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    Advance Praise for

    Battle Tested!


     


    “Battle Tested! uses one of the greatest crises in the history of the nation—the Battle of Gettysburg—to illustrate leadership concepts and principles that are enduring. The lessons from this book are as applicable to modern leaders as they were in 1863. Every leader will find it not only an engrossing read but an invaluable contribution to their professional library.”


    —Admiral Jim Stavridis, US Navy, Supreme Allied Commander at NATO (2009–2013) and Dean, The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University (2013–2018)


    “Battle Tested! provides an exceptional leadership education in a contextualized format, the Battle of Gettysburg, making the lessons learned both powerful and relevant for every reader. This is the exact style of leadership book that needs to be shared with teams, colleagues, even family members. Not only does it offer a refreshed definition of leadership, but one that can be applied in both everyday business environments and leading in crisis scenarios.”


    —Angie Morgan, Captain, USMC and author of Leading from the Front and New York Times Bestselling Spark: How to Lead Yourself and Others to Greater Success


    “Many books have been written on leadership, even more on military history, and a few have combined the two. But rare are those that have so successfully mined the historical record to extract valuable leadership lessons as Battle Tested!. Jeff McCausland has combined his experience as a scholar, his own battle-tested career as a military officer and his years of studying America’s most consequential battle to provide us with contemporary business lessons. Not only a riveting civil war history of the Battle of Gettysburg, but also a present-day primer on how to lead in uncertain times, Battle Tested! rewards careful reading and demands a very wide audience.”


    —Ambassador Mitchell Reiss, former President and CEO of the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation


    “McCausland and Vossler have extracted from the courage and chaos of Gettysburg yet another set of lessons useful for 21st century leaders. Their creative linkages translate hard choices of battle into guidelines useful today and tomorrow. The essence of leadership—optimizing human potential—survives the passing of time and place.”


    —Walter F. Ulmer, Jr. Lieutenant General, U. S. Army (Retired), Former President and CEO, Center for Creative Leadership


    “Jeff McCausland and Tom Vossler masterfully combine the historical analysis of the Battle of Gettysburg with the leadership lessons learned for modern day leaders. Battle Tested! captures hundreds of leadership moments and messages from the Battle of Gettysburg and describes them in such a way that they become relevant and as powerful today as they were during that time in our history. Once you read this book you will understand that leadership is everyone’s job, but it begins with you.”


    —Kent Bechler, Executive Leadership Coach


    “A timely, practical, historical and most importantly, wonderful opportunity for real thinking, discussing and learning. Jeff and Tom use their years of both hands-on leadership and academic rigor to gift us with this leadership learning journey. Their unique writing style of using the past (the Battle of Gettysburg) and the present (Enron, Walmart, and so on), skillfully and effectively walks the reader through a leadership journey that is second to none. Their keen insights and questions provide the reader with real leadership learning points and skills that can (and should) be used in any organizational setting. A must read for those interested in either Gettysburg, leadership development, or better yet…both! Well done!”


    —Joe Doty, Executive Director, Feagin Leadership Program, Duke University


    “Using the crucible of crisis that was Gettysburg as their classroom, the authors have woven a compelling and impactful analysis of leadership. Examining the challenges and decisions made by leaders who fought the battle, he translates their actions over one hundred and fifty years ago into lessons that are relevant to business and corporate leaders today. Their analysis of how leaders lead, how subordinates follow and how both interact is sharply defined in his keen analysis of the battle and the step by step decisions each made throughout the three-day struggle. Uniquely valuable is his tie-in to modern leadership examples from sports teams to Fortune 50 companies. For the history buff or the corporate leader, Battle Tested! is a worthy addition to your must-read list.”


    —Jack Tomarchio, former Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Homeland Security for Intelligence


    “I have walked the Gettysburg Battlefield in the company of the authors as they guided business and military students, educators, and company executives through the history and strategy of the battle. The lessons drawn by McCausland and Vossler during these visits have inspired each of us to reflect deeply not only on the character, actions, and decisions of the officers who led their troops into battle, but also on what future generations of leaders in business, nonprofit organizations, and government can learn and apply. What you will learn from reading this book will illuminate your own path forward.”


    —Dr. Chris Maxwell, Senior Fellow, Center for Leadership and Change Management, The Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania, author of Lead Like a Guide


    “Following this dramatic and imaginative reexamination of the three days of intense conflict between the Union and Confederate armies at Gettysburg in July of 1863, McCausland and Vossler proceed skillfully to elicit contemporary leadership lessons from several of the individual encounters and campaigns of those rival armies. The authors invite us to focus on visionary strategic success and tragic failure, as well as on grave tactical errors and extraordinary innovative achievements. Based on the US Army’s learning concept of battlefield ‘Staff Rides,’ these lessons in human courage, innovation, and failure under fire take full advantage of the imaginative hold this historic battle has upon the American consciousness in order to teach essential aspects of successful leadership applicable then, now, and for future generations. Readers will not be able to put down this remarkable, insightful, and instructive book!”


    —George Lucas, PhD, Distinguished Professor of Ethics Emeritus, US Naval Academy
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    Introduction



    Leadership is the indispensable quality that separates the great organizations from the bad. Modern effective leaders know that leadership involves vision, motivation, and trust. They must move both the individual and the collective organization into the future while simultaneously dealing with the dynamic requirements of change. All leaders should seek to convince their teams that together they can accomplish more than they may individually believe is possible.


    But how do we define this critically important concept? There are many definitions for “leadership,” but the one ascribed to General Dwight Eisenhower captures its essence. Ike observed that leadership is the ability to decide what has to be done and get people to want to do it!1 We will use this definition throughout this book for three reasons.


    First, it is provided by a wise and famous leader of the modern age known for his ability to skillfully influence and steer men and women successfully. Eisenhower was a five-star general who led Allied forces across the Normandy beaches to eventual victory in Europe during World War II. After leaving active military service he became an educator, serving nearly five years as president of Columbia University in New York City. Not to mention, Ike also served two terms as president of the United States at the onset of the Cold War, a particularly challenging period in our history.


    Second, this definition is concise and can be easily remembered. It contains fewer than twenty words. Anyone can memorize it and share it with the members of their organization. This allows it to be a reference point for the organization as the leader discusses associated concepts and principles with his or her team.
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    Third, the most important part of this definition may be the second part—“get people to want to do it.” We might imagine that Eisenhower, as a former five-star general, college chief executive, and president of the United States, was used to having his orders obeyed quickly and without question. But, the second portion of his definition shows his true wisdom. Ike realized that subordinates, or employees, may follow orders, but the leader can only get maximum performance from the team if the members have bought into the organization’s goals and objectives.


    Still, that doesn’t mean it’s a perfect characterization. Eisenhower’s definition ignores an essential concept—ethics, or integrity. James Hackett, CEO of Ford Motor Company, once said, “If I were to rank the most important qualities of effective leadership, I would put trustworthiness at the top…and you cannot have their trust without integrity.” If ethics was not an essential part of our definition, then we would have to accept that Joseph Stalin, Adolf Hitler, Pol Pot, and Osama bin Laden were all great leaders. They all defined a vision for their organization and sadly convinced a large group of people to follow them enthusiastically. It’s a distinction integral to the foundations of our democracy. John Adams, our nation’s second president, underscored this point in a letter to his wife, Abigail, shortly after moving into the White House in 1800. Adams declared his hope that “may none but honest and wise men ever rule under this roof.” This quotation is now inscribed on a mantle in the executive mansion.


    The definition does, however, describe a necessary drive that can be absent in some supervisory roles. Frequently, the terms “leadership” and “management” are used interchangeably, but this is imprecise. There is no doubt that these two concepts overlap, and both are critical if an organization is going to survive and flourish. But there is an important difference.


    The modern study of “management” began in the early part of the twentieth century with the advent of complex organizations and corporations. Harvard University established the nation’s first Graduate School of Business Administration in 1908 with fifteen faculty members and thirty-three students. “Management” focuses on such things as work standards, resource allocation, and organizational design. As one of the first female admirals in the US Navy, Grace Hopper once observed, “You manage things, you lead people.”


    No doubt the success, if not survival, of any organization depends on solid management, but management often focuses on the near term for the organization, as opposed to the more distant future. Every leader must make effective management decisions to deal with day-to-day issues. But the wise leader knows that they must also spend some time each day considering the following questions: Where will my organization be in a year or more? What must we begin doing now that we may not see fully implemented for a long time, in order to deal with the emerging environment?


    The study of “leadership” is as old as time. Some have argued that it began with Plato, Sun Tzu, or Machiavelli, but it has only been a focal point in contemporary academic programs for roughly the last two or three decades. Leadership studies concentrate on creating a vision for organizations, motivating groups to maximum performance, and developing trust. The essence of leadership is devoted to the continuous development, of both people and organizations, to deal with change. General Eric Shinseki, former chief of staff of the US Army and Secretary of Veterans Affairs once remarked, “If you don’t like change, you are going to like irrelevance even less.”


    Effective leaders in the past have sought to learn as much as possible from history—disasters as well as triumphs. The Greek historian Polybius, who wrote about the Roman Republic, expressed this point well. “There are two roads to the reformation for mankind,” he observed. “One through misfortunes of their own, the other through the misfortunes of others; the former is the most unmistakable, the latter the less painful…the knowledge gained from the study of true history is the best of all educations for practical life.”


    Centuries later Otto von Bismarck, chancellor of Germany’s Second Reich during the late nineteenth century, agreed on the practical value of history for leaders. “Fools, say they learn by experience,” said Bismarck. “I prefer to profit by other people’s experience.”


    Those who desire to be among the best contemporary leaders must draw on historical examples if they want to avoid the mistakes of the past. That’s why this book focuses on, what is arguably, the most important battle in American history. In these pages, we hope to examine critical leadership challenges faced by both commanders and soldiers at the Battle of Gettysburg. The concepts and principles they applied during those traumatic three days remain invaluable and applicable to contemporary leaders because they illustrate the dynamics of people leading people.


    A battle is a crisis and a deadly competition between two rival organizations with conflicting missions. As one of the largest battles ever fought on the North American continent, the Battle of Gettysburg demanded that the leaders of the competing armies make critical leadership decisions under enormous pressure of time and circumstances. The fate of the nation hung on the outcome. Approximately 163,000 Union and Confederate soldiers were decisively engaged during three days of fighting—July 1–3, 1863. On July 2 alone, more than 15,000 soldiers were killed or wounded in approximately six hours. (This is nearly three times the number of killed and wounded the United States would suffer during the D-Day landings at Normandy on June 6, 1944.) By the morning of July 4, 1863 (Independence Day), roughly 25 percent of the soldiers in the Union Army of the Potomac, and one of every three soldiers in the Confederate Army of Northern Virginia, had been killed, wounded, or captured.


    Gettysburg provides not only a superb opportunity to examine organizations under enormous stress but also the decision-making and leadership skills of several well-known military officers—Robert E. Lee, James Ewell Brown “Jeb” Stuart, James Longstreet, George Gordon Meade, Daniel Sickles, and John F. Reynolds—as well as less famous leaders who played crucial roles at Gettysburg, such as Union Colonel Strong Vincent and Confederate General Richard Ewell.


    There are over one million visitors annually to the Gettysburg Battlefield due to its importance to the American Civil War and the history of the United States. The victory at Gettysburg was, unquestionably, of enormous significance in Union efforts to end the rebellion, preserve the nation, and set a course for the nation’s future. As a result, many historians refer to the battle as “the high watermark of the Confederacy.” If Robert E. Lee and his troops had been victorious at Gettysburg, Abraham Lincoln may well have lost his reelection bid in 1864, and the Confederacy might have been successful in securing its independence as a sovereign state. Confederate General Josiah Gorgas reflected on this in his diary a few days after the battle, “Yesterday we rode on the pinnacle of success—today absolute ruin seems to be our portion. The Confederacy totters to its destruction.” Everything would be different after Gettysburg.


    But the “Gettysburg story” is not complete without considering the importance of the Gettysburg Address. Lincoln’s legendary speech is integral to understanding the course on which the now legendary president set the country. On November 19, 1863, President Abraham Lincoln delivered brief remarks at the dedication of the cemetery for the Union dead. Today, these 272 words are remembered as one of the most important speeches in the history of the nation, if not the world. But this is not just a speech; the Gettysburg Address also exhibits the essence of strategic leadership for any organization. Lincoln sought to communicate a revised vision to the American people in the aftermath of a major crisis.


    Battle Tested! consists of individual chapters focused on each of the three days of the battle, as well as the Gettysburg Address. Each chapter will begin with a brief description of fighting at a critical moment as the battle progresses. This vignette will be followed by one or more leadership questions for the reader to ponder, as if they had been in a leadership role at that critical juncture. This is not meant to be a history test, as there are frequently many options, and several can be equally justified. It is rather an effort to reinforce the learning experience for readers as they consider difficult choices today that are not dissimilar to those faced by leaders in combat. Each chapter will conclude with a description of what the leader did, further analysis of the question by the authors, and a review of other leadership principles illustrated by this example. This will frequently include contemporary examples of how modern, nonmilitary leaders have used these principles in making difficult decisions for their organizations. As a result, the leadership lessons discussed will resonate with both those currently in leadership positions and those seeking to develop their leadership skills in their chosen career fields.


    T. S. Eliot once reflected on “not only of the pastness of the past, but its presence.” In sum, Battle Tested! will use historical analysis of the iconic Battle of Gettysburg to examine enduring leadership principles and concepts that are as applicable in the twenty-first century as they were in 1863. It will consider lessons that are at the forefront of contemporary thinking on the study of leadership, to include such topics as emotional intelligence, the impact of technology on organizations, succession crises, effective communications, dealing with risk, strategic vision, and more. The reader will discover that these lessons apply in their professional lives today just as they did on the fields of Gettysburg. Whether they are students or professionals (in business, government, or nonprofits), readers will be both inspired by the history of Gettysburg and benefit from the leadership analysis. They may never visit the battlefield, but what they will learn from Battle Tested! will have a profound influence on their lives, organizations, and careers.


    Colonel Joshua Chamberlain, whose men would successfully defend Little Round Top from repeated Confederate assaults on July 2, 1863, predicted that future generations would ponder the lessons of Gettysburg. In 1889 Chamberlain remarked during a dedication ceremony for a monument at Gettysburg to the men of his regiment, the 20th Maine, “In great deeds something abides. On great fields something stays. Forms change and pass, bodies disappear, but spirits linger, to consecrate ground for the vision of place of souls. And reverent men and women from afar, and generations that we know not of, heart-drawn to see where and by whom great things were suffered and done for them, shall come to this deathless field, to ponder and dream.….” Perhaps he even had a book like this in mind.


    The Leaders, the Led, and Their Organizations


    On March 4, 1861, the Regular Army of the United States consisted of 1,108 commissioned officers and 15,259 enlisted men, organized into ten regiments of infantry, four regiments of artillery, and five regiments of mounted troops—cavalry and dragoons. Of the 198 companies which composed these regiments, 183—92 percent—were widely scattered across the broad American frontier west of the Mississippi River in company-sized outposts mostly relegated to constabulary duty against the Native American tribes and white revolutionaries.2


    With the firing on Fort Sumter, South Carolina, by Confederate forces on April 12, 1861, it quickly became obvious that this small army of full-time, professional soldiers would not be sufficient to put-down the rebellion and restore the Union. A military mobilization would be required. The challenge became even more acute when, almost overnight, 313—28 percent—of the commissioned officers of the Regular Army resigned or accepted dismissal to enter Confederate service.


    The Leaders


    On April 15, 1861, President Abraham Lincoln, under authority of the Militia Act of 1792, issued a mobilization call to the eighteen loyal Union states for 75,000 soldier volunteers. Among that number to be called were positions for five major generals and seventeen brigadier generals to be appointed by the state governors. Quotas to fill the ranks of the enlisted men were immediately issued to the states based on the national census of 1860. A second call for additional volunteers issued on May 3, 1861, also gave authority to state governors to appoint company and regimental officers within those regiments raised in their state. By the end of 1861 the US Army had expanded from just over 16,000 men to 660,000 men.3 It is one thing to call for an immediate expansion of the army. The greater challenge perhaps is finding the leaders for these untrained masses of soldiers.


    These facts illustrate another key aspect of this book. The new leaders will be found for the most part within the civilian population itself. Our readers will be interested to read of the leadership experiences not only of the professional soldier but of the judge-turned-soldier, the businessman-turned-soldier, the educator-turned-soldier, and so on. How did they make the transition from civilian to military life? How did they continue to be effective in a new role? After the war, if they survived, what did they do with the experience they gained? As the accompanying chart illustrates, of the 583 men commissioned as general officers or senior leaders in the Union army during the four years of the war, only 194—33 percent—were professional soldiers; that is, they were educated, trained, and experienced in the military profession. The remainder were lawyers and judges (22 percent), businessmen (20 percent), and so on. Proportions for the 425 Confederate general officers are similar, with 125—29 percent—coming from the ranks of the professional soldier and as many from the law courts. Other civilian occupations make up the balance of prewar experience of the senior leaders.


    The Led


    Perhaps one of the greatest myths we confront on the field at Gettysburg, in the modern era, is the misunderstanding that the American Civil War was fought by a bunch of teenagers drafted by the government to fight the war. Nothing could be further from the truth. Beginning with President Lincoln’s call for 75,000 troops in April 1861, there were a dozen calls for volunteers during the war. In the end, 2.6 million men served enlistments during the war, the majority being volunteers from the eighteen loyal states and several loyal territories.
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    It was not until the summer of 1863 that the conscription act, approved the previous March, was first implemented. The draft was a failure due to its numerous loopholes in favor of the wealthy who, if their number was called, could legally buy their way out of obligated service through payment for substitution or commutation. Only 6 percent of those who ultimately served in the ranks of the army arrived there by means of the draft.4


    In spite of all of the romanticism on television and in fictional novels, if the average Billy Yank stood before you, you would find him standing at five foot eight inches tall and weighing just under 150 pounds. There was a better than average chance that his eyes were blue and his hair light colored. Again, on the average, he was two months short of twenty-six years of age, about the same as the average American soldier in World War II. In the ranks with him were perhaps a few soldiers as young as seventeen or as old as their early forties, but not many. Less than 1.5 percent of the 2.6 million men who enlisted in the Northern army were outside the standard service range of eighteen to forty-six years of age.5


    If you speak to Billy Yank in English, he might not understand you, as he might be among the one in four of over 2.6 million serving Union soldiers who were not born in the USA. This should not be surprising considering the immigration pattern from Western Europe into North America and the USA in the decade prior to the war. As a recent immigrant or first-generation naturalized citizen, he, and his family, sees the Southern rebellion as a threat to their adopted country. This he will defend. You should not be surprised when he tells you that he, and half the soldiers like him, grew up on a farm back home and his time in the army, and this battle in Pennsylvania, is his first time away from home.


    What of Johnny Reb? Man for man, he would not be much different from Billy Yank. In comparative factors, he might be a little younger on the average but of the same physical confirmation. However, with an estimated available “military population” at the beginning of the war of just over 1 million men, compared to the North’s 4.5 million, there would not be as many of him compared to his adversary. The term “military population” is defined to encompass all white males in the age cohort of eighteen to forty-five years.6 There would also not be as many immigrant soldiers in the ranks. A higher proportion of Johnny Rebs would have agricultural occupations, but only one in five would have a black slave on the farm or plantation back home. While their superior officers might have the family fortune invested in the slave-based agricultural economy, the primary motivation of the rank and file would be to defend their homes from what they believe to be Northern aggression and an oppressive national government.


    The Soldier’s Organizations—Their Units


    For those of us who spent the better part of our adult lives in the profession of arms, military organization and titles easily come to mind. For readers not as familiar with military matters, we offer the following brief introductions of terms used in the following chapters.


    Apart from the command structures and the staff departments of subsistence and commissary (food and forage), quartermaster (supplies), ordnance (ammunition), medical, and signal communications, the vast majority of the soldiers were in the combat arms organizations that did the fighting—infantry (marching troops with rifles), the cavalry (mounted units with carbines and sabers) and artillery (cannons).


    The basic organizational entity for the infantry and cavalry was the regiment. Each state, having received an assigned mobilization quota for volunteer soldiers from the federal government, recruited throughout the state regionally by city, by county, or by multiples of them. Each regiment was numbered sequentially by state as it was formed and entered into federal service, carrying with it a state designation, e.g., 64th New York Volunteer Infantry Regiment. By army regulation, each infantry regiment was to contain 1,000 men and be commanded by a colonel with a lieutenant colonel and a major as his deputies, and a command sergeant major—the senior enlisted man in the regiment. A small staff of lieutenants and sergeants took care of feeding and supplying the troops, while a surgeon, an assistant surgeon, and a chaplain were to oversee the well-being of the soldiers. Each regiment was authorized to have ten companies of one hundred men each. Each company carried an alphabetical designation of a letter A through K (the letter J was not used). A captain commanded each company with two lieutenants to assist in command and control. The noncommissioned officer component of each company consisted of a first sergeant and four other sergeants to provide direct leadership in the ranks assisted by eight corporals. The remaining sixty-four to eighty-two soldiers held the rank of privates.7


    So much for regulations and theory. What actually happened was that authorized and assigned strengths of the regiments varied widely as they were subjected to successive combat engagements with increasing numbers of men becoming casualties or succumbing to disease. While both armies utilized a loosely formed system of replacements to existing regiments, most often any additional available manpower was organized into newly formed regiments rather than reinforcing existing units. There never were enough surgeons trained and chaplains ordained, even with the reduced ranks of the companies and regiments. By the time the infantry regiments of both armies reached the field at Gettysburg, most had decreased significantly in strength. The Union’s 247 infantry regiments and 33 cavalry regiments each averaged 304 men who actually engaged in the fighting. The 172 infantry regiments and 26 cavalry regiments in the Confederate Army of Northern Virginia each averaged 328 men engaged.8
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    Two to five regiments were formed into a brigade. At Gettysburg the 58 Union infantry and cavalry brigades averaged 1,433 men engaged. The 42 Confederate infantry and cavalry brigades averaged 1,518 men.9 In theory, brigades were to be commanded by brigadier generals, but at the midpoint of the war, it was not at all unusual for colonels to be the ranking officer in a brigade. Divisions were then made up from brigades, the norm being three brigades in each Union division and four brigades in each Confederate division. The divisions were formed into army corps. At the top of the hierarchy was the field army. At Gettysburg it was the Union’s Army of the Potomac versus the Confederacy’s Army of Northern Virginia.


    Organization of the infantry, cavalry, and artillery was similar, but titles were different. Within the infantry regimental organization, we had the subunit, called a company. In the cavalry the unit of the same size and organization was known as a troop. In the artillery the equivalent was known as a battery. At Gettysburg, 358 Union cannons were organized into 65 batteries. Across the line, 273 Confederate cannons were organized into 68 batteries.

  


  
    CHAPTER 1



    The Day Before



    The Leaders and the Context…


    Leaders must deal with change within their organization and the environment in which they live. If we are to fully understand change as a phenomenon for an organization or a society, then we must first consider the context in which that change is occurring. There can be little doubt that the American Civil War was a tipping point for the United States, as the very future of the nation hung in the balance. But within that massive shift, the Battle of Gettysburg served as a pivotal moment. So, what was going on in America in the decades prior to the beginning of this horrific conflict? The United States experienced enormous change in three areas—technology, society, and government—that changed the very fabric of American identity.


    People in the twenty-first century often marvel that they live in a period of rapidly accelerating technological change, which is undoubtedly true. But Americans living in the decades prior to the Civil War thought so as well, and rightfully so. It was during this period that railroads and steamships dramatically expanded the ability of Americans to travel and move goods inside the United States and around the world. The arrival of the telegraph would allow the average American to send a message almost instantaneously from New York to Chicago. Prior to this innovation it would have taken weeks to deliver the same message. This was occurring as the Industrial Revolution was rapidly transforming the American North with dramatic growth in manufacturing. But civilian industries weren’t the only ones affected; scientists and the military in the United States and Europe were experimenting with new technologies such as observation balloons, repeating rifles, rifled artillery, and other weaponry that would have a dramatic impact on the nature of future warfare.


    At the time, two issues had a huge influence on American society—immigration and slavery. In early 1848, revolution broke out initially in Italy and quickly spread across Europe. These upheavals would ultimately affect fifty countries due to widespread dissatisfaction with political leadership, as well as demands for more participation in government and democracy. Revolutions were most significant in France, the Netherlands, the states of the German confederation, Italy, and the Austrian Empire. Eventually, revolution would also break out in what is now Colombia and Brazil. Tens of thousands would be killed. This was the most widespread revolutionary challenge to authoritarianism in European history, but by early 1849 reactionary forces were able to regain control and the oppressive regimes returned.


    Many failed revolutionaries quickly concluded that their prospects were now much better in the New World than in the Old. Other events encouraged an ever-increasing flow of refugees to America. In Ireland a massive “potato famine” in the mid-1840s resulted in large-scale immigration to America. The discovery of gold in California further encouraged an initial wave of immigrants to the shores of America. The vast majority settled in the Northeast and Midwest states where the slogan Free Soil, Free Men, Free Labor was a common theme. Some were attracted by the opportunity to own their own farmland, others by work available in the growing factories that dotted the New England and Mid-Atlantic landscape. All this was industrial progress and opportunity that the agrarian South with its slave-based economy could never match. Consequently, as war broke out in 1861, nearly 25 percent of the Union army were first-generation immigrants not born in the United States. The Union army had entire regiments of German- and Irish-speaking soldiers, with smaller numbers of other European immigrants thrown in for good measure. At night, many different languages could be heard around Union army campfires.


    Slavery was an issue for American society from its very creation. The Continental Army led by George Washington was in many ways integrated, as free black Americans fought for the fledgling nation’s independence. During the Revolution, the British army offered freedom to slaves if they deserted their American masters and joined the king’s army. And while some supported freedom for the slaves, the signers of the Constitution in 1787 realized there was no way that slavery could be ended in the new nation if they wanted to secure the support of the Southern states.


    This led to a historic compromise, which is why the Constitution actually affirms the legality of slavery in several ways, though the words “slave” or “slavery” never appear. Article I, Section 2 refers to “three fifths of all other Persons” for voting purposes, a politically calculated reference to slaves. Section nine allowed the “immigration of such Persons as any of the States now existing shall think proper to admit” until 1808. This a direct reference to the ending of the slave trade, and it further allowed Congress to impose a tax or duty on “such Importation, not exceeding ten dollars for each Person.” Finally, Article IV, Section 2 affirmed that a “Person held to Service or Labor in one State” will be “delivered upon Claim of the Party to whom such Service may be due” if they escape to another state. In essence, this served as the basis for what would become the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850.


    Many of the Founding Fathers believed slavery, or the so-called “peculiar institution,” would die out over time, but industrialization coupled with a dramatic growth in demand for Southern cotton, particularly from British and French clothing manufacturers, proved this to be untrue. Still, from the ratification of the Constitution in 1789 until the inauguration of Abraham Lincoln in 1861, American leaders formulated a number of compromises to avoid catastrophe. These included the Missouri Compromise of 1820, the Wilmot Proviso, the Compromise of 1850, and the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854. But these compromises were insufficient to find a lasting solution for the challenge that slavery presented to the nation.
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    The rapid change that had occurred in America during its first eighty years was epitomized by the lives of two American leaders in 1861—President James Buchanan and General Winfield Scott. In March 1861, President Buchanan would leave office as the only American ever elected to the presidency from the state of Pennsylvania. Buchanan was born when George Washington was president. General Winfield Scott was general in chief of the United States Army in 1861 and had held this position for twenty years. He was commissioned as an officer in the American Army during the presidency of Thomas Jefferson. One can only imagine the change they had witnessed in their lifetimes.


    In November 1860, former US Congressman Abraham Lincoln of the newly-formed Republican Party won the national election for president. Of key concern to southerners was the Republican Party promise to prohibit the expansion of the institution of slavery into the western territories of the country which had not yet been granted statehood. Before President-elect Lincoln could assume the office as President in March, 1861, seven southern states withdrew from the Union, formed their own central government (the Confederate States of America), elected their own President (former US Senator and Secretary of War Jefferson Davis), began the formation of their own army and navy, and a week after Lincoln’s inauguration, adopted their own constitution. After the opening engagement of the war, four additional southern states seceded from the union and joined the southern Confederacy.
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    On March 4, 1861, Abraham Lincoln was inaugurated as the sixteenth president of United States. Seven states had already seceded from the Union. The new president used this opportunity to urge Southern states to reconsider and pledged to support both the Constitution and existing laws. He concluded his remarks with these words:


    In your hands, my dissatisfied fellow-countrymen, and not in mine, is the momentous issue of civil war. The Government will not assail you. You can have no conflict without being yourselves the aggressors. You have no oath registered in heaven to destroy the Government, while I shall have the most solemn one to “preserve, protect, and defend it.”


    Sadly, it was to no avail. At 4:30 a.m. on April 12, 1861, Confederate artillery batteries began their bombardment of Fort Sumter, the federal fort in the port of Charleston, South Carolina. The American Civil War had begun.


    At the onset of the conflict in 1861 a Confederate congressman remarked that “all of the blood that will be spilled in this conflict will be able to be wiped up by one lady’s handkerchief.” That assertion would soon prove to be both false and irresponsible, as more than 600,000 soldiers, and an untold number of civilians, perished over the next four years.


    As the fighting commenced, the Union and the Confederate leadership was forced to formulate distinct strategies for the war. Strategy for any organization—large or small—is the formulation of ends, or the objectives that are trying to be accomplished. What is the future the leader or leaders are attempting to shape? They must then consider ways, or the policies, plans, and procedures that will be put into effect to move toward the end state. Finally, the means, or resources, must be galvanized to execute these efforts. Obviously, this includes people, money, and material resources; but this also includes a calculation of how much time is available and potential risks.


    The South’s strategy envisioned a “perimeter defense” of its territory with the goal of exhausting the North and convincing Union leadership to sue for peace. Southern military leaders did, however, conduct limited strategic offensive operations throughout the war. In the fall of 1862, for example, Robert E. Lee led his Army of Northern Virginia into Maryland only to fight a bloody battle along Antietam Creek at Sharpsburg and ultimately retreat back into Virginia. Lee would try that stratagem once more—in southern Pennsylvania during the summer of 1863.


    Prior to his retirement from the army in the fall of 1861 Union General Winfield Scott devised the Northern strategy that the nation would broadly pursue throughout the war to end the rebellion and preserve the Union. Newspaper editors of the time caricatured Scott’s plan as a giant snake enveloping and then slowly crushing its prey—thus the nickname, the Anaconda Plan.


    Scott’s plan had three parts. First, the Union would rapidly expand its navy and use it to blockade Confederate ports in order to deprive the South of the ability to export cotton and other agricultural products in return for military supplies from foreign powers. Second, the Union army would be dramatically increased in strength, and state militias mobilized. In the West, federal forces would seek to secure the Mississippi River and the port of New Orleans—effectively dividing the Confederacy in half. Finally, the Union army in the east would capture the Confederate capital at Richmond and complete the defeat of the South by force of arms.
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    As 1863 and the third year of the war arrived, enthusiasm for the conflict had waned on both sides. Citizens of both the Union and Confederacy were appalled as they watched the casualty numbers grow exponentially. The South had been successful with a string of victories in the east that resulted in growing confidence. In December 1862, the Army of Northern Virginia had decisively defeated the Union Army of the Potomac at the Battle of Fredericksburg. This was followed in May 1863 with a stunning Southern victory at the Battle of Chancellorsville. However, Confederate forces had suffered significant setbacks in the west. The Union army had secured all the Mississippi River except for the last Southern stronghold at Vicksburg, Mississippi. By late spring 1863, Union General Ulysses S. Grant had encircled the city and was preparing to lay siege to the remaining Confederate soldiers and citizens trapped inside.


    Abraham Lincoln had weathered more than two years of war and made decisions that in retrospect might seem amazing to modern politicians. Lincoln had dramatically expanded his powers as president during wartime to a level never seen before or since. He suspended writ of habeas corpus in 1861 for thousands of Americans, including the mayor of Baltimore, and federal agents arrested several pro-Confederate members of the Maryland state legislature and imprisoned them to ensure the so-called “border states” of Delaware, Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri did not secede from the Union. Lincoln also supported the arrest of former Ohio congressman Clement Vallandigham for treason, as the congressman had publicly denounced the president and the war. Under pressure from the press and his cabinet, Lincoln relented, commuting Vallandigham’s sentence and banishing him to the Confederacy for the remainder of the war.


    A considerable part of the Democratic Party in the North opposed the war from the very onset and wished to negotiate a two-state peace. So-called “Copperhead Democrats” were particularly powerful in the Midwest. Their candidates were largely successful in the election of 1862, and the Republican Party lost several seats in Congress as well as several key governorships in Northeastern states such as New York and New Jersey. Abraham Lincoln and his supporters knew the president faced a difficult reelection challenge in November 1864. By the spring of 1863, most Americans believed he had little chance of success. Many in his own party thought he might not even receive the party’s nomination in 1864.


    In the aftermath of the Confederate victory at Chancellorsville in early May 1863, General Lee took steps to recondition and strengthen his dwindling army. Even before the Chancellorsville battle took place, Lee and selected members of his staff had been putting together a summer campaign plan with the goal of taking the fighting north of the Potomac River, for several good reasons. First, he did not wish to, again, fight General Joseph “Fighting Joe” Hooker’s Union Army of the Potomac on the defensive line of the Rappahannock River. Having done so at Fredericksburg in December 1862, Lee found he could not attack the enemy with advantage nor have the ability to exploit any victory that might follow. Second, he wished to move the fighting out of Northern Virginia and into enemy territory.1 Third, he predicted that transfer of any of his forces to General Bragg in Tennessee, and/or to Generals Johnston and Pemberton in Mississippi, would force what was left of his army back into the defenses of the Confederate capital at Richmond, Virginia. It was Lee’s view that the best defense for Richmond was at a distance from it rather than his falling back to it and allowing the Army of the Potomac to place the Confederate capital under siege.2
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    On May 14, 1863, Lee was called to Richmond for what turned out to be a four-day conference attended by Confederate political and military leaders to discuss present and future strategic concerns, alternatives, and choices.3 While detailed official record of the conference did not survive the war, we do know that apart from Lee, there were two chief concerns of those attending the conference.


    First, what to do about the enemy army, then commanded by General Rosecrans, in middle Tennessee. Following the Union victory in December 1862 at the Battle of Stones River, also known as Murfreesboro, Rosecrans’s Army of the Cumberland was positioned to advance toward the Confederate railroad center at Chattanooga. Only the presence of the Confederate Army of Tennessee, commanded by General Braxton Bragg, opposed them. If suitably reinforced—Longstreet had previously volunteered two of his divisions—Bragg could drive Rosecrans’s Army of the Cumberland back north to the Ohio River, and threaten northern cities like Cincinnati. Such action might further inflame and encourage Copperhead Democrats in their opposition to the war.


    Second, and perhaps more importantly, what to do about the large enemy force in Mississippi commanded by General Ulysses Grant. As of April 30, Grant had successfully transferred his troops from the west bank of the Mississippi River to the east bank, from which they could attack throughout central Mississippi, while also threatening the Confederate stronghold at Vicksburg—the last major Confederate stronghold on the Mississippi River.


    Lee, his partially developed summer campaign plan in hand, offered a third consideration to the assembled group of decision makers—President Davis, his cabinet members, and Secretary of War Seddon. In summary, our research gives voice to Lee’s plan and recommendation as reported in his after-action reports of the Gettysburg campaign on July 31, 1863, and January 1864:


    Break contact with the enemy army along our mutual Rappahannock River defensive line. Move our army north-west over the Blue Ridge mountains into the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia, while accepting risk that current forces in defense of Richmond will be sufficient. Advance down the valley while clearing away all enemy garrisons. Cross the Potomac River into Maryland and then into Pennsylvania. Provision our army on enemy soil over the summer. Defeat the enemy army on their soil when they arrive with their attempts to force us back across the Potomac River as they would be obligated to do by public opinion, political demands, and military necessity.4


    Leadership Moment You are Confederate President Jefferson Davis. Assembled in the Confederate capitol are the leaders of your fledgling nation. You realize that the fate of the Confederacy may be determined by the decision that you will ultimately have to make. You do not have all the information you would like to have, and the country’s leadership is clearly divided in their opinions. You ponder the possible options.


    • Send part of the Army of Northern Virginia to central Tennessee and expand the army of General Braxton Bragg. Order Bragg to advance into the Midwestern states of Indiana or Ohio. This would encourage Northern Copperhead Democrats to increase their opposition to the war and force Lincoln to negotiate.


    • Reinforce General Johnston’s army with troops from Lee’s army and defeat enemy forces in central Mississippi. This will prevent the Yankees from splitting the Confederacy.


    • Allow General Lee to lead his army north into Maryland and Pennsylvania and seek a decisive battle against the Army of the Potomac on northern soil.


    What do you decide and why?


    What Can We Learn from This Vignette About Leadership?


    Strategic planning. It is clear that the Confederate leadership was holding a strategic planning conference as it attempted to decide what action to take in a rapidly changing environment. All organizations find this necessary, and many leaders schedule such meetings routinely. For any institution, “strategy” relates to the identification of long-term or overall aims and interests. It further considers the means to achieving them, which involves planning and is often done on an annual basis.


    Organizations conduct strategic planning for a number of reasons. First, it helps to organize the institution in a coherent and integrated manner in order to achieve its goals or objectives. Second, it helps to understand its current situation more clearly and prepare for major, often complex, problems or opportunities. Third, such efforts serve to shape the entire organization. It facilitates the effort to create the best capabilities and modify the organization as required. Fourth, planning often can identify and lead to better understanding of the inherent risks associated with various options, organizational shortfalls, or the lack of particular capabilities. Finally, it forces an organization to examine the environment in which it is operating and consider ongoing changes, as well as the potential actions of competitors.


    As previously stated, the planning process includes the careful consideration of three variables: “ends, ways, and means.” “Ends” are the long-term goals and objectives of the organization. This requires a careful consideration of the organization’s purpose, mission, vision, and values. For the Confederacy, this included winning the war in order to assert its independence as a nation, and the preservation of the “peculiar institution” that underpinned its economy and social structure—slavery. “Ways” refers to actions plans, policies for subordinate organizations, and often the leader’s strategic initiatives. The Southern leadership had carefully discussed three plans or options that they believed in the summer of 1863 might move them toward their long-term goals. “Means” includes material resources such as people, money, and equipment. It should also include a careful consideration of time and the prioritization of resources for maximum effect.


    Robert E. Lee clearly preferred the third option, or “way.” By the end of the conference he had successfully convinced the Confederate leadership to accept it. Lee’s success over the preceding months and recent victory at Chancellorsville obviously strengthened his arguments. Renowned American Civil War historian James M. McPherson writes, “Lee’s opinion carried so much weight that Davis felt compelled to concur…the Virginian dazzled Davis and Seddon with a proposal to invade Pennsylvania with a reinforced army and inflict a crushing defeat on the Yankees in their own backyard. This would remove the enemy threat on the Rappahannock, take the armies out of war-ravaged Virginia, and enable Lee to feed his troops in the enemy’s country. It would also strengthen Peace Democrats, discredit Republicans, reopen the question of foreign recognition, and perhaps even conquer peace and recognition from the Union Government itself.”5


    Furthermore, this option—if successfully accomplished—seemed to offer the clearest path to victory. Confederate leaders, especially in Virginia, vividly remembered that it was foreign intervention with the arrival of the French fleet off Yorktown that had secured victory during the Revolutionary War. Most likely believed that a major victory in the east might tip the scales in favor of the Confederacy in the eyes of European leaders, and encourage them to recognize the Confederacy as an independent state, and intervene.


    Lee and his staff then began the final planning for the campaign that would take the Army of Northern Virginia over the Blue Ridge Mountains into the Shenandoah Valley and then north down the valley into Maryland and eventually Pennsylvania. Like any good leader Robert E. Lee formulated goals at the strategic, organizational, and direct levels of planning. Nonmilitary leaders might refer to this as strategic, organizational, and direct leadership requirements. Lee’s goal or “end” at the strategic level was a decisive victory on Northern soil, and an end to the war.


    As early as February 1863, Jedediah Hotchkiss, then chief engineer for the General Thomas Jonathan “Stonewall” Jackson, had been instructed by Lee to prepare detailed maps for just such a campaign into Pennsylvania stretching as far north up the Cumberland Valley as the state capital at Harrisburg.6


    At the operational or organizational level, Lee’s goals were to sever the Union lines of communication that crossed the Susquehanna River near Harrisburg. These were critical to the North for the movement of military supplies to support the Union armies in the West. Lee believed that a disruption of supply lines might serve to slow Union offensive operations against Vicksburg as well as other Confederate forces operating in Tennessee and Mississippi. The capture of Harrisburg, the capital of a large Union state, would be a major success for the South. This would strengthen opposition to the war in the North and encourage support for the Confederacy from the European powers.


    Finally, Lee had to carefully consider the “means” available to him. At the tactical, or direct, level of leadership Lee wished to accept battle at both a time and place of his choosing, and under conditions favorable to the Army of Northern Virginia. This he could not do if he remained on the defensive on the south bank of the Rappahannock River where he forfeited the initiative to the Union army. Instead he preferred to take the initiative by maneuvering his army into open country where he could, in his words, “attack the enemy with advantage.” Also, Lee knew he had to feed and provide water daily for his army of 75,000 soldiers and over 30,000 horses and mules. Second, he wanted to seize the initiative and force his opponent to react to his actions—rather than the reverse.


    All leaders must consider “risk” in making any decision, and Lee was no exception. He knew the Confederate army would be outnumbered but banked on the quality of his soldiers, subordinate leaders, morale, and offensive maneuver in order to achieve success. All leaders carefully weigh potential gains versus the potential impact of failure in making any risk assessment. The wise leader will not risk the very existence of the organization for something trivial. Lee would be leading his army into enemy country, but he also knew that success might mean victory and an end to the war.


    Lee carefully considered the forces available to him for the campaign as well as his immediate subordinate commanders. By the summer of 1863, the Army of Northern Virginia numbered roughly 75,000 troops and 277 pieces of artillery. This was the largest number of soldiers the army achieved throughout the war. During the preceding Battle of Chancellorsville, Lee’s army in the east had been organized in two corps plus a division of cavalry. Lieutenant General James Longstreet and Lieutenant General Stonewall Jackson each commanded a corps, and both were very experienced commanders who had been in these positions since Lee assumed command of the army in June 1862. Major General “Jeb” Stuart ably led the cavalry division. But Lee decided to reorganize the army prior to heading north due to its overall size and the tragic death of Jackson at Chancellorsville.


    Lee decided the new organizational structure for the Army of Northern Virginia would consist of three infantry corps with approximately 21,000 soldiers each, a cavalry division of 7,550 troopers, and sixteen artillery battalions averaging seventeen cannon each.7 Longstreet and Stuart remained as two of Lee’s immediate subordinates and provided a strong base of experience. On May 30, 1863, Lee announced his appointment of Major General Richard Ewell and Major General Ambrose Powell (A. P.) Hill as new corps commanders. Ewell and Hill, both former commanders of infantry divisions, had been very successful at the tactical and operational/organizational level of command, but clearly corps level would prove to be a challenging transition for both. They would only be in their new positions roughly a month when the battle began. Corps command required the leader to think and operate strategically. The large number of troops assigned to a corps, as well as the geographic frontage upon which it operated, meant that a corps commander had to “think in time,” anticipate, and “lead through others.”
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