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PREFACE 

This thesis represents the culmination of a course of 

graduate study made possible by the United States Army. I 

am deeply indebted to the assignment officers who selected 

me, a major of infantry, to attend graduate school at Texas 

Tech University. 

Because the Army gave me this opportunity, I felt obli-

gated to concentrate my efforts on a thesis that might bene-

fit the Army. I felt the Army's image and self-image 

represented a challenging topic that needed examination. I 

recognized that a biased study would be unprofitable to the 

Army. Therefore, I strove to view the Army as an outsider--

looking for flaws, as well as strong points. At times this 

was difficult and painful because of my love and respect for 

the Army. But one cannot shut his eyes to the weaknesses of 

his profession. Only by recognizing these weaknesses can we 

correct them. 

I am indebted to my fellow soldiers who agreed v/ith my 

philosophy strongly enough to assist me in my research. 

Their cooperation and candidness is earnestly appreciated. 

They are too numerous to mention individually. But it is 

to them and the institution we serve—the United States 

Army—that I dedicate this work. 

My acknowledgements would not be complete if I failed 

to mention the professors of mass communication at Texas 
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Tech University who guided me through this study. To Dr. 

Hower J. Hsia, Dr. Billy I. Ross, Dr. Alexis S. Tan and 

Prof. Ralph L. Sellmeyer I extend my sincere thanks. 

I would also like to thank Mrs. Tony Guajardo and Mr. 

Leon Fleming for their proofreading assistance. 

Finally, my wife, Gail, deserves special acknowledge-

ment for her role as research assistant and her ever prosent 

encouragement. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUdTION 

Stat^ment of the Problem and Purpose 

Traditionally, Americans have both depended upon, and 

been skeptical of, their army. In 1775 when Colonel George 

Washington was give^ command of the Continental Army, he 

was also given instructions by Congress to secure the ap-

proval of his generals for every major decision. Thus, 

Congress, fearful of military rule, had selected Washing-

ton's staff and built a safeguard against a military dicta-

torship. In the summer of 1778 the strength of the 

Continental Army, which had been subject to violent fluctua-

tions, reached its peak. Washington had an army of 16,7 82 

officers and men. Two years later when America had won its 

revolution, the army that had fought the Revolutionary War 

was reduced to eighty rank and file. As Samuel Adams put 

it: 

. . . [a] standing army, however necessary it may be 
at sometimes, is always dangerous to the liberties of 
the people. . . . Such power should be watched with a 
jealous eye.2 

Since that date the American Army has played an impor-

tant role in shaping the history of the United States. 

Throughout that history the Army has seen its prestige rise 

and fall. However, in the late 1960's and early 1970's the 

Army has been the object of more relentless criticism than 

1 



at any point in its 200-year history. With its image tar-

nished by reports of corruption, drug abuse, racial tension, 

disobedience, favoritism and atrocities, the American Army 

has become an institution agonizing for the support of the 

people it has sworn to defend. For in a democracy an army 

must have popular approval if it is to have the funds avail-

able to modernize and remain effective in a world dominated 

by technology. 

As it withdraws from Viet-Nam, the U.S. Army is making 

bold changes in many of its established policies in order 

to become more attractive to the American public in general 

and potential enlistees in particular. 

In a CBS documentary that suggested that the Army's 

image at the close of 1971 was at an all-time low, the nar-

rator, John Hart, described the Army as: 

. . . a wounded bureaucracy, protesting its critics 
and protecting its rear, admitting change because its 
image is tarnished, not because it feels its perfor-
mance was faulty.^ 

The purpose of this study is to examine the American 

public's image of the United States Army and to measure the 

Army's image of itself. 

Limitations of the Study 

Because of physical and monetary limitations, a nation-

wide survey to determine the public's opinion of the Army 

was impossible. Therefore, in the examination of the 



public's image of the Army, emphasis was put on identifying 

the variables contributing to that image. Inferences are 

drawn from surveys conducted by professional opinion re-

search organizations to provide an appraisal of what the 

American public feels about its Army. 

The Army's self-image is portrayed by presenting only 

the attitudes of professional officers and enlisted men. In 

this writer's opinion, a survey of junior officers, junior 

warrant officers and junior enlisted men would not present 

accurate overall attitudes of career soldiers. This opin-

ion is based on the fact that, at the time this research was 

conducted, an all-volunteer Army was not a reality and these 

groups contained large numbers of men who did not intend to 

make the Army a career. Therefore, the nucleus of the pro-

fessional Army was determined to lie in five groups: Non-

commissioned officers (E-6 and above), warrant officers 

(W-2, W-3 and W-4), captains, middle managers (majors and 

lieutenant colonels) and senior managers (colonels and 

higher) . Only male attitudes wer'3 examined. The Women's 

Army Corps, the women of the Army Nurse Corps and Army wives 

were not included because the time and space limitations of 

this thesis made a survey of these groups impractical. 

Related Studies 

While the events involving the United States Army have 

been discussed at length by the news media, data pertaining 



to an examination of the Army's image is scarrjQ. in 19 69 

Opinion Research Corporation did a lengLhy study for tho 

Army and the advertising agency that administered the "To-

day's Army Wants to Join You" campaign for the Army in 1971. 

That study identified the groups most favorable to the Army 

4 
and those most opposed to the Army. 

The Louis Harris organization conducted a study in 1971 

that measured the general public's attitude toward the Army 
i 
i 

and provided data that supported some of the conclusions 
5 

drawn by the Opinion Research dor|poration study. 

In 1972, N. W. Ayer and Son, Inc. conducted a study for 

the Army to determine the image of the Army Reserve Officers 

Training Corps (ROTC) among young persons eligible, or near 

eligible, to take college ROTC. 

The House Armed Services subcommittee on recruiting and 

retention headed by Rep. Dan Daniel (D. Va.) submitted a 

report in the spring of 1972 that contained a section per-

7 
taining to public opinion of the military in general. 

Two books were published in the early seventies that 

attempted to examine the Army's problems. One was written 

by a former Newsweek and Washington Post correspondent, Ward 

Just. Just's book, Military Men, portrayed the Army as a 

lethargic bureaucracy, entrenched in tradition, distrustful 

of American society that is withdrawing not only physically 
o 

from Viet-Nam, but also in spirit from the American public. 



The Death of the Army by Edward L. King, a retired 

Army colonel, is a scathing indictment of the Army. He de-

picts the Army as an ineffective force that is crippled by 

9 
leaders who put careerism ahead of professionalism. 

George Wilson and Haynes Johnson, military correspon-

dents for the Washington Post, wrote a book entitled Army 

in Anguish in 1971. In it, they described the Army as an 

institution in anguish over its image which has been marred 

by the same problems that have beset the entire country. 

This book, like the ones by Just and King, is limited 

because it is based on personal interviews and experiences. 

As a result, their findings and conclusions tend to be sub-

jective and are, therefore, restricted in their scholarly 

contributions. 

CBS Television produced a documentary in late 1971 

entitled, "What's Happened to the Army?" It examined the 

Army during its search for ways to cope with a revolution^ 

ary American society in what CBS referred to as the "legacy 

of Viet-Nam." It also tends to be biased. Interviews and 

events from only three Army posts were presented which, 

when selected for viewing by a producer, cannot be consid-

ered representative of the entire Army. 

The only survey data available pertaining to the Army's 

self-image is a study prepared by the Army's Office of Per-

sonnel Operations Personnel Management Development Office in 



1969. It has limited value to a self-image analysis because 

it is very limited in scope. Only two brief sections were 

devoted to opinions of servicemen toward the Army. One of 

these, "Military Prestige Compared to Prestige in Civilian 

Life," only included responses by enlisted men. The other 

section, "Encouraging a Friend to Enter Army Service," did 

include officers, warrant officers and enlisted men as 

respondents.l2 

This thesis will illustrate that the United States Army 

has been the subject for many authors and correspondents. 

Together, they have helped shape the Army's image. Hope-

fully, by tying their more significant contributions to-

gether with the primary research conducted for this thesis, 

an accurate portrayal of today's American Army and the pub-

lic's image of it will result. 

Objectives 

It is anticipated that this thesis will: 

1. Contribute to the knowledge of opinion research. 

2. Identify the principal variables that determine 

the public's image of the Army as an institution. 

3. Accurately present the Army's image of itself—as 

an institution and as a profession. 

Theory 

Image is conceptually defined as a mental representa-

tion or a picture which may rise into consciousness, but 



13 which usually remains subconscious. It is operationally 

defined for purposes of this thesis as a group perception 

of an institution. It is recognized that individuals pos-

sess varying con^éptionô of the U.S. Army; however, an 

attempt will be m^de in this study to generalize opinions 

of the Army by examining quantitative results of attitudes 

expressed by grou^s of individuals. 

This study is based on the contention that the sub-

stance of public opinion is found in the attitudes of indi-

14 viduals. It i^ also based on the contention that the 

American press both influences and reflects American public 

. . 15 opinion. 

Hypotheses 

At the oiitset of this study the following predictions 

were made: 

1. American public opinion of the United States Army 

is directly ai>d positively related to the urgency of the 

threat (real or imagined) to the security of the United 

States. If the threat is great, then the Army's image is 

higher than it is when the threat is low. 

2. Thera is a direct and positive relationship between 

the American public's disenchantment with the war in Viet-

Nam and the deqlining image of the U.S. Army. As disenchant-

ment with America's involvement in the Viet-Nam war increased, 

the image of theU.S. Army became less favorable. 
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3. There is a significant relationship between the 

image of the U.S. Army and the ages of its various publics. 

High school students, whose attitudes may be influenced by 

their parents, will have a more favorable impression of the 

Army than persons in their early twenties who may have had 

their attitudes influenced by a variety of sources. Young 

adults, between 25 and 35 years old, and older adults will 

have progressively more favorable opinions toward the Army. 

4. There is a significant negative relationship be-

tween the image of the U.S. Army and the public's degree of 

pacifism. A large portion of a person's attitude toward the 

Army is explained by his attitude toward war, so that the 

more "pacifist" a person is, the less positive his image of 

the Army will be. 

Method and Organization 

While a variety of research techniques was used in ob-

taining data for this study, survey research provided its 

heart. Content analyses, an extensive literature review, 

related surveys, television broadcasts, taped speeches and 

personal interviews supplied the veins and arteries that 

made it a more compLete study. 

Chapter II is i historical review of the Army of the 

1930's. This perioi, marked by public distrust for the 

Army and cuts in de :ense expenditures, provides an interest-

ing comparison with the problems faced by the Army of the 



1970's. It also uses content analysis to highlight the 

peaks and valleys in public opinion toward the Army between 

1941 and 1971. 

Chapter III presents some of the variables that contrib-

ute to the public's image of the Army and identifies the 

groups of Americans who are the most favorable and the most 

unfavorable toward the Army. 

Chapter IV is a portrayal of the Army's image of itself 

as depicted by the responses of career soldiers that were 

randomly selected for participation in an opinion survey. 

Chapter V is a Siommary of the thesis in which conclu-

sions are drawn and implications for further study are 

presented. 

Significance of the Study 

In the exploratory research of this topic this author 

could not find any scholarly works that provided a thorough 

study of the Army's image. Opinion surveys conducted by 

professional pollsters have provided invaluable scientific 

data, which is basically statistical in nature, on this 

subject. However, their findings, when considered sepa-

rately, only address part of the overall problem. Together 

with the primary data and the secondary source material ob-

tained for this thesis, they contribute to an in-depth anal-

ysis of one of the most critical and controversial issues 

of our time. 
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Although several writers have attempted to present 

typical attitudes of professional soldiers, their works re-

flect subjective appraisals based on unscientific research 

methods. According to the Army's Chief of Information, 

Major General Winant Sidle, the Army's image of itself is 

an unexplored area and a scientific study of this subject 

16 will be welcomed by his office. 

Adversity is not new to the United States Army. No in-

stitution could survive 200 years if it could not overcome 

hard times. Today's Army is facing perhaps its greatest 

challenge. It would appear reasonable to assume that an 

objective and frank evaluation of the Army's image problems 

should serve as a bridge of understanding between the Army 

and the public it serves. Hopefully, this thesis will make 

some contribution in that direction. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE IMAGE IN HINDSIGHT 

God and the soldier men adore. 
In times of war and not before. 
When war is over and all things righted, 
God is forgotten and the soldier slighted. 

—Anonymous 

It was spring in Pennsylvania and the chief of staff 

of the United States Army was preparing to address the 

graduating class at the University of Pittsburgh. A group 

of college students had begun an anti-war demonstration to 

protest his appearance. The Pittsburgh police moved in, 

made arrests and the general was able to deliver his speech. 

He said, in part: 

Pacifism and its bedfellow communism are all about 
us. In the theatre, newspaper and magazines, pulpits 
and lecture halls, schools and colleges, it hangs like 
a mist before the face of America, organizing the 
forces of unrest and undermining the morale of the 
working man. . . . 

For the sentimentalism and emotionalism which have 
infested our country, we should substitute hard, com-
mon sense. Pacifist habits do not insure peace or 
immunity. 

The incident may seem consistent with those that 

occurred in the spring of 197 2. But General William C. 

Westmoreland was not the speaker. Rather, these words were 

spoken by General Douglas MacArthur on June 9, 1932. 

The early 1930s, like the early 1970s, presented the 

Army with some of its greatest challenges. In both periods 
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the Army sought favorable public opinion and, hampered by 

domestic problems, its image suffered. This chapter will 

trace the Army's image over the four;decades between 1931 

and 1971. The purpose of this chapter is to highlight the 

similarities in periods in which public opinion toward the 

Army was favorable and periods in which public opinion to-

wárd the Army faltered. 

Despair in the Thirties 

After the stock market crash in 1929 millions of Ameri-

cans became the innocent victims of hard times. During the 

prosperous 1920s unemployment fell to five per cent of the 
2 

labor force. In the thirties it rose to thirty per cent. 

According to one group of historians: 

The national income in terms of dollars fell from 
$82,885,000,000 in 1929 to $40,074,000,000 in 1932. 
. . . Unempioyed workers were estimated at 3,000,000 
in 1930 and 12,000,000 two years later. The number 
was to increase. Bread lines and soup kitchens were 
set up in the cities to prevent starvation. Thousands 
of young men rode freight trains over the nation in 
vain search of work.3 

To the men in the Armed Forces these hard times were 

nothing new. The situation facing junior officers, for ex-

ample, was eloquently presented by an Army captain of infan-

try named Warren J. Clear in a letter to Congressman Roy G. 

Fitzgerald in February 1931. He said, in effect, that he 

had been commissioned since 1919 and had become intimately 
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familiar with the situation in which the second and first 

lieutenants found themselves. 

Since 1925 that situation has been acute. Since 
that time their hopes have been sustained by promised 
relief. . . . Now they are on the ragged edge, finan-
cially and morally. . . . I am personally acquainted 
with scores of lieutenants who have been trying to 
keep out of debt on a salary of $14 3 a month. . . . 

When a man begins to debate whether he can give his 
family a quart of milk or a pint of milk a day his at-
tention is distracted from his work, his enthusiasm 
wanes, and the bright flower of "devotion to duty" 
becomes that faded and colorless thing known as "the 
perfunctory performance of allotted tasks." 

. . . Because I have been more fortunately situated 
financially it has been my privilege to have been able 
to tide a number of these young officers over family 
emergencies during the past five years. Yet in each 
instance I vividly remember the pitiful embarrassment, 
akin to shame, that each applicant displayed. Each 
episode was a painful one for both of us. It is not 
easy for an honorable man of fine sensibilities to ask 
for a charity loan.^ 

Captain Clear's acquaintance with the conditions he de-

scribed began in 1919. It should be remembered that the 

year of his commissioning followed the armistice of November 

11, 1918, that signaled an end of World War I. Also in 1918 

President Wilson, in the fourth of his Fourteen Points, de-

manded that national armaments be reduced to the "lowest 
5 

point consistent with domestic safety." 

Immediately following the armistice the United States 

began the demobilization of its armed forces. The Army was 

reduced from its 1918 strength of 3,634,000 to 846,498 by 

1919. One year later it fell to 201,918 and by 1923 it was 
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down to 131,959. When Captain Clear wrote his letter to Mr. 

Fitzgerald in early 1931, the Army's strength had increased 

only by about 6,000 to 138,452.^ 

Obviously the Army was not among America's priorities 

during Captain Clear's twelve-year experience. His bitter-

ness is expressed in his concluding paragraph. 

I deplore to see the high-minded young officer in 
such a situation--forced on him, not by his own im-
providence but by the neglect of his Government.' 

The Literary Digest also described the financial prob-

lem confronting Army officers in the early thirties. 

On coming out of West Point and receiving his com-
mission, the new second lieutenant receives $1,700 a 
year pay, out of which he must buy uniforms and equip-
ment of all kinds to accompany his rank. 

He gets free whatever kind of housing the Army post 
affords, varying from bare Walls to fair comforts, but 
he must feed, clothe, and equip himself. Gradually, 
and with disheartening slowness, he advances to first 
lieutenant at $2,000 a year minimum, and after ten 
years or more becomes a captain with pay ranging from 
$2,400 to $3,000 a year maximum. 

If he has luck enough to become a colonel before 
retirement for age, his pay ranges from $4,0 00 to 
$5,000. . . . 

If Army and Navy pay is compared with pay received 
in other walks of life, it is evident that the present 
scale is not only inadequate and inefficient, but also 
unjust. . . . The most a major general can receive 
today is $9,700 . . . chief engineers in railway sys-
tems receive from $9,000 to $15,000 . . . city managers 
of cities of half a million population or less receive 
from $12,000 to $15,000.8 

While this article addressed itself to the problem fac-

ing both Army and Navy officers, it is interesting to note 
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that the Navy was higher paid than was the Army during this 

period (see Table 1). The research for this thesis has not 

uncovered the reason for that phenomenon. Base pay in 

today's Armed Forces is standard in all services. 

TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF PAY RECEIVED BY SOLDIERS 
AND SAILORS IN 19 32 

(Annual Base Pay per Individual) 

Groups by Rank Army Navy 

Enlisted Men $ 252—$1,512 $ 252--$l,890 

Warrant Officers $1,308—$2,220 $1,836—$2,268 

Commissioned Officers 
(Below the Rank of 
Brigadier General and 
Rear Admiral) $1,500—$4,000 $1,500—$6,000 

Source: The World Almanac and Book of Facts (New York: 
World Telegram, 1932), p. 179. 

According to Mark T. Kuykendall, a retired career non-

commissioned officer who served in the Army through World 

War I and World War II, the low pay earned by soldiers in 

the thirties contributed to low morale in the Army. 

Kuykendall also said that the anti-military mood of the 

country made the soldier feel that he was an outcast from 
9 

the society he had sworn to defend. 

There is little scientific evidence available to sup-

port Kuykendall's contention that America had developed anti-

military sentiments in the thirties. However, a review of 
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Congressional Records, Secretary of War reports and period-

icals of that period, like Fortune, The World Tomorrow and 

Literary Digest, does lead this writer to believe that Amer-

ican public opinion toward the Army was unfavorable in the 

decade preceding World War II. Robert Sherrill, a military 

writer for the New York Times, supported this viewpoint 

when he said that today's military appears to be the object 

of more relentless criticism than at any time since the 

thirties. 

. . . when "merchants of death" was the popular de-
scription for munitions manufacturers and when 71% of 
those interviewed in a 19 37 Gallup poll said they 
thought it had been a mistake to fiqht in World War 
i.io 

One publication, in particular, that stirred a contro-

versy with its strong anti-military position was The World 

Tomorrow, a religious periodical. It carried a series of 

articles and editorials opposing the Armed Forces. The one 

that apparently received the most attention was written by 

the Reverend Kirby Page, editor of the periodical. He and 

nine other clergymen sent questionnaires to 5 3,041 of the 

some 100,000 ministers in the United States. Their response 

was 19,372 completed questionnaires which indicated that: 

sixty-two per cent believed that the churches of America 

should have gone on record as refusing to sanction or sup-

port any future war; fifty-four per cent refused to sanction 

any future war or to participate as armed combatants; eighty 
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per cent favored further substantial reductions in armament 

even if the United States had to make proportionately 

greater reductions than other nations; sixty-two per cent 

believed that the policy of armed intervention abroad to 

protect the lives and property of American citizens should 

be abandoned; eighty-three per cent opposed military train-

ing in civilian schools. 

It is difficult to draw significant conclusions based 

solely on this survey because of its obvious limitations. 

There was no mention of any attempt at randomization. By 

Reverend Page's admission "Jews, Roman Catholics, Lutherans, 

Southern Baptists, and Southern Methodists are not repre-

12 
sented in the returns." Therefore, it is impossible to 

extend the results to all religious bodies in the country 

with any accuracy. Only thirty-seven per cent of the 53,041 

questionnaires mailed were returned. It is likely, there-

fore, that the dovish ministers replied in greater propor-

tions than their less interested colleagues. One might 

conclude that clergymen, as a whole, were less adamant in 

their opposition of the military than these results might 

indicate on the surface. Additionally, the questionnaire 

offered only three responses—yes, no and in doubt. The 

only other alternative respondents had was to avoid answer-

ing. Further, some questions were stated in a manner that 

required multiple responses (see Appendix I). A 



20 

questionnaire constructed with statements using a Likert-

type or Thurstone-type scale would have yielded more accu-

rately measured attitudes. Neverthéless, it is noteworthy 

that more than half of the ministers responding, constituting 

a tenth of their total number nationwide, did express unfav-

orable attitudes toward the American military establishment. 

Despite its weaknesses, the article did stir the emotions of 

the Army chief of staff, General MacArthur. He expressed 

his views on the poll in a letter that was printed in the 

June 2, 1931, edition of The World Tomorrow. Copies of his 

letter were also given to members of the press who were told 

that while it was addressed to pacifist ministers in particu-

lar, it was directed to "all those who would refuse to take 

13 up arms in defense of their country." He began a moral 

fight with pacifists that would rage during his remaining 

four yecirs in office with the following words that were sub-

mitted at the invitation of Kirby Page. 

My predominant feeling with reference to the major-
ity of replies received by your paper . . . is that of 
surprise; surprise at the knowledge that so many of 
the clergymen of this country have placed themselves 
on record as repudiating in advance the constitutional 
obligations that will fall upon them equally with all 
other elements of our citizenship in supporting this 
country in case of need. . . . 

Perhaps the greatest privilege of our country, 
which indeed was the genius of its foundation, is re-
ligious freedom. Religious freedom, however, can 
exist only as long as government survives. To render 
our country helpless would invite destruction, not 
only of our political and economic freedom, but also 
our religion. . . . 
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History teaches us that religion and patriotism have 
always gone hand in hand, while atheism has invariably 
been accompanied by radicalism, communism, bolshevism, 
and other enemies of free government. . . . ̂ ^ 

A year later The World Tomorrow published the results 

of an opinion survey directed by a Professor J. J. Smith at 

Muskingum College in New Concord, Ohio. A summary of that 

survey indicated that out of 555 respondents seventy-five 

per cent felt that war is unnecessary; thirty-three per cent 

said they would declare themselves conscientious objectors 

in the next war while another twenty-five per cent were un-

decided on the issue; fifty per cent felt that patriotism 

does not demand citizen participation in war; and fifty-

eight per cent felt that the military budget should be "re-

15 duced very greatly" in 1932. 

Information concerning the methodology of this survey 

was not discovered in this author's research. It apparently 

is limited in the same manner as the Page survey. The exact 

enrollment of Muskingum College at the time this question-

naire was administered has not been determined. However, it 

is known that in 1932 Muskingum was a liberal arts college 

with a student capacity of 850. Considering it was oper-

ating at maximum capacity, at least sixty-five per cent of 

the student body were represented in this survey. 

However scientifically fragile the results of these two 

surveys may appear, they at least merit consideration since 
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more reliable surveys concerning the public's opinion of the 

military in this period are not available. When they are 

considered with the other data pertaining to this subject, 

they do support the contention that there was a strong anti-

military mood in America in the 1930s. 

In the same year, for example, the Army was in danger 

of losing 2,000 of its officers because of an Army appropri-

ations bill (HR 11897) proposed by economy-minded Representa-

17 tive Ross A.Collins (D-Miss.). The aim of the bill was to 

reduce military spending by retaining only its best quali-

fied Army officers. It is significant to point out here 

that the number of Army officers assigned in 1932 was already 

at one of the lowest points since the end of World War I 

(see Table 2). 

General MacArthur responded for the Army in a letter to 

Minority Leader Bertrand H. Snell (R-N.Y.) 

Skilled officers, like all other professional men, 
are products of continuous and laborious study, train-
ing, and experience. There is no short cut to the 
particular type of knowledge and ability they must pos-
sess. Trained officers constitute the most vitally 
essential element in modern war, and the only one that 
under no circumstances can be improvised or extempor-
ized. 

An army can live on short rations, it can be insuf-
ficiently clothed and housed, it can even be poorly 
armed and equipped, but in action it is doomed to 
destruction without the trained and adequate leader-
ship of officers. An efficient and sufficient corps 
of officers means the difference between victory and 
defeat. . . . 
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Among the armies of the world the American ranks 
sixteenth in strength, although/this ,Nation ranks 
fourth in population and first in wealth. Further 
reductions would bring us close to prostration--a 
condition not conducive to the promotion of a feeling 
of security at home nor to enhancing the respect with 
which our pacific counsels are received abroad.^^ 

When a voté was taken on the Collins bill containing 

the provision to eliminate 2,000 Army officers it passed 

19 the Lower House by a vote of 201 to 182. However, it ran 

into trouble in the Senate. The Senate sent back a number 

of amendments, among which was one that rejected the reduc-

tion in officer strength. Collins introduced a compromise 

amendment that would reduce officer strength by 1,000 men 

on July 12, 1932. It was rejected on a roll call vote 175 

20 to 154. The Army had won a close battle, but ironically 

another army was marching on Washington that same day—the 

Bonus Army. 

In the summer of 1932, 11,000 men, accompanied in some 

cases by their wives and children, assembled in Washington 

demanding additional government payments to ex-servicemen. 

Some moved into shacks outside of Washington while others 

camped in old vacant buildings on Pennsylvania Avenue. Ini-

tially, officials in Washington were sympathetic toward the 

demonstrators. The Washington police superintendent, Pelham 

D. Glassford, even coordinated the efforts of several chari-

21 
table organizations to care for the veterans needs. 
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Congress failed to pass the legislation the veterans 

demanded. As it was preparing to adjourn, it appropriated 

$100,000 at President Herbert Hoover's request to pay the 

veterans' fares back to their homes. Six thousand of them 

accepted the transportation expenses and left, but the 

others refused to leave. The remaining group became infil-

trated with members of the American Communist Party. The 

F.B.I. produced evidence that twenty-five per cent of the 
22 

remaining Bonus Marchers were men with criminal records. 

On July 27 the communists gained control of the demon-

strators and the following day a riot ensued. Washington 

police moved in and, in a moment of panic, two veterans were 

fatally shot and three policemen were injured. President 

Hoover then ordered the Army to disperse the demonstrators, 

which it did, with tear gas and troops. One baby died from 

inhaling the fumes and there were several minor injuries, 

but within seven hours the "Bonus Expeditionary Forces" were 
23 

driven out of Washington. 

Unfortunately for the Army it was not praised for its 

operation. Rather, it was heavily criticized for making an 

unprovoked attack on the defenseless veterans. Little men-

tion was made of the fact that communists were involved in 

the riot.^ However, a year later, John T. Pace, an acknowl-

edged communist, told a Congressional committee that his 
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"Red superiors" had ordered him "to provoke riots." He 

also testified: 

Thô Army was called out by President Hoover and 
didn't fire a shot or kill a man. General MacArthur 
put down a Moscow-directed revolution, and that's 
why the Communists hate him even today. . . .^^ 

Nevertheless, the Army was saddled with the blame—not 

the communists. According to Russell F. Weigley, a military 

historian, "The Regular Army's role in breaking up the camps 

of the Bonus Army did nothing to enhance its popular 

26 
standing." 

The Army was still found wanting for public and Congres-

sional approval when Franklin D. Roosevelt was inaugurated. 

On February 3, 1933, Representative Jed Johnson (D-Okla) 

introduced a bill (HR 14567) "to reduce and adjust the re-

tired pay of emergency officers." It was aimed at ensuring 

that no retired officer be paid more than $2,400 a year. 

Special mention was made of General John J. Pershing's spe-

cial pension that totaled approximately $18,000 annually. 

This issue was bitterly debated in the Lower House. Johnson 

and his followers argued that generals had experienced com-

bat only from the rear and at the expense of their subordi-

nates. Accordingly, and because they felt that generals 

were well paid while on active duty, they said that they 

27 
should all be "willing to live on $200 a month." 

General MacArthur came to the rescue again. In address-

ing the Senate Appropriations Committee he reminded its 
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members that the British had rewarded General Douglas Haig, 

Pershing's English counterpart, with a trust fund amounting 

to $500,000 that would go to his family over three genera-

tions. He also told them that in addition to Haig's annual 

income of $30,000, he receivôd his lifetime annuity of 

28 
$8,700 a year. 

Johnson reintroduced the same bill on April 11, 1933. 

No action was taken on it, and it was not reintroduced dur-

29 

ing the second session. 

General Pershing wrote MacArthur the following personal 

note, the contents of which indicate his concern over what 

had been happening to the Army. 
Please allow me to send to you my warmest congratu-

lations upon the way you have succeeded in overcoming 
opposition in Congress to the Army. I think you have 
much to be thankful for, as we all have. 

And may I also express my appreciation for the way 
you have defended the Retired List and especially for 
your reference to me.^^ 

Encounters between MacArthur and members of Congress, 

the Cabinet and even President Roosevelt continued for the 

remaining two years he spent as chief of staff. At one 

point, for example, Roosevelt had favored a 4,000-man reduc-

tion in officer strength. An emotionally exhausted MacArthur 

told his commander-in-chief that when the United States had 

lost the next war, 

. . . and an American boy, lying in the mud with an 
enemy bayonet through his belly and an enemy foot on 
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his dying throat, spat out his last curse, I want the 
name not to be MacArthur, but Roosevelt.31 

The end result was that the Army held its own, more or 

less, barely escaping drastic cuts in appropriations and 

32 
manpower. In 1935 the Ârmy was in about the same condi-

tion it had been in 1930. It was described in Fortune 

magazine as: 

. . . a pigmy force which, including reserves, is 
only the eighteenth biggest army in the world. At the 
outset of another world war either Greece or Belgium 
could put more men into the field than the U.S. Yet 
while our official ranking is eighteenth, actually we 
are much lower than that because our troops are scat-
tered all over the earth. About 32,000 are off pro-
tecting our possessions, leaving 86,000 for the 
continental U.S., only 8,000 too many to fill the 
Yankee Stadium. Of these, 36,000 are engaged in edu-
cation and desk work. There remains 50,000 combat 
troops and 3,000 officers, of which 20,000 are re-
quired to police the Mexican border. Net available 
troops in case of emergency: 30,000--a force smaller 
than the one the British sent against the American 
Colonies in 1776.33 

The hardships confronting Army men because of their 

meager salaries were still ominously present. According to 

George H. Dern, the Secretary of War in 1935, Army officers 

had received "only one slight increase in compensation" since 

1908. He went on to say that they, 

. . . have suffered financial injury from the higher 
price level that has prevailed since the World War. In 
terms of real wages, Army officers and enlisted men are 
worse off today than they were thirty years ago.34 

The soldier's pay had not been increased and, according 

to Fortune's description of him, neither had his prestige: 
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The limits of his responsibility are clearly defined, 
as also are the limits of his earning power. He may 
excel, but he does not have to. He easily sinks to the 
level of the people's poor relation . . .̂ ^ 

Another example of governmental apathy toward the Army 

was the slow rate of promotion in the thirties. According 

to General Malin Craig, MacArthur's successor, "the promo-

tion rate has been far from satisfactory and has grown 

progressively worse." ^ j 

Finally, through experiencei there became available 
sufficient data to show that without some revision in 
the system young men entering the service could not 
attain successive grades except at the following ages: 
Captain at 39, major at 47, lieutenant colonel at 54, 
and colonel at 58 or 59. This meant that in the aver-
age case an officer would have only 5 or 6 years re-
maining to serve after reaching the grade of colonel.36 

As war clouds grew darker in Europe and Asia in the mid 

and late thirties, the long sought military appropriations 

became realities (see Table 3). 

Fiscal 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

1939 

Sour 

Year 

•ce: 

MILITARY 
TABLE 3 

APPROPRIATIONS: 1934—1939 
(Dollars) 

Marvin A. Kreidberg and 
History of Military Mob 
States Army 1775—1945 

Total Military Funds 

314 

292 

372 

419 

514 

642 

,135,803 

,719,772 

,776,408 

,984,465 

,811,757 

,946,016 

Merton G. Henry. 
ilization in the United 
(Washington: U.S. Gov-

ernment Printing Office, 1955), p. 452. 
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In his 1936 report to the Secretary of War, General 

Craig began to show optimism. 

In general it may be said that the increase in mili-
tary appropriations for 1936 over those of preceding 
years marks an epoch in the period that has elapsed 
since the end of the World War. . . . the Promotion 
Act passed by the first session of the Seventy-fourth 
Congress has done much to improve the morale of the 
officer corps of the Regular Army and to make officers 
available at an earlier age for duties imposed by ad-
vanced rank. The Seventy-fourth Congress also recog-
nized the shortage of officers in the Regular Army by 
providing for the training for one year with units of 
the Regular Army of 1,000 reserve officers.37 

It should be noted, however, that while America began 

to cast off ideas of isolationism and pacifism in the late 

1930s, most of the emphasis was on building a stronger Navy 

and Air Corps. The Army did get some assistance, but it was 

a last priority. As late as 1939, for instance, the infan-

try had not yet received the new M-1 Garand rifle, but still 

carried the 1903 Springfield. Even though the 81-mm and 60-

mm mortars had been developed, the infantry still used the 

3 8 
three-inch Stokes mortar from World War I. 

In 194 0 General George C. Marshall was the chief of 

staff and the revitalization of the United States Army began 

The Army budget was $853 million—more than twice the usual 

39 
budgets of the middle thirties. A year later it had an 

40 
appropriation of eleven billion dollars. The reason, of 

course, is obvious. As the war in Europe expanded, Ameri-

cans quickly realized that it was only a matter of time be-

fore American doughboys would again be sent "over there." 
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A Fortune Magazine survey showed that in December 1941 

seventy-eight per cent of their sample, the size of which 

is unavailable, favored sending the American Army to fight 

in Europe. This percentage indicates a rapidly expanding 

hawkish attitude when compared with the sixty-eight per 

cent figure obtained from an identical survey administered 

41 two months earlier. 

A Gallup survey also taken in December 1941 revealed 

that sixty-seven per cent, or fifty-four million Americans 

42 were willing to volunteer for "defense efforts." 

Thus, on the eve of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, 

the American Army was rapidly expanding—growing from a 

quarter of a million men in 1940 to a million and a half in 

1941. It would continue to grow to a peak strength of over 

43 eight million in 1945. Perhaps more important were its 

accomplishments during that historic period, for they have 

provided the proud memories and traditions on which the 

Army could reflect during times when its prestige ebbed. 

Image Analysis; 1941--1971 

The period 1941—1971 offers some interesting compari-

sons in the extremes of public opinion regarding the United 

States Army. It is easy to speculate that the world situa-

tion has a definite effect on the image of an institution 
V 

like the American Army. However, the Army's image is a 
\ 
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subject in which little, if any, research has been done pre-

viously; consequently, material relating to the American 

public's opinion of its army, per se, largely remains unpub-

lished. Scientific data pertaining to this subject are 

relatively non-existent. In order to scientifically trace 

the image of the Army during the period in question, one 

must rely on the literature of the period and the contention 
i' 

that the American press both influences and reflects Ameri-
44 can public opinion. 

In order to analyze the findings of such a study one 

must attempt to quantify the contents of the literature 

under examination. The technique used in this particular 

study was content analysis. It was conducted in order to 

test the first hypothesis stated in Chapter I of this thesis. 

American public opinion of the United States Army 
is directly and positively related to the urgency of 
the threat (real or imagined) to the security of the 
United States. If the threat is great, then the Army's 
image is higher than it is when the threat is low. 

Specifically, four sub-periods were selected for anal-

ysis: July 1941—June 1942 (Period I in the study), July 

1951—June 1952 (Period II), July 1961—June 1962 (Period 

III), and July 1970—June 1971 (Period IV). Four periodi-

cals were selected for study to identify news events involv-

ing the Army during each respective period. Life, Newsweek, 

Time and U.S. News and World Report, all popular weekly 
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publications, were presented to the public during the three 

decades analyzed in this study. 

One month from each quarter of each period was randomly 

paired with one of the four selected journals. To eliminate 

bias, all Army-related articles from all randomly chosen 

issues wére extracted. These, in turn, were condensed for 

more rapid reading and reproduced. If a heading was descrip-

tive, it was used. If not, the first sentence or paragraph 

was used to represent the article. The result was seventy-

six different articles from sixty-four different issues of 

the four selected magazines. 

To increase the reliability of this study, all seventy-

six articles were given to nine judges (five women and four 

men of various ages and backgrounds). They, in turn, indi-

vidually rated each article on a five-point bipolar scale 

from "very unfavorable" (one on the scale) to "very favor-

able" (five on the scale). The mean score for each article 

reflected the article's effect upon the Army's image. 

Comparison of Period I 
and Period II 

The periods of July 1941—June 1942 and July 1951—June 

1952 were selected for comparison because they represent two 

decades in history when the U.S. Army was deeply committed 

in national affairs and when the urgency of the threat to 

the security of the United States differed considerably. 
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Period I includes the six months before the Japanese 

attack on Pearl Harbor, when America's hopes of isolationism 

were being dashed by the worsening situations in Europe and 

Asia, and six months after the Pearl Harbor attack. 

Periodicals published during Period I reflected Ameri-

can faith and respect for the Army. Advertisements pictur-

ing servicemen portrayed the soldier as a credible source 

of information. Human interests articles involving the 

Army were common. Even writers who were critical of the 

Army reflected an air of optimism. 

There were hopeful signs last week that the U.S. 
Army is facing the fact that wars can't be won without 
putting the right men in the right places. A lot of 
this good horse sense is coming from Chief of Staff 
George Catlett Marshall. One sign of it was a request 
for more authority to weed out incompetent officers.^^ 

When going to war the Army carried with it the cocky 

pride that has so often been identified v/ith the American 

soldier in World War II. Headlines and captions like the 

one quoted below typify that spirit: 

AMERICANS IN A HURRY LAND IN AUSTRALIA TO FIND A 
WAR . . . "Hop to it, buddy," was the American slogan, 
"you're holding up the American Amy."^^ 

That pride and spirit became nationwide. It would re-

main a part of the American national character throughout 

the war. When the war was over, of course, American inter-

ests turned to domestic issues that had been neglected dur-

ing World War II. But Americans were grateful to the men 
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who gave them the opportunity to pursue peaceful interests. 

When the Eighty-second Airborne Division, the "All Ameri-

cans," came home from the war, for example, they were wel-

comed by what Newsweek described as "enormous crowds of 

47 New Yorkers." 

Life also described their welcome. 

. . . The 82nd Airborne Division marched up New 
York's Fifth Avenue, a helmeted, bayonet-bristling, 
13,000 man symbol of all Army ground forces that 
fought the war. 

The 82nd's victory parade was America's tribute to 
the heroic, anonymous "doughfoot." It was the big-
gest military parade that New York City had seen since 
1919 when Gen. John J. Pershing had led the Ist Infan-
try Division along the same route. 

Grateful citizens showered the troopers with paper 
and applause while they marched triumphantly through 
the streets bedecked with American flags and throngs 
of people.4 8 

American Army units returning from two future wars 

would not receive such a welcome. 

The Korean conflict represented in Period II, offers a 

contrast in the American public's attitude toward war. 

While the Airmy of the early 1940s fought in a world war, the 

Army of the early 1950s fought in a remote and troubled coun-

try in Asia. While the enemy was real, they did not present 

a direct threat to the security of the United States. The 

emphasis was on negotiation rather than a complete military 

victory over the communists. America did not mobilize her 

industry or her manpower as she did ten years earlier. The 
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Army rotated the unpleasant tours in Korea among its 

49 
1,531,774 officers and men. According to Russell Weigley 

overall American disinterest in Korea resulted in low Army 

morale. 

Enlisted men and junior officers spent their time 
counting the days until they could be rotated out. 
They did not develop a sense of unity.^O 

Press releases during the period pointed out the futil-

ity of the conflict and the impatience of the American pub-

lic to find a settlement. One such Newsweek article shows 

the Army's concern for the public's attitude. 

The Army was worried about how long the American 
public would accept push-me-pull-you fighting that 
apparently led nowhere except to more gravemarkers 
in national cemeteries.51 

While it is difficult to quantify the Army's image at 

any one point in history, it is possible to compare the mood 

of the public during periods when the Army is receiving sig-

nificant press coverage. The results of the sampling of 

articles extracted for Periods I and II are shown in Table 4 

The mean for Period I is 3.4 8 with a standard deviation of 

.465. Whereas, in Period II, the mean is 2.89 with a stan-

dard deviation of 1.02. In this comparison a "t" value of 

1.92 was noted, indicating a difference at less than the 

.08 level of confidence. 



TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF JUDGES' MEAN SCORES INDICATING 
THE ARMY's IMAGE IN 1941 and 1951 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 
5.0 = Highest, 1.0 = Lowest) 
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X. . 

Period I 
(July 1941--June 1942) 

3.48 

.465 

n 21 

Period II 
(July 1951—June 1952) 

2.98 

1.02 

24 

t = 1.92 

p < .08 

Comparison of Period III 
and Period IV ' 

Between July 1961 and June 1962 the U.S. Army began 

to modernize because the Berlin crisis pointed out to the 

public and to Congress the necessity of having a strong 

Army to counter the increasing Russian threat. Between 

July 1970 and June 1971 the Army, again involved in a 

remote and unpopular conflict in Southeast Asia, began to 

turn the bulk of the fighting over to the South Vietnamese, 

withdraw its forces and deactivate many of its units. 

Thus, in terms of the threat to the security of the United 

States, Periods III and IV are comparable to Periods I and 

II. 
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In the summer of 1961 the Russian government began 

applying diplomatic pressure and military threats to pry 

the Western powers out of Berlin. The Berlin crisis of 

1961 illustrated the defici^encies of the Army at that 

time and enlightened the public regarding the needs of 

the Army. 

General Maxwell D. Taylor, Army chief of staff under 

President Eisenhower and President Kennedy's military 

adviser, urged that a strong non-nuclear force would pre-

vent Soviet aggression and, at the same time, reduce the 

threat of nuclear war. Taylor advocated mobilization 

and larger expenditures to strengthen the Army in order 

to develop a "flexible response" and keep nuclear weapons 

as an absolute last resort rather than depending upon them 

53 . . . for massive retaliation purposes. An article in Life, 

commenting on President Kennedy's decision to implement 

Taylor's plan, pointed out that most Army equipment was 

obsolete. 

. . . the five first-line U.S. divisions in Europe 
are still using old tanks, and the quality of tanks 
has been the weak link in the U.S. arsenal. Only one 
battalion in the entire Army is equipped with the new 
M-60 tank to match Russian T-54's which have been in 
operation since 1952. The Russian army, after two 
postwar equipment changes, has handed out to satel-
lites and even neutralist Arabs newer equipment than 
the best-armed GI now carries. 

The Berlin situation grew more serious in August 1961 

when the East Germans and Russians built the wall that 
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still divides East and West Berlin. President Kennedy's 

response was to send an American Army unit to Berlin on 

August 20, 1961. Newsweek described the unit's move. 

. . . an American battle group of 1,500 men was 
sent to strengthen the isolated garrison in West 
Berlin. Any obstruction, any outbreak of shooting 
along the 110-mile length of the autobahn between 
West Germany and Berlin could have pushed the U.S. 
convoy over the brink of war. And the knowledge 
of that risk . . . was reflected in the grim faces 
of the Eighteenth Infantry as they left their camp 
outside Mannheim. . . . 

Nearly 10,000 shouting cheering West Berliners 
were waiting to greet the column. They stood by 
the big sign bearing a rampant Berlin bear and 
threw flowers. . . . The elegant Kufurstendamn was 
a mass ôf cheering humanity.^5 

During Period III the threat by the Soviet Union was 

met by American mobilization and modernization of the U.S. 

Army. The Army grew in strength from 858,622 in 1961 to 

1,066,404 in 1962. According to Time, Army units around 

the world were getting "a badly needed transfusion of 

57 modern equipment." In the same article the Army's abil-

ity to meet the challenge in Period II was described. 

It [meeting the Russian threat] is also a job 
that has to be done and last week at induction de-
pots, in training camps and on the frontiers of the 
cold war, the growing, improving Army was preparing 
to do it.58 

In Period IV American disenchantment with the war in 

Viet-Nam seemed to be greater than American disinterest in 

the Korean conflict. A noted military historian, retired 



41 

Brigadier General S. L. A. Marshall, said, referring to 

this period, "I can't remember a time when the Army has had 

59 
such adversity." The Army's adversity was the subject 

that most journalists, writing on military affairs, concen-

trated on during Period IV. For example, Newsweek reported: 

Caught between a mood of growing isolationism and 
anti-militarism in the nation and traumas involving 
corruption, drug abuse, insubordination and combat 
atrocities within the military community, the U.S. 
Army is enduring one of the most painful periods in 
its proud history.60 

Of all the adversity reported about the Army, the 

alleged atrocities got most of the press coverage and, con-

sequently, most of the public's attention. One Life arti-

cle said that as many as 600 veterans of Viet-Nam had 

admitted that they had witnessed or committed atrocities 

in combat. 

General officers were also indicted for their involve-

ment in atrocities. Time reported that Brigadier General 

John W. Donaldson had been charged with the murder of six 
6 2 

Vietnamese civilians and assaulting two others. In a 

different issue of the same publication was the report of 

Major General Samuel Koster, the commander of the division 

involved in the 1968 My Lai massacre, who was demoted to 

brigadier general for delaying the reporting of the inci-

dent. The same article revealed that the assistant divi-

sion coramander, Brigadier General George H. Young, along 
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with Koster, had been given a letter of censurc and forced 

to forfeit his Distinguished Service Medal and that Colonel 

Oran Henderson, the brigade commander concerned, was being 

"tried by court-martial for failing to make a proper 

^ ... "63 report." 

In a Newsweek article, reporting on Lieutenant William 

Calley's court-martial for his part in the My Lai incident, 

the Army's plight was described: "They [Calley's jury] had 

much to consider, for in a sense, the Army itself was on 

trial."^"^ 

In comparing Army-related news articles of Periods III 

and IV it becomes apparent that the Army has seen its image 

tarnish considerably in the past decade, but when the events 

between 1961 and 1971 are compared through quantitative anal-

ysis, the contrast becomes even more vivid (see Table 5). 

The salient feature of thô comparison presented below is the 

"t" value of 17.05 which is significant at less than the 

.001 level of confidence. 

Summary of Findings 

The four periods under observation in this study repre-

sent three decades of controversy for the United States 

Army. 

In 1941 America's involvement in World War II was in-

evitable and public support of the Army was widespread and 
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enthusiastic. Likewise, in 1961 the Soviet Union had estab-

lished itself as a strong military power with an active army 

of 175 divisions, supported by sophisticated nuclear weapons 

Nikita Khrushchev had openly stated the communist pledge to 
6 t; 

"bury" capitalism. President Kennedy was able to gain 

public and Congressional support to strengthen the Army. 

News coverage of these two threatening periods reflects fav-

orably on the Army. 

TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF JUDGES' MEAN SCORES INDICATING 
THE ARMY'S IMAGE IN 1961 AND 1971 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 
5.0 = Highest, 1.0 = Lowest) 

Period III 
(July 1961—June 1962) 

Period IV 
(July 1971—June 1972) 

X. . 

n 

3.86 

.26 

11 

1.95 

.80 

20 

t = 17.05 

p < .001 

By contrast, both 1951 and 1971 were periods in which 

the United States was deeply committed in remote and un-

popular wars in Asia. The Korean and Viet-Nam conflicts 

are similar in many respects. Particularly significant is 

the fact that in both cases the enemy did not pose an 
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immediate threat to the security of the United States. And, 

in both cases, press releases indicate that the United 

States Army's image became tarnished. 

Therefore, it is determined that the findings contained 

in this particular study tend to support the hypothesis 

associated with it. 

The Army's Image and the Public's 
Disenchantment With Viet-Nãm 

As indicated in the previous study, the Army's image 

decayed to a highly significant degree during the decade 

between 1961 and 1971. During that decade the American 

troop level in Viet-Nam grew from less than 1,000 to approx-
6 6 

imately 525,000. It was a decade in which American in-

volvement in an Asian war among Asians escalated from an 

advisory role to a land combat role. It was a decade in 

which American public opinion toward that escalation moved 

from approval to disapproval. 

This section contains the results of a study designed 

to measure the impact of the American public's disenchant-

ment with the Viet-Nam War on the image of the United 

States Army. The study presented herein was conducted in 

order to test the second hypothesis stated in Chapter I 

of this thesis. 

There is a direct and positive relationship between 
the American public's disenchantment with the war in 
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Viet-Nam and the declining image of the U.S. Army. As 
disenchantment with America's involvement in the Viet-
Nam war increased, the image of the U.S. Army became 
less favorable. 

This study does not examine the entire decade. Rather; 

it focuses on five critical years: 1966-—1970. These par-

ticular years were selected because they are the ones dur-

ing which the American Army assumed a land combat role in 

Viet-Nam; became entrenched in not only an alluvial quagmire, 

but more deeply entrenched in a political quagmire as well; 

and, after buying time for their Asian allies, began turning 
6 7 

the Viet-Nam War back to their Vietnamese counterparts. 

This section indicates that in the initial stages of 

the American troop buildup in Viet-Nam, the U.S. Army enjoyed 

moderately favorable public opinion. It also indicates that 

a majority of Americans in 1966 felt that American troops 

should have been sent to fight in Viet-Nam. It also sug-

gests that American public opinion on both of these issues 

became increasingly negative as the war lengthened. 

The Image Scale 

A content analysis similar to the one used in the pre-

ceding study was the method of measuring the Army's image 

during the period 1 9 6 6 — 1 9 7 0 . This study, like the one 

discussed earlier in the chapter, is based on the contention 

that the American press both influences and reflects Ameri-

. . 68 
can public opinion. 
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Three periodicals were chosen as the media from which 

articles would be randomly selected and given to judges who 

would determine their impact on the Army's image. The 

selected periodicals were Time, Life and Newsweek. The same 

selection criteria that applied to the previous study were 

used in this study. A fourth periodical was not selected 

because it was determined to use longer excerpts in this 

study. Additionally, five years were under examination in 

this study as opposed to four in the earlier analysis. 

Therefore, fatigue of the judges was the major consideration 

in limiting the number of periodicals to three. 

In order to eliminate bias the entire article-selection 

process was completely random. Each year was divided into 

three thirds. Then, each third of a year was randomly 

paired with one of the three periodicals and three Army-

related articles were randomly chosen from each periodical 

volume. The result was nine randomly selected articles per 

year—a total of forty-five for the period. 

One to four paragraphs from each article, depending 

upon their descriptiveness, were extracted by reproduction. 

These in turn were given to five judges for evaluation. The 

judges (three men and two women) were selected on the basis 

of their intellect and perceptiveness. The men were all pro-

fessors at Texas Tech University and the women had mass com-

munication experience. They were asked to rate each excerpt 
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(which could not be identified by its date or origin) on a 

seven-point bipolar scale from "very unfavorable" (one on 

the scale) to "very favorable" (seven on the scale). They 

were instructed to consider the effect of each excerpt on 

the U.S. Army as an institution as they felt it would be 

perceived by the general public. 

The results (see Table 6) indicate that the United 

States Army's image experienced a gradual decline between 

1966 and 1968. In 1969, however, it suffered a fourteen per 

cent decrease while it had dropped an average of four-tenths 

per cent in 1967 and 1968. The overall depreciation between 

1966 and 1970 amounted to twenty-two per cent. That compari^ 

son resulted in a "t" value of 1.89 which indicates a differ-

ence at the .08 level of confidence. 

TABLE 6 

COMPARISON OF JUDGES' MEAN SCORES INDICATING 
THE ARMY'S IMAGE BETWEEN 1966 AND 1970 

(Based on a Seven-Point Scale: 
7.0 = Highest, 1.0 = Lowest) 

1966 

X.. 4.71 

s 1.66 

n 9 

t (1966 and 

p < .08 

1970) 

1967 

4.69 

1.41 

9 

= 1.89 

1968 

4.24 

1.76 

9 

1969 

3.24 

1.95 

9 

1970 

3.20 

1.53 

9 
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It is considered probable that the relatively high 

standard deviations and low confidence level noted in this 

study are the results of the small sample. Additionally, 

it is considered possible that there was a considerable 

variation in the favorability of news and news reporting 

concerning Army-related events during the 19 66-1970 period. 

The Disenchantment Scale 

The military historians who prepared the top-secret 

history of the U.S. involvement in Indo-China point to the 

1964 Gulf of Tonkin incident and its resulting Congressional 

resolution as the most critical phase of the American role 

69 in the Viet-Nam war. The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, 

which was approved by both Houses by a vote of 504 to 2, 

gave the President the power to "take all necessary measures 

70 
. . . to prevent further aggression." Those "necessary 

measures" resulted in a greatly increased number of Ameri-

can troops committed to support the Saigon regime. 

In May 1965 the 173d Airborne Brigade was deployed 

from Okinawa to Viet-Nam and became the first U.S. Army 

combat unit to go into battle against the Vietnamese commu-

nists.^"^ Many others would follow and by the end of 196 5 

72 
there were 184,314 American troops in South Viet-Nam. 

In August 1965 a Gallup opinion poll included the fol-

lowing question. "In view of the developments since we 

entered the fighting in Vietnam, do you think the U.S. made 
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a mistake sending troops to fight in Vietnam?" Of the 

1,500 respondents interviewed, sixty-one per cent answered 

7 3 
negatively to that question. The following year the same 

question appeared in four Gallup polls and the question con-

tinued to be asked through 1970. After studying the results 

of these polls, a trend begins to emerge. 

It was decided to use the results of the Gallup polls 

to establish the "disenchantment scale" used in this study. 

Becau'se only one poll in 1965 included this question and 

because the American troop buildup in Viet-Nam had just 

begun, the author decided to use 19 66 as the starting point 

in this analysis. Because the results of 1971 polls on 

this subject, if there were any, were not available it was 

decided to extend the observations through 19 70 only. Since 

President Nixon had already begun his Vietnamization plans 

in 1970 and American units had begun coming home, it was 

further determined that 1966-1970 was the most logical 

period to analyze. 

The results of the Gallup polls were averaged together 

by year in order to compare the public's changing attitudes 

toward the American commitment in Viet-Nam (see Table 7). 

The results indicate that public support of the American 

troop commitment to Viet-Nam declined at a rate of approxi-

mately five per cent annually from 1966 to 1970. 
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TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC'S DISENCHANT-
MENT WITH AMERICAN MILITARY INVOLVEMENT 

IN VIEW-NAM (1966-1970) 
(Based on Percentages) 

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 

Favoring 
Involvement 51.75 48.00 39.50 35.50 33.33 

Opposed to 
Involvement 31.75 40.20 49.00 55.00 57.33 

No Opinion 16.50 11.80 11.50 9.50 9.34 

Sources: Gallup Opinion Index. 
1969, p. 14. 
Gallup Qpinion Index. 
1970, p. 2. 
Gallup Opinion Index. 
1971, p. 12. 

Report No. 52, October, 

Report No. 56, February, 

Report No. 69, March, 

It was also noted that disenchantment with the American 

military commitment to Viet-Nam increased more than twenty-

six per cent between 1966 and 1970. This represents a dif-

ference that is significant at less than the .001 level of 

confidence (see Table 8). 

In order to examine the relationship between the pub-

lic's disenchantment with the Viet-Nam war and the declining 

image of the Army, a correlation analysis was applied to the 

data obtained for this study. The independent variables (X) 

were the percentages of the public that favored American 

military involvement in Viet-Nam (1966-1970). The dependent 

variables (Y) were the Army image ratings for the same years 
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as determined by the five article judges. The result was a 

correlation coefficient (r) of .934. This provided a coeffi-

cient of determination (r^) of .87 which indicates that the 

relationship between the Army's image and the public's dis-

enchantment with the Viet-Nam war has a strength of eighty-

seven per cent. 

TABLE 8 

F-TABLE CONCERNING THE VARIANCE IN THE AMERICAN 
PUBLIC'S ATTITUDE TOWARD U.S. MILITARY 

INVOLVEMENT IN VIET-NAM 
(Percentages Opposed to Involvement 

in 1966 and 1970) 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Percentage 
Opposed to 
Involvement 

(1966) 

Percentage 
Opposed to 
Involvement 

(1970) 

F 
Ratio 

F 
.001 

1 and 
2,999 31.75 57.33 640 10.83 

Based on the strength of that correlation, it is con-

sidered likely that the data contained in this study tends 

to support the corresponding hypothesis. 

Summary 

This chapter has underscored the similarity between 

periods in history in which public opinion of the United 

States Army was favorable. It has also drawn parallels 

between periods in which the American public had an unfav-

able impression of its Army. 
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The Army's image in America has been a changing one. 

When the security of the Nation has been at stake, the Army 

has been bathed in prestige. During World War II, for ex-

ample, the Army was transformed from an oblivious and in-

effective organization to a force that altered history. 

Favorable public opinion was obviously abundant. When the 

war ended, elements of that army received a hero's welcome 

when it returned from Europe. A decade and a half later, 

another American Army unit was given a heroic welcome in 

Berlin. America responded with overwhelming support for the 

institution that would block Red aggression. The Army laid 

aside its World War II equipment, modernized and grew. The 

press coverage of that period reflects America's pride and 

support of the Army. 

However, during hard times that arc not directly re-

lated to security, the Army has suffered from lack of pres-

tige. In the 19 30's, for example, America was beset with 

unemployment and hunger. The Army became the target of cost 

conscious politicians and had to fight in a political arena 

for its existence. During the Korean conflict, the Army 

felt the sting of unfavorable public opinion and paid the 

price for being committed to an unpopular cause that did 

not directly effect the internal security of the United 

States. But the loss of esteem was magnified when it was 

committed to a second unpopular cause in Viet-Nam. 
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The public's impatience for a settlement in Viet-Nam 

has cost the United States Army an undetermined amount of 

réspect. Between 1969 and 1971 the Army's public image was 

at its lowest point in thirty years—possibly at the lowest 

point in the Army's 200-year history. 
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CHAPTER III 

AN ANATOMY OF THE IMAGE 

The military profession is derided in some of the so-
called best circles in America. 

—Pres. Richard M. Nixon-'-

On the campus of Colorado State University stands a 

rectangular stone monument dedicated to the alumni of that 

institution who died in the service of another institution 

—the United States Army. The bronze plaque mounted on that 

memorial reads, "In proud memory of those members of the 

United States Army who died in defense of freedom." In May 

1972 the following graffito was painted on the military 

science building wall immediately behind that tribute to the 

2 

school's Army war dead, "All soldiers are war criminals." 

While such an isolated circumstance can only be con-

sidered representative of one person's attitude toward the 

American Army, it does stimulate questions with broader im-

plications: How does the image of the Army compare with 

the images of the other Armed Services? What age groups 

are most favorable and least favorable toward the Army? 

What effect does a person's pacifism have upon his image of 

the Army? Do whites and non-whites have significantly dif-

ferent impressions of the Army? 

It is apparent that the Army's public image has been 

tarnished during its Viet-Nam experience. But that is a 

59 
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broad generalizati(in. The variables that collectively shape 

the Army's overall image need to be examined separately. A 

dissection of the Army's public image should provide greater 

insight into this problem. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine various group 

attitudes toward the Army and to id^ntify some of the consid-

erations that contribute to their impressions of the Army. 

Research Methodology 

The contents of this chapter are based on primary sur-

vey research conducted by the author, literature review and 

relevant studies conducted by other investigators. 

During February—April, 1972, this writer conducted a 

survey in Lubbock, Texas to examine the relationships be-

tween age, pacifism and the American public's image of the 

Army. Four age groups were selected for analysis of their 

attitudes toward the Army and war: high school students 

(age 17-19) , college-age adults (age 20-24) , young adults 

(age 25-35) and older adults (36 and over). These particu-

lar age groups were examined because it was assumed that 

(1) anyone younger than seventeen has not seriously consid-

ered the merits of the Army; (2) the two younger age groups, 

having members eligible for military service, would have 

formed substantially measurable attitudes toward the Army; 

(3) since these age groups represent various stages of 
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educational advancement and maturity, significant variances 

in attitudes would be discovered. The results of a survey 

pretest, administered to four pilot groups of twenty respon-

dents each, supported the validity of these assumptions. 

The pretest also indicated that the questionnaire in-

tended to be used in the study was valid. The questionnaire, 

predominately using a Likert-type scale, contained twenty-

six statements concerning the Army (Appendix III) and ten 

statements pertaining to war in general (Appendix III). 

Four questions relating to press objectivity and an all-

volunteer Army were also included. An equal number of posi-

tive and negative statements in both categories were used. 

The sample was obtained by randomly selecting fixed 

groups. Personal interviews were not used because of re-

source limitations. A sample size of 100 per group was 

determined by examination of the pretest results to be a 

manageable number and one that would provide adequately 

significant results (a tolerated error of eight per cent 

with a ninety-five per cent level of confidence). 

Group A (17-19 year-olds) was obtained through the 

cooperation of the Lubbock Public School Administrative 

Office. One senior homeroom class was selected from each 

of the five public high schools in Lubbock. Randomization 

was further assured because all assignments of students to 

homerooms were done randomly. The cooperation of a variety 
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of businesses in Lubbock was solicited in order to obtain 

respondents for the other three groups. Owners and managers 

were contacted individually and they, in turn, distributed 

the questionnaires to their employees. Individuals living 

in various representative neighborhoods consented to dis-

tribute questionnaires in their respective neighborhoods, 

thereby, providing attitudes from housewives, retirees, 

public servants and school teacherS. Group B (20-24 year-

olds) consists of college students and non-students. The 

non-students were contacted by the methods mentioned above. 

Students' attitudes were obtained by administering the sur-

vey to various classes at Texas Tech University. The selec-

tion of classes was not completely random. Rather, an 

attempt was made to get different attitudes by selecting as 

many different departments as possible. 

The survey was conducted in order to test the third 

and fourth hypotheses as stated in Chapter I of this thesis. 

There is a significant relationship between the 
image of the U.S. Army and the ages of its various pub-
lics. High school students, whose attitudes may be in-
fluenced by their parents, will have a more favorable 
impression of the Army than young persons in their 
early twenties who may have had their attitudes influ-
enced by a variety of sources. Young adults, between 
25 and 35 years old, and older adults will have pro-
gressively more favorable opinions toward the Army. 

There is a significant negative relationship between 
the image of the U.S. Army and the public's degree of 
pacifism. A large portion of a person's attitude to-
ward the Army is explained by his attitude toward war, 
so that the more "pacifist" a person is, the less 
positive his image of the Army will be. 
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The findings obtained from this survey should not be 

construed to be representative of nationwide attitudes to-

ward the Army. Rather, the purpose of this survey was to 

identify variables that have an effect on the Army's image. 

The durability of these relationships can be strengthened 

by comparing the findings of the present investigation with 

those of other related studies. 

One such study was conducted by Opinion Research Cor-

poration. It was prepared for the Army and N. W. Ayer and 

Son, Inc. , the advertising agency that developed the "To-

day's Army Wants to Join You" recruiting campaign for the 

Army. Its purpose was to obtain opinions of Army veterans 

and the general public toward the Army as an institution 

and the benefits derived from Army service. 

Personal interviews were conducted by Opinion Research 

Corporation's staff between April 19 and May 9, 19 69. Opin-

ions pertaining to the general public were obtained from a 

sample of 1,322 men and women fifteen years old and older 

living in private households in the Continental United 

States. The opinions of Army veterans are based on a sample 

of 1,005 male Army veterans including 373 veterans of World 

War II, 319 of the Korean conflict, 313 of the Viet-Nam 

conflict. 

Another related study was conducted for the Army by 

the Consumer Research Department of N. W. Ayer and Son, Inc. 
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Its overall purpose was to examine the attitudes of three 

youth groups toward the Army Reserve Officers Training 

Corps (ROTC). These groups were college ROTC sophomores, 

non-ROTC sophomores and high school seniors who planned to 

go to college. 

The findings of the Ayer study are based on a survey 

conducted in November 1971 that consisted of 1,500 personal 

interviews. This sample included: 500 high school seniors 

planning to go to college who were randomly selected from 

fifty communities across the country; 1,000 college sopho-

mores (500 enrolled in Army ROTC and 500 not enrolled in 

any ROTC program) who were randomly selected from thirty-

5 four campuses. 

The image of the entire American military establish-

ment concerned the chairman of the House Committee on Armed 

Forces, the Honorable F. Edward Hebert. On July 27, 19 71, 

he appointed the Special Subcommittee on Recruiting and 

Retention of Military Personnel under the chairmanship of 

W. C. Daniel. That subcommittee was directed to 

examine all facets of recruiting and retention pro-
cedures, programs and problems, including, but not 
limited to, the outside influences which affect the 
recruiting and retention of personnel for the Armed 
Forces.6 

7 
A total of eighteen hearings were held. Pertment 

findings of this subcommittee report and other relevant 

studies will be presented in subsequent sections of this 
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chapter. Results of the present survey are discussed as 

they relate to previous studies. 

Comparison of Armed Services Images 

Opinion Research Corporation discovered that a majority 

of the general public and Army veterans are generally fav-

orable toward the Air Force, Army, Marines and Navy as a 

group. Viet-Nam veterans, however, do not express the wide-

spread favorability of the general public, World War II 

veterans and Korea veterans (see Table 9). 

TABLE 9 

FAVORABILITY TOWARD ARMED SERVICES 
(Figures Expressed in Per Cent) 

Very Favorable 

Mostly Favorable 

Half and Half 

Mostly Unfavorable 

Very Unfavorable 

No Opinion 

Total 

36 

40 

18 

3 

2 

1 

Army 

WWII 

36 

42 

15 

3 

2 

2 

Veterans 

Korea 

40 

40 

17 

3 

0 

0 

Viet-Nam 

22 

26 

38 

8 

6 

0 

General 
Public 

34 

34 

18 

5 

4 

5 

Source: Opinion Research Corporation, "The Image of the 
Army," Princeton, New Jersey, August 19 69, p. 3 
(Mimeographed). 

While the reputation of the Armed Forces received gen-

erally favorable ratings, the Opinion Research Corporation 

study indicated that the Army's reputation was considered 
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less favorable than the other services. It was ranked third, 

after the Air Force and Navy and ahead of the Marines, among 

Army veterans. It stood in fourth place among the general 

public (see Table 10). 

Air Force 

Navy 

Army 

Marines 

TABLE 10 

ARMED SERVICES' FAVORABILITY COMPARISONS 
(Based on Percentages Rating Each 

Service "Very or Mostly 
Favorable") 

Army Veterans 

Total 

88 

76 

62 

51 

WWII 

90 

80 

65 

56 

Korea 

88 

75 

65 

52 

Viet-Nam 

74 

58 

41 

24 

- General 
Public 

77 

70 

51 

57 

Source: Opinion Research Corporation, "The Image of the 
Army," Princeton, New Jersey, August 1969, p. 
11. (Mimeographed). 

The same study also revealed that the Air Force was 

considered to be the best service by more people while the 

Marine Corps was rated the worst by Army veterans and the 

Army was considered the least desirable by the general 

public (see Table 11). 

The Variance in the Army's Image by Age Groups 

A 1971 Louis Harris national poll (n = 1,529) found 

that "substantial differences in attitudes toward the Army 
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appear by age groups." A report of that survey said that 

young persons tend to be most critical of the Army while 

9 persons over fifty years old tend to defend it. 

TABLE 11 

BRANCH OF SERVICE CONSIDERED THE BEST 
AND THE WORST^ 

(Figures Expressed in Per Cent) 

Army Veterans 

Air Force 

Best 
Worst 

Navy 

Best 
Worst 

Army 

Best 
Worst 

Marines 

Best 
Worst 

Source 

Total WWII Korea Viet-Nam 

50 
2 

20 
7 

16 
29 

7 
34 

49 
1 

22 
6 

14 
31 

8 
30 

50 
4 

18 
9 

18 
29 

7 
33 

55 
4 

15 
7 

21 
21 

5 
55 

General 
Public 

37 
4 

22 
6 

12 
35 

15 
22 

Opinion Research Corporation, "The Image of the 
Army," Princeton, New Jersey, August 1969, p. 15 
(Mimeographed). 

The study conducted in Lubbock, Texas by this author 

supported the Harris findings. However, it examined this 

aspect more explicitly by concentrating on specific age 

groups. Group attitudes toward the Army were measured 

through the medium of a questionnaire that contained 
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twenty-six statements pertaining to the Army (see Appendix 

III) . 

The study revealed that, collectively, all groups rated 

the Army 3.61 on a five-point, bipolar scale that progressed 

in value from one to five. This would indicate that the 

sample, as a whole, had a favorable attitude toward the Army 

since 3.00 was the neutral point and any score toward the 

Army since 3.00 was the neutral point and any score above 

3.00 should be considered favorable. This does not infer 

that a similar rating would result if this survey were con-

ducted elsewhere than Lubbock, Texas. Rather, the purpose 

here is to rank age groups in accordance with their rela-

tive attitudes toward the Army. This survey revealed that 

the college-age group's image of the Army was the lowest. 

The high school students, young adults and older adults, 

respectively, rated the Army progressively higher (see 

Table 12) . 

TABLE 12 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP 
IMAGES OF THE U.S. ARMY 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale : 
5.0 = Highest, 1.0 = Lowest) 

X. . 

s 

n 

Group A 
(Age 17-19) 

3.45 

.49 

114 

Group B 
(Age 20-24) 

3.33 

.62 

115 

Group C 
(Age 25-35) 

3.78 

.42 

103 

Group D 
(Age 36 & Over) 

3.88 

.39 

112 
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The standard deviations noted in these results indi-

cate that there is more agreement within the two older age 

groups while the attitudes among the two younger age groups, 

particularly the college-age group, seem to be more divided. 

An analysis of variance of the means for each group 

implies that their variations are significant at less than 

the .001 level (see Table 13). 

TABLE 13 

F-TABLE OF RESPONDENTS' IMAGES OF THE U.S. ARMY 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

3 and 440 

Variance 
Among 
Means 

7.85 

Variance 
Within 
Data 

F 
Ratio F.OOl 

.24 32.47 5.42 

Additionally, the Opinion Research Corporation study 

revealed: 

Younger people are the least favorably disposed 
toward the Army, a two-thirds majority describe their 
overall impression of the Army as being "half and 
half" or unfavorable. 

World War II and Korea veterans more than Vietnam 
veterans describe their overall impression of the Army 
as very or mostly favorable.^^ 

The findings of the survey conducted by the author 

tend to support the hypothesis concerning the relationship 

between the image of the Army and the ages of its various 

publics. When strengthened by the findings of the other 
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related studies discussed in this section, they take on 

added significance. 

The Effect of Pacifism on the Army's Image 

The other facet of the survey conducted in Lubbock, 

Texas was to investigate the relationship between the 

Army's image and the degree of pacifism in each of the 

age groups represented in thé survey. 

In order to determine each respondent's degree of 

pacifism, ten statements pertaining to war, in general, 

were injected throughout the questionnaire administered 

in this survey (see Appendix III). Each statement was 

weighted from one to five so that higher scores reflected 

less pacifism. Mean scores for all ten statements, collec-

tively, were calculated by age group in order to compare 

all groups' attitudes towar war. 

It was discovered that the entire sample (n = 444) 

provided a mean rating of 3.54, which may be interpreted as 

a moderately "hawkish" overall attitude since 3.00 is the 

neutral point. Any score less than 3.00 should be regarded 

as representative of a "dovish" or "pacifist" attitude. In-

dividual group rankings were identical to their rankings 

pertaining to the Army's image (see Table 14). 

Further, a correlation coefficient (r) between the 

Army's image expressed by these groups and their attitudes 
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toward war was computed to be .76. This resulted in a co-

efficient of determination (r^) of .58 which indicates that 

fifty-eight per cent of the variation of the Army's image 

is determined by persons' attitudes toward war. 

TABLE 14 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP 
ATTITUDES TOWARD WAR 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = 
Highly Favorable, 1.0 = 
Highly Unfavorable) 

X. . 

s 

n 

Group A 
(Age 17-19) 

3.33 

.69 

114 

Group B 
(Age 20-24) 

3.22 

.77 

115 

Group C 
(Age 25-35) 

3.72 

.62 

103 

Group D 
(Age 36 & Over) 

3.93 

.44 

112 

An analysis of variance of the means for each groups' 

ratings pertaining to war indicates that their variations 

are significant at less than the .001 level (see Table 15) 

TABLE 15 

F-TABLE OF RESPONDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD WAR 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Among 
Means 

Variance 
Within 
Data 

F 
Ratio F.OOl 

3 and 440 11.98 .42 28.52 5.42 

Another related section of the survey dealt with the 

public's attitudes toward an all-volunteer Army. It was 
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determined that those nearest the draft-age consider an 

all-volunteer force as an adequate deterrent to aggression. 

Conversely, those who are less vulnerable to the draft tend 

to be more skeptical of an all-volunteer military force. 

Additionally, group attitudes concerning the desirability 

of an all-volunteer military force are inversely proDor-

tional to group attitudes concerning pacifism. College-age 

respondents, the most "pacifist" group, were most favorable 

toward an all-volunteer Army. High school seniors, the 

next most "pacifist" group, were less favorable to an all-

volunteer Army than were the college-age respondents. Younq 

adults and older adults, respectively, followed in their 

degrees of approval of an all-volunteer military force (see 

Table 16). 

TABLE 16 

PERCENTAGE OF GROUP RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: 
"DO YOU THINK AN ALL-VOLUNTARY MILITARY 

FORCE WILL SATISFY THE COUNTRY'S 
DEFENSE REQUIREMENTS?" 

Group 

A (17-19) 

B (20-24) 

C (25-35) 

D (36 & over) 

Yes 

53% 

41% 

36% 

38% 

No 

22% 

27% 

39% 

47% 

Undecided 

25% 

32% 

25% 

15% 
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Opinion Research Corporation also found that the idea 

of an all-volunteer Army is most popular among "younger 

people, blacks, and people with 'dovish' attitudes. "•̂•'-

Another survey also discovered that high school seniors 

tend to be less anti-military than do college sophomores who 

are not taking ROTC courses. In their survey of attitudes 

toward Army ROTC and military service, N. W. Ayer and Son, 

Inc. categorized their respondents as: patriots, rational 

thinkers, wishful thinkers and anti-military. In essence, 

the following describes each category: 

The Patriot feels that he has a distinct obligation 
to serve his country and feels duty bound to complete 
his military obligation--if not go further and make 
the military his career. 

The Rational Thinker accepts the realities of the 
situation and—despite any neutral or negative atti-
tudes he might have toward the military—will serve if 
called upon. He will, however, "shop around" and try 
to choose the means of serving which is the safest and 
represents the best overall deal for him. 

The Wishful Thinker will also serve if called but 
he is inclined to believe that something will happen 
which will preclude his being called. His attitude 
is that there is no point in worrying or planning 
since things will turn out all right somehow. 

The Antimilitary tend to be strongly negative to-
ward the idea of serving and will avoid service—or 
anything that is reminiscent of service—with every 
means at their disposal--short of illegality for some, 
short of nothing for others.12 

Among the three student populations they investigated, 

the N. W. Ayer staff found that these sets of attitudes 

vary widely by group (see Table 17). 
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TAIiLJ': 17 

STUDENT GROUP ATTITUDES TOWARD ARMY ROTC AND 
MILITARY SERVICE 

(Expressed in Per Cent) 

College Sophomores High School 

Patriots 

Rational Thinkers 

Wishful Thinkers 

Anti-militáry 

ROTC 

50 

37 

13 

0 

NON-ROTC 

2 

27 

34 

37 

Seniors 

11 

40 

31 

18 

Source: N. W. Ayer and Son, Inc, "An Investigation of 
ROTC Among College and High School Students," 
Philadelphia, Pa., March 1972, p. 7. 
(Mimeographed). 

The N. W. Ayer researchers recommended that the Army 

concentrate its ROTC recruiting efforts on the "rational 

thinker" because he represents the "prime untapped prospect 

for ROTC.""^^ 

The results of the author's survey, supported by the 

findings of the N. W. Ayer and Opinion Research Corporation 

surveys, tend to support the prediction that there is a 

strong relationship between the image of the Army and the 

varying degrees of pacifism of its publics. 

The White and Non-White Publics 

The Lubbock survey was not originally intended to mea-

sure racial attitude differences toward the Army. Subse-

quently, however, it was discovered that the Louis Harris 



75 

survey discussed earlier in this chapter, had revealed that 

"blacks have a decisively negative view" toward the Army. 

It was then decided to compare the responses pertaining to 

the Army's image, obtained from the five high schools in 

Lubbock. While all of these schools are integrated, four 

of them do have a preponderance of either white or non-white 

(see Table 18). 

TABLE 18 

PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL ETHNIC ENROLLMENT 
STATISTICS IN LUBBOCK, TEXAS 

(1971) 

High 
School 

Coronado 

Dunbar 

Estacado 

Lubbock 

Monterey 

Total 

1814 

594 

1127 

1418 

2080 

Black 

2 

359 

494 

22 

5 

Chicano 

26 

103 

400 

555 

29 

White 

1786 

132 

233 

841 

2046 

White 
% 

98 

22 

21 

59 

98 

Non-White 
% 

2 

88 

89 

41 

2 

Source: Lubbock Public Schools, "Ethnic Breakdown of 
Enrollment Report," Lubbock, Texas, September 
20, 1971. (Mimeographed). 

Because of their similarity in terms of percentage of 

white and non-white students, it was decided to combine the 

Army image scores of Coronado and Monterey High Schools for 

comparison with the combined scores of Dunbar and Estacado 

High Schools. It was determined desirable to combine the 

scores for two schools rather than examine all four 
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individually because it was felt the larger sample would 

yield more substantial results. Additionally, it was found 

that there were no significant differences in the scores of 

each of the two schools whose scores were combined. 
í 

It was discovered that the jpr^dominately white schools 

rated the Army significantly higher than did the predomi-

nately non-white schools (see Table 19). 

TABLE 19 

COMPARISON OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS' MEAN 
ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE U.S. ARMY 
(Based on A Five-Point Scale: 5.0 

= Highly Favorable, 1.0 = 
Highly Unfavorable) 

Predominately White 
(Coronado & Monterey) 

Predominately Non-White 
(Dunbar & Estacado) 

X. . 

s 

n 

t = 2 . 4 4 

n < -02 

3 . 5 6 

. 4 9 9 

40 

3.33 

.497 

49 

The small sample presented in this comparison limits 

the significance of these findings. They do, however, sup-

port the Louis Harris survey results and suggest that non-

whites are more critical of the Army than are whites. 

An Overview of the Image 

Thus far, this study has examined the Army's current 

image in relation to its image over the past four decades 
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Further, it has highlighted some of the variances in the 

Army's public image. But it has not specifically addressed 

the question, "What is the public's overall image of the 

Army?" The evidence available to the researcher provides 

the following interpretative analysis. 

In 1969, Opinion Research Corporation determined that 

while the Army's reputation was relatively more unfavorable 

than the other Armed Services', there was a "favorable side 

15 to the Army image." Their study further concluded: 

Many feel the Army has good travel opportunities 
and offers a man a good sense of satisfaction in per-
forming a patriotic duty. Other positive characteris-
tics associated with the Army relate to intangible 
rewards of Army service and character development. 
The pluses seem somewhat stronger than the minuses in 
the Army's reputation.16 

Two years later, however, the Louis Harris organization 

found that the American people express a negative impression 

17 of the Army "by a 49-47 per cent margin." 

In 1972, the Special Subcommittee on Recruiting and 

Retention of Military Personnel reported to the House Armed 

Services Committee: 

The uniform of the Armed Forces of the United States 
has been severely tarnished. No longer does it receive 
the respect and prestige it has known since the begin-
ning of World War II. The image of military service 
has been degraded to a low point . . .18 

It must be remembered that, when the Opinion Research 

Corporation conducted its study, the Army had not yet been 

subjected to what Louis Harris referred to as the 
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"much-publicized problems" of drugs, corruption in service 

clubs and the My Lai case."'"̂  

Harris reported: 

By 61 to 25 per cent, a clear majority also believe 
that "the Army's discipline has broken down when so 
many soldiers are using drugs." 

By 54 to 16 per cent, a majority agree with the 
statement that "the Army's clubs for soldiers in 
Vietnam are shot through with corruption and graft." 

By 43 to 39 per cent, a plurality feels that "the 
Army has overstepped its bouncîaries by spying on 
civilians here at home."20 

He said that a combination of these criticisms, "along 

with the shock over the My Lai case and the subsequent con-

21 viction of Calley," has led to the Army's unpopularity. 

Obviously, the unfavorable nature of these reports 

have had a very definite effect on the Army's public image. 

They were topics of discussion when the former Army chief 

of staff, General William C. Westmoreland, was interviewed 

on the CBS Television's "Face the Nation," in December 1971. 

Reflecting on the image of the Army, General Westmoreland 

said: 

I think we have a problem with respect to image 
. , . . But its not surprising because the Army has 
carried the major burden of the Viet-Nam war for six 
years. We've taken two-thirds of the casualties. 
We've taken most of the public abuse. We've had some 
in our ranks who have not conducted themselves prop-
erly. These individuals have been given inordinate 
visibility. So our image has been affected by this.22 

Another Louis Harris survey conducted in 1971 discov-

ered that military leaders had lost a considerable amount 
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of public confidence since 1966. The Harris nationwide 

poll revealed that only twenty-seven per cent of the Nation's 

cross-section had a "great deal of confidence" in the Ameri-

can military in 1971. When this percentage is compared to 

the sixty-two per cent expressing high confidence in the 

military in a 1966 Harris survey, the loss in confidence 

23 becomes strikingly apparent. 

There are indications, however, that the military has 

regained some of its previously lost public confidence. A 

Harris survey conducted in late October 1972 (n = 1,648) 

found thirty-five per cent of the respondents expressed 

high confidence in the military. This resulted in what 

24 Harris called "one of the biggest comebacks in 1972." 

Harris went on to say that military leaders are still 

criticized "by most college-educated, the young and the 

blacks."^^ 

He further reported that the leaders of the mass media 

"do worse than any other leadership group . . . except for 

organized labor." The press received an eighteen per cent 

confidence rating in both 1971 and 1972 while television 

fell from twenty-two per cent to seventeen per cent. Adver-

tising received a thirteen per cent vote in 1971 and twelve 

per cent in 1972. 

This aspect is reported here because it tends to sup-

port the results of the author's survey conducted in Lubbock, 
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Texas. In terms of respectability, respondents ranked the 

Army, as a profession, generally in the middle of four other 

professions. Journalism was consistently ranked last (see 

Table 20). 

Summary 

The Army's public image is a complex mixture of in-

gredients. Collectively, these ingredients form general 

public opinion of the Army. 

The Army represents something different to different 

segments of the public. Generally, veterans are less crit-

ical of the Army than the general public. Among Army vet-

erans, World War II and Korea veterans appear to possess 

more favorable attitudes toward the Armed Forces, in 

general, and the Army, in particular, than Viet-Nam veterans 

Apparently, the Army has less prestige in American society 

than the other branches of the Armed Forces. 

Young persons, those under twenty-five years old, tend 

to be more criticial of the Army than those over twenty-

five. Among those under twenty-five, young persons between 

seventeen and nineteen have more favorable impressions of 

the Army than those between twenty and twenty-four. Older 

age groups have progressively more favorable attitudes 

toward the Army. 

There is also a close relationship between a person's 

degree of pacifism and his attitude toward the Army. Those 
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with "hawkish" attitudes tend to look favorably upon the 

Army. Convérsely, those with "dovish" attitudes tend to be 

more critical of the Army. 

The Army apparently has greater support from white per-

sons than from non-whites. 

The Army's image suffered its greatest setback of the 

past decade between 1969 and 1971. The public's increasing 

disenchantment with the Viet-Nam war is determined to be 

the major contributing factor for that decline. The reports 

of drug abuse, corruption, disobedience and atrocities ob-

viously hurt the Army's image and increased the public's 

distaste for the war. 

The data that were gathered for this study imply that 

the Army's image at the end of 1972 is still considerably 

tarnished. However, there are also indications that the 

Army's image problems are not as great as those of the mass 

media, for example. 

Perhaps, more encouraging for the Army, are the prelim-

inary signs of rising public confidence in the American 

military. Obviously, the Army's image would profit from 

such a rise. 



NOTES 

1 . ! 
Richard M. Nixon, quoted Ín "Defending the Defenders," 

Time, June 13, 1969, p. 15. 
2.. . i 
"Perspective," Army Times; Mây 24, 197 2, p. 1. 

3 
In the spring of 19 71 the Army departed from tradi-

tion in that it began using paid advertising on prime-time 
radio and television rathér than relying on public service 
advertising. 

4 
Opinion Research Corp., "Image of Army," p. ii. There 

were ninety-eight Army veterans who were in the general pub-
lic sample. These are included in both the "general public" 
and "Army veterans" data. 

5 
N. W. Ayer, "Investigation of ROTC," pp. 2-3. The 

college student sample wás drawn from a probability frame of 
all U.S. colleges and universities with non-ROTC and compul-
sory ROTC campuses eliminated. 

"Report of Special Subcommittee," p. 12105. 

^lbid., p. 12106. 
o 
The percentages expressed in this table do not total 

100 in each category because responses such as "none of 
these," "no difference," "other" and "no opinion" were 
omitted. 

^"Harris: Bad Image." 

10 Opinion Research Corp., "Image of Army," p. 43. 

•"•^lbid. , p. 67. 

•'•̂ N. W. Ayer, "Investigation of ROTC," pp. 6-7. 
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" R e p o r t of Speíbial S u b c o m m i t t e e , " p . 12114. 

19 
"Harris: Bad Image." 

Ibid. 

21 
Ibid., Lieutenant William Calley has been the only 

person convicted for the slaying of Vietnamese civilians 
at the hamlet of My Lai, Viet-Nam. 

'l'íilliam C. Westmoreland, "Face the Nation," CBS 
Television, December 19, 1971. 

23 
"The Harris Survey: U.S. Confidence in Leaders 

Continues at a Low Level," Washington Post, November 3, 
1972, p. 5. 

24-r, . . Ibid. 

^^lbid. 

^^lbid. 

27 
The five professions presented in this table were 

selected because they were considered to be ones that the 
average citizen could compare with minimum difficulty. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE SELF-IMAGE 

We somehow have compromised our traditional high pur-
pose motivation for improved promotion prospects. We have 
lost our tradition for moral courage—to do what is right, 
no matter the consequences. 

— A Colonel^ 

The American Army has suffered casualties in Viet-Nam 

for twelve years. During that period, the Army itself has 

become a casualty in terms of public support and divisive-

ness within the Army. 

From 1966 to 1968 when the United States reached its 

peak involvement in the war, the Army expanded by fifty per 

cent. The greatest influx came from the draft and, in order 

to meet manpower requirements, the Army lowered its accep-

tance standards for draftees. According to General William 

C. Westmoreland, this situation doubled the Army's disci-

2 
plinary problems. 

Also compounding the Army's problems was the mood of 

the American public. The Indochina war became so unpopular 

in the United States that it is credited as the single 

issue that forced the late Lyndon Johnson to retire instead 
3 

of seeking a second full presidential term. The relation-

ship between the public's disenchantment with the war and 

its anti-military mood was established in Chapter II of 

this thesis. 

85 
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This overall anti-militarism took its toll on the Army. 

Between 1967 and 1971, the desertion rate per 1,000 men 

grew from 21.4 to 73.5. By 1972, it had dropped to 62.0. 

The absent without leave rate per 1,00 0 men grew from 7 8.0 

to 176.9 between 1967 and 1971. By 1972, it had dropped 

to 166.4."^ 

According to a member of the House Armed Services 

Committee, Otis G. Pike (D-N.Y.): 

Desertion has nothing to do with the physical life 
soldiers lead. It has to do with the fact that there 
is no respect for the war which is being fought. 
There is no respect for the people who are commanding 
in that war. And, accordingly, there is no motivation 
to stick in there and do the job.^ 

Another set of statistics that reflect lowered morale 

in the Army is the number of incidents in which American 

soldiers assaulted other American soldiers with explosives 

—"fragging" incidents. In 1969 the Army started keeping 

statistics on the number of "fragging" incidents and the 

number of these incidents that resulted in death. Table 

21 indicates how these incidents grew between 1969 and 1972. 

TABLE 21 

NUMBER OF ASSAULTS WITH EXPLOSIVE DEVICES 
AND RESULTING DEATHS: 1969—19 72 
(Data Pertains to Viet-Nam Only) 

1969 1970 1971 1972 

Number of Incidents 126 271 333 52 
Number of Deaths 37 34 12 3 

Source: Information Report requested from Major Richard 
Lake, Office of the (Zhief of Information, Head-
quarters, Department of the Army, Washington, 
D.C., February 2, 1973. 
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The Army has also been the victim of the drug problem. 

General Michael S. Davison, Seventh Army Commander in 

Germany, explained the drug problem as he saw it in Viet-Nam, 

I think the thing that scared me most out of my Viet-
nam experience was the drug problem. When I say drugs, 
I'm talking about one drug--I'm talking about heroin. 
Conservatively, I would say 10 to 15 per cent of E-5s 
[junior noncommissioned offiders] and below were on 
heroin. 

. . . Between the Ist of October 19 70 and the end 
of May when I left in 1971 we had over 700 patients in 
our rehabilitation center. And 60 per cent of these 
men in the rehabilitation center—ail of whom were 
heroin addicts—had been into drugs before they ever 
entered the Army. 

But the thing that is really eye-opening about it 
is that these kids, and they were kids, 19, 20 years 
old as a median age, looked like an exact cross-
section of the young men coming into the Army. This 
business about ghetto kids and high school dropouts--
that's a myth. . . . These kids are a cross-section 
of what the Selective Service was picking up through-
out America.7 

General Davison says that his "number one priority" 

in Germany is to fight the drug problem that is plaguing 
g 

the morale of his 185,000 troops. 

Statistics indicate that this may be a difficult battle 

In 1972, hospital treatments for drug users ran approxi-

mately 300 per month. Hard drug usage that was detected 

by urinalysis had reached 4.1 per cent of all soldiers who 

had already been identified as "users." The rate for the 
9 

same period in 1971 was 1.5 per cent. 

General Davison is also worried about the widespread 

use of hashish among his troops. His office estimates that 
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ten to fifteen per cent of his command use hashish daily 

and forty per cent have tried it at least once."^^ 

The drug problem is not confined to Germany, however. 

It has become an Army-wide problem. Between 1969 and 19 71 

the Army's Criminal Investigation Division's drug abuse 

investigations grew from 11,7 58 to 18,89 8.'̂•'-

These statistics do not discriminate between career 

soldiers and draftees. Based on General Westmoreland's 

assessment that lowered draft standards doubled the Army's 

disciplinary problems, one might surmise that these statis-

tics reflect the lowered morale of draftees. But draftees 

were not the only ones disillusioned with the Army. Table 

22 shows the growing percentage of officers and warrant 

officers with less than twenty years service who have re-

signed their commissions and warrants. 

Do these statistics include only dissidents, or do they 

have wider significance? Is there a majority of Army 

careerists who have become so disillusioned with the Army 

that a retirement date is the only bond they have with it 

any more? Did those who have stayed in the Army remain be-

cause they are dedicated to it as an institution and as a 

profession—through turbulence and calm? Are those who 

have remained in uniform blind to the Army's problems and 

faults? These are serious questions for the Army because 

the answer to them could have a dramatic impact on the 
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Army's future efficiency and potential. Ultimately, they 

may have an influence on this country's security. 

PERCENTAGE 
OFFICERS 

Fiscal 
Year 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

OF 
AND 

TABLE 22 

RESIGNATIONS AMONG 
WARRANT OFFICERS: 

Commissioned 
Officers 

.19 

.20 

.24 

.51 

.61 

.60 

.62 

Source: Information Report requested 

COMMISSIONED 
1966—197212 

Warrant 
Officers 

.08 

.16 

.14 

.28 

.43 

.70 

.91 

from Major Richard 
Lake, Office of the Chief of Information, De-
partment of the Army, Washington, D.C., 
February 2, 197 3. 

Ward Just has portrayed the Army as a lethargic bureau-

cracy, entrenched in tradition, that is distrustful of Amer-

ican society. In one passage of Military Men, he said: 

It is difficult for an outsider to break through it 
[the military atmosphere], to relate to the environ-
ment. Society's distrust of soldiers is equalled only 
by the distrust of soldiers for society, or that part 
they still describe as "tlie liberals"—which they feel 
have brought them under attack. Suspicious, resentful, 
angry beyond measure at what they consider to be indul-
gent and unfair criticism, the professionals have 
drawn together at the barricades of the institution. 
The thing that binds military men together . . . is 
the belief that the country is falling to pieces and 
the military is the only place where duty, honor, and 
country are put above self.l^ 
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Haynes Johnson and George Wilson see the Army as 

troubled, yet open-minded and self-critical. 

Such soldiers as Gen. Michael S. Davison, the com-
mander in Europe, and lower-ranking officers and men 
down the line have spoken eloquently about the Army 
they knew in the past and the Army they see today. 
You can't help but wonder whether mayors, governors 
or congressmen would be so frank in public about prob-
lems in their own communities. 

. . . we have reported voices of anger and despair, 
bitterness and fear, confidence and optimism. At 
least, these should be proof that the Army is far 
from the monolith its enemies portray, an institution 
filled with Colonel Blimp figures and Catch-22 exam-
ples of bureaucratic stupidities.^^ 

The statistics and sources quoted thus far merely 

sketch a dim silhouôtte of the United States Army. The 

resignation statistics only reflect the turbulence the Army 

has experienced since 1966. But what of those hard-core 

professionals who have stayed in the Army through this tur-

bulent period? Just, Johnson and Wilson have attempted to 

describe this nucleus of Army leadership. However, their 

research methods were limited to personal interviews and 

subjective observations. If there was any attempt at ran-

domization in selecting their interviewees, it is not 

apparent. Therefore, it seems that an accurate portrayal 

of the professional Army is still lacking. 

The purpose of this chapter is to present that por-

trayal by examining the attitudes of Army careerists as 

they view the Army—both as an institution and as a 

profession. 
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Research Methodology 

Between July and October 1972, this author conducted 

a nationwide survey of Army posts in order to examine the 

attitudes of professional soldiers. The installations at 

which the survey was conducted are: Fort Bragg, North 

Carolina; Fort Hood, Texas; Fort Huachuca, Arizona; Fort 

Jackson, South Carolina; Fort Leavenworth, Kansas; Fort 

Monroe, Virginia; Fort Riley, Kansas; Fort Rucker, Alabama; 

and Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 

These posts were selected because their information 

officers agreed to cooperate in the survey. They were con-

tacted and asked to conduct the survey at their respective 

installations. They were instructed regarding the impor-

tance of randomization and of the five categories to be 

surveyed. Those five categories were: noncommissioned 

officers (E6 through E9), chief warrant officers (CW2 

through CW4), junior managers (captains), middle managers 

(majors and lieutenant colonels) and senior managers (colo-

nels and general officers). The criteria for selecting 

these groups were discussed in Chapter I of this thesis. 

This technique achieved desirable results from non-

commissioned officers, captains, majors and lieutenant col-

onels. The other respondents were contacted individually 

by the author. Information officers provided personnel 

rosters from their posts and respondents were randomly 

selected from these rosters. 
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A total of 750 questionnaires were mailed and a total 

of 556 useable questionhaires were returned, or a return 

rate of seventy-four per cent. Appendix IV contains a sam-

15 ple of the questionnaire. 

Description of Sample 

The total strength of the Army at the end of fiscal 

year 1972 was 810,960 of which 791,266 were males. Only 

males were surveyed in this study. There were 101,013 male 

commissioned officers of which 512 were general officers, 

5,706 colonels, 12,283 lieutenant colonels, 19,561 majors 

and 38,699 captains. There were 15,907 warrant officers 

of all grades and 183,728 noncommissioned officers of all 

16 grades. 

Among the commissioned officers, 75.6 per cent have 

undergraduate degrees and twenty-four per cent have ad-

vanced degrees. Of the warrant officers, 3.9 per cent 

have college diplomas. Among all grades of enlisted men, 

3.4 per cent have college degrees and 5 3.8 per cent are 

17 
high school graduates. 

Since the sample taken for this survey was randomly 

selected, it is assumed that it represents an adequate 

cross-section of the universe. A sample size of 100 per 

group was determined adequate to provide a tolerated error 

of eight per cent with a ninety-five per cent level of con-

fidence. In each case the sample exceeded 100. 
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It was noted during the decoding of the questionnaires 

that a variety of experience was provided in each group. 

All male branches of the Army are repreSented. The mean 

years of active duty for each group are shown in Table 2 3 

TABLE 23 

MEAN YEARS OF RESPONDENTS' ACTIVE DUTY 

Group n Years 

A (NCO)^ 105 16.9 

B (CWO)^ 104 18.4 

C (CPT)^ 119 6.8 

D (MAJ/LTC)^ 109 14.8 

E (COL/GO)® 119 26.5 

Noncommissioned Officers 

Chief Warrant Officers 

Captains 

Majors and Lieutenant Colonels 

^Colonels and General Officers 

Table 24 indicates the various sources of commission 

for the officers sampled. 

Institutional Image Analysis 

The same image analysis scale, consisting of twenty-six 

items, that was used in the Lubbock, Texas survey (Appendix 

III) was used to determine the Army's overall self-image as 

an institution. 
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TABLE 24 

OFFICER RESPONDENTS' SOURCES OF C0MÍ4ISSI0N 
(Figures in Per Cent) 

Group USMA^ ROTC^ OCS^ Other 

C (CPT) 

D (MAJ/LTC) 

E (COL/GO) 

4.2 

8.6 

26.1 

38.7 

65.4 

21.8 

51.3 

19.6 

38.7 

5.3 

6.4 

13.4 

United States Military Academy 
b 
Reserve Officers Training Corps 

Officers Candidate School 

Collectively, all groups rated the Army 4.23 on a five-

point, bipolar scale that progressed in value from one to 

five. Captains had the lowest mean attitude score while 

senior managers (colonels and general officers) had the 

highest impression of the Army (see Table 2 5). 

TABLE 25 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP IMAGES 
OF THE U.S. ARMY 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 
Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

X. . 

s 

n 

Group A 
(NCO) 

4.16 

.39 

105 

Group B 
(CWO) 

4.19 

.34 

104 

Group C 
CPT) 

4.14 

.32 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

4.28 

.28 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

4.34 

.30 

119 
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An analysis of varianco of the mcans for oach group 

implies that their variations are significant at less than 

the .001 level (see Table 26). 

TABLE 26 

F-TABLE OF RESPONDENTS' IMAGES OF THE U.S. ARMY 

Degrees Sum of Squares Sum of Squares 
of Between Within F 

Freedom Groups Groups Ratio F.OOl 

4 and 551 3.37 59.84 7.76 4.62 

18 Duncan's Multiple Range Test indicates that there 

are three homogeneous subsets at the .01 level of confi-

dence concerning this analysis of variance: (Groups A, B, 

D) (Groups A, B, C) and (Groups D, E). 

In an effort to determine how critical professional 

soldiers are of the Army, the following statement was in-

cluded in the questionnaire: "The Army has been exposed 

as an institution in need of reform." This statement 

stirred mixed emotions. Generally, all groups, except the 

captains and senior managers, rated this statement near the 

neutral point. The captains tended to agree with the state-

ment while the senior managers tended to disagree with it. 

Duncan's Multiple Range Test reveals that there are two 

homogeneous subsets pertaining to this analysis of variance 

at the .01 level: (Groups A, B, D) and (Groups B, D, E). 

GenerallYr all groups were divided among themselves on this 
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item as evidenced by the relatively large standard deviations 

(see Table 27). 

TABLE 27 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
OF THE ARMY'S NEED TO REFORM HAVING 

BEEN EXPOSED 
(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Strongly 

Agree, 1.0 = Strongly Disagree) 

X. . 

s 

n 

Group A 
(NCO) 

3.20 

1.04 

105 

F = 10.47 

p < .001 

Group B 
(CWO) 

3.10 

1.08 

104 

Group C 
(CPT) 

3.62 

.96 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

2.95 

1.12 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

2.79 

1.08 

119 

A related issue was examined in order to determine re-

spondents' objectivity toward the Army. The following state-

ment was evaluated: "The Army is currently in a process of 

improvement." All groups generally agreed with that state-

ment. The relatively small standard deviations, except for 

group B, indicated that there was general agreement among 

groups. The Duncan test further indicates that groups A, C, 

D and E were homogeneous on this issue at the .01 level (see 

Table 28) . 

It was also felt that an examination of professional 

soldiers' attitudes toward the elimination of those who have 

brought disfavor on the Army would be noteworthy. Therefore, 
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the following statement was included in the questionnaire: 

"The Army's efforts to weed out incompetents and wrongdoers 

has gone far enough." This statement was answered with 

greater homogeneity than any other statement that was exam-

ined. All groups disagreed with this statement and the 

Duncan test indicated that all groups were homogeneous in 

their responses at the .01 level (see Table 29). 

TABLE 2 8 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
THAT THE ARMY IS IMPROVING 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 
= Strongly Agree, 1.0 = 

Strongly Disagree) 

X 

s 

n 

Group A 
(NCO) 

3.83 

.86 

1.05 

Group B 
(CWO) 

3.34 

1.01 

104 

Group C 
(CPT) 

3.68 

.88 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

3.71 

.86 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

3.69 

.86 

119 

F = 4.43 

p < .01 

An analysis of soldiers' attitudes toward the Army's 

sensitivity toward the race problem provided another measure 

of the Army's self-image. Johnson and Wilson also examined 

these attitudes. They quoted General Davison: 

I think as a group of people within the Army we have 
greater sensitivity towards the racial issue than you 
would find in any sampling of a million people any 
place you want to look in the United States. . . . This 
is my judgment from knowing how concerned we are about 
the racial issue within the Army. . . .1^ 
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TABLE 29 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
TOWARD ELIMINATION OF INCOMPETENTS 
(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 

= Strongly Agree, 1.0 = 
Strongly Disagree) 

Group A Group B Group C Group D Group E 
(NCO) (CWO) (CPT) (MAJ/LTC) (COL/GO) 

X 

s 

n 

2 . 0 3 

. 9 8 

105 

F = . 36 

n . s . 

2 . 0 1 

. 8 1 

104 

2 . 0 1 

. 8 7 

119 

1.95 

.74 

109 

2 . 0 8 

. 7 5 

119 

This issue was presented to the sample drawn for this 

survey to See if this attitude is prevalent among other 

career soldiers. Additionally, white and non-white atti-

tudes were compared. The following statement was used to 

measure these attitudes. "The Army, as a whole, is more 

sensitive toward the race problem than any civilian popula-

tion of comparable size." Table 30 presents the analysis 

of responses to that statement. 

Based on the results presented in Table 30 it appears 

that there is strong agreement among professional soldiers 

that the Army is more sensitive toward the race problem 

than civilian America. While non-white respondents tended 

to disagree more than white respondents on this issue, 

there is no significant difference between white and non-

white attitudes on it. 
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TABLE 30 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING WHITE AND NON-
WHITE OPINIONS OF THE ARMY'S SENSITIVITY 

TOWARD RACIAL PROBLEMS 
(Bâsed on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 

Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

White Non-White 

X 4.07 

s .93 

n 512 

3. 

1, 

.87 

.09 

31 

t = 1.17 

F = 1.36 

n.s. 

One of the common themes that Johnson and Wilson found 

among the soldiers they interviewed was that the Army is 

merely a reflection of America, that the Army's problems 

20 
are the same problems that the country is facing. The 

following statement was included in the questionnaire to 

determine if this theme is, in fact, commonplace within 

the Army. "The Army is a reflection of America, with all 

of its strengths and weaknesses." The results of the Duncan 

test indicate that all groups were homogeneous at the .01 

level in their levels of acceptance of that statement. 

Table 31 suggests that this theme is generally universal in 

the Army. 
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TABLE 31 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
OF THE ARMY BEING A REFLECTION OF AMERICA 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Strongly 
Agree, 1.0 = Strongly Disagree) 

Group A Group B Group C Group D Group E 
(NCO) (CWO) (CPT) (MAJ/LTC) (COL/GO) 

X 

s 

n 

3.68 

1.02 

105 

F = 2.05 

n.s. 

3.69 

.96 

104 

3.87 

.78 

119 

Professional Image 

3.95 

.88 

109 

Analysis 

3.90 

.84 

119 

In addition to examining the Army's image of itself as 

an institution, the author felt the need to examine the pro-

fessional soldiers' image of the Army as a profession. 

In terms of respectability, the respondents ranked the 

Army either first or second among four other, professions. 

The five professions presented in Table 32 are identical to 

those offered to civilian respondents in the Lubbock survey 

(Chapter III) . 

In an effort to determine respondents' relative satis-

faction with the Army as a career, the following statement 

was inserted into the questionnaire: "If I could choose my 

career field again, I would choose a profession other than 

the military." Table 33 shows the responses to that item. 

It should be noted that all groups disagreed with the 
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statement and that there is little significant difference 

in the attitudes expressed by each group. The Duncan test 

indicates that all groups were homogeneous at the .01 level. 

TABLE 3 3 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
OF CHOOSING A CAREER OTHER THAN THE MILITARY 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = 
Strongly Agree, 1.0= 
Strongly Disagree) 

X 

s 

n 

Group A 
(NCO) 

2.32 

1.16 

105 

Group B 
(CWO) 

2.19 

1.11 

104 

Group C 
(CPT) 

2.26 

1.15 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

2.07 

.97 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

1.93 

.92 

119 

F = 2.44 

n.s. 

A closely related statement that appeared on the ques-

tionnaire was: "I intend to retire at the earliest oppor-

tunity." Table 34 indicatés that all respondent groups 

disagreed with that statement. Group E (colonels and 

general officers) disagreed more strongly than any other 

group. Duncan's homogeneity test revealed that groups A, 

B, C and D were homogeneous on this issue at the .01 level. 

Based on the results presented in the two preceding 

tables, it is apparent the senior managers are the most 

career-oriented respondents sampled. Their low standard 

deviations reflect their homogeneity as a group. 
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TABLE 34 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
OF RETIRING AT THE EARLIEST OPPORTUNITY 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Strongly 
Agree, 1.0 = Strongly Disagree) 

X 

s 

n 

Group A 
(NCO) 

2.77 

1.31 

105 

F = 14.05 

p < ; .001 

Group B 
(CWO) 

2.68 

1.13 

104 

Group C 
(CPT) 

2.71 

1.14 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

2.79 

1.19 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

1.87 

.79 

119 

The question of whether commissioned officer respon-

dents are prepared to assume the responsibilities of com-

mand during this turbulent period was felt to be an 

intergral part of this section. The author felt that the 

issue of command would separate those who are truly pre-

pared to accept responsibility from those who are Army 

careerists only because of personal benefits. Therefore, 

the following statement was included in the questionnaire: 

"Given a choice, I would defer command until the problems 

of race, drugs and dissent subside." This statement was 

presented only to commissioned officers since they are the 

only ones who normally assume command of a unit. Table 35 

indicates that all three groups were eager to assume com-

mand since they all disagree with the statement in question 

According to the Duncan test, all groups were homogeneous 
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at the .01 level in their desire to assume command in to-

day's troubled Army. 

TABLE 35 

MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES INDICATING GROUP OPINIONS 
OF DEFERRING COMMAND 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Strongly 
Agree, 1.0 = Strongly Disagree) 

X 

s 

n 

F = 1. 

n.s. 

.28 

Group C 
(CPT) 

1.58 

.74 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

1.73 

.85 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

1.57 

.83 

119 

The desirable features of Army life that respondents 

listed most frequently dealt with the challenges it pre-

sents, responsibility and overall job satisfaction. Re-

tirement benefits, job security and travel opportunities 

followed in that order. 

The most unpopular feature of Army life, according to 

the sample in this survey, is family separation. Personnel 

turbulence (frequent transfers) was the second most unpopu-

lar feature listed. 

The problems of discipline, drugs, retention of public 

confidence and race, in that order, were the ones respon-

dents in this survey determined to be the most serious 

^^ ^ 21 
issues facmg the Army. 
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Image of Superiors 

Another facet of the Army's self-image that the author 

felt deserved analysis was the attitude toward superiors. 

It seems obvious that a person's attitude toward his supe-

riors would affect his attitude toward his profession. 

Respondents were asked to rate their superiors on three 

general qualities (1) ability to delegate authority, (2) 

possession of the quality of being imaginative and vital 

men who favorably represent the Army, (3) willingness to 

support their subordinates in adversity. Noncommissioned 

officers and warrant officers were asked to rate all com-

missioned officers. Commissioned officers were asked to 

rate only their immediate superiors. 

Table 36 reflects noncommissioned officers' and war-

rant officers' attitudes toward commissioned officers' 

abilities to delegate authority. 

Table 37 indicates noncommissioned officers' and war-

rant officers' attitudes toward commissioned officers' pos-

session of the quality of being imaginative and vital men 

who favorably represent the Army. 

The attitudes expressed by the noncommissioned and 

warrant officer respondents regarding their superiors' will-

ingness to support their subordinates in adversity are 

shown in Table 38. 
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Table 39 provides an overall rating for commissioned 

officers by noncommissioned officers and warrant officers. 

This table presents a consolidation of the scores provided 

in the three previoús tables. Mean scores from the three 

tables were averaged to provide X., and standard deviations 

were averaged to provide Xs. 

The attitudes of captains toward their immediate supe-

riors, majors and lieutenant colonels (middle managers) are 

shown in Table 40. The overall ratings in the following 

three tables were obtained in the same manner discussed in 

the preceding paragraph. 

The attitudes of the Army's middle managers (majors 

and lieutenant colonels) toward their immediate superiors , 

the Army's senior managers (colonels and general officers), 

are contained in Table 41. 

The colonels and general officers surveyed in this 

study were asked to rate their superiors, the Army's high-

level leaders, in the same manner as other respondent groups 

were asked to rate their superiors. Those attitudes are pre 

sented below (see Table 42). 

Image of Contemporaries 

It was also deemed appropriate by this writer to ana-

lyze each respondent group's attitudes toward its contem-

poraries. Like the rating of superiors, a rating of 
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contemporaries should give additional insight into the 

Army's self-image. 

TABLE 40 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING CAPTAINS' ATTITUDES TOWARD 
ARMY MIDDLE MANAGERS 

(Based oh a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 
Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

X 

Will Délegate Authority 3.41 1.11 

Imaginative and Vital 3.46 1.0 3 

Will Support Subordinates 3.45 1.01 

Overall Rating (X..)(Xs) (3.44) (1.05) 

TABLE 41 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING MIDDLE MANAGERS' 
ATTITUDES TOWARD SENIOR MANAGERS 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = 
Highly Favorable, 1.0 = Highly 

Unfavorable) 

X 

Will Delegate Authority 3.63 1.00 

Imaginative and Vital 3.92 .84 

Will Support Subordinates 3.7 5 .89 

Overall Rating (X..)(Xs) (3.76) ( .89) 

In order to examine these attitudes, respondents' 

opinions of two traits were selected to provide this mea-

surement. These were: (1) opinions of contemporaries' 

willingness to assume responsibility and (2) opinions of 

contemporaries' willingness to confront the Army's problems 
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TABLE 4 2 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING SENIOR MANAGERS' ATTITUDES 
TOWARD THE ARMY's HIGH-LEVEL LEADERS 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 
Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

X 

3.77 

4.05 

3.87 

s 

.88 

.77 

.82 

Will Delegate Authority 

Imaginative and Vital 

Will Support Subordinates 

Overall Rating (X..)(Xs) (3.90) (.82) 

Table 43 indicates each group's attitude toward its 

contemporaries' willingness to assume responsibility. 

TABLE 43 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING GROUP ATTITUDES TOWARD 
CONTEMPORARIES' WILLINGNESS TO ASSUME 

RESPONSIBILITY 
(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 

Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

X 

s 

n 

Group A 
(NCO) 

3.91 

.86 

105 

Group B 
(CWO) 

4.13 

.76 

104 

Group C 
(CPT) 

3.92 

.90 

119 

Group D 
(MAJ/LTC) 

4.05 

.73 

109 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

4.42 

.58 

119 

Respondents' attitudes toward their contemporaries' 

willingness to confront the Army's problems are presented 

in Table 44. 

Overall ratings given to contemporaries are contained 

in Table 45. The scores in this table represent a consoli 

dation of the scores in the two preceding tables. 
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•rAiii.i; 4 4 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING GROUP ATTITUDES TOWARD 
CONTEMPORARIES' WILLINGNESS TO CONFRONT 

THE ARMY'S PROBLEMS 
(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 

Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

Group A Group B Group C Group D Group E 
(NCO) (CWO) (CPT) (MAJ/LTC) (COL/GO) 

X 3.81 3.77 3.82 3.92 4.10 

s .89 .82 .81 .78 .76 

n 105 104 119 109 119 

TABLE 45 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING OVERALL GROUP ATTITUDES 
TOWARD CONTEMPORARIES 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Highly 
Favorable, 1.0 = Highly Unfavorable) 

Group A Group B Group C Group D Group E 
(NCO) (CWO) (CPT) (MAJ/LTC) (COL/GO) 

X. . 

Xs 

n 

3.86 

.88 

105 

3.95 

.79 

104 

Reli 

3.87 

.86 

119 

3.98 

.76 

109 

ated Attitudes 

4.26 

.67 

119 

Additional items were included in the questionnaire to 

provide respondents' attitudes on three topics: the all-

volunteer Army, press objectivity and public confidence in 

the Army. 
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All-Volunteer Army 

Since an all-volunteer Army is planned for 1973, the 

author was interested in determining the attitudes of pro-

fessional soldiers toward a purely professional Army. Two 

questions pertaining to an all-volunteer Army were included 

in the questionnaire. They were the same questions that 

were posed to the civilian respondents in the Lubbock, Texas 

survey that was discussed in Chapter II. Table 46 presents 

the results obtained from the first question. 

TABLE 46 

PERCENTAGE OF GROUP RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: 
"DO YOU THINK AN ALL-VOLUNTARY MILITARY 

FORCE WILL SATISFY THE COUNTRY'S 
DEFENSE REQUIREMENTS?" 

Group 

A (NCO) 

B (CWO) 

C (CPT) 

D (MAJ/LTC) 

E (COL/GO) 

X^ = 1 1 . 

P < 

.66 

. 0 2 5 

Yes 

2 7 . 6 

1 3 . 5 

1 6 . 0 

1 1 . 0 

1 6 . 8 

No 

6 1 . 0 

6 8 . 3 

7 2 . 3 

7 7 . 1 

6 4 . 7 

U n d e c i d e d 

1 1 . 4 

1 8 . 2 

1 1 . 8 

1 1 . 9 

1 8 . 5 

The overall attitude, as expressed by these respon-

dents, indicates that 16.9 per cent of the professional 

Army felt that an all-volunteer Army will satisfy America's 

defense requirements while 6 8.7 per cent opposed that view 

and 14.4 per cent were "undecided." 
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Table 47 presents responses to the second question. 

TABLE 47 

PERCENTAGE OF GROUP RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: 
"DO YOU THINK THAT, IN THE LONG RUN, AN ALL-
VOLUNTARY ARMY WILL BENEFIT THE AMERICAN 

FORM OF DEMOCRACY?" 

Group 

A (NCO) 

B (CWO) 

C (CPT) 

D (MAJ/LTC) 

E (COL/GO) 

Yes 

3 6 . 2 

1 7 . 3 

2 6 . 9 

1 5 . 6 

2 0 . 2 

No 

5 1 . 4 

6 7 . 3 

6 1 . 3 

6 9 . 7 

6 1 . 3 

U n d e c i d e d 

1 2 . 4 

1 5 . 4 

1 1 . 8 

1 4 . 7 

1 8 . 5 

^ = 15.88 
p < .005 

Combined, these percentages reveal that 23.2 per cent 

of those responding felt that an all-volunteer Army will 

benefit the American form of democracy, while 62.2 per cent 

believed it will not and 14.6 per cent were "undecided." 

Based on the results of these two questions, twenty 

per cent of the professional American soldiers favor an all-

volunteer Army, 65.5 per cent are skeptical of it and 14.5 

per cent are undecided on its merits. 

Press Objectivity 

The role the American press plays in shaping public 

opinion was established in Chapter II of this thesis. Since 

the press has played a major role in shaping the public's 
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image of the Army, the author was interested in determining 

the Army's image of the American press. 

It should be noted that in Table 32 all groups rated 

the profession of journalism lowest of five professions in 

terms of respectability. However, this does not adequately 

portray the Army's image of the press. In order to obtain 

a more detailed impression of how the professional soldier 

views the press, two questions pertaining to press objectiv-

ity were inserted into the survey. 

Table 48 presents the first question and responses 

to it. 

TABLE 48 

PERCENTAGE OF GROUP RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: 
"DO YOU THINK THE PRESS HAS ACCENTUATED THE 
NEGATIVE IN REPORTING ARMY RELATED NEWS?" 

Group 

A (NCO) 

B (CWO) 

C (CPT) 

D (MAJ/LTC) 

E (COL/GO) 

X' = 15 , 

P < 

.92 

. 0 0 5 

Yes 

7 4 . 3 

8 2 . 7 

8 9 . 1 

9 3 . 6 

9 6 . 6 

No 

1 4 . 3 

7 . 7 

5 .9 

3 . 7 

3 . 4 

U n d e c i d e d 

1 1 . 4 

9 . 6 

5 .0 

2 . 7 

0 

These figures indicate that 87.3 per cent of these 

respondents felt that the press has accentuated the nega-

tive in reporting Army related news, while seven per cent 
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felt the press has been objective and 5.7 per cent were 

"undecided." 

The same question, presented to civilian respondents 

participating in the Lubbock, Texas survey, produced the 

following results: 57^5 per cent responded "yes," 20.5 

per cent responded "no" and 22 per cent were "undecided." 

The second question, which deals with government re-

straints on the press, is presented in Table 49. 

TABLE 49 
PERCENTAGE OF GROUP RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: 
"IF THE PRESS WILL NOT REPORT OBJECTIVELY, 

DO YOU THINK IT SHOULD BE RESTRAINED 
BY THE GOVERNMENT?" 

Group 

A (NCO) 

B (CWO) 

C (CPT) 

D (MAJ/LTC) 

E (COL/GO) 

X ' = 24, 

P < 

. 9 5 

. 0 0 1 

Yes 

3 5 . 2 

3 0 . 8 

2 3 . 5 

2 6 . 6 

1 0 . 1 

No 

4 8 . 6 

6 2 . 5 

6 8 . 1 

6 6 . 1 

7 9 . 0 

U n d e c i d e d 

1 6 . 2 

6 . 7 

8 .4 

7 . 3 

1 0 . 9 

Based on the compilation of these percentages, it 

appears that while eighty-seven per cent of the profes-

sional soldiers who participated in this survey believe the 

press has been biased in their reporting of Army related 

news, 64.9 per cent were opposed to any government 



117 

restraints on the press. Of the 556 respondents surveyed, 

only 25.2 per cent were in favor of government restraints 

if the press will not report objectively and 9.9 per cent 

were "undecided." 

It may be interesting to note that of the 444 civilians 

who responded in Lubbock, Texas, 57.5 per cent felt the 

press had accentuated the negative in its coverage of Army 

related news while only 54.8 per cent were opposed to gov-

ernment restraints on the press. 

Public Confidence in the Army 

Ward Just stereotyped professional soldiers when he 

described their "distrust for society," their anger toward 

the American public and their drawing "together at the 

22 barricades of the institution." The present study at-

tempted to check the validity of this stereotype. Two 

questions were asked of the military men surveyed in this 

study to seek out attitudes toward the American public. 

Table 50 presents their responses to the statement, 

"The Army is not sufficiently appreciated by the general 

American public." 

Duncan's homogeneity test indicates that all groups 

were homogeneous at the .01 level on this issue. 

The second question was designed to analyze respon-

dents' attitudes toward public support of the Army (see 

Table 51) . 
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TABLE 50 

MEAN SCORES INDICATING GROUP ATTITUDES TOWARD 
THE ARMY NOT BEING APPRECIATED 

(Based on a Five-Point Scale: 5.0 = Strongly 
Agree, 1.0 = Strongly Disagree) 

Group A 
(NCO) 

Group B 
(CWO) 

Group C Group D 
(CPT) (r4AJ/LTC) 

Group E 
(COL/GO) 

X 

s 

n 

4 . 0 9 

. 9 7 

105 

F = 1 .94 

n . s . 

4 . 0 1 

. 9 2 

104 

3 . 8 2 

.89 

119 

3 . 8 2 

1 .13 

109 

3 . 8 1 

1.06 

119 

TABLE 51 

PERCENTAGE OF GROUP RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION 
"DO YOU THINK THAT THE ARMY HAS LOST THE 

SUPPORT OF MOST OF THE PUBLIC?" 

Group Yes No Undecided 

A (NCO) 

B (CWO) 

C (CPT) 

D (MAJ/LTC) 

E (COL/GO) 

X' = 27, 

P < 

. 5 5 

. 0 0 1 

3 0 . 5 

2 9 . 8 

2 4 . 4 

1 6 . 5 

7 . 6 

5 7 . 1 

5 8 . 7 

5 9 . 7 

7 6 . 1 

8 0 . 7 

1 2 . 4 

1 1 . 5 

1 5 . 9 

7 . 4 

1 1 . 4 

Combined, these percentages indicate that 21.76 per 

cent of those surveyed believed that the Army has lost the 

public's support while 66.46 per cent opposed that view 

and 11.78 per cent were "undecidedw" 
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These results indicated that a majority of the profes-

sional Army feels that the American public still supports 

the Army, but at the same time, does not sufficiently 

appreciate what the Army has done for the country. Based 

on these results, it does not appear as though Just's 

stereotype is accurate. 

Summary 

The United States Army, as depicted by tho profcssional 

soldiers surveyed in this study, has a favorable self-image 

despite the adversity it has faced since 1966. Career 

soldiers express an unabashed fondness for their profession 

and hostility toward those within its ranks they feel have 

marred its image. They share the opinion that the Army's 

problems are, in essence, America's problems and that the 

Army is a reflection of America with all its strengths and 

weaknesses, with one exception: white and non-white sol-

diers, alike, agree that the Army is more sensitive toward 

the race problem than any civilian community of comparable 

size. 

They have stayed in the Army through its most troubled 

era because they like the challenges and responsibilities 

it offers. The benefits of retirement and security are 

secondary considerations to their job satisfaction. The 

facets of Army life that are most unpopular among career 
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soldiers are family separations and personnel turbulence 

that are created by frequent transfers. 

While they feel the Army is in a process of improvement, 

these military men are not blind to the Army's problems. 

They generally feel that the Army has been exposed as an 

institution in need of reform. They view permissiveness, 

the deterioration of discipline, the number one problem the 

Army faces. The drug problem and a tarnished image closely 

follow, in that order. While they realize that the Army's 

image has been damaged, they do not believe that the Ameri-

can public, as a whole, has given up on the Army. 

Even though many are critical of the all-volunteer Army 

concept, the majority of these men express a willingness to 

accept the challenges it offers. They appear eager to con-

front the Army's problems and to be a part of its 

rebuilding. 

These professional Army men express general approval of 

their superiors and contemporaries. Chief warrant officers 

have shown unfavorable attitudes toward captains, but over-

all attitudes toward superiors appear favorable. Table 52 

provides a summary of the ratings given to commissioned 

23 of f icers by their subordmates and contemporaries. 

Perhaps the most significant finding of this study 

that concerns newsmen is in the attitudes these respondents 

expressed toward the press. The news media is not held in 
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the highest esteem by military inen who feel that the press 

has not been objective in their reporting of Army related 

events. However, they also expressed strong support for a 

press unrestrained by the federal government. 



NOTES 

This comment was extracted from a questionnaire that 
is discussed in this chapter. The respondent was anonymous 

2 
"Military Discipline: Ebbing Morale of Men at War," 

Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, February 19, 1972, 
p. 3-F. 

^lbid. 

4 
Ibid. and Information Report requested from Major 

Richard Lake, Office of the Chief of Information, Head-
quarters, Department of the Army, Washington, D.C., 
February 2, 1973. Desertion is the unauthorized absence 
for thirty days or more. After thirty days of unauthorized 
absence, a person is dropped from the Army's rolls as a de-
serter. Absence without leave is unauthorized absence for 
less than thirty days. 

4-F. 

5 
Otis G. Pike, quoted in "Military Discipline:" p. 

"Fragging" is not recognized as an official term by 
the Army. It has its origin from fragmentation hand gre-
nades. They have been used by American soldiers to assault 
other American soldiers. 

7 
Michael S. Davison, quoted m Johnson and Wilson, 

Army in Anguish, pp. 26-27. 

^David Nagy, "GI Drugs—The German Connection," United 
Press International release (328a hfr), January 16, 1973. 

^lbid. 

l^Ibid. 

•̂ •̂ Johnson and Wilson, Army in Anguish, p. 97. 

l̂Qĵ -ĵ y ̂ ĵ e resignation rate among career commissioned 
officers and warrant officers is meaningful. Therefore, 
-îunior officers were not included in these statistics since 
it would be impossible to separate careerists from non-
careerists below the rank of captain or CW3. Only captains, 
maiors and lieutenant colonels are used in the commissioned 
officer percentages. Only CW3s and CW4s are used in the 
warrant officer percentages. 
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13 
Just, Military Men, p. 13. 

14 
Johnson and Wilson, Army in Anguish, p. 166. 
Pages with items 40—4 8 vary depending upon the 

group. The remainder of the questionnaires are identical. 
16 

Information Report requested from Major Richard Lake, 
Office of the Chief of Information Headquarters, Department 
of the Army, Washington, D.C., September 14, 1972. 

Ibid. 

18 
Henry L. Alder and Edward B. Roessler, Introduction 

to Probability and Statistics (San Francisco: W. H. Free-
man Company, 196 8), p. 273. 

19 
Johnson and Wilson, Army m Anguish, p. 16 8. 

20 
Ibid., p. 167. 

21 
This information was obtained from three open-end 

questions in the questionnaire. 
22 
Just, Military Men, p. 13. 
These figures were obtained by consolidatmg all 

previously consolidated scores. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Summary 

The United States Army has, over its 200-year history, 

seen its image rise and fall. When America's security was 

threatened, the Army had a favorable image. When that 

security was restored, the Army became a neglected institu-

tion. But the Army's image suffered most when it was com-

mitted in conflicts that did not directly jeopardize the 

security of the United States. 

The unpopularity in America of the Korean and Viet-

namese conflicts had detrimental effects on the Army's image 

However, the involvement in Viet-Nam left deeper scars on 

the Army's image than did the Korean conflict. The public's 

growing disenchantment with the American role in Viet-Nam 

dealt Army prestige its most serious blow. 

During its twelve-year involvement in Viet-Nam, the 

Army suffered its greatest loss of prestige between 1969 

and 1971. Reports of misconduct within the Army, coupled 

with the public's impatience for a settlement in Viet-Nam, 

made these years the most disastrous period for the Army's 

public image in at least four decades. 

A factor closely related to the Army's public image 

is the public's attitude toward war. Persons who tend to 

125 
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regard war as necessary also tend to have moro positive 

attitudes toward the Army than persons who doubt the neces-

sity of war. They, in turn, tend to reflect negative atti-

tudes of the Army. 

The Army's non-white civilian public tends to be more 

critical of the Army than its white civilian public. 

Persons between twenty and twenty-four years old pre-

sent the Army with a greater prestige obstacle than any 

other age group. Respectively, high school students between 

seventeen and nineteen, adults between twenty-five and 

thirty-five, and older adults, thirty-six and over, have 

progressively more favorable opinions of the Army. 

The Army's internal image has also been affected during 

the turbulence of the Viet-Nam war. The increasing numbers 

of resignations, absences without leave and desertions re-

flect the morale problems the Army has faced. 

There are preliminary indications that the public's 

image of the Army is showing signs of improvement. The sur-

vey of career soldiers that was conducted for this thesis 

also indicates that those who remained in the Army have a 

favorable image of their profession. 

The results of that survey reveal that professional 

military men have remained on active duty because they view 

the Army as an essential, honorable and rewarding profession 
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They expressed a belief that the Army is merely a 

reflection of America, but that it has greater sensitivity 

toward the race problem than civilian America. 

The survey also indicated that professional soldiers 

tend to be critical of the Army's attempts to liberalize 

its policies. As a group, they felt that permissiveness 

is the Army's most serious problem. 

While they tended to have overall favorable opinions 

of their superiors and contemporaries, many did not hesi-

tate to criticize what they considered to be inefficiency. 

They expressed strongly unfavorable attitudes toward those 

they felt had a role in tarnishing the Army's image. 

A majority of them expressed unfavorable attitudes 

toward an all-volunteer Army. However, as a group, they 

indicated an eagerness to confront the Army's problems and 

to take part in the reconstruction of its image. 

Conclusions 

The American Army is an institution that relies heavily 

upon favorable public opinion. The Army's efficiency is 

directly related to the favorability of public opinion. 

Without public support for the Army, Congress has tradi-

tionally been reluctant to allocate funds for the Army's 

modernization. Without favorable public opinion, the Army 

has had difficulty in attracting volunteers of high quality. 
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Historically, the American public has elevated the 

prestige of the soldier when he was needed to defend the 

country's security and turned its back on him when the 

nation's borders were not directly threatened. Therefore, 

the United States Army is a victim of circumstance. 

This has never been more true than during the turbu-

lent period that developed in the wake of the Viet-Nam war. 

Committed to an unpopular cause, the Army became a victim 

of dissent. The problems that confronted America con-

fronted her Army as well. In the end, the Army's image 

became a casualty in Viet-Nam. 

During the Viet-Nam war, military men were not lionized 

as they were during World War II. They have been made scape-

goats for unpopular political decisions. Some have called 

them war criminals and have blamed them for the horrors that 

are incidental to war. The Army became a handy target for 

those who abhorred American foreign policy as it applied to 

Viet-Nam. Those who pelted the Army with their anger ob-

viously did not consider or chose to overlook the fact that 

the military does not make foreign policy, it implements it. 

The criticism the Army received from 196 6 to the pres-

ent has, in this writer's opinion, shaken the foundations 

of the Army. But while it has been a painful and trying 

period for the Army, it has not been completely detrimental 

either. 
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Former Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter once 

said, "Criticism is the spur to reform . . . a healthy 

society must reform." The United States Army has been 

exposed to the American public and itself as an institution 

in need of reform. During the turbulence of the late 1960s 

and early 1970s, the Army became concerned about its image. 

Pressures for an all-volunteer Army forced the Army to re-

evaluate itself. 

During the same period, resignations increased. The 

Army's ranks became thinner and those who intend to remain 

in uniform represent a hard core group of professionals 

who have weathered the storm of protest. These men have 

seen the Army go through its darkest hour and have pledged 

themselves to the rebuilding of the Army. 

The professional Army cannot be accurately character-

ized as an institution resisting change. Rather, the 

American Army should be characterized as an institution that 

will remain healthy because it has the courage to accept its 

criticism—even be self-critical—and institute reform. 

In order to make such a characterization, one must 

examine the attitudes of the Army's professional soldiers. 

These are the men who make the institution. As a group, 

they are dedicated to the Army and, yet, tend to be critical 

of it. But their criticism has a constructive tone. They 

do not all agree in their evaluations of the Army, but they 
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are homogeneous in their desire to meet the challenges 

ahead. 

Military men seem to share several common bonds. They 

want the Army to improve its effectiveness by uncovering 

and eliminating those in uniform who have and who might 

later discredit the Army. They are satisfied with their 

choice of a career and intend to defer an early retirement. 

While they doubt the desirability of an all-volunteer Army, 

they welcome the challenges it represents, including the 

challenge of overcoming the problems of race, drugs and 

dissent. Generally, they have high regard for their supe-

riors and contemporaries and value the bond of comradcship 

they share. They also feel that a bond exists between the 

Army and the society it defends, even though they feel the 

Army is not properly appreciated by the public. They also 

feel that the press has damaged the Army's image, but 

strongly defend a press unrestrained by government control. 

The professional American soldier is a free-thinker, 

not a robot acting out of blind obedience. He is disci-

plined and dedicated to his profession, but he is also well-

educated, worldly and capable of making critical evaluations 

In this writer's view, the United States Army has ex-

perienced a grueling debridement. It will take time for 

it to recover, but the Army nas retained the vitality it 
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needs to rebuild its image. While the debridement was 

painful, it was necessary. 

Implications for Further Study 

The Army's public image is a critical subject in the 

area of national defense. In a democracy, a nation's de-

fenders must have public support if it is to have the funds 

and personnel available to modernize and remain competitive 

in a nuclear age. This study provides insight into this 

subject, but its greatest limitation is its breadth. Limi-

tations in resources restricted its productivity. There-

fore, the author contends that a more detailed and exhaus-

tive study is necessary in order to determine the most 

effective methods of enhancing the Army's public image and 

self-image. 

The image analysis technique used in Chapters III and 

IV appears to provide significant results. However, it 

needs broader application. The survey of civilian atti-

tudes presented in Chapter III does indicate the existence 

of substantial relationships between age, pacifism and the 

Army's image. But a nationwide sample should provide 

greater significance, in terms of being representative of 

the nation's attitudes. 

The age group for the older adults (thirty-six and 

older) is too broad. Additional groups, incremented by 
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ten years each up to sixty-five, should provide more de-

tailed results. 

If a nationwide survey is conducted, the variance in 

attitudes by geographical region could also be analyzed. 

The survey of professional soldiers provided consider-

able insight into a previously unexplored area. But it too 

should be expanded. The attitudes of junior commissioned 

officers , junior warrant officers and junior enlisted men 

were not sought in this study. These groups will provide 

the Army's future leaders. Therefore, their attitudes 

should also be examined. 

Perhaps the greatest limitation to the self-image anal-

ysis is the breadth of the noncommissioned officer group. 

This group included five grades of noncommissioned officers. 

It should be subdivided into at least two groups. 

A larger sample will provide more reliable findings. 

The author recommends that future studies establish a larger 

sample for each group. 

While this study has experienced resource limitations, 

the author is satisfied that it has made a major contribu-

tion in portraying the image and self-image of a vital 

American institution—the United States Army. 



NOTES 

Felix Frankfurther, quoted in, Columbia Journalism 
Review, Winter, 1969-70, p. 66. 
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APPENDIX I 

SUMMARY OF REPLIES TO A 1932 SURVEY OF CLERGYMEN 
CONDUCTED BY THE WORLD TOMORROW 

(n = 19,372) 

1. Do you favor the immediate entrance of the United States 
into the League of Nations? 

Yes 
12,709 

No 
3,060 

In Doubt 
3,435 

No Answer 
168 

2. Do you favor military training in our public high 
schools and civilian colleges or universities? 

Yes No In Doubt No Answer 
2,574 16,018 677 103 

3. Do you favor substantial reduction in armaments even 
if the United States is compelled to take the initia-
tive and make a proportionately greater reduction than 
other nations are yet willing to do? 

Yes No In Doubt No Answer 
15,449 2,702 1,099 122 

4. Do you believe that the policy of armed intervention in 
other lands by our government to protect the lives and 
property of American citizens should be abandoned and 
protective efforts confined to pacific means? 

Yes No In Doubt No Answer 
12,017 3,899 3,257 199 

5. Do you believe that the churches of America should now 
go on record as refusing to sanction or support any 
future war? 

Yes No In Doubt No Answer 
12,076 4,723 2,399 174 

6. Are you personally prepared to state that it is your 
present purpose not to sanction any future war or par-
ticipate as an armed combatant? 

Yes No In Doubt No Answer 
10,427 5,801 2,890 254 
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7. Could you conscientiously serve as an official army 
chaplain on active duty in wartime? 

Yes 
8,700 

No 
6,628 

In Doubt 
3,721 

No Answer 
323 

8. Do you regard the distinction between "defensive" and 
"aggressive" war as sufficiently valid to justify your 
sanctioning or participating in a future war of 
"defense"? 

Yes 
8,316 

No 
7,130 

In Doubt 
3,563 

No Answer 
363 



APPENDIX II 

SOURCE MATERIAL FOR CONTENT ANALYSES 
IN CHAPTER II 

1. Analysis I, Pertaining to the Relationship Between the 
Army's Image and the Intensity of the Threat to U.S. 
Security 

Life, May 4-25, 1942, 12:18-21. 

Life, July 2-31, 1951, 31:1-4. 

Life, March 2-30, 1962, 52:9-13. 

Life, July 4-31, 1970, 69:2-5. 

Newsweek, September 7-28, 1942, 20:10-13. 

Newsweek, October 1-29, 1951, 30:14-18. 

Newsweek, August 7-25, 1961, 59:6-9. 

Newsweek, March 1-29, 1971, 77:9-12. 

Time, July 7-28, 1931, 38:1-4. 

Time, June 2-30, 1952, 59:22-25. 

Time, October 6-27, 1961, 78:14-17. 

Time, June 7-28, 1971, 97:23-26. 

United States News, January 2-30, 1942, 12:1-4. 

U.S. News and World Report, January 4-28, 1952, 32: 
1-4. 

U.S. News and World Report, June 4-25, 1962, 52:23-26 

U.S. News and World Report, October 5-26, 1970 
69:14-17. 
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2. Analysis II, Pertaining to the Relationship Between the 
Army's Image and the Public's Disenchantment With the 
Viet-Nam War 

Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 52, October, 1969, 
p. 14. 

Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 56, February, 19 70, 
p, 27 

Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 69, March, 1971, 
p. 12. 

Life, January-February, 1966, Vol. 60. 

Life, May-June, 1967, Vol. 62, Vol. 62. 

Life, September-October, 1967, Vol. 63. 

Life, November-December, 1967, Vol. 63. 

Life, March-April, 196 8, Vol. 64. 

Life, September-October, 196 8, Vol. 65. 

Life, November-December, 1968, Vol. 65. 

Life, March-April, 1969, Vol. 66. 

Life, May-June, 1969, Vol. 66. 

Life, May-June, 1970, Vol. 68. 

Life, September-October, 1970, Vol. 69. 

Life, November-December, 1970, Vol. 69. 

Newsweek, April-June, 1966, Vol. 67 

Newsweek, July-September, 1966, Vol. 68. 

Newsweek, January-February, 196 7, Vol. 69. 

Newsweek, September-October, 196 8, Vol. 72. 

Newsweek, November-December, 1969, Vol. 74. 

Newsweek, January-March, 1970, Vol. 75. 

Time, September-October, 1966, Vol. 88. 
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Time, November-December, 196 6, Vol. 8 8 

Time, March-April, 1967, Vol. 89. 

Time, July-August, 1967, Vol. 90 

Time, January-February, 1968, Vol. 91. 

Time, March-April, 1969, Vol. 93. 

Time, May-June, 1969, Vol. 93. 

Time, November-December, 1970, Vol. 96. 



APPENDIX III 

LETTER TO CIVILIAN RESPONDENTS 

March 14, 197 2 

Dear Rôspondents: 

I am a graduate student in the Department of Mass 
Communications at Texas Tech where I am working on a 
Master's Degree in Journalism. I am doing research for 
my thesis which deals with the image of the United 
States Army. This is a very controversial issue that I 
feel requires examination. I intend to examine not only 
the public's impressions o£ the Army, but also the 
Army's image of itself. Ultimately, I intend to publish 
the results of my findings. Hopefully, they will prove 
useful to all concerned. 

You can greatly assist me by completing the attached 
questionnaire. Its purpose iS to examine your attitudes 
toward certain contemporary issues. Please be candid in 
your responses. I am concerned that I get only your 
"true" feelings. 

I think you will find the survey interesting. You 
will be given instructions on returning the question-
naire when you receive it. Thank you for your time. I 
hope you find the survey interesting. 

Sincerely, 

Larry E. Joyce 
3018 69th Street 
792-2471 

1 Incl. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE USED TO SURVEY CIVILIAN ATTITUDES 
TOWARD THE U.S. ARMY AND WAR 

The purpose of this survey is to determine differences 
m opmions concerning certain controversial subjects. Be-
low you will find a number of statements relating to those 
sub^ects. Your responses to them will be useful in eventu-
ally portraying public attitudes toward these issues. Your 
cooperation will be greatly appreciated. Please refer any 
questions you may have regarding this survey to Larry E. 
Joyce (792-2471). 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate on the scales below your de-
gree of agreeability with each statement. Consider that 
statements regarding the Army refer only to the active U.S. 
Army and not the National Guard, Reserves, Marines, Air 
Force, Navy, etc. 

EXAMPLE: The Army should recognize "women's lib" by 
allowing WACs to serve in the infantry. 

/ . X / . .. / L / 
strongly disagree u n d e c i d e d a g r e e s t r o n g l y 
disagree agree 

EXAMPLE: Soldiers should receive sufficient pay to 
maintain a respectable standard of living. 

/ / , ., / / X / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

There are no right or wrong answers to these statements. 
This is simply a survey of opinions. Please do not be con-
cerned as to whether other people may agree or disagree with 
you, and respond exactly as you feel. Please complete this 
survey independently. Your responses will be kept confiden-
tial. You do not need to put your name on the questionnaire. 

1. The Army is a necessary institution in America. 

/ / _ / /_ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
2. The Army offers the career soldier an honorable 

profession. 

/ / . . / L 
stronglydisagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
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3. Since war is an extension of politics, we must realize 
that it is foolish to expect to abolish war. 

— , / ^ , / / / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly" 
disagree ĝĵ ee 

4. I would not have any objections if my son (suppose you 
have one old enough) decided on an Army career. 

..... L ^ / / L / 
strongly disagreeundecidêH agree strongly 
disagree agree 
5. I would not be disappointed if my daughter married a 

career Army officer. (Consider that you do not object 
to him personally, but consider only his profession.) 

/ ̂  . / . . / L L. 
strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
6. The Army is currently in a process of improvement. 

/ ^ / / / / 

stronglydisagreê ~ undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

*7. War is unnecessary. 
/ / / / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
8. The Army does not recognize the individual. 

/ / . . . / / / 

strongly disagree ~ undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
9. The Army is too conservative for a changing society. 

/ _ _ / . . / / ^ / 
strongiy disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
*10. War is sometimes necessary because human dignity is 

more important than an uneasy peace. 

/ / / / / 

strongiy disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

]_1. The Army is hopelessly out of date. 

/ /___ / / / 

s rongly "dTsagree undecided ãgre~ê strongly 
disagree agree 
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12. I have lost faith in the Army. 

strongly aisagree undecided ig eê strongly 

*13. I would rather be called a coward than go to war. 

- , / , / / / / 

stronglydisagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree ^g^ee 

14. The Army is detrimental to America. 

-.-,. , - / / / / / 

strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

15. The Army is in a hopeless condition. 

/ / /^ / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

16. The Army has provided a great service to this country. 

/ / / /_ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

*17. Those who have been wounded in action or who have been 
POW's deserve our utmost respect. 

/ / . . . / / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
18. The Army has more bad points than good points. 

/ / . . . / í!. / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

19. The Army offers an individual an excellent chance to 
develop good character. 

/ / . . . / / / 

strongiy dlsagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

*20. War is sanctioned murder. 

^ / ̂  / . . / L / 
stronglydisagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
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21. The Army is not sufficiently appreciated by the general 
American public. 

/ /_ /_ / . . / 
stronglydisagree undecided agree strongiy 
disagree agree 

22. Professional soldiers are mercenaries and are uncon-
cerned about the welfare of individuals and the country 

/ /_ /_ / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongiy 
disagree agree 

*23. In order to maintain our freedoms, we must maintain a 
strong military force. 

/ _ ^ / . . . / / ^ / 

strong disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
24. The Army is disgraced by its past. 

/_ / . . . / / ^ , / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
25. The Army does not serve the best interests of the 

American people. 

/ / / / ^ / 

strongiy disagree undecided agree strongiy 
disagree agree 

*26. Our country should never declare war again under any 
circumstances. 

/ /_ L / ^ / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongiy 
disagree agree 

27. The Army is a major contributor to the credibility gap 
that exists between the government and the people. 

/ /_ / / ^ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

28. The Army has outlived its usefullness. 

/ _ ^ / / / , / 
strongiy disagree undecided agreestrongiy 
disagree agree 
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29. An Army officer would have prestige in my neighborhood. 

. / . L L L / 
strongiydisagree undecided agree strongiy " 
disagree agree 
*30. Adequate preparation for war is the best guarantee 

for peace. 

/ / L / . . / 
s trongXy disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
31. The Army has become a scapegoat for American involve-

ment in Viet-Nam. 

/ / . . . / / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
32. The Army is a reflection of America, with all of its 

strengths and weaknesses. 

/ / . . . / / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
33. I do not blame the Army, as a whole, for the alleged 

atrocities in Viet-Nam. 
/_ / / / / 

strongiy disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
*34. A person who loves his fellow men should refuse to 

engage in any war, regardless of the consequences to 
his country. 

/ / / / ^ / 

strongiy disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
35. I sympathize with the Army while it is dealing with 

its problems. 

/ / / / ^ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions 
accordingly. 
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-̂ o. Rank the following professions in terms of your opin-
ion of respectability. (1 - highest and 5 - lowest. 
Please do not give the same rating to more than one 
profession.) 

Journalist (local) 

L̂awyer P̂ublic School Teacher 

Â î Y Officer Policeman 

40 

37. Do you think the press has accentuated the negative in 
reportmg Army related news? 

^^^ No Undecided 

38. If the press will not report objectively, do you think 
it should be restrained by the government? 

Yes No ^Undecided 

39. Do you think an all-voluntary military force will 
satisfy the country's defense requirements? 

Yes No Undecided 

Do you think that, in the long run, an all-voluntary 
Army will benefit the American form of democracy? 

Yes No Undecided 

41. Please use the space below for any additional comments 
you may have or to expand any response within the 
questionnaire. 

Male^ Female 

Age 

Previous military experience Yes No Branch 

Occupation 

THANK YOU 

*These ten statements were used to determine each re-
spondent's degree of pacifism. The other twenty-six state-
ments (in items 1-36) were used to measure each respon-
dent's image of the Army. 



APPENDIX IV 

LETTER TO MILITARY RESPONDENTS 

20 July 1972 

Dear Respondents: 

l a m a graduate student in the Department of Mass 
Communications at Texas Tech University where I am work-
ing on a Master's Degree in journalism. I am doing re-
search for my thesis which deals with the image of the 
United States Army. This is a very controversial issue 
that I feel requires examination. I intend to examine 
not only the public's impressions of the Army, but also 
the Army's image of itself. Hopefully, this study will 
prove useful to the Army in improving its image. 

You can greatly assist me by completing the at-
tached questionnaire. Its purpose is to examine your 
attitudes toward the Army as an institution and as a 
profession. Please be candid in your responses. I am 
concerned that I get only your "true" feelings. A simi-
lar questionnaire has been used in a survey of civilian 
attitudes toward the Army. Now I want to sample the 
Army's internal publics. Your responses and comments 
are vital to the accuracy of my thesis. 

Please take a few minutes of your time to complete 
the attached questionnaire. I think you will find it 
interesting. Thank you for your interest and time. 

Sincerely, 

LARRY E. JOYCE 
Major, Infantry 
United States Army 

1 Incl. 

as 
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QUESTIONNAIRE USED TO SURVEY CAREER SOLDIERS' 
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE U.S. ARMY 

The purpose of this survey is to determine the atti-
tudes of various groups associated with the U.S. Army. 
Below you will find several statements that concern Army 
related issues. Your responses to them will be useful in 
eventually portraying the self-image of the Army. Hope-
fully, this mformation will be useful to both the Army 
and the general public. Your cooperation will be greatly 
appreciated. Please refer any questions you may have re-
garding this survey to Major Larry E. Joyce (3018 69th St. 
Lubbock, Texas 79413, Phone 806-792-2471). 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate on the scales below your 
degree of agreeability with each statement. Consider that 
those statements concerning the Army refer only to the 
active Army and NOT the National Guard or Reserves. 

EXAMPLE: The Army should recognize "women's lib" by 
allowing WACs to serve in the infantry. 

/ X / / / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

EXAMPLE: Soldiers should receive sufficient pay to 
maintain a respectabl^ standard of living. 

/ / . . . / / X 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

There are no right or wrong answers to these state-
ments. This is simply a survey of opinions. Please do not 
be concerned as to whether other people will agree or dis-
agree with you and respond exactly as you feel. Please com-
plete this survey independently. Your responses will be 
kept confidential. You do not need to put your name on the 
questionnaire. 

1. The Army is a necessary institution in America. 

/ / / /_ 

s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
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2. The Army offers the career soldier an honorable 
profession. 

/ / / / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disaqree 

^ agree 
3. I would not have any objections if my son (suppose you 

have one old enough) decided on an Army career. 
/ / /_ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree ^g^^^ 
4. I would not be disappointed if my daughter married a 

career Army officer. (Consider that you do not object 
to him personally, but consider only his profession.) 

/ / / /_ 
strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

5. The Army is currently in a process of improvement. 

/ / / /_ 

s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
6. The Army is too conservative for a changing society. 

/ /_ / /_ 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
7. The Army does not recognize the individual. 

/ L / L 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
8. The Army is hopelessly out of date. 

/ / _ / L ^ 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
9. I have lost faith in the Army. 

/__^ /_ / L 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

10. The Army is detrimental to America. 

^ / ̂  / _ / L ^ 
strongly disagreeundecided a g r e e s t r o n g l y 
disagree agree 
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11. The Army is in a hopeless condition. 

-̂  , L ^ / . . / L 
strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
12. The Army has provided a great service to this country. 

-^ , L ^ ^ / / l 
strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
13. The Army has more bad points than good points. 

/ / / / 
stronglydisagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

14. The Army offers an individual an excellent chance to 
develop good character. 

/ , / . . . / / 
s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e u n d e c i d e d agree strongly 
disagree agree 
15. The Army is not sufficiently appreciated by the 

general American public. 

/ /, / /: 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
16. Professional soldiers are mercenaries and are uncon-

cerned about the welfare of individuals and the 
country. 

L__ / _ / L ^ 
strongly disagree u n d e c i d e d a g r e e s t r o n g l y 
disagree agree 
17. The Army is disgraced by its past. 

/__ / . / L ^ 
strongiy disagree undecidedagree strongly 
disagree agree 
18. The Army does not serve the best interests of the 

American people. 

/ / / / 
strongly disagree undecided agreestrongly 
disagree agree 

19. The Army is a major contributor to the credibility gap 
that exists between the government and the people. 

/ / / L ^ 
gtrongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
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20. The Army has outlived its usefullness. 

- ^ . / / . . . / / 
strongiy disagreeundecided agree strongiy 
disagree agree 
21. An Army officer would have prestige in most civilian 

neighborhoods. 

, Z _ , / _ / / 
strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
22. The Army has become a scapegoat for American involve-

ment in Viet-Nam. 

i / / /_ 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
23. The Army is a reflection of America, with all of its 

strengths and weaknesses. 

/ /_ / / _ 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
24. I do not blame the Army, as a whole, for the alleged 

atrocities in Viet-Nam. 

/ / . . / L , 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
25. I sympathize with the Army while it is dealing with 

its problems. 

/ / _ / L ^ 
strongly disagree u n d e c i d e d a g r e e s t r o n g l y 
disagree agree 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions 
accordingly. 
26. Rank the following professions in terms of your opin-

ion of respectability. (1 = highest and 5 = lowest. 
Please do not give the same rating to more than one 
profession.) 

Journalist (local) 

L̂awyer P̂ublic School 
T̂eacher 

Army Officer Policeman 
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27 Do you think the press has accentuated the negative in 
reporting Army related news? 

y^^ N̂o Undecided 
28 If the press will not report objectively, do you think 

it should be restrained by the government? 

^®^ .No Undecided 
29 

30 

Do you think an all-voluntary military force will 
satisfy the country's defense requirements? 

."̂ ®̂  .No ^Undecided 

Do you think that, in the long run, an all-voluntary 
Army will benefit the American form of democracy? 

Yes No ^Undecided 

31. Do you think that the Army has lost the support of 
most of the public? 

^Yes No Undecided 

INSTRUCTIONS: Again, please indicate your degree of agree-
ability with the following statements. 

32. By recognizing individuality (Today's Army wants to 
join you concept), the Army can improve its 
effectiveness. 

/ / / /_ 
s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
33. The morale and discipline problems which the Army is 

currently experiencing will improve when the American 
military involvement in Viet-Nam stabilizes at its 
projected reduced level. 

/ / / L 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
34. The Army has been exposed as an institution in need 

of reform. 

/ / / / 
s t r o n g i y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

35. The Army's efforts to weed out incompetents and wrong-
doers has gone far enough. 

__ / ^ z / / 
s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
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36. if I could choose my career field again, I would 
choose a profession other than the military. 

^ , L^^ / . . . / L 
strongly disagreeundecided agree strongly 
disagree ^gree 
37. I intend to retire at the earliest opportunity. 

strongly disagree undecicîêd agree strongly 
disagree agree 

38. The Army, as a whole, is more sensitive toward the 
race problem than any civilian population of com-
parable size. 

/ / / /^ 

s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

39. Most of my contemporaries (with whom I am acquainted) 
will assume responsibility for their actions. 

/ ^ / / /_ 
s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
40. Most of my contemporaries (with whom I am acquainted) 

are cognizant of the Army's problems and are willing 
to confront them. 

/ / . . . / / 
strongly disagree u n d e c i d e d a g r e e s t r o n g l y 
disagree agree 
41. Please evaluate the groups below by circling as 

appropriate. 

a. Will delegate authority. 
High Low 

Captains 1 2 3 4 5 
Majors 1 2 3 4 5 
Lieutenant Colonels 1 2 3 4 5 
Colonels & Higher 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Imaginative and vital men who favorably 
represent the Army. 

High Low 
Captains 1 2 3 4 5 
Majors 1 2 3 4 5 
Lieutenant Colonels 1 2 3 4 5 
Colonels & Higher 1 2 3 4 5 
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c. Will support their subordinates in 
adversity. 

High Low 
Captains 1 2 3 4 5 
Majors 1 2 3 4 5 
Lieutenant Colonels 1 2 3 4 5 
Colonels & Higher 1 2 3 4 5 

42. Please list the two features of Army life you like 
most. 

43. Please list the two features of Army life you dis 
like most. 

44. Please list the three most serious problems you 
think the Army has. 

Note: Items 40—44 above were administered to noncommis-
sioned officers and warrant officers (Groups A 
and B) . 
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40. Most of my contemporaries (with whom I am acquainted) 
are cognizant of the Army's problems and are willing 
to confront them. 

/ / / /__ / 

stronglydisagree undecided agree strongiy 
disagree agree 

41. Given a choice, I would defer command until the 
problems of race, drugs and dissent subside. 

/ / . . / L / 
stronglydisagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

42. Army middle managers (Ma j. and Ltc), as a group, will 
delegate authority to their subordinates. 

/ / . .. / L / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

43. Most middle managers I know are imaginative and vital 
men who favorably represent the Army. 

/ / . .. / L / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

44. Most Army middle managers I know will support their 
subordinates in adversity. 

/ /_ / L / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

45. Please list the two features of Army life you like 
most. 

46. Please list the two features of Army life you dislike 
most. 

Note: Items 40—46 above were administered to captains 
(Group C). 
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40. Most of my contemporaries (with whom I am acquainted 
are cognizant of the Army's problems and are willing 
to confront them. 

/ L / /_ / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
41. Given a choice, I would defer command until the prob-

lems of race, drugs and dissent subside. 

/ L / /_ / 
strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
42. Army senior officers (colonel and higher), as a group, 

will delegate authority to their subordinates. 

/ / / /_ /__ 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 
43. Most senior officers I know are imaginative and vital 

men who favorably represent the Army. 

/ / _ / L / 
strongly disagree undecided agreestrongly 
disagree agree 
44. Most senior officers I know will support their sub-

ordinates in adversity. 

/___ / . / L / 
strongly disagree u n d e c i d e d a g r e e s t r o n g l y 
disagree agree 
45. Please list the two features of Army life you like 

most. 

46. Please list the two features of Army life you dislike 
most. 

Note: Items 40--46 above were administered to middle 
managers (Group D). 
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40. Most of my contemporaries (with whom I am acquainted) 
are cognizant of the Army's problems and are willing 
to confront them. 

/ ^ / / /_ / 

s t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e u n d e c i d e d agree strongly 
disagree agree 

41. Given a choice, I would defer command until the prob-
lems of race, drugs and dissent subside. 

/ _ ^ / / /_ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

42. My Army superiors, as a group, will delegate authority 
to their subordinates. 

/ _ _ / / /_ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

43. Most of my Army superiors I know are imaginative and 
vital men who favorably represent the Army. 

/ / / /_ / 

strongly disagree undecided agree strongly 
disagree agree 

44. Most of my Army superiors I know will support their 
subordinates in adversity. 

/__ / . / L / 
strongly disagree undecíded agree strongly 
disagree agree 

45. Please list the two features of Army life you like 
most. 

46. Please list the two features of Army life you dislike 
most. 

Note: Items 40--46 above were administered to senior 
managers (Group E). 
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45. Please use the space below to expand any response in 
the questionnaire you care to or for any additional 
comments you have. Please be as candid as possible. 
Use the back if necessary. 

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA: Please complete. 

Rank 

RA .USAR_ 

Race 

Total Active Duty Years . 

Br anch 

THANK YOUl 

Note: This is the last page of the questionnaire adminis 
tered to noncoromissioned officers and warrant 
officers (Groups A and B). 
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Please list the three most serious problems you think 
the Army has. 

48. Please use the space below to expand any response in 
the questionnaire you care to or for any additional 
coraments you have. Please be as candid as possible. 
Use the back if necessary. 

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA: Please complete 

Rank 

RA USAR 

Source of Commission 

Race 

Total Active Duty Ŷears 

Branch 

THANK YOUi 

Note: This is the last page of the questionnaire adminis 
tered to all commissioned officers (Groups C, D. 
and E). 


