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ABSTRACT

Unit “retention profiles” were developed using
Navy Human Resource Management Survey’ responses for
both high and low retention units. Although the

“profiles” were found to be identical for both high
and low retention units , comparat ive analysis of
Survey responses was f o u n d  of va lue  in assisting unit
Command ing  O f f i c e r s  in developing retention n an agewent
strategies.

The data utilized consisted of 28,913 respondents
of the Navy Human Resource Management Sur vey during
the second quarter of fiscal year 1918 . The
individual’s stated career intent was regressed on the
survey dimensions, indices, and questions to further
understand the dynamics of the retention decision.
Unit “retention profiles” were developed as a result
of stepwise discriminant analysis on the survey
questions for bcth high and low retention un i t s .

A detailed bibliography of employee lob turno ver
is included as an aid to f u t u r e  res earchers.
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I. ~i!I .2~cI~.!

In an address to the Navywide Retention Conference in

August, 1978, the Chief of Na va l Ope rat ions, Ad m .  Thomas
Haywar d , highlighted the issues and problems of Navy

enlist ed personnel retention. He pointed out that current

retention rates were  unsat isfactory and held very serious
portents for the future. Ad in . Hayward considered the most

serious problem in Navy enlisted retention to be with second

term petty officer reenlistment. The reenlistment rate for

tha t g roup  had been only 69% overall and was viewed as a
serious si tuat ion (Sinaiko , 1978)

More recent ly ,  Ad m .  R o b e r t  Baldwin , Chief of Naval
Personnel , has stated that retention of two—tour enlisted

personnel  is at its lowest level since the end of the draf t .
The rate had dipped , as of March 1979, to 147.3% overall.

A dm . B a ld w i n  also ncted that  “r etent ion  of personnel in some
of the technical sea going ratings (whose skill s are in high
demand in the civil ian sector) is only 25% or less. i

To p u t  this mat te r  in perspect ive, the  Navy  has , since
1975, gone fro m 20 ratings to over 63 rat ing s which are not
meeting reenlistment goals. Wit h regar d to  second term
reen listments , the si tuation is especially cri t ical .  In
t hat gr o u p ,  66 r a t i n g s  are exper ienc ing  problems (Sinaiko ,
1978)

The Department of Defense has been criticiz ed by

1 .1!~i! ~~~~~~ March 19, 1979, p.34.
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Congress for being ineffective in attrition management

(Locksan , 1977) . Badm. Joseph N . Metcalf (Pers l OX)  ,
presenting an Executive Review of manpower and personn el

problems at the 1978 Navywide Retention Conference,

highlignted a recent review by the House Armed Services

Committee in its deliberations on the FY 79 Militar y

Au thorization Bill. The Committee cited the Navy on several

accounts, i.e., recruiting shortfalls, high des ertion rates ,
losses of career people, shortfalls of petty officers, and
discipline problems. It directed the Secretary of t h e  N a v y
“to report the Navy ’s man power situation in general and to

outline problems and detailed solutions to them ” (Sinaiko ,

1 978).

Speakin g before the House Military Personnel
Subcommittee, Ads. Baldwin , along with Edwar d Hidalgo,
Ass istant Navy Secretary for  Manpower  and Reserve A f f a i r s
and Logistics , cited the Navy ’s efforts to “stew the tide”,

but admitted that attrition was up and recruiting was down —

as was Officer retention and career reenlistments. On the

brighter side, however , first—t erm reenlistwents had

increased to 40.3% — a high for recent years. t

To date, considerable research effort has been focused

on identifying relevant factors related to military

personnel re tent icn  and t u r n o v e r .  Many  of these  research
studies, as shall be seen, have  conce n tra ted on id enti fy i n g
the demogra phic and personal characterist ics w h i c h  appea r  to
be related to, and directly influence , the retention

decision. Unfortunately, research findings have been of

little help in themselves in directly increasing the

retention rates among active duty personnel — especially

1 
~f~

yy ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ March 19, 1 979 , p.34.
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among those individuals whose background characteristics

indicate relat ively low probabil i t ies  of r e t en t ion  but whose
abilities and skills are of high importance to the military

(LaBocco , et a]., 1977).

Many of the research studies show that personnel

retention and attrition outcomes in the Navy are generally

determined by multiple factors. Both pEe—service

characteristics (demography and social background) and

in—service experiences (service history , satisfaction, and
performance) were found to contribute significantly to the

forwulaticn of the retention decision. Pre—service status

and attitudes, as reflected in length of enlistment
contract, minority status, aptitude scores , amount of
schooling, and school adjustment (expulsions) were

d ifferentiated among those personnel who attrite and those
who remain in the Navy. Further , in—service variables such

as technical schocls completed , amount  of sea d u t y ,  j ob
satisfaction, performance record, marital status, and

medical history also were discriminated with respect to

retention (LaBocco , et al., 1976)

As noted by Lockman (1977), the retention decision is
affected by the aggregate eff ects of societal,
organizat ional, and individua l factors. The social

perspective that military service is a job (and maybe also

an adventure) , but a job nonetheless, and no longer a
calling for citizen soldiers, has been cited as a major
reason fc r  the  personnel re ten t ion  problems f ac ing  t h e
military today.

Organizat ional  factors a f f ec t i ng  a t t r i t ion  point  to
defective management policies and unit practices. outmoded ,

uneconomical, monolithic policies (such as the granting of

Basic Allowance for Quarters to only married personnel),

often buttressed by law and traditions, and var iable,

13



situational influences in men ’s units (such as unplanned
operational schedule changes) , ccm bine to prod uce a major

effect in the retention decision (Lockman , 1977).

Individual factors affecting attrition revolve about

personal expectations and individua l perceptions of both the
L 

work environment and the job itself.

Given the above perspec tive, it might be suggested that

attrition in the military, which appears “inevitable”, is
also a reflection of the same kinds of adult socialization

processes that take place in the civilian workplace. Thus

young people should be expected to try to “find themselves”
in the world of work. This is as true in military

institutions as it is in the civilian sector. While

attrition in the militar y is costly, it should also be
recognized that attrition serves a valuable “correcting ”

function- “errors” are reduced when inadequate or unsuitab le
people are eliminated from the organization. Furthermore ,

attrition provides a screening function that cannot be

effectively carried out prior to the individual’s entry into
the organization.

Assuming that we cannot (and perhaps should not) totally

eliminate attrition in military organizations, it is logical
to assert that these processes can be better managed to

minimize organ izational and  personal costs and max imize
benefits to a].]. parties (Goodstadt and Glickwan , 1975;
Lafiocco , et al., 1 S76) . As the pool of qualified enlistment
prospects shrin ks, the need to develop an effective and

efficient personnel retention management program grows in an

accelerating fashion.

A prerequisite to the development of an effective

personnel retention management progra m , however , requires

the answering of several questions: Why do employees stay?
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What are their values for working and for living? What are

their ages, sexes, marital status, and so on ? What are the

right and wrong reasons for employees staying in their jobs?

How dissatisfied is dissatisfied? (Flowers and Hughs, 1973)

The first step in developing a method to improve

personnel retention management is to create or obtain

accurate and usable information about the personnel who are

to be managed . It is important that this information

possess a measurable degree of accuracy and content validity
— as it will form the basis upon which retention management
decisions will be based.

The purpose of this thesis is to provide a method for

unit Commanding Cfficers to improve unit retention

management through effective use of the Human Resource
Management Survey. The thesis is based on the following

assumpt ions:

1. The Human Resource Management Surve y is a valid

instrument for measuring organizational factors, as noted in
independently conducted validity studies.

2. An individual’s stated intention to reenlist , above

all other variables, is the strongest predictor of future

turnover behavior. The literature review shows that one ’s

stated intent to reenlist accounts for the greatest amount

of variance in personnel turnover (Mobley, et a].., 1977a).

The primary hypothesis to be tested in this study is

whether or not the Navy Human Resource Management Survey can

provide information which can be effectively utilized in

planning personnel retention management strategies.

Specifically, it is hypothesized that units having high

levels of personnel retention will display a “retention

profile” — as defined by mean scores on key questions in the

15



Human Resource Management Survey — t h a t  is s igni f icant ly
different from units having low retention levels. Further,

that  these “retention profiles” can be differentiated by

effective use of the Human Resource Management Survey.

It is important to note that the Human Resource

Management Survey contains data which are aggregated at the

unit level and cannot be applied to examine individual

behavior. Additionally, the data are gathered at a single

point in time and , since changes in command are relatively

frequent, the data may not be relevant for predictio n

(Goodstadt and Glickman, 1975) . Accordingly, no attempt

will be made in this study to p edic~ future command

retention rates based on survey responses. Instead, t he
primary focus of this thesis will be to evaluate the ability

of the Human Resource Ma nagement Survey to pro vide valid,

descriptive information which can assist unit commanders in

developing effec tive personnel retention managemen t
strategies.

A. THESIS OVERVIEW

This thesis begins with a general review of available

civili an and mili tary studies concerned wi th personnel
retention and job turnover . The literature review provides

a summary of the current knowledge in the field of personnel

retention and job turnover—both in the military and civilian

environments. Continual reference will be made to these

studies throughout the remainder of the thesis.

Following the literature review , the following
methodological, areas will be discussed:

1 Resourc e Management Survey ive overview of the Human

16



2. A description of the sample utilized in the thesis.

3. A description of the method of analysis used in this
study .

Next, a regression analysis of the Human Resource
Management Survey database will be performed and the
analysis results presented. The regression analysis was
performed to compare its results with the results of other
research findings discussed in the literature review. It is
anticipated that the results of the regression analysis
performed on the survey database, when compared with

previously published research results, will provide an
initial assessm ent of the Human Resource Management Survey ’s

utility in generating useful information for futur e Navy

enlisted personnel management decisions.

The fourth section of the thesis vii]. analyze the

ability of the Human Resource Management Survey to

differentiate between units having high and low retention
rates. The hypothesis bein g tested in this section will be

whether cr not units, havin g either high or low retention

rates, develop “retention profiles” — as defined by mean

scores on key questions in the Human Resource Management
Sur vey — which are s igni f icant ly  d i f f e r en t  f rom each ot her.
To test the hypothesis, discriminate analyses of the Human
Resource Management Survey responses of various fleet units

was performed. It was anticipat ed that the discriminant

analyses of the survey responses would identify differences

between the high and low retention units. Further , it was

hoped that these differences would produce “retention

profiles” which would be significantly different between

hiqh and low retention rate units. If successfully

developed from the survey data , the “retention profiles ”
w ould be useful to unit commanders in assisting them in the

development of affective retention management strategies and

11 
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decisions.

As appropriate , suggestions for practical utilization of

Human Resource Management Survey data and implications for
future research wi]], conclude this thesis.

A consolidated bibliography of the turnover literatur e,
including bibliographies provided by Porter and Steers

(1973); Price (1977); Mobley, et a]., (1977); Hand , et al.,

(1977); and the present authors , has been included to assist

future researchers studying either military or civilian

personnel retention.

(
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II. j~~J~ 91 ~~I~nI~I~

The literature review conducted in this section will

note the conclusicus of Porter and Steers (1973) ; Price

(1977) ; Mobley, et a].., (1977a) ; and Hand, et al., (1977),

provide a summarization of recent research not included in

those reviews , and offer the present authors’ conclusions. 1

The research summary will be divided into the following
sections: 1) individual demographic and persona l variables;

1 The last major review of turnover liter ature written

prior to 1973 was tha t  of Por te r  and Steers (1973) . M ore
recently, sociolcgist J. L. Price (1977) has published a

significant book seeking to codify the turnover literature

from a variety of disciplines, e.g. economic s, sociology,
and psychology . The Price book contains a number of

references generally not included in the psychological and

management turnover literatures cited in the United States .

Howeve r , the Price codification does not deal wit h post—1974
res earch and is incomplete  in its coverage of t i-ie
psychological and management literature on employee

turnover. Forrest, et al., (1977) also recently presented a

partial review of the turnover literature. However , this
review, which dealt with the broader spectrum of

organizational participation behaviors, included no

post—1973 research and had a conceptual rather than

em pirical emphasis (Mobley, et a].., 1977a). Mobley,

Griffe th, Hand, and Megilino (1977a) have conducted a

post—1974 literature review on the turnover issue.
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2) overall satisfaction; 3) organizational and work

environment factors; ~) job Content factors; 5) external

environmen t factors; and 6) recently developed constructs.

A. INDIVIDUAL DEM CGRAPHIC AND PERSONAL FACTORS

This category includes such background variables as age,

tenure, sex, family responsibili ties, education,
personality, other persona]. considerations, and, as listed
in the Nobley , at al., (1977a) review, weighted application
blanks.

(cont.) While updating the previous major literature

reviews , Mobley, et al., (1977a) have focused their study

specifically on employee turnover as an indiv idual choice

behavior . The interactions at unit, organizational, or
other aggregate levels and their relationships toward

turnover are viewed as having “little value in understanding

individual turnover decisions.” Further, the review does
not deal with the issues of absenteeism nor that of

terminations which are organization initiated.

Hand , Griffetli, and Mobley (1977), un der the Navy

All—Volun teer Force Manpower Research and Development

Program of the Cffice of Naval Research, have produced a

review of literature specifically directed towa:d military

enlistment , reenlistment and wit hdrawal research. This

review , designed to critically review and summarize existing

attr i t ion research , also includes analysi s of or ig inal
choice, first term attrition , and reenlistment . Studies

that assessed behaviora l intention, other forms of
withdrawal and studies unrelated to withdr awal but of

related interest were also included (Hand , et al., 1977).
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1. AQe

Porter and Steers (1973) and Price (1977) agreed

that a well established negative relationship existed

between increased aqe and turnover. Mobley, et a].., (1977a)

provides support for this conclusion but not es that the

a mount of variance being ex plained was , however , rather low.
Mobley, et al., (1S77a) noted that age was likely to covary

with other variables, e.g. tenure, and standing alone, made
little contribution to the understanding of the psychology

of the turnover process. This latter statement is borne out

whe n reviewing the findings presented by Hand, et al.,

(1977) concerning the effec t of age as an independent
variable. Age, when related to attrition , was found to have
a positive relationship (Plag, et a].., 1970) on the one
hand and a non— linear relationship (Lockiaan, 1975) on the

other.

Hand, at a].., (1977) found the relationship between

age and. reenlistment to be no clearer than that between age

and attrition noted above. Studies reviewed were

contradictory and showed that age at en listment was

negatively related to reenlistment rate (Enns, 1975) , that

age had little effect on reenlistment (Haber, et a]., 1974) ,

and that age was a significant predictor in a regression

equation that accounted for 35 percent of the variance in

relation to reenlistment (La Rocco, et al., 1975)

2. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Porter and Steers (1973), Price (1977), and Mobley,
at a].., (1977a) agree tha t strong support exists in the
literature for the conclusion that tenure is consistently
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and negati vely re la ted  to tu rnover . As wi th  age , however , a
conceptual model and inultivariate studies are necessary to

establish the relative contribution of tenure to variance in

turnover and to develop a better understanding of the

psychology of the tenure effect (Mobley, et a],., 1977). In

the military, Hand €t a].., (1977) found that the longer the

length of first term enlistment (up to four years), the

greater the probability of reenlistment (Saber , et al.,

1 974; LaRocco , et a].., 1975) and that grade or rank (an

indirect measure of tenure) is positively related to, and

typ ically one of the mos t significant factors, predicting
reenlistment (haber, et al., 1974; Lindsay and Causey,

1969)

3. Sex

Porter and Steers (1973) did not have a separate

category for sex although they did note an interaction

between sex and family size which may be subject to change

with  curr en t reevaluat ion of “t rad i t iona l  role
differentiation .” Price (1977) noted inconsistent findings

on the effects of sex and fiobley, at al., (1977a) , citin g

conflicting res earch findin gs , found the contribution of sex
to turnover , standing alone, or in conjuction with other
variables, remains unclear. Hand , et al., (1977) do not

comment on the effect of this variable in the military

l i t e ra tu re .

Porter and Steers (1973) concluded that family size

and family responsibilities were generally found to be

posit ively related to t u r n o v e r  among women whi le  their
im pact on men appears to be mixed. Price (1977) did not
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include these variables in his review . Mobley , at a]..,

(1977a) cite three of four recent studies which supported

the proposition that family responsibility, including
marital status, is associated wit h decreased turnover. This

f in ding is cont ra ry  to the resul ts  presented by Porter and

Steers (1973). However , Nobley, et a].., (1977a) note that

this set of variables is likely to covary with other

variables such as age, tenure , and sex and that no clear cut
conclusion is evident. Hand, at a].., (1977), however , noted

a consistent finding that the number of dependents a service

member has serves to increase the pro babili ty of
reenlistment.

5. 1di~cpti~~

Pcr ter and Steers (1973) did not include this
variable in their review . Price (1977) concluded that

better educated employees usually have higher turnover ,

however , this finding is only weakly supported. Nobley, et

a].., (1977a) conclude that the role of education remains

inconclusive and its explication again requires a conceptual

model and inultivariate analyses. Han d, et al., (1977) noted

that educat ion level way be the mos t consistent predictor of
attrition of a].]. of the demographic variables. Six studies

consistently found that the higher the level of formal
education (i.e. through high school) the more likely th?

individual  would not at tr i te .  tn relation to r eenlistment s,
however, the effects of education are mixed. Research

results show a positive relationship (LaRocco, et al.,

1 975); a negati ve relationship (Enns , 1975) ; and little

impact (Ha ber,et a].., 1974; Nelson , 1970), on reenlistment.
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6. ~~~~hte.~ ~ ~~~~~~

Mobley, et al., (1977a) concluded t hat while the

utility of WAB’s for employee selection continues to require

situation specific validation (and regular cross
validation), standing alone they offer little contribution

to understandin g the psychology of turnover processes.

7. ~~~~~ Perso~~~ ~~~~~~~

N cb ley, et al. , ( 1977a) cite various studies dealing
wit h personal i ty ,  distance mig ra t ed , and n u m b e r  of p rev ious
jobs. They conclude that because of the small number of

studies, no genera l iza t ions  were  possible. Hand , et a] . .,
(1977) note that martial status of the parents has been

found in one study to be related to attrition. The study

found that recr uits whose parents were livi ng together ha d

higher effectiveness scores than when one or both were

deceased, separated , or divorced. Further , the study noted

that recruits w hose parents were living together also ha d

higher effectiveness scores than adopted individuals or

ind iv idua ls f r o m  a foster  h o m e .  Six studies reviewed by
Han d, at a].., (1977) reported race to be related to

reenlistmen t, Two of the studies found that race had li tt le
impact on reenlistment while the remaining four studies

concluded tha t minori t ies were  more l ikely to reenlist than
non—minorities. Whether or not methodological differences

used in these studies could account for the difference in

findings was not readily determinable. Additionally, San d ,

et al., (1977) found that the military occupation of the

service member was an important factor in influencing

reenlistment. Region of the country was also found to be

related to reenl is tment  with in dividuals from the west
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having the high est probability of reenlisting. While the

population size of the county of residence prior to

enlistment had li ttle impact on reenlistment, individuals
from low income states were found to have the highes t rate
of reenlistment . Finally, reenlistees wer e mor e likely to

hav e been brought up in poorer homes than those not

reenlisting .

8. Su~~~~~ o~ ].~~~~i~J1~1 Demo raph

~ actprs

Of the personal var iab les  reviewed in this  section ,
age and tenure s tand  ou t  as being consis tent ly  and
negatively related to turnover. Younger employees and

em ployees with shorter lengt h of service are generally

higher turnover risks (Mobley, et a].., 1977a). The other

remaining personal variables were weakly or inconclusively

related to turnover. The military studies reviewed by Hand ,

et al., (1977) suggest that  educat ion level m a y  be the  most
consistent predictor of attrition among the

biographic/demographic variables. Its effectiveness in

predicting retention , however , is questionable. Hand , et

a].., (1977) note that with the exception of one study, the

variance explained by demo gra phic/b iograp h ic pre d ictors
rarely exceeded 10%. The utilization of these variables as

predictors seems to be based on the intuitive theory that

those individuals who leave the military, either through

attrition or withdrawa l, bring into the military a

completel y d i f f e r e n t  set of personal characterist ics from
those who remain. Further, that given adequate time , money,
resources , etc., these characterist ics can be identified ,

and the results will be a more accurate selection of

indiv iduals. It appears, however , that the use of

demographic/biographical data by themselves, will, be

inadequate as long as important situational constraints and
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r ealities of the mi l i tary  are  not also given explicit ,
concurrent consideration . A more comprehens ive view of

factors affecting attrition and retention is required.
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B. OVERALL JOB SA1IS~ ACTION A N D T URN O VER

Porter  and Steers (1973) concl uded t h a t  a consistent
negativ e relationship was shown between turnover and job

satisfaction. Ihey further noted that this finding was

consistent with previous reviews of turnover literature.

Price (1977) is in agreement and noted that satisfaction ,

together with opportun ity, were the primary intervening

variables between “structural  variables” and t u rnove r . With

the exce pt ion of one study, Mobley, et al., (1977a)

conclude that their review continues to indicate a

consistent negative relationship between overall

satisfaction and t u rnove r .  They  ncte , however , t h a t  t h e
amount of variance being accounted for is consistently less
than 14%. Further , that when satisfaction is included in

multiple regressions with variables such as int entions and

commitment , its effect on turnove r may beco me
non—significant . Band , et a].., (1977) conclude that

methodological prcblems in the research studies reviewed

generall y precluded drawing meaningful conclusions between

lob satisfaction and reenlistment-both actual and intended.

Hand, et a].., (1977) cited two studies in which job

satisfaction accounted for 35% and 31% of the variance.

However , when taken alone, lob satisfaction accounted for
only 7.6% and 15~ , respectively, of these same studies .

The remaining studies provided even less evidence that a
strong relationship exists bet ween satisfaction and

withdrawl behavior.
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C. ORGANIZATIONAL AND WOR K ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

1. ~~~~~~~~ and ~t~ mctiou

Porter and Steers found that pay and promotion

appear to repre sent significant factors in the turnover

process. Price (1S77) concluded that existing data support

the hypothesis that successively higher amounts of pay will

probably produce successively lower amounts of turnover .

Price (1977) also noted that promotional opportunities or

upwar d mooility, while relate d to lower turnover , has been
insufficiently studied to claim strong support. Nobley, at

a].., (1977a) , howev er, noted a general lack of relationship
between both pay satisfaction and turnover and satisfaction

with promo tion and turnover. The inconsistency between the

studies reported by Nobley , at al., (1977a) and those

reviewed by Pcrter and Steers (1973) and Price (1977) can be

explained as resulting from differences in economic

conditions; the level of the position be ing studied ;
absolute pay levels; and the recent heavy reliance on a

single measure of pay and promotion satisfact ion (i.e. the

Job Description Index) . The suggestion was made that

multiple measures of satisfaction should be used whenever

possible so that wore can be learned about the implications

of alternative satisfact ion scales (Gille t and Schwab ,

1975). In their review , Rand , €t al., (1977) concluded that
man y of the actual reenlistment studies either had

questionable methodology and/or acccunted for small amounts

of variance. Only one study (Quigley and Wilburn, 1969)

accounted for a very large percentage of the variance

(79.2%) by using a relatively large number of appropriat e

independent variables. Pay and its subst itute (estimated
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civilian earnings) were found to be predict ors of actual

reenlistment. The studies which reported on reenlistment

intentions produce a somewha t confusing array of

conclusions. Pay did not appear to be a potent predictor of

intention to reenlist. Further , pay and frin ge benefits

essentially do not affect intention to reenlist, but do

affect intention 
~~~ 

to reenlist. One explana tion of these

seemin gly contradictory results would be that “other ”
variables within the services or the economic environment

completely overpower pay as a pr edictor . These “other”
variables are perceived differently by those intending to

reenlist and those not intending to reenlist. Those not

intending to reenlist could possibly , but not certainly, be

convinced by higher pay to reenlist. No analysis was made

for the quality of potential reenlistees in either category.

Overall, Hand , et a].., (1977) conclude that the studies

review ed indicated that the amoun t of variance accounted for
by pay was relatively small.

2. ç niz~~j.Qfl~~ SiZ~

Porter and Steers (1973) and Price (1977) both found

that an inconclusive relationship existed between

organizational size and turnover. Porter and Steers (1973)

did find a positive relationship between unit size and

turnover for blue collar levels but an inconclusive
relationship for white collar workers. 9obley , et al.,

(1977a) and Hand, at a].., (1977) reviewed no further

literature dealing with this variable .

3. 5~ p erv isj~~

Pcrter and Steers (1973) concluded that turnover was

negatively related to supervisory consideration , perceptions
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of equitab le treatment, amoun t of supervisory fee dback , and
understanding of jcb requirements and methods. Price

(1977) , while not dealing directly with supervisory style as

a variable, found that instrumental communications (directly

related to role performance) and formal communications are

negatively related to turnover . Nobley, et a].., (1977a)

concluded that moderate support for the negative
relationship between supervision and turnover existed in the

recent literature. However, the number of studies which
found no significant relationship between satisfaction with

supervision and turnover indicated a need to: more closely

examine the nature of our lea dership measures ; conduct more
micro—analyses of the leader-member exchange (Graen and

Gins burgh , 1977); and assess the  cont r ibut ion  of supervis ion
in multivariate designs which consider other salient

variables. Hand , et a].., (1977) did not specify

supervisory style as a separ ate discussion variable. In two

of the studies re viewed (Carlisle, 1975; Glickman, et al.,

1973) however, supervision was noted as having a weak ,
negative relationship to reenlistment intentions. rhe

amount of variance explained by the variable “supervision ”

standing alone is not provided. Accordingly, no
qeneralizations or conclusions about this relationship can

be made.

‘4. ~~~~ ~~~~~ jg~atiofl~

Por ter and Steers (1973) concluded tha t a positive
relationship between satisfaction wit h co—workers and

propensity to remain was evident in most of the studies they

reviewe d , although there were some exceptions. Price (1977),
utilizing the variable integration, i.e. the extent of

member participation in primary and/or quasi—primary

relationships, concluded that successively higher amounts of
integration will probably produce successively lover amounts
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of turnover. Mobley, et al., (1977a) conclud ed that the

studies they reviewed did not support the generalization of
a strong relationship between group relations and turnover.
Individ ual differences in such variables as need for

affiliaticn; contribution of other variables, e.g. required

task interaction, external lob alternatives; and the method
of measuring group relations, contribute to the difficulty

in explicating these findings. Hand, et a].., (1977) did not

review any studies which directly measured the effects of

peer group re].aticns and offered no conclusions in this

area.

5. ~~~~~ ____

Mob ley, et al., (1977a) cited the following

conclusions relating turnover to other organizational and

work env i ronment  factors : a negative relationship between

perceived status and turnover; knowledge of organizational

procedures and perceptions of control processes were
negatively related to turnover ; role pressures , climate an d

satisfaction with the company wer e not significantly related

to turnover; a significant negative correlation between

satisfaction with hours of work and turnover existed among

retail clerks; and a weak but significan t negative

correlatipn bet ween resource adequacy and turnover.

Hand, et a].., (1977) concluded that the military

literature to date has shown minima l evidence to establish a

strong positi ve relat ionship be tween  o rgan iza t iona l  policies
and practices and various forms of withdrawal behavior. The

results of their review found one multivariate study which

indicated that organization practices account ed for a

relatively small percentage of the variance in withdrawal

behavior and that no meaningful conclusions for future

action may be drawn from the balance of the studies
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r eview~ d.

with respect to organizational climate and

withdra wal behavior, Hand, et a].., (1977) concluded that

minimal evidence existed that establishes a strong

relationship between them.

6. 
~iaI.I~L!

‘Ihe recent research on organizational and work

environment factors is generally inconsistent. This is

somewha t sur prising, especially with respect to the
satisfaction with supervision and pay. Both Porter and

Steers (1973) and Price (1977) indicated support for a

negative relationship between pay satisfaction and turnover;

further, Porter and Steers (1973) described a consistent

negative link regarding the relationship between supervision

and turnover (Mcbley, et al., 1977a) . Th e li terature
reviews performed by lobley, et a].., (1977a) and Hand , at
a].,(1977) failed to support this relationship. while the

reasons for this inconsistency are not clearly defined,

Mobley, et a].., (1977a) suggest that a general lack of

multivariat e research designs and incomplete conceptual

models of the turnover process contribute to the inability

to adequately interpret the role of organizational , work
environment , and other factors in employee turnover .

D. JOB CCNTENT ZACTCRS

Porter and Steers (1973) concluded that , in genera l,

turnover has been found to be positively related to
dissatisfaction with the lob— specifically, with respect to
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insufficient job autonomy or responsibility. Turnover was

also related to rci.e c lar i ty and task repetitiveness, wi th
the latter exhibiting a positive but perhaps oversimplified

relationship. Mckley, et al., (1977a) noted that although

Price (1977) did not include job content as a major

determining variable in turnover , he did conclude tha t
centralization, (degree to which power is concentrated) , a
concept related to autonomy, is a primary determinant of

turnov er , i.e. successively higher amounts of centralization
wil l prc bably produce successively higher amoun ts of
turnover. Price (1977) also concluded that instrumental

communication (directly related to role performance ) and

formal communica tion (officially transmitted communication)

are negatively related to turnover. These concepts ,

althou gh related to supervisory styl e, are positively

related to role clarity, especially as measured by Graen and

G ins burgh (1977) in their treatment of the leader—member
exchange. Mob ley, et a]., (1977a) concluded that the
recent research on job content factors supports the

conclusict of a consistent negative relationship with

t u rnover .  Ho we ver , they again  note tha t  a re la t ive ly  small
per centage of the  criterion var iance  was explained. Mobley,

at al., (1.977a) concluded that the military literature has

shown minimal evidence that job content is strongly related

to withdrawal behavior.

E. EXTERNAL EN VIRONMENT

Porter and Steers (1977) did not include the

consideration of external factors in their review . Price

(1977) acknowledges the effects of economic indicators and

turnover rates but did not include this area in his review.

Nobley , et a].., (1977a) state that conceptually, the

perception and evaluation of alternatives would seem to be a

1) 33



crucial variable in the individ ual turnove r process.

Empirically, assessment of the relationship between turnover

an d personal, or ganiza tiona l, job content , and/or other

variables is inexorably bound to consideration of the

perception and evaluation of al ternatives .

Summarizing the limited amount of recent research

dealing with alternatives, Mobley, et al. (1977a) conclude

that :  the aggr egate level negat ive  re la t ionship  between
unemploymen t and turnover and the positive relationship

between unfilled vacancies and turnover rates was reaffirmed

in one study; expectancy of finding an alternative (job)

moderated the correlations between attitude and turnover;

and expectancy of finding an acceptable alternative was

significantly and positively related to intention to quit

but not actual quitting, although intention to quit was

significantly and positivel y related to turnover.

Hand , et al., (1977) included the effects of

alternatives in their review of personal expectations .

Three studies were listed which were germane. The first,

Glickman, et al. (1973) found that job goals on the outside
which appeared tc be more appealing was a negative factor

affecting the enlistment decision of those who did not

enlist . Liobley, et a]., (1977b) found that the expectancy
of finding an acceptable civilian job accounted for .6% of

the varian ce of attrition behavior of 1690 Marine recruits.

Finally Schneider (1973) suggested that the desirability and
availability of alternatives to the Navy would influence the

individual’s reenlistment and career intentions. Schneider

(1973) found that the sample , overall, expected that
civilian work and the civilian work environment was more

at t ract ive than the  N a v y .  As one would expect , reenlis tment
and career intentions were positively related to Navy

attraction (r2~~.17 and r2i .13 , respectively). A d i f f e r e n c e
score was calculated from the two attraction indices to
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examine the influence of the alternative work context. This
difference score was then correlated with both reenlistment
and career intentions. The results of this analysis showed
an improvement  in prediction results and indica ted t h a t  as
attraction to the civilian work role increased, the
intention to participate in the Navy decreased (Mobley, et

a].., 1977a)

Thus, while seemingly related tc turnover , the amount of
variance explained by the external environment remains

small. it is believed that more theoretical specification

is needed in order for the concept to be useful in

prediction (Mobley, et al., 1977a).

P. OCCUPATIO NAL GROUPINGS

Porter and Steers (1973) did not use occupational
gro upings as a primary classification variable. Price (1977)
concluded that moderate  suppor t  existed for t h e  proposi t ion
that unskilled blue collar workers have higher turnover than
white collar. Addit ional ly ,  he found  l i t t le  support  for  the
hypotheses that: nonmanagers have higher turnover than
managers; that nongovernment employees have higher turnover
than government emplcyees; and that higher professionalism

is associated with higher turnover . Mobley , et al., (1977a)

did not specifically review any studies of occupational
groupings but suggest that organizational variables such as
occupational position levels, may be better predictors of
behavior than demographic or persona lity variables. Han d,
et a].., (1977) did not include studies utilizing this

variable for analysis.
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G. ORGANIZATIONAL CCMMITMENT , IN VO LVE M ENT , AND JOB
ATTACHMENT

Since this classification variable has grown out of the

results of more recen t studies, Porter and Steers (1973) and

Price (1977) did not include it in their respective reviews .

Mobley, et a].., (1977a) cite recent studies which have

concluded that :  commitment was significantly and negatively

related to turnover and more strongly related than

satisfaction; a weak nega t ive  correlation existed between
comm itment and turnover among Japanese employees ;

organizational involvement , one componen t of commitmen t, was
significantly and negatively related to turnover; and job

attachment was significantly and negatively related to

turnover

The developing body of research on commitment and

attachment suggests that these concepts are significantly

and negatively related to turnover and more strongly related

than satisfaction. However , both commitment and attachmen t,

as defined in the research cited above , are suc h com plex
constructs  as to make  genera l iza t ions  ra ther  t e n u o u s  at this
t ime . For example , is it the  inclusion of i n t e n t i o n s  in t h e
operat ional  def ini t ion of commi tmen t  and a t t a c h m e n t  tha t
accounts for  its re la t ively  be t t e r  prediction of tu rnover ?
Is it not possible that congruence between individual and

organizational goals and values could vary independently of

the other two components of commitment? Perhaps a more
micro-analytic treatment of these concepts would possess

utility (Mobley, et a].., 1977a). Hand, et aX ., (1977) did

not include this classiification variable in th eir review.
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H. EXPECTATIONS

Porter and Steers (1973) predicted that when an

individ ual’s expectations — whatever they are — are not

substantially met, his propensity to wi thdraw would
increase. Mobley, et al., (1977a) concluded that direct
support of the met expectation hypothesis was rather weak.

They cite I].gen and Dugoni (1977) who concluded that it is

naive to expect realistic job previews to influence

sat isfaction and subsequent ly  t u rnove r  through the mechanism
of met expectat ions. They suggest that the  met expectat ions
hyp othesis  inadequate ly  ref lects  ind iv idua l  d i f f e rences  in
values inaccurately implies that met expectat ions can
com pensate for deficiencies in the immediate job

environm ent. As previously noted, Hand , et al., (1977)

concluded that the  var iab le  “expectat ions” appears  to
accoun t for  a relat ively smal l  percent of the var iance wi th
respect tc personnel w i t h d r a w a l .

I. PERF OR~1ANCE

Performance , as a classification variable, was only
listed in the Hand , et aX ., (1977) review. They concluded

tha t per formance  variables , which  include both p e r f o r m a n c e
before entry into the service , and performance while in the

service , appea r to add to predict ion of the w i t h d r a w] .
behavior criteria. However , the amount of variance

accounted for is relatively small.
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.1. BEHAVIOR INTENTIONS

Mo bley, et a].., (1977a) concluded that behavioral

intentions to remain or quit are consis tently related to
turnover behavior and that this relationship generally

accounts for more variance in turnover than does the

satisfaction—turnover relationship. However , intentions
still accounted for less than 24% of the variance in
turnover. Additionally, withou t analyses of the precursors

of in ten t ions, litt le k n o w l e d g e  of t h e  psychology of the
turnover behavior is generated. Mobley, et al., (1977a)

call fo r  addit ional  r e sea rch  on the  an tecedents  and
covariates of intentions, the manner in which intentions

change over time, and the reascns for lack of even a

stronger relationship between intentions and turnover.

Han d, et al., (1977) concluded that intentions are most

acc urate as predictors  of behavio r  when they are obtained

reasonabl y close to the actual behavior (Graen an d

Ginsburgh , 1977) . However , eve n under this condition,
prediction is poor. In general, the res earch results agr ee
that behavioral intentions are predictors of turnover.

However , the ma gnitude of the variance accoun ted for b y
behavioral intentions is small.

K. SUMMAEY OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW

Figure 1 provides a summary of the conclusions noted in

the Porter and Steers (1973) ; Price (1977) ; Mobley, et al.,

(1977a ) and Hand , et aX., (1977) reviews. This summary is an

expansion of the Mobley, et al., (1977a) summary (Table 13)

and includes the  conclusions noted by Hand , et al . ,  (1977)
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in their military review. As in the ~ob ley, et al., (1977a)

review, an attempt has been made to maintain the integrity

of the various authors ’ classification schema yet to call

attention to possible overlap in classification group ings by

the placement of the categories wit hin Figure 1. In

interpretin g the figure, “negative” refers to a negative
re la t ionship ,  i .e.  the  higher the variable the  lower t h e
turnover while “positive” refers to a positive relationship.
In the case of ncmina]. varia b les, the na ture of the
relationship is specified.

Th e qual i f ier s “consistent”, “moderate ”, “weak” , or
“inclusive ” are used in Figure  1. These qua l i f i e r s  r efer  to
the consistency with w hich a significant relationshi p w as
found and to the relative number of studies reporting such a

relationship. These qualifiers do not refer to the strength
of a relationship in terms of the size of a correlation or

variance explained. As was noted in the previous sections,

few of the b ivar i a t e  r e l a t ionsh ips  accounted fo r  m ore  than

20% of the variance in turnover .
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The presen t review , in agr eement wi th the earlier
review s, found  age , tenure , overal l  job sat isfaction, and
reaction to job content to be consistent ly and nega tively
associated with turnover . A m o n g  the  more recent ly  studied
variables , intentions, and commitment—attachment were found
to consistently re la te  to t u r n o v e r .  Due to the  re la t ively
few multivariate studies, an order ing of these variables in

ter ms of relative contribution to turnover is tenuous.

However  it woul d appear  that in ten t ions  and
c o m m i t m e n t— a t t a c h m e n t  (which inc lude  in tent ions)  m ake  a
stronger contributi.on to turnover behavior than do

satisfaction and demographic  var iables  (N ob l ey , et al. ,
1977a)

Porter and Steers (1973)  proposed a negat ive
relationship between supervisory style and turnover which

was moderatel y supported by N obley ,  et al . ,  ( 1977a)  and , to
a lesser extent, by Hand , et al., (1977). The effects of

pay, promotion , organizat ional size, and peer group

relations was inconclusive. The effects of alternative

em ployment options on turnover behavior appeared to be

conceptually important but only weakly supported in the

research reviewed.

Finally , the limited number of multivariate studies

indicate that: greater variance in turnover can be explained

using multiple variables ; a great deal of variance is still

unaccounted for; inclusion of intentions significantly
enhances the prediction of turnov er; and satis faction is an
inadequate summary variable for capturing the effects of

other demographic , organizational, occupational or external



variables (N obley ,  et al., 1977a) .

4L4



III. flE~~OD~~ OGY

The hypothesis to be tested in this study is whether  t h e
Navy Human Resource Management Survey can provide

information which can be effectively utilized in personnel

retention management actions. Specifically, it is
hypothesized that units having high levels of personnel

retention will dis play a “retention profile” — as defined by

mean scor es on key ques t ions  in the Human  Resource
Managemen t Survey — that is different from units having low

retention levels.

The purpose of the methodology section will be to:

1) Describe the Navy ’s Human Resource ~anagement Survey.

2) Describe the sample.

3) Describe the analytical approach taken in the

utilization of the Navy Human Resource Management Survey for

this thesis.

A. THE SURVEY CF CEGANIZATIONS

The Navy ’s Human Resource Manageme nt Survey is similar

to the Survey of Organ iza t ions  (Taylor and Bowers , 197 2)
develo ped b y the Univers i ty  of Michigan ’s In s t i t u t e  f o r
Social Research. The Survey of Organizat ions  ques t ions  were
constructed to assess various facets of organizational

ba.haviors and were based on Likert’s (1961 ,1967) meta theory
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of organizational behavior.

Likert (1967) theorized that job satisfactio n and

performance were the result of organizational climate and

leadershi p behaviors. The construct of organizational

climate was seen as a multidimensional phenomenon and

perhaps can be most clearly understood in ter ms of Taguiri

and Litwins ’s (1968) definition:

“Climate is a relatively enduring qua l i ty of the
internal envi ronment  of an organizat ion tha t  (a) is A
experienced by its members , (b) in f luences  their  behavior ,
and (c) can be described in te rms  of the values as a
particular set of characteristics (or attributes) of the

organization.”

The theory upon which the  survey was based focuses upon
organizations as social systems. Systemic “outcom es” appear
to be the mcst appropriate criterea for the surveys

validation (i.e., volume, efficiency , and qual ity of work).
Other cri teria, such as a t t e n d a n c e, deve lopment , and hu m an
cost , etc. are impor tan t  in tha t they  are a f f ec t ed  by these
fundamen tal systemic outcomes (Liker t and Bowers , 1969;
Bowers , 1971; Drexier , 1973).

The theoret ical  deve lopm ent  of the Survey of
Organizat ions was based p r i m a r i l y  on civilian samples. I t
had also been administered to Navy populations as part of a

study to assess the  impact of changing  work l i f e  values and
preferences on Navy managerial methods (Bowers and Bachia n,

1974). After 2 years of study, Bowers and Bachman concluded
that Likert’s model is reasonably  appl icable  and valid f o r
both Navy and civilian organizations. Similar ly, Crawfor d

and Thomas (1975) predicted that the considera ble body of

research on both the construct and predict ive validity of

the  Survey  of O r g a n i z a t i o n s  appeared to support  t he
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likelihood that similar results will be found with the Navy

Hum an Resource Management Survey.

B. THE NAVY ’ S H U M A N  RESOURCE M A N A G E M E N T  SURVE Y

The Nav y ’s Survey ,  based on the Survey of Organizations ,

was developed and tested in 1971. The surve y was de v eloped
as a standardized question naire designed to support the Navy

Human Goals Plan. The purpose of the survey was to measure

unit work environment data which when analized, would
provide each command with information to assist in futur e

command action planning. Specifically, the survey was
designed to be used to assist each command focus on and deal

with  probl em s in the areas of race relat ions, equal
opportunity , drug and alcohol abuse , and comman d man agemen t
(NA VPERS 15264)

The Human Resource Managem ent Survey was developed as

follows:

1) Man y questions from the Surve y of Organizations were

adapted for use with Navy personnel through changes in

terminology (e.g., the term ‘organization ’ became

‘comman d’). 
-

2) Additicnal survey quesl ions were generated as a

result of earlier efforts by Navy specialists in command

development programs.

3) Survey questions specific to contemporary social

areas and programs were added as diagnostic aids for

directing subsequent efforts within a command.

4) Once the initial Navy survey questionnaire was
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developed, it was tested and modified by subsequent

statistical analyses (Drexier, 1974).

5) The Navy Personnel Research and Development  Center
(NPR DC) subseq uently added minor  refinements to produce the
Bureau of Naval Personnel (BUPERS) 5314 Publication Control

Num ber 09 (form 09).

C. SURVEY DESIGN

The Human Resource Manageme nt Survey (Appendex A)

curren tly contains 88 core questions and 30 optional or
supplementary questions. The quest ions are divided into 14

ma jor dimensions:

1. Comman d Climat e

2. Supervisory Leadership

3. Peer Leadership

4. Work Group Processes

Each dimension is further divided into indices. A

descript icn of each dimension and its ind ices can be foun d
in Appendex B.

Although the survey has been “standar dized” and widely
used for several years, it has also been upda ted and revise d

periodically to reflect improvement in question wording and

e.laboraticns of its underlying model. Based on evidence

from research of various aspects of organizational

functioning, the Navy has supported the relationships

measured by the Human Resource Management Survey to Navy
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organizational outputs , including aviation safety (Fink and

West, 1977), naval aviation squadron maintenance performance

(Shields and Walls, 1978) and refresher training (Mumford ,

1 976; Speed , 1978).

However , it is important to note that the Hum an Resource
Management Survey contains data which are aggregated at the

unit level and cannnot be applied to examine individual

behavior. Additionally , the data are gathered at a single

point in time and , since historical factors change

relatively frequently (e.g., cha nge of comman d , policies,
and personnel) , the data may not be relevant for pre d iction
(Goodstadt and Glickman, 1975). Accordingly, no attempt

will be made in this study to predict individual

retention/turnover decisions or command ret ention rates.

The primary focus cf this thesis, then, will  be an
assessmen t of the Human Resource M anagemen t Survey as a
source of valid descriptive information to assist in the

personnel retention management area.

1. The ~ammj~

The Human Resourc e Mana gement sample is com posed of
approximately 500,000 Navy enlisted and Officer respondents.

The perscnnei. are surveyed when their respective command

undergoes a h u m an  Resource Ava i lab i l i ty  — which is
periodically conducted on a 12 to 18 month cycle. Issuance

of the Human Resource Management Survey during the Human

Resource Availabili ty is manditory (NA YPERS 15264) . All
comman d personnel are required to participate in the Survey

which is administered by Human Resource Management Center

personnel providing Human Resource Availability services.

Due to surveys being administered in 12 to 18 month

cycles and tour lengths being normally from two to four
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years, multiple survey responses are proba ble from some

individuals.

The sam ple chosen in this research is composed of

respondents who completed the survey during the first

quarter of calander year 1978. The sample was selected for

the fol lowing reasons: 1) avai labi l i ty  to the  researchers,
2)  the currency of the Survey results, and 3) the data

processing limitations at the Na val Postgraduate School

com puter center.

As this thesis was limited to first and secon d term

reenlistment behavior , the sample selected was E—6 personnel
and below.

A simp le demographic breakdown of the resear ch
sample is provided in Table 1:
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Table  1

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Ab~~~~te Rela t ive
Freguen c~
ip-c.;~i

S cx
Male 27993 96.8

Femal e 842 2.9

Missing 78 0.3
Total 28913 100

Race
Polynesian 90 0.3

Chinese 81 0 .3
White 22815 78.9

Spanish 1158 ‘4.0

Malay an 1456 5.0

Black 2658 9.2

Native American 396 1.4

Missing 259 0.9

Total 28913 100

Marital status

Single 15759 54.5

Married 11393 39.4

Other 1701 5.9
Missing 60 0 .2
Total -28913 100
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TAB LE 2 — SAMPLE DEM OGRAPHI C BREAKD OW N Cont

Education
< High School 30142 10.5

High Schoci Grad 18680 64.6

Some College 6633 22.9
BA/ES 382 1.3

MS or mor e 19 0.1

Missing 157 0.5

Total 28913 100
Time On Board

0 to 3 mos 2793 9 .7
3 to 6 mos 3011 10.4
6 wcs to 1 yr 5798 20.1

1 to 2 yr 8790 30.4

2 to 1$ yrs 7642 26.4
4 cr more yrs  528 1.8
Missing 351 1.2
Total 28913 100

Time in Work Group
( 1 mo 2263 7.8

1 tc 6 mos 7475 25.9

6 mos to 1 yr 6410 22 .2
1 yr or more 12387 42.8

Missing 378 1.3

Total 28913 100
Years in Navy

1 3956 13.7

2 6063 21.0

‘4 2262 7.8
5 1409 4 .9
6 1 128 3 .9
7 to 19 5367 18.5

Missi ng 3610 12.5
Total 28913 100
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TABLE 2 — SA MPLE DEM OGR A PHI C B R E A K D OW N Con t

Aq €

17 to 20 8260 28.6

21 to 214 10769 37.2

25 to 29 5016 17.3

30 to 3’4 2619 9.1

35 and over 1498 5.2

Missi ng 751 2.6

Total 28913 100

Pay grade

E— 1  — E—3 11766 40.7
— 5—5 13033 145.1

E—6 41114 14.2

Total 28913 100

Reenlistmen t Intention
Elligible + plan retire 190 0.7

Rem ain un till elligible —

for retirement 4510 15.6

Will reenlist 35714 12.14

Undecided 5999 20.7

Will not reenlist 114338 149.6

M issing 302 1.0

Total 28913 100

Time R e m a i n i n g
< 6 wos 2565 8.9

6 mcs to 1 yr 2805 9.7

1 yr to 2 yrs 7771 26.9

More than 2 yrs 15551 53.8

Missing 221 0.8

Total 28913 100

Fleet
Pacific 7882 27.3

Atlantic 14951 51.7

Missing or shore 6080 21.1

Total 28913 100
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TABLE 2 — SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHI C BREAKDOWN Cont

Type Command
Air 4209 14.6

Surface 16746 57.9

Subsurface 1345 14.7

Reserve1 3144 1.2

Missing or shore 6269 21.7

Total 28913 100

1 Not identified as to type command in survey.
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D. DESC RIPTION OF METHODOLOGY

The purpos e of this thesis is to provide a method f o r
unit Commanding Cfficers to improv e unit retention
man agement through effec tive use of the H uman Resource
Management Survey. To accomplish this purpose , the

following assum pt ions were mad e:

1. The Human Resource Management Surve y is a valid

instrument for measuring organizational factors, as noted in
independently ccnducted validity studies.

2. Stated “intentions” toward reenlistment account for

the greatest amount of variance in turnover behavior , as
previously cited.

Althoug h stated intentions are predictors of future

behavior , they of themselves do not necessarily describe the
factors involved in that behavior. In order to better

understand these fac tors , a stepvis e multip le regression
analysis  of the  N a v y ’s H u m a n  Resource M a n a g e m e n t  Survey  da ta
was p er f o rm ed . t S ta ted  career intent ions  ( the  dependent

1 D u e  to the large sample size , statistical s igni f icance
has no practical significance in that it was common to most

of the variables tested. Therefore , squar ed correlation
coeffecients were used to indicate the strength of the

relationshi p of the variables with respect to reenlistment

intention . The squared correlation coeffecient indicates

the proportion of variation in reenlistment intention that

is explained by the independent variable(s)
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variable) was reqressed on the various survey dimensions ,

indices and questions. The results of the regression

analysis will be compared to results of the research

findings previously discussed in the literature review.

This com parison wili. provide an initial assessment of the

Human Resource Managemen t Survey ’s utility in providing

useful information for Navy enlisted personnel managemen t
dcci si Ofl S.

The fourth section of the thesis will analyze the

abil ity of the Human Res ource Managemen t Survey to
differentiate between units having high and low retention

rates. The hypothesis being tested in this section is

whe ther or not units having either high or low retention
rates develo p “retention profiles ” — as as defined by mean

scores on iey questions in the Human Resource Management

Survey — which are significa ntly diff erent f rom each other .
To this end , discriminate analyses of the Hu man Resourc e

Management Survey scores of various fleet units will be

accomplished in order to differentiate among them with

respect to their respective personnel’s stated intentions

towar d reenlistment . It is hypothsized that these

“retention pro files” can be developed from the survey data.

If successful, these “profiles” can be used by unit

comm anders for improved retention management decisions.
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iv. ~~.~JL!I~

A. REG RESSIO N ANALYSIS

In the literature review , it was noted that stated

intentions are consistently related to retention. Further ,

this relationship generally accounts for more variance in

turnover than does the satis faction—turnover relationship

(Mobley , et al., 1977a) . While stated intentions appear to

be the best predictors of future behavior , they fail to

describe the psychological processes involved in determining

that behavior .

In this section , an attempt has been made to better

understand the elements and processes involved in the

reenlistm ent decisicn . A stepwise multiple regression

analysis was performed on the Navy ’s Human Resource

Management Survey data in an effort to identify the factors

w hich account for the variance in the reenlistment decision.

In the step wise multip le regr ession analysis, “career
intentions”, measured by demcgraphic question 114 of the

survey, was regressed against the fiv e malor dimensions of

the survey: Command Climate , Supervisory Leadershi p , Peer
Leadership, Wor k Group Processes, Satisfaction and Other.

This statistical technique provides an evaluation of the

extent to w hich a specific variable or set of variables

contributes toward in fluencing an individual’ s stated intent
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to reenlist.1

The results of the initial stepwise multiple regression

analysis are presented in Table 2.

~~~~~~SSIQi~ ~~~~~~~~ 2! INTENT 2~

~~~~ nsion

Satisfact ion and Other s .092

Command Climate .008

Peer Leadership .003

Work Group Processes .001

Supervisory Leadership 0.00

1 A com plete descript ion of regr ession analysis can be
found in Statistica l Package for the Social Sciences (Second

Edition) , by Nie Hull, Jenkins, Steinb renner , an d Ben t,
1970, McGraw—Hill, Inc., p. 320.

2 The B — s q u a r e  s ta t is t ic  is the s q u a r e  of t h e
correlation coefficient. It represents the amoun t of

variance in the dependent variable (career intention) which

is accounted for by the various independent variables (in
this case, survey dimensions)

3 Consists of the Satisfaction Index and Additional

Indices designed tc measure supplementary organizational

factors (See Appende x A)
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As shown ab ove , the f ive  di mensions of the Human
Resource Management Survey, considered together , account for
only 10.4% of the  variance of career in tent .  This f ind ing
is generally consistent wit h previously reviewed research in

that the satisfaction dimension accounted for the greatest

amount of the variance (9.2%) out of all the survey

dimensions. (Nobley, et al., 1977a; Han d, et al., 1977).
However , these results  are inadequate  in i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e
psychological processes a f f e c t i n g  the retention decision.

A second stepwise multiple regression analysis was

p erformed with stated i n t e n t  regressed on t h e  t w e n t y — f i v e
survey indices . The results of this analysis are provided

below;

~~~~~~~~~~ RESU Q.~ IN TE~~ Qjj ~~~~

Index ~~~qua~ e

Satisfaction Index . 119

Mo tivation Index .019

Overseas Diplcmacy Mission Element .010

Index

NOTE: Survey ind ices contributing less t h a n  one percent  to
the variance of career intent were not included in the above
table . A complete listing of the regression results of

int ent on indices is provided in Appe ndix C.
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The analysis results shown in Table 3 indicate that
three primary survey indices , considered together , accoun t
for a greater total amount of the variance wit h respect to

career intent than do all of the major survey dimensions

combined (114.8%). The dominant survey index is Satisfaction

(Index 19) , which measures the extent to which personnel

within the comman d are satisfied wi th their supervisors, the
comm and ,  other work group members , their jobs , and their
present and future progress in the Navy. Given this A
description, it is not surprising to find this variable

accounting for a majority of the total variance explained.

In fac t, removal of the Satisfaction Index from the

“Satisfaction and Other “ dimension caused that dimension to
lose all effect in the regression equation.

The two remaining ind ices accounting for the mos t
variance were Motivation (Index 3) and Overseas Diplomacy

(Index 25). The Motivation Index measures the extent to

which a comman d, through its practices and policies,

provides motivating conditions for personnel to contribute

their best efforts. The Overseas Diplomacy Mission Element

Index measures the extent to which personnel are conscious
of and concerned with their image overseas. The Motivation

Index (Index 3) accounted for an additional 1.9% of the

variance and the Cverseas Diplomacy Index (Index 25) added

an additional 1.0% to the total.

The rem aining survey indices, considered together ,
contributed an additonal 2.8% to the amount of total

var iance accounted for in the analysis.

It was tne authors ’ original intention to utilize the

various survey dimensions and indices to develop the unit ’s

“retention profile”. However , the results of the regression

analysis presented above precludes their utilization as
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intended. Why were the survey dimensio ns and indices, both

of which included all eighty—eight survey questions, unable
to account for wore than 17.6% of the variance of stated

intent to reenlist? Are the survey dimensions and indices

adequately measuring the areas they were designed to

measure , as was originally assumed ? Do the survey dimensions
and indices provide additional useful inform ation when
analyzing survey responses?

In an e f f o r t  to answer some of these questions, a
fact or analysis of the H u m a n  Resource M a n a g e m e n t  Su rvey  was
performed. An abbreviated factor analysis variance summary

is provided in Appendix D. These results indicate that , when
limiting the anal ysis to only 25 factors (which equals the
current nj~~be~ of survey indices), only 69.2% of the

variance of the survey questions is accoun ted for b y the
factors. While these 25 factors nay not be the exact

equival ent of the 25 indices curren tly in the survey, the

results of this analysis suggest that limi ting the analysis
of survey responses by only consid ering them with respect to

designated indices results in the loss of a substantial
amoun t of useful information.

An abbrev ia ted  fac tor  analysis  ma t r ix  u s in g pr incipal
factors, with no iteration s, is provided in Appendix E. This

matrix lists the five most significant factors (i.e.

contributed at least 2.0% to the variance accounted for and

having an Eigenvalue ) 2.0) and their five highest

contributing factor weights. The results shown in Appendix

E indicate that, although five factors exist (which equate

in ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ to the five dimensions now in use) , the question

loading for each of the factors does not substantiate the

question structure of the current survey dimensions. This

is mor e clearly seen in A p p e n d i x  F .

The results of the factor analysis of the survey
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q uestions, rotated, and limited to only five factor

variab les, is pro vided in Appen dix F. These results, when
com pared wit h the currently structured survey dimensions ,

indica te that the  f irst  three survey dimensions (command
climate , supervisory leadership, and peer leadership), and

their respective survey questions, are strongly defined by
the f ac to r  anal ysis and can be easily discerned by observing

the clustering of the  survey questions. The f o u r t h  survey
dimension (work group processes) is not distinguishable

f rom t he  pr eceeding survey d imens ion  (peer lea d ership) when
inspecting the clustering of t h e  surv ey quest ions.  T h u s , it
appears doubtful that this dimension effectively measur es
“ work group processes” apar t  f rom “peer leadersh ip ” .
Finally, the fifth survey d imension (satis faction and
other), as currently structured , cannot be differentiated by

analysis of the question c luster ing.  No discernab ].e
grouping  of the sur vey quest ions exists in the f i f t h
d imension to suppor t  the decision to consolidate tn e
various, respective survey questions into a single, unified
dimension.

Further factor analysis of the survey questions was

performed in an effort to test the structure of the

currently defined survey indices. Appendix G shows the

results of this analysis. As can be seen , only ~~~~~~~~~~~ of
the twent y—five survey dimensions  were effectively

demonstrated in the factor anlysis as measuring a single

factor variable. It would appear , then , that the remaining
nine survey indices are ineffective in measuring the

variable which they were design ed to measure. This w a s  seen
in the smal l amoun t  of variance accounted for by the survey

indices with respect to stated intent to reenlist.

As earlier stated , job sat isfact ion was a m aj o r  fac tor
variable affecting stated intent to reenlist and actual

personnel turnover. It is reasonable  to believe t h a t  t h e
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acc urate me asurement of job s ta isfact ion by t he  sat isfact ion
index in the su rvey  (questions 51 — 58) would account for a
significant amount of the variance of stated intent to

reenlist. However , results of the regression analysis
showed the satisfaction index (Index 19) accounted for only

11.9% of the variance of stated intent to reenlist. A

review of the results presented in Append ix  G will provide
some explanat ion as to why t he  sat isfaction index  accounted
for only  a small amount  of t h e  variance.  The resul ts  show
t h a t  t h e  eight quest ions grouped into the sa tisfaction
index , and which seem to measure job sa t i s fac t ion, are in
fact measur ing four dif~er~~ t factor variables. Eight

other survey  i ndices also are show n measuring more than one

variable. Given this insight, it is not surprising that the

inforina ticn obtained when ut ilizing the survey dimensions

and indices proved of little va lue in this ana lys i s .

The results of the factor  analyses  p e r f o r m e d  in th i s
thesis do not suppor t  the  structuring of the survey

dimensions and indices as they currentl y exist. Two

possible reasons for this are:

1. The analysis by the Institut e of Social Research in

develop ing the  survey d irnension s  and indices was
insufficien t or in error .

2. A change has occurred over time affecting the

per cept ions of the  people who are t a k i n g  the  su rvey  and ,
subsequently, affecting the t rend of the answ ers receiv ed

(called a gamma s h i f t ) .

Further investigation of this issue is beyond the scope

of this thesis. Rowever , the results provided her e show

that sufficient deficiencies exist in the structuring of the

H uman Resource M ana gem ent  s u r v e y  dimensions and  indices to
warrant future micro—analys i s  of the  prob lem a n d , possibly,
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restructuring of the survey.

Th us , these results suggest tha t  a n y  t heo ry  or model ,
based on the assumpt ion  tha t  t h e  cu rr ently stru ctured survey
dimensions and indices are valid , should be caut iously
considered.

It has been shown that t h e  use of the survey  dimensions
and indices does not provide addi t ional  usefu l  in fo rma t ion
when analyzing survey responses. On the contrary, the

cur ren t ly  def ined dimensions  and indices det ract  f rom the
ef fec t ive  analysis  of survey data  by l imi t ing  t h e  a m o u n t  of
variance actually accounted for in the survey questions .

Based on the research sam ple , the factor analysis suggests

that significa nt differences exist betwe en the curren t

structure of the survey dimensions and indices and the

actual statistical re la t ionships  between the  survey
questions. Addi t iona l  f u t u r e  research is recommended to to

analyze  the val idi ty of the findings presented here.

In additio n , it is not ed tha t  the Navy Human  Resource
Management Survey frequently employs causal flow models

using the  preceding set of dimensions and indices to exp l a in
m anagerial and organizational dynamics . This procedure

req uires earl y validation of said dimensions and indeces if

and credenc e is to be ma in t a ined .

Because t he  survey d i m e n s i o n s  and indices f a i l e d  to
produce the desired s t rength  in accoun t ing  f o r  t h e  va r i ance
in stated in ten t  to reenlist , a third stepwise  m u l tipl e
regression analysis  was conducted on the  s u r v e y  data  wi th
i n t en t  to reenlist regressed on each of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l
survey questions.  The resul ts  of the a n a l y s i s  are p re sen ted
below:
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Table 4

~~Ig~!! ~~~~~~ 2! ~J 1~~I Q.~.
Q~~~~LQ~i

Quest i~n

56. How satisfied do you feel with your .136

chances for ge t t ing  ahea d in t h e  Navy
in the fu ture ?
58. Do you regard your duties in this .014 2

comman d as hel pin g your car eer ?
7. To what extent do you feel inot~.vated to .021

con t r ihute  y o u r  best e f f o r t s  to the
comman d’s mission and tasks ?
85. To what extent do you understa nd your .015

personal role as a r ep r e sen t a t i ve  of the
U S .  when  overseas?

NOTE: Survey questions w h i c h  contr ibuted less than  one
percent to the regression analysis wer e omitted from the

above table. A ccwplete listing of the regression results

of in ten t  on questions is prov ided  in Append ix  H.
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The above resul ts  show tha t the survey  questions
accoun t for  2 1 . 4 %  of the v a r i a n c e  in career in t en t ion .
Al though  the to ta l  amount  of variance accounted for remains

small , it is consistent wi th previous res earch fin din gs
discussed in the literature review, Surprisingly, it very
closely approximates the 2(4% value suggested by Nobley, et

al., (1977a) as the “average ” amoun t of variance normally
accounted for in the turnover literature .

Table (4 shows that the dominant independent variable

with respect to intent is Question 56:

How satisfied do you feel with your chances for getting

ahead in the  Navy  in the future?

Howe ver, this variable accounts for only 13.6% of t h e
var iance  cf career in ten t .  W h y ?

N ob ley ,  et al . ,  ( 1977a) suggest  t h a t  satis fact ion
ass esses tue  r e sponden t’ s cond i t i on  only at  the  t ime  t h e
measurement  was taken and has no future reference value.

Intent , however , r e f e r s  to the respondent’ s c o m m i t m e n t  to
some future course of action. This difference in perspective

may account  fo r  the general  l ack  of s t r eng th  in the  ability

of sa t i s fac t ion  to accoun t for t he variance in behavi oral
intention.

Question 56 asks the respondent to, simultaneously,

assess his future expect ations for advancement in the Navy

as well as his current level of satisfaction with the

p ro gress he ’s already made. Not surprisingly, res ponses to
this question would greatly reflect his commitment to future

behavioral action .

The nex t mcst influential variable with respect to
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career i n t en t , accoun t ing for  4 . 2 %  of the  va r i ance , is
Quest ion 58:

Do you regar d your  dut ies  in thi s command as he lp ing
your career ?

This question , included in the  Sat i s fac t ion  Index ,
provides a sub jec t ive  eva lua t i on  of one ’s cu r ren t  occupat ion
with respect to f u t u r e job oppor tun i t i e s .  The  results of
this assessment, cou ple d wi th the a bove var iable ,
contributes a small amount to determinin g the retention

decision.

The next variable , accounting for 2.1% of the variance

in car eer inten t, is Question 7:

To wha t extent  do you feel  motivated to c o n t r i b u t e  you:
best efforts to the command’s m ission and tasks?

Wni le  rela ted to sa ti sfac t ion , this va r i ab le  is s imi la r
to the first variable in that it measures future behavioral

intent. In this question , it appears that one ’s ‘motiva tion
to contribute ” is directly linked to one ’s future

expectations. Pragmatically, this is not an unexpected

finding .

The rema ining ES survey questions did not contribute

significantly in accounting for the varian ce in career

intent ion.

The results of the above analysis suggest that the

psychology of the reenlistment decision is based , at least

partially , on the  f o l c w i n g  f ac to r s :

1. A personal assessment of one ’s fu ture ability to

“get ahead”  in the  N a v y .
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2. An assessment by t he  i nd iv idua l  of a t t a i n i n g  f u t u r e
expectations of job satisfaction in the Navy based on

curren t satisfaction level.

3. An assessment by the individual of his motivation to

con tri bu te fu ture “best efforts” to his job (command)

L I .  An assessmen t by the in divi dual of his curren t

duties with respect to f u t u r e  expectat ions  and desires.

These four elements appear to have the greatest )
significance in affecting the retention decision — or more

cor rec t ly ,  a p art  of the retention decision. For as much as

the above statements appea r to be the key elements in the

retention decision , these elements account for only 21.~4%

of the varian ce in that decision. The retention decisio n ,

then, has a large number of “other ” influences affecting its

tormula tion . The identification and causal influence of

these “other” vari ab les will re quire f u tur e,
methodologicall y rigorous, multivariate analysis (Mobley, et

al . ,  1977a) .

B. SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS

This section presented several stepwise multipl e

regression ana lyses  of the Human Resource M a n a g e m e n t  Survey
data . The analyses results were compared to the results of

research findings previously discussed in the literatur e

review. It was shown that the survey provided results

consistent with previou s findings and reconfirined the

statistic that satisfaction acccunts for only 2(4% of the

varian ce cf caree r intent (M ob ley,  et al., 1977a)

Regressio n analysis of the survey questions provided
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some insight intc the psychology of the retention decision.

However ,  it was emphas iz ed t h a t  t h e  exp lana t ions  provided
were affecting only a small amount of the variance in the

turnover decision.

The section conclu ded tha t fu ture , me thodolog ically
rigorous, mu.ltivariate studies wer e required to better

un derstand the psychology of the retention decision.

This section has shown , in compar i son  wi th  other
research findings discussed in the literature review , that

the Human Resource Management Surve y data can provide useful

information in guidin g future Navy enlisted personnel

m anagement decisions. Specific utilization of the data in

making retention management decisions is the subject of the

next section.

C. DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

This section of the thesis will analyze the ability of

the Human Resource Management Survey to differentiate

between units having high and low retention rates. The

hypothesis being tested in this section is whether or not

units havin g either high or low retention rates develop

“re ten tion pro f iles” — as d e f i n e d  by mean scores on key

questions in the Human Resource Management Sur vey — which

are significantly different from each other. To this end ,

discriminat e analyses of the Human Resource Management

Surve y score s o f vari ous fleet uni ts w ill be perform ed in
o rder to d i f f e r e n t i a t i e  a m o n g  t hem wit h respect to their

respective perscnnel’s stated intentions toward

reenlistment. It is a n t i c i p a t e d  tha t  t h e  “ r e t en t ion
profiles”, developed from the survey data , can be used by

unit commanders to assist them in developing improved
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re ten t ion  managemen t  s t ra tegies.

D~scriminan t analysis of the Human Resource Management

Sur vey was undertaken to identify and classify those survey

guestions which are most strongly related to and

discriminat e an individual’ s sta ted in ten tion to r eenlist in
the N a v y . 1

1. 
~~~~~

a. Variables  En t e r i ng  the  Discr iminant  A n a l y s i s

A stepwi se d iscn iminan t anal ysis of the

questions in the Human Resource Management Survey was

performed with respect to an individual’s stated intent to

reenlist .  The r esu l t s  of this analysis are summarized in

Table 5. Of the eighty—eight questions in the survey,

twenty—one questions failed to enter the analysis. 2 Of the

remaining sixty—seven questions, only those questions which

contributed at least .01 to Wilks ’ lam bda and had an F—ratio

> 50 are listed in Table 5•3

1 Often , the researcher is faced with the situation in

whi ch there are more discriminating variables than necessary

to ach ieve  s a t i s f a c t o r y  d i sc r imina t ion. If t h e  researcher
wis h es to select the most u s e f u l  of these , the  s tepuis e
procedure available in the Statistical Program for the

Social Sciences is nelpful . The stepwise discrimination

procedure begins by selecting the single best—discriminating

variable according to a user—deter m ined criterion. A second

discriminating variable is selected as the variable best

aile to improve the value of the discrimination criterion in

combina ticn with the first variable. The third and

subsequent variables are similarly selected according to
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1 (Cont)  the i r  ab i l i t y  to con t r i bu t e  to f u r t h e r
discrimination.  At each step, varia bles alrea dy selected may
be removed if they are found to reduce discrimination when

com bined with more recently selected variables. Eventually,

either all var ia bles w ill have been selected or it will b e
found that the remaining varibles are rio longer able to

contribute to further discrimination. When this point has

been reached , the  s tepwise  procedure  halt s and f u r t h e r
analysis is performed using only the selected variables .

(Nie , et al.,  1977)
2 A complete listing of the discriminant analysis results

are provided in Appendix I.

3 Wilks’ lambda is compu ted as each function is derived.

Lam bda is an inverse measure of the discriminatin g power in

the original variables ~‘hich have not yet been removed by

the discriminant functions- the ~~~g~r lambda is, the less

information remaining. Lambda can be transformed into a

chi—square statistic for an easy test of statistica l

significance. (Nie , ct a]..,1977 ,pp. (442—443).
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~~ E~j ICN~ &NTER~~~ ~~~~~ IM IN ANT 
~~~~~~~~

~X ~~~~~ c~~i~ ~~~~~

W ilks’
Qu~stiQxj Lambda Sig .

1. iio w sa t isf ied do you 0.845 0.0001
fee]. with your chances

to t  getting ahead in
t h e  Navy in t h e
future? (Question 56)

2. To what extent do you 0.802 0.0001

fee l  mot iva ted  to
contribute your best

e f f o r t s  to t he
command ’ s mission and
tasks? (Quest icn 7)
3. Do you regard your 0.783 0.01

dut ies  in this comman d

as help ing  y c u r
career? (Question 58)

4. To what Extent do you .772 0.01

un ders tan d your persona l
role as a re p resen tat iv e

of the  U . S .  w h e n
overseas? (Question 85)

5. All in all, how .765 0.01

satisfied are you wit h

this command?  (Question 53)

72



Th e rea der should nc te tha t the ques tions chosen
by the discri minan t analy sis in Ta ble 5 are iden tica l,
except fcr a sligh t shif t in ran k orderin g , to those

questions ident if ied in the preceed ing mu l t i p l e regression
analysis.

Th e means and standar d devia tions for the f ive
most important questions in the discriininant analysis by
stated intent to reenlist are provided in Table 6:

I
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I~k~~ .~~

~~~~~~~ ~~!li.I ~Qii~ ~~~ ~~~
.k~L!~ ~~L!~X Q~ ESTIQ~~ IN Ifi~Q~ c Ii!4!I i~I~L~ ~1 ~IAI~Q ~~~~~

IQ !EENL~~.!

Q~~~~~~Q~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Inten ns
Remain tTndec. Leav e F—Ratio

~~46Q~ n=~ii5
1. Satisfaction 3.68 3.26 2.44 1456.6

wit h chances (1 .24)  (1.27) ( 1 . 3 2 )
to get ahead

(Ques 56)
2. Motivated 3.55 3.26 2.61 925.42

to contribute (1.09) (1.11) 1.19)

(Ques 7)

3. Current 3.36 2.86 2.30 689.11

duties help (1.26) (1.26) (1.2(4)

career
(Ques 58)

4. Understand 4.19 3.82 3.49 549.73

overseas role (0 .99 )  (1.12) 1.27)
(Ques 85)
5. Sa t i s f ied  3.12 2.84 2. 17 455.56
with comman d (1.28) (1.24) (1.19)

(Ques 53)

NOTE: A complete  listing of means and s t andard  devia t ions
for the survey ques tions en terin g the discrimi na n t ana lysis
is provided in Appendix J.
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E x a m i n a t i o n  of the  m e a n s  associated wi th  the  t o p
five surve y questions in the discriminate analysis by stated

intent to reenlist discerns a consistent relationship.

Without exception , those individuals whose stated intention

was to reenlist had higher  mean scores in the  questions
studied than  did those ind iv idua l s  who we re e i the r  undecided
or intended to leave the N a v y .  Fu r the rmore , the  undecided
group consistently scored higher mean scores than did the

group leaving the service.

The s u r v e y  quest ions  which were  f o u n d  to
discriminate career in tent  measured  ind iv idual levels of job
satisfaction , future expectations , mo tivation , an d personal
roles overseas.  In each of thes e areas , one would expect to

f in d hi gher levels of sa ti s f action, interest , motivation ,
and personal  co ncern  f r o m  those indiv iduals  who have  chosen
to remain in the N avy  e n v i r o n m e n t  (whe re  these qual i t ies  a re
v alued and a .round w h i c h  the reward  sys tems have  been based)
tha n in those ind iv idua ls who inten d to leave the service.

b. Prediction Results

T he discn iminan t analysis  derived t hree se para te
classification functions in which stated intent to reenlist

was considered t h e  dependen t  v a r iab le  and t h e  survey
ques t ions  serve d as i n d e p e n d e n t  va r iab les .  On the basis of

sublects’ responses to the survey ques tions, in di v idua ls
were classified as belonging in one of the three stated

intent groups to which they most closely re sembled. This

classification was in tu r n  com p ared w ith the actual
classification to determine if the prediction was “correct”

in the  d isc r im i n a n t  ana lys i s .

Thus, if a particular respondent , whose stated
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intent  was to reenlist, responded to the survey ques tions in
a pattern similar to the “will reenlist” group, he would  be
considered “correctly” classified. However , if his
responses to the survey questions tended to resemble more

closel y the  pa t te rn  associated with one of the  other groups ,
he woul d be considered “incorrect ly” classified.

Results of the predict ions are given in Table 7.
The percentage of cases which were correctly classified was

57.94%. This result indicates only a weak power to

discriminate stated intent to reenlist using the survey

questions.

Ta b le 7
DISC8~~~~j~T ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~IQ! ~~~~~

~o. of Predicted Gro~~ M e mb er s h i~
Case~ 1 2 3

Group 1 ‘4605 2947 957 701

WILL 64.0% 20.8% 15.2%

Group 2 3359 1142 1180 1037
UND !CIDED 34.0% 35 .1% 30 .9 %
Group .3 8715 1388 1791 553ó
WON ’T 15.9% 20.6% 63.5%

U n g r o u p e d  188 81 ‘44 63
Cases ( 4 3 . 1 %  23 . 4% 33 .5%
Percen t of “Grouped” Cases Correctly Classified: 57.94%

In general , the prediction results demonstrate

only a weak ability to discriminate the three categories of

stated intent to reenlist by using responses to the Human

R esour ce ~anage ment Survey questions. However , exam ination
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of Table  7 does suggest several comparative observations

concerning the “correct”  an d  “misclass i f ied” cas es in t h e
matrix .

A.  Wifl vs. Wil l  Not Reenl i s t .  When
contras t ing those individuals  who will with those who will
not reenlist , it is seen that  Less t h a n  o n e — f i f t h  of the
misclassifications occur between these two categories.

B. ~~~~ !i~ 
undec ided .  W hen con tras tin g those

in divi duals who will reenlist wi th those indivi dual s w ho are
u ndecided about reenlistment , no discernable classification

is possible between them. The high frequency of

misciassifications indicates that these groups cannot be

discriminated to the extent se€n between the will and won ’t

groups.

C. W o n ’t vs. U~ decj de~~. Likewise , won ’t and

undecided groups have a substantial cross—over in the

predictions and cannot be discriminated to the extent seen

between the will  and w on ’t groups.

c. Reenlistment Group Profiles

The means of the survey qu es tions , when

inspected by stated intent to reenlist permits the

development of a general profile for each category. To

facilitate comparative analysis between group profiles, and

because the undecided group failed to evidence any

discriminatory ability, only the will an d won ’t group

profiles are presented.
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Table  8
RO~~&~~ Q~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~N~~ QN

GROUPS

~~~~1i~~i~nt La~ILUI2!~!
Remain Leave

1. How satisfied do you Moderate Low

feel wi th your chances
for getting abead in

the Navy in the

future? (Question 56)

2. To what extent do you Moderate Low

feel moti vated to

con tri bute your best
efforts to the

comman d’s mission an d

tasks? (Question 7)

3. Do you regard your Moderate Low

duties in this

command  as helping
your care er ?

(Ques t ion  58)
L i .  To w h a t  e x t e n t  do you High M o d e r a t e
un ders tand ycur
personal role as a

re prese ntative of
the  U. S .  w h e n
overseas? (Question 85)

1 The mea n score s for  each ques t i on , for each i n t e n t  g r o u p ,
wer e classified as e i the r  h i gn , modera t e , or low according
to the f ol lo w i n g :  “h i g h ”  if ques t ion  response m e a n  > 3 .75 ,
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.~~ 
(Con~~~~~~ 1

5. &ll in a l l ,  how Moder at e Low
satisfied are ycu
wi th  this command?
(Question 5~3)

Although the prediction results demonstrated a

weak ability of the survey questions to discriminate an

in divi d ual ’ s stated intent to reenlist, the reenlistment

intention profiles presented in Table 8 suggest that

analysis of the survey response means does provide a method

for discriminating reenlistment intention differences

between those who intend to remain in the Navy and those who

intend to leave.

As can be seen from Ta ble 8, the mean scor~
classification on the various survey responses for the

individuals whose intention is to remain in the Navy is

consis ten tly hi gher than the respec tiv e m ean scor e
classification of those who intend to leav e the Navy.

2. Testing of ~~~ Thesj~ fl!22.~k~

The hypothesis being tested in this section is

whether cr not units having either high or low retention

ra tes deve lo p “re tention p r o f i les” — as defined by mean

scores on key questions in the Human Resource ~anagement

Surve y — which are significantly different from each other.

1 (Cont) “moderate ” if 2.75 < que stion response < 3.75 ,

and “low ” if question response < 2.75.
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Accordin g ly ,  the research sa mp le was div ided in to
high and low retention groups hased on available unit

retention lata.’ In dividing the research sample , only

ac tual firs t an d secon d term reenlis tmen t r ates were
consider ed — as these re ten t ion ra tes wer e of p rim ary
interest in the study.2 A unit’s ret ention rate was

classified as “high” if it exceeded 70% and , conversely,  it

was classified as “low” if it fell below 30%. Retention
rates between these levels w e r e  considered “ ave rage ” . The
hiqh retention rate group was compcsed of those units whose

first and secon d term retention rates showed at least one of

the two to be high and the other either average or high. The

low retention rate units were classified as those having

either first or second term retention rates which were

either icu — lo w , low — avera ge, or average — low ,

respectively. Units whose first and second term retention

rates were contradictory ( i .e .  high—low or low—high ,

respectively) were not included in the  sample .  It was
assumed by the researchers that units having contradictory

1 Actual unit retention data was obtained from Unit Type

Commanders for the second quarter of fiscal year 1978 for

each un i t  in the sample. Atlantic Fleet Type Commanders

provided complete fiscal year 1978 s u m m a r i e s . C o m m a n d e r ,
N aval Surface 1~or ces Pacific , provi ded an annual summ ary for
each unit beginning in the second quarter of fiscal year

1977 (March 1977) and ending in the second quarter of fiscal

year 1978 (March 1978) . Commander , Naval Air  Forces Pac i f i c ,
retention summa ries were from October 1977 through March

1978.

2 As noted in the introductory remarks , first and second

ter m enlisted retention rates are of equal , and paramount ,

concern to the Navy. Accordingly, this thesis was

specifically designed to focus cn only first and second term

retention rates. Career (third and fourth term) retention

rates were purpcsefully omitted.
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first  and  second te rm r e e n l i s t m e n t  ra tes  would  be
representative of an “average ” re tent ion r a t e uni t vice a
“high” or “low ” re ten tion uni t, as desired for this study.

For the sam e reason , first and second term reenlistment

rates were not independently analyzed as bein g either “high”

or “low ” and a profile developed for each of them.

Contradictory first and second term “re ten tion pr ofiles”
wer e assumed to be existent on only “average” retention rate

units and these units were not included in the thesis.

Therefore , first and second term retention rates were

analyzed in the aggregate.

a.  High Re ten t ion  U n i t  Ana lys i s

A s t epwise  d i s cn i m in a n t analys is  of t he
questions in the Human Resource Ma nagement Survey was

performed with respect to an individual’ s stated intent to

reenlist on those units designated as high retentio n units.

The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 9. Of

the eighty—eight question s in the survey, thirty—one failed

to enter the  analysis. Of the r e m a i n i n g  f i f t y — s e v e n
questions , only the most significant questions are listed ~.n

Table 9~~ 1

1 The most significant questions listed in Table

contributed at least .01 to Wilks ’ lambd a and had an

F—ra tio > 50.
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Table 9

QUESTIQW~ ~~~~~~~~
BY STATED CAREER INTENT OF HIGH

RETENTION UNITS’

W i 1 ks ’
Qu~stio.~
1. How satisfied do you 0.852 0.000

feel wi th your chanc es
for getting ahead in

the Navy in the

futur e? (Question 56)

2. Do you regard your 0.783 0.0001

dutie s in this command

as he lp ing  y c u r
career? (Question 58)

3. To what extent does 0.787 0.01

yo ur comman d do a
good job of

meeting your needs

as an individual?

(Question 50)

4 .  To what extent do you .775 0.01

under stand your personal

role as a representative

of the U .S .  w h e n
overseas? (Question 85)
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T a b l e  9 Cont

5. To w h a t  ex ten t  do you 0.765 0 .01
fee]. mot iva ted  to
con tri bute your best
efforts to the

comma nd’s mi ssion and
tasks? (Question 7)

6. To what extent has 0.753 0.01

y our work g rou p

been adequately trained

to han dle emer gency
situations? (Question Li 4)

A complete listing of the questions entering the

discriminant analysis by stated career intent of hig h

retention units is provided in Appendix K.
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The results shown in Table 9 indicate a change

in the six most important questions discriminated wit h

respect to stated intent to reenlist. As can be seen , the

mos t im por tan t question remains Question 56 :

How satisfied do you feel w ith your chances for
getting ahead in the Navy in the future?

Question 58 (do you regard your duties in this

command as helping your career?), Question 85 (to what

extent d c you un ders tan d your personal rol e as a
representative of the U.S. when overseas?), and Question 7

(to what extent do you feel motiva ted to contribute your

best efforts to the comand’s missio n an d tasks?) con tinu ed
to  remain  amo ng the  most i m p o r t a n t  qu estions. The i m p o r t a n c e
of thes e questions w i t h  respect to stated. i n t e n t  to reenli t
was pre viousl y examined  d u r i n g  the regression ana lys i s  (pp.
63—65)

However , two ques tions no t previously discusse d

showed statistical prominence in the analysis of high

re tention uni ts:

1. To what extent does your command do a good

job of meeting your needs as an individual? (Question 50).

2. To wh at exten t has your work grou p been
adequately  t ra ined  to handle  emergency  s i tua t ions?  (Ques t ion
4 L4 )

Final ly ,  Question 53 (all in all , how sa t i s f i ed
are y ou  wit h this  command?)  , which appeared statistically

p r o m i n a n t  (i.e. con t r ibu ted  at least .01 to Wilks ’ lamb d a
and had an F — r a t i o  > 50) in the  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  gene ra l
sample, failed to retain that promina nce in  t h i s  analysis.
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Discussicn of the sig n i f i cance  of these
questions will be provided later.

The means and standard deviations for the six

most important questions in the discriininant analysis of

nigh retention units by stated intent to reenlist are

provided in Table 10: 1

1 A com ple te listin g of means an d stan dar d dev ia tions in the
discriininant analysis by stated intent to reenlist is

provided in Appendix L.
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Table 10

~~~~ .&~Q ~~~~~~~ fl~~~~~~QJ!~ ~~~ i~i
SIX ~.QBJJX QU~ ST~ Q~~ ~j  ~~~ QISCR IM~~i~~!

~~AkX~~~ ~i ~.L4L~fl B!~~JL ! ~Q ~~~i!~1~1

~~~ 1~I 1 1  ~~~~~~~~ ~III.~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Remain Undec. Le~ ve
n 654 n 1(420

1. Satisfaction 3.67 3.28 2.49 251.25

with chances (1.24) (1.25) (1.31)

to qet ahead

(Ques 56)

2. C u r r e n t  3.39 2.89 2.30 161.96

duties help (1.27) (1.27) (1.24)

career
(Ques 58)
3. Cmd meets 2.83 2.53 1.99 123.18

individual needs (1.13) (1.11) (1.03)

(Que s 50)
4. Understand 4.17 3.80 3.52 98.55

overseas role (1.02) (1.18) (1.25)

(Ques 85)

5. Motivated to 3.56 3.31 2.68 83.17

contrib ute (1.08) (1. 13) (1.19)

(Ques 7)
6. Trained for 3.40 3.33 3.32 73.148

emerqency (1.12) (1.13) (1.19)

s it u at i C as
(Ques 1414)
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As shown in Table 10, exa mination of the means

associa ted with the most important survey questions in the

discriminate analysis of high retention units displays the

same general rela tionship seen in the precee din g

discriminant analysis. Individuals whose stated intention

was to reenlis t consis tently displaye d hi gher mea n scores in
the surv ey ques tions than di d thos e who were un deci ded or
intended to leave the service. Usc, the undecided group

had consis ten tly hi gher scores than the grou p plannin g to
I

leave the Navy. However , only slightly more than 20% of the

variance of stated in ten t to r eenlist is accoun ted for by
the questions listed in Table 10.

The inclusion of two previously less—significant

questions and the elimination of one previously important

question from the analysis is noteworthy . Question 53 (all

in all, how satisfied are you with this command?) did not

retain statistical p r o m i n a n c e  in this analysis .  It appears
that measur in g general satisfac tion wi th the comman d w as n ot
as important iii the case of high retention units as it was

for the general sample. Instead, Question 50 (to wha t

extent does your ccmmand do a good job of meeting your needs

as an individual?) became a significant discriminating

variable with respect to stated intent. Question 50 is part

of the Goal In tegr a tion In dex , which was designe d to measur e
the command ’s e f fec tive’ness in getting people to meet the

comman d’s objectives as well as the command’ s e f fe ctiven ess
in mee ting the individual’s needs. It seems that Question

50, whic h is more specific in identifying an area of

personal dissatisfaction (i.e. meeting individual needs) is

better able to discriminate stated intent to reenlist than

Question 53, which identifies only a general level of

satisfaction response.

The second question gainin g statistical
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promiziance in the discriminant analysis of high retention

uni ts, bu t no t for the general sa m ple, was Question 44 (to
wha t extent has your work group been adequately trained to

handle emer gency situations? ) . Thi s ques tion is par t of the
Wor k Readin ess Index w hich is designed to mea sure the exten t
to which the work group is a b le to a da pt to emergency
situations and meet its mission.

Prediction results of the discriminatnt analysis

of high retention units are provided in Table 11 :

Table 11

DISC RI~~JjANT A L I~~~ ~~LcflQ~i B.~~J~&I~
Q~ ~~~1i T~Qi! ~~~

No. ~~ Predicted Grcg~ M e m b~~~~~j p
Actual Gro~42 .1
Group 1 944 619 189 136

Will 65.6% 20.0% 14.4%

Group 2 6514 220 259 175

Undecided 33.6% 39.6% 26.8%

Gro up 3 1420 205 285 930

Won ’t 114.4% 20.1% 65.5%

Ung rotiped 36 10 12 14

Cases 27.8% 33.3% 38.9%

Percen t of “Grcuped” cases correctly classified : 59.91%
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Results Cf the predictive strength of the use of

surve y questions in d iscrimina ting stated in ten t to
reenlis t, sho wn in Ta ble 11 , in d icates the percen tag e of
cases correctly classified was 59.91%. This shows an

improved , but still weak power of the survey questions to

discriminate stated intent to reenlist.

Comparative analysis of the “correct” and

“misclassified” cases in Ta ble 11 suggests the followin g:

A. Will vs. Will Not Reenlist. When

con tras ting these opposin g grou ps, is can bee seen that

correct placement of individuals occurs at a ratio of 5—to— i

over incorrect placement. These results represent only a

slight im provement (1.5%) over the preceeding discrizuinant

analysis.

B. Will !~~~ 
Undecided. As shown in Table 11 ,

the ratio of individuals correctly placed in the will group

vs. the undecided group is slight ly better than 3—to—i.

There was no im provement in classification ability from the

preceedinq discriminant analysis.

C. Won ’t vs. Undecided. ~o discernable

classification is possible between these two groups. Their

question response patterns are so alike that they are not

able to be easily differ entiated.

b. High Retention Unit Profile

The development of general profiles of high

retention rate units is presented in Table 12. Again , due to

the mitigating effect of the un decided group, only th e lea v e
and remain groups are presented.
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Ta b le 12

QIIU~ Q~ ~~~!1~E.~~ LT ~~~~~~~~
QR CU ~~ flf ~~QJj RET jTI~~ UN ITE

Q~~ sti.gn~ Reen ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~
Remain Le ave

1. How satisfied do you Moderate Low

f eel with your chances
for  gettin g ahead in
the Navy in the

future? (Question 56)

2. Do you regard your Moderate Low

duties in this

command as helping

y o u r  career?
(Question 58)

3. ~Xo what extent does Moderate Low

your command do a

good job Cf meetin g

your needs as an

in dividual ?
(Question 50)

4. To what extent do you High Moderate

un ders tan d your
personal role as a

re p resen tative of
the U.S. when

overseas? (Question 85)
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Table 12 Ccnt

5. To wha t extent do you Moderat e Low

feel motivated to

contribute ycur best

effor ts to the
comman d’s mission an d

tasks? (Ques tion 7)
6. To wha t extent has Moderate Moderate

you r wo rk grou p

been adeq ua tely trai n ed
to handle emer gency
situations? (Question 44)

1 The means for each question for each intent group were

classified as either hi gh, modera te, or low according to the
following: “high” if guesticn response mean > 3.75,

“moderate ” if 2.75<question response<3.75 , and “low ” if

question response <2.75.
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As in the pr evi ous analysis , t h e  predictive
ability of the survey questions to discriminate stated

intent to reenlist was not except ionally strong. However ,

the renuistment intention profiles presented in Table 12

sho w th at anal ysis of the survey r esponse means does provi de
a method for discriminating reenlistment intention

di fferenc es b etween those who in tend to remain in the Navy
and those who intend to leave. Also consistent with the

results obtained with the general sample was the trend for

those individuals whose stated intention was to remain in

the Navy to maintain consistently higher scores , on each of

the various questions , than those who intended to leave.

c. Low Retention Unit Analysis

A stepuise discriminant analysis of the

questions in t he  Human Resource Ma nagement Survey was

performed with respoct to an individual’s stated intent to

reenli st cn those uni ts designa ted as “low retention ” units.

The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 13. Of

the eighty—eight questions in the survey, thirty—seven

failed to enter the analysis. Of the remaining fifty — o i e
questions , only the most significant’ questions are listed

in Table 13.

1 The most significant questions listed in Table 13

contributed at least .01 to Wilks ’ lambda and had an F—ratio

> 50.
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Table  13

~UES~~ C~ S E~~~~ I~ G DI~ç~ ININ ANT ~~~~
BY ~~~~~~~ CAREER ~N T E N T  Qf ~~~ RETENTION

UNITS 1

Wilks ’
Questi~~ Lambda Sig.

1. How sat isf ied do you 0.86 14 0 .0001
f ee l  4i th  y c u r  chances
f o r  get t ing ahead in
the  Nav y in the
future? (Question 56)

2. Co you regard your 0.821 0.0001

du ties in this
comman d as hel p in g

your career ?

(Question 58)

3. To what extent do you 0.799 0.01

understan d your persona l

role as a representative

of the U.S. when

overseas? (Question 85)

4. To what extent does 0.786 0.01

your  com m an d do a
good lob of

meeting your needs

as an individual?

(Question SO)

A complete listing of the qu estions entering the

discrizninant analysis of low retention units on stated

intent to reenlist is provided in Appendix M .
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The resul ts of the discriminan t analy sis of low
retention units indicate only a small change in tne

discriminated questions. For low retention units, as for ~he

high retent ion units, Question 56 (how satisfied do you feel

with  your  chances for  g e t t i n g  ahead in t h e  Navy in t he
future?) and Question 58 (do you regard your duties in this

comman d as helping your career?) remain the most important

questions, respectively. For the low retention unit s,

Question 50 (to what extent does ycur command do a good job

of meeting your needs as an individual?) and Question 85 (to

what exten t do you understand your personal role as a

represen ta t ive  of th e  U.S .  w h e n  overseas?)  a re  reversed in
impor tance  when compared to t h e  high r e t e n t i o n  u n i t s .
Further, Question 7 (to what extent do you feel motivated to

contribute your best efforts to the command’ s missicn m d

tasks?) did not retain sufficient statistical prominance ~o

be included in this  ana lys i s .

The s ignif icance of these  d i f f e r e n c e s  wi l l  be
discussed later .

The means  and s t a n d a r d  dev ia t ions  f o r  the above
quest ions  in the  d iscr iminant  analys is  of low r e t e n t i o n
units by stated intent to reenlist are provided in Table 14 .
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Table 14

ME A NS AND STANDARD DEV IATIONS FOR TOP

!Q1L~ ~ L~Y~1 Q~~~LIQ1~ 1 I~~
L ~~~~~~~ .~X ~~~~~ I1I~~I

IQ L~!L.I~~ 1~Q1L~ LQ! ~~~~~~~~ !IIi il~

Remain  Undec.  Leave F — R a t i o
n= 914 7 n 6 7 0  n 1868

1. Sa t i s fac t ion  3.65 3 .26  2 .50  2 5 6 . 6 8
with chances (1.28) (1.21) (1.32)

to ge t  ahead
(Ques 56)

2. C u r r e n t  3.36 2 .77 2 .31  168.78
duties help  ( 1 . 2 6 )  ( 1 . 2 1 )  ( 1 . 2 3 )
care er
(Ques 58)

3. U n d er s t a n d  4 . 2 2  3.85 3 .4 9  1 2 8 . 2 6
overseas  role (0 .95)  ( 1 . 1 2 )  ( 1 . 2 6 )
(Ques 85)

4. Cmd meets 2 .77  2 .48  1.98 103.77
individual needs (1.13) (1.06) (1.04)

(Ques 50)

NO TE : A complete  l isting of t he  mean s and s tanda :d
deviations for al]. questions entering the discrimination

analysis for low retention units is provided in Appendix N.

95



AD—A 0 72 573 NAVA L POSISRADUATE SCHOOL MONTEREY CA FFs 5~ 1

UNCLASSIFIED 

AN CVAUJATIO N OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NAVY ’ S HiMAN RESOtJQCE-—E TC (U)

I a L!U
UI

_
_

_____
_ _  

__WI___

nmi _I flU____ _
L • p U



liii I 0 ~ ~
______ ~~

I I  ~ 
I~ ~ll2.O

IOII~flu ’ III II~ iiiii~
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION T ES T CHAR T

NA1 K) NA ~ B U R T A U  I~ N~ A I~ J A ~ A



Results of the discriminant analysis of low
retention units shown in Table 14 display the same general

relationship discussed in the analysi s of high retention
units: that the mean scores for individu als whose stated
intent is to remain in the Navy is consistently higher than
those whose stated intent is either undecided or planning to
leave the Nav y . Further, the mean scores for the undecided
group is consistently higher than the mean scores for those
individuals who intend to leave.

With the exception of Question 7 (to what extent
do you feel motivated to contribute your best efforts to the
command’s missicn and tasks?) which dropped out of the
analysis due to decreased statistical prowinance, the
remaining four guesticns are the same as those appearing in

the high retention unit analysis. The rank ordering of the
questions, however , has changed.

Although Question 56 (how satisfied do you feel
with your chances for getting ahead in the Navy in the
future?) and Question 58 (do you regard your duties in this
comman d as helping ycur career?) retain their  positions as
first and second most important, respectively, Question 85
(to what extent do you understand your personal role as a
representative of the u.S. when overseas?) and Question 50
(to what extent does your command do a good job of meeting
your needs as an individual?) are reversed in importance

for the low retention units. Additionally, each of the wean
scores on the questions listed in Table 1~4 are consistently
lower than their comparable mean score f o r  for high
retention units (Table 10).

The predictive abi l i ty  of the survey questions
to discriminate stated intent  to reenlist for  low retention
units is provided in Table 15.
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~~c~~~i~! ~~~~~~~ ~~~I~.TLQ! ~~~~
Qf &Q! ~~~~~~ UNIT~

.N2.L ~1 ~~.21~2
Lct,~~~ Gro up I
Group 1 947 595 195 157
Will 62.8% 20.6% 16.6%
Group 2 670 211 281 178
Undecided 31.5% 141.9% 26.6%
Group 3 1868 308 1424 1136
Won ’t 16.5% 22.7% 60.8%
Unq rouped 12 6 lIe

Cases 
- 

37.5% 18.8% 43.8%
Percent of “Grouped” Cases Correctly Classified: 57.73%

Results of the predictive capability of the
sur vey questions to discriminat e stated in tent  to reenlist
was only 57.73% for low retention units. This shows a very
slight decrease in discrimination predictability of the
survey questions on stated intent to reenlist when compared
to both high retention units and the genera l sample. It
appears that the increased mit igating effect of the
undecided group in low ret ention uni ts slightly decreases
the survey ’s ability to differentiate between the
respondents.

Comparative analysis of the “correct” and

“misclassified” cases in Table 15 suggest the same results
as found in the two previous analyses: the greatest
discernable difference between groups exist between the will
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and will, not groups while the undecided group cannot be
effectively di f ferent ia ted from eit h er of the two.

d. Low Retention Unit  Profile

The development of a general profile of low
ret ention rat e units  is presented in Table 16. Again , due to
the mitigatin g effect of the undecided group in the
analysis, only the will and won ’t reenlist groups are
presented.

I
I
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~A~li
~
jOFIL

~~ Q~ !LISTM~j~
~ROU~~ ~Jj !~Q! RETE~~~ Q~f ~~~~~

~j~~stiQ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ GrouRs
Leave

1. How satisfied do you Moderate Low
fee]. with your chances
for getting ahead in
the Navy in the
fu tu re?  (Question 56)
2. Do you regard your Moderate Low
dut ies  in this
command as helping
your career~
(Question 58)
3. To wha t extent do you High Moderate
understand your
personal role as a
representative of
the U.S. when
overseas? (Cuestion 85)
4. To what extent does Moderate Low
your command do a
good job of meeting
your needs as an
individual?
(Qu estion 50)

1 The means for each question for each intent group were
classified as either high, moderate , or low according to the
following: “high” if question response mean > 3.75,
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The reenlistment intention profile presented in
Table 16, with the exception of rank ordering of the
questions, is identical with the retention profile for high
retention units. Additio nally, analysis of the mean scores
on the various survey responses for the individuals who
intend to remain in the Navy shows them to be consistently
higher, respectively, than the wean scores for those who
intend to leave the service. Further discussion of the
value of this consistent finding will be presented later.

(

(cent) “moderate” if 2.75<question response<3.75, and “low”
if question response <2.75 .
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V. 2~~~Q~~~Q!

The preceeding discriminant analyses wer e performed to
t est the thes is hypothesis tha t  units having high and low
retention rates , respectively, would exhibit  “retention
profiles” — as def ined by mea n scores on key questions in
the Human Resource Management  Survey —

. which are
siqnificantj y d if f e r en t  from each other. Fur ther , it was
theorized that these “retention pro files” would be useful  to
unit comman ders by assisting them in the development of
effect ive retention management  strategies. It was t he
authors ’ intention , should the  Ruw a n Resource M anagement
Survey provide the  hypothesized “retention profiles ” , to
suggest possi bl e uses of them to assist unit  commanders  in
dev eloping fu tu re  retention management  stra tegies.

The preceeding aaalyse~ highlighted the m any facets ,
both personal and inst i tut ional, that affect the re tent ion
decision. The inabil i ty of job satisfaction alone , as a
variable , to account for a significant amount  of the
variance in the retent ion decision was conf i rmed in t h e
regression analysis. Addi t ional ly ,  no other var iable , or
even qroups of variab les , was found to explai n the  varying
reasons an individual has for either remaining wi th , or
lea ving , his job . The fact tha t  job satis fact io n did not
sig nificantly a f f e c t  stated intent  to reenlist was also seen
in the generally low mean scores of those individuals
int ending to remain  in the N a v y .

In originally designing this study, it was the authors ’
intention to utilize key dimensions and indicies current ly
described in the survey for establishing the various unit
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“retention profiles” . However , as noted in the regression
analysis , the currently defined survey dimensions and
indices had little effect and provided little descriptive
power in t h e  analysis. It appears that the current  division
of survey questions into dimensions and indices does not
provide additional strength or clarit y to the survey as an
evaluative ins t rument  for this study. Therefore , as a
corrolary to this thesis, a factor analysis of the survey
questions was performed.  The results of this analysis show
the emergence of f ive major factors . These five factors
account for 45.1% of the variance of the survey questions ,
while the remaining 83 factors , individually , contributed
less than 2.2% to the to ta l  variance accounted for in the
factor analysis (~&p p endi x  C) . As previously stated , the
clustering of the survey questions wi th  respect to these
f ive  factors does not support the structuring of the f ive
sur vey dimensio ns currently in use. Questions identif ied by
the  factor analysis clustered into four major groups of two
to f ive  questions plus seven addit ional gr oups having a
small number of scattered questions. Additional
investigation in this area is recommended. A summary of the
factor analysis results is provided in Appendicies D — G.

In the discriminant analyses, survey responses to
various questions were shown to only weakly discriminat e
stated intent to reenlist. Non etheless, the analysis did
show that analysis of survey response means does provide a
method for discriminating reenlistment intention differences
between those who intend to remain in the Navy and those who
intend to leave. Additionally, the discriminant analyses
provided two important outcomes:

1. The change in the discriminated questions wh en the
analysis was directed away from the general sample and
applied only to the high and low retention units.

102



2. The consistent t rend  noted in survey responses
between high and low retentio n units.

Throughout the analyses, Question 56 (how satisfied do
you feel with your chances for getting ahead in the Navy in
the future?) was found to be the most important question.
Of the approximately 25% total variance accounted for in

this analysis, Question 56 accounts for 14% of that total.
Closer examination of this question provides some insight
into its importance. As structured, the question asks the
respondent to simultaneously describe his attitude abo ut his

current level of satisfaction (how satisfied do you
feel...), evaluate future prospects (how satisfied do you

feel with  your chances for gettin g a h e a d . . . ) ,  limit the

scope of his evaluation of future prospects to the Navy (how
satisfied do you feel with your chances for getting ahead in
the Navy...), and finally, to gu ess about the future Navy
and then evaluate his chances in it (how satisfied do you
feel. with your chances of getting ahead in the Navy in the

future?) . Needless to say, the scope of this question does
provide a good basis for developing one’s future
reenlistment intention. Unfortunately, for the researcher ,
interpretation of the many facets of this question are, at

best, difficult. Its usefulness in identifying key elements
associated with the development of the retention decision is
questionable. No attempt is made here to interpret the
significanc e of this question ’s ability to discriminate
stated intent to reenlist.

It should be noted, however , that for Question 56, the
response mean scores for those individuals planning to
remain in the Nav y , in all three  discriininant analyses
performed , was at least 1.15 points higher than the mean
score for  those p lanning to leave the Nav y.  It appears ,
then, that irrespective of the specific breakdown of the

many facets of this question , those indiv iduals who intend
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to remain in the Navy tend to score higher on this question
than those who intend to leave.

Question 58 (do you regard your duties in this comman d
as helping your career?) was also found to be an important

question in this analysis and added 4% to the 25% total
variance accounted for in this study . As in the previous
question , the mean scores for those who intend to remain in
the Navy was consistently higher (at least 1.05 points) than
the mean scores of those individuals who intended to leave.
This result would indicate that those whose stated intent
was to remain  in the service would evaluate their current
d uties scre favorably as helping their careers. However , it
cannot be determined whether this  evaluation leads to the
development of one ’s retention decision (i.e. is causal) or
is a result of the decision already having been made (i.e.
reflective) . Like Question 56, the structure of Question 58

does not lend itself to precise determination of the meaning
of the results obtained.

In the discriminant analysis of the general sample ,
Question 53 (all in all, how satisfied are you with this

command?) was shown to have statistical protainance (i.e.
contributed at least .01 to Wilks’ lambda and had an F—ratio
> 50). However , after the general sample was divided into
high and low retention units, Question 53 no longer remained
statistically prosinant. Instead , Question 50 (to what
extent does your command do a good job of meeting your needs
as an individual?) superceeded Question 53 for the high and
low retention units. This change in the discriminated
questions when the analysis was dir ected away f rom the
general sample and applied only to the high and  low
retention uni ts is one of t h e  important  outcomes found
during this s tudy .  The genera l structure of Que stion 53 does
not identif y the specific climat e var iables af fec t ing  an
individual’ s stated intent to reenlist. Thus , when the
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analysis shifted its focus to dete r mine differences between
high and low retention units , Question 50 , vice Question 53 ,
gained statistical prominance.  Accordingly, it appears that

the abili ty of the command to meet indi vidual needs is bot h
highly imp o rtant and strongly related to the  retention
decision.

The emergence of Question 85 (to what  extent  do you
understand your personal role as a representative of the
U.S. when overseas?) as a discriminating variable for
sta ted intent to reenlist is unexplained.  It was originally A
believed that the reason this question was foun d to be an
imp ortant  variable was due to its correla tion to the
dependent  variable (stated i n t e n t ) .  A subsequent correlation
analysis between these variables found only a weak , negative
relationship (r=— .26068) to exist between them. The mean
score differences for those who intend to remain in the Navy
and those who intend to leave, for this question , were only
approximately .70, less than noted previously. Thus, the
apparent strength of question 85 in the discriaiinant
function is deserving of future study.

Throughout the discriminant analy ses, a consistent trend
of survey questicn responses emerged. Specifically , those
whose stated intent was to remain in the Navy consistently
had higher mean scores than those individuals who were
undecided. Further, the undecided group, in turn , had higher
mea n scores than did those who were int ending to leave the
service.

The development of “ r e t en t ion  profiles” f rom the wean
scores of survey responses showed no differences (except
p erhap s in re lat ive mean score va lues) between high and low
retention units. Thus, it appears that the development of

“retention profiles” , as or ig inal ly  envisioned , cannot be
accomp lished through use of t he  Hu m an Resource Management
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Survey . Accordingly, the thesis hypothesis must be

1ect~~~. It app ears that u n i t s  having either high or low
retention rates do not exhibit “retention profiles” — as
defined by mean scores on key questions in the Human
Resource Management Survey — which are significantly

different from each cther.

Although the discriminant analyses showed only a weak
ability of the survey question responses to discriminate
stated intent to reenlist, it was found that analysis of the
mean scores of survey responses of various questions in the
survey did produce useful information. This information can
be utilized to assist unit commanders in developing

retention management decisions and strategies. The first
step in utilizing the Human Resource Manageme nt Survey
responses as a retention management tool is to develop the
command’ s typology of stated intent to reenlist in the Navy.

A. A TYPOLOG Y OF STATED INTENTION TO REENLIST IN THE NAVY

The multiple aspects of the nature of the reenlistment
decision (as noted in the previous section), when compared
wit h questions in the Human Resource Management Survey,
suggest that it may be useful to view the retention decision
as a typology having three reenlistment decision groupings:

(1) those who will reenlist , (2) those who are undecided
about reenlisting, and (3) those who definitel y viii. not

reenlist. Further , each of these groups, when compared to
specific questions in the survey ,  allows for t h e  division of
organizatio nal members  into nine  categories :

1. A group of individuals whose stated intent  is to
remain in the organizat ion and who have  responded
“ positively ” (i. e. either 4 or 5 on the Likert  scale of
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survey resp onses) wi th  respec t to a given quest ion.

2. A g roup of individua ls whose stated intent  is
“ undecided” with r espect to r emainin g wit h the or ganization

but who , nonetheless, have responded positively with respect
to a given question.

3. A gr oup of individuals whose stated intent  is to
leave the organization but , nonetheless, ha ve responded
positively to a specific question.

L4~ A qroup of individuals whose stated intent is to

remain in the organization but have responded

“non—commitally” (i.e. a response of 3 on the survey) to a
given su rvey guest icn .

5. A group of individuals whose stated intent  is
“ undecided” with respect to remaining in the  organizat ion
and who have answered “nonmmitally ” to a given survey
question.

6. A group of individuals  whose stated in tent  is to
leave the orgainzation and who have  answer ed
“non—commitally ” to a given survey question.

7. A g roup of individuals whose stated intent  is to
remain in the organization but have answered “negativel y ”
(i.e., either 1 or 2 on the survey response) with respect to
a given survey question.

8. A group of individuals whose stated intent is

“undecided” with respect to remaining in the organization

but who have resp onded “nega t ive ly”  with respect to a given
surve y question.
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9. A group of individuals whose stated intent is to
leave the organization and who hav e answered “negatively ”
with respect to a given survey question.

Using the above typology ,  the population of uni t
commands can be d i f fe ren t ia ted  and categorized into groups
which would be of differential interest and attractiveness

to command management. Intuitively , the group of indi v iduals
w hose intent was to remain in the organization and who

respondeded “positively ” to given survey qu estions represent

the most desirable organizational members for the Navy.

Specif ying which in divi duals, either th ose who are
“undecided” about career intentions, or those who give
positive responses to selected survey questions irrespective
of stated career intent, should r eceive prio rity comm an d
retention efforts will likely depend on a number of

organizational factors, e.g. costs of training and

recruitment , variability of wcrk load , etc.. Those

individuals who intend to leave the organization and who

answ er “nega tive ly ” to survey questions probably represents

the group of lowest value to most organizations. (Harris and

Eoyanq , 1977)

Figure 2 illustra tes the  above typology .
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2
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ OF STA~~ D ~~~~~~~ 12

Survey Re~~~~~se

~~tention ~osj~jy~ Non-commital Negative

Remain Group 1 Group 4 Group 7
Undecided Group 2 Group 5 Group  8
Leave Group 3 Group 6 Group 9

Di f fe ren t i a t ing  unit  personnel  into the  reenl is tment
cat egories listed in Figure 2 allows command retention
management personnel to determine the antecedents to and
consequences of various strategies on the varying
reenl is tment  in tent ion  groups w i t h i n  the  command.  Having
assessed the  probable effects of d i f f e r ing  strategies on t h e
various pop ulation subgroups, unit command s can then begin
to develop and expand those strategies which  are  most
appropr ia te  for each of the reenl is tment  in ten tion groups .
These strategies will have t he i r  basis in the H u m a n  Resource
Management Survey responses of the command.

Utilizing the questions listed in Tabl e 10, as a
minimum , unit retention managers can begin to analyze the

unit’s Huma n Resource Management Surv ey responses.1

1 Mean scores in any group brea kdown the command desires can

be obtained through the assistance of the Hu man Resource

M anagement Center team that conducts a unit’s normal Human

Re sources Availabili ty (H R &V)
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To assist the  reader in understandin g the  specific
processes involved in the above procedure , an example will
be provided. The unit in the example was chosen f rom the
available research sample. It was a fleet unit of moderate
size (n=53 1) having a “high”  actual retention rate for FT
1 978. For purposes cf this discussion , the sample unit  will
be refered to as the USS Barnacle .

Although each of the questions listed in Table 10 were
analyzed and subdivided into the  reenlistment intention
groups applicable to US S Ba rnacle , cnly one of the questions
wil l, be presented for i l lustrat ive purposes. The question
to be considere d in this example  is Question 50: to what
extent does this ccwm and meet your needs as an individual?.
The reenlistment intention breakdow n of response mean scores
was as follows:
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IAfl ~ .12
EXA ~~J~~ 2~1 ~~~~~~~

Q1~E5~IIO~! ~.Qi 12 !~ AT 
~~~~~ ~~~~ 1li~~

COMM~~~ ~~~ !2~~ i~ .Pi ~~

~~I!.RI ____

In tent f f jgh Row
Tot a~

M ean 4 . 2 7  3.00 1.55
Will (n )  52 59 40 151

Tot Pct 9.8 11.1 7.5 28.4

Mean 4.17 3.00 1.64
Undecided (n) 29 51 52 132

Tot Ect 5.5 9.6 9.8 24.9

M ean 4 .15 3.00 1.49
Won ’t (ii ) 27 77 1144 248

Tot P ct 5.1 114. 5 27.1 46.7

Column Tot (n ) 108 187 236 531
Pct 20 .3  35.2 44 . 4  100.0

1 Survey responses were grouped as “high” if the response
score was either 4 or 5, “ medium ” if the survey response was
3 , and “low ” if the response was either 2 or 1.
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R eview of the row totals of Table 17 shows that 28. 14% of
USS Barnacl e ’s respondents in tend to reenlist (n= 15 1) ,  24.9%
are undecided about reenlistment, and 46.7% are intending to
leave the service. This breakdown of the unit’s population

sho uld provid e the USS Barnacl e ’s retention managers with a
good indicat io n cf the command ’s fu ture  retention rate
percentages .

Review of the column totals provides additional
information specifically de scribing (in the perception of
its crew) the ability of the ccmmand to meet individual
needs . In the case of the USS Barnacle , 4 4 . 1 4 %  of t he
respondents (n=236) have indica ted that the command does not
do a good lob in this area. In contrast, and without
considering reenlistment intent icn, only 20 .3% of the
respondents perceive the comm an d as effect ively meeting
individual needs . These statistics alone , ev en though USS
Barnacle was previously noted as having a “high” actual
retention rate, should be sufficiently alarming to the
comman d because of its possible negative f u t u r e  impact on
retention aboard the uni t .  But , to wh at ex tent shou ld the

command concern itself with individua l needs? Is this survey
response the result of a recent incident or does it reflect
general feelings about the command? How much special command
effort should be directed towar d this problem , if any?

The above questions are rhetorically presented to
further illustrate scme of the questions that might be asked
by the unit’s retention management personnel when analyzing

the question respcnses. Further breakdown of the possible
strategies that may be adopted might include only attempting
to concentrate corrective efforts on the “undecided”
personnel who marked the command low in this area (Group 8).
Alternately , efforts might be taken to address some larger
seqaent of the unit (Croups 7 and 8, for example), or
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perhaps the entire command. These decisions must be based
on command prio rities and operational considerations.

As we have seen, review of mea n score responses and
comparative analysis of survey responses after dividing the
command population into the nine groups described earlier in
the typology does provide useful  information for unit
commanders in developing retent ion management strategies and
decisions. The extent  to which the survey responses will
pro vide useful information to the command is based , in part ,
on the extent to which the unit com mander views his data as

“valid”. If the unit commander considers his data as
accurately describing conditions aboard his command , he can
be confident in making decisions based on the information
provided . On the ctber hand , if the unit commande r views the
command data as less than accurate in descr ibing command
conditions and climate, its usefulness as a retention
mana gement  tool will be l imited accordingly.

tk& Pr~W~ 2~~flQ~
It has been the feeling of several commandin g officers,

and expressed to the authors, that retention is really
dependent on the “luck of the draw ”. More specifically , if a
comman d receives a large number of people onboard for duty
who are predisposed to reenlist, for whatever reason, then
that ship w ill, not of its own own accord , be commended for
its high retention rate. Conversely,  t h e  uni t  that  receives
predisposed “leavers”, irrespective of the command ’s
retention programs and policies , suffers  from poor personnel
retention. With such little control of the situation, these
commandin g officers express frust r ation and helplessness. It
is the authors’ opinion that the use of the typology and
methodology for analyzing unit survey responses, vis a vis
retention , presented in this thesis will alliev iate some of
the f rus tr a t ion  caused by the “luck of the dra w ”.
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Utilization of the data provided in the survey responses
should provide unit commanders with an improved indication
of the population make—up of their commands wi th  respect to
stated intent to reenlist. Unit commanders faced with a
large number  of predisposed “leavers” can not onl y document
tha t fact  for his own uses , but  also utilize t h e  infor mation
contained within the survey responses to develop strategies
and make retention managent decisions which might tend to
minimize the non—pcsitive effect of these “leavers” on the
command’s undecided and career personnel. Additionally,
units with a large number of “stayers” can attempt, by use
of the information available in the survey responses, to
develop strategies which would even further support
retention management e f for t s  as well as improve command
cli mate and overall effectiveness.
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VI. CONC L~~~ ON

The issue of Na vy enlisted retention management is an
important  and real prob lem fac ing  the  navy today.  The
diff icul ty  of developi ng effective retention management
strategies and decisions is , as shown in this s tudy ,  largely
due to the complexity of the retent ion problem itself.

As shown in the regression analysis perfor m ed in the
earlier lart of this thesis , the Human Resource Management
Survey accounts for only about 25% of the variance in stated
intent to reenlist. This finding was shown to be consistent
with other research findings identified in the literature
review .

The hyp othesis that  was tested in this thesis was that
uni ts having either high or low retention rates develop
“retention profiles” — as def ined by mean scores on key
questions in the Human Resource Management Survey — which
are significantly different from each other. Discriminant
analyses of the survey responses for high and low retention
uni ts showed only a weak abi l i ty  of the survey responses to
discriminate stated intent to reenlist. Further , the

“retention profiles” developed from the survey responses
were essentially the same for  both high and low retention
units and therefore not practically useful. Thus, the thesis
hypothesis is ~~j~cte~

Although the discriminant analyses showed only a weak
ability of the survey to discriminate stated intent to

reenlist , it was found that analysis  of the mean  scores of
survey responses of various questions in the survey dii

115

_  I -  -- ---



produce useful retention management information . A typology
was developed and a methodology pres ented for utilizing the
available survey data in developing retention management
startegies and decisions.

The value in utilizing the command ’ s Hu man Resource
Management Survey responses in developing its retention
mana g ement  strategies lies in the fact that , cur ren t ly ,  no
structured approach toward retention management exists for
uni t commanders.  Often , ret ention strategies are generally
applied , shotgun—style  , in the hopes that some improvement
will take place . Taking no th ing  away from the dedicated
efforts of retention managers in the fleet, the authors ’
sub mit that use of the Human Resource Management  Survey
responses provide a sound , structured basis upon whi ch to
build f u t u r e  command e f fo r t s  in the area of personnel
retention.

Concern in g re ccmmendat ions  for  f u t u r e  res earch , the
following areas are suggested :

1. Conduct a detailed factor  analysis of the Human
Resource Mana gement Survey to validat e the curr ently defined
survey dimensions and indices. As discussed in the
regression analysis , the survey dimensions and indices
proved to be of little consequence in the analyses performed
fo r  this thesis . The usefulness of the designated dimensions
and indices for measuring the areas they were designed to
measure is doubtful. The limited factor analysis performed
in the thesis does not support the currently defined
dimensions and indices.

2. The problem of personnel retention is of paramount
importance to the Navy today and will remain so for the Navy
in the future . As an alternative to conducting numerous ,
independently designed, future studies to evaluate Navy
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retention, it is recommended that a “retention index ” be
developed and included in the standard Human Resource
Management Survey. Using the results of the discriminant
analyses in this thesis as a guide, it is recommended that a

“retention index” be developed to meet the needs of Navy
manp ower managers. Current ly ,  only the individual’ s stat ed
intent to reenlist (demographic variable 114) addresses the
retention problem . No survey question is directed toward
assessment of Navy  retention matters.

3. The emphasis in this thesis was to identify
“retenticn profiles” in high and low retention units by
aggregating first and second term reenlistment personnel. In
retrospect, it is unknow n whether separate analysis of first

and second term reenlistment groups would have
satisfactcrily develcped the desired “retention profiles ” .
Therefore, it is recommended that the processes utilized in
this analysis be repeated and at tempts to gain distinct
“retention profiles” for high and. low retention units be
tried by separate analysis of first and second term
reenlistment groups.

4. In order to develop the strategies necessary for
effective management of Navy enlisted retention , a means of
conceptulizing the relationships between an individual ’s
intention to remain in the organization and the alternatives
available to him m ust be understood. Atkin and Ball (1978)
have developed a model describing the relationships between

an individual ’s intention to remain in the organiz ation and
the possible alternatives he may have open to him . The
model has its basis in social comparison theory developed by
Goodma n (1977).
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In general, the “starting point” in the model is any
stimulus or event which causes an individual to search for
additional information. This stimulus can develop from any
source or circumstance. Further , the resultant search for
additional information by t h e  individual can be both
internal (i.e. me m ory)  or external  ( i .e.  asking questions)
to the indi vidual . Once the individua l beg ins to search for
additional information , social comparison theory assumes
th at the in dividual  wil l  then  compare the in format ion  that
has been gathered against a personal set of standards or
referents. This process, in turn, is then assumed to
produce an affective response within the individual which
may subsequ ently predispose him toward a given behavior .
Wha t that behavior is and whet her or not it is enacted,
specifically in th€ area of job turnover, constitues the
primary focus of the Atkin and Ball (1978) model.

Althoug h the irdividual may or may not have any control
over the event that initiated the comparat ive process, it is
assumed that he does have some control over his reactions to
the information (Atkin and Ball, 1978; Goodman , 1977). txi
addition to being dependen t on the degree of personal vaiue
fulfillment and the absolute value of the outcome, the
action taken by the  individual  also depen ds on whet her a
positive or negative a f fec t ive  response is experienced. In
the present context , the question b ecomes , then , which of
these behavioral responses results in a decision to stay or
to leave. In other words, if the emotional reaction is
favorable, we assume that the employee remains as a
relatively contented employee (Figure 3, Path 2) (Atkin and
Ball, 1978)

In the model, Atkin and Ball (1978) postulate that sense
of control by the individual has at least two components-
one of intraorqanizationa]. control and the other of
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extraorqanizational control . The information used in

establishing a sense of control is dependent both on past

exp eriences (memory) and anticipated future outcomes. If one

has a high sense of intraorgari izational control, he
perceives a relativel y hig h expectancy that his actions will

lead to contingent, desired outcomes within the

organization. The analogy pertaining to a high sense of

extraorqanizational. control is similar.

Atkin and Ball (1978) further hypothesize that an

individ ual will seek to gain control of intraorganizational

outcomes before seeking extraorganizational alternatives.
Success in gaining intraorganizational control provides a

strong tende nc y to remai n in the organization (Figure 3,

Path 2) . If the individual perceives he has little chance
to af fec t  intr aorganizationa] .  outcomes , he may remain in the

organization, but as a “helpless” employee (Fi g ure 3, Path
5) . Howeve r, “becoming helpl ess” is a learned state, and it
takes many  i terations through the process for an employee to
reach such a s tate .

Failure tc control intraorganizational outcomes may

result in the individual initiating an extraorganizational

search. Those individuals who failed in their attempt to

gain intraorqanizationa]. control and who do not possess a

high sense of achieving extraorgainizational contro l will

most likely remain with the employing unit (Figure 3, Pa t h
4). Although Atkin and Ball (1978) argued that many

iterations would be required to reduce the individual ’s

sense of intraorganizational control, they hypot hsize that
it would take fewer iterations for an employee to conclude

that he has little ~probability of success at gaining

extraorganizational alternatives (or that his alternatives

are no better than his present lob)

It should be noted that neit her Pat h ~4 or Path S
4
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V

“rewainers” would be expected to “be happy ” wit h their lot,
and in particular we woul d expect them to report lower job

satisfaction in general than would the Path 1 and Pa th 2

em ployees. (Atkizi and Ball, 1978).

If the em ployee , as a result of an extraorganizational

search, sees either a low chance of attaini ng a valued
e~ raorgainizational alternative or does not perceive that a

valued alternative exists regardless of the probability of

attaining it, he can be expected to remain with the employer

(Path 3) . In other words, he has received suf f ic ient signals
f rom the environmen t tha t there may be resources available,
but addition al search and/or evaluation is required by him

to confirm it. This strenghtens his sense of

extraorqanizationa1 control to the degr ee that he continues

his search — remaining in a “recycle” loop

Finally, the in dividuals on Pa ths 6 an d 7 also remain in
the orqanization. But , this is more  f rom a need to “have

something ” while searching f o r  new alternatives . These paths

are generally temporary in that the resultant
extraorganizational search will either uncover a viable
alternative, and henc e the individual will leave, or no
viable alternative , and hence the individu al would be
expected to reduce his search activity and remain . Such
activity, however , will ultima tely affect  lob per for m ance  to
the point where either the individu al is forced to leave, or
must curtail his search (Atkin and Ball, 1978)

The Atkin and Ball (1978) model presented above provides
man y paths for an employee to remain wit h an o rgan iza t ion .
As we have seen , ea ch path results  in an employee whose
affective respon se to his job differs. And it is these

di f ferences that im pact on an em ployee ’s future lob

behavior .
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Thus , it is highly recommended that the Atkin and Ball

(1978) m odel be tested for its applicabilit y in the N a v y
setting. The potential usefulness of the information
available in the model appears to be significant. Mobley, et
a).., (1977a) have suggested that a general lack of
multivariate research designs and incomplete conceptual
models of the turnover  process has contr ibuted to the
inability to adequately interpret the role of
organizational, work environment , and other factors in
employee turnover . The Atkin and Ball (1978) model provides

a potentially sound conceptual basis upon which to base

future Navy retenticn research.
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APPENDIX A

DESCRIPTION OF DIMENSIONS AND INDICES

I. COMMAN D CLI~1~~~ ~ IM ~ .~~~ QN:  (Questions 1 — 1’4)

Refe r s  to the condi tions, policies, and procedures
withi n which a work group operates. Thes e condit ions
and policies are created fcr a work group by other
groups , especially by those groups above it in the
comman d hierarchy. Climate conditions set bounds on

wha t does and what does not go on within any group.

As pects of climate, as listed below can hel p or hin der
groups , or do both at the same time.
1. cQ~ MU N I Cj ~ICN S .~I&! ~~~ (Questions 1 - 3)

Ccmmand leadership understands the work and
problems of the command . Information flows freely
through the chain of command , f rom t he  work groups
to a listening and responsive leadership and to
the work groups concerning plans and problems

f acinq the command.
2. DECI5ICN M A K ~ jQ I N D E X :  (Question L~ — 6)

In forma tion is wi dely share d within the comman d

and decisions are made at those levels where the

most adequate information is availanie.

Supervisors seak out information before making
decisions.

3. ~OTIiAT~QN Ij~~~~: (Questions 7 — 9)

Through its practices and policies , the command
provides motivating conditions for personnel to

contribute their best efforts.
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4 .  
~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~ Qj~~X: (Questions 10-14)
The command shows concern for human resources in
the way it organizes its personnel to achieve its
mission . Personnel within the command perceive
that the organizat ion and ass ignment  of work
sensibly considers the human element.

II. ~ VZSOR~ ~~,4~~ RS HI P QIM!N~~ CN : (Question 15—27)
Comprised of the behavior of the supervisor toward
subordinates.
5. £~ 2POB~ IN D~~ : (Quest ions 15 — 18)

Leaders behave in a way which increases the work
group members ’ feelings of worth and dignity.

6. ~~~~ cQOR~ INATION ~~~~~~ (Questions 19 - 20)

Super visors encourage subordinates to work out
conflicts and exchange opinions and ideas within
the work  group .

7. ~~~~ E~ 2B 1SI~ : (Q uest ions 21 — 22)
Super visors encourage subordinates to develop
close, cooperative working relationships in order
to re ach a team goal.

8. 
~~~~ ~~ PH A S~~ j~~~: (Questions 23 

- 24)

High standards of performance are set , maintained ,
and encouraged by supervisors .

9. WO~~ CILIT~~TION ~~~D E X :  (Questions 25 - 27)

Super visors help those subord inates and
supervisors who work for them to improve
p er fo rmance .  The work groups work together to
solve problems which  hinder per formance and task
completion.

III. ~~ LEADERS li.~~ DIME ~~~ Q~j : (Questions 28 - 39)
Behavior of work group nembers toward each other.
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10. ~~~~~~~ fl~~~ : (Questions 28 —30)
Work group members behave toward each other in a
manner which enhances each member ’s feeling of
personal worth.

11. ~~~~ CoOBD 1NATI O .~f I1ffl~~: (Questions 31 —32)

Team members work out conflicts and exchange
questions and ideas within the work group.

12. TEA M ~~~~~~~ j j~Q~~: (Questions 33 
— 34)

Team members develop close, cooperative working
relationships in order to reach a tea m goal.

13. QOA L 
~~~~~~~ ~ j Q~~: (Questions 35 — 3 6)

Team members  set , main ta in  and enco urage high
standards of per formance .

14. WORK ~~~~I,~~ T~~~ION I NDE X : (Questions 37-39)

Work group members help each other improve
performance. The work group works together to

solve problems which hinder performance and task
completion.

IV. 
~~~ ~~~~~~~ D IM ~~NS I 0N :  (Questions 40—48)

Measur es those things which characterize the group as a

team and whether group members work together well or
poorly.  The w ay in which group members share

informatio n, make decisions, and solve problems
determines the group ’s productiveness and the quality
of its ou tpu t s .
15. WQ~~ Q~ og~ çOO R D I N A ~ ION I~~~~: (Questions 40—43)

Work group members plan , coordinate, and support
each other ef fec t ive ly .

16. WQ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~ ~flfl: (Questions 44—46)
The work group is able to adapt to emergency
sit ua tions and meet its m ission.

17. ~ QIQ~~ DISC LflL~ ~~~~~ 
(Questions 47-48)

Wor k group members mainta in  Navy standards of
etiquette and discipline .
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V. DITIONA .& ~~~~~~ ~~~ LA~~i A~L2 ~~~

18. GOAL I~~IEGRLTION IN D E X :  (Questions 4 9— 50)
The command is seen as effect ive in getting people
to meet the command ’s objectives as well as
aeeti iq the  individual’ s needs.

19. ~ ATIS~ ACT~~~ j~flEX : (Questions 51 — 58)
Personnel within the comman d are satisfied with
their supervisors, the command , other work group
members, their jobs, and their present and future
p rogress in the N a v y .

20. LQ!~~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ IN S: (Questions 59—60)
Lowes t level supervisors and non—supervisory
personnel have the opportunity to in fluence what
goes on in their departments.

21. T I N ~~ Q ~~~~~~ (Qu estions 61 — 63)
Individ uals have been trained in their assigned
tasks . The development of technical and
leadership skills and ot h er facets of professiona l
advancement  are encouraged.

22. EQUAL Q 1 ~!I~I 
j ~~~: (Questions 64—76)

The comman d ensures equ al opportun ity for all
personnel in such ar eas as job assignment ,
educaticn, reward s and punishment . There is an
openness and willingness to addr ess equal
opportunity issues within the command . NOTE: It
should be understoo d that in addi tion to these
questions other dimensions, such as comma n d
climate, indicate the command ’s ability to
effect ively m am age in crder to achieve equal
opp o r tun i ty .
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23. Q~j~ A~ U~~ ~~~ ~~ ç.QHO~ I SN ~~~~~ N~~QN

~JL~fl: (Questions 77— 84 )
Personnel in the command have  the abilit y and
willingness to recognize and respond too drug
abuse and alcohol problems in an effective and
candi d m a n n e r .

24 .  O VER5EA.~ 2.~~LQMAC! ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ 
pj~~X:

(Que stions 85— 86)
Personnel are conscious of and concerned with
their image overseas.

25. L~gA~ ~~~~~ (Q uestions 87 -88)
The fol lowing questions provide useful data in and
of themselves ; however , t hey do not statistically
group with  other quest ions in the Navy Hum an
Resou rce Management Survey.
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A P P E N D I X  B

TUE H U M AN RE SOURCE MANAGEME NT SURVEY (SEA)

I. Command Climate Dimension
1. Comm unications Flow Index

1. To what  extent is the amount of information

you get from other work groups adequate to
meet your job reguirments?

2. To what  extent does this command do a good job
of putting out the word to you?

3. To wh at extent is the chain of command
receptive to your ideas and suggestions?

2. Decisicn Making Index

4. Decisions are made in this command at those
levels where the  most adequate informat ion
is available.

5. Information is widely shared in this command
so that those who make decisions have access
to available know—how .

6. When decisions are being made, to what extent
are the people affected asked for their
ideas ?
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3. Motivat ion Index

7. To what extent  do you feel motivated to
contribute your best e f for ts  to the
command ’ s mission and tasks?

8. To what  extent are there things about this
command (people , policies or conditions)
that encourage you to work hard?

9. To what  extent do people who work hard receive
recognition from the Comman d?

4. Human Resource Emphas is  Index

10. lo wha t  extent does this command have a real
interest in the welfare an d morale of
assigned personnel?

11. To what  ex tent  are work activities sensibly
organized in this  ccaaand?

12. This command has clear—cut , reasonable goals
and object ives that  contr ibute  to its
mission.

13. I feel. that th e  workload and t ime  factors are
adequat ely considered in p l ann ing  our work
grou p  assignments.

14. People at higher levels of the command are

aware of the problems at your level.
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II. Supervisory Leadership Dimension

5. Support Index

15. How f r iendly  and easy to approach is your
supervisor?

16. To what extent does your supervisor pay
attention to what  you say?

17. To what  extent is your supervisor willing to
listen to your  problems?

18. When things are not going as well as your
supervisor expects, to what extent is it

easy to tell him/her?

6. Team Coordination Index

19. To what extent does your supervisor attempt

to work out conflicts within your work

group?

20. ‘10 wha t extent does your supervisor encourage
the people in your work group to exchange
op in ions and ideas?

7. Team Emphasis Index

21. To what extent does your supervisor encourage
the people in your work group to work as a
t e am?
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22. To what extent does your supervisor stress a
team goal?

8. Goal Emph asis Index

23. To what extent does your supervisor encourage
the  members of your work group to give their
best eff or ts?

24 . To what  extent  do es your supervisor expect
high standards of performance from the
mem bers of your work group?

9. Work Facilitation Index

25. To what extent does your supervisor help you
to improve your performance?

26. To what extent does your supervisor provide
the assistance you need to p lan , or ganize
and schedule your wcrk ahead of time?

27. To what extent does your superviso r offer you
ideas to help solve job—related problems?

III. Peer Leadership Dimension

10. Support Index

28. H ow friendly and easy to approach are the
members  of your work group?

29. When you talk with the members of your work
group ,  to wh at extent  do they pay a t tent ion
to what  you are  saying?

131



30. To what  extent are the members of your  work
gr oup willing to listen to your problems ?

11. Team Coordination Index

31. To what extent do members of your work group
take the responsibility for resolving
disag reements and working out  acceptable
solutions?

32. To what extent do people in your work group
exchange opinions and ideas?

12. Team Emph asis Index

33. How much do members of your work group
encourage each other to wor k as a team?

344. How much do members in your work group stress
a t eam goal?

13. Goal Emphasis Index

35. How much do people in your work group
encourage each other to give their best
e f fo r t?

36. To what extent do people in yo ur work grou p

maintain high standards of performance?

14. Work facilitation Index

37. To what extent do members in your work group
help you f ind  ways to improve your
p er formance?
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38. To what  extent do members  of your work group
provide the assistance you need to plan ,
organize and schedule your work ahead of
t im e?

39. To what  extent do members of your  work gr oup
offer each other ideas for solving
job—related problems?

IV .  Work Group Process es Dimension
15. Work Group Coordinat ion Index

40. To wh at extent does your work group plan
together and coordinate its efforts?

41. To what extent do you ha v e  conf idence  and
trust in the  members  of your  work group?

42. To wha t  extent is in format ion  about impor tan t
events widely exchanged within your work
group ?

43. To wh at extent does your work group make  good
decisions and solve problems effectively?

16. Wo rk Group Readiness Index

444• To what  extent  has your  work  group been
adequately  t r a ined to handle emergency
situations?
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45. To what extent does your work group perform

ef fec t ive ly  under  pressure or in emergency
situations?

46. Tc what extent can your work group

effectively meet day to day mission
requirements?

17. Work Grou p Discipline Index

447. To what extent do members of your work group
maintain Navy standards of military

courtesy, appearance and grooming?

48. To what extent are Navy standards of order

and disc ip line main taine d wi thin  your work
group?

V. Ad ditiona l Indices For Emphasis and End Results

Measures
18. Goal Integrat ion Index

‘49. To what ex ten t  is your command e f f ec t i ve  in
getting you to meet its needs and contribute

to its effect iveness?

50. To what extent does your command do a good

j ob of mee ting your needs as an in dividua l?

19. Satisfaction Index

51. All in all, how sa tisified are you wi th th~
peop le in your work group ?
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52. All in all , how satis fied are you w i t h  your
supervisor?

53. All in all, how sa tisfied are you with th. s
command?

54. All in all, how satisfied are you with your

job?

55. All in all , how satis fied do you feel with
the progress you have made in the Navy, up
to now?

56. How satisfied do you feel with your chances
for getting ahead in the Navy in the future?

57. Does your assigned work give you pride and

feelings of self worth?

58. Do you regard your duties in t h i s  command  as
hel p in g your car eer ?

20. Lower Level  In f luence  Index

59. To what  extent do lowest level supervisors

inf lue nce wha t  goes on in your  depar tment?

60. To what extent do non—supervisory personnel

in f luence  w ha t goes on in your  depar tmen t?

21. Tr ain i ng Index

61. To wha t  extent  is this comman d adequa te ly
training you to perform your assigned tasks?
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62. To what extent is this command training you

tc acce pt increased leadership
res ponsibility ?

63. To what extent is this command training you

to accept increased technical
res ponsibil ity?

22.  Equal Oppor tun i ty  Index

6L$ . To wh&t extent do you feel free to report any
raci;il/ethnic discrimination in this command

thr ou gh proper channels?

65. To what extent  does this command ensure that
you have equal opportunity for advancement
in rate/rank?

67. To what extent do you feel free to report any

sex discrimination in this command through

pro per channels ?

68. To what extent does this command ensure that

y ou have equal opportunity for education and
training?

69. To what extent does this command ensur e that

you receive a fair and objective performance
evalua tion ?

70. To what extent is your chain of command
willing to take act ion on known or alleged
racial/ethnic issues?
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71. To what extent is military justice
administered fairly throughout this command?

72. Tc what ex ten t  are grievances and redress
procedur es available and well publicized in

this comman d?

73. In this  command  work assignments are fa irly
made.

744 . People in this command discourage favoritism.

75. To what extent is your chain of command

willin g to take action on known or alleged
sex discrimation issues?

76. To what extent are current equal opportunity

issues being addr essed in this command’ s

A f f i r m a tive Ac tion Plan (AAP) ?

23. Drug Abuse and Alcoholis m Prevention Index

77. To what  extent  does this comman d have an
ef fective dru g abuse pr evention pro gram?

78. To what extent do members of your work group
discourage drug abuse?

79. To what extent  would you feel f ree  to talk to
yo ur supervisor abo ut a drug problem in your
wcrk  group?
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80. Tc what extent is the performance of your
work group a f f ec t ed  by drug and/ o r alcohol
related probems ?

81. To what extent wculd you feel free to talk to
ycur supervisor about an alcohol problem in
your work group?

82. To what extent does the command program

pr c m c t e  the responsible use or the non—use
of alcoholic beverages?

83. To what extent do members of your work group

discourage the abuse of alcoholic beverages ?

814 . To what extent do the social activities of
this comman d include alterna tiv es to the use
of alcohol?

24. Overseas Diplomacy Mission Element Index

85. To what extent do you understand your
personal role as a representat ive of the U.

S. when overseas?

86. To what  extent  do you look f o r w a r d  to
visit ing fo re ign  countries?

25. General Index

87. To wh at  ex ten t  has this  comman d provided
information to assist you and/or your family
to live in this area?
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88. To what extent are newly reported personnel
quickly integrated into the activities and
work of this comman d?
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A P P E N D I X  C

REGRESSION RESULTS OF INTENT ON INDICES

Index 19 .119
Index 3 .138
Index 25 .148
Index 11 .154
Index 16 .1 58
Index 20 .160
Index 12 .164
Index 9 .167
Index 23 .169
Inde x 15 .170
Inde x 18 .172
In de x 21 .173
Inde x 26 . 174
Inde x 1 .174
In de x 10 .175
Index  7 .175
Index 2 .175
Index  22 .175
Index 24 . 176
Index 17 .176
Index 1’4 .176
Index 6 .176
Index 8 .176
Index 44 .176
I ndex 5 .176
Index 13 .176
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V
A P P E N D I X  D

AB BREVIAT E D FA CTOR A N A L Y SI S V A R I A N CE SU MMARY

Eigen Pct of Cum
Ect

1 25.21 28.7 28.7

2 5.83 6.6 35.3

3 £1.32 4 .9 14 0 . 2

4 2.26 2.6 42.8

5 2.07 2 .4  45. 1
6 1.96 2.2 47.3

7 1.56 1.8 149.1
8 1.48 1.7 50.8

9 1.32 1.5 52.3
10 1.29 1.5 53. 7
11 1.13 1.3 55.0
12 1.11 1.3 56.3
13 1.09 1.2 57.5

14 1.00 1.1 58.6
15 0.98 1.1 59.8
16 0.93 1.1 60.8
17 0.91 1.0 61.8
18 0.89 1.0 62.9

19 0.87 1.0 63.8
20 0 . 6 4  1.0 64 .8

2 1—2 5  — 3.5 6 8 . 3

NOTE: Factors 21—25 , individually, accounted for less
than 1.0 percent of the variance.
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A P P E N D I X  F

ABBREVIATED FACTOR ANALYSI S MATRIX USING PRINCIPLE FACTOR ,
NO I T E R A T I O N S

Question Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 ‘4 5

15 —0.55
16 —0.57
17 —0.56
19 —0.53
25 0.64
26 0.64
29 —0.42
31 —0.4 2
32 —0.146

35 0.63
39 — 0 . 4 2
50 0.6 14
52 —0.55
53 0.143
54 —0.40
55 — 0 . 4 7
56 — 0 . 3 5
58 — 0 . 3 5
66 0.64

1~$2

(
~)

_____________



67 0.45
75 0. 146
79 0.34
81 0.34
82 0.32
83 0 .34

NOTE: The five most significant correla tion coefficients
(factor weights) are presented for each fac tor .
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A P P E N D I X  F

ABBREVI ATED VARI MAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX , 88 QUESTIONS
LIMITED TO FIVE FA CTORS

Question Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 4 5

1 0.33
2 0.52

3 0.55
14 0.55
5 0.58

6 0.61
7 0.55
8 0.63
9 0.59
10 0.65
11 0.60
12 0.54
13 0.52
14 0.49
15 0.75
16 0.78
17 0.79
18 0.71
19 0.76
20 0 .71
21 0.67
22 0.6 14
23 0.58
214 0.31
25 0 .71
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Question Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 4 5

26 0.67
27 0.68

28 0.59
29 0.67
30 0.70
31 0.72
32 0.68
33 0.72
34 0.65
35 0.65
36 3.69
37 0.67
38 0.64

39 0.73
40 0.68

141 0.71
42 0.57

143 0 .67
4444 0.~45
45 0.53

46 0.53

47 0. 142
48 0.41

49 0.42
50 0.62

51 0.6 14
52 0.75
53 0.63
54 0.70
55 0 .65
56 0 .56
57 0.64
58 0.65
59 0.36

ill S

______  
_1



Que stion Factor Factor Fact or Factor Factor
1 2 3 14 5

60 0.36
61 0.46

62 0.50
63 0.53
64 0.59
65 0.53

66 Q• 149

67 0.66

68 0.47

69 0.41

70 0.63
71 0. 14 14
72 0.50
73 0. 142
74 0. 141
75 0.63

76 0.54
77 0.39

78 0.28

79 0. 148

80 — 0 . 1 6
81 0 .4 9
82 0.39
83 0.28
84 0.28
85 0.15
86 0.36
87 0.36
88 0.37

NOTE: The most significant factor weights for each

question acros s the f ive factors  are  present ed .
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A P P E N D I X  G

ABBR E V IA TED V A E I L~AX ROTATED FACTOR MAT RIX ON EX ISTING SURVEY
DIMEN SIO N S

~II~I~~~2~ 1
Question Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4

Index 1
1 0.94
2 0 . 6 4
3 0.53

Index 2
14 0.73

5 0.71

6 0 .52

Index 3
7 0.73
8 0.76

9 0.59

Index 4
10 0.61
11 0.70
12 0 .62
13 0.75
14 0 .49
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2
Question Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5

Index 5
15 0.86
16 0.79 A
17 0.78
18 0.63

Index 6
19 0.57
20 0.61

Index 7
21 0.79

22 0.83

Index 8
2.3 0.71
24 0 . 9 5

Index 9
25 0.68

26 0 .80
27 0.75
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n~~ Q.n ~~-

Question Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
1 2 3 4 5

Index 10
28 0.80

29 0.83
30 0.74

Index 11
31 0 .44
32 0 .82

I nde x 12

33 0.72
34 0.84

Index 13
35 0.7 14
36 0 .83

Index 14
37 0 . 6 2
38 0.83
39 0.67
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Dime n~ j~.g ~~ .

Question Factor Factor  Factor
1 2 3

Ind ex 15
40 0.76

14 1 0 .77
42 3~ 7L$

43 0.76

Ind ex 16
44 0.85
45 0.85
146 0.53

In dex 17
47 0.88
46 0.85
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Diae~~ j cn ~
Question Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 5 8

Index 18
49 0 .4 6
50 0 .63

Index 19
51 0.50

52 0.60
53 0.60

514 0.71

55 0.69

56 0.57

57 0.71

58 0.71

Question Fac tor Fac tor Fac tor Fac tor
1 2 4 6

Index 20
59 0.75

60 0.80

Index 21
61 0 . 4 1
62 0.149

63 0 .54
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Index 22
614 0.54

65 0.59

66 0 .61
67 0.77

66 0 .54
69 0.58

70 0 .51
71 0.65
72 0 . 63
73 0.59
74 0 .54
75 0.72
76 0 . 4 3

Question Factor Factor Fac tor Factor Fac tor
1 3 5 7 8

Inde x 23
77 0.61
78 0.64
79 0.73
80 0.81
81 0 .73
82 0.61

83 0.71
84 0.58

Ind ex 24
85 0 .46
86 0.75
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Index 25
87 0.38
88 0. 14 1

NOTE: Each dimension was factored independently with
the num ber of fac tors limi ted to the num ber o f indices
curren tly fcund in each dime nsion respectively. The
factors were kept orthagonal for this analysis.
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APPENDIX H

SUM MARY OF RE GRE SSI O N RE SULT S OF INTENT ON THE HUMAN

RESOURCE MANAG E M E N T  SURVEY QUESTIONS

Qii~~~t ion1
Question 56 .136
Qu estion 58 .177
Question 7 .199

Question 85 .214

Question 79 .223

Question 50 .229

Question 61 .236

Question 27 .2 140
Question 71 .243

Question 88 .245

Question 83 .247

Question ‘45 .249

Question 22 .251

Question 53 .252

Question 32 .254

Question 82 .255

Question 52 .256

Question 8 .257

Question 14 .258

Question 59 .259
Question 55 .260

Question 77 .261

Question 68 .262

Question 69 .263
Question 57 .264
Question 64 .2614
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Question 33 .265
Question 30 .266

4. Question 24 .266
Question 23 .267
Question 1 .267
Question 2 .268
Question 80 .268
Question 63 .269
Question 20 .269
Question 84 .269
Question 3 .270

Question 13 .270
Question 62 .270
Q uestion 75 .271
Question ~42 .271
Question 19 .271

Ques tion 314 .271
Questicn 18 .272

Question L%8 .272
Question 28 .272
Question 12 .272

Question 37 .272
Question 60 .273
Question 46 .273

Question 10 .273

Question 54 .273
Question 21 .273
Question 38 .273
Question 40 .273
Q uestion 72 .273
Question 66 .2714

Question 81 .274
Question 78 .274
Question 65 .27 14
Question 76 .27 14

fl Question 29 .274
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Question 36 .274
Question 39 .274
Question 35 .274
Question ‘44 .27 14
Question 26 .274
Question (47 .274
Question 16 .27L4

Question 4 .2714
Question 73 .274
Question 74 .274
Question 143 .274
Question 49 .274
Question 5 .2714

Question 51 .274
Question 6 .275
Question 87 .275
Question 86 .275
Question 9 .275
Question 11 .275
Question 67 .275
Question 70 .275
Question 17 .275

1 Survey quest ions a re  listed in Append ix  B. R a n k
ordering of survey questions is based on the fourth and

f if th decimal  place com p utations f o u n d  in the
reqresssion analysis.
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A P P E N D I X  I

HU M AN RE SOUR CE MANA GEMENT SURV EY QUE STIONS ENTERIN G THE
DISCRI N IN A N T ANALY SI S BY STATED CA REER INTENT

Question 7 .802 0.0001 A
Question 58 .783 0 .01
Question 85 .772 0 .01
Quest ion 53 .765 0 .01
Question 79 .760 0.01

Question 61 .754 0.01

Question 28 .751 0.01

Question 86 .7(4 8 0 .01
Questicn 50 .7146 0.01

Question 27 .7143 0.01

Question 71 .742 0.01

Question 88 .739 0.01

Question 22 .738 0.01
Question 83 .736 0.01

Question ‘42 .735 0 .01
Question 82 .7314 0.01

Question 8 .733 0.01

Question 59 .732 0 . 0 1
Question 52 .731 0.01

Question 14 .730 0.01
Q uestion 69 .729 0 .01
Question 30 .728 0 .01
Questi on 6 14 .727 0.01
Question 55 .726 0 .01
Qu estion 57 .726 0 .01
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Question 45 .725 0 .0 1

Question 33 .725 0.0 1

Question 32 .724 0 .0 1

Question 24 .723 0 .0 1

Question 80 .723 0.01

Question 68 .722 0.0 1

Question 77 .722 0.01

Question 23 .721 0.0 1

Question 65 .721 0.0 1

Question 78 .720 0.01

Question 63 .720 0.01

Question 20 .720 0.01

Question 1 .719 0 .01

Question 2 .719 0.01

Question 12 .718 0.01

Question 13 .718 0 .01

Question .35 .718 0.01

QuestiOn 84 .718 0.01

Question 62 .717 0 .0 1

Question 75 .717 0.01

Question 3 .717 0 .01

Question 37 .717 0.01

Question 38 .716 0 .01

Question 54 .716 0.01

Question 44 .716 0 . 0 1

Question 48 .716 0.01

Question 19 .716 0.01

Question 18 .715 0.01

Question 46 .715 0.01

Question 10 .715 0.01

Question ‘40 .715 0 .0 1

Question 73 .715 0 . 0 1

Question 31 .715 0 .0 1

Question 34 .714 0 . 0 1

Question 39 .71 14 0.01
I

QuestiOn 60 .7 114 0 .01
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Question 16 .714 0.01

Question 17 .71 14 0 .01
Quest ion 76 .714 0 .01
Question 72 .7111 0.01
Question 47 - .7114 0.01

1 Survey questions are as listed in Appendix B. Rank

ordering of questions in this appendix was based on

f o u r t h  and f i f t h  decima l place computa t ions  in t h e
analysis.
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APPENDIX J

MEANS AN D S T A N D A R D  DEVIATIONS FOR THOSE S U R V E Y  QUES TIONS IN
TkIE DISCRIMINAN T ANALYS IS BY STATED INTENT TO REENLI ST

~ uestiQ~~ ~~~~~~~ ~&!fl !~J~~ Iat~~~ Q~~R~~~~jn Und ec.  Leave F—Rat io
N 14605 N 3359 N= 87 15

Question 56 3.68 3.26 2.414 1456.6

(1. 24) (1.27)  (1 .32)
Quest ion 7 3.55 3.26 2.61 9 2 5 . 4 2

(1.09) (1.11) 1.19)

Question 58 3.36 2.86 2.30 689.11

(1. 26) (1 .26)  ( 1 . 2 1 4)
Question 85 4 .19 3.82 3.49 5 149 .73

(0.99) (1.12) 1.27)

Question 53 3.12 2.84 2.17 455.56

(1. 28) (1 .24)  ( 1 . 1 9 )
Question 79 1.39 1.42 1. 147 390 .07

(1.39) (1.42) (1.147)

Questi on 61 1.1(4  1.10 1.10 343.66
(1. 14) (1. 10) (1 .10 )

Question 28 3.96 3.97 3.92 305.67

(0.98) (0.99) (1.06)

Question 86 3.90 3.89 3.38 275.25

(1.39 ) (1.38) (1.59)

Question 50 2 .7 14 2. (4~4 1.95 250.77

(1 .1 5) (1 .10)  (1 .03)
Question 27 3.37 3.00 2.76 230.58

(1. 13) (1. 11) (1.  1’4)
Question 71 3.30 3.01 2.51 213.26

(1 .22)  (1 .21)  (1 .2 1;)
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Question 88 3.30 3.25 3.02 199.01

(1. 18) (1.17) (1 .23)
Question 22 .3.36 3.15 2.85 186.15

(1.17) (1.19) (1.20)

Question 83 2.62 2.314 2.09 174.82

(1.22) (1.15) (1.114)

Question 142 3•4 14 3.41 3.20 164.91
(1.03) (1.014) (1.10)

Question 82 3.07 2.88 2.67 156.13

(1.18) (1.16) (1.20)

Quest ion 8 2.90 2.65 2.11 1148.30
(1.1 3) (1 .12)  (1.06 )

Question 59 2.90 2.86 2.53 141.22

(1.12) (1.114) (1.16)

Question 52 3.78 3.67 3.33 134.77

(1.27) (1 .29)  (1 .38)
Question 14 2.66 2.40 2.11 128.87

(1. 13) (1.10) (1.08)

Question 69 3.32 3.16 2.78 123.51

(1.1 8) (1 .11)  (1.1 14 )
Question 30 3.35 3.27 3.20 118.58

(1.04) (1.05) (1.11)

Question 64 3.33 2.99 2.65 114.03

(1.33) (1.32) (1.36)

Question 55 3.82 3.54 3.07 109.80

(1.19) 1.30) (1.37)

Question 57 3.149 3.07 2.61 105.93

(1.16) (1.18) (1.23)

Quest ion 45 3. 78 3.73 3.66 102.31
(0.98) (0.98) (1.014 )

Cuestion 33 3.22 3.03 2.84 98.914

(1.10) (1.11) (1.13)

Question 32 3.’47 3.45 3.36 95.80

(1.04) (1.05) 1.12)

Question 214 L4.01 3.90 3.80 92.87

(0.93) (0.95) 1.00)
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Quest ion 80 2.25 2.15 2.11 90.09

(1.31) 1.27) (1.28)

Question 68 3.47 3.21 2.85 87.48

(1.17) (1. 17) (1.21)
Question 77 3.05 2.91 2.63 85.04

(1.24) (1.25) (1.27)

Question 23 3.64 3.53 3.30 82.72

(1.09) (1.11) (1.15)

Question 65 3.70 3.143 3.12 80.52

(1.15) (1.16)  (1 .23)
Question 78 3.04 2.81; 2.49 78.44

(1.33) (1.32) (1.34)

Quest ion 63 3.00 2.78 2.146 76.46

(1. 18) ( 1 . 1 6 )  ( 1 . 1 ( 4 )
Question 20 3.23 3.02 2.78 714.59

(1.18) (1.20) (1.20)

Quest ion 1 2.96 2.81 2.64 72.79

(0.92) (0.89) (0.92)

Question 2 3.25 3.19 2.89 71.09

(1.02) (0.99) (1.06)

Question 12 .3.27 3.08 2.78 69.46

(1.00) (0.99) (1.00)

Question 1.3 2.7’4 2.62 2.33 67.90

(1.15) (1.13) (1.10)

Question 35 3.15 2.98 2.70 66.141

(1.04) (1.0 14 ) (1.05)

Question 84 2.79 2.68 2.47 64.99

(1.19) (1.17) (1.23)

Question 62 3.12 2.89 2.50 63.62

(1.17)  (1 .11 )  (1 .09 )
Question 75 3.25 3.01 2.78 62.30

(1.18) (1.18) (1.21)

Question 3 2.93 2.72 2.34 61.03

(1.06) (1.03) (1.04)
Question 37 3.13 3.04 2.83 59.81

(1.02) (1.04) (1.014)
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Question 38 3.01 2.85 2.63 58.65

(1.04) (1.03) (1.05)
Question 54 3.86 3.50 3.05 57.53

(1.23) (1.33) (1.44)
Question 144 3.48 3.39 3.28 56.45

— (1.09) (1.11) (1.16)

Question 48 3.14 14 3.30 3.05 55.141

(1.00) (0.99) (1.06)

Question 19 3.148 3.33 3.10 54.41

(1.15) (1.16) (1.20)

Question 18 3.48 3.29 3.10 53.45

(1. 114) (1. 12) (1.19)
Question 46 3.88 3.83 3.70 52.52

(0.90) (0.91) (0.96)
Question 10 2.81 2.62 2.20 51.62

(1.14) (1.08) (1.06)

Question 40 3.18 3.05 2.86 50.75

(1.02) (1.04) (1.06)
Question 73 3.06 2.83 2.52 49.90

(1 .07) (1.05)  (1 .06 )
Question 31 3.25 3.19 3.014 ‘49.08

(1.03) (1.03) (1.09)
Question 314 3.03 2.83 2.60 48.29

(1.05) (1.014) (1.06)
Question 39 3.311 3.28 3.11 ‘47.53

(0.99) (1.00) (1.014)
Question 60 2.58 2.148 2.23 46.78

(1. 12) ( 1 . 1 1 4 )  ( 1 . 1 7 )
Question 16 3.64 3.146 3.20 ‘46.06

(1.20) (1.20) (1.29)
Question 17 3.77 3.62 3.314 145.36

(1 .18)  (1 .18)  ( 1 . 2 7 )
Question 76 3.02 2.82 2.52 414.68

(1.10) (1.05) (1.06)
Question 72 2.95 2.72 2.36 411.03

(1. 14) ( 1. 12) ( 1 . 1 0 )
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Question 47 3.40 3.30 3.05 43.39
(1.04) (0.98) (1.08)

A

164



A P P E N D I X  K

HUMAN R ESOURCE M A N A G E M E N T  S U R V E Y  QUESTIONS OF HIGH R E T E N T I O N
UNIT S ENTERIN G T UE DI SCR I MI NA NT ANA LY SIS BY STATED CAREER

I N T E N T

Wilks’

Question 56 .852 0.0001

Question 56 .845 0.0001

Question 58 .809 0.0001

Question 50 .787 0.01

Question 85 .775 0.01

Question 7 .765 0.01

Question 14 L4 .753 0.01

Question 88 .745 0.01

Question 83 .739 0.01

Question 30 .734 0.01

Question 79 .730 0.01

Question 61 .727 0.01

Question 71 .724 0.01

Question 69 .721 0.01

Question 80 .719 0.01

Question 54 .716 0.01

Question 86 .714 0.01

Question 52 .712 0.01

Question 144 .710 0.01

Question 59 .708 0.01

Question 2 .707 0.01

Question 32 .705 0.01

Question 33 .703 0.01

Question 65 .701 0.01
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Question 82 .700 0.01

Question 87 .699 0.01

Question 38 .698 0.01

Question 46 .696 0.01
Question 447 .695 0.01

Question 84 .694 0.01

Question 67 .693 0.01

Question 141 .692 0.01

Question 63 .691 0.01

Question 53 .689 0.01

Question 22 .688 0.01

Question 27 .687 0.01

Question 68 .686 0.01

Q uestion 57 .685 0.01

Question 15 .684 0.01

Question 36 .683 0.01

Question 19 .682 0.01

Question 1 .681 0.01

Questi on 75 .681 0.01

Question 70 .680 0.01

Question 39 .679 0.01

Question 9 .678 0.01

Question 10 .677 0.01

Question 6 .677 0.01

Question 214 .676 0.01

Question 23 .675 0.01
Question 20 .6711 0.01

Question 45 .6714 0.01

Question 35 .673 0.01

Question 76 .672 0.01

Question 18 .672 0.01

Question 17 .671 0.01

Question 51 .671 0.01

Question 25 .670 0.01
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A P P E N D I X  L

MEAN S AND ST A N D A R D DEVIATI O N S FOR TH OSE SU R V E Y  QU ESTI ONS I N
TH E DISCR I M INA N T  A N A L Y SIS FOR HI GH RETENTI ON UNIT S BY STATED

INTENT TO REENLIST

Questi~~~ ~~~~~~ 
Reenlis tmen t In ten tions

~~ maj n
N=9144 N 6544 N 1420

Quest ion 56 3.67 3.28 2.49 251.25

(1.214) (1.25) (1.31)

Question 58 3.39 2.89 2.30 161.96

(1.27) 1.27) (1.25)

Question 50 2.83 2.53 1.99 123.18

(1.13) (1.11) (1 .03)
Question 85 4.17 3.80 3.52 98.55

(1.02) (1.18) (1.25)

Question 7 3.57 3.31 2.68 83.17

(1.08) 1.13) (1.19)

Question 44 3. 143 3.33 3.32 73.48

(1.12) (1.13) (1.19)

Question 88 3.3’s 3.37 3.21 65.56

(1.16) ( 1 . 1L 4 ) (1 .21)
Question 83 2.68 2.32 2.13 58.92

(1. 22) (1 .13)  ( 1 . 1 6 )
Question 30 3.29 3.26 3.29 53.87

(1.014) (0.98) (1.09)

Question 79 3.43 3.03 2.68 49.27

(1.41) (1.11 3) (1.47)

Question 61 2.98 2.92 2.66 45.41

(1.12) (1.11) (1.10)
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Quest ion 71 3.37 3.06 2 .62  42 .17
(1.19) (1.20)  (1 .25)

Quest ion 69 3.30 3.27 2.89 39.47

(1. 14) (1.09) (1.13)

Question 80 2.29 2.09 2.0 14 37.03
(1.36) (1 .24 )  (1.214)

Quest ion 54 3.90 3.43 3.05 34 .91
(1.21) (1 .37)  (1.444)

Question 86 4.09 3.96 3.57 33.03
(1.29)  (1.36) (1.55)

Question 52 3.76 3.64 3.38 31.36
(1.30) (1.32) (2.38)

Question 14 2.69 2.46 2.13 29.88

(1.14) (1.11) (1.08)

Question 59 2.85 2.81 2.58 28.54

(1.10) ( 1.18) (1 .12)
Question 2 3.26 3.27 2.97 27.30

(1.00) (1.00) (1.07)

Question 32 3.38 3•445 3.41 26.18

(1.02) (1.05) (1.08)

Question 33 3.14 2.97 2.8’s 25.21

(1 .11)  (1. 12) (1 .11 )
QuEstion 65 3.68 3.43 3.17 214.28

(1.11) (1 .1 7) ( 1 .2 0 )
Question 82 3.12 2.90 2.7(4 23.39

(1. 17) (1.17) (1.20)

Question 87 2.76 2.L45 2.20 22.56

(1 .32)  (1 .25)  (1 .20 )
Question 38 3.00 2.83 2.64 21.80

(1.02) (1.03) (1.02)

Question 46 3.85 3.77 3.77 21.11

(0.88) (0.92) (0.89)

Question 47 3.45 3.38 3.13 20.46

(1.05) (0.97) (1.07)

Question 84 2.80 2.73 2.53 19.85

(1 .1 8) (1 .13)  ( 1 . 2 2 )
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Question 67 3.38 3.20 2.95 19.28

(1. 31) (1.31) (1 .38)
Question 41 3.40 3.41 3.29 18.75

(1.1 3) (1 .13)  (1 .19)
Question 63 2.90 2 .75  2 . 146 18.24

(1. 19) (1. 14) (1 .15)
Question 53 3.18 2.88 2.28 17.77

(1. 26) (1 .27)  (1.21)
Question 22 3.34 3.17 2.86 17.32

(1.18) (1.20) (1.19)

Question 27 3.37 3.21 3.12 16.92

(1. 16) ( 1. 13) (1. 14)
Question 68 3.47 3.31 2.914 16.52

(1. 16) (1. 14) (1.18)

Question 57 3.56 3.07 2.61 16.13

(1.16) (1.20) (1.24)
Question 15 3.96 3.93 3.66 15.76

(1. 17) ( 1. 17) (1 .28)
Question 36 3.39 3.32 3.22 15.41

(0.98) (0.94) (1.01)

Question 19 3.47 3.35 3.16 15.07

(1 .1 5) ( 1 . 1 2 )  (1 .18)
Question 1 2.95 2.87 2.66 14.75

(0.92) (0.85) (0.92)

Question 75 3.20 3.11 2.83 14.44

(1. 16) (1. 16) (1.19)

Question 70 3.40 3.19 2.96 14.15

(1. 15) (1. 17) (1. 144)
Question 39 3.26 3.26 3.13 13.87

(0.97) (1.02) (1.014)

Question 9 2.72 2.55 2.26 13.60

(1 .1 7) (1 .14 )  ( 1 .06 )
Question 10 2.90 2.77 2.30 13.34

(1.11) (1.07) (1.06)
Question 8 2.90 2.68 2.17 13.09

( 1. 12) ( 1. 13) (1 .08)
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Quest ion 24 3 .99 3.90 3.87 12.85
(0.94) (0.95) (0.98)

Question 23 3.62 3.57 3.30 12.611
( 1.11) (1 .10)  (1 .16)

Quest ion 20 3.21 3.00 2.79 12.42
(1.19) (1.18) (1 .21)

Question 45 3.75 3.66 3.69 12.21
(0.97) (1.00) (1.02)

Question 35 3.12 2.90 2.74 12.00

(1.05) (1.05) (1.06)
Question 76 2.97 2.86 2.56 11.80

(1.11) (1.02) (1.02)
Question 18 3.48 3.31 3.13 11.60

- ( 1.13) (1 .14 )  ( 1 .20 )
Question 17 3.78 3.69 3.41 11 . 142

(1 .1 7) (1 .17 )  (1 .27 )
Question 51 3.714 3.72 3.56 11.24

(1.06) (1 .07) (1.17)

Question 25 3.38 3.19 2.99 11.06

(1.17) (1.16) (1.17)
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A P P E N D I X  M

H U M A N  R ESOU RCE M A N A G E M E N T  SURVEY QUESTIONS E N T E R I N G  THE
DI SCR I M I N A N T  ANALY SIS BY STATED CAREER INT ENT FOR LO~

RETENT ION UNIT S

Question 56 .8614 0.00001

Question 58 .821 0.00001
Question 85 .799 0.01

Question 50 .786 0.01

Question 7 .799 0.01

Question 61 .766 0.01

Question 86 .762 0.01

Question 71 .758 0.01

Question 32 .755 0.01

Questicn 644 .752 0.01

Question 35 .749 0.01

Question 82 .752 0 .01
Question .~.7 .746 0.01

Question 79 .742 0.01

Question 42 .740 0 . 0 1
Questicn 55 .738 0 .01
Question 20 .735 0.01

Questicn 80 .733 0.01

Question 2 .732 0.01

Question 72 .730 0.01

Question 52 .728 0.01

Question 22 .726 0.01

Question 18 . 724  0 . 0 1
Question 25 .723 0.01
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Question 23 .722 0 .01
Question 8 .720 0.01
Question 63 .719 0.01
Question 88 .718 0 .01
Question 75 .716 0.01

Question 16 .715 0.01

Question 30 .7114 0.01

Question 78 .712 0.01
Question 83 .711 0.01
Questi on 45 .709 0 .01
Question 66 .708 0.01

Question 15 .708 0.01

Question 70 .706 0.01

Question 214 .705 0.01
Que sti on 46 .704 0 . 0 1
Ques tion 87 .703 0 .01
Question 36 .703 0.01

Question 53 .702 0.01

Question 10 .702 0.01
Qu estion 9 .701 0 .01
Question 59 .700 0.01
Question 60 .700 0.01
Question 12 .699 0.01

Question 51 .699 0.01
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A P P E NDIX N

M E A N S  AND ST A N D A R D  D E V I A T I O N S  FOR THOSE S U R V E Y  QUESTIONS IN
THE D I S C R I N I N A N T  ANALYSI S OF LO W RETENTION UNIT S BY STATED

INTE NT TO REENLI ST

Q est~ Qfl~ ~ta~~~d ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ In ten t ions

N = 947 N= 670 N = 1868
Question 57 3.43 3.00 2.65 126.2

(1.19) (1 .15)  (1 .22 )
Question 56 3.65 3.26 2.50 256.66

(1.27) (1.11) (1.32)

Quest ion 58 3.36 2.76 2.31 168.78
(1. 25) ( 1 . 2 1 )  (1 .23 )

Question 65 4.22 3.85 3.48 128.26

(0.95) (1.12) (1.26)

Quest ion 50 2.77 2.48 1.98 103.77
(1 .13) (1.06) (1 .03)

Question 7 3.54 3.25 2.68 86.37

(1.09) (1.06) (1.21)

Question 61 3.06 2.914 2.71 74.80

(1. 14) (1. 10) (1.07)

Question 86 3.90 4.05 3.49 66.13

(1.38) (1.29) (1.59)

Question 71 3.3 15 3.07 2.59 59.01

( 1.21) (1.18) (1 . 11)
Question 32 3.42 3.39 3.30 53.46

(1.02) (1.09) (1. 12)

Question 64 3.34 2.93 2.61 ~48.87

(1. 31) (1 .21 )  (1 .33)
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Question 62 3.02 2.65 2.73 45.02

(1.1 9) ( 1. 14) (1 .17)
Question 35 3.17 2.97 2.68 41.88

(1.01) (1.01) (1.05)

Question 27 3.33 3.24 3.13 39.19

(1.15) (1.10) (1 .12)
Question 79 3.46 3.01 2.69 37.07

(1.38) (1.41) (1.46)

Question 42 3.40 3.38 3.20 35.00

(1.02) (1.01) (1.09)

Question 55 3.75 3.46 3.08 33. 16

(1.25) (1.28) (1.37)

Question 20 3.2(4 2.93 2.81 31.54

(1. 19) (1. 18) (1 .17)
Question 60 2.38 2.20 2.24 30.06

(1.33) (1 .26 )  (1 .30)
Question 2 3.25 3.25 2.88 28.71

(1.02) (0.97) (1.06)

Question 72 2.90 2.71 2.41 17.51

(1.14) (1.13) (1.06)

Question 52 3.75 3.60 3.39 26.40

(1.28) (1.30) (1.56)

Question 22 3.36 3.12 2.89 25.141

(1. 19) (1. 15) (1.19)

Question 18 3.414 3.18 3.16 24.49

(1. 14) ( 1. 12) (1 .  18)
Question 25 3.35 3.25 3.00 23.65

( 1. 14) (1. 13) ( 1 . 1 7 )
Question 23 3.58 3.49 3.33 22.86

(1.07) (1. 10) (1. 14)

Question 8 2.90 2.63 2.17 22.12

(1.15) (1.09) (1.06)

Question 63 3.01 2.73 2.51 21.42

(1. 19) (1. 10) (1.11)
Question 88 1.14 1.10 1.06 20.76

(1. 19) (1 .12 )  ( 1 . 2 1 )
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Q uestion 75 3.30 3.08 2.78 20 .16
(1.18)  (1 .20)  (1 .20 )

Question 16 3.66 3.39 3.214 19.59

(1 .18) (1.20) (1.26)

Question 30 3.35 3.23 3.20 19.05

(1.03) (1.05) (1.08)

Question 78 2.91 2.84 2.49 18.55

(1. 31) (1 .36)  (1 .33)
Question 83 2.56 2.24 2.12 18.17

(1. 21) (1 .13)  (1 .13)
Question 45 3.78 3.73 3.79 17.72

(0.98) (0.95) (1.01)

Question 66 3.38 3.00 2.72 17.27

(1.13) (1.10) (1.13)

Question 15 3.95 3.72 3.67 16.85

(1. 15) (1.23) (1.214 )

Question 70 3.45 3.21 2.81 16.46

(1.11) (1.09) (1.16)
Question 214 3.98 3.86 3.78 16.07

(0.96) (0.90) (0.95)

Question 46 3.86 3.83 3.70 15.71

(0.90) (0.87) (0.95)

Question 4 14 3.52 3.38 3.29 15.36
(1.08) (1.05) (1.13)

Question 87 2.58 2.32 2.01 15.04

(1.29) (1.18) (1.13)

Question 36 3.43 3.32 3.11 14.71

(0.97) (0.95) (0.99)

Question 53 3.17 2.86 2.29 14.40

(1.28) (1.22) (1.21)

Question 10 2.85 2.67 2.29 114.1 0

( 1. 14) (1. 06) (1 .06 )
Question 9 2.74 2.48 2.19 13.82

(1 .17)  (1 . 08)  ( 1 . 0 6 )
Question 59 2.98 2.88 2.62 13.55

(1.09) (1.13) (1.15)
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Question 60 2.77 2.49 2.33 13.29

(1 .11)  (1.11) (1 .19)
Question 12 3.29 3.08 2.79 13.014

( 1. 014 ) (0 .97)  (1 .01)
Question 51 3.73 3.71 3.53 12.80

(1.09) (1.06) (1.15)

Question 84 2.77 2.63 2.55 12.57

(1.19) (1. 17) (1.23)
Question 33 3.21 3.03 2.82 12.34

(1.06 ) (1.08) (1 .11)
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