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ABSTRACT
The study was designed to determine the effects of

command position--battalion commander and company commander--Upon
evaluations of the desirability of certain leader actions. Twenty-two
U.S. Army officers who had served as battalion commanders (Group I)
and 22 who had served as company commanders (Group II) rated 36
leader actions on their desirability for battalion and for company
commanders. Battalion commanders do not differentiate betw?en the two
command levels on the desirability of leader actions. Company
commanders differentiate about actions concerned with the
centralization of authority and responsibility and consider these to
be more desirable for both command levels. Both groups rated positive
motivation and emotional support as desirable and punitive or
negatively motivating actions as slightly undesirable. The
implications of the differences in expectations about leader behavior
on effective organizational functioning, leadership doctrine, and
training are discussed. (Author)
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FOREWORD

The primary purpose of the research described in this report was to determine the
effects of command position upon judged desirability of certain empirically derived leader
actions for battalion commanders and company commanders An additional purpose was
to identify differences between the two command levels in terms of desirability of tie
actions foi incumbents of the positions

The report describes the results of a further analysis of data collected in a study by
Major James I. Muir in support of Work Unit FORGE, Factors in Military Organizational
Effectiveness, a research project conducted by the Human Resources Research
Organization. The study was in partial fulfillment of requirements for completion of the
Human Factors Elective of the Infantry Officers Advanced Course, U.S. Army Infantry
School. The questionnaire used in the study was developed by Major Allen Pasco, also in
partial fulfillment of requirements for the Human Factors Elective.

The study was supervised under Technical Advisory Service by HumRRO Division
No. 4 at Fort Benning, Georgia. Further analysis of the data was carried out under Work
Unit FORGE. Dr. T.O. Jacobs is Director of the Division and Dr. J.A. Olmstead is
FORGE Work Unit Leader.

Military liaison and support were provided by the U.S. Army Infantry Human
Research Unit. LTC Chester I. Christie was Unit Chief when this research was conducted
and LTC Willys E. Savis is the current Chief.

HumRRO research for Department of the Army is conducted under Contract
DAHC 19-73-0004. Basic Research in Military Group Effectiveness is performed under
Army Project 2Q061102B74B.

Meredith P. Crawford
President

Human Resources Research Organization



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

MILTARY PROBLEM

The effectiveness of a military organization depends upon the mutually complemen-
tary activities of its personnel. However, a serious impediment to effectiveness can arise
when individuals who occupy different command levels possess conflicting views concern-
ing the leadership behavior appropriate for their respective roles.

Such differences in viewpoint are frequently reported, but neither the precise nature
of the differences nor their sources have been identified previously. Specific knowledge
concerning such differences, their nature, and their origins would provide useful bases for
leadership doctrine and training.

RESEARCH PROBLEM

The purpose of the study was to determine the effects of occupancy of two
command positionsbattalion commander and company commanderupon evaluations of
desirability of certain common leader actions for incumbents of the twc positions. An
additional objective was to determine whether experienced officers judge the actions to
be differentially desirable for the two positions.

METHOD

Two groups of U.S. Army officers completed a questionnaire on which respondents
were required to judge 36 leader actions in terms of their desirability for battalion
commanders and for company commanders. The officers were classified according to
command experience. Group I consisted of 22 staff members of the U.S. Army Infantry
School who had recently served as battalion commanders. Group II consisted of 22
student officers in the Advanced Course of the Infantry School who had recently served
as company commanders.

For purposes of analysis, each of the leader actions was assigned to one of four
"functional areas" according to a modification of Bales' category system for interaction
process analysis. The functional areas were as follows:

(1) Task Centralized Actions, those actions concerned with the mission or task
which center authority or responsibility in the leader.

(2) Task Decentralized Action, those actions concerned with the mission or
task which decentralize authority or responsibility to subordinates.

(3) Social-Emotional Positive Actions, those actions that principally affect the
interpersonal, emotional, and motivational relations of the leader with
other personnel and that are usually interpreted as positive or rewarding.

(4) Social-Emotional Negative Actions, those actions that principally affect the
interpersonal, emotio.ial, and motivational relations of the leader with
other personnel and are usually internreted as negative or punishing.

Ratings by the two officer groups of the desirability of the leader actions for each
of two "levels of command" (hattithon commander and company commander) were
compared on the basis of functional area scores through the use of analysis-of-variance
procedures.



PRINCIPAL RESULTS

(1) A significant interaction was found between command experience. rated level of
command, and functional area, indicating that battalion commanders and company
c:Immanders rated leader actions differently for the two leeis within certain functional
areas

(2) Within each functional area, rating, by battalion commanders indicated no
differences between levels of command in desirability of leadership actions

(3) Task Centralized actions were judged by con--any commanders to be more
desirable for company commanders than for battalion commanders.

(1) Company commanders rated 'Task Decentralized .ctions as more desirable for a
battalion commander than did battalion commanders.

(5) Company commanders rated Task Decentralized actions as ,core e'eArable for a
comreny commander than did battalion commanders

eti) For combined command levels and groups, Task Decertrahzed and Social-
Emotional Positive actions were rated as more desirable than other functional areas.

(7) For combined command levels and groups, Social-Em-hona! Negative actions
were judged least desirable among the functional areas.

(8) Within the Social- Emotional Positive and Social-Emotional Negative areas, each
group rated such actions as equally desirable for both levels of c ommand.

(9) No category of leader actions was judged by either experience group to he
desirable for one command level but undesirable for the other.

CONCLUSIONS

(1) Command position influences the evaluations of officers with regard to certain
leader actions. This conclusion is compatible with a finding of the U.S. Army War College
Study of Leadership for the Professional Soldier that perception of the relative importance
and de,irability of leadership actiolis varies among grade levels.

(2) Battalam commanders do not differentiate between, command levels as to the
desirability of leader actions. Company commanders differentiate between command
levels with regard to actions concerned with centralization of authority and responsibility.

(3) Company commanders consider decentralized actions to he more desirable for
both battalion commanders and company commanders than do battalion commanders

(4) Both battalion commanders and company commanders consider positively moti-
vating actions to he highly desirable for both command levels and punitive or threatening
actions to he slightly undesirable for both levels

(5) The results represent the best judgments of experienced battalion commanders
and company commanders, and, accordingly, warrant consideration by leaders and
designers of leadership training.

(6) The small number of individuals included in the sample suggests the necessity
for caution in generalizing the results to the total officer population. Furthermore, since
the study was limited to Infantry officers, caution should he exercised in generalizing the
results to the technical services
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INTRODUCTION

MILITARY PROBLEM

A military organization is a complex system and its effectiveness depends upon the
mutually complementa7y activities of all personnel. An especially serious impediment to
effectiveness can arise when individuals who occupy different command levels possess
conflicting views of their roles. Such differences may result in blocked communication,
duplication of effort, errors of omission and commission, and, in some instances, outright
antagonism between individuals who occupy critical leadership positions.

Because conflicting views concerning the execution of leadership functions may lead
to problems, a battalion commander may encounter difficulty in obtaining precisely the
performance he desires from a company ( ommand 'r if hi, views and his subordinate's
views of their leadership responsibilities differ a different perspective, a company
commander may feel restricted in the execution of hi, (_lutie, according to his own best
judgment, because his concept of leadership differs from that of his battalion
commander.

Differences in viewpoint concerning leadership are frequently reported, but neither
the precise nature of the differences nor their sources have been previously identified.
Accordingly, specific knowledge concerning such differences, their nature, and their
sources would provide useful inputs for leadership doctrine and training.

BACKGROUND

Differences in viewpoints concerning desirable leadership behavior may be due to
simple variation between individuals. However, there is considerable evidence that the role
a person occupies is a more influential determinant of his view of leadership, and that
perspectives change as he moves through the chain of command (1). It appears that
individuals who occupy the same levels within an organization will develop somewhat
uniform conceptions about leadership, and these ideas may be different from those held
by personnel at either higher or lower levels (2, 3). Thus, an individual may possess one
concept of leadership as a company commander, but service as a battalion commander
can result in some modification of his views concerning desirable leadership behavior for
both a company commander and a battalion commander.

The effects of such differences in role perceptions have been documented (4, 2, 5).
One common difficulty is the overt conflict between superior and subordinate that may
arise because of differing perceptions of the proper role for the subordinate. A more
complex problem is the internal conflict that may he experienced by a subordinate who
is aware that his view of how he should lead differs from his superior's expectations
concerning his leadership actions. A similar conflict may be experienced by a superior
officer if he becomes aware that his convictions about how he should lead contradict a
subordinate's image of desirable leadership by superiors.

It is apparent that occupancy of different organizational levels may result in

differing views of desirable leadership behavior, and that these views can cause serious
problems which may impede effectiveness.

10
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RESEARCH PROBLEM

The purpose or this study was to identify differences. If any, between the judgments
of battalion cor. (minders and company commanders concerning the desirability of certain
common leader actions for both hattalior commanders and company commanders.
Specifically, the study was designed to an,' er the following questions

(1) Do battalion commanders and company commanders differ in their evalua-
tions of the desirai ;ility of ...ertain common leader actions for battalion
commanders?

(2) Do they differ in their evaluations of the desirability of the same actions
for company commanders')

(3) Do battalion commanders and company commanders judge the actions to
be equally desirable for both?

(4) If differences are found in connection with Questions 1, 2, or 3, what
kinds of leader actions are involved?

METHOD

The study was designed to allow a comparison between the judgments of former
battalion or brigade commanders and those of former company commanders concerning
the desirability of a number of leader at tions for battalion and company commanders.

PARTICIPANTS

Two groups of U.S. Army officers participated in the study, which was conducted at
Fort Benning, Georgia. One group was composed of former brigade or battalion com-
manders; ,,he other group consisted of former company commanders. The 1.1 participants
had acquired their command experience during service in the Republic of Vietnam.

Contingent upon their level of command experience, participants were placed in
Group I or Group II. Groh!) I was composed of 22 officers, of whom 19 had commanded
battalions, one had commanded a brigade but not a battalion, and two had commanded
brigades and battalion-equivalent units (U.S. Special Forces C Detachment Commander
and Battle Group Deputy Commander). In the remainder of the report, this group will he
referred to as "battalion commanders." Group II consisted of 22 officers whose most
recent command experience was that of company commander. Characteristics of the two
groups are presented in Table I,

At the time of the study, all participants were assigned to Fort Benning. The former
company commanders were students in the Infantry Officers Advanced Course, U S.
Army Infantry School (USAIS), and the former "battalion commanders" were members
of the staff of the Infantry School.

DATA COLLECTION

Comparisons between the two groups were made on the basis of responses to a
questionnaire dealing with ratings of desirability of various types of leader behavior The
respondents were given the questionnaire and asked to ieturn it after completion The
questionnaire was designed to elicit ratings of actual leader actions and to permit analyses
of scores for functional areas.

4



Table 1

Characteristics of Subjects

Descriptors IGroup I Group II

Rank

COL 8

LTC 14

MAJ 2

CPT 20

Mean military experience (years) 20.6 7 2

Mean agP (years) 41 8 28 3

Education
High school 1

1-3 years college 1 3

4 years college 11 17

Graduate work 10 1

Development of the Questionnaire

The objective was to develop a questionnaire that would be relevant for military
personnel and would be conceptually sound. To obtain a pool of relevant items, 180
members of Infantry Officer Advanced Class No.68-1 (USAIS) were asked to list 10
behaviors that are frequently exhib ted by battalion commanders, battalion staff officers,
and company commanders, and to rank the behaviors in order of desirability. The
behav,or descriptions thus obtained provided a pool of genuine leader actions from which
items could be selected for inclusion in the questionnaire.

Bales' (6) categories for interaction process analysis served as the conceptual basis
for item selection. Bales devised 12 categories that encompass most of the behavior
exhibited by group members during problem-solving interaction. These categories, in turn,
are grouped into four '-,,oad functional areas: (a) Task-Oriented Questions, (b) Task-
Oriented Answers, (c) Social-Emotional Positive Reactions, and (d) Social-Emotional Nega-
tive Reactions.

For this study, the Bales system was adapted for a military context. Leader actions
relevant to each of Bales' 12 categories were selected frcm the item pool. To make them
more appropriate in a military operational context, two of the Bales functional areas
were renamed. In the questionnaire used in the study described here, items can be
grouped into four functional areas:

(1) Tasx Centralized Actions (TC). Those actions that are mainly concerned
with the mission, task, or work and that serve to increase personal control
of the leader or to otherwise center authority or responsibility in the
command level being evaluated.

(2) Task Decentralized Actions (TD). Those actions that are mainly concerned
with the mission, task, or work and that serve to decentralize authority and
responsibility or to otherwise increase the contributions of subordinates.

(3) Social-Emotional Positive Actions (SE+). Those actions that principally
affect the interpersonal, emotional, and motivational relations of the leader
with other personnel (superiors, peers, subordinate) and that are usually
interpreted as positive or rewarding.

n ,--1%



anal- Emotional Negative Actions (SE). Those actions that principally
effect the interpersonal, emotional, and motivational relations of the leader
with other personnel (superiors, peers, subordinates) and that are usually
interpreted as negative or punishing.

Items were randomly distributed within the questionnaire and were not identified asrelated t any functional area. However, such classification permits recovery of data byarea, an ,,mputation of area scores makes it possible to compare desirability of actions
according to the function served.

Forty-five leader actions were selected for inclusion. The questionnaire was then
administered to 160 members of the Infantry Officer Advanced Course Class No. 68-2(USA'S). The respondents were required to rate the desirability of each item for
battalion commanders and company commanders on a six-point scale (described below).The responses were analyzed and each item was evaluated for reliability, clarity, and
content validity. After faulty items were discarded, 36 descriptions of leader actions wereretained.

Thus, the items contained in the questionnaire were descriptive of actual leaderactions as provided by experienced officers, they were selected on the basis of an
extensively tested conceptual framework, and both the items and the response procedure
were pretested with subjects sinolar to many of those who participatec in this study

Format

The questionnaire is shown in Appendix A. The respondents were required to judgeeach of the 36 leader actions in terms of its desirability for each of two command
levelsbattalion commanders and company commanders. They rated each action by
recording a number indicating degree of desirability in a blank space next to each of the
command levels listed below the action description. The desirability scale and the values
corresponding to each alternative were:

Very Undesirable 1

Undesirable 2
Slightly Undesirable 3
Slightly Desirable 4
Desirable 5
Very Desirable 6

The scale forces respondents to record a definite positive (desirable) or negative
(undesirable) response for each item. Neutral or undecided responses were not permitted.
This procedure was used to forestall a frequently noted tendency to over-respond in thecentral area of a scale when a mid-point alternative is provided.

The questionnaire included a cover sheet on which respondents recorded personaldatarank, age, lens n of commissioned service, education, and military experience
according to position and time served in position under both combat and noncombat
situations. This information was needed to provide data concerning characteristics of the
sample surveyed and for the classification necessary for comparisons h "tween levels of
command experience. Respondents were not required to identify themselve,.

ANALYSIS

Data were available concerning the desirability of leader actions for battalion
commanders and company commanders, as rated by former "battalion commanders" and
former company commanders.

An item score is the desirability value assigned to an action for a particular
command level. Therefore, within each group, two scores for each action were available
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for analysis. Functional area scores were also computed for each rated command level.
Appendix B presents the classification of c.F...iurinairc items by functional area.

Functional Area Scores. Within each command level, a score for a functional area is
the group's mean of item scores for all actions subsumed under that area. The use of
means was necessary for comparisons between functional areas, because numbers of items
within areas were not equal.

Group Comparisons. The study was designed to provide comparisons of command-
level functional area scores between two groups of subjects who differed according to
command expenence. The main analysis involved the use of analysis-of-variance pro-
cedures for repeated measures (7) in a 2 x 2 x 4 (Command Experience x Rated Level of
Command x Functional Area) design. This method permits analysis of the effects of
command experience upon desirability ratings for each command level and each func-
tional area. Where significant interaction was found, simple main-effects tests (8) were.._
used to identify sources of interaction.

RESULTS

The means and standard deviations of ratings by the two groups for each leader
action according to rated levels of command are shown in Appendix B. The results
discussed in this section are concerned with group comparisons of functional area scores;
ratings given to specific actions may be ascertained from Al pendix B.

A comparison of group functional area scores is shown in Table 2 and results of the
principal analysis of variance are shown in Table 3. No significant differences were found
between levels of command experience when this variable was considered alone. On the
other hand, significant differences were found between Rated Level of Command and
between Functional Areas.

Table 2

Comparison of Functional Area Scores

Command
Experience

Rated Level
of

Command

Fun'tuonal Area

Task
Centralized

Task
Decentralized

Social-Emotional SDcial-E motional
Positiv... Negative

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Bn CO Bn CO 4.06 .67 4 41 .98 4.76 .89 3 09 .86

Co CO 4.29 .85 4.25 .90 4.80 .91 3.19 79

Co CO Bn CO 4.09 .57 4.97 .53 4.69 .41 3.35 68

Co CO 4.50 .60 4.71 .51 4.89 .40 3.35 73

Total 4 23 .70 4.59 .31 4.78 .70 3.24 78

Significant interaction occurred between Rated Level of Command and Functional
Area and between Command Experience, Rated Level of Command, and Functional
Areas. These significant interactions indicate ti'at levels of command vs ere rated
differently for the several functional areas, and +hat judgments of former battalion
commanders and company commanders were different for Rated Level of Command in at
least some functional areas.

14
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Table 3

Anaiy:,,.: of Variance for Functional Area Scores

Sources dl MS F

Between Subjects 43
A (Command Experience) 1 4 03 1 52 NS
Subjects within groups 42 2.66

Within Subjects 308
B (Rated Levels of Command) 1 .40 8 00 <.01
AB 1 .00 <1 NS
Bx Subjects within groups 42 05

C (Functional Areas) 3 41 19 76.28 <.01
AC 3 102 1.89 NS
CxSubjects within groups 126 .54

BC 3 1.06 24.65 <.01
ARC 3 .16 3.72 <.05
BCxSubjects within groups 126 043

Because of the significant interactions, direct interpretation of the main effects was
not feasible. In order to identify the sources of differences within the different levels of
each variable, significant interactions were analyzed further by tests of simple effects (8).
Table 4 shows the simple effects test peiformed in further analysis of the significant BC
interaction (Rated Level of Command x Functional Area).

Table 4

Summary of Analysis of Variance for Simple Effects
Associated With the

Rated Level of Command x Functional Area Interaction

Source dl MS F

Test for simple effects of
Rated Level of Command for
Functional Areas.

Functional Area TC 1 2.23 49.56 <.01
Functional Area TD 1 1.00 22.22 <.01
Functional Area SE+ 1 .31 6 89 <.01
Functional Area SE 1 05 1.11 NS
Error B+BC 168 .045

Test for simple effects of
Functional Area for
Rated Level of Command.

Bn CO 3 20.37 70.24 <.01
Co CO 3 21.89 75.48 < 01
Error C+BC 252 .29



When judgments of the two experience groups are pooled, results of the simple
effects test show that the company commander position received sign-fv.antly higher
ratings than the battalion commander position for both TC and SE+ actions. For the TD
functional area, it was judged significantly more desirable for a battalion commander to
display this type of behavior than for a company commander to do so. Furthermore,
differences between functional areas occurred within each rated level of command.
However, these results must be qualified by the additional analysis of the significant ABC

interaction.
Table 5 shows the results of the simple effects test performed ;n further

analysis of the significant ABC interaction (Command Experience x Rated Level of

Table 5

Summary of Analysis of Variance for Simple Effects
Associated With Interaction Between

Command Experience, Rated Level of Command, and Functional Area

Source df MS F P

Test for simple effects of Command
Experience on Rated Level of
Command for Functional Areas

Bn CO for Functional Area TC 1 .50 <1 NS

BN CO for Functional Area TD 1 2.41 4.30 <.05
Co CO for Functional Area TC 1 .01 <1 NS

Co CO for Functional Area TD 1 3.44 6.14 <.05

Bn CO for Functional Area SE+ 1 .10 <1 NS

Bn CO for Functional Area SE- 1 .27 <1 NS

Co CO for Functional Area SE+ 1 .06 <1 NS

Co CO for Functional Area SE- 1 .79 1.41 NS

Error within cell 336 .56

Test for Command Experience x
Rated Level of Command Inter-
action for Functional Areas

Functional Area TC 1 .20 4.44 <.05
Functional Area TD 1 .05 1.11 NS

Functional Area SE+ 1 .17 3.78 NS

Functional Area SE- 1 .07 1,56 NS

Error AB+ABL 168 .045

Test for Command Experience x
Functional Area Interaction for
Rated Level of Command

Bn CO 3 .29 1.00 NS

Co CO 3 .89 3.07 NS

Error AC+ABC 252 .29

Test for Functional Area x Rated
Level cf Command Interaction for
Command Experience

Former Bn COs 3 .91 21.16 <.01

Former Co COs 3 .30 6.98 <.01

Error BCxSs within groups 126 .043
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Effects of Command Experience Upon Desirability Scores
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Command x Functional Area). For assistance in interpretation of Table 5, Figure 1 illus-
trates the scores for each functional area according to rated level of command and experi-
ence of the raters.

From the section of Table 5 that shows the test for simple effects of command
experience upon ratings assigned the two levels of command for each functional area, two
significant results can be noted. The first is concerned with the effects of command
experience upon ratings given the battalion commander position for Task Decentralized
actions (F = 4.30, p < .05) and indicates a difference between the command experience
groups in judging the desirability of leader actions that serve to decentralize authority
and responsibility. Reference to Figure 1 shows that former company commanders
assigned highei desirability ratings than former battalion commanders to decentralized
actions for battalion commanders. The second result indicates a significant effect of
command experience upon the desirability of Task Decentralized actions for company
commanders (F = 6.14, p < .05). Figure 1 shows that former company commanders rated
these actions more desirable for company commanders than did former battalion
commanders.

In that section of Table 5 c veering the test for interaction between command
experience and rated level of command for each functional area, a significant result is
shown only for Task Centralized actions (F = 4.44, p < .05). From Figure 1 and Table 2,
it can be concluded that former battalion commanders consider these actions equally
desirable for both levels, whereas former company commanders judge them to be more
desirable for company commanders. Both former battalion commanders and company
commanders consider TC actions about equally desirable for battalion commanders. Of
special significance here is the fact that former battalion commanders did not dis-
criminate between command levels within any functional area. The noted difference for
Task Centralized actions is due solely to the differentiai judgments of former company
commanders.

The last section of Table 5 shows that interaction between functional area and rated
level of command was significant for both command-experience groups. These results
indicate that scores for each level of command varied, according to functional area, for
each command-experience group considered separately.

DISCUSSION

The principal purpose of CI's study was to determine whether individuals who
occupy two levels of command within a battalion differ in their views concerning the
desirability of leadership actions for incumbents of the two positions. The discussion to
follow will be addressed to this issue and its implications. It should be noted that mean
ratings for each of the leader actions included in the questionnaire are shown in
Appendix B. Reference to these data will provide information concerning the desirability
or undesirability of any specific action, as judged by experienced officers.

The results of this study indicate that company commanders do, in fact, differ from
battalion commanders in their evaluations of leader actions; however, the differences are
localized within certain specific types of behavior and, mainly, are due to greater
differentiation between levels by company commanders. Principal differences were found
in evaluations of leader actions concerned with the assignment and supervision of
missions, tasks, or work (Task Centralized and Task Decentralized Actions). Thus,
company commanders judge it to be more desirable for both levels to decentralize
authority and responsibility than do battalion commanders. Because battalion com-
manders consider Task Decentralized actions to be somewhat more than "slightly

18
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detArable" for both command levels. ratings of these actions by company con.nianders
were significantly higher and approached "desirable" for both levels.

On the other hand, both company commanders and battalion commanders Ridge the
centralization of authonty and responsibility to 1w only "slightly desirable" for battalion
commanders. In addition, battalion commanders judge these action, to be no more
desirable for company commanders than for themselves, company commanders. however,
consider centralized actions significantly more desirable for themsekes than for battalion
commanders.

Both company commanders and hattalion commanders consider positix ely moti-
vating and rewarding actions (SE+) to be equally "highly desirable" for both levels of
command. Both groups also judge punitive and negatively motivating actions (SE) to be
"slightly undesirable" for the two levels. Battalion commanders and company com-
manders do -)t differ in their evaluations of positive and negative motivating actions, and
neither group differentiates between levels of command w;th regard to these actions.

Probably the most significant result of this study is the finding that battalion
commanders do not differentiate between desirability of leader actions for the two
command levels within any of the functional areas, whereas company commanders make
such differentiations with regard to actions concerned with task or mission accomplish-
ment and supervision of work. ,Npparently battalion commanders hold to the frequently
cited concept which states that "leadership is the same for all levels, but the problems
become more complex as one moves up the eh am of command." On the other hand.
company commanders we some genuine differences between the two levels with regard to
the centralization of responsibility and extent of detailed supervision of operatums.

The principal source of differences lies in the stronger advocacy by company
commanders of decentralization and, what is more, of increasing decentralization as onemoves up the chain of command These differences could be attributed to many
causes the greater experience of battalion commanders coupled with their having been
exposed to the problems of both levels, the broader perspective resulting from the
command of t battalion. the reaction of company commanders against what is perceived
as excessive control by higher levels, or the more recent exposure of the company
commanders to instruction in current doctrine that advocates decentralization. However.
reasons for the differences, while relevant, do not alter the fact that occupancy of
different positions in a battalion is accompanied by corresponding differences in per-
ceptions of roles and responsibilities.

The results of this study are compatible with findings of the U.S Army War College
Study of Leadership for the Professional Soldier (9) In the " ar College study, differences
Inqween p,frade levels were found in perceptions of relative importance and desirability of
various leadership actions. From the results of these two stiahe,,, it is apparent that the
perspective of organizational position influences perceptions of leadership behavior and,
therefore, determines the ways in which such behavior will be evaluated by both superiorsand subordinates.

Several implicatio s are suggested by the results First. the data are the pooled
opinions of experienced officers who have recently serval under current mmbat
conditions, m the positions of battalion commander and company commander,
respectively. The noted differences between the two groups of officers have significance
for the effectiveness of battalion operations. It would appear that the effectiveness of
leaders at both levels might be improved, or at least their problems might be simplified, if
leadership training included instruction «ificerning potential differences in viewpoints
between the levels.

The second implication is concerned with leaning company commanders like those
represented by the sample used m this study. Leaders are most effective in influencing
subordinates when the views of superior and subordinate agree concerning their respective

12



leadership roles (5, 10). Differences such as those noted in this report are potential
impediments to such effectiveness; accordingly, where possible, the differences should he
clarified and resolved. If this resolution is not achieved, the minimum requirement is that
the subordinate clearly understand his commander's concept of both leadership roles.
Thus, even if the subordinate does not entirely agree with his commander's concept, he
will have no doubts concerning the commander's expectations of him and will also he
able to predict the superior's actions with a reasonable degree of accuracy.

Effective performance of leadership roles comes about through understanding, and
the effects of differences such as those noted in this report can be resolved, or at least
minimized, when superior officers take the initiative to establish communication con-

cerning leadership activities with subordinates. Subordinates are usually reluctant to
initiate resolution of differences oi. clanfication of role expectations, so if such actions
are to occur, the initiative will usually fall to the superior in the relationship. Because
role relationships develop best when they :lave a good beginning. effectiveness will he
enhanced if the superior makes himself sensitive, at an early stage, to the problem of his
relationship with subordinates. It also will be helpful if he knows clearly what leadership
roles he perceives for his subordinates and for himself, because he can then anticipate any
incompatibilities that may an.-se. Finally, it is important that he carefully and clearly
communicate his views to his subordinates and, furthermore, that he ensures that his
subordinates understand what he intends their leadership roles to be.

A final implication is that the results confirm the value of a research-based approach
for understanding military leadership. They demonstrate that it is possible tc identify in
concrete terms specific sources of potential leadership problems and to determine
directions for improved training and application.
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Appendix A

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

Purpose: The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine the desirability of
particular leadership behaviors in Battalion and Company Commanders.

Personal Data

1. Rank
2. Age
3. Length of service yrs.
4. Education:

a. High School yrs.
b. College yrs.
c. Graduate School yrs.

5. Experience: Indicate type and length of experience by writing in the appro-
priate blanks the length of time that you have served in each position.

Combat Noncombat
Battalion Commander
Battalion XO
Battalion Staff Officer
Company Commander
Platoon Leader

t
NOTE: This questionnaire is an anonymous survey of opinions, i.e., respondents

will not be identified in any way by name. There are no right or wrong
answers. Please answer frankly, based on your personal opinion and experience.
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INSTRUCTIONS

Please rate each of the actions described below for its desirability in a Battalion
Commander and for its desirability in a Company Commander, according to the
following scale:

1. Very undesirable
2. Undesirable
3. Slightly undesirable
4. Slightly desirable
5. Desirable
6. Very desirable

Rate each action by placing a number indicating its degree of desirability (based
on the rating scale given above) for a Battalion Commander and for a Company Com-
mander in the blank space next to each position.

ACTIONS TO BE RATED

1. Often stresses formality in his relationships with subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

2. Is often primarily concerned with the men's safety and welfare.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

3. Often places the mission ahead of men's safety and welfare.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

4. Frequently maintains informal relations with subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

5. Frequently coordinates work of subordinate officers.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

6. Frequently lets subordinates make their decisions about how to carry out
the missions he assigns them.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

7. Is often antagonistic and aggressive toward subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

8. Frequently helps subordinate officers in personal matters.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

9. Often reprimands subordinates for lack of effort.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

10. Frequently appears irritated.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander
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1. Very undesir? Die
2. Undesirable
3. Slightly undesirable
4. Slightly desirable
5. Desirable
6. Very desirable

ACTIONS TO BE RATED

11. Makes few decisions without consulting subordinate officers.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

12. Often appeals for good performance.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

13. Often asks subordinate officers for suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

14. Often warns subordinates agai'ist poor performance.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

15. Often agrees with subordinate officers' ideas and suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

16. Is often accessible to subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

17. Makes most decisions without consulting subordinate officers.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

18. Often agrees with fellow officers' ideas and suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

19. Frequently provides information about the task or mission.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

20. Closely supervises every detail of missions he assigns.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

21. Often displays a sense of humor.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

22. Frequently suggests ways to accomplish mission.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

23. Often rewards and praises subordinates for their accomplishments.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander
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1. Very undesirable
2. Undesirable
3. Slightly undesirable
4. Slightly desirable
5. Desirable
6. Very desirable

ACTIONS TO BE RATED

22

24. Often rewards and praises subordinates for their efforts.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

25. Often disagrees with fellow officers' ideas and suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

26. Frequently checks on every step of subordinates' execution of assignments.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

27. Often explains or gives reasons why things should be done.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

28. Often asks for opinions of subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

29. Frequently checks on mission accomplishment rather than on each step of
its execution.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

30. Often reprimands subordinates for inadequate accomplishment.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

31. Often gives opinion to subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

32. Frequently disagrees with subordinate officers' ideas and suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

33. Frequently seeks information from subordinF t,2 officers about the task or mission.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

34. Often disagrees with senior officers' ideas and suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

35. Often indicates what performance is expected of subordinates.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander

36. Often agrees with senior officers' ideas and suggestions.
Battalion Commander
Company Commander
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Appendix B

COMPARISON OF TUNCTIONAL AREA SCORES FOR
RATED LEVEL OF COMMAND BY COMMAND EXPERIENCE GROUP

Leader Actions (Within Functional Areas Ia

Rated
Level

of
Command

Task Centralized (TC)
Frequently coordinates work of
subordinate officers (5).

Makes most decisions without con-
sulting subordinate officers (17).

Frequently provides information
about the task or mission (19). _

Closely supervises every detail of

missions he assigns (20).

Frequently suggests ways to
accomplish mission (22).

Frequently checks on every step of
subordinates' execution of assign-

ments (26).

Often gives opinion to subordinates
(31).

Often indicates what performance
is expected of subordinates (35).

Task Decentralized (TD)

Frequently lets subordinates roake
their decisions about how to wry
out the missions he assigns then (6).

Makes few decisions without consulting
subordinate officers (11).

Often asks subordinate officers for
suggestions (13).

Often asks for opinions of
subordinates (28).

Command Experience

Battalion Commander Company Commander

Mean 1 SD Mean SD

Bn CO 40 1.6 4.1 1.3

Co CO 4.5 1.8 5.1 .9

Bn CO 3.0 1.2 2.2 .7

Co CO 3.3 1.3 2.8 '1.0

Bn CO 5.5 1.4 5.6 .6

Co CO 5.4 1.4 5.7 .5

Bn CO 3.4 1.6 3.5 L5
Co CO 3.8 1.8 4.2 1 4

Bn CO 4.4 1.2 4.7 .9

Co CO 45 1.3 4.9 8

Bn CO 2.6 1.4 2.6 1.1

Co CO 3.1 1.4 3.3 1.4

Bn CO 4.6 1.0 4.2 1.1

Co CO 4.6 1.1 4.3 1.3

Bn CO 4.9 1.4 5.5 .6

Co CO 5.0 1.3 5.7 .6

Bn CO 4.7 1.9 5.6 9

Co CO 4.3 1.8 5.2 .9

Bn CO 3.1 1.5 4.2 1.5

Co CO 3.0 1.5 4.3 1.1

Bn CO 4.7 1.4 5.1 .8

Co CO 4.5 1.3 4.9 .8

Bn CO 4.5 15 5.2 6

Co CO 4.5 15 5.0 .7

(Continued)
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Leader Actions (Within Functional Areas la

Frequently checks on mission accom-
plishment rather than on each step
of its execution (29).

Frequently seeks information from
subordinate officers about the task
or mission (33).

Social-Emotional Positive (SE+)

Is often primarily concerned with the
men's safety and welfare (2).

Frequently maintains informal
relationships with subordinates (4).

Frequently helps subordinate officers
in personal matters (8).

Often appeals for good performance (12).

Often agrees with subordinate officers'
ideas and suggestions (15).

Is often accessible to subordinates (16).

Often agrees with fellow officers' ideas
and suggestions (18).

Often displays a sense of humor (21).

Often rewards and praises subordinates
for their accomplishments (23).

Often rewards and praises subordinates
for their efforts (24).

Often explains or gives reasons why
things should be done (27).

Often agrees with senior officers'
ideas and suggestions (36).

Social-Emotional Negative (SE-)

Often stresses formality in his
relationships with subordinates (1).

24

Often places the mission ahead of
men's safety and welfare (3).

Rated
Level
of

Command

Command Experience

Battalion Commander Company Commander

Mean SD Mean SD

Bn CO 5.5 1.1 5.2 1.2
Co CO 5.3 1.2 4.8 1.2

Bn CO 3.8 1.5 4.5 1.3
Co CO 3.9 1.5 4.0 1.3

Bn CO 5.1 1.3 4.4 1.2
Co CO 5.1 1.3 4.6 1.3

Bn CO 4.0 1.5 3.0 1.3
Co CO 3.9 1.5 3.8 1.5

Bn CO 5.0 1.1 4.9 1.1

Co CO 5.4 1.1 5.4 .9

Bn CO 4.2 1.5 4.7 1.3
Co CO 4.4 1.6 4.7 1.3

Bn CO 4.6 1.1 4.6 .6
Co CO 4.5 1.1 4.5 .7

Bn CO 5.3 1.5 5.5 .6

Co CO 5.4 1.4 5.9 .3

Bn CO 4.4 1.0 4.3 .9

Co CO 4.4 1.1 4.3 .8

Bn CO 5.3 1.1 5.2 .6
Co CO 5.2 1.2 5.3 .5

Bn CO 5.7 1.1 5.6 .6
Co CO 5.6 1.1 5.8 .5

Bn CO 5.6 1.1 5.3 .7

Co CO 5.5 1.1 5.5 .6

Bn CO 4.4 1.6 4.6 1.0

Co CO 4.5 1.7 4.9 1.1

Bn CO 4.0 1.2 3.9 1.1

Co CO 4.0 1.2 4.0 1.1

Bn CO 3.5 1.4 4.5 1.2
Co CO 3.5 1.4 3.8 1.5

Bn CO 4.3 1.7 4.8 1.0
Co CO 4.1 1.7 4.6 1.1

(Continued)
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Leader Actions (Within Functional Areas)a

Rated
Level

of
Command

Command Experience

Battalion Commander Company Commander

Mean SD Mean SD

Is often antagonistic and aggressive Bn CO 1.7 .8 1.8 1.0
toward subordinates (7). Co CO 1.7 .8 1.7 1.0

Often reprimands subordinates for Bn CO 4.1 1 3 4.1 1.4
lack of effort (9). Co CO 4.3 1.5 4.4 1.4

Frequently appears irritated (10). Bn CO 1.9 1.2 2.1 1.2
Co CO 2.0 1.2 2.2 1.3

Often warns subordinates against Bn CO 3.2 1.6 3.1 1.5
poor performance (14). Co CO 3.7 1.6 3.3 14
Often disagrees with fellow officers' Bn CO 2.8 1.3 3.0 1.0
ideas and suggestions (25). Co CO 2.8 1.3 3.1 .9

Often reprimands subordinates for Bn CO 4.2 1.3 4.1 1.3
idadequate accomplishment (30). Co CO 4.5 1.3 4.4 1.3

Frequently disagrees with subordinate Bn CO 2.9 1.0 3.2 1.0
officers' ideas and suggestions (32). Co CO 3.0 .9 3.2 1.0

Often disagrees with senior officers' Bn CO 2.4 1.0 2.6 1.1
ideas and suggestions (34). Co CO 2.4 1.0 2.6 1.1

aNumbers in parentheses are questionnaire item numbers.

29 25



Unclassified

DOCUMENT CONTROL DATA - R & D
(Security classification of title, body of abstract end indexing annotation must be entered when the overall report is classified)

i ORIGINATING ACTIVITY (CC4:10(114 author)

Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO)
300 North Washington Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

2a REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Unclassified
2b GROUP

3 REPORT TITLE

THE EFFECTS OF COMMAND POSITION UPON EVALUATIONS OF LEADER BEHAVIOR

4 DESCRIPTIVE NOTES (Type of report and inclusive dates)

Technical Report
5 AUTHOR(S) (first neat*, middle initial. last name)

L. L. Lackey, Joseph A. Olmstead, and Harold E. Christensen

e REPORT DATE

November 1972
7a TOTAL NO OP PAGES

27
7b NO Of REPS

9

Si CONTRACT ON GRANT NO

DAHC 19-73-C-0004
b. PROJECT NO

c 2Q061102B74B

d.

9a ORIGINATOR'S REPORT NUMENIS)

HumRRO TR 72-32

9b OTHER REPORT NO IS) (My other numbers that may be assigned
this report)

10 DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

I1 SULIEM TTTTTT NOTES

Research performed at HumRRO Division
No. 4, Fort Benning, Georgia

12 SPONSORING MILITANT ACTIVITY

Office, Chief of Research and Development
Department of the Army
Washington, D.C. 20310

13 ABSTRACT

The study was designed to determine the effects of command position battalion
commander and company commanderupon evaluations of tne desirability of certain
leader actions. Twenty-two U.S. Army officers who had served as battalion com-
manders (Group I) and 22 who had served as company commanders (Group II) rated
36 leader actions on their desirability for battalion and for company commanders.
Battalion commanders do not differentiate between the two command levels on the
desirability of the leader actions. Company commanders differentiate about
actions concerned with the centralization of authority and responsibility, and
consider these to be more desirable for both command levels. Both groups rated
positive motivation and emotional support as desirable and punitive or negatively
motivating actions as slightly undesirable. The implications of the differences
in expectations about leader behavior on effective organizational functioning,
leadership doctrine, and training are discussed.

DD 1

FORM
5 1473 Unclassified

Security Classification



Unclassified
Security Classification

KEY WORDS

a
LINK ',MK LINK C

ROLE WT ROLE WT ROLE 1 WT

Battalion commander
Company commander
*Leadership
Leadership evaluation
Leadership training
Military command
*Motivation

31

Unclassified
Securaty Classifacation

..,



DISTRIBUTION LIST

2
2

10
2

1

2

2

1

5

2

3

2
1

49

20

6

UIR LASU MANPOWER TRIoce,k)
CHF OEF NUC AGCY AT TN [CC LIT TR
1)10 $.504 RASH.. D.C. 2C305
0103 UASD MANPOWER C 015000F AFFA 14S
CFC CF THE ASST SEC CF OFF 11C1 1 1.,101 ATTN M RIEGEL
CUMUM FLO CCRU OFF NUC A,,CY SALLJIA 3451 OTT% FCT,,7
NASA SCI 6 TECH INFO FACILITY 11,11 C,E 0040
CINC US EUROPEAN C,3.1) ATTN SUPP"RT PI 0.5 40
CINC USA PACIFIC AT TN GI (LC AP" so% 'PAN 96610
CG US ARMY JAPAN API) M63.3 SAN FRA1 A I TN .1
CG USA FORCES SOUTHERN CORI, ATIN SCARCJ 1!
CG US ARMY EUROPE All 3:3,4C1 NY ATI 4 ..1PNS 010
(C ARMY TRANS RES FT luS ITS A IT L TEL. Li-
CG use AC ( L1031) ENT AFT ATM AC,-,PA CAC
CL, 1 S T ARMY ATTN 0151,3 F T .0101,1 40

CG 3.11.) ARMY /MN ITC SOT F T .C.AmERS(.3,
CC. SI ATH ARMY PRES LF SAN FRAN ATTN 44,YS-12
CG EUSA ATTN AG-AC APP 963,1 SAN FRAY
CL I 31 PS YCHOL SERV 1,1 PT LF NEJNIIPSYCHI AT nALTER REV., ,,EN. HOS.
DIR HEI AP, MO
CG USA CIC EoPERIRENTAT IL% LI 0) FT 101
ENG06 nSVCHOL 1011 PI COP ERING RES ,.,10 AMA' NAT ICN 14.35 NAT ICK MASS
TECH LIT ARMY NATICK LARS NAT ILK HAS>
INSI LF LAN)) CRT ATIN TECH LIR FT IELVOIR 103
331.1STf-NE TENT IF IC !NEC C14 L> 1.33 051 C.,) AT IN CmF O,C SEC VIA
CO F T HUALHUCA SPT COMO USA A TT 1 TEC.11 REP' LIP
510TH USA LIP DE ROT FLOC, . 13 14 0. ES OF SAR F4A%
PLNS LFCR PSYCH HOuTHES USAIO(t( FT 1)4)
C0 FT 1100 ATTN 43 TOG 910
0)10 w11113 KALIF, kE10 ARR' .F., ITR 1T11 o1,14,,PSYL.11 AT 010
CIF 0.1 AHOY ENT_ IS TE) EVAL CT) FT 4T NJ HA1441S'IN
TECH 1 II BOX 2? USACOC E K331- 3.1.1NT ATI), L 110 FT t

HUMAN FACTORS TFST 010 I AL.H/1 ,100F ---,LIN OFR
CO 'RAUH:PIP AILSNL AT IN SPuF A-0,4 7. 4/2",4-4 PA
6TH M,0 USAF,AUrow FT PARER
4TH APR,/ MSL COTO 010 TRALSPIOARL, SAN FRAN
0103 /WY Of 0,10 A54 ACC.IJFA I F3SC,31 FTRuLK[.
CU PICATINNY ARSNL OOVFR h J MTN 11+004 VCI
LIR DU SUPPLY AUCY (A.FR, 0 STA Le

Co USA CUC AG AGCY F T 134 NJ tRA3N1sO IND
REF 0 O> Is NASA ALA
CO USA CRT :JOEL C10') TRANS /14,3Y I- I LOS TIS
CO ARRY CCC IN)" AGO FT 4F 141.0
Cu ARMY CDC ARFloR FT AN ,A
USA (VC SPEC WARFOOF 311,33'. CY F T ?41,..
CL US ARMY CCC AV% AG' F T 4'1(. 04
CO USA TN), LIR IFA) ATT% FT Sill
CG USA TOG C T R L F T R.^., .31TO 0,, Fs ,1
C4 USA INF CTR ATTN AJI,,T-61 I I 1 LIN

.jsA CT. I OF , FT 113
CL USA Pu", CTR ATTN. AC (11T )4 _K,
CI, USA TN,, CT. IV NTT% L.
CI, USA TON CIR INF I FT 14, TI ,3

CC, USA TNi. CTR 101 VATS .1 F ,,LK
CO USA 010 TN, C In AT'', ,F IL, FT ,A' 011'0151
C(, USA A,, LIR ATM 01 FT 1155
Cr, USA TNt, CTR I N F A T T . IC r N 0- I C141"1 IL
LT' ARMY Oa. COLL LARTI Sir 6OS
CLMDT ci,RO LEO STAFF CI F T 100010...RTH AT T 0 ARCH) 01

1114 ('F .IL IT Psyr. L L43HP T [LIT 3-01 P -I ,T
(IL PILI T Ain,. RF ST m, 1.T %ITN LI,
111m0I 3000 AvN SC') AT Tt I os TR FT 4 ILK)
COROT ARMY OFF I, 0,,0 101 'In Sc 1 FT lEvLre, OTT. L 10
COMA INJST4 (,LT. DI- F'0. FS FT 4(.4010
CUMJT L A I L WAR C LI F T L. ,LLY J .11+A14 OTT% CLASS! S LIT'
5TI/45,Po LIR 0133.1 FL1 SE33V SCH IKE A4MY ) T ,1P HIUST ,'r
COOOT TO) ARMOR SCH ATI% I, FT KNCT
CfloJT ARRY AMOUR 51,1 FT x MTh REAP.INS
LIT j3. ARMOR SCH FT KVA
COMOT ISA CHAPLAIN Sri. ATP. I, I FT HA,ILTUN
CO.OT IRMA. (HIM roRRS SCH FT KCLELLAN ATI% 1900 4)0
COmOT USA FIN SCI-1 AT TN CIF I 'C U- V LIT PLO PTV 'I IV,
USA FINANCE SLH FT HEN) HARI. IS1N ATI% FloC APR
C ,/OUT 40J ,EN SCH FT Hi NJ 000415:0 A1TN CAW

CCTIJI USAIS AT TN e111.1 At V FT 0034'1 T%'',

11001 USAIS AT TN AJI I S-L-310.3.) "1 "IENNI 4C.
114 40,(1Y SCH PT IF E
CLOUT ,'ARMY TRANI 5(11 FT FoSTIS AT TN :Jut. 030
COR9T ISA O I L P I L I C F S E T . A T T N Pl 05 CPR)m, JUUI F T 1.113.31%

COROI ARMY S .1(1T,,11510 R0 ' '3 OTT'( L 11)0 0110 FT 5313) IN
CLMDT uSA AJ 5131 AT TN 1. I FT '311 Ss
Cu ISA 140 CTR C SCH (IC F Pt ATI% 3010-u API, .11
ASST ('DUI ARMY AIR (OF SIP FT 111,5 VT TV LLASS1 TECH L
C . 0 U S A F L O A R T Y ( T R L F T SILL 4.1" TN Ay% .11-(N
C1,MUT INTELL SCH ATI% SILAS 3101
COPDT 10MEn FluiCtS STAFF 1',11
C.L...4LT USA SIG (TR L 510 ATP. )111 FT RON 4,1uT
COROT Julre ADVOCATE CENTRALS 5, U OF VA
O P T . , 1 LOOT LISA 0,1k1 S C , 1 1.1..c 'T ( A

OPTY A AST 1,13TUT lISA 03,3% 5(1' flForTit C,31

USA WV'. SCH ELEMENT CFC LF JI1, F INSTR ATI% fair 010 GA
000C CoN511 Akoiv of L IT P111110 SC. FT ,(IH)96,

.01 LISA iNt.P Sr. ATM FLAW_ A ) v 1,11f s - E A F T Pfl V.IIP
CL.DT ARMY AV% SCH 'T RLCKER ATI% L WC A)0

OIY IF 10014 US All ACA REST PuINT Ny
USA 0, .4 MIL 0551 ST 011N Lip RC., 15118 '31 F I fin A,,,,
USA I 3ST F ASS/ST ATTN C,1()41CRINS,4ntNCV JERI FT
C 111 ',,T s( F( 6011,

otT 1,4 oSi L ods CTR L sr', LI 10 Int L,FL tl Rt .ST J.L 145 .1
CI 0)1 RAC SCH US .0111 I1M ATI% 43011 FI HC1,LE1101
H. A0,00 c'Y PS ATI' TEC, LI '
C . U S A 1 % 1 , 1 1 C T 4 L sCH A T TN A L A C E M I C IFS F T (-PIAUI ACA
(.1, 13,0 INT'LL L TR C SCH AT T% 0100 IF JIL. C. LIT FT HIIALRUEA
C,OHLIT 1 S A CCNSC CV: CIF ( n 1 I F R E SP)ENT I N S T P F T 110010.1114TH
C1,4 )1 ..ISA CA SCH AWL I FL CF Ji,C TRINE 31VEL LIT L PINS FT ¢M A,,,,
1 3 0 3 ) T ISA LA S C H A T T N D(1 F l 33RA,,i,
(COOT cA SCH ATTN EOUL 1100 1T 'RAC,
CI,00T ISA CA ',CH AT TN 119 FT '0,A,),

CLOUT . J S A SCH L INC, CTR O T T % ALOES 3 3 T N : 0 I v F T F3CCLELLAN
((001 '50 SCH L TN, LIR AT T+ ACCF t Gi PENS G (,PS AIR RI Rct HAAN
C-o, I 'AA INST FOP 011 ASSIST AM 001 FT BM A,,L,
1144 1,110 FT PENNING
CLOUT ISA FL() ARTA. SCH ATI, DE I PI NILL
1,1001 ,50 ARTY SCH AT St./ ILLS .11v FT SILL
CO,OT ISA 3,0Y 510 OITA 4.3.3 FT SILL
CO0OT j3.4 15AN5 SIP ATTN CIR 1 0111) C LIT FT FIISTIS

JT JSA TRANS SCH ATTN. AIR FT i-uSTI S
USA INST FIR %SST ATI% 01,u( APV ET RRACC
CIR,JT JsA eat' 51133 ATP, LIP IT SILL
CC. USA 5(11 f. TN, ITC AT TN Al( FS ;3 FT 3,033331N

N., Ii' 1,4 AI) sTJ,) L F SCE. AT T+ REPAY ICI REP USACLGSC.
('.031 150 10 SC. OTT% AKRAAS-LL-t A FT AL I SS
Al" ,31 Rh CONN ONPT 1.5A1 FT 30.3311%33

31 4 ICMM L L E C USAIS F T .313%%1'.G
DIR TR .31mILITY DEPT LSAIS FT Ac

AT" C '041%0 TACTIC, I EP1 ucA IS f ,t
Cu ,,SA 011, C f. SC.f, ATTN (P-L FT jTo,

CG USA Sir, CTR L 5,1, AT 1 AISS1-) A El (411011,UTH
SLCY 1,E ARMY, \TA,,t
..)( ,A 0131 ERE CS LTV
,)16 F PLFS SIU /IES L w, ' 4O5'
ACS!' '10 AT TN CHI 101, IV 1.150

_.0 %00 t'A AT TN EN, TI -1
4133'y OAT Cl'.) 1311 ER( TE ATT. A 1:140-.33C

(31, 0,00 REP 01 C,I.L ATV. 333 FAV SL I RFs
.15 0300 REmAVI)31 1. SYS PS, 1- LA) ATINC4J-AR tog 0A
Pp Pr.0 01,1 AV 013C ATI,. ."5 0,1. INF 4, ELJ,11 PI PPL.,
1,33,YUST RAT smAL (IN ;A
"F, 0,E0f 400 ,1,RPIN

14,1 STC AGCY VOL HALL STA ATI'. AL ,I13 .3 ,,1 VA
A, RI.. 33c ATTN: T( A (HEALY I % STA ALL 3., .34. 2,014

,J1 ))'Y RE.) 4) 1401 f
C141 A I T T , t H F I F ( )' I vOST4 L I AI 0()N

1 .153 (.01 SL,v 01,10 1 .LA. 3) LAI IN
C, .'F TOR (, "i ATI' PE

US% RAVI. 4 A %V, R SC., LA" ATI . 1,3-A1( AKL VA
C031,38 3,3,1 - 4TTN . Et TEF NI (A 014 ,TA 0113 VA
USA LI /IV-13u,1 ATI% 1,11,5
1,,FS .100'4 11 ET
PHIS TAINT A) F1 10,

04, 1 '0 ART' '11 Ft SILL
L, 1,' 11 10 I 'I F F 1,13R Al 11--.3A FT 1,000UE
C I 41 NUN "-
1, C OTT. II' it

.1 rf-041 Cuff' "I) IT R. 4:y FT u, m, 7r0

.IS I1>1 I IsT. .31 RE 1,1 ,Iv SIATILE
LiP3 It,. A. 1-411 F 1 T1 IS,

3..43 II
(14 0011 11., 010) IT
1,1C JV) 111,1 333'.13,3
(11)- Jll I., r-14 I ,,1
3H, T T 341 1Iv 11P. 010 1 10'100'1 ",3127
C.I ?1, ) 1-1V 1,45,3 .0
1' 141. ARM C 1001031 ATT", NV% Fl 4 IP, ,0141. NY
1S1 )110 `). L Hu 1 3-1 H.11 ATI AC IIF 5

Cl 1 AT 33, NARJ 0.0,1. 1ST F ..11 AT TN >1 FT 411333
Co 151 ,33 04131 AR.), 0,1 INF Iv AT TN >3 API NY 09031
Cl 1. I. 64TH ART33, H11- 131 01V All% s3 APO oV 09014
C.,. ST. III, ARROP 51 FT KV
Li 14 'NI 17TH ARMOR 4T1- /11...41.1 / 01 V AT T, O3 API NY 01006
CAL IF 4-`Tn 141111F0 1.10 00-.411, ATT AC

SST,, 1 00 03 (11 y ARMY NI, JACKS, 05 ILI, FLA
ASTIR')' f IV NY Al. 0'0,1,353

1E410 1: 401H AR 01411, 3-13,3 I Allot
ARMY 4.-,0))13 114 ET 1,%( X ATTN .>3 AI .1

30,3 I,0 11V ATT.. 0(1,15 l3 AR Fy ')')',
7113 INF 01, OTT 41,1 Ft ,1 AR, SO, , 00%

CG ITT I if GIV ATI% At Cl API' LT 04111
Cl. 4 T . T P 4 ( 1 4 ) f F T . 0110 ACL,F S 1,3
DA Pm, 1I ( ARSON T. PR 03' I'40 IV 110L,11 1T MN) HA)) LIS
C. ''241

.02%1;106'1NICNOP

1,10
UT I%ATTNi'(l"r'(fs,:, l F1 0040,,

CO 197TH INF 00001,13 FT 3113NNIN(, ATI% S3
C'I 151 TN IRE INF I 413IN SI FT RYE.
CU Ho.JTRs ?NO 9N 61H uS INF REA AIIR 53 AP.) NY CM741
(1 3310 PN NTH IN, MELT ATI? ci API NY 1F142
CI' 1710 INF 41,E ATTN. SC AP 5' 01111 OTT LI
LA 1ST RN 1010 INF 'IF I' )Iv AT TN :1 OP. NY 59014



1 CO 2ND ON 1518 INF ikC IUF JIV OTT% 53 AV) NY J4025
CSI NIVAN RE,I,REFS LAA MR `DNS Ai.5 CG 15T INF Uly ATTN ACHES Cl Ft AIL,
COFCT usaf SAL( ,A sfh 118( I E,LIN AF4CO 15T AN INICH1 52NO INF IERTh I4F iJE ATTN Si APJ sAN FRAN 46219 AFHRL (FIT MILL)ARS AFP ARIACO 4TH RN (4E0+1 54Ih INF ATTN Si FI R.0E
pyyrp..-910LC,,Y PRC,, NAIL SCI FCUNOCO Use PARTIL GP USA TNG AVID LTA ELA
01, NAIL sFCLA1 AGY ET GEC1 C mEAOE ATTN IJLUA CFC OF ASST ChF UF STAFF FIT Lumm-'Lt I ETTN CEIS -T, mASH DIR NAIL ',CUFF AGY ET G MEADE ATTN JIM OF INGCHF mEJ RES PROJ ARMY HCSA IS .ILIT ACT) WEST POINT
CIA ATT STANLARO CISTOA USA AN GP (ARNGUSI RAIFIGH NI
St, IvAL Div RES DIRECICRATE ouJ-CCU PENTAGON.USA RECAOIIING (0.0 HA.P1OA VA
DEPT CE siert Auk 15./FL RES [ETERNAL RES STAFFDIR ARMY LIB AENTAG Eh

CHF LF 41L IT HIST DA ATTN CEA .FF R. SCI INF, LECH wASHINuI(4,
CHF mc,1 E :EN ING UIV IR 2C-,) FAA MASH DCCo USA 10TH SPEC FORCES GP FT otVP.S
Bow OF 8r0 ENGR JS PLST oEc ,EAT aTTN CHF HUMAN FACTORS RRCO 24TH ARTY GP (AD) ALT', si Al
EWA. mErIA PR CE NFM ATTN 1 C rLEAENSCU 31ST ARTY ROE AL ATTE. Si PA
OFC OF INTERNATL 1,16 PLANNING C EVIL 9R AID MASH DCCL 49TH ARTY GP AC ATTN Si Ft LAmTCA
APT CF TRANS FAA AC0 SEC hi) 510A AASH DCAUS 4TH AN S9Th ARTY FEAT SITE. SI ioRFoLK
ERIC CI +ASH CfCO 20,4 ARTY GP AC ATTN Si SFLFRI0UE IFS
SYS UEVEL C)Rp SANTA IRONIC)) ATTN 114HOS 45TH ARTY RUE Al) ATTN ST ARE HIS Ill
UoNLAFE ASSOC INC 04818N AIIN LITCO 35TH ARTY HUE AO ATTN SI FT ...FACE .)
RAC ATP. AIM MCLEAN VACG 101ST ABA 018 (AIREICIAILE) ATTA A(uF, Gi AAu SAN FAA, 46381 RANG ("VP WASHINGTON ATTN LIPCu 15T CAv TAIPmUdILF) ATTN ACAS G3 APu SAN FRAN 464Ai
GP tEFECT1vENESS RSCH LAN U OF ILL DEPT JF PSYCHOLUS ARMY GEN EQUIP ATTE. TEC.. Li, FT LEE
COLUm.14 U EIEC RES LABS ATTN TECH EOITORUS ARMY TROPIC TEST CIA PG ,)RARE14 )42 ATTN PEHAv ScIFN CA
HIIRE CORP REGFoRD PASS AI IN LIACO USAEAAL ATTN s3 FT SILL
LEARNING RED CT. U fE P A TS ATTN JIA10 CG III CORPS 6 FT HOOF ATTN IIE( FT H100
mESFERN ELECTRIC CO IA( NY30 CO 15T ARMORED DIV AI1N Gi sEE 11 H2110
HuMAN SCI RES INC mCLEAA VA30 CG 2G ARMORED DIV ATTN GS SI! vT HMO
TECH INF,. CIA FNGNA DATA SEAR % AMER AvN INC COLUMBUS IT25 CO I3TH SUPT MODE ATTN 53 SIC f/ ,,u0
CHRYSLER CORP ms1 VIA OFTROIT ATI% TECH INFO cTRI CG USAFAC C FT SILL ATTN AKASIST-15TH
RAyTHEW, SERy CO ATTN. LIPS AuRLIAGTGN MASS20 CO III CORPS ARTY ATTE. Gi SEC FT SILL
GEN DYNAMICS FECEIJNA LIN ATTIC Lim )IV CALIF15 CO 1ST All AGM ATTN G3 SFr FT REISS
MUM PI,TFCHNCLOGY AEROSPACE SYS oh, mS 8H-25 ROE IN,. CO SEATTLEA CU USAICI F. FT POLK ATTN AKPAC-DEOT
ILA RSCH L FNG SUPT UIV ARC weI RSCH CONTRACTS C GRANTS RA ARC
SCI E TECH 0Iv IDA ARE 50AI RE sn ARC UFf CHF OF FILO ,.ASH CC
HuumES AIRCRAFT CLMPANY CULOR CITY CALIFI CHF GF RCU OA AIM SCI INFO RR RSCH ,PT 0Iv ,.ASH DC
1)11' 4-(8 FOR RES OS LEARNING TEACHING U OF MIC01I Co HAS 4N OSAFAC C FT SILL ATTN AT

Cr) III ('IMPS ARTY ATTN FORT SILL
R m st,k,L,ILL CHID STATE UNIV
fill FOR Thu .85 ANSTR AMER SUf Jf ING OARS U OF TENNUSRAH 81114 S3 El SILL
U OF CHICAGO OCAT CF SOCCG USAFACFS ATTN AKASIAf-AS ET SILL
UIR CIR FOR RSCH IN SOCIAL SYS KENSINuTON MDFAfh PROF of MILITARY SC/ CS& ROTC
C1N1114% JuINI STAFF. LFC LF DEF RES MEMBER WASHINGTONI LILAC Us ATLANTIC ELT CoOF 112A USN AAsE NJRE,)LK
CANADIAN ARMY STAFF weshiNGICA ATTN 0502 TNGCINf PACIFIC SCIEN ALv GP (23551 MIX 13 FAD 96610
CANADIAN LIAISON OFCM ARMY ARMOR AB FT KNOXCDR LoMmeN0 US PACIFIC FLT SAN DIEGO
OF, OF ARNEC FORCES ATTACHE ROYAL SwEOISH EMBSY DCHEAL CI IN PSYCHIC SECT PRIFESNI CIV Auk IF 41,0 Su.", ON AUSTRALIAN NAV ATTACHE FMRSY OF AUSTRALIA WASH DCTECH LTA PLIES ILA BUR OF NAV PERS ARE ANNix
(AFC OF AIR AITACI, AUSTRALIAN LmASY ATTN: I.A. NAVGN MASH. D.C.3 AR PERS RES (Iv NUR OF NAV PERS
AUSTRALIAN ARMY ATTACHE EMASY JF AUSTRALIA ATTN TECH CIAIFCH LTA HUM nF SHIPS CCCF 21AL NAVY CEPT
OR A 1 OCCO LANING 535 LTC SURREY ENGLANDENGNR AsyCHEL AR UNA CcOF 455 ATTN ASST HEA0 WASH oC

co DIR NAV TNG DEVICE 115 nALANJ, AIIN TECH LIB AENNINGFR FOUNDATION TOPEKA
AMER INSIS FnM RACE SILVER SPRINGCT' FLI ANTI -SIR WARF448 INC SAN ALGA
AMER INSTS FOR RSCH ATTN LIEN FFEI LO NUCLEAR wANS INS LIR PACIFIC US NAV AIR STA SAN ,I EGO
DIM PR1mATF LAS UNIV CF MI5 480ISON2 US ELT 8AM TNG (TR VAR NECK VA
DA t GIN/AERG COLUMBIA USIA SCH OF BUS2 CO FLT TNG (TR NAV diSE &to4P,JAT
ELM( 6 TNG CCNSLT CO LA CALIF2 CU US FIT TAG CIA NORFOLK
OR GEUAuE T HAuTY CHmN DEPT OF ASYCHOL U nF DELEn FLEET INN CAR ITS NAV STA SAN DIEGO
GEN FLECIATC CO SANTA PARBARA ATTN 1181 LAIN PSYCHOL MENTAL HYGIENE UNIT rye/ AcAD A"," IS
AIIPC LARS SILVF4 SPRING MO ATTN LIONPRES NAV MAR COLL SEAPORT 8111, MA, LIR
HEAD DEPT OF PSYCHOL UN IV OF 51 COLUMBIA2 CO C CIF( US ATLANTIC ELT ASH TAL".CAL NORFOLK
TvA PEAS STAFF oFCR RALXVILLE TFNNCO ELT SONAR SCH KEY REST
U OF GEORGIA OW UE PSYCHCLCU FIT ANTI -SUB meRFAkE Sfh SAN DI-GO
U nF (ITAH UEAT OF ASyCHCLCHF OF NAVI RSCH PERS L TN(' MR IC00, 4581 API vA GE CO MASH CCHF CF VAR RES ATTN HEAG UP ASytHOL TR (10E 452
AP1114 INST FLR RSCH AfTh LIP PALO ALTO CALIFDIR US NAV RES LA8 ATTN CEDE 5120
COLL IF ARTS C SCI U OF MIAMI ATTN 1 1 MCQUI TTY0IN NAVAL RSCH LAB ATTN LIE CGuE 202 mASH DC
ROMLANI CC HAJDONFIELE NJ ATTN PRESCHF OF NAV AIR TNG TAG RES OEPT NAV AIR STA PENSACOLA
OHIO SLATE u SCH OF AWNCL ME') FL)) RFS CAR CAMP LEJEUNE
AIRCRAFT AFEFAMINTS INC CITCKEYSVILLE 40CAR NAV MSL CTR POINT 'ALSO CALIF ATP( TECH LI8 CODE 3022 OR J N CuLLEN DEPT (IF SCC C ANTHROP UNIV OF RIJIR AFQ0SPAcE CREW EQUIP LAB NAP AIR ENGNR (TR PA ORIGLN STATE U DEPT OF MILIT SCI ATM ADJ2 UI( NAV PERS RES ACTVY SAN AtEun

hev NtuROPSYCHIAT RES UNIT SAN 01E00 AMER PSYInta ASSOC WASHINGTON ATTN PSYCHOL ARSTR
NO ILL U HEAD DEPT OF ASyCHOLU1I4 PERS RES 184 NAV PEAS PRLGRAP SLIAAIRT ACTIVITY RASH NAV YO GEORGIA INST OF TECH DIR SCE, OF ASYCHOLNAV TEA, PERS CIA NAV STA NA8 Yo ANNEX COOE 13 ATTN 1 IR MASH LIFT SCI INC HURST TEXAS ATTN M U MATHENYCOmOT MARINE CORPS HA MARINE CORPS ATTN CODE AO-19
AMER AEHAF SCI CALIFHO MARINE COMPS ATTN AX
LIR INSIR RESOURCES STATE COIL ST CLOUD MINNUIk mARINE CORPS EUuC (TR MARINE CORPS SCH QUANTILO
CoLL LF mm MANY SCH (IF FCUCAIR mekINE CORPS INS, ATTN EVAL UNIT
Su ILIINOIS u DEPT ,1F PSYCHOLUS MARINE CORPS FAA HIST REF LIR ATTN MRS JADOT
ASSOC (AR CRC ING ARLO ATLANTACHF CF NAV UPNS OP-nIPI
WASH IRILIIARY SYS TECH LIB DIV BETHESDA muCHF CF NAV CANS OP-OTTL
NOR THmE STERN U DEPT OF INDSTR ENGNE'2 CUmOT HOS 8TH NAV OIST ATTN EDUC ADy NEW ORLEANS
HONEYWELL ORG STA MAIL STA 806 MINNCHF OF NAV AIR TECH ING NAY AIR STA MEMPHIS
Uk L ImYFGRu NY SIA1E INC OEPI ANSIRACI EDITOR AVCRDIR CPS EvAL GRP OFF OF CHF OF NAV LAS OPOREG
AEROSPACE SAFETY DIV U CF SOUT4ERN CALIF LA2 COROT PTP COAST' GUARD HQ
MM BRANDON A SMITH RES Asscc u oF MINNCHF OFCA PERS RES REVIEW RA coast GUARu HO
OR v /ACHFRT MT I GOCC HOPI GACO US COAST GUARC TNG CTR GOVERNORS ISLAND NY
J P LYOCN 01K JR ROTC SAN ANTONIO TEXASCO US (OAST GUARD LNG CTR CAPE NAV 5)
CHRYSLER CORP UEF ENGR ATTN DR H HERMAN Dt(ROltCO US COAST GUARC TNG CTIF 6 SUP CTR ALAMEDA CALIF
DR S ROS(OF ASSOC DIM FCR RSCH INST OF AVN U OF ILLCO US COAST GUARD INST rviA CITY OKLA
OF C HELM DEPT ECU( PSYCH CITY J OF NICO US COAST GUARD RES TAG CTR YORKTOWN ve
GIN H P HARRIS (USA NETIPRES THE CITACEL SCSUPT US COAST GUARD ACAO NEM LON2fh CCNN
DR M SHOEMAKER DIR ING RSCH GP NYAIR INC COMO/XPI RANDOLPH AFR
U OF MINN UEPT OF INDUST EOUC ATV( M E KUHLTECH DIA TECH TNG DIVIHRDT AFHRL LCWMY AFR COLO
VOC-TECH EDUC PR'G NANG DEV ATTN W STOCK ST PAULCHF SCI 01V ORCTE SCI TECH OCS R.0 HU AIR FORCE AFRSTA
CHF PROCESSING DIV DUKE U LIBFAA CRCIE OF PINS C OPS HQ USAF WASH CC
U OF CALIF GEN LIR DOCU DEPTCHF OF PERS RES PR DMCTE OF CIVILIAN PERS UCS-PERS HQ AIR FORCE

CHF ANAL niv IPFPDPL Iii) DIR OF PtRSONNEL PLANNING PUS USAF
FLORIDA STATE U LIB GIFTS EACH
psvcrint LIR HARVARD UNIV CAMMIRIOCCCDR ELEC 'YS DIV LL. HANSCOM FED ATTN ESMDA/STOP 36 MASS U OF ILL LIR SFR DEPTAFHRL/TT ATTN CAPT M S SELLMAN LOWRY 440
U OF KANSAS LIR PERICCICAL DEPTHA SAMS° ISMSIRT AF UNIT POST OF( LA AFS CALIF
U Of NEBRASKA AIRS ACO CEPTMIL IT TNG CTR OPE LACKLANC AFB
OHIO STATE U LIPS GIFT FITCH DIVAFHRL (HILT) WRIGHT-PATTERSCN AFR
PENNA STATE 0 PATTEE LIP DOCU DESKAMU AMMH BROOKS AFR TEXAS
PORQUE U LIRS PERIODICALS CHECKING FILESHOS AEC DES/TECH TAG IATTms) RANooLpH AFE,

USAFA DIM OF int LIR USAF ((CAC COLD STANFORU U LIFTS DOCU LIP
LIRN U nF TEXAS

6570TH PERS RES LAB PRA-4 AEROSPACE MED AtV LACALANU AFB . or, SYR/CUSE II LIR SIR DIN

Rid



I SERIALS AEC UNIv OF RIN mINNEWILls
I SIAM J OF low.% LIBS SEW Alp

U OF 1,,,H CGCO LINN
CATHOLIC u LIM FCUC F. PSVCHII LIR WASH CC

I NO CAROLINA STATE CCU um mill_ LIm U GE AV HAHGAAET I AIM, LIN
2 9,1511N U LIAS ACO Div SO ILL U ATP, LIPS SEW LEPT
I U OF RICH LIEIS SEA Div KANSAS STATE U EAAReLL LIR
I 1ROwN U LIR DRIGHAP rZLNG U LIP SER SECT
I COLUNNIA u LIDS COCU AID U OF LLUISVILLE Lib HELKNAP CAMPUS
I DIM JCINT U LINS NASHVILLE CLO.UETC.N u Llm SEA CEP! .ASE JC
2 LIB GEo WASH UNly ATTN SPEC CUL 0EPT RASH DC LARS CILO STATE U ATTA CCC LIM% ET COL11,0
2 LIN (IF CONGRESS CHF GE EACH ((FT DIV

ERIC Clearhrhouse

JAN 9 1973

on Adult Euucation

34

oar



HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION
300 North Washington Street Alexandria, Virginia C12314

President
Executive Vice President

Director for Business Affairs and Treasurer
Director for Operations
Director for Program Development
Director for Research Design and Reporting

RESEARCH DIVISIONS
HumRRO Division No 1 (System Operations)

(,
%-k:) n'irl.] .1.

HumRRO Division No 2

HumRRO Division No 3

HumRRO Division No 4

;. r ,

HumRRO Division No 5
F:)-

HumRRO Division No 6 (Aviation)
t... :

HumRRO Division No 7 (Social Science)
Nth

, .4

'11


