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FOREWORD

This research and development was performed under Work Unit 521.021.03.02,
Atti tudi nal Change in the Acceptance of Technological Change. Special thanks

F go to Dr. Bert King, Organizational Effectiveness Research Programs, Office
of Naval Research, for supporting earlier phases of this work. Appreciation
is also extended to Paul Magnussu~. ~or his suggestions and recommendations.

This effort was part of a larger effort being undertaken to assess the
effect a Change Advocate would have on the introduction of a new technological
system to the fleet. Previous reports published under this effort were
directed at (1) determining the acceptance of and important characteristics
for a Change Advocate (Abrams , Sheposh, & Licht, 1974) and (2) making experi—
enced technicians aware of and effects caused by their negative attitudes
toward new systems (Abrams, Sheposh, & Licht, 1975). It is anticipated that
a better understanding of the factors affecting acceptance of a new system
will facilitate implementation of such systems.

J. J. CLARKIN
Commanding Officer
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SUMMARY

Problem

A serious problem that often accompanies the introduction of new tech—
nological equipment and systems, in both military and civilian settings,
is misuse of that equipment. The reasons traditionally advanced for this
potential degradation of systems performance include factors such as design,
training, and documentation shortcomings. However, the users’ attitudes
may also play a significant role in nonacceptance of new equipment.

Objectives

The objectives of this effort were to determine (1) the extent to which
operators used the various functions and features of a new system properly,
(2) the operators’ attitudes toward change in general, (3) their evaluations
of their own organizations and of various aspects of the new system, and (4)
the relationship of these evaluations to their performance on the system.

Approach

In this study, sonar operators were first required to perform an exercise
on a new sonar system. The majority of the sonar operators had received
formal system operator training. Their attitudes toward the system, their
evaluations of features of the organization, and their individual orientations
toward changes in general were then assessed.

Results

The overall test results indicated less than optimal performance by the
operators on the new system. None of the operators performed all of the
operations required to successfully solve the problem posed in the test. As
expected , operators who had not attend ed the training course performed least
well , although a wide range of performance was evident even among those
operators who had attended the training course. Further , it was found that
operators who had performed well both liked the system better and felt it was
more necessary than did operators who had performed poorly. Indices of more
general concerns of the operators, such as satisfaction with leadership or
organization, were not related to performance.

Conclusions

The findings indicate that attitudes and beliefs that are specifically
related to the system in question are better indices of performance than such
general concerns as evaluations of different organizational aspects or indi-
vidual proclivities toward change in general.

The hypothesis that an interrelationship exists between system specific
attitudes and performance was supported . Thus, in order to facilitate
acceptance of a new system, those aspects most directly related to the innova-
tion in question should be emphasized . By providing operators with positive
experiences from shipboard exercises on the new system, and with opportunities
to realistically assess the limitations of the system, it is expected that
favorable , stable attitudes toward the system would be developed , which in turn
would enhance performance.
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Recomme ndations

1. Provide operators of newly installed fleet systems with opportunities
for positive experiences on the systems through realistic shipboard exercises.
Such exercises would also foster realistic expectations toward system limita-
tions.

2. Install or designate a change advocate on board ships receiving new
systems. The change advocate ’s function would be to encourage participation
in shipboard exercises, to provide information on potential causes of system
misuse , and to help the operator group diagnose the causes of any misuse
tha t occurs.
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INTRODU CTION

Problem

A serious problem that often accompanics the introduction of new tech-
nological equipment and systems to the Fleet is its misuse , partial use,

• and , wi th respect to some fea tures , nonuse ( e .g . ,  ‘~~cI - - r i k o f f  & Mackie,
1970). The reasons traditionally advanced for this potential degradation of
systems pe rformance hav e related to inadequate t r a in i i~g prog rams and materials
and inappropriate operation and maintenance documentatioa. However , the users ’
attitude toward technological change may also play a s igni f ic iant  role in
nonacceptance of new equipment or systems.

Background

Because of this problem , the Nav y Personnel Research and Development Center
has undertaken a large research effort to assess the effect of a Change Advocate
in the introduction of a new technological system to the Fleet. Two studies
have already been conducted under this research effort. The f i r s t  (Abrain s ,
Sheposh , & Licht, 1974) investigated (1) acceptance by naval technical person-
nel of a proposed change advocate role, (2) important characteristics a change
advocate must have in the shipboard setting, and (3) whether some technical
personnel possessed those characteristics. Results revealed tha t (1) the
change advocate role was deemed important , (2) qualified technicians des ired
the role , and (3) consensus was obtained for important characteristics of the
change advocate role.

The second study (Abr ams , Sheposh , & Licht, 1975) was directed at making
exper ienced technicians ’ aware of the existence of their negative attitudes
toward new hardware systems and the adverse effects such attitudes had on the
use of such systems. At the same time, care was taken not to discredit other
causes of misuse that technicians correctly recognized . In this study,
objective evidence, in the form of shipboard observations on a major tech-
nolog ical sys tem, was presented to the technicians. Even though the tech-
nic ians ini tially blamed implementation problems on external causes rather than
on such internal causes as their attitudes, after the presentation , they agreed
to a significantly greater degree that attitudes could have a negative effec t
on implementation.

Pur pose

The purpose of the present effort was to assess the behavior and attitudes
of sonar operators toward a new sonar system prior to the assignment of a change
advocate to their teams and the implementation of a change model. Specifically,
t h e  objectives were to assess (1) the extent to which opera tors used the various
functions and features of the new system properly, (2) the operators ’ evalua-
tions f various aspects of the system , and (3) the relationship of these evalua-
t ions to their performance on the system .

The tocus of this study was on the operators ’ perceptions of their organiza-
tion, their ind ividual orientation toward change in general, and their spec if ic
at titudes and beliefs concerning ‘he new system. Based on current research on
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the relationship of attitudes to behavior (cf., Kelman , 1974), it is expected
that sonar operato r s ’ a t t i tudes  and beliefs toward the speci f ic  system wil l
be more highly related to their performance on the system than will their
perceptions of organizational climate or their orientation toward change in
general. It has been shown that the attitudes one holds toward specific
components or functions of a shipboard system contribute to implementation
problems (Matthews, Whittenberg, Barnes, Check , & Wise , 1965). It is not pro—
posed here , however , that there is a one—to—one correspondence between attitudes
and behaviors which reflect acceptance or resistance. Wicker ’s rev iew (1969) ,
for  examp le , takes note of this lack of correspondence, concluding from the
studies reviewed that attitudes in many instances are typically only sligh tly
related to overt behavior.

The position taken in this study is that advanced by Kelman (1974).
Atti tudes, in Kelman ’s view, are not an index of action but a determinant ,
componen t, and consequent of it. The attitudes a person holds toward a
particular object are shaped in part in the course of his interaction with
that object. Thus, behavior and attitudes are linked , accord ing to Kelman,
“in a continuing reciprocal process each generating the other in an endless
chain” (p. 316). This dynamic view of the functioning of attitudes implies
that their formation and change is a continuing process. In principle then ,
attitudes are subject to change whenever an individual is exposed to new
experiences and information.

In this study, sonar operators were first required to perform an exercise
on the new sonar system . This sonar system had been installed on the ships
under study 3 to 9 months prior to data collection. The majority of the sonar
operators had received formal system operator training. Their attitudes toward
the system , their evaluations of features of the organization , and their indi-
vidual orientations toward change in general were then assessed. It was antic-
ipated that operators generally would be favorable toward the system since,
when an innova tion is f i r st introduced , it is generally received as an improve-
ment. In addition , in line with Kelman ’s dynamic view of attitudes (1974), it
was expected tha t operators whose performance on the exercise was high would
evaluate various aspects of the system more positively than those whose per—
formance was low. Finally, it was expected that those evaluations that even
specifically related to the system would be more strongly related to performance
than would ind ividual orientations toward change or evaluations of wider fea tures
of the organization (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1970; Weigel, Vernon , & Tognacci , 1974) .

_  

2

~~ 1T~~’ ~~~~~~~ i:~ 1~ :~~~~:; :L1’~~TT ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - 



Subjects

Subjects were 52 sonar operators comprising the sonar teams from five
destroyers. This total comprised 6 chief petty officers , 9 first—class
petty off icers , B second—class petty officers , 23 third—class petty officers ,
and ñ seamen. However , because of a conflict with command operational com-
m itments , only 41 of the  52 subjects were administered the performance test.
Table 1 provides demographic data on the original and final sample.

Table 1

Demographic Data on Study Subjects

Time
in Navy Percen t Hav ing

Sample Age Education (mos.) Operator ’s Course

All Operators 24.06 12.08 43.23 65%
(N = 52)

Operators who were 24.05 12.12 45.88 78%
administered the
Operator Test
(N = 41)

Construction of the Questionnaires

The ques tionna ires used in th is study are included in Append ix A. The first
questionnaire , which consisted of 64 items, dealt with attitudes and feelings
about the new sonar system (AN/SQQ—23). The items , which were adap ted f r om
a quest ionnaire developed by El izur (1970) , f ocused on thre e general areas : (1)
how operators felt abou t the system itself , (2) how the system influenced aspects
of their work, and (3) how operators felt about change in general. Twenty—one

• of these items measured the operators ’ degree of acceptance and their level of
familiarity with the system on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5
(strongly d isagree). These items includ ed statements such as, “In general I
view it favorably” or “It does not concern me .” Twenty—four items dealt with
bel iefs and feel ings toward var ious aspec ts of work , such as the amount of
work , variety of work, degree of contacts with others , amount of responsibility ,
promo tion chances, etc . Seven dealt with the resistance to using the AN /SQQ—23 .
N ine tapped the general orientation toward change. Finally, three assessed
the general level of professionalism .

3
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F Th e second questionnaire , which consisted of 107 questions , was included
to assess ri~;pondents ’ f e e l i n g s  about the i n t r o d u c t i o n  ol new equipment i n
genera l  and about fou r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c l imate  aspec t s :  ( 1)  Leadersh i p C l i m a t e ,
(2) Work Group  Climate , (3) Total Organizational Climate , and (4) General Job
Satisfaction. All questions pertaining to Organizational Climate were derived
from •in Organizational Climate Questionnaire developed by James and Jon es
( 1974) ;  Jones, James , and Bruni (1973); and James, Jones , and Hornick (1973).

Operator Test

Th e operator test consisted of a paper and pencil test designed to assess
t he  operator ’s knowledge of the system ’s workings and a two—phase performance
test. The paper and pencil test was comprised of 25 multiple—choice items and
was group  administered to operators on each ship. The first phase of the  per—
formance test was given to each operator ind ividually. The operator was seated

- 
• at t h e AN/S QQ —23 and was presented with a scenario that described a hypothetical

detection problem. This phase was used to evaluate the operator ’s ability to
set up the equ ipment and to use all controls and displays of the  AN/SQQ—23

- 
• properly. The operator was first given 3 minutes to set up the equipment, if ,

at the  end of that time , he had not set up pr operl y,  the experimenter completed

• the task so that the test could continue . When the equipment was set , t h e
subject received auditory and visual signals at 15—second intervals. The
administration of the test required two experimenters . One fed t h e signals
into t he  equipment and the other recorded the subject ’s act ions. The operator
alternated between the tasks of searching and tracking . The signals required

~i im to choose from a wide range of modes of operation.

The second phase of th e performance test was designed to test the  operator ’s
ability to use the sonar system for an actual tactical situation. In this seg-
ment , two operators were run at the same time. They were both seated in front
o~ t he AN/SQQ—23 and alternately performed searching and tracking functions .
The signals for this segment were delivered by playing into the system signals
t ha t  h ad been prerecorded at sea. Each subject performed a 10—minute searching
and a 10—minute tracking function. While subject one searched , subject two¶ tracked and vice—versa. The signals were repeated for both subjects. In all,
the paper and pencil test and the two—phase performance test took subjects 1
hour to complete.

Data Gathering Procedures

Data from the sonar teams were collected aboard f i v e  destroyers. Two
members of t h e  research team b r i e f l y  described the present s tudy  as part of
1 broader program concerned with the  utilization of new systems in the Navy.
All subjects were first administered the paper and pencil portion of t h e

~p e r 1to r test in group sessions. Subjects were then run individually on the
f irst phase of th e performance test and in pairs on the second phase . Finally ,
th~.v were asked to complete the two questionnaires .

4

-- IT 1 1~~ 

_ _ _ _ _ _  •

~~ 

-



-

~~~~~~~~~

~0

RESULTS

Operators’ Test Results

The mean percentages of correct responses made by the operators on the
various segments of the operator test are presented in Table 2. As shown ,
the test results indicated less than optimal performance on the part of the
operators. Of particular interest were the results from the performance
test. The percentage of correct responses obtained by the operators for the

• two performance sections ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 75. Thus , p~~~
of the operators used all features of the system correctly.

Table 2

Mean Percentage Correct for Segments of the Operator Test

Low Modera te High
Performance Performance Performance All
Operators Operators Operators Operators

Segment (N = 10) (N 2 1) (N = 10) (~ = 41)

Paper and Pencil 43.60 66.67 75.20 63.12

Performance , Phase I 25.05 51.89 68.85 49.47

Perfor mance , Phase II 24.96 53.99 75.57 52.61

Overall 27.80 54.79 72.83 52.61

To exam ine possible d if ferences  in the a ttitudcs and beliefs of the
respondents as a func tion of differences in their performance on the operator
test , they were grouped , according to their scores on the two performance seg-
ments , into Low (lower quartile), Moderate (midrange), and High (upper quartile)
levels of performance. The mean percentage of correct answers made by these
three groups Is also reported in Table 2. One—way analyses of variance were
performed on the data from each of the three sections of the operator test,
and sign if icant results were ob tained for  all three sections. (The F’s with
2 and 38 degrees of freedom were 9.45, 49.46, and 28.16 for the paper and
penc il and Phases I and II of the performance test, respectively.)
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Operators ’ Profiles

Table 3 presents background data from operators for each of the th ree
performance levels. Several differences between the three groups are evident.
Operators in the high performance group (upper quartile) differed signifi—
candy on a number of variables from those in the low performance group

• (lower quartile) with the moderate performance group falling in between.
Those in t h e  high performance group were older , had more years of education ,
were in the Navy for a significantly longer period of time , were significantl y
more likely to choose the Navy as a career , had sign if ican tly h igher pay gr ade s,
and were significantl y more likely to have had formal training on the system
than were t i l e  operators in the low performance group. These findings indicate
that N av y experience is an important factor in differentiating high performance
f rom low ones . Thiey also provide some evidence for the validity of tile operator
test , in u h • t t  the level of performance was related to the amount of operator
experience.

Tabl e 3

General Background Information for Operators

Performance Groups 
—

Low Modera te H igh
Perf orman ce Perf ormance Perf ormanc e

— Oper ators Operators Operators
I t em  (N = 10) (N = 2 1) (N = 10) F

Age (in years) 21.50 23.81 27.20 3.00

Education ( i n  years) 11.80 12.14 12.40 2.03

Time in Navy (in monthis) 32.50 62.95 1 05.40 3.01*

Pay Gradea 3.10 2.48 1 .o) •. . 87~

Attend ed Training 20 (N = 1)  95 (N 20) 10( 1 ‘~N = 10) 33,29**
C o u r s e  (d)

Chose N a v y  as 00 (N = 0) 33 (N = 7) 50 (N = 5) 3.50*
- t ( :art ~er (d )

a
1) sT(; 3 =  ST3
I = ST 1 4 = SN
2=S ’1 ’2 5 = S A

• 0 )

001
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As exp ected , exper ience ga ined from a train ing course influenced per-
formance on tile test. All of the operators in the high performance group
received formal train ing, as compared to only 20 percent of those in the
low performance group. It should be noted , however , tha t the var iabili ty
in performance on the operator test (45% to 77% correct) was rather large
for those operators who had received formal training.

Attitudes and Beliefs as a Function of Performance

Attitudes Toward the System

Of par ticular interest in the present study was the extent to which
attitudes and beliefs toward the AN/SQQ—23 differed between the three per-
formance groups . Table 4 presents the means and F values for the items con-
cern ing the opera tors ’ receptivi ty to and degree of involvement with the
system . As shown, one—way analyses of variance performed on each i tem yielded
~~~nificaiit differences for four of the items. Operators in the high per-
formance group viewed tile system most favorably, followed by the middle and
low perf orman ce groups , respec tively. The remaining items showed a sim ilar
trend but did not differ significantly. In general, these f indings were in
line with our expectations.

Familiarity with tu e System

The four items that measured the extent to which operators were familiar
with tile system are listed in Table 5. As shown, high performers repor ted

• receiving significantly more training and more informa tion concern ing the system
than d id low performers. Interestingly, operators from the three performance
groups all reported being famil iar  with the sys t em.

Perceived Job Changes with Respect to the System

Respondents were asked to estimate the effects the AN/SQQ—23 had on each
of 12 job aspects. In addition , they indicated how much they liked each of the
12 perceived changes. Since only two of the analyses of variance performed on
the 24 ques tions y ie lded signif ican t e f fec ts, da ta were combined across the
three groups. The means for estimated effects and degree of liking are presented
in Table 6. The overall means are of interest since they indicate that the
operators perceived a moderate increase in the various aspects of their work
as a function of the system ’s introduction and were mildly in favor of these

• changes. Table 6 also includes the correlations between the perceived effects
and th e operators ’ feelings about them. As can be seen, the majority of cor—

3 rela tions are significant beyond the .05 level. For most of the job aspects ,
the greater the increase perceived , tile greater the liking. The three excep-
tions were the amount of work , wh ich yielded a nonsignif ica nt correla tion , and
extent of overtime and amount of regulations , which were negatively correlated
with degree of liking. Thus, for the most part , operators were positively
inclined toward job changes tha t were st imula ted by the in trod uction of tile
AN/SQQ-23.
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Table 4

Operators ’ Attitudes and Beliefs About thie AN/SQQ—23

Mean Response by Perfor mance Group a

Low Moderate High
Item Performance Performance Performance F

I feel  it has signif icant 3.40 2.57 2.30 4.39*
impl ica tions for  me

In general I veiw it favorably 2.80 2.09 1.80 4.91*

1 like the  sys tem 2.80 1.81 1.40 5.16**

I feel tile development of the 2.60 1.90 1.50 3.64*
system was necessary

It does not concern me 3.50 4.05 4.40 3.05

I have given it little thought 3.40 3.81 3.90 <1

I just can ’t make up my mind 3.80 3.81 4.20 <1
about It

I really do not understand 3.70 3.80 4.00 <1
what is involved

I t confuses me 3.20 3.57 4.00 1.36

I ’ve made an effort to find 2.20 2.19 2.00 <1
out about the system

I am pretty well informed 2.60 2.10 2.00 2.33
about the system

1 think it is a complex issue 2.60 2.90 2.90 —1

aRateci on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strong ly d isagree).

t
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Table 5

Operators ’ Estimates of Familiarity with the AN/SQQ—23

• Mean Response by Performance Groupa

Low Moderate Hi gh
Item Performance Performance Performance F

Extent to which I feel 2.70 2.57 2.22 .96
familiar with operator
proced ures

Extent to which I feel 3.50 2.67 1.90 8.1O**
I have been informed

Extent to which I feel 3.20 2.52 2.10 4 94*
I have received training

Extent to which I have made 3.10 2.48 2.40 1.77
an effor t to acquire know-
ledge about the AN/SQQ—23

a
Rated on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).

< .05

**.~~ < .01

t
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Table 6

Mean Est imates of Change and Degree of Liking
as a Function of AN/SQQ—23 Introduction

Degr ee
B of

Job Aspects Estimated Changea Likingb r

Amount of work 2.53 2.93 .15

Var iety of work 2.49 2.68 •33*

Degree of contact with others 2.73 2.68

Extent work  is determined b y 2.76 2.98 _ .37*
regulation

Work interesting 2.49 2.27 .86**

Amount of responsibility 2.51 2.49 .80**

Degree of accuracy required 2.29 2.49 .56**

Independence in work 2.63 2.56 .76**

Knowledge required for work 2.05 2.36

Apprec iation of work by others 2.83 2.86 .70**

Promotion chances 2.95 3.37

Exten t of overtime 2.76 2.98 _ .44**

aRa ted on a scale rang ing from 1 (increase) to 5 (decrease).
b
Rated on a scale ranging from 1 (like very much) to 5 (dislike).

*2 .05

10
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Perceived Time and Effort Necessary

Operators ’ est ima tes of the time and effort necessary for the proper
maintenanc e and operation of the system are presented in Table 7. The pattern
of means across groups was similar for all four items with the moderate per—
formance group reporting lower estimates than either the low or high per-
formance groups. However , estimated time required to be confident as an
opera tor was th e  onl y item wh ich yielded a signif ican t e f f ec t,
F (2 ,37) = 3.22, p < .05.

Table 7

Estima ted Time and E f f o r t Necessary to Feel Conf iden t
• in Operation and Maintenance of the AN/SQQ—23

Mean Response by Group

• Low Moderate High
Item Performance Performance Performance F

Est imated time before I will 5.80 2.76 4.33 3.22*
feel c o n f i d e n t  as an operator
(in months)

Est imated time before I will 23.56 8.79 11.63 2.86
feel confident as a
maintenanc e man (in months)

Li tort it will take for me to 3.60a 2.90a 3 10a 2.14
learn to opera te  the AN/SQQ—23

F•.fort it will take for me to 290a 2 0 5 a 2 5 0 a 3.03
learn to maintain the AN/SQQ—23

“P~ ted on a scale ranging from 1 (high effort) to 5 (low effort).

< .05

Perceived Resistance

Possible resistance from the standpoint of those working with the system
(operators , ma intenance men , and watch supervisors) was measured by three ques—
dons (s e e  Table 8). In general , operators felt there was little or no resis—
tance to tu e acceptance of the AN/SQQ—23. However , a sign if ican t e f fec t acr oss
performance groups was obtained for the question dealing with operator resistance.
Hig h per f o r m ers fel t tha t opera tors would resist acceptance of the system to a
grea ter  extent  than did low performers  (~ (2 ,38) = 4.26, p -z .05).

11
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Table 8

Resistance of the System with Reference
to Work Function

Mean Respons e by Group a

Low Moderate High
Item Performance Performance Performance F

Resistance from the 4.40 3.95 3.30 4.26*
standpoint of operator

Resistance from the 3.90 4.00 3.30 2.11
standpoint of maintenance
man

Resistance from the 4.10 3.95 3.50 1.01
s t a n d p o i n t  of wa tch
superv isor

aRa ted on a scale ranging from 1 (high resistance) to 5 (low resistance).

*2 .  .05

Operators also estima ted the amount of resistance for self, div ision ch ie f s ,
and officers. No statistically significant differences between groups were
obtained . Overall , opera tors fel t tha t there was nearly no res istance for  self(~ = 4.40), chiefs (~ = 4.27), and o f f icers (~ = 4.10).

Attitudes Toward Change in General

In add ition to the assessment of attitudes and beliefs specific to the
AN/SQQ—23 , opera tors ’ attitudes toward new equipment in general and toward
change in general were assessed and are presented in Table 9. There was
essentially no difference between performance groups on attitudes toward new
equipment although a trend is apparent; the better the performance of the

— operator , t h e greater the acceptance of the equipment (see first item in
Table 9). With respect to ind ividuals’ accep tance of change , no d if fe rences
between groups emerged .

12
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Table 9

Operators ’ Attitudes Toward New Equipment
and Change in General

Mean Response by Groupa

Low Moderate High
Item Performance Performance Performance F

Attitude toward new equipment 2.21 2.02 1.76 2.30
in general

I am active in changes 2.30 2.86 2.30 <1

I like things in their places 1.90 2.14 2.40 <1

I often suggest changes 2.20 2.20 2.30 <1

I feel happy most of the time 3.00 2.71 2.70 <1

I don ’t like to adjust to new 3.30 3.24 3.70 <1
situations

My work is a hobby 3.60 3.67 2.50 2.97

My varied life suits my nature 2.00 2.24 2.20 <1

I like changes 2.00 2.55 2.50 1.06

I find it disturbing to change 3.00 3.19 3.56 <1

aRated on a scale ranging from 1 (agree) to 5 (disagree).

Organizational Climate

Opera tors ’ assessment of their organizational climate was also included
(see Table 10). Means for the three performance groups were relatively
homogenous. Thus, no relationships were evident between operators ’ level of
performance and their evaluations of various aspects of their organization
slightly positive and reported that they were mildly dissatisfied .

13



Table 10

Mean Evaluations of Organizational Climate

Mean Response by Group
a

Low Moderate High
Performance Performance Performance F

Leadership 2~ 83a 3.10 3.10 <1

Work Group 3.44 3.55 3.79 <1

Total Organization 2.65 2.87 2.83 <1

General Satisfaction 3.10 3.32 3.29 <1

a
Rated on a scale from 1 (favorable) to 5 (unfavorable).

Relationship of Individual Items to Performance

Since the operators’ responses to a large number of the items appeared to
be linearly related to their level of performance, the da ta for  these items
were correlated with operator performance on the AN/SQQ—23. The several
modera te but significant correlations that were obtained are presented in
Table 11. As shown, the majority of the items which were significantly related
to performance deal t wi th opera tors ’ acceptance of and involvement with the
AN/SQQ—23. These find ings provide evidence for our expe:tations that attitudes
specific to the system would be related to performance.

Relationship of Factors to Performance

A factor analysis and varimax rotation were performed on all 52 opera—
tots’ responses to questions dealing with the AN/SQQ—23. The 14 factors
ob tained , which are presen ted in Table 12, account for 100 percent of the total
variance. A factor loading of .40 or greater was required for an item to be
included f or interpretation. A review of the 14 factors indicates that they
are all interpretable, and that the majority of the factors are defined by a
relatively small number of items each. Factor 1, which incorporated the largest
number of items and which accounted for 30 percent of the total variance, can
be def ined as Positive Involvement. The items reflect (1) interest in the
system, (2) familiarity with the system , and (3) acceptance of the system.

14
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Table 11

Significant Correlations Between
Individual Items and Performance

I tem Correla tiona

Extent to which I feel familiar with procedures — .31
of opera tion

Extent to which I feel I have been informed — .48

It does not concern me .39

Necessity of development of the system — .39

Resistance to the accep nce of the system — . 3C

by opera tors

I like the system — .39

Extent to which I have made an effort to — .37
acquire knowledge of the AN/SQQ—23

I feel it has significant implications for me — .36

In general I view it favorably — .36

Extent to which I have received training — .34

aHigh agreement with the item produced a low numeric score. Thus, a
negative correlation indicates a direct relationship between agreement with
an item and high performance.
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Table . 12

I.uadlngs for  Fae :Lors Der ived f rom A t t i t u d e  Q u est i o n n a i r e

S _______________

Factor Quest ionnaire i tem Loading

I — I’ ’ s i t t v e  i nvolvement

(‘er e-elit at tota l vari ant - i- 1 really do not understand what is involved — .87
J CCOUII te d fo r  — 30% 1 j ust can t make up my mind about i t

it does not concern me - .7 1

It coni uses me — • 11

I am pre t ty  well informed about it

I leave given it little thought - -

Extent to wh ich I feel familiar wi th operator procedures fur the sys tem .~~3

In general I view it favorably 61

I feel it has significant implications fur me 54

I I Ike the system -

Extent to whic h I have made an ef fo r t  to acquire knowledge of the
AN/ SQ Q— 2 3 . 5 4

Necessity of development of the system .51

Ext e nt to which I have received training .48

-:51)-la t o whic h I feel I have been Informed 42

los i t vt fe-el ings toward knowledge requ I red for work -

II — St- i i ~~t ’ I  I r i d e  In Work

l e r ce i t  f total varian ce - los i t i v e  feelings toward appreciation of my work by others -

I- •~ .)CceiI uuee  ed  Fo r — 42 - -- - I lie degree of accurac y requ i red .1 /

I’os It lye attitud e toward (lie degree of ae- -ur;l( -y requl red • 
~~

(lie 3I)I)re C iat Ion of my work by ot h ers - 4 -

The amount of personal respons i b i l i ty  .40

III - Demandii ~~~ t j ~yAt~~
Percent of total variance Knowledge required for work .70
accoun ted for — 122 •the amount of work required .68

The varie ty of work required .68

Extent to which overtime is required .59

Ext ent to which work Is interesting • 2

Ex tent to which the system is complex .43

Ext ent to which I have made an effort to acquire knowledge .41

i~ee1ings about the extent to which work is interesting .40

IV — Re sistanc e to Work
Functi ons of Systcrn

Per cent of total vari ance Amount of resistance as watch supervisor .89
account ed for — 72 A n t  of resis tance as operator .82

Amou nt c,I resistance as maintenance man • /9

V — Promot l iii

lerc en t of total varianc e Ecel ings toward promotion chances .85
accounted for — 6%

Operator s promotion chance. .82

V I — Resi stance of Personnel

3 Percent of tot&l variance - 8eshstan ce to the acceptance of the AN/S QQ— 23 by division officers .90t acceititi ted for — 
Resi stance to the acceptance of the AN/S QQ—23 b y ot her o f f i c e rs

Re sistance to the acceptance of the AN/SQQ—23 by division chief. • 70

Resi stance to the acceptance of the AN /SQQ—2 3 by yourself .48

V II — Contact with Others

Percen t of total variance Peelings t~~ ard con tac t wi th o ther s .65
accoun ted for  — 5%

The apprecia tion of my work by others .51

Degree of con tacts with other. .48
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lable l~ (Cc,ncinued)

Factor  Quest ionnai re items .uadin~IS

V I I I  — Cont r I l y Re~ ul,t (  Ic.iis

It  oh t o t a l  v i ,  l iii - ~~~i - e i i  t i  wi ll - I ~- - r k  I’ , d e t e rve ln d I v  , ‘ g c l c t  I i i- . S I
c int el i c r  - -  I - I l

~~C l w . : ,  t i e -  - s t - i t  (ci w h ic h  w i n  I s - I -  1 - ru i l l i ed  h~ ic- ~~c c l c t  i , e .  ‘ I

IX  — \c e p L . c : i  e of New I- cud .
of  W , r k

‘c r - - a t  c l  t o t a l  va r i e r , ,- l i k e ’  umc’unt it wo rk  requ i re d -
i c o c i i t c d for — -c. . - -Like  v a r i e t y  of work  req u ired

L ik e  amount of rcs~ionsi l ) i1 i ty  required -

Lip- , wo rk I n t e r es t  - .7

Work is Interest In g -

Like extent to which work is determined by regulat io ns

x -

Pe r c e n t  of to ta l  var i a nc e Independence in my work - - -

.eccc ’ iented for  — 3% -l I k e ’ the independence- in ny work -

Amount of res p o n s i b i l i ty  I bear

Xl — IInf.inii I i nr ity

‘c r c - i - l e t  ‘f  to ta l  v ,e r l ine - c- I - s i c -n t  to  wh ich I I I  m l  armed
,iccor i i t ed  for — 37 -I-,~ ( c u l t  Ii, which I leave received tr;i I ning -

I- .~~tci it  t ’  which my work has changed because if the sys te m - 1

Can ’ t make up my mind about it -

Ext ent to which I feel familiar wi th  procedures of operation - - 3

XII — dv c rt  (me

rercent c f total varian ce ’ Extent to which I like overtime required
• ac co u n ted  far — 3%

XIII — Cha1le-mt~e’

l ercent of total varian c e- Eff o rt It will take to learn to maintain t h e system .

accounted for — 2% - - - - -i-,f l ort  it  w i l l  t j ke  to learn to ope rate the syst e m .

le r s ,ir.e] res is tanc e to  ( bee sys tem -

I- . cv , , rab b c  v i ew  of t ic ’ -sys tem in ge-ne ru I -

I.! k~ I Iii.’ sys tem - :. - -

N ec e s s i t y  of development of the system .41

X IV - Know lcd~~ej ~~~~~ired

Percent of tota l  variance Extent to which I like the knowledge required for work .52
accounted for — 2%
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1ndlvldtI~I1 and mult iple correlations were run in order to determine the
ext ent to which the 14 factors were related to operator performance. Table 13
pre sents correlations for each of the factors and the multiple correlations.
Alth ough none of the individual factors was significantly related to performance ,
the multiple correlation was highly si gn if ican t (R = .79) and accounted for
62 percent of th e variance. When the multiple correlation was adjusted for
shr inkage , the factors still accounted for a relatively subs tan tial amoun t of
the variance (R2 = .44).

It is also of Interest to note that the multiple correlation obtained
between tile 14 fac tors and performance for those operators who had training
was also substantial and statistically significant (R = .72). Finally, the
multi ple correlation obtained for the paper and pencil test was also significant
(R .72).

Relationship of Organizational Climate and Orientation Toward Change to
Performance

In contrast , tile ind ividual correlations and multiple correla tion be tween
operator performance and indices of organizational climate were not significant
(none of the ind ividual correlations exceeded .12 and the multiple correlation
was .14). Similarly, neither the individual correlations nor the multiple cor-
r ela tion ob ta ined be tween performance and opera tors ’ orientation toward change
was statistically significant. Thus, these f indings prov ide some ev idence for
the contention that attitudes and beliefs that are specifically related to the
system in question serve as better indices of performance than do more general
concerns such as evaluations of different aspects of the organization or in-
dividual proclivities toward change in general.

t
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Table 13

Ind ividual and Multiple Correlations of
Factors with Test Segments

Performance Paper & Pencil T~ sr
Factors = 41) (N = 41)

Simple r Multiple R Simple r Multiple R

Liking of Knowledge .22 .22 .21 .21
Requ ired for Work

Positive Involvement — .26 .29 — .53 .53

Sense of Pride in Work .06 .30 — .27 .57

Demands of the System — .21 .42 .09 .57

Resistance to Work Functions — .21 .51 — .18 .62
of the Sys tem

Promotion .05 .51 — .11 .62

Resistance of Personnel .10 .51 — .02 .64

Contac t with Others — .10 .52 — .18 .64

Control by Regulations .07 .55 — .01 .67

Acceptance of New Facets — .16 .55 — .17 .67
of Work

Autonomy .18 .56 .12 .67

Unfam iliarity — .14 .75 — .01 .75

Overtime — .01 .75 .06

Challenge — .17 .79 .04 .77

R = .79 R = .77
R2 = .62 R2 = .59

adjusted R2 .44 adjusted R’~ = .39

t
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DISCUSSIO N AND CONCLUSIONS

The first set of findings to be discussed deals with the performance of
tile sonar operators on a system recently introduced to the Fleet. The per-
formance that was examined required the correct usage of new features and
functions of the system . Although the majority of the operators attended
the operator training course , none performed all of the operations requireu
to successfully solve the problem posed in the test. As expected , operator s
who had not attended the training course performed least well , al though a
wide range of performance was evident for operators who had attended . The
findings also revealed that operators with the most sonar experience clearly
performed best. This group also showed the highest level of commitment to the
Navy , as reflec ted by their career intentions. The performance results suggest
that , while training is essential , other facets of the operator/system inter-
face must be considered for optimal utilization of the system to be realized .

As indicated in the introduction , the attitudes , perceptions , and bel iefs
of operators with respect to the system and the relationship of these elements
to performance were of par ticular interest. The large number of questions

• employed in the assessment of these elements was dictated by a concern to
inclucf.e those areas which would be potentially relevant to the operators in
their interaction with the system . When the operators ’ responses to these
quest:[ons were segregated according to their level of perf ormance , a systema tic
pattern emerged . While not always statistically signif ican t, the op era tors ’
responses to the items revealed that the higher the level of performance , the
more ositive the orientation toward the system. This was most evident for

- u questions concerned with the acceptance of the AN/SQQ—23. Following their
tes ting session on the sys tem , the attitud e questionnaire responses of those
opera tors who had performed well showed that they liked the system better and
felt it was more necessary than did operators who performed poorly, while the

L responses of the middle range group fell in between. The significant correla—

I tions obtained from the correlational analysis are a further confirmation of
the rela tionship between performance and system—specific attitudes .

In contrast to the items discussed above, the pattern of outcomes for
— estimated time and effort required to become familiar with the system and con— -

f iden t in opera ting it was quite different. Estimates made by opera tors in
the moderate performance group were significantly lower than estimates from
either the high or low performance groups. This may reflect either less
interest in the system or an over—confidence on the part of moderate performers.
If , in fact , a great deal of time and effort is required in order to become pro-
ficient in system operation , the somewhat op timistic expectations of the moderate
performers would be disconfirmed . There is, then , the distinct possibility that
this discorifirmation of expectancies would result in negative attitudes toward
the system .

While tile ind ividual factor correlations were not significant , the multiple
correlation that was obtained between performance on the operator test and the
14 fac tors was highly significant. This finding clear ly pr ovid es suppor t fo r
the contention that it is necessary to assess other attitudinal inputs such as
att itudes toward the behaviors affected by the system , along wi th general

21
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;ltt ft-l i li es ticw;l rd the system. Although the factors were obtained from a
r e l a t i vely snei ll sample’ (

~~~ 
5 ] ) ,  these findings fit nicely with current

e-m J ) I r it -a l anti theoretical work on attitudes , such as Wicker ’s “other variable”
;If )p r c)Ic il (1 971), which maintains that a variety of attitudes and intra—
pe r s o t t a l  [actors specific to t i le  object  must be considered i f  p r e d i c t i v e
powe r is to he enhanced .

In contrast to the rather substantial relationship tha t was found between
sy s t e ’n I — s p e c i i i c  e lements  and pe r fo rmance , indices of more general  concerns
ol the  o p e ra t o r s , such as s a t i s f a c t i o n  with leadersh ip and w i t h  the organiza—

— t io n , were  not  in any way r e la ted  to  p e r fo rmance .  in t h i s  connection , it
S I I O U I l i  be noted tha t in Mathews ’ and his  coworkers ’ s t u d y  of sh i p board obs~- r v , i —
tions of equipment misuse specific attitudes with respect to t h e  equi pment wcre
most often cited as an inferred cause of misuse (Mathews , 1965). Based on
present results and on previous work by Ajzen and Fislihein (1970) and Kelman

- :
1 (1974), we can conclude that a relationship between attitudes and behavior is

m o r e ’ l i k e l y  to ex i s t  when the a t t i t u d e s  and other in traper sonal elemen ts are
of a s p e c i f i c  r a t h e r  than of a general na ture .

‘l’he q u e s t i o n  as to whe the r  a t t i t u d e s  determine performance , or vice—versa ,
c t n n 1 i t  be answered in th i s  s t u d y .  However , this ques t ion  is not  p a r t i c u l a r ly
r e l e v a n t  f ron t  t im e  o r i e n t a t i o n  adopted in this stud y which , as i t  wi l l  be recal led ,
v i ews  t h e engagement  of a t t i t u d e  and behavior as a continuing reciprocal process.

• l ’u r t h ie - r , i t  may be that  a t t i t ud e is not only an integral  p a r t  of behav ior , hut
behavior  is an integral part of tile formation , testing, anei c r y s t al i z a tio n  of

- I- attitudes. If so , an effective way of dea l i ng  w i t h  a c c e p t a n c e  of new sys tems
iS to be-gin , as Kelman and Warwick (1973) suggest , “at the level of concrete
practices and their situational supports , and to leave attitud e change——on

F which t u e ultimate stability of the new patterns of behavior may depend——to
a later stage ” (p. 37). Thus, by provid ing  opera tors  w i t h  pos i t i ve  e x p e r i e n c e s
front  S I I Ipb o a rd  exercises  and t e s t s  on the system and by p r o v i d i n g  them w i t i l
o p p o r t u n i t ie s  to r e a l i s t i c a l l y  assess the l i m i t a t i o n s  of t i le ’ sys tem , f a v o r a b le ,
stable attitudes toward th e system would l)e developed . Related to this f i n a l
point was t h e finding from one of the earlier studies in this research effort
(Abrams , Slicposh , & LiCht , 1974 ) ,  in which technicians in their selection of an
idea l  change advocate  clearly emphasized task—oriented traits such as competence ,
e i I e c t i v e n es s , and knowledge.  Thus , the selection of a person fo r  the  express
purpos e  of L-Icilitating acceptance of innovation was based on those characteristics
and p r o p e r t i e s  most d i r e c t l y  related to the innovat ion in q u e s t i o n .

_____ _____________ 
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a

RECOMM ENDATIONS

Based on the results of this study, the following recommenda tions ar e mad e:

1. Provide operators of newly installed fleet systems with opportunities

- 
for positive experiences on the systems through realistic shipboard exercises.

- 
Such exerc ises would also foster realistic expectations toward system l imi t a t ions .

- 2. Install or designate a change advocate on board ships receiving new
systems. The change advocate ’s function would be to encourage participation

— in shipboard exercises , to provide information on potential causes of system
misuse , and to help the operator group diagnose the causes of any misuse that
occurs.

i
23 
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Ship
Date 

_____

JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY

On the  fo l lowing  pages you will  f ind  several d i f f e r e n t kinds of
ques t ions  about  your job . There are no “trick ” questions . We would
apprec ia te  it if you answer each item as hones tly and f rankly as
possibla. Your individual answers will be kept completejy confid~ f!—~
t ial  and no attempt will be made to evaluate you or your ship based
on your answers. Please mail your questionnaire in the envelope
prov ided -

Thank you for your cooperation .

Please compl ete the following information about yourself :

1. Rank or Rate/Rating ______________________

2. Time in Rank/Rate 
______________________

3. Age 
________ 

4. Number of years in the Navy 
_________

S. Educational level — Circle highest year completed —

8or less 9 l0 ll l2 1 2 3 4  1 2 3 4
(Grade or High School) (College) (Graduate

School)

6. is the Navy your career? ____yes ____no

7. Length of t ime aboard this ship 
_____________

B. Length of time operating this system 
____________

Social Security No . 
____

A-i
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Pa r t II
Job Diagnostic Survey

1. In ge nera l  • the equipment yin work wi th serves 7. To W hat e x t e l l t  15 yo ur inmn ed la
r i te  purpose for which it  was designed . visor w i l l i ng  t o  l is ten to your prolH - -ri~ 

-

a .  St r- ’ ng lv  agree a. N C  at a ll
Ii \ g e  t- b . ‘ In .a sma l l  ,-xte i it

- N C  sure c - Ii’ ..i,ine ex t  t i l t

- Di sagrt-e ci - Ii’ 1 g r . - it  tx) I~l L L

- St r i i i iglv , Iis ,e r ,- .’ C - l i i  1 V i i ’  ( ‘ C  t i C  C X L  t i i L

3. In gen era l , (lie equipment you work w i t h  is 8. To what .-xteL1~ is yo ur s :t t - r v l s o r
used as inte nded fr iendly and easy to approach?

i. :~t~~~nglv agree a. Not at all
b . Agree b . To a small extent
c. Not sure c. To some extent
d. Disagree d. To a great extent
e. Str ongly disagree e. To a very great extent

in ~~- n i -r- i i  - new equipment that  you work 9. To w h i t  extent is your supervisor
w i t h  se rves  t ile pu rpose fur whi c h it s a s  a t t e n t i ve to  wh at  you say ?
dcsigned •

a Not a t  ill

a. S t rong ly  agree b. To a small ex ten t
h .  Agree c. To some extent
c. Not sure d .  To a great extent
d. Disagree e. To a very great extent
e. Strongly disagree

10. To what extent does your supervisor
4. In general , new equipment that you work with emphasize high standards of perfOrmance ’

is used as intended .
a. Not at all

i. Strongly agree b. To a small extent
h. Agree c. To some extent
.. Not sure 8. To a great extent
8. Disagree e. To a very great extent
e. Strongly disagree

11. To what extent does your supervisor

• 
‘,. lew w e ll does your supervisor recognize and Set an example by working hard h i m s - I I~

r,-wi r ,l good performance by his people?

~
i. Not I t  ;il I

- 6- is not a good supervisor in this h. rn -i smu t I extent
t i_ spec t - To s i  ~~i-  ext en

ii . 11.- recognizes good work hut does d. To a cr .-~
-o ext ent

l i tt le In the way of rewarding e. To a v t-t’- great extent
e. lie recognizes and rewards good work
ci. He is very appreciative and eager 12. To what extent does s u i t  supervisor

t o  reward good work encourage people to give their beat
eff ort?

6. in my work group , a crew member is almost
a l w a y s  ce r ta in  to hea r about mistakes , hut a.  Not .4t a ll
seldom hears about his successes. h. To - i  small extent

c .  To some ex tent
i. S t rong ly  agree d.  To a great ex ten t
h . A ,rct- e. To a very great extent
c .  Not sure
d . I)Isucree
.- . Strongly dIsagree

A-b
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1 1. -r-ionnel . i r t -  i- ti s.t- iged to work b r  20. (,.‘n.-r ., 1 1 5  - t , ,w .r~- di i  1 s l O f l S  f l - l ~~ t -  it’,
‘t Oot ion, your work ft lii i

- S t  r - n ~~v agr,-t- a. By t i e  -01 1 ,,-rv !.t ,r ~i

b , Agree lt . By t he o i , -r v ts- r w i t l i~~~~c t u v i - i

c . ~• i t  - i t t ’ from , the w- r ,e r s 
i~ r i i c - by t i . - superv i si r anti W t i r t ~t ’ ts

- SC - v ii ~ it~~- I nyu I vt-it
J - By t i i ’  a-’I~ ,- i r i s

rt - ~~L . i t  ~xt -it t dot ’s y i t u  r supervisi r
‘ - ‘ ‘ -  - i l : t - you a nt i  your C o — w o r k e r s  to  ‘ ]  - to wii.,t i S (  C Ot  - ( ‘i ’s V tn t ’  - - ‘5 - !  V i  si r

t h i n k  and ,t C I or ‘,-ourselves? eflCour.Ige t ile p~ tip I.- ~~l, t i  w i t  C lit l i i i ,-
ii , a t l’,inL’

I • N i t ! - I t  _ i I l
Ii , in -i .s iC ,i 11 ext tnt a. Not it  j u l
C .  i i, stiICV eXt ~~f l t  b • To a small i -xte nt
ii - In a great extent c, To some ex ten t

lii a vt-tv great extent d. To a great extent
e. To a v e ry  g re i t  € ‘ X t , n t

15 . b what t’X t - - ’~~t does your supervisor
of~~-r new t ie_ is  for job—related problems? 22 . To what extent does your sli~i- - r v, s c~

encourage the people w h it w i t ,  t ,r

, N i t  a t  ill to exchtn ~ e ideas and opinicn ~
b. To a sni,il l extent
c. To some extent a. Not it ~~j

8. To -ì f re.l t  extent b. To a small extent
eu, To a very great extent c To some extent

d . To a great extent
i ti  To wit _ i t degre’.’ does your supervisor e. To a very great extent

it vide the hel p you need to schedule
your work ahead of time? 23. Overall , how good a job do Soc feel -

being dc,t’,e by your imm ediate superv isi r

1. St i f le
Ii. A minimum amount ,i, Very good

c .  A moderate amoun t b. Good
d. A considerable amount c. Fair
e. A maximum amount d . Poor

C C. Very poor
17. 1- what ,‘ X t i U t  dues your supervisor show

viiu how to improve your performance? 24. Does the way your work group is organ-
ized help or hurt the efficient conduct

t .  Not at all of the work?
h. To -i small extent
c. To some extent a. He-Ips a lot
ul . To -L crc -at extent b . Helps somewhat
e.  To -( v,-rv great extent c. Neither h elps nor hurts

d. Hurts somewha t
1-5 , ho w  woii l t l  you d e s c r i b e  t i le antoirnt of e . Hurts a lot

rt - -. p o n s i b i l  l t v  de lega ted  by yo u r super-
v i s o r?  2 5 .  ho w  o f t e n  are requ i rements  - sac -c . --

you begin work ing  on a task b~~c aus,

, i ,  Non .- poor initial p lanning or lack if  C -- :-

I’ - A (Cl ii) 1 :tim mount dination-t !

- A ‘ - di’ ri t t -  amount
.1. -\ tons i ,Ier,uhle amount a. Often

- 
- 

c, \ m,t x imtim amount h. Occasionall y
c. S e l d o m

I~ ( - w i t  ten ,I it V yo u r superv isor  I,u,lui .1. Very r.ir,- l v
group me-Ct ings where he arid ti le- pc’sp l.- - e - Never

win’ work  l i - r  him really discuss things -’

- i  - ~ii vc - r

Ilart’ Iv
- • it um. ’t  lmt’ s

- ( lat h , -  C O f t ,-u i

N e a r l y  Ill tile t ime
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21-s .  low sui t ,-~ s t u l  is your division head in 33. Aboard this ship crew members are

his dealing wi th  higher levels of corn— treated wi t it res ’eit.

mand?
a. Strong ly agree

a. Below avera ge b. Agree

h . About average c. Not sure

c . D eiin itely about average d. Disagr ee

ii . Very good e. Strongly disagree

i’ tu ,tstanding
34. To what extent do things aboard th u s

2 1 .  how Silt , e-t~ iai l  is your immediate super— ship have’ to ho done tv t i le h,,iuk?

vIsor uI  ties) tog with hig her levels of
consnuind? a. j~j1~~ is done by the book !

b. Almost everything is done by the

a . Outstandingly successful book

b. Ve ry successful C. A good deal of the activity aboard
c. Def in i te ly  above average success this ship is done accroding to the
d. About average success book

c’ Below average success d. Only some things are done by the
book

28. The crew members generally trust their e. Practically nothing aboard this

Chief Pe tty Offi cers, ship is done by the book

a.  st rongly agree 3 5. A sp irit of cooperation is evident in

b . Agree my work group .

c.  Not sure
d. Disagree a. Strongly agree
e. Stron g ly disagree b. Agree

c. Not sure

29. The crew members generally trust their d. Disagree

Officers. e. Strongly d isagree

a. Strongly agree 36. How much friction is there in your
b . A gree work group ?
t - . Not sure
d. Disagree a. A great deal

e. Strong ly disagree b . Quite a bi t

1- e. Some

30. EverythIng is checked; individual judge— d. Little

sOot is not trusted. e . Ve ry little

a .  St r tt l lg lv  agree 37. The people 1 work w it h  cooperate to g e t

the job don e.
- Nit) sure

~h. h) isag ree a. Strongl y agree

e. St rongly disagree b Agree
c. Not sure

31. Verbal reports are never accepted ; d. Disagree

everything has to be in writing. e. Strongly disagree

a. strongly agree 38. Assistance from my co-workers in

h. Ag ree carry ing Out diff i cul t jobs is :

N ’ ’- sure
d. Uusagree a. Non—existent

- S t rong ly  disagree b. Limited
c. Fairly good

‘~‘ . Peop le-ac t as though everyone must be d . Quite good
watched or they will slack o f f .  e. Outstanding

- l - St ri’u,gi y .agree

I’ . -Sc
- . S t  s lur ,-
i t .  D Is ag ree
e- . S t rong ly  disagree

t
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IS . ii w h it a - s t  cOt doeg a f r iend ly  atmos p here 45. Most i f  the personnel in my divi - ; o n
l~ .-vitil among most of the members of would n,t  want  to cl -singe- to another

e- ,- t t u - w t t r k  g lt lup’? d iv is ion -

- In a vi-r~ auiuus I I ‘a t  Out .~~. St r u n g 1 Y agree-
it . cu ii c u - u i  I e x t  ,‘i)t h. Agree

- 1,1 ‘ate-tiC c- s t ei u L c - Not ,siu re’
.1 - To at u onsi i lerable- ex t  cot d. Dl sai r ,-e -

e . Strong ly d i-i u g r , -e
4ii . M.’tuthers of my work group trust each

ut her . 4 6 .  Most of the o f f i c e r s  aboard this ship
feel that my division is:

a. St r tung l v  ,i5ree
S. Agree a. Somewhat below average
c.  Not sure b . About average
8. ) Isagr ~’e c . Somewhat above average
e. S t rong ly  disagree ci. Definitely above average

e.  Outstanding
4 1. t t ,m mit ntca t  ion Is good in my work group .

4?. Most member s of my work group take
a, St riungly agree pride in their jobs .

— h. Agree
c .  Not sure a. Strongly ag re-e
8. ) isagree b. Agree
e. S t r o n g l y  disagree c .  Not sure

d. Disagree
4 1  hi w -lit ’, c u r  work group counp ta re ’ to all e . Strcungli- d isagree

ot tier work grtuups in you r div is I uun In
t e r ms of  p r o d u c t i v i t y ? 48.  Most of tile ‘ rew members In my d iv i s io n

think our d iv is ion is the best on Cia-
- i -  It Is ,‘ne of the most product ive ship.

w o nt  groups in the division
b . It iut ’ onsiderably above average a. Strongly agree

in product iv i ty  b Agree
i t  is somewhat above average in c .  Not sure

a p r o d uc t i v i t y  d. Disagree
i t .  My wo re group has about average e. StrongI~~ d isagree

p r o d u c t i v i t y
.- . Mv work group is somewhat below 49. The crew is encouraged to ask quest ions

. u v t - r i g c -  in product iv i ty about t he  shi p ’ s a f f a i r s .

-4 3 .  Iu tw would vi i” rate the quality of work a. Strongly agree
produced in your work group ? b. Agree

c, Not s ire
u V e t - -  lot ur 8. Disagree
h. P,u, r e . St rcung lv c i lsagree
c .  i-a ir
it. liot it 50. To what ex te nt  are ideas and sug ge-s ri iun- -

t’ Very  good paid at tent ion t o

44.  s w  does your division compare to all a. There seems to be a disregard h r

it i i - - r d i v i s ions  on this ship in terms of ideas and suggestions rut_ ide- b c rew
p rou huc t iv i t y ? members

b. Few ideas arid suggestions are
a .  It is Curie ,tf the most productive considered

div is ions (top 5%) c . It is not u nus ua l  for some i o u - -

~b , t-t :s-constderably above average in and suggestions made, by c rew
product ivity  (top 20%)  mesnhers to reach tilO top

c . It is somewhat above average in 8. Ideas and suggestions are eOn siot -~ ,- -

pr idui ttv lty (top 40%) regardless of their source
J. ‘lv d i v i s i o n  has about average

pro eiuuc t lvi ty fo r the sh ip
Mv i i ( v i s l u u n  is somewhat below
,u v e - r - ,~ .- in productivity

A—13
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51 . i i’  i_ s i t  exte n t do you th ink there Is 57. When cht,ougt-s i t u- sel,- In your work - ant-

a ,- sis t. uu u i e to meaningful change aboard you cisual lv told w t u y l
thi s slai p l

a.  Almost a lw. uv s
a. Change. is openly received; there is b . Us ually

no res is tance c. Sometimes
h . The-re i s a  minimal resistance to d. Rarely

c h. ur uge e . Almost never
- C h. i uu ge ’  is resisted often

d. Tiuc - p o l i c i e s  aboard this slui p reflect 58. Generally there are- friendl y arid coope- r~-
strong resistance to change ; there tive relationships between the different
se- i-ms to he a “dont rock the boat ” divisions 1)0 tiuis shi p.
,- i t t t t u t de

a a.  St r ou i ,~ly agree
51. Policies encourage openness in communi— b. Agree

,ation ; no one has to fear the conse— c. Not sure
uluences for expressing his opinions. d. Disagree

e. Strongl y di~ cree
- t .  Strongly agree
b . Agree- 59. There is poor ,- ium rtt un icat  Ion between
u- . Not sure divisions .- iho ;arul t h i s  s hu t p -

it. (Ii s;l1-,r(-e
e- . St rough y di s.’ugree a. St rcungl v .i~~ru-c -

b. Agree
5 3 .  To what ext e nt is connvnea nt cua tl on hindered c. Not sure

by following chain of command rules? d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

a. Not at ~- ll
h. To a very  small e x t e n t  60. To what extent do you feel there is
c. Very  l i t t le confl ict (rivalry and ho s t i l i ty )  be-
d. Somewhat tween your division and othe r d ivisieu ~-

e . To -s considerable extent aboard ahi p ?

51~, Nobody ever knows what ’s going on in my a. To a very great extent
d iv i s iu un because we are not kept informed. b . To a great extent

c. To some extent
u.  Strongl y agree d. To a small extent
h. Agree e. To a very small extent
C. Ntu t

ui. DIsagree 61. Things aboard this ship seem tu luappeo
e. Str ong ly disagree contrary to rules and regulations .

55. Aboard t h i hs ship _ihu ’ut tlae only source a. Strongly agree
of in l ort uu ,u ti on on Important matters is b. Agree’
the gra pe-v ine (rumor). c .  Not sari-

d. Disagree
a. Str il ngl v agree a’. Strongly d1s u ~ r,’e-
lut. Agree
c .  Nuut sure 62.  Things are p lanned so that  e-verv one
8. Disagree get t ing in each other ’ s wa s ,
e . Strongly disagree

a.  St rongly  agree
56. Are y iuut given advance inforttuat ion about b. Agree

changes (policies , procedures , shi p c .  Not su re
movements , etc.) which mig ht affect you? d. Disagree

e. Strongly disag re-u-
u .  Very f requently taken by sulrprlse
It. Frequent ly taken by surprise 63. How often are C lue uh iective s, goals cur
c . Some ti m e s  surprised by thnings we policies of this shi p changed ?

shiuu u l d have known
it. Cs uia I ly know about t iuings aheaul of a. Very o f te n

tat ’ h. O f t e n
e’ . Pu lw uay s  know about t iuings ahead of C .  ( l - i-as lon iu l Iv

LIme 8. Seldom
e’ . Ver y  rarely or never
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Ihu uw oi l -n i n . ’ t h i s It e u t  l i e s  - gui,, Is , or 7 u - how u - ut n - i s t t ’ t n t  I y  .r c c , ; ’ ’ S ~~ h i, h’

h- itt l t I.-s ,ul v i ut ur d i v i - ,i uuiu us con lict a ; i i h i .i l it  - u h i  ( i 5 . rew?

w i t  Ii t i u - - - -~ ‘I t h u ~
. -411 I~

u (

a. it t _ i t S i t  i -  i t s - _ l ~— i
i l l  t e i t  5. i u i u t u u u — ,I s t e l i t  luou-, t iii t l a ’  t r u t

ule ’ c u u t t , - u u.at I’, c. i u ,utsi ste-nt m u s t  of the t til e-

~t - l do m d - Ci ,ur i 1 i l , ’t  c l v  c o n s i s t  a-n t ; al l a re -

-t  - Rar e l y t r e i n  ed t i e  s ame

o - Ni-va r
72. lie - opportun ities far promoti on on

T h e  t h u i n g s  that  ire seen as most impor— t t i i _ i  ship cumpared to  t h o s e  ii, othu e r

t;irit uC t i  ~s -il ip are not r e l a t e d  to deity s ta t  Ions a r e:

uv o r -u I  1 ship i i f e - ~~ hveuf le ’Srt  -
Muii 1

~ l ive-n

Sc niuu:uvls ag rc -u ’ b. SI i g a t  I’, i uuu — s-r

b. u\ gree c . -\ Ii us t i.- same

. .‘u i — t  st ir.- d. Si glut  lv iii ghtt - r

- 1 .  t i sa g ree e. Mus h hi gher
a’ .  Strong ly d is .ug rec

73. Does this u - u  it  p e r f o r m  an important

hit . How clearly defined are the objectives function in toe N,us’ - -

of your ship ?
Yes , t - - i  the r i  r.t part

a. Sometimes obscure or poorly defined h. Ur-uie rt alo

b . Generally adequatel y def ine d , - Ni . on t he- most part

c. getter than most
d. Exceptionally well defined . 4 .  Most c r ew  rrue -c-(i, - n u - ar e - pr uud of t h e - i n

ship.

~‘ / .  ~ iu- chartuels of author i ty  aboard this
ship are v-n c’ ral lv: - u - ~ - -s. I y -5 r t -

h. A gre-u -

a - t o i let Inute d C - 
- t S t i t c -

h. Poorly defined ul . Disac r e --
C . Somewhat defined e. S t n u u ~~ Iv d l - i. u u -r l ’ u-

d. Generally clear
e.  Very  c l ea r  75. To what .-ut t cot Is d u t y  aboard I lu is

s h i p  huene- f hr Ial to  -- - - s r  - i r e e  r -

br a , To what ex ten t  is It poss ib le  to get
a c c u r a t e  information rio the policies a. hut t . a t  u l l

a nd i ih~~e i t i v e s  of this ship ? b. To a i-i-nv s .Su i t - x t e C u t
c. To a —.ttsill u - u t  -

Not at all ci. T~ so me- t s t i’c t

b. To a very small extent e. Tri a c c n s i d u - r u l l ’  ex ten t

c.  To a small extent
8 .  rn some e5tent 76. 1 would ra ther  s t a y  on th is  ship t h u s

e ‘to a great extent transfer ti another -

69. How do you regard the d i scipli n e aboard a. Nt r o s - g t v  agnt- -

this shu ip? b . Agree
c . Not sure-

a .  To t ,ul lv  inconsistent  d. Dis.u~~r-’ , ’
h. Iocinutuis t e- nt most of the t ime e . S t r u n g l c  d r . i g r ” u

c .  I onu - Istent m t of the tim e
ci. i’.-t mp lete l v  cons Is ten t  7 7 .  Work i ng i u - id it i o ns  cun t h l - , .,t u p  ar

bette r t Itan tin o the r s h i p i.

70. itiw uu (ten are pe~- u le in other r - u t e u -
ta l l ow ed  sp eu -i a l privileges that m d i— a. I t t n t u g ly agree

v idu ials in your r i t e  do not receive? h, A 1 n i ’ u t
C. Nat sure

a .  Frequently 8. Disagree

h. -h unt- : imes e. S t r o n g l y  disagree

u . K a r t l y
.1. A ll people au n t- treated equally

A-15
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78. ihow .1, v,’~ t ee- h .il,ou( r -  t ,anae-nt l t i e  the’ 85. Aboard t i t u -  - , i u ip , most nI t Ilt’ t hus u r ,
N u y v  t o  a i r i s i,, , I iv.. ri- r u t h  t 1 set up so t tea t h i t - v  Inveu l v e  a g r e - i t

deal i t  w a s t e d  e l fer t .
- a  - I wo u ld not re’ientmiend i b te Navy under

l ily c i r c u m s t a n c e s  a .  Strongly agree
b. I would probably recommend the Navy I,. Agree

under c e r t a i n  circumstances c .  Not sure
c .  I would recoairae nd the S i v v  to most d. Disagree

recruits e. Strong ly disagree

I ha.a v t- more uipport unitie s for growt h 86. The methods of my work are kept up-to—
an-I .idvana -ement in the Navy than in date.
c i v i l i a n  l i f e .

a. Strongl y agree
a .  St r o n g l y  agree b . Agree
h. A gree c. Not sure
e .  N~u t  s o r e - d. Disagree
1. Disagree e, Strongl y disagree

-‘ . St rong ly  d isagree -
87.  How e f f e c t  ly e- Is your shil in work ing

80. Meu -,t ttsdividual s see a good future for under pressure?
themselves in the Navy .

a. Does very poorly under pressure
a. Strong ly agree b . Tends to become somewhat disorgan-
b . Agree ized
c. Not sure c.  Works steadily under pressure
d. Disagree d. Increases ef for t
e . Strongly disa gree e . Stimulated , does best work

141. 1 think that the Navy has a good image 88. How important is being liked in g e t t i n g
to outsiders . a promotion?

a. Strongly agree a. Not very important
b . A gree b. Somewhat important
c. Not sure c. Quite important
d. Disagree d. Highly important
e. Strongly disagree e. Of vital importance

81. Tn comparison with peop le in similar 89. How much do “politics” Count in getting
(ohs in c ivil ian organiza t ions , I feel a p romo ti on?
-ny pay is:

a. Are about the only way
a . Much higher b. Usua l l y  a powerful cause
b . Slightly higher c. Sometimes are the determiner
c. About the same 8. Have some slight influence
d . Slightly lower e. Have no appreciable effect
e. Much lower

90. Experience and dedication are financiall s-
83. To what extent does your Lp strive to rewarded in the Navy .

do a better job than other ships of the
came type? a. Strongl y agree

b. Agree
a . Not at all c. Not sure
b To a small extent  8. Disagree
c . To some extent e . Strongl y disagree
d. To a great exten t
e . To a very great extent 91. Opportunities for promotion in my r i te

compared to those in other rates are:
84. On the basis of your experience and

Information , how would you rate your a. Much higher
sh ip on effectivene ss? b. Slightly higher

c .  About the same
a. Very poor d . Sligh tly lowe r
b . Poor e . Much lowe r
c. Fair
8. Good
e . Very good
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91. To wb~ t exte nt du es your organizat ion 913. Do v i i  I ea ’i t hat e i 1 .l e a t  .iivlslon ti ll

emphasize persiuna l growth and develop? command levels of t :ie - s l I p  are awa n i- i t
intent 1 the proliler s sod ro e - i s  a t  your level  -

a. Not at all a. N - . t hey are ’  q u i t e  utaaws re-
b . To a very small extent b. t h e y  are ge nerally unInformed duo-
c. To a small extent to poor communications or I 1 c ~ of
1. To 501St extent in terest
e . to a considerable extent c . Then’ h ue-ar about my level omI t -  wbt ,-ui

the information is quite import - a l:t
93 .  How c if t en do management personnel aboard 8. People ut higher levels have i

your sh ip make an honest effort to re’- fairl y good knowledge of other
ward tnutstandlng work? levels

e~ Yes , they have a very gosh und e r
a. Very  f requent l y standing iif the problems and ne- a- c
b. Frequently at sty leve l .
c .  Sometime s
ci .  Seldom 99. O f f i ce r s  keep w, - i 1  informed about the
e. Practically never needs and problems oi the crew.

94. In my job , opportunities to learn worth— a. Strongl y agree
whi le new skills and knowledge are: b. Agree

c. Not sure
a. Non—existent d. Disagree
b. Limited e. Strongl y d Isagree

c. Fairl y good
d. Quite good 100. Considering everything, how satisfied

a.  Outstanding are you with your present job?

95. In the Navy there are plenty oh oppor— a. Very d issa t is f ied
tunities for training and advancement b. Dissat is f ied
for those who work for it. c .  Indifferent

8. S a t i s f i e d
a.  Strong ly agree e. Very sa t i s f i ed
h. Agree
c .  Not sure 101. ~ow o f ten  do you wish you could quIt
1 . l) Isagree your present (of. !
e. Strongly disagree

a. About eill the t ime

96. Oppor tun i t ies  for advanced training b. Very o f t e n
on this ship are:  c .  Somewhat o f t e n

8. Seldom
-a . Non—existent  C.  Never
5. Limited
e.  Fair ly good 102. Genera l ly speaking, ii -.. sat .bf ic-i are

ii. Quite good you with u the kind of work v uu u have t i

e,. Outs ta nd ing  do on your job?

t~1 . Pet ty  O f f i c e r s  generally know what La a. V e nt  ‘- I :, - -8t t ls f led
goin g on in their work groups. b. Disu. .O isf led

c .  lndi t : t - n . -~u :
a. St rongly agree d. Sat 1 s t  t a- i :

b. Agree e- . Va -n c uI iu, t t a t
c. Nit sure
ci. 1 u- ignite 103. ConstOe’ r ing 0 .- a r ~ t c u  g - fa uw ,, u u u i d y o u

- tu t  r ing 1 y di u-agree rate- vu ’S  n -ye- r ut I sat is! at ion in t h e

Sac- -, at t he u I- u- u-u t Iv.,-

a. V i - ry  d i s u- a t  t u -  I t - :

b. h Iss - in  i tt  led
C .  l ndu t  f - u - u t

d. S u a t i r u t i e d
e. Vet , ,,a t l- , I i e - i
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1114 . Wheta I do my job well , it gives me a

it- e-ling of accomplishment-

a, t r i I i C I Y  a g r i e

Ii . Agree
c. lndit ie rent
d. 1)isagree
e. stro ng ly disagree

lOS. When I do my job well , it contribute s

to my personal growth and development.

a. struung ly agree

h. Agree
a - . Indifferent
d.  I)isagree
e- , strong ly disagree 

-n

106. 1 feel -a great sense of personal
s . a t is f a c t i on  when I do my job wel l .

a .  Strongly agree
b. Agree
c . Indi ffere nt
d. D isagree

trongly disagree

10?. huit ing my job well increases my feeling
o f s e l f — e s t e e m .

a .  Strongl y agree
it . Agree
c . Indifferent
ci. h)isagree

~- . Strongly d isagtee -

I

I
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