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INTRODUCTION

In October, 1972, the Tactical Air Command instituted a test of a
new food system at Shaw WFB, S.C. ™e system, labeled BAS/A la Carte,
involved two primary changes fram the traditional military food service
systems. First, all airmen were put on BAS (Basic Allowance for Subsistence),
meaning they received a monetary allowance for food. Previously, a segment
of the airman population did not receive such an allowance, but were
authorized to eat in the dining hall for free. Second, airmen eatiny in
the dining hall paid on an item-by-item basis for only the foods they tock

line BAS paid a flat price

for their entire meal in the dining hall. The reactions of tle Staw
consuamers are centained in a report by Siebold and Meiselman, 1974.

lz
8
g
!
j
g

Viewing BAS/A La Carte as a possible alternative to the current
system, the Bssistant Secretary of Defense for Installations and Logistics
directed each service to conduct its own test of the BAS/A la Carte concept.
Tne Navy responded by choosing NAS Alameda, Ca., for a potential
site for such a test. (An Air Force test is currently underway at Loring
Air Force Base, and the Marine Corvs and Amy are planning tests for FY78.
Survey and interview data fram the current Air Force test at loring AFB will
be contained in a forthcoming report). As part of the Navy test, personnel
of the Behavioral Sciences Division of the U.S. Army Natick Development Center
(formerly the U.S. Ammy Natick Laboratories) conducted indivicual interviews
with NAS Alameda enlisted personnel tc detemmine their attitude toward such
a proposed system. In addition, the 1974 Crasumer's Opinions of Food
Service Systems (OOFSS) survey was administered to assess opinions about
the current system as implemented at NAS Alameda. Interviews and surveys ;
were also carried out with all the civilian and military food service i
workers to determmine their current satisfaction, as well as their attitude i
toward the impending conversion to BAS/A 1a Carte. The results of these
projects are contained in this report.

METHOD
Consumer Interviews and Surveys

For survey and interview purposes, the 2,333 mlistedmanpopulat.i.ox} 3
of NAS Alameda was conceptualized as camprising three groups: (a) married :

persons on COMRATS (commuted rations, the Navy equivalent to BAS), (b) si.ngle

persons on COMRATS, and (c} persons on RIK {rations-in-kind,meaning authoriza-

tion to eat in the dining hall at no cost). The number of persons in each ]
group were 1538, 550, and 221, respectively. (The 24 married men on RIK
were not included in this analysis). A sample of 100 persons was randamly
drawn from each of these groups, with the constraints that the persons were
representative of the major work units at NAS Alameda, that they were male,
& arﬂﬂutﬂ:eywaxemtaqpectedtoleavemswmﬂmemarfume.
F Due to inaccuracies in the original sampling plan, leave, temporary duty, ‘g
and the like, 150 enlisted men (50 of each group) were eventually interviewed :
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and 162 enlisted men (54 RIK, 61 OOMRATS-Married, and 54 OOMRATS-Single)
took the survey. Of these men, 136 were both interviewed and surveyed.

Interviews were conducted on a one~to-one basis at the interviewees'

work sites by three senior staff members of the Behavioral Sciences Division.
Four topics were covered: (a) demographic characteristics of the interviewee;
(b) current eating patterns; (c) satisfaction with the current food system;
and (d) projected attitudes about the BAS/A la Carte system. A copy of
the interview protocol is contained in Appendix A. The interview, which
required 1520 minutes to cmplete, contained 30 objective questions and
12 questions of an open-ended variety. Of the former, 1l required the
interviewee to choose une of five scaled responses printed on a card which
the interviewer placed in front of him. The opun-ended questions allowed
the interviewee to provide as much information as he wished, only being asked
whether there was anything else he would like to add each time he appeared
to conplete his response. Interviewers recorded the responses verbatim.
At a later date, responses were tallied independently by two members of
the Behavioral Sciences Division with categories based on the raw data.
Agreement occurred in 86% of the cases. Responses on which there was
disagreement were categorized following discussion and mutual agreement
between the two Jjudges.

The OCFSS survey, which was administared to groups of personnel in a
closed-off area of the installation cafeteria, is a recent edition of the
survey used by the Behavioral Sciences Division in earlier studies of garrison
food service (e.g., Branch, Meiselman, and Symington, 1974). It contains
57 questions covering a broad range of areas related to food service. Survey
respondents were tcld the background of the study, given explicit instructions
about a few of the more complex items, and encouraged to ask questions in
the event of any uncertainty. They were allowed to canmplete the survey at
their own individual pace, which required approximately 50 minutes.

Enclosed in the OOFSS survey was a single-page Alternative Rations
Systems survey which asked respondents about their general attitudes toward
various ration systems. Specifically, it allowed respondente to "design"
their "best" and "worst" systems and then rate those systems on a variety
of scales. This survey required approximately 10 minutes to'oaxplete. A
copyofbothitaxﬂtheGISSsurveyarecmtamedmApperﬂle.

These survey and interview instruments have been and are being used
at other sites where BAS/A La Carte is being tested, namely, Shaw AFB
(Siebold and Meiselman, 1974) and Loring AFB (report to be published).

Worker Interviews and Surveys

In addition to the work carried out with the customers at NAS, Alameda,
surveys and interviews were administered to bcth civilian contract and
military food service workers at NAS Alameda in order to assess job satisfac-
tion and attitudes toward the potential system change.

s
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Specificaliy, surveys and intervizws were administered to 22 mili
and 24 civilian food service workers Auiing the same week the custane:a_ grk
was performed. The su;vey/interview package wnsisted of the following
carpanents (see Appendix C for survey and interview forms).

1. Demographic information. Data were onllected concerning characteri

pf the individual workexrs which might be expected to affect job satisfalgtj'.ta.grsx.
Specifically, workers were asked questions about their rank or grade level,
age, length of time in food s-.vice, and attitude toward military service
(military personnel only).

2.. The Job Description Index (JDI). A standard paper and pencil instrument
wh:.ch measures satisfaction within five areas (the type of work, the super—
vision, the co-mrkers on the jaob, the opportanities for pramotion, and the
pay) was administered to all workers (Smith et al,1969). Each area is
evaluated by vresponses to a list of adjectives or descriptive phrases
(eighteen words and phrases each for work, supervision and co~workers; nine
each for pay and promotions).

3. Human factors. Thirteen questions concerning the working environment
and equipment in the Alameda dining facility. each constructed in a tradi-
tional semantic differential format with five response points between bipolar
adjectives (Osgood et al.,1957), were addressed to all workers.

4. Interview. Each worker was intervicwed on an individual basis with
the military personnel being asked about their training in food service
and all workers being queried oconcerning their -oinions of the advantages
and disadvantages ot the propnsed BAS/A la Carte system.

RESULTS

The findings are presented in two sections, the first dealing with
the consurer interviews and surveys, and the second with the worker data.
In both, resultg of statistical analysis are indicated by numbers in paren-
theses, e.g. (1), which refer to the listing in Appendix D. Footnotes are
indicated by alphabetic superscripts.

work similar to that presented here will be done on a follow-up basis
at NAS Alameda in the case that BAS/A la Carte is inplemented there. When
conbined with the data gathered at Shaw and loring AFB, these findings wili
provide an objective assessment of the consumers' and workers' reaction
to this system.

Results of Consumer Interview and Survey

In this section, attention will focus on the results of the consumer
interviews, with the survey findings used to supplement. these data. The
camplete survey results are given in Appendix E. Where significant, campari-
smswillbedrawnbeﬂveenﬂedataobtamedatMSAlemedaarﬂﬂnsegatMred
from similar interviesw/survey work at Loring AFB.




A. Demographic Characteristics

Same demographic characteristics of the interviewees are shown in
Taple 1. Significant differences among the groups were found with respect
to each one (1,2,3). Follow-up analyses indicated, however, that in
each case the significant difference was between the COMRATS groups and
the RIK group, and that the two COMRAT groups did not differ significantly
fr_:ap ore a}mther (4,5,6). Demographic data fram the survey revealed a
s.u;ular difference with regard to rank, the median rank of the RIK's
being E-4 and that of both COMRATS groups being E-5 (7,8). Differences
between each of the groups were found with regard to living arrangomenis,
most RIK's (82%) living in on-post bachelor quarters, most OCQMRATS-Marri~d
(70%) living in off-posc family quarters, and most COMRATS--Single dividea
evenly between on—-and off-post bachelor quariers (42% and 43%, respect.vely)
(9). The reader must be cautioned that these differerces make subsequent
interpretation of the groups' responses samewhat difficidt. In cases where
the groups responded differently to interview or survey 'estions, it will
not always be clear to what the difference is attribut .2, the age Jifference,
the ration status difference, and the living situation . .fference, etc.

B Current Eating Habits

In terms of current eating patterns, the three groups of interviewees
did not differ significantly in the number of meals they reportedly consumed
per week in general (10) (Table 2). Differences were found, however, with
respect to the number of mfals reportedly eaten in the dining hall (11), the
+wo COMRATS groups reporting significantly fewer meals per week than the RIK
croup (12) (Table 2)3, Three additional details of these data are note-
worthy. First, the relatively large standard deviations in Table 2 indicate
that there was high variability within each group in their reported meal
rates. Seocond, two of the RIK, 17 of the Married-COMRATS, and six of the
Single-COMRATS persons said they had never eaten in the NAS Alameda dining
hall. 2nd, third, the nutber of weekly dining hall meals reported by these
persans were very similar to those reported by the Ioring AFB personnel.
RIX airmen reported a mean of 10.9 meals per week and the 8AS airmen (who
were not divided into married and single) reported a mean of 2.9 meals per

art might be suggested that respondents are inac wurate in estimating
the mmber of meals they eat in the dining hall., While possibly
true, this does not obviate the attendance difference noted ahove,
unless cne would wish tc further arque that the sem.les differed in
their inability to estimate, e.g., that one sample consistently over-
estimated and the other consistently underestimated. There are,
however, little grounds for such an assertion. In fact, the finding
that the samples did not differ in their estimates of current general
meal frequency suggests that, if the estimates are inaccuratz, they
are inaccurate in the same way and to the same degree. Thus,
although the survey data may not fairly represent the frequency with
wtich the two samples ate in the dining hall, they do indicate that
the RIK respondents attended more often than the persons in the

OOMRATS groups.
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Table 1

Denographic Characteristics of RIX(R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and COMRATS-Single (C~S) -

R a] s

Mean Age (in years) 22.3 29.8 27.1

Mean Time in Service (in years) 3.6 10.5 7.8
Proportion: Remaining in military .22 .74 .54
leaving military .50 .14 .32
Uncertain .28 .12 .14

Table 2

Meal Patterns of RIK (R), OOMRATS-Married (C-M),

Reported Current
and OCOMRATS-Single (C-S)

R cH s

Mean Number (and Standard
peviation) of Meals Per Week, 16.1 (5.2)
In General

Mean Number (and Standard
Deviation) of Meals Per Week 10.5 (6.8) .6 (1.4) 2.7 (4.7)
in the Dining Hall

15.0 (3.8) 14.9 (4.3)
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week, misisincatparismtothelo.Sarﬁl.sreportedbytheRn(
and carbined COMRATS groups at NAS Alameda, respectively.

'mesurvaydataslmdtmtthenn(persamelreportedlyatein
ﬂedininghallmmoftenﬂmﬂxed)&ﬁpemlatallﬂmeemals
on both weekdays and weekends; but that the largest relative differences
occurred with respect to weekend meals, particularly lunch. The survey
data also provided information regarding where the men ate when not
eating in the dining hall. Althoush the groups agreed that private
residences, off-base restaurants and drive-ins, vending machines, and
other on-base facilities were, in that order, the more likely non-dining :
hall sources for meals, the two OOMRATS groups reportedly utilized each
more frequently than the RIK groups, with the exception of off-base
restaurants and drive-ins (see Appendix E).

N ——

Another interview question on attendance asked respondents to rate -

on a 5-point scale, their current attendance relative to their attendance

in dining halls at other installations. This question was asked only of

persons who had been at other installations with the same marital and

| rations status as they currently held. Most of the RIK and the COMRAT-

| Married group reported no change in their attendance. Among the remainder
of these two groups, however, those who said they now were attending less
cutnurbered those who said they now were attending more (Figure 1).
Irexplicably, the majority of the COMRATS-Single group responding to this
question said they went to this dining hall more frequently than to others
(13). Wwhat makes this finding even more peculiar are the general ratings

| of the NAS Alameda dining facility in comparison to other Navy dining halls.

Here, no significant differences occurred among the groups (14),
the majority in each case rating the Alameda facility as slightly or
i extremely worse than others (Figure 2). Thus, even though they apparently
liked the NAS Alameda dining hall less than others, the majority of the
respondents reportedly ate there no less often, and more often for one
group, than at other dining facilities.

In the pre~ and post-tec: interviews administered at loring AFB,
respondents were also asked to rate their facility in camparison to other
dining halls. As at NAS Alameda, the majority of airmen initially gave
negative ratings. After the implementation of BAS/A 1a Carte, however,
there was . significant shift in a positive direccion in the ratings
| of both awsmen on BAS (15) and aimmen previously cn RIK (16).
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C. Attitudes Toward the Qurrent System
Cl. Interview Data: Reasons for Not Attending More Often.

To determine why interviewees did not eat in the dining hall more
frequently, they were asked, first, to specify the one main reason for not
attending more and, second, 0 give any other relevant reasans. Ses
to both questions fell into six categories: (a) inconvenience of the dining
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FIGURE 1

CURRENT ATTENDANCE RELATIVE TO
ATTENDANCE AT PREVIOUS FACILITIES
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RATING OF THIS DINING HALL RELATIVE TO OTHERS

RIK, N = 39, X = 23]
C-M, N =33 X =233
SR cs N =20 X =243

EXTREMELY EXTREMEL Y

N e A At P

1
]
i
i
1




h«'fxll (hours, location of dining hall, location of home, etc.), (b) problems
with the-fgod (quality, variety, etc.), (c) undesirable eating environment
in thg dining hall (decor, lighting, crowded, etc.), (d) food habits which
conflicted with and took precedence to eating in the dining hall (eating

at home with family, going out with friends, etc.), (e) poor service in the
dining hall (attitude of worker, speed of service, ete.), and (f) miscellan-
eous (expense, rules, etc.). Categorization of responses into these six
general areas is given in Tables 3 and 4. A complete breakdown of the
responses is given in Appendix F.

As shown in Table 3, the groups differed significantly from one
another in terms of their reported main reason for not attending more often
(17,18). Conflicting meal patterns appeared to play a significant role
in the nonattendance of each of the three groups, particularly the COMRATS-
Married group. Convenience features were also mentioned frequently by
each group, especially being emphasized by the COMRATS-Single group. ’
Collectively, 64% of the interviewees cited one of these two reasons, which
are not directly related to food service, as the main reason for their
relative nonattendance. Similar findings were obtained at Shaw and ILoring
AFBs. These data, taken with those noted earlier concerning the relative
rating of and attendance in the Alameda dining hall, are important because
they suggest that attendance was not solely determined by consumers' attitudes
toward the dining hall. fThere are factors currently beyond food service
control which apparently are more influential in determining when and how
often a large segment of the personnel have meals in the dining hall. This
is not true, however, for everyone, A substantial mumber of RIKs, for
exanple, mentioned undesirable features of the dining hall food as the main

- reason they did not attend more often (Table 3). Previous reports have
also emphasized the importance of food in relation to attendance (e.g.,
Branch, Meiselman, and Symington, 1974). '

Many respondents gave no other reason for not attending more (Table 4).
Those who did give additional reasons again emphasized food features,
convenience factors, and conflicting habits. Factors related to the eating
enviromment (mainly the crowds) and service (mainly the workers' attitude),
were also mentioned.

The emphasis by the COMRATS groups on conflicting eating habits and
convenience is not surprising given the marital status of the COMRATS-

. Married group and the off-base living situation of the majority of that
group and part of the COMRATS-Single .group. Additional information regarding
the convenience issue was available fram the survey questions concerning

the distance to the dining hall. Although the groups did not differ signifi-
cantly in the time reportedly required to get to the dining hall from their
job sites (an average of 7.8 minutes), the COMRATS-Married group reported
significantly more time to get to the dining hall from their home (an
average of 23.3 minutes) than did either the RIK group (an average of 5.7
minutes) or the COMRATS-Single group (an average of 12.5 minutes) (19),
the latter two not being significantly different from one another (20).




The Main Reason Given by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and COMRATS~Single (C-S) For Not Attending More Often

Frequency
Inconvenience 5-
Undesirable Food 19
Undesirable Environ- 2
ment
Poor Service 0
Conflicting Habits 19
Miscellaneous 5
Total 50

Table 3

R Cc-M c-5
Proportion Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion
.10 13 .26 20 .40
.38 3 .06 10 .20
.04 1 .02 6 .12
0 0 0 0 0
.38 29 .58 10 .20
.10 4 .08 4 .08
1.00 50 1.00 50 1.00

Table 4

Other Reasons For Not Attending More Often

Inconvenience
Undesirable Food
Undesirable Environment
Poor Service
Conflicting Habits
Miscellaneous

Total 36

RO ohwn

R Cc-M

' C-S
Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion
.13 13 .32 1l .25
.25 5 .12 15 .35
.17 6 .14 6 .14
.17 4 .10 2 .05
.25 8 .25 6 .14
.03 5 .12 3 .07
1.00 a1 1.00 43 1.00
| 23 22

Nothing 28

10




C2. Interview Data: General Opinions of the Navy Food System.

A mmber of questions in the interview were oriented toward the men's
general opinion of the Navy food sarvice. The first asked intecrviewees
to rate their level of satisfaction with, "The effort the Navy has made to
provide you with good food ashore". Persons on OOMRATS ere told that this
included their COMRATS allowance. Significantly more of the RIK group
expressed dissatisfaction (42%) than either of the COMRATS groups (less
than 25%) (21) (Figure 3).

At loring AFB, less than a quarter of both the BAS and the RIK growp
expressed dissatisfaction prior to the conversion to BAS/A Ia Carte.
Nonetheless, there was a significant decrease in dissatisfaction on
the part of both grov )8 after the new system was instituted (22,23). These
findings, along with those mentioned earlier concerning the improved atti-
tude of airmen toward the Loring facility relative to other dining halls,
are important because they suggest that changing to BAS/A la Carte
was instrumental in enhancing the servicemen's opinions of their dining
facility and the military food systea, in general. (As noted earlier,
these data and others are the subject of a forthooming report.)

Interviewees at NAS Alameda were also asked to specify the one thing
they would most like changed in regard to the Navy food system and,
subsequently, whether there were any other changes they desired. The
categories into which the responses fell are shown in Tables 5 and 6. In
both cases, a significant difference was found between the COMRATS groups
and the RIK group (24,25) although the two OOMRATS groups did not differ
gignificantly from one another (26,27). Nonetheless, the one main change
desired by all groups had to do with the ration system. The detailed
breakdown of these responses (Appendix F) shows that the RIK group was
most interested in an all-COMRATS policy, or in at least having a choice
between COMRATS and RIK. The cne main desirs of the COMRATS groups, on
the other hand, was an increase in the COMRATS allowance, wi.th a nmumber of
OOMRATS-Single persons also expressing a wish for item pricing. The degree
to which these responses were influenced by the interviewees' knowledge
and understanding of the impending ration system changes is unknown, although
it is interesting that relatively few persons (7% overall) spontaneously
named item pricing as a change they would most like to see.

In addition to these responses, the RIK group made frequent mention
of changes in the food served in the dining hall, primarilywithrgspect
to the quality of preparation and variety (see Appendix F). Food features
were also often included among the other changes the respondents desired
(Table 6), although the COMRATS-Married group had relatively few things
they added here and the COMRATS-Single group frequently mentioned environ-
mental features as well (mostly pertaining to the general atnosphere).
Food quality an. variety have ocnsistently been leading sources of military
custamer compla.nt (e.g., Branch, Waterman, Symington, and Meiselman, 1874).
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Table 5

The Main Changes Desired by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and COMRATS~-Single (C-S)

R c-M =S
. ' Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion

Hours/ILocation 0 0 1 .02 1 .02

Food 20 .42 8 .18 12 27

Enviromment 2 .04 4 .09 1l .02

Ration System . 24 .50 20 .47 18 .42

Miscellansous 1 .02 8 .19 7 .16 .

Total 48 1.00 43 1.00 44 1.00 l
{
|

]

1.00
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On the positive side, respondents wer: asied to state the one main
most liked about the Navy focd systen, as well as any additional
had. The general categor. s into which these responses fell
Tables 7 and 8 and are the same as in Tables 5 and 6 with
the exception of COMRATS/Expense which replaced the Systems category above
(see Appendix F for a more detailed breakdown).

3
i
b

As before, significant differences again occurred between the OOMRATS
groups and the RIK group, but not between the two COMRATS groups, alone
(29). The main likes of the KIK group centered on hours/location features
and food features. In the former case, the following type of statement
was frequently voiced: "The best thing about the Navy food system is
that dining facilities are thure whenever I need them". The most frequently
mentioned fool features were specific foods (e.g., good breakfast foods),
quantity, and quality. Food features also received frequent mention by
the OOMRATS groups, particularly food quantity, nutrition, and quality.
More than food features, however, the COMRATS groups emphasized the receiving
of OCOMRATS and the low cost of dining hall meals as their most liked feature
of the Navy food system. The majority of respondents gave no additional
likes (Table 8). In fact, too few coments were made to warrant statistical
analyses. Of the responses given, most focused on food, again emphasizing
specific foods, food quantity, and food quality. (The fact that food
quality was mentioned both as a liked feature and as one requiring change
points ocut the apparent lack of agreement regarding satisfaction with this
particular factor.)

C3. Interview Data: Increasing Dining Hall Attendance.

The next question asked the respondent whether, in his opinion, there
were things the Navy could do to increase general attendance in its dining
facilities. The responses of the three groups were nearly identical,
approximately 80% responding in the affirmative. When asked what specifically
oould be done, the interviewees gave resporses of the same general categories
as above (Table 9). Unlike previously, however, the responses of toe
qroups did not differ significantly fram one another (30), all emphasizing
food and physical enviromment features. OCamments regarding the former were
almost exclusively related toc the quality of food preparation and food
variety (see Appendix F) as has been found in previous studies. In terms
of the latter, the rmost frequently mentioned features concerned the general
decor and the crowded conditions. That plysical envircrment features were
cited as frequently as they were is surprising, since they were not noted
very often in response to the previously discussed questions. It should be
recalled, however, that interviewees were asked what would attract custamers
in general, not just themselves. So it is plausible that a respondent
personally felt that, for example, service required the most attention,
but mentioned environmental features because he felt they would be most

desired by the general population.
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Table 7

The Main Likes of RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-¥),
and COMRATS~Single (C-S).

R c-M c-S
Frequency Proportion Frequency Propartion Frequency Proportion
14 .32 4 .20 3 .07
13 .30 1 .27 14 .35
4 .09 0 0 0 0
4 .09 4 .10 2 .04
7 .15 20 .49 2l .52
2 .05 2 .04 1 .03
44 1.00 41 1.00 41 1.00

6 9 9
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1.00
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Table 9

Factors leading to Increased Attendance as Given by RIK (R),
OOMRATS-Married (C-M), and COMRATS-Single (C-S)

R (N = 38} . CM(N=39) C-S (N = 39)
Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion Frequency .’roportion
Hours/Convenience 3 .04 2 .03 4 .06
Food 40 .58 21 .34 31 .45
Environment 17 .25 19 .31 13 .21
Sexvice 6 .N9 4 ' .07 3 .05
System 1 .01 5 .08 5 .08
Miscellaneous 2 .03 10 A7 8 .11
Total 69 1.00 61 1.00 64 1.00
|
|
Table 190

Responses of RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M), and OOMRATS~-Single (C-S)
to the Questicn of Whether their Attendance would Increase i

R Cc-M C-S
Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion
Yes 23 .61 19 .49 30 .77
No 15 .39 20 .51 9 .23
Total 38 1.00 39 1.00 39 1.00
!
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As a last question in this series, persons who indicated that an s
increase in attendance was possible were asked whether their own attendance ;
would increase if their suggestions were inplemented. The respanses to {
this question zre shown in Table 10. Although the responses of the groups '
were not statistically different (31), they indicate that the attendance
of the COMRATS-Married group wruld be least affected by any change, and
that even among the two other groups the attendance of a substantial percen-
tage would be uninfluenced. This finding is not particularly surprising
in light of the camments made earlier that over 60% of each grour gsve
factors not directly related to food service as their main reaac:.; tor
currently not attending more (see Table 3).

C4. Interview Datz: Summary.

In general, the two COMRATS groups tended to respond as cne, showing
a generally high level of satisfaction with the M sy food system and citing
factors not dirzctly related to the diring hall as the main reasons they
did not attend more, as the main things they wanted changed, and as the
things they most liked. This was in contrast to the RIK group which
expressed less satisfaction with the the Navy system and which, although also
mentioning non-dining hall factors, emphasized food features throughout.
There was agreement among the groups thuot the general attendance could be
increased by improving the food served iin the dining hall and the dining hall
envirorment, although a substantial proportion of the groups, particularly
of the COMRATS-Married group, would reporiedly not attend more themszlves.

A great deal of information related to the two most frequently mentioned
factors involved in increasing attendance, food and the dining environment,
was available fraom the survey data. A portion of these data are presented
below. The camplete data are given in Appendix E.

C5. Survey Data: Dining Environment.

The following areas were considered in relation to the dining environ-
ment: (a) physical aspects of the dining nall; (b) waiting in lines, which
pertains to the crowded conditions frequently mentioned in relation to
increasing attendance; and (c) meal hours, which, although not specifically
an environmental feature, was often involved in the responses to a number
of the interview questions.

Questions on the first of these areas involved a list of 21 envirom
mental features which the respondents rated on 3 5-point scale. The format
of the scale was similar to semantic differentia. scales in that it had
opposite adjective pairs separated by five numbers, the subjects marking
one murber to express his opinion regarding that feature. An example of
the scale and a list of the adjective pairs are given in Table 11. This 1
table also shows which features received a positive mean rating, i.e., a 3
neanmtingabovetleneutralpoint(&eactmlmansuegivmhhxpaﬂixm; b
and the ranking of the features, the feature with the lowest mean rating i
receiving the rank of 1. :
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Table 11

Ratings of Physical Features by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and OOMRATS-Single (C-S)

S g i g g
g g " & <
Example: Noisy 1 2 3 4 5 Quist
R c-M c-s
Mean 3.0 Rank Mean >3.0 Rank Mean 3.0 Rank
: Dirty/Clean Kitchen * 20 L 16 * 18
| Dirty/Clean Counters * 21 * 19 * 20
I Di;+y/Clean Dispensers * 17 B 14 * 16
| Dirty/Clean Silverware 10 9 11
| Dirty/Clean Tray * 11 * 20.5 * 14
; Dirty/Clean Dishes * 16 * 17 * 17
Dirty/Clean Floors * 19 o 13 12
Dirty/Clean Tables * 18 * 12 * 13
Dimly/Brightly Lit = 15 * 20.5 * 21
No Sun/Sunny * 12 11 9
Unsafe/Safe * 13.5 * 15 * 19
Insect Free/Infested * 13.5 * 18 * 15
Noisy/Quiet 2 2 1
Crowded,/Un 5 3 6
Cramped,/Roamy 4 10 8
Unpleasant/Pleasant View 1 1 2
Unpleasant/Pleasant Exterior 7 6 3
Unpleasant/Pleasant Interior 9 7 7
Drab/Colorful 3 5 4.5
Ugly/Beautiful 6 4 4.5
| Tense/Relaxed 8 8 10
2.74 2.80

Overall Mean
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There was considerable agreement among the groupe in the ratings
assigned to each feature. The correlation between the rankings by the
two OOMRATS groups was patrticularly high (.93), although the rank correla-
timsbeﬁamﬂ:ekﬂ(gnmuﬂﬂeamms-mniedmmem-smgle
groups were also substantial (.80 and .86, respectively). Also, the
overall mean ratings of the groups did not differ significantly (32). This
similarity in responding, which wi'l be evidenced repeatedly in the para-
graphs to follow, is swprising in light of the differences among the
groups in their reported attendance, and indicates that cne need not attend
frequently to discern the positive and negative features of the dining hall
and the food served therein. A similar situation was observed at Shaw AFE
where opinions of attenders and nonattenders were found to differ very little
(Siebold and Meiselman, 1975). )

The diring facility was rated positively in terms of cleanliness
(with the exception of silverware), lighting, being free of inseccs, and
safety. The features which received the lowest ratings were reiated to the
attractiveness of the dining eaviiorent (unpleasant view, urpleasant
Interior and exterior, drakiess and ugliness) and the crowded condition
(noisy, crowded, and cramped). These features, it will be recalled, are
the same as those enphasized in the interviews in response to the question
of how to increase attendance.

‘There was also no significant disagreement among the groups in their
estimation of the length of the wait in the serving line (33), with an
overall mean time of 5.28 minutes being reported (see Appendix E for more
carplete data on this topic).

In tems of dining hall hours, respondents indicated whether opening
and closing times for hreakfast, lunch, ami dinner on weekdays and weekends
were sufficient as is or whether they should be extended by a half hour
or an hour. The mean times and the ranking of these means (the meal with
the smallest mean beirg assigned the ranking of 1) are shown in Table 12.
Rank correlations of .76, .85, and .86 were obtained for the RIK and
OOMRATS-Married groups, RIK and COMRATS-Single groups, and COMRATS-Married
and OOMRATS-Single groups, respectively. The agreement among groups suggested
by these correlations was also indicated by the lack of significant differences
among ° he overall mean extension times given by each group (34), averaging
out to be 14.8 minutes. In general, three patterns emerged from these data,
namely, that a greater extension was desired for: (a) closing hours more
than for opening hours, (b) for supper than for lunch than for breakfast,
and (c) for weekday meals than for weekend meals.

C6. Survey Data: Food Features.

It will be recalled that in the interview all three groups cited changes
inthedininghallfoodasbeingthemstlﬂcelyfeaturestoleadtoincreased

attendance (see Table 9), and that particular emphasis was placed on food
quality and variety. Survey data on these two issues are presented in this

section, along with data p.—taining to food quantity.
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Time Extensions (in Minutes) Desired by RIK (R), COMRATS~Married (C-M),
and COMRATS-Single (C-S) '

Breakfast, Opening

Table 12

OANOW

R c-M c-s
, Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

6.79 2 13.89 7 15.96
16.88 9 17.14 11 20.43
11.32 5 11.89 5 11.09
19.59 10 15.31 10 19.79
16.47 8 9.00 3 17.04
28.16 12 19.20 12 21.33
5.40 1 8.33 1 14.04
14.38 6 14.69 8.5 18.26
7.80 3 8.49 2 11.49
15.00 7 13.47 6 16.36
11.25 4 9.44 4 15.00
22,50 11  14.69 8.5 18.91
14.80 13.11 16.64
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In the survey, respondents rated 16 food quality features on a four
point-scale, indicating whether each feature occurred never, scmetimes,
often, or always. As in the previous section, there was considerable
agreement amng the groups in the ratings they gave each feature (Teble 13):
(a) when the features were ranked for each group in terms of their mean
ratings (the rank of 1 being assigned the feature with the lowest mean
rating) and the groups were campared, rank correlations exceeding .90 were
found in each case; (b) the overall mean ratings assigned by the three
groups were not significantly different (35); and (c) there was camplete
agreement among groups with respect to which features occurred more than
"sametimes” (camplete mean ratings are given in Appendix E).

In the interviews, most emphasis in the area of food quality was on
the quality of food preparation. It is interesting, therefore, that in
the survey low ratings were not confined to this aspect of food quality,
but occurred also with respect to the quality of the raw food product. It
is of further interest that the features receiving the lowest ratings at
NAS Alamedd, tastelessness, toughness, and greasiness, also received the
lowest ratings at other installations (e.g., Branch et al.,1974), including
Loring AFB prior to BAS/A 1a Carte.

In evaluating food variety, respondents rated each of seven food classes
(short order, meats, starches, vegetables, salads, beverages, and desserts)
in terms of their sati- action with its variety on weekdays, weekends,
and over the course of a month. In each case, a 5-point scale was used,
ranging fram Much More Choice Needed to Much Less Choice Needed. The overall
mean rating by the COMRATS-Married group was significantly greater than the
mean ratings of the RIK and the COMRATS-Single groups (36), which were
identical (Table 14). (That the OCOMRATS-Married perscns were least dis-
satisfied with food variety is not swurmrising since this group attended
least often and, therefore, would be least likely to notice monotonous food
offerings). Despite this difference, however, correlations among the rankings
of the features by each group, based on mean ratings, were once again
substantial (.86 between the two COMPATS groups, and .63 and .68 between the
RIK group and each COMRATS group separately). The aroups agreed that meat
and short order variety were in the most need of improvement and that beverages
required the least attention. This pattern occurred for each of the groups
for eaxch of the three types of variety - weekday, weekend, and monthly.
Differences between the COMRATS groups and the RIK group did appear, however,
with regard to the in-between items. After short order and meats, the
OOMRATS groups listed salads, starches, and vegetables, and desserts as needing
most attention, whereas this order was reversed for the RIK group. An
ordering similar to the RIKs has been evidenced in previous reports (Branch
et al.,1974), and at Ioring AFB. A second pattern which appeared in the
RIK data was a generally greater satisfaction with food class variety on week-
days than on weekends than over a month period. For the two COMRATS groups,
however, there was little consistency in this regard.

i
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Table 13

Ratings of Food Quality by KIX (R), OOMRATS-Married (C-M)
and OOMRATS~Single (C-5) °

1 - Never; 2 - Sametimes; 3 - Often; 4 - Always

ba P follows features related to the quality of food
preparation, an F follows features related to the quality of
the raw food product, and a P/F follows features which could
be related to either factor.

22
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R M
‘ Mean >2.00 Rank  Mean >2,00 Rank  Mean 2,00 Rank

Overcocked (P)P % 8 @ 6 @

Underoooked (P) * 6 * 9 *

* 7 * 8 *

Tasteless (P/F) * 1 * 1 *
Burned (P) 11 10

Dried Out (P/F) * 5 * 4 *

Greasy (P) * 3 * 3 *

Tough (F) * 2 * 2 -
Too Spicy (P) 13 12
Frozen (P) 16 16
Salty (P) 14 14

Gristle (F) * 9 * 5 &
Spoiled (F) 15 15
Stale (F) 10 11

Fatty (F) * 4 * 7 )
12 i3

Overall Mean 2,06 1.95 2.06




Table 14
Ratings of Food Variety by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),

and OOMRATS-Single (C-S)

R c-M Cc-s

Mean Rank Meaan Rank Mean Rank

Weekday Variety
Short Order 2.00
Meats 1.98
Starches 2.52
Vegetables 2.51
Salads 2.58
Beverages 2.74
Desserts 2.27

Weekend Variety
Short Order 1.84
Meats 1.86
Starches 2.48
Vegetables 2.3¢6
Salads 2.51
Beverages 2.62
Desserts 2.22

Monthly Variety
Short Order 1.83
Meats 1.71
Starches 2.:35
Vegetables 2.35
Salads 2.43
Beverages 2.63
Desserts 2.31
Overall Mean 2.29

6 2.11 1 1.92 3.5
5 2.33 . 6 1.36 2
17 2.63 14.5 2.33 8.5

15 2.56 11 2,39 11
18 2.55 10 2.37 10
21 2.79 20.5 2.63 21
8 2.79 20.5 2.51 18
3 2.22 3 2.00 6
4 '2.30 5 1.85 1
14 2.54 8.5 2.43 14
- 12 2.61 13 2.45 15
16 2.54 8.5 2.40 12.5
19 2.74 18 2.53 19
7 2.63 14.5 2.49 17
2 2.18 2 1.98 5
1 2.25 4 .92 3.5
11 2.64 16 2.40 12.5
10 2.59 12 2.33 8.5
13 2.49 7 2.31 7
20 2.78 19 2.56 20
¢ 2.72 17 2.48 15
2.52 2.29

2 - Slightly More Choice; 3 - Choice Now
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4 The final food topic, food quantity, was covered by two tions

k. in the survey. 'mefirstsinplyaskedmspaﬁmtsluvofhenwﬂ;yleftﬂe
dining facility without enough to eat: never, scmetimes, often, or always.
The responses of the three groups did not differ significantly (37), fewer
than 25% of each group saying this situation occurred more than "sometimes".
The second question had respondents rate a single portion of meats, starches,
vegetables, and dessects on a 5-point scale, ranging fram Much Too Small

to Mxcch Too Large. The responses of the groups were again nearly identical,
indicating that only meat servings were considered too small and that
servings of vegetables, starche:s and desserts were, in that order, sufficient
as is, or possibly even too large (see Appendix E for camplete data). Similar
opinions were expressed by the Loring airmen.

C7. Survey Data: Summary.

.L

"
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These data point out that, although the groups did not agree in their
responses to a mutber of the open-ended interview questions, they reached
a high level of agreement when presented with certain features and asked to
3 objectiveiy evaluate them. With regard to each issue covered in the above
| two sections, the groupe generally agreed on what required most attention:
E with respect to envirorment, it wa:: attractiveness of inner and outer decor
E and crowded conditions; with respect to hours, it was extension of closing
hours after the evening meal on weekdays; with respect to food quality, it
: was taste, tenderness, and greasiness; with respect to food variety, it was
the meat and short arder items; and with respect to quantity, it was meat.

The data from a summary question in the survey are g ven in Table 15.
This question listed 14 gemeral dining service features and had the respondents
rate each one on a S5-point scale, ranging from Very BEad to Very Good. Again,
the responses of the groups were similar, their overail mean ratings not
differing significantly (38) and the rankings of the features being substantially
intercorrelated (.78 for the RTX and COMRATS-Marrizd groups, .89 for the RIK
and OOMRATS-Single groups, and .82 for the OUMRATS-Married and COMRATS-Single
groups). If anything, the RIK group reacted somewhat more negatively to the
food features than did either OOMRATS group, although the ratings of the food
features by these latter two groups were also not high. Other than food-
related features, the most negatively rated factors were the monotony of the
same facility and its military atmosphere. It is noteworthy that at Shaw AFB,
where BAS/A La Carte has been implamented, food features did not occupy the .
lowest ranks as they consistently have at other installations, including )
Ioring AFB (Siebold and Meiselman, 1974; Branch et al.,1974).
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D. Attitudes Toward the Propused System

In addition to questions evaluating the current system, the interview
contalr . a numder of items relatsd to the COMRATS policy and the item versus
nealprichxgiam,ﬂesebei:gﬁnbmareasdirecﬂyimlvadmﬂepmposed i
BAS/a 1a Carte changes. Before these questions were asked, however, inter- |
viewees were queried ocomoerning vhat, if anything, they had heard about
changes planned for the Alameda food system. Significantly more RIK personnel
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Table 15
» Rating of 14 Food Service Features by RIK (R), OOMRATS-Married (C-M),
2 and COMRATS~Single (C-S)
R c-M Cc-s
Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

Convenience of Location 4.24 14 3.53 14 3.57 14

General Dining Environment 2.93 8.5 2.91 6 2.94 10

Degree of Military Atmosphere 2.68 6 2,77 4 2.65 5

Desirable Eating Campanions 3.43 12 3.21 12 3.30 13

Expense 3.46 13 3.36 13 3.24 12

Hours of Operation 3.07 10 2.96 7.5 2.98 11

Monotony of Same Facility 2.37 2 2.56 1l 2.50 1

Quality of Food 2.43 3 2.76 3 2.60 3

, Quantity of Food 2.93 8.5 3.02 9 2.80 8

u Service by Facility Personnel 3.09 1 2.96 7.5 2.74 6
Variety of Weekday Food 2.59 5 3.02 9 2.84 9

Variety of Weekend Food 2.49 4 3.02 9 2.62 4

Variety of Short Order Food 2.30 1 2.64 2 2.51 2

Speed of Service or Lines 2.76 7 2.79 5 2.76 7

Overall Mean 2.91 2.96 2.86
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(72%) than COMRATS-Married (44%) or COMRATS-Single personnel (44%) said

1 they had heard something in this regard (39). Of these respondents, most

k correctly named at least one of the two main changes (94% of RIK and 91% |
of each COMRATS group), although a lesser proportion currectly identified i
both changes (53% of RIK and 32% of each OOMRATS group). The only erroneous i
change mentioned more than one time was civilian operation which averall |
was reported by 7% of those responding. !

Dl. Interview Data: COMRATS Policy. |

Not swrprisingly, 98% of both OOMRATS groups indicated a preference
for COMRATS over RIK (Figure 4). A similar sentiment was expressed by most
RIKs, although a purtion (8%) did say they wanted to stay on RIK. When
asked to explain their prefarence, the respondents preferring OOMRATS mentioned
three factors: OOMRATS confcxmed better than RIX to their current sating
habits; COMRATS provided a desive? flexibility in choosing where to eat
which was not afforded by RIK; and money could be saved under OOMRATS.
Although these factors were emphasized by all three groups, there was a
signiticant difference in relative wamphasis (Table 16) (40). The OOMRATS-
Married group stressed the first of these fictors, while the other two
groups were similar in generally d.viding their responses among all three
factors (41). Of the four RIK persons preferring RIK, two said they would
have difficulty budgeting a food ailowance, one thought it would be: less
expensive, and the last camented generally that OCOMRATS would be two much
of a hassle.

To better understand what impact conversion to COMRATS wculd have on
the behavior and attitudes of RIK personnel, the group was asked whether
they would eat in the dining ball any more or less often and whether they
would be any more or less likely to re-enlist if placed on COMRATS. For
conparison puposes, the same questions were asked of the COMRATS groups,
posing the hypothetical situation that they were placed on RIK. In response
to both questions, the majority of each group said there would be no change
(Figure 5), suggesting that, despite the overwhelming preference for OOMRATS,
ration status was relatively unimportant with regard to these two issues.
There were, however, persons in each grouwp for wham this was not true. The
effect that changing ration status would have on their attendance was largely
related to their current ration status (42), 44% of the RIK's saying their
attendance would decrease in camparison to 34% and 46% of the COMRATS-Married
and OOMRATS-Single groups, respectively, who said their attendance would
increase. A similar reversal was evidenced with respect to re-enlistment
} Intent (Figure 6), 11% of the RIK's saying they would be more likely to re-
enlist if switched to COMRATS in camparison to 21% and 16% of the two OOMRATS
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groups who said that being placed on RIK would have a negative influence

s on any decision to re-enlist. The most significant of these findings was 1
FE the relatively large portion of RIK's (44%) who said they would eat in the :
] dining hall less often if placed on COMRATS.
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FIGURE S
REPORTED EFFECT OF SWITCH IN RATIONS ON ATTENDAMCE
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FIGURE 6

REPORTED EFFECT OF SWITCH IN RATIONS ON INTENT TO REENLIST
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Convenience

f Flexibility of Choosing

E | Where to Eat

Oonformity to Eating
Habits

Dislike Dining Hall

Save Money

Miscellaneous

Total

Table 16

Reasons for Preferring OOMRATS Given by RIK (R),
OOMRATS-Married (C-M), and OOMRATS~Single (C-S)

R c-M c-s
12 .04 5 .09 7 .13
14 .28 9 .18 17 .30
11 .22 30 .59 17 .30
2 .04 0 . 1 .02
18 .36 6 .12 14 .25
3 .06 1 .02 ) 0
50 1.00 51 1.00 56 1.00
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. Given the clear preference for COMRATS, it is interesting that a

E significant minority (over 20%) of each group opposed a policy which

would place everyone on COMRATS (Figure 7). Although the proportion holding

this position was greatest among the COMRATS-Married group (34%), the

responses of the three groups did not differ significantly (43). The 1ost

c.mwon opinion underlying this opposition was that certain persons (primarily
young servicemen) would not budget their money. This opinion was even

L shared among the younger RIK group to whom this comment was presumably

E directed, although sare RIKs opposed the policy on the grounds that persons

shouls be free to choose between COMRATS and RIK.

Another finding which stands in contrast to the preference for COMRATS
wa3 that nearly a third of each group (46% of RIK, 32% of COMRATS-Married,
and 38% of OCOMRATS~Single) said they did not know what the daily OCOMRATS
allowance was and that nearly half of those who said that they did know
were wrong by 10 cents or more (59% of RIK, 568 of COMRATS-Married, and
48% of COMRATS-Single) (Figure 8). The groups did not differ significantly
with regard to either of these camparisons (44,45).

This lack ol information is not surprising in the cases of the OCOMRATS-
Married group, who nost likely budgeted for food on a weekly or monthly
k basis, and the RIK group, who had ro direct use for this information. It is
surprising, however, with regard to the COMRATS-Single group, despite the
- fact that they were more accurate than the other two groups. Since these
persons most probably purchased at least same of their food on a daily basis,
their relative inability to identify the correct allowance could mean that
the majority of this group were not prcperly budgeting their food money.

When informed that the current rate was $z.41, respondents were asked
whether this amount would be adequate for what they ate on a typical day.
Although it was emphasized to the respondents that they were to consider
only their eating needs and not those of their families, the responses of the
OOMRATS-Married group differed significantly fram those of the other two
groups (46), 86% saying the allowance was too little in camparison to 46%
and 56% of the RIK and COMRATS-Single groups, respectively (Figure 9). The
groups did agree, however, in that, with the exception of one person in the
4 OOMRATS-Single group, none among them felt the current allowance was more
4 than what they needed. There was also agreement with respect to the amount
1 of money that those dissatisfied with the current rate thought they would
need to eat adequately on a given day (47), an average of $4.32 being reported

(Figure 10).
: D2. Interview Data: Item Versus Meal Pricing Issue.

: Three icspertainingmﬂzisissmwerecoveredmtheintewiw.

i The first mlvedttasmplequestimofmdxofﬂmemosystansﬂeintar-
viewees preferred. RIK respondents werve told to answer as if they were on |
OOMRATS. Also,allintervieweesmxetoldﬂ:eycwldasmtmtmecosto :
a "normal" meal would be the same under the two systems. The same general i
pattern of responses was found for each group (48), the majority desiring
item pricing with a substantial proportion preferring meal pricing (Figure 11).
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FIGURE 7
OPINION OF AN ALL-COMRATS POLICY
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1 FIGURE 9
REPORTED ADEQUACY OF THE CURRENT
3 COMRATS ALLOWANCE
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FIGURE 10
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FIGURE 1
PREFERENCE FOR ITEM/MEAL PRICING

RIK, N =50, X = 3.42
CM, N = 50, X = 3.38
B cs N =48 X =352

5
EXTREMELY SLIGHTLY NEUTRAL SLIGHTLY EXTREMELY
PREFER MEAL PREFER MEAL PREFER ITEM  PREFER ITEM

I e

AL i S

35




= -~
i
b il (R

O

The reverse situation was found at Loring AFB prior to the conversion to
BAS/A La Carte where 50% and 53% of the BAS and RIK airmen, respectively,
reported & preference for meal pricing, versus the 44% of each group who
reported a preference for item pricing. After experiencing the new system,
however, the proportion of BAS airmen favoring item pricing significantly
increased to 78% (49). The proportion of RIK airmmen favoring a la carte
also increased (to 52%), although this shift did not attain statistical
significance (50).

. When the Alameda personnel who expressed a preference for item pricing
were asked to explain their preference, seven different types of respmses
were given (Table 17). The two most frequent were to the effect that: "I
ocould eat for less" and "1 want to choose the food I eat rather than have
samebody else do it for me". Another common response, especially among the
COMRATS-Married group, was that item pricing would reduce food waste.

A similar agreement among groups occurred when persons preferring meal
pricing were asked to explain that preference. The most popular reason
within each group was the same as that given with regard to item prici..g:
it would be cheaper (Table 18). Apparently these persons were larger
eaters than those who chose item pricing for economic reasons, or they did
not understand how item pricing would work. A similar response was given
by a number of others, naely, that more food would be available under meal
pricing. Still another porvion favored meal pricing simply because they felt
it would be less of a hassle.

The second topic in relation to pricing concerned attendance, specifically
whether conversion to item pricing would cause their frequency of eating
reals in the dining hall to increase or decrease. (Again, RTKs were told
to resgond as if they were on COMRATS.) Once again a similarity in the
responses of the groups was evidenced (Figure 12) (51). Although the atten-
dance of many in each group would reportedly remain unchanged, those who
said their attendance would increase consistently outnumbered those who said
their attendance would decrease. If these findings are cambined with those
mentioned earlier concerning the effect of switching to OOMRATS on RIK atten-
dance, they provide a gross idea of the net effect conversion to BAS/A Ia
Carte would have on attendance: a net drop in the attendance of 9% of the
RIKs and a net increase in the attendance of 4% of the COMRATS-Married persons
and 27% of the OOMRATS-Single persons.©

The last area covered in relation to item pricing was whether it would
lead to any changes in eating behavior within the dining hall. The groups
agreed in that a majority of each said it would (51% of RIK, 64% of COMRATS-
Married, and 60% of COMRATS-Single). Specifically, seven different types of

CSince projected changes in attendance were measured on
a s‘mple S-point scale, ranging from an extreme decrease to an
ext «ame increase, and since the actual frequency of attendapce
differed among the groups, these data do not provide a precise
indication of projected changes in the actual number of meals
personnel would eat in the dining facility.
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Tabie: 17

Reasons for Item Pricing Preference by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and OOMRATS-Single (C-S) -

R c-M c-S
Frequency Proportion Frequency Proportion Frequancy Proportion

Betteyr for Diet or 1 .03 0 0 1 .03
Nutrition

1ess Oostly 14 .45 7 .25 14 .44
Less Waste 3 .10 8 .29 0 0

More Variexy 3 .10 1 .04 2 .06
Can be Choosy 9 .29 10 .36 12 .38
Better Food 0 0 0 0 2 .06
Miscellaneous 1 .03 2 .07 1 .03

Total 31 1.00 28 1.00 32 1.00

Table 18

Reasons for Meal-Pricing Preference by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and COMRATS-Single (C-S)

R M C-S
less Costly 9 .45 8 .42 9 .47
less Hassle 2 .10 2 .11 4 .21
Better Nutrition 2 .10 2 .11 0 0
More Food 5 .25 6 .31 5 .27
Miscellaneous 2 .10 1 .05 1 .05
Total 20 1.00 19 1.00 19 1.00
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d’nngesmmmtimed (Table 19). The one most often cited by each group
- pertained to food quantity, and over 608 of those giving this response

4 said that their quantity of intake would decrease (see Appendix F for a
carplete breakdown). Another change mentioned relatively often by each group,
&mprismgly,mﬂmtpemvmldbecummdmyaboutmtﬂ'ey

D3. Interview Data: BAS/A la Carte Sunmary.

Although nearly all the respondents said that they would rather be on
OOMRATS than on RIK, over 20% of each group opposed an all-COMRATS policy,
over 70% of each group either did not know what the current allowance was
or were inaccurate by 10 cents or more, and from 48% to 86% of each growp
felt the current allowance was inadequate and felt an average increase of
$4.32 was needed. The RIKs whe reportedly would attend less often if placed
on OOMRATS substantially outnumbered (44% to 4%) those who said their atten-
dance would increase.

Less unanimity occurred with regard to the pricing issue, although
the majority >f each group preferred the item pricing method to the extent
that they wouid reportedly exhibit an increase in attendance. The main
reason given for preferring item pricing was the same as that given by
those preferring meal pricing - monetary savings. If item pricing were
inplemented, a number of persons in each group would reportedly eat less and
be more choosey about what they took to eat.

Additional data regarding rations policies were provided by the
Altermative Rations Systems survey, a one-page addendum to the standard
OCFFS Survey.

D4. Survey Data: Opinions Toward Altermative Rations Systems.

In this survey, respondents designed what for them would be the best
rations system by making three decisions: (a) whether all persons or only
some should receive COMRATS; (b) whether dining halls should be run by the
' govermment or by civilian contractors; and (c) whether payment should be for
| the entire meal, for only the items taken, or for a "special", "regular",

or "short order" meal. Subsequently, respondents rated their "best" system
! on four scales, pertaining to attendance, waste, econamic value, and overall
favorability. (The same process was repeated to specify and rate a "worst"
system. In this report, however, attention will be paid only to responses : ]
concerning the "best" system.) : j

The three decisions mentioned above generate 12 possible systems.
The proportion of each group choosing each of these systems, along with
the rankings of the systems based on these proportions, is shown in Table 20.
An all-OOMRATS, item pricing system run by civilians was most fx:equently.
chosen by all three groups, over 20% specifying it in each case. Otherwise,

!
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in Eating Behavior as a Result of Item Pricing as

Table 19

by FTK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M), and COMRATS-Single (C-S)

Nutrition

R c-M C-S
Number Proportion Number Proportion Number Proportion

1

1%

WK h=O

27

.0‘
«59
0
.0‘
.15
.07
Al

1.00

Table 20

System Considered Best by RIK (R), COMRATS-Married (C-M),
and COMRATS~Single (C-S)

PmpordmRankProportimRankPmpordmRaxﬂc

Civilian, Meal
Civilian, Item

Civilian, Special

Gow trment,

Goverment, Itam

quexm:'mt,

Meal

Civilian, Meal
Civilian, Item

Civilian, Special

Govermment, Meal

Goverrment, Item

Government,

.08
.21
.13
.08
.11

.08
.09
.17
.04
.02
0

0

-
zO\DNU\\l ] W~

w

11.5

40

4 .10 2 .05
17 .45 16 .43 !
1 .03 1 .03 :
1 .03 1 .03
€ .21 10 .28
4 .10 3 .09
3 .08 3 .09
38 1.00 37 1.00
|
c-M c-S
.08 6 .07 5
.25 1 .21 1
.10 4.5 .17 2
.02 12 .04 10
.12 2.5 .06 7.5
.05 8.5 .04 10
.12 2.5 .04 10
.05 8.5 J1 3
.05 8.5 .07 5
.10 4.5 .06 7.5
.05 8.5 .02 12
.03 11 .07 5
B tay s e e M
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however, there was relatively little agreement among the groups as to what
constituted the best system. This is indicated by the rank correlations:
.58 between RIK and COMRATS-Married groups; .56 between RIK and OOMRATS-
Single groups; and .32 betveen COMRATS-Married and COMRATS~-Single groups.

By ignoring individual systems, however, agreement was found in that: (a)
68%, 61%, and 63% of the RIK, COMRATS-Married, and COMRATS-Single groups,
respectively, chose systems with everybody on OOMRATS (which campares
favorably with the interview data in Figure 7 on the opposition to or support
of an all-OOMRATS policy); (b) 49%, 46%, and 49%, respectively, chose systems
offering item pricing as best (which underestimates the proportion of
respordents choosing item pricing in the interview as shown in Figure 11,
although it should be recalled that interviewees chose only between meal and
item pricing, whereas survey respondents chose among three altermatives);

and (c) 72%, 64%, and 72%, respectively, had their best systems run by
civilian contractors.

The ratings of the best systems on the four previously mentioned scales
are shown in Figure 13. Of particular interest were the ratings on the
attendance scale, which was the only scale yielding significant differences
among the groups (52). The projected mean attendance rates under the system
designated best by the RIK, OOMRATS-Married, and OOMRATS-Single groups were
9.86, 3.14, and 6.4l meals per week, respectively. The RIK mean was signifi-
cantly greater than the COMRATS-Single mean which, in turn, was significantly
greater than the OOMRATS-Married mean. The reported current attendance rates
of these survey groups was 11.99, .95, and 3.42 meals per week, respectively.
Therefore, these data indicate that under their best system, which all
groups highly favored (see Figure 13), RIK's attendance wor2d decrease
slightly, and the attendance of the two COMRATS groups would increase, with
the greater increase occurring for the unmarried group. These projected
changes align relatively well with the gross predicted changes in attendance
which would reportedly occur if the BAS/A la Carte system was implemented
(see page 42).

Results of Worker Interviews and Surveys

A. Demographic Characteristics

Table 21 indicates the rank of the military workers surveyed at NAS
Alameda, and their attitude toward military service. The majority were
Petty Officers and either liked military service "moderately" or "very much".

The military workers ranged in age from 20 to 38, and in experience
in Navy food service fram 2 to 20 years. The civilian wurkers ranged in
age fram 18 to 52, and in food service experience from virtually 0 to 10

years.
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| Table 21

Rank and Attitude Toward Military Service for NAS Alameda Military
Food Service Workers (Frequency of Response)

Dislike Dislike Dislike Neither Like Like Like

Rank very Modera- a Like nor a Modera- Very Total
Much tely Little Dislike Little tely Mxh
E-3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 3
B-4 0 0 1 2 0 2 2 7
1 ] 0 3 1 5
1 1 0 2 2 7
3 3 0 8 6 22
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B. Job Description Index

Before discussing the results fram the Job Description Index (JDI),
a brief explanation of the scoring should be undertaken. Each of the five
areas of the JDI is evaluated by responses to a list of adjectives or
descriptive phrases (eightecn words and phrases each for work, supervision,
and co-workers; nine each for pay and pramotion). Table 22 shows the format
and four of the adjectives from the work scale. The respondent circles
"Y" ("yes") or "N" ("no") to tell whether the word or phrase describes his
job or not. He circles "?" for those items which he does not understand or
on which he camot decide.

Based on a large mumber of :espondents who were asked to describe the
best and warst possible jobs for themselves, the developers of the JDI (Smith
et al,, 1969) determined which response should be scored as satisfied for each
item. For example, in Table 22, "routine" and "boring" are scored in the
satisfied direction if the individual responds, "N"; and "fascinating" and
"good" are scored in the satisfied direction if he answers "Y".

Smith's socoring of the JDI departs fram more traditional methods.
She suggests scoring satisfied answers as 3, dissatisfied answers as 0,
and "?" answers as 1. This departure is based on the response of the sample
mentioned above where it was concluded that the "?" response was more indicative
of dissatisfaction than of satisfaction. For each scale of the JDI, the range
of possible scores is fram 0 to 54, with scores on each word or phrase being
sumed for the work, supervision, arl co-workers scales; and summed, then
doubled, on the pay and prawtion scales.

Table 23 shows the overall mean responses of the civilian and military
workers at NAS Alameda to the five scales of the JDI. It also provides the
mean responses from a sample of military food service workers surveyed recently
at three Air Force bases - Travis, Minot, and Homestead (Symington and
Meiselman, 1975) and norms from a large, non-food service, civilian sample.
Since the civilian food serrice workers at the three Air Force bases were
govermment employees, their JDI scores are not directly comparable to those
of the contract workers at Alameda and are, therefore, not given in the table.
The civilian normative sample was drawn from private business organizations of
fifty or more employeec - and fram all levels within these organizations.

The conpanies included production plants, retzil stores, banks, and research
organizations, among others (Smith et al., 1969).

It can be seen from the table tha. the Alameda civilian contract workers
were most satisfied with supervision and their co-workers, least satisfied
with promotion, and intermediately satisfied with the work itself and the pay.
The military workers also expressed the aighest level of satisraction with the
suﬁwision, the lowest level of satisfaction with pay, and intermediate eatisfaction
with their co-workers. pramotion, and work.

when results fram all five scales of the JDI were combined, there were
no statistically significant differences between civilian and military food
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Table 22

,Format for the Work Scale of the Job Description Index (JDI)

| Work
! Fascinating Y N ?
{ Routine Y N ?
| Boring Y N ?
E Good Y N ?
|

Table 23

Mean Responses to the Jab Description Index (JDI) at NAS Alameda,
Three Air Force Bases*, and in a Civilian, Normative Sample**

Three
NAS Alameda AFB's Civilian
Scale Civilians Military (military only) Noxms
Supervision 35.08 40.95 38.89 41.10
Co~workers 34.54 33.36 34,98 43,49
Promotion 26.50 32.73 25.69 22.06
i Work 29.17 30.95 23.72 36.57
Pay 29.25 20.36 21.26 29.90
4 *Travis, Minot, and Homestead AFBs (Symington and Meiselman. 1975).
**Smith et al., 1969.
48
i b L iiion e

T R




aervic_:e vgorkers at Alameda. When the Gata were analyzed by scale, however,
two significant differences did appear. Civilian workers were more satisfied
vgth pay (53), and the military workers were more satisfied with supervision

Since the Alameda civilians were contract employees, the remainder of
this discussion will center on the military workers. First, differences
ir} JDI scoreg between the military workers at NAS Alameda and the sample of
Air Force military food service workers can be examired. In the areas of
supervision, co-workers, pramotion, and pay, there were no statistically
significant differences between the two groups (the apparent difference on
the pramotion scale was not significant) (55). However, the NAS Alameda
workers were significantly more satisfied with the work itself than were their
Air Force counterparts (56).

Second, addressing the question of which of these five areas were
problems in the job satisfaction of the Alameda military food service
workers, it is clear that, in the workers' eyes, supervision was not a
problem. It received the highest rating of the five scales, and the mean
rating approximated the civilian norm. Satisfaction with co-workers and
work were rated as intermediate problems by the Alameda workers, hut in both
instances the rating fell below the satisfaction norms. Satisfaction with
prawtion, on the other hand, while rated intermediate at Alameda, fell quite
a bit above the normative score. Satisfaction with pay received the lowest
rating and was also below the civilian norm. Since military pay is not under
the control of food service, these data suggest that anyone interested in
improving the satisfaction of the food service workers at NAS Alameda should
concentrate on two areas - co~worker relations and the work itself.

C. Human Factors

Table 24 shows the mean responses of both military and civilian workers
to the twelve questions concerning the working enviromment and kitchen
equipment. Note that none of these averages, particularly the negative ones,
deviated much fram neutral. To kriefly summarize, the workers responded
negatively in four categories: kitchen design, noise, freeam fram i.ngects,
and age of equipment. The workers responded postively about the lighting,
roominess of the kitchen, and the cleanliness of the floors and kitchen in
general. Responses in the other categories averaged near neutral.

om—— PR s el b 2 " )
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D. Interview

The interview questions concerning training were asked only of the military
food service workers. More than 2/3 of the workers (68% - 15 of 22) did
not feel that they needed more training to do their present job: 'Ihosewhg _
felt they needed more training indicated that the areas of cocking and adminis-
tration-management required the most attention.
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Table 24
Frequency of Recponses to Human Factors Questions

|
Negative Positive
-2 -1 0 +1 +2
Extremely Moderately Neutral Moderately Extremely Mean
Poorly Designed 11 8 19 3 5 Well Designed -0.4
Noisy 9 10 19 5 3  Quiet -0.3
Insect Infested 9 12 15 6 4 Insect Free 0.3 ]
Old Bgquipment 9 14 12 6 5 New Equipment -0.3 :
Unpleasant Interior 8 7 16 10 5 Pleasant -0.0 i
Interior 1
‘ Crowded 4 8 20 8 6 Uncrowded +0.0 1
' Bad BEquipment 6 11 11 7 11 Good Equip- +0.1 {
ment 1
] High Number of 6 3 22 8 7 Low Number of +0.1
| Safety Hazards Safety Hazards
, Dirty Floors 4 5 13 15 9 Clean Ficors +0.4
| Dirty Kitchen Area 2 2 14 21 7 Clean Kitchen +0.6
Area
Cramped 4 3 12 12 15 Roamy +0.6
Brightly Ligitted 2 4 11 16 13 Dimly Lighted +0.7
Table 25

Types of Training Desired to Advance in Food Service: Frequency of Response

C School Management 7
Administration-management 5 :
: C School Food Production 3 ) ]
Cooking 3
Baking 2
General Refresher 2
Butcher 1
Clerical 1
. 50




On the other hand, over 3/4 (77% -17 of 22) felt that they did need
more training to advance in food service. As‘'can be seen in Table 25, .
seven workers specified the C School Management course and five othars {
specified administrative-management training in general, making this ¢~ i~- !
tration-management area the most frequently cited one for future tra::

Cambining the cooking and baking responses with the C Schoocl Food Proua. - .
course responses leads to a total of eight different workers requesting
future training in this area (obviously the same worker could indicate more
than one area in which he wished to receive training - i.e., coocking ard
management). Two of the five desiring no further training were retiring
in a few months, one other said he had been trained well as a civilian cook,
and the remaining two indicated their dislike of food service as a career
and their desire to change fields.

il
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The rest of the interview was directed to both military and civilian
food service workers. The questions deait with their feelings about the
proposed BAS/A la Carte system, as well as their perceptions of what their
jobs might be like in the new system. Table 26 shows the responses of the
NAS Alameda workers to a question asking whether they thought their jobs
would be better, worse, or sbout the same in the new system. For compAarisor,
the table includes responses of workers at Loring AFB to the same
question asked shortly before loring AFB implemented the BAS/A La Carte
(Note that all of the following camparisons between lLoring AFB and NAS
1 Alameda ocould possibly be influenced by differences due to the military workers
E : being members of two different military services or by the fact that the
civilian workers at Loring AFB were government employees and, at NAS Alameda,
civilian contractor employees).

Four observations about Table 26 are appropriate. First, the military
personnel at both installations were more riagative than the civilians about
the new system (57). Second, although the Alameda personnel appear to be
slightly move negative than the loring personnel, the differemce is not
statistically significant (58). Third, personnel at Alameda - particularly
the civilian workers - appeared to be less well informed about the new system.
Fourth, the most frequent respcnse at NAS Alameda was that the job would be
about the same in the BAS/A La Carte system.

Table 27 summarizes data obtained from the Loring AFB workers 2-1/2
months after the initiation of the BAS/A La Carte system. Although the
responses shown in this table were made to a slightly different question and §
j on a five, rather than a three,point scale, the preference for the mnew BAS/A
3 Ia Carte system is extremely positive campared to tlie relatively neutral
'- response to the new system in the pre-test interview (83% of the military

’ and 100% of the civilians preferring the BAS/A la Carte system). Such a high

! response rate (63% and 90%) at the extreme point of a scale is unusual, and
suggests strong support among the Loring AFB workers for the.BAs/A 1a Carte
system. It is certainly possible that the Alameda workers might also respond
in a similarly positive manner after expuriencing the new system.
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Table 26

hJ

Category Military (N=30)
Extremely Prefer New System 63%

Slightly Prefer New System 20%

E No Preference 10%

| Slightly Prefer Old System 7%
Extremely Prefer 0ld System 0%

NAS Alameda
Military (N=24) Civilian {N=Z0)

Better | 14% 5%

Same 35% 45%

Worse S0% 0%

Don't Know 0% 50%
1
l
l

Table 27

Civilian (N=24)
92%
8%
0%
0%

0%

32%
16%
40%
12%

Percentage Responses of NAS Alameda and Loring AFB Food Service Workers
A!nxtﬂnthJd:MightbeLikeintleBﬂS/AmCarbeSystan

Loring AFB

Military (N=25) Civilian (N=24)

25%
54%
13%

8%

Percentage Responses of Loring AFB Workers Concerning Preference for the Old
(RIK/BAS) or New (BAS/A La Carte) System*

Total (N=54)
76%
15%
6%
3%
0%

*Surveyed in March, 1975 - 2-1/2 months after BAS/A la Carte implementation
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Finally, the Alameda workers were aleo asked vhat they anticipated .
would be good or bad about the new system. The two most frequent negati:
wemthatcustarerswuldnmoutofmyﬂl%ofmewodmrs-
mkimthiscmtmt)ardﬂmttreremummtoomydiffermtmingsm
cook (19% - all military - making this coment). On the positive side, the
qustfmqwntoamentsweretMtﬂxeneﬂsystenwuldgiveﬂecustmm
more choice (19%) and that there would be less food waste (10%).
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 CONCLUSIONS

1. RIK persons (those authorized to eat in the dining hall at no cost)
reportedly have meals in the dining bhall considerably more often than either
COMRATS group (those receiving a monetary allowance for food), particularly
on weekends. Even though all three groups rated the NAS Alameda dining
facility disfavorably in comparison to others they had seen, the majority
said they ate there no less often, and more often for the COMRATS—~Single
group, than at other facilities.: "

2. Over 60% of the respondents gave factors not directly related to food
service as the main reason they did not attend more often, although a number
of the RIK personnel did specify undesirable features of the food.

3. ‘The COMRATS groups expressed general satisfaction with the Navy food
system, whereas RIKs were evenly split between those satisfied and those
dissatisfied. If they could change one feature of the system, most in each
group focused on the ration method - RIK's wanting COMRATS and COMRATS groups
wanting more money. Few persons specified item pricing. The most liked
feature of the Navy food system was,according to the RIKs, continual availa-
‘hility of dining halls when needed, and, according to the COMRATS groups,
receiving COMRATS. (At Loring AFB, attitudes toward the dining hall and

Air Force food system, in general, improved following the introduction of
BAS/A la Carte.) '

4. Although nearly 80% of each group felt dining hall attendance could

be increased - most citing changes needed in the quality of food preparation,
food variety, general dining decor, and crowded conditions - many said that
they themselves would not attend more. In total, 50% of the respondents
either said that attendance could not be increased or that general attendance
could be increased, but not theirs. o

5. Iess than 40% of RIK's and 15% of COMRATS personnel were aware of the
possible BAS/A Ia Carte changes.

6. A nearly unanimous preference among all groups was expressed for OOMRATS
as opposed to RIK, primarily because it conformed to current eating habits,
provided a desired flexibility in eating, and afforded an opportunity to save |
money. Over 40% of RIKs, however, said they would eat in the dining hall less
often if placed on COMRATS. '

7. Over 20% of each opposed an all-COMRATS policy, primarily because
younger servicemen &allegedly would not budget their money.

8. Over 40% of RIK's, 80% of COMRATS-Married, and 50% of COMRATS-Single
personnel felt that the current CCOMRATS al!.owance was madequlate, suggesting
an average amount of $4.32 as more appropriate.
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9. There was little agreement within each group with regard to the item
versus meal pricing issue, although more favored the former system than the
latter one. The number who reportedly would attend more often if item pricing
was implemented also outnurbered those who said they would attend less often.
The majority of each group said they would eat differently under item pricing,
a decrease in the quantity consumed being the most frequently cited change.
(At Loring AFB, a shift cccurred from disfavoring to favoring item pricing
after actually being exposed to that system).

10. Over 20% of each group oconsidered an all-OOMRATS, a la carte system run
by civilian contractors as the best of a mmber of alternative systems.

11. Improvement in job satisfaction of the military food service workers
oould best be achieved by c~wentration in two areas - co-worker relations
and the work itself.

12. There was little agreement among the workers in their attitude toward

th» proposed BAS/A la Carte system, most ciilian and military workers
expressing a negative and neutral reaction, respectively. (A simila: situation
occurred at loring AFB before that dining system converted to BAS/A la Carte.
Following the change, however, there was a substantial positive shift in
attitude.)

13. The military workers expressed considerable interest in attending the
Navy f<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>