
F ~~ A D—A O75 721 BENDIX CORP Apti ARBOR NICK DEPT OF APPLIED SCIENCE A—ETC F~6 5~ iO
RESEARCH ON SOCIAL,PSYCHOt.OGICAL FACTORS UNDERLYING THE TOEA OF ETC (U)
MAY Th R 6 BAUER • R I STOUT DAHC IO—73—C—0036

IMCLASSIFIED Pt.

___rt’ut~ 1r3 t~~
__ _ _ _ _ _

— •

t~~~t :1
I_ i ______I

• mid __ _



• c ~ ~_____ 

L 
~~~ 2.2

I.’ ~ l1II~Intl ‘ ~25 IIIIIi•~ ~
Y I~E SOL UT I ON I I~~I CHAR I



___
~~

_
~~~-~w,_ 

~~~~~~~~~~ 
-. ____________

- 

_ _  _ _ _ _  ~~~ ~~ 1~
.

I $~
- /7/I

• ~i.i.4 RESEARCH ON

I SOCIALPSYCHOLOGICAL 
-

I FACTORS ~NDERLYING THE /

iDEA OF ~ISCIPLINE, J IF 2 
~~~~~~~~~ I -

~I L~~~~~~~ivj• 3~9o~

I /
I / CONCEPTUAL AND PREDICTIVE

I
~ODELS OF /I MU’IY UNIT DISCIPLINE~ 7

-• _,J

1 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ n o  cIi f lL,L J

Ronald G ~auer/ Ph D 
OCT 1~

I ~~~~~ t~~~~~~~~4Ph.D. L~~~~ J 1~L~
_) ‘1

I
• Q• May 1174 •~~~~~~~~~

-
~~~~~~~~(_) I 

- 
-. 2 ~~~~

U.i - 
~~~~ •

L&... TheLBendix Corpo-~ation
Aerospace Systems Division

~ pplied Science & Technology Dept .
3300 Plymouth Road

I Ann Arbor , Michigan 48107
0 

• / / ,-

•~~~~ 
/ 

-

~~~

‘
~~~~~~ _



DEPARTMENT OF TH~ ANMY
~~~~ 7~~i•

~~~
• A RI FIELD UNIT. BENNING

U. ~~~. A RMV HI.SLA RCH INSTITUTE FOR TH E BEHAVIORAL AND BOCIAL SCICNCU
, P0. BOX 2086. FOUT BENNING. GEORGIA 31005

1~LR i— 1J 8 August 1979

SUBJECt’: Sli i pmt~nL ~ I Uucuwenl  S

De t t~nsc 1)u~_ uiacil 1~1 I I tni Center.
Came ron St a t i o n
A lexandria , VA 2 2 3 1 4
ATTN: Sc led ion ~ (

~~ t ~i1 og i ng

The Document s i l l  t I ~c~ c sI)L piHefltS are approved for public release. The

distribution is unLii i i ied .

FOPS TilE cH iEF :

I
• 



Research on

~ Socialpsychological
Factors Underlying the

/ idea of Discipline

- 

I Volume ~ Conceptual and Predictiv e
Model s of
Army Unit Discipline

1~ Ronald G. Bauer, PhD
-, and

Robert L. Stout , PhD

May 1974

The Bendix Corporation
Aerospace Systems Division
Applied Science and Technology Department
3300 Plymouth Road
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48107

- -‘7

3 ( Bendix Aerospace
Systems Division

A



lv-

i ii
Bendix Aerospace Systems Division

Applied Science and T echrxology Department
• 3300 Plymouth Road

Ann Arbor , Michigan 48107

• -

H
RESEARCH ON SOCIALPSYCHOLOGICAIJ

FACTORS UNDERLYING THE

• 11 IDEA OF DISCIPLINE

VOLUME I

II Conceptual and Predictive 
Fcr ’

Models of Army Unit N~I S G ~ k/.~I K
Discipline Unaii~~ i~ c~~

~ I Ronald G Bauer , PhD 
—

I and ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Robert L. Stout, PhD

ii __2 __
~ ’

Dist. E~~:c~ a3.

Volume One of Two Volume F inal Repor t  Submitted to:

U. S. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences

1300 Wilson Boulevard

j  Arlington, Virg inia 22209

in accordance with

I Contract DAHC 19-73-C-0036
Modification P0000 1

May 1974

- -



I RhSEARCH ON SOC1ALPSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS
UNDERLYING THE IDEA OF DISCIPLINE

• BRIEF

‘.1
‘3 - Problem. --The primary objectives of this research were to ( 1 )  develop

and test conceptual and predictive models of Army discipline and ( 2 )  develop
demonstra l ly r eliable measures of unit discipline and its predictors that
may be used to help Army leaders empirically assess and manage discipline
in their commands.

z~;•~ J
Method and Procedures. --The approach taken in this inquiry was to

develop conc eptual and predictive models of discipline based on the per-

I ceptions of active-duty Army personnel and a review of related research.
Army personnel perceptions were obtained through in-depth interviews
with a wide-range sample of active-duty officers and enlisted men in
commands located in the United State s and Europe. To obtain data to test
the conceptual and predictive models of discipline, a que stionnaire was
administered to a sample of more than 1500 non-corn.missioned officers
and enlisted men at installations in the United States and Europe. The

B mea sures of discipline and its predictor s wer e developed using Guttman-
Lingoes non-metric scaling techniques, including smallest space analysis

• (non-metric factor analysis). Predictive models of Army unit discipline
were tested using multiple regression.

f Results. --Nonmetric factor analysis indicates that there are  three
distinguishable components of military unit discipline; unit performance,
appearance, and conduct; and three scales are developed to measure these

• aspects of discipline. Factor analysis and other techniques also led to two
scales for measuring di f ferent  aspects of leadership, as well as scales to
moasure esprit d’corps, attitudes toward military work role, racial dis-
crimination, both within the unit and in general , and an index to measure
the availability of recreational facilities. The three discipline scales,
the two leadership scales, and the esprit dt corps scale are shown to be
valid, with the possible exception of the second leader hip scale, by
comparison of scores f rom respondent s in non-elite and elite units.
Other scale s and indices were  also developed in connection with sub-
sidiary ana lyses .

ii
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Multiple linear regression analyses show that unit performance can

be strongly predicted by scales measuring esprit d’corps, leadership,
satisfaction with military work role, quality of living quarters, and

is availability of recreation. The factors which are associated with good
- unit performance vary among different types of units.  F~ r combat units,

esprit d~corps , leadership, and satisfaction with work role are the best
~~ predic tors, in that order.  For support unit s, esprit d’corps is also the

best predictor, although not as strong as for combat units, followed by
satisfaction with military work role, leadership, availability of recreational
facilities, and satisfaction with living quarters. For training units, leader-
ship is the strongest predictor, followed by qua lity of living qua rters and
esprit d’corps.

Unit appearance is considerably less predictable than unit perform-
ance for combat and support units. However , esprit d’corps and leadership

I I are its best predictors. There does not appear to be a di stinguishable unit
I appearance dimension for training units.

~~ Unit conduct, a measure of how willingly unit members obey their
leaders, is best predicted by esprit d’corp s, the degree of racial di s-
criznination in the unit, satisfaction with military work role, and , to a

(I 
small extent, by general racial discrimination and leadership in th~- soldiers ’
environment. Unit conduct is less pr edictable than unit performance and
more predictable than unit appearance.

Discussion and Conclusions. --These findings are discussed in terms
• of their implications for public policy and future research needs. The

results of the inquiry have important policy implications, for they
demonstrate that Army unit discipline can be reliably measur ed and , to
a great  extent, predicted by measures  of environmental pheonoinena . It
is important to note that these environmental circum stances are subj ect to
development and change by the application of Army management programs
and pract ices .  Some of the specific steps that may be taken to improve

• Army unit discipline through environmental change are discussed.

J It is deemed imperative that fur ther  research  be undertaken to test ,
in the field , the conceptua l and predictive models of discipline developed

• throug h this inquiry .  It is important to know to what extent these models
may vary when app lied to commissioned officer populations, as well as

:1
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to different types of military units. The models should be validated byIa I comparing the attitudinal data from which they were developed with
- actual observed behavior . And the acquired measures of discipline and

its predictors should be app lied to units in the field to test the feasibility
• of employing these instruments as management tools to diagnose and irn-

• prove Army discipline.

j.
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INTRODUCTION

THE PROBLEM

• During the mid- 1960’ s , as the Army became increas ingly involved in
Indochina , mil i tary delinquenc y began to r ise  to unprecedented levels. B y4 1 • 

~97 1 , Arm’j commanders  worldwide c oul d e:~~ect one out of ev e r y  f our
soldiers to go AWOL or dese r t  (Congressional  Quar ter l y Weec ly Rep ort ,
1972 , p. 392) .  Dese r t ion  rates  were  the hi ghest recorded s inc e the Pentagon
began ke ep ing these  s tat is t ic s dur ing  World War II. The ra tes  we re , at thi s
point , over three t imes g rea te r  than the highest  levels reached dur ing  the
Korean War and nearl y double those of the peak years  of World War U.

j  There were similar increases  in the rates of cour t s -mar t ia l, non-judicia l
punishment s , and less-than-honorable d i scharges.  Whereas 47 soldiers

-• 

per thousand received non-judic ial punishment in the f ir s t  quarter  of 1965 ,
62 per thousand rece ived  such punishment during the same quarter in 1972.
Over the same period , less-than-honorable discharge rate s ro se  f rom 2.7
to 11. 1 per thousand. 1

The state of Army discip line was not only reflected in official  statis-
t i c s  based on absenteeism and judic ial decis ions.  Confirmed f ragg ing  m c i-
dent s rose f rom a rate of eight per month in 1969 to 19 a month by lat e 1971
(Congressional  Quarte rl y, 1973 , p. 393).  In add ition to fragging incident s,
the Army continued to be plagued by group refusals  to obey orders , demon-
strations by its members , rac ial conflicts , illic it drug usage,  alc oholism,

• 
- -  

and other patterns of mil i tary delinquency.

By 1974 , Defense Department statist ic s indicated delinquenc y prob-
lems in the Army might be lessening.  1 But they also indic ated that court -
martial, non-judicial  punishment, AWOL, and deser t ion rates were still at
exceptionally high levels. And racial c onflict , illic it drug usage , alcohol-
ism , and absentee ism cont inued to th rea ten  Army c ontrol over its personnel
and, henc e , its ability to per form its miss ion.

This malaise led Army leaders  to seek to develop new pol ic ies  and
programs  to improve discip line. However , these new step s generated a
wid range of both pos i t ive  and negat ive reac t ions  among those who had to
imp lement them. And it soon became apparent that there  was a need to
dev~1op a means by which the state of Army d i sc i pline could be empiric all y
a s s e s s e d  and managed.

Un~’ 1ass i f ied data provided b y Offic e of the Deput y Chief of Staff (Personnel),
Department  of the Army,  Pentagon.

— • ---- -~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~~~~~~ - - - _ - -  -—

~~
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Leaders involved in managing the Army ’s human resources recog-
nized that before the problem of Army discipline could be accurately as-

• s essed  and dealt with, there must f i r s t  be agreement on what mi l i ta ry
discipline is. Without a common c onc eptualization, views on the state of

T discipline and its det erminant s would continu e to be plagued by individual
• b i a s e s , and leaders  woul d not know what is being measured .  Th-~re was

also a realization that there  was little c ommon agreement on what the deter-
rninant s (or p r e d i c t o r s )  of d isc i pline or indiscipline are. Thus , t h e r e  was
c onflict among Army leaders as to what steps should be taken to maximize
d i s c i pline levels in today ’ s Army.

This resea rch  project was born out of this m ilieu, and is a result  of
the Army ’s recognit ion of these problems. From the beg inning, it has had
three  major objectives. The f i r s t  was to develop a conc eptual definition of
disc ipline as that idea is understood in today ’s Army. The second was to
ident if y those phenomena that social scientists and active dut y Army per-
sonnel perceive to be the princ ipal soc ial psychological indic ators and
determinants of d i sc ip line in today ’s Army. After  the accomplishment of
these two objective s , the third objective was to conduct empirical  research
to develop demonstrably reliable measures  of discipline and its p red ic to rs
that can be used in a survey feedback sys tem to assess  and maximize Army

r 
disc ip line.

These object ives have been accomplished. The purpose of thi s report
i : ~ t o  desc r ibe  the previous research, theory,  methods , procedures , and

~mp irica1  result s used pursuant  to these objectives and to d i scuss  the re-
su l t s in t er m s  of their  implic ations for public polic y and fu ture  research

T
R \~~~ W OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Pr~~’. j ous  r - s e a r c h  on top ics related to military d i sc i pline hav e gen-
r ,d l y f o c u s e d  on the mil itary deviant and his individual cha rac te r i s t i c s .

b ’-cause  AWOL (absenc e without leave for less  than thir t y days)  is the pre-

~( : ~unant  form of mil i ta ry  del inquenc y, nost research  ef for t s have been
d i r s -c -t cd toward identif y ing the predictc s of absenteeism in the Armed

— - F o rr e s .  A r view of the result ing l i te rature  reveal s a great  deal of dup-
l i cat ion,  both wi thin  and between the armed services.  This is apparentl y
the product  of a genera l  lack of communic ation between var ious  agencies
sponsor ing  r e sea rch  on mil i tary delinquency,  as well as a lack of c ont in-
u i t y  in i n s t i t u t i ons  and personnel engaged in this area of social inquiry.
The lack of c ontinuity and c ommunic ations between ins t i tu t ions  and per-
sorinel is par t ia l ly  the result of the cyclic al nature  of inquir ies  on mil i tary

-I’ ’
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delinquency. As noted by McCubbin and others, (1971 , p. 6). “Research
on the military offender has occurred in cycles , with the greatest emp hasis
appearing in t imes of major c onfl ic ts . ” Between wars , r e s e a r c h  on th~

• et iology of military delinquenc y is reduced considerably.

Desoit e the lack of c ontinuity and dup lic ation of effo rt in r esea rc h on
• mJ l it ary  del inquency,  several t rends  are  d iscernible .  Emp i r ic al re ;t - arch

on the causes of mil itary devianc y essentially began during World War It.
Resea rche r s  during the 1940’ s basic ally focused the i r  attention on in d iv idua l
charac ter i s t ics , such as levels of maturi ty ,  educ ation , marita l s ta tus ,
civi lian ar res ts  and convictions , path of rec ruitment int o the mi l i t a ry  3cr -
vic e, and psychopathic or psychoneurotic t rai ts .  The works of Stouffer and

• Otness (1946), Manson and Grayson (1946), LaGrone (1947), Feldman and
• Maleski (1948), Davis et al. (1945), Schneider et al. ( 1944), and Bromberg

et al. (1945) are representative of most empirical research per formed
during the period.

Research on individual character is t ics in relation to mil i tary delin-
quenc y continued through the early 1950’s. From these studies , the miii-
tary offender began to emerge as more than likely to have (1) less than a

I 4 hi gh school educ ation , (2) a his tory of t ruancy and civilian a r res t s, (3)
poor civilian job performance,  (4) an unstable home environment while
growing up, (5) entered the servic e voluntarily rather than have been drafted ,

j  and (6) a neurotic hatred of authorit y f i gu re s  and the military service.

There was also, at this t ime , some interest in environmental fac tors
affecting military delinquency. French (1951) found that a naval recruit ’s
sociometric status within his t raining c ompany is related negatively and
si gnific antly to his tendenc y to commit mili tary offenses .  Similarl y,
Chr i s t i e  et al. (1952) reported that the proximity of the Army recruit ’s
home to his basic t ra in ing camp was inverse l y related to his abil i ty to
adjust  to Army life and perform well. Finan et al. (1958) reported that
among Army enlisted personnel , men in a transient status between as si gn-
merit s or commands were more likel y to go AWOL than soldiers  in tegra ted
int o regular  units (Cf. Hauser , 1973 , pp. 93-95) . Not surpr i s ingly , they
also found that imminent assi gnment to c ombat duty also contr ibuted to
AWOL , and that soldiers with “famil y problems” were more likel y to go
AWOL than soldiers with no problems at home. Finan et al. also t ouched

• • on a variable that had previously rece ived  little emp irical  i nves t iga t ion
as a possible  determinant of delinquenc y — percept ions  of leadership.
They found that a perceived lack of personal  in teres t  by unit l eaders  con-
t r ibu ted  to mi l i tary  delinquency. This stud y marked a beginning in effort s
to assess  emp iricall y the impact of organizational variables , suc h as per-
c -ived l eader sh ip, on Army delinquency. 
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~~ Dur ing  the late 1950’ s and earl y 1960’ s , many r e s e a r c h e r s  c ontin-
ued the t a sks  of measu r ing  the re la t ionsh ips  between mi l i t a ry  delinquenc y
and social background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and/or psych ia t r i c  jud gment s , with4 the ul t imate hope of developing a p r e d i c t o r  of individual  mi l i ta ry  delinquenc y
that  c ould be used as a device for sc reen ing  pot ential devian t s f rom the
Armed  Forces .  However , it was becoming more apparent that social back-

• 
~~:~ d in f o r m a t i on  alone would not suff ic e is ~ ha~~j s fo r  p r ~~dict~r.~ mili:ar~r

del inquency .  As noted b y Ryan , in t he c onclus ion  of h i s  a na ly s i s  u~ per-
formanc e of Fort Dix b~~ ic trainees , (1~~~S. pp. ll 7 - l l~~),

c aution must be observed in j u d g i n g  the importanc e of
c e r t a in  soc ial background data in relation to p er f o r m a n c e .
Although there are s ta t i s t ically s ignif ic ant re lat ionship s
between such factors  as broken homes , poor school attend-
anc e, civil cr ime etc. (sic) and substandard per formanc e,
these relationships were generall y subtle and by no means
exclusive. Most subjects with pathological social background
histories  were sa t i s fac tory  soldiers .

The futility of seeking to prevent the entranc e of potential  delinquents
int o the mil i tary based solel y on t e s t s  and psychiat r ic c r i t e r i a  was also
becoming apparent (Lang, 1965, p. 858; and Ginzburg et a1.~ 1959). In a
1964 report on a four-year  Navy effor t  to develop a p r e d i c t o r  of m i l i t a ry
performance based on psychiatr ic  in te rv iew data , fo r  example , Plag (1964)
reported that the Navy ’s psychiatr ic  sc reening  interview, as cur ren t l y con-

• ducted , had little predict ive value. A year later , Flag and Arthur (1965)
confirmed Piag’s previous findings based on the i r  effor t  to predic t  unsuit-
ability among naval rec ruits .  They concluded that the Navy p sych i a t r i c

• ~~~
. screening system they tested had s ta t is t ical  validit y but had l imited prac-

tical value because over 70 percent of the recruit s psychiatric ally j udged
to be unsuit able for  naval servic e us ing  the sc reen ing  sys tem subsequent l y
evidenced sa t i s fac to ry  adjustment  to Navy l i f e .

During the rn id- 1950’ s and l960 ’ s , with inc reas ing  evidenc e that
social background variables alone would not provide adequat e p r e d i c t o r s
for screening potential mil i tary o f f e n d e r s  f rom among rec ru i t s , res ea rcher s
began to plac e grea ter  emphasis on personal i t y cha rac t e r i s t i c s to disc rim -
m ate between potential mi l i tary  o f f e n d e r s  and n o n - o f f e n d e r s .  This in-
c r e a s e d  emphasis  on personality t r a i t s merged with a se r i e s  of inves t iga-
t ions  that led to the development of several  se l f - r epo r t  pe rsona l i t y iriven-
to r ies  c ontaining scales cap able of d i sc r imina t ing  between de l inquen t s  and

~1t
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I
non-delinquent s in both c ivilian and mil i tary samples (Gough , 1954; Peter-
son , Quay , and Cameron , 1959; Gordon , 1960; Gordon , 1961; Quay and
P~tcrson , 1964; Knapp, 1963; Knapp, 1964; Kr is tiansen and Larson , 1967).

Unfortunately, these personality measures did not provide an opera-

:1 • tHr ’~al basis  fo r  scr i ~ening  po t e r~tia 1 delinquent s from the armed se rv ices,
e :~ n when  combined  with pe r t i - i e r ~t social baek~ round in fo rma t ion  (Gunde r son .

• unda ted ;  Gund erson  and B allard , undated; Larson and Kr ist i ansen , 1967).
a considerable  amount of ~sli pp age U , the measu re s  tended  to

s c ree n  out an undue number of recru i t s who were subsequentl y found to be
i~on -o~f~~~d e r s  an d r •~asonabl y well ad jus t ed  to mi l i t a ry  l i fe .  Based on their
effor t  to predict  delinquency among Army recruit s , using three scales de-
r ive d  from the U n i v e r s i t y  of Illinois Personal Op inion Stud y and one scale
derived from previous  Army research,  Larson and Kris t iansen (1969, p. iii)
c oncluded:

“Taken toge ther  wi th  s imi la r  f indings on the predict ions of
• mi l i t a ry  o f fenses  during two years of service, these f indings

should discourage effort s to predict individual discipl inary
offenses  on the basis  of individual soldier charac ter i s t ics on

• 4 ent ry  to mi l i ta ry  service.

In the lat e 1960’ s , s everal r e sea rche r s  involved in etiologic al in-
qu i r i e s  on mil i tary delinquenc y d i rec ted  the i r  attention to examining the
impact  of var ious  environmental st imuli on mi l i t a ry  del inquency.  Reports
f r o m  the Wakeoff Research Center  revealed that soc ial isolation did not
h av e  an apparent effect  on mil i tary performanc e (Goldstein et al. , 1968).
On the other hand , Watson (1969) repor ted  that the lack of a f t e r - d u t y  re-
c r ea t i on  fac i l i t ies,  un i t -or ien ted  ac t iv i t i es , uni t - in tegr i ty, and proper
dut y ass ignment s, all contributed to the number of AWOL of fenses .

These studies and the continuing fai lure of other scholars to develop
ef f i c i en t  and reliable predic tors  of mi l i t a ry  delinquenc y based on individual
ch a r a c t e r i s t i c s  led some r e sea rche r s  to call for the inclusion of environ-
menta l  var iab les  int o the l i s t  of p r e d i c t o r s .  McCubbin et al. (1971 , p. 8),
for  example , s ta ted:

“The individual  fac tors  which wer e  f i r s t  thought to be signi-
f icant  in a t tempt ing  to p red ic t  those individuals  who may be-

1~ 
corn m i l i t a r y  deviant s , as f a r  back as the r e c r u i ter  level.
have  proved to be quit e u n s a t i s f a c t o r y . ”

j~i. 
_ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

__________________ ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Thus , they concluded that research desi gned to develop predictors of
AWOL offenses must take int o account the situation and leadership climat e
in which the soldier lives , as well as persona l i ty  and back ground character-
ist ics. In the i r  subsequent researc h on the relation between AWOL of fenses
and individual and environmental charac te r i s t i c s , McCubbin et al. (ibid)
found that among 24 c ompany -s ized  unit s in four  m aj o r  geo~~raohicalI y di-
v er s e  Army ins taU ations , “low-AWOL’  unit s w e r e  4 e n er a i l y c har a c t er i z e d
by their  members,\having more posit ive percept ions  of and g r e a t e r  satisfac-
t iori with their  leadership,  j ob s i tua t ion , opportuni t ies  for  p rom ot ion , and
the availability of recreat ional  faci l i t ies .  Low-AWOL units  were  also found -•

to be c h a r a c t e r i z ed by greater  p rob lem-so lv ing  ac t iv i t i e s  b y ag en c i e s  such
as the Jud ge Advocat e General , the Ment al Hygiene Consultation Service,
and the Inspector General , as well as hi gh unit morale, low personnel  tur-

-‘ bulence due to transfe r, less racial conflict, less illicit drug usage and
alc oholism, less encouragement of members by peers  to go AWOL , and
less  experienc e of members with punishment s for previous mil i tary offen-
ses.

~1 There are still occasional research  report s indic ating a c ontinuing
effo rt by researchers to develop and test personality measures and to use
social background indic ators as predic tors  of mil i tary ef fec t iveness  and
delinquency (Berbig lia, 1971; Fraas and Fox, 1972; Frass, 1972; Mahan
and Clum, 1971; Clurn and Mahan, 1971; Drucker and Schwartz, 1973).
But the fact remains that the majorit y of “potential mil itary offenders ” ,
as designated by various personal i ty and bac k ground cha rac te r i s t i cs, per-
form acceptably well and do not c ommit mi l i tary  offenses af ter  they e~ ter
the various armed serv ices .

~ I 
It should be noted that the search for  personal i ty  and back ground pre-

d ic to r s  of m i l i t a ry  delinquenc y has provided valuable insights into the na-
t u r e  of the m i l i t a r y  delinquent , p a r t i cu l a r l y the AWOL o f f e n d e r .  This typ e
of r e s e a r c h  has also demonstra ted the n c c c s s a r y  complexit y of a causal
model of mi l i ta ry  delinquency,  as well as the n e c e s s i t y  of searching for
now p r e d i c t o r s  if we are  to begin to unde r s t and  and manage mi l i t a ry  delin-

•1 
quency .  But it is t ime to beg in to examine more closel y the environmental
char ac t e r i s t i c s that may i nfluenc e m i l i t a r y  behavior , for  it is apparent
that  personal ity and p r e v i o u s  background experienc e exp lain little of the
v a r i a n c e in m i l i t a ry  behavior .  Environmental  phenomena may, in fact ,

* p lay  a c r i t i c a l  role in account ing  for  mi l i t a ry  del inquency.

a
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Several recent studies indic at e that taking an environmental approach
to the etiology of mil i tary delinquency is likely to be f ru i t fu l .  In a rec ent
effor t  to account for variation in reenl is tment  rates  aboard Navy shi ps ,
Drexler and Bowers (1973) found that the ra te  of reenl is tment  can be p r o -

1 dicted by organizational variables such as perc eptions of supe rv i so ry  be-
j  - havior , as well as sa t i s fac t ion  with s u per v i . ;o r s . r e e r s , o p p o r t u n i t ie s  fo r

adva ncement , and ass igned du t i e s .  In concluding the i r  r epo r t , ij r ex ie r
ar.d Bowers (ibid. , p . l 3 )  not e that , g iven the apparent ut i l i ty  of the organi-
zat ional  approach , fu ture  r e sea rch  should also inves t iga te  the  r ela t ionships
between organizat ional  cha rac te r i s t i c s and othe r c r i t e r i a , includin g the

• qualit y of unit per formanc e, c onfl icts , and disc ip l ina ry  a ct i o n s .  James
and 1-lornick ( 197 3) ,  based on their  ongoing analy s i s  of the relat ionships
between various criteria and situational, organizational, and individual
characteristic s of Navy commands, report that a favorable organizational
climate, as indic ated by positive perceptions of leadership, job , work
group, and organizational characterist ic s, is positively and signific antly

f related to intent to reenlist , sat isfact ion with the Navy, promotion rates ,
and other related cri teria.  Holz and Gitter (1974) reported that a post’s
physic al isolation or its proximity to an urban area have a si gnif icant  im-
pact on its members ’ perc eptions of quality of life in the Army,  and that
levels of sat isfact ion with opportunities for advancement, hair-cut regula-
t ions , dail y work , and degree of equal treatment for  soldiers of d i f fe r ing
racial  anc e stry all served as significant predictors of intent to pursue an
Army career .  Thus , it is more than apparent that there is a need for  fur-

T ther  research to identif y the environmental predictors of m i l i t a ry  behavior
s inc e environmental and part ic ularly organizational cha rac t e r i s t i c s are
subject to management and change. If measures  of mi l i tary  unit d iscipline
can be developed , merged with eff icient  survey feedback systems, and

J used to ident if y and minimize discip lin e problems, this new p ath of inquiry
will be more than jus t i f ied .  Tt will take mi l i t a ry  l eaders  out of the realm
of t r y ing to limit mi l i tary  deiinquenc y th rough select ion p r o c e s s e s  and in to

• 
the f ield of human resource  management where  tac t ic al uni t  l e a d e r s  can

• take posit ive actions to maximize d i sc ip line in thei r  commands .

:i
~~
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES

A P P R O A C H

I • R : ’se a r ch -~ r s p e r f o r m i n g  etiolog ical  i n q u i r i e s  conce rn in g  mi l i tary
c L j ~iue dave  g e n e r al l y used oizicial j udgments  as evidenced b y mi l it a ry

ar r e s t s , c onvic t ions , less -than -honorable d i scharges , and inst i tut ionaliza-
cio n  as t h e i r  disci pline c r i t e r i a .  This approach has severa l  w e a k n e s s e s .
I i r $ t , there a re  individual cha rac t e r i s t i c s , such as rank , that may af fec t
~~L)ch the likelihood that  the soldier  will commit a c r ime and the probabil i ty

I ~ that  the indiv idual  will be charges , conv icted , imprisoned and/or discharged
for  a cr ime.  The problem is analogous to that confront ing students of

I juvenile  de l inquency  where socio -economic biases relate to police and
punishment  procedure s , as well as the likelihood that an individual will
commit a delinquent act .

A second inheren t  weakness in previous etiological research  on military
disc ip line in which o f f e n d e r s  and n o n - o f f e n d e r s  have been identified according
to of f ic ia l  administrat ive or punitive judgments  has been the tendency for
researchers to fai l  to account  for  the possible e f f ec t~~’~nstitutiona1ization
process may have on military prisoners or correctional trainees . The
di f f e r e n c e s  in sentiments found between o f f e n d e r s  and n o n - o f f e n d e r s  may
be the produc t of the exper iences  the mi l i t a ry  of f ende r  encounters  af ter  he
has been cha rged , convicted , sentenced , and incarcera ted .

A third weakness in the use of off icial  punitive jud gments  as c r i t e r i a
• to d is t inguish between d isc i p l ined  and indisc i p lined troops resu l t s  f r o m  the

if’ r~~str ic t ions  this p laces on the c onceptual  def ini t ion of discip line that may be
used in the i n q u i r y .  Many A r m y p e r s o n n e l  c ommonly perceive discipline
t:  he a b e h av i o r a l  c o n s t r u c t  i n c o r p o r a ~ in~z bot h c o n f o r m i n g  and non - con f o rm i ng

1 p~~t te rns  of behav ior .  In othe r words , t hey p e r c e i v e  there  to be ‘ posi t ive ’
- i n d i c a t o r s  of d isc i p line , suc h as o u t s t a n d i n g  job p e r f o r m a n c e  as well as

7 
cega tive ” i nd i c a t o r s , suc h as i n su b o r d i n a t i o n .  In sh ur t , there  is a need for

• a discip line .r i t e r i o n  that  is based on con fo rming , as ~vel I as non-conforming
be hav io r .

“~ A f in a t  u e a kn e s s  i n h e r e n t  in the use of o f f i c i a l  puni t ive  ac t ions  as dis -
i p l ine  c r i t e r i a  is that  it pe rmi t s  the r e s e a r c h e r  to develop c r i t e r i a  that

a re based on ev idence  of onl y the mor e  ex t reme  pa t t e rns  of del inquent

.4

A J
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1~ behavior .  It does not permit  the researcher to conduct causal inquiries
into the more common but less extreme forms  of mil i tary delinquency such
as shirking of duties , fa i lure  to resp ond readi ly  to d i rec t  o rde r s , fa i lure
to per form well without supervis ion  and so on. These pa t t e rn s  of behavior
a r e  important contr ibutors  to poor unit pe r fo rmance  and , the re fore , dese r ve
emp i r ical  an alv3is  in their  own r igh t .  But more  im o or t a nt , these  pa t te rns  • -

of less delinquent behavior are of t e n  the harb ingers  of g r e a t e r  disc ip iine
p rob lems .  C r i t e r i a  based on police and pun itive actions fail  to enable mi l i ta ry
lea’~er s  to f o r e s e e  t r ends  in less  devian t behavior that  may be u sed to
predic t - and thus allow leaders  to p r even t  - the outbreak  of serious indis-
ci p tine.  And , a.i noted ea r l i e r , there  is an impor tan t  and recogn ized  need
for  a measure of mil i tary unit discip line that  can be coup led with a surve y
feedback system and used to identif y potential  discip line problem areas on
an ongoing basis in specific units and commands. Such a tool is essential
if military leaders are to beg in to minimize the massive expenditures  made
eac h year to support mil i tary invest igatory,  legal , judicial , confinement,
and correctional  activities.

In summary, a cent ra l  we akness of previous  etiological r e sea rch  on
mil i tary  delinquency has been the tendency for  researchers to use discipline
cr i t e r i a  based on summaries of official punitive actions taken against  military
delinquents . By taking this approach , r e sea rche r s  have not provided military
fie ld commanders - who have the most potential  for  prevent ing mil i tary •
delinquency - with the means to detect , diagnose , and t r ea t  discipline prob-
lems before they result in gross delinquent behavior and necessitate taking

7 official  punitive actions.

A centra l  f ea tu re  of the approach taken in this inquiry,  t h e r e f o r e , has
been to develop measures  of mili tary di scip line that are  not based on official
punitive ac tions , but ra ther  on the ercept ions  of the men in the units who
a r e most  aw~~ Lclisc-iphne problem and se n s ~ ‘u’. e to ei7~ a~iT~~ T The
in~t~ nt is to develop disc ipline c r i t e r i a  that are  not  onl y conceptua l ly  in corn-
p liance with the Army ’ s unders tanding  of the disci p line c on ce p t , but also
u s e f u l  as a basis for  develop ing a disci p line measu re  that may be used as

‘1 a managemen t  tool to enable field commanders  to de tec t , diagnos e , and
t r e a ;  d iscipline problems in thei r  commands .  The emp hasis  he re  is on
D r v1~~ing p reve ntive r a the r  than punit ive  means  of con t ro l l i ng  A r m y  disc i pline .

—1

— — - —  - • -
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A second major feature of the approach taken in this inqui ry  is that it
is bas ica ll y induc tive. The r e se a r c h e r s  sought to develop an etiological
model of A r m y  discipline that was not based solely on thei r  own precon-
cep tions or those of othe r r e s e a r c h e r s  in the field . In stead , the intent
was to develop a conceptualization of mili tary discipline and a model of its

~~ inc ipal so c io -p sych o log ical . in d iu i or s  and de~er rn inaa~s t hat u t±l iz ~~s ~ne
exper t i se  of a ct i ve -du ty  A r m y  per~~onneI.  To this end , a m ajor  port ion of
th~ r e s ea r c h e f f o r t  descr ibed in this r e p o r t  w a s  an i n -d e r t h  i nt e r v i ew  sum-
v oy  of Army p e r so n n e l to gain the n e c e s s a r y  ins ights  into Ar m y  percept ions
of discip line and its de t e rminan t s .

A third  major f ea tu re  of the approach taken in this  inqu i ry  has been
to seek to develop measures  of d i sc i p line and its p red ic to rs  based on sub-
jective rather  than non-subject ive  data. R ather than t r y  to obtain objective
measures  of d i sc ipline and i ts  determinant s , the researchers sought to
develop measures  of subjective pe rceptions of these phenomena. This
approach was taken in o rder  that the measures  mi ght eventually be coupled
with survey feedback sys tems and used as organizat ional  development tools
by Army managers .

Anothe r cen t ra l  f e a t u r e  of the approach taken in this inquiry is that the
.~~~ r e s e a r c h e r s  did not assume the princ ipal social p sycholog ic al phenomena

they sought to conceptualize and measure  were  unidirnensional .  The majori ty
o f r e sea rche r s  develop ing conceptual  defini t ions and measures  of political
and socialpsychologic al c o n s t r u ct s  have tended to p e r s i s t  in a s s u m i n g  the
structure of the phenomena they attemp t to def ine  and measure  are unidimen-
sional.  Some scholars , h oweve r , have shown that many psycholog ical
cons t ruc t s  previously assumed to be unidimensional  a re , in f ac t , multi -
dimensional. Brown and Tay lor ( 1 9 7 2 ) ,  for  example , in an ar alysis of
concept  fo rma t ion  in the social sc iences , p rov ided  evidence that  conservat i sm,
a~ a psycho log ica l  c on s t r u c t , may  bes t  be des .  r i h e d  as hav ing  severa~.
d imensions ra the r  than one as or ig ina l ly  p r e s c r i b ed  b~ ~~cClosk y ( 19 5B ) .
There fore , when the desi gn b r  the p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  was deve lop ed , it

Ti was viewed as poss ible , and indeed  likely ,  tha t  mi l i t a ry  d i s c i p line would
be a multidimensional  cons t ruc t  and t ic -  scale c o n s t ru c t i o n  d e s i gn  and pro-

ed ure s  used in this inqu i ry  were  developed a c c o r d in g ly .

A f ina l  c e nt r a l  f e a t u r e  of the approach  taken in th is  i n q u i r y  ~va~ the
resea rche r s ’ d e s i r e  to de lin’ ate env i ronmenta l ,  as we l l  as indiv idual  phen-
emenon that  may  have impac t  on A r m y  disci p line . In order to develop a
co mp lete mocL~ of mi l i t a ry  d isc i p line ari d its d e t e r m i n a n t s , individual
p henomena , suc h as basic p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s ti c s  and social  backg r ound

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~
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I,
exper iences , were included in the anal ysis , but environmental  features
such as leadership behavior and quality of life features were also taken
into account.  This aspect  of the approach taken in this p ro jec t  was basic -
ally a product  of the r e s e a r c h e r s ’ review of re~~ted l i terature  repor ted

~~ earlie r which revealed that individual character is t ics  do not exp lain a
su f f i c i en t  amount of varianc e in mi l i tary  delinquency to be useful  in e f f o r t s
to e::plain and p red ic t Army di~ ci p iine .

DATA COLLECTION

A Review of Official Regulat ions  arid Pol icy S ta tements .  — To develop
a conceptualization of military discipline , the r e s e a r c h e r s  f i r s t  reviewed
official regulations and policy statements describing mili tary disc ip line as

f the concept is used in the various branches of the U.S. Armed Forces. The
purpose of this review was to identif y the various ways the term discipline
is used in the American military, ari d thus provide a perspective for  con-
cep tualizing the term as it is used in today ’s Army.

The results of this review indicated that there is little consensus  either
within or between the various Armed Forces  on the meaning of the term dis-
cipline. Various official and semi-official  sources define military discipline
as being either a pat tern of behavior that ref lects  conformity to p resc r ibed
mil i tary norms , attitudes that predispose soldiers to conform to these

d prescribed norms, or training or p~~iishment that causes soldiers to con-
fo rm to prescr ibed  norms.

An example of the behavioral definition is found in the Army Officer ’ s
Guide which describes military discipline as “.. . an intelligent, willing, and
cheerfu l  achievement of assigned mission or comp liance with orders ’ (Crocke r ,
1971 , p. 2 81) .  Similarly, an official  Soldie r ’s Guide sugges t s  that disci p line
is the ‘ . . . s ta te  of o rde r  and obedience  among mil i tary p e r s o n n e l  resu l t ing
f rom training (U. S. Depar tment  of the A r m y ,  1961 , p. l 3~~).

A typ ical attitudinal definit ion is o f fe red  in a Depar tment  of the Ar m y
Field Manual which define s disci p line as an individual or group attitude
t h c t  insures  promp t obedience to o r d e r s  and ini t iat ion of appropr ia te  action
in the absence of o rde r s  [ and]  . .  . a state of mind that produces a readiness
to r  willing and intel l igent  obedience and appropr i a t e  conduct ’ (U .  S. Depar tment

I ~ of the A r m y ,  1965 , p. 27) .  More r ecen t l y ,  the Depar ~~nent  of the A r m y  Legal
Guide  for  Commanders  used a def in i t ion  quoted f rom a Congress iona l  epor t

LI
1
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which describes military discipline as being “.. . a state of mind which lead s
to a willingness to obey an order no matter how unpleasant the task to bej  p e r f o r m e d . . . ” ( U . S .  Department  of the Army , 1972, p. 1-1). Comparable
definit ions of mili tary discip line as an attitudinal phenomenon are  also found
in Air Force  and Navy re fe rence  materials . (Heflin , 1956 , p. 169 and
Noel ,  1959, p. 127-128) .

The use of the term discip line to descr ibe  either t ra ining or coerc ive
3 a~~:ions taken to cause soldiers  to c o nfo r m  to p r e sc r i b e d  no rms  is fa r  less

common in official  publications and po licy statements . However , it is
n ccas ionally found in l i te ra ture  descr ibing policies and. pract ices lxi mil i tary
confinement facilitie s (McMahon , 1962 , p. 45; MacCormick, 1945 , p. 7) .

In summary, there is no apparent consensus among military wr i t e r s
and policy-makers concerning the use of the term discipline . In lig ht of
thi s finding , it became apparent  that to develop a conceptualization of mil itary
discipline as the concept is understood in today ’s Army ,  it would be n e ce s s a ry
to turn to field interviews as a second source of guidance.

Field Interviews. — As noted above , to assure  the development of a
• c onceptualization and etiological model of discip line as that comp lex phen-

omenon is understood by the Army, the researchers conducted a se ri es of
in-dep th interviews of active -duty Army personnel to determine what o f f i c e r s
and enlisted men in today ’s Army perceive discipline and its determinants  to
be. This interview program began with a series of unstructured d iscuss ions
with A r m y  of f icers  and civilian personne l  in the U. S. Depar tment  of the A rmy,
the U.S .  Army Research Institute for  the Behavioral and Social Sciences ,
and the U. S. Army War College. From the information ga thered  during these
discussions , it was possible to define an interview samp le and develop an
uns t ruc tu red  in-depth interview format  for  pre tes t ing .

The object ives of the interviews were to de t e rmine :  ( 1 )  how the inter  -
viewees defined discip line , (2)  what they perceived its p r inc ipal indica tors
to be , and (3)  what they perceived its major de te rminan t s  to be. The inter-
view resul ts  were intended to guide the r e s e a r c h e r s  in the i r  e f f o r t s  to de-

4 velop a se ll- repor t  survey ins t rumen t  that would provide data to develop and
t?s t concep tual and predict ive models of A r m y  disc ip line .

Given the inevitable ex igenc ies  of time and r e sou rce s , it  was not  pos-
~ible to develop a se rv ice -wide  sample for the interviews . It was deemed

I
- •



- ~~~~~ --~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ fl- -- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~i 
13

imperative , however , that the interviews reveal as much as possible the
~ broad scope of Army experience and perspectives related to the concept of

discipline. For this reason , the interviews were pe r fo rmed  us ing  a sample
which was deemed representa t ive  of the Army i- ter ms of severa l  individual and
envi ronmenta l  charac te r i s t i cs .  The intervj ewe~~, were  se lec ted f rom si tesj 

- 
that  were  r e or e sen t at ive  of the Army in terms of severa l  env i ronmenta l

• c : i t~ r ia , ±nc~uJ~rc4 re~~ion , proximity co u r b a n  a reas , t -~- oes  -o: ‘~n ic s  a s s i z aed
to the pos t , levels and types of t ra ining exhibited by post  pe rsonne l , quali ty

• id o n - p o s t  s erv ica s  and facil i t ie s , level s  of milit a r7  de l inquency ,  or e s e n ce
of soldiers ’ dependents , reputed levels of on-pos t  and off -post racial  polari-

• 
-.

~~ :~ttion and discrimination, the p re sence  of mi l i ta ry  p e r s o n n e l  c on fin e m e nt  or
• correctional  training facilities , arid physical climate.

For each site , interviewees were selected according to individual
• c r i ter ia  that would maximize the likelihood that the respondent  would have

• the knowledge , experience , and ability to provide d i rec t  insights into the
nature of Army  discipline . The individual charac ter is t ics used as selection

• cr i teria were rank , position within the chain of command , type of unit
assigned , functional (or occupational) specialty, racial  ances t ry ,  and exper-

~~ ienc e with or involvement in military personnel  problems and del inquency.
The sample was purposely weighted so as to tap the pe r spec t ives  of pe r sons
within the Army organizational and social struc tures who have the most
con tac t - -as  leaders , coun se lors , or pee r s - -wi th  discipline problems in

J their units.  The content of the sample is descr ibed in Tables I and 2.

The cen t ra l  feature of the interviewing p rocess  was that information
-
~~~ f lowed f rom the respondent  to the interviewe r in an uns t ruc tu red  open-

ended question format.  The interviewer ’ s role was pr imar i ly to probe  the
• r e sponden t  for  elaboration and clar i f icat ion of ideas introduced b y the

responden t .  Leading questions were  kept to a minimum to avoid r e sp o n s e
bias .

• 1 The interview format  was relatively simple. The r a n k  aud ~d OS of
the r e s p o n d e n t  w e r e  noted along with the location , date , and any  si~~n 1i i cant

• unusua l  event  that occur red  dur ing  the in te rv iew.  Each in t e rvi ew was
• in i t iated with a ve ry  brief  in t roduc t ion  to the goals of the inquiry  and the

ins t it u t ions  p e r f o r m i ng  and sponsor ing  the r e s e a r c h .  The r e sponden t  was
a ssu red  of his anonymity  and the con f iden t i a l i ty  of his r e sp o n s e s .  He was

3’

- 
- .
~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ L~ ~~ _______________ 
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ii Table 1

INTERVIEW SAMPLE CHARACTERtS TICS: COMMANDS ,
INSTALLATIONS AND TYPES OF UNITS*

CONUS Commands

Fort Devens , M a s s a c h u s e t t s :  G a r r i s o n ,  Combat (S pec i a l  Forc e s ) ,  Support
( E n g in e e r in g ,  T ranspo r t a t i on, Supp ly and Services) ,  T r a i n i ng  (NCO

‘i I - Ac ademy)  and C o r r e c t i o n a l  ( P e r s o n ne l  C on f in e m e r .t Faci l~t v ) .

-~~ Fort B r a g g ,  Nor th  Caro l ina :  G a r r i s o n ,  C ombat ( A i r b o r n e  In f a n t r y ,  A r m o r ,

J anc~ A r t i l 1 e cy ~ . Support  (Supp l y and S er v i ce , M e d i c a l ) ,  T r t i n i n ~ (N CO
- - • A c a d e m y ) ,  and Cor rec t i onal  (Personnel  Conf inement  Fac i l i ty ) .

Fort R i l ey ,  K a n s a s :  G a r r iso n , Combat ( In fan t ry ,  A r m o r , A r t i l l e r y ) ,  T r i m -j  ing (NCO Academy) ,  Cor rec t iona l  (Post Conf inement  F a c i l i t y  and U.S .
Army C orrect ional  Tra in ing  F a c i l i t y ) .

Fort Ord , Cal i fornia :  G a r r i s o n , Trainin g (NCO Academy,  BCT and AlT),
Correct ional  (Post Confinement  Fac ili ty Pe r sonne l ) .

USARAL Commands

-2
Fort  R i c h a r d s o n, Alaska: G a r r i s o n, Combat ( I n f a n t r y) ,  C o r r e c t i o n a l

(Personnel  C onfinement Fac i l i ty).

Fort  Wainwrig ht , Alaska: G a r r i s o n ,  Combat ( I n f an t r y ,  A i r  D e f en s e ) ,
Support (Ai rc raft Maintenanc e , Eng i n e e r i n g ,  M i l i t a r y  Pol ice)  and
Cor r ec t i ona l  (Personnel  Conf inemen t  F a c i l i t y ) .

U SAREUR Commands

Goeppingen, West  G e r m a n y :  Head q u a r t e r s,  Combat ( I n f a n t ry ) .

Boebl ingen , West  Germany:  C omb at ( In fan t ry ,  A r m o r e d  C a v a l r y ) .

Frankfur t, West Germany: H e a d q u a r t e r s , Combat  ( A r m o r e d  C a v a l ry ) .

Bad Kr e u z n a c h , West Ge rmany :  H e a d q u a r t e r s .  Combat  ( i n f a n tr v ~~.

Bad Toelz , West Germany:  Head q u a r t e r s,  Combat  (S p e c i a l  F o rc e s ) ,

J T r a i n i n g  (NCO Academy) .

B er l i n :  H e a d q u a r t e r s , Combat ( I n f a n t r y ) ,  Suppor t .

11 
M annh e im , West  G e r m a n y :  Cor rec t i ona l  (Pe r sonne l  C o n t r o l  Fac i l i t y ) .

H e i de l b er g ,  Wes t  G e r m a n y :  Head q u a r t e r s , U . S .  A r m y ,  F u r o p e .

“1
-I ~Sit e s  in South Korea  and South Vie tnam w e r e  not available because  of

-

~~~ c o n f l i c t i n g  f i e ld  r e se a r c h  schedu les  and ongo ing  t roop  w ,t l -d r a w a l s  r e  -

J spectivel y. Other non-CONIT S s i t es  w e r e  not se lec ted  bec ause  of l imi ted

numbers  of A r m y  per sonne l  ass igned and r e i ~ear c h  cod - ben e f i t  c o n s i d e r —

at ions .

I
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Table 2

- (- INTERVIEW SAMPLE CHARACTERIS TICS• INDIVIDUAL
RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS BY TYPE AND RANK

By Typç Number B y Rank Numbe r

if - 

~~~~~ d S!a~f / He a d qu a r t e r s  Personnel  14 Genera l  -

L~~~~ade Commanders  9 C~ lone t

~ -~e i’d~~~fl Comma nders 1 5  Lieute nant Colonel

Compa ny Commanders 27 Majo r 3 1

- P~~e oon Leade rs /E xecu t iv e  O f f i c e r  1 2  CaptaL rl

(Company Level) F i r s t  Lieutenant 24

Platoon Ser geants 12 Second L ieutenan t  7

Squad Leade rs 141~7 E9/Sergea nt  Majo r 6

Prov ost Ma rshal’ s Office Personnel 20 E8/Ma ster Sergea n t 14
(Off icer s  and Men)

• 
. 

E7/Ser gean t F i r s t  C la s s  2 5
Chap lains 18

JAG Off icers  (Trial and Defense 17 
E6/ Staff Sergeant 19

Counsels)  E S/Sergeant 20

I nspec to rs  General 10 E4/Co r p ora l/Specia list  17

• Equal Opportunit y/Human Relat ions 15 E3/Pr iva te  F i r s t  Class  15

Of f i ce  Personnel -E 2 / P r i v ate 5

Alcohol and Drug Cont rol Off ice  16 -

Personnel (Staff and Counselors)  
E l / R e c r u i t  10

Civ i l i an  5
Stockade /Retra ining Brigade Staff and 14

Cadre U n i d e n t i f i e d  3

Soc ia l  Wo rkers /Psychia t r i s t s  1 2  Total I n t e r v i e w  Samp le 291

NCO Academy Commandants and Cad re 10

D r i l l  Se r geants 12j  E cl i s t e d  Per sonnel/Suppo rt U n i t s  26

~~— l - s t e d  Pe rsonnel / Combat  U n i t s  10

~~~~~ t ’ s / T r a i ne e s  8

-

~~~ 

Total In te rv iew Samp le 2~~1

- — -I
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~1i
-- I fu r the r  assured that the interviewer intended to elicit his opinions and

observations ra ther  than to ask que stions for  which there  were  right or
Ii wrong answers. The respondent  was asked if he or she had any quest ions.
9 If not , the interview began.  The f i r st  i tem aske d for a definitional response

to the ques t ion ‘ When you hear the word discip line ? what do you think of ,

1’ - what does the word mean to you? ’ The respondent was then asked to cite
I ~~~~~ he wo’:lcI looic for if he we~~e ass igned  the task  of asseo sing the level

of discipline in a particular unit. Finally, the interviewee was asked to
iden ~iiy the things he or she thought had an important impact on ~\ rmy  dis-

- cip line . The length ocinterview sessions ranged from forty-five minutes
to an hour and a hail , depending on the product ivi ty  of the s e s s ion  and the
interviewee ’s sc hedule .

During the actual field administration of the intervie w , if the discussion
lagged , the interviewer would attempt to stimulate the respondent  to think
fur ther  about the topic by asking broad questions about various phenomenon
that might impact on A rmy discipline . It was recognized , however , that
this interview procedure diverged from the inductive approach taken in this
inquiry and might provide a source of response  bias. Consequently ,  a rating
technique was developed and tested which provided the respondent  the oppor- .
tunity to go back over the list of determinants of discipline he had mentioned
and ascribe to each a weighting of from 1 to 10 , according to the perceived
importance of the item as a determinant  of Army  disci p line. The hi gher the
weig hting given , the more impact the item was perceive d as having on Ar m y
disc ipline .

This wei ghting technique- helped eliminate any bias that may have been
i n t r o d uce d by the interviewer ’ s probe quest ions by help ing the in te rv iew
scorer distinquish between items which were mentioned simp ly because they

- A  come readily to mind or were  sugges ted  by the in te rv iewer ’ s comments ,
those items which were truly perceived by the respondent as having a

~u s tant i a 1  impact on A r my  d isc ipline . The te chnique a lb o  provided the
at er v i e w e e  the opportunity to clarif y his s tatements  or to c o r r e c t  what he

tho cg ht mi ght have been the interviewer ’s misrepresentation or misunder-
.,tandir~ of the point he had wished to make.

4d

I
H’ 
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Resul ts .  — The interview data revealed that an overwhelming majori ty
of the respondents  view discip line to be a behavioral phenomenon. It was
generally described to be some form of ready and willing response to orders
and/or compliance with military standards of performance , conduct and
appearanc e with little or no supervision. Some of the more common words or

I - 
phrases  used to describe indicators of Army discip line were ‘the unit per-
r~ir m in g  as a team , ” “cooper at ion in the unit  to ge t  the j ob  done , ” o bedience ,
“ neatn ess , ” ‘posture , ” “following the rule s , ” “maintaining a hig h state of

- readiness ,” good performance in absence of direct orders ,” ‘ doing what
has to be done without being told , ” “behaving according to standards , ’
observing military courtesie s , ” ‘keeps equipment in good condition ,” and

- - “order ly  behavior ” off -post. The term indiscipline was also commonly used
to describe the absence of discipline in an individual or unit.  Indicators of
indiscipline were generally described in terms of failure to meet specific
standards of conduct , such as keep ing one ’s hair cut according to regulations ,
the commission of specific military offenses such as AWOL , stealing f rom
others , “getting over ” on superiors , 1 or simp ly court-mart ia l  and non-

• judicial punishment rates , AWOL and desertion rates , or levels of drug
us age.

A few respondents defined discipline as being an attitudinal phenomenon
or “ state of mind” that causes a soldie r “to obey lawful commands” or “to
do what he doesn ’t want to do. ” Related descr iptions include “an intangible

j  that causes a man to do the right thing, ” “self control , ” “the ability to cope
with what can ’t be changed” or “willingness to postpone immediate gratification”
for  anticipated gains later on. But attitudinal definitions were far  fewer  than

-j the behavioral definitions descr ibed ear l ier .

Still fewer  respondent s perceived disc i pline to be coe rc ive  or punitive actions
j  taken to cause soldiers to conform to mil i tary s tandards .  Respondent s who did

t ake this  approach in c onc eptualizing d i sc i pline were general ly  o f f i c e r s  and en-
l is ted men assigned to the Provost Marshall ’s Off ices , the Jud ge Advoc ate Gen-

• I eral ’ s Off ices , or confinement fac il i t ies.  Some representa t ive  words  and phrases
u c e d  to define discipline by such p er sons were  “punishment, ” “power to control , ”

- 
‘Getting over ” is a slang phrase  general ly u sed to de sc r ibe  c lever  and

- ii subtle acts or interact ions  with supe rv i so r s  result ing in the avoidance
- 

of work  or punishment and/or the rece i pt of unmeri ted r e w a r d s .

I
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“power to compel others to get the job done , ” “coercion , ” “Ar t ic le  15’ s ”
[ non-judicial punishment] , and “courts  martial” [judicial punishment] .

In direct  contras t  to definitions found in the li terature review , there
were no respondents  who described discipline as being t rainip~g designed to

• p redispose soldiers to behave in a prescribed manner.

In summary, the interview data revealed an overwhelming major i ty
of the respondents viewed discipline as being individual  or gr o u p  behavior
characterized by compliance with p resc r ibed  military s tandards  and norms.
Given this evidence and lack of any common concep tualization of d isci pline
in official documentation and policy s ta tements , the r e s e a r c h e r s  chose to

• define Army discipline as being individual or group compliance with be-
havioral s tandards  and norms prescr ibed by Army leaders .

Content  analysis of the interview data revealed five basic categorie s
• of determinants of Army discipline. These categories are l isted as being

individual characterist ics, such as personal i ty  and social back ground , and
environmental characterist ics , such as the mili tary work role to which the
respondent is assigned. As indic ated in Figure 1 below , environmental
phenomena far  exceed individual phenomena in terms of the f requency  with
which they were mentioned and perceived as having a maximum relat ive
impact on Army discipline.

Within the environmental category ,  l eadersh ip character is t ics were
by fa r  the most important group, followed by mil i tary work role and othe r
situational phenomena. The le adershi p charac te r i s t i cs are rank- l is ted
in Table 3 according to the number of respondents  who viewed these
p henomena as having a maximum relative impact (ascribed weight ing:  10)

• in Army discipline. Military work role and other environmental character-
i s t ics  are s imilarly described in Tables 4 and 5.

Within the individual charac te r i s t i cs ca tegory ,  pe r sona l i ty  f e a t u r e s
such as acceptance of authority and sense  of social r e spons ib i l i t y  were

i predominant  ove r social background cha rac t e r i s t i c s , such as family re la-
t ions and pre  -service del inquency.  (Tables 6 and 7).

j

~iI
I
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‘I

J Environmental
Character istics

Leadership Behav ior
39.2%

,

/
Ot h er

~~ 1 S i t u a t i o n a l
/ Phenomenon

18,6%

Military Work
Role
12~~%

l .’~dividual Characteristics

~i Social

‘ Background
‘

~~ Base Persona l i t y  -

18. 3%

I’

5~

Figur e 1 Categories of Determinants of Army Discipline

j
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j
PRINCIPAL DETERMINANTS OF ARMY DISCIPLINE

• j i RELATED TO LEADERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS
ACCORDING TO ARMY INTERVIEWEES

Ss Citing Character is t i c as Being
Leadership Characteristic at-i Important Determinant of Discip line

1- % N

, uses  chain of command 13. ‘-
~ 55

2 e disp lays communications
-- 

and counseling skill s 17.9 52

j  • displays concern for sub-
ordinates/solves  sub-
ordinates personal
problems 15.5 45

o is consistent in application
of standards 14. 1 41

o does not display excessive
• dependence on authori tarian

practices and sanctions to
control subordinates 14. 1 41

• sets a good example 14. 1 41

• knows and t reats  sub-
ordinates as indi viduals 11. 7 34

• displays technical competence 10. 0 29

~ has suff ic ient  Army  experience 9. 6 28

o displays respect  for  his
711 subordinates  8, 6 25

• tends to be aloof 5. 5 16

o tolerates cri t icism and is

I 
willing to learn 5. 5 16

. is accessible  to subordina tes  5. 5 16

I . a s s u r e s  fa i r  trea tment of
(I his subordinates 5.1 15 

-- - —. -~~~-~~~~~~— -  - 
-

~~~~~~~ 
-—----- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



Table 4

PRIN CIPAL DETERMINANTS OF ARMY DISCIPLINE
RELATED TO MILITARY WORK ROLE , ACCORDING

TO ARMY INTERVIEWEES

Ss Citing C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  as Impor tan t
Mil i tary Work Role Determinant  of Army Disci pline
Character is t ic N

~ sense of accomp li shmenc f rom
completin g assigned t a sks  10. 3 30

a belief tha t work is important ,

3 cons t ruct ive , meaningful 9. 6

• sense of boredom in
military work role 6. 8 20

• tedious , repeti tious , and

1’ unchallenging training tasks 5. 5 16

Table 5

PRINCIPAL DETERMINANTS OF ARMY DISCIPLINE
RELATED TO ENVIRONM ENTAL PHENOMENA OTHER THAN

LEADERSHIP AND MILITARY WORK ROLE
ACCORDING TO ARMY INTERVIEWEES

Envi ronmental
Charac te r i s t i c  N

Espr i t  d ’Corps in Uni t  10 , 3 30

General  pe rmiss iv ien ss  in
American Society 5. 1 15

- I



Table 6

PRINCIPA L DETERMINANTS OF ARMY DISCIPLINE R E L A T E D
TO SOCIA L BACKGROUND ACCORDING TO ARMY INTERVIEWEES

Social Background Ss Citing Characteristic As Being
Characteristic An Impor tan t  De te rminan t  of

~ I 
A r m y  Disc i p lin e

N

a f ami ly  r - -~~~~ian s
( pare n tal co n c e r n , c on t ro l.
examp Le , a ss ig n m e nt  of

- - family respons ib i l i t i e s  to
c h i l d r en )  17 . )  5:~.

a age (matur i ty ) 7. 6 22

• educational achievement 6. 5 19

5 . preserv ice  delinquent
behavior (including illicit
use of drugs) 6.2 18

• parental marital status
(broke n home/ absence)  5. 5 16

I-
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Table 7

PRINCIPAL DETERMINANTS OF ARMY DISCIPLINE
RELATED TO BASIC PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

ACCORDING TO ARMY INTERVIEWEES

Personali ty Ss Citing Cha rac t e r i s t i c  as being an
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Important  Determinant  of Army Disci pline

N

a sense of social responsibi l i ty
and related desires to pe r fo rm
assigned Army casks well 17.8 52

• acceptance of authority 14.8 43

• desire to conform to social/
military norms 11. 3 33

• sense of apath y 10. 3 30

a sense of se l f -es teem and
self-competence 7.2 21

7 • status concern , desi r e to
excel and achieve  in life 6 . 5 19

j

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Developing a Pretest  Questionnaire.  — On the basis  of the analysis  of
the interview data and previous consultation with other r e s e a r c h e r s  who
have sought to obtain survey data on similar sociopsycholog ica l v a r i a bles , I
a self-administered que s tionnaire was designed to gathe r percept ions  re la ted7, to the variables described by the interviewees as being the indica tors  and
1 -f adin g determinants  of A rmy  disci p line .

The que s tionnaire was p re t e s t ed  on a group  of 151 soldiers  in A u g u s t
j  1973. The p r e t e s t  samp le was drawn f rom combat (Special E’o rce .~),  s up-

por t  (supp ly and services , medical) ,  eng ineer ing , and training (ASA school)
un i t s  1oca~ ed at Fo r t  Devens , M a s s a c h use t ts .  The p r e t e st  was administerec
by the same persons who would administer the final instrument .

The respondent ranks ranged f rom E- 1 to E-9 with the median and
modal ranks both being E-4. There were approximately 20 percent non-
white and 80 percent  white respondents  in the sample. There were two
women respondents .  The mean time required for  completing the question-
naire  was 49 minutes , the median time 47 minutes , and the modal time 45
minutes. Of the 151 questionnaires administered , 141 were completed.

Following the administration, individual respondents  were randomally
selected and interviewed to determine if they found any apparent ambiguities
or had any difficulty in understanding the questionnaire items. Those items
that were cited were either reworded or eliminated from the final instrument .
Comments by the interviewees and othe r respondents  volunteering thei r
react ions  to the questionnaire also were used to develop additional response
choices so as to provide as many reasonable and common answers as pos-
sible to the closed-response choice items..ii
1 
During the course  of this r e s e a r c h  p ro jec t , var ious ins t itut ions  wer e  vis i ted
in which related r e sea rch  projec ts  have been p e r f o r m e d .  The information
obtained f rom resea rche r s  at these institutions was invaluable in guiding this
e f f o r t  and is very  much appreciated.  The ins t i tu t ions  visited include the

• Leade r ship Stud y Group of the Strate g ic Studie s Institute , U . S .  A r my  War
College , Carl is le  Barracks , Pennsy lvania; the U.S.  Navy Medical Neuro-
p sychia t r ic  Resea rch  Unit , San Diego , Cal i forn ia ;  the Resea rch  and Eval-

i i u~ tion Division of the U. S. Army Correc t iona l  Training Facili ty ,  Fo r t
R i l ey ,  Kansas ;  the Organizat ional  Development Di rec tora te , For t  Ord ,
Ca l i fo rn ia ;  and the Institute for  Social Resea rch  at The Univers i ty  of
Michigan.

a

-
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. .The Final Questionnaire The final version of the q s t ionnaire

was essentially the same as the pretest instrument, with the exception
of the few item deletions or changes in item wording. The average ad-
ministration time remained approximately 45 minutes during the sub -
sequent field administrations of the instrument .  It was encourag ing to

~
incl that the grea t  major i ty  of r e sponden ts  were  willing and able ~o

Lo~~ p lete :h~ que s t ionnaire , and in fac t , many repo~~teci that g : ven  ~he

cl~~~stiOnnaire ’ S content and its apparent relevance to their daily lives and

~j rob lems , they found completing the quest ionnaire  an i n t e r e st in g  ari d
e n j o yable experience.

.1
Design of the Subsequent Research.  — In view of the f ind ings  derived

from the interview data , as well as from a review of relevant l i t e ra tu re ,
conceptual and predictive models of Army unit disciplin e were  develop ed

J for  testing using the questionnaire survey data. A predictive model of unit
discipline was specifically chosen because , as noted ear l ier , a cent ra l
objective in this inquiry was to develop a survey ins t rument  that could be
used as a diagnostic management tool to help Army leaders  a s ses s  an d
improve unit discipline .

The cri terion variables included in the predictive models of unit
discipline were  unit per formance , app earance , and conduct. The prin-
cipal predictor  variables in the models were percept ions related to leader-
ship behavior , military work role , and espr i t  d ’ cor ps.

Several other possible predic tor  variables were included desp ite
their poor showing as perceived discipline determinants  by the interviewees.
These variables include perceived racial discrimination, mari tal  and finan-
cial problems , quality of living quarters , availability of recreational facilitie s,
and so on. The researchers reasons for including these variables in the
L-~ search design are described as these  variables are c~i s c i s s e i  in the
Results section below.

Predict ive models of individual mi l i tary  de linquency were  developed
,. and tested as a secondary effort in the course of this inquiry. The results

ar ~ re por ted  in Appendix C. The models were  tes ted in the i n t e r e s t  of
p rov id ing  A r m y  leaders  and r e s e a r c h e r s  with a partial rep lication of p re-
vi-) Us r e s e a r c h  d i rec ted  toward predic ting mi l i tary  del inquency.  It is
impor t an t  to note here  that  it is apparen t , in light of the f indings  d e r i v e d

~~~~~ • f r o m  the in terv iews of ac t ive-du ty  A r m y  personnel  de sc r ibed  ea r l i e r , that
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r~ i l i r a ry  disc ip line and mil i tary del inquency are noi ec~uiva len t  c o n ~~ep ts.

‘I Dis ci p line , as that idea is unde r s tood  b y the ac t ive-duty  A r m y  p e r s o n ne l
j  in ’ erv iewed , is a serie s of acts  which bcth  con t r ibu te  to and de t r a c t  f rom

t~~e A r my ’ s e± t o r t s  to accomp lish its miss ion .  Mil i tary  del in qu e n cy  in the
fo rm of absen tee i sm (AWOL , d e s e r tion ), in s u b o r dina t ion , i l l ic i t  d rug

• ~~~~ , ~~o ~n , is n~~ p er c e i~c~~d ~o cc ,t itu :~ r~~~ p n ~~ ?~~1 ur  c -;~ n th~
:ml urity of socialpsychological phenomena unde -i yin~ td- ide of d i s c i p l i r~--~.

The dep e~ ~enc var iables included in the p r e d i c t i v -~ model ci mi l i t a ry
de~ inc uency  w~~re AWOL , insubordinat ion, and ge n e r~J d el in q u e n cy .  T~~~ se
var iab le s wer  - ased on the number of time s the r e sp u a d rn t  p r o f e s se d  to
have been charged with various military o f f e n c e s .  (See Item 12 of section 8
(VIII-8)  of the quest ionnaire, Appendix B . )  The pr inci p al independent
var iab les  were individual social background and personal i ty  cha rac te r ist i c s .  1
The major social background predic tors  were family relat ions , p r e - s e r v i ce.
delin quency,  educational  achievement , and paren tal s ta tuses  while the
respondent  was growing up. The major personality predictors were sense
of social responsibility, acceptance of author i ty ,  and status conce rn .

Sample. — The c~ies tionnaire was adminis tered to a s amp le of enlisted
pe r sonne l  during the period of October 1973 to January  1974. The survey
s ites and units surveyed were , with a few exceptions , the s ame as those
used in the interview phase of the inquiry (see Table 1). 1 As much as
possible , the respondents were selected on a random basis with c e r t a in
categories of respondents within each unit selected for inclusion in the
survey .  This was dcne to insure  suff ic ient  numbers of r e sponden t s  in various
rank, racial , and delinquent versus non-delinquent categories to facilitate
and ensure the validity of subsequent statistical analysis of the da ta  u s i ng
these categories. The sample , therefore , should not be viewed as truly
r ep r e s e n t a t i v e  of the A r my ,  nor should the f indings  r ep o ~od he re  be casuall y
izenera 1i~~ed to the A r m y  as a whole .

The su rvey  ques t ionnai re  was not admin i s t e red  to pe r sonne l  at F o r t
R i c h a r d s o n, A l a s k a .  D i f f e r e n t  un i t s  w e r e  s ur v ey ed  w i t hin  the s ame
d i v i s i o n a l  c o m m an ds  headq u a r t e r e d  at F r a n k f u r t  and Bad Kr e uzn ~~~• h .

-

~~~~~ 

~~ • es t G e r m a n y
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The mil i tary and social background charac te r i s t i cs of r e sponden t s  in
the sample are listed in Appendix E. Variat ions occur in the number  of
r e sponden t s  used in the calculation of s ta t i s t ics  because of occas ional
m i s s i ng  da ta.

Dev~ lo~ ment  of Reliabili t ’r  Tes t  Samoles .  — In orr i e~- to ) r o ~’~de a
on t h e  r e l i ab i l i ty  of the r e su i~s a t all s t ages  in the anal y sis , the

c ’  5 O ) n d e n t s  we re  divided randomly into two g r o u p s  matched by r ank ,
r a c e , educat ional  level , s ite at which the re sponden t s  w e r e  surveyed ,
and specific su rvey  sessions within each site . Of the 15c3 4 r e sponden t s
in the f ina l  s ample , 755 were  included in the developmental  s ample ( d i e
s ample on which the initial analy ses  were done ) and 809 in the repl icat ion
s amp le (the sample on which the reliability of the resul ts  obtained using
the developmental sample was tes ted) .  To ensure  comparabili ty of resuics ,
the two s amples were compared with regard  to the distribution of age , unit
types , prisoner status, marital status, and other variables. The initial
randomization had to be rejected because prisoners were seriously over-
represented in one of the samples , but a second randomization proved
satisfactory.

Scale Construction Procedures. — The creation of scale s from the
a pr ior i  item categorie s involved the use of the Guttman-Lingoes nonmet~~ic
data analysis programs (see below). The first step in the creat ion of a
scale from an item pool was the elimination of items which were  too badl y
skewed or too poorl y related to the main bod y of items .o cont r ibu te  reliable
variance to the main scale score.  The second step was the determinat ion
of the dimensionality of the remaining items in the pool by nonmetr ic  fac tor
analysis (Guttman-Lingoes , 1971; Lingoes , 1973; Lingoes and Guttman , 1967) .
This step was skipped when the number of items in the pool was so small
that  sp litting the scale would have been fruitless. In the case of the more
critical scales , nonmetric factor analyses were also carried out s ep a r a t e l y
for various stratifications of the respondents by type of unit , race, rauk ,
educa t iona l  level , and p r i sone r  s tatus .  Only those items which  loaded  on

comparable  f a c t o r s  for all subject  group ings w e r e  included in the final scales.
v :hen f ina l  scales  had been d e c i d e d  upon , rel iabil i ty c o e f f i c i e n t s  (al pha) 1

\‘;~~r e  ca lcul at ed f o r  eac h sca le us in g bo th the deve lopmen ta l  and r ep l i ca t ion
s amp les. C o e f f i c i e n t  alp ha is the basic formula for determining the relia-

4. :) :iit y of a psychomet r ic  scale or t e s t  based on its in te rna l  c o n s i st e ncy .  It

~
For  a desc ri ption of each scale , see A ppendix A.

~~
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represent.~ the expected correlation of the scale with a perfectly reliable
alternative fo rm containing the same number of items (Nunnall y, 1 967 ,
p . 197). A c o e f f i c i e n t  of .50  is considered modes t  but acceptable for
exp lora tory  r e s e a r c h  of this kind (see ibid. , p. 226) .  Sc des having
values above . 85 are considered highly accep table f rom the stand point
o~ r - ’liab~ hcv .

Scale Cen s truc t i on  P r o g r am s .  — Becaus e i t  was  anticipa te d  ~h~it non-
i ln ea r  re lationships mig ht obtain between s ome of the variable s making up
~he scales to be used in the analys is , the Guttman -Lingoes conj o int -
measurement -co r re l a t ion  p rog ram (CM-Ill)  (Lingoes , 1968) was used in
both initial and final stages of the cons t ruc t ion  of the Unit Discip line ,
Leadership, Military Work Role , Status Concern , and Mili tary Delinquency
measures .  The purpo se of the program is to find the optimum monotone
rescaling of the responses  to each item so that the correlat ion between
that  item and all the other items is maximized; that is , so that  each item
is maximally correlated with the (presumed)  fac tor  underlying the responses
to the item set. This procedure maximizes the reliabili ty of the scale .
CM-Ill assumes that the responses to the items are ordinal in n a t u r e, in
c ontrast  to the usual imp licit assumption that the responses  are on an
interval  scale with equal spacing between adjacent  a l ternat ives .  If , in fac t , the
equal-spacing interval scale is the best  interval  scale for  measu r ing  the u n d e r -

J lying fac tor , CM-Ill will produce that scale , but in many if not  mos t  cases
some othe r scale will be more appropr ia te .

In the case of the data in thi s s tud y, however , t r ans fo rma t ion  of the
item responses  by CM-Ill did not produce any substant ia l  improvements  in
scale reliability which held up ac ross  both developmental and repl icat ion
samples. There was some tendency for  extreme pos i t ive  r e s p o n s e s  to be
s- aced relatively f a r  f r o m  the other r e sp o n s e s , i n d i c a t i n g  that  the r e spon-
de nt s  tended to r e se rve  the highes t  marks  for  especia l ly  good p e r f o r m a n c e

I by the i r  leaders  or uni ts , but the e f f ec t  was not large  or re l iable  enouch to
have a substantial  impact on the outcome of the scaling . The re fo r e , CM- i l l
r e -

~
caling was not emp loyed for  any of the scales used in the r e g r e s s i o n  anal y-

s .i s .

The conj o int -rneasu remen t-mu l t ip le -r e g r e s s i o n  p rog ram C M - V
( Lingoes , 1972) was used in the ini t ial  s t ages  of the r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s
to de te rmine  if there might be monotone t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  of the c r i t er i o n
v a r i a b l e s  such that the linear p red ic t ion  of them might be i m p ro v ed .  Such
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  mi ght be n e c e s s a r y  Ii the re la t ionsh ip between the p r e d i c t o r
v a r i a b l -s and e r it e r lon  was s t ron g l y nonl inear .

A

a .
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In the case of these data, CM-V did not produce any substantial or

J ~ 
re :ilicable improvement in the r eg re s s ion  sums of squares and , therefore ,

- I only standard linear regression programs were used in the final analysis.

I - It should be unders tood that the fai lure of the CM-Ill and CM-V p r o -
- 

~,c~ Lms to i mp r o v e  the relia~~iiit y or pr e d ic L~ve ca paci ty  of the scales de r ived
f r o m  the survey data does not imply that all the relations among the variables

I 3 in the s tud y a re  l inear;  instead , it implie s that Li t h e r e  a r e  n o nh in ear i t i e s  the
data are su fficier ~y noisy to cover  most of them up.

Develop ing Predic tive Models of Discipline . — Following scale
development and reliability testing , r eg re s s ion  analyses  were car r ied

I - out to determine the pred ic tors  of unit discipline and individual delinquency.
- Ana l ysis of the residuals f rom the regressions was used to determine if the

r e g r e s s i o n  of discipline or delinquency on its predictors was homogeneous
across subject group ings. The reliability of the r e g r e s s i o n  results was then

j  te sted by comparison with the rep lication s ample , and final regress ions  were
c alculated for  the sample as a whole.

“I

t

~ 
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RESULTS

GENE~~~ L EFFECTS OF EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
AND PRISONER STATUS ON DETERMINATION

OF SCALES AND OTHER ANALYSES

An inform al inspection of the in te r it em correla tion matr ices  f o r
aub j ec ts g r o n ? e d  b y educa tio na l level and p r i s on e r  s ta tus  for  s e v e r a l
o: the i tem s e t s  r e v ea led  some subs tant ia l  d i f f e r en c e s  b etw e e n  g r o u p s
with  regard  to rel iabil ity a n d / o r  facto r st r u c t u r e .  Two set s of i t ems ,
t a c ) se  for  L e ad er s h i p and Acceptance of Author i ty ,  w er e  a nal y zed in
detail ;  Tables 8 and 9 describe the differences tha t were found. Ia
g e n e r a l , the re liabi l i ty  of the dat a , as m e a s u r e d  b y the In le r ir em cs:-
relations , is lower for  those  subjec t s  who have not graduated f rom hi g h
school or who are  inmates of correctional  facilities. A Wilcoxon matched-
pai rs  signed-ranks test  of the d i f ferences  between educational levels
suggest s  that  the d i f fe rences  between the grade-school subjects  and the
ot h e r s  i s significant a t  the . 005 level for  both item sets , and t he di ff e rence

4’ between non-pr isoners  and stockade pr i soners  is significant  at  the . 05
j  level.  These si gnificance levels , however , can only be taken as sugges t ive

since the correlat ions within a matrix are not independent , The kinds of
d i f fe rences  apparent  in the Leadership and Acceptance of Author i ty  item
sets  a r e  apparent  in all the othe r item sets which were  examined.

7 It was decided tha t althoug h the inclusion of poorl y-educated subjects
in the ana lysis mig ht a f f e c t  the reliability of the resul ts  somewha t ,
elimination of these  subjects  would seriously r e s t r i c t  the genera l i zab il i ty
of the resul ts , so subjects  ha ving all levels of educa tion were  included in
the subsequen t  anal yses .  There  did not appear to be any re l iable  d i f f e r ences
in f ac tor s t r u c t u r e  as a f u n c tion of educa tional leve l , so i t was  not deemed
necessary to conduct sepa rate analyses for each educational level- -the
d t i f . ~rent  educational  groups  were  assumed to be homogeneous except f o r
-- - - l i ab i l i t y .

It appeared , however , tha t the differences between stockade prisoners
and n o n - p r i s o n e r s  mi g ht involve more than un re l i abi l i ty ;  f o r  examp le , for
nen-prinsoners the i tems 111-3 (To wha t  extent  do members of your unit

~~et over ” on their supervisors) and UI-23 (To what extent do members of
your unit help each other out) have a correlation of ~

- . ~~~~ ind ica tirn ~ cha t
g r o up  sol idar i t y and cooperat ion wi th  s up e r v i s o r s  go t o g et h er , For the
stockard prisoners , however , this correlatio n is - . 37~~, w hich ind icat e s

tha t grou p sD l id a r it y  leads to o r g a n i z e d  opposi t ion to the uni t  superv i so r s .
S~nc kade  p r i s o n e r s  were , t h e r e f o r e , el iminated f r o m  the  succeeding analyses.
The data for the Correctional T raining Fac i l i ty  (CTF)  s u b j e c t s  v .e-re m o re

A 
s i mi l a r  to the da ta for  n o n - p r i s o n e r s  tha n ftc stockade da ta were , and there-
f o r e  the  CTF s u b j e c ts  were l e f t  in the anal ys is  samp le.
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THE CRITERION MEASURES

j  Military Unit Discipline. - -To develop a cr i te r ion  measure  of mi l i ta ry
- I uni t disciplin e that  mig ht se rve  this  inquiry,  as well as suggest a diagnostic

organizational development tool for  managing and assess ing  mi l i ta ry

I discipline, a pool of 25 i tems was constructed and incorpo rat ed in the
- Clue 3t i on f la i r e  ( se e  Sect ion 111 of the  au est ionna ir e , A p oendix  B ) .  U s i n - ~

t~ie behav ior a l  conceptual izat ion of military disci pline d esc r i b e d  earl ier ,
al l but  two o f t h e i tems w e r e  des i gned to m e a s u r e  the r espondent’ s p er ~
cept ions ot~ some aspect  of unit behav io r  cha t had been jud ged b y the Army
t ht e rv i e w e es  to be indicative of good or poo r unit disci pline. The two
exceptions were i tems desi gned to measure  the extent to which uni~ me m b e r s
w e r e  perceived as disp laying racial prejudice or let t ing racial conflict i n t e r f e r e
with their work , The two items were  included as a precaut ion  agains t  the

I possibil i ty tha t thoughts related to racial conflict  or prejudice  may be
suppressed by the interviewees, or simply not mentioned due to a lack of
saliency. The resea rchers  ielt tha t the inquiry was par t icular l y susceptible
to the latte r cause of response bia s because of evidence derived f r o m
recent  r e sea r ch  on perceptions of racial discrimination among U. S. Armed
Forces personnel. Several independent s tudies indica te white servicemen
are  less likely to perceive racial discrimination thana re  non-whi tes  (U .S.
Department of Defense , 1970 , pp. 6-7; Borus , Stanton, and Firnan, 1972 ,
p. 1371; Stoloff , et al ., 1972 , p. 11). Actually, the rese(~~ chers  found tha t
the inclusion of the racial discrimination items was apparent l y not neces sa ry
fo r  the two items were not perceived by the survey respondents  as being par t
of the unit discipline construct, as evidenced by the items ’ failure to survive
the scale test ing and development procedures . It is important  to note ,

-51 however , tha t th is  finding o f f e r s  suppor t ive  evidence of the validity of the
in terv iew process , the in te rv iew data , and the in terv iew data anal y ses

3 descr ibed  ear l ier .  Here  is co r robora t ive  evidence tha t the conceptualizat ion
of mi l i tary  discipline der ived f rom the i n t e r v i e w s  is indeed a valid descrip tion
of the Army ~ s major  p e r c e p t i o n  of the disci pline p henomenon.  Thi s J: ciing

~s also support ive of the idea of usin g the i n t er e i e w  te chnique  in exp lora tory
• e f f o r t s  to conceptualize and develop measures of comp lex social psycholog ical

p L~ no mena such as discip line.

To enhan ce the qu es t i onna i r e  r e s p o n d e n t s ’ u n d e r s t a n d i ng  of the i t ems ,
n~ iri y of the  i tem s t a t emen t s  w e r e  based on p h ra se s  and t e r m in o l o gy  used

- by the Army interviewees to describe beha vioral indica tors of discipline.
- 

The ori g ina l i t em pool con ta ined  s ta tements  desi gned to a s se s s the  e x t e n t
-~~ to which  the r e sponden t  pe rce ived  members  of his u n i t  ma in ta in ing  and

I I rope r l y w e a r i n g  t h e i r  un i fo rms , i gnor ing  m i l i t a r y  c o ur t e s i e s , f a i l i n g  to
s how up on Lime , ke eping  t he i r  l iving and working a r e a s  in clean and o rde r l y

- -



condition , processing paperwnrk efficiently, cooperating with each other ,
le t t ing racial discrimina:iort in t e r fe re  wi th  their work , readil y responding
to o rders , needing d i rec t  supervision to get the job done ri g ht , disp laying
thsorderly conl~~ct off post , obe ying law ful o r d e r s , sitting around on dut y
hours  doing nothing,  doing poor quality work , work ing to g e th er as a tea m,
maintaining a hi g h level of combat readiness , do ing what ever  needs to be
c
~
ene , main:a~n ing a n ea t  p er s on a l  an n e a r a n c e , p e r f o r m i i~ weli  v l :aouc

c l c se  su perv i s ion , volunceering to work  pas t  duty hours , disp lay ing racial

~

r ejudice , failing to get  the i r  hair  cu~ a c c o r d i n g  to r -~~ u lat ions , he l p ing
c~ach ot her out , doing j us t eno ug h work  to get  by, stealing irom each other ,
and “ gett ing  over ” on t he i r  s u p e r v i s o r s.

J Dimensional S t ruc tu re  of Unit Disci pline . - -Preliminary analysis of
the  ori ginal item pool for Unit Discipline for  the developmental  sample

~~ indicated tha t a single facto r could not account adequately for the pattern

of correla tion s. Fur the rmore, informal comparisons of the in te r i tem
corre lation matricesfor br eakdowns of the respondents  by unit type , r ace ,
ran k , prisoner sta tu s, and educational level indicated tha t the dimensional
structure of discipline mig ht vary f r o m  one group to another. Hence a
series of nonmetric fac to r anal yses using the Guttman-Lingoes program
SSA -III were  car r ied  out for  the item set for  each group  separa te ly using
the data in the developmental  sample . Nine items were  eliminated f rom
the pooi because  of low communality a n d / o r  fa i lu re  to load cons is ten t ly on
the same fac to r for  all g roups;  in par t icula r , the i tems dealing w i t h  the
e f f e c t  of racial d iscr imina tion on the uni t ( i tems 111-8 and 111-2 1) w e r e
removed from the Discipline item pool and included in one of the racial
discrimination scales.

I The resul ts  of the nonmetr ic  facto r anal yses  indicated tha t th ree
dimensions w e r e  neces sa ry  to explain the i n t e r i t em correlat ions for
combat and suppor t  un i t s , w hile two f a c t o r s  w e r e  su f f i c i e n t  fo r  the t r a in ing
uth~ s. The i tems assi  ed to each scale and the i r  load ing s  on tri e f a c t o r
assoc ia ted  wi th  that  scale a r e  shown in Table 10. The th r e e  scales  h a v e
b een  desi gnated the Mi l i t a ry  Unit Pe r fo r mance Scale (Disc i pl ine  I),  the
Mil i tary  Uni t  ~‘i ppe aran ce  Scale (Disci p line II) ,  and t h e Mili ta r y Un i t  Conduc t

- I Scale (Disci pl ine LII). (See A ppendix A for  detai led desc r i p tion of t h e s e
scales). The Military Unit Performance Scale cont a ins  i t ems  h a v i n g  to do
w i t h  how well  the men in the uni t  ca r ry  out  th e i r  du t ies  - - w h e t h e r  th ey

cooperate , w o rk  as a tea m , have hig h combat readiness , proc- -- -ss paperwork

e f f i c i e n t ly, do w h a t n e e d s  to be done , and hel p ea ch ot h e r  out .  A h~g~ sco r e

on t his scale implies good unit p e r f o r m a n c e .  The Military Unit A pp—arancc
- - Scale contaIns  i tems having  to do with neatness of uniforms , cleanliness of

living and working areas , and generally nea t  persona l  appea rance ;  a hi g h

— 
- - - 
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Fable 10

~-‘ACTOR LOA I)INGS FOR U N 1 I  DI SCI P L1NI- :  ~
C O M B A T , SUPPORT , A N D  ~ R A 1 N I N G

Facto r

Pe r fo rmance  To what extent do m e m b e r s  of you r  uni t  pro ct S S

paperwork  in an e f f i c i en t  m a n n e r ?

To what extent do members  of y ou r  un it coop~~r at e
with each o ther?

To what extent do members  of your uni t  w o rk
together as a team ?

To what extent do members  of your unit maint a in
a hi gh level of combat readiness?

To what extent do members of your un it do what
ever needs to be done?

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

Conduct To what extent do members  of your un it “get ov e r ”
on their supervisors?

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

To what extent do mem bers of your unit need direct
supervis ion to get the job done r ig ht?

To what extent do members of your un it disp lay
d i sorder ly conduct o ff -po s t ?

To what extent do members  of your  unit sit a round
on dut y h o u r s  doing n othi :~g ?

To what extent do members  of y ou r  un it do poor
qu aht y w r k ?

To wLa~ x~ t-n1 do rn erubc -r s  of vr~~r u~ it ~~~ -n y- —

enou gh work  to get by ?

Appearance  To what extent do members of your un it main ta in
and pro p er l y wear t he i r  u n i f o r m s ?

To what extent do members  of your  unit k ee p l i v i n g
and work ing  areas  in clean and o rde r l y condi the ?

To what extent do member s  of your  unit i~~U i n  a
ne -at  personal  appearance?

L Factor loadings arc f rom the varimax rotation of the t h r e e  d im e xs i un a l  ~-

i tems 2 , 8, 12, 20 , 21 , and 22.

~ 
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1
Table 10

• ~ TOR LOADINGS FOR U N I T  l ) I S C iP L lN F ~ ITEM S i - O R

I 
COMBAT , SUPPORT , i\Nl) TR A I N iN G  U N I T S

Typ e of Un it

— 

Item Combat  Support  Tra in ing

—~n~ do members  of your unit p rocess  -~~. 537  - . 581 - . 568
i-i an eff icient  manner?

en do members  of your unit cooperate - . 6s0 -. 5:0 - . 6 2 1
he r ?

en do members  of your unit work - .630 - . (-~i 1 - . 385
a iea m?

en do members of your un it maintain - . 485 - . 569 - . 540
0: combat readiness?

en~ do members of your unit do what - .488 - .493 - .7 18
to e done?

ent do members of your unit help each - . 6 1 2  - .412 - .439

ent do members of your un it “get over ” .483 .510  . 559

~er isors?

en . do members of your un it fail to show . 552 .454 . 654

en do members of your un it need direct .443 .427 .551
to get the job done right ?

er do members of your un it display . 709 . 529 . 680
conduct off-post?

er do members of yo ur un it sit around .467 . 568 . 674
rs  loing nothing ?

er 4 do members of your unit do poor . 5 12  . 509 . 6 7 5

ent do m emb e r s  of your  unit do j u s t  • 5 1 5  . 57 1  • 488
a get by ?

ent do members  of your un it maintain . 548 . 670 .424
y - ear their  u n i f o r m s ?

er i e. do members  of your un it keep living . 446 .4 92  .

z areas in clean and order l y condition?

e n j  do members  of your un it maintain a . ( 2 6  . 597 . 256
iaJ appearance?

v~ -irnax rotation of the th ree  d imens iona l  solution for  the i tem ~et e x c l u d i n g

-~~~~~~~~~ - - - -~~~~~~~~~ ---~~~~~~~~~ -
- --- _ j
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1~
score on thi s scale imp li es good unit  app ea rance . The las t  scale , Mili tary
Uni t Conduct , contains items ha ving to do most l y wi th  beha vior toward

] leader s , disorderly conduct , quali ty of work , and the extent  to which the

I men are  siow to work or fail to work without direct supervision; a high
score on this scale imp lies good unit conduct. These three scales , it

I must be emphasized , a r e  not independent ;  the co r r e l a t ions  in Table 11
- indica te  c lea r l y tha t  all t h r e e  scales a re  d o  ~el y l inked  even  l o u g  i they

r c as u r e  wha t appea r to be dist ingui s hable concep cs .

A caveat must be entered with respect to the Unit Conducc Scale; all the
i tems  in the Scale are  n ega tive l y worded  in the sense  that  the r e sponse
‘To a very great extent ’ fo r  these items c a r r i es  tne tmpiieations of poor
unit conduct , whe rea s  for  all the i tems in the o ther  two Scales tha t response
implies good unit pe r fo rmance or appearance.  This situation raises the

3 possibility tha t the Unit Conduct facto r is an a r t i f a c t  a t t r ibu tab le  to response
bia s and/ or  fai lure of the respondents to read or i n t e rp re t  the items
correct ly. Nonetheless , even thoug h it is likel y that  the Uni t Conduct Scale

I is conta minated to some extent by such ar t i f act s , t he scale was re ta ined  in
the regress ion analysis since it was not possible to rul e out the possibi l i ty

- 
that  the Uni t Conduct Scale measures  a valid fac to r dis t inct  f r o m  the other

U two Unit Discipline Scales.

Table 11

CORRELATIONS AMONG MILITARY UNIT
DISCIPLINE INVENTORY SCALES

I
Performance  ( 1 )  1.000

Appearance (II) . 566 1. 000

I Conduct (III) .536  , 4 65 1,000
P e r f o r m a n c e  (I )  Appea rance  II Conduct  (III)

Product-moment correlations based on 1327 complete cases. All
co r r e lat ions in the table ar e  si gni f icant  a t  the . 001 l eve l .

3
j
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II
THE PREJICTOR MEASURES

Leade r sh ip. - -Recogniz ing  the paramount importance the Army inter-
v i e w e e s ’ a t t a c h e d  to leadersh ip  as a de te rminan t  of military discip l ine , a
considerable portion of the quest ionnaire  was  devoted  to items tha t m i g ht
lead to the  development  of a r e l i ab le  m ea s u r e  of l e a d er s h i p cha r a c t e r i st i c s

e uni t di :1p i~ne ( se e  ~ ec uj n  I of -the s u rv e y  q u e st i o n n a i re ,
A ppendix B .), Using an essent ia l l y behav io ra l  app roach  to the problem of
conceptuali -~in g  ie~~d er sh i p, the  ma jor l ;y  of i t e ms  included in the or i g inal

- -  

item pool ~v e r e des i g n ed to measure some as p ects  of perceived su pe rv i so ry
beha vior that  t h e  i at e r v i e~v~~es d ee m e d  to be an i mp o rt a nt  d e t e r m i n an t  of
disci pline. Some of the f ace t s  of l eadersh ip  be havior  included were  the
degree  to wh ich  the respondent’ s superv isor  was pe rce ived  as being con-
cerned about the  we l f a r e  of his subordinates , en cou rag ing members  of his
command to work toge the r  as a team, work ing  ri g ht along side his sub-
o r dinates , trea ting his subordinates as individuals , kee ping himself
informed wi th  their  p r o g r e s s , and helpin g them to solve the i r  personal
problems. Other  less behavioral  items were those desi gned to me a s u r e
w h e t h e r  the respondent  perceived their  immediate supe rv i so r  to be

~~ tec hni cal ly compet ant  and suff icient ly ex ,erienced to p e r f o r m  his du t i es,
will ing to e n t e r t a i n  new ideas and accept  new ways of doing things , ab l e
to an t i c ipate and solve problems , and able to make decisions quickl y and
st ick to them.

Of the t w e n t y - t h r e e  i t ems  included hi the ori ginal i tem pool , fifteen
~~ w e r e  developed especiall y f o r  th i s  inqui ry ,  ei g ht were  adapted f rom items
- 

- contained in the Leadersh ip Behav io r  Desc r i ption Ques t ionna i re  developed
by Stogdill and others , (Fleishman , 1957, pp. 120 —1 33) ,  and one was taker 1

I f r o m  the leadership me a s u r e s  develop ed b y Bowers  and Seashore (1966) .
As in the case of the ~, r ev iousl y desc ri bed unit  d isci pline measu re s , w h e r e v e r
::oss ib le  i t em  s t a t e m e n t s  inc luded  t e r m s  and o h r ase s  de n - ed f r o m  the
i n t e r v i e w s .

Dimensional Structure of Leadership. --Initial anaivsis of the Leader-
s h ip i tem pool using the G u ttm a n - L i ng o e s  cor re la t iona l  con jo int  m e as u r e -

- ment pro~~ram CM-Ill indicated tha t moore than one dimension was necessary

The tu~ h o r s  a r e  gr a t e f u l  to P r o f e s s o r  Ral p h ki . Stog dill , of Ohio State
U n i v e r s i t y ,  and P r o f e s s o r  David G. Bovi ers ,o f the  Ins t i tu te  of R e s e a r ch ,

~~ of The  U n i v e r s i t y  of Mi c hi gan f o r  p e rm i t t i n -z  the  use of the i tems draw n
f r o m  the LDBQ and  Sur- ;ey of Or~ an izat ion s  i n s t rumen t s .

3
I
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I
I to account for the data . Nonmetr ic  fac tor  anal yses  of the i t e m set we r e

ca r r i ed  out for  several  kinds of subj ec t  g roupings , including group ings b y
unit type, rank, race, educat ional  level , and p r is o n e r  status. Educational
level and prisoner status had the kinds of e f f e c t s  on rel iabi l i ty tha t w e r e
discussed  ear l ier.  There  was some evidence that the data from training
units were less reliable or dimensionally more complex than f o r  o the r  types

I of units , but in all cases it was clear tha t two dimensions labeled Leader-

- 

- sk ip  I an~ L e a d e r s h ip LI , w h i c h  w er e  r ea s o n a bi y sta 5l. a c r os s  sub ec~
c at e go r i es , would exp lain most  of the va r iat ion.  L e a d e r sh i p Li ap p ea r s  to be

J the less  re~ j ab le  d imens ion ,  For some c a te go r i e s  of s ubj e c t s , h o m e  of me
i tems included in L e a d e r s h ip LI had hi gher loadings  on oc er  dimension s .
H o w e v e r , the  pa r t i t ion ing  of the items , as g iv e n  in Table l~~. s eem e d  to

-t give the b e st  f i t  ove ra l l.

It is w o r t h y to note that  the items included in the Leadersh ip I scale

‘ 
are all posi t ive items , tha t is , the response  “ To a ve ry  g rea t  extent ” is
indicat ive of good l eadersh ip for  t he se  items , while  all the items in the
Leadershi p II set  a r e  n e g a t i v e - - t h e  response “ To a ve ry  g r e a t  extent”

J implies poor leadership. As in the case of the Disci plin e UI sca le , the
Leadership II dimension may be an a r t i f a c t  of response  bias . Some subjec ts
may have  tended to respond with  a check mark in the same column regard-

j  less of the direction of the i tem , or may have misread the item, or may have
other biases leading to inappropriate responses to n eg a t iv e  i t ems.  Desp i te
the possibility that the dimension Leadership II mi g ht  be artifactual , however ,
it was included in the r eg r e s s i o n  anal ysis because  it  could not  be demonstra ted
that  the scale was  nothing but  r e sponse  b ias .

I For bothLeadership land Leadership II , a high scale score implies
good leadership. For a detai led d e s c r ip t ion  of b o t h  scales , —~ee A ppendix A .

I E s p r it  d ’Corps . - -Among the p r inc ipal e n v i r o n m e n t a l  d e t e r m in a n t s  of
A r my disci pline der ived f rom the i n t e r v i e w  d.a ta ) and f r o m  the rev iew of p r i o r
research and official documenta tion,was espric d~corps. T h e r e  a r e  a va r ie ty3 of def in i t ions  of this  p henomenon , but the bas ic  idea under l ying the concep t  of
e s p r i t  d’ corps  is a sense of commitment  to o t h e r s  in one ’ s mi l i t a ry  un i t .  This

- 
commitment n-lay be m a n i f e s t e d  in severa l  ways , including the ways  in which
the soldier p e r c e i v e s  o t h e r s  in his  Unit .  Tha t the  ap p r o a c h  taken  in the
develo pment  of the e sp r i t  measu re  de v e l o p e d  f o r  thi s in Qu i r y .  It  is desi gned to
measu re the soldier ’s a t t i t ude  t oward  o t h e r s  in his u n i t  in t e rms  of t he i r] pr o f e ss i o n a l  competence , coo pe ra t ivenes s , t r u s t ’.vo : t h iness , ~nd ~~~~ r al
l i kea b il i t y.

3
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The original item pool consisted of seven Likert-type items , three- of which were  previously used in a measure  of “g roup  espr i t  and so l idar i ty ”
and reported to lie on the same dimension (Specto r , Clark , and Glickman ,J 1960 , p. 309) , The re m aining items w e r e  developed for  thi s inqui ry .

1 Dimensional S t ruc tu re  of E s p r i t  d ‘Corps.  - -The item pool for esprit
- 

c i -- or p s  was  j u d0ed  to be ~oo sm a Ll  (5 i e ~ -~s)  ~o j u s t± f ’r  a f a c t o r ima~ y s is .
Compar isons  of the in ter im corre lat i on mat r ices  for  the subjec t s  in the

J developmenta l, samp le s t r a t if i e d  by unit cv’ e , race , r a nk , edecacional
leve l , and prisoner sta ai s turned up no si gni f icant  va riations other than
the e f f e c t s  on reliabili ty as a func t ion  of educat ion level and p r i s o n e r

1 sta tu s , as aiscussed ea rlier . As a resul t  of these  finding s, the Espr i t
3 d ’Corps Scale cons t ruc t ed  from these items was construed to be an uni-

dimensional scale app licable to all types of units and all o t h e r  subjec t
groupings . For further information on this scale, see Appendix A .

VALIDATION OF THE UNIT DISCIPLINE , LEADERSHIP , AND ESPRI T
I D’CORPS SCALES

It was possible to test the validity of the Unit P e r f o r m ance , Cond u ct ,
- and App ea rance sca les , as well as th e leader s hip and espr i t  d’ cor p s scales

b y comparing group s known to vary  on such dimensions. Three  types of
units w e r e  aj ’ailable in the samp le: pr i soner  units , eli te units , and non-
elite uni ts .  Althoug h the app licability of the scales to at  least  some of
the pr isoner  units is questionable , and the p r i soners  were  nominally
rat ing the units  they were  in pr ior  to conf inement  r a t h e r  tha n t h e i r  c u r r e n t
units , t he p r isone r units w ere  included in thi s analysis for comple t en ess .

~ V

‘ 
For purposes of this analysis , elite units w e r e  d e f i n e d  as t ho s e  un 1~ s
composed of vo lunteers  ha ving special  combat t ra in ing ,  such  as the  a i r-
b o r n e  i n f a n t r y  and Special Forces  ( A i r b o r n e )  units included in the  f ieldI s u r v e y ,  and t h e uni ts  t hat , by  v ir t ue of t h e i r  rnissioo and r e s u l t a n t

-

- 
- select ion p rocedures , admit  onl y soldiers  ha vi n4~ exc ellen t c a r e e r

,
r e c o r d s . The Ber l in  Bri gade was  used as an example of the lat te r type
of un i t , Non-e l i t e  un i t s  w e r e  all o the r  regula r A rm c  u n i t s  i nc luded  in
the s u rv ey  w i t h  the exception of the personnel confinement facilities and

-. c o r r e c t i o n a l  t ra in ing  un i t s .

11 
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The resul ts  of the analyses of va riance for  each scale are  summarized

in Table 13 Q In e\ -ery  case , the mean score for  the Elite units is hi g her
than the mean for  the Non-Eli te  units in accordance with the hypothesis  tha t

- I the scales are valid, In two cases , however , the in t e rg roup  di ff e r ences
are small enough to raise some question about the validity of the scales .
For the scale Leadership II , there is no significan t difference between Non-‘1 Elite and Elite units , al thoug h the a v e r ag e  sco res  fo r  the P r is o n e r  units  a r e
sl 1ni~ican:) y low~~r tha n ~ och N o n — ~~ii:e and Elice moans.  c’u r  Leac i er sh i ? ~~

-~~ the  d i f f e r en c e  b etw e e n  N on - E l i t e  and Elite uni ts  is s t a t i s t i ca l ly s ign i f i c a n t
h C ) t  r a ; h e r  smal l - -on ly . 16 si gma-uni t s. The f a ct  tha t t h0  d if f e ren c e s  a r e
small does not  necessa r i ly imply that  the scales are  invalid since it may in
f a c t  be the case tha t the t rue d i f f e r e n c e s  in leadersh i p betwee n the urti t
categories may be less than the true differences between the same groups
with regard to other fa c tors such as Uni t Performance  and Esp r i t  d / C o r p s ;
however , there  is suff icient  cause to regard  these scales , especially
Leadership II , with some susp icion , In any event , since the ul timate test
of the validity of a scale is its capacity to predict behavior , both Leadership
scales were included in the regression analysis.

One other  point wor thy of note is the uniformly low rating the pri-
son e r s  give their previous unit s . Ei ther  the p r i soners  tend s t rong ly to
come f rom the poorer  units in the Army or the pr i soners  have a tendency
to denigrate their previous units and leaders,

Racial Discrimination. - -While conducting the field interviews , it
became apparent  tha t the officer, NCO , and enlisted respondents were not
Likely to at t r ibu te  Army discipline problems to either on-post or o f f -pos t
racial discrimination, The r e s e a r c h e r s  bel ieved this outcome n-ti g ht be
due to several  f ac to r s , F i r s t, as noted earl ier , there  is considerable
evidence that  wh i t e  Army personnel simply do not perceive  levels of racial
discrimination bein g as hig h in their  units as their black cohor t s  do
(Scoloff , e t a l . ,  1972 , p. 11; Bo rus , Stanton & Fiman , 197 , pp. 1370-71;
U.S. Dept. of Defense, 1970 , p. 11). Hence , it  seems reasonable  to
assume that  the saliency of racial  d iscr iminat ion as an issue in f luenc ing
soliders ’ behavior is not likely to be as great for white personnel . Second ,
,rie failure to link military delinquency to racial matters may be a result of
social desi rabi l i ty  r e sponse  sty l e - t h e  tendency to ‘ fake good’ w hen
r e s p o n d i ng  to the q u e s t i onn a i r e .  Soldiers , and e spec i a l ly o f f i c e r s  and
N CO ’ s , may be reluctant to identify racial problems in t h e i r  un i t s  and ~v~ sh
to downp lay  such is sues because  of c u r r e n t  p r e s s u r e s  to el imina te  racial
tension s b y their commanders .  And th i rd , the d i f f e r e n c e s  in p e r c e p tions
between  blacks and whites  may also be the product  of raciall y ‘ p o l a r i z e d

‘ p r e - A r m y  a t t i t udes  and expecta tions , w hic h selec t ive ly f i l t e r  the dail y
ex p e r i e n c e s  [of whi tes  and n o n - w h i t e s ]  to produce c o n t r a s t i ng  p e r c e p t i o n s
of A r m y  li f e ’ (Borus , J. F. , et al . , pp . 1371-72 ) .

2 
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Tat c i e 13

- 1 } -t N ( ) .V  N - G R O U P S  \ AL I D A T I O N  OF THE UNIT
P E R F O R~ iANCE , U N I T  CONDUCT , UNIT A P P E A R A N C E ,

Lh~\DERSNLP 1, LEADERSHIP II, 
A N D  ESPRIT D’ CORPS SCALES

Resuics ot  ANO \’ A ____________________________________________________

fl U n i t  Oe~- r ~L t l  F(~~, 1551)  = ~~ ~~~~~ , ~ <. 000 1
P ’ r f i r m a n c o

h e L L  Ty7e N Mean SLd.Dev.

J 
P r i s o n e r  2 1 5  2 . 79 ,8 Z7
N o n - E l i t e  9 13 3. 10 .808
El i t e  366 3. 47 .866

Comparison of Difference L Si gni f icance
Prisoner vs . Non-El i te  . 313 5. 52 .000 1

-j  
Pr isoner  vs . Elite .678 10 .30  . 0001
Non-Eli te vs . Elite 3. 65 7 . 15 . 0001

Unit 
Overall F(2,1553) 20.08 , p <.0001

Conduct  Uni t Type N Mean Std.Dev.
Pr isoner  275 3.11 .825
Non-El i te  9 15 3 . 28 .821
Elite 366 3 , 52 . 891

Comparison of D i f f e r e n c e  T Significance

11 Prisoner  vs . Non-El i t e  . 165 2 .87  .005
Pr i soner  vs . Elite . 4 10 6. 13 .0001
N o n — E l i t e  vs .  El i te  . 45  4 . 73 . 0001

U n i t  Ove rall F ( 2 , 1554 ) = l~~. 77 , p < .00 01
A-inearance

-
~~ 

- . Uni t  Type N Mean Std . Dev .
P r i s o n e r  276 3 . 31 . 9 16
Non-Elite 915 3.43 .855
Elite 366 3.70 .87C

Compar i son  of D i f f e r e n c e  T Sic~ni€icance

I P r i s o n e r  vs. Non-E l i t e  . 115 1. ~ 1

‘-~ Prisoner vs. Elite .391 5.63 .0001
N o n - E l i t e  vs.  Eli te . 2 7 7  5 , 13 • 0001

(Table continued arc next page)

L~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
- — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
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Table 13 (cont’d)

KNOWN-GROUPS VA LIDATION OF THE UNIT
J J P ERFORMANCE , UNIT CONDUCT , UNIT A P P E A R A N C E ,

LEADERSHIP I , LEADERSHIP II, AND ESPRIT D ’CORPS SCALES (Cont. )

Scale Results  of ANOVA -

Leader sh ip  I Overall  F ( 2 , 1553) - 80 . 12 , p ~ . 0001

I - Uni t  Type  N Mean  S~ d . Dcv .
P r i s o n e r  276 2 , 33
N o n - E l i t e  915 3. 19 .887

j  E 1it~ 365  3 . 33 .87 9

-‘I
Comparison of D i f f e r e n c e  T Signi f icance
Prisoner vs. Non-Elite . 668 11 . 30 .0001

~~ Pr isoner  vs. Elite .807 11 .75 .0001
Non-Elite vs. Elite . 139 2.60 .0 1

Leadership II Overall F(2, 1552) 9.21, p ~~~~~. 0001

Unit Type N Mean Std. vev.

-‘ 
Prisoner  276 3 .30  .806
Non-Eli te  9 14 3.50  . 766
Elite 365 3.55 .843

Compa rison oj - D i f f e r e n c e  T Si~ni g i fan ce
Pr isoner  vs . Non-Eli te  . 203 3. 73 . 0005

— Prisoner  vs. Elite . 256 4. 06 . 0001
Non-Elite vs. Elite • 0 5 3  1.08

- E s p r i t  d ’Corps  Overal l  F (2 , 1535) = 49. 15 , p < . 000 1

U n i t  Type N -can  SL c ~. D, v .
P r i s o n e r  269 3. 68 1. 12

-~~ N o n - E l i t e  906 4 . 19 1. 06
Elite 363 4 . 53 1.07

- .  Compar i son  of D i f f e r e n c e  T Sign i f i c a n c e
P r i s o n e r  vs. Non-El i t e  . 510 6 .8 4 . 0001
P r i s o n e r  vs. Elite .85 5 9 .9 1  . 0001
No n e - El it e  vs.  Elite . 346 5 . 19 .0001

.
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Regardless of wha t mused this discrepancy, it undoubtedly reduced the
f r e quency  w i t h  which  racial  d isc r imina tion was ment ioned as a f ac to r
a f f e c t i n g  A r m y  di sci pline. And because  of the si gnif icantl y l a rger  port ion
of whi tes  and hi g her  ranking personnel  i n t e rv i ewed , it  also undoubtedly
reduced the p robab i l i ty  tha t racial  d iscr iminat ion woul d emerge  f r o m  the

—~ summarization of the interview data as a leading determinant of mil i tary
disci pline.

T~~~~- -~ - - - - a - ; , on thc  o:~~e: hand , c c n s~~~e :a  Ic e -rtu ence cnn : ra~~ial :en -
sion s and conflicts are associated with mili tary  discipl ine  p r o b l e m s. Th e

~n ’ er v 1 e L v e r s  enco m c e r~~d -:‘ :merous  r ep o r t s  of : nc iJ e n t s  in v o lv i ng  a s s a u l t s
bet ween  group s of soldiers divided along racial lines at  many of :he posts

J t~ie~r vis~ t~~d . M cCubbin , et al. ( 10 7 1 , p . 31),  of f e r  emp i r i c a l  e . -O e rcce tha t
Army “units with  minimal AWOL p rob l ems a r e  cha r a c t e ri zed by less con-
flict be tween races. ” And , as no t ed by Borus, Stanton and Fiman , (1972 ,
p. 53) , “In the last few years interracia l  conflicts  have been repor ted  on 2

military posts throug hout the United States and Asia. ”

In view of thi s evidence , and in lig ht of the probable bias in the inte r-
view data due to the preponderance  of whi tes  and hig h ranking respondents
and social desirabil i ty response  set , i t was decided to include pe rce ived
racial discrimination in the r e s e a r c h  desi gn as a poss ibl e p r e d i c to r o f
discipline and develop a pool of L i k e r t -typ e i tems  for  iriclusic in the sur-
vey ques t ionnai re  to measure  th is  p henomenon.

The racial discrimination items included in the questionnaire were
desi gned to measure  the r e spondent’ s p -’rce ption of the l eve l s  of racial

9 discrimination- -within both  the r e sponden t ’ s m i l i t a r y  and o f f - p o s t  civilian
-j env i ronments , as w ell as in so cie t y in genera l .  I tems to m e a s u r e  the

respondent’ s pe rcepti on o f di scr iminatio n w e re  se lec ted  f ro m sca le i t ems
originally used to measure perceiv~d r ac ia l  d i s c r imina tion arnon ~ Marine
and Navy  personnel  (S tolo f f , et al . , 1772 , Appendix  C ) ,  and  subsequen t l y
used  to m~ ~~~~~ m c m l d i s c r i m i n a tion ; cr cep : io r l s among A rmy  p er s o n r i o t .
Four items desi gned to m e a s u r e  p e r c e p t in n s  of o f f - p o s t  racial  iv i .c r iminat ion
and d i s c r i m i n at i on  a g a i n s t  so ld i e r s  in g e n e r a l  w e r e  a l so d~- eelo ped fo r
i n c l u s i on  in ~ne quest i onna i r e .91 - - - - - - - . -Dimensional Structure of Rac i a l  D i s c r i m i n a t i o n .  - - C o r r lation m a t r i c e s
for the items dealing with racial disc r i r n i na t i o n  \v’-r e ~n s p e ct e u  f o r  different
s u bj e c t  g r o u p ings  sp l i t  b g t y p e  of u n i t , r ank , p r i s o n- e r s t at u s , e d u c a t i o n a l
le’:el , and r ace . When sub j - c t s ~ver  e’ catego r i~~ed b y r ace  al l  su b j e c t s  who
w e r e  neither black nor white w e r e  p Utc ~-d in an ‘ot h er ’ c a t eg or y. Gross
d i f f e ren c e s  w e r e  o h s er : e d  b ’ tv ;’-en He c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x  f o r  b lacks  and
th a t  f o r  w h i t e s;  the  cor r~- t t i o n  n-ca t r t : - ~ f o r  o t he r s ’’ cenc le c l  to fesemble

I
j  
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that of the blacks ., Nonmetr ic  factor  anal yses were  car r ied  out  for each
racial group;  the resu l t s  of these  anal yses  w e r e  inspected in an a ttempt  to
de ter mine a set of one or more scales app licable to all races .  Fi ye of the

J or i ginal sixteen items were  eliminated usin g this  p rocess , and the  r e m a i n -
- ing eleven units w e r e  part i t ioned into a Unit  Racial  D i s c r i m in a t i o n  Scale

and a General Racial  Discr iminat ion Scale. The i t ems  and thei r  fac to r load-I - i n gs  a r e  shown in Table 14 . The items in the Unit  Racial  Di sc  r f r ~:ina t iorc
S- al e  all deal w i th  di sc r imination sP e c i f ic a ij y w it n in  t i e  r e sp o n d e n : s un i~~,
whereas the General Racial Discrimination Scale i tems deal with cis-
crirninat-iori  in the  A rm y  or  sociecy as a ~v hole and th~ 1o~ a~ o f f  -p o s t  civ i l ia n
env ironment.  A hig h score  on ei ther  discrimination scale implies a hi g h

ree  of o~~ 
rce i -re d  discrimina tion.

It is obvi ous f rom the fac tor  loadings tha t not  all of the respondents
would agree  with the partitioning of the items , but it seems the b e s t  ccm-
promise  available under the circumstances.  Given the somewhat  confused
situa tion , one should hesita te  before  assuming that  apparently correspond-
ing dimensions measure the same underlying const ruct  for  all races.  For
f u r t h e r  informa tion on the scales , see Appendix A.

Military Wo rk Role. - -As reported earl ier  and i l lus tra ted  in F igure  1,
:.~ 

elements of the military work role w e r e  perceived by the Army in ter . .
viewees as having considerable impact on mi l i t a ry  disc ipline. Of particula r

-
~~ importance were  unit policies , working  condit ions , co-wo rkers , the

relevance and quality of t raining rece ived , the unit  mission , the impor tance
of dail y jobs assi gned , and the types and relevance of MOS assi gnments .
There  were  also related elements of job sa t i s fac t ion  as indicated by a

I sense of accomplishment f r o m  dail y ac t iv i t ies  within the unit , an expr essed
i n t e r e s t  in the work assigned , a sa tisfa c tion with an A r m y  c a r e e r , and a
de s i r e  to pursue an Army c a r e e r .

To develop a measure  of these  p henomena , a pooh of f i f t e - ’ n L i t~e r _

I Lype i tems was developed . Two i tems ‘.‘—~~re el iminated du r i n g  p r e l i m i n a r y
item anal yses  due to t h e i r  lack of communali ty wi th  the  o the r  i tems as
evidenced by low in t e r i t em  c o r r e l a t i o n  values .  All  of the  i tems w e r e

I des igned  to m e a s u r e  the r e s p o nd e n t ’ s o e r c e p t i L n s  of v ar i o u s  f a c e t s  of
the  m il i t a r y  w o r k  role  that  the A r m y  i n c er v i ew e e s  repo r ted as h av in g  a
subs t an t i al im pac t on A r m y  disc i pline.

21
Dimensionality of Mi lit~ ry W ork  Role . — — U pon ins p ect ing the in te r i t c m

co r r e l at i o n  m at r i c e s  f or  the  i tem  pool , i t  was d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  the u n i —

fl
j  

d imens iorc a l i t y  of the  i tem se t  was s u f f i c i e n t l y ev i d e n t  to make  f a ct o r
anai ys is  u n n e c e ssar y .
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FACTOR LOADINGS~ FOR R A C I A l  I 
-

1 f I ~Mt - B ’~ R A C I A L  (ThC

B l a c k s
Scale : - m  }.~ c t I r I-

Unit To what cu-:t .. - t do m e m b e r s  of - . 113 8  - . 7 4 0
Discrimination your unit let  racia l  con f l i c t s

in te r fe re  w t h  their  w o r k?

To what ext~. ot do member s  of . 3~~3 - .

your unit di solay  r cc ial  p r e j u d i c e ?

Whi tes  in n y  un it have  a goo d . l t ~ l
reason to distrust non-wh ites.

Non-whites n: my unit have good . 3 6 8  - .

reason to distrust whites. - 
-

General The Army should make a greater . f - h Z  .

Discr iminat ion e f fo r t  to a s s i s t  non-whites  to
q ualif y for  enlistment and technical
rat ings.

Members  of m inor i t y g roups  have • ~3O - . 17~
a harder tim e in the A r m y  than
others.

White soldiers  are pun i shed  less . 5 1 5  - . 3 1j (

seve re ly than non-whites  for  the
- same offenscs.

The Army should recogniz e that it . 4 1 o  - . - - 2
is not always fair to apply test

~~

. . standards t0 minori ty gr o u p s that
have been d’ veloped f i r  v~~ - i ~~cS .

Commandink officers should be . - i  - .

fl u m e  re~~;)o::sive t i- t b -  :~~-- e d s  of 
—

~~~~~~

~~ 
m : n or it y gr eu n  m emb e r s .

1 n e - re  is so m u c h  d isc r : i i n~~t~on . 4 h
aga ins t  m i n o r i ty soldiers by local
c i v i l i a n s, m i n o r i t y so l d i e r s  don ’t
want t i~ leave the pos t .

Local lan dlnrd s  d i s c r i m i n a t e  a ga i n s t  - 4

n o n - w h i te s .  

- ToO a 1 I nr r I ; J i n e d  v ar i m a x  ro t a t ion  of the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~l _ i ._ _~
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Table 14

FACT OR LOADINGS FOR RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

I ___ 

ITEMS BY RACIAL GROUP

Blacks Whi te s  Others
Facto r I Facto r 11 Facto r I Facto r II Facto r I Facto r TI

- : ~~ members of - .038 - . 740 .074 .618 . 234 - .324

~l cori-fl icts
l u i r  wor k?

h members  of . 363 - . 5 0 1  .074 . 642  . 1 7 1  - .381
racia l pr eju dice?

t have a good . l O T  - . 3 13 - .041 . 794  - . 105 - . 6 8 6
- r - 

~t non-wh ites.

~~.v un it have good .368 - . 596 - .515 . 090 .463 .328
rns t whites.

-~ make a greater .562 .029 -.5 16 - . 160 .718  . 120
- : rnn-whites  to

:ment and technical

- -a :ior i t y group s have . 53 0  - . 179 - . 445 - .158  .6 1 1  - . 076
the Army than

-s  re punished less .515 - . 300 - . 506 . 046 . 516 -.323
- : n-whi tes  for the

1 recogniz e that it .419 - . 263 - .452  - . 192 . 474 - . 264
- :a :r to app ly test

-: - -~~ority  group s that
~~

- ped for whites.

Thcer s  should be .490 - . 2 15 .510 .029 .490 -.277
- to the needs cf

.nernbers .

- a :. d is cru -nj na ~ j cn . 4 - 0  - . ‘fI ll ) .478 .012 .39o - - . 447

~- i t  soldiers  by local
:~ r i t v  soldiers don ’t

pos t.

d i sc r iminate agains t  . 50 1 - . 140 - .458  - . 192 - 4 ’ f ( )  — . 3 . 0

t ion of the two-d imens iona l  so lu t ion  for  each rac ia l  c d t e ~~~ry .

- ‘~ 13 ~~~T ~~
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The stability and general i ty  of the interi tem cor:elat ions was exp lore d
by calculating matrices for  the respondents  in the developmental  sample
3tratified by type of unit (combat, support, training, or cor rec t iona l ) ,  - :
rank , race , educational level , and pr isoner  versus  non-p r i sone r  sta tus.
No si gniLcant  d i f f e rences  between groups were  observed except for  the
e f f e c t s  of educational level and p r isoner  sta tu s as di scussed ea rl ie r  in

~h~s :epor~.

The in terna l  cons i s t ency  of the scaie was  excep tionally hi gh ,
especially considering the item Sets were not the product of fac to r anal ysis

-. (See  A ppendix A). A high s c o r e  on the  work  role scale implies f a v o r a b l e
j  p ercep tions of the military work  role.

Recreational Availability. - -The availability of recreational facil i t ies
did not in and of itself emerge f rom the i n t e rv i ew  data as a principle
determinant of Army discipline. On the o the r  hand , many face t s  of uni t
discipline and indisciplin e were  perceived by the int erviewees to be the
consequences of a lack of meaningful , in teres t ing,  and challenging things
to do. There fore , departing f rom the inductive approach somewha t , the
researchers  included in the questionnaire items to measure the availability

of recreational facilities on or near the respondent’s post,

The Recreational Availability Index was calculated by summing the
unt ransformed responses  to the recreat ional  availability items ac ros s
all facilities mentioned in the questionnaire (See Section VI of the
quest ionnaire, Appendix B or the descr iption of the measure  in A pp endix
A).  No at tempt  was made to determine the dimensionality of the i tem set
since the availability of recreat ional  faci l i t ies  is presumably a ref lec t ion3 of object ive conditions subject  to a r b i t r a r y  changes , and thu s not suitable
fo r  fa c to r analys i s .

Social Desi rabi l i ty .  --A set  of items intended to measurc~ the tendency
of persons to respond to survey items on the basis of wha t they believe is
the most sociall y desirable  way - general ly to achieve the approval  of
ot h e r s  - was included in the questionnaire (See Section V of the quest ionnaire,
A ppendix B and discussion of thi s measure  in A ppendix A).  If a social

- t r ab i l i t y  scale could be cons t ruct ed , th e resea r c he r s int ended to u se t he
I n e u~ sure  to screen out respondents  who w e r e  prone  to thi s form of response
sty le, and thereb y improve the  re l iabi l i ty  of the s u r v ey  data.  To develop a

r social  des irab i l i ty  scale , ten i tems w e r e  selected f rom the 33-item social
desirability scale developed b y Crowne and Marlowe (1964;  also r e p o r t e d

J
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I
in Robinson and Shaver , 1969 1 pp. 640-643 (See Section V of the quest ionnaire ,
A ppendix B and Appendix A),  The i tems w e r e  evenly b alanced be tween
“deny bad quality ” i tems and “claim good quality ” i tems.  Unfo r tunatel y,
the response  data proved  to be too unreliable for  a scale to be formed,  Even

-
~~~~~ when the less reliable data derived from the correctional unit inmates and

-a~ nees  were eLiminated f r o m  Lie d e v e l op m e n t  ~amole dat a , Lie mean
co r r e l a t i on  among the i tems i n c r e a s e d  to onl y . 1 0 0 - - t h e  minimum c o r r e la t i o nj v a s  - . 05S and  the maxj rn~~~-j was , 23-I . No su i tab le  s u b s e t  of the  it em.~ could
he found tor  wh i c h  the re l iabi li ty  of the scale  was substant ia l ly hi h er , and
so the a t temp t to fo rm a scale was abandoned.

PREDICTION OF MILITARY UNIT DISCIPLINE

- -THE PREDICTOR VA RIABLES

Ten environmental  variables were  included in the r e g r e s s i o n  anal yses
of unit  discipline: Leade r sh ip I, Leadership II, Work Role, Esprit d’Corps,
Unit Racial Discrimina tion, General Racial Discr im ina tion , Recreational
Avai labi l i ty ,  Financial Problems , Satisfaction with  Living Quar t e r s , and
Sexual Satisfaction. These scales and items w e r e  included in the anal ysis
as predictors  because it was fe l t  tha t they w e r e  diagnost ic  of condi tions
within the respondents ’ units which might re la te  to unit discipline.

Desc r iptive measures  fo r  all the  var iab les  in the r eg r e s s i o n  analyses
can be found in Table 15, and the correlation matrix for the p redi c to r s
is in Table 16. The overall corre la t ions  between the p red ic to rs  and
criteria are in Table 17.

I t  should  h e  c lear  f r o m  the i n t e r - p r e d i c t or c o r r e l a t i o ns  tha t we a re
not dealing wi th  a clean set of independent  p r e d i c t o r s ;  in fact, son-x e of the
ri-io st .  c rucial  p r e d i c t o r s  suc h as Leadership I, Esprit d’Corps , and Military
Work Role , are very intimately related . E v e n  Recrea tiona l  Avai lab i l i ty ,
w h i c h  one would expec t  to be o r th o g o n a l  to mos t  of the  o t h e r  va r i a b l e s ,
in s t ead  i s closely assoc ia ted  wi th  L e a d e r s h i p I , Wc rk R ole , and E s p r i t
dr C or p s .  The impl ica t ion  of t hese  c o r r e l a t i on s  See ms  to he tha t , a t  leas t
as these  r e sponden t s  see the s i tua t ion , t h o s e  u n it s  w h i c h  ar e  wel l  o f f  in
or.~ recard tend to be well off in all regards , ~tnd vice versa.

The authors are grateful to P r o f e s s o r  D i v i d  \ l i r l o w e  of the U n i v e r s i ty
o f Ca l i fo rn i a , Santa C ruz , for  au t h o r i z i n g  the use  of the scale items.

:1’
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Table 15

3 DESCRIPTIVE MEASURES FOR
MILITARY UNIT DISCIPLINE SCALES

AND PREDICTORS
- Standardj V a r i a b l e  N

a 
Mean D e v i a tion R a n g e

Unit Pe;:forrrxance 1554 3.14 .853 1 to 5

- U r t t  A ooe :~nc~ 1557 3 . 47 . 8S 1 ~ to 5

- 
Uni t Cu n e u c t  l S S o  3 .31 . b4~ 1 to  5

J [ - -~~d er sh i p 1 1556 3. 11 .9 - 3 4 1 to 5

~~- -t d er sh i p  U 1555 3. 48 . 796 1 to 5

J \ g o r k  Role 1557 2.93 .975 1 to 4 . 9 2

E s p r i t  d ’Corps  1538 4 . 18 1. 106 1 to 6

Unit Racial Discrimina tion 1535 0~ 00
b 

.679 -1.01 to 1.95

General Racial Discrimination 1521 3.28 1.230 1 to 6

Recrea t ion  Avai labi l i ty  1548 3 .09 .761 1 to 5

Financial ProblemsC 1446 2. 52 1. 33 1 to 5

J Sat is fac t ion  w /Qu a r t e r s’-~ 1534 2 .71  1.49 1 to 5

- 
Sexua l Sa ti sfa c tion e 1513 2 .78 L 59  1 to 5

a
N u m b e r  of c a se s  out  of the comple te  sample of 1564 cases , s t o c k a d e
p r i s o n e rs  inc luded .

I b Unit  racia l  discrimina tion was ca l cu l a t ed  as the sum of s t anda rd i zed
- variables. —

-‘ Qu es tx o ~~n a i r e  it em  V I I -2 - l :  To wha t e x t e n t  a r e  you b o t h e r e d  b y
f~nancia 1 p rob l e m s ?”

c Qu e s t i o n n a i r e  i tecr V III-9: How s a t i s f i e d  a r e  you w i t h  y o u r

J p r e s e n t  l i v i n g  q u a rt e r s~
e Qu e s t i o n n a i r e  i t em  V I I I -  18: ‘ Since  b e i n g  a s s i gned to this  pos t ,

now satisfied have you been with your opportunities for
- h a v i t i - .~ sexual  r - l t t i o n s ?

- - -—

~ 
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Table  i~

CORRELATIONS AMONG PREDICTORS

]j  
_ _ _ _  

OF UNIT DISCIpLINE a 
_ _ _

V a r i a b l e

Leade r sh ip  II . 37tLi -:~~

I!l

j  - 

\Vo rd R ole . 588*’:~~ . 282~~**
~Ii~ Gor p ~ . -~ 3 Q -n ~O . ~ 3 O - ~-’ 4 7 3O~~*

G e n er a l  Rac ial  - . l~~~~~ -~ - . 063* . 0 02  - . l60~~~
.2 D i s c r i m i n at ion

J (Jnit  ~~aeia 1 - . 29O~n~~ -. 20 3-~~~ -. 269-~-’~ ’ - . 470 ~~
- - ‘~~-~ .

D isc  r imina~on

Rec r e a t i o n a l  372~~** . 077 e~ . 4 16~~~* . 340~ ** — . 06P:~
A v a i l a b i l i t y

F inanc ia l  — . 198~~** — . l4Z~~~ — . 18 l’~ ;- -~ — . 164~~~ . 1 18***
Prob lems

Sa t i s fac t ion  . 195~ ** . o65~ . 26 1~~ * . 198**~ Q4~
w i t h  Liv ing
Qu a r~e r s

Sexual . 114~~~ . 036 . 232~ *~ • 144’:~~ :’ .016
- -  S~ ti~ f~ c ft r~~~~~~~_ _ . M i li ta r y  t ene r al  R a c i al

Leadersh ip I Leade r sh ip  II Work Role Espr it  d’ Corps Discrimination

R e c r e a tional
A v a i l a b i l i ty  — . 199’~~~-] Financ ia l  . l 86o~~o -.

P r o b l - m s

Sax ~sfa ~ tio n w/  — . 080 . -6~ ’~’~’ — ,

c4 -  L~~ct ni~
Qua r~ t - rs

- . l07o~ . 24 6~:-~:-~ -. 08~~:~:~ . 236* ’~-~
S ~t i s t a c t i o n 

_____ _____________________

- U nj ~ Racial  
— 

Recre- tional Financial Satisfaction wf
Discr imina tion A ’. i t c b i l i t y  P rob lems  L iv ing  Q u a r t e r s

.

~~ I
p •~~~. 05 , tw o - t a i l e d
p < o 1

~ < . 001
a For 1326 comp le te  cases  ( i n c l u d i n g  s tockade  p r i s o n e rs )  out  of 15o4.
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Table 17
C O R R E L A T I O NS  OF SITUATIONAL P R E D I C T O R S

- WITH UNIT PERFORMANCE, A P P E A R A N C E  AND

- 

C O N D U C T  FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE ( N= 1 4 8 1 )

C r i t e r i o n  V a r i a b l e

j ?r~- d t v t o r  Un it  u n i t

V a r i a b l e  P er f o r m a n c e  A ppearance  C o n d uc t

Le a d e r s hi p I . 31 1~~~* . 292*** 54Qu ~~

-~~ Leader sh ip  II . 090**’~ . Z l 8~~~* . l98~~**
J Mil i t a ry  Work Role . 267*’~* . 3Z8~~** . 509~~~*

E s p r i t  d ’Corps  . 399~~~ . 4 73~~** . 600 -~~~
Genera l  Racial  - . iOO ~:~** - .031 - . 096**~Disc r imination

U n i t  Racial  - . 223~- - ~~ - . 377 -~~~ - 323*~~Discr imina tion
R e c r e a tional Avai labi l i ty  . 187o*~ . 16 ~~~~ . 350°~~

1 p ( . 0 5 , two-tai led

p <.01 , two-tailed

-i p < . 0 0 1 , two-tai led

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF MILITARY UNIT DISCIPLINE SCALES- -METHODS

For  each of the Unit Discipline criteria , the regression of the criterion on
the environmental  p r e d i c t o r s  was  calculated fo r  the developmental sample.
Responden t s  who were  stockade p r i s o n e r s  or who had missing data for  their
unit type w e r e  excluded . To tes t  fo r  the possibi l i ty  tha t the r eg r e s s ions
wure different for  d i f f e r e n t  subject  ca tegor ie s , one-way  anal yses of va r iance
w e r e  car r ied  out on the residuals  of the r eg res s ion  b y unit category
(co mba t , suppor t , and t r a i n i n g ) ,  ra ce , rank ca tegory  ( t h r e e  levels :  E l - E d ,
E S -E4 , E 5-E9 ) ,  educational leve l , and c a r e e r  i n t e n t  ( w h e t h e r  the r e sponden t

-: int ended  to remain in the Army), If the analyses of the residuals indicated
subs tan t ia l  i n t e r g r o u p  d i f f e r e n c e s , the r e g r e s s i o n s  were recalculated for
each group separately. When final regressions had been calculated for the
developmental sample , pa rallel regressions were carried out in the

- r ep lication samp le , the resu l t s  w e r e  compared , and then the r e g r e s s i on s
-
~~~ w e r e  ca r r i ed  out again for the developmental and replication samp les

combined. The analyses of residuals were not repeated in the rep lication
samp le .

~~ ~~~-— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~
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Table 18

ANALYSIS OF VA RIANCE OF REGRESSION
RESIDUALS BY UNIT TYPE

Sum of MeanSource 
- -df Squares Square F Signi f icance

~ve~ n units 3 6 . 8 4 3  2. ~3l 6 . ~ . 0005

j Wi± in uni ts  636 231 .9 . 364 6

Total 639 238 .8

Unit ~~~~~~ N Mean St d .Dev .

Combat 358 .0775 .5994

Support 149 -. 17 6 5 .6297

Training 72 - .0264  .6014

CTF 61 .0074  . 5667

PFEDICTION OF UNIT PERFORMANCE--RESULTS

A nal ysis of variance of the residuals of the ini t ial  r e gr e s s i o n  of Unit
I Per fo rmance  discloses la rge , sys temati c d i f f e r e n c e s  among the uni t
J ty~ie5 .  Table 18 conta ins  the ANOVA r e s u l t s ;  the  ori g inal equa tion tended

to underes t imate  p e r f o r m a n c e  fo r  combat un i t s  and overes t imate  it fo r
s u pp o r t  units , the  d i f f e r ence  b e t w e e n  the  two being . 25 scale units. The

A o t h e r  kinds of units  fell  between combat and support .  Folbwing th is
f ind ing ,  all analyses of Unit  P e r f or m a n c e  w e r e  ca r r i ed  out separate l y for
all u n i t  types except  cor rec t iona l .  Corre la t ions  of the predic tors  with the
Uni t Per fo rmance Scale a r e  g i ven  sepa ra te ly fo r  each unit ca t ego ry  in
Table 19,

I
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Table 19

CORRELATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PREDICTORS
WITH UNIT PERFORMANCE BY UNIT TYPE

Combat Support Trai~iingI V ar i a b l e  (N = 6 4 5 )  (N ~~Z 8 1 )  (N = 142 )

-j Le ad e r s h ip I . 589*0~ . 473~~~* . 51 1~~**
- Leadersh ip II . 236oo* . 240** . 104

r Work Role . 547oo* . 4750*0

Espr i t  d ’Corps  . 6570*0 . 563*0* . 393*0*

General  Racial -. 081* -.028 .043
Discrimination

Unit  Racial — . 3570*0 — . 2820* — . 31700*
Discrimination

Recreational . 319**~ . 390*** . 299*0*
-

~~ 

Availabil i ty

Financial  -. 1620* -. 2100* -. 007

- 
Problems

Satisfaction wi th  • 073 . 2590* . 3290*0
Living Quar t e r s

Sexual .205**’~ .130* .00 4
Sa tisfaction

I —--—- -—__-_ _ _ _ _ _

~~~ 
p~~.O5 , two tailed

Il. o-~
000 p.< • 001

-A

_ _  

9, 
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When regress ion  coeff ic ients  w e r e  calculated wi th in  unit c a t e g o r i e s
for  both  the developmental and rep lication samples , comparisons of the

‘S. coe f f i c i en t s  revealed no d i f f e r ences  tha t coul d not  be a t t r ibu ted  to samp ling

~ 
var ia t ion,  Comparabil i ty of the resu l t s  was f u r t h e r  tested b y using the
coefficients  f rom the f i r s t  samp le to p red ic t  Unit Performance in the
replication samp le. For all t h ree  unit ca tegor ies , the r eg re s s ion  proved
t-o be :nb a i s~~d (no s ign i f i c a n t  d i ff e ren c e  in the  mean of the r e s i d u al s

- 
b e tw e e n  samp les ;  s tudent ’ s t - v alu e s  r anged  fr o m  1. 1 to -. 17 ) and of
n e a r ly equal predic t ive  capacity in both samples (the variance of the
r e s idua ls  did not  inc rease  drama tically f r o m  the deve lopmen ta l  to the

-~~ r er )I icat ion  samp le - - t h e  maximum F - r a t i o  was 1. 47 f o r  the suppor t  units ;
aicho ug h thi s value of F was significant at the . 05 level the magnitude  of
the ratio is not such as to indicate major differences between the samples) .
These  results indicated tha t stable re la t ionships were  present  in the data
and that  the two samples were fully comparable.

The regression data for the entire sample are presented in Tables
1. 20 , 21 , and 22; Figures 2 , 3 , and 4 graphically present the results , The

pred ic to r  var iables  account for  about half of the variation of the c r i t e r ion
across all unit types, indicating that the regression models have excellent

- predic t ive  power .
6

For combat and support  units the leadin g predicto r is clearl y E s p r it 1d’ Corps , but for  training units it ranks third . Combat Unit Performance
seems to be affected relatively little by such p hysical environment f ac to r s

T 
as availabil i ty of recreat ional  facil i t ies or quality of living q u a r t e r s ;  fo r

a combat  units hig h Espr i t  dt C orps , good l eadersh ip, and sa t i s fac t ion wi th
work  roles  seem to be suff icient  to ensure  hig h p er f o r m a n c e .  For suppor t
units , howeve r , even thoug h Espr i t  d ’Corp s , leadership  and a t t i tudes
toward  wo rk roles a r e  important , good living conditions clearly contr ibute

: to good p e r f o r m a n c e .

For training units the pattern of prediction is rather different; Esprit
-Lssurnes a tertia ry role , possibl y because the trainees have not been to-

- g e t h e r  as a uni t  long enoug h to develop it, Leaders hip I assumes the role
vacated by Esprir , with quality of living quarters next.

________________

r 
1 The n e g a t i v e  r eg r e s s i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  fo r  sa t i s fac t ion  with l iv ing q u a r t e r s

and L e a d e r s h i p 11 a r e  a t t r ibu tab le  to the fac t  tha t these measures are
c o r r e L L t c d  w i t h  the o t h e r  p r e d i c t o r s , and may be ignored .

]
:1 
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Table 2 1
-~~~ REGRESSION OF UNIT PERFORMANCE ON

SITUATIONAL PREDICTORS FOR SUPPORT UNITS

Unnormalized
- P r e d i c t o r Pa r tial R e g r e s s i o n  Si g n i f i c a n c e

£~an ~cing V a r i a b l e  C o r r e l a t i o n  C o e f f i ci en t  Level

E cp r i t  d ’C o rp s  
• 344 . ~ 69+ . 045 . 0 001

Mil i tary  Work Role . 169 . l 39 -~- .04 9 • 01

3 Leadershi p I . 164 • 158± .058  . 01
4

4 Recreat ional  . 162 . 148 -~- • 055 . 0 1
Avai labi l i ty

5 Quality of Living .156 . 070+ . 02 7  . 05
Quarters

6 Financial  Problems -. 105 -.055± .031

7 General Racial .083 .045± .033
Discrimina tion

8 Sexual Satisfaction -. 070 - . 030÷ . 026

9 Unit Racial -. 037 -• 039± . 064
Discriminat ion

10 Leader sh ip l l  -.005  -. 0 0 4 + . 0 5 6

Cons tan t  Ter m .401+ . 309

.
~~

N = 281

0-cerall Test of Regression: F( 10, 270) 22. 21 , p < .0001

Mu lt ip le Cor r e l a t i on :  . 672

P e r c e n t a g e  of V a r i a n c e  Exp lained:  45 . 1

S t a n d a r d  E r r o r  or R e s i d u a l s :  . 6 2 5
i-I

-j

J
rj
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Table 22
REGRESSION OF UNIT PERFORMANCE ON

SITUA TIONAL PREDICTORS FOR TRAINING ( B C T /M T )  UNITS

Unnormalized
- P r e d i ct o r Par t ia l  R e g r e s s i o n  Si g n i f i c a n c e

Va r ia~~ie C o r r el a tion C o e f f i c i e n t  L ev e i
I ~~

1 L e a d e rsh i o  I • 37 1 . 3~~.+ . 0 3 4  . 0001 - ‘

Quality of Living • 254 . 118 - -- . 039 . 005
Q u a r t e r s

3 Esprit d’Corps  . 2 02  . l 5 l + .064 .05

4 Unit Racial -. 158 -. 187± . 102 . 10
Discrimination

L 5 Leadersh i p II -• 107 -.094± .076

6 Military Work  R ole • 102 . 1 08± .092

7 Financial Problems • 086 . 043+ . 043

8 Recrea t iona l  .059 . 05 l + .075
Avai labi l i ty

w
9 Sexual Satisfaction -.037 -.016 + .037

10 General Racial -.012 -.007+ .051
Discr imina t ion

Constant Term .727± .4-7

1—:

Ov e r a l l  Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F( 10 , 131) = 10. 33 , p ~ • 0001

M i l c i p le Correla tion: .664

P e r c e n t ag e  of Var ianc e Exp lained: 44. 1

S~ i n d a r d E r r o r or Residua l s :  . 6 1 5

N.- 
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- 1 -

Predictors * Cr iter ion

Pa,t ,al
- - ,,433

Combat Unit Performance

loUt
- - Vanance

Leaderth p

-~~ -3o5

R o le

Pa,t ,, l
r . 

1v -(i c y r c i c - s p s ~~r ~pn(to f l a I  to
amount o va,,aflce .- .. ; - ~ --1 - f l t ’, c/ f . , - , ’

H:
Fi gure  2 Principal Predic tors  of Army Unit Performance

(Disci plin e I) in Combat Units  
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I)

Predictors * Criterion
I

00

“ — f - / f

r~ 1-1-1

Support Unit Performance
‘0
/

-~
Work
S d r

Part ,al
= .169

Total
V sr , an cc
Eo p laine d

r2 .451
Lcaderth ~p I

Part a I
- 154

Aa.nIa b il~ty 0!
Rrc reat ,o na l
F ~~~~ I -e s

Ptr t al

I 154

-~~ Qua lity of
L,u,rr i~Quarters

P i r t ~s l
r 156

~S-,e of predictor ci rc l es is pro port ion a l to
amount of var iance ex pla ined in the cr iter ion

Figure 3 Principal Predictors  of Army Unit Performance
(Disci pline I) in Support Units
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(Discipline I) in Training Units
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Althoug h, strictly speaking, the regression models should not be
applied to inmates of correctional insti tu tions because of the problems

~31 discussed in previous sections , the anal ysis was carried out for  the sake
of completeness and the results appear in Table 23 . The regress ion  co-
eff ic ients  for  the pr isoners  seem to tend to resemble those of the comba t
cn:ts,  -

Table 23

REGRESSION OF UNIT PERFORMANCE ON PRE-CONFINEMENT
SITUATIONAL PREDICTORS FOR STOCKADE/CORRECTIONAL

TRAINING FACILITY INMATES

~.r.

Uniiorm.alized

- 
P red i c to r  Part ial  R e g r e s s i o n  Signif icance
Ranking Variable Correlation Coefficient Level

1 Esprit d’Corps .410 .293+ .044 .0001

2 Leadership I . 204 . 202± . 065 . 005

3 Recreational . 162 . 169+ .069 .05
Availability

4 Sexual Satisfaction . 146 .062+ . 028 .05

5 Military Work Role . 122 . 104-i- . 057

6 Leadership II . 112 . 090+ .053
—

7 Financial Problems .071 . 034± . 032

S General  Racial - . 069 - . 037-~ • 035
Discrimination

9 Quali ty of Living -. 029 - . 014÷ . 034
Qu a rt e r s

10 Unit Racial .010 .Oll+ .071
Discrimina tion

a.

14

. Constant Term 
i 

. l 2 2~ .318

N = 2 3 2

Overall Test of Regression: F( 10, 221) 15. 92, p 
~ 

. 0001

~ &l .li Lip 1e Correlation: • 4

P er c e nt a g e  of Variance Explained: 41 .9

Standard Er ror  of Residuala; .647-
- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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I To test for possible baises in the regression models, one-way
- - anal yses of v a r i a n c e  w e r e  c a r r i e d  out  in the developmental  samp le on

t ’n.~ res iduals of the  r eg r e s s i o n . The samp le was s t ra t i f i ed  b y racial
category (black, w h i t e , o r  other ), rank , educa t iona l  -- vel , m a r it i l
sta tu 3 , and mode of entry into the A r my .  The results are summarized in
Table 24 Only two effects seem to be worthy of note: first , in combat
uni ts the r e g r e 5 s L c ) n  equat ions  s~~ern to o v e r e s t i m a t e  U n i t  P e r f o r m a n c e ’ b y

- a ) .) c ~ . 15 s-~ L I C  i:ni:~~ t o r  ~~~~~~ E 5 — E ?  re~ a~ i — ~e to :- t i ,~~~ ~- 1  — E4 ;  s~~e
again in combat ILoL ts onl y, cri e equa tions overestimate L n i t  P e r f T r mar 4 c e  on
th~ r ma r r~~-~ responclen:s aod -:nde res ;~-ate i t  :or  s~ n~ le r e ~pon~~en~ s .

-
~~ m e d i f f e r e n c e  being . 20 scale un i t s .  B - I t h  of r h e s c - e f f e c t s  woo ! set- rn to

indicate a t e n d en c y  y ar d  o — ~- er ~~pt imism on tbe part of hi gier r :t rikm ~ t a d / o rI 
senio r members  ot the uni t in ques t ion  but  n e i t h e r  e f t e c t  seemed to ~ e of
sufficient magnitude or g e n e r a l i t y  to w i r r a n ~ f u r t h t ~r a n a l y s i s .

— Table ~~
SUMMARIES OF AN ALYSES OF VARLkNCE OF THE

RESIDUALS FROM THE REGRESSION OF UNIT PERFORMANCE

_ Var iab le  used . D i f f e r e n c e s  ~n a
- 

- to S t r a t i f y U n i t  Mean Value of R e s i du a l s  V a r i a n c e  of R e s i d u a l s
the Sample T ype F df Signi f i cance  F d f Signi f i c ance

Combat  2 . 15 2 , 352 . 29 2 , 9 3 9 2 5
R a c e  Support  .03  2 , 143 1.86 2 , 11421

Training . 27 2 , 66 7 • 7 7  2 , 40 14

-‘a
Combat 3.21 2,354 .05 .08 2,160190

R a n k  Support .45 2 , 145 .04  2 , 257 97
Training 1.61 2,69 .11 2,677

Combat 1.79 5,350 .94 5,2192

~i 1  Educa t i on  Suppor t  1, 16 4 , 144 1. 00 4 , 504
Training . 66  5 , 65 3. 6 2  5 . 296 . 05

~ 1- c v i t a l  Combat  2 .9 2 3 , 352 . 05 . 48 3, ~ 142
Suppor t  . 30 3, 145 1.04  2 , 1954

I Training .0 1 1, 70 1. 64  1, 5423
* 

E n t r r - n c e  Combat  . 47 3 , 339 .96  3, 1112
Stat us Support .09 2,146 .81 2,3262

I T r a i n i n g  • 30 3, 67 . 10 ~~, 81

a 
Box’s test for -- t 1 uality of variances (Box, 1949)
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PREDICTION OF UNIT APPEA RANCE- -RESULTS4
Analysis of variance of the residuals from the  or i g inal r egr e s si o n

of U n i t  Appearance ind ica ted  no si gn i f i can t  i n t e rg roup  di f f e r e n c e s  as a
fu n ction of uni t t y pe , race , rank , educa tiona l level , mar i ta l  s ta tus  or
mode of en t ry  into the Army .  Comparison of the r eg re s s ion  equat ions
f o r  the  deve lopmenta l and rep l ica t ion samples revea led  no subs t an t i a l
di f f e r e n c e s .

S u b j e c t s  who w e r e  in t r a i n i ng  uni ts , w e r e  however , excluded f r om  the
a-~~Jy~~is b e c i - a s~ :~i~~ r e su lt s obta ined du r i n g  :h~ s c al in g  p r o c e d ur e
iu d i c at e d  tha t ~or t r a i n i ng  un i t s , Uni t  A p p e r a n c e  does not  cons t i tu te  a
~~‘-~ar a te d imen sion  of v a r i a t i o n  See sect ion e nt i t f . ~d DIMENSIONAL
S T R U C T U R E  OF U~N IT DISCIPLINE above ) .

The r e g r e s s i o n  data  fo r  the en t i r e  subj e c t  pool a re  p r e s e n t e d  in
Table 25 and r ep r e s e nt e d  diagramma tically in Fi g u r e  5 . M i l i t a r y  Unit
Apperance  is considerably less  p r e d i c t a b l e  than Uni t  P e r f o r m a nc e ;  l e s s
than 20 percent of the var iance  is p red ic tab le , as compared  to a minimum
of 44 percent for Unit Performance. Esprit dtCorps and Leadershi p I
account  for  v ir tua l ly all of the p r ed i c t abl e  r,a r i at ioa .

PREDICTION OF UNIT CONDUCT-  -RESULTS

Anal ysis  of var iance of the r es idua ls  f r o m  the original regression of
Un it Conduct  indicated substa n tial d i f f e r e n c e s  be tween  unit ca t egor i e s
(F( 3, 1435) = 6 . 9 4 , p < . 0 0 0 5 ) .  The princi pal d i f f e r e n c e s  seem ed to be
be tween  t ra ining uni ts  and all o t h e r  k inds of uni ts , the magni tude of the
l a rg e s t  d i f f e r e n c e  be ing  . 2 1  sca le  units  between  support  and t ra in ing units.
Accord ing ly, r e g r e ssion anal yses w e r e  car r ied  out separate l y fo r  t ’-aining
uni ts  and comba t and support un i t s  combined . Othe r  anal yses  of residuals
in dicated no signif icant  d i f f e r e n c e s , e i ther  by rank , race , educat ional

i
~
. l eve l , ma rita l s t a tu s , or mode of e nt r y  into the Army.  Inspect ion of the

— r e gr e s s i o n  equat ions  o b t a i ne d  f r o m  the developmental  and replication
samp les ind ica ted  no si g n f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n ce s  be tween  the equa t ions .

The r e s u l t s  f o r  the en t i r e  samp le by uni t  c a t ego ry  a r e  p re sen t ed  in
Tables  26 and 27 , and the  r e s u l t s  f o r  all  un i t  types pooled a r e  i llu s t -r a t e d
in F igu re  6. Uni t  Conduc t  is more  p r e d i c t a b l e  than Uni t  A ppearance  but
L t 55 predictable tha n Uni t P e r f o r m a n ce .  For  combat and suppor t  uni ts ,
Esprit d’Corps is again the b e s t  p red ic to r , fol lowed closel y b y Uni t  Racial
i ) ~sc r imina tj on .  The o t h e r  s i at i s t i c a l l y si g n i f i c a n t  p r e d i c t o r s - - W o r k  Role ,
Gr ~n e ral  t~acia 1 D i sc r imina t ion , and L e a d e r s h i p LI --account  fo r  r e la t ive l y
l i t t l e  add i t i ona l  i L r j a n c e .

For trainin g units, Esprit d’Corps and Uni t  Racial D i sc r imina t i on  are
a g a i n  the most  prominent  p r e d i c t o rs , but the o rde ring  among the relativelyu n i mp o r t a nt  predictors  following those two is dras t ica l ly d i f feren t  f rom the
o r d e r i n g  of the  san-i c var iables  for combat and support un it s .

‘- -a-—-- - —_. ~- -—-= —— -—-~~~~~~~ ---



Table 25
REGRESSION OF UNIT A P P E A R A N C E  ON

SITU A TION A L PREDiCTORS ~TRAINING UNITS E X C L U D E D )

Unnormal ized
P r e d

~
-: t a r  Par t i a l  R e g r e s s i on  Si~~ni~icaace

~v a r i a b l e  Cor re l a t ion  C o e f f i c i e n t  Leve l

I E s p r i t  d T C o r p s  . 288 . 2 7 5 —  . 0 2 i  O~J 0 l

2 Leade r sh ip I .1 13  . 137+ .035 . 0001
— 

3 Leadership II -.050 -.055± .032 05

4 F inancial Problems .041 . 026± .018

5 Military Work Role .026 .029+ . 032

6 Sexual Satisfaction -.024 — ,013+.0l6

7 Quali ty  of Living -.020 -.011± .017
Quar te r s

8 General  Racial -. 013 - . 008± . (~20

F Discrimina tion

9 Recrea t iona l  .005 . 006+ . 036
Availabi l i ty

10 Unit  Racial
Discrimination -. 005 - . 007+ . 040

Constant Term 1.977+ .182 .0001

Y 1159

Oc~~ral 1 Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F ( l 0 , 1148) = 26 .4 9 ,  p ~~.0001

~ituLi ple Correlation: .433

:1 Percentage of V a r i a n c e  Exp lained:  18.8

Standard  E r r o r  of Res idua ls :  .80 1

J

- j
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Figure  5 Principal Predic tors  of Army Un i t  Appearance
(Discipline II) for Comuat and Support Units
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Table 26
REGRESSION OF UNIT CONDUCT ON

- 1 SITUATIONAL PREDICTORS FOR COMBAT AND SUPPORT UNITS

U nnormalized
P r e d i c t o r Pa r t i a l  R e g r e s s i o n  Signi
R a r l k L n 4  V ar i a ~~te  C o rr ~~l-a cior i Coeff i c i~ at

Espr i t  dt C or p s  . 292 .261± . 028

2 Unit  Racial  -. 198 - , 2 53+  . 04- 1 . C
Disc r imina t ion

r
J 3 Military Work Role . 104 . 105+ .033 . C

4 General Racial .091  .056± . 020 . C
Discrimination

5 Recrea tional - .056  -. 0 6 l ± . 0 3 6
Availability

6 Leadership II . 038 . 040± . 034
7 Leadership I . 032 . 035± 0. 36
8 Sexual Satisfaction -.027 -. 013~- .016

9 Financial Problems -. 024 -. 014+ . 019

10 Quality of Livin g .006  . 003+. . 0l 7
Quarters

Constant Term 1.680 + . 188
N = 927

Overa l l  Tes t  of R eg r e s s i o n :  F ( l O ,916 ) = 37.09, p< .0001

\~u it i o le  C o r r e l a t i o n :  . 537

Percentage of Variance Explained: 23.8

S t a n d a r d  E r r o r  or  R e s i d u a l s :  . 7 25

II
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Table 27
REG R ESSIO N OF U NI T CONDUCT ONJ . SITU A TION A L PREDICTO R S FOR TR AI NING U N ITS

U n n o r malized
- P r - e d i c t o : Pa r tial R e gr e s s i o n  Si~~r i t f i ca r i c e

V a i-t a ble C u r r e i a t i o n  C o e i z i c i - ~n t

‘3 1 E spr i t  d ’Coros  . 345 . 288~- . . O0~~1
Unit  Racial -. 204 -.2614 .109 .05

-
~~~ Discr imination

3 Recrea t iona l  . 1 O J  .093± . 080
Availability

j  4 Leadership II .101 . 094+ .08l

5 Sexual Sati sfaction -.031 - .0 14+ . 040

6 Leadership I - . 029 -. 029+ . 089

7 General Racial . 027 .017+ . 054
Disc r imina t ion

8 F inancial Problems .024 .013± . 046

J 9 Quality of Living -. 0 2 1  - .010+ .042
Qua r ters

10 Military Work Role .010 .012± .098

Constant  Term 1.782 ± ~~~~~

N = 142

0.-erall  Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F( 10 , 13 l )  6. 79, p < . 0001

Multi ple C o r r e l a t i o n :  . 584

Percentage of Va rianc e Explained: 34. 2

Standard  E r r o r  or Res iduals :  . 656

Ii’
.11

L ... ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _
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F DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This final section of the report will review some of the major findings
3O~~~ u’(t in t erms  ~~~t the i r  :rrioUcat ions fo r  public po licy  and E 4 t u r e  re-

search  needs.

Policy Implications.  — As noted in the Introduction of this report ,
t he re  has been heretofore no empirical evidence that any gener al con-
seri sus exists among Army leaders as to what is meant by the term dis-
cipline. It follows that there have been no general ly accepted ind ica tors
of discipline, other than the results  of official acts such as a r res t s, cou rts-
martial, confinement, less than honorable discharge and o4ficia l  awards
and commendations. The limitations of using these off ic ia l  jud gments
as indicators of Army discipline have been pointed out in this report  in
a review of over three decades of research on military delinquency, and
they are further confirmed by the evidence reported in Appendices C
and D.

This situation has left Army leaders without the basic tools to begin
to assess, and thereby manage, levels of discipline in their comm ands.
The principal objectives of this inquiry were to ascertain whether a corn-
mon Army conceptualiz ation of discipline could be identified , 1 o~~eration-
alized , and tested in a predictive model usin g den onstrab1y~s~~c~à1psycho-
log ical measures  of discipline and its predic tors .  This has been done.

There are two levels at which discipline may be analyzed. One is
at the individual level where the individual soldier is the unit of anal ysis.
The other is the unit level at which discipline and its predic tors  are
mea s u r e d  as they pertain to g roup s of s o l d i e r s-  The p r i m a r y  focus  of th is
in q ui r y has been on the unit level. This has been done to develop me a s u r e s
c-f unit discipline that may be co upled with Army survey feedback systems
to provide Army leaders and researchers  with not onl y ongoing informat ion
on the state of discipline , but mo re importa ntl y, provide field commanders
with diagnostic managerial tools that may be applied at the battalion or
company level as a means of identif ying c u r r e n t  or potential disci pline
problems when these problems are still subject to correct ive action and
before they result in serious loss of unit effectiveness and lead to major
delinquenc y problems.

1 69 
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There are two basic approaches that may be taken to the problem
of conceptualizing and controlling discipline in a mili tary organization.

J The f i r s t  is to determine.what personality and background var iables
predict  disciplined behavior , and then develop appropriate measures  and
selection procedures  to screen out the likely delinquent be fo re  he en ters

,r~~rv ice .  T1t U~ i.~~o:oac h ~t as  bee n taken b y m an y r~~sea r - c h er 3 , ~t it
— 

has failed to lead to the development of reliable selection devices that
“1 can be e f f ic i en t ly  app lied to screen out the mil i tary de l inquent  before  he
-J en t e r s  the service.  There is still some promise in this approach, how-

in that new measures  may yet be devised to add to the predic t ive
eff cienc y of the models used.

A second approach to the problem of conceptualiz ing and controlling
military discipline is to determine what environmental phenomena have
an impact on discipline, and then seek to correct environmental defi-
ciencies that lead to poor discipline , and improve those elements of the
environment that lead to disciplined behavior. The value of this approach
is that it may lead to the development of a mean s to manage discipline
afte r the initial selection process, for it is apparent that basic personality
t ra i t s  and social background characterist ics, - such as poor educational
achievement, pre-service delinquency, and lower intelligence, will con-
tinue to plague the Army for the foreseeable fu ture-  -especially under
the all-volunteer Army program. It is encouraging to note that the re-
sults of this inquiry indicate that even if the Army must take less quali-

L i f ied personnel, it may be possible to improve significantly the performance
of units containing these less qualified individuals by improving the social-
psycholo gical environments of these units.

In this inquiry, the r e sea rche r s  emp loyed both of the above approaches ,
but b y far  the most  f ru i t fu l  was the latte r wherein measures  of unit p e r —
~orrnance, appearance , an d conduc t  were used as discip line cr i teria.
Environmental variables such as leadership, military work role, esprit d’
corps , racial discrimination, quality of living quarters , and availability
of recreational facilities were found to be useful predic tors  of these cr1-
teria.  The secondary ef for t  in this inquiry to develop a predictive model

— of spec i f ic  m i l i t a ry  del inquencies , such as AWOL ,proved to be far  less
ir~~itfu 1 and somewhat replicati- .-e of previous efforts to develop predictive
rn- dels of mi l i tary  delinquent behavior (See Appendix C).  Based on the finding s
gained using bo th approa ches, it seems apparent that environmental
1)~~-nomena have a great deal of promise as predictors of unit discipline ,
and as the basis for  develop ing diagnost ic  tools that may be coup led with
su rve y feedback systems to help Army leaders manage discipline.

ii!
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These findings have important policy implications. 1-’irst , the
findings reported here make it quite apparent that mi l i ta ry  d i s c i pline ,
as the concept is understood in today ’ s Army,  ca n be re l iabl y measured

r and to a great extent predicted by measures  of environmental  phenomena.
It is important to note that these environmental circumstances are sub-

3 - e c t  to deve iapm ~~rit and change b y the ap~~i i c a t - o n  of A r my  aua~~erner i t
p -og rams  and pract ices.  It is beyond the scope 01 the current cf:ort to

J ~~ eciE y steps thaI m i g ht be taken to a f fec t  t h e  \ r my  .-~ r a n m~~u : to im-
prove  Army discipline , but the avenue s that mi ght be p ro f i t ab ly taken
are ohvious . The quality of leadership, for  exa mp le , can be im proved

T through training and selection, as well as through restr ictions on personnel
turbulence resulting from frequent  reass ignments. Satisfaction with
military work roles can be raised by addressing the specific problem
areas  indicated in the items included in the Military Work Role scale
developed for  this inquiry. These include , for example , the development
of more challenging task assi gnments (both in training and working situa-
tions),  and the matching of MOS assignments to the individual ’ s knowled ge ,
interests  and skills , particularly in support units where  sat isfact ion with
military work role is seen to be more important as a predicto r of unit
r” -rforrn ance.  Levels of esprit d’corps may be improved through develop-
ment of interunit competition and exposure of soldiers as a unit to chal-
lenging team training programs to foster intraun it dependencies and
trust .  The availability of recreational faci l i t ies  can be enhanced by pro-
viding not onl y a greater  number of facilities , but also by giving greater
prio r ity to the average enlisted soldier on posts where facilities are
scarce.  The Army has undertaken serious effor ts  to improve the qualit y
of living quarters , most recently in the USAREUR commands. Obviously,
this  too is an environmental variable that is subject to development and
change through proper polic ymaking and resource  allocation. The A r my
has also taken steps to combat racial discrimination in its ranks, and the
e’~idcnc e reported here indicate the p r i o r i t i e s  g iven this  objective are  not
onl y appropriate from a humanitarian standpoint, but are likely to serve
to enhance combat readiness and overall performance.

The steps that may be taken to a f f e c t  environmental phenomenon
with the intent of improving A r m y  d isc i p line are limited onl y b y the
ua g ination and resources of the Army leadership. This preliminary re-
search effort points to several likely target areas where program s and
ac t ions  can be taken to a f fec t  A r m y  disc ipline , but more  important , it
p r o v i d e s  a basis for  develop ing an ongoing system for assessing and
m a n ag i n g  A r my  discipline.

I !J
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The Need for  Further Research.  — There are, on the other hand,
important lim itatior~s to the current  inquiry. These limitations demon-

J 3trate the need for further research  on the indicators and predic tors  of
disc ipline. The f i r s t  limitation is found in the nature of the s u r v ey  de-
sign used in this inquiry. As an exp loratory effort , the Army personnel
to be sur v e y e d  fo r  this r e sea r ch  were  drawn f rom a wide rang in g sample
of en~us ted p er sonne l  ass i gned to severa l  commands; it was not  po~~sibie
to s u r v e y  commissioned o f f i c e r s.  On the other hand, it is reasonable

j to p r e s u me that commissioned o f f i c e r s ’ o r ienta t ions  toward  the i r  im-
media te  super iors, their sat isfact ion with their  work role , and thei r
sa :i s f a c t i o n  with other environmental  phenomenon that have impac t  on
their daily lives , may in turn affect the qualit y of leadership they pro-
vide , and hence, the level of discipline the y maintain in their  units. This
point was made especially clear by a number of NCOs who, upon corn-
pleting the survey questionnaire used in this inquiry, commented to the
s u r v e y  administrators that the problem with this survey ef for t , as with
many survey inquiries made of Army personnel, is that the research
is directed only toward the non-commiss ioned and enlisted ranks .  The
NCOs stated that as far as they were concerned, responsibility for prob-
len-i s with Army leadership, satisfaction with the military work role, and
esprit  d’ corps rests to a large extent at the commissioned o f f i c e r  level ,
where, in thei r vi ew, future  surveys of this nature  should also be made.
Commissioned of f icers  were not included in the survey sample for  this
inqui ry  because of the diffic ulties inherent in t rying to administer  a self-
repor t  instrument to a representative sample of the off icer  personnel
ass igned  to a major  post. But if the A r my  is to develop a trul y compre-

4. hensive model of Army  discipline, and f r o m  this model develop mean s
to manage and control discipline , fu ture  researchers  will have to be
given access to officer personnel . Of particular interest are junior officers
who have the gr eat est amo unt of da ily interaction with NCO and enl is ted
p er so n n e l, and thereby have the greatest potential for influencing Army
discipline through leadership.

Another limitation of the cu r ren t  inqu i ry ,  imposed by the necessity
- : of l imi t ing  the scope of the survey  sample, was the r e s e a r c h e r s’ resul tant

inability to do extensive inqu i r i es  into specific types of A r m y  units , such
as elite combat units, units composed of women soldiers , units with
especially high or low delinquency rates , or un it s with good and poor
discipline as evidenced by the c r i t e r i a  developed fo r  th i s  i nqu iry .  Evi-
dence reported here strong ly suggests , for example , that the predict ive
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~~ model of discipline is quite d i f fe ren t  for combat and support units.
The re  is need for  fur ther  r e sea rch  using Army companies as units of
ana lys i s  to test various models that may suggest d i f fe ren t  solutions to
the problem of improving discipline in these types of units.

Ano ther limi ta t ion  in the c u r r e n t  i n qu i ry  re la te s to the need to
validate the findings by comparing the data derived from the measu re s  of

J ‘mi t d i sc- i p l:ne , based on pe rcep tions , wi th information d e s c r i b in g  oi se rv ed
behavior over time. For example, m e a s u r e s  of m i l i t a ry  de l inquency
s u c h  as AWOL incidence, racIal  conflict , illicit dr ug use , alcoholism,
as well as reenlistment rate s, unit t ra ining proficiency scores , and other
measures, may be used to determine the extent to which survey measu res
of unit performance, conduct, and appearance correlate with patterns of
delinquent and non-delinquent behavior.

In summary, desp ite the explo r atory nature of this inquiry,  the evi-
dence provided here suggests some steps Army leaders may take to con-
trol Army discipline and improve the quality of l i fe  of the American soldier.
It seems apparent that the best approach to improving Army unit discipline
and reducing military delinquency is to concentrate future e f fo r t s  on im-
proving the organizational and social environments in which the American
soldier pe r fo rms  his day to day activities. Measures  of mil i tary discipline
must  not be limited to indicators of delinquency or of f ic ia l  j ud gment s.
The findings reported here suggest that the most useful measures of dis-
cipline are those based on pat terns  of behavio r that support as well as
oppose Army organizational goals. This report provides strong evidence
that such measures can be coupled with survey feedback systems and used
as badly needed and efficient manager ia l  tools by Army leaders. It is
therefore  imperative that fur ther  research be conducted in the f ie ld  to
t- ~st the eff icienc y of these m e a s u r e s  when used as diagnostic tools to
help tactical unit leaders improve disciplin e in their  commands .
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MILITARY UNIT PERFORMANCE SCALE: DISCIPLINE I

Variable, -- Thi s scale was designed to measure perceived levels
of military unit discipline as indicated by pat tern s of beha vior supportive
of unit combat readiness, efficiency, teamwork, and productivity.

Description. - -The measure  consists of six items derived f rom the
_ interviews of Army personnel performed for this research. The items

w e r e  based on statements  given in r~~~ponse to inquiries asking for
indicators of discipline in an Army unit. The items contained in this

_ measure  were selected on the basis of their heavy loadings on the fij.st
factor derived from a smallest space analysis of twenty-five items.

r Scoring. - -Item responses were scored from one to five with

• hig her scores indicating greater  perceived unit conformity with Army
standards of good performance. Total scores for each respondent were

F computed by dividing the sum of the untransformed non-missing data
scores by the number of non-missing data scores. If a case yielded
more than two missing data scores, the scale sc ore was coded as

r missing da ta .

Reliability. - -The coefficient aiphas for the scale were . 814 for the
r developmental sample and .817 for the replication sample , indicating

moderately strong internal consistency.

Items. --The items included in the scale are  listed below , along
I wi th  the means and standard deviations for each item based on the un-

transformed response scores.

I
3.

‘V

1 . .For a more  extenstve descript ion of the procedure  used to develop
the scales, see the Methods and Procedures section of this report.
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H
Standa rd

Mean Deviation N
Item D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

111- 6 . To wha t extent do members of 2 .95 2 .94  1.22 1. 19 657 190
your unit process paperwork
in an efficient manner?

• 111-7. To wha t extent do members 3.09 3. 19 1. 18 1. 10 654 687
of your uni t cooperate with
each other?

111-15. To what extent do merribers 3.22 3.24 1.19 1.20 654 687
of your unit work together
as a team?

~~ 111-16. To what extent do members 3. 24 3.25 1.28 1.24 659 690
of your uni t maintain a high

• level of combat readiness?

111-17. To what extent do meipnbers 3.22 3.23 1. 15 1.14 666 691
of  your unit do wha t ever
needs to be done?

111-23. To what extent do rnembers 3.27 3.27 1.12 1.10 649 683
of your uni t help each
other out?

t

4 
__---- 

~~~~~~~~~~

. —— - -

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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MILITARY UNIT APPEARANCE SCALE: DISCIPLINE U

Variable. --The scale is designed to measure the extent to which a
member of a military unit perceives other members of the unit maintain-
ing proper standards of cleanliness and dress.

Description. --This scale contains three items derived from the
second factor in the smallest space analysis described above. All the
items were derived from the interviews of Army personnel described
in the Methods and Procedures section of this report , as well as f rom
related readings, Both sources strongly suggest the use of appearance
as an indicator of unit discipline. (See , for example , U.S. Department
of the Army , Leadership Field Manual , 1965 , p. 27).

Scoring. - -Item responses were scored from one to five with the
higher score indicating greater  perceived unit conformity to Army
standards of good appearance and cleanliness. Total scores for each
respondent were computed by dividing the sum of the untransformed
non-missing data scores by the number of non-missing data scor es.

• r If a case yielded more than one missing score, the scale score was
cod ed as missing data.

r Reliability. --The coefficient aiphas for the measure were . 726 for
j  the developmental sample and • 704 for  the rep lication samp le , suggesting

moderate to strong internal consistency given the few items contained
r in the scale.

Items. - -The scale items are listed below , along with the means
and standard deviations for each it em for both the developmental and
rep lication samples.

ii

N I
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Standard
Mean Deviation N

i t em D R D R D R
No . Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

• I i~ 1. To wha t ex ten t  do 3 . 51 3. 53 1. 10 1. 03 666 ~2o
member s  of your  unit
maintain and p roper l y
wea r t h e i r  ui,~ E o rm s ?

L t t - 5 . To wha t ex ten t  do 3.48 3. 53 1.23 1. 17 663 695
members of your unit
keep l iving and working
areas in clean and
orderly condition ?

111-18. To what extent do 3.44 3.46 1.01 1.03 663 695

r members of your unit
maintain a neat personal
appearance?

U.

I

1I
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MILITARY TTN I T CONDUCT SCALE: DISCIPLINE ifi

Variable . --This scale attempts to measure the extent to which the
• respondent perceive s members of his unit as displaying good conduct

in terms of their interactions with their superiors, response to routine
requirements, off-post conduct, productivity, quality of work, and
abdity or willingness to perform effectively with little or no super~rision.

• Descri ption. --The scale contains seven items derived from responses
of Army personnel interviewed for this project when asked for indicators

_ of military discipline, as well as from related reading s. ( See , for
• 
.
•~ example, U.S. Department of the Army, Leadership Field Manual,

1965, p. 27),

• Scoring. --All the item responses were scored on a five-point
scale with the hig her score indicating bet ter  perceived unit conduct.

i Total scores for each respondent were computed by dividing the sum of
the untransformed non-missing data scores by the number of non-missing
da ta scores, If a case yielded more than one missing score, the scale
score was coded as missing data.

Reliability. --The coefficient alphas computed for  the measure were

r .815 for  the developmental sample and .802 for the rep lication samp le ,
suggesting a high level of internal consistency.

• I’ Items. - -The scale items are  listed below , along with their means and
• s tandard deviations for bo th the developmental and replication samp les ,

I L

I
w
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• Standard

Mean Deviation N
lien D R D R D R

• No . Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sarnple

- 
111-3. To w h a t  ex ten t  do members  3. 08 3. 09 1.30 1. 30 659 634

of your  urn :  ge t  ove r ’ on
t h e i r  supervisors?

1L -4 . To wc’~at  e x t e n t  do members  3.48 3. 56 1.19 1. 19 Ô5~ t 9 1
- 

of your  unit fail to show up
• on t ime?

111-10. To wha t extent  do members  3 .40 3.40 1. 25 1. 28 659 694
of your unit need direct

T supervision to get the job
• done right?

l U- l i .  To wha t extent  do members  3.57 3.56 1.24 1. 22 657 692
• of your unit display

disorderly conduct off-
post?

‘S

111-13 . To what  ex ten t  do 3. 17 3. 10 1,35 1. 38 658 688
members of your uni t
sit  around on duty
hours doing nothing?

• 
• 

111- 14 . To what extent do members 3, 61 3.60 1. 20 1. 20 656 687

I of you r unit do poor
• 

I quali ty work?

• 111-24. To wha t extent  do members  2. 95 3 . 07 1. 23 1. 25 659 688
of you r unit do just

-
~ enoug h work to get by?

i~
! ‘Excluding stocka4e p r i sone r s

‘ Ii

•1
Hi
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LEADERSHLP SCALE I

Variable. --This scale is designed to measure the respondent’s
perception of the degree to whi~ h hisor her supervisor exhibits
positive aspects of leadership. Leadership refers to “the behavior

- 

• 
of an individual when he is directing the activities of a group toward a
sL:~tr ed ~~~~~ “ The supervisor ’s behavio r is assessed in te rms of his
perceived concern about the welfare of his subordinates , the degree
to which he keeps them informed , encoura g es th em to work  to g eth er
as a team, works  rig ht along wi th  them , t rea t s  them as indivi duals ,
k eeps  himself informed about  the p r o g r e s s  they are  making in their
work , and communicates ef fec t ive l y with them. It also is desi gned to
assess the supervisor ’ s apparent  technical competence , ability to plan
a h ead , ability to anticipate and solve problems before  they get out of
hand , willingness to make changes in ways of doing things , tendency
to o f fe r  new ideas for solving job-rela ted problems , and his ability to
make decisions quickly and stick to them.

Description . - -The scal e consists of four teen positively-worded
Likert .-typ e items selected throug h item and smallest space analyses
described in the Methods and Procedure section of thi s r epor t , Fif teen
or the orig inal Leadership pool items were  developed specifically for
this inquiry; ei g ht were  adapted f rom items contained in the Leaders~~ p
Behavio r Descr ip tion Questionnaire (Fleishman, 1957 , pp. 120-133);
and , one item was taken fro9 the leadership measures developed by

— Bowers and Seashore (1966) ,  Smallest space analyses of the ent ire

• i tem pool revealed two basic dimensions underlying the respondent’s
percept ions  of supervisory leadership. The f i r s t  facto r included items
charac ter iz ing  the supervisor  as ha ving trai ts  commonly associated with
good leadership ability. The Leadership I scale includes those items
tha t loaded heavily on that  f i r s t  f ac to r .  The Leadership U scale described
b
~
Iow is composed of i tems loading on the second facto r .

1 
The term “supervisor is defined as the person to whom the soldier
respondent reports directl y within the chain of command.

2 Author iza t ion  to use the items was received from Professor Ralph -j
M. Stogdill, Ohio State University.j  Author iza t ion  to use the item was received f rom Dr~ David G.
Bowers , Inst i tute of Social R e s e a r c h , Unive r s i ty  of Michigan .

3
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Scoring. - -Each item response was scored from one to five . The
hig her the score , the greater  the extent to which the positive leadership
trait was perceived by the respondent as being characterist ic  of his
supervisor . The overall scale score for each respondent was calculated
by dividing the sum of the untransformed non-missing data scores b y
the number of non-missing data scores. If any case had more than six

- missing data scores, the case was coded as missing data.

— Reliability. - -The measure exhibited exceptionally hig h item inter-
correlations and unidimensional scalar properties. Coefficient aiphas
for  the scale were  .923 for the developmental sample and .922  for  the
rep lication sample,

Items, - -Items included in the final measure are listed below , along
with the means and standard deviations of the response scores for  both
the developmental (D) and rep lication (R) samples, Items 1-3 , 1-5 , 1-13,

- 1-14 , 1-16, and 1-21 were derived from the Leadership Behavior
Descrip tion Questionnaire (Fleisbxna n, 1957). Item 1-18 was derived
from the Bowers and Seashore leadership behavior measure (Bowers
and Seashore, 1966).

•~
•1 

~~~

.

I.

• 1
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Standard
Mean Deviation N

I ten D R D R D R
No. item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

1-1. To wha t extent is your 2 .96 3.05 1.26 1. 24 667 695

T supervisor concerned
about  the personal
problems of his sub-

• 
ordinates? 

-

1 - 2 . To w h a t  extent  is your 3 . 6 1  3.69 i.09 1.12 665 694
supervisor technically
compe ten t  to pe r fo rm
his duties?

I 1-3 . To what  extent does 3.25  3.35 1. 14 1. 18 650 685
your supervisor keep
his subordinates

r informed?

1-4 . To wha t  extent does 3.23 3. 19 1. 17 1. 17 646 680
your supervisor plan

r 
ahead?

1-5 . To wha t extent does 3.40 3.44 1.19 1.20 663 693
your supervisor keepr himself informed about
the work that is being
done by his subordinates?

[ 1-7 . To wha t extent does your 3.19 3.16 1.24 1.27 658 692
supervisor communicate

I effectively with his sub-
ordinates?

1-10. To what extent does your 2 .95 3.07 1.30 1.30 661 690

I supervisor anticipate and
solve problems before
they get out of hand?

1- 12 . To what extent is your 2. 74 2 .88 1.36 1. 35 661 691
supervisor willing to
make changes in ways

E of doing things?

1- 13. To what extent does 3.54 3.66 1.35 1.27 661 687

V your supervisor
~~ encoura ge subordinates

to work together as a
tea m ?

11

II
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Standard
Mean Deviation N

Item D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

1-14. To wha t  extent does your 3. 30 3. 32 1. 18 1.22 662 688
supervisor keep himself

- 91 in fo rmed  about the
progress  his sub-
ordinates  a re  makin g in
t he i r  work?  -

1 - 6 . To wh a t  extent  does your ~.80 2.87 1.47 1. 42 66b 694
supe rv i so r  work  ri g ht
along wi th  his men?

1-18. To wha t  extent does your 2. 84 2.80 1. 25 1. 20 666 691
s up e r vi so r  o f f e r  new

, ideas for solving job-
related problems?

1 1-21 , To what extent does 3.04 3.21 1.37 1.32 656 684
• your supervisor know

and treat his sub-
r ordina tes as

individuals?

1-23. To wha t extent does 3. 26 3.22 1. 27 1. 26 658 689
your supervi sor
make decisions
quickl y and stick to

I them?

(j~1

- j

Z1
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LEADERSHIP SCALE U

Variable,  - -This  scale is desi gned to mea sure the respondent’ s
percep tion of the degree to which his or her supervisor displays
beha vioral traits considered by Army personnel as characteristic of
poor leadership . More specifically, the scale measures  percept ions
regarding the degree to which the supervisor fails to provide for  the
e v e r y day needs of his subordinates , fails to keep them busy wi th
challeng ing ta sks , seeks to avoid accepting responsibility for  their
mi s takes , depends on coercion rather than rewards  to motivate them ,
is not aware of their capabilities , fails to explain to them why a pa r ti cular
action is important, and simply lacks sufficient experience to properly
per fo rm his duties.

Descrip tion. - -The scale consists of seven items that exhibited
heavy loadings on the second fa cto r found in a smallest space ana lysis

( (SSA -ILI) of the original leadership behavior  item pool. The items were
all constructed to measure conceptualizations of poor leadership
behavior derived from the interviews of Army personnel conducted for

• this project.

Scoring. - -Each item was scored from one to five. The higher thej score , the greate r the extent to which the item was perceived by the
respondent as not being descrip tive of his supervisor. The overall scale
score for each respondent was the mean of the untransformed non-missing
data response scores. Two missing data scores were allowed for each
respondent. 11 any case had more than two missing da ta scor es, the
case was coded as missing data.

Reliability . - -Coefficient  al phas obtained for the measure were  . 698
for  the developmental sample and . 7 12 for th~’ replication sample,
indicating moderately strong internal consistency given the small number
of items in the scale,

Items . - -The items includeci in the final scale are listed below along
— with the means and standard deviations of the response scores for  both

the developmental and replication samples . Items I -i l  and 1-20 were
d i D c a r d e d  f rom both leadership scales due to weak factor  loadings.

. - - - ~~~- • 
- I
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Standard

Mean Deviation N

I hen D R D R D R
No. I t t rn  Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

1-6 . To what extent does 3.74 3. 75 1.21 1. 19 662 685
your supervisor lack
s u f f i ci on t  exper ience
to p e r f o r m  his
du t i e s?  I

1 - 3  1J ,vha~ • x ~ eoc do~~ 3 . 6 2  3. o7 1.13 1. 13 66i 693
y o u r  supervisor fail
to p r o , i i e  fo r  the

- 
- eve ryda y needs of

his ~ubordin.ites?

1-9 To wha t extent does 3.50 3.46 1. 31 1.33 655 688
your supervisor
fail to keep his

- F subordina tes busy
V with challenging

• t asks?

1-15 . To w h a t  ex tent i s  3. 54 3.51 1.33 1.31 663 689
your supervisor tin -
willing to accept
responsibility for

- f mistakes made by
his subordinates?

1-17. To what extent does 3.21 3.30 1.52 1.49 667 69 2
- your supervisor depend

— too much on threats -
I rather than rewards -

to get  th ings  done?

-~~ 1-19. To w hat extent does 3. 50 3. 44 1. 29 1. 30 659 678
your supervisor fail
t r  explain why a
particular action is
1 mp ort a nL ~

t
1-22. To what extent is your 3. 34 3.36 1. 30 1. 36 655 686

supervisor not aware of
his subordinat es ’
capabilit ies?

73

$1
___________ 
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A-14

MLLITARY WORK ROLE SCALE
.1~~

Variable. --This scale is designed to measure the respondent’s
orientation toward his military work role in terms of level of expressed
satisfaction with unit policies, working conditions, co -worke rs , the

~~~cvanc~ arid adequacy  of training r~ ceived , importance of the u n i c
mission, importance of job assigned , job in t e re s t , r elevance o f assigned
:‘.L i i it a ry  Occupat ional  Specialty ( MOS) to re spondent ’ s knowled ge , int e rests ,
and skills , sen se of accomplishment f rom day- to-day work activit ies,
c u r r en t  sa t isfact ion with an Army ca ree r , and intent ions  to pu r sue  an
Army career .

4

• Description. - -The original scale item pooi contained f i f teen  items,
two of which were eliminated (11-10, U - l i )  due to low intercorrelat ions
with  other  item scores . The remaining items , as evidenced by the

I 
interi tem correlation matrix for the pool of the developmental samp le
dat a, were found to fall on a single dimension. All of the items
but one were constructed especially for  the scale to measure facet s
of the mil i tary  work role that were perceived by Army personnel

• in terviewed for this project  as having a sub stantial impact on Army
discipline. The items all follow the Likert  format  with five response
choices , with the exception of item 11-15 which has four possible response
choices.

r Item 11-13 is taken from the Survey of Organizations questionnaire
(Tay lor and Bowers , 1972). items 11-15 and 11-16 are based on it em s
ori ginally repo r ted in Merton , Reader , and Kendall (1957),  and adapted

r fo r  use on a mi l i tary  sample by Bauer (1973).

• Scoring. - -Items with reversed  scores are  marked with an aste risk (~ )
in the l i s t ing  below. Responses for all items but 11-15 were  scored f rom
one to f ive  with the hi gher scores  assi gned to responses  indicating a more

• pos i t ive  or ientat ion toward the work role, Item 11-15 was scored from

F one to fou r in the same manner . The total scale score for  each respondent
vas computed by dividing the sum of the unt ransformed non-missing data

item scores with the number of non-missing data items scores . If any
case had more than six missing data scores, the scale score was not
computed and the case was coded as missing data.

Reliability. --The internal  consistency of the scale is apparent ly
U exceptionally high. Coefficient alpha was .908 for  the developmental

q
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sample and .900 for the replication sample.

Items. - -The final scale items are listed below along with their means
~~.. and standard deviations for both samples.

I
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— Standard
Mean Deviation N

Item D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

ii- t. To w hat  extent do you 2.83 2.92 1.43 1.39 667 692
enjoy performing the
actua l day-to -day

~.ctivitie~ tha t make -

‘ : )  yo~~r ~oo~

j j - .~ To wha t extent  a re  2. 50 2. 61 1.35 1.35 665 688
t ere th ings  abou t
working here (peop le,
‘~~1icies , cond it ions)
tha t encourage  you
to work hard?

11-3. To what extent do you 2.76 2.71 1.41 1.38 665 692
gain a sense of
accomplishment from
the day-to-day
act iv i tes  tha t make up
your job?

U-4 . To wha t  exten t do you 3.10 3 .26 1.47 1.46 666 696
feel the training you
hav e received has

E 
improved you r ability
to per f orm your job?

11-5 . To wha t extent do you feel 3.00 3. 12 1.39 1. 35 659 693
tha t  the people you work
with are a team tha t
works together?

[ 11-6 . To w hat  extent does your 2. 79 2.98 1. 54 1. 54 664 689
MOS (Military  Occupa-
tiorta l  Specia l ty)  match

* I’ y o u r  L n u ~rc~~ts , knowledge ,
and ski l ls?

11-7 . In your opinion, how 3.49 3.70 1.47 1.45 660 695
Lrnpo rt ant  is the mission
assig ...d to this command9

[1] Not import ant at all
[~ ] Somewhat important

— 
[3 1 Fa i r l y impor tant
[4J Moderately important

• [5] V e r y  important

~E1

____________ jIf
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Standard
Mean Deviation N

Item D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

LI-S. How important is the job 3.50 3.71 1. 50 1.45 662 697
you are doing in the Army ?
_ [l] Not important at all -

— 
[2~ Sanewhat important

— 
[3] Fairly important
[4] Moderately important

— 
[5] Ve ry  impor tant

11-9. How interested are you in the 3. 31 3.44 1.56 1.53 663 697
j o b  you are doing in the Army ?
_ [1J Very uninterested

a. 
— 

[2] Somewha t uninterested
— 

[3] Neithe r interested
or uninterested

• [4~ Fairly interested
[5] Very interested

11-12. How often are you assi gned 2. 40 2 .61 1.40 1.44 664 694
meaningless tasks?

[1] Daily
— 

[2] Once or twice a week
— 

[3] Once or twice a month
[4] Seldom
[5] Never

I
I I -i3 . All in all , how sat isf ied are  you 3.003 . 13 1.49 1.48 663 697

with your job?
[l 1 Very dissatisfied

— 
(2] Somewhat dissatisfied

— 
[3J Neither satisfied or

dissatisfied
[4] Fairly satisfied
[5 ’ Very  sat isfied

VIJ1-1 3. V~ ich  of the following s ta te -  2. 28 2. 32 0. 96 0.99 657 686
meats  best describes your
f ee l ings  about a career  in ther Ar m y ?

— 
[1] It is the only career  tha t

could really salisf y me

— 
[2] It is one of several careers

which I coul d find almost
equally satisfying

— 
[3] It is one of the least

fl satisfying careers I can
& I think of , everything

cori side red
— 

[4] 1 have not considered how
satisfying a military  career  could be •

-- ~~~~ -- --~~~ • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ••—-
~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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I.
V Standard

Mean Deviation N

Item D R D R D R

t N o.  Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Samp le

\1L1.16.** Do you think you will 2.59 2.73 1.46 1.53 665 689
pursue a career in the
A rmy ? 

-

• [I) Yes, definitely
- 12] Yes, probably

— 
[3] 1 am still undecided

T [ 4 ]  No , probably not
[5] No , definitely not

I
II.
II
.

I.

_ -
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ESPRI T D’CQRPS SCALE

c l -
~ *. Variable. --This scale attempts to measure the soldier ’ s at t i tude toward

others in his unit in terms of his perceptions of their professional
competence, cooperativeness , trustworthiness , and general likeability.

-~/~~en responden t  sc-ore s  on this measu re  a re  collected b y unit, the
summary score c o n s t i t u te s  a measure  of unit esprit .

Description. - -The original item pool consisted of seven Likert-type
items , three of which were previously used in a measure of “group
esprit and solidarity” (Spector, Clark, and Glickman , 1960 , p. 309) .
Two of the ori ginal pool items were deleted because of their low inter-

I 
correlation scores.

Scoring. - -Items with reversed scores are marked with an asterisk (*)
below. Responses were scored from one to six with the higher scores

I being assigned to sentiments suggesting high esprit. The to tal scale score
for  each respondent was computed by dividing the sum of the untransformed
non-missing data scores by the number of non-missing da ta scores. If
any case had more than two scores missing, it was coded as missing da ta .

Reliability. - -Coefficient alphas of . 766 for  the developmental sampleI and .731 for the replication sample suggest moderate to strong internal
consistency given the small number of items included in the measure.

[ Items. - -Items included in the final scale are listed below along with
their means and standard deviations for  both samples. Items I V -l0 ,
IV- 13 , and IV-23 n r e  adapted f rom those reported by Spector, Clark ,[ and Glickrnan (1960 , p. 309).

II



- --~~~~ --— —-~~~~ -—- - •• ~~.— — •~~~. 

~~~~~~~~~ 

- • -

I
L~i~

• ~~~ Standard
Mean Deviation N

it em D R D B D B.
No. Item Sample Sa mple Sample Sample Samp ’e Sample

• IV-l0 . Men in my unit know how 4.27 4.39 1.45 1.45 750 687
to~~~e: the job  done r ight .

I V - 1 3 . In my unit , if a man 3.78 3. 89 1. 62 1.67 74 E ~
needs hel p he can
count on ot hers  to

- • provide it.

IV-23. Members of my unit 4. 30 4.35 1.48 1. 52 747 682
are a good bunchr to work with.

IV-34. *: I don ’t care very 4.49 4.50 1.58 1.59 744 679
much for the guys
I work with.

IV-35. I don ’t trust the 4. 09 4. 14 1.66 1. 72 718 665
others in my unit.

4
Excluding stockade prisonersr

r
Ic

r

(Is
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UNIT RACIAL DISCRIMINATION SCAL E

• Variable. --This scale is desi gned to m e a s u r e  the r espondent ’ s p e r-
cep tions of the deg ree  of racial d i s c r i m i n a tio n  p rac t i ced  in his Army unit.
It attemp ts to measure  pe rcep t ions  of racia l  d i s cr imina t i on  and p re jud i c e

• l i r ~~c t ~~c1 t oward  both whi tes  and n o n - w h i te s .

“
~~~ Descriot ion .  - -The scale was der ived  f rom the r e s u l t s  of smallest

sp ace  ana lyses  of twent y L iker t - t ype i tems.  All of the i tems fell  on a
single dimension.  The f i rs t  item included in this  scale (IV-4)  was adapted

• f rom the Racial Genera l iza t ions  composi t e repo~~ ed by Stolof f , et al. (1972 ,
p . C - i ) ;  another (IV-26) f rom the perc e ived d iscr iminat ion  composit e re-
ported by the same authors (ibid. , p . C-3) .  Bot h i tems have been success-
full y used to measure  rac ial percept ions of Army, Navy, and Marine Corps
personnel. The two remaining items (111-8 and 111-21) were developed for
this research project to measure unit discrimination. items VI-l2, IV -14

~~ and IV-38 were  deleted f rom the scal e due to low reliability and fai lu re  to
• load on the “unit discrimination” factor.

Scoring. --The responses  for  items IV-4 and IV -26  were scored  f rom
one to six with the higher  sc ores  ass igned to responses indic ating hi gh levels
of perceived racial d iscr iminat ion and prejudice.  Items 111-8 and 111-21 , o~the other hand , were  scored from one to five;  again , the higher  scores were
a s s i gned to responses  indic at ing racial discr iminat ion.  The total scale
score  for  each respondent was calculated by f i rs t  t r ans fo rming  the item
sc ores  to st anda r d scores , then dividing the sum of the non-miss ing  dat a
scores .  If a ca se  yielded more than one miss ing data score,  the total
scale score was not computed and the case was assigned a missing dat a

• score for  the unit discrimination variable.

Reliabil it y. - -Coef f i c i en t  aiphas calculated for  the scal e sugges t  the
• scale is suf f ic ien t l y reliable to war ran t  its use  in this exp lo ra to ry  r e se ar c h

e f f o r t , but also suggest  the scale may not be safficient ly reliable to be used
as a diagnost ic  management ins t rument  in an Army sett ing.

A c ompar ison of the coef f i c i en t  aiphas between rac ia l  group s of
re~~pondent s indic ates the scale is most reliable among black respondent s ,
an d is lea s t  reliabl e among respondent s other than blacks or wh ites
(Table A - I ) .  Poss ib le  reasons  fo r ,  and implic ations of , this f i nd in ~ a re
d i s c u s s e d  in the Result s sect ion of th is  report.

••- ~~ -- —
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Table A-l

COEFFICIENT ALPHAS FOR UNIT RA.CIAL DISCRIMINATION
BY RACE FOR DEVELOPMENTAL AND REPLICATION SAMPLES

D Sample R sample

~Other ~5O7 ~542

Item. - -The final scal e items are listed below along with the means
and standard deviations for the item scores for both the developmental
and replication samples. 

—

5
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-a

Standard
M eans Deviation N

I tem D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample-~ SampIe~’

IV -4. Whites in my unit have a 2. 74 2. 78 1.89 1.95 643 684
• good reason to di st rus t

n o n-wh i t e s

U-$ . To wha L extent  do members 3.71 3.75  1.30 1.31 654 691
oí your unit let racial
con flicts interfere with
c h e A r  work?

111-21. To what extent do mernbers 3.52 3.65 1.31 1.34 659 691
of your unit display
racial prejudice?

IV-26 . Non -whites in my unit have 2.38 2.67 1.63 1.93 642 678
good reason to distrust
whites.

‘ Excluding stockade prisoners
‘ i i
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GENERAL RACIAL DISCRIMINATION SCALE

Variable, --The scale attempts to measure the respondent’ s percep-
tions regarding the degree of racial discriminatory p rac t i ces  evidenced
in the Army in general , as well as in the local off-post civilian com munity.
The scale primarily measures percep tions of racial discrimination

• a~~~ir i st  non-w hites ,

‘7 D e s c r iption . - -The scale was derived f rom a sm allest space analysis
of twenty items, Sixteen of the items were originally used to measure
perceived racial discrimination among U.S. Navy and Ma rine Corps
personnel  (Stoloff , et al ,, 1972 , Appendix C). Stoloff, et al. reported
the “perceived discrimination” item composite f rom which the items
were  derived yielded a coefficient  alpha of . 90 , thereby exhibiting a
“highly acceptable” level of inte rnal consistency. They also reported
that the item composite exhibited the same fa c torial character is t ics  and
response distributions among Army personnel as it did among a con-i-
pa rable group of Naval personnel. Four other items included in the
ori ginal item pool were developed for thi s project to tap perceived levels
of off-post racial discrimination against non-white soldiers. Two items
related to racial generalizations (IV-24 and IV-38) were not included in

• 
~~

‘ the final scale due to low reliability,

All of the items included in the final general racial discrimination
scale fell on a single factor  resul ting f rom a smallest space analysis
of the item scores using the scale construct ion procedures described in
the Methods and Procedures section of this report.  The final scale contains
five items (IV- l l , IV- 16 , IV-21 , IV-32 , IV -36)  adapted f rom the pe r -
ceived discrimination composite reported by Stoloff , et al. (Ibid. ). Two

• others  included in the final scale (IV-40 and IV-41) were  among those
developed for thi s project  to tap perceived levels of o f f -pos t  racial di s-
cr iminat ion against non-whi te  soldiers,

Scoring. - -The item responses were scored from one to six with the
higher scores being assigned to responses indicating higher levels of
perce ived  racial discrimination in the Army and in the immediate off-
po s t  envi ronment,  Total scale scores  for  each respondent were  calculated
by dividing the sum of the untransformed non-missing data scores by the
number of non-missing data scores. If a case yielded more than two
missing data scores , the to tal scale score was not computed and the case
was assigned a rrüssing data score for  the general discrimination variable.

-. ~~~~ —.-. - 
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Reliability . - -Preliminary item analyses of the response data revealed
there would probably be sub stantial variation in the reliability of the scale

I between different  racial groups. Subsequent calculation of coefficient
alp has on the final scale items confirmed this. It is apparent tha t the
reliability of perceptions of general racial discriminatory practices
against  non -whites does vary somewhat between racial groups , althoug h

- - h e re  is no consistent  pa t tern  (Table A-2 ) .  In any case , the coe f f i c i en t
aiphas indicate the scales have an acceptable level of reliability for
p u r p o s e s  of explo ra to ry  r e s e a r c h, such as this effort, but the scale

- should be used with extreme caution as a diagnostic management tool

-~ unless greater reliability can be attained.

Table A-2
COEFFICIENT ALPHAS FOR GENERA L RACIAL

DISCRIMINA TION SCALE BY RACE FOR
r DEVELOPMENTAL AND REPLICATION SAMPLES

r

Race Developmenta l Sample Replication Samp le

Black .730 . 633
White  .684 .701
Other .795 .585

Items. --The final scale items are listed below along with the meansI and standard deviations of the item scores derived f rom the developmental
and replication samples .

~~

IL
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* Standard
Means Deviation N

Item ~~~o D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

IV- 1l . The Army should make a 3.67 3.93 1.81 1.93 639 684
greater  effor t  to assist -

- n o n - w h i t e s  to qua lif y
for enlistment and
technical ratings.

IV-16. Members of minority groups 3.16 3.48 1.80 1.96 651 688
have a harder time in the
Army tha n other3.

I’ IV-21 . White soldiers are punished 2. 42 2.85 1.83 2.20  645 687

‘ 
less severely than non-
wh ites for the same

U offenses ,

- IV-32 . The Army should recognize 3.53 3.75 1.81 2.01 626 677
that it is not always fair
to app ly tes t standards to
minority groups tha t have

• been developed for whites.

‘V-36 .  Commanding officers should 3 .43 3 . 77 1.79 1 . 8 3  641 679

f be more responsive to the
- I needs of minority group

- I members.

~~ IV-40. There  is so much discrimn - 2. 59 3.03 1.66 2.00 638 687
ination against minority
soldiers  by local civilians,
minority soldiers don ’t
want to leave the post.

-i ~~~~ . IV-41. Local landlords discriminate 3.01 3 . 77 1. 70 2. 29 563 674
against non-whites.

F _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Excluding stockade prisoners

1
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ACCEPTANCE OF AUTHORITY SCALE

Variable . --This  scale was desi gned to measure the extent to which
the respondent holds a submissive, uncritical attitude toward idealized,
moral authority in the Army, as well as in society in general.

Description. - -The scale consists of six Likert-type items selected
and , where necessary, adapted from items contained in the ori ginal ,

• as well as in subsequent  variat ions of the California F scale, All of
the i t ems  employed in the final scale w e r e  based on items reported b y
Berkowitz and Wolkon (1964) in their effort to develop an antho ritarianisrri
measure that avoids problems of acquiescent response set and multi-
dimensionality. (Also see Robinson and Shaver, 1969, pp. 245-253).
Three  of the final items (IV-17 , IV-28 , IV-21) were  especially a t t ract ive
because they we re found by Bales and Couch (1969), in a factor analysis
of basic value items, to fall on a single “acceptance of authority”
dimension. (Also see , Robinson and Shaver, 1969, pp. 444-448),a

Scoring. --The single reverse-scored item is marked with an
as te r i sk  (*) below. Response scores ranged from one to six with the
hig her scores being assigned to responses indicating greater acceptance
of authority. Total scores for each respondent were computed by dividing
the sum of the untransformed non-missing data scores by the number of
non-missing data scores. If  a case yielded more than two missing data
scores, the respondent’s scale score was not computed and the case was
coded as missing data.

Reliability. - -The scale yielded coefficient alphas of . 764 for  the
• developmental sample and . 727 fo r th e rep lication sample , suggest ing

a moderately high level of internal consistency.

F Items. - -The items included in the fina l scale are  listed below , along
with their means and standard deviations for both samples.

r i
li# ’ H
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1
• Standard

Mean Deviation N
I t em D R D R D R-1 No. I tem Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

I V - & ,  Because of the re- 3.08 3.31 1.87 1.96 658 689
bellious ideas of youth ,
t here a r e  more
problems in the world .

- - IV-  ~5 . In the long run , it is 3.43 3 .42 1. 79 1.92 652 690
b~-t ~ec f o r  our c3ufl~ ry tf
young people are
allowed a great deal of
personal freedom and
aren ’t strictly

-: disci plined .

IV -17. What youth needs most is 3.67 3.77 1.82 1.86 655 692
strict  discipline, rugged
determination , and the
will to work and fig ht
for family and country.

I IV-l8. Strict Army discipline 3.48 3.60 1.84 1.88 661 692
has a good influence on
most young men

L. IV-28.  Obedience and respect 4.42 4. 53 1.60 1.62 655 683
for authority are the
most important virtues
children should learn.

IV-3l .  Young people sometimes 4.00 4.13 1.62 1.62 647 682
get rebdlious ideas, but
as they grow up, they
oug ht to get over them
and settl e down.

~~I
.

II 

~~~ --~~•
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STATUS CONCERN SCALE
‘I,

Variable. -- This scale att empts to measure the value the respondent
places on the achievement of higher status and the maintenance of a
conforming image within the Army, as well as in society in genera l . It
was reported by the Army personnel interviewed for  the p ro jec t  tha t a
soldier ’s level of discipline varys with  his concern with  sta tus and desire

I 
-
~ for cr~ motion ari d achievement.

Description. - - The ori ginal item pool consisted of seven Likert-type
items, six of which were  adapted or taken f rom the Kaufm an sta tus

- concern  scale (Robinson and Shaver , 1969, pp. 301-303;  Kaufman , 1957).

4’ Two ot the items (IV-2 , IV-25) were deleted due to low reliability.

Scoring, - - There are no reverse-scored items. Responses were
scored from one to five with the larger  scores indicating hi g her sta tus
concern. The overall scale score for each respondent was computed by

• dividing the sum of the non-missing da ta scores by the number of non-.
missing data items. If any case had more than two missing data i tems ,

r the case was scored as missing da ta.

Reliability. - - The measure met the minimum criteria for being
• considered unidimensional. Coefficient alphas derived for the measure

were  . 566 for the developmental sample and . 598 for the rep lication
sample.

Items. - - Items included in the final measure are  listed below , along
with their means and s tandard  devia tions , for both the developmental
(D) and replica tion (R) samples.

¶ 3



- - - - -
~~-- -—-~~~~-—~

--
~~~~ 

----

1

Standard
Mean Deviation N

It e m  D R D R D R
No . Item Sample Sample Samp le Samp le Samp le Sampl~

1v-6. One of the things you 2.42 2.41 1.71 1 . 73 751 693
should consider in
choosing your friends 

-
- i~ i th~ Army j i  whe the r

th e y  may 
~~~~ y o u r

chances for promotion.

J l V- 9 .  One sho ul d avoid doing 3.06 3.14  1.86 1. ) 3  753
th in g~ in public which

-
~~ appear wrong to others ,

even thoug h one knows
tha t these things are
ri g ht.

I V - 2 2 . It is wor th  considerable 4. 14 4 .40 1.69 1,63 741 685
ef fo r t  to assu r e one ’ s

r sel f of a good na me
with the ri ght kind of
peop 1~~.

IV-30. The raising of one ’ s 3. 79 3.97 1.67 1. 70 734 682
W social position is one of

the more important
goals in life.

~Excluding stockade p r i sone r s .

F1
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SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY SCALE

Variable, - -This  scale attempts to measure the level of value the
respondent places on elements of social responsibility, i. e. , an
orientat ion toward  helping o the r s  and doing a good job , even when the re
i~ r u t h in g  to be gained f r o m o t h e r s  f o r  having done so .

Description. - -The  four items included in the original item oool ar-~
drawn from a social responsibility scale reported by B e r k o w i t z  and
Lutterman (1968; also Robinson and Shaver , 1969 , op. 383 -385)  and
originally drawn from a social responsibility scale derived by Harris
( 1957).  The items were given in Likert  sca].e fo rmat  wi th  six response
op tions rang ing f rom “Strongly Agree ” to “Strong ly Disagree. ” All th ree
items are worded to ref lect  socially responsible beha vior , thus the
higher scores indicate greater  apparent social responsibili ty. One item
(IV-39) was deleted f rom the scale because of its apparent low reliability
as indicated by its intercorrela tions with the other items.

Scoring. - -Response scores ranged f rom one to six with the higher
scores bei ng assigned to the agreement  responses. Tota l scores  for
each respondent were computed by dividing the sum of the untransformed
non-missing data scores by the number of non-missing data scores. If a
case yielded more than one missing data score, the respondent’s scale
score  was not computed and the case was coded as missing data .

Reliability, - -The internal consistency of the scale is modera te  but
acceptable given the small number of items in the scale. Coefficient
alp has der ived f om the developmental and rep lication samp les we r e
.615 and . 538 , respectively.

I tems.  - -The items included in the  f ina l  scale a re  l is ted below , along
wi th  t h e i r  mean s and s tandard deviations f o r  both samples.

‘4
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Standard
Mean Deviation N

Item D R D R D R
No . Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Samp1e’~

• t V - I . Ev~~ry ner s on  should give 4. 74 4 . 76 1.49 1.49 7. 45 690
so me ot ~ hii time for  the
good of his town or

- C ou n t r y .
.4

IV - 7 . It is the duty of each 5. 14 5. 20 1, 33 1. 29 753 691
p e r s o n  to ~~~~ his job the

j very best he can.

I IV-20. I feel very bad wheri I 4.77 4 .81 1.55 1.50 751 688
have failed to f inish a
job I promised I woul d
do .

Excluding stockard prisoners

I
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I
4j

F AMILY RELATIONS SCALE
I

Variable. - -Thi s scale is desi gned to measu:2 the resp ondent s ’ sub-

~~ct ive  percep tions of the quality of family relations that prevailed in his
or her  home while  he or she was growing up. The scale incorporates
s e v e r a l  f a c e t s  of family relat ions , including family cohes iveness  (close-
n e s s ) ,  p a r e n t a l  puni t iveness, and level of family respons ib i l i t ies  assi gned
to the respondent .

I)~~~c ri~~ti on . - -The sca] e is  composed of ~ 1 Likert-type i t ems  having a
variety of closed-response categories . Nine of these  a re  negat i vel y-worded
iLvrns ( li-~~ b to VU-~ 2j) and d e sign e d  to measure  level s of p e r c e i v e d
parental punitiveness . These items w e r e  taken f r o m  the pa ren ta l punitive-
r~e~~s measu re  r ep o rt e d  by Bachrna n (1970 , p. 21) and used  as a p ar t  of a
family relat ions measure  in the Youth in Transi t ion study of sop homore— hi g h school boys  in the United States . Item 2Za was deleted because of
its low in t e rco r relat ions  with o ther  parental  punitiveness i tems. Items
VII-23 to VII-28 were taken f rom the Yout h in Transit ion study (Ibid ,
pp. 19-20) and incorporated with items VII -.29a , VII-29f , Vt I -29j , V11-29n ,
VII-29q , and V 1I-29r as m e a s u r e s  of family c ohesiveness .

The latter six items were used previously to measure perceptions of
family cohesiveness among U. S. Army Personnel Control Facili ty inma tes ,
(Li t tlepage and Fox , 1972 , p. 57). Items VII-29c , VII-29h , and VI1-29t
were  obtained f r o m  the same source (Ibid. ) and w e r e  used to measure  a
lack of ~esponsibi1ities at home. All the items w e r e  incorporated  in the
scale because the underl ying constructs of family cohesiveness, punit iveness,
and responsibilities were perceived as major determinants of military
di scipline by the Army personnel in terviewed for this proj  ect .

Pr eliminary analyses suggest the scale may yield multiple dimensions,
but the direct ion and levels of the intercorrela tion coeff ic ients  exhibited by
the items indi ca t e  sufficient  unidimensionality to w a r r a n t  using the items
in a single measure  of family relations. It should be noted that the parenta l
punitiveness and family cohesiveness items taken from the Youth in Transition
Etudy were used as a sing le measure in tha t report.

Scoring, - -The items were scored so that responses  indicating grea te r
family cohesiveness , lack of parental punitiveness , and greater family
responsibilities were given the higher scores. All responses were then
transformed to standard (Z) scores. Total scale scores f o r  each respori-

_ d~-nt w~-re computed by d iv id ing  the sum of the  t r a n s f o r m e d  n o n - m i s s i n g
data scor es by the number of t ransformed non-missing data scores.  If

-‘ any case had more than ten missing data scores, the tota l scale score was
not computed and the case was coded as missing data .

J i Reliability. - -The scale yielded coefficient  aiphas of . 898 for  the develop - 
- •

mental sample and .890 for the rep lication sample.

1 Items. - -The twenty-one items included in the f inal  scale are  listed
below, along ~ -ith the means and standard deviations of the untransformed
scores for both the developmental and replication samp les.
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FAMILY C0HES :vZNESS ITEMS

— S

Mean SD N
Item D R D R D R-, No . I tem Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample’-

Li-23 . v~~sn you w er e  ~ r ’ wui 4 uo , 2 .0 3  ~~ . 0~ 1. 1 ’  I . ~~‘) 7T3~
how did you fe l l  about
how muc h a f f e c t i o n  you
got f ro m your f a t h e r

(or  male gua rdian) ?
- [1] Wanted and got

enoug h affection
-[~] Wanted sli ghtl y more

than I received
-[3] Wanted more than

I received
-[4] Did not want

affection f rom him

VLI-24. When you were  growing up, 2. 55 2, 53 0.85 0 .95  745 687
how did you fed abou t
how much affect ion you
got f~ r m  your  mot her
(or female guardian)

~~ -[1] Wa nted and got enoug h
af fec t ion

-[2] Wa nted sli g htl y more
than I received

~ -[3] Wanted more than I
received

-[4] Did not want af fec t ion
— f r o m  her

VII-25 . W hen you were  growing up, 2 .60 2 .57  1. 20 1. 19 737 689
how close did you feel  to
four father (or male
guardian)?

-[1] Extremely close
- [z]  Quite close
-[31 Fair l y close
-[4 1 N o t  very close

.~

ii;
E x c l u d i n g  St ocka rd  P r i s on e r s

U-
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F A M I L Y  COHESIVENESS ITEMS

Mean SD N
i te m  D R D R D R

N~~. i te m Sample Sample Sample Sample S~~rr~p1e Samp 1e~~
\r 11 2 6 . How close did you feel to 3.22. 3.17 0.93 0. h~ 747 693

you r mothe r ( o r  female
- I guard i an)  a: tha t time?

-[1] Extremely clos e
-[ 2] Quit e close
-[3] Fair l y close
-[41 Not  ver ’r close

V LI -2 7. When you were  growing  up, how 3. 24 3. 34 1. 54 1. 50 742 691
much did you want to be the
kind of person your fa ther
(or male guardian)  is when
you became an adult?

-[1] Very much
-[2] Somehwha t~ Ii
-[3) A li t tle
-[3] No t very much
-[4] Not at  all

VII-28. How much did you want to 3.14 3.16 1.44 1.42 743 685

be like th e kind o f person
your mother (or female
guardian) is?

-[ 1] Very  much
-[2] Somewhat
— [ 3] A litUe
-[41 Not very much

• - T -[5] Not at all

P A R E N T A L  PUNITIVENESS ITEMS

vII - 2 2 ( b )  Act  as if they  didn ’t 4 . 38 4. 38 0.98 0 . 9 6  738 69 1
ca r e a bou t you
anymo re .

V 1I-2 2 , c) D i s a g r e e  with each o the r  3.91  3 .9 5  1. 15 1. 13 737 682

about  how to raise you.

V I I - 2 2 ( d )  Ac tua l l y slap you. 3. 36 3 . 44 1. 14 1. 15 735 683

Ex c l u d in g Stocka r d P r i soner s

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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I
PARENT ’~L PUNITIVENESS ITEMS

Mean SD N
It em D R D R D R
No. Item Samp le Sample Sample Sa mp le Sample Samp le

\ 11-22(e )  Take away your or ivileg es 3. 39 3.45 1. 10 1.06 738 6S~
LE V , date 3 , car , movies ,

.~~~ etc. )

V 1I-2 Z( f )  Blame you or cr i t ic ize 3.84 3.85 1, 07 1.08 742
you whe n you didn ’t

• d~~ erve  it.

VU -22 (g)  Threaten to slap you. 3.45 3.45 1. 20 1. 19 739 689

VU-22(h) Yell, shout or scream 3.07 3.06 1. 12 1. 14 741 688
a t you.

V U -2 2 ( i )  Disagree  about punish- 3. 84 3.87 1.12 1.09 736 684
L. ing you.

VU -2 2 ( j ) Nag at you. 3. 42 3.41 1. 23 1.27 72 9 b78

FAMILY CLOSENESS ITEMS

VII -2 9(a)  My family was happy 3. 35 3. 28 .942 .974 6-3 8 671
together .

V II -2 9( f )  My family did things 3. 12 3. 06 .964 • 974 641 681
together .

V II-29 (j ) My pa ren t s  were  con- 3. 56 3. 56 .814 .801 644 674
cerned about my
welfare.

~v U - Z 9 ( n )  I f~ lt  I could talk to my 2 . 9 6  2 .94 1.12 1. 0~ 613
fathe r (or male
guardian)

V1I - 2 9 ( q )  I fe l t  I could talk to my 3. 33 3. 32 .945 .9 13 o42
mot her  (or female
g u a r d i a n )

1~I

• 
V i I - Z 9~ r )  My parent s  (or  legal 3. 20 3. 19 1.05 1.04 616 656

guardians) were
happy together .

~:xc1uding Stockard Prisoners

-
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L t

I

FAMILY RESPONSIBIUTY ITEMS
Mear~ SD N

Iten  D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Samp le Sample Sample Samp le Sample~

• \ I I — 2 9 ( c )  My pa ren t s  depe nded 2.44 2 . 31 1.11 1. 17 6 20 6 37— o n - •:~~.

1 V1I-Z~~( h )  I had to take care  of 2 . 03 1.99 1.10 1 .10 606 640
my brothers and
sisters .

I
\‘I I - 2 9 ( t )  I often had to hel p my 2. 50 2 .46 1. 12 1. 15 635 662

family.

T
• 7

Excluding Stockade Pr isoners

~5p
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I
JOB RELATIONS SCALE

Variable. - -Thi s scale is desi gned to measure  the extent  to which the
responden t  has had posi t ive experiences in the civilian work environment

1 as evidenced by ease of adjustment  to routine job r equ i rements  and
e r j o y m e n t  of good re la t ions  wi th  ~~~~~~ fellow w o r k e r s.

Description. - -The scale is composed of six items, f ive of which
( VI1-29g, VII -29 k , VII-29m, VII-29p , VII-29s) a re  adapted f r o m  items
which were found to load on a “work success” fac tor  in a f a c t o r  analysis
of civilian back ground c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Army personne l  conf inement
facility inmates (Littlepage and Fox, 1972, p. 57). The sixth item
( VII-29 d) was constructed specifically for thi s scale. A seventh  item
(VII-29u), taken verbatim f rom the previously mentioned “work success ”
item list, was deleted f rom the final scale because of its low i n t e r -
correlations with the other items.

Scoring. - -The item responses were scored from one to four  with the
higher scores assigned to responses indicating a fa vo rable adjustment to
work situations and pos itive relations in the work environment. Total
scale scores for  each respondent were computed by dividing the sum of
the un t ransformed non-missing data scores b y the number of non-rrüssing
data scores.  If any case had more than two missing data scores , the
to tal scale score was not computed and the case was coded as missing
data.

Reliabili ty . - -The scale yielded alpha coefficients  of . 842 for the
developmental sample and . 852 for  the replication sample , suggest ing a
hig h level of internal consistency.

I tems.  - -The final scale items a re  listed below along with the means
and standard deviations of the unt ransformed item scores for  both the
developmental and replication samp les.

_____ • :~~~~
_ 
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Standard
Mean Deviation N

Item D R D R D R
No , Item Sample Sample Sample Samp le Samp le ° Sample~’

\‘II-29ct Holding a steady job was 3.29 3. 26 1. 01 1. 02 527 62 1
difficul t f or me -

• 
• I V I I - 2 ~~g Jobs I held w e r e  bo rin g 2. 70 2 .7 1  1.04 1.05 616 637

~ j 
VLI -2 9k  I f r equen t l y lost job s 3.58 3.59 0.88 0.86 603 619

Lecause I arr ived for
wor k late

VII-29m I would usually take a 3.55 3.58 0.86 0.82 605 626
job and quit after  a few
days or weeks

VII-29p I had difficulty getting 3.49 3.47 0.80 0.83 631 658
along with  people I
worked with

VII-29s I often changed from job 3. 24 3. 24 1. 00 1.00 600 632
to job

Excluding stockard prisoners

H’
:11

4~Z



A-4~
)

SCHOOL RELATIONS SCALE

Variable. - -This scale is des i gned to measure  the pe rce ived  quali ty
of relations the respondent had within the school envir onment  wh ile he or
she was growing up.

F - 

D e s c r iption.  - - T h e  scale c o n s i s t s of six ~ems drawn fr~ m~~~t:r.i-
dimensional “School Problems” m e a s u r e  used in a su rvey  of Armed Per-
sonnel C ontrol Fac ility inmates  b y Li t tl epa g~ and Fox (1972 . p. 57) .  The
word ing  of VI-29 1 was changed slightly f rom the Li t tlepage-Fox Vers ion .

Scoring.  - -The item response scores  ranged f rom one to fou r  with
the higher scores being ass igned to responses  sugges t ing  harmonious

• relations in the school environment. Scoring for  the negatively-worded

I items was , of course, reversed.  A respondent ’ s tot al scale score  was
c omputed by dividing the sum of unt r ansformed non-miss ing  data scores
by the number of untransformed non-missing data scores.  If a case

• y ield ed mor e than two mis s ing scores , a total score was not computed
and the case was scored as missing data.

Jr

• Reliability. - -Alpha coefficient s computed for the scale using the
developmental and replic ation sample were . 723 and . 699, respect ively,
suggesting moderate internal consistency.

Ite ms. --The items included in the final scale are listed below , along
with their  means and standard deviat ions for both samples.

• 0~

t i
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H;
• ,,~ Sta ndard

Mean Deviadon N
Item D R D R D R
No. Item Sample Sample Sample Sample Samp le Samp le ~
VI I -29b I did not like school 2 .60 2.56 1.11 1. 10 647 6 77

H’ •

- V l L - 2 2~ I had diff icul ty wi th  2 . 73 2 . 75 1. 03 1. 04 ~46
~ic hool work

~~i-2~)i I enjoyed sc hool 2 .79  2 . 79 1. 06 1.06 b 4 5  6T~

V11-29 1 My paren ts  (or  guardian) 2 , 54 2 . 52 1.06 1.06 h-~~ 6$~J
w e r e  no: happy with the
grades I received in school

T VII-29o My teachers did not care 3.10 3. 12 .91 .91 631 663
for me

* Excludin g stockard prisoners

Hi’ 
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SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS INDEX

Var iab le.  - -Th i s  index is desi gned to measure the respondent’s
parental  socioeconomi c sta tu s while the respondent  was growing up based
on several  c r i te r ia , including parental  educational achievement,.J ~:iateria1 po~~se~~sions in the  home , and s i z e  of the home.  The  measure  is
incended to be m o r e  than a composite measure of educational achievement

J and mater ia l  weal th , h o w e v e r , fo r  i t  is assumed tha t t hese  f ac t o r s  “... a r e
all, de te rminan ts  of w h e t h e r  a home is a r ich env i ronment  for  learning,  an
environment  in which education and ach ievement  a re  likely to be encouraged ,
[and that] ... some of these  same fac to r s  re f lect  parental  abi l i t ies  and

4 apt i tudes (e . g., intelligence), and are  thus likel y to be related to the
genetic [and cul tural]  endowment of children ” (Ba chman , 1970 , p. 10).

‘ 
Thu s, the index is int end ed to provide a sununary measure of the quality
of the home environment within which the respondent grew up.

Descrip tion. - -The measure  is derived from the socioeconomic level
1~ index developed for use in the Youth in Transition study of American high

school students (Bachrnan, ibid ., pp. 10-14). It contains the following[ elements:

1. Father ’s educational achievement level

1 2. Mother ’s educational achievement level
3. Possessions in the home
4. Number of books in the home

1 5. Number  of rooms in the home

Wh e r e a s  the Youth in Transi t ion study SEL measure contained indicators of
paternal  occupational status and ratio of rooms per person in the home
(rather than simply the number of rooms ) these elements were  not included
in the  SES m e a s u r e  desc r ibed  here  fo r  two reasons .  Father ’ s oc c upa-

L t ional  s ta tus  was not inc luded because  of the la rge  amount of m i s s i ng
data for  this  var iable  (more than 20 per cent).  The room per person
rat io  was not used bec ause it was found that the number of rooms alone
prov ided  a more  reliable c o r r e l a t e  of the other variables inc luded  in the
SES m e a s u r e  (See Table A-3) .

I S c o r i n g,  - - T h e  n o n -m is s i n g  data scores for  the individual i tems were
s~ - vIa rdized , summed, and divided by their total number , to gain a mean

.
~ SES s c o r e  f o r  each re sponden t .  The hi g her the score , the higher the

p a r t r’t t a l socioeconomic s ta tus .  If any case yielded more  than two missing
data scores , the SES score was not computed and the case was coded as
missing dat a on the SES var iab le.

_______  —~~~~--— ~~
-
~~~~~~~• 
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Reliability. - -The level of intercorrelat ions between the various

item s suggest s reasonable reliabilit y (Table A-3).  The index demonst r ates

‘a moderate levels of internal  consis tency in both the developmental  (co-

e f f i c ient alpha = . 756 )  and replic ation sample (coeff ic ient  alpha = . 766) .
It was also found that respondent age is negatively and mildly related to

-~~ 
- 

~ -i~~ r~~~pondent  SES s co r e s  (r = - . 30 1) .  This su g g est .~ that d i f f e r e n c e s  in

SES scores  between age groups may be , in part , the spur ious  product of

the e f f ec t s  of generational differences (e. g. , a lack of t~ levis  ion sets  in

most homes more than 25 yea rs  ago, and/or lower educ ational expectat ions

- 
and fewer  opportunit ies in ear l ier  yea r s ) .  However, the m e a s u r e  disp lay~
suf f i c i en t  rel iabi l i ty to warrant  its use  in this  explora tory  r e s e a r c h  e ff or t .

Items. - -The items c ontained in the final measure are l is ted below
for respondent s grouped by rac e and age.

[

7
I
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‘C.

RECREATIONAL AVAILABILITY AND INTEREST INDICES

~/~

Var iab le ,  - - T h e s e  measures  w e r e  desi gned to indicate the level  of
avai labi l i ty  and in t e re st  in recrea t iona l  faci l i t ies  on or near  the
responden t’ s post.

Descr ipt ion. - -The indices a re  composed of 12 items descr ib ing
a rious ty7e.s of r ec rea tiona l  act ivi ty ,  The r e sp o n d e n t  i s  p r o v i d e d  f i v e

c losed- response  choices  descr ibing the extent  to w h ic h  he is int e res t ed
in the  t~ pe of ac t ivity  l i s ted and the extent to w h i c h  that  type of ac~~vity
is available on or near  the post to which the respondent is currently
assigned.

Scoring. --The respondent’s total scores for each measure are
der ived by c alculat ing the mean of the unt ransformed n o n - mi s s i ng
responses for each item set.

Item. - -The items included in both sets are listed below along with
the means and standard deviations derived for each item for  the
developmenta l and replication samples,
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¶

If any case  had more than t en  miss ing data s c o r e s , the total scale score
was not computed and the case was coded as missing data.

Reliabi l i ty .  - -The  scale y ie lded coe f f i c i en t  aiphas of . 898 for  the
dc ’velopmental  samp le and . 890 for  the rep lic at ion sample.

itern~ . --The twent y-one items included in ~ne f~ n a i  scale a r~ li~~~cd
below , alon g with the  m e a ns  and s tandard  d ev i a tio ns  of the u n t r a n s f o r m e d
sc o r e s  f o r  both the developmental  and replic a t ion  samples .

-I
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1 ~~Y~-iN4~~ DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

-

~ 

U.S. ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE ~ OR ThE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES
,
~ 

‘~Ø’~”~j 
- 1300 WILSON BOULEVARD

- - ARLIN GTON, V IRGINIA 22209

DIMENSIONS OF ARMY LIFE

This ques t ionnai re  is pa r t  of a r e s e a r c h  p r oj e c t  s p on so r e d
- b y ~he D ep a r t m e n t  of ‘~-ie Army in which  -.v -’ i~~~rr ~ t~~ ’~~~~~~~ D r ~~~~~-~ ~~~~ 

‘~e~
a b ou t  va r ious  f e a t u r e s  of A r m y  l if e  tha t  }~.ive an io: ~p a ct  on no w  t~~e
A m e r i c a n  soldier f eel s  and behaves . Y ou  a r e as~~~ d ~~~~ ~ O :CO~j~~0 t 0
this ques t ionna i re , as your r e sp o n s e s  Wi l l  p r o v i de  in f o rm o t i o n  v i t a l
to our e f f o r t s  to improve life in the A r m y .

This ques t ionnai re  includes items p r i m a r i l y  a sk ing  fo r  y o u r
a t t i tudes  and op inions about  your l eaders , y o u r  job , the  p l aces  you
live and work in, and your experience prior to entering the service,

o Other questions ask for your feelings about you r s e l t  and o ther  peop le
in general.

The identity of all person s answer ing  this q u e s t i o n n a i r e  will
be kept absolutely confidential, This step is taken to p r o t e c t  your

- 

privacy. Therefore — DO NOT PLACE YOUR NAME OR ANY OTHER
I 

- IDENTIFYING MARKS ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

If the informat ion  you  give is to be hel pful , it is i mp o r ta n t  that
a you answer each quest ion as thoug htfull y and f rankl y as po ss ib l e .  Take
- as much time as you need. This is not a t e s t ;  t he re  are  no r i g ht or

wrong a n s w e r s .  We simply want  to know how you feel  about  c e r t a in
- things.

If you have any ques t ions  or need c la r i f i ca t ion  c o n ce r n i n g  any
particular item , p lease  fee l  f r e e  to app roach  the p e r s o n  adr -’,oiniste r i n g
the  quest ionnaire, or ra ise  your  hand and they will come to you . DO
NOT DISCUSS EITH ER THE CONTEN TS OF THIS Q UESTIONNAIR E OR

C 
Y OUR RESPONSES TO IT WITH ANY FELLOW SOLDIER . F E TH E R  NOW

- OR IN THE F U T U R E,  as doing so mig ht bias the a n s w e r s  of t h o s e  who

- -  
have not yet  comp leted the q u e s t i o n n a i r e,

- - THANK YOU FOR Y OUR COOPERAT ION

Not to b Show n to unauthorized person ;
Not to be reprOduc.d 1>1 a n y  f o r m

wI t hOut the ogelCif IC pea mitsion of the
TECHNICAL DIRECTOR . ARMY RE SEARCH INSTITUTE

FOR THE REHAVIO RAL AND SOCIAL 3CIENCES
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

PT-4996 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
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-
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UI E CJ 3ECTION 1 SU~~E R V i S O R  MEANS T HE PERSON

TO ‘;. HOM YOU REPORT DIRECTLY . c C

- YOUR ‘~UPERV ISO R . ~‘ C1 SUaORD - .-’ .TE S 1- lEANS YOU AND OTHERS WHO WORK FO R — *

~a- a. ~ C)

C Ii Ii S C 1 i would tO C ~ y Ou dbi)tC t y o u r  em d ~~te

‘-‘ SU P’S) ’ S C’  - you i c  conlin~d I C C  3 Your supervisor: 12 12
- -  sJ~ or cor- - . t ional L C C: C l i t y  slescr ib’ - 9 [ I i  [2 1 ~3I -I’ 5)

C ~. C ~C l C i Y C C i t  C O . -’ sup erv Isor you had ‘~ — —
- 

t s r ’  - C 3 O . f C O P C S I ’ S ) C I )  tn .~ 17 . To what extent does your super v isor depend too much on
- I ‘C —l t i — C . ) C s _ r s C h . ’ )  than ‘ C w 4 r r t s — t 5 i- -Ct

- 
-‘ -~ th ings done?
E ~-, ‘ -‘ 18 . TCC what ex t e n t  does yo ur su per J C s O r  orfer -~~ W ideas b r

-~i Your C C C C  rv sor 12 ~2 ~2 ~2 solving job-r e lat ed probiems? ® ®
[11 [21 [31 [41 151 -

-~~~ 19 . To what xx lent does your aU0CC1 I CC C~~C C C  ~iI to explain ..nv
particular action is important?

1 . T ci .- - ex tent  is your supervisor concerned about the per’ (I) (I) © (~) (~
)

5 0 - t a ! problems of his subordinates ? 

~D 0 0 0 t:~~ 
20. To what extent does your supervisor set a poor example

for hCs men?
2. To ‘ C h a t e x t e n t  ,s your supe rvisor technically competent to 1 2 3 4 5

)- Cr fo rm his duties? 

~ 0 21 . To what extent does your supervisor know and treat his
- - subordinates as indivi duals ’3. iu - ‘ h s i  e~~t ’ Cn t  does your superv isor keep his suboidinates c~~ c~i ® GJ

rae .0121 1 )C- .O 

~i’~ Q ~ ® ~~~~~ 22. To what extent is your supervisor not aware of his sub-
- - - ordinates ’ capabilities?

To a- hi)  ex ten t  does your supervisor plan ahead? 0 ~D ~D ~~~~~ c~i~D ® ® ® © 23 . To what extent does your supervisor make decisions
- - - quickly and stick to them?

~~~~ 

- 
5. - .~bj t  - c t - - a-  does your sip~ra-so~ keep himself informed Q ® ® ®

-: 
C about tit i ‘,‘  rk that is bei-s q done

- hoidC ii)Ie5 5 0 0 © ® 0
6 To ,-.l~ x r i’ n r  does yoi.ir supervisor lack suf f icient expe rience

-, 
- ri- - -  ‘ — ~~m h-1 duties ’ ç~ © ® ® © 

SECTION II

t 7 T ‘ e - - - . :  does your supervisor commun cate e f fec t ive ly  Now vve wou ld like to know about the job you are Current ly assi cined

~~~~~ 

‘

~

‘ - •Ii ~‘ ~j bOr , - .C u - s ? to and some of your feelings about it . (If you are confined to a

~D ~~ ® @ 0 stockade or correctional faci l i ty ,  describe the job y o u  had pr:or Ti)
- ‘ - - your conf i nement).b. T- ’ :h a ~ ~v C cas t does - 1 iur superv isor fail to provi de for the

- 0- ese ’y r f a - j nee ds - i f  11)5 - , - .S i o r c f - - ’ .i ’e-.’ (
~
) © (~

) c:~
) (3)

~ C ~‘~~~t c ’ . t ,-i rio- ”. your 21 i” v Isor fa i l  to keep 115  subor-
- * ‘- - s a- .. Ih rha l c r q q o ,s kt? © © 0 0 ®  -5? ~~

-
~~~ i i :  • , - i t  v ’  ‘ - a C t  do es vo i~~r ~ iperv lso r C r i t i C  ioat i-  and ~oiv~ omb- C)

-

~

- i , r .

~

” D r p t h e y i1a’t ou :o f ri i cI o ©
I i , - .‘ - - .a ~ C C I  5 5 ’ ) o - p.” - i sor i i i  f r i end ly  end hard ~ 

Your lob. ~~ ~~
- 

~~

~ ~:D 0 ‘c c 1 1 1  [2) (3) [4 )  51

11 - 
. ‘C 2 1 - r t - Ct  i s C o - C r  21 .p* ’ r - . C s o r - r i l i n g  to make changes ri 1 . To s’;hit esl~nt do you enjoy is —a

— .- ‘ - C C C ’ C ( 3  t h ngs ’ forming the ac T - a l day-To day
1 2 3 a c r i - C C t i c s  that make up your j ili~

C 3 -ci) - 4 1 C i ’ I C C S y O ’  ~~~ i. C o  sot encourage ~~i -  r ) C I )i i i ’ S c  0 ® ® 0
- ‘ - . k I c i ~~ ’h, ’ C ) , ) ! . - - - - - ’ 

~ 
2. To wh a te x te n t ro~’ r S ~- -- - - : ? n ~s

‘~~~~ 1 2 3 about work ing here (pa’ople .
: T i -; i-i - .- ‘ . ‘ - - r  C (irie, y , . i p—r ~~.so keep himself informed policies , oii d r t i o ns l  t he  - r u  ( C ’ C ) j U e

— .
~~

.. .  i i - C C i l ~~
)
~ ’.~_ F ’ .  s- l i - i  l i a t i ’  ,ou lii a’dUrk lirri l’

‘C -  ro. C~~ C 1  ci t i c r r  ‘ r k ~ 0 (~) (~
) (

~) ® 1 2 -1 5

— 3. To what C-S IC -n t  ri -i 5 e i ga in 3 -~‘nse
— I . fu ~-t ~~ - - ‘  - -nt  is your Sup~ C s S-) ’ unwilling to ,Ci .Co t  respo ri - of accomp lishment Ii cci the ri i~~

h I - ,- ‘i-i-  y-r~ a -i, - - ’ .  o~- id-t t’y i - r  ti -day ~,c t c - t i ” s  tha t .1 1) 14 up 50 0 )

• ‘., i,’C ’ l _ _ i rC _ S ’ lob’ 0 0 0 0 0
I - - I Ct C C  ? . . I i  t r lC, ’Cs v i i i  - C :  p ’Crs is i i r  54)1 )1 1< i Ill along with

I ~ :

C
~~~i

)

e IC ) C C C I  Ci)l i irT) 1 0 ° 0 ~~~ ( . C i C i t C C i i C C ’  on ~‘it page

~ 
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Ti 12 . How often are you assi gned meaningless tasks?

[ 1 )  Daily

— 
[2] Once or twice a we- k
(3) Once or twice a month
(4) Seldom

~~ ~~ ~ ~~
‘ [5) Never

C) — C 51 ——
1= o, >

13. All in all , how satisf ied are you with your ob?
Your job : 1- I’- I— I’- F”

(1 1 121 [31 [41 [51 — [ 1] Very dissatisfied

— [2) Somewhat dissatisfied
4 To ‘.‘ihat C-x i e n t  do you feel the 13] N’cirh ,-r satisfied ‘ar r1ic s~ t i s F~ ij

r.J.: ’r1~ l VO u h, iv— r ce i i eO  ~ ‘. 
- 1-I l FJCd Y ;at iUred

C C I  (O i C d your abil Ity tO i e r nrrn — 

15] Very satisf iedyour - ib’  0 0 © ® ® 14. 1)’/hich one of tr’ e i te ms below F~-~t d.rscr tCe~ he .i~~tj j i  .v~~r’.

—
5 . To svnat es tent  do you feel t hat the that you do in t he Army , rio rror tt ’C r r’di,, i vriur MOS s

people you work with are a team (Check only the one category t r ia l  0 - C- SI appl ies 10 youl
t o :  ~. - r k~ together ? 0 0 © ® ® — 

(a) Combat infantry,  gun crews , tan K crews: lncl ud~ s
6 To s’ihat extent does your MOS most jobs in combat operatio ns. For example ,

l.~.~: ! i ta r y  Occupational Specialty) - in fantryman , tank crewman , ar t i l le ry  crewr rrro

I match your interests , knowledge , and combat engineer .
C_I and ski l ls ’ 0 c~ ~: €::~ ~ — 

(b) Electronics repair: Includes maintenance and
- - - - - - - 

repair of electronic equipment . For examp le ,
7 , In your opinion, how important us the mission assigned to radio , ra dor , TV equi pment , computer and elec-

this command ? tronic equipment repairman .

j i ] Not important at all 
Ic) Communications and intell igence: Includes opera-

12) Somewhat important 
Hon and monitoring of radio , radar , and other

[31 Fairl y important communications equipment , also gathering and

~~

“ [4) Moderatel y important anal yzing intell i gence nfornsa: on . For example ,
151 V ery important radio operator , y d ir  crewman , mi l - t ~ ry Intel li-

gence analyst and ph~ io interpreter .

8, H o - i  mportant is the job you are doing in the Army ?
(d) Me dical and dental Inc ludes patient i-are and

-‘ [1 ) Not important at all t reatment . For example , medical corpsman ,
-‘ [2) Somewhat important medical laboratory technician . X- ray  technician ,

— 
- pharmacist and dental t ec - h n -c i a n(3) Fairl y important

[4]  Moderately important (e ) Other technical sp e c ia l i s ts -  For example , surveyor ,
(5 ) Very important 

~~~~ sman , photograp her .

9, H-, ’, interested are you in the job you are doing in the Army ? 
— 

( f)  Administrat ive spe cial ists and clerks : Includes
personnel and admin istration , also iocludes all

— 
( 1) Very uninterested clerical jobs , accounting jo bs , informat ion and
[2 )  S1- rnes’i h~ t i inir t te reste d ed - -  O C , C C  jobs , .,nd ~I i  data p T O C : C S S C r C q ohs. F or

— 
[3 ) 1-1 .- i tb e r  in ter es t ed or unintereste d 

I ~~ irnirl’- p is t i l  c ler k - clerk t y l C C i I  - ‘ . i i ç C~~ l’./ man .

— 
[4 Fa~rIy interested chapla in s ass is t i r i t  - C o ic ip i it er  programmer ,

- 51 Very interested 
--~~~~ 

— 19) Electrical-mechanica l equipmen t repair: Includes
1’) . Ho-- i  - C : s 1 ed do you feel about your chances Or promotion? maintenance arid repair of elxc ’r i ca l , mechan cal

equipment . For examp le , ‘ C C , ’o mot i ee mechanic .
— 

[ 1 ] Very d i s s . C t C S IC ’ - d lineman - O ’~ ce machine C-p a r man .

(2 ) Somewhat dissat isf ied
(h) Cr,uf ts men IncIud~~ ohS used in the construction(3) N” ther sa n s f .e d or d iss , i t i s f ed —-~~-.— _

__~_ 
- -cf bui l r lC nqs and in the i ns t a l l a t i o n  and ma , r . t ’ - n-

Fw r l y - it isHe d ai r,- of u - t C I i t C e S .  I -  < S C O S p I C  i- a rp nte r . olson ,
- - 

5) V e ry  - i r~~f - ~-l Pl C i i C i !i, r - i - b e rn — s .  wi lder .

11 . H ‘ ,-, (~it C - ’ i  are you .~-o i lsei l  task s eot  related to your MOS 
— Ii) Sw o r e  ~nd o ripiv ha nd le rs Inc ludes p ro t C - r t .v p

- l’ .’ i , T , i r  y Occupational Sp e c . i lt eM an~l personal s e rv i ce s motor  t ran s por ta t on , food ,
.- te rvice yi’il nonclerical supply i ohs F C C )

I t )  Never 
t x ’ l i c v m a n . cook or cb~ f light nr heavy v e h - c ’ e2] Very seldom driv e r i’d  I isa -d ry snd dry-cleaning jobs.C 

( 3 ] Seldom

L l4~ Often — 
(I) Other . (Pl. ’.j ’ .~ ‘.j i” i C V I

- 
[5) V ’ r y  f t C - n i ’ c i t  n- C C i i s t an t l y

L Cr,nI i ie n: r i  next column, Continue on nest page .

- 
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SECTIO N Ill 

- 

-

C C2To w hat ex tent  do members of your unit do the following’ Unit
—re f en i  to the post to which you are currentl y assi gneth (I f  you are — C 

—CC 2 2coo f in- ’ii to a stockade or correction al ‘0 9
C) Xf,n :i ’ ’y describe the unit you were — C, w> — C)1 workin g in prior to youir confinement .) a C)- C C > — 

~ -D 102 2 0 1 0

x — X 0 0 0 0 Cl
C Your unit: I— I— I’- F— H

2 2
x 51 [ 1 )  [2) [3) [4) [51

= C’,
5, C’. *
‘0 C) C) 5. 8 . To what extent do members of ‘jour unit ma ntain neata-

ro ‘x - -~ -~ personal appearance?0-
o 0 0 0- 0

Your uni t :  H H H H I’•’
19 . To what extent do members of your unit oerf 0-nm C)eil[1 1  [2 ) ]~ ( ~4} [SI

without close supervision? 
o ® ® ® ®I. To ~ih~ t extent do members of your unit mainta in and 20, To what extent do members of your Unit voluntee r to -~~ rki:iors r y -,-ie-i r their un i forms ’ 0 ® past duty hours? o ® © ®

2. To what extent do members of your Unit ignore military To wh at extent do members of your unit display racial pr~courtesies (salut e . exchange proper - 
- 

ju dice ? 0 ® ~D ® ®greetings , etc .)? 00 0 0 0 22, To what extent do members of your unit fail to get their3, To what extent do members of your unit “get over ” on hair cut according to regulations ? ® ~their supervisors ? 0 ~D 0 0 23. To what extent do members of your unit help each other4. To what ex ’ent do members o f your uni t fail to show up out ?
on t ime’ 0 0 0 0 0

24. To what extent do members of your Unit do just enough
5. To what extent do members of your unit keep l i v ing  an d work to get by ?

working areas in clean and orderly ® © © 0
COt1 d i r i o O .~ 0 ~D c:~ ® ® 25. To what extent do members of your unit st eal fro m each

other ?
6. To s’,hat extent do members of your unit process paper- (I) 0 (~

) (
~
) (3)

__ <vo;k in an eff ic ient manner? ® ® ® ® ~~~ SECTION IV
7. To what extent do members of your  Unit cooperate with

each other? In this section , you are asked to describe your feelings about your
- ~D ~~ 0 ~~~ unit , race relations , local community and related issues. Unit refersC

8. To what extent do members of your unit let racial con : to the post to which you are currentl y
assigne d. ( I f  you are confined , s’ihenfi : cts interfere with their work? 0 ~~~~~ © 0 © 

- 

asked about your unit , describe the 2 >-9. To what extent do members of your Unit readily reapond unit you were assigned to prior to con- “ 0~0 ~~ ‘Cli
“ to or ders ? 0 © 0 0 

finement .) ~

tern , - ‘ - r I t e  “Don ’t Ktt ~ s’j ”

Indicate how much you agree with CO Cl‘C‘ 10, To ,-rh,~r extent do members of your unit need direct super. the_foIlow~~~: I f  you feel you have C 10 51 — C-i C
o ‘0 ~‘ ~-, isCo n to get the job done rig ht? 0 © © ® © insuff icient information to judge an ~ ,~‘ ~

11 . To what extent do members of your  unit display disorder ly after it , [1) [2 1 [3) (4 )  [5 ) [6)
cgr ir f i ict  of f .post? 0 0 © ® 0 1 . Every person should give some of

12 . To . bat extent  do members of your u n i t  obey lawful his time for the good of his town
rC r ( lor- ,’ ® o 0 ® 0 

or country. © 0 0
13 . To a-h it ex tent  do members of your unit sit around on duty 2 . In order to merit the respec t of

others , a person shou ld show a-- I r a - n v  doing nothing? 
0 © © 0 © desire to better himself 0 0 © 0 ® 0t- I  To s- h i t  extent  do members of your unit do poor qual i~~

3, In my unit , a man u~u Ol J ~- do”sn ’t0 © © 0 0 get the irsfn rma~ on F1- needs to
- 

- 15 , To ~-.- h it  ex tent  d o  memfi.- r c  if your unit~~~rk toge t her 
a- 

plan ahead . o ® © ® © 0o a IC- ni ’ 0 © © 0 © 
~‘i~s i tes  in my unit have a good

16. li i,li II C- I - - C C  t d o  members - .iI your Unit maintain a huith - - reason to d us tn i i s t  non-whites . 

~D ~ ® ~D (3~I-tv - -I O f  r’nin’thj t  rea rf nnesc ’ 0 0 0 0 ® 5 An u infair l y large riurnj,,~r of ~u~n
To -.-,F i 1 - v t - I l l do members if your un it do w hat ev er — whites in my unit C r ’ a .vi qn’-d to
ii”ttlc Ii) be done ? D 0 0 non-techni eiu l sib’. ® ®C.

- 

Continue on n e x t  column , 

-. .-_

~~~~~t~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ 
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51 5)Ca C)

C.2 ‘ -‘

2~~~~~ ’.~~~~~’ ~
- ~ ‘ >. ~~ -

~~ >,

� .?‘ E ‘
~

C’) How much do you agree wit h the 2 ‘
~~ ~, ~ 

I-low much do you agree with the ~ ~ 0

: 1 following’ ~ ~ r;5 following?

[1) [2) (31 [4) [51 [61 11) [ 2 1 [ 3 )  (4 )  [5) (6 )

6. One of the things you should con- 22 . It is worth considerably effort  to
- skIer in choosing ‘tour friends n a’.sure one ’s self of .i good r-~ rne

:h-r ~\ C  ~~~ i i  s’ibether ‘hey may help w ith  the C lqnt C- l i lt  0- ’  D © (3) C~~~ (3) ®your cha inces for promotion .
1 2 3 4 5 6 23 . Members of my unit a re  a good

7 . l~ is the dun ’~ of -so ii person to do hunch ‘o wo rk C Ot0 - . ,,
his job the very best he can . 0 D (3~ 0 (3~ 0 

- 3 4 ~
24, fiVhites do rnot usuall y havr’ to :)e as good

3. - - .iu~e of the r~belliouj i d e a - , of ,is nnon-w hit ~ s to - -- ‘ oromored ‘o th~
youth , t h e r e  are more problems in same positions in the ,~.rmy, © 0 0 ~ 0the wor ld .

‘—“ ‘—‘ ‘—‘ ‘—“ ‘-‘ ‘-“ 25 , An ambitious person can almost
9. One should avoid doing things in ,,_. always  achieve his goals ,

public which appear wrong to 1 2 3 4 5 6

others , even though one knows  26. Non-whites in my unit have good
that t hese things are ri ght , © ~ a ® reason to distrust whites , 

1 © € c~ ~10 , Men in my unit know how to get 27 , The U.S, Army us one of the best
t he job done right , 0 0 ~ ~~~ 

armed services in world, 0 © ® ® ®
11. The Army should make a greater effort 28. Obedience and respect for authority

to ass ist non-whites to qualif y for en-’ are the most important virtues
listment and technical ratings . © © children should learn . 0 © 0 0 ® ®

— 
12, Non-whites in my unit have good 29, Non-whites in my unit oat more
— reason to be angry. ® i than their share of dirty sb’.. 0 0 ~3) 0 0
13. In my unit , if a man needs help he can 30. The raising of one ’s social pos ’ion

count on ot hers to provide it , is one of the more important . -Cj, 545
-~~ 0 0 0 0 0®  in life,

14 . Vlhites in my unit should treat non- 0 0 © 0 0 0
w hites better than they do. 

1 2 3 4 ~ 
31, Young people sometimes get cebel-

8 lious ideas , but as they grow up,
-— 

15, I t  the long run, it is better for our they ought to get over them and
country if young people are all owed settle down.
a great deal of personal freedom and 1 2 3 4 5 6

aren ’t str ict l y disci plined. 32. The Army should recognize that It iS0 0 © 0 © 0 - not always f,i r to apol y test standards
— 16, lembers of minority groups have a harder to minority groups that h iae ~,en

- time in the Army than othe rs . 0 ® 0 ® ® developed for r,hir~ s 0 0 © 0 0 0
17 , Vs he t youth needs most is s r n t dis- 33 . Ambition is the most C nrpon 1 J u t  factor

C- “ 1 pline , rugged determination , and in dete rmCn inq sui: :ess in lifr ’ . 
-

the i’j iIl to work and fight for family 0 0 0 0 ® ®
and C - : i i C ’ r n y .  0 0 © ® ® ® don t care .- -ov- m Ich for i i - -

— 2 h’ i -~~ ‘ A c i-s y  discip line has a h i n d 0 0 0 0 0 0
in f “ rice on most ~, C C _ C ) 9  men . 0 0 c:j ® ~~~ 

35 . I don ’ t t -  i - ~t Cbr ” d I n — n  - in my oiOt ,

t ’~ Non - - - h - re ’ .  in my uin it should be more united 0 C) © 0 (3) C)
i~’ ( C ’C I ’ h t  to improve th e..ts 0 Q ® (3~ 

36 . Com manding lf i ns  should be
niore responsive 1 1  the t - ’.’ui- , i~-~

- ~,, 20. I f - - I  very had s”,hen I h i v e  f i l e d  to finish nn u r lin IV group i ’r ’ - ’- - f ’e n ,  - - -

a I i i  I promised I s ,r i i i l cl do , I - - 4 3

0 0 © 0 ® 0 37 , In c i  b- u f u r  us to sin 410- i’ ll work it

2 I - I,’, h i t ’ ,  so ldiers are pu ni shed I i’ss is necessary t h.ii our lea nle I - ICC C t I C

~.-v ’ tns ’ l~ han non-w hites for the carefull y w hj t , ‘ ‘ be done C C C I
- - ins of f e nvu s - 0 ® © ® i x it t I C how t C go .1 ‘Oul t C t 0 0 0 0 0 0
Continue on n n C ’ x t  column, Conti nue on 0 - s t  1 1 C C 

.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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True False

C 
- 

(fl
- C > ~~

‘ 9 On occasion I have had doubts about

t, 1 ,?i ~~ a 
~

“ my ability to succeed in I Iv 0 0
‘~. ~ ~ ‘~~~ 10 . I sometimes think when people have

How much do you agree 0 ~~~ ~~, ‘
~~ ~~ a misfortune they on 1y got what they

s’i itl n t he Iallow ing ? 
~~ 

.( €~ ~ ~~~
‘. deserved. 1 5

111 (2~ (31 (4~ (5j [61

33, In roy uni t , non-whites tend to se~~eg.te 
-

‘ C- C r-r s r’ l-O- s f r o m wh i tes  

~ 0 ® ® SECTION VI

- 
- 39, L~ t~ing your friends down is not so ‘ 

-

bad because you can’t do good all -. - - In this section , you are asked various questions ,Cbout your envm ron~
t ime b r  —- ~~rybo dy, 

* 

- ‘ ment - she places where you spend most of your t Ine - both on~post
0 ~ ~ 0 0 and off-post. Some of th~ dtL I e l t O 0 - 5  ar-n ,bout ,i , t ,vi t  C C I  ‘which might

40. {h~r is so much discrimination get you into trouble. Remem ber , this quest uonnairmm cannot he traced

. 1 ’  at rmnority soldiers by local - - tO YOU , so please answer - ‘~th questIon honestly ac d completely.

civilians , minority soldiers don’t you are confined to a stockade or correctional IaCil it ~ describe

want to leave the post. 
o i ~ . ~D ~~~ 

faci lities on post you were assi gned to prior to conf inement .)

41 . Local landlords discriminate against - 
Recreational Facilities

non-whites . 0 0 0 0 © To what extent are you interested in using

42. There are local business establish- - the following types of recreational facilities >,

row-its where it is not safe for white an d to what extent  are qual ity facilities of ~
soldiers to go. 0 0 © ® ® ® 

near  ~~~

43 . L s a - I  civilians tend to treat American - asstgned? ,~,

soldiers of all races fa irly, 0 0 0 0 © ® 
I ~

SECTION V ~
- 

~‘
- H H H

(I I (2) (3) (4 ) (5)
Listed b~Iow are a number of statements concerning persona l

I’Ii rud-/ s and tra i ts  Read each item and decide whether ne 1. Movie theatres
stat en -—- is trio’ or false as it pertains to you personall y.

(a) To what extent  are you interested in attending
- True False movies?

(1) (5) 00 0 0 0
I I F,u-, never felt that I was punished (b) To what extent are quality movies availa b le to

ibn u t  cause, 0 © you~ ® ~®2. ~
‘. he-n I don ’t know something I 

___ ___ 2 , Snack faci l i t ies
(100 1 rn,rud admitting it ,

— (a) To s’ f . ~t ( ‘ x t Cn t  are you ~
uu ’ -nn— s ’-n’i in i15u59 srSaclCiflg

3. can .;-n in~~er ”pIaying sick” 1 faci l i t i”s ’ o ® © 0 0
)b) To what u ’s tnn t  are quality snac k facilities available

4 . r n , t ’ n r w l ~~ I r n t~ lking to - I’m to you’ o o © ®  ©
3, O Jtd OO~ athl etic i _ C u C i i t iC5

5 , 0” a fe -I o cas io ns , I h ive given up 
—

~~~~

d~ i ’ -i 1 ‘s ’s rn- ’t h ng IC”i :iiise s t my - - - 
~~~~~ 

(a) To C / f l it  - ‘ v . 1 1 1  are C, C l i  in tel  .-~‘ ‘d in iSi i t C l  outdoor
SIt abil ‘,,ii ~,,.i , l thI- ’ t C (  tui ~ Flu”’ .’ 

~~ ~ ® ~ ~I I rc- -,-u ’r h’ - I t ’  I -  go out if my a - - uy  (b) To what es t e n t  aie quality - 0- 1 .100, lihIe C i c  facilities
- fC~~1p sonlienne in trOu f ui r’ 0 available t i  you~ 0 ® © 0 0

7 I n s s irmet imes lou it fo r ma to g~ on 4 , Indoor athletic faci l i t ies
-.- _ - t h  ‘ u- 1 wnrk if I am r u u l t  C C I  i C I l .C i l e l l  ~ 

——

(n I  To what i’ x t i - o  t are you i i i t i ’ r . ’ S I - ’d in using indoor
8. I h iiC ‘ ‘ / “ ‘  u r i t e u t - r i l y  disliked uruynire . athletic iii i lu t i e s 1 

0 ~ ~ ® c:
— (bI To ‘ - c h i t  extent are quality u i l ( C C C ,)~ athlCtic facilities

LA 
- Cunt~~uedne~~ co~~mn. 

-- 

conti 0 0000
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(1) [2) [3~ (4) (5~ (1 1 121 (31 [4) (51
* 1 ~ 12. PIeces o Ine.’i ~

e( 0 - 0 - S  ,jn h.’ .pov~~5e se~5 . - ibh~~~~~~ .

- ( i i  To what extent ire you nre r— ’ .te d ri goinq to pieces
— 

1 To what ‘ 5  ten t  c r- n you in~ ’i’--ited ts,ussn~~sob Iy’ - ~ — 5., h,. , you can r’.’~i persons 
- —

shops 7 
‘@ © of thie opposite ~ex ~ © © 0 0

— 
lh) To ,ihat extent  are quality hob~~ shops aveulabie-. 

-~ — )b) To -,‘iiu,,t CSI-n nt  i re nh,’r,’ c u ’ u  iv places vailabI~ to youto you ? o o® ~~® where you can rneet per. 
000 00• 6, 

- - 13. Other type of recreational faci l i ty cD t  mentioned above .
— 

— 
(a) To what extent are you interested i,susing lib.’ay~”,~ 

( Please describe) 
______ 

___________ —-fac i l i t ies ? ® Ci) (3) (~
) C~ (a) To what extent are you interested in using the type of

— 
( b) To what extent are quality library facilities availabl& recreational faci l i ty you 

~~ ®to you? (I) © (3 C~ (!17, Educational programs (Army Sponsored) 
— 

( b) To what extent is the type of facil i ty that you described
availa ble to you?

- - . t 2 3 4 5(a) To what extent are you interested in using Army spon-’
‘ sored educaSiona l programs ) 

® ~ ~ ® ~
— 

( b) To what extent are Army-sponsored educational
programs available to you ? ® © ® SECTION V II

8. Sightsee ing tours This final section asks for information about your background and
current status in the Army, The information us very importan’ for

— (a) To what extent are you interested in going on Sight. research purpo se s, Remember , t here is no 4 ’ 
~~ 

aiby n rue can .lssocua’ a
seeing tours ? CD © © 0 0 ~

0u
~~~

tswers w 1t
b
h
I
Y0u personall y, so pl ra- .e a nsw e r  each question as

— 
( b) To what extent are quality sightseeing tours availab le

— 

to you? 

~ ci) ~3) c~ ® — 
1. Your present age - 

_________ 
years .

9, Er5t or NCO clubs 2. Race:
- - 

(a) To what extent Jr” you in raroet ed ri goi ng to 
1 nI ck I - t  .‘~tn te

- ss ’rv i r i’  clubs ? ® c~ 0 c~ — 

— 

[2) Oriental (5) Other IP, - ’ ’

— 
(h) To what extent  are quality serv ice clubs available (3) Spanish-American ‘.p~’~~C t ’ , i

to you’ o © © ® ® - _
10 , T- I’I’x islon programs

* (a) To s-,h t extent are you interested in watching
t C - I e v u ’ . COn programs ? CD ci) ~ ® 3 . How much schoolung have y r i  P’~~f~

- - - ( 1 )  C e n r , i l ~ t—d grade su hOOi 4 r  esvfbi To ‘ ‘ h r  ‘t  ex tent  us it ,l C t y  t ’a v i s i O n l  proql’ammlng —
C 

~~
- available to you ? 0 ~~

,‘ 000 -~~~~~ ( 2) Some high school

13) Co m p leted lu qh school o’ D
r 11 . Spe- C C I  - v C f l t ’. If iii i - —  irn ple , I’ ve entertainment , show,, - 

[ 4 )  Some college

— —  
(5 1 t C i h i l i i C t C *(f roll—ut”

— (i i Ti, what - - . t - ’ r u t  are you C ‘ - ‘u.’  stied in atrand u ng special (6) ~~ i” . ou -0 u I ’  school
C 

~~‘ 
C - C  t u ’ u t , C n in- ’ii I ‘v ” f lt -,~ (1) © 0 CD 0

flu l To what a~~~’ , ’ C ’ I  are q - i  i I ’t y  - I C . ’,,ial entert ai nm ent evet”tc
ava l u h i l ~ tO C C C  i 1 0 0 © (.D ©

Co t C n ie on mn i’v i C iilumn , C , C - C t C C C C  cr1 f l” rt  p uC i , ’

-a,
i 

- -—— -  - -— -  - - -  ————-—--_--~~- * - - --— - _ 1 .  
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) 4 . i,’ O l e  ~ou w e re  growin g - p-5 .iy unti l you were “ 1 b i t cCr  - what 10. How many books sv—re iii your pa rents house w h ir yro w r e
kind of community did you 1ive in most of the time 7 growing up7

(1 )  Rural area or farm — ( 1 )  None , or very few 0-10 I

~a J — (2) Town or small city — 12] A few books ( I t  25)
— 

- [3( Suburban area near a large city — (3) One bookcase full (26-130i

-— 4 1 Large city (4 ] Two bookcases f - t I  ( 1 01 - 250)

- (5] Three or four Iiocik a,i- s full (251 -50015, Vih l.’ you were growing up, what region of t t ’e country did —
you primaril y Iiv~ in? [6] A room full - - a l ibrary (501 - ir morel

f fl r ; -, -u ,.~~ ,,r 11 . How many rooms ‘e u  s u i n g  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ y’-” in your : - ~ , “ n rs
- - i- me ‘ f i l e  -you ‘~‘n- C n row ,ruri  ‘~~~~?

- Sounn

[3] M c t - N c - I — ( 1 )  4 rooms or less

— I ~~~~~ ncluding H i’~~i’  arid ,~ I C4u ’C ii 2 1 5 ri ,’C u CT’ s
— 

(5) None of t h ie above (3 ]  G rooms

— I - t I  7 1

6. W n at  has been or I C C  your fath ier ’ (or male guardian ’ s) 
(5) 8 rooms

pr im - l i l y  occupat ion during most of the t m-i c yo u were —
— growing up~ — 16) 9 rooms

• (Please be specific as to type of work and highest position - 17) 10 rooms or moore

held . For example wr it€ “Army officer , It . Colonel ”, [8) I did not l ive in a home with my parents
not just “military off icer ”; or “ factory  worker foreman ” ,

riot “factor y worker ” . 12. How many persons , besides yourself lived in your pare nts ’

home while you ai”r-’ growing up?

(type of work and highest position held) 
-~~~~~ (1)  1 pe rson

7 , How much schooling have your father and mother had’ — (2] 2 persons

( Check one for each parent ) 
— (3( 3 i” - -sons

Father Mother 
— — -~ 4 persons

Co m p leted grade school or less — [ 1 )  — 
(5) 5 persons

Some high school (2) — 6) 6 persons

— 
Completed high school or GED — — ( 3) 171 7 persons

— 

Some college — — [4 )  — ( 8( B persons or more

Completed college ]5[ -— — 13, s’~hule you were growing up, most of the time your parents
Some graduate school - —~~~~ (6] v-/ itre what ?

8. Did you live at home with your parents most of the time while [1)  Ma r r i e d  and living together
you v’/ ” re growing up 7 (Check one) -

— (2) M i C r C d hut riot living together

YES — — (3) Divorced

— -t~ On” parent deceased
NI) If no, skup to question 13. 

- -~ [ 5 1  uc .i~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 
deceased C

-* 9 V,’h - c h  nsf the following ,vere present in your parent ’s home 14 How many nmorh” rs  do you have ’
when you were growing up~ ( Check as many as app uy. l

-— — ( 1 )  None
A radio - A tyIr~’s~u I i- — 

— [2 ) One
A telephone A dog vu’ i at

- - — 
— — ( 3] Tw, ’

A t~ li’ C C u C ( C 0 -  A t -Di in a : C C C L

— 4 1 Th ree to five
- a A bcy c le  A newspaper delivered [5] f. 01.’ ~~~ f v ”

— 
A phonograph daily

A bible — A magai ine subscript Ion is. How many s i s t e r s  dO y i i  have’- - 
A par of binoculars

- — A dict ionary — t i t  N ‘C”C- , t I C than lo phono-  — C

A c m - n r I  encyclopedia —
- grap h r ecords i i ne

30 other honks or mItre

if ~~ A map or globe of t he —, _, L I WO

A f ,imily u ar 
~‘j orIn f 

—- 14 ) Three to Fee

- 
A ,mcr ,i 15] M ’ir C ’ thD i f iv e

Con t Cu l , r . r l  next column. Continue on nCx t p -p ’ ,
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16. ~ , fC it is y o u r  in,i, tJ I ,t j t u s 2 We . rc  interested in knowing more about yuiii f i fe  when you -.srue
growing up and prior to your entry into the service. Some of the

- — [1) Single items may be diff icult for you to answer , they may he things you’ve

[2]  Married told very few peop le. However , please respond to each item ,
- 

- - Remember this questionnaire is totall y anonymous. There is no
[3) Legally separated way you can be identified by your answers .
)4 ] Divorced
(5) t,’ficlosved

f t  - 

> ‘ C ~-17 . How many children do you have ? N C ‘~~

-— [ 1 1  One J~ ) 2 (31 (4) [5
I -.‘o  22. How oir~~ui did 4 /UI ,) irur nrs - C r C;uardiafls) do each of trie

[3] Three following while you were growing up ?
~ C T )  Four

( a )  Co m p iete l y ynore you ~C t e r[5)  Fiv e or more -— you had done something
(6) None — su,rong.

l~ YOU A RE MARRIED , ans wer questions 18-20 below , 
— 

(bI Act ar if they didn’t care about
you anymore . 1 2 3 4 5IF YOU ARE SINGLE , sk ip to question 21 .

(c) Disagree with each other about
18 . To what extent are you bothered by marital problems? — how to raise you. 

~D CD CD CD CD
— 

~ ~~: : ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — 
Id) Actually slap you. 

® ® CD— fe) Take away your privileges
— 

~~ ~: 
:°

~ :a::t:t 
(TV , dates, car , movies , etc .), ©

(5) To a very 9reat extent ( f )  B lame you or cr it icize you
— when you didn ’t deserve it . c_D CD © CD Ci)

• 19. Is your sp ouse currently living w ith you on or near the post
to which you are assi gned? — Ig) Threaten to slap you, 

~~
- [ 1 )  Ye s — (5) No — 

(hI Yell, shout or scream at you, 

~ o ® ® c_~20, To what extent would you describe your marriage as being a — 
(i) Disagree about punishing yo u .

0 o c~ ®happy one? -- — Il> Nag at you.

— Ii) To a very l i t t le ex tent 
— 

- 0 (.D © ‘) CD
• (k( Direct you to perform certain

) 2)  To a l i t t le  ex tent — chores around the house,
— — (31 To some extent 0 © CD €. ~i)

— [4] To a great extent 23. When you ~~~~~~ growing up, how did you fee l about how much
- [5) To a very great extent a l t - ’ c t ioe  you tot or your fa t he r  (or flJI’ stuardia r’ i’

21 . To -,,hat ~-~,t y c -ct are 1ou bothered F-, f nc3n ci nn l prcb1rrnc ’ — [1 ( V , , i~~ C i  a i d  got m- i04 ch Ify ~~~.’ / C ;

[2 ]  ~ . , u C t~~C f C / Iht I y moore thin I ry r eC- ; ” r t(1)  T~ a - ,e ry  l i t t le extent — -
— 

[3 I . ’ 5  r u o r y  than I(2 ) Ii a l i t t l e  ex tent— [4 ] Dud not want , if t yc t i np  from h-”
- - — 

[3) To some u ’S ty n t
~4 I  To a great ex tC nt 24 . When you so- re  ;m- ,ev ~ iCrg  up~ hCi,V did you feel about how mu ch

— — 
[51 To a very t m ut - s t e n t  af fect ion y’  - C C  gUt f ro m  your mother (O r f - ’i’ ~i~i qu ar i i ’ C C  P

Ii 1,’,’ C C C I ’ d  rod got enough , ‘ lC~u- r C ul

— [2 ) ‘ , i C iu,Il oic t ht l y u — o r e  than I r - ’ ’ . - - CV C C I

— 
— [ 3] Wanted more than I received

— 
[4 ) Did lilt sva nt  ,t l ’ rt ion t orn her

Continue or Eu ‘v  t column , Continue on i rest  page .
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C- 25 . ,r.hyn you were growing up, how close did you f y e) to your
father (or male guar dian)?

U

— ( 1] Extremel y close How true is each of thy following c ~a >. >
— (2] Quite close about your life when you were -~~ —

[3 ) Fairl y close growing up?
— 

[4) Not verv close 
(1] [2] (31 [4 ) [5)

26. How close did you feel to your mother (or fema le guardian) at (e) I had diff iculty with school
that time 7 work , ®

[1 Eni  err ”euy close
(fI My famil y (lid t hings

— [2 ) Quite close— together . 0 ~D CD CD CD
‘ [3) Fa i r l y  close

(4] Not very close (gI Jobs I held were boring. CD Ci) Ci) (2) (
~
)

27 . V-Then you were growing up, how much did you -,vant to be the
kind of person your fat her (Or male guardian) is when you be- (h) I had to take care of my
came an adult? brothers and sisters . ~ c_i) (1) ‘2) C~.)

— (1] Very much
(i) I enjoyed school . CD CD CD CD

— [2] Somewhat

— — [3J A little (j ) My parents su,ere concerned

— (4] Not very much about my welfare , 0 c_i) c_i) (2) CDF — [5]
1k) I frequently lost jobs because

28, How much did you want to be like the kind of person your I arrived to s’ iork late , ® c_i) CD CD CD
mother [or f emale guardian) is?

— [ 1 ]  Very much (I) My parents (or guardians)

— 12] Somewhat 
were not happy with the
grade s I received in

— 
— [31 A little school , CD CD CD (2) CD
— [4] Not very much

(m) I would usually take a job
— 

[5) Not at a(l and quit after a few days
I or weeks , 0 CD CD CD CDThe fo llov ’iung question is concerned about the relations you had

with your parents (or guardian) , jobs, and school experiences
yo :  had when you were growi ng op. If you did not f ive with (n) I felt I could talk to my

— your  parents (or guardian) or never held a job , please check father (or male guardian) . 0 CD CD CD (~)“Not applica ble” for the appropriate item,

(o l My teachers did not careC,
for me .

IC
2 ~‘— a

2 ° ’ (p) I ‘nan) dulliculiy yrr t t i u iy
> >. ix along w i t h  people I> ,
~~ 

,z >‘

~ 0 worked with , 0 CD CD CD CD
r 11) (2) [3) [4 1 (5)

(q( I felt I could talk to my
it’ 20 Nc-v-v true is each of the following mother ( C r fema le

about your life when you were guardian). 0 CD CD CD (~
)

vr o t - .’iiitg up’

(r) My parents (or legal
(“ I ~,T- y fvi rruil y was happy C]) (1) CD c2.) CD guardians l were happy

togethe r together , C]) CD CD CD (~
)

(b( I did not like school , (I) CD CD (2) CD )s) I often changed from job
to j ob,

Ic) My p u r Cu ts depended
on me, 0 CD CD (2) CD (1) I of ten had to help my

fam ily.

(d) Holdi ng a steady job s’,as
d ifficult for me. CD CD CD (~

) fu) I enjoyed c orking. Q Ci) (1) CD CD
Continue on next column. Continued next page.

L - -—- —~ .- -— -- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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H-cm t r c iy  is each of the following a Please tell us how many t im —s you dud ,, a
afui is r your l ife when you were ~‘ -

~~ 
-
~~ ~ ,.

~ the following things w hi’rr you s’/Cuu ’
growing up 7 

~~ .~~ ‘~-~ - C growing up: I’.. m LA
(1) 12) [3) [4} ~ (1) 12) [3) a l  5)

— 
( a )  I participated in group act iv i t ies (ml I took a car- that  didn ’t belong

(Scouting programs, 4-H Club, 
— 

to someone in my family-
youth c(ubs , school projects) 

~ Q c_~ ® ~i) wit hout permission of the 
© CD

C ~ii r : ’ p~~o-d ‘u orqai uiead -‘cern
sports C]) CD CD CD CD — (n) I hit my father . C]) -ID CD CD CD

lo) I took part in a Cij ht w ht ’ r’  a
30, Here is a list o f things you might have done when you were bunch of my friends ‘vu’re

giowinq up that could have gotten you into trouble, Remem- — 
against another bunch of

4 bet , the questionnaire is anonymous and your answers can- kids. CD ~~ i2) ~~riot be traced back to you. so p lease give honest answers.
(p1 I took something 001 belong-

Please tell us how many times you did the following things — ing to me worth more than
w hen you were growing up: S50 , (1) CD CD CD CD

(q) I had to bring my parents to
— school because of some

C, ‘

~~ 
trouble I got into . 0 CD CD (I) CD

~ E E ‘
~~

— 
(r) I skipped a day of school with .

[ 1 )  (2 ) [3) [4) (5) out a pro per ex r~us e. cD c_i) ~ CD (~
)

(s) I used a knife or gun (or some
— 

(a) I staye d out later than my parents 
— other weapon) to get some-(guardians) said I coul d. ® CD CD CD t hing from another person . C]) ~1~

) Ci) (2) CD
— )b) I ran away from home. Ci) (2) CD CD CD -31 Prior to entering the serv ice , how often did you use u’ u u’r h

— ‘n-i I took something not belonging of the following for other than medical reasons’
— to me s’vo rth less than

sso, - 0 ® © ® ®
.— > ,~Id) I L-,~’nt onto someone ’s land or into ‘C .5 ~‘ —

— some house or building >

when I wasn ’t suppose ~u

no be there , 0 CD CD 0 CD ‘
~~ ~~ ~ ‘~ ~Ic) I set f i re to someone else ’s ~, 0 0 0 0

— lirru r u l r t y  on purpose , Q CD C]) CD Before ant - rung the service
f used , Z 0 ~ 0 0 0

i~l I argued or had a f ight ~-~ th one [11 21 -a) 14 ) 15] 16i
o f my l- i u r Cn t s 0 CD CD CD CD

— (a> Tobac co (ci garettes , c igars , et c,)
Ig) I C ; v t  intO r C C i C j b l e  with the a C]) C].) CD Ci) CD— poliu’re because of some~ (h( Mari juan a (po t , grass , M.-ry

thing l dicf , 1 2 3 ~ — 
Jane , or hashish) CD CD ® CD CD

)h) I li~ t someone badl y enough to (cI Stimulants (uppers , 5;ceu ’ J,

o © 
— 

bennies, pep pills , etc .) C]) (]) © ® C]) I
(dl 0--pr u’S- ,yu lt  (dosvners , ~ ~- l iow

Ii] I dam-aged ~u ’hc,ol property jackets , red d-’vi ls , r-u ,’oid-i~— 
on r u C u u l l . i . .  C]) CD Ci) (2) C]) quaaludes , THC . etc .) © (1) 0 CD CD

— 
(I) I t iC  ii, yum .-thing fro r’- i a store — Ic) (leer ,i iuel, or svi ru’ (1) C]) Ci) ‘2) Ci) Ci)

with o i r paying for it . c_i) (2) CD CD C])
(fl Opiates I H r  S i C i l  - hum. — - smac k,

— I’ i I f u a i e , u i  ‘r em C]) CD C]) C~
) ® ‘H ’ , morphine, opium, -‘r .)

I ili.,nk an alcoholic beverage (liquor , 
— (g) I-lard C u / C r  (gun , whiskey,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
my 

© CD CD vodka , etc ) o © ~
) ® -

~~~~~

— Continue on next column , Ccu c r tun u i— on peS i page. 

~~~~~~~~~~ ‘~~~ ‘ “~~~~ ~~~~- :-i ~~~~~~~~~::_~~~~ ~~~~~~ : . ,~~~~~~~. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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33. ~~~‘i.’j  , i u i u i ’ r  ~~~, u u  s - - .w i( ii -o ~“ - u i  0 i t pr “ r u - u  C

~ -~~ 
‘
~~ ot her m--rr’ih.’rs - Cf  t i - ”  i f l it  t i) t O ,,’ t lr~ 

u , l C i ,,_i C u / ’ u - - C 1 u u i , , C i

you ,ue u .oui fi neif to ,. ‘ t ~ ii k,,J,’ u.iu i r i r r . u - t u u ~u u I  f a c r l - i - (  il’’

~~

. ~ E .t s cr C f i u— IO F ’ ( I C t C i, n in dflui t you C /” i”  - - , C C . C . ” T i  t / r iOr t ’ .  1 .1,0
> I C~~C C i ir, C~

U C_i C C
C’

— ‘
~ 

Since loining rry prerc iu i  C / C u l t  - I - 
~i C —  11 i ! c u e s  ,~~i C ’ I l  - ,- ,,c Ic —i

O 0 0 0 members of t im ’ unit to vise ~
H.’ t C .’ ,- u ’ l i t e r - l u g  the screw’ q ~~~ (Check as many as appl yl

~ 0 ~ 0 0  ~
[1)  (2) (3) f- I ) (51 (63 — — (a) Tobacco I C  CC I a i CIT OS . cigars , t C

-~~ u H t c , C i . c i :,..’ , C LSZ) - ca iu u C 
— —~~ 1lt l ~.

u
., i C , u u ,  I - ‘C (O ( C C  C r - , ~~t u i / , — t 0 ,C C , hi

- - i- i - - e t c  I ) D 0 CD ® © 
— —~~~~ Id Stimii i~ - - rs lupp ens , sti.~cct euinu” s , C~ O~~ p 1 . ,

I i )  U i-ret ne’, if i i i -  t’ , ‘.rc I
C u i ~~ iSe . ,., ‘ i C t a :

— 
— 

(dl Depressants ldowr’ers , 5 , ’ t i i,v ..cke i; , - - - i f  d~ v ulr ,
ili uS . quaalude s , THC etc ,l

(1) C]) C]) CD C]) CD — Ii’) (leer / , C C ( i / c i i  wine

— — 
(1 )  O t I C  i t u ’ ,  H~~iimci ’ r , horse , rm,ck , “H”, r’ icii phci’rC,

opium, i C t c .)
32 . Since loining your l i uc ren t  - .i u i t , have the following drugs

been availab le to you f or y r -  uue for other than medical 
— - 

(qI Hard liquor ( g i n , w his key,  vodka , etc. )
reasons ? )If you are confined to a stockade or correctional
faci l i ty,  describe conditions in unit you were assign ed to 

— 
(h) Hallu.cinogens ILSO , -‘SCJhne Iir’V O t C  etc .)

prior to your C o f l f C i u C ri~nt ,)

— —~~~~~ (il Other types ot drugs
Since loining your present unit , the fo llowinqj drugs have (please specif y )
been available to me for my use iou other than nir’ riiral
reasons: (Check as many as applv (  — - —.-- - -. -

(a) Tobacco c iga r e t t e s  ‘igars , u’t ,) 

— _______ - - — - -

— —— 
(It) Marij uana (pot , grass , t~l iry Jane or Ic ishishi

— - —— Ic) ~ t C m l i i i  - (uppers , speed, hennres , pep l u l l s . et c ,)

— 
(dl Di pms’rs. i rc ts  (downers , yellow lac kets . red devils ,

mancl rax , qi.iaaludes , THC , e tc .)

— - 
Ic) Beer Cl i i  (C , v / I nc

— — If) Oiii ,utw (heroin , horse , sm _u- k , “H”, morp hine ,
opium , etc.

C — - - 
)ql H r I  lCt I U~/ l  IcJ lfl . .Cli imey , , :a ,i etc , l

— — —  (hI H i - C  c i~~o (1_ SD , mescaline , peyotr r , r’ t1 1

— 
h I Other t r p.’ C i i  drugs

— 
.‘ (p lease —‘i

A ( C )  0 C m i , -  oi i - - r i  column - Clii ‘liii i~ ’ uuu u C - - ’- . t page -

— -_ -- - ‘  - .- ,--_--_-------- - ---,-- —- -- a— - -
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1

3- C_ C - - C _ C  C C C C C C i  u u- i u  I~ C ’tC ’ ’ ’ .C i C - t  05 ‘C f  OOC h, ii - u- so c o d  each ‘ SECTION V III
icf tb f c i l l ow i r q  f - C r ~C ’ f ” r’r t~~Ji medical r i s o l r ’ ,  l u - C H i n  if

u C r r i o c t i o na l  f . i c c l . l y ,  describe V C .)c i r  aii - -,veis you give are - :emy imp rtant  to our research e f ~ort 1 rw re.

s cu are s-( u c f C r c r ’ i I  to  a sto r kac ic or The last fo r1 questions coracern your m i l c t i r -j  back gmouri d 0 -r

e’,cI of drug vise while assigned to fore , answer each Question . 
pr.’v -oi i s un it . i ‘ ,,

C 
‘
‘ ‘ I - What type of unit .uro you now assi gned to? ( Check onl y

15 -~ ~ one catego ry that best applies to y o ur unit.)
- - I > a - C 0u-.~~~~f 

~~ ~~
- 

~ ~ 
— —  (a) Infantry— — Cc

- - - - 
- 

‘—-  (bI Aurhnrne Infantry
- Sin ce joining my — 5,,

C , i ’ - .crc iu ni t t ~ f . Ut 
~~ , , _ Id A c m C i h i e l r - ’’rrc

r r-/
- C I S C  used: -.-; c~ r’~ 3 (ci ) A i i - : I e r y

-* ~ ~‘3~ 51 — ) u \ mit ci CaI,ory

— I-i l Tobacco c ga i o t cc i s , cigar s, “ If ) ,euci:~,_i I Forces
C etc .) C CD CD CD CD Ci) , — 

(g) E ru i ir i e r  (combat)
- )h) O’h-o r :,i eese  p~’u. c f y  tyo-’ - — -10 ~,t j r c I uanua Ipo s , ;:3) -/ ~. C . u ry  —

I ‘ 
— 

Jane or hashish) ® CD ® b, SUPP O R T

Ic ) Stimulants )uppers , speed. -~~~~~~ h I  Ho~ 0 q C _ C _ i r l c r s  Cotc ’rmand
— 

bennues , pep p ills , etc .) ® C]) C]) (2) C]) C]) — (j) ~ Cl a r y Police

1k) A r c r _ i f t  Maintenance(dl Depressants )downers , yellow —

jackets , red devils , man drax , — (II S 10_ il

quaalu des , THC , etc. C]) (2) CD CD C]) C]) — —~~~ (ml ~uppI y and Transport

(n (  E i C g C O S C  (Construct ion)Beer an d or S J C O . ’  

~D c_~ ® C]’ liii (oh Pe ’so rC  cc l  Services
u Hi Opiates (heroin , horse , smack , - 

(p1— 
“I-I”, morp hine , opium , etc.) ——

© Ci (2) CD Ci) — IqI Other (please specify typel ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —

— 
g Har d liquor (gin , whiskey, 

c T RAININ Gsoclk a, etc. ) CD CD CD CD (r( BCT
hI Hallucinogens ILSL , mescaline , — —— 

(~
( A lT— 

peyote , etc I © CD CD CD CD — (t( Other tw in ing unit (p lease specif y type)

— 

c l  Other type~ of drugs © CD (2) C]) © d. CORRECTIONAL

— lu) Post stoc kade
— 

— (vI Correctional training 1i’ iI ty

2 ‘ h a t  vs ,a s your v ’,mr t : s  when you f ’ r~t nre r d th~ A r v ’3~ 
r- -5~~~i rn-m v ‘C m — s  dcrf the f C c l C r i w C c C q  t h- ”cs h- topa- -  :0 you while
,JJ ,/ ‘ ru qr iaw ur i u ( C u r 

I f a t t  Cu - t e ed the A C _ C y  a s e

- E l I  V i- H , rte i in :1w Regular A ’m’i (HAl

— 2 DC , l u c ,O (US1
— 

- - 13: ~ 1 - - i ~- ic - u of A umy Reserve or ‘- J i t C o n a l  Co a u d  wb.iI4 - — — 0 0 vold in :- ’ --u ~’if f t  ,c i t c v i ’ thO rI have been IN 0, LC~
[1)  (2 )  [3 ) (4 )  (5) 

- -~ I ‘ - -cfc , - c of Army Rr:~r c i - .e or N i t C i i C i , r l  Guard rtho
w,iv cj l t ”d to ,act i -.-~. :it i ’-, : - . ‘ i ld  urn: Ok 1w it ,

i ,. A i r - C  t i  hv r’ C~/ i C ,’ r C jt it ho ri - e c
— 

3 . Did you oin Ct - Au ic’5 IRA , Ni; AR - to ,‘voir l f iecrc O0 0 CD CD CD drafted ’

— 
ic C,ut nvi~ tpd O! a c ’ c r r re Ity a ® C) Ci) ® C]) — ( 1 ]  ~

- - 5, ~~

l i_ i ;

;
i l.’_ ; r l d f r o m c r h uuc u l  f o u  

~~

h f c i - P u r l  tr im c hi C © c_i) ‘2) (1])
T i ,  - - 0  C u .  on n e x t  ruulii mn . Continue on next I ge .

A - - - - 
— —~~~~ .--~-—- —~

-- -- — -- - -
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- 4 . Vihit is y c i c c i  present rank~ 10. How long have you se rved in the Army on au-t ee duty~
C )Check one)

C - ‘
~~ [1 )  E-1 [5) E-5

- - [ 2 ) E—2 (6) E-6 — )1)  Less than 6 months
— 

13] E-3 
- 171 E-7 — 

(2) Bet we en 6 months and 1 y — a r

-. - ~4I  E-4 
- — [8] E-8 or E-9 — 

[3] Be t - .rC .”r -c 1 and 2 y e ar .

- — (41 Betw een 2 and 3 ,“ ju -5
a 5, ‘ .h.it is the highest - s ’ ~k you b_ is ’ -’ held in the Army? — 

(5 ) Between 3 au- i d 5 yea rs

-d - - 
[ 1 ) E - I 

—~~~~ (5) E— 5 — 
Ed ) Betw een 5 and 10 years

- 
- 2 E-2 — [6 )  u- —6 [7 )  Be r - ,’,~~ cc 1 Q 3 u u d l 5 - , a s r ,

—

~ _~~~3) L O /  __ J) E-7 3) ~,L tr - im i i u i 5 - i -r .ur s

- -

~~ 

- 
[4) E ci 

- — 18) E-8 or E-9 
~ How - -c- ins monrhs do you ha -c o le ft  t-c Se rve ran your r u - - r o t

I - - - 
— ,.nl st m e u ir )  rIu is.u - : i u - c i C t r V C  rn(ifl’clc .

6, H-ac-s many times have you own reduced in rank ton reasons - - -

o ther than irte nl i s rmeui t or loss of bat t le f ie ld commissions? -12 . How many t c mer we you be’t n c nau- teu J  -,vu t h t oe  f - tOuc- ,v-0Q
-
~~ _ [ 1  N— - c a r  Of ~~~nsC’ , by m i h C t,ii-, ,u iO c ’ ( i uc t OY

— —. (2) Once

—- (3 1 Twice I have been charged 
Ni ~ tc, ’ i of t C i o r ”,

— [4) Three or more times v j c t h  
Nitu r’ 1 2 or “-‘ui,-

7 . How long have you been assigned to your present comman d — AWOL 
— — - - —

or post’ Refus a l  to follow Orders

[ I )  Less than 1 month — Insubor dination — 

- 
- — (2) Between 1 and 6 months Possession or use of drugs — — - - -

- 
- 

(3] Between 6 months and 1 year — Assault wuthout a weapon - - — — - - — -

-~~~~~ [4 ) Between 1 and 2 year s — Drunk and disorderly

- - - (5) Between 2 and 5 years — 
Driving while under the

iu i f l u e u rw  if alcohol
( 6) Between 5 and 10 years — - - - — -

- — Destruction of property
— 

[7] More than 10 years —‘— —

— Sto ,c lc ng  
—~~~~~~~~ —

“ 8. V.’h-are are you currentl y living most of the time ? 
— Assault riith a Su,espiJ u-c 

— — - - - -

— 
- — 

(1]  Troop bi l le ts , barracks — Other offense Iplease spec uf yl

-— [21 On-post government family housing 
________________________

— 13) Off-post government famil y housing
— (includes lease d and rental guaranteed housing) ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ 

‘ - - . - ___________

- 
[4 )  Off-post  private rental 13. How many t m”, have you been C : Q C C S - , C -’ -.rl by a mi l i ra u--, rrriir

— (5) Personall y owned home
— ( 1 1  1 -rn-

- - - — 1 I3~ Other type of housing (please specif y )  
- — — 

2 u ‘u r u-.r ç

: [ 3 ]  3 : c — - r u--

0, l—lo’,v mat is l ie nl  are you with your present living quarters ? F . 4

-~~~ 15) S o n ru-c ’ r u times 
) i )  Very dissatisf ied 

- I I  No- ”'

- - 2 1 NrC lT1CS ’IhCit i l c s c a t c s l i u ’d

— 
— 

- 
(3] Neit h ” r s at i - , f c er l  o r dcs sat is f  iu’sl 14 , l- -l u ,ui many ‘‘ ,‘ir ‘ I ”  t 5”,’’ h,u’iri you ‘-C -:r ’CvCif

C 
)4J ( c u r ly s C C , ’ C u ’ r I  I l l  1
5) Very t . i ; c - .lii’d 121 7

( 3 1 3

- _ — 
5) 5 or noun’

l~ Nu’irmr’

~~liluuI_ ~~ 
C c i r u t u n u  ie run next column . (.iuI Ci c u d — Ofl i l ’ s

— 
-
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l b . Which of the IC u t low ing statements best describes your feelings
abu,cu t C i ,c i~ u - r u  ui the Army ?

~~~~~ 

- - - 
( 1 )  It us the ou chy career that could reall y ,, ul isf y me,

( 2) It i s  one of seeue ral career s which I could find
alrm -~t equall y sat isf ying,

- - 3) It us one of the I C C , C S I  sat is f ying careers I can think
id - everyth iuu g coi- isidered ,

— -- 
4 E I fusiv e not considered how sat is f y ing a mil i tary

cain -n -i “c~ uld he,

;n , Do -,- c C s th u u : ’< -,cOu .vill c u r c ( c e  - i Cj u ” r ’r iii t he Army ’u

Yes , def in i te l y
-
~~~

- - 2 : ‘5’- ’’,, r L i , u iC i C /

— 
- — 3j  I am s tc ll icuidecided

No, probably not
‘ø - C -5 No, d el i uu c t e l y  riot

17 , Since joining the service , how many limes have you re~
c- - i s -c d recognition or an awar d for good conduct or for
a lob well clone?

C 
— ( 1 )  Never

[2] Once

(3) Twice
5r —

- (4 ) Three times

— [5( Four to f ive times

— (6] More than five times, (Specify number of
C ‘~ times ,l (_,,,,, ,,,,,

,,
,,,, times ,(

—~~ 18 , Since being assigned to this post , how satisf ied have you
f c - ’, r c  ‘,‘s ith your opportun ities for having sexual relations?

(1 Very dissatisf ied

- - - —  [2 ) Somewhat dissat is f ied
— 

- 
( 3] Neither sat isf ied nor dissatisfied

— 
14 1 Fairl y sat is f ie d

— 
[ 5 ) Very sat isf ied

-— r o - , u ,  t h~ I _ i t  page of th e r 1 CC ” , : u ru n OScre , Please u-her- k to he c u re
y ou  h ,j s~ i,lcrnplet e u l  each page and answered each question , When
y e - C  are 0 c t C t b e d  that you have done so , return the Questionnaire
to lb’ sO rvey monitor , Thanks again for your coopr ’ n j t c u r i .

r

I

,

~ 

_ _ _
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APPENDIX C
S’y

PREDICTION OF MI LI TAR Y DELINQUENC Y

Although Unit Pe r fo rmanc e, Appearanc e, and Conduct  were  the pr in-
-o~~ i - ~i. ~n~~asu~~-’c~ of m i l i t a r y  d i sc ip l ine u se-d in this 1,CJJ t ~~L~~~’Tr over thirty y e a r s

~ f p r i o r  r e s e a r c h  has  been devoted  to developing p r e d i c t iv e  mode l s  of d i sc  i-
p l i t t e  in which the dependent  variable is based  solely  on of f ic ia l  j u d c em 5 - in t s .

It i i i  important  to demons t r a te the relat ive ut i l i ty  of us i n g  of f i c i a l  j u d g e m e n ts

-‘~s d i s c i p line c r i t e r i a  and r i-’ p licat e th is  p r e v i o u s  r e s e a r c h  to t e st  the validit y

of its f indings.  Also, a few new independent  va r i ab l e s  were  included in the
model developed for this inquiry which deserves  to be tested as p r e d i c t o r s

of military delinquency.

METHODS

The Individual Military Delinquenc y Inventory developed for this in-

qu i ry  was based on responses to items iZa  through 12k of Section VIII (p. 13)
of the questionnaire (Appendix B). The items asked the resp ondent s to c i te

the number of t imes they had been charged by mil i ta ry  authori t ies  as having

committed various of fenses , including absenc e without leave (AWOL), insub-

ord ina t ion, illic it d rug  u sage, drunken  behavior , des t ruct ion  of p r o p e r t y,

thef t , and assault with or without a weapon.

-~ Other sec t ions  of the ques t ionna i re  dealt with background and per-

sonal ity measu res  which might r elat e t o milit ary del inquency.  The pre-

d i c tor  variables included m e a s u r es  of pr e - s e r v i ce social  background such

r’ 
as family, j ob, and school relat ions , p r e - s e r v I c e  delinquency,  pa ren t al

socio-economic s tatus , and educ ational level.

Because  of the extreme si~esvness of the r~~sponses to the Indiv idual

‘1 Delinquency Inventory items , it was not feasible to  d iv ide  the sample into
cl €t ’;elopmental and rep lic ation samples , or to explore in d e t a i l  any poss ib le

d i f f e r e n c e s  among unit types , rac i al group ings , or other possible s t ra t i fi -

cations of the surve y sample. Henc e, the anal y sis of the de l inquency  dat a

r c:)c 0 eded in t h r ee  step S:

1. Factor  analys is  and cons t ruc t ion  of indices f rom t h e  Individual
Milit ar y Del inquenc y inventory  I tems ,

2. Factor ana 1ys~ s a n d/ o r  scal ing of predictor scales ,

F:
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3. Tr iple-phase  r e g r e s s i o n  analys is  of the c r i t e r i o n  ind ices  (des-

c ribed in detail  below).

The result s of the factor analyses and scaling procedures are dis-
- c u s s ed  b r e i f lr /  below , followed ‘by the result s f rom the re~~r e~-,~~Lo n an a i ’r s is .

1L’ o r  m o re  in l o r m a ri o n  on the p r e d i c t o r  ocales and i r :cic ne i u sed  in t h i s  d~~na~-

-
~~ y s i s , see Anpendix A.

i ’RZDTCT I ON OF MI LITAR Y D E L I NQ U EN C Y - - T H E  PREDICTOR VXR L.~J3LES
a

There  are  many potent ia l  p r e d i c t o rs  of ind iv idua l  de l inquency  among
the items on the survey quest ionnaire  and the scales  and indices d e r i v e d
f rom those i tems.  The set of tot al p r ed i cto r s  can be broken  down roughly
int o two sets: those having to do with each individual’ s h is tory  and personal
tendencies  -- factors  which the Army might be able to use in personnel
selection but otherwise has no power to c ontrol - - and those having to do
with c onditions in the respondent ’ s environment following his ent ry  int o the
Army . It must be noted that the indices in the Mil i tary Delinquenc y Inven-
t o r y  developed for  this stud y are based on i tems which asked the respondent s
about the number of t imes they had committed cer ta in  o f f e n s e s  over  the
cour se  of their  ent i re  Army c a r e e r s  and that , therefore , th ese dat a do not
necessa rily ref lect  the respondent ’ s cur ren t  t endenc ies  to commit these
same offenses .  Therefore , the validity of using measures  of the respondent s ’
pe rcep t ions  of their  current  environment to predic t  del inquency as measured
in this stud y is questionable; however, some of the m e a s u r e s  of the respon-
dents ’ percept ions  of the i r  s ituation were felt to be diagnost ic  of condi t ions
obta in ing  pr ior  to the of fenses  in question ( attitude toward work role , satis-
fac t ion  with l iv ing  quarters, recreational opportunities, f inancial  dif f icul t ies ,
art ’( racial  d iscr iminat ion)  and were , t h e r e f o r e , included in the anal ys i s .
Th~o result s obtained us ing  th est - ’ env i ronment al p r e d i c t o r s  cannot be c o n —

~t r u e d  as b~ ir s -.4 de fin it ive , but th c~’y can s u g ge s t  t r ends  wovth y C f  fu :’ther
-
~ i nvest i gation.

- ‘ For the sake of clarif ying the path of causa t ion  among non-environ-
i.~ 0~-~tal p r e d i c t o r s , the n o n - en v i r o n m e n t al p r c - d i c t o r s  \r; u ’ r e  d i v H o’d int o
h~ickgroun d (pr u ~— s e r v i c e  of f ense  rates  and a c t iv i t ie s , s~’-~- iui ’s and ~nuic ios

rel - - t i n ~ to the r e sponden t ’ s famil y back ground and his  r r ’ l - ’st i onshi p to his
pat ’ i- nt :-i , school , and p r e— s e r v i c e  jobs , mar i t al s ta tus , and educ r n i o n ’( ari d
pe r sona l i ty  (Status Conce rn , Social l \ e S p O f l s ib i l i t V u  . \‘c”p t anc e of \.c : r

~~~djc r j t y,

c i and 1~~i - c  t’ C . :d t r ~~~~,c1 T r ,t c ’ r u - s t )  var iab les.  The r a t i o n a l  e r  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  bac k —
— 

~~~r t nd and p e r s o n a l i t y  was that p e r s o r~Cd it y ml  :~ht ~ve1l b~ a iunc~ ion of t he

‘1

____________ - a a- b... -— .—~ 
- ,,~~~, ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ..~~~~~ ,, ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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C-3

T able C-i

DESCRIPTIVE MEASURES FOR PREDICTORS AND
CRITERIA OF INDIVIDUAL MILITARY D E L I NQ U E N C Y

~1 -
-t r~ab le  S t a n d a r d

Class  V a r i a b l e  N a 
Mea n Deviat ion Ran ge

Background Pre-Service DelLnquency (Minor) 1540 3.12 1.09 1 to 5
Pr e - Serv i ce  Del inquency  ( M a j o r )  1531 2 . 02  1.04  1 to 5
Educat ion  ( i t em h/ I I _ 3 )  1543 3. 1 5 .8 1 0  1 to 6
Lived wit h Paren ts  (Vll-8)  - - - -
Par t i c ipat ion in Group

Act iv i t i es  (V I I — 2 9 v )  1438 2. 73 1. 18 1 to 4
r 

I P a r t i c ipation in Team
Spor t s  (V I l -29w)  1466 3. 10 1. 12 1 to 4

P r e — S e r v ic e  A r r e s t s  (VJI—3 5a) 1511 1.91 1.29 1 to 5
P. “ Pre  — Serv ice  Convict ions (VJ.1-35b) 1505 1. 33  . 799 1 to 5

i t  School Suspensions  (VII-35a ) 1510 1 .89 1.28 1 to 5
School Expulsions (VU-35c1 ) 1510 1. 49 1.03 1 to 5
Paren t s SES 1451 0. 00 .72 8  -1.85 to 2 .05
Broken  Horri eb 1389 1. 21 . 40 6 1 to 2

ii Fami ly Relations 1549 0. 00 563 -2 . 20 to 1. 09
School Re la t ions  1536 2 .73 7. 15 1 to 4
Job Rela t ions  1420 3. 28 . 630 1 to 4
Ma rita l Sta tu sC 

1554 1.41  .4 9 1 1 to 2
Pe r s o n a l i t y  Accep ta nce of Au thor i ty  1539 3.67  1. 17 1 to 6

Status Concern 1537 3.65 1.03 1 to 6
Social Respons ib i l i ty  1552 4.86 1. 09 1 to 6

‘I  R e c r e a t i o n a l  I n t e r e s t  1555 3. 36 . 729 1 to 5
C Envi rorrr~ital Quality of Living Quar te rs  ( VII I-9 )  1534 2 . 7 1 1.4 9 1 to 5

Sexual Sa t is fac t ion  (V I U - l 8 )  1513 2 . 7 8 1.5 9 1 to 5
Financial  Problems ( V f l - 2 l )  l 4 4 s ~- 2 . 5 2  1. 33 1 to 5
Mi 1i~a r y  Work  Role 15 57 2 .93  . 975 1 to 4 . °2

i t  G e n e r a l  Rac ia l  D i sc r im ina t ion  1521 3. 2 8 1. 23 1 to ~ C

Unit  Racial  Dis cr iminat ion 1535 0. 00 . 679 -1 . 01 to 1. 95
i i  R e c r e a t i o n a l  Ava i l ab i l i t y  1543 3. 09 . 761 1 to 5

C r i t e r i o n  A W O L  1428 1. 37 . 797  1 to 4
R e s i s t a n c e  to A u t h o r i t y  1367 1. 08 . 205 1 to 2
G e n e r a l  De l inquency  1355 1. 03 . 1 1 0  1 to 2

L 

: ‘~ N u m b e r  o f comp let e  cases  out of 15u4  ( s t o c k a d e  p r i s o n e r s  i n c l u d e d ) .

b T he var iable B r o k e n  Home ’ has the  va lue  I f o r  s u bj e c t s  w h o s e  p a r e n t s  w e r e
l iv in g t o g e t h e r , or  one or both of w h o s e  parents were deceased , dur i ng m o s t
u s f  t h e  t im e  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t  was g r o w i n g  up,  and the  va lue  2 if the  r e sp o n d e n t s
p a r r n t s  w e r e  no t  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r  or  d iv o r c e d  ( t r a n s f o r m a tion of i t em  V11-1 3 ) .

C The v a r i a b l e  N I - s  r it a l Sta tus is a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  of i t em V 1 I — l r , . M a r i ta l S ta tus
if  t he  r e s p o n d e n t  is s i n g le , d i v o r c e d , or  widowed , and  has  the  va lu e  ~ if  the
r e s p o n d e n t  is ma rried or legall y sepa rated .

A ~~~~~~- -~~~~ ---~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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background var iables;  if so , then pe r sona l i ty  variables would not c ont r ibut e
t o the re l iab i l i ty  or va l id i ty  of a screening process  based on the dat a f rom

J 
the relevant background variables. On the other hand , the personality van —
ables might make a unique c ontribution to the predic t ion of t endenc ie s  to
commit delinquent acts. The analysis procedure was designed to assess the

, ‘nitude of the  cont r ibution of p er s o n a l i ty and er iv ’ro emeat  to  the P rC~~th C t
t ion of del inquency based on bac kgrouii d alone.

Descr iption measures  for all the predic tor  and c r i t e r i o n  variables
u sed  in th i s  s tud y can be found in Table C - i  above.

DIMENSIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE INDIVIDUAL MILITAR Y DELINQUENCY
INVENTORY

The extreme skewness of the responses  to most of the items in the
Individual Military Delinquency Inventory presented special analytic prob-

lerns. The reported f requencies  for  each offense  are surrimarized in Table

C-2. Only for  AWOL did as many as twent y percent  of the respondent s re-
port the of fense .  Under these  c i r cums tances, pooling of the it ems to in-

c r e a s e  the reliability of the results  is extremely des i rable , so a n onmetric
factor  analysis  (SSA-III ) was c onducted on the Del inquency  Inventory i tems
plus the Army Awards Index (number of commendat ions) .

Table C-2

REPORTED FREQUENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL
MILITARY DELINQUENCY OFFENSES

Percent
a 
having

committed the Nc~rnber of
O f f e n s e  o f f e n s e  at  l eas t  once cases  m i s s i n-~

A W O L  21 .3 136
Re f u s a l  to follow o r d e r s  10.9 183

C Ins~~’j ord inat ion  5 . 7  205
Drug  p o s s e s s i o n / u s e  6. 7 198
A s s a u l t  w i thou t  weapon 4 . 7 204
r J r ~~~~~b and d i s o r d e r ly 6 . 2 zoo
Dr u n k  d r i v i n g  3 • q 207
D — s tr u ct i o n  of p r o p e r t y  3. 7 20 4
S tea l i n g  3. 9 208
A s s a u l t  w i t h  a weapon  3 . 3 2 18

-

~~ P er ce nt a g es  are based  on the n u mb e r  of n o n - m i s s i n g  c a se s  out of a —
- - tot al of 1561.
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The correlation of the Army Awards Index with the offense frequencies
was essent i ally zero  (largest correlation was - . 08); - so it loaded on a dimen-
sion by itself and was thereafter analyzed separatel y.

The factor  analysis indic ated that there  were  two major  c l u s t e r s  of
o~~t C c -5es :  a loose c lu s t e r  of th ree  i tems having to do with r e s i s t a n ce to
a~ thor ity  ( refusa l  to obey orders , insubordinat ion, and possession/use  of
~ r~~~s ) ,  and another loose c lus te r  of all the other o f f e n s e s  except AWOL.
‘ii ’he number of times the respondent had been cha rged  with being AWOL was
analyzed as a separat e dimension because  of its low c ommunality wit h the
other variables.  The factor  loadings f rom a var imax rotat ion of the two -.
dimensional solution are given in Table C-3.

Table C-3

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF MILITARY DELINQUENCY

Loading on Loading on
Var iable  Dimension I Dimension 2 Con-irnunality

AWOL .053 .422 .181
Refusa l  to follow orders  . 393 . 703 . 649
Insubordina tion .453 .567  . 527
Drug Possess ion/Use  . 276 . 543 . 371
Assault without weapon . 636 . 261  .472
Drunk and disorderly .610 .216 .419 

C

D runk driving . 694 . 148 . 503
Des t ruct ion  of p roper ty  .838 . 032 . 704
Stealing . 684 . 184 . 502
A s s a u l t  w i th  a weapon . 551 . 286 . 386
No . of commendat ions - .0 07 - . 1 30 .0 17

a From normalized varima.x rot ation of a two-dimensional solution. The
f i r s t  factor accounted for approximately 29 percent of the total varianc e,
and the second factor  accounted for  14 percent .

N -  r L r ( a I l  ‘ s tau beta correlat ion coe f f i c i en t .

~

-- -- —-- --~ ~~~~~--~ - -—-——--.—__________
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On the bas i s  of this  analys is , t h r ee  indices  of mil i ta ry  del i nqeuncy

were  cons t ruc ted :  AWOL — AWOL was analyzed separately f r o m  the  other
o f f e n s e s ;  R e s i s t a n c e to Mil i tary Authorit y — the re fusa l  to obey o r d e r s ,

insubordinat ion, and drug items were  dichotomized and combined to f o r m
this index; General Mil itary Delinquenc y Index — the items for  all o f f e n s e s

- not iac l ded in the other indices  -~v e r e  d i cho tomized  a:~d 1-ixrej ed to~~e t h — ~: i n

th i s  index. It is likely that this  part it ion of the o f f e n se s  to f o r m  t h re e
‘a 

H-!j c e~~ does not do j u st i c e to the t r u e  comp lex i t y of the fac tor  st r u c t u r - ~
unci~~r1y ing mi l i t a ry  del inquency,  but the a l t e rna t ive  method of a n a l y z i n g
each o f f e n s e  s~-oarat ely woul d be cos t ly ,  and would not be l ikely to p rov ide

7 reliable r~~su1ts.

C 

No attempt was made to explore the poss ib i l i ty  that the fac tor  struc -

t u r e  of mi l i tary  delinquenc y var ies  f rom one subject group to another; the
skewness of the data precluded any such analysis .

The c o r r e l a t i o ns  among the f inal  ind ices  are  given in Table C-4.

Tabl e C-4

CORRELATIONS
a AMONG MILITARY INDIVIDUAL

DELINQUENCY INDICES

AWOL 1,000

Res i st ance  . 362 1. 0 0 0

Gene ral . 208 . 400  1. 000
AWOL Res i s t ance  Genera

a 
Product-moment correla tions , 13~i7 comp lete cases. All correlations
in the table a re  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  a t  l e a s t  the . 01 level .

‘a

I.

F

I-

‘a

- - -- -- -—---- -— -- ~~~~  
- - - -- ---——- -. —— - ___

~~
_ _

~__J~
______
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DIMENSIONAL STRUCTURE OF PRE-SERVICE DELINQ U E N C Y

A c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x  f o r  the p r e-s e r v i c e  de l inquency  item pool was
calculated for the  deve lopment al s ample and subjected to n o n metn i c  f a c t o r
a-~aIysis . Th~ output of the  p rogram indic ated that a minimum of four  fac-
t o r e  -coul d b~ r C ~c !u i re d  to accoun t  f o r  t h e  var i a t i on  am on-~ t he n i n e t e e n  h e m s
i n  t he  pool . Bec ause of the d i f f i c u l ty of i nt e r p r e t i n g  the f o u r - d i m e n s i o n a l
soLizion , art  a~ternpt a a .  made to reduc e the  i~ - --m s to  a sma l l e r  number  of
int er p r e t a b l e  i n d i c e s .  Two i tems  w e r e  el iminated fo r  skewness  and f i v e

other i tem s  w e re  el imina ted  bec ause  of va~~ue n e~~s or b e c a us e  t hey  deal t
with top ics (relat i ons with parents or school author i t ies)  for  which other
ite~-ns were  available. The remaining twelve i tems seemed to fall int o two
categories: minor delinquency (pett y theft, ill egal consum ption of alcohol,
etc .), and major delinquency (stealing goods worth more than $50, aut o
th eft , gang fighting, etc.). The correlation matrix for the i tems in the
two indices is disp layed in Table C-5.

Some of the dimensional complexit y of th is  item set may be attribu-
table to unreliability due to the skewness of the responses to some of the

C items, but some of the interdependencies among the i tems such as the high
corre la t ion  between “ stol e goods worth less than $50 ’ and “ stole goods
worth more than $50” indicat e that factor  analys is  is not appropriat e for
these  items.

C When reliabilities were estimated for the ent i re  sample to minimize
: the effects of skewness, coefficient alpha for the Minor Delinquenc y Index

w a s  . 79, and for the Major Delinquency Index it was . 74.

DIMENSIONAL STRUCTURE OF FAMILY RELATIONS , SCHOOL
RELATIONS, AND JOB RELATIONS

ln prior research on Army delinquents and non-del inquents , i tems
inc luded  in the school relations and job re la t ions item poois , and some of
the i tems in the family rela t ions  pooi , w e r e  found to load on t h r ee  d i s t i nc t
f a c t o r s  (L i t tlepage  & Fox , 1972 , p. 57). A nonmetric factor analysis (SSA-

lID \C;aS carri .-d out on t h e s e  i tem s  to in v es t i g a t e the r ep licabi l i ty  of th i s
findin~~. The agreement of the SSA-I1l anal y s i s  with the p r i o r  f i n d i n g s  was
(-~:r 11ent;  th e  factor loadings are given in Table C-6, Item VII-29u, how-

~-v ’r , was dropped b e c a u se  of low communal i ty  -- poor average correlation
w i t h  f l u  o t h ’r  i te ms  in i t s  set .

P. 

_



-, Table C-5

F
C 

C O R R E L A T I O N?  FOR P RE - S E R V ICE
DELINQUENCY ITEMS

Minor  D e l i n q u e n c y

Item

Stole
r -~ <$50 . 29

T : . j~i n ~ . . S i
S tole trom store . 32 . 66 .48

A L c o ~to l . 42 . 31 . -~
Ski-jeed school .40 .36 .32 .40 . 4 7

Stayed out  Stole Tr e s p a s s i n g  Stole f r o m
late  ~~ $50 s t o r e

Major  Del inquency

Item
Damaged
School .34

Hit a t e a c h e r  . 38 .40

A u t o  T h e f t  . 21 . 31 . 30

Gang F ig hts  . 50 . 28 . 26 . 20
Stole.> $50 . 3 3  . 37 . 29  . 52 . 34

I n j u r e d  Damaged  Hi t  a Auto Gar.g Fights
- Somebod y School Teache r T h e f t

Inter-Index Correla tions

[ 
~~. rr:- Siayed out  la te  . 20 . 13 .04  . 0 9  . 21

- 
Stole < $50 . 19 . 34 . 14 . 28 . 23 . In

T r e s p a s s i n g  . 26 0 32 . 13 . 23 . 23 . 39

Stole f rom Store . 22  . 37 . 14 .30 . 25 . 48

A I c :~~~1 . 2 3 2 1 .05  . 13 .29 .23

ij ) ; ) o d  School . 23 . 24 . 13 . 20 • 30 . 2°
- In ju red  Da m aged Hit a A u t o  Theft Gang Stole >i~~J

- Somebody School Teache r Fi g h t s

• a ‘ r o d u c t — m n omnent  c o r re in t i o n s  c alcul a ted  f o r  1173 comp let e  c ase s .  All
cor  r e l a t i o n s  l a r g e r  than . 051 re  sj ~~nj f i r  ~~ at t h e  - 05 1ev ci: all c o r re  —

Lttions larg er than . 067 arc significant af t he  . 01 1ev -i .
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I t ems  f rom other sec t ions  of the su rvey  q u e s t i o n n a i re  on r e l a t i ons
\vit h pa ren t s  and pa ren ta l  p u n i t i v e n e s s  co r re l a t ed  hi ghly with the  fami ly
relat ions i tems from the section subjected to factor  anal ysis , so the whole
set of i tems was pooled int o a single Famil y Relat ions Sc ale. The School
ReT ~t i op - i  sc ale and the Job Rela t ions  Sc ale w er e  m a de  up ir om ~t e rn s load-
ing  h e a v d y on the c o r r c sp o n c i i n g  d imens  ions in the L i cm o r  ana i ye is  -

A C C E P T A N C E  OF AU T H O R I T Y , STATUS C O N C E R N.  :~ ND SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY

Upon inspec t ion  of the  overall  in te r i t em co r r e l a t i on  m a t r i c e s  f or
t h e s e  item set s , it was de t e rmined  that e i the r  1) the un id imens iona li ty of

~~
- the item p001 was suf f ic ien t ly  evident  to make fac to r  ana lys i s  u n n e c e s s a ry ,

and/or 2) the item pool was so small that f a c t o r  anal y z i n g  it in an attempt
to c r e a t e  subsca.les woul d be f r u i t l e s s .  Items w e r e , however , de le ted  f r o m

0 some of the itempools for  various r e a s o n s ;  see  Appendix A for detai ls .

The stabilit y and genera l i ty  of the cor re la t ions  among the i tems with-
in eac h set was explored by calculat ing inter i tem corre la t ion  ma t r ice s  for
the subjects  in the developm - i C t al sample s t r a t i f i e d  by typ e of unit , ran k ,
rac e , educ ational  level , and p r is o n e r  s t a t u s .  No sign i f i c ant d i f f e r e n c e s
be tween  gfoup s were observed exc ep t for the e f f ec t s  of educ ational level
and p r i s o n e r  st a t u s  desc r ibed  in t h e  R e s ult s  chap t e r  of th i s  repor t .

Following these analyses , the items with in  pools w e r e  ave raged  to
form t h - - Acceptanc e of Author i ty .  Sta tus  C onc e rn , and Social Responsi-
h i l i t y Scales. All these  sca les  meet m i n i m u m  s ta n d a r d s  fo r  i n t e r n a l  con-
s is tenc y rel iabil i t y (see  Appendix A).

I’R ED I C T I O N  OF INDIVIDUAL D E L I N Q U E N C Y  - -  E TI -~OD AND RE SULTS

Because a large and varied set of variables was availabl e fo r  p r .- -

di  - t i n g  i nd iv idua l  mil i t a r y  de l i n q u e n c y  the  r e g re s s i on  anal y s i s  f o r  each
of the  t h r ee  c r i t e r i a  was c a r r i e d  out in f o u r  s t aL u - s .  F i rst , a r e gr e s s i o n
ot the criterion var iab le  on the var iab les  wi th in  e a c h  of t h e  t h r e e  p r e d i c t o r
e.n t - € g o r i e s  (back ground , p e r s o n a l i t y ,  and e n v i r o n m en t )  s ep a r a t e l y  -a-as con-
c~u ct e d  to  det er m i n e  which of the  var iab les  w i t h i n  each  c a t e g o r y  seemed

L 

to  have s i g n i f i c a n t  impac t  on t h e  c r i t e r i o n .  in the n t - c  ond s t age , the  b e st
p r e d i c t or  v a r i a b le s  f r o m  b ac k g r o u n d  and pe r sona l it y wer e  c ombined to t e s t
‘~~i - -th c- r t h -  p - -r sonal i t y m e as u r e s  could p r e d i c t  a s i g n i f i c  u~t amount of the
v ar ia nc e o the  criterion that was not exp l ained by t h e  ba c l cg roun d v a r iab l - s .

•1
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All the variables from the second stage , regardless of whether they con-
-
~~ t r i but e d  s ignif ic antl y to the r e g r e s s i o n  at that stage,  were  then included

in the third stag e in which those environmental variables which in the f i r s t
phase  appeared to be associated wIth the c r i t e r i on  were  added to the re-
g ress ion .  Finally, a 11best ~ re gress ion  model was cons t ruc ted  including

- all t h o s e  va r i ab l e s  h a v i ng  s t a t i s t i c a l ly s i g n i f ic a n t  pa r t i a l  c o r r e la t i o n s  wi th
t h e  c r i t er i o n  in the th i rd  stage. It should be understood that the ~b est n

r -rT i c t ~ on model s p roduced  by this  sequential  p r o c e d u r e  a re  not n e c e s s a r i l y
bes t  in -t he  sense  of account ing for  a max imum amount of v a r i a n c e ;  r a t h e r ,

they a re  ‘tbest”  in the sense  of provid ing reasonably  p a r s i m o n i o u s  se ts  of
• pr e d i c t o r s  which can account for  most of the pred ic t ab l e  var ianc e of the

c r i t e r i a .

Because of the skewness of the criteria , these analyses were not
c a r r i e d  out separately for the developmental and replic ation samples but
only fo r  the samp le as a whole (N 1564).

The overall cor re la t ions  of the p r ed i c t o r  variables with the c r i t e r i o n
variables are l is ted in Tabl e C-7.

AWOL — The results of the sequential  r e g r e s s i o n  p r oc e d u r e  are l i s ted
in Table C-8, and the “best~ model in Table C— 9 .  Back ground p e rsona l i ty,
and environment all seem to c ontribut e to the likel ihood/ frequency of AWOL ,
although back ground and environment seem to be the most important. No
one variable seems to be especially crucial ; it seems likely that there  are

T 
many disparate reasons for soldiers to go AWOL. The prominenc e of
environmental variables, par t icular ly work role (j ob sa t is fac t ion)  and fi-

-. n anc i al problems , is par t icular ly in te res t ing  sinc e it might be possible for
th e Army to take actions which mi ght af fec t  these  variables.  lit should be
noted, however, that the prominence of the Work Role Scale as a negative

-~~ pr e d i c t o r  of AWOL rate may be an a r t i fac t  due to the tendenc y noted in the
sec t ion “Validation of the Unit D i S e i p li le , Leade r sh ip, and Espr i t  d ’Corp s
Scales” for offenders to give poor ratings to their units  on all d imensions
a c r o s s  the board; however, even if the predictive capac ity of the Military
Work Role Scale is attributable to that e f f e c t , the f ind ing  still s tands that

- the  tendenc y to go AWOL is a f fec ted  by f a c t o r s  unique to the so ld ie r ’ s
s i tua t ion  ove r and above any t endenc i e s  he may have brought with h im when

-
~ he joined the Army .

I

1
______________________ - 

- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~rr r- -.- --—-— - _____________________
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Table C-7
-1

CORRELATIONS OF PREDIC TORS WITH MILITARY D EL IN Q UE N C Y- -~ -~o

Type of De l inquency

P r e C c t o r R e s i s t a n c e  to G e n e r a l

1 
C la s s  P r e d i ct i o n  V a r i a b l e  A W O L  A u t h o r i ty  D e l in q u e n cy

- l~- 4ck- ~ rowi d Pr — -Serv ic . i  D . - l ia g ue n cy ( rn in o r )  . 136- -’ . . I 3 7 - ~~

~~ 

‘ P r e — S . .r v ~ce L ) e l l n q u en cy ( r n a j o r )  . Z o o — - - ~Q5*
-~ —-. i n d ’ i c i~~on — . I 1--~

- -~-~ — . 0 1~L _~ 1) ~
Lived  w i t h  P a r e n t s  . OOo . 014 - . 096

* 
- - P a r t i c i ? a c i on  in G r o u p  Act iv i t i es  -. 044 - . 01 1 . 0~~2

P a r t i c i pa tion in Team Sp o r t s  - . 024 • Oo S- - . 017

“ P r e — s e r v i - - e A r r e s t s  . 2 5 7 - ~~ . 186~:* , 223*-i
- , P r e- s e rv i c e  Convi c tions . 180*0 .080* . i56**

School Suspensions  . 2250 * . 2 080* . 1 5 2 - -*

School Expulsions . 226~ * . lC0.~ - , 17 2 :- *

P a r e n t ’ s SES - .016  . 061 .0 3 5

Broken Home .119*0 . 049 . 0 1 1

‘ Famil y R e la t ions  - . 047 - . 080* - . 060

“ School Rela t ions  - . 084~ - . 103- ~* - . 104*0

Job Relations - . 1830* - . 0940* - - 1 l1 :~c~

Ma ri ta l  Status - .04 9 - . l09 *~ - . 032

- Bas ic  A c c e p t a n c e  of A u t h o r i t y  - . 0870 - . 1720* - . 004
— Personality

—~ Status  C o n c e r n  .0 6 2  - . 017 . o~~ 5

“ Social Respons ib i l i t y  -. 100 -0 -. 166o* -. Q74a

R e c r e a t i o n a l  I n te r est ~ - . 0 3 9  - . 006 - .050

Quality of Liv ing Quar te r s  - . 073 :  - . 140~~ - . 058

‘ Sexual Sat i s fac t ion  .001 . 024 - . 033

F inanc ia l  P r o b l e m s  . 1-8 ~ 1 . 147 * . 03 1

Mi l i t a ry Work  Role  - . l~ 1 -0 - . 182:: -~ - 
- 050

Gen e r a l  Rac i a l  D i s c r i m i na t i o n  . I hO - . I l~ • o~ 8

,, -- Uni t  R a c i a l  D i s c r i m i n a tion - l ’~~ -
~~ . 1 Z E ~~ . 0~~’)- ~-i

Recreational Av ailability - . 1 0 40 5  - . t i ) ’-- - - - 09I’--~

-
~~ :‘

i” p < . O i

Pc Cor r e l a t ions b a s e d  on - t 3 ’~s drawn f r o m  both developmenta l and

L 
rep lication sarn? L es  hav ing  no m issing da ta on any var i ab le  in
table; N =878 —_ - _
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Table C-8

PREDICTION OF AWOL

Stage 1

Backg round V a r i a b l e s :

N
a

= 9 ?7
Overa l l  Tes t  of Re g r e s s i o n :  F( 16 , 9 6 0 )  11.94 , p .. . 0001
Mul tip le C o r r e l a tion: . 407
P e r c e n t ag e  of Var iance  Exp lained: 16 . 6

I 
St a n d a r d E r r o r o rR e s i du a l s :  .6 ~~
Sta tisticall y Si gni f i c a n t  Predictors°: Job r elations , major

p r e - s e r v- i c e  del inquency,  civilian a r r e st s , school expuls
broken home.

Personality Variables:

N
a

= 1302
Overall Test of Regression: F(4, 1297) = 8 .70 , p ~ . 0001

¶ Multiple Correlation: . 162
Percentage of Variance Explained: 2. 6
Standard Error of Residuals: . 7ll,~
Statistically Signi f icant  Predic tors  : Status  concern, social

responsibi l i ty ,  acceptance of au thor i ty

Environmental Var iab les:
~,1

, . N
a
~~ 1157

Overal l  Tes t  of R eg r e s s i o n :  F ( 7 , 1149 ) = 12 .38, p <.0001
Multiple Correla tion: . 265
Percentage of Variance Explained: 7. 0
Standard Error of Residuals : .7l~
Statistically Si gn i f i can t  P red ic to r s  : Work  role , financial

p rob l ems , ge nera l  racial discrimina tion

£1

Stage 2

T e s t  of the  Power of the Personal i ty  Variables  to Improve o
R e g r e s s i o n  on Back ground:  F ( 3 , 1105)  = 4 . 2 3 , p < .01

N
a

~ 1114
Overa l l  T e s t  of R eg r e s s i o n :  F(8 , 1105 ) = 19. 58 , p <-~~ 0001
Mul t i p le Cor re l a t ion :  . 352
Percentage of Variance Explained: 12.4

a 

Standard Error of Residuals:
Sta tist icall y Si gn i f i can t  Predictors  : Civilian a r r e st s , maj c

pre-service delinquency, school expulsions , status concE
relations , broken home, social, responsibility.

~~~~1IIIle lI_l.__I_I.uIIFI_Il.___._ 
—- -- 

—_-—--. — .- 
~~~

- -- -— -_--- ——-— -— -- --— —--

~~
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T able C.- 8 (cont . )

I Stage 3

- 
Te s t  of the Power  of the Environmental  Va r i ab l e s  to I m p r o v e
on th e  R e g r e s s i o n  of B a ck g r o u n d an d Pe rson a 1i~v : ~~~3 , I O O H  12 . 10 ,
p .~ .0 U o1

N
a

= 1013

— 
Overa l l  Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F ( 1l , 1001 ) 16.41 , D . 0001
Multiple Correlation: .391
P e r c e n t a g e  of Var iance  Expla ined:  15 . 3
Standard Error of Residuals: .707
Statistically Significant Predictors

0
: Civilian a r r e s t s, work  role ,

N financial p roblems , school expulsions, general  racial discrimina tion ,
major  p r e - s e r v i c e  delinquency, broken home, s tatu s concern .

a 
The respondents included at each stage of the analysis were those
who had non-miss ing  data fo r  all of the var iab les  being used at
tha t s tage of the  analysis.

b Lis ted in order  of power  to p red ic t  the  c r i t e r i o n  (magni tude  of
partial correlation).

- -

Resi stanc e to Authority — As in the case  of AWOL , variables re-
lated to personal ity, and environment  all seem to have some e f fec t  on the

r tendency for soldiers to r e s i s t  authority,  although no persona l i ty  va r iab les

- 
were  included in the final “best” model. Tables C-lO and C-il summarize
the resul ts .  Again as in the case  of AWOL , no one si ngl e v~t r ia b le out -

-
~ st and in~Jy contributes to the final p red ic t ion  model. In con t ras t  to AWOL

however, the best single predictor in the final r e g r e s s i o n  model is a back-
~~~~~~~~~

- groun d variable (pr ior  civilian a r r e s t s )  ra ther  than an environmental
variable, although a wi d er  variety of environment al variables (work role ,
sa t i s fac t ion  with living quar te r s , f inanc i .1 p roblems , and sexual satis-
fact ion)  c on t r ibu te  at least some predict ive capacit y to the model.  Of
c o u r s e , the l ikelihood of some b ias  in the dat a attributable to spur ious l y
low ratings from offenders exists in this case ust a~ it did for AWOL,
but the comment also applies that t h e  dat a in any case , b iased or ~-et ,

~I 
indic ate the importance of env i ronmenta l  var iables  in expl a i n i n g  var ianc e

i. in military delinquency.

_,_~~
._

~~~~~~ ‘- -~
_- --- ~~~~~ 

__
~~__a_.~.—_ -~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ - -- ~~~. -
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4 ’ Table C-9

11BEST” REGRESSION MODEL FOR PREDICTING AWOL

Unnormali zed
— P r e d i c t o r  Pa r t i a l  R eg r e s s i o n  Si gn i f i cance

Ranking Var i ab l e  Cor re la t ion  Coe f f i c i en t  Level

1 Military Work R ole - - 142 - . 112+ . 024 . 000 1

2 School Expulsion .124 . 101+ .024 .0001

3 Pre-service Arrests .120 .079± .020 .0001

4 Financial  Pr oblems . 101 .057± .017 .001

5 Broken Home .090 . 164+ .055 .005

~~~- 6 Major Pre-service .085 .070+ .025 .005
Delinquency

7 General Racial .080 .047± .018 .01
Discrimination

8 Status Concern .061 .046÷ .023 .05

Constant Term .589± . 131 .0001

N = 1 1 1 4

Overa l l  Test  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F(8 , 1105 ) = 27 . 12 , p < . 000 1

?~tuIti pLe Correla tion = . 405

Percentage of Variance Explained: 16.4

Standard Error of Residuals: . 705

r

I ”
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!II Tabl e C -b

PREDICTION OF RESIST A N C E TO AUTHORITY

11 Stage 1

Background Var iablesa
:

N
b

= 1014
Overall Test of Regression: F(15,99S)=6.05 , p <. 000 1

-
~ 

- Multjole Corre la tion: . 289
Percen tage  of Var iance  Exp lained: 8. 3
St andard  E r r o r  of Residuals: . 169
Statistically Significant Predicto rs

C
: Civilian arrests ,

pa r tici pation in team sports , school expulsions.
I

Personal i ty  Var iables:

1302
Overa liTest  of R eg r e s s i o n :  F(4 , 1297 ) = 16 . 27 , p <. 0-001
Mul tiple Correlation: .219
Percentage of Variance Explained: 4. 8
Standard Error of Residuals : . 182
Sta ti sticall y Sign i f i can t  P r e d i c t o r s  : Social responsibi1i~y ,

I 
acceptance of authority, sta tu s c o n c e r n ,

Environmental Variables: a

‘1 N
b

= 1157
Overall  T es t  of Re g ress ion : F ( 7 , 1149) 11 . 64 , p .- - .0001

- - Multiple Correla tion: .257
-, Percentage of Variance Explained: 6, 6

Standard Error of Residuals: . 183
Statistically Significant Predictors

C
: Work role, satisfaction

with living quarters , financial problems, general racial
d i s c r im ina tion , sexual s a t i s f ac t ion .

Stage 2

Test of the Power of the  P e r s o n a l i t y  Va r i ab l e s  to Improve  on the
Regression on Backgro und: F(3, 1241) 12. 32 , p ~ .0001

1248
Overa l l  Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F(6 , 1241)  22 . 74 , p .— .0001
Multiple Correlation: 315

t Percentage of Variance Explained: 9.9
Standard E r r o r  of Res idua ls :  . 190~
Statistically Si g n i f i c a n t  P red ic to r s  : Civilian arrests , school

I expulsions , social responsibility, acceptance of authority,
p~~r t ici pation in team sports .

Ii
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— ~‘1 Stage 3 
-

Test of the Power of the Environmental Variables to improve on
the Regress ion  on Background and Personal i ty : F (5 , 1098 ) = 5 .99 ,
p c . 0 0 0 l

-I

N = 1110
‘~~ Overall  Test  of Regress ion: F ( ll , 1098) 14. 53 , p ~ . 0001

- 
Multiple Co r re la tion:  . 356
P e r c e n t age  of Var iance  Explained: 12 . 7

1’ Standard  E r r o r  of Res iduals :  . 190
Statistically Significant Predict ors

c
: Civilian arrests , school

expuls ions , sa t i s fac t ion  wi th  living q u a r t e r s , par t ic ipation in
team spor t s , work  role , sexual sa t i s f a c tion , f inancial
problems, social responsibility.

r
a 

Due to an ove r s ig ht , the  b roken-home variable  was not included
in this analys i s ;  however , the very  low correlation (.049 )

I between broken home and resis tance to au thor i ty  indicates that
no h a r m  was done .

b The resp ondents  included at  each stage of the analysis  w e r e  those
who had non-miss ing  data fo r  all the variables being used at
tha t stage of the analy s i s .

C Listed in o r d e r  of power to predict the cr i ter ion (~~~~gnitude of
partial correlation).

I

L
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Table C - l i

“B EST” REGRESSION MODEL FOR PREDICTING
R ESISTANCE TO AUTHORITY

- I tJnnorrnaljzed
Predic tor  Pa r tial R eg r e s s i o n  Sign i f i cance
Ran king Var iab le  Corre la tion Coeff ic ient  Level

1 Civilian A r r e s t s  . 160 . ( i26 7 ± . 0049 . 0 0 0 1
— ‘~~~~. 2 Work Role -.099 - . 0225  ~ . 0 067 . 001

3 S aLi s f act i o n w/  -. 098 - . 0133 + .0040 . 001
Qua r t e r s

4 Social R esp o n s i bdity  - . 039 - .0179  ± . 0 060  . 005
5 School Expulsions .082 .0179 ± . 00~~4 .01
6 Financial Problems .077  . 0 116 ± . 0045 . 01
7 Team Sports .075 .0127 + .0050 . 05
8 Sexual Sat i s fac t ion  . 070 . 0087 + . 0037 . 05

— Constant Term 1.108 ± . 038  . 0001

N = 1 1 4 2
Overall Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n: F(8 , 1133~ - 19. 27 , p < . 0 0 0 1
Multiple Correla tion: .346
Percentage of Variance Explained: 12. 0
Standard E r r o r  of Res idua l s :  . 189-j

G e n e r a l  Delinquency — The results  of the r eg re s s ion  anal yses of
general de l inquency  are summar ized  in Tables C-12 and C-13. There
is very little to be said about the resu l t s  sinc e ve ry  little was found ex-
cept that pe r sons  who have committed major  c r imes  in the past  seem to
have a tendency to c ommit c r i m e s  after they  join the Army. Th€- per-
sonalit y variables Social Responsibi l i ty  arid Status Concern did predict
general delinquency, but apparently only because  th ey are c o r r e l a t e d
with pr i o r  major  del inquency and a r r e s t s .  There is evidenc e that en-

‘4- vironn-iental factors d~ affect general delinquency, but the e f f e c t s  appear
to be so small as to not be worth f u r t h e r  i nves tiga t ion  using t h i s  set of
data,

The failure of prediction in this instanc e — 6. 8 percent of the var-
ianc e exp la ined  by the “bes t”  model — may he a t t r ibu tab le  to the fact
that the (i neral ~~~i inquency Index  is of questionable validity: b et t er
r e sul ts  m ig ht be obtainable f r o m  an o f f e n se- b y - o f f e n s e  analy s i s , but
m ( ,r ( -  u se fu l  r e s u l t s  would probabl y be obtained f r o m  an ~-n t i r e l y d i f fe r e n t
r e se a r c h  approach .  

~~~~~~~~ --- ~~~~~~~~ -~~~~ -,-- -- - -“- ---~~~~~~~-  ~~~-“- --- - --
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Table C-12

PREDICTION OF GENER AL DELINQUENCY
—

Stage 1

r Back groun d Var iables a
:

~~1

N
b

= 1014
Overall  Tes t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F ( l 5 , 998) = 5 .89 , p ~- . 0 0 0 l
Multiple Correlation: , 285
Percentage of Var iance  Explained: 8. 1
Standard Erro r of Res idua ls :  . 0898

— 

Statistically Significant Predictors
C
: Major pre-service delinquency,

civilian a rr e s t s

Personality Variables:

1302
Overall Tes t  of Reg re s s ion :  F(4 , 1297 ) 3 . 99 ,  p < . 005
Multiple Cor re l a tion: . 110
Percentage of Variance Explaind: 1. 2
Standard Error of Residuals: • 104
Sta t is t ica l ly  Signif icant  Predictors

c
: Social responsibi l i ty,  sta tu s concern

Environmental Variables:

b
N 1157
Overall  Tes t  of Regres s ion :  F ( 7 , 1149 ) = 2 .86 , p < . 0 1

I ~. Mul tiple C o r r e l a tion: . 131
Percentage of Var i ance  Explained: 1. 7
Standard E r r o r  of Residuals:  . 106
Sta ti s tically Signi f icant  Pred ic to r s :  No one va riable accounted fo r

enough of the va r i ance  to achieve signif icance at the . 05 level.

Stage 2

* Test  of the Power  of the  Personal i ty  Var iab les  to Improve on the
R e g r e s s i o n  on Back ground:
F ( 2 , 1300) = 1.24 , p ~- .10

N
b

= 1305
Overa l l  T e s t  of R e g r e s s i o n :  F (4 , 1300) 23 .49,  p . 0001
Multiple C o r r e l a t i o n :  . 260
P e r c e n t a g e  of V a r i a n c e  Explained:  6. 7
Standard Error of Residuals: l 01~
Stat is t ica l ly  S ign i f i can t  P red ic to r s  : Major p r e - s e r v i c e  de l inquency ,

civilian arrests.

- -—-~~~~~ -~~ —-- -—- -- --- -- -
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r

Stage 3

Since none of the e nv i r o n m e n t a l  va r iab les  seemed to have a subs t an t i a l
impac t  on g e n e r a l  de l i nquency ,  no s tage  3 test was carried out.

a 
Due to an overs i g ht , the  b r o k e n - h o m e  var iab le  was not  included in
this analysis; howeve r , the very low corr elation ( . 041) be tween
5r o~~en home and  g e ner a l  d~~~tnc ;uen~~y in d i cat e s  ;h at no ~ar m  - v a s
done ,

j The r es p o n d e n t s  included at each s tage  of the analys is  were those
who had n o n — m i s s i n g  data fo r  all the  v a r i a ble s  being used at that
s t a g e  of the analys is.

c 
Lis ted  in orde r of power  to p red ic t  the criterion ( m agnitude of
partial correlation),

Table C-13

“BEST° MODEL FOR PREDICTING
GENERAL DELINQUENCY

Unnormalized
Predic tor  Part ial  R e g r e s s i o n  Signif icanc e

r Ranking Variable  Corre la t ion  Coe f f i c i en t  Level

1 Major  P re -  . 156 . 0180 ± . 0031 . 000 1
Service
Delinquency

— 

2 Civi l ian  A r r e s t s  . 110  .0 1 l 0 ~~ . 0025 . 0001

Constant  Te rm .9 7 4  ± . 0 0 6  . 0001

N = 1 3 2 0
Overall Test of Regression: F(2, 1317) = 47. 76 , p < . 000 1
Multiple Correlation: . 260
Percentage of Varianc e Explained: 6. 8
3fandard Error of Residuals: . 101

~~ tii~ ~~~~~~ .— -- -- - -~~ ~~~~~~
-—-
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INVESTIGATION OF OFFICL’~ L A R M Y  A WA R D S  AND COMMENDATIONS
AS CRITERION ME.- \S U R E  OF DISCIPLINE
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APPENDIX D

INVESTIGATION OF OFFICIAL ARMY AWARDS AND COMMENDATIONS
AS C R I T E R I O N  MEASURE OF DISCIPLINE

It - .vas of interest to Army researchers to pursne me q~~e s t i o n  oi
u s i n g  mi l i ta ry  awards and commendations as possible cr i te r ion  m e a s u r e s
ef military d i sc ipline.  To this end, an item was included ~n ~he survey
questionnaire to dete rmine  the number of awards and commendations the
r esponden t  had received during h i s  A r my  c a r e e r  ( See  item VI U- 17  in
s u r v ey  quest ionnaire, Appendix B) .

It should be noted that official awards and commendations did not
emerge from the Army interview data anal ysis as useful indicators of
disciplin e.

The possible utility of the awards/commendation criterion was
tested using a regression model with a series of personali ty ,  backgroun d,

~~ and no regression model was found which could explain more than 2. 9%
- 

- - of the var iance of the number of commendations, and no single predicto r
could be found which explained even as m uch as 1% of the variance. Out
of 28 background, personality, and environmental predictors  tested , the
best predicto r of number of commendations was the subject’s marital
status.

4 This f inding  helps con f i rm  the validity of the interview data
gathered for this study, for the interviewees did not perceive military
commendations and awards as reliability in d ica tors of m ili tar y d isc ipline.
The items were included in f-he quest ionnaire  in response to the Army t s
in te res t  in develop ing “positive ” indicators  of disci-J in~~. The finding
also fur ther  demonstrates the limited utility of o f f i c i a l  j ud g men t s  as
discipline criterion and helps jus t i f y the approach taken in this i n q u i ry  -

that is , to develop discipline criteria based on perceptions of A rmy
personnel.

D-1

- - 
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APPENDIX FiI
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- - I APPENDIX E
DESCRIPTION OF S U R V E Y  SAMPLE

Perce nt of Total
S a m ple Less

Variable is~ in~ Data N

Rank
E l  22 . 4 344

i Z . 0 H-4
E3 19 .6  300
E4 20 . 1 309
E S 1 0 . 6  163
E6 8, 2 126

j  
E7 5 .1  78
E8 or E9 2.0 30

Miss ing  Da ta = 30

Race
j  Black 25 . 7 

- 
394

W h i t e  61 . 2 940
Other  13 . 2 202

Miss ing  Data = 23

T ype of Uni t
Combat  48. 4 732
Suppor t  21. 1 319
Training 11 .8 179
Stockade/Correctional Training 18.6 281

Miss ing  Data = 53

Post/Facility Site

F t . Riley 17.3 271
R e t r a i n i n g  B r i gade 3 . 3 130
FL. Ord 1~~.5 243

Ft .  B r a g g  15 , 3 240
Ft .  W a i nwr i g ht 8. 1 I Z e
F r an k f u rt -F r i e d b u r g  5.6
Geopp ing en 6, 5 101
B a u rn h old c  r 5. 8 9 1
M ann h e i m  4 . 5 70
Bad ‘roelz 3 .4 33
B er l i n  4 .8  75
F u rt h  1.9  76

Missing Data = 0 

-~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ -- -- _
~~~~~~~- --~~~~~
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e~I A P P E N D I X  E
DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY SAMPLE (Con t.)

Percent of Total
Sample Less

Variable Missing Data N

Regional Origin
N o r t h e a s t  22 . 6 347
South  31 . 2 478

19.8 304
West (Hawaii and Ala ska) 18. 2 279
N u n e  of the above  8~ 2 126

\tissing Data 30

Communi ty  Ori g in
R ura l  2 0 . 6 315
Small City 36. 6 560
Suburban -Large City 21 ,6 331
Large  C i t y  21. 2 324

Miss ing  Data = 34

U Marital Status -

Single 56 . 1 ~ 72
‘~? M a r r i e d  39 .9  6.~0

Legally Sepa rated .8 12
Divorced 3.0 47
Widowed  . 2 3

Missing Data = 10

Presence of Wife on or Nea r Post
Y es 66 .9  433
No 32 . 6  2 11

1-
Not A pp l i c a b l e/ M i s s i n g  Data 9 17

Living Arrangement
Ba r racks  59 .6  907
On post  famil y 11 .0  167
Off  pos t  famil y 3. 3 50
Off  post private 19. Z 

- 
292

h er s o n al l y owned 4 , 4 67
Other 2.6 39

M i s s i ng Data 42
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APPENDIX ~
DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY SAMPLE (Cont.)

-~~ I P e r c e n t  of Tota l
Sample Less

V a r i a b l e  M i s s i n g  Data  N

Time in Service
Less tha n 6 months  12. 3 188
B e twe e n  6 months  and  1 y a r  10. 6 162
Be~ween 1 and 2 years Z~ .-L 44.~
Between 2 and 3 years 18. 2 297
Between 3 and ~ y e a r s  7 . 2  h G
Between 5 and 10 years 9. 3 142
Between 10 and 15 years j . 4 33

j More than 15 years 7.5 114

- 

Miss ing  Data = 40

Education
Completed g r ade  scht .nI 1. 5 23

— Some hig h school 16.4 253
Completed high school or GED 52.4 808
Some college 26. 2 405
Completed college 2. 5 38
Some gradua te school 1. 0 16

j  Missi ig Data 21

Method of InducLion
Volunteer 82. 1 1218
D r a f t e e  14 . 1 20~
Army Reserve or National Guard 3. 7 Sn

M i s s i ne  Data 81

Join Because of Draft?
Yes  25.8

¶ No 74~~2

Miss ing  Da ta ( i nc lud ing  d r a ft e e s )  178

Car eer In Army?
Yes, defini L’~iy 1~~.0
Y e s , p r o b a b l y 11 .8
Und ecided 21 .6
Probably not 1-h 2
1)efini tel y not  ~ ~ . -;

M i s s i n g  Da ta 84
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APPENDIX. E
DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY SAMPLE (Cant. )

J Percent of Total
Sample Less

Variable Missing Data N

Military Prisoner

I Yes 17. 7 276
No 82.3 1288

I Missing Data = 0

I
I

I

II

I

I

1

I

I

I

1 1•
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