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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
Introduction

Cne of the most perplexing prcblems in psychological
measurement is that of developing valid indices of be-
havior which can be used as criterion measures for check-
ing the validity of predictive systems. Much research has
been devoted to this problem with few if any acceptable
solutions. For many investigators the missing link is a
"master" scolution to the criterion problem, but a review of
the literature suggests that there is no "master" solution,
and there seems to be little possibility that one will ever

be developed. There are criterion problems and each must

be solved every time a predictive system is develcped.

This seems to imply that only with the completion of
a multitude of small scale investigations will the millennium
be reached when all the little specific criterion problems
are solved. It also seems to imply that new methods and
techniques must be designed each time a new predictive sys-
tem is needed. However, there is the possibility of supply-
ing the missing link by developing a general approach or
method of attack which can be applied to a wide variety of

specific criterion problems.



In recent years many investigators have become con-
cerned with improving criterion variables. In 1941 Bellows
(3) pointed cut that investigators had too often neglected
the fact that the basic criteria of thelr predictive sys-
tems were fallible, and procedures for evaluating them were
outlined. In 1946 Jenkins (15) stressed the importance of
establishing criteria that have validity for the behavior
being measured and predicted. Stuit and Wilson (28) re-
ported on the effects of an increasingly well-defined cri-
terion upon the prediction of success in naval training,.
Van Dusen (33) discussed the importance of criteria in se-
lection and training and specified scme conditions which
affect their validity. Methods were suggested whereby the
validity and also the reliability of these criterion meas-
ures could be improved. Stuit (27), Long and Lawshe (20),
and Lauer (19) emphasized the importance of using valid
criteria and suggested principles for the improvement of
validating instruments. While these investigators offered
little in the way of a general method of attack, they did
emphasize the importance of the problem of criterion
validity.

Some investigators have suggested that factor analysis
may be a general technique that can be used to establish
valid criteria. Guilford (12) stated that validity is of
two kinds: factorial and practical. Factorial validity is
given by a test's loadings on common reference factors:

practical validity is given by its correlation with a



practical criterion of adjustment. Cattell (5) stated that
any device designed to measure major personality dimensions
must be validated as a "true psychological functional enti-
ty™ and pointed out that this may be done either by factor
or cluster analysis or by "item validation™. One of the
conclusions from Dudek's (8) facteorial studies of pilot
gselection tests was the inmportance of determining the fac-
torial composition of criteria in order to construct better
instruments for measuring them. ©Gulliksen (13) pointed out
that while judgments of experts may appear to be adequate
criteria, they should be statistically analyzed by means of
factor analysis. These writers not only emphasize the ne-
cesasity of developing valid criteria, but also suggest that
it is possible to develop a2 general method of attacking
specific criterion problems.

Many of the ingredients necessary for the development
of a general method are presently available. Investigators
are aware of the importance of the problem, and some at-
tempts have been made to solve it. ZExperimental methods,
measuring techniques and statistical procedures are also
available, But, present techniques for attacking such
problems are not designed to operate at high enough levels
of generality to have wide applicability. Their scope is
limited to specific situations. If a new method is to be
applicable to many different types of criterion problems,
it must be designed to coperate at high levels of generality.



A complete predictive system is essentially circular.
Efficient progress toward tue goal depends upon the start-
ing point and the direction of movement. If a start is
made with simple, easily observed behavior patterns, cne at-
tempts to find complex behavior patterns that are validly
predicted by the simple patterns. If a start is made with
the complex behavior atterns, one determines those readily
measured behavior patterns which are valid indices of the
complex behavior,

For the purpose of developing this point of view, it
is convenient to picture complete predictive systems as
constituting four levels of generality. Level I is the
ultimate goal of complete predictive systems. A4t this
highest level of generality is the specified behavicr that
a system attempts to predict. At this level it is theo-
retically possible to account {for the total variability in
the system. OUperating at this level will always be diffi-
cult because the behavior is complex and difficult to meas-
ure. Teachers! rating, judgments by experts, etc., are the
kinds of instruments presently available for measurement at
this level. This behavior is what Thorndike (29) would call
an "ultimate"™ criterion. The dependent variables that most
predictive systems would like to predict are found here,
but the predictions must be made indirectly by predicting
criterion variables which are valid indices of the ultimate

behavior.



At the next level of generality complex aspects of the
ultimate behavior are specified. These are basic com-
ponents, attributes, dimensions, primary factors or criteria
of the ultimate behavior. At this level some error is pres-
ent but, theoretically, it is still possible toc account for
a major portion of the total variability. Measurement is
still difficult, however, for few instruments are available
for measuring behavior even at Level II. The types of in-
struments most suitable for measuring this level of behavior
are those developed and refined by factorial methods, those
validated against ultimate criteria, etc. Thorndike (29)
refers to these as "intermediate" criteria. These are the
criterion variables which, in practice, are the dependent
variables of many predictive systems.

At Level 1III the behavior is still complex, but it is
more readily measured. At this level the portion of the
total variability that can be accounted for is much smaller
than at Level II because a sizable error variance enters
the system. This is a measurement level, however, because
adequate instruments have been develcped. Instruments used
at this level are the standardigzed tests of intelligence,
aptitudes, interests, personality, etc. This is where most
psychological measuring is done, and this is the highest
level at which many predictive systems can operate effi-
ciently. This behavior is what Thorndike (29) called
"immediate" criteria. At this level are criterion vari-

ables which can be readily measured and predicted, but
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establishing their validity as criteria of the ultimate be-
havior is very difficult.

At Level IV, the lowest level of generality, behavior
is relatively simple, and overt behavior patterns are de-
scribed that can be easily observed and readily counted or
measured. The types of instruments used at this level are
simple psycho-motor tests, reaction times, etc. Error vari-
ance is very large, however, and the portion of the total
variability that can be accounted for is small. This is
the predictor level; the one from which most predictive
systems operate. Here are found independent variables that
can be readily measured and fed into regression equations.
Prediction from this level generally involves predicting
behavior found at Level III.

The operating level depends upon how adequately be-
havior can be specified and measured. With some types of
behavior it may be possible to operate only at Level IV:
with others it may be possible to operate at higher levels.
PBehavior patterns at Level III are independent variables
for & system which coperates at Level IV. If the system be-
comes more refined, Level III then contains the dependent
variables, and the independent variables mcve to Level II.

At present most predictive systems operate at Levels
III and IV. Llevels I and II are not cnly missing, their
existence is often not recognized by the developers of such
systems. The approach underlying such systems is "inductive®

in the sense that the direction of development has been from
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the specific to the more general levels. The approach de-
veloped in this investigation is just the reverse, in the
sense that it starts at Level I and moves from the general
to the more specific levels. It cperates on the assumption
that the most logical starting point for developing an ef-
ficient predictive system is with the bshavior the system
is designed to predict. The two approaches are in agree-
ment in that Level III is at present the optimal operating
level, but they differ in the asteps involved in arriving at
this level. The first starts at lLevel IV and is faced with
the never ending problem of developing and refining not
only measuring instruments but also criterion variables for
validating the instruments. The latter starts at Level I
with the behavior that is to be predicted. This behavior
is analyzed, and criteria are established which have known
validity. With the criterion variables already established
and with knowledge of the ultimate behavior, the develop-
ment of refined measuring instruments is greatly simplified.
The most serious weakness of the "inductive" approach
lies in the establishment of higher order criterion vari-
ables., Two methods are used to arrive at Level II. One
methed rationally derives criteria having high face va-
lidity and uses these as dependent variables against which
to check the adequacy of predictions. However, since it
has been experimentally demonstrated by at least cne in-
vestigator (1) that the relationship between face and "true™

validity is small and undependable, a system developed in



this manner is inherently weak at this point. Definitions
¢f such criteria are difficult to attain and are often
circular in the sense that they are defined in terms of the
instruments used to measure them,

A second and more definitive method of establishing
criteria is through the use of factor analysis. This
technique analyzes the relationships existing in the inter-
correlations among a set of measuring instruments and iso-
lates the underlying factors being measured. These primary
factors are given psychological meaning through rotation
and are defined on the basis of & knowledge of the measur-
ing instruments. As it has been used, this method is alsc
circular for it starts with a set of measuring instruments
and derives criteria which are defined in terms of these
same instruments. The validity of the original instruments
determines whether criteria established in this fashion are
valid indices of the behavior at Level II. Quite often
these instruments are originally validated against criterion
variables established by the methcd described in the preced-
ing paragraph.

The approach developed in this investigation arrives
at Level II by starting at Level I with the ultimate be-
havior, not at Level III with measuring instruments of ques~
tionable validity. Criterion variables are established and
defined in terms of the actual behavior, nct in terms of
measuring devices. The feasibility of such an approach

will depend upon the develcopment of a methced cof analyzing



and specifying the ultimate behavior. The method must af-
ford a means of isolating and defining criterion variables,
and it must also provide a means of checking their validity.
The theoretical approach described above grew out of
an attempt to solve the practical problem of isclating and
defining criteria of the acceptance by Army troops of
Quartermaster items of clothing and personal equipment. It
became apparent after an intensive analysis that the pro-
blem was very complex, and that existing apprcaches were
inadequate for its solution. in view of this, the formula-
tion of a scmewhat different thecoretical position was re-
quired. As a result of a comprehensive survey of the
literature, it was concluded that existing methods of
measuring and predicting consumer acceptance were inade-
quate for solving the problem. Hence, it became necessary
to design a relatively new one. This method, which is
described in detail in Chapter II, was designed not only to
solve the problem at hand but alsc to apply to a variety °f,

criterion problems.,
Background of the Problem

One mission of the Quartermaster Corps is to supply
Army personnel with the food, clothing and personal equip-
ment that is necessary for the effective performance of
their duties. A significant aspect of this objective is the
development of new and more effective items of clothing and

equipment. Before an experimental item can be adopted as



an item of issue, it must meet certaln standards. Specifica-
tions for a new item are set up iu terms of military charac-
teristics and certain esngineering and design features walch
must be incorporated ianto tie item. (uartermaster Corps ex-
perts have developsed product tesling techulques for deter-
mining whether an experimental ltew meetls thess standards.

& real problem arises, however, wihen it becomes necessary to
determine if the item will meet the critericn of soldier
acceptance.

Since socldier acceptance appears tc ke a special case of
general ccnsumer acceptance, the ccnsumer and markei research
literature was surveyed. The trade journals contained many
excellent general discussicns of the importance of appropri-
ate market research. For example, Veintz (34) stressed the
need for studying the consumer market befcore launching a new
product, and La Clave (1&) discussed the bvenefits gained from
proper market research. Joanson (18) presented examples of
beunelits resulting {rom redesigaing products to t-ing then
more in line with consumer demands, and Smith (24) discussged
some O0f the major problems of marketing research. lNone cof
these references, however, cifered anything in the way of
methodoleogy; no mention was made of methods of determining
consumer demands. More comprehensive works by Kornhauser and
Lazarsfeld (17}, Blankenship (4), and Churchman, et.al. (8}
are excellent sources of information on the problema and tech-
niques of market and consumer research, but they offer little

assistance on the problem of eriterion determination.
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There are many references in the literature which de-
scribe methods of measuring consumer preference. Tranzen
and Teilhet (11) described the "Planted Sampling" method
wherein a random sample cf families are exposed to a pair
of products for a period of time and are asked to indicate
thelr preference. An adaptation c¢f this method has been
used by the Quartermaster Bcard in acceptance testing.
Zoth a standard and an experimental item are given to a
sample of soldiers who use them together or alternately.
After a period of time a survey is made to determine their
preferences. Stonberough (25) discussed the "Pixed Panel"
methed, an adaptation of which has been used by the Food
and Container Institute in food tasting studies. The "Con-
tinuous Consumer Panel™ method described by Womer (35) and
the "Psycho-Panel® method described by Dever (7) are prob-
ably not adaptable to the Juartermaster situation. The
first method involves collecting certain data from a panel
¢f consumers over a relatively long perioed of time, then ex-
amining these data in conjunction with market data in an
attempt to understand family buying habits. The latter
method is an attempt to relate certain personality vari-
ables to buying habits and preferences. Schlosbergz (23)
demonstrated that the psychophysical method of constant
stimuli could be used for determining product preferences,
but this method is impractical for measuring scldier ac-
ceptance. Fleishman {10) described a method of measuring

preferences similar to the "Planted Sampling™ method which
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is much better contrclled and produces more definitive
results than does this method. Thurstone's (30) method of
predicting choice is not adaptable tc the Quartermaster
situation because it is limited to a free choice situation.
{It is interesting to note that Thurstone is attempting to
devalop a method of predicting purchase as distinguished
from predicting choice (31).)

There are two reasons why none of the above methods
were thought suitable for the problem at hand. These meth-
ods were designed primarily to measure consumer preference,
and while it may be safe to assume that there is a close
relationship between perscnal preference and acceptance in
the general consumer market, such an assumption is not
warranted in the case of scldier acceptance. The other
reascn stems from an examination of the criterion variables
used with these methods. Such easily obtained indices as
sales volume, rate of repeated buying, rate of use, etc.,
are neither available nor applicable tc scldier acceptance.
Some intuitively derived criteria were available, but their
validity as criterion variables was completely unknown.

The problem was to determine what was tc be measured
and predicted. In line with Horst's (1l4) statement that
¥the analysis of activities intec their constituent elements
is...the first phase of any prediction study" (1l4), and
consistent with the theoretical approach of this investiga-
tion, the problem was the specification of the components

of scceptance behavior of Army trocps. This is, in effect,
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a dimensionality problem, but the work by Richardson (22),
Young (36), Peel (21), and Torgerscn (32) was of little
help since it is concerned with the scaling of multidimen~
sional psychophysical data. To solve the problem it was
necessary to develop a new method which would elicit ac-
ceptance behavior and produce data which would reflect

dimensions of that behavior.



CHAPTER II
THE METHCD

The method developed for this investigation was de-
signed to demonstrate the feasgibility ¢f the thecretical
approach formulated in Chapter I. Although certain of its
features are specific to the problem of soldier acceptance,
the method is flexible. A demonstration of its effective-
ness in the present situation is evidence that it may be

applied to a variety of other critericon problems.
The Sampling Plan

The sampling plan was designed to insure the operation
of three important sources of variability in acceptance
scores., Conditionsg or situations in which Army clothing
and equipment are used determine to some extent the mili-
tary characteristics of the items, A soldiert's acceptance
of an item will also be determined to some extent by these
conditicns. For example, in combat a rifle may be highly
acceptable; in basic training it may or may not be accept-
able. Variability due to individual differences is such a
well-established phenomenon in psycholeogical research that
investigations dealing with human responses must be con-
cerned with this variable. A third source of variability
is the individual items of clothing and equipment. There

is no justifiication for assuming that because a soldier



accepts cne item he will alszo accept other items. These
thres variables will hercafter be referred to, respectively,
as Conditions of Use, Individual Differences and Item

Dif ferences.

A form of purposive sampling was selected as the most
efficient sampling plan lor this investigation. It is
svident that it would be impractical to sample under all of
the conditicns in which Army equipment is used. The nature
of the Army's mission, its structure and its ocperating pro-
cedures precluded the establishment of mutually exclusive
categories based on conditions of use, but overlap between
categories was assumed tc be unimportant as long as the
system produced differences among strata. A somewhat ar-
bitrary, but meaningful, stratification system based upon
conditicns of use was designed. The system covers only a
limited range, but that range is sufficient to produce the
desired results.

The system included six categories which were original-
ly defined as follows:

Stratum A. Troops in Training. This category
will contain troops who are primarily engaged in some
type of specialized training. Most Army troops are,
in a sense, in training; but this category is defined
to include only those troops engaged in basic training,
specialigzed M.0.S. training, etc.

Stratum B. Troops in Dress Uniform. This cate-
gory will contain troop units whose missions are such
that the majority of the members wear the dresg uni-
form or some modification of the dress uniform in the
ordinary performance of their duties. This category
will include such troops as headquarters administra-

tive personnel, military police, band members, medi-
cal service perscnnel, etc.
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Stratum C. Troops in Fatigue Uniform. This
category will contain troop units whese missions are
such that a majority of the members wear the fatigue
uniform in the ordinary performance of their duties.
This category will include such troops as motor ve-
hicle drivers and mechanics, maintenance personnel,
supply personnel, laborers, etc.

Stratum D. Combat Troops. This category will
contain troop units which are operating in combat
gones or combat veterans now in the Zone of the
Interior or both.

Stratum E. Potential Combat Personnel. This
category will contain trocop units ordinarily classi-
fied as combat units, i.e., those designated as Class
A units in T/A 21 (Mbl.} . This category will include
such units as infantry companies, armored companles,
artillery batteries, combat engineers, airborne
troops, etc.

Stratum F. Environmental Extremes. This cate-
gory will contain troop units operating under unusual
and/or extreme environmental conditions. This cate-
gory will include troops operating in such environ-
mental extremes as the desert, the tropics, the
Arctic, etc.

Because of certain military restrictions, modifications
were made which served to reduce the scope of the original
sampling plan. In the original plan, troop units would have
been the sampling units. The units from which subjects
would have been drawn were to be selected at random within
each stratum. All members of the selected units available
at the time the data were to be collected would have been
used as subjects. Troop units for Stratum A were to be

selected from different Army training centers located in

lTable of Allowances, Number 21 (Mbl.), Department of
the Army, 26 January 1950.
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Zones III and Vz. Units for strata B, C and & were toc be
selected frem U. 3. forces operating in combat zones in
Korea. Units for Stratum F were %o be selected from Army
installations in Zcnes I and VII.

In the revised plan, Stratum E, Potential Combat Per-
sonnel, was eliminated. Stratum D, Combat Troops, was re-
defined to include only combat veterans because troops
~operating in combat zones could not be obtained. Stratum
F, Environmental Extremes, was modified tc include only
troops operating in the Arctic. Subjects for the other
strata could be obtained only from troop units stationed at
Fort Lee, Virginia. 3ince this restriction made a limited
number of tréop units available, a quota system was estab-
lished for strata A, B and C; each stratum was to contain
one hundred fifty subjects. Troop ccmmanders of units
classifiable intc these three atrata were notified that a
certain number of their enlisted men would be used as sub-
jects. The selection of the individual soldiers who were
te report as subjects was left entirely to the troop com-
manders. Stratum A was alsc medified to include one hundred
fifty enlisted women. One unit on the base contained a
large number of combat veterans who were selected as subjects
for Stratum D. Enlisted men from the Quartermaster Board who

were on temporary duty at Fort Churchill, Canada were cbtain-
ed as subjects for Stratum F.

2Clothing Allowance Zones as defined in T/A 21 (Mbl.).
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Masgter listsB containing twenty-eight Luartermaster
items of clothing and personal equipment were set up for
each stratum. The items were selected from T/A 21 (Mbl.).
The first fourteen items on each of these lists were the
same and were listed in the same order. This set of items,
common to all lists, was iuncluded so that a check on the
effects of certain variables could be made. The common
items were selected con the basis ¢l the following criteria:

i1. At least one item must be from the following
types of clothing items: headwear, neckwear, under-
wear, innerwear, outerwear, overwear, handwear and
footwear.

2. Items must be mandatory or discretionary
items in all clothing allowance gones. Items must be
those issued to all troops irrespective of conditions
of use.

3. Items must be apportioned between clothing
and personal equipment in approximately a 2 to 1
ratice.

4. Each list must contain items which, a priori,
appear likely to be selected in all score categories.

The last fourteen items and the order in which they appeared
were specific to each list. The conditions of use repre-~
sented in the stratification system determined the selection
of these items. For example, items of clothing designed

for Arctic wear appeared only in the liast for Stratum F.
Insofar as possible, the above criteria wers also used in

the selection of these items.

33ee Appendix I.
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Two item listsh were set up for each stratum. On one
list the common items were placed in a random order at the
beginning of the list; this same random order was used for
all lists on which the common items appeared at the be~
ginning of the list. On the other list the common items
were placed in a different random order at the end of the
list. This same order was used for all other lists on which
the common items appeared at the end of the list. The
specific items were arranged in random orders; a different
order for each item list. One~half of the subjects in each
gtratum were given an item list on which the common items
were at the beginning of the list. The remaining half were
given item lists on which the common items were at the end
of the list. This arrangement permitted a control on item
order as a source of variability.

The lists for each stratum were checked to see that
all items on the lists were currently issued to troops in
that stratum. This was done to insure that each subject
had the items in his possessicn. It was assumed that if
he had the items, he would have had enough experience with
them to have formed opinions about them. It is important to
note that a subject did not have to rely tco heavily upon
memory in order to evaluate the items. He had the items and
was using them. He might, in fact, have been wearing one of

them at the time he was asked to evaluate it.

“Sea Appendix I.
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The Task

In order to obtain the kinds of data needed {or this
investigaticn, it was necessary to design a realistic task.
Data were needed which would indicate, to scme degres, a
soldier's acceptance of Army items of clothing and equip-
ment, and at the same time yield indications of what was
involved in his making Jjudgments that items were acceptable
or not acceptable. It was also necessary to design a task
that could be easily accomplished by the average scldier,

The subjects in this investigation were asked to indi-
cate their acceptance or rejection of certain items of
clothing and personal equipment and tc give their reascns
for accepting or rejecting these items. The task was pre-
sented in the form of a bocklet which contained a short
personal data inventory, detailed instructions and a list
of Army items. The booklets were the same for all subjects
with the exception of the lists of items. Booklets pre-
sented to subjects in the various strata contained the
appropriate lists of items.

Because of its complexity, the task was designed in
four, more or less, distinct steps. Step 1 consisted only
of the personal data inventory. This inventory was not an
integral part of the task but was included to obtain data
needed to describe the samples and to provide a means of
checking on the operation of certain variables indirectly

related to the purpose of the investigation.
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The second gtep is the most important part of the
task. In this step subjects were presented a form contain-
ing a list of Army items of clothing and personal equipment
and a set of detailed instructions’®. A sample of this form

is shown below:

:Good :Indif; Bad : Items : Reasons
' ' ' 'Carbine '
; 4 ) A ;3 b A L &
? ) 4 % t
N ' . lGas Mask .
! ' N 'Pistol Belt '
| ] 1 4 [ 4 1]
k | * 1 4 ]  §
N ' . ,Collar Insignia N
' N t ‘Coverall Fatigues'
kA 1 h 4 [ ] j 4
' ' M 'Field Pack '
3 9 ¥ 4 k4

The crucial instructions for this step were as follows:

Look at the list of items on the next page. If
you think an item is a éoad item, put a small
check-mark in the "Gocd"™ column opposite that item.
Tell why you think it is a good item in the
"Heasons™ column opposite that item. If you think
an item is a bad item, put your check-mark in the
"Bad" column.” Tell why you think it is a bad item
in the "Reasons" column. If you cannot decide
whether an item is good or bad, put your check-
mark in the "Indifferent” column. You need not
give reasons for items you mark in this column.

This part of the task is the heart of the investigation,

and it produced the essential data. Here the subject was

5The complete task booklet is presented in Appendix II.
Booklets were the same for all subjects with the exception
of Page 3. The only change here, however, was in the list
of items that appeared on this page.
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asked to make a glcobal judgment and then give his reasons
for making the judgment. The Judgment part of the task is
relatively easy, and it is realistic since individuals make
many such judgments in the course of ordinary living. Host
goldiers have definite opinions about certain of the items
of clothing and equipment issued to them., It may be a new
experience for some of them to express the reasons under-
lying their opinions, but for others it will not be a new
experience, Differences in ability to verbalize will af-
fect the statements of why the judgments were made., It is
recognigzed that this factor is not controlled in the present
study, but since this is an exploratory study and a first
attempt to measure acceptance behavior in this fashion, it
is not essential that differences in verbal ability be con-
trolled. In future studies, however, some attempt should
be made to control this variable.

A similar task is sometimes used in market research
studies, but in these studies the subject is sasked why he
likes or dislikes a particular product. This procedure
gives the subject the set of personal preference upon which
to base his judgment. 1In the task described here, the sit-
uation is left as unstructured as possible by using the
ambiguous words "good® and "bad". The subject must supply
the sets for his judgments, and these will be contained or
reflected in his reasons. He can operate on some global
criterion, such as necessity, or upon the purely personal

basis of like or dislike, cor upon any number of criteria
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which he brings into the situation. We are, in other words,
letting the actual users of Army equipment specify the cri-
teria of scldier acceptance.

In Step 3 of the task, the subjects were asked to
place those items they chcse as good items in rank order.
presented below are the instructions for this step:

Turn back to the list of items on Page 3. Look at

the items you marked in the "Good" column. Choose

the one you think is the best of these items and

mark it with a one (1) in the same box where you

put your check-mark for that item. Choose the one

you think is second best and mark it with a two (2).

Mark the third best one with a three (3), the fourth

best one with a four (4) and so on until you have

rated every item you marked in the "Good"™ column.

In Step 4 the subjects were asked to place those items
they chose as bad items in rank order. Presented below are
the instructions for this step:

Turn back to the list of items on Page 3 again.

This time rate the items you marked in the "Bad"

column., Choose the one you think is the worst of

these items and mark it with a one (1) in the same
box where you put your checkemark for that item.

Choose the one you think is second worst and mark

it with a two (2)., Mark the third worst one with

a three (3) and so on until you have rated every

item you marked in the "Bad" column.

Steps 3 and 4 were not an integral part of the main
purpose of the study but were included in order to obtain
data for a related purpose. They were included in an at-
tempt to obtain an order of preference for the items used
in the study. The items could be ranked on the basis of
the acceptance score but it was felt that if the subjects
could accomplish these two steps a more meaningful prefer-

ence order could be established. An item like the canteen,
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for example, might rank high in a preference order based
upon acceptance score but if it were ranked low among the
"oood® items by most subjects it would actually rank low in
a preference order.

The task described sbove is essentially a modification
cf the nominating techniqueﬁ. It is also a modification of
a technique used by Roy B. and Ray C. Hackman in an occu=

pational inventoery entitled, Survey of Cccupational Inter-

g§§§7. In this inventory subjects were asked to mark with

a plus sign those jobs they liked or thought they would do
well as; mark with a minus those they disliked or d4id net
think they would do well az; and mark with a zerc those they
were indifferent to cr knew nothing about. Subjects were
also agsked to place in rank order those jobs they marked plus
and to rank those Jobs they marked minus. The task used in
this investigaticn is, in effect, an interrogation device
desgigned to elicit the reasons underlyilng judgments that an
item is good or bad. The taskx is very flexible and can be

easily adapted to other situations. Its obvious application

6For a description of this technique see: "The Nom-
inating Technique™ by C. L. Vaughn in G, A. Kelly (Ed.) New
Methods in Applied Psxcholo%z {College Park: University
ol Maryland, §§375 PPe Alsoc see: J. G. Jenkins,
"”he ﬁominating Technique as a Method of Evaluating Air
Group Morale", J. aviat. Med., 1948, 19, 12-19.

7This interest inventory is still in the experimental

stage and has not been published. This citation is made with
the permission of Ray C. Hackman, one of the authors.
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is to consumer research where the establishment of criteria
of product acceptance is a matter of considerable impor-
tance. An important feature of the task 1s that it will
produce data that are amenable to different statistical

analyses.
Collection of the Data

Pre-tests indicated that while Army personnel were able
to accomplish the task without tco much difficulty, some had
difficulty in clearly understanding the written instruc-
ticns. In view of this, the written instructions given to
the subjects were presented verbally by the administrators,
and examples to illustrats the task were presented on a
blackboard. An administrator's manual designed to stand-
ardize the presentation of the instructions and the axam-
ples is reproduced in Appendix IIIS.

The task was administered to ssven hundred fifty four
enlisted men and women from twenty-two different troop units
staticned at Fort Lee, Virginia, and to ninety enlisted men
stationed at Fort Churchill, Canada. Of the total number
administered, two hundred and seven boocklets were discarded.

Twenty-six were discarded because the subjects failed to

8The troops at Fort Churchill were special test subjects
of the Quartermaster Board and were nct all issued the same
items of equipment. For this group only the instructions in
Step 1 were modified. These men were told that if they were
unfamiliar with an item on the list to write "Unfamiliar® in
the "Reasons" column opposite that item.
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accomplish the taskg; ninety-three because the subjects fail-
ed to complete the task, i.e., gave no response to one or
more items or gave no reason for one or more items to which
they had responded; sixty-eight because the subjects had
previously participated in a related investigationlog seven
because the subjects did not belong in that stratum; three
because the subjects were given the wrong task booklet; and
ten because all items were checked in the indifferent col-
umnll. This left a total of six hundred and thirty seven
complete booklets which were included in the final data
analyses. A summary by stratum is presented in Table I.
The Fort Lee phase of the study was done during the
week March 24-28, 1952, under Test Directive QMBT 5221,
The Dimensionality of Scldier Acceptance. Major George W.
Baccus, Chief of the Survey Division of the Quartermaster
Board, was the officer in charge of this part of the study,
and Major Andrew S. Robson, Commanding Officer, Quarter-

master Board Test Team, was in charge of that part done at

9Failure to accomplish the task consgisted of giving no
responges, giving no reasons, or giving only a very few res-
ponses and reasons.

loThese sixty-eight subjects had participated in a close-
ly related investigation. Since participation in both studies
might be a source of bias, these bocklets were discarded.

llThese subjects checked all the items in the "Indiffer-
ent™ column and, hence, nc reasons were given, Such booklets
contained no information for this study.
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TABLE I

Quastionnaire Summary

Stratum
A-EM A-EW B C D F
Total Administered 151 156 160 228 59 g0
Discarded:

Task not Accomplished g 3 15

Incomplete L0 17 1l 14 11

Wrong Form 3

All "Indifferent" 5 3 2

In Other Study 68

Wrong Stratum 7
Total Usable 103 139 143 126 49 77

Fort Churchill., Experienced test administrators from the
Survey Division of the Quartermaster Board were trained in
the administration of the task: these men administered all
the tasks at Fort Lee. HMajor Robson was sent a copy of the
administrator's manual and a letter of instructicns.

At Fort Lee the tasks were administered in or near the
company areas of the units from whici. subjects were drawn.
In some cases company Day Rooms were used; in other cases
the subjects were assembled in Mess Halls. The task was
given to groups of from 25 to 50 subjects. The size of
these groups depended upon the size of the room and the
availability of writing space. Troop commanders of units
from which subjects were drawn were given advance notice of
how many of their men would be needed and when and where
they were to report. The selection of the individual sub-
Jects was left to the discretion of the troop commanders.
Total administration time of the task was approximately one

hour. Time limits were not placed upon the steps of the task
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but recommended time allowances were given in the admin-
istratort's manual. At Fort Churchill the task was admin-
istered to a group of 90 subjects. Subjects were assembled
in the Sergeants! Mess at 1400 hours, 3 April 1952. The
task was administered by Major Robson with two officers and

one enlisted man as proctors.



CHAPTER III
THE RESULTS

The results of this study and their interpretation will
be presented in the following sections: (1) characteristics
of the samples, (2) analysis of acceptance scores, (3} iso-
lation and definition of the dimensions, (4) interpretation
and general discussion and (5) suggestions for future
research,

Answers to questions 1, 5, 6, 7 and 8 in the Personal
Data Inventory were summariszed and are presented in Table
II. All of the enlisted grades from Private to First Ser-
geant are represented in the total sample. All subjects

n Strata A-EX and A-BW were Privates since these Strata
contained troops in basic training. With the exception of
Stratum D, the grades were fairly well distributed in the
other strata. Through some accident, 32 of the 49 combat
veterans in this stratum were Corporals. Time in the Army
in the total sample ranged from one month to over 25 ysars;
time overseas ranged from sero to over 6 years. Strata B,
C, D and F contained combal veterauns who were awarded Battle
Stars for participating in campaigns in both World War II
and Kcrea. The number of Battle Stars awarded individual
subjects ranged from 1 to E.

Answers tc questions 9, 16, 11, 14, 15 and 16 are sum-

marized in Table II1. This table is a summary of the
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Characteristics of the Samples:

Army Experience

30

Stratum
A-EM A-BW B G D w
No. of Individuals 103 139 143 125 LY 77
Army Grade:
Pvte. 103 139 13 38 5 20
Pfc. 0 0 37 2G 7 35
Cpl. 0 0 30 50 32 12
Sgte 0 0 21 7 4 3
5fce. 0 0 20 l 1l L
M/Szt. 0 0 22 1 0 3
Ave. No. Months in Army 1.7 l.4 83.0 Ll.O 62,5 38.6
No. with Overseas Duty 0 0 71 77 49 50%
Ave. No. Mos. Overseas O 0  L45.3 29.8 35,9 1h.5%
No. with Combat Experi-
ence 0 0 54 L8 49 10
Ave, No. Battle Stars 0 0 L L L 3
Stars Awarded for:
World War II 0 0 28 & 3 9
Korea 0 0 15 34 356 0
Beth #] O 11 4 10 1
No. with Supply Experi-
ence 0 1 28 22 12 Q

*These figures are misleading because some of these men

considered duty at Fort Churchlll as overseas duty while

cthersg did not.

Stratum:;
A-EM Basic Trainees (Men)
A-E¥W Basic Tralnees (Women)
Dress Uniform Troops
Fatigue Uniform Troops
Combat Veterans
Arctic Troops

HoOOw
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TABLE III
Characteristics of the Samples: Civilian Background
Stratum
A=-EN A=BW B C D F
No. Individuals 103 139 143 126 49 7
Ave, Years Schoolin
No. with College Training 10 25 A7 8 0 19
Ave. Years in College 2.8 2.1 3.5 2.2 0 42

Noe. with Trade or Service
Schooling 18

Rural-Urban Background:

Rural 51
Small Town 28
City 11
Metropolitan Area 13
*legional Background:

New England 5
Middle Atlantic 14
East North Central 31
West North Central 23
South Atlantic 15
East South Central L
Weat South Central 7
Mountain 1
Pacific 2
Hawaiil

Puerto Rico

12 76 54, 24 24

10 9 8 h 7
29 26 26 15 22
26 29 20 9 15
15 15 6 0 2
19 2L 38 3 14
11 11 2 Iy
5 17 17 2 7
N A 1 0 1
18 8 2 3 5
2 1
1

xSource of regional categories:

Statistical Abstract of the

United States, 1944-45, U. S. Department of Commerce,

Bureau of the Census.

Stratum:
A-EM Basic Trainees
A-EYW Basic Trainees
Dress Uniform Troops

Men)

Combat Veterans
Arctic Troops

Hoow

Women )

Fatigue Uniform Troops
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subjects! civilian backgrounds. Years of schooling ranged
from 0 to 12 in the total samupie. Two subjects were illit-
erate, and administrators helped them fill out their task
booklets. One of these subjects had completed only 2 years
of schooling, and the cther one claimed to have had no f{ormal
educaticn. College training ranged {rom less than cne se-
nester to over 5 years. Several subjects with Master's de-
srees were included in Stratum F. The Rural-Urtan categories
ware cbtained from {(uestion lhk. Subjects who had lived for
a major portion of their lives on farms or in towns with
populations of less than 5,000 were included in the lural
category; these who had lived in towns witlh populations of
5,00C to 100,000 were included in the Small Towa categerys
those who had lived in cities with populations cf 1C0,000

to 500,000 were included in tue City category; and those who
uad lived in cities with populaticns oif over 500,000 were
inciuded in the Hetropclitan category. Subjects were Irom
L4LZ states, the District ¢i Cclumbia, Hawaiil and Puertc ico.
There were no subjects from New iMeixicu, Nevada and Wyominge
The categories of Regicnal Background are those used by the
Dureau ci the Census in putlished statiastical abstracis of

censuz date.
Analysis of Acceptance Scores

Cn Page 2 of the task booklet, subjects checked in
gpprepriate columns those items they thought were good items:

those they thought were bad items; and those they could not
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decide upon. These responses were transferred to IBM
answer sheets and machine scored. An "acceptance" score
was produced for each subject by assigning weights of plus
1 to each "Good" response, zero to each "Indifferent" res-
ponse and minus 1 to each "Bad" response. Since every sub-
Jject judged 28 items, thisz score could vary from minus 28
to plus 28. The cbserved range in the total sample was from
plus 28 to minus 18. Frequency distributions of subjects!?
scores on all items are presented in Table IV. Distribu-
tions of scores on the common items are presented in Table
vie,

Tables IV and V indicate that the basic training
troops, both men and women, were more favorably disposed to-
ward the items they judged than were the other troops. Pre-
sented in Appendix IV13 are tables that show the total
number of individuals in each stratum who responded to each
item in each of the three score categories. The tables in-
dicace that the high acceptance scores of basic training

troops resulted from a tendency to respond favorably to most
items. Troops in other strata tended to respond indiffer-

ently to a large number of the items.

lzscores for Stratum F were not included in Table IV
Lecausge only the responses to common items were scored.
These men were special test subhjects and were unfamiliar
with wany of the specific items.

13Accaptance scores [lcr each item could be prcoduced from
these tables.
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TABLE IV

Frequency Distributions of Acceptance Scores
Together With the Means and Total Ranges: All Items

Acceptance Stratum
Scores A-EM A-EW B c D
26-28 3 2 0 2 4]
23=25 11l I 1l 2 2
20=22 14 13 1l 6 0
17-19 13 16 9 1l 3
14-16 11 30 11 12 L
Plus 11-13 15 22 13 10 3
8-10 11 20 13 11 7
5- 7 7 18 25 8 5
2= 4 10 7 23 20 12
-1 2 3 23 15 L
2- 4 5 4 15 15 7
5- 7 ) 0 5 6 1
8-10 1 3 L 1
Minus 11-13 0 1l 2 0
14-16 0 1
17-19 1
20=21 0
23-25
26-28
N 103 139 143 126 49
X 13.49 12.47 5.25 6.09 5.95

Range 28 to =10 28 to =4 24 to =11 25 to =18 25 to -8
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TABLE V

Frequency Distributions of Acceptance Scores
Together With the Means and Total Ranges:

Common Items Unly

Acceptance Stratum
Scores A-EM B C D F
13-14 9 3 2 1
11-12 20 2 10 1 b
9-10 18 9 13 3 14
Plus 7= 8 17 13 12 4 6
5« 6 9 i2 10 6 11
3- 4 10 27 12 9 10
l= 2 ) X 21 12 11
¢ 3 i4 5 i 8
1= 2 5 2l 17 L 5
Fe= g 3 13 1§ L 5
S 2 1 ) 0 1
Minus 7~ 8 1 5 1 1
910 0 0 0 0
l1l-12
1314
N 103 143 126 LS 77
X 6.90 2.00 3.08 3.16 Lell
Range 14 to =7 11 to =7 14 to «8 13 to =4 14 to =7
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In Chapter II it was stated as an hypcthesis that con-
ditions under which Army equipment is used have an effect
upon acceptance. The hypothesis and the effectiveness of
the stratification scheme were tested by computing Chi-
square from a 4 x 6 contingency table based on the distribu-
tions shown in Table V. The test revealed that differences
in acceptance scores between the strata were significant
at the .00l level of confidence, This result can be inter-
preted to mean that the stratification system was effective
and that conditions of use significantly effect acceptance
scores. An examination of the contributions of each indi-
vidual stratum revealed that Stratum A accounted for 52 per-
cent and Stratum B for 3) percent of the resulting Chi-square.
A more definitive analysis of the effects of conditions of
ugse could not be made since the investigation was not de-~
signed to rigorously test the hypothesis.

Substantiation of the hypothesis of individual differ-
ences in acceptance scores is evident from an inspection of
Tables IV and V. The responses to each item in each stratum
were tallied into 3 x 28 contingency tables in order to test
the third hypothesis that acceptance scores vary from item
to itam, Chi-squares were computed by a method described
by Edwards (9: p. 102 ff.). All of the Chi-squares were
gignificant at the .00l level of confidence indicating that
the distributions differed significantly from chance and

that acceptance scores varied with the items being judged.



Since 1% was assumed that the order in which the ltems
wara presented would affect accentance scores, item order
wag partially confounded by tha procadure deseribhed in
Chapter IXI., In crder to test this assumption, differances
hetween the two item crders in esch stratum were tested by
computing Chi-sguares from 3 x 2 continganey tables. The
results, presented in Table YI, reveal that differences
batween itam orders were sisnificant in all but two strata.
Further studies of soldler aceeptance must bs concerned

with the variable: item order should be effectively counter-

halanced or svstematically varied.

TABLE VI
Analysis of Item Order

Stratum x? df P
A-EW 505 2 > .05

B 11.93 2 <,01

C 22.03 2 <.01

D Lobh 2 >.05

? 17.31 2 <.01

Isclation and Definition of Dimensions

The reader will recall that the crucial part of the
task was, in effect, an interrogation device designed to
glicit the reasons underlying Jjudgments that items were good
or bad. Subjects recorded their reasons for each item so

judged on Page 3 of the task booklet. The method used to
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isolate the order and, presumably, the components of accept-
ance behavior underlying these reasons is described below.

Each statement that was made about an item was typed
on & 3 x 5 index card, If an individual subject made more
than one statement about an item, cards were made for each
of them. For example, if a subject stated that an item was
"ecomf'ortable and easy to keep clean™, the word 'comfortable’
was typed on one card; the statement 'easy to keep clean'
was typed on another card. If a statement was made for
which a card had already been typed, a tally was made on this
card. Statements were tallied cnly if the statement on the
card and the statement to be recorded were the same in word-
ing and meaning. All cards were then numbered with identify-
ing codes, one for the stratum and one for the item. The
above procedure was followed for each item in each stratum.

A total of 13,090 statements were recorded on 4,693
cards. Presented in Table VII is a summary of the number of
individuals, the number of reasons, and the number of cards
typed for each stratum. In Stratum F, reasons were recorded
for the 14 common items only.

After a card had been prepared for each different state-
ment and stamped with the identification code, all of the
cards for a given stratum were thoroughly shuffled and sorted
into plles. The number of piles was determined by the number
of different subject matters involved in the statements. The
cards within a particular pile contained statements that were

identical, carried the same meaning or referred positively or



TABLE VIT

Distribution of Reasons Recorded by Stratum

Stratum leagons Given Cards Made Humber Subjects
A-EM 2484 698 103
A-EW 3171 922 139
B 3233 1134 143
¢ 2319 987 126
D e71 499 49
F 1012 453 77
Total 13090 4693 637

negatively tc the subject matter of that pile. Statements
that carried no meaning or could not be interpreted and
those that could not be classified under any of the subject
matter piles were put in a "Miscellaneous" pile.

After the initial sorting, each pile of cards was care-
fully examined to insure that all statements were correctly
classified. In order to properly classify certain state-
ments, it became necessary to examine the code and determine
the items about which the statements were made. In the
initial sorting, a statement "too big" would have been
classified under the subject matter of 'Fit', but if the
statement had been made with reference to an item like the
Canteen Cup, it was placed in another category. After each
pile had been examined, it was tentatively identified in
terms of the subject matter to which all the statements
within it referred. For example, a pile of cards containing

statements about the color of items was labeled "Ceolor®,
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In order to check the adequacy of the sorting and to
get some estimate of the reliability of the process, the
cards were scrted by two ssts ¢f judges. One set consisted
of two professors of psychology, and the other consisted of
two graduate students in psychology. The cards were given
to the first set of judges who sorted them together as a
team. Their disagreements with the investigator's classi-
fications were recorded; the cards were placed back in the
original order and were then given to the other judges who
also sorted them together. This procedure was followed on
the cards for three strata, A-EM, A-EW and D. It was dis-
continued at this point because no additional categories
were found.

Since the number of disagreements was sc small, it was
felt that the categories were stabilized and the process
gufficiently reliable. There was disagreement from the in-
vestigator's classifications on 299 cards out of a total of
2073« For 120 of the cards, the classifications of the two
judging teams were in agreement but were different from the
investigator's. For the remaining 159 cards, the classi-
fications of one of the judging teams were the same as the
investigater's. Complete disagreement occurred only on 20
of the cards.

The cards on which there was disagreement among all
three Judges were reclassified into the Miscellaneous cate-
gory; cards upon which the twoe judging teams agreed were re-
classified according to their sorting: and cards on which at
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least cne of the Judging teams agreed with the investigator
were replaced in their original categories. The cards for
the other three strata were then carefully checked to insure
that they conformed tc this final categorization.

The procedure described above was designed tc isclate
the sets underlying subjects® judgments about items. These
sets are the criteria against which the items were Judged;
or the dimensions of acceptance in terms of which the items
were judged. The net result of the procedure was the iso-
lation of 18 dimensions of soldier acceptance. These di-
mensions were defined in terms of the sets underlying the
Judgments and in terms eof the reasons classified under each
dimension. Definitions of the dimensions, along with
identifying code letters and names, are presented in the
followlng parsagraphs.

Dimension A. Appearance. Reascns classified under this
dimension reflected that subjects were concerned with the
general outward appearances of clothing items. Items were
Judged in terms of whether they presented a neat or untidy
appearance, whether they were suitable for dress uniform
purposes, whether they looked good, etec. Examples of scme
reasons given are: Plooks sharp®, "not very neat locking®,
#it makes the uniform loock better®, "don't look dressy"®,
*makes the socldier lock better®.

Dimension B. Style. Reasons classified under this di-

mension reflected that subjects were concerned with the

general styling of clothing items. Items were judged in terms
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of whether the style was liked or disliked, whether the
style was thought to be good or bad, etc. Examples of rea-
sons given are: "nicely styled®™, "stylish®, "do not like
the style", "“well tailored"”, "obsclete in style".

Dimension C. Color. Reascns classified under this

dimension reflected that subjects were concerned with the
color of items, both ¢lothing and equipment., Items were
Judged in terms of whether the color was thought to be ap-
propriate or in terms of personal preferences. Examples of
reasons given are: ''should be white in color®, "don't like
the cclor®™, "good color®.

Dimension D. Fit. Reasons classified under this di-

mension reflected that subjects were concerned with the fit
of clothing items. Items were judged in terms of whether
or not they fitted properly a&s indicated by statements such
as: "good fit", "do not fit properly", "teoo big", "do not
stay up right®, "dontt fit properly®.

Dimension E. Perscnal Comfort. Reasons classified

under this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned
with their own personal comfort. Items were judged in terms
cf whether they contributed to or maintained bodily comfort
or whether they were the cause of some type of discomfort.
The dimension was divided into three fairly distinct sub-
categories:

l. Comfortable~Uncomfortable. Reasons classified
under this category were simple statements that an item was

v"comfortable” or "uncomfortable".
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2. Bodily Discomfort. Reasons classified under
this categeory reflected ceoncern with whether or not ltems
contributed to or caused some type of bodily discomfort.

For example, "it itchea"™, "hurts feet™, "do not creep up
into crotch”, "make feet sweat too much®.

3. Bodily Comfort Under Weather Conditions. Rea-
sons classified under thia category reflected concern with
whether or not items would maintain personal comfort and
well being under different weather conditions. For example,
"it keeps me warm®, “too hot in summer”, "does not keep you
dry", "not warm enocugh”, "cool"™, "keeps rain off you®,

Dimenasion F. Personal Protezstion. Reasons classified

under this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned
with their own personal protection., Items were judged in
terms of whether or not they offered general protection,
whether or not they protected the individual from injury,
etc, The dimension was sub-divided into three categories.

1. General Protection., Statements classified
under this category reflscted a concern with protection in
general, Reasons given stated that an item was "good pro-
tection”, '"not enough protection®, etc., and no references
were made to who or what was being protected.

2, Bodily Protection., Statements classified under
this category reflected a concern with whether or not items
afforded protection from bodily harm and injury. Examples

of reasons given are: "protects the body", "protects hands",
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"keeps you from getting killed”, "protects your head in
combat”,

3. Protection from Weather. Statements classi-
fied under this category reflected ccnecern with whether an
item protected the individual from weather conditions. For
example: “protection against bad weather™, ‘'protects you
from cold weather', *protects your head from the sun and
rain®,

Dimension G. JItem Quality. Reasons classified under
this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned with
the general quality of individual items, Items were judged
in terms of the following five features:

l. Quality of the Material. QHeasons classified
under this category reflected a concern with the quality of
the materials from which items were constructed. TFor ex-
ample: "good material®, "poor material®, Yrusts too easily®,
“ghrinks when washed”, "fades toc easily".

2. Guality of Cecnstruction. Reasons classified
under this category were concerned with the quality of the
consatruction of items. ZExamples of reasons given are:
*poor construction”, "well made"™, "not put together very
good¥,

3. Durableness of the Item. Reasons classified
under this category were one or twe word statements that items
were or werse not "durable”.

4. Ruggedness of the Item. Reasons classified

under this category reflected a concern with whether or not



items would stand up under rocugh wear and use. Examples of
statements are: "will take a beating”", "good for rough
wear", "rugged", "does not break easily".

5. Quality of Wear. Reasons classified under
this category reflected a concern with the wearing qualities
of items., For example, "wears out too easily”, "long last-
ing", "wears long", "long wearing®.

Dimension H. Item Usefulness. =Reasons classified

under this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned
with the usefulness of items. Examples of reasons given are:
*handy"®, "useful", "convenient¥, "practical®™, "useful for
many things®, Statements that items were use’:l for purposes
other than those for which they were primarily designed were
clgsaified under this dimension.

Dimension I. Item Effectiveness. HRAeascns classified

under this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned
with how well items served their purposes. Examples of

such reasons are: "serves its purpose', "dces not serve its
purpese well"., Many subjects stated that an item was good
for scme specific purpose -~ the purpose being stated. If
the purpose stated was that for which the item was designed,
such statements were classified under this dimension. For
example, a statement that the Duffel Bag was ""‘good for carry-
ing clothes" was classified under Dimension I.

Dimension J. Kecessity. HReasons classified under this

dimension reflected that items were Jjudged in terms of

whether they were essential or necessary. Such statements
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as "essential", “a necessary item™, "you need it", and
statements that an item was necassary for a specific purpose
were classified under Dimension J. Examples of the last
type of statements are: "necessary for carrying water®,
"necessary for combat¥,

Dimension K. Maintenance, Reasons classified under

this dimension reflected that items were judged in terms of
the relative ease or difficulty with which they could be
maintained in a presentable condition. Examples of such
statements are: "easy to clean®, "hard to keep clean",
"won't hold a press®", "costs too much to keep presentable®.

Dimension L. Ease of Handling and Carrying. Reasons
classified under this dimension reflected that items were
judged in terms of the relative ease with which they could
be handled or carried.

Dimension M. Interference With Activities. Reasons

classified under this dimension reflectad that items were
judged in terms of the extent to which they interfered with
or facilitated free movement and the performance of certain
activities. For example, "allows easy movement®, "gets in
the way", "interferes with walking and running".

Dimension K. Ease of Wearing. Reasons classified under
this dimension reflected that items were judged in terms of
the relative ease or difficulty with which they could be
donned and doffed, and whether they were easy or hard to wear.
Examples of such statements are: Yeasy to wear", "too much

trouble to wear", "toc hard to put on and take off",
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Dimension 0. Design Aspects. Heasons classified under

this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned with
certain specific features of individual items. Examples of
such statements are: 'too many pockets®, ¥good because it
locks®, "pockets toc baggy", "old type with buckles no good®,.
Dimension P. Physical Dimengions. Reasons classified

under this dimension reflected that subjects were concerned
with the physical dimensions of equipment items. Items
were Jjudged in terms of size, length, etc.

Dimension y. Welght. Reasons classified under this
dimension reflected that subjects were concerned with the
weight of items, both clothing and equipment. Items were
Judged in terms of whether they were heavy or light, or too
heavy or too light.

Dimension . Protection for Clothing and Equipment.
Reasons classified under this dimension reflected that items
were judged in terms of whether or not they afforded pro-
tection to other items of clothing and equipment,

Of the total number of reascns given by all subjects,
$5.3 percent were classified under the above dimensions; the
remaining statements were not classifiable and were put into
a Miscellaneous category. G5Some of these statemants carried
nc meaning; others could not be interpreted, and still others
were simple statements of personal prefsrence. Examples of
such statements are: "a good item"™, "nice", Yokay", "I like
it", "I never wear ties™, "a necessary essential", State~

ments upon which none of the three original sortings agreed
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were also classified in the Miscellaneous category. Table
VII1 shows the propoertion of reasons given by each stratum

that were classified *Miscellaneous".

TABLE VIII

Distributions of Miscellaneous Reasons by Stratum

Stratum Total No. Humber Proportion
Reasons Unclassified Unclassified
A-EM 2481, 103 «O41
A~EW 3171 119 .038
B 3233 188 058
c 2319 106 045
D 871 58 « 067
F 1012 37 037
A1l Strata 13090 611 «OL7

Interpretation and General Discussion

After the dimensions were defined, additional analyses
were made in an attempt to determine their significance, and
to estimate the validity of the methcd. The analyses were
not exhaustive but were designed to demonstrate the effective-
ness of the method and to suggest possibilities for research.

The cards classified under each dimension in each stra-
tum were examined to determine what items appeared under
gach dimension and how often they appeared. This was done
to determine which dimensions were used for judging each
item, and the frequencies with which the dimensions were used.
Tables containing these raw frequencies are presented in
Appendix IV. In order to crystallisze the information cone

tained in these tables, they were combined in two ways, and
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the frequencies were coaverted into proporticas. The first
combination, Table IX, is an item by dimension analysis 1in
which the strata were combined. The table was produced by
combining Strata A-EM, B, C, D and ¥, computing the total
number of reasons glven under each dimension, and determining
what proportion of these reasons were given for each individe
ual item. The table is read as follows: TFor Item 1, the fig-
ure in the first row indicates that 3& percent of all reasons
given for the Garrison Cap were concerned with Appearance;
the figure in the second row means that 1l percent of all rea-
sons given for the Garrison Cap were concerned with Style,etc.
Table IX shows the relative frequencies with which each
of the dimensions were used for each of the common items.
It can be seen, for example, that for Item 7, the Blanket,
65 percent of the statements about the item were concerned
with Dimension E, Peraconal Comfort. This means that for this
sample of soldiers the most important criterion for judging
the Blanket is Personal Comfort. Table IX also shows some
of the relationships among both the items and the dimensions.
For example, all items were judged, to some degree, in terms
of Dimension I, Item Effectiveness, while conly a few were
judged in terms of Dimension R, Protection for Clothing and
Equipment. It will also be noted that Items 3, 5, 10, 13;
the Fatigue Jacket, the Raincoat, the Cotton Undershirt and
the Fatigue Trousers, were judged in terms of fifteen dimen-
sions while Item 6, the Duffel Bag, was judged in terms of
eight.



TABLE IX

Properticns Showing Frequency of Use of Dimensions for Common Items: All Strata Combined

ltems

Dimensions 1 2 3 b 5 6 7 €& 9 10 11 12 13 14
A .38 05 .05 .10 02 .03 04 07 JOh W43
B .11 .03 .01 .02 .01 02 .01
¢ 01 .03 .01 01 .02 01 .16
D Ol 10 07 01 .05 05 .02 .02 .03 .03 .04
B 07 40 17 .33 .35 65 JOh 18 46 k2 .38 1L W04
F .01 .10 .08 02 49 .26 01 .09 .13 .01
G 03 .17 .22 .22 .05 .10 .08 .03 .07 .18 .06 .16 26 .12
H .02 04 02 01 .05 01 07 .02 01 .04 .03 .05 .01
I 02 .05 .16 L10 .16 49 03 04 W11 .05 .16 .10 .19 .05
J Q2 .02 .01 .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 .03 .03 01
K O 05 .05 .05 e 06 02 06 06
L .11 Ol .01 .14 01 .01
M 03 .02 03 0l .01 .01 .01 .03 .01
N .02 .04 .01 .O4 .O1 0l .03 .02 .01 03 .02
¢ 04 .07 .02 .01 .05 01 .01 .02 .02 .03 .04 .15
P 08 .03 .02
Q@ 13 .04 L06 .03 .08 08 .27 .19 .07 07 .01 .02 .02
i

.01 03 .06 01

0¢
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The other combination produced from the tables in
Appendix IV was a stratum by dimension analyslis in which the
items were combined. Table X is the analysis in which the 14
common items were combined: Table XI is the same analysis in
which all jitems were combined. These tables were produced
by computing the total number of reasons given for each item
and determining what proportion of these reasons fell under
aach dimension. Table X i3 read as follows: For Stratum 1,
A-EM, the figure in the first row indicates that 9,7 percent
of all reascns given for this item by subjects in this stra-
tum were concerned with Dimension A, Appearance. The first
figure in the column headed "All Strata®™ indicates that 7.6
percent of all reasons given by all subjects were concermed
with Dimension A, Appearance. Table XI, which contains
Stratum A-EW, is read in the same manner.

Tables X and XI indicate the relative importance of the
dimensions for each stratum and for all strata. They show,
for example, that Dimension E, Personal Comfort, is the most
important dimension for all strata. The—sere entries in
these tables are also quite interesting. In Stratum A-EM,
Basic Trainees, items were never judged in terms of Dimen-
sion N, Ease of Wearing. In Stratum D, Combat Veterans, four
dimensions were never used., These were Dimension B, Style;
Dimension J, Necessity; Dimension M, Interference with Activ-
ities and Dimension P, Physical Dimensions. Such evidence
indicates that there are subtle differences between strata

which are not revealed by an analysis of raw acceptance scores.
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Propertions Showing Relatlve Importance of
Dimensions for Strata:

Common Items Combined

Dimensiong  A-EM B c D F All Strata
A .097 .070 .083 .072 .056 <076
B .005 .017 .020 .000 .022 .013
C .008 .015 .016 .013 .015 .013
D 035 .035 044k .009 L0029 .030
E e339 200 .259 .257 <294 « 270
F «109 .068 .080 .131 .062 «090
G 104 WJ176 W112  L135 W114 .128
H 023 .,021 .023 .043 .O4L 031
I <112 141 .187 .115 .090 «129
Jd 023 ,018 ,013 .000 .O10 .013
K 043 .026 ,012 .022 .,.045 «030
L 013 .,014 .022 ,020 .031 «020
M 004 .036 ,011 .,000 .O15 .013
N .000 .013 .002 ,.038 ,026 .016
o 025 ,055 .023 .038 .023 .033
P .004 .,023 .008 ,000 .009 . 009
Q OL4s 066 073 097 107 077
R 011 .002 .009 .009 .008 .008




TABLE XI

Proportions Showing Relative Importance of

Dimensions for 3Strata: All Items Combined
Dimensions A-EW A-EM B c D_ F___All Strata
A .138 .117 .059 .078 ,088 .056 089
B .032 ,008 015 ,.013 .000 .022 015
c .019 .00 .014 .016 ,.018 .O15 .015
D .009 .031 .027 ,036 ,018 ,029 025
E o202  WJ3L4 o239 L2488 J245 294 0272
F 083 .081 080 .,055 .091 .062 075
G 042 .083 .143 .108 ,106 114 -099
H 050 .027 .024 .040 .OLO .O44 .038
I 125 ,135 156 .230 .124 .090 o143
Jd 0112 .030 .021 .017 .O0O ,O10 <032
K 061 042 036 019 04D .O4S 042
L 014 014 .01l7 022 L0254 .O31 020
M .004 005 ,030 ,016 ,000 ,015 «012
¥ 004 .000 L,009 .003 .O44 .028 01y
0 «005 025 047 L,O017 .030 .023 024
P 009 .011 024 .010 .Ol4 .OO9 013
2 019 031 L057 .063 071 .107 058
R .013 L,006 001 ,.009 ,.032 .008 012
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In view of the fact that soldiers moving into front line
combat are prone to discard much of their clothing and equip-
ment, it is very meaningful that none of the combat veterans
in Stratum D judged items in terms of Necessity.

The results up to this point indicate that there is
significant evidence that the method developed was effective,
and that the task produced the data it was designed to pro-
duce. Table I indicated that only a very small proportion
of the total number of subjects was unable to accomplish the
task successfully. The fact that over 95 percent of the
reasons elicited by the task were capable of being classi-
fied into meaningful categories indicates that the method
produced meaningful data. That the order underlying these
reasons was isolated by the classification process is in-
dicated by the fact that a finite number of dimensions were
isolated which generalized across strata and across items.
Tables IX, X and XI indicate that the dimensions isolated
are meaningful and are not artifacts produced by the method.
Even the gaps in Table IX are meaningful. For example,
Item 6, the Duffel Bag, was never judged in terms of the
firsp six dimensions (the firat six dimensions are Appear-
ance, Style, Color, Fit, Personal Comfort and Personal Pro-
tection). It is also no accident that the same table reveals
that the most important dimensions used to judge Item 8; the
Steel Helmet, were F (Personal Protection) and Q (Weight).

In addition to the above evidence two additional analyses

were made in an attempt to estimate the significance of the
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dimensions and to obtain an independent estimate of the
reliability of the process used to isolate them., The first
of these analyses consisted of an attempt to apply the
Guttman (26) method of scale analysis to portions of the
data., Ten of the common items having the largest propor-
tions under Dimension E, Personal Comfort, were ordered on
the baslis of the marginal totals of the total sample. The
“Indifferent® and "Bad" score categories were combined for
this ordering. Rather than attempt a complete scale analy-
sis on the total of 637 subjects, it was planned to operate
on the assumption that if this was a predetermined order
and if Personal Comfort was a "real®™ dimension, the subjects
in any of the strata should scale on these items with a
fairly high coefficient of reproducibility. A method for
quickly obtaining the ccefficient of reproducibility by the
use of an IBM Test Scoring Machine was developed. The method
is described in Appendix V. Subjects in Stratum D, Combat
Veterans, scaled on this item order with a coefficient of
reproducibility of .79. The items were then ordered on the
basis of the marginal totals of these subjects with a re-
sulting coefficient of .83. There were indications that a
complete scale analysis would not appreciably raise the
coefficient so this phase of the analysis was halted.

As a result of the above analysis, it was concluded that
scale analysis was not an appropriate test of significance
for the dimensions isolated in this study. The individual
items of clothing and equipment are "multidimensional® in
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the sense that more than one dimension can be used for making
Jjudgments about them. The hypothesis was formulated that if
individuals are asked to express opinions about items of
equipment which are "multidimensional”™, their responses will
be scalable if the dimension to be used for their judpgments

is specified. There is reason to believe that the hypothe-
sis also applies to attitude questionnaire items. If aubjects
are given a set and are not asked to supply their own sets as
in this study, their responses will scale.

The hypothesis is testable but it was not possible to
use the data of this atudy for & rigorous test, It was
thought that if a set of items could be found that were
Judged in terms of only one dimension, and the same dimension
was used for the whole set of items, it would be possible to
test it. It was found, however, that such a set of items
could not be found. An approximate test of the hypothesis
was attempted by selecting two groups of individuals who
tended to predominately use Personal Comfort as the basis
for their judgments about the items used in the scale analy-
sis described previously. One group of subjects were select-
ed from Stratum A and another group from Stratum B. Stratum
A was selected because the proportion of Personal Comiort
reasons was highest in this stratum; stratum B was selected
bascause its proportion was lowest. These two groups were
then scaled using the same set of items and the same item
order as was used in the first analysis. The ccefficient of

reproducibility for the Stratum A group was .85; for the
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Stratun B group it was .77, and for the twe ccmbined it was
«£2. VWhile this by no meana represents a definitive test
of the hypcthesis, it does indicate that a rigorous test
ghould be made. These results are difficult to interpret,
but it is safe to assume that until the hypothesis has been
checked out, scale analysis cannct be used tc test the
gignificance of the dimensiona of this study.

The second analysis was an independent estimate of the
reliability of the process by which the dimensions were isoc~
lated. Three Jjudgzes were given definitions of the dimensions
and scoring instructions, and asked to apply the dimension
code to the original statements made by a sample of subjects.
Two of these Jjudges partieipated in the original classifica-
tion of the cards., The reliability of the classification
procass was estimated by computing the percentage of overlap
or agresment between the judges' and the investigator's
codings of the criginal ransonslz. The correlations between
the investigator's coding and those of the individual judges
ware as follows: (a) .88 betwsen the investigator and the
judge who did not participate in the sorting process, (b)
+89 between the investigator and one judge who participated
in the sorting and (c) .85 between the investigator and the
other Judge who took part in the original sorting. The
correlation between all of the judges combined and the

12) method of determining correlation based upon the per-
centage of overlapping elements is described in J. P. Guil-
fargé“Pszchametric Methods. (New York: MeGraw-Hill, 1936)

P .
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investigator was .88. The consistency and the magnitude of
these correlations indicate that the sorting process was

sufficiently reliable,
Suggestions for Future Research

in a very real sense the investigation has been a
hypothesis producing rather than a hypothesis testing study.
It has produced data which contain much more information
than has been specified in the foregoing discussions, and
it has important implications for future research. Future
research stemming from the study should follow two lines of
investigation. One of these should be concerned with the
practical problem of scldier acceaptance, and the other should
be concerned with the theoretical implications contained in
the study. With respect to the practical problem, 8o many
possibilities are suggested that only the more important
ones will be pointed ocut.

l. An analysis should be made of the effects of Condi-
tions of Use, Item Differences and Individual Differences
upon acceptance scores. It is evident that the acceptance
scores used in this study were the result of the complex
interaction of these variables.

2. The relationshipas between acceptance behavier and
certain other variables should be specified. Some of the
more important of these are the relationships between accept-
ance and time in the Army, acceptance and rank, acceptance

overseas and combat experience, acceptance and certain
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aspects of civilian background and acceptance and supply
experience.

3. An analysis should be made of intra-individual
differences in the use of these dimensions for making Jjudg-
mants about certain items of equipment.

Lo Studies should be undertaken to determine the reli-
ability and validity of the dimensions with the view of
establishing them as criterion variables for the prediction
of soldier acceptance.

5, There are indications in the atudy that acceptance
changes as a function of experience with a particular item.
This hypothesis should be tested.

Important theoretical problems are raised that should
be investigated. The hypothesis concerning "multidimen-
sional® items has important implications for the future use
of both scale analysis and facter analysis. If the hypothe-
8is is correct, changes may be necessary in the use of these
techniques. The hypothesis can be tested and should be
accomplished in order to clarify some of the problems con-
nected with the analysis of qualitative data.

A recent paper by Andrews (2) indicates that it may be
possible to use factor analysis to isolate the dimensions
involved in complex qualitative judgments. The possible
application of his technique to the type of data produced by
the method used in this study should be explored. The

combination of his technique with the task developed in this

study could possibly produce an effective method of attacking
the dimensionality problem.



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This investigation was an attempt to develop a general
methed of attacking specific criterion problems at high
levels of generality.

A thecoretical spproach was formulated which held that
the logical first step in the development of predictive sys-
tems was an analysis of the behavior the system is designed
to predict. In order to demonstrate that such an approach
was feasible, an attempt was made to develop a method of
isolating basic components of complex behavier patterns.

A modification of the nominating technique was used as
an interrogation device to elicit the reasons underlying the
Judgments of Army personnel that certain items of clothing
and persocnal equipment were acceptable or not acceptable.

An analysis of the elicited reasons was made which resulted
in the isolation of eighteen dimensions of soldier acceptance.
Analyses of these dimensions, including three by the Guttman
scale analysis technique, were made in an attempt to deter-
mine their significance and to shed some light upon their
complex inter-relationships., Two areas of future research
were suggested: one concerned with more definitive analyses
of the dimensions isolated by this study with the view of
determining their validity as criterion variables for pre-
dicting soldier acceptance and the other concerned with the
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refinement of this method or the development of better
methods of isoclating valid criterion variables.

Since this investigation was primarily a hypothesis
producing rather than a hypothesis testing study, the con-
clusions are stated in the form of hypotheses.

1. The first step in the development of a valid pre-
dictive system is the isclaticn of dimensions of the behav-~
ior that is to be predicted.

2. A method of isolating dimensions of behavior can
be developed which can be applied to a variety of criterion
problems.

3. Dimensions of soldier acceptance have been isolated
which can be used as valid criterion variables for the pre-
diction of acceptance.

L. The dimensions of soldier acceptance are a function
of the complex interactions of Conditions of Use, Individual

HMrfferences and Item Differences.
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Master Lists and Item Lists
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Master List
Master List

Master List

Master List

Master List

Magter List

Master List

Master List

Master lList

INDEX OF MASTER LISTS

No.

No.

Hoe.

No.

No.

Noe.

No.

No.

No.

l soveceltems Common To All lLists

2 seeeeltoms For Stratum A - EM
{Troops in Training)

3 seeesltems For Stratum A - EW
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Master List No. 1
ITEMS COMMGHN TO ALL LISTS

* 1, Cap, garrison (M-all zones; Khaki in I, IXI, III, V3
6D in III, V, VI, V1I} (Carrison Cap, od)
2, Necktie, cotton, mohair, 0D-51 (M-all zones)
(Hecktie, OD=51)
3. Drawers, cotton, od (M-all zones) {Cotton Drawers)
he vndarahirt, cotton, guartoraloeve, od (M-all sones)
(Cotton Undershirt)
Jacket, herringbone twill, od-7 (Fatigus Jacket)
6. Trousers, herringbone twiil, od~7 (Fatigue Trousars)
(Both Jacket and Trousers M-sones I1II, IV, V,
Vl: D-sone VII. In sones I and II auﬁatitute
Jacket and Trousers, lightweight, special.)
7. Jacket, field, M-1543 (M-zones II through VII: D=
gone I) (Field Jacket)
8. Raincoat, synthetic-rubber coated, dismounted (D-
all zones ILO Poncho) (Raincoat)
9. Olove-shells, leather, M-1949 {M-zones III through
V1I; HI-zones I and II) (Leather Cloves)
#10, DBoots, combat (M-all szones; service, russet scnes II
through VII; tropical sone I) {combat Boots)
1l. Helmet, stesl, M-l innall gones) (Steel Helmet)
12, Liner, helmet, M-l (D-all sones) (Helmet Liner)
13. Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M-all
gones) (Duffel Bag)
l4. Blanket, wool, od, M-1934 (¥ and/or D-all zcnes)
{Blanket, adi

#* &%
™

NOTE: Meaning of symbols: M-mandatory issue; D~discretion-
ary issue; Kl-not issued; ILC-in lieu of; Zones~
clothing allowance sones as specified in T/A 21 (Mbl)
Department of the Army, 26 January 1950. Reasons
for stars are solf—cxpinnasory.

Namesg in parentheses will be used on lists presented
to subjects.

Criteria for selection of above items:

1. At least ons item must be selected from the
following types: Headwear, neckwear, underwear,
innerwear, outerwear, overwear, handwear and footwear.

2., Items must be mandatory or discretionary
issue in all zones. Lists presented tc subjects must
not contain any items not issued to that subject.

3. Items must be apportioned between clothing
andiporsonal equipment in spproximately a 2 to 1
ratioc.

4. List must contain items which, a priori,
appear likely to be selected in all three score
categories.
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Master List No. 2
ITEMS FOR STHATUM A - EM

Cap, garrison, od (M) (Carrison Cap, od)

Necktie, cotton, mohair, OD-51 (M) (Necktie, OD-51)

Drawers, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Drawers)

Undershirt, cotton, quartersleeve, od (M) (Cotton
Undershirt)

Jacket, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue Jacket)

Trousers, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue Trousers)

Jacket, field, M-1943 (M) (Field Jacket)

Raincoat, synthetic-rubber ccated, dismounted (D)
(Raincoat)

Glove-shells, leather, M=-1949 (M) (Leather Gloves)

Boots, combat, service, russet (M) (Combat Boots)

Helmet, steel, M-l (D) (Steel Helmet)

Liner, helmet, M-l (D) {(Helmet Liner)

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M)
{Duffel Bag)

Blanket, wool, od, M-1534 (D) (Blanket, od)

Hood, jacket and overcoat, field (M) (Jacket Hood)

Drawers, winter, 50% cotton, 50% wool (M) (Wool
Drawers)

Trousers, field, wool, od (M) (Wool Trousers, dress)

Jacket, field, wocl, cd (M) (Wool Jacket, Ike)

Overcoat, wool, od [§7%] {Overcoat)

Sccks, wool, cushion scle (M) (Wool socks)

Necklace, identification tag, w/extension (M)
(Necklace, dogtag)

Canteen, M-1910 (D) (Canteen)

Bag, barrack, od (M) (Barrack Bag)

Towel, turkish, od, large (M) (Bath Towel, od)

Cup, canteen (D) (Canteen Cup)

Shirt, flannel, od, stand-up collar (M) (Wool Shirt,

dress) J )
Undershirt, winter, 507 cotton, 50% wool (M) (Wool
Undershirt)

Sweater, high-neck (M} (Sweater, high-neck)
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Master List Mo. 3

ITEME FCR STRATUM A - EY

Cap, garrison, wocl, od, shade 37, women's (M)
(Garrison Cap, od)

Cap, field, cotton, od, w/visor (D) (Fatigue Cap)

Necktie, cotton, mohair, OD-51 (M) (Necktie, OD-51)

Scarf, woment's, dress (¥) (Scar®, dress)

Panties, women's, summer () (Summer Panties)

Slip, women's (M} (Slip)

Skirt, women's, wool, od, shade 37 iM) {Wool Skirt)

Waist, cotton, women's, M-194€ (M) (Cotton Waigt)

Slacks, women's, wocl, dark, od (M) {Wool Slacks)

Coat, women's, wool, od, shade 37 (M) (Wool Coat, dress)

Overcoat, field, women's (M) (Overcoat)

Raincoat, parka type, women's {M) (Raincoat)

Glove-shells, leather, M-1949 (D) (Leather Gloves)

Anklets, wool, women's (i) (Weool Anklets)

Stockings, nylon, women's (M) (Nylons)

Shoes, field, women's, composition scle (M) (Field
Shoes)

Shoes, women's, M~1940 (11} (Dress Shoes)

Sweater, women's, M-l1949 {M) (Sweater)

Bag, utility, women's (M) (Utility Eag)

Helmet, steel, M-l (D; (Steel Helmet)

Liner, helmet, M-l (D) (Helmet Liner)

Bag, barrack, 0D (M) (Barrack Bag)

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M)
(Duffcl Bag)

Blanket, wool, od, M=1934 () (Blanket, od)

Necklace, identification tag, w/extension (M)
(Necklace, dogtag)

Towel, turkish, od, large (H; {Bath Towel, od)

Canteen, M-1510 (o} (Cantesen

Cup, canteen (D) (Canteen Cup)
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Master List No. 4
ITEMS FOR STRATUM B - EM

Cap, garrison, od (M) (Carrison Cap, od)

Necktie, cotton, mohair, OD=-51 (M) [Necktie, OD~51)

Drawers, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Drawers)

vndershirt, cotton, quartersleeve, od (M) (Cotton
Undershirt)

Jacket, herringbone twill, od-=7 (M) (Fatigue Jacket)

Trousers, herringbone twiil. od-7 (M) (Fatigue
Trousers)

Jacket, field, M-1943 (M) (Field Jacket)

Raincoat, synthetic-rubber ccated, dismounted (D)
(Raincoat)

Glove-shells, leather, M-1949 (M) (Leather Gloves)

Boots, coembat, service, russet (M) (Combat Boots)

Holmet, steel, M-l (D) 28tool Helmet)

Liner, helmet, M-l (D) (Helmet Liner)

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M)
(Duffel Bag)

Blanket, wool, od, M-1934 (D) (Blanket, od)

Glove-ingerts, wool, M-194% (M) (Wool Gloves)

Drawers, winter, 50% cotton, 50% wool (M) (Wool
Drawers)

Cap, field, cotton, od w/visor (M) (Fatigue Cap)

Socks, wool, cushion sole (M) (Wool Socks)

Overcoat, wocl, od (M) (Overcoat)

Hood, jacket and overcoat, field (M) (Jacket Hood)

Pouch, first aid, packet (M) (First Aid Pouch)

Tag, identification, M-1940 (Mz (Dogtags)

Towel, turkish, od, large (M) (Bath Towel, od)

Tent, shelter half (D) (Shelter Half)

Canteen, M-1910 (D) (Canteen)

Sweater, high-neck (M) (Sweater, high-neck)

Trousers, cotton, khaki (M) (Khaki Trousers)

Undershirt, winter, 50% cotton, 50% wool (M) (Wool
Undershirt)



13.

15,

17.
18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23.
24,

26,
27

28,

71

Haster List No. 5
ITEMS FOR STRATUM C - EBEH

Cap, garrison, od (M) (Garrison Cap, od)

Necktie, cotton, mchair, OD=51 (M) (Necktie, OD=-51)

Drawers, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Drawers)

Undershirt, cotton, quartersleeve, od (M) {(Cotton
Undershirt)

Jacket, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue Jacket)

Trousers, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue
Trousers)

Jacket, field, H-1943 (M) (Field Jacket)

Raincoat, synthetic-rubber cocated, dismounted (D)
(Raincoat)

Clove-shells, leather, M-1949 (M) (Leather Gloves)

Boots, combat, service, russet (M) (Combat Boots)

Helmet, steel, M-l (D) (Steel Helmet)

Liner, helmet, M-l (D) (Helmet Liner)

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M)
(Duffel Bag)

Blanket, wool, od, M~-1934 (D) (Blanket, cd)

Glove-ingerts, wool, M-1949 (M)} (Wecl Gloves)

Drawers, winter, 50% cotton, 50% woecl (M) (Wool
Drawers)

Overshoes, arctic (M) (Cvershoes) |

Belt, waist, web, od-3, w/clip, w/buckle (Waist Belt)

Overcoat, wool, od (M) {Overcoat)

Poncho, lightweight, od (M) (Peoncho)

Bag, barrack, od (M} (Barrack Bag)

Tag, identif{cation, M=1940 (M) %Dogtags}

Towel, turkish, od, large (M) (Bath Towel, od)

Tent, shelter half (D) (Shelter Half)

Canteen, M=-1910 (D) {(Canteen)

Suspenders, trousers (M) (Suspenders)

Trougiria)fiald, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Trousers,
Fie

Shirt, cotton, khaki, shade 1, stand-up cocllar, 8.2
oz. (M) (Khaki Shirt)
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Master List No. 6
ITEMS FCR STRATUM D - BN

Cap, garrison, od (M) (Garrison Cap, od)

Necktie, cotton, mohair, OD-51 (M) (Necktie, OD-51)

Drawers, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Drawers)

Undershirt, cotton, quartersleeve, od (M) (Cotton
Undershirt)

Jacket, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) {Fatigue Jacket)

Trousers, herringbone, twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue
Trousers)

Jacket, field, M-1943 (M) (Field Jacket)

Raincoat, synthetic-rubber cocated, dismounted (D)
(Raincoat)

Glove-shells, leather, M-1949 (M) (Leather Gloves)

Boots, combat, service, russet (IM) (Combat Boots)

Helmet, steel, M-l QD) (Steel lelmet)

Liner, helmet, M-l (D) (Helmet Liner

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M)
{Duffel Bag)

Blanket, wool, od, M=193L4 (D) (Blanket, od)

Cap, field, cotton, od, w/visor (M) (Fatigue Cap)

Trousers, field, wecol, od (M) {Wocl Trousera, drass)

Jacket, field, wool, od (M) (Wool Jacket, Ike)

Trousers, wet weather (D) (Wet Weather Pants)

Overshces, Arctic, ¥=-1545 (D) (Overshoes)

Parka, wet weather (D) (Wet Weather Parka)

Can, meat (D) (Mess Kit)

Bag, clothing, waterprcof (D) (Waterprcof Bag)

Intrenching tool, combination (D) (Intrenching Tcol)

Cover, canteen, dismounted (D) (Canteen Cover)

Spoon, M=1926 {D) (Mess Kit Spoon)

Shirt, cotton, khaki, shade 1, stand-up collar, 8.2
og. (M) (Khaki Shirt) |

Trousers, cotton, khaki (M) (Khaki Trousersj

Sirmeg},1 segvice, composition scle, russet (D) (Service

oes
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Master Ligt No. 7

ITEMS FOR STRATUM E - EH

Cap, garrison, od (M) (Garrison Cap, od)

Necktie, cotton, mohair, OD-51 (M) (Necktie, OD-51)

Drawers, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Drawers)

Undershirt, cotton, quartersleeve, od (M) (Cotton
Undersghirt)

Jacket, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Patigue Jacket)

Trousers, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue
Trousers)

Jacket, field, M-1943 (M) (Field Jacket)

Raincoat, synthetic-rubber coated, dismountsd (D)
(Raincoat)

Glove-shells, leather, M-1949 (M) (Leather Gloves)

Boots, combat, service, russet (i) (Combat Boots)

Helmet, steel, M-1 (D) (Steel Helmet)

Liner, helmet, M-l (D) (Helmet Liner)

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (i)
{Duffel Bag)

Blanket, wool, od, M-1934 (D) (Blanket, od)

Cap, field, cotton, od, w/visor (i) (Fatigue Cap)

Trougers, field, wool, od (M) (Wool Trousers, dress)

Jacket, field, wool, od (M) (Wool Jacket, Ike)

Trousers, wet weather (D] (Wet Weather Pants)

Overshoes, Arctic, #-1945 (D) (Overshoes)

Parka, wet weather (D) (Wet Weather Parka)

Can, meat (D) (iess Kit)

Bag, clothing, waterproof (D) (waterproof Bag)

Intrenching tool, combination (D) (Intrenching Tool)

Cover, canteen, dismounted (D) (Canteen ﬁovar?

Spoon, H=-1926 tD) {Meas XKit Spoon)

Shirt, cotton, khaki, shade 1, stand-up collar, 8.2
oz. (M) (Khaki Shirt)

Trousers, cotton, khaki () (Xhaki Trousers)

Shoes, service, composition sole, ruasset (D) (3ervice

Shoea)
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Master List Yo. 8

ITEMS FOR STRATUM P - EM

Cap, gerrison, od (M) (Garrison Cap, od)

Necktie, cotton, mohair, CD~51 (M) (Necktie, OD-51)

Drawers, cotton, od (M) (Cotton Drawers)

Undershirt, cotton, quartersleesve, od (M) (Cotton
Undershirt)

Jacket, herringbone twill, od-7 (M) (Fatigue Jacket)

Trousers, herringbone twiil, od-7 (M) (Fatigue
Trousers)

Jacket, field, M-1943 (M) (Field Jacket)

Raincoat, synthetic-rubber coated, dismounted (D)
(Raincoat)

Clove-shells, leather, M=1949 (¥) (lLeather Gloves)

Boocts, combat, service, russet (M) (Combat Bcots)

Helmet, steel, M-l (D) (Steel Ealmet)

Liner, helmet, M-1 (D) (llelmet Liner)

Bag, duffel, with handle and carrying strap (M)
{Duffel Dag)

Blanket, weool, od, M=1%34 ébg {(Blanket, od)

Cap, {ield, pile, od Hi=1 (M) (Pile Cap)

Jacket, field, pile, cd (M} (Pile Jacket)

Muffler, wool, od (M) (%Wool Muffler)

Parka, field, overwhite (D) (Overwhite Parka)

Shoepacs, l12-inch, M=1CLL (M) (Shoepacs)

Boots, arctic, felt (D) (Felt ants?

Bag, sleeping, Arctic, M-1949 (D) (Sleeping Bag)

Mitten, arctic (D) (Mittens)

Creepers, ice (D) (Ice Creepers)

Packboard, aluminum (D) (Packboard)

Comforter, wool filled (D) (Cemfcrter)

Trousers, cverwhite (D) (Cverwhite Trousers)

Boots, mukluk (D} (rukluks)

Suspenders, trousers (M) (Suspenders)



2.

3
I

5e

7e
8.
10.

1l.
i2.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

20,
2l.
224
23.
2h.

25,
27
28.
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30.
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Master List No. G

CROSS REFERENCE LIST OF ITEMS ON MASTER LISTS

Mandatory Allowances

Clothing

Belt, waist, web, od-3, w/clip, w/buckle —- List 5
Boots, service, combat —-- All Lists

Cap:
Field:
Cotton, od, w/visor -- Lists &4, 5, 7 (Also List 3)
Pile, od, MQ-l1 -- List 8
Garrison:
0D =~ All Lists
Drawers:
Cotton, shorts, od -- All Lists
Winteg, zoﬁscotten, 50% wool, natural gray - Lists
2 »
Glove=-inserts, woocl, M=1949 —- Lists 4, 5

Glove-shells, leather M-1949 —-- All Lists (Alsoc List 3)
Hood, jacket and overcoat, field -- Lists 2, 4
Jacket:
Field:
M-1943 -« All Lists
Pile, od -~ List 8
Herringbone twill, od-7 -- All Lists
Wool, od - Lists 2, 5, 7
Muffler, wool, cd ~- List &
Necktie, cotton, mochair, 0D=51 —- All Lists {(Also List 3
Overcoat, wool, od -~ Lists 2, 4, 5
Poncho, lightweight, od == List 5
Shirt:
Cotton, khaki, shade 1, stand-up collar, 8.2 0z. ==
lists 5, 6, 7
Flannel, od, stand-up collar (shade 31) -~ List 2
Shoepacs, l2-inch, M-1944 -- List 8
Socks, wocl, cusghion scle -- Lists 2, 4
Suspenders, trousers -- List &
Sweater, high-neck -~ Lists 2, 4
Trousers:
Cotton, Khaki -- Lists 2, 4, 5, 7
Field:
Cotton, od -~ List 5
Wool, od -- Lists 2, 6, 7
Herringbone twill, od-7 -~ All Lists
Undershirt:
Cotton, quartersleeve, od -- All Lists
Winteg, 20% cotton, 50% wool, natural gray -- Lists
»



31l.
32,

33.

3.
35

35.

27
38.
39.
LO.

Ll.
L2
L3.

Ll
L5e

. l;.{).

L7
L8,
-’+9 .
50.
51,
52
53.
5he
55

56
57,

HMaster List Foe. 9
(continued)
Bquipment

Bag:
Barrack, od —- Lists 2, 5 {Alsc List 3)
Duffel, with handle and carrying strap --— All Lists
(Also List 3)
Necklace, identification tag, w/extension -- List 2
(Also List 3)
Pouch, first aid, packet -~ List &
Tag, identification, M-1940 «- List 5
Towel, turkish, od, large -- Lists 2, L, 5 (Alsc List 3)

Discretionary Allowances

Clothing

Boots:
Arctic, felt -~ List &
Mukluk —- List 8§
Mitten, Arctic —- Ligt §
Overshoes, Arctic, M-1945 -- Lists 5, &, 7
Parka:
Field, overwhite -- List &
Wet Weather -- Lists 6, 7
Rainceoat, synthetic-rubber coated, dismounted --
All Lists
Shoes, service, composition scle, russet -~ Lists 6, 7
Trousers:
Field, overwhite —= List &
Yet Weather —- Lists 5, 7

Equipment

Bag:
Clothing, waterproof -- Lists 6, 7
Sleeping, Arctic, M-1949 --— List 8
Blanket, wool, od, M-=1934 --— All Lists (Also List 3)
Can, meat -~ Lists &, 7
Canteen, M-1910 ~=~ Lists 2, 4, 5 (Also List 3)
Comforter, wool filled —- List 8
Cover, canteen, dismounted, M=-1910 -- Lists 6, 7
Creepers, ice -- List 8
Cup, canteen -- List 2 (Alsoc List 3)
Helmet, consisting ofs
Helmet, steel, M-l -- All Lists (Alsc List 3)
Liner, helmet, M-l —= All Lists (Also List 3}
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Master List No. 9
(continued)

58. Intrenching tool, combination -- Liasts 6, 7
59. Packboard, aluminum -- List 8

60, Spoon, M-1926 —— Lists 6, 7

61l. Tent, shelter half - Lists 4, 5
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Item List No. 1

'?'ﬁ

7
#

Item i.ist No., 2

STRATUM A - EM

Order 1

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od

Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
L.eather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, OD=-51
Jacket Hood

Bath Towel, od
Barrack Bag

Wool Jacket (Ike)
Canteen

Yool Drawers

Wool Trousers (Dress)
Wool Shirt (Dress)
Canteen Cup
Necklace (Dogtag)
Wool Undershirt
Wool Socks
Sweater (highe-neck)
Overcoat

i{-.

11.

15,

Order 2

Canteen

Wool S8Socks

Wocl Trousers {Dress)
Canteen Cup

Bath Towel, od
Sweater (high-neck)
Woel Drawers

Wool Undershirt
Overcoat

Barrack Bag

Jacket Hood

Wool Shirt (Dress)
Necklace (Bo%tag)
Wool Jacket (Ike)
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Combat Boots
Steel Helmet
Field Jacket
Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Leather Cloves
Blanket, od
Necktie, 0D=-51
Fatigue Trousers
Raincoat

Duffel Bag



Item List lic. 3

Order 1

Duffel Bag
Helmet Liner
Necktie, OD-51
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Cap
Utility Bag
Cotton Waist
Raincoat

Bath Towel, cd
Overcocat
Garrison Cap, od
Wool Coat (Dress)
Steel Helmet
Canteen

Canteen Cup

Slip

Sweater

Field Shoes
Scarf (Dress)
Barrack Bag

Wool S8lacks
Summer Panties
Yool Anklets
Dress Shoes
Necklace (Dogtag)
Nylons

Blanket, od

Wool Skirt

Item List No.

STRATUM A - EW

Order 2

Canteen

Cotton ¥Waist
Duffel Bag

Bath Towel, od
Sweater

Scerf (Dress)
Steel Helmet
Field Shoes
Fatigue Cap
L.eather Gloves
Raincoat

Dress Shoes

Slip

Helmet Liner
Utility Bag
Necklace {Dogtag)
Overcoat

Canteen Cup
Blanket, od
Wool Skirt

Wool Coat (Dress)
Summer Panties
Nylons

NHecktie, OD=51
Garrison Cap, od
Wool Slacks

Woecl Anklets
Barrack Bag

g0

b



Item List MNo. 5

81

Item List lice 6

STRATUM b - BM

Urder 1

Garriscn Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Coembat Beota
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, OD=-51
Bath Towel, od
Khaki Trcusers
Weel 3ocks
Shelter Half
Sweater (High-neck)
¥ool Undershirt
Canteen

Dogtags

First Aid Fouch
Jacket Hood
Fatigue Cap
Qverccat

¥Wool Drawers
wWoeol Gloves

18.

28,

Order 2

Dogtags

#thaki Trousers
Bath Towel, od
Jacket Hood
Canteen

Shelter Half
First Aid Pouch
Weel Socks
Sweater (High-neck)
Wool Drawers
Fatigue Cap
Yool Undershirt
Overcoat

Wool Gloves
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Combat Bocts
Steel Helmet
Field Jacket
Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Leather Gloves
Blanket, od
Recktie, OD-51
Fatizue Trousers
Raincocat

Duffel Bag



Jtem List No., 7

22

Item List Mo, 8

STRATUM C - EM

Crder 1

Garrison Cap, od
Cctton Drawers
FPatirue Jacket
Combat Deots
Rainccat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
L.eather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Hecktie, CD=51
Cotton Trousers (Field)
Suspenders

Walst Belt
Dogtags

Poncho

Weol Gloves
Khaki Shirt
Shelter Half
QOvershoes

Bath Towel, od
Canteen

Wool Drawers
Barrack Bag
Cvercoat

Order 2

Shelter Halfl
Cotton Trousers (Field)
Overshoes

Bath Towel, od
Suspenders
Cvercoat

Dogtags

Canteen

Wool Gloves
Poncho

Wool Drawers
Barrack Bag
Waist Belt

Khaki Shirt
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Combat Boots
Steel Helmet
Field Jacket
Carriscn Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Leather Gloves
Blanket, od
Necktie, 0OD-51
Fatigue Trousers
Ralncoat

Duffel Bag



Item List No. 9

28,

o s

S

Item List No. 10

STRATUM D - EM

Order 1

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od

Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, 0D-51
Wool Jacket (Ike)
Mess Kit Spoon
Fatigue Cap

Khaki Shirt
Canteen Cover
Waterproof Bag
Service Shoes
Overshoes
Intrenching Tool
Vet Weather Pants
Mess Kit

Wet Weather Parka
¥Wool Trousers (Dress)
Khaki Trousers

28,

Order 2

Khaki Trousers
Fatigue Cap

Khaki Shirt
Intrenching Tool
Overshcoes

Wet Weather Pants
Mess Kit Spoon
Wool Trousers (Dress)
Wet Weather Parka
Service Shoes
Waterproof Bag
Canteen Cover
Mess Kit

Wool Jacket {(Ike)
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Combat Boots
Steel Helmet
Field Jacket
Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
L.eather Gloves
Blanket, od
Necktie, OD=-51
Fatigue Trousers
Raincoat

Duffel Bag



Item List lio. 13

&

Item List Ho. 14

STRATUM F - EH

Urder 1

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather CGloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, (0D-51
Pile Cap
Overwhite Trousers
Ice Creepers
Shoepacs
Overwhite Parka
Mukluks
Comforter

Pile Jacket

Felt Boots
Suspenders
Mittens
Packboard
Sleeping Bag
Wool Muffler

18,

28,

Order 2

Comforter

Ice Creepers
Packboard
Shoepacs

Wool Muffler
Felt Boots
Suspenders
Mittens

Plle Jacket
Overwhite Parka
Overwhite Trousers
Sleeping Bag
Pile Cap
Mukluks

Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Combat Boots
Steel Helmet
Field Jacket
Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Leather Gloves
Blanket, od
Necktie, 0D-51
Fatigue Trousers
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
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CODE

A«EM Z-35 ML-2 IL-l «-Basic Training Iroops
A<-EM Z-35 ML-2 IL-2 -—-Basic Training Troops
A~EW Z~35 MlL-3 IL-3 =~-Enlisted Women

AeBW Z=35 ML-3 IL-4 --Enlisted Women

D=EM Z=35 ML-4 IL-~5 ~=Troops in Dreass Unifcrm
BBl Z=35 ML=l IL=6 ==Troops in Dress Uniform
C-EM Z-35 ML-5 IL-7 —=Troops in Fatigue Uniform
C~EM Z=35 ML~5 IL-8 =~=Troops in Fatigue Unifowm
D=-EM Z2-35 ML-56 IL-G ~-=Combat Veterans

D=EM Z-35 ML-5 IL-10 --Combat Veterans

FeBEM Z=7 ML=g IL=l3 =~=Fort Churchill Troops
F-EM Z=7 ML=-8 IL=1l4 —=Fort Churchill Troops

A - Stratum A, B, C, D, F
EM - Bnlisted Men
EW = Enlisted VWomen
Z = Clething Allowance Zones, T/A 21 (Mbl)
35 - Zones 3 and 5
7 - Zone 7
HL - laster List of Items
JL - Item Lists

Item lists 1, 5, 7, 9 and 13 have the common items at the
beginning of the list. Thess items are arranged in a
random order.

Item lists 2, 6, 8, 10 and 14 have the common items at the
end of the list. These items are arranged in a random
crder that is different from the random order used when
the common items appear at the beginning of the list.

The items specific to a particular list coms at the end of
the list on Item Lists 1, 5, 7, 9 and 13 and are arranged
in a random order. On Iten Lists 2, 5, €, 10 and 14 the
specific items come at the beginning of the list and are
arranged in a different random order than when they appear
at the end of the lists.



APPENDIX II
Task Booklet Presented to Subjects



INTROTICTION

There are three things we would like for you o {o.
Tirst, tell us whether you think certain items of Lriny
ecuipment arz good items or bad items, Second, tell us
why you think they are good or bzi. And fiuoelly, rato
the items you choose.

Please read the directions carefuilv before you

- - -

start each step, When you finish « 3lep wait Tor fur-

ther instructions before you go on to the unext one, Do

not sign your name to any of the pape~rs.

DO VOT TURN THIS PAGE UNTIL IITSTRUMTL TC U 50



DIRECTIONS:

HO]

TER 4

G —

Turn back to the list of items on fage 3 again. This time
rate the items you marked in the "Bad" column, Ghoose the
one ycu think is the worst of these items and merk it with
a one (1) in the same box where ygu put your check-mark for
that item. Choose the ane your think is second worst and
mark it with a two (2). Metrk the third worst one with a
three (3) and so om #mtil You havaa rated every item you

marked in the "Bad” solumn.
BE SURE YOU RATE m TTEM YD MARKED T THE "BAD® COLIRMRY

5

{3
10

2

REMAIN NUIET UNTIL YOU ARE DISMISSED



APPENDIX III
Administrator's Manual
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ADMINISTRATOR'S MANUAL

QMBT 5221
The Dimensicnality of Soldier Acceptance

Contract DA4LL-109qm-120
University of Maryland
Howard W. Hembree
Research Associate



Introduction

This study is an attempt to isclate and measure some
basic dimensions of scldier acceptance. Because of the
compléxity of the task facing the subjects, it is necessary
to supplement the written instructions. The procedures in
this manual must be followed by &ll administrators so data
from different groups will be comparable. Administrators
must become thoroughly familiar with these procedures be-
fore administering the task.

Instructions

l. Study this manual thoroughly so you can present
the material clearly and smoothly. Passages you are to
read to subjects are double spaced and enclosed in boxes.
Passages quoted directly from written instructions on the
questionnaire are enclosed in quotation marks.

2. The task should be administered in rooms where
there are armchairs or tables upon which the subjects can
write. There should alsoc be & blackboard in the room. If
the room does not contain a blackboard, it will be necessary
to provide a portable one.

3. Before the subjects enter the room, put the ex-
ample, as shown below, on the blackboard.

o Y Al Y
TGccd ,Indif Bad , Items ' Reasons
:Carbine
:Gas Mask

:Pistol Belt

¥
«Collar Insignia

]
Coverall Fatigues

@ wf © = oﬁcndao--cw
» o] 0 @] @ W * e o] v »
o @] w @f » o 9 w]je slw =
o wf © @] @ of w 9] ® @ @ @

"Field Pack

L. After all subjects have been seated, check to see
that each one has writing space.



56
jects:

Sk

Before distributing the materials, tell the gub-

W W W S G W S

You will be given a questionhaire. When vou

get it leave it face up on your desk. You may

read the front page but do not turn the pagse until

told to do so.

o W W s A W @

6.

Distribute the materials to the subjects. If

proctors are not availlable, have some of the subjects help

you.

Te

After subjects have received a pencil and one copy
of the questionnaire, get their attention and present the
following:

B e o D W W W G K W W e AR P W B W O W D B W B G B W W g B W

We are conducting a study to find ocut what
troops think about certain items of Army equip-
ment. We will appreciate it if you will give us
your opinions about these items. There are three
things we will ask you to do. First, tell us
whether you think these items are good items or
bad items. Second, tell us why ycu think they
are gocd or bad. 4&nd finally, rate the items you
choose,

This is not a test. There are nc right or
wrong answers. The important thing is that you
tell us which items you think are zood cor bad and

why you think sc. Dentt try to give answers you

think we want because what we really want are your

henest and sincere opinicnus.

W M M W @ D B WD W B W s W W B R WD W A W W W W W @ W W W g @



HOTE:

foellowing:

B W B B W B BB W R B WP B W D W MG @ G B W W BN

We have the job broken down into four steps.
We will go through it step by step; completing
each step hefore zeing on te the next one., Each
step has written directions which we will read
together, I will present sxamples to help ex-
plain the directions. When vou finish a step do
not gZo ahead. Stop and walt for further instruc—

ticns. Do not sizn vour nane to any of the

papers.

Turn now to Page 1 {(Pause). Answer the
questicns on this page by checking or filling in
the blanks, Answer all questions. When vou
finish stop and wait for further instructions.

Go ahead now with Step 1.

Y
W

@ wn B R R P B W g G P W G W W W G W W W BB B @ B N

&,

After approximately four minutes, or after nearly
all subjects have finished, say to them:

“ 3 B @ -

Has everyone f{inished Step 1¢ (Pause).
Finish up in the next couple of minutes. Check

to sae that you have answered all questions.

“w B W e -

9.

If there are a2 very few extremely slow subjects, it

may not be advisable to wait until they have

completely finished a step before starting the next

one. This is not a "speed test"™ so the time per
step is flexible. GCauge the time according to how
fast your subjacts can work. If you feel that the
group will get too restless waiting for the ex-
tremely slow ones, go ahead with the task. If vyou
zo ahead before evervone hasz finighed, tell them
Egeg :ill be ziven time at the end to go back and
ITini3N,

When everyone nas finished checking, present the
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Why I think it is a good item would go in the
“Reasons" column., (Put dashes in the "Reasons"
column)., I cannot decide whether the Collar
Insignia is good or bad so I would mark it in the
"Indifferent" column. (Put a check in the
column)., I do not need to give reasons for this
item. I think the Fatigues are good so I would
mark them in the "Good”™ column. (Put a check in
the column). I would put my reasons in the
"Reasons™ column, (Put dashes in the "Reasons"
column). I think the Field Pack is a bad item so
I would mark it in the "Bad" column. (fut a check
in the column). I would tell why I think it is a
bad item in the "Reasons" column. (Put dashes in

the "Reasons" column). Are there any questions?

W W B W W WD WD W B M W G WD WD O R W W W P W WD B W D B B W W B W

(Pause for questions).

W B e WM W B W W W W WG e W W WM W B o B D B B B W P 9D

NCTE: If someone should aslc what you mean by a good item
or a bad item, tell them the following:

What is meant by a gzood item or a bad item
is exactly what we are trying to find out from
you. We are trylng to find out what you mean

when you say "this is a good item, I like it", or

“ B o W S B @ W @O

"this is a bad item, I don't like it®,

W e W W W AR @ W B

10. After all questions have been answered, continue
with the following:



98

"Work through the list item by ltem. Make
your decision on each item and put down your
reasons before you gc on to the next one. If you
come to an item that has been issued in more than
one stvle, use the style that you nocw have. If
you g@ed extra space for your reasons, use Page L."

Go ahead now with Step 2. When you finish

o e R W W B W W W @ % W % W @
A W W W W O W W WG B R W O

stop and wait for further instructions.

1l. After approximately 20 minutes, when nearly every-
one will have finished, say to them:

Has everyone finished Step 27 (Pause)
Finish up in the next minute or two. Check your
list to see that you have a check-mark for every
item. Also, be sure you have given reasons for

every item you marked in the "Good" column and for

- W W G W W W
W G N W G @ W D B W W

every item you marked in the "Bad" column.

12. Vhen everyone has finished checking, present the
following:

Turn to Page 5. Here are the directions for
Step 3 which we will read together.

#*Turn back to the list of items on Page 3.
Look at the items you marked in the "Good" column.
Choose the one you think is the best of these
items and mark it with a one (1) in the same box
where you put your check-mark for that item.
Choose the one you think is second best and mark

% W g A WP G B W W S W W W W WD W
W 5 B W S B B WD W BB W R W W



K.Y
pte]

it with a twe (2). Mark the third best one with
a three (3), the fourth best one with a four (4),
and so on until you have rated gvery item you
marked in the "Good"™ column."

Look at the exampla on the blackboard again.
Of the items I marked in the "GCood"™ column, I
think the Fatigues are the best so I would mark
them with a one. (Put a figure one (1) in the box
for that item). I think the Carbine is second
best sc I would mark it with a two. (Put a
figure two (2) in the box). I think the Pistol
Belt is third best so I would mark it with a
three. (Put a figure three (3) in the box). Are
there any questicns? (Pause for questions).

Go ahead now with Step 3. Rate every item

vou nmarked in the "Cood"™ column. When you finish

W G W G W F W W il e W D M g W B W D WS W G B b W B G b e W e W g

stop and walt for further Instructions.

@ W W G R S W W W W W P O a W o W e W W D B R R W W W W s W W

13. After three or four minutes, when mosgt subjects
will have finished, say to them:

Has everyone finished Step 2?7 Finish up in

the next few seconds. Check the “Good" column to

o o W w B

be sure you rated every item marked there.

- LR < @ B

14. VWhen everyone has finished checking, present the
following:

v Turn to Page 5. Here are the directions for
¥

' Step 4 which we will read together.

]

%
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"Turn btack te the list of items on Page 3
again. This time rate the items you marked in the
"Rad" column. Chocse the ong you think is the
worst of these items and mark it with a one (1)
in the same box where you put your check-mark for
that item. Choose the one you think i3 seceond
woerst and mark it with a two (2). Mark the third
worst one with a three (3) and so on until you
have rated every item you marked in the "Zad"
coclumn.”™

Look at the example again. Of the items I
marked in the "RBad" column, I think the Cas Mask
iz the worst one sco I would mark it with a one.
(FPut a figure one (1) in the box for that item).
I think the Field Fack is second worst so I would
mark it with a two. (Put a figure two (2) in the
box). You need not rate the items you marked in
the "Indifferent™ column.

Go ahead now with Step 4. Rate every item

you marked in the "Bad™ cclumn. When you finish

W B W W W D M W B T M B B A N W P D W e W W W W B U W e W B W W W W W g B N @ W W

stop and wait for further ingtructions.

15, After three or four minutes, when most subjects
will have finished, say to them:

Has everyone finished Step 47 Finish up in
the next few secends, Check the YIad"™ coclumn te

be sure you rated every item you maried there.
If you did not get to fiﬁish any of the earlier
-Steps, _go _back now and finish the

e @ » & @« »

@ W b @ @ =
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16. Allow a faew minutes for those who did not
finish previcus steps toc go back and finish but dc not
wait so long that the rest of the subjects become restless
and ncisy.

17 Collect the completed gquesticnnaires and the
pencils by the easiest and quickest method. After all
materials have been collected, present the following:

3ince we will use other troops here at Pt.
Lee in this study, we must ask you not to talk
about the study tc anyone who has not taken part
in it. You can talk among yourselves but do not
tallk about it to members ¢f other units or to any-

one who has not been through it, Thank you very

S "3 wg W W W D W W o W W
o B W W W G P @ D W g W

much for your cooperaticn,

18. Return the troops to their leader or dismiss theu.



APPENDIX 1V

Raw Data

Responses to Common Items
Responses to All Items
Number of Reasons per Item per Dimension

Items Appearing in Miscellaneous Category



*Item Stratum A

Hee G
1 33
2 59
3 76
L 75
5 71
6 55
7 76
& &9
9 51

10 61,

11 77

12 72

13 72

14 45

Sum

-

L

bl
30
18
14
16
26
22
2l
33
31
16
23
17
bl

*Item Names

Garrisen Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots

~3 OV ET A PO

faincoat
Duffel Bag

B

26
14
9
14
16
22
>
10
2
g
10
&
14
14

905 358 179

Stratum B

G 1

30 55
TN
61 48
81 27
2L, 41
59 72
73 51
L2 59
36 79
75 45
93 27
L8 68
50 Ll

67

B
58
39
3
35
78
12
19
42
28
23
23
27
39
37

785 723 494

Blanket, od

RESPONSES TO COMMUN ITEMS

G=Cood, I-Indifferent, B-Bad

Stratum C

G

-

28
5L
52
53
43
57
65
52
48
L
78
50
60
43

I

L

62
61
L6
27
L0

b

36
11
28
L6
43
15

8
37
14
19
15
22
26
19

727 698 339

10
11
12
13
14

Stratum D

¢ 1 B
11 24 14
18 26 &
28 16 5
2L, 14 11
10 18 21
25 20
2, 22 3
20 11 18
13 30 5
21 23 5
28 13 8
16 21 12
21 23 5
15 28 6
274 289 123

Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner

Cotten Undershirt

Field Jacket

Leather Gloves

Fatisue Trousers

Hecktie, 0OD-51

Stratum F

G

22
33
40
50
2l
L9
418
32
33
39
60
43
42
25

I

29
20
20
12
21
15
2l
23
36
25
12
17
23
38

B
26
21,
17
15
32
13

5
22

8
13

5
17
12
14

540 315 223

c

12,
228
257
226
222
258
251
202
238
268
279
245
228
167

Total

i

21l
177
148
108
169
168
169
193
201
159
150
161
175
241

3194 2433 1345

oY

e



STRATUM A-EW BASIC TRAINEES

Items Regponses

No. Order 1 Order 2 Total
- Good Indif Bad Good Indif Bad Goed Indif Bad
1 Duffel Bag 5 L 8 41 23 g 95 27 17
2 Helmet Liner 33 32 1 21 L5 6 54 78 7
3 Necktie, 0OD-51 14 L2 10 2 56 15 156 Qg 25
L Lleather Gloves 55 6 5 52 13 8 107 19 13
5 Fatigue Cap 8 57 1 8 63 2 16 120 3
6 Utility Bag 38 19 9 33 31 9 71 50 18
7 Cotton Waist 51 7 8 56 10 7 107 17 15
8 Raincoat 47 0 19 L8 3 22 95 3 bl
G Bath Towel, od L7 12 7 L0 18 15 87 30 22
10 Qvercoat 57 7 2 59 7 7 116 14 9
11 Garrison Cap, od 1 51 1 12 60 1 26 111 2
12 VWocl Coat (Dress) 26 33 7 39 30 L 65 63 11
13 Steel Helmet 29 29 8 39 28 6 68 57 14
14, Canteen Lg 156 2 L8 20 5 96 36 7
15 Canteen Cup 22 34 10 20 L5 & L2 79 18
15 Slip 27 38 1 32 36 5 59 7h 6
17 Sweater 5 11 10 0 19 14 85 30 24
1& Field Shoes h2 2 2 Q 2 2 131 L L
19 Scarf (Dress) 25 34 7 38 25 10 63 5¢ 17
20 Barrack Bag 33 A b 36 32 5 69 61 9
21 Wool Slacks L7 7 12 52 11 10 99 18 22
22 Summer Panties 23 L2 1 18 51 I L1 93 5
23 ¥Wool Anklets 51 10 5 51 6 ) 112 156 11
L4 Dress Shoes 39 11 15 50 11 12 89 22 28
2§ Necklace (Dogtag) 23 4O 3 38 34 1l 61 Th I
26 Nylons 41 7 18 36 10 27 77 17 L5
27 Blanket, od 52 13 1 56 12 5 108 25 6
28 Wool 8Skirt by 15 7 51 17 5 95 32 12
Total 1055 608 185 1065 719 230 2150 1327 415

®OT
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STRATUM A-EM BASIC TRAINEES

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od

Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Hecktie, CD-51
Jacket Hoocd

Bath Towel, od
Barrack EBag

Yool Jacket (Ike)
Canteen

Wool Drawers

Wocl Trousers (Dress)
Wool Shirt (Dress)
Canteen Cup
Hecklace (Dogtag)
Woel Undershirt
Wool 3ocks
Sweater (High-neck)
Overcoat

Total = Items l-~1)

O COT OB\ B l

Responses
Order 1 Order 2
Good Indif Bad Good Indif Bad
20 16 11 13 28 15
31 9 7 28 21 7
38 5 L 38 13 5
3L 5 g Ll 9 6
36 A 7 35 12 o
27 10 10 28 16 12
36 9 2 50 13 3
3L 9 b 35 15 6
31 14 2 30 19 7
38 & 1l 26 23 7
37 7 3 40 ¢ 7
32 10 5 L0 13 3
38 6 3 34 11 11
25 15 6 19 29 8
11 35 1l 15 40 1
28 14 5 31 13 12
20 23 I 26 25 5
37 6 L 39 13 b
31 10 6 L1 5 10
22 12 i3 28 22 6
36 7 b 39 12 5
29 12 5 32 15 g
19 2l L 30 15 11
26 14 7 32 14 10
21 19 7 29 17 10
37 6 L L8 L L
12 33 2 23 31 2
37 9 1 L 9 3
458 127 73 447 231 106
824 351 141 904 Lh6 198

Bad

26
14
9
1l
16
22
5
10
9
8
10
e
1l
14
2

GOt
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DO ONOY P\ N

ol
ct
&
0

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od

Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather CGloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, (OD=-51
Eath Towel, od
Khaki Trousers
Wool Socks
Shelter Half
Sweater (High-neck)
Wocl Undershirt
Canteen

Dogtags

First Aid Pouch
Jacket Hood
Patigue Cap
Cvercoat

Wool Drawers

Wool Gloves

Total = Items 1-li
Total

STRATUM B DRESS UNIFORM

Order 1
Goed Indif Bad
22 21 27
36 15 19
35 21 14
L2 13 15
11 20 39
33 31 6
36 25 9
23 33 14
19 40 11
35 22 13
Ly 15 11
25 28 17
29 20 21
20 3 15
22 36 12
22 25 23
L0 21 9
11 L, 15
26 38 5
27 33 10
22 30 18
22 39 9
25 38 3
31 32 7
17 36 17
43 14 13
15 35 19
28 34 8
410 338 232
765 794 401

Responses
Order 2
Good Indif Bad
8 34 31
28 25 20
24 27 20
39 14 20
13 21 39
26 L1 A
37 25 10
19 25 28
17 39 17
LO 23 10
49 12 12
23 L0 10
31 2L 18
19 33 21
37 22 14
34 19 20
56 10 7
19 33 21
26 32 15
28 25 21
32 30 11
L6 15 12
38 24 11
31 32 10
21 35 17
57 6 10
26 20 27
20 34 10
375 385 262
855 721 L68

1L

Total
Goocd Indif Bad
30 55 58
54 LO 3G
61 L8 3L
81 27 35
2l L1 78
59 72 1z
73 51 19
L2 59 L2
36 79 28
75 L5 23
93 27 23
48 68 27
4 Lk 39
39 o7 37
59 58 26
56 b L3
9% 31 16
30 77 36
52 70 21
55 57 31
54 60 29
68 N 21
67 62
62 bl 17
38 71 34
100 20 23
Ll 56 L6
57 68 18
785 723 494
1620 1515 809

¢T



STRATUM € FATIGUE UNIPORM

1tems Responses
No. Order 1 Order 2 Total
— Good Indif Bad Good Indif Bad Good Indif BRad
1 Garrison Cap, od 1L 20 22 1L L2 14 28 62 36
2 Cotton Drawers 21 30 5 33 31 ) 54 651 11
3 TFatigue Jacket 25 19 12 27 27 16 52 JX6) 28
4 Combat Boots 20 14 22 33 13 24 53 27 L6
5 Raincoat 17 20 19 26 20 2l 43 40 L3
6 Duffel Bag 27 23 3) 30 31 9 57 554 15
7 Blanket, od 28 23 5 37 30 3 H5 53 8
& Steel Helmet 21 15 19 31 21 18 52 37 37
9 Helmet Liner 20 30 ) 28 4 g L8 1 14
10 Cotton Undershirt 18 29 9 25 3L 10 L1 63 16
11 Field Jacket 36 16 b L2 17 11 78 13 15
12 Leather Gloves 23 23 10 27 31 12 50 18 22
13 Fatigue Trousers 29 17 10 31 23 15 60 40 26
1, Hecktie, 0D=~51 12 30 14 31 34 5 L3 O 19
15 Cotten Trousers (Fld) 18 31 7 L1 17 12 59 L8 19
16 Suspenders ly 35 17 5 L5 20 G 80 37
17 Waist Belt 26 26 L 33 30 7 59 56 11
18 Dogtags 29 20 7 38 20 12 47 L0 16
19 Poncho 10 21 25 21 18 31 31 39 56
20 Wool Gloves 21 23 12 38 16 16 59 39 28
21 Khaki Shirt 26 21 G 39 21 10 65 L2 19
22 Shelter Half 14 33 9 35 25 10 49 58 196
23 C(vershoes 14 33 g 2 31 15 38 51, 24
24, Bath Towel, od 20 30 é 3f 28 6 55 58 12
25 C(Canteen 23 25 8 L3 20 7 65 L5 15
26 Wool Trousers 10 27 19 17 35 17 27 53 36
27 Barrack Bag 18 36 2 36 28 6 54 54 ]
28 Overcoat 30 13 13 L5 5 19 75 19 32

Total - Items 1-14 311 310 153 416 388 176 727 698 339
Total 574 581, 310 867 729 361, 14451 1413 674

Lo
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STRATUM D COMBAT VETERANS

Items
Order 1

Good Indif Bad
Garrison Cap, od 8 9 7
Cotton Drawers 12 11 1l
Fatigue Jacket 15 L L
Combat Boots 10 L 10
Raincoat 5 G g
Duffel Bag 14 8 2
Blanket, od 14 9 1
Steel Helmet 11 L 9
Helmet Liner 9 13 2
Cotton Undershirt 11 11 2
Field Jacket 14 5 5
Leather Gloves & 11 5
Fatigue Trousers 12 10 2
Necktie, CD=51 8 1, 2
Wool Jacket (Ike) 6 9 9
Mess Kit Spoon L 17 3
Fatigue Cap 11 10 3
Khaki Shirt 11 6 7
Canteen Cover 7 16 1
Waterproof Bag 9 12 3
Service Shoes 11 g L
Overshoes 11 10 3
Intrenching Tool 11 11 2
Wet Weather Trousers 7 14 3
Mess Kit g 11 5
Wet Weather Parka 8 15 0
Wool Trousers (Dress) 9 7 &
Ehaki Trousers 5 9 10
Total -~ Items 1-14 153 122 61
Total 271 279 122

Resgenses
Order 2

Good Indif Bad
3 15 7
6 15 3
12 12 1
14 10 1
b Q 12
11 12 2
10 13 2
8 7 9
L 17 b
10 12 3
14 g 3
8 10 7
¢ 13 3
7 1@ L
10 3 G
10 14 1l
10 13 2
12 9 L
11 13 1
10 15 0
9 12 3
6 13 6
11 12 2
5 14 6
10 13 2
7 15 3
11 7 7
13 8 A
121 167 62
256 331 113

Total
Good Indif Bad
11 24 1
18 26 5
28 16 5
24 1L 11
10 18 21
25 20 I
2L 22 3
20 11 i
13 30 4
21 23 5
28 13 &
15 21 12
21 23 5
15 28 6
14 15 18
15 31 kL
21 23 5
23 15 11
18 29 2
19 27 3
20 21 8
17 23 9
22 23 L
12 28 g
18 2h 7
15 31 3
20 14 15
18 17 14
274 289 123
527 610 235

801
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Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, 0D-51

Total

Order 1
Good Indif Bad
15 10 17
17 11 13
25 7 9
27 6 &
13 9 19
20 4 8
28 9 4
13 13 15
19 17 5
21 12 8
34 I 3
2L 7 10
25 10 5
16 18 7
3056 137 131

STRATUM F ARCTIC

Responses
Order 2
Good Indif Bad
8 1¢ 9
16 g 11
15 13 a
23 ) 7
11 12 13
20 11 5
20 15 1
19 10 7
14 19 3
18 13 5
25 a8 2
19 10 7
16 13 7
9 20 7
234 178 92

Total
Good Indif Bad
22 29 24
33 20 24
40 20 17
50 12 15
2L 21 32
49 15 13
L8 24 5
32 23 22
33 34 g
39 25 13
40 12 5
L3 17 17
L2 23 12
25 38 14
540 315 223

6CT
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Items

Duffel Bag
Helmet lLiner
Necktie, 0D=-51
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Cap
Utility Bag
Cotton Waist
Raincoat

Bath Towel, od
Overcoat
Garrison Cap, od
Wool Coat (Dress)
Steel Helmet
Canteen

Canteen Cup

3lip

Sweater

Field Shoes
Scarf (Dress)
Barrack DBag
Wool Siacks
Summer Fanties
Wool Anklets
Dress Shoes
Necklace (Dogtag)
Nylcons

Blanket, od
Yool 3kirt

Total

STRATUM A-EW BASIC TRAINEES
Number of Reasons per

A B

)
Oy
f

~3
Wb sJ b O O

2
2
et

c

- 0N

Jtem g@r Dimension

D E g
- 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5
2 2
2 2 1 36
L 3 1
3 1 1 56 L 16 5 1 2 2
1 2 2
1 1
2 18 5 12 1 7 1 2
1 50 15 5 14 11
6 2 3 2 1
& 7 1 58 2 1 10 ¢ 1
2
2 3 1 24 1 2 1 1
11 48
2 9
1 8 1
2 3 5 5
I 2 2 73 1 5 2
60 58 10 58 16 3 3 1 3 7
1 8 2 1 2
1
L1214 43 2. 5 4 1 2 1 3
14 1 3
1 9 14 53 22 L, 1 10
2 27 2
1 1 5 10
3 1 98 2 2 1
4 6 7 27 7 b
29 160 124 5L8 47 176 39 72 8 13 11 30

0Tt
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Items

Duffel Bag
Helmet Liner
Necktie, OD=51
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Cap
Utility Bag
Cotton Waist
Raincoat

Bath Towel, od
Overcoat
Garrison Cap, od
Wool Coat (Dress)
Steel Helmet
Canteen

Canteen Cup

Slip

Sweater

Field Shoes
Scarf (Dress)
Barrack Bag
Wool Slacks
Summer Panties
VYool Ankists
Dress Shosas
Necklace (Dogtag)
Nylons

Blanket, od
Wool Skirt

Total

STRATUM A-EW

B3
=
o]

b

it

NE OV RBVO IS WWRNE O
W
N\ WA O

6l
36
6
23
56
5

8

b=t ) et 2
W= OO N~ B

™D

LondE i)
OO

12
b
20

Rumber

BASIC TRAINEES

of Reasons per Item per Dimension

75
12
20

ot
NSIWSI WA W

1
11
23

158 366 354 192

L

2L

OO

L5

M

2

12

3
2

14

0

11

P

5

g

1
9

AW

NP

60

i
2

NN

40

TOTAL
133

2
lgl

20

96
188
185
118
174

33
107
&8

112
60
66

128

1Tt
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Items

Garrison Cap, od 35
Cotton Drawers

Fatigue Jacket L
Combat Boots 10
Raincoat 7
Duffel Bag

Blanket, od

Steel Helmet

Helmet Liner L
Cotton Undershirt 9
Field Jacket

Leather Gloves 7
Fatigue Trousers 2
Necktie, O0D=51 L8
Jacket Hood

Bath Towel, od

Barrack Bag

Wool Jacket (Ike) 53
Canteen

Wool Drawers

Wool Trousers (Dress)3l
Wool Shirt (Dress) 37
Canteen Cup

Necklace (Dogtag)

Wocl Undershirt

Wool Socks

Sweater (High-neck) 1
(vercoat 32

Total - Ttems 1-14 125
Total 260

STRATUM A -~ EM BASIC TRAINEES

i

O~

c

&
&

SN

10
2h

Number of Reasons per Item per Dimension

D

-

NELFSO M W -O N

-
-~

LAY AWV

L5
77

E F G
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5
3
13 7 28 2 1 2
G 1l 1 ¢ 1 3 6 4
20 g 19 26 3 2 2 19
1 2 L6 3 5 1
9 2
b 1 &4 1 6 1
1 72 , 1
4 2 7 13 1 1
12 L 30 1 3 L 3
) 51 2 1 5 8
2 51 12 ) 1 5
8 1 g 2 8 5 7
2
15 13
1 2 L 1 1 2
1
5 29 1 7 6 2
5 3 3 1 2 1
5 g 49
2 39 1 g 7
2 10 27 1 3 1
L 1 L
6 3 1 1
3 5 36 1 11
1, 18 W7 11 2 7 2
4 2 25 1 2
5 L7 1 11 3 1 1
8, 25 320 1 135 L 48 12 14 20 41
122 86 B46 2 150 39 84 19 20 28 56

1t



STRATUM A - EM BASIC TRAIKEES
items Humber of Reasons per Item per Dimension
K L M B 0 P

QO

.
-
(-

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket

Cembat Boots

faincoat

Duffel Bag

Blanket, od

Steel Helmet

Helmet Liner

Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket

12 leather Gloves

13 Fatigue Trousers

14 HNecktie, 0D-51

15 Jacket Hood

15 Bath Towel, od

17 Barrack Bag

18 Wool Jacket (Ike)

19 Canteen 1
20 Wool Drawers

21 Vool Trousers {Dress)
22 VWool Shirt (Dress)

23 Canteen Cup

2L, Necklace (Dogtag)

25 Vool Undershirt

25 Wool Socks

27 Sweater {(Righ-neck) 1 1
28 (Qverceat 8
Total =~ Items 1l-l4 30 145
Total 57 335
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STHATUM E DRESS URIFORM

Ttems Number of Reasons per Item per Dimension
No. A B C D 1 F &
- -~ - 1l 2 3 1 2 2 3 b 5
1 Garrison Cap, od 39 19 1 1 2 1 3 1
2 Cotton Drawers 2 5 11 23 8 L 3 5 2 12
3 Fatigue Jacket 10 3 1 11 3 L 10 1 13
4 Combat Boots 8 2 30 22 L 5 O g 11 28
5 Raincoat 26 G 2 13 10 1 2 L 1 2 1
6 Duffel Bag 1 5 5
7 Blanket, od 2 b 1 1 62 7 10 5
8 Steel Helmet 1 3 18 27 2 2
9 Helmet Liner 1 3 5 3 3 5 14 3 1 3 7
10 Cotton Undershirt 1 h L 21 7 14 i, 1 5 1 11
11 Field Jackst 10 Lo 12 L7 A g8 3 1 5 5
12 Leather Gloves 3 1 1 2 3 1 16 3 2 5 2 4 3 12
13 Fatigue Trousers 5 3 7 13 2 1 5 15 5 12
14 Hecktie, 0D-51 11 1 11 2 1 20 2 4
15 Bath Towel, od 1 15 5 6 1 5 2 6
16 Xhaki Trousers 18 L 5 8 20 13 7 3 7
17 Yool Socks 25 33 38 15 S 6 1 4 2 15
12 Shelter Half 1 11 2 1l 1 1
19 Sweater {(High-neck) 1 7 7 38 1 5 2 1 1
20 Vool Undershirt 1 3 g 13 136 5 10 2
21 Canteen 2 13 2 7 1 1
22 Dogtags i 5 2 1 1
23 First Aid Pouch 28 1
2L, Jacket Hocd 4 I8 11 7 31 1
25 Fatigue Cap 7 7 1 10 1 4 1 3 12 7 1
25 COverccat L6 8 L 12 Ll 3 3
27 Wool Drawers 2 8 g 17 31 14 10 1 1
28 Vool Cloves 3 2 L 2 35 2 6 2 L 1 3
Total - Items 1-14 117 29 26 50 123 46 184 L1 49 25 60 16 75 39 104
Total 192 53 46 87 209 145 L1856 97 104 136 19 115 50 14l

%11



S5T2ATUM B DRESS UNIFORM

Items Number of Reasons per Item per Dimension
H I 4 K L M N o P g & oM

Garrison Cap, od b 1 10 10 11 2 2 2 10 120
Cot ton: Drawers 7 2 6 10 Q 1 110
Fatipue Jacket 3 22 2 3 10 2 16 7 134
Combat Boots 1 16 1l 5 2 8 L 3 164
Raincoat L8 12 1 7 1 140
Duffel Bag 6 40 1 12 2 20 1 3 g6
Blanket, od 5 3 6 10 17 134
Steel Helmet 5 1 1l 3 1 3 1 34 102
Helmet lLiner 1 I 3 3 1 6 11 77
Cotton Undershirt 5 5 b 2 2 3 104
Field Jacket 9 36 2 7 9 8 170
Leather {loves 2 15 1 5 1 8 1 91
Fatigue Trousers 3 24 b 4 1 28 3 136
Hecktie, OD=01 1 11 2 3 5 1l 7 L 86
Bath Towel, od 1 2L 5 11 15 b 101
Khaki Trousers 1 L 1 46 1 15 157
Wool Socks 9 L ‘ 1 3 1 2 156
Shelter Half & 17 3 8 5 9 7 7h
Sweater (Higheneck) 8 2 5 2 3 88
Wool Umdershirt 1 11 3 1 2 1 5 102
Canteen 1 26 5 5 15 2 L 9 % o8
Dogtags 1 40 3 2 1 3 l b ) 99
First Aid Pocuch 5 35 7 5 L a7
Jacket Hood 224 L 1 1 7 1 g8
Fatigue Cap 3 15 b 2 2 1 L 5 91
Cvercoat g 26 12 26 20 215
Wool Drawers 2 2 2 6 2 2 108
Wool Gloves 4 5 2 5 b 1 85
Total - Jtems 1-14 35 235 30 44 23 60 21 91 3¢ 110 4 166

Total 77 503 68 115 55 98 29 152 79 185 L 3233
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Items

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel BRag
Elanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Cloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, {D=51

Cotton Trouszers (Fld)

Suspenders
Waist Relt
Dogtags
Poncho

¥Wool Gloves
Khakki Shirt
Shelter Haif
{vershoes
Bath Towel, od
Canteen

VWocl Drawers
Barrack Bag
Overcoat
Total - Items 1-1i
Total

P >

AL e <2

10
10

26

~1 FESOET e

N
I

=

35

gt
182

STRATUK C FATIGUE UNIFCAM

Humber of Reasons per Item per Dimension

B C D
14 1
3 7
L9
3 1
2 5
1
1
5
1 2
3 5
N
7
1 10 &
2 1
3
1 b
2 13
1
1 3
1
7
1 6
L34
23 1% 51
31 36 83

E F G
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 2
9 4 10 4 1 5
4 ) 1 2 1 2 2 12
13 15 13 3 3 5 1 1 8 11
6 33 1 1 1
1 2 4
3 2 57 1 1
2 10 35 1
L 2 3 2 23 3
L 5 g 7 5
4 42 1 1 1 1 2
2 21 10 2 2 2 5 8
6 g 1 2 1 3 3 12
1 i 1 2 1
2 2 18 & 2 1 1 5 7
1 4 1 1
3 7 7
1 10 1 2
3 & 7 2 1 1 1
1 1 52 1 1 3 1 1 13
g 2 11 11 1 1 12
1 9 2 1, 1 1
2 3 27 2 2 1
2 L 1 1 7
9 5 1 2
9 23 19 1 3 1
1 1 3
5 1 35 2 1 1 1 2
51 41 207 16 75 2 27 4 11 28 58
8, 104 386 19 80 28 53 12 16 48 112
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Items

Garrison Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Raincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, o©d
Steel Helmet
Helmet lLiner
Cotton Urdershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Cloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, 0D-51

Cotton Trousers (Fld)

Suspenders
¥Waist belt
Dogtags
Poncho

Yool CGloves
Khaki Shirt
S8helter Half
(vershoes
Bath Towel, od
Canteen

Yool Drawers
Barrack EBag
Uvercoat

Total - Items l-14
Total

STRATUM C FATIGUE UNIFORM
Humber of Reasons per Item per Dimension
M

[ et

1
2

6

20
26
23
36
5
5
11
L
32
11
27
5
2l
8.
30
61
25
8
)
23
9
22
42
7
L5
&
27 215
92 533

AP b
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o
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13
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P

-

2]

Fwn
R YT ENE RN T, NS W N

5
2
2 1
1 1
5
L5
12
o3
15
3
2
21
9 &
23 147
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STRATUM D CCMBAT VETERANS

Items Humber of Reasons per Item ner Dimension

A B C D E ¥ &

- - - - 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 4
Garrison Cap, od 10 1 1 2
Cotton Drawers 2 3 2 1l 1 1 3
Fatigue Jacket 1 1 2 2 1 2 6 7
Combat Roots 1 7 b L kL 1 1 5 &4
Raincoat 3 1 2 12 1 5 1
Buffel Bag 1 1 1
Blanket, od 3 20 3 1 1
Steel Helmet 1 2 6 13 1
Helmet Liner 1 2 2 3 3 1
Cotton Undershirt 1 1 S 3
Field Jacket 2 18 14 1 1
Leather Gloves 3 14 6 1 2
Fatigue Trousers 1 1 1 2 5 4
Necktie, 0D-51 10 3 1 1 1 1
Wool Jacket (Ike) 15 L 11 2 1 & 2
Mess Kit Spoon
Fatigue Cap 1 2 5 1 2 2 1 1
Khaki Shirt 9 1 1l 146 2 2
Canteen Cover 1l 1
Waterprocf Bag 3 2
Service Bhoes 3 3 1 3 2 1 1 2
Uvershoes 13 3 2
Intrenching Tool 3 1
Wet Weather Pants 1l 1 2 12 1 1
Mess Kit
Wet Weather Parka 1 1 11 1
¥Wool Trousers (Dress) 7 5 1 13 1
Khaki Trousers 10 1 ) L
Total - Items l-l4 32 0 6 4 16 17 &1 7 26 25 H 5
Total 77 0 156 16 25 28 14h5 7 39 33 16 5

811
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STRATUM D COMBAT VETERANS

Jtems Number of Reasons per ltem per Dimension
E I J K L M N 0O P 3 P NI
Garrison Cap, od 1 L 5 2L
Cotton Drawers 2 2 I 1 1 23
Fatigue Jacket 1 9 1 2 5 L0
Combat Boots 1 6 3 2 1 by
Raincoat 1 3 1 1 A 35
Duffel Bag 2 14 A L L 31
Blanket, od 1 1 2 32
Steel Helmet 11 1 14 L9
Helmet Liner 1l 2 3 3 22
Cotton Undershirt 2 2 1 1 3 23
Field Jacket 1 2 2 4 L5
Leather Gloves 4 1 1 32
Fatigue Trousers 1 7 1 L 3 1 31
Necktie, 0OD=51 1 18
Wool Jacket (Ike) 2 1 1 2 L9
Mess Kit Spoon 4L L 1 L 2 L 1 20
Fatigue Cap 2 3 1 13 3l
Khaki Shirt 7 1 2 41
Canteen Cover 17 2 2 23
Waterproof Bag 1 2 13 21
Service Shoes 5 1 L 1 3 30
Overshoes 1 3 2 25
Intrenching Tool 8 & 4 3 7
Wet Weather Pants I 1 23
Mess Kit 1l 9 1 L 1 5 21
Wet Weather Parka 2 9 25
Wool Trousers (Dress) 7 1 5 42
Khaki Trousers 2 13 2 41

Total - Items 1-14 19 51 0 10 9 o 17 17 0 43 L LLL
Total 35 108 0 43 21 0 38 26 12 62 28 871



Garrisen Cap, od
Cotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Rainceat

Buffel Bag
Blanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet lLiner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Gloves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, 0D-51

Total

W N

E O N

B C
b
L2
4
1
2
3
1
5
1 8
22 15

STRATUM F ARCTIC

Number of Reasons per Item per Dimension

D

N o

b
1
3
1

30

E E 4

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5
b 5 2 1 1 1
10 13 b 6 3 1
10 8 2 1 10
22 9 5 9 3 1 6 10

3 5 17 3 3 2 1 2
1 1 4 3
3 3 43 1 2 2

1 L 23 ) 1 1

6 5 7 2 2
12 10 8 1 1 b
9 27 1 1 1 2 1 1
7 26 2 1 1 3 3 2
11 1 3 L 5 13
2 1 1 3 1
101 55 142 32 26 5 23 1 14 29 48

cet
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Jtems

AN

Garrison Cap, od
Ceotton Drawers
Fatigue Jacket
Combat Boots
Haincoat

Duffel Bag
Blanket, od
Steel Helmet
Helmet Liner
Cotton Undershirt
Field Jacket
Leather Glcves
Fatigue Trousers
Necktie, OD=51

Total

W o0 jos

-3\n

b5

2

atd
PO OV O\ R 4

O
et

STRATUM F ARCTIC

Number of Reasons per Item per Dimension

I K L M
1 2 5
1l L 2 2
1 9 1
5
2 1 2
1 18
7 2
1l
1 6 2 3
1 2
1 1 I
6 1
2 5
10 46 31 15

e

DO N BN

0

W

CONWIWI N

23

P

0

q

Lo
N

-
NEDNOONOIH~IV B

g

R

TOTAL

71
82

1T



122

ITEMS APPEARING IN MISCELLANEOUS CATEGORY

A-BW

= ]]

Stratum

i

i

A-E

*Item MNo.

e T i N O NGO Q:DAU7ﬁw1¢o:¥4:;7:4113ﬂﬁ1

NN NN NN

M-I AN AOANHONN o NN NN N

SO SO ANNO NSNS AN N

e

83335211586.4382'41712088726

W eAnenen D N e A NN N0 0D e~ N0

HONNFWNO 0O
i ri

188 106 58 37 119

103

Total

#3ee Appendix I for names of items for each stratum.
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Instructions for Coding Reasons
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CODING

Detailed definitions of the dimensions are presented
below. Enter the stratum and subject number in the space
provided in the upper right corner of the score sheet.

Look at each reason given for each item and determine which
dimension is involved in the statement. Circle the code
letter for that dimensicn on the score sheet. If more than
one reason is given for an item, score each dimension re-

presented in the statements.
Dimensions

Dimension A. Appearance. Judgments under this dim-~
ension are made in Terms of the general outward appearances
of clothing items., Reasons given reflect concern with how
an item loocks, i.e., whether it presents a neat or a un-
tidy appearance, whether it is suitable for dress uniform
purposes, etc. Examples of statements are: "looks sharp”,
"not very neat loocking", "it makes the uniform lcok better?,
"don't look dresay", "makes a good appearance".

Dimension B. Stﬁl o Judgments under this dimension
are made in terms of the general styling of clothing items.
Reasons given reflect concern with the fashionableness or
stylishness of items. Examples of statements are: "nicely
styled™, "stylish®™, "do not like the style®”, "well tailored"”,
"obsolete in style".

Dimension C. Color. Judgments under this dimension are
made In terms of the color of both clothing and equipment
items. Reasons given reflect concern with the appropriate-
ness of the color or express personal likes or dislikes for
the color of items. Examples of statements are: "should be
white in color", "dont't like the color®, "good color®, "not
a good color®,

Dimension B. Fit. Judgments under this dimension are
made In terms of how clothing items fit. Reasons reflect
concern with whether the item fits properly. Examples are:
"good fit"™, "do not fit properly"®, "toe big", "do not stay
up rdight", "don't fit right®,



Dimension E. Personal Comfort. Judgments under this
dimensIon are made In terms of an ltem's effect upon an in-
dividual's personal bodily comfort. Reasons reflect concern
with whether the item contributes to or maintains comfort
or whether it causes discomfort. This dimensiocn has three
distinguishable sub-categories:

1, Comfortable-Uncomfortable. Keasons reflect
concern with whether an item 1is comfortable or uncom-
fortable. Statements are generally Just the words
neomfortable” or "uncemfortable®.

2., Bodily Discomfort. Reascns reflect concern
with whether an item does or does not contribute to
or cause some type of bodily discomfort. Examples of
statements: Yit itches”, "hurts feet", "do not creap
up inte crotch®, "do not scratch", "make feet sweat
toc much®.

3. Bodily Comfort Under Weather Conditions.
Reascns reflect concern with whether an item does or
does not malintain bodily comfort under different
weather conditions. Examples of statements: "keeps
you warm"™, ®too hot in summer", "does not keep you
dry", "not warm enough", %"cool", "“keaeps the rain off
you¥,

Dimensicn F. Personal Protection. Judgments under this
dimension are made 1n terms of an iltem's contribution to the
personal pretection of the individual. This dimension has
three sub-categories:

l. General Protection. FKeasons reflect concern
with whether an item offera general protection. No
references are made as to what part of the person is
protected and no reference is made as tc what the
protection is against. Examples of statements are:
"safe protection™, "not enough protection”, "good
protection%, "gives some protection®.

2., Bodily Protection. Reasons reflect concern
with whether or not an item affords protection from
injury, whether it protects the body or various parts
of the body, and whether it safeguards health. Ex-
amples are: “protects the body", "protects hands®,
Ykeeps you from catching cold®, “"healthful”, "protects
your head in combat™, "stops bulleta®,

3. Protection from Weather. Reasons reflect con-
cern with whether an item affords protection from dif-
ferent climatic conditions. Examples of statements are:
"protects from cold weather', "protects your head from
the sun and rain®, "protection against bad weather”.
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Dimension G. Item Quality. Judgments under this dim-
ension are made in terms o e general quality of individual
items. Reasons reflect concern with the quality of the
materials from which the item is constructed, the quality

of the construction of the item, etc., This dimension has
five distinguishable sub-categories:

l. Quality of the Material. Reasons reflect con-
cern with the quality of the material from which the
item is constructed. Examples of statements are:

"good material", "poor material®™, "should be of better
material®”, “shrinks", "fades too easily".

2, Quality of Construction. Reasons reflect con-
cern with how well an item ias constructed. Examples
of statements are: "poor construction”, "wall made",
"not put together very good®,

3. Durableness of the Item. Reasons reflect con-
cern with the durability of an item. Reasons given
are simple statements that the item is or 1is not
#durable®,

4. Ruggedness of the Item. Reasons reflect con-
cern with whether or not the item will hold up under
rough usage. Examples of statements are: "good for
rough wear', "can take a beating®, "does not break
sasilvy"®,

5. Quality of Wear. Reasons reflect concern with
whether an item will last for a long time, whether it
wears out easily. Examples of statements are: "long
lasting™, "wears long", "wears out too guick®, "long
wearing®.

Dimension H. JItem Usefulness. Judgments under this
dimension are made In terms of the usefulness of items.
Reasons reflect that items are Jud?cd in terms of whether
they are (a) useful, (b) handy, (¢} convenient or inconvenient,
(d) practical, {e) useful for many purposes and (f) useful for
purpcses other than those for which it was primarily deaigned.

Dimension I. Item Effectiveness. Judgments under this
dimension are made In terms of how well the item functions
in its intended capacity. Reasons reflect concern with how
well an item serves its purpose and with how well it does
the Job it was designed to do. Two types of statements are
given under this dimension. One, statements that the item
does or does not serve its purposs, and two, statements that
the item is good or bad for its purpose -~ the purpose being
stated. For example, "good for carrying clothes"™ made about
thctduffel bag: "good for carrying water® made about the
canteen,
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Dimension J. Necessity. Judgments under this dim-
ension are made in Terms of whether an item is essential.
Reasons reflect concern with whether an item is needed, is
necessary, or is necessary for a specific purpose — the
purpose being stated. Examples of statements are:
"necessary", "you need it", "an essential item", "a neces-
sary item for combat™.

Dimension K. Maintenance. dJudgmenta under this dim-
ension are made in terms ol the relative ease or difficulty
of maintaining an item. Reasons reflect concern with
whether an item is easy or difficult to clean and keep
clean. Examples of statements are: "easy to clean'a
*hard to keep clean', Yeasy to wash", "hard to shine™, "will
not hold a press”.

Dimension L. Ease of gandlisg and Carrying. Judg-
ments under this dimension are made in terms ol the relative
ease or difficulty with which items may be handled or car-

ried. Examples of reasons are: "easy to handle"™, "hard
to carry", "handy to carry".

Dimension M. Interference with Activities. Judgments
under this dimension are made 1rn terms ol the extent to
which items interfer with or facilitate freedom of movement
and the performance of certain activities. Examples of
reasons are: "allows easy movement”, "gzets in the way",

"interfers with walking and running®.

Dimension N. Ease of Wearing. Jud%ﬁcnts under this
dimensiIon are made In terms ol the relative ease or difficulty
with which items may be worn. Reasons reflect concern with
whether an item is easy or hard to wear, with whether it is
eagy or hard to don and doff. Examples of statements are:
"eagy toc wear™, "too much trouble¥, "too hard to take off
and put on'%,

Dimengion O. Design Aszgcng. Judgments under this dim-
ensiocn are made in terms ol specific design featurss of
itema. Reasons reflect concern with certain specific aspects
of individual items. Examples of statements are: "pockets
are toc big", "too many buttona™, "good because 1t lockas®.

Dimenaion P. Physical Dimensions. Judgments under this
dimension are made in terms physical dimensions of
equipment items. Reasons reflect concern with the sise,
length, wide, etc., of such items. Examples of statements
are: "too long", "size just right”, "too big".

Dimension C. Weight. Judgments under this dimension
are made in terms ol the weight of both clothing and equip-
ment items. Reasons reflect concern with whether an item is
heavy or light, too heavy or too light.
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Dimension R. Protection for Equip Judgments
under this dimension are mad ' the extent to which
items afford protection to other items of clnthing and equip-
ment. Examples o¢f reasons are: "protects your items",
"protects dress c¢lothes™, "saves yocur uniform®,

Miscellaneocus. In this category put all statements that
carry no meaning, statements that are not interpretable or
are not classifiable, and statements of personal like or
dislike, such as "I 1ike 1tw,



APPERDIX VI
Scale Analysis Using IBM Test Scoring Machine



SCALE ANALYSIS USING IBM TEST SCORING MACHINE

The following is a description of the scale analysis
developed in this study for use on the IBM Test Scoring
Machine. The methed is an adaptation cf the Guttman Scaleo-
gram method.

1. The answer sheets to which subjects' responses to
the items had been transferred were run through the Graphic
Item Counter. Since there were twenty-eight items with three
response categeries, it was possible to wire the board in
such a fashion that the "good" responses were printed on the
top third of the item count record, the "Indifferent" res-
ponses on the middle third, and the "Bad" responses on the
bottom third. This facilitated the determination of mar-
ginal totals.

2. Marginal totals were determined from the item count
record sheet. The "Indifferent" and the "Bad"™ categories
were combined for this computation.

3. An item order was established from these marginal
totals and entered on a sheet of graph paper.

L. The perfect scale types were then laid out on this
sheet and a scoring stencil was punched for each of them.
These stencils were "right"™ stenclils: scoring was done only
for right answers and only in Field A. VWhen categories were
combined, both were punched as "right®,

5. Answer sheets were then scored on these stencils.
If a sheet scored the maximum on a stencil, it meant that
this subject fitted the perfect scale type. These papers
were dropped. Papers which did not score the maximum were
pulled and marked with the scale type number and the score
cbtained on that type.

6. After all stencils for the perfect scale types were
run, those papers which did not fit any of the perfect types
were examined. These papers were placed in that scale type
for which they had received the highest score. This is the
type in which they would contribute the least amount of error.

7. Errors were totaled and the coefficient cof repro-
ducibility was computed.
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