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PREFACE

This is the final report in a series which has been generated by
work under contract NO0014-67-A0181-0048. As such, it summarizes findings
from a study of the implications of possible values changes in society for
Navy manpower and management practices. The work reported in the pages
which follow reflects the efforts of a large number of persons, many of
whom authored one or more of the technical reports in the series. Their
labors are gratefully acknowledged.

Parts of this final document appeared in an earlier pre-final

technical report, Military Manpower and Modern Values (Bowers and Bachman,

1974) . The material concerning national issues perceptions and preferences,
summarized in that earlier document, is not treated in the present report,
on the grounds that work since January, 1974, has been concerned almost

exclusively with problems and issues in the organizational area.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Navy, unlike the Army, has historically relied entirely upon
volunteers. But during the past few decades the draft provided a powerful
"{ncentive" for some to enlist in the Navy. Now, under all-volunteer
conditions, the Navy and the other branches of the armed forces must compete
in the civilian manpower market. The Navy must attract sufficient numbers
of enlistees and reenlistees in order to function effectively, and it must
now, more than ever, manage its manpower effectively--not simply because
that manpower is more expensive and harder to recruit, but also because the
effective and constructive utilization of manpower is in itself a key
ingredient for its recruiting and retention.

Approximately two and one-half years ago, we undertook to explore the
potential impact upon these facets of Navy effectiveness of changes in
values, views, and preferences that may be occurring in American society
at large. Much had at that point been written, and observational evidence
reinforced the view, that affluence, education, and world events had
combined to alter rather significantly the desires and preferences of
Americans--particularly the young. If true, such changes would have important
implications for the postures and practices of the Navy as an organization.

Accordingly, survey data were collected from two samples of persons:
(1) a representative national cross-section of the civilian population, and

(2) a sample of Navymen stratified so as to be representative of major Navy

entities (ships and shore stations). Questionnaires, identical except for

certain personal background measures, were administered to persons in both
samples during late 1972 and early 1973. The resulting data concerning

values, perceptions and preferences in national and personal work settings




have formed the basis for 28 technical reports submitted from the inception
of the project through December 31, 1973.

This present report is intended as an integrative summary of the
principal findings concerning Navy work settings. In brief, the findings

discussed in the body of this report are:

Work Values and Preferences

(1) There is 1ittle evidence of an organizational "generation
gap" concerning preferred characteristics of the job.

Young persons appear to attach greatest importance to the
rather traditional values of personal independence and
material success, a preference which they share with all
other civiiian, and nearly all Navy, age groups.

(2) There is similarly little evidence of a gap concerning
preferred leadership style. Preferences in this area
appear to track actual experience.

(3) There is a difference among age groups concerning adherence
to, or acceptance of, autocratic beliefs. This rises rather
sharply with age, despite the fact that both experience with,
and preference for, non-autocratic behaviors from others also
rises with age. The gap in adherence to autocratic beliefs
is largest for young versus older enlisted men. Despite their
similarities in other areas, it is nearly as large for older
officers versus older enlisted men, the former looking very
much like younger officers (and relatively non-autocratic in
their beliefs).

(4) Educational level is related to at least some aspects of what

persons want from a job. Greater education is associated with
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(5)

(6)

(7)

reduced concern for economic issues, with less concern for
serving one's country, and with enhanced concern about having
challenging work. Among Navymen, it is also associated with
greater concern for personal independence.
Adherence to autocratic beliefs also declines rather sharply
with education, in this instance paralleling preferred and
actual leadership practices.
Region of the country in which one grew up appears to make
little or no difference in work values and preferences.
However, some difference occurs according to type of
community in which one grew up (rural-urban). Those from
rural areas are most inclined to accept autocratic beliefs,
while those from suburban areas are least likely to do so.
A rather clear pattern of differences between the sexes in
organizational preferences emerges for the civilian sample.
Women, in civilian life generally, attach somewhat greater
importance than do men to jobs which are cleaner, more
clearly directed, less bureaucratic, more “"settled," and
more secure.

On the other hand, men and women do not differ in the
importance which they attach to pay, steadiness of work,
and availability of free time. They do not differ in their
posture concerning adherence to autocratic beliefs, nor in
the importance which they attach to human factors in
organizational life. Little difference occurs in the behavior
which they desire from their peers, and no difference in the

importance which they attach to serving their country.

iv




(8) Racial differences in values and preferences concerning the
work setting appear to be comparatively minor. For the
civilian segment, only a few such differences appear, most
of them explainable in terms of the effect of discriminatory
treatment upon persons' aspirations, that is, the tracking
of one's hopes to his experiences.

Among Navymen, differences occur more frequently, but
follow no discernible pattern, with one exception: on the
critical issues of interpersonal treatment and challenging
work, the Navy would appear to have rather successfully
removed the effects of discriminatory treatment of minorities
at the behavioral level.

(9) Taken together, the findings concerning race relations
practices present a convincing, if perplexing picture.
Minorities, and Blacks particularly, do feel discriminated
against in the Navy. On many tangible criteria, the effects
are real enough. For example, Blacks have slower advancement
rates and receive expensive technical training less frequently
than do Whites, even after controlling for the effects of age
and education. However, relationships to behavioral treatment
are more peculiar. Blacks report experiencing, for example,
a better organizational climate than do Whites, report more
felt discrimination, and, at the same time, evidence a
negative relationship between the two (i.e., the better the
climate, the less felt discrimination!) Among the difficult,

thorny, and even unacceptable conclusions that this suggests




is the possibility that--because of the accumulated historical
content in which it occurs--equal treatment will not be

perceived to be non-discriminatory.

Organizational Practices

(10)

(av)

(12)

(13)

On the standard array of organizational practices measures
included in the survey, the Navy as a whole falls approximately
at the Tower border of what is termed the "normal" range

(40 to 60 percentile points on the national civilian norms).
This conceals a rather crucial difference, however. The
shore-based units are well within that normal range, whereas
the fleet units are distinctly below it. The sole exceptions
are the submarines, which resemble the shore units in quality
of organizational functioning.

Most of the more serious fleet problems appear to lie in
organizational climate conditions and leadership behaviors,
rather than in the intrinsic properties of jobs performed.

Much of the problem pattern occurs as well in, and perhaps

ties critically to, a perceived undue absence of personal
independence, in the form of bureaucracy and an unnecessary
intrusion into Navymen's personal lives.

Like the organizational climate and leadership problems, this
personal independence shortage is age-related. Until a

Navyman reaches 30 years of age, or is in a group whose average
age approximates that figure, he does not experience conditions
as favorable as those experienced by civilians of almost any

age.
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(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

The personal independence shortage is also rank-related.

For enlisted men, experienced conditions steadily decline

in positiveness from E-1 to E-5, then rise to a peak at E-7.

It is also unit-level related; conditions improve steadily
with the rank of one's supervisor.

While it seems to be true that more autocratic practices are
found in conjunction with sophisticated hardware in the Navy,
other findings lead us to be suspicious of any conclusion

that such a contingency is desirable. Instead, what appears

to occur is that Navy assignment practices, like their civilian
hiring and placement counterparts, make the assumption that
automated hardware substitutes for human competence. Yet our
general array of findings would suggest the dysfunctional
consequences of this simple assumption. If our society does
through {ts educational processes what early chapters of this
report suggest that it does, then persons are placed in
situations representing the poorest possible fit to their
values.

The Navy of the immediate future will consist--probably already
does consist--entirely of True Volunteers. While their
expectations are nearly as high as those of the Choice Motivated
persons, their initial qualifications (in terms of education)
are not. They have high needs for personal independence and
participative treatment, and their decision to remain or

leave the Navy at the end of their term is closely contingent

upon the treatment they receive along these lines. They view




the Navy as a personal route to skill, esteem, and
position in 1ife and will doubtless weigh as quite negative

practices which deal with them otherwise.

These, then, are the principal findings in a number of areas.
From these stem, directly and indirectly, a number of possible
implications and action steps concerning the work setting that we judge
worthy of consideration:

(1) Recognize more systematically the critical interrelationship

of men and technology in the Navy.
The Navy should undertake to study its ships and shore
stations as socio-technical (not just technical)
systems, and should attempt modifications in line with
the resulting findings, perhaps initially on an experi-
mental basis.

(2) Work to reduce the amount and effects of bureaucracy in

Navy life.
Decentralize: return to command the overall responsi-
bility for direction that over the years has been
absorbed into central control functions.
Flatten the organizational structure: remove a large
proportion of the one-on-one reporting relationships
so frequently found in the Navy.
Make more constructive use of "management by objectives."

(3) Reduce the effects of age (and values) discrepancy among

Navymen.
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Improve the task leadership and technical competences
of junior officers.

Replace senior enlistees with junior officers in roles
which involve supervising younger enlisted men.

Take age discrepancy into account in the assignment
process.

Improve the general leadership competences of Petty

Officers other than Chiefs.

Increase opportunities for independence in Navymen's

personal lives.

Review Navy policies and procedures which potentially
provide grounds for unnecessary intrusion into the
personal lives of Navymen and alter those which do so.
Write and issue something akin to a “Navyman's Bill
of Rights,"” which specifies the personal life areas
and circumstances in which subordinate commanders

may and may not intervene.

Add to the assignment procedures improved mechanisms
for taking into account the personal needs and
interests of Navymen. While relevant to ail, this
would appear to be most critical for young officers,

whose loss to the service is quite costly.
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Chapter 1

Prologue

Both the nation's leaders and its young people pressed during
recent years for an end to the method by which much of the nation's
defense manpower has been obtained during the last thirty years, the
military draft. For all intents and purposes, this has now become
fact. In place of a military force staffed partly by conscripts and
"draft-motivated” enlistees there has been substituted the system of
all-volunteer attraction and recruitment upon which our society has
relied during peacetime years throughout most of its history.

These are not the tranquil times of earlier years, however;
conditions change, events occur more rapidly, and their repercussions
travel further today. In this complex world, the nation must not
only be certain that its defense force is adequate in both numbers and
competence, but also be assured that this force is wise, responsible,
effective, and consonant with those democratic values which are central
to our society.

Under an all-volunteer system, the Navy (and other branches of the
Armed Forces as well) must compete in the manpower market. Like other
types of employment, military service must provide work roles which
are satisfying activities in their own right, which are seen as
making a positive social contribution, and which provide adequate

financial rewards, fringe benefits, and the Tike.




To the casual observer, as to the social scientist, it appears that
conditions which have obtained since the start of World War II may be
shifting. Many of the tenets, assumptions, and customary relationships
of the last three decades, some forming the basis for military manning
and management practices, are undergoing great changes. Affluence
has rendered in many ways meaningless a number of the accustomed
motivational strategies which were in the past effective. Attitudes
toward authority, toward the value of great openness, questioning,
and candor all appear to be changing. Not only the military services,
but most of the major institutions of our society would seem to be
faced with the necessity of closely examining, and perhaps greatly
altering, practices based upon old assumptions in these areas.

The research which this report summarizes began with the proposition
that changing values, expectations, life styles, and preferences for
the quality of organizational life are important and perhaps overriding
considerations in relation to the fortunes of an all-volunteer force.

It was stated early on that this proposition stems from two sources:
(1) accumulating data of a formal variety which suggest that
in recent years non-economic matters have become increasingly
central to an ever-larger number of persons; ‘
(2) a great number of instances, increasing in frequency, in which
dramatic shifts are evidenced in the behavior of persons and
organizations on dimensions related to value and quality-of-1life

issues.




The roots of these societal values, preferences, and expectations
lie in many areas, most notably the educational and child-rearing
practices which have come into being within the last couple of decades.

The changes which have come over American society in recent
decades are familiar themes, perhaps no longer surprising. A1l of us
are familiar with statements concerning the number of scientists
presently living, expressed as a proportion of those who ever lived,
and similar statistics calculated to press home the point that change
has accelerated. If the statistics seem repetitious or the themes
overworked, however, it is to a failure of words, not a commonplaceness
of the phenomenon, which blame ought justly be laid, for the changes
are truly large. In the small space of three generations -- from
grandparents to grandchildren, both presently living -- we have moved
from being a nation which was two-thirds rural and in which one person
in 16 was a high school graduate, with only one in 25 going to college
to a nation which is three-fourths urban (and within that, largely
suburban: 3 persons in 7 live in areas that are urban but not
central-city), in which seven persons in every eight are high school
graduates, and in which half go on to college.

Number of years completed is not the only change which has come
over education. Amount of time spent in school within any one year has
changed as well. In 1900, the typical, enrolled, public school

student experienced a school year 99 instruction days long; in 1970




the instructional year was approximately twice that length (179 days
in 1968, for example), The annual per-pupil expenditure in 1900 was
$12 nationally; in 1970 it was $917! Even allowing for depreciation
of the dollar, the “"real” amount spent per pupil today is many times
greater than it was at the turn of the century.

Within the educational experience, changes of a qualitative nature
have contributed to the overall impact. Educational experiences at
the elementary and secondary levels have become increasingly parti-
cipative or involvement-oriented. Non-graded classrooms, multi-age
grouping, individualized instruction, programmed learning, and a wide
variety of other innovative practices have become commonplace in
today's schools. In higher education, parietal rules of the sort which
most of us personally experienced and accepted, and which were based
upon the in loco parentis doctrine, are almost universally a thing of
the past. Together with changes at both the Federal and (in some
instances) state levels which establish 18 years as the age of majority,
these shifts lead young persons of high school age to expect and to
prepare for self-govermance -- that is, a determining say over most
matters affecting their lives -- at an earlier age.

The importance of this for attitudinal change ought not be lost.
Today's typical 18-year-old will have spent more than 2100 days in
direct exposure to practices which encourage involvement and a questioning
and challenging posture on his part. His role models during this period
will have been highly educated, well trained teachers. He will find
and view himself as an incoming adult member of a society that has

become highly educated, sophisticated, urban, and affluent.




Although one may reasonably question the extent to which an
affective or emotional change in attitudes has occurred over the years,
there appears ample ground for assuming that the informational and
behavioral components of attitudes have changed markedly. Today's
likes, dislikes and preferences may be little different from those of
two generations ago, but they are supported by a much sturdier
informational sub-structure, and the behavioral repertoire in which
they are seen as potentially finding expression contains a much wider
array of alternatives, few of them in the category, "compliance."

It may well be, in other words, that values themselves have changed

less than have certain other things associated with those values, like
willingness to tolerate practices at odds with them, perceived available
altermatives, ways of behaving in response to disliked practices, and
the like.

Today's 18-year-old will in all likelihood be aware of the large
nunber of alternatives available to him in conjunction with almost
every choice he must make (a considerably larger number than were
available to his grandfather years ago), and he will be well equipped
to engage in the search process to locate alternatives in any unfamiliar
situation. In short, whether his values are different or not,
the options open to him are far greater in number, and he is better
equipped to attain them, than were his grandparents. In the face of
this, it seems unreasonable to assume that a relatively short period
of boot and technical training can have any appreciable impact upon
basic attitudes and preferences.

The world of work toward which he heads is similarly different from

that which existed at the turn of the century. In 1900, 29 per cent




of the nation's prime-mover horsepower was provided by draft animals;

in 1970 a comparable figure was .00007 per cent! Although this statistic
seems simple, perhaps even humorous, a bit of reflection suggests

that it indicates the amount of technological advance which has

occurred in recent decades. Similarly, whereas ten per cent of the
work force in that earlier day were engaged in professional, technical
managerial, and official occupations (accountants, architects, chemists,
businessmen, clergy, academicians, dentists, physicians, lawyers,
judges, elected officials, public administrators, pharmacists,
scientists, engineers, etc.), 25 percent of the work force are engaged
in such occupations today.

Much, therefore, hinges upon the acceptability and "up-to-date"
character of Navy practices, since it seems likely that little by way of
socialization (attitude change of Navymen in directions more compatible
with customary service practices) can be expected. Unfortunately, the
degree of such correspondence seems lower than what might be desired.
Whereas alternatives have undergone vast change and expansion since the
early years of this century, managerial practices have changed relatively
little. Managerially, a greater resemblance exists between the supervisory
practices of today and those of a half-century ago than exists between
alternatives available to subordinates now and at that earlier time.

Stated otherwise, to the extent that the nation possesses a
“cream" of tomorrow's “crop,” it is likely to be found among those
whose ability and training ultimately aim them toward that 25 per cent
work force slice which makes up the country's technical, professional,
and managerial personnel. Although the wisdom or desirability may be

questioned, it is likely that these opinion leaders will be drawn in




disproportionate numbers (if not largely) from among those who have
been advantaged during their developing years by the best of what
society has to offer. Exposed while they were growing up to a wide
array of stimuli, good schools, and the like, this best-nurtured, best
prepared slice of American society clearly will assume responsibility
for its policies and operations in the years ahead. Yet, it is
this stratum -- the young, better-educated segment of the population --
which is most at odds with prevailing Navy practices. A strange
counterpoint is the fact that the Navy would appear to have in
recent years drawn a large proportion of its recruits (under pressure
of the draft) from precisely this segment.

Among civilians, this young, better-educated segment of
the population is more rejecting of autocratic practices, less
impressed with opportunity to serve one's country or make the world
a better place as drawing cards in job selection, more demanding of
challenging jobs, and more insistent upon adequate human-resource

leadership practices.

In the Navy as among civilians, those persons who grew up in suburban

areas are least authoritarian and, at the same time, least interested
in having a job in which they may serve their country. The difference
present in the civilian sample -- that those who grew up in the suburbs
prefer more challenging jobs -- does not hold true among Navymen:

11 community-of-origin categories among Navymen closely resemble the

suburban-civilian.




Both preferences and practices show substantial age-related
effects among Navymen, a phenomenon scarcely observable among
civilians. Rather than altermative explanations (e.g., social
desirability response bias, socialization, etc.) "selection-out"
appears as a major factor, with most of the difficulty occurring among
young Navymen. Although rank has some effect independent of age,
both officers and enlisted men show rather similar effects, with
negative views tied principally to an unfavorable organizational
climate. This climate is viewed, by the young especially, as overly
bureaucratic, arbitrary, and excessively intrusive into one's personal
Tife. Human resources, their well-being and motivation, are viewed to be
treated as subordinate in importance to impersonal rules and hardware.

Preferences for, and experience of, more adequate human resource
organizational practices rise with age and rank in the Navy, not
because of socialization and change, but primarily because those who
experience these conditions remain ("select-in"), whereas those who
do not experience them leave ("select-out"). While the comparison
thus favors the Navy in the older age brackets, it should be noted
that this counts for little if most leave the Navy because of the
unfavorable comparison in the younger age brackets.

What of the future? What may be said of the child who was three
to five years of age in 1971 -- the potential recruit during the 1980-
1985 period? The chances are three out of four that he will have come
from an urban-suburban background. The chances are one out of three
or one out of four that his parents will have professional or technical

occupations (and presumably somewhat higher than that that he will




himself aspire to such an occupation), The chances, furthermore, are
three out of four that the head of his family will have at least a high
school diploma, and about even that he will himself intend to go on

to college. Eleven times more money will have been spent educating
him; his teachers will 1ikely have had work beyond a bachelor's
degree, and will have employed a variety of new, different, and more
participative teaching methods during the 12-year period of his
exposure to them. He will have spent one-sixth more time each year in
school than his parents, twice as much each year as his early 20th-
century grandparents. He will have been exposed to hours of instant
communication from television, traveled more, seen more, and tried
more activities -- athletic, social, and intellectual -- than his
parents did at a comparable age. The chances are quite high that he
will never have known any economic situation except comparative
affluence, and almost certain that he will not have known real want.

He will be, at least at the Federal level, no more than a few months
away from a majority -- able to vote, enter into contracts, leave home,
drink, and organize his 1ife as he pleases.

Exceptions to any and all of these characteristics will, of course,
occur, but this probably represents the "average" or typical 18-year-old
of 1982. As such, he appears to be almost a prototype of today's most
dissatisfied Navyman. Unless something changes practices or situations,
he will in all likelihood never enter the Navy -- nor any other branch
of the armed forces. Should he enter, he will in all 1ikelihood leave.
In either event, he will carry a posture of indifference or resentment
with him to his civilian life and career. And from the most prototypical
of all will come the 25 percent who will in the years ahead comprise

the judges, physicians, engineers, scientists, legislators, administrators




and businessmen whose influence outweighs their numbers and who formulate
the nation's policies and administer its affairs in their most
critical apsects.

The research summarized in the pages which follow, therefore,
provides a reasonably satisfactory answer to the general issue raised
at the outset. It is not that young persons today possess values and
preferences that are strikingly different from those of generations
immediately preceding. On the contrary, they generally value and
hold important the same things cherished by their parents and grandparents.
There are, of course, some differences: young persons today are
more averse to autocratic direction than their elders, for example,
and somewhat less motivated by patriotic concerns. For the most part,
however, young persons today attach greatest importance to those same
conditions that their predecessors have valued: independence, economic
success, and friendly relationships with others. The differences lie
less in values than in the number and richness of available
alternatives, in the amount of training received in locating and acting
upon those altermatives, and in their greater reluctance to react

compliantly.




Chapter 2

Values and Preferences in the Work Setting

One purpose of the overall study, of which the present chapter treats
but a part, was: to collect data on value and expectation issues, and
on the organizational practices to which they are presumably related, from
both a civilian national cross-section and from a representative sample
of Navymen from both the officer and enlisted ranks. From these data one
might then determine (a) whether differences do, in fact, exist across
demographic groups, as well as their direction, magnitude, and scope;
(b) their likely impact upon that constellation of influences affecting
enlistment and the extent to which material incentives affect that impact;
and (c) the organizational management implications for the Navy of such
differences as are seen to exist. In this present chapter, we examine
the first of these questions, the 1ikely existence of values differences.
The logical place to begin is a search for value differences of the
kind described, emerging in the American population generally and
potentially affecting the necessary manpower practices of the Navy.
The responses of all persons in both the civilian and Navy samples to
value and preference measures have therefore been stratified by six
demographic characteristics which should provide keys to such emerging

differences as may exist:

Sex - Although the Navy has in the past been largely a man's world,
women have recently come to greater prominence within it and
could, with ratification of the equal rights amendment,

occupy much larger roles than has previously been true.

n
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Age - Much has been made in recent years of the extent to which
values and preferences have changed for today's youth from
what existed for earlier generations. Although the
vociferious disagreement of at least some youth with prevalent
political norms and values has been highly visible, the
question remains open as to the degree to which this
divergence extends to organizational preferences and values.

Education - Education is a profound socializer of the young.
Greater amounts and higher quality of it provide exposure to
ideas and methods wider in array, if not higher in quality,
than is otherwise true. With education presumably come
greater expectations about role, status, reward, and treat-
ment.

Community of Origin - The decades since the turn of the century

have witnessed the mass migration of our population, first

from the farm to the city, and later from the city to its

suburbs. As the population shifts, so does the manpower

pool from which the Navy must draw its recruits. Yet another
question concerns the extent to which those who have spent
their early years in different types of communities (rural,
small town, suburban, urban) differ in what they value and
prefer organizationally.

Race - Blacks and other racial minorities have increasingly pressed
for their rightful place in our society. As the range and
variety of positions and roles which they occupy increase,
some question may be raised about the extent to which their
organizational values and preferences differ from those of

the more customary Whites.
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Region of Origin - Somewhat different 1ife styles and degrees of
affluence exist in various regions of the country. Although
of somewhat less importance, perhaps, than the other demo-
graphic characteristics, the region in which one grew up
contains at least some potential importance in auguring the

Navy's future.

Age-Related Preferences

Three subsets of work-1ife related values and preferences concern us
in the present study: (a) preferred characteristics of the job (as, for
example, whether the work is challenging, whether it is clean, etc.);

(b) preferences regarding the behavior of one's supervisor and peers (his
leadership style and their styles in dealing with one another); and

(c) adherence to a set of beliefs which are more or less democratic (as
opposed to autocratic).

Our findings would suggest that constancy, rather than difference,
is the rule with regard to the first of these, preferred job character-
istics. When the 14 job preference measures were rank-ordered for
Navymen and compared to a similar rank-ordering for employed civilian
men, the two sets of rankings correlated quite highly (.90). Even
among age groupings of civilians, the relative rankings were very much
the same (average correlation = .90).

As the data in Table | indicate, both Navymen and civilians
attach the greatest importance to personal independence (controlling one's
personal life and avoiding entangling bureaucracy) and to economic
success (good pay and fringe benefits). The job characteristics which
least concern them are cleanliness, prestige, free time, absence of a "boss,"

and, perhaps surprisingly, an opportunity to serve one's country.




Table 1

Most and Least Important Features of a Preferred Job

Overali
Rank Civilians Navymen
Most
Imp. 1 Opportunity to Control Opportunity to Control
Personal Life Personal Life
2 Good Pay Good Pay
3 Friendly People Avoiding Bureaucracy
4 Good Fringe Benefits Good Fringe Benefits
5 Avoiding Bureaucracy Challenging Work
Mean = 3.58* Mean = 3.57
10 Opportunity to Serve Opportunity to Serve
My Country My Country
11 No One to Boss Me Lots of Free Time
12 Clean Job No One to Boss Me
13 Lots of Free Time Prestigious Job
Leastld Prestigious Job Clean Job
Imp. Mean = 2.52 Mean = 2.58

*
Importance Scale:

Very Unimportant
Fairly Unimportant
Fairly Important
Very Important

BwN —
o onu
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Depending upon one's position and perspective, these findings may
be viewed with pleasure or dismay. They seem to indicate, however, that,
despite the rhetoric of recent years, the traditional American values of
independence and material success are alive and well and likely to
remain so for the immediate future.

Our findings do, however, indicate one set of differences that is
particularly striking. Navymen 43 years of age and older, whether
enlisted men or officers, present rank-ordered profiles on these preferred
job characteristics which are unlike those of (a) young enlisted men,

(b) young officers (who closely resemble young enlisted men), or
civilians their own age. These dissimilarities occur largely because of
the importance attached to opportunity to control one's personal life
(which older Navymen do not value as highly as do others) and service to
one's country and challenging work (which older Navymen value more nighly
than do others).

In the area of leadership preferences a rise-with-age appeared in
the Navy data which does not appear, or appears only slightly, among
civilians. These rises in leadership preferences with age appear to
reflect the masking effects of rank and self-selection. Figure 1, which
shows one of the measures (Supervisory Support) in relation to background
variables (Rank, Re-enlistment Intention, and Age), is illustrative of a
general pattern of findings:

(1) Controlling for other variables has little effect on
differences by Rank.

(2) Controlling for other variables has little effect on
self-selection (measured in this instance by
Reenlistment Intention).

(3) Controlling for other variables removes the effect of Age.

(4) Effects are stronger for Actual than for Preferred leadership.
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Although any discussion of cause-and-effect relationships is somewhat
speculative for findings derived, as are these, from data collected at a
single point in time, the most parsimonious explanation for these results
would begin with the behavior actually experienced and move from that to
preferences. In descriptive terms, Navymen in any age category report
to supervisors whose behavior encompasses a fairly broad range, from
quite good to very poor. The average behavior experienced rises in posi-
tiveness with age, partly because of rank (higher rank persons are
supervised by persons of even higher rank who are, on the average, them-
selves better supervisors) and partly because of self-selection
(specialties, career choices, and assignment practices result in some
situational constancy across the period of service, and those who
experience comparatively poor situations leave the service). That such
effects are more apparent for actual than for preferred leadership
characteristics adds weight to the argument that persons quite naturally
are influenced in the setting of their aspirations by their actual
experiences.

The third major area--autocratic versus democratic beliefs--will be
treated only briefly at this point. In general, there would appear to
be a trend toward more autocratic beliefs with age; however, this seems
to be intertwined with the effects of educational level. For this reason,
further treatment of this topic will be deferred to a subsequent section

of the chapter.

Preferences Related to Educational Level

The findings in relation to education display both consistencies
(among job characteristic preferences) and differences (for leadership

preferences) when Navymen and employed civilian men are compared.
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For both Navymen and civilians, greater education is associated with

reduced concern about economic issues, less importance attached to service

to one's country and enhanced concern about having challenging work. (See Fig.

Among Navymen, greater education is also associated with more importance
being attached to personal independence. Stated thus generally, a number
of interesting, though minor, differences are perhaps concealed:
(1) In the economic area concern about fringe benefits declines
with education for enlisted men, for officers, and for
civilians. However, whereas the importance of pay declines
with education for enlisted Navymen, the importance of steady
work (without layoffs) declines for employed civilians.
Neither measure declines for officers.

(2) Much of the steeper rise with education of preference for
challenging work among civilians is attributable to the
lower end of the education scale {those with a high school
education or less), a feature present only slightly in the
enlisted Navymen curve, and not present at all for officers.

Turning to leadership style preferences, nearly all of the statisti-
cally significant difference among educational categories of Navymen,
apparent when the combined sample was considered, disappears when enlisted
men and officers are considered separately. It thus appears to reflect
the combined effects of (a) difference between these two categories of
personnel and (b) the different distributions of these two groups across
educational categories. (See Figure 3)

Among civilians, however, a definite rise in preferred leadership
with education occurs in a form considerably steeper than that for
enlisted Navymen. For civilians, as for Navymen, the data rather clearly
suggest that leadership preferences are set in some relationship to
actual experiences. Although levels of actual and preferred leadership

differ, the two curves are in each case similar in shape.

2)
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Figure 3
Mean Preferred and Actual Leadership of Enlisted Navymen and Employed Civilian Men
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Age, Education and Autocratic versus Democratic Beliefs

An objective discussion of the issue indicated in this side-heading
is difficult, largely because carefully chosen words or terms seem rapidly
to disappear into a sea of unfortunate connotations. Thus, in organiza-
tional life, "autocratic" rapidly becomes "authoritarian" and brings to
mind sadistic regimes from the history books. In an administrative
context, "democratic" similarly transitions to "one man, one vote," and
from there to notions of disorder and absence of direction.

Despite this semantic difficulty, there is a dimension of behavior
or practice, coordinate with a set of beliefs similarly arranged. Toward
one direction these behaviors and beliefs become increasingly reliant
upon formal authority, more insistent upon artificial distinctions of
status and position, more distrustful of the motives and capabilities of
others. Toward the opposite direction behaviors and their allied beliefs
become less status conscious, more trustful, and more concerned about
persuasive competence, from whatever source.

Although many terms might be applied to these directionally opposite
styles, perhaps “domineering” and "cooperative" are most descriptive.

In the present study, the general finding is that belief in autocratic
(domineering) supervisory practices (a) rises with age, and (b) declines
with education. Figure 4 illustrates this quite clearly, along with

certain qualifications:

(1) The curve by age for Navy officers looks remarkably similar to
a comparable curve for civilians, rising until age 42; for the
highest age category, however, the two curves reflect distinctly
different values. Older Navy officers are among the least
autocratic of groups.
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(2) In this fact, older Navy officers seem to resemble young Navy
officers, who are distinctly less autocratic than their
civilian counterparts.

(3) Controlling the enlisted age curve for the effects of rank,
self-selection, and education has little effect. Perhaps
the greatest gap among plotted points is that between the
youngest enlisted men (mostly first-termers) and the older
enlisted men who for the most part supervise them.

(4) Controlling the enlisted education curve for the effects of

age, rank, and self-selection has similarly little effect.
In general, the decline with increasing education remains.

Preferences Related to Region and Community of Origin

In general, region of the country and type of community in which one
grew up appear to bear little relationship to one's preferences concerning
the work setting. No differences, for civilians or Navymen, occur among
leadership style preferences. Among preferred job characteristics,
perhaps the most important difference is that displayed graphically in
Figure 5, which shows the importance attached to an opportunity to serve
one's country. In combined form and ignoring the small category of
Navymen who grew up in no identifiable region of the country, one might
expect a combined scale to range from suburban New England (lowest) to
the rural South (highest). For all groups, however, mean responses
center about the category "Fairly Important;" no group sees this as

clearly lacking in importance.

Preferences Related to Sex

Among civilians, men and women do not differ in the importance which
they attach to pay, steadiness of work, and availability of free time.
They do not differ in autocratic versus democratic beliefs, nor in the

importance which they attach to human factors in organizational life.




Figure §

Importance Attached to an Opportunity to Serve One's Country,
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Little difference occurs in the behavior which they desire from their peers,

and no difference in the importance which they attach to serving their
country. On two issues--the importance attached to challenging work and
to having a prestigious job--an initial difference is removed when the
comparison is restricted to employed women and men.

A number of differences remain, however. Women have a somewhat
greater preference for a clean job, for working with friendly people,
for a job that does not involve extensive transfers from one location to
another, and for a situation in which the supervisor provides somewhat
more task guidance.

None of these differences attain statistical significance between
Navymen and women, nor in most instances are they even suggested by the

data.

Preferences Related to Race

For civilians, similarity among racial groups in preferences, rather
than difference, is more often found.

No real difference is apparent, for example, in importance attached
to serving one's country, to making the world a better place, nor to pay,
fringe benefits, and steady employment. Opportunity to control one's
personal life, to stay in one place or move about, as well as the desire
for supportive behavior from supervisor and co-workers, are preferred
to essentially the same degree by both Blacks and Whites.

At least five of the value differences which do attain statistical
significance among racial categories seem capable of being explained in
terms of adaptation to conditions actually experienced on these same

dimensions.
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Figures 6 and 7, which present data for Navymen and for employed
civilians, show by the similarity in shape of the actual and preferred
curves the closeness with which preference replicates (at a higher level)
experience.

Figure 8 presents similar data for two other issues for which
racial differences dccur in both the Navy and civilian samples. In these
instances, the importance curves do not appear to replicate actual
experience. Perhaps nothing more need be made of them than the rather
obvious point that, regardless of current experience, non-whites are
much more concerned than whites that they not end up with dirty, low-
status jobs.

Racial differences which appear, even at the outset, in the civilian
sample in relation to leadership preferences largely disappear in the
Navy sample. This occurs because Black Navymen express preferences
quite close to those expressed by Whites, whether civilian or Navy.
Racial differences remain on certain job preference measures: Whites
attach more importance than do Blacks to having challenging jobs,
whereas Blacks are more concerned than Whites about having "clean,"

prestigious jobs.

Conclusions: What the Data Tell Us About Values and Preferences

The chapter began with the proposition that differential, or changing,
experiences in American life may have created conditions in which values
and preferences regarding the work setting have been substantially
altered. An integration of what has been covered, posed in question and

answer form, would contain the following:
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Figure 7
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(1) Is there an organizational "generation gap;" that is, do young
persons today value and prefer something different from what
those more senior prefer?

For preferred characteristics of the job, the answer
must decidedly be "no."” Young persons appear to attach
greatest importance to the rather traditional values of
personal independence and material success, a preference
which they share with all other civilian, and nearly all
Navy, age groups. In this connection, it is worth noting

that serving one's country ranks in importance down among

a number of seemingly socially unflattering character-
istics, such as not having to get one's hands dirty, or
having a great deal of free time. Different from all
other groups, Navy and civilian, are Navymen 43 years of
age and older (enlisted as well as officers), for whom
service to one's country is more important, personal
independence less important.

The response must also be "no" concerning preferred
leadership styles (desired behavior from supervisor and
peers). Preferences in this area appear to track actual
experience (at a somewhat higher level), an actual
experience which is partly situational and fortuitous,
partly a function of rank.

The answer is "yes," however, in terms of adherence
to, or acceptance of autocratic beliefs. This rises

rather sharply with age, despite the fact that both
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experience with, and preference for, non-autocratic
behaviors from others rises with age. The gap in
adherence to autocratic beliefs is largest for young
versus older enlisted men. Despite their similarities
in other areas, it is nearly as large for older officers
versus older enlisted men, the former looking very much

1ike younger officers.

(2) Is educational level related to preferences and expectations?

The answer must be "yes," in relation to some aspects
of what people want from a job. Greater education is
associated with reduced concern for economic issues, with
less concern for serving one's country, and with enhanced
concern about having challenging work. Among Navymen,

it is also associated with the attachment of greater
importance to personal independence.

The answer is also "yes" in terms of adherence to
autocratic beliefs. This declines rather sharply with
education, in this instance parallelling preferred and
actual leadership practices.

The answer seems to be "no" in relation to preferred
leadership practices. As with comparisons by age, rises
with educational level appear largely to reflect the

"tracking" of actual experience.

(3) Does the region of the country and type of community (rural-
urban) in which one grew up affect one's values and preferences

regarding the work setting?
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Region of the country seems to make little or no
difference. The only difference of noticeable size is
the somewhat greater importance attached to serving one's
country felt by those who grew up in the South.

This same issue distinguishes among community-of-
origin categories. Those who grew up in rural areas
attach greatest importance to serving one's country,
whereas those who grew up in the suburbs attach least
importance to it.

Some difference among community categories is aiso
found in relation to adherence to autocratic beliefs.
Those from rural areas are most inclined to accept such
beliefs, while those from suburban areas are least likely

to do so.

(4) Do women differ from men in their values and preferences
concerning characteristics of the work setting?

A rather clear pattern of differences between the
sexes in organizational preferences emerges for the civilian
sample. Women, in civilian life generally, attach somewhat
greater importance than do men to jobs which are cleaner,
more clearly directed, less bureaucratic, more "settled,"
and more secure.

On the other hand, men and women do not differ in the
importance which they attach to pay, steadiness of work,
and availability of free time. They do not differ in their

posture concerning adherence to autocratic beliefs, nor in
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the importance which they attach to human factors in
organizational life. Little difference occurs in the
behavior which they desire from their peers, and no
difference in the importance which they attach to serving
their country.
(5) Are there racial differences in values and preferences concern-
ing the work setting?

The answer appears to be that such differences are
comparatively minor. For the civilian segment, only a few
such differences appear, most of them explainable in terms
of the effect of discriminatory treatment upon persons'
aspirations, that is, the tracking of one's hopes to his
experiences.

Among Navymen, differences occur more frequently,
but follow no discernible pattern, with one exception:
on the critical issues of interpersonal treatment and
challenging work, the Navy would appear to have rather
successfully removed the effects of discriminatory treat-

ment of minorities at the behavioral level.




Chapter 3

The Navy as a Functioning Organization

The Survey of Organizations questionnaire, from which much of the organ-

zationally relevant material in the present study is derived, is routinely
used by the Institute's Organizational Development Research Program for
purposes of diagnosing the current state of functioning of those organiza-
tions with which it undertakes development field experiments (Taylor &
Bowers, 1972). The wealth of information already available from industrial
settings concerning the constructs measured by the instrument, reliabili-
ties, validity, and norms were among the original reasons for relying upon
it in this present effort. Accordingly, it seems appropriate to provide a
diagnostic summary of the Navy as a whole and of certain of its component
units, as similar in form as possible to what would be provided for any
organization in the civilian world attempting in similar form to assess
its present and future positions.

The purpose of any survey-based organizational diagnosis is to attempt,
by sifting and analyzing tabulated data, to arrive at an understanding of
the manner in which the various functional parts of the organization fit
together, work, and contribute to its strengths and problems. The process
is analogous to the taking and examining of a series of photographs of
the same object, location, or activity, from somewhat different perspectives
and at somewhat different points in time. By considering the differences
which emerge, insights are obtained about the course of movement of the
organization as a social system through the events that determine its present
and future success. The purpose is no different in the present instance.

In simple form, it may be stated as a series of questions:

34
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(1) When examined on that constellation of characteristics which

previous research has shown to be associated with effectiveness,

how does the Navy compare with norms appropriate to those
civilian organizations with which it must compete for manpower

and talent in the years immediately ahead?

(2) In what ways do its component parts (ships versus shore stations,

various ship types) differ from one another and from the overal
picture which summary data provide?
(3) What assumptions concerning the reasons for observed strengths

and problem areas may be deduced from the data thus analyzed.

The Survey of Organizations questionnaire has as its focus several

social-psychological factors critical to effective organizational func-
tioning. In order to better understand the diagnostic materials which
follow, it seems useful at this point to describe these factors and the
manner by which they affect organizational functioning.

Figure 9 shows an organization as our research has indicated it to
There are many things that an organization like the Navy is not: it is
not simply an array of positions, not just an assortment of tasks, not
Jjust the physical assets--ships, buildings, and equipment. It includes
all of these things, of course, but an organization is very basically a
structure made up of work groups, indicated in Figure 9 by triangles.
The triangles are shown as overlapping because, at every level about the
very bottom, and below the very top, most persons are members of at leas
two groups simultaneously; they are subordinates in the group above and
superiors in the group below. This dual membership serves the purpose o

linkage, of knitting the organization together.
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Within each group several kinds of things occur. First, there is
Managerial Leadership--behavior on the part of the supervisor which serves
organizationally constructive ends. Second, and partly as a result of what
the supervisor does, there is what we term Peer Leadership--behavior by one
subordinate toward another which multiples (for good or for il11) what the
supervisor does. Third, there are group processes, those emergent proper-
ties which characterize the group as a group, whether it works together well
or poorly. Finally, there is output from the group, in the form of individual
outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, health) and organizational outcomes (e.g.,
efficiency, effectiveness).
Each of these factors has been the focus of scientific investigations
and can thus be described in greater detail. Figure 10 provides a simple
diagram indicating that managerial leadership as described herein refers
to the behavior of a superior toward subordinates within a work group.
Research has indicated that these behaviors can be described in terms of
four categories.
Support - behavior toward his subordinates which lets them know
that they are worthwhile persons doing useful work.

Interaction Facilitation - team building, behavior which encourages
subordinates to develop close, cooperative working
relationships with one another.

Goal Emphasis - behavior which stimulates a contagious enthusiasm

for doing a good job (not pressure).
Work Facilitation - behavior which removes roadblocks to doing a

good job.
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In a similar vein, peer leadership behavior (illustrated in Figure 11)

can be described by these categories:

Support - behavior by subordinates toward one another which enhances
their mutual feeling of being worthwhile persons doing
useful work.

Interaction Facilitation - behavior by subordinates toward one another
which encourages the development of close, cooperative
working relationships.

Goal Emphasis - behavior by subordinates toward one another which
stimulates a mutually contagious enthusiasm for doing a
good job.

Work Facilitation - behavior which is mutually helpful; helping each

other remove roadblocks to doing a good job.

These managerial and peer leadership behaviors occur within the context
of a group which, in turn, is part of a larger organization. Each group
exists in an environment made up of conditions created by other groups,
particularly those above it in the organization. This is {llustrated in
Figure 12. The focal group links through its supervisor, to the group
above. The higher group produces an “output" which takes the form of
behavior, procedures, decisions, objectives, and the like which impinge
upon the focal group in the form of a set of conditions, for better or
worse, within which it must exist. These effects are indicated by the
smaller arrows. The larger arrows indicate that the focal group's
environment is also the product of groups other than that immediately
above--perhaps from the very top of the organization. This environment or

set of conditions is called organizational climate. Our research reveals

that it consists of the following elements:
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Figure 11
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Human Resources Primacy - whether the climate is one which, by its
postures and practices, says that people--their talents,
skills, and motivation--are considered to be one of the
organization's most important assets.

Decision-making Practices - how decisions are made in the organiza-
tion: whether they're made effectively, at the right levels,
and based upon all of the available information.

Communication Flow - whether information flows effectively upward,
downward, and laterally in the organization.

Motivational Conditions - whether conditions and relationships in
the environment are generally encouraging or discouraging of
effective work.

Technological Readiness - whether the equipment and resources are
up to date, efficient, and well maintained.

Lower-Level Influence - the influence which lowest-level supervisors

and non-supervisory personnel feel they have on what goes on.

As a result of these conditions--climate, managerial leadership and
peer leadership--the organization functions in various ways. As Figure 13
illustrates, individual and organizational outcomes result from these
conditions. If conditions are positive, the groups function well--they
coordinate their efforts, they are flexible, adaptable, etc.--members
are satisfied with various aspects of their work lives, and are productive.
Negative conditions result in groups which function poorly, contain dis-
satisfied members and have poor outputs. The performance of the total
organization may be thought of in terms of a summary or composite of the

functioning of all groups.




43




44

A11 of these social-psychological factors are measured by the Survey
of Organizations questionnaire. The diagnostic summary which follows is
based upon data gathered with an expanded version of this instrument in
late 1972 and early 1973 from Navy personnel from 20 ships and 18 shore
stations. The questionnaire and data gathering methods are described in

the general methods report of the series (Michaelsen, 1973).

The Navy: Ship and Shore

Figure 14 presents in graphic form for the total Navy sample and for
its ship and shore components those measures which constitute the critical

indices of the Survey of Organizations. As the figure indicates, the

measures are presented in the form of profiles of percentile scores

calculated against the total Survey of Organizations normative array.

In form they show at what percentile point on this national array of
respondents the mean Navy respondent score falls.*

Judging what constitutes being "normal," better than average, or
relatively low is at best an arbitrary, subjective process. In the
present instance we shall establish at the outset the convention of
considering that space between the 40 and 60 percentile marks as the
boundaries of the normal or "typical" range, with those measures below
that range considered potential problem areas, those above it indications

of organizational vitality and strength.

*

The S.0.0. national array, rather than the civilian cross-section from the
present study are used for charting and percentile purposes because of the
much larger number of cases contained in the former (more than 20,000).
Analyses indicate that the civilian cross-section sub-sample of industrial
employees (considered to be the best comparison base in the present
instance from that overall cross-section) is not appreciably different
from the S.0.0. national array. The mean index value of the two civilian
comparison bases is different by only .07 of one scale point, and the
profile of indices intercorrelated (rank-order coefficient) .93.
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As the charted data indicate, on the standard indfces of the 5.0.0.
the Navy in toto falls within the normal range on all but the following
measures :

- A1l measures of organizational climate, but especially
Motivational Conditions (for which the Navy respondent
is lower than nearly three-fourths of the civilian
industrial respondents); Lower Level Influence (for
which he is lower than approximately two-thirds of the
civilian respondents); and Human Resources Primacy
(Tower than two-thirds of the civilian respondents).

- Managerial Goal Emphasis.

- Satisfaction.

Further scrutiny of the items making up these indices indicate that
the lowest item scores occur on Satisfaction with the Organization (20th
percentile), Conditions Encourage Hard Work (23rd percentile), and
Satisfaction with the Job (25th percentile). Taken together, they suggest
that the conditions of organizational climate which impinge directly or
indirectly upon the performance of one's Navy job are seen in a dis-
tinctly negative light.

Additional items, not contained in the Survey of Organizations

standard item list, but included within the present questionnaire for
other purposes, provide additional insights concerning what it is that

Navy respondents do and do not mean when they describe "conditions" as
discouraging and jobs as less than satisfying. The data suggest that there
is no appreciable difference between Navymen and civilians in industrial

organizations on the following:
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Whether there 15 or is not someone to boss them in their work.
Whether their job provides a chance to learn new skills.

How hard they're required to work.

How clean their jobs are.

Whether their job provides a chance to get ahead.

How much responsibility they must assume.

How much free time the job permits.

Whether their job is one in which they can help make the
world a better place.

To this must be added that array of characteristics upon which Navy-

men describe their jobs as distinctly different from those of civilians.

As one might expect, more civilians feel negatively about their
prospects for steady employment than do Navymen.

More Navymen feel that, although their jobs require that they
learn new skills, those jobs do not permit them to use the skills
and abilities which they have and gain, and do not view their
jobs as particularly prestigious.

Although more Navymen than civilians describe their fringe benefits
in favorable terms, many more Navymen than civilians view their
pay in negative terms.

Although more Navymen feel that their jobs offer them a chance to
serve their country, an even larger proportion feel that it
doesn't allow them to stay in one place (even though, by and
large, they are no more attracted to moving about than is the
typical civilian), and provides them an insufficient opportunity

to control their personal lives.
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- Navymen, in far greater proportions than civilians, feel enmeshed
in a large bureaucracy, one in which they are endlessly referred
from person to person when they need help, must go through a great
deal of "red tape" to get things done, and are hemmed in by
longstanding rules and regulations which no one seems able to

explain.

The picture changes somewhat as one moves from a consideration of the
total Navy sample to a comparison of two of its major functional subunits,
the fleet and the shore establishment. Figure 14, which contained total
Navy sample data, also presents line-graph profiles of the data from ship
and shore-based respondents. Using the 40 and 60 percentile points once
more as demarcating a roughly "normal" range, distinct differences appear:

- MWhile the shore establishment is, on all measures except Lower
Level Influence, within the normal range, the fleet is, with two
exceptions, below the 40th percentile on all measures.

- The differences between ship and shore are most pronounced on
Motivational conditions (an organizational climate measure),
with ship respondents reporting levels worse than three-fourths
of the national industrial array, whereas shore respondents fall
near the median.

- On certain other measures ships fall at low percentile points
also, with somewhat smaller differences from shore only because
the latter are themselves somewhat low:

- A1l other measures of organizational climate.
- The general satisfaction index.
Once more, an examination of the job preference and description

characteristics is revealing. As one might expect from the material
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already examined, a higher proportion of shipboard than shore-based
Navymen see themselves as:
- "Bossed" in their work.

- Lacking a chance to learn new skills or use
those they have.

- Asked to assume a great deal of responsibility.
- Having relatively dirty, non-prestigious jobs.

- Having less free time, and less chance to
control their personal lives.

- More hamstrung by bureaucracy.

- Having less chance to serve their country, or
to help make the world a better place.

- (Not surprisingly) having less chance to stay
in one place.

- More poorly paid and having less adequate
fringe benefits.

Analysis by Ship Type

The rather substantial, and negative, deviation of the shipboard
sub-sample from both the shore-based subsample and the national
industrial array suggests that further breaks, by ship type, ought be
examined. Accordingly, Figure 15 presents a line-graph display of

profiles on the standard Survey of Organizations indices for six types

of shipboard respondents: Submarines, Service & Support Vessels,
Amphibious Vessels, Carriers, Cruisers & Destroyers, and Air Groups.
As these data indicate, submarine units are clearly highest (very much
like shore units, and approximately at the median of the national
array), whereas service and support vessels are lowest (closer to the
25th percentile). The differences are most pronounced upon Communica-
tion Flow and Motivational Conditions (both measures of organizational
climate), all peer leadership variables other than peer Support, and

Group Process.
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Considering paired actual and preferred job characteristics for the
six ship unit types, when ship versus shore discrepancy percentages on
the actual items are rank-order (Rho) correlated with similar discrepancy
percentages for the highest (submarines) versus lowest (service/support
vessels), a negative coefficient results! (P = .42, p = .05). What this
suggests is that what is associated, in the job characteristics realm,
with the higher scores of submarines is not the same as that associated
with the differences between shipboard and shore Navymen. Indeed, on
many of those previously cited important job characteristics, submariners
are no different from those aboard service and support vessels. What is
associated, as the ship-type profile stated, are a number of organiza-
tional practice characteristics, particularly organizational climate,

peer leadership, and group processes.

The Effects of Age and Unit Level

In the preceding chapter, evidence was presented which indicated that,
for Navymen, (unlike civilians) preferences in the work setting rose or
improved with age. At that point it was also noted in passing that these
age effects seemed even more pronounced for experienced practices than
for preferences and that rank appeared to have effects independent of
those associated with age. More careful scrutiny reveals that this is,
indeed, the case and suggests that the level of one's unit in the organi-
zational hierarchy, rather than one's own rank, appears to be the more
urgent consideration.

Figure 16 presents in graphic form overall statistics for variables
in three domains: within-group behaviors and processes, satisfaction, and

organizational climate, the latter broken by both age and individual rank.
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These data indicate that there is, for organizational climate and within
group behaviors and processes, a rise in quality of experience with age
that (a) is steeper for enlisted Navymen than for officers, and (b)
scarcely exists for civilians. Satisfaction displays similarly steep
rises with age for all three groups, however.

The earlier finding, that personal rank relates significantly to
experienced practices independently of such considerations as age, is
confirmed in the data presented in the figure. The interpretation offered
as potentially plausible--that part of the rise with age reflects a steady
rise in positiveness with rank--is not confirmed, however. The present
chart illustrates that the effect of rank, both raw and adjusted to
remove the effects of education and self-selection as well as age, is
curvilinear, first declining and then rising.

Another report in the series represented in this summary volume
looked at some of these same effects from an organizational, rather than
an individual, viewpoint. The distinction perhaps deserves clarification.
One may visualize a social situation in which common practice is to treat
the views of older persons with deference, but to disregard or depreciate
the views of the young. In such an instance, age would be respected
wherever it is found. Similarly, an individual's rank might determine
the treatment he receives, more or less regardless of the social setting.
In both cases, the effects would be individual in nature, since they
originate as a response to characteristics of the individual himself.

Distinctly different from this, however, is a situation in which age
or rank are associated with organizational differences. In the latter
instance, an individual might be himself young or lower in rank, yet a

member of a group which is, on the average, older and headed by a person
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whose rank indicates that the unit which he heads is well up in the
structure. The treatment which the young person receives in this latter
situation might well be different from that received by a person of the
same age in a younger, lower status group.

Figure 17 presents data similar to those presented in relation to
individual age and rank. In the present instance, however, average age
of the group and supervisor's rank provide the basis for an analysis of
group means upon clustered variables. Here we see that experienced
practices for whole groups rise in positiveness with average age of group
members in much the same fashion as was true for individuals. Little
change in these curves occurs when one adjusts for the effect of unit
Jevel (defined in terms of the supervisor's rank). Unlike individual
rank, group level does seem to be associated with a relatively linear
rise in the quality of experienced organizational practices, a rise
which is only moderately reduced by controlling for average age.

These findings would appear to justify the conclusion that a Navy-
man's experience is at least in part a function of (a) his own age,

(b) the average age or seniority of the persons in the group to which he
belongs, and (c¢) his group's level or status in the organization.
Combining these characteristics, one may surmise that an older person,
in a group whose average age is similarly older, and supervised by a
person of higher rank, will experience by far the best organizational
conditions. At the opposite extreme, the most unfavorable conditions
will be experienced by young Navymen in lower echelon groups, whose

members are, like themselves, young.
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Age and the Ship-Shore Differences

We return now to a previously cited finding, that shore-based units
appear to be organizationally better than fleet units. The obvious
question is whether age differences between ship and shore Navymen may
explain these observed practices differences.

Table 2 presents percentage distributions of age for shore, ship,
and submarine respondents.* The data provide some reasonable ground for
confirming an age hypothesis: the percentage of persons in our shipboard
subsample 24 years of age and younger is twice as large as the percentage
in the shore-based subsample! Furthermore, the percentage of submariners
in this same category falls between the ship and shore percentages, but
closer to shore than to ship.

These statistics suggest that, if the measures for Navy ship and
shore units were controlled to remove the effects of age, the observed
differences would largely disappear. This was, in fact, done, using the
Multiple Classification Analysis program (Andrews, Morgan & Sonquist, 1967).

The results (not presented) show that the ship-shore difference is
reduced approximately by half by controlling for age differences in the
two subpopulations. On the majority of variables, ship-shore differences

remain, but of much lower magnitude.

Personal Independence: Bureaucracy and One's Personal Life

One issue stands out with such clarion importance that its relation

to age has been isolated in this section for separate treatment.

*

Although exact data on age distribution have not been received,
informal telephone inquiries confirm at least the general
representativeness of our shore and ship age percentages.
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Table 2

Age Percentage for Shore, Ship
and Submarine Navy Respondents

24 years 43 years

Unit and younger 25-32 33-42 and older
Shore 34 31 27 7
Ship 68 17 13 1
Submarine 47 35 17 2
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Stated most generally, it is personal freedom and independence, the ability
to live the personal aspects of one's life reasonably free from external
and bureaucratic constraints. Two measures were used in this study to tap
the experience and importance of these characteristics: (a) a three-item
index of the extent to which one is able to avoid endless referrals, red
tape, and unexplainable rules (a high score therefore represents high inde-
pendence), and (b) a single-item measure of opportunity to control one's
personal life.

Both the actual experience and importance of these characteristics
are presented in Figures 18 and 19 for all Navymen, Navy Officers, and
employed civilian men. The findings are clear and compelling: although
Navymen and civilians attach approximately the same levels of importance
to these qualities, only civilians experience what could be termed an
acceptable or satisfactory degree of them. Young Navymen, furthermore,
whether officer or enlisted report an importance-experience gap of very
large proportions.

Somewhat similar effects occur with respect to educational level.

Actual experience and importance ratings for the Avoiding Bureaucracy

index are presented in Figure 20 for enlisted Navymen, officers, and
employed civilian men. Several facts are apparent from these data.

First, the actual experience curve, like the importance curves, for
civilians are flat and comparatively high, indicating that little differ-
ence in bureaucratic encounters is associated with educational level.
Second, the Navy actual experience curves, for officers as well as enlisted
men, are negatively sloped. In other words, despite more nearly common
levels of aversion to bureaucracy, better educated Navymen report more

frequent endless referrals, more occurrence of red tape, and a greater
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incidence of rules or regulations which no one seems able to explain than
is reported by less well educated persons. Perhaps the former are more
sensitive to such issues, or perhaps more complex assignments bring them
more often into contact (and conflict) with the bureaucracy. The fact
remains that they feel more hamstrung in their work than do the less well
educated.

Finally, the other "independence" measure--opportunity to control
one's personal life--displays for officers a similar, rather strange,
pattern (See Figure 21). The importance attached to being able to control
one's personal life rises only slightly with education, a finding in no
way surprising. Yet where most societies or social orders provide their
technical-educational elites with more, not less, personal freedom, the
reverse appears to be true among Navy officers. That the situation is
decidedly different from aspirations and experience by comparable groups
in the civilian world is indicated by curves presented for employed

civilian men.

A Diagnostic Overview

We turn now to two questions of some material significance to the
Navy as a viable organization:
(1) Is the pattern which difference in Navy conditions and practices

assumes one which is consistent with the set of principles upon
which the Survey of Organizations is based?

(2) What form do these differences in conditions and practices
within the Navy take?

The first of these questions may be stated much more simply in the
following form: does the model of organizational management upon which our

measures are based hold for the Navy? That general model takes the form
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diagrammed in the top segment of Figure 22 and is based upon the writings of
Likert (1961, 1967), expanded and tested by Likert and Bowers (1969, 1973),
Bowers and Franklin (1973). "As the model suggests, organizational climate
is the primary independent variable. Climate, along with individual
differences--i.e., knowledge, skills values--are major determinants of
managerial leadership behaviors which, together with organizational
climate, shape peer leadership behaviors. These variables, in turn,
determine group process. The final variables in this chain are individual
outcomes--i.e., satisfaction, health--and organizational outcomes" i.e.,
efficiency, performance, etc. (Franklin, p. 19).

Although this general model is itself the product of research
evidence, it has recently been subjected to a major test of the strengths
and patterns of its major causal linkages employing a civilian data set

from the national array of the Survey of Organizations. (Franklin, 1973).

The analysis procedures were basically those of multiple regression
employing a path analysis strategy. (Land, 1969). The results of this
test are shown in the second segment of Figure 22. They indicate that
the model was, indeed, verified.

A similar analysis was conducted with Navy data to determine, as has
been indicated, the goodness of fit of these principles to Navy organi-
zational life. The results of that test are presented in the third
segment of the same Figure 22. They indicate an overall applicability,
with certain specific differences. Specifically, the pattern emerging
from the Navy data suggests an equal influence of both organizational
climate and managerial leadership upon peer leadership, with the latter

the major factor affecting group process.
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Although Organizational Climate alone has less direct effect over
Group Process, it does have a greater effect upon Peer Leadership, which
in turn affects Group Process directly. These data indicate that, even
more than in civilian organizations, Peer Leadership behaviors appear to
be of utmost importance to organizational functioning within the Navy.

Feeling reasonably confident from these studies that the general
body of principles and measures upon which we have drawn are appropriate
to an analysis of Navy functioning, we may profitably consider conditions
and changes in those conditions across hierarchical levels of the Navy.
The data are presented in percentile score form in Table 3. As a foot-

note indicates, each level has been compared to Survey of Organizations

civilian norms appropriate to that level. Thus, groups headed by
Captains and Rear Admirals are compared to top management norms, those
headed by Lt. Commanders, Commanders, and Warrant Officers to upper
middle management norms, those headed by Lieutenants, Ensigns, and
Chief Petty Officers to lower middle management norms, and those headed

by Petty Officers to non-supervisory blue collar norms.

The data indicate that a problem exists with Human Resources
Primacy, a measure of organizational climate, at all levels. This measure,
which indicates the extent to which human concerns are felt to be
reflected in policies, practices, and conditions of the organization,
falls consistently in the 20-40 percentile range, even at top levels.

There is also a Motivational Conditions problem, which appears as such in

the table only from the Warrant Officer level downward. The three items
which comprise this index display somewhat different patterns, however.
One item "To what extent are there things about working here (people,

policies, or conditions) that encourage you to work hard?" falls in the
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Table

8

Mean Percentile* Scores for Groups at Various Hierarchial Levels

Percentile Scores for Levels: Groups Headed by

Capt's & [ Lt Comm's Warrant Ens's Chief Petty
Measures R/Adms & Comm's Officers & Lt's P.0.'s | Officers
Organizational
Climate
Human Res's
Primacy 20 37 28 28 28 38
Motivational
Conditions 42 43 37 35 30 24
Decision-Mk
Practices 53 a7 51 as 40 42
Communication
Flow 43 47 47 51 52 51
Lower-Level
Influence 47 38 38 45 43 28
Managerial
Leadersﬁig
Support 65 53 &7 50 49 45
Goal Emphasis 43 a7 28 29 42 42
Work Facil. 63 56 56 39 49 48
Interaction
Facil. 50 48 47 46 49 50
Peer
Leadership
Support 68 62 43 45 43 47
Goal Emphasis 81 61 45 47 45 37
Work Facil. 70 63 57 54 56 38
Interaction
Facil. 65 57 56 52 53 43
Grou
rocesses 78 62 57 53 53 42
Satisfaction g3 37 33 33 36 2é

*Each level is compared to norms appropriate to that level.
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22-36 percentile range for all levels. The index as a whole remains at
the "non-problem" level for the two uppermost levels because the other two
items (kinds of motives to which appeal s made, and the motivational
effects of disagreements) remain firmly within the normal range. The
index becomes a problem when, in the middle management levels, these

items also change.

Coincidental with the change in motivational climate is an understand-
able change in task-related supervisory behavior. Warrant Officers are
seen as facilitating the work, but not emphasizing goals, whereas
Lieutenants and Ensigns are seen as doing neither exceedingly well.

The reasons for this condition certainly include the climate conditions
already cited, but may also reflect what is indicated in a question about

the supervisor's technical competence. (See Table 4)

Qutcomes of Practices and Conditions

Finally, our attention appropriately turns to a consideration of the
results of the practices and conditions just discussed. As the previously
cited model suggests, satisfaction is one such outcome. Table 3 included,
together with measures of organizational functioning, percentile
satisfaction scores for groups at each of the hierarchical levels. These
data indicate that satisfaction parallels the problems observed in the
human and motivational aspects of organizational climate.

Further evidence is presented in Table 5, which shows the separate
percentile scores for satisfaction items. These data indicate that every
level clearly is comparatively dissatisfied with the unit as such
(Ship or Shore station) and with their jobs. Every level except the very

top (and perhaps those groups supervised by Chief Petty Officers) are




Table 4

Perceived Technical Competence of Supervisors
at Various Hierarchical Levels
(Percentile Scores*)

Supervisor's Rank l Percentile Score
{
Rear Admirals & Captains ; 53
Commanders & Lt. Commanders 48
Warrant Officers 4]
Ensigns & Lieutenants 28
Chief Petty Officers 48
Petty Officers 43

*Each level is compared to norms appropriate to that level.




Table 5

Percentile* Scores for Satisfaction Items

Percentile Scores for Satisfaction with

Level Unit Work Progress | Future
(6roups Headed by) (Ship or Shore Station) Job Group To Date | Proaress Supv. Pay
R/Adm's & Captains 15 19 61 27 38 48 42
Lt. Comm's & Comm's 21 34 39 46 39 38 50
Warrant Officers 28 35 28 47 49 32 44
Ens's & Lieutenants 17 27 32 47 42 32 39
Chief Petty Officers 19 29 40 48 43 4 39
Petty Officers 19 23 24 4] 37 36 41

*
Each level is compared to norms appropriate to that level.

0L
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clearly dissatisfied with both their supervisors and their peers. However,
for the most part only the very top is clearly dissatisfied with personal
progress, and only the lower middle levels are dissatisfied with pay.

The questionnaire used in the present study contained an item which
asked Navymen to indicate their reenlistment intention. In an effort to
study the effect upon retention of the conditions and practices described
in this chapter, a three-step analysis was undertaken:

(1) Validate the Reenlistment Intention item against actual
retention rate for first-termers aboard ships in the
sample. (The result is a directionally-appropriate
correlation of .76.)

(2) Conduct an elaborate, cross-validated multiple regression
analysis to identify the best predictors of Reenlistment
Intention.

(3) Rate each person according to situational favorability,
defined in terms of those best predictors, and then
calculate percentages intending to reenlist.

In an effort to take account of both group and individual level affects
in combination, first-term enlisted men were assigned coded scores based
upon median splits for the five appropriate predictor measures. For
those two measures whose effects were visable at the group level

(Opportunity to Control Personal Life and Friendly People) individual

first-term Navymen were assigned scores of zero if the groups to which they
belong have mean scores which fell at, or below, the median of the distri-
bution of group scores on the measures. They were assigned a score of 1

if their group reflected a mean that fell above the median of group scores
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on the variable. Thus, at the group level, individuals could accumulate
scores ranging from 0 to 2. A similar procedure was followed for the
three individual level measures. Individuals were arrayed in order of
score; the median score was identified; and individuals at or below the
median on any of the three variables were assigned a score of zero.

Those above the median were assigned a score of 1. For variables identi-
fied as best predictors at the individual level, therefore, an individual
member of the sample could accumulate a score ranging from O to 3.
Combining scores for the group and individual level predictors produced
an array of scores from 0 to 5; for data processing convenience, a
constant of 1 was added to each such score, producing categories from 1
through 6, which represent lowest to highest situational favorability on
the five measures combined. There was then obtained a frequency and
percentage spread for these six categories of Navymen on the reenlistment
intention measure.

A graphic comparison of the six situational favorability categories
on percentage intending to reenlist is presented as Figure 23. The results
are dramatic indeed. Combining response categories 1 and 2 on the
reenlistment intention measure (those who say that their intention is to
reenlist and make the Navy a career, plus those who say they intend to
reenlist and possibly make the Navy a career) we find that for category 6,
the most situationally favorable, over 54 per cent say that they intend to
reenlist. Adding those from response category 3--persons who intend to
reenlist but not make the Navy a career--produces results which are even
more surprising. In the least favorable category no more than two per cent
state an intention to reenlist, whereas 98 per cent in this low category

state their intention to return to civilian life. The importance of
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Figure 23
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situational favorability, assessed in these terms, is perhaps reinforced
by the rather steady progression of percentages intending to reenlist as
one moves from least to most situationally favorable categories, rising

to a high of 66 per cent in the most favorable category.

During the course of the study, criterion data on retention rate and
certain health measures were made available for the ships represented in
the sample. The results of correlating the conditions and practices
measures from the survey with ship-wide performance statistics of the kind
indicated are presented in Table 6. These findings tend to confirm what
has been suggested by the analyses presented in this section of the
chapter, that the conditions described diagnostically in these pages bear

significant relationships to valued outcomes of the Navy.

Conclusions: What the Data Say About the Navy as a Functioning Organization

1. The measures of organizational practices included in the survey
represent, not a shotgun array of issues, but a well-researched
set of management principles. Appropriately structured, they
form a picture or model of how an organization functions effec-
tively. The data show that this model is reasonably valid for
the Navy, as for civilian organizations, since:

(a) the various measures relate to each other as they
should; and

(b) the measures relate well to organizational criteria,
especially retention rate.

2. Although the Navy as a whole falls approximately at the lower
border of what is termed the "normal" range (40 to 60 percentile

points on the national civilian norms), this conceals a rather




TABLE 6

RELATIONSHIP OF SURVEY INDICES
TO MEDICAL CRITERIA FOR SELECTED SHIPS

Survey Index

Medical Criterion/Period

Sick Bay Visits

Lab Tests

Pharmacy Units Dispensed

First Quarter
Fiscal 1972 Fiscal 1973

First Quarter
Fiscal 1972 Fiscal 1973

Fiscal 1972

First Quarter
Fiscal 1973

Human Pesources Primacy
Communication Flow
Motivational Condftions
Deciston Making Practices
Lower Level Influence
Satisfaction

Group Process

Supervisory Support
Supervisory Goal Emphasis
Supervisory Work Facilitation
Supervisory Interaction Facilitation
Peer Support

Peer Goal Emphasis

Peer Work Facilftation

Peer Interaction Facilitation

Supervisory Needs

-.10 -.02
-.29 -.26
) -.%
-.14 -2
-.27 - .54
-3 -.26
-.27 -
-.03 .10
.01 -.04
-.20 -.09
-.24 .0
-.15 .10
-.3% -.33
-4 -
-.38 -.23
.25 .20

-.18 -.19
-.08 -.40
-3 =21
-.08 -.22
-.14 -.59*
.01 -.25
-.10 -.42
.15 -.03
32 16
.36 .07
.16 .08
-.16 -.3
-.07 -.49*
-,05 s.520
-.08 -.42
-.08 -.07

-.14
-.23
-.26
-.10
-.38
-.07
-. 4

04

.04
-.03

-.29
-.3
-.53
-.51*
-n

-.14

*p is less than .05

SL




76

crucial difference. The shore-based units are well within that
normal range, whereas the fleet units are distinctly below it.
The sole exceptions are the submarines, which resemble the shore
units in quality or organizational functioning.

3. Most of the more serious fleet problems appear to lie in organ-
izational climate conditions and leadership behaviors, rather
than in the intrinsic properties of jobs performed. Thus,

(a) Human Resources Primacy--a measure of organiztional
climate which indicates the extent to which human
concerns are felt to be reflected in policies, practices,
and conditions of the organization--falls consistently
in the 20-40 percentile range, even at top levels.

(b) Motivational Conditions--an organizational climate
measure indicative of the extent to which policies,
practices, and conditions encourage the doing of an
effective job--fall in the 20-40 percentile range for
all levels except those representing more senior

officers.

(c

—~—

Task-related supervision is similarly a problem at all
levels except those representing more senior officers.

(d

~—

Satisfaction is comparatively low for all echelons
with regard to the organization itself, the job, one's
supervisor and one's peers. On the other hand, only
the very top is clearly comparatively dissatisfied

with personal progress, and only the lTower-middle levels

are comparatively dissatisfied with pay.
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(e) No differences occur between Navymen and civilians

on such job-structural characteristics as:

(1) the chance to learn new skills (although Navy-
men do feel comparatively short-changed in
the opportunity to use skills once learned).

(2) how hard one must work;

(3) the responsibility assumed;

(4) the chance to get ahead;

(5) the cleanness or dirtiness of the job;

(6) the amount of free time permitted.

Much of the problem pattern occurs as well in, and perhaps ties

critically to, a perceived undue absence of personal independence,

in the form of bureaucracy and an unnecessary intrusion into

Navymen's personal lives.

Like the organizational climate and leadership problems, this

personal

independence shortage is:

(a) age-related--the favorability of practices experienced

(b)

(c)

by Navymen rises with both personal age and the average
age of the group to which one belongs. Until a Navyman
reaches 30 years of age, or is in a group whose average
age approximates that figure, he does not experience
conditions as favorable as those experienced by
civilians of almost any age.

rank-related--for enlisted men, experienced conditions
steadily decline from E-1 to E-5, then rise to a peak
at E-7.

unit-level related--experienced conditions improve

steadily with the rank of one's supervisor.




Chapter 4

Social Issues and Navy Life

As individuals, Navymen live and work in social settings, each exper-
jencing a configuration of influences unique to his particular place and
time, yet in important ways similar to the configurations experienced by
others. Imagine, if you will, such an individual, assigned to a billet
aboard a particular ship or shore station. Part of what he experiences
reflects organizational practices and processes--the behaviors of relevant
persons aboard ship and their emergent effects, coming from a variety of
locations and levels, but all experienced in the course of the face-to-face
contacts which occur inside the work group. Yet another part is institu-
tional, reflecting the policies, statements, and implemented procedures of
the Navy itself or of its major commands as they implement Navywide policy.
A third part is societal and reflects the tides and currents of American
society more generally. Each of these three sources--organizational,
institutional and societal--contributes its portion to the world experienced
by our hypothetical Navyman.

It is to the last-named of these--societal issues and their impact upon
Navy 1ife--that this present chapter turns. In so doing it seems useful to
acknowledge at the outset that no clear line of demarcation may be drawn
between organizational, institutional, and societal effects. Not only are
they experienced and felt by persons who are, after all, unitary entities,
but their effects are in truth intertwined. Race relations, for example,
appears as a crucial consideration in face-to-face interaction in the basic
work group. Efforts at tolerance and understanding may or may not go on,

and racist remarks or treatment of persons by persons may or may not occur.
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At the institutional Jevel, policies may have racist effects (intended or
not), or they may move toward ameliorating the differences of the past.

But it is at the societal level that the race problem has its origins.

It is in American society, its history, and its accumulated experience that
racial discrimination and conflict have their roots.

Similar routes could be traced for any of a number of problems in
contemporary American life., Several have loomed large in the set of
studies which this report summarizes, however. The military draft and the
complex web of motivations which it has induced, for example, represent
a societal issue which formed one of the basic reasons for undertaking the
study in the first place. Technological sophistication is another such
issue. Since the Navy is a high-technology organization, existing in a
circumstance in which hardware sophistication has inordinate importance,
that too has been a pertinent topic for exploration. Together with race
relations, these areas comprise a crucial portion of the motivational
force-field experienced by the individual Navyman. At issue, of course, is
whether, in the course of the working of these forces, the individual
Navyman experiences the necessary consonance of his needs with those of
the Navy. Accordingly, we will look first at draft motivation, examine
secondly certain correlates of technology, then turn to race relations,
and finally to goal integration, the match of individual with organizational

"needs ,"” experienced by Navymen.

Draft Motivation

In an early report in the series, there were presented certain basic
statistics concerning three conceivable categories of draft motivation

(Drexler, 1973).




True Volunteers - Those individuals who enlisted under no felt threat
of conscription. (This was measured in the present study by
a "No" response to question D17:

"Would you have been drafted had you not enlisted?")

Choice Motivated - Those individuals who, under threat of being
drafted, chose the Navy in preference to service in other
branches. (This was measured by a "Yes" response to question
D17, plus an "Extremely Important," "Important," or “Somewhat
Important" response on question D29:

"How important (was this) in your decision to join the
Navy: wanted to fulfill my military obligation at a time
and in the service of my choice rather than being drafted.")

Draft Avoidant - Those individuals who would have been drafted but
for whom it was not important to be in the service of their
choice rather than being drafted. (This was measured by a "Yes"
response to question D17, plus a "Not very important” or “"of no

importance" response on question D29.

For Navymen included in the study's sample (obtained in late 1972 and
early 1973), these three categories occur with the following frequency:
True Volunteers 34 per cent, Choice Motivated 44 per cent, and Draft
Avoidant 21 per cent. Several findings reinforce our faith in the
validity of these measures. One of these is the relationship between the

categories on selective service lottery number, presented in Table 7

(Drexler, 1973).
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Table 7

PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS IN VARIOUS
DRAFT MOTIVATION AND LOTTERY NUMBER CATEGORIES

Draft Choice True
Lottery Number Avoidant Motivated Volunteers
1-50 51.9 3.5 8.5
51-100 14.8 30.2 6.6
101-150 13.0 14.8 6.6
151-200 9.3 11.7 9.4
201-365 1.1 8:d 68.8
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Sti11 another is the result for the youngest age groups: 49 per cent

of the respondents under 22 years of age were true volunteers, and a

further slicing of the sample showed that of respondents under 19, 76 per

cent were true volunteers,

With these facts in mind, we may examine the results of comparisons

among these three groups. There are a number of issues that appear to be

unrelated to draft motivation:

e Race (among U.S. nationals)
e Type of community in which the Navyman grew up (Rural-Urban)

e The leadership style which he prefers to experience from his
supervisor and peers

e Belief in more autocratic or more democratic management values

e Preferred level of job challenge

On all of these, and for the most part on region of the U.S. in which

he grew up, there are no statistically significant differences. True

Volunteer, Choice Motivated, and Draft Avoidant Navymen look very much alike.

However, on a number of other measures differences do emerge. Taken

together, they permit us to sketch each of the three groups in the following

way:

True Volunteer
In general the least well educated of the three, he attaches
the greatest importance to the upgrading possibilities of
Navy service (in the form of certain "classical" reasons
for enlistment, such as job and educational opportunity,
security, travel, and adventure). He values personal

independence almost as much as does the Choice Motivated.
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He has experienced the fastest promotion rate of the three,
but is only intermediate in positiveness about his service
experience to date.

Choice Motivated
Best educated of the three, he attaches least importance to
the classical reasons for having enlisted. He attaches
greatest importance to personal independence. He has
experienced a promotion rate close to that of the True
Volunteer, but is least positive about his service experience
to date.

Draft Avoidant
Intermediate in education, he also attaches intermediate
importance to classical reasons for having enlisted. Of the
three types, he attaches least importance to personal
independence, has experienced the slowest promotion rate and
yet is the most positive concerning his service experience

to date.

Thus three quite different portraits are painted. The True Volunteer
would appear to enter with some educational disadvantage, but with a view
of his service in the Navy as a route to a better life situation. Still,
his expectations are sufficiently high, and he is sufficiently independent-
minded, that Navy practices leave him only moderately positive about his
experience to date. Among first-term enlisted men, however, he is the
most likely to reenlist, a 1ikelihood whose size depends upon how well he

is treated organizationally.




The Choice Motivated Navyman seems by temperament, view, and
orientation to be quite different. He is, after all, in the Navy
largely because he preferred it to another branch, not because he was
enthusiastic about military service. He is well educated, has been
promoted relatively rapidly, but is not particularly impressed with
his military service. The overall probability that he will reenlist
is lower than for True Volunteers, but it increases with favorable,
more participative treatment.

The Draft Avoidant Navyman is in many ways the most anomalous of
the three. Although his experience has been less positive, his reaction
to it is the most favorable of the three. Clearly, this is in part
because his expectations were lowest. Apparently, for reasons that are
not totally clear, a number of such persons enlisted in the Navy during
the period between the close of the Korean War and start of the Vietnam
War and have remained. Perhaps somewhat lacking in initiative, they
seem likely to reenlist from inertia, if nothing else.

Among first-term enlisted men, however, the satisfaction of
minimal expectations seems for these Draft Avoidants to be associated
with 1ittle likelihood of reenlistment. They have clocked in their
time; it was not as bad as they expected; it also does not coincide
with their lifetime plans and perhaps not with their ideological
posture. They will largely leave. In fact, when these persons are

further subsetted by presence or absence of critical skills, the
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reenlistment percentage varies only from 5 to 11 per cent, whereas
for Choice Motivated and True Volunteers, similarly subsetted, it
varies from 11 per cent to 40 per cent.

In summary, what may be said concerning the motivational conse-
quences and coordinate effects of the end of the draft? For the Navy,
nearly two-thirds of its enlisted manpower at the time of the data
collection were other than True Volunteers. Some were in the Navy for
what may be termed purely "reactive" reasons--they were threatened
with being drafted and presumably saw the Navy as a comparatively
"safe" place. Others were somewhat better educated and more “proactive"
in their stance: also threatened with conscription, they elected to
enlist in the Navy in order to complete the military service requirement
at the time of their choice, as well as in their preferred service.
Neither type seems likely to enter the Navy in any numbers in the
foreseeable future. In the case of Draft Avoidants, this is perhaps
fortunate for the Navy, since neither of this category's two subcom-
ponents seems highly desirable. As our sample and findings reflect,
the Navy at the time of this data collection contained some number of
enlisted men who had entered as Draft Avoidants during the comparatively
tranquil years between the Korean and Vietnam wars. To have been unable
to generate a plausible reason for avoiding military service in an era
when excuses were relatively easy to come by suggests at the least a
lack of imagination, if not a lack of initiative. That, once in, they
have simply stayed, in unusual proportions, seems to confirm the

suggestion.




The other segment consists of first-term Draft Avoidants of the
Vietnam era. Their motives seem more potentially hostile than apathetic,
and it seems likely that they are ideologically rather antagonistic to
military service. Having joined the Navy in the belief that it would help
save their skins, they will leave at the first available opportunity.

The other category--Choice Motivated--represent a more serious loss
for the Navy. They appear to have been better educated and more able.
Unlike the Draft Avoidant, they appear to have been willing to weigh their
experiences and treatment in arriving at a conclusion of whether to stay
or go at the end of their enlistment. However, their expectations were
high, and the experience less so, with the result that those who were in
the Navy will likely leave. Since the draft was a major factor in their
enlistment in the first place, it seems unlikely that substantial numbers
of them will enlist in the future.

The Navy of the immediate future will consist--probably already does
consist--entirely of True Volunteers. While their expectations are nearly
as high as those of the Choice Motivated persons, their initial qualifica-
tions (in terms of education) are not. They have high needs for personal
independence and participative treatment, and their decision to remain or
leave the Navy at the end of their term is closely contingent upon the
treatment they receive along these lines. They view the Navy as a personal
route to skill, esteem, and position in life and will doubtless weigh as

quite negative practices which deal with them otherwise.
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Jechnological Sophistication and Management Styles

A persistent and widely discussed theme in recent years has been the
connection, if any, between technological sophistication (automation)
and organizational management practices. So-called "Detroit" automation
has produced the assembly line and with it the charge in recent years that
technological sophistication is de-humanizing. The charge, of course, is
not new. In the early years of the nineteenth century, the Luddites
expressed their reaction to industrialization in the English textile
industry by destroying the hated machines. In similar fashion the term
"sabotage," in fact, originated in the French railway strike of 1910, in
which workers cut the wooden "shoes" (sabots) which held rails to sleepers.

On the other hand, it seems undeniable that more advanced technology
has been the required forerunner of material progress. Only by the use of
sophisticated equipment has mankind been able to do more--produce more and
better goods and services--for the same investment of effort. As a result,
technological progress has continued unabated, objections, demonstrations,
and disruptions notwithstanding.

With all of this, howeyer, there has arisen a much-debated question
concerning appropriate management styles. Stated more simply, it takes
the form, "Is there a connection between technology and the kinds of
management practices that are conducive to effectiveness?" Two answers
have been formulated on a priori bases: One answer holds that the effect
of advanced technology has been to reduce the human skill requirement,
thus making operators more nearly interchangeable hands. Since the human

skill requirement is simple and more readily satisfied and the hardware




more complex, it follows that the management system must be more directive,
more autocratic (to keep relatively unskilled persons doing what engineered,
sophisticated hardware requires them to do).

The opposite has also been postulated. Because hardware is more
complicated, keeping it running productively requires the pooling of a
wider array of experiences, behaviors, and skills. This pooling is unlikely
to occur unless the persons who possess them feel some involvement in,
and commitment to, the operation and experience a situation which permits
them to do so. Therefore, it is argued, coping with advanced technology
requires a more, not a less, participative management stance.

The empirical evidence has not been without its contradictions,
ambiguities, and outright voids. On the one hand, there is the evidence
amassed by large organizational management research efforts, such as that
integrated and reported by Likert (1961, 1967). In general, technology
has not been an explicit variable in such studies; rather, the evidence
that participative practices are best rests upon the fact that they have
been found to be more or less universally appropriate, in situations which
encompass a wide array of technologically different hardware configurations.

Those studies in which technology has been an explicit variable have
generally suffered from potential flaws that make their conclusions

questionable. In some such studies, no effort has been undertaken to

relate practices to effectiveness (performance). Instead, effectiveness

has been assumed to be implicit in the fact that organizations continue
to exist, and the differences examined tend to be those of management
styles among different technologies. In other studies, effectiveness

has been examined, but the subjective judgments of the organization's

own managers about what does and does not constitute "effectiveness" have

been taken at face value.
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However, it is a fairly well known proposition that autocratic
managements adopt short-run gain strategies. It is also reasonably well
recognized that such strategies can be extremely costly in the longer run
(Likert & Seashore 1973, Likert & Bowers, 1969, 1973). Finally,
hardware-intense operations are less person-dependent in the short run and
can endure more autocratic abuses before they suffer damage. Thus any
finding that "autocratic behavior goes along with effectiveness" in mass-
production operations is immediately suspect as a rather sizeable self-
fulfilling prophecy.

Some recent evidence is less suspect, however. Taylor, in a series
of studies, found a direct, positive relationship between sophistication
of technology and participativeness of management practices, that is, the
more sophisticated the technology, the more participative were the
management practices employed (1971). In this instance, technology was
defined as "the principles and techniques used to bring about change
toward desired ends in the raw materials processed by a job or work group."
Its degree of sophistication was measured by means of three aspects:

(a) the constancy or predictability of raw materials, (b) the extent to
which the equipment employed was automatically operated and controlled
versus manually operated and controlled, and (c) the amount and speed of
feedback evaluating output. Obviously this approach and its measures
focused upon the degree of automation of the hardware used in the creation
of the product or service.

In the present study, it was felt early on that, in an era of
increasingly sophisticated weapons systems, the issue of the necessary
companionate management practices ought to be examined. Accordingly,

measures were built into the questionnaire instrument, and the issue examined.
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In brief, Taylor's findings failed to replicate in a Navy setting.

If anything, the reverse was true--a tendency for more participative
practices to be found in less technologically sophisticated settings
(Drexler, 1973).

While it seems to be true that more autocratic practices go with
sophisticated hardware in the Navy, and it may be true that such a contin-
gency is optimal, other findings lead us to be quite suspicious.
Particularly, the relationship between educational level and technological
sophistication for both Navymen and civilians, causes some such uneasiness
(See Table 8)-

What this seems to indicate is that Navy assignment practices, like
their civilian hiring and placement counterparts, have placed better
educated persons in less technologically sophisticated jobs and more poorly
educated persons in more technologically sophisticated jobs. In part,
this may be thought to reflect a supervisory-non-supervisory distinction
{a contaminant not present in the study by Taylor, who restricted his
sample to non-supervisory persons).

Evidence, however, indicates that this distinction does not explain
the relationships to educational level, at least among Navymen. Instead,
it would appear that, as concerns technology measured in these terms, Navy
managers make much the same assumption as their civilian counterparts--
that automated hardware substitutes for human competence.

Yet, if our society does through its educational processes what
earlier chapters of this report suggest that it does, and if, as Taylor
suggests, there is an inherent, positive connection between sophisticated

technology and participative practices, then the present findings represent
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Table 8

Technological Sophistication of the Job
and Educational Level of Respondent,
for Navymen and Civilians*

Column Percentages

Low Tech Soph

High Tech Soph

Educational

Category Navy Civilian Navy Civilian
High School

Graduate and Below 40 35 66 85
Some College

and Above 60 65 34 15

*Adapted from Drexler, 1973
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a dysfunctional consequence of this mistaken assumption. In terms of
the values toward which they have been socialized by their educational
experience, persons are placed in situations representing the poorest
possible fit!

Perhaps this happens because more hardware-oriented managers over-
look the interface between social and technical systems. Figure 24

illustrates the problem.

Figure 24

Man and Machine Connections

Machine Machine
A B
Operator Operator
© D

Designers of technical systems typically restrict their attention
to the relationship of one technical component (i.e., Machine A) to
another (e.g., Machine B). In so doing, they recognize the existence
of operators, but leave the specification of their requisite character-
istics to human factors persons who typically focus upon abilities,
aptitudes, and task (that is, man-machine) issues.

The man-man (i.e., social system) problems are usually overlooked in
this process. The highly likely outcome that more complicated hardware

may require simpler task behaviors, but far more complex human inter-

actions, seems to be largely ignored.
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In an independent study, not funded by nor part of the present
investigation, but drawing in part upon this same data set, Beam pushed
the question in a somewhat different direction (1975). Briefly, he
devised an independent measure of technological sophistication (based
upon judgments of the amounts of two characteristics involved in Navy
ratings--physical activity and information processing). In combination,
these two attributes yielded an internally consistent interval scale of
technology.

Beam then used the present study's survey data to examine the degree
to which an appropriate management style was a technology-contingent issue.
He found that, at least in the Navy, appropriate management is not contingent.
Instead, a style consistent with participative practices seems to be
almost universally preferred and rather consistently reiated to measures
of satisfaction and perceived effectiveness.

Thus, in certain ways the whole issue of contingency in the relation
between hardware and human resource management would appear to require
considerable reformulation. Perhaps it is not so much an issue of
whether different styles produce maximum effectiveness under different
technologies, but rather whether different technologies permit managements
to “get away" with more autocratic practices for a longer time frame
before incurring disaster.

At least for the Navy, the conclusion would appear to be fairly clear.
Autocratic behavior--a management style which prefers directiveness to
adequate conservation of human resources--will drive large numbers of the
most valuable persons out of the service. Even while they remain, the

accumulated evidence (referenced in earlier chapters) suggests that their
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performance will be poorer. In any event, there appears to be little
evidence to persuade an open-minded reader that sophisticated technology

presses toward other than participative practices.

Motivational Correlates of Race Relations

Few issues are more important than race relations to the question of
the Navy's fortunes in an all-volunteer condition, and certainly few have
drawn greater concern. Oramatic incidents of racial conflict have drawn
the attention of persons around the nation. Programs of racial awareness
training have been mounted, as have efforts to treat the effects at
institutional levels.

At base, however, the issue is one of the existence of discrimination,
and the question takes the form, “"Do Navymen experience and receive treat-
ment that is differentially favorable by race?" Officials sensitive to
criticism on this hot social issue and perhaps overly preoccupied with
structural conditions may be quick to conclude that discrimination does not
exist because it cannot (i.e., because it has been eliminated from policies,
assignment strategies, and the like).

Yet, outlawing a practice does not remove it, and behaviors, together
with the conditions which emerge from them, have a way of persisting
despite such edicts, and structural changes. For this reason the
question remains, for the Navy as for any other organization in American
life, a cogent one.

In the present research a number of questions were built into the
basic instrument which permitted the examination of racial effects, felt

discrimination, and the 1ike. Specifically, the following questions




seemed, in combination with the general array of measures of preferences

and practices, to be central to an examination of race relations issues:

Q. A 111 To what extent do you feel in any way discriminated
against in your job because of your race or
national origin?
What race is your immediate supervisor?
What race are the majority of the members of your
work group?
What other race (if any) is most heavily represented
in your work group?
To what extent do you think there is any discrimination

against black people who are in the armed services?

Two major reports in the series dealt with questions of this type.
The first, by Parker, dealt with work group composition as a potential
moderator of the relationship between practices and felt discrimination
(1974).

The second, by Pecorella, examined the extent to which institutional
factors (versus local, face-to-face ones) seem to account for real and
felt discrimination (1975).

Perhaps an appropriate place to begin is the perception of discrim-
ination that is felt to exist. Table 9 adopted from Pecorella's report,
addresses this question.

First, it would appear that Blacks and Others feel a somewhat greater

degree of racial discrimination than do Whites. On the five-point scale

employed for this question (A 111), Blacks and Others report feeling dis-

crimination "to some extent," whereas Whites report very little such feeling.




Table 9

Perceptions of Discrimination by Race

Whites Blacks Others
Question Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D F-ratio
A 111 Discrimination Against Self 1.34 .84 2.62 1.27 2.31 1.38 |182.86*
c8 Discrimination Against Blacks 2.17 1.1 3.68 1.06 2.72 1.27 |[127.51*

*
p<.01
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Second, when all three groups are asked whether Blacks, specifically,
are discriminated against, all agree that they are. (In this connection,
it is interesting to note that Blacks perhaps over-report levels of
discrimination, Whites under-report them, but Others report a level quite
close to the level that Blacks report about themselves.) The fact that
Whites tend to concur in the judgment of differential levels of discrimina-
tion reinforces our reasons for believing it to be true.

Having established that different levels of discrimination are felt by
Blacks and Whites, with Blacks clearly feeling the greater amount, our
attention quite naturally turns to the form or source of such discrimination.
Several sets of conditions seem likely candidates: leadership practices
experienced in the face-to-face work group, organizational climate conditions
which stem from higher-level policies and practices, opportunities that are
provided, and material benefits that are distributed.

Each of the two studies examined two or more of these sets of possible

causes, yet come to somewhat different conclusions. Consider the following:

e Parker included all Navy respondents, compared racial groupings,
and found almost no differences in leadership practices or
organizational climate conditions.

o Pecorella limited the comparisons to enlisted personnel
(i.e., excluded officers) and found that, although leadership
practices remain similar for racial groups, organizational
climate measures present patterns of (if anything) reverse
discrimination (See Table 10).

® Pecorella similarly examined perceived opportunities by race and
found that Blacks felt they had greater opportunities than did
Whites.




Table 10

DIFFERENCES IN ORGANIZATIONAL PRACTICES BY RACE

Whites (W) Blacks(B) Others(0)
Significant,
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. F-ratio Comparisons
Human Resources Primacy 2.74 .87 212 .96 2.94 .84 3.90x* Wvs.0**; Bvs.0*
Communication Flow 2.88 .80 2.77 .92 2.77 .80 2.51
Motivational Conditions 2.74 .93 2.90 1.08 3.03 .87 8.34** Wvs .B*; Wvs.0**
Decision-Making Practices 2.47 .81 2.62 .87 2.79 .83 12.87%% Wvs .B*; Wyvs.0**
Lower-Level Influence 2.00 .80 2.14  1.06 2.48 1.02 24.80** Wvs .B*; Wvs.0**; Bys.0**
Supervisory Leadership 3.38 .96 3.48 .99 3.28 .91 1.86 None
Factor
Peer Leadership Factor 3. .83 3.21 294 SAE, .79 .02 None
Group Process 3.45 .78 3.45 .85 3.40 .73 .28 None
Average N=1710 Average N=140 Average N=162 *=p<,05
**2p<.01

'Significance levels for contrasts were obtained using the Scheffee standard for post-hoc comparisons.

w
o
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The significant pairwise comparisons indicate that
Whites see fewer opportunities for advancement
available to military personnel, feel they would
receive fairer treatment as civilians than as Navy
men, and see a lower likelihood that unjust treat-
ment by a superior will be set right than do
members of the other two racial groups. (p. 26)

e Pecorella found, on the other hand, "objective" data to
indicate that minority groups are, in fact, discriminated
against:

- 14.2% of the Whites were regular officers, while
only 1.4% of the Blacks and 1.8% of the Others had

achieved this status.

- 26.9% of the Whites had E1-E3 ratings, versus
47.5% of the Blacks and 38.3% of the Others.

- 36% of the Whites had advanced slowly through the

ranks, versus 59% of the Blacks and 64% of the Others.

- 34% of the Whites had been given expensive technical

training versus 13% of the Blacks and 17% of the Others.

- These differences remained significant, even after

controlling for Age and Education.

e Pecorella found that organizational climate and perceived
opportunities were negatively related to felt racial

discrimination for both Blacks and Whites.

e Parker found that racial composition of the work group
(one's own race and majority/minority position within the
group, plus the race of one's supervisor) was a critical
moderator variable of the relationship between experienced

practices and felt racial discrimination.
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e Pecorella found that felt personal discrimination seems to be
closely tied to one's immediate work environment (particularly
to advancement opportunities and friendly relations with

one's peers).

Taken together, these findings present a convincing, if perplexing,
picture. Minorities, and Blacks particularly, do feel discriminated
against in the Navy. Although the average Black perceives that Blacks in
general experience more discrimination than he himself does (an i1logical
situation), the effects are real enough. On many tangible criteria,

Blacks attain lower return rates than do Whites, even after age and
education are controlled.

There is therefore a heavy "local" effect in felt racial discrimination
against oneself in the Navy. Much of the perception that one is dis-
criminated against stems from job characteristics (for example, from the
very real perception that Blacks are not promoted as rapidly) and from
relationships with one's co-workers. Perhaps the meaning of Parker's
findings concerning group composition is clearer in this context. When
one's position is that of being in the majority race in the group,
and/or when one's supervisor is of the same race as oneself, racial slurs
decrease in frequency, and one's apprehension declines as personal security
increases.

At a more institutional level, the different levels of conditions and
discrimination, but similar relationships between these two sets of
variables, may produce a situation similar to that depicted hypothetically

in Figure 25,
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Figure 25

Organizational Climate and
Felt Racial Discrimination
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The difference in absolute levels, together with a similar slope of
relationship may simply indicate greater sensitivity to this issue and its
consequences on the part of Blacks than of Whites. It need not mean that
either is necessarily "misreading" the situation, but that, to attain the
same level of non-discriminatory experience, institutional conditions must
be somewhat different.

The perplexing part is the obvious possibility that race relations in
organizations like the Navy is an adaptive and relative process, that behaviors,
practices, and conditions must be altered to fit their recipients. Note that,
in Figure 25, reaching an identical level of felt discrimination would require
quite different levels of organizational climate excellence for the two races.
Stated most baldly, it suggests the difficult, thorny, and even unlivable con-

clusion that equal treatment is, because of the accumulated historical context

in which it occurs, not non-discriminatory! Rather, for equal perceptions of
non-discrimination to occur, certain racial groups may have to be treated
better than others. On the other hand, the perception of non-discrimination

may be chosen as an inadequate criterion, too subject to historical "lag."

Goal Integration and Socialization Processes

In the end, the critical issue is the extent to which motivation is felt
by the typical Navyman in a situation which permits him to make a positive
contribution. In a report several years ago, Barrett conceptualized this as
a problem of goal integration (1970). The following lengthy quote describes
what is involved:

We define an organizational objective as any state of affairs
(including both static and dynamic states) which contributes
to the creation of an organization's primary outputs or to

the fulfillment of its purposes or functions. An individual
goal is any state of affairs (dynamic or statis) which
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contributes to the fulfillment of an individual's needs,
motives or desires. Organization members spontaneously
comnit themselves to the pursuit of individual goals.

They do not necessarily commit themselves spontaneously

to the pursuit of organizational objectives. An important
problem for organization theorists and administrators,
therefore, is to conceive mechanisms through which goals
and objectives can be integrated, so that the same actions
on the part of an organization member can lead to the
attainment of both his personal goals and the organiza-
tion's objectives. Organizations or sub-units whose
members find it easy to attain both personal goals and
organizational objectives through the activities they
engage in as members of the organization may be said to
have a high degree of goal integration.

Figure 26 presents these concepts schematically.
Going further, Barrett conceptualized three mechanisms which organi-

zations commonly use to attain desired levels of goal integration:

Exchange - a conditional reward mechanism, in which the
organization offers the individual incentives presumed
to be related to his personal goals (about which they
care little), in return for his devoting part of his time
and energy to the achievement of their objectives (in which

he has presumably no interest).

Accommodation - a mechanism by which individual goals are
taken into account in determining organizational objectives

or designing procedures for attaining them.

Socialization - a mechanism by which individual goals are
influenced, modified, or altered to make them more congruent
with organizational objectives.

Since much of what constitutes basic and advanced training in a Navy

setting assumes at least some amount of socialization, and since goal
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Figure 26

GOAL INTEGRATION
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integration has shown itself in previous research to be a useful concept,
these measures were both included and analyzed. The findings, to be
summarized here, are contained in detail in two reports by Drexler

(1973, 1974).

The data show a number of things. First, it is apparent that
civilians experience, in general, significantly greater degrees of goal
integration than do Navymen (See Table 11).

Second, significant differences in the level of goal integration were
found among demographic strata for both Navymen and civilians for age,
education, race, and socio-economic level. Additional differences were
found among Navymen for critical skills {defined in terms of training
expense), promotion rate, region of origin, time in present work group,
reenlistment intention, draft motivation and enlisted/officer status.
These findings are presented in Table 12, and the more interesting ones
depicted graphically in Figures 27 through 30. In addition Table 13
presents means and standard deviations for other interesting comparisons.

Regarding comparisons across age, there appears to be little evidence
that, among Navymen, socialization is an effective mechanism for attaining
goal integration. This conclusion seems inescapable when one considers
the components of the goal integration index separately (See Figure 31).

Instead, it would appear that there is an inherent tendency--for
civilians and Navymen alike--for goal integration to rise somewhat with
age. Above 30 years of age, Navy and civilian curves are very similar.
Under 30 years of age, however, the Navy does a relatively poor job, and
members (in this case young Navymen) experience quite low levels of

goal integration.
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Table 11

Average Levels of Goal Integration

for the Total Navy and Civilian Work Force Samples

Navy Civilian
X 2.236 2.921
s.D. 1.146 1.195
N 2458 868

t=14.84, p < .001
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Table 12

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN GOAL INTEGRATION

AND DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS FOR NAVY AND CIVILIAN SAMPLES

Age
Sex

Education of
Respondent

Race

Socio-Economic
Level

Comrunity where
grew up

Region of country
where grew up

Time at present
ship or station

Time in present
work group

Plans after
enlistment

Draft Motivation
Critical Skills
Promotion Rate

NAVY CIVILIAN
F Ratio  df Sig. Eta | F Ratio df Sig. Eta
19.20 16/243 .01 .335 1.75 16/843 .05 .066
1.45 1/2456 NS .024 0.00 1/866 NS .000
2.64 4/2455 .05 .065 5.08 4/83) .01 .155
10.73 2/2439 .01 .093 7.3 2/848 .01 .13
12.18 472454 .01 140 21.72 4/831 .01 .308
2.43 3/2455 NS .054 0.73 3/846 NS .051
7.11 5/2444 .01 120 1.90 5/838 NS .106
1.84 5/2459 NS .061 1.28 5/799 NS .089
2.72 5/2457 .05 .074 0.57 5/193 S ,060
102.65 4/2376 .01 .384 -——- --- - ==
18.84 2/1497 .01 .160 - .- - eee
8.00 2/1854 .01 .090 ——- --- - ee-
18.83 2/1497 .01 .157 --- --- -— =
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Figure 27

Relat onship of Gual Integration to Age
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Figure 29

Relationship of Goal Integration to Race
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Table 13

Goal Integration Means and Standard Deviations
for Various Demographic Strats

Strata
Measure Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Critical Skills 2.35 1.16 2.12  1.34 2.14 1.10
Promotion Rate 2.10 1.16 2.42 1.15 2.00 1.05
(Choice Motivated) [(Draft Avoidant) | (True Volunteers)
Draft Motivation 2.12 1.15 2.31 1.3 2.26 1.1
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Many explanatory routes for these findings seem blocked. For example,
it might be argued that economic pressures, recruiting practices, and,
perhaps, unfortunate advertising have led to the induction of the "wrong"
segment of youth--a segment whose attitudes mesh poorly with the Navy's.
While some small portion of truth may accrue to this argument, it seems
highly unlikely that effects of the kind required could have occurred.

Not merely some mismatch, but an induction of the most ill-suited in
enormous numbers would be required to obtain the disparate civilian-Navy
values which in fact result.

Yet another reason for feeling socialization to form an unpromising
mechanism is apparent. Age alone predicts organizational values and
preferences better than does the socializing behavior of supervisor and
peers, and age does not appear to serve as a moderator variable in the
latter relationship.

. In short, the conclusion seems well nigh inescapable that the Navy
treats its young personnel in a relatively non-productive (and autocratic)
manner, either because its supervisory personnel at that level lack
skills in a more participative alternative, because of value constraints
on the part of those supervisors, situational constraints, or all three. .

The findings concerning the relationship of education, race, socio-
economic level, and certain other demographic characteristics to goal
integration present an intriguing pattern. Education has a positive, linear
relationship to goal integration for civilians, a curvilinear relationship
(poorly and well-educated Navymen have higher amounts of good integration
than do intermediate) for Navymen. Whites experience the least goal inte-

gration, Others the most, with Blacks in the middle among Navymen, whereas the
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ordering is the reverse for civilians. Goal integration rises with socio-
economic level for civilians, declines for Navymen.

Although evidence is presented in the present array of findings
concerning overlap among demographic measures, it appears that greater

degrees of goal integration are experienced by two Navy groups:

- very well educated Whites in higher level positions

- poorly educated persons from lower socio-economic
levels and minorities

Perhaps the former of these have “"escaped from steerage," whereas the
latter judge their experiences in the Navy as not as bad as those which
they would obtain in civilian life.

This view is in part confirmed by other findings:

e Navy respondents with inexpensively trained skills had
higher degrees of goal integration than did those in
middle and more expensive skill categories.

e Warrant officers had higher goal integration than did
enlisted men.

Combined with the finding that those with average promotion rates
had higher degrees of goal integration than did those with low rates
(denied advancement) or those with high rates (exceptionally able, talented,
and high expectations), it confirms the view that lower levels of goal
integration are experienced in the Navy by many of those young, bright,

able, enlisted persons whom the Navy aspires to retain.




Chapter 5

Forecasting Requirements and Implementation
Outcomes for Organizational Effectiveness*

Organizational data have two potential uses:

- at the system (whole Navy or major command) level,
by the system's top managers, as input to
policy-making;

- at the local level (the basic work group or unit),
by members, supervisors, and consultants, as
input to the organizational development process.

Each use implies an action step or a set of such steps: policies
are made, or organizational development intervention activities are
selected. Yet action steps must be carefully selected on the basis of
existing conditions and problems, compared to desired outcomes. In
policy-making, the selection process requires careful scrutiny of data
carefully analyzed and interpreted at macro levels. For the local, or

organizational development, usage, the problem becomes one of meeting

several sets of potentially conflicting criteria:

(1) The information must be comprehensive and detailed,
yet

(2) The information must be capable of being digested
and utilized by a wide array of persons with
varying degrees of expertise.

(3) The process which, using the information, leads to
a choice of action steps must be carefully done,

yet
(4) That same process must be done comparatively rapidly.

*
This chapter is based upon a report by Bowers & Hausser, 1974.
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It is this local, organizational development usage issue that the
present chapter explores. In form, the problem is one of testing the
feasibility of developing an instrumented prescriptive capability for
organizational development activities in the Navy.

The evidence thus far reported suggests that the Navy faces a
number of complex problems, many of them intimately connected with the

way in which it functions as an organization. These problems concern:

- the climate of policies, practices and conditions
in the human resources area; |

- the leadership practices which prevail among
supervisors at nearly all levels;

- the behavior of subordinates in both task and inter-
personal areas;

- the processes displayed by groups, including such
things as their flexibility to meet new and varied
demands; as well as their ability to act quickly
and effectively in carrying out required missions;

- the degree of satisfaction and its effects upon
retention and operational capability.

Considered, not as forest, but as a mass of separate trees, the
probiems seem insurmountable. There are simply too many persons,
positions, situations, and variables to make the whole sensible in a
way that permits action. We are therefore confronted with a need to
reduce the data to manageable proportions, that is, to convey the

information in its richness, but without distracting clutter.
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Surmarizing the conclusions from a mass of findings is a task that a
combination of analytic and statistical skills can handle with reasonable
promise of success. For the larger manpower study which we have conducted,
this has already been done and has been augmented to produce a pre-final
report (Bowers & Bachman, 1974).

As the immediately preceding statements imply, some of the possible
action steps are those capable of consideration at the "whole Navy" level.
Thus the utilization of findings in that context assumes the form of
providing information to the Navy's policy makers. It is systemic level
information, provided to the system's top managers.

As such, it is different in scope from information whose action
implications are local (and therefore widespread, though different from
unit to unit). It is, for example, one thing to establish or modify a
policy concerning human resources management in the Navy, but quite
another matter to provide information useful to the development of those
resources in any specific group. The latter is (together with some
elements of the former for intermediate level commanders) much more
the task of organizational development. Doing this and doing it well
requires data of a different degree of condensation.

The measures of organizational practices contained within the survey

instrument used in the larger study derive from the Survey of Organizations

questionnaire constructed by the Organizational Development Research
Program for use as a diagnostic device in civilian sector development
studies. From its use, there has accumulated a body of standard data
surrounding development efforts of the type viewed by the present study
as potentially helpful at the local level of the Navy.




119

Together, these two bodies of data--one from the Navy, the other
surrounding civilian application efforts--provide in their measurement
comparability a rather unique joint resource. Used appropriately, they
provide a potential for examining possible action steps of an organiza-
tional development-intervention type. Stated otherwise, we may use the
civilian data to obtain estimates of the likely impact of similar
intervention strategies in Navy groups of similar form and functioning.

There is both a logical rationale and some fair amount of evidence
to sustain the premise that intervention steps must be carefully chosen
to match the characteristics and practices of the group whose develop-
ment is at issue. Campbell and Dunnette (1968), for example, have
reviewed the literature on sensitivity training and extract a number of
potential reasons for its less than impressive success in applied
situations. Kaplan, Tausky and Bolaria (1969) have similarly suggested
certain reasons why job enrichment may not be the universal remedy
sometimes suggested. Bowers, Franklin and Pecorella (1973) have provided
a taxonomy clearly oriented around differential application of interven-
tions, and Bowers (1973) has provided evidence of the differential
effects in 23 organizations of employing different organizational
treatments.

It is to the task of establishing a connection between the charac-
teristics of the work group and the effects of intervention activities
undertaken with it that this present report turns. Stated very simply,

the strategy involves:

(1) Determining whether there are a relatively few "pure"
types of groups present in the civilian data bank;

(2) Determining (from the Navy survey) the extent to which
these pure types exist in the Navy as well; and
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(3) Examining the effect of different development treatments
upon the pure types thus identified.

Statement of the Problem

Organizational development efforts generally can be considered to
encompass two main phases: diagnosis and treatment. Each of these
phases can involve a range of units of analysis, from individual
organization members to the entire organizational system. Over the past
few decades, research has shown that the work group, that is, all those
persons in an organization who report to the same supervisor, is a useful
and productive unit for analysis in both diagnosis and the prescription
of treatments.

These two basic elements of 0D can be seen to vary along another

dimension, namely the degree to which each uses a 'clinical’ approach,

one that is subjective and unique to each organization and practitioner,

rather than an 'instrumented' approach, one that is objective and is
applied in standard fashion to all organizations (Bowers, 1970). Aside
from issues regarding the reliability or validity of clinical versus
instrumented 0D, efforts involving large numbers of work groups in large
systems could clearly benefit economically from instrumentation wherever
it can be achieved.

The systematic development of an instrumented prescriptive capability
in OD has two fundamental requirements. The first of these is the creation
of a typology of work groups. The second requirement is some knowledge of
the effects of treatments on different types of work groups. This report
will describe the work done thus far to meet both these requirements.

A typology of work groups would be needed as an aid in organizing and
systematizing the procedures required for effective prescription. These

procedures basically become a decision-making process where one must choose
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from a wide variety of available treatments or interventions. This
choice must be based on judgments about the status and relationships
among many preconditions that may exist. If it can be determined that
those relationships are not random but have recognizable patterns that
are common across work groups, then the analysis procedures involved in
the treatment choice can themselves be systematized. Any reliable
patterns of preconditions for treatment choice could be organized into
a typology of work groups. As an aid to prescription, further informa-
tion would have to be analyzed and incorporated regarding the effects
of various treatments on different work group types.

In summary then, a typology is needed so that, given a particular
work group, one can match its 'type' with treatments which have been
effective for that type.

One approach which can be taken in developing such a typology
would be to examine data from a wide range of work groups and group
together or ‘cluster' as examples of a 'type' those groups which are
similar on dimensions that can be used to characterize work groups.
After the typology is created, one can take any work group which is
described in the same terms as were used to create the clusters and
determine which 'type' it most closely resembles. If the dimensions

used to develop the typology can be shown to have predictive properties,

one could make predictions about any subsequent group thus typed.

To meet the second requirement of an instrumented prescriptor,
that is, knowledge of the effects of treatments, one needs to examine
changes in work group characteristics over time given certain inter-
ventions. Again, to integrate such knowledge with the typology, one

approach would be to investigate the effects of different treatments
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on different work group types. Then, prescription would become a process
of identifying a particular work group's 'type' and choosing a treatment

which has been shown to be effective for that type.

Sites, Samples and Data Collection

The data used to develop the typology and ascertain treatment effects
were drawn from two larger banks of data. The first of these, which we

will call the main civilian sample, consisted of data collected from 2319

work groups at 23 different sites. Work activities at these sites ranged
among sales, fabrication, continuous process, and assembly operations.
The industries represented included automotive, insurance, oil, and
chemical. At each site, data were available for work groups at each of
the hierarchical levels at that site. A work group's level is determined
by its supervisor's position in the organization.

The data themselves consisted of responses to a standardized survey,
the Survey of Organizations (S00), which is a machine-scored paper-and-
pencil questionnaire designed for use in studies of organizations.* It
includes 105 generally descriptive items focused on various aspects of
the work setting. Six items ask about individual demographic character-
jstics. At all sites in this main civilian sample, the SO0 was
administered at least twice to a sample of work groups for that site.

Most of the questions in the SO0 are answered by response to a

five-point extent scale. Unless otherwise specified, response alterna-

tives for questions using this scale are: (1) “to a very little extent,"”

*A description of the complete instrument together with statistical
information regarding the validity and reliability of its component
elements is provided by Taylor and Bowers (1972) in the questionnaire
manual.




(2) "to a little extent," (3) "to some extent," (4) "to a great extent,"”
and (5) "to a very great extent."

In most cases the individual questions are grouped into muitiple-
item indices. An individual's score on such an index is the sum of his
response values for the items in the index divided by the number of items
in the index. Beyond this, the analysis procedures employed in the present
study required work group level scores, obtained by finding the sum of the
item or index scores for all of the individuals in a work group and then
dividing the total by the number of members in the group. Work group
membership is determined by having individuals identify their supervisor
through the use of a supervisor identification number.

The analyses for this study used the 16 critical indices of the SO0
for these data. These indices fall into five major categories:

(1) Organizational Climate, (2) Supervisory Leadership, (3) Peer Leader-

ship, (4) Group Process, and (5) Satisfaction. Brief descriptions of

these categories and indices are presented below:

Organizational Climate

Decision Making Practices -- the manner in which decisions
are made in the system: whether they are made effectively,
made at the right level, and based upon all of the avail-
able information.

Communication Flow -- the extent to which information flows
freely in all directions (upward, downward, and laterally)
through the organization.

Motivational Conditions -- the extent to which conditions
(people, policies, and procedures) in the organization
encourage or discourage effective work.
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Human Resources Primacy -- the extent to which the climate,
as reflected in the organization's practices, is one which
asserts that people are among the organization's most
important assets.

Lower Level Influence -- the extent to which non-supervisory
personnel and first-line supervisors influence the course
of events in their work areas.

Technological Readiness -- the extent to which the equipment
and resources are up to date, efficient, and well maintained.

Supervisory Leadership

Supervisory Support -- the behavior of a supervisor toward
a subordinate which serves to increase the subordinates's
feeling of personal worth.

Supervisory Work Facilitation -- behavior on the part of
supervisors which removes obstacles which hinder successful
task completion, or positively, which provides the means
necessary for successful performance.

Supervisory Goal Emphasis -- behavior which generates
enthusiasm (not pressure) for achieving excellent performance
levels.

Supervisory Team Building -- behavior which encourages
subordinates to develop mutually satisfying interpersonal
relationships.

Peer Leadership

Peer Support -- behavior of subordinates, directed toward
one another, which enhances each member's feeling of
personal worth.

Peer Work Facilitation -- behavior which removes roadblocks
to doing a good job.

Peer Goal Emphasis -- behavior on the part of subordinates
which stimulates enthusiasm for doing a good job.

Peer Team Building -- behavior of subordinates toward one
another which encourages the development of close, coopera-
tive working relationships.

Group Process -- the processes and functioning of the work group

as a group, e.g., adaptability, coordination, and the like.
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Satisfaction - a measure of general satisfaction made up of items
tapping satisfaction with pay, with the supervisor, with
co-workers (peers), with the organization, with
advancement opportunities, and with the job itself.

The second large data bank, which we will call the main Navy sample,
consisted of data collected in the course of the present project from
435 work groups at 38 different Navy sites. As has been indicated, the
data themselves were responses to a standardized survey constructed for
the Navy. A large portion of the survey drew heavily from the SO0 and
fifteen of the indices listed above were available for the Navy sample.
Technological Readiness was the only index not available.

The analyses involved in this development of a typology of work
groups used three subsamples of these larger data banks. Two random
samples of work groups from the main civilian sample were chosen,
containing 174 and 184 work groups, respectively. A work group was
eligible for inclusion if data for ail 16 indices were available.

The random subsample of the main Navy sample consisted of 200 work

groups; data for all 15 indices were required.

The analyses undertaken to examine treatment effects used ten
subsamples of the main civilian sampie. A subsample consisted of work
groups in the larger sample which had undergone a specific, identifiable
treatment. Consequently, most subsampies consisted of work groups from
a single site where it is known that a treatment was used. Some sub-

samples included work groups from more than one site, but it is known
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that the treatment at both sites took the same form. For each treatments,
two subsamples were chosen in order to take into account site-specific
differences in treatment and to test for site-specific effects of treatment.
The treatments represented consisted of Task Process Consultation,
Interpersonal Process Consultation, Survey Feedback, Data Handback, and
Laboratory Training.* Table 14 presents the number of work groups in each
of the ten treatment-specific subsamples. A work group was eligible for
inclusion in the subsample if data were available for all 16 indices.

For later analyses regarding specific treatment effects, a work group was
included if data were available for all 16 indices on a first and second

administration of the S00.

Analysis Procedures

The development of a typology of work groups requires a technique
known as ‘profile analysis,' through which one arrives at a grouping of
persons or, in this case, a clustering of work groups. The term ‘profile’
comes from the practice of plotting test scores in terms of a graph or
profile. In this case, a work group's profile consists of its scores on
the SO0 indices listed above.

There are three basic kinds of information in the profile of scores
for any work group: level, dispersion, and shape. Level is defined
by the mean score of the work group over the indices in the profile;
dispersion relates to how widely scores in a profile diverge from
the average; and shape of a profile concerns its 'ups and downs.'

Even though two work groups have the same level and dispersion, their

*The specific treatments are described in Appendix A.
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Table 14

Ten Civilian Subsamples Used To Determine Treatment Effects

Number of Work

Site Treatment Groups in Sample
1 Survey Feedback 122
2 Interpersonal Process
Consultation 197
Primary 3 Laboratory Training 154
Site*
4 Task Process
Consultation 47
b Data Handback 61
6 Survey Feedback 166
Secondary 7 Interpersonal Process
Site* Consultation 104
8 Laboratory Training 138
9 Task Process
Consultation 51
10 Data Handback 100

*A “primary" site is the site selected as the clearest example in the

data bank of the particular treatment used.

"Secondary" sites are those

which constitute the next clearest example of the treatment, in our judg-

ment.
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high and low points might be quite different. The shape is defined by
the rank order of scores for each work group (Nunnally, 1967).

In determining appropriate methods for clustering profiles, one of
the crucial considerations 1s‘the measure of profile similarity that is
used by a particular method to identify 'like' profiles. Many of the
more familiar clustering routines which are used to scale variables
rather than persons or groups use the correlation coefficient as the
basic measure of similarity. Some of these routines use an additional
index of similarity, called a coefficient of collinearity, which
measures the similarity between the correlation patterns of two persons
or groups. For rather complicated statistical reasons, using that index
of similarity has consequences which make its associated clustering
routines unsuitable for the profile analyses needed to create the
typology which is of interest here. Such routines are sensitive to the
shape of a profile but are not sensitive to its level or dispersion.

One measure of profile similarity which does take shape, level and
dispersion into account is the distance measure, D. If one considers a
person or group as a point in a multidimensional space in which earh
dimension represents a variable or index, then the distance between two
points or persons or groups can be computed using the generalized
Pythagorean theorem. The distances among persons or groups can then be
examined to determine which cluster together in that multidimensional
space.

There is a clustering technique, called Hierarchical Grouping,
which uses this distance measure as a measure of profile similarity.

Computer software is available for this technique in a program called
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HGROUP (Veldman, 1967). This program begins by considering each original
object, in this case, work group, of those to be clustered, as a "cluster."
These N clusters are then reduced in number by a series of step-decisions
until all N objects have been classified into one or the other of two
clusters. At each step the number of clusters is reduced by one by
combining some pair of clusters. The particular pair which will be
combined at any step is decided by examining all the available combina-
tions and choosing the one which minimally increases the total within-
clusters variance. [t is this latter minimizing function which utilizes
the distance notion. The total within-clusters variance is a measure

of the 'closeness' of the points in already decided-on clusters in
multivariate space. A substantial increase in this variance, which
HGROUP labels an error term, indicates that the previous number of
Clusters is probably optimal for the original set of objects or work
groups. The program provides an identification of those groups contained
in each cluster so that further analyses can be conducted on within-
cluster phenomena.

The HGROUP program was applied to the three random samples from the
civilian and Navy data. Table 15 shows the number of clusters indicated
by HGROUP for each random sample, the error term associated with that
number of clusters, the error term associated with the next fewer
clusters [average previous increase in error = .20], and the number of
pattern clusters, that is, those clusters containing at least five

work groups.




Table 15

HGROUP Results for Three Random Samples

= - = =7
Number of Number of
Sample Work Groups Clusters (N)
Civilian #1 174 20
Civilian #2 184 15
Navy 200 20
I

Error at
N Clusters

e

Error at
N+1 Clusters

SRIDP
9.318
11.367

7.810
11.456
13.022

Number of
Pattern Clusters

14

oel
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Using the memberships of pattern clusters, average index scores
were obtained for each of the pattern clusters. These index scores
were then plotted and the resulting profile patterns analyzed for
similarities and differences. It is these patterns that could be said
to represent group types. The multiple random samples were used to
determine if any patterns or types were replicated across sampies or
generalizable to the Navy sample.

Determining the effects of different treatments involves a two-
stage analysis. Each treatment sample must be examined for the presence
of group types like those indicated by the earlier analysis. Next, the
effects of the treatment must be ascertained by examining changes in
the profiles associated with the types.

To accomplish this, HGROUP was applied to each of the ten subsampies
described earlier. The same process of determining the optimal number
of clusters and plotting the average index scores for pattern clusters
was used as before. These pattern profiles were then examined for
similarity to the patterns identified in the development of the typology
of work groups. Table 16 contains the results of HGROUP for these ten
subsamples.

The effects of treatments were assessed by looking at changes in
profile for each pattern cluster identified by HGROUP. In order to
obtain reliable differences, average index scores from the original
and a second administration of the S00 were obtained for those member
groups in each cluster for which data from all indices from both survey
administrations were available. These two sets of index scores were
piotted for each pattern cluster for each site and were referred to as

'change score profiles.'




Table 16

HGROUP Results for Ten Treatment Subsamples

Number of

Work Groups Number of ‘ Error at Error at Number of
Site In Sample Clusters (N) N Clusters N+1 Clusters Pattern Clusters

| |

1 ! 122 n 7.027 8.222 9
2 ‘ 197 17 l 8.197 9.072 n
8 153 20 7.075 8.321 n
4 ‘ 47 9 ‘ 3.899 5.009 6
& { 61 ' 8 | 4.277 5.407 3
6 166 ‘ 22 6.215 7.353 | 13
7 104 | 8 8.684 10.141 8
8 ‘ 138 8 7.473 8.769 I 7
9 51 ‘ 8 4.753 5.844 4
10 100 ‘ 7 6.813 7.879 I 6

2et
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The measurement error associated with the kind of change scores
under consideration here makes any available estimate of change score
reliability extremely attractive. Fortunately, the use of multiple-
item index scores allows one to use an "internal consistency reliability"
model for making such an estimate. A reliable change score was computed
for each index for each cluster for each site using the procedures
outlined below.

First, a reliability coefficient (rgg) for each index change score
for each site was computed. This required obtaining the following
descriptive statistics for each index for each site: the correlation
coefficient between scores on the first and second administrations,
the standard deviations of index scores for both waves of data, and the
alpha coefficients (a) for both waves. This latter coefficient is a
measure of internal consistency reliability for the index and is obtained
from the standard deviations and inter-item correlations of the ftems in

the index:

:(sk)2

z(sk)2 - Z(Zrijsisj)

ae (1

where k = number of items in the index
Sp = standard deviation of an item

rij = inter-item correlation coefficient.
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The index change score reliability coefficient was then obtained by:

2 2 .
L °xsx + :.vsy erysxsy
99 2 2 .

Sy 3 sy 2rxysxsy

where a, = alpha coefficient for the index on wave 1

=]
f

alpha coefficient for the index on wave 2

v
"

standard deviation of the index on wave 1

[
n

standard deviation of the index on wave 2

-
L]

correlation coefficient between wave 1 and wave 2 index scores.

After obtaining rgg for each index for each site, a "true change score"
(G) was computeJ for each index for each cluster for each site, with:
G = W1 - W2
rgg( )

where W1 = index score on wave 1

W2 = index score on wave 2.
A ‘true’ wave 2 score (W2') was computed by adding G to W1. Then W2'
was plotted for each index, cluster and site.

Thus, for each pattern cluster for each treatment site, the
following scores were plotted: the wave 1 index score for all member
groups in the HGROUP cluster, the wave 1 index score for those groups for
which wave 2 data were available, the unadjusted wave 2 index score for
those groups, and the 'true' wave 2 index score for those groups.
Existence of group types and the effects of different treatments on

those different types were then analyzed.
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Results

As the preceding section has indicated, the procedures employed
are complex and the data sets relatively large. In brief, the results
flow from six steps involved in the analysis:

(1) A sample of civilian industrial work groups were drawn from

the Survey of Organizations data bank and their index scores

submitted to the HGROUP program.

(2) A second (replication) sample of civilian groups were drawn
from the same data bank and their index scores similarly
analyzed.

(3) The groups present in the Navy (AVYN) file were in like fashion
submitted to the HGROUP program.

(4) Wave 1 to Wave 2 change score data for the civilian samples
were compared for the profile types identified in the first
step.

(5) Groups in organizations which received distinct organizational
development treatments (survey feedback, laboratory training,
etc.) were submitted to HGROUP, profile aroubs were
identified, and change scores calculated.

(6) The change scores so calculated were "regressed," to determine
and remove chance effects.

For clarity of presentation, the results will be presented in two

separate sections: (1) a profile description section, corresponding to
the first three steps listed above, and (2) a change score analytic

section, corresponding to steps 4-6.
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Emerging Profiles for Civilian and Navy Groups

When the three data sets (Civilian Sample #1, Civilian Sample #2,
AVN Sample) are considered jointly, a total of 17 distinct profiles
emerge. Table 17 presents summary data concerning the occurrence of
these profiles in all three samples. Figures 32 through 48 present
the profiles themselves.

Several observations may be made concerning the data in the table:

(1) Only seven per cent of the groups are unclassifiable by our

criteria.

(2) 61 per cent of the groups display profiles which appear in

all three samples.

(3) 75 per cent of the groups display profiles which occur in
the Navy and at least one of the two civilian samples.

(4) Only six per cent of the groups are in Navy-unique profiles,

and only 12 per cent are in civilian-unique profiles.

The 1ist of such observations could be quite long, and it seems
unnecessary to state them specifically at this point. Together they
serve to underscore what appears to be an undeniable fact: the "pure
types" of groups which exist are relatively few in number, and they
exist with minor exceptions in the Navy as well as in civilian
organizations.

Qualitatively, there are certain clusters of profiles which merit
some description:

I-Profiles - Eight of the 17 patterns constitute what might be

entitled "I-Profiles," that is, they are straight-line
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Figure 43
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Figure 46
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profiles at various general percentile points. The highest
is a straight-line profile at the 85-percentile point; the
lowest is a straight-line profile at the 25-percentile point.
Slightly more than half of the groups appear to display
profiles of this type (profiles 1-8).
The non-1 groups present a series of interesting patterns. There
are basically four different configurations or their reflections:

Organizational Climate-Divergent Profiles - Two profiles (#13, 14)

represent instances in which the organizational climate
indices are markedly different from all within-group behaviors
and processes. One of these (#13) has as its form what
might humorously be termed the "flower in the dump." The
group itself appears to function remarkably well: within-
group behaviors and processes fall around the 60-percentile
mark. The climate within which it lives is relatively poor,
however, {around the 40-percentile point).

Its mirror reflection (#14) might be called the “weed
in the garden“: organizational climate is quite good, but

within-group behaviors and processes are relatively poor.

Supervisory Behavior-Divergent Profiles - Four profiles (#11, 12,

16, 17) represent instances in which the behavior of the
group's supervisor is different from organizational climate
and all other behaviors and processes. Two of these profiles
are mirror images at the 40-percentile point; a similar set

of two profiles falls at the 25-percentile mark. Within each
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set exists one which might be termed the "knight," because
the supervisor's behavior is high relative to all other thin
(#11, 17) and another which might be termed the “knave" for

the reverse reasons (#12, 16).

Behavior-Divergent Profiles - Three profiles (#9, 10, 15)

represent instances in which the behavior of subordinates
toward one another is different from Organizational Climate

and Supervisory Leadership. At the very lowest level, perhaps
in some ways the lowest of the entire array, is a pattern (#15)
in which Organizational Climate, Supervisory Leadership and
Satisfaction fall at the 25 percentile point, while Peer
Behavior in general falls at the 50-percentile point and Peer
Support specifically falls at the 60-percentile mark. Clearly,
this represents a "self-protection" cluster where subordinates
are interpersonally banding together for their mutual protectio
from a harsh system. This is remarkably consistent with a view
often expressed but until now really not well demonstrated
empirically--that, under extremely harsh conditions, one will
find a counter-dependent cohesiveness which contributes little
or nothing to the organization.

The remaining two in this cluster fall at somewhat higher
levels and might be called the "collection" and the “starved
group.” Like the "self-protection" pattern, the "starved
group"” has better Peer Behaviors than other characteristics.

The "collection," on the other hand, is a disarrayed, conflicti

group of subordinates.
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Responses to Intervention: An Analysis of Changes Over Time

As a first step, the second-wave data for groups in the profile
clusters identified in the two civilian samples were compared to the
first-wave results already presented.* The general question addressed
was whether groups with the various initial profiles responded differ-
entially to organizational development intervention.

The results are presented in Appendix B. Stated succinctlv,
they appear to depict rather conclusivelvy one of measurement's
most inconclusive phenomena: regression toward the mean. This effect
centers around the fact that all measurements contain some amount of
error. If, for example, repeated measurements of the same characteris-
tics are taken from the same respondents over a period of time, and if
no systematic events have intruded in the meantime, the obtained
measures will differ only as a function of the errors that they contain.
However, the further in one direction or the other on the scale that a
respondent is on the first occasion, the less likely it is that random
error will keep him there on the subsequent occasion. Thus, if regression
toward the mean is influential in any instance, we would expect those

starting low to "improve," while those who started high would "deteriorate.”

Those in the middle ground would likely show little change, on the average.
This is precisely what seems to be the case in the present instance.

High profiles appear to decline; low profiles appear to improve; medium-

level profiles display 1ittle or no change. The reasons are not

*No change analysis could be undertaken with the Navy data because those
results were obtained from a single-occasion data collection.
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difficult to identify. Earlier, published analyses of organizational
change, which employed these and analogous data sets from the civilian
bank, demonstrated that (a) intervention strategies were quite
different in their effects--some were productive of constructive change,
while others were quite non-productive, and that (b) those strategies
were determined on an organization-by-organization basis (Bowers, 1973)

An examination of the two civilian samples of groups showed that
they were, in fact, drawn from the wide array of organizations involved;
that is, there was no consistency of treatment within profile categories.
With the exception of groups from those sites which received interven-
tion strategies which the earlier research had indicated were generally
productive (a distinct minority), most of the groups in the present
analysis received interventions of little or no consequence (again,
according to the earlier research).

Thus we have here, for the most part, evidence of what happens

when measurement waves surround ineffective, misqguided, or non-existent

organizational development efforts. Quite naturally, and not at all

surprisingly, what happens is little if anything. The measurements
instead reflect merely regression effects.

Interesting and instructive as it is, this is not a fair test of
the issue of the relationship between treatment and initial conditions,
since the effect of group selection has been to immerse effective
change agentry in a sea of ineffective intervention.

As a second step, therefore, we selected whole organizational

data sets, in organizations with known interventions, and submitted

them separately through the procedure thus far used, that is, the
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HGROUP program, followed by inter-wave comparisons for the emerging
profiles. We then employed a recognized procedure for adjusting the
change scores to remove regression effects.

Once more the reader is spared the immediate chore of digesting
profiles and tables of values. These are presented in Appendix C.
The findings are instead summarized for present purposes in Tables 18,
19 and 20. Table 18 contains the numbers of groups and the numbers

of indices (of the 16 critical indices from the Survey of Organizations)

which displayed positive, negative, and zero change, for each of five
intervention strategies, each used in a single, "primary" site.
Table 19 contains similar data for the five "secondary" sites. Finally,

Table 20 presents for the combined sets a change effectiveness index,

consisting of the ratio of the number of indices with positive changes
to the number with zero or negative changes, together with the percentages
of measures which changed negatively. Together, these latter two measures
indicate (a) the relative positiveness of change, and (b) the absolute
amount of negative change.

These data suggest that there were indeed differential results by
profile type of emphazing one or another of the strategies examined.

Not all types seem amenable to these treatments, nor do the treatments
seem equally (if differentially) effective. Subject to a number of very
important cautions to be mentioned shortly, the findings appear to
suggest the following guidelines:

(1) Do not use any of these strategies with extremely high
(e.g., 1-85 type) groups.
(2) The only instance in which simply handing back tabulated

survey data (Data Handback) seems warranted is that of a
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Table 20

Effectiveness*and Amount of Change in 16 Survey of Organizations Indices,
for Combined Primary and Secondary Organizational Sites, by Intervention Strategy*

Intervention Strategy
Interpersonal Task
Survey Process Laboratory Process Data
Profile Feedback Consultation Training Consultation Handback

Number +/{0&-) neg +/(0&-) neg +/(0&-) neg +/(0&-) neg +/(0&-) neg
1 - - - - .07 50 - - .00 47
2 .60 0 .00 22 - - .07 16 .00 0
3 .88 0 .07 3 .10 25 .00 0 .00 62
4 .45 0 .00 25 .07 7 "33 6 .18 3

5 - - .78 0 - - - - - -
6 1.67 0 1.67 0 .78 0 .00 6 07 12

7 .88 3 833 0 .07 19 - - - -

8 16.00 0 16.00 0 .07 0 - - - -
9 16.00 0 .60 0 5 = .00 25 .00 44
10 - - = = - - - - .07 12

n 2.20 0 - - 1412 - - - =
12 .68 31 .23 16 .14 38 .45 3 .45 12

13 .07 12 - - .07 25 - - - -
14 - - .28 0 .07 19 14 16 .60 6

15 - - 1.67 0 45 0 - - [ - -
16 - - - - - - - - | - -

17 - - - - .07 12 - - - -

*As an arbitrary convention, effectiveness ratios involving zero in one of the two terms have been set as
follows: 16/0 = 16.00; 0/x = .00.

*
*These strategies are described in Appendix C as they were in the previously cited article (Bowers, 1973).

29t
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group at the 50 percentile level which is functioning poorly
within a relatively good organizational climate.

(3) Use some form of Process Consultation for extremely low

groups (25 percentile level).
(4) Use Survey Feedback for intermediate range groups
(30-70 percentile).

(5) Do not use Laboratory Training at all, especially with

very high groups.

As was mentioned above, these conclusions must be considered to be
highly tentative. The reasons for doing so are several in number and
deserve brief elaboration. First, the numbers of cells or categories into
which groups are placed rapidly reduces even this mass of data to rela-
tively small numbers of cases in each instance. Second, many groups drop
out of this particular analysis because of the absence of second-wave data
(1argely the result of samples instead of census coverage, and of reassign-
ments which abolished some groups). Third, not all strategies were
employed with all profile types, and it would likely alter the results had
this occurred. Fourth, the array of strategies is absolutely limited;
others should be considered. Fifth, those strategies which are considered
are dependent in their outcomes upon the skills and particular practices
of the consultants who implemented them. Other consultants might have been
differently effective. Finally, many judgments have gone into the inter-
pretation of these findings, and these judgments may in some instances
be faulty.

Despite these disclaimers, the data are worthy of careful, cautious
consideration. To our knowledge, they represent a more systematic
treatment of a larger array of information concerming organizational

development's prescription problem than has heretofore been amassed.
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Discussion and Amplification

Several factors, of the many that remain unexplored in this report,
pose potentially serious problems for the findings just reported. It is
possible, for example, that the "types" identified in the analysis
represent nothing more than characterizations of different organizations
(i.e., that all 1-85 profile groups come from one organization, all 1-40
profile groups from another, etc.).

To check this possibility, we retrieved the group identifications
and examined the clusters for composition. Table 21 presents the number
of organizations represented in each profile cluster for each type,
together with the highest percentage of groups in each type coming (for
each sample) from any single organization. These data show that only
among the non-1 profiles (Nos. 9-15) is there any initial cause for
concern. Further examination and results (not presented in the table)

alleviate that concern, however, on the following arounds:

- The non-1 profiles are less common than the I-profiles,
accounting for 28 per cent of the civilian groups sampled.
It is therefore highly likely that these profiles will be
dominated by the larger data sets (organizations with large
numbers of groups), and this is in fact what happens.

- The percentages of groups in the larger data sets are almost
identical for the I and non-1 profile subsets.

- Many of the same large data sets occur with inordinate
frequency in several of the non-1 types that are the cause of

potential concern.
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Table 21

Concentration of Profile Types

by Organization

First Civilian Second Civilian
Sample Sample
Profile No. Org’'s Highest % No. Org's Highest ¥
Number Represented Any One Org. Represented Any One Org.
1 4 37 5 25
2 7 36 6 29
3 10 30 N 23
4 7 33 10 22
5 7 39 8 41
6 6 36 - --
7 6 37 ) 38
8 - -- 4 33
9 7 31 - --
10 3 67 - --
n 3 60 7 29
12 4 43 - --
13 2 83 3 60
14 4 50 5 27
15 3 60 4 | 45
16 - -- - | o0
17 - -- - --
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We seem reasonably justified in concluding that the inter-profile
differences do not, in any substantial degree, reflect merely differences
among organizations.

Yet another issue is whether the profile types represent merely
hierarchical differences (e.g., that [-85 types are top management
groups, etc.). To examine this, we once more retrieved group identifica-
tions for the two civilian samples and sorted them by the levels

corresponding to our national norms:

Level 4 = Top Management Groups
Level 3 = Middle Management Groups
Level 2 = Groups of First-line Supervisors

Level 1 = Blue-collar non-supervisory groups

Level 0 = White-collar non-supervisory groups

Table 22 presents the percentages of groups within each profile type
falling at each of the hierarchical levels. Table 23 presents similar
data, percentagized this time by hierarchical level. What these data
seem to indicate is that hierarchical level does, indeed, make a
difference, but not the sort of spurious difference that might have been
expected from plotting profiles on combined-norm profile sheets (that is,
that groups might array themselves down the percentile scale by hierarchy
simply because they have been compared to a common set of normative data).

More specifically, these results suggest that:

- High - I profiles are most frequently found among groups made
up of first-line supervisors.

- “Starved" groups are most frequently found among groups made
up of first-line and second-line supervisors.
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Table 22

Percentage of Groups Within Each
Hierarchical Level, by Profile Type
(Both Civilian Samples Combined

Hierarchical Level

white-Collar Blue-Collar First-Line Middle Top
Profile NS NS Supv's Mgt Mgt
Number 0 1 2 8 4
1 19 25 38 12 6

2 8 8 57 8 17

3 13 17 50 13 7

4 30 12 26 23 9

5 8 40 18 32 2

6 18 18 45 9 ]

7 3 35 38 24 0

8 33 17 50 0 0

9 56 6 12 6 19
10 0 17 50 38 0
n 32 16 42 10 0
12 14 57 0 28 0
13 0 69 25 6 0
14 47 24 12 12 6
15 6 69 12 12 0
16 -- -- -- -- --
17 -- -- -- -- --
Total | 17 26 34 17 6
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Table 23

Percentage of Groups Within Each
Profile Type, by Hierarchical Level

Hierarchical Level

White-Collar Blue-Collar First-Line Middie Top
Profile NS NS Supv's Mgt Mgt
Number 0 1 3 4
1 6 3 4 5

2 6 18 5 28

3 12 10 24 12 19

4 22 6 10 18 19

5 6 18 6 23 5

6 3 2 4 2 5

7 2 15 12 16 0

8 3 1 3 0 0

9 15 1 2 2 14

10 0 1 3 4 0
N 10 3 7 4 0
12 2 4 0 4 0
13 0 12 4 2 0
14 14 4 2 4 3
15 2 12 2 4 0
16 -- -- -- -- --

p—
~
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- "Collections" are most frequently found among clerical- NS and
Top Management groups.

- "Self-protection” groups are most frequently found among blue-
collar- NS groups.

- "Weed in garden" groups are most frequently found among non-
supervisory groups, especially white-collar.

- "Flower in dump" groups are most frequently found among blue-
collar-NS groups.

- "Knights" are most often found among white-collar-NS and
first-line supervisory groups.

- "Knaves" are most frequently found among blue-collar-NS groups.

Many other such tests might have been conducted, were there time
and resources. Profile types might conceivably differ by average age,
educational level, and the like. Nevertheless, the findings are
reassuring. They suggest that the main results of the study go some
measure toward supporting with evidence what was in an earlier report

termed the Principle of Congruence:

For constructive change to occur, there must exist an
appropriate correspondence of the treatment (action,
intervention) with the internal structural and functional
conditions of the entity for which change is intended.
Since by definition these internal conditions pre-exist,
this means that treatments must be selected, designed,
and varied to fit the properties of the client entity.

{Bowers, Franklin & Pecorella. 1973)

Implications for Decisions Concerning Intervention Strategy

Whether consultant or manager, the individual faced with making a
choice of intervention strategies faces a task not unlike that conceptu-
alized by decision theorists and visually depicted in Table 24. Consider-
ing first the various functional conditions that might exist in any

particular client group (arbitrarily shown as three in number for
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Table 24

Intervention Strategy Choice
as a Decision-Theory Problem

States of Nature
(Diagnosed functional Conditions)

Ny N2 N3

S] Payoff: Payoff: Payoff:
S] NI S] N2 S] Ny

Strategies
(Intervention S2 Payoff: Payoff: Payoff:
Activities) S2 N] S2 N2 52 N3
Payoff: Payoff: Payoff:
S3 oo N 53 M 3 %
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illustrative purposes), the decision-maker may find himself operating

under any one of three possible conditions:

Certainty - he knows beyond any doubt that the condition
is a particular one (e.g., N]);
its probability is +1.00.

Risk - he knows the probabilities attached to each
of the conditions, and each lies between
.00 and 1.00.

Uncertainty - he does not even know the probabilities.

In the real world of organizational development, certainty is only
remotely possible. Our discussion, therefore, must necessarily revolve
around risk versus uncertainty.

Risk--which assumes that one knows both the probabilities of
functional conditions' occurring and the payoff values in the cells--
leads to a fairly straightforward procedure. That intervention strategy
is selected whose expected value is greatest, where expected value equals
the sum of the probabilities x payoffs, i.e.,

EV = (Payoff N.S;) (pM1) + (Payoff N,S,) (p2)
1
+(Payoff N;S,) (p"3)

Under uncertainty, however, the probabilities are unknown, and the
personal style of the decision-maker becomes important. He may be
optimistic, and therefore select the intervention with the highest
maximum payoff (a "maximax" approach). On the other hand, he may be
pessimistic and fearful and for these reasons elect to maximize the
smallest payoff possible (a "maximin® approach). As a third possibility,

he may choose to minimize regret, that is, he may want to minimize the
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difference between the best possible payoff and the payoff actually
received (a "minimax" approach).

Let us illustrate both the Risk and Uncertainty alternatives with
an hypothetical example. Table 25 presents such a hypothetical matrix,
with three possible functional conditions (N], Ny, N3) and three inter-
vention strategies (Survey Feedback, Process Consultation, and Job
Enrichment). Under conditions of Risk, in which the probabilities
(given at the head of each column) would be known, the choice would be

based upon expected value:

(]

EVSF $100,000 (.50) + $100,000 (.25) + $50,000 (.25) = $87,500

EVpe =0 (.50) + $150,000 (.25) + $100,000 (.25) = $62,500

EV); =0 (.50) + $50,000 (.25) + $200,000 (.25) = $62,500

Clearly, the first strategy (Survey Feedback) would be selected.
Under uncertainty, however, the process would be different; it would

depend upon the decision-maker's personal style:

Optimist (Maximax) - looks for the highest possible payoff
JE- $200,000
PC- $150,000
SF- $100,000

Pessimist (Maximin) - looks for the strategy with the highest
lowest payoff

SF- $50,000
PC- 0
JE- O
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Table 25

Hypothetical OD Decision Matrix

Functional Conditions

——
N N N
. 1 2 3
Interventions P = .50 P = .25 P=.25
-+
Survey
Feedback $100,000 $100,000 $ 50,000
(SF)
Process )
OB7s UPEATT & 0 $150,000 $100,000
(pC)
Jo? E?richment 0 $ 50,000 $200,000
JE
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Regret Minimizer (Minimax) - tries to minimize the difference
between what he might have gotten
and what he might minimally get.

SF- $100,000 - $50,000 = $50,000
PC- $150,000 - 0 = $150,000
JE-  $200,000 - 0 = $200,000

Thus, if he were an optimist, he would select Job Enrichment; if
a pessimist, he would choose Survey Feedback, a choice he would also
make if he elected to minimize regret.

What has been said thus far assumes that, in all instances, the
payoff values are known, and that the decision-maker has as his only
consideration the well-being of the unit whose fortunes are being decided.
As such, it reflects a situation somewhat at odds with that which prevails
in the organizational development world. For one thing, payoff values
are inadequately known in most instances. For another, consultants
(who often either select intervention strategies directly or are guite
influential in their being selected by others) ordinarily are in
considerable degree "external" to their client units.

In this light, consider the more typical situation, that of an
external consultant who is skilled in one (or at most a small number) of
intervention strategies. His rewards, both material and psychological,
depend upon his continuing to practice his particular strong suit.

He is often quite convinced of its general utility. If experienced, he
is likely also to be congenial and persuasive. As long as the condition
is one of uncertainty and an absence of objective information about
comparative payoffs, his world is reasonably secure. The payoffs are

treated in subjective terms, with client members more susceptible to
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being influenced to "appreciate" whatever transpires. As long as the
functional conditions have unknown probabilities of occurrence, the
decision-maker can operate (or be influenced to operate) on the basis
of personal style, rather than evidence.

The situation is made-to-order for mischief, both purposeful and
unintended. The honest consulitant who has mastered a single technique
and been persuaded by its advocates that it is almost universally
applicable has little motivation to consider other cells of the matrix
and strong unconscious reasons for fearing and rejecting their consider-
ation. Needless to say, those few persons who are charlatans have more
obvious reasons for wishing uncertainty to prevail and objective payoffs
to remain unknown.

These observations may serve to explain, at least in part, the
resistance often encountered among practitioners to rigorous differ-
ential diagnosis (which, if successful, moves the situation toward risk
and away from uncertainty) and to research and evaluation (which, among
other things, helps to establish objective payoff values).

Despite its shortcomings and inadequacies, this present report, we
believe, moves toward making known the marginal and cell values of the
organizational development decision matrix. It tentatively identifies
at least some distinguishable states of nature (types of groups).
together with some indication of the frequency of their occurrence.

By examining changes which have resulted from particular intervention
strategies applied to those types, it begins the process of establishing
comparative payoff values. No claim can be made that more than a
beginning has been accomplished. More evaluation of a wider array of

interventions with larger numbers of groups is certainly necessary.

However, a first step has been taken.




Chapter 6
Summary and Implications

The research summarized in the chapters of this volume began with
the question of whether shifts in values and preferences in society at
large make necessary corresponding changes in Navy management practices.
At this, the conclusion of the effort, the answer emerging from the
findings is many-faceted, but clear and consistent. Although in many
aspects and for some personnel and units Navy practices are excellent,
in the treatment of its younger, lower-rank personnel its practices are
inadequate to the task of retaining and motivating them. The pressures
of an economic recession may blunt the effects temporarily, but in the
long run they remain to pose serious difficulties. Because the newly-
trained Navyman customarily goes immediately to sea, the effects just
described have a greater impact upon the Fleet than upon Shore units.

The problem is not primarily one of job content, that is, of the
kind of work involved. No difference occurs between civilians and
Navymen, for example, on how hard the work is perceived to be, how dirty
the jobs are, advancement opportunities, the amount of free time, the
responsibility assumed, or the chance to learn new skills. Only small
differences exist in the extent to which civilian and Navy jobs are
perceived to be challenging.

Instead, concerns are most strongly voiced by respondents of all ages
in relation to three issues: personal independence, economic success, and
autocratic versus democratic treatment. Young persons, in the Navy and
outside it, attach greatest importance (among a number of characteristics)
to personal independence (in the form of an absence of bureaucracy and a
presence of an opportunity to control one's personal life), and to

economic success (pay and benefits). In similar fashion, adherence to
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autocratic beliefs declines among the young and better educated segments
of the American population, whether Navy or civilian.

Yet it is young Navymen who experience the least favorable practices.
Until a Navyman reaches 30 years of age, or is in a group whose average
age approximates that figure, he does not experience conditions as
favorable as those experienced by civilians of almost any age. He feels
he has too little opportunity to control his personal life, encounters
far too much bureaucracy, and experiences an organizational climate that
is--by comparison to civilian life--in many aspects quite negative.

In these values and preferences, the young enlisted Navyman is not
alone. Instead, his views closely resemble those of young officers and,

oddly enough, in certain important ways those of older officers. However, the

gap in values is in fact largest between young and older enlistees.

Nor can much comfort be taken from an examination of preferences by
di fferent draft motivation categories. Draft motivation is unrelated to
preferred leadership style, adherence to autocratic beliefs, or preferred
level of job challenge. True volunteers--who by now comprise all of the
entering recruits--have high needs for personal independence and par-
ticipative treatment. They view the Navy as a personal route to skill,
esteem, and position in life. They will doubtless weigh as quite negative
practices which deal with them otherwise.

While much of the ideological conflict which may have been present
in recent years will disappear with the exit of the Draft Avoidants, it
was precisely for this group that organizational practices bore little
relationship to retention. Those who remain, including especially the
True Volunteers, are those whose reenlistment decision is maximally

affected by the participative character of experienced practices.




178

Although the True Volunteer begins his service with a slight educa-
tional disadvantage, he has relatively high expectations about what Navy
service will do for him regarding a better life situation.

The costs of negative treatment are not limited to the consequences
just described. Race relations also suffer to the extent that practices are
negative. Both Blacks and Whites feel that discrimination accompanies a
negative organizational climate, with sensitivities understandably higher
for Blacks.

Reasonable persons would presumably agree that the nation's defense
force must be adequate in numbers and competence and effective in the
performance of its missions, both actual and potential. To add, to these,
criteria of consonance with the growing values of our democratic society
requires evidence to the effect that practices congruent with these values
enhance manning, competence, and mission effectiveness. Contrariwise,

"two community" proposals--that military organizations like the Navy may
be highly directive in an age when society is becoming more participative--
rely for validity upon evidence that manpower may be obtained and utilized
effectively under those contrary conditions.

A "two community" alternative finds literally no support in the
findings generated by this study. Persons leave the Navy at the first
available opportunity when practices stray away from the participative
and toward the autocratic, and to the extent that they do so. Although
relationships to criteria of effectiveness of Navy units remain to be
explored more fully, those which have been analyzed in the course of the
present and allied studies show little evidence to sustain an autocratic
alternative. Instead, it would appear that a Navy unit which more carefully

conserves and involves its human resources very likely performs better.
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In short, those same participative practices which have been found to be
positively correlated with effectiveness in the civilian world appear to
be related to it in the Navy world as well.

Action Implications: Organizing for Effective Manpower Utilization

I. Recognizing the Relationship of Social and Technical Systems
in the Navy

The finding: There is a philosophy-of-management problem which
permeates the Navy. It ehowe up in a rather pervasive (top-to-
bottom) perception of the organisational climate as negative in

ite view of human resources and in motivational comditioms.

Perhaps the issue can be illustrated by contrasting two polar
opposites. The Navy is not, nor can it be, an organization in which
personnel are all-important and hardware ancillary. Weapons systems
change, perhaps more in response to the weapons systems changes of other
nations than in relation to changes in mission. Such changes have
important repercussions for the human beings who use and man them.

Similarly, the Navy is not, nor can it be, simply a large store-
house of equipment which unfortunately requires people to move it about
and maintain it. Yet the expression, often heard in Navy circles, that
"the hardware drives the system" seems to indicate that something of
this nature is in fact assumed.

There is a body of empirical knowledge upon which the Navy might
profitably draw. Variously generated, in the U.S. and elsewhere, it
carries the label "socio-technical systems fit," and is represented by
the work of Davis, Trist, Cherns, and others. As an action implication:

A. The Navy should undertake to study its ships and shore stations

as socio-technical {(not just technical) system, and should

attempt modifications in line with the resulting findings,

perhaps initially on an experimental basis.
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II. Coping with Bureaucracy

The finding: Although Navymen and civilians attach approximately
the same levels of importance to the ability to live one’s life
reagonably free from bureaucratic comstraintg, only civilians
experience what could be termed an acceptable or satisfactory degree
of it. Young Navymen, furthermore, whether officer or enlisted,

report an importance-experience gap of very large proportion.

Over the years, the Navy has no doubt attempted with considerable
effort to cope with the burgeoning requirements of a complex society.
Since the demands placed upon it tend to be centrally felt, the mechanisms
for compliance tend to have been centrally exercised, in the form of
bureaucratic control mechanisms. While, for the common sailor, much has
been removed from the domain of arbitrary personal treatment, its place
has apparently been taken by arbitrary impersonal treatment. Rules and
regulations, complex and in some instances confusing, have been uttered,
extended, revised, and qualified, seemingly to the point that superiors
often are unable to explain either their nature or their rationale.
Navymen therefore feel hamstrung--unable to exhibit other than inaction
in response to the problems and inquiries of other Navymen. A number of

possible action steps might be considered:

A. Decentralize: return to command the overall responsibility for

direction that over the years has been absorbed into central

staff control functions.

Several aspects of this must be considered, if arbitrary
impersonal treatment is not simply to revert to arbitrary

personal treatment.
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(1) The human resource aspects of management must be brought,
for lower-rank, younger Navymen, to a level of competence
and custom similar to that which obtains in the civilian
world for persons in analogous positions and more nearly
like that which is presently found among more senior Navy-
men. The Navy's Human Goals effort has made a start in
this direction, particularly in its organizational develop-
ment aspects. This effort, and others like it, should be

supported, extended, and strengthened.

(2) The ability to solve problems for a Navyman should accompany

any assigned responsibility to do so. Changes in approval
procedures and policies might, for example, be considered.
Although one customarily thinks of delegated approval
authority as encompassing the authority to disapprove as
well as to approve, bureaucratic organizations often in

practice separate these two. This assumes the form of, in

fact, delegating the right to disapprove, but requiring that

approvals be granted only by higher echelons. The result is

similar in form to the response of many Navymen to one of

the items in our survey's bureaucracy index: they are

referred endlessly from person to person when in need of help.

In at least one instance, a constructive solution to
this problem is proposed in the form of detegating the
authority to deny a request to a level no lower than the

authority to approve (Siepert & Likert, 1973).
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Perhaps for those aspects of Navy life which most closely
touch the person, his well-being, and his independence,

something of this order might be attempted.

Flatten the organizational structure: remove a large proportion

of the one-on-one reporting relationships so frequently found in

the Navy.

The Navy, not unlike many other large organizations, appears
to be too "tall." Too many instances occur in which one person
supervises only one, or perhaps two, subordinates. While,
particularly at more senior levels, the felt need to share a
staggering work load with a principal assistant is very real,
the need to do so perhaps often originates in the assuming
upward of too many tasks. Thus, one man watches a second who
in turn watches a third who actually performs the task.
"Multiple-layered surveillance" of this type is truly essential
in those instances in which the ultimate performer has been
assigned a task for which he is not competent, and in those
instances in which he has been compelled to perform a task
toward which he feels neither commitment nor motivation. How-
ever, a competent, motivated, committed subordinate needs no
such surveillance; he need only know the objective, the
conditions, and the timetable. Perhaps much of the perception
of bureaucracy might be alleviated by enlarging the responsi-
bilities of lower echelons and--in the process--eliminating
whole tiers of largely superfluous, intermediate supervision.

This might alleviate as well a problem reported by a number of
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more junior Navymen: that, while they have ample opportunity
to learn new skills, they often lack opportunity to use the

skills they so acquire.

C. Make more constructive use of "management by objectives."

In many instances, civilian organizations, and large
government agencies as well, have sought in recent years to
make their operations more rational and motivating by a system
of joint goal-setting knon as, "management by objectives."
While many such efforts have attained less than the outcomes
promised--probably because they have inadvertently become a
superficial process of top-down assignment of targets, a number
of organizations report having benefitted from a carefully
conceived, mutually involving process of this type. Such an
effort might substantially help the Navy, particularly as it
serves to complement the other possible action steps just

described (decentralization and flattening the structure).
ITI. Reducing the Effects of Age (and Values) Discrepancy

The finding: Belief in autocratic (domineering) supervisory
practices rises with age. Perhaps the greatest gap is that between
the youngest enlisted men (mostly first-termers) and the older

enlisted men who for the most part swupervise them.

The Navy is an organization that employs (compared to civilian
organizations) very young adults in disproportionately large numbers.
On certain of the values issues, older enlisted men--who provide much

of the supervision of these young men--appear to be distinctly incongruent
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from the views, interests, needs, and perspectives of their younger
subordinates. Yet young officers, by way of contrast, appear to be quite
compatible with young enlisted men. Although in many instances these
young officers are seen as lacking the necessary technical competence,
were they to have it and directly supervise the young enlisteds, the
situation might be considerably better. Several alternative action steps

might be considered:

A. Improve the task leadership and technical competences of junior

officers.

B. Replace senior enlisteds with junior officers in roles which

involve supervising younger enlisted men.

Admittedly, the proposal is a drastic one. Yet the situa-
tion of the junior officer has long been troublesome (e.g., the
young Ensign "supervising" the grizzled Chief), and to this now
must be added the potential for real conflict between young

enlisted men and those same older enlisteds.

C. Take age discrepancy into account in the assignment process.

Perhaps, as an alternative, the age discrepancy between a
supervisor and his potential subordinates ought be taken formally
into account (and reduced) in the assignment process. While this
might be complicated and cumbersome, it might be more acceptable

than the preceding action step.

D. Improve the general leadership competences of Petty Officers

other than Chiefs.
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IV. Increasing Opportunites for Independence in One's Personal Life

The finding: As in the case of bureaucracy, although Navymen and
civilians attach qpproximately the same levels of importance to
pergonal freedom and independence (the ability to live the personal
aspects of ome's live reasonably free from extemal constraints),
only civilians experience what could be termed an acceptable or
sattsfactory degree of them. The importance-experience gap, further-

more, attaing very large proportions for young Navymen.

Many conditions undoubtedly contribute to this perception by young
Navymen that they lack the desired latitude in controlling their personal
lives. Only some of these conditions may be directly handled; others may
not, or may be handled only indirectly. An instance of the latter may be
habitability aboard ship. Only as ways are found to automate or eliminate
functions and their currently required billets may some of the congestion
be eliminated. Only then may a greater degree of privacy, personal space,
and security of possessions be possible.

Others are more amenable to immediate action, however. Dress and hair
restrictions may well represent a case in point. Where safety or operating
effectiveness require certain practices which may be viewed by inexper-
ienced personnel as intrusive, effort should of course be expended in
explaining the reasons for the restrictions. However, in many instances
the restrictions may be purely arbitrary, representing the personal aver-
sions of senior personnel or influential civilians in the area. While the
effect of the restrictions may be personally pleasing to the initiator,
they apparently do the Navy unnecessary harm by contributing to low reten-

tion rates (and therefore higher costs).
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Dress and hair restrictions are but examples (and not necessarily

the most appropriate ones). Other intrusions undoubtedly occur into the

personal lives of Navymen. The following are possible action steps that

might be considered:

A.

Review Navy policies and procedures which potentially provide

grounds for unnecessary intrusion into the personal lives of

Navymen and alter those which do so.

Write and issue something akin to a "Navyman's Bill of Rights,"

which specifies the personal 1ife areas and circumstances in

which subordinate commanders may and may not intervene.

Add to the assignment procedures improved mechanisms for

taking into account the personal needs and interests of

Navymen. While relevant to all, this would appear to be most

critical for young officers, whose loss to the service is

quite costly.
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Appendix A

Descriptions of Organizational Development Treatments*

*
Excerpted from Bowers, D.G.

Development Techniques and Organizational

Change: An Overview of Results from the Michigan Inter-Company

Longitudinal Study. Technical Report to the Office of Naval Research,

197,
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Appendix A

Survey Feedback - No authoritative volume has as yet been written about
this development technique, although a number of
article-length references exist.*

As a result of this absence of detailed publication,
the writer is aware, from direct and indirect encounters
with others in the field, that many persons mistakenly
believe that survey feedback consists of a rather
superficial handing back of tabulated numbers and
percentages, but little else. On the contrary, where
employed with skill and experience, it becomes a
sophisticated tool, using the data as a springboard to
development.

In the sites which we shall classify as having
received Survey Feedback as a change treatment, this,
and only this, formed the principal substance of the
intervention. Data were tabulated for each and every
group engaged in the project, as well as for each
combination of groups which represented an area of
responsibility in the organizational pyramid.

A tabulation containing data from the responses

of his own immediate subordinates,

*

For an excellent summary, the reader is referred to Katz, D. and Kahn, R.
The social psychology of organizations. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
1966, pp. 416-425.
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together with documents describing the measures,

their basis and meaning, and suggestions concerninag
their interpretation and use, was returned to each
supervisor and manager. A resource person usually
counseled privately with the supervisor-recipient about
the contents of the package and then arranged with him
a time when that supervisor might meet with his subordi-
nates to discuss the findings and their implications.
The resource person ordinarily agreed to attend that
meeting, to provide help to the participants both in
the technical aspects of the tabulations and in the
process aspects of the discussion.

Procedures by which the feedback process progresses
through an organization typically vary from site to
site, and did so within the sites which received this
treatment. In certain instances, a "waterfall" pattern
was adhered to, in which the process is substantially
completed at superordinate levels before moving to
subordinate groups. In other instances feedback was
more or less simultaneous to all groups and echelons.

Time and space do not permit a lengthy discussion
of the various forms which feedback may take. It should
be stated, however, that an effective survey feedback
operation sees the organization's groups move, by a
discussion process, from the tabulated perceptions

through a cataloging of their implications to commitment
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to solutions to the problems which the discussion
has identified and defined.

This technique has long been associated with
organizational development and change work conducted

by persons from the Institute for Socfal Research.

This treatment bears a very close resemblance to what
Schein has termed "Process Consultation." The change
agent most closely identified with this treatment
attaches great importance to developing within the client
groups themselves a capacity for forming and implementing
their own change program. Considerable importance is
attached to the change agent's establishing himself from
the outset as a trustworthy, helpful adjunct to the
group's own process. A great deal of effort and emphasis
is placed upon his catalyzing a process of surfacing data
in areas customarily not plumbed in work organizations
(attitudes, feelings, individual needs, reasons for
conflict, informal processes, etc.). In behavioral
specifics, the change agent employs the posing of
questions to group members, process-analysis periods,
feedback of observations or feelings, agenda-setting,
review, and appropriateness-testing procedures, and
occasional conceptual inputs on interpersonal topics.
Work is occasionally undertaken with members singly,

but more often in natural work groupings. An assumption
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seems generally to be made that human, rather than
technical, processes have primacy for organizational

effectiveness.

As practiced within the projects comprising the main
civilian sample, this intervention technique more nearly
approximated the interpersonal relations lab than it

did the intrapsychic or personal growth session.

A "family group” design was followed almost exclusively,
with the entire lab lasting from three days to two
weeks , depending upon circumstances and organizational
schedule requirements. Sessions were ordinarily
conducted at a motel or resort away from the usual work
place. Experiential exercises (e.q., the NASA Game or
"Moon Problem," the Ten-dollar Exercise, the Tower-
building Problem) were interspersed with unstructured
discussion time. A number of terms were, during the
years of the study, used by those conducting the training
to describe it. Initially it was referred to as

"T-Group Training;" in later years it was termed "Team
Development Training” or simply “Team Training." The
content, however, remained relatively constant in kind,
if not in exact substance. Those change agents who
conducted the training were not novices to it; on the
contrary, they had had many years of experience in

conducting it and were judged by those familiar with

their work to be competent.
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Task Process - This treatment was oriented very closely about task

Consultation
objectives and the specific interpersonal processes
associated with them. The change agent who adhered to
this pattern typically begins by analyzing a client
unit's work-task situation privately, following
extensive interviews, in terms of their objectives,
their potential resources, and the organizational
forces blocking their progress. He consults privately
at frequent intervals with the supervisor, both to
establish rapport and to obtain that supervisor's
commitment to objectives and desired future courses
of action. He sets the stage for client group discus-
sions by introducing select bits of data, or by having
another person do so. He encourages group discussion,
serves as a process observer, but also uses role
plaving, some substantive inputs at timely points, as
well as non-directive counseling techniques, to guide
the discussion toward commitment toward desired

courses of action.

Data Handback - Not truly a change treatment, this forms instead a
control or comparison condition. In certain sites no
real survey feedback work was conducted. Data were
tabulated and returned in envelopes to the appropriate
supervisors, but no effort was made to encourage group
problem-solving discussions concerning those data.

Nor did any other treatment occur in these sites.
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