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H
- PREFACE

This is the second of (our reports on drug use in the Army, prepared by
HRB -Singer under contract Mfith the U.S. Army Research Institute (or the

Behavioral and Social Scicnc4’s. There were two research tasks in the project

described in these reports. 1
’It’he purpose of Task I was to identif y social and

organizational correlates of drug use in the Army. The purpose of Task II was
to obtain a characterization of overall drug use patterns in the Army. This

report presents the results of the Task I research effort.

The criterion variable in Task ! was drug use rate s among Army TO&E

company-s ize units. ” ? fe & . s . s . n~~nt of drug use rate s is detailed in Report I
of this series. Two groups of Army TO&E con~pan - e units were selected
for s tudy: (a) high drug use units; and (b) low drug use unit These units were
se lected fr om a c ross -sec t i on  of TO&E units in CONUS, Korea , and Germany
giving a 2 x 3 classification desi gn ( two levels of drug use and three theaters).

I Social and organizational variables , suc h as unit morale , c haracter ist ics of
the commanding off icer , and sat isfact ion with living conditions , were statist ically
analyzed to identif y significant associations with level of use and theater; and for
possible interactions with level of use and theater.

Social/organizational variables were identified which differentiated significantly
between high and low drug use units and units in the three theaters. The interaction
analyses indicated that the associations between the social/organizational variables
and the level of drug use were  independent of the theater in which the units were
located . Social! organizational pr ofiles were developed contrasting high drug use
units with low drug use units ; and contrasting units in the three geographic areas.

The analys is of supplementary data made possible the comparison of individual

I characteristics, suc h as age , pay grade , hometown size , and soc ial class , with
se lf-reports of drug use. ~ .These comparisons were related to the findings of the

L main analyses just discuss~ d, and to the findings of the National Commission on
Marijuana and Drug Abuse. \

i
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1. CONCLUSIONS ANt ) RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion I. I’lii hypothe s is that high drug use Ar tn~’ un i ts
are c haracte r ized by social/ urgan izat ional delic ien ie- c and
low tase units . a r a -  a h . iracterized by social/orr~anizationa l
strengt hs is accepted.

When t hey were c ombined in a sing le , r ighted equalion (discriminant V

function) the 19 sociat/organizationa (sb ) s ales used in this stud y cor rec t ly
assigned 75% of the units tested to the high or low drug use condition. The V .

Key variables in the prediction of high drug use units were found to be con-

siderate behavior of the commanding officer , EM op inions of t heir off icers,

and unit morale. (The Sb scales arc’ defined in Appe ndix B.)

A prof ile of low drug u s e  Army TO&E company-s ize units was developed V

as a resu lt of the analysis of the 19 s/O scales and supporting interviews:

LEADERSHIP. In low drug use units commanding of f icers are perceived
by the EM as being more co nsiderate than CO’ s of high use units. This means
the CO’ s of low use units keep less to themselves and find more time to listen
to the EM. CO’ s are more likely to ex plain their act ions and are seen as
friend ly and appr oachable . A lso , they are more likely to accept suggest ions
from t he EM. the EM in low drug use units generally have a higher opinion
of their o f f i cers .  They state more frequently that  command information classes
are w e r t hwhile ; and see their CO’ s as having more katow leil ge about drugs. rhe
CO’ s and EM of low drug use units have similar opinions about the causes of
illegal drug use. -

JOB SATISFA(;TION. Compared to EM in high drug use units , EM in low
use units are signif icantly more sat isfied with their A r m y  (Itity. They fee l that
th eir job s are more important and that they arc more like ly to be rewarded
for good performance . EM reporting illegal drug use are  less likely to be
working in a job of their choice.

- MORALE. EM in low drug ust’ units report fewer si gns of physica l and
psychological d is t ress.  They are less homesick , bored , and lonely than EM
in high drug use units . They fee l more energetic , daydream iess , and fee l less
irritable. When asked about their morale in general, they report having
significantly higher niorale.

— V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ 5_~~~ .... ~~~~~~~~~~~



V ()PINION OF TIlE Af l MY . FM in ‘ow drug use uni ts  h ave a higher overall

~~~ opinion of the Art-ny. They fee l that control  and d isc ip line ra re  firm but necessary ;
and report  s pe ndLng less time doing unimportant things. They are more likely to

, say the Army i s  run wel l  or that the Army is giv ing them a square deal than EM
in high drug use units.

In terms of r e l a t i v e  importance , it was found t hat the sn~ ia1/organizational
s t  ales had , oat the av e  r aL~ t’ , more power ful as soci ,at ions w i t h  d r  tag use t han
ind icators of individual back ground di f fe re nces .  The conclusion that individual
d i f f e rences  are assoc ia t ed wi th drug use has been reac hed repeatedl y in previous
r a- search.  W hat the cur r t au t  re sea r cli has atte mptrd to ulault- r scor e  is that

be havior is a function of both individual back ground dub re u t e  s , and d life re rICeS

in socia l/organizational environment.

c Cone ha s i on 11. Thu hypothesis that Army TOP~ J ( V  )
~~p~ fly

~~~~~~~ s i ze  units have d i f f e  re nt  social/organizat ional profi les
in CONUS , Korea , and Germany is accepted.

Compared to the units in CONUS, the units in Korea had a similar s/o
pr of ile , exce pt that the tuh i ts in Korea w e re more s ;’ t i.s I I V d  ~v j  tb their social ., 

V

life and spent more t ime in g r o ca p act iv i t ies.  rh~ aini t s i at Go r many exhibited a

negative prof ile compared to CONUS units. The units iii Ge r many have t h e

- 
cha rac te r i s t i cs  of enc laves  from w hich the troops seldom venture.  The EM.

through living in more constant  close contact w i th  one another for a long period

of time , know eac h other more intimately, and have considerably more inter —

~~~~ persona l fr ic t ion.  The morale of the EM is lower , and the units are perce ived
as less happy places to he. ‘rhe units have more contro l over the lives of the EM

~~~~ and are less oriented t o w a r d s  achieving specific goals. Opportunities for social —

life arc lacking, and living condit ions are less sat is factory .  EM opinions of the

off icers and of the Army in gene-rat are poor. 
V

The negative s/o prof ile exhibited by the un its in Germany is si gnificant
V because the use of illegal drug s is higher in Germany than in (TONUS or Korea. 

V

Compared to CONUS , the FM in Germany reported significant ly more use of

- amphetamines , seda t ives , and opia tes .  Germany also had the highest ove ra ll
- rating of drug use  prevalence (Korea had the lowest) .

1!! -2-
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V
O I R  ho -~n~u u 111 . Fhc t u v i t o t h u s i s  (Ii i t hit’ . a s - ~ u ’ e  a , a H , , a a s

h~ t w e t -  at s u .~ .ah, ‘i ~ 
. * 1 1 1 / a t  ‘a a .u I e l i - a  a Ic a a s t  a s anti di ~

~~~~ us e au- c- nioch’ r a t e l  by t heater  is rej e - c t ed -

No u g t u i t  it an t  t a i l  I a .a t a o~~ be t w c ’e n It’ ye  I c a l  drug us ’ .and t hera It’ r was  found

~~~ t c i t h  ,t la v cu t  the S ()  s c a l e s . At  p rese n t  a t  niust be’ r as s t a n u - d  that the scic i . a l
c u r g.a a ua/. a tacu aa , tt c h a r . c c t c t -  1- - t i c s  a s - n c  u a t e - d w i t h  d r u g  use .ar ,  the sanit. in the
th ree gc - cug ra phtc . a a ’ - .a s ‘~t t i ( hiCd .

( oauc I -
~ a on IV . f l ue  ta v p c u t  t ie ~ tb - a t  he - rc-  La I I o a t s  Ia a p h. t w e e n

dr ug u~~- and m di’, id a - a l  t- haa . a t ’ t c ’ a - i s t i c s nIt’nt~ I a u - d  a r t  th Is V

~~~ s tcu t lv t e - p huc at - t I~’- t i a n h a a u g s repor ted  by the N .ati. uu ’ .ai
Comnit s S ion on Niat- ijuana and Drug Abuse ’ I ~i accepted -

~~~ Wi th  the- e -x c e p t i c u r t  ot a tack of a s s o c i at i o n  betwee n  e - a a u a u . a t n s list’  and 1t ’~ c -l
cu t  educatiot~, the’ t- c ’s u l ts  ‘‘I t he present stud y w e - r e  c c ’ a u s i s t , - a u t  w i th  the’ findings V

or the Nation.a C ommi ion. l’he illegal list’ of caainah is  - iaid other dr tags is an
age’ — re lau’d phone-inn’ nun, ris ing  thr e” a ug h the e e a i s  . pt - a Li aug iii the ~ ‘ uca ng adu lt
ye a r  s . then (hr oppI tug oat  I a ii h o d  s t y w i t h  ago . For F Nt .‘ and y uua nge ’ r • ltt ’\’ e r

I hav ing bee r~ mart- ted s us Soc 1 ated pus it~ vtd  v with ull i- az .t I dr ta g u se . Social
c l as s , hometown 5 1 /’ ’ , aml relig ion rare ,aiso  . t s -o ,c i ,a t ~’d w i t h  drug u ,s o; ~- i th i

‘ 
rel a tive ly muir’ e - u s e r s  I root  t ht- middle’ socia l e las st- s . roan hometowns of
more t han ~~~~~ , 000 and c ’ t  the’ Catholic relig ion.

I - The’ individual b.n kgr~u uaucl e ) u ,c r ae ’ a c r i s t I c s  pu- o\ - i( hc - d ev idence th at  drug
usc - is  related to ia td i v tdc ia l  —c l i v  i roainwnt in te r - u t - t i oau s .  Regard less o~ a ge

k 
group.  t -annabu S u~~c ’ dec re .cse - s  wi th increasing rank. Increa s ilig it se of
cannabis and other ‘I rugs is ne gati vely ass ouc ,a t e ’ d w i th  a soldier ‘ s bureaucrat ic

V

~~~~ 

or ientation. .‘und w i t h  ha s  gt ’ t t  aug the job of his choice. Finall y, the use ol
cannabis is h igin- sI tat  the’ iat i t ial months of ent ry  into a a ui t  Il -

Conclus w it V. (‘t ’ rn i i i .a i tdu ug o t t  i ce rs  of high and low d ~F use units d i s a g  ri - c - oa t the t- t- .t suns for drug luSt - ;  and 
~~~

(
~~

‘ s
tu t  low ea se nail t s a re  in c i  us or agreement with the i~t’ - u s  Oils
given by the en l is ted  inert .

L Commanding 11 i c c ’  r s of high use units tend to ( ha’wnp t. tv the’ u-t ile of the
A r m y ’ s socia l/or  gau l i~ct iona I e aiv ir onnient in af f e c t  i aug (hr tag use , and give’

I re latively g r e . a t e -  r eanph.is is to the roles of per S c u a t . i  Ii Iv -ta ut member ship in a
drug —using  subc a i l ture.  This is , i ti e f fec t , a denial by the . O’ s of hIgh use

I units that they (or the Army in general) can play a iu i t - ran i  ng fnl role in reducing
drug use in t he Ar my.

_ _ _  

_ _  

3 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_ _

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
VV

~~ ~~~ VV _
,, L_. ,~~.k. 

- 
-— —

~ 
V- ’V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —



—
~~~--~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V~~~~1J

~~ FM in genera l . rind (‘O s of low us’ units , ~.h,ow g r c - . a t t - r  i -ec o gnit io n th at

~~ iIlt-t.~;ct drugs are fr t ’q uie nt ly au-o ’d as it means of c oping w ith  a s o c i a l  e-nviroaumcnt

which is perc eived as d i stressful or lackin g in a a a ea a u i ng .

~~ Whi l e a L L F I C V  of u s a l u t ~’ be twe en soc i . i l / u iga ru i z . t t t e i ru . a I  & l a a r a c t e - r a s t a c s  and

t i lt-gal d r tug use has nut hoc- n clearl y es tablislied in t hi- p re s en t  r c - s e  .a r du. it

w c ) ui l ( l se e ’  rut  to  hi- a s i gn i f i can t f a c V t  t hat CO’ s of l w  d r tag ii se Army units more

frequentl y acknowled ge t hat the social/organiz.t t  tonal  c -  itv a r onment contr ibutes

to drug use. It would s e - c - r n  to  be c V ( ~ ii more s i gnif’i cant  t ’ c ns idc ring the fact

~~ that the pc rc  ~ j ~
V ,.d hi-ha v i  r of (In’ CO i s ass r ,ci ate-d w i t h  a iani t ‘ s drug use rate.

rhe f ac ts  make it di f f icul t  not to conclud e that t in- kade a-shi p of the CO contribute s,

~~ at least indirectl y , to the ra te -  of use of illegal drugs by lii s men. - V

I B. RECOMMENDA FIONS

Ri-c- ornniendatioiu 1. [bit t the Army (V efli(I~l( V t  soon- ‘ out i- ’d ht - d S ( u (  i ;a l
e .xperi me ru ts  to d -  moats t r a t e  the- causal  n.a [ t i r e ’  of VS n i t I , o a’gan izational

I charac tc - r i st i cs  in contributing to forms of social deviance.

It can be hvpothc-s i zed that the social/organizat iona l  c ha r a c te r i s t i c s

I ex a m ined in this st udy  are related to other fo rms of social  deviance in the

Army ( - . g. , AWO L rate ’s) besides Illegal drug use. It t a o  further be hypothesized

‘ 
that these rharac te r i s t  ~( V 5  are re lated to measures of unit e f f ic iency and e f fec t ive-

nes s . It is possible that the current research has u t i l i t y  beyond the specif ic

j  problem of drug u s e , and furt her studies to ver i f y these hypothese- s are encouraged.

With the spec i f i c -  i s sue  of drug use , additional r a - s u- a r c i t  needs to be conducted 
V

~~~ for two purposes: (a) to demonstrate [he causal  r’ .a t u i r e  of the important social/

organizational charac te r i s t ics  identified in this stud y ; ;aa ud (b) to demonstrate the

feas ibility of manipulating the’ socia l/organizational env ii-oainuent of company-

s ize Army units to reduce the rate of drug use (and possible- other forms of

soc ial deviance). - 
- 

-
-

! Recomme ndation IL In seeking solutions to t hu . ’ p r cb l c - nus  of
drug use . the Army shou ld work toward the improvement of the

~~~ socia l/organizational environment.

CO’ s and EN-I w e r e -  in agreet-nent that impr oving the quality of Army life , V

! and improving the Army ’s leadership (especiall y the area of interpersonal

communicat ions)- would help to reduce drug use in the Army. (See Appendix E

~~~ for defini tions of the Ic- u- ms used , e.g.  , “irn srovc quality of life . “) Both of

t hese suggestions are consistent with the findings of this study.

I
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The next most freqatent suggestions of the’ CO’ s were to improve the Army ’s

drug education and to give more emphasis to detection and punishment. There

is some indication in the data that CO’ s of low use units know more about drugs

than CO’ s of high use units. Perhaps improved drug education for officers

would be beneficial.

The EM and CO’ s were opposed on the matte r of emphasizing detecti on

and punishment. The EM would prefe r that the Army dc-e m phasize the draig

problem. The results of the present study suggest that detection and punish-

ment programs that result in lowered morale might have’ ef f ects opposite of

those intended by actua lly cau sing illegal drug cast’ to increase . The National

I Commission on Marij’vuna and Drug Abuse suggested two reasons for drug

use: (a) availability, and (b) need . It would seem that detection and punishment

I programs would be most effect ive if directed towards shutting off the supply of V

drugs; w hile concurrent attention were being directed by unit, commanders to

I 
reduc ing need through improvement of the social/organizational environment.

The third and fourth most frequent suggestions front the EM were job

enr ichment and, as just discussed , dc-emphasizing the’ drug problem. The

finding that job sat isfact ion significantly differentiates between high and low

use units lends credence to the suggestion that the Army should emphasize

job enrichment. It was also found that relatively fewer peop le who are working

in a job of their choice , use drugs. It is si gnificant that  the CO’ s tended to

I suggest keeping the men busy, while the EM emphasized being kept busy with

meaningful jobs.

I Recommendation III. That the Army provide’ it’ s o f f icers
and NCO’ s with more t ra ining in interpers onal e- t ,itttuuunications - - -

and in handling social problems ; and that it reward the -

I behaviors which result from such training. .‘ ‘ 
V ‘

. -

The ef fective commander is both a task leader (he g(’Is the job done) and a ‘

r social—emotional leader (he maintains good interpersona l r(’Iahionshuips in the’ 
- 

- V

1. unit) . Traditionally, leaders have been trained primarily in accomplishing the

• mission, and have been rewarded for behaviors which were ’  considered to

contr ibute to this goal. In recent yea rs considerable organizational behavior ‘
V

resear c h has been done on the deleterious ef fec ts  of ignoring the social-

t i emotional needs of a work group and concentrating strictly on the tasks of the

El
111 
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I g a’ Heap Sonic’ ot the t i c ’ I~- t~- ,- a c u t s  c - f  I c - c  I” ci i  nc’g I .c  I aug ~ t i c  a. • I — r  t a i n t  actua l s ioc - ci s 

V

4~ r c it i~ h employee- teat’ nit’, c’ i  , a t i a te -  ii.~ I w as ti’ , I tO” MOlt ‘V . ‘a t~ ct ,i y , i t i t c i c - s i t  ,chalc ’

L s c ’ c t . t  I behavior, wcac - k s hiawdowns , anti ri ’s I i te ’ l%t e’ t o  l i . I I a~ ‘ -

l’here is S c it f l c ’  e~- a , i c ’ u t - c ’ t hat w i t h  training cand ~ ‘p’-t ’  lilt c ’a a ta y c -~ , e c au nnia nci et ’  ‘a

I ~~~~~~~ t a t t i e t t o n e t t c ’ t  ( lu-e ly  a —  both t.u ’~k k~ta i e * s  .cnd s c l c I . % l _ r O % , c l i , , , , t I  lc ’ .it l c t  ~~~,

1 c’ . i c i ~~ rs  i . i t t  be’ i ns t r ta r t c ’ t l  in -.kill s i c i t ’  tie ’ .tlt ctg w it h  sot  a .t l  ‘.atta.a IIo t%$ i t t -c t ,t ,c

t hey t ’ .in be taug ht cotith..t sk i l ls .  I t ca t  how they bc- hate  .ts  he~s e ie rs  a ullitn.utc’ Iy
a fuitet lon of how they aa ’ c’ t - a ’w . i c ’ clc ’ ci for ha ’Ii.tt- t~~g by h a - - i  a - ~ a a ~ a, ’ t - i c i i  s , It i~
i nipt ’ r at~ve (It at  .cII hc ’ t a’ Is of e ta,ntt ,;cnel hoc ’ came a t i t- nit - eu ii a nan 

~~~ 
— Ic- c - i  lead.’ r s

ac - i’ l .a h.’c- ut itc ~ e I t c ’ e - t i v e -  t a t  handling sca ’ , ’a.i I s i t t l a h t , ’ . t s  .a ’ e we’ll . ts  task —rs ’l .,ta ci

I fh ’ t ’o u t t u u t t ’ u t d i . a t h , t u t  I V,  Fh,at the’ A r a c a ~- g et  a ’ -epi c a . a i  oa i- .cd , - i  - a t t o a t  t o
ttucprnu tug the’ stue ’ i .a i  .‘t gan iv..u t t inai i’ l i i uu . i t c ’  th.c t a - s i a ’ , t s  a n  I, c’ritia ,i y,

I flased on in lc ’ ru’ tews t a t  I’M anti ( ‘0’ s , 111,1’ ii ni t in’ la c - c~ t t l u  a- I I a t a i . c I c -  a n
( ea-r i t . tn v sa ’ e ta is  to lie a’ c ’ l . i t c ’ a I  t e a  1h’ length cii the ubat ~’ tou t , t a ’ c l c a f as ,t c - e - s ire— scully

being rc -naeuv t ’ c i  It -em a t a a a i a l i . c t ’  cn i tu t - e’ and let a- ti t int ’s  la i r  ,a t - c - V ~ Ic i ng t a t i a r  - I’hias

by itself has a de tno r-n l i~~ iaig e liot - I .  i t t  ,nl~l a h a c i t t , itic i i u - ac lu i . t l s  ..e o . t t c ’ d  an a,,

I c ut- i a’ onnient whi -h they t h e a  nea t a ’ ca t i s ide a’ a’; vc ’a ’ ~
- t i c - s a t -  .thi Ic ’ . [bc-re sc ’ c ’  c a i c - c i  (c i  

V

be’ ,it~ re’cnient ,t t t i ,a aa t ~ f l it ’ h- M t h a t  they c ould OOf )c ’  W i l l ,  I h i c ’ a  a a l a l . a t a , a u a  l i i tO’ c ’

effc ’ e’ lively if they didat ’ t h.au- c ’ to be iii that s itt iat ann I c a t  stat -li .i Icing t att i c’ (several[ years ) .

An caht ’ tons , t hci aa g h pa’ obably I acipa ’ at 111.11 , s o h ‘at I c ia , n-c i aalcl  ha’ to a’c’el tic ~~ the
tour in Ge r many to I rneittth ,s as it is iii Ko rea . A l t c i - , i . a t a ’  ‘nil ul  l eans  s an g c ’s  ted
by the EM i n- ia td t ’  t r c - l l a a I ’ , , t  ro ta t ion ca t  units oa~ iaac i i u ’ i e i teal ., n’al lulta ( c ’ acna a e y[ more’ Ilbe t- .tl t i-ans re a- pe i l a c  n-s  cu-ith irt t ;c ’ , -n ia,at -  ~ t’ ait - a~~a i ’ t t  ‘‘I g u t  c’ t ’ a ta in ’ * t t  lietusing
or f inanc 1.11 5 eappor I I , i a -  ah % ot at  a- it’d i-~ M . nyc’ a’ s r ,t  P-~Y f it- c ‘C is I tilt , ‘t i t ’ c ’ . ’  car low

E cos t  traispor tat ion tit anic ’ , ant i anni e hibe rat I c - a u c ’ poll. i c - s  (t’ . , , not be aug a cquIred
to be the- re .c ye ’ a r f a a - i  c a r c -  bc ’ lug c It  ,~ ibIe to a- c ’ In a n  hotiac’ on le,i vi- , )

E In add it it’ll , EM anti ( 
~( V s  se t g g c ’ s  t~’~I other i e c - a ’ a  -~ ul tb ~c’ - . .“ c i ii cii’ p, - ci i i  ~ .ct I nai ,a% 

V
- 

environ me’ itt that coat II Ii,- i Il ifat  caved  in or many mitt e - ccc i i  lie’ t ic ’ a- pt .attueuh tn i~
~~

— i rnprcivec l living e - c a a id i h iaa ns w i t h  incite ’ f t a . i v a e ’v ati t i t i ~t~i.i c i c a i t i t y  ( c i  sc’ i ’ t i t c ’ ~ic ’ i’siiti ~c i

I. po ssc ’ss io a is ;  bel le — i’ medic -a l 1.te ’ i l i t a c ’ s ~ tflttt’ C ~~~~~~~~ Ia oc cI~’ci , c a l l  - d a i ly; mcal’ a’

~ 
uppor t u nit y Ic a pca r stat ’  .-tluc - ,ct i  cuta I g c i ,ils e’ ciIl ta r  a I c’xa - li a alga ’  iii cigI- a IC~ M ataci Lu *s( invasion cii priu- . i c -y .

1~ —(
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I

These are only suggestions , and there are no guar;antees that they would
be effective if implemented. Since these suggestions came from the- EM it‘II is reasona ble to infe r that they are important to the EM in a motivational sense.

For the mos t part the questionnaire and interview data appear to indicate IIi that the negative Sb climate in Germany is related to a lack of meaning in
t hat environment. This lack of meaning is apparently a re-su It of doing the
same things Ira the same place with the same people for a long period of time
w ith little sense of mission and few outside diversions.
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11. I N F R O I ) U  C I1ON

- 

c 
A. O V E R V I E W

Th’ Arany i-c d i r e c t i n g  a ga ’ .- .a t dt ’al of I Is  t ’ e s o t t a ’ c ’ c ’s i t t  .1 t t ia t I t i p i - cci i ~ .-c l  . c t l . t c  k

t in the pmbleni of illegal dt-~ig t ise. 1’it is pa- uL)tt ’a it as bc -j ug  a t t - a t - ka ’ d t ) t r t a tag h legal ,

~~~ law c’nforcc-nae,-a t , rate d at  ii. t’duc ’ a t  l c ) a t . c  I , -arid sot ’ i - al e b.c t ine i - . wi t  It t a t  s’ lug ant i

unce r ta in  deg rees  (if s c a c c . - s s . } loweu-t’ r , iii tO tier to wag.- .1 s ca cc ’ t - s s l t a l (‘ .at ii p.-tign

‘ 
agai nst i l la-gat  d rug cas e , t a in t - i- i n fo rmat ion  is net-dod a- i-g .i a-di ng that ’ tt~i tura- and
dynamics c a t ’ d r c a g c a s t -  ic ~ the mi l i t a ry .

- 
rn undo r ~ and ill. - gal c i a - t a g  c as e  one nba st know tt a e a a a c t ’  i t -  -e I ci ‘- c - u - . -  a - c l

a 
q t iest ions~ Who c a s e s  d r u g s  :‘ What drugs .arc - t ised ~aaid in w la.’tt a i l . ta i r ia ’ r  ‘ W ) t . a I

[ ~~~ .ire that ’ major f a c t o r s  -o i t t r ibu t  lug to drug c a s e ?  Wh a t  c .a~i In- d on.’ I t t  pv c - ven t  V

drug c a se ?  Much r e s c ’ . a a - t -h is flc’e(lOd to provid e s . c t j s t c c - t a a t - y , a n s w , - , - s t t a  these

qtu’st ions. This rc- ()o 1 t detai ls a- c - s t - a r c h e i i rce te c i  pi- itii a a - a l y  it  the I . t t t e r  two
- 

‘

~~~~~~~~ qut’st i t ’cns .

Youth ful expe rime a i t ia t io n wi th  d r u g s  l ike’ .i lc ’c ihici l , i i i c i  t c i i a . i c c  ci  a -  i t ea th i n g  u i -ce ’ .
- 
~~~ f l tet  why the c ccv rent uc’ avi’ of 

~ ‘ nuthiut c’x pc ’  a’ ant’ itt a l a  ciii cci i th (lit’ Ii lc’g at ci a’t ig 5 -) ‘I’ iic

National ( otal naj s s io n  on M.ir ita i . iat , i  and Dr u g  A btasc - ’~ li.is s c i g g e ~. te ’ t i  Ice- c a r e .c s , ’ tas
- 

~~~ ( . t)  these oti ae- r drugs .at - e , PI’rhiaps (or t in ’ f i r s t  t i t i ~c , ce - id t - l y  .av .a i l .ablt ’ , and (b)
the nc’ed is there . Qtaot i rig Cr nan the ( otbflais -s i ca n ’ s i- i- P~~’ 

t ( PP. I — I 0 t

- 
~~~~ ‘‘Y ocang la ’ - c)p I c ’  II s cc - c II as Iii’ - i t -  t ’ hit— a- c a s e  ci r c t n ~ h.. . c a a -n~ t hi t -  ~

-

- sati sf y a need , ci a- . at  lc ; a s t ,  s a t i s f y  it b t-t lt ’a ’ Ih i , iii c u t - t h i n g  c _ I - c c ’
V they h avt’ t r i el. W t ’  know t ha t  (lit’s.’ dv tags .a IIi ’a ’ h u t  - w. ty  in  cc iii cli‘r i nd iv Id cia Is c ’ X ~~t ’ El i  - Ot t’ ta-alit y , and we’ a ~~ tat il t’ _ Ott Iii.’ li.a s i s ca t

- e - c~a as i dea’able in fo t ’ auaa t i on _ _ t h.a t  t his ch. ac age nI c - \ p t - t -  r i - t a .  c ’ a s  f i i - a . —

cr iveel  by t hose ‘ ,v hi ,i c a s e  cl a ’ c a g s  a s  reward ing.  Whea t  -~ei nae t l a ia ig  has
- T 

haappenc- ~ to an iau iiv ie ie aai  that  att ,ikc ’ s the e’x pc ’ t i c - t i c - c-  t a i  a c - .a l i  Iv
e-xt raor d in ia r i ly p .c i ia t ’ c ai _ what ’ia the indiu ’ idca ,al  is s i . - I~ cia ’  I ra j c a a - c- a l,

V — s o c i e t y  appr ov e- s tin’ cas t ’  of drugs to , cltc-a- t h i s  e~~~n - t - i c - t t c  a - . iii
cat  he’ r c i r c t in ts  ha an - c ’ s , houv.- C’ t ’t , c i s c  is ii i S il l il ta eu ed h i t ’ i . ac  a c a t
(I(Ies not ch’al w i t h  an c -x e-o pt  i ca na l  t y hat - sit rc - .a l i i 

~
- , hail , ha- s t a - .i ,i

s e t - v a - s  Iii ti’~i,ist ’c’nd uvhat we think of as c a t c a i a a , i t . t a ’ ,- . a h i t ~ - . It I’;
this t ra t asc - c’ aitli- aat usc’ of drugs that our soc - j o  ty  a l l  sc cilIa’ -ages  - fur it

! 
‘rite- a’.’ are- thr ee t i the a’ t . - p o t t s  in Iii is s.’i’ Ia’ tc ’hi i c - l i ,  t n~’ c -  t hit’ a- . adei a- c -s  s i’ ,ai ’hi

of t he-cc q uest ions d ia ’ec l i y. ‘I hey .m e’ ‘ ‘ A -cs . ’ e -esn i c - a a t  oh t ) i c a g Abtc~ t’ i’t’ i’C’ ,l I O t i c u ’ ’’ .
‘‘S hif ts in Draag U so I’. at t t ’ rns Among Army Per sount’ l’ , and ‘‘Exectative Stanainary
of Drug Abuse Rc ’sc ’,t a - c ’ h. ci

Dr u g  u-se in A n n e - r i c a :  Prubie in in 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Sc - c ’ can a l i-” p
~~’ I of t h e  Nail natal

Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abuse , U. S. ( ;c ivc ’ rnn- ieatt Printiaig (Hi i t e ’ , 197

- ,_, 
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Ii
t h r t ’ a t c ’ i a  l . a  t l i ~~~a t , I , ’ the c a s . - t  l t - ~~t t ~ t Ic .cl i t t g ce ’ i hha  r . - . a h , l e - , ha t in -
d ’ t r a a t a c a c (  of l i e s  .i’,’,’~~ tv c ’ It aa - e , .i nt i m ore- r c - n a c ’ I t ’  h~ hi Iii ,’ wt- lfari’

~~~ of that’ cc) Itafl ’a c a t t i l y

‘h at ’ lit ’ i~c I f . ~t’ I r a n a - s e t ’ at t ic ’  oh at -s c ’ cat  el m- ca g ‘— - .1 s i c  - I I. - c I c ’d t ie use
~~~~~~~~

_ 

pa t l c ’ racs  t lic’ti isc ’l’ ,’ ,- e , scab - c a i t a i c ’s tw c ,  j a .ar t i ,a I lc-  d i s t a t a g e a a ’ .ha , c la l c -
phe aao a nc ’ ut .m — ( ‘Thi’ i s  .1 a a , - . - ,i f’c a r  s o r ate-  u,,1a1 tm ~’ t i . ~’, I. ‘ liii’ iac ’c -d li i
1 r.a aa- ~ end e at -a l l  t a i l  n- i’ h ih- h’’t-aust - naw ’s Itt .’ Is c i a - c  I t  t r i g . I’ lte 

-~~~~~~~~~
- sc ’ c ci t ie l  iteod is (cii- i -e t ’ ai ’ c ’Iaing a i O \ - j ( ’ c~ f iat’ tic- i.h It ’  ( a  .u i i ~~. c ’ t t i I

ca rd m t - v  h a t ’ ’  hoc ‘ t c i s i ’  i t  a s  I ia t ’ .i n i i im g It- s s , c a t ’ , c u t  a t at t lEd ’ a a i cucacl ,c a c -
1ev a,’ I, l i aa I- t i e  g - ‘-~~ iii t an g v ea i  Iii , t h e ’  t te c’, c’, a’,- a’ iii a im a i g c ~ pert al i t ’  rd ,a I a  a i ~s t ’ v utas  p r an t . a r i lv  r c ’ i - c t c ’ c j  to this searc’%t for atn’ . c u a t a g ,  ‘‘
The (

~~can inass ican l i t - s  .idnpt.’eI t ltt’ scn’ t .al lasyc haca l.c g i .a h hue a - sIa. ’c - Ia e-e th .ct

~~~~ drug cast ’, like nIb,’, a l . a -c  s. ’~c ea t  bt’ ) t t t v i t a i , a s  e c a t t s i t i c ’ a ’ a - c I  t ’ .  h~’ ~narp .b-e It o , g e _ a l
ca r t e - n e e d , or (aian- t a, a n .ah . fl .asc-,I im t h e ’ ( o i t t t i t j - s~. a e c t ’ s t . t l a i t i , a l c ’, cua i - ce’ , ’ c a l c l
-x pe c I to ftnd . gav e ’ at a’ , . t i i - c h a l  l iv c a t  dv  t a g s , mc a’ e ,a -s t ’ d  dc cig ca~c c’ w h a c ’  to  t h e  se t ’ ca l/

~~~~ a i r g a t t i z . a t a t a n a . c I  env a rca t c inen t  of .a t a Ar my lu a u i s  t h i s  I r a - s - s  itc 1 ~ ta t - I - a ~~ks ataa ’ .aa ii i t g . -

.

t he’ soc ial a ’ i av I ronaui’n as not c learl y d is t  I t t g c i  a ‘chi,ih It ’ I t - . ‘an ( i t t ’  org .iaa i ~.it a c i i a a l

~~~ ena ’,- i,-on~~-~e,it in the’ tnilit ,t r - y .

W hether an i n d j v a a t i a . u h  f il ’ n c - c ’ a c  C ’ s a Ia . t a t i ~ a a l , c a - ~.,‘c I ’ d )  c ’ t ’ t ’ . c t i i t . a t i , i , i . t j
t - t t v i rofla )~e,it . c - s  di s t  re ’s -.Iiui ci t ~ h .a ~ king i t t  tiw~d t l t t cg c i c ’ pc ’ n a )s  a u a i  lien hit ’ interprets
that e’ne’ironfltc’nt in l i g hit ‘~1 hi-c t t l ’ ev i t ata ~c c ’\pc ’a- % e ’ t i e ’’ s aa ad t a t - c  cat ’ t’ c9i t i’X~ c’c —

I ,at lons En that ’ c ’ \ t c ’ t a t  t ha t  a 
~ 

a- c aa l l )  ca t it ie hi v iduitls h i . i t - a - .a -~“ t  c ,~ t - c it i i~~i~ a~ nic’ ,t n—
ings about .a p.art i t’ cd a a- coc a a’ anaa nc’ i t t ,  t ) t c - i r  hi-h- ic- lot in t h a . ah  . ‘a avl l- canma’nI wi ll be V

simi lar ,  ~rha a , a t  Is possible ’ to - c t tue lv  e i thc - t- i iac l ie ’ idea ,a i  c- . a , ’ i - c t i c ’ a i  ea- c ’ e l hc ’ - I ac - . -
comm onal it ics with a’c gil rd to behavior in the s a mi t t ’  c u t S  c l i i i  e ’ z’  c t ai sa i c ’ i.iI , - org.itt i ~a I icutal
C’nv ironmcnts .

In the present ri’si- .a i - -h, pr ina i .aa - t’ c’mpli;tsis ce- - c s et c f i a t -  -s h t i t h t -  c a t  .i e ’ c a l l ~~ç t i ~ ’c ’
be havi or , ilk-gal di- tag use , in cli Ut-re’ tat stai i .a h ci i g .c ni ; m  i t  ec a ta  I ~a~’,’ at ta n a l i t - c i t - s
(A rm y  ‘I’O& E 000 -ipanhi’s in dif ferent ge’ tagi - .cphii’ l~t’~~l a a a c ’ c  1. Eli.- t ’ ’ ’ - s c ’ .iI- )t q ca c - s t i i a n
w a s , “( , a a a (‘hi ,al ’ ,at ~tc ’ i - l s t j c - .-e tiC the st j ; a l - ” da t ’ a’ , a u i a ~~.c t i , , a a a l  i - t i c  ae’ ca c iaaat’ ai t~ iii Aa’aiiy
‘I’O& 1 tiflh t s be’ iai t ’ti t li l t - al Iiia t , i a ’ c ’  .asseei.a lc-i) sa gtci f ic ’ .a ii f 1c ce-alit ihlc ’g .cI cii’aag ccsi- ’

Ii ’ siua ’, R. & j a ’~c~cnr , 5, 1 - . A s ca c ’ i .t l ~us vehic ihog v oI I c a c I f l e a , c a i , u  Usa ’  I c i iigit a ue li t ~als tca d i c’ s of h ig h s c ’ ) i c i , a I  ; i a c e i  c o l i c - g e -  t ’e ’ ia t bi . 
__________)a sy(~)tology, 197 3 ’ ~~ ~ 

— 
~ 
t,

f l )taaner , h-i . Sy t a a b a a lu i i a i c ’ , ’ t a c t i c i u j ~~an ~ c’~~c a ~e ’u l i v t -  aaacl a t t e ’ t h ac i e l .  New JerseyPrentice Hall , 1 
~~~~~~~~~~~~
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~~~ rIte-ri’ ~-s a gn - t ’ ce ’ i a i g hotly c f  r e - s c - a r c h  ott c u r ’ g . t r i l ’ i .i t i u i a s  t h a u t  link t l t t -  bt ’hiae-iur
‘a t a a a e h iv i c l c t . e h s  itt .‘a - g ;taa i? . ;d l ions  t e a  c h t a r . a t - t c ’ r i s t i c s  of the ’ .‘ n ’ g . a i a i - / . i t i o a a ’ s , t av i roaa, iu ’ t i t .  

S

~~~ t’hi c ri-se arch lit era ta ir ,- siugg c’sis a number of (;ct ’t i. urs l i t - a t  niiight cocatr j bc i (c ’  t e a

hculhi a distr essful o rgt a t aiz t at icu it al unviro ,tmt’iat ;aitd one la c kin g i t t  altt’ aiaing for the

‘ 
p iu r tit ’Ipants . Scach ati eniv i rOn i t nent , according to (It o hypcathc ’s is of the- stud y, wil l
be ass c aj c i t ( ( - c l with hagha c ’ r than - i c -c - ra ge ’  ci t-t ag ci s c- . ‘l ’ha e’ .‘a’g ca ui z. a ti cu , itul I ; a c t c n - s

i ii&’ ltadt leader shill) , ,i lii) demand s , re- wa i’d s for per (cu r t i i iaaae ~c ’ - m(’ani tag f cu hmt t ’  ss of

t )tc j ob, attitude ’s t o w a r d s  th c ’ oI’ganizatiota , arid chi ,’tr .ac ’ t e - r a - s t i e s  of the group such
.a s cohe’siveaac’ss .

- 
a . B;te-h r , ?-1. E , F- R ’atck , R. i’Lat’ el ef inc it iot a - cacti tit ’’ . % 5 t t t - c ’% i ia ’ t ~t of

~~~ emp loyee morale. Aduninistrativc~~Scicn~~ aar i c -u’ ~,y_, I9~ 8, 3 ,
1 57 - 1 63 .

~~~ b. D.atc’l , W . 1-: . , l~:ng lc , 1-.. 0.. & 13- im- b;t . NI, A. ‘ \ i f . - i- t  lO’ ,t~lS lit ii
c otnpanty of bas ic trainees - Psycholog ic ’ .c I Re’ptur Is, I )66, l~~,003_ 9 0c)

~~~ c _ Date l. W .  1-’ ., F: Lt( rak , S. l’. Ex pet - t a t i o m a s .  t aft , - c t  c ha.unage ’ , taa td
nai i Ii ta ry  pe r fo r taa ~tn -c ’ itt the Ar my r e-c - v  t au t .  l ’ c y e - hio log i cal Rc’ ports ,

~~~ 1969, 24 , 85 5-87 9.

d. EV;t ai , W. N I.  I ’ c- c’r ~ t ’ott p iat t a’r iac ti oi t c ai tel or t~ia t a i ’ i c - c t j . . t a , a l
sociali z;at iona - A -cind y of employee t a i r m a c u v t ’ r .  A i t i c ’ i ’ i c ~a n

~~~ S ()CiOlc)g it -a l t~ ,-v j e w, 1963 , 28 , 4 3 ( ’ -4 4 0 ,

0. Flc’i shm;an, I-~. A. & h l t c r r i s , i- . li’. l’, c l t c ’ r a a s  of I. . ia lo r s b a j l) I ic )i a t t t , r

‘ 
ri’ I;ated I ci eiitphovc’ c- gr i c ,’V i t t t Cc ’ S and t cart ic ’vc r . I ’ c - t - s c atain- l Fsy ~ ,iaealo gy
1962 , IS , 43- 56.

f .  I ien’t phi II . J . K. Gran~,j~_~__i nate us ions - ;t aia ;ttiaua I I cii. Ihtc-I i’ tnt ’ as ut-c’ tm-nt.
~~~ Co laantha a s Ohio State University Bureaaa of Bias aness Re-sc-arch

Monogra ph No. 87 , 1956.

~~~ g. Katz , 1). , & Kahn , R. 1~. The s oc ’Ial [)Syc hohugy ol organai~~atioits.
New York: Wi ley ,  1966.

It. Like r t, R . Nc’w patio a’ tas of ananag .-‘ t a t e - t a t .  Nece’ Y c u r k :  McC race’ —Iii Ii ,k 1961 .

lE
k

______  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _  - -
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From tht- stand point of that- social c’nviroaanat-nt , nan’ wou ld expect sict i slactiem
- - with living conci i l icat i~~, opporttunities for .a - A t i  sll ac ’ttary s c a c i a l  life , and the

gec iera l quality of interpersotaa l relations in the’ unit (Ca c - nt a l r i bcu t e le ian

~~~ 
c-f l v iroaarn(’,a t which would be experienced as comn(o rt it tg c ’ a ~ distressful , me-an ing —
ic’ss or mcaniaag f’t I.

In the pr - seitt a-vsc’arch , a with’ r an g e of s c a t ’ a ia l ~titaI car gan i~ ;it ica aait l ch;ar~~c —
te- r ist ics we-re ons ide a-ed to provide as compleu- a pit- lit re’ as possiI)lo of the

P 
relationship betw eeat  the social/organ izational enviroa tinotat and il lc ’g.al d raa g use.
The measures se ia ’c tc - d to assess  these charac te r is t i cs  wu t’ e’ haupelull y concrete

p ‘noagh to result  in meaning fu l recoma rat’ndatinns shota ld iltay proc- c to be
si gnificant.

-
, 

B. THE PROBLE M

~~~~~~~~
, The Vietnam conf l ic t  foc used the public ’ s al It-ration ta ut the use of i l l egal 

- 

—

drug s by soldiers - pa i-ticta larl y the use of he-m itt ati al c,itaaa.’abis, Use’ of thc’sr

drug s was high bce - aei c i -  etC availability and bec-~taa ~, t-  of nc- c - al  -‘a ce -cc a c ’ iat t ’c j  w ith that-
sI res ses of b’ing in or tic-ar combat. But what aboafl ii,.’ fist ’ of drcigce lit tnd.iy ‘s - 

-

peacetime Army ? Is drug use still hai gh’~ If s e a , w h at a Ed ’ thai’ soc i .a l / eurg~-ani za—

V 
t icmal factors assoc iated cv ith high drug cas t ’  in ‘I’O& E Army tuit i  is during peace —

— time ?

During the screenitag for the selection of Army TO& l- uni ts for the’ pr esc -a at
s tudy, data on the current prevale nt- c- of drug usc’ ce -c ’ ri- obtained , These dat~a —

are p resea t ted in Table 11 —1 . In terms of case , alcohaul wa - c  case d by uat ’a rl y 80%
-

- c a l (lie F I — ES ’ s oat a monthl y basis , w ith cannabis ca - sc ’  a’ cta inii tg s c - t -oncl , u t  about
40%, The use of hallt ac inogc ns , am ph eta m iaws , ant i barbi turates tea s als o high

6 a. Lazit ra ts , R . S . Psy c - hao l t ~~~~~ i h t  ross acid 
~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~New Y o r k :  W i l e y ,  l9?~

’.

I b. St~aa ’ r , A . ,  htc ’ l~’~, l- . L. , & I’s4eaaaa c ’ , 1. ~V .  I~~l ! c - r a ’ c a c c -s uia c ’ iiIi~’ec ’
- stucheaat s a t k t . o- ~ iota: Ac ademic - di’ o pc auts _, t i c u t iac . i c I t -a iUc c li’ iu l tc t t a t $ ,

and nond rnpuuts. Xmes , Iow a : Iowa Statt’ tj niva,’ a- si ly, Ctaunséffng
Center , mimeograph , 197 1~ -

c. Zt arch c - r , L. A. , Jr. rIte sai lor abo ard s’ haip~ A -sittdy of rob’ - ‘

behavior in a total iaist itution, Sot- lal F m’ t - c - ce , I ~~~~ 4 3 , 389 399.

I 7 h Ii ar s t , P, M, , Wa l ize r , D .C . ,  Riatd ou w , W . , Mi’Ke’aach ry , J. Assess am-n I tat

~ I 
- 

-~ dru abuse prcvak ’n ’e. State College , Pa.- : HRB -Sing er , 1973. Prepared underU Con r ct No.

Li ~ •~l 1—

_________ - -~~. - - - - - -. ----—~~~ -~~c~~~’~~ -. - ~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~;=:_ 1i
~:!~~: _____  _—-- Luc ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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on .a n-tontla l y basis a t h O — I  c’% . Alcohol and cannabis e e ’ c - t - t -  thte onl y drug s cased

daily by a su bstantial P~ °P at - tion (over 1%) of the El - I’ S  ~to pala t i  oat. ( They were
each cased abotat 11% ot t  a dail y bas is). ‘Flat’ n’tajo rity of a as e- r s  of drugs other
than alcohol and canna bis used drugs s i x  or less days per month and could be
c lassif ied as occa sional users , pro bably w e ’e kend ers .

It is possible to a-ona pare - illegal drug use by Army l-M (F I — Es)  with use
by college steadents  wh uo are in the same approximat e age range. This compari son
is made in ‘Fable 11-2 . The pr eva le nce of d reug s in both pop u lations is quite

~~~ sim i lar.  This suggests that the- prevalence of illegal c l r aue s in the Army may
be about averag e- for this age group. This fa ct shotuld not d e t r a c t  front the

~~~ also im portant I,u- t tha t  A r- nay units show cons ide rablo e- , a ri ,-tb i lity in (he

prevale nce of illegal drug s . Some units are far above average , and som e units

are far be low average in prevalence. It was the goal of t h e  present research
- ~~~ to identify the sou ia l ,,~ curganizationa l factors th at charac te r i zed  units which were

above and below average oat illegal drug p r - v a i e n c e .

‘ 
In order that (he’ stud y re’sults might be gent’rah i~ c-ei t o  t he’ popcalatiot i ~f

Army -ro& E units , (lata ft-ant units in r a -  presc- nt~t t i t c ’  I~d - oc4 r.iphic locations was

‘ 
desired - It w a s  i’on -c j v ,tb lc ’ t hat the relat ionship hue tw e d - n i  a s (a c ~j a 1/organ a iza  —

tional factor , scach -is ~nb sat isfact ion , and drug use might he moderated by

~~~~~~_  
theater. This might ecc ’ car  if U.S. Army TO& E units in ( 

~ONUS, Europe- , atid
Asia constitute popu lations wi th di f ferent social/organizational character is t ics .  V

In the s tutd y desi gn , units were so lve -ted from a c r ,as 0 — s “e,’( j on ~c Fo& F units
in CONUS, Germany. and Korea to test  this possibi l i ty.

•0

!- c. HYP 0-rH E sF s

Hypothesis 1. Army ‘rO&E company—size  in t t i t s  w i th  hugh i-ales
of d rug usc’ h.uva’ social/org.-anizational def ic Ient - i  e~ s evhile low
drug use units have social/organizational strc’ua gtlas. ‘1

V 
Hvpoihae’s is Ii. Ar ta i~’ ‘ro&- F t’e tta patiy — S i  ‘.te- uli l t ce i t t  ( ONUS Ger mal ay ,
and Korea have sign ificantly diCk-rot I soe-ial/org .tiuzatiotial profiles.

I Iypothe’ s is III - ‘t ’hc- .iS social h ans be twe ’vn san’i.t I/orgaatizational
charac u-r isi ics ;tt id drug use’ arc’ niode-raleal by t heate r .

I lyp ot hes s IV . flit’ relationships be tweena ci r ~ig an sa -  a tad individual
back ground c)aaa ’ae - (a- r i  st i -  identified in this stud y re plicate --
the findings reporle’d by the National Comnaissiota on Marijuana and

- Drug Abuse.
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Table 11—2 Comparison of prevalence of non—prescription drug use among
two populations: U.S. Army EM (El—ES , TO&E units), and
U.S. col lege students.

4 Drug U.S. Army EHa. use In u.~;. Co 1 lege Students b,
Category previous 30 days, 1973 eve r use. J,972

A lcoItol 78% 83%

‘ 
Maria~uana 40~ 50~

- . C 0 0

Hallucinogens 13% 14%

~~~ Stimulants 23% 24%

Depressants
e 

18% 15%
0 0Opiates 8~ 6~

4 a. Data from Hurst , et .al., p. 33 (footnote 7).
- b. Data from second report of National Commission on Mari~’auana

and Drug Abuse , p. 83 (footnote 2).
c. Cannabis in h urst , et.al.
d. Amphetamines and cocaine combined in h urst , et.al.
e. Barbiturates and other sedatives combined in Hurst , et.al. V

1!
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¶ Ill. METHOD

A. DESIG N

The stud y used an extreme comparisons , cross -sectional des ign. Two

groups of Army TO&E compan y-size units were studied : (a) high drug use

units ; and (b) low drug use units. These units wer e selected from a Cross-

section of TO&E units in CONUS. Germany . and Korea. This gave a total

of 2 x 3 = 6 groups to be studied .

A two-way c lassification analys is of variance (ANOVA ) desi gn was used

to analyze the dif ferences in social/organizational character is t ics  among the

six groups of TO&E units. The ANOVA classification factors (two levels of -
~~~

drug use and three theaters) were  not experimental treatments , and the reader

is cautioned that the attribution of causation remains ambiguous with this design.

For example , if the ANOV A results would indicate that EM in high use units

! 
repor t less job sat isfact ion, this is not grounds for inferring that job dis-

- satisfaction is caused by drug use , or vice versa. It only indicates that the two

~~~ var iables are associated in a nonrandom way. They might both be a d causcd~
I

by a third variable , e. g - .  leadership.

~~~ The purpose of the present study is to determine if , as pred icted , increased

drug use is associated with a social/organizational environment that is distressful

~~~ or lacking in meaning. Once it is determined that certain environmental charac-

ten s tics are associated with drug use , experiments can be- conducted to address

the issues of causality .

In collecting the data on social/organizational factors , data we re also

co llected on- certain individual character ist ics , such as re ligious background

and level of education. These individual characteristics were analyzed independ -
O ently of the social/organizational characteristics. Individual characteristics were

compared with the individual t s se lf-report of drug use . When it was appropriate
- - to make these comparisons statistically, the choice of the test  statistic depended

F on the nature of the data (e .g . ,  ranked , cont ingency, means). V

I.

-15-
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‘F H. INS I’RUMFN rA flOW

- l w o  q c ues  ti onnu~a i rd s and two  i t i ter v o w  s ched i t t - s  w e -  r .-  ( h e - V t -  Id)pe’d for t hIs

* 
s t a a c ly. !-n lis te-d mc’it contp le-ta ’ d th e - two q U e s t i u t t a t ~ui r e - s  ;uai c l lu . t r t ic i p.l tt-al ar t  in

i nte- rv a t -  w. 1 1tt_ at hat’ t- i nit e  t ~~
- t e~ w s rhed ole’ wa s  ci e V e -  lopeal [c ur c o t t a  a i.i itd I ng of f icers

(~~O’ s~,

k 
The f i r s t  (~( a i- - t i n i , u n t t j t - ,- t ’omp lete- a l  by the c-t t histe-aI ut teta W~ I5 .i s t - i f — r epo r t  drug

d u s t-  qtaest io ntt .aire , ( T t e - v e - l pmenit CII this c l a1 ( -~t i c ) na t t ; u i t ’ d- j s  e le ’t . u i le ’c I  i t t  a previotus

‘ 

n-c - port: see foot note 7) . The s a- cond q ut - s  ti onuaai r e was  a ~‘ ~~ 1 — i t ’ -  at inst r anna’ itt
Appendix A ) wh ich inchi udc ’ i . l back gi- ouutd qeir s t i a t t s , a h u d ’ r so t t . u h i t v  sca le ’ , ~tn id I’)

‘ 

soct ;t I - ‘t i n - u~;una iZat iot ta l  S d  a les .  ‘L’h is ( l t u ( - S t L O n t n t t l l - e - is r e - h - r r t - c l  to t h ro~rg haout t he
m e  part  as the - S,

- (1 q ut -s t  ionanai r - . The personal i ty  aatd S o t  i I/or gani zat i oata l  t -~

sc alc -s arc deline-d in A ppendix B attd k -y e d  to the S ‘ ( )  d h a r d - s t a u t a n a i r e - .
• H

I lute rv iews were -  U eutt duc t ed using a s tanda rdizeci i i t t d  t~ It ’W fun- un - at  ( Appe-nd ix C),
w i th  severa l e l a u d ’ s t i o t a s  h&- i t t g  id(’tt ti cal ant th at -  (

~~
) -and I- NI S(’ h U- d tu l d -s . l3oth CO’s

.‘and EM were aske-d wh.at the y thought coai tr ibt ut t-d to a la-a ug t use it t  the Army,  antd

what  they thoug ht the A r r ay  cou ld do to reduce a l r cug eis a- . Qcuosti cuas % v d - r c -  a lso

‘ 
asked to  a s s e s s  the a- - l a t io nus h i p b e t we en  ttae ( ( )  atta l I i te FM i t t  his a u n i t ;  and to

as st ’ var  cu t us  sue - i .u I  antd organizat ional charae - t e -  r is t i e - s ( s t a h .as morale and
leader s hip).

The q u ae s t ic)nna i r d - s  we me pr e- te  s te’d at a CONUS Ar nay p et s t with 1 3 5  c - nh steal

‘ 

men, and modit uc .a t uous  were  made’ to  inc - r - ~ a s e -  the- c la r i ty  at tht a ’ i t - m s  and to 
- 

V

mt-move poor or red uirtc1~ant  i te ’ n tt s  - Tht’ pre - t e s t  d a ta  we- n- ’ - ta st ’ ( l  to c o tta pc l t t ’  the

~~~~ r ’  liability of t -a c t t  S/O , c i . -  with c cueffic ie’nt al pha , H 
The- obt a iaat ’c l  5 (~~~ he

re liabilities a re’ pr~- se tate-a l  in A ppe- ad ix B .

C. SAMPLING

~~~ For the s .anap lc ci i  cm tapa ntv — siz e ’  TO& 1- units, s iX  ( () NtJS pus ts and six
major a -omnnanad s in Ge runaray were  s e-  le’ c tech w hui t ’la u a a - r x i  t a t  z e h  caa nt uaaa taa l attal

geographical  div e -  r s ity - Since’ the numbe t d i i  TO& E ca i t i  Is in Korea w a s  much

HNtunaIIy J . D. I~s y c h o u a a e t r i e -  T hea c ry .  New Y o rk :  McGraw — Hill , 196 7.

¶
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r u t  t i l e  r , the sanap l I he re w t s  not b ts  d on any prior p.m I a t i  aria it g. I har ty of
t in- wti N at e- .n It of t he s i x  CONUS pus N aatd six USAR l -UR ( V e) nlttt;in(l s • and
I ~O aunits f rom Kurt -  a , ut - re’ se I t - c - ted at random fro nt all of Ihc- TO& F units

:‘ w i t h  a troo p s t r e ng th  auf g r - ~a t e  r than 40. This se- It- c lion of t u tu Is  c o t a s t  i tut c-d

the sc reen ing sample.

The- to ta l  st re -c - f l i ng  saunp k’ was I 80 t a t a i t  s in CONUS, 1 140 in Ge- r many • and

! 
I 50 in Kor c- a - Fat-h of th e - s e  t r ial  t s was  to r c c c  av i - the s e l l  — r e~ port drug ause

qa a d .s t ionnai re - Based eun the res ults of this que s ti onut ;u i re . ~-l uni ts we re

- 

‘ 
se’lected in each the - u It -  r , 12 hi gh use and 12 low cisc , to  r ’ -  ~~ i \ - c ’ t he so c ial /

‘)rganizational que- s t i an i ta  ire and the interviews. ( i’la ’ proc -ed ca re for this

- 

‘ 
Sc Icc (ion of units is oe ut lined in the r e por t  r c It’ renced in f t  m t  t a t  u t e  7. ) Data
were  ev ent u - i h l y  coU rt - t e a l  f rom 61 o f the 72 des ig natc -d  a u n i t s , Of Ute 61 units ,

31 wet-c hi gh use units and 30 were  low. i’hey were d is t r ibu t t -d  as ,indicated

in -rable III- 1.

Table 1 1 1— 1
• Number of It) & E uni ts in e~act i  cc - I l of s t t udy  (Ic-s ign

(Total N = 61)

- Drug t st-

~~~~~ t O e - i t  j on II ighi I,e’w

Gerniautv 8 1

Korea 11 11

CONU S 12 I . ’

TOTAl-S 3! (0 - 
—

- -

- f l ecatuse of mail de- lays c-neo nate- red itt s hi pp ing the lust ’ qiues tionttta ire re -stilts

! f ro m Gem many to CONtJ.S for analys is , tw o  of t in - cora at t iamt s i ra Gem ma uay had to V

hue air aipped f e om the’ s t cad  v r ~
- scatting in a loss cat ° etni I . a c otald not be’

• c o flt’c ted from t wo  anti t s in Korea because of re ’o rg ;aut iz ;t t iot t s which occur red
~~~ between t he time the ease-  questionnaires were aa] a-niniste-r rd and ttu’ s/O data we’re

- to he collected.
0Weig )ated drug use value ’s were  e -o mpaated by as s i g ruing a 1/  wei ght to  c a n n abis

~~~ use and a unit wei ght to the us a- of oUw r illegal cI t - t ugs. A l cobol use was not
inclu ded an the comp utation . (Sc- c report referenced in footnote 7.)

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - - - 
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Fht- drug t t s e ’ q t i e ’ s t u o t t n .c u r ~ - w . — ga va ’ n _ t s c - C  oto l t u tu— t u  a r i n n l t t n i a  s.atiap le

t t  ~tx  units an CONt IS. lout- • nt Gt - rman y.  aria! to .ilI .~2 d iuu i t - ;  iua Ko rea . This

r’ - —admin is t r a t ion  of the - a i s m -  quest iu tt u~a i r e -  pru \- id l t - d  lou- a h e - c k  on the stability

of ra- por It’d dr tug Lt s V ( t \  ~
- r t u n ic ’ , and a l 1owc~ah fur the ’ c out pa ri stm , u of individual

~~~ !~ - r sona hity .mnu d bae - k g r t uun tc l  l.ie to rs w i t h  sc ’ l t  — r e p o r t s  ‘if  drug d u s t ’ -
- 10

!I 
‘l’he t e ’ s ( — r e - t t - - ,I t a a r r • - l - d t i a u n  of t h e -  cc - t - i ghtt- d drug aus ’ ’  \ . u l c a - s  for the 10

Uni t S Ifl ( ()N(t-4 and Ge- r malay cotatb ined w i  s . 8 1 . Fru r I Inc .‘.~ units in Korea

- 
it w - t s  . 4 4.  t h e ’ t t ’ s t  — r c ’ t e - s t  i n a t e - r v t l  in CONUS and Ge rtn ;a i iv  w a s  about One

~~~ m outh , while it cv.t s t ias ut  f oc i  r ni tonat its  in Kaure a . With a s ta i tc ia rd I ~ — month

duty tour in Ko r - a , t lte~ a’ xpe’ e- te d troop turnover t l t e r -  is ,1l)(’clt 30% over a 4—

! mont h period .

}3e - au sc -  of the- Iou- s t a b i l i t y  of reported (Iruig u s -  i t t  Ko rea , t h e  units in - 
-

~~~ Korea w a s  me’ c l.a ss  i fie (l m a t  cu the high and low (l u- a u g t a s e -  g r ‘t ips  prior to analys is
on the basis of t ite’ s e - c  otad admiutis t rat ion of the’ d r tag as ~ - 9 u-s tiouanUtire -

The- m -dian w t - igh t -d •lrug ci s c’ va lcac s for hi gh ~cnd low tr a its in each t iu’ater

~~~ a rt ’ i nd ica ted  i t t  Table- III — -~ . The res t il ts f~u~- Kurt . a s Itocv ( l i t -  n -e g r e s s  ion t o w a rd

t in- mean c uf the reP’ s t  scu r~- s - Alt boug h thC’ s c - pa r - i t  i-rn he- (W (~ en b i g ht and low use

~~~ units was tto t as g r t -a t  f ear Korea (
~ = - 2 l~ as for CONITS a utc i  Germany (

~ - 33
[or eac h), the sepa n’ at ion  was considered large e n ou gh to  y ie- ld meaningful

* 
analy ses ,

Table ( 1 1 — 2
Median wei gitted use values for high ant d low use’ units

~~~ selected in three theaters.

-~~

~~~ 111g b Use Mcdlaat .5207 .44 11 .5072

- 
Range 277~ .2059 .3255 

-

Low Use I-k- diana .1872 .~~3i8 .l7~,8
L Pange .1731 .1830 - .172b

I!~ 
- - - ‘- -V -V  

- 
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I). DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Dates of data cotlt-ction arc indicated in Table 111-3 . A research Leant
administered the questionnaires at a place convenient to t ime selected unit to
all E1-E5’ s avai lable (or duty on that day. On comp letion of the questionnaires,
six en listed men were chosen at random from the compata y roste r to participate
as a group in the EM interview. The interviewer attempted to arrive at a group
consensus (or ques t ions  pe r taining to their unit. The (:0 was usually interviewed
by a numbe r of the research Learn while the enlisted me- n were  completing the
quest ionnaire. At no time during data collecti on did either the research team
or the unit being tested know whether the unit had been desi gnated as a high or
low use unit.

- 
*Following data col lection, eac h questionnaire and inte rv iew schedule was

coded by ot her members of the research team who wer e -  ;also u naware of the - 
-

desi gnat ion of the unit. The questionnaire was mostly precoded , so very little
judgment was required in pr ocessing it. Interviews were coded from cassette V
tapes onto pre-coded forms.

Sb quest ionnaire responses were processed through a two-stage program
H developed by HRB-Singcr . Stage one was a scoring program for the 19 social/

organizational scales. The output of this s tage was a scor e on the personality
- 

and background items , and a scale score for the social/organizational scale s
for eac h individual. Stage two summarized the s tage cnae otutpnit (or each unit.
The output of stage two consisted of unit scores out the social/organizational
scales , and unit summaries of personality and background itt-ms. Unit scores
on the s/a scale s were computed by averaging individual scor es in each unit.

Table i i I — 3
Dates of i)aia Col lection 4
(all months in 1973) V

Locations Use Questionnaire ~ —t) thnt ’st  iea umna ire
& l n r t u - r v i a - w .s

CONIJS I-larch — April Apr il  — June

Germany May — June June — July
- Korea April — May August — September

-
- 

- 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~

-
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‘l’he’ analys is  sal liii ’ S/() s c - .i l i- s wa~ perforttt t ’d .et 11w h~e ua t as y Iv auuia Slate-

~~~~~ t ink er s  i t ’,’ ( eum nptu t t- r ( e,a le’r . A generalized ataa lys is  prug r .mt ta  alcv t ’ lop t ’cI by

liii - 13 righarn Y c u nvag U t ai~~t ’ a - s ity  Stat i s t i cs  Department was eas ed - ‘l’hi* program

~~~~~ is capable of analyzing balanced and unbalanced a ula ivar i a t i -  and rnultivariatc-

ana lysis of va riance prob h’ms as well as un ivariat e and mul tivariate reg re.aion

~~~~ problems.

~~~~ The interview dat - u  ,uuad the background data from that- S/ C )  questionnaire

were analyzed at the Pematasy lvattia State University using SPSS routines 1

SPSS is an integrated sys tem of compute r programs for the a.aaIysi~ of soc ial

s - ience data.

- - P
- P
- P

V

V~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _
~~ ;a’ , ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ fla- ttt , 1). II. , & NulL , C. II. SPSS: St a t i s t i c a l  packa~ c for th e-

- social sc iences .  Nt’ w Y n rk ~ McGraw -ll i llT 1970.

~zo-

- A ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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IV. R l ~StJ L~~S

The re s t a l t s  are presented ama three s e c t i o n s .  l’he f i r s t  s t - c ’ lion p res c -nt -~

~~~ the resu lts of the’ au t a l v s i s  of the 19 socia l  ~ea rgamai zatinna ~ c a le s :  the second
sect ion pres rr t s t he  r es u l t s  of the anual y — is of the ’ ( ( )  - u t u ~1 EM in te rv iew d.mi.a ;
a nd t he (hi i’d sec ti on pi’ a’sent s the results of the a ,m.t  I ~ - -

~ a s cal the personality
ant i back g roa u ut t l  quc ’s t itans .

A~ THE SOCIAL/ORGAN1ZAT)ONAL SCALES

I. l) i sc r l ta t i ,a .am at  .uuaal ys is

rh.— f i r s t  ~ t i - I a  I ma t he  ana L y s ix of the ~ soc i a I / om- g .ini zat i eat a ,-al (s/o)

sca les w as to cli’ ~-e 1 op a c l i  s c r a m  i natal (tune ti on to sc-e ha~ uw ws’lI a wei ght ccl s tu na

ut these 19 v-t i - i able’s would d isc - r it-finale between high a ta il low use units.
(The S- ’() sca les arc defined in A ppendix 13.)

Table IV — I shows liar eqm u . lt i ot t  of the d isc ’ r i m aa i n . m t u t  function and 11w

standardized wei ght (ta t -  each s/O scal e ’ iuad ic .ut ing its rs’ial Re impor t an t - c .  The
pred icted le~’c h of ci rug u s e  for c-at-h unit w as ~

‘ t ic  ul ;ats ’t i w i t h  t h e ’ t in-~ e - t  iminauat

[unction, and 46 o( the bh t u m a i  Is ( 7~~~) were c -or t’ c ’ e - t l ~- .us - igmued to (lit’ high or

low use condition (predit- ted Level = actual Ic’vt ’ 1).

Two of the’ 5: 0 sca le s (Group (1ont rol and Group ~~t c ’iw v~ had sag —

! uaificant weig hts in the ehist -r inainant function because’ tht -v ic-ti d ed to ssmpp rt ’ss
t he influence of va r i.ahle ’s that w e re  irre Ic -vant in iii sc r iua u nam inu~ betw e en high

S and low use units. l’his c - .i,i be’ s- c- r if led by com paring thar how hi -“-r ma L ~-n,-re —

IMion each ol these sv .uics had with the ass ’  -a ’ iterion ( l’able IV — 1) and their
high corre lat ions tt- i tha i r r c ’ It ’v a nat  variables (as far a s t his- s - r i l e ’riona is con —

S t - ermae d) indicated im a the i t a t s ’ r c o r r c ’ l t t i , a t a  m;a t a- ix  cii (hr I’) s o  s’ - a les  (Appemadix D) .
Ii should not be .assuanat- t I .  basa—d can the i r  si gn if icant ~t ’c ’ iu~Iul,; ima liar disca - imninatu

5 uumnc ’l ion, t hat ma m u puul .a ii tau t  of g %- t u um p enm at m’ol oa- g rusm~a I aCCIC- m ae v  would .11 l c ’ et  c it mu g
use rates.

~ Two scales w hit - l a h a d  bight bise a-i . ~ I c -or a- c - m u o n s  w i t h  t he en teu ’ ion (Job
Satisfact ion and Opinion of the Ar my) did taut have’ s ia~ta i ( icant  weights in 11w

I dise-rirninant function. l’lae S/O scale intercor relation mat r ix  reveals that

I
-21-
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II Table 1V— 1 Disca Imi tawa t .uu m al s- ’- Is of level of dt-ug u -c - (Iii gla or 1o~~) using
19 8/0 predictor variables .

P f l ise r L i l  StandardIzed t t e- ; t of
S/O Scale ~~ e1~~jpn Wei g 

- -

Structure —C O — .119 — .064 —0.78

~~~ Comasi deration—CO — .2 76 — .497 — 2 J7 .1125

Structure— ISCT .152 .157 1.16

P Considcration—ISGT — .054 — .228 —1.64
Opinion of Off icers — .37 4 — .462 -2.40 .025

p Opinion of NCO’s — .175 — .008 —0.44
Living Conditions — .181 — .144 —0 .80
Social Life — .176 -1 12 U .Gl
Job Satis faction — .449 — .289 — 1.30

Opinioua of the Army — .288 .288 0.90

P Croup Control .04 7 — .672 —3.58 .001 -:

(;roup Intimacy .12 1 .  — .089 —O ,13

r~ 

c:roup Hedonic Tone — .1~ 7 -.052 -0.16
( roup Potency — 144 .720 2.49 .02

p (;roup Visc ldity — .040 .179 0.89

Croup Participation — .167 — .128 —0. 79 —

~~~~ (;roup Polarization — .156 — .038 —0. 18
Croup Flexibility .091 — .0o 4 -0.46
Mora le — .453 — .6 78 —3.22 .005

Discriminant funct1on f~ Y ’ — 11.613 — .00781 — .03082 + .01953 — .01384 — .13685

— .03086 — .03787 + .03288 — .04259 + .074810 — .ISOS1I

I — .023S12 — .012813 + . 110 514 4- .042S15 — .054816
— .010817 — .020818 — .082819

a. Si refers to Scale 1, Structure — CU; S2 to Consideration — CO; etc.
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t las ’se sc a les h.ut high t i r re la t i o mas w i t h  t h e  ( u t s j d e - r . j ( i c c u u  cml CO, Op inion ~d

)t l i ce ’  r s , a tad Mona he Sc - .‘ i c - s  ; (hits adchiumg little I t ut or t aa . i t  isama to 11w cli sc r iminant

r Isuat -lima. Fbi s doe’s taut i flaply that job sat is (ac - t m o n u nit epi nio,a of liar A rm y
are ’ not it-mapor tant in cl airac t e r izing hi g h and tow uss ~ m a i l s  - It s .my only that

~~~~~ t h~~’ ability to predm e t w he t h e r  a unit is high or low tan drug u s e -  is ta ut increased
with knowLed ge of these t a c t u a - s if one has data on the c tmu us iele ’rui ti on ol the CO.

~~ eap inl on of the o t l u c - e rs , at-t e l morale.

~~ 

2 Mut tiv uu rta tt - .uaal ys_is of v a r iance

The d is c- r ina ilaant .an.u lys is indicated that one’ c -am a predict, with about

~~ ~~~ accuracy.  w hether a unit is a high or low drug us.~ ca n it witlu the Consideration
of (:0, Opinion of O((ic - c ’ rs , and Morale sca les  of the s/o q~iesttominaire . i’his
is tuse ’ ltul italormation for diagnostic purposes: but it g i~-es .c t u itu-omphete picture - -

-

of how thc’ h O s/o f a c t o r s  used in the stud y re late to tim - tag e lse  iii the Army.  Fu r
exam ple , in t he prec’edi ng cl i  s cuts si tima of the re st i l ts  of h it ’ c l i  s c r 1  miii s i - tn t  .i tialys is.

~~ it was  pointed out t hat th (- Job Sat is fact ion amid Opinion ot time Army scale ’ s had
relatively high base ’ n a t  c-ou’re-Iatjons with the c- r u n -  iot a.  T h i s  s tig L~s ’s  t s  t he

cxi s tenet’  of s igtui( icant c - f  f e ’ t - is wi th t he’sv ta t - t o rs  , but t hat ’~ d i d  not huivi’
si gniuic ant we ights in t hat ’ cli st- a- imiaaant funct ion .

Each of (Ian I’) S/() factors Was t reated as .e de~pene Ie ’ ua t variable in a
x .3 anal ysis of var iance (AN OVA )  to  dete rtnine- its m l i i  iouisIai 1) wi t la reported

drug use. h-ach  f , uc  t o t -  w~ s teslei l  for level of cisc ’ am id t l a s - . u l s - r  main - (f ec t s , ‘

and for a signif icant a nte’ r . ic t ion wi th  level of m i s s ’  amid thc ’ .s I’-  m~

a. Main e t f e c t ,  kv .l of drug use ’ .

The hi st ’  r i. ml c-or relations of that ’ S/O s t - s h e -  ‘~ w a t ha t he’ cI r ’ ae ~ c a s e

er ite riota (Table’ IV — I )  g ive an intl icat ion of t h e  re- s t i l ts .a ta t i t - i  paled wi th th an
t m ’ s  is (or the level of dr ui~ use main ef fec t  (Table’ IV — 2 ) .  For that ’ most pa rt
t hat ’ se expe ctations wer e ’ met ima 1 lie ANOV A re -s t i l t s .  l’he c x ’epl i em w .u s liii ’

Sat isf a ct ion wit  h i 5 cc i . s i  I - i tt ’  se.m It’ w hit - la had a ~ii.i t g  t t i - t i  ly ~ ig iai ii c~ I t a t  1” t .1 t i t i

(p < . 07), but a s ma ll hi Sc’ r lal cur relation (r - — - I 7(a) . i’liIs IS ~~US siblv a result
of f lit’ low rel iabi l i ty of th is sc -a le (r - ta - i ; st - i ’  A ppendix 1~ ). In vi -w of the
mar g imial leve’ I of s ignif ic ;anct ’ . that’ how biserinl correl.u t ion, and the tow scale
i- c’l iab ili ty , it is qt is ’ s t i  sat ia b le w hae ’ t laer sa ti s f acti o t u w i t h  s t a t  ial life is signiiit’uimat l y
associated with level of drug use- .

V — - - V_~V V _ _
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Tabl e IV— 2 1~na1ys Ls of v ariance summary tab1e~ S/t) macales, malta effect
for level of use.

~~ 
___________ 

h igh Use Low Use

~_S/O Sca le _ _ _ _ ~~~~~n Mean F 
- V_ p

~~~ Structure—CO 54.6 55.8 1.16

- Consideration—CO 41.2 45 .2 3.64 .06

Str ucture—I SGT 58.1. 56.8 1.51

‘ 
Consideration—ISGT 45.0 . 46.1 0.24

Opinion of Of ficers 12.2 13.3 8.40 .01

Opinion of NCU ’s 12.4 12.8 1.55

Living Conditions ii.s 18.1 1.99

Social Li fe 15.5 16.2 3.46 .07

.lob Satisfaction 31.9 34.9 14 .51 .0005

Opinion of Army 18.1 19.1 5.23 .05

Group Control 38.0 38.0 0.00

Group Intimacy 39.6 39.2 0.85

Group Hedonic Tone 24.0 24.4 0.74

Group Potency 31.6 32.3 0.98

Group Vlscidity 28.5 
- 

28.5 (1.00

Group Participation 44.6 45.0 1.86

Group Polarization 43.0 43.6 1.83

Group Flexibili ty 26.3 2 62 0 .12

Morale 52.0 55.5 111.02 .0005
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Five of the remaining S/o scales had si gnificant F ratios , although
the Consideration of CO scale was at a marginal lu -v ( -j  of si gnificance (p < . 06).

- The other scales t’ at were stat istically significant were Opinion of Officers ,
Job Satisfaction , Opinion of the Army, and Morale . These f ive scales also
had the highest biserial correlations with the criterion.

b. Main effect ,  theater

A large m umber (13) of the Sb scales had significant F rati os for
the t heate r main effect (Table IV-3) . For those scales with a significant F
rat io the mean scores for Germany and Korea were eacha compared with the
mean score for CONUS with a two-tailed t test for individual comparisons.

Compar ed to CONUS. the units in Germany had signif ican t ly
hi gher scores on the Group Control and Group Intimacy scales, and si gnificantly
lower scores on the Opinion of Officers, Opinion of NCO’s, Satisfaction with
Living Conditions , Satisfaction with Social Life , Job Satisfaction, Opinion of
the Army, Group Hedonic Tone , Group Viscidity, Group Polarization, and
Morale Scales. On two scales , Satisfaction with Social Life and Group
Partici pation , the units in Korea scored significantly higher than the units in
C )NUS; but the remainder of the CONUS—Korea comparisons were not
significant.

C. Interaction, level of use and theater

None of the level of use and theater interact ions was statisticall y
significant (A ppendix E). Thu S/0 factors associated with drug use were
ind ependent of theater. 

-‘

12
Win er B. J. Statistical Principals in Experimental Design. New York :

M cGraw -Hill.
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~~~~~ Tab le IV—) Analys1~
; of variance summam ’ table , S/c) ~~~~~~~~ main e t t e c t .

for theater

(lean for (he-an for (lean for
0 Scale _ ___ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ KOREA GUtMANY F 

_ _ _ _

Structure—CO 55.9 55.8 51.8 1.29
Consideration—CO 45,Q 44.7 39.9 2.19

Structure—LSGT 58.2 58.5 ~S.7 2.42

~~~~ Consideration—ISGI 44.5 69.1 61.9 2 .70
Opinion of Officers 13.6 12.9 11.91* 5~ 75*

Op inion of NCO’s 13.2 12.9 11.8*** 7.131*

! L i v i n g  Conditions 19.1 18.3 lU.0*~* 18.41*1*
Social Life 15.5 17.9*1* 14.2* - 3Q,7~***
Job Satisfaction 33.7 35.0 31.5* 6.12*1

Op inion of Army 19.4 19.2 17.2*** 8.75*1

~~~ Group Control 31.3 37.6 39.2* 3.71*

Group Intimacy 38.6 39.6 40.0’~ 
1. 7 2

Group Hedonic Tone 25.0 25.0 12 .5 *1*  9•53***

Group Potency 33.0 33.2 29.8*1* 8,19*1*

L Group Vtscidiiv 29.2 29.2 17.1*1 5.611*¶ Group Partici pation 20.6 21.4* 10.2 5.63**

Group Polarization 19.5 20.4 18.1* 8.621*1

P Group Flexibility 26.2 25.8 lb ,8 1.61
Morale 55.0 55j 50.6*1* 13.171*1

- Note : The asterisks next to the means of the Korea and Germany units refer to the

- 

significance level, of a two—tailed t test for individual comparisotas.

i * p .05

pV ** p .01

*** p .001

1~~~
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I
d. Dis cuss ion  of ANOV A results

I Five of the S/0 scales differentiated between level of drug use
regard less of theater. These we re Condideration of CO. Opinion of Off icers ,

‘ 
Job Satisfaction, Opinion of the Army, and Morale. This gives a social/
organizational prof ile of high drug use Army units eornp;t red to tow drug use
units. High drug use Army units typ ically have a co,n,nand i ng off ic er w ho is
perceived by the FM as not being very considerate of his men compared to
perceptions of EM in low drug use units. He keeps to himself and doesn ’t find

I time to l isten to them. lie refuses to exp lain his actions and is seen as un-
fr iendly and unapproachabLe . He rarel y accepts s~igges Li ons. The EM in high

I use units generall y has— - a lower opiniol of their of f i c e rs .  They also express
more dissat isfact io ,i  with their job . They feel that their jobs are not as 4 .

_
~~~ important and that t hey will not be rewarded for good performance. The morale

of the EM in high use units is generall y lower than ti - mat iii low use units . They
are homesick and l~~nel y, bored arid unenergetic . They feel irritable , daydream
a lot , and would like to be out of the Army. Finally, EM in high use units have
a low opinion of the Army in general.

l’his profile ~)f high d r u g use Army units emphasizes the importance
- 

of the quali ty of leadership provided by company-level commissioned off icers.

~~ The implication is that the non-commissioned leadershi p, w hether it is “good”
or “bad” in a unit , doe s not compensate for the leadershi p of the comm issioned

~~ of f icers.  The Army company. by des ign , has centralized leadership giving a
high degree of authority and responsibility to the commanding officer. It is ,

~~ therefore , the commanding officer who sets the tone for a unit and is to a large
degree respons ible for the motivation at-md performance of the unit.

~~ The particular quality of company-level leadershi p t i-mat is associated
- . . . . . - . 13with drug use is consideration (see Appe ndix B for definition) . Halpin reported

- that the sat is fact ion of a i rcraf t  c rews with their commanders is correlated

[ I 

~ Ta Ipin, A. W. The I,.- ad (‘ r h -ha vj  or and e f f e c t i ve ’  iiu’ ss of a it• c ra f t  C onnnanders -
in Stogdiil, R. M. & Coons , A. W. (eds - ) Leader beha~- i  o r :  I ts  desc ription and
nicasurement. Columbus: Ohio State University , Bureau of Business Research

- 

Monograph No, 88, 1957.
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~~~~ sign ificantly w ith considerat ion , while the rating s of the commander by hi s
superiors are corre lated significantly w ith initiating structiir - . Halpin’s data
suggeste d tha t leaders high on both consideration and initiating structure are
likely to satisf y both subordinates and superiors.

In the present stud y, the correlation between the Cons ideratj ~~ of
CO and Opinion of Off icers scores was . 714 (p. < .0005); and the correlation

~~~ between the Initiation of Structure and Opinion of Officers scores was . 399
(p < . 005). This supports Halpin ’s finding that the sat is fact ion of military
subordinates w ith their leader is more strong ly assoc iatc-d with consideration
than with initiating structure , but that the direction of association s positive

- 

j  in both cases.

It must be emphasized that what are being discussed in this study

‘ 
are factors associated w ith drug use during a peace-t ime , garr ison situation. - 

-

The Army company, wit h its centralized leadership and concern with task
- 

‘ 
accomplishment , is structure d to function effectively under the s t resses of
combat. It is not s t ructured to function effectively in a peacet ime , garrison
situat ion where it is easy to lose sight of the importance- of one ’ s job , where
“make-work”  situations abound , and w here unrespons ive- leadershi p is less
tolerable to the EM.

it is possible to train leaders to be more considerate ; and this
training can influence subsequent considerate behavior as long as such behavior
is rewarded by the leader ’ s superiors. The question is whet her leaders can
he trained to behave differently depending on the situation. There is evidence)5

- 

‘ 
th~ t a leader ’s cons iderate behavior is negatively re lated to a group ’s productivity
under conditions of task-related s t ress .  It is possible that , in combat, conside rate

‘4 - . . . . .Fleishman, F. A. Lc-ariership climate , human relations training, aid su per-visor y behavior. Personnel Psychology , 1953 , 6 , 205-222 .
5Wa lizer , D.C. The relationshi p between leader behavio rs and group- pr oductivity and morale under st ress  conditions. Unpul,ljslic-d Master Lhes~s - 

-

[ University of Cincinnati , 1971.
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I L
behav ior from t h -  le.,di - r would be’ dis (e iuct ional .  If I~. ’~t- c I’tt-U ( Ie’ t’ .lt Ion Is

I re ’qui red for c on b.t1 t ile r t Ivene’ s s • and high cons ide i- - i t t  on is req ni r e d  for
peacet ime t ’ ftec  t i ve ne ss . an lv.id - r s be trained to beh~tv(~ .lppropr late’ ly iii

the-me v as t l y d i f f e ren t  s i t ua t i ons?

.1 us t .c s t lie A NOV A t~ c - s u It s  made p’ ~s si bl~’ tl -mt ’ di’ v u -  lopnte’ ni of a

I socia l/org .i iii za t i onal p ro f i le ’  for high drug use units . ., S ’ ( ) profi le could
be also dt’ v e-loped for units in the’ th i e’e geug ra phic-al a t -  ~-a  s . The’ re ’s ni t s
summar ixe d in Table- T V — ~ i r~d ica le- t hat the units in Ger m any  li.uvr a d ist inct
socia l/organizational profi le by com parison w i th  tin’ units in CONUS and Korea: I 

-

and that this profiLe- is a total l y I l t-gat Re’  One .

In Ge’ r many t )‘~ cliii ts  have’ the char a c te i - i ‘;t i s of e’ t ic l~i~~- s fr ofli

w hich the troops ra re - t v  v”ntur c’ (by compar ison w i th  (
~ )NIIS a rid Korea ) .  rho

~

- Ii units have a great cle’a I of control over the I k-c’s of the I’M. The FM, through
living in Cons tat - m t c lose c o n tac t  wi th  one a riothe r for a long p~ ri od of tin - me , know

each other in timate ly .  hut have’ a cons iderable amount c i t  in terperso nal  friction .
Morale is low . ‘[‘he cmi ts are’ not or iented toward aehi ,- 

~
- i tig s pec i f i c  goa ls. —

~ I 
Oppor tetnitn’ s for s t ic i  .tl l i f t ’  - i re’ lacking, and l ivi n~ condi ti otis a r u ’ unsat i s fa c tory .

FM opinions of tin’ o f f i c e rs  - m d  of the Ar ow in ge- Ut ’  rid are -  poor.  Spc e- i c lis ts i i i

-‘ 1 
organizat ional behavior would call such a profik an ‘‘unht- alth y ’’ one .

This ne ga t i ve  s/o profile in Germany is ;ce-c- umpan ied by a negative V

‘ 1 
drug use profi le ( [‘able IV — 4 ) .  When barb i tu ra tes  a tul ‘th e ’  r seda t iv e ’ s are
combined into a sing le- cat cogy for sedat ive’ s . the- rese i l  Is ar(’ I 6~~ rt ’po rte ’d usc’

for CONUS and 2.~~ for Germany (p of diIferern- e’ < - 0 0 1 ).  The units in Ger m a nyI I reported si gnif icant ly more use of amphetamines , s e d a t i v e ’ s , and opiate s t han

the units in CONUS. In te rms of ove’ i-all use of illeg.t I dr t u g s  - the 1)riig Abuse

I I Prevalence (nAP) 16 indices for Korea , CONUS. and Gei’ni,un~’ are . res pect ive ’ ly ,
— I . 63 , 0. 49, and 1 . c~5 . A mineis DAP index ind icate-s lower than av er age drug

L j - V 

-

- 

16 DA1’ = (u~ - TFhIF~ t iI [ Where: U. use value for i theater

mean usc- value for all theaters

N
~ 

sam pe’ ~~~ ~~ ~th 
t he a t e r

See Hurst , et  al., foot note 7.
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- ~~~~ TabLe IV—4 PL’te :c l i t a 1~es of drug use cu ’~npared by location (Indicated
V comparisons art- wi th CONUS )

• 

‘ 

__________________ 

CONUS l~oreii Cermany
Drug Category 

-~~~ 
(N - 

?~~J~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ (N - 5o 6 5)  (N — 4b60)

‘ 
,Ucohol, 80 84 82

3 Q, 7 7i i * *  7 . 4 2
.050 .025

Cannabis 41 41) 39

1.16 3,35

lla llucitiogens 17 9 12

I’ 149 .59*** 56.43***
.110 .069

Amp hetamines 15 12 18

X 26. 28* * *  pj, 26***
I .046 .039

-II 
Barbiturates 11 12 8

3 .S t )  24 . 84 * * *

• .045

Other Sedatives 5 3 15
a .  

23.71*** 360.(,3***_

~~ 
.044 .173

• Cocaine 10 6 6 - 

-~

4 8. 4~~~ *** 43.28***
• .062 .060

~~~ Methadone 4 2 3
- 

26 .42***
.046 .031

Opiates 8 7 10

0.58 31.2P’**
= • .051

T * p .05

** p .01.

~
!rt

1 
*** ~ 

.001

- ,~~~. ~~~~~~ 
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-

~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~ 30 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ , 
- 

V 

‘ 

- 

V 

-‘



~1i
- I ui~ - , and .m po s i t iv e ’ m I l( I( ’X i r id i c . i t e -  hi g u t’ t thati a t - c - r a ge ’  misc - . In it’ rms of both

~u’ c- ra il l ist ’  (nAP index) and ui .~~- of the more’ cLmuge ruu ,-~ d r u g s  ( ;m tnpltetanij ne ,

I sc ’ei . i  t it ’t ’  s , and ~~~ t i ’ s )  the Onu s in Ge’ r many have - the’ Ie;i s fat’o rabk- illt’g.cl
d i g prof i Ii- .

- I lute rt- ic-t v s w i t h  the }-
~M s t ig g e ’ s  ted ituon. t-~ ‘us cutil t ibut i rig f.lL to t s

I’  t he c ut - re n t  S 0 and drug S i t c ia l i et i s  i t t  Gt ’rinativ . An important f ac to r  in

I the e ve’ of the’ I- M is the-’ le ’t ig th of the d i t t y  tour - Fr ouips are pre- scnlly be’i rig
re - mov e - e l f rcini a f , t t t i j i t , i t -  c u l tu re - and 1~ v e -d uln- s for .m vi - r v long tim.’ . This by
it sel f  ha-i a de inora Ii ,~ing e’ t ie - c t .  In addition, t t ic ’ I roops are  being plac ed inI au c- in- i ronntt’nt whit - h the v c oti s idc ’ r undo s i rabk’ . ant i wlu le li they mets I s t . m y  in
for a lung t i t t it ’ - In h it’ opinion of the’ EM they could copu - wit h the e livironment
tno re - e’ f t c  in e’ ly if the- v didn ’ t have to re ntaitt in it f ur suie li a long period of time .

~~~ An ~t her ía e t c  r con hr ibut ing to Low moraL- • in I lie opinion of the’ EM,
is the’ cur i- c itt ant i  — d r t u g  c ’ainpaig n in Germany. Se’t’ etith Ar my is at  tempting to
reduce drug use by not a l t  ow t rig EM in barracks to de’cu,’ a Ic’  and at range their

~~~ roo ms as they like , by re qet iring that bar rack rooms he ’ kept unlocked , and by
co ns ta n t  survei llance anti sea rc h  proced ures . The- i-sM i-c port r esontinent at
not having any pr ivacy,  for  being con s tan t l y h a r r a ss ed  wi th searche ’ s for drugs

- and for not having t he’ freedom to decorate and arra ng e- the ’ i r i.oonis in a manuie r

! in w hich they can be comfor table .  They also report  that theft has r isei~ since
personal ar t ic le’ s can no longer be secured .

I 
. A Sevent h Ar my sttr\ ’ e’v in January,  1 u showed that 10 to 1 ~

percent  of the FM in Geri-nany used hashish on a t’e’gu lar bas is .  The llRI3 —Singer
ulrvey in May —June ’ . 10 ?  ~ ( s e - C ’ f oo tno te  7) showed I I percent  of the EM usingI cannibis on a dai Iv basis , and ~ I pcrce-nt using it ott a reg cilar basis (1 ~ — 30 days- 

in the last mottth) - rhu- re’  is , the i-efo re , re it -iQil it) bel ieve that the current V

Set- u’ nth Army ci urg counte roffensive’ has resulted in lower inora Ic without

4 reducing drug use -’ . In f~m ct ,  it may hat-c incre ’asc ’d t i- ic m u - i t ’ of more dangerous

I (irugs. A recent Getter at At  c ou nt i  itg  011k - 1 ’ re’por l ~ cotic Itided :
‘‘More’ civ e’r , Il-n’ i tile us i lie a l l  on of c i t t o r  c- c - in ‘ ‘uti i e - t j t - i t j c ’ s  may have’ conti- ibute’ .I si g i i i l t u - - ,iil ly to tin’I u’ e’p i a e - o u f l e ’ l i t  of t i n m t - i j e i ; m n a , w bk-b is bulky -
dc- Ic -c - table’ by snn’ll , ant i not phys ica l ly  arldn t i v t ’ ,- • In’ n-more dangerous add ic Ii t o  drugs such as he’ r~~~~~ - and t he re’ by tn -t v have’ contributed to a new , more
se rious prob lem. ‘‘iiI~ ‘the Ne” York rimc’s, Monday, February Z 6,  1973 -

Cincinnati Enquircr, Tuesday. August l~~, l97~
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1 Since significantl y more use of sedat ives , amphetamines, and
opiate s was found in Germany along with a negative- S/O prof ile , there is not

J much cause for optimism over the Seventh Army drug counteroffensive. The
[ results of this stud y indicate that positive steps to improve troop morale in

- 

Germany would be marc’ likely to have the desired e f fect  of reducing the use

V [ of illegal drugs.

- B. THE INTE R V I EW DATA

1 A group of six randomly selected EM from each unit were interviewed

I following the S/O questionnaire administration. Group consensus was required
for the answer to each (luestiort . The CO of each unit w as also interviewed.

I Because the EM or CO’ s sometimes die-I not answer a particular question , or

because the tape recording was not clear enough, t i-me total number of coded
~

- I responses was usually l(’ss than 6 1 (t u e number of units). in some cases , more

than one answer was requested to a par ticular question and the ntLmbe r of

— p responses was greater  than 61 . Where this was the cast’ it is indicated in the
- 
I appr opriate table,

I . EM response- s

Mean scores  on 1 5 interview questions were compared by ! tests
across high and low use units. The resul ts of these comparison s arc- summarised
in Table IV-5. Except for cannabis and hallucinogens, ti - me EM from high use

p units did not repor t more use of spec ific drugs in the in te rv iew s  than the EM
— I [ from low use Units. Thc’y did, however , report hi gher overall use of dru gs

support ing the validity of the unit sele c tion procedure .
I

;- I Consistent with the 5/0 questionnaire results , EM from high use
units reported signif icantly lower morale in ti-me in tervk-ws . The reported

I [ frequency of unit social functions did not differenti-att- between high and low use

units supporting the conclusion that sati s faction with soc ial life is of doubious
va lue in discrimit ating between high anti low use units. -

‘ - - - - -

The interview results support the conclusion th at the leadershi p
of the CO rather than of the ISG T is ass oicated with drug use. Although the
CO’ s perceived attitude towards drugs was not signific v-itl y different in the high

[ t _~

u -3 2—
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L iable tV— S EM interview data summary table of t tests

! ____________________ 

High, Use Low Use
EM Perception of Unit Meati (N) Mean (N) t P

I 
2 Alcohol Use 88.0 (26) 91.4 (24)
Z Cannabis Use 86,0 (29) 71, 1 (28) 3.16 .005
2 HallucLnogen Use 28.1 (29) 12, !, (27) 3.10 .005
2 Aniphatainine Use 25.5 (28) 25 .7 (28)
2 8arbiurate Use 21.3 (27) 12.3 (25) 1.52

~~ 2 Cocaine Use 5.1 (28) ~.Z (25) -‘1
2 Opiate Use 10.0 (28) IJ . ’i (25) <1

I Overall Level of Drug Use 2.56 (28) 2 . IS  (27) 2.26 .05
CO ’s Att i tude ‘foward Drugs 1.56 (25) 1.71 (26) <1

I CO ’s Drug Knowledge 0.4 4 (25) 1.00 (25) —3.06 .005
I SGT ’s Attitude Toward Drugs 1.93 (28) L92 (24) ~l
I SGT ’s Drug Know ledge 0.44 (25) - 0.68 (22) <1
Frequency of CI Classes L36 (28) 1.68 (28) 1.05 - V

Morale 1.19 (26) 1.61 (2 6) 2.68 .02

Frequency of Social Functions 0.70 (27) (1.93 (28) 1.05

I

V 
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[ .ini1 low u s e ’ units , his pi- t e e - i t  ed ku w le-d ge- about t hi- uigs u- - is . liii’ s i guu i l i o i n t ly

g reate r  perce ived drug knowle dge of the low use unit ( ( ~~‘ s iii cy  b~- a ri-s u it of

[ more open cominumi e -a I iO f lS  between ti-mi’ CO and l i i i - Fk1 .i,~ the sei b u e - t  of d r ugs

or it mey be a r i-su it  of the i- Nj in low u s e  units knowing l it t le  about drugs •mnd
seeing the ( ( )  as tnot~i’ knowled geab le by comparison.

In the e n t e r v e u ’w s  the EM wi-ri ’ .mske’d why lh’-v l i etuui c li t peop le ui- ~ ’cI d rugs

in the A r my_  Their respo nses to  this quest ion we - i-c e ’ocle ’d int i’  four e . i t i’ i~t ’r ie~

I )  Pleasure — s i- c ’ king : (.~
) Pc r s em.m lity problem; ( 3 )  Mt-mbe - r — ~hip in drug — using

and (4) ( ape’ wi th  prob lems. 1-~~-emp lcs of ru -spouse -s in each of these

(-at eg or ii’ s are given in Appe- mid ix F. Note that I lee t i -  w e -  t- i c-s  si - nt  i.u l i v no

d if f e renc e-s  in E-M iie.rcep( ioues as to the’ reasons Itir cI r em 1~ 1150 in’ Iwi ’ i ’ t t  (he’ high

and low use uni ts ( t’,e b I e IV - ~ ) .  In bot h cas es , the 1- ’ M t bough I h.ei the main

reas on people usu’ d rugs in the Army w. is to opt’ w itli tIn i t-  probLems -

sec and m o  st popiiia r r e’ as e’n g it-eli W as enjoy tnt’ nI - ~‘i’ w I itoui g ht lb it  I 1w r e .1 son

p-op k- used drugs w a s  because they come f rom a sub - t - uiIu ,,-e- in which d ru g s

were used, or bev,e C I S C ’ of per s on~elit y fac to rs .

The l-M we re’ a ls o  •eski ’e-l what tin -v t h ou g h t  liii ’ A t - u c i r  e - nu i b l  c l ue  t o

r e d  ‘ Ce  e drug use . l’he ii’ s tmg e~t’ si ions ,e t e- OiOO\ CI  t’tI ice I’ .ehle’ IV — 7 ; a ted

e’xatn p li- s of tin- ri’ spimse s inclei c lc ’cl  in o.eeli s g ~ i ’-~ I t  oil c - i  1 0 t4 o 1 % P  a r e ’  g iv e - u i

in Appe ndix t- . The u- .unk order roru- - Iation i i~~ 1i i e  i t - t e l ,  i- lee ’ , i n d i e . u t e ’ s  hi g ie
agr i’e’ tnent be te ,veen th~’ 1- ’ NI of the’ hi gh and low CISc ’  unit s ouc the u’ e’l:c l it -c .

importance of -ac h s ciggu ‘s t i ifl as di’ Ii- r mimic-ti by t h e- ucennin - u- t el Ii tee ”  s tha I

sugges lion was m a t h ’  - In order of their frequi’ne- ‘,‘ - t hi’ t e e ~u in se lg t ~~’ s ti cens

wer e’ : ( I)  Improve the quality ol life in the Army : (.~) luii ~n’un’i - the - ipuahit v of

leade rshi p in the’ A m’uny ,  anti ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ betu’e’cn th , - l t ’ .idu’ t’ tied the’ neon :

(3) Improv e the Army job ; and ( ‘I) Dc —e’mpii us iz o  the t l u - umu ~ pu- ob lena.

Suggi’s tiote s ( I )  throug h ( ~
) are congruent with l i i i ’ I i t ed iuegs f rom the 4

S/ti st ile s. Suigi~e’ — t i o ue (-I) stmmtmuu ’izc-s l ieu ’ opinions eel u e e , e u e v  ot lIce i’M in
the interviews tv ho t )u ’ eui 1~ht the’ Army w. ’s u ’ x . e g g e r . l $ j u u u~ t !~e u u ’ u  i , ’ ,usun ’ss t e l

drug use. In their opinion, cannabis cisc w as  no w a rs”  ( inch many thought

less wor se)  th a n .uleohul u sc ’  - i”urt he r , t hey (ended t i e  i - ten -~icIe ’ i’ drug use -

(inc liud i ng a ic ohol) as a problem oniy if it acet ic ’  i’e’d ate ( l ee ’  i oh; or I iCui V

individual develope’cI .u de pen den ce ’ ccii a d u-&ig or mis c’el i t 0~~i
- u ’ uu s ivel y. L’his is a

-
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Table IV—6 EM perceptions of why people use drugs in the Army (N — 207) a

L h igh Low
Reasons t’~~ 2 Use 2

I Pleasure — seeking io 18
Personality problem 1 0

I Membershi p in drug — using culture 7 5
Cope with problems 76 77

Tota ls 100 100

a. EM could give more than one reason

Table IV—7 EM ideas about how Army can reduce use of drugs
(N = 127)”

h igh Low- I Suggestion Use ‘~ Usc 2

I 
Keep men busy 2 1

Improve quality of life 33 3L
Emphasize detection & punishment 3 0

I De—emphasjze drug problem 18 13
Get honest recruiters 5 6
Allow users to resign 2 1
Improved leadership & communications 20 19-I Job enrichment 11 19
Improved drug educat Ion 0 4

~~ Improved rehuabl I Itation system V~~L
- 

- rhuo= TotaJ.s 100 100

J a. EM could give more than one suggestion
- b. Cell f requencies too small to perform chi—square analysis

‘‘I
II’ 
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log ic;tl rd -s ponse (rain a population which leg it imize’ s t he’ use of c hemica ls
other than alcohol in i t s  norm structure ; arid which must int c- r fa e -o wi th a
population that leg i t i m ize- s only alcohol use in i t s  norm s It -  uct ure - 

-

‘Fable IV — 8 pi- ese ’ nts the PC- 1-cept ions of the EM ree;u rding t h e  use —

limIness of command inlor rni lion (ci) c l a s s e s .  Only I 7”~ cml the EM from high
— use- emits t hough Cl cIa s s t s  we re tu seful , w hile 48% of l i ce I’M from low ea s e ’

units t houg ht they w e re- . This would suggest a greate’ r rapport between the EM
and the CO lie the low cisc units , and conf irms the’ findi meg t hat considerate-

~~~ behavior of the CO is more apparent ite low use units.

None of the re’ maining FM interview quc- s (ions (A ppendix C) discriminated

! 
between hi gh and lot’ - use’ units. in su m mary, t he EM i i Ic’ i ’ V iews  tended to
re inforce the findings Crone the S/O scales that conside ’ r ;t . -  behavior of the
CO and high morale were  more charac ter ist i c  of low usc- ‘ u n i t s . lie addition,
the- CO’ s of low use units were  perceived as having more’ drug know ledge than
CO’ s of high use units.

! table IV—8 Ut perceptions of whether Cl Is usual Iv wut-LhtwItlIe
(N = 51)

111gb
____________ 

______ 
Usc 2 U~ t- .

- Yes 17 48

‘ 
No ,

~~~ V

100 100

a 5.66 p< .02 5

- 
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2. CO respo n ses

~~~~~~ ilee’ me an s c o r e s  of 14 i tems fr omec the (() intc ’ r a- j e’ w s -hecluh’ wer e ’
c-nne pared ac ross  high and low units ( L’able IV — 9 ) .  ‘rhc’ I t i - s t  s app lied to the
moans showed no s ignif ie-ant differences between the CO’s of high a nd low use
units on any of these i tems .

It is in te res t ing  that th ee EM int t - rv iews c lilfei’ent i .ui~’d between high
and low use units ate t h -  two i tems relating to tev ~’ raIl leve- I ccl drug cisc’ and
mo r a le , w hile the CO in terv iews did not Eithe r the CO’ s did not baa- c’

V 

accurate perceptions o f their units , or th(’y were not admit t ing what they know
to the i n te r v i ew e r s ;  s ince th ee case of the’ high use units t ruat hmul re- s pouse-s to
these i tems would be’ an i medic tmemi( of their Ic-ade r shi p. ( If  m a r  a li w as low
ace d drug use was high t he leader would not look good in making such an
.idnej ssj on), - -

‘Table IV — 1 0  s hows that the CO’ s t(-ndcd to uuede rc’sUma to drug use
while EM te’ nded to ave ry  stimate drug use; ~.lthoeeg h they w e t~c both relativel y

V - , - accurate w ith their est imates (with thee exception of EM est i inat c ’.q of canna bis
ease) , ‘rhe conc lusion is that the CO’ s te nded to downp lay (he amount of drug use

Table IV— 9 C )  interview data~ summary tab le- t e l  t tests

It i gle Use 1i ’c~’ U-;(’
CO ’s Perception of ( ltd t Nej ie (N) Me’ate (N) t

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

2 Alcohol Use 77. 5  ( 12) 19 .9 (h I) ‘~1

2 Cannabis Use 49.5 (28) /,4 ,5 (28) ‘ L
2 Hallucinogen Use 7 .2  (26) 4 . - c C’? ) [ . 1 4

2 Amphetamin e Use 9 ,8 (76) ~ .I (:‘7) 1.34
- 

~~~~ 2 Rarhl tc i ra te Use 8.4 (24) 7. 4 (2 (e ) ‘- 1
2 Coca inc U~ e 0.8 (26 ) I . , ( ‘~e )  1 .43
~ - Op iate’ Use 2 .8 (26) 7. ’i ( ‘7) I
Ove ra l l  Leve l iii hircig Usc- 1 .76  (29) 1 . / I  (. ‘~4 )  - I

T 
Ft-cque ’ne ’y ee l  Cl (.l~u~~~’s I .86 ( 7~~) I _ h/ (.‘l) I

hc ’pue ’ mecy of Sot ’ IaI l-um,n- t Ions 1 .82  (28)  I I  ( - ‘- i )  —I  . 9
CO ’s T ime lie Unit (Month s) 6 . 7 2  (2~)) 6.8’) (~~~~~~ ) 

<1

- 
- r 

co ’s ‘time in Army (Ye-a a- s ) 6 .62  (29) 8, (17 ( 2 / )  1 ,24

I SCT ’s Time in unit (Months) 12,  15 (26) 12 ,04  (26) ‘—

Mora le 2.28 (29) 2 . 1 1  ~27)  ~1

-
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I
in t hee ’ intervj t ’w s in an e’ffort to look bet ter  in th e ey es  of thee ’ i n te rv iewe rs .
while the FM tend ed to uxagge-rate the le’vel of dr iLg use- (~ spe cially wi t h
cannabis) to justif y their use of drugs to the in terv iewe rs (everybod y ’s doing
it ) .

The eea s ons given by CO’ s of high and low use ui t e its for why people
use drugs in the Army are compared in Tabl e IV-  I I  . ‘l’here was a significant
difference bt ’ twc-e n tin- responses of CO’ s of highi .end low use units. CO’ s
of hi gh use units were  more like ly than CO’ s of low use units to attribute

- drug use to persona lity problems and membershi p in a drug-using culture.
CO’ s of low use units were more like ly than CO’ s of high use units to attribute
drug use to coping w i th  pr obli-ms. ‘I’lee reasons for drug mis t ’  g iven by the CO’s
of the low use units w e - r e  very  similar to the reasons given by the EM (l’able IV- (- )
w hich suggests that the CO’ s of low use units leave bet to r  co m m unications with
their men.

The CO’ s ideas for reducing drug use in the A r tny , com pared aci oss
use levels , are given in Table IV-1Z .  The rank order corre- lat ion , rho, indicates
only moderate agreement between th e  CO’ s of hi g h and low use units on the
popu larity of each suggestion. CO’ s of low Use units put neor - c t-nphasis on
improvements in leadershi p, drug education, and thc’ i’eheabilitat ion sys tem ,
while CO’ s of high use units placed more emphasis on improv ing the quality
of life and job ene- ichirne-ut.

‘rable IV- 13 pre-sents the hi gh-low compar i son  of CO Op1flions of thee
rand om ur inalysis program. CO’ s of both high and low mu se units throught the
program was a good idea (82% and 89% respect ive l y); bit t th e CO’ s of low use
units were more cr i t ical  of how the program was rute . CO opinions of t he drug
exemption , education , and re h abilitation programs wer e -  not significantly - 

-different for high and low use units (Appendix Ci). 
, I 

- 

-

CO ‘ were  asked what they would do wi the .e tn;u n ratig let using c;enna bis
for t he f i rst  t i ie~~- (e i ther  tnar i ju ;u ,ea or hash).  ‘I ’ Ieer c - w i - r i ’  t h c r i - c ’  t y p i c -a l
responses: ( I)  punish t hee man, (2) puini sh hi me-i , but t ry .il S a to lee’ Ip Ii im, atecl
(3) t ry to he lp bee n. I he resu l t s  ( Fable IV —  1.1) W e ’V e  mea t s t a t i s t i -

~a l I y s ign i f icant .
In both high and low use units the most typical response was to punish the man,

-38- 
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Table IV—iO Comparison of CO and EM e~ ; t l in.tte’~ of drug l e e  I ,ut e ~; ( fromV Interviews) wi t h  actual use rates ([rain drug misc questionnaire)

EN ( V ,~ Actuals”
Estimates 2 I - .t incate ’s ~

I* Alcohol - 80 .6 78 .8  78

CannabIs 78.7 4 7 , 1) 40

hlailucinogens 20,6 ~.8 13
Amphetamine- - 25Je ~~ 15
Barbiturates 17.1 1.13 11)

r Cocaine 5 .2  1 .2  8
Opiates 10.6 2.6 8

a. Aetuals repres ecet se l f—reports of drug m ust ’ in the I a-~ t 31) d;ivs by 17 ,161
~~~~ EM, The drug muse I tens on t h e CO and EM iue iee- v icw sch ed u l e s  cUd fle et

specif y a time period , 5~C thee estimates would he ex 1eected to lee somewluat
— higher than t h e — ac tua l s

(Hurst , et at., f ootn Ote 1)

l’able IV— 11 CO ’s perceptions ot ts’hc v peo1ch- misc drugs
in the Army (N 150 )~

1

l i i  ghu l ice. ’
Reasons Use’ ~ Use 2

Pleasu re—seeking l~ 17
Persoiealtty problem I.’ 2
McnebcrsIeip In dr ug— mis lug culture 2-’.
Cope w i Ui problem s 

- .“ ~ - V
6
VL~~

Totals 10(1 10(1

C S

~ 7 .45 1”’ .06

a. C0 ’~ could gi ve  more than one reason

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Table IV— 12 CO ’s ideas about how Army can reduce use

I of drugs (N = 84) a -

hU gh Low
~~~ Suggestion Use 2 Use 2

Keep men busy ii 11

~~ Improve quality of life 32 11

Emphasize detection & punishment lI. 14

! De—emp hasize drug problem 2 5

Recruit better peop le 4 5

~~ Discharge users 2 0

Improve leadership & communications ii 19

~~ Job enrichment ii 5 
V - -

Improved drug education 9 1-6 
V

Improved rehabilitation system 9 14
To tals 100 100

I brho = .50

L a. CO’s could give more than one idea

b. Cell f requencies too small to do chi—square analysis

L -

-1

________  - 
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T~blt- IV — 13 (0 ’s o1 inion of randoni uriui;u l ysls 1 —

V program . (N — 56)

II i glu Low
Optnion tRe X (‘ se’ 2

Good idea but not ruin righ t  4 1 78
- Good idea and of else- to me 11

- - ~~~
- L 

- 
Bad idea , eliminate 18 11

Tot.uls 100 100

-

~~~~~ P ~~Mi p- .02

Table IV— l4 Wheat ( ( ~ would do w ith, ueeaee caught e usi e ig  cannabis for
thuS f i r s t  time (N 55)

t 
-1 Ih t ghi Low -$Procedure l ; c  2 Use 2

- - ~~~~~~ Punish 5)  64

Punish, and hle lp .‘ .‘ 32

Hel p I I
Totals 100 100

1 5 8

~

• 
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II while the second most typical responses was to punish him but also try to
help him. A relatively small percentage reported th at they would try to
help the man rather than punish him.

3. Comparison of CO and EM responses

Eleven items c’emmon to both the CO and EM interview schedules

~~~ were analyzed for agreement between the CO’ s and the EM. Agreement was
assesse d with the Pearson P-M correlation coeff icient; and correlations were
computed separately for CO-EM pairs from high and low use units . These

P correlations are indicated in Table IV-15 .

There were no significant differences between the high and low use V

units on the agreement (correlation) of the CO’ s and t hecir EM. On the whole
the correlations were small indicating a general lack of agreement between

~~~ the interview responses of the CO’ s and the EM on these items .

The EM and CO’ s were compared on t hee reasons cache gave for why
people use drugs in the Army (Table I’I-l6). Three was a highly significant
d ifference between the EM and the CO’ s. The CO’ s c i t ed personality prob! ’~ ns V

(I and membershi p in a drug-us ing culture more frequentl y t hate the EM, while
the EM cited cop ing with e problems more frequently than the CO’ s.

~~~ The EM and CO’ s were also compared on th e e s ugg estions each had
for how to reduce drug use iu-, the Army (Table IV - l7 ) .  There was a moderate

~~~ corre lation between the ranked frequencies of the suggestions given by the CO’ s
and EM. Both CO’ s and EM gave improving the quality of life and improving

~~~ leadership and communications as the two mos t frequent. suggestions. But
- the tleird and fourth most frequent reasons for the EM were job enrichment —

and de-empha::izing the drug pr oblem; while CO’ s suggeste d keeping the men - 

-

busy, emphasizing detect ion and punishm e n t, and impr oving drug education
and drug rehabilitation programs , all of which were rarely suggest ions oie the

I EM. 

-

‘ 
C. BACKGROUND AND PERSONALITY DATA

- The sel f - repor t drug use questionnaire was administered with the 5/0
questionnaire to 1833 EM from 32 uni ts. The primary purpose for re-administer-
ing the drug use questionnaire in these units was to obtain a check on the test-

-4 2 -
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Table IV— 15 Comnp.ur i ~on ee l CO—EM correlations for hi Ig he and low use 

—

iuuetts ( interview data)

h i gh List It ’t.’ Use
t’ nits (N) Un i ts (N) Z

! 
Unit Morale .311 (26) .111 (2~ ) - -1
2 Alcohol Use .33b ( 1 2)  . 300 ( I I )  <1

- 2 Cannabis — .179 (28) .2M~ (28) —1.61
2 Hallucinogen Use — .195 (26) .119 (2s)  — 1.10

~ Amphetamine Use — .00 1 (26) .362 (2 7 )  —1.30

, 2 Barbiturate Use .201 (22) — .075 (2 ‘) <1

2 Cocaine [sc  — .178 (25) — . IS’ ) (.‘ h )  < I

‘ 
2 0~ late Use .159 (25) - ~52’4 (.‘/ ,) ~ I

Overall Level of Use .297 (28) .269 (2 7 )

‘ 
Frequency of Cl Classes .549 (27 )  .485 ( 2 7 )  ‘ :1

Freqpeney of Social FunctIons .151 (26) — .075 (24) <1

Table tV— lb Comparison of CO and EN reasons for drug use

EMZ (;u) ’~; %

_________________________________ _____—
~~~ Pleasure—seeking 17 18

- Personality problem or - -

E 

membership in drug—using culture 6 28

Cope with problems 77 54
Tota ls 100 100

-

~~~ 2
- x — 35.2 p< .001

I i

- 
_ _ __
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~ir Table IV -l7 Comparison of CO and EN sugges L ion~ for : 
-II - reducing drug use

ENZ COX 
V

Suggestion (N’127) (N 84) - - 
-

Keep u~en busy 2 11
improve quality of life 32 23 - :  

V ~V 
-

IL Emphasize detection & punishment 2 12 
V

fle—emphasize drug problem 
- 

16 4

IL Recruit better people o 5 j,~;-?~
Get honest recruiters 6 0 

-

IL Discharge users (1 1 -. 
- -

- A llow users to resign 2 0 ‘

~~~ Improved leadership & communications 20 14 
-

Job enrichiment 18 8
Improved drug education 2 12
Improved rehabilitation system 

- -  
2 I I

Tota ls 100 100

rho = .430
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1 1
re tes t  sta bility of the Drug Abuse Prt-va lence Index. It a lso neade possible the
comparison of the back ground and personality items of the S/O que s tionnaire
with each individual’ s se l f - report  of drug use.

I These comparisons are summarized in Table IV-1 8 and IV- 19 , and corn-
plete tables are given in Appendix H. In examining these tables itwill be noted 

, 
- -

that the N’s vary somew hat between drug categories and across background

‘ 
items, This was a resul t  of incomplete data for back ground item - dr ug
categor y pairs. In all , the re were between 1300 and 1400 complete data —

- pairs for the analysis of the bac kground items in each drug category.

I The back ground iter’-e s wh ich differentiated signif icantly between use and
nonuse are discussed separate ly in the following sect ions.  Three drug11 categories were used in the analyses:  (1) alcohol; (2) cannabis; and (3) other V

drug s . The ot her drugs rategory inc luded use in any of the drug categories of
t he drug use questionnaire except alcohol and cannabis. Individual analyses of
these categories showed no substantial d ifferences so th ey were collapsed into

~ 

a single category.

I I
1 . A ge , Vie tnam serv ice , marital status , and pay grade

- The National Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abuse (Footnote 2)
found illegal drug use to be an age-related phenomenon. Thee Commission found
that marijuana use and the non-medical use of ethical psyc hoactive drugs rises
through the tcens , peaks in the young adult years  (18-2 1) ,  ( hen drops continu-
ously with age . This was precisely the f inding of the current stud y (Tables
IV- 18 , H - 1 6 , H 17) .

Since illegal drug use is an age-related phe;io neenon , it is possible
that the significant results reported in Table IV- 19 for several variables
was a function of age rather than the variables in question. To test this possi-
bility, new analyses for mar ital status , pay grad e, and Vietnam service were
performed controlling for the influence of age.

When age was controlled in the analysis, no s ignificant diffcre .ce[ between cannabis use and Vietnam service was found . Fewer EM under the
age of 24 (the groups with highest cannabis use) have see-ved in Vietnam. This,L accounts for the significant associat ion between cannabis use and Vietnam
serv ice when age was not controlled in the analysis.
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I When .ege w a s  controlled for , t hu’ ;Issue~~u (iu,) between cannabis

use and pay grade wa s still si gnificant , wi t h usc ’ dc-cr -as ing a~ pay grad e in—
crease d for each age group. A similar pattern w as  found with th(- ass o c ia t i nI bvtw -en other drug use and pay grade ;  but the a ssiie i.ili on was si gnif icant only
w ith the 20 and uncle r group. In the remaining age grou~)s use of other drugs
ta pered off vi-- ry Ii ttb- as pay grade increased , and us~ ~~ othe r dr ugs ~ as not
signif icantly assoc ia ted w i th  pay grade.

I Two al ternat ive hypoth- - s i-s about drug us’- and i~ v grade , both of
w hi-~h predict less use in higher pay grades . Come to mind . The f i rst  hypothesis
state s that those who attain higher pay grades are bet t e r  adjuste d to t he  Army
and feel less teecd to alter their consciousness wi tie -he,e i a ls  . Since there

I was no significant diffi-re n’-- e in alcohol use across pay grades , and no s ign if i-
cant difference in other drug s at - ros s pay grades lot- I- N1 over 20. this 

V -

hypothes is does not. sc—e m plausabli’ . Thee second hypothesis s ta t es  that
V individuals promoted into hig he grades eithe r h;ivt’ or wi l l  ad opt (lee Ar my ’s 

V

off icia l norm sys tem which al lows the USC of alcoheol and discourages the useI of illegal c-hernie;,ls - This hypothesis appears to hi-- pIa~tsihIc for canteabis
u s - r s , and for t he users of other drug s who are 20 and younger.

- V l’lee ass  ociatitin between illegal drug use and marital st ;t tus was
not s ignilit-ant for EM 24 and older w ieen age was (-otltroIte( l in the anal ys is .

I -rh - association reneained si gnificant for EM 2 1 and younger where a greate r
- - percentage of the people wleo had never bet- n marr ied reported Use of both

I cannabis and other drugs. -Phe N~ t ional Commission reported that marijuana

-

- 

- experience is more often found among those who had ncver been mare led .

I With Army El -ES enlisted men this association was found to be partly age-
re lated.

2. l3ureaui-- rat iu orientation

The ce te t rah  heypothesis of this stud y is t hat i n cr e a s ( - d  d rug  fist- is[ associated with socia l/organizational env i ronneent s t h at ;lrc’ perceived as
t I i s t r i ~s s1iil of lacking in teecanin g. If this h ypothes is  is t rue ,  P(’oh)ht’ w i th[ bureatic rat ic or ic te t  at I otes should find the Army ’s or g an iz at ion a l  envi ronn-eent

less d ist ressful  and should USC less drugs. To test  this hypothes is , Gordon ’s 8

[ T -

Gordon, L. V. Measut-ernent of bureaucratic orientation. Personnel Psychology,
r 1970 , 23 , I - I l.
Ii

0 
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r k v iruni t - ( - r t - n t c S c h e d u h ,  ( WE PS)  was .lchlii jflis (t.r (.d to alh El- E5’~

te t he  study. For th ose EM who received the st-con~l .“lniinis (rat ion o~ t he drug
u s e  c luest ionnairt’ it was t ”’ ~ 

sible to compare their W EPS sco res  with their
self— reports of drug use (Table IV — 1 8 ) .  As pr(-(hict(’tI , i,-wrs of cannabis and
other drugs had signif icantly lower WEPS scores , indit -at lieg less of a
bureaucrat ic ori -nt ,i(iun, than nonuisers

3. Number of months in unit
- 

‘ 
It was hypot he sized that illegal drug use m c i- i-as1’  s wi t h  increased

t ime in the unit. rhe rat ionali’ for this hypothesi s is t hat i t  lakes I m ci - to

‘ 
make c ontac ts  w ith e di- ‘ig suppliers and to vs t .thhi she a I ruic ling rela tit )ns1e11)
w ith the other peop le’ in the unit. This heypot leesi s is rt- I.-u - t t -d - It was found

‘ 
that alcohol and cannabis Users had spent signif ic.int l y less  ti mc’ in their units
than. ~eonuse rs ( Table IV— 18). An alte rnate hypothesis which might explain

‘ 

this finding is that alcohol and cannabis u ;c’ arc’ i t u  pa r t  a result of anxiety
induced by be ing new in a unit. Another hypothesis is that i l l ereast -  s in

alcohol and cannabis ice during the earl y reeo nths of entry into a new unit art’ a

‘ 
function of the acqtia i ntanc(- process . (The new man is showi,eg let ’ ’ s ‘‘ok’’ by
drinking and smot ing with the other guys . )

4 . Soc ial class

‘ 
Hollingshead ‘s two—factor itedex of social pos Ition wa s used to

- - determine the social c lass of the respondents. Ilolhingshiv ,id’ s index uses

‘ 
the father ’s educat ion and occupation to locate eat-hi r’-s pondu’ nt in one of
five social c lasses (Class I = highest; (la:~s V = l o w es t ) .  Sot-ia! class

c li Iferent iated be tween users and noteusers of cannabis aisl other drugs , w i t h
a sma ller percvnt agc ’  of EM in the highest and lowest s ,n- i.,1 c lass e s  (Classu-s
i $ i V)  reporting d I-iig u s e , and a g rea te r  percentage 4)~ EM in I he middle three
sod ;, I c- iassi ’s r( 1 ) t ’ t - t i tuu ~ ri rug usc’ . The National ~~~~~~~~~~~~ tin M;t r ij t iana
and Drug Abuse’~ con-luded that marijuana use is “strikingly ” a m iddle c lass
pheu-meon -cen ome .

1-

• 9Hollingslecad , A. 13 ., Two factor index of social position. New Haven, A~~thor~ 1965
- 20V 

Mar ijuatea: & ned din p~~~t’ i- s of the first
re port of the National Commissiome on Marijuana and 1)r~g Abt*s~ v~~r~~~ne ~~~U.S. Government Printing Office , 1972.

~
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~ 1. 5. Relig ion

~~

- Each EM was asked to identif y his reli gion , his lather ’s religion,
I. and his mother ’s r( -h i g ion . The fat leer ‘s religion did not diUerentiat - between

users and nonusers, but t he subject’ s and his mother ’s i-e ligion did. In bothL (
V

.1 ses  a lower p(’ rc-entag(’ of Pr otestants repor ted use and a highe r pe rcc ’ntag
of Catholics reported ucs e A lso, a higher percc-ntagc of l-~M who stated heaving

I 1-  no religion reported use . These r sults are cousiste at w i th  the findings of the
~ National Commis sion (footnote 20) .

6. H ometown size differentiated betweete lasers and me on utsi-  rs of canna bis
and other d r ug s .  In general , a s te-c a ller percentage of ri-s pondeuets from small
towns (2c , 000 or less inhabitants) repor ted drug use , w hile a greater percentage

I 

of respondents from large towns (25 , 000 or more inhabitants) reported use.
These results are co ns i s tu  t with the findings of the National Commission
on Marijuana and Drug Abuse (footnote 2) .

‘i
7. Education

1 The National Commission (footnote 20) found tha t  the greater nuanber
of years spent in school is positively assoc iated wi t h marl iuana use. Theis
f inding was not rep licated in the present study. There was an association
be tween other drug use and education in the present st ud y. wi t h more
individ ~als having less than a high school education repor t ing  use of other

L. drugs; but cannabis use was not associated significantly with level of
education attained.

lb

~ 8. Present job 
- 

-

It was hypothesized that if a person is working in a jo b he requested,
he is it’ ss like ly to lISP d r  utgs because his organiza (ion;ut t icvt ronnwnt w ill be[ more rnc’aning liii. It was  found tha t  a s ign i r iea tu l  ly g r i - a l t - , -  P~ rc~ -ntage of

- 

‘ 

people who got a di f fe t - e t et  job than they asked for , or dhi( ln ’I have t he opportunity

[ to ask For a par t ic cii., r j ob , r e por ted its e of cannabis and uc t  lie r ci rugs. T he
s ituation was reversed for users of alcol cat where a greate r  percentage of
people who got the job asked for reporte d use. The hy i>u lhues is that fewer
peop le working in the job of their choice report drug use is accepted for

V 
cannabis and other drugs , and rejected for alcohol.
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“I11 9. Summary of individual differences

I 

With the exception of the lack of association be tween cannabis use
and level of edu cation , t he results of the present st ud y wer e cons istent
with the findin g s of the National Commissio n. The illegal use of cannabis[ and other dru gs is an age-related phenomenon, ris ing t hrough the teens ,
peaking in the young adult years , t leen droppin g continuously with age. For

~~ f 
EM 23 and younger , never having been married is assoc iated positively
with illegal drug use. Social class, hometown size , and re ligion are also

1 assoicated with drug use; with relatively more users from the middle social
c lasses , from hometowns of more than 25 , 000, and of the Catholic religion.

The individual back ground charac teristics provided evidence that
drug use is related to individual-environment interactions. Regardless of ’
age group, cannabis use decreases with increasing rank. Increasing use -of
canna bis and other dru gs is negativel y assoc iated with a s oldier ’s bureaucratic

~ or ientation, and with leis getting the job of his ch oice , Finally, the use ofI cannabis is highest in the initial months of entry into a unit. —
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BACKGROUND QUESTIONS 
-

In this secti on we would like to learn about your personal bac kground .
I’lease check the appropr iate answer for each of t h e  questions In this
section . Some of the questions require a written response. For these
questions , please wr i te  your answer in thee space allowed. Be sure to[ answer all of the ques t ions .
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CARD I

I (C—b—ID) _________ -
~~ - -

(C—9) 1. Check the highest level of schoo ling you have completed : V

_a. Less than seven years of sc hool I ’

I [ b. Junior high school

c. Some high school

IL d . h i gh Schoo l graduate

I e. Some col lege training f
f .  College or university graduate

I I g Completion of graduate school

I I (c— b ) 2. Whea t is your marita l status : V

I
_a. Sing le

I- b. Married

- 
- _c. Separated

- ci. Divorced

it __e. Widowed 
—

V (~:—ll) 3. how many children do you have : 
__________

(C— 12) 4 . If married , is your wi fe with you at this duty station:

V a Yes

- b .  Ho

- (C—13) 5. how old are you: 
__________

- 
V
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(C— iS) b. What Is your religion:

_a. Protestant -

__b. Catholic - -

_c. Jew ish

_d. Muslim

e. Other (Specify) _________________-

~~ 

- V

None

( Cl~~) 7. What is (was) your father ’s relig ion:

_a. Protestant 
- 

V

b- . Catholic

c. Jewish

d. Muslim

e . Other (Specify) 
____________________

I. None

(C— I 7) 8. What is (was) your mother ’s re ligion: 
V

a. Protestant

b. Catholic

c.  Jewish

Hd. Mus lim -

e. Ot her (Specif y) —____________ 
- 

V

f .  None

I(C— IS) 9. What is (was) your father ’s occupation: (Please e~ p1alLe fully ,
e.g.: “lie is a Yard Supervisor for Verne Central Railroad”)

A-S 
_
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(C-l9 ) 1.0. Wheat is (was) your father ’s income : (Lstim.-ete)

a. Under $ 5,000

b. Between $5 ,000 and $10,000 - 

- 
V

c. hietween $10,000 and $15,000

l;&-tween $15,000 and $20,000

_e. Between $20 ,000 and $25 ,000

~~_ f .  Between $25 ,000 and $30,000

g. Over $30 ,000

It .  Unknown

(C—20 ) 11. How muche schooling did your father leave :

_~~a. Less than seven years of school

_b. Junior high school

c. Some leig h school

_d. h igh school graduate

e. Some college training

f .  Col l ege or univers ity graduate

_~~g. Comp letion of graduate school

(C—21) 12. in terms of population, what statement best describes your hometown:

a. Population under 5,000

_b. Population between 5 ,000 and 10,000

- _c. Population between 10,000 and 25,000

d. Popula Lion between 25,000 and 50 , (100

e . Population between 50,000 and 100,000

_f. Population between 100,000 and 250,000

_g. Population between 250,000 and 500,000

It . Population between 500,000 and 1,000,001)

I. Popu lation over 1,000 ,000

A-6
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(C—22 ) 13. W heat is your pay grade:

__ a. El f. E6

1 
~:: ~: ii ~: ::I d. E4 •__i. E9

t e . E 5II —

(C—23) 14. How many months heave you been in this company: 
____________________II

(C— 25) 15. Have you served in Vietnam in the past two years :

I a. YeS

li. No

• :
(C 26) 16 What Is your total length of active dutyI a. Less than 3 months j i. 4—5 years V V

h. 3—6 months i. 6— 8 years

~ E C. 7—9 months j .  9—11. years
_d. 10—1.1 mouths k. 12—15 years

C. I year 1. 16-19 years
f .  2 s’cars m. 1~cnty years or more[ g. 3 years

L (C—28) 17. Were you drafted or did you enlist:

a. Drafted

I b.

A—i 
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(C—29) 18. Do you l ive on—post or o f f—p o s t

. On— PUS t

b. 0ff—post -

(C— 30) 19. Wh at Is your p r I mary HOS (Give num b~’ r and I. I. t it’) -

____________ 
_ _ _— — - — V  — — —  — -  — ———————

~~~~~~~
-—

~~~~~~~~~~ (C—  15) 20. What Is your set -o udary HOS (Give teumber aced t H ie)

~~~~~ _ _

(C—4 0 ) 21. What Is your duty MOS (Give number and t i t le) 
—______ . 

-

-L
i1~ 

(C—4 5) 22 ,  Which of the fo l lowing applies to your prt ’sent Army job:

~~~~~~~~~~ 
As ked for this job and got it

j  b. Asked for a di ffe rent job

c . I1d not get a t -h,atuee to as k for a spe - I f t c  job

(C—46) 23. In wh at type of unit have you spent nioa t ~‘t youl- t ime in the Army:

- a , Comba t (Specif y) 
_______________

- ~~~~~V V 
b. Support. (Specify) 

________________

L

- 
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Part 2

L)KSCRIPTLON OF YOUR COMMANDING O~’FLCER

On I ~~ fol low I tug 
~~~~~ Is a l ist  of s t ie tetuien t.s t ita t m a y  be used to dcscr ibe

the bcl,.mv b r  1 your Com,nnnd ing 011 leer, I-at - ic s La t i- t a-nt deser I I)t~
;

sl’t-t~ I I Ic L I ted 1 I t-Ii ;iy I or , t.u I t iocs  not ask von to utige whe th u-c- the e
behav.i or is good or (‘ad. A I though some of t i c t - st a t  t’nu-n t s niav a it pt- ,c ~
s (ml tar , they ex p re s s  (It f f t - m  elec t -s that art -  (nu port.In L In  I lit- di--;rrii.t Ion
of l eadershi p. i- a cii s t .c It-men t slu ou Id be t-ons ide red as ~e ‘ pa t a t  tics—
eri ption. This Is not a test  of your ability oc- cons Istt ’ncy Ice m ak i n g
al l  ~~t~5 11- . om e hv ptlflsise is to maLt - It p~~s1b lt- liii- you t o  dc~ t-t ib~ ,as .uccu rately as you ca m e the behav ior of your CO.

INSTItUCT U)NS:

a. REA L) each state ment carefull y.

b.  Th INK about Icow of ten the CO behaves the way the stateme nt describes .

c • DECIDE w hether lit’ (A) ah w ~~~ , (B) often , (C) t - ~m;Ion.c fly .
( I)) se I dommu , or (~ ) never ac ts  as desce- Ibed I’v I l i t - s t . t I  t -meie t

d. DRAW A CIRCLE around out- of ti me f i ve  L et t e r s  (:~ B C I) I-)
fo l lowing ti me La tement to show t h e  an5wt-r you Ii.i~’t’ set  cc ted.

/1- 9
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Key: A——A lways
B——Of ten
C-—OccasIo nally
D’-—Se ldom
L~—-Nevcr

1. The CO makes his :c t t  Etude clear to time men. A B C I) E (C—47)

1, Time CO tries out Im is nt-w Ideas In the company. A B C Ih E (C—48)

3. Time CO ru lt-s w i th  ame iron hand . A B C I) F. (C—49)

4. 1k cr i t ic izes poor work. A B C I) F. (C—SO)

5. lIe speaks in a manner not to be questione d . A B C D F. (C—Si )

6, He assigns ind iv iduals to specific tasks . A LI C D F. (C—52)

7. He works without a p lan. A B C D E (C—53)

8. He maintains deIinitt- standards of performance 
V .

for Lime meie A B C 0 F. (C 54)

9. lie emphas izes meeting deadlines . A B C I) F. (C— 55)

10. 1k- encourages the following of standard
procedures . A B C 0 F. (C— 56)

Ii. lie makes sure huts e-o he In time company is
cinders tood by the mete . A 11 C 1) F. (C—5 7)

12. He insists that iietIlvtdua t.s follow
standard operating procedures . A B C I) F. (C— 58) - 

V

13. hle lets individuals know what Is
expected of them . A H C 0 F. (C— 59)

14. lIe sees to It th uat individuals do
as good a job as they can. A B C 1) F. (C—60)

• Vi

I 
IS. lie sees to Li that the work of the

company is coordinated. A Li C 1) I; ( c 6 l)

I

_
~t 1 I :
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Key : A——Always
B——O ften

I C——Occasionally
0——Se ldom
E——Never

I -

16. lIe does personal favors for the men

I in thee company . A B C I) F. (C—62)

17. lIe does little things to make it pleasant

I to be a member of the company . It JI C I) F. (C— 63)

18. lie is easy to understated . A B C V F. (C—6 4)

t 19. lie finds time to listen to individuals in -

the company . A B C I) F. (C— 65)

I 20. lie keeps to himself. A B C D E (C—66) V
- i-:-

21. lIe looks out for the we lfare of each individual

I 
in thee company . A B C D F. (C—67) - - - - -

22. lie refuses to exp lain his actions. A ii C D F. (C—68)

! 23. He acts without consulting the men 
s- 

-
- in the company . A B C D F. (C—69 )

! 24 . lIe is s low to accept new ideas . A B C I) F. (C—70)

25. He treats every member of the company

r as lels equal. A B C D F. ( C—i l )  
V

26. lIe is willing to make cleanges. A hi C D F. ((:—72)

! 21. He is friendly and approachable. A B C D E (C—73)

28. He makes members of t u e  company feel
at ease when talking with him. A B C V E (C— 74)

29. He puts suggestions by t he  members of

! 
the company into operation. A B C D F. (C— 75)

- 30. lie gets approval from the men in thee
company before going ahead. A Li C D F. (C— 76)

(C—80—i )

A-li I ~--
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t’art 3

- 
I )ESCRIPTION OF Y OIJ~ FIRST SERCEANT

in th is section you arc asked to describe the behavior of your
i- irs t Sergeant in the saute manner that you described yone- CO in

- 

the previous section . Bc sure to give an answer to each statement.

H
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Key : A——A lways
hi——Often
C—— Occasionally
0——Se ldom
li——Never

CARD 2

(C— I— I D )

1. The First Sergeant m akes lets attitude clear to
thee men. A B C V F. (C— 4)

2. The First Sergean t tr ies out his new Ideas
in tIec company . A B C 0 F. (C— 5)

3. Thee Firs t Sergeant rules with an iron hand. A B C V F. (C—6)

4.  lIe cr iticizes poor work. A B C V F. (C—i)

S. lie spea ks in a manne r not to be questioned. A B C D F. (C—8)

6. lie assigns individuals to specific tasks . A LI C V F. (C— 9)

7. ilc works wit leout a p’an. . A B C 0 F. (C—] .O)

8. lie neaintains definite standards of 
-
‘

performance for Lice men. A B C V F. (C—il)

9. the emphasizes meeting deadlines . A B C I) F. (C—12)

- .  10. lIe encourages thee following of standard
-procedures . A B C V F. (C l3)

11. lIe makes sure his role in the company is
understood by the e mete . A B C I) F. (C— 14)

V 12. lIe insists that individuals fo llow standard
operating procedures . A B C I) F. (C 15)

13. lIe lets individuals know what is expected
of them. A B C U F. (C—16)

14. ile sees to it that individuals do as good
a job as they can. A B C V F. (C— li)

15. He sees to it that ti me work of thee
company is coordinated . A B C I) F. (C— 18)

I

! 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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Key : A——Always
B——Often
C——Occ as iona lly
U—-Se ldom
K——Never

lb . Lie does perso nal favors for the men
in the company . A H C I) E (C—19 )

1 7. 1k does l i t tle  t im iieg~ to make it pleasant
to he a member ol t ime cennpaimy • A B C U F. (C—20)

18. He is easy to understand . A B C I) F. (C— 21)

19. He finds t ime to listen to individuals in
the company . A B C V K (C— 22)

20. He keeps to himself. A B C V E (C 23)

21. lIe looks out for the welfare of each
Individual in thee company . A B C V F. (C—24)

22. lie refuses to explaIn his actions . A LI C V F. (C—25)

23. lIe acts without consulting thee men A H C V F. (C—26)
in thee company .

24. He is slow to accept new ideas . A B C V F. (C—27 )

25. lie treats every member of the company
as his equal. A B C V E (C— 28)

26. He Is willing to make changes . A B C D F. (C 29 )

21. lIe is friendly and approachable. A B C I) F. (C—30 )

28. He makes members of time company feel
~~~ at case wheen talking to hint. A B C V F. (C—31)

29. lIe puts suggestions by tim e inenibers of
time company into operation . A B C 1) F. (C— 32)

30. lie gets approval f rom time men in thee
company before going ahead. A B C V F. ( C 3 3)

I
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Part 4

- .  OPINIONS ABOUT YOUR

I COMPANY OFFICERS AND NCO ’S

On thee following pages is a series of questions which ask you to give art
oi iteion about ti m e of f icers  and NCO ’s in your company . With cache question
there is a se t  of answers lettered A, B, C, D. You are to choose the

~ one answe r w ieic le best ref lects your opinion about your own off icers.
Then you should choose ti me one best answer whicle describes your op inion

V about your own NCO ’s .  it  is important  t h a t  you answ er every question , and
— that you give answers for both the of f icers and NCO ’s.

I .  - iNSTRUCTIONS :

a. READ each question carefully.

b. THINK about w im ic ie answer best reflects your op inion about the

I 
t off icers in your company .

4
c. PLACE time letter (A B C D) corresponding to thee answer you select - j -

in time space next to t hee word OFFICERS following the question.

IL THEN : 
-

I I d. THINK about wleic ie answer bes t reflects your op inion about thee
V t in your company .

I e. PLACE ti me let ter (A B C U) corresponding to Lice answer you select
In the space next to tiec word NCO ’s following thee question. —

I - 

L

I
I
t

V 

- ~~~~~~~
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1. How much do you like the of f icers and NCO ’s

I I
in your company .

A. Very much OFFICERS (C— 34)
B. Pretty much
C. Not so neuch NCO ’S (C—35)
U. Not at alt

I 
2. How much do you respect the of ficers and

- j  NW ’s lie your comp amey

p 

- A . Very much OFFiCERS (C—36)

I B. Pretty nude
C. Not so much NCO ’S (C—3 7)
0. Not at all

3. How do you feel about tiec o f f i ce rs  and NcO ’s that
thee Arney hue s selected for your company:

— A. They were thee best. ones that OFFICERS (C— 38)
could heave i)eeie s e lec t ed  V

B. Timey were as good as any that _NCO ’S (C—39)

I I could heave been picked V
- C. Somcwhe at be t te r  ones could V

have been p h cki-d
- ~~~ 0. Much be tter ones could leave V

been p icked

Vt 4. When you are discharged f rom ti me Army , do you
tie ink you will go back to  civilian Ii Ic with a
favorable or unfavorable alt itude toward thee
present off icers and NCO ’s In your company :

V A. Very favorable _OFFICERS (C— 40)
B. Fairly favo r:mh lc

-

. C. Fairly unfavorable NCO ’S (C— 4l)
I). Very unfavo rzmble

~~~ 5. In general , how would you rate thee officers
amid NCO ’ s in your company :

~~~ A. Very good OFr iCERS (c—4 2)
B. I-a iL- ly good
C. Pret ty  poo r _ __NCO’ S (C— 43)
U. Very poor

H
t
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Par t 5

SOCIAL LIFE AND LIVING CONDI TI ONS

In theis section we want to learn your opinions about thee social life and
- living conditions at th is duty station. On the following pages is a

series of statements about timese conditions . You arc to indicate how
neucie you agree or disagree with each statement.

INSTRUCTIONS:

a. REM~ each statement carefully .

b. Th INK aboem t wie et ieer  you (A) strongly agree, (B) agree,
(C) are undecided , (D) disagree, or (F.) strongly disagree
with thee statement.

c. INDICATE how you feel by placing a circle around one of the 5
- - letters (A B C U E) following the statement.

A-17
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Key : A——Strongl y Agree

I B-—Agree
C——Undecided - 

-

0——UI sag ree
E——Str on g ly disagree

1. Thee food at theis duty station is not so good as

I i would expect it to be under thee circumstances. A B C I) E (C—44)

2 . TIme hous ing and sanitation faci l i t ies at this

I duty station are as good as could be
expected . A B C 1) E (C—4 5)

~~. it is usually impossible for ieee to find some
privacy wheen I want it. A B C I) E (C— 46)

4. If I had to go on sick call to the dispensary ,

‘ 
1 theink I would get a careful exaneination
and get wheatev e r treatneent neiglet be necessary . A B C U F. (C— 47)

~~~ 5. If I lead a personal problems otheer tlean
financial or medical , there is no one at this
duty station who 1 would want to go to for
help. A B C U E (C— 48)

- 6. Tlmere aren ’t enough dif ferent recreation or
hobby—type organizations and faci lities at

‘ 
this duty station. A B C U F. (C—49 )

7. I feel that this duly station heas not done a
good Job in providing facil i t ies for me to
relax during my of f— d uty  hours. A B C I) F. (C-SO)

8. Time townspeop le In thee area around this

I duty station treat me and ney buddies
quite well when we go into town . A B C D E (C 51) —

I 9. One thing I like about th is duty station
is that I can alneost always find someplace
near to heave a good time . A B C U F. (C 52)

10. A major problem at th u s duty station is tleat
tleere arc no gir ls to date. A B C U F. (C 53)

~~~ 11. There are a lot of t iel iegs to do at theis duty
station to keep me from getting bored during
off—duty time . A B C U E (C 54)

12. Townspeop le and businessmen discriminate
against soldiers. A B C I) E (C— 55)

13. Offpost business places cater only to
civilians . A 8 C U F. (C—56)

1 ~~18 
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Part 6 -

JOB ATTITUDES 
V :.

In this section we want to learn how you feel about your present Army job .On the fo~ ]owing pages is a series of statements about your job . PleaseIndicate w hetheer or not you agree with each statement.

INSTRUCTIONS :

a. REAl) each statement carefully.

b. THINK about whether you (A) Str n~l~ agree , (B) Agree, (C) areundecided, (U) Disagree , or (F.) Strongly disagree with the statement .
c. INDICATE t he way you feel by placing a circle around the appro—priate letter (A B C D F.) following the statement.

j  
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Key : A-—Strongl y agree
8——A gree -

C—— Undecided
U——D isagree
E—--Str on g ly disagree

1. On the whole the Army gives me a chance to show
what I can do. A B C U F. (C- 57)

2. 1 would rather be in my present Army job than in 
V

any other Arm y job . A B C D E (C—58)

3. My present job in the Army is not very important. A B C U E (C—59)

4. 1 usuall y feel that what I am doing in the
Army is worth while. A B C U E (C—60)

5. I am interested in my present Army job . A B C D F. (C-61)

6. 1 would change to some other Army job
if given a chance. A B C U E (C—6 2)

7. 1 usually put all I leave into my present
Army duties. A B C U E (C—6 3)

8. 1 heave been receiving training and exper ience V

which will help me get a job when I leave
the Army A B C 1) E (C-64) -

~ 

-

9. 1 use the civilian training and expe rience s I I
I had before I came into the Army In my
present Army job . A B C U E (C—65)

10. I usual ly wor k jus t hard enoug h to get by on
V my present Army Job . A B C U £ (C~66)

11. A soldier with ability has a good chance for
promotion in the Army . A B C D E (C—67)

12. When promotions are mnde In the Army , they
usua lly go to the peop le who deserve them most. A B C U F. (C—68)

13. My present assignment gives me a good chance
for promotion . A B C U F. (C—69 )

A-20 
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Part 7

OPiNION OF THE ARMY

Soldiers differ in what they think about the Army . Following are a number 
-

V

of statements about thee Army . You are asked to give your own personal
opinion about each statement. Whet her you agree or dlsa~-r e e with n state—
m e n t , you can be sure that many other soldiers feel the same way you do.
Please do not skip any statements .

INSTRUCTIONS :

a. READ each statement carefully.

b. THINK about thee extent to which you agree or disagree with the
statement.

c. DECIDE whether you (A) strongly agree, (B) agree, (C) are undecided,
(D) disagree , or (E) st rongly disagree with thee statement.

d. INDICATE how you feel by placing a circle around the appropriate
letter (A B C U E) next to the statement.

A-21 
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Key: A---~ t rong ly Agree
U——A grce
C. ~~~~~~~~~~I)—— h) I s :eg rce
F——S trong ly Disagree

1. In gener al , the tineey is pretty well run . A B C B l~ (C— 70)

2. In genera l , I heave gotten .1 square dea l from
thee Army . A B C U F. (C— 7 1)

3. A lot of my duty and training tim e is spent
In doing Lhm j  n~ s that ;er ’ not imnortant . A 13 C I) F. (C—72)

4. The ni l t t a ry come t ro 1 need discip line In thee
Army Is more s t r h rt  thman is necessary . A B C U F. (C—73)

5. The Army is t ry ing its hcst to look out for
thee wel fare of the enlisted man . A hI C I) F (C— 74 )

fi. In thee Army I heave o f te n been ordered to do
things that T (ho le ’ t sco ii good reason for
(hfl3 t i i~. A B C U F. (C 75)

7. Thee Army pays too much attention to “spit
and polish.” A H C 1) F (C— 76)

8. le e gceev rze I I won lii say that I leave a good
a t t  I inic toward t In’ A rmy . A II C I) F. (C—77)

(C—80—2) 
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1 Part 8

DESCRIPTION OF YOUR COMPANY / BATTERY /TROOP

On the following pages Is a list of statements that may be used to descr ibe
your company. Eacle statement describes a specific characteristic , but doesV 

~ I not ask you to judge whether t lee characteristic is good or bad . Although
I some of the statements may appear similar , they express differences that are

Ineportant In the description of your company . Each statement should be
1 considered as a separate description . This Is not a test of ability or con—
I I - sistency in making answers. Tts only purpose Is to make It possible to V

describe , as accurately as you can, the characteristics of your company .

V 

~~ 

INSTRUCTIONS :

a. READ each statement carefull y.

I T b. THINK about how well the statement describes your company . ) . -

c. DECIDE whether you (A) strongly agree , (B) agree , (C) are undecided, V

Ii: 
(U) disagree , or (E) strongly disagree with the statement.

d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (A B C D E) following

I the statement to show the answer you have selected .

‘i:

1

- I L
H
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Key : A——Strong ly Agree
13——Agree
C——Undecided
l)——Disa gr ee
L——Strong ly Disagree

Card 3

(C-i-b )

1. The company has some unwritten ru les concerning
individual conduct. A B C U F (C— 4) 

—

~~~ 2. Indjv idua ls in the company are afraid to
express their real opinions . A B C U F. (C— 5)

3. It is dIff icult to get transferred out of
the company . A B C U F. (C— 6) 

V

i
~~ 

4. You can come and go pretty much as you please
In the company when you are not on duty. A B C U F. (C— 7)

5. I f l ( h i V l d i l c l l S  in the company work under close
supervision . A B C U F. (C— 8)

6. Only certain kinds of ideas may be expressed
free ly in thee conepamey . A B C D E (C— 9)

7. Requests for transfer from the company are
usually approved . A B C D E (C—b ) V

8. An individual has to think twice before
speaking teis mInd in thee company . A B C U F. (C—il)

9. Individuals are occasionall y transferred from
the company against their wi ll. A B C D F. (C— 12) - -

‘~~ 10. The individuals in this company are subject to
strict disci p line . A B C U F. (C—l3)

11. it goes pretty hard on an Individual who goes —

AWO L from the conepany . A B C D F. (C— 14)

~~ 12. Each Individual’s personal life Is known to
other members of thee company . A B C U F. (C— is)

t
1!] 
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Key: A .—Strongl y Agree V 

V

B——A gree
C——Undecided
U——Disagree
E——Strong ly Disagree

13. Individuals in the com pany lend each other money . A IS C D F. (C— 16)

14. An individual h.es thee chance to get to know
all the other Individuals in the company. A B C U E ( C— l i)

15. Ind ividuals are not In close enough contact to
learn to like or dislike another. A B C U F. (C—18)

16. Individuals in the company do sma ll favors for
one another. A Ii C U E (C— 19)

17. Every body in the company knows each other
very we ll. A B C U E (C—20)

I V 18. Every bod y in thee company knows each other by 
Vf irst names . A B C 1) F (C—2 1)

19. IndivIduals in the company generally stick
together , even o f f—duty .  A B C U E (C--22)

20. The individuals in the compan y are personal
f riends . A B C D E (C—23)

21. Individuals in the company know the family
backgrounds of other Indiv iduals in the
company . A 13 C U E (C—24 )

22. Individuals call each other by their firs t
names. A B C U F. (C—25)

23. Thee company Is made up of individuals who do
not know each ot leer very we ll . A 11 C U F. (C—26)

24. Personal dissatisfact ion with the company is
too sma ll to be brought up. A B C U E (C—27)

- -  - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Key ; A——Strong ly Agree

I L B——Agree
C—— Undecided
fl—— Ui sagree

I E——Strong ly Disagree

V

25. indivIduals continually grumble about thee

I I work they do for the company . A 13 C U E (C—28 )

26. The company does Its work wit h a lot of

I esp r it de corps. A B C U F. (C—2 9)

27. A feeling of failure prevails in the company . - 
A B C U F. (C— 30) - -~

~ 
28. There arc frequent intervals of laughter

4 during work. A B C I) E (C—3 1)

~ J 29. The atmosphere in the company is gloomy . A B C I) F. (C—32)

30. The individuals in the company are friendly . A B C U E (C—33)

31. The company is not eff icient in t he things
It does. A 13 C U F. (C— 34 )

32. Thee a tmosp here In thee company is pleasant. A B C U F. ( C— 3 5 )

33. There are a lot of fights in tlee company . A II C U F. (C—36)

I ~ ~~~~~~ Individuals feel honored when they are
recognized as a member of this company . A . hi C U E (C— 3 7)

11 35. Belonging to t he is company is a way of
acquiring general social status . A hi C U F. (C—38)

I 36. Failure of thee company would mean little
to individual members . A B C U E (C— 39)

37. The individuals In this company al low nothing
to interfere with the company ’s progress. A B C I) E (C 40)

L
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Key : A—— Strongly Agree
- 

B——Agree
C——Undecided

L D——Disag ree
E——Strong ly Disagree 4

- 
V 38. IndIviduals gain prestige among outsiders

1 -‘  by joining this company . A B C U F. (C— 41)

39. A mistake by one member of the company might -

J result in hardship for all. A B C D E (C—42)
t

L 40. Failure of the company would mean nothing to - V

most of the individuals in the company . A B C D E (C— 43)
~~

tV 
~~~~ 

I

1 41. Each individual would lose his self—respect t

if the company should fail. A B C D F. (C— 44) -~ 
-

- -

Iii - 42. Being in this company gives individuals a
feeling of superiority. A B C D F. (C— 45) - 

I

43. The activities of the company take up over
half the time each individual is awake. A B C D E (C—46) ~ t

~ 
44. Failure of the company would embarrass

~1 L~ 
its members . A B C D E (C— 47) V

V I  - ,

45. Individuals are not rewarded for effort

~ put out for the company . A B C D E (C— 48)
• - - -1

46. Certain individuals are mean to other members . A B C D E (C—49) 
-

47. There is constant bickering among individuals ~
in the company . A B C U E (C— 50)

[ 48. Every man in this company looks out for the
other guy as well as for himself. A B C D E (C—5 1)

- ii i 49. Certain members of the company have no respect - 
V

r 
for other members. A B C U F. (c—52)

I I :

- 
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I
I
I - Key : A—-Strong ly Agree

B——A gree
C——Undecided
fl——Dis agree
F——Strong ly Disagree

50. Certain menehers of thee company are uncooperative . A B C U F. (C—53)

I 
51. Tleere Is a constant tendency toward plotting

against one anotheer in t he is company. A B C U F (C— 54)

52. Individuals In the company work together as a

! team . A B C D F. (C— 55)

53. Certain members of the company are responsible

! for petty quarrels and some hard feelings
- among other members. A B C 1) E (C—56)

54. There are tensions between groups of peop le
- in the company w i e t c h e  tend to interfere with

the company ’s ac t i v i t ies. - A B C U E (C—57)

55. Certain members appear to he incapable of
working as part of the company . A B C U F. (C— 58) V

~156. Theere are heard feelings among individuals
which tends to pull the company apart. A B C D F. (C— 59)

57. There is a lei gh degree of part ic ipation
on thee part of niembers. A B C 1) F (C—60)

58. If a member of the company is not productive
he Is not encouraged to remain. A B C 1) E (C—61)

I - 59. Work of the company Is left to t leose who are
considered neost c- epabl e for th ee job . A IS C 1) E (C—6 2)

~~~~ 60. IndivIduals are interested In the company
but not everyone wants to work. A II C U F ( C— 6 3 )

A-28
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Key: A —Strongly Agree
B——A gree

- C—— Undecided
h)—— Disagree

L F——Strong ly Disagree

61. The company has a reputation for not[ 1 getting much done . A B C U F. (C—64 )

62. The work of the company is well divided among 
V 

—

individuals. A B C U F. (C—65) - 
—

63. There ar.e long periods during which the —

company does nothing . A B C U E (C—6 6)

64. The company is directed toward one particular
goal . A B C U E (C.-67)

• 65. The company knows exactly wheat is to get
done . A B C U F. (C—68)

66. The company does m any things that are not
direct ly related to i t M main purpose. A B C D E (C—69 )

67. Each member of thee company has a c lear idea
of the unit ’s goals. A B C U F (C— 70)

L 68. The objective of the company is specific. A B C U F. (C—71)

69. The company teas major purposes which to some

I degree are in conf l ic t .  A B C 1) E (C—72)

70. Thee objectives of the company have never been

I clearly realized. A B C U E (C—fl)

71. The company Is very informal. A 8 C D E (C—74 )

-~1
[

I
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~ r Key : A——Strongl y Agree
I - IS——A gree

C——Undecided
I)—--I) isagree[ F——Strong ly Disagree

72. A list of rules and regulations is posted 
V

for all to see. A B C D E ( C—iS )

73. The company lens formations at regularly
-~~ - 1 - scheduled times . A hi C U F. (C— 76) V

74. Thee company ’s formations are not planned
j or organized . A B C U E (C—77)

7 5. The company has an organization chart. A B C U F. (C—78)

- 
- 

- 

- 76 .  The company has rules to guide its activities. A B C U E (C—79)

r (C—80—3) I

Car d 4
— 

V1- 5 (C—l— Ifl) - 
-

77. Thee company Is s ta f fed  according to a table
of organization . A 1~ C U E (C— 4)

78. There is a recognized righet and wrong way o
going about c~ mpany ac t iv i t ies . A B C U F. (C 5) j ~

79. IndIviduals don ’ t have muc h say about wheat - 

V

happens in thee company . A 11 C 1) E (C—6) :1
80. T h e company formations are held any place

that leappens to hee Ieandv. A II C U F. (C—7)

V 
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Par t 9

PERSONAL ADJUSThENT/MORALE

-
\

Some soldiers adjust to thee Army better than others. rn this section we want I
t own op inion about your personal adjustment to the Army . You are to V

V 
indicate heow much you agree or disagree with each of thee statements on the -

following pages. Be sure you respond to each statement.

[ INSTRUCTIONS : 
- 

-
‘

-
~~ a. READ each statment carefully.

V b. DECIDE whether you (A) strong ly agree , (B) ~~ree , (C) are und ecided , V~

(U) disagree , or (F.) strongly disagree with thee statement.

~ J c. IND ICATE how you feel by circling the appropriate letter (A B C D E) -

nex t to thee statement.

~
-
:~
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II
- Key: A——Strongl y Agree

B——Agree

I I C——Undec ided
U——Disagree
F——Strong ly Disagree

- - 
1. I am interested In thee duties I must perform . A B C U F. (C— 8)

2. It takes me a long time to wake up. A B C D F. (C— 9)

- 3.  I heave felt ratheer irritable. A B C U E (C—i0)

ii 4. My duties are boring . A 11 C D E (C— il)

~~~ 5. 1 am homesick . A B C U F. (C— 12)

6. Theere is something here to cheer me up. A hi C U E (C— l3)

7 .  1 would like to stay in thee Army . A B C U E (C— 14)

- 8. 1 feel like going to sleep earlier than I 
V

* 
did ice civilian l i fe .  A B C D E (C—is)

9. I am in good humor and happy A B C U E (C—l6) 
‘

V

10. I find Army li fe dull. . A B C I) F. (C—il)

. 11. I feel like quitting the Army . A B C U F. (C—l8)

— 

- 12. 1 feel lonely. A B C D F. (C— 19) -;

* 
13. 1 am full of pep and energy. A B C D E (C— 20)

14. 1 don ’t like my curren t condition. A B C U E (C—2 1)

I b. I do not fee l like talking to anyone . A hi C D E (C—22)
-1

16. 1 am daydreaming more thean usual. A Ii C U E (C—23)

17. 1 wish peop le would let me alone . A B C D E (c—24)_-t 18. I have unpleasant feelings in my stomach . A B C D E (C—25)

- 
19. I am not pleased with myself. A B C D E (C— 26)

20. 1 feel sluggisle a great deal of the time. A B C U E (C—27)

(C—28— _)

(C—80—4 )
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Part 10

I j WORK ENVIRONMENT PREFERENCE SCHEDULE

Iii In this next part you will notice that quest ions are asked on both sides of 
V 

- f

V thee page . Be sure you answer the ques t ions on both sides.

- Vignore the spaces asking for your name , age , etc. Do not put your name on
this questionnaire! Simply read the instructions on the next page and mark
your answers as directed . V

I

4 

1
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SCALE DEFINITI ONS FOR

- V SOCIA L/ORCANIZATIONAL QUESTIONNAiRE -

NAME OF SCALE ; Sca le 1. Initiation of Structure — CO.

[ LOCATION IN QUESTiONNAIRE: Page 9, Items 1—15

RELIABILITY :
1 .92

~~
I i  

- -

4 DESCRIPTION ; Modification of Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire

F - 11 (Lh%D~) developed by HalpLn & Wlncr.2 The enlisted man describes thee behavior

of his CO by responding to 15 items which are sunm~ed to obtain a total score

L I on thee Initiation of Structure dimension which Halpin and Witeer describe as

1~~ 

follows : 3
Initiation of Structure behaviors are those wh iche

I Indicate that the comneander organizes and defines

I - th ee relationship between himself and the members of
- - 

heis unit, lie tends to define thee role whic h he expects
each emeembe r of the units to assume , and endeavors to

~

. csiabflsle well—defined patterns of organization,
- ~

- channels of communication , and ways of getting jobs done. V

-: NAME OF SCALE: Sea1c~ 2. Consideration — CO.

LOCATION iN QUESTIONNAI RE: Pag e 10, Items 16—30
-

- RELIABILITY: .95
- 

DESCRIPTION : Modification of LBI~ (See Initiation of Structure — CO) .

[ Halpin and Winer describe the consideration dimension as follows:

Consideration behaviors are theose indicative of
friendshi p, mutual trust, respect, and warmtle in
t h ee relationships between thee commander and the

- - 

I 
men ire his mime it. -

[ NAME OF SCALE: Scale 3. Initiation of S t r u c t u r e  — 1 SGT .

LOCATION iN QUESTI ONNAIR E: Page 12, Items 1—15
La RELIABiLiTY : .93

1’ DESCRIPTION: See Initiation of Structure — CO

Ii: A~~ 5
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1 H
NAME OF SCALE: Scale 4. Consideration — 1 SGT.

I [ LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAiRE: Page 13, Items 16—30

RELIABILITY : .90

I 
~ 

DESCRIPTION: See Consideration — CO

~ [ 
NAM E OF SCALE: Scale 5. Opinion of Officers

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAiRE: Page 15, Items 1—5

I 
~ 

RELIABILITY: .91

I i 
DESCRIPTION: A summative scale of five items adapted from The American

Soldier to assess, EM’s overall opinion of the quality of the commissioned

11 officers in the company .

NAME OF SCALE: Scale 6. Opinion of NCO’s

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAiRE: Page 15, Items 1—5

i~ RELIABILITY : .87

I .
DESCRIPTION: A summative scale of five items adapted from The American

I Soldier to assess EM ’s overall opinion of the quality of the noncommissioned

J E officers in the company .

IE NAM E OF SCALE: Scale 7. Living Conditions

L LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE : Page 17, Items 1—7

F 
RELIABILITY: .64

DESCRIPTION: A suminative scale of seven items designed to assess overall

satisfaction with the living conditions (food, housing, medical treatment,

etc.) at the present duty station. •1
~~~~~ . 

.

~~~~~~
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P NAME OF SCALE: Scale 8. Social Life

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE: Page 17, Items 8—13

RELIABILITY: .64

1 DESCRIPTiON: A 6-Item summative scale designed to assess the soldier ’s

satisfaction with opportunIties for social life at his present duty station .

NAME OF SCALE : Sc~i1e 9. Job Satisfaction

I L LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE: Page 19, Items 1-13

RELIABILITY : .86

IJESCRIPTION : A 13—item summative scale designed to assess the soldier ’s
~~ 

satisfaction with his present Army job. Most items were adapted from The

American Soldier.

F NAME OF SCALE: Scale 10. Opinion of the Army .

~ I [ LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE: Page 21, Items 1—8

RELIABIL iTY: .81

1. DESCRIPTION: An 8—item summative scale designed to assess the over—

all opinion of the soldier about the Army . Items were adapted from The

American Soldier.

NAM E OF SCALE: Scal e 11 Group Control

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE: Page 23, Items 1—11.

i( RELIABILITY : .82

DESCR IPTION: An Il— item stimmative scale adapted from Ik~inp hu11’ s4

Group Dimensions Description Questionnaire (GDDQ). Itemphill’s describes

his original Control dimension as follows:

:
~ltj_~
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t~ uil r.~ I I t l~ di’g t i t ’  I o w h ich .1 ~riiiip i * T I I l . I I  i~~; Clii’

I I
h ’Itav I o, of I nil lvi ~Iua I ~. wh I It ’ I iii ~ a I uni t I on I n~’ .IS

g rutiji mt niltt ’ r~. . I t  I s  re t  I t,t ’ t t i1  by I lii~ iiu ‘~l II I ~ .i I I 011$
wi~ i~ Ii ~ i o u p  mi~nibcr si~1p I ni ’o’.i’~. on utimp I i t . ’ I rtcdom
i . t  I ntl iv I Iii.i 1 l.(’ILIV tot .it i&t by (lit. ~Il i’(iflt of tntt’ns i ty

I [ iif’ I .‘II~~ 
- iii’ I I vt (l j~uv c rnmen t  .

f 
~ 

NAMI: UI SCM l ::  S~ ’ .i I. I.’ . Cro t i p hu t

IA ) ( A t  ION I ~i Q(I i .SlJ (1f~N.\ I UI : I’.i~ c .~ I— .4 , 1 ti nts I .‘— 2 I

Ij RELIA BILiTY : .H4

I
DESCR I PTi ON : A I 2— It im ~unvna t. I vi’ s i’.i Ic ~nI.tp I oil I roni ik.mpii ill ‘ 5

)I $~1. Ili mph i  i t tli~;er iI,vs his t .rigI na l  m t  imac y  cl l mo ,’. ioi~ as t o t  lows :

I L I Ut hH,h-r I t i n ’  i logri c to w it til t mi mlo i i .l a
~.. rot ip i rc mu t ua 11%’ liqit u In titi w I Lii uiic . iuuot  Itt r
,iunI t i c  I imi I f i r  wit Ii t he ~mt .t p t I ’ t i tl.I I del ii Is

I I ol  i.iu- .unot l it ~ 
‘s I t  v i s  . I t Is It ’ I I .‘ t od hr fl it’

n i t  l i l t  of top Ii ’s tit its~~t t t  by nit ’inboi ~ hr iiiotic~ of
gi c i t  t u g , I o r m .  ot stdilrt s~ , and by t n t . i . u i t h u t
wit I cli pi  • ‘ s t u l u I ) i u~.u u know I i d ge i t t  I Ito p I t u l t u t )  Ii’ I (‘ l i t ion

I L ot oLin r - ;  tunili r wi  dii y d i l l  or I up t l i t  tin a n i t.

we L i  i .  hr  I l i t ’ i x i  c u t  and t y p o  ol kn ow I c- .h~t t ac i t
t w i n’ r tc i’~ about oth er  mcmhtrs of tin gr oup

NAME LW SCALE : Sca Ic  I t • i:roup llt ’d OIl IC TORe

LOCATION IN QUESTIONN A I l~l .: Pagi s 24— 2 5 , items 24— ~i

RELIABILITY :

DE SCR I P1’ ION : A ~) It out ~ tumma Live ~~t ’ a I c h a~ ed nit lk’011)hi I I I ‘ ~l~ ,

Some i tems ar e  . t t lap t at  I otis f ron liemp li I L  I , w ith  I ut—hioio ;t I t t ins .iildo d to In c  tease

thu.’ sen to ’s re I L a b i l i t y .  ikmp li I I I  describes his or I~ I n t  I Notion I t  Tone

[ d i m e n s i o n  as f o l l o w s :

IIi ’don h e  lon e I s t he i l t ’g r i ’i’ Li) wh I cit  gr ou p momln ’i sh  I 
~I .tc ’t’omp.i titod by a i n e r t  I l i e  I I ug of p 1 e.i~ aut m iss

or .i t ’ i ,li Ititi ss . I t  is ref h i t i c i  hr i t i e  I r iliIe ue v
01 I:u i i ~ lt t i  r • OOIW lv  La it ty 

~ 
I o : t san t  a n t  Ic ( p i t  Ion n i

I~roup DR ct I ngs and b y the absent i of g r I 
~ 

I tip, and
cu tu p I El Iii I Itg

~I I
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NAME OF SCALE: Scale 14. Group Potency

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE : Pages 25—26, Items 34—45

RELiABILiTY: .90

t I)ESCRIPTION: A 12—item summative scale adapted from IIemphlll’s

CDI~~. Ilemphull describes h i s  original Potency dimension as follows:

i’otttncy Is t h e  degree to which a group has prima ryJ significance for its members . It is reflected by
~~~~ th e kind of needs which a group is satisfying or

has they Potentiality of satisfying, by the extent
of readJ ustnient which would be required of members
should t h e  group f a i l , and by the degree to which a
group has meaning to t u e  members wi t h  reference to
the i r  central  values .

NAME OF SCALE : Scale 15. Group Viscidity

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE : Pages 26—27, items 46—56

[ - 
RELIABILITY : .93

DESCRIPTION: An 11—item suinmative scale adap ted from Ilemphuil’s GD~~.

1. fhemp hill describes his original Viscidity dimension as follows:

li i  V isc id i t y  is the degree to which members of the
grolif) function as a unit. It is reflected by
absence of dissension and personal confl ict among

1 ~ members , by absence of activities serving to advance

1 only t h e Interes ts of individual group members, by
th e ability of the group to resist disrupting forces ,
and b y the belief on the part of the members that the

I 
~ 

group does funct ion as a uni t .

NAME OF SCALE: Scale 16. Group Participa tion

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE: Pages 27—28, items 57—63

RELiABILITY: .73

- DESCRIPTION: A 7—item suininative scale adapted from Remphill ’ s GDDQ.

U Ilemphill describes his original Participation dimension as follows:

A—39



I
[ h a r t  It ’ ipa t  Ion is the degree to wIti  cii members of a

group apply time and effort to group activities.

[ 
I t  is reflected by the number and kinds of duties
members perform , by voluntary assumption of non—
assigned dut ies  and by the amount of L ime spent In
grou p ;ict1y 1~~lcs.

[
NAMF . (I F ScALE: Scale 17. Group Po lar iza t ion

[ LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE : Page 28, Items 64-70

L 
RELIABILITY : .86

DESCRIPTION : A 7-item summative scale adapted from hkmp hi ilI ’s GD~~.

[ Hemp hill describes his origina l Polarization dimension as follows:

Polarization is t h e degree to which a group is

I orien ted and works toward a single goa l which is
clear and specific to all members.

[ NAME OF SCALE: Scale 18. Group Flexibility

LOCATION IN QUESTiONNAIRE: Pages 28—29, items 71-80

[ RELIABILITY : .87

DESCRIPTION : A 10—item summatice scale adapted from liemphill ’s CDDQ.

Hemphill describes his original Flexibility dimension as follows:

FlexibilIty Is the degree to which a group ’s
a c t i v i t i e s  are marked  by informal procedures
rather than by adherence to established procedures .

I . It is rd tocttd by th e exient to which duties of
members are free from sped ficatlout th r ough
custom , tradition , written rules , regulations , codes
of procedure , or even unwritten but clearly pre—

ti scribed ways of behaving .

1 NAME OF SCALE: Scale 19. Personal Adjustment/Morale

LOCATION IN QUESTIONNAIRE: Page 31, Items 1—20

RELIABILITY: .91

I

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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[ l )F S R I P t I O N : A ~O- I un i  summattve scalt’ w i t h  I tcn~. adapted from Waybr ew ,5

h u e  A m e t i c an Su l d I o t  , and several In—house  i tems . Thu L e r s t i n a l  Adjus tment/

Mora he sea Lu purports to mu. tsu r e  the s h o r t — t er m , si t u a t  Ioui .u l  , a f f e c t i v e

E c.,~ ions ol t he I ud I v i  du , . i  I I it t he u n i t

NAMh~ t iE S. . , h  ~ .‘u . Work Env I r onm euit i’ rc to rein-c Schut ’du h e

Lo.~AT I ~N IN ~ I I ~~S I IONN \ I KF : At I ac i t e t i , no page numbers

I j REL iABILITY :

I DES CRIPT ION : Gordon ’s Work Env i ronment__I’ r c f e t - onco Schedule (WEt’S) •
6

I According to the a u t h o r :

II ~. ~; o i  c~; t~ p i t  v in d i v i du a l s  who ire .uc. - c h ’ t  ing of and
aci~uu I t - s .  i t t  to .uu th or  I ty  • whit ’  pr i ’i or I o have spec 1 f f  C

• -~; anti gu ide  i i  nos t o  fol low , who pr e fo  r Imperson a l  lied

~ I 
t k  ro I at  I onsh I , and who ~cok lit’ sot  u r i t  

~
‘ oh organ I —

.‘ .u I I otta I •tn~i i i t— groups i (Ion i i  i cat. I on . l ow  scoros are
made by in d i v i du a l s  who do not so oh .u rac  t or Izo themselves. - -

Ij
I~
I j
~
~i;I i:
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I FOOTNOTES TO APPENDIX B

1. At  1 r o i i , i h ’  h i l t  Los r epor t ed  for  sea ics of the soc ia i/ organhzaL lona l
11 pies t tonna I re a re ha ’.. .1 on t o e  ft Ic  I ent a iphia ca I c i i i  at  .- .I f rom t u e  data

f r o m  the ’ h~’” to ’. I adm i oh; t r a t  ion (I 15 enlisted men , ta iN t !: ; ~~~~~~~

ii ,I .in. ia rv  , I ’)  12)  . S.’ .i 1. ’. 7 and 8 were comb Itied In I hi p I i t  i~~ . t ;  thus the
I I J r o il at I Li t v shown I ~. t h e  sand f o r  cac t i  .‘.i I . I hi I ‘ . I a.- t may account

ii’ r the low ro I i  at 1 1 1 1 1  es loun il fo r  t hio’;o two S u a  I - s

2. Tht’ h ttI ~ I s  c l o s e t  hhn’ tI i n  SIogdL i i  • 8.11. ~ Coons , i~.l) . (I k. ) i,o.tdot
b.:I~.iv lot - : 

- 
I t s  ~it ’s~ r i p t  Ion and measurement . . Oh i o  St at e  U n I v o r s i  t y

I
Ih ir oa t i  ot ht t i s  I floss Ri -sea rch • Monograph No. 8$, 1957.

Ii 3. Stouffer , S. A . ,  Suehmj n , F . A . ,  DeVinney , L . C . ,  S t a r , S. A . ,  & Williams ,
R .~I . t h e ’ A n o r 1.-an S o l I d o t :  Volume s I & 1_I. New York:  W lh ’ v , 1965.

4.  tkmp h I l l , J . K. Gro t i 1~~~h I niens ions: A m~~~~~_S~~r the  I t  lnvasur e incnt .  (l~ io
S t a t e  Un i v e  rs i t ~ : f l i t  r. ’at s of Bus I ness Research , Monograph No. 87 , 1956.

S . Waybrew , 11.8. l’sv, ’hio log t ea l  problems of prolonged marine submergence.
in  Bur n s , N .M. , (ui , t inl ’ . -  i , 8.11. , and hlendle r • E. (Eds . ) (Inusna 1 envIron—
me’n t s  and hum an he ’Ii . iv or. Fret ’ I’ ross , 1% 1.

6. Cordon , L.V. Mc.is i i r en te nt  of bu reaucrat i c  o r i e n tat i o n . Personnel
y e-ho io~ y , 1’) / t ) , 2 1 , 1— 11.U.

‘ I H

~1L

H
Ii:

ii: 1 1
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C
EM INTERV IEW SCHEDULE CODING SHEET

( C — i )  U N I T  ii)

[ QUESTION I: sh- :vERAI. WLE K S AGO YOUR UN IT WAS G I V E N  A flf l t ; l is t :  QUESTION-
NA I RE to Fl h.L OP I . 110W MANY Oh” TI lE lIEN COM1’LLTEI) Ti lE QU ES—

L hi ONNA I RI~ ACCURATELY , MOST , SOME , OK FEW?

( C—b ) ! ~‘°~~“

1 2 SOM E

J FEW

I — 
OIlIER

I QUESTION Ia: (IF QUEST I ONNAIRE WAS GIVEN A SECOND T I M E )  IhOW MANY OF TIlE
1-lEN ( : ( F-1I ’f.L ,l I:I ) TIl E DRUG USE QUESTIONNA I RE ACCU RA TELY Tilt S
T IME , MORE , TH E SAN E , OR L ESS?

(C —? )  ! WAS NOT GiVEN SECOND TIME

2 1-lOST

1 3 SOME

4 FEW

— 
OTh ER

I [ QUESTiON 2: 110W ACCURATELY 011) THE MEN COMPLETE THE LARGE QUESTIONNAiRE
YOU JUST F INISHED?

I I (C— 8) 1 MOST

2 SOME

3 FEW

[ — 
OTh ER

QUESTION 2b : WHAT SPECIFICALLY DiD YOU LIKE A1IOUT IT?

(C—9)I —

(C-b )I~ 4 :
(C—li) 

—

A—45
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I QUEST ION 2c: WHAT SPECIFIcALLY I)IDN ’T YOU LIKE MIOUT IT?

t (C 12)

(C-b3)

(C- 14)

QUESTION 2d: WHAT OTHER QUESTIONS SIh OU LI ) WE HAVE ASKE D THAT MIGHT

I 
(C—IS) 

Wi lY PEOPLE USE DRUGS IN THE ARMY ?

I
lE-. (C—18) _

• QUESTION 3: WHAT IX) YOU THINK ARE THE MAiN REASONS PEOI ’LE USE DRUGS ,
I N CL U IJI N G ALCOHOL , IN TIlE ARMY ?

I (C—1 8) _

(C 20)

i (C—H)

(C—22) 
—

QUESTION 4: GIVEN THAT (PARAPIIASE THEIR REASONS) ARE TIlE REAL REASONS ,
WHAT COULD TUE ARMY DO TO REDUCE DRUG USE IN THE ARMY ?

I. (C—23) 
-~~~~~~

(C— 24) : . ! -:
L (C—25)

- [ (C—26 )

(C— 2 7)

1. . QUESTION 5: 1 HAVE HERE A LIST OF DRUGS . iN YOU R ESTIMAT LON , WHAT PER-
CENT OF El’ s — E5~~ IN THIS UNIT USE EACH OF THESE DRUGS ?

(C—28) _ALCOHOL

(f ; -~ C) _CANNABIS

A-46
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I (C-32) IIALLUCLNOGE N S

L (c- J4) _AMPIIETAI’IINES

(C—36) ,_ BARBITURAT ES

L (C—38)

(C—40) cot:.t1~ i-:

(C—42) 
- 

Ol’IiVfES

L (c—44)

QUESTION 7: WOULD YOU h)ESCRIBE THE OVERALL LEVEL OF l)RU(; USE IN THIS
UNI t AS 1.0W , AVER AGE , OR h iGh COPIP AREI ) To OTh ER UNITS?

r
LI (C—46) ! LOW

[ 2 AVERA GE

3 HIGH

[ - 
OTHER

r QUESTION 8: WHA T (S YOUR CO ’S ATTITU DE ABOUT DRUGS?
I. 

(C—47) ! STRONG ANTE

I 
- 

2 MlI )DLE ANTi

3 NO HASSLE

1. 4 PRO

- 
— 

OTh ER

I.
QUESTIO N 9: DOES YOUR CO KNOW MUCH ABOUT DRUGS?

I - (C---t 8) ! A LOT

- 2 SOME

- . 3 LI TTLE OR NONE

— 
OTHER

- 

A-47
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I
I QUESTION 10: IF YOU HAD A DRUG PROBLEM AND YOU WENT TO YOUR CO ABOUT

IT , WOEI LI) lIE BE MORE INTERESTE D IN HELPING YOU OR IN

I 
I’IJNISIIING YOU?

(C~49) 1 h ELPING

1 2

_h t)ThhER

QUESTION 11: WOULI) Yt)II GO TO TIlE CO IF YOU HAD A PERSONA L PRO BLEM ,, NOT
NEC ES SAR I I.? DRUG—REL ATED?

I (C—SO) ! y i-:S

2 N 0

- OTh ER 
-

‘

I QUESTION 13: WHA T IS YOUR FIRST SERGEAN’T ATTITUDE ABOUT DRUGS?

(c—SI) ! si-RoNc ANTi
I
I 2 MII.l)LY ANTI

3 NO HASSLE

4 PRO

O’IHER

QUESTION 14: DOES YOUR FIRST SERGEAN T KNOW MUCH ABOUT DRUGS? (HOW MUCH?)

(C—5 2) I A LOT

2 SOME

3 EJIfLE OR NONE

— 
OTIIE K

QUESTION 15: 110W M itCh PRESSURE DO YOU GET FROM OTHER MEN IN THE COMPANY TO
USE DR U GS?

(C—fl) ! A LOT OR SOME

2 NONE (LIVE AND LET LIVE)

— 
OTHER ‘J ~



_ _ _ _ _  

-
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~ 

QUESTION 16: 110W Mu Ch PRESSURE DO YOU GET FROM OThER MEN IN THE CO~~ ANY
TO STOP US I NG DRUGS?

I 
~~ 

(C—S4) I A LOT OR SOME

2 NONE (LIVE ANt) LET LiVE)

1. 
— 

OTh ER

I 1’ QUESTION 17: WHO USUAI.L.Y GIVES COMMAND iNFO RMAT ION (:i.As~;l-:s I N YOU R UNIT?

I 
.

(C—SS) I CO

1 2 ~o OR OTHER OFFICER

3 1ST SGT . OR OTHER NCOIi - H1. 
— OTHER

QUESTION 17a: 110W O F t E N  DO YOU h AVE CI CLASSES :

(C-56) I ONCE A WEEK (USUALLY)

2 ONCE A MONTh (USUALLY )

LESS THAN MONTHLY

4 ALMoST NEVER

( — OTHER

- 
:~

- QUEST iON 17b : IS CI USUALLY WORTH WH ILE?
: !

(~—57) ! YES, USUALLY

( 2 YES , SOMETIMES

3 140, NEV ER

[ 
— 

OTh ER

[ QUESTION 18: ( 14 1011K O P I N i O N  is TillS UNiT COMBAT READY ?

(C— 58) ! YES , UNQUALIFIED

2 NO, UNQ U ALIFI ED

3 MEN AR K , EQUIPMENT IS NOT

4 EQU I PMENT 15, MEN ARE NOT

— 
OTHER

A-49
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QUESTION 19: I F  YOUR UN I T JIAI) To GO I NTO COMBAT TOMORROW , 110W WOULD IT

~I I 
DO?

(C-59)

~ 1 1 (C—bO ) 
— -—

I’ (C—bi)

~ I QUESTION 20: W HJI.I ) IOU DESCRIBE TIlE MORALE OF YOU R UNIT AS LOW , AVERAG E ,
OR h I t C H ?

(c— 62) I LOW

1 2 AVERAGE
TI
S 3 1111.11

~~

. J — 
o-rui-:R

QUESTION 22~t: WHAT ARE YOUR COMPANY ’S SOCiAL FUNCTIONS l IKE ?

I
I j (C— 64) __~~_~~~_ .__ _  

-

QUESTION 221) : HOW OFTEN DO COMI’ANY SOCIAL FUNCTIONS OCCUR?

( C—6 5) I OFTEN (3 OR MORE PER YEAR)

2 SOMETIME S (1 OR 2 PER YEAR)

[ 3 RARELY OR NEVER

- OTHER
- 

( C— hb )  ! I D E NTI F IER FOR EM SCHEDULE

1 (C—b?) 
— 

I DENTiFI E R FOR hh IGI t  OR LOW USE U N I T

_____ — - 
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(A) INTLRVLEW SUILDULE CODING SHEEf

(c—i )  t :J r J U 
- 

, 1L - ~~~~~~~~~ -

I I ( C — h )  I I AM CO

2 I AH X()

I 
~~~ 

(C—7) 
— 

MONTHS

I I
QUESTiON 2: 110(1 LONG h AVE YOU BEEN IN THE A RMY ?

(C-9) 
— 

YEARS

t I QUESTION 3: 110W LONG (lAS YOUR FIRST SERGEANT BEEN IN TIllS UNiT?

( C— i l )  — MONTh S PRESENT 1ST SGT .

I (C-13) 
- 

MONTHS PREVIOUS 1ST SC.T.

1 [ QUESTiON 5: WOIJL 1) YOU DESCR I BE TIlE MORALE OF YOUR 1) 1411 AS LOW, AVERAGE,
OR IIICIL’

I F (c—iS) 1 1,0W
- 

2 AVERAG E

I 1— h iGh
- : - 

(YI1IER - 1,

, iE~ 
- 

- H
QUESTION 6: 1 (hAVE h ER E A LIST OF DRU GS . IN YOUR EST iMATIO N , WHA T

1 PE RCENT 01” TilE i-1 ’S THROU Gh E5’ S IN TIlLS U N I T  USE EACH OFI THESE DRU G S? (GROUP CON SENSUS )

(C— iD) _ AI~cohlo L

Ii (C-18) CANNABIS

(C—2 0) PU’ L I.L J~ UI ’)CLNS

(C—22) AMPHETANINE S

I I - 
(C-24)

A- 52
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(C-26) UANI) RAX

F (C — 2 M ) ,COCMNE

(~:—J 0) OPIATES

I (C— 12) MEtIIAD’)NE

QtIt- 5T I UN 7: W OtJ I .I )  YO U t ) i2 ;CR I RI - : h U E  ovh-:KMJ. I I - :Vh l . OF UIUU~ W~E AMONG

I j h _ Ill -; 1.1 ‘~ ; I tS  YOhlh ~ U N I T  AS LOW , AVl -.RA~~L , (H~ t h I G H ,
-
~ COMI ’AI thI) TI) O L l l I - R UN I I’S?

I (C — 34)  I LOW

2 AVERAG E

I h h l C I h  ! ~_

1 —

QUESTION 8: W HAT ~40LlLl ) 1011 DO WITH AN 1*1 W h O  WAS CA IJGIII USING MARIJUANA
FOR t i l E  I-i RST T [ME? (WHAT FACTORS WOULI ) YOU TAKE iNTO

I CONS I I)LR AT ION? )

1 
(C-35)

(c— :l6 ) ______

QUESTION 9: WIIA ’I Ut) YOU ‘[(lIN K ARE TIlE MAIN REASONS PEOPLE USE DRUGS ,
I N CLW ) I NC ALCO 11OL , iN tHE A RMY ?

F 
(C—i? )  ________

I (C—38)

(C— i’))

( C— 40) 
______

[ (C-4 .i) 
______

QU ESTI oN 10: G IVEN I11Af ( PARAU’iIA SE [ h E I R  REASONS) ARI-: i- ill - ; REAL REASONS ,
WI IA F COIJLI ) - i - il l - : A RMY ix) TO REDUCE DRUG Usi - : IN TilE ARMY ?

.4

( C — 4 2 )

L_ . (C—4 3) 
______

I (C—44) -____________
(C—45) 

______

I
I~ 
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QUESTION i i :  Wh AT ~~; YOUR O P I N I O N  OF 111K RAN DOM U R I N A L Y S I S  I’ROGRAH ?

IS IT L h ’ l L ~~I i  vi :  OR INEFFECLIVE ? SIIOULI) 11 IlK CONTINUED ,

1 1)1 SGO N I’I NU 1-~D , OR ( :ILAN GEI) ( I F  SO 110W)?

( c— /. 7) ! (:001) i ui-:~ IW [ NOT RUN R i G H t

• 1 ‘ (:00,) 1 PEA AN!) t~I- USE TO ME

• 3 HAl) 1 i)LA , l-~L ltt i NATE

I 
- 

OIlIER

QUESTION 12..: W1IA T 15 YO UR OPINION OF THE R E HABILITATIO N PROG RAM AT
TIlLS l ’ O S t ?

I (C—48) I COOl) i DEA 1~ lT NOT RUN RI GHT

2 Ct fl )h ) I DEA ANt) SEEMS OF BENEFIT

I 1IAI) I I )EA , ARMY SII O IILU N ‘ ‘r BE IN REII A 1I BUS I NESS

OTthI - : R

5 ,  5 1~~ 5 - ’ -- -- -  5 5 - -QUE STION 12h. Wil ,~1 IS \ i ) U h (  OP IN I ON O~ [HE LX LML ’tIO N PRO (,RAMS Al ’ Fhl!~’
POST ?

I. (C 4t) ) ! ;oon I PEA , BUT NOBODY USES 1 L~

1 2 COOt) I DEA , HELPS PEOPLE
- 

3 BAt) I I)EA , TROOPS ABUSE IT

1 4 HAl) I PEA , TROOPS ARE AIIUSEI)

L 
OI lIER

QUES t ION 12c: W h A t  I S YOUR OI’iN ION OF TilE DRUG EDUCATiON PRO GRAM AT
Tilt S P1)51?

- (C-SO) I GOOD FO R OFFICERS ANI) EM ’S

~ COOl) FOR 0l-i-’ h Cl- ES , HAL ) FOR EM ’ S

3 HAl) FOR OI”FI CEKS , COOL) FOR EM ’ S

4 HAL ) FOR EVERYBODY

— 
OIlIER

-
_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~ ~~~~~~
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QUESTION 15: WHO U SLIAI .LY GIVES TILE COf*IAN D INFORMATION CLASSES IN YOUR

I 
UNITS ?

( C — S I )  1 CO

[ 
- 

I XI) OR O’L’IIER OFF ICE R

3 1 S t  SRGT. OR OTH ER NCO

[ 
— 

O I l I ER

QUESTION 16: 110W OFTEN IX)ES YOUR U N i t  h AVE CI? 
•

(C— 52 ) 1 ONCE A WEEK (USUALLY )

1 2 ONCE A MONTh (I JSUA L LY) •

.1 LESS THAN MONTh LY

1 4 ALMOST NE VER

- 
- 

- OTII E R

— 
Q’JESTION 17: WHAT IS DONE TO INSU RE MAXIMU M ATT ENDANCE ItT THE CI CLASSES?

1. (C— Si) ! Al, •r EN DANC E MAN DATORY

r 2 ATTENDANCE NOT MAN DATORY

1- 
- 

O fllE R

1 QU EST I ON 19: WHAT AR E SOME OF TIl E MOST IMPORTANT SUBJECT S THAI SHOULD BE
I’KLsI-:N -l- i-:h ) Al (:1 ?

(c-56) 
- ____

:C—55 )  -I. (C-Sb)

(C— S 7)

( C— 58) 

QUEST ION 10: W II A F 10R i Lx ) TILE CI CLASSES USUALLY TAKE ? (LECTURE ,
-. D!SCI J SSION , MOVIES , ETC.)

[ (C— 60) ! LECTURE - •
2 DISCUSSION

F
A-55
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3 LECT U RE/DiSCUSSi oN

~ 
[ - OTHER

QUESTION 2I~s: WHA T ARE YOUR COMPANY’S SOCIAL FUN CTI ONS LIKE ?

(C—DO) 
_____________

(C-bl)
- 

QUESTION 21b : HOW OFTEN hO COMPAN Y SOCIAL FUNCTIONS OCCUR?

F (C—62) I OFTEN (3 OR MORE PER YEAR)

2 SOMETIMES (1 O R 2  PER YEAR )

L 3 RARELY OR NEVER

— 
OIlIER

- 

(c-66) 2 11)EN ’rIFIER FOR CO SCHEDULE

F (C-67) 
- 

IDENTIFIER FOR (([CR OR LOW USE
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I S/O Scale DI~~t r i h u t i o n  F

I It L
- 

Structure — CO C 55.3 56.5 1.07

K 56.3 55.4
- -  C 52.1 55.5

- 1’ H I

I Considera t ion  — CO C 42.2 47.8 -1

K 4 1 .8  4 7 . 4

C 39 .7  40 .1

Structure  - ISGT C 58.1 58.3 1.12

K 60.2 56.8

C 56.0 55.3

H L

Consideration — ISGT C 4 2 . 7  46 .3  1.57
• 

J~ K 51.2 46 .9

C 40.9 45 .0

II L
Opinion of Officers C 12 .9 14.2 1.44

F K 11.9 13.7

C 11.8 12.0

[ H L
Opinion of NCO ’s C 12.8 13.6 <1

[ K 12.8 13.0

C 11.7 11.9

E Sqcial Life C 18.6 .19.6 <1

[ Living Conditions C 15.2 15.8 <1
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~1I %‘.—~ 1 1
-I I Table E—1 (cont.)

Sb Scale I ) I s t rj b u t i o , i  F

I I - _

• I I Job S a t i s f a c t i o n  C 32.0 35• /4 <I
K 33.3 36.6

I C 30.5 32.6

I H I,

Opinion of Army C 18.7 20.1 <1

- I i K 18.7 1.9.8

C 16.9 17.6

- - II H L

• Group Control  C 38.0 36 .6 1.67
- II K 37.5 37 .7

C 38.6 39.7

11 Group Intimacy C 39.0 38.2 <1

K 39.6 39.7

C 40.3 39.6

ii Group Hedonic Tone C 24.8 25.3 <1

K 24.4 25.6

I I G 22 ;7  2 2 3

i i Group Potency C 32.6 33.4 <1

K 32.5 33.8

I I
G 2 9 . 7  29.8

II I

Group Viscid i ly C 28.9 29.4 <1

I I K 28.9 29 .5

G 27.7  2t~.6

II H I.

Group Participation C 20.5 20.8 <1

J K 21.3 21.6I - G 19.9 20.5

(I 
- 

H
ii 

._ _ _
~~

.
~~~

. _
~~
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-

S/0 Scale Distribution P

H U
Group Polarization C 19.4 19.5 <1 

- -K 20.1 20.7
C 17.6 18.6

-

. 

H L
Group Flexibility C 26.6 25.8 1.12 

-

K 26.1 25.6

C 26.4 27.2

H L c—,
- IMorale c 53.2 56.9 1 ~I

- K 53.7 57.7 ‘4-
C 49.2 52.0 Sc

,

H

H

j

I
. .

S . 
.

- 

— S 

-
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~ 
EXAMPLES OF RESPONSES iNCLUDED IN THE

“REASONS FOR DRUG USE” CODING cATEGORIES.

CATEGORY 1. PLEASURE - SEEKING

~ I availabi l i ty
enjoyment

- 
experimentation

~ I 
independence f rom home , increased freedom

CATEGORY 2. PERSONAL ITY PROBLEM

person is imma ture

I 
person lacks will power - -i pe rson has no self—discipline

(Note: No reference ever made to environment)

CATEGORY 3. DRUG USING SUBCULTURE

I peer pressure
used drugs before entering Army

• not Army ’s prcblem (f ault)
I I identify wit h civilian way of life

every body does it 
—

[ CATEGORY 4. COPE WITH PROBLEMS

• personal

ii job
Army leade rsh ip, rules & regulations

I boredom

I army faci li t ies
off—pos t environment
general 

- 

- ‘

I I
Ii H-
‘II
Ii - 1 , 0

Ii
Ii

-~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~_
—
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L EXAMP LES OF RESPONSES JNCLU D EI )

IN ThE “HOW TO REDUCE DRUG USE ”

CODING CATEGORIES .

CATEGORY 1. iMPROVE QUAL I TY OF LI FE

better medical facilities
better food

E more privacy, let private possessions be secured
better pay , overseas compensation
hair length

I rotate units
station EM closer to It ome
make Army l i f e  less monotonous

I relax pass policy L
shorter tours I ‘~provide transportation to get home -

~~~~

more personal freedom (off—duty), relax stringent regulations
make it easier to continue education in the A rmy
more liberal transfer policies

F 
provide government housing for all maried KM
provide cultural exchange programs

L CATEGORY 2. EMPHASIZE DETECTION & PUNISHMENT

make frequent rounds through barracks
- 

keep urinalysis program
make discipline more strict

1. tighten up secur ity on pos t
disciplinary action

r make drug laws harsher
I. separate known users from other men

- .I CATEGORY 3. DE— EMP IIAS J ZE DRUG PROBLEM ‘ :- 
-

up to the individual

I stop shake downs at nigh t - ‘

stop making such an issue of drug use
F 

less attention to drugs
f 

- individual ’s own thing - -

legalize marijuana

- L .

II -

A-67
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I’-
11 CATEGORY 4a. RECRUIT BETTER PEOPLE

~ improve Army recruiting ~nogram

CATEGORY 4b. GET HONEST RECR UITORS

CATEGORY Sa . DISCHARGE USERS AN I) iNCOMPETENTS

m 
get users out of Army

- remove irresponsible men

CATEGORY Sb. ALLOW USERS TO RESIGN

I- I CATEGORY 6. IMPROV E I) LE ADERSH I P & COMM UNICATIONS

cut harrassment by officers and NcO ’sI need a go—between between CO & EM
eliminate discrimination between ranks
more equitable discipline

I make officers more human
increased attention to needs and interests of EM
counsel men
improve communications

CATEGORY 7. JOB ENRICHMENT

I make promot ions fair
put men in MOS they want

I allow change in MOS if not satisfied
more interesting and realistic t raining
give man usable skill
more well—defined missionsI more responsibilities for men

I CATEGORY 8. IMPROVED DRUG EDUCATION

CATEGORY 9. IMI ’R OV U) REHABILITAT I ON SYSTEM

clean record af ter  rehabilitatio n

I qualif ied s ta f f  on rehabilitatio n
not concern of ci) — concern of rehabilitation
sensible handling of drug users

I -

I
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~ I CATEGORY 10. KEE l’ MEN BUSY

work hard er in the day
- [ keep them const antly occupied

-
- ‘ demand more from troo ps

I 
‘

_ _  

-
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