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A p':i-ary :iasion of the Leadership and Organizational
<,,anea Tclnicz.l A rea of the U.S. Army Research Institute for the
havioral and Social Sciences (ARI) is to enhance small unit

.aadinoes .Ind performance through research to improve leadership,
ehesion, u-nd motivation. The research described in this report
iL part of a project focusing on the impact of factors at a
unit'8 home station on subsequent performance of the unit at the
U.S. Army Combat Training Centers (CTCs). This research project,
:-iginally titad "Determinants of Small Unit Performance," is

n: pa t oL RI's wider research program for enhancing the
fcrnanc- of leadership staff groups.

This ,:ecearch explored the quality of military leadership
vuhcn, at the home post or station of a unit's assignment, leaders
prepared their units for deployment to combat. The research
applied cunrrant theory to test predictions about the unit
conditions that influence whether and how the competence of home
station leadership impacts on the performance of units in simu-
lated cormbat at the CTCs. Evidence supported predictions that
unit mmbers' uupport of their leader influences the relationship
hatween !eaderchip competence and unit performance.

The sponsor for the research presented in this report is the
Canter for Army Leadership, U.S. Army Command and General Staff
Collega, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Research is conducted under a
nemorandum of Agreement between the U.S. Army Command and General
Staff College and ARI dated 15 November 1990, subject: "Program
of Roesearch in Support of the Center for Army Leadership." The
research presented in this report was initiated under a 1987
7amorrandux of Agreement between the same parties,

EDGAT M. JOHNSON
Director
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2A ISAAC2 OF LlADEZ CO>PETNWCE AND PLATOON CONDITIONS ON PLATOON1

: O CE 1i StIU1MLTED COMMiAT EXERCISES

e uircment:

This research concerns the quality of the leadership shown
by leaders when, at the home post or station of unit assignment,
thay prapara thcir units for deployment to combat. The research
examines the influence of unit conditions on the relationship
btween hora station leadership competence and the performance of
units in simulated combat. Examination of the joint effects of
leadership 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:

Fiedler and Garcia's (1987) cognitive resource theory (CRT)
outlines specific organizational conditions that facilitate the
ipact of a leader's intellectual or cognitive capabilities on
group outcomes. This research tested CRT predictions for combat
platoon-leaders and platoon sergeants. It was predicted that the
relationship between home station leadership and platoon perfor-
mance varies as a function of (1) unit members' support for their
leader, and (2) the leader's stress with the superior.

Questionnaires were administered to the members of 69 combat
platoons--platoon leaders (PLs), platoon sergeants (PSs), squad
leaders (SLs), and squad rembers (Ss)--about 2 to 4 weeks prior
to a platoon's deployment for training at one of the U.S. Army's
Combat Training Centers (CTCs). Responses to these pre-exercise
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 mamber support for the leader. After having
returned to their home stations, the members and the company
commander of a platoon assessed platoon effectiveness in the
missions undertaken during the CTC training. Median split and
moderated regrcesion analyses were used to test the predictions.
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Eviulenc oupported predictions for PSs that member support
i: X~fluec2 the relationship between leadership competence and

i. !t performance. Accordingly, the home station leadership
i*)vpetence of PSs was more strongly associated with platoon CTC
i, ,,Iornanco when the platoon members were more cohesive or had a
LZongr senoe of efficacy. Results did not support predictions

; stress f'rom superiors influenced the relationship between
K..,toon perforraance and leadership quality.

u'ilization of Findings:

Vindings generally support the current emphasis on develop-
ing and maintaining the cognitive capabilities of individual
leaders. They add that the impact of a leader's capabilities can
fzo greater for units that are cohesive or have other organiza-
tional properties supportive of strong leadership. This suggests
that interventions oriented to such properties as unit cohesion
vin potentially facilitate the expected payoffs from leader
cducation, training, and development.

viii
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> .SkL;TjENCE 51D P:LT-"' CON I2.E .... -.
iT~~e§.,:C~>c;LNC> SI1iJU2"VL COMELT EXERCISES

IZIfTRODUCTXON

Z .,_ [:,~rc>au of research on determinants of Army unit
itine , t: U.S. Arny Research Institute for the
uv iari1 r-id scial Sciences (ARI) examined home station

t Lions prior to a unit's deployment for combat training.
-z)u-t domaint of unit conditions were investigated: individual
<:acteristice of unit meribers, unit training, organizational
cors, and leadership. The research sought to determine how
.2iables in the four domains accounted for unit combat

t, fcctivenes as measured by accomplishment of training missions
ciz irng realistic simulations of combat at the Army's Combat
'ira.1ning Centers (CTCs). Determination of how variables in the
.our: dorains interact with, moderate, or otherwise jointly
..clunt for performance effectiveness was considered important
&.r developing interventions that maximize the contribution of
iV ingle variable to unit preparedness for combat performance.

1.iedlar and z:;rcia (1987) advanced cognitive resource theory
(,M'T) largely to account for the contributions of leaders'
.gnitive rcsources-- intellectual abilities, technical

(. mompetence, and job-relevant knowledge obtained by formal
"\ ,aining or exporience in the organization (p. 2)"--to
C*'?-ganizational performanco. CRT, thus, potentially provides a
... .:ework for identifying conditions important to the influence
Ci-. one factor investigatad in the determinants project: the
.iadership abilities of unit leaders.

Vie general argument of CRT is that the leader's cognitive
S-inurces contribute to or anizational performance only when

cyiticns are favorable to that leader's influence. CRT
.L cate that three conditions are critical to the influence of
loader's resources on organizational tasks that are relevant to

-k, 2^Curces. These conditions are (1) a directive style by the
-ader; (2) memL r (subordinate) support for a leader; and (3)
. .s in the relationship between a leader and the leader's

In CRX, a lcader's capabilities impact on group outcomes
iccn thu leader is directive. Directiveness is reflected in

'"l-uviors that chape or focus activities toward the
;*zcoaiplishment cf the outcomes. Such activities include making

Sns, corminicating plans, and telling the group how to enact
.*ans. Meimber support indicates subordinates' willingness and

7ility to carry out their leader's directions. High member
ip p ort thuE ;e rc s to facilitate application of leadership
.p bil ties on organizational performance.

9I, cOntrat. ftr.3s iraherferes with leaders' abilities to
tha.r r'seutceo to impact unit performance. Stress,

:.ocJ.l ly ..nt, ncr:oaal tress between leaders and their bosoe,.,
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diverts leaders' resources from dealing with task demands and
toward managing the source of their stress. For this reason,
Fiedler and Garcia argue that leader intelligence and competence
zhould not correlate with unit performance for leaders who have
;tressful relationships with their bosses.

CRT draws a distinction between abilities acquired by
eperience nd 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 theory'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 hypothesis 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
ao 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
leaders. The tasks were selected based on the framework of
leadership competencies promoted by U.S. Army doctrine
(Headquarters, Department of the Army, 1990) for leader
development. This framework identifies nine competencies:
communication, supervision, teaching and counceling, soldier-team
development, technical and tactical proficiency, decision making,
planning, use of available systems, and professional ethics.

In the determinants research, the questionnaires were
administered to the members of Army infantry units before the
units deployed from their home stations to a CTC for training.
The questionnaire measured the pre-deployment leadership task
,,erformance of the platoon leader and platoon sergeant who were,
respectively, the senior commissioned officer and senior

2



rion-commissioned officer in a platoon. Platoons are the smallezt
infantry 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.
Dased on CRT, we hypothesized:

(1) The relationship between platoon performance and
leadership competence is 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, boss stress.

(3) Experience correlates with unit performance for
leaders who report stressful relationships with their
superiors.

METHOD

Questionnaires were administered to 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
respondents reporting themselves as 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.

After 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 acd 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
SMs per platoon. The company commanders (CCs) of 14 of the
possible 20 companies also responded to the post-exercise
,uestionnaires. These CCs provided ratings of 42 of the sampled
platoons.

ARI researchers administered pre-exercise questionnaires at
a unit's home station. An administration session typically
included the members and leaders sampled from a single company,
with each respondent individually completing a questionnaire.
'These pre-exercise questionnaires included items on all domains
examined in the determinants project. They also yielded the
t pcific meacures of the independent and moderator variables used

3



:: I'L atadi 1, ladrship competence, PL and PS experience, PL
:n PS OtreLs with their superior, and member support.

TWo to four wcks after the pre-exercise data collection,
< platoon,- deployed as part of their larger organizations to an
_iy CTC (the National Training Center or the Joint Readiness

Aa3ning Center). CTC training involved engaging brigade- or
b-attaion-size units (and their subordinate elements, to include
platoons) in successive combat operations (or missions) which
wore defigned 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 its home
station from a CTC, ARI researchers again administered
qaestionnaires to obtain ratings of the performance effectiveness
of platoons during the CTC exercises. Post-exercise
questionnaires were individually completed by the leaders and
members of a platoon assembled as a group. Questionnaires were
administered to CCs in individual sessions.

_m Post-exercise questionnaires presented
a list of the missions that a platoon could have undertaken
during the TC exercises. Platoon members and CCs used a
four-level scale of demonstrated "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).

Measures were computed separately for the CC and the members
of a platoon. The CC measure was computed as the average of the
CC's rating of a platoon's performance across missions at a CTC.
The platoon-member measure was based on the ratings made by the
members sampled for a platoon; The platoon-member measure was
formed by computing, for each platoon member, the average of that
individua!'* ratings of its platoon's performance on CTC
nissions. These scores were then averaged separately for the SMs
and for the GLs in a platoon, thereby, resulting in one rating
score for all SNs and one score for all SLs. The scores for SMs,
SLs, PL, and PS were again averaged to form the platoon measure
of platoon performance.

. As part of the pre-exercise
questionnaire, the PL and PS in a platoon rated each other, and
tha SB rated each of the PL and PS for their leadership
psrfoimance during past tactical exercises. Questionnaire
items hmd beon designed to describe tasks that fit with the
co;mpetency definitions in the Army's framework for leader

4



6.evelopment Lnd with research findings (Steinberg & Leaman,
1990a; 1990b) on the tasks actually performed by leaders (see
Tremble & Alderks, 1991; Tremble, 1992 for further background on
the leadership measures). From the overall pool of tasks in the
iQuestionnaire, we selected seven tt appeared to describe, most
dirictly, a use of cognitive capabilities, that is, a job
knowledge, planning, or decision-making capability. Table 1
ILlt tha itams selected to measure leadership competence.

Table 1
Leader Competence Scale

1. Knows army tactics and war fighting.
2. Plans and conducts platoon level training. a
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 platoon.
7. Figures out how to accomplish the task when he has only

been given the objective.

a 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 were as follows: "best of all" (5),
"excellent" (4), "good" (3), "fair" (2), and "poor" (1). The
extreme 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
encourage use of the entire range of the scale. It was also
anticipated that the extremity of the most positive scale value,
"best of all", would discourage 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 measures of PL and PS leadership competence.

5



gdL, -. In the pre-exercise questionnaire, PLs
znd PSa reported how long they had been on active duty in the
Arimy. PLs responded on a 10 alternative scale that increased in
iour-month intervals from "0-3 months in service" to "36 or more
nonths in se-vice". PSs also responded on a 10 alternative
-cale; however, the shortest alternative was "less than a year",
znd the remaining nine alternatives increased in 2-year intervals
trom "1-2 years" to "17+ years". For purposes of analysis, the
rlternatives were viewed as forming a 10-step scale, and the
lternatives were assigned values ranging from 1 (shortest time

in Army) to 10 (longest time in Army).

Doss--trems. 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
from Potter and Fiedler (1981), and the other two were composed
for the current scale. Before averaged to form the five-item
Lcale, responses to the items were reverse-coded so that
responses indicating lower stress received higher scores.

Table 2
noss Stress Scale

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

2. (My superior) expects me to do too much in too little
time.

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

4. (My superior) does not tell me what he expects from me.
5. (My superior) shows favoritism within the platoon.

Member 6229_=. In CRT, member support reflects the
subordinates' willingness and ability to carry out their leader's
directions. Group cohesion and rlatoon efficacy measures were
used to operationalize member support.

SMs' responses were used to form the measures of member
support. As 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
moderator variables as all other variables were measured by
responses from SLs, PSs, and PLs.

6



Table 3 prouents the platoon efficacy and the cohesion scale
itens. The five-item platoon efficacy scale measured SM beliefs
-bout their platoons' overall capability for effective
,zformance across platoon task domains. The efficacy scale was
c'aveloped for this study.

Group cohesion was measured in terms of the bonding or
rttachments among SMs in a platoon. The four-item cohesion scale
,,as derived from a larger scale measuring the instrumental and
:ffective bonds among the peers in a military unit (Siebold &
:elly, 1988a, 2988b).

lable 3

INember Support Measures

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

i Droun Cohesion SOAle
1. The squad members in this platoon trust 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

team.

Two methods were used to test hypotheses. These analyses
,.ere 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 platoon conditions, correlations were computed
between leadership resources (competence and, experience) and
platoon performance. Differences between correlations were
assessed using Fisher's Z transformation.

7



S:cond, hypothescs ware tested using moderated regression
ysis (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Platoon performance was

* zkrcs~ed hierarchically by (A) leader resources (leader
x-voatunce or ex:,eriance); by (B) the moderating conditions
Mnber support or boss stress); and then by the interaction term
,A x B). Significant variance in platoon performance explained
1y the addition of the interaction (A x B) term provided evidence
tnat platoon conditions moderated the influence of leader
.::ource3 on organizational performance.

RESULTS

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

SClillties. cronbach's coefficient alpha was used
to assess the internal consistency of multiple item scales.
naliability coefficients for all scales were satisfactory,
':anging from a-.86 to a-.96. Reliability coefficients were not
computed for performance ratings because the training missions
differed across platoons. Platoons serve different functions in
combat, and, therefore, trained under the circumstances
exercising those functions.

E" ttt . 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 consictently above the
nidpoint (i.e., iean from 3.43 to 3.96), but demonstrated
adequate variance to permit median split analysis (i.e., standard
deviation from .51 to .93).

The distribution of PLs' and PS.' experience warrant further
discussion. PLs' reports of their Army tenure demonstrated a
nozmal appearing distribution across all 10 alternatives. The
..ean time that PLs spent in the army was "20 to 23 months in
ervice", with a standard deviation of about 8.8 months.

Unlike PL epaerience, PSs' reports of Army tenure were not
Llstributed evenly across rosponse 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 service (category 8 on the ten-alternative scale). Mean Army
f:x3erience f or P-s was represented by the category "13 to 14
yners in ,3ervice" with a standard deviation of about 3 years.

8
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Table 5 presents means and standard deviations for the thre
moderator variables above and below the median. For all
cideratorc, ±avorable conditions were rated significantly higher
th.n less favorable conditions. Especially for boss stress, the
,iziiiancas for favorable conditions tended to be smaller than for
-s favorable conditions.

Tabla 6 presents descriptive statistics for leader resources
and platoon performance 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 more favorable conditions of member support and PS boss
ntross. 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 madi'an 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
Wleans of Median Splits Representing Favorable and Unfavorable Platoon Conditions

Favorable Condition Unfavorable Condition

M msd t t sig

PS Boss stress 4.74 (25) .31 3.39 (34) .65 10.63 p<.001
PL Boss stress 4.29 (27) .41 2.93 (26) .80 7.72 p<.001
SM Group cohesion 3.81 (36) 35 2.96 (33) .36 11.81 p<.001
SM Platoon efficacy 4.29 (36) .24 3.57 (33) .44 10.28 p<.001

Higher ratings denote less stress. Number of subjests in parenthesis

The correlations among variables (Table 4) were, at most,
ioderately strong, except for the relationship between member
support variables of platoon efficacy and cohesion (r - .71).
ohe overall pattern suggests, therefore, that the measures of the

M.T variables were adequately independent for hypothesis testing.
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Tr,e 6
M 3n Platoon Perfosmance, Mean Ratings of Leadership, and Mean Leader Experience for
FAvorable and Unfavorable Platoon Conditions

1JW PL SrtL. Hikb PL Stress

Mean Std n Mean Std a t T lg

Grep rating e perfomance 3.19 .33 26 3.18 30 25 -.19 ns
CC's rating of peremunce 3.14 .39 19 3.17 .42 19 .25 ns
PL competence (PS ratno 3.82 .78 20 3.85 .76 21 .14 ns
PL competence (SL rating) 3.46 .82 26 3.29 .73 25 -.78 ns
PL tenre In the army 6.44 242 27 6.42 1.90 26 -.04 ns

Low SM Cohesion Hib SM CohesIon Idea
Mean Std a Mean St.d a t t lg

Mfrfcsure of Platoon erformance
Group raing of performarce 3.11 -34 29 3.30 .25 29 2.46 p<.05
CC's rwting of perormane 3.07 .39 21 333 .43 21 2.07 p<.05
PL competence (PS ratlzn 3.67 .68 28 3.86 .88 28 .92 ns
PL ompetenc (SL ratlng) 3.43 .89 31 3.41 .74 31 -.05 As
PS competence (PL ratin* 3-54 .99 26 3.91 1.04 26 1.35 as
PS comp "enc (SL ranu) 3.14 .85 32 3.5 .82 33 2.49 p<.05

PL teourela t army 6.62 2.12 26 6.04 2.14 27 -.99 as
PS tenurm in the army 8.21 1.57 29 7.90 1.42 30 -.79 as

Lm SM Eaw- Hir -M It
hean StA a Mean &A a t tBg

Group ranting ef pIfsmaame 3.14 32 28 3.27 30 30 1.61 ns
Ccs rating of permance 3.08 39 21 332 .44 21 1.84 ns
PL competme (PS rming) 3.69 .89 28 3.4 .67 28 .73 ns
PLa mm (SL rattlo 333 .92 31 3.50 .70 31 .74 as
PS comueaft (PL ratng) 3.50 1.11 26 3.96 .89 26 1.63 ns
PS competence (SL rating) 326 .81 32 3.53 .93 33 127 as
PL Waure In the army 6.69 2.26 26 5.96 1.97 27 -125 as
PS tenur In the army 8.45 1.35 29 7.67 1.54 30 -2.07 p<.OS

L PS Stress Hih PS Stress
Mean StA a Mean Std n t t ofg

m tm of Pato ee m nce:
Group rating of peuwmane 330 .29 22 3.13 34 24 1.92 ns
CCa raig of ewkfo 3.30 33 16 2.97 .35 17 2.78 p<.001
PS ftapstem" (FL rati" ) 4.12 .74 20 333 1.08 22 2.76 p<.001
PS apteam (SL rating) 3.61 .78 21 3.26 .91 26 1.39 as
PS tmwr in army 829 153 34 7.80 1.41 25 1.28 a

PL - Platoon leader, PS - Platoon wrgeant, SL - Squad leaders, SM - Squad members CC - Company commander
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r tha tp ::nfivt nince measures, (ratings made by
I2~ rc tingy_ rtiade by p'!atoon members) stronger correlationc

1: h:ava3 bcan o."pacted. The small proportionh shared variance
>nthese performance measures suggests differences either in

.C arcctiona or in the reaponse tendencies of the different
aIt ._rs. Givtn t. corralation magnituds( 3) h

c. .t'rnaivc. xaures ware not combined; rather, they were entered
ac spartt cna-ses.1

A -j_2LUn ift. Hypothesis 1 stated that the relationship
~. :~e 1edrshij? competence and platoon performance is stronger

i.az condition~s of high member support as opposed to low member
cupport. For PSs or .PLa. there were eight possible median
c, parisons betwcen leader competence (two raters) and
rreonnance (two raters) under conditions of higher and lower
nm~bar support (two masures--cohesion and platoon efficacy).
Table 7 displays the median comparisons for member support.

Results partially supported the first hypothesis for the PS.
ri:rat, the magnitude of all aight correlations for PSs with high
r.aniber support was stronger than the corresponding correlations
,ar low support condition. significant differences were found

~z.~~onthree of those correlations. Additionally, six positive
&nrd statistically significant correlations between PS competence
tin platoon perftcrmance exised for conditions of high member
~u~rt;whereas, only one was found for low support conditions.

Results of the ztoderated regression analyses for the PS are
presented in Tab:le 8. Of the eight analyses conducted, three
yielded significant interaction terms indicating that PS
competence and member support jointly accounted for platoon
nerformanda. The significant interactions were found for the

1While theve correlations were not strong and suggested
unly moderate association between CC and platoon member ratings,
tGther data ruggeat a pattern of association among platoon
t;,)rformahce ratings. That is, after the completion of CTC
-training, platoon performance ratings were also made by the
f:vver-cotrollers (oCs) of platoons. 0Cm monitored platoon
performance and provided training feedback during the CTC
uoxercises. OCsO ratings were not used in these analyses because
'F'ary few were available (n -21). However, both CCs' and

i~~s'ratings of platoon performance correlated significantly
','th OCs." retingo (r -. 50 and r = .41 respectively).

12



ble 7
Cil ra ncit Ltweta Leader Com~pttence and Platoon Perforatance for Favorable and
Unfavoerble PLtAcon Conditions

PLAI N SERGEANT ANALYSIS
CIlcctlve Efilcacy Group Cohelon Leader Stress

tPatinp of PS
uL -tJ LOW~ JIM Lw 1112h LoW

Group rating of .6.** 34w .64"* .M .46* .51"*
performanct (29) (27) (29) (27) (24) (21)

CC rating of 32 .29 50* .09 .37 .14
performucc (19) (21) (21) (19) (16) (17)

L ating of PS

Group rating of .23 -.05 .38' -.21 -.07 .00
performance (25) (26) (26) (25) (21) (20)

CC rating of .44*8 -..5 .3o -25 -.12 -.15
performance (18) (20) (21) (17) (14) (18)

PLATOON LEADER ANALYSIS

Collective Eficcy Group Cohesion Leader StressSL Raig ofP
19 sh Io Hidh LM

Group rating of 36* -.02 -.04 .22 .51 -24
performance (23) (22) (23) (22) (21) (19)

CC rating of .26 .06 -.09 .36 .33 -.05
performance (15) (17) (17) (16) (16) (15)

PS Rdgof P

Group rating of MOO .17 .4400 .21 .33 30
performance (29) (27) (29) (27) (26) (24)

CC rating of .36 .45" .65"* .14 .50. 25
performance (19) (21) (19) (21) (18) (19)

FL -Platoon leader, PS, -Platoon sergeant, SL Squad leaders, SM-Squad members, CC-Company commander
• siificant differnce between correlations (p s. .5)

sipicint difference between correlations, opposite of prediction (ps .05)

13



7 'i< zre 1
bIne'cztion balv&,n PS competence and member support

Crting Platoon Mewnbr

of Paatoon Ratnq of Platoon
4 Performrnae 4

high ,6gh
cohosion co e1on.

low
low ooheloncohesion

2 2

low high low hlgh
PS Competence PS Competence

CC rItIng
of Platoon
Performance high

Il.ltoon afficacy

low
platoon efficacy

21
low high

PS Compntence

,-.n,,e threa conditions that produced significant differences for
correlations for platoons above and below the median. Figure 1
i llustates these interactions and shows that high PS competence
led to ullperior platoon performance only when conditions of high
zav)'ri-zspport existed. Thus, moderated regression analyses
cob r, ted results of the median analysis in offering partial
OuPport for Hypethesls I for the PS.

14



TC)'.- 3

I': eJ~~cd Regression Results: The Interaction of Platoon Sergeant Competence with Platoon Conditions

r! -aAee Performance

Ai: Lder Competence Rated by the Squad Leadern

,?adidang Pkatoon Membes Rating of Plat"n Performae

n-e R AR n-56 it A n-56 R

PS acpetece (A) 25** - PS Competence (A) .250* - PS Competence (A) .25* -

'h & (D) .2600 .01 Cohesion (B) .2800 .03 Efficacy (8) 26* .01

A " .30" 04 AXB .28" 0 AXB .260 0

Predkting Company Commander's Raing of Perfomuwnce

r-"2 R1 R n-40 RZ n Rn 40

EnS Cowipetence (A) .12" - PS Competence (A) .12" - PS Competence (A) .12 -

Sti¢is ( ) .16 .04 Cohesion (a) .17" .05 Efficacy (B) .28"* .15"*

A X 13 .17 .01 AX3 .240 .07 AXB .29*0 .01

U-ider Competence Rated by the Platoon Leader.

Paiing Plac Me ers Rating of Perfmnance

n-41 t R' n-51 l a eR' n-51 Rt 2R'

PS Compctence (A) .01 PS Competence (A) .01 PS Competence (A) .01

Str tA (B) .03 .02 Cohesion (3) .08 .07 Efflcacy (B) .07 .06

A X IL .04 .01 AXB .20" .12"* AXB .12 .05

Pmdk*a Ccn"pwW~ Commades Rating of PrfoMance

n-32 R Ali' n-38 le AR n-38 R A

PS Comnietem (A) .02 PS Comptaice (A) .04 - PS Competence (A) .04 -

Str-r, (B) .10 .08 Cohesion (a) .170 .13" Eficcy (3) .260" .22*"

A X 3 .11 .01 AXB 3500 .1700 AXB .370 .li*o

PL -- latoon ad, PS - Platoon serpant, SL - Squad leadeMs s - Squad membem CC - Company commmder

15



IMvc deed Regression Results: The Interaction of Platoon Leader Competence with Platoon Conditions on
Platon Performance

, C( pttence Rated by the Squad Leader:

a&ing Company Camnanders Rating of Perfonnncz

n-37 R o n-40 R AW n-40 0lL'

?-' Cc 3.epnce (A) .13" - PL Competence (A) .15" - PL Competence (A) .15" -

S: . (-B) .14 .01 Cohesion (B) -210 .06 Efficacy (B) -32* .17"

AX11 .14 0 AXB .21' 0 AXB .330 01

!c'w ng Plo2ocen Mezbee's Ratin of Perfonance

0II AR n-56 R2 R' n-56 R' AR'

E, Cr'-tnce (A) .03 - PL Competence (A) .03 PL Competence (A) .03

.0.3 0 Cohesion (B) .11 .08 Effiacy (B) .08 .05

A X B .05 .02 AXB .11 0 AXB .08 0

PL Competence Rated by the Platoon Sergeant:

Pcding Conpany Commander's Rat of Perfoma

n - 31 R' AR' n-32 RT AR' n-32 R' AR'

PL( cmpftence (A) .2 PL Competence (A) .02 PL Competence (A) .02

SUs (a) 6 .04 Cohesion (a) .18" .16" Efficacy (B) .16" .140

AXB .(R .01 A X B .18 0 AXB .16 0

Predictng Platoon Member' Rating of Platoo Perfomiawwe

n-, 40 R A n-45 R AR' n-45 R' AR'

Pl. Competece (A) .10' - PL Competence (A) .10" PL Competence (A) .10" -

rec ( ) .10 0 Cohesion (a) .16" .05 Efcac (B) .15" .05

AX .10 0 AXI .160 0 AXB .16" .01

P - Maltoon leader, PS - Phtoon v rgesnt, St - Squad leaders, SM = Squad members, CC = Company commander
< ( , <.01
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hypothcsJs I was found for 2Zu

- -Io'o unr .,-or ~ (see Table 7). When platoon
... rat-f p;__oon performance, three- of the four corraelaticn;

...-- 'n L ccmpetence and platoon performance were positive and
.... itica.; cnificant fcor PLs with higher support, but only

. L ofta was igniicantly greater than the corresponding
", t:". 0:or !owar nember support. When CCs rated platoon

mc~, v howeer, no trend was observed. Moreover, none of
,, odat~e~regression analyses produced a significant

.- :.ct o tae bete;,cn PL leadership competence and either
*; iot cord'Ad.ton (sec- Table 9).

qe' _Fis - Hypothesis 2 stated that leader competence i:;
itrongly related to performance for conditions of low boss
.. than for conditions of high boss stress. Table 7 presents
rasultc of the median split analyses for the PS and the PL.
r sults 6id not support hypothesis 2. Correlations between

iompetencc,, and platoon performance did not significantly
, i-.er under conditions of low (-.15 < r < .51) and high boss

r1ss - < r < .46). Further contrary to hypothesis,
& ,: .lations for PL competence were positive and were generally
.. ger for conditions of high stress (.33 < r < .51) than lou
-.,s (-..24 < r - •5). or ?Ls, two of the high stress
rralations were statistically significant, and one was

rifi c~ntiy grcater than the corresponding low stress
,ncion. hoderated regression analysis produced no support for

:expactcd interaction between stress and leader competence for
. er the Pr' (sc;a Table 8) or the PL (see Table 9).

Hypothesis 3 statcd that leader experience correlates with
o vz,'ormancc under conditions of high leader boss stress. Results
c thr mrdian split analyses, summarized in Table 10, offered
c lly ueak ,upporct the third hypothesis. For PSs, all

-':eltions botu',en experience and platoon performance were
., icuJicaut." For PLs, one statistically significant

ul&t.oil :!as cbtained. 'his correlation indicated the
~.Ct-ed pos.tiv:, ilationship between PL experience and CCs';:tn's of platoonA performance under conditions of high stress.

p ' :ratod3 rerqresFion analyses (Table 11) revealed no significant
ract cs bet'ucn -tress and experience for either PSS or PT

zi esltc did not support the hypothesized relationship
2.Cfl 1end(-rship experience and unit performance under

u. le;derL;hip conditions.
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CoreItlons Between Pnth-on Sergeant Experience nd Platoon Performance for
I.idIdeons of High & Low Stress with Platoon Leader

Low Boss High Boss Fisher's
Ct i tlows of Platoon Stress Stress Z

;,rmnnt Expirience (Tenure

Group's rating of performance -.13 -.04
(24) (22)

CC's rating of performance -.25 -.23
(15) (18)

Low Boss High Boss Fisher's
Correations of Platoon Stress Stress Z
Leder Experience (Tenure of

I1 In ArmI) with:

Group's ratijigs of performance -.03 -.11
(26) (25)

CC's rating of performance .19 57* * 1.14, as
(19) (19)

PS - Platoon Se:rgeant, PL Platoon Leader, CC = Company Commander, * p c .05, ** p < .01
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M,. rz~ed Regression R.euhs: The Irteraction of Leader Experience with Boss Stress on Platoon

'-, t .actlon of Pla .on Sergeant Experience and Boss Stress on Performance.

Pztoos Man1w atinjs of Perfmorw

n-46 le2

FPS experience (A) .02

"Is strs with PL (D) .05 .03

.05 .00

Company Commander Ratings of Performane

n-33 R AR

PS experience (A) .08

PS stress with CC (B) .15 .07

AXB .16 .01

The !nteractlon of Platoon Lader Experience with Boss Stress on Performance

Plmto Member Rafingi of Perfonmance

n-51 RR 2

PL experience (A) .05 -

nL stms with CC (B) .05 .00

AXB .08 .03

Cauvpm Commner Rating of Pe~fdmance

n-38 R 1

PL expermnce (A) .11* -

FL ar ewlth CC (B) .12 .01

AXB .16 .04

L Platoon leade-, PS - Platoon sergeant, SL - Squad leaders, SM - Squad members, CC - Company commander
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t2 Ux hiz~ c- was to explore conditionE; uj-,aej
* ~ lck:~br~ th*r ic c!(,rhip resources to bear on

~swL~ Io~~ !fr~ 'ce. o Army leadership positions, the
SPL, ~- indzccording to hypothieses generatedt"OeritJV__ C reonrcc theory (CRT). Support for CRT

~ ~ ~torwhi,.aztween PSs* leadership competc. cc:
:) latcon p-r'u -..ance in comnbat exercises. Mcuier suppzor- (-*,.c

-tinfluance the ralationship between PL competence and plzeitou~l
r"ornance. Resuitz also failed to support predictions that
:s in the raLition ship between a leader and the leaderi.:

- ~diac uptrio:1_- moderater, the eff-acts of leader competence or
~cinc or, pla":con parfor.iance.

In ziccotritinc; for i&hesi findings, there are several
~ibili1171.1si researca -failed to measure a critical

able in CRT---,.oa&cr directiveness. In CRT, leader
v( cis vS~'chiclc through which leaders' cognitive

: U -C t impaict Jn -j:cup pzarlformance. The failure to control
diri(-.tivcflcs-_ r, y h1ave Yfasked the "true" relationship that
ted tuLon I. rc",hi rtcarco3 and platoon performance.

Whila tl-icr ~ cannot be dismissed, another important
~. ~dernio. ;ilvee. the 1-, adership resources measured in this

__vn:;tigj:-io1L. %tli al~3fort :,.casured leade~rs" resources in torms
* ompetaaicc in .srorig leadership tasks prior to platoon

ocrnw!aict in thi combat tr~aniing exercises. Such a measure
-* :-nts tvi) issua Ifor rcs-±carch on CIRT.

-3na L; .-he ty~por of cc~bilitias capturcd by a measure of tank
'~:o~aacc.In &adition to a leader' s intellectual abilities,

t'1, Job 2. peCLcic wl. g,.iinshd through experience would like-ly
"~ zibvet-- t~C.-*1%C;tcic .-. Competencoe in task performance

- >~sor~qir~ 1terrz'or -k~ills. A3such, the measure used
Sliki.ly (:,zp-,ite i the types of leadership

~urc ~-~Ltcli ~ecri~~land experience- put forth by
.;,T.Itshioid noted,, hL.'--,,7 -r, tbat CRlT broadly define2
_,itiv-- ::erourc. s;z to inc ildl cognitivc abilities that are
f~endby r.T,,rie:,,ca (p. 2; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987):

T~.~:~ ~itv~r.x .. ources] ref~ers to the intellectual
i~i~i~, s': an calcApetenncac, and job-ralevant knowilcdge

cbtAiI01 1 Y YiOrnLIM. t :ining or exparience in the

~ ~oar, ~h~c 1D-.- lttl consistency in past research in
~~~(- Z% Z~ n ~c~c;tvL eources, with measures including

-:c;- 7'cchio, 1990; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987) and
~~ic~I ~(>'1urp,:hjy, M3yth, % 1daidler,1992).
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[f com etcne and c:rprience have different effects on
.. s' a:: for2ance across conditions, then selecting leader

xeteic~z thec targeted cognitive resources construct is
if it it; confounded with experience.

Correlationz, hcdiever, do not provide evidence of a strong
positiv relationship between ratings of leadership competence
and leadersO reported experience (rm-.41 to r=.12)2.

The second issue stems from the timing of measurement and
tht-, typtis o' skills for which CRT attempts to account. Thic
iu could account for the limitation of support to the Pg. Th'c
neasure of leadcrship competence was based on perceptions of
Ic Adership performance while the units were preparing to
: -Lticiipata in cimulated training exercises. These exercises
took lace about two-four weeks later. The measure, thus,
c resented abilities displayed prior to the exercises. CRT
at,_empts to account for direct effects and, moreover, the direct
frects of only thoce competencies "required" by the group task.

mnhu , hypotheses from CRT would apply in this investigation under
t o conditions: (1) the competencies measured in an earlier
nz.fo:=zance setting carry into the later performance setting and
() the competericies measured in the earlie- setting are required
bo group9 pe-forv.ance in the later setting.

consideration of tha traditional roles of PLs and PSs
Ugests that t?, PS'- leadership comptancies are most likely toth3 two co .itions just identified. The traditional view int PS. (acd their subordinate non-commissioned officers) have
Sp rpnsibility for conducting those activities that train and

<ivelip the individual and collective capabilities necessary for
unrIt eadinass. uhcr: units later deploy to field activities,
NCOs c -tinuo to nIntain group conditions, but commissioned
;fficeas ta.e charc- of unit performance. This view suggests the
*oss)bility of relatively greater continuity for PSO, than for
PLs, in the leadership competencies that are relevant to and
requirel for both unit preparation and later unit performance in
2Ield ac'ivitic o With this greater continuity, the leadership
:apetcn c of PS as neasurad here may be more appropriate for

SAia corrcittion bntweon PS experience and the PL's rating
oi the PS's conpalotence wear significant and negative (r--.41,

01). All other corralations between either PL or PS competence
jn thcir r epective tenure in the army were not significant.
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~vriot have hbaen fully appropria-,,2
- tc.s ir~g tha of ,oos stress and, thereby, rmay ha.vo

-r~btecd to the failure to support the hypothesized effects
Ps ari u:all ais for PLs. For the PSs investigated, the range

- t",n obtained data on experience (third hypothesis) was
~xi~e. s z, 1-ioned ea~rlier, the distribution of the PSc9l

~u~Of A.,-Mv L~arvico was negatively skewed so the 66% of the
i MVIC PSU fell into the three highest categories of Army
t-riencc neasured. This was accompanied by a relatively
4..lcz~r vaiaIncz for Pos' experience as compared to PLs' (see

J194 4. Zlso, the noasuroment of boss stress prior to and
~ieof the training exercises may have worked against the
n itress hypothcee for both the PSs and the PLs * We suspect

W 2at coiapared to the other pre-exercise conditions, high levels
of bas~s strcoss would mnore likely be an "acute" condition. That
.Z, organizntion depc~ndent on all of their elements for

),- LIctiveneoin are~ not likely to tolerate chronically high 1evelg
?boszs stress. This raises the possibility that the levels of
~r -ex~ci~.bocz stress were not severe (see Ta!Ae 5) or had

Izaen addressed. With the latter, pre-exercise measurements of
bos stress may not have reliably described the stress that
Lnluanc~ed leadcr perf'ormance during the exercises.

CT's hypot2ir.es ahzut stress imply interaction effeccs
bstween the lecl of inr.terpersonal stress and certain cognitive
'capabilitiei (ac ,.-apresented by intelligence, experience, etc.)

on:,n to the effcctG of stress. CRT further assumes that boss
_:es dirt 2e oriate leader's ability to apply the
relevant eognitivo capabilities. This assumption deserver;
ex1at-na'ion since other theu.ries (e.g., Humford & Connelly., 1992)
idicata -that tte problem-solving capabilities and the cognitive
I-X..etnc3.as of leaders are crucial to performance in novel,

cc~mplax, and dc: 'rnding perfor'mance domains such as those at CTCs.

Th-a method., used to test CRT need to carefully examine the
processas with ' ,;ich stress im~pacts on leaders' effective use of
cogni-tive abilities, technical abilities, andi experience. For
inatanc, straoei with one's superior may impact the quality of
informetion exchange betwoon the subordinate leader and his
superior and tho reuulting cognitive burden on the subordinate
].' )der. Here specifically, it in often superiors in
hierarchically ordered organizations who are knowledgeable of
imituatiohal demiands, who structure performance requirements for
vubordinate elenents, and who communicate this information to

~bor3i~aes.noss stress, as measured in this study, would
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izPact cn thu quality of information exchange between leaderlz by
,i:ducing goal clarity and introducing conflicting information.
y measuring or controlling mediating processes, stronger
.indings many emerge concerning the effects of stress on leaders'
nse of cognitive resources.

Partial support was found for the facilitating effects of
inerdbers support on the PS's ability to Impact unit peorfO-manc..
[ n accounting for the effects of member support, CRT focuses
ttention to the effects of member support on the leader and on
,he leader's behavior. The passage below reflects this focus and
lighlights how member support increases a leader's perception of
iAtuational control and frees him/her to direct cognitive
resources toward the group task.

The most important element of situational control is the
group members' support. We feel a lot more comfortable and
relaxed when we know we can depend on our subordinates. It
is 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
closely. (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987, p. 52).

However, research should explore and control for alternative
xplanations for the effects of member support. For example,

,iember support may impact the quality of the implementation of a
leader's plans as much as the quality of the plans made by the
leader. Indeed, group conditions potentially substitute for the
behaviors or functions of leaders within a group (Kerr & Jermier,
1978).

It is also important to recognize the leaders may actively
Nktempt to creatI favorable group conditions. By doing so,
Letders can make optimal use of both their own and their group
:ae1ers' covpotencies. 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 fwure task situations. Future research should explore
alterxative processes among member support, leader behavior, and
group )erformancb to more fully understand relationship between
loader.,ip and group performance.

'iAinge wcre consistent for two different measures of
,latoon jerforance--a measure based on ratings made by the CCs
and a mea3ure based on ratings by the platoon members themselves.
Consietont pattcrns were obtained despite an almost disturbingly
small comucnality in the two measures (r-.34). Consistency of
results for measures with such small commonality, nevertheless,

aur ea agaiist dismissal of results for the platoon members'
' inI y Simply an artifact of a halo or bias in self ratings.
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J.2Tlcaii onZ , both pxactical and theoretical, can b d n
,IC this sarch. For practice, the findings indicate that

tmi r9s' co~nitive capabilities have positive effects on unit
i~ nco, and that utility may be gained from programs

"atating thz denslopment of those capabilities. The results
J-.3 unclar~core tho general premise of CRT that organizational
< .dtlions can voderato the impact of a leader's cognitive
oilitij. In this study, eamber support was indicated to be on-

:uch condition. Thus, the results caution that the payoffs of
[ a aimd at developing leader cognitive skills may ba fully

I'-alized to the oxtent that they also consider the organizational
.oitaxt in which tho targeted skills will be applied.

Other impli ationa are more theoretical, and some have been
Identified elsewhere (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987; Vecchio, 1990).
ivat, there is a need for cloar differentiation among types of

-ocnitive 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
or organizational task. Test of CRT, therefore, requires prior
opecification and verification that the types of resources
I'Investigated are inded relevant. At present, CRT contains no
Clear guidelines for resource relevance, and this reduces the
'-otability of the theory. Third, CRT-concerns direct affects.
Ihis limits the theory to those circumstances in which one can
reasonably expect direct effects. Not all group performance
ottings are either so simple or straightforward in this regard.
This limitation is unfortunate since our results suggest that the
Televance of a loader's resources could vary with leadership
osition and with the role requirements of a position. Fourth,
CRT's hypotheses are not necessarily congruent with other
theories. We have already discussed this with respect to boss
3tress. This also applies to member support. Over a long period
of time, it is not clear that groups would sustain the motivation
-.-eded for higher performance levels if their leaders persisted
in a highly directive style and in directly imposing their
solutions for implementation (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982; Blades,
1936). Finally, although CRT highlights the importance of
,zisting environmantal conditions such as member support,
leadership effectiveness can also be exanined in light of what
lwders do to crate a favorable organizational context.
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