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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Navy Human Resource Management Support System

(HRMSS) has been in operation In vario us forms throughout

the naval establishment since 1971. To date approximately

50% of the Navy ’ s operational commands have been exposed to

HRMSS concepts and practices via the mechanism of a Human

Resource Availability (HRAV). At this juncture , however ,

little has been done to evaluate the operational impact of

the HRAV in those commands that have experienced the process.

This study proposes a methodology with which the

effectiveness of the HRAV process as currently used by

HRM C/D’ s can be assessed. The study further proposes a

methodology with which to determine the impact of the HRAV

on ‘Improved unit performance and operational capability .

Use of the methodology is anticipated to aid system managers

at all levels to evaluate the product as well as to aid

future policy and resource allocation decisions for the HRMSS.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. THE PROB LEM AND ITS SETTING

The U.S. Navy Human Resource Mana gement Support System

(HRMSS), instituted within the Navy in 1971 , is essentially

a set of programs by which Navy leadership and management

personnel at all levels can achi eve maximum efficiency and

effectiveness in the use of resources to effect mission

accomplishment. The HRMSS focuses its effort on the Navy ’s

human resources. It recognizes that if Navy personnel (both

military and civilian) are led and managed effectively, the

efficient and effective use of material and money will follow

as a desirable end. That is to say , if Navy personnel are

led and managed effectively there will be a desire among all

personnel , as well as appropriate methodology , to want to

provide their best performance using all the resources they

have at their disposal.

The HRMSS recognizes the importance of the ind ividual.

As a desired result of HRMSS application the individual

recognizes that the organization of which he is a part is

concerned about him as an individual. Because of this and

other factors the Individual may be moti vated to provide his

best performance to the organizat~~n. Ideally the individual

knows his job , recognizes the importance of his job to

ove rall mission accomplish ment, and appreciates that he is an

important part of the command team .

8 
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This situation further allows the Navy man or woman the

opportunity to participate fully in the operation of the

command to which they may be assigned for duty. Furthermore

it allows the individual to rise as high in the organization

at large as in dividual ab i l it y and initiative permit.

After two years of development as a formal project under

the auspices of the Chief of Naval Personnel , the U.S. Navy

Human Resource Management Support System was operationally

implemented under the cognizance of the major fleet commanders

in chief on 1 January 1974. Prior to this date Human Resource

Development Centers (HRDC ’s) were strategically located at

major U.S. Navy concentration points in the continental U.S.

and Hawaii. These HRDC ’s (later Human Resource Mana gement

Centers (HRMC ’s)) were located at Newport , R.I ., Norfolk , VA.,

San Diego , CA., and Pearl Harbor HI . were staffed by officer

and enlisted personnel who had formerly occup ied normal Navy

operational billets.

Initial manning for the HRMC ’s was accomplished by a

careful screening of personnel records. Prospective selectees

for HRMC billets were then Interviewed to determine their

desire to serve in these billets. After selection and

interv iew , personnel who elected to remain in the system were

intensively trained to provide HRMSS serv ices to operational

Navy commands in one of the five following areas:

9 
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1. Original Subprograms of the HRMSS

a. Human Resource Management consisting of:

(1) Organizational Development and Management -

to provide commands with assistance of trained specialists in

organization development to assist a command in increasing

the overall performance of its personnel towards mission

attainment and overall command excellence.

(2) Intercultural Relations - to provide

commands assistance in formulating local polic ies concerned

with all aspects of operating near or visiting foreign host

na tions.

(3) Race Relations - to provide command

personnel training by conducting Race Relations Education

seminars and workshops.

(4) Drug and Alcohol Education - to assist

commands to develop , promote, implement , monitor , and evalua te

programs in drug and alcohol education onboard.

b. Equal Opportuni ty:

The U.S. Navy ’s Equal Opportuni ty Plan extends

the Navy ’s Affirma tive Action Plan of 1971 . The plan and its

implem entation are designed to make the Navy a model of equal

op portunity for all , regardless of race , sex , creed , or

nat ional origin , while maintaining full effectiveness in the

performance of the primary Navy missions.

1 
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c. Drug Abuse Control and Alcoholism Preventi on:

Affirmation of the Nav y ’s recogni tion of the

so eial pro blems of drug and alcohol abuse and its responsi-

bility to actively participate in control and rehabilitation

efforts.

d. Career Motivation:

Commitment by the Navy to the goal of grea ter

utilization of its human and physi cal resources to maintain

full effectiveness in the performance of its primary mission

and dedica tion to improvement of the life of every man and

woman in the Navy .

e. Transition/Second Career Planning and

Assistance:

The provision of individual assistance for a

Nav y man or woman to make a smooth transition when returning

to civilian life from a period of military service. [Ref. 1]

These subprograms were all developed ind ividually and

parallel to one another as the leadership of the Navy

recogn ized their significance. They were all brought together

under the ausp ices of the Human Resource Development Project

Off ice in the Bureau of Naval Personnel in 1971. This project

office was especially created to bring together the diverse

program areas under a central leadership structure.

Upon imp lementa tion under the various fleet commanders

In chief , and through subsequent development and consolidation

effor ts, the following rela ted events have occurred :

11
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1. Consolida tion of existing HRMC ’s to Norfolk , VA ,

San Diego , CA , and Pearl Harbor , HI. Each HRMC is responsi-

ble for a specific geographical area under its respec tive

fleet commander in chief.

2. Establishment of HRMC London , U.K . under the

cognizance of CINCUSNAVEUR , and the establishment of HRMC

Wash i ng ton , D.C. under the cognizance of a newl y created

office within OPNAV (OP-OlP). The Washington HRMC Is primarily

responsible for providin g HRMSS services to units within the

U.S. Navy shore establishment while the London center provide s

services in the Mediterranean area.

3. Establ ishmen l of several local Human Resource

Mana gement Detachments (HRMD ’s) under the operational control

of their respec tive HRMC ’s. The HRMD ’s serve the local Navy

uni ts in the areas in which they are located.

4. Evolution and subsequent development of the origina l

su bprograms to their present form as outlined in OPNAV INST

5300.6B, the U.S. Navy Human Resource Management Support

System.

5. EstablIshment of training media and general person-

nel requiremen ts to maintain a “pipeline ” of qualified officer

and enlisted personnel for assignment to HRMC /D and other

HRMSS billets.

6. RecognIt ion , after nearly five years of development

and operation , that a means is needed to ascer tain the impact

of the HRMSS in those commands to which it Is appl ied. In

12
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addition , a means is needed to obtain the necessary Informa-

tion for future policy decisions and rat ional direction of

the effort.

B. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

It was with item 6 in the last par agraph that this study

was primarily concerned. Based on informal and unofficial

figures sup plied by two HRMC ’s under operat ional control of

CINCLANTFL T and CINCPACFLT respectivel y , the HRMSS concep ts

and processes have been introduced and applied in approxi-

mately 50% of the operational commands in both fleets .

[Ref. 2]

Reference 3 indicates that the average doll ar cost of

providing HRMSS services to a unit during a Human Resource

Availability (HRAV ) was $12 ,484.18 during the per iod from

July 1 975 through March 1976. This cost is based on a simple

quo tient obtained by dividing the HRMC expenses for the

period by the total number of units which received services

durin g the period. This average cost might be considered

high or low depending upon the point of reference used for

c o m p ar i s o n  - the cost of a restricted material availability

for a small combatant , for example.

Assum ing that the average cost cited is considered

significant , the figure does not include other appl icable

cost factors. Among these are training for Human Resource

Management Specialists (HRM specialists) , HRMC/D man hours

to provide services to a given uni t , man hour cos ts to the

13
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unit receiving the services , and salaries for HRMC/D support

(military ) personnel. If a dollar cost figure could be

placed on these additional factors , the marginal cost of

providing HRMSS services becomes relatively high.

The high cost raises the question of what organizational

benefit Is being received for the expenditure of resource s

necessary to provide and receive HRMSS services. Before this

ques tion can be answered , however , the more basic question

concern ing how to evaluate the impact of the HRMSS in the

operational units to which it is app lied must be addressed.

Wi th respect to the HRMSS , the question of impact

evaluation implies two companion and sequentially related

questions:

1. The thoroughness and qual ity with which HRMSS

services are provided to a unit by HRM specialists performing

the necessary tasks and activi ties associated with an HRAV .

2. The degree to which unit performance In one or more

areas of in terest (as indicated by generall y recognizable and

acceptable performance measures) has been positively or

negatively affected by the unit ’ s involvment In an HRAV . The

purpose of this study was to provide methodology by which

cognizant managers at all levels ‘ could obtain answers to these

questions. Ability to assess the HRMSS and its impact

objectively is an assumed necessity for system managers In

order that they be able to effect continual internal improve-

ment of the system through policy and procedure changes. In

~ 
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addi tion , ab ili ty to assess system impact objecti vely would

aid cognizant managers in efficient alloca tion of resources.

C. APPROACH

The approach to provide a way to answer the two quest i ons

noted above was essentially to consider each question as an

entity and then to gather the information necessary to answer

each. It was assumed initially that if associated HRAV tasks

and ac tivities were not performed well by HRM specialists

then the goals and objectives of the system could not be met

using this mechanism. The second assum ption was that if the

HRAV tasks and activities were performed adequately the

correspondin g change In unit performance would be more

dramatic in those units having experienced the HRAV than in

those units which had not had the experience.

To obtain information to answer the question concerning

how well the HRAV tasks and activities were performed , a key

consideration was whether or not one could discriminate on

particular criteria among those units that have done “well”

and those that have not. Lacking specific Information on

which to base such a discrimination it was necessary to

devise an Information gathering mechanism. It was recognized

that two primary sources of data existed from which the

desired information could be obtained. These were the Human

Resource Management Support Team (HRMST) which provided HRAV

services to a given unit and the commandin g officer of the

unit receiving the services.

15 
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It was assumed , without  va l ida t ion  at this po int , tha t

a set of questions could be asked of both parties which

would reveal the perceptions of each concerning how well the

activities were performed. On the one hand , the HRMST could

be asked how well they though t they performed in conductin g

the various HRAV associated tasks and activities. On the

other , the HRMST perceptions could be checked by asking

essent ia l l y the same set of questions of the commanding

officer in whose uni t the activities were performed. The idea

‘ behind this approach was that if the HRAV associated tasks

and activities were performed well or even just adequately

then the two sets of answers to the same questions would be

essen tially the same. Alte rnatively, if the two sets of

answers were materially different (as determined by the total

scores for each set of questions or for in dividual ques t ions

in the set), then the HRMC would have information with which

to begin more detailed investi gation of why the answers were

so d ifferent and thereby be able to improve the services

provided to operational units .

H To obtain information to answer the question of HRAV

impact on unit performance , raw data were acqu ired in two

generally recognized and accepted performance indicator areas.

These were retention data and scores achieved by several units

for Annual Supply Inspections. The uni ts for which the data

were ob tained were all under the administrative control of

the Commander Naval Surface Forces , U.S. Pacific Fleet. The

period of observation was from July, 1 974 through March , 1976.

16
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The retention and inspection score data were obtained

for the same units and for the same time period where

possible. The units for which the data were obtained were

then divided into two groups , those who had participated in

an HRAV (the experiment group) and those who had not

part icipated in an HRAV (the control group).

The assumption beh ind this effort was that those units

which had experienced an HRAV would evidence significantly

greater improvement in these areas (by comparison of inspec-

tion scores attained or percentages of eligible personnel

reenl i s ted for two observat i ons , one before the HRAV and one

subsequent to the HRAV ) than those units in the control

group. It was thought that comparison of results in this

fashion would indicate t he  degree  of HRAV I m p a c t  on u n i t

performance.

The questions and the approach to their answers as

outlined in the foregoing paragraphs suggested two distinct

and testable hypotheses:

1. Compar ison of evaluation questionnaires completed

by an HRMST and by the commanding officer of the unit for

which the HRMST provided HRAV services at the end of the HRAV

period will show no significant difference in total res ponse

scores for the entire set of questions asked of each party .

2. The degree of performance improvement will be

significantly greater , statistically, for the experiment

group than for the control group when comparing performance

17 
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for both groups over two consecutive observations timed such

that the HRAV ’s for the experiment group falls between the

observations.

Testing these hypotheses by use of the approach outlined above

was both the purpose and the focus of effor t for this study .

D. LIMITATIONS AND CONSTRAINTS OF THE STUDY

Lack of available specific information with which the

questions of HRAV quality and unit performance impact could

be answered limited the study to the determination of a

feasible approach with which the questions could be answered.

Though a feasible approach was determined (as will be shown),

It was based on many assumptions derived from the author ’s

own experience as an HRM specialist assigned to HRMC Norfolk ,

VA - durIng the period from November , 1972 through August ,

1975. Inasmuch as the assumptions are stated where necessary

In this report , the reader will be able to understand how

the conclusions of the study were arrived at. However , the

assumptions should be viewed with the skep ticism that they

reflect the perceptual biases of the author. As such, they

should be verified if more rigorous development of the

approach offered herein is attempted.

Because of time and resource constraints the data samples

used to test the two stated hypotheses were , of necessity ,

smaller than those which might normally be required for

rigorous statistical analysis. Since this study was confined

to determining an approach for assessing HRAV quality and

18



impact it was assumed that the sample size used was adequate

to reveal how the approach might be Implemented. However ,

the conclusions to which the anal ysis done for this study

lead (based on the small samples used) might also be viewed

with skepticism and should be verified by more rigorous and

independent research.

The data used to test the two hypotheses were , of

necessity, from different sets of units. Questionnaires

designed to ascertain how well HRAV tasks and ac tivities are

done were used on a trial basis by the HRMC’ s at Norfolk , VA ,

San Die go , CA , and Pearl Harbor , HI and their subordina te

HRMD ’s between 1 May and 31 July, 1976. The data for the

units to test the second hypo thesis covered the earlier

period indicated above. For these units , It was Impossible

to determine whether or not the HRAV was done well. Similarly,

for the units selected to test the first hypothesis neither

retention data nor Annual Supply Inspection scores were

available for the period of observation. Because the data

used to test the two hypotheses were from different units

and different time periods direct association between how

well an HRAV Is accomplished and its ultimate impact on unit

performance was not attempted in this study. It was thought ,

however , that such an association could be made following

accumulation of sufficient appropria te data by use of the

basic approach offered in this study . This work is left to

future researchers.

-~~ ..-. ~i1 
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E. A NOTE CON CERNIN G HRM SS ORGANIZATION

To assis t the uninformed reader to understand the HRMSS

more c lear ly ,  Fi gures 1 and 2 below show the HRMSS organiza-

tional relationships and the organization of a typical HRMC

in simplified form respectively.

HRMSS ORGAN I~IATION

1CHIEF OF NAVAL
OPERATIONS

CHIEF I I I CHIEF OF NA~~ilOF t~ — — — —I-—- — 1 EDUCATION AND I
NAVAL I [ TRAINING J

PERSONNEL F FLEET I II . ICOMMANDER
~~~N C HIE F J

L_ _ _ _ — — ~
[HRMC]

1 _ _ _

JHRMD IHRMD 1

Fi gure 1

The direct line relationships shown in Figure 1 are self

evident. Of interest is that the HRMC ’ s are “third echelon ”

commands under the respective fleet commanders in chief. This

is indicative of the inpor tance attach ed to the HRMSS by Navy

leaders.

The respective roles of the Chief of Naval Personnel

and the Chief of Naval Education and Trainin g with respect

to the HRMSS are support ive In nature. The Chief of Naval

Personnel specifies billet requiremen ts and personnel

20
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qualifications for the several HRMSS job classifications.

In add i ti on , personnel are ordered into HRMSS bill ets by

the Chief of Naval  P e r s o n n e l  . The Chief of Naval Education

and Training provides the initial training required for

personnel order to fill HRMSS billets.

Each HRMC is a command entity . Typically the HRMC is

organized as depicted in Figure 2 below .

TYPICAL HRMC ORGANIZATION

1~öMMAND IN G[ OFFI CER
—I

EXECUTIVE
OFFICER

I . I 
_ _ _  _ _

TRAINING OPERATIONS 1 ADMINISTRA - ‘ SUI~PLYOFFICER OFFICER I lIVE OFFICER OFFICER

IHRMST I jHR ST~
1

HRMD
OFFICERS
IN CHARGE

Figure 2

The func tions of the department level officers below the

Executive Officer level are suggested by their respective

billet titles. The largest number of personnel assigned to

HRMC ’s serve as HRM special ists organized into several Human

21 

--“.--~~~~~~~
.-- .- - -~~~~~~ ~~ - --- -..--- .-—— —--~~~~~~~~~~.‘-~~~~~,.---- 



_ _ _ _  ___  ~~
- ---,. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _

Resource Management Support Teams (HRMST ’s). it is the

HRMST which actually prov ides HRAV services to oper ational

Navy commands.

F. SUMMARY

The HRMSS development, Implementat ion , and operation is

an ongoing effort of nearly five years duration. It seeks to

assist Navy leaders and managers at all levels to achieve the

best use of their ava ilable resources . This is acc omplished

by focusing on the Navy ’s people as individual human

resources.

HRMSS services are provide d to operat ional Nav y commands

by specially trained personnel assigned to several strate-

gically located HRMC ’s and HRMD’ s under the cognizance of the

major fleet commanders in chief. Subsequent evolution and

development has resulted in the presen t form of the HRMSS as

described in OPNAVINST 5300.6B. At present one of the needs

of the system is the establishment of a means to assess HRMSS

effectiveness.

The marginal cost of providing HRMSS services to commands

using the mechanism of the HRAV is relatively high if one

considers alternative uses for available funding. The high

cost raises the question of organizational benefit received

from the expenditure of resources necessary to provide HRMSS

services. ThIs question leads , in turn , to two companion

and sequentially related questions concerning how well asso-

ciated HRAV tasks and activ ities are performed and impact of

th e HRAV on a unit’ s operat ional performance.
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An approach to provide answers to these two questions

is offered. The questions are reformed into two di stinct

and testable hypotheses:

1. Comparison of eva luation questionnaires completed

by an HRMST and by the commanding officer of the unit for

which the HRMST provided HRAV services at the end of the

HRAV period will show no signif icant difference in total

response scores for the en tire set of questions asked of

each party .

2. The degree of performance improvement will be

significantly greater , statistically, for the experiment

group than for the control group when comparing performance

for both groups over two consecutive observations timed such

that the HRAV ’s for the experiment group fall between the

observations.

The testing of these hypotheses with the approach

offered by this study was both the purpose and the focus of

effort for the study. Considering certain limitations and

cons tra i nts of the study the results obtained should be

viewed skeptically. It is anticipated , however , that more

rigorous development of the approach will yield a way for

system managers to realist ic ally and objectively evaluate the

effectiveness and impact of the HRAV , and having such informa-

tion will aid managers to make future policy and resource

allocation decisions for the HRMSS.
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I I .  BACKGROUND

A. OVERVIEW - THE BASIC STRUCTURE OF THE HRMSS

Currentl y, the elements that comprise the HRMSS are

organized in to three major categories:

1. Human Resource Management , includ ing leadership anda
management and overseas diplomacy ,

2. Equal Opportunity/Race Relations , and

3. Drug Abuse Control and Alcoholism prevention.

These three components are the evolu tionary and develop-

mental results of the original five programs alluded to in

the first chap ter of this report. Though each of the three

components focuses on a rather narrowly defined subset of

potential socially oriented problem areas , improvement is

sought in all three areas for the same ends of improved

performance and more effective mission accomp ’ishmen t both

at the un i t level and , as a result , throughout the Navy at

large.

The primary mechanism by wh ich HRMSS concepts and

practices are introduced into operational Navy commands is

the Human Resource Availabili ty (HRAV). The HRAV is a period

of time , usually of one week’ s duration , set aside for a

unit’ s leaders to examine, In dep th , their own leadership and

management practices. The HRAV for a given unit Is scheduled

by the fleet commander in chief having operational con trol of
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that unit , and it becomes part of the unit’ s normal employ-

ment schedule. During the HRAV , the unit Is supposedly free

of all other operational commitments so that the time can

be spent exclusively in examination of its Internal practices

with respect to its human resources and with a view toward

improvement of those practices. Normally each unit is

assigned an HRAV once during each training cycle. The

training cycle is defined roughly as a period of 18 months to

two years.

After a un it is assigned an HRAV , the commanding officer

of the unit is contacted by personnel from the nearest HRMC

or HRMD approximately four to six weeks prior to the scheduled

period. An initial meeting is arranged between the unit

commanding officer and personnel from the HRMC/D. At this

mee ting, the HRMSS and its requirements are fully explained

to the commanding officer , and the role of the HRMC/D as a

source of assistance to him is established.

Following initial contact , a schedule is arranged ,

usually with the unit’ s executive officer , for administering

the U.S . Navy Human Resource Management Survey to all

personnel assigned to the unit. Unit personnel are divided

into groupings which correspond as closely as possible to

their normal daily work groups . For example , all Radioman

personnel working in a ship ’s communications spaces would

be assigned to the same grouping for the purpose of the

survey . Each such grouping is assigned a uni que code for
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later computer ou tput identification. At the appointed

t i me , the survey is administered - usually onboard the unit

assigned the HRAV.

After the survey is admin istered , comple ted answer

documents are returned to the HRMC for computer processing.

Survey adminis tration and processing generally occur approxi-

ma tely three weeks prior to the scheduled HRAV period.

The processed surve y data are returned to the origniat ing

HRMC /D for analysis by the leading HRM specialist assigned

‘I 
to provide services to the unit scheduled for the HRAV . By

his anal ysis , he determines general areas which migh t be of

concern to the unit ’s commanding officer (including areas

wherein unit personnel perceive the command to be performing

well). Survey data analysis may be performed by personnel

other than the assigned leading HRM specialist , but his Is

generall y the respons ibilit y to ensure that the analysis is

done.

The analyzed survey data are re turned to the unit ’ s

commanding officer - only. One of the major strengths of

the HRMSS is i ts recognition that the local commanding

off icer is probably the best j udge of what occurs wi th in  his

command , and that he is probably in the best position to take

whatever action may be necessary . HRMC/D personnel assigned

to provide HRAV services to Navy commands are therefore

constrained , by specific direction In Ref. 4, to maintain

whatever information they receive about a particular command

26

_ _



in the strictest of confidence. No reports concerning a

command are made to anyone except the commanding officer of

that command.

Having received the survey data for his command , the

commanding officer i~ invited and encouraged to interpret

the results with respect to his unique position and knowledge

of what his assigned personnel are really trying to say In

their aggregated responses to the survey quest ions.

Presumably the survey results highlight general areas of

possible concern which the commanding officer might wish to

investigate further. Feedback of survey results to the

commanding officer generall y occurs in the second week prior

to the scheduled HRAV period.

Armed with the survey resul ts and other pertinent

informa tion , the unit commanding officer is now in a bet ter

position to decide how to use the scheduled HRAV period to

best advantage for his command. Approximately one week prior

to the scheduled HRAV period , the assigned HRM specialist

meets with the commanding officer to plan and perform detailed

scheduling for the specific activities to be conducted duri ng

the HRAV. For example , one of the survey results might

i ndicate that nonrated personnel , as a group , do not think

that senior command personnel lis ten attentively when

information originates in the subordin ate levels. One of the

HRAV activities might then be to provide trainin g for senior

personnel in communications with subordinates.
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It is emphasized that whatever activities occur during

the HRAV , they are under the complete control of the

commanding officer. HRMC/D personnel are assigned to assist

him in implementing his own program of planned improvement

and not to impose a program of “canned” activities designed

to f i ll a week ’ s time. Realistically , HRP4C/D personnel can

and do offer certain “canned” activities which have been

specifically developed for Implementing HRMSS concepts within

a command. For example , there are several workshops available

which deal in specific areas such as racial awareness , drug

and alcohol abuse education , communications , overseas diplo-

macy , planning and problem solving, etc. Some of these

specific activities are required by the governing instructions; H

however , no instruction requires that particular activities

be conducted specifically during the scheduled HRAV period.

The scheduled HRAV period is generally used by the

command to begin to effect improvement in those areas identi-

fled by the information acquisition and p lanning activities

done prior to the scheduled period. For example , one of the

results of the HRAV might be the completion of an action plan

with which the command can address and solve its now

specifically identified areas of potential improvement.

On completion of the HRAV , frequent contact between the

HRMC/D and the command ceases. Presumably the command now

has the capability to continue its program of planned

improvement without benefit of further HRMC/D involvement.
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If further HRMC/D assistance is required , it can be made

available to the unit commanding officer consistent with his

desires and the ava ilability of HRMC/D assets.

From the foregoing description of the HRAV process , the

basic structure of the HRMSS can be visualized as consisting

of the three components shown in Figure 3 below .

HRMSS BASIC STRUCTURE

C~~~I ?-1~4T~~

* Q ~~
Figure 3

As the diagrams shows , each node is related to and Is affected

by each of the others. The HRM spec ialist must have something

to offer , and he must be able to offer it in whatever situa-

tion he finds prevailing within the organization to which he

is assigned. What the HRM specialist does is determined to 
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a degree by the existing organizational climate of the

comman d , and this, in turn affects the HRAV process used in

that command.

The HRM specialist uses the HRAV process to affect the

organizational climate in the command receiving the services

such that ultimate organizational improvement results. The

balance of this chapter examines each of the components in

some detail , and it provides a brief description of the

relationship between the HRMSS and the Navy command structure.

B. ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMA TE

Organizational climate is a term used to describe ,

simply, the entire set of essentially social conditions

existing within an organizat ion - in this case , a Navy

command. It is a term which defies definition , though many

researchers have attempted to provide a def init ion. For

example , In Ref. 5, Bennis states , “I mean by ‘climate ’ a set

of values or attitudes which affect the way people relate to

each other such as ‘openn ess ’ , authority patterns , social

relationships , etc. ” Reference 6 indicates other researchers ’

attempts to define organizational climate. Argyris equates

organizational climate with organizational culture , the set

of beliefs , values , and norms that constitute blueprints for

behavior. Halpin and Croft use the metaphor of personality

in their study of the organizational climate of schools.

Halp in ’s definition of organizational climate is based on

the following description of his findings :
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“Anyone who visits more than a few schools notes
quickly how schools differ from each other in their
‘feel. ’ In one school the teachers and the principal
are zestful and exude confidence in what they are
doing. They find pleasure in working with each other;
this pleasure is transmitted to the students , who are
thus given a fighting chance to discover that school
can be a happy experience. In a second school the
brooding discontent of the teachers is palpa b le; the
principal tries to hide his incompetence and his lack
of a sense of direction behind a cloak of authorit y ,
and yet he wears this cloak poorly because the attitude
he displays to others vacillates randomly between the
obsequious and the officious. And the ps ychological
sickness of such a faculty spills over on the students ,
who in their frustration , feed back to the teachers a
mood of despair. A third school is marked by neither
joy nor despair , but by hollow ritual. Here one gets
the feeling of watching an elaborate charade in which
teachers , principal , and students alike are acting
out parts. The actin g is smooth , even glib , but it
appears to have little meaning for the participants;
in a strange way , the show doesn ’t seem to be ‘for
real. ’ And so , too , as one moves to other schools ,
one finds that each appears to have a ‘personality ’
of its own. It is this personality that we describe
here as the ‘Organizational Climate ’ of the school.
Analogously, personality is to the individual what
Organizational Climate Is to the organization. ”

Evan offers the definition that , “Organizational Climate is

a mul tidimensional perception of the essential attributes or

character of an or ga nizat iona l  system. ”
Final ly , in Ref . 7, Bowers ci tes Likert ’ s concept of

organiza tional climate:

“There is in the concept of the organization
the notion of a fl ow of events , from causal
conditions through intervening processes to end
results. An adequate understanding of the organiza-
tions ’s systemic nature requires that we understand
this flow for any separate group and for all groups
as they exist in a constellation making up the whole.
If groups in an organization were not interconnected ,
we could simply sum up their separate properties and
have an understanding of the whole. In fact, however ,
end results from some groups form causal inputs for
other groups ; thus the flow of events is from group
to group, as well as within any one.
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For the single group, two basic types of causal
characteristics are given preeminent status In
Likert’ s thinking: managerial behavior and those
organ izational conditions which reflect the basic
structure of expectations , roles , policies , and
practices of the organization as they rela te to a
part icular group. These conditions are described in
terms of the extent to which there is a structure of
groups with overlapping membersh ip, the extent to
which information flows easily and accurately in all
directions , the degree to which there is coordina-
tion among separate operations and units , the degree
to which there is a participative decision -making
struc ture , and the extent to which motivational
forces genera ted within the system are positive and
mu tually re i nforcin g, as op posed to negative and
conflicting.

More recently the term ‘organizational climate ’
has been applied to this array of condit ions which
affect the basic life of the group and which flow
to the group ’s mi l ieu from the ou tpu t of other
groups , particularly those above It in the hierarchy .”

Imp licit in all these def init ion .Is.the idea of the

feeling one gets when participa ting in or observing an

organization. The word “feel ing ” poses yet another defini-

tional problem since wha t one feels is largely the result of

his application of his own prior experiences and conclusions

to the current situation in which he finds himself.

Similarly, there is the definitional distin ction between

“thinking ” and “feeling ” to be reckoned wi th. That is. , is
thought based on feeling, or is the reverse true? Though

answers to such questions have been proposed , there does not

appear to be much agreement about one answer whi ch is

app licable in all situat ions. Similarly, there does not seem

to be much agreement on one general de finition of organlza-

tional climate.
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With the respect to Navy commands , each can be viewed

as an organizational entity , and each , therefore, has its

own organizational climate. The passages from Halpin ’ s and

Likert’ s work cited above come closest to the author ’ s

experience as an HRM specialist. One could work In ships of

the same class and at the same location which were alike in

every major respect except for their assigned personnel , and

one would find different situations in each case. The same

was true for aviation squadrons within the same administrative

organization such as an aviation wing, and at the same

location.

At a somewhat lower level , and also within the author ’s

experience as Engineering Officer in one ship, this same

phenomenon was observable. Of two identical sets of bo iler

room and engine room combinations , one seemed always to perform

magnificently; whereas , the other always seemed to be plagued

by unforeseen problems . Again , the only thing different about

these two sets of engine spaces was the assigned personnel.

As a third example , In the same ship the author observed

that two heads of department did not get along particularly

well with one another. Though their arguments were never

conducted in the presence of enlisted crew members, one could

readily see a distinct lack of cooperation among lower level

personnel in each department where their work caused them to

in terface.



From these experiences , and extrapolat ing from the

representative definitions cited above, it is hypothesized

(wi thout proof) that organizational climate is a function of

the attitudes and personalities of the personnel assigned to

a particular unit. It is further hypothesized (without

proof) that senior personnel can then more readily determine

what the climate of the organization of which they are a part

will be by virtue of their positional authority and their

correspondin g ability to inf luence those who occupy lower

hierarchial positions.

Though organizational climate cannot be specifically

defined , its effects can be observed in the way a command or

its subdivisions performs its mission and tasks respectively.

Furthermore , Its effect can be determined in the way personnel

talk during an interview or answer certain questions in a . 

-

written survey.

It is this rather nebulous factor which the HRM

specialist attempts to affect by using the HRAV process. His

assessment of the initial organizational climate in the

command to which he is assigned is one of the main factors

in the success or failure of HRMSS application to a Navy

command.

C. THE HRAV PROCESS

The generalized steps of the HRAV process , by which

HRMSS concepts are introduced into an operational Navy unit ,

were outlined in section A of this chapter , and they need
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not be repeated here. Suffice to say that each of the steps

is important to the success of the entire effort , and they

must be accomplished sequenti ally in a building process of

which the scheduled HRAV period is the final result.

In one respect , the init ial contact between the HRMC/D

and the commandi ng officer of the unit scheduled for an HRAV

is perhaps the most important part of the sequence. As

indicated above , the en tire concept of the HRMSS is based on

assistance to a commanding office r; that is , HRMC/D personnel

come onboard his command to help him. Generally, the initial

contact is made by one of three personnel from the HRMC/D -

the commandin g officer or officer in charge of the HRMC or

HRMD respectively, the team leader of the Human Resource

Management Support Team (HRMST) assi gned to prov ide service

to the command scheduled for the HRAV , and the leading HRM

specialist who will have pr imary responsibility for conducting

the HRAV for tha t command.

A t this meeting, which occurs approximately four to six

weeks prior to the scheduled HRAV period , the concep ts and

requirements of the HRMSS are explained to the unit commanding

officer. In addition , he is apprised of the specific services

wh ich the HRMC/D is prepared to provide. Sometimes , the HRM

specialist ’s ga thering of pertinent information concerning .

the uni t’ s organizat ional climate is begun at this point by

asking leading questions of the commanding officer such as ,

_ _ _



“What do you think about the command , In general?” , or , “If

you could change anything in the command , what would you

change?”

Most importantly, it is at this first “face-to-face ”

meeting that the beginning of rapport between the HRMC/D and

the command scheduled for the HRAV is established. Every

attempt is made to assure the command ing officer that the

HRMC/D role is that of assistance only - assistance as

opposed to inspection. Similarly, every effort is made to

persuade him that any improvement program that results will

be generated within the command by command personnel , and it

will be under the complete control of the commanding officer.

The commanding officer ’s behavior and displayed attitude

during the initial meeting can range from complete skepticism

to genuine enthusiasm. For him , it is completely a “free

play ” situation. If he evidences enthusiasm , subsequent

activities will generall y be easier for the HRM specialist

to perform . If skept ica l , the challenge is to the HRM

specialist(s) to enable him to see the possible benefit to

his command of par ticipation In the HRAV and its associated

activities. Here , it must be remembered that there is no

formal requirement for the command to do anything at all

during the scheduled HRAV period.

Assum ing that the initial contact is successfully

accomplished , as evidenced by the commanding officer ’ s

willingness to proceed even though he may not yet fully
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under stand the HRMSS , its concepts , or its possible

imp l ications for his command , the next several steps of the

process are primarily concerned with administration of t~e

Human Resource Management Survey to personnel in the command.

L i ke the ini tial contact , this phase of the process Is

Important in its own right as well as its being necessary to

the success of the entire effort.

The survey is a document of two separate and distinct

forms . One is used to assess the perceptions of operational

units afloat and ashore and is geared primarily to military

personnel. The other Is used to assess the perceptions of

shore based support facility personnel and is geared primarily

to civilian personnel . The two documents contain different

numbers of questions , and some of the quest ions contained in

the two forms are of slightly different types. However, the

purpose of both documents is essentially the same, each

seeking to assess aggregate perception of the organization by

its assigned personnel. The following discussion relates to

the form used in operational units , but the y apply as wel l  to

the other form . Where the two forms differ , the differences

are not conceptual. They are , rather ,. in the numbers and

types of questions asked only.

The HRM Survey is a document consisting of a core of 88

questions of the form , “To was extent is this command

interested in the welfare a,1i morale of assigned personnel?”

Respondents answer each quest ion by choos ing one from among

the five possible answers ind icated below.
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1. To a Very Little Extent

2. To a Little Extent

3. To Some Extent

4. To a Great Extent

5. To a Very Great Extent

In addition to the 88 core questions , the option is

available to the commanding officer to add up to 30 additional

questions of his own and to tailor them specificall y to his

command. The additional questions , if used, are written in

the same format as the core ques tions , and their results are

included in the compu ter print of survey results. The core

questions constitute an adaptation of Likert ’s “Survey of

Organizations ” [Ref. 8] tailored to U.S . Navy applicat ion.

The arrangements for administra tion of the survey are

usually made by the command ’ s Executive Officer and the

leading HRM specialis t assigned to the command. The crew is

divided into coded groupings that correspond as closely as

possible to the normal work groups to which the command’ s

personnel are assigned. Through this coding and the computer

program with which the survey is processed , areas which might

be of interest to the commanding officer can be localized to

the group or groups who express concern in those areas by

their aggregated answers to survey questions. Similarly, the

crew Is divided Into other demographic groupings such as age ,

educational backgrou~~ , time in the command , time in the Navy ,

paygrade , marital status, rac 4 al and ethnic background , etc.
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This is done for the same purpose of being able to localize

poss ible areas of concern to those groups who express the

concern. By such groupings , the unit’ s commanding officer

is afforded a wide choice of data that he can obtain by

judicious choice of computer prints based on these groupings

or combinations of these groupings . Th is capability ensures

tha t the data he receives will be specifically oriented to

his command and will be of a quantity necessary to provide

onl y mean ingful or potentiall y useful information.

After these arrangements are completed , the survey is

admin istered to as many of the command ’ s assigned personnel

as poss ible consistent with time and other resource constrain ts

such as space requirements and availability of personnel on

leave or otherwise enga ged. The purpose of what they are

doing is explained to them either by senior personnel in the

command (i.e., commanding officer , executive officer , or

other designated representative of the commanding officer)

or by the HRM specialist administerin g the survey . Here ,

again , an opportunity exists for the HRM specialist to gather

some information about the existent organizational climate.

If senior command personnel administer the survey , what

remarks do they make specifically, and how are they delivered

(for exam pl e, are the remarks made enthusiastically or with

sarcasm)? Alternatively, -If the HRM specialist does the

explanation (with prior permission of the commanding officer),

has he been restricted with respect to what he may explain
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concerning the pur pose of the survey? Another indication of

the existin g organizational climate are the questions and/or

the “as i de ” comments genera ted by crew members throughout the

survey administration process.

One important aspect of administration of the survey is

that the answer s made to survey questions by individual

respondents are held in the strictest of conf idence. Nowhere

is the respondent asked to indicate his name or other

identifying information such as his Social Security Account

Number. Also , a protective feature exists in the computer

processin g program that deletes the printing of responses for

any subgroup in which there are less than three respondents.

Th is groups answers would be aggregated elsewhere with those

of larger groupings (such as the entire command group), but

they would not be shown as an identifiable group by themselves.

This feature applies to the groupings that correspond to the

normal work groups as well as to other demographic groupings

for which information might be desired. This “confiden-

tiality ” of individual responses is a design feature of the

HRMSS used to elicit honesty in the answers prov ided by

individuals in completing the survey . The assumption behind

the need for honesty in the responses is that if the survey

answers are no t honest , they can cause the results of the

survey to be erroneous , and any subsequen t action taken might

be misplaced; thus wasting the time and effort of all

concerned at best , or causing longer term deleterious effects

w ithin the command at worst.
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Once the survey administration is completed , the answer

forms are returned to the HRMC/D for processing by computer.

This results in a printed document which shows the aggregated

responses for all the survey questions (individually) averaged

for all personnel in the command who answered the ques tions.

S imilarl y, the aggregated answers are provided automatically

by paygrade and racial/ethnic groupings. Other printouts are

also ava ilable for other demographic groupings or combinations

of groupings as desired by the commanding officer.

In the printou t, the 88 core questions are arranged in

twelve dimensions , some of which are further divided into

more specific indexes. These are as follows:

1. Command Climate

a. Communication Flow
b. Decision Making
c. Mot i vat ion
d. Human Resource Emphasis
e. Lower Level Influence

2. Supervisory Leadership

a. Suppor t
b. Teamwork
c. Goal Emphasis
d. Work Facili tation

3. Peer Leadership

a. Support
b. Teamwork

c. Work Factlit ation
d. Problem Solvtng
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4. Work Group Processes

a. Work Group Coordination
b. Work Group Readiness
c. Work Group Discipline

5. Satisfaction
6. Integration of Men and Mission
7. Training
8. General
9. Equal Opportunity

1 0. Drug Abuse
11. Alcoholism Prevention
12. Community Interrelationships

If one refers to the representative definitions provided

for organizational clima te In section B of this chapter , i t

will be apparent that all of the headings for survey ques tion

groupings except the last four are concerned with some

observable aspect of organizational climate. Right , wrong,

or indifferent (assuming honesty in the responses) the

responses show , on the average, how various aspects of the

command are perceived by the personnel in that command at

the time that they completed the survey. For example , the

survey might indicate a rather negative perception among

non-rated personnel as a group that the command is interested

In the welfare and morale of its assigned personnel . Whether

or not the negative perception is correct , that is how the

non-rated personnel saw it at the t ime they completed the

survey . Alternativel y, the same quest ion asked of Chief

Petty Officers or officer level personnel might elicit a

more positive group response. This might Indicate their
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relative closeness to where decisions are made in the

command , their access to greater amounts of information than

is normally available to non-rated personnel , or it could

indica te that these levels , being more or less respons ible

for day to day welfare and morale , th i nk they are do i ng an

adequa te job -in this area.

The example cited in the last paragraph is indicative

of the type of analysis done with the survey printout by the

ass igned HRM specialist. Given his training, his overall

Navy experience , his knowledge of the- HRMSS and its concepts ,

and h is knowledge of the survey , the anal ysis he performs

w ill provide information to him concerning possible areas of

concern to the command ing officer of the unit to whose

personnel the survey was administered. The HRM special ist

hignl ights his findings and then prepares to feed back the

information he has gleaned to the unit commanding o f f icer .

In some cases , while the HRM specialist is conduc ting his

analysis , an extra copy of the printout document is prov ided

to the commanding officer prior to any information be ing fed

back to him by the HRM specialist. This gives the commandin g

officer an opportunity to review the data independent of HRM

specialist input and to draw his own conclusions based on

what he knows about his unit. If he is reasonably well

prepared beforehand with format and rationale information for

the data contained -In the survey printout document, his own

analysis might be more effective than analysis done by the
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HRM specialis t. In any event he can at least become familiar

with the data whi le  it is being analyzed.

At some mutually agreeable time the HRM specialist

presents a report of his findings as well as any outstanding

copies of the survey resul ts to the commanding officer. From

the author ’s exper i ence , this meeting is the second critical

point in the process. Again , th i s is a “free pla y ” situation

for the commanding officer. He ma y agree or disagree with

the analysis done by the FIRM specialist. He may be surprised

and/or displeased at the answers given to some of the ques-

tions by the crew or groups thereof: On the other hand , the

survey resul ts might only verify what he has already known

implici t ly , and this too may occasion his pleasure or

displ easure.

Assuming honesty of purpose on the part of the HRM

spec i al is t , he mus t be extremely careful in his dealings with

the commanding officer at this meetin g. The FIRM special ist

is generall y si gnificantly junior in rank to the commanding

officer with whom he is dealing. The FIRM specialist may or

may no t have had prior command experience of his own . If he

has not , and if the commanding officer is skept ical of the

analysis results , it is possible for the HRM specialist to

expect an attack on his credibili ty of the form , “W hat

experience have you had which leads you to this particular

conclusion?” In such a si tuation , the HRM spec iali st is

completely on his own , and he must be able to parry such.
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attacks , maintain his credibility , and maintain an amicable

relationship with the commanding officer. At the other

extreme , the analysis might have indicated a generally

pos iti ve reac ti on amon~g command personnel to some survey

question. In this case , the commanding officer might not

evidence too much interest if he is focusing only on the

“problem ” areas. Here , too, the HRM specialist must exercise

care and encourage the commanding officer to exar iiine why the

response is positive. Such an analysis might provide the

basis for improvement actions in other areas.

4 In the author ’s experience , the feedback of survey

results to the commanding officer was usuall y the point in

the sequence where that individual really began to think

seriously about the HRMSS, its concepts , and its implications

for him and his command. If the feedback of information was

su ccessfu l , cooperat ion and greater enthusiasm for partici-

pating in subsequent activit ies was usually assured. If not ,

participation by the command in the HRAV was largely mechanical

with little interest among the participants in the proceedings .

The next step after feedback of the survey Information

is the planning of specific activities to be conducted during

the scheduled HRAV period. As with feedback of survey

i nforma ti on , the role of the HRM specialist as an assistant

to the commanding officer Is. crucial. At this point it would

be reasonable to expect the commanding officer to realize

that whatever activities are performed are at h- Is behest. It

would also be reasonable to expect him to be able to specify
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those act ivities which should be conducted to effect improve-

ment in areas of concern to him.

In the author ’s experience, these expectations were

seldom realized . A commanding officer is an extremely busy

person who must organize his concerns in some sort of priorit y

of their importance to the command. The HRAV simply might

not have the highest priority. Another possible reason is

that he is somewhat overwhelmed by the amount of survey

information he has received and has not had adequate time to

digest all of it before he is expected to decide on specific

activities aimed at improvement. A third possibility is that

he may not know what to do to improve a particular aspect of

his command , even though he desires to see improvement.

In any event , if the commanding officer Is unable or

unwilling to specify how the time available during the

scheduled HRAV is to be spent , it is incumbent upon the HRM

specialist , In his role of assistant to the commanding

officer , to be prepared to offer a planned program of

activities. In doing so , the HRM specialist must account for

the requirements of the HRMSS as well as the perceived needs

of the commanding officer for whom he is providing the

service. Additiona lly, It is his responsibilit y to transfer

such skills to members of the crew as are necessary for the

command to continue its program of planned improvement

independent of HRMC/D involvement. Finally, and realistically,

the HRM specialist must be aware that though the scheduled
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HRAV period is designed so that the command is free of other

operational comm i tments no such restriction is placed on the

periods immediately prior to or subseq uent to the HRAV perio d.

In the author ’ s experience , more often than not the unit

scheduled for the HRAV was also scheduled for other major

evolutions in the periods just before or just after the HRAV ,

and these evolutions required their own just portions of time

from command pers~ nne 1 in preparation.

By whatever method is used for the planning, it is

accomplished , and the final step of the FIRM process is the

conduct of the planned activities during the scheduled HRAV

period. Such activities are generally of three forms :

1. The gathering of specific amplifying information

about areas of concern generated by the survey through

interview or observat ion of ind iv iduals  or smal l  g roups.

2. Training activities in the form of seminars or

workshops for designated groups of command personnel.

3. Specialized consultive service to particular

Individuals and groups with spec ific functions such as the

Human Relations Council , Equal Opportunity Program Specialist

(if assigned), and other personnel connected with HRMSS

related activities or functions within the command.

Of the training activit ies , there are the “canne d ”

programs already ment ioned , or specific training acti vities

may be designed by the FIRM specialist or by command personnel

to fit a particular situation. The leading HRM spec ialist
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usually has at his disposal several other FIRM specialists

with particular training and expertise in the various sub-

programs of the HRMSS. As a group, these personnel constitute

a Human Resource Management Support Team (HRMST). The team ’s

responsibility Is to help implement the commanding officer ’s

program of improvement by transferring, through training,

necessary skills to command personnel such that the improve-

ment program will be sustained after the HRAV is completed.

In conducting these activities , the FIRM specialists must

exercise care that they say or do nothing which undermines

the commanding officer ’s authority or prerogatives. They

must say or do nothing without his knowledge and/or consent.

When unanticipated anomalies occur during the HRAV act ivi ties ,

it is incumbent upon the FIRM specialists to keep the

commanding officer informad . In short , the HRM specialists

must not knowingly, under any circumstances , create expecta-

tions among subordinate personnel that conditions in the

command are going to change at all. This prerogative belongs

to the commanding officer alone and not to the HRM specialist ,

the HRMC/D , nor the HRMSS. Realistically, it happens

occasionally that the very presence of HRMC/D personnel In

a command creates expectations among crew members that things

are going to change , even though the specialists themselves

do nothing to foster this Impression. If such Is the case , it

is incumbent upon the HRM specialists to recognize what is

happening and take appropriate steps to rectify the situation ,

always keeping the commanding officer informed.
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Th.e final contact between the HRMC/D and the command

scheduled for the HRAV is usually a meeting between the

leading FIRM specia list and the commanding officer. This

meeting is generally concerned with the HRM specialist

summarizing what has occurred and what results can be

expected. Also , the commanding officer is usuall y offered

the availability of follow —on assistance as desired and as

consistent with the availability of HRMC/D assets.

The HRAV process , briefly descr ibed here , will vary in

detail with application to each command in which it occurs ,

but the sequence is generally the same for all applications.

The variation in detail is dependent on the organizational

climate that exists in the command and on the individua l

style of operating used by the HRM specialist(s) providing

the service. The description belies the complexity of the

actual operation . The FIRM specialist deals witn people as

individuals and In groups. He must be able to correctly

interpret each situation as he finds it and have the ability

to respond appropria tely such that the command In which he

is working derives the greatest benefit. If, through

misinterpretation or misguided action he makes a mistake or

a faulty judgement , the recovery of lost credibility Is

diff icult at best , and it may be impossible to recover at all.
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D. THE HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST

As was the case with Organizational Climate , the term

“HRM specialist” defies definition that is generally app li-

cable in every situation. However , as in the case for

Organizational Climate , external characteristics of personnel

assigned to duties i n  HRM specialist billets can be observe d.

In an article appearing in the periodic “Officer Personnel

Newsletter ” promulgated by the Bureau of Naval Personnel in

the Spring, 1976 issue [Ref. 91 several criteria for selection

of officer personnel to duty assignments as FIRM specialist s

were listed.

“This (selection)* criteria is applicable to
lieutenants and above , and CWO2 through CWO4 .
Ensigns are not eligible for the program . LTJG’ s ,
either unrestricted line or LDO , who have exhibited
high quality performance and who are in the next
promotion zone may be assigned .”

Significant in this statement is the restriction of selection

for HRM specialist duties to relatively senior and experienced

personnel. The article then goes on to provide more specific

c’~~teria for selection of personnel in each grade from

Lieutenant through Commander. At each level the words ,

“be a high quality performer ” or some variation of these

words appears. Also at the LCDR and CDR levels , the require-

ment ex is ts  that the selectees have had a prior tour of duty

in command or have passed selection for command duty. For

women in these grades , the criteria for selection to FIRM

*Parentheses mine
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spec ia l is t  assignment are comparable.  Simi lar  requirements

for selection of enlisted personnel to HRM specialist

assignment also exist. They must be in paygrade E5 or above ,

and they must have demonstrated outstanding performance in

their previous work in thei r ratings. It is seen , therefore,

that only high quality and experienced Navy personnel are

considered for duty as FIRM specialists.

Again , from Ref. 9,

“Personnel selected to fill billets in the FIRM
Support System are normally ordered to their new
assignment via the Human Resource Management School,
Memphis , Tennessee. The curriculum is 12 weeks in
duration and includes Intensive training in the area
of Human Resource Mana gemen t. Personnel assigned to
selected billets in drug and alchohol programs are ,
in some cases, exceptions to this policy and receive
specialized training from other sources. Addi-
tionally, Equal Opportunity Program Spec lalists /
Assistants receive training at the Defense Race
Relations Institute , Patrick Air Force Base , FL.
Personnel who are Human Resource Management School
gradua tes are e l ig ib le  to become proven Human
Resource Management subspec la l i s t s . ”
Reference 4 outlines the type of training received by

prospective HRM specialists.

“This training provides personnel assigned to
HRM C/D’ s and HRM System billets at major staffs and
commands with the knowledge and skills required to
assist command throughout the HRM Cycle process.
This training includes FIRM Program concepts and
issues , leadership and management ski lls , survey
diagnosis and feedback techniques , and consulting
and training skills. Emphasis is placed on skills
needed to assist commands in their implementation
of the Navy HRM programs through action in leader-
ship and management , overseas diplomacy , Equal
Opportunity/Race Relations , drug and alcohol abuse ,
and other areas identified by command. ”
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Though the foregoin g excerpts and comments generally

describe how personnel are selected and trained for duty as

HRM specialists , they say nothing about the individual

characteristics of the personnel so selected and so traine d .

One former commanding officer of an HRMC put it this way .

“Consultancy is not a well known or well
understood Navy duty . It is not precisely tra ining
and It is not precisel y expert advisor. It requires
a calm , even-tempered personality; higher than
average analyt ica l  abi l i ty ; mastery of a large bod y
of specific information; and above all , the finest
appreciation for the Navy operational organizations
and relationships among different levels within the
command s t ructure.  The consu l tants  work wi th  the
leadership in commands to assist the leaders in
developing their own improved management techniques ,
communications skills , problem solving ability ,
and understanding of broad Navy programs. The
consultant is not inspector , not instructor , and
not expert. He is a bit of each but mostly he is
an interested , enthusiastic , articulate , and trusted
aide to officers , CPO ’s , and P0’s within a command.
He ’s a bright guy (or gal) with some special skills
who wants to help in any way the command sees as
appropriate. ” [Ref. 10]

E. HRMSS I N T E R F A C E  W I T H  THE N A V Y  COMMAND S Y S T E M

With respect to Figure 3, the preceding three sections

of this chapter have attempted to describe the three major

components of the HRMSS basic structure - organ i zational

climate , the HRAV process , and the HRM specialist. All three

components must interact , and each Is affected by the others.

All must work in concert if the objectives of the HRMSS are
H to be realized. The description provided , however , applies

to the micro — level; that is , It applies to the individual

command. The HRMSS is designed for app l i ca t ion  throughout

52 

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



‘
~~~~~~~~~ --.--- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

-

the entire Navy, and it is designed to be of benefit to the

ent i re Navy. How then is al l  the e f for t  app l ied  in ind iv idual

units tied together such that the Navy as a whole can be

shown as receiving benefit?

Reference 4 again provides guidance in ‘~nswering this

question.

“Accountability for command performance in
support of HRM will occur in three ways :

1. Commanders and commanding officers will
periodically review , assess , and revise their
Command Action Plan (CAP) and their Equal Oppor-
tunity Affirmative Action Plan (AAP) as directed...
This internal command assessment insures that
unit action meets the needs and priorities of
the unit while supporting improved Human Resource
Management;

2. Immediate superiors in command will
assess subordinate performance in support of the
Navy HRM system as part of their normal command
inspection and evaluation functions;

3. The Navy Inspector General will
pe r i od i ca l ly conduct formal eva lua t ions  in
accordance w ith . .. Enclosure (6 )  (to Ref. 4) *
provides those commands whose type commanders
and/or Immediate superiors in command (ISIC)
have not promulgated assessment procedures with
an FIRM System se l f - assessmen t  guide , and prov ides
the basis for development of formal evaluation
c r i ter ia . ”

Elsewhere In the Instruction , specific responsibilities

are outlined for major second and third echelon commanders

in order to exercise control over the application of the

HRMSS. For examp le , the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)

*
Parentheses mine
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provides overall policy coordination , planning, development ,

and moni tor ing of the ent i re rIRMSS. The Chief  of Naval

Education and Training (CNET) is directed to sponsor ,

coordinate training policy, and provide plannin g guidance

for FIRM training support. Fleet commanders in chief are

responsible for imp lementing, support ing, and maint ai ning the

HR M program elements in all commands under their cogn izance .

Simi la r respons ib i l i t i es  are de ta i l ed  for other appropr ia te

senior management personnel .

Final ly at the base of the ent i re  system ,

“Al l  commanders and commanding o f f i ce rs  shal l
de ve lop ,  im plement , mon i tor ,  and eva luate a Command
Act ion  P lan (CAP) upon comple t ion  of a Human Resource
Ava i lab i l i t y  (HRAV) .  Wi th in  the CAP are addressed
problem areas~ issues , and goals in human resource
management , drug abuse control , and alcoholism
prevent ion as wel l as other issues  deve loped w i th in
the command. In accordance w i t h . . . ,  f orward
deployed units an d ove rseas  shore a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l
also address problem areas and issues regarding
overseas diplomacy in their CAP. HRMC/ D’s will
provide a s s i s t a n c e  as cons is tent  w i th  their
miss ions  an d as ident i f ied  by a command , but each
command and commanding o f f i ce r is respons ib le  and
acco untable for the content ,  qual i ty , and
accompl ishment of the CAP. ” [Ref. 4]

S imi la r ly,

“A ll commanders and command ing o f f i c e r s  w i l l
a lso deve lop ,  implement , monitor , and evaluate an
Affirmative Action Plan (AAP). AAP’ s will consist
of initiatives developed by the command to insure
equal opportun ity , to take action to counter racism ,
and to promote understanding and accep tance  of
cu ltural express ion  In the Navy . Ass i s t ance  in
deve loping AAP ’ s Is a v a i l a b l e  through the Navy
Equa l Oppor tun i t y/ Race Re la t ions  Program and

$ human resource management centers and detachments .
AAP ’s may be incorporated as a d is t inc t  sec t ion  of
the CAP. ” [Ref. 43
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Though the foregoing description is brief , one gets the

impression of an entire and complete management system.

Assuming that each command at the base of the system meets the

minimum requirements and that the specific responsibilities

of upper echelon leaders a re dischar ged , then , ideal ly,  the

entire Navy should derive benefit from the HRMSS and be

improved thereby. Unfortunately, in the author ’s opinion ,

the guidance of Ref. 4 is no speci fic enough to determine

just what benefit is to be received. Also unfortun ately, any

ampli fy ing instr uctions that have been promu lgated by subor-

dinate echelons and which detail the benefit to be received

and how it is to be measured were not available to the author.

F. SUMMARY

This chapter has been included to provide background

information for what follows to the uninformed reader

concerning the basic structure of the HRMSS. The descriptions

provided are based solely on the author ’ s experience as an

HRM specialist and various official documents or other

publ ished li terature.

The HRMSS Is essen t ia l l y  compr ised of three maj or

components which are organizational climate , the HRAV process ,

and the FIRM specialist. Each component must interact with

the othe rs, an d each Is a f fec ted  by the others.  The ent ire

system is t ied together in a h ierarch ica l  management structure

wi th  speci f ic respons ib i l i t i es  de ta i led  for each level .
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Presumably, the Navy at large realizes some ben efit

from the application of the HRMSS. However , just what the

benef it is and how it is measured (or how it should be

measured) are unclear. The next several chapters describe

the author ’s attempt to provide a way to assess the impact

of the HRAV in the units that par t ic ipate.
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III. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

A. OVERVIEW - HRMSS EVALUATI ON REQ UIREMENTS

As indicated in the Introduction , the marginal cost of

providing HRMSS services to one command via the HRAV process

is relatively high in terms of dollar value when one considers

alternative uses for funding. By way of comparison , however ,

the total annual cost of operating the entire HRMSS is

relatively insignificant with respect to the total annual

personnel -related costs of the Department of the Navy.

[Ref. 11] For examp le , if the $12 ,000.00 un it cost  f igure

(without cons idera t ion  of add i t iona l  re la ted man hour c o s t s )

c i te d In the Introduction is assumed to be reasonably accurate ,

a nd If a typical HRMC is assumed to be capable of providing

HRAV ’ s for 120 units annua l ly ,  then the tota l  annual cost of

operat ing an HRMC Is approx imate ly  $1 ,500 ,000.00. Given that

there are five HRMC’ s in the system , the total annual opera-

ting costs for providing FIRM services to operational units

equal approximately $7,500 ,000.00.

References .3 and 12 Indicate that the current annual

HRMC operating costs are approximately $2,000,000.00 each ,

that total annual HRMC operating costs are approximately

$10 ,000,000.00, and that the HRMC is capable of providing

HRAV services to approximately 170 fleet and shore units ‘

annually.
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Th e f i sca l  1977 defe nse bud get of approx imate ly  112

billion dollars depicts the Navy ’ s port ion as roughly one

third of the total or $38,685,000,000.00. Of this amount ,

appro x imately $12 ,000 ,000 ,000.00 a re di rect  or indirect

personnel cos t s .  C omparing the tota l  annual operat ing cos t s

of the HRMC ’ s to the total annual Navy personnel costs , one

sees that the annual operatin g cost of the HRMC’ s is only

rough ly 1/ 1000 of the total  personnel  costs.

This seems a smal l  pr ice to pay in order to meet the

objectives of the HRMSS. Furthermore , it seems to be a

worthwhile expenditure if the HRMSS objectives are being

met. Even though annual operating costs for the HRMC ’s are

small , they do cons t i tu te  monies which could be applied to

other uses such as operation and maintenance. The crucial

question then is that of whether or not the HRMSS objectives

are being met , such that even so small an expenditure is

justified . The following example illustrates the magnitude

of the problem one encounters in attempting to answer this

quest ion.

Pa ragraph f i ve  of OPNAVINST 530 00 .6B [Ref. 4] l i s t s  the

ele ven obj ec t i ves  of the HRMSS. The f i rs t  ob jec t i ve

appear ing in t he l is t  is , “ Impro ved unit readiness and

operational capability .” Taken as given without analysis ,

this objective is at least recognizable as worthy of the

ef for ts  of all Na vy men and women. Examined in more deta i l ,
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however , exactly what constitutes improved unit readiness

and operational capability is unclear. Improved unit

readiness suggests some existing level of readiness which is

considered somehow inadequate by some standard. Alterna-

t i ve ly ,  it may mean improvement of the level of readiness

currentl y extant in Navy units to some higher level. A third

Interpretation is that there is some range of measure for

unit readiness which is bound by some defined minimum level

above which all units ’ levels of readiness should be raised.

The questions raised by the term “improved unit

readiness ” can also be asked in a definit ional sense. For

example , “Readiness for what?” The obvious answer is ,

“Readiness for mission accomplishment. ” However, what of

those units with multiple mission requirements? Which

mission has priority? How much of the unit’ s effort should

be spent fulfilling its primary mission , and how much effort

should be spent fulfilling secondary or tertiary missions?

Similarly, the word “improvement” raises a corresponding

set of questions. Improvement in what specific areas? How

much improvement is required? How Is improvement ~o be

measured?

Such are some o f the quest ions ra ised by the term

“improved unit read iness . ” The other half of this part icul ar

objec t i ve .  “improved operat ional  capab i l i t y , ” also raises

simi lar  quest ions.  It should be remembered that this is but

one of eleven objectives i den t i f ied  for the HRMSS.
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In the author ’s experience as an HRM special ist working

wi th  Navy units , most of the commanding o f f i ce rs  encountered

eviden ced rather thorough knowledge of the HRMSS concepts

and obj ec t ives as out l ined in OPNAVINST 5300 .6B.  However ,

in most cases these ind iv idua ls  a lso  wanted to know what they

had to do specifically to imp iement their programs of planned

improvement. Just a~~often , the HRM specialist was placed

in a position where there was no ready answer to such a

question. He was thus forced to fall -back position where he

wou ld have to ask the commanding officer some variation of

the question , “What do you want to do? ” If the commanding

officer could not answer this question , the FIRM spec iali st

could , and often did , offer several al ternatives generally

confined to the framework of the HRAV process. These

al ternatives were generally concerned with the gathering of

information more specific than the survey could produce or

conducting various workshops and training sessions. If the

r commanding officer agreed to what was offered , the ac ti vities

were duly cond ucted.

Unfortunately,  ha ving no s p e c i f i c a l l y  def ined and

measureab le cr i ter ia  to gu ide him , the FIRM specialis t was

at a loss to ascer ta in  what s pec i f i c  results were to be

achieved , from a practical poin t of view , by the unit’ s

participa tion in the activities. Therefore, though the

ac t i v i t i es  could be co nducted mechan ica l l y  we l l  by v ir tue of

the HRM specialist ’ s knowledge and experience , the results
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were more often than not in doubt. The HRM specialist could

report to the commandin g officer that certain activities had

taken p lace. He could also provide his observations of any

results achieved , such observations being based solely on

the biases of the individual HRM spec ialist doing the

report ing. He could also speculate that given the particular

training impa rted to the crew and continued command support

some improvement would probably be realized at some time in

the f uture. He was not , howe v e r , able to spec ify just  what

improvement would be man i fes ted  o r how much time would be

required. F inal ly ,  notwi thstanding that OPNAV INST 5300.6B

ind icates that all units shall receive follow-on assistance

as desired by the commanding officer and consistent wi th the

ava i l ab i l i t y  o f HRMC/ D asse t s ,  in the au thor ’s experience

there were very few such requests.

An example w i l l  ser ve to i l l us t ra te .  In one unit to

wh i ch the author was assig ned , the HR AV process was performed ,

and some progress was eviden t among crew personn el , having

been made aware of the HRMSS concepts , attemp ting to improve

certa in aspects of the command. Immediately following the

• scheduled HRAV period , the command ing o f f i cer  was re l ieved

as a res ult of regular rotat ion.  Prior to his being relieved

he indicated that he wou ld pass on a desc r ipt ion of what had

occurred to the new commanding officer so that the hard-won

Improvement momentum could be maintained.
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Followin g the change of command , the new commanding

officer was contacted and offered assistance. He declined

and indicated that his knowledge was sufficient to continue

the process of improvement begun by his predecessor. No

further fo l l ow-on  ass is tance was ever requested by the new

command ing o f f i cer .

In due course , this same un it was scheduled for a

second HRAV while this indiv i dual was still in command , and ,

again , the author was assigned to provide the services. The

resurvey of the crew ind ica ted  that general condi t ions had

reverted back to what was indicated in the original survey

completed by unit pe rsonnel nearly one and one half  years

earlier. Such progress as was made during the initial HRAV

was not longe r ev ident .  It should be borne in mind that

throughout this entire period the unit apparent ly  performed

wel l  enough to accompl ish i ts miss ion .

Having been the fi rst such case of i ts kind at the HRMC

where the author was stationed , the situation was analyzed

carefully. The anal ysis resul ted in several possible reasons

for the ano maly.

1. The original HRAV may not have been done as well as

it could have been.

2. Through normal personnel turnover , the personnel

who pa r t ic ipated In the in i t ia l  FIRM were no longer in

res idence , and their training was los t.
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3. The new command ing officer did not consider himself

bound by what his predecessor  had begun , and , the refore , he

did not support the ma intenance of the new knowledge and

sk i l l s  in those members o f the crew who had acquired them.

4. The schedul ing of the initial HRAV near ly co inc ident

wi t h normal ro ta t ion  of the commandin g of f i cer  detracted from

the c ontinuity necessary for progress ma intenance.

5. The lack o f spec i f i c  def in it ion of what the HRMSS

obj ec t i ves  are led to a loss  of mome ntum because the command ,

having begun to make progress , reached a point from which it

did not know how to proceed further.

It was supposed that the anomaly found its source in al l

of these reasons to some degree , but , having gone this far

in determining possible causes , the necessary work for

ver i f i ca tion  was not done , and the opport unity thus presented

to the HRMC for as e ess ment of HRAV impact was l os t .  If it is

ass umed that the HRAV process can be app l ied  in any command

and that the FIRM spec ia l i s t  prov ides  the best per formance of

wh ich he is capable , the Inescapab le  ind ica t ions  are that the

HRAV was e i the r not done we l l  by the FIRM spec ia l i s t  or that

it has no impact in the un it to which it is appl ied through

non-cooperat ion of the co mmand or poor desi gn of the HRAV .

The foregoi ng example a lso ind ica tes  two addi t ional

insights:

1. W ithout definitive and measureable criteria wjth

which to ml nitor unit performance (w ith respect  to HRAV

mechanics and Impact ) over t ime , any assessment  o f HRAV

impact Is spec u la t i ve  at best .
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2. Un it performance , as Indicated by its capabi l i ty  to

meet its employment schedule or by other general cr i ter ia

cont inues wi th or wi thout the introduct ion of the HRAV.

Ass uming these Indicat ions to have some verac i ty , the quest ion

of HRAV impact assumes an even greater degree of importance.

Now the question becomes , “ Is the time , money , and ef for t  put

into the HRAV worth the expenditure of these resources? ”

Hav ing only specu la t ion as a source of informat ion , the

answer to s uch a question Is of l imi ted va lue at best .

B. ASSESSMENT OF HOW WELL THE HRAV IS ACCOMPLISHED

Assessment  of the impact of the HRAV in the units to

wh ich it is applied seems to hinge on the two questions:

1. How wel l  are the var ious HRAV and re lated ac t i v i t i es

done wi thin the unit?

2. What is the impact of the HRAV in the units to

wh ich it is app l ied?

T his sect ion deals w i th  the f i rst  of these quest ions , and the

seco nd quest ion is addressed in the next sec t ion  of this

chapter.

Exa minat ion of how wel l  the HRAV and re lated a c t i v i t i e s

are per formed cannot be done wi thout  a lso  cons ider in g the

FIRM spec ia l i s t  who performs the ac t i v i t i e s  and the set t ing in

which they are performed. The HRAV ac t i v i t i es  are performed

by the FIRM spec ia l i s t s  in whatever  organizat iona l  c l imate

ex is ts  in the par t ic ipa t ing  command. Assuming that whatev er

ac t i v i t i es  are done w i th  respect to the HRAV process have
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been des igned to fit a par t icular  s i tuat ion , the key quest ion

becomes , “Was the s ituat ion af fected? ”

Lacking standard speci f ica l ly  defined obj ec t i ves  for the

HRMSS and lacking standard , spe c i f i c , and measureable evalua-

tion cr i ter ia which can be appl ie d by an ob jec t ive  third

party , the only sources of information ava i lab le  to determine

how wel l  the FIRM and related activiti es are done a re the

HRMC /D which provides the services and the commanding officer

of the unit that rece ives the services. If these two sources

are ser iously used to assess  how wel l  the HRAV and re lated

ac t i v i t i es  are done much useful informat ion can be obtained

at re lat ively ins ign i f icant  cos t .

As mentioned , most of the HRMC / D personnel input is

acquired via one or more of the FIRM spec ia l i s t  formal training

courses. Upon arr ival  at the HRMC / D to which ass igned , the

HRM spec ia l i s t  receives further t ra in ing by pa r t ic ipating in

in-house instruct ion and on- t he-j ob ac t i v i t i es  wi t h  more

experienced personnel .

Wi th in  the HRMC / D , FIRM specialists are organized into

Human Resource Management Support Teams (HRMST). Each team

is comprised of several  o f f icer  and enl is ted personnel , each

of whom has received formal t raining in one or more o f the

several components of the HRM SS. Each team is headed by a

middle grade of f icer (at the LCDR or CDR l eve l )  who has had

prior command experience. Each fiscal quar ter , the several

units scheduled for an HRAV are divided among the teams

(‘,oth at the HRMC and Its subordinate detachments ) ,  and the
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teams are re sponsible for prov iding the necessary services

to their respective assigned units. The HRMST team leader

then allocates his resources to meet his quarterly schedule.

A lead ing HRM specialist is ass igned  for each unit ,  and it

is his respons ib i l i t y  to perfor m the necessary p lanning,

coord ina t ion , and execut ion of the HRAV ac t i v i t i es  for the

unit(s) to which he is assigned. All the other team members

are a v a i l a b l e  to the lead ing HRM s p e c i a l i s t  as resources

from which he can draw.

Presumably,  the lead ing FIRM s p e c i a l i s t , wi th  his or her

t ra in ing and exper ience , knows gene ral ly what has to be done

in the unit scheduled fo r the HRAV . He knows the sequence [I

t hat must be fo l l owed  and how much t ime and personnel each

ac t i v i ty  requires general ly. If at al l  poss ib le , the leading

HRM spec ia l i s t s  are ass igned to units in wh ich  they have had

some prior operat ional exper ience.  For example , a pi lot

might be ass igned to pro v ide HRAV se rv i ces  to an a i r c ra f t

squad ron , whereas , a sur face war fa re  o f f i cer  might be ass igned

to prov ide se rv i ces  for s u . f a c e  units only.  Ha ving had prior

operat iona l  exper ience in the unit types to which he is

ass igned can be a definite aid to the HRM spec ialist.

1. It can a id his es tab l i shment  of c redib i l i ty  w i th

t he commanding o f f i ce r  of the unit to wh ich  he is ass igned ,

and the ex is tence of such c red ib i l i t y  is probably a strong

inf luencing fac tor  in the perce ived  performance of the HRMST

from the un it commanding o f f i ce r ’ s oot nt  of v iew.
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2 . It is helpful  in his capab i l i t y  to empath ize  w i th

the unit personnel w i th  whom he comes into contact  in that he

can understand their problems when they are presented to him

because he has exper ienced those same prob lems.

3. It can sa ve him time in a s s e s s i n g  the o rgan iza t iona l

c l imate  of the unit.

Unfortunately,  such prio r exper ience might a lso  work to

the detriment of the HRM apec ia l i s t .

1. It may cause him to have p reconce ived  ideas of what

he w i l l  perce ive  in a unit wh ich  might be er roneous.  If, as

happens occasionall y, the HRM specialist is senior in rank

to the unit commandin g o f f i ce r , such erroneous ideas can be

a def in i te  threat to t he commandin g o f f i ce r .  If the possi-

bility of a basic personality conflict between the two

i nd iv idua ls  is cons idered , the prob lem is compounded.

2. It may lead him to erroneous conc lus ions and errors

of j udgement.  If these , in turn , lead to m isd i rec ted  ac t ion ,

the HRM s p e c i a l i s t  w i l l probably lose  cred ib i l i ty  at best .
• At wors t , the unit in which the action takes place will

probably suf fer  damage from which it might be d i f f i cu l t  to

recover in terms of the possibly detrimental effects on

organ izat iona l  c l imate .

The HRM specialist must know his job (the work content)

and the se t t ing  (the work con tex t )  In which he performs it.

As su ggested by the sequenc e of events  in the HRAV process ,

i t seems reasonable that certain questions can be asked of
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the HRM s p e c i a l i s t  wh ich  cover  each s tep of the process to

exam ine how we l l  he th inks the a c t i v i t i e s  were performed.

j~
. Using such a procedu re with a num 1~ ’r of HRM s p e c i a l i s t s  over

a per iod of time , the HR MC/ D cou ld  begin to obta in informat ion

w i t h wh ich  it cou ld  jus t i fy  operat iona l  and/or procedural

changes to improve t he se r v i ces  prov ided.  This p resupposes

that each FIRM spec ia l ist  provides essen t i a l l y  the same

se rv i ces  in the same sequence and that the HRMC/ D prov ides

i ts s p e c i a l i s t s  w i th  de f i n i t i ve  po l i cy  and d i rec t ion

concern ing what they are expected to accompl is h  in the units

to which they are ass igned.

As a c heck aga ins t  the percep t ions  of the HRM s p e c i a l i s t s

concerning how we l l  they think they are per forming, the same

set of quest ions can be asked of the commanding o f f i ce r  of

the un it that rece ived  the s e r v i c e s .  The majo r thrust of

the HRMSS is to prov ide ass is tance  to command. As noted in

chapter II , the FIRM Su rvey re f l ec ts  how the ind iv idual  crew

members perce ive var ious  aspects  of t he command to which they

are ass igned .  It was st ated that these percept ions  (right ,

wron g,  or ind i f fe rent )  co ns t i t u ted  rea l i t y  for those indivi-

duals at the time they completed the survey , assuming hones ty

in their responses .

This same idea is a lso app l i cab le  to a commanding o f f i c e r .

He too is an individual w i th  b i a s e s , and he is the primary

customer that the HRMC/ D attempts to serve. One measure of

the service he receives is his own percept ion of the se rv i ce ,
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right , wrong , or indifferent. If he is pleased with what

the FIRM s p e c i a l i s t s  do , his cont inu ing support  for his

improvement program w i l l  probably be a maj or factor in its

successfu l  implementat ion and operat ion.  If he Is d i sp leased

or indi f ferent  to what the HRM specialists do , the success

or sustenance of a planned unit improvemen t program will

probably be l imi ted.  The two foregoing statements suggest

• that the commandin g off icer is the major d r iv ing force behind

what his unit accomp l i shes .  Indeed , this is o ne of the major

assump tions of the HRMSS. Without the support of the

commanding officer , there seems to be little sense in try ing

to e f fec t  impro vement in a unit by “ou ts iders . ” Wi t h his

support and w i th  his capac i ty  to rea rrange his p r io r i t ies

and allocate h is resources accordingly, any improvement

program has a cor respondingly greater chance of success .

The refore , though the commanding o f f i ce r  might not be the

focus of HRAV ac t i v i t y , it is he who must perce ive  the

poss ib le  benef i t  to his unit of fu ll part i c i pa t i on  in the

HRAV. It is the HRM s p e c i a l i s t  w ho must prov ide the

commanding o f f i ce r  w ith this percept ion .  If the commanding

off icer does not perce ive  benef i t , t he HRAV process w i l l

pro bably have very little impact no matter how well the

ac t i v i t ies are mechan ica l l y  performed by the HRM s p e c i a l i s t .

Assuming,  then , that the HRMC/D knows wha t its

s p e c i a l i s t s  are to accomp l ish,  ce rtain quest ions can be asked

of those specialists in an e f fo r t  to determine how we l l  the

var ious steps of the HRAV process are being performed. As
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a check against the perceptions of the HRM spec ialists , the

same questions can be asked of the commanding officer for

whom the service are provided. The responses from the two

sets o f quest ions can then be compared. It is presumed , if

the HRAV activities are done well or even just adequately,

that the responses to the two sets of quest ions w i l l  be

essent ia lly the same. If the responses are s ign i f i can t l y

dif ferent ,, then the HRMC/ D has ind icat ions of those areas

whe re the se rv i ces  provided require improvement or where the

specia l i s ts  require further t ra in ing or gu idance.

If the proper quest ions are asked and if both par t ies

a re honest in their answers , the cas e made in the foregoing

paragraphs can be stated as a testable hypothes is .

HYPOTHESIS 1. The compar ison of evaluation question-

naires obtained from the HRM specialists and the commanding

officers will show no significant differences in the responses

ove r the ent i re set of quest ions aksed for assessment  of how

wel l  the var ious HRAV and re lated a c t i v i t i e s  were accompl i shed .

C. ASSESSMENT OF HRAV IMPACT ON UNIT O P E R A T I O N A L  PERFORMANCE

O nce it has been determined that the HRAV and re la ted

act ivities ~re being per formed as we l l  as poss ib le  by HRM

spec i alists , the other major question concerning the impact

of the HRAV on the operational performance of the unit can

be addressed. It was stated elsewhere In this paper that

Impact assessment  is d i f f i cu l t  if the o bj e c t i v e s  for which

posi tive impact is desired are not specifically defined.
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In U.S. mi l i tary history it has been tradit ional for

senior commanders to speak and provide direction to subor-

dinates in general terms. The details of accomplishment are

left to the discretion of the subordinates who must comply

with the senior commander ’s direc tion. In a notable example

in 1864, Grant told Sherman ,

“You I propose to mov e against Johnston ’s army ,
to break it up and get into the interior of the
en emy ’ s c ountry as far as you can , inf l ic t ing all
the damage you can against their war resources. ” [Ref. 1 3]

His tory has recorded the success of Grant’ s su bordinate in

th is venture. More recent ly ,  Admiral  Nimitz ’ s o rders to

Fletcher and Spruance for jo in ing the Bat t le of Midway were

to ,

“ ...inflict maximum damage on the enem y by
employ ing strong a t t r i t ion t a c t i c s . . . ” [Ref. 14]

Again , h istory records the success of the subordinates.

In curren t military management by senior commanders ,

this same tradition is apparent in the general gu idance

provided in Ins tructions promulgated by higher authority

which apply to an en tire mili tary department such as the Navy .

The gene ra l i ty  of the guidance in OPNAVINST 530 0 .6B has been

al luded to e lsewhere In this paper.  The deta i ls  of the
• obj ect ive “To imp rove unit readiness a ’d  operat iona l

capab ility ” are left to subordinate l eve l s  to e f fec t .  By

ex te ns ion .  what constitutes improve d unit read iness and

op erat ional capabi l i ty  Is a ls o  le f t  to subord inates for

Interpretation. Lacking specifi c direction , there are as
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many interpre tations of improved unit readiness and opera-

tional capability as there are subordina tes who concern

themselves w i th  the prob lem. This in turn leads to

improvement actions which are as man y and varied as the

interpretations of what the problem Involves.

Wh ile attempt ing to effect general Navy operational

improvement in this fashion may be an e f f ec t i ve  way to

proceed , it doe s create d i f f i cu l t ies  in management for top

level  personnel.  Sen iors can d iscern improvement or iented

act iv i ty among subord inates,  but they do not know w hat the

end resu lt wi l l  be unless there ex i s t s  defined cr i ter ia  w i th

which to ~~as ure Imp rovement and a funct ion ing informat ion

feedback system which provides them the data. The Navy

command inspect ion program for var ious  aspects  of unit

readiness is a con venient  example of a system where in criteria

are specificall y defined and information is fed back to top

managemen t levels. Unfortunately for the HRMSS , no formalized

mechanism for assessing effectiveness or impact exists , nor

is there a fo rmal ized procedure for prov id ing general feedback

info rmation to senior managers.

If HRMSS obj ec t i ves  are being met , it seems that

improvements should be apparent in recognizable and accepted

performance indica tors in a unit as a result of the unit’ s

par t i c ipa t ion  in an HRAV . For example , it is reasonable  to

expect  increased rete nt ion of e l ig i b l e  personnel . It Is

reasonable to expec t a reduct ion of the number of disciplinary

i n f rac t ions  by unit personne l .  It Is reasonab le  to expect to

- 
- 

72

L .  
_ _ _  _  _ _ _



_____________ - -

see a unit ach ieve  higher inspect ion scores .  It Is reasonable

to expect to see improved morale.  Any or all of these benef i ts

and more should accrue if the obj ec t i ves  of the HRMSS are

being met.

As with the ca s e for determining how wel l the HRAV

acti v i t i es  are done , the considerations presented in th is

sect ion for determining the impact of the HRAV in par t ic ipat ing

commands can be reduced to a tes tab le  hypothes is .

HYPOTHESIS 2. A significan tly greater change in

per f ormance in recogni za ble a nd generally accepted performance

indicators w ill occur in the pos i t i ve  d i rect ion for units that

have par t ic ipated in an HRAV when compared to a s imi lar  group

of units that ha ve not par t i c ipa ted  In an HRAV .

The design and application of procedures to test these

two hypothe ses was the major thrust of the ef for t  for this

stu dy. The following two chapters provide the design descrip—

t ion and the results of its application respectively.

D. SUMMARY

Though the tota l annual cost  of operat ing the HRMC / D’ s

is relatively insignificant , it is money which could perhaps

be used in other productive pursuits. However , if the

obje ct ives of the HRMSS are being met , the price is small

and worth the expense.

Detailed examination of the HRMSS ob jectives as stated -

In OPNAV I NST 5300 .6B ra ises a host of def in i t ional  quest ions

which defy gener al answers because the statements of the
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ob jectives are not specific . This leads to ind ividual low

level interpretation of what is required , and it leads to

individual improvement act ions which are d i f f icu l t  to aggre-

gate suc h that general Navy improvement can be ascer ta ined.

Assessment of the HRA V seems to be dependent on the

answers to the two questions :

1. How wel l  are the HRAV and re lated ac t i v i t i es
• performed w i th in  a unit?

2. What is the impact of the HRAV on a uni t’ s

operatio nal performance ?

a
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IV. PRELIMINARY EVALUATION SYSTEM DESIGN

A. OVERVIEW

The need for as sess ing the impact of the HRA V in

operational units has been recognized for some time. Many

researchers have addressed the problem both officia lly and

unofficially. As a result of some of this work , significan t

changes have occurred in the system. For example, OPNAV INST

5300 .6B is itself the result of evolutionary changes in the

HRMSS based on experience ga ined since the system was first

conceived and imp lemented . Another s igni f icant  change was

• the reduction of the number o f core questions in the HRM

Survey from 103 in the early version of the “Sea ” survey to

the present 88.

Such changes as have been made to date have presumably

resulted in a be tter and more effective system . Supposedly,

the curren t system Is more closely aligned to the requirements -

of the commands it is designed to serve.

Assuming that the current HRMSS is the best system that 
-
•

can be dev ised for the present , the need to be able to assess

HRAV Impact is all the more important if the system is to

remain responsive to continually changing flee t requirements.

Si milarly , impact assessment can be used as one basis for

efficien t allocation of resources.

A fter c i t ing several  recent at tempts to evaluate the

Impact of the HRAV , the f inal sec t i on  of this chapter  o f fers
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a design for eva lua t ion  of the impact of the HRAV which

builds and expands upon work done in prev ious s t ud ies .  This

- 
desig n is based on the two hypotheses stated in chapter III

of th is paper.

B. EXAMPLES OF PREVIOUS ATTEMPTS TO ASSESS HRAV IMPACT

The need to have a method for assessing the impact of

the HRAV in operational units was recognized very early after

the system was firs t implemented in 1971. In that year , a

stud y done at the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School by C. C.

Hooper [Ref. 15] proposed an evalua tion methodology .

Hooper ’s evaluat ion system was based on comparison of the

resul ts of two consecutive surveys taken in the same unit ,

one prior to an HRAV and the other some time subsequent to

the un it’ s par t ic ipa t ion  in the HRAV .

Hooper ’s survey contained i tems which required two

answers. The answers to each ques tion were of the respective

forms “As f t is ” and “As we would like to see it. ” The

questions themselves depicted several si tuations concerning

various aspec ts of organizational climate. Presumably the

survey indicated a gap of significan t distance between the

aggrega ted answers for “As i t is ” and those for “As we would

like to see it. ”

The gaps appearing in the initial survey formed the

basis of HRAV improvement activities. Impact could be

assessed by conducti ng a second survey in the same unit some -

tIme after the HRAV. By comparison of the gaps on the second -
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survey with those on the Init ial  survey , HRAV alleged impact

could be determ ined along the selected dimensions of the

survey instrument.

Though Hoop er ’ s proposa l was a seemingly reasonable

approach , the su rvey form on wh ich  it was based did not

surv ive  in subsequent system evo lu t ion .  Thou gh Hooper ’s

approach was not offic i all y implemented , the underlying

concept of comparison over two consecu tive periods did

survive. It is implicit in the availability of follow-on

ass i s tance that prov is Ion for a second survey be a v a i l a b l e  to

a unit fo l low ing complet ion of a scheduled HRAV .

In 1975 , a study o f f i c i a l l y  sanc t ioned by the program

sponsor was j o in t ly  made by Dr. Kent C rawford and Edmund

Thomas of the U.S . Navy Personne l Research and Development

Center , San Diego , CA. [Ref. 16] The resul ts  of their study

were publ ished in a report en t i t l ed  “Human Resource Mangement

and Non-jud ic ia l Punishment Rates on Navy Ships. ” As the

title suggests , the study attempted to determine whether or

not there was any correlation between the organizational

clima te in Navy units and the units ’ performance in a

recognizable and generally accepted performance indicator

area , e.g. , Battle Problem scores in Refresher Training.

The researchers compared uni t response aggregates for

several of the HRM Surve y indexes with the units ’ rates of

non— judic ial punishmen t (NJP). As a result of their study

Crawford and Thomas found ,
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‘ .. .it appears that the dimensions measured by
the FIRM Su rvey make s ign i f i can t  cont r ibut ions to the
var iance of NJP rates on Navy ships. Lower NJP rates
were cons is tent ly  found among those commands in which
the human organ izational system was perceived to be
most effective... ”

it is interesting that the researchers used words like

“appears ” and “si gnificant contributions. ” The word “appears ”

does not connote t hat such f indings are def in i te .  S imi lar ly ,

the words “sign ificant contributions ” do not convey exactly

what the con tributions are. Also of interest Is that this

study, l ike Hooper ’s before I t , was based entirely on the

responses to survey questions; that Is , to people ’s percep-

tions and not on direct observations of their behavior.

In June , 1 976 the Commander in Chief , U.S .  A t lan t i c

Fleet (CINCLANTFLT) reported to the Chief of Naval Operations —

(CNO) the results of his own study made concerning assessment

of the impact of Human Resource Management in LANTFLT units

[Ref. 3]. Th is study used the previously cited Crawford/

Thomas report as a basis. NJP sta tistics were obtained for -

LANTFLT uni ts which had experienced HRAV . The periods

observed were three months prior to the uni t’ s partic ipa tion

in an HRAV and six months following comple tion of the HRAV . 
-

It was first observed tha t ,

“ ... the impact of FIRM assistance may be
measureable by performance criteria earlier in
small uni ts. Since the method of providing HRM
ass istance to both large and small units has been
virtually Identical , I t is concluded that the
method of providing FIRM assistance to large units
needs to be refined in order to achieve earlier
positive Impac t. ”
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This is the f i rs t  t ime in t
•
he au thor ’s experience tha t

official reco gnition has been given to the possibility that

the HRAV process as presently constituted might not have
— . un iversal app lication throughou t all Nav y commands.

The repor t goes on further to say,

“It is considered very significant that the
uni ts that were categorized as having the most
potential for improvemen t did in fact experience
a very signi ficant improvement , i n terms of NJP ’s.
It is apparent from this data that the FIRM effort
in LANTFLT is producing positive resul ts. ”

Potential for improvement was determ ined by separating the

sample units In to three groups , those having low , medium , and

high NJP rates respec tively. The quoted statement suggests

that the HRAV process has the most effective positive impact -

in those which by some standard are most in need of the

introduction of HRMSS concepts and resu l tant  improved leader-

sh ip and management practices. This seems intuitively

reasona ble.

The conclusions of th is study , l i ke those ci ted for the

Crawford /Thomas stud y above , do no t mention specifically how

the HRAV mi ght be conducted differently in large units as

compared to how it is conducted in small units to produce

positive results in a more timely fashion. Sim ilarl y, the

phrase “ ...apparent. . .that the HRM effort in LANTFLT units

is producing positive results ” does not suggest specificall y

what is being done to produce positive resul ts.

79

- -- -



Common among all the studies cited is the idea of impact

o n unit performance as a resul t  of par t ic ipat ion in an HRAV .

T he dates of the studies suggest  both that the problem has

been long re cognized and that the need for eva luat ion metho-

dolog y still exists. It is contended that though the cited

studies were proper exercises in attempting to evaluate the

impact of the HRAV in operat ional  units , they did not go far

enough. A l l  of them , howe v er , touched on the two hypotheses

of this study. Al l  three suggest measurem ent of HRAV Impact

by recogn izable unit performance c r i te r ia .  The CINCLANTFLT

study a l s o suggested a quest ion concerning how we l l  the

var ious HR A V ’ s ar e conducted in di f ferent un i ts .

C. AN APPRO ACH TO ASSESSMENT OF HRAV IMPACT

The hypotheses stated in chapter III are repeated here

for convenience.

HYPOTHESIS NUMBE R ONE. The comparison of eva lua t ion

quest ionna ires obtained from the FIRM spec ia l i s t s  and the

commanding of ficers will s how no sign ificant di ff erences in

the respon ses over the entire set of quest ions asked to

as sess how wel l  the various HRAV and related ac t i v i t i es  were

accomplished. Acceptance of this hypothesis would increase

confidence In the Instrument (see Append ix B for acceptance

rat ionale)  as an indicator of HRAV performance.

HYPOTH ESIS NUMBER TWO. No s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s igni f icant

change wi l l occur In units having part ic ipated in an HRAV as

compared to a control group of s imi lar  units that have not
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par t ic i pated in an HRAV ( s ta ted  in the oppos i te  sense from

the statement in chapter III). Rejec t ion  of this hypothesis

and a “t” test show ing pos i t i ve  d i f fe rence would  ind ica te

some inf luence of the HRAV . (See Append ix  B for reje c t ion

rat iona le  and “t”  tes t . )

Tak ing each hypothesis in order the f o l l ow ing  approach is

offered as a way o f assess in g  the impact of the HRAV on the

unit performance of ope rat ional  Navy commands.

1. Test  Approach for Hypothesis Number One

In attempting to assess  how we l l  the var ious  HRAV

and relate d a c t i v i t i e s  are done by HRM spec ia l i s t s  work ing

in an operat ional unit , it w as noted e lsewhere  in this paper

that no of f ic ia l  and s tandard ized performance cr i ter ia  for

FIRM spec ia l i s t s  ha ve been developed.  Lack ing such c r i te r ia

It was assu med that two primary sources of informat ion

ex is ted  for assess i n g  how wel l  the HRAV and re la ted a c t i v i t i e s

4 are done. These sources are the Human Resource Management

Support Team (HRMST) which prov ides the serv ices  and the

commanding o f f i cer  of the unit that recei ves the s e r v i c e s .

Presumably the HRMST knows what it is trying to accomp l i sh

general ly at each step of the process .  As a check of their

perceptions , the commanding officer of the unit rece tving

the serv ices can be asked what se rv i ces  he thinks he actually

rece ived.  If t he HRAV and re la ted a c t i v i t i e s  are done we l l

or adeq uate ly ,  the answe rs to ques t ions  asked of the HRMST

and a corre sponding commanding o f f i ce r  concern ing how we l l
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var ious ac t i v i t i e s  of the HRAY pro cess were done should be

essen t ia l l y  the same.

Wi th  that in mind two ques t ionna i res  were des igned

to test  hypothesis num ber one. Both quest ionna i res  contained

the same quest io ns. On the one hand the FIRM s p e c i a l i s t s  were

asked how we l l  they thoug ht they perfo rmed the var ious

act i v i t i es  in the unit to which they were ass igned.  On the

other hand the command ing o f f i cer  of the unit rece iv ing  the

serv i ces  was asked t he same set of quest ions to determine

what he thought of t he ser v ices  he rece ived .

The answe rs to the two sets of quest ions were to

be made on a conven ient sca le  for compara t i ve  purposes.  If

the quest ions were proper ly designed , the two sets of answers

sho uld be essen t ia l l y  the same. If they were , then a va lue

j udgement could be p laced on whether or not the HRAV was

do ne wel l  or at least  adequately by the s p e c i a l i s t s  ass igned

to provide the se rv i ces .  A l t e r n a t i v e ly, if the ans wers were

mater ia l ly different , the need for further i nves t iga t ion  would

be readi ly apparent .

The quest ionnaires des igned for th is purpose were

forwarded to t hree of the four FIRMC ’ s in the Un i ted States

for tr ia l use during the period 1 May throug.ti 31 July,  1976.

Appe ndix A conta ins the text  of the quest ionnai res and the

text  of the le t ter  descr ibing how they were to be used.

Ba sed on the assumpt ion that the commanding o f f i cer  of the -

unit which rece iv es  tP~e se r v i ces  is the indiv idual  who must

be c onvinced of the benef i t  of pa r t i cipa t ion  In an HRAV , the
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quest ion s ,  as des igned , plac ed the “burden of proof”  large ly

• on the HRMST p rov id ing  the s e r v i c e s .  For example , each

quest ion asked was of the form:

a. HRMST - “ Did you do X? ”

-• b. Unit commanding o f f i ce r  - “Was X done? ”

Those answer ing the quest ions  were asked to

provi de answers on a Likert  type sca le  of f ive poss ib le

answers ranging from “To a Very L i t t le  Extent”  to “To a Ver y

Great Extent . ” T he reader w i l l  note that th is is the same

- 

- form of answer current ly used for quest ions  in the HRM Survey .

A sca le  of poss ib le  answers rather than a s imple “Yes or No ”

format was used so that the range o f answers could be la ter

subdiv ided and a val ue j udgement ass igned to each , subd i v is ion .

Thus all answers  (HRM s p e c i a l i s t s ’ and co mmanding o f f i ce rs ’ )

fa l l ing in a low range would  ind ica te  tfta t the a c t iv i t i e s

examined were not done pa r t i cu la r l y  w e l l .  At a somewhat

higher range it could be sa id  that the a c t i v i t i e s  were done

adequate ly .  At yet a higher range it could be sa id  that the

ac t i v i t ies were done w e l l .

The quest ion s themse lves  were based on and

deve loped f rom the author ’ s exper ience as an HRM s pec ia l i s t .  
• 

-
~

The whole set of quest ions for each party at tempted to capture

what appear to be re levant  requi rements  for success , both f or

the ent ire HRAV process as we l l  as for each d i sc re te  step of
• the process .  Because of the sequent ia l  nature of the steps

in the HRAV process , it w as assumed that each. quest ion  on

each quest ionnaire had equal we igh t .
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From hypothes is  number one and the fo regoing

d iscuss ion  it was predicted that the fol low ing  resu l ts  wou l d

occur:

a. The ans wers rece ive d  on the two forms would

show essent ia l ly a one for one correspondence for each set of

quest ions when p lo t ted one aga ins t  the othe r. This su gg ests

a re lat ionship such as that sho wn in Figure 4 below .

PERCEPTUAL  R E L A T I O N S H I P  FOR HRAV E F F E C T I V E N E S S

C A14M15-

TQ F4~.

~~~: 4.~~ ~~

ro r4 .~.

Figure 4

All the answers for all the questions on each ques tionnaire

could be totaled and the totaled scores plotted. Then a

— line could be fitted to all the plotted points. Assuming a
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one for one relationship , the resultant line should be l i near

and of the form for a straight line from mathematics ,

V = a + bX (where “a ” is the intercept of the line with the

ver tical axis (Y) and “b” is the “slope ” of the line). If

the relationship of Figure 4 is true for the test of hypo-

th es i s number one , then the value of “a ” should be close to

zero and the value of “b” should be close to one.

b. The scale along the two axes of the plot would

be the same and would be devised as follows :

Question Value Assessmen t
Answer (Pjumerica l ) Category

To a Very 1 No t well -done
Li ttle Extent

To a Littl e Extent 2 Not well -done

To Some Exten t 3 Adequately done

To a Great Exten t 4 Well-done

To a Very Great 5 Well -done
Extent

c. Most questionnaires would reveal answers to -

the questions in the range of value three or above. This Is

based upon the idea that it is unlikely that an FIRM specialist

w ill try to do a job that is less than adequate. Any

differences in answers between the two part ies could then

be accounted for as differences in interpretation. The

differences should not , however , be fur ther away than one

div ision from each other. That Is , a special is t ’ s answer

85

_______________________ 
_ _ _ _ _



of “To a’Great Extent” to any question should resul t i n a

corres ponding commanding officer ’ s answer of “To Some Ex tent ,”

“To a Grea t Extent ,” or “To a Very Grea t Extent. ” This , in

turn , should resul t  in a plot of answers which are clustered

in the upper righ t region of the graph. However , a line

fitted to those plotted answers should , when extrapola ted ,

be of the form shown in Figure 4.

d. From the process outlined in steps a through

c above , it could be determined that an HRAV was done well or

no t. That is , given a sufficient number of pa irs of question-

naires , the “bes t fit” line could be used as a reference and

a standard . Examination of where the plotted pair of points

falls on the graph with iespect to the vert ical axis intercept

and the slope of the line would indicate that the HRAV was

done well , then the questions contained in the two question-

na ires could be used as the basis for further investigation

and any necessar y corrective activity.

2. Limitations of the Test Approach for Hypothesis One

a. Time versus Specificity Tradeoff. At the

ou tset it became apparent that questions designed with the

desired specificit y called for throughout this paper would

result in ques tionnaires of prohibitive leng th requiring a

great deal of time and effort for each party to complete.

The result ing questions , therefore , are , of necessity , very

general in na ture. Albeit general , the ques tions still

attemp t to capture wha t , i n the au thor ’ s experience , is the
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essence of what is required for success at the level of the

en tire process and for each step wi thin the HRAV process.

In addi tion , si nce this stud y sough t only to offer an approach

to HRAV Impac t assessment , the actual con tent of the ques tions

was (at this point) considered relatively unimportant. That

is , the resul ts of this particular study would be of less

i mportance , than the method itself.

b. The Assumption of Factor Equality . The

assumpt ion of equal weight for each question might not be

valid if one considers the possibility that certain steps of

the HRAV process are relat ively more important than others.

A ga i n , if the basic approach is valid , the specific weights

of the questions are immaterial at this point , and they can

be assigned later as more experience is gained.

c. Percep tual Bias. The impl i c it assumption of

honesty and objectivity on the part of those answering the

ques tions might be invalid. One can encounter commanding

officers who do no t particularly support the HRAV effort in

their units no matter how well the HRM spec ialists do their

work. As a resul t , the commanding officer ’ s answers to

evalua tion questions might be more negative than Is warranted

by the work done by the spec ialists. The opposite possibility

also exis ts. A commandin g officer ’ s optim ism and enthusiasm

for the HRAV concepts and processes may result In more

positive evaluat ion than is warranted by the spec ialists ’

work.
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Alternatively, one can encounter HRM

s p e c i a l i s t s  who are re la t i ve l y  incompetent .  Such personnel

may not realize or may not admit that their work is less than

adequate. As a resul t they might blame unit personnel (such

as the commanding officer) for any resul ting negative impres-

sion in the unit concerning work done during the HRAV process.

It is thought that th is particular possibility can be reduced

by proper design of the questions asked of each party . It is

admi tted that the questions used for this study might not be

good enough to reduce the possibili ty, but it is also thought

that they can be redesigned at leisure if the basic approach

• is considered worthy of more rigorous development and for

eventual implementa tion throughout the system.

In an attempt to reduce this possi bility for

this stud y, the HRMC ’ s were reques ted to have the question-

na ires answered by only the commanding officer of the unit

par ticipating in the HRAV and by the team leader of the HRMST

assigned to prov ide the services to that unit. It was

assumed that though the commanding officer of the unit might

not be directly involved in the specific HRAV act ivities , he ,

as an individual , would still have to be knowledgeable

concerning bo th with what activities were done and the reasons

• for conduc ting those particular activities. His knowledge of

these factors was thought to be a pr ime necessary ingredient

to continuing unit Improvement ac tivity subsequent to the

completion of the HRAV . As a result , the commanding officer ,
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mo re than anyone e lse  onboard the unit , must be able to

perce ive that the HRAV process was done well in his unit, and

he , more than anyone else onboard , must perceive the possible

benef it to his unit of full participa tion in the HRAV .

For the specialis ts ’ part , the HRMST team

leader was considered to be In a be tter position to answer

evaluation questions than the spec ialist(s) who actually

provi ded the services to the unit. The HRMST team leader is

rela tively closer to the policy and decision making levels

of the HRMC/D command structure. Presumably he has more

complete knowled ge of wha t the fleet commander in chief

requires for program accomplishmen t. It is he who assigns

spec ialists to provide services for particular units based

on their operational exper i ence , their seniori ty , their

demons trated competence , and their availabili ty. Finally,

the HRMST team leader is removed from the possibly emotional

involvement of the specialist(s) who actually provide(s)

the services (unless , as hap pens occasionally, he provides

the services himself), and he can therefore answer the

questions somewhat more object ivel y.

The disadvantages inheren t in havin g the

ques tionnaires answered be these two indiv iduals arr twofold .

The answers they provide might not be based on first hand

knowled ge of what actually occurred , but rather on the

filtered second hand information provided to them by

su bordinate personnel . Secondly, the in terpretations placed
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by different individual s to the same questions (both across

HRMST team leader and command ing officer communities) might

not reflect what actually occurred in a given situation.

d. Sub jectivity of the Questions. In the absence

of specificall y defined objectives and evaluation criteria ,

the questions used for this study were subjective. Though it

may be necessar y to use subjective questions until more

ob jective measures are developed , the understanding and

interpretation of all who use the subjective measures should

common. Similarly understanding and interpretation of what

information the questions are designed to provide should be

agreed upon and common.

e. Environmental Constraints. The questionnaires

designed and used for this study did not account for such

environmen tal factors as HRAV activity scheduling diff icul-

ti es , interference of the HRAV ac tivities with other required

uni t evolutions , where and when the HRAV activities were

p hysically conduc ted , etc. The researcher ’s inabili ty to

control such var iables limits tne conclusions that can be

drawn from this stud y, and i t limits the confidence that can

be p laced on the questionnaires that were used as val id and

effective evalua tion devic es. It is emphasized , again , that

the results of this particular study are of less rela tive

importance than the merit of the approach used itself.

Wi th the reservations noted in the foregoing

limitations to the approac h for assessing HRAV effectiveness ,

the approach was attempted as described. The results of the

trial approach are conta ined In the next chapter.
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3. Test A pproach for Hypothesis Number Two

In summary , the purpose of this study was to

determine a way to assess the effectiveness of HRAV ’s and

their impact on the operational performance of the units i n

whic h the process is applied. This presupposes a cont ingent

ability to determine first whe ther or not the HRAV and

related activities were done well or adequatel y by the HRM

specialists assigned to provide the services. Second ,

assum ing the HRAV Is done well or adequately In a unit , one

should be able to expect some degree of posi tive change in

un it performance as measured by recognized and commonly

accepted performance cri teria.

It will be remembered that one of the stated

objectives of the HRMSS in OPNAV INST 5300.6B is “Improve d

unit readiness and opera tional capab ilit y. ” Since these

terms are no t more specifically defined , it is fair to presume

that unit performance improvement should be apparent in any

or all areas selec ted for examination. Furthermore , it can

be assumed that all units perform all of the ir mission

requ irements to some minimum degree of acceptance and that

relative value can be measured by performance cri teria such

as those outlined in the Nav y ’s Inspection system. Since all

uni ts are examined per i od i cally , the only apparent di fference

in uni ts of the same general types could be construed as

whether or not those units have participated In an HRAV .

~ 
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Such a cons truction must includ e the qualifying assumption

tha t one can hold factors such as change of command or

opera tional requirements constant.

Through random selection of performance indicators

and units for examination one can compare un it per formance

in the area or areas of interest with the HRAV being the

independent variable. If the HRAV has been done well or

adequately , then one should expect to discern relatively

greater degrees of positive change or improvement for units

tha t have participated in an HRAV tha n for units that have

no t experienced the HRAV . Such a compar ison can be made

us ing basic statistical tools which are readily available.

Hypo thesis Number Two postulates that there will be a

significant difference in the performance of units compared

in this fashion(even though the hypothes is is stated in the

opposi te sense for the reasons indicated).

Wi th the general ideas outlined in the foregoing

para grap hs i n mind , the followin g approach was used to test

Hypothesis Number Two. Several units under the admin istra-

tive control of the Commander Naval Surface Forces , U.S.

Pacific Fleet were randomly selec ted. The selected units

were divided into two groups. The experimen t group included

those uni ts which had participated in an HRAV . The control

group included those units which had not experienced an HRAV .

Two performance indica tors were randomly selected.

These were :
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a. Uni t performance during Annual Supply

Inspections (ASI ’s) as measured by the scores attained. The

un its were observed over a per iod of time in which two

consecu tive ASI ’s occurred .

b. Personnel retention rates as measured by the

num ber of eli g ible personnel reenlisted. The units were

observed over a perio d of time that included five consecutive

fiscal quarters.

The uni ts selected for observat ion in both

groups were not ma tched under any sort of criteria such as

uni t type , crew size , position in operating cycle , etc. The

onl y criteria used for selection was that all units were of

the surface communi ty and under the same admin istrative

command. The second criteria was that the experiment group

ex perienced the HRAV between observations of performance

indicators.

It was assumed for purposes of thIs stud y

that unit performa nce in both these areas for the entire

SURFPAC force could be described as a normal distribu tion

(from sta tistics). That is , a plo t of the performance of the

• entire force would appear as depicted in Figure 5 below .

With the assumed d istr ibution as shown in

Figure 5, any particular uni t’ s actual performance score could

• • be p lo tted along the horizontal axis. This would show the

F 
unit ’ s relative performance wi th respect to the average

performance for the entire force , deno ted by the M on the

horizontal axis.
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SURFACE FORCES PACIFIC FLEET UNIT PERFORMANCE
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Figure 5

If examina tion could be made for a unit ’ s

re la t i ve  poslt i~ n w i t h  respect  to the mean value for the

ent ire force over two consecu t i ve  observat ions , one could

then de termine relative motion of that unit’ s performance in

the pos itive or negative direction. Similarly, If one were

to compare the performance of two groups from the same

populat ion (one group having participated in an HRAV and the

other group not having so participated) one could then deter-

mine the comparative magnitude of relative motion in either

direc tion over the two consecutive observations. From this ,

one could determine that the HRAV had the desired Impact or

no t as the case may be.
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Such was the general approach used to test

Hypothes is Number Two . A random sample of 26 units within

the COMNAVSURFPAC organization was selected. A mean

retention score was calculated for the entire sample for

each fiscal quar ter in the period Quar ter 2, fiscal year

1 975 through Quarter 2, fiscal year 1976. Add itionally for

each fiscal quarter observed , a standard dev iation for the

sample was calcula ted . Then the retention scores for all

uni ts in the sample were converted to “normalized” t scores
• for each of th e fiscal quar ters observed.

• From this sample another smaller sample was

drawn. It included six units that had part icipated ‘In an

HRAV and six un its that had not. The base period selected

for observat i on was Quar ter 3, fiscal year 1975. All of the

un its that had experienced an HRAV did so dur in g that

quar ter. Normalized retention scores were noted for all

un its in the smaller sample commencing in Quarter 2, fiscal

year , 1975 and for each quar ter thereafter through Quarter 2,

fiscal yea.r, 1976. That is , for the experiment group,

normalized retention scores were observed for the three

month period before the quarter in whic h the HRAV occurred

(Quarter 3, fiscal year, 1975), during the quar ter in wh ich

the HRAV occurred , and for each of three fiscal quar ters

following the quarter in which the HRAV occurred. The

normalized retention scores for the units of the control

group were also observed for the same peri ods.
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For both groups In the reduced sample the

normalized retention scores were averaged for each fiscal

quqrter observed . The resultant average normalized retention

scores were then summed to determine total average motion

for units in the two groups.

Essentially the same process was used when

comparing ASI scores. The period of observation was selected

to be approximately equal to the selected for observation of

the retention scores . Unfortunately it was impossible to use

the same units for both sets of observations (retention and

ASI) because not all of the units observed for retention

experienced consecutive ASI ’s in the same time frame used for

observation of retention.

The random sample selected for these observa-

tions include d twelve units that had and twelve units that

had not participated in an HRAV . A mean ASI score and a

standard deviation were calculated for each group , and

individual scores were normalized for two consecutive A SI ’s.

The difference in the two groups was that the units of the

experiment group experienced their HRAV ’s between the two

AS I ‘ s .

The calculations done to test the two

hypotheses are contained in Appendix B. The expected results

of the calculations made to test Hypothes is Number Two were

as follows :
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a. The relative positive movement of the

experiment group would be significan tly greater than that of

the control group tn  both performance indicators observed if

the HRAV was done well or adequately.

b . If the HRAV was not done well or adequately,

the relative movement in the experiment group would be the

same , approximately, as that of the control group.

4. LimitatIons of the Approach Used to Test

Hypothesis Two

a. Us e of Avera ge Figures. The use of average

figures to support a position has the inherent disadvantage

of masking more specific informat ion contained in the indivi-

dual data elements. For example , the use of average

normalized figures over two consecutive observations may

indeed indicate average motion in one direction or another.

A l so , comparative observations between an experiment and a

control group can be used to indicate relative magnitude of

motion between the two groups . However, in using average

figures the extremes of values and the direction of motion

for Individual units is lost.

b. Assumption of Normal Distribution for

Performance. This assumption may or may not be va lid , nor

was the assumption verified by the personnel on the staff of

COMNAVSURFPAC who were Interviewed by the author. The

assumption of normally distributed figures is a convenient
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one for a study such as this , but it should be verified in

a more rigorous application of the methodology offered by

this study.

c. Lack of Data for Correl ation of HRAV Effective-

ness and Performance. No data were av ailable to the author

with which to ascertain the relationship between HRAV

effectiveness (how well the HRAV was done) and improved unit

performance in areas selected for examination. Therefore , no

correlation between how well an HRAV was done and its subse-

quent impact on improved unit performance could be made.

Though such correlation was impo ssible for this study , ft can

be made in future studies with appropriate data in sufficient

quantities and a mor~ rigorous application of the methodology.

d. Sample Size. The sample sizes of the samples

used for the observations made in this study were thought to

be too small for making statistical judgements with any

degree of confidence In their reliability . Statistical

judgements were made nonetheless with the primary purpose of

illustration of the methodology . It is anticipated that an

application of the methodology of greater rigor would be

attempted with sample sizes of sufficient magnitud e to render

statistical judgements that are meaningful and reliable.

e. Assumption that the HRAV is the Only

Independent Variable. Due to the lack of control over any

of the variables or conditions under which the HRAV ’s were

accomplished , the assumption that the HRAV was the only
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common event to account for the differences observed in the

A SI scores or the num ber of personnel reenlisted between the

experiment group and the control group is tenuous at best.

For this study, the likelihood that some other factor or a

combination of other factors accounted for the differences

observed cannot be ruled out. In future app licat ions , this

possibility should be considered.

f. Reliability and Validity of the Test

Instrument. The question implicit in this limitation is

whether or not the testing device consistently and repeatedly

measures what it purports to measure. Lack of sufficient

quantities of appropriate data and other resources precluded

reliability and validity tests for this study. However ,

these too should be considered in future applications.

g. Simplicity of the Evaluation Model . One of

the original and secondary purposes of this study was to

provide evaluation methodology with which HRAV impact could

be assessed using in-house expertise. As will be shown , the

approaches offered in this study fulfill this self-imposed

requirement. However , in devising a tool simple enough for

use by l aymen mathematical rigor was sacr ificed to a degree.

With the reservations noted above the approach

described in the previous section was applied to assess the

impact of the HRAV on improved unit operational performance.

The results of the trial approach are contained in the next

chapter.
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V. RE SULTS OF THE STUDY

A. OVERVIEW

Of ninety sets of questionnaires forwarded to the three

HRM C’s at Norfolk , VA , San Diego , CA , and Pearl Harbor , HI

to assess how well the HRAV was performed , twenty-seven were

returned. These sets of questionnaires covered HRAV ’s

conducted by all three HRMC ’s and their respective HRMD ’s

during the period 1 May through 31 July 1976. As a result of

the calculations app lied to the data received , Hypothesis

Number One seems to be refuted.

The results of the approach for testing Hypothesis

Number Two likewise led to mixed results. Thi s is not

surprising for reasons to be detailed in the following

sections of this chapter.

The final section of this chapter summarIzes the results

obtained for this study. These results lead to the conclu-

sions that can be drawn from this study . These conclusions

and the recommendations which they elicit are outlined in

the following chapter. They are offered as a way for HRMSS

system managers to assess the impact of the HRAV on a unit’ s

operational performance.

B. ASSE SSMENT OF HOW WELL THE HRAV IS ACCOMPLISHED

From the assumptions that all questions contained in

the two questionnaires (see Appendix A) reflect the total
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essential requirements for the conduct of a successful and

effective HRAV and that all questions were of equal weight,

it was assumed that total HRAV effectiveness was the sum of

all the activities necessary to the total effort.

With this In mind , the two sets of answers received to

the ten questions on each questionnaire could be viewed in

two alternative ways . They could be compared question by

question to determine the effectiveness of each part of the

HRAV process in a particular unit. Alternatively, the values

assigned to each answer coulu be summed over the entire set

of questions to provide a score for the ef fect iveness of the

entire HRAV. The latter course was chosen for this study

because the purpose of the effort was to exaine how well the

entire HRAV was done. In this process the data for individual F

questions were not lost , and they can be used at some later

time for more detailed examination on an individual case

basis.

Reexamination of the questions resulted in elimination

• of one question from consideration on each questionnaire.

This question concerned whether or not the HRAV and related

activities were scheduled to accommodate the normal operating

requirements/routine of the participating unit with minimum

disruption. This question was eliminated from consideration

because it was thought that neither the unit nor the HRMC/D

‘
~ could control the scheduling of HRAV and related activ ities

in all cases such that minimum disruption to the unit’ s
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normal operating requirements /routine could always be effected.

This left nine questions on each form for consideration.

With nine questions under consideration and using the

values assigned to possible answers noted in chapter IV , the

best total score that could be obtained on either ques tionnaire

was 45. Sim ilar ly, the lowest total score that could be

obtained on either questionna ire was nine. These two figures

suggested a range of values wh ich could be further divided

into smaller groups. Each .group could then be assigned

assessment category term inology to indicate whether or not

the HRAV was done well. This was done , and the results are

shown in Table 1 below.

Ques ti on ‘ Numerical Range of Total Meaning for Meaning for
Response Value Score for Commanding HRMST’ s

Assessment Officer ’s Response
Category Response

To a 1 9-27 HRAV not HRAV not
Very done well done well
Little
Extent

To a 2
Little
Extent 

__________ ________________  ____ ______________

To Some 3 27-36 HRAV HRAV
Exten t adequa te adequa te 

—
~~~~

To a 4 HRAV done HRAV don e
Great well well
Extent

To a 5 36-45
Very
Grea t
Extent

Table 1
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These assignmen ts were then used to plot the total

score of each questionnaire in the set. The HRMST score

was plotted along the horizontal ax is .  The co rresponding

total score for the commanding officer was plotted along the

vertical axis. Thus for any point so plotted one can

determine immediately the values of the total scores for both

the HRMST and the commanding officer of the unit that

participated in the HRAV .

The scale along each axis was divided using the ranges

and their corresponding assessment categories shown in Table

1 above. The division lines for the three assessment

categories were extended perpendicular to their respective

axes to form a Cartesian grid in which were included all the

plotted points . The resultant graph is shown in Figure 6

below.

As expected , most of the plotted points appeared at a

value of 27 or greater on both axes. There was one notable

exception. In Figure 6, one can easily see relative

differences (in quadrants I and IV) or equal tties (in

quadrants II and III) between how well the HRMST thought the

HRAV was done and how well the corresponding command ing

officer thought the HRAV was done.

Linear regression techniques were applied to determ ine

the line through the plotted points which best described the

relationship of all the points. In chapter IV it was

postulated that the line which best described the plotted

points would assume the relationsh ip shown in Figure 4;
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that is , there would be a one to one relationship for the

values shown on the two axes on the average. The line was

supposed to have a V = 0 intercept and a slope whose value

approached unity.

The result of the linear regression was a line described

by the equation 
~~~ 

= 36.84 + .0033X. Taken at face value ,

this equation means that when X = 0 (that is , If nothing is

perceived to have been done by an HRMST in a unit), then

V = 36.84 (that is , the command ing officer of the unit

perceives that the HRAV was done well). Thi s is clearly

impossible.

Using the assessment categories shown along the two

axes of the graph in Figure 6, the interpretat ion of the

line becomes more reasonable. The indicat ion is that most

HRAV ’s are perceived by the commanding officers in whose 
• 

-

units they occur as having been done at least mechan ically

well by virtue of the fact that the vertical axis intercept

value is so high. The implication of this is obvi ous. On

the average , no matter how well or how incompetently an

• HRAV is performed , the commanding officer will be able to

perceive that the necessary activities were in fact done.

Another less obvious implication is that the effectiveness

of the HRAV might be independent of the specialists ’

competence. That Is , if the HRAV activities are performed

only mechanically well , they will be perce ived by the

recipient as having been performed effectively.
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This last statement also seems to be supported by the

almost insignificant slope of the regression line. Here

the Imp lication Is that no matter ~iow well the HRAV process

is performed , the perception of the commanding officers

receiving the services will be only that the activities were

done mechanically well. It should not be concluded that such

a result is necessarily bad. Rather , the result can be

interpreted as what can be expected on the average. Since,

as indicated by the high value of the vertical axis intercept

and the “flat” slope of the line , most commanding officers

perceive that HRAV ’s are performed well , it can be said that

most HRAV ’ s are probably done well.

Though the graph of Figure 6 and the foregoing discussion

of its interpretation seem to refute the statement of

Hypothesis Number one , these results are not particularly

surprising. In the author ’s experience most of the HRMST

personnel who provide HRAV services have been ded icated and

competent. It is far easier to accept (at this point) the

error apparent in the statement of the hypothesis than it

is to offer an indictment against the HRMST personnel and

the HRAV process they use to provide services to operational

units .

It can be concluded generally that the various HRAV and

related activities have merit in the eyes of the average

commanding officer and that the HRMST’ s perform thos e

activities at least mechanically well. Additionally, it

can be generall y concluded that a great deal of extra
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personal effort on the part of the HRMST will not be

recognized by the average commanding officer. This in no

way implies that the effort should not nonetheless be made

by the HRMST. It is perhaps because of this effort that the

average HRAV is perceived by the average commanding officer

to have been done even onl y mechanically well.

Figure 6 also Indicates two more items of possible

interest. The regression line , coupled with the super—

imposed Cartesian grid , di vides the plotted points into two

major and several minor segments. For the points above the

regression line (and assuming the questions asked of the

commanding officers are the proper ones for assessing HRAV

effectiveness) it can be said that the HRAV was in fact done

well whether or not the HRMST thinks It was done well.

Additionally, since the regression line appears nearly at

the boundary between “adequate ” an d “well done, ” It can be

said that points appearing below the regression line indicate

that the HRAV ’s were performed adequately or not particularly

well as the case may be (and if the definitions of the grid

coordinates are accepted).

Figure 6 indicates that 66% of the HRAV ’s are considered

to have been done well and 29.6% are considered to have been

done adequately . Since One of the purposes of the HRMSS is

to provide assistance to command , it seems as though this

purpose Is being fulfilled In nearly all cases. The graph

shows one notable excepti on.
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In this case which can be examined in the raw data , the

commanding officer made the followin g comments.

“ .. .they impresse d me as being totally divorced
from the mission and needs of a sea-going command.
The team seemed to be possessed with the idea that
participative type management was the only solution
for all problems regardless of the employment of the

•
command. They also seemed to be enthralled with the
esoterica of the computer runs , yet at the same time
unable to t~ans1ate what it really meant. While the
general remarks about the data were indeed

• gratifying, they told me little I was unaware of
already , and frankly, had there been any big

• surprises , I would have felt remiss as a C.O. The
cost and effort expended seem totally inappropriate
to the benefit gained.

• Throughout the HRAV period I felt I was
associating with personnel who somehow weren ’t

• part of the Navy. At one point I even had to ask
the team leader to correct a totally inappropriate

• and non -regulation haircut on one of the team members.

On the positive side , the AAP development
sessions were generally constructive , and they
provided the catalyst needed to take an in-depth
look at what was required for a good , realistic ,
and workable AAP.

The strongest part of the program apoears to
have been the training of the CIT . This tra ini ng
and the subsequent seminars on Racism and Military
Rights and Responsibilities has been very well
received at all levels, and is, in my opinion , a
fine tool to help us achieve Phase II goals. The
service provided here is most sincerely appreciated. ”

It must be remembered at the outset that this is only

one of a total number of 27 HRAV ’s plotted in Figure 6 for

the period of observation , and In no way does It reflect the

general trend. It is taken out of context because it is

Illustrative of the sorts of thin gs that can happen durin g

• an HRAV effort and of which the HRMC/D might be concerned in

future efforts.

108 

-- - - -~~~~~ -——-~~~~~~~~~~~- - - -



~~~~~~ IPFW j. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~
- - — ••. - •.

~~

The negative comments did not so much concern the HRAV

activities and how they were done as they did the impression

left on the commanding officer by the H!~M sDectal l sts who

did the work. In fact the positive comments concerning the

activities conducted for the Phase II Equal Opportunity/Race

Relations Program indicated that the mechanical activities

were done rather well.

Presumably because of the negative impress ion left on

the commanding officer by the specialists (and it need not

have been all the specialists on the team as Implied in the

comments) that individual sees little benef it that was gained

or (in the author ’s opinion) little benefit to be gained from

further pursuit of the effort following the HRAV .

Notice from Figure 6 that in this case the HRMST thought

they had done well in their effort. Though this may perha ps

have been true , they still failed apparently to win the

support of the commanding officer , not because the HRAV

process or activities were at fault but because the HRMST

apparently misread the situation. Perhaps they did not

appreciate the possibility that the commanding officer might

be as “smar t” as they think they are or that he might know

his command as well as they though they did.

The attempted “sale ” of participative management as a

panacea (if this is what actually occurred) Indicates a

misreading of the commanding officer ’s perce ived needs or

desires on the part of the HRMST. Alternatively, It indic ates
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that the HRMST tried to move the un-i t to its point of view

before the commanding officer was ready to go. The haircut

• problem Is so basic and obvious that nothing more need be

said concerning it.

This example has been dealt with at length not because

it is typical but because it is extreme and because it clearly

indicates the importance of the role of the HRM specialists

in providing HRAV and related services to an operational unit.

In contrast , this leads to consideration of the more typical

cases.

It was stated earlier that the plotted points of Figure

6 and the corresponding regre~s1on line seemed to refute the

• statement of Hypothesis Number One. Since this was a some-

what surprising initial result , two statistical tests were

done to explain the difference between the anticipated results

• and those that occurred.

A “Chi Square ” test (see Appendix B~ was performed to

assess the acceptability of the hypothesis , and the degree of

correlation between HRMST and commanding officer total scores

was calculated. The “Chi Square ” test indicated that the

hypothesis as stated could be accepted. The correlation

calculations resulted in a correlation factor of r = 0.0031

(almost no correlation at all) between the two sets of

questionnaire answers.

The standard error of the estimate was calculated for

the regression line to be Sy:x 1.28. ThIs small value
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for the standard error of the estimate indicated that the

regression line shown in Figure 6 adequately described the

plotted points.

Since the “Chi Square ” test indicated that there should

be no material difference between the scores obtained by the

HRMST and the corresponding commanding officer, and since the

regression line was verified by the small standard error of

the estimate , the fact of nearly zero correlation between the

two scores presents a dichotomy which is difficult to account

for , but which can perhaps be explained by one or a combina-

tion of the following possible reasons :

1. Neither the techniques used here or in any other

statistical tech niques that measure or express the relation-

ships among variables can prove beyond all doubt that one

variable is the cause and one or more variables the effect(s).

Therefore a measure such as the coefficient of correlation

does not prove the existence of a cause and effect

relationship between two variables X and V , nor does it

negate the existence of such a relationship. The low

correlation factor in this case speaks about very little

association between what the HRMST says about an HRAV on the

one hand and what the corresponding commanding officer says

on the other.

2. ExtrapolatIon of the regression line beyond the

range of observed data in either direction does nothing to

Indicate that the relationship is valid in those areas where

data are non -existent. For example , extrapolation of the
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line calculated in this case to the vertical axis indicates

that commanding officers perceive that the items tested by

the questionnaire were done well (e.g., V = 36.84) when , in

fact , nothing was perceived to have been done by the HRMST

(e.g., X = 0). Such a result is clearly impossible. Without

specific information about the areas outside the range of

observed data , it is simply unknown what the appropriate

estimating device is.

3. In a situation such as this case where the indica-

tion of correlation between the two sets of scores is

extremely small (or correspondingl y In cases where the

coefficient of correlation “r” is extremely large , e.g.,

r = 1), one would be reluctant to conclude that no

correlation exists. One would rather begin to suppose the

existence of other variables not accounted for in the

calculations. Three such pos sible variables come to mind in

this case.

a. The perceptions of the commanding officers

and HRMST team leaders , and/or their respective interpreta-

tions of the meanings of the questions , were completely

different when answering essentially the same questions.

b. The questions themselves were improperly

designed and did not result in obtaining the desired

information.
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c. The roles and needs of the commanding officer

and the HRMST are so comp letely different that their respec-

tive perceptions are equally disparate.

• It was suspected that these latter three factors accounted

most for the dichotomy between the hypothesis as stated and

the results obtained .

The results do not indicate that the hypothesis is in

S error. They do Indicate , however , the need for more

rigorous work to test the hypothesis. Such work requires

properly designed evaluation questionnaires which provide

the desired information while simultaneously reduc ing the

possibility of perceptual and interpretational differences

among those parties who answer the questions.

Additionally, having designed an appropr iate and

adequate evaluation instrument (perhaps using unobtrusive

measures), one should ensure that the sample size is large

enough to be representative of the population in which one

is interested and to make the statistical inferences drawn

from the data more meaningful. It was recognized in this

case that a sample size of 27 may not have been adequate to

test the hypothesis and prove its veracity or lack thereof. 
F

With these thoughts in mind , the 26 points plotted in

Figure 6 which are clustered in the upper right region

Indicate that 66% of the HRAV ’s are considered to have been

done well and that 29.6% are considered to have been done

adequately. The vertical divisions of the grid show the
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correspo ndence between how well the HRMST think they

performed as opposed to how well corresponding commanding

officers think the HRAV was performed.

• Quadrant II is of limited interest since it shows the

correspondence of opinion hypothesized. Indeed the greatest

percentage of the plotted points fall within this quadrant

thus lending credence to the hypothesis.

Qua drant III also shows general correspondence of

opinion , but one wonders what was done or not done to result

in these perceptions on the parts of both players. It would

seem that further investigation would reveal what happened

and would point the way to what could be done to raise both

perceptions to the level of quadrant II.

Quadrant I seems to support the statement made earlier

that the perception of how well the HRAV is done on the part

of the commanding officer should be equal to or greater than

the perception of the HRMST on a quantitative basis.

To a lesser degree , the points on quadr ant IV are

Illustrative of the example described in deta il above.

Though the HRMST thought they performed well, the commanding

officer with whom they worked did not agree. This , again ,

keys the question , “Why?” As noted for quadrant III , fur th er

investigation would probably reveal what could be done to

• raise the quantitative level of the commanding officer ’s

perceptions in these cases.
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Even assum ing these interpretations of the results to

be i n error , the ability to plot the points and assign them

to an assessment category provides the HRMC/D a more objective

tool for evaluation of HRAV effectiveness than has heretofore

been available. This tool can also provide the following

desirable by-products:

a. It can be standardized for use throughout the

system , thus providing top management levels with a Navy -wide

view of HRAV effectiveness.

b. It can be used locally to provide the HRMC/D

a way to evaluate its procedures and its HRM specialists.

c. It can be used , after sufficient data have

been accumulated , as the basis for future changes in HRMSS

policies and in the procedures by which those policies are

implemented.

d. It can be used as the basis for development

of internal HRMC/D training activities for HRM specialists.

e. After accumulation of sufficient data , it can

be used to predict the impact of the HRAV on unit performance

with some degree of certainty and confidence.

C. A SSESSMENT OF HRAV IMPACT ON UNIT OPERAT IONAL PERFORMANCE

With regard to the impact of the HRAV on unit retent ion

and ASI scores , two-way analysis of variance techniques were

applied to the data. After correcting the retention rates

for size of the unit , It was found that the HRAV versus

non-HRAV un its were not significantly different in their
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reenlistment efforts; nor was significant difference found

when AS I scores were compared. 1 At best , on the basis of

accumulated raw scores for both retention rates and AS I’ s ,

one can assert that there is an apparent trend in the desired

direction a,’ one compares units that experienced the HRAV

with those that did not.

When looking at retention rates of HRAV units versus

non— HRAV units over a fifteen month period one sees a gain

of + 0.7099 for the HRAV units and a decline of - 0.1843 for

the non— HRAV units. Both figures are based on average

normalized retention scores for both groups.

1 Retention

Mean Sqaure (time periods) a 0.2433• -Mean Square (units) = 1.378772
Mean Square (group) * 0.8376
Mean Square (interactton) = 1.9842
Mean Square (error) 1.1116
F = 0.7858
p > 0.20

A SI Scores

Mean Square (time periods) = 0.02475
Mean Square units ) = 45.4222
Mean Square group) * 20.3974
Mean Square interaction) a 28.3105
Mean Square error) 40.6925
F a 0.5012
p 0.20
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Collation of the AS I scores over at least two inspections

shows a movement of + 0.1339 for the HRAV units and a movement

of +0.0079 for the non -HRAV units. These figures are also

based on average normalized AS ! scores for both groups.

The frustration of this analysis is heightened as one

realizes that two simple but miss ing links preclude further

investigation. If the researcher had access to the identity

and the operational scores of the HRAV and non -HRAV units

across all measures one could perform an analysis of covariance

to study the combined treatment effect upon these variables.

If one had a reliable evaluation of the HRAV for each

unit , one could also study the impact of effective HRAV ’s

upon operational outputs. In short, a well -designed evalua-

tion model should include :

A B - C D

Identity of Operat ional Rel iable Val id Measures
Experiment Output of Evaluation of Operat ional
and Control Matched of the HRAV Outputs
Units Experiment Effectiveness ,

and Control - 
1

Uni ts

Denying the researcher access to any one of the factors A

through D makes firm conclusions impossible.

As noted earlier , both the NPRDC and CINCLANTFLT studies

found positive correlation between either aspects of

organizational climate and non -jud icial punishment rates or

HRAV impact and non -judic ial punishment rates respectively.

The observation of unit retention and AS ! scores done for ;
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thi s study goes one step further than the previous studies

by attempting to compare the difference In performance

between the experiment and control units. The results of

this study with respect to positive HRAV impact on improved

unit performance are inconclusive. The apparent positive

trend alluded to earlier is supportive of the findings of

the previous studies.

It can be reasonabl y concluded that the HRAV has a

definite positive impact in some areas of unit performance.

It cannot be concluded , however , that the HRA V has positive

impact or even that it has impact at all for all areas of

unit performance. This is illustrated by the results

obtained for the retention and AS ! data cited above. It

would seem that each performance indicator of interest would

have to be examined individually to determine whether or not

the HRAV has positive Impact on unit performance.

One final implication of comparison of the results of

testing for HRAV impact on retention and AS! performance is

that the impact of the HRAV is more easily observable whe n

performance indicator areas of more specific and immediate

Interest to the unit are included as specific goals of the

HRAV. Such indicators are presumed to be i tems such as

non— judicial punishment , retention , ASI’ s, etc. which are a

direct reflection of the interest of the command.

While correlational studies provide interesting analyses

of significant associations , they cannot impute causal ity.
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Perceptions of organ izational climate as derived during

HRAV ’ s can indeed be correlated with operational outputs , but

causal impact cannot be inferred. Thus a more rigorous and

complete analysis is in order. Proposals for such an analysis

are offered in the next chapter.

0. SUMMARY OF THE RE SU LTS OF THI S STUDY

With certain reservations as noted in chapter IV, the

methodology used for this study can be used to determine both

how well the HRAV and related act ivities are performed and

some degree of positive impact of the HRAV on unit operational

performance. Though the original hypotheses were not

sustained totally, the results obtained are reasonable. The

results indicate that an HRAV evaluation tool can be devised.

The methodology offered in this study can be used as the

basis for construction of the instrument.

The results showed that HRAV effectiveness can indeed

be assessed relatively objectively if certa in condit ions

(outlined in the next chapter) exist. Additionally,

evaluation of the conduct of the HRAV in this fashion can

lead to other desirable by-products after sufficient

cupporting data are accumulat ed.

The results of the calculations made to test the second

hypothesis indicate that positive impact is observable but

not yet provable. Unfortunately, this study was unable to

draw a direct relat ionship between HRAV effectiveness and

the resulting impact on unit operational performance.
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Necessary data to bridge this step were not released to the

author. It is , however , though t that the groundwork for

establishing such a relationship has been done in the

methodology offered in this study . If the approach offered

herein is deemed to have merit , then further development and

accumulation of sufficient appropriate data is anticipated S

to yield the necessary ingredien ts for the desired association

to be amde.

Legitimate researchers must be gIven access to the data

for a period long enough to gather longitudinal and cross

tabulated information. A ppropriate records must be kept of

the effectiveness of the HRAV interventions.
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VI . CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

That the purpose of this stud y, to provide a methodology

with which to assess HRAV Impact on unit operational

performance , has been met is subject to verification by more

rigorous development and application of the methods offered .

The results obtained by this study are not conclusive , but

they do indicate the potential efficac y of the methodology.

HRAV impact assessment should include consideration of
• how well the HRAV process is performed by HRM specialists who

• provide HRMSS services to operational units. Only after this

question -Is answered can direct association between the HRAV

and improved unit performance be attempted such that a causal

relationship is clearly established with certainty . This

study has provided a way to approach obtaining meaning ful

answers to both companion and sequentially related questions.

• Lacking standard and specific criteria for evaluating

the effectiveness of what -Is done by HRM specialists -In a

unit during the HRAV process , the use of questionnaires for

both parties (HRMST and corresponding unit commanding officer)

provides the HRMC/D a way to begin to establish evaluation

criteria. If the questions asked of each party are properly

designed to:

a. Provide the desired information , spec ifically ; and

b. to reduce the possibility of perceptual and/or

interpretive differences among the parties answering the
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questi ons, then the answers by both parties are anticipated

to provide information to the HRMC/D concernin g the effective-

ness of their product. Additionally, such -Information can

yield the following desirable by -products:

1. A measure of effectiveness for how well the

HRAV was done.

2. A way for HRM specialists to determine the

strengths and weaknesses of the work they do.

3. A way for HRMC command level personnel to

derive a percentage of effectiveness figure for HRMC /D mission

accomplishment.

4. A way to objectively evaluate HRM specialist

performance using standard , spec ifical ly defined criteria.

A great deal of data exists throughout the Navy concerning
• unit performance. It would seem to be relatively easy and

inexpensive to assemble sufficient quantities of data for a

given performance indicator and to determ ine HRAV impact

upon specific operational performance by more rigorous

application of the methods offered in this study. Additionally,

it seems that more specific and more direct HRAV impact

could be perceived under one or both of the follo wing

conditions:

a. The HRAV activities were directed to improved un it

performance in some specifically defined area such as

retention or Annual Supply Inspect ions.
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b. Complete records were maintained concerning

specifically what was done during an HRAV process in a given

unit and what were the observed results. The methodology

• offered by this study can be used for either or both condi-

tions following accumulation of sufficient appropriate data.

The direct association between how well the HRAV is

accomplished by HRM specialists and its corresponding Impact

on improved unit performance was not completed for this study

because the data on which such an assoc iation might be based

were not released. That is , one would have to follow

observable units for some time subsequent to their HRAV

participation. One would have to know exactly what was done

during the HRAV process such that a direct (or indirect)

cause and effect relationship could be determined.

The unavailability of a sufficient quantity of complete

records limits the conclusions one may draw concerning HRAV

impact to general terminology such as, “It appears that the

HRAV has positive impact. ” Though perhaps such a statement

is intuitively true , this study has shown that it might not

be absolutely true in all cases or for all performance

indicators. What is needed is an evaluation design and the

permission to use the available data in the design.

Furthermore , though it can be shown that the HRAV has

probable general positive impact on improved unit operati onal

performance, the lack of specific definition of what

constitutes improved unit operational performance or
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increased unit operational capability limits the conclusions

that can be drawn. Though general conclusions might be

sufficient for some situations , they also seem to be insuffi-

d ent for others such as lower level management of the system

• on a day-to—day basis.

The quest ion , can be legitimately raised concerning the

worth of attempting to obtain evaluation information of the

specificity called for in this study given that the operating

costs of the HRMC/D’ s are relatively insignificant. The

answer to such a question is dependent on several

considerations.

a. To what degree is the system accomplishing what it

is designed to do? The answer presupposes that what the

system is designed to do is generall y known and accepted -In

specific terms. The results of this study• suggest that such

is not the case.

b. How serious is the desire to assess the impact of

the system? From the amount of formal and informal research

activity to evaluate the system being done at present , one

can infer that there is a great deal of interest in system

evaluation. However , in this author ’s opinion there seems

to be a lack of central direction and coordination to the

current research activity . Although organizational relation —

ships are clearly defined in OPNAVINST 5300.68 [Ref. 4], the

evaluation research efforts that are being conducted

informally by each of the HRMC ’s seem to be more self-serving

to the respective fleet organizations than to the entire
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system. This can be explained perhaps by the assumption of

different cond itions unique to each fleet organization. It

is contended , howev er , that , since the HRMSS is designed for
• - application throughout the entire Navy , centralized general

evaluation guidelines could be developed and standardized

for use by all HRMC fD’ s an d modified as necessary for

specific local use as required by local cond itions. From

OPNAV INST 5300.6B, the logical originator of central guidance

and coordination for system evaluation is the OP -O1P position

• on the CNO staff.

c. Is the evaluation effort cost effective? The

• effort for this stud y required six months for completion by

one part time researcher. It is contended that use of the

approach offered in this stud y can be inexpensive (relative

to the marginal cost of providing HRAV services to each unit),

and it can be done using available in -ho use resources. The

expertise required to use the methodology is relatively

unsophisticated. Alternatively, the methodology also lends

itself to computer processing to yield general information

on a periodic basis. In addition , the ba~sic approach offered
S 

by this study can be developed more rigorously by one fully

qualified statistician who is also available from in— house

(Navy ) personnel assets.

• d. How much time will be required? If the assumption

that a typical HRMC can provide HRAV services to approximately

120 units annually is reasonably accurate , it is also assumed
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tha t those units probably include nearly all the different

command types and conditions in which the HRAV is applied.

It is thought , therefore , that a serious effort of approxi-

inately one year ’s duration and includin g all the HRMC /D’ s

would provide sufficie nt data to evaluate the HRAV and its

impact.

It is therefore recommended :

1. That the purpose and objectives of the HRMSS be

specifically defined and promulgated.

2. That the effort made to evaluate the system be

guided and coordinated centrally by OP-OlP.

3. That the basic approach offered in this study be

developed more rigorously using in— house resources and that

it be implemented , after sufficient trial , throughout the

entire system.

4. That the HRMC /D’ s be tasked to ma intain appropriate

records of their activities in some standard form along the

lines suggested by this study.

5. That whatever evaluation approach is used be

standardized for use by all cognizant parties such that

there is agreement and common understanding among all

concerning what is required.

If these recommendations are followed , it is anticipated

that after sufficient time and serious effort , sys tem

managers will have the information necessary to evaluate the

pr*grams , their effectiveness , their impact , and the
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performance of the personnel who fill the role of HRM

specialist. Additionally , such information can be used to

effect efficient allocation of monetary and personnel

resour ce s , to maintain system policy and procedure currency

with respect to continuall y changing fleet requirements , and 
-

to predict both individual and unit performance with some

degree of certainty .

It is recognized that the methodology offered by this

study is but a small portion of the research that could be

accomplished with respect to the HRMSS. Interestingly , two

documents already exist that indicate work along the lines

suggested by this stud y was begun. These are both

unpublished reports entitled respectively:

a. “Proposed Goals and Objectives of the Navy Human

Resource Management Support System. ” [Ref. 17]

S b. “Human Resource Management Symposium ,” 10— 11

January 1976. [Ref. 18]

The first report seems to strive at the specif icity called

for by this study, and the document would be a convenient

starting point for specific definition and promulgation of

the system ’s objectives. The second report outlines in some

detail the requirements for operation and evaluat ion of the

HRMSS on a Navy -wide basis. It , too , provides a convenient

starting point for more rigorous and deta iled research.

The following general plan is offered to provide the

basis of a long term research effort for approx imately five

years.
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a. Fiscal Year 1977

1. Define HRMSS goals and objectives specifically

Synopsis: This research would provide

detailed examination of present goals and objectives , define

requirements specifically, and revise system goals and

objectives as necessary with maximum specificity .

• Estimated Requirements :

Time: Two weeks
Personnel : HRMC command level
• representatives

Fleet CINC staff representatives
OP-Ol P
Pers-6

Cost Factors: Personnel time
Travel and per diem

Location: HRMC San Diego , or NPRD C

2. Develop and Field Test HRAV Evaluation

Rating Questionnaire

Synopsis: Using this study as a basis ,

develop a proper evaluation rating instrument to gather

desired information and reduce the possib ility of perceptual

or interpretive differences among those who answer the

questions.

Estimated Requirements :

Time: Development - 2 weeks

• Reproduction and distribution —

2 weeks
Trial period - 6 months
Anal ysi s - 1 mon th
Modification /Implementat ion - 2 months
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Personnel : Pers - 6
Cost Factors:  Personnel time

Travel / per diem
Cler ica l
Distribution

Location: All HRMC/D

3. Collect data for impact stud y in area(s) of

interest

Synopsis: Using this study as a basis , design

an experiment for rigorous applic ation of the offered

methodology with proper control of variables.

Estimated Requirements :

Time: One year
-
‘ Personnel : Fleet CINC staff

HRMC / D
Cost Factors:  Pe rsonnel time

Computer serv ices
Location: The three major fleets and the

sho re establ ishment.

b. Fiscal Year 1978
1. Ana lys t s  of data obtained for impact study

Synopsis:  Using this study as a basis and

rigorous s ta t is t ica l  analysis techniques , determine the

degree of HRAV impact in quantifiable terms .

Estimated Requirements :

Time : Six months
Personnel : NPRDC 1 :
Cost Factors : Personnel time

Com puter servi ces
Locat ion:  NPRDC San Diego
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Estimated Requirements :

Time: Six months
Personnel : Fleet CINC staf f

NAY PERS

OP-O 1P
Pers - 6

Cost Factors:  Personnel time
Billet assi gnment opportunity
HRM subspec ialist training

Locat ion: NAVPERS

3. Employment of HRM specialist (Feedback to HRM

School)

Synopsis: This research would examine current

employment of HRM specialists in field commands to determine

the relevance of their initial training.

Estimated Requirements :

Time: Six months
Personnel : HRMC/D command level

Fleet CINC staff
HRM School analysts

Cost Factors : Personnel time
Location: HRM School Memphis

4. Evaluation of source program HRM training

Synopsis: This research would examine whether

• what is being taught in access point training conforms to

system goals and objectives, the competence of the instruc-

tors , and the long term affects of this training for personnel

in the workaday situation.
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Estimated Requirements :

Time: One year
Personnel  : NPRDC

Pers - 6
HRM School Memphis

Cost Factors:  Personnel time
Data gathering and analys is
Revision of training syllabi
Retraining of HRM instructors

Location: All major access points

d. Fiscal Year 1980

1. HRMSS change of direction

Synopsis: This research would examine other

areas of potential growth for the HRMSS once the initial

exposure of the entire Navy is complete. It would also

examine future employment of HRM specialists.

Estimated Requirements :
Time: One year
Personnel : OP-O lP

Fleet CINC staff
HRMC/D command level

Cost Factors : Personnel time
Research and Development

Location: OP -OlP

2. Decision point concerning system use

Synopsis: No research required. It seems

that this period would constitute a major mi lestone in the

system ’s history . The initial job is anticipated to be

completed by this time - that is , all commands will have

experienced at least one HRM cycle. The question then is ,

“Where do we go from here? ”
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Estimated Requirements :

Time : Two months
Personnel : OP-Ol P

Fleet CINC
Pers — 6

Cost Factors : Personnel time
Opportunity costs of
maintaining system operation

Location: OP -OlP

e. Fiscal Year 1981

1. HRMSS redefinition (major overhaul)

Synopsis ’: Once the init ial use of the system

is completed , decisions must be made concerning future use

of the system . If the HRMSS is to remain a useful and viable

tool for the Navy, it seems that it would find application

in other areas of interest. The research done using thi s

general plan in the previous four year per iod should provide

ample information on which to base these decisions. Once the

necessary decisions are made, then it is assumed that the

cycle begins all over. The cycle is envisioned to have the

following general form :

(a) Decision made
(b) Decision Implemented
Cc) System operation and monitoring
(d) System evaluation
Ce) System modification
(f) Ov erhaul
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This research plan (summarized in flow chart form in

Figure 7 on the nex t page) provides only the “bare bones ” of

‘ necessary research for the HRMSS. It is offered as an example

of a structural framework on which system research efforts

could be built for the nex t five years .

FIVE YEAR R ESEAR CH PLAN FLOW DIAGRAM
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Other areas of potential research with respect to the

HRMSS are :

a. Aspects of the general Navyenvironment which may

not be conducive to realization of the goals and objectives

of the HRMSS.

b. Development of appropriate , specific , and standard

HRMSS inspection requirements which are generally applicable

at all levels.

c. Development of methodology to ensure the profes-

sional competence of personnel returning to billets of normal

duty subsequent to a tour of duty within the HRMSS.

d. Development of an evaluation and a reward system

which ensures that personnel assigned to HRMSS b ill ets remain

promotionally competitive with their contemporar ies who are

assigned to more convent ional  b i l le ts .

e. A study to determine the app l icab i l i t y  of HRMSS

evaluation techniques to other essentially socially oriented

areas of Navy endeavor such as personnel selection and

performance assessment.

f. Development of a plan to terminate the HRMSS as an

entity and to incorporate the current system resources into

more normal command channels. This presupposes that the

system has a limited purpose and scope which , when these are

fulfilled , w ill indicate that the system Is no longer

necessary . Though this author does not env Is ion  the sys tem

outliving its usefulness for some time yet , the possib ility
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in the future (lacking any system ,grow th potential) is worthy

of considera tion and preparation.

These few areas of possible fur ther research are meant

to be representa tive only, and this l ist is not assumed to

be all inclusive. It is contended , however , tha t the

necessary personnel assets and expertise are alread y availa ble

w ithin the Navy to pursue studies in any area of interest

with respect to the HRMSS . Assuming ser iousness of purpose ,

cen tral guidance and coordination , main tenance of appropriate

records , common unders tanding and cooperat ion among all

cognizan t parties, specifically defined goals and objectives ,

and access to da ta , i t is both possible and feasi ble to prove

that the HRMSS can and is realizing its great potential to

effect general and genuine Navy improvement.

• 
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APPENDIX A

Exh ibit 1 - HRAV Evaluation Questionnaire
• (Commanding Officer Form)

Exhibit 2 - HRAV Evaluation Questionnaire
(HRM ST Form )

Exhibit 3 - Letter of Request to HRMC Commanding Officer
for Trial Use of the Questionnaires

y
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Exhibit 1

RIJMAN RESOURCE MANAG EMENT SUPPORT SYSTEM
PROCESS EFFECTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answer all questions in the enclosed question-

na ire. A ll questions ask to what extent you think various

aspects of the Human Resource Management Support System

were performed effec tively w ith in your command dur ing the

Human Resource Availabili ty (HRAV) recently partic ipated

in by your command.

This questionnaire is designed to help us to mainta in

our services such tha t they are always responsive to the

realistic concerns of commanding officers and also in

keeping with the spirit and inten t of the Navy Human Resource

Management Support System .

Please signify your answer to each of the questions by

marking the appropr iate box . Additional space is provided

for you to make any added comments you desire.
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FIU1~AN RES OIJRCE ?~ANA GE~ENT PROCESS EPPECTIVENESS ~UES?IONNA IRE

1. As a .result of all asrociated HRAV activities (from initial visit
through RBAV), to what extent did you have a clear understanding ~ndenpreciation of the concerts of the U.S. Navy’s ~uinan Resource?s!anagement Sui~t~ort System?

To a very To a little To some To a greet To a very
• little extent extent extent great

extent extent
I 1 I

2. As a result of all associated I~BAV activities, to what extent didyou have a greater a-’-,nreciation for how the HRAV could be used to
beet advantage for your command?

To a very To a little To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I I _ I I I
3. To ~“hat extent do you think the Euman Resource Vanagement Su~v-~ortTersrr (!TRrST) assigned to your co’~rand -nrovided you a’roronriate ~‘rid
adeauate assistance at each stage of the ~~AV ,rocess?

To a very To a little To some ~o a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I I _ I I 1
4. To ,‘hat extent did the feedback of ~‘~rvey data you receivedindicate a thorouEh examination of the data and reasonable
internretation of the data by the assigned HRIgTST?

To a very To a little To some To ~ great To p ver:!
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I I
5. To “hat extent did the actual flPAV activities conducted within
your command conform with the reauirements of the Navy Ewnan Resource
?d!ana~’ernent Sw,nort System (OPNAVINST 5300.6 series)?

To a very !fo a little To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I I 1 1 II
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6. To ‘that extent did the HRAV activities conducted within your
cowr~and lead to results you had been led to expect by the Navy Human
Resource Management Su~ ,ort System and/or the assigned }~ 1J!ST?

To a very To a little To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I 1 1 I 1
7. To what extent do you think your Command Action Plan, develoned
as a result of your cor~man6’s narticination in the HRAV will nroducesignificant and measurable improved ~,erformance within your commandin the areas covered?

To a very To a little To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

L_ I I 1 1
~~~. To what extent was the scheduling of rl.l ersociated ~~AV activities

• (initial visit through HRAV) flexible enough to accommodate your
corrand~s normal onerating requirements/routine with minir~’iir~ d is antio?i?

To e. very To a little To sowe To a great To a very
little extent extent extent ~‘~eatextent extent

I I I I
. To uI het extent do you think the ~ernbers of the assigned HRMST

exerted their efforts in su~”ort of the best interests of yourcommand?

To a very - To .a little To some ~o a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

1~ 
— I I

10. To what extent do you think your command’s ~articipation in theI~ AV will result in lasting improved effectiv~ness of the command ~ts
e. “‘hole?

To a very To a little To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

1• I I I
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Exhibit 2

‘~U~A1’~’ ~OT1T?CT~ ~ A~!A GE~5ENT °ROCESS EFFECTIVENESS ~tJESTIC~~ ATRE
(Form 2: for use by the }~~~ST leader)

1. ‘~‘0 “het extent did assigned !ffiMST members attemnt to ensure that
the narticinating unit CO (and other appronriate unit person~e1) hs.dederniate understanding end p’r,reciation of the concents of the Navy
Huir~n resource Management 5un~ort System and what narticination in
the HRAV could do for the unit?

To a very To a 1itt~e To some To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great• extent extent

I I I I I
2. !~o what extent ~‘ae assignment of ~~~ST members made with resnectto team mewber exnerience in the unit tyne?

• To a very To a lit+)e To some To a ~~eat To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I I I I I I
3. To what extent did you as HRMST leader c”ncr’r with rurvey ens1ysi~
~rd feedback design done by the assigned team for the nartici”ati.”f’
unit’s survey?

To a very To p. little To some To a great To a very -
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I. I I I I
4. To ‘that extent ~id assigned team members attem~t to ensure th.~tHRAV activities conducted were in conformance with the objectives of
the Navy Human Resource rar.agement Su.~~ort S.rstem?

To ~ very To a little To some To e. great To a very
little extent extent ~~te”t (rr~ textent ext~rt

I I I I I I
5 ‘P~~~ “hat extent were ex~,ected I~~AV activity results achieved(i.e. ‘~‘ith resnect to meeting rorkshon/traThing objectives, etc.)?

To a very To ~ li ttle To some To a ~~eat To r’ very
little extent extent extent great
extent exte”t

I I I I I
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~~~. To what extent do you think the skills necessary for continuing
-~~rt~veness in nroblem idrntif~cation and ~~~~~~~~~ ‘-rr~ trrnrferredadecuatelv to r~’-ronriate ~erso~v~ei In t1’e ~rrt~~~~rt~rr m it.?

~ ve’~ To a little To some To ~ ~~~st ~~ a
‘ittle extent extent extent “Teat
extent

I I I
~~ ‘th’t nxt.~nt were atte’~~ts r ’rde by ~~~~~~~~ !~R’~~~ ~~di,’~~ ~ssociated ~RAV act ivitIes to o~ cow—od,t,e t!’e rt~~~~r~ 4rp

unit’s normel onerp.tinp re~uirer~ents/rou.tine with m± m.~ n d~~rr ’~~t4~~~?

~ ~er~r To ~ ~ittle To s~re To ~ t~~~~~~t To ~flttle extent extent extent
• extent e,’t~nt

I I I I
~~~. To ~‘s.t extent did o~~ip’red !~R!V~ST members exert th~ i•r ef~’ort~ t’si,’i-’ort the ‘articipating unit’s desires/~’erceiv~~ ~e~r’s in eddi~ ionto ‘-~ e re”uireirents of the Navy Human Resource I~T ariapemert Su~~~rtrtein?

To a very To a little To some To a great To a very
• lit+~e extent extent extent great

extent extent

• I I I I I
O~ As a result of its narticination in the H1&V, to what extent do
~r~~ii think the i.mjt’s overall ‘,erforman~e will be more ef~ective ?

To a very To a little To sore To a great To a very
little extent extent extent great
extent extent

I I I~~10. To ~“hat extent do you think active ~artieinetIon of the unitCO ~~d other designated anoronriate nersortnel contributed to t~esuccessfulness of the ~~AV in which they narticinated?

To a very To a little To some Tv, a great To r~ verylittle extent extent extent great
extent extent
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• If your HRYST v’ere to be assigned another unit of the ~r~r~ety~ e ~‘s this , what woul d you do differently ? ~leese ex~ tain.

‘fte tyne of unit oon.~~rned with in this re~ort is: Check one;

Surface
8ubsurfac e
iTaval Air
~~~~~~~~ ~u’~~ort
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Exhibit 3

fl’ Raymond C. Hi~hsinithU.S. Naval Postgraduate School
Monterey , California 93940

• Commanding Officer
U.S. !~~vy ~uman Resource

Management Center
• U.S. Naval Base , Pearl Harbor

FPO San Francisco, Calif. 96610 14 April 1976

Dear Cantain,
As my ~ostgraduate school thesis nroject, I ~m attemptingto determine a ray to assess the impact of the ~ffiAV in thoseo”erational units in which it is conducted. The work done so

far has ~‘roduced two companion ouestions:1) How can we know that the ~~ AV was done well?
2) what is the imnact of the iU~AV in the unit with res~,ect torecognized. bonifid e na~j  management issues?

Providing an anr,roach to answer the second of these
ouestions will be the ma~or thrust of the thesis. Though the
our~ose of this letter is to ask your assistance in answeringthe first cuestion , it is hy~ othesized that providing a ray to
answer the second will close the 1oo~ in evaluation of the entire
}J~~! cycle. This will, be done by examining ux~it nerformence in
such areas as retention, non—judicial punishment rates, Annual
Su~~1y Inenect ion scores , etc.

Enclosed , olease find several cories of two forms of ~ ‘.

questionnaire I ~~ ve d eve1o~ied. to assess how well ~r ~RAV isdone. It is erv~Fjoned tha t the two ouestior,naires ril’ te
used as a set , with the nartici~ating unit com ’ondir~ off icer
comn1etin-~ ore Frd the ~~~SP team leader comoletir~ the other.The results of the two r’uestionr.~ires will then be cor~~red.and correl~’ted with re~orted o~eratIonal d~’ta. It is
antic~~F~ted that com~letjon of the forms will yield thefollowing results:

a) A me~sure of effectiveness for how well the ~~AV ras
done.

b) A ra~’ for H~ ’ s~ecieljsts to determ3ne the strengthsand weaknesrea of ~he work the~ do.c) A way for F~~ C ccmnand level ‘~ersomnel to derIve r
• ~eroenta~ e of ef~ectivenesa fi~~ire for }~~~C~~ mission

accom~,liah~~’wt .
• d) A rsv to o1’~ectIve ’.y evaluate ~~M s~ecialIat

ef±’ectlvenesa and com.netence via standard criteria.

The two ouestionreires ask essentially the sane oues~ior.sin the seme order on both forms; however, the focus of ~1e
ouestlons is dif ~ c’rert in each , attemntin~ to reflect nossibi e
diff erences in ~erce~ tion and biases of the two narties (i .e .
~~ FC/D on the one hand ~rd the rtici~ating unit comme.r.dirgofficer on the other). The hy’~othesis here is that the answers
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to t~,e ri~est j on~ or the two forms wil l, not be very different .
If the answers are sI,~tificant~y dff~erent, the assumed
indication is that thee~ are areas which might bear cl oserexamination.

The form for the ‘~artieinatins’~ unit commanding officer
attem~ ts to view the situation from his unic’ue ~osj tion. It
is assumed that he Ia concerned only with the best interest of
his comr~nd — regar~less of what the !!ur ’en Resource ?~anegernent
Sun~ort SZrstem end/or the assigned s~ecie1ists think are hisbest interests. It Ic readily seen that this narticular
ouestionr.~’ire olaces e. large measure of the “burden of oroof”
onto the ~~~~~~ srecia.lists.

The fo~~ for the F~~ST team leader assumes that hisbroader view and knorled~’e of ~olIcy concerned with the Human
Resource Man a.~ ement Su~oort System makes his evaluation of a
particular IIRAV effort more meaningful than that of the
assigned lead. s’,ecje,ljst. That is to say, he is in a more
advantageous ~osition to assess the effectiveness of what work
is done by the s~ecia1ists in a given commen d.. Ad d itionally,
this form orovides for ~ossib 1e differences in perce~ tion
between the narticioating coim~anding officer and the ~~~~~~s’r,ecialists (i .e .  thou~rh the snecialists thought they did an
effective sob , the nartici~ ating commanding officer might have
thought otherwise: or , alternatively, the s~ ecialists may , in
fact, have done the best ~‘ossible sob, but the command with
whom they worked was not ‘~articu1ar1y sun’~ortive of the effort).

The cuestions in both forms rere deve1o~ ed by me based on -
my nearly three years exnerience as an F~~ soecialist ascigned
to ~~~ C Norfolk . I have tried to ca’Tture the essenc e of the
~~AV process while simultaneously attemnting to lceeo the numberof ouestions erall so as not to burden either commanding
officers or ~~~ ST team leaders with a great demand on their time.
The questions are designed to stand alone without the need for
clarification. Horever, a narrative ouestion has been added to
each to make the answers to the basic ouestions more snecifi_
cally and i~~ediately useful to ~~J’C,~ nersonnel concerned
with process evaluation and improvement .

It is unknown at this -~oint in time what the relative
weights of the cuestions are. It is therefore anticipated that
I will need to come back ‘to you and your staff for a brief
session o±~ assigning a’r,ronriate weiphts to the c’uestions once
the data are in. It is envisioned that the scoring niethod

‘ finally ad o nted wil~ be uncomolicated , such that this ty~e of
evaluation can readily be done “in—house” without the necess ity
of exnensjve and soohisticated models.

The confidentiality esoect of the }tuxnan Resource Manage-
ment Sunnort System is fully recognized and annreciated . The
c’uestions were designed with that in mind. Though I could be
wrong, I do not thinic anyone’s confidence v.~i11 be violated by
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completing these nuestionnaires. On the other hand , the ouestions
were desir~ied to be rather “hard—hitting” in order to fulfillmy desire to build a. system with which Human Resource TCanagement
Suv,nort Sirstern mrtnagement ~ersonnel can evaluate ‘their efforts
tangibly and meaningfully.

I have covered a. great deal of background before getting 
-

to ‘the ‘,oint . ?~ r recuest is that you use these cuestionnaires
for the next few months on a trial b’sis with units ~cheduled
to ~artici~ ate in an H~AV , having the ~artici~ ating cor,mcnd ±ng
officer and the assigned ~~I~ST team leader com’,lete their
a~~licable ~ortions. U~on oom~].etion of as many forms as
~os~jble in the available time frame, I ask that you return the
coin”,leted documents to me at one of the ad dresses indicated.
below. I ask further that each set of ~uestionnaires returnedbe identified as a set ‘through some system of~ marking such as
A — A, B — B, etc., or 1 — 1, 2 — 2, etc.

I ask, also , that the cuesti.onnaires be tried both on
immediat e com~letion of the ~~AV and (in selected cases) in
some units a-i~roxi~ ately one month after com~letion of the
~ffiAV if ~os~ible. The reason for this is that it is ur.kno~~
either how time—oriented this information is or whether or not
a time ~ers”ective of, say, one month will yield more meaning-ful results. please identify those sets of.r~t’estionr.aires
rhich are com~leted some time after the ~~AV in ‘this fashion.

It is rec’uested that all completed forms he returned to
me not later than 1 August 1976. I ~lan to ccm~lete my thesis
by 1 November 1976 and will ,rovide you a copy of the finished
document.

Should you have any c’uestions concernin g this effort, I
can be reached as foi.~.ows :

I~T R aymond C. ifighanith
U.S. Naval ?os’tgraduate School
Monterey, California 93940
S1~iC ~~~ 1062
Autovon: 479—2056

Or T~T Raymond C. ifighemithill 1~oree1l Circle
Monterey , California 93940
Telephone : 408—373—7027

A final note :

Cantaj n Baldwin of Pers—6 Is aware of this ~ro~ ect , though
not of the s~ ecific form It i~ tr !~ing. Addit~onr~l.1y, ~hia
effort ~iaral1e1s , to acme degree , work being done by the U.S.
Navy ‘T)ersonnel Research and Develo’iment Center, San Diego.
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T~y thesis ~3visors are CDR R.A. !(cGonigal and LCDR R.T.
Porbe~ , both of whom ~tre fully ex~erienced in the ~~AV ~rocess ,
and both of whom have hae a l~ong association with the Hu!renResource L anagemcnt Su~~ort System.

These ~uestionnaIres have been released info~~ a1ly to
save tir.e; ho”ever, they were released with the knowledge of
my thesis advisors end other a~~romriate ~ereonnel of the
U.S. Naval Postgraduate School.

I anologize for the extraordinary len~ th of this let ter,
and I a~nreciate your time in re~di~ng it. Th~nicing you in
advance for your effort in support of this ~roj ect , I remain ,

Very Respectf~l?.y, ~
j

Raymond C. I~i~hsnith
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APPENDIX B

Exhibit 1 - Data and Calculations for Returned Completed
Sets of HRAV Evaluation Questionnaires

Exhibit 2 - Data and Calculations for Retention Rates of
Selected COMNAVSU RFPAC Units

Exhibit 3 - Data and Calcu la t ions for Annual Supply
Inspection Scores for Selected COMNAVSURFPAC
Units

1
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~xhibIt 1

AP~ErTDIX B

DATA AND CALCULATIONS

Raw Data From ~~AV ~‘va1uation ~uestjonn.aires

SET rU~’STION~1A~~E ANS~ERS ~~!~/CO TOTAL
CTJESTIONS SCORE

n 1 2 3 4 5 6~~~~7 8 9 1O~~~M/CO
1 5/5 3/5 ~~~5 5/5 4/5~ 2/5 5/4 5/5 2/5 ~~~ 3 5/43
2 214 1/3 4~~ 4/4 . 2/5 

~~[3 2/3 2/4 2/a. ‘
~7’~ 31/33

~~~ ~~~~ 1/5 5/4 5/5~ 47T 4/5 514 5/5 ~ /5 4/4 37,/40

~~~ 4/5 1/5 5/4 5/5 4/5 T14 5/A 4/ 5  3,75 ~~~~~~~ 35/41

~~~ 5/4 1/4 5/4 5,74 5/5 
- 2,’~4 5/ ~4 575 3/4 ~7~

• 
~~/~ 8

6 5/~ 5/4 5/4 2/3 5/4 ~513 5/4 5/5 5/5 ~~~ 44/34
7 3/5 1/4 4/5 4/5 4/4 4/4 4/5 3/5 3/5 •

~7~
• 29/42

~T 5/1 1/1 5/2 5/1 4/4 27r 5/3 573 3/3 ~~~ 37/17
~~~~~~~~~~ 414 1/2 4/3 5/4 4/2 ~~~~ 5~~ 5/4 ~3/3 Z7~ 33/35
Tö _415 1i7~ 4/4 4/5 4/5 ~74~ 4/4 275 2/5 ~ 4 27/39
T1 5/4 ~i7r• 5/4 4/3 5/4 574 5/4 5/3 ~~5 4 4 3~ /36
T~ ” 4/4 37T 274 4/2 4f~ 3/3 5/2 4/4 4/4 4 2 34/29
T~~ 4/5 3/4 4/5 5/5 4/5 4/4 474 5/5 3/5 4 , 4 36/4 1

14 ~~~~ 1/4 5/5 5/4 3/4 4/3 5/2 5/5 2/5 V~ 
- 

32/33
15 5/5 5/4 5/5 S/ Cr  5/5 

-

~~~~~~~~~~ 5/0 5/5 4/5 ~~~ 42/32
T~~ 5/5 2/5 5/4 5/4 4/5 4/4 574~ 5/5 3/5 ~~~ 37/39
17 5/4 3/4 - 

5/4 5/~ ~74 373 573 5~j4 2/5 ‘~7~ 3e/34
18 5/4 3/5 5/5 5/4 5/5 2/4 5/3 514 3/5 ~~~ 40/39• ,I
~
— 5/4 5/4 4/4 4T4 4/4 ~5/4 573 5/4 3/4 ~~~ 39/3d

20 5/4 1/5 4/5 5/4 5/fl 4/4 515 5/5 4/5 ‘574 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~T 4/4 5/5 5/4 ~72 4/5~T~~/5 514 574 3/~~ ~~~ 40/3~F22 4/4 5/5 4/5 375 4/4 4J4 4/4 4/4 3/5 ‘~7Z ~37j4O2”3~~ 5/4 3/5 5/4 5/4 3f4~ 3/4 2/4 _~~/3 3/5 ~~~~~~~ 35I/3~~~24 5/5 3/5 5/5 5/5 5/5 4/4 4/5 5/4 4/5 ~~~ 41/43
• 

~~~~~~~ 4/4 4/4 4/4 5 4  4/4 3/3 4/4 4/5 ~3/5 Z7~ 35/37
26~ 5/4 3/4 5/5 5T5 5/4 Sf4 5/4 5/3 4/5 ~~~ 42/~92~fl _5/4 2/5 5/5 ~~~~~~~~ 4/5 4/5 5/5 5/2 4/5 ~~~~~~~~~ - 

4Cfi4

Table B—i

The total scores in the table above reflect elimination of
questions number 7 and 8 from the I~~~ST and commanding

• officer c!uestiormajres resi ectively. Comparison of individual
ouestion answers should not be attempted from table B—i
because the sub~ect matter of ouestions with the same number
on both forms is different . (see Appendix A)
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HRA V Evalua tion Questionna ire Regr ession Analysis Calculations
CRef. 19]

_______ ________ 
__________ _____________ 

__________ ____________
n X~~ T XY 

_ _ _  _ _ _

1 ~~ r ~~ 1505 1.225 1~4O2 
_____  3~ 1023 961 IO~~

~~ 37 ~~~~~~ 14 1 369 1600
4 ~~~~ 41 1435 1225 • 16~15 3~ 3~ 1444 1444 1444

____ 
24 34 1496 1936 I1S~• 7 2° 42 121P F2 1 2~~54

____ _____ 
17 629 36° 2F9

____ 
33 3~ ~~ fl55 10~~ 1225

10 2~~~ 39 1053 720 1521
11 3B 35 136~ 1442 

_______

12 ~~4 2 0 CF6  1156 E4 1
____  _____  

41 1/76 !~~ 5 I6&~l

____ 
32 

• 33 ~l05~6~ 
_ 024 T0~ 9

15 42 - 

‘2 1324 1762 1024
16 37 ~ ° ~J-43 1369 1521
17 

_____ 
34 1292 1444 1l5~• 1~ 40 3° ~~~~55~’ 15~’fl 1521

• 10 39 34 ~~~~326 ~~1521 
- 

1156
20 3~ 40 1520 1444 1500
21 20 3~ 1520 2 6~’~ 14112

22 37~~~ 40 ~~~12F0 7.35° 1~~~2
23 — 

~8 ~~~!3~ 0 1225 1~ 44
24 

_____ 
43 ~~ 17~3 1/Cl 

_____

2~ _____  

37 ~~~ 1~’25 _ 3 ’~° -26~ 22 
~~~39 ~153~~ ~ 1762 ~~~52 1

~~ 40 - 22 1760 1600 ~~93E
T0~ A~ 990 °9~ 36595 ~~714 37~46

Table B— 2

In Table B-2 above , X represents the total score obtained

on the HRMST ques tionnaire . Y represents the total score

ob tained on the correspond ing commanding officer question-

na ire. XY Is the product of the two corresponding scores .

x 2 and are obv ious .
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!~RAV 
0ue&-ionna±re Regression Analysis (continued~

From basic statistics it can be sho~~ that:

Total X 990
flean value of X is X X = _ _ _ _ _  = 36.67

n 27

Total Y 998
L’ean value of Y is ~~ = = 36.96

n 27

r ean value of ~~ is ~~
= = 36.67 x 36.96 = 1355.32

It can also be sho~~ that:
= a + bX

where

T otal XY —

— 
and a = ~~~— bXTotal 2C —

36595 — 27x1355.32
b = a = 35.96 — (.0033)(36.67)

36714 — 27x(36.67)

1.36
b = = 0.0033 a = 36.8390 = 36.84

407.40

Theref ore:
= 36.84 + .0033X

The small value of the s1o~ e (b )  indicates a “fla t”  slope
for the re~rresz ion line calculated above to describe the
‘~iotted ~,airs of ooints in figure 6 of the text. The flat

• slope , in tu~~ , indicates little correlation ‘oetween the
two sets of scores. This is verified on the following
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H~AV 0uestionnaire Correlation Test

For a fiat slope , the corres~ cnding coefficient of
correlation (r )  between values of X arid Y should be close
to a value of zero.

It can be shown that the coeff icient of correlation is
given by:

a x(Total Y) + b x(Total XY) — n?Z

Total y Z 
—

and using the calculated values for the variables shown in
table 3—2 and on the last Page, ~‘e have:

(36.839x998) + (.0033x36595) — 27x(36.96f’

37846 — 27x( 36.96)

2.963 —

= 0.0031
962.887

Therefore , the su’~~osition of little correlation between
the two sets of scores is verified.

Standard Error of the Est imat e

That the regression line Y = 36.84 + .0033X ~rovides the
best description for the plotted points can be verified by
calculat ion of the standard error of the estimate Sy:x.
It is anticipated that Sy:~ will have a sm all value if the
regression line provides a good “fit” for the plotted points.
It can be shown that:

(Total Y2) — a x(Total Y) — b x(Total XY)
n — 2

= 1
37846 - (36 . 84) (99 8)  - (.oo33)(36595)~ =

?TX L 25
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Chi S~~are Test for ~!PAV ~ffectiveness ~~ting

Corroeting hy~otheses:
• H O :  The corn~arjson of total ~core~ obtained from com~1etior~

of evaluation ouestionnaires by commandir~ offiters and

~~?rST team leaders at the end of an ~~AV will show no
material differences in ~erce~ t ions of the two ~arties.

~1: The com~ arison of total scores ... will show material
differences in th e ~erce~t ions of the t~ o parties.

Observed Freouency (f 0)

an ge
of Co~nnanding_Off icer  Scores (Total )
Lotal
Scores 16—20 25—3~ 31—35 36—40 41—45 Total

HP~ST 26—30 0 0 - 0 - 1 1 2
Scores 31—35 0 1 3 2 2 

- 8
(Total~ 36—40 1 0 2 

______  
2 13

4 1—45 0 0 2 1 
_ _ _ _  

4
Total 1 1 7 7.2 5 27

Table 9—3

Since we are interested in dete~~~±~ in~ ~hether the hy~othesis
of no material difference in total scores is tenable, we

~roceed to calculate the eciected fre~uencies by as~~ming
that the null hy~othesis (go) is true .

From the totals of Table ~— 3 ebove ir. the ri-~t h~r~
column , we observe that 2/27 = ‘~.074~ of the ~~~ ST tote.1
scores “ ere in the 26—30 ran~e.

If I~~ is true : that is , if there ~‘rc no material

~if ferences  in the scores o’ctained by com~~ nding o i c ~ r~
an~ }~~~ST t er m 1e~~~ers , then it shoul f a lso  be true that
2/27 = 0.~72~ of the com~andir~ of ficers , whose total scores
are in the 7.6—2 0 range , ~‘i11 corres~ omd to ~~ ST’ s ~hca~
total ~c~ res are in the 25— 30 range : 2/27 of the c r ~ i~~o
•af ~’icers whose total scores are ir. the 2 6— 3 0 :-ar~ e ~houl~
carrt~a~ or~d to T2~ 00’s whose total scores ~- ere ir the 25—30
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ran~e: 2/27 of the ccrmardirp of- icers ‘~hose total scores
are in the 31—35 ran~e corresoond to ~~~3T’~’ “hoae total

scores are in the 26—30 range, etc.
From this r~ asonin~ ~ e can construct a table of ex~ecte d

frecuencies ‘
~D~

T using the general relation:

(Total of row (i))(Total of column ( i) )
=

Grand Total

‘~here :
is the exmected fre~uency

Total row ( i ) ~~5 tha total of fr~r7uercies in. the
ith ro’~.

Total column (j )  is the total of freruerc±es in the

3th column
Grand Total = = 27

~ m 1yin~ this relation , ~‘e obtain the exmected fre~uencies

• shown in Table 3—4 ‘cclo’~’.

Expected Pre~uency (re)

Range
of Co~~~ndin~ 0f~jeer ScoresTots.?
Scores 15—00 2E—~~ ~1—~5 ~6—20 21—4~ ________

2 5 —3 °  .“T111 _.00~1 ~~1~ E • ° P C 2  .41125 2 .~~~°~~ 5
Scores 31—35 .2053 .2°53 2.0741 3.55~6 1.77~F ~~~~~36—4?; .2~15 ~~2~1/ ~.3704 5.77k 2.~ 8°? 13.0(04

- 41—115 .12fl• .148? 1.03~~ 1.7772 .P8~E ~~~CO00
Total 1.0000 1.000? 7.0001’•2.~ 0 ~.0000 27.0001

Table 9—4

How great a ~ifference het~”een total scores of

• c randins~ officers ~~~ F P J ’S T  team 1e~ders can be to lerat ed
befor e we re ject the h~r~othesis that there ‘~i1l be no
m~terie1 ~!fferences in the t”’o scores?

e use the CM S~uare test to nrs~ er this r~uestion ~ r

cowmanin~ the observed frenuencies with the expected
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±‘re~uencies derived under t’•e asav.ir~t ior c~’ ~he truth of
the null hy~othesis. It can be shown that the Chi Sruare

test is ~±ven. by t~e relation:

(~ o — 

~~~~= Total
fe

‘where:

is the observed frequency

~e 
is the exmected freruency

The con.~uted value of %
Ztskes on diff erent values from

sammie to sam~fle. Therefore. ‘~e wish to 1~~or , “Is the
com~uted value of X~so 1ar~e that we are re~uired to resect
the null hy~othesis (Ho) that there will be no material
difference in total scores obtained by commending officers
and HRT.~ST team leaders on evaluation cuestionnaires
cormleted aft er an I~~AV by both ~artiea?” That is, are the
aggregate discre~encies between the observed and exmected
freruenc ies so 1ar~e that we are unwilling to attribute
them to chance , and therefore be forced to reject the
null hy~othesis?

To amnly the CM Scuare test ‘-e rust ‘crow the number of
de~~ees of freedom Ldf).

It can be shown that for any table of the form of Tables

3—3 and 3—4 shown above, the number of degrees of freedom
is given by:

df = (r—1)(c—1)

“there :
r is the number of rows in the table
c is the number of columns in the table

In our case , df = (4—l)(5—l) = 12.
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Performing the necessary calculations, we obtain the
following tables:

• 
~o ~e ~o — 

~e 
(~~o — 

~~~ 
(f o —

~~~ .0741 — .0741 ~~~~~ .0742
- • 

~~~~~~~ .29 63 — .2963 .087~ .29 64
T~ .481~ .5185 .2688 .5~553 —

~~~~~~~ 

.1481 — .148 1 .0219 .1479

~~~~ .0741 
- 

— .074 1 .0055 
- 

.0742
~~ .2953 .7037 .4C 52 1.6713
~~ .4815 — .4815 .2318 .4814

• 

~~~~~ .1481 — .1481 .0219 .1479
~~ .5186 — .5186~~ .2689 .5185
~~~: 

2.0741 
• 

.9259 .8573 .11133

3.3704 — 1.1704 1.3698 .4064

~~ 1.O~70 .9630 
____  

.9274 .8943

~~ .8892 .1108 .0123 .0138

~~ 3.5556 — 1.555ô 2.4199 .6806

~~ T.77~o 2.2220 4.9373 ..s45
Y 1.7772 — .7772 .6040 .339~9

~T .44-46 .5554 .3085 .6939
2 1.7778 .2222 .0494 .0278

• F 2.8890 — .8890 .7903 .2736
T .8886 .1114 .0124 .0140

27 27.0001 .1999 = 6.5821

Table B—5

Thus the computed value of )( Z is:

x2 — Total((f ~ — 

~
‘e)~~ e

) = 8.5821

The number of degrees of freedom is df = 12 (as calculated
above).

Prom tabulated values of )(Z in Ref. 16 we find that the

critical value of ~)(
2at the 0.C1 level of si~~iificance is

26.217. This means that if ~~ is true, the probability of
observing a )(~ value greater than 26.217 is 0.01. Or , in
other terms, if total scores of commanding officers and

• 
~B!~tST team leaders obtained on evaluation questionnaires
completed after an HRAV are not materially different, an
aggregate discreoancy between the observed and ex~ected

freouencies larger than a X~ value of 26.217 would occur
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only one time in 100.

The decision rule for our case cart thus be stated:

1. If > 26.217, re ject K0
2. If ~ 26.217, acce~t Ko

Since the computed value of )(.~= 8.5821 is less than
the tabulated critical value of 26.217 at the 0.01 level of
si~~iificance for df = 12, the null hy~othesis (Ko) is
acceoted.
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~xhibit 2

Ret ent ion Date. and Calculation of Normalized Retention Scores
for a Random Sample of 26 Units Under the .Administrative

Control of Commander Naval Surface Forces, U.S. Pacif ic
Fleet.

The periods of observation are as follows:

a. quarter 2, Fiscal Year 1975
b. ?uarter 3, Fiscal Year 1975
c. ~uarter 4 , Fiscal Year 1975
d. 0usrter 1, Fiscal Year 1976
e. Cusrter 2, Fiscal Year 1976

For each ~er±od, the fo1lorin~ are noted and/or calculated:
a. ~uznber of e1i~ible personnel reenlisted — K

b. Number of units observed — n
c. Mean number of e?±&ible ‘,ersorinel reenlisted for

the entire sam~le — X

e. (K —

• f. Total K
— 2

g• Total (K — X)

�t. Standard deviation for the sample — S

1. Normalized Retention score — t
From basic statistics (Ref. 18) it can be shown that :

— 
Total X

ITotal (K —
~~~~~~~ )~~s = I

I n - i

(X —

t =
• 

S

W ith the reasoning abovr~ in mind , th’ next five t-’oles
rhoa’ the results of the ±r~±cated c-’lcu1r.ti~n.s.
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Retention Data and Calculations — “uarter 2, Fiscal Year 1975

Unit K 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _  

( x —  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 20 3.3462 11.1971 .3~~56
2 13 — 3.6538 13.3503 — .3337
3 22 5.3462 25.5819 .4883
4 5 — 11.5538 135.811). — 1.0644
5 49 32.3462 1046.2766 2.9543
6 40 23.3462 545.0451 2.1323
7 13 — 3.6538 13.3503 — .3337
8 17 .3462 .llc’9 .0316
9 11 — 5.6538 31.9655 — .5164 —

10 12 — 4,6538 21.6579 — .4 251
11 27 10.3462 107.0439 .9450
12 13 — 3.6538 13.3503 — .3337
13 12 — 4. ’~538 21.6579 — .~ 25114 10 — 6.6538 44.2731 — .6077
15 7 — 9.6538 p3.1959 — .8817
16 39 22.3452 499.3527 2.0410
17 19 2.3462 5.5047 .2143
18 17 .3462 .1199 .0316
19 5 — 11.6538 135.8111 — 1.0644

• 20 16 — .6538 .4275 — .0597
21 10 — 6.6538 44 . 2731 — .6077
22 9 — 7.6538 58.5807 — .6991

• 23 7 — 9.6538 93.1959 — .8817
24 12 — 4.6538 21.657° — .4251
25 14 — 2.5538 7.0427 — .2424
25 14 — 2.55~8 7.0427 — .2424

Total 433 2996.8847

Table 3—6

n = 26

= Total K/n = 433/26 = 16.6538
Total (K — = 2996.8847

S = (Total (:~ _
~~~~)*/ (f l  —

S = (2g96.8P47/2 5)~ = 10.9488
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~etention Data. and Calculations — ‘ u~rter 3, Fiscal Year 1975

~Tr•it ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ( x —  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

23 .4615 .2130 .0297
2 17 — 5.5325 30.6750 — .3567

3 26 3.4615 11.9820 .2229
4 5 — 17.5385 307.5990 — 1.1296
5 72 49.4615 2446.4399 3.1857
5 58 35.4615 1257.5179 2.28407 16 — 6.53C5 42.7520 — .421).
8 25 2.4615 6.0590 .1585
9 11 — 11.5385 133.1370 — .7432
10 17 — 5.5385 30.6750 — .3567
11 32 9.4615 29.5200 .60-94
12 18 — 4.5385 20.5980 — .2923
13 19 — 3.5385 12.5210 — .2279
14 13 — 9.5385 90.9630 — .5144
15 11 — 11.5365 133.1370 — .7432
16 50 27.4615 754.1340 1. 627
17 31 8.4615 71.5970 .5450
18 23 .4615 .2130 .0297
19 14 — 8.5385 72.9060 — .5499
20 22 .5385 .2900 .0347
21 13 — 9.5385 90.9830 — .6144
22 11 — 11.5385 133.1370 — .7432
23 11 — 11.5385 133.1370 — .7432
24 13 — 9.5385 90.9830 — .6144
25 14 — 8.5385 72.9060 — .5499
26 21 — 1.5~85 ~~~~~~ — .0001

Total 52’6 6025.46’F

Table 3—7

n = 26
X = Total K/n = 586/26 = 22.5365
Total (X _~~~) * = 6026.4618

a
S = (Total (K — ~)/(n—1fl~
S = (6026.4618/25)- = 15.5261



R etention Data and Calculat ions — ‘uarter 4, Fiscal Year 1975

Unit K X — ~~ (x — X)2 —

1 2. — 2.6154 6.6403 — .1356
2 19 — 11.6154 134.9176 — .6022
3 33 2.3846 5.6863 .1236
4 24 — 5.6154 43.7635 — .3430
5 102 71.3246 5095.7611 3.7010
6 74 33.3846 1114.5315 1.7309
7 26 — 4.6154 21.3019 — .2393
8 - 31 .3846 .1479 .0199
0 20 — 10.6154 112.6~67 — .5504

21 — 9.5154 92.4559 — .4985
11 42 11.3846 129.6091 .5902
12 24 — 6.6154 43.7635 — .3034
13 19 — 11.6154 134.9176 — .6022
14 20 — 10.6154 112.6867 — .5504
15 19 — 11.6154 134.9176 — .6022
16 62 31.3846 984.9931 1.6272
17 40 9.3846 88.0707 .4866
1 28 — 2.6154 6.8403 — .1356
19 15 — 15.6154 243.8407 — .8096
20 31 .3846 .1479 .0109
23. 17 — 13.6154 185.3791 — .7059
22 16 — 14.6154 213.6099 — .7576
23 17 — 13.6154 185.3791 — .7059
24 20 — 10.6154 112.6867 — .5504
25 22 — 8.6154 74.2512 — .4467
26 26 — 4.6154 21.3010 — .2393

Total 796 9300.487~

Table 3—8

n = 26
X = Total K/n = 796/26 = 30.6154
~!ot a1 (X — 3~~)

’
~ = 9300,4878

— z  1.
S = (Total (K — X)/(n — 1))-
S = (930o ,4272/25~~ 19.2878
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_________

I~etent ion Data and Calculations — ~
‘uarter 1, F±aca.1 Year 1976

Tjnjt X X — X  (X- ~~)
2 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 5 — 2.0385 4.1555 — .3363
2 6 — 1.0385 1.0785 — .1713
3 9 1.9615 3,5475 .3236
4 6 — 1.0385 1.0785 — .1713
5 21 13.9615 194.9235 2.3031
6 26 1 .9615 359.5385 3.1280
7 8 .9615 .9245 .1586
8 2 — 5.0385 25.3865 — .8361
9 2 — 5.0385 25.3255 — .361
10 8 .9615 .9245 .1586
11 6 — 1.°385 1.0785 — .1713
12 2 — 5.0385 25.3865 — .8361
13 6 — 1.0385 1.0785 — .1713
14 6 — 1.0365 1.0785 — .1713
15 6 — 1.0385 1.0785 — .1713
16 20 12.9615 168.0005 2.1382
17 7 — .0385 .0015 — .0064
18 2 — 5.0385 25.3865 — .8361
19 4 — 3.0385 9.2425 — .5012
20 5 — 2.0365 4.1555 — .3363
21 5 — 2 . 0385  4 .15 5 5  — .3363
22 2 — 5.0385 25.3865 — .8361
23 4 — 3.0385 9.2425 — .5012
24 6 — 1.0385 1.0785 — .1713
25 7 — .0385 .0015 — .0064
26 - 2 — 5.0385 25.~ 865 — .8~6l

T~~~1 183 918.~820

Table B—9

n = 26
= Total X/n 183/26 = 7.0385

Total (K —~~ )~ = 918.6820

S = (Total (X —~~)~/(n —

• S = (gl8.682o/25)~ = 6.0620
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Retention Data and Calculations — Cuarter 2, Fiscal Year 1976

Unit K X — ~~ c x —  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 9 — 4.5769 ~0.947i — .4317
2 13. — 2.5769 6.6404 — .2430
3 13 — .5769 .3328 — .0544
4 11 — 2.5769 6.6404 — .2430
5 39 25.4231 646.3340 2.3978
6 50 36.4231 1326.6422 3.4353
7 17 3.4231 11.7176 .3152
8 9 — 4.5769 20.0471 — .4317
9 8 — 5.5769 31.1018 — .5260
10 18 4.4231 19.5632 .41?2
11 21 7,4231 55.1024 .7001
12 8 — 5.5769 31.1018 — .5260
13 9 — 4.5769 20.9471 — .4317
14 9 — 4.5769 20.9471 — .4317
15 7 — 6.5769 43.2556 — .6203
16 27 13,4231 180.1796 1.2660

• 17 15 1.4231 2.0252 .1342
18 6 — 7.5769 57.4094 — .7146
19 5 — 8.5769 73.5632 — .8089
20 9 — 4.5769 20.9471 — .4317

• 21 10 — 3.5769 12.7942 — .3374
22 7 — 6.5769 43.2556 — .6203
23 9 — 4.5769 20.9471 — .4317

• 24 15 1.4231 2 .0252 .1342
25 7 — 6.5769 43.2556 — .6203
26 

_____  
— 9.5769 — 91.7170 — .9033

• Total 353 2810.3604

Table 3—10

n = 26
= Total X/n = 353/26 = 13.5769

Total (K —
~~

)
~ 

= 2810.3604

S = (Total (X — ~ )~/ (n — i))~
• S = (281o.36o4/25)~ = 10.6026
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From the sam~1e of u~jt~ shown in Tables 3—6 through
3—10 a smaller sample was dra~~i consisting of six units rho
had e~~erienced the ~~AV during rua~er 3, Fiscal Year 1975
and sj:r units that had not ex~er±enced an }~ AV over the

entire ~eriod of observation. Then, for both sets of units

in the smaller sample, movement along the normal scale ~~s
c~’1c~lnted. An exam~ie serves to illustrate the methoc’ ~~~~~~~~

For Unit number one :
t score (far Tuarter 2, Fiscal Year 1975) = .3056
t score ( for ‘ uarter 3, Fiscal Year 1975) = .0297

T!ovement = — .2’~59

Ohe ~o1lo~±n.~ table shows the results of these ca1cu1~t±ons

for the reduced sammle:

~~AV 
0uarter 2 Ouarter 3 0uarter 4 Ouarter 1

Unit to to Fiscal ‘75 to
‘~uarter 3 

0uarter 4 to 0uarter 2
Fiscal ‘75 Fiscal ‘75 Ouarter 1 Fiscal ‘76

______  ___________  ___________  

Piscal ‘75 
___________

• 1 — .2750 — 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

— ,2’~07 — .0954
2 — .0230 — .2455 .4309 —

10 .0624 — .1219 .5571 .2586
12 .0414 — .0111 — .5327 .3101
19 .5145 — .259” .3024 —

2’ .1~$5 ~~~~~~~~~ •2’~27 .‘~Eo~
— .7~~ l .8577 .1644

PPAV
t~nit 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3 — .2554 — •
(~993 .2000 — .3720

4 — .0652 .7866 .1717 —
• 5 .2314 .5153 —1.2979

6 .1517 — .5531 1.39’Tl
8 .1269 — .1386 — .2560 .4044
12 — .~~ 10 — .)•553 — ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~

$ Tota.1 .2775 •3t~55 —1.ic’~ 5

Table 3—11
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S~~~ in•c~ over the rors l~ heled “Total” for both ~~~~~~~ ~ e
obtain the fo1lo’.~in~ r~su1ts:

Total T.~ovement ~uarter 2, Fiscal 1975 — ~uarter 2, Fiscal

1976 is,
• ~ RAV Units + .7099

~Ton—}~~AV Units — .1243

I
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1!

Tes t of Hypothesis Number Two Us ing Two Way Analysis of

Variance Techn iques. [Ref. 20]

Hypothesis Number Two stated that no statistica lly

significant change would occur in units having participated

in an HRAV as com pared to a control group of similar units

that had not participated in an HRAV . It was further stated

in the text that rejection of this hypothes is would indicate

• some influence of the HRAV and that a “ t ” test  s h o w i n g

— positive difference would verify that influence.

• Because units in the two groups (see Table B -il) were

selected randomly (with no other criter ia than that some had

experienced the HRAV and some had not during the per iod of

observation) i t was thought that the analysis of variance

• technique results would be more meaningful if the retent ion

scores obtained by the selected units in each quarter were

ad justed for un it size. By such adjustment, the i n e q u a l i t ies

inherent In comparison of large units with small un its would
F 

be eliminated. This adjustment was made by dividing the

number of personnel reenlis ted by units in both groups by

the estimated size of the compliment for each unit for each

of the fiscal quarters observed. The estimated complemen t

size was obtained from Ref. 18 , and are as follows :

• 
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Unit Estimat ed Complement

1 490
2 213

10 274
12 247
19 247
2 3 247

• 3 354
4 245
5 1680
6 1698
8 247

18 354

• Each estimated complement was then divided by 1 00 arb itrarily

to make the numbers more reasonable. Us ing these corrected

estimated complem ent figures as d ivisors and the number of

• personnel reenlisted as the dividend for each un it in each

• quarter observed , the following table resulted:
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ANOVA FOR TESTITT~ HYPOTHESIS T-TUFBER T~I0

Time Units Observed
ruarter! P~AV Units

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
3. 2 10 12 23 Total

2/75 1.02 4.23 .18 1.21 —: L 1.21 8.66
3/75 .41 1.88 .18 2.02 3.~.4 1.62 9.75
4/75 1.02 .94 1.46 2.43 .tl 2.43
1/76 1.02 2.82 2.92 .81 1.~~2 1.62 10.81
2/76 .82 2.3~ 3.65 2.43 ~~ 2.42 12.08

Ex~eriment
Sub—total 4.29 12.22 ~.39 8.00 6.89 9.~0 49.99

• 
~To~—H~AV Jnits

____________  
3 ______ 

5 6 8 18 ________

2/75 3,95 1.~ 3 1.13 .82 ~~~~ 2,82 13.18
3/75 1.63 0.00 1.13 1.06 .24 1.69 8.75
4/75 1.13 5.3]. 1.79 .94 2.43 1.41 13.01
1/76 2.83 2.45 1.25 1.53 .81 .56 9.43
2/76 2.82 2.04 1.07 1.41 2.~ 1 1.6° 11.86

Control
Sub—total •2.36 11.43 6.37 5.7b 12.14 8.17 56.23

Totals
for the
Table 6.65 23.65 14.76 14.56 19.03 j17 .47 106.22

Ta’ole 3—12
!~esu1ts of Tro_~ray An lysis of Vari~’nce for table 3—12
T~ean Souare (time ~erio~s) = 0.02433
~
‘ean Sruare (units” 1.378772

T ean Sru are (
~~ ou~) 0.8376

T e ’n  S~ uare ( interaction) = 1. 0942
1”ean S~uare (error) = 1.1116
F = 0.7258
“ > 0.20
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ExhIbit 3

Data and Calculations for Annual Supply Inspections

The period of observation was 1 September 1974 through

30 April 1976. Twenty-fo ur units were observed , twelve of

whom had participated in an HRA V and twelve of whom had not.

The cri teria for selection of the units observed were ,

1. That all units had experienced at least two

consecutive Annya l Supply Inspections (ASI ’s) during the

period of observation , and

2. That the experiment group all participated in an

HRAV some time betwe~n the two consecutive AS I’s , and

3. That the control group all did not experience HRAV ’s

either before or during the period of observation.

In the following pages , the data and calculations are

tabulated In the same form as were the data for retention

shown in Exhibit 2. The same calculations are used for these

data as were used for the retention da ta.
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AS! Data and Calculations — FRAV Units First Ins~,ection

Unit X X — — (X — = (X —
1 90.80 4.79 22.9441 .6404
2 90.20 4.19 17,556]. .5602• 3 97.10 11.09 122.9881 1.4826
4 66.49 .48 .2304 .0642
5 75.60 — 10.41 108.3681 — 1.3917
6 72.58 — 13.43 180.3649 — 1.7955
7 80.75 — 5.26 27.6676 — .7032
8 81.50 — 5.51 30.3601 — .7366
9 89.16 3.18 10.1124 .4251
10 82.94 — 3.07 9.4249 — .4104
11 91.56 5.55 30.8025 .7420
12 9~~.40 7.~9 54.6121 .0990

Total 1032.08 615.4313

Table ~—1~3

n = 12
= Total X/n = 1032.08/12 86.01

Total (X ~~~
)
2 

615.4313

aS = (Tot~l (X — 

~~/(n —

- • 

S = (615,4313/11) = 7.48

/

— 1 ~i,-a~~-—-



F

ASI Data ar~d Calculations — ~~AV Units Second Ins~ection

Unit X X - X  (X — X)~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 60.70 — 3.62 13.1044 
- 

— .5701
2 79,75 — 4.57 20.8849 — .7197
3 ~2. 56 — 1.88 3.5344 — .2961
4 91.00 6.68 44.6224 1.0520
5 25.20 1.48 2.1904 .2331
6 74.00 — 10.32 106.5024 — 1.6252
7 76.79 — 7.53 56.7009 — 1.1858
8 87.30 2.98 8.8804 .4693
9 93.06 8.74 76.3876 1.3764
10 90.10 5.78 33.4084 .9102
11 91.46 7 .14 5~’ .9796 1.1244

_12 9~ .41 5.09 2~ .0021 .9016
Tota] 1011.93 443.1039

Table ~—14

n = 12
X = Total X/n = 1011.93/12 = 84.32
Total (X — 443,1039

• S = (Total (X — ~~/(n —

S = (443 1039/11)! = 6.35

I
I
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AS! Data and C~lcu1ations — Non—~~AV Units First Ins~ecticn

Unit x x — ~ x —  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

13 87.53 1.25 1.5625 .2111
14 86.31 .03 .0009 .0051
15 91.23 4.95 24.5025 .8361
16 77.00 — 9.2 8 26.1184 — 1.5676
17 87.22 1.60 2.5600 .2703
12 P4,A~ — 1.80 3.2400 — .3041
19 82.08 — L1 .20 17.6400 — .7095
20 87.10 .82 .6724 .1385
21 74.84 — 11.44 130.8736 — 1.9324
22 91.24 ~

l .96 24.6016 .8378
23 91.14 2.86 23.6196 .8209

• 24 °2.62 2.~ 4 6Y.5~56 1.4098
• Total 1035.45 384.9471

Table ~3—l5

n = 12
= Total X/n = 1035.45/12 = 86.28

Totsl (X — ~~~~~ = 384.947 1

S = (Total (I —~~~/(n —

S = (384.9471/11) = 5.92

1
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ASI Data ?nd Calculations — ~Ton—I-~ AV Units Second- Ins~ect ion

Unit X _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
(:_

~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

13 FE .5~ 1.55 2.4025 .2860
14 p 5.24 — 1.79 3.2041 — .3303
15 91.50 4.47 19.9809 .8247
16 85.99 — 1.15 1.3225 — .2122
17 90.98 3.95 15.6025 .7288
18 85.08 — 1.95 3.8025 — .3598
19 91.28 4.25 18.0625 .7841
20 86.18 — . 85  .7225 — .1568
21 71.59 — 15.44 238.3936 — 2.8487
22 89.42 2.39 5.7121 .4410
23 2~ .72 3.69 13.6161 .66-06
24 97.96 .0~~ .864° .1716

Total 1044.41 323.6867

Table B—16

n = 1 2
= Total X/n = 1044,41/12 = 27.03

Total (x — ~ J~= 323.6967

S = (Tot al (X — ~~/(n —

= (323.6867/11)~ = 5.42
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~SI Do-ta S~~mary and Unit rrovenent

~~AV Units

AS! #1 AS! #2 Difference
Unit t Sc ore t Score (?~ovement )

.6404 — .5701 — 1.2105
2 .5602 — .7179 — 1.2781
3 1.4826 — .2961 — 1.7787
4 .0642 1.0520 .9878
5 — 1.3917 .2331 1.6248
6 — 1.7955 — 1.6252 .1703
7 — .7032 — 1.1856 — .4826
8 — .7366 .4693 1.1059
9 .4251 1.3764 .9513
10 — .4102 .9102 1.3206
11 .7420 1.1244 .3824
12 .0880 .8016 — .1264

Total — .1349 1.5~~.9 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Non—~~AV Units
13 .2111 .2~ 60 ~0749
14 .0051 — .3303 — .3354
15 .8361 .8247 — .0114
16 — 1.5676 — .2122 1.3554
17 .2703 .7288 .5585

• 18 — .3041 — .3596 — .0557
19 — .7095 .7841 1.4936
20 .1385 — .1568 — .2953
21 — 1.9324 — 2.8487 — .9163
22 .6378 .4410 — .3968
23 .8-209 .6808 — .1401
24 __________  .1716 — 1.2372

Total .o1~0 • 0002 
_______________

Table 3—17

From the st~snarized data in the table above, the average
motion in the nositive direction for the }~~AV uxiits Is

• ~~eater than that for the non—~~AV t~ its by a factor of
multiolice.tion ecuol to 17.057.
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Using the r~~’ scores obtained for both -~rou~s for both
‘oeriods of observation, the fo 11o~in~ table resu1tec~:

A~T0VA F01~ T~STflTG HYPOTHESIS NUI BFF T’~O (As!)

Time Units Observed
First— ~~AV TJnits
Second
Ins’~ection 1 2 — 

3 4 5 6
1 90.80 90.20 97.00 86.49 75.60 72.58
2 80.70 70,75 82.55 °~ .00 95,P’~ 74 .~~0

Subtotal !71.50 169.95 179.56 177.40 161.2~ 146.59

• 7 8 

HRAV Units (continued) 

12
80.75 81,50 89.16 82.94 91.56 93.40 1031.98
76.79 97.10 03.06 90.10 01.45 89.41 1021.93
157.54 l68,~ O 1~2.22 173.02 183.02 182.81 205~-.9l

Time Units Observed
First— 1Von—~~AV Units
Second
Ins~ectjon 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 87.53 86.31 91.23 77.00 87.88 84.48
2 99.58 85.24 01 .50 95.98 Oñ • 09 85,08

Subtotal 175.11 171.55 l~ 2.73 162.98 l78.~-b 16°.56

Non—~~AV UnIte (continu ec~)

7 8 0 10 11 12 Total
82.08 87.10 74.84 91.24 91.14 94.62 1035.45
91.28 86.18 71.5° 89.42 00 .72 87.96 1044.41
173.36 173.28 146.43 180.66 1~l.26 182.58 2079.86

Co1t~n and Row Grand Totals
1 2 1 4 5 6 7 9

347.61 341.50 362.29 3d0.37 340.26 316.14 330.90 342.08

Co1’~irn ~~~ For Grand Totals (continued)

0 10 11 12 To tal
328.65 353.70 364.68 365.29 2133.77

Table ‘3—18
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Results of Two—way Ana1~r~is of Variance for table 3—18

Mean Sc’uare (t ime ~eriods) = 0.02475
Mean Square (units) = 45.4222
Mean Souare (group) = 20.3974
T~ean Sctuare (interaction) = 28.3105
Mean S~uare (error) = 40,6925
F = 0.5012
o > O . 2 0
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Tennessee
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