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ABSTRACT

experin~ nt was conducted to determine the effects of threat—
:tnduced stress on group performance~ Task—oriented and relationship—
oriented leaders were reprimanded for the performances of their groups on
a task requiring creativity. Subsequent performance and group atmospher e
scores were compared with those obtained from comparable groups whose
leaders were not reprimanded. Threat—induced stress was found not to af-
fect the performance of groups having either task—oriented or relationship-
oriented leaders. While stress had no effect on the group atmosphere
scores for leaders, those for nonleaders were reduced. These findings
faiied to confirm predictions derived from Herbst ’s behavioral model and
Fiedler’s theory of leadership effectiveness.
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INTRODUCTION

The effe :ts of threat—induced stress on pertoru~~~~ in .i ~~~
combat decisions game have been investigated by Baker , er al - (1) - 

~~~~~
-

purpose of their study was - determine the effects c’r srt — ~ss in ‘i~~-~~~ i - -

making and risk taking performance of Army career officers and t
predictions made by Herbst (2) concerning the relationship between mot ic

‘~~ tion and pe~ form ance~ According to Herbst , workers who are task r ’ :~ -~~-i
should show a lower level of performance under stressful conditi .as t t ~~
under nonsttessful conditions , while workers who are not task invoice-i
should show a higher level at performance under s t ressfu l  conditions .
These predictions were confirme d by Baker,

fl The conf i rmat ion  —i t these predictions has serious consequences id
the Army . Presumably mos t career off icers  are ful ly involved in the pe~-
forman c.e -ii their duties, and their performance would be expected t o  i e—
te riorate under stress , when the need for high levels of performance is
greatest~ Therefore , the development of a training program designed t c
prevent per fo rm ance deterioration under stress may be necessary 0 As a
preliminary step, however , it is important to establish the generality of
the predictions by testing them in a situation different from that used by
Baker .

In Baker ’s study, Army offire~s were required to monito’, in i;ci-a-
a display of lights that supposedly provided target detection inf-c r-

mation from a radar surveillance center. The men were told that the pu -.
- - pose of the experiment was to help evaluate a new battlefield surveiliarl c~

system The officers were required to monitor the display continuously
• - in order to detect momentary interruptions in the lights. The interrup-

tions provided information that would be needed later for deciding whethe~
or n-it to fire a missile at detected enemy aircraft0

While surveillance is obviously an important military task that te-
n quires a high level of performance, it is usually performed by enlisted

men rather than officers. When Stress was introduced in Baker ’s study by
reprimanding officers for cheit poor performance (regardless of the ac-
tual quality of their work), it was for performance on a task that they
ordinari ly would not perform . They appeared to be angry , and may have
acted to the situation by thinking that the reprimand was totally unwar-
ranted. It would not be surprising, the refo re , that the reprimand led to
pe rformance de terioration among men who were initially task involved.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the present study was to determine whether or not
performance deterioration occurs under stress when the task is more con—
sisten t wit h the posit ion and training of the subjects, and when only
group leaders are reprimanded for the performances of their groups. In
the present study , officers were appointed as leaders of groups. Each

; group was required to write three reports about future Army policy. After
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the f i rst report , st ress was int roduced by reprimanding the leaders for
the poor performance of their groups. The effect of these reprimands in
group performance was determined by comparing the remaining two reports
with those written by groups whose leaders were not reprimanded.

A second purpose of the present study was to determine if leaders
with opposing leadership styles differ in their reactions to threat—induced - -

stress. Fiedler (3) has postulated that there are two major styles of • -

leadership: (a) a task—oriented style in which the leader is primarily
concerned with the performance of the task; and (b) a relationship—oriented --
style in which the leader is primarily concerned with achieving good in-
terpersonal relationships within the group. If Herbst’s predictions are
corr ect , it would be expected that task—o riented leaders will show perfor-
mance deterioration under stress, and relationship—o riented leaders will
show improvement under stress. To test these predictions, half of the
leaders employed had task—oriented styles, and the other half had
relationship—oriented styles. The performances of the groups having lead-
ers with opposing leadership styles were compared.

METHOD

Subjects

The partici pants in the study were 120 Army officers stationed at
Fort Knox, Kentucky——41 first lieutenants , 77 second lieutenants , and two
warrant officers , Their average length of time in the Army was 18.7 months ,
and they had an average of 15.5 years of education. Seventy—six of the of-
ficers had ROTC experience.

Initial Briefings

Subjects were required to participate in the experiment for two con-
secutive mornings. On the first morning, they were briefed by the Experi-
menter and by the Chief of the US Army Armor Human Research Unit (A}IRU) on
the general nature of the experiment. They were told that the purpose of
the experiment was to study how men work together in small groups in order
to solve problems requiring creativity. After the Experimenter ’s brief-
ing, the Chief of AFIRU explained the importance of this type of research
for the future of the Army, his aim being to increase the subjects ’ task
involvement by emphasizing the impor tance of their participation in the
research.

P retests

Three pretes ts  were administered to the subjects immediately af ter
the briefing. The first pretest , a measure of leadership style developed
by Fiedler , required the men to use a set of bipolar adjectives in describ—
ing their least preferred coworkers (LPC), The measure had a format based
on the semantic differential (4). The form used in the present study con— - -

tam ed 20 bipolar adjective items , the items in each pair being separated

I ~~ .— - - -
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by e~ght spaces. The folliwing is an example of the bipola~ adj.~°tive s
comprising the LPC measure:

Pleasan t : : : : 
______ 

:
______ ______ ~ipi . ~~~~

8 7  6 5 4 3 2 1
U°ifriendly ______ ______ ______

: :  
______ ______

: : : Frie’- --]ly
1 2 3 •-

~ 5 6 7 8
Helpful 

______ ______ ______ ______ ______
: : : : Fris ’rati i,~

8 5 4 3 2 1

Subiect s  we~ c requi~ed t o  describe  the person w i t h  who~ii r n .~y ~L id

- 
w o r k  le as t w e l l , e i th e r now or ~n the  past , by p l ac ing  an X in one at tlt:
eight sp~ -”~s between each pal ’- of bipolar adjectives - A va lue  t r i o  one
t i  eig h t  was assigned t o  each response , the mos t favor ab le response ge’-
ring the h’ghest value - The LPC sco :e  was obtained by summin g the values

r of the responses ma de an the 20 pairs of adjectives-

The o f f i c e r s  hav ing the hi ghest and lowest scores were selected fur
leadership positi ons in the experiment . According to Fiedler , lea-ieca

- w i t h  hig h s co re s  (h ig h LPC leaders) are re1a~ionship—oriented~ and T h o s e
with low s-: ires ( l~ w LPC le3J ers~ are task—oriented

A b ograp hical ques~ io~uaire was then administered to det~~- u~ ne th~
back gr oun d c t ta ’~ac ~ r i sc  1 cs at the samp le , and the M.Cieiland—A ckius on Need
A ohce vem en t  Tes ’ (~) was - -lrninistered n~ keep the subjects busy wh i le che

- LPC m e as i : :e s  were being s~ o-:ed and the group r s ~ers were being prnpa l-
- A secon -Jar y  purpose  at th e  Need Achievem ent  Test was to prc ’~ide d a t a  ott

the sub j~ crs ’ needs for achievement in case such information would be hel p—

r ful in in’ erp recing the results of the study 0

Formaccon f the Groups

— The sub ]ects we~e divided into forty groups , ten in each t f : u r  ex—
~- L. periment al conditi ons , as foU—ws : (a) Stress — Task—Oriented Leader , (b)

Stress — Re lationship—Orien’ed Leader , (c) Nanstress — Task—Oriented Lead—
- er, and (-1) N ons r ress — Relationship—Oriented Leader-

E-aoh group consisted o~ three members——a leader and two fo l lowers
Airhoogh leaders were selected on the basis of LPC s-:o--e and na~ ~~rk , n-’

0 fficer was assigned to  a group whose leader was lower in rank than he
. Since the performance of one ~f the group tasks required knowledge of ROTC 0

at least one of the members assigned to each group had previous ROTC ex—

I perience Except tar these rest ictions , men were assigned to grcups on
a random basis.

r Task—oriented leaders had mean LPC scores of 49-7 in the s’ress can—

U ditiori and 41.9 in the nons~ ress conditions . The scores ranged tram 2~-l
to  74 in the stress condition , arid from 20 to 65 in the nonstress condi -

tim Rela~ionship—oriented leaders had mean LPC scores of 106.4 in the
stress condition and l05-~. in the nonstress condition The scores ranged

12
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f i o m  89 to 129 in the stress condition , and f rom 95 to 115 in the oonstress
:oudi ‘Jon -

ROTC Evaluation Task

The teams acre then t -ok~-~ t o  the laboratory and were given the first
of the t hr e e  reports to write , an evaluatton of the curren t ROTC program - -

and suggestions for changes in future programs . A copy of the task is in-
cluded in Appendix A-

E ach group had l—l’2 h-ours in which to write the report. The lead—
e~ s we re instructed to write the solutions themselves , but to m ake certain
th at ‘he members of the group worked together in solving the problem . The
g r ou p  interacti on s were tape—recorded , al thoug h the recordings were not
a n l l~- z e d  After the report was written , the three members in each group
c -ompie~~ed the Group Atmosphere Scale (described below), and were dismissed
un t i l  the ±lllowing morning .

E~~~er i m e n t d l  Mani p u l a t i o n  of Stress

The second morning, all the subjects were taken to the laboratory
with out being ild anything about their performance, excep t the leaders
in the stress -_ ond~ t1ot-i , who were told that t Ie Chief of Al-1RU, a iieuten—
an’ colone l, wanted ‘o see them in his office, While they stood at atten-
tion , he reprtmanded them tot their poor performance on the ROTC Evalua-
tion Task. He told them that he was disgusted with what they had written ,
that their perfo’~mances were poorer than those of any previous participants
in the study,  and th a’: they were obvious ly not working ac their fullest ca—
p aci’y- lie -i c -cus ed them of failing to cooperate in the study , and threat-
ened th at if rIi~ ir performances did not improve , he would forward command
let ters t o  t h e i r  senior cournanders recommending discip linary action. He
said that he would pers ond ity monitor their performances f o r  the rest of
the ex p e l  t rio- ,

The leade t. s t h e n  r e t u rned to the l abora to ry  and joined their  respec-
tive graups~

R e c ru i t i ~~~_ B r . -  J t u r e  and D i s s e n t er  T rea tmen t  Tasks

Each g -. oup then completed  the two remaining tasks: (a) to write a
brochure that the Army could use t o  recrui t  college graduates ; arid (b) to
write a repor ’ suggesting how the Army could handle dissen ters without
v i a l a c i r ~g their civil ri ghts. The groups were allowed 1—112 hours ror
ea :h  task Copies of the tasks are included in Appendix A.

Group Atmosphere Score

All subjects were then requi red to describe the atmosp he re of their
groups- The Group Atmosphere measure contained 10 pairs of bipolar adjec—
tives , such as pleasant — unpleasant and friend l y — unfriendly . Each re—
sponse was assigned a ~‘alut- (1 through 8). High values were always 

as—6
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signed t o  the mote desirab le adjective within eath pair. A Group Alit -I s-
phere sco re was obt ained by summing the values of the responses. App - d:

B is a copy of the Gz-oup Atmosphere measure~

Deb r i e f ing

At the rcmp Letion of the experiment , it s true purpose was explained
to the -subj- a They were isked not to reveal this to anyone , si nce -ist
collection would continue l o t  some time,

RESULTS

• Gro up Pe~~ o~ ’n~ n.

The Re : - i I ~~ ing Br -:h’i’-e and Dissenter Treatment tasks were 6cc-red by
two independent iud ges, the Experimenter and an enlisted man who served as
an assrst ant on ‘h. p ro jeot. The reports were scored according to the
manual c art ’ ained in Appendix C For the Recruiting Brochure task , the

- . - categories used in r a r i n g  the reports we re (a) following instructions , (b)
U interest , ( : 1  l r e a r , - f i r y ,  and (d)  pe rsuasiveness. For the Dissenter T r e a t —

ment task , ‘h e categori es were (a) toll-owing instruct i ons , (b) pra cticali-
ty, (c~ o~~~~tiv i’ y, t i) persuasiveness , and (e) development il arguments-
The ra rer scor ed a g- :-ip by summing the points he gave for -~~l the :ale-

L . gories on ‘h two tasks. A final group performance 6cc- re was obtained by
summing the s-~~r~es gicen by the two iud ges~ The :oz’e~ -3,Jon between the
s-cores given by the two judges was .70, arid the range of possib le scores
was f o a~n O t - o 36-

The ut~~an group per f:rm-~rtce scoces tar the four experimental condi—
‘ions a~ e presented in Table 1 As shown , the mean sc-ores were higher for
the groups in the stress c ndition than for the groups in the nonstress
condit ia’- ; but an ana lysis of variance , summa r ized in Tab le 2 , showed tha t
neither stress nor leadership style had a significant main effe ct .

— Group Atmosphere

Leade rs - The mean Group Atmosp he re scores obtained from leaders and
nonleaders ate presented in Table 3- The range of possible scores was
fr om 8 to 80- As shown , the mean scores fox relationship—oriented 1.aders
in the s~~tess condition were lowe r than the scores for leaders in the other
cc -ottditi-ons, However, -an analysis cf variance , summarized in Table 4,
showed tha t neither s’ tess nor leadership style had a s ignif icant  main e f—
fect on the leaders ’ Group Atmosphere scores, and that the interaction
was nat signi f i— : an t

Nonleaders- As shown in Table 3, the Group Atmosphere sc- res for
nonleaders in the nonsl- ress condition were higher than those f-or non—
leaders in the stress condition The analysis of variance showed that the
main effect for stress was significan t, bu t that the effect for leadership
style was not .

7
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Table 1

- 
Mean Group Performance Scores for the Four Experimental Condition~.

Leade rship_ Style Stress ~~ nstress
Task—Oriented 20.2 16.4
Re lationship—O rr ented  20 .4 l ? . 7

Table 2

Summary ot Ana]ysis of Variance of Group Performance Scores

Source df MS F

Stress (A) 1 105.63 2,66 
rLeadership Style (B) 1 5.63 0.14

A x B  1 3.02 0,08 
-

Error 36 39.74 [
Table 3

Mean Group Atmosphere Scores of Leaders and Nonleaders
for the Four Experimental Conditions

Leadership: Style Leaders Nonleaders
Stress Nonstress Stress Nonstress

Task—Oriented 68.1 68.5 65.0 68.2 t .

Rela ’ion ship—Orie nte d  6 0 ,7  67.0 62.1 67.9

Table 4

Summary of Analyses of Variance of Group Atmosphere Scores

Leaders Nonleaders fl
Sour c e  

- if MS F df MS F

Stress (A) 1 112-23 1.32 1 792- 10 4,34*

Leadership Style (B) 1 198.03 2.33 1 102.40 0.56

A x B 1 87.02 1.02 1 72.00 0.40 --

Error 36 84.93 36 182.67

*p <.05 -
~ 

-
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DISCUSSION

- - 
The r e su l t s  the stud y do nor substantiate the findings cbr.~ ed

by Baker on the effe cts or S ‘eSS on the performance of  task—involved
workers. Baker f-°und ‘hat ~t’- - ss c aused a decrement in pen . man -: t~ and
stress was ound :. have r - ef to- : ’ on performance in the poescar e-.cperi—

-
~~~ ment-

- .  

The implication of this finding is that threat—induced stress may
I - - affect per rorman -.e only when it is app lied directly to a worker. In the

present study, stress was applied t the leaders of the groups, but n -or t:
the other group members - It may be possible for the leader in this situa—

- - - 
tion t o  absorb ‘he efreots of the stress without allowing it to affect the
perrormence of the other group members.

On the other hand , the differen ces between these results and Baker ’s
- may be due t O  the difference in the nature of the task. Baker required

his subjects to p - a r i i p a t e  in a combat decisions game in which they moni—
tored a series -of ~igh s ;  the subjects in the present study performed a
task that corresponded mare ‘closely to tasks normally performed by off i—

- cers .- Perhaps the closer correspondence of the present task to the sub—
cects ’ normal dufie~ led to a greate- willingness to perceive the repri-
mand as being ieg i~~lma ’e

An ther possible reason fo r the discrepancy is that the subjects in
the present s’ ~iy may have suspected ‘hat the true purpose -of the threat
was t o  exami ne i’s efrec ’s ‘-n their performance . This -alternative ex—

- . 
planaci-on is thea- ”cically p ssib le, but -tuli ke ly, to’ three reasons, In
the first p -a:e . it was the same type of threat that was used in Baker ’s

- - study . It the rh’ea’ had n~~- been be lieved in the present study, i t  pro—
- bably would ~~~~~~ ha ve been believe d in Bake r ’s study. Second , when the
- - -officers returned ‘cc the Laboratory afte r the reprimand , they appeared to

- 
be deep ly con~-etre~1 ab-’u the Chief’s reactions - Most of them asked the
Experimenter why their performan ces on the ROTC task were unsatisfactory ,

- L and requested spe-i ti: info’mati-on about how to avoid further dissatisfac—
‘-Ion by the AHRU Chief. Finally, the stress did have an effect on the

- - g:cup atmosphere so-ores , and this fact suggests that the threat was be— —

lieved-

- It is impossible Oc state with - - err-a~. nty the exact reason for the
disc’ep -mncy between Bake r ’s resu .ts and those- obtained In the present
study , which indicate that threat—induced stress does tiot inevitab ly re—
suit in performance detenior1 .~ion among task—involved workers-

I. The f i n d i n g  har le adership style did not interact with stress in
influencing group pet fccrmance is alsc noteworthy. While Herbst ’s m.-de .

r and Fiedler ’s theo’y lead to opposite predictions concerning the effe:ts
of stress on performance , neither prediction was supported. Herbst ’s mo—
del leads to the prediction that task—oriented leaders will show a per—

- form ance decreme n t under stress , while relationship—oriented leaders will.
show a performance increment. A hi ghly task—involved person will perceive

- i
_- -- -

~~ ii
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the task as pleasant when stress is low, but unpleasan t when stress i~
high A person who is not task—involved , however, will derive no sot~ -—
faction from the task , and consequently his performance will be low ~~~~ -.
there is no stress. On the other hand, he will perform at a higher IL 01 —

unde r stress. I t.

In contrast to these predictions , Fiedler’s theory of leadership ef—
fectiveness predicts that when stress is high, task—oriented leaders will.
be mo re e f f ec t i ve  than relationship— oriented leaders . Task—oriented lead-
ers will obtain bette r group performance than relationship—oriented leaders
under two vastly different types of situations——very favorable and very un—
favorable , In contras t, relationship—oriented leaders will obtain better
performance in situations that are intermediate in favorableness- A high-
ly favorable situation for a leader is one in which (a) the relationship
between the leade r and the other group members is harmonious, (b) the task
is highly structured , (c) the leader has a great deal of power, and (d)
there is no stress. In this type of situation, the group members expect
to be directed. They will therefore perform better under a task—oriented
leade r than under a more permi ssive relationship—oriented leader. An un-
favorab le situation for a leader is one in which (a) the relationship be—
tween the leader and other group members is not harmonious , (b) th e task
is unsr ructured , (c) the leader has little power, and (d) st ress is high.
In this type of situation , direction is required in order to motivate the
members to perform the task- Thus, a task—oriented leader would be more
effective than a relationship—oriented leader. In situations that are
Intermediate in favorableness , the more permissive relationship—oriented
leader would be more effective than the less permissive task—oriented
leader.

The stress condition in the present study was an unfavorab le leader—
ship situation according to Fiedler ’s criteria since (a) the reprimand
made the group atmosphere less pleasant, (b) the task was unstructured ,
(c) the leader had little power, and (d) the situation was stressful.
The nonstress condition was intermediate in favorableness. Although the
task was unstructured and the leader had little power, the situation was
harmonious and there was no 5tress. Thus, Fiedler ’s theory would predict
that task—oriented leaders are more effective than relationship—oriented
leaders in the stress situation , but that relationship—oriented leaders
are more effective In the nonstress situation.

The results of the presen t study failed to support either 1-Lerbst ’s
model or Fiedler ’s theory since neither stress nor leadership style was
found to have a significant effect on group performance . Furthermore,
the in r e— i tion between stress and leadership style was not significant, r
although Fiedler ’s theory wou ld predict such an interaction .

Two different explanations can be given for the failure to confirm ii
the predictions derived from Herbat ’s model. The first is that the model
may not be an adequate representation of reality. The second is that the - - 

-

experimental situation was beyond the scope of the model. While He rbst ’ s
model deals with the performance of individuals under stress , the present
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study was concerned with the performance of groups under stress. On the
other hand , the experimental situation was well within the scope of Fied—

- - 
let ’s theory , and the conclusion that the results do not confirm his theo—
ry is a logical one.

The fact that stress did have an effect was indicated by the group
atmosphere scores. Although the scores obtained from leaders in the
stress and nonstress situations did not differ significantly, a signifi—
cant difference was obtained in the scores obtained from the other group
members. Apparently , the reprimand made the group atmosphere more un—- ~~ - pleasant for the nonleaders, but not for the leaders themselves. The

- most important finding , however , is that there was no effect on the per—
- 

formances of the groups due to stress, even though the group atmosphere
- 

was affected.
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APPENDIX A; GROUP TASKS

ROTC EVALUATION TASK

The Army of the future will consist of professional soldiers who
have chosen the Army as a career, The draft will be eliminated , and all
soldiers (including enlisted men , NCO ’s , and officers) will be volunteers.

Because the Army will wan t only men with the abilities and intelli—
gence to handle the complex equipment and operations of tomorrow’s Army,
a gre ater proportion of men may be recruited from the high schools and

~o1leges than are currently obtained from these sources. As a result,
the high school  and c—lIege ROTC programs will continue to play a major

• ‘-ole in the Army ’s future A greater proportion of the men in the Army
will have had ROTC experience, and many of the skills required in the
m i l i ’ary  wi l l  stem from these programs.

Because the Army of the future may be more dependent upon ROTC pro—
— - - grams f o r  training, the requirements for  these programs may be quite dif—

ferent  f rom the cu r ren t  programs . ROTC may become increasingly important
- - in helping to prepare men for careers in the Army.

In order to better serve this function, the ROTC programs may need
to be changed. Your job today will be to write a report (1) evaluating
the current ROTC program In terms of how well it will meet the needs of
tomorrow’s Army, and (2) suggesting how the future ROTC programs should
be organized. What aspects of the current ROTC program will be outdated ,
and what changes should be introduced?

RECRUITING BROCIIURE TASK

As you p rob ably know, the Army ’s plans for the future call for the
elimination of the draft. It is hoped that we can have a professional
Army made up of only career men. With the increasing complexity of mili-
tary equipment and operations, the training period required to develop
highly trained soldiers is simply too long and too expensive. By the
time to-day’s soldiers develop the necessa ry skills to be of great value
to the Army, they often have too little time left to serve. To solve this
problem, the Army hopes to eliminate the draft and to make the Army a pro—
fession for soldiers at all levels .

At the same time, the growing complexity of military equipment and
operations makes it more importan t than ever before for the Army to be
made up of men with high ability. The Army ’s plans for the future call
for intelligent men with as much college training as possible . Therefore ,
moa t of the recruiting in the future will be done in our colleges and
universities .

In order to recruit college graduates, the Army will need a recruit—

17
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ing b~- ochure wri t t en  especially fo r the college man , The arguments given
in the current bro~ hutes, such as free housing and medical care , oft.’c
have little imps. . upon college graduates since they feel capable of - -

viding for the ir own needs in civi lian Life, Your job today is to wri e
a brochure to be used in the ture to recruit college gr-aduatis. It mus t
appe al to  the special needs -L I  these men , and not contain the s ta le  argu—
men~s presented in the current recruiting brochures.

DISSENTER TREATMENT TASK

Radical dissenters are becoming an Increasing prob lem for the Army.
Although the Army hopes to convert itself to a professional Army in the
near future , f-o t the next few years the Army will still be dependent upon
drafr-ees - These draftees , however, include an increasing number of dis—
sente rs who refuse to obey orders and who refuse to go into combat. While
som e of these dissenters are Black Muslims who object to being in a
“White—man ’s Army,” others are college students, hippies, and leftists
who are protesting the role of the Army in today’s modern world. While
some of these dissente rs are only immature and mentally unstable young
men , others are well educated and articulate people who are concerned
with the future of -~ur country.

Socio1~ gic-~ studies have indicated that the number of dissenters
will increase in the next few years, and that the Army will be burdened
with ~ greater prob’em than it can handle. Since many of the dissenters
will be natural leaders who are devoted to a cause, the Army realizes that
it mus t take precautionary measures if It is to maintain its efficiency as -

-

an effective fighting fo~ -:e. In taking these precautionary measures, care
must be t~iken not to stir up popular opinion against the Army since this ,
too, can affect its efficiency as a fighting force. What can the Army do
to protec ’ itself against dissenters?

Your job is to write a report to the Department of the Army suggest-
ing wh at the Army should do to eliminate this prob lem in the future. Re—
member, however , that the Army can only utilize techniques that do not
violate the :ons’i~ utlonal rights of the dissenters.

- 
-
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‘TT
APPENDIX B: GROUP ATMOSPHERE SCALE

N AME ____________________________ DATE ___________________________

Descr ibe the atmosphere of your group by checking the following items.

Pleas ant : : : : : : :
_ _ _  _ _ _

: Unpleas ant
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Friendly : : : : :
_____ _____

: : : Unfriendly
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Bad : : : : :_ : : : : Good
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Worthless : 
______

: : : : : : : : Valuable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

• Close : : : : : : : : : Distant
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Cold 
_ _ _

: : : : : : : : Warm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Quarrelsome : : : : : : : : : Harmonious
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Self—Assured :
______ ______ ______

:
______ ______

: : : : Hesitant

[ 1 Efficient 
: 

: : : : : : : : : : Inefficient

Gloomy : 
_ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _  

Cheerful
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1! APPENDIX C: SCORING CATEGORI ES

CATEGORIES FOR SCORING THE RE CRUITING BRU CiJURE TASK

- -  
A Following Instructions .

- .1. 2 points — Wrote a real brochure that can almost be used in its pre-
sent form .

1 point — Although it may need extensive editing, an attempt was made
to write a brochure. May have been written in outline form.

0 points — Did not follow instructions. The solution to the problem
is not really a brochure at all. Went off on a tangent.

- B- Interest

- .  
2 points — Very interesting; makes the reader want to keep on reading;

- 
- 

is able to grab the reader’s attention.

1 point — Doesn ’ t grab the reader’s attention, but may interest him
if he is interested in the problem.

- 0 points — Dull and boring; most readers would not continue to read
it -

C. Creativity

2 points — Contains many new ideas or attempts an approach that is
vastly different from the usual approach; similar to a bro-
chure that could be written by an advertising agency.

1 point — May contain one or two original ideas, but not very inven-
tive overall.

0 points — Con t ains no new Ideas or approaches .

D- Persuasiveness

2 points — Convinces the reader to join the Army.

1 point — Ge ts the reader somewhat interested.

O points - Cannot possib ly get the reader interested in joining the
Army.

[_}
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CATEGORIES FOR SCORING THE DISSENTER TREATMENT TAS K

A- Following Ins ’ ructions

2 p o i , t ~ — W ro ’e ~ rep~-rt that can almost be submitted to DA in its
present form .

1 po1t~. - Although not ready to be submitted to DA, it represented
an attempt to write a report; an outline of a report.

O points - Not a report at all; did not follow instructions ; made no
attempt to offer a solution to the problem.

B- Practl- :-allty

2 points - Offered solutions that could work; solutions did not vio-
late civi l rights; solutions would solve the dissenter
prob lem.

1 poInt — The solution could possibly work, but probably not. Some
rights of the dissenter could be violated; solution could
be too strong or too mild.

O pulut s — totally impractical. The solution could not really be used.

C. Creativi’y

2 poin~ . - Report contains some solutions that are really new or dif-
ferent; a fresh approach to the prob lem.

1 point — The report may contain one or two unusual ideas, but over-
all the report is not especially creative.

0 points — Contains only ordinary solutions to the prob lem; shows vir-
tually no insight or imagination.

D. Persuasiveness

2 points — Contains strong arguments in favor of the solutions ; can
convince the reader to follow the suggestions .

1 point — Arguments contain some strength , but not a great deal;
could only persuade a person already predisposed.

0 p o int s  — Could not possibly persuade anyone.

E. Development of Arguments

2 points - Made a successful attempt to show why the suggested actions
would work ; prob lem was carefully thought through .

22
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1 point — Made a rather weak attemp t to show why the suggestions
would work.

- 
0 poin ts — Made no a t tempt  to show why the suggested actions woulu

work .
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