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. A privary migsicn of the Leadership and Organizational
vaenge Toehnical drea of the U.S. Army Research Institute for the
dohavioral and Soclal Sciences (ARI) is to enhance small unit
raadinsgs and performance through research to improve leadership,
cohesion, ond motivation. The research deascribed in this report
1y part of a project focusing on the impact of factors at a
unit’s homa staztion on subsequent performance of the unit at the
7.8. Army Combat Training Centers (CTCs). This research project,
criginally titlad “Determinants of Small Unit Performance,® is
waw part of ARI‘s wider research program for enhancing the
sorfornance of leadership staff groups.

Thic receazrch explored the quality of military leadership
uwhen, at the home post or station of a unit’s zssignment, leaders
preparad their units for deployment to combat. The research
applied currasnt theory to test predictions about the unit
conditione that influence whether ard how the competence of home
station leaderchip impacts on the performance of units in simu-
iated ceombat at the CTCs. Evidence supported predictionz that
vnit mombers’ support of their leader influences the relationship
hatwaen leaderchip competence and unit performancae.

The gponscor for the research presented in this report is the
Canter for Army Laadership, U.S. Army Command and General Staff
Collega, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Research is conducted under a
Memorandum of Lhgrecmant botween the U.S. Army Command and General
gtaff Collage and ARI dated 15 Novembar 1990, subject: YProgram
¢f Reesarch in Support of the Canter for Army Leadership.® The
research prosented in this report was initiated under a 1987
ramerandur of Lgreemcnt batween the same parties.
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fﬁ} IHPACY OF LUADER COHPETERCE AND PLATOON CONDITIONS ON PLATGOH
PEAFORMANCE YN SIHMULATED COMBAT EXERCISES

PYCCQTIVE SORRANY

Roguirement:

this research concerns the quality of the leadership shown
by leadars when, at the home post or station of unit assignment,
thay prapara their units for deployment to combat. The research
examines the influence of unit conditions on the relationship
batween horge station leadership competence and the performance of
unite in simulated combat. Examination of the joint effects of
leaderehip and unit conditions can potentially identify factors
that are critical to the design or implementation of interven-
tions for improving the development and effectiveness of leaders.

Procedure:

Fledler and Garcia’s (1987) cognitive resource theory (CRT)
cutlines specific organizational conditions that facilitate the
irpact of & leader’s intellectual or cognitive capabilities on
group ocutcemes. 'Thiz research tested CRT predictions for combat
platcon leaders and platoon sergeanta. It was predicted that the
ralationship between home station leadership and piatoon perfor-
nance varies as a function of (1) unit members’ support for their
loader, and (2) the leader’s stress with the superior.

. Questionnaires waeres administered to the memhers of 69 combat
platoons--platoon leaders {(PLs), platoon sergeants (PSs), squad
leaders (SLs), and sguad rembers (SMs)--—about 2 to 4 weeks prior
to a platocon’s deployment for training at one of the U.S. Army’s
Combat Training Centers (CTCs). Responses to these pre-exercisge
questionnaires measured the home station leadership competence of
PLe and PSs. Questionnaire responses also produced measures of
PL and PS experience, a leader’s stress with the immediate
superior, and member support for the leader. After having
raturnad to their home stations, the members and the company
commander of & platoon assessed platcon effectiveness in the
nissions undertaken during the CTC training. Median split and
roderated regression analyses were used to test the predictions.
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poplangas

Bvidencoe supported predictions for PSs that member support
Cifluonces the relationship between leadership competence and

11t performance. Accordingly, the home station leadership
mpetence of PSs was more strongly associated with platoon CTC

riornance when the platoon members were more cohesive or had a
crongor sonce of efficacy. Results did not support predictions
st stress Yrom superiors influvenced the relationship between
toon performance and leadership quality.

Sl T i B 0 Ul S

Ueilization of Findings:

Pindings generally support the current emphasis on develop-
ing and wmaintaining the cognitive capabilities of individual
1eaﬂars. They add that the impact of a leader’s capabilities can

o greater for units that are cohesive or have other organiza-
tiou&l properties supportive of stroing leadership. This suggests
that intarventions oriented to such properties as unit cohesion

can potentially facilitate the expected payoffs from leader
cducation, training, and development.
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sEI CODETENCE AND PLATCON CONDINT

OHE OGN
LGARICE EN SINULATED COMBAT EXERCISE

v

INTRODUCTICN

in ito program of research on determinants of Army unit
Sectivaness, the U.S. Arny Research Institute for the
wwloral and Social Sciences (ARI) examined home station
itione prior to a unit’‘s deployment for combat training.
domaine of unit conditions were investigated: individual
acteristice of unit members, unit training, organizaticnal
rzors, and leadership. The research sought to determine how
ariables in the four domains accounted for unit combat
fe2ctivensss as measured by accomplishment of training missions
curing realistic simulations of combat at the Army’s Cowubat
Training Centers (CTCs). Determination of how variables in the
ifour domaineg intaract with, moderate, or otherwise jointly
areount for performance effectiveness was considered important
for developing interventions that maximize the contribution of
zny single variable to unit preparedness for combat performance.

LIRS

Piedler and Garcia (1987) advanced cognitive resource theory
{CRT) largely to account for the contributions of leaders’
cognitive resources--“intellectual abilities, technical
acompetence, and job-relevant knowledge obtained by formal
training or exparience in the organization (p. 2)"--to
crganizational porforrance. CRT, thus, potentially provides a
Croneworik for identifving conditions important to the influence
s one facter investigatad in the determinants project: the
leadership abilities of unit leaders.

The genoeral argument of CRT is that the leader’s cognitive
eoasurces contribute to organizational performance only when
spditicns are favorable to that leadesr’s influence. CRT
ndieates that three conditions are critical to the influence of

lzader’e resocvrcas on organizational tasks that are relevant to
e rescurces. These conditions are (1) a directive style by the
ler; (2) memkar (subordinate) support for a leader; and (3)
ctreng in the relationship between a leader and the leader’s
i kol I8

o

In CRY, a lcader’s capabilities impact on group outcomes
vaen the lecder is directive. Directiveness is reflected in
~shiaviors that shape or focus activities toward the
iccomplishment of the outcomes. Such activities include making
pians, communicating plans, and telling the group how to enact
rimng. Nember supporti indicates subordinates’ willingness and
nbility teo carry out their leader’s directions. High member
upport thu serves to facilitate application of leadership
~upabilities on organizational performance.

&

=

In contreast, vtrens interferes with leaders’ abilities to
thaler resources to impact unit performance. Stress,
yecially inteoserconal stress botween leaders and their bosses,




diverts leaders’ resources from dealing with task demands and
E@W&td managing the source of their stress.. For this reason,
Fiedler and Garcia argue that leader intelligence and competence

shiould not correlate with unit performance for leaders who have

stressful relationships with their bosses.

CRT draws a distinction between abilities acquired by
avperience ond abilities more purely representing a leader’s
cognitive capabilities. That is, leaders develop with experience
abilities for efficiently handling difficult situations. CRT
argues that when well learned through experience, such
performance abilities are less susceptible to effectiveness under
conditions of stress. Unlike more fluid cognitive resources,
therefore, experience and the abilities acquired through it

remain correlated with group effectiveness even under conditions
of higher boss stress. ‘

In presenting CRT, Fiedler and Garcia used summaries and
secondary &analyses of earlier research to provide support for the
theory, and subsequent empirical research testing CRT is
relatively minimal given the theorv’s recency. The available
research (e.g., Vecchio, 1990; Murphy, Blyth, & Fielder, 1992)
supports most consistently the hypothesized effects of leader
directiveness. In addition to the small amount of independent
research, hypotheses in CRT do not appear to be entirely
consistent with other theories of leadership. One example is
CRT’s hypothecis that stress disables use of intellectual
capabilities. This hypothesis seems contradictory to the
problem-solving perspective of leadership, which argues that
leader cognitive capacities are especially relevant in dealing
with ill-defined situations (Mumford & Connelly, 1991). Thus,
use of CRT may provide needed evidence about the theory as well
a3 help to identify unit conditions that are important for
programs intended to insure the optimal contribution of
leadership skills to unit effectiveness.

ARI’s determinants research measured leadership abilities
using questionnaire items which described tasks performed by
loaders. The tasks were selected based on the framework of
leadership competencies promoted by U.S. Army doctrine
{deadquarters, Department of the Army, 1990) for leader
davelopment. This framework identifies nine competencies:
communication, supervision, teaching and counseling, soldier-team
developmeni:, technical and tactical proficiency, decision making,
planning, use of availabie systems, and professional ethics.

In the determinants research, the questionnaires were
administered to the wmembers of Army infantry units before the
unite denloyed from their home stations to a CTC for training.
The guestionnaire measured the pre~-deployment leadership task
performance of the platoon leader and platoon sergeant wvho were,
respectively, the senjor commissioned officer and senior

2



non-commissioned officer in a platoon. Platoons are the smallexzt
iqﬁqntry units that are both typically led by a commissioned
officer and assigned missions in CTC exercises. By design two

CRT variables, member support and boss stress, were measured.
Based on CRT, we hypothesized:

(1) The relationship between platoon performance and
leadership competence igs stronger under conditions of
higher as opposed to lower member support.

(2) The relationship between leadership competence and
platoon performance is stronger under conditions of
lower, as opposed to higher, Loss stress.

(3) Experience correlates with unit performance for

leaders who report stressful relationships with their
superiors.

METHOD
Subiects

Questionnaires were administered t*o the members of 69
infantry battalions, the platoon leader (PL) and platoon sergeant
(PS) prior to training in CTC exercises. From the pre-exercise
administration, responses were obtained from 54 PLs, 59 PSs, 168
squad leaders (SLs), and 1060 squad members (SMs). The number of
raspondents reporting themselves ag SLs ranged from one to six
per platoon, with a mean of 2.4. The number of SMs obtained per
platoon ranged from two to 28, with a mean of 15.4.

Aftex CTC training exercises, members of 58 platoons
responded to a questionnaire which assessed platoon performance.
Sampling plans and respondent loss produced some variation in the
numbers anc types of platoon members obtained per platoon.
Post-exercise questionnaires were obtained from 49 PLs and 41
PSs. An average of about two SLs was obtained for a platoon.

SMs were sampled in 32 platoons, with an average of about four
S¥e per platoon. The company commanders (CCs) of 14 of the
possible 20 companies also responded to the post-axercise

cuestionnaires. These CCs provided ratings of 42 of the sampled
plztoons.

Procedure

ARY researchers administered pre-exercise questionnaires at
n unit’s home station. An administration session typically
included “he members and leaders sampled from a single company,
with each respondent individually completing a questionnaire.
These pre-~exercise questionnaires included items on all domains
oxamined in the determinants project. They also yielded the
spacific measures of the independent and moderator variables used

3



Tierers

s PL and e lecdership competence, PL and PS experience, PFL
#nd P53 stress with thelr superier, and member support.

Two to four weeks after the pre-exercise data collection,

whir platoon: deployed as part of their larger organizations to an

1y CTC (the Naticnal Training Center or the Joint Readiness
Training Center). CTC training invelved engaging brigade- or
zattalion-gize unite (and their subordinate elements, to include
olatoonz) in successive combat operations (or missions) which
wore designed to be highly realistic simulations of combat.
Simulation realism is intended to insure training rigor and, in
addition, to allow the Army to obtain information for enhancing
the readiness of the overall force.

'Two-to-four weeks after a unit had returned to lte hone
station from & CIC, ARI researchers again administered
quastionnaires to obtain ratings of the performancea effectiveness
of platoons during the CTC 2xercises. Post-exercise
gquaestionnalires were individually completed by the leaders and
members of a platoon assambled as a group. Questionnaires were
administered to CCg in individual sessions.

“a ves

Platoon performance. Post-exercise questionnaires presented
a list of the nissionz that a platoon could have undertaken
during ‘the CTC exercises. Platoon members and CCs used a
four-level scale of damonstrated "training level® to rate a
platoon on each mission that it had actually performed. The four
levels and the scale values assigned to them were as follows:
“trained" (4), "needs a little training" (3), "needs a lot of
training® (2). and "untrained¥ (1).

Measuras were computed separately for the CC and the members
nf a platcon. The CC measure was computed as the average of the
CC’s rating of a platoor’s performance across missions at a CTC.
The platoon-menber measure was based on the rztings made by the
nembers Bampled for & platoon: The rlatoon-member measure was
formed by computing, for ecach platoon member, the average of that
individual’s retings of its platoon’s performance on CTC
rnissiong. These scores were then averaged separately for the SHs
and for the GLs in a platocn, thereby, resulting in one rating
score for all 5ls and ona score for all SLs. The scores for SMs,

$Ls, PL, and PS were again averaged to form the platoon measure
of platoon performance.

Izadershin coppetence. As part of the pre-exercise
questionnaire, the PL and PS in a platoon rated each other, and
tka 87& rated exch of the PL and PS for their leadership
nerforrance during peast tactical exercises. Questionnaire
itemg had beoen designed to describe tasks that fit with the
cospetency Jefinitions in the Army’s framework for leader

4



covelopment und with research findings (Steinberg & Leaman,
1950a; 1990b) on the tasks actually performed by leaders (see
?ramble & Alderks, 1991; Tremble, 1992 for further background on
the leadership measures). From the overall pool of tasks in the
guastionnaire, wve selected seven tiint appeared to describe, most
diractly, a use of cognitive capabilities, that is, a job
inowledge, planning, or decision-making capability. Table 1

- A
i

izts the itoms cgelected to measure leadership competence.

Table 1
Leader Competence Scale

1. Knows army tactics and war fighting.

2. Plans and conducts platoon level training. *

3. Plans for alternative courses of action.

4. Makes changes to plans when there are changes in the
situation.

5. Makes use of available resources to accomplish the
mission. ‘

6. Plans what needs to be done by when, and by which
elements of the platocn.

7. Figures out how to accomplish the task when he has only
been given the objective.

* This item was rated uniquely for PL and was not
included for the PS.

Performance of the leadership tasks was rated on a
five-alternative scale of performance quality. The scale values
and their anchors wvere as follows: "best of all" (5),
"excellent" (4), "good" (3), "fair" (2), and "poor" (1). The
axtreme anchors for these scales were chosen to offset a frequent
pattern in research on military leadership: highly positive and
skewed distributions of members’ ratings of their leader’s
leadership. It was anticipated that "favorable" anchors would
ancouraga use of the entire range of the scale. It was also
anticipated that the extremity of the most positive scale value,
*begt of all", would diacourage cavalier use. Each rater’s
ratings of a leader were averaged. This yielded the PL’s and
PS’s rating of the leadership competence of each other. The
averages of the SLs in a platoon were again averaged to form the
SL measurzs of PL and PS leadership competence.



. Laader oxperience. In the pre-exercise questionnaire, PLs
tnd PSs reported how long they had been on active duty in the
%rmy. PLs responded on & 10 alternative scale that increased in
four-month intarvals from "0-3 months in service" to %36 or more
months in service". PSs also responded on a 10 alternative
zcale; however, the shortest alternative was "less than a year",
£nd the remaining nine alternatives increased in 2-year intervals
fron %1-2 years" to "17+ years"™. For purposes of analysis, the
olternatives were viewed as forming a 10-step scale, and the
alternatives vere assigned values ranging from 1 (shortest time
in Army) to 10 (longest time in Army).

Boss gtress. PSs and PLs completed a five-item scale (Table
2) assessing their stress with their immediate superior. The PL
was the immediate superior of the PS, and the CC was the
immediate superior of the PL. Three of the five items were taken
£rom Potter and Fiedler (1981), and the cther two were composed
fer the current scale. Before averaged to form the five-item
ccale, responses to the items were reverse-coded so that
responses indicating lower stress received higher scores.

Table 2
Dops Stress Scale

1. (My superior) is constantly changing the directions he
gives to me.

2. (u{ superior) expects me to do tco much in too littile
time.

3. (My superior) becomes unpleasant with me when he is under
pressure.

4. (My superior) dces not tell me what he expects from me.

5. (My superior) shows favoritism within the platoon.

Heapber Suppvort. In CRT, member support reflects the
subordinates’ willingness and ability to carry out their leader’s
directions. Greup cohesion and .latoon efficacy measures were
used to operatiocnalize member support.

SMs’ responses were used to form the measures of member
support. Aes grouped for this research, most of the followers of
a PL or PS were SMs so that their responses best represented the
support of a leader’s subordinates. Use of SMs’ responses also
reduced the method variance common to the independent and other
noderator variables as all other variables were measured by
regponses from SLs, PSs, and Pls.



‘ Table 3 preuents the platoon efficacy and the cohesion scale
items. The five-item platoon efficacy scale measured SM beliefs
sbout their platoons’ overall capability for effective

varformance across platoon task domains. The efficacy scale was
aveloped for this study.

Group cohesion was measured in terms of the bonding or
sttachments among SMs in a platoon. The four-item cohesion scale
was derived from a larger scale measuring the instrumental and
nffective bends among the peers in a military unit (Siebold &
¥elly, 1988a, 1988b).

“Yable 3
Hember Support Heasures

2iatoon Efficacy Scale
1. Does a good job in garrison.
2. Doeg a good job in the field.
3. Is &ble to accomplish any mission it is given.
4. Is ready for combat at this time.
5. Will perform well at the JRTC/NTC.

‘xoup _Cohesion Scale

1. The squad members in this platocn truset each other.

2. The members in this platoon really care about each other.

3. The squad members in this platoon pull together to get
the job done.

4. The squad members in the platoon work well together as a
tean.

| S

Analysis

Two methods were used to test hypotheses. These aralyses
ware run separately for the PL and the PS as the target leader.

First, for each hypothesis tested, median scores were used
to divide platoons into more favorable (higher member support;
lower boss stress) or less favorable (lower member support;
higher boss stress) moderating conditions. For favorable and
unfavorable platcon conditions, correlations were computed
between leadership resources (competence and experience) and
nleatoon performance. Differences between correlations were
apsessed using Fisher’s 2 transformation.



Sscond, hypothescs were tested using moderated regression
:nalysie (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Platoon performance was
vagroessed hierarchically by (A) leader resources (leader

potence or experienca); by {B) the moderating conditions
caenber support or boss stress); and then by the interaction term
‘A % B). Significant variance in platocn performance explained
iy the szddition of the interaction (A x B) term provided evidence
that platoon conditions moderated the influence of leader
rznources on orgunizational performance.

RESULTS

Table 4 presents coefficient alpha for scales, summary
statistics, and correlations among measured variables.

Scale Reliahilitieg:. Cronbach’s ccefficient alpha was used
{o assess the internal consistency of multiple item scales.
neliability coefficients for all scales were satisfactory,
anging from a=.86 to a=.96. Reliability coefficients were not
computed for pariormance ratings because the training missions
differed across platoons. Platoons serve different functions in
combat, and, therefore, trained under the circumstances
cwercising those functions.

Surmsry Statistics. The possible range of scale responses
were from one to five, except for platoon performance which had a
response range from one to four. The scale means for constructs
representing platoon conditions were consistently above the
nidpoint (i.e., nean from 3.43 to 3.96), but demonstrated

adequate variance to permit median split analysis (i.e., standarxd
deviation from .51 to .93).

The distrikution of PLs’ and PSs’ experience warrant further
discussion. PLz’ reports of their Army tenure demonstrated a
normal appearing distribution across ali 10 alternatives. The
wean time that PLs spent in the army was "20 to 23 months in
sarvice¥, with a standard deviation of about 8.8 months.

Unlike PL euperience, PSs’ reports of Army tenure were not
distributed evenly across roesponse alternatives. Rather, PS
reports were negatively skewed and were clustered among the
Longer service intervals, with 66% of the PSs at 13 or more years
of gervice (category 8 on the ten-alternative scale). Mean Army
sxperience for P5s was represented by the category "13 to 14
vanre in cervice® with a standard deviation of about 3 years.
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Table 5 presents means and standard deviations for the thros
noderator varicbles above and below the median. For all
acderators, fevorable conditions were rated significantly higher
than less favorable conditiens. Especially for boss stress, the
varlancas for favorable conditions tended to be smaller than for
iass favorable conditions.

Tabla 6 presents descriptive statistics for leader resources
and platoon parformance for platoons above and below the median
on the three moderator variables. Mean leadership competence
ratings and mean platoon performance ratings tended to be higher
for the mora favorable conditions of member support and PS boss
stress. This pattern was not observed for PL boss stress.

Despite these patterns, only six statistically significant
differences for leader resources and platoon performance were
found for maedian comparisons. These six differences showed no
consistent pattern as they were distributed across ratings of
platoon performance and leadership competence, across different

raters, and represented three of the four possible moderating
conditions.

Table 5 -
Means of iMedizn Splits Representing Favorable and Unfavorable Platoon Conditions

Favorable Condition Unfavorabic Condition
m sd 1] sd b Lsig
PS Boss stress 474 (25) 31 339 (34) 65 1063 p<.001
PL Boss stress 429 (27) 41 2.93 (26) 80 772 p<.001
SM QGroup cohesion  3.81 (36} 35 2.96 (33) 35 11.81 p<.001
SM Platoonfefﬁcacy 4.29 (36) 24 , 3.57 (33) 44 1028 p<.001

Note. Higher ratings denote less stress. Number of subjects in parenthesis

Tha correlations among variables (Table 4) were, at most,
nodarately strong, except for the relationgship between member
aupport variables of platoon efficacy and cohesion (r = .71).

The overall pattern suggests, thersfore, that the measures of the
CRT variables ware adequately independent for hypcthesis testing.
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Teble 6

Mean Pistoon Performance, Mean Ratings of Leadership, snd Mean Leader Experience for
Fzvorable and Unfavorable Platocn Conditions

Gmp nﬁng ol pﬂmm
CC’s rating of performance
PL competence (PS rating)
PL competence (SL rating)
PL tenure in the army

Mensure of Piateon Performance;
Group rating of performarce
CC’s rating of performance

PL competence (PS rating)

PL competence (SL rating)

PS compstence (PL rating)

FS compatence (SL rating)

PL tenure in the army

PS tenure in the army

PS compstence (FL rating)
PS competence (SL rating)
PL (snure in the army
PS ¢euure in the army

RMsamy

Group rating of petformance
CC's rating of parformance
PS cempatence (PL ratiag)
PS competence (SL. rating)
PS tenwre ia army

Lo PL Siress —High PL Stress
Mean Std n Mean Std n
3.19 33 26 318 30 25
314 39 19 3.17 42 19
3.82 18 20 385 .76 21
346 82 26 329 73 25
6.44 242 27 642 1.90 26
Jaw SM Cobesion High SM Coherion

Mean Std n Mean Std B

in 34 29 330 25 29
307 39 21 333 A3 21
367 68 28 386 88 28
343 89 31 341 T4 k) |
354 99 26 39 1.04 26
314 85 32 365 82 13
6.62 212 26 6.04 214 ”
821 1.57 29 790 142 30

High SM Efficacy

Mean Std » Mean St3 n
314 32 28 327 30 30
3.08 39 21 in M 21
369 89 28 384 67 28
333 92 31 35 0 31
35 1.11 26 39 89 26
326 81 32 3s3 ‘93 33
669 226 26 596 197 27
8.45 135 2 767 1.54 30
iy PS_Stress -High PS Stress
Mean Std n Mesn Std ]

330 29 p 3 313 34 24
330 a3 16 297 35 17
4.12 74 20 333 1.08 2
361 .78 21 326 9 26
829 153 k7] 7.80 141 25

—Ttest
t T sig
-19 ns
25 ns
.14 ns
-78 ns
-04 ns
—Ttest
t tslg
246 p<.05
207 p<05
RN ns
-05 ns
135 ns
249 p<.05
-9 ns
-9 ns
—ltent
t t sig
1.61 ns
184 ns
k) ns
74 ns
1463 ns
1.27 ns
-125 ns
-2.07 p<.05
—lctent
t talg
192 ns
278  p<001
276 p<.001
139 ns
1.28 ns

PL = Platoon leader, PS = Platoon scrgeant, SL = Squad lesders, SM = Squad members, CC-Companycommandcr
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Por the alternative perisrpance measures (ratings made by

¢ 20 and retings made by platoon members) stronger correlations
hava bean auzpected. The small proportion shared variznce

;gan these parformance measures suggests differences either in

narceptions or in the response tendencies of the different

crd. Given tho correlation magnitudes (r = .34), the

synetive neasures were not combined; rather, they were entered

b separate analyceg. !

Hripotheges for Lesdoxrs)

Memb@y _cupport. Hypothesis 1 stated that the relationship
Lotween lsadershipy competence and platoon performance is stronger
21 conditions of high member gsupport as opposed to low member
gupport. Por PSs or PLs, there were eight possible median
conparisons betwecan leader competence (two raters) and
parformance (two raters) under conditions of higher and lower
razber support (two measures--cohesion and platcon efficacy).
rable 7 displays the median comparisons for member support.

Resnlts partially supported the first hypcthesis for the PS.
Pirst, the magnitude of all aight correlations for PSs with high
zamber support was stronger than the corresponding correlations
+“or low support condition. Significant differences were found
matueen three of those correlations. Additionally, six positive
und statistically significant correlations between PS competence
rnd platoon performance existed for conditions of high member
cupport; whereas, only one was found for low support conditicns.

Results of the noderated regression analyses for the PS are
presented in Table 8. Of the eight analyses conducted, three
vialded significant interaction terms indicating that PS
competence and member support jointly accounted for platoon
nerformence. The significant interactions were found for the

1 ynile these correlations were not strong and suggested
only modarata association between CC and platoon member ratings,
cther date suggest a pattern of association among platoon
nwarformence ratings. That is, after the completion of CTC
training, platoon performance ratings were also made by the
shsprver-controllers (OCs) of platoons. OCs monitored platoon
narformance and provided training feedback during the CTC
oxercises. 0OCs’ ratings were not used in these analyses because
very few wera available (n = 21). However, both CCs’ and
nempars’ ratings of platoon performance correlated significantly
21¢h OCs’ rotings (r = .50 and r = .41 respectively).

12



Table 7

Correlations Between Leader Competerce and Platoen Performance for Favorable end
Unfaveredle Platoon Conditlons

PLATOON SERGEANT ANALYSIS

Caollective Efficacy

SL Patings of PS

Competetice viths  Kan __ low
Group rating of £He* 34°
performance (29) 27
CC rating of 32 29
performance (19) (21

L Rating of PS

Lompetence with:
Group rating of 23 -05
performance (25) (26)
CC rating of 440t -15
performance (18) (20)

PLATOON LEADER ANALYSIS

Collective Efficacy

SL Ratings of PL

Competence with:  High  Lew
Group rating of 36 -02
performance (23) (22)
CC rating of 26 06
performance (15) an

PS Rating of PL
Group rating of S0+ 37
pesformanes (29) @0
CC rating of 36 A45*
performance (19) 1)

Group Colesion
High _ low
G4 30
(29) @n
S50¢ 09
(21) (19)
38 -21
(26) (25
36* -25
(21) a”n
Group Cobesion
Hish ____ lLow
-04 2
(3) (22)
-09 36
(17) (16)
A4 21
(29) n
£5** 14
(19 (21)

Leader Stress
High  low
A46° S1e*
(24) (21
37 14
(16) an
-07 00
(21) (20)
-12 -15
(14) (18)
Lzader Stress
Hish  __ low
10t -24
(21) (19)
33 -05
(16) (15)
33 30
(26) (24)
S0* 25
(18) (19)

FLw=Platoon leader, PS+ Platoon sergeant, SL=Squad leaders, SM =Squad members, CC=Company commander
* significant dificrence between correlations (p < .05)
® significent difference between correlations, opposite of prediction (p < .05)
s ps 5.2 »n< 01
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o0 rating Platoon Merber
¢f Platoon Rating of Platoon
tgriormence 4 Parformance 4
high high
cohaslon cohesion .
/ /
3 =
3
low im?; |
coheslon cohesion
2 2
low high j
PS Cornpetence ¢ k.MF‘S C:orm:otom:ahlgh
CCrating
of Platoon
Performance
high
piztoon efficacy

3 "“ii::::::::

low
platonn efficacy

iow high
PS Comgatence

same three conditions that produced significant differencaz for
correlations for platoons above and bealow the median. Figure 1
" {llustrates theze interactions and shows thst high PS competence
led to superior platoon performance only when conditions of high
aenber support existed. Thus, moderated regression analyses
corroborited reculte of the median analysis in offering partial
zupport for Hypcthaesis 1 for the PS.
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Tuie B

ticderated Regression Results: The Interaction of Platoon Sergeant Competence with Platoon Cenditlons
au Piatccn Performance

P& Lgader Competence Rated by the Squad Leader:
Predicting Platoon Member's Rating of Platoon Performance

ne=.$ R AR? n=36 R? AR? n=56 R? AR?
PS Cowpelence (A) 25 - PS Competence (A) 25** - PS Competence (A)  25*° -
trcss (B) 26%* 01 Coheelon (B) 28** .03 Efficacy (B) 28 0
AXLDB 30 04 AXB 28 0 AXB 26°* 0

Predicting Company Cornmander’s Rating of Performance

neil R? AR? n=40 R AR? n=40 R? AR?
PS Competence (A)  .12° - PS Competence (A) .12° - PS Competence (A) .12° -
Stress (B) 16°* 04 Coheslon (B) i7* 05 Efficacy (B) 28 .15°
AXB 17 01 AXB 24* 07 AXB 29° 01

Leader Competence Rated by the Platoon Leader:
Predicting Platocn Meraber’s Rating of Performance

n=41 R AR? n=51 R AR? n=51 R AR?
PS Competence (A) ‘.01 . PS Competence (A) .01 - PS Competence (A) .01 -
Strzse (B) 03 02 Coheslon (B) £8 07 Efficacy (B) 07 06
AXD 04 n AXB 20* J2¢%e AXB 12 05

P:waMch_inmyCmmmda’sMngofPafmm

n=32 R AR? w33 R AR n=38 R AR?
PS Cempeteuce (A) .02 . PS Competence (A) .04 - PS Competence (A) .04 -

Strass (B) 10 08  Coheslon (8 i a3 Efficacy (B) 2% 20
AXB A1 01 AXB a5 700 AXB 37 Jise

PL = Pistoon leader, PS = Platoon zergeant, SL « Squad leaders, SM = Squad members, CC = Company commander
205 0. 200 S Ok
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Tellle &

Kodernted Regression Resulis: The Interaction of Platoon Leader Competence with Platoon Conditions on
Pistoon Performance

FL Competence Rated by the Squzd Leader:
Predicting Company Coamunander’s Rating of Performance

nw«37 R AR n=40 R AR? n=40 oy ant
PL Ceiapelence (A)  .13° - PL Competence (A) .15° - PL Competence (A) .15° -
S (B) 14 01 Cobesion (B) 21° 06 Efficacy (B) 32+ 17
AXE 34 0 AXD 21° 0 AXB 33« 01

Sredicting Platocn Meinber's Rating of Performance

t ne$) R? AR? n=56 R? AR? n=56 R? AR?
E PlL.Comnetence (A) .03 - PL Competence (A) .03 - PL Competence (A) .03 -

E Strees (0 03 0 Coheslon (B) A1 08 Efficacy (B) 08 05

| AXE 05 02 AXB A1 0 AXB 08 0

PL Competence Rated by the Platcon Sergeant:
Predicting Company Commander’s Rating of Perforrance

n=31 R AR} n=32 R AR? n=32 R AR?
PL Cermpetence (A) Q - PL Competence (A) .02 - PL Competence (A) 02 -
i Stress (B) % 04 Cohesion (8) REIRTS Efficacy (B) 260 a4
f AXB @ 01 AXB - a8 0 AXB 16 ¢

? Predicting Platoon Member's Rating of Fiatoon Performance

?j n=40 'y AR? ne4s R AR? n=45 R? AR?
. PL Compsotence (A) .10° - PL Compstence (A) .10° . PL Competence (A) .10* -
: Hirese (B) 10 ] Coliasion (B) 16* 05 Efficacy (B) 15¢ 05
[ ' AEB 10 0 AXB 16* 0 AXB 16 01

P PL = Platoon leader, PS = Platoon scrgeant, SL = Squed leaders, SM = Squad members, CC = Company commander

:«‘.QS (}i ..R<QL
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weonuppore for hypothesis 1 was found for »S,

xgunﬁ wor PLg (see Table 7). When platoon
atoon parformnance, three of the four correlaticns

£tk was szignificantly greater than the corresponding
valeztion ror lower wember support. When CCs ratved platoon
Cwoormance, however, no trend was observed. Moreover, none of
.xoaodevated yegression analyses produced a significant

Lotoraction tern between PL leadership competence and elther
coorort condition (see Table 9).

Josp_ptrese. ¥Hypothesis 2 stated that leader competence i

o w»trongly related to performance for conditions of low boss
.33 than For conditions of high boss stress. Table 7 presents
~ yasulte of the median eplit analyses for the PS and the PL.
T2 reasulte ¢id not support hypothesis 2. Correlations between
7 ~ompetence and platoon performance did not significantly
aiffar under conditions of low (-.15 < r < .51) and high boss
eoross (~.12 € ¥ € .46). Further contrary to hypothesis,
cor-elations for PL competence were positive and were generally
_wonger for conditions of high stress (.33 £ r < .51) than low
Creas (-.24 € ¢ < .28). For PLs, two of the high stress
ryalations werc statistically significant, and one was
.grificently grcater than the corresponding low stress

-ndition. 1oderated regression analysis produced no support for
sn axpacted intcraction between stress and leader competence for
- wher the P2 (sce Table 8) or the PL (see Table 9).

. vothes’s for Ieadership Evperience

Hypothesis 3 stzted that leader experience correlates with
o risrmance under conditions of high leader boss stress. Results
o’ tha median split analyses, summarized in Table 10, offered
calv weak support the third hypothesis. For PSs, all
correlations betuzen experience and platoon performance were
swnigrificant. For PLs, one statistically significant
corralation vas cbtained. This correlation indicated the

LU I8

-

copacted positive ralationship between PL experience and CCs’
v .tingn of platoon performance under conditions of high stress.
oseratod reqgreccion analyses (Table 11) revealed no significant
storactlens betvaen stress and experience for either PSs or Pls.
. r2all, resultes did not support the hypothesized relationship
‘een leadorship experience and vnit performance under

o oaful leaderchip conditions.
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Teile 10

Cocrelations Between Platoon Sergeant Experience and Piatoon Performance for
“onditions of High & Low Siress with Platoon Leader

Cerrelations of Platocn
Sergeant Experience (Tenure
olPSin Amay) with:

Group's rating of performance

CC’s rating of performance

Correlations of Platocn
ieader Experience (Tenure of
PlinArmv) with:

Group's ratings of performance

CC’s rating of performance

Low Boss
Stress

-13
(24)

-25
s

Low Boss
Stress

-03
(26)

19
(19)

High Boss
Streas

-.04

)

-23
(18)

High Boss
Stress

-11
25

.570.
(19)

Fisher's

| Fisher’s

1.14, ns

PS = Platoon Sergeant, PL = Platoon Leader, CC = Company Commander, * p < .05, ** p < .01
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i "f ii

i’.ﬁsﬁ: reted Regression Resulis: The Interaction of Leader Experience with Ross Stress on Platoon
FodRemance

T2 Interaction of Pleicon Scrgeant Experlence and Boss Stress on Performance.
Flatoors Member Ratirgs of Pesformance

nwd6 B? AR?
FS experiance (A) ‘ 02 -

S strezs witk PL (B) 05 03
LX3B . 05 00

Company Comrander Ratings of Performance

n=33 R? AR?
5 experience (A) .08 .

PS gtress with CC (B) 15 07
AXB 16 o1

‘The Interaction of Platoon Leader Experience with Boss Stress on Performance
Platoon Member Ratings of Performance

n=51 R? AR?
PL experience (A) 05 -

PL stress with CC (B) 05 .00
AXB 08 Kic]

Comparyy Commander Ratings of Performance

n=38 R AR?
PL experience (A) a1 .

PL streas with CC (B) 12 01
AXB 16 04

#1. = Platoon leader, FS = Platoon sergeant, SL = Squad leaders, SM = Squad members, CC = Company commander
* o< f5 **p < 0]
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DBEECJUSION

The durpsse of tlde roscurch was to explore ceonditions under
3 :a‘laaderg\brn wir leudership rescurces to bear on
SogTnizational po N o Army leadership positions, the
cad tha PL, woere exanined according to hypotheses generated
rogritive recources theory (CRT). sSupport for CRT
mited to the moderating effects of mombor
tionship bstween PSs’ leadership competeo.icc
wad nlatoon porfcrmance in conbat exercises. Member gupporit did
ot inflinence the relationship between PL competence and plutoom
Triormance. Results also failed to support predictions that
83 in the velutionship betveen a leader and the leader’:
diete supzrior wmoderates the affacts of leader competance or
rorienca on platoon perforsance.

REE P

In accouvnting for these findings, there are several
v oouibilitiec.  Tuis research failed to measure a critical
oiable in CRT--lecader directiveness. In CRT, leader
zrotiveness is che vehicle through which leaders’ cegnitive
wurcas impact on group performance. The failure to control
Con divactivencer mauy have masked the Ytrue® relaticnship that
wodnted Lbeatween Lo:adership resources and platoon performance.

LR St )

While tlis sallure cannot be dismisgsed, another important
consideratior involves the lzadership resources measured in this
savoegtigation., Tais affort ucasured leaders’ resources in terms
<7 compeiduce in serforming lecadership tasks prior to platoon
Cardernante in tho combat training exercisges. Such a measure
crezents tud issues for rescarch on CRT.

ona2 i <he typoo of wbiiities captured by & measure of task
rarloynanec. In addition to a leader’s intelisctual abilities,
- job cpacific snovledge galined through experience would likely
vhribuve € tew o cempetencs:.  Competence in task performance
22y oelso regalre iantermerconul ckills. &As such, the measure used
Lo was likely ¢ cozposite of the types c¢f leadership
urces=--intellzctual, techinical, and experience-- put forth by

noted, hovever, that CRT broadly defines
;Lo include cognitive abilities that are

zrience {p. 2; Fledler & Garcia, 1987):

ive rosources] rerers to the intellectual
cal coumpetence, and job-relevant knowledge

R

anl training or exparience in the

Seeaovaer, there Las besn little consistency in past research in
She measarow i of cognltive rezources, with measures including
csoaral intelildonce [Vecchio, 1990; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987) and
achnicel ccapaten

e {(urohy, Blyth, & fledler,1992).
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M If competernce and experience have different effects on
.hJﬁ@?ﬁ’ perforiance across conditions, then selecting leader
petence us thoe targated cognitive resources construct is

wroblematice 17 it im confeounded with experience.

Correlations, however, do not provide e¢vidence of a strong
positive relaticnship between ratings of 1eadershi? compatence
and leaders’ reported experience (r=-.41 to r=.12)

The second issue stems from the timing of measurement and
the typas ol skills for which CRT attempts to account. Thic
izuue could account for the limitation of support to the PS.
acasure of leadership competence was based on perceptions of
lcadership performance while the units were preparing to
azrticipate in cimulated training exercises. These exercices
tcok »lacae about two-four weeks later. The measure, thus,
represented abilities displayed prior to the exercises. CRT
atzempts to account for direct effects and, moreover, the dirsct
21 {ects of only thoce compstencies "required" by the group task.
e, hypotheses from CRT would apply in this investigation under
two conditions: (1) the competencies measured in zn earlier
performance setting carry into the later performance setting and
(%) the comnetencize neasured in the earlier setting are recquired
by group pesformance in the later setting.

The

Consideration of tha traditional roles of PLs and PSa
suggests that trhz PS5’z leadership compatencies are most likely <o
2 tha two conditions just identifisd. The traditional wview is
that PE€3 (and thelr subordinate non-commissiored officers) have
roapmeibility for conducting those activities that train and
develp the individual and collective capabilities necessary for
unit eadinzss. her unite later deploy to field activities,
NCI8 Ooutinue to maintain group conditions, but commissioned
sfficars tais charge of unit performance. This view suggests the
wossibllity of relatively greater continuity for PSs, than for
PLs, inthe lesadership competencies that are relevant to and
required for both unit preparation and later unit performance in
<dimld amivitics. With this greater continuity, the leaderchip

soapetent: of Piz as measurad here may be more appropriate for
toscine O,

o

* tha corrvistion botwscn PS experience and the PL’s rating
¢ the PS8’s conpetence wae significant and negative (r=-.41,
¥<,01} . ALl othor corvelations betweer either PL or PS competence
enl their ragpective tenure in the army were not significant.
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_ ‘ siaunis daitd Loy not have been fully appropriuce
ity t@sﬁing Che offects of oss stress and, thereby, nay have
wentributed to the failure to support the hypothesized effects
i P88 as well as for PLs. For the PSs investigated, the range
thoe obtained deta on experience (third hypothesis) was
motricted.  As mentioned earlier, the distribution of the pPsSc!
sure of Avmy sorvics was nsgatively skewed so the 66% of the
ple PS8 fell into the three highest categories of Army
erience neasured. This was accompanied by a relatively
ller variance for P38s’ oxperience as compared to PLs’ (zee
Mobhle 4. 4Llso, the maasurement of boegs stress prior to and
mislde of the training exercises may have worked against the
suus strens hypotheger for both the PSs and the PLs. We suspect
thiat coupared to the other pre-exercise conditions, high levels
»nf boss stross would more likely be an "acute" condition. That
fz, organizations depsndent on all of their elements for
»vectiveness ars not likely to tolerate chronically high levels
»f boss stress. This raisaz the possibility that the levels of
asra-axercise bozs stress were not severs (see Takle 5) or had
aen addressed. With the latter, pre-exercise measurements of
hoss stress may not have reliably described the stress that
influsnced leadoy performance during the exercises.

CRIMg hypotances akout stress imply interaction effeccs
notwean the lavel of irterpersonal stress and certain cognitive
capabilities (ac vepresented by intelligence, experience, etc.)
owon o the effocts of stresz. CRT further assumes that boss
stress dizrupte the subordinate leader’s ability te zpply the
ralevant cognitive capabilities. This assumption deserves
evamination since other theuries (e.g., Mumford & Connelly, 1992)
indicate that the problem-golvirg capablilities and the cognitive
conpetenciss of leaders are crucial to performance in novel,
conplex, and demanding performsnce domains such as those at CTCs.

The methecds used to test CKT need to carefully examine the
procesgas with vhich stress impacts on leaders’ effective use of
cognitive abilities, technical abilities, and experience. For
inztanca, strecs with one’s superior may impact the quality of
informetion exchange betwecn the subordinate lsader and his
supericr and the resulting cognitive burden on the subordinate
lzader. More specifically, it is often superiors in
hiararchicelly ordered organizations who are knowledgeable of
gituational demands, who structure performance requirements for
subordinate elements, and who communicate this information to
rubordinstes. losgs stress, a3 msasured in this study, would

22



impact on the quality of informatien exchange between leaderc b
ﬁfﬁucing goal clarity and introducing conflicting information. Y
£y measuring or controlling mediating processes, stronger

Zindings may emerge concerning the effects
=ts o
nze of cognitive resources. g f stress on leaders’

Partial support was found for the facilitating effects of
uenbers support on the PS’s ability to impact unit performance.

In accounting for the effects of member support, CRT focuses
sttention to the effects of member support on the leader and on
The lezder’s behavior. The passage below reflects this focus and
highlights how member support increases a leader’s perception of
aituational control and frees him/her to direct cognitive
resources toward the group task.

The wmost important element of situational control is the
grcup members’ support. We feel a lot more comfertable and
relaxed when we know we can depend on our subordinates. It
iz difficult to feel relaxed if we cannot be sure that our
orders and directions are carried out. If subordinates are
unreliable, the leader is likely to worry about
subordinates’ activities and to supervise their work
clogely. (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987, p. 52).

However, research should explore and contrcl for alternative
cxplanations for the effects of member support. For example,
sember support may impact the quality of the implementation of a
ieader’s plans as much as the guality of the plans made by the
lezder. Indeed, group conditions potentially substitute for the
wehaviors or furictions of leaders within a group (Kerr & Jermier,
1978).

It is zlso important to recognize the leaders may actively
“tempt to creatae favorable group conditions. By doing so,
ile:ders can make optimal use of both their own and their group
neters’ competencies. In this regard, Hackman and Walton (1986)
indcated that an important outcome of effective leadership is
the \nhancement of the group members’ ability to work effectively
in fuyure task situations. Future research should explore
alterative processes among member support, leadear behavior, and
Jroup serformance to more fully understand relationship between
lesderviip and group performance.

Pininge were consistent for two different measures of
slatoon jerformence--a measurs based on ratings made by the CCs
and a mwesure bused on ratings by the platoon members themselves.
Consistent patterns were obtained despite an almost disturbingly
emall cemacnality in the two measures (r=.34). Consistency of
rasulte for measures with such small commonality, nevertheless,
argues ngainst dismissal of results for the platoon members’
wtings su simply an artifact of a halo or bias in self ratings.

23




‘ Toplicetions, both prectical and theoretical, can be druun
Crea this ressavch. For practice, the findings indicate that
~ecders’ cogaltive capabilities have positive effects on unitc
cerxformencs, and thet utility may bz gained from programs
cnrgeting the development of those capabilities. The recults
sl undarscore tho general premise of CRT that organizational
wonditlione can noderste the inpact of a leader’z cognitive
bilities. In this study, nember support was indicated to be on2
cuch condition. Thus, the recults caution that the payoffs of
orograns timed at developing leader cognitive skillas may bao fully
rzulized to the oxtent that they also consider the organizational
context in which the targeted skills will be applied.

Other implications are more theoretical, and some have been
identifisd elpewhsre (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987; Vecchio, 19%0).
firat, there is a need for clear differentiation among types of
cognitive capabilities since all types may not be similarly
affected by organizational conditions. Second, CRT accounts for
the impact of cognitive resources that are relevant to the group
ox oxrganizaticnal tazk. Test of CRT, therefore, requires prior
apecification and verification that the types of resources
investigated are indeed relovant. At present, CRT contains no
clear guidelines for resource relevance, and this raduces the
Lastability of the theory. Third, CRT concerns direct affects.
“his limits the theory to those circumstances in which one can
reagonably expect direct effects. Not all group performance
nettinge are either so simple or straightforward in this regard.
This limitation is unfortunate since our results suggest that tha
»glevance of a loader’s resources could vary with leadership
nogition and with the role requirements of a pesition. Fourth,
CRT’s hypothesez are not necessarily congruent with other
theories. We have already discussed this with raspect to boss
stress. This also applies to member support. Over a long period
of time, it 1s not clear that groups would sustain the motivation
needed for highesr performance levels if their leaders persisted
in & highly directive style and in directly imposing their
solutions for implemaentation (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982; Blades,
1%36). PFinally, although CRT highlights the importance of
adisting envirenmental conditions such as member support,
leadership effectiveness can also be examined in light of what
lezders do to create a favorable organizational context.
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