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ABSTRACT

IS THE CULTURE OF THE BRITISH ARMY CONDUCIVE TO THE SUCCESSFUL
EXECUTION OF MISSION COMMAND?, by Major Oliver D. Burwell, 172 pages.

The British Army formally adopted Mission Command into doctrine in 1989. This
command philosophy espouses centralized intent and decentralized execution,
encouraging freedom of action and initiative, elements vital to the successful employment
of the Manoeuvrist Approach. To guide commanders in the pursuit of Mission Command,
doctrine prescribes one guiding principle, four enduring tenets and five essential
elements. Moreover, trust and mutual understanding are also fundamentally important for
Mission Command enactment. Such requirements necessitate an organizational culture
which facilitates the successful execution of Mission Command and therefore maximizes
operational effectiveness.

A literature review identified a British culture supportive of Mission Command, yet a
British Army culture unsupportive of Mission Command. Nationally, Hofstede’s
dimensions identified Britain’s culture as individualist, masculine, and indulgent, with
weak uncertainty avoidance, low power distance and intermediate short- versus long-term
orientation. The associated cultural traits generally supported Mission Command.
Organizationally, using Schein’s model, analysis of Army culture identified a core of
espoused values that, with the exception of heroes, supported Mission Command.
However, identified obstructive artifacts and some misalignments between espoused
values and exhibited behaviors undermined Mission Command. These included a
propensity for oversized headquarters, prevalence of a management culture, risk-
aversion, micromanagement and a zero-defect mentality.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

Formally adopted into British Army doctrine in 1989, Mission Command and the
Manoeuvrist Approach are two of the three tenets of the British Army.? Introduced
following the Bagnall reforms of the 1970s and 1980s as an answer to the threat posed by
the Soviet Union in Europe, the new concepts sought to reinvigorate the British Army’s
defensive plan.? The theories of Blitzkrieg and Auftragstaktik, used by the German Army
during World War Il to generate notable tactical successes, formed the framework for
these doctrinal concepts, and were adapted for the purposes of the British Army.
Although slightly reworded since their introduction to British doctrine, the concepts
remain as pertinent now as they did in 1989. In essence, the Manoeuvrist Approach is an
indirect approach to warfare that seeks to pit strength against weakness by using both

violent and non-violent means to seize the initiative.® Mission Command is a command

! The third tenet is “Establishing Understanding.” Directorate Land Warfare,
Doctrine Note 15/04, Mission Command, April 2015, 6; Chief of the General Staff, Sir
Peter Wall, in The Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre (DCDC), Army Doctrine
Publication (ADP) Operations (Shrivenham, Wiltshire: DCDC, November 2010), iii.

2 Sangho Lee, “Deterrence and the Defence of Central Europe: The British Role
from the Early 1980s to the end of the Gulf War” (PhD thesis, King’s College London,
University of London, 1994); Dr Christopher Pugsley, “Evolution of Decentralised
Command Doctrine: Part Five: After the War, Decentralisation becomes Mission
Command,” British Army Review, no. 158 (Autumn 2013): 123-125.

¥ DCDC, ADP Operations, 5-2.



philosophy based upon “centralised intent and decentralised execution that promotes
freedom of action and initiative,” and underpins the Manoeuvrist Approach.*

Given these philosophical tenets are at the heart of modern British Army doctrine,
their successful enactment is fundamental to how the Army operates, and to operational
effectiveness. In other words, the British Army’s approach to operations relies upon the
successful execution of Mission Command to enable the Manoeuvrist Approach. In order
to codify the requirements inherent in the execution of Mission Command, doctrine
details one guiding principle, four enduring tenets, and five essential elements.® By
abiding by these guidelines, leaders and their subordinates should be able to enact
Mission Command successfully.

Although simple in principle, it seems logical that the organizational culture of
the Army must support the requirements of Mission Command doctrine if it is to be
successful. If an Army culture exists, perpetuating centralized command, then Mission
Command is unlikely to be the norm and this, in turn, would undermine the Army’s
ability to execute the Manoeuvrist Approach. A number of studies support this line of
thought and, although predominantly focused on the United States (U.S.) Army,
acknowledge organizational cultures can be misaligned with the requirements of Mission

Command.® The fact few studies focus on the propensity of the British Army’s culture to

4 DCDC, ADP Operations, 5-3.

® Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 6-8; Director Concepts and
Doctrine, Joint Doctrine Publication (JDP) 01, United Kingdom Joint Operations
Doctrine (Shrivenham: Ministry of Defence, November 2014), 103-104.

® Examples of studies that consider the relationship between Mission Command
and culture are: Eitan Shamir, Transforming Command: The Pursuit of Mission
Command in the U.S., British and Israeli Armies (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
2



support Mission Command emphasizes the requirement for such an analysis. The British
Army must understand whether its culture is supportive of Mission Command and, if not,

the senior leaders can implement a plan for change.

Problem Statement

Despite Mission Command philosophy comprising one of the three tenets of
British Army doctrine, minimal literature examines whether the British Army’s culture
supports the execution of Mission Command. Any misalignment between the culture of
the British Army and the requirements of Mission Command will impede the Army’s
efforts to enact the Manoeuvrist Approach. Ultimately, such a disconnect will undermine
the Army’s approach to conducting operations and diminish its operational effectiveness.
This highlights the relevance of the topic from the perspective of the British Army and
emphasizes the requirement for research on the topic. Relevant research will enable the
British Army to make an informed decision on whether to retain the status quo, or to

initiate change.

Press, 2011); Scott A. Shaw, “Rally Point for Leaders: Building an Organization’s
Mission Command Culture,” Infantry 102, no. 4 (October 2013), MasterFILE Premier,
EBSCOhost, accessed February 7, 2016; Colonel Richard D. Heyward, “Embedding
Mission Command in Army Culture” (Strategy Research Project, US Army War College,
2013); David E. Blanton, “Fostering a Culture of Mission Command,” Cavalry and
Armor Journal 5, no. 3 (July 2014), Military and Government Collection, EBSCOhost,
accessed February 7, 2016; John Case, “The Exigency for Mission Command: A
Comparison of World War Il Command Cultures,” Small Wars Journal, November 24,
2014, accessed February 10, 2015, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=
s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0ahUKEwi589qxue7KAhUB7SYKHZLwWBDIQFggcMAA
&url=http%3A%2F%2Fsmallwarsjournal.com%2Fprintpdf%2F17005&usg=AFQjCNEp
NHnql1lwCysaorhou3DzD24-bkQ&sig2=W8CGG7vmLalJ781rNbufwWA.

3



Primary and Secondary Research Questions

The primary research question for this thesis is: “Is the culture of the British
Army conducive to the successful execution of Mission Command?”” From this, answers
to the following secondary questions formulate a comprehensive analysis:

1. What is the origin of Mission Command philosophy?

2. Why did the British Army introduce Mission Command?

3. How has the concept of Mission Command developed in the British Army?

4. What is the culture of the British Army?

5. What misalignments exist between espoused values’ and exhibited behaviors
with regard to Mission Command? What are the implications of any
misalignments?

6. What misalignments exist between Mission Command doctrine and culture?

What are the implications of any misalignments?

Key Definitions

Mission Command
The British Army and, more generally, the British military, have a number of
current publications that describe and explain its Mission Command philosophy. At
times, the definitions used to explain Mission Command, and the underpinning principles
they describe, differ between publications. This variation in terminology often derives
from the different age of respective publications, and so it is important to limit this study

to the doctrinal publication that has current primacy. With this in mind, this the author

" Edgar, H. Schein, Organizational Culture and Leadership, 4th ed. (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 2010), 15.

4



considers Joint Doctrine Publication (JDP) 018 as the primary doctrinal publication
governing Mission Command in accordance with Doctrine Note 15/04, which explains
how the text from JDP 01 supersedes that of Army Doctrine Publication (ADP)
Operations and the Army Doctrine Primer.® Given primacy for Mission Command
interpretation resides with joint doctrine, Mission Command must be defined as, “a style
of command that seeks to convey understanding to subordinates about intentions of the
higher commander and their place within his plan, enabling them to carry out missions
with maximum freedom of action and appropriate resources.”*°

Given the predominantly U.S. audience for this thesis, a brief comparison of the
British and U.S. armies’ concepts of Mission Command is required at this point. British
Army Mission Command is described in Doctrine Note 15/04 as “the command
philosophy of the Army” in which commanders “delegate authority [to their subordinates,
yet] . . . retain responsibility for their actions.”!! It is about centralized intent and
decentralized execution to support rapid decision making by empowering subordinates. 2
This philosophy is broadly consistent with the U.S. Army’s assertion that Mission

Command philosophy is “essentially a human endeavor . . . [in which] . . . commanders

8 Director Concepts and Doctrine, JDP 01.
9 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 6.

10 Assistant Chief of the Defence Staff (Development, Concepts and Doctrine),
Joint Doctrine Publication 0-01.1, United Kingdom Supplement to the NATO
Terminology Database (Shrivenham: Ministry of Defence, September 2011), M-3.

11 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 6.

12 pCDC, ADP Operations, 5-3.



provide a clear intent to their forces that guides subordinates’ actions while promoting
freedom of action and initiative.”

Where the U.S. and British armies’ opinions of Mission Command diverge is that
the British consider Mission Command to be only a philosophy. The British Army does
not use the term Mission Command to denote a warfighting function in the way the U.S.
Army does.* The analysis in chapter 2 reviews the British Army’s concept of Mission

Command more comprehensively.

Culture

A second key definition to make in framing this thesis is that of culture. The
review in chapter 3, What is Culture?, further investigates this topic, but it is worth
addressing briefly at this juncture. Psychologist Edgar Schein offers the definition as “a
pattern of shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it solved its problems of
external adaptation and internal integration. . . . A product of joint learning.”*® Other
researchers have further conceptualized organizational culture as “the shared beliefs of a
group used to solve problems and manage internal anxiety,” delineating shared beliefs as

“the collective norms and values of an organization.”*® These definitions are by no means

13 Headquarters Department of the Army, Army Doctrine Reference Publication
(ADRP) 6-0, Mission Command (Washington, DC: Department of the Army, March
2014), 1-4.

14 Ibid.
15 Schein, 18.

16 Carey W. Walker and Matthew J. Bonnot, Myth Busting: Coming to Grips with
Organizational Culture and Climate (produced for the Department of Command and
Leadership for the CGSC, 2015), 2, accessed November 11, 2015, https://cgsc.black
board.com/bbcswebdav/pid-314131-dt-content-rid-2064860_1/xid-2064860_1.

6



the only ones in existence, but both these definitions add clarity to the concept of culture
in an organizational context. Many definitions of culture are mutually supporting, but
Schein’s was considered the most comprehensive single definition for the purpose of this

research.

Success

The final point to consider from the primary research question is how “successful
execution of Mission Command” will be recognizable. In other words, what constitutes
success? The reality is some subjectivity is inherent in the analysis. One individual’s
thoughts on what may facilitate success in this area will likely differ from another’s. A
number of the espoused principles, tenets and essentials in doctrine do not have absolute
values that denote success. Instead, commanders’ and subordinates’ individual
personalities and command styles will determine exactly how they enact the doctrinal
guidelines of Mission Command. Given this variance, when assessing whether the culture
enables the successful execution of Mission Command, the author considered whether it
is reasonable to expect that the culture could give rise to behaviors coincident with the
principles, tenets and essentials of doctrine. Successful execution was, therefore, defined
as an expectation that the cultural conditions allow commanders to use Mission
Command to direct subordinates, and those subordinates will fulfil their commander’s

intent.



Espoused Values

Edgar Schein defines espoused values as “the articulated publicly announced
principles and values that the group claims to be trying to achieve.”*’ The analysis of
chapter 3 expands upon this concept further, but this definition adds clarity to its use in

the secondary research questions.

Limitations and Delimitations
of the Investigation

The scope of this investigation is limited to the British Army. It does not consider
other services, agencies, departments or nations. Furthermore, it focuses on Mission
Command within the Army chain of command alone, and does not stray into the
command interactions that feed in to the senior Army leadership from politicians. The
doctrine publication deemed most relevant to Mission Command in this context is JDP
01. As already alluded to, Doctrine Note 15/04 describes the primacy of this document,
and so this will form the cornerstone of doctrinal tenets for the analysis. Other documents
also bear relevance to the subject and so wider literature was also considered where
applicable.

The review in chapter 3 compares the many conceptual studies of organizational
culture, refining the best models to use as frameworks for the analysis of chapters 5 and
6. In spite of the large numbers of studies considering organizational cultures, few
specifically investigate British Army culture. Every effort was made to use relevant
studies written during the past five years (2010 onwards) to ensure cultural traits are

relevant to the modern Army, with older literature used in the absence of recent

17 Schein, 15.



documentation. Army-wide surveys and studies validate the assertions made wherever
possible.

When considering the impact of culture on Mission Command, it was unrealistic
to analyze every aspect of culture. For example, Hofstede identifies more than 200
cultural traits related to the different cultural dimensions,® many of which bare no
apparent relationship to a tendency for Mission Command enactment. To refine this
aspect, traits were only included where identified literature related them to Mission
Command.

Another limitation is the analysis in chapter 5 does not consider the precise
adoption of different cultural traits by Great Britain. Instead, it focuses on the cultural
predisposition associated with broader cultural dimensions. Cultural dimensions,
explained more fully in chapter 3, are “aspect[s] of a culture that can be measured relative
to other cultures.”*® Dimensions group together specific traits based on statistical analysis
and so describe generalized cultural tendencies.?° They afford a useful tool by which to
examine national culture, but do not consider predilections of societies for more specific
traits that compose each dimension.

Although this investigation considers whether the British Army culture is
conducive to the successful execution of Mission Command, it does not consider a

solution to resolving any deficiencies. It seems logical that, where culture is misaligned

18 Geert Hofstede, Gert Jan Hofstede, and Michael Minkov, Cultures and
Organizations: Software of the Mind (New York: The McGraw-Hill Companies, 2010),
53-298.

9 1bid., 31.
20 1bid.



with Mission Command doctrine, a solution may come in one of three forms: changing
the culture, changing the doctrine, or changing both the culture and the doctrine. It was
not within the purview of this study to determine which of these is advisable or how to
enact such change.

Finally, in terms of delimitations, this study does not consider the impact of
specific subcultures on Mission Command within the Army. With a long history and
well-developed Regimental system, significant subcultures are likely to exist across the
Army, but the focus is on the organizational culture of the Army as a whole. This study

considers the impact of the Regimental system, but not the subcultures of the system.

Assumptions

Some key assumptions, pertinent to this research project are:

1. The predicted operational environments used to formulate Mission Command
doctrine in its current guise are valid. My research does not look to discredit or validate
the operational environment or the utility of Mission Command.

2. The British Army seeks to enact Mission Command by applying the existing
British Army doctrine.

3. The selected cultural studies of the British Army used in this thesis provide an
accurate, representative analysis of current Army culture.

4. Different organizational cultures can either enable or obstruct the successful

execution of Mission Command.

10



Methodology

The research for this paper was qualitative in nature. It investigated the
relationship between two elements, Mission Command and British Army culture, seeking
to understand whether one element, culture, supports the other element, Mission
Command. A literature review provides the method of analysis, synthesizing and
comparing existing literature of both elements in forming an assessment as to whether the
relationship is supportive or not. Although the nature of research has an ethnographical®
slant in that it seeks to understand culture, no observational or interview-based data
collection took place.

The first element of the literature review established the requirements of Mission
Command philosophy. This sets the historical context for the formulation of the theory,
and the reasons why the British Army adopted it. This historical context establishes the
background for Mission Command in its current guise, as dictated by modern doctrine.
There was an abundance of literature considering Mission Command’s historical
development and therefore supporting this aspect of the review.

As the review turned to the current relevance of Mission Command, doctrine
became the guiding literature on which the review focused. Such doctrine explicitly

describes the expectations of Mission Command in its current guise by dictating tenets??

2L Ethnography is “a qualitative strategy in which the researcher studies an intact
cultural group in a natural setting over a prolonged period of time.” This research often
uses observational and interview-based data collection methods. John W. Creswell,
Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches (Los
Angeles, CA: SAGE Publications, 2014), 14, 242.

22 The author uses the word “tenets” to account for the guiding principle, enduring
tenets and essential elements described in JDP 01.
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for the successful application of theory.?® These tenets provided a handrail by which to
consider whether culture supports Mission Command. An assessment as to whether the
identified cultural traits support or hinder each of these required, tangible elements forms
the basis for analysis in chapters 5 and 6. As well as these tenets, doctrine also identifies
“trust” and “mutual understanding” as “essential conditions for Mission Command,” and
so they are considered alongside the tenets.?*

The other aspect on which the literature review focuses is culture. As well as
considering what comprises culture, it establishes the national culture within which
British Army exists as well as the organizational culture of the Army itself. Identification
of the national culture identifies predispositions of the Army’s recruitment base, which,
ultimately, the Army will need to either overcome or reinforce. Hofstede’s analysis of
national culture formed the foundation of this part of the review.?®

The works available to review the current British Army culture in the context of
Mission Command were more than sufficient for analysis. An important aspect of this
cultural examination was a comparison of espoused values? held by the British Army,
with the exhibited behaviors of its members, identifying misalignments between the two

and considering their implications for Mission Command. Empirical data helped identify

23 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 6-8.
2 1bid., 4.

2 Geert Hofstede and Gert Jan Hofstede, Cultures and Organizations: Software of
the Mind (United States of America: The McGraw-Hill Companies, 2005); Hofstede,
Hofstede, and Minkov.

26 Espoused values are one of the three levels of culture described by Edgar
Schein; the other two being basic underlying assumptions and artifacts. Schein, 24.
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the behavioral realities of the Army, and originated from various sources including
Army-wide surveys and analytical papers.

Each identified relevant cultural trait was methodically considered against the
determined requirements for Mission Command uncovered by the literature review. Such
an analysis inevitably involved some subjectivity given the requirement to assert whether
the cultural trait has a positive or negative impact on the enactment of Mission
Command. Some instances were readily apparent. For example, a cultural trait that
undermines trust is easily determined as undermining Mission Command. However, not
every cultural trait has such obvious implications. In all instances the author used
literature to support inferences in an effort to diminish his bias.?” Furthermore, new ideas
were discussed with others to ensure the author considered multiple viewpoints.

This methodology set the conditions for three broad possibilities for the results.
Firstly, the culture of the British Army may support the successful execution of Mission
Command in all respects. Secondly, the culture of the British Army may not support the
successful execution of Mission Command in any respects. Thirdly, the culture of the
British Army may support the successful execution of Mission Command in some
respects. It was not for the author to determine the relative importance of these outcomes,

simply to identify whether the Army requires change in some manner.

Thesis Structure

With this context in mind, in chapter 2 the author considers the historical context

of Mission Command, examining the roots of the concept. Initially this reviews the

27 As a serving British Army Major, the author undoubtedly has a bias within this
topic, developed through experiences of Mission Command during his career.
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period from the time of Frederick the Great until 1945, before focusing more specifically
on the conditions that led to Mission Command’s adoption by the British Army in its
current guise. With this review of Mission Command theory complete, in chapter 3 the
author considers different theories of culture, before, in chapter 4, establishing a link
between the theory of Mission Command and culture. This consideration of the
interaction between culture and Mission Command sets the framework for chapters 5 and
6, the analysis of which examines the cultural persuasions of both Great Britain and the
British Army, considering the implications that each cultural manifestation has for the
enactment of Mission Command, and whether or not it is supportive of the theory.
Finally, in chapter 7 the author summarizes the key findings of the previous chapters,
reviewing the relevance of this thesis against other literature, and proposing areas for

future research relevant to the subject.

Summary

In order to maximize operational effectiveness, it is critical the British Army
understands whether its organizational culture supports or hinders the enactment of its
command philosophy, Mission Command. By means of a literature review, this thesis
analyzes both the national culture within which the Army exists, and the Army’s
organizational culture, to establish whether prevalent cultural traits are conducive to the

successful execution of Mission Command.

14



CHAPTER 2
AN HISTORICAL REVIEW OF MISSION

COMMAND IN THE BRITISH ARMY

The thing that hath been, it is that which shall be; and that which is done is
that which shall be done: and there is no new thing under the sun.
— Ecclesiastes 1:1
Although only officially adopted into British doctrine in 1989, the concept of
Mission Command has existed for far longer. In his book, Transforming Command: The
Pursuit of Mission Command in the U.S., British, and Israeli Armies, Eitan Shamir
dedicates a chapter to a comprehensive review of the development of Mission Command
from the unwitting seeds of its conception in the time of Frederick the Great through to
the Germans’ application of Blitzkrieg in World War 11.28 He also addresses the adoption
of Mission Command by the British Army following the end of World War I1. His
summary affords a useful handrail for this review, which will follow his chronology and
supplement the key themes with other sources. The purpose of this chapter is to gain a
better understanding of the relevance of Mission Command, by reviewing its historical
precedence.
Broken into two subsections, the analysis under the first subheading studies the
philosophy’s development through the ages by key protagonists, including Frederick the
Great, Napoleon and Wellington. The analysis under the second subheading then looks at

why, following World War 11, the British adopted Mission Command in its doctrine and

28 Eitan Shamir, Transforming Command: The Pursuit of Mission Command in
the U.S., British and Israeli Armies (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2011), 29-
53.
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whether it was, in fact, a new concept for the Army. Finally, the author examines Mission

Command philosophy as espoused in current British Army doctrine.

The Origin and Development of Mission Command
—Frederick the Great to 1945

In many respects, it may seem counterintuitive to look to the time of Frederick the
Great to begin consideration of a topic that, by modern connotations, is synonymous with
such ideas as trust and mutual understanding.?® In fact, in some respects Frederick’s
command was almost the antithesis of modern Mission Command where “the thinking is
done centrally, in the mind of the king” and “the principal aim was to turn the army into
an instrument of a single mind and will.”3° His insistence on “exact discipline”! ran
contrary to any thoughts of trust for his soldiers yet, as Peter Paret observes, Frederick’s
invasion of Silesia in 1740 “gave Europe a taste of what was later to be called
Blitzkrieg”3? where he sought a quick, decisive war.3® This is not the only early seed of
change, and the value of independent formations of light infantry and cavalry began to be
recognized, although their use in this manner was the exception rather than the rule.*

Despite these early indications of change, command in war during Frederick’s

time was still a long way from resembling anything close to a modern understanding of

2 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 4.

30 peter Paret, Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986), 98-99.

31 Ibid., 98.
32 Ibid., 96.
3 Ibid., 102.
3 Shamir, 31.
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Mission Command. Napoleon built upon Frederick’s foundations during his rule and,
although his command was still unequivocally centralized,*® two key developments made
advances towards Mission Command. The first of these, the creation of the revolutionary
army, was not directly of Napoleon’s doing, but was certainly something from which he
benefitted.® In particular, the virtues bestowed by this army included a “dedicated
soldiery, an officer corps based on talent, generals proven in battle, and a flexible tactical
system.”?” This, to some extent, alleviated the reliance upon strict discipline, which had
been characteristic of Frederick’s rule, in a way that was not possible in other armies. The
second significant development of Napoleon’s rule was the introduction of the corps as a
formation by combining divisions.®® The large numbers of soldiers Napoleon committed
to battle were simply “too large to be controlled effectively by one man, and by
subdividing his army into corps, Napoleon enhanced command and control.”% To
oversee this level of decentralization Napoleon “imposed much firmer central control on
the dispersed commands,”*° and also created a staff system which, although devoid of

decision-making power, was larger than any previously seen and enabled him to enact his

35 paret, 133.

3 Geoffrey Parker, The Cambridge Illustrated History of Warfare (Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 197.

37 Ibid.
38 Ibid., 198.
39 Ibid.
40 Paret, 127.
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control of the subordinate units.** The success of these independent corps was dependent
upon Napoleon’s intent being clearly understood by his subordinates,*? an aspect which
translates directly to modern Mission Command.

The success that Napoleon enjoyed between the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries forced his adversaries to reconsider the manner in which they waged
war. Without doing so, they were unable to compete against Napoleon’s armies. At the
forefront of such reforms were the Prussians who capitalized on the concepts developed
by such influential theorists as Scharnhorst and Clausewitz.*® Clausewitz, a student of
Scharnhorst, was particularly influential in the concepts used in developing
Auftragstaktik, now adopted in English as Mission Command.** He envisioned that, to
combat the “uncertainty” and “chance” inherent in war, “during an operation decisions
have usually to be made at once: there may be no time to review the situation or even to

think it through.”#® Such reasoning infers the necessity for commanders to be innovative

41 MacGregor Knox and Williamson Murray, The Dynamics of Military
Revolution 1300-2050 (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 67.

42 Shamir, 32.
43 |bid., 33-34.

4 The adoption of Auftragstaktik into the English language caused debate over
how best it should be interpreted. Stephen Bungay, in his article “The Road to Mission
Command,” describes how “Auftragstaktik slipped into English as ‘mission command.
However, an alternative translation, “directive control,” was offered by Richard Simpkin
in Race to the Swift. Shamir apparently regards such debates of the time as “endless (and,
probably, at least some pointless) semantic debates.” Stephen Bungay, “The Road to
Mission Command: The Genesis of Command Philosophy,” British Army Review, 137
(Summer 2005): 22-29; Richard Simpkin, Race to the Swift (Brassey: 1985), 227-240
quoted in Bungay, 29; Shamir, 118.

45 Carl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. Michael E. Howard and Peter Paret
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), 101-102.
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and decisive, but the Prussian Army required reform in order to inculcate such
requirements.

Such reforms in Prussia occurred “within a wider social and political context,”
and in many ways resembled the aforementioned Napoleonic system.*® That said, the
introduction of a general staff and the emphasis on education, particularly at the Berlin
academy, took the system to a new level, in which initiative of junior commanders was
encouraged and authority was delegated down the chain of command.*’ Prussian Army
success in the Battle of the Nations (1813) and at Waterloo (1815) was, Shamir suggests,
in part due to the “earliest version of Auftragstaktik and the cultural changes it has
brought,”*® enabled by this reform.

If the makings of Auftragstaktik were now present in the Prussian army, they were
yet to be institutionalized. Such efforts took place under the direction of Helmuth von
Moltke the Elder, who commanded the Prussian Army commencing in 1857.*° Unlike
Napoleon and Frederick the Great, Moltke commanded at a time when industrialization
had started to affect the way in which war was waged. Of particular note was the
influence of the railway and the introduction of the needle-gun, which served to
contribute to a revolution of military affairs.>® With a backdrop of such technological

innovation, Moltke was able to move his armies large distances by rail, an infrastructure

46 Shamir, 34.

47 Ibid., 35-36.

“8 Ibid., 36.

49 Knox and Murray, 102.
%0 Ibid., 104.
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which he used to pursue “short, decisive conflicts” against his adversaries.>! The
separation and inevitable decentralization of forces caused by this practice necessitated
supporting decentralized command to enable the Prussians to “[seize] the initiative and
[force] opponents to react to Prussian moves.”*? In doing so, Moltke “refrained from
issuing anything but the most essential orders” to his subordinates and was even “ready to
condone deviations from his plan of operations if the subordinate general could gain
important tactical success.”® Such an emphasis on delegation runs entirely counter to the
systems operated by Napoleon and Frederick, and relied upon Moltke issuing clear tasks
(Auftrage) to his subordinates rather than telling them how to conduct their missions.>*
With decentralized command now imbued in the Prussian Army, it should have
set the tone for the next major conflict, World War 1. However, where empowerment of
subordinates, application of mission orders, and initiative at all levels characterized the
German army in training, it did not translate to the application of Auftragstaktik during
the early parts of the Great War, despite its inclusion in both the 1888 and 1906 infantry
drill regulations.® The “deadlock and resulting industrialised attrition of the Western

Front in the First World War was not a scenario in which Auftragstaktik was able to

*1 Ibid., 105.
%2 |bid.

%3 Paret, 291.
% Shamir, 40.
% Ibid., 41-46.
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triumph”°® but, unlike the Allies, the Germans adapted their tactics as the war progressed.
They began instead to seek victory through “a daring new approach to command and
control” in which “superior skills, tactics, and leadership at the junior officer and NCO
level” were features.® The resultant new infantry unit, the Stosstrup (shock troops),
enjoyed significant successes, acting independently and relying upon the initiative of
junior commanders, although ultimately the war was lost.>®

The resurgence of Auftragstaktik by the Germans towards the end of the Great
War formed the command and control basis for their subsequent development of
Blitzkrieg (Lighting War) maneuver tactics, employed during World War 11.>° Blitzkrieg
relied upon “speed and surprise . . . on a different order of magnitude” to that seen
previously, and so Auftragstaktik complemented it.®° It was a “fast-paced decentralized
nature of mobile armoured warfare” that required responsive command and control to
enable it.5! This was provided by the development of the radio which was an “example of
technology employed in the service of doctrine,” supporting Auftragstaktik by expediting

decision-making cycles and enhancing the situational awareness of low-level

% Bryan Watters, Mission Command—Mission Leadership (Creating the Climate
for Maximising Performance)—-A Corporate Philosophy (2002), 1, accessed November
15, 2015, http://www.raf.mod.uk/pmdair/rafcms/mediafiles/225D11C3 5056 A318
ABAF63C0D16C7670.doc.

57 Shamir, 47.

%8 |bid., 47-48.

% Ibid., 48-49.

€0 Ipid., 50.

%1 Ibid.
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commanders.®? A debate over the importance of technology in Mission Command,
discussed in chapter 6, continues to today. Senior commanders employing Blitzkrieg had
to strike a balance between leading from the front and micromanaging, but the new
doctrine afforded notable successes at the tactical and operational levels early in the
war.®3 Ultimately, however, diminishing application of Auftragstaktik at the strategic and
operational levels, and a reduction in levels of training for combat casualty replacements
degraded Auftragstaktik at the tactical level, which limited its success.

It is clear from this short look at the historical origins of Mission Command that
there was no single catalyst for the creation of a new command theory. Instead, key
military protagonists throughout history slowly, and cumulatively, changed the approach
to command in war. Changes reflected other shifts in the manner of waging war, such as
a change in the nature of army recruits and the technology available to commanders, and
these set the conditions for how military leaders could enact their command. Another
aspect of this review which is worthy of note is the evidence suggests adoption of such a
style of command is not, in itself, a guarantee of success. Despite this, we will see in the
next chapter how the British saw sufficient virtues in the German’s application of

Auftragstaktik to institute a similar theory in the British Army.

Adoption and Adaptation of Mission Command
by the British Army—1945 to Present

Following World War 11, any hopes that Britain held of a period without

significant military threat were short-lived as the Cold War began, dominating much of

%2 Ibid., 50-51.
® bid., 51.
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the next four decades. The emergence of a nuclear threat, and resulting theories of
nuclear deterrence, saw Britain prepare for a “global war with the Soviet Union.”%* Such
strategies of nuclear deterrence did not negate the requirement to have troops prepared to
face the conventional Soviet threat in Europe,® and this became the job of the British
Army of the Rhine.®® The British Army of the Rhine, and more specifically 1 British
Corps, constituted the British contribution to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s
defense planning.®” 1 British Corps was employed under the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization’s Northern Army Group, with its area of responsibility in the northern two-
thirds of the Federal Republic of Germany.®®

The British conducted a substantial amount of military planning against this
backdrop, although the fact that the “BAOR [British Army of the Rhine] had yet to
formulate a plausible operational concept,” meant that “its dispositions were suitable
neither for a cohesive positional defence, nor a mobile one.”®® To add further complexity
to the dilemma faced by the British, diminishing defense spending and the end of
conscription were significant factors in reducing Army numbers.”® In spite of these

issues, the Army’s leadership sought to improve the situation, but the results were

% Pugsley, “After the War,” 125.
%5 Lee, 92-96.

% Shamir, 80.

¢ Pugsley, “After the War,” 121.
%8 ee, 43.

% bid., 44.

0 Ibid., 40-42.
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“mostly cosmetic and designed to accommodate a fall in defence spending,” and were
further hampered from improving anything above the tactical level due to the Army’s
ingrained traditions.™

Although this Cold War threat provided a significant focus for the British Army,
it was not the only commitment of British military forces at the time. British and
Commonwealth forces conducted campaigns during the 1950s and 1960s in Malaya,
Kenya, Cyprus, Aden and Oman.”? These campaigns were invariably counterinsurgencies
and so were of a different nature to the anticipated war on the continent. This resulted in
theatre-specific doctrine that emphasized the need for decentralized command, in which
“the skills and initiative of junior officers and NCOs were of critical importance.”” This
“counter-balanced” the broader Army doctrine’ that had emerged after World War I,
under which the British Army of the Rhine operated, which sought to ensure that the
commander maintained tight control of the battle. This led to a disparity between the
British forces that operated on the continent and those that operated elsewhere, to the

extent that, by the time the Falklands campaign was fought in 1982, the requirement to

1 Sangho Lee believes “deep-seated traditions, such as the regimental system,
proved to be an additional barrier which hindered the formulation of a plausible concept
of operations above the tactical level, because regimental officers were reluctant to
develop a broader perspective of the battlefield.” Lee, 31.

72 Pugsley, “After the War,” 121.
 Ibid.
™ Ibid.
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bring all Army units up “to a higher standard of agility and flexibility” with a lesser
degree of centralized control was apparent.”™

The divergent roles of the Army hitherto described, characterized on the one side
by a defensive posture on the continent and on the other by an expeditionary
counterinsurgency mind-set, set the stage for significant reforms in the British Army.
These reforms are largely attributed to Field Marshal Sir Nigel Bagnall and became
known as the Bagnall reforms.”® Undertaken under the Conservative Government of the
Thatcher years, a period of significant fiscal restraint, Bagnall’s adage became “do more
with less.”’” That said, the Government facilitated an environment in which the Army
was able to implement the changes required by Bagnall, the 1981 defence review sparing
the Army further cuts and enabling continued weapon procurement.’® Bagnall, who had
commanded 1 British Corps and the Northern Army Group before becoming the Chief of
the General Staff saw the need to “transform the Army from a defensive and passive-
minded institution to an active one which would actually be capable of undertaking

defence without heavy reliance on the use of nuclear weapons.””® He recognized that

7> Shamir, 80-81.
76 Ibid., 114.

7 Lee, 17.

8 Ibid., 144.

7 Ibid., 16.
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such reform would require a cultural change in the Army®® and, over a period of 18 years,
set about driving forward the required changes.5!

Bagnall was not the only one driving change during this period but he was the
most influential.®2 As Commander of the Northern Army Group he organized a think tank
called the Tactical Doctrine Committee, later known as the Ginger Group, which
developed and tested new concepts.®® The Tactical Doctrine Committee results were
significant and, in 1987, the British military introduced the Higher Command and Staff
Course followed, in 1989, by the production of the first British operational-level doctrine,
Design for Military Operations.3* Central to this new doctrine was the concept of a
“manoeuvre-oriented offensive approach at the operational level,”® an approach based
upon Bagnall’s study of the German’s successes against numerically superior Soviet
opposition during World War 11.8¢ This “manoeuvrist approach” to war, which remains
the first tenet of today’s British Army capstone doctrine,®’ sought to attack the enemy’s

weakness in high-tempo operations enabled by exploiting the same flexibility the

8 Shamir, 111.

81 | ee, 33.

8 Ibid., 216.

8 Shamir, 113.

8 Lee, 224.

8 Ibid., 74.

8 Ipid., 81.

87 DCDC, ADP Operations, 5-2.
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Germans had created with Auftragstaktik.2® Bagnall sought to use both “positional” and
“mobile” defense, combined with firepower, to initially deny Soviet penetration.®® He
then looked to “rapidly exploit the successes by counter attack, or counterstroke,
throughout the front during the early hours of the conflict to create an opportunity for an
operational counter offensive to defeat the enemy’s main force.”*° In a period of
diminishing resources in which his motto was “do more with less,”® Bagnall looked to
exploit the human element of the British Army to engender success.%?

The introduction of the Bagnall reforms in terms of Mission Command was of
great significance to the British Army. As aforementioned, operations that exploited
decentralized command had already been prevalent, but only in very specific theaters,
and generally in counterinsurgencies. Bagnall’s reforms created a common doctrine
across the Army that espoused decentralized command. The human element was central
to this new doctrine because the flexibility created by “directive control,” or Mission
Command, facilitated the tempo of operations necessary to execute the Manoeuvrist
Approach.® By allowing subordinates to use their initiative within the bounds of the
commander’s intent, forces were able to react more quickly to a rapidly changing

situation and exploit fleeting opportunities for success.

8 Lee, 81; Shamir 115.
8 |_ee, 84; Shamir 115.
% | ee, 84.

% Ibid., 17.

%2 Shamir, 115.

3 | ee, 81.
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The influence of the Bagnall reforms on current military doctrine has undoubtedly
been significant, and the current capstone doctrine, ADP Operations, retains the core
tenets of the Manoeuvrist Approach and Mission Command that the doctrine of 1989
espoused. It was not, however, the first doctrine of the British Army, nor was it the first
time that the Army’s doctrine had advocated “centralised intent with decentralised
execution.”% In fact, 1905 saw the first doctrine publication in the British Army and it
stated:

It will often happen that local circumstances, impossible to foresee, may render

the precise execution of the orders given to subordinate leaders not only

unsuitable but impracticable. Moreover, when it is impossible, as must often be
the case, to issue more than very general instructions, the attainment of the object
aimed at must be left to the initiative and intelligence of these leaders.

Decentralisation of command, and a full recognition of the responsibilities of

subordinates in action, are thus absolutely necessary; and leaders must train their

subordinates not only to work intelligently and resolutely in accordance with brief
and very general instructions, but also to take upon themselves, whenever it may

be necessary, the responsibility of departing from, or from varying, the orders
they may have received.®

The fact that the essence of Mission Command was clearly articulated in the
earliest British Army doctrine has led Pugsley to conclude that the publication of Design
for Military Operations in 1989 was only revolutionary in that it introduced the
operational-level of war, whereas in all other areas it “simply added to the existing

doctrine.”% His analysis acknowledges that, as a result of Field Marshal Montgomery’s

% DCDC, ADP Operations, 5-3.

% War Office, Field Service Regulations, Part 1, Combined Training (London:
War Office, 1905), 6, quoted in Dr Christopher Pugsley, “Evolution of Decentralised
Command Doctrine: Part One: We Have Been Here Before,” British Army Review, no.
154 (Spring-Summer 2012): 122.

% pugsley, “After the War,” 125.
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influence following World War I, British doctrine strayed from its notion of centralized
intent and decentralized execution, towards tighter centralized control,®” but this does not
take away from the fact that decentralized execution was a pre-existing concept.

No matter how revolutionary the introduction of the Manoeuvrist Approach and
Mission Command to doctrine, the fact is that the concepts have remained central to the
way in which the Army operates ever since their inclusion. According to Gary Sheffield,
“from the 1990s onwards . . . doctrine was taken seriously and internalized by Army
officers,” a situation that had historically not been the case.% During this period, in spite
of continual changes in the operating environment, the change in British Army doctrine
has been “evolutionary rather than revolutionary.”®® This development has resulted in
updates to the way doctrine describes Mission Command, but the essence of Mission
Command remains centralized intent and decentralized execution.

The modern predilection for doctrine introduces further complexities given that
different publications often describe concepts such as Mission Command differently.
Such a situation occurs because the Army is subject to various types of doctrine,
including Army, Joint, North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Allied publications. The
release of Doctrine Note 15/04-Mission Command in 2015 decreed that, for Mission

Command, the wording of JDP 01 should supersede that of ADP Operations and the

7 bid., 121.

% Gary Sheffield, “Doctrine and Command in the British Army: An Historical
Overview,” quoted in DCDC, ADP Operations, E-20.

% |bid., E-21.
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Army Doctrine Primer.1%° Both JDP 01 and ADP Operations have common origins in the
now outdated Army Doctrine Publication Command 1995.1% Doctrine Note 15/04 tracks
the most recent amendments in Mission Command doctrine. The changes introduced in
this publication emphasize “greater effort needed by commanders to confirm
understanding” of their subordinates, and “freedom to decide how to achieve intent rather
than simply ‘mission.”””%%2 They also introduce the idea of flexing the level of control
commanders exert over subordinates dependent upon the subordinate’s competence. %
With the adoption of JDP 01 as the presiding Mission Command doctrine, the philosophy
is now described as consisting of “one guiding principle, four enduring tenets and five
essential elements.”1%4

The guiding principle is “the absolute responsibility to act, or to decide not to act,
within the framework of a superior commander’s intent.”% This principle requires
commanders to always remember the “primacy of intent,” never deviating from their
superior’s intent; they must apply “vigorous initiative,” acting quickly and without
awaiting further instructions; and they can choose not to act, although this must be a

conscious decision rather than inactivity through laziness or complacency. 1%

190 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 6.
101 1bid., 3.

102 |bid., 5.

103 1bid.

104 Ibid., 6.

105 Director Concepts and Doctrine, JDP 01, 103.

106 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 9.
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The four enduring tenets of Mission Command that support this guiding principle
are:

1. “Timely decision-making”—which emphasizes acting more quickly than the
adversary to enhance the chance of victory because the enemy is less likely to be
prepared. This requires a willingness to act on incomplete information and an ability to
strike a balance between acting too soon or too late.?” Inherent in acting quickly on
limited information is an acceptance of, and comfort with taking, prudent risk.

2. “Thorough understanding of superior commander’s intent”—responsibility is
placed on both the commander, who must ensure he communicates his intent clearly and
confirm the subordinate understands it, and the subordinate, who has “a duty to ensure
they understand the intent.”108

3. “Clear responsibility on the part of subordinates to fulfil intent”—this requires
comprehension of the immediate commander’s intent and the intent two ranks up. In the
event of conflicting intents, the superior commander’s has primacy.

4. “Determination to take the plan through to a successful conclusion”-requires
that “operations are commanded and executed with determination, drive, vigour and
initiative” to counter the chaos and friction that is inherent in war.°

Finally, the five essential elements of Mission Command are:

107 Ibid.

108 1hid.

109 Ibid., 10.

110 Director Concepts and Doctrine, JDP 01, 103.
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[1] Commanders must ensure that their subordinates understand their intent, their
own contributions and the context within which they are to act.

[2] Commanders should exercise a minimum of control over their subordinates,
consistent with their experience and ability, while retaining responsibility for
their actions.

[3] Subordinates are told what effect they are to realise and why.
[4] Subordinates are allocated sufficient resources to carry out their missions.

[5] Subordinates decide for themselves how best to achieve their superior’s
intent, 11!

Of note is the realization from these elements that a commander can legitimately
intervene in the subordinate’s actions in order to achieve his superior’s intent.
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that doctrinally pure language is an important aspect of
clearly articulating tasks to subordinates and should be used wherever possible.'?

It is noticeable that the revised interpretation of Mission Command in JDP 01
omits some apparently key tenets. Two of these are trust and mutual understanding.**®
Doctrine Note 15/04 explains this difference, stating that although these are essential to
the execution of Mission Command, they are equally applicable to a centralized
command philosophy.** As such, they remain critical components for successful
execution of Mission Command in spite of their omission.

Although the theory of centralized intent and decentralized execution may not

have been entirely new to British Army doctrine at the introduction of Mission

111 1bid., 104.

112 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 10.
113 DCDC, ADP Operations, 6-14 — 6-15.

114 Directorate Land Warfare, Doctrine Note 15/04, 4.
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Command, it seems reasonable to say that it brought renewed vigor to its application.
Mission Command provided a unified command concept for the entire Army, rather than
being the preserve of counterinsurgency conflicts outside Europe. This historical conflict
between different command approaches raises the question of whether the Army’s
historical variation in command approaches has translated into a modern culture favoring
a centralized or decentralized approach. Bagnall’s efforts were undoubtedly instrumental
in this process of reform. Since the publication of Design for Military Operations, the
concept of Mission Command has remained relatively constant, with minor changes
ensuring its continued relevance for current operations. Such changes have resulted in the
current preeminent Mission Command doctrine for the British Army as described in

JDP 01.
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CHAPTER 3

WHAT IS CULTURE?

Culture is deep, pervasive, complex, patterned, and morally neutral.*%°
— Schein, Organizational Culture and Leadership

Culture Defined

Much literature seeks to define culture and confer a common understanding of the
phenomenon, yet a standard definition is seemingly illusive. The different frames with
which laymen, anthropologists, organizational researchers and managers have viewed the
topic have led to some confusion over what culture really means.*'® Therefore, the first
thing to address in this review of cultural studies is how some of the seminal works
conceive of, and define, culture.

A glance at dictionary definitions for the word “culture” immediately attests to the
plethora of definitions that exist. The Collins Concise Dictionary, for example, provides
11 definitions for culture, five of which are in some way related to the context of this
study.'” Of these, the most relevant definition states that culture is “the total of inherited
ideas, beliefs, values, and knowledge, which constitute the shared bases of social

action.”**® This definition highlights some key components, namely that the

115 Schein, 53.
116 |hid., 13.

117.3. M. Sinclair, Collins Concise Dictionary, 4th ed. (Glasgow: HarperCollins
Publishers, 1999), 351-2.

118 1bid.
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manifestations of culture, in this instance ideas, beliefs, values, and knowledge, will be
passed from one generation to another and together they constitute some form of group
action. The Cambridge Dictionaries Online definition further emphasizes this group
dynamic as it considers culture to be “the way of life, especially the general customs and
beliefs, of a particular group of people at a particular time.”*'® As well as raising the
question of what group of people a particular culture might encompass, this also
highlights time as an aspect of culture that was not present in the earlier definition.
Although not included in many definitions on the subject it is often implicit in studies,
which observe that culture can change through time, and so any study of it is therefore
something of a snapshot in time.1?°

Although these dictionary definitions begin to give us a sense for what culture
might be, we must look at the ideas put forward by more comprehensive and analytical
studies by the likes of Geert Hofstede and Edgar Schein. Hofstede considers culture to be
“the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or
category of people from others.”*?! This definition furthers the understanding of culture
by emphasizing that culture differentiates groups of people from one another, an element
not explicit in previous versions. It also serves to reinforce the fact that it will transcend

generations given that the mind is programmed to function in a particular manner.

118 Cambridge Dictionaries Online, “Definition of ‘Culture’,” accessed December
30, 2015, http://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/culture.

120 gchein, 3; Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov, 13.
121 Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov, 6.
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A final slant on cultural definition that is worth considering in formulating our
understanding of the topic, is that of Schein, who believes that:

The culture of a group . . . [is] . . . a pattern of shared basic assumptions learned

by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration,

which has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught

to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those
problems.1?

Such a definition is certainly more comprehensive than those considered so far, but still
bestows some of the same aspects, in particular that culture in some way defines a group
and that the manifestations of that culture will be passed on to new generations. What
Schein introduces, however, is the concept that culture is learned by problem solving and
is adopted when a successful solution has been discovered. He deliberately avoids using
the word “behavior” in his definition because he believes that, although culture affects
behavior, “behavioral regularities can occur for reasons other than culture.”*? Such a
detailed definition conforms to Schein’s opinion that “culture is a multidimensional,
multifaceted phenomenon,” but he also more simplistically distils his concept down by
saying “culture ultimately reflects the group’s effort to cope and learn; it is the residue of
that learning process.”*?*

The definitions considered here highlight various themes that are central to the
concept of culture. All infer, at least to some extent, it is the ideas, beliefs, values, and
shared assumptions that differentiate one group from another, and which subsequent

generations learn and adopt. Although the Cambridge Dictionary Online is the only

122 5chein, 18.
123 |hid., 20.
124 1pid., 91.
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definition to mention time, time is an aspect that is implicit because culture is changeable.
Overall, the definition considered the most useful for this thesis is that of Schein, which
consists of an extra level of complexity when compared to the others and acknowledges

that culture is learned in response to problems faced by a group.

What Constitutes Culture? (Elements and Dimensions)

One thing the definitions do not necessarily clarify is how culture actually
manifests itself. The various definitions have postulated that ideas, beliefs, values,
knowledge, customs, programming of the mind, and shared basic assumptions are all
significant aspects of culture, but this warrants further investigation to decipher how
these aspects interact as tangible manifestations. As might be expected in a *“soft, holistic
concept”*?® such as culture, the various researchers represent the ideas in different ways.
They do, however, tend to agree that there are different levels at which groups
characterize that culture, with some aspects being relatively superficial whilst others are
more deep-seated. Indeed, many of the definitions of, and approaches to, studying culture

are not mutually exclusive,*?®

with common factors witnessed between many studies.
Hofstede’s model envisages four levels of cultural manifestation, with the most
deep-rooted element being values, and then increasingly superficial manifestations of

rituals, heroes and finally symbols.'?’ Rituals, heroes and symbols comprise cultural

125 Hofstede and Hofstede, 35.

126 Alastair Finlan, Contemporary Military Culture and Strategic Studies: US and
UK Armed Forces in the 21st Century (Abingdon, Oxfordshire, UK: Routledge Taylor
and Francis Group, 2014), 3.

127 Hofstede and Hofstede, 7.
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practices, which are observable elements of that culture, the basis of which is rooted in
the group’s values. One cannot grasp the meaning of these observable practices without
understanding the underlying values that the group holds. Hofstede considers that values
“are broad tendencies to prefer certain states of affairs over others,”*2® which are acquired
early in our lives and tend to be subconscious and therefore difficult to determine in a
group.*?® Because they are learned through the formative years they become very deep-
rooted and difficult to change, forming the “stable element in culture.”**

What this model does not address is how prevalent a value or practice must be to
consider it culturally relevant to a particular group. As Hofstede observes, everybody
belongs to multiple different groups at any one time,**! and so it becomes unclear what
cultural traits are deemed to contribute to defining each of those group’s cultures. The
term he uses to address this issue is “norms,” which is defined as the “standards of
behavior that exist within a group or category of people.”**? He believes, in a “desirable
environment,” such norms will be absolute, but in a “desired” environment, norms
“indicate the choices made by the majority.”**® This delineation infers that not everyone
in a group needs to bestow the same values all the time, or enact the same practices, but if

the majority does so, then it becomes culturally defining of that group.

128 bid., 8.

12 1bid., 10.
130 1bid., 21.
31 bid., 10.
132 |bid., 21.

133 1bid.
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Schein also envisions this concept of norms and describes “group norms” as “the
implicit standards and values that evolve in working groups.*** It is notable that this
definition avoids referring to behavior in groups, instead referring to “standards and
values,” in alignment with Schein’s opinion that behavior does not accurately describe
culture. In terms of the Army, Alastair Finlan, who considers “the process by which
norms influence behaviour in military institutions has yet to be satisfactorily identified in
a concrete and sustainable manner,”** seemingly supports this viewpoint. Further
analysis identifies Schein does not consider values alone to be as deeply entrenched in
culture as Hofstede.

Instead, Schein’s cultural model holds that “basic assumptions” are the most
fundamental level of culture because, as he sees it, “values are open to discussion, and
people can agree to disagree about them [, whereas] basic assumptions are so taken for
granted that someone who does not hold them is treated as a “foreigner” or as “crazy”
and is automatically dismissed.”**® When Schein refers to values, he tends to do so at a
more superficial level, talking of “espoused values,”*3” which he sees as a shallower
element of culture than basic assumptions. A group can embed such espoused values and

beliefs as assumptions through repeated validation, but such proof of success may not

134 Schein, 14.
135 Finlan, 8.
136 Schein, 23.

137 Schein defines espoused values as “the articulated publicly announced
principles and values that the group claims to be trying to achieve.” Schein, 15.
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always be possible.'® Finally, Schein identifies the most superficial level as “artifacts,”
which are those tangible elements that are immediately visible in a culture.

Although Hofstede and Schein each frame the various elements of culture slightly
differently, the basic premise is the same. They consider cultural manifestations to
represent different depths of culture. The most deep-rooted of these manifestations are
subconscious, slow changing and difficult to observe—values and basic assumptions
respectively—and these inform the more superficial, observable manifestations. Both
Hofstede and Schein insist it is easy to misinterpret the observable layers of culture if
they are analyzed in isolation, and so one must understand values or basic assumptions to
understand a culture fully.**®

What these models provide is a framework to help visualize different cultures.
Such a structure will be a key component for analysis in this thesis, covered in more
detail in chapters 5 and 6. The next section will examine the different levels of culture to

which these theories relate.

Levels of Culture

Given the definitions reviewed earlier do not specify any particular type of group
to which culture pertains, it seems logical that it can occur at many different levels.
Literature on the subject supports this hypothesis with, for example, Schein describing

four basic levels of culture, which are, from large to small, macrocultures, organizational

138 |hid., 28.
139 Schein, 32: Hofstede and Hofstede, 21.
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cultures, subcultures (including occupational cultures) and microcultures.4° Hofstede, on
the other hand, is more specific about the different levels of cultures, listing specific
levels rather than the categories that Schein describes; namely: national, regional, ethnic,
religious, linguistic affiliation, gender, generation, social class, organizational,
departmental and corporate levels.*! It could reasonably be expected that these levels
each fit under the broader categories considered by Schein.

Despite this broad agreement between these authors, there is apparent
disagreement in one specific area, the validity of the theory of organizational culture. The
basis of Schein’s book, Organizational Culture and Leadership, is founded upon his
belief in the concept. He views it as an integral element of the broad notion of culture,
and considers that “organizational cultures will vary in strength and stability as a function
of the length and emotional intensity of their actual history from the moment they were
founded.”1#? By contrast, Hofstede does not consider organizational culture as
comparable to macroculture, to the extent he believes “the same term culture for both
nations and organizations is slightly misleading.”**® His insistence on a different
definition for organizational culture from his broad definition of culture reinforces this

point.1** The crux of his conceived misalignment between national and organizational

140 Schein, 2.

141 Hofstede and Hofstede, 11.
142 Schein, 3.

143 Hofstede and Hofstede, 365.

144 Hofstede defines organizational culture as “the collective programming of the
mind that distinguishes the members of one organization from another.” Hofstede and
Hofstede, 282-3. Although very similar to their broader definition of culture, “the
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culture is that he believes individuals join an organization with their values already
determined by their upbringing,*® and so practices contribute to an organizational culture
much more than values.#® This viewpoint is at odds with Schein who sees culture as
pervading all levels in a single guise. It is also worthy of note that Hofstede’s opinion is
based upon the assumption that members of an organization are only involved in their
organization during working hours.'#” Such an assumption could be considered invalid
for an organization like the British Army, which is vocational rather than occupational in
nature and where members often live in Army accommodation surrounded by other
soldiers and officers, are expected to work long hours, and are governed by the Army’s
Values and Standards at all times. %

One aspect that both authors agree on is that the different levels of culture

influence the other levels, wherein “the national culture impact on organizations is

collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or
category of people from others,” it seems significant that they feel a requirement to
define this differently. Hofstede and Hofstede, 4.

145 Hofstede and Hofstede, 35.
146 |bid., 286.
147 1bid., 35.

18 Soldiers and officers are expected to abide by the service values of respect for
others, loyalty, courage, selfless commitment, integrity and discipline at all times. Failure
to do so will result in assessing the results of a soldier’s behavior against the Army’s
standards (lawful, appropriate and totally professional) by application of the Service Test,
which asks the question: “has the behavior enhanced or undermined operational
effectiveness?” Behavior that fails the Service Test is liable for punishment regardless of
whether the behavior took place in work or after working hours. DCDC, ADP
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profound.”*® The premise for this line of thought is an organization that exists within a
particular macroculture, for example a nation, is inherently influenced by that national
culture, and may be predisposed to certain cultural norms. Robert House supports this
belief, stating, “organizational cultures reflect the societies in which they are
embedded.”*° Furthermore, Hofstede even goes as far as to suggest “unawareness of
national limits causes management and organization ideas and theories to be exported
without regard for the values context in which they were developed.”**! Such a level of
influence might limit the cultural proclivities of an organization to such an extent that an
imported practice, like Mission Command, might not be possible in its adopted
environment, a concept further supported by Eitan Shamir’s theory of interpretation and
praxis gaps.!®? That said, although Schein agrees that macroculture influences
organizations,® his view of organizations as more culturally malleable than in
Hofstede’s model would suggest that this influence is not as absolute. This line of

thought seems further supported by Finlan, who considers the all-volunteer recruits of

149 Hofstede and Hofstede, 365.

150 Robert J. House et al., Culture, Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE
Study of 62 Societies (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 2004), 37.

151 Hofstede and Hofstede, 276.

152 Shamir asserts that, in adopting a borrowed concept such as Mission
Command philosophy from another culture, there are two points, referred to as gaps, at
which the theory can be misinterpreted. The first gap is “interpretation,” wherein a
country adopts a subtly different doctrinal form of Mission Command because of cultural
misinterpretation of the concept. The second gap is “praxis,” which refers to the unique
cultural interpretation of the adopted doctrine. These gaps ultimately create two points of
transformation, leading to a different form of adopted Mission Command when compared
to the original. Shamir, 6-7.
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today’s British Army are “psychologically attuned or predisposed to accepting the
military way of life” which assists the Army as they seek to overcome the socialization of
civilian life.*> Using Hofstede’s dimensions, Joseph Soeters adds further credence to this
idea, identifying how army recruits hold cultural values better aligned to military life than
do society at large. ' Furthermore, also using Hofstede’s dimensions, Page observed that
“career officers” possessed the same divergent cultural traits to society as the recruits in
Soeters’ study, thereby indicating that such a propensity for military culture has
longevity.

In trying to understand the cultural alignment of nations, Hofstede developed five
dimensions by which to compare national tendencies, wherein a dimension is “an aspect
of culture that can be measured relative to other cultures.”*® These dimensions are

power-distance,*®® collectivism versus individualism,® femininity versus masculinity, %
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uncertainty avoidance,*®! and long-term versus short-term orientation.? Later, Hofstede,
Hofstede and Minkov added a sixth dimension, indulgence versus restraint, to this list.
They categorized many countries from around the world according to these dimensions
and their cultural inclinations were determined from this analysis. Their research showed
Great Britain to be strongly individualist,'®* masculine,'® and indulgent, % with a very
low power-distance index,®” a small uncertainty avoidance score,®® and an intermediate
score for long-term versus short-term orientation.® Britain’s classifications in these
dimensions indicates the cultural predispositions of the society in which the British Army
exists, and are therefore likely incline the Army towards particular cultural traits.
Although Schein considers that culture is “not easily reduced to a few
dimensions,”*? he still explores macrocultural dimensions that affect organizational

culture. Schein describes these “deeper cultural assumptions” as “what is reality and
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truth,”1t “the nature of time and space,”’2 and “human nature, activity, and
relationships,”*” and, largely, they are broad categorizations that often encompass the
dimensions proposed by Hofstede. In fact, Schein repeatedly cites Hofstede and explicitly
mentions individualism versus collectivism and power-distance as elements of human
nature.'™* Such overlap of theories adds weight to their applicability but, of the two
theorists, Hofstede’s dimensions lend themselves more towards examining the impact of
national culture on the British Army given that they examine the specific traits that exist
in Great Britain’s culture.

A final point that is worthy of note regarding the different levels of cultures is that
of the influence of subcultures. Schein acknowledges that “much of what goes on inside
an organization that has existed for some time can best be understood as a set of
interactions of subcultures operating within the larger context of the organizational
culture.”*™ He goes on to explain how subcultures will, to some extent, differ from that
of the organization given that members of these subcultures “hold assumptions beyond
those of the total organization.”1’® This phenomenon is likely to be particularly prevalent
in the British Army given its composition of a plethora of different arms, regiments,

subunits and trades to name but a few. Indeed, authors have historically noted the strong,
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and at times divisive, strength of the traditional Regimental system in influencing culture
and stifling change.'’” Some cultural analysts have even gone as far as to suggest that
“the British Army does not possess an overarching military culture” given the “tribal”
nature of the Regimental system.1’® Both Hofstede!’® and Schein'® seek to classify
different subcultures of organizations, with Schein specifically considering the generic
cultural traits they may each contribute.®! That said, the reality is a long-established
organization, such as the Army, will have evolved many subcultures beyond those
proposed by Schein, and he acknowledges this possibility. 8

Also of note is Hofstede’s belief that, within subcultures, occupational cultures
manifest themselves through practices and values in equal measure.®® This potentially

becomes relevant for the British Army when considered in conjunction with Schein’s
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assertion about occupational cultures, where “if there is strong socialization during the
education and training period and if the beliefs and values learned during this time remain
stable as taken-for-granted assumptions even though the person may not be in a group of
occupational peers, then clearly those occupations have cultures.”*®* This being the case,
the intensive basic training that Army recruits undertake could potentially create what is
effectively a larger scale occupational culture that pervades the entire Army and would
therefore mean that, in accordance with Hofstede’s analysis, values would play a more
important role than in standard organizations.*® This theory seems further supported by
Hofstede’s belief that members of organizations are only involved in them during
working hours, an element that does not correspond to the Army. Furthermore, Soeters et
al. identified that “military organizations represent a specific occupational culture which
is relatively isolated from society.” They believe this trend towards an occupational
culture results from, amongst other things, the “communal character of military life,”
common training in schools and academies emphasizing uniqueness, strong identity
encouraged by wearing a distinctive uniform, and long, irregular and anti-social working

hours. 8 Such an observation highlights both the prevalence of occupational cultures in

184 Schein, 21.
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