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T T -7~ Introduction” R T
. . . / 1
e e With*the 'adve;nt‘ of the ‘new v‘oluntary armed serv.ices the retention of quaMfied . \
. y ) T N a

aval personnel has become 1ncreasmg1y 1mportant (Goodstadt Korman, Romanczek,

Frey, & Glickman, 1974). Two exploratory field studies, reported below were cop-

} w »
ducted to investigate the dynamics of Naval turnover and gather needed prelimingry

I . 2 N oy

information for concurrent laboratory job structural attribute investigations.
\ ’ ' . |
' The first of these studies was conducted to debermine the relationships/ mong }

the Naval test battery, work values, job satisfaction, and Job strucmral attr;bute

preferences as measured by a new research mstrument the Attribute /Preference

<

Scale/Attribute Description Scale (APS/ADS) The second f1e1d study was conducted o o

-

o determme the degree to which the pattern of relationships ev1dent in the ﬁrst inves-

tigation of maintenance personnel could be generalized to individuals working on - .

-~
"

T monitoring tasks. This second study also sought to determine the. r.elationships

between the types of jobs preferred'by monitoring incumbents, job satisfaction, and

the duration of their past and intended future Naval serv1ce Principal consideration
/ / %

~ was given to 1nvest1gat1ng the correlates of both Naval retention and 1ncumbents'
satisfaction, Emphasis was also focused on clarifying the typical pattern of char-_:
__ acteristics possessed by individuals who scored well on the Naval Test Battery.

Methods

fe 3 -

Subjects in the first fi/efd study; were 46 male nonsupervisory Naval maintenance

-

o personnel The subJects for the second fzeld study cons1sted of 23 male Naval momtoring

/! - R




(sonar and rédar'operators) and electronics perso . Participants‘ in the first fieltf B

study completed the Job Descr1pt1ve Index ?),’ the S vey of Work Values (SWV), JUS—

' AN and the APS/ADS AKI subJects in the secpnd f1e1d study completed the followmg .
---.-': -‘b:‘:v“‘.:" . - /. “h. . N * ‘ LN "4-‘ e /.“:' LACT ) ‘ S . .
e battery of tests and survey }nstrume s:, - " .o .

o
s

1 Attribute Prefere‘oé Scale/Attr1bute Desc 1pt1on Scale APS/ADS) h
2," Job Descrlptlv Index (JDI) ' \ . s
' 2 ‘ . : .7
. 3. Biographical Information Blank (ﬁIB) \ | - .‘ / ’./ '
‘ ) 4, Survey of Work Values (SWV) o h | e | 4
. ) 7 R ; Maudsley Personahty Inventory 5[MPI) o “ . / | L
o . . ‘6. Future ”Autoblography (FAB) - e - 1// y, Lo
R . ‘A;A"description of each gf these” ihs:truments foll‘ows.f ,' e . / ’
’ . The APS/ ADS was|designed to \measure twor va/rvi’a/bles: o v /
% | 1, ’W_orkers' ﬂprefer.ences for job atﬂ"ribute's," S '
2. 'Workerg' descriptions of their current jobs.' -
\ : ,

Con'sistent with Pervin's (1968) argument, these 'measures 7/both individual preferences

\ S A . )
\., and the task were expresled in- terms 'of the same set of attributes, These attri utes

Y

‘ “ 7

\ had prev1<?§ been determmed to be among the most important for Naval mO/utormg
/

and mamt nanc%eyt

\ 1ons, Only workers' preferences for job attmbutes were measured
' in the first field_

At that time, developmental efforts were underway, to refine the

instrument and determine its reliability, Inthé second field study, both measures of . .
“tyorkers' pref'erenc'es for job atfributes and incumbents'.descriptions of their curren
jobs were obtaired. . = : o ; / ' j

. L4
<

\An extepsive literature review and examination of Naval job descriptions, Jong 5
S j . ., A

with a\content anglysis of interviews with approximate‘ly 20 Naval persbnnel, produced

.~ A o ;‘ C © A o « : ' . :
. ERIC - N ' T 4D
A7 Provi c s A \ , ’ . " ) ' “ - -

A . ’ .

a




s

a list of 24 critical job attributes relevant to monitoring and maintenance tasks,
This list was further reduced to two, groups of four attributes each for mo'm'téring "

} i S e ¢

‘and maintenance jobs'. The selection of the four attributes most critical, tormain-
: ' L : . oot . L .. ‘o ) .

‘

tenance operations was accomplaished through further ;maly'é'is of th's‘se‘j/obs including . -

. in.fe(rvie\_n‘rs'with inc_umbehts and ‘a sur.vey 9% Naval maintgnance pexl's'o'nr;el.\ The attri- .
butes chose‘n.were, variet;lr,. closure, independencé, and lzearm'ng ri_ew skilfs, | The
fo\u.r r‘nost in1portant'attrik;utes fpr monitoring jobs were selected on the bas7i§ ofa . " |
s‘ummar'izgtion of past literature and included variety, independence, responsibility,
and job ?§}np1exity. Th;a items seiected to represent ea;ch of these éttributes were
, chosen from a pool developed through the use |0f a Smith and Kendall (1963) retransla- . -
. tion prqqeduré: Th‘e items selected were then built into paragraph-‘-lon%’ob descﬁp-
tioqs of potential monitoring and maintenance tasics, TI_1e amount of each att) ibuté )
. repfeseﬁted ;n the job descriptions was varied by. injegc‘ting sc‘aled expressigns of

- \

frequency, the values of which had been previously determined (Bas§, .C?..SCiO, and

L~
p >
/r " O'Connor,,1974). Using higﬁ and low expressions in each item, two sets of descrip-
/ i e
S tions were developed, one for mcinitoring and one for maintenance tasks. Each of
‘ v these contained 16 jobdescriptions.) Alternate forms of each set of descriptions .

were' aI’s;’developed, Employing five subjects for maintenance and six for monitoring,

. alternaté forms reliabilities of .89 and . 81 respectively were obtained in pretesting of
/ » ~ C ’
the instruments. The maintenance package, -when first used in the field to assess the

s
(et , ’

job attribute preferences of 50 Naval maintenance personnel, had an alternative forms
‘ 4 J

L

reliabilit}: of .81, Administration and scoring of the APS/ADS is discussed in Appendix

. A.

o




“v

, b111t1es‘co;§;rected to ftﬂl Iength by the Spea"rman-B'ro'w.n formula range from .80 ,éo
c o UV L B S

' measuring career motivation, per onal relat1ons personal effort, and se1f-conf1denc?‘

) measures a number of dimensions of the "I{yrotestant Ethic" related to the me°aning

_ Indjviduals are asked to e.kpress their strength of agreement or disagreement with

',statements dealing,iith certa1n intrinsic and extr1ns1c values of work, 'J;}us instru-

' reliabilities for the sub-scales range between , 53 and .66, ®hile re-test_reiiabilities .

i . PN . Y AL LD :
r \ SR // ", N o !
9 “ : . AR

Y/ A
The Job Descrlpt1ve Index (JDI) is a carefﬁlly researched

g

instrument developed to measure sat\lsfaction with five facets of jobs. Included are

/

the work 1tse1f pay, opportumtles for promot‘ion, superv1smn, and co~-workers

] v ¢ e

(Smith Kendall & Hl}Lm 1969). Th1s 7271tem instrument has demonstrated safis-i

:factory convergent %nd dlscrrminant valrd1ty Reported 1nternai consmténcy n’ella-

s / /

it

.

.88 for the five scales Smith et al., 19é9).: T . . e

~

»
The’ B1ogr{ph1ca1 Informatlon / ppen ix B) is 2 38 item quest1onnau:e

A4 ) .
K

¥

This instrume}it was ‘developed‘,baséd on Albright and Glennon's (]‘.966) catalog oflife . ¢
history ttems, Also included were itéms designed to determine the lex{gth of past,

. [
B . o .

Naval service and intended leng’th of gumr”e_fNavai service, - - '/' L S
N ' - T . ; ‘- “ ,' .
The Survey of Work Values (SWV) is a 54~item research inétrument which
i N

o . : . R
"

an individual attaches fo his role at work (Wollack, Goodale, Wijting, & Smith, 1971).,

>

i

v Lol
ment has met some of the common cr1ter1a for construct va11d1ty. Internal c:ons1stency

b
a

K ' /
range from .65 to 71. .

\
» .
The Maudsley Pers0na11ty Inventory (NIPI), developed by Eysenck (1959) .provides

&

'a short 48~item 1nstrument measurmg the two d1mens1o€s of extguvejrsmn and neurotlcism.
These MPI sca_les have been shown to ‘cogrelate h1g}11y, with ,other scales proporting to

S - ' : ey o
.




measure the dimensions of extraversion-intrqversion and neuroticism-~stability \)
‘ . - . A . M

>

.
app, 1962). With test-retest reliabilities repbrted between .7 and .9 and a

wide range of norms .4vailable, this research instrument has been shown to corre-
[ 1 4 . . . ! - .
. o

- late with a variety of phenomena’in such fields as attitudes and perceptual and .‘:'

©

motor learning (Knapp, 1962) ‘ -
In the Fxfture Autobmgraphy, subJects' protocols descr1b1ng future 11fe eXpect-

ancies are evaluated in terms of three dimensions: d1fferent1atzon, demand and
° €
agency (Ezekiel, 1968). Ratings are made on seven-point scales, Differentiation
N ’
A

provides an index of how definite, deﬁailed and complex a future life pattern the

Q';ﬁ

l subJect envisions whﬂet’Jemand isa _measure of the degree of effort and challenge

e

the ‘Writer S presented lrfe p1an§ w1ll require.” In addmon&o the scorer's evaluation

of the demand involved attemp e made to determine, frqm the protocol how

13 - -

dema.ndm.‘= the writer h1mselfenv351ons this future life to be. Agency is an mdex of

_ the writer' ?behef that he is an afacnve agent in shaping his own future as opposed to

bemg passively controlled by others. In the present study, mterrater rel1ab1l1t1es

r .

3

for differentiation, demand, and agency were ,80, .66, and .72, respectively, -

3

In addition to the measureioutlined above, basic Naval Test Battery data were

obtained for the subjects involved in these two field studies. A correlational appreach

was employed in the analysis of these measures. Special emphasis was given to pre-

" diction of the way individuals view their jobs and to the duration of Naval tenure.

Va
Py
e »

[

- Results ‘ -

Issues involving the retention of qualified-Naval personnel have received primary

-consideration during our analyses.? The relationships of tenure with current job attri-



-

8

-

: . /
~b)tes, preferted job attributes, and the absolute differences between current and pre-

ferred attributes are presented in the first three tables. Table 1 indicates that -
while the described task attributes of an incumbent's pres:ent job are related to )

- the duration of past Naval dervice , 00 significant relationships exist with intended

: -
future Naval service for sonar, radar, and electronics personnel.

Table 1

~

Sonar, Radar and Electronics Personnel:

) ) Relationship Between Eength of Naval Retention and 4
' The Attribute Description Scale (ADS) 2 ,.
. . . ¢
Past Naval ' Intended Future
ADS Attributes Service Naval Servicg
ReSponsibﬂFv\/ | .28 .03
Variety : R Y
Independegce T - .3T* ) .10
Job Complexity .
Total ADS . = >
™ ‘ ' 7 L,

\ -
Notg. Abbreviation: Total ADS = sum\qf responsibility, variety,
- \\:

i‘ndependence and joh complexity in current job, N )

. ! . a ~

n =30,

'.‘ ' *240050 . /\ .

¥
o




L 2

Table 2 shows the relationship bettveen length of Naval retention and preference

! .
for job attributes, There were no significant relationships for the 29 subjects
4 - . .

between the attributes preferred and Naval retention.

- _ '_—_—__*Avi
/

Table 2
Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Pefsonnel: ' .
Relationships Between Length of Naval Retention and

Attribute Preference Scale (APS) 2

' Past Naval Intended Future
APS Attributes Service Naval Service
Responsibility -.12 -.01 .
Variety . .27 .09
¢ Independence - .. ~-.16 : -.05
Job Complexity -~ ~ - -.11 -.06
Total APS - -.07, 2,02
—

~/ -

Nl
,_J;—‘

~

Note, Abbneviat'ion: Total APS = sum of expressed preferences for

responsibility, variety, Weﬁ and job complexity.

ey 2

29,




,

One significant relationship is evident, however, when Naval tenure is related
to the absolute discrepancieés between ADS and‘APS scores. In particular, Table 3

shows that, for the attribute of independence, congruence between preferences and

past Naval service. Measures of central

descriptions increases with the length of
. -

te‘dency and dispersion for the APS/ADS are presented in Appendix C.

Table 3

Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel: -
Relationships Between the Absolute Values of Described

. . » > ~
Minus Preferred Job Structural Attributes and Length of Naval Retention®

Intended Future

- . Past Naval
. Attributes Service . — Naval Service -
Responsibility .12 -.06 '
IADS-APSI
. Variety .09 -.12
IADS-APSI . o
Independence ~ 4T** ’ -.29 )
[ADS-APSI
Job Complexity - ) -.07
IADS-APS] —_—
-.22

Total Job Structural Attributes -.19 .

|ADS-APS |

Note. Abbreﬁation: Total Job Structural Attributes = sum of absolute

v

differences in responsibility, variety, independénce and job complexity.

a2=29.
- ) !,g “_‘:‘x.

++ *p<.0s5.

*%p <. 01, T | ,f'




3

i

. v ’ . o~
In examining the issues surrounding Naval turnover, it was found that several

indf;widual characteristics appeared to be related to tenure.h Table 4 shows the rela-

. —

tionship between the ability and aptitude tests of the Naval Test Battery and Iength of

past and future rete;ntion. High levels of verbal aptitude are g,ad&’ctive of short

—

dirations of intended future Naval service, Likewise, thos¢ individuals with better

4 N
A

clerical skills indicate shorter past and intended future Naval retention. Examina-
tion of Table 4 suggests that, in géneral, those with high aptitudes plan more limited

Naval tenure. This pattern reverses itself only in the case of higher mechanical

understanding. This overall intéfpreia{ion is simply sugge’stive, however, since

only three of th;‘e relationships are significant, A larger sample size would be required

~

to confirm this tentative generalization. -

Table 4 NA

‘ ) Sonai‘, Radar,’ and Electrdpics Persbnnel: » -

Relationships Between Naval Test Battery and Length of Naval Rétention |

’

¥

Arith &a MecthIerica.lb S"onarc Rada.rd %

24
*GCT Reasqn Under Skills Scale Scale- ETSTEW Selcrif;f
N
Past Naval , ¢ ' . - -
Service ‘-2, -.14 \ .31  -.45%* .04 -.34 " -07 -.16
« “ :
Intended Future ' . ) \/
Naval SerVije,-.‘éﬁ"i ‘=11 A1 -.43*  "-.40 -.41 256 . -.33
L A

Note. Abbreviations: GCT = verbal aptitude; Arith Reason = Arithmetic
and Reasoning; Mech Under = mechanical undersj:andmg, ETST = main selection test for
all electronics technicians, fire control, computer ‘and “'scientific" personnel; Selcrit =,

lirear composite of Naval selection tests with ETST given a double weight.
¥ ' ;

25=29; Pn=2g; Cn=17; In=16 ®n=27; fn=15.

. *p<£.05, U ' ;: ' f _‘ :
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L

Retention also is related to autobiographical dimensiohs as shown in Table /5,

Both differentiation and agency were significantly related to intended future Naval

'service, This indicates that those individuals who can describe their futures g'nost N
explicitly and perceive themselves as taking a more active role in shaping the!i'r. future

. ' i
work lives are teast likely to intend to continue on in Naval grvice. Interéstingly,

1

however, those individuals who perceive themselves as taking an active rol¢ in
. J
§

aping their future lives have remained in the service significantly longer. It is

‘

. \
Table 5
Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel:

=

Relationships Between Future Autobiography Scales and

k-

a
. . Length of NavalﬂRetention

. Differentiation Demand © Agency
Past Naval
Service - .21 - L L3 -
. Intended Future:, ) ,
Naval Service ©-,45%* C =27 ~.47%*

%E-= 30.

¢ . - ’
*%4.05. _ ' . , . L

**p< .01,




’

Table 6 presents the relationshi'ps between Naval retention angthe Survey.of

" Work Values. The only significant relationships indicate that past tenure was

.

associated with high levels of act;ivify preference and gride in work,

Table 6
Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel: /
Relationships Between Survey of Work Values and”
Length of Naval Retention 2
Attitude Social Activity Job 'Pride‘

Toward Status Upward Pref- Involve- in Intrin Extrin
Earnings of Job Striving erence ment Work Orient Orient

Past Naval ¥ '
Service -.04 -.08 .03 .37* 02 .46%x 33 - 07"
rh '
Intended Future
Naval Service .14 .11 .26 .03 .09 .18 .12 .16

— N

Note. Abbreviation: Intrin Orient = intrinsic orientation computed as the

<
A

sum of the activity preference, job involvement and pride in work scales;

R

Extrin Orient = extrinsic orientation computed as th;m of the attitude toward

earnings and social status of job $cales, > / " o

a

n=29, -
) *p<.05. g LT
A € ‘ :
.f} **E<n010 . Z”' !
. - . - '? ‘.4‘

Nn

bt
B
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Table 7
)
Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel :
’ * 7 ’ e a
Relationships Between Length of Naval Retention and Biographical Information
" Career Personal Personal Self B
Motiyation Relations Effort Confidence
Past _
Naval .23 -.37% . .17 ‘ .18
Service T '
p Intended i‘
Future L3087 -.36% .22 . -01 -
Naval Service © . v \ ] . -
a
n = 30. - .
*pg.05. -
i ’
. .
1 j - -
ny .
e p
g ) ) % .
B L ’
e j : - . ?O

12

Analyses indicate that Naval tenure displays a consistent pattern of rélationships

with individual differences in personal relations and extraversion. When biographical
- R 4 P
information is considered in Table 7, Naval retention is found to be associated with

personal relations. Consistently, those individuals wﬁbse lives have demonstrated a

concern with personal relations report shorter past.and intended future Naval tenure,




The findings in-Table 7 concerning personal relations are consistent with \

the results presented in Table 8. Examination of Table 8 indicates that those

higher on the extraversion dimension plan to remain in the Navy for a shorter

period 7 time, ‘ :
. ,

Table 8
Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel:

Relationships Between Maudsley Personality Inventory and Length of Naval Retention”

»

— 5 © Bgtraversion . Neuroticism
' Past Naval
- Service -.21 -.27
Iqtended Future
Naval Service - 42% 27
a .
- E = 24 . ! f * -
|
*p<.05, ‘
LS C 3
p 2
v - ‘ﬂ -




S S
ra ' ! ‘
&
r ' '

/ <

The importance of satisfaction with both the work itself and supervision is

ilhistrated in Table 9. Those individuals who are most satisfied with the v&;ork

; ( 5
itself and other facets of the job, including promotions, supervision, and co-workers
indicate longer intended future Naval service. Satisfaction with both supervision
- ‘ -
and the work itself stand out as being most significantly related to Naval retention.
e ol
. w
» —

Table 9
Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel:
Relationships Between Job Descriptive Index and Length of Naval Retention?
/// ) 7
Work _ Co- + Total __ -
Itself Pay Promotions Supervision  Workers Descriptioq
Past Naval , o
Service .28 .12 .06 . 5§*%* .05 .30 7
Intended o . L -
Future Naval .49%* .25 .43* '.451}4* 46%* o STHAX
" Service ' ' . v

o_ . .. N ~y
~

Note. Abbreviation: Total Description = sum of work itself, pay,

:

promotions, supervision, aml co-worker scales. -

,a\ . 4 St - 7 ‘ /\/ , 5
B=w-\ ’ ' 3 ¢ :
*p<.05, I _ ' . , .

**p<.01s

- . . ..
B - 3 »
~* N “ - . - e

: .
-
. [
. «
~ o o . < 34 - v,
. . . - . .(/ T. .
.. . . “ LA . AN

***E<,%j ‘:\ ) "—,0,, ) . . . L""TN "




| Given the relationship ‘between Naval retention and job satisfaction, further
reséarch focused on clarifying the job attributes and individual differénces asso-
ciatéd with satisfaction, The relationships between preferences for job attributes
N and satisfaction with.several facets of the present job are shov;rn in Table 10 fo'r
the maintenance personnel. Significant positive relationships exist between
‘ preference for learning new skills and satisfaction with the work itself, §ﬁpervision,
4 and co-workers. The reverse, hov;ever, is true for two.of the three significgnta
relationships when variety.is considered. Specifically, the preference for variety

is negatively related to satisfaction with the work itself andksupervision. This could

be interpreted as an indication that present maintenance jobs allow the learning of

4

new skills, but.have relatively little v : iegy/"y ’ ' »
.o ! e // .

Table 10

Maintenanc'e Personnel :

- L, . Relat1onsh1ps ‘Between Job Descriptive Index and Attribute Preference Scale (APS)
APS Work . / C,o- Total
Attributes Itself Pay Promotwns Supervision Workers Description
.. Learning . ' < N ~
New Skills . 44%* .08 40*& S L RS L
, Variety - -.40%* ” (37 - 44** ~04 ' - 38k )
'Independence , ~,0 .22 e -2 ¢ 19 7
; / ’ - .
7 N s A * ( :
* Closuré- i/, ~,02 .34 ~13 . =01 .02 .
s N . B e .: , ‘ B . ,. - ' . f c,
b " " Total APS 05 . =01 -.14 109 L -.0Y S
o ) \/ . . " . '3 .
- . Note, Abbreviations: Totall APS = sum of expressed prefex;ences"‘f_or
"learning new skills, variety, independerce and closure; Total Description = sum of~
work itseff pay, promotions, supervis on, and’ co-worker scales C— o e
o 7 “ dn=46, g< 05. **p_< 0“1 o

", . . = e rs
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The degree to which this pattern of relati/énshipshbétween preferences for

-

1 ! 4

/o
job structural attributes and job satisfaction can be generalized from maintenance

‘incumbents to sonar, radar, and electronics personnel is examined in Table 11.

For this latter group, itis ?vident thgt preferences for felévant attlributes are
not predictive of satisféction with gurrent Naval jobs. Further investigation will
be rnecessary to clarify the circumstanées.under which preferences for job related
attributes a.fe predictive ‘of incumbents' positive attitudes, It is possible that these
positive views vary with the type of task under ir{vestigation, the job attributes

found to be most impbrtant in the performance of this work, or the interaction of

these factors.

Table 11

I Sondr, Radar, and Electronics Personnel:

!

P
e
.

Work

&% N . Co- Total
/APS Attributes Ifs‘elf K Pay Promotions Satlsfactlon ‘Wofkers Descrlptlon
'Responsibility .26 P .09 .18 .24 .28 "
* Variety . .08, -.03 .20 21 .02 .10
Independence -.12 .10 .02 - 02 - 27 .07
" Job Complexity --.08 C.23 :,os -.26 -.06 -.06
Total APS I 33 . 10 w24
. , -

Note. Abbrevmtlons _Total APS = sum of expre?zsi\d_grgfﬁéences for

respOnsﬂaﬂlty, var;ety, 1ndependence and jo complex1ty Total Description =

+"sum of work 1tse1f pay, promot1ons satisfadtion and co-workers scales,

. o .
. ’,2 ’ ¢
- K3 »
.

een Job Deirjpti've Index and Attribute Preference Scale (APS)a
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radar, and electronics jobs and the description of thes

/

42

asks in terms of the/ four

relevant job attributes under investigation, . It is ¢yident from Table 12

presence of the attributes is most often signiff¢antly related to satisfaction with

~

the work itself and supervision. It sI&o be noted that’these are the same two /
scales which correlated significprtly withr'Naval retention in T4ble 9, /
- . - . \] i
/ . .
¢ ¢ N % *
Table 12 N $
. A g
% Sonar,/Radar, and Electrpnics Personnel:, - . :
%
/ . ﬁ b
Relationshlps Between Job Descriptive Index and the Attrlbute Descrlpuqn Scale (ADS)
~
: Work: : , Co-~ Total Y
ADS Attributes Itself Pay, Promotions .Supérvision Workers Description.
Respcinsibilit}/ .34 " .26 05 4% . 19,33
Variety .36% .08 -.03 .35** 11 .23 .
Indepem’ience . 50** 34‘ ‘ -0‘07 . 38* . 11 .® 32 ‘ “ )
Job Complexity .18 .38% .16 .02 -.01 .20
Total ADS JSTRER 44% L03 ¢ L 4T*x g5t 44x -
" Note. Abbreviations: Total ADS = sum of respounsibility, variety,
— _ independence, and job complexity in current job; Total I‘Déscription = sum
5 | of work’ itself, pay, p'r‘omot,ions, supervision, and co-workers séaies.-
: : BR : ¢ N
- 1a£1_=30.\ ' ' ) _— , . )
» . . . // ' s 'C‘ Ed
. ¥p4£.05. : Y -c
- #xpeLol, A~ s
v e pZ 001, ' SR T
' . /// P & ¢ . 3 ! ] ‘°A Jem e °- ~
M r 7 ° { ’ o+ - ' L




cateﬁhat the closer the ip.dividual's desor‘iption of his present job is to the attributes

he prefers, the more $atisfied he will be with his current job experience, While

- . - @

& - -
there are more sigm'ficant relationships using this conceptualization than employing

the ADS alone, further research will be requ1red to determme the add1t1ona.1 value

e .

: gamed by this approach as opposed to’a pure description of the ]Ob attributes.
[} : / M /
b . '/

Table 13

Sonar, Radar and Electrdnics Personnel:

r

L Co/l\pTo‘al

- 7 Pay Promotlons Superv1s1on Y{orkers ese 1ption
%&espon\ﬁibilii&y
|.A‘Ds-APs|
{ .
* Variety *
|ADs-Aps|/

»". Independence

-+

' IADs-APs|

Job Compl ex1ty
|ADS-A P§| -

Total Job Structiral
. Attributes .
[ADS-APS|

wThE
= - .‘i o
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~#Pables 4 through 9 depicted important relationships bgtween individual

characteristics and length of Naval tenure. As shown in Tables 14 and 15, )

-

- - 4 . )
v job satisfaction is also associated with individual differences among incumbents

v
.

fn scores on the Naval test battery. - -
! ? : ':'-
S ’ . Table14

Mainhance Persoqnel:

. Relationships Between Naval'Test Battery and

-

Job Descriptive Index a ,

‘e M ) " . . J \ A
. A%} &® Mech ® Cleric ® Somar® Radic®  ° ° ,
A GCT® * R#Wbn  Under  Skills  Scale~ Scale ETSTY  Selcritd
Work Itself  -.19. .38% .02 _ -,08 .07  -.32% .13 -.08 "
. . ' ) ) ~ ’ 5 N
: . Pay T -.04 .09 -.04 .17 .17 =10 =07 - .03 |
- - . N - ’ . .
Promotions  -,02 .17 -.15 -. 19\-,05‘ =10 -.08 -.13
Supervision -.09 . ,39%* .11 -.36% -.04\ -.32% .07 -.18
Co-Workers: .0 ,08 . .03 -.07 .24 -.03 .26 .03
Total - - - - 1
Desoription =08 .34 .03 .18 -.10 .26 02 -1

T Note. Abbreviations: GCT = verbal aptitude; Arith & Reason = arithmetic
and reasoning; Mech Under = mechanical understanding; ETST = main selection. test for all
. electronics technicians, fire control, and "scientific” personnel; Selerit = linear composite
- of Naval selection tests with ETST given a double weight; Total Description = sum of work

itself, pay, pfomotions, supervision, and co-workers scales, ~

=45;

i

bp=ds; Cn=39; dn=37, . J




Tabtes 14 and 15 show relationsEips between the Naval test battery and facets

of job \statisfgqj,on‘ as investigated in.the two shmples. Two interesting findings ,

<

appear which are not easily explainable. For each sample, satisfaction with

superv1s1on is negatively related to both clerical sk111s and radio skills. Inother

-

words, those who scored higher on the clerical scales and the radio scales were
least satisfied with supervision, Other results are mixed and may be due to sample

differences. ' . -

_ ~_;x:et{le 15 o

-

Sonar, Radar and Electronics Personnel:

Relationships Between Naval Test Battery and Job Descriptive Index

, a. .. b . ) z-
» A , Arithg " ' Méch  Cleric® Somaf® Radio L
JDI GCT® Reason. Under  Skills Scale Scale ETST € Selcrit
" ’ . ;,_._a—s N . L. .
Work Itself -.43*  -.33 -.07 -.52%% -85 T -,44 Y SIS b
Pay .00 . .24 .22 .09’ .32 © -.40 .10 .19
Promotions -.22  -.18 .08 -.18 08 1 -2 Lo 3 -.28
Supervision -.38* =, 30 .06 -.52%% .23 . . 51% g-.zn*' N5
{ - = > N
Co-Workers =-,12 -én- -.04 -.01 -.28 ~.68%% - 34 -.32
Total -.32 -.19 .07 -.32 -.12 -.B66%F -, 40% -, 44
< Description . S

1
h 4

Note. Abbreviations: GCT =verbal aptitude; Arith & Reason = arithmetic and

reasoning; Mech Under = mechanical understanding; ETST = main selection test for all
electronics technicians, fire confrol, computer and "scientific" personnel; Selcrit = linear
L I

composite of Naval selection tests with ETS’I‘ gwen a double weight; Total Description =

sum of work itself, pay, promotions, superv1sion, and co-workers scales

O =p<los;  *xp<,01 - - '
EMC *p<.05; R : .
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S ' ‘When'job satisfaction. and biégraphicg_\in_&-dxatio'n are gxammed in Table 16,
. several important associations beconfe apparent. Pe;haps wmosg-impgrtant are the
positivg relationships found t;etween career motivation and both the work itself and
supervision, The dafa also indicate that those incumbents whose past biographical
histories demonstrate high levels of personal effort express the greatest work and

_overall j‘ob satisfaction while those demonstrating high interest in personal relations

indicate low satisfaction with both supervision and co-workers.

Table 16
- Sonar, Radar{ and Electronics Personnel:

Relationships Between Job Descriptive Index and Biographical Information™

d Work : Co- Total

. LI Itself Pay Promotions Supervision Workers _I%@scription
. a ’ - g
\ * Career L -
\‘\ Motivation ~ LAG**, -.22 . .19 .. 52%* .30 .34
- - Personal-- . - E o 5 R .
Relations =13 -.08 -.14 -.46** -, 36%* -.31
Personal - : . S . _ T
" Effort .40%* .29 -.33 .26 .01 3T
‘ . Self- - - ,
, Confidence -,07 .03° ~-. 16 .09 -. 10 . =06

)

reviation: "Total Description = sum of work itself, pay,

< m—

T T ew

o

A
1




” <
. Consistent with earlier results depicted in Table 8, Table 17 shows that

those who are high in éxtraversion tend to be least satisfied with their Naval tasks.#
The neg%tive agsociation betweer{ extraversion and pay, however, is the only rela- '

tionship in Table 17 which reached sighificance.

"

| 5 ) | Table 17 )

‘Sonar, Radar, and Electronics Persomnel:
. 3

a
Relationships Between Job Descriptive Index and Maudsley Personality Inventory

.

’ ¥

‘{ " Work - // Co- Total
Itself Pay Promotions” Supervision Workers Description
Extra- - 15 ~.49% . -2 .08 -.05 -.29
version
Neuroticism . .33 .36 . .10 .02 .00 .22

Note, Total Description = sum of work itself, pay, promotions,
supervision, and co-workers scales, . N
2 n =24,

*p<.05.

£
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*
"Tables 4, 14, and 15 have genei'ally indicated a pattern of negative relatibn-,

ships between Naval Test Battery scores and both retention and incumbent job

satisfaction. Tables 18 through 26 are presented below to clarify further the ) |

A

typical pattern of characteristics of individuals scoring well on the Naval Test
. L

Battery.

A consistent configuration of results is evident in TablF 18, For all significant
relationships, those éc’oring higher on the Naval Test Battery display greater dis-

crepancies between preferences for attributes and the way they describe their Naval

—

tasks in terms o?these same attributes. This pattern is most apbarent for the

Radio Scale where gr‘eater' aptitudes consistently are associated with less congruence

between preferred and described job structural attributes.

P3
*
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‘ : : Table 18

So;lar, Radar, and Electronics Personnel:
Relationships Between the Absolute Values of Described
Minus Preferred Job Structural Attributes and the Naval Test Battery

Arith &* Mech® Clerical® Sonar® Radiod .
GCT?® Reason Under Skills Scale Scale ETST® Selerit

ReSPQDSibﬂity e 12 e 22 021 e 24 010 003 b 03 ™ 01
|ADS-APS| ‘

Variety - .38% 12 .20 . .05 .29 .53% .32 . 56%
T™ADs=Aps] - ’
Independence .17 .06 ¢ .07 04, -.03 69%% .28 .46

|ADs-APS} - s ;

Job Complexity .24 © -.06  -.30 .23 J56% 11 5  -.15
|ADS-APS| -

Total Job ) :
Structural .28  -,00 .08 04 -.04 .55% .27 .38
Attributes : .

laDs-APs|

. Note. Abbreviations: GCT = Verbal aptitude; Arith Reason = arithmetic
and reasoning; Mech Under = mechanicalenderstandjng; ETST =éain selection

test for all electronics technicians, fire control, compute:t“,/and "scientific"
personnel; Selcrit = linear compo.site of Naval selection tests with ETST given

. \.\ .
a double weight; Total Job Structural Attributes = sum of absolute differences in
oo 3

responsibility, variety, independence, and job complexity.

2n=29; Pp=28; ®n=17; dp=16; ®n=24; fn=15

*24105' ' »

" **p<.ol, Toan

o
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There are also significant relationships among the aptitudes measured

. -
by the Naval Test Battery and the Survey of Work Values as shown in Table 19. The
relationships are typically negative between the various constructs. This pattern is
particularly evident in the relatjonships of extrinsic orientation to the ability measures.
The one exception to this trend is mechanical understanding where relationships tend
to be positive between this ability measure and the value scales. A similar reversal

was noted earlier in Table 4,

3

ECY .

Y et




" ‘Table 19

Sonar, Radar and Electronics Personnel:

- L]

Relationships Between Naval Test Battery and Surve'y of Work Values

.

4

a Arith &a Mechb Cleriéalb Sonar€ Radiod,

GCT Reason Under Skills Scale Scale' ETST® Seleritf
~ > .

Attitude ' L _ .
Toward T ' B : - i .
Earnings —.Bl*¥**x _ 37% -.02 ~.17 -.26 -.34 -.43% ~.59%
Social _ ’

Status = ' :

of Job -.39% -.03 -.01 .03 ~.11 -.39 -.42% -.37
ﬁpward' B ,

Striving . -.11 . -.10 .29 -.12 -.21 -.21 i.l9 -.19
. Activity ’ . .
Preferenée =~ =-.12 -.19 .45%  -.18 - .42 -.11  -.14 - .13

.- 4 ;

volvement -.20 F =12 43% =13 .56& -.02 ° -.20 14
Pride in ;

Work -.14 -.16 W12 =.05 .}9 ;;%? -.26- ~-.04
In?rin < -.18. -.19 A41* -.15 '-.48 -.09 —.24? .10
Ortient L - -

Extrin -.63*%%x _ 25 -.02 + =.08 —.éo -.42 —.55&* -.52%

Orient | : ' _ o A=

, Note, Abbreviations: GCT ='verbal aptitude; Arith & Reason = arithmetic and
reasoning; Mech Under = mechanical understanding; ETST = main selection test for all
electtonics technicians, fire control, computér, and "scientific” personnel; Selcrit = linear
composite of Naval selection 't/ests with ETST given a double weight; Intrin Orient = intrins1c
orientdtion’ computed as the Sum of the acitivity preference, job involvementand pride in
work scales; Extrin Orient = extrinsic orientation computed as the sum of the attitude
‘towards earnings and social status of job scales, ‘ ‘ -

. ' : ' /
ag=29; b21.-'-‘-5&8; cg-‘-‘-l?; dg=16;‘eg=24; f1_1.?15.'
*p<.05, .
. i 4 P n ,-:
) *";p.<.01- - S . .

S e St O
: v ¥¥p<.ool, R . ‘ .
- . . v " . X g . . .
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Whﬁe Table 19 showed the reljationship for the Naval test’batters} and the Survey
)

of Wofk Values for soﬁar', radar, and electronics personnel, Table 20 shows these

.same relationships for maintenance persqnné/l. While again t.he significant relation-

ships are typically negative, th-ey are not as strong as was true in the moni-

toring sample. Also,_whereas mechanical understa;lding was posii;vely related -

to the value scales for sonar, radar, and electfénics, personnel, these relationships

are négative for maintenance personnel,

i




IR

Table 20
Maintenance Personnel:
Relationships Between Naval Test Battery and

Survey of Work Values .

. » . P
"‘ : PR - .'»/a - b : ]
. B - a AYith & Mech Cler;caﬁ Sonar® Radio a | a
GCT Reason Under Skills) Scale Scale ETST  Selcrit
Attitude
Towards -
" Earnings -.25 -.01  -.26
Social
T Status '
+. . 0f Job = -.21 .05 ~.30%
Upward ’ ]
Striving -.4Q%*%* .04 ~.34%
Activity
Preference-~.03 o7 .08
RIS 4 -
Job In- ) ‘ -
“volvement -.06- .12 .09
Pride in C ~ - 8
‘Work - .04 =216 418 , =
Fntrii e ‘ - ‘ = \
rin . - . . ,
. . a . a ’ .1 .
Orient ) 03 13 . 13 g y&;;;/’ _
ﬁtm}n‘* - -.28 03 ° =134% -.32% -.28  -.16  ~-.37*
Orientation . - ////// - X

PR . ) ’ _‘

" Note. Abbrev1ations GCT = verbal aptitude Ar1th & Rea.son = arithmetic and
reasonmg Mech Under = mechanical understanding; ETST = main selection test for all
eléctronics technicians, fire control, com;;t%e , and "scientific' personnel; Selerit = linear
composite of Naval selection tests with ETST given a double.weight; Intrin Orient = intrinsic
orientation computed as the sum of the activity preference, job involvement, and pride in
work scales; Extrin Orient = extrinsic or1entat1on computed as the sum L of the™ attitude towards

earnings and social status of job scales. P ‘ /

. 8 _4s. b 40 C _nood oo L : 7,
< | n=45 °n=42; “n=39; “p=37., e o = _

- . *24.05. T " ) / e ! . h .
, . [ . . .

. **R‘<.01n. S
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Two major récent review articles
. “ "‘)
factors and employee turnover. Schuh (1967) focused upon the use of a g
M B . 3 - .
tests as predigtors of employee tenure, A more recent review by Porter gnfi ,
L ’ 7 P

Steers (19/7} employed a broader framework in examining this problez/n/x:rithin the
, ;

) /

/o /
/
/

*
./ /S

context of four organizational.levels.

T ' / /

positive to nggative relationships depending upbn the specific study citefd/ In the

present 1nvest1gatmn, results indicated that the higher the general or spec1£1c aptitude

'test scores of Navy monitoring personnel, the lower the expressed intention to con~

4 ’ .

tinue Navy service.

One of the strongest retention related findings of past literature reviews is - .

-

the consistent relationship between job satisfaction and tenure. For exa;mple, Kraut
(1975) found for 911 salesmen that satisfaction with the work itself was of major

iroportance in determining intent to remain with the organization while attitude

-

towards pay did not predict, retention. For the momtormg personnel inves/tlgated

the expectéd posmve z;elatlonshlps were confirmed on four of the JDI scalés The

sole exception was the pay sca‘Ie which was not significantly related to future Naval
service. }’. L a . ¢
. s

s

. The lack of consistent relationships between aptitude measures and job'satis- )

—
Ps

faction is 'exempI‘i(fied by ‘calntraéting results based on Naval ‘moni'tori‘ng and main-

- . .

. ~ LI .
tenance personnel! For eéxample, there is a reversal between the two groups with

% - . ' » S
: - - '

" work satisfaction being negatively related to arithmetic and rzasoning skills for
i ’ ‘l‘ [] L. . -

- < »
. . ad
. . R
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monitoring personnel, but posi’tively related for the maintenawc'e personnel,h It is "

I ~ !
v —— -

_ difficult to explam why these sorts of reversals should occur._ A s1m11ar quandary

exists,wh‘en we try to understand why no consistent re1atlonsh1.ﬁs are apparent.
-

betweelz varlous aptltude scores and tenure within the organlzatlon. It is evident

/thﬁere may be orgamzational actors operatmg at different 1eve1s whxch although

not yet identified, tend'to moderate the obtained re1at1onsh1ps between ability
rd , // - ‘ - . ' . ) _l PO

measures and both job descriptions and tenure within organizations. 1t seems

reasonable to speculate that perhaps an improved taxonomy of organizations
, v oyl ,

< -
-

accounting for such variance might be developéd based upon a conceptualization
% . ‘ ‘ ) - i g
‘which takes into account the in_teractio'n of individual ability measures apd task

PP
s
-

characteristios, For example, one mi‘ght believe that in a relatively difficult task / '

. ) ¢ i -

, Bl . . Rt /
réquiring utilization of abilities valued by the incumbent that positive re1atic?bips
\\ ,
Would ex1st between ab111ty scales and both Job satisfaction”and orgamzatlonal reten—

¥

o tlon, Vahdatlng the accuracy of such a framework Would prov1de obv10us advant@s

\

/
to those 1ntere§ted in redesigning JObS to achieve desired increases in the ure of
, * , 5 ) g .

trained personnel, Partial insight into the possible organizational £ ctorsﬁ which

v

. " . P \
ionships between abilities and outcomes has been provided

’

might moderate these re

by recent research relating organizational climate to the success of life insurance

agencies (Schreider, 1974).

-

The future work autoblography was admlmstered to the Naval momtorlng
~ . [ o

personnel in the hopes of prov1d1ng a broader perSpectlve for investigating some
of the ]Ob related fac tors predzc tive of future \Iaval retention, Con51stent strong

negative re1atlonsh1ps Wére found between the Future Autoblography Scales and

inte'nded future Naval service. Only‘the demand scale fell short of significance,

o N [ ) A s
. . , ) .




// above results are not Surpr}/éing. ,

@

Ve10piﬁg the)r/career opportu»m.ties plan a shorter duration of future Naval

S / .
P / s rs
servmgl.) : » P ’ . ,
// ) a R /// Ed LN
-
/ o 7 ”x When/élne considers the common stereotype of a military orgamzation, the #
e s e o

interesting qnesj:ion for further research,

L
however W1IL be to detertmne if’these patterns can be reversed. Specifically,

—

o Y .
i investigations should be di/éted towards de /ermimng if the provision of 1ncreas1ng1y

v e

coniplex JObS and the placemenyi div1dualé growth more within their own hands
L ,

ﬁﬂ)/ WiI result in a reversal in the observed relationships between the future auto-
. /biography scales and orgamzational tenure, - ) . /

/

o/ ( A negative relationshi Was fou between intetded future Naval service ahd
P 7

the MPI Extraversmn Scale. This finding is consistent with otheré'studies in the .
Ve
literature in indicating that those higher in sociability tended to have shorter tenure

—

- ,within an organization(MacKinney & Wolins, 1960). The specially developed Bio-
/ : ‘ oo .

e
,,graphical Information Sc¢ale on personal relations also confirmed this generalizatidn

, that those higher on sociability were more apt to leave the orgamzation.

- Past research by Turner and Lawrence (1965) and.Hackman and Lawler (1971)

- &l
indicates that there is ia pos1t1ve relationship between various Job content factors and

job satisfaction, This finding was strongly supported by the present resea_z'ch with

[ 2N

Naval monitoring personnel, The Attribute Description Scales of var/'i/ety and inde-

pendence were both significantly related to satisfaction with the work itself as

- measuredAby the ;Iob Descriptive Index. Significant positive relationships were .

| b e . .

%

. . A B . . o
, ) " . ’ B / 4.




alsa found between satisfaction with superv1s1on and noth the responsibility and
oY v Yy e
_ mdependence dimensmqs Tt . ¢ ‘ . ) ‘ o
s ; .
? The,A,A.PS/ADvS allows‘one to lo;k at the diffe'rence betwe?en an inci“'iiridual's ;
~ N - - % - .
preferences for job s‘truc'c/n:al attributes and how he describes?jhis current onb ,
in terms of those attribut’esi I,n’the»cnrre’nt 'invesﬂtigati‘on, abs!olute differentes
wene related to incunibents,l s";tisfnction witn several facets cif 'their'jobs. , For S
betﬁ'independenpe and variety, significatnt negative relations,ixips were found x;vith '/

-

6
swork satisfaction, indicating that those persons who see a greater incongruenge

between preferred and described job attributes dre less satisfied with. ﬁlj\e}r work, /
) Thus, the present study adds a new, gimension to previous research 7orrelates,
OfJOb satisfaction in Naval env1ronments (McDonald & Gunderson, )

. s &
onstrating the 1mportance of job structural attributes to satisfac ion.,

- - , [

74‘ b}? cie m- s

Py /irnplicit asSumption that no telationship exists between ability measures and either ,

— /
A /

R "work values or job structural aftributes, The present study shows that thereus a .

strong relatipnship between abihty (espec1a11y verb?} aptitude) and both Work valués

and perceiyed d1screpanc1es in some Job!structural attributes. ThlS findmg has

LI v - /.

Yy S

implications for a wide'range of job reaesig“-n‘prdﬁ”ms:&x\ / .

- ——
VW
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“ Appendix A

gescription of APS/ADS Scoring System
A}

Naval personn¢l were presented with instruction sheets, sixteen randomized .
job descriptions, a He response sheets shown i;l Appendices A I through A V‘III
Each individual co’mpleted the APS/ADS twice, first ranking the job descriptions
to indicate his relative preferences for these sixteen tasks (APS) and then ranking
the descriptiens 'i‘{: order from those that best describe his\current job to those

which are least descriptive of that work (ADS). These two presentatig'ns of the

APS/ADS were separated in ti Towed différent instructions (Appendix A I

vs, A T, and employed alternate randomized forms of the sxxteen job descrlptnons )

» <

presented in Appendices A IIT and A IV, Each job description Was 1dent1fied hy a o e
‘iﬁ - ’
c1ass1ﬁcation number, Wh11e the instructions. and answer recor.dmg sﬁeets were

ﬂ?e same 7for both monitoring and r;laintenance personnel, _the four task attributes
e-mployed to build the job descriptions (Appendices A'III and A IV) were selected..
specifically for each task based on literature review and pilot re’sea.r.ch eesults.
’I:he four job structural attributes built into the mor;itoring job descriptions were:§
responsibﬂity, variety, independence and job complexity. Tile foiir task attributds
presented in the maintenance job descriptions were: learning new skﬂls,\varlety,
independence and closure, -

l

The job.description rankings (Appendices A V and A VI) were later transferred

by research‘ers to the formatscshown in Appendices A VII and A VIII. This trans-

formation .provided, for ea;.ch individual, a list of the rank values assigned to each
- 3 L}

LA

A job description, These final rankings were then scored b’y a specially written com-

-

’ ) putey prograyeiﬁed to determine total preferred and described yalues for each
* UJ;,’ \‘ “ LQA\
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<

©

“of the job attributes. Individual attribute scores were computed as follows, The

rank assigned to each job description was multiplied by 0 or 1 depending upon

each attribute's presence (1) or absence (0) in the job descriptipn.. These products ‘

were thén sumrned across all 16 job descriptions and the total (maxi

sun; equal to 100) was subtracted from 101 in order to rev : the dir)ec,tiogx of the
—_

.y ~

final scoring so that larger mumbers would represent greater amounts of the attri-

N

butes, ) Y e -
‘ ] _ 16
Attribute Score = 101 - £ RiAi ‘

i=1 .

o , '

2 - i = Classification number of job degscription

~ R = Rank assigned to a job description .o -
- A=0gt 1 depending upon whether the_ attsibute - -
" ’ ; ing scored was present in a job Bescription
: o \ ? ] L

A w

Summatlons of the four attrlbute scores were then computed to promde
indices of overall preference for Job,SbPaetural Attributes and’ amount of those

attributes present in the individual's present job,, - -
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= ‘ Appendix A1 : , .
- APS Instruction Sheet : - |
i 3 X . N .

Instructions to Subjects oo
— e APS -
o] N , -

Open the inanila envelope you have been given. Inside you will find 16 slips
of paper. On each slip is written a description of a job that you could conceivably
)

work on at some future point in time. We are interested today in finging out what

: —.— - type of job you prefer. Iwant youto read each jog description and then put it into~

A

- one of the four categofies marked "most preferred to "least preferred" which

! 2
you see on the tagle in front of you. You don't have to place a specific number in

-
- d . +

any of the categories. The categories are only there to help you sort out the job

descriptions. Once you have-sorted' all 16 job descriptions into the categories

3
e

~ you figl, best represent your g_gu_preferenc'e T want you to take each pile individ-

— - , N
- ____ually-and-TTK the job descriptions within that pile so that your most preferred

-

job is on top and your least preferred job is on the bottom. When thig is com-

- f
-

%..  Dleted, combiner the four piles so that you have one pile of jobﬂéscri'pgioné which

are ranked from your inoét preferred job to your least preférr_ed'job. (

.
- h

~ . Now look at the white sheet in front of you with ""Q-sort" writtén in the upper
. left.hanci corner. Inthe upper right hand corner, [arint your name. In the éﬁ"ace

~ marked "trial #Y, place the-number found in the upper left hand corner of your

4
-

manila envelope., “On the backside of each job description you will find a number,. °

N -

Write that number in the space provided on the Q-Sort sheet starting with your

most prefergsd job and ending with your least preferred job. When ybu have com-~

pleted'this ranking procedure, place the job descriptions back in the envelope.




Appendix A I

. . ADS Istruction Sheet
-~ Instructions to Subjects

~ ADS
. ) : . Y . X
- Open the manila envelope you have been given. Inside you will find 16 slips

of paper. On each s11p is written a poss/le desc/M/lon of you.r current Naval

job., We are 1nterested in how you would describe that Job Specifically, we

rd

P

" wish to know which _o/f’ _the descriptions provided you feel best fits the task on

which you w rk. Iwant you to read each job description and then place it into /

e e
[ . ) . N
= one'of the four categories marked "Describes Best" to "Describes Least" whichs
e .. ‘ ”

. _you see on the table in front of you.‘ You don't have to place a specific numb

in any of the categories. The categories are only there to help you sort gut

job descriptions. Once you hay a11 16 ]Ob descriptions int%5The categories

P

T  you feg west represent yourg sions of your 96b, Iwant you to take each ‘
> pile individually and rank the job desc ons within that pile so that the most - .
descriptive statement is S the top and the least descriptive statement is.on the ) .

bogom./ When this is completed, combine the four piles so that you have onespile

/
P .
e

. ofjob statements wliich,are ra?ed from the begt descr/pt{on of your 30b to the -

—_— -

least accurate description of your Job : Co.

sor/t" Written in the upper
-

left hand corner, In the upper righ/ hand corner,/print your name, In tﬁe spdce
e
— —— e

marked "trial #" place the number found i/the upper left hand corner of your

Now look at the white sheet'in front of you with

¢ - ]

@

. manila envelope. On the backside of each job _description, you will find a m

ber. Write that number in the space provided on the Q-Sort sheet arting with *

the best job description and ending with the least accurate job description. )Vhen v

T

L-zyou have completed this ranking procedure, place thee/jcla/,descriﬁions back in
| ) -, . ' A
| - " the envelope, ~ - : :

o
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-t Monitoring Job Description '
Monitoring Task ~ 16 Items Presented to Subjects on Separate Sheets of Paper Py

- In Randomized Order

I usually get to choose which task I want to work on next, and there is
often more than one way that I do my job. In addition, I am usually accountable
for the work that I do, and I often have to consider extensive information in
order to perform my job. .

I usually get to choose which task I want'to work on next, and there is .
often re than one way that I do my job. In addition, I am usually accountable

work that I do, but I rarely have to consider extenswe mformatmn in
/r to-perform my job,

/ " Tusually get to choose which task I want to work on next, but there is a
rarely more than one way that I do my job. In addition, I am usually accountable .
for the work that I do, and I often have to consider extensive information in
order to perform my job.
I usuatly get fo choose whigh task I want to work on next, but there is ’
rarely more than one way that I do my job. In addition, I am usuall} accountable
/ for the work that I do, but I rarely have to consider & \xéenswe information in
/ order to perform my job, , , R

. - . -

I usualiy get to choose which task I want to work. on next, and there is offen -
_ . miore than one way that Ido my joi. In add1t1on I am seldom accountable for
=" the work that I do, but I often hav to consider extensive information in order

to perform’my job, . > ) t. 5
)
- I usually get to choose which task Iwant to work on next, and thére is often , - -
more than one way that I do my job. In addition, I am seldom accountable for '

the work that Ido, and I rarely, have to consider extensive information in order
to perform my job.

<
-
- . .

‘fugually get to choose which task I want to work,on next, but there is rarely
more than one way that I do my job, In addition, I am seldom accountabl(—Lf'or the _—
work that I do, but I often have {o consider extensive information in order to per~
»formmyJob . - -

- .

“otA /




i é‘ " . «’ : . \\
; $ : - (Continued) - ,

I usually get to choose which task I.want to work on next, but there is
'rarely more than one way that I do my job., In addition, I am seldom /ccountabl

order to perform my job, .

—_—— \ -

I seldom get to choose which task I want to work on next, and there is rarely

more than ony way that I do my job, In addition, I am seldom accountable for
q the work that I do, and I rarely have to cons1der .extensive information in order
" to perform my job,

— I seldom get to choose whicK task I want to. work on next, and there is rarely
more than one way that I do my job, In addition, I am seldom accountable for
the work that I do, but I often have to consider extensive information in order
to perform__y_]ob } *

I seldom get to choose which task I want to work on next, but there is often
more than one way that I do my job, In addition, I am seldom accountable for
the work that I do, and I rarely have to consider extensive information in order
to perform my job, — — -

I seldom get to choose which task I want to work on next, but there is often
more than one way that I do my job, In addition, I am seldom dccountable for
the work that I do, but I often have to consider extensive information uw!rder
- to perform my job, —--

1
-1 seldom get to choose which task I want to work on next, and there is rarely
more than one way that I do my job., In addition, I am usually accountable for
the work that I do, but I rarely have to consider extensive information in order
to perform my job, —— i ‘
. — ) o A
I seldom get to choose which tagk I want to work on next, and there is rarely
- more than one way that I do my job, In addition, I am usually accountable for
the work that I do, and I often have to consider extensive mformation in order
to perform my job,
- 1 . .
- o T seldom get to choose which task I want to work on next, but there is often
» more than one way that I do my job, In addition, I am ‘usually accountable for
. ,__ e work that I do, but I rarely have to consider extensive information Jin order

;ﬁperform my‘j‘b. A : . L

I seldom.get to choose which task I want to work on next, " but there is often
motie than one way that Ido my job., In addition, . [ am usually accountable for

the work that I do and I ofted hayonsider .extensive mformation id order

. to perform may job .

. .
A . N - » R S .
: v

R4 . S e

ulText Provided by ERIC . - Lo, ..

oy

[ . L. -

R for the work that Ido, and I rarely have to consider extensive information in \

v
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Appendix A IV
Maintenance Job Descriiﬁtioﬁ§

"Maintenance Task - 16 Itefns.Presented ta-Subjécts on Separate Sheets of Paper

a
.

- | inhRandomized Order "

Iugually get to choose which task I'm going.to work on next, and there is ~
often more than‘one way-that Ican do my job, In addition, there is usually an
opportunity for mé to learn new skills on my job, and Ioften get a change to
finish the job that I start, . : Y

~
ually get to choose vghich task I'm going to work on next }nd there i -~ - /
oftepl more than one way that I can do my job, In. addition, re’is usually an ~
opportunity for me to learn new sk1l}s on my job,, but I ely get/c/hance to
finish the job that I start, /MI K :
7

Bi usually get to choose which task I'!n going to work iext, bt there is
rarely more than 6ne way that I can do my job, In addition, there is usually an
opportunity for me.to learn new %ﬂls on my job, and Ioften. get a chance to
finish the“job that I start, , T - T

t

I usually get fo choose which task I'm going to work on ne[é but ther, is
rarely more than one way that I ¢an do my job., 'In addltlon,/ here is usually
an opportunity for me to learn new skills on 4 ]ob but I T ely get a chance
to finigsh the job that I start.

t

I usually get to choose which task I'm’going to work { next, and there is |
often more than one way that I can do job. In additign, there is seldom an
opportunity for me to learn new skill /on my ]ob /dt often get a chance to
ﬁnish the ]ob that I start, : .

*1 usually get to choose which ta I'm go g to «ork on next, and there is

often more than one ‘way, hga_tﬂl/cam’d j In addition, there is seldom an

qpportunity for me fo Jfarn new s jgb, and I rarely get a chance to’
finish the job that 15 ;

©  Tusually get to choose which task I'm going to work on next, but there-is

.o

to finish-the job/that I start, ‘ . o
Iusuall get to choose which tagk I'm going to work on next, but there is -
rarely more than one way.th t Ican do my-job; In addition, there is seldom
an opportunity for me to Iearn new skills on my job, and Irarel xot achanée
to finish the joby that T start - . i .




(cShtinued) ;o
I seldom get to choose wh1ch task I'm going to work on next and there is
/ rarely more than one way that I can do - my job! In addition, there is seldom '
_ anop ortunity for mé,to learn new skills on my ]Ob and I rarely get a chance

7 P ‘ ]
“" to finish the job that I start. . . ‘ . s e /

I seldom get to choose which task I'm going tp work on next, and.there is
rarely more than one way that I can do my job. In addition, there is Seldom
an opportunity for me tg learn new skills on my jeb, but I often get a ‘chance
to f1msh the job that I start. ¢

) 1 éeldom get to chopse which task I'm geing to work on next, but there is
often more than one way that I can do my job. In addition, there is seldom an . T
ogportunity Tor me to learn new skills on'my job, and I rarely get a chance to.
ﬁlﬁsh the job that I start, T .
e » ¢ \ . R )
e I seldom get to cl@e which task I'm going to work on next, but there is
often more than ohe way that I can do my job. In addition, there is seldom an
opportunity, for mé to learn new skills on my job, but I often get a chance to
finish the job that I start, ) i

I seldom get to choose wh1ch task I'm gomg to work on next, and there is
rarely more thai one way that I can do my job. In addition, there is usually
an opportumt;@r me, to lgarn new skills on my job, but I narely get a chance )
to f1msh the job that Tstart. . ) ' . -

I S'elglom get to choose which task I'm going to work on next, and there is
rarely more than one way that I can do my job. In addition, there is usually
an opportunity for me to learn new sk1lls on my job, and I often get a chance
to finish the job that I start.

7 . ‘ .
) Lseldom get to choose which task I'm going to work on next, but there is
often more than one way that I can do my job. In addition, there is usually an
opportunity for me to learn new skills on my job, but Irarely get a chance to

finish- the job that I start. ‘ . -
; et t6 choose which task I'm going to work on next, but there is
' often more than one way that I can do my J_ob\ In addition, there is usually an .
" opportunity for me to learn new skills on my job, and Ioften get a, chance to .
ﬁnish the job that I start, : . . . ST ‘
. ¢ ,) - :: ° ’., . ’ :
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In this first section, circle the o?f answer to each questibn which

describes you. ]

1. which best describes your feellpgs when Jou "last made a speech ln

public? : / '
Did not make a gvod speecﬁ because of negvousnesé. '
Nervous, but the presentation was not affected.
Felt at ease.. /

. Have never made a publig/ speech.

ok w o
e« o o @

’
How many hours a day of leigsure on we&ekdays do vou have?

. /

1. Under 1.‘ 1 . .

2. 1 to 3. / ‘ -
3. 4 to’s.

4. OQver 5.

e

3. During your school years,dﬁid you find it difficult to do things you

wanted, such as being chdsen as a member of an athletic team, school

clpb, or honor roll?
* ’ f .
You succeeded without much effort.
You succeeded aboutjas easily as most.
Yoq/had t© work hargd to succeed.

You tried very hard, and sometimes failed.

You failed_f;gquen?ly.

As you plan your career, what is your primary goal?
. . .

1. Personal satisfaction.

2. Excitement and opportunity.

3. "Economic secur&ty

4. Pleasant. living for you and your family.

5. Something else.

- N N ¢ A
-] .t
2, R

- » m,
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. 5. Dﬁring your last couple of years ig high school the number of hours
N a week you averaged on part-time paid jobs was -
1. None
2. .1 to 5.

3. 6 to 1l0.
4, 11 to 15. .
‘5. 16 or more. '

- 6. -What is your attitude toward social gaiherings?

“

You enjoy them thoroughly.
You enjoy them if they are not too-frequent.

You are somewhat indifferent to them.

You believe they are a waste of time, but you go occasionally.
You avoid them as completely as possible.

wm b wh -
* e @

7. vlease indicate which of the following betting situations you would
prefer if you were tqQ wager $300 of your own money?

chance in 6 to win $1,800. ‘}

chances in 6 to win $900. AL

chances in 6 to win $600.

chances in 6 to win $450.

chances in 6 to win $360. .

You wouldn't consider betting under any conditions.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5
6

nohWwN e

. )
8.. How enjoyable do you find it to talk to people you don't know?

E]
-

l. Almost always enjoy it. , ’ ’

2. Usually enjoy it. T

"3. Occasionally enjoy it. .
' 4. Do not usually enjoy it. I

5. Almost never enjoy it. ’ :

< . £

S. How old were you when you had the first major rgsponsibility for
choosing your own clotlting?,

~1. 1In elementary school. . ~.. y )

2. In junior high school. - X
) 3. In high school.’ . -
‘4, .In college. - -t
) 5. While in the service. \

6. Do not remember.

a -
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Durlng the Liast couple of years the number of hours a week which I

i

spent on part tlme paid jobs was -

None.

50

1.

. 2. Less than 5.
3.. § to 10.
4., 10 to 20.

' 5. More th%? 20.

11. In the course of a week, which of the following gives you the greatest
. ' satisfactipn? ; ¢ '
1. Being told you have done a good job.
2. Helping people solve their problems.
3. Being with your family and close friends.
"4, Having free time to use as you please.

5. None of-these. ’

’
—

12. which of the following activities gave you the greatest pleasure
while' in high school‘>

1. Participaticn in or attending organized high school sports
events. -
.2. Socidl interaction w1th lother students - dancing, dating, etc.
3. Participation in organized school activities 1nclud1ng plays,
band, and student government. .
4, Achieving académic success and recognltlon.\
5. None of 'these. 2 ,

13. which one of the following do you feel will be the most 1mpor-a1t
for your success'> . ) —_

1. Abi;ity to get along with coworkers.
2. Ability to get along with supervisors.
3. 2Ability to organize details of work.
4, )Skills and experience.
5. Ability to meet and deal with many peopIe.
14. In the organizations you belong to, which best describes your
participation?
l. Am not very active. ) .

2.

Am an active member, but do not wish to hold off1c1al office,
Would like to hold an office, but have not as yet

Have held at least one important office. '
Have helid several important offices.

Do not belong to any organizations.




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Whe
of

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

N SSSShShETETETLTETETELELELL—

- , o o1

re would. you belong in a llSt of 100 typlcal people in the kind
job you can do best?
the
the

In
-In

best 5 per cent.

upper third, but not in the best 5 per cent.
In the middle third. '

In the lowest third.

‘Haven!t given it much thought.

"

Which of the following’do you f£ind the most satisfying?

1
2.
3.
4
5

How

moHWwN

Do you consider your achievément to

1.
2.

A\

How

How

(PSRN

‘*actxvxttes - : - - -

A good discussion.
Working.

Reading.

Thinking over a problem.
None of these.

“+

fast do.you dsually work?

Much faster than most people.’ ) ‘
Somewh at faster than most people.

about the same speed as mest people.
Somewhat siower than most people.

Much slower .than most people.

§§S

B >

date to have been:

Less than those who have’ the same amount of education.

Equal to those who have the same amount of education.

More than those who have the same amount of education. .
° ~ :

well do you like to be with people in a social setting?

Enjoy being with people very much -~ very rarely like to be by
%ourself

sually enjoy being with others - prefer to bé by yourself only
occasionally.
Like being with other people sometlmes, and at other times prefar
to engage in private activities..
Prefer to engage in private activities, and only o¢o§§ionalh% do

“of -

you.like to be with other people s P

-

do you feel about your self-confidence?

/
You are very confident of yourself in any phase of act1v1ty
You are quite confident of youfE?lf in most phases of activity.
You have qu1te a bit of self-confidence about your intellectual
"ability, but you are not as self-confident about your social
abilities,

You have quite a bit of self-confidence about your soc1al ab111*y,

, but you are not so self-confident about your intellectual ability.

You lack s.ome self-confidence in both intellectual an&gaoc1al
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- 21. Doés a hard day's work tire Yau out?

3
.

1. Much more than the average person my age.
2. Somewhat more than the averaye person my age‘ ,
3. Somewhat less than the'égerége person my age.

4. Much less than the average person my age. ® ~

22. With regard to taking risks, which best describes you?
1 Hardly ever take a risk. ”
2. Sometimes take a risk.
- 3. Generally take a risk.
4. I'm.a gambler at heart. ,
23. What would be the most important factor in you recommending an .
employee for an increase or promotion?

Ability to get the work out. -
Quality of work or technical competence.

Ability to get along with people. ,

Ability to sell ideas and express himself.

Something else.

» .

v oW

; . . .

24. 1If you have a good idea, what about }t is most important to you?
T————

Seeing that it works.

Getting credit for it. .

Seeing that it benefits the group.

Seeing how it affects related work.

Something else. -

. o W .
3

s W

~

25. How many hours a day do you spend in constructive work?

1. 6 or less. .
2. About 8. S
3. 9 or 10. : : v
4. 11 or 12. o ~ '
- 5.. Over ¥2.

26: During your life, what has your health and physical fitness been?

— : . . N
!

1. Exceptlonally good. o \
2. Good, suffering few minor illnesses.
. 3. About like the average person.
4.. Somewhat of a handicap.
5. Definitely a handicap.




- 27. Would your choice of an ideal jcb he one which:

l; Allowed a great amount of interaction with other people. </////
. . K N < . -~
2. Would require working with a small group. 2 g
3. Would allow you to work closely with @ne other person. |
4. Would allow ‘you to work by .yourself. ’ ;4/// — 3
“ — |

Which one of the following factors do you believe to be the most ‘
. PP e

important in determinirg whether a person in your profe531on will
> be successful or not?

G/Zeral 1ntelllgence -
//ff// nterest ‘ ‘

. sené ity.
4. A special "knack" for the work. .
5. Ability to understand how other people feel. ) p
6. Extra personal effort. ~ ’ L
7.. Something else. ~4

o $ , .
29. When I earned my first money on a regular job (othef than from
// merbers of my family), my age was -

-

/ - , ‘ -
1. Younger than 8. ‘ !
2. 8 to 1l0. ' g )
3. 11 to 12. L
. 4. 13 to l4. . . P .
5. I57to 16. . - /"//
. 6. 17 to 18. . B
7. Older than 18. . B ,'C//i:;7

~30. How well do you do most things you )y/zrdebided to do° s
- i . ' Va4
1. You almost always succeed,lﬁ\thé/thlngs you attempt ‘and ‘do them
better than most people could.
2. You often find you have bitten off more than you can chew and
- have ~t0 give up. /
3. You usually get the things done that vou attempt, but you seldem
do them as well as you want to.
4. .You find that vou do most things as well as other people do.
: 4
31. What is the maximum time you would be willing tc spend in traveling
.to your job? ‘

- 1. - Not more than 30 minutes

31 to 45 minutes,.

46 m:nutes to one ‘hour. - .

1 hour to 1 hour and’ 15 minutes. ' ¢

1 hour and 16 minutes to 1 hour and 30 minutes. ' -
,iz

More than an hour and one half.

oV Pd WwN
. .
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b 32." Which one of the following seems most important to you? -

1. A pleasant home and family life. - /r’"
r 2. A challenging and ‘exciting job. ; -

3. Gettin§ ahead in the world. i
. 4. Being active ‘and accepted in communlty affairs. ; <o
4 - 5.+ Making the most of your particular ablllty.

-

For each questxon in the following section, circle all the answers which
describe you.’ : ’ . .

-

! 33. In which of the following groups of social organizations have you ’
- participated most frequently in recent years?- MARK AS MANY AS APPLY -

1. Athletic and recreation clubs - bowling, golf, lawn tennis, chess,
.  bridge, photography. '
2. Fraternal and cultural societies - Elks, Masons, X of C, 100F,
YMCA, college fraternity, dramatics, debating, bible class, etc.
3. Civic and political organizaticns - Rotary, Kiwanis, Lions,
"~ Chahber of Commerce, Young Republicans, American Legion, Parent—
. Teacliers, etc,
4. Bu51ness organizations - Trade Union, Sales Club, American Manage—
ment- Assoc1at10n professional societies, granges, etc.
5. Other kinds of organizations.
6., Not a joiner.

34.. With respect to work habits, do vou - MARK AS MANY AS APPLY -

1. Work on a.regular schedule. '
2. Work best under pressure. ° - ’ %
3. Work best when you are "in the.mood". -
4. Sometimes make notes to yourself-ln the middle of the night.
5. Have'a regular series of stops you follow in attempting to
solve a problem. ‘ R

35. When you were in high school, did you participate in any oflﬁhe follow=~
. ing clubs, societies, or activities? - MARK-ALL THAT APPLY -

1. Dramatics, debating, or speech clups.. . v
- 2. Fraternity or social groups. ) B
3. Music, band, chorus, orchestra, etc. )
. 4. History or foreign language clubs. Coee : T

5.. Math or science clubs. -
6. ther§ry, magazine, or newspaper..
7. Team sports.
8. Other sports. .
9. Student government- \ . - =
-10. ‘None of the above. ) .

—ERIC— — — o e B2
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How many mofe years do you inténd to. stay in the service beyond |
the present time? 7 L
/ _ e, > R .
l1.. 0 tol T, e .
‘ A, 1 to2. S ‘ .
3. 2 to 4" - Vo “
. (‘r 4¢ 4 ﬁc lq ',' ! . — . -
) 5- 10 tO 20 "Y ' . X
i 3_‘8. Immed:.ately follow:.ng the term:.natlpn of your present enl:.stment
. = what are your job plans” o . ! ;
-1, Contlnulng in the Nz vy'performa.ng the same type of work - ;
. you da .tow. . T
: 2. ¢ Cont:.nu:.ng in the avy, _bL\t performing' a different type /
-8 . of work. . / /
3.. Civilian job lperformlng work s:.mllar to the work you .do NI
— . nOW' ’ . ' “. s A3 . ' ]/,. L
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