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ABSTRACT

The attitudes of young (’( 30 Years) tertiary educated officers from each
of three RAN branches were compared to those held by their counterparts

in the Executive branch.

Engineering officers, Instructors and Supply officers, in that order, held
more negative attitudes towards the Service than did Exccutive branch

manbers.

This result was interpreted within the rationale of the institutional
-occupational (I/0) hvpothesis and the general utility of the I/O construct

was examined.
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INTRODUCTION

In a previous publication (Salas, 1990) an attempt to compare attitudes to
the Navy within each of four branches was reported. The attitudes of male
officers possessed of tertiary level education were compared with those of

their age peers who did not possess a tertiary level of education.

The attempt was successful in the caszs of the Executive and the Supply
branches only. Not enough Engineering branch officers without degrees were
available in one age grouping (% 30 years) and in the case of the Instructors

all branch members must possess degrees.

+ was concluded from the results available that young ( €30 years) tertiary
educated members of the Supply branch were relatively more negative and
volatile in their attitudes than were their age peers in the same branch
who did not possess a tertiary level education. This conclusion corresponded
to observations reported earlier by the RAN Regular Officer Careers Study

Team (Salas, ibid).

These observations included a conjecture that similarly negative and volatile
attitudes towards the Navy might gradually become characteristic of
membership of the Executive branch as more and more officers belonging to
that branch acquired officially encouraged tertiary educational

qualifications.

However, no evidence to support this conjecture appeared in the results of
the study alluded to above (Salas, ibid) i.e. Attitudes cf the tertiary
and the secondary educational groups within the Executive branch were largely
undifferentiated across a wide variety of topics. This held for both young
and older age groupings. Overall, the results discussed above appeared to
confirm those presented in a previous report (Salas, 1989) which analysed
officer attitudes by branch and career stage. i.e. members of those
branches which featured the possession of tertiary educational qualifications
as an entry requirement (Engineers, Instructors) appeared tc exhibit
different attitude patterns than did members of those branches which did
not require a degree as an entry requirement (Executive and Supply).
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In an attempt to explain these two sets of results the present writer
speculated that attitudes of degree holding officers might be moderated by
the type of degree possessed. To those officers holding degrees of
relatively higher marketability in society (engineering, teaching
commerce/accounting) was ascribed a more calculating, rational, unsentimental
mind-set making 1t more likely for them to perceive the Service in more
critical, 1less emotional, more objective fashion than those officers
possessed of qualifications of lesser marketability such as the Arts or
Science degrees traditionally arrived at by career members of the Executive
branch. These latter, more general, tertiary educational credentials are
not keyed to any particular civilian reference group, being broadly perceived
as a desireable professional enhancement of claims to a successful Naval
career rather than a potential meal ticket for eventual use in civilian life.
In general Executive branch officers appear comparatively more committed
to a Naval career and have a more positive attitude towards Navy management

than do members of other branches, particularly Engineers. (Salas, 1989)

These two, more or less distinct patterns of attitudes towards the
organization discussed above were perceived to be not dissimilar to those
described by sociologists* as "institutional" on one hand and "occupational”

on the other, as follows.

Members of the Engineering, Instructor and Supply branches would be classed

as possessing an "occupational" orientation towards the Service, viz

"They would tend to have civilian life as their main reference group. Their
self-image is 1likely to be based more on the social and economic standards
of this reference group. They are likely to place their personal goals
before the aims and welfare of the Service. They would tend to query Service
values and functioning from a more detached, rational, less emotional

viewpoint in appraising their career prospects" (Salas, ibid).

In comparison the orientation of members of the Executive branch are likely
to be characterized as being "institutional®”. Attitudes of officers with

such a self-image, by definition are based on a belief in the values and
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goals of the organization and involve feelings of duty and obligation. Such
officers tend to accept hardship and disappointments without losing faith,
have a tendency to place the welfare and aims of the Service before their

own and repudiate other memberships.

A fundamental (“overarching")* component of the hypothesis is the necessity
for the more sentimental institutional attitudes to gradually be replaced
by or transformed into, more rational occupational attitudes suppcsedly
occurring in response to the onmarch of :echnology and the civilianization

of the military.

Convincing examples of this inevitable transformation have yet to be
demonstrated either in military or civilian work organizaticns. It appears
that the establishment of a satisfactory historical baseline where an initial
high-watermark of institutional military committment existed, perhaps
accompanied at the same time by a low level of occupational orientation has
yet to occur so as to allow acceptable measurements to take place. No
provision seems to be allowed for an occupational orientation becoming

transformed into an institutional one.

Some soclologists suggest that the good old days when the military was
allegedly motivated almost solely by a sacrificial patriotism, may not have
existed, at least 1n peacetime, and that a healthy component of self-interest
has always been involved in a member's relationships with the military as

an employing organization. (Segal, 1986)

Some results of the current series of researches into the role of age, career
stage, branch and educational level in the generation of differential RAN
officer attitude patterns suggests that a highwater mark of institutionalized
Service attitudes might be discerned in the posture of the membership of
the Executive branch of the Royal Australian Navy. (Salas, 1989, 1990)

* Moskos (1986)
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To confirm these results it is necessary to supplement the results of the
earlier, only partially effective within-branch analysis of the effects upon
attitudes of age and educational level (Salas, 1990) with the results of
a between branch analysis using the same independent variables. This is the

objective of the present study.

AIM

1. To test the following hypothesis

"Tertiary educated members of the Engineering, Instructor and Supply
branches who are thirty years of age or less possess camparatively more
volatile and negative attitudes towards the Navy than do their age and

educational peers in the Executive branch."

2. To examine the utility of the "institutional" and "occupational"

orientatiocns as explanatory constructs in the present context.

PROCEDURE

Mean Retention Survey questionnaire item and Scale scores of young ( % 30
years) tertiary educated officers from the Engineering, Instructor and Supply
branches were compared in turn with those of their age and educational peers

in the Executive branch.

The statistical significance of any mean score differences was established
using t. To minimize Type 1 errors for the three comparisons involved a
probability level of 0.002 was set. This reduced the likelihood of a chance

result to less than one in one thousand.*

*The results of ANOVA by branch and Scales is reported in Technical Note
4
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RESULTS
Officers 430 years of age with degrees.

Comparison 1

Executive Branch v Engineering Branch
{n = 154) (n = 66)

Section 1 of the Retention Survey questionnaire*

No statistically significant mean item score differences appeared.

Section 2

Item 1 Officers have expressed the observation that there are comparatively
few billets at future rank levels which have much interest in them.

This implies posting an officer to positions of which he/she is

not a volunteer. How does, or will, this situation apply to you?

Very much 7654321 Not at all
Branch Mean t p
£xecutive 3.4
Engineer 4.5 -4.01 .000

This prospect applies significantly to more Engineers than Executives. It

is unlikely to be construed as a positive.

* Annex A




Item 9 How satisfied are you with the quality of the RAN Personnel
Management (including Officer Career Planning)?

Satisfied 7654321 Most unsatisfied
Branch Mean t P
Executive 3.5
Engineer 2. 3.51 .001

Engineers tend to be significantly less satisfied with the DNOP* function
than Executive. The level of satisfaction in both of these branches is very

low on this topic.

Section 3

Ite 8 At present how certain do you feel that you could get satisfactory
employment in civilian life without much trouble?#

Very certain . . . . v ¢« ¢« ¢ . 4 o o+ . 4
Fairly certain . . . . . . . . 3
Uncertain .2
Not Applicable . . . . . . ¢« . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o .o .1
Branch Mean t P
Engineer 3.6
Executive 3.0 5.85 .000

Engineers appear to feel more sanguine about their civilian employment
aspects. This result could reflect the "meal ticket" aspect of certain
degrees. The size of the t value indicates that this is a very clear cut

result, statistically speaking.

* Director of Naval Officer Planning
# This item also forms the Job Estimation Scale (JOBEST)




Section 4

Item 1

Branch

Fx~cutive

_ingineer

How well do you think the Navy is run?

Very well 7 6 54 3 21 Very badly

Mean t p
3.8
3.0 4.02 .000

Neither branch appears to think that the Navy is an efficiently run

organization but the members of the Engineering branch appear to be

significantly more negative in their attitude than the members of the

Executive

Item 2

Branch

Executive

Engineer

Engineers

matter of

Item 12

Branch

Executive

Engineer

Engineers

than were

branch.

What sort of chance does the Navy give you to show what you can

do?

Mean T |
4.5
3.7 3.6 .000

appear to be more critical than Executive branch officers on the

opportunities to show their skills and talents.
How satisfied are you with your Navy career to date?

Mean t p

4.1 .000

were significantly more dissatisfied with their career development
Executive officers.
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Item .4 I find that my values and Navy values are very similar.
Branch Mean t o)
Executive 4.6
Engineer 3.8 3.3 .001

Executive officers see significantly more congruence between their personal

values and tnose of "the Navy" than do professional Engineers.

Saection 5

Likely Reasons for Resignation*

tem 11  Non-use or misuse of your professicnal skills

Branch Mean Scale Score T P

Executive 3.1

Engincer 3.8 4.438 .000

This resignation influence applies significantly wmore to Engineers. it

appears to reflect an "occupational" outlock and it appears to complement

the sentiments of ltem 2 of Section 4 ("show Navy what you can do").

Scale Score Differentials (see Annex B)

Scale of Committment to the Service (CS)

Branch Mean Scale Score t P
Executive 28.9
Engineer 25.3 3.26 .002

* Five point scales

S ——— . ——

— a——— - -
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Engineers appear to be significantly less committed to the Service than

Executive officers.

Career Prospects Scale (CPS)

Branch Mean Scale Score t P
Executive 15.0 4.39 .000
Engineer 12.2

Engineers perceive significantly lesser career prospects in the Navy than
do Executive officers. This result is in line with the differing attitude

orientations under discussion.

Job Satisfaction Scale (JOBSAT)

Branch Mean Scale Score t P
Executive 26.4
Engineers 22.9 3.66 .000

Engineers appear tc be significantly less satisfied with their Navy jobs
than are Executive officers. Reasons for this could be discerned in their

responses to some of the items and Scales discussed above.

Service Effectiveness Scale (SE)

Branch Mean Scale Score t p
Executive 23.9
Engineer 20.7 3.56 .001

The professional Engineering officer tends to see the Navy as a relatively
inefficient employer. Once again reasons for this may be inferred from a

perusal of the items Scales processed above so far.

y
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Emotional Committment Scale (KS)
Branch Mean Score t o)
Executive 17.0
Engineer 14.8 3.36 .001

This Scale is part of the general Committment Scale (CS} which was dealt
with earlier in this context. KS however aims to isolate the largely
emotional committment represented by congruency of values, feelings of
obligation and the personal meaning of the Navy to the individual (see Annex
Bj. Executive officers tend to be significantly more emotionally committed
than Engineers. This is in line with the claimed institutional orientation

of Executives and the occupational orientation of the Engineer.

Summary

Attitudes of young ( 30 years) professiocnal Engineering branch members
dif "er from those of their age peers with degrees in the Executive branch

in the following ways

a. They foresee more future obligatery postings of a less interesting
nature in their future career.......
b. they are less satisfied with Navy personnel management......

c. they feel that they are likely to be able to get civilian employment

more easily.....

d. they think that the Navy is more badly run .........

e. they perceive less congruence between their values and those of the
Navy .eeeeen.

f. they perceive lesser opportunities in the Navy for them to display their
talents .......
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g. they see non-use or misuse of their professional skills as a greater
g possible influence on their resignation........
% h. they are less generally committed to the Navy........
:§ i. they see lesser career prospects in the Service .......
? J- they report lesser job satisfaction .......
k. they regard the Navy as an inefficient employer more .......
1. they are significantly less emotionally committed to the Navy .......
..... than young Executive branch officers possessing degrees.

CONCLUSIONS AND CQYMENTS

The above results appear to support the contention raised previously (Salas,
1990) that young Engineers are likely to have an occupational orientation
to Navy service. This is in contrast to Executive officers who were claimed

to possess a more basic, institutional orientation.

Attitudes of this age group of professional engineers are comparable in
volatility to those of young graduate Supply branch officers, evidence for
which was previously brought to notice when their attitudes were compared
with their branch counterparts who were educated to the secondary level only.
Tertiary educated Supply branch officers were also then seen to possess an
occupational rather than an institutional orientation towards Navy service.
(ibid)

In regard to the present results there were no significant mean age, length
of service, rank or marital status differentials evident between scores of

the Engineer and Executive subsamples dealt with above.

Mean differences in length of time since last promotion (Section 1, item
6) and length of time in current posting (Section 1, item 9) were also

insignificant statistically.
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Comparison 2

Executive Branch vs Instructor Branch
(n = 154) {n = 20)

Section 1 of the Survey questionnaire

No statistically significant mean Scale or item score differentials were

observed in this Section.
Section 2

Item 9 How satisfied are you with the quality of the RAN Personnel

Management (including Officer Career Planning)?

Satisfied 7654321 Most unsatisfied

Branch Mean t P
Executive, 3.5
Instructor 2.5 3.38 .002

As with Engineers, Instructor officers are significantly more dissatisfied
with the management of their careers than are members of the Executive

branch.

Section 3

Item 8 At present how certain do you feel that you could get satisfactory
employment in civilian life without much trouble?

Branch Mean t p

Executive 3.0
Instructor 3.7 -4.4 .000
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In common with Engineers, Instructors are significantly more sanguine
concerning their civilian career prospects than are Executive branch
officers. This result appears to reflect the "meal ticket" aspect of
teaching degrees.

Section 4

Item 1 How well do you think the Navy is run.

Very well 1234567 Very badly

Branch Mean t o)
Executive 3.8
Instructor 3.1 3.27 .002

The members of neither of these two branches appear to think that the Navy
is run very efficiently. However Instructor officers are significantly more

likely to have this negative opinion than are Executive officers.
Section 5. Resignation influences

No significant mean score differences were observed for items in this

Section.
SUMMARY
In common with members of the Engineering branci., Instructor branch officers
were more critical of Navy personnel management and general overall

management than were Executive officers.

They also shared the Engineers' greater equanimity about future civilian
job prospects when compared with the Executive branch.
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COMMENT

It can be concluded that members of the Instructor branch in common with
the members of the Engineering branch possess more critical attitudes towards
some of the same aspects of the Navy than do members of the Executive branch.

However the negative attitudes of Instructors are far less wide ranging than

those of the Engineers.

CONCLUSIONS AND COMMENT |

The premise, outlined above, that the possession of "tool" or "meal ticket"
degrees might imply an occupational orientation to the Navy rather than an
institutional one does not appear to be as fully validated by the above
results from young Instructors ( 30 years) as it was in the case of young
Engineers when the latter were compared to the attitudes of young Executive
officers. Instructors were more critical only of general Navy management
and Navy personnel management in particular, whereas mean Engineer attitudes
exhibited a comparative host of significant differentials when compared to
mean attitudes of Executive branch officers. On this basis the mean overall
orientation of Instructors would appear to be closer to the institutiocnal
one purported to be characteristic of Executive officers than it would be
to the occupationally oriented members of the Engineering branch This

assessment is tentative for the present.

In terms of sample characteristics, this subsample of Instructors was
significantly older (p = .000) and a longer period had elapsed since their
last promotion (p = .000) than was the case with the counterpart sub-sample

of Executive branch officers.

Camparison 3

Executive Branch vs Supply Branch
(n = 154) { n = 42)

Apart from evidence that more of the wives of Supply branch officers were
studying for degrees (Section 3, item 25) no mean Scale or questionnaire

item score differentials of any significance appeared in this comparison.
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SUMMARY AND CCMMENT

In comparing mean attitudes of each of the three other branches in turn with

those of the Executive branch in the above fashion the following tentative

conclusions are possible.

W]

Engineers' attitudes least resemble those of Executive oificers

Mean Supply branch attitudes appear to differ least from those of the

Executive branch.

Mean Instructor branch officer attitudes also overlap considerably with
those of Executive officers but they have two key mean differences from
the Executives. Instructors are more critical of Navy management than
Executives and they possess a significantly greater certainty of
obtaining satisfactory civilian employment. These two mean
differentials were also found with FEngineering branch officers when

compared to Executives.

This picture roughly coincides with that outlined in Salas (1989). The

relevant Table is reproduced ovelow. The top end of the Early Career stage

roughly coincides with age 30 years.
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Type A

Executive

& Supply

Younger

Lower ranking

More attracted to

Mid-career education

More satisfied with

Navy management

More satisfied with

remuneration

less sure of

civilian employment

- 17 -

Table 4

(from Salas, 1989)

Type Differences - A Summary

Early Career Stage

(Years 1 to 12)

Type B

Engineers

Higher Acad quals

More dissatisfied with

officer career planning

More attracted to

civilian career

Believe Navy is badly run

Less concerned with Navy housing

Less satisfied with career

prospects

See Navy as inefficient employer

Less emotional committment to
Navy

Type C

Instructors

Higher Acad quals

Less service time

Longer time since

last promoted

More prone to be

married

More children 6 to

12 years of age

Dissatisfaction with
Dream Sheet

Dissatisfied with

praomotion chances

Higher Family Factor
Influence
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The rough groupings of Executive and Supply branch officers in the above

Table reflects that visible in the present results.

However, when the attitudes of young, tertiary educated Supply branch
officers were compared with their age peers within the same branch who did
not possess tertiary qualifications a marked occupational orientation was
apparent amongst those with the higher educational qualifications (Salas,
1990). When the same analysis was performed within the Executive branch,
no mean attitude differential resulted between tertiary qualified and non
tertiary qualified branch members. (ibid).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

It can be claimed that the present results suggest that young graduate
Engineers are more occupationally oriented in their attitudes towards the
Navy and less institutionally oriented and that young graduate members of
the Executive Dbranch are more institutionally oriented and less
occupationally oriented when the mean attitude patterns of both of these
branches are compared. The greater intrinsic institutional orientation of
Executive branch officers is underlined by the results of the within-branch

analysis (Salas, 1990)}.

Attitudes of tertiary educated members of the Instructor and Supply branches
in this age group appear to possess extensive overlap with those of the
members of the Executive branch according to the results of the present

analysis. However two considerations should be kept in mind in this regard.

a. Instructor officers in concert with Engineers are dissatisfied with
the career management function. They also report greater prospective
ease of finding civilian employment when compared with Executive
officers. i.e. the Instructors like Engineers have a direct and specific

civilian reference group.

b. the within-branch analysis which showed that young, tertiary qualified
Supply branch officers possess a more occupational orientation than
did their branch and age counterparts who did not have a tertiary
education (Salas, 1990). This result is supported by observation (see
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Introduction). On these grounds it can be concluded that young graduate
Engineering, Supply and to a lesser degree Instructor officers,in that
order tend to be more occupationally oriented and less institutionally

oriented than are Executive branch officers.

The hypothesis appears to be confirmed.
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The Utility of the 1/0 Hypotheses

Likely attitude differentials between branches within any Service were
forecast by the originator of the institutional occupational (1/0)
attitudinal hypothesis (Moskos 1986) so that the results of the present
analysis, particularly when they were explained by the present writer in
terms of the differential civilian marketability of tertiary educational
qualifications held by officers and which are characteristic of some of
the branches under study here, {Engineers, Supply and Instructor) appear
to fit the rationale of the I/0 hypothesis quite neatly. Some may perceive
the present results as supportive of the general trend of the argument
especially as, to quote Moskos (ibid) "the occupational military model is

anchored in marketplace principles".*

However the present writer is not all that comfortable with the general
statement of the I/O hypothesis. For a start it seems an abstraction which
has sprung fully formed from the brow of its originator in that it seems
to lack not only specified antecedents but also survival consequences in
particular. This open-endedness and lack of established foundational anchor
points either of a societal, logical or psychological nature does not appear

to offer much in the way of utility.

Ignoring the possible antecedents of the I/0 position for the moment, what,
if any, are the survival consequences for a country defended by an
all-occupationally oriented military? On the other hand there have been
witnessed some disturbing, not so remote examples of the conseguences to
society in general of the existence of highly institutionalized militaries.
Which are the "good" and "bad" ingredients of the I/0 model? As Segal
observes "That one 1is concerned about pay, benefits and the economic
well-being of one's family need not mean that one is a bad soldier” (1986
p. 363)

Another key aspect of the I/O hypothesis is the inexorable necessity firmly
stated by Moskos (ibid) for institutional attitudes to became transformed

into occupational ones. No career timeframe is specified for this. No

* See Technical Note 3
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acceptable anchor point, period, state or career stage 1is suggested for
the likely beginning of this process let alone demonstrated. No rate of
change is specified and neither have any behavioural consequences to recent
date. There 1is evidence that occupational orientation might = increase
overtime without any simultaneous diminution of institutional orientation.
(Stahl et al, 1981).

In this the I/0 hypothesis appears to run counter to available
observational, anecdotal evidence from say, religious, civil service, large
comercial, caring or penal institutions. This information suggests that
the longer the duration of close contact the more "institutionalized" the
individual member is 1likely to become This effect can be distinguished
in the military. e.g. Stahl, et al, showed that senior Air Force officers
are more institutional and 1less occupational than are junior officers
(1981).

Finally 1little evidence from the civilian population appears cited in
support of the I/O hypothesis (Segal, 1986)* Civilian attitudinal baselines
could shed some cautionary 1light on some of the items currently in use
scaling I/O attitude orientation* and perhaps of the likely pervasiveness

of the construct.

Heuristic Possibilites

1. The evidence presented in this and a previous publication (Salas, 1990)
suggests that the (I/0) hypothesis might be usefully expressed in terms
of the rising incidence of technological education The usefulness
of this expression lies in its susceptibility to comparatively
straightforward measurement. Stahl et al (ibid) has already showed
that holders of doctoral degrees were more occupational and less
institutionally oriented than were Air Force personnel without
degrees.#

* See Technical Note 1

# However there was no control for age. Most of the degrees specified

had clear-cut civilian referents.
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Measuring the effects of duration of contact with the institution is
another attractive path of inquiry. The present writer (1989) has
traced Navy officer attitudes between and within branches across career
stages along a 0 to 24 years continuum. Initial results suggest that
negative volatility of attitudes towards the Navy appears to diminish

with length of service. Confirmation is required of this.

Age, 1is worth further investigation in the present context. The
attitudes within the RAN Executive and the Supply branches of those
aged over 30 years appear less negative and volatile than are those
possessed by younger officers (Salas ibid) The role of age 1s
currently under further study by the present writer and results will

be available soon.

The effects of occupational grouping and persconality factors should
not be overlooked in the search for anchor points for the 1I/0
orientation. In the present studies Engineers appear to be possessed
of the clearest occupational orientation of all four RAN branches
studied. According to Holland (1973) members of this occcupational
grouping share a number of personality traits not so clearly evident
among other groupings. He «claims that Engineers belong to an
occupational group which is drawn to practical, concrete, down-to-zarth
occupations. Members of this group tend to be comparatively
unsentimental, less emotional and more objective and tend to be
interested in things rather than people. On the other hand Instructors
are representative of people oriented professions and Supply officers
are preoccupied with data. Perhaps one of the antecedents of an
occupational orientetion may lie in personality and in occupational

choice or a complex of both.

The implication of the possession of predominantly occupational
attitudes towards the military could be sought in attrition, especially
resignation rates. One might assume that resignation rates would be
lower for the more dedicated, committed, insti‘tutional types. RAN
officer resignation data since 1985 suggest that this assumption is
supported so far as the Royal Australian Navy is concermed. Executive

branch officers ( = more institutioﬁal) have a historically
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lower resignation rate than do the more occupationally oriented
Engineer, Supply and Instructor branches.* However these results were
not subject to control by educational status (tertiary vs secondary)

so the attrition question remains an open one.

Organizational comnittment (Mowday et al 1979) a quasi-sociological
construct, must surely find a place in the further study of the I/0
hypothesis. Once known as the psychological construct of
identification, committment appears likely in turn to have strong links
to general satisfaction with Service 1life. The results of an
unpublished factor analysis of 10 satisfaction scale items and 6
committment scale items together saw most of the comittment items
loading on the satisfaction dimension. All 16 i+~ later formed a

scale with a coefficient alpha of 0.91.#

Williams and Hazer (1986) have ctudied the relationship between job
satisfaction (a component of the general satisfaction scale) and
organizational committment after a review had indicated that this
linkage had previously been overlooked. The authors reported "a strong

and  important {reciprocal) relation” between satisfaction and
committment.

Navy satisfaction and comittment levels are Thigher amongst
(institutional) Executives than amongst (occupational) Engineers in
the RAN (Salas, 1989). Age and tenure are also positively associated
with organizational committment (Arnold and Feldman, 1982, Porter et

al, 1974). This phenomenon has also been noticed locally. (Salas,
1990).

The present writer is already on record as speculating that an
occupational orientation might be primarily a product of vouth (Salas,
ibid).

See Technical Note 2

Retention  Survey data
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Technical Note 1

a.

*

One item from the six item Military Ethos Scale (Cotton, 1981) reads

as follows

"What a member does in his private life should be no concermn of

his supervisor or commander"

One item from a pre-test pool of 127 administered to civilian and to
soldier samples to identify attitudes which discriminated between the

civilian and military respondents (Salas, 1965)* reads as follows

"My conduct outside of working hours is of no concern to any

employer of mine.”
The following results were found
Army (n = 217) Civilian (n = 140) t Level
Agree 33.1% 38.9% 1.5 N/S
There is a likelihood that other such convergencies oi opinion between
military and civilian samples are to be found. This would be of
importance in the present discourse where the growth of occupational

orientation in the military is equated with its growing civilianization.

"Of course, no research has addressed the specific question of whether

civilians are institutional or occupational”. (Segal, 1986, p.364)

Salas, R.G. A comparison of Civilian and Soldier attitudes towards

the Australian Armmy. Research Report No.57 Australian Army Psychology
Corps 1965.
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Technical Note 2
RAN Officer Resignation Survey

Table 1

Item 6 Branch of Service
1988 1988 1985 1885
Resigners Borne* Resigners Borne*
£ % f % f 3 £ %
Seaman 76 39 1179 53 79 38 - 55
Engineering 45 23 427 19 56 27 - 20
Supply 13 7 283 13 24 12 - 12
Instructor 16 8 158 7 & 3 - 7
Other 28 15 174 8 10 5 - 6
Missing 15 8 - - 31 15 - -

Branches differ in size so a more meaningful measure c¢f differential
resignation rates 1is observable in the proportion of resignersi compared
with the total in any branch. The latter is provided by the "Borme"
statistics in Table 1 above. i.e. the resignation rate for Seaman cfficers

(Executives) is 76/1179 = 6.4% and so cn. The following Table results

Table 2

Differential resignation rates by Branch

Branch Rate
Engineering 10.5%
Instructor 10.1%
Executive 6.4%
Supply 4.6%
* From DNMP

# ORQ return rate = 67%+

Table 1 extracted from

Salas, R.G. A Third Analysis of Officer Resignation from the Royal
Australian Navy. DPSYCH-N Research Note 2/89. Area Psychologist,
Melbourne, April 1989. (Page 4)
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The percentage of resignations to those borne in 1988 is 10.5% for Engineers
and 6.4% for Executive. This differential is in the expectéd direction
but is probably insignificant statistically. These results have not been

controlled for age or level of education.

* From DNMP
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Technical Note 3

The effects of the marketability of officers’ educational qualifications

were already being speculated upon by the present writer in early 1985.

The following quote from material published then, in an exit setting, gives

some guide to the writer's thinking at that time.

The data were extracted from an RAN Officer Resignation Questionnaire.

{ORQ) survey.

"Type A

Subsample A would consist of members of 30 years of age or younger, single,
tertiary educated and who may possess a positive assessment of their market
value in civilian life associated with a desire to capitalize on this*

possibly in a non Government environment #.

* 58% of the 26 to 30 age group cite attractions of a higher civilian
pay as a resignation influence. This is the highest subscription of

any age group by about 20%, to this influence.

# Of those who cited a desire to try talents in civilian life as a
resignation influence 90% were headed for self-employment and 80% were
headed for private employment. Only 53% of those who cifed this desire
as a resignation influence were intending public employment."

Salas (1985, p.27)
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Technical Note 4
Table 1
ANOVA

Young, degree holding, male officers.

Branch by Scales (in descending magnitude of F)

Scale F Sign
Job Estimation (JOBEST) 12.1 .000
Career Prospects (CP) 7.2 .000
Job Satisfaction (JOBSAT) 5.4 .001
Service Effectiveness (SE) 5.4 .001
Commitment (CS) 4.2 .006
Emotional Commitment (KS) 4.0 .008
Career Motivation {CMS) 3.4 .017
General Satisfaction (SQ) 2.9 .03
Remuneration Scale (RS) 2.5 .06
Resignation Propensity (RP) 1.9 314
Family Factor (FF) 0.6 .59
COMMENT

Career Prospects (CP) and the estimation of readily obtaining civilian
employment (JOBEST) are by far the most effective discriminators between
branches. JOBEST scores have already been shown to be considerablv lower
amongst Executive branch members across career stages (Salas 1989). The
above results are generally consistent with those reported in that Note

(ibid) and in the present publication.
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Armne: A

Naval Officers Survey

STAFF-IN-CONFIDENCE
(WHEN COMPLETED)

The information contained in this ferm swill be vsed for statistical purposes only and the auhor's anonymuity
will be preserved. To answer the questons please colour in the circle naxt to the appropriae cheice .

(c.g. If you arc a male your answer 1o Questicn 3

would read

2 Sex: Abica female © )

-

If the question involves giving numbers, leters or dates pleasr2 write the characers in the boxes above such
column then colour the appropriate response position undemesnth, Some questions ask for writien commanis and
submissions. Please write responses to these questions in the space provided on the last page (Sectuen &),

USE ONLY PENCIL TO MARK THE RESPONSE POSITIONS. RUB OUT ANY ERRORS AND RENMARK

1. Service Number :

©)

) ()

) ¢

@@@@@

CC

O O

(22
3 (3G
G o¢
9.6 ey
98000000
TR
@1@ ¥ O & O
o8 GG

4. Date of Brrth;

OAY{ MON’;_I e
P O
_l_ FEB 01 s-
O man  HD%
GO e COE
D@ mar  CHDE
D) sun C\)(u
®lw  CPE
Gl CBE
Glsee  C QI@
Pjocr  CRGC
Do CElE
L (\'j) otc (O uli’

6. Time (yrs) since last promotion.

[ [OCEE0eP00I)

Femal: O

5. Date joired R.AN.

-
DAY MONTH I YR
a0 19.i
ree O |
15 ('\‘P’S—i’—]
\9..“_’/ man Lo ,5'9.1
p
’L\lf\‘/ arn - QO "
B war  ClEfD)
3w O 3‘@
b= .
‘(1 e Gl
&) ava Qéi@\
elser  (Olere
t
gy
Tloar O
k" A~
gyinov  C_faae)
oo O |

Slovh

T
Hli!i AERARE
ST R ERIEIED 5?@@5@{ SN
@@@:r@wﬁ@@asve.pt
OECEk EeERDeg D!
“@@w@CO SERPIEHEIE O
[P
B ODol5310i5 5/ 53 S Vo
/brof CROEREITETE),
,xau,yu@o©@g@s@@b;
ﬂ“p@mmob@@wgbbﬁsi
OO mcgE:cg-Q; o)
{,b.vzvmcgcggguzo:
WGﬁuLD%“WBV“
wfoducoca@“tu?
BRI

gﬁ.

bpﬁm ®~qu

DG
VC@O@@@Q@dg

Oq&wuxk@ ;
G@C§%b©CH
DEHRECOREE

3 [;(\S/I\EL(-

7. Age now (vrs and months)
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8. Length of continuous service (yrs)

BoOlol000)
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4. Length of timz in current posting.  (months)

0N 160 8 O
120 240 30+0

1) Eranch
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B n2CT e e
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Heaith Service
Ciher
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16. Marital Status

Single
Marricd
Other....

QOO0

17. Numbcr and Agc of Children

No childsen. ... BN O
Childien - 5 yrs. .
CRIIAEN 6 - 12 ¥TSuireceenrvenearseen e
Children 13- 18 yTS.vereeesieeenes o
Childsen 19+ yrs O

18. Do you 'have’ your own iouse?

It you answered No' do ot complete item 19,

19, Are you now living n your own house?

2. Have vou ever iost money on house sales or purchases,
house financing/refinancing including merntgage difficultics
directly du= to Service reasons?

Never.. ...
Not Apphcable.. s e

[—l’()sting and Course Prefereuces. jl

For the next three questions, indicate vour first FIVE
preferences by marking the appropriste number next o vour
choice. Fer example, if your first location preference is Jenvis
Ray mark the 1 next 1o it, but if it is your fifth preference tien
vou would mark the 5 responsc position.

Picase mark only S preferences in cach question and fer
Question 21, please also indicate yowr Present Posting.

21. Location Preference.
bresent Posting

Sviney Arca o DREID
NOWT e v ) olalelalo)
Jervis BaY. e O 016/6]010)
Conberra ArC . @) DIAIOI0O)
Melbourne Arca. . 0 IO10)
WESIEMPOTianrranarernnn elelolaliny
Perth ArCa....oean. v @O
North West Cape.......... @) 0lolv0lo]
Adclaide Area ORGEE
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Present Posting

22, Posting Prefercnces
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s CROEE®
UW Med OIGOE
Est Med Suaff QOCZOG
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Dockvard OE V26
Cash Duzes O VEOl0)
Sacretarial IR
Stores CEIECD
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SECTION 2

1. Officers have expressed the observation that there are
comparztively few billets at future rank levels which have
much interest in them. This implies posting an officer to
positions for which he/she is not 2 voluntzer. How does, or
will, this situation apply to you?

Vervmuch  QO®CRBE ANoratail

Please write in Section 6 any feasible solutions

you may have for the above problem.

2. An unoificial suggestion has beer made that members be
given access to whole or part of their lony service money
when it becomes due. Some thousands of dollars would be
involved. What is your reaction 10 this idea?

Extremely favourable

Highly faVOUADIE c.crcreees s, O
FaVOUIEBIC.....coonrrvrer s enniencemseraseeicsnnnenes o

3. How frequently are you frustrated at the lack of decision
making opponunities ( including the signing of
correspondence, signals and documents) for cne of vour rank
level?

CONUMUALLY «coovecceevree s senses v,
Frequenty.....
Sometimes,
NEVET ... veerernecereasmssenesseresc s seeeas O

&

4. How are you attracted to the concept of Mid Career
Management Education for these officers who not have a
previous opportunity for obtaining degree qualifications?

Very SHONELY..imerernniescsneiene o “
Strongly ...... . e
LY e ereernr s O
UNCEIMAIN..covvncvsrrerrersemsanssessenrannsesorsessnsssnes C
INOE AUTACLEA. covevveevrerreenaeemsemnssreecevanseareess o
AZRNSE il ceerremeeemsenes eevnessssseenns cmssenserses O

5. What is your estimation of the level of esteem in which the
RAN is held by the civilian population at present?

7. Have you been properly trained for your present job?
Yes, fully O Yes,patally O

Not really trained O Not applicable O



3. How satisfied arc you with the current RAN Ofticer
Pcrsonal Reporting System?
Very satisfied Q©SBDE®D  Most unsaiisficd
. How satisficd arc you with the quality of the RAN
Personnel Management (including Offices Carcer Planning)?

G)G).:\‘(ﬂ@@\'?

Saiisied e Most unsatisfied

), How eftfective do you think is the dream sheet system?

.- . comTE g
Very ffeciive DDEEDTT Usless

SECTION 3

[RESIGNATION]

u ever coensidered resigning?

I you answered 'Yes', please specify in
Section 6 when and for what reason vou
cha.aed vour mind on that/those occasion(s).
2. At present, how zciively are you considening resignation?

N

ory actively Vo

Not congidering
iat ail.
rote: The next theee questions are 0 be only answered by those

who .\r\s\\crcd é"fo' 0 Questicn 2. Others please go 1o
Ot S3HGR O

3. Picase give an estimated time frame in which your
conternpiaizd resignaton is mes: likely (o be implemented.
0-2 mihs & 36

mths G 7-12 mths ¢

128 miths ¢ 1930mis 5 304+ mhs O

4. I there any chzmc: that your propased resignation could e
averied or deferred
No chane
Couid b‘:
Could be &
Not sure

5. What action, within reason, do vou consider
thut the Nuvy (DNGP) could take, in your case,
to ¢cither avert or defer your propoesed
resignation ? Please answer in Seclion 6.

6. Numbc, s of resigning officers express concem at what they

describe as the erosion of benefits and condiuoas of service .

Show the extent of your agreement with this asseruon as =
possible resignation facior in your case.

Very srrongly  REDDR0
agree

Very strongly
disagree.

[ Civilian Employment ]

7. Have you had one ¢r more job offers from organizarions cr
indiviguals cuside the Service over the past 2 years?

Onc...
2or ..

3. At present how cenain do you feel that you could get
satisfactory employmeni in civilian life without much
roubie?

!
5 f
o
Ly
s
9]

Not Applicabi..

o NS

9. Have you actively initigied enquiries about one or mose
emplovment prospects outside of the Service over the -
w2 years?

If yon unswared Yes above, what trigeered thess
aff? (explain briefly in Section 6)

10, How muny of these were related directly o your
enployment 7

Navv

~
N/ALL )
Nune. . O
One..... O
SOMCuriiins werieireeeeneesseseeeeeeeaeinnns T

AAost.

o
7
G

11. How aitracuve docs the idea of carcer employment in
civilian life apnear to you at present?

Very Not iure Very
adraciive SOEBEED wnauractive

2. Would you lzave the Service without a job 1o go 1o

non resignation?
DI . e saessas e rseras ®)
No.... . SR @
Mayhe SO O |
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13. What kind of civil employment would you
prefer on discharge?

Sclf eMPIOYMENL..ciieiernserenaserrneasirnians e s
Public SErvict i ereevneanear st —
Private cnterprisc <
Don't Know......ooveee T
14. Required income from any prospective civil jcb.
Not applicable........... eeeee et st sest s enest s 2
255 than 50% of current gross salary.o. . —
30%-90% of current gross salary.. i
90¢-110% cf current gross s&ldrv e
More than 110% of current gross salary......... O
15. How does your Navy pay ( allowances, benefits 22.)

compare with the meney you think you covid expeitio
receive in civilian lire?

Much better Much worse

GLEOEDD

l'chLrn of Scrvice Obligation (ROSO) !

To be completed by those officerss currendy serving
under a ROSO
16. How long was the period of the ROSQ which you

incurred?

Iyr Clte2yrs O Morethan2Zys C

17. From today, how long will it be betore your ROSG
erminates?
Less than 1yr O

lio2yrs ¢ MorcthanZyis O

18. What are your likely intertions following the ermination
of your RCSO?

—~
"
I

INot sure... L
Make @ NAVY CaTCClunrunrireceimir o risrensecsenseserennnn, 0]

19, How commitied do you feel o the idea of a Navy

carcer?
Not committed at all............. S e
SOME COMMUUTICTILcveveeeairaeeseesrereaanseesres seereneens o
VEry COmMMIlEd....oevnveieeeeeeeeeesceeesresenes e 7

l Spousc's Emp!oynv‘ﬂtdumv"n}

20. Dos vour spouse

currendly, or usunally werk at paid
employment?

Soinctimz &
Net applicat! -

If you answered Yes or Semetimes i the item above plaase
answer Questions 21 and 22

21 Would your spouses amnicsingit be

Full-timie e, e et e e, C
Part-time e
Fomge basad...

Own business
1671310 ST UORN dererennaeneenene 0

22. Mark any of the fellowing swtemenis which appiy as
reasons {or your spouse being emuloyad:

Tyoyed

0 fund srx,cuu activites of mo,.u_s «uch A% ererrerens

4 <
(mark us many 2 asplyd
chaldren's education inclaing ezir enlogad
and SPOITiMa PUFIIN i et s L
SPOUSS'S own educ:ao,'/m wre ol TR T o
home buyiniz aCtVILE s e e @]
€ BUYIDE oo e O

f:xmily Vi \aLon /hcm:c

for something to do
{41071 SRR .

23. Is your spouse encclicd in any study courses which require
cr/his attendance at j2ctures cic?

ettt sen et nen <
Not applicable....eeorice e e reeeeeennes ',
if sc, please answer the folioving.
24. Is the study
Full-time.. =

Part-iime
25. Level of study

Teruary 22ademicC. o rrecsrns
TAFE certificate
Seecndiry e
L9511 SO SRR SO

Q0Oo




26. Have you ever been concemed that your children may be
exposcd, on occasion, (o a varicty of socialfideological
belicfs held by their school teachers?

YES, OfICN.covne e errsesseesnn s C
Occasionally O
Never, )
Not applicable....oooveeecerecvvceceinrane. O

27. To what extent have you and/or your family heen the
victims of what is termed "crisis management™?

o
. O
O
O

2711 o0, how traumatic has this been to all concerned?

Very traumaliC. o reccenreeneeeresnans O
UPSEUing. e

Mildly upsetting...
Non traumatic.
Not applicable

e

TETTION 4

Below s a list of quesuens on how you feel about the
Navy, Reed each staiement and mark your answer by
tiihag in the response that indicates how vou feel one way
or 1he other.

. How well do you think the Navy is run?

Venvowell DOEDEETE Very badiy

Wit eort of chance docs the Navy give you 1o show
v vou can de?

DIDERGI A very pocr

crance

vvery goodd
chance

In uoneral, how do you feel about life in the Navy!

Very suistied G060 G070

OIe.

D Very dissatisfied.
<. Liow du you teet ubout making the Navy vour career?

Vervkeen to, SEGEEDT, Don't want o

~. How do you feel about your chances of promoton in
the Novy?

Saiisfied TEREEEDG Dissatisfied.

SO

6. Do you feel in general that you arc doing better in the Navy
than vou conld in civilian 1ife?
Very much better @O®®@OQ®  Very much worse

7. Do you think you have improved and bettered yourself

by being irn the Navy?
Very much so Not at all

CODEIOD

o0

. How saisfied are you with your Navy pay?

Very saiisfied TOEEERED  Very dissatisfied.

9. How do ycu fecl with your current Navy job?

Very sausfied COOESICO  Very dissatisfied.
1C. Men and women coming into the Navy expect things from
their future Navy life. How well would you say that vour

expectations have been met?

Much better than  GOEODORE
expected

Much worse tran
expected.

11. At present, how committed do vou feel 1o the idza of a
Navy career?

7.

Very commiizd  ®B)EHED Not commired
at ail
19

12, How sadsfizd arc you with your Navy carcer 15 dat2?

Very satisfied. . @QOECEEED Very dissatisled.

13. How satisfied arz you that you chose chose 1o join the
Navy over other careers available?
Very satisfied  DEOABOW  Very dissatigied.
14, ] find that my values and Navy values are very similar
Stongly agree G @GEGEQ®  Strongly disayree
15. Navy membership has a great dzal of personul meaning

for me.

Stongly egrec @OECE@EQE@T  Strongly disugree

16. How suong is your sense of obligation 1o the Navy”

Very strong OOOEOT® Non existent

.-.’--«-s-lsll!lll!llllllIililill|||li3|‘|||'||||Illlilll
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SECTION 3

REASONS FOR RESIGNATION

Please examine the staicniens below and indicate by marking the appropnale response position, how mich

intluence each of these factors might contribute 10 your decision o resien from the RAN.

(Note: Single Officers are to ignore items 1,2, 3, 4 and 5))

. Some influzace on doct xo’
Mo(‘"ruc \n” wrorond

Kew
. No influence on decisicn.
!

mwow>

1. Effects of posting turbulencs on spouse’s 2dnciion. i, 2

2. Effccts of p\,cl. 12 turbulence on spouse’s eMployment. e :

3L Effeets of posung wwbhulence on marial harmiony e, Z

4. Effeets of posting turbulence on children's educalbion. 2
(if appiicable;

3. Spousc's attitude 1o your RAN senvic

c

Desire to Live in onz locaiion..

7. Desire 1o obtain DFREGE benelis ey
&. Uncerwinty aboui futere policy on DFRDE benefits.veencerecnnnee. &
9. P.omotern expeciations unhikely 10 D2 Mel i e, &
10. Unattractiveness of lixely future posting locations or

JODS ettt SRR reevmnerenineand =

11. Non-use or misusc of your professicnal skills...ooiiinens

12. Desire to oy vour t2ienis v a civilian envireninges

12, Basief that you cannot achieve any further significant
contributicn 1o RAN,

15, Frusmation with efioris, 10 achicve perseived RAN objectives
withiin curren: defence orzanizational systzm...
15. Attzaction of higher income out 0f RAN...coeviievnee.
0. Dissatisfaction with RAN housing SCRemMC. oo eecceerec s
17. Financial costs of being in RAN (eg. 1emovals)...ccorercveeeneenennens
18. The special problems aszociated with marmiage o
another Officer i ettt p et r et enee &

&

Female Qificers oniv,

2( .

CUTERI Lttt et et et ctes —oetaetsabeseeteste e besesseaanse ssesennsasanas )]
21. Consider amount of maternity leave iy eqUAIC. oo evceesee, %
22. Posting with spouse/partngr is impossible.. v, =
23, Restricied career epuens baniose OF LRiions. .o e "

placed on the cample a0 L iv e MRS, e e T
2. Frusimted with having Lo Copo el rediional niss

Service attitude OwWrds Femuls i v s =

25. Have married or intend marryisy s non-commissionad

serviceman and 2 conccired ehout the Service's,
UIULIAC 1O HM5 e e et

For Al Ofiic s
26. Any other reason (Dlease specilys..

o
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8. Length of continuous service (yrs)

EIOICIOION0
TOOPROTEE

Y. L.ength of time in current posting

00 6O 8O
120 M4¢ 30+

1N. Brunch

EXCTUUNC e
Enginieri ..o
Supply
Insuuctor...

. (maonths)

...................... L0

Healih Services

Cther

1 Lt

140 Current Job

Sea O Store

P30 Phghest Academic Qualihiceion

P

16. Marital Status

SINEIC v eavteen e eeesessmsersressesesassssesanes C
1T Tt s T .0

17. Number and Agc of Children

INO ChIGFCT e et QO
Childien 0= 5 YISieeeeeeev
Children 6 - 12 yISieceeeseeene
Children 13 - 18 yrs...
Children 19+ yrs

If you answered No' do_not complete Item 19.

19. Are you now living 10 your own house?

Y et erinrass seaneastsenesassssnsasenans O
NO e 0

20. Have vou ever lost raoney on house sales or purchases,
house financing/refinancing including mongage difficulties
directly due to Service reasons?

OFIEN e ressaen O
Sometimes O
C

Postins and Course Preferences.

For the next three questions, indicate vour first FIVE
preferences by marking the appropriste number next 10 your
choice. For example, if your first locadon preference is Jervis
Bay mark the 1 nexttoit, butif it is your fifth prefcrence then
you would mark the 5 response position.

Picase mark only 5 preferences in cach question and for
Question 21, please also indicat: your Present Posting.

21. Location Preference.
Pregent Posting

Svdney Ared..nien, 2 [0.ele10l0)]
NOWIieeirviers e O 0166/0]0)
Jervis BaY ., C 01016/0]0)]
Canterra Arca ... O QOOO®
Melbourne Area........ C O2EE
Westernport.. OCERO®®
Perth Area.... 4 OORE@®
North West Caps.......... © CEROOE
Adclaide Area..... v @) (0]l6el6l00]

-n-,vv'|-lcll|lllll!llll"l""'lll""!""l"'lll"""'l'
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Annex B

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SCALES

CAREER MOTIVATION

As noted above, the Career Motivation Scale ((MS) measures the

extent of the desire to continue serving.

The scale is comprised of the following items from the Retention

Survey Questionnaire. The Section and item numbers follow in parentheses.

1.

N.B.

At present how actively are you considering resignation? (S3Q2)

Please give an estimated time-frame in which your contemplated

resignation is most likely to be implemented. (S3Q3)
At present, how certain do you feel that you could get
satisfactory employment in civilian life without much trouble?

(S308)

Have you actively initiated enquiries about one or more employment

prospects outside the Service over the past 2 years? (S3Q9)

How many of these enquiries were related to your Navy employment?
{S30Q10)

For this scale, the items were keyed so that a high score

indicated a low level of motivation to continue serving and vice-versa.

This should be remembered when interpreting Tabled data

The OMS proved to be unifactorial with & reliability coefficient

(alpha) of 0.71. This is a satisfactory result and one which could

probably be improved upon. All items were generated by the present writer.




NAVY COMMITMENT SCALE
The following six items were included in the Retention Survey
Questionnaire with the aim of measuring officer commitment to a Naval
career.
Cormmitment Scale items (Section 4)
Item
At present, how committed do you feel to the idea of a Navy career? (11)

How satisfied are you with your Navy career to date? (12)

How satisfied are you that you chose to join the Navy over the

other careers available? (13)
I find that my values and Navy values are very similar (14)
Navy membership has a great deal of personal meaning for me (15)
How strong is your sense of obligation to the Navy? (16)

This scale is unifactorial with a reliability coefficient (alpha) of .84

The above instument was constructed to test the role of
organizational commitment amongst RAN officers. A description of the
construct is covered in Mowday et al (1982). Broadly speaking, it describes
the proclivity possessed by a member of an organization by which he
identifies with it to the extent that the views the goals and aims of the
organization as HIS goals and aims, its values as HIS values and,
figuratively speaking, its existence as HIS existence. Associated with
these feelings are a desire to continue to maintain contact with the

organization and to repudiate membership of other organizations.




The first three items were generated by the present writer.
The "careers available" item was designed to substantiate the choice for
a Navy career over alternatives. The "career to date" item establishes

a direct 1link between the satisfaction and the commitment constructs.

The "values" item is modified from the Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire (OCL; Mowday et al, 1982). The "personal meaning" item
was designed to allow for the expression of broader emotional feelings,
(affective commitment) whilst the "obligation" item gives expression to
the feeling that one "aught" to remain serving as a duty, out of allegiance

or loyalty.

The Affective Commitment (K) Scale comprises the following items from

the Retention Questionnaire.

Section & item

1. How do you feel about making the Navy your career? (S4Q4)

2. I find that my values and Navy values are very similar. (S4Ql4)

3. Navy membership has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
{S4Q15)

4. How strong is your sense of obligation to the Navy? (S40Q16)

The K. Scale which purports to isolate the emotional component of
comitment is unifactorial and has a reliability coefficient (alpha) of
.81.

COMMITMENT - IDENTIFICATION - SATISFACTION

Organizational commitment is a construct which seems
co-dimensional with another, older one, that of identification with the
organization. In fact, in Mowday et al. (ibid.) the two temms are
sometimes used interchangeably.




In a Defence Force with its characteristic all-embracing
responsibility for most significant aspects of a member's life and welfare
the concept of individual commitment (or identification) seems especially
pertinent when evaluating retention/turnover/attrition and attempts at
predicting these. This supposition appears strengthened by contemplating,
for one, the longer training and more intense indoctrination period
characteristic of military employment conditions compared with those

conditions of employment in most civilian organizations.

Identification (commitment) has been shown to be associated with
assimilation to the Army (Salas, 1967 ) and assimilation status has in

turn been significantly linked to retention over a three-year term.*

In the model used in the study, (ibid) the thesis that a certain
prior level of satisfaction with other-rank Army life was a prerequisite
of attaining a measure of identification (cammitment) with the organization

was supported.

In the present study of Navy officer retention, both the
satisfaction and comitment (identification) constructs were found to

be very highly significantly correlated fram a moderate to high degree.

Three SQ items are found in the 9 item Resignation Propensity
(RP) scale. The RP Scale, the conceptual reverse of the Career Motivation
scale, has been found to be a valid predictor of RAN male, officer
resignation activity. (Salas, 1988b).

THE SATISFACTION SCALE QUESTIONNAIRE (SQ)

A ten-item adaptation of a 14 item scale of satisfaction with
Army life (Salas, 1967b) was included in the Retention survey.

* unpublished follow-up study of results in Salas (1967 ).




The SQ is a well documented scale, the results of which have
been shown to be implicated in the separation and the re-engagement

decisions of other - rank personnel. (Salas, 1984).
The SQ items used in the Retention Study are listed below:

1. How well do you think the Navy is run?
Very well 76 54 3321 Very badly

2. What sort of chance does the Navy give you to show what you can
do?

A very good chance 7 6 54 3 2 1 A very poor chance

3. In general, how do you feel about life in the Navy?
Very satisfied 7 6 54 3 2 1 Very dissatisfied

4. How do you feel about making the Navy your career?
Very keen to 7 6 54 3 21 Don't want to

5. How do you feel about your chances of promotion in the Navy?
Satisfied 7 6 54 3 2 1 Dissatisfied

6. Do you feel in general that you are doing better in the Navy
than you could in civilian life?

Very much better 7 6 54 3 2 1 Very much worse

7. Do you think you have improved and bettered yourself by being
in the Navy?
Very muach so 7654321 Notat all

8. How satisfied are you with your Navy pay?
Very satisfied 7 6 54 3 2 1 Very dissatisfied

9. How do you feel with your current Navy job?
Very satisfied 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Very dissatisfied




10. Men and women coming into the Navy expect things from their future

Navy life. How well would you say that your expectations have been met?
Much better than expected 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Much worse than expected

The present version 6f the SQ does not cover the possible universe
of content. Satisfaction with supervision is one important amission.
Intention to re-engage, a potent item in reflecting general satisfaction
in the other rank version of the SQ, was excluded as being inappropriate

in the officer setting.

Items 1, 2 and 3 ("In general, how do you feel about life in the
Service?"), has a history. This item first saw the light of day in Australia
as part of the Satisfaction Scale Questionnaire {Salas, 1967 ‘. It
originally appeared in "The American Soldier" (Stauffer et al, 1949) as part
of a Guttman scale of satisfaction with Army life.

The SQ has 2 factors with a reliability coefficient (alpha) of .82.
With item 8 (pay) removed the SQ becomes unifactorial.

OTHER SCALES
The most important of these in the present context would be the

Resignation Propensity (RP) Scale and the SQ, a measure of satisfaction with

Navy life in the Retention Survey.

* Stouffer, S.A., Suchman, E.A., De Vinney, L.C., Star, S.A. and Williams,
R.M. The American Soldier Voll Adjustment during Army Life: Princeton, N.J.

Princeton Univer. Press, 1949.




The Resignation Propensity Scale (RP)

This is described at length in Salas (1988a, b). It is a nine

item measure, scores on which provide an index of an officer's tendency

towards voluntary separation from the Navy.

R P. Scale

Instruction: You are invited to answer some or all of the questions

below, if you wish.

How do you feel about your chances of promotion in the Navy?
Satisfied 7 6 54 3 2 1 Dissatisfied

Do you feel in general that you are doing better in the Navy
than you could in civilian life?

Very much better 7 6 54 3 2 1 Very much worse

How do you feel about making the Navy your career?
Very keen to 7 6 54 3 2 1 Don't want to

At present, how commited do you feel to the idea of a Navy Career?
Very coomited 7 6 54 3 2 1 Not comited at all

How attractive does the idea of career employment in civilian
life appear to you at present?

Very attractive 7 6 54 3 2 1 Very unattractive

Have you had one or more job offers from organizations or

individuals outside the Service over the past 2 years?

|\ o AR ceenssaal
Yes, ONC.cescvevenen 2
Yes, 2 Or 3.ceeeene. 3

Yes, more than 3....4




Have you ever considered resigning?

If you answered Yes to the above item 8, please give an estimated
time frame in which your contemplated resigning is most likely to
be implemented.

13-18 tievvnennnnn 4 19-30 mths ....... 5 30 + mths ......6
Not Applicable....?7

Three factors were identified in the RP Scale. It has a reliability
coefficient (alpha) of .72.

The Job Satisfaction Scale (JOBSAT)

This measure comprised fthe following items, all from Section 4 of

the Retention Survey Questionnaire.

What sort of chance does the Navy give you to show what you can do?
(sS4 item 2)

In general, how do you feel about life in the Navy? (S4 item 3;

This item also appears in Jéns' Career Motivation Scale).
How do you feel about your current Navy Job? (S4 item 9).

At present, how committed do you feel to the idea of a Navy career?
(Commitment Scale, CS) (S4, item 11)

How satisfied are you with your Navy career to date?
(Commitment Scale, CS) (sS4, item 13)

The JOBSAT Scale is unifactorial with a reliability coefficient
(alpha) of 0.79.
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The Service Effectiveness (SE) Scale.

This measures attitudes towards the efficiency of the Navy as

an employer. It includes opinions about career management, .

SE scale items are as follows: (The origin of each item is given in

parentheses.)

How well do you think the Navy is run? (S4 item 1)

What sort of chance does the Navy give you to show what you can
do? (S4 item 2)

In general, how satisfied do you feel with Navy life? (S4 item
3)

How satisfied are you with the current RAN Officer Personal

Reporting System? (Section 2, item 8)

How satisfied are you with the gquality of RAN Personnel manacement

(including officer Career Planning)? (Section 2, item 9)

How effective do you think is the dream sheet system? (Section
2, item 10)

The SE Scale is unifactorial with a reliability coefficient
(alpha) of 0.79.

The Remuneration Scale (RS)
This instrument scales attitudes towards service and civilian

pay and the financial costs of being a member of the Navy. The RS is

made up of the following items. Origins of items are given in parentheses.




How satisfied are you with your Navy Pay? (S4 item 8)

How does your Navy pay (+ allowances, benefits etc) compare with
the money you think you could expect to receive in civilian life?

(Section 3, item 15).

Financial costs of being in RAN (e.g. removals) - {as a resignation

influence; Section 5, item 17)

The R. Scale is unifactorial and has a reliability coefficient
(alpha) of 0.65.

The Career Prospects Scale (CP)

This device measures officers' attitudes towards their future Naval career.
The scale is made up of the following items from the Retention Survey

questionnaire.

1. Officers have expressed the observation that there are camparatively
few billets at future rank levels which have much interest in them.
This implies posting an officer to positicns for which he/she is not

a volunteer. How does, or will, this situation apply to you?

2. How satisfied are you with the guality of the RAN personnecl management

(including officer Career Planning?)} (Section 2, item 9)

3. How do you feel about your chances of promotion in the Navy?
(Section 4, item 5)

4. At present how committed do you feel to the idea of a Navy career?
(Section 4, item 11)

5. Unattractiveness of likely future posting locaticns or job (as a

resignation influence) (Section 5, item 10)

This scale proved to be bi-factorial with a coefficient (alpha) of 0.62.




Note

The Career Prospects Scale was excluded from earlier analyses when it
was discovered that item 5 from Section 4 of the questionnaire (promotion

chances) had been omitted from it.

Promotion prospects are integral to the assessment of future career
prospects, at some stages perhaps more than at others. (three of the
nine items used by Jans (1988) in his career prospects scale alluded to

"promotion".}

JOBEST

This consists of one item which scales an officer's perception of the
degree of availability to him of civilian employment. It reads as

follows.

"At present how certain do you feel that you could get satisfactory
employment in civilian life without much trouble?" (Section 3, item
8)




