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FOREWORD

This work was conducted within Exploratory Development Task Area
2F55,521,021,03,01, Motivation and Productivity Assessment. Cne of the
objectives of this task area is the identification of variables which affect
motivation and productivity. The objectives of this effort were to identify
predictors of first-term enlisted attrition, to determine the relative
influence of various individual and organizational factors on attrition
over time, and to determine why Class "A" school personnel have lower at-
trition rates than apprentice school personnel. The results of this study
are intended for use by Navy managers responsible for developing initiatives
and experimental projects for countering attrition,

Appreclation is expressed to Dr, Sam Landau, Dr. Gary Kissler,
Dr. Earl Jones, and Dr. Robert Penn for their helpful suggestions and
recormendations,

A shorter preliminary version of this study was presented at the national
meeting of the American Psychological Association in August 1977,

DONALD F., PARKER
Commanding Officer




SUMMARY
Problem

Attrition rates for first-term male enlisted personnel increased from
30 percent during 1971 to over 40 percent in 1977; and desertion rates,
from 14 per 1000 in 1973 to 32 per 1000 in 1977. These increasing rates lead
to increased recruiting and training costs and reduced orgarizational effec-
tiveness, as well as a shortage of eligible career replacements.

Purpose

The purposes of this resedrch were:

1, To identify personal and organizational factors that are predictive of
first-term enlisted attrition and to determine the relative effect of pre-
service (e.g., ability and test scorea) and in-service (e.g., expectaticns
of the first duty assignment) variables.

2, To determine the impact of various individual and organizational factors
over time.

3. To datermine why Class "A" school personnel have lower attrition rates
than appreniilce school personnel.

Approach

Subjects included all maie enlisted personnel (both "A" school and apprsn-~
tice school parsurnel) entering the Navy in November 1976 (N w 4845), These
personnel are participating in a long-range study to determine the effects of
s voluntary relaase option on attrition. About half (N = 2322) were designsted
as experimental subjects--that is, they had an option toc saparate imuediately
from the Navy during the first 6 months of active duty or by giving ths Navy
6 months' notice after that time, The remainder (N = 2523) ware designated
as control subjects,

Experimental and control personnel who completed racruit training were
administered a Recruit Background Questicnnaire (REQ) designed to maasurs
various persvnal snd organizational variables. Experimental group personnel
who chose to ssparate from the Navy corpleted an Exit Questionnaire (EQ).
Finally, after experimental and control personnel had completed about 7
montha' active duty, they completed a Fleet Questionnaire (FQ). Responsas
to these questionnairss were analyred to determine differences between ex-
perimentsl and control subjacts, and between thosa who attrite (astrditas) gad
those who did not (nonattrites). i

Results |

Rasults during the first yaar of this study indicated that attrition
was eignificantly higher for experimental personnel than for comtrol group
parsonnel. Attrition wae alsc higher for general detail apprantice par-
sonnel than for Class "A" school psrsonnel. The existence of a ssparation
option itseli, combined with the absence of a prevantive counseling program
dasigned to raduce attrition, strongly influenced saparation in the experi-
mental group. Separation decisions waere zelated to preservica democgraphic
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cheracteristics, family end home problems, attitudes toward the Navy formed
during recruit training, and to in-service discrepancies between expectations
and experiences. To some degree, the work environment explained more
variance for later separation declsions, wvhile ladividual characteristics
explained more variance for early separation (i.e., separatlon within the
first 6 montha). Identification of the relative importance of individual
and organizational factors, was limited by the fact that persomnel were
followed up for only 1 year,

Concluaions

1. Attrition appears to be a function of both preservice characteristice
and in-service experiences.

2. Separation decisions appear to be affected by the interaction or
congruence between the individual and the Navy orgaanization.

3. Although apprentice and Class "A" school personnel separated for
the same general reasons, the nature of the shipboard work environment
may have a stronger influence on apprentice group ettrition.

Recommendations

l, Procedures should be developed to provide entering recruits with
realistic inforumtion about the Navy.

2, Eatry Navy jobs should be restructured to meet the changing expec—
tations of enlisted personnel.

viii
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INTRODUCTION

Praoblem

With the establishment of the All-Volunteer Force (AVF) in 1973, the
military services shifted from a conscription system to one that relied
upon the enlistment of volunteers. As a consequence, military manpower
planners face the problem of recruiting sufficient numbers of qualified
personnel to man Navy ships and support systems without the pressure of
the ¢:raft, Although recruiting quotas have largely been met, concern has
recently shifted to attrition occurring prior to completion of the 4-year
contractual active duty obiligation., Attrition rates for first-term male
enlisted personnel have increased from 30 percent during 1571 to over 40
percent during 1977; and desertion rates, from 14 per 1000 in 1973 to 32
per 1000 in 1977, These increasing rates lead to Increased recruiting aad
training costs and reduced organizational effectiveness, as well as a
shortage of eligible career replacements.

Background

Traditionally, research aimed at prediction of attrition has focused
upon individual characterietica such as age, years of education, and ability
test scores. This approach ignores the possibility that dynamic fsctors
guch as working conditionas, organizational experiences, and supervisory
practices may have more impact upon attrition than static personal or bio-
graphical characteristics, If the research to improve selection and reten-
tion of personnel is to be effective, more comprehensive research models,
particularly interactive models, must be developed. A comprehensive theory
of organizational attrition must address characteristics of: (1) indivi-
dual enlistees (abilities, educational background, personality traite, needs,
and expactations of Navy life), (2) job factors (feedback, autonomy, variety),
and (3) larger work environment factors {(organizational structure, perceived
organizational climate). Attrition is a complex phenomenon that can be
beat examined with reapect te interrelationships among these factors,

Social scientists have truditionally debated the relative importance
of individual charscteristics and environmentsal properties as determinants
of organizational behavior (Lichtman & Hunt, 1971; Bowers, 1973; Ekehammer,
1974). An overview of research concerning organizational behavior in general,
and turnover in particular, will show that some researchers try to under-
stand such behavior by focusing on personal characteristics; and others,
by focusing on orgsnizational characteristics. Increasing disenchantment
with ons—=idsd and normative approaches to attrition, however, has led to
an interactive approach, which pesita that employee capabilities, needc,
preferences, and expectations are not necessarily static in nature; rather,
they may be influenced by organiretional experiences. Moreover, the current
res2arch trund is away from a uri.sriate and static model of organizational
behavior towards a model that speciiics behavior as a function of both in-
dividual and environmental characteriscics, As suggested %y Schneider

!National economic conditions slso influence attrition, but such factors

are beyond the control of the naval organization and are not considared in
this report.




(1976), for example, the properties of organizations, rather than the iadi-
vidual attributes of personnel, may be the important data in predicting,
understanding, and controlling attrition.

A discussion of psychological constructs hypothesized te be related to
enlisted attrition is provided in Appendix A. The purpnses of this review
were: (1) to discuss and develop a theoretical approach that may lead to
a better understanding of attrition, and (2) to provide a rationale for
understanding why specific constructs were included on questionnaires
developed to study enlisted attrition. This review focused on individual
and organizational characteristics hypothesized to be related to enlisted
satisfaction and attrition. Nonmilitary factors such as problems at h9me,
while important deterwinants of military attrition, were not reviewed.‘

Based on the findings of this review, the conceptual model presented
in Figure 1 was developed for use in understanding attrition. The need for
such a model has been suggested by many investigators (Roman, 1973; Goodstadt
& Glickman, 1975; Sinaiko, 1977; Hand, Criffeth, & Mobley, 1977; Lou, 1978).

Purpose
The primary purposes of the present research project were:

1. To identify predictors of first-term enlisted attrition, and to
determine the relative influence of various individual and organizational
factors upon that attrition. An important unresolved issue is whether
attrition 1s largely a self-selection process, determined primarily by
a recruit's attitudes toward the Navy organization and way of life before
entry into service, or whether attrition is more strongly influenced by
his experiences after entering the Navy.

2. T determine whether the impact of various individual and organiza-
tional factors on attrition shifts as a function of time in the Navy.
More specifically, whether the work environment accounte for more variance
in later attrition decisions, and individual characteristics, for more
variance in early attrition decisions.

3. To determine why personnel designated for Class "A" school have
lower attrition rates than those assigned to apprentice training.

’The reader is directad to several excellent recent reviews that have
focused on military attrition (Goodstadt & Glickman, 1975; Sinaiko, 1977;
Hand et al., 1977; Kissler, in press). The present llterature review, how-
ever, 1s directed more toward studies abstracted from the non-military at-
trition literature.
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METHOD

Subjects

All enlisted male nonprior service (NPS) personnel entering the Navy
in November 1976 (N = 4845) served as subjects in this study. This included
both thcse who were slated to attend apprenticeship school, which is intended
to prepare personnel for general detail (GENDET) Fleet assignments, and
Class "A" school, which is designed to prepare them for higher-level tasks
under an occupational rating.

It should be noted that these male November 1976 accessions are partici-
pating in a long-range study to determine the effects of a voluntary release
option on attrition, performance, and disciplinary records., In the first
report concerning this study (Guthrie, Lakota, & Matlock, 1978), subjects
ware all enlisted male NPS personnel entering the Navy in January and February
1976 and who were slated to attend apprenticeship school, Class "A" schoeol
personnel were not included. During the last week of apprenticeship training,
the January accessions--designated as the experimental group--were told that
they had been selected to participate in a program to study the effects of a
voluntary release option. Under this program, experimental subjects could
employ the option to be separated immediately during the period between com—
pletion of apprenticeship training and 181 days of active duty, After that
time, they could request voluntary separation by giving the Navy 6 months'
notice. The February accessions=-~the concrol group--had no such option.

Two years after enlistment, 73 percent of the experimental group had attrited,
compared to 48 percent of the control group. Further, 81 percent of the ex~
perimental group had received honorable separations, compared to 36 percent
of the control group; and 2 percent had deserted, compared to 17 percent

of the control group.

In the present study, about half of the November accegsions (N = 2322)
were designated as experimental subjects; and the others (N = 2523), as
control subjects. 4s in the earlier phase, experimental subjects could
choose to be separated immediately during the first 181 days of active
duty or by giving the Navy 6 months' notice after that time. However, per-
sonnel attending Class "A'" achool were required to pay back the training
time they had completed.

Meaaures

Recruit Background Questionnaire

The 131-item Recruit Background Questionnaire (RBQ) (Appendix B)
was administered to all subjects who completed recruit training during
January 1977, The RBQ was developed easpeclally for this phase ¢f the volun-
tary releage program, and was designed to measure the constructs listed
below.

1. Demographic characteristics {(Items A-K). These items were in-
cluded to obtain data on background, years of education, grades achieved,
atc.
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2, Preservice attitudes (Ttems 1~44)., These items were included
to assess subjects' preservice attitudes toward jobs, school, and the Navy.
Item 17, which asked subjects whether they would use an option to get out
of the Navy 1if one were provided, was included because it has been shown
that expressed intent can be used to predict subsequent behavior (Kraut,
1975; iobley, Hand, & Logan, 1977).

3. Expectations (Items 45-66). These items covered expectations
of supervision, working conditions, recognition for good performance, the
work its:lf, ete. during subjects' first duty assignment. Responses were
to be made on a 5-point scale ranging irom '"definitely will not happen"
to "certainly will happen." These items were developed based on results
of studies conducted by Dunnette, Arvey, and Banas (1973) and Hoiberg and
Berry (1976).

4, Organizational climate (Items 67-96), These items, which were
selected from the Management Audit Survey (Ellison, Abe, Fox, & Coray,
1976), were included to obtain subjects’ opinions on policies, practices,
morale, and fairness at the Recruit Training Command (RTC) where they re-
celved recruit training, RIC czlimate perceptions were measured on 1l
dimensions: falrness of managemeunt, delegation of authority, supervisory
effectiveness, innovational climate, performance feedback, promotion oppor-
tunity, downward communication, upward communication, morale, coworker
cooperation, and operational eificiency.

S. Achievement needs (ltems 97-105). These 1tems concerned high
school experiences and were selected from an achievement motivation question-
naire developed by Hermans (1970).

6. Locus of control (Items 106-112). These items were a subset
of Rutter's Internality-Externality (I-E) Locus of Control Scale (1966).
They were selected because they were shown to be highly correlated with the
total I-E score (Robinson & Shaver, 1973). Individuals who score ou the
internal end of the scale perceive themselves aeg having sowe control over
events occurring in their lives; and those who score on the external end,
as having little control.

7. General living condirions (part of organizatiounal climate) (Iltems
113-120). These jtems, which were selected from a questionnaire designed
by LaRutco, Fugh, and Gunderson (1977), were included to obtain subjects’
perceptions of living conditions at the RIC,

Exit Questionnaire

Experimental sub_ ects whc elected to voluntarily separate from the
Navy were required to complete an Exit Questionvaire (EQ) (Appendix C).
The latter 108 items of this 155-item questionnuire concerned respondents'
re. cions to their first duty station. Thus, they were completed only by
those experimental subjects who decided to leave the Navy after they had
reported to their first duty station assignment. Psychological constructs
addressed by the EQ are discussed below.

1. Aspects of Navy life (Items 1-25). Subjects were presented
with a list of 25 aspects of Navy 'ife and asked to select the five that




most influenced their decision to leave the Navy and to rank them in order
of their importunce. They were also asked to briefly describe their main
reason for leaving.

2, Expectations (Items 26-47). These items covered the same topics
as the expectation items in the RBQ. They were included to provide a measure
of how well subjects' expectations of Navy 1life had been met,

3. Organizational climate (Items 48-92). These items were similar
to those assessing organizational climate in the RBQ. However, they referred
to the policies, practices, morale, and perceived fairress at subjects’
first duty station rather than those at the RIC. Also, additional items
were Included to assess subjects' satisfaction ' "th pay, training effective-
ness, and plauning and administrative policy.

4, Job characteristics (Items 93-145)., Characteristics of the job
performed by subjects at thelr first duty assignment were wmeasured using a
modified form of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) described by Hackman and
Oldham (1975). The JDS measures the following:

a, The scope of an existing job on each of five core dimensiong-—-
skill variety (§V), task identity (TI), task significance (18), autonomy (4),
and feedback (F)., Using scores obtained on these five dimensions, a summary
score that reflects the job's overall motivating potential--that is, its
Motivating Potential Score (MPS)=--can be generated:

{8V + T1 + 15)
3

) x A x F = MPS

b. T current level of internal work motivation and satisfaction
of employees on the job.

¢. The level of growth need strength (GNS) of empleyees.

5. General living conditions (Items 146-155). These items were
identical to those included in the RBQ, except that they were intended to
obtain subjects' perceptions of living conditions at their first duty station
rather than at the RIC,

Fleet Questionnaire

In May 1977, when experimental and control subjects still in the Ravy
had completed about 7 menths' active duty, they were requested to complete
an B0-item Fleet Questionnaire (¥Q) (see Appendix D). This questionnaire was
designed to provica a basls for comparing perceptions of Navy life held by
experimental and control subjects, as well as attrites and nonattrites,
Constructs this questionnaire hged in common with the EQ are listed below.

1. Organizational structure and shipboard experience varisables. Nine
introductory items were included to obrain information on respondents' type
of duty station, training background, primary job duties, intentions toward
completing enlistment, deployment status, rating, group status {control va.
wuperimingal), and perception of job performance,

7
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2. Expectations, Eight items were included to provide a measure
of how well subjects’' expectations of Navy life had been mat.

3. Orpanizational climate., Twenty items were included to assess
respondents' perceptions of policies, practices, morale, and fairness at their
first duty station.

4, Job characteristics. Ten 1lters were included to assess the five
core dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy,
and feedback),

5. General liviag conditions. Seven items were included to obtain
subjects' perceptions of living conditions at their first duty station,

The Recruit Background Questionnaire (RBQ) was completed by 4310 per-
sonnel--2009 experimental subjects and 2311 control subjects. The Exit
Questlonnaire (E(Q) was completed by the 636 experimental group attrites.
Finally, the Fleet Questionnaire (FQ) was completed by 1288 personnel--619
experimental subjects and 669 control subjects.




RESULTS

During the first year of the study, 636 (27.42) of the 2322 experimental
subjects elected to separate from the Navy, compared to less than 10 percent

of the 2523 control subjects,

Table 1, which provides information concerning

experimental group attrites, shows that attrition was considerably higher
for those assigned to apprentice school than for those assigned to "A" school

(38.3 vs. 23.8%).

Also, over 73 percent of the attrited groupa separated

during the first 6 months; and over 65 percent, during school training.

Table 1

Attrition of Experimental Group Members During First Year

Apprentice School Class "A" School Total
Item Number Percent Numberx Percent Number Percent
Attrition Rate
Attrites 222 38,3 414 23.8 636 27.4
Nonattrites 358 61.7 1328 76.2 1686 72,6
Total 580 100.0 1742 100,0 2322 100.0
Time of Attrition Within Attrited Groups
Bafore 6 mos. 156 70.3 309 74.6 465 73.1
After 6 mos., 66 29,7 105 25.4 171 26,9
Total 222 100,0 414 100.0 636 100.0
Training Scage Within Attrlted Groups
During school
training 121 54.5 294 71.0 415 65.3
After some fleet
experience 101 45.5 120 29,0 221 34,7
Total 222 100.0 414 100.0 636 100.0
Yy
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Predictors of Enlisted Attrition

Preservice Variables

The RBQ was the instrument used to measure preservice variables and
RTC experiences. Thus, a number cf analyses were conducted on RZQ items to
identity predictors of attrition., These analyses included: (1) an item
analysis, (2) a series of three stepwise mwultiple regression analyses based
on individual item responses, and (3) regression analysis based on RBQ
factor scores.

¥Yor the item analysis, the 2009 experimental subjects who completed
the RBQ were divided into a key construction group (N = 1340) and a cross-
validation group (N = 66%9). A computer program (KEYCON) was used to con-
trast the percentage of attrites and nonattrites within the two groups
who endorsed each item alternative, The difference between percentages was
uged as an index of item effectiveness, and was used to compute biserial
correlations for both groups. The overall validity of the RBQ for predicting
attrition in the key construction and cross-validation groups was .324 and
»314 respectively. The majority of the nmost valid RBQ items assessed
respondents' background, career inteutions, preservice attitudes, and expec-—
tations. Iltems assessing ability test scores, marital status, years of
educat.ion, perceptions of RIC organizatiomal climate, and general living
condlitions at the RIC contributed little toward prediction of attricion.

The firat stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed using
50 items. It was based on individual responses to 48 items assessing demo-
graphic or attitudinal characteristics, and overall scores on the nine achieve-
ment need items and to the seven locus of control items, The wmultiple cor-
relation (R) between these items and attrition was .351, which accounts for
12 percent of the variance in attrition. Items that directly assessed
attitudes toward staying in the Navy were the mwost effective predictors of
attrition. These included items on intentions to use an option to separate
from the Navy if it were available, to reenlist, to make the Navy a career,
and items on whether or not family problems would interfere with enlistment
plans. Demographic items traditionally used to predict turnover were not
gtrongly related to attritiun, and generally did not enter into the equation.
These items included those assessing ability test scoreg (xr = -.03), size
of home town (r = -,02), high schwol grades {(r = .06), ycars of education
{r = -.07), and number of times suspended or expelled from high school
(r = .09). When a separate analysis was performed using these five items,
the multiple correlation between them and attrition was only .112.

The second stepwise mult]ple analysis was conducted using responses
to the 60 items dealing with expectations (N = 22), organizational climate
at the RIC (N = 30), and general living conditions at the RTC (N = 8). The
multiple correlation between these items and attrition was only ,223, which
accounts for relatively little of the variance in attrition,

The third multiple analysis was conducted using the 50 wost valid
items or scales from the preceding two analyses. Of these items, 27 assessed
preservice attitudes; 18, expectations, organizational climate, or living
conditions; and 3, denographic characteristics (ability test scores, high
school grades, and years of education). The remaining two reflected the

10

st e e et

TN P

et am e s ol ot e At el ot

P S




overall response to the achievement and the locus of control items., The
multiple correlation between these 50 items and attrition was .360, which
accounts for 13 percent of the variance in attriti n. The 20 items that
contributed most to this correlation are listed in Table 2.3 Since the
results of these three multiple regression analyses were not cross-validated,
they should be interpreted with some caution.

Finally, the 50 most valid RBQ items were sublected to a principal
component factor analysis, Componenty with eigenvalues equal to or greater
than 1.00 were rotated by the varimax procedure. The following five factors,
which account for 8l.4 percent of the total variance, were ldentified:

1. Expectations asgociated with the nature and content of Navy jobs
at the first duty assignment (43.4Z%).

2. A nonmilitary factor related to home and family considerations
that may interfere with completion of the first enlistment (12.6X%).

3. Navy career and job benafits relative to civilian job benefits
(11.5%).

4. Educational experiences and general ability (8.0X).
5. Achlevement needs (5.9%).
The items contributing to these factors are shown in Table 3.

These five orthogonal factors were then used to calculate individual
factor scores, A sutepwise multiple regression analysis performed on these
five factor scores yielded a multiple correlation of ,306 between them and
atcrition., ‘'lhe simple correlations between factor scores and attrition
were .07 for expectations, .23 for home/family considerations, .07 for
Navy career/job benefits, .20 for educational experiences/ability, and
.10 for achievement needs. This particular analysis maximizes psychological
understanding of preservice and RTC experience variables related to attrition,

3An attempt was made to determine 1f the RBG was more effective in pre-
dicting attrition among some enlisted personnel subgroups. Separate multiple
regressions were conducted using the same selected 50 RBQ items to predict
attrition among nonhigh school graduates (N = 552) and high school gradusates
(N = 1457)., The multiple correlation between RBQ items and attrition Ffor
nonhigh school graduates wae ,424 end the multiple correlation for high
school graduates was ,317, These results, while interesting and suggestive
of a differential relationship, need to be crous-validated,
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Table 2

Multiple Regression Summary Table
(Best Combination of Items)

Item Entered o R R?
1. If I had the option to get of the ]
Navy any time I wanted to, I would use
it. . 256 . 256 .066 {
2, 1f my family needed me back home, I i
would have to get out of the Navy. .193 .278 .078
3. 1 expect to see some of the world
before I leave the Navy. -.161 294 .087 ;
4, The Navy offerc me a chance for a
career, -.164 .305 .093
5. Years of education. -.074 .310 . 096 !
My chances feor advancement encourage mue
to reenlist {n the Navy. -.186 . 315 .099
7. Shipmates will help each other to give
their best efforts., -.003 .320 .102
8. Shipmates will be friendly and easy to
talk to. -.056 .323 . 105
9. Number of people (crowded-uncrowded). -.070 .326 .107

10. I could handle any problems at home and
still stay in the Navy. -.172 329 .109

11. My company coumander usually makes a
real effort to look for and reward new

ideas and suggestions. .019 332 . 110
12. Before I joiued the Navy, I had my own
room and plenty of privacy. .065 .335 .112
13. I have already decided what my career is q
going to be, -.084 .338 .114 i
14, I could get a good civilian job any time
I wanted to, .052 . 340 115 ;
15. 1 cannot stand to do petty jobs like
dishwashing and cleaning. .028 342 117
16. I would be happier in the Navy 1f I !
could sitay close to home, . 146 344 .118
17. VNeeds for achievement. ~.101 .346 .120

18. I almost always know what is expected
from we in my job assignment. ~.064 347 121

J9. People in my company are strongly en-
couraged to develop new ways of

doiug things. 029 . 348 121
20, I do not mind wailting for what 1
want., .116 .349 .122
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Table 3

Summary of RBQ Items
(Varimax Rotation}

Factor Loading
Factor I (Intrinsic Expectations)
1. To get a feellng of accomplishment. .70
2, To have adequate chances for advancement. .66
3. To get recognition for good work. .61
4. To have a significant and important job, .57
5. To be treated fairly. .55
6. To have a good and worthwhile experience. 32
7. The Navy wiil have a real interest in the welfare and morale
of me and my shipmates. .50
8. People will be proud of the Navy. JAd
9., To feel motivated to contribute my best efforts to the Navy., A
10, Supervisors will be friendly and easy to talk to, 40
Factor 11 (Home Considerations)
1. 7f my family needed me back home, I would have to get out of
the Navy. .58
2, 1 would be happier in the Navy if I could stay close to
home, W49
3. 1 could handle any problems at home and still etay in the
Navy. - 46
. I was very unhappy ebout leaving home for the first time. b
. If 1 had the option to get out of the Navy any time I wanted
to, I would use 1it. .43
6. Nothing is more important to me than a pleasant homa and
family life. 42
Factor II1 (Career/Job Benefita’
1. My time in the Navy will give me a chance to becowe more
wature uand self-reliasnt. .55
2. The Navy ofters me a chance for a carser. W52
3. 1 expect my Navy job to be more interesting than jobs I
could ger back home. 46
4, Navy job bLenefits (vacation, health care, and retirament)
are better than I could get in a civilian job. %5
Factor 1V (fducational Exparismcer)
1. What were your grades in high school? -.61
2, 1 liked school very much. .54
3. VYears of education, .48
4, Ability test scores. 45
Factor V (Achisvenent Needs)
1. Needs for achievement. 51
2. Even if things are not going my way, I kaep trying until I
succaad. 47
3. The main geal in my life is to wake the most of my sbilities. .43
4, What I went most in life is to have a challenging and exciting .
job. 43
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In summary, these three types of analyses consistently demonstrated
that approximately 10 percent of the variance in attrition was accounted for
by RBQ constructs. Although validity fipures are consistent with those of
previous attrition studies, predictive validities between RBQ constructs
and attrition are not particularly impressive. Attrition appeared to be
more a function of preservice attitudes and/or experiences in recruit train-
ing than of demographic characteristics, achieviment needs, or perceptions
of organizational climate at the RIC. Illowever, it should be noted that,
since the RBQ was aduinistered atter recruit training, there is no way of
knowing whether these attitudes were held before training, resulted from
RTC experiences, or both.

In~service kxperiences

A number of analyses were conducted in an attempt to gain an under-
standing of how attrition was aftected by post—-RTC experiences. These analyses
are described iu the following paragraphs.

Expectations vs. Experiences, The purpose of the first analysis
wuas to determinc the degree to which the expectations of experimental group
attrites and nomattrites had been met. lLor the attrites (N = 636), this
was achieved by comparing their responses to the expectancy items in the
Exit Questionnaire (EQ) with their responses to the expectancy items in the
RBQ. Results are provided in Figure 2, which shows that, for virtually
every item, there was a signitficant discrepancy (p < .0l1) between their
expectations of thelr first job assignment and their actual experiences.
The largest discrepancies appear among items related to employee utiliza-
tion (e.g., recognition, feelings of cccomplishment), and the content of
the entry job itself, Attrites reported relatively less disillusionment
with job context factors, such as supervisory/coworker relationships and
working conditions,

As indicated previously, 619 experimental subjects completed the
Fleet Questionvaire, which was administered after about 7 months of active
duty. Thus, thelr responscs to eight expectancy items in the FQ were compared
with their responses to the eight identical items in the RBQ. (Other FQ
expectancy items were nor similar enough to those 1n the RBQ to allow dircct
comparison.,) Results are also provided in Figure 2, which shows that there
were significant discrepancies (p < .0l) between expectations and experi-
ences for seven of the eight items, the only exception being an item con-
cerning shipmates will be trierdly and casy to talk to,

While the discrepuncies between expectations and experiences were
relatively larger tor attrites than for nonattrites, 1t is clear that both
gcoups had very high and, perhaps, unrealistic expectations of Navy jobs,
supervision, and r2wards, These expectations were not confirmed for either
group, resulting in feelings of disillusionment,

In a separate analysis of RBQ/EQ responses, the expectations and ex-
periernces of experimental subjects who separated in "A" or apprentice school
(N = 413) ware compared to those who separated after having some Fleet experi-
ence (N = 221). Although initial expectations for both groups were similar,
those who separated after some Fleet experience reported significantly
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lower (p < .0l) wet expectations and larger discrepancies than school attrites
on 12 of 22 expectations items. The majority of these items related to the
job 1itself, falrness of treatment, and use of individual talents on a signi-
ficant and meaningful job. For a significant number of individuals, dissatis-
faction was due to the job itself as on-the-job experience was gailned.

Factors of Navy Life Influencing Attrition. On the EQ, experimental
group members who elected to separate from the Navy (N = 636) were asked to
identify the five aspects of Navy life that most influenced their separation
decision, and to rank those five aspects 1n order of thelr importance.

Table 4, which lists those aspects rated as most influential, shows that,
overall, attrites were most influenced by family or personal problems,
general dissatisfaction with Navy life, lack of freedom and indepeundence,
and dissatisfaction or lack of interest in the entry job. However, when
regsponses of school attrites (N = 415) were compared with those of Fleet
attrites (N = 221), it was found that Fleet attrites were less influenced
by famlly or personal problems, and more influenced by dislike or lack of
interest in Navy jobs, falrness, and living conditions. Thus, it may be
anticipated that, the longer persommel remain in the Navy, environmental
and/or job-related reasons for attrition will continue to increase in im-
portance, and perscnal factors, to decrease.

Experimental group attrites were also asked to stdate the main
reason for their decision to separate. Categorlzed examples of reasons
given are provided in Appendix E,

Influence of Job Characteristics. Job characteristics were assessed
on the EQ and the FQ by a coundensed version of the Job Diagnostic Survey
{JDS) (Hackman & Cldham, 1975). On the EQ, this section was completed only
by those who attrited after having some Fleet experience (N = 221),

Table 4 shows that 15 percent of the Fleet attrites rated dislike or
lack of interest in their job as the primary reason for their attrition. An
additional 13 percent rated this reason as the second most importaunt factor
influencing their separation decision. Table 5, which provides scores
obtained on the JDS weasures by a normative sample, experimental Fleet
attrites, and experimental nonattrites (i.e., those who completed the FQ),
sheds some light on the narure of these work variables. As shown, Fleat
attrites were generdlly less satisfied with job scope dimensions and levels
of satisfaction/motivation and growth need strength were lower than the
normative sample and nonattrites, Work described as requiring minimal skill
and as lacking in intrinsic worth (e.g., chipping paint, cleaning compart-
ments, and performing mess duiy), or as involving general deck force duties
may lead to low satisfaction and internal work motivation, especlally for
apprentice school personnel who generally are assigned to lower-level ship-
board tasks. When the effects of limited job scope and complexity on general
satisfaction and internal motivation on Fleet attrites were examined, it
was found that the Motivating Potential Score (MPS) correlated .34 with
internal motivation and .50 with satisfaction (p < .01). To some degree,
then, jobs perceived as lacking intrinsic value are associated with job
digsatisfaction and lack of iInternal motivation.
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Since responses related to the nature of the work itself contributed
to the separation decisions of ¥leet attrites, it is hypothesized that they
will continue to influence attrition rates for experimental subjects who have
not attrited. To test this hypothesis, an analysis was made of experimental
subjects' responses to an FO item on intentions of completing enlistment.
Table 6, which provides a complete breakdown of responses to this item,
shows that 292 (47.2%) of the experimental subjects reported that they did
intend to complete their first enlistment; and 85 (13,7%), that they did
not, When JDS measures determined for members of these two groups were
crmpared, significant differences (p < .0l) were found on four of the five
job core dimensions: skill variety, task identity, autonomy, and feedback,
MPS scores were then computed for the two groups based on their core dimension
scores, Results showed that the overall MPS score for experimental subjects
who planned to complete their enlistment was 111,60, compared to 62.28 for
those who did not (p <« .01)., While it is difficult to identify cause and
effect relationships from these data, it is clear that those who do not in-
tend to complete their enlistment report significantly lower job scope
and internal motivation., These data are consistent with those indicating
wide disparencies between expectations and experiences (Figure 2).

The Separation Option. Responses to the FQ item on intentions of
completing enlistment were alsc used to determine whether the geparation
option {tgelf had an effect on attrition, As shown in Table 6, a much
higher percentage of control group subjects (who had no such option) than
expzrimental group subjects reported that they definitely intended to com-
plete thelr enlistment (70.0 vs. 47.2%). Also, a much higher percentage of
Class "A" personnel than ayprentice school personnel definitely planned to
complete theilr enlistment (62.6 vs. 41.5%).

Tnese findings indicate that attrition will be very high for ex-
perimental group apprentice personnel. These individuals not oiily have
an optlon tn separate but also are often assigned to a job that does not
meet their initial expectations. Thus, there is reason to suspect their
attrition rate wiil approach that reported by Guthrie et al. (19v8) in the
first phase of this study {(i.e., 73% after 23 wonths). Since initial as~
gignments of "A" school experimental subjects may afford more opportunities
for extrinsic and instrinsic rewards, their attrition rate is likely to be
lower than that for experimental group apprentice personncl, However,
because of the separation option, 1t should be higher than that for comtrol
group "A" sechool personnel,

In summary, then, it appears that the exisience of the voluntary
separation option does influence attrition. Further comments supporting
this conclusion appear in Appendix E.

Organizational Climate and General Living Conditions. Perceptions
of organizational climate and general liviung conditions at the RTC were
agsessed by the RBQ; and pexceptions of organizational climate and general
living conditions at the first duty station, by the EQ (for attrites) and
the FQ (ror nonattrites).
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It is interesting to note that, for both groups, perceptions
of organizational climate and living conditions were significantly iower
for the first duty station than for the RTC. On the EJ, experimental
attrites who had had some Fleet experience (N = 221) rated the shipboaxd
environment significantly lower (p < .0l) than the RTC environment on super-
visory effectiveness, climate for innovation, morale, and delegation of
authority. On the FQ, experimental nonattrites (N = 619) rated the ship-
board envircnment significantly lower (p < .0l) than the RIC environment on

fairness of management, climate for innovation, morale, and operational
efficlency.

A comparison of RBQ responses made by eventual experimertal attrites
and nonattrites showed very little difference in their perception of organiza-~
tional ¢limate gnd general living conditiomns at the RIC., The only excep-
tion was responses to the items concerning opportunity for promotion,
which was more positively assessed by nonattrites. However, a comparison
of EQ and FQ responses showed that the perceptions of attrites were sig~
nificantly lower than those of nonattrites on 3 of the 11 Fleet organiza-
tional climate measures (i.,e., supervisory effectiveness, cuworker coopera-
tion, and tralning effectiveness) and two Fleet living condition measures
(i.e., crowdedness and privacy).

Although perceptions measured by the RBQ were not effective predictora
of uttrition, they were useful in understanding the longitudinal impact of
organization—wide factors on personnel ar: in comparing perceptions of eventual
attrites and nonattrites. It is hypothesized that measures of organizaticnal
climate szboard ship will exert a stronger irfluence on attrition over time,

To 1lluatrate, on the FQ, experimental subjects who indicated they planned
to complete their enlistment (N = 292) had significantly higher (p < .01)
perceptions of orzunizational climate measures than did those who ‘ndicated
they did not plan to complete their enlistment (N = 85),

Organizational Structure Variables. Finally, the influence of a
number of organizational structure variables on attrition was asseseed.
It was found that variables such as type of jJob and division to which
assigned had an effect on separation decislons, as well as job scope par-
ceptions. On the Q, 121 (55.6%) of the 221 experimental subjects who
attrited after having some Fleet experience were in deck or engineering
divigions. Attrition was considerably lower in the other shipboard
divisiong, Also, 71.9 percent (N = 159) of these Fleet attrites described
their initial job as involving lower-level tasks such as meas duty, chipping
paint, and compartment cleaning, compared to only 20,3 percent (N = 126)
of exparimental subjecta who responded to the FQ,

The type of job held also had a significant effect on JDS scores.
For example, the average MPS score of experimental attrites who ware as-
gigned to deck force jobs was 43.62, compared to 69,03 for those who were
assigned to higher-level clerical or mechanical jobs (p <« .01).
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Impact of Individual and Organizational Factors on Attrition Over Time

It was hypothesized that (1) the longer personnel remained in the Navy,
the more influence that organizational factors would have on attrition,
and (2) early attrition (i.e., that occurring within the first 6 months
of active duty) would be more strongly related to preservice individual
characteristics than tc organizational factors.

To evaluate the relative influence of individual and organizational deter-
minants, experimental group attrites were divided into two groups: those
who attrited within the first 6 months (N = 465) and those who attrited
after 6 months and before 1 year (N = 171) (see Table 1). A multiple
regression analysis was then performed, using group identification as the
dependent variable; and RBQ items, as independent variables. The multiple
correlation obtained was .37, indicating that the RBQ items could be used
to separate early from late attrites. Items concerning whether family
problems would interfere with enlistment plans, ability test scores, and
years of education contributed most to this correlation; those dealing
with organizaticnal factors measured at the RTC {e.g., perceptions of
organizational climate) were relatively weak predictors of attrition over-
time,

The reazons given for separation by experimental subjects who attrited
after some Ileet experience tenled to differ from those given by those who
attrited while in school. Also, results showed that discrepancies between
job-related expectations and experiences were larger for Fleet attrites than
for achool attrites. However, analyses based on RBQ items alone did not
indicate that the relative 1lmportance of individual and organizational
factors shifted as a function of time in service. Although overall results
suggest an interaction between these factors and time, the present study
was limited since it concermed only that attrition that occurred over a
l-year time period. A more adequate test of the hypothesis requires (1)

a longer period of time, and (2) a continued focus on responses to FQ and

EQ items., As indicatead previously, the RBQ measured organizatiounal climate
perceptions at the RTC; and the EQ and FQ, at the first duty assignment.
Thus, the latter are more relevant for measuring the ecffect of organizational
climate on attrition and the relative effect of organizational and preservice
individual characteristics upon future attrition.

A partial test of the ghift over time of organizational and individual
variables was made based on experimental subjects' responses o the FQ item
concerning intention to complete enlistment {sce Table 6). In this analysis,
the dependent variable was their intention to complete enlistment, and the
predictors were their:

Perceptions of organizational climate at firsc duty assignment (FQ).
Perceived entry job characteristics (FQ).

Navy experiences at firast duty assignment (FQ).

Years of education (RBQ).

Ability scores (RBQ).

Other demographic characteristics (RBQ).

LS LN
1




Results showed a multiple correlation of .52 between enlistment inten-
tions and FQ items, The most effective predicters were Iltems concerning
(1) feelings of accomplishment (.38), (2) work enjoyment (.37), (3; division
morale (.28), (4) downward communication (.18), (5) job autonomy (.24),
and (6) skill variety (.22). RBQ items were not related tu enlistment in-
tentions. While these results suggest a shift between individual and organ--
izational factorz and attrition over time, the RBQ items and FQ ivems should
be compared as to their ability to predict future attrition. At the tiwe
of this report, only 10 percent of experimental group subjects who completed
both the RBQ and FQ had separatec.“

Apprentice vs. Class "A" School Attrition

As shown in Tabiz 1, during the first year of this study, 38.3 percent
of apprentice school personnel attrited, compared to 23.8 percent of Class
"A" achool personnel. It wss suspected that a combination of individual
. characteristica (e.g., years of education and ability test scores) and in-
service factors associlated with traianing and on-the-job experiences influenced
these differential separation rates. However, as shown in Table 4, the aspects
of Navy life that influenced separation decisions made during uchool training
(N = 415) were siwilar for those assigned to apprentice and to "A" school.
Thus, experimental personnel who decided to attrite after some Fleet experi-
ence (N = 221) were separated as to school attended, and a comparison was
made of aspects influencing separation decisions of apprentice and "A" school
graduates (101 and 120 respectively). Again, aspects influencing separation
were similar for both groups.

An examination of responses of apprentice and "A" school attrites to RBQ
items concerning expectations of the first job assignment (N = 22 items)
showed that both groups had high expectatlones concerning that assignment.
The overall average scores, based on a 5-point scale, for apprentice and
"A" gchool attrites were 3.82 and 3.88 respectively. Next, as befire, the
Fleet attrites were then divided into apprentice and "A" school graduates,
aud their reported experiences (on the EQ) were compared. Although appren-
tice personnel tended to report that they had less significant jobs and that
they enjoyed their work less than did "A" school perscnnel, group differences
were not statistically significant. JDS scores for the two groups were also
compared; results showed that apprentice personnel tended to report lower
perceptione on job scope dimensions and had a lower overall MPS. Again,
differencen were not significant,

“A recent study provided a direct test of the gbility of FQ and RBQ
items to predict attrition in the experimental group (Lau & Landau, 1978).
Of 619 experimental members who completed the FQ, 96 (16%) had separated
by the 18th moath of the voluntary separation study. Results showed a
multiple correlation of .51 between FQ items and attrition behavior. The
best single predictor was enlistment intentions measured by the FQ (r =
.48); other organizational factors such as climate perceptions, Navy ex—
periences, and job complexity were significantly related to attritfion behavior,
while demographic RBQ characteristics were not. This recent study strongly
supports the hypothesis that the relative importance of individual and
organizutional factors shifted as a funct'on of time in service,
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As indicated previously, results obtained by analyzing responses of
appreatice and "A" school graduates to the EQ indicated that the nature
of the work itself, and causes of separation decislons were similar for
both groups. However, when responses of apprentice and "A" school per-
sonnel--from both experimentul and control groups—-to the ¥Q were examined,
a different plcture emerged. As shown in Table 7, the perceptions of ap-
prentice personnel were significantly lower (p < .01) than those of "a"
school personnel on 22 of the 31 variables listed., The largest discrepancies
between the two groups were found in training eftfectiveness, growth satisfac-
tion, and experiences associlated with the entry job itself. Also, 44.6
percent of apprentice personnel reported that their job involved lower-level
activities, compared to 16.2 percent of "A" school personnel. As noted
earlier, these organizational climate and job perceptions were significantly
correlated with lntentions cof completing the first enlistment.

It is hypothesized that organlzational factors will continue to influence
separatlon decisions throughout the first enlistment period. However, both
experimental and control groups must be continually monitored to determine
the causes of differential attrition rates.
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Table 7

Fleet Questionnalre Regponses by School Status

e A i s e

School Assigned&

Apprentice Class "A"
(N =~ 236) (N = 1052)
[
Item X SD X $D \
Organizational Climate
Falrness of management 2,77% 1.21 3.14 1.05 .
Supervisory effectiveness 3.24 1.18 3.42 1.03 %
Climate for innovation 2.76 1.13 2,92 1.02
Downward communication 3..9 1.15 3.48 1.05
Upward communication 3.02 1.22 3.15 1.09
Morale 2,.36% 1.18 2.81 1.17
Coworker cooperation 2,93% 1.29 3.33 1.07 |
Training effectiveness 2,93% 1.35 3.55 1.04 .
Operational efficiency 3.16 1.14 3.31 0.97 i
Job Characteristics
Skill variety 3.47% 1.89 4,41 1.85 :
Task identity 4,63 1.69 4,86 1.41 |
Task gignificance 4.91 1.1 5.25 1.57 i
Autonomy 4,41 1.81 4.63 1.58 |
Feedback from the iob &, 45% 1.67 4.90 1.46 i
Motivating potential score 85,10% 39.72 109.81 41,81 1
Affective Responses
Pay satisfaction 3.70 1.72 4.02 1.74
Growth satisfaction 3.67% 1.97 4.48 1,81
Growth need strength 5.,77* 1.54 6.06 1.19 I
Navy Experiences
People worked with 3.,73% 1,19 4,00 0.90 i
Use of talents 2,30% 1.18 2.66 1.21 j
Chance for advancement 3,35% 1.18 3.66 1.00
Feeling of accomplishment 2,94* 1,30 3.36 1.18
Credit for good work 2.80% 1.23 3.25 1.11
Enjoy the work itself 2.61% 1.27 3,11 l.21
A significant job 2,85% 1.37 3.44 1.26 4
Feedback from supervisors 2.98* 1.28 3.36 1.16
Living Conditions 3
Odor 2.49% 1.09 2.86 1.09 1
Noise 2.08* 1.27 2.46 1.35
Size 2.19* i.26 2.51 1.33
Number of people 2,13% 1.29 2.53 1,33 i
" Privacy 1.,82% 1.18 2.14 1.29
®Includes both experimental and control group members,

*p < ,01.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Relative Impact of Individual and QOrganizationsl Factors om Attrition

The first objective was to determine the degree to which first-term en-
listed attrition was the result of individual and organizational factors.
Specific RBQ conatructs related to voluntary separation included expecta-
tions associated with the nature of entry Navy jobs, a nonmilitary facter
related to home problems that might interfere with completion of the firut
enlistwent, Navy job benefits relative to civilian job benefits, educational
experiences, and needs for achievement. Eehavioral intentions to coumplete
the first enlistment, however, were the most effective predictors of separa-
tlon.

It was reported that expectations of the first job assignment as
agsegssed by the RBQ were unrealistically high at the conclusion of recruit
training, When faced with the reality of organizational conditions and
policies, both attrites and nonattrites reported significantly lower per-
ceived experiences than expectations. The largest discrepancies were found
on job content factors related to employee utilization (such as recognition
and feelings of accomplishment) and factors inherent to the entry job it-
asalf, Discrespanciles were especially pronounced for personnel who Beparated
after some on-the-jcb Fleet experience., The majovity of Fleet attrites
reported that thelr jobs had included lower-level tasks such as mess duty,
chipping paint, and compartment cleaning. Since enlisted personnel are
often motivated to join the Navy to receive job training, unconfirmed expec-
tations agsoclated with entry job duties appear to be related to job satis-
faction and to separation decisions.

Analysis of JD3 scores from the EQ indicated that the realities of the
entry job sharply clashed with the expectations that separated personnel
had regarding interesting and challenging work, and that job characteris-
tics were significantly correlated with reported satisfaction and intermal
work motivation., Of particular importance was the finding of significant
FQ differencesa on perceived job complexity between experiment=! 2 oup per-
sonnel still on active duty who intend to compleie their first emlistment
and those who did not. In & partial test of the relative influence of
individual and organizational factors upon separation intencions, i/ waas
suggested that both job characteristics and unfulfilled expectations, as
well as perceptions of the organizational climate of the first duty assign-
ment, would influence future attrition decisions. Biographical haracteris-
tica ware not ralated te hehavisoral intentious.

In addition to significaut decreases on the part of attrites to items
meaguring expectat ‘ons, a variety of other longitudinal changes were reported.
Flest attrites rej orted significantly lower climate perceptions of super—
vigory effectiven..ss, climate for innovation, division morale, and delega-
tion of authority, as well as lower scores on a number of general living
conditions (e.g., privacy). It was concluded that these perceptions were
useful in understanding the longitudinal impact of organization-wide factors
upon attrition, and suggested human resource areas in need of management
attention.
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The factor that may have had the single most important effect upon
attrition was the separation option itself. During the first year of the
study, 27 percent of the experimental group elected to separate compared
to less than 10 percent of the control group. Seventy percent of the
control group still on active duty intended to complete theilr first enlist-
ment, compared to only 47 percent of the experimental group. There is
lirtle question that the separation cption itself when not combined with
effective job and carzer counseling programs designed to control attrition
amoug experimental group personnel will continue to result in high turnover.
Given the combination of & job which offers minimal opportunities for
psychological growth and satisfaction, the high unfulfilled expectations
that enllsted persomnel have regarding Navy life, and the existence of aa
option to separate, there is reason to expect that turnover will continue
to be high for experimental group personuel,

Due to the complex nature of enlisted attritlon, a wide variety of
individual and organizational factors must be used to predict, understand,
and control attrition. Althougb the nature of work itself as well as ovther
organizatlon~-wide factors have a significant impact upon scparation
decisions, other important situational factors that influenced satisfac-
tion and turnover included family or personal problems back home, perceived
lack of freedom and/or fairness of the military justice system, and living
conditions.

Impact of Individual and Organizational Factors on Attrition Over Time

The second objective was to determine whether the relative impact of
individual and organizational determinants of attrition differed for per-
sonnel who separated during the first 180 days and those who separated
after some on-the-job Fleet experilence. 1t was hypothesized that the
longer persounel remained in the Navy, the more important the work envirou-
went would become.

While it was possible to use RBQ responses to separate early from late
attrites, vrganizational factors measured at the RIC were not strongly
related to time of attrition. As measured by the EQ, however, there were some
indications that rcasons for separation differed for early versus late
attrites, and larger discrepancies were found between expectations and
organizational reality for later (Fleet) attrites. A partial test of thac
hypothesis that the relative Influence of Individual and organizational
determinants would shift over time was based upon FQ responses {rom active
duty experimental group personnel, This analysis indicated that organiza-
tional characteristics were significantly related to intentions of completing
the first enlistment while bilographical characteristics were not, It is
likely that job and organization-wlde factors will exert more influence
in future Fleet separation decisions, but support for this hypothesis requires
more than one year of time to elapse. Fleet Questionnaire and Exit Question-~
nalre responses collected at the first duty assignment, as well as relatively
stable demcgraphic and personality uceds assessed by the RBQ, shovld be com—
bined to predict attrition over the duration of the study.
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Apprentice vs, Class "A" School Artrition

The third objective was to determine the reasons for diflferences in
attrition rates for personnel attending Class "A" schools and those assigned
to apprentice training. Lt was reported that apprentice perscnnel generally
lack & high school education, axe unlikely to qualify for M"A" school train-
ing, and are more likely to be assigned tc low-level entry jobs on-board
ship.

Although attrition rates were considerably higher for apprentice parson-
nel, tnere did not appear to be differences between initial expectations of
the two groups, nor larger discrepancies between expectations and experiences.
It was found, however, that apprentice personnel were often assigned to less
challenging or more routine jobs in the deck force or engineering division
when they reported to their first duty station. They tended to report
somawhat lower JDS scores, but differences were generally not statistically
gignificant. On the basis of Exit Questilonnaire responses, it was concluded
that both apprentice and Class "A" school personnel experience similar dis-
illusionment with the nature of the naval environmer.t and the work to be
performed. An analysis of Fleet Questiomnnaire responses, on the other hand,
disclosed a large number of significant differences which were related to
school status, These differences included perceived climate and living con-
ditions, job characteristics, and, for apprentice personnel, larger discre-
pancies between expeccations and experiences.

Continued wonitoring of both apprentice and Class "A" school personnel
is needed to demonstrate why apprentice attrition rates are higher., There
is, however, a variety of information supgesting that both groups have
ovorly high expectations regarding coumpetent supervision and an interesting
Job., These expectations influence the Initilal adjustment of personnel to
their zraining and to their jobs. Since expectations are quite high, they
appear to strain the adjustment of both groups when faced with the reality
of organizational conditions. If new recruilts are being assigned tasks so
trivial that they are not challenged and are frustrated in terms of oppor-
tunities to use individual abilities, opportunities for advancement, and
enjoyment of the work itself, sharp disenchantment, job dissatisfaction,
and high rates of attrition will be the likely result regardless of school
gtatus.

29




RECOMMENDATILONS

Two general strategles to reduce turnover are proposed. The first
involves providing the recruit with realistic information about the entry
job. Findings were presented indicating that first-term enlisted perscmnel
who join the Navy with inflated expectations are likely to separate. In
the present study, both attrites and nonattrites experienced large discre-
pancies between cxpectations and experiences, particularly on intrinsic
factors assoclated with the nature of Navy Job duties and responsibilities.
Therefore, it is strongly suggested that recruiting personnel provide re-
cruits with a realistic picture and candid information about Navy life,
They should be made awvare of the fact that the early stages of their
career may involve simple and tedious dutles of prolonged work and megs
cooking. They must understand that, becausc of the complexities inherent
in any large organization and of the wide range of leadership capabilities
of persons within that organization, they may encounter obstacles and
frustrations. These organizational realities should be reemphasized during
recrult training and before Fleet experience, particularly for apprentice
school perasonnel. Career planning programs could be designed to help close
the gap between naive expectations and the entry job assignment to improve
the fit between individual bellefs and the organizationmal setting. These
procedures might soften the "reality shock" that is often experienced by
first-term enlisted personnel, and decrcase disillusionment which may pre-
cipitate separation decieilons.

The second strategy involves restructuring of jobs to meet the changing
expectations of persounel, witnout decreasing performance., Findiags of this
study showed that many entry Navy jobs were perceived to be low on Moti-
vating Poteatlal Scores. As indicated by the psychological literature,
such jobs are often associated with low internal motivation and satisfac-~
tion. Experimental studies designed to improve the motivation and produc-
tivity of enlisted personnel through job enrichment should be conducted.

A set of specific implementation concepts to guilde actual job changes might
include forwming natural work units, copening feedback channels, combining

fractionalized taske to form new and larger modules of work, and increasing
responsibilities and controls formerly reserved for higher level personnel.

Not all Navy jobs can or should be enriched, and enrichment will not
lead to high internal motivation and lower attrition among all entering
personnel. Unrealistic expectations assoclated with the nature of Navy
jobs, howevear, can either be modifiled through realistic job previews or
fulfilled through job enrichment studles in controlled experimental set-
tinge. These procedures would match jobs and personnel, and enhance the
congruence between personal characteristics of entering recruits and crgan-
izational characteristics. The effect upon these relationships of contingency
variables such a& rate (i.e., specific job functions), division, or type of
ship should alac be investigated. Organizational commitment could be increased
by providing training experiences that lead to challenge and responsibility,
and by placing personnel in meaningful entry job assignments where their
personal goals can be met and thelr psychological needs satisfled., Where
job enrichment procedures are not feasible, alternatives might include job
mobility or experimental job rotation programs. These strategies, 1if feasible,
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would appear to be particularly promising for enhancing job performance and
lowering attriticn among personnel assigned to apprentice training.

Specific proposals to reduce enlisted attrition are:

e ) et b ] el

1. Introducing counseling programs for low satisfaction groups (e.g.,
personnel in the deck force or engineering divisions) to determine how
the Navy could deter them from separating.

2, Using comprehensive and wore effective personnel classification
and placement systems designed to match individuals and jobs.

3. Using GS employees or coutractors as alternative sources of man-
power for certain jobs.

4, Providing more ceffective skill enhancement training or shorter tours
for personnel assigned to apprentice school,

5. For personnel who separate because of legitimate personal problems,
a short furlough combined with professional counseling.

Although this report has emphasized the importance of organizational
factors upon separation decisions, programs designed to reduce attriticn
must incozporate a wide varilety of strategles to reduce attrition rates.
These include strategies designed to attract and identify quaiified personnel,
effective classification and assignment of perscnnel in order to match indi-
viduals and jobs, and more general programs designed to improve leadership,
living conditions, and the quality of Navy 1ife., No single intervention is
likely to be effective, and a systemic approach that focuses ou the multi-
variate nature of attrition is needed. To reduce attrition, the Navy may
have to adapt to the changlng orientations of recrults, and, to the degree
possible, individualize entry jobs to accommodate those personnel with high
expectatlions of challenge and supportive supervisory styles,
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INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANYZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
HYPOTHESIZED AS RELATED TO ATTRITION

Individual Characteristics

Biogr&ghical Data

In general, blographical data does relate to attrition and, when
combined with ability test scores, are of value in improving prediction of
military turnover (e.g., Plag & Goffman, 1967; Guinn, Johnson, & Kantor,
1975). Some bilographical characteristics, however, are confounded with in-
service experiences; for example, p'rsonnei who lack a high school education
are unlikely to qualify for "A" school training and are more likely to be
assigned co low-level jobs in the Fleer,

Schuh (1967), in reviewing a large number of studies relating job
tenure to various predictors, found that job satisfaction and biographical
data variables were most predictive of tenure, In a more recent review
of the turnover litevature, Ronan (1973) concluded that situational vari-
ables, such as supervision, job experieaces, and expressed Job satisfaction,
were generally more effective predictors than blographical characteristics.
Taylor and Weiss (1972) drew the same coanclusions, Goodstadt and Glickman
(1975), in a review of the cirrent status of enlisted attrition, questioned
the assumption that the individual enlistee is the primary cause of atiri-
tion, and emphasized that such factors as the organizational environuent,
leadership conditions, and the auality of work life often were not assessed.

Personal bilographical data, however, provide relatively superficial
descriptive information, and predictive validities or such data are often
based upon the factoring of criterion-valid items developed by an empirical
shotgun approach, largely devoid of both theory and generality (Qwen, 1976).
Since turnover is alao a function of more proximal perceptions of job and
organizational factors, future attrition research probably should focus
more upon variables that directly influence the individual's organizational
life.

Employee Expectations

Many studies have pointed to the importance of job satisfaction
as a pracurgor of separation decisions; however, knowing that an employee
is dissatisfied does not help us to understand why te is dissatisfied.
Porter and Steers (1973) focus upon the concept of met expectations as an
explanatory determinant of satisfaction and turnover. When expectations
are not met substantially, propensity to leave an organization increases.
Porter, Lawler, and Hackman (1975) emphasized that the new employee may
experience a large discrepancy between expectations and organizational
reality in the area of job duties. Most organizations do not atcempt,
through job enrichmeant, to bring job complexity and challenge up to the
level of employee neseds and expectations, or to bring expectations down to
the level of the initial job assigoment (Weitz, 1956; Wanous, 1973; Ilgen
& Sealy, 1974%). Since expectations associated with a job are generally in-
flated, realistic Jjob previews can lower employee expectations to a level
more congruant with the nature of work and organizational practices and
pelicies,




Dunnetite, Arvey, and Banas (1973) found that separation was related
to shorp discrepancies seen by employeces between thelr actual job enperi-—
ences and their expectations at the time they joined the organization.
To some degree, this may have been created by unrealistic recruiting and
recruiter practices. Hoiberg and Berry (1976) had Navy recruits rate their
enviroument on ten psychological dimensions according to what they expected,
what it was really like, and what they would like {t tec be. 1lu cowmparing
wean differences between expectations and cxperiences, mean discrepancies
increased from very small values during recruit training to relatively
large discrepancles at the first duty station., Lxpectations were also
related to performance ratings., Fucets of the job associated with intrin-
sic factors (e.g., a sense of avcomplishment, job interest) were generally
the major determinant of sutisfaction levels. A number of other empirical
and conceptual studies have emphasized the role of ¢mployee expectations
and actual Job dutiles in determining satisfuction and employee turnover
(Berlew & Hall, 1966; Katzell, 1968; Liviugston, 1969; Korman, 1971; Bray,
Campbell, & Graaut, 1974; Wiskoll, 19773 Wanous, 1977).

Personality Needs

Although personality fnventories have generally demonstrated wminlmal
relationships with attrition, two individuial difference variables—--aced for
achlevement and internal-external locus of controle--show some promise as
additional predictors of attritiou. Uulortunately, these variables have
rarely becn used in attrition studies.

Hermans (1970) reported significeut correlations between need for
achlevement and pervformance. Steers (1975a) reported that both eiffort
and job performance were increased for individuals high in need achievewent
when they were allowed {eedback on task periormance or when thelr per-
formance was measured agadust clear standards. The same relatlonship was
not tound tor employees luw In need achicevement. Steers (1975b) hypothesized
that a positive relationship would be found between work attitudes and per-
formance for high need achievers and that no such relatilonship would be

tound for low need achlevers. Other studles have found that need for achieve-

ment moderated the job characteristle-Job satisfection relationship (Stune,
Mowday, & Porter, 1977), job performance (Steers & Speucer, 1977), and turn-
over (Mowday, Stovne, & Porter, 1976; Lau & Landauw, 1978).

The locus of control scale was developed by Rotter (1966) to measure
the extent to which individuals feel influeatial ia their eaviromment,
The term "internal" is used to describe individuuls who believe they have
some control over their destiny and who perceive contingenciles between
actions and outcomes; and the term "externul,” to those whe beiieve their
destiny is controlled by extrinsic factors. Results of a number of studies
conducted based on the scale have shown that it is a relatdively stable pre-
dictor of behavior, For example, Sims and Szilagyi (1976) report that
locus of conirol muy be a key woderator of the job characteristic-job satis-
faction relativnship; Sims, Szilagyl, and McKemey (1976), that internal
control employees have stronger expectancy and instrumentality perceprtions;
Broedling (1975), that internals are more strongly motivated to work, to
perfurm better, and to perceive working hard as being ilnstrumental in
obtaining rewards thun externals; and Runyou (1973) and Mitchell, Smyser,
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and Weed (1975), that internals react differently to directive versus parti-
cipatory supervisory styles than externals, Finally, Lau, Pavett, & Seybolt
(1976) reported thut internal-external locus of control was an important
individual differeunce variable to be considered iu understanding employee
reactions to jobs and supervision.

Organizational Characteristics

Job Characteristics

Workers today, particularly young ones, are increasingly dissatisfied
with jobs that have little instrinsic countent value., They want interesting
and challenging work and have higher job expectations. These evolving
expectations often conflici with the demands, conditions, and rewards of
organizations in terms of challenge and personal growth, power equalization,
and iatrinsic work rewards (Wild, 1969; Sheppard & Herrick, 1972; Rosow,
1974; Taylor & Thompson, 1976).

Until recently, understanding of hiov job characteristics relate to
individual productivity, iob satiefaction, and turnover has been haumpered by
the lack of a theoretical model for measuring job characteristics. The
queation of assessing jJob characteristics was first addressed by Turner and
Lawrence (1965), who developed an operational measure of six attributes
hypothesized to be related to employee satisfaction and turnover. Hackman
and Lawler (1971) conceptualized the interaction between job characteristics
and individual differences and outlined the characteristics of motivating
joba, Haclmsan and Qldham (1975, 1976) discussed the development of the
Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS), which was derived from the previous research
of Turner and Lawrence (1965) and Hackman and Lawler (1971). The JDS measures
the following:

1., 7The scope of an existing job on each of five core dimensions--
skill varilety (5V), task identity (TI), task significance (TS), autonomy
(A), and feedback (F). Using scores obtained on these five dimensions,

2 summary score can be generated that reflects a job's overall motivating
potential; that 18, its Motivating Potential Score (MPS):

(W)xAxF-MPS

2. 7The current level of internal work motivation snd satisfaction of
enployees on the job.

3. The lavel of growth need strength (GNS) of employees.

A number of auwpirical studies have investigated the rvelationship
between job characteriatics measurzd by the .JDS and employee hehavior. The
majority of these studies have used some form of moderator variable of how
euployeas respond tv these job characteristics. A summary of field and
laboratory atudies that have tested an interactive theory of work design is
provided in Table A-1, which shows that, in gemeral, relationships between
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Resesarchers

Brief and Aldag
(1975)

Dunham (1977}

Fare (1976)

Hackman and
Lawier (1971)

fiackman and
Oldham (1976)

Howard
(Note 3)

Lawler and
Hall (1970)

Lawlec, lsckman,

and Kaufman (19714)

Muwday, Stone
& Porter
(No.= 9)

Nemiroff and
Ford (1977)

Table A<l

Supmary ot Job Diagnestic Suvvey/Job Characteristir Studies

Job Characterietic
lugtrument

Sample

Shortened Job Diaguostic
Survey (.IDS) wvaguring

care Jdimensions of variety

(V), task identity (1),
autonvmy (A), and feed-
back (F)

s

Task characteristice un
core dimensiona (T, I,
V, A) msnipulated {n a
siwalated job environ-
went with ceward con-
Lingencies

V, T1, A, F; dealing
with others, and 1clend-
ship opportunities

s

Clerical Aptitule
Test; JDS

Ttems und luterviews
coverlug degree uf
control; the jub uas a
test uf ability and
challengs®l Tespousi-
blllty for an eantire
plece of work

Sliglitly revised version
of Hackmsn and lLawler
(1971) yuestionnaire

Jub Scope (V.11, A,F)

Overall Job Com-
plexity Index
based vn .1DS

Division of
Corrections
eaployees
(N = 104)

Executives ot
a retall mer-
chandlging firm

Dependent
Variahle

Result:.

Tuternal work
wot {vat lon;
guncral job
aatinlart lon;
Jub involveaent

Jdob

Satlataction

from 8 tunctiun-

Al apecialty
Rroups (M = TH4)

College
student s
o = 90)

Telephone
Cunpany
employees
on 13 Jif-
terent jobs
(N = 208)

058 arployees
working on 62
ditferent [obs
in seven

ot gaulzat lons

Clerical sm-
ployees in a
bank {a 11
job groups
(N = 351)

Selent{ntn in
22 R and I
laborst wries
(N = 291)

any
exployeey
=10

Machine apev.
utors (N = 64);
technical
peraonnetl

(N = 4%)

Foud pro-
reaxiug rite
(N = 198)

A4

lacrinswe

muog lvat fou;
jub antiafac-
tlond produ-
tivity

Expet fenced
work mutiva-
tim, job o
volvement,
Renaral Job
satisf.aciion;
pui Ls ccanee
ratings on
qualitv and
quant ity pio-
duced and
uverall el~
factiveanass;
abuenteelna

Greperal satia-
faction, ftu-
vernal work
mot {vatian;
abgentvelsm;
Aummary
measurcR ot
cttactivenesu
as assessed by
Aupervisory
ratings

Supervisory
evaluat lons

ot Job perfor-
nance

Seli-rated
elfort and job
peviommance;
jab involve-
ment; inrringic
motivat fur and
need satia-
taction

Jub matiefac-
tion; jab in-
volvement
futrlneic work
mot ivation

Job
wat frfactfong
turnover

Aftective
responges tuo
job and wark
matting; ab-
seulneism

Sigallicant, positlve correla-
tions between 19b dimensfons and
eoployee reactlons.,  Higher
order need strength moderated
core dimendion - "atisfaction
with work Itself (SWI} relation-
ships. Role of higher order
nevds tound to he conpliex.

In S ol 8 speclatty groups,
employees responded more favor-
ably ro jobs hign on scupe.
Muderatiog vtiect vl speclalty
group wot explajned by group
ditferemees In clinate per-
ceptivus ur demographic vartables.

Contipgent rewdavd systems com-
bined with tasks desipued to
be high on the core dimensiouns
Appeared to be both extvin-
sically and intrinsically
reward lug.

Gew rully aignilfcant relatlon-
ships with level of latrinaic
not tvation, general job satis-
faction, snd Jub invulvement.
Core dimensionevutvume vela-
tionahlps for high growth need
atrungth (CNS) eaployees more
strongly related tu work
guality (r = .23) thon quantity
(1 = .07). Na significant ro-
lationships with abacnteeian.
WS moderated woerk chacactaria-
tic - satimfaction retationships
but not ruted performance

Core dimensivnas were signiii-
cantly related tou general satis-
faction and i{nternal work
molivation. Motivation Potential
Groraw (MPS) had &4 median cor-
telation with sbsentveivm of -,25
and .26 with performance cltect-
iveness. HRelativnehips were
higher tu: employees high o GNY
than fur employevs with low GNS.

Ablllvy and Interual motivation
combined 1 an additive, not
Lateractive mavnet, to predict
pesformance,  Abfllty correlnted
185 eurlehed Job chavacteristics
and 4NS measures incrveanced the
cutrrelation to .30 (p < .05).

Job description lacrors related
move strongly to jub satfataction
than Lo {avolvement or fatrinslc
mativation. Job characteristic—
ettort and pertormance corrcla-
Liona not raporied.

No changes In work amotivation, jub
{nvelvewent, o1 growth nced satis~
{factivn occurved as a result uf
{ob enriclment changes. Chaungea
had a negative impact on inter-
personal velationships.

Significant vorrelation of -,44%

(p + .01} betwean turnuver and need
tor achlievemant for complex jobs.
Correlatlon for routine juha was
-.01,

Satlsfaction was derived from con-
gruoeut lita hetween the fndividual-
jub and individual-structure tioks
and aignii lecantly {nfluenced abh-
aenteelam,




Table A-1 (Continued)

Job Characteristic Dapendant
Resaarchers Instrument Sanple Vaziable Resultas
Oldhnm, Hockman, Jus Clerical (obs Katlogn of per- Employcos who had strong growch
and Pearve (1976) {n o bank formance effec- wcedr and alyo ware watisfied with

(N = 201) tiveness; the work concext (e.g., pay,secur-
aalary cor- ity, supervision) responded more
rectad for positively to enriched jobs than
taiure; eaaployees with low GNS or ch
intarnal diseatisfied with work context.
motivation MpS-dependent varlabla corrsla-

tiones were all aignificant.
Where growth nesds were strong
and work context satisfaction
existed, the correlation of MPS
snd parformance vas .32 and with
selary vas .50.
Oldham (1976) V, TI, A, F, and Task Clerical Cupexviaory Intearnal wotivation siyuificancly

Significance (TS). vorkers ratinge of talated to quality (x = .25),

(N = 60) sifort, quantity (r = .22), work effort
qualicy,and (r = .22), Ralationships batween
quant ity core dimensions and supervisory
producad ratings not. reported. Co~worker/

- supervisory sstisfaction and GNS
moderatad the intdrnal motivatiun-
performsnce relationship.

Steets and Hackmsn and Lawler {1971} Mansgears in a  Organizational Corw job dimensions significantly
Spencar (1977) questionnaire manufacturing commitment; ralated to commitment but not o job
fira (N = 115) supervisvry parformance ratings, Nead for

Enlisced
Naval
pacsonnal
N = 149)
A numbey
of blus-
collar
jobs

(N = 594)

stone (197%) Job acops (¥, TI, A, Py
optional and raquirud

intaraction

Stone (1976) Job Scopa (V, TX, A, F)

Stone, Mowday,
and Porter (1977)

Job Scopa (V, TI, A, F) lletexogensous
sanple of ew
ployess from a
manufecturing
fire (N = 340)

Jab Characteris:zic
Invantory (V, TI, A, T)

Paramedical
and support
parsonnal at

Slne and
Ssilagys (1976)

a wadical
centar
(N = 7€6)
Umatot, Bell, Modified JDG. Goal Ixperimental
and Mitchell satting and job enrich- subjects
(1976) mant conditions varied (N = 42)
in & simulated job an-
vironoent
Wanous (1974) Questionnsire parallaeling Talaphone
Hackman and Lawler (1971) cpevators
core dimensions of V, TX, (N ~ 80)
A, T
A-5

ratings of ovar-
all parformance

Satisfaction
with work
itself (SWI)

Satisfaction
with work
itsalf (SWI)

Satisfaction
vith work
itwelf (5WI)

Job satisfac-
tion; muper-
visory
rvatings of
parformancey
expsctancies

Job watisfuc~
tion; objectiva
msasures of job
performance

Global job
satisfuction,
specific
satisfaction;
supsrvisory
ratinge of job
bahavior.

achievemant moderated the job scopa-
performanca velationship at the .10
leval of efgnificsnce.

Job scope-SWI correlated (r ~ ,50).
Scoxas on & Protestent Kthic (PE)
scale did mot wmodsxace the job
scope-SWI welationahip.

Job scopa-SWI correlated (r = .43).
PE did not moderate the velation-
ship.

Job scope = SHI corralated (x « .38).
Uhen SWI was pradicted using both
job scope and naad for achisvement,
R vas .50, Direction of achievemant
moderstor inconsistent with othar
studies.

Relationships with psrformance
ranged from .12 for fssdback tn
:20 with variety. Rolatiomships
betwean job characteristics and
job sacisfaction vare ganexslly
higher, Self-sctuslisation paed
strangch moderated Lhess rela-
tionahipy, while locus uf control
did nor.

MPS and productivity not ralated
{£ = -.16). MP5 snd job satie-
faction significently related

(£ = .71). Enrichment affected
satisfaction but not work
quantity. GNO did not wodarate
enrichment-satiefaction or pav-
formanca relationships.

Significant relationships be-
tveaa job characteiistics and
global job satisfection. Ra-

lationships vers moderated by
highsr order nead sirength.
Relationships with job bohavior
geusrally not sigaificant.

I




job characteristics and satisfaction are pusitive, With respect tu relation-
ships with job performsnce, however, the results are more equivocal. Oaly
one study (Mowday et al.,, 1976) examined the relationship between job charac-
teristics and turnover. For high scope jobs, significant negative correla-
tions were found between turnover and employees with high achievement needs.

Finally, a number of studies have considered why job design atfects
employee motivation (Herzberg, 1966; Lawier, 1969, 1973; Porter, Lawler, &
Hackman, 1975; Locke, 1976; Schwab & Cummings, 1976; Hackman & Oldham, 19763
Sims, Sazilagyi & McKemey, 1976). With the exception of Herzberyg (1966),
most theoretical formulations included In these studles have employed an
expectancy theory perspective, Simply stated, results showed that job
characteristics influence internal motivation and job performance when
employees who work on enriched jobs sce a relationship between performing
well and feelings of growth, self-respect, and computence. Jobs will be
motivating when they provide meaningful fecdback and self-control, and test
valued abilities.

Organizational Climate

Several major literature reviews ol organizationul climuwte nave been
conducted (¥Forehand & CGilmer, 1964; Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick,
1970; Campbell, Bownas, Yeterson, & Dunnette, 19745 James & Jounes, 1974a;
Hellriegel & Slocum, 1974; Payne & Pugh, 1976). lorehand and Gilmer (1964)
define organizational climate as "a set of charucteristics that (1) describe
an organizatlion and that distinguish the organization from other organiza-
tions, (2) are relatively enduring over time, and (3) influence the behavior
of people in the organization" (p. 632). Utilizarion of cmpluyee purceptious
of organization-wide characteristics (e.g., training etffectiveness, perfor-
mance feedback, coworker cooperation, supervisory effectiveness) can often
be used to diagnose human resource management areas most in need ol manage-
ment attention. Most researchers utilize a perceptuul approach for measuring
organizational climate; that is, climate is measured indirectly via descrip-
tions of various organlzational procedures and characteristics provided by
organizational memberd. Climate is generally conceptualized as a macro,
descriptive, and organizationally-oricuted construct (Schneider, 1975a),

Since the Forehand and Gilmer (1964) review, approximately 100
articles have appeared in the psychological literature focusing on con-
ceptual or empirical issues assoclated with utilization of the construct
{Lauw, 1976). Organizational climate-employee behavior studies ave summarized
in Table A-2,

Organizational Structure

A considerable number of studies cited below addressed either (1)
the direct impact of structural characteristics (e,g., organizational size,
formalizatrion of rules and routines, organizational Jevel) upon employee
attitudes and behaviors; or (2) the relative i{nfluence on employee behavior
of structural and individual characteristics. Results of those studies are
reviewed below.

A number of reviews have focused upoun structural characteristics
and thelir direct relationship to ladividual and organizational behavlior.

A~-6

e he e o + e A bt ot ot oo ot oA S A B o ottt

et A B e ..

A e hn e et e




Table A-2

Summiry of Orgaafzat fonal Cllmile Studlen
Climate Dependent
Rasearchars Inatrusant Scwpla Variebleo Resulte
Dowmey, Six factur analysed Hanagers Job Organisational climate interacted
Hellriegel, and scales {(v.3., ducision (N»32) satfafaction; with {ndfvidual personaiity
Slocuma (197%) making, warmch, risk, 3ob in influencing job sstisfacrion
revards) performance ang parformsnce, Significant
intaract lone reported f{ox two of
six climsute factors.
Elltsun_acal. Menagoment Audic U.5. Employ- Six systems Henagemant practices
(Mote 12) Survey (HAS) naat Service performance MAS eignifi{cantly ralated to USES

(265 offices) criteria (a.§.. productivicy criteria. Operational
output in rala- effictency, performance tsedback,

tion Lo cusi, morale, satiefaction with pay, and
parcant of vork uatiefaction ecales moat valid,
spplicants correlating vich five of eix parfor-
placed) wmance criterla
tarris (1969) 8ix orgenisational factors Inginears Cutput (g Low but stativcically significant
(a.8., i{nvolvement in (N=151) numbar of pstante, covcelations batwesn organisatioosl
tachnical vork, diversiiy technical reports factors and perfyrmencas. Relation-
of task activiciam) suparvisory ahips consietently stronger when
ratingsg performance vas messured bafors
orgsnisutionsl faccors,
Vredarikesn Hanipulationa of climate Managers Job lonovative climates yislded highev
(1966) counditions (N=260) satiafactiong and wore predicrabla productivity.
job Conaistsnt climates yislded more
purivrmence pradictable produccivity, Work
wathods depinded upon climate
verceptlons,
Friadlandas and Halpin and Crolt's Production Jub Ornniuticnnl climace nifacced
Haxgulies ocq Workurs satinfaccion tion as modmracad by work
(1969) (N=95) vlluu. Ralationahipe variad by
cyps of climate and 2ob satiatactien
measure.
Friadlandar wnd Supportivansss o? Herd core Jub Job parformance and ratsntion
Grasnbarg (1971} clisate (new workst unemployed vetentiou} work unralatad ro actitudes, work
traatment, pssr (N4 78) sffeccivennus; wotivation, pravicus work histery,
and supervisor wourk benavior and biographical dats. Sola
support) correlate of work sffectivensse

and bahavior was ths dagres of
supportivenass parceived by workaers.
Taoure corrslations not reported.

Gavin and Howe Paycuological climate 7ive flrma- Genarsl N Significent relationshipes betwean

(197%) {®,g:, BEYuUCtuTe, managerial climato snd expactancies; ard jod
hindrance, vewverds, lavel satisfaction (wdn g=.253)., No
challengs) omployaas performance and significant relatlonahips with saif-

{N=1039) axpactancies) raported performance, Only thras
wupsrvisury ol 18 zorrelacions with suparvisory
pexformancs e salustions aignlficant, Nixed
avaluations r1esulte found for clieate as &

woderatlor betwesn motivation and
outcoms variablea,

Cavin (197%a) Vork envircnmanc Domastic airline Mantsl health Signiflcant ralatfonship batween
parceptions (s.g., anployaes in (w.g., inter= purceived work snvironaent and
structure, hindrance, both lina (N=237) personal measuras of employss mental
ruvards, challenge) and stalf jobe relations, jub health critaria, Forey-four

(=214} sstisfaceion); P nt of cl ta-suparvisory
supervisory avaluation rorslations wers
evsluationa signicant beyond the .03 level.

Gavin snd Work snvironwent Domastic alrline Menial hasith Organizacional tenure mcdarated che

Orasnhava (1974) percaptiona (m.n., employese (n » intaz- relationship betwasn work enviren-
structurs, hindrance, wath line (M=:>7) persconal mant perceptinns and outcome
revards, challange) and steff joba ralations, job criteria only Ln the line

(Ne214) satisfaciion)} organisacion.
aupurvisvry
wvalustions
Ysychoiopical climats Mavy anlisted  Individual Peychological climste correlatad

‘:::;:b;n‘ Janes (m Y . :5num and personnal lavel critaria with rtent to reenlist (r=~.3¢),
ashiguity, job ~hailengs (H=4313) (intention to vith prowsticn vate (r=.26), ard
workgroup ssuigned to 20 reanlist,prowc- satisfaction (£=.69).
couparation) (L tion vate, ovex~

81l jub satieface
tion)
j::: :l‘!: rly:huluu:;l climace Navy enlisted Hhip diviadon Climate clusters corralated .&l
prass) (8.8., conlflict and psrsonnal laval criceria and )9 with & compouite oritaria (e.g,,
ambiguiry, job chellonge, (N=d313) {compusite cri- quality of work, raqussta for
workgroup cooperstion) assigned to 20 tariun for two tranufors) for ;vo aubsamples
ships subeemplee)

#pEN. A nuaber of stodies that relato climate varisblas to Havy resolistmsnt criteris are nut cited {(e.g.,
Drexler & Bowars, 1973).
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Table A-2 (Cout inuea)

In most cases,

Climate Dependent
Reseazchers Instrument Sumpte Variable Kesultir
Kaczka anl! Kirk Dimensions of managerial Computer Parformance of Perfornence was affected by organi-
(1968) climate (e.g., leadarshiyp simutation a4 model finp zational «)imate,
style, cost emphasis) (e.g., profits, smployve=centered climate yiclded
' sales, group algner per formance,
cohesion)
LaFcile e and ticwin and Stringer's Medical Jub Significant relacfonship between
Sims (1975) climate questionruaire Complex satisfaction; climate and sutisfaction scores.
and House and Rizzo's {Nn9937) supurvisory Relationshlps with performonce
vrganizational Practices ratings ot job ranged 1row .09 to .24 (mdu re.10).
Questionaaire (0PQ) per formance Argument wade that satislaction and
climate relate ditfereatly to
perlormance,
Lawler, Hall, Bipolar adjective Sclentists in Job Median correlatiun of .2% between

and Qldham (1974)

Litwin aund
Stringer (1Y68)

Lyon and
ivancevich (1974)

Pritchard and

Karamick (1973)

Schneider and
Hall (15/2)

Schneider and
Snyder (1975)

Schneider (1975b)

Waters, Roach,
and Batlis (1974)

Nate, A numher ol studies . hat
Drexler & Bowers, 1973),

dcales

Maulpulations of <limate

21 R&D
organizations
(Nw291;

Fxperimentat

cendicions (authoritartan, subjects

democratic, achieving)

Halpin and Croft's ocon

Campbell and Pritchavd
questionnaire (e.g.,
autonomy, structure,
rewards, supportivenvss)

Work climate (e.g.,
Rupervision effectiveness,
work chailenge, pevsunst
acceptance, autonomy)

Agency cliwate
yuestionnajre

Agency climate
auestiounaire

Selected ycalen

from Halpin and Crofe's
orpg, Litwin and

St: Inger's acale, and
House and Rirzo's OPQ

(N=45)

Nurses (N=35);
administrative
personnel
(N=1949)

Maaagers
(N=76)

Parish
priests
(H=371)

50 life
insurance
agencles
(N=522)

Life
Insurance
agent s
(N=914)

Fmployevs

in seven radio
and TV atactons
(N=10%)

satgfaction;
ratud tuchnical
performance,
admniuscrat ive
performance, and
overall job
performaunce

Juh
sat{ufaction;
joo
pertormance

Joh
satlsfaction

Jak:
natistaction;
job
periormance
ratings

Job
saligtact fon

Need
satislaction;

job

ratigfaction;
prrforoance
indices of agency
¢ffectiveness ,
and turnuver

Tenure; aales

Juh
watigfaction;
sel)t~reported
effovt and
prriormance

climate and job performance, Mediau
cvorrelation of .47 tetween cliwate
and fob satisfaction.

Different styles of leadership
vreated fifferent ¢llmates and
cffects b, un outcume measures.
Achieving climate, for example,
aroused achievoment motivations
and led to higher satiafaction and
petformance,

Ulimate dimenaions were

found to futiuence individual fob
satisfaction. Climate perceptions
ditfered fur aurses and
adwivigtrators,

Climate strongiy relared to
Aatlsfactlon (mdu ™=5%0), Ouly two
of 11 climate dimensions related

to performance, Regardless ot
individquai personality character-
Estics (LPPS), highly supportive
climates were assoclared wich
higher job satistaccion.

Moderately strong relationghip
briween work climate and
satiefact fon,

Employees aygreed more on climste
percepiions thun on job sat {sfac tion;
satisfaction more stionkly related
to tutnover than climite. Neither
satiafaction or (limate were
strongly retated to pertormance
data,

Type ot organization affected the
relationship Letween the fit of

new agent climate expactations/
preferences to the agency or new
agent succeds.  Although cotrelationn
with criteria generally not signifi~
cant, correlation of .17 reported

for teaure in one organizational
aubgroup.,

None of the climate factor
dimensions and vary few of the 22
climate acales were related to
self-ratings. Resuits wmay have
been irtluenced by dependent
variable ceiling effects,

relate climate varfables to Navy resnlistment criterls are not cited {a.g.y




Porter and Lawler (1965) concluded that organizational level and subunit
size had the stronge:t relationship to job attitudes, turnover, and job per-
frrmance. The impact of structural organizational factors (as a main
tffect) had a stronger effect on job attitudes and turnover than on job
performance, Campbell et al. (1974), which updated the earlier Porter and
Lawler (1965) review, also concluded that gize and hierarchical level had
the strongest relationships with outcome measures. Additional organiza-
tional structure reviews have been conducted by James and Jones (1976) and
Cummings and Berger (1976) with similar findings.

Herman and Hulin (1972) tested the relationship between structural
and individual characteristics and depenaent measures of job satisfaction.
Results indicated that satisfaction was associated with structural variables
more than individual characteristics (tenure, age, and education). Herman,
Dunham, and Hulin (1975) reported that individual characteristics accounted
for 9 percent of the variance associated with job satisfaction; structural
characteristics (department and job level), 19 percent; and interaction
effects, 6 percent, Several other studies have indicated that job satisfac-
tion 1s more highly related to structural than individual characteristics
(O'Reilly & KRoberts, 1975; Newman, 1975; O'Reilly, 1977).
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APPENDIX B

RECRUIT BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 1
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RECRUIT BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

Under the authority of 5 USC WL, general tatormat foa about  vou,
your family, vour home, and some ol Che things you may have done
before you folpcd the Navy is requested in order to help the Navy
in its recruitment of sailors. The {nformation provided vy you
will not become a part of your efficial record. It will be used
for research purposes only. (You are not required to provide this
information.) Social Secuvrity Number ls required only to identify
individuals in the event of a follow~up quesrionnaire. There will
be no adverse consequences should you elect not to provide the re-
quested information or say part of 1it.

Directions

1. This questionnaire is not a test and there are no 'right” answers to the
questions. Your answers will be treated in confidence and will be used
for research purposes only. This questionnaire will im no way affect
your tour in the Navy.

2. Take your Geneval Purpose OMR snower sheet and turn to the side marked
vith a large, blue "B" and "C." Turn the sheet o that the heavy dark
lines are at the bottem of the page, facing you. Use & number 2 soft lead
pencil. Print your name, last name tirst, in the boxes provided. If your
last name is less than nine letters, leave a blank after your last name,
then use your first name in the remaining boxes as shown in the example
balow:

EXAMPLE : Halbert Rosen [TLWST Wame . ]
op{eh] bl

Belov each box, blacken in the circle that matches the lettser of your name
entered in that box. Bu sure to blacken each circle completely. TIf there
ars blank boxes, darken the empty circle below the blank box.

EXAMPLE : Right Wrong

ABCDL
De00D
3. Compiste ihe following information blocks on your answer ahasst:

a. "Social Security No." Write in your Social Security number, and
blacken in the appropriate circles,

! b. 'Male-Famale." Blacken in the appropriate circle.

c. "Highest Grade Passed." 1In the bottom left corner, indicata the
highest grade of formal school you have completed or passed.

4. Look at ths SPECYAL CODES section of your answer shuet and darken the
circle that matches your wnswer to each of the following questions.
Note: On the answer wheets, items read acroee {(item A, Item B, eic., and
the possible responses to each itum read down (0, 1, 2, 3, etc.).

SPECIAL CODES

A. What is your Recruit Training C. What 4is your current marital atatus?
Comand? 0. Single (never married)
0. Orlande 1. Married
1. San Diego 2, Davorced
2. Great lLakes 3. Separated
4, Widowed
B. Do you plan to attend a Class "A"
school? D. Arc You a high school graduate?
0. Yeu, I was guarantsed a Clues 1. Yes, I have a diploma
“A" achool 2. No, I did noc finish high
. 1. Yes, 4f the option ls availabiae school
2. No, I do not plen to attend a 3. I have a GED certificate or
Class "A" school, although I equivalent,

am aligible.
3. No. I am not eligible for a
Clasa "A" school




sheaz.
E. What was the size of your home I,
town?

0. A farw or a small town {(less

. than 5,000 peoplu)

i 1. A town (5,000 - 50,000 paople)
2. A city (50,000 - 250,000 people)
3. A suburb of a large city

4. A large city {more than 250,000

people) J.
F, Which area of the country are you
. frowm?
0. North east
1. South
2. Midwest
* 3. West

K.
G. Have you teken trade school, corres-
pondence, or other job-related
courses of iustruction?
0. No, I have never taken such
coursas outside of high school
1. Yes, I have taken oune course,
but I did not {iuish it
42, Yes, I have fiuished one course
3. Yes, I have finished several
courses

H. What vere your grades {n high school?

I SPECIAL CODES (cont {nued}

Anguer questions "E" through "K" in the "SPECIAL CODES" section of your answer

How many times were you suspended
or expalled from school?

0., Never

1. Once

2. Twice

3. Three tines

4. More than threa timas

During yuur last two years of
high school, how vften were you
sent to the office for discipli-
nary reasons?

0. WNever
1. Seddom
2. QOften

What were you doing at the time

you juined the Navy?

0. Going tu high school

1. Goiny to trade school

2. Goilng to college

J. Working at a full-tine job

4. Working at odd joba

5. Nelther going tuv school nor
working

6.

Turn your duswer sheet over gu that the large letter "A" is facing you.
answers to the rest of the questions in the questionnaire must be recorded in
3 Section A of the answer sheet.
ansver sheet.

to you,
the answer sheer,

Decide how well the statements below describe your hackyround and
toward jubs, schoel, and the Navy.
using the following scale:

0. A's

1. A's and B's
2. B's

3. 8's and C's
4. C's

5. C's and D's
6. D's or below

Your

There wust be no stray marks anywhere on the
1f you change an answer, vompletely crase the original mark,

Read each question carefully, then seluct the responde that best applies
for each item, blacken the appropriate circle (A, B, C, D, ur E) on

SECTION UNE

foalings

For each statement, wark your aunswer sheet

® ® © ® ®

Strongly Disagree Don't Agrae Strougly
Disagree Know Agree

T O T

1 would be happler iu the Navy f 3.

I have already decided what my
1 could stay close to home.

career is going to be.

1 will go back to schuol after I 4.
get out of the Navy.

I expect tu Bee some of the world
betore I leave the Navy.



To answer questions 5 - 44

y use the following scale:

® ® ©

Disagree Doun't
Disagree Know

Strongly

® ®

Agree Strongly
Agrae

9.

10.
1.

12.

1}

14,

15

16,

17,

18

19,

20.

a1

22

23

24,

25

I would prefer on-the-job training
to & Cluss "A" school.

I have alvays had trouble getting
along with other people,

School never matterad very much to
us.

Whan I sa doing a Job 1 don't like,
it sasms to last foravar.

1 plan to re-enlist in the Navy ag
soon a% I am aligible,

1 koow what I want out of lifae,

1 like to learn by doing, not in
4 classroon,

If I had my choice, I would like
to bo stationed on a ship overseas.

I can only take orders from puople
I raspact,

I cannot stand to do patty jobs like
diuhwashing and ¢leaning.

Before I joined the Navy, I had
Wy own room and plenty of privacy.

1 was & lesder both in echool and
in my community.

1f 1 hed the option to et out of
the Navy aoy time I wanted to, I
would uee it,

I began smoking cigaretres at ap
sarly age.

I joined the Navy to get job train~
ing I can use when 1 get out,

I bave alvays baan able to handla
By Oown prohlaema.

I could get a good civilien 1ob any
time I wanted to,

Mmost all of my friends want to
collage.

1 newd the freedom to control my
ovn life.

The main goel in ny lifen is to make
the most of my abilicies,

I likad school veary much,

26,

27.

28,

29.

3¢.

31,

32,

33,

34,

35.

36,

37.

38,
39,

4l.

42.

43.

44,

B~3

I do not expect ta ba highar
than a third clags petty officer
when | leave the Navy.

Nothing 18 nore important to wme
than a pleasant home and family
lifa.

I joined the Navy tc travel and
have new expaeriencas.

Even {f things are not going my
way, I keep trying until I succead,

I cannoc take criticism from other
peopla.

I expact wy Navy job to be more
interasting than Jobs I could gat
back home,

I do not aind waiting for what I
wvant.

I could handle any problens at
houe and atill stay in tha Navy.

What I want most in life is to
have a challenging and exciting
Job.

I have bean sn activae mambar of
youth groups euch as the Scouts.

Navy job benefits (vacation, health
care, and retirsgent) are batter
than I could get in a civilian job.

If my family needed mw back home,
I would have to get out of the Navy,

I do not'like baing told what to do.

I wvas very unhappy about leaving homa
for the first time.

When I was in high wchool, wy parents
let me ba as indepandent as I wvantag
to ba,

I'n the kind »f person who {» going
Lo gat ahead {n the worid,

If there were no VA beneficts, I
would not have joinad the Navy.

The Navy offers me a chance for
4 career.

My tims in the Navy will give ma
& chance to beconie more mature
and self-yeliant.

e msan
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SECTION Two

The following 22 questions ask what you think

will happen on your first duty

assignment. In each question, "your first duty assignment' means tha Zirst

jJob you will be assigned to after all of your
these questions, use the folluwing scale:

= Daefinitely will not happan

= Probably will not happen

= Don't know if this will happen

= Prohably will happan

= Certeinly will happen

[ B - B T -

training 1s completed. To answer

A sample question 1s given below.

A. 7To do a great deal of work.

the space letterad "E" on your ansver sheet.

1f, for example, you think that thls certainly will happen, you would blacken

During my first duty assignmeant, I expect:

43. To feel motivated Lo contribute 56.

my best piforts to the Navy.

57.

46. Tha Navy will have a real interest

in the welfare and morale of me

and my shipuates. 58.
47. Supervisors will be friendly and

easy tu talk to. 59,
48.  Supurvisors will help pevple to

work together as a team. 60.
49. Shipmutes will be friendly and 61,

easy to talk to.

50. Shipmater will help each uvther to 62,
give their bost efforta.

51, To have confidence and trust in 63,
ay shipoates,

52. To have a gvod and worthwhlle 64,
exper lence.

53. To have good working conditions, 65,

54. To be created fairly. 66.

535. Regulationz will be cleaily under-
stuod by people.

People will bue pioud of the Navy,

The Navy will make use of my
individual talents.

To have adequate chances for
advancement .

To get a feeling of accomplish-
ment.

To get recogaltion fur guod work.

Suparvisors will let me ksiow how
wall T am doing.

To make work-related decislons on
my own.

Suporvigora will hack up the people
who work for them.

To have somethi y differeat to do
evary day.

To enjoy the work itself.

To have a wignificant and fmportant
Job.




SECTION THREE

The following 30 queations ask your opinions on policles, practices, morale,

and fairneas at the Recruit Training Commasnd (RTC).

to answer questions 67-96.

Use the following scala

O, ©

® ®

Strongly Disagree Don't Agree Stxongly
Disagree Know Agree
. During boot camp:

67. My company comzander keeps me 82. The quality of work produced
informed about the things I by my company is usually high.
nead to know.

83, Linas of authority and responsi-

68, My company commander does a good bility are usually uade clear to
job of reviewing and following wembars of my company.
up on work done by my cowpany.

84, There is an open and effactiva

69. Tha supervision I veceive makes exchangs of infurmation aud ideas
w2 want to work extra hard. among mewbers of my company.

70. My chances for advsncement in the 85, Members of my cowmpany are generally
Navy are not very good. not treated fairly.

71. My company ccuander seriously 86. Good ideas from mambars of my
considel's suggestions by recruite coapany are usually sent up co
and talks to us about our gripes. tha proper level for actiom.

72, Most people in my company lLeliava 37. Coupany commandars sse that com-
thay have & good future in tha Navy. pany wmembars get all the credit

wa deserve for a good job.

73, Mumbers of wy company wake a
spacial offorc to halp each other 88. I almost always know what ia ex~
to get the job done. pactad from we in my job assign-

meants.-

74, From what I have sesn, the RIC
is not very well informed about how 89. My coupany verforus wall under
the recruits teel about conditions prassure.
in boot camp.

90. I am very frequently given infor-

75, When my performance is dis- uation about my job parformanca.
cussed with me, I am usually told
of ways to improve uy purformance. 91. Job assignments are fairly made

in the RIC.

76, Peopla in my company are strongly
sncouraged to develop nev ways of 92. My company commander ususlly doas
doing thingu. a good job of organizing and

aschaduling joba.

77. Changes are often made in ® job
procedures aud I am usually not 93, My company quickly picks up
told why. new and bettar ways of deing things.

78, Military justice is aduministerad 94, My compuny commayder usually mikas
fairly throughout tha RIC. s real effort tc lock for aud ceward

nev ideas snd suggestions.

79. My chances for advancement encour-
age ma to re-anlist in the Navy. 95. Morals in my company is usually high.

30, My company comsander almost 96. Quite a bit of useful information
nevar seriously cousiders 13 given to ma about my jo! perfor-
quastions rsised by racruite. nance,

8l. Thate is & high degree of job

cooperation mmong manbers of my
company.

B-5
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The following 9 questions deal with the way you feel about your high school
experiences. Use the following scale to answer questions 97-105.

@ ® ©

Strongly Disagree Don't
Disagree Know

® ®

Agree Strongly
Agree

- During High School:

“ 97. Teachers thought 1 was one of
the hardest workers in my class.

98. When I worked, I made very high
demands nn myself.

99. I usually di1d much more than 1
selt out to do.

100. The acadumic standards 1 get for
nyself were pretty low.

101,

102.

103.

104..

105.

1 liked work cthat required a4 lot
of responaibillty.

I liked Jdoing hard work.

When doing something difffculte,
1 usually saw it through.

I could work at sowethlug for a
long time without getting tired.

I was very ambiticus.

The following 7 questions ask how you feel about diffurent social situations.

Use the following scale to answer questions 106-112.

Strongly Disagree Dou't
Disagree Know

® O

Ayrae Strongly
Agree

106. You cannot be an effective leader
without the right breaks.

107. Getting peovplae to du the right
thing depends on ability; luck
has little or nothing to dv with
it.

108. Who gets to be bows often depeuds
on who was lucky envugh tu be In
the right place first.

109. Capable peuple who fall to be-

tage of thelir opportunities.

I{-n;-—-— .

come leaders have not taken advan-

110,

111,

112,

B-6

Most people don't realize how
wuch accldental happenings
control their lives,

Many times I feel that 1 have
little influence over the things
that bappen to me,

1f you are willing to woxk nard,
you wll] always be muccesaful.




SECTION SIX

For each of the conditions below, choose the letter which comas closest to

describing your general living conditions in boot camp.
by darkening the appropriate circle on your answer shcet.

Answer each queat’cn

A sample question is given balow.
COLOR
Unpleasant Average

b c d

would darken thae circle "A'" on your answer sheet.

If, for example, you fecl that the color is extrewely unpleasant, you

Fleasant
]

LIGHTING
113. Too dim Average Too bright
a b 4 d .
TEMPERATURE
114, Hot Avaragse Cold
a b c d ]
VENTILALION
118, Poor Average Good
a * I3 d e
CLEANLINESS
1. Dircy Average Clean
a b c d e
SIZE
17z. Cramped Aversge Roomy
[ 3 b c d -
NUMBER OF PEOFLE .
11s. Crowdad Average Uncrowded
a b ¢ d L
PRIVACY
119. None Avearuge Plenty
[ b c d .
SAFETY
120. Hazardous Average Safa
a b 3 4 [}

22 ek Famen s mn s

a2




APPEXDIX C

ZXIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM



EXIT QUESTIONNATRE FORM

To be completed by Service Member only

PRIVACY ACT

Under the authority of 5 USGC 301, peneral {oformation about you, your
family, your home, and some of the things you may have done before you
joined cthe Navy is requested in order to help the Navy in {ts recrult-
ment of saflors.  The informuation provided by you will not hecome a

part of your officlal recoed. Tt will be used for research purposes
only, (You are not required to provide this information.) There will
be no adverse censequences should you e¢lect not to provide the requested
information or any part of it.

You have requested to be discharged from the Navy, If your request to leave
the Navy was made within the first 181 days of active duty, remember that you
will not be able to receive Veteran's benefits as a civilian. If you do not
know about these benefits, you should ask at your personnel ofiice,

In order to help in our efforts to provide a better 1ife for Navy personnel,
please fill out tha attached questionnaire.

SEAL THE COMPLETED EXIT QUESTIdNNAIRE IN THE ATTACHED ENVELOPE. YOU MUST DELIVER
THIS SEALED ENVELOPE TO YOUR PERSONNEL OFFICE BEFORE YOUR DISCHARGE PAPERS WILL
BE ISSUED TO YOU. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

After you have completed the questionnaire, use the enclosed envelope to return
it to:

Commanding Offjcer

Navy Personnel Research and Development Centex
San Diego, CA 92152

Aten:  Code 310AWL

1. Nanme

Last First Initial SSN

2. Rate

3. In the space provided below, please state, in your own words, the main
reason for your decision to leave the Navy.




IR 1 s i = i e e < < i

SECTION ONE

To fill out this scction of the questionnalre, please choose the FIVE aspects
of Navy life which MOST influenced your decision to leave the Navy. Once you
have identified these five most fmportant considerations, rank them in order
from most to least important. Thus, the most important reason will have a

1 in the space preceding it, the second most importanl reason will have a 2
in the space preceding it, and so on, through number 5.

1. Your living conditions

2. Getting feedback on how you
were doing

3. The difficulty of training

4. Getting credit for doing
good work

5. The interest your superiors
had in your morale

6. The friendliness and helpful-
ness of your superiors

7. Counseling you received when
you had problems

8. The training you pgot that
helped you to be a better
safilor

9. The interest you had in your
duties

10. Your feellng of doing worch-
while things

11. The sense the rules and
regulations made to you

12, The clearness of what was
capected of you

13.

The clearness of the fact
that the things you were
learning would help you be
a better sailor

The chances for future success
in the Navy

The fairaecss with which military
Justice was carried out

The tairness with which work
assignments were made

The failrness with which di<ci~
pline was handed out

The pecople you worked with
Your superiors
Navy 1ife ay a whole

Family or personal problewms
back home

Lack of freedowm and independence
Did not get a Class "A" school
Distiked my job in the Navy

Did not get any on-the-job
training

D o BN el . catimensinh
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SECTION TWO

While you have buen in the Navy, certain things happened or dfd not lappen to
you. Describe your experiences using cach of the following statements, Please
answer quest {ons 26-47 by uslng the following scale:

1 0 1
Strungly Disay ree Dou't
Dsagree Know

Apree Strongly

4 B

Agroe

e R e GRS ¢ o « bl 1 i, wlkih

A saumple question is given below.

4 A, Did a great deal of work.

"4" in the space provided.

If, for example, you agree with this statement, you would write the number

During my Navy experiecuce:

_26. I felt wotivated to cuntribute 36.
wmy best efforts to the Navy

_27. The Navy had a real interest - 37.
in the welfare and morale of
me and my shipmates 38.

28, I had supervisors who were

friendly and easy to talk to 39
_29. 1 had supervisors who helped
people to work toguther as 40.
a teanm
30, I had shipmates who were 41.

friendly and easy to talk to

31. I ' d shipmites who helped 42,
each other to give their
best efforts
43,

32. I had confidence and trust i1
my shipmates

33, The Navy was a good and worth- 44,
while experience

——__34. I had good working conditions 45.
B 35, I was treated fairly 46.
__47.

Navy regulations were clearly R
understood by people

People ware proud of the Navy

The Navy made use of my
individual talents

I had adequate chances for
advancement

I got a fealing of accomplish-
ment

I got recognition for good
work

1 made work-related decisions
on my own

I had supervisors who backed
up the paocple who worked for
then

I had oomething different to
do every day

I enjoyed the work itselfl

I had a significant and
{mportant job

1 had supervisora who let
me know how well I was doing




IF YOU HAVE NOT REACHED YCUR FIRST DUTY ASSIGNMENT, COMPLETE ONLY SECTIONS
ONE AND TWO OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. II' YOU HAVE REACHED YOUR FIRST DUTY
STATION AND HAVE DECIDED TO LEAVE THE NAVY, PLEASE COMPLETE SECTION THREZ
THROUGH SECTION FIVE.

1. Ship_ _.___Home Port_

2. Division Row long have you been in your present division? ___ months

3. Number of men in your division__

4. In the space provided, please describe the primary job duties you perform:

SECTION THREL
The following 45 questions ask your opinions on polacics, practices, morale,

and fairness at your first duty station. Use the following scale to answer
questions 48-92,

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Don't Agree Strongly
Disagree Know Agrec

To help you answer some of the questions in this section, vou should know what
w. me&n by the fn'lowing words:

a. IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR - refers to the leadir . . .tty Gfficer te whom
you reported directly and who usually gave you your work asslgnments

and reviewed your work.

b. HIGHER LEVEL SUPERVISOR -~ refers to the Division Officer above your
immediate supervisor

¢. DEPARTMENT HEAD - refers to the officer who was the head of the
several divisions that made up your Department

d. THIS COMMAND - refers to the ship or squadron to which were assigned.

During my fivst duty assignment:

_ 48. Mcmbers of my Division were _ 54, The supervision I received
very willing to share Infor- made me want to work extra
mation to help get the work hard
done

_55. Compared to civiliagn pay for

43. Tor the work assigned to me, jobs like mine, my pay-grade

my pay-grade was satisfactory was unsatisfactory
£0. My Division handled dif{icult 56. My supervisor seriously con-
projects quite well sidered suggestions by sub-
ordinates and ralked to us
. _5l. My immediate supervisor kept atout our gripes
me intormed about the things
I needed to know . ..»l. My Division Officer kept our
Division well informed about
52, 1 got the training 1 needed what was going on

to do my johs well

58. The chances for advancement
53. My imwediatce supcrrvisor did for people in my rating were
a goed job of reviewing and good.
following up on work done by
my Divicion

e o 1 bans




60.

61.

53.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

12.

~-J
-

74.

75.

Most people in my Division
believe they have a good
future in the Navy

Members of my Division made a
special effort to help each
other to get the work ouf

From what I have scen, the
Command was not very well in-
formed about how subordinates
felt about conditions

When my wotrk performance was
discusged with me, I wayg usually
told of ways to Improve my
performance

I was given the aurhority I
nveded to do wv work well

People in my Division were
gtrongly encouraged to develop
new ways of doing things

Changen were often wade in my
wotrk procedures, and 1 vwas
usually not told why

My chances for advancement
encouraged me to stay in the
Navy

Higher level supervisors almost
never sivliously considered
questions raised by subovdinates

There was & high degree of
work coopervition ameng members
of my Division

It was worthwhlle te work hard
to get an advancement in this
Commnand

Membars of my Division had
fairly cowmplete fraedom to
plan and decide how they did
their work

The quality of work produced
by my Division was usually
high

Linss of auihority and
responsibility were usually
made clasr to mambers of

my Divigdon

Quite a bit of wasted effort
occurred in my Division
becauge of poor planning

There was an open and effective
exchange of information and
ideas among members of my
Division

My immediate supervisor knew
snough about the work of the
Division to solve problams
that csme up

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

B3.

B4.

85,

86,

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92,

C-5

Members of my Division were yenerally
not treated fairly

Gvod ideas from members of my Division
were gencrally sent up to the proper
level for action

Discussions on new Ideas and ways of
doing things were quite often held
in my Division

Because of poor planning, instructions
were often changed after I started work
on dn assignment

Higher level supervisors saw that
Division members got all the credit
they deserved for a good job

Rules and procedures I had to follow in
my Division helped me to do my work
faster

Considering what it cost to live in
this area, my pay was adequate

1 almost always knew what results were
expected from me in my work assignments

My Division performed well under pressure

1 was very frequently given information
about my job performance

My immediate supervisor usually did a
good job of organizing and scheduling
work

My Division ofren quickly picked up
new and better ways of doing things

Given the opportunity to transfer to
another Division, many of the people In
my Division would have stayed

The on-the-job training given to members
of my Division was generally not very
good

My immediate supervisor usually nade
a real effort to look for und reward
new ideas and suggestions

Morale in my Division wai uwually
high

Quite & bit of useful information
was given toc me about my job performance




SECTION FOUR

This part of the questionnaire asks you to describe the job you had on your
first duty station as objectively as you can. Please do not use this part of
the questionnaire to show how much you liked or disliked your job. Questions
about that will come later. Instead, try to make your descriptions as accurate
and as objective as you possibly can.

A sample quegtion is given below.

A, To what extent did youxr job requize you to work with mechanical

equipment?

y J—

Very little;

the job required
almost no contact
with mechanicul
equipment of

any kind

If, for example, your job required you to work with mechanical equipment a good deal
of the time--but also required some paperwork--you would circle the number "6, as

B MO 4 5

N W

Moderately

was done in the example above.

Very much; the

job required
alwost constant
work with mechani-
cal equipment

93.

1 2

To what extent did your job require you to work clusely with other propls?

- &

Very little;
dealing with
other people
wvas not at all
necessary in
doing the job

94.

How wuch freedom was there iu your job?

2
2

Moderately;
some dealing
with others
was necessary

_______ G mm

P P —— 7

Very much; deal-
ing with other
people was an
absolutely egsen-
tial and crucial
part of doing the
job

That is, to what extent did your job

permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?

1-- 2--

Very lictle;
the job gave
me almost no
personal "say”
about how and
when the work
was done

3 ammmmmim 5

Moderate frcedom;
many things were
standardized and
not under my con-
trol, but I could
wake gome declsions
about the work

Very wmuch; the job
gave me almost com-
plete responsibility
for deciding how

and when the work
was done

$5. To what extent did your job involve doing a '"whole' and identifiable pilece of

work?

That is, was the job a complete piece of work that had an obvious beginning

and end? Or was it only a gmall part of the overall piece of work, which was
finished by other people ur by automatic machinesg?

(P IS Y. A B e e s e 7

My job was only

a tiny part of
the overall piece
of work; the
results of =y
activities could
net be seep in
the {inal product
or service

mAmtrl.m&-‘nwmr.:__-- TR
o ey

nam arussven vens

My job was a
moderate sleze
"chunk" of the
overall piece of
work; my own con-—
tribution could
be seen in the
final outcome

1y Lo mmr emrstm— e =

My job iuvolved

doing the whole

plece of work, from
start to finish; the
regults of my activi-
ties were easily

geen in the final
pruduct or gervice

. .A“’

o

. " “‘



96, How much varicty was there in your Job? That is, to what extent did the
job require you to do many diflerent things at work, u.ing a variety of
your skills and talents?

lemememmee 2memmm s Joermme e b e P [ 7
Very little; Modrrate Very much; the job
the job required varicety required me to do
me to do the many dif fecent
rame Tout e Chilugs undng o num
things over and ber ol dJdittereat
over a; °n skills and talents

97, 1In general, how significant or important was your job? That i{s, were the
regsults of your work likely to significantly affect the lives or well-being
of otheir people?

1 ———2- B L fmmmmmmm e Semmm e e e 7
Not very Modexately Highly siguificant;
significant; significant the outcomes of my
the outcomes work could affect
of my work wore . other people in very
not likely to important ways
have important
effects on

other pecple

98, To what extent did supervisors or shipmates let you kuow how well you were
deing on your job?

1 2- B et T R L B L LU PR P L Pty
Very little; Moderately; Very much; super-
people alamost sometimnes visors or shipmates
nevar lat me people gave | vovided me with
know how well me "'feedback;" almost constant
I was doing other times, "feedback' about
they didn't how well I was doing

99. To what extent did doing the job itself provide you with intformation about
your work performance? That 18, did the actual work itaself provide clues
about how well you were doing--aside from any '"feedback" shipmates or
supervisors may have provided?

1 2-~ B L b e Smminmm G mmm mmmee e 7
Vary little; Moderately; Very much; the job
the job itself sometimes was seL up so that
vas set up so duing the job I got almort con-
I could work provided "feed- etar® "feedback"
forevar with- back" to me; as I worked about
out finding sometines it how well I was
out how well didn'c doing

I wag doing

o o et . . S, 0 Lt A AT 2 e e o v,

Py




Listed below are a number of statements which ceuld be used to describe a
Job. You are to indicate whether each statement was an accurate or an
inaccurate descriotion of your job. Once again, plcase try to be as objec~
tive as youw can in deciding how accurately vach statement described your

jcb, regardless of whether you liked or disliked your job.

~

Write a number in the blunk beside each statement, based on the follewing scale:
How accurate is the statemcut in d“5VfUZQuLJZEU job?

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7
Very Mostly Slightly Uncertain Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate luaccurate  lnaccurate Accurate Accurate Accurate
100. The job required me to use 107. This Jjob was uvne where a

a nupber ol complex or lot of other people could
high-level skills be affected by how well the

work got dJone
101, The jub requirud a lot of
cooperative work with viher 108. The job denied me any chance

people to use my personal fnitiative
or judgewent in carrylug out
.. 102. The job was arvanged so that the work
I did not have the chance to
do an endive piece of work ... W9, Supervisors often let me know
from beginning tu end how well they thought 1 was

performing the job
103. Just doiuyg the work required

by the job provided many _ 110, The job provided m: the chance
chances for me to figure wut to completely finitsh the pleces
how well 1 was Jduing of work 1 did

104, The job was yguite simple and 111, The job {tselt provided very
repetitive few clues about whether or not

I was performing well
105. The job could have been done
adequately by a person work- 112, The job gave we courlderable

ing alone~-without talking te opportunity for independence
or checking with othur people and frecdom in how I did the
work

106. The supervisurs dnd shipmates
on this job alwost never gave _ 113. The job itself was not very
me any "feedback' about how signiflcant or important in the
well 1T wag doiog in my work broader schewe of Lhings

Now, please indicate how youu personally telt about your job. Lach of the
atatements below is something that a persun might say about his or her job.
You are to indicate your own, persunal feelings about your job by marking
how much you agree with each of the statements.

Write a number in the blank {for each statement, based on this scale:
How wmuchi du you agree with this statemeat?

1 2 3 [A 5 6 7
Disagree Disagree Disagrec Neutral Agree Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
___Ll4. My opinion of myself went ___118. I felt bad when 1 periormed

up when 1 did this Job well poorly ou this job

115. Gencrally speaking, 1 was

very satistficed with this job __119. T was generally satisfied with
T the kind of work I did in this
16 1 Felt 4 great sense of job
personal sat Lstfaction when 1
did this job well 120, My own feellngs generally were

ot affected much one way or the

joh

asking for a transfer

11/. 1 frequeatly thought of other by bow well I did on thiw



listed below,
each statement.

Nuw picage indicate how satisficed you were with cach aspect of your job
Once again, write the appropriate number in the blank beside

Write a number in the blank for cach statement, based on this scale.

other people while on the
job

1
How satisfied were you with this aspect of youwr job?
1 y 3 4 5 [ 7 1
Extromely Diu- Stiphtly Neutral Sliphtly Satfsfied  Extremely
dis- satisiled Dis- satisfled sat is!iad
satinfied satisfied
121, The amount of job sccurity 128. Thu amount of support and
1 had guidance 1 recelved from
my immediate superviser i
122. The amount of pay and fringe
benefits I received 129. The degrac to which I was
tairly pald for what I con-
123, The amount of personal tributed to the Navy
growth and advencement 1
got in doing my job 130. The amcunt of independant
thought and action 1 could
__ 124, The people 1 talked tu and excrcise in my job
worked with on my job
131. How secure things looked for
125. The degreaz of respect and me in the future in the Navy
fair treatment I received
from my immediate super- 132. The chance to help other
visor people while at work
126, The foaling of worthwhile 133, The amount of challenge in
accomplishmant I got from my jub
doing my job
_134. Tha overall quality of the
127. The chanca to get to know supervision 1 received in my

work

isted below are u number of characteristics which could be present on any job.
People differ about how much they would like to have egch one present in their

own jobs.

We are jnterested in learning how much you personally would like to

have each one presant in your jub

have each characteristic present in your job.

1 2 3 4
Would like Would lika
having this having this
only a mode-~ very much
cate awount

- (or less)
. . 135. HNigh respect snd falr treat- 141,
v ment from my supervisor
136. Scimulating and challenging 142,
work
137. Chances to exercise indapen- 143.
dent thought and action in
my job 146,
) _ 138, Graat job mecuricy
~
139. Vary frisandly co-workers 145,
140, Opportunities to learn new

things from my work

c-9

Using the scale below, please {ndicate the degree to which you would like to

5 6 7
Must have thix

High salary and good fripge
benafits

Opportunities to be creative
and imaginative in my work

Quick promotions

Opportunitias for parsonal
srowth and advancement in
ny job

A sense of worthwhile accom-
plishment in my work




SECTION FIVE

For each of the conditions below, choose the letter which comes closest to describing
your general living conditiona at your first duty station. &answer each question by
circliing the appropriate number.

L46. QUOR
Unpleasant Averuge Pleasant
a b ¢ d e
147. NOISE
Disturbing Average Nov disturbing
a b (S d e
148, VENTILATION
Poor Average Good
i a b c d e
149, CLEANLINESS
Dirty Average Clean
i % a b ¢ d e
150, SIZE
Cramped Average Roomy
a b c d e
151, NUMEER OF PEOPLF
Crowded Av.rage Unc: awded
] b [ 4 e
152. PRIVACY
None Average Plenty
a b < d e
‘ 151. SAFETY
Hazardou: Averags Safe
a b ¢ d [3
154. LIGHTING
Tno dim Average Too bright
a b S d e
155. TEMPERATURE
Hot Average Cold
a b c d e
Cc-10

A sauwple question is

If, for example, you
letter "a."

given below.

A. COLOR
Unpleasant Average Plessant
GE) b < d e

feel chat the color was unpleasaat, you wonld circle the
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FLEET QUESTIONNAIRE

Based on information frowm this quesationnaire, Navy management will be advised of the favorable
“ and unfavorable agpects of Mavy life. You have already provided information like thia whiie you
were in boot camp., Now that you have been on active duty for some time, you can provide more
information. Your participation is important and is apprecisted. Please raturn your completed
quastionnaire within a week after you receive it. h

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Authority for golicitation of this information is 5 USC 301. Informstion cbtained
will be used to evaluate the impact various Navy policles, regulations, and
procedures have on Navy personnel. Your opinions as expressed in this question-
naire vill anot be wade s part of your permanent record, not be used for any admin--
istrative actions concerning you. Participation is veluntary and no adverse
consequences will result from non-participation.

1. Use the blue "OMR" answer sheer [or xil your anawers.

a. All angwers must be completely blackoned in vith & soft lead pancil. Do NOT use ink.

1
Example:
RIGHT WRONG
® O O 0O L X

b. There must be no extra marks on the answer sheet.
erase your first mark.

If you changc an answar, completely
c¢. USE ONLY THE SIDE OF THE ANSWER SHEET MARKED "BC." 1
2. Complete the following informatioa:

a. LAST NAME: Print your last name in the boxes under "Last lame." Below each box,
blacken in the cirle that matches that letter of your name.
b. SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER: Print your social security number in the boxes under "Social
) Security No." Below each box blacken in the circle with the matching number.

€. MALEC OR FEMALE: Blacken the circle next io the appropriate sex.

d. BIRTHDATF: Blacken in the circles next to the month and under the year of your hirth,




4. SPECIAL CODES: Look at the hox labelled "Special Codes," For each of the following
questiond, blacken in the civcle in the appropriate letter column with the number in

it that ms

Column A -~

Column B -

Colum ¢ -

Column D -

tches your auswer.

Which of the following best
degcribes your duty ctatiom?

= Alr Squadron

Amphibious ship

Carvier

Destroyer/Cruiser

service Ship

U.S. Shore Installation
Overseas Shore Installation
Submarine

Tender

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Choose the correct statement.

0 = I have nevar actended
A-school.,

1 = I dropped out of A-schoool.

2 =1 am in A-school.

3 = 1 have graduated from
A-achool,

What work do you do most?

0 = Work in a rating

1 = Meus cooking

2 = Compartment cleaning

3 = Chipping paint & painting
4 = Other

Do you plan on couwpleting
your flrst enlistment?

Definitely, yes
Probably

I don't know
Maybe not

No

&N~ O

Column E - Where are you stationed?

Column F =

Column G -

Column H -

O~ 1 an on a ship (sub) that is
daployed.

1 = I amw on a ship (sub) that is
suldom underway.

2 = 1 am on a skip (sub) that is
in the yards,

3 =1 am {1 a statesids shore
installation.

4 = I am in a shore billet overseas.

Chocse the correct statewmaat.

am a petty officer.

am a designated striker,

an striking for a rating.

as not setriking for a rating.

[Vl S o]
| I B I
e e

Are you in a special Navy program
that will ellow you to be discharged
voluntarily before the end cf your
first enlistment?

0 = Yas
1 « No

How would you describe your job
performance?

0 = Excellent
1 = Good
2 = Fair
3 = Poor

Columns I thru Q - Tf you are striking for a rating, or are ratad, which rating is {t?

“COLYUMN I COLUMN J COLUMH X COLUMN L. COLUMM M COLUMN N COLUMN P  COLUMN Q
0 = AB 0 = AT 0 = CTh 0 ~ pr 0= HM 0= MM 0 = PC 0 = ST
1 = AC 1= AW 1~ Tl 1 = EA 1 = HT 1 =M 1~ PH 1 =S¥
2 ~ AD 2 = AX 2 = CIM 2 =~ KM 2 = IC 2 = MR 2 = PM 2 =1Tn
3« AE 3= AZ 3 = (CTO 3 = EN )~ 1N 3w My 3=7rH 3 = ™
4 = AG i = BH 4 = CTR 4 = EO 4w IS & = MT 4 = PR 4 = UT
S = AK 5 = BR 5 = CTT 5 = ET 5 = Ju 5 = My 5 = QM 5 = YN
6 = AM 6 = BT 6 = DK 6 = W 6 = LI 6 ~ NC 6 =~ RM
7 = A0 7 = BU 7 = DM 7 = Fr 7 = LN 7 = OM 7 = SH
8 ~ AQ 8 = CF 8 = pP 8 = oM 8 = MA 8 = 0S 8 = SK
9 = AS 9 = CM 9 = DS 9 = GS§ 9 = ML 9 = QT 9 = SM

PN = )
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The following questions ask your opinions on policies, practices, morale, and falrness at your
current duty station. Use the following scale to answer questions 1-44. Blacken in the circle
under the letter that best matches your answer.

A B C D E
Strongly Don't Strongly
Disagree Disagree Know Agree Agree

A sanple questiow is giveu below,
A. T do & great deal of work.

1f, for example, you AGREE with this statement, you would blacken in the circle
under D on the answer sheet,

Begin with question 1 and USE THE "B" section of the ansver sheet. Be sure the numbers on tha
answer sheet match the question.

1. 1 receive good counseling when I have 15. Most people in my Diviaion feel they have
problens. a good future in the Navy.
2. Discipline {s handed out with falrness, 16, Members of my Nivision make a special
effort to help each other get the work
3. The people I work wirh are friendly and done.

talk to.
easy to ta ° 17. My Conmand knows how we feel about

\\é. The Navy makea use of my individual general conditions.
talents. 18. People in my Division are strongly
encouraged to develop new ways of doing
9. I have adequate chances for advancement, things.
6. I get a fceling of accomplishment, 19. Changes are often wade in my work

procedures and I am usually not told why,
7. I get credit for good work.

20, There 1s a high degree of work cooperation

8. I enjoy wost of the work I am assigned. in wmy Division.

9. I have a significant and important job. NOTE: Go to the top of tha next column on the
angwar sheet to answer the next quegtion,

10. I have supervigors who let me know how nynber 21. Be aure you are on side B.

well 1 am doing,
21. The quality of work produced by my
11. My imnediate supervisor keeps me informed Division 18 usually high.
about things I need to know,
22, Members of my Division are generally
12, I have had or am gettirg the training to treated fairly.
do my jobs well,

23, Cuod 1deas from members of my Divigion

; 13. My supervigor does 8 good job of reviewing are generally sent to the proper level
g and following up on work done by my Division, for action,
i
14. Hy supervisor pays attention to our 24. The Comnand sees thac people in my
suggestions, Division get all the credit they deserve

for a good job.



A B C D E
Strongly Don't Strongly
Disagree Disagree Know Agree Agree
25, 1 almost always know what results are 45. It is important to me to have the chance for

expected from my work assignments.

My immediate supervisor usually does a good 46.

personal growth and advancement in my job.

26. It 13 important to we to have a feeling of
job of organizing and scheduling work, worthwhile ancomplishment in my work.
27, My Division often quickly picks up new and 47. Problems at home are interfering with my
better ways of doing things. life as a sailor.
28. The on-the-job training given to members 48. My job itself gives me very few clues about
of my Division is generally very gcod. whether or not I am performing well.
29. My supervisor looks for and rewards new 49. 1 would like to get more skills trainiug
ideas and suggestions. for a Navy rarting.
30. Morale in my Division is usually high. 50. My recrulter promised me an "A" school.
31. In my job I must use a number of complex 51. 1 wented to go to an "A" school when I
or high level skills. entered the Navy.
32. I am left on my own to do my work. 52. 1 like (or would like) being deployed.
33. Just by doiug the work required by my 53. The striker bhoard has been completely
job I can see how well T am doing. explained to me.
34. My job is quite simple and repetitive, 54. The quallty of work performed by female
enlisted personnel is high.
35. Other people are affected oy how well
wy job 1s done. 55. 1 would like to work with women in wy rate.
36. My job gives me the chance to use my 56. 1 am bothered by the opinion civilians have
personal judgment in carrying out the work, of me us a military person.
37. My job gives me the chance to completely 57. My job in too physically demanding.
finish the pileces of work I do.
58. The men I work with are at least my social
38. I would like to get more high school or equals,
college education on a part-time basis,
5%, 1 do not like the Navy's custom of avoiding
39. My job gives me the chance for indepen- soclal relationship between of ficers and
dence and Lreedom in how I do my work, enlisted personnel,
40. My Job is significant or important in the 60, I anm accepted by the men I work with,
broader scheme of things.
NOTE: Go_to the top of the nexrt columm on the PLEASE TUKN TO THE NMXT PAGE,

answer ghaet to answer the next question,
nwnter 41,

41. The amount of pay 1 receive is

satisfactory,
42. The amount of fringe bencfits I raceive
is satisfactory.

43. My work 1s stimulating and challenging.

446, It 18 Iimportaat to me to have the chance

to learn new things from my work.
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YOTE: Go to the top of the next colwmm to_dngusn
the following wuvationa. It fa marked Section (.

l. As a person in the Navy, it 1s hard for me to
meet civilians I woula like to date,

2, X feel like I am really a part of the Navy.

3. My supervisor makes me feel that I am as
{mportant as the others in my Command.

4. I am given the same swount of responsibility
ag others in my rate,

5. I beliave that Navy personnel are as strict 1
with women as they are with men in matters
of discipline,

SECITON TWO

For each of the conditions below, choose the letter which comes closest to describing your
general living conditions st your present duty station. On the answer sheet ansgwar e&ch
question by blackening in the circle under the approprizte letter.

St o i
il Ay a3t il

6, ODOR A B c D E
Unpleasant Avarage Pleasant
7. NOISE A B [ D E
Digturbing Average Not Disturbing
8. VENTILATION A B c D E
Poor Average Good
9, CLEANLINESS A B C D E
Direy Average Clean
10. SIZE A B c D E
Cramped Average Rzomy
11. NUMBER OF PEOPLE A B C D E
Crowded Average Uncrowded
12, PRIVACY A B t D E
Non:- Average Plenty

After you have answerad all the questions, refold the answer sheet and the questionnaire
ON THEIR ORIGINAL CRFASES, place in ths snclceud énvelope and matl as soom a8 poseiblae.

In the event you have loat the ratum snvelope, pleasa matl the queationnairs and ths
answer gheat to the follewing addreas:

Cormanding Officer

{Attn: Code 311JD)

Navy Personnel Research and Davelopment Center
San Diego, CA 92152

i il

Thank you very much.




APPENDIX E

REASONS GIVEN FOR SEPARATION DECISIONS

E-0




-
i
¥
o

N

e

Ll

REASONS GIVEN FOR SEPARATION DECISIONS

Family or Personal " blems Back Home

"“"Because of my girlfriend. She's pregnant right now and I feel that I
must be with her for now,"

"I felt at the tiwe that my family needed me more than the Navy,®

“Mainly family problems. My wife couldn't adjust to the fact of having to
move all the time."

"My fathzr died and left me with a ranch to take care of."

wack of [ reedom and Independence

"There's not euough freedom, aud the Navy thinks they own you, and you are
like a robot doing what they say all the time."

"The fact that I feel ] wasn't treated like a human being."
"I wanted o have more control «ver my life and make by own decisions.’

"I cannot adjust to the military., I do not think it is one certein thing,
just the military itself. T feel like a prisoner."

"1 need my freedom. it's more important than aaything you can offer,"

Fairness (discipline, military justice, work assignments)

“I always lived in fear of disciplinary action for the slightest mistake,"

"It's iike ;:ing to prison for somcthing you didn't de. No one listens.
People u. -5 sny ask someone elsc, Let's just say I've Jecided to be
release: ¢.om prisor and become human again."

"I'here's a lot of injustice in my division, and there was nothing I could
do ateut 1t, My outspokea ldeas were not invited. I feel 1 could have

sruyes 1+ ¢uother command.'

Job-vereson Mismscches

"The jot ~ got 1in th. Navy, Machinist's Mata, 18 not what I wanted."

"I vanted tec do w ldi-  aud carpentiy, but the Navy gave me Boiler Techni-
ersn "

"I came {uto the Navy thiaking I wee going to be « Communications Technician.

and I wound up a8 8 Sona. Techni:ian, a rate in which I find little persconai
satisfscilon or rareer interest,"
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"I wanted to become a Dental Technician, but the day I went to classification
they said I was a Fireman Recruit, and gave me five choices I didn't want.
My recruiter wasn't very truthful."

"The main reason I'm leaving the Navy is that I was cheated out of the
Electronics Rating I was promised on my contract to join the Navy."

Dislike or Lack ¢f Interest in Navy Jobs

“"I'm not going to spend four years doing something I hate."

“Not getting the opportunity to use my skills as often as I thought was
necessary. No sign of learning about the electronics of the equipment.
This along with living conditions, attitudes of crew members, food, etc.”

“"The aain reason 1 am leaving the Navy iy that 1 am not doing what I want
to do. Also I feel I am not doing my best due tc the negative attitude
of the environment. The negative attitude of the average sallor is what
I am talking about,”

"When I came into the Navy, 1 saw a chance of picking up a decent trade.
Chipping paint for four years? This field was nothing more than doing
various types of such jobs."

“The only tools I have had In my hands are sponges, paint brushes, aund
scrapers. 1 guess it wouldn't be half as bad, if I was treated like a
person.”

"The Navy pcople not caring how w1l the jJob was dene, and not offering
a helping hand. Tired of being a janitor."

Living Conditions

"Didn't like the houre, or conditions for working, and most of all the
rules and regulations."

"I can't stand being out at sea."

"It i3 mainly the fact that 1 didn't want overseas duty nor to be on a ship
away from home a great length of time."

conditions of working were very nasty and carried communicable diseases.
{idn't Joir the Navy to work around sewer waste."

"The working hours are too long, conditions are dangerous; the lack of medical
avallability at sea,"

"“"Tke fact that the submarine 1 was stationed aboard was in the yards, has
been for three years, and amorale of the crew is very low, which in turn
swayed my decision to leave; aluo no feeiing of accomplirhment.”

e e el ot
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The Separation Option Itself

"] would have stayed in, except it was too easy to get out,"

"I have been in for over six months, and will recelve my VA benefirs,
There ig very 1iittle personal reason for me to stay in. I came in to

get the GI bill, and I will get it. I am going to college when I get
out."

"Upon being notified I was under the pilot program to test vuluntary
separation, the desire to return to more peaceful surroundings, and start

over again became overwhelming."

"The opportunity was put in front of me, otherwise I would not have. I
fecl this eligibility ruined my motivacion."

"1 have 185 days active service which gives me the VA beneflits, That's
what I wanted and have, thus there was no need for receiving training.”
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