phrd¥ée are all heroes, but we are not always
heroes,”is a striking self-admission and revelation of the soldier and leader. Such times
required leaders to be rebels occasionally, not necessarily to be heroes, btlido ge

mission done.
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Sometimes it was not only the NCO'’s and Junior Officers who were rebels.
Although senior leaders will be discussed in a later section, it is appropmatalicthe
anecdote from the accounts of Louis Happle and Gordon Howell, (first introduced in
Chapter 3, Part V.) who served together in the Navy and were present to take in wounded
soldiers. The example of when the Colonel pulled up to a gangway with a wounded
soldier whom he was putting in for a Medal of Honor left a permanent impression on the
men of a truly caring leader. His words, at the gangway, recalled by Gordoril Howne
up how this leader felt about his soldier and to what lengths he would go to take care of
him, “And the colonel replies, “Young man, let me tell you something -1 have a wounded
man here that | am putting in for the Medal of Honor, and | don’t want to hear anything
about gang weighs, and | want him brought up there right now! (Happle, L. & Howell,

G., p. 111)”

This exchange shows that even the highest ranking officers had to sometimes
fight the system in order for the right thing to get done. In this case, the Vemulteto
extraordinary lengths to see that the soldier he was putting in for the Medahoif H

would receive the quickest available care.

First Line Leader Observations- Summary
Although many leaders acted with courage and decisiveness, as well as other
important leadership skills necessary in battle, there were some who did not.l,Overal
however, the weight of the accounts demonstrates that first line leadeB3agt D-

possessed a composite personality with many attributes: ability toastayioder
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pressure, ability to empathize with others, ability to stand up for their meityltya
their men and their duties, ability to take in and process information and make sound
decisions. They did not forget those who went into battle with them nor did they forget
their families, often delaying their own peace of mind to bring peace of mind to those
who had lost their loved ones, even if it was years later.

Throughout this chapter, we have examined many examples of leadership that
emerged among first line leaders during the D-Day Invasion, as wadteawards. _The

composite picture that emerges is a leader who was diligent to his duti¢$o loiga

troops, compassionate, and at times rebellious when the mission called/fa itave

seen that leadership at the first line level is not necessarily the eéalther the enlisted
soldier or the officer.

There were many examples of lieutenants showing maturity and leadership that
contrasts to some thinking and stereotyping of today’s lieutenants. Looking back on my
own lieutenant days and up to the present, the lieutenants have been perhaps underrated
and put down, often being the butt of jokes, and typically being viewed as lost and
clueless. The examination of these accounts shows that the lieutenants of Akfis/d
themselves with honor and courage and demonstrated exceptional leadership. There is a
lesson in this observation: we need to re-examine how lieutenants and junior leaders a
treated and empowered. Likewise, the majority of accounts speak positively of the
captains and company commanders who led these men. This was not quite so
unexpected, but their fascinating accounts of leadership painted a fuller pioiiratof
leadership on the battlefield is. The observations of how the non-commissioned officer

who made up the squad leaders and platoon sergeants went to incredible lengths to get

159



the mission done also brought a depth to what the study of emergent leadership involves.
The question of why they did what they did has been partially answered in this chapter.
They acted because they felt an intrinsic need to look out for those who followed them.
They felt an obligation to see the mission through because they knew there wasrno ot
choice once they hit the beach or jumped from the plane. They acted out of loyalty, duty
and self-resolve for their cause, their country, but mostly for their seldier

This chapter focused on how first line leaders led their troops in direct toles
the next two chapters we will look at the impact of officers senior leaddrsav their
pattern of leadership at D-Day and beyond inspired their soldiers to perform and win

under harsh conditions, difficult odds, and sometimes at any cost.
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CHAPTER 11

PERCEPTIONS OF OFFICERS BY ENLISTED SOLDIERS

We discussed observations of first line leaders in the previous chapter. These
leaders were primarily at the Company Grade (rank of lieutenant aneh¢aoteh below.
Among the observations made was that contrary to many perceptions, even one
interviewer for example, soldiers’ perceptions of officers werergéigevery favorable.

We noted there were some exceptions to this, but overall the group was solidly positive
their views of their officers. Additional empirical research showed thatjtiaktative
analysis is in line with the quantitative analysis done by the Army, published in the
Stouffer (1949) study.

The examples given in our study portrayed caring leaders who were on point with
their soldiers. Most of the group studied was in the combat arms, and all soldiers of front
line deployed units. The data from the Military studies shows that soldiers waanwer
units that were not deployed or whose leaders did not serve alongside them, svere les
likely to display these same traits, and were less respected by theiGtoefigf et al.,

1949).

According toStudies in Social Psychology in World War (Btouffer et al.,

1949, Chap.5, pp. 363-429) attitudes about leaders in World War Il had several phases
and parallels. In the initial phase of the war, there was a generallplideattitude

about the Army. As the length of time in the Army service increased, there was a
generally decreasing percentage among all ranks in positive attitudesvards the

organization. Correspondingly, there was a similar trend among enlisted and non-
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commissioned officers towards officers as the war progressed. Althougithloesa
stressed it was not a causal relationship, it does show that a level of disillusi @troet
the organization and its policies as whole increased over time. The attitudinal trend
among soldiers who were nearer the fighting action generally esdlectre favorable
attitudes towards officers than among those who were in units away fromrttiedig

This was most strongly reflected among combat arms soldiers survegéekh(de 2),

who showed up to a 20% higher rating for officers being willing to go through agythin
they had to go through, as well as for the level of personal interest in thessoldie

themselves. The table below reflects this observation:

Table 2. Attitudes toward Officers among Troops in the European Theatem{pgese
Responding “All or Most”)

How many of the officers in your How many of the officers in your
present outfit are the kind who are present outfit take a personal interest
willing to go through anything they in the welfare of the men?

make their men go through?

Noncoms Privates Noncoms Privates

Infantry rifle and

heavy weapons

companies 63% 70% 60% 61%
Other field force

units 52% 58% 56% 52%
Communications

Zone troops 43% 51% 51% 44%

(From Studies in Social Psychology in World WarStouffer et al., 1949, Chap. 5,
p.366)

The fact that the men at D-Day were certainly in the front lines and wkby le

officers who had to share the same burdens, hardships, and dangers as they did validates
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the observations of both the survey conducted in April of 1945 and those of the accounts
in our study. This also gives further validity to what the men have to say about thei
leaders as well as lessens the likelihood that they may have embeadiitadtened their
opinions over time since it correlates closely to the quantitative studystesul

The military study by Stouffer showed that, overall, the opinion of enlisted and
NCOs who viewed officers unfavorably outhumbered that of those who viewed them
favorably. But among combat units this was not the case. Indeed, in our study, most
comments indicate the opposite. The data indicates that a good reason for thigmaay be
of the men who were on the front lines, most were combat arms and were members of
units with highesprit de corps These factors played into their favorable attitudes about
their leadership. The discipline, training and challenge of many of the units, dovitile
the tone set by the leaders of such units, added to the favorable attitudes.

The Stouffer survey points out that those who were not in front line units as well
as those who were not combat arms had a less favorable attitude in generddeabout t
officers. These soldiers made up the majority of the army, as there was iailooiy t
jobs that had to be done to provide for the infantryman, tanker, and artilleryman who
made up the bulk of the front line units in the fight. Thus, despite the hardship and rigors
faced by units in combat, there seems to be a bonding effect towards leaders, woho had t
rise to the occasion and perform more efficiently as leaders, most likelg thedustere
and challenging circumstances.

A good example of this more favorable attitude towards their officers was give

by Harry Brown of 2? ID. Brown was in the engineers, not the infantry, but they were
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on the front lines. His unit had fewer NCOs, and he was inspired by the leadership of his

lieutenant:

B: I'd say not counting the 3rd replacement depot, with the 2nd infantry
division the leadership could not be any better...Well, I'm a private, and
I've been a private and | went into the 2nd infantry and there were four
privates. And engineers are not by organization are not prone to be loaded
too heavy with noncoms there are usually a lot of privates and PFCs a lot
of tech T's not too many line infantry type (Brown, pg. 14).

Signalman ¥ Class Clifford Goodall of the U.S. Navy gave his impression of
one officer from the Engineer Branch. During this time he was with tAén2antry
Division. Soon after D-Day there was a major storm that caused significaageam
the beach landing area. He describes the storm and the amount of energy the captain put
into his job working to clear the harbor so ships could come in:

That was the most awful thing | think | have seen, the piling (up) of ships
was just, you can’t believe the mess that thing (storm) had left. So that
particular period | was working with a captain, | believe he was with the
149th Combat Engineers his name was Capt. Hanen (Hannen?--ARK). He
was a real dynamo. What we would do sometimes is blow up just to get
an area open so you could bring in the ships, but during that whole period

we really couldn’t do much. The storm was just too bad (Goodall, pg 95).

Tom “Doc” Scanlon, whose exploits were discussed in the earlier section on first
line leaders, related how his commander would not support him for a pass to see his

brother, who had been wounded over the skies of France. Scanlon, who had a reputation
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for being a rebel when necessary, was given the pass through the effortshailaén.
Scanlon’s brother was on a B-17 and was shot down over Paris. He was rescued by a
young French girl who helped him get to a hospital for surgery. Scanlon desusibes
brother’'s wound as “being a hole so big he could see his heart beat (Scanlon, p. 224).”
Scanlon told his commander he needed a three day pass to London. His commander was
a doctor in the aid station where he worked. He turned down his request:

So I went back in the hut and cut my stripes off and went back in there and

threw them on the floor. | respectfully declared that | was going to go

around you and | want you to reduce me to the rank of PVT of my own

volition. | told him I am going to see my brother anyway. A military

Chaplain finally got me that pass. He said | had better be back by six

o’clock in the morning of the third morning. | assured him | will find out

what | needed to know, and then I'll be right back. Looking back, it seems

| was a rebel all the time | was in the Army. Sometimes | reallydnaé t

to save lives (Scanlon, p. 224).

As a leader, Scanlon was willing to give up his position so he could go to see his
brother. He showed guts and determination, as well as a combination of stubbornness
and rebelliousness. His commander may have had reason to deny the pass, but perhaps a

more compassionate decision would have been better. In the end, the chaplain played the

key leadership role for helping Scanlon to get the pass.

These examples from different branches of service show that manyftiice
were on the front lines understood what was important in leading their soldignaior
sailor. Each example was different, but each provides a snapshot of a certayn qualit

brought out by the realities of war. In Brown’s case, his leader was compmeteident
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and provided a reassurance to his men, most of whom were privates and PFCs. In
Goodall's case, the Engineer Captain he remembered was a real dynanoneswine
clearly had drive and the ability to get the mission done in very difficult ciraunoss.
Finally, we see Doc Scanlon, whose commander did not see the need for a pass.
However, his chaplain did see it and demonstrated effective and compassionate
leadership, using his moral authority as chaplain to get the pass for him tosvisit
wounded brother.

This compassion and understanding was a trademark trait that showed up several
times in the accounts. It must be said that the officers were not clairvoyaohdeuthey
saw an issue, they often did the right thing for the soldier, even if it wag dittdutside
regulations.

The 82%s Daryle Whitfield’s father was busy setting up a Post Office for the
Navy in Casablanca during the North Africa Campaign. He took matters into his own
hands to go and see his father, and instead of ending up in the stockade, a wise, caring
and understanding leader let him officially go visit:

{my}calling to duty began when my dad sailed overseas on U.S.S. George
Washington. He was at Casablanca in the Navy setting up a Post Office in
that area. Early on during my time overseas, | jumped the fence to try and
visit my father as | didn’t believe | would have been allowed to otherwise.
He put me in a jeep and | returned to my company. | later on got a 3-day

pass to have a good visit with dad (Whitfield, pg 274).

Whitfield’s commander must have made the right choice in how he dealt with

him, because Daryl Whitfield went on to be wounded three times in one battle, and
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served in other campaigns beyond Normandy, including Market Garden and th@Battle

the Bulge.

Further Perceptions of Officers in Action

Another aspect of officers in action is seen from the following extractataf
from the Stouffer study (1949). In Table 3, 188 enlisted soldiers were asked to recall
their experiences with officers who they thought did a particularly good job. ®bp gr
was from soldiers who had served in the Mediterranean theater. One hundreduorty-f
soldiers answered the question. Comments about officers who displayed courage,
encouraged men, and showed concern for them were among the most frequently

mentioned of the group.

Table 3. Characteristics Displayed by Officers Reported by \fetafantrymen in
Mediterranean, April 1944 (reported as percentages of comments in each

category)

Percentage

Led by example; did dangerous things himself, displayed personal

courage and coolness 31%
Encouraged men; gave pep talks, joked, passed on information 26%
Showed active concern for welfare and safety of men 23%
Showed informal, friendly attitude; worked along with me 5%
Miscellaneous or unclassifiable 15%

(From Stouffer et al., 1949, VOL 2, Chapter 3, p.125)

In Table 4, interviews of soldiers of all ranks were conducted in three groups

numbering 260 for enlisted, 414 for noncommissioned officers, and 75 for officers. Their
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answers and comments relate an interesting picture of the differeneegib@inior,
inexperienced soldiers and older, more seasoned NCOs and officers. It isminjoorta
note that while younger inexperienced soldiers regarded courage and aggresssveness a
premium skills, the more experienced soldiers and officers placed otlitautatty such as
knowledge and job performance, and leadership ability and practices at a much higher
level of importance.The first set of attributes mentioned - courage and aggressiveness -
correlates with the same level of importance as in Table 3, but that table ddexlose
information on leadership and practices, whereas this one does. The more diverse group
brought out this aspect of leadership, and suggests that more developed leadeerecogni
the importance of leadership ability and practices over both courage and knowledge and
job performance.

Table 4 is an expanded breakdown of Table 3. It provides more information on
what comprised the statements that were combined to form the generalized myservat
in Table 3. This is included to show the broad aspects of the variance within the general
leadership attributes identified. Due to the quantitative nature of the Stautfesss it

is helpful to include this portion to show more texture to the interpretation of the data.
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Table 4. Characteristics Displayed by Officers Reported by Rank ofavieter
Infantrymen in Mediterranean, April 1944 (reported as percentages of
comments in each category)

Percentage of Comments Mentioning
Each Characteristic

PVT/PEC NONCOM OFFICER

Courage and aggressiveness 59% 42% 30%
Fearless, brave, cool, “had guts,” 46% 35% 21%
disregarded personal safety
Displayed aggressiveness and initiative 13% 7% 9%
Knowledge/adequate performance of  28% 19% 13%
job
Knew what to do and did job 19% 9% 3%
well
Observant; alert; excellent on 6% - -
scouting and patrol work
Carried out orders to the letter 3% - -
Used good judgment, common - 10% 10%
sense; good planner
Leadership ability and practices 8% 33% 56%
Leadership ability and 2% 13% 14%
miscellaneous leadership
practices
Helped other men; took personal 3% 10% 24%
interest in them and their
problems
Led by personal example; - 9% 18%
always with men in combat
Cheered men by humorous 3% 1% -
remarks
Miscellaneous or irrelevant 5% 6% 1%
Number of comments N=260 N=414 N=75

(From Stouffer et al., 1949, VOL 2, Chapter 3, p.125)
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Summary

The data from the Official Government Surveys from the Stouffer volumes
showed that highly thought of leaders led by example, faced danger, led the walg throug
personal courage and acts. Additionally, the leader was someone who encouraged his
men, gave pep talks, and passed information. The third most frequent actions of leaders
that enhanced their standing were when they showed active concern for the amdfar
safety of the men. The study data clearly shows that the higher level oitynatalr
experience in both NCOs and officers correlated to a change in the perceiveamogort
of various aspects of leadership. This study was only one of many that were conducted
in the multi volume work of the Stouffer group. However, it adds an additional
validation of many of the observations discussed in the current study, partiaularly

relation to the perceptions of the first line and senior leaders.
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CHAPTER 12

THE SENIOR LEADERS

Introduction

There were many leaders who were both famous and infamous during the war.
Countless articles, movies and books have been written about many of the well known
ones. It does not take a student of history to be familiar with names like Patton,
Eisenhower, Bradley, Montgomery, and De Gaulle. Other well known leaders from D-
Day specifically included men like Lieutenant Colonel James E. Rudder, Guaianat
the 29 Ranger Regiment, and Brigadier General Teddy Roosevelt, Jr., son of a President
and Medal of Honor recipient. In this chapter we will look at some of these men and
their leadership through the lenses of the men who followed them, observed them, and
saw firsthand how they handled the leadership challenge of D-Day and beyond. Their
insight brings a new side to the story of these people made famous by tloeis aciil
participation at D-Day. The composite archetypes we can draw about themtlshbws
senior leadership is not in fact limited to a specific quadrant on a chart. Each of the
officers presented in this section measures up differently in the descriptithresn. No
one of them is alike. This short, cursory look at these leaders who have been studied in
depth by many others provides a basis of reflection when we consider theHgattaits
of the first line leaders of D-Day.

More importantly, the anecdotes from the accounts of the men who knew them
and who interacted with them on a regular basis show important leadership dynamics

We will get the opportunity to look at the leadership traits that emerged amaeg the
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leaders during the heat of battle, under the strain of the grueling responeitiiigy
Campaign itself vice the experiences of the first line leaders. When lwatltizese
senior leaders, we may see some archetypical characteristics thiaavedyeen
displayed in our review of the more junior, first line leaders. When we look at the
profiles of them painted by the men who were there, we are not simply looking at the
regurgitated words of historians. We are looking at them from the perspectneeroén
who marched side by side with them, who experience their fears, pains, and triumphs.
1. The other Roosevelt- Archetype 1

FDR may have been the President, but to the men of the 4th Infantry Division,
Teddy Roosevelt, Jr. held a special place in their heart. Roosevelt was one stfdhe la
his kind: A gentleman officer who hailed from another generation that seemeddo fee
certain level ohoblesse obligéhat has become somewhat absent in our society today.
The bookAWOL.: The unexcused absence of America’s upper classes from military
service(Roth-Douquet, 2006) goes into detail about a precipitous drop in participation by
the privileged of America in military life since the end of World War Il. Wheitheas
been due to ridding campuses such as Princeton and Harvard of ROTC, or an aversion to
service, men like T.R, as those familiar with history have referred to henfieweer and
farther between today than at D-Day.

One soldier from the 47Infantry Regiment, '8 Infantry Division, PVT John
Roman recalls seeing Roosevelt at the beach and spoke of him in this way:

I: How did you feel about the leadership?

R: Very good. The man we always looked up to was Roosevelt, with his
little cane. And we had a good commanding officer...there were many

times this man was seen up in the front leading his men. That's what |
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was always talking about with the soldiers, | seen him up there many a

times. (Roman, p. 213).

Roman speaks well of both Roosevelt and his commanding officer. Both men
were up front leading the way with their soldiers. He looked up to them and felt
confidence from them, and consequently managed to perform his mission and thus
survive the fight. How much that re-assurance and confidence played a role in his own
performance is not known, but the fact that he remembered both men and talked about
them in this way suggests that there was an impact.

Carl Cannon served in th& 4nfantry Division. He was there as the invasion
unfolded and the troops began landing at Utah Beach. When they arrived, this is what
they experienced under the leadership of Brigadier General Roosevelt:

| was still in the 4th Infantry Division on D-Day at Utah Beach. The

landing was to the south and the stiff winds and the high waves pushed us
1000 yards too far south. We knew from the briefings how our landing
looked. General Roosevelt came in and the first thing he said was “This is

the wrong place.”

General Roosevelt talked to Colonel Johnson, Colonel Howell{and
Colonel Van Fleet}, and suggested we withdraw, reload, and try and get to
our designated landing point. Well, we ended up making our way in right
where we landed. General Roosevelt had a walking stick in his right hand,
and a 45 pistol in his left. He was directing all of us to get in to Sainte-
Mére-Eglise and we all thought he was the bést.

14 COL James Van Fleet was also in attendance. Tle¢imgewas held in a small crater on Utah Beach
(Zabecki, 2009).
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If anyone tells you they weren't afraid, they were a damn liar or a damn

fool. When we hit the beach with machine gun nests, pillboxes, and

artillery facing us, and soldiers all around us were getting blown in half

with body parts landing in the foxholes we took up positions in, we were

all terrified (Cannon, p. 27).

Cannon portrays Roosevelt as a pragmatic man who understood the situation and
who was willing to listen to the counsel of his advisors. He does not say Roosevelt
immediately made an order to do something. His account shows a man who thought first,
consulted, and then acted. Cannon describes for us a leader given a curve ball who used
a measured, mature response. He did not panic, and he did not let the soldiers know if he
was worried. He simply continued on with what had to be done. After discussing the
options, the unit proceeded and rather than being back on board some troop ship safely
away from the action, General Roosevelt was in the thick of the action, walkikgstic
one hand, due to near crippling arthritic pain, and a .45 caliber pistol in the other. His
father, former President Theodore Roosevelt, would have been proud of him if he could
have been there to observe him bridge the gap between common enlisted soldiers and
himself as he inspired them to perform their missions. Cannon gives a riveturg pict
what they all faced with his description of the beach. The fact that he describes
Roosevelt as being in the thick of things and the impression he left in this particular
anecdote speak to Roosevelt's personal charisma and leadership under such conditions.

As mentioned earlier, Roosevelt was not a professional military man. He had
served in World War 1, but his coolness under fire and leading soldiers reflectec@bn wh
the ideals of his time called for in a gentleman warrior. He was almosthécaifigure

come to life, representing the American gentry. Even by World War Il, suclea Wwes

174



vanishing, being supplanted by the incredible rate of accessions of ROTC and OCS
graduates (Stouffer et al., 1949). According to Stouffer, World War llesawange in

the attitudes about officership in general, especially in terms of thidicttaon and
separation between officers and enlisted. This two-volume study was published in 1949
and taken from studies done throughout and immediately after the war. It marks the
changes that were realized by the time that | entered the mitita8o2, and which are
certainly evident in 2008. Thus, Roosevelt was a man and a leader who worked with
consideration for others and used empowering techniques before the buzzwords of
situational leadership and other terms appeared in the lexicon of leadership. Another
example of this is given by"nfantry Division medic Tom Scanlon, whom we have
already discussed and profilebh it, he references Roosevelt singing a ditty from the

First World War, where he served in tH&lafantry Division:

| saw Roosevelt in Val, he was with a soldier from H Company who was

a WWI Veteran, and they were both drunk as skunks. They were arm in
arm singing'Madam Mazel” from Armatures. Right after that he died of
that heart attack. | know where they said he was killed but they told us he
died of a heart attack. He was a good ole boy, walking with that stick cane
and singing thatMadam Mazel” from Armatures. The soldiers would
wave to him and talk with him. They liked him. He was a hell of a soldier
(Scanlon, p. 223).

Another of Roosevelt's men of th& 4hfantry Division, Armand Torre,

described the landing with Roosevelt:

We stayed out on the water for a long time before we finally hit the beach.
We really didn’t know what we were getting into. When the word came,
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we just went over the side and got into the water. My regiment, the 12
Infantry Regiment of the®Infantry Division went in third on the 6th of
June 1944.

Fellows were getting hit. General Roosevelt was our Division

Commander and he was down there on the beach directing things and |

admired him. We all did. When he died, it didn’t really effect what we had

to do but we felt our loss of him (Torre, p. 267).

He was a “hell of a soldier” and leader. He had the ability to transcend rank and
class and be one of the men; but at the same time he also had the other requisite trai
needed by men who made the tough decisions. Not least important is the egerlasti
testimony to this remarkable that he had exactly the same number of naiétaosations
as America

Roosevelt’s inclusion here is not simply because he was mentioned, nor because
he was the son of a famous President. It was because he was a senior leader whose
leadership traits emerged on the battlefield at the critical time anel ghacadded to the

momentum necessary to carry the day at Normandy.

Roosevelt —Perceived Leadership Composite- Archetype 1

Thoughtful
Measured
Collaborative

Accessible

YV V. V VYV VY

Respected

15 Brigadier General Theodore Roosevelt, Jr. waadhthe Assistant Division Commander. THe 4
Infantry Division Commander was Major General Raysh®arton.
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» Courageous

> Human

2. Patton - The Rebel General- Archetype 2

There are many stereotypes and images of the American milidaigr|jedut few
are more familiar than General George S. Patton. Patton’s leadershigfstgte |
indelible mark on the military as well as wherever he went. Patton is mmpootthis
study not only because his soldiers admired him and spoke of him, but also because he
represents a prime example of one of the observations of emergent leadersbipelthe r
While there are a lot of people today who use the phrase, “outside the box thinking,” the
fact is that Patton and those like him did not simply think outside of the box, they took it
to a new level and changed the box into a new form. Many leaders thought outside the
box and were successful. Many of them thought and acted within the box and were
successful, as well. Patton was like our first line leaders who pushed tiagmepers to
the limit, sometimes crossing the line, but doing so in a way that made sense and
ultimately was forgivable. Patton’s well known history is not perfect, and hsdm@ot
recall him through a rose-colored glass. However, ultimately they edim for his
flash, dash and desire to accomplish the mission, as well as his willingnesshatdo w
had to be done. The theme of “we did what we had to do, we just kept going, someone
had to do it, you just kept going,” all phrases found throughout the accounts, shows a
dogged determination to get things done.

Patton was at the extreme end of that scale. His leadership earned him great

respect on the battlefield, and more importantly, his victories occurred throwsgimaler
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presence and force of will. Just as Teddy Roosevelt, Jr.’s, presence @rekred
encouraged the men at Utah, so too did General Patton’s presence have an effect as a
force multiplier for his men. The contrast to this is that the Germans werd #ixse
key general, Field Marshal Rommel, and so they were missing their oser E@und
whom to rally. The breakout in Normandy occurred once the Allies finally legrPat
loose. His troops along with other American and Allied forces successaitsred their
way through Northern France, successfully pushing the enemy back. As a leadss, he
willing to take the chances he felt were necessary to get the job done. sTittisdrén
overextending his lines and running out of fuel, but he somehow managed to get enough
done to drive the German War machine further back and out of France. Based on the
accounts of the men who were there, Patton still came out of it all largerféhan li

The tiny town of Dysina in the Czech Republic celebrates his final victory
campaign each year. They commemorate the end of World War Il with 4 slpgezhes
and remarks at the school named in his honor, under a statue of Patton that is as
controversial as the man was himself. | personally attended the dedicatierstdtue.
It was originally commissioned by the Lord Mayor of the much larger and faontyusf
Pilzen, home of the original Pilsner brand of beer. In the excitement of the pbstesol
Czech Republic, it seems the Mayor forgot that the artist commissioned to dattiee s
was alleged to have been a former communist informer. Whether true or nedteidcr
enough of an issue that the Mayor of the small town of Dysina, Madame Bousova, was
able to get the statue moved to her little village, which was the furtheshaaBatton
and his Third Army were allowed to go. Dysina boasts a second monument, one to

Major General Ernest Harmon, who was also an area commander there. &t it w
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General Patton who everyone came to see for te\G@iversary of the end of World

War Il in May 2005. Third Army sent a color guard of soldiers. At least two busloads of
octogenarian veterans and their wives came to pay their respects. TheeMbgnhad

taken a turn for the worse, and a stiff breeze and light rain fell as the sp&eahes

Czech dignitaries went on and on. The small color guard stood firm and proud as the
colors blew in the wind. The representative from Third Army was COL WilKame,

who was missing his daughter’s college graduation to represent the unit tbatl&t

The most stirring thing of all was seeing the veterans all standingatia at that

moment. The sun managed to finally peek through the clouds just at the conclusion of the
words of George Patton Waters and the unveiling of the statue. It shone down for a few
minutes on a gleaming bronze statue, larger than the larger than life Patsetf,ramd

then was covered over by the clouds again. Patton gazes longingly to the eagtéo Pr

the city he was not allowed to take. The Russians got that opportunity, and more than 60
years later the inhabitants are still bitter, at least the many CretHdve met in my

four trips to the region since then.

If it seems a bit too prosaic in this discussion of Patton, it is because one cannot
discuss him in simple language. | have had the good fortune to meet some of the men
who were there with him and hear them tell their stories first hand. | weleged to
meet his grandson as well. Not surprisingly, the Veterans at D-Day mentiomedike
often, though he did not show until several weeks after the start of the Invasions He wa
part of the diversion that made the attack on Normandy so successful and added to the

confusion of the Nazi High Command, as they expected him to lead the invasion.
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The accounts show that Patton was as real as the stories portrayed him. The rebel
first line leaders had a kindred spirit in Patton - he was one of them, except he was
General! It did not matter whether one was an infantryman or a pilot. Patsqoresent
in the recollections of many of the veterans interviewed for this research.

Take, for example, Navdl"2ieutenant Frederick Crispin’s and Corporal Harry L.
Browne’s experiences. Their Normandy Campaign experiences involveafetmyops

to D-Day and afterwards providing supplies for Patton and his Army on the move:

Crispin: No, we left England. We started using the airstrip over here at
Sainte-Meére-Eglise. We were making missions to that temporarydirfie
for about two weeks, and then we were moved out of England about July
to Allenthal. Then we conducted missions resupplying Patton's 3rd Army

with gears, socks, and K-rations (Crispin, p. 53).

Browne added more detail with his remarks:

Troop carriers did more than carry paratroopers and pull gliders. We
hauled 55 gallon cans of gasoline and all kinds of supplies. We chased
Patton’s Army with a lot of gasoline. We would land in cow pastures and
Patton moved too fast for us to catch him at times, and our C-47 would
have to get back in the air with all the gas still on board. Landing and

taking off between those hedgerows was always a tough one.

Patton would stop from time to time because he kept running out of gas
and bullets. We would eventually catch up to him and he would give us
wounded as we offloaded the things he needed. We lost two planes
because they failed to clear a hedgerow and they went down with all their

men and cargo (Browne, H., p. 20).
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The 439"s Phil Hecker and Alfred Lilja both described the demanding Patton as
someone who also recognized his men for their hard work and efforts. In one
instance, they had been transporting hundreds of cans of gasoline to grass landing

strips. This is Hecker’s vivid recollection:

One day we returned to the base, and the crew chief opened the back door
as | swung the airplane to park it. A 6X6 backed up and unloaded a case of
Piper Heit champagne for each member of the crew and there were four of
us. All that the driver said was “courtesy of General Patton.” The man had
flash and dash. He may have had a bad reputation, but I think he was
great. He did what had to be done (Hecker, p. 110).

One would add to Hecker’s words that Patton not only was admired for his flash and

dash; but also, and more importantly, he was admired for his skill and competence.

Alfred Lilja was also the recipient of Patton’s gratitude:

As the invasion grew into full swing during July, we would haul supplies

and even gasoline for General Patton. General Patton was grateful in that

he left us champagne and cognac (Lilja, p. 143).

Patton was anxious to move because he was trying to beat the German Army and
cut it off before it could retreat to the next line of defense along the Rhinesfronti
According to MG (Retired) Raymond Mason, tieArmored Division played a major
role in the breakout at Perrier. The unit was re-directed to attack at Vdrezs, a
submarine base was located. The action was protested by the commanding office
General Wood, but mason says that the famous slapping incident in Italy Wasstit,

and the general was unable to get the order changed:
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We were ordered to attack toward Vanes and the submarine pens. No job
at all for an armored division. General Wood protested to General Patton,
and Patton agreed with him. But | read in history that Patton was worried
about General Bradley because of that slapping incident in Italy. He didn’t
want to argue with Bradley too much. Bradley would not let him change
because the plan called for the armor division to attack toward the “pig
pens.” The U boats were behind all sorts of concrete and embankments
and rapidly could shoot us up. That didn’t make sense. We stopped and

finally got turned around and chased the Germans across France.

The 4th Armored Division led the Third Army in the middle and on the

flanks. Patton was asked if he was worried about his flanks, but he was not

worried about his flanks. He could take care of that and the fighter

bombers helped him out (Mason, p. 149).
Some of his men were aware of some of what was going on. Others weresduxpris
later find out that they were also diversions in the plan, just as Patton himself had bee
diversion prior to the invasion. One example of this was recounted by T4 Sergeant
Norman Schein of the 24&ngineer Battalion. He was set was one of thirty-sic recon
teams that Patton had sent out to gather information for a move to the South. The only
problem was, there was not going t be a move to the South, it was a deliberate ploy to
mislead the enemy. Schein, however, overcame the odds and actually made it back to his

own lines:

Patton came up with an idea. He called in thirty-six recon teams of the
Army. My partner and | were selected to go. A major general told us:
"You men are going to do a vital bit of recon for us. You are going to
recon the southern part of France {along} the Brest peninsula. We want to

go down there and knock out that submarine bdsand they divided us
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into thirty-six sectors and my partner and | got a sector. When we left our
company, we were told to bring water, gas, and food for at least ten days
to two weeks... (Schein, p.225-226)

Only fourteen of the recon teams made it back. The teams that were
caught had information that the Germans used to make the decision to move their
troops to the Southnstead, Patton took his forces and proceeded to move in
another direction, along with other Allied units as they proceeded to close a pincer
movement that surrounded the German Seventh Army at Falaise-Argenten
(Zabecki, 1999). However, Schein was unaware of the plan, and may never have
understood the role he played in it. He was upset at how his life and that of his

comrades had been endangered:

... Well we found out we were expendable... | was pretty mad for quite
awhile. | understood his strategy, but we were smart enough to get out of
it (Schein, pp. 226).

The results of Patton’s and the rest of the Allies’ efforts were to ssitdly

liberate Normandy and Paris’ Lieutenant Robert Landis, of the®hfantry Regiment,

recalls the event:

| very well remember the march...the"Bivision marched 130 miles by

foot and rode 50 miles by truck in 72 hours. It was never done before and
hasn’'t been done since... they did it to put us in an area down there
because we were supposed to be help liberate Paris... many of us believed
then and still believe, that it was political, then De Gaulle went in and

liberated Paris along with Patton and some of his tanks (Landis, p. 139).
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Historians such as Ambrose debate whether Patton was right and should have
been allowed to go forward with plans he had to cut off the German forces and punch
through into Germany before they could re-group. But General Eisenhower would not
allow it to happen. Army Gl Robert Tate of tH& [@fantry Division said that they went
to St. Lo and from there they made a hole in the enemy line so that Patton’s tanks could
get through and race across France. They did so until they ran shortdf fuel

General Patton got his tanks through and raced across France. At times we

would catch up with him but eventually he had to quit because he was

short on gas (Tate, p. 262).

Patton’s leadership showed up on the battlefield in ways that were different than
leadership actions of other leaders are described. There was sense of angienc
competitiveness, combined with the rebelliousness that was part of his persona. The
soldiers recognized this, and were part of his machine that carried out operations- f
better or for worse. He displayed gratitude towards those who helped to sustain his
efforts, but he was not afraid to put men out as bait, for the good of the cause. Such
actions today might endure more scrutiny from the press and might have more
ramifications, but during World War Il, there was a lot at stake and deciseuies tmen
might not be made today.

Perceived Leadership Composite of General Patton — Archetype 2

» Competitive

> OQutside the box thinker

16 Author’s note: Although lack of fuel was one oétivays that he was held back, and why the merein th
accounts kept referring back to it, there were mathgr factors that went into Eisenhower’s planrfiorg
the overall strategic victory, that the men at thisel were unaware.
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Rebel
Risk Taker->Reckless
Grateful/Appreciative

Larger than life

vV V V V V

Stubborn

3. General Bradley- Leadership on the beach under fire- Archetype 3

General Omar Bradley was an important presence at D-Day and throughout the
entire European Campaign. Many of the men who related their personal remudlett
the event also recall Bradley and impact on them. General Bradley was ansasured
leader than General Patton, and at the same time he was accessibleotipgust as
BG Roosevelt had been. He was senior in rank to both of them and was closer to the
flagpole, (that is Eisenhower), since he was the senior American Genémlmvasion
force. Roosevelt came from an American family institution. He was a gemtle
warrior. On the other hand, Patton was a professional military man who camelinem a
of military men. Roosevelt represented the old family wealth of New Yatkpn hailed
from a Southern Gentry Tradition and attended Virginia Military Instituigster Omar
Bradley, a common man who was known as the G.l.’s General. Bradley was charged
with incredible responsibilities, but he was nonetheless still almosgalar Joe” to the
soldiers who knew him.

General Bradley was at Omaha Beach at 1030 hours on “Juh@42 when a

German Spitfire strafed the beath.If Bradley had been hit and killed, who knows what

7 As incredulous as it sounds, German Forces hamireapBritish Spitfire Airplanes\{k.| AZ-H) during
the course of the War. We cannot be entirely thaePaulson’s account refers to one of thesetHeue is
evidence of some of these planes being capturgdeb@ermans near Cherbourg, prior to the Invasion.
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would have happened in the following weeks. Fortunately he was not hit and he went on
to his place in history. Private John Paulson of {Jﬁmﬁhntry recalls the event in this
interview. Paulson had always remembered Bradley and the event, but he wasireever

It was not until 60 years later that his thoughts on that day were confirmed:

| saw a Spitfire coming right at us... He let go and he strafed the beach and
as he went by me - by that time | was laying on the ground. | looked up
and was probably not more than a hundred yards from the plane and it had
swastikas all over it. So apparently, it was a captured English Spitfire.
When | got up at the top of the hill there, | looked over and | thought |
recognized Omar Bradley. I'd never met the man, naturally, you know
being just a Private First-Class and they were by a command car. There
were half a dozen people there but | recognized him. | don't know why but
it just struck me because | always thought he was such a good officer...
So that was sixty years ago, approximately, and | never really knew for
sure if it was Bradley. Then | got this magazine and it showed a picture of
Bradley at Omaha Beach at ten-thirty in the morning on June 7th. So |
carried this memory sixty years and | often wondered if | was right or
wrong until | saw the photo in Time Magazine and that proved | was
correct (Paulson, p. 182).

As a young private, Paulson observed Bradley on the beach as a respected high-
ranking leader and said in his words, thatdlerays thought he was such a good
officer.” And it was the elder veteran, John Paulson, who sixty yearstifiteroked at

him with great admiration. He kept that memory with him for so many years. And, of

Specific examples are shownhdtp://www.luftwaffe-experten.org/forums/index.plgh@®wtopic=310See
also APPENDIX C: ii Photos.
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the memories and recollections of Paulson, Bradley stood out as the senior leader who
impacted him the most.

What made Bradley so well liked and respected by his soldiers seems to have
been the way he personally dealt with them. One example of this is from William
McNamara, the War Correspondent:

A big high point for us was when General Bradley gave personal thanks to

my team for raising the morale of the American forces and keeping

everyone informed. This was the job we were there to do, and when we

got his thanks - that told us that we made a difference (McNamara, p.

162).

Bradley was also a leader with incredible responsibilities. ThougHlinitia
Invasion on D-Day was a success, the campaign had stalled after weeks of stubborn
fighting with Germans. The St. Lo breakout was critical to the success cdriigaign.
General Bradley had the responsibility to execute the plan that he had develagped f
breakout. It got off to a shaky start. In a later section we will look at howessldi
perceived and demonstrated leadership in two key events. Irving Smolens df the 29
Field Artillery Battalion, 4" Infantry Division experienced events at Slapton Sands and
St. Lo. He recalls setting up his 155 mm guns (Smolens called these Long Toms) to

support the infantry as it attacked St. Lo:

| set up my gun position to support the infantry attack. The P-47’s were
dropping smoke bombs to mark the target. They called the road that was
getting the smoke bombs the “St Lo Terrier Highway” which was very
narrow, and when the smoke cleared we were supposed to be on one side

of the highway and the Germans were supposed to be on the other.
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When the smoke began drifting back towards our own lines, the Air Force
didn’t read the roads correctly as another road had appeared. We all were
hit pretty bad by our own bombers that day. A three-star general, General
Lesley MacNiele {Author’s note: LTG Lesley J. McNair}was killdtete.

The battalion commander called General Bradley’s headquarters and said
we had been decimated by the bombing and couldn’t break out (Smolens,
p. 237).

Despite the call from the battalion commander, Bradley ordered them to attack
and the unit went forward into what has become known as the “St Lo

breakthrough”.

Bradley had to make the tough call to try an un-doctrinal attack tactic using
infantry divisions in front instead of going with armored divisions first. According to
Smolens, he did this because of the hilly terrain that was around them (Smolens, p. 237).
This was compounded by the pressure of having had hundreds of his soldiers, including
senior officers, killed in the pre-attack bombing. He had to be flexible in his thjnking
and at the same time he had to be resolute and continue with the attack, despite the sel
inflicted losses caused by the confusion from the smoke drifting into the allied lines

Robert Landis recalled the experience of being one of those men who Bradley
ordered forward at St. Lo:

| remember was when one of our own airplanes bombed us and killed six
hundred of our men. | know it was unintentionally, but we were trying to
break out of the hedgerows and they pulled us back about a mile. At that
time the 1800 bombers came over and started dropping bombs on the
German lines. The wind blew the smoke back on us and the bombers
behind them started dropping bombs on us and killed General McNair and

| believe a colonel from the Air Force who was in communications with
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the bombers. So they lost communications with them, and the following
bombers had no idea of who they were bombing. They were just dropping
bombs on the smoke and dust. Finally, somehow in about an hour they got
it stopped. The men of course were wounded - a lot of them. The bombs
had disoriented a lot of them so | just grabbed what men | could get a hold
of and we had to advance. We got to our old position and | got about a
hundred yards past that and | got hit with an airburst.gmat's when | left

the Company (Landis, p. 136).

The Landis and Smolens accounts show the direct on the ground results of what
men like Bradley planned and ordered to occur. From the accounts, one can imagine that
Bradley was hit with tremendous pressure, possible guilt, and the need to keep going
despite what had happened. The situation was more a reflection of the eady tactic
integration problems than bad planning on Bradley’'s part. Nevertheless, asdirene
took the only steps he could - he ordered the attack to continue. This was, on a grander
scale, similar to the same experiences of the soldiers themselves - thepjugoing.

They did what they had to do. In Bradley’s case he was ordering thousands of men into
battle, knowing full well that many had already been killed; but he also was thaaed|

of the effort and preparation that had gotten them all to that point might have beeh waste
if the Germans were able to contain them any longer. A failed invasion would have
resulted in delaying victory in the West, perhaps allowing the Germanstbeter

against the Soviets, and resulting in even more deaths. Bradley’'s breakout, while not an
absolute necessity for the success of this invasion, was a crucial patft «f ihteresting

that Bradley, who was not known for flash and dash like Patton, was referred to almost as

a governor on Patton’s motor during his mad dash through France. But, at thee critica
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time and place Bradley acted, and he did so without hesitation acting decasidely
deliberately.

General Bradley ultimately appears to be in his own mold. He was a man with a
more humble beginning than many of his contemporaries. He often had to make difficult
choices on the battlefield; but he still maintained a level of connectedness to hisdnen a
his roots.

Perceived Leadership Composite of General Bradley— Archetype 3

» Conservative
Personable
Responsible
Grateful/Appreciative
Firm

Decisive

YV V V¥V V VY V

Resolute

Summary of the Senior Leaders
The accounts of the D-Day 60 veterans included references to senior leaders,
many of whom were famous outside of the event. The composites of the accounts we
have reviewed show that these three leaders possess many of the sadispiaysd by
the first line leaders. We see such varied traits as personal acitgsditisiveness,
resolve, courage, risk-taking and outside the box thinking. Doc Scanlon and General
Patton would have been able to exchange more than a few stories. We also savethat the

were differences among them and that successful senior leaders were utdtrathc¢he
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same cloth - that is, they approached their men and missions differently.mgmei

looked at them differently. Some people might say that, of course, there ageéaben
differences among the leaders; but that may be news to some educatiotaai;, and

corporate thinkers who put such stock in personality testing, standardized review forms

and other placement tools that size people up based on the results. Our look at the senior
leaders has shown that they had many visible differences. Thus, one conclusian that c

be drawn from this is that there are many variances in personality, background, and
experience that can come together to shape successful senior leaders. Aruher is t

when the big decisions had to be made, these men made them and faced the consequences
with the same confidence, whether it was on the beach waving a cane, at St. Lo in the

breakout, or on the country roads of France running out of gas.

5. Other Leaders: Majors and Above

After looking at the first line leaders, and then at the senior leaderading@yed
from afar or with whom they had occasional meetings, we will now look at the field
grade officers (majors, lieutenant colonels), and higher, and see athatdBip patterns
were observed among them.

The examples of officers who were not as well publicized as men like Patton,
Bradley or Roosevelt are just as important from the standpoint of the junior soldiers. T
colonel, or the old man as he is often called, sets a tone and influence within a unit that
goes all the way to the company level. Such applications are true todaymhistae
male or female commander. One should keep this in mind when discussing leadership
from the World War 1l, which was pre-dominantly male, but not exclusively sciidn t

study, however the leadership was nearly exclusively male dominated.
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In this section we will look at the examples of these leaders and see ifdbey al
displayed or were perceived to have displayed similar traits. Among thesleipdeaits
we have discussed already, we have seen leaders who were diligent to theitajatie
to their troops, compassionate, at times rebellious when the situation cailearolrthat
also includes men who held different perspectives, thought in different ways, sl seiz
the opportunity to make a change when the situation called for it. The same traits are
evident in other leaders. Take for example, Major General Elwood “Retesada,
whose innovativeness helped bring the Land and Air fight in synch for the American
troops. Airman Arnold Franco was in th8 Radio Squadron Mobile, Ninth Air Force,
during World War Il. He was a code breaker attached to a secret unit thadtemiad
to enemy coded broadcasts during the invasion. He presented his views on the impact of
such leadership in his interview with MAJ Douglas Hendy in 2004:

I: Is there anything else that you would like to add before we end quotes?
Something for the soldiers if this is published? The purpose of the
publication would be to allow current soldiers to prepare themselves for

the next war, as well as our current war.

F: Yes, | have to say, Sir'®. One of the crutches (?) of the military has
always been they are always fighting the new war with the tactit® of

old. But there are exceptions. We were part of a superb air-ground team.
A general by the name of Quesada, | don’t know if you have heard of him,
Pete Quesada. He had developed this, kind of that which we are using
now; he put Air Force fighter pilots in tanks. And, he developed
communications, radio communications, so they could communicate

directly with the squadron leaders above. So an Air Force guy in the tank

'8 Arnold C. Franco spent ten years researching tisedes during World War 1l and wrote Code to
Victory, by Arnold C. Franco, as told to Paula Ase&pellman Manhattan, Kan.: Sunflower University
Press, c1998.
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was talking to his own guys up there, which was...it sounds simple...

was unique. It was unique. And that created this fantastic ability that the

forward Army had. The dash thru France, but forget about strikes.

Because there were guys driving in tanks, who are passengers, Air Force

men, who had squadrons of fighters, fighter-bombers on-call all the time.

It took them years to recapitulate that fantastic type of communications

(Franco, p. 72).

Quesada was an outside the box thinker who applied his ideas to the battlefield
with great results. As a senior leader, he broke new ground that substantially aided th
Allied success. Another innovation was seen in the Hedgerow fight. While General
Quesada made his impact in the communications between tank and plane, other Gls were
making their impact on the ground unit by unit with their ideas.

This same dynamic was seen in first line leaders as well. Takedgimpée the
recollection by the 1GiAirborne’s Cletus Sellner. Sellner worked in the rigging
department, the place where they were responsible for packing parachutesri laeasv
done in a big packing shed. The work was tedious, with each chute being packed to fit
the shoulder harness for each jumper. Sellner recalls that there were inpgaeise the

equipment weighed so much:

There were a lot of soldiers who ended up with broken legs, broken
ankles, broken shoulders - everything because the equipment weighed 65
pounds, plus the parachute with the musette bag on top made it a bit more.

A lot of people broke legs and all kinds of different injuries.
So as a result of these mishaps...our sergeant that was in charge of the

rigger department ... his name was Sergeant Lancey ... designed this unit

so that when the parachute opened the cord would drop using the snap
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release and the bag would dangle ten feet below the feet of the

paratroopers. So that saved all kinds of broken legs and you name it. That

was a lifesaving device that we developed over there (Sellner, p. 231).

It is no accident that leadership dynamics at the senior level have paatathet
first line leader level. Perhaps it has to do with the span of control within one’s own
direct situation, but the end result is that innovative thinking was not something that was
taught in the classroom. Both situations required action to be taken in order to
successfully solve a problem. It did not matter whether it was in the figlatez or on
the way down in the parachute or in the tank beside the driver. The necessityofor acti
was the catalyst that set things in motion for the ideas to come forward.

One important aspect of the senior leader is the tone that he set. In the thick of
the fight, Royal British Navy LT. Michael D’Alton recalled, “And weged there for a
few hours, waiting further orders. And suddenly my English captain declared vathel
this bloody nonsense, I'm going in. And, he ordered up anchor” (D’Alton, p. 4). This
officer was a man of action. He was not content to sit and watch the action transpire
without doing his part, regardless of the consequences. D’Alton picked up on that and
jumped into the work down below as they were working on un-jamming the door of the
landing craft when it was making its way toward the beach.

Harry Browne, or the 439Troop Carrier Group (TCG) was a pilot on a C47 who
flew missions over Normandy throughout the Campaign. He had this to say about his
senior leader and the tone he set:

| was always satisfied with my chain of command. Our commanding

General was a good guy, too. His leadership helped us to keep our minds
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on what we needed to do and even though we would lose planes and their
crews from time to time - we still kept our resolve for the job we had to

do. We never had anybody that made life miserable for us. ..

Yet, we were still all very close during those times. If we knew we did a
good days work for the war effort, which was most of the time, we all got
together back at the barracks and found time for a beer and celebrate our

successes, and praise those who did not return home (Browne, p. 20).

Browne’s memories of the War were shaped by the attitude of his chain of
command. The focused leadership of his General made him confident in his mission, and
he did not worry about less important things and distractions that might have wkakene
his resolve or taken his mind off of what had to be done. This positive leadership
example stayed with him throughout the war and lent a strong esprit de corps to the unit
and a bond that kept the men together in friendship long afterwards.

Robert Martin Piper had memories of the exceptional leadership he expdrienc
while in the 508 Parachute Infantry Regiment,"82irborne Division. This unit has a
storied history. But, this was because of the tone of leadership set by memjidte M
General Matthew B. Ridgway and Brigadier General James M. Gavineffidue of
outstanding leadership created an environment where others who had the desire,
discipline, and traits to endure the rigorous training and standards of the Airborne unit
were able to form a strong and cohesive bond that served to motivate and pull them
through the challenges they faced - both individually and collectively. Pigisrene
critical test for this leadership when he and thé"™5@Bnt into action on D-Day. The unit

was drop zone was Sainte-Mére-Eglise. Once there, Piper was giverktbe tas
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organizing the defense of the CP (command post) by his commander, Colonel William
Eckman in one of the typical Normandy apple orchards. He recalls Colonel Eckman as
being one of the best things to happen to his unit, thd BOS (Parachute Infantry
Regiment). Piper landed in a farm west of Sainte-Mére-Eglise. da#ae the peaceful

night, the dog barking n the background, and the moonlight. In his words, “Other than the
war, it was a very peaceful night (Piper, p. 188).” Piper’s opinion of his chain of
command was high. The small Division CP was bordered by hedge rows. TherDivis

was using the Regimental CP since it was the only established CP at the tirae on t
ground. Manned by 25 soldiers, Piper said they were constantly tired, but that the
defense was, “like a hornets nest” against enemy probes, “Everyone in Ouikroewfi

what they were doing, and the troops performed their jobs outstandingly (Piper, p. 188).”
It was the tone and standards set by men like Ridgway, Gavin, and their immediate
subordinate leaders, like COL Eckman and LTC Kraus and others that made the unit
what it was.

In this chapter, we provided examples of how the traits of senior leaderd playe
role in the performance and tone of a unit. It is important to note that although the first
line leaders who made up the bulk of the Veterans in the survey and were important in
carrying out and executing missions on the ground, it was the higher rung of offiers
set the tone, set the stage for training, as well as who provided the guidance and fine

tuning through personal presence to lead the troops successfully in the fight.
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CHAPTER 13

SPONTANEOUS EMERGENCE OF GROUP LEADERSHIP

Introduction

In the preceding sections we discussed the presence of leadership frests i
line leaders, famous senior leaders, and unit senior leaders identified in the aofount
our group of veterans. These leadership examples were under the formal aoyealizat
structure at various levels. The impact of the first line leader was shapezhlgy m
factors. One factor was the leadership examples set by those in commartugitabe
level. Another was that of the tone set in an organization, such as in thaiflfdrne
Division and the 8% Airborne Division. The examples, tone and expectations affected
how the organizations as whole conducted business.

The next section discusses leadership traits that emerged as a result of
circumstances at the small group level rather than the unit level. Whatslapde
occurred when it was small groups of men, sometimes from various units, as they came
together to overcome challenges before them? The distinction between thrstdimfi
leadership is that in first line leaders, we looked at junior level and compate/fgranal
authority structures. In this section, we will look at ad hoc structures andsliste
emerged out of the chaos of D-Day and other events, and how an almost natural sequence
of leadership assumption occurred as a result of the combination of events,
circumstances, training and traits of the leaders involved. In some instances,gutepl
because of training; in others they acted in their formal roles. But, what hdppese

often was that one member of the group on impulse decided to act, take charge, or direct
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his fellow soldiers when an event presented itself. Many times, this at@otiee most
unlikely circumstances, and the veteran presenting the account describdsdsmse
surprised that he did it or asked himself “what was | thinking?” afterwards.
Spontaneous Leadership

What is spontaneous leadership? One definition could be the emergence of
leadership actions in the moment of crisis when action must be taken, often being the
difference between death and survival for those who suddenly come together & form
group, no matter the length of time. Another might be the sudden emergence of someone
who is the instigator or troublemaker in a group, and may at times be in benign, although
reckless situations.

The 829 Airborne’s Will Delaney describes this process in his account of the D-
Day jump he and his fellow soldiers made. They flew in at 700 feet, leaving early on the
the 8" of June, but their flight was delayed 24 hours. Delaney describes a chaotic scene

on the ground. Men were caught in trees, and a couple in church steeples:

We were the lead aircraft, the “pathfinder” and we finally jumped at 1:30
in the morning of the 6th. | was in 2nd Battalion, F Company 505th
Parachute Infantry Regiment. John Steel and SGT Brown ended up
landing on top of a church steeple. SGT Brown got away but John Steel

stayed up there (Delaney, p.57).

Once on the ground, Delaney linked up with his friend Francis Meeks from
Alabama and the two soon realized they were in the wrong town. They used
their “cricket” (the device designed for the invasion force to establish ¢camvithc

each other via clicks and counter clicks) and met another soldier, a SGT Hill, who
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hailed from California. Hill had been caught in a tree by his harness. Hill had
been shot; but the bullets had not gone through his reserve shoot, thus saving his
life. Soon afterwards they met up with Lieutenant Carol and the party was soon
under fire from the tree line nearby. As Delaney says “we realiredese

definitely not in a good place (Delaney, p. 57).”

After another 100 yards, they were met by Lieutenant Colonel Kraus, who
told them they were in the wrong place. The lieutenant told Kraus that they were
heading for high ground. The group slowly grew to over 20 personnel making
their way undercover, walking most of the night. Delaney recalls what happened

next:

As daylight broke, we came to “Monaberg Station” and we knew that
there was no way we were supposed to be there. We turned around and
made our way back in the other direction, and picked up 20 more men
along the way... when we finally arrived back into Sainte-Mére-Eglise
during the afternoon of June 6th, our company had formed up right next to

the graveyard in the spot | had landed on in the dark (Delaney, p. 57).

Delaney does not give specific details on where the men who joined the group
came from. He notes that the Battalion commander was focused on his mission and they
were focused on theirs. When they got to town they broke into small groups and did
house to house fighting. Thus at one point or another throughout the process, nearly every

soldier was both a leader and a follower.
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Thomas Alley, who came from the THAirborne Division describes his
encounter with German soldiers and members of an informal group that came together
after landing in Normandy. Alley and two other men with him heard the squeaking
wheels of cart being pulled by a donkey being led by five German soldiers.ef@ears
took an automatic weapon from the lead German soldier. A second German fought back,
hit the sergeant with a leather donkey whip and from a few feet away Alley shafithim
his M-1 carbine. The Sergeant from th&@ed on the other soldiers and killed them.
Alley and his comrades quickly moved on and met another group of seven men. The men
had heard the shooting and wondered what had happened since they could tell it was a
German weapon by the rate of fire. The small group moved on. Alley sums up the

anecdote this way:

The guy from the 82nd who was timely with that automatic weapon went
another direction with more 82nd guys that appeared from a field and |

never saw him again (Alley, p. 2).

The group came together out of necessity, formed for a few hours, forever bonded
by a incident and then dispersed with little more information directly passeggdhiaa
the exchange of names. Another account of the spontaneous team forming and coming
together for a short time and then breaking off and forming up with other groupsris give
by Alley’s fellow member of the 16" Eugene Cook. After his parachute landing Cook
met up with a soldier from the S82PIR, later on they met seven or eight others and

headed down the road nearby to Ravenoville.
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We had two point-men, but when we got up to them they were both gone.
One had been captured, and we don't know what the hell happened to the
other ... We got to the town and surveyed it a bit. | think there were
twenty-two of us actually in the town. That was early in the morning. It
took about two hours to capture it. | don’t know, but I think there were
about two hundred Germans in that townlt. was more house-to-house
fighting; it was a small town. You would throw a grenade in this window,
then walk in. We had twenty-two guys who went house to house and the
town. We were fighting individually, or in groups of two or three. That
took about two hours and then we took some prisoners and took them back
to the church. This was at about seven o'clock in the morning... that
lasted all of D-Day, into the night. The next morning we headed for our
drop zone, where we were supposed to be. So that was D-Day (Cook,
p.48).

Cook’s group of men came together, and they were able to form a squad and
move as a unit and then went on to attack a town. Following that, they went on to link up
with the rest of the units. As noted by Cook, he did not know what happened to the
original point men that joined the group, yet for a short period of time they were an
integral part of the group.

Rollo Worden talks about the difficulties of holding his squad together, and gives

this anecdote about events he experienced during the Battle of the Bulge:

After Bastogne, we were trapped in an old mill for several days until we
snuck out one night. There were 18 of us left out of three Companies.
There would be forty of us at times from ten different outfits. We didn’t
know where we were most of the time or what we were doing, but
eventually we finally ended up in Bavaria... We rode tanks with Patton’s
tanks for four or five weeks. When they got fired on, we jumped off those
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tanks and lost a lot of men along this trail with them. We still made a good
35 miles a day with Patton’s tanks (Worden, p. 298).

The kinetic team membership was spontaneous. They did not know what they
were doing, where they were going and probably had no idea who was reallyge cha
beyond the man at the top and the one leading them at any given moment. They
proceeded and continued to fight. Their group seems to have developed the ability to
rapidly integrate and get focused on what needed to be done in order to survive.

The accelerated pace of decision-making, socialization and fightirogéds life
gave rise to many exceptions to normal group behavior. Outsiders were Gernens.sol
Unit and membership in a specific part of the organization did not matter, so much as
being another soldier to join in the fight. Time could sort out the details, but for the
moment, survival was paramount.

We can take this observation as an important point from the study because it
illustrates that group leadership and individual leadership emerges in a brisi$ect,
unit cohesion is a by-product of the crisis. And, the leader who emerges in iharwis
takes control of the group successfully in such circumstances of spontaneity say
for a brief time, as long as the crisis demands, and then due to the fluidity of thersitua
may fade back into the follower role. This is somewhat contrary to many views of
military leaders, especially at the first line leader level, but thygmeof situations
happened on several occasions throughout the accounts. Soldiers just rose to the
occasion in certain circumstances, and when the situation called for an indwitiual

particular skill set, they simply acted without thinking of it in advance.
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Spontaneous Group Actions in War
Theoretical Perspective

Northouse (2004) compares conditions of group effectiveness and characteristics
of team excellence. The key aspects of the theories of Hackman & Wattodit{@Gns of
Group Effectiveness, 1986), and Larson & La Fasto (Characteristics of Team
Excellence, 1989) are shown in the table below (Table 5). The spontaneous group
leadership that appeared at D-Day and similar situations discussed indbataof the
D-Day veterans show many parallels to both of these theories. Though thehatuwes t
discuss were ad hoc in nature due to the fluidity of the battlefield, theredetkistbasic
structural integrity, value system and hierarchical chain of command sydtatraided
in their formation and function. Larson & La Fasto’s work focused on “what
characterizes effectively functioning teams” (Larson & La Fag89,1p. 20). They
found eight characteristics common to team excellence. Though arriveddifferent
way, Hackman & Walton (1986) suggested a theory of what criteria might dechfe
goal accomplishment for teams. These criteria werglition-based. One can apply
both models to interpret the observations from the D-Day Study. Table 5 presents a

comparison of these two approaches.
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Table 5. Comparison of Key Aspects of Two Group and Team Performance Theories

CONDITIONS OF GROUP CHARACTERISTICS OF TEAM
EFFECTIVENESS EXCELLENCE
(Hackman & Walton, 1986) (Larson & La Fasto, 1989)
Clear, engaging direction Clear, elevating goal
Enabling structure Results-driven structure

Competent team members
Unified commitment

Collaborative climate

Enabling content Standards of excellence
Expert Coaching Principled leadership
Adequate material External Support

(From Northouse, 2004)

In the case of the veterans from D-Day we can incorporate this model as part of
the way to frame the spontaneous leadership that enabled teams to form and coalesce
under varied circumstances during the campaign. An example of how these two models
can be used based on the circumstances of the men in our study is shown below in Table

6.
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Table 6. Application of Hackman and Walton Conditions and Larson and Le Fasto
Characteristics to D-Day 60 Study Group

CONDITIONS OF CHARACTERISTICS D-Day 60
GROUP OF TEAM STUDY
EFFECTIVENESS EXCELLENCE GROUP
(Hackman & Walton, 1986) (Larson & La Fasto, 1989)
Clear, engaging direction Clear, elevating goal Assault Beaches
Enabling structure Results-driven structure Squad/PLT/CO
Structure

Competent team members Officers/NCOs

Unified commitment Cause to free
Europe

Collaborative climate

Enabling content Standards of excellence Military/national
values

Expert Coaching Principled leadership Formal
leadership/Informal
leaders

Adequate material External Support Initial/extensive

organizational
support of Allied
Forces

The D-Day group we studied had all of the key components listed in both the
group effectiveness model presented by Hackman and Walton (1986) and the team
excellence model of Larson and LaFasto (1989). The participants had a clear over
arching goal, as well as an immediate one to assault the beaches or tannsthel
Germans. They had a clear command structure and support system in placegafsist
both officers who planned, and non-commissioned officers who were responsible for the

training. They shared in a unified endeavor to free Europe, as well as common national
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values. These commonalities parallel the requirements of both group effessiaemke
team excellence. Adequate material and external support were provigghtithe
extensive organizational support of the Allied Forces. So, on a macro scale, the
conditions had been established for success of the military. But the critical
implementation of that success became a micro-scale event, whershgadad teams

had to be effective at the squad, platoon and company levels as well.

The formal backdrop of the organization allowed informal teams to develop
because the pre-existing values, command structure, and mutually supportiveangoals

jobs, allowed quick integration and synchronization.

Study Observations of Spontaneous Leadership

Several subjects talk about how the soldier or group of men with them acted in
spontaneous ways that had nothing to do with the mission. C.K. Harris relates an
occasion when his fellow soldiers were in Germany on patrol, and one of them had this
idea:

Somebody said “Let’s go see if we can get a beer.” A woman led us

through to a special room in this place we were at. It turns out that it was

the recently departed German commandant’s lunchroom (Harris, p. 107).

Harold McCauley and his fellow Gls took it a couple steps further aftev a fe
days of tough fighting on Omaha Beach. McCauley and his men rustled up stieje cat
took over a German field kitchen and, just as typical of the American soldiev®| ser

with in Irag today, held a barbeque:
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Maybe | shouldn’t tell this but it was our first invasion, and we knew there
was cattle so this guy Lester Limbough from Winchester, Tennessee ...
Well, we captured the German kitchen... We got it brought up to the beach
here and about the third night we had a heckle | mean there was cattle all
over. We butchered out the hindquarters. Put on some English Channel
salt water for seasoning. And they had some onions with them, so we got
some onions out of the gardens and maybe a few potatoes, they were
small, and sea radishes, just loaded it. | mean you could have smelled it
back in the United States. People kept coming in, engineers and such,
different outfits... it lasted for about three days (McCauley, p. 160).

Charles Shearer from the 438CG (Troop Carrier Group) was a glider pilot at
Normandy. Once he had discharged his cargo of paratroopers and had landed,ahe logic
thing to do would be to evade the enemy and stay under cover, or head back to a rally

point. However, he and his fellow crew members had a different idea:

We found a jeep and grouped up with some other guys but the jeep was
damaged so we couldn’t use it. We made our way back towards the beach
and hooked up with some more guys, near to St. Mere Eglise. We made
our way up a road and were invited into a bakery cafe for food and drinks.
The family that ran the place was very glad to see us though they did not
speak much English. There were many of us from my group at the table
that night, and we ate a lot and drank even better! The wine was good
enough to give me a terrific hang-over the next day. We took that moment
to get know some of the folks we had come to liberate. The bakery owner
kept bringing out that wine, and we kept toasting the liberation (Shearer,
p. 233).
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Another account, showed how spontaneous leadership can occur in less
threatening circumstances and can lead to high adventure. This recollgdtarny
Brown, discusses how the opportunity to go on a quick reconnaissance adventure in
Paris, despite a war going on around him, proved to be too much to resist for him and his
companions. Brown was a replacement at the time assigned {t fregiheer Combat
Battalion. He and the mail handler, a man named Denwitty , and another soldier went
AWOL to Paris during a lull in the fighting. They arrived there in advance of the othe
troops and joined in with French troops marching in the city on Bastille Day, before
General De Gaulle arrived to liberate the city. Brown and his companions found time to

visit the Arche de Triomphe and visit the place de Pigalle:

We went AWOL to Paris, 3 of us. That was my big memory of WW2,

one day in Paris. 24 hour day. |did all the usual things, almost, now
don’t get any ideas. (Laughter). I'm not going to tell you the truth.
(Laughter) | got drunk. Marched in a parade. Kissed a bunch of girls, and
got kissed by a bunch of girls. | think I did everything | was supposed to

do. | survived.

...make a note of this, this was before De Gaulle got here, we beat him,
we beat him by a few weeks, there were still Germans around. Most of
them were patients, recuperating, rehabs, not too many of them were, | did
not see or hear or know of anyone firing a shot at me or anyone else,
though they say they did. | wasn't listening for them. | was busy. There
was no lights, and everything was dark. The subways were shut down, it
was almost a dead town. We found a little restaurant that had some food
yet, and we managed to eat while we weren’t that hungry to tell you the
truth. The next day... we went back to our outfits, by St. Lo and Paris,

and we started moving again ... See what happened was they were out of
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gas, there was no gas, so we had to wait there, and no one knows when it's
going to get there and you know the army, you might be there for six
months (Laughter). Well you know, anyway, we took the gamble, but we
knew we’d better not try and stretch it (Brown, pp. 10-12).

Corporal Brown’s account of high adventure is not isolated. Many veterans
related similar tales. It is not surprising that such events occurreed Baghe earlier
discussion of some of the rebellious tendencies of many leaders, this is tipical.
Brown’s instance, his unit was part of the Allied forces that had run out of gaseaad w
waiting for supplies. In typical pragmatic American soldier fashion, Héhanbuddies
engaged in the most logical thing that came to their minds- a road trip to Paris. The
emergence of such traits of rebellion within a group are not necesadrdgtive of a
lack of discipline but were more the product of pragmatism by the soldier who finds
himself caught in a strange paradox of danger and safety, in an ethereal pattkng
between violent savagery and boredom. Under such circumstances, not knowing what lay
in front of them but knowing what they had already experienced, such behavior seems
almost rational. Such accounts of soldiers spontaneously acting as a group and
establishing such parenthetical adventures in the middle of the anarchy olve/éelea
the stuff of novels and tales as long as there have been wars. It is a part ofithre war
ethos and culture, that even today, soldiers’ experience. There are tla affes and
regulations on what should be done, and most soldiers will follow these. But there are
plenty of occasions when circumstances take on an entirely new dimension, and
individuals or groups of soldiers will set up their own foxhole or sub-culture wherever

they find themselves, whether for a day, a week or a year.
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Other Aspects of Spontaneous Team Leadership

Several of the following accounts did not occur as part of the action at D-Day.
However, as part of the general discussion on spontaneous leadership, | felt it apropria
to include several accounts of anecdotes from veterans describing eventsuiraoc
after D-Day or in some cases accounts of veterans who were not even at D-Day. The
accounts taken by the World War 11 60 Committee during the course of the many event
held throughout Europe provided many examples that lend themselves well to the study
that has been conducted.

For example, SGT Frederick Carter of the British Royal Air Forcensasat D-
Day. But his accounts provided an outstanding example of spontaneous leadership that
occurred in a different way. He was a prisoner of war in a camp where there wer
soldiers of many different nations, including Americans. In this recollectiareiC
illustrates how even the difficult circumstances of being in a prison camp watidta
moments, even while at the same time a group consciousness emerged. reethienef
the men in the camp would play softball with American troops, and sometimes they
played soccer or rugby. There were men in the camp who tried to escape as well
Greek captain made wire cutters from ice skates. Others dug tunnels &ut wer
unsuccessful in escaping. Carter recalls some of the attempts andggsafered by

those who did. When asked if many people tried to escape, he responded:

Oh yes. They had big tunnels and nobody got...we were on a peninsula
and as soon as somebody escaped they just cut the peninsula. There were
Americans there that spoke fluent German because they came from

German families. They went out as Germans, but they didn't get very far.
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It was very difficult. I think in the whole war only two ever got out and

got back to England. If you got caught you got put in solitary. And | think
the Greek captain was put in for about nine months because | think he was
Jewish. He looked Jewish and they left him in there. They wouldn't let him
out. Apart from that..(pause). Oh there were quite a few tunnels. They

tried all sorts of things to get out (Carter, p. 34).

Their sports matches were a pleasant diversion from the difficulties of

being prisoners of war. Carter mentions this humorous anecdote:

We played cricket but we enjoyed softball. We used to pull the legs of
Americans. Now you know what pulling a leg is. We played softball and
suddenly someone would say, "Tea break!" And all the Brits would go sit
off on a tea break. It infuriated the Americans. Here they are waiting in the
field (laughs)..But they all took it in good fun. You had to do things
otherwise life was a bit heartlesshe only other thing that was really

funny was once a month everyone had to go outside for their photographs
and the Germans checked out. We were sort of next to the headquarters.
And they put the boxes on the table when they finished. Well, we had an
Irish squadron leader who was in charge of escape and that. When they
weren't looking he {grabbed} a whole box of them, went indoors and put
them in the fire you see. When they got back to their headquarters and
they checked, there was a whole box missing. So everybody had to turn
out. They had fifteen thousand people out in the field looking for them and
we were pretending to dig up the sand and put them in. The Germans were
shouting and pointing and they wrecked the whole field over it. But of

course they were burnt, they weren't there (Carter, p. 34).

Carter’s recollection of various people taking on different leadership eses,if

it was small acts of defiance such as the Irish Squadron leader in thigtegcéhe
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Greek captain’s escape attempts, shows how informal group structuresgaoulbr
leadership. The dynamics that are at work in such examples can takevyalaaeshort
or long period of time. Additionally, this type of leadership is hinted at in the account
given by a member of the French resistance, Pierre Collard. The resistaMeguis,
had to work in small informal group structures scattered throughout France. They
operated an informal network that combined former military and local citizémsywere
mentioned in several accounts, particularly those of paratroopers who had landed off
course.

Another example of spontaneous team leadership comes from the recollections of
a former member of the French Resistance. Collard said he was in the Maqussyeasd a
noted earlier in the chronological review, the Maquis were not operating in PhDay
operated further south. Nonetheless, Collard was a veteran, and his groupis astivi
he so candidly points out, had an effect on the outcome of the Allied campaign. Collard’s
is the only resistance account in our study group, but shows a glimpse of the make-up and
personality of such leaders. Collard was 93 years old at the time of hiecgoal He
said that the Maquis, who were a part of the French Resistance, was forfoetddry
French soldiers when the Germans disbanded the Army. They sabotaged trains, roads
bridges, and conducted ambushes. They had regular contact from London through an
American OSS (Office of Strategic Services) officer, as wedl esuple of British
officers and an Irish woman. Collard was proud of the role he and the resistamck pla
in the War:

I: So their activities helped the Americans here by delaying the

Germans?
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C: Yes, our role in resistance was to either obligate them to deploy forces
around us while we sought to regain the cities and regain control, or to
disrupt and deplete the forces before they got to Normandy. General
Eisenhower, in his book, My Crusade in Europe wrote that the work of the

Maquis was equivalent to fifteen divisions.

I: Did the American special team teach you about explosives?

C: Yes, the French troops responded to a call to show up but they had
nothing. They were trained and equipped by the American units. They
had nothing but “balls” (courage) (Collard, p. 43).

The French resistance movement was certainly an organization that had to
function in strict trust and discipline, but also in extraordinarily informal wés.
Collard reports, the Resistance was made up of many former soldiers. Tindsadne
formal military training and could follow orders. Still, as Collard describgsinit’'s
activities, it is clear that the type of leadership that emerged inypfesof scenario did
not follow the standard hierarchical organization chart. A large unit would have been
discovered and its members killed by the German Army.

Other aspects of spontaneous leadership had a more negative side. This could be
described as spontaneous lack of leadership. The following are two examples of this
occurring. In one case, CPL Walter Raymond discusses prisoner of war treatiaie
how a loss of accountability is suggested for some actions that may have takethplac
second is a tragic example of complete absence of leadership and its corsgquieac

a group of soldiers were nearing the end of their tour in Europe.
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CPL Raymond was with the INF Division. This was his account of how
spontaneous leadership may have taken a different direction by the group setéintg as
normal ethics code due to the circumstances of the fight. When asked how prisoaers we

treated by his squad, he replied:

We didn't get too many prisoners, but when we got prisoners they went

back. I'm not going to say (pause). I'm sure things happened because I've

heard shots out there, you know. | don't know, but I'm sure (inaudible)

you can almost (chuckles) take a gun and shoot. I'm sure it was done but

like | say, what could you do (Raymond, p. 197)?

Raymond all but says prisoners were shot with his knowledge. One cannot judge
him or his fellow soldiers for what may have been done in today’s lens. However, it
suggests that such things were common and that the ethical values may havecemana
from the group and been more fluid when the presence of stronger, more ethical
leadership was not present.

One tragic case of what can occur when leadership is absent took pladeewell a
D-Day, when the War was nearly over. Though this did not happen at D-Day, it could
just as well have occurred there as at any other time when a leader wds Sosdar to
an earlier account of men playing football on the beach immediately afiervtston
and a man was blown up by a piece of unexploded ordinance, in this account men were
playing with a real bomb. Unfortunately, the group as whole seemed to have lost its
common sense, perhaps due to the boredom of waiting for the end of their tour or perhaps
because they had gone through so much that they had become numbed to the dangers that

were still around them. Whatever the cause, there was a spontaneous lack stilgader
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that emerged, as their former Company Commander, Richard Burwash oeedltagic
incident that occurred after the war in Europe was over and his men were stayngg i
of the cigarette camps. The camps were in France and were namedaaitisr dfr

cigarettes:

How we lost two men was very tragic. While we were hanging around
waiting for something to happen, we’d go up to the range and do a little
shooting to get our qualifications up. | had set up a wire fence around this
ammunition dump with bomb warning signs all around. We weren’t that
far from the range. We were just a bunch of kids and the war was over
there. We got in a couple of trucks and one of my guys went over to the
fence and because he had spotted a small canister on the fence line. He
picked it up, and sure enough, it was a butterfly bomb with an

instantaneous fuse.

Well, this wasn’t the bad part. He brings this thing back, and they start
playing catch with the damn thing in a circle — 11 guys in all. | would have
blown my stack if | knew what they were doing. The guy who brought it
from the fence ended up with it and put it between his legs for a moment.
And this was not the bad part, either! This thing finally goes off, and kills
two guys about five feet away, standing right in front of the guy who had

it between his legs and to really seal the deal — he was not injured at all!

The Germans dropped these things by the thousands all over the
countryside. It was one of my jobs to find them and take them out of
action. Losing two men on our way home was too hard to accept
(Burwash, pp. 20-21).

Burwash’s account has an especially tragic twist since they had not loseanyo

during the actual fighting that went on during the war. It shows that leadersemasih
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vigilant and responsible until the job is completely done and everyone has made.it home
It is indicative of what bored men who are used to danger and challenging situations ¢
do once the pressure has let up. In the previous examples, we saw spontaneous group
leadership taking hold in a crisis as recorded among our veterans’ accounistirivies
this spontaneity, often unspoken but felt, was what made the critical differehee in t
many life and death situations they faced. But, it also had its negative side and shows
how soldiers allowed mistakes to occur when they allowed the group to take over and
lower itself to a lesser degree of thinking, as in this tragic case.
Comrades in Arms

Some of the most frequent examples of spontaneous leadership occurred among
small groups of two or three. These accounts are particularly noteworthysee
leadership must surface when the pressure is on and there is no one else to make the
decisions. Loyalty for a cause or unit is superseded by loyalty to ondéstaattly.
The accounts that displayed these examples give pictures of when men werastp agai
the wall, odds against them and somehow managed to survive as a team. Earlier, we
presented an example of a reconnaissance team that had been sent byPGt#orrane
of several decoys that were deliberately sent to mislead the enemy. HoM@&wean

Schein had another idea in mind:

So we went out. At night we were to look around, and during the day
time, we were to hide. Then one night we were driving, and... coming
down a hill. 1 heard a terrible roar. There were no lights, of course, and |
looked closely. It was a German convoy coming come up with Tiger

tanks in it. My partner got excited: "What are we going to do?" We can't
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get out of here." When the tanks went by, they were going slow. They

were about 40 yards apart, so | drove between two Tiger tanks. Then

when | saw a road | could see clear enough, | drove out. That's how we

got away from them, but they never knew we were there. My partner just

about went crazy: “You know what you just did?” | said, “Yeah, but we

made it” (Schein, p. 226).

“Yeah, but we made it.” Schein said to his buddy. It was a situation that
demanded an intrepid spirit, cool, calm nerve, courage and leadership or it would all be
over. Another example of this type of leadership occurred in an account given by SSG
Paul Merriman. Although this happened six months after D-Day, it is similar tin&che
account, as the men were well ahead of their own lines and had to hide from the enemy. It
was later in the War, during the Battle of the Bulygerriman, along with two other men,
was on forward observer duty. The weather made flying impossible in the Piper Cubs
used at that time. The men were in their jeep with a radio and were caught in a snow
storm, away from their unit, surrounded by the enemy and with dusk approaching they
took shelter in some hidden pine trees. They radioed to their headquarters aredl thteiv
sage advice, “Find someplace to hide!” The men looked for a foxhole and fortunately
found one that could accommodate three of them. Eight inches of snow fell, according to
Merriman, and in the morning their jeep, affectionately called “Daisy’ Nfaebably
named for an attractive female character in the “L’il Abner” comip stoout hillbillies}
was buried in snow and hidden in the pines, helping to preventing their discovery by the
Germans. The men kept radio silence and waited. Merriman recalls thafAmancan
prisoners were taken during this time, so he and his comrades stayed hidden in their

foxhole:
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Our feet were a little cold, but it was better to have two guys around you
than to be off by yourself. The next morning when we woke up, it had
cleared and the Germans had gone, at least that's what we heard. We
didn't see anyone at all. Lying on the ground were leaflets, and they were
safe conduct leaflets. On one side it showed a picture of Lifesaver
candies, which would get our attention, and on the other side was the safe
conduct pass. It said to give yourself up, and you'll be accorded safe
passage to the rear according to the articles of war and you will be well
taken care of, and so on. Underneath in German it gave instructions to the

captors (Merriman, p. 175).

Certainly, the men were lucky to be alive, but they were also smart enougk to st
put and must have worked together to get themselves hidden away from the Germans as
they came through during the offensive that occurred around them. Fortune favors those
who are smart enough to seize opportunities presented, and these men wagteeklittle
in hiding. The snow provided an additional layer of cover for them. But ultimately, the
small trio knew that if one of them was to break silence, run, or make any mowe that i
would have been a death sentence for all of them. In short, they had their own group

leadership surface in order to protect them and see them through the crisis.

Summary of Spontaneous Leadership Actions
Cases of spontaneous leadership occurring appear regularly throughout the
accounts. We have presented examples of pairs and small groups of men almost
automatically assuming or following both leadership and behavioral cuesdieat w
reactive to the environment around them. Much of this was informal and by many

definitions might not have been classified as leadership because it resulsggicin tr

218



consequences or ignoring ethical norms. Yet, this behavior occurred and was practiced
by the groups in much the same way as if they had been trained to know how to do it or
follow such patterns. So, for better or worse, spontaneous leadership brought out
something in the men that was not instilled there from training or directiveasiaw
bubbling to the surface of traits, good or bad, that were drawn out because of the
circumstances of the events that were happening.

Throughout this chapter we have observed several different manifestations of
spontaneous leadership traits in groups. They are categorized below:

Immediate and fluid group rolesScattered men coming together to form ad hoc

groups to react to situations, followed by different leaders surfacing and rol

changing

Long term informal and inter-group rold®risoners of war interacting among their

own groups and between groups (British/British, British-American) at tie,call
while individually being free to follow their conscience with regards to escape

attempts.

Sudden informal leadership abdicatioBoldiers fooling around with a deadly bomb,

or soldiers on patrol or in the fight ignoring ethical norms as a result of theestres

group think, and overwhelming feelings of violence around them.

Camaraderie leadershi@roups of two or three where one member naturally asserted

himself and took charge in an instance motivated to take care of his comrade and self,

as in small recon teams sent out away from the main force.

Instantaneous small group self-preservatidimen a group takes immediate action,

with no dissent and little or no discussion in order to save itself.
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The inference that can be drawn from these accounts is clear - leader&hip tra
come to the surface when conditions require that to happen. Were it not for emefgence o
this leadership trait response or mechanism, many of the men, in these aanduhtsse
with them would have faced a much greater challenge to survive, and in many cases ma
not have survived. The factors which cause this phenomenon to happen are more than
simply bravery or self-preservation. The added dimension and synergy of the group, and
the dynamics brought out in this environment calls for leadership, in one form or another,

for better or for worse.
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CHAPTER 14

TRAINING FOR D-DAY

Introduction

The preparation of the troops for D-Day was a monumental task. Nearly every
account referred to the training that was received in one form or another prior to the
invasion. Most accounts presented the training in a positive manner, with few
exceptions. The link between performance, training, leadership, and traits will be
examined in this chapter. We will look at how leaders trained soldiers, how formal
training impacted leadership, and finally we will discuss whether trainmgpht out
latent leadership traits, waiting for circumstance and event to causédlyemminate
and grow, or whether training was the foundation upon which their leadership was built.
Types of Soldier Training for D-Day

D-Day training was given high marks by most accounts in a multitude of areas.
The training given varied for each specialty, it was not simply drill arehuamy,
marching, and marksmanship. The accounts give a vivid and realistic portrayedtof w
that training was like and how the men felt about it, both at the time, as wellras yea
later. Although some accounts include some mistakes in place names, theycertainl
were more than adequate to give a geographic location and description of what the
experience was like.

Most soldiers went through basic training, military occupational specialty
training, and then were shipped over to England, mostly, for further training and

exercises prior to the invasion. On the other hand, a good number of soldiers in our
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accounts received additional training or were in elite units such as tHed®B85¢
Airborne Divisions. At least 26 of the men interviewed were Airborne and two others
were Rangers. Additionally, 16 of the 108 accounts used were from officers, many of
them being former enlisted soldiers. Others had training that varied fronslicg

training to high tech communications and avionics.

In addition to the training they received from the military, the men brought their
own sets of skills with them. Jobs included boatbuilding, farming, lithography, tlerica
work, and trucking. Several were students who quit high school, others were in college.
Their civilian work was not a large factor in their military jobs, but th&ardxperiences
did seem to play a role, particularly when discussing leadership expeprepazation.

One example of this was provided by David Roderick who joined the Army in 1940 at
age 16. Roderick’s parents were both dead. The circumstances of the Depression made
for tough times. Roderick decided it would be better for the family if he went into the
world and joined the Army. He was a natural athlete, and played all the typical aport
young American s of his day: football, basketball, and baseball. He continuathplayi
sports in both the military and later on in college. Roderick was irftihefaintry

Division and he recalled his company commander this way:

| was with the 22 Infantry Regiment, % Infantry Division when we
landed on Utah Beach on D-Day. My training was good, and my
company commander was a West Point graduate, and a strict
disciplinarian. He followed through with his West Point trairimdpe sure

that we were the best-trained as possible (Roderick, p. 210).
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We see in Roderick a way where his talents in team sports enabled him to adapt to
the military, perhaps better than others of his generation who were drafted. The tough
life of the Depression gave him few options, but he was fit and he had drive, so he went
into the military, and after successfully completing his service, he evarowéo
college. He did not do too badly for a depression era kid who was on his own at 16.
Roderick’s military training was provided by the military, but by the timeelaghed
Normandy, for him, and many others, life had already hardened and steeleblvis re
for success. Roderick’s leadership and drive seem to have emerged early becease h
a team-player and was able to handle military life at a young age. inmilimg
certainly helped him, he must have had a lot of personal drive to have gotten as far as he
had on his own. A trait such as this was not learned at D-Day, it was alrealgyhimsi
back in 1940. He had the raw material inside of him. However, he also notes the
leadership of his commander, whose discipline also had an effect on him and helped him,
either through example or task, to think beyond the present situation and look forward to
college and graduation.

Before proceeding into more of the accounts, it would be helpful to point some of
the background empirical data of the typical soldier of World War II, spdbifica
regards to the indoctrination and integration of the huge influx of “citizen soldiés” w
almost overnight transformed the small professional pre-World War |l Antoythe one
that showed up on the beaches of Normandy less than three years later. It was a
remarkable transformation. The problem that faced the Army was how to traiandsus

of young recruits and turn them in to soldiers in as little a time as possible:
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To return to the Army’s problem of indoctrinating its leaders and its “led,”
we repeat that the critical problem was to mobilize informal pressures of
the soldiers in support of their fellows who conformed and against the
nonconformist, and to maximize the internalization of the controls through
habituation. Moreover, unlike society at large, which has the entire period
of childhood to mold the plastic youth into the image of a citizen, the

Army had to move very fast indeed (Stouffer et al., 1949, p. 411).

The above paragraph summarizes the problem and showed the need to develop
internalization of Army values and ways of doing business rapidly. The findirigs
basic training experience study summed up what the typical recruit exgerielhsaid
that it was more than simply molding the soldiers from external pressure ofrtrad for
training- it was a combination of many factors that came together anédvtmkards
making the individual function as part of the larger organization. The purpose was not to
create a mindless automaton, but a soldier who could in a short time function asla critic
part of the team. The internal values of being a man, American, and peer priéssure a

played into this:

The basic training period was, therefore, not one of gradual inculcation of
the Armymoresbut one of intensive shock treatment. The new recruit, a
lone individual, is helplessly insecure in the bewildering newness and
complexity of his environment. Also he is a man; he must show that he is
tough enough to “take it.” He is an American; the Army is a means to
winning the War; he must do his best or lose face at home. With personal
insecurity on the one hand, and the motivation to “see it through” on the
other, he is malleable to the “discipline,” which consists of a fatiguing

physical ordeal and a continued repletion o facts until the y become semi-
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automatic, in an atmosphere dominated by fear. As one recruit put it,
perhaps with exaggeration, “The recruit is warned and threatened, shouted
at and sworn at, punished and promised further punishments with such
frequency and from so many sides that he gets to gets to be like the rat in
the neurosis production experiment. He soon comes to fear the Army and
his superiors who represent it.” The individual recruit is powerless. He
finds solace in the company of his fellows, who are new and bewildered
like himself, but who now, with all escapes blocked by fear of formal
punishment, further each other’s adjustment to the inevitable by applying
sanctions of their own to those who “can’t take it.” The fear of being
thought less than a man by one’s buddies can be as powerful control factor
as the fear of the guardhouse. When the former is socially directed to
reinforce the latter, the Army has begun to succeed in building a soldier- a
process which continues until as much as possible is internalized and

automatized in the form of “conscience” (Stouffer et al., 1949, p. 412).

Basic training was only one part of the challenge. The rest of the job wiag gett
these men to fit into the units they were joining, often as fresh recruits who kri@ngnot
of the informal rules and ways of doing business within the unit. For the leaderseof the
units, this was a significant problem. General Gavin’s earlier mentionéeigytit
keeping a strong cadre behind in England paid big dividends once the invasion started, as
it helped keep a level of continuity in the organization. Overall, the problem of getting
all of these men integrated into the ever expanding Army was a significangeland
the Stouffer study summed up what the empirical data showed:

The learning process was complicated by the fact that the formal ruletediet
and elaborate as they were, and embodying the past experience and long tradhiens of

regular Army, were progressively inundated by a flood of new and rapidly exddifi
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enactments required to meet the ever-changing situation presented lydigroaith of
the civilian Army and by the new demands of World War Il.

Simultaneously, ever larger and larger proportions of both commissioned and
non-commissioned officers comprised hastily trained civilians who could hardly ha
mastered all the old Regular Army rules and regulations, much less the newiitihes.
wonder , under these circumstances, that the rules and regulations with which the
bewildered recruit frequently found himself confronted were those improvised,
remembered, or looked up for the occasion by the current commander, sometimes in
support of his personal predilections or purposes (Stouffer et al., p9492). Irv
Koplovitz gives an account that was typical of the training many of the soldirey went
to Normandy experienced in their preparation for the invasion. Koplovitz went to basic
training, and then more specialized training, that was to ready him for i rtble

invasion:

| was drafted into the service in July, 1942. After basic training at Atlantic
City, New Jersey, | went to Ft. Logan, Colorado mainly to be trained for
engineering and operations. | was then assigned to a troop carrier
command and | went to Louisville, Kentucky for more training, then | was
sent to Texas. | was a private during this training period. | worked in an
office that was mostly orderly procedure stuff. Once guys got in, and made
it through basic training — and it didn’t matter if they were drafted of

volunteered — they were all the same. They knew what to expect.

In the 30 days | had all this training, | learned more during that time than
four years of college when it came to handling the paperwork needs of the
troops. My biggest effort came when soldiers got their pay and letters

from home. Having both of these things done on time was a big morale
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booster for the troops. | was always taught that if you have a group of men
that are happy and content with their jobs, you will have a good outfit, and

that’s exactly what we were (Koplovitz, p. 120).

Another example of how the training prior to D-Day was conducted is given by

the 9" ID’s John Johnson, a former boat builder turned infantry soldier:

I: What sort of training did you get?

J: Infantry training

I: Did that prepare you for what you needed to do later?

J: It certainly did. For ten weeks of hard training. Infantry training.

We landed first in Glasgow and de-boated in Balfran (?) and trained (took
a train) to England to a tent camp.

I: So you were then in a tent camp in England?

J: That's right... | don’t know the name of the town. It was a small place.

I: What sort of training did you do in England then?

J: We did briefings and that sort of thing to keep us busy. We had dry

runs...at camp.
I: What did they consist of?

J: On D-day we were ready to go. It's a dry run, don’t go back to get the

tents ... and finally one day it happened. (Johnson, p. 114).
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Johnson’s account does not refer much to the appearance of traits, but it
nonetheless describes the process the soldiers went through. This process added a level
of confidence and competency in the tasks they would be called upon to perform when
they hit combat. The relationship to leadership and traits drawn from this and other
similar accounts is that the training served as a way to unlock the traigetiean the
solider, to get him comfortable with leading actions, and to spur development of leaders
who were already in place. In Johnson’s case, this training paid big dividends, not in his

own actions, but in the actions of those who saved him after he was wounded:

I: Sir, what would be your most vivid memory of the war?

J: I think that the thing that impressed me the most was the way | was
evacuated after | was wounded. The medics got to me right away and two
of them took me out on my rifle just like we were trained to and the

medics and the hospital staff at the field hospital made me so comfortable.
That stood out (Johnson, p. 117).

Another perspective comes from Lieutenant Frederick Crispin, was gat@vin
a C47 that carried troops over to the drop zone on D-Day. When asked about any parting

comments on the overall experience, he stated:

We were so well-trained and so well provided for that after the war |
realized the support we had. During the war | didn't realize it, but all of
those tires, and brakes, and gears, and gliders had to come from
somewhere. [laughs] | didn't realize it at the time. The only thing | knew

was that we had brought our own plane over (Crispin, p. 54).
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The training was all part of a larger effort, an effort that went faoheyhe
training he had received. The British Navy's Henry Roy Chilton descrilseaming

this way:

There was a lot involved with the training for us in 1943. We were trained
with rifles and basic seamanship. It was hard training. | went from basic
training to another base where the Royal Marines were trained near the

coast by the River Thames. | was put into combined operations.

We trained right up to the time of D-Day. | felt there was something
important on the cards as we were moved around the country to various
places. | think we all knew that this training was all about something big
(Chilton, p. 36).

Nearly all the men in the study reported they felt a sense of importance in the
training prior to the invasion. Chilton’s comments reflect this. This may have amded t
their focus as they got closer to the actual event.

Carl Cannon was a soldier from tHB ifantry Division. He was not drafted, but

instead enlisted in 1940 and was a seasoned veteran by June, 1944:

| enlisted in March of 1940. We didn’t have basic training in a traditional
sense then — we had individual unit training. | was in the 8th Infantry
Division when we went to maneuvers in Louisiana {Editor’s note: The
Louisiana Maneuvers was a massive field exercise in Louisiana involving
thousands of soldiers (Perry, 2007).}, then back to Fort Benning when we

joined the 4th Infantry Division, which was forming at the time.
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| was still at Fort Benning when Pearl Harbor happened. | would say the
training was “good exercise” and after North Africa we developed more
special training to adapt to the way the war was going. Anyways, we
moved to Camp Gordon Georgia for more training before we went to
Europe. The way we trained depended on which enemy we were going to
Face. We trained in Florida on the West coast near Tampa for our beach
training. We trained on LCD'’s on the east coast of Florida and trained on

shore landings.

We went to New Jersey, and took an old British ship to Liverpool,
England, and began intense training near Exeter. We were training three
times a week, sometimes overnight. They would move us to camps where
they kept us under wraps and none of us could go anywhere (Cannon, p.
26).

Richard Harrison was a member of the 82nd Airborne Division. He summed up

the impact of his training experience and what it brought out in him with this statement

After awhile, we felt like our ‘number’ was up, but I think | did a fairly
good job while | was there. All the hardships made me much better as a
man, and | must add that my training at Fort Benning was excellent. It
prepared me for the job | had to do in Europe, to never “quit” at anything,

and that stayed with me all my life (Harrison, p. 107).

Harrison’s take away from the experience was to “never ‘quit’ at arg/thi
something that he felt was directly related to the tough training heveelcai Fort
Benning. This helped him and many others succeed in the Army and the challenges they
faced at Normandy. The training was varied, and opportunities to emerdgadeia

presented themselves in many ways to all the men in the accounts. More trainping ma
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have added to their focus as they got closer to the actual invasion itself. Additionall
because of all of the additional interest and effort placed on the units, soldierswand ne
systems, it is likely that they also experienced what is describéeé &tatvthorne Effect
(Landsberger, 1955): a higher output in performance because of the type of environment
and feelings of competence to do their work (mission) (Hersey, Blanchard, &dohns

2001, pp. 57-59). These men received a lot of interest and special training. They believed
in what they were doing, especially those in elite units, in terms of thengaiAis we

transition to that aspect of training, we will see that the attention and cleatiéagch

units brought together a tougher, smarter, group of men, whose commitment and bravery

were tested long before they ever got on board a transport to England.

“I wanna be an Airborne Soldier’..

The title of this section is part of the refrain from a typical airborne cadsaimg
for the last sixty-plus years. Many of the men at D-day were sky sgldied their
accounts from Sainte-Mére-Eglise and Sainte Marie du Mont have been listed throughout
this discussion. These men were in units that were elite for their time, acdrhiatie
to be elite today. For those soldiers who had the drive to excel and the courage to do so,
there was Airborne, Ranger, and other challenging specialty trainin§44h theing
Airborne was still a very new and scary proposition. Consider that air flightwas
barely over a quarter century old. Add the prospect of jumping out of a perfectly good
airplane into a field where people are shooting at you, and the picture is difirk&est
for the Airborne soldiers, there was a pride and dignity that took a stronger hatd on it
members than the fear. Men like Ridgway and Gavin recognized the need for ssich unit

to have moresprit de corpsind higher standards, so that men who were motivated for a
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higher purpose would be proud to be part of that unit. In the two-volume study by
Stouffer and the War Department, (1949), this issue was examined. Additionally, this i
a further indication of the Hawthorne Effect written about by Elton Mayo in his
observations from work studies in the 1920’s (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson, 1972, pp.
57-59). Although drill and ceremony can be repetitive and details can be monotonous,
soldiering goes far beyond this, especially for Airborne soldiers and RBange

Did training play a role in this, or was there something more? To understand this,
we need to understand a little bit of the background of why some men chose to even
become members of parachute units. Part of the drive and motivation for being part of
such units may have come from a desire to distinguish oneself from being simplgranot
member who was out doing his duty just by being part of the machine. Accordihg to
American Soldier, Volume, Iby Stouffer and colleagues (1949), by World War 1, the
distinction between combat soldier and non-combat soldier was sharper, while at the
same time, society was not so judgmental if one had not been in combat, so long as one
had at least shared in the burdens of serving the country in war. There was an
expectation of service, but Stouffer (1949) notes a marked shift in societal froome
those of World War I. A good portion of the men in the accounts were looking for a
greater challenge, and they found it at D-Day. One passage from the Stouffer book

highlights some of the aspects of this societal shift:

In World War Il there was much less community pressure on the young
man to get into the Army There were few real counterparts to the white
feather, painting homes yellow, use of the epithet “slacker.” The general
attitude was that everyone should do what he was assigned as well as he

could, but it wasiot considered essential that the individual "stick his
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neck out.” To over-simplify, it might be said that in World War Il the test
of social manhood began much farther from actual fighting than in World
War I. In the First World War, a man was more severely censured for
failing to enter the armed forces; this time, the test was more nearly

whether he adequately filled his role once placed in the combat situation.

Combat posed a challenge for a man to prove himself to himself and
others. Combat was a dare. One never knew for sure that he could take it
until he had demonstrated that he could. Most soldiers facing the prospect
of combat service had to deal with a heavy charge of anticipatory anxiety.
The more they heard about how tough the fighting was, the greater the
anxiety and the insecurity that came from doubt as to whether they could
handle the anxiety. Thus, combat might actually come almost as a relief—
it joined the issue and broke the strain of doubt and waiting (Stouffer et

al., 1949, p. 131).

In summary, it seems that Airborne training and other training like it played
vital role in satisfying the desire for adventure and warrior spirit thatadwadyding to
this study, diminished throughout much of society by the early 1940s. The warrior spir
of these men was not satisfied with clerking or KP duty, and so they looked for
opportunities to step out and become something more. Knowing this explains some of
the reasons why many of the men in our accounts voluntarily underwent extremely
rigorous and dangerous training, just to get the chance to be the first in eitivatiby a
cliff to get shot at or by dropping from the sky and getting shot at. Either wagkit
lot of raw, courage, determination, and leadership to get to such a point. The following
accounts give a picture of the training these men endured, as well as hoasfi@yded

to it. For example, Frank Bilich enlisted in the Army a week after he gtadunigh
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school. Despite flat feet and a heart murmur, Bilich not only completed the standard
training, he even went on to jump training. His Sergeant, nicknamed Flash Gordon {after

the serial film hero} led by example:

There was a sergeant we caltéthsh Gordon” who could really do
anything. If he told us to run five miles, he would do those five miles with
us. At the end of jump training, we all knew what we had to do. While |
was in paratrooper training, my mother had run into a woman in a store
whose son was with me and found out that | had joined the paratroopers.
Of course, this wasn't part of what she had envisioned when | originally
joined the infantry and she called the Chaplain at Fort Benning and
arranged to meet with me. She took a train from Chicago all the way to
Georgia to try and talk me out of staying with the paratroop regiment but
there was no way | was going to give up (Bilich, p. 269).

Bilich disregarded his own congenital frailties and his mom’s entrelategoid
such dangerous duty, and made his way into Airborne history. Fellow Division member

Francis Lamoureux recalls the training even more vividly:

Intensive training, training, training, all the time. But that training a

McCall was fantastic, that's where | got really know what kind of man
Colonel Mendez was? He would run our ass off. He would run us until
we’d drop. When you see that guy ahead of you and he doesn’t drop,
you've got to keep up. Of course that first week at jump school, if you
don’t survive that first week you're out, they don’'t want paratroopers that
can hold on, so they really put us through the ropes. The marines can brag

about what tough training they got, but I think we got a damn tough

9 Lieutenant Colonel Louis Gonzaga Mendez, Jr. wesrded the Distinguished Service Cross for his
actions during combat in World War Il (Zabecki, 200
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training down there when we were at Fort Benning in paratroop school
just that one week there. Different stages, you've got first stage, second,
third, fourth stages of it, but that first week was like hell, they put you
through hell, obstacle courses, ju jitsu, you’'d get so, at the end of the day
you’d be luck to climb up and throw yourself on the bunk. The next
morning every muscle in your body is stiff and you try and go down the
stairs and you're crippled and think how am | going to survive another day
of this ... but then by the end of the week, you’ve got it made.

Lamoureux completed training at the Airborne school in Fort Benning. This
training was followed by training at Camp McCall, where Lamoureux paatied

in exercises that went on regardless of the weather:

... those exercises took you out in the woods in the rain and lightning.
Guys were being killed by lightning. We’d have little battles and
skirmishes, we’d go out with water with just a canteen and spend a whole
day out and come back and you had to have a canteen left, and if you
didn’t you were in trouble. Go get some pushups. Yeah, they put us

through the test at McCall (Lamoureux, p. 123).

Another 82° soldier who went through the tough training that was typical of the
Division was Duke Boswell. His summation of the training is wrapped up in this

statement:

The training we got before the invasion was the most important part of our
success, | think. Having enough ammunition was the next thing along with
watching each other’s backs all the time. We knew that the awareness of
the man next to you might be the difference between life and death for

everyone on the team.
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We — the airborne soldiers had done so well in our missions that the

ground commanders requested us to join their forces often. We were

always moving, and always fighting (Boswell, p. 5).

Duke Boswell said that the training he received as an Airborne Soldier prior to the
invasion gave him a confidence in his ability to do his mission, and, more importantly, it
helped him develop a trust in the men on his team. One explanation of this would be that
the training was a catalyst for bringing out bonding traits that helped cémeegroup
response. Thus, the application of stress prior to the invasion resulted in better
performance of the men when they reached combat, at least according poitttsiof
view. This gives further support to the premise that leadership traits emergesis a
atmosphere, real or perceived, or under battle stress, and are part of thenma&map
of most people as a survival mechanism.

Bilich, Lamoureux, and Boswell all had tough training prior to D-Day. Theag we
mentally tested, physically challenged to their limits, and subjectextioctions that at
times were almost prison-like. Tucker and Cannon both described humble backgrounds
and had entered the Army prior to the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor. All three me
had to have passed tough challenges just to become Airborne soldiers. However, the
challenge to get into the unit, and that they overcame that challengetdehes
observation that training was what catalyzed their leadership ahijis as was
reported in the conclusions of the empirical data in the Army Study. A good meésure
the success of the training was the fact that these men survived D-Day &viar tlzend

they were leaders in their own right, in separate units. Thus, the organizaaonab
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effect should not be discounted as a factor in leadership and the emergence of trait
leadership in a crisis.

It is important to note, that it seemed to be more the triggering action of what was
already within rather than something that they got because of the partiauieagt This
is an important point. Training is important and necessary, but the individual has, as has
been shown throughout the accounts, a certain level of innate ability. From these
observations, it seems that the training brings out what is already thieeesoliler, but
training does not place the ability in the individual. This is an important distinctiahwhi
sheds light on training and its purpose and value for developing leaders. The summation
of this principle is that good training will bring out good leaders, but it will not biing a
leadership traits to the surface. Different training experiencesrigtjer different traits
at different times, and this is also contingent on the readiness and matungy of t

individual.

Integration and training of new soldiers

A critical job of a leader is to ensure continuity within the organization. In
combat, this became a monumental task. The leader had to take care of hiswgbtdiers
were already trained veterans, as well as had the additional task af geplecement
troops ready to fight and do their mission. Leaders who displayed concern for their
soldiers and took the time to train the recruits were also taking time awvaytfeir own
rest or recovery, putting themselves at risk when they had to rely on the courage of
untested soldiers, and were forced to carry a heavier burden of responsibilityfionaddi

to the actual job training that had to be done.
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The leadership traits required to lead a team and integrate new memiérs int
included maturity, communication skills, and intelligence, as well as adével
compassion and understanding that allowed them to sense what needed to be done to get
the individual soldier up to a level of confidence to function in combat. This was no easy
task. Many men were suspicious of the untried green soldiers. Those who stdiaceede
this task were indeed special men. The United States Army calls the nonsstmmed
officer the backbone of the organization. The accounts from non-commissionedsofficer
in the study demonstrate this in many ways. The men from our study who weyedcha
with this training and leading these soldiers were from all types of unitsthiftgs they
had in common were the sense of responsibility and the intrinsic motivation to look out
for their troops, in this case, rookies.

Don L. Dicks was a member of the"82irborne Division’s 508 Parachute
Infantry Regiment. He took his role as squad leader seriously and watched out for the

new men:

On D-Day | was a squad leader in the 1st platoon, Co. “I”, 508th
Parachute Infantry Regiment, 82d Airborne Division. We had basic
infantry training in the states and after the Tennessee maneuvers in ‘43 we
came over to Ireland and trained there for about 30 days while they was

getting our tent city ready in England.

The Normandy peninsula was our last big go around. We went back to
England and got our replacements, and went through some training. | tried
to match recruits up with what | call “regulars” when they first come to

our unit, always with a fellow who had experience and so | told the young
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men, “You listen to what he tells you and do what he tells you and he’ll

train you (Dicks, pp. 58-59).

The wisdom from more than 60 years in the past is as relevant today as it was
then. Dicks did not lead from reading a manual or a focus group. He told his men what
they needed to do and what they needed to know. He used a typical Army approach by
making sure each newcomer had a battle buddy to learn from and keep him out of
trouble. He followed his instincts and took care of his squad.

The use of veterans to train new troops was hardly a new idea. It was part of the
integration plan for maintaining the ®2irborne Division’s unit continuity, and it was
applied in many different ways in other organizations as well. For exampleyclif
Goodall, a Navy Signalmen recalls his experience of being shipped from s#mitl

theater to the Pacific theater in anticipation of the Invasion of Japan:

This was probably around September, but | had been over in England
since January of 1944. They said we need all you guys with the supposed
experience out on the west coast so that you can train these other sailors
for the invasion of Japan. ...l got out there and spent about three months

doing absolutely nothing (Goodall, p. 97).

Fortunately for Goodall he did not have to participate in the Invasion of Japan, as
the War ended before that became necessary. Nevertheless, he and manAratiiers
Navy, or otherwise, were sent in large numbers back to the States and the Wetst Coas
prepare for it. Many accounts in the study make reference to this, indidsirte men

who served at D-Day were not only survivors; but also leaders and trainers whose
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knowledge and experience on the battlefield and carrying out operations was &een as
critical skill.

This review has shown that the experiences in training and integration from the
veteran’s accounts gives weight to the theory that leadership traasesitinder the
stressful, event-packed conditions of D-Day, and other similar experienseewss that
integration played an important part in triggering this behavior for the role afalbler,
as well as in creating the conditions for the integrating soldiers to have timeir ow

leadership traits emerge as they became part of the team.

Other training

Airborne and elite unit training was not the only training that was a priority for
the invasion. Other training required men with certain skill sets and traitsg¢hanot
common to all soldiers. One example of this critical training was in irgaltig
gathering. Arnold C. Franco, the radio message interceptor for the Ag, Fad parts
of his account introduced in earlier in this wotkis skill sets were not in hand-to-hand
combat, but nonetheless he had to perform as a leader and execute missions that were
critical to the effort. His account is a portrait of someone who was smaurenat
responsible, and dependable, with a strong work ethic. One had to have these qualities in
order to do the mission he was called to do. Franco describes the process of training, and
how he and the team he was on stepped up their performance as the mission bécame rea
time. He and nine other men were first trained at Michigan State Utywersserman.
This was followed by training at Vint Hill Farms in Warrenton, Virginia atgal
intelligence center. The men joined a newly formed organization call€ tRadio

Squadron Mobile G (for Germany). It was a part of the Ninth Air Force.Alrtieorce’s
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job was to win the Air War in Europe. Franco and his men played a crucial role

monitoring transmissions of the German Luftwaffe:

It was given extreme priority. The job was to monitor the German Air
Force, the Luftwaffe, and it had several sections. One was what we called
the Voice Intercept — people who were listening to German pilots talking.
Others, like me were trained in Code Breaking; we listened to German
radio messages, which came from German aircraft talking to German
Ground stations. The third section was called Direction Finding; their job
was to pinpoint those aircraft that we were listening to and find out their
direction so they could be intercepted by allied fighter aircraft (Franco,
p.66).

Franco’s work was top secret. Many documents about it were never released to
the public until years later. One was released as late as 1996. Franco wrote a
book about his work calle@ode to Victoryas told to Aselin Spellman. Franco’s

efforts were noted by the British Commander who trained them:

Well the British who trained us, [and] the Commander of that group, who
turned out to be a very famous man — Group Captain Scott-Farnie. In
October ’44, four months after the invasion, he wrote a memo to SHAFE
saying that we were the most effective mobile unit on the continent. So
our teachers...in effect, we outdid our teachers (Franco, p. 66).

The training Franco received was very specific and required a person vaihl spe
talents. Others received training in one area and then found themselves doing a
completely different job. But the important thing was what the training evoked in the

individual. Frank Bilich, who was mentioned earlier, was a Croatian immigant fr
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Chicago. He joined the Army and earned his paratrooper wings serving with the 82nd
Airborne. He described how he received one type of training but ended up doing another
job. His account shows a combination of several themes that have been already
discussed: mentorship and loyalty from his First Sergeant, trust in the men around him,
and confidence in his mission and his cause. Overall, he sums up what the purpose of all
that training was about: to be able to trust the men around him as they performed their

mission together:

When I joined the 505in Northern Ireland, | sounded off my name and

the First Sergeant asked to see me after the formation. It turns out he was
my next door neighbor in Chicago who | used to play softball with when
we were kids. He told me to pay attention to everything or that | wouldn’t
make it home. Having my old neighbor with me made things a lot easier

for me.

The Army trains you for one thing but you end up doing another. | was
trained for demolitions but ended up with a radio, which | only used one

time during the entire war.

The jump into Normandy was the easy part. It was what happened every
minute after the landing that made everything scary. ... My first

experience in combat was about ten o’clock that morning. We were

walking up a road and some Germans opened up on us. We scattered in all
directions until some of our guys knocked them down and we were on our

way.

| was perfectly at ease in the battles we fought because the guy oft my le

and the guy on my right was the best that could be and | could trust my
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life to them. We had a job to do, and we didn’t question it. | knew we were

all family and we still are today. (Bilich, p. 269)

Franco, Bilich, and countless others trained to do one job and did another, but
ultimately they were all soldiers. They all went to D-Day diabitheir duty and were
ready for the leadership within them to emerge when the circumstanceseatslclled

for it.

Tragedy in Training

Training was difficult. The exercises that people participated in weza oft
dangerous. Particularly, Slapton Sands was a training disaster of such magnitude tha
survivors or men involved had to be kept separate from the rest of the soldiers and sworn
to secrecy so that word would not get out and affect morale, or perhaps overall public
opinion, so great was the scale of the loss of life due to enemy activity, sbceathes,
and failure of leaders and equipment. Slapton Sands was a training beach adistha ¢
England. The Allied plan was to use this area as a warm-up for D-Day because i
allowed them to replicate many of the conditions that the invasion force would thg faci
in Normandy. Unfortunately, the training had some terrible twists that ane t
replicated the conditions, and it turned from a training exercise into a tragedy

The event at Slapton Sands was a test of not only the mettle of the soldiers who
trained there, but also of the commanders and the leaders who planned it, and who had to
live with the consequences of the event. It was to be a large scale eteprisgare for
the invasion. Unfortunately, things went very wrong. The D-Day veterans provide the

details about what happened. We can see from their accounts what traits surfaced under
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the stress of that event, how leaders acted, and how their followers, the menalled rec
the events and experienced it acted and reacted. The analysis of this eventrgratits
on the veterans prior to D-Day is important, despite the training tragedgdturred,
because it gave leaders at all levels the opportunity to experience the abefieoes of
running multi-phased operations and a last minute reality prior to the invasion.

Irv Smolens, of thetﬁlnfantry Division, discussed Operation Tiger in his
account. He said that although it had tragic results, it served an important role in
preparing for the Normandy Invasion, and that without the lessons learned tham it
invasion would not have been as successful. But there was a high price. This idea was to

be tested on Slapton Sands@peration Tiger”:

We completed our part of the practice invasion and returned to our billets.
Later on that evening, the support units were attacked by German E-Boats,
like our PT boats on the water, sinking two LST’s and almost 1000 Army,

Navy and Coast Guardsmen were killed during that afternoon.

The local fishermen were complaining for years after the war that their
nets were being caught there all the time. So, they sent a diver down and
they found a Sherman Tank on the bottom. It was a secret operation and
the families were not notified until after D-Day that their loved ones had
died. Ike made sure that every one of the bodies was recovered because
some of the officers had the D-Day invasion plans on them when they

were really killed, which was April of 1944,
To me, this was the biggest part of the D-Day story. Without exercises like

the one at Slapton Sands, the invasion would never have been the success

that it was (Smolens, p. 235).
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Harold F. McCauley was d"4nfantry Division DUKW operator at D-Day. His
abbreviated account describes his background in the war prior to D-Day. McGauley’
account of Slapton Sands was patrtially presented in the Chronology Chapter. The account
we examine in this section gives more detail about the event and specificallgghow t
mistakes by commanders impacted the soldiers only weeks prior to the invasgines
details of the formation of the unit and, specifically, he gives a perspetit8iapton
Sands that does not gloss over what happened. McCauley was a veteran of several
invasions (North Africa, Italy) by the time he reached Utah Beach. His anitive first
amphibious truck company formed, and saw action in North Africa, Sicilay, and
Normandy. He took part in many actions of the War. Yet, Slapton Sands stood out from
all of this and left an indelible imprint on him. His account is lengthy, but it givesd vi
portrayal of the life of what the men and the organization faced the challenge of
participating in an invasion. Additionally, it shows the breadth of interaction betwee
leaders and average soldiers, as McCauley discusses how he met Eisenhovesratnd w
many of the same briefings prior to the invasion. In other words, McCauley, though
separated many degrees by rank from his commander, nevertheless shgred man
experiences with him. McCauley describes his experiences below. His accounynot onl
describes Slapton Sands, but also the ordinary, mundane details of averageisdltkers
war. His first action was in England and Ireland where they trained and then went on t
North Africa where the Allied forces fought the French Legion until jbeed the

allies:

M: At that time there was no amphibious DUKWs. And we were still part
of the £' Engineer Amphibious Special Brigade. It was kind of a hand-
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picked bunch. We fought the French Foreign Legion for nine days. We got
the first five DUKWs in Africa and we changed the name to 479th
Amphibious Truck Company.

I: Okay, you want to explain what a DUKW is...

M: It was a G.I. truck made into a boat. Eighty percent of the parts were
interchangeable. There was thirty, | would have said thirty-one but they
say thirty-two in the book now... They were seven feet high and you had
to crawl up the side of them to get in and jump out of them. And if you
were getting bombed you would come out in a hurry... We hauled 40,000
casualties off of this beach{Editor’s note: Utah Beach}, and the DUKWs
never quit going for 120 days>°.

I: They made life easier for landings?

M: Well we never had a port, everything that was taken in from in Sicily
was hauled in by our company, 200 men and every wounded and every

prisoner hauled out was by our company in Sicily.

We thought we were going home... they said they were going to train
guys to go into France and it didn't quite work that way. | was on that

exercise tiger lock [Editor’'s note: Exercise Tiger] invasion.

I: Okay, where was that.

M: In the sands where we landed back in. We was never briefed until that
night, and maybe | shouldn't say this but ...were supposed to have been

guarding our convoy. At 4:00 there were no escorts out there. Not an

20 Editors Note: ¥ Infantry Division was at Utah Beach. McCauleyriest likely referring to his unit, and
not simply his own DUKW'’s for which he was respduiei
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escort. The British took off... we was doing with no protection, and about
midnight they opened the ramps and told me to hit, it will be England, we
didn't know whether we was going to land in France or England. And
there was a tube with a blue light in it that was two feet across. And | must
have been out trying to follow the shipsthey must have sank the ship

that | was on a few minutes after | got off (McCauley, p.155).

McCauley was in charge of three DUKWSs. In his account he discusses some of
the events that he and his comrades faced together. For example, he had a fight with one

man who ended up becoming one of his best friends:

One guy was an engineer and had been in every outfit in the Army. He
ended up in our outfit because there was only one place worse than our
company, and that was Dyers. If we couldn't handle them they went to
Dyers. This guy had been an engineer and | got into a fight even. | was, he
said something to me and | broke his nose. (Laughter) He shouldn't have
said it and he broke my nose, we fought for twenty minutes. It ended up
the best fight that any two men ever fought. (talking about after the fight)
(McCauley, p. 154).

McCauley finished his account by going to back to the Slapton Sands event again.
As mentioned in the Chronology, McCauley and his friend Dwight Coles went out and
picked up the floating bodies of men in the water afterwards. He describes baaies be
bulldozed over and he and his men on lock down for the last weeks prior to the invasion.
He also describes the briefings, and despite the tragedy of Slapton Sands, shows how
both leaders and followers kept going and readying themselves for the invasion of

Normandy:
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A few guys got out... The 478th Amphibious Truck Company had taken

cavalry in England out of our company to form and they didn't have

enough men to have roll call when we got back ... they were keeping us

quiet so they put us in barbed wire for fourteen days with guards on us.

Seven men per tent and | can't tell you where it was in England but ...

about every two or three days we'd get briefed by Eisenhower and

Montgomery... (McCauley, pp. 157).

McCauley’s account gives a human touch to the event. Although he wanders a bit
with his recollection, it actually gives more substance to the total expeiice
typical soldier and leader of his day. One example of this was when as ahled&del to
deal with a subordinate who was out of line. He directly confronted the man. There was
a fight, certainly an unorthodox method in modern leadership conflict resolution, but in
the end it resolved the issue. As an experienced leader, he was able to déal with t
tragedy of loss of lives at Slapton Sands and continued to search for soldiers who had
been lost in the water. As a leader, he kept what he knew secret for fogtyltyeas a
burden for him to carry, and he was not alone. He mentioned that a General committed
suicide over what had happened. It was in fact Rear Admiral Donald P. Moondesuici
that was attributed in part to the Slapton Sands incident (Yung, 2006). McCauley was
fortunate to have survived. History records two major blunders at Slapton Sands: the
lack of the protection for the LSTs by the Naval Forces, which enabled theaGErmM
Boats to attack the LSTs, and the live fire that mowed down soldiers astthi@y hi
beaches of South Devon, England. The other issue was that the flotation devicgs cause

men to float upside down. (This was not only bad engineering and design, but also poor

training for the hundreds of men who ended up drowning both at Slapton Sands, and
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again at D-Day, as has been mentioned in other accounts). McCauley also dbeseribes
he reached a culminating point about burying the dead after Slapton Sands. He is
referring to information about the event. But underlying this is another thought, &and tha
is that for him he lost a lot of faith and confidence in the overall leadership around him.
On the other hand, he still supported his chain of command and did his duty, displaying
loyalty and discipline. He searched for lost comrades, again showing/lagdlt

courage, as he and others fished men from the water instead of simply leavirigefesm
despite the dangerous waters and being overwhelmed by the unexpected loss of their
comrades. He and the others who survived the event had to have a high level resiliency
in order to bounce back and then go on to do the mission at D-Day only a few weeks
later. Lastly, they were prepared for tough training, but they were probaldypexdtting

to deal with a tragedy of this sort to occur, basically under the vesyodyheir leaders

at a training event.

Summary of Training Observations

The accounts of the study demonstrate that training played an important role in
energizing and bringing to the surface the myriad traits that were tedoissuccessful
leaders. Clearly there was a link between success on the battlefieldimind trafore
the event. The more challenging and realistic the training, the betterquépseems the
leaders were when they reached Normandy. However, it also shows thanthé had
to have a certain level of raw material of their own - traits- which edabem to pass
the tests and challenges set out before them. Lastly, the tragic ev@lajstan Sands
show that although tough realistic training plays an important role as gstatal

developing leaders and preparing soldiers for training, it can come at eosigland
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senior leaders have to weigh this when making plans for large scale exwigise

require close coordination between several organizations.
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CHAPTER 15

WHY THEY DID IT

One question which is related to the study of the leadership at D-Day and
Normandy is why did they do it? We have looked at leaders in action at malsy Wee
have described the first line leaders and senior leaders as perceived by thehreoral
histories. Several leadership traits have been shown to emerge either theough t
hardship of battle or through the challenge of tough, realistic training. Whahevas
internal mechanism that propelled these men forward into danger? This chipbekw
at some of the factors that made these men act the way they did.

Private Will Reagan was in the first wave of soldiers who landed at Omaha beac

He gives a vivid portrayal of landing at Omaha beach at 0630 off'thieJéine 1944:

Well, there was thirty-six of us in an LCS, | think it was called. Two jeeps
and two trailers loaded with TNT. Our objective was to go into theif 483
Red Dog. No, Dog Red beachAnd clear a way for the infantry and the
tanks and the trucks to come in behind us. Fighting was very heavy.
And we were caught in crossfire and we lost quite a bit of our, quite a few
of our company. | was one of the fortunate ones that made it up to this
point here. | think our objective was to get to a little town by the name of
Saint Lo. No, Saint LaurentSaint Lo is later. Saint Laurent was up on
top... and our objective was to get there by noon and | don’t think we
made it ‘til around three o’clock when the tanks got rolling (Reagan, pg
202).
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Reagan continues his narrative of the landing in another part of the interview
where he recalls how a fellow soldier was concerned about being charged for a
radio that was damaged by enemy fire. Reagan himself describes howdw was
occupied with trying to stay alive and get off the beach that he did not reafly hav
time to think actually process the idea of the invasion not being successful. For
Reagan and thousands of others like him, all that mattered was getting off of that

beach alive:

I: What do you remember about first hitting the beach? About actually....

R: Scared. Scared. Very scared, but then after we got going just means that

you have to keep going or you were going to die there on the beach.
I: Yeah, was the gunfire...

R: MVA’s, MVA's, artillery, (inaudible) guns, and machine guns. Heavy,

very heavy”*
I: Did you lose a lot of equipment?

R: Someone in my company came up to me and he says “My radio doesn’t
work”. | looked at him and it, looked like Swiss cheese. | said throw the
damn thing away, it's no good anymore or it's not good to you, not good

to anybody else. Doesn’t even work. He says “I don’t want to pay for it.” |
said you never have to pay for And he says..‘My radio’s not

working. It looks like Swiss cheese.” .ld say out of the thirty-six in

the platoon, we lost about twenty men that day.

I: Twenty men...so it was fifty percent?

R: Right.

2 Military Vehicle - Armored
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I: And how long did it take you to move up the beach, under the firing?

R: I want to say two hours but I'm not really sureéfou know, | wasn’t

really timing it. So it’s hard for me to remember really.

I: Were you just ducking behind whatever was around.

R: Hiding and running to keep going.

I: Yeah.

R: ‘Cause all of us were scared, this was our first time in combat. Well,
kind of.

I: Was there, was there a feeling that the day just wasn't going to work

out?

R: No, | didn’'t even think about that. Thought about getting off of there
and getting home safely. All | wanted to do was get home. And | believe

that’s the way most of us men felt at the time (Reagan, p. 203).

Reagan’s account gives the picture of an ordinary man caught up in extra-ordinary
circumstances. He was too busy to be overcome by the fear that everyone fghadhe
to concentrate on the task at hand: getting off of that beach and out of the line of fire.
Half the men in the platoon had been lost in the initial landing. Reagan and the other

survivors from his platoon made it to their objective after a long and grueling day.

253



How did Reagan’s platoon of soldiers hold themselves together? Part of the
answer is found in group training - the induction and indoctrination of the troops who

made up the Army. Stouffer writes:

The rigid and complexly hierarchical Army organization, with its accompanyi

set of formal rules, was the Army’s main answer to the stress and confusion of
battle. The soldier was not an individual atom in the tide of warfare; he was an
integral part of a vast system of discipline and coordination. The chain of
command was implemented by stringent sanctions for failures to conform. Men
faced combat in tightly organized formal groups, and were held in those groups
by the ultimate sanctions their society wielded, including the power, almost never
used, of punishment by death. Thus, the individual in combat was simultaneously
guided, supported, and coerced by a framework of organization (Stouffer et al.,
1949, p. 97).

In other words, part of what propelled these men forward was the organizational
pull of the group. The glue that made this pull effective was seen in the societal nor
and expectations that were like gates that pulled the soldier further and fotohiei
unit, until he felt compelled to act as the others, and that to not do so, would become
unthinkable. This was a combination of external and internal coercion. It had to be done
quickly in order to turn an average citizen into a soldier who could perform missions
under fire. One wounded veteran who served in the Sicily and Italian campaign
described it this way in the Stouffer study, “You get a habit of taking ordens yduere
in training so that when they tell you to do something, you do so without thinking”

(Stouffer, 1949, p. 98).
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Fighting for the Team with Faith

Empirical data from the Stouffer study suggests that more often than not, soldiers
performed better and did their mission because they felt a strong bond andttmyfadtir
unit. In other words, they often did their duties because they felt they could not let the
team down. But faith and prayer also played a role alongside the team motivation i
moving them forward and to maintain their composuaryl Whitfield made this

remark about his faith at Normandy:

The worst battle in Normandy for me was at a crossroads near a town. A
guy from my unit captured some German artillerymen. | remember
learning how to talk to God when a German 88 {Author’s note: anti-tank}

gun was firing at me at a place called Hill #3ahitfield p. 274).

In the same table, parallel comparisons are shown for the men who did and who
did not say that it helped them a lot to think that they “couldn’t let the other men down.”
This provides an interesting contrast, since the differences are for the nicshalar
They consistently indicate that (1) one was helped a lot by thinking that one [rihet
other men down was associated with lower fear and higher self-confidence and
willingness for combat, whereas (2) saying that prayer helped a lossasaed with
the opposite characteristics. When scores on a scale of psychoneurotic symptoms and
rank are simultaneously controlled, it turns out that saying that prayer hdipedrad
saying that it helped a lot to think that one could not let the other men down, were thus

related to the men’s reported battle reactions in 19 out of the 20 sub-comparisons. The

%2 The German 88mm Anti-tank Gun was one of the meditknow n weapon s in World War Il. It was
used in many variations against both ground anthegets.
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difference in pattern is consistent and remains when the influences of rank and
personality differences are ruled out as much as possible (Stouffer et al., 1949, p. 183)
Thus, according to Stouffer et al. (1949), some men who were more confident in
the group had less need of prayer, and those who were less sure tended to pray more.
Together the two factors played an important role in keeping soldiers in thdright
terms of leadership traits, these are faith and fraternity, and they playiat rale:
- Faith in a higher power and faith in your team.
- Fraternity- comradeship with one’s fellow soldiers as well as fediimg t

presence of someone else unseen who is watching over you.

When men were questioned on combat motivation, “when the going got tough,”
they provided several explanations on how they and their leaders handled the stress and
found motivation. We have seen the attitudes towards leaders in Tables 2 and 3 in
Chapter 13. In both cases, according to Stouffer et al. (1949), prayer wasgadingpot
factor, but also, that it helped to think “that you couldn’t let the other men down.”
Specifically, in the survey of men from the European theater, this was theryprim
motivating factor in keeping leaders going, 81% for responsibility to othesas/éi7 %
for prayer. For enlisted soldiers, the ratio was reversed, with 83% for prayB6uor
“couldn’t let the other men down.” Nevertheless, this was still double the pere@itag
the other factors of the questionnaire, such as “finish the job, hatred of the eneany,” a
“what we are fighting for” (Stouffer et al. (1949), VOL 2, pp. 174-175). This 8tatis
repeats itself in table after table of surveys of veterans regardledacztion or rank.

The main difference being that prayer (faith) was a lesser factor offtber statistics. It
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should also be noted that perhaps at the time when the surveys were conducted, combat
motivation might have been more of a blanket term for many aspects of internal
mechanisms that kept soldiers focused on and able to endure combat. If this were the
case, then a more appropriate way to describe the phenomenon is that pray&onas
in sustaining combat motivation. The empirical data from Stouffer and the Aggesis
that faith and fraternity were critical factors in getting soldiersugh the rough times.
While these are not the same as motivation, they were factors that madeticplgart
of the total motivation template.

Taking care of one’s men or a buddy was also the most referred to reason in the
oral history analysis done of the D-Day 60 Veterans for leadership type actibndga
they did what they did. However, Whitfield’s example of learning to talk to God is

illustrative of the faith factor in these men.

No other choice

Henry French was a Sergeant who, along with his soldiers, got sepavatetidr
main body of his company during the early inland fighting at Normandy. He was
mentioned in another section as a first line leader. In this section, we look arferge
French from the point of view analyzing why he and his men moved forward. We have
already discussed several other factors. Is there another factor or reasooesiit relate
to our discussion on emergent leadership at D-Day? The answer is, “yes.” iThisyra
have several descriptive terms, but one that is fitting for a leader in this desieg
resolute: when there is no other choice but to go on and do the best one can do with what

one has. Sergeant French led 15 men and was awarded a Bronze Star Medahtpr hel
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out a machine gunner and was wounded in action twice. He describes the actions of his
men and himself, and also shows other ways that he was good leader by taking care of

another group of soldiers who got mixed up with his in the chaos of the fight:

I: You just wanted to do your job and get home.

F: Just wanted to do my job and take care of my men.

I: What was your rank?

F: Sergeant.

F: Well, I just had, uh, you know, about fifteen men under me... I'm not
bragging but | had no troubleyou take control out there.

I: The regular soldiers....

I: They thought highly of you?

F: Well, yes, they did.

I: They wanted to go with you. They thought that you weren’t going to do
anything stupid.

F: No.

I: Well that's a good sign of a non-commissioned officer. You know, you
don’t get people unnecessarily hurt.

F: No. No.

I: So, you get to the top of the hill. You get reinforced up there? Or did
they...

F: Just keep (Coughs) moving in. Coleville was our objective. But
anyway, when we got to the top of the hill, I don’t know how we got
separated but myself and oh, I'd say fifteen to twenty more men, got
separated from the Company Commander, and the Company and we just
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taken a dark trail, no road, and went around and ... we were out there...
we got into the woods up there and we got a little sniper fire but it was
getting too late than in that. So we just said well we'll find a place
somewhere and we found a big ditch and we all got in it and...

hunkered down for the night. And the next morning we got in touch with
the Company telling ‘em that, so (Inaudible) found their company and we

found ours.

I: Oh so you had, you had like a mixed unit when you moved out... you
might have had a couple of guys with the 29th with you and you were with
the 1st and everybody was just moving.

F: It didn’t matter. We were just trying to take care of each other.

I: You knew there was only one way to go, right?

F: Yeah. Only one way to go.

I: Yeah. At some point, did they sort things out and get everyone kind of

all gathered in their proper units?

F: Uh-huh... we all got back to the unit... it was chaos (French, pg 82).

SGT French really makes a key distinction in one segment of his account:

I: You just wanted to do your job and get home.

F: Just wanted to do my job and take care of my men (French, p. 82).

Although we do not hear the tone he used, it does not matter. SGT French’s focus

was to do his job and take care of his men. This was a man who led his men through

multiple periods of heavy fighting. As a leader, though, he was not looking for

recognition. He simply did what had to be done. He had 15 men, and then another group

almost as large that he eventually was shepherding through the skirmishes around them,
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leading them to shelter to “hunker down.” Eventually, he was able to get back to his unit.
He had no other option but to perform as a leader because not doing so would have most
likely resulted in the deaths of not only him, but possibly the entire group. SGT French
does not indicate if there were other NCOs with him, but still, from language hetuses, i
pretty clear that he knew he had to keep going, keep his men going, and getithre miss
done.

Another trait that emerged from the combat experiences was a situational
awareness that had to develop quickly or a soldier would not survive. 1LT Robert Landis

gave his thoughts about the emergence of this survival trait:

| was waiting for hand to hand combat. We knew, you hear the German
burp gun, the Schneizzer machine pistol. {Editor's Note: The Schnauser
MP 40 Machinen Pistole was a mass produced automatic firing weapon
nicknamed the “burp” gun because of the sound it made when fired.}
You've never been in combat to hear those things coming closer to you,
didn’t take us long until everyone knew what a Schneizzer was. We didn’t
learn that. We never learned what the Germans had, or what a machine
pistol is or what it sounded like until we got into battle. We’'d been
through an infiltration course in the States, so we knew what it was like to
have bullets roaring over your head and staying close to the ground, but
then you hear that Schneizzer, wow. It's getting closer and closer, and
you think where are they going to come, you're aware of everything. All
of your senses, you've got to be aware, we're in the dark. So they’re on

patrol and they’re looking for us (Landis, p. 135).
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Summary
The compelling drive that brought the men ashore at the beaches of Normandy had
many components. This study has identified several examples of these components in
action. These include the following:
» Social Pressure- the need to perform one’s duty because of the thought of how

society and peers would react if one did not do their best to complete the mission.

> Fraternal loyalty- The bond that was developed by the members of the units that
went ashore or jumped from the planes on D-Day. The men performed because
they could count on each other to do their part of the mission. Their shared
hardships and common experiences became this bond which held them together,

no matter what the situation.

» Personal faith — The belief that a higher power played a role in helping them to go
through the crisis an individual was facing, whether it was in terms of pragjecti

the individual from harm, or to serve as a source of re-assurance during.a crisis

» Training- The regularity of giving and taking orders, following procedanes
practice of repetitious actions that eventually became second nature taltbe sol

when ordered to move forward and perform his duty.

> Noble courage- The courage leaders, especially those on the ground and on point,
displayed when responsible or when they felt responsibility for the welfare
lives of those around them and then took actions to lead them through the crisis

situation, whether under fire or otherwise.
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> Additionally, the emergence of the situational awareness survival traits should be
noted in this summation, as a leader would have had to have these as a pre-

requisite to have survived combat.

This chapter has explored many reasons for “why they did it” and some of the
traits that were required to survive in battle. The personal accounts of trengetethe
study attest to the fact that there were many factors that played a tloile i However,
we believe the six components identified above played prominent roles in getting the
majority of soldiers to function and survive on the battlefield as team members and
leaders. Likewise, the leadership traits that were brought out were edtalyone or
more of these same factors. If this was leadership, and not simply cdbeagthere
should be evidence that many of these men went beyond the initial germination of the
leadership within them and went on to become successful leaders at highearievels
continued to grow. We shall discuss this in the next chapter as we take a look at what

they did beyond D-Day.
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CHAPTER 16

THE D-DAY EFFECT

Introduction

Having looked at many accounts of the veterans from D-Day, we now turn to
examine whether leadership at D-Day and the traits which surfaced wace in
behaviors that were long term and lasting in nature. We have seen many sexahguke
the soldiers stood up and emerged as leaders, through circumstance, training, and
personal initiative. Many people define epochs in their lives by large ewedisasters.
For many people of the current generation it might be the day President i{evased
shot, the challenger disaster, or the attacks on the World Trade Center in 2001. For the
generation of veterans in this study, the attack on Pearl Harbor was athevevds
burned into their memories. D-Day was different. It was more of a lffaidg event.
Several veterans described D-Day and the events during that time in befofieiand a
terms; in essencéhe campaign was the defining rite of passage for them.

Arnold Franco from the Ninth Air Force described his experience during thas tim
in this excerpt from his account. He gave the following account about how the War

changed him:

... it definitely changed my life. The fact that we got to Paris when it was
liberated; | became 21. | think Andy Rooney wrote a book called My

War. He said anybody who had been to Paris at the time of liberation as a
young man, that’s the high point of his life. And, actually, it was. | mean,

| felt my whole life afterwards was an anti-climax. | mean | goté&om

started a business, | raised a family, | have four kids, I'm very actilte, sti
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working. As you can see | am an active person. But, that was the high

point in my life (Franco, p. 72).

Joseph Bruckner Sullivan described D-Day and its effect on his life in this way:

In hindsight of years gone by, it was sort of a watershed event in my life.
At 79, | still think in terms of “before Normandy” and “after Normandy.”
The day | got married. But of course Normandy was a big event in a
young life. Of course, | saw a lot of carnage of the war. I've been strong
on national defense, so no one will ever be put through that terrible task

again (Sullivan, p. 261).

Will Tucker related what General Ridgway told him and his fellow paratreoper

just prior to the invasion:

| knew we were getting ready to do something big. | remember General
Ridgeway speaking to us and how he said we “would be involved in the
greatest event of our century, and some of you will make it and some of

you will not make it back” (Tucker, p. 269).

Whether historians agree on the magnitude of D-Day’s actual impact on the
course of the war or whether it was the battle of the century is up to the historians
continue to argue. But it is clear from the accounts of the men in this study that most of
them would agree that it was an extraordinary, pivotal point in all of their lives. It
changed them and stayed with them.

Ray Tolleson, the Ranger whose account was presented earlier, described the
lifetime bond and resultant success enjoyed by his fellow Rangers and lamaeksult

of their experiences in these terms:
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... I don’t know if you're aware of the Ranger Battalions of World War

... Well, we had formed in the States way before we had been training...

we have a tremendous amount of men that have been so successful. You

could tell the grade of Ranger we had because they have been so

successful in life, and here we are... (Tolleson, p. 264).

Both of these accounts reflect the general confidence and pride thabhthage
veterans felt. Arnold Franco described it as a crusade. They show the exciteagent
felt by being part of something truly important. Ray Tolleson’s accountigeeed by
the sadness of seeing the passing of his comrades after so many yeaanakges to
include a dramatic and tragic history for his Ranger comrades in only arfeances.
He illustrates thesprit de corpshat stayed with the unit, long after the war, as illustrated
in his references to the wild, rowdy meetings in Chicago. He also speaks of the
tremendous success that a large number of them went on to enjoy, which he attributes
directly to what he terms “the grade” of Ranger. No further words arsssgdo
explain what he so clearly stated.

Ralph Widener brought up another lesson learned, although not from D-Day, but

certainly one he felt important to mention:

| don’t know. | grew up during the Depression years and | know how
tough that was and everything. And my dad always said if you can, put
away at least ten or twenty percent of whatever you make and | was able
to do that always (Widener, p. 287).

Widener’s views on D-Day were reflective of the values of his time. He and

many others from our account weathered D-Day and then went back home to re-build
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their lives. They did this through hard work and using the lessons they learned about life,
appreciating the things that perhaps others who had not experienced such events might
take for granted, even today. The combination of the effects of War and Depression w
deep into him and many others from this study. The composite character of a D-Day
survivor was one of a hard worker, able to endure unimaginable horror in battle, never
knowing whether he would live to see the next day. This was a person who understood
that there was a job to be done once the battle and the war were over. The knowledge of
a termination, an eventual finality to their efforts gave them hope. Thethraitsmerged
as part of their experiences gave many of them the tools to go on to lead vergfalicces
lives.

How does one define personal success? Captain Milnor Roberts, aide to the V
Corps Commander, went on to become a Major General. His account of loyalty and
observations of leadership while working as the Aide to the V Corps Commander has
been discussed earlier. But he was only one of many men from the group who went on to
achieve above average success.

The 82¢ Airborne’s Will Tucker went on to become a lawyer as well and

summed up his greatest success as the fellowship of the men he served with:

The whole war was a challenge. There was no particular moment for me
when some battle in the war would stick out as a special challenge. It was
all about discipline. You had to accept the fact that you could get killed.
Once you did that, you knew what to do. | became a sergeant and was
with the company the entire time. My single greatest success was the

fellowship | have maintained my entire life with the men | served with.
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After World War 1l | finished law school. During the early 1960’s | was a
lawyer for the Kennedy administration in the Commerce Department. |
was able to author books based on my war experience in the 82nd
Airborne Division (Tucker, p. 269).

Tucker identifies two solid and consistent traits seen throughout this study: his
loyalty and bond with those who served with him, and the discipline which enabled him
to get through his challenges. Discipline is a trait that made the difeeteetween
success and failure for many of the men in the group. It was noted in ezobents. It
was what Ralph Widener was talking about when he was discussing saving money over
the years. It was what made men like MG Roberts go back and find the family of a
comrade killed on the beach at D-Day. It was a self-discipline that drovedd¢aderep
going then, and to keep going afterwards, and eventually to come back 60 yeans later t
speak of their moments in history.

Harold McCauley went through D-Day, completed the European Campaign, and
then headed home to Wisconsin. McCauley applied the principles of consistency, self-
discipline and hard work in his civilian life and went on to become a success in the
civilian world. He ended up running the family farm and raising a family of 10

successful children:

| went back to camp McCoy Wisconsin and got discharged. | had three
different jobs in Madison Wisconsin, one was a Greyhound bus driver,
and | could have gone to work in two weeks at Chevrolet as a parts man. |
could pick the job on a Monday morning. | went home to get clothes and
my dad got me to take over the farm. | raised 10 kids. They all went to

college, and paid for the farm. Eight years after | bought it, | rented it for
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many years. My wife is a nurse, | have five daughters who are nurses and

one a doctor. | have a granddaughter who is a doctor at St Mary’s Hospital

in Madison, Wisconsin (McCauley, p. 152).

Artilleryman, Major Raymond Mason of"4Armored Division, was successful
after the war as well - both in business and in continued military service. Thealers
initiative and leadership he displayed while a young lieutenant leadingrsatdreied
over into his professional life. He also went into the family business, but he had to sta
over when he arrived back home. Later in his life, because of his expertise ingruneki

ended up becoming a Major General in the Army and retired after a long icatteer

Reserves:

| came out of the war and went back into the family business. My father
had been a pioneer trucker, but he had gone out of business during the

war.

The Army started up the Army Reserve Schools. | had a good record and
knew more about artillery than most people. So | figured | should become
an instructor in the service school... One thing led to another and the next
thing you know | was in the &3Infantry Division and eventually became

the Division Artillery Commander.

They wanted me in Washington for the Army Materiel Command because
| knew how to drive a truck and shift gears with a diesel engine. They
didn’t have too many generals that knew that. From then on | got a two

star job in the Pentagon, and finally retired.

Mason goes on to talk about how he was successful in business. He went into the

cattle business and eventually owned three ranches in Florida, as welimranta
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a trucking business in Columbus, now run by his son. Mason’s account closes
with a note on his humble beginnings, sharing a perspective that many soldiers, as
well as ordinary people, of his generation share. He lived in an austere
environment, saving a dollar here and there, all while undergoing the hardship and

regimentation of military life:

When | became a lieutenant in 1941 after ROTC we were paid $125 a
month. That was not very much even then. After we got married | got a
$40 housing allowance a month. She came to live with me in Watertown
NY in a little beat up half assed apartment. We lived on 160 dollars a
month and saved some of it. | was on duty on post and not allowed to
come in except on Wednesday night and on weekends. | had to be back
for reveille on Monday morning (Mason, p. 148).

Major General Raymond Mason was a successful leader. He had to work hard to
become a success, but as others in the study, he used the skills and traits ¢eat emer
from his service at D-Day and beyond to make this possible.

Bob Cleary of the 83rd Recon Troop, 83rd Infantry Division was another veteran
who went on to success. He came through Omaha Beach as part of Patton’s Third Army.
After the War he graduated from Ohio Wesleyan University, stayed iixctinge
National Guard, and retired as a Colonel. As a young Lieutenant, he was on point in the
83% Recon. Out front and away from the safety of the main body of troops, Cleary and
his men had to be self-disciplined and display initiative and teamwork in order to survive.
One important aspect of his service occurred some ten months after D-Day, whgn durin

a recon mission he and his men made a grisly discovery when theyyubiedne of
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Hitler’s concentration camps. Such a profound event was only a part of what made up his

individual road to leadership. Cleary describes his mission as part of the renentele

My claim to fame (chuckle), if you want to call it that, is that I'm thistfi
American officer to liberate a German concentration camp... In
Ohrdruf(dorf) ...and that was a “sub-camp” of Buchenwald and it's the
camp where Eisenhower, Churchill, Bradley, Patton, Montgomery all
came to within a week and Patton was so upset by what he saw, he went
back in the town, got a hold of the mayor, and had him bring everybody in
that town to the camp...walking...there were two guards on the gate. We
shot one and the other ran off. Inside...we set up a perimeter defense. The
guys in the barracks were so weak they could hardly get out of bed. But
they had...ten (10) foot by forty (40) foot dugout holes you know and
bodies were all in these holes. Then they had spread lye all over them to
try to hurry their {decomposition} (inaudible) and uh, it was the worst

sight | have ever experienced in my life. They were stacked eight (8) feet
high like cordwood. Dead you know. Dead just inside there ... and, one of
my guys gave a candy bar to an inmate and within thirty seconds he threw
it up. Couldn’t handle it at all and we left. We called troop headquarters,
got our instructions to wait there until 354th Infantry or one of the
companies came and relieved us, and we went out on a new mission. So, |
was not there for all of the hoopla... But, all of the people who came to
Ohrdorf, the mayor and his wife and all, when they went back home after
seeing it, the mayor and his wife committed suicide... Our mission was
eyes and ears of the division. We were supposed to be out in front. We
weren’t supposed to engage unless we got in trouble...we were given
assignments every couple of days in different sectdigat.was the job of

the recon troop. We ended up on the Czech border and lost a fair number

of men. | managed a Silver Star and two Bronze Stars with oak leaf
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clusters, two purple hearts and a French Croix de Guerre. (Cleary, pp. 39-
40)

Later in the interview, Cleary comments about his feelings about the efaste
lives and material in the War. His older brother was killed in action and was
posthumously promoted to Major. He avoids going too deeply into his own thoughts of
the Camp liberation, and it seems more out of respect for the lives lost and to avoid
drawing attention to his own actions as a leader. Certainly with multiplelawhthe
Silver Star and the Purple Heart he had achieved many feats of leaderstipnn &he
lessons of his earlier life served Cleary well. He was not only a stiddessler. He

was also a successful parent:

C: I had a boy in Florida, | mean in Miami, Oxford... And what's the one
in Springfield? ... Anyway, had one there. One at the University of
Pennsylvania, Georgetown, one at the University of California. Six kids.
Six colleges and a few Masters (degrees). It was all part of the trip.

I: So, any overall feelings about the war?

C: | get--I really--you know, I've been here before and I'm always i& aw
when | visit either the American or the German cemeteries. It rgeiby
me...Because of the vast quantities, you know, just the terrible waste of all
these young guys including my brother who was killed at the Battle of the
Bulge. He had the 87th Recon Troop...He was a captain...Two days after
he died he was promoted to Major and of course he was older. (Cleary,
pp. 41-42).

Men like Bob Cleary and others discussed in this chapter saw some of the worst

atrocities of humanity. Instead of self-destructing, they emergeddesdednstead of
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seeing only the senselessness of war and losing hope, they appreciated Wwaditbfe
offer and imparted that to their children, passing the values of hard work,sz{flide,
and their leadership on to them. They went on to live what is today known as the
American dream. For many of them, this success may have been because ¢hspachd
why they had been fighting. They may not have liked what was happening, but they
understood there was no other way. Seeing what they were fighting fohgava t
sense of closure for the violence they endured and participated in as soldiense Euge

Cook describes this process with his account:

| always tell everybody: | was only eighteen, and | turned nineteen just
before Bastogne. | always told everybody that you never really got a hell
of a good feel of what you were fighting for until we took the
concentration camp at Landsburg. After that we had all these displaced
persons. It was just a final recognition of what the hell you were fighting
for. Other than that it wasn't too nice (Cook, p. 50).

Summary
The picture that emerges of the D-Day soldier 60 years after survivibgitie
and the war is one of a successful, but often humble, diligent, focused and resilient
character. A composite taken from these accounts of how this leader looks:

> Resilient: Despite having seen countless horrors from the War the majority
of these men went on to success because they were able to bounce back

from the challenges and difficulties they faced.

> Diligent: The men in the study we review had the ability to stick with a
project to success. This showed up early as they went through training
and formative leadership challenges in the War, and was followed up by
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their continued affiliation with successful long term endeavors, such as

continued military service or founding businesses.

Focused: The D-Day veteran came back from the war with a sense of
understanding of the World that others who had not experienced combat
and the human tragedy to such a degree as they did, could not understand.
The y were able to see what the fighting was about and knew why they
had been fighting in Europe. This left them with a more resolute a view of
what needed to be done, especially in terms of National Defense issues,
and explains why they continued their service, or answered the call once

again in subsequent conflicts.

Confident: The men who came back from the War were confident in
themselves and their capabilities. Whether it was through the strong bond
of fellowship developed in units like the Rangers, or an internal
confidence that came from leading soldiers as a squad leader or platoon

leader, the men who survived were transformed and empowered.

Additionally, these soldiers translated these traits into an example ifor the

children to emulate, in both service and education. As many of the veteransherall, t

was life before and after D-Day. The event had a profound impact on them, and what

they experienced in Normandy was internalized and built into their permanestteinar

The circumstances of the War gave them no other option but to grow into their lgadershi

roles or face elimination in the harsh circumstances of combat. The priceuie fa

lead was much higher than in the business world that they faced when they returned from

the War. Having faced life or death based on a split second decision, they could better

lead subordinates, keep challenges in perspective and complete tasks, as welshsunlea

creativity that enabled so much of the American expansion in the years following the
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CHAPTER 17

Discussion of Theoretical Findings

Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of our study when applied to the hypothesis put
forth in the beginning of this work: there is a core of leadership competenciesiae
when people are put into crisis situations regardless of their background. There are
models that are presented here to illustrate how this theory functions. Addjtibead
are several examples taken from earlier sections to show the pract€#hie model and
how it works. It is by no means the only way to explain leadership or why some people
lead and others do not. But it does offer a clear and concise explanation for those who
carry the requisite leadership material, maturity, and who by chancsigndeappen to
meet with a triggering event that can cause the phenomena of leadership growth
catalyzed by the event.

We note two types of model: ELDC and ELOT, both defined in the following
section. One does not necessarily rule out or negate the effects of the other. The

principal difference is the time frame involved.

Discussion of findings in relation to Emergent Leadership During Crisis Hgpist

Emergent Leadership During Crisis- ELDC
The accounts in the study evoked multiple examples of emergent leadership
during crisis, the descriptive term we use to describe the process that oiticimrs w

individuals as crisis precipitates reaction, based on circumstances of tihetlese
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individual's readiness in terms of trait maturity (the level of developmeparicular

traits needed to act in the situation), and the event itself.

Emergent Leadership Over Time- ELOT
The accounts showed that leadership also emerged over time. Many examples
illustrated how training and development of the soldier prior to D-Day was a method of
bringing out leadership traits and skills. This also catalyzed developmentfr®ievel
to another, as in CPT Goranson who went from enlisted soldier to Company commander.
The qualifying factors for ELDC or ELOT are the Circumstances, thdtes, t
subject’s trait maturity level, or readiness to act, the experience levehepddition
(formal or informal). These factors come together and combine to produce tmethati
occurs when a precipitating event occurs. This could be a chance or planned event.
Our observations show that emergent leadership is catalyzed in similanfashi
but when events dictate, this development is expedited. The basic format that applies t

either is:

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + ExperiercBosition) + Event = Leadership Action

The significant difference between ELDC and ELOT is the time involved. The fojow
examples illustrate how this theory fits into the situations discussedatyD-

Case 1 shows an example of ELOT.

275



Case 1- Goranson p. 141

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + Expede + Position) + Event =
Leadership Action

Goranson + ( TM + D&C experience + Reg CDR-ROF®)CS Board = Commission
Ralph Goranson had a high work ethic and quickyymaated into the Army. He entered the
Army with some drill and ceremony experience froighhschool, where he was the

regimental commander. This helped set him aparm fnis peers. He was given advanced
levels of responsibility and sent to the OCS ba@hére he passed, and then went on to OCS
where received his commission.

Goranson + (TM + Add’l experience + PLT LDR) + Qffef CMD= CDR @ D-Day

As Goranson’s level of leadership confidence wasesiased and his traits honed to a highd

=

In Case 1, we see how Goranson developed as a leader in high school and went
into the military with some level of leadership already apparent. Higlslaip emerged
over time. After Officer Candidate School, he had to decide on the spot whether to ta
the command or not. Forced to act, he made his choice, and the resulting action allowed
his leadership to continue to develop. If he had not taken the command, then his
leadership development would have been delayed. He might never have had the same
circumstances again for emergence of leadership to occur. However, because he wa
ready, and due to the increased pressure and need to perform under greater stress
Goranson’s skills as a leader further developed. He ended up becoming one of a handful
of Ranger company commanders at Normandy.

Case 2 is drawn from the earlier excerpt of SSG Paul Merriman’s acufcamt
accident that occurred during combat. This illustrates how ELDC is calabyzan

event that forced Merriman to act. His prior experience and maturity levdedriam
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to act swiftly and decisively. At the same time, he was suddenly forced lesdership

position. This triggered the response in him that resulted in several lives bedg sa

Case 2- Merriman

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + ExperiercPosition) + Event = Leadership
Action

Merriman + Driver in a Convoy + Explosion= Took ¢ga in aiding wounded

SSG Merriman was a driver in a convoy when a lamémvas struck. He took charge in aiding the
wounded anstayed with them and tn went on ti catch up to his un

Merriman’s quote from the first chapter offers explanation why this rapid ggoce

occurred. One had to grow up in a hurry. There was no time for mistakes. If mistakes
were made people died. Experiential learning was rapid, young inexpeetisoldiers

became veterans overnight. If not, they did not make it. Leadership had to emerge,
because someone had to lead the way. As SSG Merrriman said, “It was alweaysaats

or a corporal who would go out on point because somebody had to be in charge, the guy

with the stripes (Merriman, p. 173)".

Multiple examples of ELDC occurred in soldiers throughout the D-Day beaches
landing area, as well as among the paratroopers as they landed scattessthae
hedgerows and fields. The two examples provided earlier from Norman Schein describe
what process had to occur in order to survive on the battlefield. Schein took a direct
leadership role when he was the leader of a two man team that went out on a decoy
reconnaissance mission. Even though it was just the two men, Schein felt the Ipadershi
responsibilities of any leader. He had to perform his mission and get his teato bac

safety. When faced with the challenge of being caught behind enemy linesgr goin
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between vehicles in a German convoy, Schein made the decision and took action. He
knew the risks, weighed them and then executed. Later on, he saved his comrade’s life
during another mission. This shows that given the right circumstances thtaelifec
occur again. Schein took risks at times, but as a leader he felt compelled to do so. He
understood what would happen if he did not act, and so, even knowing there was danger,
he did so without hesitation. His comment to his battle buddy, “yeah, but we made it”
(Schein, p. 225) shows a level of relief, and also self-confidence. Schein appeses to ha
matter-of-factly accepted the situation and acted the way he did as reise@nd
nature to him.

Schein was not supposed to succeed. Yet, he did. In the theoretical context of
ELDC, we see how he carried the balance of traits, maturity, knowledge, anditigpos
as leader of the two man team going on a reconnaissance as his circumstanses. W

the catalyzing event being the mission and the dangers he successfdlly face

Case 3- Schein

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + Expedern Position) + Event = Leadership
Action

Schein + (Trait Maturity + Experience ¥ line leader) + Encounter with Enemy =
Successfully brought his buddy team through enénegl

Norman Schein was on a recon mission into enenmyasr. He found a way to survive and
got back to Allied HQ.

Schein’s natural traits had been developed to some extent before the event. This
was the maturation process. However, when placed in the leadership position and faced

with the odds against him, Schein took action. This action required more than simply
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raw courage, it required quick thinking, the ability to calculate many diffeurses of
action and to pick one. In another example, Schein saved his friend’s life during a
reconnaissance mission when they were hit by shrapnel from an artillérjHehacted
quickly to fight off the attack and then applied first aid to his friend and got him to
medical safety as quickly as possible. He did not freeze up or simply wait feoserto
come along and give him an order. Schein remarked on the reaction of the doctor, and
the feedback he received for his actions. “The doctor came up to me and he said are y
responsible for this?" | said "Yes sir." He gave me a hug and he said.ué®ayed a
man's life." If you hadn't gotten him here right away, he would have died (p. 226).”
Thus, his leadership experience was also shaped by the additional positweeeneit
given for taking immediate action.

This shows how he was building on his leadership experience from the earlier
recon mission where he evaded capture. Schein found himself in an even more
challenging situation. Having already had a level of leadership developetinoser
(ELOT), plus recent experience, Schein was forced to go to an even more sdptistica
level of leadership and action. It was no longer thinking of a way through acsitudé
had to take immediate direct, life-saving measures, followed up by a compésxafe
events. His previous experience played a role in setting the groundwork, but he was

ready to act because he carried the necessary innate skills or tragsdeds
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Case 4- Schein

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + Expedern Position) + Event =
Leadership Action

Schein + (Trait Maturity + Experience ¥ line leader) + Encounter with
Enemy/wounded comrade = Returns fire/ applies ca¢diid/ successfully bringing him
to safety.

Norman Schein’s jeep was hit and his buddy wa®ssly wounded. He returned fire,
performed first aid, and proceeded back to Allieztiinal support.

Doc Scanlon showed three examples of ELDC in Chapter 1, citing circumstance
meeting events and the action that he took. As the war progressed, he continued to be
empowered and grew as both a leader, and, at times, a rebel. In Cases 5, 6, amd 7, take
from accounts reviewed in Chapter 1, we see Scanlon’s actions in the context of ELDC.
In Case 5 he took immediate action to stop incoming fire and save the lives of the men
around him by standing up to a lieutenant who was calling in fire to the wrong location.
In Case 6 he used German prisoners for moving the wounded and was going to have them
fed. When told by another lieutenant that they do not feed the enemy, Scanlon
exemplified transformational leadership when he went ahead and took care of them and
he again stood his ground and took care of the prisoners. Although it was a form of
rebellion, it was also leadership because he recognized that the prisonets, thoug
Germans, were his responsibility. Lastly, in Case 7, Scanlon stood up to a colonel who
he was having a disagreement with over moving prisoners. His sense of mission
overtook his training as a subordinate, allowing him to put the welfare of his patients

first, regardless of what the consequences might mean.
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Case 5- Scanlon
Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + Expeder+ Position) + Event = Action
Scanlon + (Trait Maturity + Experience ¥ ine leader) + confrontation with artillery oféic=

Scanlon takes action to stop fire, confronts linate, receives support from Major O’Malley after
he explains situation.

Scanlon went on to receive the Bronze Star Medal for his actions. The situations
were critical. Wounded were coming in and he didn’t have enough soldiers to support
him with the mission of carrying them around the aid station. The circumstaralés of
three situations put him at odds with officers who were senior to him. However, his
personal traits as a leader emerged and he stood his ground. His actions enaloled him t

complete his mission and save lives.

Case 6- Scanlon

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + Expeder Position) + Event = Leadership
Action

Scanlon + (Trait Maturity + Experience ¥ line leader) + lieutenant refuses to allow over
food for POWSs. =

Scanlon confronts the lieutenant and feeds higpeis.

Scanlon’s behavior was reinforced by the success of his earlier encouititers
seniors when faced with mission challenges. Later in the War he had artialendth
a colonel and faced the possibility of court martial for disrespecting aerofficase 7

shows this encounter:
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Example 7- Scanlon

Subject + Circumstance (Trait Maturity + Expedern Position) + Event = Leadership
Action

Scanlon + (Trait Maturity + Experience ¥ line leader) + confronted by COL who impede
his mission of caring for the wounded =

[

Scanlon probably went too far in his actions in this example, but by this time in

the War, he had seen plenty of fighting, and probably did not care about the

consequences of his words or actions, only that he had a mission to do, and that it could

not wait. Scanlon’s examples show that if given follow-on events, that leadership
continues to grow and rise to the challenges an individual faces. It alt@atiéaghat if
this leadership grows unchecked or un-impacted by other styles, that the leader’s ow
personality is reflected in the style of leadership. If his leadership oppasuimstd

come in different ways, then he might not have emerged as a leader. Hisa&t ahtt
behavior were suited to the circumstances around him and thus was able to @lccessf
emerge as a leader, and more importantly to accomplish his task of seemgriithe

battlefield.

Summary of Emergent Leadership Theory Observations

The preceding examples are only a small sampling of how multiple opportunities
for leadership emerged during the course of the campaign at D-Day fondlgegsbup
under the ELDC and ELOT model. Though there are plenty of other models that could

be applied as well, this is a clear efficient way to describe the procéssthes as a

282



person’s leadership emerges. Multiple circumstances demonstrated hoantbis
applied. Additionally, it allows for an explanation on how one’s leadership growth
occurs: event and catalyst leads to further development and re-sets thechasgtance
for the individual, allowing for a further phase of leadership development. This would
occur until the individual plateaus, either because no further development is retinsited
is the level of development they have achieved is sufficient for their ciranoest, or if
the development is arrested by outside factors that detract or hinder the indraichua
further growth. These could be due to personality, professional issues, or arof ather
number of reasons that retard a person’s growth in this area.

It is noteworthy that many of these same men continued in their development and
went on to become civilian and military leaders at much higher levels, having survived
such challenging experiences. We reviewed several examples of this irDidne é¥fect
chapter. It may be that the intensity of the catalytic event provides fmmgest long
term leadership development phase. This could be explored by further study.

Emergent leadership during crisis (ELDC) and emergent leadershiproeer t
(ELOT) are two ways of defining a similar model and approach to the studydefdbap
development. The examples presented through the D-Day 60 accounts give a good basi

for the reasonability for this argument.

Leadership growth: ELOT and ELDC
Emergent leadership over time (ELOT) and emergent leadership dusigy cri
(ELDC) differ significantly in how the process occurs in an individual. ELOT is a

gradual process and can be formal or informal. Growth and maturity in leadershtop c
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attained through graduated levels of responsibility or progression thraugbrra
educational milestones. On the other hand, ELDC occurs in bursts, is not a planned or
phased development, and often occurs in unexpected ways.

The Study of the D-Day 60 Veterans gave us several examples of bothdfidDC
ELOT. The graphic model representation of the difference between therivbe ca
illustrated by either a straight line or a curve, depending on the individual. dfaheeno
major crises, it is possible that an individual progresses in a normally fiastaon, so
long as he or she is able to pass the next milestone, measure, or rank. However, in the
case of ELDC, this progression would be exponential, depending heavily on the
circumstances, leadership maturity, and the event itself.

It is also possible for both ELDC and ELOT to be occurring at the same time.
Thus, leadership growth can be attained and reinforced by formal schooling or
developmental process, as well as key events that trigger leadershiméajerce and
development. Goranson’s account illustrates the growth he experienced as ddampare
other examples of soldiers who did not progress as far in rank and responsibility. The
difference between the two is clear. But it is only one indicator of the kindwthyr
that occurred for Goranson versus others who might not have had the opportunities and
circumstances for their leadership qualities to surface. A squad leadexspassible
for 10 men, but a company commander was responsible for over one hundred. These
values are only hypothetical, but the point is that key events along the way mropelle
Goranson ahead of his peers. Goranson carried the traits, but it took circumstances and
events to bring them out. If Goranson had not had early training, or a command climate

that recognized his talents or was willing to allow him to develop, where would he have
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ended up after four years? Furthermore, Goranson was not an anomaly. There were
thousands of men who went from the enlisted ranks to the officer ranks during WWII
(Stouffer et al, 1949). They were forced into leadership positions by the ciatuas
around them, and when the events called for it, had to perform in order for both

themselves and their men to survive.

Summary of Emergent Leadership Theory Observations

The preceding examples are only a small sampling of how multiple opportunities
for leadership emerged during the course of the campaign at D-Day fandlyegsbup
under the ELDC and ELOT model. Though there are plenty of other models that could
be applied as well, this is a clear efficient way to describe the procéssthas as a
person’s leadership emerges. Multiple circumstances demonstrated hoantbis
applied. Additionally, it allows for an explanation on how one’s leadership growth
occurs: event and catalyst leads to further development and re-sets thedo@sstance
for the individual, allowing for a further phase of leadership development. This would
occur until the individual plateaus, either because no further development isdethate
is the level of development they have achieved is sufficient for their ciranoest, or if
the development is arrested by outside factors that detract or hinder the indraiciua
further growth. These could be due to personality, professional issues, or arof athe
number of reasons that retard a person’s growth in this area.

It is noteworthy that many of these same men continued in their development and
went on to become civilian and military leaders at much higher levels, having survived

such challenging experiences. We reviewed several examples of this irDidne é¥fect
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chapter. It may be that the intensity of the catalytic event provides fmmgest long
term leadership development phase. This could be explored by further study.

Emergent leadership during crisis (ELDC) and emergent leadershiproeer t
(ELOT) are two ways of defining a similar model and approach to the studydefsbap
development. The examples presented through the D-Day 60 accounts give a good basi

to the reasonableness of this argument.
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CHAPTER 18

Personal Reflections on ELDC

Chapter 17 concluded with the stark difference between ELDC and ELOT.
Regardless of the circumstance, there is a place for the study of enteagenship. The
evidence of this has been presented, examined, and broken down into these two
categories in our study. The comparison and contrast of the findings drives hosa the r

lessons for today’s leaders:

-Individuals must be placed in real leadership positions of both accountability and
responsibility in order to grow as leaders. They must be empowered to act, as
well as to fail and re-group, in order to maximize their growth development. This
means more empowerment of individuals and making them commanders and
chiefs instead of staff officers or managers.

-Senior leaders have a responsibility to groom all subordinate leaders for
promotion, regardless of personal feelings or subjective criteria. This is
especially true in organizations like the military where an individual is Viezlyli

to get promoted to the next rank, especially if he or she has completed all basic

job and professional development requirements.

Just as Goranson’s performance improved with his increased responsibilities and
rank, so is it likely this will occur with others in similar situations. Not eveeyis a
Goranson; but if an individual is going to get promoted, and it is commonplace for this to

occur, then senior leaders are helping themselves and the organization by devieéping

287



skills of these subordinates with meaningful mentorship. Failing to do this and at the
same time allowing personnel to be promoted without the requisite developmental
positions only creates issues for future senior leaders who have to deal wikbr & tsdf
composed of personnel who may be just as smart or competent as anyone else, but who
through no fault of their own do not have the background and experience required to be

successful, or to successfully add their own talents to the organization.

-Junior leaders and individuals can change the paradigm and overcome challenges
by seeking out additional responsibilities, schooling, or other professional
development. Their personal successes should not be defined by their rank or
position but by what they are capable of accomplishing and how successful they

have been as leaders at their level.

Not every person is going to become a general, or president of a company.
However, if individuals look for and participate or act in ways to change the equation and
overcome challenges, either real or simulated, then growth will occur- brstimpéand

professional.

Fixing Average

If senior leaders are hesitant to place subordinates in positions where more
responsibility and growth occurs because they do not have the confidence in them, then
they must look at training opportunities to allow for growth. These training opportunities
should differ from training events relating simply to work or the mission at hand. This

will benefit the organization, individual, and ultimately the leader, who will ggem
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productivity and performance from a previously untried performer, or an improved one
who has passed critical milestones that reflect his or her potential torperfhere are
many leadership training opportunities in the Army, but how many of them re-thea
D-Day effect? Ranger School is one example of a course that spurs pereasia) gut

that is the exception and not the rule. The challenge that organizations taceemté¢
these leadership settings to develop their leaders that will propel them and the

organization to success.

Further Study

The study of emergent leadership during crisis has shown that this phenomenon
exists and should be studied further. Studies on inter-generational leadership among
families, where the phenomena can be compared from the actions of those rarded pr
one war period versus those raised in another, would help highlight which of these traits
are the most prevalent and constant. Studies involving subjects from previoussconflict
would also show other aspects of emergent leadership which may manifesndiffer
over time. That is, the same trait may be present or constant, but it may emeeg
different circumstances. Soldiers of earlier wars, such as the AneZieil War,
Spanish American War, World War |, and World War Il could be compared to soldiers of
the Korean War, Vietnam, the Gulf War, and today’s conflicts in Afghanistan and Ir
Indeed, ELDC may appear differently from one theater to the next becabsetyppes of
challenges being faced. Another aspect of this is to look at ELDC in conventamal w
versus counter-insurgency conflicts. For example, in both Irag and Afghatirgtan,

initial experiences faced by soldiers were more typical of past dsnflitowever, the
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nature of the two conflicts changed, and both became conflicts where most soddeers w
dealing with an asymmetrical enemy who could come out of any place at anifdime
soldiers deployed to Irag and Afghanistan, the leadership challenges have tegentdif
in some ways but have also been strikingly similar in others. It is importanidipthis.
Furthermore, ELDC in World War Il may have been encouraged and fostered
better than in today’s environment. America’s Army in World War Il was not a
professional army. This contrasts with today’s smaller, but more prafaigtoriented
one that has its own cultural mores that may or may not be consistent with those of the
rest of American society. In many ways, the military might be in tekd® some
issues, such as integration. Are the techniques developed for the World War I§#frmy
present or appropriate to developing situations where ELDC can occur? IwotHsr
if we take civilians from a technologically, freer-thinking society, angputehem into
an Army requiring higher levels of mental agility and training than in the pestve
training them in a way that will maximize their performance and growth pai2nt
Other areas where the study of ELDC is important are found in countlegancivil
organizations. The well-known television shdige Office examines relationships in
the office environment and shows different aspects of the hierarchical ssrugglee
corner of the business world. Leaders and managers in the business world can benefit
from studying ELDC by creating and reinforcing a framework wisei®rdinates can
grow and fail, and then pick themselves back up. Is this utopian thinking? For short-
term thinkers and people who are too focused on immediate results, it is. However, for

business leaders who can see beyond this, the answer is no.

290



This demonstrates the importance of the earlier points on ways to foster better
leadership through developing programs that will help ensure emergent hgaders
processes can occur. Boot camp experiences similar to those used to indculihate
in the military have been a method used as a way to get teenagers with delingsieegy i
to straighten out. However, long-term, leadership development is not about yelling,
marching, and boring, repetitive tasks. It is about developing the intrinsic nativat
processes within a person to help them propel themselves forward. The study of ELDC
shows that the way to trigger the response necessary to grow as a leader, (and
coincidentally as a by-product, a better citizen), is to have programs int@lazke

people responsible to work with others and lead in challenging conditions.

Experiencing the D-Day Effect: A personal perspective

The D-Day effect (ELDC) played a role in my development as a leadeter toef
this development though, not from my military life, but from my pre-militasy, Mfhere
the conditions and circumstances were created for my own leadership to envange, g
me, like Goranson, a chance to become a leader. One is hesitant to include a personal
account of everyday life triggering the D-Day effect after such g sttidvorld War Ii
veterans who went through extreme crises. Yet, that is precisely whegmathieal
application of emergent leadership during crisis is most common. The question of
whether these challenging conditions can be replicated for people withouthagtg in
a firefight or going to Ranger school is “yes.” Goranson and many of hiswweersot
under fire until well after they were on their way to become leaders oravesaly

leaders in their own right because of critical situations where they hatd Meacly all
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people have had moments in their lives when they felt their backs were up agailst a wa
and they had to perform well or make a critical decision. Such moments create the
conditions where ELDC occurs. There are many ways where ELDC isatepliin

everyday life. Countless sports programs foster good leadership values. Student
government projects and work place initiatives such as self-directed woelimg are

all ways that leadership can be developed.

The challenge for mentors and current leaders is to create more opportunities for
this to happen. For example, sports programs that encourage only a select few to be
leaders on the field might be better served to focus on sports where everyone amthe te
must have a constant stake and role in the outcome. One colleague of mine used the
analogy of football versus rugby. In football, he said, everyone on the team is mhporta
but clearly the quarterback, wide receivers, and other star positions have a more
prominent role. These roles do not shift. On the other hand, in rugby, it is an
asymmetrically competitive environment. Team members must work with etresy
member on the field to pass and carry the ball down the field. It is truly seféatfor
the entire 80 minutes of the match. Another example is cross-country. This has long bee
called an individual sport. However, it turned out to be a team sport for me. It was this
sport that brought out the emergent leadership traits | needed to become sfigucces
leader, first as a team member, and then later as a coach. Looking back atmgme of
own formative experiences, it is clear to me that there were certain phiets
development occurred, either through an internal perception of crisis or oressegbr
upon me by the need to perform in order to achieve success for my team. The events tha

propelled me forward meet the parameters of the ELDC definition. When one runs a
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cross-country race, there are seven runners on the team. Although the topréyéd sc
there is a tie, the"dand 7" place finishers determine the outcome. Thus, every runner in
the race is as important as any other. | knew when running that my contributions
mattered most when | was part of the top seven runners. | remember countsss ti

when Al Carius, the coach at the college | attended, would reinforce the impatance

the team effort and to constantly strive for success, not at the expense of thé&wtiy
bringing other team members along through the creation of synergy thatroame

success at graduated levels. He would run the top runners in one meet, and rather than
allow the second tier runners to run in scoreless, non-competitive racesrigedrfor

them to compete at lower-level competitions. This led to success by the second tie
group. Everyone had the opportunity to become an integral scoring part of the team, not
simply the top runners. Over a period of time, these runners would later emtrge as

tier performers. It must have worked, because at last count he had trained ové¥ 300 A
American runners, won 40 conference championships in cross-country, and some 10 or
more NCAA Division Il National Championships in the sport. More remarkable than
this was the success that followed his students once they left his tutelagg oflaem
became successful, top-ranked collegiate and high school coaches, with wianmiagte

the State cross-country level. Though | never became a top runner, this experience
created part of the foundation that made me a leader. Concurrently, | was @dso bei
given opportunities in youth ministry. | led youth groups for several yéaegiaus

churches. | had my share of failures and successes, but most importanslyeamang,
without realizing it, the different ways to work with different types of people under

different conditions, learning to counsel and be empathetic, as well as build a communit
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Soon after college, | felt unhappy in the standard work place mold. | needed
challenges and the thought of working at a desk for the rest of my life was not mgtivat
me to perform at my best. | considered coaching at a local universityivaaeecall
from the coach there who offered me a job. Joe Mittel was willing to give me eecizan
lead his team. He gave me the latitude to train them using his vision of workouts, and
empowered me as head coach of the women’s team. It was a big opportunity to be
offered the chance to be a coach for both men’s and women'’s cross-countryiatanDi
| university. While the reputation of my own college’s success preceded mey readi
admitted that | had not been the top performer on the team. However, because | had been
placed in graduated levels of challenging situations where | had to pelfoaoh,
developed some skills. Little did | know that the real skills | had developed heere t
ability to speak out and make corrections and purposefully attack a goal, reimiprc
team members, paint the vision, and create a plan for success. | experieness asi@
coach, with both men’s and women’s teams performing the best they had in many years
The next spring, | took a position at a high school for highly performing academic
students. Although not known for their athletic abilities, the team did very witithgse
over 25 school records our first year. Some months later, | joined the Army and soon
applied to officer candidate school and graduated. Although | was very new to the Arm
and | made many mistakes during the course, it reinforced my positive traits of
determination and initiative. If | had failed the course, | am sure | wouldawe made a
career of the Army. My maladroit ways of handling issues with some of my {aeght
me lessons that made me a better leader. | went on from OCS to command nmukiple ti

as a company commander. | know that during that time in command, all of my past
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experiences served me well in making the best decisions and helping my soldmsrs achi
success along with me in our missions.

What were the D-day moments for me? When did ELDC occur in my past? It
may have happened my senior year in college a few weeks after | had adeppeay.
During a team meeting, | erupted with a speech about how one should not wait for things
to happen and miss the opportunities given. | said that four years goes by fastis Use t
time and train while you can and stay focused on the goal. As | recall, the wapyds m
have been sprinkled with various four-letter words, and | was really tatkamg to
myself than my peers. Nevertheless, | went out and ran like | was on ficathas well
as at the next big meet. Although | was not the best on the team, | had run inspired, and
one of our coaches, a former world-class miler named Ken Popejoy, was mouel to g
me the plaque he won at the meet because of the leadership | had displayed. Another
occurrence of this was at the first meet at the university where Idstadehing. During
our first meet one of the runners fell out of the race. He had not warmed up properly, and
as he began to feel the effects of this after the first loop, he had quit. | ran op &ndi
said “Phil, you're going to finish this race, come on...” We talked and he started running
again. Phil grew that day and became a leader on the team. His experiencéungth fa
and the way | turned it around for him motivated him to do better. He became a
consistent, hard-working member and leader on that team. Our mantra became, “D
something about it!” - a phrase | introduced and used quite early in the season while
working with them. Soon, the head coach was putting the phrase at the bottom of the
team stat sheets he would print out every week. At the end of the season we had a dinner,

and the team presented me with a shirt with this phrase on the back. Another by-product
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of this was that now that | was a coach, | felt | had to work harder in my own running.
For the first time ever, | was performing at nearly the same leveédeghrunners from
where | went to college. Thus, being a leader made me become a better pegoeme
though I had already been out of college for several years. One of the women'’s tea
members told me that the reason she felt so inspired was because | had nessd ever
anything negative in terms of her and the team’s performance. Later on, eetileg
“The Boys of Pointe du Hoc (Brinkley, 2005), | recalled this as | read the words of
Ranger Leonard “Bud” Lommel describing COL Rudder, who, “talked to youwysbfit
firmly, like a big brother...he inspired you to do your best...”(Brinkley, 2005, p. 38).
Without knowing it at the time, | was demonstrating similar skills, the sarmae which
would take me from a civilian to a soldier, and then to be an officer and a commmander i
my own right, where | would be responsible for much more than how fast people could
run.

My account is no story of battle leadership in crisis. | have had a few challenge
while deployed to Iraq, but nothing | could ever compare with those of the WWII 60
Veterans whose interviews are reported in this study. Neverthelesstahelpaf those
experiences can be found in my own life experiences, and they have shaped me. In my
own small way, | made choices along the way that enabled me, someone who was never
on the student council or the football team or even a captain of any team or la forma
leader until half-way through college, to develop into an effective leader. The thaig
set me apart from others is that having had other previous experiences, asbsgiba
under the tutelage of a couple of exceptional leaders who created events and

circumstances that shaped me prior to joining the Army, | saw a bigger pictismm vi
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of where | could and should go and what | could achieve. There was a personal
expectation that if | applied myself, | would achieve and realize goalskgedtives by
following the blueprint of success | had learned from mentors along the wayestlie
of this was a faster progression to levels of increased responsibility. InI}882 a
newly enlisted Private in the Army. By 2001, | was a Captain and had suclessful
completed two company commands.

The key to exploiting the experiences of ELDC and applying it in an organization
is to apply a consistent, steady, positive leadership style and an environmelttwsat a
for growth. The medium for developing leaders can be as varied as the chalianges t
befall people. The real key is empowerment, working within an atmosphere where one
has opportunities to lead, develop, and yes, to fail. Only then will the person really be
intrinsically motivated and own his or her mission. From this, individuals will ¢g@in t
energy and spirit needed to become effective leaders. | consider mysedf podakict
of ELDC because of those moments where | had to act and take charge in the tadny tes
had along the way that prepared me for entry into the armed forces, even iidweasn
any real personal danger. The combination of circumstances and eventsdlfexgethe
way forced the traits within me to develop and emerge.

For every one story of the great coach, | can give many more storiesof othe
coaches, officers, or leaders who never quite got it, never really cared, arsvbargd
about winning. | have known countless people, in both sports and in life, who were able
to give great short-term performances, but who soon afterwards were burned out and
were done with their respective sport or professional position. Had | giverha t

negativity that surrounded me after one bad experience as a youth directold hever
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have gone on to another position, nor had the confidence to later enter the miligsy. | w
fortunate to have great mentors such as my college advisors Professor lrgbeau a
Reverend Barbara Isaacs while attending a small college in the MidWssse people
recognized that although young and untrained, | had potential to develop into a leader.
They provided me the leadership opportunities to grow. They helped put me into

positions where | would develop as a leader, even though I did not know it at the time.
The personal challenge for me has been to continue that chain and help others to achieve
whatever their highest potential for leadership may be. Leaders cannatpdaiesie in

a vacuume- it requires circumstances and events to trigger their growth.

Emergent leadership tomorrow

The study of emergent leadership during crisis has taken us from Plato and
Aristotle to Nietsche and Zaccarro. We have come full circle back to thls iofethe
ancient Greek school where we see that young leaders were developeat Isglypkars
who mentored them. My experience was shaped by great teachers, coaches arsd advisor
who helped me learn the balance of sports, study, and service. If there is bwgiftha
on this subject, it is that service seems to be the constant that brings out thesbest i
leader. Effective organizational leadership requires this as a pre-reganmsitit is sorely
needed in today’s challenging business climate. Those who are willing to saeje m
and understand what it means to be a servant to those whom they lead, may profit more in
the long-run than their peers. The veterans in our study took care of their troops and saw
to their needs and the needs of the mission. They understood they had a higher calling.

They epitomized selfless service, and their service saved lives and oeftgnre world
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in many positive ways. As further studies are done in ELDC and other aspects of
leadership during crisis, this point should be kept in mind. Wars may change from
generation to generation. Business environments may change and go frono imtn
economies. Sports teams may have dynasties and then become perenniallbsges. B
time, in all of these situations, the constant process of developing leaders iggpngoi
preparing the world for the next generation of leaders regardless of suctaksear
Thus, one should have confidence in the future, knowing that in a thousand different
ways, parallel leadership experiences are occurring. We can be sure thaaldugrihe
next greatest generation will be there to pick up where the previous one leftaffioea

carry the torch of leadership into the future.
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Appendix A. Interview Material

From the World War 1l 60 Executive Committee interviews conducted 4 June 2004 in
Normandy, France.

Crispin, FrederickArmy Air Corps Navigator, 2nd Lieutenant
Interview conducted in France on 4 June 2004. Interview transcribed by Lisa A.
Zafirov, April 2006, proofed by LTC Al Koenig, HQ First US Army, Ft. Gillem,
Georgia

Williamson, FrancisStaff Sergeant, 82nd Airborne Division
Interview conducted in France by Sergeant Sepko on 4 June 2004. Interview
transcribed by Lisa A. Zafirov, May 2006, proofread by LTC Alan R. Koenig, HQ
First US Army, Ft. Gillem, Georgia

From an interview conducted in Elsenz, Germany of World War Il VeteraMidhael
D. Pierce.
Luchner, Max, Carpenter

Interview conducted 22 August 2007, Elsenz, Baden-Wuerttemberg, Germany.

Additional Source Consultants
Koenig, Alan, LTC (Ret.) PhD, Professor of Military History, University\Nebraska

-Omaha. World War Il 60 Executive Committee, Historical Record Lmiso

Rush, Robert H., PhD, 31 August 2007, Assistant Director, Center for Military History
notes from email discussion on military leadership.

Zabecki, David T., MG, PhD, Executive Director World War Il 60 Executive Cotamit

Europe, United States Army Europe, Heidelberg, Germany.
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Appendix B: Source Material Index

WORLD WAR 11 60" ANNIVERSARY OF D-DAY: AN ORAL HISTORY BY
THOSE WHO WERE THERE

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PART I. ORAL HISTORIES FROM THE D-DAY INVASION - Index of histories
A. Interviews

Balkom, Detachment Commander/Flight Control Officef" 6&ghter Group, 9 Air
Force, USAAF. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koenig, FA, USAB881}

Brown, Harry, Corporal serving in World War II. Interviewed by Major Dosidgl@ndy.
{6668}

Caliguerre, Frank, of Cleveland, Ohio. He was a crewman on USAAF cargas plane
the ETO. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koenfg167}

Collard, Pierre, a French soldier fighting in the Resistance LT@tilanslated from
the French language, and LTC Alan R. Koedih125}

Cook, Eugene jumped into Normandy with the *i@drborne and later fought in Holland
and in the Battle of the Bulge. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. KodhBR2}

Eudy, James R., 284nti-tank company of the Banfantry Division (Black Panther).
Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koenig, FA, USA{824}

Franco, Arnold C., 9th Air Force'®®Radio Squadron, Mobile (G). Interview conducted
by Major Douglas Hendy and transcribed by John T. Mooré¢4 263}

Goodall, Clifford Signalman," Class, US Navy,"7Naval Beach Battalion, attached to
the 8" Engineer Special Brigade for D-Day Invasion. Interview conducted by Major
Douglas Hendy and transcribed by John T. Moorg,1J09}

LaMoureux, Francis, served with the gQ&rachute infantry regiment. Interviewed by
Major Douglas Hendy{8792}

Liberto, Joseph. Former infantryman turned graves registration specidim tigne of
OPERATION OVERLORD. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koen{g89}

Merriman, Paul. Staff Sergeant, 736th Field Artillery Battalion. N&@&T Merriman
provided extremely detailed information about duty in an artillery battatioimel ETO.
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He related that he had extensive documentation of his wartime experiences thack i
United States. A copy of this documentation would be nice to have on file at theyMilita
History Institute. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koenig503}

Raymond, Walter T., CPL, assigned as an infantry squad leader with K Company, 315
Infantry Regiment, 79 Infantry Division during the Normandy Invasion.
Interview conducted at the USO in Paris, France by Major Doug HdA8Yy 6}

Roberts, Major General (retired) James M., aide to V Corps Commandemialeute
General Walter Gerow. Interview conducted by Major James Hendy, 44tarlili
History Detachment, at Normandy in June 2004, and transcribed by LTC Alan R.
Koenig.{2217}

Schein, Norman, Sergeant T4, 248th Engineer Battalion. Interviewer was Major Doug
Hendy, USA {2004}

Skorupa, Albert, First Engineers Special Brigade, Company C, 531st ESR
Interview conducted at the USO in Paris, France, June 1, 2004 by Sergeant 1st Class,
Sergeant Jason Lefavre 44th Military History Detachment. {737}

Smith, Everett W. a US Navy crewman, interviewed by LTC Alan R. Koenigystu
2004). {310}

Joseph Buckner Sullivan 8@General Hospital. Transcribed by Alan R. Koenig, LTC,
FA, USAR. {1264}

Warfield, Joseph W. Half-track operator: 443rd Coast Artillery Battalion, ri$iDn.
Interview conducted at the USO in Paris, France, June 2, 2004 by Staff Sergeant 1st
Class, Sergeant Jason Lefavre 44th Military History Detachm£rn9}

Ziemer, Richard, Tech Sergeant."®quadron (USAAF, presumably). He rode in C-47s
that dropped paratroops into Normandy and then continued to fight thru France for eleven
months. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koeni45}

Zwick, Harold, 208' Combat Engineers (demolitions/mine clearing), at Normandy
Beachhead. Transcribed by LTC Alan R. Koenig. {720}

B. Transcribed Interviews (Near Finished Product)
Interviews transcribed by SGT Kenneth D. Hall

Abernathy, Milton, On a Clear Day You Can See Forev803%s Milton Abernathy’s
New Year’'s Eve Party at 16,000 Feet {287}

Alley, Thomas, Two Years in the MakinglQ1™ Airborne’s Thomas Alley Got The Jump
On Things {814}
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Ahumada, Albert J., MISSION: Capture Enemy Soldier Behind Lin&sCarp’s Albert
J. Ahumada Floats in for Abduction {378}

Anonymous...Landing with the % on the &' to Join the 9...and the long way around to
getting married {452}

Arcieri, Charles W., Anchors Aweigh! Shipmate Charles W. Arcieri Brings Bunker
Online {335}

Asbury, Ed, One War Dance of a Native Americafhe 82%s Ed Asbury Takes the Full
Measure of Four Campaigns {360}

Boswell, Duke, Merge at the IntersectioB2nd’s Duke Boswell Worked the Crossroads
of Ste Mere Eglise {732}

Breitling, Ruben, One Flew ‘Onto’ the Cuckoo’s Nesi2'*s Ruben Breitling Hits the
Hen House in Ste Mere Eglise {460}

Brookins, Richard and Harry Stutz, Soldier Saint Nicolas Rides Again After &G Ya
National Hero Returns Home...By SGT Ken Hall, WwWIf'6Bpecial Projects NCO
Europe (Also listed in Historical Articles by SGT Kenneth HglB42}

Browne, Harry 1., Out of Gas? Call the C-47'439"'s Harry I. Browne Clears the
Hedgerows {538}

Burwash, Richard, Dangerous Dutgomb-a-Gram!”...439"s Richard Burwash Was
the ‘Bomb Guy’ {642}

Cannon, Carl, What You See is What You Gél" ID’s Carl Cannon Faces the Visible
Enemy Head-On {633}

Chilton, Roy, We're All Family Here.British Royal Navy’s Henry Roy Chilton: LNO to
Omaha Beach {844}

Condon, Walter, Hurry up and Waitl29" ID's Waltor Condon Stood Fast on the Brink
of Infamy {525}

Chagnon, Roger, Ship to Shore, Shore to SiNlavy NCO Roger Chagnon Keeps Allies
in Contact {211}

Dabney, William, The Balloon Bombers&2d™s William Dabney Floats into D-Day
{960}

Dains, Robert, Normandy: There and Back Aga#t89™s Robert Dains Was Ahead of
the Curve {326}
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Dains, Robert, Take a Left Turn on Cloud @ne Flight of 439th’s TCG Robert Dains
{456}

Delany, Will, The Wrong Place at the Right Tim&82'®s Will Delany Gaining the High
Ground {952}

Dicks, Don L., 30% Casualty Rate82"*s Don L. Dicks: A Cautious Squad Leader
{1602}

Doler, Henry, From Farmer to Fighter79" ID’s Henry Doler Takes the Long Way
Home {397}

Drumwright, James H., Jr., Making Good of a War Wou2®.1D’s James H.
Drumwright, Jr. Signaled an Early Start {381}

Fauvel, Alfred, Going Underground Y.oung French Boy Helps Allies Escape Prison
Camp{295}

Fearon, DerekGod Save the Queen! ...British Brigade’s Derek Fearon’s Bridge Too
Far {222}

Harris, S.M., An All Access Pass to WaK.M. Harris Was Finding Enemy Secrets
{592}

Harrison, Richard M., Hear No War, See More Wa82"%s Richard M. Harrison
{414}

Hartline, Shirley R., Second Wave to Infinity and Ever Aft&2nd’s Shirley R. Hartline
Returns from Normandy Abyss s {245}

Hatcher, Curt, Viva la Resistance32'®s Carl Hatcher Brings Big Action into ‘Little
Village’ {427}

Hecker, Philip, Bullet Holes at 900 Fee439th’s Philip Hecker's Command
Performance {549}

Hilton, Warren, Damn the Torpedoes!USS Jeffer's Warren Hilton Goes Full Speed
Ahead {769}

Horn, Joseph, View from th@therFront.. German 91 Artilleryman Joseph Horn Does
Time in America {471}

Howell, Gordon and Happle, Louis, The World’s Finest NaBhipmates Gordon
Howell and Louis Happle on Course {635}
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Izumi, Robert, From Internment to Infamy102**s Robert Izumi Breaks Ground in Style
(442d Soldier) {418}

Johnson, John, Boat Builder to Beach Combed™ Bivision’s John Johnson Walks
Omaha’s Killing Field{207}

Koplovitz, Irv, A I* SGT Takes Hold of His Troopslrv Koplovitz Remembers the
Highs and Lows of Morale {354}

Lence, Samuel, Surviving the Oddgd" Division’s Samuel Lence’s Million-Dollar
Wound {1155}

Lilja, Albert, Band of Wings..439" TCG'’s Albert Lilja Remembers Sea of Planes and
Ships {473}

Magellas, James, Where Heroes Dare to Dra#ier 60 Years, Veterans of the 82d
Airborne Cross the Waal Riv&y Ken Hall (Also listed under Historical Articles)
{1423}

Manion, Louis, Surviving the Hedgerows2'*s Louis Manion Fought off Fears of Aid
Station Atrocities {363}

Manoian, Howard, A Corporal’s EndeavoB05" PIR’s Howard Manoian Meets His
Match {725}

Mason, Raymond, Thig Guns of War. 4™ AD’s Raymond Mason Directs the Fire
{2624}

McCauley, Harold, Slaughter at Slapton Sand¥.ID’s Harold McCauley’s Voyage of
Recovery {2486}

McNamara, William G., And the World Watched the Warrhrough the Eyes of William
G. McNamara: War Correspondent {693}

Miljeciv, Alexander G., Combat Arms Disadvantagé‘f‘.lD’s Alexander G. Miljevic
Faces Superior Firepower {438}

Molinari, Peter, Waist Deep in War5" ID’s Peter Molinari Carried a Heavy Load
{989}

Murphy, Robert Martin, Distinguished Service at the La Fayette BridRpbert Martin
Murphy “Going First” with the 839{701}

311



Peterson, Herschel, The Dawning Days of D-D@@6™s Herschel Peterson Evades
Wolfpack Action {816}

Piper, Robert Martin, The Apple of the Enemy’s Ey&2™® Airborne’s Robert Martin
Piper’'s Hornets Nest {345}

Porcella, Thomas, Password: “Flash Thunde82'®s Thomas Porcella’s Flash with
Death {643}

Roderick, David, All American Kid.4™ ID’s David Roderick Goes to War at 16 {1000}

Scanlon, Tom, Doctor Rebel with a Caust.ID Combat Medic Tom Scanlon, and the
Many Trials and Trails Traveled {2341}

Sellner, Cletus, “How are the Cincinn@trdinalsdoing?”..101*s Cletus Sellner
Remembers the Enemy ImpostefE585}

Scaglione, Philip, Swamp Rat to Maze Mast@g™ ID’s Philip Scaglione Survives
Snipers in the Trenches {424}

Schlemmer, SGT Zane D. , Denying Death and the Enemy Encom@a¥& SGT D.
Zane Schlemmer and the Baptism of Fire {1023}

Schreirer, Robert L.., Ports of CalBa2'%s Robert L Schreirer Offloads the War Effort
{702}

Shearer, Charles, We Dropped in for a Drirdk39" TCG’s Charles Shearer Gets Time
to Know the Locals {441}

Smolens, Irving, Operations Afood™ ID’s Irving Smolens Survives Slapton Sands
{1664}

Sellner, Cletus, “How are the Cincinn@trdinalsdoing?”..101*s Cletus Sellner
Remembers the Enemy Imposte/k585}

Sponheimer, Albert, Medic on the Movel97™s Albert Sponheimer: Lifeguard Duty on
Omaha Beach {912}

Stadler, Jesse, From The Fith of Clyde to Bad Tolz and BatkID!s Jesse Stadler
Runs the War Gauntlet {847}

Staruk, Walter, From Border to Borderad" ID’s Walter Staruk Communicated Across
Europe {491}

Stritto, Joe, Flight of the DamnedPilot Joe Stritto Glides into a Killing Field {471}
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Tate, Robert, Nowhere to Hide9™ ID’s Robert Tate and the Rommel Rematches {802}

Thompson, Farrell, Going on the Air in StyleU.S. Navy’s Farrell Thompson Hits a
German Mess Hall {323}

Toniguzzo, Dante, The Modest WarrioB2'*s Dante Toniguzzo Walked the Path of
Greatness {460}

Torre, Armand, The Old Warriors4™ ID’s Armand Torre Defies Death for Duty {793}

Tucker, Will and Frank Bilich, Comrades in Arm$2™® Airborne’s Will Tucker and
Frank Bilich Fight in Fellowship {1284}

Walling, Willis, A Fighter Plane for Tea371" Fighter Group’s Willis Walling Crashes
into R&R {334}

Whitfield, Daryle, Family Reunion.82'®s Daryle Whitfield Goes Postal for Dad {383}
Worden, Rollo H., Foxhole Living.Rollo H. Worden Hits the Hedgerows and the
Huertgen {525}

PART Il. HISTORICAL ARTICLES FROM WWII 60 COMMITTEE

Hall, Kenneth D., SGT, Soldier Saint Nicolas Rides Again...After 60 Years,iardat
Hero Returns Home (See also Brookins, Richard and Harry Stl4Z4p

Hall, Kenneth D. SGT, Timeless Valor, Supreme Sacrifice. WWII 60 Conemitte
V-E Day Article, 8 May 2005{700}

Headquarters'8Army Staff WWII- Provided by Hall, SGT Kenneth {819}

Hall, Kenneth D. SGT, Where Heroes Dare to Dreakiter 60 Years, Veterans of the
82d Airborne Cross the Waal RiM&ee also Magellas, Jamé§s$23}
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APPENDIX C: i. MAPS AND CHARTS

D-Day Map 1.

OVERLORD AREA
1944
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D-Day Map 3

THE FINAL OVERLORD PLAN

> Drop Zones

= D-Day Phase Line
ELEVATION IN METERS
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D-Day Map 4

MAP No. I

Map Sourcehttp://www.internet-esqg.com/ussaugusta/overlord/
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APPENDIX C: ii. Photos

Photos of captured British Spitfires with German Markings

Reference: Private John Paulson’s account of General Bradley beieg str&maha
Beach in June 1944 (p. 186).

http://www luftwaffe-experten.org/forums/index.php?showtopic=310
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