URE OF THE NAVY CIVILIAN EXECUTIVE
/IDR AND DEVELOPMENT

L 3
1G8: BEHM

APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE;
DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED




NPRDC-TR-79-27 2

s

| THE NATURE OF THE NAVY CIVILIAN x:-:cunvsgoﬁc/
'

| & =
Lt

s ————

_BEHAVIOR AND DEVELO

e ———— et A 2

@

if\lan;W./i.au,
Laurie A. broedling,
Stephanie K/Walters ,
“ Arthur Newman
! Paula .Elarvey
L

i
]

Reviewed by
Robert Penn

Approved by
James J. Regan
Technical Director

{

Navy Personnel Research and Development Center

San Diego, California 92)52

SGP 772




- |

Z @
ng""’("

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST
QUALITY AVAILABLE. THE COPY
FURNISHED TO DTIC CONTAINED
A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF
PAGES WHICH DO NOT
REPRODUCE LEGIBLY.



BLANK PAGES
IN THIS
DOCUMENT
WERE NOT

- FILMED




UNCLASSIFIED
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Entered)
ONS
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BEFORE COMPLETING FORM
T l!;Oii NUH‘!I ll. GOVY ACCESSION NO.| 3. llCIPI!uTIS CATALOG NUMBER
NPRDC TR 79-27
4. TITLE (and Subtitle) S. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED
THE NATURE OF THE NAVY CIVILIAN EXECUTIVE Final
JOB: BEHAVIOR AND DEVELOPMENT 6. PERFORMING ORG. REPQRT NUMBER
7 AUTHOR(s) §. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(s)
Alan W, Lau Arthur Newman
Laurie A. Broedling Paula M. Harvey

Stephanie K. Walters
Is. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME O ADDRESS 10. PROGRAM ELEMENT, PROJELCT, TASK

AREA & WORK UNIT NUMBERS
Navy Personnel Research and Development Center 980000
San Diego, California 92152 N6722179. WE 90043

11. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12. REPORT DATE
July 1979
Navy Personnel Research and Development Center 13. NUMBER OF PAGES
San Diego, California 92152 133

. MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(!! different fram Controlling Otfice) 18. SECURITY CLASS. (of this report)

UNCLASSIFIED
[TSa. ozc&.usmcAﬂou7oowcuomc
SCHEOULE

6. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of thie Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abetract entered in Block 20, if different from Report)

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

19. KEY WORDS (Continue on reverse eide If y and | ity by block )

Navy Civilian Executives, Senior Executive Service, Executive Selection and
Performance Appraisal, Training and Development, Organizational Effec-
tiveness, Job Content and Characteristics, CSC Executive Inventory

Record

20. AQSTRACT (Continue on reverse slide If y and identify by block mumber)

Navy lacks information needed to develop selection, training, and perfor-
mance appraisal systems for its civilian executives (GS-16, 17, 18, or equivalent Public
Law positions). This study investigated the skills, activities, and training needs of 370
Navy civilian executives. Interviews, work activity diaries, observations, and ques-
tionnaires were used to gather data. Results indicate that (1) policies for the
management of civilian executives must consider the complexity, centralized author-
ity, and military/civilian job-sharing of the Navy/DoD system; and (2) systems for !

DD , o'y 1473  eoimion oF 1 nov e8 13 oesoLETE UNCLASSIFIED
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Entered)

o




T

UNCLASSIFIED

| [ d

llj\llﬁ'v CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Date Entered)

executive selection, training, and performance evaluation can be based on a common
core of skills, activities, and training needs for those in executive jobs. An integrated
list of these characteristics and specific recommendations for its use are provided.

UNCLASSIFIED

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Data Entered) :

auicd Lo o it

B




FOREWORD

The objective of this study, which was conducted as a reimbursable effort for the
Navy's Office of Civilian Personnel (OCP), was to generate information for use by
personnel at different levels within the Navy, including those who make policy on the
_ selection, development, and appraisal of civilian executives; implement such policy; and
: design and run executive training and development programs. This information is
' particularly timely, since it can be used in the implementation of the Senior Executive
Service portion of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978.

The conclusions herein are based on the judgments of the personnel and organization-
; . al psychologists who conducted the study and the perceptions of the civilian and military
‘ executives who participated; and the recommendations, on the assumption that some of
P the skills, knowledge, and abilities perceived as needed for executive effectiveness can be
| - acquired through training and development.
/
An Executive Summary (NPRDC SR 79-10)]distributed in January 1979 provided a
synopsis of study findings to all Navy civilian executives. A copy of the summary may be
obtained from this Center (Code P307).

Appreciation is expressed to the many people who took the time to provide
information for this study. Particular appreciation is extended to Mr. Raymond Harrison,
Mrs. Alice Donohue, Mr. William Paz, and Mr. Ellis Berne of OCP; Dr. James Probus,
Director of Navy Laboratories; Dr. Roger Kaufman of the Florida State University; and
Mr. Bruce Kunkel of San Diego State University.

DONALD F. PARKER
Commanding Officer

pistriputicn/
. Ccdes
Avoilabititio
Avail a‘n‘ldl or

S aney:
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SUMMARY
Problem

The Navy has little information about the nature of civilian executive jobs (GS-16,
17, 18 or equivalent Public Law positions) on which to base development, selection, or
performance appraisal systems. In general, existing systems, in both the public and the
private sector, are based on assumptions or speculations about the nature of executive
jobs, rather than on systematic and quantitative information. The need for this type of
information is now more critical than ever due to the passage of the Civil Service Reform
Act in 1978, which strongly emphasizes executive development.

Purpose

The major purposes of this research were: (1) to study the nature of the Navy
civilian executive job in the shore establishment, (2) to identify the training and
development needs of current and future executives, and (3) to identify the skills,
knowledge, and abilities needed by executives to function successfully in the naval shore
establishment. A number of other individual and organizational issues (e.g., performance
appraisal, the military-civilian executive interface, and R&D management) were also
examined.

Approach

Study participants were: (1) Navy career civilian executives (N = 370), (2) military
executives in the shore establishment who supervise or are in some way responsible for
career civilian executives (N = 98), and (3) noncareer civilian executives (N = 5). All
information was collected between July 1977 and March 1978.

Data were collected through: (1) semistructured interviews with a cross-section of
57 civilian executives, 17 military executives, and 5 noncareer civilian executives, (2)
observation of 4 civilian executives over a 2-day period, (3) work activity diaries
completed by 19 civilian executives over a 2-week period, (4) an analysis of background
data obtained from the Executive Inventory Record maintained by the Civil Service
Commission, and (5) structured questionnaires mailed to all Navy career civilian execu-
tives and their military superiors.

Results

1. Over 98 percent of the executives are in the shore establishment; less than 2
percent are in operational units. Seventy-six percent work in organizations dealing in the
physical sciences and engineering.

2. Executives are almost all Caucasian males. They have an average age of 52 years,
and an average of 24 years of federal service. Sixty-six percent have their highest degree
in engineering or the physical sciences, and 18 percent have either obtained or are
pursuing a business or management degree.

3. Forty percent of the respondents to the civilian questionnaires indicated that they
planned to leave the federal civil service within the next 5 years (i.e., by March 1983).
This projected wave of retirements may negatively affect the maintenance of the
corporate memory (i.e., that body of executive knowledge that is not written down).

e i e

PR e——




4. Sixty percent of the civilian executives report that they share job responsibilities
with military executives and/or civilian counterparts.

5. Very few civilian executives could be characterized as bench scientists and
engineers doing "hands-on" technical work. The large majority serve as managers or
administrators within their technical or functional specialty.

6. A factor analysis of 50 specific work activities identified four major roles
associated with the civilian executive job: (a) supervision, (b) information gathering and
dissemination, (c) technical problem solving, and (d) executive decision making and
resource allocation. Although most of the executives sampled perform similar tasks, R&D
managers spend relatively more time than others in information gathering and dissemina-
tion, and technical problem solving.

7. Almost 90 percent of civilian executives report that there is a moderate or great
deal of pressure on them to produce. Many problems are dealt with on a day-to-day basis,
and executives perceive themselves as having little control over their own time.

8. Interview results indicated that civilian executive behavior is strongly affected by
four major characteristics of the job environment: (a) complexity, (b) increasing
centralization of decision making and proliferation of controls, (c) personnel shortages and
the rigidity of the civilian personnel administration process, and (d) the military-civilian
relationship.

9. While, in most instances, individual relationships between civilian and military
executives were seen as good, questionnaire responses revealed a number of discrepancies
between the attitudes of civilian and military executives toward each other and their
relationship.

10. Both military and civilian executives concurred that quality and relevance of
outputs to the consumer were the most significant indicators of unit effectiveness. Fleet,
consumer/sponsor, and OPNAV groups were rated as the most important external groups
in terms of judging unit effectiveness.

11. A factor analysis of 30 personal characteristics identified six major factors required
of effective executives: (a) interpersonal skills, (b) administrative ability, (c) risk-taking
ability, (d) awareness of power, (e) technical skills, and (f) managerial ability. Interper-
sonal skills and administrative ability were rated as contributing most to effective
performance.

12. A low level of training participation was found, primarily because of the pressure to
produce and inability to take time away from the regular job.

13. Civilian executives perceive the following training needs: (a) management training,
(b) skills training such as financial management and program planning, (c) systems training
on government and DoD practices, and (d) survey courses of current technical develop-
ments.

14. Civilian executives varied greatly in their opinions about the extent of their own
training needs. Some thought they needed none; and others, a great deal. An analysis of
responses showed that their interest in training and development was related to their
retirement plans and career field (e.g., executives in R&D career fields reported a higher
need for systems training and for technical updates).




15. Five major categories of required skills, knowledge, and abilities were derived by
logically grouping sets of selected personal characteristics, job activities, and train-
ing/development topics: (a) administrative/managerial abilities, (b) interpersonal/leader-
ship skills, (c) technical skills, (d) environmental/informational skills, and (e) miscel-
laneous personal skills, knowledge, and abilities.

Conclusions

1. To describe and understand executive behavior, researchers must understand the
functioning of the entire Navy shore establishment in terms of its complexity, centralized
decision making, and job-sharing characteristics. When questioned about the job environ-
ment and training needs, executives cited numerous demands on their time and expertise
that arise from the structure of the Navy/DoD system. For example, civilian executives
working in R&D management felt that they were hindered by increasing centralization of
authority, while both civilian and military executives thought they needed training in
working effectively within a mixed civilian-military agency and in understanding Civil
Service rules and regulations. Thus, policies for the management of civilian executives
must take into account the characteristics of the total system. ‘ﬁi

2. Executive selection, development, and appraisal systems can be designed around a

common core of skills, knowledge, and abilities required by those in executive jobs. In the ’
past, selection, development, and appraisal have frequently been conducted independently
of one another, with differing sets of criteria being employed. One of the major products
of this study is a list of the skills, knowledge, and abilities that can be used as criteria for
all three processes (see 15 above).

Recommendations

1. The executive selection process should be accelerated and/or initiated earlier to
avoid the problem caused by vacant executive positions.

2. Technical qualifications should be treated as necessary but not sufficient selection
criteria. Most tasks at the executive leve] are managerial and administrative, rather than
technical.

3. A distinction should be drawn between present and potential job performance.
Before selection is made, the candidates' potential for demonstrating those skills required
in the higher level job but not in their current job should be assessed.

4. Executive training and development programs should be based on identified training
needs of the executive job. Although executives spend most of their time in management,
leadership, or administrative activities, relatively few have had formal training in these
areas.

5. The level of participation in training and development should be increased by
providing prospective trainees with adequate training resources and incentives, and with
information on training programs and how participation in those programs is related to
improved effectiveness.

ix




6. Civilian professionals should be made aware of executive job demands to enable
them to make more informed decisions with respect to their own training and career
development.

7. The civilian-military relationship should be improved by designing training and
development programs to prepare the military executive for initial shore establishment
assignment, by joint training of civilian and military executives, and by providing training
to military personnel in the sharing, where appropriate, of such functions as civilian
personnel management, public relations, budget planning, and labor relations.

8. Potential future executives should be provided with more and broader developmental
experiences (e.g., by encouraging them early in their careers to increase the variety of
their assignments and job experiences).

9. Mid-level employees should be encouraged to develop managerial skills in areas
identified as important for successful performance at the higher GS levels. In addition,
they should be directly expcsed to the informal structure and processes of the larger
organizational system.

10. An executive performance appraisal system should be developed based on objective,
job-related behaviors and activities rather than on personaiity traits or broad performance
categories. Appraisal should recognize activities and skills that are common to all
executive jobs, as well as those that vary by organizational location and career field.

11. Since many executive jobs involve a service or product that is either process-
oriented or takes a long time before it reaches the fleet, it may be necessary to develop
more effective multiple feedback channels from the fleet and from different sponsors.

12. Since the complex environmental context of the executive job and the military-
civilian relationship have a strong effect on executive functioning, they shoula be
considered in performance appraisal systems.

13. The fact that there is so much job sharing and job variety at the executive levels
suggests that the one-person/one-job position description approach to management and
classification may be inappropriate. Under the provisions of the SES, an opportunity
exists to modify this traditional approach.

14. Because the projected wave of retirements by 1983 may pose a serious threat to the
corporate memory, it is necessary to determine ways to maintain that memory and to
develop those likely to replace present executives.

15. The present allocation of executive positions should be reviewed to determine
whether sufficient advantage is being taken of the continuity and corporate memory that
civilian executives can provide.

16. The whole pattern of executive assignment should be evaluated in light of the SES,
which is designed to enhance executive mobility by affording opportunities for broader
experiences and assignments. In an organization like DoD, where there is already a great
deal of mobility on the part of military executives, the application of SES could cause
problems.
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INTRODUCTION ‘
Problem

Little information is available as to the nature of Navy civilian executive jobs (GS-
16, 17, 18, or equivalent Public Law positions) and the people who fill them. Such
information is needed, not only to form the basis for training programs for both present
and future executives, but also for use in decisions about executive selection, appraisal,
and management. The need for this information is now more critical than ever because of
the Senior Executive Service (SES) portion of the recently passed Civil Service Reform
Act, which mandates executive development and requires that each agency design
performance appraisal and selection systems for its executives.

Purpose

The purposes of this research were (1) to study the nature of the Navy civilian
executive job, (2) to identify the training and development needs of current and future
executives, and (3) to identify skills, knowledge, and abilities needed by executives to
function successfully in the naval shore establishment. A number of other individual and
organizational issues (e.g., performance appraisal, the military-civilian executive inter-
face, and R&D management) were also examined. This study did not attempt to evaluate
experimentally how effectively executives do their jobs, or the effectiveness of existing
training and development programs.

Background

Focus of Management Studies

Although there is a large body of literature on what constitutes management and how
to select and develop effective managers and executives, little of it can be applied to the
current problem. First, most management studies have addressed the private sector;
relatively little attention has been paid to public sector management requirements. This
may explain why much of the management training used in the public sector has been
borrowed from the private sector.

Second, the typical management study either has pertained to middle or first-level
supervisors, or has treated management as a function that is the same across all
hierarchical levels, tasks, or technologies. It may be that currently available management
principles work only for lower level managers, and are not particularly relevant to tasks
performed by high-level executives. Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970)
suggest that managerial jobs differ substantially in content due to individual dispositions,
situational variables, and the organizational context. Katzell, Barrett, Vann, and Hogan
(1968), in studying the relationship between public sector managerial roles and various
features of the organizational setting, found that roles varied with differences in

organizational characteristics (e.g., mission, organizational level, job family, and span of
i control). Based upon a literature search, Clement and Ayres (1976) specified discrete
tasks and behaviors relevant to leadership dimensions (e.g., human relations, management !
science, decision making) as a function of organizational level. They found that required !
skills and the importance of different duties varied by managerial level, and suggested
that this information could be used to develop the curricula of U.S. Army leadership
training programs.




Third, many management studies have been based on armchair speculation regarding
what executives do or should do rather than on actual behavior or self-reports of job
activities. The classical description of management introduced by Fayol in 1916
(1950)--that managers organize, coordinate, plan, and control--continues to dominate the
management literature despite the fact that it was never data-based and has never been
empirically validated. Management literature to date has told us a lot about what
managers "ought" to do, but very little about what they really do (Campbell et al., 1970).

Fourth, most of the research that has been performed has dealt with only one aspect
of management; namely, leadership, which involve. the motivation and guidance of one's
subordinates and organizational unit. Although leadership does represent a major
managerial function, it is by no means the only one. Other critical management roles
include decision making, technical problem solving, and resource allocation.

Leadership models and their historical trends have been described by Gibb (1969) and
Stogdill (1974). Leadership theories initially focused on traits that characterized the
"leader." This approach proved disappointing, however, because it did not contribute
toward effective selection and placement of individuals for leadership positions. A second
approach, which attempted to explain leadership in terms of behavioral styles or
orientations specific to the leader role (e.g., "consideration" and "initiating structure")
also proved disappointing, largely because managerial style did not correlate with
organizational performance. A current approach to leadership considers situational
variables, and posits that the appropriate managerial style depends on the situation. This
contingency approach to leadership considers leader personality, expectations and atti-
tudes of subordinates, and the nature of the task itself. Despite these efforts, none of the
above approaches has produced an integrated understanding of leadership.

Fifth, management and leadership theories traditionally have been short-range and
atomistic, focusing on leader-group rather than leader-group-system relationships (McCall
& Lombardo, 1978), thus slighting the importance of the organizational environment.

Finally, Campbell et al. (1970) questioned the assumptions underlying many manager-
ial training programs, which traditionally have focused on interpersonal skills, leadership
styles, small group dynamics, and employee motivation. They noted the lack of empirical
evidence that such training is related to improved managerial performance.

Research Methodology

A number of approaches have been used to discover and describe the components of
the managerial job. Most studies have relied upon a single methodology, rather than a
multimethod approach.

Hemphill (1959) analyzed responses to self-description questionnaires completed by
managers in an attempt to identify the characteristics of, and the similarities and
differences among, high-level management positions. He found that high-level managers
tended to rank highest on items related to human affairs, planning, and use of power; and
that lower level managers were more concerned with work supervision and technical/pro-
duction probiems. Tornow and Pinto (1976) developed a behaviorally based management
job taxonomy patterned after Hemphill's questionnaire. They :dentified 13 independent
job factors that paralleled Hemphill's job content factors, including such factors as
approval of financial commitments and coordination of other organizational units and
personnel.




Other researchers--Burns (1957), Horne and Lupton (1965), and Stewart (1967,
1976)--used a work diary method to collect data on the work behaviors of managers. In
this method, managers keep track of their time using precoded activity diaries. It was
found that managers spend much time in informal "face-to-face" communication, and that
the considerable number of disruptions in their job leaves them with little time to reflect
and plan.

One particularly interesting and important study of managerial activities was
conducted by Mintzberg (1973, 1975). After analyzing extensive records of types of mail
received by executives and observing five executives at work, Mintzberg identified ten
basic managerial roles within three areas that are common across executive jobs:

l. Interpersonal--Figurehead, liaison, leader.
2. Informational--Monitor, disseminator, spokesman.
3. Decisional--Entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator, negotiator.

Mintzberg (1973) concluded that job pressures "drive the manager to be superficial in
his actions--to overload himself with work, encourage interruption, respond quickly to
every stimulus, seek the tangible and avoid the abstract, make decisions in small
increments, and do everything abruptly" (p. 60). McCall, Morrison, and Hannan (1978), in
a review and summary of observational and work diary studies of managerial work, also
concluded that the work of managers consisted of numerous brief episodes in which the
important and unimportant were capriciously interspersed. Much of the managerial job
involved giving and receiving information, mostly through oral communication.

Findings from a number of recent studies--Harrison (1978), Morse and Wagner (1978),
Ley (1978), and Whitney (1978)--support the general validity of Mintzberg's roles and
indicate that the relative amount of time spent in these roles is related to managerial
performance and organizational effectiveness criteria. For example, Harrison reported
strong co:relations between time spent in the leader and monitor roles and effectiveness
criteria.

Stanley (1964) conducted a study that focused specifically on the job content of
public sector executives. He used interviews, questionnaires, personal and career data,
and group meetings to study the politics, procedures, and institutional concepts affecting
high-level federal employees. He found that, although these persons were generally
satisfied with their careers and had a high opinion of the effectiveness of their agency,
they were dissatisfied with "red tape"--administrative delay and inflexibility. Bayton and
Chapman (1972) described and analyzed the problem of the transition from technical to
managerial responsibilities for federal scientists and engineers, and concluded that most
training and development did not meet the needs of those in transition. This is
unfortunate, particularly because many executive level federal employees do not have a
management degree. Leshko and Vosseteig (1975) reported that 65 percent of them have
physical sciences backgrounds; less than one-sixth have been trained in any of the business
or management fields.

Ellison, Abe, and Fox (1978) studied engineers at the GS-11 through GS-16 level at
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and found strong relationships between GS level and
the rated importance of job activities. Higher level managers spent more time in
activities related to personnel training and motivation, and reported that these activities
were of much greater importance than did lower level managers. Also, they found that
employees spent less time using technical skills as they were promoted up the managerial
ladder.
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APPROACH

Subjects

Study participants included (1) Navy career civilian executives in GS-16, 17, or 18 or
equivalent Public Law positions (N = 370), (2) military executives who were the superiors
of civilian executives (N = 98), (3) noncareer civilian executives in the Navy's Secretariat
(N = 5), and (4) personnel administration officials in the Navy's Office of Civilian
Personnel (OCP) and Civil Service Commission (CSC). The last three groups were

included to obtain their opinions about the responsibilities and training needs of Navy
career civilian executives.

Data Collection Methods

A multimethod approach was used in this study. Data were collected between July
1977 and March 1978 through a sequence of interviews, observations, work activity
diaries, structured questionnaires, and an analysis of the CSC Executive Inventory
Records of Navy civilian executives. Interviews were conducted first to obtain informa-
tion needed to design the questionnaires.

Interviews
Semistructured interviews were conducted with a cross-section of 57 career civilian

the career civilian executives averaged 1-1/4 hours; and those with military and noncareer
civilian executives, 3/4 hour. Two interview forms were constructed, one for the civilians
and one for the military. Major topics, which were based on a review of the pertinent
literature, included civilian executive job duties, training experiences and needs, selec-
tion, job environment, appraisal, and the civilian-military executive interface. These
forms, which were pretested and revised accordingly, were used as a general guide only;
all questions were not asked of all individuals. The interviews were not rigidly structured
because all topics could not be covered within the allotted time and because the

interviewers wished to alilow tha= executives to focus on the topics they considered most
important.

Interviews with personnel officials in OCP and CSC were also conducted to gain
information on policies and regulations that govern the management, training, selection,
and appraisal of Navy civilian executives.

Work Activity Diaries

Nineteen civilian executives (a cross section) were asked to describe their activities
over a 2-week period, using the Executive Work Diary Form shown in Figure . A work
sampling technique was used so that executives recorded activities performed on
alternate 4-hour morning or afternoon time blocks. For each activity (e.g., phone call,
meeting, conversation), the executive was asked to write a brief narrative description, to
record the amount of time taken, and to indicate the type of activity conducted, where it
had taken place, its purpose, the type of contact involved, and the affiliation of that
contact. As shown in Figure 1, "Purpose" was categorized in terms of the ten executive
roles developed by Mintzberg (1973). An ll1th role, that of "technical expert," was added
based on inforiation obtained from the interviews. The definitions of these roles, as
provided to executives, are shown in Table 1.
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Figure 1. Executive Work Diary form used to record civilian
executive activities.
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Table 1

Summary of Executive Roles

Role

Definition®

Identifiable Activities from
Study of Chief Executives

Interpersonal

i Figurehead

Leader

Liaison

Symbolic head; obligated to perform a number of routine

duties of a legal or social nature.

Responsible for the motivation and activation of sub-
ordinates; responsible for staffing, training, and
associated duties.

Maintains self-developed network of outside contacts
and informers who provide favors and information.

Ceremony, status requests, solicita-
tions.

Virtually all managerial activities
involving subordinates.

Acknowledgment of mail; external
board work; other activities involv-
outsiders.

Informational

Monitor

Disseminator

Spokesman

Seeks and receives wide variety of special information
(much of it current) to develop thorough understanding
of organization and environment; emerges as nerve
center of internal and external information of the
organization.

Transmits information received from outsiders or
from other subordinates to members of the organiza-
tion; some information factual, some involving inter-
pretation and integration of diverse value positions
of organizational influencers.

Transmits information to outsiders on organization's
plans, policies, actions, results, etc.; serves as expert
on organization's industry.

Handling all mail and contacts
categorized as concerned primarily
with receiving information (e.g.,
periodical news, observational
tours).

Forwarding mail into organization
for informational purposes, verbal
contact involving information
flow to subordinates (e.g., review
sessions, instant communication
flows).

Board meetings, handling mail, and
contacts involving transmission of
information to outsiders.

Decisional

Entrepreneur

Disturbance
Handler

Resource
m Allocator

Negotiator

Technical
. Expert

Searches organization and its environment for oppor-
tunities and initiates "improvement projects" to bring
about change; super vises design of certain projects as
well.

Responsible for corrective action when organization
faces important, unexpected disturbances.

Responsible for the allocation of organizational
resources of all kinds--in effect, the making or
approval of all significant organizational decisions.

Responsible for representing the organization at
major negotiations.

Providing expertise to projects. Serving as a
consultant to internal or external projects.

Strategy and review sessions involving
initiation or design of improvement
projects.

Strategy and review sessions involving
disturbances and crises.

Scheduling; requests for authoriza-
tion; any activity involving budgeting
and the programming of subordinates'
work.

Negotiation.

Directing a project or subproject;
solving project-centered problems.

3pefinitions for all roles but "Technical Expert" based on The Nature of Managerial Work by Henry Mintzberg (New York: Harper &
Row, 1973).
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Observations

Four Navy civilian executives were observed doing their job over a 2-day period. Two
of these executives were from laboratories; one was from a systems command; and one
was from a headquarters organization. The observer used the Executive Work Diary Form
to record every activity in which the executive engaged. The observer was as unobtrusive
as possible, conversing with the executive only when information was needed about a
given activity.

Questionnaires

Two types of questionnaires were developed, one for the Navy civilian executives;
and the other, for their military supervisors. Questionnaire items were developed
primarily from information gained in the interviews and from the management literature.
The questionnaires were pretested and revised.

Because of the large number of items developed for civilian executives, two
questionnaire forms were developed--Forms A and B--with items considered most
important included in both forms. The population of 370 Navy civilian executives was
divided into two equivalent groups based on size and type of organization where
executives worked. One group was mailed Form A of the questionnaire; and the other
group, Form B.

The military questionnaire, which was about half the length of the civilian question-
naires, included items on the utilization, training, selection, and appraisal of civilian
executives, as well as on civilian-military relationships. It was mailed to all military
executives who could be identified as supervisors of or in some way responsible for the
management of civilian executives (N = 98).

Although all questionnaires were to be anonymous, respondents were asked to sign
their name on an enclosed postcard and return it by separate mail. This system let
researchers know who had completed the questionnaire and who had not. After 6 weeks, a
follow-up reminder was sent to those who had not responded.

A total of 210 civilian questionnaires (106 Form A and 104 Form B) and 66 military
questionnaires was completed and returned. Nine civilian executives, for several reasons,
were not available. Thus, the return rate of the remaining sample of 361 civilian
executives was 58 percent, compared to 67 percent of the military sample.

Civilian executives who returned the questionnaire were representative of the full
population in terms of GS level, occupational series, and organizational affiliation.
Therefore, there is no reason to suspect that they differed significantly from those who
did not return it. Moreover, no statistically significant differences were found between
the responses of executives to the common items included in Forms A and B.

The questionnaires used in the study are provided in the appendix; and a description
of their content areas, in Table 2. Responses to questionnaire items are discussed in the
next section. For reader convenience, items are keyed to indicate the questionnaire form
and section in which they were included.

CSC Executive Inventory Record

The Civil Service Commission (CSC) maintains a computer file of background
information (e.g., education, previous job assignments, training participation, and profes-
sional society participation) on all federal government executives. Records for 310 of the
370 Navy civilian executives were located in this file and the information was analyzed.
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~Content of Study Questionnaires

Table 2

" 5

Civilian Questionnaire

Content Area Form A Form B Military Questionnaire

1. Job Content--Time spent on and import- Part | Part | -
tance of 50 work activities. Items 1-8 Item 1

2. Training and Development--Training ex- Part Il Part Il Part [
periences; training needs. Items 1-28 Items [-18 Items 1-6

3. Personnel Issues--Knowledge of CSC rules Part Il - Part Il
and regulations; executive selection, Items 1-21 Items 1-7
mobility.

4. Military-civilian Relationships--Percep- Part IV - Part Il
tions toward executive counterparts. Items 1-15 Items 1-13

5. Characteristics Required of Executives-- Part V - Part IV
Importance of skills, knowledge, and Items 1-51 Items 1-12
abilities to effective job performance;
importance of power.

6. Organizational [ssues--Hours worked; job Part V1 - Part Vi
stress. Items 1-19 Items 1-4

7. Background Information--Job title; career Part VII Part IX Part Vil
field. Items 1-15 Items 1-15 Items 1-7

8. Job Characteristics--Attitudes toward - Part Il Part V
the executive job; role conflict and Items 1-11 Items 1-2
ambiguity.

9. Command Climate--Description of - Part IV --
organization-wide characteristics. Items 1-2

10. Organizational Effectiveness (OE)-- -- Part V -
Assessments of OE; OE criteria. Items 1-10

11. Management Techniques--Rated usefulness -~ Part VI -
of various management techniques. Items 1-3

12. Job Satisfaction--Ratings of 24 job- -- Part VII --
related satisfaction factors. Items 1-24

13. R&D Issues--Attitudes toward increased - Part VIII -
centralization; R&D management. Items 1-2




FINDINGS

Interview results suggested that the executive job might differ across: (1) line vs.
staff jobs; (2) science or engineering management vs. other types of management; (3)
headquarters location vs. field location; (4) job title; and (5) type of supervisor. These
five dimensions were used to compare the responses to all the multiple-choice question-
naire items. Few differences could be related to these dimensions.

Characteristics and Background of Navy Civilian Executives

The background and career history information presented below was derived from the
CSC Executive Inventory Record, the civilian questionnaires (A-VII, B-1X), and the Navy's
Otfice of Civilian Personnel (OCP).

Organizational Distribution

Figure 2 provides the organizational distribution of Navy civilian executives. As
shown, only six (1.6%) are in the operational forces; the remainder are in the shore
establishment. The Naval Material Command includes a total of 218 (59%), with other
large groups assigned to the Office of Naval Research, the Naval Research Laboratory,

the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Secretariat. Other statistics, which®

are not reflected in Figure 2, are as follows: (1) 83 percent are in the Washington, D.C.
metropolitan area, (2) approximately 60 percent are in headquarter commands, and 40
percent, in field commands, and (3) 76 percent are in organizations dealing in the physical
sciences or engineering.

With respect to career field, 65 percent are in a R&D field (science or engineering);
14 percent, in weapons system acquisition; & percent, in financial management; 6 percent,
in personnel administration; and the remaining 7 percent, in intelligence, logistics, and
other career fields.

Demographic Characteristics and Personal Achievements

The average executive is a male Caucasian 52 years of age who has worked for the
federal government for 24 years, 21 of which were for the Navy. This person worked for
the Navy for 12 years before being appointed to an executive position, and was 43 years
old when first appointed. As to grade level, 41 percent hold a Public Law position; 50
percent, a GS-16; & percent, a GS-17; and | percent, a GS-18.

Navy civilian executives, as a whole, are well educated. Thirty-two percent of them
hold a doctorate, compared to only 24 percent of the 8,500 federa! executives who
completed the Civil Service Commission (CSC) Executive Inventory in 1976. Another 28
percent have a master's degree or equivalent; and 36 percent, a bachelor's degree. Sixty-
six percent earned their highest degree in the physical sciences or in engineering, but only
18 percent have either earned or are pursuing a degree in business or management.

Over 50 percent of Navy executives have received three or more agency awards
recognizing meritorious service compared to only 26 percent of the federal executives
who completed the Executive Inventory.

PRECEDING PAGE BLANK
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Navy executives are generally active professionally. Seventy-four percent are
members of professional groups or societies, 39 percent have beer. elected or appointed to
an office in a professional society, and 59 percent have been elected or appointed to an
office in civic groups. With respect to professional accomplishments and recognition, 74
percent have published papers in their field, 24 percent hold a patent, 17 percent have
edited books, 24 percent have published a book, and 11 percent have served as an editor of
a professional journal.

Career History

Forty-three percent began their career in the federal government; 15 percent, in a
college or university; and 34 percent, in business or industry. Fourteen percent entered
federal service at the executive level; 45 percent, at the GS-1 through 8 level; 31 percent,
at the GS-9 through 12 level; and 10 percent at the GS-13 to GS-15 level.

Seventy-seven percent of the executives have been employed only in the Navy since
achieving the GS-13 level; 16 percent, in one agency in addition to the Navy, and 7
percent, in two or more other agencies. Sixty-seven percent have been employed in the
Navy during their entire federal service career; 22 percent, in one other agency; and 11
percent, in two or more other agencies. Sixty-two percent received their first executive
appointment in the Navy in the same bureau where they are now employed; and 13
percent, in the Navy but in a different bureau. An additional 19 percent were hired from
outside the federal service, and 6 percent, from another agency.

This career history information suggests a narrowness of background, in terms of both
technical field and organizations in which employed. Relatively few executives have
demonstrated a high degree of organizational mobility. Forty-five percent have not
changed jobs in the past 5 years, and 35 percent have changed jobs only once. Only 16
percent have ever left federal service to accept employment outside the government.

Retirement Plans

In the civilian questionnaires (A-VII-15, B-IX-15), which were administered in March
1978, respondents were asked when they planned to leave the federal service. In response,
16 percent reported that they did not know; 15 percent, within 2 years; 25 percent,
between 2 and 5 years; 25 percent, between 5 and 10 years, and 19 percent, after 10 or
more years. While these stated intentions may or may not be acted on, there is reason to
believe that they will prove to be fairly accurate. First, data obtained from the OCP
indicate that 60 percent of the executive population will be eligible to retire by 1983.
Second, a large executive pay increase granted in 1977 has slowed the retirement rate
because Civil Service personnel must receive increased pay for 3 years (the high 3) before
it is reflected in their retirement annuity. Thus, in 1980, many executives, as well as
senior GS-15s who are similarly affected, are expected to retire. This projected wave of
retirements may impact negatively on the Navy corporate memory (i.e., that body of
knowledge held by executives that is not written down or otherwise readily obtainable).
To assess the importance of the corporate memory, military and civilian executives were
asked (M-III-7, A-IV-8) whether they felt the primary function of civilian managers and
executives in headquarter organizations was io supply the corporate memory of each
command. Thirty-two and 31 percent of military and civilian executives
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respectively reported that this was true.” Only 21 percent of civilian executives agreed,
however, that effective methods are available for developing replacements for current
executives as present incumbents leave the federal service (B-V-1). This finding, along
with the projected wave of retirements, implies a need to train and develop the Navy's
GS-13 through 15 population, the group from which most replacements will likely be
drawn.

Description of the Executive Job

Structural Characteristics

Civilian executives were asked (A-VII, B-IX) to describe their jobs in terms of the
various structural characteristics of their organizational unit. Unit was defined as the
organizational segment that fell under them or for which they were responsible (e.g., a
branch or department). The median response of executives regarding the anntal budget
of their organizational unit was $30,000,000; and that regarding people in their unit was
70. While the ratio of budget to employee is large, many units contract out a substantial
portion of their work. Forty-six percent of the executives reported that their unit
conducted over 50 percent of its total business under contract, while only 28 percent said
their unit conducted less than 10 percent under contract. Finally, they reported that
eight (six civilians and two military) was the median number of people reporting directly
to them. During the interviews, however, many civilian executives reported that they
had line responsibility for more people than they officially supervise.

In response to an item as to their immediate supervisors (A-VII-9, B-1X-9), 66 percent
of civilian executives said that they report to a military superior (5%, to a Vice Admiral;
25%, to a Rear Admiral; and 36%, to a Captain); and 54 percent, to a civilian superior
(50%, to another career civilian executive; and 4%, to a noncareer civilian executive).
(The iotal of the percentages exceeds 100 because some executives report to both
military and civilian superiors.)

In the interviews, it was frequently pointed out that executive jobs are shared by two
or more people. For example, a laboratory is often run by a commanding officer and a
technical director. In response to the civilian questionnaires (A-VII-8, B-1V-8), 60 percent
reported that they share the responsibilities of running their organizational unit with
others, excluding their own department or branch heads (37%, with military personnel;
13%, with both military and civilian personnel; and 10%, with civilian personnel). Finally,
76 percent of respondents to the military questionnaire (M-VII-2) reported that they share
job responsibilities (21%, with other military personnel; 24%, with both military and
civilian personnel; and 31%, with civilian personnel).

At the outset of the study, it was assumed that civilian executives were in staff
rather than line positions, providing advice to military and noncareer civilians having line
authority. Questionnaire responses (A-VII-10, B-IV-10), however, showed that 66 percent
of civilian executives describe their job as line; 20 percent, as staff; and 14 percent, as
half line-half staff.

!Many of the questionnaire items used a 7-point agreement scale where 7 = Strongly
agree, 4 = Neutral, 1 = Strongly disagree. = Those who responded with a 5, 6, or 7 were
included in "agreement" figures; and those who responded with a 1, 2, or 3, in the
"disagreement" figures.
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Job Content

Based on interview and questionnaire results, from 9 to an absolute maximum of 15
executives act as bench scientists or engineers doing "hands-on" technical work. The
large majority serve as managers or administrators within their technical or functional
specialty. These executives see themselves as being called upon to perform many
different types of tasks. They feel that there are few limits on what they are required to
do, except in terms of their working within a technical or functionil specialty. In
contrast to assumptions that civilian executives act primarily in advisor, -apacities, while
military and noncareer executives make the decisions, results of interviews with all three
types of executives (career civilian, noncareer civilian, and military) showed that career
civilians are perceived as making decisions and formulating policy within their
organization.

During the interviews, information was collected regarding specific activities execu-
tives perform. Also, several respondents were asked whether they felt Mintzberg's
conceptual scheme of 10 executive roles reflected the roles and functions performed by
civilian executives. Most agreed that it did, but indicated that an additional role--that of
"Technical Expert"--should be included under the "decisional" area. As a result, 50 items
describing various work activities in terms of one of the 11 work roles (as defined in Table
1) were included in the civilian questionnaires (A-I-1, B-I-1). Executives were asked to
indicate the average amount of time they spent on each activity, and to rate its
importance to the successful conduct of their work. Responses were made on an 8-point
scale, where 0 = "None" and 7 = "Great Deal."

Results are provided in Table 3, which lists the 50 items in order of their ranked
importance. As shown, the five activities rated as most important included three falling
under the "Resource Allocation" role; and two, under the "Leader" role. Two of these five
activities--"providing guidance and direction to subordinates" and "allocating resour-
ces'"--were among those rated as requiring the most time. The correlations between time
and importance ratings for the individual items show wide variability, ranging from .10 to
.72, with a median of .52. All but one was statistically significant (p < .05). Correlations
computed between time and importance rating for the sets of items measuring the 11
roles ranged from .36 for the entrepreneur role to .94 for the monitor role, with a median
correlation of .76. These correlational data suggest that, while there is considerable
variability, time and importance--both within specific activities and across activities
within executive roles--are related.
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Table 3

Ranked Order of Job Activities Performed by Executives

Importance Time
= = Correlation between time
Role Item Mean S.D. Mean S.D. and importance

Resource Allocator Determining the long-range plans and 5.8 1.3 3.2 1.8 «35%
priorities of your unit.

Leader Evaluating the quality of subordinate job per- 5.8 1.3 2.9 1.7 32+
formance and providing recognition, encourage-
ment, or criticism.

Leader Providing guidance and direction to your sub- 5.8 1.6 l&.Zb 1.8 .55¢
ordinates.

Resource Allocator Allocating resources (manpower, money, material) 5.7 1.6 3, 7b 2.0 49
among programs or units.,

Resource Allocator Allocating your own time. 5.7 1.8 1.7 1.5 A9*

Disseminator Keeping members of your unit informed of 5.6 Het 3.3b 1.6 .36*
relevant information through meetings, con-
versations, and dissemination of written
information.

Monitor Learning about fleet requirements and needs. 5.6 1.8 237 1.7 RUSS

Leader Attending to staffing requirements in your unit 5.4 1.6 2.7 1.7 -22%
such as hiring, firing, promoting, and recruiting.

Resource Allocator Participating in defining command strategies 5.4 1.7 2.7 1.6 43
and policies.

Technical Expert Judging the accuracy of approach and utility 5.3 1.8 3.1 2.0 57%
of technical programs and proposals.

Leader Keeping abreast of who is doing what in your 5.2 1.6 3.6° 1.7 .52%
unit or command.

Disturbance Handler Taking immediate action in response to a crisis 5.1 1.9 3.8b 2.0 .10
or "fire drill."

Technical Expert Providing technical quality control through 5.1 2.0 3.1 2.0 55
the review process.

Spokesman Keeping sponsors, consumers, or other important 4.9 1.7 3.1 1.8 .52¢
governmental groups informed about your unit's
activities and capabilities.

Monitor Staying tuned to what is going on in outside 4.9 1.7 2.8 1.7 A7
organizations, including the professional and
scientific communities.

Disturbance Handler Resolving conflicts either within your unit 4.9 1.9 2.4 1.6 .28%
or between your unit and other organizational
components.

Liaison Developing personal relationships with people 4.8 2.0 2.7 1.4 .59
outside your unit who sponsor your work or
services.

Disturbance Handler Preventing the loss or threat of loss of 4.8 2.3 2.3 1.7 49

resources valued by your unit.

a.Based on an 8-point scale, where 0 = None and 7 = Great Deal.

b,

One of five highest ranked items as to time spent.

*p < .05.




Table 3 (Continued)

Importance Time
= 5 Correlation between time
Role Item Mean S.D. Mean 5.D. and impor tance

Leader Attending to the training and development 4.7 1.8 2.3 1.3 . JU8e
needs of your employees.

Spokesman Defending your unit's projects and activities 4.7 2.1 2.8 1.8 43
to other groups.

Resource Allocator Programming work for your unit (what is to 4.7 2.1 2.4 1.7 .Ile
be done, when, and how) and assigning people
to work on it.

Technical Expert Consulting with others on technical matters. 4.6 1.8 2.9 1.7 6l

Entrepreneur Exploiting or initiating opportunities to 4.4 2.0 2.5 1.8 57
improve or expand as a unit.

Disseminator Implementing the directives of higher 4.4 21 3.0 1.9 3le
authorities.

Negotiator Negotiating with groups internal to your command 4.4 2.0 253 1.8 48
for necessary materials, support, commitments,
etc.

Leader Integrating subordinates' goals (e.g., individual 4.4 2.1 1.8 1.4 .50
development plans, career goals, work preferences)
with the command's work requirements.

Disseminator Transmitting ideas and information from your out- 4.4 1.9 2.1 1.4 42
side contacts to appropriate people inside your
command.

Entrepreneur Maintaining supervision over planned changes 4.3 2.0 2.4 1.5 33
to improve your unit.

Disturbance Handler Dealing with previously ignored problems (ones 4.3 2.0 2.4 1.7 320
which people have known to exist but avoided)
which have come to a head.

Negotiator Negotiating with groups outside your command 4.3 Tk 2.5 1.7 56
for necessary materials, support, commitments,
etc.

Figurehead Answering letters or signing documents as an 4.2 1.9 3.1 1.7 «33e
official representative of your unit.

Liaison Attending outside conferences or meetings. 4.2 1.8 3.2 1.6 40

Leader Participating in EEO activities and 4.1 2.4 1.7 I.1 33
responsibilities.

Figurehead Making yourself available to "outsiders" (such 4.0 2.0 2.6 1.7 .39¢
as consumers, sponsors, the public) who want to
go to "the person in charge."

Spokesman Keeping professional colleagues informed about 3.9 1.8 2.2 1.6 <39
your unit.

Liaison/Monitor Touring your own command's staff and activities, 3.6 2.0 1.9 1.5 S8

including field activities

®Based on an 8-point scale, where 0 = None and 7 = Great Deal.
t’One of five highest ranked items as to time spent.

*p < ,05.




Table 3 (Continued)

Importance Time b
= ~ Correlation between time
Role Item Mean S.D. Mean S.D. and importance

Monitor Gathering information from or about sponscrs 3.5 2.1 2.2 1.6 .70%
and consumers.

Entrepreneur Evaluating the outcomes of internal improvement 3.5 2.0 1.7 1.1 .56
projects.

Negotiator Working with people to see that necessary con- 3.3 2.4 1.5 1.4 39
tracts get negotiated.

Figurehead Escorting and briefing official visitors. 3.2 2.0 .6 1.2 33

Monitor Monitoring output of formal management informa- 3.2 2.3 1.5 1.3 .63
tion systems, including productivity measures and
cost accounting records.

Technical Expert Directing a technical project or subproject. 3.1 2.6 1.8 2.0 2%

Negotiator Participating alone or on a team in atypical 3.0 2.4 1.5 | 55 .70%
negotiations with outsiders.

Figurehead Attending business meetings or social gatherings 3.0 2.2 1.5 1.3 49
as an official representative of your unit or
command.

Liaison Developing new contacts by answering requests 2.8 2.0 1.6 1.5 .61%
for information.

Technical Expert Identifying and solving complex engineering or 2.8 2.4 1.6 1.8 72¢
scientific problems yourself.

Negotiator Handling formal grievances. 2.7 2.7 0.7 0.1 Il

Liaison Joining boards, organizations, clubs, or doing 2:3 2.0 1.2 1.1 .68%
public service work which might provide useful

; work-rz]ated contacts.

Spokesman Keeping the general public informed about your 1.8 2.0 0.9 1.3 7%
unit's activities, plans, or capabilities.

Negotiator Negotiating iabor-management agreements. 0.6 1.5 0.2 0.5 Sl

3Based on an 8-point scale, where 0 = None and 7 = Great Deal.

b,

*p < .05.

One of five highest ranked items as to time spent.
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The 50 items were factor analyzed in terms of their importance ratings to investigate
the basic dimensions associated with executive jobs.? A principal component solution was
obtained. Orthogonal rotation to the varimax criteria yielded four major factors,
accounting for 76 percent of the variance.® These factors are described in the following
paragraphs, and the items that load on them are listed in Table 4. Thirty-seven of the 50
items loaded on at least one of the factors.

l. Factor I: Supervision. This factor accounted for 54 percent of the variance in
the importance of executive job activities. In the supervisory role, the executive is
responsible for guiding and motivating subordinates and for integrating individual and
organizational goals. This role also includes programming work for the unit, maintaining
supervision over planned change, and keeping subordinates informed of relevant informa-
tion.

2. Factor II: Information Gathering and Dissemination. This factor accounted for
an additional 10 percent of the variance. Items loading on this factor involve a variety of
interrelated interpersonal and informational roles (Mintzberg, 1973)--figurehead, liaison,
monitor, and spokesman. Access to information places the executive in a strategic
position relative to communication flows between the organizational unit and the
external environment. The executive uses this information to coordinate activities of
the various organizational units and to guide the total organizational effort in a way that
is in keeping with external events.

3. Factor Ill: Technical Problem Solving. This factor accounted for 7 percent of
the variance. Although technical problem solving is an integral part of Navy manage-
ment, especially in the R&D setting, the vast majority of executive jobs do not involve
the actual identification and solution of complex engineering or scientific problems.
Rather, they involve such scientific processes as judging the usefulness of technical
programs and proposals, maintaining close relationships with subordinates over technical
projects, and technical management and administration.

4. Factor IV: Executive Decision Making, Planning, and Resource Allocation. This
factor accounted for 5 percent of the variance. Although activities included under this
factor were somewhat heterogeneous, they generally involve command strategies and
policies or decisions on expansion of organizational efforts. These activities involve a
variety of interrelated decisional roles--entrepreneur, disturbance handler, and resource
allocator. While serving in these roles, the executive determines which departments or
activities will expand and which will diminish. Resource allocation, particularly where
the executive participates in defining organizational strategies, determines long-range
plans, and authorizes actions on internal improvement projects, is the cornerstone of
effective management.

2Since the number of questionnaire items relative to sample size is rather large, one
may question the stability of these factors. Veldman's (1967) RELATE program was used
to compare the underlying structural properties of executive job content. The entire
sample (N = 210) was split into 2 random samples and separate factor analyses were
performed. The two factor structures were then compared. Correlations between the
factor variables derived from the two analyses ranged from .89 to .99, indicating a stable
factor structure across both groups.

3A fifth factor, negotiation, accounted for an additional 5 percent of the variance. It
was not included in Table 4 since it included only three items. These items referred to
activities involved in negotiating labor-management agreements or dealing with union
representatives, and handling formal grievances.




Table 4

Factor Analysis of Executive Job Content

- . a
Factor Loadings

IFactors and Itemns ! Il 11 IV
Factor I: Supervision
I.  Evaluating the quality of subordinate job performance 2D
and providing recognition, encouragement, or criticism.
2. Attending to the training and development needs of .64
your employees.
3. Keeping members of your unit informed of relevant a2
information through meetings, conversations, and
dissemination of written information.
4. Attending to staffing requirements in your unit such 27
as hiring, firing, promoting, and recruiting.
5. Integrating subordinates' goals with the command's .56 46
work requirements.
6. Providing guidance and direction to your subordinates. .54
. Maintaining supervision over planned changes to 49
improve your unit.
. Participating in EEO activities and responsibilities. by
. Programming work for your unit and assigning people to .43

work on it.

Factor II: Information Gathering and Dissemination

L.

Staying tuned to what is going on in outside organiza-
tions, including the professional and scientific com-
munities.

Gathering information from or about sponsors and
consumers.

Keeping sponsors, consumers, or other important
governmental groups informed about your unit's
activities and capabilities.

Keeping professional colleagues informed about your
unit.

Making yourself available to "outsiders" who want to
go to the "person in charge."

Attending outside conferences or meetings.

Exploiting or initiating opportunities to improve
or expand as a unit.

Developing new contacts by answering requests for
information.

Joining boards, organizations, clubs, or doing public
service work which might provide useful, work-related
contacts.

Keeping abreast of who is doing what in your unit
or cornmand.

.65

<63

.61
.98

o3

.43

aOnly iterns having factor loadings of at least .40 are included.
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Table 4 (Continued)

Factor Lcnadingsa

Factors and Items I 1 11 v

Factor Ill: Technical Problem Solving

1. Providing technical quality control through the % |
| i review process.
: 2. ldentifying and solving complex engineering or .68
‘ scientific problems yourself.
E 3. Judging the accuracy of approach and utility of .66
technical programs and proposals.
4. Consulting with others on technical matters. .63
5. Directing a technical project or subproject. o3
3 Factor IV: Executive Decision Making, Planning, and
Resource Allocation
1. Participating in defining cornmand strategies and .60
{ policies.
2. Transmitting ideas and information from your outside 49 D
contacts to appropriate people inside your command.
3. Implementing the directives of higher authorities. .52
3 7 4 . . . !
4. Attending business meetings or social gatherings as .52
an official representative of your unit or command.
5. Evaluating the outcomes of internal improvement .50
4 projects.
6. Monitoring output of formal management information 48 1
systems. i
7. Resolving conflicts either within your unit or between .40 46
your unit and other organizational cornponents.
E’ 8. Touring your own command's staffs and facilities, .46 |
including field activities. ‘
9. Allocating your own timne. 45
10. Preventing the loss or threat of loss of resources 45
valued by your unit.
l1. Participating alone or on a team in atypical 45
negotiations with outsiders.
12. Taking immediate action in response to a crisis or Ly
"fire drill."
13.  Determining the long-range plans and priorities of 40
your unit.

aOnly items having factor loadings of at least .40 are included.




Average importance scores were calculated for the item sets loading on each of the
four factors. Results showed that the supervisory role is rated as most important to
successful conduct of the executive job (5.0 on a scale ranging from zero to seven);
followed by executive decision making and resource allocation (4.5), technical problem
solving (4.2), and information gathering and dissemination (4.0).

When an attempt was made to categorize the executive activities documented by
work diaries and observations under the 11 executive roles, it was found that 30 percent
of the work diary activities and 35 percent of the observed activities involved two or
more roles. In general, there was a reasonable amount of congruence between time spent
in the various role activities as measured by work activity diaries, observations, and
questionnaires.

Executive Job Characteristics

Interview results indicated that many executive jobs are pressured and stressful,
particularly those in the headquarters area. Further, almost 90 percent of respondents to
the civilian questionnaire (A-VI-3, B-IlI-6) reported that there is either moderate or great
pressure on them to produce; none said that there was no stress in their jobs. All of
them, however, said that they could handle job stress moderately well or completely (A-
VI-5, B-III-8). Principal sources of job stress reported include (1) frustration in the
slowness of accomplishing anything (70%), (2) the lack of sufficient in-house personnel
(52%), and (3) pressure {rom external Navy organizations (48%) (A-VI-4, B-III-7). Finally,
they reported working an average of 52 hours per week at the office and an additional 8
hours at home (A-VI-1 & 2, B-III-1 & 2).

Another characteristic investigated was the degree to which executive jobs are
fragmented and hectic. Interview results showed that most executives engage in many
activities during any given day and move rapidly from one activity to another. Further,
the large majority of executives report that they do not exercise sufficient control over
their own time. Seventy-two percent of respondents to the civilian questionnaire (B-III-
10) said that their daily work routine is fragmented with interruptions and unscheduled
events. Sixty-four percent agreed that "it is virtually impossible to set a work schedule
and stick to it," and 71 percent, that the greatest block to doing their job was "the
constant barrage of fire drills." The data gathered by observing executives also reflect
the hectic and fragmented nature of their jobs. On the average, 43 activities per day
were observed. Except for meetings, which were coded as a single activity, these
activities typically were very brief (e.g., review of incoming and outgoing correspondence,
making and answering phone calls).

While interviews suggested that executive jobs in headquarters are more pressured
and fragmented than those in the field, an analysis of responses of headquarters and field
executives to relevant questionnaire items showed no statistically significant differences.
In one such item (B-VI-1), executives were presented with a list of activities and asked to
indicate, on a 7-point scale, how characteristic these activities were of their organiza-
tional unit. Table 5, which lists these activities in mean rank order, shows that "solving
problems," "identifying alternative solutions," and “selecting solutions" are the most
characteristic types of activities, while "justifying problems selected to be handled" is
clearly the least characteristic. These findings suggest that the organizational units of
these executives emphasize solving problems more than determining what the problems
are.
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Table 5

Ratings of Extent to Which Various Activities are
Characteristic of Navy Civilian Executives' Units

Mean? Standard

Activity (N = 104) Deviation
Solving problems {implementing solutions) 5.6 1.3
Identifying alternative solutions 5.5 1.2
Selecting solutions 5.5 1.2
Evaluating outcomes 5.0 1.6
Researching of questions given our unit 5.0 1.5
Short-term reaction to crises 4.9 1.5
Searching out problems 4.6 1.8
Planning based on careful analyses of 4.5 1.6

requirements

Justifying problems selected to be handled 3.8 1.9

3Based on a 7-point scale, where | = Not at all characteristic and 7 = Very characteristic.

In the interviews, civilian executives characterized their working environment as
complex and producing multiple and conflicting demands. Consequently, a set of items
developed by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) to measure role strain was included in the
civilian questionnaire (B-III-11). Rizzo et al. conceptualized role strain as being composed
of two components--role conflict and role ambiguity. Role conflict is the extent to which
expectations and demands made of an individual are inconsistent or incompatible; and role
ambiguity, the extent to which expectations and demands are not clear to the job
incumbent. Average responses to this set of items, shown ‘1 Table 6, indicate that
executives perceive role conflict but not role ambiguity; that is, they understand what is
expected of them, but they are subjected to inconsistent and conflicting demands.

Another characteristic investigated was how executives distribute their time among
various types of activities. An analysis of work activity diaries indicates that executives
spend the majority of their time interacting with other individuals. They spend 45 percent
of their time in scheduled meetings; and 17 percent, in unscheduled meetings. (In the
questionnaire (B-III-10), 63 percent of the civilian executives agreed that "Meetings burn
up an unnecessary amount of time.") Other interpersonal activities include telephone
calls (7%) and observation of personnel and their work activities (3%). Executives spend
24 percent of their time alone, generally performing desk work such as reading
correspondence. The observations provided similar results.




Table 6

Civilian Executives' Perceptions of Role

Conflict and Ambiguity

(N = 10%)

Standard
Item Mean? Deviation
Role Conflict

I have to do things that should be done differently. 0.8 1.6

I receive an assignment without the manpower 0.8 1.8
to complete it.

I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry 0.1 1.8
out an assignment.

I work with two or more groups who operate quite 2.1 L1
differently.

I receive incompatible requests from two or more 0.7 1.8
people.

I do things that are apt to be accepted by one 1.3 1.6
person and not accepted by others.

I receive an assignment without adequate resources 0.4 1.7
and materials to execute it.

I work on unnecessary things. -0.2 1.8

Role Ambiguity

I feel certain about how much authority I have. t.7 1.7

There are clear, planned goals and objectives 0.8 1.8
for my job.

I know that I have divided my time properly. 0.3 1.6

I know what my responsibilities are. 2.3 1.1

I know exactly what is expected of me. 1.4 1.6

Explanation is clear of what has to be done. 0.5 1.8

Note. Although results are similar for role conflict and role ambiguity items, it should be
noted that role conflict items are phrased negatively; and role ambiguity items,

positively.

3Based on a 7-point scale, where -3 = Definitely not true of my job, 0 = Neither true nor

untrue, and 3 = Extremely true of my job.
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In regard to whom executives interact with during their work day, questionnaire
respondents (B-I1I-3) reported that they spend 24 percent of their time alone; 45 percent
with people from their own organizational unit; 17 percent with people from other
organizational units of the Navy; 7 percent with people from other services or DoD; and 7
percent with people from the private sector. The work diary indicated that executives
spent 21 percent of their time alone; 57 percent, with people inside their command (29%,
with their subordinates; 9%, with their peers; 15%, with a combination of subordinates and
peers; and 4%, with their supervisor); 15 percent, with people outside the command; and 7
percent, with a combination of people in and outside the command. Seventy-nine percent
of the activities executives engage in occur while they are physically within their own
command (49%, in their own office; 20%, at other offices; and 10%, in conference rooms).
The observational data are generally suportive of these work diary findings.

' Questionnaire respondents (B-VI-2) were presented with a list of informational
sources and asked to indicate the extent to which they rely on them for work-related
projects and/or problems. Responses are presented in Table 7, which shows that
executives generally rely on their own experience and work associates as opposed to
written material. Respondents (B-III-10) did not report much reliance on formal
management information systems; in fact, 85 percent said they get the majority of
information required to do their jobs from other sources.

Table 7

Extent to Which Civilian Executives (N = 104)
Rely on Various Sources of Information

Information Source Mean Score?® S.D.
Members of your own staff. 6.1 0.8
Personal experience--ideas which you remember 5.6 0.9
using previously in a similar situation.
Members of other staffs. 4.7 1.4
Superiors' knowledge. 4.0 1.6
Nonperiodical literature--books, manuals, and other 3 1.6

items which are not published on a regular basis.

Periodical literature--journals published on a 3.3 1.8
regular basis.

Vendors--representatives of, or documentation 3.2 1.5
generated by, suppliers or potential suppliers.

3Based on a 7-point scale, 1 = Not at all and 7 = Very heavily.

The Executive Job Environment

During the interviews, it soon became apparent that the executives' job environment
strongly influenced their behavior. While most interviews were begun with questions
about job activities, respondents often shifted to talk about environmental constraints
(i.e., why they could not do some things which they thought they should be doing and
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which environmental factors influenced how they do their job). Four important environ-
mental characteristics emerged from both the civilian and military interviews:

I.  An extraordinary amount of complexity in the shore organization.
2. Increasing centralization of decision-making and proliferation of controis.

3. Personnel shortages and the slowness and rigidity of civilian personnel adminis-
tration processes.

4. The importance of the civilian-military interface.

Civilian executives function within an extremely complex system with many other
organizations, people, and rules that must be considered. Multiple lines of authority mean
that they do not live in a simplistic chain-of-command world. Centralization of decision
making and the proliferation of controls have not only resulted in a never-ending barrage
of externally imposed requirements and constraints on fiscal and personnel resources, but
have also increased required paperwork. Moreover, multiple lines of authority have
sometimes resulted in conflicting constraints and requirements.

Interview responses indicated that, although the workload has increased, the number
of civil service personnel has either remained constant or decreased. It also takes longer
to hire and transfer civilian personnel. Due to civil service rules and regulations, it is
difficult to transfer or to dismiss civilian personnel, a problem that military executives
particulary resent. In connection with this, civilian respondents (B-IV-2) were asked to
indicate how their unit accomplished its workload, if it did not have sufficient staff.
Eleven percent reported that the question did not apply--that the unit did have enough
personnel. Of the remaining 89 percent, 52 percent reported that their unit had increased
its reliance on contractors; 26 percent, on consultants; and 27 percent, on temporary
personnel. Fifty-one percent said that their work unit has been unable to completely
fulfill its mission.

A number of military and civilian executives summarized the influence of these
environmental characteristics. One military respondent commented:

I firmly believe, however, that most problems are due to excessive
personnel management constraints from above and the inflexibility in
classification procedures.

A second said:

The greatest impediment to effective performance by Navy civilian
executives I've seen is the lack of clear-cut responsibiity. Almost any
action can be undercut by factors not under the control of the
executive. There is an utter dearth of effective long-range planning.

Finally, a civilian executive commented:

Your questions don't really address the real problems encountered by a
line manager; that is, the total frustration with personnel, contracts,
legal, and support offices, who assume that line organizations exist to
serve them. Also, hiring freezes, high grade ceilings, additional staffs,
and layering of organization levels. 1 can commit vast sums of taxpayer
money, but can't get an operable typewriter for my secretary.
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Items assessing specific points raised by interviewees about the job environment were
included in the civilian questionnaire (B-V-1). In response, 76 percent agreed that it was
difficult to obtain adequate ceiling points; 47 percent, that it was difficult to obtain an
adequate budget; and 45 percent, that the Navy's propensity to reorganize is threatening o
to executives and curtails their ability to function at full effectiveness. Further, 36
percent agreed that changeovers in the Presidency and Congress make it difficult to set H
stable objectives for one's unit; 38 percent, that their unit or organization is chronically .
under the threat of being disestablished or dismantled; and 31 percent that, in their i
‘ present position, they have at some time felt threatened with having their position
| downgraded. ‘ ‘

o
e e

Finally, respondents (B-IlI-4) were presented with a list of "outside forces" and asked
to indicate, within 100 percentage points, how much each influenced them in doing their
job. The mean responses, which are provided in Table 8, indicate that technical and Navy
requirements exert the most influence.

Table 8

Outside Forces Which Influence Civilian Executives

a
Mean Percentage ;

Outside Force Allocation ’
Technical requirements 24 ‘
Navy requirements 22 "
Budget 13
Supervisor's requirements 10
% DoD requirements 8
Professional ethics and requirements 8 1
Organizational survival 7 i
Congressional requirements 3
‘ Personal survival 2 :
Presidential requirements 1 i
Public demands 1
Media influence 1 :

3Rased only on the responses where total allocation added up to approximately 100
percent (N = 89).
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Research and Development Issues

Since most Navy civilian executives are either directly or indirectly involved in R&D,
the way in which the Navy and DoD manage the R&D process greatly affects the way they
function. In the interviews, executives noted that R&D management has been increas-
ingly characterized by (1) increased centralization, (2) creation of aduiuonal Navy staffs
with R&D responsibilities, (3) frequent reorganizations of the Navy R&D management
framework, and (4) proliferation of controls, restrictions, and procedures. These four
trends were also identified in a study of the history of the Navy R&D laboratories (Booz,
Allen, & Hamilton, Inc., 1976). Therefore, in the questionnaire (B-VIII-1), civilian
executives were asked to indicate whether they felt these trends were positively or
negatively affecting Navy R&D management, and whether they felt the trends would
continue in the future. Table 9, which presents the mean responses to those questions,
shows that the executives not only felt that the four trends were having a very negative
effect on Navy R&D management, but also that they would continue in the future.

Table 9

Civilian Executives' Opinions About Trends in
Navy R&D Management

Effect Direction of Trend
Mean? S Meanb S.D.
Trend (N = 104) (N = 104)
Centralization and shift of authority 2.3 1.4 59 | [
upward.
Creation of additional staffs and offices 2.2 1.4 5.5 1D
throughout the Navy having R&D
responsibilities.
Frequent reorganization and reformulation 2.3 1.3 5.4 1.4
of the Navy R&D management framework.
Proliferation of controls, restrictions, and 1.8 1.1 5.8 1.8

* procedures.

%Based on a 7-point scale, where 1 = Negative effect and 7 = Positive effect.

bBased on a 7-point scale, where 1 = Trend reversing and 7

Trend continuing.




Responses to several other questionnaire items on R&D issues, which are shown in
Table 10, indicate that executives feel somewhat negatively about the Navy's ability to
forecast future technology requirements and the present distribution of R&D funding.

Table 10

Civilian Executives' Opinions About R&D Issues

Agreement
Mean® S.D.
Issue (N = 104)

There are adequate communication mechanisms for the 39 1.8
R&D community to get their ideas about technological
planning considered by the higher decision-making
levels.

The Navy's ability to forecast future technology 3.2 1.5
requirements is adequate.

The providing of long-range guidance to the R&D 3.6 1.6
community by DoD, OPNAV, and NAVMAT inhibits
technological innovation.

The present distribution of R&D funding between B 1.6
in-house, universities, and industry is satisfactory.

In your command, scientists and engineers are aware 4.9 i

of the administrative and managerial duties they will
increasingly have to perform as they progress up the
GS scale.

#Based on a 7-point scale, where 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree.

Civil Service Rules and Regulations

Since the Civil Service (CS) system emerged as a very important environmental
factor during the interviews, items were included in both the civilian (A-III) and military
(M-II) questionnaires to assess the impact of the system on executive functioning.
Responses showed that 66 and 85 percent of civilian and military executives respectively
feel that CS rules and regulations interfere with their ability to do an effective job.
Further, 30 and 61 percent of these executives indicated that it was extremely important
to be personally aware of CS rules and regulations, as opposed to relying on others for
assistance. Finally, Table 11, which provides the mean responses of these executives to
questions pertaining to knowledge of the CS system, shows that the military executives
are more confident than their civilian counterparts that both military and civilian
executives know CS regulations.




T

Table 11

Perceptions of Knowledge of Civil Service System

Civilian Executives Military Executives
(N = 106) (N = 66)
[tem Question Mean? S.D. Mean? S,
How well do you feel you know 4.7 152 4.9 1.0
Civil Service system rules
and regulations?
How well do most civilian execu- 4.3 bl 53 bt
tives know Civil Service rules
and regulations’?b
How well do most military execu- 2.8 1.0 3D 1.3

tives know Civil Service rules

and regulations?b

%Based on a 7-point scale, where 1 = Not at all and 7 = Very well.
bThe difference between the average civilian and military response to these items is
statistically significant at the .05 level.

In response to a question on how they felt the CS system would change in the next 5
years, (A-III-13), 44 percent of the executives responded that the number of full time,
permanent employees would be reduced; 19 percent, that the number of such employees
would be increased; 26 percent, that there will be more part-time, permanent employees;
37 percent, that it will be more unionized; and 43 percent, that it will provide less job
security.

At the time of the interviews, a number of proposals pertaining to executives were
being considered for inclusion in the Civil Service reform legislation. The essence of
these proposals was to change the personnel administration system from rank-in-job to
rank-in-person, to increase executive mobility, to decrease job security, and to base
rewards on performance. Although most interviewees generally agreed with the intended
spirit of these modifications, they were concerned with the possibility that the provisions
for demoting or removing executives for poor performance could be misused to bring
partisan political pressure on career civil servants, and with the potential problems
associated with increased mobility of career civil servants, particularly those employed by
the defense agencies. The question was raised as to who would provide knowledge and the
corporate memory in defense agencies if both military and civilian executives become
mobile generalists.

Questions were included concerning these proposed changes in both the civilian and
military questionnaires (A-III, M-II). One such question asked civilian executives whether
they felt a rank-in-person system was preferable to a rank-in-job system for executive
positions (A-III-6). In response, 9 percent said it was not preferable; 27 percent, that it
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was preferable for all executive positions; 39 percent, that it was preferable for some
executive positions; 22 percent, that they did not know; and 3 percent, that some other
system was preferable. When asked to give their opinion of the general concept of a
Federal Executive Service Corps, in which a select group of (civilian) executives would
rotate across federal agencies and be kept in the Corps on a renewable contract basis (M-
-1, A-Ill-1), 46 percent of the military executives rated it as excellent or good,
compared to 27 percent of the civilian executives. The civilian executives were also
asked if they would consider participating in such a Corps, and if not, why not (A-III-2).
Thirty-five percent indicated that they would; and 65 percent, that they would not.
Reasons for not participating, in rank order of the percentage of executives who checked
them, were as follows:

I do not want to be geographically mobile (32%).

I am too close to leaving the federal civil service (31%).

I am not interested in leaving my present organization (27%).
My skills are too technically specialized (26%).

I am not interested in changing jobs (23%).

The Civilian-Military Executive Interface

Civilian executives in the shore establishment interact closely with military execu-
tives. As indicated earlier, many civilian executives are supervised by, share their jobs
with, or supervise military officers. An analysis of results from the work diaries,
observations, and military questionnaires (M-VII) showed that military and civilian
executives spend a considerable amount of time together in work-related interactions.
Ninety-seven percent of military executives reported work-related interactions with
civilian executives at least once a day. Even in the laboratories, which are predominantly
staffed with civilians, and in the Secretariat, in which the top executives are noncareer
civilians, there is considerable civilian-military interaction.

All of the interviewees, both military and civilian, stated that the military-civilian
interface was important to the effective functioning of the Navy. Several noted that the
intent of the civilian-military mix is to have civilians provide the continuity and corporate
memory; and the rotating military, new suggestions as well as knowledge about fleet
needs. When this relationship works properly, the civilians prevent the military from
"reinventing the wheel" and provide them with technical and procedural knowledge about
how to get things done in the system; and the military prevent the civilians from
becoming too ingrained in the same way of doing things and from losing touch with fleet
needs.

All civilian interviewees felt that the fact that their job is imbedded in a military
system has far-reaching implications for what they do, how they do it, and what is
expected of them. They believe that there is a definite difference between DoD and non-
DoD federal executive jobs.

Career civilian executives in the Secretariat were asked about their relationships
with noncareer civilian executives. It was pointed out that these relationships parallel
those that exist between career-civilian and military executives--namely, that noncareer
civilian executives rotate while career civilian executives provide the stability and
corporate memory. Again, these differential sets of roles were seen as complementary
and as providing a good balance when good working relationships exist.

Civilian and military respondents (A-IV, M-III) were asked to indicate how much they
agreed with a variety of statements about the military-civilian interface. As shown in
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Table 12, for nine out of the 12 items included in both questionnaires, civilian and military
responses differed significantly (p < .05). This indicates a fairly high amount of
discrepancy between their attitudes toward each other and their relationship.

An important issue to some of the interviewees, particularly the military ones, was
the Navy's organizational structure for managing its civilian employees. It appears that
this issue must be adequately understood before the role and utilization of civilian
executives, and indeed all civilians in the Navy, can be understood. According to the
interviewees, since 1966, the Navy's Office of Civilian Personnel, which is responsible for
implementing and executing civilian personnel policies, reported directly to the Navy's
Secretariat rather than via the military chain-of-command; that is, the Chief of Naval
Operations (CNO). This meant that, while the military members of CNO were responsible
for managing the work of most civilian employees, they had no formal authority for
implementing or executing civilian personnel policy. As a result, it was believed--by the
majority of both civilian and military executives--that the military establishment had the
responsibility but not sufficient authority for managing the civilian workforce.

According to the interviewees, this organizational arrangement has been continually
questioned and disputed. By 1977, when the interviews were conducted, feelings about the
matter were quite intense, especially among military interviewees. Consequently, in the
Spring of 1978, as part of the Total Force concept, it was decided to move the civilian
personnel administration function under CNO (except for that portion pertaining to high-
level policy formulation within the Secretariat). The intent underlying the Total Force
concept and the resulting reorganization of the naval shore establishment was to enable
the Navy to optimize use of its personnel resources by collective planning and
management of the workforce.

One of the main focuses of the Total Force concept was the potential advantages of
integrating civilian and military manpower planning. Thus, civilian and military respon-
dents (A-1II-7, M-II-5) were asked to indicate whether they felt such integration would
have a positive or negative impact. As shown in Table 13, both groups generally believe
that the impact would be positive.




Perceptions of Military-civilian Relaticnships

Table 12

.
i
i

Item?

Civilian Executive

(N = 210)

Mean

b

S.D.

Military Executive

(N = 66)

Mean

b

S.D.

Significance

Military personnel evaluate the job performance of
other military using different criteria than they use
to evaluate civilians.

How civilian executives carry out their jobs varies
a great deal and depends upon their relationship
with particular military personnel.

There is a productive partnership between
military and civilian executives in commands
where they work together.

Military more so than civilian executives resent
the job protection afforded civilians by the Civil
Service system.

Military and civilian executives in comparable
positions get comparable compensation, all bene-
fits considered.

High-ranking military personnel in the shore
establishment solicit advice from civilian execu-
tives on most important matters.

Civilian executives in the shore establishment
are often treated as "second class citizens" by the
high-ranking military.

Civilian executives have a sufficiently accurate
perception of fleet requirements.

The primary function of civilian managers and
executives in Navy headquarters organizations
is to supply the "corporate memory" of each
command.

High-ranking military personnel in my command
make most of the important decisions by themselves.

Military executives generally know more about
what is best for the Navy than civilian executives.

Civilian executives are more often "clock watchers"
and put in fewer working hours than do military
executives.

Miiltary personnel in the shore establishment
are not sufficiently informed, given their level
of authority.

Civilian executives should not desire to make
final policy; their role is strictly a staff one.

Civilian executives would be more fully utilized
and trusted by military personnel if they had a
broader range of job and organizational experi-
ence.

5.4

5.6

5.3

4.7

4.4

4.7

4.3

4.2

3.8

3.7

3.4

2.3

4.5

4.0

1.5

1.4

2.0

1.8

1.9

1.5

1.7

1.9

1.8

1.2

2.2

4.9

5.5

6.3

4.4

2.4

5.8

2.8

3.5

4.0

3.0

4.3

4.1

1.8

1.4

1.5

N/A

N/A

N/A

3The last three items were not included in the military questionnaire.

bBased on a 7-point scale, where | = Not at all true and 7 = Very true.

#*p < .05.
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Table 13

Perceptions of Impact of Integration of
Civilian and Military Manpower Planning

Civilian Executives Military Executives

(N = 106) (N = 66)
Item? Meamb S.D. Meanb S.D. Significance
Personnel utilization 0.5 2.2 1.8 1.7 *
Personnel costs 0.6 1.6 -0.5 1.6 %
Training and development of civilians 0.2 1.8 0.9 1.4 *
Training and development of military 0.5 1.6 0.7 1.5 -
Forecasting requirements for civilian 0.0 1.7 1.4 1.5 %
management and executive billets
Forecasting requirements for officer 0.4 1.6 0.9 1.7 -

billets

aApproximately 25 percent of both military and civilian did not respond to these items.
bBased on a 7-point scale where 3 = Positive impact, 0 = No impact, and -3 = Negative impact.

*p < .05.
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Executive Attitudes Toward the Job and Organization

Executive Job Satisfaction and Work Motivation

In the interviews, civilian executives were asked what factors motivate or demoti-
vate them as well as what factors contribute to their job satisfaction. In general,
executives found that the qualities inherent in their jobs (e.g., variety, challenge,
responsibility, and the opportunity to influence organizational decisions and policy) were
motivating. They derive satisfaction when they are able to execute their job the way they
feel it should be executed. They cited two major sources of dissatisfaction. The first
relates to those factors in the job environment that executives feel hinder their capacity
to execute their jobs properly, such as undue centralization of decision making, externally
imposed constraints, and "fire drills" that make it difficult to follow a planned work
schedule and to engage in reflective thought and planning activities. When these factors
are operating, executives experience dissatisfaction and frustration.

The second source of dissatisfaction was pay and fringe benefits. Some executives
reported that they felt they were underpaid, relative to their private sector counterparts,
as illustrated by the following comment written on the questionnaire: "The major
drawback in federal service today is the fact that the very best federal executives are
severely underpaid relative to industry." Moreover, 65 percent of the civilian respondents
(B-Ill-l'?) agreed that executive pay compression represents a significant demotivating
factor.

Civilian respondents (B-VII-1 through 24) were asked to indicate how satisfied they
were with 24 job-related aspects. Results are presented in Table 14, which shows that
executives are satisfied with most job aspects. The 24 aspects were factor analyzed to
investigate the basic dimensions associated with executive satisfaction using a principal
component solution with a varimax rotation. Three factors emerged, which accounted for
58 percent of the variance: (1) organizational rewards (e.g., amount of responsibility,
amount of influence, recognition for the job done, respect received), (2) self rewards (e.g.,
quality of output of people in the unit, having an impact on the Navy, ability to develop
employees), and (3) pay. Items comprising these factors are listed in Table 15.

Attitudes Toward Executive Power

During the interviews, the question of power as a factor in the executive job was
raised. While attitudes varied considerably, the typical response was that power, in and of
itself, was not important--that one's ability to influence derives primarily from one's
expertise. In other words, one's ability to be manipulative without any substantive,
knowledge-based foundation is counterproductive to executive effectiveness.

Civilian respondents (V-V-16 through 49) were asked to indicate, on a 7-point scale,
how much they agreed with a number of items dealing with the concept of power.
Results, as shown in Table 16, support previously stated findings indicating that civilian
executives feel that they are influential, that power is based on one's ability and
knowledge, and that politics (i.e., the party occupying the Presidency and key members of
Congress) does not play an important role in executives' power. Three of the items in

“Pay compression is the phenomenon produced by the ceiling placed on the maximum
amount civil servants can be paid. As a result, everyone at the senior GS-15 level and up
has not been getting any pay increases, even cost of living increases, to compensate for
inflation.




Table 14
Ratings of Executive Job Satisfaction
(N = 104)

Job-related Aspect Average Score? Standard Deviation
Challenge, scope, and variety of work 6.1 1.3
Amount of responsibility 5.9 1.2

i Work associates 5.8 1.0
, Job security 5.8 LB
Prestige of job 5ol 1.4
Having an impact on the Navy 57 1.3
Quality of output of people in my unit 5.7 1.0
Opportunities to use my skills, knowledge, 5.7 1.2
and abilities
Freedom to work on my own N7 1.3
The respect I receive 5.6 1.3
Public service; sense of mission D) 1.4
Sense of accomplishment 5.4 155
Amount of decision-making authority 5.4 1.5
Demands placed on me by the job 5.4 1.2
Opportunities to gain new skills, know- 5.4 1.4
ledge, and abilities
Amount of influence 5.3 1.4
Ability to develop my employees 5.2 1.4
Quality of supervision I receive 5.0 1.6
Recognition for the job I do 5.0 1.4
Fringe benefits 4.9 1.9
Chance to do long-range planning 4.6 L7
Feedback on how well I am doing 4.5 1.5
Pay 4.4 2.0
Time it takes to accomplish work 4.2 Lo

aBased on a 7-point scale where | = Very dissatisfied and 7 = Very satisfied.
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Table 15

Factor Analysis of Job Satisfaction Items

Factors and Items

Factor Loadingsa

11

Factor I: Organizational Rewards

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

9.
10.
11
12.
13.

Amount of responsibility
Amount of influence
Recognition for the job I do
The respect I receive

Opportunities to gain new skills,
knowledge, and abilities

Opportunities to use my skills, know-
ledge, and abilities

Amount of decision-making authority
Feedback on how well I am doing
Prestige of job

Quality of supervision | receive
Demands placed on me by job
Challenge, scope, and variety of work

Job security

Factor II: Self Rewards

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Quality of output of people in my unit
Sense of accomplishment

Having an impact on the Navy
Chance to do long-range planning
Public service; sense of mission
Ability to develop my employees
Work associates

Time it takes to accomplish work

Factor Ill: Pay

l.
2.

Pay
Fringe benefits

A7
74
.70
.68
.67

.65

.78
.69
.57
.55
49
47
42
.40

94
.68

30nly items having factor loadings of at least .40 are included.




Table 16

Civilian Executives' Attitudes Toward Power i

(N = 106)
Averagea Standard ;
Item Score Deviation p
i
Executives have substantial power within 5.4 b3
their own units.
} In your command, it is necessary to be 4.9 1.6
very aggressive to gain support for your ;
ideas. i
Executives must be indirect about power, 4.8 1.9
and therefore usually have to use influence ;
and persuasion to affect policy.
Executives have substantial power in 4.1 1.4
larger organizational components :
above them. {
Some executives use personal connections 3.6 1.8
with Congressmen to enhance their p
power and accomplish their objectives.
The best way to retain power is to act 3.2 1.8 ]
as if you do not have it. ]
Politics (which party occupies the 3.1 1.7
Presidency and who are key members of
Congress) affects who gets selected for
executive positions.
Power derives more from one's position 3.1 Lo
in the formal organization than from
one's personal qualities.
In getting ahead in your command, pro- 3.0 1.8 §

fessional ability is not as important as
building a power base.

Notes.
l. In the above items, "executive(s)" refers to civilians.
2. The first three items listed are also included in the military questionnaire.

3Based on a 7-point scale, where 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree.
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Table 16 were also included in the military questionnaire. A comparison of military and
civilian responses showed that significantly more civilians than military executives (p <
.05) agree that civilians must be indirect about power and usually have to use influence
and persuasion to affect policy (68 vs. 36%), and that significantly fewer civilian than
military executives (p < .05) agree that they have substantial power either within their
own units (84 vs. 96%) or in the organizational components above them (42 vs. 50%).

Both groups (A-V-50, M-IV-11) were asked to rate the importance of various job and
personal characteristics in terms of how much they contribute to civilian executive
power. As shown in Table 17, both groups generally agree on the importance of control
over money, nard work, formal position, and personal contacts. Military executives,
however, rated administrative knowledge, technical/professional knowledge, and access to
information significantly higher than did civilian executives (p < .05).

Civilian respondents (A-V-51) were asked to allocate--among 100 percent--how much
they relied on a number of different forms of power; and military respondents (M-IV-12),
how much they thought civiilan executives relied on these forms of power. Results, which
are provided in Table 18, show that both groups feel civilian executives rely first on
expert power and second, on reward power.

Finally, both civilian and military (B-IV-3, M-V-2) were asked to indicate--on a 7-
point scale--how much power they felt civilian executives do have and how much they
should have over a number of work activities. Table 19 shows that both groups feel that
civilian executives believe that they should have more decision-making power over all of
the work activities listed, particularly with regard to the hiring and promoting of
employees.

Command Characteristics

Civilian respondents (B-IV-1) were asked to indicate how much they agreed with a
series of statements concerning the command climate of their organization. Table 20,
which presents items listed in rank order of average agreement, shows that respondents
generally have favorable perceptions concerning their own role and that of their unit, but
that overall morale is perceived as slightly on the negative side.

Performance Appraisal

Although performance appraisal was not the primary topic of the present study,
information presented in this section concerning organizational effectiveness and personal
characteristics required of executives is relevant to the design and development of
managerial and executive appraisal systems.

Organizational Effectiveness

During the interviews, several aspects of organizational effectiveness emerged that
are particularly appropriate to performance appraisal. One aspect is that, since most
executives function as line managers, their accomplishments are not personal but, rather,
group accomplishments. In other words, they see their effectiveness in terms of their
unit's effectiveness in meeting its mission. This applies even to those interviewees who
saw themselves as staff rather than line.
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Table 18
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