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TO MY PARENTS, who instilled in me the traits and values I espouse here, and to those officers, noncommissioned officers, and other public servants with whom I served whose principled leadership and selflessness inspired this book






Preface
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The decisions made every day by local, state, and federal government elected and appointed leaders determine whether the people they serve flourish or suffer. Their choices dictate not only quality of life but, frequently, life itself.

In the twenty-first century, public institutions will continue to confront wide-ranging public policy challenges that demand selfless leaders of impeccable principle. The stakes are high: domestic and international security threats imperil freedom and the rules-based international order. Political extremism, racial and religious nationalism, and tribalism threaten democratic processes, economic opportunity, social justice, and the attainment of unfulfilled constitutional aspirations. Attacks on truth and science endanger good governance, public health, and environmental sustainability.

Too often, people stumble into leadership positions by chance or due to the absence of robust evaluations of leadership performance and potential.

I was inspired to write this book after observing the forty-fifth president of the United States persistently violate and disparage leadership norms and competencies. The president’s social media posts were an aberration—in both style and substance—from the standards that have been successfully employed by public leaders for decades, if not centuries. Power, narcissistic tendencies, and social media coalesced to produce a clear record of President Donald J. Trump’s disregard for the institutions that undergird American democracy.

During my twenty-four-year career as an officer in the United States Air Force, I began to appreciate that even flawed and ineffective leaders can provide valuable leadership lessons. Their choices provide both an immediate and an enduring reminder of what not to do and of how leaders should conduct themselves instead.

The deficiencies chronicled in the following chapters—most originating from the zenith of public leadership—deserve attention because of their diversity, their frequency, and their impact. To ignore them is to risk that they be emulated by current or future public servants. Organizational morale and effectiveness are diminished when leaders don’t understand their roles, when they behave unethically and abuse authority, when they mistreat subordinates, and when they demand personal loyalty over loyalty to the Constitution. Vital democratic institutions like a free press and independent judiciary are threatened when attacked by the selfish motivations of a leader sworn to protect them. Trafficking in disinformation contributes to an ignorant, easily manipulated electorate and an erosion of trust in electoral processes.

As stated, the stakes are dire. A nation’s citizens need and deserve public servants who provide exceptional leadership.






Introduction
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This book focuses primarily on former president Trump’s leadership deficiencies and their consequences. The book does not aim to provide a comprehensive appraisal of the merits of Trump administration policies. For those, I defer to historians and policy experts for a more meaningful and nuanced discussion.

Even for those who have supported or still support Donald Trump, there is much to learn from the former president’s conduct and the occasionally courageously principled comportment of his subordinates. Much of what is recounted in the following pages comes directly from the former president and those who worked for him.

Former counselor to President Trump Kellyanne Conway once suggested that her boss needed “to tweet like we need to eat.” During his four years in office, the president published over twenty-five thousand tweets covering a multitude of subjects. Those posts, hundreds of which appear in this book, inspired each of the chapter topics and are used to illustrate a wide range of leadership principles and competencies vital to effective public leadership. They are presented as originally posted and therefore contain errors in grammar and spelling. I have occasionally omitted individual posts that were part of a thread (a series of connected posts), and shortened some posts when extraneous content did not further a chapter’s subject matter. At times, I boldface words in posts merely for emphasis. When I quote other personalities, it is not necessarily to uphold them as exemplars of leadership; many are quoted because their messages illuminate the chosen topic or the events described.

Though the leadership topics I discuss are presented primarily in the context of events occurring during the Trump presidency, they are relevant and applicable to leadership in both public and private organizations.

The book’s chapters are grouped into seven sections of overarching leadership principles, competencies, and traits necessary to inspire integrity and promote successful organizational outcomes. Later chapters build on the material presented in the earlier chapters. The initial section includes a discussion of responsibilities fundamental to leadership in a constitutional democracy and is followed by a selection of topics relevant to organizational leadership and management. A section on effective and responsible communication is followed by sections highlighting the importance of character, trust, and accountability. The penultimate section addresses the consequences of leadership that is ethically challenged, with special emphasis paid to efforts to overturn the 2020 election. The final section contrasts the one immediately prior by emphasizing the importance of service before self.

My relationship to public service arguably began when I was a child. My father served for thirty years in the U.S. Army as an attorney and judge. While living in Europe as a child, I attended the Normandy D-Day commemorations where the value of service and selflessness were indelibly impressed on me. I was raised by parents who instilled in me the value of truth, fairness, justice, and treating others with dignity. I decided at a fairly young age, and absent any parental pressure, to pursue a career in the military. My own career in public service arguably began with four years of leadership training in a Reserve Officers’ Training Corps detachment at the University of Florida, followed by twenty-four years of challenging assignments as a pilot, intelligence officer, military diplomat, and safety professional. My daily leadership and managerial experience were supplemented with three rounds of professional military education at various points in my career. Each included a heavy focus on leadership. While serving in the Washington, D.C., area, I completed a master’s degree in public policy.

I have had the honor of serving with exceptional leaders from the Defense and State Departments. Their outstanding examples, along with my own experiences and the expertise of renowned leadership organizations and historical luminaries, inform the leadership perspectives and convictions I espouse in this book.

Whether you are currently serving or perhaps contemplating a career in public service, your fellow citizens are counting on you. We need public leaders in local, state, and federal governments to be grounded in the leadership competencies championed in the following chapters. They are also counting on you, through the power of your example, to inspire others to a life of effective leadership in public service.






Part 1 [image: ] A PUBLIC LEADER’S FUNDAMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES







CHAPTER 1 Defending the Constitution and Key Institutions



Freedom is never more than one generation away from extinction. It has to be fought for and defended by each generation.

—PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN, July 1987
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The act of raising one’s right hand and taking an oath of office is a simple yet profound act. Unique to public service, this personal commitment requires adherence to certain ideals and standards consecrated at the founding of the American Republic. A public servant’s career in one of the three federal branches of government typically begins with a pledge to, among other things, “support and defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic,” and to “bear true faith and allegiance to the same.” As Representative Liz Cheney (R-WY) explained during a hearing investigating the January 6, 2021, attack on the United States Capitol,


There is a reason why people serving in our government take an oath to the Constitution. As our Founding Fathers recognized, democracy is fragile. People in positions of public trust are duty-bound to defend it, to step forward when action is required. In our country, we don’t swear an oath to an individual or a political party. We take our oath to defend the United States Constitution.



We take that oath to safeguard self-governance and the rule of law. We remain vigilant in defending the Constitution because we cherish the freedoms and individual protections that we too often see as unceasing and self-perpetuating. We protect the Constitution because we value a way of life characterized by peace, prosperity, progress, and the opportunity to realize our individual and collective potentials. Representative and former Army Ranger Jason Crow (D-CO) described his own relationship to the oath as “a firm commitment to a life of service, a commitment to set aside your personal interest, your comfort, and your ambition to serve the greater good—and a commitment to sacrifice.” In short, service before self and before personal ambition. Crow went on to explain how America was great in part because of the millions of Americans who had taken that oath—and meant it. Many have courageously risked their jobs and careers to honor their oaths. Others followed through on that oath by making the ultimate sacrifice.

Our personal convictions and beliefs—our sense of what is morally right and wrong—may sometimes be in conflict with the nation’s laws and judicial decisions. Yet public leaders do not have the luxury of allowing their beliefs to compromise faithful adherence to their oaths of office. South Africa’s Nelson Mandela knew that in many instances, his own views on individual issues mattered far less than the democratic process—that it was better to lose on an individual matter and allow democracy to win.

The obligation to defend the U.S. Constitution applies to everyone in federal service, and arguably to those who serve in state and local governments. It especially applies to leaders. The Trump administration’s acting director of national intelligence, Joseph Maguire, explained the leadership context as follows: “I view it as a covenant I have with my workforce that I lead, and every American, that I will well and faithfully discharge the duties of my office.” Jason Crow echoed that theme when he said the following:


An oath is also a bond between people who have made a common promise. Perhaps the strongest example is the promise between the Commander in Chief and our men and women in uniform. Those men and women took their oath with the understanding that the Commander in Chief, our President, will always put the interests of the country and their interests above his own, and understanding that his orders will be in the best interest of the country, and that their sacrifice in fulfilling those orders will always serve the common good.



The betrayal of a leader’s oath of office risks significant harm to the immediate organization, and in the context of national leadership, national security and the very institutions that undergird the Constitution. As Representative Adam Schiff (D-CA) explained, “The founders were not speaking, of course, of a piece of parchment. Rather they were expressing the obligation of the president to defend the institutions of our democracy, to defend our system of checks and balances…to defend the rule of law, a principle upon which the idea of America was born that we are a nation of laws, not men. If we do not defend the nation, there is no Constitution. But if we do not defend the Constitution, there is no nation worth defending.”

Domestic threats to the Constitution have always existed. As Abraham Lincoln proclaimed in 1838, “If destruction be our lot, we must ourselves be its author and finisher.” The most dangerous and insidious threats to the Constitution come from those in positions of trust who attack a nation’s democratic processes and institutions from within.


It is comforting to assume that the institutions of our Republic will always withstand those who try to defeat our Constitution from within. But our institutions are only strong when those who hold office are faithful to our Constitution.

—REPRESENTATIVE LIZ CHENEY



For our democratic system of checks and balances (with separate and coequal branches of government) to function as intended, each branch must respect the constitutional authorities granted to the others. The principle of separation of powers helps ensure that no one branch becomes too powerful, and it relies in part on voluntary compliance or respect for the authorities of the other branches. Whether one considers the powers inherent in the executive branch, the constitutionally vested authority of Congress to investigate corruption and abuse of power, or the judiciary’s authority to interpret the law—when one branch ignores or seeks to undermine the legitimate authorities of the other branches, the possibility of tyranny threatens the balance of constitutional democracy.

On January 20, 2017, Donald J. Trump, at seventy years of age, swore for the first time that he would faithfully execute the office of president of the United States and would to the best of his ability preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States.

Within three weeks of his inauguration, President Trump began challenging the independence and legitimacy of the judiciary. In one example, he attacked a federal judge’s decision to temporarily block his executive order banning all foreign nationals (including refugees undergoing extensive vetting) from seven predominantly Muslim countries from entering the United States for a fixed period of time. An appeals court eventually refused to reinstate the president’s ban.


@realDonaldTrump

What is our country coming to when a judge can halt a Homeland Security travel ban and anyone, even with bad intentions, can come into U.S.?

12:44 PM - Feb 4, 2017

@realDonaldTrump

Just cannot believe a judge would put our country in such peril. If something happens blame him and court system. People pouring in. Bad!

12:39 PM - Feb 5, 2017



A similar pattern emerged when the home and office of Michael Cohen, President Trump’s former personal attorney, were searched by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). As is standard procedure, the search warrant was approved after a federal magistrate evaluated probable cause presented in an affidavit, a process requiring two of the three branches of federal government. The president characterized the search as a “disgraceful situation” and a “total witch hunt.” In the following post, President Trump conflates the court-authorized search of Cohen’s properties with an alleged episode of breaking and entering.


@realDonaldTrump

Remember, Michael Cohen only became a “Rat” after the FBI did something which was absolutely unthinkable & unheard of until the Witch Hunt was illegally started. They BROKE INTO AN ATTORNEY’S OFFICE! Why didn’t they break into the DNC to get the Server, or Crooked’s office?

6:39 AM - Dec 16, 2018



Michael Cohen had been under criminal investigation.

Perceiving a threat to his personal and political interests, the president similarly tried to discredit the Justice Department’s investigation into Russian interference in the 2016 election (a topic that will be revisited in later chapters) by referring to it as “an attack on our country, in a true sense. It’s an attack on what we all stand for.”


@realDonaldTrump

The Mueller investigation is totally conflicted, illegal and rigged! Should never have been allowed to begin, except for the Collusion and many crimes committed by the Democrats. Witch Hunt!

3:45 PM - Feb 17, 2019



Supporting the Constitution also requires that public leaders defend the foundation of our democracy—the nation’s electoral processes. Threatening and potentially deterring citizens from voting—especially without reasonable cause—does not strengthen a democracy.


@realDonaldTrump

Law Enforcement has been strongly notified to watch closely for any ILLEGAL VOTING which may take place in Tuesday’s Election (or Early Voting). Anyone caught will be subject to the Maximum Criminal Penalties allowed by law. Thank you!

7:41 AM - Nov 5, 2018



The 2020 election. The most egregious violations of President Trump’s presidential oath transpired during his multipronged scheme to retain power after losing the 2020 election. His objective, as articulated by the Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the United States Capitol, was “to corruptly obstruct, impede, or influence the counting of electoral votes on January 6th, and thereby overturn the lawful results of the election.”

The president’s schemes involved a concerted disinformation campaign, spurious legal challenges, and a pressure campaign on state election officials. He plotted to send fake slates of electors to Congress and pressured his vice president and members of Congress to ignore the will of the voters. He attacked the Constitution’s separation of powers by disrupting the January 6, 2021, congressional certification of electoral votes. He was derelict in his inaction while the Capitol was under attack. Some of these schemes will be revisited in later chapters in different contexts. In the majority of these schemes, the president and his alleged coconspirators were asking and expecting state and federal officials to violate their oaths of office. Halting the counting of ballots, as suggested in the following post, would have violated both state and federal laws.


@realDonaldTrump

STOP THE COUNT!

9:12 AM - Nov 5, 2020



Disinformation and frivolous lawsuits. While serving as vice chair of the committee investigating the attack on the Capitol, Representative Liz Cheney summarized the president’s disinformation campaign:


President Trump falsely declared victory…he and his team launched a fraudulent media campaign that persuaded tens of millions of Americans that the election was stolen from him.

Donald Trump intentionally ran false ads on television and social media featuring allegations that his advisors and his Justice Department repeatedly told him were untrue…Donald Trump launched a fraudulent fundraising campaign that raised hundreds of millions of dollars, again based on those same false election fraud allegations.



Likely the most enduring and tragic legacy of his efforts to overturn the election is the continued belief by millions of Americans that massive fraud produced an unjust result in the 2020 presidential election—that one political party successfully conspired to steal an election, thereby invalidating the choices and voices of millions of voters. President Trump may have done irreparable harm to American democracy by undermining faith in its electoral system.

While the disinformation campaign was underway, Trump’s legal team was racking up an impressive sixty losses in state and federal courts. United States district court judge Linda Parker, who presided over one of the cases in Michigan, described the case as “a historic and profound abuse of the judicial process.…Plaintiffs’ attorneys have scorned their oath.” Among other sanctions, she determined that the actions of nine Trump attorneys warranted “a referral for investigation and possible suspension or disbarment to the appropriate disciplinary authority for every state bar and federal court in which each attorney is admitted.” The attorney general of Texas, on behalf of the Trump campaign, also filed a lawsuit baselessly alleging widespread fraud in four states. The lawsuit was supported by a majority of congressional Republicans and effectively asked the Supreme Court to overturn the election results in those states.


@realDonaldTrump

We will be INTERVENING in the Texas (plus many other states) case. This is the big one. Our Country needs a victory!

8:44 AM - Dec 9, 2020

@realDonaldTrump

Now that the Biden Administration will be a scandal plagued mess for years to come, it is much easier for the Supreme Court of the United States to follow the Constitution and do what everybody knows has to be done. They must show great Courage & Wisdom. Save the USA!!!

8:16 AM - Dec 11, 2020



The president had nominated a third of the nine justices on the Supreme Court, which summarily and decisively rejected the Texas lawsuit.


@realDonaldTrump

The Supreme Court really let us down. No Wisdom, No Courage!

11:50 PM - Dec 11, 2020



On January 6, 2021, Senate majority leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) addressed the president’s disinformation campaign and spurious legal maneuvers in a speech aimed at his Republican colleagues:


President Trump claims the election was stolen. The assertions range from specific local allegations to constitutional arguments, to sweeping conspiracy theories. I supported the President’s right to use the legal system. Dozens of lawsuits received hearings in courtrooms all across our country. But over and over the courts rejected these claims, including all-star judges, whom the President himself has nominated. Every election we know features some illegality and irregularity, and of course, that’s unacceptable.…But my colleagues, nothing before us proves illegality anywhere near the massive scale that would have tipped the entire election. Nor can public doubt alone justify a radical break when the doubt itself was incited without any evidence.



The pressure campaign. Senator Mitt Romney (R-UT) summarized President Trump’s efforts to overturn the election by exerting pressure on state legislators and state election officials: “Having failed to make even a plausible case of widespread fraud or conspiracy before any court of law, the President has now resorted to overt pressure on state and local officials to subvert the will of the people and overturn the election. It is difficult to imagine a worse, more undemocratic action by a sitting American President.” As part of the pressure campaign on election officials in selected states, President Trump attempted to coerce the Justice Department into transmitting alleged claims of election fraud that would suggest that the outcomes of those elections were in question (as detailed in chapter 29).

Fake electors. The president worked with the Republican National Committee and others in a plot that resulted in officials in seven targeted states submitting fraudulent slates of electors to federal officials at the National Archives and the U.S. Senate. This scheme—which would have knowingly violated the Electoral Count Act of 1887—was designed to obstruct the joint session of Congress’s certification of electoral votes on January 6 by creating uncertainty such that the vice president might either reject both the legitimate and illegitimate slates of electors, or potentially even accept only the fraudulent slates of electors. Michael Luttig, a prominent retired conservative judge, characterized the justifications for these actions as “the most reckless, insidious, and calamitous failures of both legal and political judgment in American history.” By April 2024, thirty-six people had been indicted in Georgia, Michigan, Nevada, and Arizona for signing certificates that fraudulently declared them to be their states’ electors.

Pressure on the vice president and Congress. After numerous recounts and audits, all fifty states and the District of Columbia certified their election results in early December. Members of the Electoral College cast their votes several days later, cementing Joe Biden’s 306 to 232 victory over Donald Trump. In the run-up to the January 6, 2021, certification of the Electoral College vote by a joint session of Congress, President Trump began his campaign of pressuring Republican lawmakers to object to lawful electoral votes from key battleground states. He also pressured Vice President Pence to refuse to count those same votes during the joint session (an episode detailed in chapter 31). On January 6, Senator McConnell addressed certain Republican colleagues who were objecting to the certification of Arizona’s electoral votes:


We’re debating a step that has never been taken in American history. Whether Congress should overrule the voters and overturn a presidential election. I’ve served thirty-six years in the Senate. This’ll be the most important vote I’ve ever cast.…The Constitution gives us here in Congress a limited role….The voters, the courts, and the states have all spoken.…If we overrule them, it would damage our Republic forever.…If this election were overturned by mere allegations from the losing side, our democracy would enter a death spiral. We’d never see the whole nation accept an election again. Every four years would be a scramble for power at any cost….Self-government, my colleagues, requires a shared commitment to the truth and a shared respect for the ground rules of our system….It would be unfair and wrong to disenfranchise American voters and overrule the courts and the States on this extraordinarily thin basis. And I will not pretend such a vote would be a harmless protest gesture while relying on others to do the right thing. I will vote to respect the people’s decision and defend our system of government as we know it.



Within hours of McConnell’s impassioned plea to respect the Constitution, and in the immediate aftermath of the violence and destruction resulting from the attack on the Capitol, a majority of House Republicans nonetheless voted against recording the election results of two states.

The attack on the Capitol. President Trump flouted the Constitution’s separation of powers by arguably inciting an attack on the U.S. Capitol (detailed further in chapter 33) for the purpose of disrupting Congress’s certification of the presidential election. As described in the “incitement” article of impeachment, Trump “gravely endangered the security of the United States and its institutions of Government. He threatened the integrity of the democratic system, interfered with the peaceful transition of power, and imperiled a coequal branch of Government. He thereby betrayed his trust as President, to the manifest injury of the people of the United States.” The attack also put in danger the top three individuals in the presidential line of succession—the vice president, the Speaker of the House, and the president pro tempore of the Senate.

Within a week of the attack, the military’s Joint Chiefs were compelled to provide service members the following reminder:


The U.S. military will obey lawful orders from civilian leadership…and remain fully committed to protecting and defending the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic.…The rights of freedom of speech and assembly do not give anyone the right to resort to violence, sedition and insurrection.…We support and defend the Constitution. Any act to disrupt the Constitutional process is not only against our traditions, and values, and oath; it is against the law. On January 20, 2021, in accordance with the Constitution, confirmed by the states and the courts, and certified by Congress, President-elect Biden will be inaugurated and will become our 46th Commander in Chief.



Over 370 congressional staffers signed a letter imploring senators to convict Trump at the conclusion of his second (and incitement- related) impeachment trial. Their letter read, in part:


Our Constitution only works when we believe in it and defend it. It’s a shared commitment to equal justice, the rule of law, and the peaceful resolution of our differences. Any person who doesn’t share these beliefs has no place representing the American people, now or in the future. The use of violence and lies to overturn an election is not worthy of debate. Either you stand with the republic or against it.



Presidential negligence. Before January 6, the schemes engineered by the president and his supporters to overturn the election had not yet achieved their objective. The mob he had summoned to Washington, D.C., was, however, successfully interrupting the counting of votes in the January 6 joint session of Congress and therefore interfering with the peaceful transfer of power. During a period of almost three hours, President Trump refused to take any action to stop the violence at the Capitol.

Vice President Pence gaveled the Congress into its joint session just after 1 p.m. At the conclusion of his speech at the Ellipse, President Trump traveled to the West Wing of the White House, arriving at 1:21 p.m. He was immediately informed about the ongoing violence at the Capitol. From 1:25 to 4 p.m., the president stayed in the dining room off the Oval Office where he monitored television coverage of the attack. During that time, he purposefully ignored the pleas of senior White House staff, lawmakers at the Capitol, and members of his own family who all desperately wanted him to condemn the violence and instruct the rioters (his supporters) to leave the Capitol. During the same time period, the president’s chief of staff was being inundated with messages from current and former administration officials, members of Congress, and conservative media personalities. All were insisting that the president take action to stop the worst attack on the U.S. Congress in over two centuries. The president repeatedly told his advisors that the people at the Capitol were angry because the election had been stolen.

At 1:34 p.m., the House sergeant at arms and the mayor of Washington, D.C., requested additional troops to reinforce the beleaguered Capitol Police and D.C. Metropolitan Police. At 1:49 p.m., the chief of the Capitol Police made an urgent request for National Guard support. At the same time, President Trump posted a video of his inciteful speech at the Ellipse. After more than an hour of violent clashes with police, the rioters entered the Capitol at 2:13 p.m. Members of Congress were forced to flee the Capitol grounds. At 2:24 p.m., the president incited additional outrage by attacking his vice president on social media. The president’s former chief of staff commented several minutes later.


@MickMulvaney

Peaceful protests are one thing. Illegally storming the Capitol is another thing entirely. The President needs to discourage any violence immediately.

2:31 PM - Jan 6, 2021



President Trump seemingly attempted to mitigate the ongoing chaos with a post suggested by his daughter Ivanka. Notably absent was any request for his supporters to leave the Capitol grounds onto which they had illegally trespassed. The post also suggested that the rioters had thus far acted peacefully.


@realDonaldTrump

Please support our Capitol Police and Law Enforcement. They are truly on the side of our Country. Stay peaceful!

2:38 PM - Jan 6, 2021



At 2:53 p.m., Donald Trump Jr. sent a message to the president’s chief of staff insisting that his father needed to “condem [sic] this shit. Asap. The captiol [sic] police tweet is not enough.” Sometime after 3:05 p.m., the president was informed that someone had been shot. The president posted again at 3:13 p.m. but failed to explicitly condemn the violence and demand that the rioters leave.


@realDonaldTrump

I am asking for everyone at the U.S. Capitol to remain peaceful. No violence! Remember, WE are the Party of Law & Order – respect the Law and our great men and women in Blue. Thank you!

3:13 PM - Jan 6, 2021

@MickMulvaney

The best thing @realdonaldtrump could do right now is to address the nation from the Oval Office and condemn the riots. A peaceful transition of power is essential to the country and needs to take place on 1/20.

4:07 PM - Jan 6, 2021



By 4 p.m., elected officials at the Capitol were in secure locations. Fox News (watched by the president) had reported that the entire D.C. National Guard had been mobilized and that the FBI was also sending troops to the Capitol. At 4:17 p.m., the president released a video doubling down on his claims of a stolen election. He had been given a scripted message but instead “went off the cuff.” He praised his supporters, finally told them to go home, but neglected to condemn the violence at the Capitol:


I know your pain. I know your hurt. We had an election that was stolen from us. It was a landslide election, and everyone knows it, especially the other side. But you have to go home now. We have to have peace. We have to have law and order. We have to respect our great people in law and order. We don’t want anybody hurt. It’s a very tough period of time. There’s never been a time like this where such a thing happened, where they could take it away from all of us—from me, from you, from our country. This was a fraudulent election, but we can’t play into the hands of these people. We have to have peace. So go home. We love you. You’re very special. You’ve seen what happens. You see the way others are treated that are so bad and so evil. I know how you feel. But go home and go home at peace.



By that point, police officers at the Capitol had been in a battle for their lives for over three hours. One of Trump’s supporters had been killed in the melee. At no time on January 6 did President Trump place a call to his national security leaders. He also failed to order any of his staff to facilitate a law enforcement response and could not be bothered to check on the welfare of his vice president. Instead, he called senators to encourage them to object to or delay the electoral vote certification. The president also phoned his personal attorney Rudy Giuliani. It was Vice President Pence who ordered a military response from his secure location at the Capitol. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Mark Milley, would later testify about the president’s inaction. “You know, you’re the Commander in Chief. You’ve got an assault going on at the Capitol of the United States of America. And there’s nothing? No call? Nothing? Zero?”

Senator Mitch McConnell weighed in after the conclusion of the president’s impeachment trial:


The unconscionable behavior did not end when the violence actually began.…It was obvious that only President Trump could end this. He was the only one who could. Former aides publicly begged him to do so. Loyal allies frantically called the Administration. But the President did not act swiftly. He did not do his job. He didn’t take steps so federal law could be faithfully executed and order restored. No. Instead, according to public reports, he watched television happily, happily. As the chaos unfolded, he kept pressing his scheme to overturn the election….Later, even when the President did halfheartedly begin calling for peace, he didn’t call right away for the riot to end. He did not tell the mob to depart until even later. And even then, with police officers bleeding and broken glass covering Capitol floors, he kept repeating election lies and praising the criminals.



President Trump’s former attorney general, William (Bill) Barr, characterized Trump’s behavior as a “betrayal of his office and supporters.” In describing Trump’s lack of intervention, Representative Liz Cheney declared, “There has never been a greater betrayal by a president of the United States of his office and his oath to the Constitution.” She would later remark that “Donald Trump made a purposeful choice to violate his oath of office, to ignore the ongoing violence against law enforcement, to threaten our constitutional order.” On the evening of January 6, the president’s former campaign manager, Brad Parscale, messaged a White House staffer lamenting that the president’s actions were about “pushing for uncertainty in our country. A sitting president asking for civil war. This week I feel guilty for helping him win.”

It was not until the next day that the president condemned the attack and its perpetrators in a scripted speech likely motivated by his own potential legal exposure, in addition to the possibility that his cabinet might remove him from office by invoking the 25th Amendment. In that speech, he falsely claimed to have “immediately deployed the National Guard and federal law enforcement to secure the building and expel the intruders.”

In August 2023, Mr. Trump was indicted by a federal grand jury. The four counts included conspiracy to defraud the United States and conspiracy to obstruct an official proceeding. The former president was accused of perpetrating three conspiracies for the purpose of overturning “the legitimate results of the 2020 presidential election by using knowingly false claims of election fraud to obstruct the federal government function [established by the Constitution and the Electoral Count Act] by which those results are collected, counted, and certified.”

Preserving constitutional democracy. Freedom House, an American organization devoted to the support and defense of democracy around the world, concluded in a 2021 report that global freedom had been in decline for the previous fifteen years. As Ronald Reagan reminded us in the quote opening this chapter, constitutions and democratic norms are not self-perpetuating. When under attack from within, using ostensibly legal processes, they can be eroded and replaced. We cannot assume that what exists during our lifetimes will exist indefinitely.

Germany’s Weimar Republic is a prime example of a democracy eroded from within, eventually becoming a totalitarian dictatorship under Adolf Hitler. Timothy Snyder eloquently addressed these contemporarily relevant issues in his book On Tyranny: Twenty Lessons from the Twentieth Century. In a passage that should serve as stark warning to freedom-loving people everywhere, Snyder wrote, “The European history of the twentieth century shows us that societies can break, democracies can fall, ethics can collapse, and ordinary men can find themselves standing over death pits with guns in their hands.”

The aforementioned democratic institutions under attack have defended the Constitution from enemies foreign and domestic and secured and maintained the rights of generations of Americans. As citizens and patriots, we vote in elections because defending democracy is not a spectator sport. Leaders in public service must actively work to protect those institutions, imperfect as they may be.

A guiding principle in the endeavor to defend democracy is to recall and practice the idea that our primary allegiance belongs to the Constitution and the institutions supporting it rather than specific persons in positions of authority.

To paraphrase former FBI director James Comey, sometimes “No” must be spoken into a storm of crisis with opposing loud voices all around. This can be exceptionally difficult when it is the president of the United States on the receiving end of “No.” Elected officials face similar pressures when doing what they believe to be right in the face of intense criticism. Representative Justin Amash (R-MI) was accused at a public event of not representing the will of his constituents with respect to his decision to impeach President Trump. Amash responded by explaining that it was not his job to merely do the will of his constituents but rather to defend the Constitution.

The pressures that elected officials face notwithstanding, Thomas Jefferson suggested that we might “return with joy to that state of things, when the only questions concerning a candidate shall be, is he honest? Is he capable? Is he faithful to the Constitution?” While speaking to MSNBC in 2019, Harvard University’s professor of constitutional law emeritus, Laurence Tribe, described what happens when moral courage is lacking. “There is a point when caution becomes cowardice and a point when cowardice becomes betrayal…betrayal of the Constitution.” Thomas Jefferson also wrote that “We are likely to preserve the liberty we have obtained only by unremitting labors and perils. But we shall preserve it.” Adam Schiff furthered that sentiment when he wrote the following:


The Constitution is a powerful document, but it’s not self-effectuating. It requires vigilance. It requires moral courage. We will do everything in our power to preserve this marvelous experiment in self-governance. America is worth it.








CHAPTER 2 Promoting Core Values and Principles
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An organization is unlikely to succeed if its core values are routinely neglected or, worse yet, if its leader fails to uphold them. This failure of leadership creates a cultural ripple effect across the organization, necessitating greater reliance on the professionalism of the rank and file until its leader can be replaced. Under these circumstances, cynicism and a general distrust of leadership are inevitable. It is sufficiently distressing when these lapses are witnessed by those in the organization, but the reputation of the entire organization is at risk when these lapses impact external customers. Organizations are much more likely to succeed when their actions—including their leaders’—are in harmony with their core values.

To secure the respect and trust of subordinates, peers, superiors, and external agencies, one’s words and actions must align with organizational values. Competent public leaders should strive to make organizational core values their own, becoming the stewards of those values. They must ensure that those values are ingrained in the culture of their organizations. To that end, leaders must communicate expectations and, when necessary, condemn attacks on those values while providing corrective guidance.

Public institutions are defined by their underlying values and principles. The core values of the United States Air Force, for example, are Integrity First, Service Before Self, and Excellence In All We Do. Some of the key values and principles enshrined in America’s Constitution include individual liberty, consent of the governed, freedom of speech, equal justice under the law, free and fair elections, freedom of religion, the right to dissent, and the preeminence of the rule of law. America has also traditionally valued pluralism, multilateralism with robust alliances, freedom from foreign interference, the protection of human rights, and a commitment to truth. These values and principles serve to preserve our vital democratic institutions and liberty itself. They also animate the structure of our government by inspiring coherent organizational visions, which in turn promote mission success and provide a unifying context for acceptable conduct.

There are examples in American history when one or more branches of government did not adequately defend constitutional principles and another branch stepped in to provide the necessary moral leadership. When the executive and legislative branches were initially slow to seek full rights for African Americans, it was the judicial branch that took an aggressive lead in this area with the landmark 1954 Brown v. Board of Education school desegregation decision.

Colonel Anthony E. Hartle correctly asserted that while people of high ability are important to any organization, people of high integrity are indispensable. Though capability is necessary for success in any endeavor, it is a virtue that cannot prosper in public service without a set of guiding principles. Inherent in the oath of office is an obligation to promote and defend the values and principles explicitly enshrined in the Constitution. The following posts and quotes from President Trump are an affront to the denoted values and principles.

Freedom of speech.


@realDonaldTrump

Nothing funny about tired Saturday Night Live on Fake News NBC! Question is, how do the Networks get away with these total Republican hit jobs without retribution? Likewise for many other shows? Very unfair and should be looked into. This is the real Collusion!

4:52 AM - Feb 17, 2019



What should have been “looked into” is the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Political satire is protected free speech, as unanimously reaffirmed by the U.S. Supreme Court in Hustler Magazine v. Falwell (1988).

Principles of American jurisprudence. When President Trump attacked both a foreperson (juror) and judge in the trial of his associate Roger Stone, it was an assault on the principles of equal justice under the law (trial by a jury of one’s peers) and the expectation of privacy usually afforded jurors. The following discredited accusations made during the trial necessitated additional security measures in the courtroom to protect the jurors who were performing their obligatory civic duties.


@realDonaldTrump

There has rarely been a juror so tainted as the forewoman in the Roger Stone case. Look at her background. She never revealed her hatred of “Trump” and Stone. She was totally biased, as is the judge. Roger wasn’t even working on my campaign. Miscarriage of justice. Sad to watch!

3:01 PM - Feb 25, 2020



Presiding over the case, Judge Amy Berman Jackson commented, “Any attempt to invade the privacy of the jurors or to harass or intimidate them is completely antithetical to our entire system of justice….They deserve to have their privacy protected.” It was not the first and would not be the last time that Trump used authoritarian tactics to intimidate and threaten those who administer the law. When Trump was held in criminal contempt of court during his 2024 New York criminal trial, the judge wrote that the former president “not only called into question the integrity, and therefore the legitimacy of these proceedings, but again raised the specter of fear for the safety of the jurors and of their loved ones. Such concerns undoubtedly threaten to ‘interfere with the fair administration of justice and constitutes a direct attack on the Rule of Law.’ ”

The American system of justice is an adversarial system in which two sides make competing arguments. Though common practice, it does not expect the accused to cooperate or plea-bargain. Nonetheless, the practice of witness cooperation has been an acceptable and essential tool in American jurisprudence. This tool for discerning truth and promoting justice is often used in cases involving conspiratorial crimes (such as organized crime). In 2018, President Trump disparaged the practice of witness cooperation, calling it “not fair” and suggesting that it “almost ought to be outlawed.” The president made those comments in the context of his former campaign manager, Paul Manafort, whom he described as being “very brave” because he did not “flip” and because he refused to “break.” Manafort had agreed to cooperate with investigators before eventually breaching his plea agreement by lying to prosecutors, and consistently so regarding one particularly consequential subject: his ties to Konstantin Kilimnik. Kilimnik has ties to Russian intelligence and at the time of writing was wanted by the FBI for obstruction of justice.

The 2020 U.S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence report Russian Active Measures Campaigns and Interference in the 2016 U.S. Election described how Manafort “sought to leverage his position [as head of the 2016 Trump campaign] to resolve his multi-million-dollar foreign disputes and obtain new work in Ukraine and elsewhere.”


On numerous occasions over the course of his time on the Trump Campaign, Manafort sought to secretly share internal Campaign information with Kilimnik.…Manafort briefed Kilimnik on sensitive Campaign polling data and the Campaign’s strategy for beating Hillary Clinton.…Following the election, Manafort worked with Kilimnik on narratives that sought to undermine information showing that Russia interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.…Manafort’s high-level access and willingness to share information with individuals closely affiliated with the Russian intelligence services, particularly Kilimnik, represented a grave counterintelligence threat.



Manafort’s interactions represented the single most direct tie between senior Trump campaign officials and Russian intelligence services. President Trump’s attacks on witness cooperation should be seen in the context of his own potential obstruction of justice as it relates to both dangling and issuing pardons, topics explored further in chapter 30.

Promoting democratic principles on the world stage. There is a pragmatic need to maintain the moral high ground in today’s globally interdependent environment. When we act contrary to our own principles, we diminish our standing in the world, create security risks for our citizens at home and abroad, and embolden authoritarians. This is especially true for fledgling democracies at risk of experiencing a slowdown or reversal of progress with respect to democratic institutions and human rights. Thomas Jefferson wrote, “The flames kindled on the 4th of July, 1776, have spread over too much of the globe to be extinguished by the feeble engines of despotism; on the contrary, they will consume these engines and all who work them.” Unfortunately, authoritarianism is currently on the rise in Europe and elsewhere across the globe.

A 2019 U.S. House of Representatives report emphasized the importance of America living up to its historic ideals of human rights and economic and political freedom:


America remains the beacon of democracy and opportunity for freedom-loving people around the world. From their homes and their jail cells, from their public squares and their refugee camps, from their waking hours until their last breath, individuals fighting human rights abuses, journalists uncovering and exposing corruption, persecuted minorities struggling to survive and preserve their faith, and countless others around the globe just hoping for a better life look to America. What we do will determine what they see, and whether America remains a nation committed to the rule of law.



American diplomats often volunteer to serve as international election observers in an effort to demonstrate America’s commitment to free and fair elections. In contrast, messaging that embraces authoritarian-style politics and praises authoritarian leaders is inconsistent with leadership in a rule-of-law society. In the following post, President Trump may have been trying to persuade North Korea’s leader to pursue economic power instead of nuclear technology for military purposes. But a public message is not the place (if there is any) to laud a despot.


@realDonaldTrump

North Korea, under the leadership of Kim Jong Un, will become a great Economic Powerhouse. He may surprise some but he won’t surprise me, because I have gotten to know him & fully understand how capable he is. North Korea will become a different kind of Rocket - an Economic one!

4:50 PM - Feb 8, 2019



Likewise, when the leader of what is arguably the world’s oldest democracy characterizes standing on North Korean soil with a rogue dictator as “a great honor,” it sends the wrong message to fledgling democracies and countries suffering under authoritarian regimes.


@realDonaldTrump

Leaving South Korea after a wonderful meeting with Chairman Kim Jong Un. Stood on the soil of North Korea, an important statement for all, and a great honor!

3:21 AM - Jun 30, 2019



The president may have intended this to be more of a personal statement of appreciation, but words matter. Leaders cannot easily divorce public statements like these from the contexts in which they are likely to be perceived. The president would not likely have felt as honored if visiting a North Korean concentration or “reeducation” camp. In the conduct of foreign policy, the example we set determines whether other countries want to be more like us or less like us.

The 2019 Trump-Ukraine Impeachment Inquiry Report provided additional examples of acts going directly against the cause of promoting American values abroad. Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch was advancing American policy in Ukraine by vigorously championing anti-corruption reforms. Meanwhile, President Trump’s subordinates and civilian associates were orchestrating a scheme to pressure Ukraine’s government into announcing an investigation into potential presidential candidate and then former vice president Joe Biden. If successful, the scheme would have benefited Trump personally and politically. The impeachment report explains that “in so doing, the President undermined U.S. policy supporting anti-corruption reform and the rule of law in Ukraine, and undermined U.S. national security.”

During his related and infamous July 25, 2019, phone call to President Zelenskyy of Ukraine (who would be lauded for his leadership after the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022), President Trump disparaged his own former ambassador to Ukraine (Yovanovitch) while praising a corrupt former Ukrainian prosecutor. Ambassador Yovanovitch would later testify that “our leadership depends on the power of our example and the consistency of our purpose. Both have now been opened to question.” In other words, we should not be in the business of exporting corrupt values. If our values strengthen us, then attacking those values weakens us. We would be remiss to neglect instances where these values are attacked from within, as Timothy Snyder addressed in 2019:


The question is not right now whether Americans can show the world what democracy looks like. The question now is whether Americans can show Americans what democracy looks like. If we can get that taken care of, then maybe at one point we’ll resume our role as some kind of model for the rest of the world.



Democratic transition of power. The post-election peaceful transfer of power is one of the Constitution’s most fundamental principles and one of America’s greatest exports. The process traditionally begins with the loser conceding when the outcome is a mathematical certainty, and sometimes after any legitimate legal challenges have been adjudicated. The concession speech—usually gracious in tone—serves to remind the electorate that the loser respects the legitimacy of the democratic process, that there will be a smooth transition between administrations, and that in the final analysis, we are all citizens of the same country.

In the 2000 presidential election, Al Gore’s bid for the White House came to an end with the controversial Bush v. Gore Supreme Court decision that stopped the Florida recount. The following is from Al Gore’s concession speech:


The U.S. Supreme Court has spoken. Let there be no doubt, while I strongly disagree with the court’s decision, I accept it. I accept the finality of this outcome, which will be ratified next Monday in the Electoral College. And tonight, for the sake of our unity as a people and the strength of our democracy, I offer my concession. I also accept my responsibility, which I will discharge unconditionally, to honor the new president-elect and do everything possible to help him bring Americans together in fulfillment of the great vision that our Declaration of Independence defines and that our Constitution affirms and defends.



During his 2016 inaugural address, President Trump thanked the former president and first lady for their assistance during the transition. Just prior to Trump’s victory in 2016, Harvard University professor Noah Feldman suggested, “Trump probably wouldn’t start riots by refusing to concede. But it’s not something we should want to find out.” In 2019, Trump’s former attorney Michael Cohen testified before Congress, warning, “Indeed, given my experience working for Mr. Trump, I fear that if he loses the election in 2020 that there will never be a peaceful transition of power, and this is why I agreed to appear before you today.” President Trump would be the first American president not to ensure a peaceful transfer of power. A member of the House committee investigating the January 6, 2021, attack on the U.S. Capitol stated the following:


For more than 200 years, our democracy has been distinguished by the peaceful transfer of power. When an American raises their right hand and takes the presidential oath of office, they are transformed from an ordinary citizen, into the most powerful person in the world—the president. This is an awesome power to acquire. It is even more awesome when it is handed on peacefully.…Other countries use violence to seize and hold power, but not in the United States. Not in America.



In the early hours of November 4, 2020 (effectively Election Night)—days before any major media outlet had declared a winner—President Trump declared himself the victor in remarks made at the White House. The major media outlets finally declared Trump the loser on November 7. On November 10, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo irresponsibly and perhaps sarcastically suggested that “there will be a smooth transition to a second Trump administration,” prompting the president to post, “That’s why Mike was number one in his class at West Point!”

Trump’s defiance continued:


@realDonaldTrump

He only won in the eyes of the FAKE NEWS MEDIA. I concede NOTHING! We have a long way to go. This was a RIGGED ELECTION!

9:19 AM - Nov 15, 2020



A week earlier, the president had requested that his staff look into the feasibility of trademarking the expression “Rigged Election!”


@realDonaldTrump

WE HAVE JUST BEGUN TO FIGHT!!!

8:47 AM - Dec 12, 2020



As the Electoral College certified each state’s electoral votes on December 14, confirming Biden as the winner, many of the president’s senior staff and certain members of his family were urging him to concede. On December 15, White House press secretary Kayleigh McEnany defiantly equivocated by suggesting that there would be either a smooth transition or a continuation of power. Trump and his allies were refusing to accept an outcome that had been evident for weeks. To put the following post into context, President Trump lost the 2020 popular vote by just over seven million votes.


@realDonaldTrump

@MailOnline. Mitch, 75,000,000 VOTES, a record for a sitting President (by a lot). Too soon to give up. Republican Party must finally learn to fight. People are angry!

12:40 AM - Dec 16, 2020



In the days following the January 6 attack on the Capitol, America’s European allies denounced Trump for the role his failure to concede likely played in fomenting the violence on that day. Chancellor Angela Merkel of Germany was compelled to remind us that “a ground rule of democracy is that after elections there are winners and losers. Both have their role to play with decency and responsibility so that democracy itself remains the winner.” It was not until January 7, the day after the attack on the Capitol, that President Trump finally acknowledged that there would be a smooth and orderly transition of power to a new administration. He did not mention President-elect Biden’s name, nor did he acknowledge the legitimacy of the election. He refused to say that the election was over but only that Congress had certified the results. Neither did he place a congratulatory phone call or extend an invitation to the White House in the tradition of his predecessors.

In a final break of precedent that deprived the world the opportunity to witness America’s traditional peaceful transition of power, Trump refused to attend the inauguration of his successor. Trump’s failure to concede—despite what was almost universally deemed a free and fair election—will have lasting consequences. Authoritarian leaders abroad were likely emboldened to ignore unfavorable results in their own elections. In America’s 2022 midterm elections, over a hundred candidates nominated for national or statewide office chose to embrace Trump’s “stolen election” narrative. They did so believing that Trump’s support would improve their electoral prospects.

Public servants come from diverse cultural and religious backgrounds. They receive disparate levels of guidance and nurturing with respect to ethics and the principles that inform public service. As a result, their personal values may not always harmonize with organizational values. Military organizations, for example, understand the inherent challenge of forming teams of people with diverse backgrounds and dissimilar ethical values and beliefs. Despite these challenges, leaders must ensure through employee training, accountability, and leading by example that everyone subscribes to and upholds organizational core values.

When Thomas Jefferson wrote about the founding values, principles, and freedoms afforded by the Constitution—freedoms that would elude too many generations of Americans—he provided the following advice:


The wisdom of our sages and the blood of our heroes have been devoted to their attainment. They should be the creed of our political faith—the text of civil instruction—the touchstone by which to try the services of those we trust; and should we wander from them in moments of error or alarm, let us hasten to retrace our steps and to regain the road which alone leads to peace, liberty, and safety.



Historian and author Ron Chernow noted that “we’ve always been fighting for the soul of America. We’ve always fallen short of the hallowed ideals enshrined in our founding documents. America has always been a work in progress, a perpetual journey, a freedom ride with no final destination. And it falls to each new generation to renew and rediscover our country’s lofty promise.” In that context, Thomas Jefferson’s timeless wisdom should continue to inspire public leaders to defend America’s constitutional values and principles with respect to what President Joe Biden referred to as the ongoing “battle between democracy and autocracy. Between liberty and repression. Between a rules-based order and one governed by brute force.”






CHAPTER 3 Freedom of the Press
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The architects of the American Constitution considered a free press—enshrined in the First Amendment—to be one of the linchpins of democracy. Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1786 that “our liberty depends on the freedom of the press, and that cannot be limited without being lost.” A former head of the United Nations (UN) echoed that sentiment when stating, “Freedom of the press ensures that the abuse of every other freedom can be known, can be challenged, and even defeated.” The landmark New York Times Co. v. Sullivan Supreme Court decision of 1964 further protected the rights of citizens to criticize public officials without fear of being sued for defamation (providing falsehoods are not expressed knowingly or with malice).

As Princeton University professor Eddie Glaude explained to MSNBC, “The fourth estate [the news media] is absolutely critical…to the functioning of this democracy. It’s the way in which the citizenry acquires the information in order to engage in reasoned deliberation about the matters in front of them. It’s the way in which we hold elites accountable…doing the investigative research to shed a light on the power operating in dark corners.” Critically important, reasoned deliberation cannot occur in the absence of a common set of facts. Ron Chernow hammered this point home during his 2019 White House Correspondents’ Dinner speech. “Without the facts, we cannot have agreement in our badly divided nation; more importantly, without the facts we cannot have an honest disagreement.” A free press also provides crucial information to the public during crises and amplifies expertise from trusted public institutions.

Journalism has professional and ethical standards that include accuracy and fairness. As with any profession, people can make mistakes or exercise poor judgment. Despite the political polarization that increasingly comes to define some media organizations, I would still contend that the majority of journalists in reputable news organizations take their ethical obligations seriously and correct mistakes quickly to preserve credibility and journalistic integrity. They should also strive for impartiality to retain trust. Being impartial, however, does not mean ignoring the ethical lapses and policy failures of public officials in an effort to appear unbiased. Like military attachés from every nation-state posted at embassies around the world, the role of a journalist, broadly speaking, is to observe and report with depth, context, and understanding.

As human beings, we are all subject to confirmation bias and will invariably approach a story through the filter of our own experiences, values, and beliefs. However, problematic bias thrives when professional journalists broadly choose not to report on an issue of public concern or intentionally emphasize certain facts over others. This intentional omission of facts dilutes context and hinders truth. Knowingly perpetuating demonstrably false narratives is likewise unacceptable. Opinion pieces can be useful, provided they are clearly represented as such. Finally, there are occasions when journalists should consider not printing something that might, in the aggregate, do more harm than good to society. An example might be the publication of a story (especially if unconfirmed) that is likely to incite violence against a minority group incapable of defending itself. As President Biden remarked at the 2022 White House Correspondents’ Dinner, the protections granted to a free press by the Constitution come with “a very heavy obligation to seek the truth as best you can, not to inflame or entertain, but to illuminate and educate.”

American presidents have historically “enjoyed” a love-hate relationship with the press. While at times unavoidably adversarial, the relationship can still be civil in order to better serve the public. President John F. Kennedy elaborated on the “abrasive quality of the press” when he explained, “Even though we never like it, and even though we wish they didn’t write it, and even though we disapprove, there isn’t any doubt that we could not do the job at all in a free society without a very, very active press.” After the New York Times published a Pulitzer Prize–winning investigation about undisclosed civilian deaths resulting from America’s military operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria, Defense Department spokesperson John Kirby acknowledged that the revelations were uncomfortable, unpleasant, and not simple to address. He went on to say, “But I guess that’s the whole point. It’s not supposed to be. That’s what a free press at its very best does. It holds us to account and makes us think, even as it informs. It changes our minds. And it helps us…at our big job of defending this nation.” In the Trump era, that included defending the nation from domestic threats to democracy.

The journalists who perform these vital functions often put themselves at significant risk as they report from areas of armed conflict, natural disasters, or countries where journalists are routinely persecuted, jailed, and even killed by their own repressive governments. The organization Committee to Protect Journalists reported in late 2022 that 363 journalists were imprisoned. Sixty-seven journalists and media workers were killed in 2022. Five employees of the Capital Gazette in Annapolis, Maryland, were killed in a 2018 targeted attack. In that same year, CNN’s Manhattan offices were evacuated when a pipe bomb mailed by a supporter of President Trump was discovered in the building. The courage exhibited by journalists operating in dangerous areas is arguably similar to the courage displayed by military personnel operating in harm’s way. Journalists, however, are typically unarmed.

Some attacks on journalism promote the notion that fact-based reporting no longer exists and that journalism broadly serves only to weaponize information. This dangerous premise primarily serves those in power who work to replace facts with their own self-serving propaganda. One of the ways in which Trump encourages people to distrust information is to equate criticism with untruth. Taking a cue from Hitler, if critique is negative, it must also be a lie or “fake.” From that false equivalence flows a natural pattern of denial. Filipino president Rodrigo Duterte also referred to certain outlets covering his government’s numerous extrajudicial killings as “fake news” and, like Trump, occasionally banned certain reporters from official events. The kind of journalism we need to worry about is not that which criticizes those in power but rather that which provides propaganda on behalf of those in power. Theodore Roosevelt addressed the topic of presidential criticism, saying, “To announce that there must be no criticism of the President, or that we are to stand by the President, right or wrong, is not only unpatriotic and servile, but is morally treasonable to the American public. Nothing but the truth should be spoken about him or anyone else. But it is even more important to tell the truth, pleasant or unpleasant, about him than about anyone else.”

President Trump might be forgiven for having dispensed with the tradition of attending the annual White House Correspondents’ Dinner, but we cannot afford to disregard his flagrant attacks on journalism and a free press. The overarching goals of these attacks were to justify a decrease in his own transparency while also limiting the ability of traditional media outlets to provide accountability.


@realDonaldTrump

…..So, what the hell has happened to @FoxNews. Only I know! Chris Wallace and others should be on Fake News CNN or MSDNC. How’s Shep Smith doing? Watch, this will be the beginning of the end for Fox, just like the other two which are dying in the ratings. Social Media is great!

10:44 AM - Jan 28, 2020



His contempt for more traditional media sources undermined fact-based deliberation, and his embrace of social media allowed him to proliferate his own information, whether factual or not. He did this in the pursuit of his own objectives and interests while attacking a pillar of American democracy: a free and independent press. His tactics for discrediting the media included (1) creating distrust, (2) fostering division, and (3) encouraging some degree of censorship.

Distrust. The following posts demonstrate how Trump hurled accusations of dishonesty and corruption in an effort to foster distrust.


@realDonaldTrump

Think how wonderful it is to be able to fight back and show, to so many, how totally dishonest the Fake News Media really is. It may be the most corrupt and disgusting business (almost) there is! MAKE AMERICA GREAT AGAIN!

6:27 PM - Aug 10, 2019

@realDonaldTrump

The Media is “Fixed” and Corrupt. It bears no relationship to the truth. The @nytimes & @washingtonpost are pure fiction. Totally dishonest reporting!

9:49 AM - Oct 5, 2019



The following post’s “They get it” statement is an attempt to persuade people—through projection and flattery—that they are regularly being deceived and of course smart enough to know it.


@realDonaldTrump

Check out Tweets from last two days. I refer to Fake News Media when mentioning Enemy of the People - but dishonest reporters use only the word “Media.” The people of our Great Country are angry and disillusioned at receiving so much Fake News. They get it, and fully understand!

5:14 PM - Oct 29, 2018



Division. The following demonstrate attempts to create division and an adversarial relationship between the public and the media.


@realDonaldTrump

The Fake News Media has NEVER been more Dishonest or Corrupt than it is right now. There has never been a time like this in American History. Very exciting but also, very sad! Fake News is the absolute Enemy of the People and our Country itself!

5:24 AM - Mar 19, 2019

@realDonaldTrump

…..ALSO, NOT TRUE! Anything goes with our Corrupt News Media today. They will do, or say, whatever it takes, with not even the slightest thought of consequence! These are true cowards and without doubt, THE ENEMY OF THE PEOPLE!

6:15 PM - Jun 15, 2019

@realDonaldTrump

People are disgusted and embarrassed by the Fake News Media, as headed by the @nytimes, @washingtonpost, @comcast & MSDNC, @ABC, @CBSNews and more. They no longer believe what they see and read, and for good reason. Fake News is, indeed, THE ENEMY OF THE PEOPLE!

4:13 PM - Mar 1, 2020



The expression “enemy of the people” serves to create opposing sides. Though it has been around for centuries, the expression was used more prominently in the twentieth century by dictators such as Stalin and Mao who were responsible for the deaths of millions of their own citizens. More recently, Vladimir Putin used the terms fascist and Nazi to refer to Russians who opposed the 2022 invasion of Ukraine. After Trump began labeling much of the media as the “enemy of the people,” major media outlets were compelled to use security guards at his political rallies.

President Trump was right to warn about so-called fake news, but he was too often the source of it. His behavior provided ammunition for autocrats around the world. The news reports Trump referred to as “negative stories” were usually based in fact, often using his own words. Trump also employed hypocrisy and projection when attacking the press. With the latter, he aimed to equate his own views with those of the public. “People love it when you attack the press,” he once proclaimed. In the following post, he tried to supplant the role of the media with the suggestion that it was he who was providing a “great service” to the public.


@realDonaldTrump

The Fake News hates me saying that they are the Enemy of the People only because they know it’s TRUE. I am providing a great service by explaining this to the American People. They purposely cause great division & distrust. They can also cause War! They are very dangerous & sick!

4:38 AM - Aug 5, 2018



President Trump disparaged reporters and referred to them with unflattering nicknames. He also enjoyed renaming their shows. Examples include “Deface the Nation,” “Morning Joke,” and “Meet the Corrupt Press.”

Censorship. This is one method for a government to attack the press. Within weeks of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, Russia’s government began dismantling its own free and independent press, resulting in what some experts referred to as a total information blackout regarding the unfolding humanitarian disaster. The Russian parliament went so far as to pass a law criminalizing reporting that it considered disinformation (with sentences up to fifteen years). Examples included referring to the invasion as a “war” instead of the preferred phrase “special military operation.” President Putin’s propaganda machine was further strengthened as the Russian government censored independent Western media organizations that eventually began removing their journalists from the country in an effort to protect them from the new law. The following Trump post reminds me of the quip that 70 percent of statistics are made up on the spot. More concerning, his suggestion to “take away credentials” highlights the threat of censorship via the restriction of media access as a way to impede legitimate criticism.


@realDonaldTrump

The Fake News is working overtime. Just reported that, despite the tremendous success we are having with the economy & all things else, 91% of the Network News about me is negative (Fake). Why do we work so hard in working with the media when it is corrupt? Take away credentials?

4:38 AM - May 9, 2018



Former Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) analyst, White House briefer, and author Cindy Otis put the president’s attacks in perspective: “Trump’s continued attacks on our constitutional right to a free press is one of the most alarming things he’s doing. It’s one of the biggest factors intel analysts look at when analyzing democratic backsliding in foreign countries, and it’s a key precursor to authoritarianism.”

The sowing of distrust in American mainstream media has yielded a disturbingly widespread skepticism of facts that should not be in dispute, increasing the likelihood that people might proliferate their own potentially dangerous conspiracy theories. That can be disastrous in times of national emergency. The threat to a free press puts nothing less than the accountability of our elected officials and therefore our democracy at risk. It is incumbent upon every leader in public service to vigorously defend the First Amendment’s freedom of the press.






Part 2 [image: ] ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT







CHAPTER 4 Understanding Your Role Who Put That in My Job Description?
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Leadership and management are distinct disciplines, but the competencies required for each are overlapping and complementary. Both disciplines, when skillfully employed, allow public organizations to achieve their stated objectives. While this book focuses primarily on leadership, the following definition of public management from G. Edward DeSeve demonstrates the necessity of competent and ethical leadership in public service:


The stewardship activity that allocates resources to implement public policies in the most economical way possible using people, technology and systems in unique combinations to create delighted customers, to promote public trust and to accomplish pre-determined positive outcomes with requisite integrity.



This chapter briefly addresses a selection of essential leadership responsibilities and competencies. The responsibilities include:


	providing vision

	defining and prioritizing objectives

	communicating expectations

	taking care of one’s people

	being an effective custodian of one’s position

	grooming future leaders



The leadership competencies addressed include a thorough understanding of:


	one’s position

	the limits of one’s authority

	obligatory versus optional duties

	subordinate roles

	the relationship between authority and responsibility



Leadership responsibilities. People want to know why their work matters in the context of organizational purpose, but the vast majority of employees in an organization will be necessarily focused on their specialized roles, leaving limited bandwidth for strategic organizational thinking. It is leadership’s responsibility to develop and clearly communicate an organization’s vision statement.

A bold, aspirational yet realistic vision statement serves to inspire employees of what the organization can achieve in its ideal state. In an organizational context, leaders do not create “miracles” themselves. Rather, their visions for an organization create environments where miracles can happen and where people are motivated to overcome obstacles to success. Leaders must also promote organizational cultures that support the vision, a process that may require shifting peoples’ mindsets and behaviors.

Bono (of the rock band U2) has referred to “the right to be ridiculous,” which I interpret as the courage to dream big and to persist in the accomplishment of goals most would think unattainable. Bono demonstrated this notion when he facilitated what he once described as getting two people into a room who would normally have no business being together. His vision of bringing together politicians with disparate ideologies (in addition to his own meeting with evangelical senator Jesse Helms) facilitated the George W. Bush administration’s implementation and funding of the U.S. President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR). The resulting investments provided antiretroviral drugs that helped to achieve epidemic control of HIV in at least twenty countries. The program is credited for having saved approximately twenty million lives.

Defining and prioritizing objectives. Vision statements are supported by mission statements and realistic organizational objectives that promote mission success. While the development of objectives sometimes falls to an agency’s managers and subject matter experts, leaders facilitate the process by providing direction and communicating clear priorities. To foster trust, leaders must also ensure that the mission and objectives of the organization are well understood by external stakeholders (such as the public). This is especially important when an organization is contending with a crisis or proposing the enactment of significant policy reforms.

Communicating expectations. Managers and their subordinates cannot meet leadership expectations for job performance and personal conduct if they do not understand them. Effective leaders first lead by example, then communicate specifically to their teams regarding roles, core competencies, and values. Only then can results be effectively measured against leadership expectations. Subordinates will take cues both from what is spoken explicitly and communicated implicitly through behavior. They will then make corresponding judgments about what is encouraged, permissible, tolerated, and frowned upon.

Caring for your people. Leaders are ultimately responsible for the effectiveness and welfare of their people. If you attend to the needs of your people, empower them, and foster an atmosphere of trust, your people will take care of the mission.

Custodial responsibility. The reputation of a specific leadership position, for better or worse, will transcend the tenure of its short-term occupant. If that reputation is damaged through inappropriate action or incompetence, the result could be diminished subordinate and public trust that extends well beyond the offending leader’s tenure. Public organizations that do not enjoy public trust and buy-in tend to perform more poorly, which in turn further erodes public trust. In the following, President Obama addressed the notion that leadership positions outlast their occupants:


The office [of the presidency] humbles you. You’re reminded daily that in this great democracy, you are but a relay swimmer in the currents of history, bound by decisions made by those who came before, reliant on the efforts of those who will follow to fully vindicate your vision.



Grooming leaders. Author and political activist Ralph Nader famously said, “The function of leadership is to produce more leaders, not more followers.” We do not need leaders who merely want a cadre of followers. Rather, we need leaders who recognize the importance of developing capable and ethical people who will eventually succeed them. With respect to nurturing those with leadership potential, experts often tout training as more important than recruitment.

In grooming leaders, we should accept that we may never see the fruits of our labors. As the proverb says, “Sometimes leadership is planting trees under whose shade you will never sit.” It was in that context that Thomas Jefferson wrote, “But though an old man, I am but a young gardener.” It is out of concern for the organization and the beneficiaries of its work that one puts ego aside and accepts the task of grooming leaders. An organization that is unable to effectively train and groom people for leadership will be less effective in implementing cultural transformation, a requirement during times of crisis.

Position-specific competencies. Understanding your position. For a wide range of leaders, from military commanders in times of peace or war to elected officials confronting emergencies, incompetence can cost lives. A study conducted by the Center for Creative Leadership—a nonprofit provider of leadership development and a pioneer in the field of global leadership research based in Greensboro, North Carolina—found that 38 to 50 percent of executives in new leadership positions fail during their first eighteen months. They fail primarily because they do not properly assess the needs of their new environments. The extent of one’s willingness and ability to adapt to a new position and operating environment will determine success or failure.

One must have the requisite knowledge to perform one’s leadership functions effectively, despite having access to advisors who are experts in their fields. Learning is a continuous process, and preparation for a leadership position should begin before actually assuming that post. The process might begin with studying the mission and structure of one’s prospective organization as well as any applicable governing directives. Upon assuming a new position, request informational briefings from one’s subordinates. This demonstrates intellectual curiosity, humility, and a genuine desire to increase one’s professional knowledge. One should strive to obtain a broad span of operational and institutional knowledge, even beyond the scope of one’s immediate responsibilities. Aim to thoroughly understand what services the agency provides and to which internal and external customers they are provided. Finally, avoid remaining mentally anchored to the methodologies and assumptions of one’s previous position or specialty. That said, consider that some of that previously acquired experience and expertise may prove useful or even necessary as one transfers into the new position.

Limits to authority. Competent leaders have a clear understanding of what their unique authorities are, while also critically grasping the limits of those authorities. Not understanding the latter could result in inappropriate influence or even unlawful actions. While you may legitimately require legal advice in the course of your duties from time to time, your subordinates should not have to regularly remind you that the action you want to take would violate an existing law or treaty. This, according to former secretary of state Rex Tillerson, was a routine occurrence during his interactions with President Trump.

About two months into the COVID-19 pandemic, the governors of many states were reluctant to ease measures they deemed necessary for containing the spread of the virus. In his effort to “reopen” the states, President Trump declared that he had the authority to override governors with respect to lifting stay-at-home orders and restrictions on businesses. “When somebody’s the president of the United States, the authority is total, and that’s the way it’s got to be,” he declared, without offering any legal basis for his claim.


@realDonaldTrump

For the purpose of creating conflict and confusion, some in the Fake News Media are saying that it is the Governors decision to open up the states, not that of the President of the United States & the Federal Government. Let it be fully understood that this is incorrect….

….It is the decision of the President, and for many good reasons. With that being said, the Administration and I are working closely with the Governors, and this will continue. A decision by me, in conjunction with the Governors and input from others, will be made shortly!

10:53 AM - Apr 13, 2020



The president had to walk back those claims of authority the next day, conceding that the governors would be running their states.

Obligatory versus optional duties. It is important to understand the difference between roles you are expected to perform and those considered discretionary. Just prior to President Trump’s first impeachment trial in the U.S. Senate, several senators expressed an unwillingness to conduct themselves as impartial jurors. That is, they intended to ignore their constitutional duties to evaluate the evidence diligently and objectively before rendering a judgment. As the trial was ending, Senator Mitt Romney addressed those intentions along with similar arguments made by President Trump’s defense team:


The defense argues that the Senate should leave the impeachment decision to the voters. While that logic is appealing to our democratic instincts, it is inconsistent with the Constitution’s requirement that the Senate, not the voters, try the president. Hamilton explained that the Founders’ decision to invest senators with this obligation rather than leave it to voters was intended to minimize—to the extent possible—the partisan sentiments of the public. This verdict is ours to render. The people will judge us for how well and faithfully we fulfilled our duty. The grave question the Constitution tasks senators to answer is whether the President committed an act so extreme and egregious that it rises to the level of a “high crime and misdemeanor.” Yes, he did.



Understanding the roles of your subordinates. Your ability to delineate and successfully deploy subordinate roles, responsibilities, and authorities depends on your understanding of the same. Without that knowledge, you are less likely to effectively empower your subordinates and less likely to know from whom to seek advice and how best to delegate. The head of a racing team may not have the skills to drive or design the car, but by developing a keen understanding of those individual roles and corresponding expertise, he or she can more effectively delegate leadership tasks, provide a framework for team members to perform at their best, and foster an environment of mutual trust.

In February 2020, President Trump stated the following: “I’m actually, I guess, the chief law enforcement officer of the country.” Though a president nominates and supervises the chief law enforcement officer (who is appointed with the advice and consent of the Senate), a president is not in fact the attorney general of the United States despite Article II of the Constitution stating that presidents “shall take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed.” The president’s confusion or potential ignorance highlights the importance of understanding the difference between overseeing certain authorities and actually having those authorities. This is an important concept in public service because of the many authorities that are designed to function with a necessary degree of independence. Justice Department investigations and inspector general programs (discussed in a later chapter) are two such examples.

The relationship between authority and responsibility. In my own career, nothing motivated me more than being personally responsible for mission success and the welfare of others. A leader’s given authorities are usually proportional to their given responsibilities. Increased authority or power for its own sake is unfortunately the primary objective and source of fulfillment for some. The primary motivation for receiving additional authority should correlate directly to the fulfillment that comes from a greater sense of responsibility for improving the organization and ensuring mission success.






CHAPTER 5 Understanding Your Organization
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The caliber of an organization’s leadership will often determine if customers experience either profoundly positive or profoundly negative outcomes. With the stakes this high, a leader needs to understand their organization’s core functions, limits of authority, internal policies and processes, external agency relationships, and history—including best practices. What you do not know can hurt you. Ignorance in any of these areas can lead to poor decision-making, poor resource allocation, fiscal irresponsibility, regulatory noncompliance, and ethical violations. Any one of these lapses could result in a disruption of services or, worse yet, mission failure.

The examples provided in the following pages highlight the importance of understanding (1) the directives that govern an organization, (2) an agency’s relationship to external and subordinate organizations, and (3) an organization’s history.

Organizational directives. Public leaders cannot afford to be ignorant about the laws and directives that regulate their organizations. National leadership, in particular, requires an understanding of the major tenets of domestic and international law.

When the United States is a signatory to an international law or treaty, through either executive agreement or Senate ratification, respectively, those laws and treaties become binding upon the United States. When President Trump threatened in the following post to target Iranian cultural sites, he was apparently unaware that such an act would constitute a war crime because it violates prohibitions against targeting cultural property that is devoid of military value.


@realDonaldTrump

….targeted 52 Iranian sites (representing the 52 American hostages taken by Iran many years ago), some at a very high level & important to Iran & the Iranian culture, and those targets, and Iran itself, WILL BE HIT VERY FAST AND VERY HARD. The USA wants no more threats!

2:52 PM - Jan 4, 2020



Questioned on the legality of his threat, the president equivocated while stating, “If that’s what the law is, I like to obey the law.” It is certainly easier to comply with laws when you are aware of them. The commander in chief should have been and was most likely briefed (as are all members of the U.S. military) on the basics of the Law of Armed Conflict and the Geneva Conventions.

The president also demonstrated his ignorance of election laws. Ballots arriving after Election Day—primarily mail-in ballots that have been postmarked by Election Day, including those sent by overseas military personnel—can be legally counted in over twenty states.


@realDonaldTrump

ANY VOTE THAT CAME IN AFTER ELECTION DAY WILL NOT BE COUNTED!

10:09 AM - Nov 5, 2020



The Justice Department enjoys a tradition of independence from political interference but is nonetheless part of the executive branch and therefore technically subordinate to the president of the United States, who should be somewhat familiar with the basic tenets of criminal investigation and trial proceedings. In the following post, the president mistakenly suggested that crimes must be proven prior to the initiation of an investigation. It is not clear if he was guilty of ignorance or, alternatively, deliberately attempting to misinform his followers.


@realDonaldTrump

“The Lisa Page (FBI) transcript also confirms earlier reporting that Page testified Russian Collusion was still unproven when Special Counsel Robert Mueller was appointed.” Catherine Herridge, @FoxNews In other words they appointed someone when there was (and is) no crime. Bad!

3:47 PM - Mar 13, 2019



In the following example, the president appeared not to understand that the crime of obstruction of justice does not require an underlying crime. A person can obstruct an investigation without having committed the crime(s) under investigation.


@realDonaldTrump

NO COLLUSION, NO OBSTRUCTION. Besides, how can you have Obstruction when not only was there No Collusion (by Trump), but the bad actions were done by the “other” side? The greatest con-job in the history of American Politics!

6:03 AM - May 1, 2019



In this final example, the president was keen to share the ridiculous notion that whistleblower programs apparently do not apply to all federal agencies.


@realDonaldTrump

“I think it’s outrages that a Whistleblower is a CIA Agent.” Ed Rollins @FoxNews

10:12 AM - Oct 4, 2019



External and subordinate agency relationships. Every public organization has relationships with external agencies. They include program beneficiaries, oversight agencies, external stakeholders, foreign entities, the media, and various advocacy organizations. In order to maintain mutually beneficial relationships with external agencies, one must understand their expectations and be clear on respective roles and responsibilities. President Trump, for example, struggled with the reality that Congress does indeed have legitimate oversight responsibilities and authorities vis-à-vis the executive branch.

One must also understand an organization’s relationship to subordinate or quasi-subordinate entities and, more specifically, how the organization is expected to support those entities. Support may include guidance, resources, and coordination with other agencies on their behalf. In the following, the president should have known that it is the governor of an affected state who must request a federal declaration of a major disaster.


@realDonaldTrump

At the request of Senator Thom Tillis, I am getting the North Carolina Emergency Declaration completed and signed tonight. Hope you won’t need it!

8:43 PM - Sep 3, 2019



Organizational history. A familiarity with organizational history and past performance, as provided through inspection reports and other sources of historical data, provides numerous benefits. Retrospect provides important context and perspective for planning, decision-making, and process improvement. It may also reveal systemic problems. The better one understands organizational lessons learned, the less likely one will be to make “avoidable” mistakes. Likewise, it is important to understand the value of original justifications for processes and best practices still in use. Such knowledge will inform decisions about which processes and policies to keep in place.

For leadership at the national level, a familiarity with national and world history (and the history of policy related to your particular field) provides similar benefits. Leaders must be perpetual learners and be committed to personal growth, which includes the study of history and its patterns. Historical patterns remind us that it is dangerous to believe in the inevitable continuation of current and perhaps favorable conditions.

Historical lessons must be understood and applied to avoid repeating mistakes that lead to tragedies. One example is the importance of understanding the costs of war and the mistakes that lead to avoidable conflict. President Kennedy’s reading of The Guns of August taught him important lessons about how European empires stumbled into the First World War, a conflict that claimed approximately forty million lives. He was determined that the United States and the Soviet Union avoid similar mistakes, and he allowed those lessons to inform his actions during the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962.

In another example of the moral utility of studying history, author Jonathan Glover recounts one soldier’s heroic actions during the Vietnam War. Hugh Thompson protected defenseless villagers from the wrath of his American compatriots during the My Lai massacre because he “remembered the Nazis also shot people in ditches.”

In the following post, a better understanding of the historical significance of lynching in America might have precluded the use of that word.


@realDonaldTrump

So some day, if a Democrat becomes President and the Republicans win the House, even by a tiny margin, they can impeach the President, without due process or fairness or any legal rights. All Republicans must remember what they are witnessing here - a lynching. But we will WIN!

7:52 AM - Oct 22, 2019



Understanding the history of our national values allows us to recognize when they are being neglected, and also how they might reasonably evolve with changes in societal sentiment. As people took to the streets of America in the summer of 2020 to protest police brutality and demand social justice, there was a renewed emphasis on removing prominently displayed monuments celebrating Confederate generals of the Civil War. The majority of these monuments were created in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to celebrate those who defended slavery in the American South. They are not to be confused with monuments erected during or immediately after the Civil War to commemorate Confederate casualties. The monuments glorifying the Confederate cause also served to intimidate African Americans already suffering under Jim Crow laws. Even the Confederacy’s top general, Robert E. Lee, was opposed to the postwar construction of statues honoring him. By 2020, there was still no overwhelming consensus among Americans regarding the appropriateness of these statues in prominent public spaces. President Trump’s defense of leaving the monuments in place seemed to ignore the historical record and the concerns of African Americans in particular.


@realDonaldTrump

This is a battle to save the Heritage, History, and Greatness of our Country! #MAGA2020

7:00 PM - Jun 30, 2020

@realDonaldTrump

Very sad to see States allowing roving gangs of wise guys, anarchists & looters, many of them having no idea what they are doing, indiscriminately ripping down our statues and monuments to the past. Some are great works of art, but all represent our History & Heritage, both….

….the good and the bad. It is important for us to understand and remember, even in turbulent and difficult times, and learn from them. Knowledge comes from the most unusual of places!

11:45 PM - Jun 24, 2020



The president was correct in suggesting that there be an orderly and legal process to determine the fate of these monuments. But leaders must be able to differentiate between the need to understand history and the apparent need to prominently display objects that are offensive to many because they glorify a previous way of life that is incompatible with our national values and principles. Monuments to the Holocaust, for example, do not celebrate the Nazi architects of genocide. Germans have increasingly not shied away from memorializing the horrors associated with this shameful period in their history. Their museums serve to educate and perhaps atone for those episodes. They do not serve to glorify them, unlike the statues of Civil War generals.

In late 2022, pursuant to a Defense Department order, the United States Military Academy at West Point began removing Confederate monuments and symbols from its campus. The congressionally created commission recommending the removals emphasized that the intent was not to erase history but rather “to affirm West Point’s long tradition of educating future generations of America’s military leaders to represent the best of our national ideals.” It acknowledged that cadets should continue to learn about the Civil War “with all the quality and complex detail our national past deserves.”

Similar to the removal of Civil War statues, a campaign was initiated during President Trump’s tenure to change the designations of U.S. military installations named after Confederate generals.


@realDonaldTrump

It has been suggested that we should rename as many as 10 of our Legendary Military Bases, such as Fort Bragg in North Carolina, Fort Hood in Texas, Fort Benning in Georgia, etc. These Monumental and very Powerful Bases have become part of a Great American Heritage, and a…

…history of Winning, Victory, and Freedom. The United States of America trained and deployed our HEROES on these Hallowed Grounds, and won two World Wars. Therefore, my Administration will not even consider the renaming of these Magnificent and Fabled Military Installations…

…Our history as the Greatest Nation in the World will not be tampered with. Respect our Military!

2:40 PM - Jun 10, 2020

@realDonaldTrump

THOSE THAT DENY THEIR HISTORY ARE DOOMED TO REPEAT IT!

10:09 AM - Jun 11, 2020

@realDonaldTrump

“Don’t throw the American story into the river, don’t throw it into the lake. Be proud of it.” @kilmeade @foxandfriends

7:51 AM - Jul 10, 2020



In a statement explaining the reasons he refused to sign the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2021, President Trump cited a clause supported by America’s military leaders to rename some of the bases honoring Confederate leaders. Trump’s statement read in part, “I have been clear in my opposition to politically motivated attempts like this to wash away history and to dishonor the immense progress our country has fought for in realizing our founding principles.” The president conflated the names of the installations with history and the legacy of the men and women who had served there, as if they were somehow inextricably linked. Replacing the names with those who better represent America’s founding values and the present-day, predominant values of the country is not a denial of history. Rather, it is an affirmation of progress, of not embracing the worst in our past, and ultimately an affirmation of who we aspire to be.


As nations, and as people, we cannot choose the history that we inherit. But we can choose what lessons to draw from it, and use those lessons to chart our own futures.

—PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA








CHAPTER 6 Serving Your People


[image: ]

The oft-repeated advice that If you take care of your people, your people will take care of the mission is not just an energizing truism. It is a formula that, when ignored, invites organizational and mission failure. Servant leaders should put the welfare of their subordinates ahead of their own (without neglecting their own well-being). They strive to serve everyone in their organizations or constituencies by understanding peoples’ needs, concerns, and perspectives. Leaders also serve their people through respect and empowerment.

Serving everyone. In the context of social, economic, and environmental justice, U2’s Bono reminded us that where you live should not determine if you live. Thomas Jefferson promoted the idea—clearly aspirational at the time—that “when brought together in society, all are perfectly equal, whether foreign or domestic, titled or untitled, in or out of office.” Ensuring equal and fair access to opportunities and resources promotes unity of purpose. Paraphrasing what former presidents Truman and Kennedy stated more eloquently in the context of being “everyone’s president,” organizational leaders serve everyone, because they are by virtue of their positions uniquely responsible for everyone’s welfare.

Being “everyone’s leader” sometimes requires transcending one’s background, experiences, and beliefs. President Harry Truman transcended his own cultural and political upbringing by eventually deciding to integrate the U.S. military and promote civil rights. Similarly, Benjamin Franklin changed his long-standing prejudices regarding the potential of African Americans after visiting a classroom of Black children. Franklin described this successful evolution of belief as exceptionally difficult and a test of one’s humanity. He would become in his final years an ardent abolitionist.

Good leaders must avoid the tendency to cater to people in the organization with whom they more easily identify, whether for personal or professional reasons. The perception that a leader has “favorites” (especially when not merit-based) can negatively impact morale. In this context, messaging should not be narrowly aimed at those who perform best, more fervently support their leader, or are presumed to be more receptive to the message. A recurring element in President Trump’s messaging was an exaggerated focus on his base of support versus his general constituency.


@realDonaldTrump

My supporters are the smartest, strongest, most hard working and most loyal that we have seen in our countries history. It is a beautiful thing to watch as we win elections and gather support from all over the country. As we get stronger, so does our country. Best numbers ever!

6:12 AM - Jun 16, 2018



There is a time and a place for campaign-style rhetoric. The previous post more closely resembles something I would expect to see from the fan club of my favorite rock band. In contrast, unifiers attempt to reach even those least likely to be receptive to their messaging. They appeal to peoples’ best instincts with the understanding that they cannot always please or even reach everyone.

Another practice that weakens organizational unity is unnecessarily categorizing subordinates or constituents, as demonstrated in the following post:


@realDonaldTrump

As our Country rapidly grows stronger and smarter, I want to wish all of my friends, supporters, enemies, haters, and even the very dishonest Fake News Media, a Happy and Healthy New Year. 2018 will be a great year for America!

2:18 PM - Dec 31, 2017



When you serve all Americans, there is no justifiable reason to separate them by their level of enthusiasm for you. In an organizational context, consciously categorizing people (on top of potential implicit or unconscious bias) promotes favoritism toward some and potentially even unwarranted mistrust of the “others.” I witnessed this phenomenon firsthand in the military when some married leaders subtly provided considerations to married officers not afforded to single officers. I similarly observed another leader appear to favor those whose religious beliefs more closely aligned with his own.

Serving everyone sometimes requires protecting minority interests in the face of significant opposition, especially when the majority sentiment is unjust. An oft-cited example is Chief Justice Earl Warren’s 1954 decision in Brown v. Board of Education, which ended legalized segregation in schools. Despite the fact that some Southern states actively resisted integration and that American opinion on the issue was essentially split, Warren was guided by the Constitution’s core values and principles and worked to ensure the landmark decision was unanimous (8-0, with one abstention). Public support for the decision continued to grow in subsequent decades.

Understanding your people. Maintaining the pulse of your subordinates or constituents is an important facet of serving everyone. You cannot effectively influence others if you do not understand them. To know your people is to understand their values, their aspirations, their motivations, their challenges, and the state of their well-being. You should also understand what they expect from the organization’s leaders and managers and the degree to which they approve of the overall direction of the organization.


Leaders in every field need more than anything else to know human nature, to know the needs of the human soul.

—THEODORE ROOSEVELT



A study of executives in senior leadership positions identified its subjects as either “arrivers” (those who succeeded) or “derailers” (those who did not). The study noted that “the ability—or inability—to understand other people’s perspectives was the most glaring difference between the two groups.” It is important to understand the perspectives of others when marshaling teams toward a common goal, especially when those teams are personally, culturally, and professionally diverse. President Abraham Lincoln was renowned for his ability to grasp the emotional and professional needs of the members of his politically and geographically diverse cabinet. His social awareness and empathy—components of emotional intelligence (EQ)—enabled him to manage and influence the cabinet such that they supported his policies at critical junctures during the Civil War. A high EQ is what distinguishes successful leaders from their less successful peers.

The art of respectfully addressing disparate perspectives sometimes requires that one step away from the views and opinions informed by one’s own experiences.


@realDonaldTrump

Our Country is Free, Beautiful and Very Successful. If you hate our Country, or if you are not happy here, you can leave!

5:17 AM - Jul 16, 2019



An alternative to President Trump’s binary “love it or leave it” approach would have been a sincere effort to understand why some people are not satisfied with their personal circumstances or, more generally, the state of the union. The president’s post implicitly suggested that displeasure with the president’s policies, priorities, or values corresponded to irrational or unjustified grievance. Other than for exceptions like extreme or dangerous beliefs, one need not devalue the sentiments of others when addressing differences. As with leader-subordinate relationships, government agencies should also strive to understand the requirements, expectations, and preferences of the people and stakeholders they serve. These efforts will go a long way toward earning and maintaining public trust and support.

A leader who is tone-deaf or out of touch with the needs or desires of his or her subordinates will erode trust and morale. As my classmates and I were about to graduate from Air Force pilot training, we were informed that we would soon be choosing from a list of available assignments (top in class chose first, and so on). I learned that it was our commander’s intent to keep the options (aircraft choices and base locations) secret until the entire class was gathered for the formal selection process. I informed him that this “game show” format was unacceptable to me and my classmates. We were appalled that he somehow thought it was either desirable or appropriate for people to make instantaneous selections (for themselves and their families) from a list of disparate jobs whose locations spanned the globe. To his credit, he was eventually persuaded to provide us the list of available assignments in advance, affording us the opportunity to research and evaluate the options while also discussing among ourselves what choices we intended to make.

Being out of touch unfortunately happens at the highest levels of leadership. On the first full day of President Trump’s presidency, millions of people across the United States participated in what was generally known as the Women’s March. The demonstrations addressed perceived threats to, among other issues, women’s rights, reproductive rights, and the president’s demonstrated (and recorded) history of misogyny. Their concerns were apparently lost on him.


@realDonaldTrump

Watched protests yesterday but was under the impression that we just had an election! Why didn’t these people vote? Celebs hurt cause badly.

4:47 AM - Jan 22, 2017



After invading Iraq in 2003, the U.S. military learned how ethnocentrism and a lack of cultural awareness could hamper local cooperation and, ultimately, operational success. In an episode involving cultural considerations in the United States nearly two decades later, there was mounting pressure to rename American sports teams whose names and mascots had long offended Native American groups. President Trump, however, seemed unable or unwilling to understand those concerns.


@realDonaldTrump

They name teams out of STRENGTH, not weakness, but now the Washington Redskins & Cleveland Indians, two fabled sports franchises, look like they are going to be changing their names in order to be politically correct. Indians, like Elizabeth Warren, must be very angry right now!

2:13 PM - Jul 6, 2020



Following an avoidable government shutdown in early 2019, many federal employees (including more than forty-two thousand personnel in the United States Coast Guard) were temporarily required to work without pay for over five weeks. Some were forced to rely on food pantries and other forms of financial assistance. Their hardship was involuntary and avoidable. The president might have apologized instead of thanking them.


@realDonaldTrump

To all of the great people who are working so hard for your Country and not getting paid I say, THANK YOU - YOU ARE GREAT PATRIOTS! We must now work together, after decades of abuse, to finally fix the Humanitarian, Criminal & Drug Crisis at our Border. WE WILL WIN BIG!

5:25 PM - Jan 20, 2019



Accessibility. Accessibility provides a crucial window into what is happening in your organization. It also allows your people to seek clarification and assistance. Open-door policies and organizational town hall meetings promote accessibility. Another way to make oneself accessible to others is to spend time with one’s people in their work environments. A leader’s presence can have an enormous impact on morale, demonstrating to subordinates that they and their efforts are valued. Never think of yourself as too important to interact with subordinates in a situation as fleeting as a passing “Hello” or “How are you?” Momentary and simple displays of kindness, concern, and decency go a long way toward building respect, trust, and loyalty.


Our country needs a commander in chief who takes care of our troops in the same way he would his own family.

—FORMER sECRETARY OF STATE (AND RETIRED GENERAL) COLIN POWELL



You should also, to some degree, feel personally responsible for your subordinates’ well-being. Though leaders may not be able to influence the majority of their personal choices, they should be well equipped to provide support and advice and refer subordinates to professional resources that can provide the help they need.

Respect. Studies suggest that the ability to show respect is the key behavioral trait necessary for achieving positive organizational outcomes, promoting healthy work cultures, and securing the commitment of subordinates.


If we just take people as they are, we make them worse; If we treat them as if they were meant to be, we get them where they need to be.

—JOHANN WOLFGANG VON GOETHE



A work environment devoid of respect for others will result in the loss of your best people—that is, the people who respect themselves. Respect is necessarily practiced as a means to an end, though it should also be practiced as a means unto itself. While those who contribute more to an organization deserve more professional respect and recognition, personal respect should be afforded to everyone. Being accessible and seeking to understand the concerns of others (listening), even when there are major disagreements, are two ways to show respect. The Center for Creative Leadership suggests cultivating respect through recognition, through transparency with respect to policies and procedures, by clarifying decision-making processes, and by seeking input regarding those processes.

One of the simplest ways to model respectful behavior involves the manner in which one addresses subordinates. When President Lincoln wrote to General Grant during the Civil War, the letter was addressed to “Major General Grant,” and the opening line began with, “My dear general.” Lincoln was technically entitled to use Grant’s first name (though not likely the custom at the time) but chose to respect Grant’s position and authority. Effective leaders similarly model respect in the way they address subordinate leaders and managers who have their own subordinates present. For example, despite holding the lowest officer rank (second lieutenant) in my first Air Force assignment, my boss understood the importance of addressing me as “lieutenant” or “LT” in front of my enlisted subordinates. He was simultaneously setting the example for how I should respectfully address my own subordinate managers.

There were countless instances where President Trump did not afford his subordinates the respect they deserved. As mentioned, while serving as U.S. ambassador to Ukraine, Marie Yovanovitch championed Ukrainian anti-corruption reforms. At the same time, President Trump’s personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, along with corrupt Ukrainian prosecutor Yuriy Lutsenko, were orchestrating a concerted smear campaign against Yovanovitch. This unfortunate episode was detailed in the Trump-Ukraine Impeachment Inquiry Report:


The attacks against Ambassador Yovanovitch were amplified by prominent, close allies of President Trump, including Mr. Giuliani and his associates, Sean Hannity, and Donald Trump Jr.…In the face of attacks driven by Mr. Lutsenko and the President’s allies, Ambassador Yovanovitch and other senior State Department officials asked Secretary of State Mike Pompeo to issue a statement of support for her and for the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine. The Secretary declined, fearing that President Trump might publicly undermine those efforts, possibly through a tweet.



As explained publicly by both Giuliani and his associate Lev Parnas, the primary objective of the smear campaign was to have Yovanovitch removed (as requested by Lutsenko). Her removal would have made it easier for corrupt Ukrainian prosecutors to announce an investigation into Trump’s political rival, then former vice president Joe Biden.

In early 2019, Yovanovitch was told that she needed to return to the United States immediately. No one in her supervisory chain was able (or had the courage) to provide an explanation for the recall. She was eventually told by the State Department that the president had lost confidence in her, but she was never provided a substantive justification for her removal. Several months later, during Trump’s July 25, 2019, phone call to newly elected Ukrainian president Zelenskyy, he disparaged and threatened Yovanovitch, telling Zelenskyy, “The former ambassador from the United States, the woman, was bad news and the people she was dealing with in the Ukraine were bad news, so I just want to let you know that…Well, she’s going to go through some things.” During her testimony to Congress, Yovanovitch acknowledged that she felt threatened after learning of the president’s phone call. A final act of disrespect in this episode was Trump’s direction to Yovanovitch and other executive branch officials to risk their careers by defying legitimate congressional subpoenas issued during the course of his first impeachment inquiry.
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