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FOREWORD

• The U.S . Army Research I n s t i t u t e  for  the Behavioral  and Social  Sciences
(AR!) has long been a leader in develop ing reliable and va l id instruments
that can be used by both scientists and mi llitary 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 organizationa l 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 personne], of ARI and Bendix App lied Sciences Division , under
Contract DAUC 19—73—C—0036, in the course of a project on military disci-
pline reported in ART 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. 
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MEASURES OF MILITARY ATTITUDES

BRIEF 
.

Requi rement :

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 multiv ariate
scale construction procedures; interna l 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 , pr-rsonality ,
and civilian background . The scales measure soldiers’ perceptions of
issues such as unit performance , leadership, esprit de corps , u t it 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 reliabiuty,
validity where known , and a list of the individua l items and percentage
responses making up that scale.

Utilization :

The ocales described in this report possess considerable reliability
and could be used , or modified as required , to help diagnose specific
problem areas , for examp le in Organizational Effectiveness (OE) programs.
1owever , not all of these measures have been demonstrated as sufficientl y
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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?IEASURES OF MILITA RY ATTITUDES

A requirement exists to develop a series of a t t i t ude  scales and
indices for social and behavioral scientists and military staff officers
to measure attitudes and pei~ceptions 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 reliabili ty 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
number 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.
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THE SAMPLE - 

•

Responses to the scales were secured f rom a sample of 1 ,564 U.S.
Army e n l i s t e d  men and noncommissioned  o f f i ce r s  surveyed d u r i n g  19 7 3 — 7 4 .
Survey respondents were selected from among Army commands in CONU S ,
Alaska  and West G e r m an y .  W i t h i n  each command , respondents  were se l e c t e d
from military units apparentl y representative of the U.S. Army . Such
representation was in terms of several organizational and environmental
criteria , including mission , geographic location , levels and types of
training exhibited by unit personnel , quality ot on—post services and
facilities , levels of m i l i t a r y  d e l i n q u e n c y ,  presence of military depen-
dents , reported l e ve l s  of on—post and off—post racial polarization and
discrimination , presence f military confinement facilities and p t i v s i c t l
climate. Data in T a b l e  I provides information on the social back~ rotind
characteristics of the sample. As previousl y sta ted , the sample was
dichotomized in order to assess scale reliability.

a

SCALES AND I N D I C E S

A total of 13 attitude scales consisting of 18 scales and subscales
was developed. These measures can be used , as presented or modified ,
by personne l attempting to measure attitudes of Army personnel. Ea ch
measure , described in turn , is presented together with items compr ising L
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

Accep tance 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

2
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Table 1

St)’IA!. BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE
(N — 1, 564)

Variable ’ Variable

Age: Marita l Status:
IS and under 12 Single 56
19—21 47 Married 40
22—25 19 Separated , divorced ,
2b— 30 ID widowed 4
31—3 5 6
36 ~. ov er  6

Race: Type Unit Assigned:
Whit e 60 Combat 47
Black 25 Support 21)
SpanIsh—Am eric an 8 Training ii
Other 6 Correctional Facility 18

Other 4

E d u c a t i o n : E n t r y  S ta t u s :
Non hig h school grad 18 Volunteer 78
Hi gh school grad 53 Draftee 13
Some college 26 Reserve/Nationa l Guard  -~

College graduate 2 Missing data 5
Advanced degree I

Present Rank :
E l  22
E2—E3 31

30
E6 and aboVe 1 7

I

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -



-=
~~

-

ANALYSIS  AN D CONTENT OF I N D I V I D U A L  SCALES

U N i T  D I S C I P L I N E  SCALES

A pool of 2~ item s was constructed to develop a measure of militar y
unit discip line tha t might serve as a diagnostic organizational develop-
ment  tool f o r  a ss es s i n g  and m a n a g in g  m i l i t a r y  d i s c ip l i n e .  The items $

were designed to measure the respondent ’s perceptions of some aspect ot
unit behavior previously judged by other Army personnel as indicative of
good or poor unit dis& ipline. The original item pool contained state—
ments desi gned to assess the e x t e n t  to which the respondent  perceived
members of h i s  u n i t  as m a i n t a i n i n g  s p e c i f i c  aspects  of m i l i t a r y  d i s c i —
pline. The a spec t s  inc luded  m i l i t a r y  c o u r t e s y  and appearance  ( D e p a r t m e n t
of Defense , OASD , Manpowe r and Reserve A f f a i r s  “Racial D i s c r i m i n a t i o n :
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 ana lysis
ot the orig inal item pool in the developmental sample indicated that a
single factor could not accoun t adequately for the pattern of correlation.
Furthermore , informa l comparisons of the inter—item correlation matric es
for breakdowns of the respondents by unit type , race, rank , prisoner
statu s, and educational level indicated that the dimensional structure of
discip line might vary from one group to another. Hence , a series of
nonmetr ic fac tor anal yses using the Guttman—Lingoes program SSA—tII was
c a r r i e d  out  f o r  the i t em set fo r  each group sepa ra t e ly us ing  the da t a  in
the developmen tal samp le. Nine items were eliminated from the pool
because of low c ommuna l i t y  a n d/ o r  f a i l u r e  to load c o n s i s te n t l y  on the
same fac tor fo r  a l l  groups ; in particular , the two items dealing with the
effect of racial discrimination on the unit were removed from the Disc I—
p l i n e  i tem pool and inc luded  in the U n i t  R a c i a l  D i s c r i m i n a t i o n  sca les .

The results of the nonmetric factor analyses indicated that three
d imensions were necessary to explain the inter—item correlation for
combat and support units , wh ile two fa~ tots 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 Militar y Unit Conduct Scale (Discip line II); 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 ct ficien tlv
do what needs doing, and hel p each other. A hi gh 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 imp l ies good unit appearance. Items in the last
scale , Military Unit Conduc t , 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 hi gh
score on this scale implies good unit conduct.

4
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Despite the fact that the three Disci p line scales appear to measure
d i f f e r e n t  d i m e n s i o n s  of d i s c i p l i n e , they  a r e  not i n d e p e n d e n t  measures .
Pearson produc t moment correlation coefficients show all three scales
t o  be highly interrel ated. Following are the t h r e e  b i — v a r i a t e  correla-
t i o n  c o e f f i i en t s :

r

D i s c  i p l i n e  I w i t h  D i s c i p l i n e  I I  .566
D i s~~i p 1 in c  I w i t h  D i s c i p l i n e  I I I  .536
D i s c i p l i n e  I I  w i t h  D i s c i p l i n e  I I I  .465

N — 1 32 7  p < .001

Scale  C o n s t r u c t i o n .  The t h r ee  scales  a l l  were composed of L i k e r t — t y p e  H
q u e s t i o n s  w i t h  f i v e  response  p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  v e r y  l i t t l e  e x t e n t , l i t t l e
extent , some extent , great extent , very great extent. Discipline I
consisted of responses to s ix  q u e s t i o n s ; Di sc i p l ine  II , t h r e e  q u e s t i o n s ;
and Disci p l ine I I I , seven q u e s t i o n s .  A l l  q u e s t i o n s  in the t h r e e  scales
are p o s i t i v e — w o r d e d .  The scales were computed  b y d i v i d i n g  the  sum of the
u n t r a n s f o r m e d n o n — m i s s i n g  scores by the number of n o n — m i s s i n g  scores.
Respondents with more than two missing values for the questions that
composed D i sc i p l i ne  I rece ived  the miss ing  data code for this scale.
Respondents with more than one missing value on the questions that
c omposed D isc ip lir c IT and Discip line III were given the missing data
code on these  sca l e s .

Fo l lowing  are the  response d i s t r i b u t i o n s  ( in  pe rcentages )  f o r  the
D i s c i p l i n e  I , Disc i p l ine  I I , and D i s c i p l i n e  I I I  scales :

D i s c i p l i n e  I D i s c i p li n e  II D i sc ip l ine  I I I
(Unit (Unit (Unit

Range of Scores  P e r f o r m a n c e )  C o n d u c t )  A p p e a r a n c e )

2~.
1.00 to  1.49  (poo r )  46 2 .9  43 2 . 7  28 1.8
1.50 to 1.99 79 5 .1  26 1.7 69 4 . 4
2.00 to 2.49 178 11.4 139 8.9 165 10.5
2.50 to 2.99 312 19.9 113 7.2 237 15.2
3.00 to 3.49 387 2 4 . 7  455 29 .1  424 2 7 . 1
3.50 to 3.99 254 16.2  231 14.8 260 16 .6
4.00 to 4 . 4 9  190 12 .1  351 2 2 . 4  228 14.6
4.50 to 5.00 (good) 108 6.9 199 12.7 145 9.3
Missing data 10 0.6 7 0.4 8 0.5

5 
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R- ~ 1 i a h i i i t v .  Thc r i - i  i a b l l t t v  ol the D i s c i p l i ne  scales was a ss t
by  ot’ t t i c t i n t  a lp h a .  The cot - t I Ic  i ent  a ip has f o r  t i m c  devt ’ I op m ent  a 1 an d
the rep l i t ’a ion samp es t or t h e  t h r e e  D i s c  i p 1 i nc  s c a le s  wer e  as t o i l  ows

DIs~~ljjjj~~~ I D i s c i p l i n e 11 D i s c i p l i n e I l l

flcvelo pmentml . Si~ . 7 2 6  .

Rep ii cat ion .5 17  . . 501
[he so c oct t I c t o  m i t  a 1 5 i ad i c a t  c r 5  ~d or  .i t e t o St  r on  g mi t  c r a - I c on  a I s t  en c v

or  D i sc  i p i  flt I a n t i  P sc i p i i nc  I I and  h i gh in terna I cons i s t e n c \  I o:

D i s c i p l i ne  I l l .

A c a v e a t  mus t  be e nt er e d  with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  U n i t  Conduct Sea I t .  All
items in the s ca l e  a r e  n e g a t  i v e— w or d e d  in  t h a t  response  “To .m v e r y  grea
ex t e nt ’’ tor these it ~~~~- c a r r ie s i m p l i c a t i o n s of poor unit conduct. On
t h e  other hand , b r  all t h e  I t e m s  i n  the other two scales , th a t  r e sp on se
imp i ies good unit pert ~-rrilnce or appearance. Iii is s I tuat ion r m Ists the
p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  (‘ n i t  Conduct fact or is an a r t i t a c t  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o
t t ’~~p o n s e  b i a s  a n d /o r  a i lure St  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  t o  r e a d  or i n t e r p r e t  the
i t e n s  c o r r e c t  I v .  Fve though i t  is  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  t’ n i t  Conduct S c i l t -
i s  co n t a m i n a t e d  to  some e x t e n t  liv su c h  ar t  i f a c t s , t h e sca l e w a s r o t a  in c
s t a t e i t  was not  p o s s i b le  t o  r u l e  out  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  t’ui t
Conduc t S c a l e  m e a su r e s  v a l i d  I a c t o r  d i s t i n c t  f r o m  the  other two I n i t
l ) i sc i p l in e  S c a le s .

I t e m s  and  Responses f o r  l ) i s c i p l  in c  I S c a l e
( M i  1 i t a r v  C n i t  P e r f o r m a n c e )

1. To wh at  extent do members ot  your un it process
paperwork in an ~ t I i c l e n t  n m n n o  r —

a.  T~ a v e ry  l i t t l e  e x t e n t  I .  -~ I I I
h.  To a l i t t l e  ex tent 17 . 6  2 7 a
c. To so me extent ~t2 . I S(~
d. To a great extent 22 .2 ~~~~~

e. To a very g r e m t  e x t e nt  5.6 1 t~
M i s s i n g  t a t - i 2.0 tI

2. To wha t  e x t e n t  do members c-I ~‘our un it
coopera te  w i t h  each otli er

a. To a v e r y  l i t t l e  e x t en t  ~~~~~ 
q I 70

b. To a l i t t l e  e x t e n t  16 .0 .1
c. To some e x t e n t  36.7 ~~ 7

d. To a ~ r t - l t  e x t e n t  I t . 5 t~~5
e. To a v e r y  g r el t extent 11 .t 151
t . M i s s i n g  d a t i  2 . 2

6
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3. To what extent do members of our unit work
together as a team?

a. To a very little extent 10.7 167
b. To a little extent 14.3 223
c. To some extent 32.9 514
d. To a great extent 24.6 384
e. To a very grea t extent 15.5 242
f. Missing data 2.2 34

4. To what extent do members of your unit maintain
a h igh level of combat readiness?

a. To a very li ttle extent 14.2 222
b. To a little extent 12.2 191
c. To some ex tent 29.7 465
d. To a great extent 24.1 377
e. To a very great extent 18.1 283
f. Missing data 1.7 26

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

a. To a very little extent 10.6 166
b. To a little extent 14.1 220
c. To some extent 33.2 519
d. To a great extent 28.1 440
e. To a very great extent 13.0 204
f. Missing data 1.0 15

6. To what extent do members of your un it help
each other out?

a. To a very little extent 8.5 133
b. To a l i t t l e  ex ten t  12.7 199
c. To some extent 36.0 563
d. To a great  ex ten t  26.1 408
e. To a very great extent 13.8 216
f .  Missing data 2.9 45

7
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i t ems  and Responses for  D i sc ip l ine  II Scale
( M i l i ta ry  Uni t Appearance)

I
1. T~’ what extent do members of your unit maintain

and properl y 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

2. To what extent do members of your unit keep
l iving and working areas In clean and orderly
condition?

a. To a very l ittle extent 8.5 133
b. To a l ittle extent 10.7 167
. To some extent 24.6 384

d. To a great extent 33.1 518
e. To a very great extent 1 2 3  348
1. Missing data 0.9 14

h To what extent dc-i members of your unit
maintain a neat personal appearance?

a. To a very little extent 5.3 83
b. To a l ittle extent 9.0 140
c. To some extent 36.9 577
d. To a great extent 33. 1 51 7
e. To a very  great  ex ten t  14. 9 2 33
I. Missing data 0.9 i~

Items and Responses for Discipline 111 Scale
(Military Unit Conduct)

2 N

1. To what e x t e n t  do members of your unit “get
over ” on their supervisors?

a. To a very l i t t l e ’  e x t e n t  17. 1 170
b. To a little extent 17.8 179
c. To some ex ten t  30. 2 4 7 1
d. To a great extent 17.3 270
e. To a very great  ex t en t  15. 3 139
f. Missing data 2.1 33

8
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I
2. To what extent do members of your unit fail to

show up on time ?

a. To a very little extent 24.8 388
b. To a little extent 25.0 391
c. To some extent 29.4 460
d. To a great extent 12.0 187
e. To a very great extent 6.8 107
f .  Miss ing  data  2.0 31

3. To what extent do members of your unit need
direc t supervision to get the job done right?

a. To a very little extent 24.0 375
b. To a little extent 25.6 401
c. To some extent 25.3 396
d. To a great extent 14.3 224
e. To a very great extent 9.6 150
f .  (-lissing data  1.2 18

4. To what  ex ten t  do members of your un i t  disp lay
disorderly conduct off—post?

a. To a very little extent 29.6 420
b. To a little extent 24.6 385
c. To some ex ten t  28. 1 440
d. To a great extent 10.7 167
e. To a very great extent 8.1 127
f. Missing data 1.6 25

5. To wha t extent do members of your unit sit
around on dut y hours do ing no thing ?

a. To a very l i t t l e  ex ten t  20.5 320
b. To a li ttle extent 20.1 315
c. To some e x t e n t  25.4  397
d. To a grea t extent 14.7 230
e. To a very great extent 17.6 275
f. Missing data 1.7 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 littl e  extent 26.5 414 

—

c. To some extent 26.4  4 1 3
d. in  a gn at  ex t e n t  10. 3 161
e.  To a v e ry  g rea t  ex t e nt  6.8 107 1f . M i s s  lug  da t  a 1 .9  30

7. To what extent do members of our un i t  do jus t
enoug h work  t o  get b y ?

a. To a v e ry  l i t t l e  extent 12.9 202
h. To a li t t l e  extent 19.4 304
c. To some e x t e n t  31.9 499
d. To a great extent 18.4 257
e. To a v er y  g r e a t  e x t e n t  15 .7  245
f .  M i s s i n g  data 1.7 27

LEAI)ERSHIP SCALI ~S

Based on an essentially behavi oral approach to the concepts of
leadership, the ma jority of items included in the original item pool was
desi gned to measur e aspec ts of perc eived supervisory behavior. Of the 23
items In the original item pool , 15 were developed espe cia l l y [or t h i s
i n q u i r y ,  eigh t  wer e adap ted  f r o m  i tems in the Leadership  Behavior  Desc r i p-
t i o n  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  developed by Stog d il l  and o t h e r s , * and one was t a ken
fr om leadership measures developed by Bowers and Seashore .**

Dimensional Structure of Leade r sh ip.  In i t i a l  anal ys is  of the Leader-
shi p item pool using the Guttman—Lingoes correlation conjoint measurement
program CM—Ill Ind icated that more than one dimension was necessary to
account for the data. Nc-inmetric factor analyses of the item set were
carried out for several kinds of subject groupings , including group ings
by unit type , ra nk , ri ce , educational level , and prisoner status.

* A u t h o r i z a t i o n  to use the items was received from Professor Ralp h TI .
Stog d i l l , Oh io S tat e  U n i v e r s i t y .

** Authorization to use the Item was received from Dr. Pavid C. Bowers,
Institute of S o ci a l  Research , Un iversity nt Michigan.
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Smal les t  space analyses of the en t i r e  item poe1 revealed two ba si c
dimensio ns under l y ing the ’ respondent ’s perc ept ions  of superv isory
l eade r ship. The f i r s t  f a c t o r  included i tems c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  the super-
visor as having traits commonly associated with good leadership ability.
The Leadership I scale Incl udes those items that loaded heavily on the
firs t factor. The Leadersh ip 11 scale is composed of items loading on
the second f a c t o r , tho se associa ted w i t h  poo r leadership.

Scale Description. Leadership I is composed of 14 posi t ive—worded
Likert—type questions while Leadership II is composed of seven negat ive—
worded Liker t—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 t o
f ive. The positive—negative distinction means that a response of “to a
very great extent ” for a Leadersh ip I question indicates good leader-
ship. while the same response for a Leadership II  ques ti on ind ica tes poor
leadership.

Scale scores for each responden t 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 d a ta .
For Leadership II , the scale score was coded as missing data If more t han
two of the questions that made up the scale had missing data.

Following are the distributions of scores for the Leadership 1 and
Leadership II scales ;

Leadership I Leadershi p I I
Range of Sco res Scale Scale

~~. I I
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 7.7
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 1

6
4 10. 5

M issing Data 8 0.5 9 0.6

— 

-
- Validity . The val idity of the two scales was tested by comparing

the  score s of e l i te u n i t s  (e .g. , vo lun teers  wi th  special training such
as Special Forces ) ,  n o n — e l i t e  un i t s , and prisoner units. For both scales ,
p r i soner  u n i t s  received lowe r mean scores t han  non—elite units , and non—
elite uni ts, in turn , received lower mean scores than elite units. The
direc tionality of these relationships supports the hypothesis that the
scales are val id. However, the mean difference between eli te and non—
eli te units on the Leadership I scale, while statistically significant ,
was ra ther small. The difference between the mean scores for elite and

11
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non—el i te  un i t s  for  the Leadershi p II  scale was not s t a t i s t i ca l ly  s ign i f -
icant .  That these d i f f e r ences  are small does not necessarily mean tha t
the scales are inval id .  However , in th e case of Leade r shi p II , the scale
mi ght well be viewed with  some suspicion. (The ul t imate test for  the
val id i t y of a scale , of cou rse , Is Its ab i l i t y  to predict  behavior . )

Re l i ab i l i t y.  The r e l i a b i l i t y  of both scales was tested using c o e f f i —
d e nt aiphas. These c o e f f i c i e n t s  were found to be unusually high f or
the Leade rship I scale (.923 for the developmental sample and .922 fo r
the repl ica t ion  samp le) , ind ica t ing  tha t the scale shoved very hig h
in ternal consistency. For Leadership II , the coefficient alphas were
l owe r ( .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 II , which were reasonably stable across subject categories ,
would explain most of the variation. Leadership II 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 g ive the best overall fit.

The Leadership II d imension may be an artifact of response bias
because some subjec ts may tend to respond with a check mark in the same ¶
column regardless of the direction of the item. Other times, a subjec t
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 demonstra ted.

Items and Responses to Leadership I Scale

I
1. 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

~- -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
_ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



_ _

N

2. To what extent is your supervisor technically
competent to perform his duties?

a. To a ve ry l i t t l e  ex t en t  5.8 91 H
b. To a l ittle extent 9.9 155
c. To some extent 27.4 428
d. To a g reat extent  33.2 S 19
e. To a very g reat  ex t en t  23.0 360
f. Miss ing data 0.7 ii

3. To wha t extent does your supervisor keep
his subordinates informed?

a. To a ve ry l i t t l e  ex ten t  10.4 163
b. To a l ittle extent 14.6 ~~~
c. To some ex te nt  30.8 48 1
d. To a great extent 27. 2 4 2 h
e. To a ve ry great  ex ten t  14.6 2 2 9
f. Missing data 2.3 36

4. To what extent does your supervisor plan
ahead ?

a. To a ve ry l i t t l e  ex ten t  11.6 1~~2
b. To a l ittle extent 15.0 2 1.i
c. To some ex tent 31.3 490
d. To a great extent 26.2 -~ ( ) )

e. To a very grea t  ex ten t  12 .9  201
f. Miss ing data 1. 1 40

S. To what e x t e nt  does you r superv i so r  keep
h imse l f  I n f ormed ab out the  work t h a t  is
be ing done by hi s subordinatesi’

a. To a very little extent 10. 1 161
b. To a little extent 13.4 211)
c. To some ex tent 27.9 417
d. To a grea t extent 27.1 424
e. To a v~ ry great  ex tent  20. 3 118
f .  M i s s i n g  da ta  o. q I - ,

1 1
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6. To what  e x t e n t  does you r su~ervisor  communica te
e f f e c t i v e l y  w i t h  h i s  subordinates?

a. To a v e ry  l i t t l e  e x t e n t  15.3 240
b. To a li ttl e extent 24.4 382
c. To some e x t e n t  2 7 . 4  428
d. To a great extent 16.4 256
e. To a very great extent 15.0 234
t .  M i s s i n g  d a t a  1.5 24

7. To what extent does your supervisor anticipate
and solve problems before they get out of hand?

a. To a very littl e extent 19.6 307
b. To a li ttle extent 17.5 274
c. To some e x t e n t  26. 3 411
d. To a great extent 20.8 325
e. To a very great extent 14.3 224
f. Missing data 1.5 23

B. To what extent is your supervisor willing
to make changes in ways of doing things?

a. To a very l ittle extent 24.9 390
b. To a l ittle extent 17.3 2 70
c. To some extent 26.9 421
d. To a grea t extent 16.0 251
e. To a very great extent 13.4 209
f. Miss ing data 1.5 23

9. To what extent does your supervisor encourage
subordinates to work together as a team?

a. To a very little extent 10.5 165
b. To a li ttle extent ~1. 1 173
c. To some extent 22.4 3~~)

d. To a great extent 23. 1 361
e. To a very great extent 31.4 491
f .  Miss ing  da t a  1.5 24

10. To wha t extent does ~‘our  supervisor keep
himself informed about the progress his
subord inates are making En their work?

a. To a very l ittl e extent 11.2 175
b. To a little extent 14.4 22~
c. To some extent 29.0 454
d. To a great extent 26.3 411
e. To a very great extent 17.6 276
f. Missing data 1.5 2 3

14
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I
11. To what ex t en t  does your supervisor work right

along wit h h is men?

a. To a very little extent 30.6 478
b. To a little extent 12.7 199
c. To some extent 22.1 346
d. To a great extent 18.2 285
e. To a very great  extent  15.6 244
f. Missing data 0.8 12

12. To what extent does your supervisor offer new
ideas for solving job—related problems?

a. To a very little extent 19.8 310
b. To a little extent 20.8 325
c. To some extent 31.8 497
d. To a grea t extent 16.3 255
e. To a very great extent 10.3 161
f. Missing data 1.0 16

13. To what extent does your supervisor know
and treat his subordinates as individuals?

a. To a very little extent 18.4 288
b. To a little extent 15.3 239
c. To some extent 24.8 388
d. To a great extent 21.5 ~36
e. To a very great extent 17.8 279
f. Missing data 2.2 34

14. To what extent does your supervisor make
decisions qu ickl y and stick to them?

a. To a very little extent 13.6 213
b. To a little extent 14.5 227
c. To some extent 27.2 425
d. To a great extent  25.0 391
e. To a very great extent 18.0 282
f. Missing data 1.7 26

15 
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l t e r’s  a nd  Responses to  L e a der s h i p  11 Scale

N

1. To wlia tx t e n t  d.~e~; y our  s u p e r v i s o r  lack
suf I Ic  t en t  expor  t e n c . - to p e r f o r m  h i s
d u t i e s ?

a. to j  ~-er v- l i t t l e  e x t e n t  34 .5  54 ( )
b. To ~i t i t t  I t  ex t  ent  23. 5 ~o 7
c . to some e x t e n t  23. q 

~~~
d . To a great extent 10. 7 167

r~ a ~er~ - g r e a t  extent 5~ I)

• ~t i s s  in g  da t  a 1.5 24

2. to what ext ent does ~‘our su p e r v i s o r  f a i l  to
provide I or the everyday needs of his
subo rdinatt -~

a. to ~ ve ry I i t t  i~ ex t en t  29 .6  4~~3
h .  To a l i t t  t o  e x t e n t  26.0 407
o • To some - x t  t n t  2 6 . 2  -.09
d. ro a g r e a t  ex t e n t  1 1 . 2  175
c. To a v e r y  g r e a t  e x t e n t  5.8 91
I • M i s s i n g  data 1.2 19

3. To w h a t  e x te n t  does y o u r  supervisor fail to
keep his subordinates busy w i t h  c h a l l e n g i n g
tasks

a. To a very l i t t l e  extent 30.2 -. ‘2
b . To a l i t t l e  e x t e n t  2 1 . 3  3 H
c. To sein e e x t e n t  2 2 . 6  35-.
d. To a gr e a t  e x t e n t  13.4 210
e. lo a v e ry  great extent 10.4 1 6 k
I. ~I issin g d a t a  2 .0  12

4. To wha t  e x t e n t  is  \ ‘our s u p e r v i s o r  u n w i l l i n g
to accept  r e s p o i i s i b i l i t v  b r  m i s t a k e s
made by h is s u ho r d i n a te s ~

a. To a v e r y  l i t  t I ~ e x t e n t  31 • 5 4
b. To a l i t t l e  e x t e n t  20.
o . To son - e x t e n t  2 4 .  7 186
d. To a gr e a t  -xt e nt 11 .7  183
e. To a v e ry  groat extent 10.5 l b S
I .  ~i i s si ng da ta 1.3 21
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Items and Responses to Leadership I I  Scale
- 

Z N

5. To wha t extent does your supervisor depend too
much on threats — rather than rewards — to get
thi ngs done?

a. To a very l i t t l e  extent  30. 2 472
b. To a l i t t l e  ex ten t  15.8 274
c. To some ex t en t  18. 5 290
d. To a great  extent  14. 3 223
e. To a very great extent  2 0 . 3  318
f .  Missi ng data 0.9 14

6. To what  exten t  Ls your supervisor not aware
of his subo rd ina tes ’ c a p a b i l i t i e s ?  L
a. To a very l i t t l e  e x t e n t  26 .2  4 10
b. To a l i t t l e  ex ten t  19. 9 312
c. To some e x t en t  23.4 3b6 9d. To a g reat ex t en t  16.8 2 62
e. To a very grea t  ex ten t  11.6 182
f .  Missing data 2 .0 32

7. To what ex tent  does your supervisor f a i l  to
explain why a p a r t i c u l a r  act ion is important?

a. To a very l i t t l e  extent 2 7 . 9  437
b. To a l i t t l e  extent 22 .4  35 1
c. To some extent 23.7 370
d. To a great extent 13. 5 211
e. To a very great extent  10.0 15 6
f .  Mi ssing data  2 . 5  39

M ILITAR Y WORK ROLE SCALE

Thi s scale is In tended  to measure the respondent ’s or i e n t a t i o n
toward work in the Army . It contains quest ions about his  f e e l i n g s  t oward
( 1)  uni t pol icies , ( 2 )  work ing cond it Ions , (3) co—workers ; (4) the
relevance and the q u a l i t y  of t r a i n i n g  received , (5) the unit mIssion, (6)
the importance of daily jobs assigned , (7) the types and relevance of NtiS
assignments (Military Occupational Spec ialties), (8) sense of accomp l ish-
ment from daily activities , ( 9 )  expressed interest  in the work assigned .
(10) sati s f ac t i on  w i t h  an Army career , and ( 11) i n t en t i on  of p u rsui ng ~in
Army career. A pool of IS Likert-type items was developed. Two i tem s
were eliminated during preliminary Item analyses due to lack of commu-
nality with the other items as evidenced by low inter—item correlation
values.

17 
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D imen siona l ity  of M i l i t a r y  Work Ro le .  Upon inspec t ing  i n t e r — i t e m
cor r e l a t i o n  m a t r i c e s  f o r  t he  i t em  pool , the  un i d im en s i o n al i t y  of t h e
I t e m  set was d e t e r m i n e d  s u f f i c i e n t ly  ev iden t  to make f a c t o r  analys is
unnecessa ry .

Scale Construction. The. scale was constructed by combining the
responses to 13 I.ikert—tvp e items , 12 of wh ich  conta ined  f i v e  response
alternativ es which  formed an ordinal scale in te rms of f r e q u e n c y ,  impor-
t an c e . sn t i s t a o t i o n s . and the’ l i k e .  The r e m a i n i n g  question was composed
of f o u r  response alternatives.

The t o t a l  scale score for  each respondent was computed by dividing
the  sum of t h e ’ untransformed n o n — m i s s i n g  da ta  i tems scores by the  number
ot  n o n — m i s s i n g  d a t a  i t e ms  scores. If a case had more than six inis~

;ing
da t a  scor es , the’ s c a l e  score was not computed and the case was coded as
m i s s i n g  dat a .

The f o l l o w i n g  d i s t r i b u t ion of scores for the Military Work Ro le
Scale was o b t a i n e d :

RanRe of Scores  N Z

1.00 to 1.49 (low sa t  i s t  a c t i o n  w i t h  work role’) 140 Q.0
1.50 to 1.99 168 10.7
2.00 t o 2.49 220 14. 1
2.50 to 2.99 258 I6.~
3.00 to 3.49 296 18.9
3.50 to 3.99 202 I2.~
‘4.00 to 4.49 199 12.7
-..50 to 5.99 (high sa t  istact ion with work role) 74 4.7
M i s s i n g  da ta  7 0. ’.

Reliability . Reliabilit y as e s t i m a t e d  by c o e f f i c i e n t  a lpha  was —

.90 8 fo r  the d e v e l o p men t a l  samp le and .900 1 ~r the replication sample.
These coot  f t c  t e n t s  i n d i c a t e  that the internal consistency of the scale
Is excep tionall y hig h.

It ems  and Responses to  M i l i t a r y  Work Role  Scale

I
1. To what  e x t e n t  do you en joy  p e r f o r m i n g  the ac t u a l

d a y — t o — d a y  a c t i v i t i e s  tha t make up your jo b~ H

a. To a very little extent 27.6 432
b. To a l ittle extent 9.4 147
c. To some e x t e n t  26 .9  ~ 2I ,)
d. To a great extent 19.6 307
e. Th a very  g re a t  ex t en t  15.6 24 4
f .  M i s s i n g  da ta  0 .9 14

18
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2. To what  e x t e n t  a re  the re  t h i n g s  about working
here (people , policies , cond itions) that
encourage you to work hard?

a. To a very little extent 33.0 516
b. To a l i t t l e  ex t en t  15.0 234
c. To some extent 23.8 373
d. To a great extent. 17.4 272
e. To a very great extent 9.5 148
f .  M i s s i n g  da ta  1.3 21

3. To what  e x t e n t  do you ga in  a sense of
accomp l i s h m e n t  f r o m  the  d a y — t o — d a y
ac tivities that make up your job?

a. To a very little extent 30.4 476
b. To a little extent 12.1 189
c. To some extent 24.4 382
d. To a great extent 19.6 306
e. To a very great extent 12.4 194
f. Missing data 1.1 17

4. To what extent do your feel the training

~.ou have received has improved your ability
to perforn your job?

a. To a very little extent 22.3 349
b. To a l i t t l e  ex t en t  11.1 174
c. To some extent 20.7 324
d. To a grea t extent 20.7 324
e. To a very grea t extent 24.6 385
f. Hissing data 0.5 8

5. To what extent do you feel that the people
you work wi th  are a team tha t  works
together?

a. To a very little extent 20.5 320
b. To a little extent 13.5 211
c. To some ex t en t  25.4  398
d. To a great extent 20.9 327
e. To a very grea t extent 18.4 288
f. Missing data 1.3 20
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6. To wha t  ext o u t  does \‘our MOS ( M i  l i t  ar v
(1ccup .i t ioi..e1 Spe~- i , i l t y )  m a t c h  your iI.: erosr ~~,
Luew 1 e d t - , and sk i  1 i s ?

a. Fe a v e r y  l t t t  I~~’ extent 31.8 .97
h. ic a t i t t  I t  k -~~te nt 9.5 1-~~
o . To son~’ ex t e n t  19 .4  9) -.
d • Fo a t~re,it extent 1 ~~ . 0 282
o . t o  a v e r y  .~r t ’, i t  extOnt 20 . 1 ) 1 -~

~-t 1 jug d a t  .i I .  2 I

7. En your op in i o n , he w im p o r t a n t  i s  t h e
mis sion js~~it~nod t o  th i s command?

a • ~~~ t i ~~ t a n t  a t  ,i i i  I ~ . 2 I 8
b. S on w w t i e t  imp or t  an t  13.8  21o
c .  F a i r l y  im p o r t a n t  14.8 231
d. Moderat i lv  i m p o r t a n t  16 .4  2 5 7
c. \‘er ~ ir i p ort an t  40 .0  625
I • i es i f l t~ d i i  .i 1. 1 1 7

S. How i r ipe r t a n t  i s  t h e  oh vet.  a r e  d o i n g
in  t h e A rm y

a. Net i m p o r t a n t  a t  a l L  15.0 2 ) .

b. Sors w L i t  im p o r t a n t  1 3 . 2  20t ~
c. F a i r l y  i~-~~o r t a n t  1 2 . 7  1k) ’ )
d .  : t e d or ~i t e 1 v  1i ’~p o r t a n t  1 7 .5  2 7 5
e. V e r y  im p o r t a n t  40 .5  6 1-i
1. ~1is st n g data 0.8 11

9. How inter e st t ’d ar e  von  in  t he  oh von
arc doin~ in t h e  .-\r~iv

a. \erv unint erested 22. 1 ~..t’
b.  Som ewhat  uninter ested 9.2 1-.-.
c. N e i t h e r  into rested or u n in t e r e s t e d  11. 6 151
d. F a i r l y  in t e r e s te d  2 ) .Q 37- k

V e r y  i n te r e s t e d  3 2 . - .  507
f .  ~1iss in g  O a t . .  0 .5  12

t O .  How o f t e n  ir e  vet .  , i s s i ~~i i& ’d r s a n i n g l e s s  r i sk s

a. D a i l y  3 6. 0 St ~
b. Once or t w i c e  a week 22.0 344
c. Once or twice a month 7.9 1 23
d. Se ldom 24.4 ~.Sl
e. Never 9.0 l-. 0
1. ~l i s s in g  dat .i 0.5 13

20
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I
11. All in all , how sa t i s f ied  are you with your

job?

a. Ve ry dissat isf ied 25.0 391
b. Somewhat d i s sa t i s f i ed  13. 4 209
c. Neithe r sat isf ied or dissatisfied 13. 4 209
d. Fairly satisfied 27.6 432
e. Very satisfied 19.9 312
f. Missing data 0.7 Il

12. Which of the following statements best
describes your feelings about a career
In the Army ?

a. I have not conside red how sat isfying a
mi l i t a ry  career would be. 23.3 365

b. It is one of the least satisf ying careers
c. I can think of , everything considered. 35.3 552
d. It is one of several careers which I

could f i n d  almost equally satisf ying. 26.9 420
e. It is the only career that could really

satisfy me. 12.1 190
f. Missing data 2.4 37

13. Do you think you will pursue a career in
the Army ?

a. No , de f in i t e ly  r~~’: 34.6 541
b. No , probably not 14. 1 220
c. I am still undecided 21.2 332
d. Yes, probably 11.5 180
e. Yes , de f in i t e ly  17.2 269
f. Missing data 1.4 22

ESPRIT DE CORPS SCALE

There are a variety of definitions of esprit de corps , but the basic
idea underlying the concept is a sense of commitment to others in one’s
military unit. This commitment may be shown In several ways, including
the ways in which the soldier perceives others in his unit. The Esprit
de Corps Scale was designed to measure the soldier’s attitude toward
others in his unit in terms of their professional competence , coopera-
tiveness, trustworthiness , and general likeability. The original item
pool consisted of seven Likert—type items, three of which were previously
used In a measure of “group esprit and solidarity” and reported to lie
on the same dimension (Spector , Clark, and Glickman , 1960, p. 309).
The remaining items were developed for this inquiry. Two of the original
pool items were deleted because of their low inter—correlation scores.
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Dimen s tonal St r u c t i i r o  of Esprit do Corps.  The i t em pool f o r  e sp r i
do corps was jud ged to be too sma l l  ( f i v e  i t ems )  to  j u s t i f y  a f a c t o r
ana l ysis. Comparisons of the I n t e r — i t e m  c o r r e l a t i o n  m at r i c e s  f o r  the’
subjects in the developm ental sample stratified by tinit type , raci ’ • r a n k .
e dt i c a t t on a l l e v e l , and p r i s o n e r  s tat u s turned up no si gni fi cant v ,irta—
t i on s , o t her  t h an  the’ o t t  t ’c t s  on rol  tab ii ity as a t une t Ion of ed uc a t  lciia I
lcv~~l and p r i s o n e r  s t a t  us • As a re ’su I t  o f  these  f i n d ings , the  Espr I t  di ’
Co rps Sc a l e  h u l l  t I torn t hose I tems was c oust rue ted to be a nut di men s I ona I
sea  I e ap p l i c a b l e  to a i t  t vpes of u n i t s  and a l l  othe r  su b j e c t  gr o up I t ig s

Scale Cons t m c t  I on. The sea I e was cons t ru e  ted by c o m b i n i n g  the
responses to  l i v e  l . I k e r t — t v p e  qu e s tio ns , each of which  c o n t a i n e d  s i x
response possibiliti es: strongly, moderate1~’, or m ildly agree; and
ml  id ly  • moderately , or st r on g l y  d i s a g ree .  Hi gh e spr it  is m d  I eat i ’d by

p o s i t  t wo  scores for t h r e e  of the quest ions and by n e g at i v e  scores  f o r  t w ’
o f  the qetosttons .

The s ca l e  score’ was c omputed by dividing the sum of the numerl .-
r e s p o ns e  codes  ( f r o m  I t o  ti ) icr an individu a l by t h e ’ number  of quest iofls
answer ed  by t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l • A r e sp o n d e n t  with missing dat a l o t  tw o or
more of the ’ five’ quest ions rece’ tved the m i s s i n g  da ta  code f o r  t l ie sea I c .
The f o l l o w i n g  d i s t  r i hut  Ion of scores was obtained :

Range of Scor es N

[.00 to 1.49 (poor e sp r i t  do corps ) 20 1.3
1.51) to 1.99 2 1  l.~
2.00 to 2.49 7i) -.. S
2 .50  to 2 . 9 9  7 3  4 .  7
3.00 to 3.49 2 12 14.8
1.50 (ii 3.99 175 II..’
4.00 to 4.49 315 20.1
4.50 to 4.99 190 12 . 1
5.00 c 5 . 49 2 36 1 ~~. 1
S.5() to 5.99 (good espr it do corps) 204 1 t.()
M i s s i n g  data 26 1. 7

V a l i d i t y .  V a l i d i t y  was t ost ed by c o m p a r i n g  th e  scor es  of  e l f  t o
un it s  ( e .g .  , volunteers with spec t a t  combat t r a in i n g  such ~~ ~~~~~ I i t
Forces)  , n o n — e l i  t o  u n i t s , and  p r i s o n e r  u n i t s .  Espr i t  do corps  was l i t  g hi ’ t
fo r  elite u n i t s  t h a n  f o r  non— el it t ’ u n i t s  and h i gher f o r  bo th  t h a n  I ci
pr i sone r  u n i t s .  The di I I er e ’nces  be tween the scores  wer e ’  interpreted i- .

s u p por t i n g  the  h ypo t L i e ’s I s  t f i a t  the  scat  c is Va l iii

R e l i a b i l i t y.  R et  l a b i l i t y  was measured by c o e f f i c i e n t  .el p h a .  Fot
the’ developmental and r e p l i c a t i o n  samples , the coeffici ent aip has wet.’

766 and • 731 , re spe •c i i  Vt ’ l v .  Given the modest number  of quest I ens
( f i v e )  Inc luded in the  sea Ic , t he  c o ’  f f t c  t ent  a t  j ihas I nei l .-a t o  mode’r a t  e t
st r on g  i n t e r na l  cons I stt’ncv . It should be’ noted a g a i n  t h a t  the f i r s t

ii roe que ’s t tons  are posit ly e—coded w h i l e ’  the la s t  two ques I o n S  a ri-
negative—c oded .
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Items and Responses to Esprit de Corps Scale

2 N

1. Men in my u n i t  know how to get the job done r i gh t .

a. S t rong ly  agree 23. 9 374
b. Modera t e ly  agree 24 .4  381
c. Agree mildly 27.6 431
d. Disagree  m i l d l y  9 .4 147
e. M od e r at e ’l v  d I s agree  6 .2  97
f. St rongly disagree 6.7 105
g. Missing data 1.9 29

2. If a man necds hel p in my u n i t , he can coun t
on others to p r o v i d e  i t .

a. S t r o n g l y  agree 17.6 276
b. Moderately agree 16.6 260
c. Agree m i l d l y  27.2 426
d. Disagree  m i l d l y  13. 6 212
e. M o d e r a t e l y  d isagree  7 .5  111
I. Strong ly d i sagree  15.5 242
g. Missing data 2.0 31

3. Members of my u n i t  are a good bunch to work
w i t h .

a. Strongly agree 24.8 388
b. Modera t e ly  agree 22 .6  354
c. Agree m i l d l y  27.7 434
d Disagree m i l d l y 9.1 143
e. Moderatel y disagree 5 .2  81
f. Strongly disagree 8.1 127
g. Missing data 2.4 37

4. I don ’t care very much f o r  the  guys I work
with.

a. Strong ly agree 6.9 L08
b. Moderately agree 6.3 99
c. Agree mildly 13.0 204

— d. Disagree mildly 15.4 241
e. Moderately disagree 20.5 320
f. Strongly disagree 34.8 545
g. Missing data 3.0 47

5. I don’t trust the others in my unit.

a. Strongly agree 10.5 164
b. Moderately agree 6.9 108
c. Agree mildly 17.6 275
d. Disagree mildly 16.7 261
e. Moderately disagree 16.3 255
f. Strongly disagree 26.3 411
g. Missing data 5.8 90
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RACIAL DISCRIMINATION SCALES

The r a c i a l  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  items in the questionnaire’ were designed
to measure  the respondent ’s perception of the levels of racial discrimi-
nation — within the respondent ’s military and off—post civilian environ-
ments , as wel l  as In society in general. Items to measure the respon-
dent ’s p e r c e p ti o n  of discrimination were selected f rom scale i t ems
orig inally used to measure perceived racial discrimination among Marine
and Navy personnel  ( St o l o f f  et a l . , 1972 , Appendix  C) .  Four items
designed to measure perceptions of off—post racial discrimination and
disc r imination against soldiers in  general were also developed for
Inclusion In the questionnaire.

Correlation matric es for the items dealing with racial discrimin ation
were inspected  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  sub j ec t  groupings split by type of unit ,
rank , prisone r status , educational level , and race. When categorized by
race , subjects who were neither black nor white were placed In an “o t h e r ”
category. Cross differences were observed between the correlation matrix
for blacks and that for whites. The correlation matrix for “others”
tended to resemble that of the blacks . Nonmetric factor analyses were
carried out for each racial group ; the results of these analyses were’
inspected in an attempt to determine a set of one or more scales applica-
ble to all races. Five of the orIg inal 16 items were eliminated using
this process. The remaining [1 items were partitioned into a Unit Racial
Discrimination Scale and a General Racial Discrimination Scale. The
items in the Unit Racial Discrimination Scale deal with discrimination
specifically within the respondent ’s unit. On the other hand , the
General Racial Discrimination Scale items deal with discrimination in the
Army or society as a whole , and in the local off—post civilian environ—
meat. A high score on either discrimination scale implies a hi gh degree
of perceived discrimination.

It was obvious from the factor loadings tha t not all the respondents
• would agree with partitioning of items. However , it seemed the best

compromise available under the circumstances. Given the somewhat con-
fused situation , one should hesitate before assuming that apparentl y
corresponding dimensions measure the same underlying construc t for a lt
races.

Scale Construction. The unit discrimination scale was constructed liv
combining four Likert—typ o questions. Two of the component questions
were scored from one to  six; the other two were scored from one to five.
For all four questions , hi gher scores were assigned to responses that
indicated higher levels of perceived racial discrimination and preludice .
The scale score for each respondent was calculated by first transforming
the item scores to standard scores , then dividing by the sum of the
non—missing data sceres. Respondents with missing values for more thac
one of four component questions were assigned the missing data code for
the unit discrimination scale. Following is the distribution of scale
scores:
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Range of Scores N

—1.50 to —1.01 (low discrimination) 10 0.6
—1.00 to —0.49 412 26.3
—0.50 to —0.01 382 24.4
0 to 0.49 362 23.1
0.50 to 0.99 232 14.8
1.00 to 1.49 120 7.7
1.50 to 1.99 (high discrimination) 17 1.1
Missing data 29 1.9

The general discrimination scale was constructed by combining
seven Like r t—type  quest ions.  All seven items were scored from one to
six: strongly ,  modera te ly ,  or mi ld ly  agree ; and mi ld ly ,  modera te ly ,  or
strongly disagree. For all six questions , higher scores indicate higher
levels of perceived racial discrimination in the Army and in the immedi-
ate off—post community. The scale was computed by dividing the sum of
the numeric response codes (from 1 to 6) by the number of respondents
who answered the component questions. If a respondent had missing data
for more than two of the component items, the respondent received the
missing data code for the general discrimination scale. Following is
the distribution of scale scores for this scale:

Range of Scores N

1.00 to 1.49 (low discrimination) 123 7.9
1.50 to 1.99 110 7.0
2.00 to 2.49 186 11.9
2.50 to 2.99 183 11.7
3.00 to 3.49 262 16.8
3.50 to 3.99 194 12.4
4.00 to 4.49 201 12.9
4.50 to 4.99 99 6.3
5.00 to 5.49 89 5.7
5.50 to 6.00 (high discrimination) 74 4.7
Missing data 43 2.7

Reliability . The reliability of the scales was evaluated by coeffi-
cient alpha . For both scales, it was clear that while the alphas were
sufficiently high to justify their use in the exploratory research in
which they were developed , the scores were not high enough to provide
convincing evidence of their suitability as a diagnostic instrument in
the Army milieu. Coefficient alphaa were compared within the three
major racial groupings of respondents (Table 2). The unit discrimination
scale was most reliable among blacks , with whites second , and others
third. The general racial discrimination scale also showed variation in
reliability among the three racial groupings , but with no consistent

• pattern.
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Table 2

COEFFICIENT APLHA S FOR UNIT AND GENERA L RACIAL DISCRIMINATION SCALES
BY RACE FOR DEVELOPMENTAL AND REPLICATION SAMPLES

U n i t Racia l  General  Rac ia l
Discr imination Scale Discrimination Scale

Developmental Replication Developmental Replication
Sample Sample Sample Sample

Black .650 .642 .730 .633

White .574 .634 .684 .701

Other .507 .542 .795 .585

Items and Responses to Unit Racial Discrimination Scale

a
1. Whites in my unit have a good reason to distrus t

non—whites.

a. Strongly agree 40.5 633
b. Moderately agree 11.0 172
c. Agree mildly 11.8 184
d. Disagree mildly 12. 1 189

• e. Moderately disagree 6.1 95
f. Strongly disagree 14.4 225
g. Missing data 4.2 66

2. To what extent do members of your unit let
racial conflicts interfere with their work?

a. To a very little extent 36.3 568
b. To a little extent 22.3 349
c. To some extent 19.9 311
d. To a great extent 9.4 147
e. To a very great extent 10.1 158
f. Missing data 2.0 31
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a
3. To what extent do members of your unit disp lay racial

prejudice?

a. To a very little extent 32.7 512
b. To a little extent 21.3 I3~
c. To some extent 22.7 355
d. To a great extent 10.5 ~ 64
e. To a very great extent 11.3 177
f. Missing data 1.5 23

4. Non—whites in my unit have good reason to distrust
whites.

a. Strongly agree 10.7 167
b. Moderately agree 6.1 95
c. Agree mildly 9.5 149
d. Disagree mildly 14.3 224
e. Moderately disagree 13.5 211
f. Strongly disagree 40.0 h39
g. Missing data 5.1 79

r
Items and Responses to General Racial Discrimination Scale

a
1. The Army sheuld make a greater effort to assist non-

whites to qualif y for enlistment and technical
ratings.

a. Strongly agree 23.0 359
b. Moderately agree 13.2 206
c. Agree mildly 19.4 304
d. Disagree mildly 13.7 215
e. Moderately disagree 6.7 105
f. Strongly disagree 18.5 290
g. Missing data 5.4 85

2. Members of minority groups have a harder time in
the Army than others.

a. Strongly agree 19.0 297
b. Moderately agree 9.4 147
c. Agree mildly 16.6 260
d. Disagree mildly 14.8 231
e. Moderately dIsagree 12.0 187
f. Strongly disagree 24.7 387
g. Missing data 3.5 55

‘7

~

• - •- - —---—- -------& ~~~~~~~~ __________ ~~~~~~~~~~~



3. Whit e soldiers are punished less severely than
n o n — w h i t e s  f o r  the samt’ offenses.

a. S t ro n g l y  agree  17 . 4  211
b. Moderately agree 5.4 85
e . Agree m i ldl y 7.5 118
d. Di sag ree  m i l d l y  9 .8  1 5 3
t’. ‘ioder.it el y d lsagrt’~’ 8. . i 33
I . St rong lv d sIg t e , • 46. 9 7 Is
g. lissin g dit .t 4.3 6’)

4. The Army should  rec ogn i  ;e that it is not a 1w~tvs
fair to app lv test standards to minorit y groups
that hay e been ,iev.~ I •‘ped for wh I es

a • St rong I v .Ig fee 0. 5 32 1
h . Moder,t t ,- I v .ag ret’ 1 I, 1 207
c. Agree m i l d l y  t7 .ti 275
d. Disagree mil d lv I ‘.0 2 04
e. Moder.tte lv dIsagree 7.2 11
f • St rou~~lv disagree 21. 2 1 4 1
g. Mt sslng data 7.1 I I I

5. Command in g  of I i  ct ’rs should  he more r e sponsive  to
the needs o I m inor I t y grow- the r s.

a • St rong l v  agree 1 3. 1
h. M odera te ly  agi  l0 . ( )  15 t ~
c. Agree m i l d l y  It ) .
d. Disagree mildly ~~~ 1~~1
e. Moderat ely disagree ~~~ 15 4
f. Strongl y disagree 17.8 278
g. Missing dat a - • •  S 70

6. There Is so much d is rim t n t  t i  on ig.t I n s t  ml i~’ r i t v
soldIers by local civ i lI ans . m ino rit y soldi ers
don ’t want to leave the p os t

a .  S t r o n g l y  ag ree  (0 . ” 164
b. Moderatt’l v agree 8.9 1 It)
c. Agree m I l d l y  14. 5 2 2 7
d. Disagree  m t l d l ’  12 .6  197
e. Moderately disagre e 14. 5 22 6
f. Strongly disagree 14.5 540 -

•

g. Missing data 4•S 71
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7. Local landlords discrimina te against non—whites

a. Strongly agree 12.9 201
b. Moderately agree 8.2 129
c. Agree mildl y 16.0 251
d. Disagree mildly 13.9 218
e. Moderately disagree 12.2 191
f. Strongly disagree 21.4 334
g. Missing data 15.3 240

ACCEPTANCE OF AUThOR IT? SCALE

This scale was designed to measure the extent to which the respon-
dent holds a submissive , uncritical attitude toward idealized , mora l
authority in the Army , as well as in society in general. The scale
consists of six Likert—type items selected and , where necessary, adapted
from items contained in the original California F scale as well as in
subsequent variations. All items in the final scale were based on items
reported by Berkowitz and Wolkon in their effort to develop an authori-
tarianism dimensionality (Berkowitz and Wolkon, 1964; see also Rob 1n~~on
and Shaver , 1969, pp. 245—253). Three of the final questions (3,5,6)
were especially attractive because they were found by Bales and Couch ,
in a factor analysis of basic value items, to fall on a single “accep-
tance of authority” dimension. (Bales and Couch , 1969; see also Robinson
and Shaver, 1969, pp. 444—448).

Scale Construction. All questions were positive—scored except
for question 2. Response scores ranged from one to six, the higher
scores being assigned to responses indicating greater acceptance of
authority. Total scores for each respondent were computed by dividing
the sum of the untransformed non—missing data scores by the number of
non—missing data scores. If a case yielded more than two missing data
scores, the respond -nt ’s scale score was not computed and the case was
coded as missing data. Following is the response distribution for the
Acceptance of Authority Scale:

Range of Scores N

1.00 to 1.49 (low acceptance) 51 3.3
1.50 to 1.99 82 5.2
2.00 to 2.49 109 7.0
2.50 to 2.99 173 11. 1
3.00 to 3.49 206 13.2
3.50 to 3.99 252 16. 1 ‘

4.00 to 4.49 240 15. 3
4.50 to 4.99 181 11.6
5.00 to 5.49 153 9.8
5.50 to 6.00 (high acceptance) 92 5.9
Missing data 25 1.6
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Reliability . The scale yielded coefficient aiphas of .764 in the
developmeutal sample and .727 in the replication sample, suggesting a
moderately high level of internal consistency.

Items and Responses to Acceptance of Authority Scale

Z N

1. Because of the rebellious ideas of youth , there are
more problems in the world.

a. Strongly agree 16.6 259
b. Moderately agree 11.3 177
c. Agree mildly 15.9 248
d. Disagree mildly 11.8 184
e. Moderately disagree 11.1 174
f. Strongly disagree 31.0 485
g. Missing data 2.4 37

2. In the long run , it is better for our country if
young people are allowed a great deal of personal
freedom and aren’t strictly disciplined .

a. Strongly agree 23.9 374
b. Moderately agree 12.2 191
c. Agree mildly 17.7 277
d. Disagree mildly 13.6 213
e. Moderately disagree 11.1 174
f. Strongly disagree 18.8 294
g. Missing data 2.6 41

3. What youth needs most is strict discipline ,
rugged determination , and the will to work
and fight for family and country.

a. Strongly agree 22.6 354
b. Moderately agree 12.8 200
c. Agree mildly 18.4 288
d. Disagree mildly 13.6 213
e. Moderately disagree 9.8 154
f. Strongly disagree 20.2 316
g. Missing data 2.5 39

4. Strict Army discip line has a good influence
on most young men.

a. Strongly agree 19.9 312
b. Moderately agree 12.3 193
c. Agree mildly 18.2 284
d. Disagree mildly 13.9 217
e. Moderately dtsagree 8.6 135
f. Strongly disagree 25.3 3%
g. Missing data 1.7 27
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5. Obedience and respect for authority are the
most important virtues children should learn.

a. Strongly agree 34.5 540
b. Moderately agree 19.8 310
c. Agree mildly 18.8 294
d. Disagree mildly 10.0 157
e. Moderately disagree 5 .2  82
f. Strongly disagree 8.9 139
g. Missing data 2.7 42

6. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas,
but as they grow up, they ought to get over
them and settle down.

a. Strongly agree 22.1 345
b. Moderately agree 19.6 307
c. Agree mildly 22.3 364
d. Disagree mildly 12.8 200
e. Moderately disagree 7.9 124
f. Strongly disagree 10.7 168
g. Missing data 3.6 56

RECREATIONAL AVAILABILITY ANI) INTEREST INDICES

These mearures were designed to indicate the levels of availability
and interest in recreational facilities on or near the respondent’s
post. The indices are each composed of 12 questions about various
types of recreational activity. Each question has two parts: the first
part inquires about the availability of these facilities, the second
part about the respondent’s interest in using them.

Index Construction. The respondent was provided with five closed—
response choices (to a very little extent, if any; to a little extent ;
to some extent; to a great extent; to a very great extent) coded from one
to five. The respondent’s total scores for the two indices were obtained
by calculating the mean of the untransformed non—missing responses
for each set of questions. If any case had more than ten missing data
scores, the total scale score was not computed and the case was coded
as missing data. Following are the response distributions for the
two indices:
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Availability Interest

Range of Scores N ~

1.00 to 1.49 (low) 25 1.6 7 0.4
1.50 to 1.99 63 4.0 45 2.9
2.00 to 2.49 212 13.6 120 7.7
2.50 to 2.99 367 23.5 246 15.7
3.00 to 3.49 405 25.9 420 26.9
3.50 to 3.99 259 16.6 383 24.5
4.00 to 4.49 151 9.7 227 14.5
4.50 to 5.00 (high) 66 4.2 107 6.8
Missing data 16 1.0 9 0.6

Reliability . The scale yielded coefficient alphas of .898 in the
developmental sample and .890 in the replication sample.

Items and Responses to Recreational Availability Index

Z N

1. To what extent are quality movies available to
you? j
a. in a very little extent , if any 11.1 174
b. To a little extent 14.8 232
c. To some extent 31.4 491
d. To a great extent 24.4 382
e. To a very great extent 16.0 251
1. Missing data 2.2 34

2. To what extent are quality snack facilities
available to you?

a. To a very little extent , if any 11.1 173
b. To a little extent 15.3 239
c. To some extent 29.5 462
d. To a great extent 26.5 415
e. To a very great extent 16.1 252
f. Missing data 1.5 23

3. To what extent are quality outdoor athletic
facilities available to you?

a. To a very little extent , if any 14.6 229
b. To a little extent 16.0 250
c. To some extent 29.9 467
d. To a great extent 21.5 337
e, To a very great extent 15.7 245

• f. Missing data 2.3 36
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Z N

4. To what exLent are quality indoor athletic
facilities available to you?

a. To a very little extent , if any 9.7 151
b. To a l i t t le  e x t e n t  13.0 203
c. To some extent 27.7 4 3 3
d. To a great extent 26.5 415
e. To a very great extent 21.3 333
f. Missing data 1.9 29

5. To what extent are quality hobby shops
available to you7

a. To a very li r tle extent , If any 13.6 212
b. To a littl e extent 17.2 269
c. To some extent 32.7 511
d. To a great extent 21.4 334
e. To a very great extent 12.7 199
f. Missing data 2 .5  39

6. To what extent are quality library facilities
available to you?

a. To a very little extent , if any 8.1 126
b. To a little extent io.s 164
c. To some extent 29.2 357
d. To a great extent 28.6 4 47
e. To a very great extent 21.3 333
f. Missing data 2.4 37

7. To what extent are Army—sponsored educational
prob ims available to you?

a. To a very little extent , if any 10.0 156
b. To a little extent ii .o 171
c. To some extent 26.9 411
d. To a great extent 26. 2 409
e. To a very g rea t  e x t e nt  23. 7 371
f. Missing data 2.2 35

8. To what extent are quality sightseeing
tours lable to you?

a. To a very little extent , i f  any 24.1 377
b. To a little extent 20.3 317
c. To some extent 25.6 401
d. To a great extent 15.2 238
e. To a very great extent 11.6 1814 f. Missing data 3.2 50
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9. To what extent are quality service clubs
available to you’

a. To a very little extent , if any 10.9 171
b. To a little extent 11.8 185
c. To some extent 27.0 422
d. To a great extent 27.3 427
~~~. To a very great extent 21.1 330
f .  Miss ing data 1.9 29

10. To what extent is quality televison
prog ramming available to yc~ ?

a. To a very little extent , if any 23.5 367
b. To a little extent 15,6 244
c. To some extent 23.9 374
d. To a great extent 18.9 296
e. To a very great extent 16.8 263
f .  Missing data 1.3 20

11. To what extent are quality special
entertainment events available to you?

a. To a very little extent , if any 23.0 360
b. To a l i t t l e  ex ten t  22 .8  356 tc. To some extent 29.8 466
d. To a great extent 13.4 210
e. To a very great extent 8.5 133
f .  Missing data 2.5 39

12. To what extent are there nearby places
available to you where you can meet persons
of the opposite sex?

a. To a very little extent , if any 23.2 363
b. To a little extent 18.9 296
c. To some extent 24.0 375
d. To a great extent 15.3 240
e. To a very great extent 15.9 249
f. Missing data 2.6 41
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Items and Responses to Recreational Interest Index

Z N

1. To wha t e x t e n t  are you interested in attending
movies?

a. To a very l ittle extent , if any 11.4 179
b. To a l ittle extent 12. 1 190
c. To some extent 33.6 525
d. To a great extent 19.0 2 91
e. To a very great extent 23.0 359
f. Missing data 0.9 14

2. To what extent ~~e you interested in using
snacking facilities?

a. To a very little extent , if any 11.2 174
b. To a li ttle extent 12.2 191
c. To some extent 31.6 .Y)4
d. To a great extent 25. 7 402 ‘1
e. To a very great extent 18.4 28-~
f. Missing data 1.0

3. To what extent are you interested in using
outdoor athletic facilities?

a. To a very l i t t l e  ex ten t , if any 13.9 2(1
b . To a l i t t l e  e x t e n t  13. 2 2 07
c. To some extent 24.9 18n
d. To a grea t extent 22.6 I’~
e. To a very great extent 24.4 181
f. Missing data 1.0

4. To what extent are you interested in using
indoor athletic facilit ies?

a. To a very I Ittic extent , if any 11. 1 1/4
b. To a little extent 10.9 l it)
c. To some extent 24.3 )8()

d. To a great extent 25. 1
e. To a very great extent 27.7 4 1 4
f. Missing data 0.9 16

5. To what extent are you Interested in using
hobby shops?

a. To a very lit tle extent , If any 18.0 182
b. To a li ttle exteot 16.9 165

c. To some extent 29.3 458
d. To a great extent 17. 1 268
e. To a very great extent 17.6 276
f. Missing da ta 1.0 15
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11. To what extent are von Interested In
attending special entertainment events?

a. To a very lit t l e  extent , i f any 10.6 161
b. To a little extent 8.7 I
c. To some extent 24.4 381.
d. To a great extent 24~ 5 18 1
e. To a very great ext ent ;o. ~ 4
f. Missing d a t a  I. 1 Il

12. To what  extent art’ you i n ter e s ted  In go ing  to
places where you can meet persons of the
opposite sexl

a. To a very little extent , if any 1.0. 2 l 5~
b. To a little extent 5.0 78
c. To sonic ex tent 12.2 1.91
d. To a great extent 15 . 9 ‘48
e. To a very  g re at  e x t e n t  55.4 861
f .  Missing data I. I

STATUS C0NC1~RN SCALE

The S t a tu s  Concern St -a t o  at tempts to measure the value the r espondent
places on the achievement of hig her s tat u s  and the main tenan ce  of a
conforming image within the Army , as well as in s o c i e ty  in general.
It was reported by the  Arm y p e r s o n ne l  i n ter v i e w e d  for the pro tect t h a t
a soldier’s level of dis c i pi Inc v a r ie s  wi iii his concern wit h status
and desire for promotion and adi I evement • The - original item pool
consisted of seven I.ikert—typ ’ items , six of which were adapted or
taken from the K au f m an  s t a t u s  concern scale (Kaufman • 195 1; Rob Itison
and Shaver , 1969, pp • 301— II) I) . Two of the Items were do l e  ted due
to low inter—item correlation.

Scale Construct ion. There are no reverse—scored items. Responses
were scored from out’ to ix WI t ii the larger see ti’ s m d  I cat tug Iii giw r
status concern • The overall st- a l e  score  for each respondent was ‘.‘omput e’.t
by dividing the sum of the n o n — m i s s i n g  dat a  scores by the number et n o n—
missing data items. It an y  case had more t i t an  two m i s s i ng  dat a  i t em s ,
the case was scored as m i s s i n g  data . F o l l o w i n g  is the distrihut Ion of
scale scores:
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Range of Scores N

1.00 to 1.49 (low concern) 45 2.9
1.50 to 1.99 35 2.2
2.00 to 2.49 142 9.1
2.50 to 2.99 106 6.8
3.00 to 3.49 296 18.9
3.50 to 3.99 260 16.6
4.00 to 4.49 339 21.7
4.50 to 4.99 144 9.2
5.00 to 5.49 124 7.9
5. 50 to 6.00 (h i gh concern)  46 2 .9
MIssing data 27 1.7

Reliabiliti. The measure met the minimum criteria for being consid-
ered unidimensional. Coefficient aiphas derived for the measure were
.566 for the developmental samp le and .598 for the replication sample.

Selected I t ems  and Responses to S t a tu s  Concern Scale

X N

1. One of the th ings  you should consider in choosing
your friends in the Army is whether they may help
your chances for promotion.

a. Strongly agree 9.0 140
b. Moderately agree 4.9 76
c. Agree mildly 12. 7 199
d. Disagree mi ld ly  13. 2 206
e. Moderately disagree 9.7 151
f. Strongly disagree 49.4 772
g. Missing data 1.3 20

2. One should avoid doing th ings  in public  which
appear wrong to others , even though one knows
that  these th ings  are r igh t .

a. Strongly agree 14.5 226
b. Moderately agree 10.4 163
c. Agree mildly 15.5 243
d. Disagree mildly 14.1 221
e. Moderately disagree 10.5 165

V f. Strongly disagree 32.7 512
g. Missing data 2.2 34
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3. It is wor th  c o n s i der a b l e  e f f or t  to assure one’s
self of a good name w i t h  the  r i ght  k ind  of
peop le.

a. Strongly agree 27.9 417
b. Moderatel y agree 18. 7 2 9 3
c. Agree m ildly 24.2 378
d. Disagree mildly 9.2 144
e. Moderately disagree 5.0 78
f. Strongly dIsagree’ 11.4 178
g. Missing data 3.-b 56

4. The raising of one’s social position is one of
the more important goals in life.

a. Strongly agree 19.8 309
b. Moderately agree 17. 1 267
c. Agree mildly 23.4
d. Disagree mildly 1.4.1 121
e. Moderately disagree 8.1 127
1. S t r o n g l y  d i s a g re e  13.6 2 1 2
g. Missing data 4.0 62

SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY SCALE

This scale attempts to measure  the level of value the respondent
places on elements of social responsibi lity — an o r i e n t a t i o n  toward
helping others and doing a good job, even when there is no th ing  to he
gained from others for having done so. The four questions included in
the original item pool were drawn from a social responsibility scale
reported by Berkowitz and L u t t e r man  (1968; see also Robinson and Shaver,
1969, pp. 383—385), and o r i g i n a l l y  drawn from a social responsibility
scale derived by Harris (1957). The Items were given in Likert scale
format with six response opt ions r ang ing  from “Strongly Agree” to
“Strongly Disagree .” One question was d e l e t e d  f r o m  the scale’ because’ ot
its low intercorrelattons with the’ other items . The higher scores
indicate greater apparent social responsibility.

Scale Constructio n . Response scores ranged from one to six , the
higher scores being .i~~’— ’gn ed to the agreement responses. Total scores
for each respondent were computed by dividing the sum of the untrans-
formed non—missing data scores by the number of non—missing data scot- os.
If a case yielded more’ thati one m i s s i n g  data score , the respondent ’s
scale score was not computed and the case was coded as m i s s i n g  d a t a .
Following is the response distributio n for the Social Responsibilit y
Scale:
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Range of Scores N

1.00 to 1.49 (low social responsibility) 16 1.0
1.50 to 1.99 5 0.3
2.00 to 2.49 36 2.3
2. 50 to 2.99 31 2.0
3.00 to 3. 49 92 5.9
3. 50 to 3. 99 79 5.1
4.00 to 4. 49 232 14.8
4.50 to 4.99 154 9.8
5.00 to 5.49 365 23.3
5.50 to 6.00 (high social responsibility) 542 34.7
Missing data 12 0.8

Rel iab i l i ty.  The internal consistency of the scale is moderate but
acceptable , given the small number of items in the scale. Coefficient
alphas derived from the developmental and replication samples were .615
and .558, respectively.

Items and Responses to the Social Responsibility Scale

N

1. Every person should give some of his time for
the good of his town or country.

a. Strongly agree 40.3 631
b. Moderately agree 18.5 290
c. Agree mildly 22.1 346
d. Disagree mildly 6.5 102
e. Moderately disagree 3.3 51
f. Strongly disagree 6.8 106
g. Missing data 2.4 38

2. It is the duty of each person to do his job
the very best he can.

a. Strongly agree 59.5 931
b. Moderately agree 14.8 231
c. Agree mildly 13.9 117
d. Disagree mildly 4.3 68
e. Moderately dIsagree 2.7 42
f. Szrongly disagree 3.6 56
g. Missing data 1.2 19

3. I feel very bad when I have failed to finish a
job I promised I would do.

a. Strongly agree 45.3 708
b. Moderately agree 18.8 294
c. Agree mi ldly 15.9 249
d. Disagree mildly 7.2 113
e. Moderately disagree 3.9 61
f. Strongly disagree 7.1 LII
g. Missing data 1.8 28
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1~CIVILIAN JOB RELATIONS SCALE

This scale is designed to measure the extent to which the respondent
has had positive experiences in the civilian work environment as evi-
denced by ease of adjustment to routine job requirements and enjoyment of
good relations with one’s fellow workers. The scale is composed of six
items, five of which (Questions 2—6) were adapted from items that loaded
on a “work success” factor in a factor analysis of civilian background
characteristics of Army personnel confinement facility inmates (Littlepage
and Fox, 1972 , p. 57). The sixth item (Question 1) was constructed
specifically for this scale. A seventh item, taken verbatim from the
previously mentioned “work success” item list , was deleted from the final
scale because of its low intercorrelations with the other items .

Scale Construction. The item responses were scored from one to four ,
the higher scores being assigned to responses indicating a favorable
adjustment to work situations and positive relations in the work environ-
ment. Total scale scores for each respondent were computed by dividing
the sum of the untransformed non—missing data scores by the number of
non—missing data scores. If any case had more than two missing data
scores, the total scale score was not comptued and the case was coded as
missing data. Following is the response distribution for the Job Rela-
tions Scale:

Range of Scores N

1.50 to 1.99 (poor relations) 12 0.8
2.00 to 2.49 115 7.4
2.50 to 2.99 217 13.9
3.00 to 3.49 308 19.7
3.50 to 4.00 (good relations) 734 46.9
Missing data 144 9.2

Reliability. The scale yielded alpha c o e f f i c i e n t s  of .842 for the
development sample and .852 for the replication sample, suggesting a
high level of internal consistency.

41
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N

I. Holding a steady job was difficult for me.

a. Very untrue 8.4 132
b. Fairly untrue 12.8 200
c. Fairly t rue 15.5 242
d. Very true 52.0 814
c. Missing data 11. 3 176

2. Jobs I held were boring.

a. Very untrue 25.6 400
b. Fairly untrue 26.3 411
c. Fairly true 25.1 393
d. Very true 14.5 227
e. Missing data 8.5 133

3. 1 frequently lost ohs because I arrived late
at work.

a. Very untrue 5.9 92
b. Fairly untrue 5.7 89
c. Fairly true 10.0 157
d. Very true 61.4 1,054
e. Missing data 11.0 172

4. 1 would usually take a job and quit after a
few days or weeks.

a. Very untrue 65.3 1,021
b. Fairly untrue 11.8 184
c. Fairly true 7.5 118
d. Very true 5.1 19
e. Missing data 10.4 1b2

5. I had difficulty getting along with people
I worked with.

a. Very untrue 59.7 933
b. Fairly untrue 22.3 349
c. Fairly true 7.2 III
d. Very true ~~~ 71
e. Missing data 6.3 98

6. I changed from job to job often.

a. Very untrue 49.2 769
b. Fairly untrue 17.4 2 7 2
c. Fairly true 15.0 23”
d. Very true 8.0 125
e. Missing data 10.4 163
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CIVIL IAN SCHOOL R ELATIONS SCALE

This scale is designed to measure the perceived quality of relations
the respondent had wi th in  the school environment while growing up.
The scale consists of five questions drawn from a unidimensiona l “School
Problems” measure used in a survey of Army Personnel Control Facility

- inmates by Littlepage and Fox (1972). The wording of question 4 was
changed slightly from the Littlepage—Fox version.

Scale Construction. The question response scores ranged from one t o
f our, the higher scores being assigned to the responses suggesting
harmonious relations in the school environment. Scoring for the negati ve-
worded questions was reversed , of course. A respondent’s total scale
score was computed by dividing the sum of untransformed non—missing dat a
scores by the number of untransformed non—missing data scores. If a cao.’
yielded more than two missing scores, a total score was not computed , and
the case was scored as missing data. Following is the response distribu-
tion for the School Relations Scale:

Range of Scores N

1.00 to 1.49 (poor relations) 72
1.50 to 1.99 117 7.5
2.00 to 2.49 399 25.5
2.50 to 2.99 309 19.8
3.00 to 3.49 403 25 .8
3.50 to 4.00 (good relations) 236 15. 1
Missing data 28 1.8

Reliability. Alpha coefficients computed for the scale using the
developmental and replication sample were .723 and .699, respectively ,
suggesting moderate internal consistency.

Items and Responses to the Civilian School Relations Scale

1. I did not l ike school.

a. Very unt rue  25. 9 ~0S
b. Fairly untrue 2 1 . 7  ~~
c. Fairly true 28. 1 440
d. Very true 20. 5
e. Missing data 3.7

I

2. I had d i f f i c u l t y  with school work.

• a. Very un t rue  29. 1
b. Fair ly  unt rue  26. 6 4 16
c. Fa i r ly  true 27. 7 4 3 4
d. Very t rue 13. 7 2 15
e. Missing data 2.8 44

_____________ — - _______



- —

- 

2 N

3. My parents (or guardians)  were not happy with the
grades I received in school.

a. Very untrue 22.7 355
b. Fairly untrue 23.2 363
c. Fairly true 31.8 497
d. Very true 19.0 297
e. Missing data 3.3 52

4. I enjoyed school.

a. Very untrue 16.9 265
b. Fairly untrue 17.0 266
c. Fairly true 33.1 517
d. Very true 29.5 462
e. Missing data 3.5 54

5. My teachers did not care for me.

a. Very untrue 38.0 595
b. Fairly untrue 32.7 511
c. Fairly true 17.6 275
d. Very true 5.9 93
e. Missing data 5.8 90

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS INDEX

This index is designed to measure the respondent’s parental socioeco—
nomic status while the respondent was growing up. It is based on parenta l
educational achievement , books and possessions in the home, and size of
the home. The measure is intended to be more than a composite measure of
educational achievement and material wealth , however. These factors
are assumed as “determinants of whether a home is a rich environment for
learning, an environment in which education and achievement are likely to
be encouraged , (and that) . . . some of these same factors reflect
parental abilities and aptitudes (e.g., intelligence), and are thus
likely to be related to the genetic (and cultural) endowment of children ”
(Bachman , 1970, p. 10). Thus, the index is Intended to provide a summary
measure of the quality of the home environment within which the respondent
grew up.

~~~~~ The measure is derived from the socioeconomic level index developed
for use in the Youth in Transition study of American high school students
(Bach man , 1970, pp. 10—14). The measure contains the following elements:

• I. Father’s educational  achievement level
2. Mother ’s educational achievement level
3. Possessions in the home
4. Number of books in the home
5. Number of rooms in the home
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Whereas the Youth in Transition study SES measures contained indicators
of paternal occupational sta tus and ratio of rooms per person in the
home (rather than simply the number of rooms), these elements were not
included in the SES measure described here for two reasons. Father’s
occupational status was not included because of the large amoun t of
missing data for  this  variable (more than 20%). The room—per—person
rat io was not used because it was found that the number of rooms alone

- correlated hig her with other variables in the SES measure.

Index Construction. Non—missing data scores for individual items
were standardized , summed , and divided by their total number , to gain
a mean SES score for each respondent. The higher the score, the higher
the parental socioeconomic status . If any case yielded more than two
missing data scores, the SES score was not computed and the case was
cod ed as missing data on the SES variable. Following is the response
dIstribution for the SES Index:

Range of Scores I
—2.00 to —1.51 (low status) 23 1.5
—1.50 to —1.01 115 7.4
—1.00 to —0.51 220 14.1
—0.50 to —0.01 363 23.2
0.00 to 0.49 380 24.3
0.50 to 0.99 212 13.6
1.00 to 1.49 107 6.8
1.50 to 1.99 29 1.9
2.00 to 2.49 (high status) 2 0.1
Missing data 113 7.2

Reliability. The level of intercorrelations between the various
items suggests reasonable reliability. The index demonstrates moderate
levels of internal consistency in both the developmental (coeff ic ient
alpha — .756) and replication sample (coefficient alpha = .766). It was
also found that respondent age is negatively and mildly related to the
respondent SES scores (r = —.301). This suggests that differences in SES
scores between age groups may be, in part , the spurious product of the
effects of generational differences (e.g., a lack of television sets in
most homes prior to 1952, and/or lower educational expectations and
fewer opportunities in earlier years).  However , the measure displays
sufficient reliability to warrant its use in this exploratory research
e f f o r t .
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It ems and Responses to Socioeconomic I ndex

2 N

1. How much school ing have yoor f a t h e r  and mother
had’ (Check one for each parent.)

Fathe r
;. Completed grade school or less 23. 7 370
b. Some hig h school 23.4 366
c. Completed hi gh school or CED 24.6 385
d. Some co l lege  9.7 1 51
e. Completed co l lege 7 . 7  121
1. Some graduate school 2 .9  45
g. Missi ng data 8.1 126

Mother
a. Comple t e d  grade school or less 16.8 262
b. Some hi gh school 26.6 41t
c. Completed h igh ~ -hoo1 or CED 33.3 5 2 1
d. Some college 9.1 142
e. Completed college 6.4 [00
I. Some graduate school 2~~~3 36
g. Missing da? -~ 5.6 87 —

.~. Wh~ ch of the f o l l o w i n g  was present  in your
pa reat s ’ ho me when von were growing up ?
(Check as many as app l y . )

a. A radio 1.2 18
b. A telephone 0.4 7
c. A te levis ion 0.8 13
d. A bi cycle 0.7 11
e. A phonograph 1.0 16
f. A bible 2.4 38
g. A dictionary 1.9 29
h. An encyclopedia set 2 .6 40
1. 30 or more other books 3.2 50
j. A family car 4.6 7~2

k. A camera 3.2 50
1. A typewriter 4.9 76
is. A dog or cat 5.8 90
n. A fish in a tank 7.5 118
o. A newspaper delivered daily 7.9 123
p. A magazine subscr ip t ion  9.9 155
q. A pair of binoculars 11.4 179
r. More than 19 phonograph records 11.3 176
a. A map or globe of the world 11.9 186
t. Missing data 7.5 11 7
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3. How many books were in your parents house
while you were growl ng. up ?

a. None or very few (‘~— 1O books) 9.3 146
b. A few books (11—25) 21.2 332
c. One bookcase ful l (26—100) 34.2 535
d. Two bookcases full (101—250) 14.6 229
e. Three or tour bookcases full (251—500) 9.6 150
f. A room l ull — a library (50! or more ) 3 .6  56
g. M i s s i n g  data 7.4 116

4. How many rooms (inc l uding b ath rooms ) were i n
your p a r e n t s  home while von were growing up?

a. 4 rooms or less 12.8 200
b. S rooms 12.7 199
c. 6 rooms 17.6 276
d. 7 rooms 15.9 248
~~~. S rooms 13. 5 2 1 1
f .  9 rooms Q .6 150
g. 10 rooms or more 10.0 157
h. I did not live in a home with my p a r en t s  0.4 7
i. M issing  da ta  7 . 4  116

FAMILY RELATIONS SCALE t
This scale is desi gned to  measure the respondent ’s s u b j e c t i v e

percep tions of the qu i lit v of family relations that prevailed at home
while the respondent was growing up. The scale incorporates several
facets of family relations , including family cohesiveness (closeness),
p a r e n t a l  p u n i t i v e n e s s , and level  of f a m i l y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  ass i gned
to the reupondent.

The scale is composed of 24 Likert—tvpe items having a vari ety
of c losed—response c a t e g o ri e s .  Nine of these are negative—worded items
(Questions 7 to 15) designed to  measure levels of p e r c e i v e d  parental
puni tiveness. These items were taken from the parental punitiveness
measure repor ted  b y Bachman ( 1 9 7 0 , p. 2 1 )  and used as a part of a
f a m i l y  r e l a t i o n s  measure  in the Youth In Transition study of sophomore
h i gh schoo l boys in the  United States. One item was deleted because
of its low intercorrelatjo,i with other parental p u n i t i v en e s s  i tems .
Questions 1 to 6 were t a k e n  f r o m  the Youth in Transition study Bachman ,
1970, pp. 19—20) and incorporated with Questions 16 to 21 as measures
of famil y cohesiveness. Questions 16— 21 were used p r e v i o u s ly  to
measure p e r c e p t ion s  of family cohesiveness among U.S. Army Personnel
Control Facilit y i nmates (Littlepage and Fox , 1972~ . Questions 22 , 23
and 24 were obtained t rom the  sane source (littlepage and Fox , 1Q72)
and used to measure a lack of responsibilities at home.
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Preliminary analyses suggest the scale may yield multiple dimensions ,
but the direction and levels of the ,intercorrelation coefficients exhib-
ited by the items indicate sufficient unidimensionality to warrant using
the i tems in a single measure of family relations . It should be noted
tha t the parental punitiveness and family cohesiveness items taken from
the Youth in Transition study were used as a single measure in that
repo r t .

Scale Construction. The items were scored so that responses indi-
cating greater family cohesiveness , lack of paren tal punitiveness , and
greater family responsibilities were given the higher scores. All
responses were then transformed to  standard (Z) scores. Total scale
score:; for each respondent were computed by dividing the sum of the
transformed non—missing data scores by the umber of transformed non—miss—
ing data scores. If any  case had more than ten missing data scores , the
total scale score was not computed and the case was coded as missing
data. Following is the response distribution for the Family Relations
Scal e: -

Range of Scores N

— 2 . 5 0  to — 2 . 0 1  (poor r e l a t i o n s )  4 0 .3
—2.00 to —1.51 16 1.0
—1.50 to —1.01 74 4.7
—1.00 to —0.51 187 12.0
—0.50 to 0.01 414 26.5
0 to 0.49 558 35.7
0.50 to 0.99 290 18.5
1.00 to 1.50 (good relations) 6 0.4
Hissing data 15 1.0

Reli abi l ity .  The scale yielded co3fficient aiphas of .898 for the
developmental sample and .890 for the replication sample.

Items and Responses to Family Relations Scale

N

1. When you were growing up, how d id you fee l  about
how much affection you got from your father (or
male guardian)?

a. Wanted and got enough affec tion 48.2 754
b. Wanted slightly more than I received 13.7 214
c. Wanted more than I received 20.0 313

-

~ d. Missing data 18. 1 283 - ,

2. When you were growing up , how d id you feel  abou t 
‘

-

much affec tion you got from your mother (or
female guardian)?

a. Wanted and got enough affection 71.9 1,124
b. Wan ted sligh t ly more than I received 10.2 160
c. Wanted more than I received 10. 2 159
d. Missing data 7.7 121

48
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). When you were growing up, how close did you I eel
to y o u r  Ia h e r  (or male guardian)?

a • Ix t rt’me I V c I ose 30. 4 4 75
h. QII 110 ( lose 20. S It)
c • Fa I r lv c I ose 1 1. 5 1
d. Not very close 24.4 151
o • M i s s i n g dat a ~ • , • ‘

4. How ci oso d Id von f ec’ ! to  your  m o t h e r  (o t
female guardIan) a t h at  t I me~

a • I -x  I rome lv .- l ose 49. 7 1 1~
)

b. Qt. it o ci os.• 25. t) 40(1
c • Fa I r lv - I 16. 4 2 ~
1. Not vt’rv c ’lc ~so 7.0 I 10 ‘1
t . Miss l ug  dat a 1 • 1 .‘ ()

5. When yOu were ~t’owi I Ig  t l ~~~, 1.0W much ci Id you want
to he the kInd of person your fat -ite r (or ma I t ’
guard Ia n ) i s  W )R ’Il  v e t .  became a.. - id..)

a • Very tune Ii 28. 8 I. 5( 1
h. Somewhat 2). 9 (4.’
c. A 1 Itt i i ’  15.4 1-. )
d. Not very m u c h  II. 8 185
o. Not at all 19.4 10 1
I .  Missing tl. -t L ;i 2. 1 - .  I

6. How much (I Id von W a n t  to he lik e the k i n d  of
person veil r not In’ r (or lena I e guardian) Is?

a. Very mu .’). 20.0 I i  I
h. Soru’Wh:if 25.8 4(11
c • A lit t 1.’ 1 9. 2 lOt)

d • Not vet- v icuic I. II. 0 I 88
e. Not at all 20.8 ).‘f~
I • M i s s i n g  d~~t a 2. 2 f-.

7. How of I en d irt your p.. i- on t ( o r  guard I ann) :u’
as If they d i  cm ’ t c-are about Von an y m o r e  wh l i e
you Were grow l og isp?

a. A l w a y s  2 .0  I i
b. o f  ten 1. 9 61
c. Some’ t m ii’s 12. 1 1 9 1
d. Seldom 18. 1 •‘S I
e. Never 6 1 .5  %2
I . MI ssl  ng d a t  - t 2. 2 (4
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8. How o f t e n  did your  p a r e n ts  (or guardians) disagree
w i t h  cactt  othe r  about how to raise you while you
were growing up ?

a. Always 1,8  59
b. Of t e n 8.5 133
c. Sometimes 19.2 300
d. Seldom 26. 0 407
e. Neve r 39. 7 621
f. Missing data 2.8 44 —

9. How often did your parents (or guardians)
actually s lap you whi le  you were growing
up?

a. Always 5.4 85
b. Often 15. 1 236
c. Sometimes 34.8 544
d. Seldom 20.4 319
e. Never 21 .6  3 3 8
f .  Missing data 2.7 42

10. How o f t e n  did your paren ts  (or guardians)  take
awa y you r pr~~~iIeges (TV , dates car, movies ,
etc.) while you were growing up?

a. Always 4.9 76
b. Often 12.9 202
c. Sometimes 36.6 512
d. Seldom 24.3 380
e. Never 18.9 29S
I. Missing data 2.5 (9

11. How often did your parents (or guardians) blame
you or c r i t i c i z e  you when you d idn ’t deserve
it while you were growing up?

a. Always 3.7 55
b. Often 8.1 126
C. Sometimes 21.6 (15

-~ d. Seldom 33.1 51 ,
e. Ne ver 31.8 497
f. Missing data 1.8 28
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12. How often did your parents (or guardians)
th reaten to slap you while your were
growing up?

a. Always 6.6 104
b. Often 14.2 222
c. Sometimes 29.5 461
d. Seldom 23.5 367
e. Never 24.2 378
f. Missing da ta - 2.0 32

13. How often did your pa:~ nts (or guardians) yell,
shout , or scream at you while you were growing
up?

a. Always 10.5 164
b. Often 18.3 286
c. Sometimes 35.4 553
d. Seldom 23. 1 362
e. Never 10.7 167
f. Missing data 2.0 32

14. How often did your parents (or guardians)
disagree on punishment while you were
growing up?

a. Always 3.4 53
b. Often 7.6 119
c. Sometimes 24.0 376
d. Seldom 27.6 431
e.. Never 34.6 541
f. Missing data 2.8 44

15. How often did your parents (or guardians) nag
at you while your were growing up?

a. Always 9.0 141
b. Often 14.3 224
c. Sometimes 26.5 415
d. Seldom 23.0 360
e. Never 23.7 371
f .  Missing data 3.4 53

16. My f ami ly  was happy together.

a. Very untrue 8.2 129
b. Fairly untrue 7.5 118
c. Fairly true 25.6 401
d. Very true 53.9 843
e. Missing data 4.7 73
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17. My family did things together.

a. Very u n t r u e  9.5 149
b. Fa i r ly  un t ru e  12.8 200
c. F a i r l y  t r ue  33. 1 518
d. Very true 40.9 639
e. Missing data 3.7 58

18. My parents were concerned about my welfare.

a. Very u n t r u e  4 .9  76
b. Fa i r ly  u n t r u e  5.6 88
c. Fairly true 17.3 270
d. Very t rue  68. 3 1,068
e. Missing da ta  4.0 62

19. 1 fel t I could talk to my father (or male
guardian).

a. Very untrue 16.5 258
b. Fairly untrue 12.2 191
c. Fairly true 26.3 411
d. Very true 37.5 586
e. Missing data 7.5 118

20. I felt I could talk to my mother (or female
guardian).

a. Very untrue 8.1 126
b. Fairly untrue 8.0 125
c. Fairly true 25.6 401
d. Very true 54.7 856
e. Missing data 3.6 56

21. My parents (or legal guardians) were happy
together.

a. Very untrue 11.2 175
b. Fairly untrue 9.1 143
c. Fairly true 22.3 348
d. Very true 50.0 782
e. Missing data 7.4 116

22. My parents depended on me.

a. Very untrue 30.9 483
b. Fairly untrue 16.8 263
c. Fa i r ly  t tue  25.2  394
d. Very t rue 18. 9 295
e. Missing data  8.2 129
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2 3. 1 had to take .-are of my broth ers and sisters.

a. Very untrue 42.4 663
b. Fa irly untrue 16.8 2 6 , 1
e. F a i r l y  true 19.6 307
d. Very tr ue 11.8 185
e. M i s s i n g  dat.. 9.3 146

24. 1 often had to hel p my tam ilv .

a. Vt ’rv u n t r u e  26.9 420)
b . F a i r l y  u n t r u e  18. 4 188
c. Fairly true 26. 7 417
d. Very t r ue  22. 5 352
. Missing data 5.6 87

S UMMARY

The p resen t  publication describes a series of at t Itude scales and
i nd ices  t a p p i n g  such issues as percept  ions that enlisted personnel have
of t h e i r  leaders  and t h e i r  u n i t ’s perf ormance , their esprit di’ corps ,
and t h e i r  sa t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  Army Jobs. The scales and Indices we ’re
constructed and carried to t h e i r  present  leve l  of d e ve l op m en t  under  an
ea r l i e r  research p ro j ec t .  The scales and ind ices  w i l l  he r e f i n e d  and
va l ida ted  under a requ i rement  fo r  r e l i ab l e and val i d i nst r umen ts , wh it -h
can be used by both scientists and staff officers , to assess attl tt.des
and predispositions of Army personnel on a broad range’ of  organl:at ion..l
issues.
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