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ABSTRACT

This research examined the development,
administration and analysis of the results of a survey
to measure the satisfaction of users with the contract
administration services provided by both the Defense
Contract Administration Services (DCAS) and the Plant
Coguizance activities. The survey vas the third part
of an Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Installations ard logistics) study effort.

Analysis of the data obtained yielded <fcur

conclusicns: (a) the saaple obtained Was

representative of the Departament of Defense

procuresent wotkforce; (b) the responses to the
overall evaluativa questions were accurate reflecticns
of resgponses to the individual functional guestions;
(c) the demcgraghic characteristics ¢f the respondents
did not bias the evaluative respoanses and (dy of the
four wsajor areas of contract adsinistration, cnly
Engircering was statistically different for bothk DCAS

and Plant Ccgnizance activities.

Some recomsendutions rfor rfu-ther researc: and
study are also provided.
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The Armed Services Procureament Regulations (ASPR
1-201.4) define <contracts to "..,.mean all types of
agreements and orders for the procurement c¢f supglies or
services." According to Webster, a ccntract 1is "an
agreem=2nt, especially one legally enforceable, between two
or wmore persons tc 4o or forbear something...” It is a
bilateral agreement and waen written, sets fcrtk the rights
and obligations <c¢f_ the parties involved. It contains a
aultitude of promises agreed to by both parties iavclving
the prcducts or services to be delivered under the contract,
the pericd of performanceé or delivery dates for the prcducts
or services, the price to be paid fcr the prcducts or
services, the penalties for failure of e2ither party to abide
by its prcmises and other related conditions.

In the ccemercial wmarketplace, a certain degree of
flexibility and business freedon are practiced in <the
everyday course of business transactions. Hovever, this
flexibility and freedoa are not desirable in the
Governsent/Defense ipdustry marketplace vhere the
transactiocns involve the expenditure of sizeable amounts of
puklic funds. Contract adainistration, as the Comaission on
Government Procurement states, "...involves the actions
necessar; to insure coampliance with the terss and conditions
of the contract." Contract adsinistration for the
Departaent of Defense nas evclved to insure tkat the
contractual rights of the Government (apd, in turaz, the
putlic) are protected.
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Government procurement is tig business. In fiscal year
1672, it invclved almost 16 wmillion separate transactions
and $57 Ltillion. The Department of Defense was responsible
for a majcr fortion of these transactions. In fact, in
fiscal year 1972, DOD's purchases from industry in America
exceeded $38 billion with over 10 million transactioas. In
1668, at the height of the Vietnam conflict, eaployment in
defense-related industries was approximately 3.5 million
people. With the 3.5 amillion military personnel on active
duty and the 1.3 million people employed in the Department
of Defense as c¢ivil service personnel, a total cf 8.3
aillion fpeople were involved in defense-related bhusiness.
This represented about 10% of the nation's wurk force.

The responsibility of managing and administering tte big
business of Defense  procurement initially rests with the
prccuring ageacy. Within this organization, decisions
affecting ipndividual procurements are acccmplished Ly tke
Prccuring Ccntracting Officer wita advice and guidance
provided by the program manager and the technical staffs.
The Armed Services Procurement Regulations (ASPR) 1-U0€ (see
hprendix A) provides for the delagation of certain contract
administraticn respoansibdbilities. Por the Department of
Defense, two major contract administration organizations are
available. Thes(. are the Defense Contract Adaministration
Services (DCAS) managed by the Defemse Supply Agency (DSA),
and the individual service organizations vhich irnclude tke
Lrmy Plart Activities, Navy Plant Representative Offices
(NAVPROs) and Air Porce Plant Representative Crfices
(AFFROs.) The DCAS orgaanization functions primarily on 2
geographic basis with a regiocsdistrict methed of operation.
It does have a agusber of individual defense industry plant
assignments vhich is the primary method of cyeration for the
service ccntract adaministration activities. 1In March 1972,
DCAS compcnents sere assigned to 34 DOD industry glants
vhile the services hed responsibility for 39 (Aray: S5; Navy:
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15; Air Force: 19.) Even though the authcrity of these
various contract administration activities is derived from
the same source, namely ASPR, individual policy and
prccedural differences have arisen from parent organization
interpretatica and implementation of the ASPR provisions.

In carrying cut their responsibilities, the contract
administraticn Components can do amuch to assist in the
effective and efficient meeting Gf the defense industry's
and Government's contractual obligations, On the other
hand, the ccntract administration Component can burden Lotk
the Goverrpment buying office ang defense ccntractor with
unnhecessary restrictions and unproductive requirements. A
sound procurement, froam the standpoint of valid requirements
deteruinations, realistic specifications and delivery
requirements, rationdl source selection and Teasonable teras
and conditicns, can be easily turned into a contractual and
financial nightmare by the mis-applicaticn of contract
administraticp brocedures and requireements,

Contract adainistration is an integral part of the
defense proctrement Sysiem, a fart whose imgcrtance is oftap
uoder-stated. Its importance and place in defense
piocurement aust be understogAd and appreciated.

Oun 21 July 197%, the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (CASD}, (Installations and Logistics) announced a
Bajor study of the contract adainistration function in <the
Department cf Defense. The study vas to encoapass rot oaly
theé Defense Contract ddainistration Services (PCAS), Dbut
alsc include the aray, Navy and Air ?Zorce contract
adsinistraticn organizatioas, The @ajor Furpose of the
study was tc develop improved Policies which would cptimize
R8anpover resources to accoafplish essential contzact
adsinistraticn tasks. Overall direction of the effort was
assigned to an 0asp Study Coordinator with tae suthority to
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draw rescurces and data frogp the three services and the
Defense sSuprly Agency.

The acccmplishment of this study was to require three
Phases. The first Phase involved the formation of joint
Atey, Navy, Air Porce and DcCas functional teaas. These
teans were composed of individuals, both @ailitary and
civilian, with €xpertise in the various asrects of defense
FICCureaent, such as _cost analiysis, engineeriag,
adainistracicn, quality assurance, etc. The teaas visited
apfFropriate coamgonent Headquarters Coamands tOo ascertain and
review the existence of policy and gquidance at the
headquarters' level, The teaams then Separated into East and
West ccast groups and wvent into selected contract
administration activities tc evaluate the implementaticn of
the headquarters® Policies at the wvorking leval. a+ the
saze time, the attitudes of vorking level persoanel wyere
sagpled along with any suggestions for improvements or
Folicy deletion. Innovative approaches to contract
adsinistraticn probless were also sou~ht,

The second phase of the study involved a resource
utilizaticn audit to be accoaplished by the 0asD
(Cciptroller.) This phase exanined the utilizaticn of
Ranpower and resources to determine whether the octimum
ascunt cf resources vwere beiag ‘applied to accoaplish
essential contract adainistration tasks.

Phase three of the study involved the developaenat of 4
gquestionnaire to pa administered at selected D09 Suying
activities te Survey the attitudes ang opinions of their
personnel toward che services provided to tpen ty the
contract adaministration coaponents (DCAS, Aray Plant
Activity, Naval GZlant Bepresentative Offjice (NAVPRO), and
Air Force plant gepresentative Office (AFPRO).) The Purpose
ct the questionnzire ¥as ",..to determine cverall DOD tuying

.
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offices' satisfaction with the services obtained imn the
user-custcaer relatioaship.”

The fcllowing chart outlines the organization of the
overall CASLC study effort.

OASD Study
Coordinator
l N
Punctional Resource Users'
Teams Audit Satisfaction
(OASD (C)) Questionnaire
— _i
Bast Rest

Coast Ccast g

Teanm Teanm

The purpcse of this paper is to erxamine, in detail, this
third phase of the OASD study on contract adainistratioa,
the buying office/requiring activity satisfaction with
contract adsinistration services. Subseguent chapters will
detail the rationale and wmethodology of the study, the
characteristics of the participants of the study, the
correlaticn cf the study participants to the DOD procurement
workforce, and a general analysis of the survey resuits.
Pinally, scme reccsaendations for further studies based upon
the survey results will be presentei.
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A. Reasons for Selecting Questionnaire Method

Ther€ were two bLasic approaches for accoaplishing the
purpose of tte third part of the OASD study. The first
apgroach would have 1involved the salecticn of a few major
LOD buying activities and then the performance of an
€xtensive interview ot those activities' attitudes toward
contract administration services (CAS.) The second apgroach
was the develepmeprt of an inclusive, Lut generalized
questionnaire that could be adainistered at a greater nuaber
cf actavities.

The first apprcach would have peraitted an ia-depth
analysis of the individuals within those activities and
their attitudes wita follow-up interviews on specific iteas
and areas uncovered duriang <he initial gquestioning and
sansgling. Hcwever, it was decided that such an apgroach
would permit the introduction of a sampling tias in faver of
the fev very large buying activities. It may have uaccverad
significant ;roblea areas, but would have givea undue
attention to areas caaracteristic of the few large FEuying
organizations vwhich vere chosen. Genera.ization <cf any
findings to cverall OD buying activities would have Leen
extremely difficult.

The seccad approach, that of a quastionnaire to saisple a
larger nuaber of activities and individuals withiu those
activities, was chosen. While this approach would not
perait, im the tiae available, detailed exaaipation cf any

11
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significant problem areas uncovered, it would provide for a
brcader response band or general attitudes and opinions that
could aore rationally be applied to all DOD tuying
components. It was further felt that such an approach would
highlight fundamental, recurring type problems that could be
characterized as DOD-wide or service-intensive. Suca an
apgroach, using anonymous questionnaires, aight ailso provide
a vehicle fcr receiving suggestions from the respoandents as

. to imprcvements in the contract administration systesn.

It 1is recognized that the questionnaire fora of data
collecticn has limitations. In attitude surveys, it s very
difficult tc determine the frame of reference 0% the

respondent. His respoases to the gquestions can be derived
frcam errcneous ei1perience sets., Individual interpretation
of questicnos and wording can vary greatly. Gradaticn of
responses are difficult to measure. Jdowever, the
questionnaire method is quick, relatively inexpensive and
vsually groduces a bountiful amount of data. The ispact of
individual differences would be nminimized Lty aggregation.
This seccnd ezpproach would also provide a significant data
base for future research in this area of study, and gerait
concentration and in-depth analysis of sgecific prcbleas
areas. Pcr these reasons, the guestionnaire =a3ethod was
selected.

8, Design cf the Questionnaire

The questionnaire vas designed to obtain three tygpes of
inforaaticn and data. In PART 1, personal information atout
the respcodent and his background and experience with
contract adsipistration services vas solicited. Thkis
inforsaticn would be wuseful in classifyicy the respcndent
and in the identification of any significunt trends aaong
the varicus categories of respordents, groupad either by
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l service, age, schooling, product 1line, etc. PAET 2
ﬁ solicited the respondents! evaluatioq cf the various
contract adsinistration functions perforumed by field
contract administ;ation services (CAS) activities. It

P

specifically requested their evaluations of the Defense :
Ceontract Administration Services performance, of the service

s

contract administration activities performance, and finally
asked wbetker that particular function could Ltetter be
performed ty the buying/rejuiring office. The third typz of
informaticn desired wvas suggestions and comments frcam the {

-

respondents. Space was provided on each page of PART Z for
this, acd c¢ne paragrapah of the PART 2 instruction shest
invited tbke rarticipant to provide this type of information.
Appendix B <contains a sample of the entire gquesticnnaire

package.

-

1 . PART 2 of the gquestionnaire was developed using thke ASPR
1-406 (Appendix 2) listing of contract adainistratioa
fucctions as a tase-line. The functions wvere, in sone
cases, combined, redescribed or omitted. Pifty-four
furctions wvere finally identified and sub-divided intc four
sajor functicnal areas: General Contract Administration,’

e B M e sl S0

Producticn, Cua.ity Assurance aad Engineering. In addition,
six general cuesticns vere added to eich 2f tke four aajor
categories. These questions concerned tie (1) providing of
advice tc the buying office, (2) responsiveness of the CAS
¥ ccsponent (3) working relationship of the CAS component with
the ccntractcr(s), (4) manning of <tae CAS «coaponent, (5)
technical expertise of the CAS coaponent and (6) general
overall perfcraance of the CAS component.

B ks i el B B e Pl o
.

bl inting | Sl

The gquesticnaaire vas designed to reguire approxisately

30 ainutes tc cocmpletely ansver all the guestions on each
page. It was expected that orly certain respondents with
extensive experience in contract adainistration would »pe
atle to answer all guestions, Space for "No Coament™ was

13
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prcvided for all evaluative questions. In addition, a block

was provided at the top of each page of the evaluative
- portion which enarled a respondent to incdicate that he did
not have sufficient experience in that particular category

e

to answer any of the guestions . In this manner, after 1
gquickly reviewing the category of functions, the respondent

could by cbecking this one block complete the page. In

cases where this was done, the average time for completion

of the gquestionraire was .educad to between apprcximately

fifteen and twenty minutes.

For thbe evaluation of the DCAS and service coptract
administraticon activities in PART 2, one other desigr
feature shculd e @mentioned. The number of response
categories available to each respondent was four (the "No
Comment" ccluan has ~previously been discussed.) Tvo of

these resporse categories could be considered as favcrable
responses ("Excellent," "Satisfactory"), and two <cculd be

Vi

considered unfavorable ("Needs Improvenment,"
"Onsatisfactcry"). The use of four categories was thcught
desirahle since it would force the respondent to iundicate a
favcrable or unfavcrable attitiude. A middle-of-the-rcad or

i

average respcnse was thereoy discouraged.

The fcrsating of tne the questionnaire was as fnllcus:

i
:
%
i
B

1. Ccvering Yemorandum under the letter-head of tbte
Office cf the Assistant Secretary of Defense.

2. PAET 1 - Ceaographic Data Sheert.

3. 1Instruction Sheet for PART 2.

4. PABT 2 - Punction Evaluation Sheets (4).
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C. Preparaticn and Fretest of the Questionnaire

Tae development of the questionnaire commenced in
Septemker, 1¢7S. In the next two and a half a@mcnths,
nuperous revisions to the format and guestions were made.
Input frcm the OASD Study Coordinator, along with tke
opinicns and suggestions of the functional team memkters were
sclicited. Many cf their recommerndations vwere included in
the pretest versicn of the gquestionrnaire. Sincé the
guestionnaire would ultimately be distributed to all tke
services, a tri-service pretest sasmple was chosen. The
following activities wvere used'to pretest the questioqnaire:

ARMY - Sacramento Aramy Depot, Sacramento, CA
NAVY - Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, CA
AP - Space and-Missile Systems Cffice, Lcs Angeles, CA

Tbte pretest tcok place at these activities in late lNovember
1975.

Tventy gquestionnaires were administered at each of the
akbove senticned activities. Fifty - percent of tke
guestionnaires vere distributed to procurezent perscanel.
These [fperscrnel vere categorized as procuring contracting
officers (ECO's), tuyers, negotiators, cost analysts and
contract <specialists. The Dvalance of the questicnrniares
vent tc ncn-grocuresent perscnnel, These vere the
engineers, technicians, lojisticians, quality assurance and
prcducticn sgecialists. While, in a@most large tuying
activities, there is a great disparity in the nusbers of
people assigned tc¢ procurement functions (as categcrized
aktcve) versus nacn-procurement functicns, it was lelt that
the even split in the distribution of the gJestionnaire was
justified <s=ince tane procurement psisvauci interfaced sure
intimately apd roCe frequently with the contract

adsinistraticr ccmgonents. The even distribution systea vas

15
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ultimately fcllowed in the administration of the fipal
questicnnaire.

Since the guestionnaire was to be self-explanatcry, at
e€each of thke pretest activities the jJuestionnaire was
distributed without verbal instructions to the particirpants.
After an afrropriate interval (one to two hours), each
Participant was asked to return the questionpaire to one of
the pretest teaa members, At this time, the Fespondent's
reactions tc ang comments about the questionnaire were
solicited. Specific questions were provided to each
intervieser to insufe coverage of all the applicable
features cf the gquestionnaire. Those questicns included the
Gue€sticnnaire format, length, understandibility and
wording/guestion aabiguities. Other comaents and
suggestivns for iaprevement were also solicited.

As a result of the pretesting and the CCmaents received,
various chances were made and the questionnpaire package was
revised intc its final form. (appendix B)

D. Ceapilaticn of Distribution Lists

In tke first Fhase of the 0asD Study aentioned ina
Chapter 1I, functicnal teass visited various contract
adainistraticnp field activities, (0CAs, Aray, Navy and Air
Force.) Subsequent to these visits, these field activities
Yere reguested tc provide the OASD teaas with lists c¢f the
ten buying offices who vere their major users ip teras of
nusber of contracts and dollar value. Upon receipt of these

lists, an array of the user acCtivities by service was
constructed. EBach tiae an activity vas listed by one ¢f the
coatract adainistration organizations, it wvas recorded on a
listing. It wvas tken deterained subjectively that fiva or
$ix user activities for each service would be utilized. The

five or six activities agmost often listed for each cf thre

R
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services were then selected. In the case of DSA, the
activities agcst often listed wvere selected. With these
parameters, a sample size of between eighteen and twenty-one
activities (fcr the three services and DSA) would bDe
availabie. This numper of activities would be withir the
finaacial and time constraints in existence, would be a
manageable sample and should provide a good cross-section of
the buying cffices' attitudes in the Department of Defense.
This sampls also avoided the danger of concentration of the
study in orly one or two large activities and a sample of
attitudes rtased on circumstances unique to then.

In rplanring the guestionnaire effort, it was originally
envisioned that emfployee lists would be obtained froa <tae
selected activities. 35election of employees (using an even
division Letween proCurement and non-procurement perscnnel)
would ke acccasplished by use of a randcam numkter takle. The
questionnaires would then be mailed to -thne selected
individuals directly, and subsejuently returned to the ¥Yaval
Postgradvate School for processing. Historically, a return
rate of LCetween 25% and 35% of mailed gquestionpaires 1is
generally experienced. Based on the fact that the covering
memoranduzs from OASD would bigalight the importance cf the
effort, a return rate of approximately 50% was anticipated
tc be reasonable. Therefore, a printing of 1,000
questionnaire packages was requested. The grinting of 7,000
vas felt tc provide a sufficient nuaber so that the saample
wculd be significiaat, yet De manageable. With a 50% return
rate, a sasple cf S00 responses would be available for
analysis.

A fpcrcblen arcse, howvever, 1in the plan to 2ail the
questionnaires. Circumstances evolved which precluded the
sailing c¢f thke questionnaires and an alternate approach was
developed. 1In this approach, the user activities to pe
sasfpled were cividued into three groups. Each member cf the

17
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questiocnnaire development team would take one group of
activities, and in the space of a two week period,
administer the questicnnaire at each of his activities. He
wculd alsc cclliect them from the participants prior to his
departure frcm the activity. Three main benefits from this
approach were envisioned. First, the time requicement would
be considerakly shortened. The questionnaires would be
distributed, returned and be available for processing within
a two week period. Secondly, the return rate would be
consideratly greater than the 50% origirally estimated. The
third benefit would come from the ability of the
questionnaire administrator to ianterface directly with the
coxmand bein¢c sampled and avoid the possible distributicn of
guestionnaires to tiased and/or otherwise ncn-responsive (by
virtue of their jok) persomnel. It would also enable the
administratcr to bhandle unexpected circumstances such as
alternate selection of respondents in the aktsences of the
selected respcandents.

With the ©fprinting of 1,000 gquestionnaires, it wvas
decided that 274 would be allocated to each service and an
allocation of 130 guestionnaires vwould bte @made to the
Deferse Sufpply Agency (DSA) buying activities. No DSaA
activity actually received sufficient mepntion in the
listings «c¢f user activities to qualify for inclusion in the
criginal selection. However, it wvas decided that the
questioncaire would not accurately sample DOD-wide Luying
activities urless they vere included.

The 274 questionnaires for each service vere allccated
to each activity tased on the proportion of times they
agprpeared cn the contract administration activities' users
listings. The DSA questionnaires vere allocated to three
DsSA activities Lty roughly equating them with a Navy
Inventory Cca%rol Point (ICP.) The Defense Persoanel
SUpgort Center (DPSC) Philadelphia vas allccated a
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progtorticmately greater amount than the other twc DSA
activities., [PSC handles three very different comwodities -

clothing/textiles, medical and provisions. Provisions are

- i so unigue that they were deleted from the questionnaire
effcrt. Equal allocations vwere then provided for the

LA okt

; clothiag/textile, and the medical categories.

=

Table 1 provides a summary of the activities sampled by
service, including the percentage of time they appeared on
the user listings received, and the number of questionmnaires
allocated tc each activity. (Soae minor errors are in the
table due to rounding and an attempt tc allocate the
questionpaires to each activity in even numbers.)

TABLE 1

Distribution of Questionnaires

e

sService  Activity ﬁﬁigs ngggiggngires '
ARMY ASC St Louis 41% 112 ;
ECON Ft Mommouth 24% 66 i
Bedstone Arsenal, AL 15% 42 i
Missile Coamand, AL 12% 32
ENDS Coamand, AL 8% 22 %
100% 274
NAVY NAVAIE Wash DC 37% 102
NAVSZA Wash DC 25% 68 (
' ASO Philadelphia 13% 36 §
' SPCC Mechanicsburg 13% 36 ,§
NAVELEX Wash DC __12% .32 ;
100% 274
19
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A. F. ASD Dayton 44% 120

SAMSO Los Angeles 15% 42

ALC Warner Robbins 12% 32

! ESD Hanscom, MA 12% 32
ALC San Antonio TX 10% 26

ALC Oklahoma City 7% 22

100% 274

CSa LESC Fhiladelphia 60
LESC Dayton 36

LCSC Columbus - _34

130

Total Questicnnaires 952

E. Adamiristering tae Questionnaire

§

Tae gquestionnaires were administered to the selectad
activities within a three w7week period in the aiddle of
January 1S76.

Each user activity tc be visitad wvas regquested tc
prcvide tbe npame of a contact point for the guestionnaire

administrator. By telenhoae, these individuals were briefed
on the furpcses of the Juestionnaire and its part in the
§ overall CASD study. The number of questionnaires to be
distributed at that activity and the method of distritution
vere discussed. Bach contact wvas reguested to have
available if ;ossible, eamployee (both military and civilian)
listings ¢t

(a) all pecsonnel vithia the procurement fiald, and

(E) all personnel outside the procureament field.

Eoth grcups were to be familiar vith cne cr more cf thae
functional areas c¢£f the questionnaire (General Contract

20
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Adsinistraticn, Production, Quality Assurance or
Engineering.) It was recognized that such a 1listing wmight
preclude a completely random saapie of questionnaire
participants. However, wita the limited number of
guestionpaires available, it was felt that more meaningful
data would be obtained by structuring the sample to exclude
those individuals who might not provide a useful infput to
the study. The selection of participants would still be

made frca the 1listings of gualified personnel utilizing a
ccmplete randca selection.

With this avance contact made, the procedure follcwed
at each activit; was essentially the same for the three
questionnaire administrators. 1In the 20orning of arrival at
the user activity, the administrator would wusually -explain
the questicnnaire ®o the point-of-contact ipdividual and
others «ithin the commani wvhose subordimates would be
invoived - in the guestiounnaire effort. Next, the twvwo lists
of emplcyees were examinined and by the use of a random
nusber tatle, the appropriate saaple was selected. 1In
addition, a anumber of alternative individuals Were
designaced. The duestionnaires, with -envelopes numkter-
coded for ccntzol fpurposes, were then distributed tc¢ the
selected icdividuals. In geographic aceas with 2zre than
one user activity, the adainistrator would then establish a
return~tise later in the day, and proceed tc repeat the saaz
prccedure at the next activity.

The pfarticizants received the guestionnaires at their
desks and were reguested to have thea «ccapleted witain
usually the rpext fcur to five hours. This approach was falt
to be preferacle to aaving all the selected participants
assemble in a ccanference rooa at a pre-arranged tiae aand
ccrplete the questicunaire while assembled. Mot only would
it be extremely difficult to asseample all the individuals on
such short nctice, but it was felt that cartain group
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sressures (tc finish first, not to finish last, etc.) would
bias the respcnses to the questions. Completion of the
guestionnaire in the individual's own work eavironment,
within an ample time period, was thought to provide a more
cenducive atecsphere Zor meaningful response.

At the previously established time, the questionnaire
administrator returned to collect the completed
questionpairss. At thais time, it vas originally
contemplated that the administrator would be available for
interviews with any respondents desiring to a=mglify or
ccmment c¢n the questiocnnaire. Unfortunately, time 4id rnot
permit this interview progedure,

P. BReturms received

As was reported previously, 952 guesticanaires were
distributed to 19 different Department of Defense Ltuying
activities., Cf this aaount, 25 were not returned and S were
rejected due to incomplete or missing data. The percentage
of return was 96.4%, which is considerably bhigher than the
historical fpercentage of returns on mailed guesticanaires.
Table 2 sumsarizes the returns.

TABLE 2

feturns Received

Questicnnaires Distributed §52
Questicnnaires Not Returaned 25
Questicnnaires Rejected S _34
Questiconaires Retuined 918
Percentage of Returan L6.4%
<2
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G. Processing the Returns
¢

Upon receipt of a completed questionnaire, the five
pages were rfirst smarked with the three digit numerical code
frca the questionnaire envelope to insure that the
attitude/cpirion responses were correctly identified with
the democraghic data sheet. The gquesticnnaire was then
€dited fcr cktvious mistakes and errors. Where a respcnse
area had bteen left blank, the question was edited with a "No
Ccament" resgcnse.

Upon ccmgletion of editing, the questionnaires were then
prccessed through an OPSCAN Yodel 17 Reader and an IBM card
data deck was produced. Bach guestiounaire package was
coded into 5 data cards. The data deck vas then verified to
insure its accuracy with the actual questicnnaire respcnses.
Once this was done, the data deck wvas read cnto a tape for
ease of fprocessing.

The statistical Package for the Social Sciencies (SPSS)
was used fcr r[prccessing the data. It is an integrated
syste» cf cosputer programs designed for the analysis of
social science data. These programs vere available for
call~up ip tkte ®. B. Church Computer Facility at the VNaval
Eostgraduate School wutilizing an IBM 360,67 coaputer. OCf
tke many SESS fprocedures available rfor analysis of Jdata,
sisple frequency distributions and crosstabulatiocs wvith
specific descriptive statistics were <the F[Fprimary rrcgraas
used.
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This chapter summarizes the analysis performed or the
descgraphic grperticn of the questionnaire. Appendix C with
Takles C - 1 to ¢ - 4 , contains additional statistics on
the characteristics c¢f the gquestionnaire respondents.

A. Type cf Actiwity

The types of activities sampled are shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3

Type Of Activity

Category Respondents Percentage
Systems Ccamaand 386 4zx
Buying Activity 297 32%
Bequiring Mct/Prog Office 105 11%
Inventcry Ccatrol Point 71 €%
Stock Fcint-Depct-Ceater us &%
Other 14 r?.]

918 10C%

Respordents in Systeas Coamands and B3Buyirng Activities
dcminated tke scurces of respondents vita almost
three-quarters of the sample ccaing from that population.
This distrikution was ia 1line with the characteristics
desired cf thke sample. It was felt that while a greater
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percentags c¢f contractual actions are relatively lcw dollar
vale2, approximately 90% of the dollars are spent in the
larger dcllar value procurements accomplished ia these two
types of activities. It was the intent of the guestionnaire
to wmeasure the attitudes of personnel doiang the larger
procurements with the greacer defemse dollar impact.

B. Service cf the Activity

It was originally decided that an even distributicn of
the questicnnaires among the three services would be
attempted with an arbitrary figure of 130 gquestionnaires
being distrituted to the DSA activities. The results of
questicnnaire distribution are shown in Table 4.

TABLE 4

Service Distribution

Servige Allocated Beturmed Percentage
Army 274 253 92.3%
Navy 274 254 92.7x
Air Force 274 279 101.8%
CSA 130 128 98.53
§52 . 914 96.0%

In the case of the Air Porce, four gquestionnaires over the
allccated asctnt vere returned. This was due tc the
recovery of guestionnaires that had been allocated and
distributed as alternates in case of employee absentees at

the time of adainistration. Pour individuals returniu, che.

questionnaire had sarked "Other" as <+»e <cervice of the
activity, #ith these responses includei, 918 of 952
questionnaires were returned for a rate of retuin of 56.4%.
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C. Service cf the Respondents

Of the 918 <participants, 124 or 13.5% were in the
silitary service and 794 or 86.5% vwere civil service
personnel. Table 5 provides mure detailed isformation.

TABLE 5

Service of the Respondents

: Cumulative
servige Respondents Percentage  Bercentage
Aray 24 2.6% 2.6%
Navy 30 3.3% 5.9%
dir Force _70 7.6% 13.5%
Civil Service J84 86.5% 100.0%
918 . 100.0%

D. Rank and GS Rating of the Respondents

A little orer 60% of the respondents tc¢ the
questionnaire were of the Majors/Lieutenant Coamander or
GS-12 civil segvice grade cr lowver. ssportant in this
statistic is <che belief that the sample wvas cosposed
primarily cf personnel at the working level of the
organizations visited. The individuals wvho evaluated the
contract adainistration functions wvere felt to “e those with
hands-on experience and wvhe possessed the necessary vwcrking
kncwledge of the contract adsinistration cosponents. Table
6 furnishes the detailed anal,3is of the rark and GS rating
structure of the sasgle.
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TRBLE 6

Rank and GS Rating

Categery Bespondents  Pegrcentage
0-2, GS 1C and Lelow 149 16%
c-3,0-4, €S 11-12 414 45%
0-5, GS 13-14 303 33%
0-6, GS-15 50 6%

916 100%

Tvo respondents indicated the category "Other® im their
cesponses.

E. Age cf the Respondents

Apprcximately two-thirds of the respoandents were under
50 years of age. The qreatest number of respondents were in
the age grcup of 41 - 50 years which represented 33% cf the
sasple. 1he middle categories of age (31 - 60) acccunted
for 84X <cf the saample. In Table 7, a detailed analysis is
provided.

TABLE 7

Age of the Respondents

Age Category Bespongents Bercentage

20 - 3C 108 12%
31 - 40 204 22%
41 - 5¢C 306 33%
51 - 60 264 29%
Over 6¢C 33 £3.1

917 100%
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One respcadent did not wmark this category of the
guestionnaire.

P. Supervisor Status

256 respondents (28%) indicated that they vere
superviscrs, while 662 (72%) indicated that they were not.
0f the participants indicating that they were superviscrs,
Table 8 prcvides a breakdown of the number of employees
supervised. Two respondents who indicated supervisor
status, did not indicate the number of employees supervised.
There 1is a fairly even distribution among the categories of
the nuaber of people supervised.

- TABLE 8

Nusber of Employees Supervised

Nuaber of Eaployees gespondents Perceptage

1 tc S 68 27%
6 to 10 64 25%
11 tc 20 72 28%
Cver 20 &8¢ 20%

254 100%

‘G. Education level

61% cf the respondents stated that they were college
graduates. Table 3 shovs the education distribution c¢f the
questionnaire saaple.
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TABLE 9

Education Level of Respondents

Gategory Respondents Egrcentage
Bigh Schocl 125 13%
Some Ccllege 235 26%
College Graduate 237 26%
Some Graduate Wcrk 180 20%
Graduate LCegree 339 152

916 100%

Two individuals did not respcnd to this question.

H. Experience Level of the Respondeats

The &xperience level of the respondents was measure€d in
two ways. Pirst, the experience level in the respondents’
present assignaent vas solicited. Secondly, the
responjents’ total procurement related experience vas
sought.

Approximately S0% of the respondents had 5 years or more
experience ir their present assignment and less tnan 10X had
l:een in their current job for less than one year. 1s far as
the total prccurement related experience is concerned, 76%
had over 5 years or amore of experience and less than 5% had
under one year c¢f procurement related experience. Tables
C - 1 and C - 2 in Appendix C provide the detailed
statistical aspalysis of the experience category.

I. Product Specialty

Nine prcduct categories vere available for resgcndent
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consideratior. In addition, an "Other" category was
provided in crder to provide a response band for all
questionnaire participants. 46% of the respondents were
involved in the aircraft and missile product areas, while
the electronics area captured almost 25% of the sample. The
resaining prcduct categories represented froa 7% (Services)
to less thanm 1% (Electrical) of the sample. A detailed
breakdcwn is provided ir Table € - 3 of Appendix C.

J. Types cf Erocurement

82.4% of the respondents indicated that the negotiated
procurement was most frequently encountered. This
represented 756 of the 918 respondents. Table 10 provides
the data. -

TABLE 10

Type Procurement dost Encountered

cateqory Regpondents Percentage
Negotiated 756 82.4%
Forsally Advertised g2 17.6%
918 100.0%

The respcndents wvere asked to indicate the contract type
most often encountered, Pixed price type contracts were
most often encountered by 69% of the resrondents,
cost-reistursesent coutracts by 29% and other instruaents
such as Basic Crdering Agreements by 2%. Table 11 and Table
C-4 in ippendix C provide a more extensive bhreakdown cf the
responses.
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TABLE 1

| ) Type Contract Most Encountered

Categury Respondents Percentage
Fixed Erice 633 69%
Cost Reimltursement 262 29%
Other 23 2%

918 100%

The numker of contracts encountered in a year and the
average dcllar value per contract are closely related.
Takle 12 outlines the two characteristics in the study

o

sample.

TABLE 12

lsta oo, "SI

Numler znd Average Dollar Vvalue of Contracts

Byaber Average Dollar Value

AU, IR e [ R oo

cateqory Eespond Percent Category Respond Percent

Under 5 227 25% Over 35H 241 26%
s - 10 118 13% - $1 - SN 129 14% i
| 1 - 20 113 125 $.5 - 1% 67 10% ;
21 - 50 127 14%  $.1 - .5H 156 17%
Over 590 333 36% Onder $.1H 1) 33%
918 100% 918 100%

K. Coantract Adainistratioan Component Utilization

]
Table 13 provides a general breakdovn of the é
resgondents’? utilization of the various coctract i




| e

adsinistraticn agencies. The figures represent the number
of respondents utilizing the contract administration
services prcvided by the indicated agency. In the table,
many respondents indicated that they utilized more than one
<4S organization. The percentage figure is the numbter of
individuals indicating they used the corresponding CAS
organizaticnm in relation to the total respondeats to the
questionnaire. (918)

TABLE 13

Utilization of CAS Services

compcnent Respondents Percentage
DCAS 821 89%
Aray = 240 26%
Navy 437 ¥:} 1
Air Force 496 54%
Euying Office 564 61%
Other 79 9%
of the resgpondents using DCAS for contract

adeinistraticn services, Table 14 furnishes an analysis on
the percectace of utilization.
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TABLE 14

Utilization of DCAS

Gategory Respondents Percentage

0 - 25% 208 25%

26 - 50% 108 13%

51 - 75% 113 14%

76 - 100% 307 38%

Unkncwn 85 J0%
821 100%

Lesser numbers of Lespondents indicated that they useqd
indivi§ual service “plant offices. For the individuals
indicating utilization of the sarvice ‘contract
adainistraticp activities, Table 15 provides the analysis
for the Arsy Plant Activities, Table 16 for the NAVPROs apg
Talle 17 for the APPROsS,

TABLE 15

Dtilization of Aray Plant Activities

Gategory Bespopdents Rercentage
0 - 25% 128 53%
26 -~ 50% 23 10%
51 - 75% 20 a%
76 - 100% 27 1%
Unkocwn 42 l8x

‘ 240 100%
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TABLE 16

Utilization of the NAVPROs

' Ccategory Respondents Dercentage
0 - 25% 270 62%
26 - 50% 49 11%
51 - 715% 19 4%
76 - 10C% 28 7%
Unkncwn n 162

437 100%
=i TABLE 17
g* Utilization of the AFPROs
G\ Sategory 2 Perceatage
0 - 25% 297 60%
26 - 50% 62 12%
51 - 75% 20 4%
76 - 10CX 53 11%
Unkncwn 64 13%
496 100%
|
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IV. AN ANALYSIS OF THE SAMELE

This chapter describes the four areas of analysis
performed on the responses to the guestionnaires. Part 1
ccapares selected characteristics of the gquestionnaire
resgpondents to those same characteristics in the DOD
procurement workforce. Part 2 examines the relaticaship
betveen the cverall rating given to each of the four general
categories as indicated by responses to the gquestion,
“Overall, I would rate the performance of the ____
ccaponent as:", and the responses of the participants to the
individual functions within those general categories. Part
3 discusses the influence of certain desograpaic
characteristics on the responses to the overall ratings for
€ach of the four general categories. Pinally, Eart 4
compares the overall ratings given to DCAS and the Plant
Ccgnizance activities in each of the functional areas to
determine if there exists a significant difference ip the
ratings. Cenclusions based upon this analysis are given in
Chapter 9. 1In addition, two appendices ccnta’n detailed
frequency distributions. Appendix G reflects the total
results cf the survey for the demographic characteristics of
the respcndents and their ansvers to the guestions in each
category. The absolute frequencius and their relative
frequency percertages are given for each response. Those
cases in which the respondent did not answer a guesticn or
indicated "No Ccsment" wvere identified as nissing values.
As such, they are not included in the adjustad fregquency
percentages. Appendix H contains the total results obtained
for each cf the categories after adjusting the resfonses
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into a favcrablesunfavorable categorization as noted in
Chapter 1I, EFart B.

Part 1

In this first part, five characteristics of the
guestionnaire sample are examined with regards to the sanme
characteristics that are present in the Department of
Defense. The characteristics examined are Age, Experience
Level, Rank/GS Rating Level, Type of Procureaent and Type of
Contract Most Encountered. Data for the Department of
Defense, urless otherwise noted, was obtained from three
sources: OASD (I and L), Report of the Long Range Manpower
Policy Board, Pebruary 1969, OASD (Ccmptroller), Military
Prime Ccntract Awards, PFiscal Year 1975 and The Repcrt of
the Commissicn cn Government Procurement, December 1572. It
is recognized that the sources of data pertaining to the
characteristics of persoannel in the procurement workforce
cover the entire workforce, including the contract
adsinistraticn ccmponent. The questionnaire saaple did not
contain this caaponent. This factor vas considered vher
drawing ccnclusions from the analysis.

The statistical measure used in this part is the
Chi-Square (zx2), goodness of fit test. It is utilized to
deteraine wvhether the guestionnaire sasple was selected fros
tae DOD pcpulation with a certain probability distribution.
With this measure, the frequency distributior for our saaple
is compared sith the frequeacy distibution expected if the
DOL populaticn probability distribution exists. This use of
the Chi-Square is analogous to the use of the t-test tc test
hypotheses <ccncerning & population mean. Chi-Square }s
defined as:
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where O; represents the observed frequencies and E; the
exrected frequencies.

Before using the Chi-Square test, certain conditions and
assumpticns aust be satisfied. Pirst, one must assume that
randoa sampling vas used in obtaining the saaple. In
Chapter III, tke use of random number tables to chose saample
participants wvas detailegd. Secondly, the observations
shculd Le independent of each other. Again in Chapter III,
the methcd of questionnaire adainistration wvas discussed.
Besponses tc the Juestionnaire were accosplished by each
participant ip his or her own work area, independent of any
otber resgcndent. Thirdly, each expected frequency should
be greater thbhat cope. In @making the coaputations, some
ccllapsing and grouring of response categories sigat be
undertaken tc satisfy this condition. Lastly, the sum. of
the observed frequencies and the sum of the expected
frequencies should be equal. In arriving at the DOD
populaticr frequencies, data from the three aforeaentioned
regports was converted from a frequency figure to a
percentage and this percentage wvwas then applied to the
nusber of respondents in the sample for that characteristic
to obtain the expected population frequencies. Por exaagle,
in the case cf Type of Procuresent, the data source (PY 1975
¥ilitary Prise Ccntract Awvards ) stated that 87.7% cf the
total Frocctresent decllars, less Intragovaernsental
procuresents, wate negotiated, and 12.3% were advertised.
Applicaticn cf these percentages to the saaple total of 918
yields the figures of 805 and 113 for negotiated and
formally advertised procurexents respectively. The sanme
sethod was applied to the other four characteristics while
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using the available data sources.

An alpha (o ) level of .05 was used and values for
designating the critical region are presented for each
characteristic examined. In all cases the null hypothesis
tested was that the sample selected (for that particular
characteristic) was representative of the DOD population.
The alternate hypothesis was that the sample selected vas

not representative of the DOD population.
~

A. Age

Table 13 shows the Observed and BExpectad frequencies for
four age categories. The source of the expected data is the
Report of the Commission on Government Procurement.

TABLE 18

Age Prequencies

gategory Qbserved Expected

20 - 30 108 98

31 - 40 204 188

41 - 50 30¢ 588

€1 and clder 258 326
917 917

Por 3 degrees of (freedom and & equal t¢ 0.05, the
Chi-Square «critical region is defined as 7.82 to infinity.
Tte Chi~Square for Age equals 4.62, and one fails to reject
the null  hypothesis that the sample selected was
representative of the DOD population with regards tc its
age.
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since the expected values ace derived from tae
procurement wcrkforce in 1971, some shifting of frequencies
in the iptervening years to the time of the OASD survey
vould be expected. However, the shifting of individuals
vould most likely ke into the younger age group, through the
other groups and out of the oldest age category. Such a
shift would lend itself to a better fit tc the observed
frequencies.

B. Procurement Related Experience Level

Table 19 indicates the frequencies for the procurement
related experience Jevel of the population and sample

respondents. Source data is from <the BReport of the
Commissicn on Goveranment Procuremeant.
TABLE 19

Procurement Related Bxperience Preguencies

€ateqory gerved Expected

less than 1 yr 39 75

1 -5 yrs 18. 259

5 - 10 yrs 168 219

10 - 20 yrs 346 266

Gver 20 yrs 163 3
918 918

Por 4 degrees of freedom, © equal to 0.05, the Chi-Square
critical regica is defined as 9.49 to infinity. The
Chi-Square value for procurement related experienca is
147.94 apnd the nuil hypothesis that the sample selected was
representative of the DOD population with regards to
procuresent related experience is rejected.
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It shculd again Le pointed out that the gsource of the
observed data is dated. Shifts in the expected freguencies
would te expected, bu’. would be difficult to predict.
However, the cbserved and expected frequencies do folicv the
same bimocdal pattern with peaks at the 1 to S year and thae
10 to 20 year categories. While the frequencies are not
statistically alike, they do possess some similar
charactaristics.

C. BRank and G5 Rating

Table 20 provides tie data concerning the observed and
exgected frequencies for the rank and GS ratings of the
saaple and hypothesized population. Source of the expected
frequencies is the 1969 Manpower Report.

TABLE 20

2ank/GS - Rating Prequencies

category Observed Expected
-2, GS-10 and below 149 433
0-3,4, G6S 11-12 416 378
¢-5, GS t3-14 303 a5
0-6, GS-15 and above 59 -9
916 916

Por 3 degrees of freedoam, and <A equal to 0.0S5, the
Chi-square critical region is defined as 7.82 to infinity.
The Chi-Sguare value for the rank/GS rating level is
extreamely large and the null hypothesis that the sample vas
representative of the DOD population with regards to rank/GS
rating is refected. Hovever, it should be amentioned that
the source data for the expected frequencies is fcr the
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civilian ccamunity only and is derived from the 1969 Eeport
of the Long Bange Logistics Manpower Policy Board.

D. Type Of Erocuresent

s cpposed +to the characteristics of the sample and
population individuals, tvo measures of the characteristics
of the business being done by the questionnaire respondents
were exami- i, Theze two areas vere the type ¢f prccuresent
(negotiat d cr forsally advertised) and the type of contract
utilized (ccst-reiambursable or fizxed price.) Other

-characteristics such as the ‘average dollar value per

contract cr the average nuasber of contracts experienced
during a year, vere considered to he possibly cuafusiag and
sutject tc asbiguous - interpretation by the resgondeants.
Tyre of procureseat and type of contract were considered to
be clear-cut and understandable to all questionnaire
participants. Coaparison of the sample figqures to those
representing DOD procurement actions vwere felt to be among
the most accurate tests of sasple to population validity.

Table 21 provides the frequencies on the type of
prccuresent oxperienced. Source data for the expected
frequencies in both Tables 21 and 22 is derived from Piscal
Year 197 Military Prime Contracts Awvards report.

TABLE 21

Procuresent Type Frequencies

category Coserved Zxpected

degotiated 756 805

Pcraally Advertised 162 113
918 918

;
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For 1 degree of freedom and (o § equal to 0.05, the
Chi-square critical region is defined as 3.84 to infipity.
The Chi-Square value for sample procurement type is 24.23,
and the null hypothesis that the sample selected was
representative of the DOD populacior with regards to
procurement type experienced is rejected.

Even though the null hypothesis is rejected, it may be
reasoned that the heavier emphasis on negotiated
procurements cesulted fron the inclination of the
guesticnnaire toward large activity procurements with their
dependence on negotiation.

E. Type cf Contract

Table 22 presents the frequencies for type of coontract
used in the gquestionnaire sample and the hypothesized DOD
population. The category "“Other " which included such
instruments as Blanket Ordering Agreements, wvas oaitted from
consideratiocn.

TA3LE 22

Contract Type Prequencies

cateqogy Qbserved Expected

Fixed Price 633 647

Cost-Reiabursement 262 243
895 895

Pcr 1 degree of freedom cnd XK equal to 0.0S5, the
Chi-square critical region is defined as 3.84 to infinity.
The Chi-Square value for contract type equals 1.09, and the
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null hypothesis that the sample selected was representative
of the DOL pcpulation with regards to contract type utilized
is rejected.

Part 2

In this seccnd part, the overall rating gives to both DCAS
and the Plant Cog activities was compared to the resgomnses
given on each of the functional questions in that general
category. The purpose of the analysis was to deteraine
whether the ratings given to the individual functional
questions wvere independent of the ratings given in the
overall question. Since more than one attribute was under
investigation, a Cﬁi9Square test for independence was used
to apalyze tte data.

The <Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
vas used to ccmpute the Chi-Square statistic for each cf the
questions. Hovever, statistical significance depends not
cniy on the strength of the observed relaticnship
(independent vs. dependent), but on the size of the sasmgle.
Since each respondent did not answer every gquestion, the
sangle size varied in each comparison. Purther tests of
statistical significance only indicate the 1likelihnod that
an observed relationship actually exists in the universe;
they do not tell how strong the relationship is. PFor these
reasons, additional statistics to correc* for sasple size
and tc measuvre the strength of the relationships vere
conputed. These statistics vere:
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% . (1) BBI { ¢ ) - For a 2 x 2 contingency table, Phi
makes a ccrrecticn for the fact that the value of Chi-Square
is directly fproportional to the
adjusting the Chi~Square value.

number of cases (N) by

Its formula is:

Phi takes on the
(independence )

value of O when
exists, and the
variables are perfectly related
universally

po relaticnship
of + 1 vwhen the
(dependence.) Although a
accepted definition of the strength of this
associaticn is not possible, Marascuilo [ 1 )
fcllowing guidelines:

value

suggests the

Strepgth of Association Rapge of Phi
Weak 0 < Phi < .33
dcderate «33 < Phi <€ .67

Strong .67 < Pbi < 1.00

(2) Ccntingency Coefficient (Cont Coeff) - This is also
a Rmeasure of association based upon the Chi-Square measure.

Its formula is: ) \\ }i

=y b |
X**N
The Contingency Coefficient bhas a ainisus value of 0, but

bas a saximsuas value of .707 when using a 2 x 2

tatle. cNemar [ 2 ] suggests that the Contingency
Coefficient bas a decided advantage over other

\

contingency

aeasures of

relationship since pno assusptions involving the nature of
45
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the variakles need be met.

(3) Lamktda -~ This measure of association deterzines the
percentage of improvement in our ability to predict the
value of the deperdent varialtle once the value cf the
independent variable is known. The formula is:

a2 N—MAX‘FL‘

vhere £ nmax ﬁﬂl represents the sum of the maximum values of

X ‘ 2 max'(,'k—ma)(ﬁ

the cell frequencies ir each coluan, and amax f& represents
the maxisum value of the rov totals. The maximum value of
Lalbdavis 1.0 wvhich occurs when prediction can be made
without errcr, i.e., vhen each independent variable category
is associated with ga. single category on the dependent
variable.

Appendix L, Tables D - 1 through D -~ 8, reflects the
statistical wmeasures obtained by using a 2 x 2 contingency
takble. In the contingency tables, responses for each
functional gquestion and the overall question are cospared
vith the responses categorized as wither favorable or
unfavorakle with no cosment or no answver responses omitted.
In all cases, tle Chi-Square statisitc was used to test the
uull hypcthesis that no relationship existed betveen the
variables (independence.) The alternate hypcthesis was that
a systematic relationship (dependence) did exist. Since the
SPSS progras computed the actual levels of significance, no
prior ascsumptions were aade cuacerning an acceptable level
of significacce. Thus, a level of significance of .0001
vould indicate that tha cell freguencies dieviate sc much
frca what would be expected under conditions of statistical
independence, one vould conclude that a systematic
relationship does exist, although one would be taking a
chance c¢f being wrong one (1) time out of every 10,000. 1Ian
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other words, a table with as large a deviaticn from exfpected
frequencies would cccur by chance in only one (1) sample out
of 10,000. In this case, it could be said that the
Chi-Square is statistically significant at the .0001 level.

A. General Ccntract Administration

Takle D - 1 in Appendix D reflects the result cf the
analysis for the ratings given DCAS in the General Coantract
Adsinistraticn category. In all cases, one has to reject
the null hypothesis that no relaticnship existed
(independence), and accept the alternate hypothesis that a
systeaatic relationship does exist (dependence.)
Purthermcre, in all - cases, this result was statistically
significant at a level of less than .0001. Using the Phi
statistic tc wmeasure the strength of the relationshifp with
tte adjustment for the anaumber of cases provided the

fcllowing results in accordance vith Marascuilo's
guidelines:
strepgth of Association Number of Questioss
Weak 6
Moderate 15
Strong None

The results cbtained for the Contingency Coefficient also
generally demcnstrated a similar strength of association.
The Lamkda statistic shoved a greater variaticn. Its
computaticn indicated that knowledge of the rating givea tc¢
a functional question would increase an individual's
predictive akility concerning the rating given the overall
question frca zero improvement or 0% to more than a 33%
iagrovesent.
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Table D - 2 of Appendix D indicates the results cf the
analysis for the ratings given Plant Cognizance activities

in the General <Contract Administration category. Using a
' ' level of significance of .05 for acceptance of the null
byrothesis, it was determined that the null bhypothesis would
be accepted in two (2) cases while the alterpmate hypothesis q
wculd be accepted in all other cases at a level of
significance of .0002 or less. Use of the Phi statistic

shcwed the fcllowing results:

Strength of Association Number of Questions
i . Weak '_ 5
Moderate 16
Strong None

The Contingency Coefficient again verified the results

ottained for Phi. However, the Lambda measure indicated 11
questions where an individual's predictive ability would not
shex improvement and only 2 dquestions where it would be
akcve the 20% level.

- S

B. Producticn

Table U - 3 reflects the results of the analysis fcr the
ratings given DCAS in the Production category. 1In all
cases, the null hypothesis that co relaticaship
(independence) exists wvas rejected, and the alternate
hypothesis that a systesatic relaticnship does exist

R e b o L RED it T L S e W P

(dependence) vas accepted. Ir all cases, this result wvas
statistically significant at a level of less than .0001, |
The Phi statistic showed thewfolloving results:
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Strength of Association zumber of Questions

Reak 1
Moderate 16
Strong None

The Contingercy Coefficient verified the results obtained
for Phi. The Lambda statistic demonstrated a much stronger
improvement in the Predictive alility relative to the rating
given the overall question, Ten guestions vere
characterized as above 30% in predictive improvement, while
no questions indicated zero improvement in pPredictive
ability.

Table D -~ 4 contains the results of the analysis fcr the
ratings given the Elant Cog activities in the Production
functions. In all cases, the npull hypothesis thkat no
relationship (independence) exists is rejected, and the
alternate hypothesis that a Systematic relaticnship
(dependence) exists is accepted. 1In addition, in 4ll cases,
this result was statistically significant at the level of

less than .0001. 1The Phi Statistic shoved the fcllowing
results:

strength of dssociation Number of Questions
Veak 1
Moderate 16
Stroag None

The Contingercy Coefficient verified the results obtaired
for Phi. The Lasbda statistic did not showv as streng an
iaprovement in predictive ability relative to the overall
rating as the cther three categories. Only 4 questions vere
atcve 30% imprcveament in Predictive ability, and again, none
of the questions showed zero isprovement.
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C. Quality Assurance

Table D - 5 of Appendix D shows the results cf the
analysis for the ratings given DCAS in Quality Assurance.
In all cases, the null hypothesis that no relaticnship
(independence) exists is rejected, and the alternate
hypothesis that a systematic relationship (dependence) is
accepted. In all cases, this result was statistically
Sigonificant at a level of 1less than .0001. The Phi
statistic deacnstrated the following resuits:

Strength of Association Number of Questiops
Weak -~ None
Moderate 16
Strong None

In addition to the above distribution, all of the Phi
statistics were above .5C. The Contingency Coefficient
statistics ccnfirmed a strong association. The Llaabda
statistic desonstrated a wmuch stronger improveaent in
predictive ability relative to the rating given the overall
questicn. Every question vas above the 30% level with 8 of
theéms being akcve the 50X level.

Table D - 6 indicates the results of the analysis for
the ratings given the Plant Cognizance activities in the
Quality Asnurance area. In every case, the null hypothesis
that nc relationship (independence) exists is rejected and
the alterusate hypothesis that a systamatic relaticnship
(dlependence) does exist is accepted. In all cases, this
result vas statistically significant at a level of less tanan
.0C01. 7The Fhi measure shoved the following results:
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Streugtbh of Association Number of Questions

Reak None
Moderate 16
Strong ¥one

All of the Phi statistics were above .51. Furthermore, the
Contingency Coefficient confirmed a strong association. The
Lambda statistic demonstra“ed a strong improvement in
predictive atility reu.*ive to the rating given the overall
question. Tuelve gquestions were above the 30% level with
three questicns above 50%.

B. Pngineering

-

Table L - 7, Appendix D, shcws the results cf the
analysis for the ratings given DCAS in Engineering. Ir all
cases, the null hypothesis that nc relaticnship

{(independence) exists is rejected, and the alternate
hypothesis that a systesmatic relationship (dependencw)
exists is accepted. In all cases, this result vas
statistically significant at a level of less than .0001.
The Ehi statistic generated the following frequencies:

strength of Assocjatiog Number of Questiops

Weak None
Boderate 11
Strong 5

The Contingency Coefficient confirmed a strong association.
The Laabda statistic also showed a strong improvement in
predictive atility concerning the rating given the overall
questions. All the questions were above the 30% level with
13 questicns Lteing above 50%.
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Table D - 8 reflects the results of the analysis for the
ratings given Plant Cognizance activities in the Engineering

; . functions. In all cases, the anull hypothesis that no

relationship (independence) exists is rejected, and the
l ) ' alternate hypothesis that a systematic relaticaship
(dependence) does exist is accepted. Again, in all cases,
this result vas statistically significant at a level of less
than .0001. The Phi statistic showed the fcllowing results:

’ Streagth of Association Number of Questiopns
| . Weak None
Molderate 15
Strong 2

The Contingency Coefficient confirmed a strcng association.

' The Lambda statistic demonstrated a strong improvement in
’ ' predictive akbility relative to the rating given the overall
question. All the questions vere above the 30% level with 8 i
questions abcve 50%.

————— e

Al AT e

part 3

| In this third part, the overall rating givem tc bLoth j
] CCAS and the Plapnt Cognizance activities was compared to {
each of the demographic characteristics. A Chi-Square test
for independence vas used to analyze the data. The purpose
of the test was to determine whether the ratings given each
. CAS coapcnent in the overall gquestion vere independent of
the deamcgraphic characteristics of the questionnaire
] . respondents.

2efore the SPSS Prograa could be used to compute the
Chi-Square statistic and the additional statistics to

pr———_—
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measure tte strength of association and correct for
differences in sample size, cartain data modifications vere
accomplished. In using the Chi~-Square distribution in these
circumstances, one must be careful not to utilize categories
baving small expected freguencies. Although the rule of
thumb in Chi~Square tests had been that +the exgpected
frequency should be at least five, recent research has
indicated that an expected frequency of omne or more in each
category is usually sufficient. [ 3 ] The " simpliest
method cf data wmodification to increase the exrpected
frequencies fcr this test is to collapse two or more
adjacent or similar categopies. The revised categories are
shcwn in Lppendix L. As in Part 2, contingency tables vere
constructed and the same statistics to measure the strength
of associaticn were utilized with one exception, that of
Phi. When Phi is calculated for a table whkich is nct 2 x 2,
it has nc uvpper limit. Therefore, since most of the tables
for Part 3 wvere larger than the 2 x 2 version, Cramer's V
vas used to adjust Phi for either the number of rows or the
nusber c¢f cclumns in the table, depending ugcn which cf the
tvo is swaller. The formula fcr Cramer's V is:

\// _ / Q{ : 4
( min {R-1)(c-1)

-«®
Cramer's V ranges fros zero to +1 vken several ncainal

categories are involved.

In all cases, the Chi-Square statistic was utilized to
test the pull hypothesis that no relationshif (inderendence)
existed Letveen the variables. The alternate hypothesis was
that a systematic relationship (dependence) did exist.
Since the SPSS prograa comsputed the actual level of
significarce, no prior assuamptions were sade concerning an
acceptable level of significance. However, since
"ordinarily, social scientists accept the .05 level of
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significance as the value of alpha," [ 4 ] It was decided
that this level would be used for the purposes of testing.
It wvas also decided tha: one would consider the strength of
associaticn when arriving at conclusions tased wupon the
testing and results thereof.

Appendix F contains the data obtained using the
aforesenticned analysis.

A. General Ccntract Administration

Table F - 1 in Appendix P reflects the results cf the
analysis for LCAS in tle General Coatract Administration
category. 1In cnly four cases would the null bypothesis %that
the demograrhic characteristic was independent of the
overall rating at the .05 level of signilficance be rejected.
The four questions pertained to the gquestionnaire
respondents' Service of the Activity, their Job Title, their
Superviscry Status and Current Product Specialty. Further
examinaticn of the statistics for these four questioans
indicate cnly a weak strength of association and only in the
case of Job Title was there any increase in the ability to
predict the overall rating once the deaographic
characteristic was known. This one increase was less than
2%.

Table P - 2 reflects the results of the analysis fcr tae
Plant Ccgnizance activities in the General Contract
Adainistraticn category. In all cases except cne , the null
bypothesis vf inderendence would bhe accepted at the .05
level of significance. The question pertaimirng to Job Title
shoved a veak degree of associction with both Cramer's V and
the Contingeucy Cuefficient being just over .16. Purther,
Lasbda indicated a weak association indicating that the
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predictive ability concerning the overall rating would not
shovw a statistical increase even if the respondent's Job
Title was kancwn.

B. Producticn

Table P =~ 3 contains the results of the analysis for
CCAS in the Froduction area. 1In only one case was the null
hyrothesis (independence) rejected in favor c¢f the alternate
hypothesis that the variables were dependent. Both Cramer's
VvV and the Contingency Coefficient measured the degree of
associaticn at just over .2. Lambda indicated that
predictive ability, knoving the respondent's Job Title,
vould cnly increase approximately 2.7R.

Table P - U4 in Appendix P reflects the result of
analysis for the Plant Cognizance activities in the
Producticn category. In only one case was the nuull
hypothesis (independencej rejected. The question pertaining
to the Nuakter of Employees Supervised indicated that there
vas a degree of dependence. However, ¢this questicn |is
somevhat wmisleading because one of the valid responses to
this guestica was that the respondent was not a supervisor.
Therefore, since one of the categories was tctally
dissimilar frca the other, this question wvwas considered
invalid for statistical purposes, and vas not analyzed
further.

C. Qualxty Assuranca

Table P - 5 in Appendix P reflects the result of the
analysis for DCAS in the Quality Assurance category. In
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four of the cases, the null hypothesis (independence) was
rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis. The
demographic characteristics of Job Title, Supervisory
Status, Nuamker of EBmployees Supervised and Current Produét
Specialty regpresented the four rejections of the null
bypothesis. The Number of Employees Supervised was
disregarded for the reasons outlined above. Job Title
showed the highest degrse of association with both Cramer's
v ﬁnd the Contingency éoefficient being aboat 27%. Lambda
indicated an isprovement of over 9% in predictive ability.
Supervisory Status and Current Product Specialty both showed
a lesser degree of association.

Table P - 6 reflects the result of the analysis for
Plant Ccgnizance activities in the Quality Assurance
category. In all caSes except one, the null hypothesis wvas
easily accepted with most variables indicating a strong
degree of independence. Job Title was the only variable
which @met tie test for dependence, but while Cramer's V and
the Contingency Coefficient shoved a strength of associatiuz
at the .22 1level, Lambda =shoved only a 1% increase in
predictive akility.

D. Engineering

Table P - 7 ccntains the results of the analysis for
CCA® in tbe Engineerinq category. In two cases, the null
hypothesis (independence) was rejected in favor of the
alternate bypothesis (dependence;. Type of Activity aad
Superviscry Status would both be considared dependent at the
specified level of significance, but otasr variables which
met the test for independence still showed a yreater degree
of associaticn. As on example, nice other variapies showed
an increase in predictive ability while still aseeting the
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test for independence. Job Title met the test for
independence while showing a Cramer's V and Contingency
Coefficient greater than .17 with an increase in predictive
ability cf mcre than 9%.

Table P - 8 in appendix F reflects the result cf the
analysis for Plant Cognizance activities in the Engineering
category. Again, in only two cases was the null hypothesis
(independence) rejected in favor of the alternate hypothesis
(dependence.) Type of Activity and Average Dollar Value Per
Contract were both considered dependent at the specified
level of significance. Craser's V and the Contingency
Coefficiecrt wvere 1less thanm .2 in both cases with an
insignificant increase in predictive ability. Just as in
the analysis of DCAS Engineering, cther variables indicatad
just as sirong or- - -stronger degrees of association while
still meeting the test for independence.

Part 4

To determine if there was a significant difference
between the cverall ratings given DCAS and Plant Cognizance
activities in each category, the results of the analysis
vere exasined frca tvwo different perspectives. PFirst, the
overall results for the entire sample were ccapared on the
basis of a favorablesunfavorable response. Secondly, the
SPSS prcgras had the capability to select only those
respondents vbo had evaluated both DCAS and the Plant
Cognizance activities on the overall questions, thereby
giving a wseasure of "head~to~head" cospetition with an
understandably ssaller sasple. The favorables/unfavcrable
categorizaticn vas again used.

Table 23 reflects the results obtained when the entire
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saafple was included. It should be noted that some
respondents may have rated only DCAS or Plant Ccgnizance
activities and not both.

TABLE 23

Cverall DCAS / Plant Cog Ratings
(Entire Saample)

DCAS Plant Cog
Eavor Usfav MNo. Pavor  Unfav  No.
Ccnt Adain 72.4 27.6 586 79.2 20.8 46é
Eroduction 67.5 32.5 453 72.6 27 .4 365
C. A. 64.0 36.0 %45 70.5 29.5 295
Engineering 46.9 53.1 326 55.7 44.3 264

Table 24 reflects the results obtained when only the

respondents who rated both DCAS and Plant Cognizance’

activities wvwere considered. The number in parentheses
represents the nuaber of respondents which met this

criterion.
TABLE 24
Overall DCAS / Plant Cog Ratings
(Limited Sample)
DCAS Rlant Cog
Eavor Ugfavor favor Unfavor
Cont Adsin (384) 72.7% 27.3% 77.6% 22.4%
Frad (2¢7) 67.3% 32.7% 71.7% 28.3%
G- A. (243) 60.5% 39.5% 69.5% 30.5%
Engin (203) 41.4% 58.6% 51.2% 48.8%
57
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A Chi-Square test of homogeneity was used tc¢ test
vhether there was a real difference of opinion concerning
the perfcraance of NDCAS and the Plant Cognizance activities.
The Chi-Square test of homogeneity is am extension of the
Chi-Square test of independence. It is, however, associated
vith different problems. Tests of homogeneity are ccncerned
with whether different saiples (in our «case, different
degrees of satisfaction) really: are horogeneous with the
population. This vould mean that there is no real
difference cf opinion among the respondents on the ratings
given tc the two types of CAS activities. Thus, the null
hypothesis is that the favorable/unfavorable classifications
are homogeneous incofar as the opinion of the respondents is
ccncerned. Chou [ 5 ] suggests that "when we say things are
hcmogenecus, ve mean they have something ip common or they
are the same cr they are equal.” The alternate hypothesis
is that the <classifications are not homogeneous. I' each
case, a level of significance of .05 was selected for the
sase reasons cited previously. Therefore, the null
hypothesis wculd be rejected if the computed Chi-Square
value wvas c¢reater than 3.84. The formula used to ccmpute
the testing statistic was:

) & Oz
X'=> N
- _.E_—-—-
- (2
XY
wvhere O/ vas the observed response frequency, E; the

expected response frequency if the null hypothesis stated

previously vas true and (N), the total nuaber of respondents
in a particular saaple.

The results of the above analysis to determine if there
vas a significant difference in the overall ratings given to
DCAS and to the Plant Cognizance activities in each category
are summarized in Table 25.
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Chi-Square Homogeneity Test

Chi-Square Result Chi-Square Result
gategory Eptire Qn Rull  Limited Qn Null
Ccnt Admin §.52 Reject 2.52 Accept
Eroduction 2.45 Accept 1.34 Adccept
C. A. 3.34 Accept 4.38 Reject
Engineering T 4,46 Reject 3.96 Reject

Only in the case of Producticn could the null hypothesis
that the classifications are homogeneous be accepted under
the criteria of both samples. Puthermore, only in the case
Gf Bngineering would-the null hypothesis in both samples be
rejected. It could then be ccncluded that homogeneity did
not exist, and the ratings were not the same or equal. For
both Contract Administration and Quality Assurauce,
corflicting results for the two sample were obtained.
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V. GCONCLUSIONS

This chapter fresents a summary of the results cf the
analysis performed in Chapter IV. Each part of the first
pcrtion c¢f this chapter corresgonds to the same numbered
part in the previous chapter. Based upon the analysis,
certain conclusions will be drawn which reflect the views
only of the authors of this research. In addition, the
second Fortion of this chapter will provide soame
reccamendaticns for gq;ther study.

CCNCLUSICNS

Part 1
H
In EBart 1 of Chapter IV, five characteristics of the i
users' satisfaction gquestionnaire respondents were ccrpared J
to the <same characteristics present in the DOD procurement ?
workforce populaticn. Data more current than 1972 was not %
available. Bowever, vhere possible, infererces on ?
prcjection of this data to the present are included im the i
X
summary. 3
Cf the five characteristics utilized, two (Age and Tyge %

¢f Contract) showed statistically that the questionnaire
saaple vwas representative of the DOD population. 0f the
other three characteristics which did not show this
relationship at a statistically satisfactory level, ope of
thea (Prccurement Related Experience) demonstrated a similar
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bimodal distributicn pattern from which wmight be inferred
scme relaticnship, although, not a statistically significant
one. Of the two remaining characteristics, Procurement Type
(Negotiated or Pormally Advertised) indicated for both tae
observed and expected freguencies, Negotiated freguency
percentages in the 80's ( Negotiated of Sample = 82.4%,
Negctiated cf Population = 87.7%.) The final characteristic
(Rank and GS Bating) demonstrated no statistical or
inferable relationship.

Based «c¢n the above, it is concluded that the
questionnaire saaple vwvas representative of the DOD
prccurement wcrkforce.

Part 2

A. Genmeral Coptract Admipistration;  For the General
Contract Adninistration'category, the overall ratings given
both DCAS and Plant Cognizance activities were dependent in
all but tvo of the functional areas (Adsinistraticn of
Progress Payments and Surveillance of Contractor Industrial
Security Ercgrams) upon the ratings given the individual
functions. In the majority of cases, the strength of this
associaticn could be termed aoderate. It 1is therefore
concluded that the overall rating was not arbitrary, but did
reflect the ratings given in response to the functional
questions.

B, Producticn: The overall ratings givem both DCAS and
the Plant Ccgnizance activities vera dependent in all cases
upon the ratings given the individual functional guestions.
In almost all cases, the strength of this aassociaticn could
be termed moderate with a general increase in predictive
ability relative to the overall rating once the rating to
any individual guestion was known. It is concluded that the

overall rating was not arbitrary, but was a reflection of
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the ratings given in response to the functional questicas.
C. Quality Assurance: The overall rating given both DCAS
and the EFlant Cognizance activities were dependent in all
cases upon the ratings given the individual functions for
Quality Assurance. In all cases, the strength of this
assoclaticn could be termed at least moderate with all but
three of the thirty~two functional questions placing on the
high side c¢f the moderate range. Twelve of the thirty-two
questions placed higher than .60. It is concluded that the
overali rating is nct arbitrary, but is a reflecticn cf the
ratings given in response to the individual functional
questions.

D. Engipegering: The overall ratings given both DCAS and
the Plant Ccgnizance .activities wvere dependent in all cases
upcn the ratings given the individual functions and
reflected the strongest degree of association in all
statistical areas. Seven of the thirty-two relationships
were categorized as strong, and twvwenty-five of the
thirty-tuc placed cn the higher side of the moderate range.
It is concluded that the overall rating for Engineering was
nct arbitrary, but vas a reflection of the ratings given in
response to the individual functional questicas.

E, Sumsary:; In all four «categories, General Contract
Adainistratico, Production, Quality ASsurance and
BEngineering, the ratings given to the overall gquestions
("Cverall, I would rate the performance of the

ccaponent a£:") are an accurate reflection of the resgonses
given tc the individual gquestions, and represent the
respondents' evaluations of the applicable categories. In
other wcrds, the overall ratings are consistent with the
ratings given in the individual functional guestions.
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Part 3

In Part 3 of Chapter IV, an analysis was performed to
determine if the cverall ratings for each of the functional
categories vas independent of the respondents' demograghic
characteristics. Although in each category for both DCAS
and the Flant Cognizance activities at 1least one gquéestion
showed that an association did exist, in none of these cases
could the strength of this association be termed =more than
veax. While the overall ratings for each of the furctional
categories was in these few cases dependent ugcn a
demographic characteristic, the strength of this association
leads to the conclusion that the overall ratings were not
influenced Ly the respondents' demographic chkaracteristics.
In other wcrds, it is concluded that the personal
characteristics of the questionnaire respondents, their
activity, service, etc., did not bias their responses to the
evaluation cf the LCAS and Plant Cognizance performance.

Part 4

In Eart 4 of Chapter IV, an analysis was undertaken to
determine if there vas a statistically significant
difference 1in the overall ratings given the four functional
areas for tke tvo types of CAS activities (LCAS and Plant
Ccgnizance.) Chi-Square tests of homogeneity were run with
tvo perspectives (Entire Sasple and Limited Sample.) Based
on the results, it is concluded that there is a sicnificant
difference ir the cverall ratiangs given DCAS and Plant Cog
activities in the Engineering category. There is not a
significant difference in the Production category. General
Contract Adsinistration aand Quality Assurance demonstrated
cceflicticg results,

=

FHE PN

W A i




e

RECOMMENCATICNS FOE FURTHER RESEARCH

While ky nc means inclusive, the following
reccamendaticns fcr further research and investigaticn are
suggested.

(a) An examipnation of the relatively low overall ratings
given the Engineering category with emphasis on the
contcibution c¢f e€ach individual gquestion to the overall
rating.

(b) Development of a standard by which the performance
of the CAS cceponents could be measured. At present, no
guidelines exist as to whether a 70% favcraple rating is
acceptable as a level of performance satisfaction.

(c) An investigation of the differences betveen General
Contract Adsinistration and Engineering, the functional
categories bavinc¢ the highest and lowest favorable ratings
respectively. The investigation c¢ould include in-depth
interviavws with individuals within the various DOD
activities, and the gathering ct siaggestions for
improvement/modification of policy and fprocedure.

While the above areas for research do not by any ameasure
exhaust the [fossibilities for further vork, tkey do point
out some areas that do exist. An extensive amount of data,
gathered frcm the guestionnaire effort exists as a base for
further research.
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APPENDIX A

ASPR 1-406

This appendix  contains the list of contract
administraticn functions taken from the 1375 Edition of the
Armed Services Procurement Regulations, (ASER 1-406.)

(i) review contractor's compensation structure;

{(ii) review the ccntractor's insurance fplans;

(iii) review and approve or disapprcve contracter's
requests for payments under the prougress payments clause;

{iv} determine the allowability of costs suspended or
disapproved cn a CCAA Form 1 when a written appeal bas been
received frcs the contractor, direct the suspensicn or
disapproval of any costs vwhen there is rea<=~u to believe
that they shculd be suspended or disapproved, and agprove
final vouchers;

(v) negotate billing and final overhead rates Qhen the
contract ccntains the clause in 3-704, except vwhen
negotiaticn responsibility is placed elsewhere in accordance
vith Departsental frocedures;

(vi) negctiate understandings consistent with agreements
negctiated vunder 15-107 applicable to treatment of costs
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under contracts currently assigned for administraticn;

(vii) negotiate prices and execute supplesental
agreements fcr spare parts and other iteas selected through
prcvisicnicg grocedures;

(viii) review and evaluate contractor's proposals in
accordance vith 3-801.5(b) and furnish comments and
reccamendaticns to the procuring contracting officer when
negotiaticn vill be accoaplished by the procuring
contracting cfficer;

(ix) when authorized by the purchasing office, negctiate
or negotiate and execute supplemental agreements
inccrperating contractor proposals resulting from change
orders issued under the Changes clause (Prior to cospletion
of negotiaticas ard issuance of the supplemental agreement,
any delivery schedule shall be coordinated vith the
purchasing office.);

(x) manage special bank accounts;
(xi) assure timely notification by the ccntractor cf any
anticipated cverrun or underrun of the estimated cost under

cost-type cortracts;

(xii) review, approve or disapprove and maintain
surseillance cf the contractor's procureaent systes;

(xiii) ccpnsent to the placement of subcontracts;
(xiv) gcaitcr contractor's financial condition and
advise tke Gprocuriag coantracting officer when contract

performance is jeopardized thereby;

(xv) wheo authcrized by the purchasing office, negctiate




AR

sed-mt

prices and execute priced exhibits for unpriced crders
issued by the procuring contracting officer under blasic
ordering agreements;

(xvi) issye tax exemption certificates;
(xvii) ccnduct post-award orientation ccnferences;

(xviii) issue work requests under maintenance, overhaul
and modificaticn ccntracts;

(xix) aegotiate and execute contractual documents for
settlement of partial and complete contract terminations for
convenience, except as otherwise prescribed Lty Section VIII;

(xx) perform necessary screening, redistributicn and
diszgosal cf ccntractor inventory;

(xxi) perfcrm property administration;

(xxii) pte;afe findings of fact and issue decisions
under the [isputes clause on matters on which the contract
admisistraticn office has the authority to take definitive
action;

(xxiii) assure processing and execution of duty-free
entry certificates;

(xxiv) ip facilities contracts--

(A) evaluate contractor’s requests for facilities
and changes to existing facilities, and provide the
procuring contracting officer with approgriate
reccamendaticns *hereon;

(E) assure required screening of facility iteas
before acquisiticn ty contracter;

(C) approve use of facilities chn a
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noninterfsrence basis in accordance witn paragraph (k) of
the clause in 7-702.12;

(L) assure payment of any rental due; and
:i ) (E) assure reporting of items no longer needed

for defense prcduction;

(xxv) perform production support, surveillance, and
status regorting, including timely reporting of [pctential
aud actual slippages in contract schedules;

(xxvi) perform pre-award surveys;

(xxvii) fperform industrial readiness and mobilization
production fplanning field surveys and schedule negotiations;

(xxviii) monitcf contractor industrial labor reiations

matters under the contract; apprise the procuring
contracting officer and cbgniﬁant departmental labor
relations advisor of actual or potential labor disputes; and
coordinate the removal of urgently required material froa
the strikebcund contractor's plants upon instructions froa,

b =

and authorizatiorns of, the procuring contracting officer aad
the cognizant departmental labor relations advisor;

(xxix) perform traffic wmanagement services including
issuance and control of Government bills of lading and other
transportaticn documentation;

(xxx) reviev the adequacy of the <ccntractor's traffic
operations;

(xxxi) review and evaluate preservation, packaging and
packing;

(xxxii) fprovide surveillance of contractor design.
development, and production engineering efforts;




(xxxiiil) review engineering studies, design, and
prcposal, and make recommendations to the system/project
manager or ptrchasing office;

(xxxiv) evaluate and monitor contractor engineering
efforts and expenditures inm accordance with contract teras;

(xxxv) ccnduct surveillance of contractor emgineering
practices with regard to subcontractors;

(xxxvi) review, on a continuing basis, contractor test
Flans and directives for compliance with contract terms;
ccapare milestcnes; progress, amd cost against contract
requirements;

(xxxvii) assist in classification c¢f waivers and
deviations;

(xxxviii) evaluate the adequacy of ccentractor
engineering cata ccntrol systems, including assurance that
systeas gprcvide for timely inmcorporation c¢f changes in data
being acquired; '

(xxxix) scnitor contractor value ergineering prograas;

(xl1) review cost reduction proposals, and subait
ccaaents regarding effect ~f proposed changes co the
engineering requirements of the contract;

(xli) evaluate apd perform surveillance of cotvractor
coniiguratico management systeas and procedures;

(x1ii) erfors surveillance of contrac:or engjineering
change systess; review Class I engineering change propcsals,
and coament on engineering feasibility and need; assist in
price apalysis <¢f engineering changes; review Class 1II

|




engineering changes to insure proper classification;

(x1iii) evaluate the contractor management, planning,
scheduling, &nd allocation of engineering resources;

(x1liv) evaluate and monitor contractor reliability and
maiptainability prograss;

(x1v) rceview and evaluate for technical adequacy the
logistic support, maintenance, and aodification prcgrams
acccmplished ky the contractor;

(xlvi) wsake appropriate comments to purchasing offices
on any inadeguacies noted in specifications;

(xlvii) perform procurement quality assurance;
(xlviii) maintain surveillance of flight operations;

(x1ix) assure contractor compliance with applicable
safety requriements;

(1) assure contractor's compliance with small husiness,
lakcr svurplus area, and ainority business <enterprises
mandatory sukcontracting programss; conducting, c¢n an
as~reguired .asis , small business and 1labor surplus area
set-aside surveillance; and providing advice to small
business, lakor surplus area concerns, and sinority business
entecrprises;

(1i) ir ccnnection with classified contracts, adsinister
thcse porticns of the Industrial Sacurity Program desicnated
as A0CO responsibilities in the ISR and ISM (See Appendix ¢,
Industrial, Security Regulation, DoD 5220.22-8, for partial
listing cf prisary responsibilities (also see 1-320).);
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QF - (1ii) nmake [payments on assigned contracts (but see
20-706) ; '

(liii) assign and perform supporting administration;
(liv) assure timely submissicn of required reports;

(1v) vill advise and assist defense contractors
regarding their priorities and allocations responsibilities
and assist defense purchasing activities in processing
requests for special assistance and for priority ratings for
privately-owned capital equipment;

(lvi) prccess and execute novation and change of naae
agreements in accordance with Section XXVI, Part 4;

(lvii) when authorized by the purchasing office,

negotiaée or negotiate and execute supplemental agreements

S ——

accelerating cr decelerating contract delivery schedules;

(lviiij wvhen authorized by the purchasing office, 1
negotiate or negotiate and execute supplemental agreeameats
providing fcr the de-obligation of unexpended dollar
balances considered excess to knowun contract regquireaments;

(1ix) determine adequacy of prime cuntractor's
Disclosure Statements;

PR sl T o

(1x) determine vwhether prime ccntractor's Disclosure
Statements are in compliance with Section XV and Cost
dcccunting Standards;

(1xi) determine contractor cospliance dith Cost
Accounting Standards and Disclosure Statements, b3
afpplicable;
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(1xii) negotiate price adjustments and execute
supplemental agreements pursuant to the Cost Accounting

~Standards clause in 7-104.83;

(1xiii) perfors post award surveillance of contractor
pIcgress tcward demonstration of Cost/Schedule Ccntrol
Systeas tc meet the Cost/Schedule Control Systeas Criteria
(see 7-1C4.87), provide assistance in the review and
acceptance of contractors' <Cost/Schedule Control Systeas,
and perfora post-acceptance surveillance to insure
continuing ofperation of contractors' accepted systeas;

(lxiv) wvbhen authorized by the purchasing office, issue
amended shifring instructions and, when necessary, negctiate
and execute supplemental agreements incorporating ccntractor
prcposals resulting from the amended shipping instructions;

(1xv) wvhen authorized by the purchasing office, issue
chanoge <crders and negotiate and execute resultant
supplemental agreements under contracts for ship
constructicn, conversion and repair;

(lxvi) issue contract modifications requiring the
contracter tc Gpruvide packing, crating, and bandling
services on excess Government property. When the ACO
determines it to ke in the Government's best interests, he
may secure such services from other than the contractor in
possessicn of the froperty;

(lxvii) agprove contractor acquisitions/fabrication of

sgpecial test equipsent as provided in paragraph (b) of the
clause in 7-104.26;

(1xviii) negotiate and ~xecute contractual documents for
settlement cf cancellation charges under aulti-year
procuresents, and
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| ’ (lxix) evaluate and monitor contractor's procedures for ;
_ complying with the "Restrictive Markings on Technical Data"

i ~ clause in 7-104.9(E) .
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APPENDIX B *
SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. €. 20301

. o
k.

9 January 1976

» . INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS

MEMORANDUM FOR The Contract Administration Study Participants

SUBJECT: Contract Administration Improvement Study

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) has
| | formally announced a major study of the Defense Contract Adminis-
: tration function in crder that imiproved policies may be developed
which optimize manpower resources to accomplish essential tasks.
We have established four study teams to provide recommendations
which will improve government utilization of resources, provide con-
tract administration policy improvement, recognize Defense-Industry

‘ concerns and survey government buying activities to ascertain
satisfaction with the variety of services currently provided.

|

i

You have been selected for participation in this study effort. The en-
closed questionnaire has been devised by the Navy Post Graduate
. S . School, Monterey, California, to gather information relating to the
. government buying office/contract administration office interface.
They will classify, analyze and prepare the results of the questionnaire
into a major portiorn of the Contract Administration Improvement Study.
An OSD/RCS numbe: has been secured and your candid views are needed.

Sl

The questionnaire is in two parts. Part !, requests you to provide

certain information about yourself and your experiences in the pro-
) ‘ curement process, Your name is not required and replies will be
coded to ensure the confidential nature of your responses, Part II,
lists the basic contract administration functions divided into the four
general categories of general contract administration, production,
quality assurance and engineering.

The data obtained during this survey will be used to determine overall
s DoD buying office's satisfaction with the services obtained in the user-
j ‘ customer relationship. Your complete support is requested.
.
.\ / , _',, - e
"{f-f{;b'-—m—-\«‘: [ 2

_ now
' "JOMN H. KUNSEMILLER . & *
Enclosure 1 Cirector, Contract
= Questionnaire Administration & Support
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QUESTIONNAIRE DIRECTIONS

In questions (18-23), on the previcus page, you indicated your experience
in dealing with the various contract administration organizations. Your satis-
faction with the CAS functions listed on subsequent pages should be made in
consideration of your answers to those questions.

The following portion of the questionnaire consists of four major categories
of functions/questions. For each category, you should first quickly read the
functions/questions in that category and determine whether you are sufficiently
experienced in that functional area to respond meaningfully. I[f you do nct
feel qualified to evaluate the functions in that category, please indicate this
by marking the block next to the statement, "I do not have sufficient experience
in this category to evaluate the following functions", and then go on to the
next category of questions.

If you feel sufficiently experienced to evaluate the functicns in that
category, the following directions apply. Each function has three response
areas to be answered. The first two areas address :our satisfaction with the
performence of the Defense Contract Administration Services (DCAS) and the plant
Cognizance contract administration organizations (Army Plant Activity, NAVPRO,
AFPRO). The third area asks for your opinion if that function could be performed
better by the buying office/requiring activity.

In each of these response areas, you are asked to indicate your evaluation
of the DCAS and Plant Cognizance performance of the function by marking the
block that best describes your evaluation. In the response areas, space is
available for a "No Comment" answer. If you do not have sufficient experience
to evaluate the performance of the organization for that function, or have too
few observations of their performance in that area, please indicate this by
marking the block under "No Comment".

Finaliy, space has been provided after each category of functions for your
written comments. While the purpose of the questionnaire is to measure your
satisfaction with the organizations that perform contract administration, your
suggestions for improvements and comments of a general or specific nature are
strongly encouraged. If your comments are directed toward a particular function,
please reference the function number in your comments. Additionally, the reverse
side of the page may be used for comments. This is your opportunity to indicate

your satisfaction with the caliber of services provided by the contract adminis-
tration services.

After completion of the questionnaire, place it in the envelope provided.
Do not staple or fold the questionna‘re.
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For Office Use Onty USE SOFT How do you rate the \ How do you rate the \ Could the function
. ance of performance of the \ be performed better
Defense Contract Service Plant Cogni- \ by the Buying Office
LEADED PENC". Administration zance Organizations\ /Requliring Activity
Services (DCAS;) {Army Plant Activity
NAVPRO, AFPRO)
: F
CATEGORY 1 f sz § >
General Contract Administration r33 : gE3 8 g
- o s - g L]
1. | do not have sufficient experience in this category to evaiuate the : § % % - 53 £ - g g
following functions. ' LR '§ 33 T § 20 S
S325¢ 232532 £232
' . i a W 1 ;! B !1
2. Reviews contractor systems {Procurement, Compensation, Insurance, 1 1 1 i ] . i ] !] ﬂ ﬂ g
Estimating, Property Administration). . .
3. Conducts post-award conference meetings. T P14 701
4. Negotiates overhead rates (Forward Pricing, Billing, Final Overhead). ] ” ] Q ’] : 7 d ' J U ﬂ ﬂ
0,10 ‘:.ﬂ-.}‘.‘:" ".]‘i] :r}‘l
5. Administers progress payments. 40y 0 g ouoi
6. Negotiates spares and provisioning items. ] 1 3 ﬂ 2 : ‘] J 3
7. Negotiates orders under Basic Ordering Agreements. IBRER el 111
"9 o ]
8. Evaluates contractors’ proposals. 11111 |8 Wl R
. _ . R jgain a‘]
9. Negotiates change order proposals. g E I l] 4oy, g
S Ll bl v -~ PO
10.  Administers contractors’ subcontracting activities. IR j H } ) ] i T
11.- Monitors the contractors’ financiai conditions. - ] ] ' J 4 .] ] 1 l ] ’ )
epeas K % '} |' A o] q .1 ° ‘
. 12, Administers facilities contracts. Pl L R 1]
13. Provides coordination and information on matters relating to Cost | . . . ] SEEE i d g
Accounting Standards. - -, oL
14, Evaluates and reports on anticipated averruns or underruns on cost- s d 3w I ] 7 A
type contracts. R e - o
15. Performs payment functions on assigned contracts. oL dr oL SR
15. Conducts pre-award surveys. A = R
17. -Performs surveillance of Contractor Industrial Security Programs. S i ; ; J 4
18. Provides advice !o the buying office on all pertinent matters relating to . ] ‘ J NA
contract administration functions. r ) SIS o
19. The rasponsiveness of the general contract administration component ' 5 by NA
to requests for information and/or assistance is considered.
20. The working relationship of the general contract administration com. NA
ponent with the contractor(s) is considered.
21. The manning (number of personnel and grade level) of personnel in the NA
. general contract administration component is considered.
22. The technical expertise of personnel in the general contract adminis- NA
tration component is considered.
23. Overall, | would rate the performance of the general contract admin- NA
* istration component as:
Comments (Use reverse side if necessary) For Otfice Use Cnly

01233456789




! ForOffies Use Gnly USE SOFT How do you rate the \ How do you rate the \ Couid the functiun
‘ performance of performance of the \ be performed better
! Defense Contract Service Plant Cogni- \ by the Buying Office
LEADED PENC". Administration . \ zance Organizations\ /Requicing Activity
{ Services (DCAS) (Army Plant Activicy
NAVPRO, AFPRO)
al ‘é g
CATEGORY 2 s > £, ;
| Production Functions 23 38 3 §-§ § §
1. | do not have sufficient experience in this category to evaluate the E F] % 2 E 5% % wE §
following functions. 3% R ] 383933 3
$58co g% § -3 So00
| 48232 Sazd2 =~z2Z
el yi L WO i d q
' 2. Performs technical analysis of Cost/Schedule Control Systems Criteria } | | ! | | R g 1i
(C/SCSQ). 1 .
oo G 1 i h h
3. Evaluates contractor production canabilities in Pre-award surveys. SR g ‘] '3 g J i ']
4. Evaluates contractor production plans. RN e 101
. g L. . q . 1T R I 0 P '!ﬂﬂ
5. Provides notification to buying offices of anticipated or actual contract ol o 2o ] ] HlRE
scheduie delinquencies. . . i
' 6. Performs technical analysis of contractor ' Jst proposals. s dfia 111
7. Provides notification to buying offices of potential or actual fabor | % ! 11 TE 1 111
disputes.
8. Performs surveillance of contractor integrated logistics support man- ol j ¢ B 7 ] i ]
agement. )
9. Monitors the contractor make or buy program. _ . B i J ﬂ & o K 3 '] ﬂ
10. Provides assistance to contrar or regarding priorities and allocationin | & 7 ! 17 [N L L
-expediting material purchases.
T v 2 0N 3 0 3 v o~
{ 11. Performs industrial Preparedness Planning. i d 13w 131 1o
’ 12. Evaluates contractor scrap and rework program. ’ } * : ’ 3 1 ]
; e I - . EE
13. Performs various traffic management services. AT 3 i 1 gy
14. Provides advice to tne buying office on all pertinent matters reiating to - : ’ % ' } NA
production functions.
| 15. The responsiveness of the production component to requests for infor- ) . S b NA
! mation and/or assistance is consicdered. .
| 16. The working relationships of the production CA3 component with the . 1 i |y NA
i contractor is considered. .
17. The manning (number of personnel and grade level) in the production .. i 1‘ i,' NA
component Is considered. . )
] 18. The technical expertise of personnei in the production component is S iy S NA
‘ considered. s . L
I 19. Overall. | would rate the performance of the production component as. O T I NA
Comments (Uss reverss side if necessary)
For Office Use Only
! 4 ;7
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’ For Office Use Only
How do you rute the \ How do you rate the \ Couid the function
| USE SOl I performancs of performance of the \ be performed better
Defense Contract Service Plant Cogni- \ by the Buying Office
\ LEADED PENC". Administrution zance Organizations\ /Requiring Activity
Services (DCAS) (Army Plant Activity
NAVPRO, AFPRO) .
, i 3
i CATEGORY 3 $2 § >
ep . 8 - - -
Quality Assurance Functions z g.; g z ig g g
- - - - o :
i 1. | do not have sufficient experience in this category to evaluate the § 3 %3 g 53 % ] g g
| following functions. s § -3 33 g R ‘-’
1 I - I - 200
WAZS2Z wazs2 =~Z2
; . ; M IR S g0
2. Mounite. s contractor quality inspection and testing to ensure compliance 1 i r} gl S ] g ﬂ } i}
with contractual requirements. . ) i .
3. Monitors contractor quality system to ensure compliance with con-| | o 1 ! 11t 3o
tractual requirements.
. . : 1 NI &
4. Evaluates contractor quality system planning and procedure.. R g0 g 85 1.0 1
. . . . Wt s 143
5. Evaluates contractor performance on corrective action and disposition 4 LG g I T if -l
of nonconforming supplies. e
6. Evaluates contractor quality system with regard to materials, special K el 3 ﬂ N r: [] ﬂ ‘}
" processes, metrology and sampling.
0 . P h n 3 3 1 [
7. Evaluates contrzctor quality assurance system in pre-award surveys. ] 141 114 3 1 It |] ]
8. Performs accestance of non-conforming material. 111114 L B i8]
9. Performs technical evaluation of contractor requests for waivers and | | © | ] ] RERE 111
deviations. -
‘ . | i : n I I TR 7 R
i 10. Performs technical analysis of contractor cost p/roposals. J : 1 ﬂ i B ] 1 } { ] J }
| . o . . R B 1o ol 4
B 11.  Performs buying office directed inspections. 117111 11117 L 4 3
]
] | i EENE R 111
12. Investigates and evaluates customer complaints. S R g 4 :
' | 13. Provides advice to the buying office on all pertinent mattars relating : 1 ] A ; 4 1 ] NA
to quality assurance functions,
- I ‘ I a
14. The responsiveness of the quality assurance component to raquests for L e J I ] 4] NA
information and/or assistance is considered. C e e 1890 -
15. The working relationships of the quality assurance compenent with the 3 G 1 P NA
\ contractor is considered. i
: 16. The manning (number of personnel and grade lavel) in the quality = J‘ } ]| . } } NA
! assurance compaonent is conside. ad. e e
17. The technical expertise of personnel in the quality assurance compo- S T NA
nent is considered. L P
18. Qverall, | would rate the performance of the Quality assurance compo- S SRl I - NA
nent as: .
Comments (Use reverse side if necessary)
)
]
! For Offica Use Only
79 0123456789 ¢
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For Office Use Only

USE SOFT

How do you rate the

How db you rate the \ Couid the function

ance of performance of the \ be performed better
Defense Contract Servics Plant Cogni- \ by the Buying Office
LEADED PENCIL Administration  \ zance Organizations\ ,Requiring Activity
Services (DCAS) (Army Plant Activity
NAVPRO, AFPRO)
CATEGORY 4 § > E . )
Engineering 3 ig 3 g2 5 §
1. | do not have sufficient experience in this category to evaiuate the E S % g g E S f % E £
following functions. T2313 ] s8333 -
Jaz52 G83252 222
i : i i i 13 AR I 1
2. Evaluates contractor engineering studies, designs and proposals. Ta04d EERE g1
3. Evaluates contractor engineering efforts with regard to expenditures. RN REEE 131
4. Provides surveillance of contractor engineering practices with regardto| 1 1 1 1 . e b1 11
subcontractors. : - . . ]
5. Evaluates contractor test plans and directives. 14 ‘ g ; ] ] ] q i f} »
6. Performs technical evaluations of contractors’ requests for waiversand | . . | | 1140t 11
deviations.
n 1 N 11
7. Evaluates contractors’ engineering data control systems. 11111 1111 d 141
1 | B 10 T3
8. Evaluates contractor recommended design changes. i B Q ] i i ] ‘} j i
i : i 3 L T ﬂ B LA 17 ﬂ
9. Provides surveiliance of contractor conﬂguratlo_n__management systems A I §g . d ok
. and procedures. = .= A \
10. Evaluates contractor management of engineering resources. o J '} '] R I 1 ﬁ 9
1. Evaluates contractor reliability and maintainability programs. } ] " g f} 3 1 l J ] N j
12. Reviews and evaluates the contractors’ logistic support, maintenance : 1 ' ] ] 19 ‘ } i ]
and modification programs. Ay .
13. Provides advice to the buying office on ali pertinent matters relating to T } Dl ] NA
contract engineering functions. L )
14. The responsiveness of the Engineering component to requests for in- B B S ] NA
formation and/or assistance is considered. o
15. The working relationship of the Engineering component with the con- = A i ] T NA
tractors is considered.
16. The manning (number of personnel and grade level) of personnel in | © . | 1] N i NA
the Engineering component is considered. L
17.  The technical expertise of personnel in the Engineering component is P oz i ] Pl NA
considered.
18. Overall, | wouid rate the performance of the Engineering compo- | 198 NA

nant as:

Commenis (Use reverse side if necessary)
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APPENDIX C

ADDITIONAL BESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

TAELE C - 1

Fresent Assignment Experience Level

Category Respondents Percentage
Less than 1 YR 84 9%
1~ 3 IBs T 253 27%

3 -5 1Bs 116 13%
S - 10 IRs 208 23%
Over 10 YBs 257 23
318 | 100%

TABLE C - 2

Frocurement zelated Experience Level

Category Respo ts Rercentage
Less tban 1 IR 39 43
1 -5 1IBs 182 20%
S - 10 IRs 168 18%
10 - 2C YBs 346 38%
Over 20 YEs 183 243
318 100X
81
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TABLE C - 3

Fespondent Product Specialty

Category
Aircraft, Missiles
Blectrenic
Services
Shipbcard
Mechanical
dutomctive
Constructicn
Electrical
Puel

Qther -

Respondents’
422

225
63
52
32

'Q.aa\sa

el
-
[e ]

TABLE C - &

100%

Contract Type Most Often Encountered

£3teqory
EP
FPI -
CPPPF
CPIP
Crar
Cther

Respo nts
483

150
129
123

10

918

82

Bergeptage

53%

16%

14%

13%

1%

33

100%




APPENDIX D

TABLES D - 1TOD - 8

Key tc Independent Tariable Abbreviaticns

First and Second Alpha Characters: Punctional Category
ca = General Ccntract Administration
pd = Froduction
dJa = Cuality Assurance

en = Engineering

Numeric Characters: Refers to the nuaber of the quastion on
questionnaire in the applicable
functional category

Last Alpba Character: a = DCAS

b = Plant Cognizance Activities

83
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TABLE D - 1

GENEEAL CCNTRACT ADMINISTRATION - DCAS

Indep Chi -~

Yar Square Signif  Phi

cala 123.25688 .0 .51326
ca3a  57.55462 .0001 .38623
cala 6C.79205 .0001 .37923
ca5a 36.2646 ¢ .0001 .29768
ca6a 51.28690 .0001 .40400
cala 25.01129 .0001 .30741
casa 124.56805 .0 .52075
ca9a 56.3784¢ .0001 .41521

cal0a  74.76306  .0001 .43044
calla  40.61003 - .0001 .30737
cal2a  43.15308  .0001 .36904
cal3a  54.75598  .0001 .37824

calda 46.55720 .0001 .36551
cal5a 22.15705 0001 .22711
calba 91.73006 .0 .43387
cal7a 20.82252 - .0001 .25026
calsa 110.08496 .0 46267
calda 133.42537 .0 49457
ca20a 136.15154 .0 .51147
ca2la 14.72088 0001 .20315
cal2a 141.64117 .0 .52587
84

T S A i A

Cont
Coeff

.45663
.36026
.35459
.28531
.37459
.29384
.46128
.38347
.39537
.29380
.34622
.35378
.34330
.22147
.39802
.24278
41991
.44332
45536
.19909
.46544

Lankda
.3387
- 17949
14407
. 11504
14737
03947
.13953
-19626
- 19492
.02300
- 14634
.09901
.0

.06349
20714
.07778
07534
. 19205
.32877
.0

,22378

A T
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TABLE D - 2 -

GENEEAL CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION - PLANT COG

Indep Chi - Cont

é jar Squage signif Ehi Coeff  Lanmkda
| ca2b 107.53133 .0 .54684  .47979  .34722
ca3b 42.78000 0001 .40688  .37687  .09434
calb 99.14893 .0 .52765 .46667  .24658

caSb 2.55694 1098 .10411  .10355 .0

ca6b 37.99406 .0061 .38238 .35716 .0
calb 45.84813 .0001 .45204  .41191  .09302
ca8p  119.79352 .0 56679  .49310 .07595

) ca9b £2,38889 L0001 .44183  .u0414 .0

calOb 4(.68512 .0001 .35955  .33834 .0
calib 36.2348€ 7 .0001 .34336  .32475 .0
cal2b 27.47548 .0001 .32106  .30569 .0
cali3b 56.03632 .0001 .42670  .39247 .0
calib 45.29175 .0001 .38757  .36137 .0

: cal5b 14,36896 .0002 .23600 .22968 .03539
f caléb 54.94803 .0001 .42937 .39454 .£5780
: callb .10039 L7514 . 04210 .04206 .0
‘ cal8b GE.u8688 .0 .49237 46173 .0 1
' calSo £.01826 .0 .47268 42735 .05495
caz2lb 89.23213 .0 46591 42232 .22093
ca2ib €.24399 .0001 .28704 .27590 Y

ca22b 94,03899 .0 .48229 43440 10465 :

85
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Indep

Fd2a
pd3a
pdia
pdSa
Fdé6a
pd7a
Fd8a
Fd9%a
pd10a
pdiia
Fd12a
pd13a
Fd14a
pdiSa
pdi16a
pdi7a
Fd18a

PRODUCTION - DCAS

Chi -
Square
57.5754¢

7€.35768
112.32751
87.20305
107.68127
27.64354
81.35818
75.90108

64.21870 - -

41.33670
"47.97316
24.64714
15€. 18250
141.62407
9:.87177
37.00287
13E,54 114

TABLE

Sigpif
.0001
.0001
«0
)
.0
0001
.0
.0001
0001
.0001
.0001
. 0001
.0
.0
-0
.0001
.0

bD-3

Phi
49419
<4437y
«54181
<4527
.54831
.27547
61179
.53956
~44870
.52375
44456
.33482
62470
.58758
.49593
.37400
.59650

3¢

-y ‘_"WHW

cont
Coeff

~44304
40560
«4/038
41244
.48078
26558
.52187
47485
-40938
46396
40623
31750
«52981
«50660
AMay4zs
«35030
-51229

Lanbda
34146
29412
40601
.20979
.33333
.12195
.43836
.38202
.26605
40000
.25610
.18182
.43756
42748
.34167
.08889
44882

L=
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TABLE D - 4
PRODUCTION - PLANT COG

Indep Chi -~ Cont

Var Square Signif  Phi Coeff Lamtda

£d2b 27941 L0001 .36113  .33966  .03448

TED 43.63321  .0001 .39539  .36765 .17333

pdbb 72.79280  .0001 .50202 .44866  .29268

pdSb 83.73154 .0 .50233  .44888  .15217

£déb 8C.95067 .0 .51588  .45847  .17442

£d7b 26.50732  .0001 .30191  .28903 .12346

£d8b 30.79951  .0001 .39170  .36472  .03571

£dsh 33.38100  .0001 .37093  .38778  .07246

Fd10b  42.88136 _ . .0001 .43501 .39890  .20635

Fd11b  16.75902  .0001 .36269 .34096 .15385
.pd12b  43.56279  .0001 .45191  .41181 .16949 |
Fd13b  26.35760  .0001 .37081 .34768  .19298

Ed14b  126.98576 .0 .62166  .52796  .40000

Fd15b  120.68857 .0 60244 .51603  .43617

pa16b  72.04280  .0001 .51520 .45799  .34568

EA17b  70.83472  .0001 .55438  .48486  .21311

Fd18b  127.44360 .0 64398 .54141  .48864 i

s e 123 e I — ~




Inde
yar ©

gazla
ga3a
gala
gaSa
gaba
gala
ga8a
gaYa
galla
galla
gal2a
gal3a
galda
galsa
galéa
gal7a

TABLE D - 5

QUALITT ASSURANCE - DCAS

Chi -
Squarce

165.60324
167.11548
147.69235
153.16036
15£.60710
118.84140
100.63254
97.15544
8€.03221
118.83189
107.55776
129.45001
142.48566
117.54€12
69.09839
152. 30864

Signif Phi
.0 .62235
.0 .62701
.0 .62286
.0 .62511
.0 .66195
.0 .55804
.0 .59449
.0 .51871

.0 .54691
.0 .55408
.0 .56048
.0 .57059
.0 .58788
.0 .55979
.0001 .50332
.0 .62732

88

cont

Coeff
.52838
.53122
.52869
.53007
55197
.48730
.51101
.46045
47984
48466
.48892
49556
.50660
.488uU6
.44958
«53141

Lamkga

+51592
.52866
.52857
«52778
.57895
.45000
.50450
.33099
.30392
.43885
L46324
43151
.48684

84361

.34615
52482
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TABLE D - 6

CUALITY ASSURANCE - PLANT COG

Indep Chi - - . Cont

Yar Square Signif Phi Coeff Lanbda

ga2b  111.53534  .¢Q 62738 .53145 .47674

ga3b  119.18547 .0 .65647  .54878  .52941

ga4b  105.15412 .0 64214 .54033  .51899

qaSh 71.04€31  .0001 .52747  .46655 .36709

gaéb £5.31770 .0 607  .51542  .46667

ga7b 74.80908  .0001 .57352  .49751  .42647

ga8b 51.47299  .0001 .51326  .45663  .35938

gadb 59.83699  .0001 .49418  .44304 .27500 |
gal0b  46.75279  .0001 .47136  .42636 .12903 |
gallb  70.13521 ~ .0001 .52868 .46738 .37333 ;
gal2b  57.40215  .00Q1 .49111  .44062 .29167 ;

ga13b $2.43524 19 .58919  .50763 .39024 {

galdb  115.94626 .0 .64809  .54386 .52381 {

ga15b 73.68713 -00061 .53487  .47164  .37333 ;

gqaléb 45.28679 .0001 .51157  .u5544 .26667 i
qa17b  $5.87030 .0 -60640  .51851  .44737 -

!

?

|

i

i

'

i
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TABLE D - 7

ENGINEERING ~ DCAS

Indep Chi -~ . . Cont

Yar Sguare Signif Phi Coeff Laatda

en2a 131.60291 .0 .71100  .57946 .68333

€n3a 86 .44595 .0 .59859 .51361 .55046

enda 74.11324 .000% .56408 .49130 .51376

en5a 105.55109 .0 .65382  .54724  .64228

enéa 117.85616 .0 -64896  .54437 .62687

en7a 48.81133 .0001 .49681 44493  .46535

-en8a 140.61043 .0 .73755  .59357  .71545

en%a 89.66776 .0 61332  ,52282 .57627

¢n10a 61.635493  .0001 .55839  .48754 .52577

enlla  116.(8440 .0 »69509  .57075 .67521

en12a 70.96128 .0001 .60125 .51528 .53933

eni3a  166.17993 .0 77340 .61178 .76119 :
enlda 72.45344  .0001 .51257  .45614  .44628 i

eniS5a £€3.71004 0001  .49471 <4432 -43939
enléa 79.54813 0001 .51470 «52367 -58416
enl7a 1£2.52061 -0 .73727 -59342 .71852

e T S —
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Inde
yar 5

€n2b
eu3b
€nldb
enS5b
€néb
€n7b
en8b
€n9%b
en10b
enlls
en12b
en13b
enldb
en15hb
eniéb
zn17b

TABLE

v~ 8

ENGINEERING - PLANT COG

Chi -
Square

§5.55251
66.16103
42.02200
77.12706
$8.43155
33.00995
101.0307¢€
65.41685
44.52773
66.57123
6<.93684
102.36224
6¢.68991
55.22647
44.55423
11¢.58925

signif
.0
.G0G1
.0001
.0001
.0

"«0001
.0
.0001
.0001

©.0001

.0001
.0
.0001
.0001
.0001
.0

Phi
.61599
.55885
.45809
.60852
.66030
.45069
.67155
.55392
~49914
.55808
. 59845
66443
.30165
49757
.49353
.69176

91

Cont
Coefi

52447
.48784
41647
.51984
.53102

41088

55750
.48455
44660
48733
.51352
.55341
44839
84547
44257
.56891

Lapbda
.56863
.51020
41053
.55435
.62136
.36620
.6 1000
.47778
.41558
.47826
.54545
.61765
L43119
.42574
44186
65714

'z'
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APPENDIX E

DEMOGRAPHIC REGROUPING

2. 1ype of Agtivity
Systeas ccamand
Buying aActivity
Requiring Activity/Prograas Office/Project Office
Depot/ICE/Center (includes: Stock Point, Depot,
Center, and Others)

3. Service of Activity
DS12

Service (iancludes: Aray, Navy, Air Force)

"

5

i =

4. cyrrent Job Title
Prccurement (includes: PCO, Buyer, Prccurement

AnaIYSt/Contfact Specialist, Negctiator/Cos¢
Analyst

AW

e el WA

Logistics Technician (includes: Technician, logistics
/Provisioning Specialist) b

Quality Assurance Specizlist

Bagineer

Industrial/Production Specialist

Other

S. BapksGs Bating
0-4/GS~12 or less (includes: 0-2 or less/GS-10
or less, 0-3, 0-4/GS-11,12)

92




—

6.

T

8.

10.

=

‘2.

S e e

0-5/G6S-13, 14
0~6/GS~19

Status
Military (includes: Army, Navy, Air Force )
Civil Service

Age
Onder 40 (includes: 20 - 30, 30 - 40)

Over 40 (includes: 41 - 50, 51 - 60, Gver 60)

Supervisor Status
No Change

If a Supervisor, The Nuamber of Employees Supervised
No Change

Edycation Level

digh School (includes: High School, Scme College)

College (includes: College Graduate, Some Graduate
School)

Graduate Degrees

Experience Level in Present Assigpaent
S years or less (includes: Less than 1 year, 1 to 3
years, 3 to 5 years)
S tc 10 years
Over 10 years

Total Erocurement Related Experience
10 years or less (includes: Less than 1 year, 1 to 5
years, 5 to 10 years) °

93

W S SN IR e

g, "

[ ST s N




st

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

10 tc 20 years
Jver 20 years

Category Which Best Describes €urrent Product
Spscialty

Blectrenic

Aircraft/Missiles

Shigbcard

Services

Other (inclades: Automotive, Mechanical, Electrical,
Puel, Ccnstruction Material)

1ype of Procurement Host Often Encountered
No Change

contract Iype dost Often Encountered

' Cost (includes: Cpre, CPIP, CPAP )
Pixed Price (iacludes: FPI, PP)
Other

Busker of Coptracts Por the Year

10 or less (includes: Less than 5, $§ to 10)
11 to 20

21 tc 50

Over 50

Avigage Dollar Value Per Contract

$1CC,000 and less

$1C0,000 to $1 million (includes 3100,000 to $50G, 0900,
3500,000 to $1 million)

$1 to S aillion

Over $5 aillion

§
Al R s

i e
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TYFEACI:
SERVACZ:
JCBTITLE:
RATING:
STATUS:
AGE:
SUPVSTAT:
NOSUPV:

ELUCLEVW
EXPERPA:

TCTEROCEX

ERODSPEC:

TYPEPRCI:
CCNTTYEE:
ROCONT :

AWDOLVaAl:

APPENDIX ?

TABLES P - 1 TOPFP - 8

Key To Tabie Abbreviations

Type Of Activity

Service Cf Activity

Current Job Title

Rank/GS Rating

Status (Military or Civilian}

Age

Supervisor Status

If A Supervisor, The Number Of Eaployees
supervised

Education Level

Bxperience Level In Present Assignment
Total Procurenment Related Pxperience
Category Which Best Describes Curreant
Product Specialty

Type Of Procurement Most Often BEncountered
Coatract Tyne Most Often Encountered
Number Of Contracts Por The Year

Average Dollar Value Per Contract
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TABLE P - 1

Overall Genecal Contract Administration - DCAS

Indep Chi - . Cramer's Cont

var sduage  Siguif 7§ / Bhi Coeff Lasbda
TYPEACT 4.14865  .2u459 .08414 .08384 .0 ‘
SERVACT 5.81596 .0159 - .10566 .10507 .0
JCBTITLE  17.99606 .0030  .17524  .17261  .01852 }
RATING 4.04286 .1325  .08306 .08277 .0 |
STATUS 1.02381  .3117  .04760  .08755  .Q |
AGE .14152 .7068  .01956 .01956 .0 i
SUPVSTAT  4.72956  .0296  .09407 .09366 .0 !
NOSOPV 7.92042 .0945 .11626 .11548 .0 g
ECOCLEV .64507 . .7243  .03318 .03316 .0 i
EXPERPA 3.148048  .2072  .07329 .07310 .0 ;
TCTPROEX .26002 .8781 .02106 .02106 .0 i
FRODSPEC  15.49196  .0038  .16259  .16049 .0 |
TYPEFRCC  3.61€01 .057z  .08410  .08381 .0 {
CONTTYPE .19278  .9083% .01814  .C1813 .0 ‘
NOCONT .98966  .803¢  .04110  .04106 .0 i
AVDOLVAL  3.10920 .3751  .07284  .07265 .0
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General Contract

Indegp

Yar
IYPEACT
SERVACT
JOBTITILE
RATING
STATUS
AGE
SUPVSTAT
NCSUPY
ECUCLEYV
EXPERPA
TCTPROEX
EBODSPEC
IIPEPRCC
CONTTYEER
BOCONT
AVDOLVAL

Chi -
Square
2.96275
2.15623

12.60208

.0034

1.44834
« 13739
2. 11754

1.48694 -

.34608
2.17598
5.08593

. 04691

.82631
5.27970
3.32943
1.77211

TABLE P - 2

Overall

Administration - Plant Cog

Signif ¥4 Bhi

" 3974 07974

-1420 .08139
0274 - 16445
9529 01041
-2288 -06144
.7109 . 02284
7142 . 06741
4755 .05649
-8411 .02725
3369 .06833
2786 10447
.8285 .01916
<6622 - 04206
«'524 - 10644
«3436 -08453
.6210 .06968

$7

Cont

Coe<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>