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PREFACE

This report reviews the literature and empirical studies conducted
on the relationships among stressors, stress, and performance in a
variety of contexts, with a specific focus on stress in a military
context. The literature review examines relevant studies in the
psychological field and highlights those most relevant to military
operations and training. With the military case as its primary focus,
the review includes a detailed description of the primary types of
stressors, identification of the common effects of stress on task
execution and perception for both individuals and groups, and discussion
of factors that can help to reduce the effects of stress on performance.

This report is part of a larger project studying the effects of
increasing number and duration of soldier deployments on the
expectations, experiences, and attitudes toward military life of service
members. The report should be of particular interest to individuals
interested in gaining a more detailed understanding of how stressors
lead to stress, how stress affects performance, and what can be done to
mitigate these effects. In particular, military planners and senior
officials may find this information helpful in developing new training
and support programs that help service members deal with and adapt to
stress both at home and on deployment.

This research was sponsored internally by the RAND Corporation’s
Internal Research and Development funds. It was conducted within the
Forces and Resources Policy Center of the RAND National Defense Research
Institute, a federally funded research and development center sponsored
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, the unified
commands, and the defense agencies. Comments are welcome and may be
addressed to Jennifer Kavanagh, RAND Corporation, 1776 Main St., Santa
Monica, CA 90401, or to Jennifer Kavanagh@rand.org. For more information
on RAND’s Forces and Resources Policy Center, contact the acting
director, James Hosek. He can be reached at the same address, by e-mail
at james_hosekerand.org, or by phone at 310-393-0411, extension 7183.

More information about RAND is available at www.rand.org.
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SUMMARY

The literature on the relationship between stress and performance
ig extensive and diverse. The question of how stress affects performance
is a relevant one given the nature of today’s security environment and
the challenges faced by military personnel on fregquent and long
deployments. As a tool for military planners and trainers to better
prepare and support personnel, this review examines and summarizes
existing studies on how stress affects performance and how these effects
can be controlled and applied to the military context. The studies
reviewed are representative and include those relevant to the military
context, but the review itself is not comprehensive.

Stress is defined as a nonspecific response of the body to a
stimulus or event (stressor). Under a general model of the stress
response, when an individual experiences a stressor, the stressor will
lead to a physiological response, one that can be measured by several
indicators, such as elevated heart rate. In related literature, the term
“stress” is used to refer to this physiological response. Stressors vary
in form and can include extreme temperature or lighting, time pressure,
lack of sleep, and exposure to threat or danger, among others. All
stressors, however, tend to produce similar physiological responses
within the body (Selye, 1956). In a military context, we are
particularly interested in deployment-related stresgsors, including those
related to peacekeeping operations and hostile fire missions as well as
those associated with extended family separation. Stressors involved in
peacekeeping and combat operations overlap, but they are also somewhat
distinct. Some of the most significant stressors associated with both
types of deployments are uncertainty, long work hours, risk of death or
disease, boredom, and separation from family (Halverson et al., 1995;
Campbell et al., 1998). However, in combat operations, the risk of death
or personal injury and the threat of receiving hostile fire are much
higher than in traditional peacekeeping missions. Importantly, there are
also significant stressors involved in military life on home base, for

example, high operations tempo or long work hours. This is especially
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true during times of high deployment during which service members at
home are expected to make sacrifices to support the mission. As a result

of the many stressors faced by military personnel, it makes sense to

look more closely at how stressors affect individual functioning and
performance.

Although several authors posit a negative linear relationship
between stress and performance, other evidence suggests that this
relationship is actually an inverted-U shape. This hypothesis suggests
that individual performance on a given task will be lower at high and
low levels of stress and optimal at moderate levels of stress. At
moderate levels of stress, performance ig likely to be improved by the
presence of enough stimulation to keep the individual vigilant and

alert, but not enough to divert or absorb his energy and focus. At low

levels of stress, in contrast, activation and alertness may be too low

to foster effective performance, while at high levels of stress, arousal

is too high to be conducive to task performance. For military planners

and policymakers, the fact that performance may be optimal at moderate

levels of stress may be important. This observation suggests that
certain types of operations may benefit from the presence of moderate
stressors and highlights the danger of boredom to the successful
completion of military tasks.

Research findings suggest that when an individual comes under

stress, his cognitive performance and decisionmaking may be adversely

affected. Notably, under conditions of stress, individuals are likely to

Screen out peripheral stimuli (Easterbrook, 1959; Janis and
Mann, 1977; Staw, Sandelands, and Dutton, 1981)

Make decisions based on heuristics (rules of thumb or
guidelines) (Shaham, Singer, and Schaeffer, 1992;

1996)

Klein,

Suffer from performance rigidity or narrow thinking (Friedman

and Mann, 1993; Keinan, 1987)

Lose their ability to analyze complicated situations and

manipulate information (Larsen, 2001).
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Also, researchers have found that task completion time may be increased
and accuracy reduced by stress (Idzikowski and Baddeley, 1983; McLeod,
1977) .

In addition to effects on the individual, stress has also been
shown to negatively affect group functioning. When stressed, individuals
are likely to yield control to their superiors and to allow authority to
become more concentrated in the uppér levels of the hierarchy.
Communication effectiveness may also be reduced (Driskell, Carson, and
Moskal, 1988). Stress can also lead to “groupthink,” in which members of
the group ignore important cues, force all members to adhere to a
consensus decision — even an incorrect one — and rationalize poor
decisions (Janis and Mann, 1977).

Even if some level of stress may have a positive effect on
performance as suggested by the U-hypothesis, extended exposure to
stress or a single exposure to an extreme stressor can have severe
negative consequences on non-task performance dimensions. For example,
high levels of stress can lead to emotional exhaustion, lower
organizational commitment, and increased turnover intentions
(Cropanzano, Rapp, and Bryne, 2003). In extreme cases, stress can lead
to post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), a psychiatric illness that can
interfere with life functioning. PTSD has a variety of symptoms,
including flashbacks, difficulty sleeping, and social isolation.
Deployment and traumas experienced while on deployment are potential
causes of PTSD. In fact, PTSD has been found at varying levels in all
veteran populations studied, including peacekeeping operations and the
recent conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq (Litz et al., 1997a, 1997b;
Adler, Vaitkus, and Martin, 1996; Schlenger et al., 1992; Hoge et al.,
2004) .

The report also discusses moderators, variables that intervene in
the stressor-stress relationship or the stress-performance relationship,
in most cases reducing the effect of stress on the individual.
Moderators are important because they intervene in the stressor-stress-
performance relationship and reduce negative effects of stressors and
stress on the individual. There are many possible types of moderators —

for example, an individual’s predisposition to anxiety acts as a
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moderator between the stressor and the physiological stress response.
Individuals classified as “high anxiety” tend to experience more
dramatic physiological responses to stressors than do those who are
classified as “low anxiety” (Pearson and Thackray, 1970). Additional
information can act as a moderator between stress and performance by
helping reduce uncertainty associated with stress and improving the

accuracy of individual expectations and performance of certain tasks

(Glass and Singer, 1973). Moderators can also act to reduce the effects

of stress on group performance. For example, group cohesion is said to
improve unit morale and efficiency and reduce negative stress reactions

among group members (Milgram, Orenstein, and Zafrir, 1989; Griffith,
1989).

The most important moderator in the military context, for

individuals and groups, is training. Stress exposure training, in which

individuals are exposed to simulated stressors and forced to perform
target skills under them, can build familiarity with potential

stressors, teach individuals strategies to maintain performance under
stress, and contribute to overlearning, task mastery, and increased

self-confidence (Driskell and Johnston, 1998; Saunders et al., 1996;

Deikis, 1982). Stress exposure training can also be effective in
improving group performance under stress by teaching groups how to adapt
their performance strategies to external stressors and alerting them to
how other team members will be affected by stress. Groups that undergo
training tend to have better communication, teamwork, and feedback
strategies that help them to work together under stress (Serfaty, Entin,

and Johnston, 1998). Importantly for policymakers, military training is

controllable by military planners, trainers, and decisionmakers.

Increased and more effectively structured training represents a direct
way that the negative effects of stress on military personnel and their
performance on important missions can be reduced. Research on the
moderating effects of training suggests that military leaders should
focus on developing training that realistically represents the
environment in which the soldier will be expected to perform, is
targeted on particular skills, builds the soldier’s ability to adapt,

and includes adequate instructor feedback.
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The research discussed in this report is applicable to the military
context and suggests that although stressors may have both positive and
negative effects on individual and group performance, application of
appropriate moderators, particularly training, can reduce the negative
effects of stress. It is even possible that structured training could
augment the positive effects of stress on performance. The information
in this report is relevant to military planners, trainers, and
decisionmakers in several ways. First, the report provides insight into
the types of stressors faced by military personnel on various types of
deployments, and how these stressors affect individual functioning and
performance. Some of these stressors (poor communication home) can be
dealt with and improved directly, while others (death of a friend,
boredom) can be addressed through expanded counseling and support
programs at home base and while on deployment. In both cases, action by
military planners to address the source of stress could improve quality
of life of deployed personnel. Second, military planners can use the
discussion of training as a moderator to construct training programs
targeted specifically at reducing the negative effects of stress on
performance. Such training programs would better prepare service members
for the challenges of deployments and allow military units to perform

effectively under conditions of very high and very low stress.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Military personnel are often forced to perform under uniquely
stressful conditions — for example, in combat scenarios where their
lives and the lives of their colleagues are at risk or in deployments
that involve long-term, constant exposure to threat. Stress exists for
service members not only in hostile situations but also in peacekeeping
missions and through the demands of their daily jobs. These types of
stressors can take a significant toll on the performance, functioning,
and effectiveness of military personnel. For example, Mareth and Brooker
(1985) find that battle fatigue and other stress reactions may account
for as many as 50 percent of the casualties in a given war. As a result
of the effect that stress can have on service members and their ability
to successfully complete their missions, it appears important to
understand more thoroughly how stressors affect military personnel.

The literature relating stress to performance is relevant to a
discussion of deployment and its effects on military personnel because
it offers insight into how deployment-related stressors influence the
performance of military personnel and their willingness to continue in
military service. Before considering how the relationship between stress
and performance fits in the military context, it is useful to describe
in more detail the definition of stress. Selye (1956) defines stress as
a nonspecific response of the body to any sort of demand made on it.
Selye defines this “demand,” which could include a stimulus or an event,
as a stressor and notes that a wide variety of stimuli are capable of
producing the same internal stress response. Stressors are external and
can come in several different forms, ranging from extreme temperature to
a physical assault. According to Selye, once the individual has been
exposed to the stressor, a physiological stress response will occur.
This response can be observed through several different measures,
including elevated heart rate, dilated pupils, increased blood pressure,
and galvanic skin response (GSR) (which measures the electrical
conductivity of the skin that changes when an individual is aroused or

stressed) . At least part of the physioclogical response to stressors is




adaptive, a way for the body to prepare itself to function effectively

under a challenging situation. For example, the increase in heart rate

and rise in blood pressure are caused by the release of adrenaline and

are intended to stimulate the central nervous system in preparation for

performance. As a result, the stress response is often referred to as an
adaptive one (Selye, 1993).

However, Mandler (1993) argues that a definition focusing on the

physiological aspects of stress is too narrow. He suggests that “stress”
refers most appropriately to the convergence of the physioclogical and
psychological effects of stressors. He maintains that only when
stressors and their physiological responses affect behavior, thought, or
action do they become relevant to the stress concept. Like Selye, he
notes that all types of stressors, ranging from extreme temperature to
the death of a friend, affect the nexrvous system in the same way but may
differ in their psychological or emotional effects. For the purpose of
this report, we consider Mandler’s psychological results of stress as
part of the performance effects of stress and use the term stress to

refer only to the physiological response. Figure 1.1 represents the

stressor-stress relationship.

Stressor » Stress
An external demand A response to the
or event:

external event:
Extreme temperature
Extreme lighting
Lack of sleep

Increased blood pressure
Elevated heart rate
Dilated pupils

Figure 1.1 Stressor-Stress Relationship

Although stress is a physiological response to external stimuli,

the stress response can also affect individuals in many important

dimensions beyond simple physiological reactions. For example,

individual and group performance, decisionmaking processes, and

perception are all affected by stressors. Adding this performance
dimension to the framework, the entire relationship can be represented

as shown in Figure 1.2. Because operational deployments inherently have



many stressors that may affect military personnel and their functioning,
understanding each part of this framework is essential to improve the
effectiveness of soldiers during deployments. In general, stress is
considered to have an inverted U-shaped relationship with performance —
that is, performance may improve under moderate levels of stress but
decline under high or constant stress. The specific performance effects

of stress are discussed in more detail in following chapters.

Stressor—— P Stress — P Performance
An external demand A response to the Response affects
or event external event performance/behavior

Perceptual narrowing
Reduced cognitive processing
Use of heuristics

Longer task completion time

Figure 1.2 Stress Can Affect Performance

Although few, if any, individuals are likely to be completely
immune to the effects of stress on performance, there are intervening
variables, known as moderators, that can reduce the performance
decrement caused by stress. A moderator variable is one that affects the
relationship between the independent and dependent variables, usually
decreasing the causal relationship between the two.l Although moderators
usually reduce the effect of stress on performance, there are moderators
that can have the opposite effect and actually increase the performance
effects of stress. Moderators come in a variety of forms, ranging from

personality type to specifically targeted forms of training, and are

1 1t is important to distinguish a moderator from a mediator
variable. A mediator variable is one that intervenes in the relationship
between two other wvariables, is correlated with the first, and has an
effect on the second even when the first is held constant. For example,
if A mediates the relationship between X and Y (and X and Y are
correlated), then X will be correlated with A and will have an effect on
Y independent of X. A moderator wvariable is one that affects (usually
reduces) the causal relationship between two variables but is not
correlated with either variable. For example, if A is a moderator for X
and Y, then A will reduce the causal effect of X on Y, but will not be
correlated with either X or Y. See Barron and Kenny (1986) and Judd and
Kenny (1981) for more details.




discussed in more detail in Chapter Four. Figure 1.3 shows the two
points at which moderators may affect the relationship between stress
and performance: one moderator point occurs between stressor and stress

response and the other between stress response and performance.

Stressor -J Stress p Performance
An external demand A response to Response affects
or event

the event performance

Moderator 1 (Type 1)
Factors that affect
the individual’s

Moderator 2 (Type 2)
Factors that affect the
effect of stress on

response to the stressor: performance:
Training Training
Personality or risk type Uncertainty

Perceptual outlook

Self-efficacy
Anticipation

Figure 1.3 Moderators in Stressor-Stress-Performance Relationship

Although this framework divides moderators into two categories, it
is worth noting that some moderators may function as both type 1 and

type 2 moderators, depending on the context. For example, as shown in

the figure, training can help to reduce the physiological stress
response to an external stressor and also prevent performance

degradation in the face of stress. For cases in which moderators could

be both types, the author classified each moderator into what appears to

be the most common manifestation of the moderator.

In the remainder of this report, we discusses relevant literature
on the relationship between stress and performance to expand the
framework outlined above and connect it to the military context. The
literature and research describing the general effect of stress on
performance is extremely extensive. However, this report highlights key
and exemplar research findings that most directly relate to the

framework in Figure 1.3 in a military context, and therefore this work

does not present all studies pertaining to stress. The next chapter

focuses on types of stressors, particularly those relevant to military

personnel, in more detail. Chapter Three outlines the performance



effects of stress generally and for service members more specifically.
Chapter Four describes the effects of various moderators in reducing the
performance effects of stress for individuals and groups. The conclusion
suggests several areas in which additional research could further the
existing understanding of how stress responses affect military

personnel.




2. STRESSORS AND STRESS RESPONSES IN THE MILITARY CONTEXT

As mentioned previously, stressors can come in a variety of forms,
including extreme heat or lighting, lack of sleep, risk of injury or
death, or time pressure. Breznitz and Goldberger (1993) comment that
“the description of stressors and their impact on behavior is an open-
ended task, and current research considers an increasing number of
events and conditions to be stressors.” Although stressors can be
physical (biological or chemical demands on the body) or cognitive
(threat of death, personal assault) in form, they are always external
and produce similar physiological responses within the body. As
mentioned in the previous chapter, these physiological effects, defined
as a stress response, can include increased blood pressure, dilated
pupils, increased heart rate, and GSR (Selye, 1956).

Specifically, for the purpose of this report, we are interested in
the stressors relating to deployments and combat operations and how the
performance of service members 1s affected by stress responses. Military
operations encompass a range of different types of missions, including
peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, and hostile fire, each with its own
distinct challenges and stressors (see Table 2.2 at the end of the
chapter for a summary comparison of different types of stressors). It is
difficult to draw a dividing line between what constitutes a
peacekeeping stressor and what constitutes a combat-related stressor,
because many operations, like the current one in Iraqg, may include
elements and stressors of both. Furthermore, peacekeeping and combat
operations can share certain stressors, for example, lack of sleep,
difficult living conditions, risk of disease, and boredom. Unlike
peacekeeping operations, however, combat missions also include a more
imminent risk of death or injury to oneself and colleagues and the
potential for enemy attack. Military stressors related to combat and
peacekeeping operations also include long hours and strain placed on
personnel located at U.S. installations and forward bases during a
deployment who support ground operations by performing maintenance on

equipment or those serving as health care providers to injured and




deploying soldiers. The demands of deployments often require tighter
deadlines and heavier workloads for maintenance, training, and logistics

operations. In addition to stressors stemming directly from military

operations, there are separation stressors that result from the fact

that deployments force individuals to leave their families and friends

for long (and often uncertain) periods. This class of stressors affects

not only the military personnel who are deployed but also the families
left behind and the colleagues who have to deal with their emotions
about not being deployed and with the additional work left by those who

were. Separation stressors also include the worry associated with being

forced to leave one’s family alone, financial or safety concerns, and

the strain placed on a relationship when individuals are separated. The

remainder of this chapter discusses different types of stressors in more
detail.

1990s PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

Peacekeeping operations share many stressors with more-hostile

types of operations but may include a lower threat of enemy fire, death,

or personal injury. Furthermore, certain stressors such as lack of clear

definition of responsibilities, boredom, or lack of relevant training

may be more problematic on peacekeeping or humanitarian missions than on

combat missions. In the 1990s, the Walter Reed Institute conducted

research following major peacekeeping deployments on the types of
stressors faced by U.S. military personnel. These studies find that

across all U.S. deployments conducted in the 1990s (Haiti, Bosnia,

Somalia, Kuwait), the most commonly reported stressors (listed in rough

order of importance) were being away from home and family, uncertainty

of return date, sanitation, lack of privacy, lack of time off and long

work hours, environmental stressors (heat, insects), fear of disease,

lack of sleep, problems with spouse/children, and financial problems at
home.

The most commonly reported stressors vary somewhat from deployment
to deployment. In the case of Operation Joint Endeavor I and II

(deployments to Bosnia), 74 percent of soldiers reported being away from

home as a significant stressor; 72 percent reported lack of personal



privacy; 62 percent, lack of time off; 56 percent, work hours; 59
percent, uncertain return date; and 51 percent, living conditions.
Stress levels also appeared to rise with both time in theater and
workload (Campbell et al., 1998; Halverson et al., 1995). However,
living condition-related stressors caused individuals much more concern
in the deployment to Haiti than in other peacekeeping operations.
Soldiers deployed to Haiti felt wvery little concern about being killed,
but almost 75 percent were afraid of contracting some kind of disease,
and 84 percent of personnel reported poor sanitation as a stressor

(Campbell et al., 1998; Halverson et al., 1995).

STRESSORS IN HOSTILE OPERATIONS: IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN

In addition to the stressors discussed above, research on combat
operations suggests that these types of deployments may include certain
types of stressors that are unique to hostile missions. For example,
veterans of Operation Desert Storm cite the threat of enemy fire,
dealing with U.S. casualties, and handling human remains as significant
sources of stress (Adler, Vaitkus, and Martin, 1996; McCarroll, Ursano,
and Fullerton, 1993). Personnel on peacekeeping deployments may confront
some of these stressors, but most likely in a reduced capacity. Work by
Hoge et al. (2004) considers deployments in Afghanistan and Irag and
extends the list of stressors faced by personnel in combat zones. For
example, from their survey taken three to four months after personnel
returned from their deployments, the authors find that 58 percent of
Army personnel deployed to Afghanistan, 89 percent of Army personnel in
Irag, and 95 percent of Marine Corps members in Irag had been attacked
or ambushed during their deployment.? Being shot at or receiving small-
arms fire was even more common: 66 percent of Army members in
Afghanistan, 93 percent of Army personnel in Iraq, and 97 percent of

Marines in Iraqg reported having this experience. Other common

2 The survey results come from several different groups of
personnel. The Army group deployed to Afghanistan was surveyed in March
2003, three to four months after its return from a six-month deployment.
The Army group deployed to Iraqg was surveyed in December 2003, three to
four months after its return from an eight-month deployment. The Marine
Corps group deployed to Irag was surveyed in October/November 2003,
three to four months after its return from a six-month deployment.




contingency experiences are reported in Table 2.1. The data presented in

Hoge et al. suggest two other relevant observations. First, experience

of significant stressors is extensive among personnel deployed to
Afghanistan and Iraqg. Although it is difficult to compare this with

previous hostile combat operations because of the lack of data, it is
clear that current U.S. military operations involve high levels of

stress for most personnel. Second, it is important to note that

experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan, though often lumped together, are

in reality quite different. Experiences of being ambushed, receiving

hostile fire, and knowing someone who was killed are much more common

among Iraqg deployers.

Additional work on the recent conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan

suggests that the stressors faced by soldiers on these more recent

deployments may, in fact, be fundamentally different in some ways from

stressors experienced during the peacekeeping deployments of the 1990s

and in other contingency deployments of earlier decades. Helmus and

Glenn (2005) note that according to their interviews of infantry troops

deployed to Irag and Afghanistan, the urban combat type of warfare

conducted in these two operations exposes troops to additional types of

extreme stressors, including close quarters, intense firefights, tall

buildings (which obstruct visibility), the existence of an unidentified

and constantly changing enemy, high casualty tolls, and unforeseen

obstacles. Interestingly, however, despite the extreme nature of the

stressors experienced by personnel in urban combat operations, the

historical data cited by Helmus and Glenn (2005) suggest that the

prevalence of stress-related disorders is not higher among urban combat

veterans than among veterans as a whole.3

3 See, for example, Thompson, Talkington, et al. (1973); Ritchie
(2002); Jones (1973); and Brill and Beebe (1955).



Table 2.1
Combat Experiences Reported by Army and Marine Personnel on Deployment
to Iragq or Afghanistan (in percentages)

Army Group, Army Group, Marine Group,
Afghanistan Iraqg Iraqg
N=1,962 N=894 N=815
Being attacked 58 89 95
or ambushed
Being shot at or 66 93 97

receiving small-
arms fire

Being 12 48 65
responsible for
the death of an
enemy combatant

Handling or 12 50 57
uncovering human
remains

Knowing someone 43 86 87
seriously
injured or
killed

Being wounded or 5 14 9
injured

Had a buddy who NA 22 26
was shot or hit
near you

SOURCE: Hoge et al., 2004, Table 2.
NOTE: Each type of event was asked about separately, so individuals
could respond to each incident that they experienced.

FAMILY SEPARATION

In addition to stressors related to living conditions and work
demands, deployments also involve stresgssors associated with separation
from families and friends. The Walter Reed surveys indicate that lack of
communication with family and separation from home were some of the most
significant challenges faced by military personnel. However, these
studies do not consider the effect of this and related separation on
reenlistment intentions. A study by Kelley, Hock, et al. (2001) finds
that when comparing a group of deployed mothers with a group of mothers
on shore duty, there was very little difference in reenlistment
intentions, despite the fact that the deployed mothers had recently been
separated from their children. In fact, the deployed group expressed a

deeper commitment to the Navy, and those who remained on shore were more




likely to report dissatisfaction with the Navy as their primary reason

for leaving the service. The authors note that there may be some

selection bias, since individuals who are less committed to the Navy

might choose to leave the service before their term of sea duty ever

begins. However, these findings also raise the possibility that other

factors, perhaps group cohesion or leadership on deployment, may reduce
the negative effects of separation stress on attitudes toward the

military. While family separation may be a significant source of stress

or dissatisfaction, it may not have a large effect on outcome measures,

such as performance or reenlistment intention. These findings are

supported by research conducted by Hosek and Totten (2002). They find

that for a given number of deployments, military personnel with families
are actually more likely to reenlist than those with no dependents.

This chapter has outlined some of the most significant stressors
that military personnel encounter during peacekeeping and contingency
deployments. The Walter Reed surveys suggest that being away from home,
long work hours, and uncertainty are some of the most challenging

stressors for individuals on peacekeeping deployments. According to work

by Helmus and Glenn (2005) and Hoge et al. (2004), personnel sent on

operations to Irag and Afghanistan have been confronted by high levels

of danger, threat to their own lives, and exposure to the death of

friends and colleagues. The existence of urban combat operations,

particularly in Iraqg, is also relevant because it introduces several

unconventional types of stressors — for example, the presence of

civilians on the “battlefield” and difficulty identifying the enemy. As
mentioned in the Walter Reed studies, separation from family is one
significant stressor for military personnel on deployment. However,

Kelley, Hock, et al. (2001) argue that for certain individuals,

separation from family is not enough to dramatically affect long-term
commitment to the military or reenlistment. This does not mean that

separation does not lead to individual stress, simply that some

individuals may be willing to remain in a military career despite

experiencing separation.



Table 2.2

Summary: Types of Stressors Faced by Military Personnel

Class of Stressor Stressor Source
Peacekeeping/Combat | Being away from home or family Halverson et al.
Uncertainty of return date (1995)
Sanitation Campbell et al.
Lack of privacy (1998)
Lack of time off
Long work hours
Environment (heat, insects,
etc.)
Fear of disease
Lack of sleep
Problems with spouse or
children
Financial matters at home
Combat Being ambushed or attacked Hoge et al.
Receiving hostile fire (2004)
Killing enemy combatant Adler, Vaitkus,
Handling human remains and Martin (1996)
Knowing someone who was injured | McCarroll,
Being injured Ursano, and
Fullerton (1993)
Close quarters Helmus and Glenn
Presence of changing enemy (2005)
Civilians in battlefield
Hidden obstacles
High casualty toll
Intense firefightg
Separation Being away from home or family Halverson et al.

(1995)

Campbell et al.
(1998)

Kelley, Hock, et
al. (2001)

Hosek and Totten
(2002)

NOTE: The stressors listed in this table most likely do not represent a

complete list of the stressors faced by military personnel. However,

list does capture some of the most prevalent stressors and covers all
the stressors discussed in studies reviewed by this report.

Military planners and trainers can use this information on the

types of stressors faced by military personnel on various types of

the

operations to identify areas in which changes to deployment execution or
preparation might be warranted. For example, living condition stressors

and communication-related problems can be addressed fairly easily by




changes in how the military houses personnel and its provision of

telecommunications access to deployed personnel. Stressors relating to
lack of sleep or time off could also be dealt with through changed
personnel rotation policies. Finally, using this information, better
training and pre-deployment briefings could be developed to more
accurately prepare military personnel for the types of experiences they

will encounter on hostile deployments.



3. THE EFFECT OF STRESS ON PERFORMANCE AND OTHER OUTCOME MEASURES

Although the physiological manifestations of stress are largely
identical regardless of the form of the external demand, the effects of
stress on performance are varied and include both physical impairments
and cognitive reactions. Importantly, the studies discussed in this
section represent only a small subset of the studies conducted on the
stregss—performance relationship and were chosen to be illustrative
rather than comprehensive. Many of these studies do not address the
military context directly, but their findings should be considered
applicable to the performance of military personnel as well. Table 3.1,
presented at the end of the chapter, provides a complete summary of the
studies discussed.

This chapter first looks at theoretical hypotheses predicting the
direction of the relationship between stress and performance. It then
examines how stress may affect functioning in the following categories:
individual decisionmaking, individual perception and cognition, group
decisionmaking and communication, job satisfaction, and turnover
intentions. These categories were chosen for two primary reasons: first,
they represent the primary areas of functioning affected by stress,
according to the literature in this field, and second, they are
particularly relevant to the military context and to the completion of
important military tasks. Although some of these categories (job
satisfaction and turnover intentions) would not be considered as part of
performance in the traditional use of the term, they are included in
this chapter because they are outcome variables that are arguably
affected by the individual’s reaction to and ability to deal with
stress. Finally, the chapter discusses the effects of long-term exposure
to stress, including post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) and other

mental health problems.




STRESS AND PERFORMANCE: POSSIBLE RELATIONSHIP FRAMEWORKS
Although much of the research on the relationship between stress

and functioning focuses on the negative performance effects of stress,

not all stress is bad. In fact, Selye (1956) emphasizes that stress is a

necessary part of life and that it does not always involve negative
consequences for the organism involved. In fact, at certain moderate
levels, stress can actually improve individual performance. There is

substantial research supporting the concept of “good stress.” Yerkes and

Dodson (1908) were the first to “stumble” upon the inverted-U
relationship between stress and performance. Their work focused on the

effects of stress on the learning response of rats. Using three trials

with low, moderate, and high levels of stimulus, the authors find a weak

but curvilinear relationship, with performance on the task improving as
the stressor stimulus reached a moderate level and decreasing as

stimulus strength increased beyond this point.

Research since Yerkes and Dodson has supported the inverted-U

relationship between stress and performance. Scott (1966) finds that

individual performance increases with stress and resulting arousal to an
optimal point and then decreases as stress and stimulation increase

beyond this optimum. Furthermore, Srivastava and Krishna (1991) find

evidence that an inverted-U relationship does exist for job performance

in the industrial context. Selye (1975) and McGrath (1976) also suggest

an inverted-U relationship between stress and performance. Finally,
research on arousal theory supports the inverted-U hypothesis, assuming
that external stressors produce a stress response that is similar
physiologically to arousal. Sanders (1983) and Gaillard and Steyvers
(1989) find that performance is optimal when arousal is at moderate
levels. When arousal is either too high or too low, performance
declines.

There are many critics of the inverted-U hypothesis who argue that
the relationship between stress and performance does not have a U-shape.

One alternative model is a negative linear relationship. For example,

Jamal (1985) argues that stress at any level reduces task performance by

draining an individual’s energy, concentration, and time. Vroom (1964)

offers a similar explanation, suggesting that physiological responses



caused by stressors impair performance. Some psychologists even suggest
a linear positive relationship between stress and performance. For
example, Meglino (1977) argues that at low levels of stress, challenge
is absent and performance is poor. Optimal performance in his model
comes at the highest level of stress. There have been some studies in
support of this hypothesis, including Arsenault and Dolan (1983) and
Hatton et al. (1995). Despite the empirical evidence supporting these
alternative theories, the inverted-U hypothesis is still the most
intuitively appealing and the most used explanation for how stress and

performance are related (Muse, Harris, and Field, 2003).

STRESS AND DECISIONMAKING, PERCEPTION, AND COGNITION

Stress can affect an individual’s decisionmaking process and
ability to make effective judgments. For example, Easterbrook (1959)
proposes a “cue utilization model” and argues that when exposed to
stressors, individuals experience “perceptual narrowing” — meaning that
they pay attention to fewer perceptual cues or stimuli that could
contribute to their behavior or decision. Peripheral stimuli are likely
to be the first to be screened out or ignored. Decisionmaking models
proposed by Janis and Mann (1977) support this hypothesis and suggest
that under stress, individuals may make decisions based on incomplete
information. Friedman and Mann (1993) suggest that when under conditions
of stress, individuals may fail to consider the full range of
alternatives available, ignore long-term consequences, and make
decisions based on oversimplifying assumptions.* Furthermore, the work
of Staw, Sandelands, and Dutton (1981) suggests that individuals may
suffer from performance rigidity as a result of their reduced search
behavior and reliance on fewer perceptual cues to make decisions.

Research on decisionmaking under stress supports these theoretical
models. For example, Wallsten (1980) observes the decisionmaking
processes of individuals under time pressure. He finds that individuals
under time pressure tend to focus their attention only on a few salient
cues. Keinan (1987) studies the decisionmaking behavior of a group of

undergraduate students. The students were asked to solve decision

4 See also Simonov et al. (1977).




problems while being exposed to varying types of stressors. While the

type of stressor did not seem to have an effect on decisionmaking, those

students exposed to a stressor were significantly more likely to offer

solutions to the computer-generated problems without considering all the

alternatives, to scan alternatives in a nonsystematic way, and to have

lower gquality of performance than those students not exposed to a

stressor.

Research by Shaham, Singer, and Schaeffer (1992) suggests that

individuals are more likely to use heuristics (rules of thumb or

guidelines based on past experience that are used to help in
decisionmaking) when they are faced with external stressors. They
compare the heuristic use of two groups of people on a survey, one that
was asked to first complete an analytical test while being subjected to
loud noises and a second that did not complete the stress-exposure test.
These authors find that individuals in the experimental group, who

exhibited elevated levels of hostility, anxiety, and irritability after

their initial exposure to the stressors, were about 12.5 percent more

likely than the control group to use heuristics while taking the second

survey. However, the authors do not look at whether individuals

performed better or worse on the analytical test when using heuristics.
Klein (1996) also finds that when confronted with external stressors,

individuals are more likely to use heuristics and other simplified
decisionmaking strategies. However, rather than reducing the quality of
individual decisions, as suggested by those researchers who argue for

perceptual narrowing, Klein suggests that the use of heuristics may
allow individuals to respond more quickly to external demands and can

also help them make effective judgments under some kinds of stressors or

with only partial information.

Larsen (2001) looks at the effects of sleep deprivation on

individual perception, judgment, and decisionmaking. He considers a

sample of sleep-deprived Norwegian military personnel enrolled in a

combat training course. After five days with little or no sleep, these

individuals were asked to conduct a simulated nighttime village raid.

The individuals had conducted a similar raid before, shooting at

cardboard figures meant to represent people. In this particular



simulation, the figures were replaced with real people and the students’
guns were emptied of ammunition. Larsen finds that, like other types of
stressors, sleep deprivation can reduce an individual’s ability to
reason, to analyze complex situations, and to make effective decisions.
Sleep-deprived (stressed) individuals in his study were more likely to
obey orders without thinking and to ignore cues that implied the
presence of something unusual. In fact, 59 percent of the students in
Larsen’s sample fired their weapons several times during the simulation.
Half these students reported that they did see movement in the camp —
suggesting that something was unusual and that real people might be in
the camp — but they fired anyway because they had been told to or
because their thinking was too confused to make an effective decision.
Stress can also contribute to performance decrements by slowing
cognition and individual information processing. For example, Idzikowski
and Baddeley (1983) find that the time to complete a given task doubled
with the introduction of an external stressor. McLeod (1977) looks
specifically at stress in the form of “task overload” (e.g., asking an
individual to perform more than one task under a time constraint) and
finds that the addition of multiple required tasks reduces the quality
of individual performance and increases the magnitude of the performance
decrement as compared with the case in which the individual has only one

task to perform.

STRESS AND GROUP FUNCTIONING

While the affects of stress on individual performance are relevant
to military effectiveness, the effects of stress on group functioning
are equally important. Bowers, Weaver, and Morgan (1996) argue that
group-level stressors can involve any influence of the group on the
individual that leads to increased tension or decreased functioning —
for example, competition among members or crowding. Group decisionmaking
processes can be affected by the presence of stressors. Most
importantly, Driskell, Carson, and Moskal (1988) find that when
subjected to stressful conditions, individuals are more likely to yield
control to their partners or superiors. As a result, authority tends to

become more concentrated and hierarchy more pronounced. In addition,




communication within the group may suffer as a result of perceptual
narrowing. Cannon-Bowers and Salas (1998) hypothesize that the stimuli
lost through perceptual narrowing are those most important to group

communication and effectiveness. As a result, the group-level effects of

stress may be even more significant than those at the individual level.
Stress can also lead to what Janis and Mann (1977) call “groupthink,” in

which members of the group may ignore important cues, force all members

to conform or adhere to the consensus opinion, and even rationalize poor

decisions.

STRESS AND JOB SATISFACTION AND TURNOVER INTENTIONS

Research also suggests that moderate levels of stress can have
positive effects on job satisfaction and organizational commitment while
reducing turnover intent. These findings seem to be an extension of the

inverted-U-shaped relationship discussed previously. Under this

hypothesis, at moderate levels of stress, individual performance and

productivity are likely to be higher and can also contribute to higher

job satisfaction and organizational commitment. For example, Zivnuska,

Kiewitz, and Hochwarter (2002) find that moderate levels of stress tend

to be correlated with higher levels of job satisfaction than either very
high or very low stress levels. The authors explain this effect by

noting that moderate stress is perceived as stimulating and challenging,

without being unbearable. Empirically, the authors demonstrate the

nonlinear relationship of stress with turnover intent, value attainment,
and job satisfaction by including a tension-squared term as a predictor
variable in their model. They find that the tension-sgquared term has a
statistically significant relationship with each of the outcome
variables. These findings suggest that turnover intent increases
guadratically with job tension, while value attainment and job
satisfaction decrease quadratically with tension.

These findings are supported by the work of Milgram, Orenstein, and
Zafrir (1989), which looks at the effects of stress on a group of
Israeli soldiers. They find that moderate levels of stress foster

increased group cooperation, commitment, and morale, all of which can

contribute to effective group performance. As stress levels decline from



the “optimal” level, the authors find that individual endorsement of
official goals of the military, military unit morale, and loyalty to the
unit also decline. Taken together, these studies suggest that although
stress often comes along with a negative connotation in popular
language, it does exist in positive and helpful forms that can
contribute to individual and group intensity and achievement. This type
of stress is likely to be particularly important for military personnel
in peacekeeping deployments, where a certain level of stress may help

maintain vigilance and reduce boredom.

LONG-TERM EFFECTS OF STRESS

However, while exposure to some level of stressor may help
individual performance, the long-term effects of stress on the
individual tend to be negative, according to the majority of research
looking at prolonged exposure to stress. One potential result of an
extended exposure to a single or to multiple stressors is burnout,
defined by Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001) to include exhaustion,
feelings of cynicism and detachment, a sense of ineffectiveness, and
lack of accomplishment. Burnout is most often measured on the Maslach
Burnout Inventory (MBI). The authors note that individuals with high MBI
scores tend to also exhibit higher levels of job dissatisfaction and
lower workplace effectiveness. Work by Lee and Ashforth (1990) supports
the argument that high and consistent exposure to stress can lead to
burnout. They find that psychological strain and burnout have a
correlation of 0.94 and that physiological strain and burnout have a
correlation of 0.56. Although this does not imply a causal relationship,
it does support the argument that individual stress levels are strongly
related to burnout.

Long-term exposure to stressors can also have other negative
effects. For example, Cropanzano, Rapp, and Bryne (2003) find that long-
term exposure to high levels of stressors can lead to emotional
exhaustion, which has been shown to degrade organizational commitment
and increase turnover intentions. According to Seymour and Black (2002),
chronic stress can also lead to physical problems, including

cardiovascular disease, muscle pain, stomach and intestinal problems,




decreased fertility, and reduced immune system strength. Long-term

stress can also lead to feelings of anger, anxiety, fatigue, depression,

and sleep problems.

In the extreme, long-term exposure to high levels of stressors or a

single exposure to a very demanding event can lead to post-traumatic

stress disorder, a psychiatric illness that can interfere with life

functioning. PTSD has a variety of symptoms, including nightmares,

flashbacks, difficulty sleeping, and social isolation. Not all
individuals who experience extreme stress will develop PTSD, though.

Factors that make individuals more or less susceptible to PTSD include

the type of stressor experienced, genetics, lack of social support, or

the existence of other mental or physical diseases (Green et al., 1990;

Kahana, Harel, and Kahana, 1988; Adler, Vaitkus, and Martin, 1996).

Important from the perspective of this report, combat experience is one

of the types of stressors that can bring on PTSD. In fact, PTSD has been

observed in nearly all veteran populations studied, including those who

served in World War II, the Korean War, Persian Gulf conflicts, and UN

peacekeeping deployments. Specifically, for the Vietnam War, a study

conducted 15 years after the end of the conflict found that at least 15

percent of veterans were still suffering from PTSD symptoms (Schlenger

et al., 1992). Rates for other conflicts are lower. For example,

incidence of PTSD in Gulf War veterans is estimated to be between 2 and

10 percent (Hoge et al., 2004). In general, the severity of stress

response experienced by an individual appears to be related to the type,

duration, and magnitude of stressor experienced. Adler, Vaitkus, and

Martin (1996) find that Operation Desert Storm veterans who had

witnessed U.S. casualties exhibited the highest scores for PTSD

symptoms. McCarroll, Ursano, and Fullerton (1993) also look at the

connection between PTSD symptoms and degree of stress exposure. They
find that soldiers who handled human remains reported significantly more
severe PTSD symptoms than did those who did not.

As mentioned previously, in addition to combat-related stressors,

the stress associated with peacekeeping duties can also be severe. For

example, Litz et al. (1997b) study the rates of PTSD and exposure to

stress for military personnel who served in a peacekeeping mission in
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Somalia. They find a prevalence rate of PTSD for the sample (men and
women) of 8 percent. Interestingly, this rate is comparable to that
discussed above for Gulf War veterans, despite the fact that the Somali
deployment was a peacekeeping mission. The authors hypothesize that
“peacekeeping operations under perilous conditions may represent a
unique class of potentially traumatizing experiences not sufficiently
captured by traditional war zone exposure.... It could be that both war
zone exposure and frustration with peace enforcement are most implicated
in PTSD responses because of the uncontrollable and unpredictable nature
of peacekeeping” (p. 185; see also Foa, Zinbarg, and Rothbaum, 1992;
Weisaeth, 1990).

Although the conflicts in Iraqg and Afghanistan are still under way,
research on the prevalence of mental health disorders among returning
veterans has already begun. A study by Hoge et al. (2004) finds that
soldiers deployed to Afghanistan and Iraqg had significantly higher
levels of mental disorders, including anxiety, depression, and PTSD,
than did those who were not deployed. Furthermore, those deployed to
Irag demonstrated a much higher incidence of mental disorders than did
those who had only been to Afghanistan. The authors used a survey to
identify personnel who met the criteria for PTSD set out in the
Department of Veterans Affairs’ National Center for PTSD Checklist.
According to their analysis, among the group returning from deployment
to Afghanistan, 11.5 percent of surveyed personnel met the criteria for
PTSD; Army units returning from Iraq had an incidence of 18.0 percent;
and 19.9 percent of Marines returning from Iraqg demonstrated symptoms of
PTSD. However, it is worth noting that the baseline case, established by
a survey administered before deployment, found that 9.4 percent of
personnel exhibited PTSD as per the definition used in the study. The
change in PTSD score, while ranging in size from only 2 to 10 percent,
was found to be significant, at the p<0.05 level for the Afghanistan
group and p<0.01 for both Irag groups. These results suggest that combat
operations and experiences on deployment have led to an increase in
mental health disorders among military personnel; they also imply that
this increase may be smaller than some experts in the field and many in

the media predict.




Estimates of PTSD incidence reported in Hoge et al. (2004) are

within the range for other combat operations, for example, World War II

and the Vietnam War. They are slightly higher than those reported during
the Gulf War and some peacekeeping missions such as Somalia, but this

may be a result of how the authors choose to define and measure PTSD.

For example, in Litz et al. (1997b), the authors use a stricter

definition of PTSD, which could reduce their incidence rates somewhat.®
Unfortunately, other studies do not provide data on the incidence of

PTSD among military personnel prior to deployment, so it is difficult to

compare the results of Hoge et al. (2004) concerning the relative

increase in PTSD cases after deployment with that research on previous
military conflicts.

Importantly, there is little precise information and few, if any,

studies on the duration of deployment-related mental health disorders.
This is largely because the severity and length of the manifestation of
symptoms vary by individual and can be affected by the type of trauma
experienced, the individual’s preexisting conditions, and other personal

attributes such as lack of social support or genetic factors. In

general, PTSD is considered a chronic condition if the symptoms last for

at least three months and an acute condition for the first three months.

Chronic PTSD can be managed and symptoms controlled, but an individual

is always at risk of relapse (Cozza et al., 2004). Research suggests

that 33 to 47 percent of people being treated for PTSD still experience

symptoms after one year; however, some individuals may recover within

six months (Sidran Foundation, 2000). Additional research on the

recovery rates for PTSD and for other mental health disorders among

military personnel would be useful, as would investigation of how these

rates differ for non-military individuals with PTSD.

5> That there may be important differences in how PTSD is measured
and defined is suggested by the fact that the incidence rates among
veterans of the Gulf War and Somalia operations are below the baseline
found for deployers to Afghanistan and Iraq.
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Table 3.1

Summary: Stressors and Their Effects on Functioning

Level of Stressor/ Observed/Theoretical
Effect Stregs Type Effects Source
Perceptual narrowing Easterbroock (1959)
leading to incomplete Janis and Mann (1977)
decisions Staw, Sandelands, and
Dutton (1981)
General - - -
theory Increased time to Idzikowski and
complete tasks Baddeley (1983)
Oversimplification Friedman and Mann
during problem solving (1993)
Klein (1996)
Time Focusing on fewer cues Wallsten (1980)
pressures
General Lower-quality decisions Keinan (1987)
stressors and tendency to ignore
alternatives
Loud noise Increased heuristic use Shaham, Singer, and
Schaeffer (1992)
Sleep Increases in decisional Larsen (2001)
deprivation errors
Task Performance decrements McLeod (1977)
Individual | oyerload
Increases in job Zivnuska, Kiewitz, and
gsatisfaction Hochwarter (2002)
Increases in Milgram, Orenstein,
Moderate organizational and Zafrir (1989)
general commitment
stress Morale Milgram, Orenstein,
and Zafrir (1989)
Group cooperation Milgram, Orenstein,
and Zafrir (1989)
High general | Morale and unit loyalty Milgram, Orenstein,
stress declines and Zafrir (1989)
Emotional exhaustion, Lee and Ashforth
burnout (1990)
Long-term Cropanzano, Rapp, and
Bryne (2003)
exposure to

stress

Cardiovascular disease,
muscle pain, decreased
fertility, stomach or
intestinal problems

Seymour and Black
(2002)




Table 3.1 continued

Yield control to others Driskell, Carson, and
or superiors Moskal (1988)
General Perceptual narrowing Cannon-Bowers and
Group o Salas (1998)
stress - -
Groupthink Janis and Mann (1977)
Decreases in effective Cannon-Bowers and
in-group communication Salas (1998)

This chapter discusses the effects of stress responses on
individual and group performance and functioning. According to the

literature, under conditions of stress, individual decisionmaking

processes, perception, cognition, and judgment are all affected. For

example, individuals may experience perceptual narrowing, reduced

attention to peripheral stimuli, and increased task completion time

(Easterbrook, 1959; Keinan, 1987). In group situations, stressors may

lead individuals to rely on the orders of their superiors (Driskell,

Carson, and Moskal, 1988). Group performance can also be affected by

reduced communication effectiveness, concentrated authority, and poor

judgment resulting from groupthink (Janis and Mann, 1977). While the

general view of stress is that it has negative consequences, it is

widely accepted that the relationship between stress and important
outcome measures is more complicated. That is, moderate levels of stress
are often associated with improved outcomes, while low and high levels

of stress and arousal are linked to lowered outcomes. This research

suggests that performance for different types of military operations

could vary as a function of stress. For example, for certain operations,

moderate levels of stress may contribute to improved outcomes

(performance, job satisfaction, etc.) (Kelley, Hock, et al., 2001).

However, for other operations that have frequent and significant

stressors, such as the current mission in Iraq, stress appears to have

negative effects on soldier outcomes, such as mental health

(particularly in the long term). Military planners may be able to use

this information to their advantage by identifying and reducing stress

in situations in which it has negative effects on judgment and

decisionmaking and by maintaining moderate levels of stimulation where



stress can be beneficial for outcomes. It also seems significant that it
tends to be individual perception, judgment, and decisionmaking
processes that are most affected by stress. As a result, military
trainers and leaders should focus on developing these skills among

junior personnel through training or other exercises.




4. MODERATORS AND OTHER WAYS TO REDUCE THE NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF STRESS

In Chapter One, a framework illustrating the stress-performance
relationship is presented (see Figure 1.3). As can be seen in that
figure, a moderator is a variable that intervenes in the causal
relationship between two other variables, usually reducing the causal
effect. In the stressor-stress-performance relationship, moderators can
either reduce the physiological response to the stressor or reduce the
effect of stress on performance. Importantly, although moderators
typically reduce the effect of one variable on the other, in the case of
stress on performance, there are some examples discussed in this chapter
in which the moderator increases the effect of stress on performance. A
summary of the studies presented on moderators can be found at the end

of the chapter (Table 4.3).
MODERATING THE STRESSOR-STRESS RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP

Personality

The first type of moderator discussed in this chapter is that which
affects the magnitude of the stress response experienced by the
individual following exposure to a stressor stimulus.® For example,
personality is a significant moderator at this first intervention point.
Personality can affect an individual response to stress in several ways.
Individuals who express higher levels of anxiety, classified as high
reactivity, have been shown to exhibit more pronounced physical
responses (in terms of heart rate) to stressors (Pearson and Thackray,
1970) . Pearson and Thackray (1970) examine this relationship using a
color identification test known as the Press Test. In the experiment,
the subjects were divided into low- and high-anxiety groups based on

previous testing. The two groups took the test the first time with no

& The reader will remember that, for the purposes of this report,
type 1 moderators are moderators that intervene in the stressor-stress
response relationship, reducing the physiological response of the
individual to the stressor. Type 2 moderators intervene in the stress-

performance relationship and can reduce the negative effects of stress
on performance.




external stressors. Before the second trial, the individuals were told

that if their score fell from the first trial, they would receive a

shock. The researchers measured heart rate change and score change for
the two groups.’ The low-anxiety group exhibited a mean heart rate

change of 4 beats per minute and an increase in score of 3.54 (out of 15

maximum). The high-anxiety group, however, had a much larger increase in

heart rate, 26 beats per minute, and a much smaller increase in score,

0.7 points. These findings support the argument that low-anxiety
individuals are better able to deal with the physiological effects of
external stressors and are more likely to experience a performance
improvement from the introduction of certain stressors — in this case

the threat of an electric shock. However, it is interesting to note that

even the high-anxiety group had an increase in score between the two

trials, suggesting the relevance of the inverted-U-shaped stress-

performance relationship.

Research by Caplan and Jones (1975) shows that individuals with

Type A personalities also exhibit more significant stress responses than
those with Type B personalities when confronted with identical
stressors.?® The researchers created a stressful situation involving time
pressure and increased workload and measured the reported stress levels
of Type A and B personalities. They find that the slope of the
regression line for changes in workload on changes in anxiety is higher
for Type A persons than for Type B persons. More specifically, the
coefficient for Type A persons is 0.61, while that for Type B persons is
0.17[p (coefficient Type A > coefficient Type B) < 0.05]. The findings
of this study imply that for a given change in workload, individuals
with Type A personalities experience a larger increase in self-reported
anxiety than individuals with Type B personalities.

Individual perceptual outlook may also affect stress response.

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) argue that an individual’s experience of

7 Change in heart rate was significant at the p<0.001 level, while
score change was significant at p<0.01.

8 Type A personality is generally defined as being driven,
persistent, involved in work, oriented toward leadership and

achievement, and having a sense of time urgency (Caplan and Jones,
1975) .



stress is based somewhat on his own appraisal of the event. Their work
suggests that the physiological stress response is the result of the
individual’s interaction with the environment and interpretation of the

event, based partly on learning and experience.

Anticipation

Another significant type 1 moderator is the individual’s
anticipation of the stressor. Although anticipation affects the
relationship between the stressor and the stress response, the
individual usually experiences the anticipation even before the
occurrence of a particular stressor. In general, anticipation of a
stressor increases the individual’s physiological response to the
stressor and can be responsible for the majority of the stress response.
For example, Marshall et al. (2002) study the effect of the anticipation
of a blood test on the blood pressure of individuals. After telling the
intervention group in the study that they would receive a blood test
following the final blood-pressure reading, the average blood pressure
in the intervention group rose, while that in the control group stayed
the same. This finding suggests that merely thinking about the impending
blood test was enough to cause a stress response for those individuals

in the intervention group.

Individual Characteristics

In the military context, research has shown that additional
individual characteristics intervene in the stressor-stress response
relationship, including low military rank, minority group membership,
and poorer socioeconomic status. Importantly, these intervening
variables actually increase the effect of stress on individual
functioning. Research by Green et al. (1990) and Kahana, Harel, and
Kahana (1988) suggests that individuals in each of the above-mentioned
categories are more likely to have negative responses to stressors —
that is, they are more likely to develop long-term mental health
problems, including PTSD. These findings have some interesting
implications for military leaders. While it is not reasonable or
practical to select individuals for deployments based solely on these

characteristics, it may be possible to pay particular attention to




stress-related disorders among these populations of soldiers during and
after deployment. Such targeted policy could reduce the number of
stress-induced casualties and prevent long-term mental health disorders
by focusing on the potentially most vulnerable populations. Importantly,
in the military context, some of the type 1 moderators not discussed
here can be targeted directly at the physical conditions of personnel,
therefore possibly reducing the effects of stressors. For example,

Wright, Marlowe, and Gifford (1996) find that showers, mail, tents, and

cold drinks were all cited as services that helped soldiers to deal with

the stressors associated with deployment.
MODERATING THE STRESS-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIP

Self-Efficacy, Control, and Uncertainty
Moderators that intervene in the stress response-performance
relationship — type 2 moderators in the framework discussed previously —

do not prevent an individual from experiencing a physiological reaction

to a stressor, but instead, at least in the case of a helpful moderator,

allow the individual to maintain a high level of performance despite the

existence of arousal or a physical response to an external stressor. For

example, individual self-efficacy and perception of control over

environment can reduce the negative performance effects of stress.® Jex

and Bliese (1999) find that self-efficacy beliefs moderate the negative

effects of work overload and long work hours on organizational
commitment and psychological strain. For example, although work overload

has a negative effect on organizational commitment among employees

surveyed in their study, this effect is smaller for individuals with

high self-efficacy.

9 Self-efficacy is defined as an individual’s own judgment of his

ability to complete a certain task or achieve a certain level of

performance (Bandura, 1994). Locus of control refers to a persocnality

trait that determines an individual’s perception of the amount of
control he has over his life. Locus of control can be internal, meaning
the individual believes he controls events in his life, or external,

meaning the individual believes events in his life are controlled by
fate or chance (Rotter, 1966).



Additional information can also serve as a type 2 moderator. Glass
and Singer (1973) argue that additional information can reduce the
influence of stress on performance by giving individuals a better base
for their decisions and improving the accuracy of their expectations
about what will be required for successful or effective performance.
However, the role of additional information as a helpful moderator is
sometimes disputed. For example, research by Miller and Mangan (1983)
and Langer, Janis, and Wolfer (1975) suggests that too much information
can lead to increased anxiety and performance rigidity. It could also be
the case that information acts as a positive moderator to a certain
point, after which it beginsg to hurt performance. Significantly, work by
Wright, Marlowe, and Gifford (1996) suggests that military personnel
believe that receiving more information would reduce the effect of
stress on their morale. The authors note that this is particularly true
for information relating to the end date of a deployment and information
about the strength of the enemy.

However, uncertainty or lack of control can be a negative
moderator, one that increases the negative effects of stress on
performance. According to Leitch (2003), uncertainty can increase the
negative effects of stress on performance in several key ways. First,
the presence of uncertainty requires that the individual spend
additional time thinking about the appropriate response and even
preparing for a range of possible outcomes. This can lead to a delay in
action and even additional physiological response to stress as the body
is forced to “stand-by.” Furthermore, uncertainty can lead to disaster
or worst-case scenario thinking that can distract the individual from
the task at hand. The Walter Reed studies discussed earlier confirm that
uncertainty is a primary stressor for military personnel (Halverson et

al., 1995; Campbell et al., 1998).




Training

Training as a way to reduce the effects of stress is one of the

most studied moderators and also a highly effective one. In addition, it

is a moderator that can be developed, altered, and controlled fairly

easily as compared with many of the moderators listed previously. First,

it is important to note that training can serve as either a type 1 or

type 2 moderator — that ig, it can intervene either before (immediately

following the stressor) or after the individual stress response occurs.

Most research on the moderating effects of training focuses on a
particular type of training — stress exposure training — in which the
individual is repeatedly exposed to a certain stressor and asked to
perform a target task under that stressor. Considering stress as a type

1 moderator, Driskell and Johnston (1998) propose that use of stress

exposure training — for example, subjecting an individual to extreme

heat or lighting — can gradually lessen the individual’s physiological
response to the stimuli by reducing its novelty. Such training can also

build coping strategies that help the individual to moderate the effects

of the stressor, even once a stress response has begun. In this case,

training can reduce the physiological response of the individual to the
stressor.

As a type 2 moderator, training is able to intervene in the stress-

performance relationship in several ways. First, stress exposure

training allows individuals to practice performing complex tasks while
being confronted with an external stressor. This can lead to task
mastery and can allow individuals to build strategies to maintain

performance under stress. In addition, stress exposure training can

reduce some of the uncertainty involved in stressful situations by
allowing individuals to form more accurate expectations about the

effects that stressors and stress will have on their bodies and

performance. Through training, individuals may also learn how to manage

uncertainty and maintain high levels of performance despite its
presence. Table 4.1 outlines the objectives and structure of stress

exposure training more completely.
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Table 4.1
Objectives and Outcomes of Stress Exposure Training

Phase 1:
Presentation of Phase 2: Phase 3:
Requisite Skill Practice Skill Practice
Knowledge with Feedback with Stressors
Objectives Knowledge of Develop meta- Use Phase 2
typical cognitive skills while
stressors and skills, positive | exposed to
reactions to coping stressors
stressors behaviors,
relaxation
techniques
Outcomes 1. Increased 1. Development 1. Reduced
perceived of cognitive and | anxiety
efficacy in problem-solving 2. Increased
dealing with skills efficacy

stressors

2. Knowledge of
effective
strategies for
coping with
stress

2. Reduced
negative
attitudes toward
self and
stressors

3. Reduced
physiological
effects of
stress

4. Successful
coping skill
performance

3. Improved
performance and
control under
stress

4. Successful
application of
skills while
exposed to
stressors

SOURCE: Johnston and Cannon-Bowers
NOTE: Even though in this particular work the authors do not offer

empirical evidence for the outcomes in the table,

(1996), p. 227.

these outcomes are

supported by a wide body of research on the effect of training on the
stress-performance relationship. Some of this research is discussed in

this chapter.

Both the skill-building and the stress-combating aspects of the

training appear to be important in the role of training as a moderator.

Friedland and Keinan (1992) and Johnston and Cannon-Bowers (1996)

advocate a phased training approach. They suggest that when combined,

skill practice and practice under stressors can contribute to improved

performance under stress by building problem-solving skillsg,

increasing

self-efficacy, and improving control and coping skills. Furthermore,

Kozlowskl (1998) finds that simulated training that mimics the work

environment is effective in mediating the effect of the stress response




on decisionmaking processes. Kozlowski adopts a naturalistic
decisionmaking model in which individuals make decisions based on their

previous experiences and learning. As a result, by practicing in a

“real” environment, individuals may gain heuristics and tools that will

prepare them for performance in a future, challenging situation.
Kozlowksi extends the discussion of training by suggesting that
individuals are able to develop “adaptive capability” through training:
that individuals can gain the ability to apply knowledge and skills
acquired through training or experience to more complex and challenging
situations. The notion of training adaptive capability has important
implications for military trainers and planners, given the frequently
uncertain and changing nature of deployments — for example, those in
Iraq and Afghanistan. Military leaders should try to build training
exercises that emphasize adaptation and learning as well as task
completion, to prepare personnel to deal with unknown or new
circumstances.

Training can act at many points during a soldier’s career to help
him both to control his physioclogical and psychological response to
stressors and to maintain performance under stress. As evidence of the
importance of training, Helmus and Glenn (2005)

find that combat service
and combat service support personnel,

along with reserve units that come
under fire, are much more susceptible to severe stress reactions than
are special operations or infantry troops. One possible explanation is
that the additional combat-related training received by full-time
infantry soldiers allows them to deal more effectively with the wmost
difficult contingency-related stressors than those personnel who do not

receive rigorous combat training. However, it is also possible that

individuals in special operations and infantry occupations are
inherently less reactive to stress and therefore self-select into these
more intense occupations.

Training can also act as a moderator for the stresses of
peacekeeping deployments. For example, Segal, Furukawa, and Lindh (1990)
find through a survey of military personnel that individuals who
participate in peacekeeping training prior to being deployed on a

peacekeeping mission have more positive expectations and experiences.



Compared with those who did not receive peacekeeping training, those who
did were more likely to express the belief that peacekeeping would be
interesting, could be carried out without force, and was an appropriate
duty for their unit. These personnel also reported a significant
increase in the belief that the current mission was interesting or
exciting and a decrease in the feeling that the mission was boring. It
seems probable that these improved experiences and more positive
attitudes (taken in this case as outcome measures following a stressor —
the peacekeeping deployment) resulted, at least in part, from the
peacekeeping training, which provided individuals with more accurate
expectations and reduced their stress and anxiety both prior to and

during the deployment.

Training: Empirical Evidence

There are many studies that offer empirical evidence for the
positive impact of training programs on reducing the physiological and
performance effects of stress.l0 Deikis (1982) looks at the effects of
relaxation training on the performance of an underwater task among three
groups of scuba diving students. He finds that those students who
receive the training are more likely tovreport low levels of anxiety and
increased self-efficacy, both of which can act indirectly to reduce the
effects of stress on performance. The reduction of anxiety is also an
example of training acting as a type 1 moderator, since anxiety is
likely to be the manifestation of physiological processes. A study by
Hytten, Jensen, and Skauli (1990) evaluates the effectiveness of
training on the performance of two training tasks by future offshore oil
workers. The authors find that students who underwent the stress
exposure training performed better during the performance of one
training task (with little difference in performance for the second

task) and required less help from the instructors. Sheehy and Horan

10 The studies on the effects of training discussed here are
representative of a much larger body of work on this topic. All the
studies are too numerous to cite here. For further reference, see, for
example, Adams (1981), Altmaier and Happ (1985), Deffenbacher and
Hahnloser (1981), Finger and Galasgsi (1977), Mace and Carroll (1985),
and Sweeney and Horan (1982). Saunders et al. (1996), described in this
document, provides a comprehensive list of relevant studies.




(2004) look at the effect of training on the anxiety, stress,

irrationality, and performance of first-year law students. They find

that, unlike the control group, those students who went through the

training experienced significant reductions in their reported anxiety

and stress levels (type 1 moderator). Furthermore, those students who

received the training and were expected to finish in the lower 20
percent of their class (using their Law School Admission Test [LSAT]

scores as a predictor) also displayed significant academic improvement.

More specifically, of the seven treatment group participants who were
expected to finish in the bottom 20 percent of their class, only three
did (type 2 moderator). The authors note that this could not have

happened by chance (Fisher's exact probability, 0.035).

As a final example, using meta-analysis of 37 studies, Saunders et

al. (1996) determine that training has been shown to improve performance

(type 2 moderator) and reduce state anxiety (type 1 moderator). They

note that within their sample, stress exposure training has a moderate

and significant effect on improving performance (r=0.296, z=5.602,
p<0.001) and a moderate and significant effect on reducing state

anxiety!l (r=0.373, z=14.953, p<0.001) .12 The authors note that although

even a single training session can be beneficial, there is a moderate

and significant positive relationship between the number of training
gessions and the effect of training on improving performance and

reducing state anxiety (r=0.362, 2z=2.620, p<0.05). Furthermore, they

find that training reduces state anxiety and improves performance of

high-anxiety individuals (state anxiety: r=0.417, z=15.450, p<0.001;

performance: r=0.352, 2z=5.183, p<0.001) over normal-anxiety individuals

(state anxiety: r=0.269, z=4.473, p<0.001; performance: r=0.237,

z=3.508, p<0.001). This finding relates to the discussion previously

11 The reported anxiety of the individual.

12 The authors use the Rosenthal and Rubin meta-analytic approach
for their hypothesis tests. The primary-level statistics reported for
each of the observed variables are “r,” the correlation coefficient
(also the square root of the r-squared value, the portion of the sum-
squared deviations of the dependent variable accounted for the
independent variable) for effect size, and “z” [a normalized random
deviate (X-Mean)/SD] for significance level. All meta-analytic
computations are carried out on Fisher’s “z” transformation of r.



about the role of personality as a moderator and implies that although
high-reactivity individuals may be more susceptible to the physiological
and performance effects of stress, training can be even more effective
as a moderator for this group of individuals than for low-reactivity
individuals. Furthermore, this result suggests that military leaders can
rely on training to reduce the performance decrement of the more anxious
personnel and those who appear particularly affected by the existence of
stressors. The authors also highlight several characteristics of the
training itself that may contribute to the effectiveness of the
training. For example, they note that the effect of training on
performance is greater when the training includes some kind of
behavioral practice, when the size of the training group is small (no
more than nine people), and when the training occurs in a field or
naturalistic setting. These results indicate that effectively structured
and administered training can moderate the effects of stress on

performance both for physical tasks and for more mental or analytical

ones.

Moderators and Group Performance

Moderators can also affect group performance under stress,
particularly within the military context. For example, characteristics
of the group leadership can significantly reduce the negative effects of
stress on group performance. Kirmeyer and Dougherty (1988) find that
leader characteristics, including effective communicative and
motivational skills, can limit the influence of stress on team
performance and contribute to unit morale and efficiency. Furthermore,
Helmus and Glenn (2005) argue that leadership quality and involvement of
the leader with his unit (being present and visible, hanging out with
subordinates, concerned with the well-being of subordinates) are
together able to significantly reduce stress-related performance
decrements. Based on these studies, military planners should pay
particular attention to developing senior and junior leaders who have
the qualities needed to foster effective performance under stress and
maintain high morale. Leadership development courses and mentoring may

be effective ways to ensure that the new generation of military leaders




has the skills and strengths needed to lead in the face of uncertain and

changing combat conditions.

Unit cohesion is also an important moderator of stress at the group
level. Unit cohesion is defined as the strong affinity between members
of a group and their commitment to each other. Other characteristics
associated with increased group cohesion include egalitarianism,

sensitivity, and helpfulness of members (Griffith, 1989). Time spent

together is one potential determinant of unit cohesion (although this is
debated), but cohesion will not occur spontaneously. Training exercises
that encourage groups to work together and build mutual trust among

members can also contribute to unit cohesion

(Milgram, Orenstein,

Zafrir, 1989). In addition, group cohesion can be fostered through the

creation of shared experiences, the expectation of future interaction,

and a leadership style that encourages participation of all group

members. The literature on cohesion suggests that cohesion has a modest
positive effect on performance (Rostker et al., 1993). Evidence also
supports the argument that successful group performance can increase

group cohesion (Davis, 1969, pp. 78-79), suggesting that the cohesion-
unit performance relationship can operate in both directions.

In the presence of stressors, several studies find that higher
levels of unit cohesion are associated with more effective
“psychological coping” and better performance under stress (Rostker et
al., 1993; Griffith, 1989; Manning and Fullerton, 1988). Milgram,
Orenstein, and Zafrir (1989) suggest that “a cohesive group may be
regarded as an optimal support system in a time of crisis because it
provides emotional support, information, instrumental help, and
companionship” (p. 186). Griffith (1989) also supports the relevance of
unit cohesion as a moderator, by studying the difference between units

operating under a “unit replacement system” (UR) and those operating
under an “individual replacement system” (IR). He finds that UR units
have more cohesion than do IR units and that in units with higher

cohesion, there is also increased reciprocal learning, higher personal



morale, and lower levels of overall reported stress.l3 Helmus and Glenn
(2005) in their work on stress reactions during urban combat operations
confirm the moderating effects of unit cohesion on unit performance.
They find that units with high cohesion rates, good leadership, and high
morale are less likely to lose personnel for reasons relating to job
stressors. In fact, lack of unit cohesion is another explanation offered
for why combat service support units and reserves suffer higher stress-
related casualty rates (e.g., when a service member must leave his unit
or the theater because of PTSD or a severe combat stress reaction) than
infantry units. Although the extent to which cohesion moderates group
performance under stress is still debated, military planners can make
use of this relationship by including team-building exercises into
training and developing other programs to increase the strength of the
bond shared by unit members.

Finally, training can help improve group performance under
conditions of stress. As in the individual case, Kozlowksi (1998)
emphasizes the importance of group training in a naturalistic
environment to effective group performance and adaptation to external
conditions. Cannon-Bowers and Salas (1998) suggest that the most
important aspect of group training is an emphasis on communication and
the development of a shared mental model (when the whole group thinks of
a problem in similar terms). Offering further support for the role of
training as a moderator of team performance, Johnston, Poirier, and
Jentsch (1998) find that teams that have practiced together are better
able to maintain performance levels under conditions of external stress.

Serfaty, Entin, and Johnston (1998) look at a specific type of
training, known as team adaptation and coordination training (TACT) and
find that it can contribute to team performance, coordination, and
ability to perform under stress. The authors discover that the groups
that received the TACT training performed significantly better than
those in the control group and exhibited a larger performance increase

post-training than those who did not. In addition, these groups

13 1t is worth mentioning that some of these supposed “effects” of
unit cohesion could also contribute to the formation of unit cohesion in
the first place.




exhibited a higher teamwork score (measure of team orientation,
communication behavior, monitoring, feedback, and communication).
Finally, the TACT+ group, which received training and then feedback on
performance, had the highest performance and teamwork score of all. This
suggests that to moderate the effects of stress on performance, training
should include instruction and feedback to help groups and individuals
modify their actions as they become more used to various situations. The
higher teamwork score for those groups that receive training is also
important from the perspective of a military planner because it implies
that training exercises can increase team coordination and contribute to

cohesion building.

Table 4.2
TACT Training and Team Performance
Team Performance
After Training Teamwork Score
Control 3.57 3.48
TACT 3.92 3.87
TACT+ 5.12 5.06

SOURCE: Serfaty, Entin, and Johnston (1998).

NOTE: Scores were given by two naval officers trained in the use of
team performance outcome measures and teamwork observational forms.

OTHER WAYS TO REDUCE THE EFFECTS OF STRESS ON PERFORMANCE

Treatment and Therapy

Outside of moderators, effective treatment and therapy can help
reduce the effect of stressors on the individual and on functioning. For

combat veterans, debriefing and post-deployment counseling can help to

prevent the symptoms of PTSD. Ford, Shaw, Sennhauser, et al. (1992) find

that in a sample of veterans who had symptoms of PTSD, those who went

through post-deployment debriefing reported a decrease in PTSD symptoms;

a decrease in depression, anxiety, and social dysfunction; and an

increase in family functioning. The work of Armfield (1994) supports

these findings and focuses on the prevention of PTSD, the key to which

is to “provide the individual with the tool to navigate a psychological

crisis” (p. 741). Armfield notes that the one common form of post-




deployment treatment or prevention is the critical incident stress
debriefing (CISD) given to everyone in a group that experiences a
trauma, which isg intended to “reduce short-term emotional or physical
distress and diminishes the likelihood of long-term stress reactions
that could evolve into PTSD” (p. 744). The debriefing is usually given
immediately following the event to maximize its effectiveness and is led
by at least one military person and one trained mental health
professional. The debriefing focuses on communicating to the individuals
that they are not “crazy,” encourages individuals to talk about the
facts and emotions of their experience, and offers information about the
typical stress reactions an individual can expect to have following a
stressful event.

In the military case, effective and immediate treatment can be
extremely important. Helmus and Glenn (2005) describe an in-field
intervention program that can reduce the long-term effects of stress on
the individual. This intervention (know as PIES) emphasizes four
aspects: proximity (treat as close as possible to where the unit is),
immediacy (treat as soon as symptoms occur), expectancy (tell the person
that he will recover and return to his unit), and simplicity (offer
rest, nourishment, and assistance). Research on the use of PIES suggests
that this type of intervention has been effective in treating combat
stress responses. For example, one study finds that individuals who go
through this type of intervention (only those who have a serious stress
response in theater) seem no more likely to display long-term PTSD than
healthy veterans who never display stress symptoms (Johnson, Cline,
Marcum, et al., 1992). As a result of its effectiveness, PIES is now one
of the primary techniques being used to treat military personnel
suffering from combat stress reactions during or after deployments to
Iraq and Afghanistan (National Center for PTSD and Walter Reed Army
Medical Center, 2004). Importantly, the PIES method makes use of several
moderators discussed above, including group cohesion, expectations and

anticipation, and self-efficacy.
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Table 4.3
Summary: Individual-Level Moderators
Type of Change in
Moderator Moderator Outcome Outcome
Category Assessed Investigated Observed Source
Type 1 Anxiety- Heart rate, Heart rate Pearson
(moderates prone score on increase and
stressor- personality color ID test | greater and Thackray
stress score increase (1970)
relationship) lower for high-
anxiety
individuals
Type A Self-reported | Type A Caplan and
personality anxiety individuals Jones
experience (1975)
larger
increases in
anxiety for a
given change in
workload
Perceptual Individual Lazarus
outlook appraisal of and
the event can Folkman
influence (1984)
stress response
Anticipation | Blood Blood pressure Marshall
pressure increases more et al.
significantly (2002)
for group
anticipating a
blood test
following the
final blocod
pressure
reading
Training Repeated Driskell
exposure to and
stressors can Johnston
reduce the (1998)

body'’s
physiological
response to
those stressors
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Table 4.3 continued

Type of Change in
Moderator Moderator Outcome Outcome
Category Assessed Investigated Observed Source
Self- Relaxation and Deikis
efficacy, stress exposure | (1982)
anxiety training Sheehy and
contribute to Horan
higher levels (2004)
of self- Saunders
efficacy and et al.
lower levels of (1996)
anxiety
Job Higher self- Jex and
satisfaction, |efficacy Bliese
organizational| associated with | (1999)
commitment reduced
Self- . .
efficacy negative impact
of work
overload on
organizational
commitment
Accuracy of Additional Glass and
expectations information Singer
Type 2 improves the (1973)
(moderates accuracy of
stress- expectations
performance Anxiety, Too much Miller and
linkage) decisionmaking| information can | Mangan
processes increase (1983)
Additional anxiety and Langer,
information cause Janis, and
performance Wolfer
rigidity (1975)
Morale Additional Wright,
information may | Marlowe,
reduce effects and
of stress on Gifford
service member (1996)

morale




Table 4.3 continued

Moderator
Category

Moderator
Asgessed

Type of

Outcome

Investigated

Change in
Outcome
Obgerved

Source

Control,
uncertainty

Uncertainty can
lead to worst-
case scenario
thinking,
distract the
individual from
the important
task, or
increase time
needed for
decisionmaking

Leitch
(2003)

Training

Simulated
training
reduces the
effect of
stress on
performance by
providing
individuals
with important
heuristics and
tools

Kozlowski
(1998)

toward

Expectations
and attitudes

peacekeeping

Peacekeeping
training
contributes to
more positive
expectations
toward and
attitudes about
peacekeeping
deployments

Segal,
Furukawa,
and Lindh
(1990)

Performance
on training
tasks by

workers

offshore oil

Stress exposure
training
improves
performance on
one task and
has no effect
on the other

Hytten,
Jdensen,
and Skauli
(1990)
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Table 4.3 continued

Type of Change in
Moderator Moderator Outcome Outcome
Category Assessed Investigated Observed Source
Academic Students who Sheehy and
performance receive stress Horan
exposure (2004)
training
display greater
academic
improvement
than peers
Meta-analysis | Training has an | Saunders
overall et al.
positive effect | (1996)

on performance;
performance
improvement
greater for
high-anxiety
individuals
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Table 4.4
Summary: Group-Level Moderators
Type of
Moderator Outcome Change in Outcome
Assessed Investigated Obgerved Source
Leadership Unit morale, Leaders with good Kirmeyer and
qualities efficiency, communicative skills Dougherty
(effective performance and motivational (1988)
communication characteristics can Helmus and
skills, increase morale and Glenn (2005)
motivation) efficiency of unit and
reduce the effects of
stress on unit
performance
Unit cohesion | Psychological Unit cohesion can Griffith
coping, reduce the negative (1989)
performance effects of stress on

group performance;
higher levels of
cohesion associated
with more effective
psychological coping

Rostker et al.
(1993)

Manning and
Fullerton
(1988)
Milgram,
Orenstein, and
Zafrir (1989)

Training

Teamwork sgcore
(team
orientation,
communication,
monitoring,
feedback)

Teams that go through
stress exposure
training receive higher
scores than those that
do not receive
training; teams that
receive feedback as
part of their training
perform better than
those that do not

Serfaty,
Entin,
Johnston
(1998)
Johnston
Poirier,
Jentsch

and
(1998)

Training improves
performance by
contributing to shared
mental model among
group members

Canon-Bowers
and Salas
(1998)

This chapter has discussed several ways to reduce the negative

performance effects of stress on performance,

including moderators

(variables that intervene in the stressor-stress-performance

relationships) and treatment and therapy. The discussion focused on two

different types of moderators. Type 1 moderators are defined as those

that affect the individual’s physiological response to the stressor.




Personality is one of the most significant type 1 moderators.
Individuals classified as high-anxiety and those with Type A
personalities tend to have more significant physiological responses to
stressors than low-anxiety and Type B individuals (Pearson and Thackray,
1970; Caplan and Jones, 1975). Type 2 moderatorsg are defined as those
that affect the relationship between stress and performance. For
example, having additional information can act as a type 2 moderator by
improving the accuracy of individual expectations and, in doing so,
enhancing performance on a given task (Glass and Singer, 1973). For
group performance, group cohesion and effective leadership are
identified as important moderators of the stress-performance
relationship (Milgram, Orenstein, and Zafrir, 1989; Helmus and Glenn,
2005) . Both leadership quality and unit cohesion are moderators that are
relevant to the military context and can be, at least partially,
controlled by military planners and decisionmakers. Research in this
report suggests that ensuring high-quality leadership and fostering unit
cohesion can help to reduce the negative performance effects of stress
on military units and should continue to be focal points of military
policy going into the future.

The moderator with the most appealing potential application to the
military is training. Training — specifically stress exposure training
— is proven to reduce the effect of stressor stimuli on individuals as
well as to control the effect of stress on performance (Johnston and
Cannon-Bowers, 1996; Deikis, 1982; Saunders et al., 1996). Stress
exposure training appears to be effective because it introduces
individuals to potential stressor stimuli, provides individuals with
strategies and tools that allow them to perform under stressful
conditions, improves the accuracy of their expectations about the
effects and experience of stressor stimuli, and contributes to task
mastery. Training acts as a moderator for both groups and individuals
and is directly relevant and applicable to the military case. Prior
exposure to deployment-like situations and challenges reduces
uncertainty and improves performance in deployment situations (Segal,

Furukawa, and Lindh, 1990).




For policymakers, the importance of training as a moderator is
increased by the fact that it can be directly controlled and targeted to
reduce the negative performance effects of specific stressors. Military
planners can use the information provided in this report to maximize the

moderating effects of training for military personnel. Based on studies

discussed in this chapter, the most effective form of training would

include feedback from instructors, simulate realistic working

conditions, build adaptive skills, and promote group communication and

cooperation. However, research is still lacking into how adaptive
capability can be incorporated into training exercises as well as on the
nature of the group cohesion-performance relationship. These types of

studies could help planners make even better use of training as a

moderator. Finally, it is worth noting that new military interventions

to prevent PTSD and combat stress reaction (e.g., PIES) already make use

of many of the moderators discussed in this chapter — for example, group

cohegion and self-efficacy. Given the apparent success of this type of

intervention, further use of moderators in prevention could be

beneficial.



5. CONCLUSION

This review summarizes the literature on the relationship between
stress and performance that is most relevant to the military context.
The main observation to be drawn from this report is that although
stressors will almost certainly have a physiological effect on
individual service members (such as increasing heart rate) and will
likely have at least some negative effect on their performance of
complex tasks, the application of moderators, including training and
provision of additional information, can help individuals to adapt
successfully to challenging stressors and maintain high levels of
performance. Furthermore, as discussed previously, moderate levels of
stress can actually contribute to heightened vigilance and improved
performance on certain tasks. Although military personnel clearly
confront significant stressors, in firsthand accounts of their
experiences as well as in studies and surveys of their ability to
fulfill their duties, military personnel have proven themselves to be
highly adaptable to constantly changing and uncertain circumstances,
requirements, and demands, whether in peacekeeping or combat operations.
Their adaptability allows them to deal with significant stressors and
successfully accomplish their objectives in the face of stress. This
adaptability comes not only from personal characteristics and
flexibility, but also from their military training and experience,
including basic and advanced training, operational exercises, and day-
to-day work-related challenges.

From the perspective of a policymaker, the importance and
moderating potential of training appears to be a particularly important
finding of this report. Training is a moderator that contributes to
military effectiveness and performance and can be controlled by trainers
and planners. Training can prepare individuals to cope with stressors by
(1) helping them to adapt to the stressor stimuli and reducing their
physiological response to the stressor, (2) teaching strategiesg that
allow them to react more effectively to stressors and maintain

performance under stress, (3) building task mastery and proficiency that




can prevent performance decrements, and (4) improving the accuracy of

individual expectations. Training can also improve the performance of a
group under stress by fostering more effective group communication and
coordination and by alerting individuals to how other members in their
group might react to stressful situations. Given the dependence in the

armed forces on teamwork and group cooperation for successful completion

of operations, the military’s use of group-based training seems

particularly important. In response to conditions in Iraq and

Afghanistan, the Army and the Marine Corps are already making use of

more advanced training scenarios that include many aspects of Irag-like

urban combat and living conditions. Based on the research discussed in

this report, this would appear to be a worthwhile investment and one

that will help service members perform in new combat zones with more

experience and certainty.

Although the literature on stressors, stress, and their effects on

performance is extensive, there are still several areas within the

military application of these concepts that remain unresoclved. First,
little is known empirically about how stressors encountered in

nontraditional deployments, including peacekeeping and reconstruction
missions, affect personnel. Second, there is a lack of evidence on how

effectively service members are able to adapt to the very different and

uncertain conditions (both living and operational) that they are

confronted with when they go on deployments. These types of information
would be useful in helping military planners and trainers to better
prepare service members to function effectively in these types of
operations. Given that training can moderate the effects of many

stressors 1f properly targeted, identification of the primary stressors

in nontraditional deployments could facilitate the extension of training
to address new situations and challenges. Military leaders could also
use research on these topics to identify and address conditions or

situations that are particularly difficult to adapt to. For example, to

improve issues relating to living conditions, planners could reform the

way the military houses, feeds, and provides telecommunications access

to its deployed personnel. Another area in which there is a lack of

empirical research concerns the stressors faced by non-deploying



personnel who are forced to work long hours under tight deadlines to
maintain and repair equipment and support operations overseas. There may
be training, work allocation, or force structuring strategies that could
help these personnel to deal with their increased workload and respond
to the demands of the deployment more efficiently. Finally, it will be
useful and relevant to expand existing research on the long-term effects
of high-stress deployments on military personnel, including the
prevalence of burnout, exhaustion, and PTSD. This type of research is
being done now, and its results should be able to highlight specific
areas where additional support (e.g., mental health and social networks)
of veterans is needed. Work on short-term interventions such as PIES is
also ongoing and could help spur more widespread use of this type of
treatment. Because preliminary research suggests that this type of
treatment might reduce the incidence of long-term psychological
problems, more extensive application of short-term interventions could
decrease the negative mental health impact on military personnel in
future conflicts. Taken together, increased data on the types of
stressors faced by personnel at home and deployed as a result of
nontraditional operations and research on how the extreme stress
associated with these operations affects the mental health of service
members can lead to better training and support programs. As well, they
can contribute to a more adaptable and efficient military force that can

perform effectively in a range of difficult situations.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adams, J., The Stability of Trait Anxiety and State Anxiety Responses to
Coping Skills Training, doctoral dissertation, Kent State University,
1981.

Adler, A. B., M. A. Vaitkus, and J. A. Martin, “Combat Exposure and
Posttraumatic Stress Symptomatology Among US Soldiers Deployed to the
Gulf War,” Military Psychology, Vol. 8, 1996, pp. 1-14.

Altmaier, E. M., and D. A. Happ, “Coping Skills Training‘’s Immunization
Effects Against Learned Helplessness,” Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, Vol. 3, 1985, pp. 181-189.

Archer, R., and C. Cauthorne, A Final Report on an Investigation of
Deployment Related Factors of Performance and Psychosocial Adjustment,
Norfolk, Va.: Eastern Virginia Medical School, Department of
Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, October 1, 1986.

Armfield, F., “Preventing Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Resulting from
Military Operations,” Military Medicine, Vol. 159, 1994, pp. 739-746.

Arsenault, A., and S. Dolan, “The Role of Personality, Occupation, and
Organization in Understanding the Relationship Between Job Stress,
Performance, and Absenteeism,” Journal of Occupational Psychology,
Vol. 56, 1983, pp. 227-240.

Bandura, A., “Self-Efficacy,” in V. S. Ramachaudran, ed., Encyclopedia
of Human Behavior, Vol. 4, New York: Academic Press, 1994, pp. 71-81.

Barrick, M., and M. Mount, “Autonomy as a Moderator of the Relationships
Between the Big Five Personality Dimensions and Job Performance,”
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 78, No. 1, February 1993, pp. 11l-
118.

Barron, R., and D. Kenny, “The Moderator-Mediator Variable Distinction
in Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic, and
Statistical Considerations,” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, Vol. 51, 1986, pp. 1173-1182.

Berkun, M. M., “Performance Decrement Under Psychological Stress,” Human
Factors, Vol. 6, 1964, pp. 21-30.

Bowers, C., J. Weaver, and B. Morgan, Jr., “Moderating the Performance
Effects of Stress,” in James Driskell and Eduardo Salas, eds., Stress
and Human Performance, Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
1996, pp. 163-192.

Bowman, J. S., and H. J. Con Beckh, “Physiologic and Performance
Measurements in Simulated Airborne Combined Stress Environments,”




Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine, Vol. 50,

June 1979, pp.
604-608.

Breslau, N., G. C. Davis, and P. Andreski, “Risk Factors for PTSD
Related Events: A Prospective Analysis,” American Journal of
Psychiatry, Vol. 152, 1994, pp. 265-277.

Breznitz, S., and L. Goldberger, “Stress Research at a Crossroads,” in
L. Goldberger and S. Breznitz, eds., The Handbook of Stress, 2nd

edition, New York: The Free Press, 1993.

Brill, N. Q., and G. W. Beebe, A Follow Up Study of War Neuroses,

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1955.

Britt, CPT T., and A. Adler, “Stress and Health During Medical
Humanitarian Assistance Missions,” Military Medicine, Vol.

164, April
1999, pp. 275-279.

Campbell, MAJ S., CPT D. Ritzer, SGT J. Valentine, and COL R. Gifford,
Operation Joint Guard, Bosnia: An Assessment of Operational Stress and

Adaptive Coping Mechanisms of Soldiers, Washington, D.C.: Walter Reed
Institute of Research, 1998.

Cannon-Bowersg, J., and E. Salas, “Individual and Team Decision-Making

Under Stress: Theoretical Underpinnings,” in J. Cannon-Bowers and E.
Salas, eds., Making Decisions Under Stress, Washington, D.C.: American
Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 17-37.

Caplan, R., and K. Jones, “Effects of Work Load, Role Ambiguity, and

Type A Personality on Anxiety, Depression, and Heart Rate,” Journal of
Applied Psychology, Vol. 60, No. 6, 1975, pp. 713-719.

Costa, P. T., and R. R. McCrae, NEO PI-R: Professional Manual, Odessa,
Fla.: Psychological Assessment Resources, 1992.

Cozza, Col. S., et al., “Topics Specific to the Psychiatric Treatment of

Military Personnel,” in National Center for PTSD and Walter Reed Army
Medical Center, Irag War Clinician Guide, 2nd edition, Washington,
D.C.: Department of Veterans Affairs, June 2004.

Cropanzano, R., D. Rapp, and Z. Byrne, “The Relationship of Emotional
Exhaustion to Work Attitudes, Job Performance, and Organizational

Citizenship Behaviors,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88, No.

1,
February 2003, pp. 160-169.

Davis, J. H., Group Performance, Reading, Mass.: Addison Wesley, 1969.
Deffenbacher, J. L., and R. M. Hahnloser, “Cognitive and Relaxation

Coping Skills in Stress Inoculation,” Cognitive Therapy and Research,
Vol. 2, 1981, pp. 211-215.



Deikisg, J. G., Stress Inoculation Training: Effects of Anxiety, Self-
Efficacy, and Performance in Divers, doctoral dissertation, Temple
University, 1982.

Driskell, J., R. Carson, and P. Moskal, Stress and Human Performance:
Final Report, Orlando, Fla.: Naval Training Systems Center, August 15,
1988.

Driskell, J., and J. Johnston, “Stress Exposure Training,” in J. Cannon-
Bowers and E. Salas, eds., Making Decisions Under Stress, Washington,
D.C.: American Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 191-217.

Driskell, J., E. Salas, and S. Hughes, “Introduction,” in J. Driskell
and E. Salas, eds., Stress and Human Performance, Hillsdale, N.J.:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996, pp. 1-48.

Easterbrook, J. A., “The Effect of Emotion on Cue Utilization and
Organization of Behavior,” Psychological Review, Vol. 66, 1959, pp.
183-201.

Edland, A., On Cognitive Processes Under Time Stress: A Selective Review
of the Literature on Time Stress and Related Stress, Stockholm,
Sweden: University of Stockholm, 1989.

Eysenck, M. W., “Anxiety and Individual Differences,” in R. Hockey, ed.,
Stress and Fatigue in Human Performance, Chichester, N.Y.: Wiley,
1983, pp. 273-298.

Finger, R., and J. P. Galassi, “Effects of Modifying Cognitive Versus
Emotionality Responses in the Treatment of Test Anxiety,” Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, Vol. 45, 1977, pp. 280-287.

Foa, E., R. Zinbarg, and B. Rothbaum, “Uncontrollability and
Unpredictability in Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder: An Animal Model,”
Psychological Bulletin, No. 112, 1992, pp. 218-238.

Ford, J. D., D. Shaw, S. Sennhauser, et al., "“Coming Home for Good:
Operation Desert Storm Veterans and Family Psychosocial Debriefing
Project,” in R. Rosenheck, A. S. Blank, Jr., and A. Farley, eds.,
Returning Persian Gulf Troops: First Year Findings, West Haven, Conn.:
Department of Veterans Affairs, Northeast Program Evaluation Center,
Evaluation Division of the National Center for PTSD, Veterans Affairs
Medical Center, 1992, pp. 153-176.

Friedland, N., and G. Keinan, “Training Effective Performance in
Stressful Situations: Three Approaches and Implications for Combat
Training,” Military Psychology, Vol. 4, No. 3, 1992, pp. 157-174.

Friedman, L., “How Affiliation Affects Stress in Fear and Anxiety
Situations,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 40,
1981, pp. 1102-1117.




Friedman, I. A., and L. Mann, “Coping Patterns in Adolescent Decision-

Making: An Israeli-Australian Comparison,” Journal of Adolescence,
Vol. 16, 1993, pp. 187-199.

Friedman, M. J., P. P. Schnurr, and A. McDonagh-Coyle, “Post Traumatic

Stress Disorder in the Military Veteran,” Psychiatric Clinician North
America, Vol. 17, 1994, pp. 265-277.

Gaillard, A. W. K., and F. J. M. Steyvers, “Sleep Loss and Sustained
Performance,” in A. Coblentz, ed., Vigilance and Performance in

Automatized Systems, Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic
Publishers, 1989.

Gist, M., C. Schwoerer, and B. Rosen, “Effects of Alternative Training

Methods on Self-Efficacy and Performance in Computer Software
Training,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 76, No. 6, December
1989, pp. 884-891.

Glass, D., and J. Singer, “Experimental Studies of Uncontrollable and

Unpredictable Noise,” Representative Research in Social Psychology,
Vol. 4, No. 1, January 1973, pp. 165-183.

Green, B. W., et al., “Risk Factors for PTSD and Other Diagnoses in a

General Sample of Vietnam Veterans,” American Journal of Psychiatry,
Vol. 147, 1990, pp. 729-733.

Griffith, J., “The Army’s New Unit Personnel Replacement and Its
Relationship to Unit Cohesion and Social Support,” Military
Psychology, Vol. 1, No. 1, 1989, pp. 17-34.

Halverson, CPT R., CPT P. Bliese, SGT R. Moore, and CPT C. Castro,
Psychological Well-Being and Physical Health Symptoms Deployed for
Operation Uphold Democracy: A Summary of Human Dimensions Research in

Haiti, Washington, D.C.: Walter Reed Army Institute for Research,
1995.

Hammon, C., and S. Horowitz, Flying Hours and Crew Performance,

Alexandria, Va.: Center for Naval Analyses, 1990.

——, Relating Flying Hours to Aircrew Performance: Evidence for Attack

and Transport Missions, Alexandria, Va.: Center for Naval Analyses,
1992.

Hartman, E., T. Sunde, W. Kristensen, and M. Matinussen, “Psychological
Measures as Predictors of Military Training Performance,” Journal of
Personality Assessment, Vol. 80, No. 1, pp. 87-98.

Hatton, C., et al., “Stressors, Coping Strategies, and Stress Related
Outcomes Among Direct Care Staff in Staffed Houses for People with

Learning Disabilities,” Mental Handicap Research, Vol. 8, 1995, pp.
252-271.



Helmus, T., and R. Glenn, Steeling the Mind: Combat Stress Reactions and
Their Implications for Urban Warfare, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND
Corporation, MG-191-A, 2005.

Hoge, C., et al., “Combat Duty in Iraqg and Afghanistan, Mental Health
Problems, and Barriers to Care,” New England Journal of Medicine, Vol.
351, No. 1, July 2004, pp. 13-22.

Hosek, J., and M. Totten, Serving Away from Home: How Deployments
Influence Reenlistment, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MR-
1594-08D, 2002.

Howard, P. J., and J. M. Howard, The Owner’s Manual for Personality at
Work, RAustin, Texas: Bard Press, 2001.

Hurtz, G. M., and J. J. Donovan, “Personality Dimensions and Job
Performance: The Big Five Revisited,” Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 85, No. 6, December 2000, pp. 869-879.

Hytten, K., A. Jensen, and G. Skauli, “Stress Inoculation Training for
Smoke Divers and Free Fall Lifeboat Passengers,” Aviation, Space, and
Environmental Medicine, Vol. 61, 1990, pp. 983-988.

Idzikowski, C., and A. D. Baddeley, “Fear and Dangerous Environments,”
in R. Hockey, ed., Stress and Fatigue in Human Performance,
Chichester, N.Y.: Wiley, 1983, pp. 123-144.

Innes, L. G., and M. F. Allnut, Performance Measurement in Unusual
Environments, IAM Technical Memorandum No. 298, Farnborough, UK: RAF
Institute of Aviation Medicine, 1967.

Ivancevich, J. M., M. T. Matteson, S. M. Freedman, and J. S. Phillips,
“Worksite Stress Management Interventions,” American Psychologist,
Vol. 45, 1990, pp. 252-261.

Jamal, M., “Relationship of Job Stress to Job Performance: A Study of
Managers and Blue-Collar Workers,” Human Relations, Vol. 38, 1985, pp.
409-424.

Janis, Irving, “Decisionmaking Under Stress,” in L. Goldberger and S.
Breznitz, eds., The Handbook of Stress, 2nd edition, New York: The
Free Press, 1993.

Janis, I., and L. Mann, Decision Making, New York: The Free Press, 1977.

Jdex, S., Stress and Job Performance, Thousand Qaks, Calif.: Sage
Publications, 1998.

Jex, S., and P. Bliese, “Efficacy as a Moderator of the Impact of Work-
Related Stressors: A Multilevel Study,” Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 84, No. 3, 1999, pp. 349-361.




Johnson, L. B., D. W. Cline, J. M. Marcum, et al., “Effectiveness of a
Stress Recovery Unit During the Persian Gulf War,” Hospital and
Community Psychiatry, Vol. 43, 1992, pp. 8295-831.

Johnston, J., and J. Cannon-Bowers, “Training for Stress Exposure,” in
James Driskell and Eduardo Salas, eds., Stress and Human Performance,
Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996, pp. 223-256.

Johnston, J., R. Poirier, and K. S. Jentsch, “Decision-Making Under
Stress: Creating a Research Methodolegy,” in J. Cannon-Bowers and E.

Salas, eds., Making Decisions Under Stress, Washington, D.C.: American
Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 39-59.

Jones, F. D., “Traditional Warfare Combat Stress Casualties,” in
S. Neel, ed., Vietnam Studies: Medical Support of the US Army in

Vietnam, 1965-1970, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Army,
1973, p. 36.

Judd, C. M., and D. A. Kenny, “Process Analysis: Estimating Mediation in

Treatment Evaluations,” Evaluation Review, Vol. 5, No. 5, 1981, pp.
602-619.

Kahana, B., Z. Harel, and F. Kahana, “Predictors of Psychological Well-
Being Among Survivors of the Holocaust,” in J. Wilson, ed., Human

Adaptation to Extreme Stress: From the Holocaust to Vietnam, New York:
Plenum, 1988, pp. 171-192.

Kanki, B., “Stress and Aircrew Performance: A Team Level Perspective,”
in J. Driskell and E. Salas, eds., Stress and Human Performance,
Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996, pp. 127-162.

Kaylor, J. A., D. W. King, and L. A. King, “Psychological Effects of

Military Service in Vietnam: A Meta-Analysis,” Psychological Bulletin,
Vol. 102, 1987, pp. 257-271.

Keinan, G., “Decision-Making Under Stress: Scanning of Alternatives

Under Controllable and Uncontrollable Threats,” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, Vol. 52, No. 3, 1987, pp. 639-644.

Keinan, G., and N. Friedland, “Training Effective Performance Under

Stress: Queries, Dilemmas, and Possible Solutionsg,” in J. Driskell and
E. Salas, eds., Stress and Human Performance, Hillsdale, N.J.:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996, pp. 257-277.

Kelley, M. L., E. Hock, J. F. Bonney, M. S. Jarvis, K. M. Smith, and M.
A. Gaffney, “Navy Mothers Experiencing Deployment: Reasons for Staying

in or Leaving the Military,” Military Psychology, Vol. 13, No. 1,
2001, pp. 56-71.

Kenny, D., D. Kashy, and N. Bolger, “Data Analysis in Social

Psychology,” in D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, and G. Lindsey, eds.,



- 61 -

Handbook of Social Psychology, 4th edition, New York: McGraw-Hill,
1998.

Kirmeyer, 8., and T. Dougherty, “Work Load, Tension, and Coping:
Moderating Effects of Supervisor Support,” Personnel Psychology, Vol.
41, No. 1, Spring 1988, pp. 125-139.

Klein, G., “The Effects of Acute Stressors on Decision-Making,” in J.
Driskell and E. Salas, eds., Stress and Human Performance, Hillsdale,
N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996, pp. 49-88.

Kozlowksi, S., “Training and Developing Adaptive Teams: Theory,
Principles, and Research,” in J. Cannon-Bowers and E. Salas, eds.,
Making Decisions Under Stress, Washington, D.C.: American
Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 115-153.

Krahenbuhl, G. S., J. R. Marett, and N. W. King, Stress and Performance
in T-37 Pilot Training, Air Force Systems Command, AFHRL-TR-77-3,
1977.

Lagace, R. R., “Role Stress Differences Between Salesmen and Saleswomen:
Effect on Job Satisfaction and Performance,” Psychological Reports,
Vol. 62, 1988, pp. 815-822.

Langer, E., I. Janis, and J. Wolfer, “Reduction of Psychological Stress
in Surgical Patients,” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, Vol.
11, No. 2, March 1975, pp. 155-165.

Larsen, R., “Decision-Making by Military Students Under Extreme Stress,”
Military Psychology, Vol. 13, No. 2, 2001, pp. 89-92.

Larsson, G., “Routinization of Mental Training in Organizations,”

Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 71, No. 1, February 1987, pp. 88-
96.

Lazarus, R., “Why We Should Think of Stress as a Subset of Emotion,” in
L. Goldberger and S. Breznitz, eds., The Handbook of Stress, 2nd
edition, New York: The Free Press, 1993.

Lazarus, R. S., and S. Folkman, Stress, Appraisal, and Coping, New York:
Springer, 1984.

Lee, R., and B. Ashforth, “On the Meaning of Maslach’s Three Dimensions
of Burnout,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 75, No. 6, 1990, pp.
743-747.

Lefcourt, H., R. Miller, E. Ware, and D. Sherk, “Locus of Control as a
Modifier of the Relationship Between Stressors and Moods,” Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 41, No. 2, August 1981, pp.
357-369.




Leitch, M., “A New Approach to Stress Management: Why Uncertainty Causes

Stress, and How to Stop It,” February 13, 2003, www.managedluck.co.uk/
stress/ (as of June 2005).

Litz, B. T., L. A. King, D. W. King, 8. M. Orsillo, and M. J. Friedman,
“Warriors as Peacekeepers: Features of the Somali Experience and
PTSD,” Journal of Consult Clinician Psychology, 1997a, pp. 1001-1009.

——, “Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Associated with Peacekeeping Duty in

Somalia for US Military Personnel,” American Journal of Psychiatry,
Vol. 154, 1997b, pp. 178-184.

Mace, R. D., and L. D. Carroll, “The Control of Anxiety in Sport: Stress
Inoculation Training Prior to Abseiling,” International Journal of
Sport Psychology, Vol. 16, 1985, pp. 165-175.

Mandler, G., “Thought, Memory, and Learning: Effects of Emotional

Stress,” in L. Goldberger and S. Breznitz, eds., The Handbook of
Stress, 2nd edition, New York: The Free Press, 1993.

Manning, F. J., and T. D. Fullerton, “Health and Well-Being in Highly

Cohesive Units of the US Army,” Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
Vol. 18, 1988, pp. 503-5109.

Mareth, T., and A. Brooker, “Combat Stress Reaction: A Concept in

Evolution,” Military Medicine, Vol. 150, No. 4, April 1985, pp. 186-
150.

Marshall, G., et al., A Review of the Scientific Literature as It
Pertains to Gulf War Illnesses: Vol. 4, Stress, Santa Monica, Calif.:
RAND Corporation, MR-1018/4-1-0SD, 2000.

Marshall, 8. L. A., Men Against Fire, New York: William Morrow, 1947.

Marshall, T. P., et al., “A Randomized Controlled Trial of the Effect of

Anticipation of a Blood Test on Blood Pressure,” Journal of Human
Hypertension, Vol. 16, 2002, pp. 621-625.

Maslach, C., W. Schaufeli, and M. Leiter,

*Job Burnout,” Annual Review
of Psychology, 2001.

McCarroll, J., R. Ursano, and C. Fullerton, “Symptoms of Posttraumatic

Stress Disorder Following Recovery of War Dead,” American Journal of
Psychiatry, Vol. 150, 1993, pp. 1875-1877.

McGrath, J. E.,

“Stress and Behavior in Organizations,” in M. D.
Dunnette,

ed., Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology:
Vol. 3, 2nd edition, Chicago: Rand McNally, 1976, pp. 1351-1395.

McLeod, P., “A Dual Task Modality Effect: Support for Multiprocessor

Models of Attention,” Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology,
Vol. 29, No. 4, November 1977, pp. 651-667.



Meglino, B. M., “Stress and Performance: Are They Always Incompatible?”
Supervisory Management, Vol. 22, No. 3, 13977, pp. 2-12.

Milgram, N., R. Orenstein, and E. Zafrir, “Stressors, Personal
Resources, and Social Supports in Military Performance During
Wartime,” Military Psychology, Vol. 1, No. 4, 1989, pp. 185-199.

Miller, S. M., and C. E. Mangan, “Interesting Effects of Information and
Coping Style in Adapting to Gynecological Stress: Should a Doctor Tell
All?" Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 45, 1983, pp.
223-236.

Muse, L., S. Harris, and H. Field, “Has the Inverted-U Theory of Stress
and Job Performance Had a Fair Test?” Human Performance, Vol. 16, No.
4, September 2003, pp. 349-364.

National Center for PTSD and Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Irag War
Clinician Guide, 2nd edition, Washington, D.C.: Department of Veterans
Affairs, June 2004.

Navaco, R., T. Cook, and I. Sarason, “Military Recruit Training: An
Arena for Stress Coping Skills,” in G. A. Klein, J. Orsano, R.
Claderwood, and C. E. Zsambok, eds., Decision-Making in Action: Models
and Methods, Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 1993, pp. 3-20.

Ninio, A., and D. Kahneman, “Reaction Time in Focused and in Divided
Attention,” Journal of Experimental Psychology, Vol. 103, No. 2,
September 1974, pp. 394-399.

Orsano, J., and P. Backer, “Stress and Military Performance,” in J.
Driskell and E. Salas, eds., Stress and Human Performance, Hillsdale,
N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996, pp. 89-125.

Pearson, D., and R. Thackray, “Consistency of Performance Change and
Autonomic Response as a Function of Expressed Attitude Toward a
Specific Stress Situation,” Psychophysiology, Vol. 6, No. 5, 1970, pp.
561-568.

Peterson, C., Work Stress: Studies of the Context, Content, and Outcomes
of Stress — A Book of Readings, Amityville, N.Y.: Baywood, 2003.

Ritchie, E. C., “Psychiatry in the Korean War: Perils, PIES, and
Prisoners of War,” Military Medicine, Vol. 167, No. 11, 2002, pp. 898-
903.

Rostker, B., et al., Sexual Orientation and U.S. Military Personnel
Policy, Options and Assessment, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND
Corporation, MR-323-0SD, 1993.

Rotter, J., “Generalized Expectancies for Internal Versus External
Control of Reinforcement,” Psychological Monographs, Vol. 80, No. 609
(entire issue), 1966.




Ruzek, J., et al., “Treatment of the Returning Iragi War Veteran,” in
National Center for PTSD and Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Iraqg War

Clinician Guide, 2nd edition, Washington, D.C.: Department of Veterans
Affairs, June 2004, pp. 33-45.

Sanders, BA. F., “Towards a Model for Stress and Human Performance,” Acta
Psychologica, Vol. 53, 1983, pp. 61-97.

Saunders, T., et al.,

“The Effects of Stress Inoculation Training on
Anxiety and Performance,” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
Vol. 1, No. 2, April 1996, pp. 170-186.

Schachter, S., “The Interaction of Cognitive and Physiological

Determinants of Emotional State,” Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology, Vol. 1, 1964, pp. 49-79.

Schlenger, W. E., R. A. Kulka, J. A. Fairbank, et al., “The Prevalence
of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder in Vietnam Generation: A Multi-
Method, Multisource Assessment of Psychiatric Disorder,” Journal of
Traumatic Stress, Vol. 5, No. 3, 1992, pp. 333-363.

Schumm, W., A. Jurich, J. Sever, et al., “Attitudes of Reserve Component
Service Members Regarding the Consequences of Frequent Overseas

Deployments,” Psychological Reports, Vol. 83, No. 3, part 1, December
1998, pp. 983-989.

Scott, W. E., Jr., “Activation Theory and Task Design,” Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, No. 1, 1966, pp. 3-30.

Segal, D., J. Harris, J. Rothberg, and D. Marlowe, “Paratroopers as

Peacekeepers,” Armed Forces and Society, Vol. 10, No. 4, Summer 1984,
pPp. 487-506.

Segal, D., and B. F. Meeker, “Peacekeeping, Warfighting, and

Professionalism,” Journal of Political and Military Sociology, Vol.
13, 1985, pp. 167-181.

Segal, D., T. Furukawa, and J. Lindh, “Light Infantry as Peacekeepers in

the Sinai,” Armed Forces and Society, Vol. 16, No. 3, Spring 1990, pp.
385-403.

Selye, H., The Stress of Life, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956.

, Stress Without Distress, New York: JP Lippicott Company, 1975.
——, “History of the Stress Concept,” in L. Goldberger and S. Breznitz,

eds., The Handbook of Stress, 2nd edition, New York: The Free Press,
1993.

Serfaty, D., E. Entin, and J. Johnston,

“Team Coordination Training,” in
J. Cannon-Bowers and E. Salas, eds.,

Making Decisions Under Stress,



Washington, D.C.: American Pgsychological Association, 1998, pp. 221-
245,

Seymour, D. J., and K. Black, “Stress in Primary Care Patients,” in
F. V. DeGruy III et al., eds., 20 Common Problems in Behavioral
Health, New York: McGraw-Hill, 2002, pp. 65-87.

Shaham, Y., J. Singer, and M. Schaeffer, “Stability/Instability of
Cognitive Strategies Across Tasks Determine Whether Stress Will Affect
Judgmental Processes,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 22, No. 9,
1992, pp. 691-713.

Sheehy, R., and J. Horan, “Effects of Stress Inoculation Training for
1st Year Law Students,” International Journal of Stress Management,
Vol. 11, No. 4, February 2004, pp. 41-55.

Sidran Foundation, “What Is Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder?” 2000.
Online at www.sidran.org/ptsdbrochure.html (as of June 2005).

Siegel, A., P. Federman, and E. Welsand, “Perceptual/Psychomotor
Requirements Basic to Performance in 35 Air Force Specialties,”
Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, Vol. 11, November 1981,
pp. 89-90.

Simonov, P. V., M. V. Frolov, V. F. Evtushenko, and E. P. Sviridov,
“Effect of Emotional Stress on Recognition of Visual Patterns,”
Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine, Vol. 48, September 1977,
pp. 856-858.

Spelke, E., W. Hirst, and U. Neisser, “Skills of Divided Attention,”
Cognition, Vol. 4, No. 3, 1976, pp. 215-230.

Srivastava, A. K., and A. Krishna, “A Test of Inverted U Hypothesis of
Stress Performance Relationship in the Industrial Context,”
Psychological Studies, Vol. 34, 1991, pp. 34-38.

Staw, R. M., L. E. Sandelands, and J. E. Dutton, “Threat-Rigidity
Effects in Organizational Behavior: A Multi-Level Analysis,”
Administrative Quarterly, No. 26, 1981, pp. 501-524.

Strelau, J., and J. Maciejczyk, “Reactivity and Decision-Making in
Stress Situations in Pilots,” in C. Spielberger and I. Sarason, eds.,
Stress and Anxiety, New York: Hemisphere, 1977, pp. 29-42.

Streufert, S., and S. C. Streufert, Stress and Information Search in
Complex Decision Marking: Effects of Load and Time Urgency, Technical
Report No. 4, Arlington, Va.: Office of Naval Research, 1981.

Sweeney, G. A., and J. J. Horan, “Separate and Combined Effects of Cue-
Controlled Relaxation and Cognitive Restructuring in the Treatment of
Musical Performance Anxiety,” Journal of Counseling Psychology, Vol.
29, 1982, pp. 486-497.




Thompson, L. J., P. C. Talkington, et al., “Neuropsychiatry at Army and
Division Levels,” in W. S. Mullins and A. J. Glass, eds., Medical
Department, United States Army Neuropsychiatry in World War II: Vol.

2, Overseas Theater, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1973, pp. 275-374.

vom Hagen, U., “Stress and Stress Management in the Military,” in J.
Callaghan and F. Kernic, eds., Armed Forces and International
Security, New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 2003, pp. 255-260.

Vroom, V. H., Work and Motivation, New York: Wiley Press, 1964.

Wachtel, P. L., “Anxiety, Attention, and Coping with Threat,” Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, Vol. 73, No. 2, 1968, pp. 137-143.

Wallsten, T. 8., “Processes and Models to Describe Choice and

Inference,” in T. 8. Wallsten, ed., Cognitive Processes in Choice and

Decision Behavior, Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1980, pp. 215-
238.

Weisaeth, A. S., “Stress of Peace-Keeping,” in J. E. Lundeberg, U. Otto,

and B. Rybeck, eds., Proceedings: Wartime Medical Services, Swedish
Research Establishment, Stockholm, Sweden: FOA, 1990, pp. 375-395.

Wilcox, V., “Burnout in Military Personnel,” in Brigadier General R.
Zajtchuk, ed., Office of the Surgeon General, Textbook of Military
Medicine, War Psychiatry: Part I: Warfare, Weaponry, Casualty,
Washington, D.C.: TMM Publications, 1994, pp. 31-50.

Wright, K., D. Marlowe, and R. Gifford, "“Deployment Stress and Operation
Desert Shield: Preparation for War,” in R. Ursano and A. Norwood,
eds., Emotional Aftermath of the Persian Gulf War, Washington, D.C.:
American Psychiatric Press, 1996, pp. 283-313.

Yerkes, R., and J. Dodson, “The Relation of Strength of Stimulus to

Rapidity of Habit Formation,” Journal of Comparative Neurology and
Psychology, Vol. 18, 1908, pp. 459-482.

Zivnuska, S., C. Kiewitz, and W. Hochwarter, “What Is Too Much or Too

Little? The Curvilinear Effects of Job Tension on Turnover Intent,
Value Attainment, and Job Satisfaction,” Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 32, No. 7, July 2002, pp. 1334-1360.



