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FOREWORD

The U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
(ARI) has long been a leader in developing reliable and valid instruments
that can be used by both scientists and miliitary staff in personnel
testing. ARI is now developing diagnostic measures that can be used by
commanders and Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officers to assess the
attitudes and perceptions of Army enlisted personnel toward specific
items on a wide array of organizational issues, in response to a request
by the Chief of the Leadership and Motivation Division, Human Resources
Development Directorate, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
(DAPE-HRL).

A preliminary set of such desired diagnostic measures was developed
jointly by personnel. of ARI and Bendix Applied Sciences Division, under
Contract DAHC 19-73-C-0036, in the course of a project on military disci-
pline reported im ARI Research Problem Reviews 76-4 and 76-5. The present
report describes each of those preliminary measures in detail and gives
response data collected (from 1,564 soldiers) during the project.

The present research effort was begun under Army Project 2Q763744A769,
Army Contemporary Issues Development, FY 1976 Work Program. The research
is concerned with refining, developing, and validating preliminary scales
for operational use.

echnical Director




MEASURES OF MILITARY ATTITUDES

BRIEF

Requirement:

To develop a series of attitude scales that could be used to measure
‘the perceptions and attitudes of Army enlisted personnel on a broad range
of organizational issues.

Approach:

A group of self-report paper-and-pencil attitude measures was devel-
oped, initially based on the perceptions of active-duty personnel.
Perceptions were obtained through in-depth interviews with a broad sample
of officers and enlisted men in the United States and Europe. On the
basis of these interviews, a questionnaire was developed and subsequently
administered to 1,564 non-commissioned officers and enlisted personnel
at installations throughout the United States and Europe. Measures
making up the questionnaire were developed using a series of multivariate
scale construction procedures; internal consistency reliability was
calculated for each measure. The present report describes each scale
or index in detail.

Products:

The 13 attitude scales, consisting of 18 scales and subscales, can
be grouped into three broad categories: military environment, pcrsonality,
and civilian background. The scales measure soldiers’ perceptions of
issues such as unit performance, leadership, esprit de corps, unit conduct,
racial discrimination, and satisfaction with work. Separate descriptions
of each scale include purpose, derivation, construction and scoring, a
tabulated distribution of scores, the internal-consistency reliability,
validity where known, and a list of the individual items and percentage
responses making up that scale.

Utilization:

The scales described in this report possess considerable reliability
and could be used, or modified as required, to help diagnose specific
problem areas, for example in Organizational Effectiveness (OE) programs.
Yowever, not all of these measures have been demonstrated as sufficiently
reliable or valid for operational use in their present form. Further
development and testing is required utilizing a series of administrations
to a wide, geographically broad sample to gather response data, using
the data given in this report as a baseline.

Tested, validated scales would be usable by commanders and OE Staff
Officers to pinpoint problem areas on specific installations and to
evaluate the effects of OE intervention in reducing such problems.
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MEASURES OF MILITARY ATTITUDES

A requirement exists to develop a series of attitude scales and
indices for social and behavioral scientists and military staff officers
to measure attitudes and perceptions of Army enlisted personnel on
contemporary issues. A series of self-report paper-and-pencil attitude
measures was prepared based on responses of active duty Army personnel.

GENERAL METHOD

Initial perceptions were obtained through in-depth interviews with
a wide range sample of active duty officers and enlisted men in commands
throughout the continental United States (CONUS) and in Europe. On
the basis of these interviews, a questionnaire was developed and adminis-
tered to a sample of 1,564 noncommissioned officers and enlisted personnel
at installations throughout CONUS and in Europe. The measures reported
were developed using a series of multivariate scale construction proce-
dures, specifically the Guttman-Lingoes non-metric scaling procedures,
including smallest space analysis.

The present report provides a description of the series of attitudi-
nal scales and indices developed. These measures are grouped into three
broad categories: military environment, personality, and civilian back-
ground. All the measures were tested using self-administered question-
naires. The scales were constructed using the Likert scale construction
method based on the summative scaling model; where available, evidence of
both content and concurrent validity is cited for each scale. Reliability
was assessed by dichotomizing the survey sample into the "development"
sample on which initial analyses were performed, and the 'replication”
sample on which reliability of the results from the development sample
was tested. This step was necessary since many of the items were chosen
to maximize reliability in the development sample.

When the final scales had been decided upon, reliability coefficients
(alpha)* were calculated for each scale using both development and
replication samples. Coefficient alpha is the basic formula for deter-
mining the reliability of a psychometric scale or test, based on its
internal consistency. It represents the expected correlation of the
scale with a perfectly reliable alternative form containing the same
aumber of items (Nunnally, 1967, p. 197). A coefficient of .50 is
considered modest but acceptable for exploratory research of this kind
(Nunnally, 1967, p. 226). Scales having values above .85 are considered
highly acceptable from the standpoint of reliability.

* For a description of the alpha coefficient, see Bohrnstedt, 1969,
p. 547.

> j=pAnssm




THE SAMPLE

Responses to the scales were secured from a sample of 1,564 U.S.
Army enlisted men and noncommissioned officers surveyed during 1973-74.
Survey respondents were selected from among Army commands in CONUS,
Alaska and West Germany. Within each command, respondents were selected
from military units apparently representative of the U.S. Army. Such
representation was in terms of several organizational and eunvironmental
criteria, including mission, geographic location, levels and types of
training exhibited by unit personnel, quality of on-post services and
facilities, levels of military delinquency, presence of military depen-
dents, reported levels of on-post and off-post racial polarization and
discrimination, presence of military confinement facilities and physical
climate. Data in Table | provides information on the social background
characteristics of the sample. As previously stated, the sample was
dichotomized in order to assess scale reliability.

SCALES AND INDICES

A total of 13 attitude scales consisting of 18 scales and subscales
was developed. These measures can be used, as presented or modified,
by personnel attempting to measure attitudes of Army personnel. Each
measure, described in turn, is presented together with items comprising
the measure, its theoretical development, and relevant statistics. A
list of the scales and subscales follows:

Unit Discipline Scales I, II, and III

Leadership Scales I and II

Military Work Role Scale

Esprit de Corps Scale

Racial Discrimination Scales--Unit and General

Acceptance of Authority Scale

Recreational Availability Index and Recreational Interest Index

Status Concern Scale

Social Responsibility Scale

Civilian Job Relations Scale

Civilian School Relations Scale

Socioeconomic Status Index

Family Relations Scale

Aiii e ams it
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Table 1
SOCIAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE
(N = 1,564)
Variable p 4 Variable x
Age: Marital Status:
18 and under 12 Single 56
19-21 47 Married 40
22~25 19 Separated, divorced,
26~30 10 widowed 4
3135 6
36 & over 6
Race: Type Unit Assigned:
White 60 Combat 47
Black 25 Support 20
Spanish=American 8 Training 11
Other 6 Correctional Facility 18
Other 4
Education: Entry Status:
Non high school grad 18 Volunteer 78
High school grad 53 Draftee 5!
Some college 26 Reserve/National Guard 4
College graduate 2 Missing data 2
Advanced degree 1
Present Rank:
El 22
E2-E3 31
E4=ES 30
E6 and above 17




ANALYSIS AND CONTENT OF INDIVIDUAL SCALES

UNIT DISCIPLINE SCALES

A pool of 25 items was constructed to develop a measure of military
unit discipline that might serve as a diagnostic organizational develop-
ment tool for assessing and managing military discipline. The items
were designed to measure the respondent’s perceptions of some aspect of
unit behavior previously judged by other Army personnel as indicative of
good or poor unit discipline. The original item pool contained state-
ments designed to assess the extent to which the respondent perceived
members of his unit as maintaining specific aspects of military disci-
pline. The aspects included military courtesy and appearance (Department
of Defense, OASD, Manpower and Reserve Affairs '"Racial Discrimination:
An Analysis of Serviceman opinions", Wash., D.C., April 1970, pp. 6-7;
Borus, Stanton, and Firman, 1972; Stoloff et al., 1972, p. 11).

Dimensional Structures of Unit Discipline. Preliminary analysis
of the original item pool in the developmental sample indicated that a
single factor could not account adequately for the pattern of correlation.
Furthermore, informal comparisons of the inter-item correlation matrices
for breakdowns of the respondents by unit type, race, rank, prisoner
status, and educational level indicated that the dimensional structure of
discipline might vary from one group to another. Hence, a series of
nonmetric factor analyses using the Guttman-Lingoes program SSA-III was
carried out for the item set for each group separately using the data in
the developmental sample. Nine items were eliminated from the pool
because of low communality and/or failure to load consistently on the
same factor for all groups; in particular, the two items dealing with the
effect of racial discrimination on the unit were removed from the Disci-
pline item pool and included in the Unit Racial Discrimination scales.

The results of the nonmetric factor analyses indicated that three
dimensions were necessary to explain the inter-item correlation for
combat and support units, while two factors were sufficient for the
training units. Items assigned to each scale were reproduced below. The
scales have been designated the Military Unit Performance Scale (Disci-
pline I); the Military Unit Conduct Scale (Discipline I1I); and the
Military Unit Appearance Scale (Discipline III). The Military Unit
Performance Scale is made up of items related to how well the men in a
unit carry out their duties. Items take up whether the men cooperate,
work as a team, have high combat readiness, process paperwork efficiently
do what needs doing, and help each other. A high score on this scale
implies good unit performance. The Military Unit Appearance Scale is
composed of items having to do with neatness of uniforms, cleanliness of
living and working areas, and generally neat personal appearance. A high
- score on this scale implies good unit appearance. Items in the last
scale, Military Unit Conduct, have to do mostly with behavior toward
leaders, disorderly conduct, quality of work, and extent to which the men
are slow to work or fail to work without direct supervision. A high
score on this scale implies good unit conduct.




Despite the fact that the three Discipline scales appear to measure
different dimensions of discipline, they are not independent measures.
Pearson product moment correlation coefficients show all three scales
to be highly interrelated. Following are the three bi-variate correla-
P g tion coefficients:

H =

i3

F Discipline I with Discipline II .566
Discipline I with Discipline III .536

Discipline II with Discipline III . 465
N = 1327 p < .00l

Scale Construction. The three scales all were composed of Likert-type
questions with five response possibilities: very little extent, little
extent, some extent, great extent, very great extent. Discipline I
consisted of responses to six questions; Discipline II, three questions;
and Discipline III, seven questions. All questions in the three scales
are positive-worded. The scales were computed by dividing the sum of the
untransformed non-missing scores by the number of non-missing scores.
Respondents with more than two missing values for the questions that
composed Discipline I received the missing data code for this scale.
Respondents with more than one missing value on the questions that
composed Discipline IT and Discipline III were given the missing data

R ST W e
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F code on these scales.
Following are the response distributions (in percentages) for the g
Discipline I, Discipline II, and Discipline III scales: §
Discipline I Discipline II Discipline III g
(Unit (Unit (Unit :
Range of Scores Performance) Conduct) Appearance)
N 3 N 3 N %
1.00 to 1.49 (poor) 46 Ze9 43 AT 28 1.8
1.50 to 1.99 79 51 26 Le7 69 4,4
2.00 to 2.49 178 11.4 139 8.9 165 10.5
2.50 to 2.99 312 19.9 S 7 23 1552
, 3.00 to 3.49 387 24.7 455 29.1 424 271
b | 3.50 to 3.99 254 16.2 231 14.8 260 16.6
1 4,00 to 4.49 190 12: 1 351 22.4 228 14.6
i 4,50 to 5.00 (good) 108 6.9 199 1257 145 9.3
i Missing data 10 0.6 7 0.4 8 0%5 e




Reliability. The reliability of the Discipline scales was assessed
by coefficient alpha. The coefficient alphas for the developmental and
the replication samples for the three Discipline scales were as follows:

Discipline 1 Discipline 11 Discipline 111
Developmental .81l4 . 726 815
Replication .817 . 704 . 802

These coefficient alphas indicate moderate to strong internal consistency

for Discipline 1 and Discipline II and high internal consistency for
Discipline II1.

A caveat must be entered with respect to the Unit Conduct Scale. All
items in the scale are negative-worded in that response "To a very great
extent"” for these items carries implications of poor unit conduct. On
the other hand, for all the items in the other two scales, that response
implies good unit performance or appearance. This situation raises the
possibility that the Unit Conduct factor is an artifact attributable to
response bias and/or failure of the respondents to read or interpret the
items correctly. Even though it is likely that the Unit Conduct Scale
is contaminated to some extent by such artifacts, the scale was retained
since it was not possible to rule out the possibility that the Unit
Conduct Scale measures a valid factor distinct from the other two Unit
Discipline Scales.

Items and Responses for Discipline I Scale
(Military Unit Performance)

% N

l. To what extent do members of your unit process

paperwork in an efficient manner?

a. To a very little extent 17+& 272

b. To a little extent 17.6 276

c. To some extent 32.2 S03

d. To a great extent 22.2 347

e. To a very great extent 8.6 135

f. Missing data 2.0 31
2. To what extent do members of your unit

cooperate with each other?

a. To a very little extent 10.9 170

b. To a little extent 15.0 235

c. To some extent 36.7 574

d. To a great extent 235 368

e. To a very great extent 11.6 182

f. Missing data 2.2 35

TS e I S BTy £ R e e a2




3.

i

To what extent do members of our unit work
together as a team?

a.
b.
Ce
d.
e.
f.

To what extent do members of your unit maintain

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

a high level of combat readiness?

a.
b.
Ce.
d.
e.
f.

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

To what extent do members of your unit do
whatever needs to be done?

a.
b.
Ce
d.
e.
f.

To what extent do members of your unit help

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

each other out?

a.
b.
Ce
d.
e.
f.

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

|>e

10.7
14.3
32.9
24.6
15.5

2.2

14.2
12.2
29.7
24.1
18.1

1.7

10.6
14.1
33.2
28.1
13.0

1.0

|=

167
223
514
384
242

34

222
191
465
377
283

26

166
220
519
440
204

5]

133
199
563
408
216

45
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Items and Responses for Discipline II Scale
(Military Unit Appearance)

j>
|z

l. To what extent do members of your unit maintain
and properly wear their uniforms?

a. To a very little extent 7.9 123
b. To a little extent 7.6 119
c. To some extent 31.5 493
d. To a great extent 34.9 546
e. To a very great extent 17.5 274
f. Missing data 0.6 9
To what extent do members of your unit keep
living and working areas in clean and orderly
condition?
a. To a very little extent 8.5 133
b To a little extent 10.7 167
c. To some extent 24,6 384
d. To a great extent 33.1 518
e. To a very great extent 22,3 348
f. Missing data 0.9 14
To what extent do members of your unit
maintain a neat personal appearance?
a. To a very little extent 5.3 83
b. To a little extent 9.0 140
c. To some extent 36.9 577
d. To a great extent 33.1 517
e. To a very great extent 14.9 233
f. Missing data 0.9 14
Items and Responses for Discipline III Scale
(Mil{tary Unit Conduct)
3 1
To what extent do members of your unit 'get
over" on their supervisors?
a. To a very little extent 17.3 270
b. To a little extent 17.8 279
¢. To some extent 30.2 473
d. To a great extent 17.3 270
e. To a very great extent 15.3 239
f. Missing data 2.1 33




2.

3.

4-

5.

To what extent do members of your unit fail to
show up on time?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

To what extent do members of your unit need
direct supervision to get the job done right?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

To what extent do members of your unit display
disorderly conduct off-post?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

To what extent do members of your unit sit
around on duty hours doing nothing?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

|>e

24.8
25.0
29. 4
12.0

24.0
25.6
25.3
14.3
9.6
1.2

29.6
24.6
28.1
10.7
8.1
1.6

20.5
20.1
25.4
14.7
17.6

1.7

|

388
391
460
187
107

31

375
401
396
224
150

18

420
385
440
167
127

25

320
315
397
230
215

27
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6. To what extent do members of your unit do poor
quality work?

a. To a very little extent 28.1 439
b To a little extent 26.5 414
c. To some extent 26.4 413
d. To a great extent 10.3 161
e. To a very great extent 6.8 107
f. Missing data 1.9 30

7. To what extent do members of our unit do just
enough work to get by?

a. To a very little extent 12.9 202
b. To a little extent 19.4 304
c. To some extent 31.9 499
d. To a great extent 18. 4 287
e. To a very great extent 15.7 245
f. Missing data 1.7 27

LEADERSHIP SCALES

Based on an essentially behavioral approach to the concepts of
leadership, the majority of items included in the original item pool was
designed to measure aspects of perceived supervisory behavior. Of the 23
items in the original item pool, 15 were developed especially for this
inquiry, eight were adapted from items in the Leadership Behavior Descrip-
tion Questionnaire developed by Stogdill and others,* and one was taken
from leadership measures developed by Bowers and Seashore.**

Dimensional Structure of Leadership. Initial analysis of the Leader-
ship item pool using the Guttman-Lingoes correlation conjoint measurement
program CM=-I11 indicated that more than one dimension was necessary to
account for the data. Nonmetric factor analyses of the item set were
carried out for several kinds of subject groupings, including groupings
by unit type, rank, race, educational level, and prisoner status.

* Authorization to use the items was received from Professor Ralph tl.
Stogdill, Ohio State University.

** Authorization to use the item was received from Dr. David G. Bowers,
Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan.

10




Smallest space analyses of the entire item pool revealed two basic
dimensions underlying the respondent’s perceptions of supervisory
leadership. The first factor included items characterizing the super-
visor as having traits commonly associated with good leadership ability.
The Leadership 1 scale includes those items that loaded heavily on the
first factor. The Leadership 11 scale is composed of items loading on
the second factor, those associated with poor leadership.

Scale Description. Leadership I is composed of 14 positive-worded
Likert-type questions while Leadership II is composed of seven negative-
worded Likert-type questions. The leadership questions posed five
response alternatives: to a very great extent, to a little extent, to
some extent, to a great extent, and to a very great extent, coded one to
five. The positive-negative distinction means that a response of "to a
very great extent" for a Leadership I question indicates good leader-
ship, while the same response for a Leadership II question indicates poor
leadership.

Scale scores for each respondent were obtained by dividing the sum
of the untransformed non-missing data scores by the number of non-missing
data scores. For Leadership I, the scale score was coded as missing data
if more than six of the questions that made up the scale had missing data.
For Leadership II, the scale score was coded as missing data if more than
two of the questions that made up the scale had missing data.

Following are the distributions of scores for the Leadership 1 and
Leadership 11 scales:

Leadership I Leadership 11
Range of Scores Scale Scale

N 4 N X
1.00 to 1.49 (poor leadership) 41 2.6 14 0.9
1.50 to 1.99 142 9.1 32 2,0
2.00 to 2.49 226 14.5 121 1.7
2.50 to 2.99 294 18.8 206 13.2
3.00 to 3.49 292 18.7 423 27.0
3.50 to 3.99 259 16.6 285 18.2
4.00 to 4.49 188 12.0 310 19.8
4,50 to 5.00 (good leadership) 114 7.3 164 10.5
Missing Data 8 0.5 9 0.6

Validity. The validity of the two scales was tested by comparing

the scores of elite units (e.g., volunteers with special training such

as Special Forces), non-elite units, and prisoner units. For both scales,
 prisoner units received lower mean scores than non-elite units, and non-
elite units, in turn, received lower mean scores than elite units. The
directionality of these relationships supports the hypothesis that the
scales are valid. However, the mean difference between elite and non-
elite units on the Leadership 1 scale, while statistically significant,
was rather small. The difference between the mean scores for elite and

11




non-elite ynits for the Leadership II scale was not statistically signif-
icant. That these differences are small does not necessarily mean that
the scales are invalid. However, in the case of Leadership II, the scale
| might well be viewed with some suspicion. (The ultimate test for the
: validity of a scale, of course, is its ability to predict behavior.)

Reliability. The reliability of both scales was tested using coeffi-
cient alphas. These coefficients were found to be unusually high for
the Leadership I scale (.923 for the developmental sample and .922 for
the replication sample), indicating that the scale showed very high
internal consistency. For Leadership II, the coefficient alphas were
lower (.698 for the developmental sample and .712 for the replication
sample), indicating moderately strong internal consistency.

There was some evidence that the data from training units were
less reliable or dimensionally more complex than for other units, but in
all cases it was clear that two dimensions labeled Leadership I and
Leadership 11, which were reasonably stable across subject categories,
would explain most of the variation. Leadership 11 appears to be the
less reliable dimension. For some categories of subjects, some of
the items included in Leadership II had higher loadings on other dimen-
sions. However, the partitioning of the items, as given in the appended
list of questions, seemed to give the best overall fit.

The Leadership II dimension may be an artifact of response bias
because some subjects may tend to respond with a check mark in the same
column regardless of the direction of the item. Other times, a subject
may have misread the item, or may have biases leading to inappropriate
responses to negative items. That the scale is nothing but response
bias, however, is yet to be demonstrated.

Items and Responses to Leadership I Scale

PR |
l. To what extent is your supervisor concerned about

the personal problems of his subordinates?
a. To a very little extent 19.2 301
b. To a little extent 14.3 224
c. To some extent 32.7 511
d. To a great extent 21.1 330
e. To a very great extent 12.1 190
f. Missing data 0.5 8

12
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3.

A'

5.

To what extent is your supervisor technically

competent to perform his duties?

a.
b.
Ce
d.
e.
f.

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

To what extent does your supervisor keep
his subordinates informed?

a.
b.
Ce.
d.
e.
f.

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

To what extent does your supervisor plan

ahead?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

To what extent does your supervisor keep
himself informed about the work that is
being done by his subordinates?

a.
b.
Ce
d.
e.
f.

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a véry great extent
Missing data

5.8 91
9.9 155
27.4 428
33.2 519
23.0 360
0.7 11
10. 4 163
14.6 229
30. 8 481
27.2 426
14.6 229
2¢3 36
11.6 182
15.0 234
3153 490
26.2 409
12.9 201
& | 48
0.3 101
3.4 210
27.9 437
27.1 424
20.3 318
0.9 14

13
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8.

To

what extent does your supervisor communicate

effectively with his subordinates?

a.
b.
(1
d.
e.
f.

To

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

what extent does your supervisor anticipate

and solve problems before they get out of hand?

a.
b.
[
d.
€.
f.

To
to

a.
b.
Ce
d.
€.
feo

To

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

vhat extent is your supervisor willing
make changes in ways of doing things?

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

what extent does your supervisor encourage

subordinates to work together as a team?

ae.
b.
Ce
d.
€.
f.

To

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

what extent does your supervisor keep

himself informed about the progress his
subordinates are making in their work?

a.
b.
Ca
d.
e.
f.

To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent
Missing data

i, o salaiiatiia

[>e

15.3
24.4
27. 4
16.4
15.0

1.5

19.6
17.5
26.3
20.8
14.3

1.5

24.9
Le3
26.9
16.0
13.4

BT

11.2
14,4
29.0
26.3
17.6

1e5

|=Z

240
382
428
256
234

24

307
274
411
325
224

23

390
270
421
251
209

9

&

165
17
350
361
491

24

175
225
454
411
276

43




11.

12.

13.

14,

To what extent does your supervisor work right
along with his men?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

To what extent does your supervisor offer new
ideas for solving job-related problems?

a. To a very little extent
b. To a little extent

c. To some extent

d. To a great extent

e. To a very great extent
f. Missing data

To what extent does your supervisor know
and treat his subordinates a