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Preface

This thesis is a part of my efforts to fulfill the requirements for
the degree of Master of Science in Systems Analysls from the Air Force
Institute of Technology., I sincerely hope that it will provide Air
Force planners and menagers some insight into the differences between
military and civilian personnel concerning their Quality of Life,

ﬁy conclusions are based on an advanced statistical procedure «-
discriminant analysis, I have devoted a subsectlion to the discussion
of discriminant analysis, so that an individual with some knowledge of
statistics can understand my calculations, Chapters I, II, and V are
not written in statistical jargon and are broader in scope; therefore,

I belisve that even if an individual knows nothing about statistical
procedures, he will still find these three chapters understandable and
interesting.

Every conclusion is btased on classical statlstical techniques,
and T attempted to present the appropriate statistic for each conclusion,
However, in a study as extenslve as this, 1t is possible that an error
might have been made. Any such error is mine and mine alone.

I wish.to thank my advisor, Major Charles McNichols, who suggested
the topic for this thesis and helped me learn all about the wondexrful
world of discriminant analysis, I also wish to express my appreciation

to Lieutenant Colonel T, Roger Manley; who provided help and encourage-

ment throughout the entire research effort. I extend my thanks to my

typlst, who did an excsllent job -- especially when you consider that

she had to work with me,




Tnally, I thank my wife, Betty, for proofreading ny work and

insuring that all my Sentences nau subjects and verbs, commas and

periods, and things like that. Her patence, eacouragement, and under-

standing helped me make it through thils monumental task,
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Abstract

Under the direction of the Chief of Staff of the Alr Force, three
surveys concerning the Quality of Air Force Life were administered
to active duty Air Force members, Air Force Civil Service employees,
and spouses of active duty Air Force members, This study analyzed the
differences in Alr Force members (military) and Civil Service employees
(civilian), concerning the Quality of Life surveys, Many differences,
not related to the Quality of Life, were known to exist and were dis-
cussed, The two groups often do the s'a.me work, even side by side, yet
the t':o groups do not always share the same rewards and benefits, Dis-
criminant enalysis techniques were used to analyze the data, Discriminant
anzlysis is a vexry powerful analytical tool that allows the analys=: to
distinguish between two or more populations, After the data was examined,
military individuals were found to value the Health and Free Time aspects
of their lives more than civilians, but they were less satisfied with
them, Members of each group preferred to be supervised by, supervise,
and work with members of the same group. Cilvilians seemed to be more
satisfied with their jobs than milltary members, In relation to military
members, civillans considered thelr grade too low for thelr work;
civilians did not believe that thelr present jobs were preparing them to
assume greater responsibility in the future; clvilians had more joo free-
dom; civillans received le~s recognition for a job well done and less
feedback about job performance; and civilians had a higher opinion of
military leadershlp, Both groups indicated a preference for male, rather

than female, supervisors,

xvi
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A STUDY OF
MILITARY-CIVIL SERVICE
DIFFERENCES IN
QUALITY OF LIFE

I. Introduction

The AFMIG Survex

o ¢

; In March of 1975, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force established

the Alir Force Management Improvement Group (AFMIG). This was a tempo-

Lo I e

rary organization whose broad charter was

To make a good service better...by examining the
organization and management of the Air Force as they re-
late to or impact on the hunan resouxce,,.and by devel-
oping initiatives which enhance both the quality of -
leadership in the Air Force and the well-being of Air .
Force people (General Ellis, 1975). £

. The approach adorted by the study group in its attempt to comply with
. the charter was to examine various aspects of the Quality of Alr Force
Life (Q0AFL). To accomplish this, nine factors were identified and
examined in depth, These factors were:
) 1, ECONOMIC STANDARD

' . ECONOMIC SECURITY
FREE TIME

WORK

\n £ W N

LEADERSHI¥/SUPERVISION

7Y




GOR/SM/76D-11

. BEQUITY

. PERSONAL STANDING

6
7. PERSONAL GROWTH
8
9

. HEALTH

In the summer and fall of 1975, AFMIG administered the Quallty of Air

Force Life Survey to active duty Air Force (AF) personnel and AF civil

servics employees, (Henceforth, "civillans® identifies AF civil sexrvice
employees; “military” is defined as active duty AF perscnnel, and "AF
personnel™ includes both civilians and nilitary.) The two surveys were
divided into nine sections, each related to a QOAFL factor. Thexe were
150 questions on the military survey and 14y on the civilian survey.
Included in each survey were 17 personal and organizational variables.

The overall purpose of this study is to investigate the differences in
opinions, perceptions, and attitudes of AF military ani civilian perscanel

regarding their Quality of Life,

The Civilian-Milltary Tean

America's defense establishment is far from being an exclusively
military organization, The AF alcne employs over 250,000 civilians
(Alr Force Magazine, 1976). Civilians are an indispensable part of
the aerospace team, Further, the roles that civilians fulfill are not
minor. Very often, civil servants have heen stereotyped as clerks
and typists; this 13 incorxect., While some civilians do hold adminis-
trative positions, many others now find themselves in more diversified
jobs than ever hefore in the history of Amerian civil service, Indeed,

only 5.6% of the civilian responses to the AFMIG survey indicated that




GOR/SM/76D-11

they were primarily employed in administrative duties, There is an
ever-growing need for scientists, enginears, technicians, and other
trained specialists -- men and women whose knowledge and skilla are

essential to the increasingly complex activities that support AF missions

(Al> Force Pamphlet (AFP) 40-5-4),

But the question might arise, “Axe civilian employees necessary?
Could the AF (and the rest of the Department of Defense) accomplish
the misaion without civilians?™ AFP 40-5-4 gives four reasons why civil
servants are necessary to ths defense establishment:

1. To acquire abilitles not otherwise availadle,

2. To assure continuity of administration and operation,

3. To obtain a nucleus of trained workers that can be expanded

in an emergency, and

4, To free military personnel for military dutles,

AFP U40-5-4 continues,

To expand on these a bit, it is often nore efficlent
and economical to use a civilian who is already qualified
for a job than to train an officer, a soldier, seaman, air-
man, or Marine to do it., A good example would be a scien-
tist of outstanding ability whose work as a civilian could
contribute greatly to military research and development.
Many such persons are hired to assist the military,

Military personnel are subject to perlocdic transfer
to different aress and duties, Civilian smployees, on the
other hand, usually work at their particular specialty--
often at the same installation --~ for years, They thus pro-
vide the continuity that is necessary, and sometimes vital,
while improving the quality of the support they give,

The advantages of having a nucleus of trained civilians
on hand become obvious in an emergency., Civillians thoroughly
familiar with their support activities are invaluable in
breaking in newcomers during periods of rapld expansion. They
make it easier for our defense establishment to go on an emer-
gency footing quickly.
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Freeing military personnel for military duties is a
longstanding function of civilian workers, Civilians are
employed whenever possible to relleve military personnel of
essential support functions. They let military personne)

] concentrate fully on their primary ninsion of training to
keep combat ready or reacting immediately at full strongth

when an aggressor strikes,

o -

Why thes Interest in Military-Civilian Differences?
Management in the Alr Force, similiar to management in business
.+.involves the coordination of human and material

organigations, "
resources toward objective accomplishment” (Kast and Rosengwelig, 1974).

There is a probler assoclated with managenent in the AF, however, that
That problem ia that the

is not common to all busiress organizations,

manpower rescurce comes from two different career services, the profes-
The two elements,

sional military and civil servants (Kintner, 1958).

military and civilian, each have different structures and are regulated

by separate authority, but in many job settings the two groups work side
Hunter (1973) indicated the

o by side, doing the same or similiar wozrk.
emphasis on having a harmonious military-civilian mix and getting the

most from it in the following statement:

As part of the Personnel Plan and the Total Force
Concert, USAF civilian and personnel managers have already
drawn a profile of the civilian force and will sacon begin

the work of modeling a military-civilian structure to study
the bvest cost mix, as force levels draw down and manpower

dollaxs tighten,

The Total Force Concept, as outlined in the Alr Force Personnel Plan,

called for s more viable ihtegratlon of the 250,000 civilians and

484,000 military personnel that form the manpowsr resource of the AF

(Kunter 1973, Air Force Magazine, 1976). The intent of the Total Force

was to focus on the complementary nature of military-civilian elements,
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in anticipation of eliminating, or at least minimizing, differences

between the twe and forming a "truly Total Force Concept™ (Hunter, 1973),
While the demand for civilian skills and salents is growing, cuts

in defense and Air Force spending have trought about a steady reduction

in the number of AF personnel -- both clvilian and military., Since

1968 at the peak of the war in Viet Nam, the AF has beon reduced by 37%

of its military personnel and by 25% of its civilian force (Air Force

Magazine, 1976). AFP 40-5-4 states,

In view of the keen competition for skilled workers and
because of the urgent need to get full value for every dollar
spent on defense, it is more important than ever before that
the maximum use be made of our highly competent military-civilian
team, This can be achieved oaly if military and civilian per-
sonnel cooperate as fully as possible and work together in
harmony. :

Many managers and commanders have individually attempted to pro-
mote harmony between the two elements. Shortly after Colonel Irby B.
Jarvis assumed the positlon of Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB)
Commander, he expressed his views on military-civilian relations tec the

Dayton Daily News (1972):

We're all in this ball game together, working for the

United States, the Defense Department and the U.S, Alr Force...

I call everybody a blue suiter, he says, using the term usu-

ally applied to wearexrs of the Air Force uniform. I'm a

believer in people and there's only one color at Wright-Patterson

-=- that's Air Force blue.

General Jack J. Catton, as commander of Air Force Logistics Command
(AFLC), spoke to 500 civilian and military supervisors at AFLC head-
quarters at Wright-Patterson AFB. Referring to the teanmwork of nilitary
and civilians, General Catton stated, "... I didn't say you officers, or

you sergeants, or you civil service personnel, I didn't break it out
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because it can't be broken out...” (Skywrighter, 1972).
Attempts at improving military-civilian relations have not bveen

limited to commanders, An article in The Airman (1967) implied that

e o e e e M MR ot Sh s .

the two groups work so closely together that differences were not dis-

cernible; further, the article astated, "If it weren't for the clothes

A h m b

they wear, you wouldn't be able to tell the military from the civilians

in the Alr Force,”

Behavioral Implications
Despite these and other attempts to imply that no differences

differences

exist between military and civilians, the fact remains:

do exist, These differences may be unimportant to the military and

civilian team members, but to say that none exist is to be in error.

Further, differences can be important, because they may affect personnel

behavior.,

et o i 3
s R

French (197U4) believes that a person has a ratio of input to

outcome ("input™ being work, suggestions, etc. while “outcome” is pay,

Job satisfaction, fringe benefits, etc.), and as long as this ratio is

constant for all team ma3mbers, then an "equitable" situation exists,

If an inequitable ajtuatioa arises .- real cr perceived -- then per-
Adams

3connel feel unfairly treated and adjust their behavior patterns.

(1963) defines inequity as follows:

Inequity exists for Individual A whenever his perceived
Job inputs and/or outcomes stand psychologically in an obverse
relation to what he perceives are the inputs and/or outcomes

of Individual B. (P.424)

Adams (1963) also developed hypothases about percelved inequity as it

relates tu oxganizational conseguences,
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Individual A may increase his inputs if they are low
relative to Individual B's inputs and to his own outcomes,

If, for example, Individual A's effort were low compared to

Individual B's and to his own pay, he could reduce inequity

by increasing his effort on the Jjob.

Individual A may decrease his inputs if they are high
relative to Individual B's inputs and to his own outcomes,

If Individual A's effort wore high compared to Individual

B's and to his own pay, he might reduce his effort and

productivity.

Individual A may "leave the field” when he experiences
inequity of any type, This nay take the form of gquitting his

Job or obtalning a tzansfer or reassignment, or of absen-

teeism, (P, 427-429)

Another possibie behavioral impact of perceived Xnequity is that
conflict may arise. Conflict is defined as “tensions, hostile attitudes,
and antagonistic interests between groups, even if the phenomena have
not resulted in open struggle" (Borg, 1971). Albanese (1975) makes
the following observations about conflict: (The author's comments are
in parentheses,)

1. Conflict always arises within a context of interdependence,
(Thus, if military personnel and civillans are not intexr-
dependent, it's unlikely that conflict will arise,)

Much of conflict grows out of similiarities in the require-
ments of organization members, (If military personnel and
civilians have simillar requirements -- which they de¢ --,
then conflict will probebly appear.)

Conflict can also grow out of differsnces in requirements

of organization members, ({The relevance of this observation

to the AF is that if two people are working side-by-side doing

the same Job, and one has more demanding job requirements,
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then conflict will ba the result,)

Some conflict is ueeful and some 1s harmful, (The harmful

aspects of conflict are obvious: rebellion, absenteeisn,
sabotags, etc. The useful aspecta arise because conflict
may bring about necessary changes in organizational policy
and/or structure,)

Albanese (1975) fuither notes,

The point is that conflict is neither good nor bad;
rather, it is an inevitatle feature of organization 1life
that arises out of the interdependencies, differences, and
similiarities of organization membevs and their needs,
Although some types of conflict have greater potential for
contribution to organization effectiveness than others, the
impact of conflict depends largely on the manner in which
the conflict is handled, (P, 266)

In summary, the principal reason for studying differences -- real
and perceived -- in military and civillan personnel is that if thess
differences are viewed as inequitable, then serlous behavioral re-
actions msy occur, Knowing what these differences are should be of

use to AF planners and managers.

Related Studies

In a review of the literature, the author found very few studies”’
that analyzed military-civilian differences, It seems that this was
not an area of concern prior to the creation of AFMIG. -Stephenson
and Cantz (1965) studied a Navy organization engaged in research and
development at China Lake, California, Two specific varriers to the
unification of military and civilian personnel cited in the study were:

1. The custom of dressing military in uniform when they ars in
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essentially nonmilitary roles, and

The short tours of duty, since military personnel are often
reassigned somewhere else before there is any real payoff for
the effort needed to make them truly effective members of a
team,

Dunham (1971) surveyed 225 General Service (GS) level personnel
for his "Study of Environmental Factors Influencing Perceived Career
Progression of Clvil Service Employees.* He lncluded the following
question, allowing the individuals to provide thelr own responses:

what is the most frustrating thing (factor, person, influence,
entity, etc.) in your work situation?

The most frequent respunse concerned supervision. The point is that
this group of civilians did not say military supervision, This w-:s an
excellent opportunity for civi}ians to speak out if they percelved any

conflict existed with mllitary supervisors, but they did not. The

author concludes that this study tends to imply that no conflict exists,

as seen by this small sample of GS level cmployees, in the area of
supervislon.

Wagner (1971) surveyed 219 GE level employees and 110 AF officers
to determine the type of organizational climate that existed in combined
military-civilian work groups, Wagner discovered that civillans very
definitely were aware of the presence of military officers within the
combined work group. Some of the factors that received unfavorablis
comments were the officers’ short tour length and resulting organizational
changes with each military supervisor replacement, autocratic management

techniques, and inexperienced military personnel assigned to positions
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requiring extenslve experience and knowledge of logistics and procure-
ment. Further, Wagner states, -
Military personnel were viewed as forming a group

with experiences and characterisilcs that are generally not

found among the civilian population within the work environ-

ment, and the civilian views himself as belng an outsider to

that group. (P.75)
Wagner Gid not report the officers® observations councerning the GS
level employsees,

Apple and Lutz (1973) itemized 14 inherent differences between
the military and civilian personnel systems. They surveyed 323 officers

to ascertain the effects of these differences, These differesnces and

their results will be discussed in Chapter II.

Ellis and Welch (1975) attempted to determine if perceived differ-

ences were found to exist, were they functlonal or dysfunctional? Ellis
and Welch surveyed 78 milltary and 79 civilians in a System Program
Office (SPO) of the Aeronautical Systeuns Division (ASD), Alr Force
* System Command (AFSC), Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohlo. They concluded:
1. The degree of conflict related to differences of perceived
goals was relatively low.
Each group -- civilians and military -- saw its own group
contributing more than the other group to organizational

goals, This dlfference was considered not to be dysfunctional,

Purnoses of this Study

The AFMIG surveys were not as limited as the preceding studies.
AFMIG was authorized and established by the Chief of Staff of the Alr

Force, thereby placing a tremendous emphasis on the importance of the
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surveys, Consequently, almost 11,000 miiitary members and 17,000

civilians responded,
When the surveys were returned, AFMIG did a brief analysis of
each group of surveys. Results were compared on a few questions,
and differences between military and civilian co-workers were indicated.
This study will analyze all common aress of both surveys to datermine
all differences between military and civilian personnel pertaining to
thelr perceptions of their Quality of Life, The questions will be
divided into five general areas: QOAFLI's, Job, Leadership, Finance, 8
and People Related, 3
The second purpose is to investigate the influence of supervisors
on perceptions of Juality of Air Force Life, That is, did civilians =
(military) with military supsrviscrs have the same perceptions of their :
QOAFL as civillans (military) with civillian supervisors? 2
In a study funded by the Office of Naval Research and by the
U, S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Soclal Sclences,
Bachman and Blair (1975) investigated the beliefs of career military
peopie and civilians about the military., (Civilians in that study
were not civil service.) They found that the variance of military
responses was less than the varlance of civillan responses. Underlying
this study was the assumption that military ;embers are basically
conformists and tend to reflect the views of high-ranking officials,
The third purpose of thie study 1s to determine if the varlance of
responses of career military members was the same as the variance of

responses of AF civil servants pertalning to their J0AFL.

1l
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Assumptions
The assumptions on which this research is based are;

Assumption 1: The surveys were conducted on a random basis, and the
samples surveyed are truly representative of the military and civilian
populations, The author had nothing to do with either the preparation

of the surveys or the collection of the data, so thls 1s a necesaary
assumption. Discussion of this under “"Advantages™ will reveal that

this is a valid assumption.

Assumption 2: Enough data exisis to perform a meaningful analysis, This
will be shown to be a valid assumption in “"Advantages®.

Assumption 3: The responses to the surveys were sincere, In other words,
people, when answering the survey questions, answered each question ear-
nestly, and answers were not randomly marked., This too will be demon-
strated to be a good assumption.

Assumption 4: The responses to a survey are by deflinition only ordinal f
data at best, and many responses will be only nominal, Ordinal data is
such that it can only be rank ordered, 1.e. "less than" or "greater
than". For example, on a question that has five possible responses,

a response of five 1s greater than a response of one, but may or may not
be five times as great as a response of one., Further, the difference
between response A and response B may not be perceived as the sane dif-
ference as between response B and response C, Interval data, (iowever,
15 such that the difference between A and B 1s the same as between B

and C, (For a complete discussion of data measurement scales, see

Siegel 1956,) It has baen a point of discussion for some time as to

whether parametric statistics can be used with ordinal data; it is
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generally accepted that this may not be done, Labovitz (1970) argues
that, except for extreme situatlons, interval statistics can be applied
to any ordinal-level variable, Lzbovitz continues,
Although some small error may accompany the treatment

of ordinal variables az interval, this is offset by the

use of more powerful, more sensitive, better developed, and

more clearly intexrpretable statistics with known sampling error.
Nie (1975) adds, “Statistical purists disagree with some or all of
these suggestions, but more and more data analysts are following thenm,
especially when the research is exploratory or heuristic in naturs.”

The author assumes that this ordinal data can be treated as interval,

Limitations
The limitations of this research effort are:

Limitation 1: An inherent iimitation in any survey is that the only
areas that can be analyzed are those which the survey asked about,
The AFMIG surveys concentrated on Quality of Alr Force Life; therefore,
no other areas, such as politics or religion, can be investigated. This
is not a problem -~ AFMIG was attempting to measure the QOAFL, and not
any other areas,

Limitation 2: People's attitudes and opinions change over time, The
variables that distinguish military and civilian co-workers may change,
If these surveys were to be administered agalin today, undoubtedly the
responses would be somewhat different. This presents no difficulty in
analyzing the data, but AF planners, managers, and other users of the
results must take into consideration any possible changes.
Limitation 31 The third limitation involves the possible responses,

R R T VT O Y AT e g9 vy
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In a structured survey, an {ndividual will mark only one of the possible
choices, For example, if the individual has only four possible re-
sponses, then he must pick the one closest to his real choice, even
though it may not reflect his true opinion,

Limitation 4: The survey subjecte were guarantesd anonymity, so there
vwas and is no way of following up survey results by requestioning
specific individuals, So, for example, if an individual left half of

his responses blank, there is no way to find out why.

Advantages
The advantages of this research effort are the following:

Advantage 1: In many surveys that are accomplished for a Thesis effort,
the student has tc develop the survey and the measurement schenes,

obtain official AF approval, administer the survey, collect the data,

aad enter it into some computer storage for analysis, This would

present a challenge for any student., Because these surveys were
initiated by the Chlef of Staff of the Alr Force, an elite group of
experts was selected to accomplish all of the above f.actions, This
fact should eliminate any questions as to the appropriateness of the
survey instrument and the data collection methods.

Advantage 2: A tremendous amount of data was gathered, Almost 11,000
military personnel and 17,000 civilians responded to the surveys,
Although not all of this data was used in the research, it did allow
the author to use a large enough amount to 8asily negate nany of the
problems with survey data discussed under "Limitations" and should

lead to meaningful conclusions abcut the AF populations.
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Advantage 3t The surveys were strongly supported by the Chief of Staff.
This fact, plus the guarantee of anonymity, would have tended to cause

the survey responses to bLe sincere amd candid, Also, a large number

of individuals chose to make gqualitative comments, and the content’

of those comments indicated sincerity,




II. Differences

Militaxry and civilian personnel often work side by side, doing

the same job. Even when the joba are not identical, there 1s still a

1ot of teamwork involved between the two groups in order to accomplish
the mission of the organization. It is the duty and responsibility of
svery supervisor who has civilian and military subordinates, to
integrate these two groups into an effective work group, However, the
inescapable fact remains that the two personnel systems are vastly
differsnt, It is the purpose of this chapter to discuss some of these

differences,

Air Force and Civil Service Differences

In 1973 Apple and Lutz ldentified 14 areas in which differences
ist between military and civilian permonnel systems, These 14 areas

were:

Pay

»-
-

Leave policies

.

Medical benefitis

Retirement plan

.

Promotions

Transfer nolicles

Dress and personal appearance

Periodic performance evaluations

O @\)O\EJ\ | S U S )

Eligibility for training

—
o

Eligibility for dutlies not connected with the primary job

assignment
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11. Procedures for resolving differences

12, Overtime

13'
14,

Pay.
a civilian working side by side is an extremely complicated question,

Vexry often, however, this 1s where their salaries are compared, These
R -

Use of baae facllities

Physical fitness
thether or not differences in pay exist for a military man and

comparisona are awkward, for the two pay systems are structured en-

tirely differently, and there is no offlcial (AF stamp of approval)

way to compare military and civilian grades,

The military pay is composed of three principls components., The

first one is base pay and is determined by rank and years of service.
Al :

¥
The second component is Baslc Allowance for Subsistence (BAsS).

officers receive the same amount, while enlisted personnel may receive

differing amounts dependent upon their qualifying for separate rations,

The third component of military pay is Basic Allowance for Quarters (BAQ) s
Additionally, many

the allowance varies by rank and marital status,

officers qualify for aviation pay, which is determined by years of avi-

‘ E ation service (Air Force Magazine, May, 1976).
g Civil service pay depends on whether the employee is General Schedule

(GS), Supervisory Pay Schedule (WS), Leader Pay Scheduls (WL), or Non-
For GS employees, the amount of pay is

Supervisory Pay Schedule (WG).
one lump sum payment based on grade and current step rate,

is determined by the individual's length of service and performance

Tha step rate

records (Air Force Regulation (AFR) 40-527).
while the GS salaries are universal, or basically the same everywhere
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throughout the world, WS, WL, and WG are different. GS pay is based on
N "equal pay for equal jobs™; WS, WL, and WG are based on “equal pay for
equal Jobs within a certain geographic locals", So a WG-10 at Wright-
Patterson AFB might earn a different amount than a WG-10 at Robins AFB,

while a GS5-10 will earn the same at both bases, To determine WS, WL,

and WG pay rates, local industry and craft unions aro surveyed annually

to ascertain the going rate for that locale. These local surveys serve

Pogt el

as a basis for the pray scales (Alr Force Pamphlet (AFP) 40-19).

Another difference in tie pay systems is the fact that military

personnel only pay Federal and State Intcone Taxes on thelr base pay and

aviation pay, if so artitled: BAS and BAQ are non-taxable, Civilians

pay income taxes on their entire salaries., Accord.ag to the United States

for =< < .

Senate Approrriations Committee, thils tax 3avings is worth $406 to an
Alrman Basic, and it increases up to $3627 for a General (U,S, News and
World Re.p_ort, December 8, 1975).

As pointed out above, 1o official means exist to equate military
and civilian grades, Apple and Lutz (1973) were able to obtain an un-
official comparison of military officer and GS grades from the 2750th
Air Base Wing Civilian Personne) Branch to ald the reader in making

comparisons of pay; the 2750th Air Base Wing Civilian Personnel Branch

would not provide this author with these comparisons, so Apple and Lutz's

were used, Table I equates these grades,
Table II shows Regular Military Compensation (RMC). RMC includes
basic pay, allowances for quarters and subsistence, and the tax advantage
; related to the two tax-exempt allowances, Table III 1ists aviation pay

‘~ for those entitlec members. The GS pay schedule is shown in Table IV; !

18
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' Table I
Unofficial Comparison of Military Officexr Runks
‘ and Bquivalent Civil Service (Genaral Schadule)
: Grades
|
! Alx Force Civil Service
% Colonel (0-6) GS 15
' Lisutenant Colonel (0-5) GS 14
¥ajor (0-4) G5 13
Captain (0-3) GS 12
- Lieutenant (0-2 & 0-1) Gs 11

Source: Apple and Lute, 1973
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Table III
Aviation Service Pay

PHASE I

Monthly Rate Years of Aviation Sexrvice
(including flight training)
As an Officer

$100 2 or less
$125 over 2
3150 over 3
$165 ° over 4
$2bs over 6

Vonthly Rate Years of Service as an
Officerx

$225 over 18

$205 over 20

$185 over 22

$165 over 24 but not over 25
0 over 25

NOTE: An officer in pay grade 0-7 may not be paid at a rate greater than
$160 a month. And an officer in pay grade 0-8 or above may not be
paid at a rate greater than $165 a month.

Source: Air Force Magazine, Vay, 1976.
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the pay schedules for 4G, WL, and WS are not presented, because they
may differ from one geographical area to another,

The author would like to reiterate a point made esrlier: when
a military individual and a civilian are working side by side, doing the
same job, it ic virtually impossible to determine if they are receiving
equal pay., It 1s not hard to understand how an lnequity might be per-
ceived in this zrea.

Leave Policles, Another difference bvetween military and civilian

personnel is that leave 1s earned and used in diverse manners. The
system for the military is relatively stralghtforward; all military
members, regerdless of rank or length of service, accrue leave at 2%
casendar days for each month ¢f active service (Air Force Manual (AFM)
177-373, Vol. III). Consequently, mllitary personnel are entitled to
30 days of leave per year,

Civilian employeec earn leave in a1 complntely contrasting way.
First, a 2ivilian is placed in one of the followlng thr:e categories:

Category 1 -- Employees with less than three years ol service,

Catego -- Employees with three but less than 15 years of service,
Lategory ¢

Category 3 -- Emplnyees with 15 or moTe year: of service (AFR M0-630),

¥oreover, civilians must be continuously employed for a 90-day period
before any leave can be credited to or used by a civil service employes
(AFR 40-630). After this 90-day period, a civilian earns annual leave
as shown in Table V,

“Sick leave™ is nonchargeable leave frr a military person, but he
must have written authorization from a physiclan to be absent from duty

due to illness (AF¥ 177-373, Vol. III). For civil service emplyyees,




—

Leave Category

Table V

Hours Annual Leave Credit for Civil
Servants Per Pay Period

First 25 Fay Periods

Last Pay Period

1 4 4
2 6 10
3 8 8
Source: AFR 40-630,
Table VI
Military Medical Benefits
Rank Medlcal Benefits
_per year

0-190 $ 369

0-9 1172

0-8 1172

(-7 1172

0-6 1477

0-5 1477

0-4 1477

c3 1477

0~ 1172

E-9 1477

E-8 1477

E-7 1477

E-6 1477

E-5 1172

E-l4 869

E-3 564

E-1 564
Source: U.S. News and World Report, December 8; 1975

2b
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however, sick leave 1s chargeable leave, and it is left up to each

individual's discretion as to whether he should stay home and re-

cuperate, Full-time civilians, regardless of grade, earn sick leave

at the rate of 4 day per pay period (AFR 40-630),

When a military person has taken leave, his supervisor cexrtifies
the last duty day that the individual was present for duty before he
departed, and the next duty day that the individual was present for
duty, Then every day in that period that the individual has been on
leave 1s charged as leave unless the individusal signs in on a ncn-duty
day, in which case the sign-in day is moved back one day (AFM 177-373).
This is not the case with the civlilian co-workers, Civillans are ouly
charged leave for absences on reqular workdays -- days on which they nor-
nally would work and receive pay. Thus, if a military and civilian each
Yeft on leave the Saturday before Thanksgiving, and each returned the
Sunday after Thanksgiving, the military individual would be charged
with eight days of annual leave, while the civilian would have bhesrn
charged with only four days, Leave, however, is charged to the civilians
by the hour, not by the day; so in this example, the civilian would heve

been charged wiih 32 hours of leave (Federal Personnel Manual, 1969).

Medical Benefits. Medical benefits that military personnel have

are often citod as an incentive to a career in the Armed Forces, Mili-
tary personnel are provided medical services that include iapatient,

outpatient, dental, and related pronfessional care, These services aru
provided virtually free for active duty and retired military and their

authorized dependents (AFM 168-4), This medical care is generally
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provided at military insfallations; even in the cases where caze is
provided at off-base facilities, 1t costs the military members very
little, According to the U, S. Senate Appropriations Committee, medical
benefits are shown in Table VI,

Civilians do not share in these benefits to the same degree tha'
rilitary members do. Civillan employees are entitled tc, at little or
no expense, emergency care, care for on-the-job lllnesces or injuries,
and some outpatient care from military medical facllities, This
ocutpatient care is limited to:

(a) Pre-employment physical examinations,

(b) Immunizations (when authorized),

(c) Examinations following sickness absenteeism, wien indicated,

;) Examinations upon request of employee's supervisor or competent

medical authority,

(e) Periodic examinations to determine effect of environment

(AFR 168-6),

Other than these exceptions, civilians must provide for medical care
for themselves and for their dependents. There is a type of group
insurance avallable to civilians; moreover, the federal government,
through the Federal Employees Health Beneflts Program, pays part of the
cost, The Federal Employeres Health Benefits Program is a voluntary
program designed to protect the civilian and his family against medical
costs, and to provide this protection at a lower cost than the civilian

could as an individual (The Federal Employees Health Benefits Progranm,
1969).
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The military retlrement system has been another

Retirement Plan,

One of the first ltems to be

great incentive to the military carser,

noted about the military retirement system is that it is non-contributory,

i.e., military menbers do not actually contribute money into a central

fund as is done with many retirement programs in business and industry.

Also, there 1s no minimum ~ge linit to retirement; retirement eigibility

In general, military personnel may retire

1is based on length of service.

any tine after completion of 20 years of active duty military service,

Once retired, military personnel have virtually the same medical benefits

Computation of

and use of base facilitlies as do active duty personnel,

24% of the years in service times the

military pay is straightforward:

monthly base pay that he would recelve in his active duty grade or the

highest grade in which he served satisfactorily (AFM 35-7).

Table VII shows the value of retirement benefits, as determined by

the Senate Appropriations Committee,

Table VII

‘Military Retirement Benefits
Rank Value of Retirement Benefits

0-10 $7709

c-9, 0-8 7696

0-7 6923

0-6 ' 6155

0-5 5085

Ol b3k

0-3 3638

0-2 588

E-9 3619

E-8 3077 '
E-7 2730 .
E-6 2382

E-5 1853

E-4 322

E-3 294

o) 254

-
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Once again, the civilian retirement system is quite different fron

The civilian retirement system 1s a

the military retirement system,
contributory one: civilians pay in 7% of their salary into a fund.

However, the government also contributes to civillan retirement. To

be eligible for retirement, a civilian must be in one of the three

following categories;
)
(2)

Age 62 and completing at least 5 years of civilian service,

Age 60 and completing 20 years of creditable service, including

5 years of civilian service.

Age 55 and completing 30 years of creditable service

(Obligations, Benefits, and Privileges of Membership in the

United States Civil Service Retirement System, 1970).

The differences in re-

The ainimum age requirement will be noted.

tirement eligibility between the two populations mean that most millitary

personnel can retire in thelr early forties while civilians can not re-

tire until at least age 55.

Once a c~ivilian 1s eligible for retirement, he may either take

a single lump-sum payment or he may choose annuity payments (Standaxd

Form 105). To compute the annuity payments, it is first necessary to

determine an individual's “high-3" average salary, which is his highest

average salary during any three consecutive years. After determining

this amount, the following formula applies:
1%% of the "high-3" average salary and multiply the

(a) Take:

result by 5 years of service,

(6) Adds 1 3/4% of the "high-3" average salary multiplied by

years of service between 5 and 10,
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(¢) Add: 27 of the "high-3" average salary multiplied by all

service over 10 years of service (Standard Form 105),

Promotions., Promotion for a millitary officer is based on length
of sexrvice and the officer's personnel file. Included in this personnel
file are performance reports, training reports, decorations, various

Jobs held, academic and professional military education, and other

miscellaneous personal data, Promotion is virtually automatic to the
rank of First Lieutenant. For promotion to Captaln and higher ranks,
a central selection board convenes and reviews the records of all officers

eligible for promotion to a certain rank, Eligibility is based on years

L T R O T
® omoppen ey e = PR

of service in the present rank and is not dependent upon the grade autho-

rization for the position that the officer is currently holding. The

board then identifies the officers to be promoted,

b

Enlisted personnel are not promoted in the same manner, Until

recently, selection for E-B and E-9 was basically the same as tnat of

officers, The new method, implemented in August, 1976, will be in two

vhases, In Fhase One, all eligibles will be scored under the following

roint system:

(1) Supervisory Exam -- A new test to be revised annually, it is
scored by the percentage of right answers given. Maximum
possible-100 points.

(2) Alrman Performance Report (APR) mean -~ The overall ratings irom
performance reports covering the last five vears (no more than
10 reports) will be averaged and multiplied by 15. Maximum

possible-135 points,

29
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(3) Professional Military Education (PME) -- Tralning in residence
or by correspondence will count, A command-level NCO academy
counts 15 points and the USAF Senior NCO Academy carries 25,
Maximum possible-35 polnts.

Decorations -- A Medal of Honor counts 15 points, an AF Cross
11, a Distinguished Service Medal or Silver Star 9, Legion

of Merit or Distinguished Flying Crcss 7, B£onza Star,
Airman's Medal or Meritorious Service Medal 5, Air Medal or
Commendation Medal 3 and Purple Heart 1. Equivalent medals
of other services count the same, Maximum possible-25 points,

(5) Time in Grade -- Each month in grade counts one half of one
point. Maximum possible-60 points,

(6) Time in Service -- Each month counts one-twelth of one point.

Maximum possible-25 points (Air Force Times, August 2, 1976).

The maximum number .f points in Phase One will bs 330, In Phase Two,

{
|
;j

_a central board meets and evaluates the records in the same manner as
for officers. The maximun score an individual can receive in Phase Two

is 450 points, making the grand total 830 points, Those individuals

ots r e b s s m

——————— g7

with the highest scores over both phases combined will be promoted
(Aix Force Times. . [ust 976).

Promotion to the lower enlisted ranks is different yet, Promotlion
to E-2, E-3, and E-4 1s virtually automatic, For selection to E-5, E-6,
and E-7, compstition is sir .- to Phase One of selection for promotion

to E-B and E-9, Airmen in these grades compete under the Welighted Alr-

L4
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men Promotion System (WAPS). "Under this system, personnel data elements

are collected, validated, processed, and converted to weighted factor
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scores for promotion selection purposes” (AFR 39-29), Table VIII shows

‘the points and factors used under WAPS,
Table VIII

WAPS Points and Factors

Factors Maximum Polnts

- Specialty Knowledge Test (SKT) Score 100 ¥

. . Promotion Fitness Examination (PFE) Score 100 g

i Time in Service 4o 3

Time in Grade 60 4

. Decorations 25 ‘g

T AFPRs 1 ;-
K Total Egg ;
: (AFR 39-29). '

The civilian promotion system is administered under the Merit Pro-

motion System, and like the millitary promotion systems, it is designed

to promote civiliins to & higher grade based on open competition between

eligible employees,

The promotion program is administered through promotion plans
devslcped, estadblished, and issued by HJ USAF, major commands, or
instailations with central civilian personnel offices, They are
based on guidelines published by the Civil Service Commission in
FFM chapter 335 and by HQ USAF in AF Supplement to Basic FPM
chapter 335 (AF 3351). Each plan identifies the positions it
covers and describes the procedures that apply in identifying,
evaluating, and selecting employses for advancement to positions
covered by the plan. Servicing civilian personnel offices make
these plans avallable to supervisors and employees served by them
(AFR 40-335),

Transfer Policies, Military personnel accep: as a fact of 1life that

they will move from one geographical area to another at frequent inter-

vals, 1In fact, recruiters have taken this aspect of military 1life that

some bellieve is a disadvantage, and advertise that the Air Force offers

"travel opportunities” nonexistent outside the military life. Once a
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military person has a permanent change of station (PCS), he is guar-
anteed a minimal length of time at the location before he receives
another PCS (AFR 36-20). Due to "needs of the Air Force”, however,
theae minimal times on station may be waived,

As will be pointed out later, civiliaus do not FCS as often as
military personnel, Civil service regulations, however, do atress the
theme of mobility and state that "...commands should develop positive
prograns that encourage voluntary mobllity on the parxt of employees”
(AFR 40-303). ™“Generally, a civil servant applies for and accepts a
Job at a government installatlion with the same reasuning thet he would

use in going to work for a commerclal enterprise” (Apple and Lutz, 1973),

*In fact, he may serve his entire career in the same area, living within

the same community"™ (Nierstheimer, 1964).

Dress and Personal Appearance, AFR 35-10 is explicit in explaining

why striet requirements of drsss and personal appearance are necessary

for military personnel, AFR 35-10 states:

Each Alr Force member must maintalin a high standard of dress
and personal appearance, Personnel who do not comply with the
standards of personal appearance contalned in this chapter may bde
considered for involuntary separatlon under provisions of AFR 36-3
(officers) and AFY 39-10 or AFM 39-1”2 (enlistad) as appropriate,
The standard consists of four slements -- neatness, cleanliness,
safety, and military image, The flrst three are absolute, ob-
Jective criteria required for the efficiency, health and well-being
of the force. The fourth--milltary image--is a subjective but
necessary element of the standard because the American public and
its elected representatives draw certain conclusions as to military
effectiveness baced on whot they see, that 1s, the image the Air
Force presents of the Air Force, This appearar~e must instill
public confidence and leave no doubt that the service member lives
by a common standaxd and is responsive to mil.tary order and dis-
cipline, Subjectlve judgment as to what constitites the proper
image differs in and ocut of the milltary, The Alr Force has to
spell out what is and is not an acceptable image, Nelther the
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Alr Force nor the public expects absolute uniformity of appear-
~ ance, Each member has the right, within established parameters,
' to express individuality through appearance, However, the imagse
d of a disciplined service member who can be relied upon to do the
X Job when called requires sufficient standardization and uniformity
: 1o exclude the extreme, the unusual, and the fad, One of the
conditions which adversely affects the image of the Aixr Force 1s
obesity. When an individual's overweight condition 1is such that
it substantially detracts from the military image of the Alr Force,
. the member is obese, Therefore, an Alr Force member who 18 not in
i compliance with the weight standards of AFR 50-49 and is obese does
: not meat the standayds of personsl appearance required by this

regulation,
The regulation -~ AFR 35-10 -- then establishes thess mininmum standards

for uniforms, hair, sideburns, mustaches, beards and goatees, and wigs.

The standards are established for all personnel -- male and female,

officer and enlisted (AFR 135-10).
The subject of civillan personal appearance is addressed by AFR LO-

7351

Employees are expected to comply with reascnable apparel
- and grooming standards that derive from consideration of health,
safety, and type of position occupled, Any prohibitions by
supervisors on employee dress and appearance must be based on
; a clear showing that the prohibited things contribute tc an un-
. safe, non-productive, or disruptive work environment, Personal
: displeasures of supervisors for styles and modes of dress and
‘ grooming that may be currently in vogue is not an adequate cri-
terion for making such a determination, Discussions between a
supervisor and an employec on an alleged fallure %o comply with
reasonable standards must precede the impositlon of disciplinary

action.

The differances are obvious enough not to warrant further discussion.

Suffice it to sey that militaxry personnel must conform to very strin-

gent standards of dress and perional appearance while the civilian is

allowed much more freedom,

Periodic Performance Reports. Apple and Lutz (1973) discussed
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this area extensively. Their effort, however, was directed at officers,
not all military personnel, Since their atudy, the new Qfficer Effec-
tiveness Raport (OER) system has come into being, The differences in
this area are now no longer relevant, with the exception of one differ-
ence. Apple and Lutz (1973) determined that only the last performance
report is naintained for civilians in their persconnel file, while all

parformance reports are maintained for military personnel.

Eligibility for Training. Educational opportunitles exist at

almost every Alr Force base, both in the United States and at bases
abroayd, Many universitles and colleges offer courses after duty hours
that allow an individual to earn a Bachelor's Degree, a Master's Degree,
and even a Ph, D.

These programs are generally cpen to both military and civilian
personnel, as far as the Alr Force is concerned, Of course, the indi-
vidual still must meet the college or university's standards, All
personnel are encouraged to improve their educational backgrounds by
taking advantage of these on-base educatlonal programs,

If the Alr Force determines a need for a specific skill or knowl-
edgs, the Military Personnel Center (MPC) at Randolph AFB, will identify
individuals (usually officers) to attend classes full time to develop
the necessary gkills and requirements, The full-time participation
in collegiate studies may take place at a civillian institution or at
the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) at Wright-Patterson AFB,
Ohlo (AFM 50-5, AFR 53-8).

Formal education 1n institutions of higher learning is only part

b .
Iy
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of the education of career Air Force (military and civilian) personnel.
Professional Military Education (PME) is an integral part of an individ-
ual's military training. AFR 53-8 states: ®The prime purpose of Alr
Force professional military educaticn is to develop experts in aerospace
power, ..." For officers, PME ",.., 18 designed to provide the knowledge
of military matters needed by all officers, regardless of their Alr Force
specialty.” (AFR 53-8), For NCO's, PME "... is designed to prepare salected
noncommissioned officers for positions of greater responsibilities by
broadening their leadership and managerial capabilities, and by ex-
panding their perspective of the military profession” (AFR 50-39).

These educational opportunities also exist for civilians, with the
qualification found in AFR 4LO-L410:

...Many programs exist or may be established to ald super-
visors in solving employee and employee-skill problems, These
include: Orientation, Apprentice, Self-Development, On-the-Job,
Cooperative Work Study at the graduate or undergraduate level,

and other specific training programs for meeting specific skill
shortages (emphasis added),

In other words, in order for civilians to participate in many training
and educational programs, the program must relate directly to their job.
Military members, on the other hand, are encouraged and expected to

participate in sducational programs, regardless of whether or not the
program relates directly to the job.

Eligibility for Duties not Connected with the Primary Job Assignment.

There are many Jobs in the Alr Force that are necessary to be performed

at all organizational levels, regardless o the size of the organization.

BESHT T
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In many organizations, there are simply more jobs than individuals to
perform these jobs, Moreover, many of these jobs do not require a
full-time position. Depending on the size of the organization, some
Jobs may require only a few minutes sach day. These type jobs are
commonly known as “additional duties”, in that they are additional to
the individual‘'s primary duty. There are other jobs or tasks that re-
quire accomplishment after normal duty hours and on weekends and
holidays, Examples of such jobs are duty officers, officer of the day
(9D), charge of quarters (C3), and supervisor of flying (SOF).

Both military and civilian personnel are eligible for both type
duties; however, supervisors must consider the fact that if such duties
require an individual to work after normal duty hours, then the civilian
would be eligible for overtime compensation while the military member
would not. So, because many supervisors are forced to be frugal beings,
additional duties have become identified more with military perscnnel
than with civilians,

At times, 1t is necescary for personnel to be assigned to a differ-
ent job for short periods of time. This presents no problems for
military membters; many times military individuals are detailed out--
even to other organizations. When civillans are detalled out, however,
the situation is different, In this situation, AFR 40-321 states:

v .. a record of the detail musi be placed in the employee's official
personnel folder because the experience and training gained 1s impoxtant
for additional placement benefits for promotion or assignment during

reduction-in-force,”

Procedures for Resolving Grievances. Both military and civilian
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personnel have the right to air their complaints. AFR 123-11 says:
"All members of the Alr Force, military or c¢ivilian, have the right

to present complaints without fear of retaliatory action." The com-

plaints are sutmitted through supervisory channels and hopefully will

S

be resolved at the lowest practical echelon level, If not resolved at

one level, the individual can pursue his grievance to higher levels

o

X

and to the Inspector Gemeral (IG), if he so desires (AFR 123-1i).

e biaiaait i,

AFR 40-771 and AFR 123-11 give all the details for submission of griev-

ances, and will not be repeated here.

The difference the author wishes to point out in this area concerns
labor unions, When a civilian 13 a member of an authorized union, he
may obtain the help of a highly skilled specialist in an attempt to
resolve the complaint,, At the present time, no such assistance is

available to the militaxry nembex.

e it A1t avmmingy, sl 5D B L. b aih

Overtime, Local commanders establish normal duty hours designed | i
to meet the local mission requirements, Genexrally, an eight-hour day,
40-hour week is established. Although these specific duty hours are
established locally, they are limited by executive order and with minor
exceptions may not exceed eight hours per day or 40 hours per week for
civilians (Nierstheimer, 1964), Any authorized work in excess of this
qualifies the civilian for overtime compensation. GS employees may
receive this overtime compensation in compensatory time off, if de-
sired (AFR 40-552).

There is no such thing as overtime for military personnel. As

Pentagon officials told U, S. News and World Report (1975), *... a

37
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military man, unlike civilian federal employees, is on duty 24 hours a

day, wiih no opportunity for overtime.” If & military person is

to work in excess of tne established normal duty hcurs, his supervisor,

conditions permittlng, may allow him compensatoxy time off, This action
would be done only at the local unit, however, and would be the exception--
definitely not the rute,

Use of Base Facilities, Base facllities are defined by AFR 147-14

as any separsate units of real property at which exchange selling and
administrative or support functions such as retail sales, food services,

and concessions are performed, Base exchange (BX) and commissery bene- (A

fits are substantial, according to the Senate Appropriations Committee

(U. S. News and World Report, 1975)., The use of base facilities is 3

linited to active duty military, retired military, and their dependents,

In those yaxe cases where civilians reside on a nilitary instal-

- lation,‘at the convenlence of the government, civilians may have some

limited privileges (AFR 147-14). Another exception is that civilians

are authorized to use BX snackbars and cafeterias, Other than these
minor exceptions, base facilities are for active duty military personnel,
retired military personnel, and tieir dependents.
Speclal Services 1s another area wheres civilians may not be allowed

to participate,

a, Sports, Self-directed, directed, competitive, instructional,

The Special Services Program includes

and spectator sports programs conducted within or on gymnasiums,
courts, and sport flelds,

Motion Pictures, Ent-~rtainment motion picture services as

established by the Army and Air Force [otion Plicturs Service,
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Social Recreation Programs, Social, cultural, competitive,

and creetive activities (directed, self-directed, and self-
motivated), coffee houss activities, holiday events, tours,

and other varied recreation services geared for the young
alrman.

Entertainment Programs. Music, theater, base entertainment,
unit and commercinl entertainment, and touring shows, including
the technical supporting arts of direction, staging, music
arranging, and so forth,

Arts and Crafts Programs. Instructional based activities in
ceramics, fine art, jewelry/art metal, photography, vehicle
repair, woodworking, and miscellaneous hand crafts provided
within arts and crafts centers, specialized crafts facilities,
and auto hobby shops,

Aero Clubs, Recreatlon Ilying activities conducted as member-
ship <lubs,

Youth Activities. Creative, soclal educational, cultural,
sports, and civic activities for eliglble preteens, junior teens,
and senior teens.

Recreation Membership Clubs,  Activitiles designed to meet the
secognized needs of individuals. These clubs include, but are
not limited to, automotive, motorcycle, scuba, sports parachute,
snowmobile, watercraft, and rod and gun clubs. They are oper-
ated as membershiv club nonappropriated fund instrumentalitles.
(Volume IX of AFR 215-1 provides guidance for these clube

and individuals desiring to participate in these activities but

not assoclated with a club,)

S At e
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i. Outdoor Recreation,

Qutdoor activities to include, but not be

1limited to, hunting, fishing, bvoating, riding, and camping pro-

vided at recreation areas, FAMCAMPS. marinas, beaches, skating

rinks, swimming pools, ski slopes, playground/picnic/park areas,

and so forth,

j. Open Messes, Open messes and related activities, which provide

facilitles, equipment, and services for recreation, dining,

social, and morale purposes,
k. Libraries, General, technical, research, and academic library

services,
Funding and

Special Services Supply and Support Requirements,

supply activities in support of morale and recreation programs

and of recreatlion equipment check-out systexms,

Child Care Programs. Supervised care of children housed in a

bullding or portion of a building specifically identified for

child care purposes,
Golf Facilities. Golf courses, driving ranges, putting greens,

pro shops, and snack bars in support of golfing activities,

Bowling lanes, pro shops, snack bars, and

Bowling Centers,
instructional and competitive activiiles in support of bowling

interests (AFR 215-1),

The Special Services Frogram is desligned primarily to provide
adequate facilities and maximum opportunities for active duty
military personnel and their dependents to participate in leisure-
time activities that stimulate, develop, and maintain their mental,
physical, and social well-being. Installation commander may
authorsize additional categories of participants (retired military
personnel and their dependents, IOD civilian personnel and thelr
dependents, and so forth), provided active duty military personnel
are not deprived nor restricted in their participation in the
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program, adequate facilities are available, and such participation

1s not otherwise pronibited (AFR 215-1),

It will be noted that civilian personnel are authorized participation
in these activities only in limited circumstances as ocutlined above. If
two people are working side by side, doing the same Job, and one partic-~
ipates in all the above programs wnlle the other one 1s prohibited,
could a perceived inequity arise?

Physical Filtness. Military personnel are expected to be physically

fit. The official Alr Force program to promote physical fitness is

found in USAF Aerchics, AFP 50-56, which states: ™“The purpose of the
aerobics conditioning program is to develop a higher level of fitness
among alrmen of all ages by providing an easily followed, interesting,
and somewhat demanding program,” To insure that military personnel re-
main somewhat fit, each 1ndivi&ual is required to take a physical fitness
test each year, If a person fails to maintain a certain level of fitness,
then that individual is *.,,counseled ty commanders and placed in a
remedial conditioning program™ (AFR 50-49),

Alr Force personnel must maintair their weight within allowable
tolerances, As pointed out earlier, an individual whose weight exceeds
the weight standarxds of AFR 50-49 may be in violatlon of AFR 35-10
(AFR 35-10). 1If an individual is determined to be outside the wsight
1imits, then he is entered into a weight control program. If the indi-
vidual still is unable to meet the standards, the individual can face
administrative actlion such ast

(1) a comment on an effectiveness report,

(2) administrative separation frcm the Alr Force, or

41




e

Wm"vmxrm MR TR ORERONT AT L T R PRSI T N STERR T

: GCR/SM/76D-11

(3) denial of reenlistment (AFR 50-49),
' If the individual is on flying status and exceeds the weight limits,
the individual could lose his aviation Service pay (AFR 160-43).
Note: The physical fitness test for women is administered through
AFP 50-5-2,
Civilians face nc such physical fitness program, Zach job has
certaln physical requirements assocliated with it, but once the initial

requirements are met, there is no comparable physical fitness systen,

Conclusions. As pointed out in Chapter I, Apple and Lutz (1973)
surveyed 323 officers., One of the items of interest was whether or not
the officers percelved thelr personnel system as favorable, unfavorabdle,
or indifferent as compared to the civilian personnel system. Their

results are summarized in Table IX.

A Comment. The author has discussed these differences because they
relate to thls study -~ not to advocate that one group "has it better"
than another group. This discussion relates to this study in two ways.

First, some questions on the AFMIG surveys were concerned with these

T

differences, Seéond, after this study, another difference may be added
to the list already discussed. Thls potentlal difference 1s, of course,

in perceptions of the quality of Air Force life,
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III. Methodology and Conceptual Background

The AFMIG Surveys

The AFMIG Surveys were conducted during May and June of 1975,
The surveys wers administered at random to a cross sectlion of Alr Force
active duty personnel and Alr Force civil service employees. The samples
wers stratified by grade to assure adequate returns from all grades

for analysis purposes, A total of 10,996 useable AF surveys and 17,110

civilian surveys were returned,

There were 150 questions on the military survey and 144 on the
civilian survey; included in each survey were 17 personal and o1ganizatlional
variables (Manley, 1975)., It is necessary to point out that there were

many questions on each survey that were not on the other. Some questiocns

were striétly military-related (i.e., "Have you ever used the Enlisted

Advisory Council?"), while others were of concern only to eivilians (i.e.,
"Do you belong to a union?"), Generally, questions that were not common
to both surveys were of no importance to thls research effort, The two
surveys were compered, and all common guestions were studled in detall,
Some of these questions seemed to be of 1less importance than others in
differentiating between the military and civilian populatlions (1.e.,
"How helpful was your sponsor on your last PCS?") and were eliminated
from further consideration. There remained 75 common questions, which
are included in Appendix A. For identificatlion purposes, since the
common questions did not have common numbers.on the respective surveys,
the author renumbered the questions from 1 to ?75. These were the

variables that were used for the analysis,
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The data was examined in two different ways. First, all variables
(questions) were included in the analysis, Second, the variables were
divided into five subsets:

(1) <WAFLI'S

(2) Job related

(3) Leadership related

(4) Finance related

(5) People related
When the varilables were analyzed in these subsets, the same variables
that were important in discriminating within each subset also turned cut
to be most important when all variables were analyzed collectively, Ail-
ternately stated, varigbles that were not included in one of these
five subsets did not prove to be important in discriminating tetween the
populations.

The data ias divided into subsets to facilitate the overall analysis,

and in hopes of illuminating any small differences that might have gone

unnoticed if the analysis had been accomplished collectively. The

particular subsets were chosen because the vaxrlables lent themselves to
this type of division.

As the total number of cases was over 28,000 and aralysis of this
much data would involve an astronomical amount of computer time, it was
decided tc analyze the data by drawing two random subsamples from the
total sample of 28,000, and comparing the results, Each subsample
included 427 civilians and 366 military members.

In order to perform statistical computations on the variables, it

was necessary to transform the alphabetic responses to numerical values,
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The coding scheme thet was used follows: A=l, B=2, ..., Z=26, 0=27, ...,
u-31 L]

QCAFL Indicators

Distributed throughout both Burveys were questions about nine
Quality of Alr Force Life Indicators (QOAFLI's), These J0AFLI's and
the method or ascoring them were developed by Dx,‘'s Manley, McNichols,
and Gregory., Each QOAFLI was scored in two dimenslons -- one a measure
of satisfaction and the other a measure of importance, An exanmple of
a QOAFLI question is the one concerning ECCNCMIC STANDARD,

ECONCMIC STANDARD: Satisfactlon of btaslc human needs such as

food, shelter, clothing; the abllity to maintaln an acceptable
standard of living.

57. WHAT DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE DO YOU ATTACH TO THE ABOVE?
A.....B.....C.....D.....E.....F,.,..G

Low MEDIUM HIGH
IMPORTANCE IMPORTANCE IMPORTANCE

66, TO WHAT DEGREE ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE BCONCNIC STANDARD
ASPECTS CF YOUR CURRENT LIFE?

A‘lll.Bl.lIQCQIOIID.IlllEl.."FO.l..C

HIGHLY NEUTRAL HIGALY
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED

The other eight JCAFLI's with their variablé nunbers 1n parentheses

follow:

BCONOMIC SBECURITY: Guaranteed employment; retirement benefits;
Tnsurance; protection for self and family., (58 and 67)

FREE TIME: Amount, use, and scheduling of free time alone, or in
voluntary associations with others; variety of activities engaged
tn, (59 and 68)

WORK: Dolng work that is personnally meaningful and important;
pride in your work, job satisfaction; recognition for my efforts
and ny accomplishments on the job. (60 and 69)
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LEADEBSHIPESUPERVISION: Has my interests and that of the Alr Force
at heart; keeps me ormed; approachable and helpful rather than
critical; good knowledge of the job, (61 and 70)

EQUITY: Bqual oppurtunity in the Air Force; a fair chance at pro-
motion; an even break in my job/assignment selections, (62 and 71)

PERSONAL GROWTH: To be able to develop individual capacities;
ucatio ing; making full use of my abilities; the chance

to further my potential. (63 and 72)
PERSONAL STANDING: To be ireated with respect; prestige; dignity;
reputation; status. (64 and 73) g

HEALTYs Physical and mental well-being of self and dspendonts;

having 1llnesses and allments detected, diagnosed, trepted and ]
cured; quantity and quality of health care and services provided. 2

(65 and 74)

Measures

Job Related. To compare the various populations (to be defined

later), the following questions were ldentified as relating to Jobs.

(Possivle responses are omitted here but can be found in Appendix A,)

20, How do you evaluate your present Alr Force job?
Do you think your present Job 1s preparing you to assume future

21,

positions of greater responsibility?

Do you want a job which has greater responsibility than your

current job?
Which one of the following sh-ws how much of the time you feel

satisfied with your job?
Choose the one of the following statements which best tells how

well you like your Job,
#hich one of the following best tells how you feel about changing

your Jjob?
Which one of the following shows how you think you conmpare with

other people?
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28. Which one of the following best describes your feelings towards

long term amployment with the Air Force?

The Air Force requires me to particlpate in tco many activities

that are not related to my job.

Are you given the freedom you need to do your job well?

Does your lmmediate supervisor give you recognition for a job

well done?

Do you feesl that the work you are now doing is appropriate to

the grade you hold?
35, Would you rather work for (i.e., be rated by) a military or

e T Ty e 2 T
7.
L]

civilian superviscr?

Would you ratner supervise military or civilian personnel?

Would you rather work with military or civiliarn co-workers?

In vwhat career fields should military women work in the Alr Force?

Would you rather work for a man or & womean supervisor?

There are more favorable features about the Alr Force as a place

to work than unfavorable ones,

dow often are you given feedback from your supervisor about your

Job performance?

How often do you and your Supervisor get together to set your

personal performance objectives?

56, Combined Job Satisfaction score,

60.

69-
Even though Variables 60 and 69 are JUAFLI's, they were included in
Other J0AFLI's will

WORK QOAFLI -- Importance

WORK QOAFLI -- Satisfaction

this subsetl as they were directly related to it.
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be included in the other subsets as they relate to the spocific subset.
The Job Satisfaction score was determined by using variables 23,

24, 25, and 26. The variables and scoring system follow:

23. Wwhich one of the following shows how much of the time you feel
satisfied with your job?
All the tine
Most of the time

A good deal of the time

Occasionally

Seldom

7.
6,
5.
L, About half of the time
3.
2,
1,

Never
Choose one of the following statements which best tells how well
you like your job,
1. I hate it
2, I dislike it
3. I don't like it
L, I am indifferent to it
S. I like it
5. I am enthusiastic about it
7. I love it
which one of the following statements best tells how you feel about
changing your job?
1. I would quit this job at once if I could

2. I would take almost any other job in which I could earn as
much as I am earnlng tow
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3. I would like to change both my Job and my occupation

L,

I would like to change my pressent job for another one

I am not eager to change my Job, but I would do so if T
¢could get a better job

5.

6. 1 cannot think of any johs for which I would exchange

7.
¥hich one of the following shows how you think you compare with

I would not change my present job for any othex

other people?

7. No one likes his jJob better than I like mine

I like my job much better than most peopla like theirs

I like my job hetter than most people like theirs

I like my Jjob about as well as most people like theirs

J dislike ny Job more than most people dislike theirs

I dislike my Jjob much more than most people dislike theirs

No one dislikes his jobL more than I dislike mine

The variables were scored in accordance with the numbering system shown,

An individual‘'s Jjob satisfication score was then determined by adding the

The total score will range from & to 28, A score of &

four responses,

indicates total job dissatisfaction, while a score of 28 represents total

Job satisfaction.

Leadership Related, The following variables were identified as baing

significant 1n analyzing the Leadership related subset,

30. What is your opinion of the quality of military leadership in the

Alr Force?

What kind c¢f influence does your immediate supervisor have on your

organization?
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Are you given the freedom you reed to do your job well?

Does your immediate supervisor give you recognition for a job
well done?

Would you rather work for (i.e., be rated by) a military or civilian
supervisor?

Would you rather supervise miiitary or civilian personnel?

Mcst senlor NCO's (Master, Senior, and Chlef aster Sergeants)
are primarily supervisors rather than technicians,

How often are you given feedback from your supervisor about your
Job performance?

How often do you and your supervisor get together to set your
personal performance objectives?

LEADERSAIP/SUPERVISION Q0AFLI -- Importance
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISIGN WAFLI -- Satisfaction

Several variables relate to non-commissioned officers (NCO's), These

variables were analyzed with the Leadership subset for two reasons, First,

NCO's are leaders, and any analysis of this group of Alr Force personnel

should be done in conjunction with an analysis of leaders, Secondly,

only five questions were specifically concerned with NCC's, These

questions follow:

17,

Yost senior NCO's (llaster, Senior, and Chief Master Sergeants) are
primarily supervisors rather than technlclans,

T have a lot of respect for most of the senior NCO's (Master, Senlor,
and Chief Master Sergeants ) I know,

Yost of the lCO's understand and are able to communicate with

the people who work with them.
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54, NCO prestige has declinad over the past several yeaxs,
55. Senior NCO's (Master, Senior, Chief Master Sergeants) are usually

glven jobs with less responsibllity than they should have,

Pinance Related, The following variables were identified as being

important in studying the financlal aspects of the populaticns,

16, Do you hold a second job?

17. Even though the dollar Jloes not go as far as it used to, I am having
no problems in making ends meet,
The pain reason that I have a second job, aid/or that my spouse
works is that we have to in order to make ends nmeet,
How was your financial situation affecied by your last PCS move?
An individual can get more of an sven break ln private sector

employment than in Air Force employment,

ECONUMIC STANDARD QOAFLI -- Importance

BCONCMIC SECURITY QCAFLI Satisfaction
BCONCMIC STANDARD QOAFLI Inpoctance -
BCONOKIC SECURITY QOAFLI Satisfactlon

People Related, Included in the analysis of “"people” are all

variables that relate to interpersonal relations, such as race relations
and squality of the sexes, The measures of this subset follow:
10, What 1s your ser?
36, Race relation train.ng courses are effective in getting people to
tireat each nther better.
Are civilian personnel accepted and treated as members of the Alr

Forco community?
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42, In what career fislds should military women work in the Air Force?

43, would you rather work for a man or & woman supervisor?

B ISP NN "« -
PR e o v——

46, Air Force training programs do not do a very good job of pre-
paring people to get along with other people,

62. EQUITY QOAFLI -~ Importance

71, BEQUITY QOAFLI -~ Satisfaction

Populaticns of Intaerest

In an attempt to provide more insight into the Quality of Air Force
Life, the surveys were divided into several populatlons to sece if any
differences existed between the military and civilian populations, The
populations of interest were defined as follows:

(1) Military versus civilian personnel

(2) Militarxy with military supervisors versus military with
~ civilian supervisors

(3) Civilian personnel with military supervisors versus civilians
with civilian supervisors

(4) Military with military supervisors and civilians with civilian
supervisors versus military with civilian supervisors, plus
civilians with military supervisors (Criss-Crcss),

Examining the military versus civilian populatiocns is the primary
purpose of this research effort; these population definitions are obviocus.
Dividing the militaxry into two populations and the civilians into two
populations on the btesis of thelr supervisors was done in an attempt to
ascertalin the influence of suparvisors, It was hypothuiizad that super-
visors do exert some influence on thelr subordinates' perceptions of Air
Force life, The last population definitions were accomplished to see if

personnel with like supervisors perceive that they are trested differently

P SR PR
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It is necessary to relterate

from personnel with unlike supervisors,

that the primary purpose of this research was an attempt to determine

if differences exist between military personnel and civilians in their

perceptions of the QUAFL; the purpose of defining other populations for

analysis was the hope of 1lluminating the differences between military

members and civilians,

Analysis Plan to Accomplish Purposes

The primary purpose of this research effort was to determine if

there exist differances between military and civilians pertaining to

their perceptions of the QOAFL, To accomplish this, discriminant

analysis, T-tests, and F-tosts of varlances were performed on the QUAFLI's

and on the four varlable subsctss Job, Leadership, Finance, and People

Related,

The second purpose of this study was to investigate supervisor

influence relating to military and civilian perceptions of their QOAFL,
military versus

Several populations were used to measure the influence:

military, civilian versus civilian, ard “Criss-Cross®” populations,

The third purpose of this study was to compare the homogeneity of

The nilitary and civilian

career military personnel to career civilians,

populations were narrowed to include only those people who indicated a

"high career intent" on Variable 28,

Which one of the following best describes your feelings towaxrd loug
term employment with the Air Force?

28,

A. Definitely intend to make a career of Alr Force employment
B, Most likely will make a career of Air Force employment

C. Undecided

. A G 2D WY e o b e w e W

Most likely will not uake a career of ALy Foxrce employment
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E. Definitely do not intend to make a career of Alr Force employment

Those people who responded with A and B were defined as having a "high

career intent” for the purpose of this study. Once the two populations

were defined, an F-test of variances was then performed to see if the

variances were equal,

Discriminant Analysis -- Conceptusl

Discriminant analysis 1s concerned with formulating a decision

Tule for classifying objects or people, by using a set of independent

variables, into one of two or more mutually exclusive and exhaustive

For example, based on an individusl's age, income, health,

categories,

length of time at present address, etc., a credit manager wants to

o classify that individual as a good or as & poor credit risk. (In this 3

illustration, age, income, health, etc., are independent varilables; the

categories -- sometimes called populations -- are good risks and poor

risks,) This statistical procedure gives the credit manager a way to

discriminate (differentiate) between the two categories; hence the name,

discriminant analysis,

In making his final decislon, the credit manager uses the "discrim-

inant function® (the development of the discriminant function will be

Nl . A (et e = 2 b o b . U, <1

discussed later in this section), The discriminant function is of the 5

form

Zebot+ Dyvytbpvat, . RV (1)

where by are known constants

vy are independent varlables

1=0,1,...,k

k*number of variables

Z=diiscriminant score

55
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If a loan applicant's Z is above a boundary value, then he is clessified

as a good risk, If the applicant's 2 is tslow the boundary value, then

he 18 classified a8 & poor risk. This 1is illustrated in Fig, 1 for the

one-variable case,

Poor
Risk Risk

Fig. 1, Example Data Set

Discriminant analysis has not only told the credit manager how to classify

' the applicant -- it has also told him which variabvles are important, For

exanple, the credit company may have used 25 or more varibles to process

a loan application, while a smaller number might have done just as well,

To explain the computation of the discriminant function, it is first

neceesary to define some terms, u is defined as the vector of mean

!

!

} values of all variables for population 1; up is the vector of mean values
|

for population 2, d i1s a vector of differences of mean values between

X the two populations; that 1s, d=uj-u,, S 15 the maximun likelihood 3

-1
eatimator of & -- the covariance matrix, and S denotes the inverse

of S,

One of the most common statistics in discriminant analysis is a

statistic developed by Mahalanobls, and appropriately bears his name,

The Mahalanobis statistic (also called the Mahalanobis “"distance®) is
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defined as follows:
B pP-i's7la (2)

where d' 15 the trenspose of d, D? 1s then transformed to various

F-statistics to test different hypotheses about the two groups and the

discriminant function. (One hypothesis, of course, is that the two

groups are different.) Most procedures and statistics in use that

concern discrininant analysis are based on D%,

In matrix notation, the discriminant function is of the form
z'y (3)

For the discriminant function to have value, b must be determined. Rao

(1973) has shown that to maximize the probability of correct classification

| ' vl (%)

i - -

Thus, the discriminant function can be expressed as
z=(s"l0)'v (5)
Once the discriminant function has been determined, it is important

to know how powerful it is; that 1is, how well does the discriminant func~

tion differentiate between two populations? (Discriminant analysis is

applicatie to more than two populations; however, as thils study was

concerned with only two, the author limlted his discussion to the two-

population situsztion,) 1In Fig, 1, there existed a definite boundary

between the two populations; in other words, membsrs of one population

414 not display the same characteristic as members of the other popu-

If the popilatisns are in fact distributed as in Fig, 1, the

lation.
discriminant function will be very powerful -- it could differentiate

between the two groups with certalinty. In many cases, however, there is

no clearly defined boundazy, but rather some overlap exists between the
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two populations, as shown in Fig, 2.

Boundery

Fig. 2, Example Data Set,

The overlapping (shaded) ares of Fig. 2 represents individuals from
In ¢

each population that could be classified into elther peoulation,

other words, the individuals in the overlapping area display the sane

characteristics of the one variable plotted on the horizontal axis,

Obviously, the closer the two distritution:z are together, the greater

the overlapping area, and more individuals will be classified into the

Alternately stated, the more the pomulations

incorrect population,
display the same characteristics, the harder it wlll be to distinguish

The more the discriminant function can discriminate, as in

the two,
Fig. 1, the moxre powerful is the discriminant function; if the discrimi-

nate function frequently misclassifies individuals, it is less powerful,

The concept of power is relative, not absolute,

In an attempt to determine the quality of the discriminant function,

the author used two methods -- Wilks lambda (A ) and “percentage correctly

classified”, Both of these methods are means to evalucte the discrimi-

nant function, Defining A is an elgenvalue problem, and the solution is
W1
!B+l )
wheie B and W are, respectively, the between--and within--group sums of

A Y A NG ot o] Fodah ok i athn

LV LY R
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squares and crossproducts matrices (Rao, 1973). |B| represents the

determinant of B, It can be shown that 0:A%1,0, and the smaller A

is, the better the discriminant fynction, It has been demonstrated that

sven though A 13 not btased on the Mahalarobis distance, there is a

tracsformation of D2 that yields the same results as A,
The second method used by tha authior to evaluate a discriminant

function was “percentage corructly classiflied™, In many discriainant

analysis computer progrems, after the discriminant function has been de-

termined, the individuals are classified by the discriminant function to

determine how many were classifled correctly and incorrectly. The per-

centages ars then presentad in the form of the following classification

chart (also called a "confusion matrix®):

Predicted

Fig. 3. Example Confusion Matrix

where A=% of individuals of population 1 correctly classified
in population 1,

B=% of individuals of populatiion 1 incorrectly classifled
in population 2.

C*% of individuals of population 2 incorrectly classified
in population 1,

D% of individuals of population 2 correctly classifled
in population 2,

Population 1 consists of n

Some other terms must now be defined,

individuals with Y claseifiad correctly and o, classified incorrectly
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in Fig. 3; thus, ml/h-A and mz/m-B. There are n individuals in popu-
lation 2 such that n]_/n-c/ and nz/n-D. Then the "overall percentage
correctly classified” 1s defined as

M2
R 5 (?)

where N=n+n (i.e,, all individuals), Further, for this discussion, the
author assumes that m>n. Then, if the researcher's purpose is to
maximize the overall percentage correctly classified, he can obtain at
least m/N classified correctly Yy classifying all N individuals into
population 1 -- but he would misclassify u/N, If the discriminant
fanction can correctly classify no more than m/N, then the discriminant
function is powerless and of no value, To determine if the discriminant
function can correctly classity more than m/N, the following statistical
test was employed:

Hoz Q=P

Hax QP

Test Statistic: t= QT-P-

~pP
Rejectlon Reglon: t> iy

where Q*=true overall fraction correctly classifled

vhare 3= “17"2 | estimate of Q*
N

Pem/N

sp -l’ P(1-P)
N

of = lavel of significance

If ¢ is statistically significant, the discriminant function has some
degree of predictive power; that is, it 1s able to predict future

observations correctly, Obviously, the larger 3 is, the more powerful
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the discriminant function,
How do A and the percentage correctly classified compare? Yhen
n/N was approximately 50% (equal population size), and § was statisti-
cally the same, the author found that )\ wms about .850 to .90, With
m/N at S0%, and Q significantly greater at about 80%, A would drop to
about ,500, (The smaller A , the better the discriminant function.)
There are four underlying assumptions in discriminant analysis,
which will be discussed in the section on Parametric Tests, Nie (1975)
asserts that discriminant analysis is ",..very robust and these assumptions
need not de strongly adhered to,"
When the power of the discriminant function has been ascertained,
the analyst then can use it to classify future observations, Thils study
did not concern the future classification of AF personnel, However,
discriminant analysis wes used because it identified the variables that
distinguish btetween the two surveyed groups; and it provided two standards --
Wilks lamida and the percentage correctly classified -- to evaluate those

variables,

Discriminant Analysis and SPSS

Discriminant analysis technlques were accomplished utilizing the
Statistical Peckage For the Soclal Sciences (SPSS), SPSS provides the

analyst with a broad spectrum of analytical capabilitieﬁ. Most of these
wers not relevant to this study, because the author did not intend to
use this information to classify future observations, For example, the
discriminant function per se was not important to the author's analysis;
rather, the variables that were ldentified within the function were of

more relevance,
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The SPSS implementation of discriminant analysis will use either a
"direct” method, or one of five "stepwise” methods, as spesified by the
analyst, in the development of the discriminant function, When the
direct method is chosen, all the variables are entered into the analysis
concurrently, The discriminant function is created directly from the
entire set of variables, regardless of the discriminating (predictive)
power of ech of the variables, The direct method is simpler than the
stepwise methods, and, therefore requires less computer iime and corxe
storage space (Nie, 1975).

Stepwise discriminant analysis 1s someshat different, Nie (1975)
explains,

The process begins by choosing the single variable which has
the highest value on the selectlon criterion (this will be dis.
cussed later), This initial value is then peired wiith each of the
other variables, one at a time, ani the values of the selection
cxiterion is computed, The new varlable which in conjunction with
the 1nitial variable produces the best criterion value is selscted
as the second veriable 'to enter the equation®, These two are then
combined with each of the remaining variables, one at a time, to
form triplets which are evaluated cn the criterion. The triplet
with the best criterion value determiries the third variable to be
selected, Thls procedure of locating the next variable that
would yi=ld the best criterion score, given the variables alread
selected, continues until all variablas are selec.ed or no addi-
tional variable provides a minimum level of improveament ,..

As variables are selected for inclusion, some variables pre-
vicusly selected may lose their discriminating power, This occure
because the Ilnformation that they contain aoout group differences
is now avalladle in some combination of the other included vari-
ables, Such variables ars redundant and should be eliminated,
Thus, at the beginning of each step, each of the previously se-
lected variables ir tested to determine if it still makes a
sufficient contribution to discrimination, If any are eligible
for runoval, the least useful is eliminated, 4 variable which
has been removel al one step may re-enter at a latsr step if it
satisfies the selection criterion at that time, (P.U47)

If the analyst desires a stepwise method, he has five selection

criteria to choose from:

bt L




GOR/SM/76D-11

(1) wilks lambda (WILKS)

(2) Mahalanobdis distance (MAHAL)

(3) Maxinmize the minimum F (MAXMINF)

(4) Minimum Residual (MINRESID)

(S) ERao's V (RAO)

Wilks lambda was discussed previously as a msans of evaluating the
discrinminant function -- all selection criteria can be used for the
evaluation purpose, Criteria (2) through (4) are based directly on the

Mahalanobis distance, and, as pointed out previously, thexe exists a

transformation of DZ which ylelds the same results asA . For all pPrac-

tlcal purposes, all stepwise methods of the discriminant analysis sub-
Program of SPSS can be thought of as generalized D?'s, The author used
all five stepwise methods in the analysis of the surveys, The results
fror all five methods were identical., Whether this phencmeon was due
to the similiarities of the stepwise methods or whether it was due to
the nature of the data, the author cannot say,

After a stepwise method has been selscted, the analyst can have a
Summary table printed, An example of a Summary table with the relevant
items is shown in Table X, The summary table presents what transpired
at each step of the stepwise procedure; in step 1, FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE
was entered into the discriminant function, in step 2, HEALT!-!/SATISFACTION
vas edded, etc, This continued until all variables with an F-statistic
of greater than ,01 were included., From the summary table, the variables
can be thought of as being listed in descending order of importance; that
is, FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE contributed more to the discriminant function
than any other variable, HEALTH/SATISFACTION, in conjunction with FREE

TIME/IMPORTANCE, contributed more than &ny other variable that was combined




Table X

Summary Table

Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- JOAFLI'S

Variable (number) _F A -
FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59) 42,31 949
HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74) 37.82 .906
PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72) 12,77 .891
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68) 13,46 .87
PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE (63) 7.86 .862
ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTICN (66) 4,56 357

" PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73) 3,30 554
EQUITY/SATISFACTION (71) 4,35 .349
ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTICN (67) 3.45 .Bus
ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57) 1.67 Bkl
LEADERSHIP/SUFPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61) 1.07 843
PERSONAL STANDING/IMPORTANCE (64) .61 L2
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62) .59 841
ECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (58) 21 -
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION (?70) .05 842
HEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65) .05 841
WORK/IMPORTANCE (60) .ok .84

WORK/SATISFACTION (69)
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with FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE. The F-statistic shown is related to Dz,

and the larger it is for a given variable, the better that variable is,
The F-statistic is listed because it can be useful in evaluating the
varibles in the function. In general, il was found that an F-statistic
value of less than approximately 10,0 impllied that the variable was
contributing very little to the discrimirant function, Wilks lamdida wan

used as the selection criterion, because the author believed it easier

to interpret, The smaller A is, the better the function; )\ was ,949

when conly the first variable had been entered, and it decreased &s each
suceeding variable was added, implying that the discriminant fuaction was
improving. The F-statistic reflects the power of each individual vari-
able;)ﬁ is a measurement of the discriminant functlon with all variables
taken collectively, It will be recalled that if A\ decreases to about

.500, the function 1s very rowerful,

Discriminant Analysis and Blas

Frank, Massey, and Morrison (1965) state that two types of bias
arise in discriminant analysis: “search blas” and "sampling blas”,
"Search blas™ results from the davelopment of a discriminant functioen
based on one sample, The analyst formulates his fuaction based on a
specific sample; thus, the analyst may eliminate variables in the
discriminant function that do not discriminate la hils specific sample,
but dc¢ discriminate in the entire population, If this did happen, then
it is ohvious that the sample was not representative, and hasic assuaptions
would be violated, To circumvent this problem, the author determined
the discriminant function from one subsample and cross-validated the

function by using a second subsample, To enable the reader to compare
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the variables in the two discriminant functions, a summery table from

each subsample will be presented whenever the discriminant functlons !
are discussed,

"Sampling blas” is caused by an incorrect sampling procedure, This ;
type of blas, according to Frank, Massey, and Morrison (1965), 1is ifl -
reflected in the percentage correctly classified analysis, Sampling blias
arises by evaluating the discriminant function on the same data that
enabled the analyst to formulate the function, Ths blas tends to inflate

the percentage correctly classified, making the discriminant functlon

appear to have more predictive power than it actually has, To preclude
sampling bias, Frank, Massey, and Morrison (1965) recommend dividing

the sample into half, The first half is utilized to determine the dis-~

TR AT M S W
SR .

crininant function; the second half of the sample is tested agalnst the
discriminant function to measure the predictive power, The author fol- . s
lowed this scheme. Two subsamples of 427 civilians and 366 military :
members were drawn, The second subsample was classified using the .
discriminant function determined from the first subsample, and then e
the following t-test was used to determine if sampling bias existed,

* *

Ho‘ Q'1 Qz

. ***

I{a’ Q1 073

Test Statistics t = Q -S2

’ Q {2-9)) +2(1R,)
N

Rejection Region: t ¥ tq/z

66
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where Q;-true overall fractlon correctly classified from subsample 1

. Qp=true overall fraction correctly classified from validated 1 .
b confusion matrix

i
Q,~estimate of Qz :

Qpuestinate of Q;

The validated confusion matrix is defined as the confusion S
matrix 18 defined as the confusion matrix generated when

subsample 2 is classified using the discriminant function bty
subsample 1,

If t is significant, then sampling bias exists, and the disciiminant

function determined from subsample 1 must be used with caution,

Paranetric Tests

In this section, two parametric tests -~ the t-test for means and

F-test for variance -- will be intrnduced, ZEven though discriminat

analysis is an advanced parametric technique, 1t was discussed in a

separate section due to the complexity of the technique, plus the fact

that it is the primary tool in this research effort, To be able to use

the parametric t-test and F-test of varlances, four assumptions are
necessary. These assumptions were not discussed in Chapter I under

Assunptions, as they will only be impc “tant to the tests discussed in this

. section, and not to the entire research effor:, The assumptions follow:

(1) The observations must be independent., That is, the selection

of any one individual from the populatior for inclusion in
the sample must not bias the chances of any other individual
for inclusion, and the score which 1s assigned to any individ-

ual nust not bias the score which is assigned to any other
individual,
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(2) The observations must be drawn from normally distributed

populations,
(3) The above populations must have the same variance,

(4) The variance involved musi have been measured in at least an
interval scale, so that it 18 possible to use the operations of
arithmetic (adding, subtracting, computing means, etc.) on
the scores (Siegel, 1956).

With the preceding assumptions, one may use the powerful t-test
(also knovmn as Student®s t-test) to test for differences in mean values
for specific varizbles., For example, if welght were a variable, it might
be of interest to test the hypothesis that the mear weight of officers is
equal to the mean weight of enlisted tersonnel, The t-test is of the
form

Hot U1y = ¥y
Hyt uyy #upy
Test Statistic: t =Xy; - Xpy
[1(3-1)5{1 + (n-1)5, J 1+1
m 0

m+n-2
Rejectlon Region: t > tu/z
uy4=true nean value of variable i for population 1
ua-true mean value of variable i for population 2

X,y=computed mean value of variable i for population 1

21
S%j_-eatlmated veriance of variable i for population 1

=computed mean value of variable i for population 2

2
Szi=estimated variance of variable 1 for populatlon 2

i=1,2,...,k
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k=number of variables
m=nunber of individuals in population 1
n=number of individuals in population 2
Another parametric test that 1s of interest to this research is

the F-test of variances, The F-test follows:
2 2
Byt Oy =0py

2
H. : 0'117‘0'21

a 2

2

S11 S21
Test Statistici F = —=, o F = =7~
Sz1 311

such that F 2 1,0

Rejection Region: F >

F
. ”‘/2, m-1, n-1
Where g7y = true variance of variable i for population 1

0%1 = true variance of variable i for population 2

The t-test for differences of means and F-tests for differences
of variances were accomplished for all populations of interest, For
example, the author tested the hypothesis that the mean response and
variance of military personnel to FHEE TIMS/IMPORTANCE was the same as the
mean response and variance of civilians to FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE, This
was done for avery variable and for every population of intexest, These
results can be found in Appendix B,

When each subsampla of 793 was Jdrawn, the t-test and the F-test
were used to determine if the two sSubsamples were statistically the
same, Military personnel from sub-sample 1 were compared to military
personnel from subsample 2; civilians were tested in the same manner,

One variation of the t-test was presented in Discriminant Analysis --

Conceptual and another variatlon was presented in Discriminant Analysis

and 3ias, The first variation was employed on every confusion matrlix
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generated during the study to determine if the oversll percentage cor-
rectly classified was significantly different from m/N. The second

variation of the t-test was used only in the inltial analysis of each
variable subset to determine if sampling bias existed,

NOTE: Unless otherwise stated, & level of significance of ,05 was
used for all t-tests and F-tests,
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IV, Anslysis

Subsample 1 versus Subsample 2

The znalysis plan was to draw two subsamples, ezch consisting of
427 civillan and 366 military members, The first subsample would provide
the basis rfor aualysis, and the second sutsample would be used for
cross-validation, Once the two subsamples had been formed, the author
compared the means for each variable to determine if they were statis-
tically equivalent,

The first teat involved the following:

%

Hoc Uyy = Uyy

Hat uyy # upy §
Test Statistic: t =X, - X,
], m a .
m+n-2 S

Rejection Region: t > tq-/z

Where Yy, True Mean Value of Varlable i for Population 1
Uy = True Mean Value of Variable 1 for Population 2
X,, = Estimated Yean Value of Variable 1 for Population 1
X,, = Bstimated Mean Value of Variable i for Population 2
i =3,5,6,8,10,15-19,21-26,28-40,42-74

Sii = Estimated variance of Variable i1 for Population 1 |
S%i = Estimated varlance of Variable i for Population 2 -
This test was smployed to test military personnel from subsample 1 ;
agalinst military personnel from subsample 2, and civilians from each -'\ ]

subsample were tested in the same manner, The lavel of significance

71
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was set at ,05, The variables not tes.ed were clearly nominal data.
When military personnel from the twc subsamples wers compared, only
one variable had & significantly dizierent mean response -- JOB

RECOGNTTION (Variable 33),

When the mean responses of civilians from the subsarples were
contrasted, the following varlables had significant differences;

1. ECONOMTC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57)

2, [ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66)

3. WORK/SATISFACTION (69)

b, BQUITY/SATISFACTION (71)

5, PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72)

The variances of the two subsamples were also compared, The
following test was usecd:

2 2
Hol 011 - 021

2 4 2
ol Oy 705 , .
Test Statistic: F = Su or 321 » Such that F2 1,0

=z =z
S21 S

Rejection Region: F > F, /2

2
Whece 0,, = True Variance of Variadle i for Population 1

u
24 = Truw Variance of Variavle i for Population 2
Sii = Estimated Varlance of Variabdble i fo. Population 1
ng = Estimated Variance of Variaole i for Pcpulation 2
Again, military personnsl from each subsample iere compared, as were

civilians,
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The following variables had significantly Gifferent variances fir
military members:

1. Do you want greater responsibility? (22)

2, Over whom would you rather work? (38)

3. ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (68)

4, PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72)

Significant differemces of variances for clvilians were found for

the following variables:

How many holidays did you work? (15)

Do you hold a second job? (16)

Job freedom, (32)

Over whom would you rather work? (38)

ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57)

BECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (58)

WORK/IMPORTANCE (60)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61)

PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTICN (73)

The two subsamples appsared to be statistically the sanme,

QOAFLI's
Military versus Civilians, The initlal analysis was performed

on the nine QOAFLI's. Each QOAFLI was measured on two acales, IMPCRTANCE
and SATISFACTION; thus, there were 18 variables, It will be recalled
that the nine QCAFLI‘S and the variable nunbers were as follows:

(Tha first nuaber denotes the IMPCRTANCE variables, and the second,

SATISFACTION, )
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. BCONOMIC STANDARD (57 and 66)
. ECONOMIC SECURITY (58 and 67)
. FREE TIME (59 and 68)

. WORK (60 and 69)

. EQUITY (62 and 71)
PERSONAL GROWTY (63 and 72)

1
2
3
4
5. LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION (61 and 70)
6
?
8

. PERSONAL STANDING (64 and 73)

9. HEALTH (65 and 7It)

The results of this initial run are summarized in Tables X and XI,

To determine if any "search blas™ existed, the variables in the
two discriminant functions were compared. There were four variables in
each function with F-statistic values greater than 10,0, (The author
stopped at 10,0 because, as pointed out before, it was found that any
variable with an F-statistic value of less than 10,0 contributed very
1ittle to the discriminant function.) Of these four, FREE TIME/
IMPORTANCE, FREE TIME/SATISFACTION, AND HEALTH/SATLISFACTION were found
in both functions. The fourth variable in subsample 1 was PZRSONAI
GROWTH/SATISFACTION while PERSCNAL GROWTH/INPORTANCE was the fourth
variable in subsample 2. Because the importance variables in each dis-
eriminant function were virtually the same, it was concluded that no
“"search bias® existed,

To investigate “sampling bias®, the confusion matrices were examined,
Fig, 4 shows the confusion matrix for subsample 1; Fig. 5 shows the
validated confusion matrix -- that is, subsample 2 was classified using

the discriminant function determined from subsample 1. (The discriminant




Table X

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- Q0AFLI's

Variable (Number)

FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59)
HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74)

PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72)
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (€8)
PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE (63)
BECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66)

PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73)

EQUTTY /SATISFACTION(71)

ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67)
ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57)
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61)
PERSONAL STANDING/IMPORTANCE (64)
EQUTTY/TMPORTANCE (62)

BCONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (53)
mem/smmxon/sarrérmou (70)
HEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65)
WORK/TIMPORTANCE (60)

WORK/SATISFACTION (69)




Table XI

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/Civilian -- QOAFLI's

Variable (Nv ser)

FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59) 48,16 943
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68) 37.44 .500
HEALTH/SATISPACTION (74) 16.71 881
PERSONAL GROWIH/IMPORTANCE (463) 10,83 .869
BCONOMIC SECURITY/IMPCRTANCE (58) 7.3 361
HEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65) 7.89 .853
BQUITY /SATISFACTION (71) 5,06 847
i PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73) ka9 843
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61) 4,02 .839
PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72) 3.75 .835
WORK/SATISFACTION (69) 3.73 821
ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66) 3,07 .627
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62) 1.06 .326
ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57) .39 .826
WORK/IMPORTANCE {60) A1 826
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION (70) Ol .826
BCONOMIC SBCURITY/SATISFACTION (67) Lou .826

PERSONAL STANDING/IMPORTANCE (64)
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function was being validated -- not the confusion matrix, The phrase-
ology "validated confusion matrix" was used throughout the study simply

because no better expression was found,)

Fredicted
Military Civilian
Military 65.% h, 7
Civilian 31.6% 68.4%

Actual

Fig. 4. Subsample 1 Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- J0AFLI's

Predicted
¥ilitary Civilian
Military 65.6% W05
Civilian 35.33% 64,2%

Actual

Fig. 5. Validated Confusion ‘atrix -- }ilitary/Civilian -- QOAFLI’s

The overall percentage correctly classified from subsample 1 was 67.Q%,
and was 64,9% from the validated confusion matrix. Using the t-teat,
it wvas found that the two parcentages were statistically equivalent,
The laplication was that no “sampling bles" existed, Further, the cver-
all percentage correctly classified was significantly greater than P,
which was 53.9%, (It will be recalled that P = a/N.) Thersfore, the
discriminant function could distinguish civilian personnel froa their
militaxy co-workers,

The most important variable in both discriminant functions wes

FRZE TIVE/TPORTANCE (Variable 59). The power of FREET TIME/IMPCRTANCE

was 1llustrated by examining the confusion matrix when it was the only

variable in the discriminant function, This is shown in Fig. 6.
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Predicted
Militazy Civilian

Military 6;.5% 38,5%
Civilian 40,0% 60, 0%

Actual

Fig, 6. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE

when Fig. 6 was compared to Fig, ¥, it was found that adding all the

other JOAFLI's increased the percentages correctly classified by only
a snall azount for both populations, FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE had the
highest overall perceatage correctly classified of all the JOAFLI's --
60,1%. (Confusion matrices for each individual variable can be found
in Appendix C.) The high percentage for FREE TIME/IMPORTANCZ could be
anticipated, because of the high value of the F-statistic assoclated
with 1., as pointed out in Tables X and XI.

The implication was that Variable 59 -- FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE --
was the most important QOAFLI in differsntiating between civilian and
military personnel, The next queetion to be answered is, "To which
gro*s was FREE TIME important?® Fig., 7 shows the mean responses to
Variable 59,

B L F

Civilian Militaxy
5.06 5.82

Fig. 7. Meen Responses - Militery/Civilian —- FREE TIME/TMPCRTANCE

By using the paramstric t.test for differences in means, the author
deternined that the military mean response was statistically greater

than the civilian mean response. Thus, FREE TIME/IMPCRTANCE was more
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important to military members than to their civilian co-workers,
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (Variable 68) also had a relatively high
F-statistic in both discriminant functions, Examining FREE TIME/
SATISFACTION alone, the confusion matrix is shown in Fig, 8,
Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 49, 7% 50.%%
Civilian 37.9% 62.1%

Actual

Fig. 8. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- FREE TTME/SATISFACTION

The overall percentage correctly classified was insignificant at 56,4%,
as P was 53.8%. So civilian and military personnel could not be separated,
based on their responses to FREE TIME/SATISFACTION., The mean responses

follow,

D

. £
¥Military'  Civilian
4,50 4,99

Fig, 9. Mean Responses -- Milita:y/Civilian ~~ FREE TIME/SATISFACTION

The difference was significant; therefore, civilians were more satisfied
with the FREE TIME aspects of their lives than were military persons,
even though civilians placed less importance on FREE TIME,

FREE TIME was defined as;

Amount, use, and schedullng of free time alone, or in

voluntary assoclations with others; variety of activities en-

gaged in,
why is FREE TIME more important yet less satisfying to the military

person? It may be that military people know that they will often be
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required to work extra hours, both after duty and on weekends and holidays

with no additional compensation. This fact is supported by Variable 15,

which reflects the number of holidays an employee wocrked during the past

year, Civilian mean response was + days, while theé mean response for

military mambers was 24 days, Military members have less FREE TINE than

civilians, and this might seem to suggest that military members would
value FREE TIMNE more,

Referring to Tables X and XI, another common variable with an

| F-statistic of 10,0 or greater was HEALTH/SATISFACTION (Variable 74),
When HEALTH/BATISFACTION was the only variable in the function, the

confusion matrix is shown in Fig, 10,

Predicted

Military Civilian

- Military 41, % 58, 7% B
i Actual Iy
Civilian 2e, % n.7%

Fig. 10. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- HEALTH/SATISFACTICN

HEALTH/SATISFACTION could classify correctly 57.&% overall, which was
statistically greater than 53,9%, HEALTH/SATISFACTION, therefore, could
discriminate between civilian and military comrades,

The mean responses for HEALTH/SATISFACTICN are shown in Fig, 11,

A B C D . E F G
Civilian
5.2k

Military
463

Fig. 11. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- HEALTH/SATISFACTION
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This difference was statistically siguificant; civilians were more

satisfled with the HEALTH aspects of their lives than were their

military counterparts,
HEALTH was defined as:

Fhysical and mental well-being of self and dependents;
having 1llnesses and allpents detected, diagnosed, treated and
cured; quantity and quality of health care and services provided,

It was pointed out in Chapter II that military members have these

medica) services provided practically free of charge -- yet they are

less satisfied than civilians who must pay for this care. There was

only one other variable directly comparable to 74, and that was HEALTH/

IMPORTANCE, Variable 66. In both discriminant functions, it has a

The overall percentage correctly

low F-statistic -- less than 5.0,

classified by HEALTH/TMPORTANCE alone was only 50% which was insignificant;

further, the mean responses of the two groups were statistically the sane,

So the importance of HEALTH was the same to both groups, but civilians
were more satisfied with the HEALTH aspects of their lives,

The other QOAFLI that showed up in the top varlables was PERSONAL

CROWTH -- the SATISFACTION variable (72) in subsample 1 and the IMPORTANCE

variable (63) in subsample 2, PERSONAL GROWTH was defined as:

To be able to develop individual capacities; education/training;
meking full use of my abilities; the chance to further my potential,

The validated confusion matrix for PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE is shown

in Filg, 12,

Predicted

Military
Military | 63,13 3%.9%
55.0% L5, 0%

Fig. 12. Confusion Matrix -- ¥ilitary/Civilian -- PERSCNAL GROWTH/
IMPORTANCE

Civilian

Actual

Civilian
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The overall percentage correctly classified was 53,3, and Insignificant.

The inference was that PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE could discriminate

no beiter than a classification scheme based on chance, The mean re-

sponses to PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE are depicted in Fig, 13,

_LF_I
T 7

Civilian  Military
5.97 6.34
Fig, 13, Mean Responses - Military/Civilian -- PERSONAL GROWTH/

IMPORTANCE

The difference was significant, and the authcr concluded that military

members viewed PERSONAL GROWTH as more important than did civilians,

PERSUNAL GROWTH/SATISFACTICN was somewhat more difficult to

analyze, It was pointed out earller in this chapter that the mean re-

‘ sponses of clvilian personnel to PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION differed r;

between the two subsamples, a fact which should be kept in nind for

The validated confusion matrix for Variable 72

this discussion,

(PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION) is shown in Fig. 14,

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military | 59.6% Lo, u%
Civilian | 56.9% 43,1% .

Actual

Fig, 14, Confusion Matxix -- Military/Civilian --PERSONAL GROWTH/
SATISFACTION

The overall percentage correctly classified was 50,7%, and was nat

statistically greater than P, which was 53,8%, PERSONAL GRCWTH/

SATISFACTION, therefore, wes not an effective discrinlnator. The




GOR/SM/76D-11

difference in the mean responses o. military and civilian personnel
from esach subsample was not statistically significant, PERS"NAL GROWTH
was much more important to military people than to their civilian
co-workers, tut the amount of satisfaction expressed was the same for
both groups.

In an attempt to further illuminate any differences, the QCAFLI's
were split into two groups -- the IMPORTANCE QCAFLI's and the SATISFACTION
QOAFLI's, When the entire set of QOAFLI's was analyzed together, only
four seemed to "c:and out” from the rest, Dividing the variables into
subsets was done to determine if one of the other iadividual variables
might "stand out" within a smaller subset, The results of the discriminant

functlon computed on the IMPORTANCE subset are summarized in Table XII,
Table XII

Summary Table
Military/Civilian -- IMPORTANCE Q0AFLI'S

Varlable (Number)

FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59)

PERSONAL GROWTH/IFORTANCE (63)
HEALTH/IMPCRTANCE (65)

ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPOCRTANCE (57)
ECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (52)
WORK/IMPORTANCE (60)

PERSONAL STANDING/IMPCRTANCE (64)
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61)

EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62)
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As before, FREE TIME was the most powerful; however, in this subset
no other variables contributed nearly as much, The author would also
like to point out the value of A -- it decreased to only ,940, as

compared to .S41 before, The confusion matrix is shown in Fig, 15.

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 70.%% 29.2%
Civilian 45,4% 54, 6%

Fig., 15, Confusion Metrix -- Military/Civilian -- IMPORTANCE QOAFLI's
When the subset was compared to FREE TIYE/IMPORTANCE alone (Fig, &), the
correct classification of military personnel had improved, but the correct
classification of civilians worsened, The saue conclusions were drawn
from a comparison of this subset to the entire sot of QUAFLI's (Fig. 5).
The IMPORTANCE QOAFLI's could discriminate between the two populations,
since the overall percentage correctly classified of 62,08 was statis-
tically greater than 53,5%, Nc other variabdbles, taken individually,
showed up as significant in this subset,

The results of the SATISFACT.ON QCAFLI's subset are shown 1in
Table XIII and Fig. 16, Wilks lambda remained relatively high, and the
overall percentage correctly classified was 57%%, which was significantly
laxrger than 53.8%. As in the other subset of QOAFLI'S, no new individ-
ual variables appeared to be important,

Military versus Military, The military personnel were divided

according to whether their supervisors were military or civilian, The

purpose of this division was to determine if civilian and military




Table XI1II
Summary Table

Military/Civilian -- SATISFACTION Q0AFLI's

Variable (Number) F

HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74)

PERSONAL GROWTH,/SATISFACTION (72)
ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66)
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68)

EQUITY /SATISFACTICN (71)

PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73)
ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67)
WORK/SATISFACTION (69)

Predicted
Military Civilian

Military 60,7% 39. 3%
Civilian 46,14 53.9%

Actual

Fig. 16, Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- SATISFACTION QCAFLl's
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supervisors affected the military members' perceptions of their
QCAFLI's, For all QUAFLI's -~ both IMPORTANCE and SATISFACTION-~

the results from the two subsamples are summarized in Tables XIV and XV,

Table XIV
Summary Table

Subsample 1 -- Military/Military -- QOAFLI's

Variable (Number)

PERSONAL STANDING,/SATISFACTION (73)
ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (60)
ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67)
WORK/SATISFACTICN (69)
HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74)

FREE TIVE/SATISFACTION (68)
PERSCNAL' GROWTH/SATISFACTION (63)
FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59)

BQUITY/SATISFACTION (71)

PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72)
FEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65)
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62)
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION (70)
WORK/IMPORTANCE (60)
LEADERSHIP/SUFERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61)




Table XV

Sumpary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/“ilitary -- QOAFLI's

| ~ Varisble (Number) F A __‘
; LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/DMPORTANCE (61) 5.4 .935 "
| FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59) 2.50 .978
A HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74) 2,83 .97 -
, PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE (63) 2,27 965 ‘7
WORK/IPORTANCE (60) 96 <962 -
LEADRRSHIP/SUPERV [STON/SATISFACTTON (70) .59 .961 ‘
' EQUITY/SATISFACTION (71) .65 959 -
PERSONAL STANDING/INMPORTANCE (64) 31 .958 i’j
EQUITY,/IMPORTANCE (62) M5 957
PERSCNAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72) .26 .956
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (48) .27 955 !
PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73) 16 .955 '
: HEALTH/IMPCRTANCE (65) ' d1 .955 ‘
ECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (58) 13 954 .
ECCNOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66) .08 954
BCONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57) .03 950

BCONCMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67)
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The firs: onvious point is that the top variables of both tables were
quite different., It would appear at first glance that search bias
existed, but the following discussion will show that the questiion of
search bias was irrelevant in this case, Another point of interest was
that not all variasbles were included in the cdlscriminant function -- the
reason was that thely associated F-statistic had a value of les3 than
.01, Relatively low I-statistics and high A 's were found, and the
iaference was that the two populations -- military members with civilian
suparvisors and military members with military supervisore -- were

difficult to differentiate, The validated confusion matrix follows:

Predicted
Military Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor
Military 64, 2% 35.5%
Actual Supervisor
ctua Civilian i, b 55.6%
Supervisor

Fig. 17. Confusion Matrix -- Militery/Military -~ QOAFLI's

Tne military versus milltary alignment consisted of 346 milltary persomiel
with milltary supervisors, and 18 with civilian supervisors, (The astute
reader will notice that two persons wers lost: 366 military members

were included at the beginning, compared to 364 now. The reascn for two
surve;s being lost was that the division of the military people was

based on thelr response to Variable 11, which was "Wio rates ynu?® If

an individual left that question dlank, SFSS eliminated hie survey from
the analysis.,) The overanll percentage correctly classified waes 67,1,

which was insignificant -- P was 346/364, or 95%, The conclusion was

that the discriminant function was useless, and that was why search bias
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was irrelsvant. Tnis conclusion wes further verified by pexforming
t-teats on the mean responses of sach JOAFLI for the iwc groups -- no
differsnce was significant,

Ths variables were not broken down into two subsets, nor analyzed
individually, because the largest F-stalistic for the entire set of
QOAFLI's was only S.41, Dividing the QOAFLI's into different subsets
would never have produced a larger F-statistic., Sonme of the smaller
values might have increased, but none could have ever exceeded 5,41,

he conclusion was that 1t made no difference whether a military
parson's supervisor was milltary or civiliaa, as reflected in that

military person's perceptions of his QOAFLI's,

Civilian versus Civilian, The civilien population was also

investigated in an sttenpt to determlne the influence of military &nd

civilian supervisors. The summarized results follow: .

Table XVI
Summary Tabdle

Subsample 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -- JOAFLI's

variable (Number) F Pl
SCONOMIC STANTARD/SATISFACTION (66) 5.30 .987
WORK/IMPORTANCE (69) 8,84 .967
HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74) 4,33 957
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61) 2,45 951
SCONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57) 1.67 947
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62) 1.73 JO43
PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72) 1.4 J940
ECONCMIC SECURITY/ITMPCRTANCE (58) 1.00 938

89




Table XVI (Continued)

Sumnary Table
Subsample 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -- JCAFLI's

variabls (Number)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION 1,04 935 i
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68) .78 934 3".
FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59) 81 .932

ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFAGTION (67) .38 .931 3
PERSCNAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73) IR .930 ‘
WORK/SATISFACTION (69) A3 .929 4
HEALTH/TMPORTANCE (65) 12 .929

PERSONAL STANDING/IMPORTANCE (64) . Ok .929

EQUITY/SATISFACTION (71)

Table XVII
Sunmary Tabls
Subsahple 2 -- Civilian/Civilian -- QOAFLI's

Variable (Number)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTICN (70) 1.69 .99
ECONOMIC SECURITY/LMPORTANCE (58) .88 9%
HEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65) 1,56 +790
PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE (63) .99 .98%
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62) .77 .98€
ECCHOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (65) 73 .98k
ECONOKIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67) 1.n 981
FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59) .96 . 979

WORK/IMPCRTANCE (60)

EQUITY/SATISFACTION (71)



Table XVII (Continued)
Sunmary Table
Subsample 2 -- Civilian/Civilian -~ Q0AFLI'S

Variable (Number) A

PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73) .06 977

: PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72) .08 977
T FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68) .05 977
WORK/SATISFACTION (69) .03 976

ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57) 0 .976

Here again, the F-statistics were comparatively small, walle A was

relatively high. The validated confuslon matrix follows:

Predicted

tiilitaxy

Civilian

Ry Supervisoer Supervisor
Miiltary
Actuay Supervisor 54, 7% R4
Civilian
Supervisor LR 50,65

Fig, 18, Confusion Matrix -- Civilian/bivilian -- Q0AFLI's

The new group consisted of 420 civilians, 106 having military super-~

visors, while 314 were supervised by civilians, which made 2 757%, The

overall percentage correctly classified was 51,7, which was insignif-

icant, The question of search bias proved again irrelevant., These

statistice implied that it would be extremely difficult to distinguish

civillans' perceptions of thelr QCAFLI's based on whether their super-

visors were military or cilvilian,

The conclusions were not fully supported by the t-test for

In subsample 2, all differences were

differences in mean responses,
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statistically zero, but not in subsample 1, The mean response for the
group supervised by mllitary was greater on ECCNOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTICH
(variadle 86) and lower o. HEALTH/SATISFACTION (Variable 74), So why
did these two varlables not have larger F-statistics in the discrim-
inant function? There are two reasons, First, the mean responses were
not vastly different; the levels of signiflicance were ,026 and ,043 for
Variables 66 and 74, respectively, Second, in Chapter III, the author
pointed cut that discriminant analysis 1s also based on varlances, For
these two variables and thrse two groups, the levels of slgnificance
for the F-test of variances were ,466 and ,531, respeétively. The mean
responses were cnly slightly different, and thelr varlances were the
same -- that is why they had relatively low F-statistics in the discrim-
inant function,

The Q0AFLI's were not subdivided for the same reasons as given
in the preceding section: with such small F-statistics, no more
insight could be gained, The conclusion was that clivilian perceptions
of their JCAFLI's were the same whether they were supervised by militarxy

or civilian,

"Criss-Cross", The "Criss-Cross"™ groups were deflned by whether
they had "1like" or "unlike" supervisors: in group 1 were military per-
sonnel with mllitary supsrvisors and civillans with civilian supervisors,
and group 2 consisted of military members with civilian supervisors and
civilians with military supervisors, The purpose of such an alignnent
was to determine 1f personnel could be differentiated on the basis of

whether thelr supervisor was "1llke" or "unlike", The results follow:
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Table XVIII

Summary Table

Subsample 1 -~ "Criss-Cross™ -- QOAFLI's

Varjable (Number)

ECCNOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57)

ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66) 2,10 .992
WORK/TMPORTANCE (50) 2,27 .989
PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72) 1,15 .988
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION (70) 1,54 .9% . .
PERSONAL STANDING/SATISFACTION (73) 72 985 t
EQUITY/SATISFACTION (71) .95 984
BECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67) .55 .983
FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59) 48 .983
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE (62) Sb .532
ECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (58) Il .982
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68) _ .28 .981

. LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61) .29 .981
HBALTH/SATISFACTION (74) .13 .981 .
PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE (63) AL .930 S
PERSONAL STANDING,/THPORTANCE (64) 13 .980 5
WORK/SATISFACTION (69) .04 .980 ]
HEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65) "
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Tatle XIX

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- "Criss-Cross" -- QOAFLI's

Variable (Number)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE (61)
FREE TIME/SATISFACTION (68)

FREE TIME/IMPORTANCE (59)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION (70)

HEALTH/IMPORTANCE (65)

PERSONAL GROWTH/IMPORTANCE (63)
WORK/IMPORTANCE (60)
HEALTH/SATISFACTION (74)

ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67)
2CONNMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66)
EQUITY/SATISFACTION (71)

PERSONAL STANDING/SATL: FACTION (73)
PERSONAL GROWTH/SATISFACTION (72)
WORK/SATISFACTION (69)

PERSONAL STANDING/INPORTANCE (64)
EQUITY/IMPCRTANCE (62)

ECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE (53)

ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE (57)
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Predicted
Like Unlike
Like 58.6% b1,4%
Unlike 4o 4% 51.6%

Actual

Fig, 19. Confusion Matrix -- "Criss-Cross" -- QOAFLI's
Extremely small F-statistic values and high A 's again implied that
these two groupe had too much overlap to successfully discriminate
between them, The division of personnel consisted of 660 with "like"
supervisors, and 124 with "unlike” supervisors, The overall percentage
correctly classified was 57.53, and insignificant, as P was 84,2%
(660/784). Again the discriminant function proved to be of no value,
The t-test for mean responses verified the uselessness of the function;
all differences in mean responses for all QUAFLI's were statistically
zero. Because of the extremely low values of thé F-statlstlcs, no
further breakdown of variables was pexrformed, The authox concluded
that there were no differences between the two groups in texms of the

QUALITY OF LIFE measurements,

JOB RELATED

Military versus Civilian, In the initial run, all variables were

included that related to the JOB aspects of the surveys -~ these were
identified in Chapter III, Tables XX and XXI summarize the results
from the two subsamples, When the two discriminant functions were
compared, the first four variables were the same, Upon examination

of the top nine variables (the point at which any meaningful comparison
»ould stop), eight were found in both functions. The implication was

that the questlons that differentiated subsanpie 1 also differentiated

95




IVIMOTNT L CTATYSA TS TP s T T N Ty T e e e ey g - TR AT e A s mTm .
N e -
i

Table XX

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- JOB

Variable (Number) F Pa

For whom would you rather work? (35) 282.69 37 ﬂ

Too many cuteide activitles? (29) 182,70 .598

Over whom would you rather work? (38) 96,32 533 ‘%

Career inient, (28) 23,54 515 ]

Job recognition, (33) 33.15 ol ,

Work appropriate for grade? (34) 24,08 W79 3

Favorable features about the AF as a place é
to work, (44) 13.93 471 1

Job preparing you for future? (21) 9.57 65 :

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) 9,42 460 §

Rather work for a man/woman? (42) 10,18 ' sk :

Job freedom, {32) 7.04 50

Your job compared to othexr people, (26) 6.70 RIS

Svaluate your present job, (20) 3.75 Juah

Satisfied with your job? (23) 2.47 L2

Where should military women work? (42) 2,46 L

How do you like your job? (24) .99 L0 :

WORK/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (69) 1.46 439 :

Feedback from your supervisor? (43) 1,12 J439 :

With whom wculd you rather work? (39) .71 438 '

WORK/IMPORTANCE Q0AFLI (60) Il 438 :

Combined Job Satisfaction Score (56) .19 L4383
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.
Table XX (Continued) . v
(0 Summary Table .
Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- JQB
' 1
Variable (Number) F A
Do you want greater responsibility? (22) . 0l 438 |
How do you feel about changing jobs? (25) .03 438
Table XXI ’
Summaxy Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/Civilian --JOB
Variable (Number) F A
For whom would you rather work? (35) 374,27 ,678 - _’
Too many outside activities? (29) . 148,29 571 f |
' Cver whom would ycu rather work? (38) 102,26 .506 :‘.
Career intent, (23)- 33.52 U485 :
, Job preparing you for future? (21) 12,50 478 ‘
. Satisfied with your job? (23) 16,00 468 {
Favorable features about the AF as a place . ?"
to work, (44) 8,49 463 1.
dork appropriate for grade? (34) 10,84 JLs9 .
Job recognition, (33) 7.16 453
Job freedom, (32) 5,81 RIIT]
Where should military women work? (42) 4,42 RO {3
Rather vork for man/woman? (43) 2,86 RO ; =
How do you like your job? (24) 2,92 Ly g "
How do you feel about changing jobs? (25) 3.4 L2 % -\
! 3
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. : Table XXI (Continued) : '
. Summary Table y
. ‘ Subsample 2 -- Military/Civilian -- JOE 4
Variable (Number) F A
Evaluate vour present job, (20) 2,31 Lo :;

WORK/IMPORTANCE 0AFLI (60) 47 440 ;,'

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) L9 440 ;l

Combined Job Satisfaction Score (56) .22 440

WORK/SATISFACTICON Q0AFLI (69) .18 L0 _

Your job compared to other people, (26) .17 439 i?

Do you want greater responsibility? (22) Lol 439 ?‘
'

i . &
gubsample 2; therefore, the two discriminant functions appearec to be B

the sane, The first step of cross-validatlon for this subset is com- -

pleted as search blas was determined to be negligible, l
The author contrasted the summary tables above with the JCAFLI's,

Tables X and XI, of the preceding subsection. The value of the highest

F-statistic for the Q0AFLI subset was 48,16, while in the Job related

subset, the largest F-statistic value was 374,27. In the J0AFLI subset,

the final A was ,526; in the JOB related area, the first variable that

entered the function had a smaller A . The point is that the QUAFLI's

discriminant function was less powerful than the JOB related discrim-

inant function, This was further verified by investigating the validated

confusion matrix for the JOB related aspects, as shown in Fig, 20, This

was an overall 88,37 correctly classifled as compared to 64,.8% for the

ICAFLI's,
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Predicted
Military Civilian
Militaxy | 86.9% 13,%
Actual
Civilian | 10,5% 89,5%

Fig. 20. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- JOB

The confusion matrix from eubsample 1 is depicted in Fig, 21,
Predicted

Militaxy Civillan

Military 48,98 11.2%

Civilian | 14,3 85,7%

Actual

Fig, 21, Subsample 1 Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- JOB
The overeall pasrcentage corrsctly classified was 87,1, and was statisti.
cally the same as £3,3 from the validated confusion matrix, The inference
was, therefore, that no sampling bilas existed, Further, as there was
366 military members and 427 civilians, P was again 53.8%, and the
overall percentage correctly classified was significantly greatex than
P. The conclusion was that the discriminant functlon could distinguish
military personnel from civilians, and the relatively high percentages
correctly classified indicated that the function was very powerful,

After the initial run, the author decided to make severali additional
runs, excluding the top variables one at a time, then two at a time, and §fﬁ
then three at a‘time. The purpose was to datermine if some variable that
had been buried at the bottom of the subset might rise to the top.

When the question "For whom would you rather work?" remained and any

NPT U

other combination of questions was deleted, then "For whom would you

rvathexr work?" remained the most important. When the question "For whonm

etruhmia . e
ot Gt Lo
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would you rather work?" was the only one omitted, then the variatle
"Over whom would you rathexr work?" became the most important, When
Yoth "For wshom and over whom would you rather work?" were excluded,
then "With whom would you rather work?" ascended to the top. When
Tables XX and XXI were examined, "With whom would ycu rather work?"
was found very near the bottom with an F-statistic value of only ,71
in subsample 1 and was even less than .0l in subsample 2; however, it
now nad an F-statistic velue of 167.67. The purpose of excluding %he
top variables had been accomplished -- a variahble tl.at had previcusly
boen "hidden" by more powerful variables was illuminated, It will he
observed that the two sxcluded questions and this guestion were very
similiar: all three concerned working relatlonships with the opposite
population, These three might have been asked, "For whom, with whom,
ané over whom would you rather work?"

Regardless of which one of the three "work with, for , and over”
questions WS omitied, the question conceraing activities that were
not related to the job was always the second most important and became
the top variable when all three were delested during a single run,
Table XXII and Fig. 22 summarize the results from the discriminant
analysis run when all three of the "work with, for, and over" questions

were onitted.
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‘Tabls XXII
Summary Table
Subsample 1 -~ Military,/Civilian -- JOB

4ith Top Variables Missing

Variable (Number)

Too many outside activities? (29)
Job recognition, (33)

Vork appropriate for grsde? (3%)
Career intent. (28)

Job freedom, (32)

Job preparing you for future? (21)

Satisfled with your job? (23)

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49)
Evaluate your present job, (20)

Rather work for a man/woman? (43)

where should nmilitary women work? {42)
Feedback from your supervisor? (48)

How do you 1like your job? (24)

Favorable features about the AF as a place
to work. (44)

Comblned Job Satisfaction Score (56)

Do you want grester responsibpility? (22)

Prodicted
Military Civilian

Military | 68.6% 4%

Civilian 25.9% 74.2%

Actusl

Fig, 22, Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- JOB
with Top Variables Missing
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The ovarall percentage correctly classified was significant at 71.5.
"For, with, and over whem would you rather work?" had a certain

amount of intuitive appsal as gond discriminators between the military

and civilian populations, It seemed logical to hypothesiza that members

of one group would prefer to work for, with, and over members of the

same group, T~ determine if these hypotheses were true, thi mean re-

sponses of the three questions were investigated, and the resu.ts

follow:

35, Would you rether work for (i.e., be rated by) a military or civilian

superviscr?

E D ) c _, B A

Definitely Cig%&%&n Mil%?i{y Definitely
Civilian Military
Supervisor No Preference Superviseoxr

Fig. 23. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 35

A variation of the t-test was used to test the hypothesls that sach

medn response was statistically different from a response of “"No Pref-
erence*: this hypothesis was true, Another item of interest was the
distance of sach mean response from "No Preference", and whether these
distances were significantly different, Once again, the t-test was
modified to tesi this hypothesis, and it was found that the two distances
were not the same, The conclusion was that both groups preferred to be
supervised by members of their own group, but military personnel were
mere adamant about it than were their civilian peers, For this question,

the modal response was B for military personnel, and C for civilians,
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a8, ‘Hould you rather supervise military or civilian personnel?

A ): S C L D E
L R g \
Definitely Civiiian Militacy Definitely
Civilian 2,41 3.53 Militarxy

Fig, 24, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 38

The mean responses were statistically different from each othar and

were also different from the response of "No Preference,"” The mean

responses wars equidistant from "No Preference"”, The modal response
for both groups was “No Preferenca",

39'

Would you rather work with military or civillan So-workers?

A B ) C D E

Definitely ciyljjen Militpry Definitely
Civilian No Preferance Military

Fig. 25. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 39

The mean responsss were differunt from each other; each innn response

was different frou "No Preference"; and the mean respouses were equi-

distant from "No Preference", The mode for both populations was “"No

Preference,”
In the following two subsectlions, the influence of supervisors
w1ll be analyzed; that analysis will help provide an insight into the
reasons for the stronger preference on the part of military pwoplc for
military supervisors,
To 1llustrate the power of each of these three guestions -- "For
whom, over whom, &nd with whom would you ruther work?" ~- Figs. 26, 27,
and 23 show the respective confusion matrices when each variable was

the only one ir the discriminant function,
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Military
Qivilian

Actual

Predicted

Militaxry

Civilian

6. 5%

35.5%

15.2%%

84, 5%

Pig. 26, Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -~ "i'er Whom

would you rather work?"
Predicted
Military

Military | L9, 2%
5.2%

Civilisn
50, 8%
9. 8%

Civilian

Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- "Over whom
would you rather work?"

Fig. 27.

Predicted

Military
Civilian

Military

Civilian

39.6%

60, 4%

k.9

95.1%

Fig. 28,

Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- "With whom
would you rather work?"

The overall percentages correctly classified were 75,4, 73,8, and 69.5,
for "For whom, over whom, and with whom", respectively, It was cbserved
that any one of the three questions "For whom, over whom, and with whom
would you rather work?" individually could correctly classify a higher
overall percentage than could the entire sot of JCAFLI's,

Anothex important variable was 29 -- "Too many outside activities”,

When it was the only question entered into the discriminant function,
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it was net as powerful as the three previously discussed, The exact

wording and confusion matrix follows:

29. The Alr Force requires me to participate in too many activities
that are not related to my job,

Predicted

Military Civilian
Military 59.6% 40,42
Civilian 21.% 78.7%

Actual

. Fig. 29, Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 29

To see which group

This variable could correctly classify 70X overall,

percelived that they were participating ln too wany activities not related

to thel  job, mean responses were analyzed,

e P g W L
EAR 0

A B, C , D E
T — -
Civilian Military :
Not i
too 2:09 3.11 Too i
many Undecided = many s

?ig. 30. Mean Responses -- Military,/Civilian -- Variable 29

ThiL difference was statlstically significant, When the author exanined

the respouses more closely, it was found that 4LU% of the military re-

sponses weres either D or E, while only 15% of the civilians responded

the same, The implication was that military members perceived that they

have to participate in more activities that are unrelated to their job

than do civilians,

Another questicn that stood out was "Career Intent" -- Variable 28,

This variable hai coasiderably less predicted power than the four pvevi-

ously discussed variables, which was reflected in the confusion natrix

when it was entered alone in the discriminant functilon.
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28. ‘'hich one of the following best describes your feelings toward

long term employment with the Alx Force?

Predicted

Military Cirilian
Mnit&rj 42. 9/’0 570 l%

Civilian 35.5% 64,47

Actual

Fig. 31. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 28

The cverall percentags correctly classified was 54,57 and was not

statistically greater than P of 53.83, The mean responses for “Career

Intent" are shown in Filg, 32.

A P 3 c D E
I - Undecided i
Career Civilian Military No ;i:_
Intent 1,43 2,00 Intent :

Fig. 32. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 28
The difference Iin mean recponses was statistically significaant, as were
the variances of the two groups -- 1,73 for military uembers in contrast
to only .74 for civilians, The mode for each zroup was A, but 34% of

the civilians indicated A or B, while only 71% of the military people

responded the same, The conclusion was that civilians had a higher

career intent,

"Job recognition” also scored high in the discriminant function -~
it had an F-statistic of 33,15 in subsample 1 and a value of 46,10 in

the subset with the top variables excluded, Fig. 33 shows the confusion

matrix for “Job recognition" (Variable 33) when it was the only variable
in the function,

The exact wording was
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33. Does your lsmediate supervisor glve you recognition for a job
well done?
Predicted
Military Civilian
Militaxy| 44,5% 55.5%
Civilian| 29.0% 71.0%

Actual

Fig. 33. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -= Variable 33
“Joo recognition® could correctly classify 58.8% overall, and that
was statistically greater than P of 53,8%, The mean responses to "Job
recognition® follow;
A B 1 C ¢ D E

Civilian Military
Never 2.89 3.13 Very

Sometines Frequently

Any
Recognition

Fig. 34. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 33

The difference in mean responses was statistically significant, Further,

37% of the civilians responded with A or B, indicating that they never

or seldom received recognition, as compared to 18% of the militaxy

population, The conclusion was that military people perceived that

they received more recognition for a job well done that did civilians,
Variable 34 was "Do you feel that the work you are now doing 1is

appropriate to the grade you hold?" It also possessed some predictive

power, as shown in Fig, 35.
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Predicted

Military Civilian
Military | 67,.5% 32.5%
Civilian| 45,0% 55.0%

Actual

Fig. 35. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 34

The overall percentage correctly classified was 60.8%, and vas greater
than P of 53.8%. "Work appropriate for gcade?” could, therefore,
differentiate the two groups, The mean responses for "Work appro-
priate for grade?" follow:

A C, D E
L] ¥
Grade Miéfggry 015%%%an Grade
Higher rade iower
than About than
dork Right work

Fig. 36. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 34

The difference in the mean responses was significant; moreover, the mode

for military resronses was C, while for civillans it was both C and D.

The inference was that military and civilian personnel alike perceived

their grade or rank as being too low for the work they were doingi

clivillans, however, felt more strongly about it than their counterparts,
The "Job freedom™ varliable also deserved investigation,

32, Are you glven the freedom you need to do your Job well?

¥hen alone in the discriminant function, "Job freedom" correctly

<classified 54,17 overall, ' An additional breakdown follows:
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Predicted
Military Civilian
Military | 40.4% 59.6%
Actual
Civilian 34.2% 65.8%

Filg. 37. Confusion Matrix -- Milltary/Civilian -- Variable 32
The 54,1% correctly classified was not greater than P of 53.8%. 1In
other words, “Job freedom"” would not be able to effectively distinguish
civiliens from ilitary personnel, The mean responses aze deplcted in
Fig. 38.

A B c . , D T
Never Any "1%f§§’y °1§f§&‘“ Always
Freedom Sometimes Freedom Freedon

Fig, 38, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 32

The difference in mean responses was significant; when the responses

. were examined more.closely, the mode was found to be D for military

personnel and E for civilians, Alternatively stated, 37% of the
civilians responded that they always had the freedom necessary to do
their job well, while only 25% of their milltary peers answered the
sane,

The other variables pointed out in Tables XX, XXI, and XXII had
practically no predictive power when consldered individually; rather,
their value was to add a small amount of predictive power to the variables
already included, For this reason, no more individual confusion matrices
will be presented in this subsection, Instead, the author has presented
only the t-test results,
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] 21, Do you think your present job is preparing you to assume future

N positions of greaier responsibllity? 3

A B c D E

Civilians Military
NO 209‘+ 3.3? YOB
Undecided

Fig. 39, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 21 '8

The difference was significant; military personnel believed their jobs

were preparing them for the future, whlle civilian responses were
undecided.,

23, Which one of the following shows how much of the time you feel
satisfled with your job?

A B C ! D E F G 5
Civili Milit "
All of bt MY
The Time Half of the Time Never

Fig. 40, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 23
The difference was significant; civilians indicated satisfactlion with .
their jobs more of the time than their military countezparts, -

40, How often do you and your supervisor get together to set your
personal performance objectives?

A B_, C D E
Mili Civilian
Never 2. %g.ry 2,30 Vexry
Sometimes Frequently

Fig. 41, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 49

The mean responses were statistically the sane, ]
In summary, when military personnel were contrasted wlth thelr

civilians co-workers, the most important varlables were the intuitively

appealing oness "For whom, over whom, and with whom would you rather
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work?" Each group preferred to work for, over, and with members of their
own group. Civillans had a higher career intent, wers required to
participate in fewer-.outside activities unrelated to their jobs, re-
celved less recognition for & job well done, considered their grade too
low for their work, had more freedom to do their jobs, expressed more
satisfaction with their jots, and set goals with thelr supervisors more
cften than did their military peers. Moreover, civillians expressed the
perception that their present jobs were not preparing them for the

future to the same extent as military personnsl,

Military versus Military, Military personnel were divided into two

groups, based on whether thelr supervisors were civilian or military,
and discriminant analysis was attempted, The first step in the cross-
vallidatlon procedure was to examine both discriminant functions. These

results are summarized in Tables XXIII and XXIV,

Table XXIII

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Military -- JOB

Variable (Number) F A
Your job compared to other people, (26) 2,85 .992
Evaluate your present job, (20) 4,85 .979
How do you feel about changing jobs? (25) 1.73 974
WORK/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (60) 1,87 ,969
Job recognition, (33) 1.50 .965
Do you want greater responsibility? (22) 1.35 .961
For whom would you rather work? (35) .68 .960
111
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Teble XXIII (Continued)
Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Military -- JOB :

Variable (Number) F Pa)
Combined Job Satisfaction Score (56) 7 .958
Job preparing you for future? (21) 77 «956
You and supervisor set objectives? (49) A3 .955
; Over whom would you rather work? (38) .56 953
Job freedom, (32) »36 .952
F&vor::l: of;a.tm; about the AF as a place 8 951 |
Work apprcpriate for grade? (34) «30 +950
+  K/SATISFACTION QCAFLI (69) 26 99
F e work for a man/woman? (43) .19 <949
Feedback from your supervisor? (48) : W15 948
Care. intent. (28) .14 .948
How you like your Job? (24) .06 943
Satisfied with your job? (23) .o +548
Where should military women work? (42) .02 948
With whom would you rather work? (39) ,01 548
112




Table XXIV

Summary Table
Subtsample 2 ~- Military/Military -- JOB

Variable (Number) | F

Rather work for a man/woman? (43) 4,12 .989

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) 4,17 .977

Too many outside activities? (29) ' 2,45 .971

For vhom would you rather work? (35) 1.56 967 P

Your job compared to other people, (26) 1,00 . 964 ‘

Combined Job Satisfaction Scoxe (56) L,45 .952

How do you like your job? (24) 2.27 46 i .

Job recognition. (33) 1.32 43 S :

How do you feel about changing jobs? (25) 1.30 .939 i

Satisfied with your job? (23) 2.01 934

Where should militaxy women work? (42) .83 .931

Over whom would you rather work? (38) 50 .930 g ‘~

With whom would you rather work? (39) 1.58 +926 x
Y Evaluate your present job. (20) .35 «925

Job freedom, (32) «29 924

WORK/IMPORTANCE QCAFLI (60) .19 924

Favorable features about the AF as a place

to work, (44)

Do you want greater responsibility? (22)
Work apriopriate for grade? (34) .08 .923
WORK/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (69) .05 <923

Career intent, (28)

Feedback from your supervisor? (48)
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Quite obviously, the discriminant functlions were different, but the
extremely low F-statistics implied that both functions were worthless,
This was illustreted again when the author attempted to validate the
confusion matrix shown in Fig. 42,

Predicted
Militaxy Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor
Military T =
Supervisor 76. 23.
Actual  ry0iltan
Supervisor 88.9% 11,18

Fig. 42, Confusion Matrix -- Military/Military -- JOB
P was 95%, as W6 military members were supervised by military personnel,
while only 18 had civilian supervisors, The discriminant functlion
classified only 73.1% correctly overall, which was insignificant,
Consequently, the conclusion was that it would be extremely difficult
to differentiate the two populations, There was anothexr area of interest,
however, concerning the three important variables from the preceding
subsection: “For whom, over whom, and with whom would you rather work?"
These three variables had low F-statistic values in both functions,
indicating that they would be of limited use in discriminating between
military personnel, To get a better look at the variables, the mean

responses were analyzed,
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. -

35, For whom would you rather work?

v LEAERA L o s anbieads o AR AP AT e U e

~
¢ E D c \B A
ilitary givilian
Definitely No Surers ) Syver= Definitely
Civilian Prefezence Y3771  '3.08 Military

Fig. 43.
The difference was not sigaificant,
38.

Mean Responses -- Military/Military -- Variable 35

Would you rather supervise military or civillan personnel?

A c o, D E

Milltary Civilian .
Definitely No Super- Super- Definitely !
Civilian Preference Visor  visor “ilitary g

3.53 3.4

Fig, U4, Mean Responses -- Military/Military -- Variable 38

The responses were equal,

39.

N

Would you rather work with military or civilian co-workers?

A B C g D £ .

S ¥ilitary Civilian ;.
Definitely No éu Qra-'ry Sixgez- Definitely v

Civilian Perference V3 gﬁ V3 gg Military : '

Fig. 45. Mean Responses -~ Military/Military -- Variable 39

The responses were statlistically the same, The conclusion was that
military personnel with civillan superviscrs wexe no more inclined to
work for, with, or over civilians than were their military comrades sho
were supervised hy military commanders,

Civilians versus Civilians, There wers 106 civilians supervised

by military personnel, while 314 civilians worked for civilian super-

visors. The results from the discriminant analysis performed on these

two populations are summarized in Tables XXV and XXVI,



Table XXV
Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -- JCB

Variable (Number) F

Career intent, (28)

For whom would you rather work? (35) 9,04
Work appropriate for grade? (34) 5.64
How do you like your job? (24) 5.3
WORK/IMPORTANCE CAFLI (60)

How do you feel about changing Jjobs? (25)

Job recognition. (33)

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49)

Favorable features about the AF as a place
to work, (L&)

With whom would you rather work? (39)
Do you want greater responsibility? (22)
Job rreparing you for future? (21)
#here should military women work? (42)
Svaluate your present job, (20)

Over whom would you rather work? (33)
WORK/SATISFACTION Q0AFLI (69)

Conbined Job Satisfaction Score (56)
Your job compared to other people, (26)
Too many outside activities. (29)
Feedback from your supervisor. (43)

Job freedom, (32)




Table XXVI

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Civilian/Civilian -- JOB

Variable (Number)

For shom would you rather work? (35)
Your job compared to other people, (26)
Job preparing you for future? (21)

How do you like your job? (24)

Combined Job Satisfaction Score (56)
Career intent, (28)

How do you feel about changing jobs? (25)
Job freedom, (32)

Work appropriate for grade? (34)

Too many outside activitles? (29)

Favorable features about the AF as a place
to work, (4&)

Satisfied with your job? (23)

Eveluate your present job. (20)

With whom would you rather work? (39)

Over whom would you rather work? (38)

where should military women work? (42)

You and your supervisor szt objectives? (49)
Job recognition, (33)

Feedback f£rom your supervisor? (48)

Rether work for a man/woman? (43)

Do you want greater responsibility? (22)




Tadble XXVI (Continued)
Sunmary Table

Subsample 2 -- Civilian/Civilian -- JCB

Variable (Numbexr) F A
WORK/IMPOKTANCE QCAFLI (60) .03 .B60
WORK/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (69) .07 860

When the discriminant functions were compared, the function derived from
subsample 1 yielded very little; subsample 2 produced a function that
singled out "For whom would you rather work?" as being important, The
predictive power of the two functions was satistically the same as can
be seen in Figs., 46 and 47,

Predicted
Military Civilian
Supexrvisor Supervisor
Military = =
Supervisor ] 33.
Actual o vilan
Supervisor N.7% 68.3%

Fig, 46, Subsample 1 Confusion Matrix -~ Civilian/Civilian -- JOB

Predicted
Military Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor
Militarxy -
Supervisor | 62.3% 37.7%
Actual i vilien
Supervisor | 29,9% 7C. 1%

Fig, 47, Subsample 2 Confusion Matrix -- Civilian/Civilian -- JUB
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Even though "Foxr whom would you rather work?" nad an F-statistic value
of 25,21 in subsample 2, the final discriminent function derived from
subsample 2 was no more effective than the function dsrived from sub-
sample 1, This was better illustrated by comparing the final A\ 's,
.865 and ,860 for subsamples 1 and 2, respectively,

The validated confusion matrix for civillan versus civilians in the
JOB related aspects of their lives is shown in Fig, 48,

Predicted

Military Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor
Military T =
Supervisor 9. 50,%

Actual  nyviltan
Supervisor | 38.2% 61.8%

Flg. 48, Confusion Matrix -- Civillan/Civilian -- JOB

There were 420 civilians total with 314 supervised by civilians, making
P ?4,.8%, The overall percontage correctly classifled for subsample 1,
subsample 2, and ths vaiildated confusion matrix was 67.9, 68,1, and 58,6,
respectively, and &all three were insignificant, The implication was
that both discriminant functions were useless, and the two groups
could not be discriminated based on the JOE related aspects of their
lives,

The author again wished to investigate supervisor influence on the

three variables, "For whom, over whom, and with whom would you rather

work?" The mean responses of civillan versus clvilians to these tliree

questions follow:

35, 4Would you rather work for (i.e.,, be rated by) a military or civilian
supervisor?
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Definitely gg gvjig“ S“geuﬂﬂ Definitely i
Civilan No Preference Military 51
Fig. 49, Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 35 !
The difference was significant,
38, Would you rather supervise military or civilian personnel? ;
i )
A . B_, ., c D E 1
civilian Military
Definitely Sugeg;isor Supsrgg.sor Definitely
Civilian No Preference Military

Fig. 50. Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 38

For subsample 1, the difference was 3ignificant at a level of ,02; for
subsample 2, the level of significance was ,06, -

39. Would you rather work with military or civilian co-workers?

A C D B
g 14.1 111
Definitely Subg FOI ugm or Definitely ,!
Civilian No Preference Military 3

Fig. 51, Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 39

Agalin, the mean responses were not the sanme,

In summary, all civillans preferred to werk for, over, and with
other civilians, The responses of civilians with military commenders,
however, were not ns strong as the responses of civilians with civilian
8upervisors, In other words, civillans working for military supervisors
tended to be more indifferent to these three questions than their civilian
peexs working for civilian supervisors, This should be contrasted to the
military responses to the questions in the preceding.subsection -- the J

military responses were the same, regardless of whether they were
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supervised by civillan or military personnel,

o b o 1 B e R D o

"Criss-Cross", For this analysis, AF personnel were divided

according to whether their supervisor was "like” or "unlike", The “like"

population consisted of nilitary members supervised by military members

and civilians supervised by civilians; the "unlike" population contained
military personnel commanded by civilians and civilians led by military

personnel, Discriminant analysis was then performed on the two popula~

tions, and the results are summarized in Tables XXVII and XXVIII,

Table XXVII

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- "Criss-Cross” -- JOB

Variable (Number)

Too many outside activities? (29) 13,68 .983
For whom wc 1ld you xather work? (35) 5,72 976
WORK/IMPORTANCE QCAFLI (60) 5.09 969 '“
You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) 3.64 .965
How do you like your job? (24) 3.42 .960
Combined Job Satisfaction Score (56) 5.71 .953 !

Job recognition, (33) -
Your job compared to other people. (26)

Job preparing you for future? (21) 2,92 943
Career intent. (28) 2.88 »939
Do you want greater responsibility? (22) 1.19 .938 B
Satisfied with your job? (23) .78 .937

Work appropriate for grade? (34)



Table XXVII {Continued)
Sumery Table

Subsample 1 -- "Criss-Cross" -- JOB

Variable (Number)

Where should military women work? (42) ) .936
Feodback from your supervisor? (48) 25 .935
Rsther work for a man/woman? (43) A8 .935
WORK/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (69) .08 .935
Over whom would you rather work? (38) 06 - .935
With whom would you rather work? (39) .07 <935
Job freedom. (32} .06 .935

Evaluate your present job, (20)

Table XXVIII
Summary Table

Subsample 2 -- "Criss-Cross" -- JOB

Variable (Number)

Over whom would you rather work? (38)

.; Career intent, (28) 8.13 976

; Job preparing you for future? (21) 4,26 971

. How do you like your job? (24) 11,57 .957
i Too many outside activities? (29) 2.63 .953
! For whom would you rather work? (35) 2.19 .951

! Job recognition. (33) 1,58 949

WORK/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (60)
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Table XXVIII (Continued)

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- "Criss-Cross" -- JOB

Variable (Number) P

With whom would you rather work? (39)
Combined Job Satisfaction Score (56)

How do you feel about changing jobe? (25)
Satisfied with your job? (23)

Your job compared to other people, (26)
Where should military women work? (42)
Work appropriate for grade? (34)

Job freedom, (32)

Do you went greater responsibility? (22)

Feedback from your supervisor? (48)

WORK/SATISFACTION CAFLI (69)
Evaluate your present job. (20)
Rather work for a man/woman? (43) .936

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) .936

The top varlables were not the same in the two discriminant functions,
The fact that the F-statistics were relatively low, and the A 's were
somewhat high, implied that the "Criss-Cross" differentiation on JOB
related aspects would be difficult., Using subsample 1, the validated

confusion matrix follows:

LRI o S st bt o A e
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Predicted

Like " Unlike

Like 51, 5% 38.5%
Unlike 6, 8% 53.2%

Actual

Fig. 52, Confusion Matrix -- "Criss-Cross" -~ JOB

The overall percentage correctly classified was 60,2, which was in-

significant, as P was 84.2%; this fact, coupled with the low F-statistics

and high A 's indicated that the two groups could not be distinguished

in the JOB related aspects of their lives,

LEZADERSHIP RELATED
In this subsection, all variables concerrning the LEADERSHIP aspects

Additionally, the fey

of the Quality of Alr Force Life were analyzed.

questions that pertained to NCO's were investigated and recorded later,

Military versus Civilian, As with all variable subsets, a discrimi-

nant analysis computer run was initially accomplished on each of the

The results are summsrized in Tables XXIX and XXX,

two subsamples,

Table XXIX

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number)

For whom would you rather work? (35) 282,69 737

NCO's supervisors or technicians? (47)

Over whom would you rather work? (38)

Quality of military leadership? (30)



Table XXIX (Continued)
Summayy Table

Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Numbex)

Job recognition, (33)

Job freedum. (32)

You and your supervisor set objectives? (45)
Feedback from supervisor? (48)

Supervisor®s influemce? (31)
LEADZRSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION Q0AFLI (70)
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (61)

Table XXX

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP

variable (Number) F

For whom would you rather work? (35) 374,27

Over whom would you rather work? (38) 123.82
Quality of military leadership? (30) 23.94
Job freedom, (32) 12,66
Job recognition, (33) 13,19
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/ TMPORTANCE QCAFLI (61) 4.85
Supervisor's influence? (31) 3.93
Feedback from supervisor? (48) 1.1¢

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (70) .87




GOR/SM/76D-11

Table XXX (Continued)

Summaxy Table
Subsample 2 -~ Military/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number) F A
NCO®s supervisors or technicians? (47) .15 . Shls
You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) .08 .Sl

To determine if search blas existed, it was necessary to compare
The top varlables in both func-

the top variable of the two subsamples,
there were six variables with an F-statistic

tions were contrasted:
value of 10,0 or greater in subsample 1, and five of these six were
Search blas, therefore, wes

also important in the second functlon.

nonexistent.

The second step of the zrossavallidation procadure was to contrast

the confusion matxix of subsample 1 to the velidated confusion matrix,

The confusion matxrices follow:

Predicted

Military
Military L 86,6% 13.%

.avilian L &éo% 83o]$

Fig. 53. Subsample 1 Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian--
LEADERSHIP

Civilian

Actual




s i L A — T

GOR/S¥/76D-11

Predicted

Military Civilian

¥ilitary | 75.1% 24, 9%
Civilian | 15.7% 84, 3%

Actual

Fig. 54. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian —- LEADERSHIP
To determine if sampling bies oxisted, the t-test was used to determine

4 the overall percentages correctly ¢lassified wers equal, The overall

" percentages correctly classified were 84,7 and 80,1, for subsample 1

and the validated confusion matrix, respechively, and the two values
were not statiatically the sane. In other words, & small amount of
sampling bias, as defined by Frank, Massey, and Morrison (1965), was
found to exist in the 1EADERSHIP subset, The blas, however, did not

present any analytical problems. To compensate for the bias, the author

substracted 5% (34,7 less 80,1 was approximately 5) from the overall

pexcentages corrsctly classified for all confusion patrices presented in
this subsection.

The 80,1% correctly classified overall was significantly greater
than P, which wes 53.8%. Consequently, military personnel could be
separated from civillans based on their responses to the LEADZRSHIP
questions,

Rememtering the results of the preceding subsectlon, it was not
surprising to find that »For whom and over whom would you rather work?"
were two important variables, Also found to be important were "Job
recognition” and "Job freedom", These four variables were discussed
previously, and the discussion will not be repeated. The question

concerning NCO®s that finished near the top in subsampls 1 will be
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discussed later in this subsection, The only other variable close to
the top was Variable 30 -- "Quality of military leadership?" When
this variable was entered into the discrimlnant functlon alone, the

following confusion matrix was generated,

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military | 65.3% 7%
Civilian | 64,6% 35.4%

Actual

Fig. 55. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 30
The overall percentage correctly classified was 49.2, and oaly 44,2
after correcting for sampling bias -- both of which were insignificant,
*qualiiy of military leadership?" wes, therefore, not an effective
discriminatorx,

The exact wording of and mean responses to Variable 30 follow:

30, What is your opinion of the quality of military leadership in the
Alr Force?

A . C
¥ T
Excellent Averege
Civilian Military
2.86 3.07

Fig. S6. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 30
The difference was significant, and the inference was that civilians
had a higher opinion of AF leadership than military personnel.

Another discriminant analysis run was conducted with "For whonm
and over whom would you rather work?" and "NCO's supervisors or

technicians?" omitted; the results follow:
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Table XXXI

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Mi;;tary/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP with Top Variables Missing

Variable (Number) F A

Job recognition, (33)

Job freedom. (32)
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (61)
Quality of military leadership? (30)

You and your supervisor set cbjectives? (49)
Feedback from Supervisor, (48)

Supervisor's influence? (31)
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTICN QCAFLI (70)

Predicted

Military Civilian
Military | 82,0% 38.0%
Civilian | 39,87 60.2%

Fig. 57. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -~ LEADERSHIP
with Top Variables Missing

'me' overall percentage correctly classified was 60,1, a significant
amount,

The only variable that stood out here dut not in the initlal run
was the QOAFLI LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORITANCE -~ Variable 61, hen
Variable 61 was the only variable in the discriminant function, the

following confusion matrix resulted:
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Predicted
Military Civilian

Military | 71.6% 28,4%
Civilian| 62.5% 37.5%

Actual

Fig. 58. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 61
The overall percentage correctly classified was 53.2, an insignificant

amount, The mean responses to LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE were

D E ,__F G
ilitary

Low Medlum Civf 1 " 6%00 High

Inportance Importance Importsnce

?ig. 59. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilien -- Variable 61

.y

The military nean response was greater than the civilian mean response,
signifying that military members belleved LZADZRSHIP/SUPERVISICY to be
more lmportant than did civilians,

On the civilian survey in the area concerning NCO's, a possible

response was provided for those civilians who did not know an NCO well

¥,
¢
-
I
-
i3
b
3
]
\
»
i
.
\
\

enough to answer the questions; that response was A, Such a response
was not possible on the military survey, because it was assumed that
all military people knew an NCO, Table XXXII shows tae pexrcentage of

civilians who responded that they did not xnow an iCO,

Table XXXII

Civilians Unacguainted with NCO's

Civilians who Responded with
Variable (Number) *I do not know a Senior lCO,"

NCO's supervisors or techniclans? (47) 21.8%

Respect for NCO's, (52) 22,5%
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Table XXXII (Continued)

Civilians Unacquainted with NCO's

Civilian. who Responded with
Variable (Number) “I do not know a.Senior }CO."

B P

NCO's understand and can communicate, (53) 22.2%

NCO prestige, (54) 27.9%
NCO responsibility. (55) 27.6%

The author has drawn attention to this for two reasons., First, tne fact

that such a large percentage of civillans did not know an NCO was be-

It may be that the scenario dis-

lieved to be important in itself,
cussed earlier, where a military person and a civilian worked side by

side. is not alweys the case, The second reason for pointing out the

difference in possible responses on the two surveys was that the dis-

Since such a large percent-

criminant analysis techniques were affected.

age responded with A, it would necessarily have shifted the mean responses

and variances drastically, In an attempt to circumvent that prodlenm,

those surveys that responded with A -- "I do not know a Senloxr NCO" -~

were eliminated, and then mllitary responses were compared tc civilian

responses, (There were 285 civilians who knew a Senior NCO.) This

analysis allowed an examination of AF personnel who were acquainted
with NCO's, To accomplish such an analysis, the author reccded the

posaible milltary responses to align them with the possible civilian

i E responses, The mean responses and the confusion matrices for the

; individual NCO varlable follow: (The nverall percentages correctly

classified were adjusted for the 5% sampling bias,)
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47, Most senior NCO's (Master, Senior, and Chlief Master Sergeants)
are primarily supervisors rather than technicians,

B D, , B

Strongly Civijipge MILAT  strongly
Disagree Tndecided Agres

Fig. 60, Mean Responses -~ Milltary/Civilian -- Variable 47

The difference was significant,

Predicted

Military Civilian

Military | 77.0% 23,04
Actual

Civilian| 56.0% 44, 0%

Fig, 61. Coafuslon iatrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 47
The overall percentage corractly clsssified was significant at 56.2,

52. I have & lot of respect for most of the senior Nco's (Master, Senlor,
and Chief Master Sergeants) I know,

B n . F
al ) t
Strongly bivtftin Wlﬁ%7%xy Stroagly
Disagres Undecided Agree

Fig. 62. NMean Responses -- Military/Civilian -~ Variasble 52
The military mean response was statistically greater than the civillan
mean response,

Pradicted

Military <lvilian

Military | 74.7% 25.3%
civilian| 72.2% 27.8%

Actual

Fig, 63. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 52
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47.2% were correctly classifled overall; this percentage was not
zignificant.

53. Most of the NCO's understand and are able to communicate with the
poople who work with thenm,

B C D 1 E F
Strongly m"ﬁ}%‘én Mi&% 7 Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agres

Fig. 64. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 53

Statistically; the mean responses were identical.

Predicted
Milltary Civilian
Military 65.2% 3%.8%
Actual
Civilian 70,8% 29,2%

Fig. 65. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 53

The overall percentage correctly classified of 42,9 was insignificant,

54, NCO prestige has declined over the past several years,

B C p y B F
Civilian Military
Strongly 3.99 4,79 Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agree

Fig. 66. Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 54

Predicted
Military Civilian

Military 68.8% 31.2%
Civilian | 48,14 51.9%

Actual

Fig, 67. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable Si ' |

133
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The militaxry mean response was significantly greater than the civilian

mean response; the overall percentage correctly classified was signi-

ficant at 567,

55. Senior NGO's (Master, Senior, Chief Master Sergeants) are usually
glven jobs with less responsibility than they should have,

B F

c ' b

Civil Mili
Strongly 5.33“ §.§3ry Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agree

Fig, 63, Mean Responses -- Military/bivilian -= Variable 55

Predicted

Military Civilian
Military | 60.8% 39.2%
Civilian | 48,9% T51.1%

Actual

Fig, 69, Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 55
The mean responses were significantly different, while the 51.4% correctly
classified wes insignificant.

In summary, the variables "For whom and over whom would you rather
work?", "Job recognition", and "Job freedom" that were important in the
JOB related aspects were also important in the LEADZRSHIP aspects of the
Quality of Air Force Life., While military personnel responded that
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISICYH was more important than civllians did, civilians
had a higher opinion of AF leadership than military personnel, Approx-
imately 257% of the civilians indicated that they did no% know an NCO,

When the civilians who were acquainted with NCO's were contrasted with

military personnel, it was found ihat more military people than civilians

believed that senior NCO's were supervisors rather than techniclans;
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rpilitary personnel respectad NCO's more than civilians; military members

(' believed that NCO prestige had declined more than did civilians; and
civilians did not believe that NCO's had less responsibility than they
should have, while military members were undecided, Military and civilian
personnel agreed that most NCO's understand and are able to communicate

with their peers,

1nilitary versus Militarv, This division of military people was made

in an attempt to measure supervisor influence, In group 1 were 346

military members working for military leaders, anil group 2 consisted of
18 military persons supervised by civilians, Discriminant analysis was
attempted on each subsample for these populations, and the results are

summarized in Tables XXXII and XXXIII,

Table X(XIII
/ Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Military -- LEADERSHIP

[ Variable (Number) F J\

] For whom would you rather work? (35) 3.73 .990

i You and your superviscr set objectives? (49) 2.54 .983

E LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISICN/SATISFACTION Q0AFLI (70) 2,08 977 t
Supervisor's influence? (31) 3.34 .968 %
Feedback from supervisor? (L8) 1,15 .965 %
NCO'S suparvisors or techniclans? (47) .86 .963 :
Job recognition, (32) S .961 @
Job freedem. (32) 1,02 .958 %
Cver whom would you rather work? (33) b ,957 ;

135
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Table XXXIII {Continued)

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Military -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (N'mber)
' ' LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (61) .18 .957

Quality of military leadership? (30)

Table XXXIV

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/Military -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number)

LEADERSHIP/SUPEZRVISION/IMPORTANCE QCAFLI (61) 5,41 .985

, Supervisor's influence? (31) 3.33 .976

\ NCO's supervisors or techniclans? (47) 1.90 .971

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) 1.23 .958

For whom would you rather work? (35) .99 .965

Job recognition. (33). 1,12 .962

o : Over whom would you rather work? (38) .17 .961
| quality of military leadership? (30) .17 ,961

Job freedom, (32) Ol .961

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION QCAFLI (70)

All variables had very low F-statistic values, and the A 's

remained relatively high, indicating that discriminaticn between these

populations on the LEADERSKIP aspects of their lives would be difficult,
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The confusion matrix implied the same difficulty.

Predicted

Military Civilian
Supexrvisor Supervisor
Military
Supervisor | 75.1% 24,9%
Civilian
Supervisor | 83.3% 16, 7%

Fig., 70. Confusion Matrix -- Military/Military -- LEADERSHIP
The overall percentage correctly classified was only 72.3, as contrasted

with a P of 95.1%, Further, the mean responses for both groups were

statistically identical for all variables in the LEADERSHIP aspects

of the Quality of Air Force Life, The mean responses were also the

same on the questions concerning NCO's, The conclusion, thersfore,

was that regardless of whether the superviscors were military or civilian,
military personnel nad the same perceptions of the LEADERSHIP aspects

of their lives,

Civilian versus Civilian, There were 106 civilians supervised by

military leaders, while 314 civilians had civilians supervisors, The
results of discriminant analysis on these populations are summarized

below:

Table XXXV

Summary Table

.

Subsample 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number)

For whom would you rsther work? (35)

NCO's supervisors or technicians? (47)
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Table XXXV (Continued)

Summaxy Table

Subsample 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number) F A
You and your supervisor set objectives? (49) 2,96 .953
Job recognition, (33) 10,89 .929
Over wham would you rather work? (38) 1,33 .926
Supervisor's influence? (31) 77 924
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISICN/SATISFACTICN QCAFLI (70) .53 .923
Feedback from supervisor? (438) W17 .§22
uality of military leadership? (30) .05 .922
Job freedom. (32) .02 .922
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISICN/LIPORTANCE QOAFLI (61) Ol .922
Table XXXVI
Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Civilian/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP
Variable (Number) F A
For whom would you rather work? (35) 25.21 943
NCO's supervisors or technicians? (47) 6.41 .929
LEADERSHIP/SUPSRVISION/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (?70)  3.01 .922
Feedback from supervisor? (48) 1.61 .919
Job recognition, (33) .72 917
Job freedom, (32) 1,16 914
quality of military leadership? (30) 77 .913
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Table XXXVI (Continued)
Sunmary Table
Subsample 2 -- Civilian/Civilian --

Variable (Number)

Supervisor's influence? (31)

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49)

Over whom would you rather work? (38)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (61)

Predicted

Military Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor
Military
Supervisor | 56.6% 43,47
- Civilian
Supervisor | 32.87 67,2%

Fig, /1. Confusion Matrix -- Civilian/Civilian -- LEADERSHIP
No additional insight was provided by thls analysls -- the only variable
of any importance was "For whom would you rather work?", which has al-
ready been discussed. The overall percentage correctly classified was
59,5, as compared to & P value of 74,8%, It was concluded that it would
be difficult to separate civilians based on whether their bosses wers
military or civilian in the LEADERSHIP area of their lives,

Again, the author examined thoss civillans who were acqualnted
with NCO's, The populaticn definitions remained the same -- civilians
versus civilians as defined before., All clvillans who responded that
they did not know an NCO on any one of the five NCO questions were

eliminated, This exclusion of civilians was enlightening in itself --
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38% of civilians supervised by civilians responded to at least cne

NCO question that they did not krow an NCO, Further, 22% of the clvilians
with military commanders indicated that they did not know an NCO;

the logical conclusion was that the second group was supervised by
military officers, The results of the t-test follow;

47, Most senlor NCO's (Master, Senior, and Chief Master Siergeants) are

primarily supervisors rather than technicians,

B

D z F
Undeciﬁed
Strongly Civilian Military Strongly
Disagree Supervisor Supervisor Agree

4,15 4,22
Fig. 72. Moan Respcnses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 47

52, I have a lot of respect for most of the senlor NCO's (Master, Senior,
and Chief Master Sergeants) I know,

B D " E F
Undecided
Strongly Civilian Military Strongly
Dispgree Supervisor Supervisor Agzee
4,52 4,58

Fig. 73. Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 52

53, Most of the NCO's understand and are able to coamunicate with
people who work with them.

B D F

l.Ind.caci.cled'f
Strongly Civilian  Military Strongly
Disagree Supervisor Superviser Agree
4. 44 L.s4

Fig., 74, Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 53
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54, NCO prestige has declined over the past several years,

B C D, F :
Undecided ]

Strongly Civilian Mili Strongly :
Disagree Supsrvisor SuperviSor Agree .
uo 09 u. lu I

Fig. 75. Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variabdle 54

55. Senior NCO's (Master, Senlor, Chief Master Sergeants) are usually
given jobs with less responsibility than they should have,

B N D F e
Undecided "
Strongly Military Civilian Strongly f '
Disagree Supervisor Supervisor Agree
3.47 3.63

Fig. 76. Mean Responses -- Civilian/Civilian -- Variable 55

No difference was significant; consequently, those civilians who

knew NCO's had the same perceptions concerning them, regaxrdless of

whether their supervisors were military or civilian,

"Criss-Cross"™, This division of AF personnel was made according

to whether their supervisors wexe "1like" or "unlike", as has been done

The results of the discriminant analysis follow:

before.

Table XXXVII

Summary Table

Subsample 1 -- "Criss-Cross" -- LEADERSHIP

Variatle (Number)

For whom would you rether work? (35)

You and your supervisor set cbjectives? (49) 3.87 .986 i
Quality of military leadership? (30) :
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Table XXXVII (Continuad)

Sumnary Table
Subsanple 1 -- "Criss-Cross" -~ LEADERSHIP

Variance (Number)

Job recognition. (33) 2,31 979
NCO's supervisors or technicians? (47) 1,00 ,978
Cver whom would you rather work? (38) 1.20 .976
Job freedom, (32) .60 978
Feedback from supervisor? (48) .32 975
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/IMPORTANCE QQAFLI (61) .13 2975
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION RCAFLI (70) .16 .975

Supervisor's influence? (31)

Table XXXVIII

Summaxy Table
Subsample 2 -- "Criss-Cxoss" ~- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number)

Over whom would you xather work? (38)

NCO's supervisors or technicians? (47) 6,15 A .978 :
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/THPORTANCE QOAFLI (61) 2,30 .976
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (70) 2,29 973
Feedback from supervisor? (48) 1.90 .970 ‘
For whom would you rather work? (35) 1.4 .569 "
Job recognition, (33) .25 .968 )

Job freedom, (32)
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Table AXVIIL (Continued)

Summary Table

Subsample 2 -- "Criss-Cross" -- LEADERSHIP

Variable (Number)
Supervisor's influence? (31) .07 .5638

You and your supervisor set objectives? (49)

Predicted

"Unlike"

"Lik°|l
"Like" 59.2% 40,83
“Unlike" |50,5% 49.2%

Actual

Flg. 77. Confusion Matrix -- "Criss-Cross" - LEADERSHIP

D was 84,2%, and the overall percentage correctlyrclassi.fied wWas ‘only

"Unlike" supexrvisors, therefore, did

57,7, which was insignificant,

not influence their subordinates any more differently in the LEADERSHIP

aspects of their lives than did "like" supervisors,

FINANCE RETLATED

Included in the FINANCE related variable subset were those questions

that concerned the financial and economic aspects of the lives of AF

personnel, This variable subset was relatively small (only ailne

variables), but it ylelded some interesting results,
Military versus Civilians, The division of AF persomnel into

military and clvilian was performed to investigete the econoric dif-~

Discriminant analysis techniques were applied

ferences between the two,

to each subsample, and the results are summarized in Tables XXXIX and XL.

143




Table XXXIX
Sunmary Table

Subsample 1 ~-- Military/Civilian -- FINANCE

e

me——

BECONOMIC SECURITY/TMPCRTANCE QOAFLI (55)

Variable (Number) P A
Flnances affected by PCS? (19) 46,76 < 4
_ Why you have a second job/spouze works? (18) 15,32 +926
' _ Do you have ¢ second job? (16) 16,92 .907
' PCONCMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (57) 11.59 .89
Problers meking ends meet? (17) 5,22 .888
BCONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION OAFLI (67) 7.39 379
Private sector versus AF? (40) 3.7 375
ECCNCMIC STANDARD,/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (€6) 2.11 .873

Table XL

Summaxy Table

Subsauple 2 -- Military/Civilian -- FINANCE

Problems meking ends meet? (17)

Variable (lumber) F A
Finances affected by FCS? (19) 31.58 .962
why you havs a second job/spruse works? (18) e Uk 9l
Do you have a second Job? {16) 3.24 940
Private sectoxr versus AF? (40) T 1,96 .938
FCONCMIC SECURITY/TMPORTANCE QOAFLI (5%) 1.49 <936
ECONOMIC STANDARD/TMPORTANCE QCAFLI (57) 4,26 .931
1.02 -$30
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Table XL (Continued)
Summaxy Table

Subcample 2 -- Military/Civilian -- FINANCE

Variable (Number) F A

BCONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (67) .5k .629
BCONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (66) .50 .929

The preincipal difference in the two discriminant functibns was that
four variables had F-statistics of 10,0 or greater in subsample 1, while
only two did in subsample 2, The top two variables (19 and 12) in each
subsample were the same; the third variable (16) was the same in both
subsamples as well, but it had a relatively small F-statistic in sub-

sample 2, Search blas, therefore, was negligible.

The confusicn matrix from subsample 1 and the validated confusion

matrix follow:
Predicted
Mllitary Civilian
Military | 63.4% 36.6%
Civilian | 32.9% 67.2%

Actual

Fig, 73. Subsample 1 Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- FINANCE

‘Predicted

Military Civilian

¥ilitary | 63.1% 36.9%
Civillan | 37.2% 62.%%

Actual

Fig, 79. Confusion Natrix -- !lilitary/Civilian -- FINANCE
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The ovarall percentages correctly classified were 65.4 and 62,9,
from subsampls 1 and the vallicated confusion matrix, respectively, These
twc precentages were statistically the sams; therefore, sampling bias

did not exist, Further, 62.9% correctly classsified overall was

significantlr greater than P of 53.8%, which means that the discriminant
function could effectively categorize military and civilian personnel.
The single most important variable was “Finances affected by PCS?"
The exact wording and the possible responses follow:
19.

How was your financial sltuation aifected by your last PCS move?

A, Not applicable, I made money ox the last 2CS move did not it
adversely affect my flnancial situation. (ifilitary survey)

Not applicable (Civilian suxvey)
1-2 months to recover
3-4 nonths to recover

5-6 months to recover

7-8 months to recover J

.

9-10 months to recover ~

. 11-12 montas to recover

‘.-CC)_"JD:IU

More than 12 months to recover

. I don't know

On the civillan survey, the possible response of A was appropriate
for those people who had never made a PCS move and for those not adversely

affected by such a move,

In Chapter II, i1t was pointed out that many

civilians never change ddty stations, while military members do so

frequently, Consequently, it was anticipated that the responses fron

nilitary and civilian personnel would be gulte different.
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when Variable 19 was the only varlable in the discriminant function,

the following confusion matrix was generated:

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military | 49.7% 50.%
Civilian | 19.9% 80.1%

Actual

Fig. 30, Confusion !atrix -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 19
The overall percentage correctly classified of 66,1 was significant,
Variable 19 could, therefore, effectively discrim.nate civilians fron
military personnel,

The nean responses to "Finances affected by PCS?" follow:

-

B, 13 D 4

Y 2

Civiiians Vilitary
2,08 3.03

Fig, 21, lean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 19
The mean response of the military was statistically greater than the
civilian mean response; therefore, PCS moves affected military personnel
more adversely than clvillans.

This question was then examined respornse by response, It wm=s
tfound that 737 of the civilianc responded with 4, as contrasted with 31%
of the military responses, The question then arose, "Cf those AF person-
nel adversely affected, how did military and zivillan members compare?"
The author performed a t-test agaln on Variable 19, excluding all surveys

with a response of A, The results follow:
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iilitary Civilian
.12 4,78

Fig. 82, Mean Responses -- Militaxry/Civilian -- Variable 19 with
Response A Omitted

The author had fully anticipated and hypothesized that the mean military
response wculd be greater than the mean civilian response, The militaxry
mean response was not greater, and the hypothesis was rejected.

The next most important variable in each function was Variable 18 --
the exact wording and the possible responses follsw:

18. The main reason that I have a second job, and/or that my spouse
works is thet we have to in order to make ends meet,

A, Not applicable

B, Strongly Disagree

C. Disagree

D. Undecided

E. Agree

F. Strongly Agree

Yhen Variable 18 was entered into the discriminant function as the

only variable, the following confusion matrix was generated:

Pre@10ted
MiYitary Civilian
Military | 70.5% 29.5%
Civiiian | 62,1% 37.9%

Actual

Fig, 83. Confusion Matrix -- !Military/Civilian -- Variable 18

The overall percentage correctly classified was insignificant at §3.0,
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The mean responses to "Why you have a second job/spouse works?"

follow:

A R \ D F
N.A, Strongly Undecided Strongly
Disagree Agree
Military Civilians
2,05 2,48

Fig, 8%, Mean Responses -.- Military/Civilian -~- Variable 18
The mean military response was statistically less than the mean civilian
responce; exactly what this means was not clear because of resronse A,

When the responses were examined ona2 by cne, it was discovered that
675 of military personnel resporded with A -« "Not Applicable®, while
597% of the civilians did. Resronse A to "Do you hold a second job?® --
Variable 16 -- was also investigated at this point; approximately 87% of
both populations indicated that they did not hold a.second Jjob. ihat
those figures meant, of course, was that only 20 of military spouses
work, as contrasted with 237 of civilian spouses, It should be remembered
that women comprlsed 35% of the civilian work force, but only 6% of the
military,

It was then decided to do another t-test on "Why you hold a second

job/spouse works?" with those surveys with an A respvonse excluded, The

results follow:

B D P F
Strongly Undecided Strongly
Disagree Military Civilian agree

4,45 L,9b

Fig. 35. Mean Responses -- #ilitary/Civilian -- Variable 18 with
Response A (Onitted
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The difference was significant; therefore, those civilians who held a

second job and/or their spouses worked had more difficulty making

ends meet than did military personnel,
Another question concerning financlal difficulty was "Problems

making ends meet?”, It was not an effective prediction alone, btut

the mean responses were investigated to try to shed more light on this

area,

Even though the dollaxr does not go as far as 1t used to, I am
having no problems in making ends meet,

17.

A. Strongly Disagree

Disagree

C. Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

In subsample 1, the mean responses were not the same at a signil-

icance level of ,015; in subsample 2, they were the same at & significance

level of .511, The two subsamples were then pooled; the null hypothesis

was that the mean responscs were equal, and the aiternate hypothesis

was that the mean military responses was greater, The results follow:

A B , , C D B
Civillan Milita
Strongly 2.7é 2.91ry Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agree

Fig. 86, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 17 -




GOR/SM/76D-11

The difference was significant, The inference from both the questions

“Problems making ends meet?" and "Why you have 2 second job/spouse works?"

was the same -~ military personnel were not having the same financial

problems as civilians, This does not necessarily imply that military

members were better paid; it may have been that military personnel were

better managers of their personal affairs,

Variable 19 -- "Finances affected by PCS?" -- was excluded from the

variable subset, and another discriminant analysis run was conducted.

The results follow:

Table XLI

Sunmary Table

Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- FINANCE with Variable 19 Omitted

Variable (Number) F A .

: ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPCRTANCE QCAFLI (57) 14,89 .9%2
: Why you have a second job/spouse works? (18) 9.47 .970
Do you have a second job? (16) 17,82 LG48 ;
ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION (67) 5.57 SN2 ]

Problems making ends meet? (17) 5.52 ,935

Private sector versus AF? (40) 4,78 .930

ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION (66) 2.62 .927

No different variables were illuminated; the top three variables

in the discriminant function with Variable 19 omitted were in the top

four variables of the original subsemple 1 discriminant function,

The function with Variable 19 omitted was not an effective predictive

device, as evidenced below:
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Predicted

Military Civilian

Military | 63.4% 36.6%
Civilian | 49.9% 50.1%

Fig. 87. Confusion Matrix -- Milita:y/bivilian -~ FINANCE with
Variable 19 Cmitted

Actual

The overall) percentage correctly classified was 56,2, which was insig-
nificant,

In summary, fewer civilians seemed to have made PCS moves than
military; however, those civillians who had made PCS moves and were
adversely affected financially took longer to racover thaa military
members, Only 137 of AF personnel held a second jo%, and more civilian
spouses worked outside the home than did military spouses, Additionally,
civilians seemed to have more difficulty in "making ends meet" than

military personnel,

Military versus Military, These populations were analyzed to deter-

mire if those military people commanded by military members had different
perceptions of the FINANCE aspects of thelr lives in comparison to mill-

tary members with civillan supervisors, The results follow:

Table XLII
Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Military -- FINANCE

Variable (ilumber)

Problems making ends meet? (17)

ECONCMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTICN JCAFLI (67)

ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTICHN QCAFLI (66)
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Table XLII (Continued)

Summary Table
Subsemple 1 -- Military/Military -- FINANCE

variable (Number)

Do you have a second job? (16)
ECONOMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE Q0AFLI (58)

Private sector versus AF? (40)

Table XLIII

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/Military -- FINANCE

Variable (Number)

Do you have a second job? (16)

Problens making ends meet? (17)

Private sector versus AF? (40)

ZCCNOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION R0AFLI (66)
why you have a second job/spouse works? (18)
Finances affected by PCS? (19)

ECONCMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTION QQAFLI (67)

ECCNOMIC STANDARD/DMPORTANCE QOAFLI (57)

Predicted

Milltary Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor

Military
Supervisor | 60,1% 39.9%
Civilian
Supervisor | 44,43 55.6%

Confusion ‘latrix -- Nilitary/iilitary -- FINAICE
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The ovarall percentage correctly classifled was insignificant at

59.9, as P was 95,1%. The value of the F-statistics and A 's implied

that military rersonnel were virtually indistinguishable in this area,

Additional verification was found by examining the mean responses. In
subsample 1, all mean responsas were the same; in subsample 2, however,
the mean responses to "Do you hold a second job?" were different. The
mean responses were the same for the other varlables, It will be recalled
that the number of military members supervised by civilians in subsample
2 was only 18, a fact which affected the results, To circunvent the
problem of having & small sample, the two subsamples were pooled, there-
by increasing n from 18 to 43. The t-test was again performed, and

the mean responses were statistically identical, It was concluded,
therefore, that military members perceived the FINANCE aspects of their
lives the same, regaxdless of whether they were supervised by military

or civilian personnel,

Civilian versus Civilian, The results of discriminant analysis for

these populations follow:
Table XLIV
Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -~ FINANCE

Variable (Number) F
ECONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION CAFLI (66) 5.30

ECONOMIC SECURITY/TMPCRTANCE Q0AFLI (58) 5.32
Finances affected by PCS? (19) L,41
ECONOMIC SZCURITY/SATISFACTICH I0AFLI (67) 2,06

ECONOYIC STANDARD/TMPORTANCE CAFLI (57) .75
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Table XLIV (Continued)

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -~ Civilian/Civilian ~- FINANCE

Variable (Humber)

Why you have a second job/spouse works? (18) .58 957
Do you have a second job? (16) 16 .956
Private sector versus AF? (40) L1 ,956

Problens making ends meet? (17)

Table ALV

Summary Table
Subsanmple 2 -- Civilian/Civilian -- FINANCE

Variable (lumber)

( Finances affected by ICS? (19) 5.7 .986
“ Do you have a second job? (16) 3.29 979
SCONCMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION RJCAFLI (6€) 1,52 975
2CONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTICH QCAFLI (67) 1,72 971
ECONCMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE JCAFLI (58) .93 .969
Frivate sector versus AF? (40) .31 .G68
Why you have a second job/spouse works? (18) 15 .968
ECONCMIC STANDARD/IMPORTAIICE QCAFLI (57) .97 .96%

Problems naking ends meet? (17)
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Predicted

Military Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor

Military
Supervisor| 53.87 b6.23
Civillian.
Supervisor| 45.2% 54,87

Fig. 89, Confusion Matrix -- Civilian/Civilian -- FLIANCE

The overall percentage correctly classified wes insignificant at
54.5, as P was 74,8%; thils, coupled with the values of the F-statistics
and )\ 's, implied that the discriminant functions were useless, Mean
responses were also examlned: 1in subsample 1, the mean responses to
ECONOMIC STAHDABD/BATISFACTION were different at a significance level

of ,022; but in subsample 2, the difference was significant at ,334,

e S S e S L SO S

The mean response difference to "Do you hold a second Job?" was signi-

ficent at .962 and .04é for subsamples 1 and 2, respectively, Variable
19 -~ "Finances affected by PCS?" -- was different for the two subsamples;
the meen response difference wes significant at ,058 and ,017 for sub-
samples 1 and 2, respectively, The mean responses to the other six
variables were the same in both subsamples, The resulting conclusion

was that it would be very difficult to differentiate civilians in the
FINANCE question subset, regaxdless of whether their supervisors were

civilians or military,

"Criss-Cross”, This division was accomplished on the basis of
whether the individual's supervisor was "like" or "unlike", as defined
before, Discriminant analysis was performed and the results are summa-
rized below,
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Table XLVI

Summary Tadle

N
1

Subsample 1 -~ "Criss-Cross" -- FINANCE ]

Variable (Number) F A 3
ECONOMIC STANDARD/DMPORTANCE QOAFLI (57) 3.90 995 ’
1 BCONOMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (66) 2,10 ' .992 i
: ECONCMIC SECURITY/IMPORTANCE 0AFLI (58) 1.01 991
f Problens naking ends meet? (17) .93 .90 J
| Do you have a second job? (16) .99 .989 i
ECONOMIC SECURITY/SATISFACTICH QOAFLI (67) .52 .988 1
why you have a second job/spouse works? (13) A7 .987 .
Private sector versus AF? (L40) A3 987 S

Table XLVII i

OV ST RS TR -STRAR T LTI

Sumpmary Table
Subsample 2 -- "Criss-Cross" -- FINANCE

Variable (Number) F A
Do you have a second job? (16) 5.18 .993
Why you have a second job/spouse works? (18) .52 .993
ECONCMIC STANDARD/SATISFACTION QCAFLI (66) .58 .992
ECONOMIC STANDARD/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (57) .63 991
Finances affected by PCS? (19) .60 590
Problems making ends meet? (17) .30 .990
Private sector vexsus AF? (40) .21 .990
ECONONIC SECURITY/SATISFACTICN SOAFLI (67) 17 990
157
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Predicted
Like Unlike
Like 56,2% L43.8%
Actual
Unlike | 55.6% 44 43

Fig., 90, Confusion Matrix -- "Criss-Cross" -- FINANCE
P was 84,2%, so 54,37 classified correctly overall was insignificant,
Mean responses to the FINANCE releted variables were investigated, and
nothing was learned, The insignificance of the overall correct classi-
fication, the low F-statistics, and the high ‘A 's all implied the same;
these populations could not be discriminated on the basis of their

responses to the FINANCE related questions,

PEOPLE RILATED

In this subuection, thoe variatles that involved relationshlps
with other people were anzlyzed. Since this was a difficult area to
explicitly define, the varlables in the PEOPLE subset are repeated
below,
10, Wnat is your sex?
36. Race relation training courses are effective in getting peorple to
treat each other better,
37. Are civilian personnel accepted and treated as members of the
Air Force comwunity?
42, In what career fields should mllitary women work in the Alr Force?
43, Would you rather work for a man or woman supervisor?
46, Air Force training programs do rot 4o a very good job of rreparing
people to get alcone with other people,

62, ‘hat degree ot importance do you attach to the above? (IJUITY)
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71, Tc what degree are ycu satisfled with the ZJUITY Aspects of your

current lile?

Military versus Civilian, The results of discriminant analysis

techniquss on these populations follow:

Table XLVIII

Summary Table
Subsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- PEOPLE

Variable (Number)

What is your sex? (10)
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE CAFLI (62)

Civilians members of AF community? (37)
Race relations training effective? (35)
Rather work for a man/woman? (43)
EQUITY/SATISFACTION QCAFLI (71)

where should military women work? (42)
AF treiring programs effective? (46)

Table XLIX
Summary Table
Subsanpie 2 -- Military/Civilian -- PECPLE

Variable (Number)

Yhat is your sex? (10)
TQUITY/IPORTAICE QOAFLI (62)
Rather work for 2 man/women? (43)

Race relations training effective? (36)




GOR/S!:/76D-11

Table XLIY (Continued)
Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/CAivilian -- PECPLE

Variable (Number) F )

Civilians members of AF community? (37) 2,91 877

AF training prograns effective? (46) 1.77 .875

Where should :nilitary women work? (42) 1,52 .873

EQUITY/SATISFACTICN QCAFLI (71) .32 .873 _. _.

“what is your sex?" and ZQUITY/IMPORTANCE were the only variables

with F-statistic values of 10,0 or greater in bsth subsamples; therefore,

search bias was concluded not to exist.

Subsampla 1 confusion matrix and the vallidated confusion matrix

are shown in Figs. 91 and 92 respectively,

Predicted
Military Cilvilian
Militaxy 82,5% 17.5%
Civilian 43, 7% 51.0%
Suteample 1 Confusion Matrix -- ¥1litary/Civilian -- PECPLE

Actual

Fig. 91,

~

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military | 392,23 17.8%
Civilian 53,42 46,65
Confusion Matrix -- Military/Civilian -- PEOPLZ
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The overall percentages correctly classified were statistically
equal at 65,7 and 62,1 for subsample 1 and from the validated confusion
matrix, respectively, Further, 63.1% was significantly greater than
P of 53.8%. The discriminant function, therefore, had no biss and was
an effective discriminator,

Variable 10 -- "What is your sex?" -- was expected to be important
in discrimination between military and civilian personnel, since 353
of the civilian work force were female, “as contrasted with only é% of
the military force, As this fact was previously known, discriminant
analysis yeilded no new information, "What is your sex?" was subse-
quently dropped from the variable subset, and discriminant analysis

technigues were agein condicted, The results follow:

Table L
Summary Table
Sutsample 1 -- Military/Civilian -- PEOPLE with Variable 10 Missing

riable (Number) A

wUITY/TPORTANCE QQAFLI (62)

Civilians nembers of AF community? (37)
Race relations training effective? (36)
where should military women work? (42)
EQUITY/SATISFACTION QCAFLI (71)

AF training programs effective? (46)

Rather work for a man/woman? (42) .965

EQUITY/IMPORTANCE was the only variable with an F-statistic greater

than 10,0; it will be recalled that EQJITY/IMPORTAHCE vas second in
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importance to "What is your sex?” in the original subsample 1 discrimi-

nant function, No other variables were effective in discriminating

military and civilian persomnel, EQUITY/TMPORTANCE (Vvariable 62) was

entered into the discrinminant function alone, and the following con-

fusion matrix wes generated:

Predicted
Mlitary

Civilian

Military | 69.1% 30,97
Actual
Civilian 55.7%% 4y, 3

- Fig. 93, Confusion Matrix -- Iilitary/Civilian -- EQUITY/IMPORTANCE

The overall percentage correctly classified was insignificant at

55.7, S0 Variable 62 alone was not an effective discriminator,

The definition of EZQUITY, the exact question with possible responses,

and the mean responses to IRUITY/LIPCRTAICE follow:

ZUTTY s

an even break in my job/assignment selections.

Equal opportunity in the Alr Force; a fair chance at promotion;

62, %hat degree of importance do you attach to the above?

D o] S G
- $ “._

(9]

A )]

Low Mediun Civilian NMilit: &h
Inportance Importance 5.97 6.37 .apo

Fig. S%. ean Responses -- lilitary/Civilian -- Variable 62
The military mean response was significantly greater than the civilian

mean response, indicating that EQUITY was more important to military

members than civilians, The other measurement of the ZJUTTY QCAFLI

was SATISFACTICH, and that varlable follows:
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71. To what degree are you satisfled with the EQUITY aspects of your

current life?

A 3 A E F G

Highly Civilian Military  Highly
Dissatisfled Neutral 4,50 4,56 Satisified

F1g. 95, ’ean Responses =-- ilitary/Civilian -- Variable 71

The mean responses were statistically identical;civilian and
nilitary personnel expressed the same amount of satisfactlon with the
ELUITY aspects of thelr lives,

The only relevant differences found in the PEOPLZ aspects of ihe
uality of Air Force Life between military and civilian personnel were
ithat a higher percentage of women were civilians, ard EQUITY was more

inmportant to military personnel than clvlllans,

1ilitary versus ‘ilitary, !ilitary personnel were again divided

into two groups: group 1 was supervised by military members, and group 2
had civilian supervisors, Discriminant analysis was performed on these

two populations, and Tables LI, LII, and Fig, 96 summarize the results,

Table LI
Summary Table

Subsample 1 -- ¥ilitary/¥ilitary -- PECPLE

Variable {Number) F

Rather work for a man/woman? (43) 4,12
what 1s your sex? (10) L,06
AF training programs effective? (46) .50
Race relations training effective? (36) 54

Civilians nembers of AF community? (37) .78
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Table LI (Continued)
Sunmery Tatle

Subsample 1 -- ¥ilitary/Military -- PEOPLE

Variable (Number) F

where should military women work? (42) .57
EQUITY/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (71) .12
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE QOAFLI (62) : .01

Table LII

Summary Table
Subsample 2 -- Military/Military -- PEOPLE

Variable (Nunber)

Civilians nembers of AF community? (37)
Race relations training effective? (36)
Rather work for a man/woman? (43)

hat 1s your sex? (10)
ZQUITY/TYPCRTANCE QOAFLI (62)

where should military women work? (42)
AF training prograams effective? (U46)
ZQUITY/SATISFACTION QCAFLI (71)

Predicted

Military Civilian
Supervisor Supervisor

Military
Supervisor 54,95 b5.17%
Civilian

Actual

Supervisor ' 38,94 61,13

Fig. 96, Confusion latrix -- iilitary/iilitary -- PEOFLE
164
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The largest F-statistic was less than 10,0; the smallest )\ was

.970; and the overall percentage correctly classified was 45,9, which
wes insignificant with P at 95,1%. It was concluded that the two

populations (military personnel with military supervisors versus

military personnel with c¢ivilian supervisors) could not be differ-

entiated by thelr responses to the PEOPLE questlions,

Civiliin versus Civilian, Civilians were divided into two groups:

those civilians with military supervisors, and those with civilian
The results of discrininent analysis on these groups

supervisors,

follow:

Table LIII

Summary Table
Subsanple 1 -- Civilian/Civilian -- FECDLI

Variable (Number) A : »

AF training programs effective? (46) 6,51 .935

What 1s your sex? (10) 2,22 979

EQUITY/SATISFACTION Q0AFLI (71) 1.18 977

Where should militery women work? (42) W56 975

R Rather work for a man/woman? (43) W13 975
Rece relations training effective? (36) .10 975

.07 975

Civilians nembers of AF community? (37)

EQUITY/TPORTANCE QCAFLI (62)
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Table LIV

Summery Table

Subsample 2 -- Sivilian/Civilian

Variable (Number)

what is your sex? (10)

Civilians members of AF community? (37) 1.96 .990
Race relatlons training effective? (36) 1,18 .997
EQUITY/SATISFACTICN QCAFLI (71) .30 .985
AF training programs effective? (46) .81 .933

ZUITY/TIPCRTANCE CAFLI (62)

Predicted

Military

Supervisor Superviscr

Military ]

Civilian

actual Supervisor 43,43 56.6%
Civillan .
Supervisor L2,0% 58.0% -

Fig. 97. Confusion Matrix -- Civilian/Civilian -- PEOPLE

The overall percentage correctly classified was only 57,5, which

was insignificant with a P of 74,8%, The F-statistics were very low, and

the A\ 's were relatively high. The inference was that the civillan L L

populations were virtually the same with regard to the PECFLE aspects

of their lives,

AF personnel were divided according to whether

"Criss-Cross”,

their supervisors were "like" or "unlike", and discriminant analysis

was then accomplished; the results follow:
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Table LV

Summary Table

Subsample 1 ~- "Criss-Cross" -- PEOPLE

Variable (Number) F A
what is your sex? (10) 1,26 ,982
AF treining programs effective? (L46) 3.48 .978
EQUITY/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (71) 1,70 976
EQUITY/IMPORTANCE QCAFLI (62) 111 97
Race relations training effective? (36) U 973
¢ivilians members of AF community? (37) 1,03 .972
Where should military women work? (42) b 971
Rather work for a man/woman? (43) .11 971
Table LVI
Summary Table
Sybsample 2 -- "Criss-Cross" -- PEOPLE
Variable (Number) F 7\
what is your sex? (10) 14,40 .982
Civilians membars of AF community? (37) 6.01 97
EQUTTY/LAPORTANCE J0AFLI (62) .95 973
EQUITY/SATISFACTION QOAFLI (71) 1,14 972
Where should military women work? (42) s3 ! 971
AF training programs effective? (L46) .15 971
Race relations training effective? (36) .01 97N
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Predicted
Unlike

Like

Like 72,33 27.7%
Actual
Unlike 59.7% 40,3%

Fig. 98, Confusion Matrix -- "Criss-Cross" -- PEOPLE

Tae overall percentage correctly classifled was an insignificant

67.2 (P was 84,2%), The A ‘s remained relatively high, indicating an

ineffective discriminant function. Only one F-statistlic was greater

Although every-

than 10,0 -~ that varlable was "What 1s your sex?",

thing indicated that discriminant analysis was useless in attemping

to differentiate these populations, the author decided to examine the

mean responses to "WYhat is your sex?" (Variable 10),

A, B
« 7 .

ale Like Unlike Female

1.1 1,28

Fig. 99. Mean Responses -- “Criss-Cross" -- Varlable 10

This data was not ordinal, and the results should be caresfully inter-

rreted, The difference was significant; what this meant was that a

higher percentage of women were in the "unlike" population than in the

"1ike" population, In other worxds, the probability of being super-

vised by a civilian was higher for military women than for military

men; likewise, the probabllity of belng supervised by a military member

was greater for a civilian woman than for a civilian man, It must be

concluded, however, that the probvablilities were not vastly different,

or the discriminant function would have been more powerful,
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Fuxther Results

Throughout this study, discriminant analysis techniques were

utilized to identify those variables which differentiate civilian

and military personnel, There wexre ten variables, not identified

by discriminant analysis, that wvere investigated in this subsection,

Seven of these variables had statistically different mean responses

for military and civilian personnel; however, discriminant analysis

O e e b

did not identify them as being important, This non-identification could

have occuxrred for any one of several reasons: the varlable could

have been overshadowed by more powerful variables within a given sub-

set; the variances of the responses could have been equal; &nd/or

the value of the t statistic used in the t-test could have been Just

inside the rejection region,

Discriminant analysis techniques were not used on two of the eight

variables presented in this subsection, because the responses involved

only nominel data; therefore, the results of discriminant analysis
The tenth variable did not fit into any

would have been meaningless,

of the variable sudbsets.

The exact wording, the mean responses, and a discussion of the first

six variables follow:

Chaose the one of the following statements which best tells how

2L,

well you like your job.

D J_[E F G
I Hate It Indifferent < Love It
¥ilitary Clvilian

L,69 L.%0

A

Fig, 100, ifean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 24
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Civilians indicated that they llke thelr Jobs more than military

members,

26, nhich one of the following shows how you think you compare with E
other people? 2

3

A

No one Likes lo one Dislikes s
dls Better The Same His More -

Military Civilian k-
3.30 3.46

Mean Responses -~ Military/Civilian -- Variable 26

Fig, 101,

The responses indicate again thet civilians were happler in their

vocation than military,
37.

Are civillan pexsonnel accepted and treated as members of the
Alr Force community?

A 3 C 11 D )

Definitely Undecided Tefinitely
\ Not Civilian ¥ilitary Yes
3.13 3.30

Fig, 102, ean Responses -- }Military/Civilian -- Variable 37

Millitexry personnel belleved thet civilians were more accerpted as

part of the AF sommunity than civilians,

b3, Would you rather work for a man or woman Supervisor?

o}

~
-

A

LN

Strongly No Strongly
Prefer Preference Prefer
A Yan Civilian Military A Woman

2,30 2,k6

Fig. 103, Mean Responses -- ilitary/civilian -- Variable 43

Civillans were nore chauvinistic than military, even though there

wasS a higher percentage of civilian women than zilitary women, The

170
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responses of Variable 43 are shown bdelcw,

(" Table LVII

Responses to Variable 43

Response % Military % Civilian
No Response 1.9 2.8
A, Strongly prefer & man supervisor 8.5 9.1
B, Prefer a nan supervisor b3.4 50.6
C, Have no preference 44,8 35.6
D, Prefer a woman supexvisor 1.4 1.9
Z, Strongly prefer a woman supervisor .0 .0

There were no "Strongly prefer a wWoman Supervisors" responses --
were there. no women "libbers™ in the employment of the ilr Force?

¢ 45, There are more favorable features about the Alr Force as a place
) to work than unfavorable ones,

A ' N 3 Cc
Y N
Yeos Undecided No
Civilian Military
1,25 1.52

Fig. 104, Mean Responses -- Military/Civilian -- Variable 44
The military did not view the AF as a place to work as favorably
as did civilians,

48, How often are you given feedback from your supervisor about your job

performance?
A B 11 € D E
L L)
Never Sometimes Yery Frequently
Civilian Military
2.66 .20

Fig. 105, Mean Responses -- !'ilitary/Clvilian -- Variable 48
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Clivilians did not receive as much Job feedback as military personnel,
The responses to "How much of the time do you feel satisfiod with your

Jjot?" (variable 23 -- discussed in JOB subsection); "How well do you

like your jot~ ' (Variable 24); and "How your job compares to othexr

people?” (Variable 26) all implied that civilians were more satisfied

with their wock than nilitary members, The JOB satisfaction score for

an individual was determined by summing the responses to Variables 23,

24, 25, and 26. The mean responses to Variable 25, which dealt with

changing jobs, were statistically the same, In subsample 1, the mean

JOB satisfaction scores were statistically identical; in subsample 2,

the mean military JOB satisfaction score was less, Varladble 27 asked

what factor was most important for satisfying work, and the results

follow: (The responses to Variable 27 were only nominal data,)

27. vhich one of the following factors do you consider the most essential
for having a satisfying job?

: % Military % Civilian

A, Challenging work . 17,2 13.8

B. Recognition for my work ; 14,5 15.0

C. Sense of achievement bs.6 43,6

Encouragement to use initiative
and creativity 9.0 7.5

Having responsibllity for a job 5.7 6.3
Having a good supervisor 5.2 3,0
Other 2,7 3.7
No Response .0 2.1
The miiltary and civilian responses indicated that the two groups
agreed that "Sense of achlevement™ was the most important factor for
having a satisfying job, The second most important factor to military

personnel was "Challenging work", while for civilians, the second most
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Because both military

important factor was "Recognition for my work",

and civilian personnel agreed that the most important factor for e

satlsfying job was "Sense of achievement”, and decause civillans were

more satisfled with their jobs (from Varlables 23, 24, and 26), it follows

that civilians sense a higher level of achlevemsnt than military personnel,

PERSONAL STANDING: To be treated with respect; prestige; dignity;

reputation; status,

64. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C D o g‘:_[ G
Low Medium Civilian Militaxy High
Importance Importance 5,93 6.14 Importance

Fig. 106, !ean Responses -~ Military/Civilian -- Variable &4

PERSONAL STANDING was more important to military personnel than to

¢ivilians, .
The second variable that involved nominal data was 41,

41, How does your supervisor deal with vour women co-workers?
% Military % Civilian
U4, 8 19.7

A, There are no women in my unit

My Supervisor is a woman and

B, Expects more fiom the women wWorkers .5 1.9

C., Treats men and women the same 6.3 13,8

D. She glves women the easy jobs 1.6 2,1

My supervisor is a man and

Lo

E. Expecte more from women then nen

F. Treats men and women the sanme

ide glves women the easy jobs
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Since there »as a higher percentage of civilian wonen than military
women, the responses of A weres not surprising. Cne interesting point

was that military nele supervisors expected less from women (ses

Response E) and more from men (seé Response G) than civilian male

supervisors,

The question that did not fit into one of the variable subaets
was the demographic question concerning sducatiocn, There were 15
possible responses ranging from "Grammar school (did not graduate)”
to "Doctorate degree®,

6. what is your highest levsl of education now (include accepted GED
credits)?

F 3 G y d
Some College 1 Year College But 2 Years College
But Less Than less Than Two ) But Less Than 3
1 Year

Civilian Military
6.47 7.80

Fig, 107. Mean Responses -- ¥ilitary/Civilian -- Variable 6

Tech possible response was then examined, and three items of
interest were found: B8.47% of the civilians did not complete high school
as contrasted with 2,27 of the military personnel; 14,47 of the military
membexrs had a college degree as compared to 7.9% of the clivillans; and
3,7 of the military members had earned a ‘astar's degree, while oLly
1.9% of the civilians had, The conclusion was that military perscanel
were better educated than their civilian counterparts,

Carser Personnsl

The third purpose of this study was tc investigate the variance
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of responses between career military and career civillan personnel,
3achman and Blair (1975) studied military personnel and civilians (not
Civil Service), Cne area of interest in Bachman and Blair's study
wes "bellefs concerning the military™; they found that "Career men
displayed more homogeneity than their civilian counterparts,.." (p,100).
In other words, the responses of career military men varied less than
the responses of nonmilitary men, The author investigated this "homo-
genelty"™ ldea, making three changes. First, the tuwo groups were military
personnel and Civil Service -- not "civilians" as normally -onnoted,
The second exceptlon was that the responses of both men and women were
examined, Thixd, the area of interest was Quality of Air Force Life,
The individuals who responded with A or B to the following gquestion
1dentifled as "career personnel®,

Which one of the following best describes your feelings towards
long term employment with the Air Force? (Civilian survey)

A, Definitely intend to make a career of Air Force employment

B, Most likely will make a career of Air Force employment

C, Undecided

D. Most likely will not nake a career of Air Force employment

E. Definitely do not intend to make a career of Alr Force employment

Which one of the following bhest describes your attitude toward
making the Air Force a career? (iilitary suxvey)

A. Definitely intend to make the Air Force a career
3. ¥ost likely will meke the Alr Force a career
C. Undecided

D, Most likely will not make the Alr Force a career

£, Definitely do not intend to make the Alr Force a career
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Cnce the "career personnel" were identified, the following statistical

test was performed;

. 2
i{oi G{i = 021

2 2
Hyt 013 < 034

Test Statistic: F = Sgi

2
511
Rejection Region: F > 5;‘ ’ nz-l? nl-l

dhexre 02 = True Variance of Populaticn 1 for Vaxriable i

11
g%, = True Varlance of Population 2 for Variable i

2
sli = Bstimated Variance of Fopulation 1 for Variabdle i

SZ
21
Nl = Nurber of members of Pogulation 1

= Istimated Variance of Fopulation 2 for Variable i

N2 = Kumbe> of members of Population 2
Population 1 = Career !{ilitary Personnel
Populatiocn 2 = Career Civilian Personnel
X = level of significance = ,05
i = 15-19, 21-26, 28-L0, 42-74
The test was performed on both subsanples, Subsample 1 consisted
of 261 career military personnel and 361 career civilians; subsample 2
had 253 and 375 career military and civilian personnel, respectively,
Table LVIIT contalns those variables which had a smaller variance of
military responée for at least one of the subsamples,
There were 57 variables included in this analysis, and 19 were
found in Table LVIII. In other words, 33,37 of the variables studied

had significantly less varlance among the responses of career nilitary

rersonnel than among the responses of career civillans,




Table LVIII

Significant Career Varilances

s R A o WA e s R

Sub-
sample sanple
1

Variable (Number) CK x

Do you want a job with greater responsibdility? (22) .24 .000

Recognition for a job well-done? (33) ,005 553

For whom would you rather work? (35) .073 . 008 by
Dealing with people? (45) 2k ,003 ”1
JCC's supervisors or technicians? (47) .CO0 .035 {?ﬂ
uallty of new airmen? (51) .001 005 3 -

Respect for NCC's? (52)

NCC's understand and can communicate with

thelr peers, (53) .000 000
HCC prestige? (54). . 000 .000 1
. Responsibility of ¥CO's? (55) - .000 000 (
ECONCMIC STAMDARD/IMPORTANCE JOAFLI (57) .000 .000 _
ECONCYIC SIZCURITY/I"FCRTANCE QOAFLI (58) .000 .001 ]
FREZ TIMZ/INPCRTANCE J0AFLI (59) . 004 ,037
WORK/IMPCRTANCE QOAF™T (60) .000 074
LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISICON/IMPORTANCE JCAFLI (61) .000 .009
EQUITY/IMPCRTANCE 0AFLI (62) .013 .000
PERSONAL GROWTH/IYPORTANCE Q0AFLI (63) .000 . 000
PERSONAL STANDING/I¥PCRTANCE QCAFLI (64) .00 .000

HEALTH/IMPORTAIICE QCAFLI (65)
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Three of the 19 variables ("Job with greater responsibility*,

"Recognition for a Job well-done", and "Dealing with people") rejected

the null hypothesis in one subsample, but they were well outside the

rejectlion region in the other subsample., Bul were the variances of

career military members smaller? It depends on the subsample the reader

One subsanple tends to support the alternate

nrefers to choose,

hypothesis, btut the other subsample maintains the null hypcthesis was

true, At that point, it was not clear whether the null hypothesis was

really true or not,

Two variables (“For whom would you rather work?" and WCRK/INPORTANCE)

rejected the null hypothesis in one subsample and were vexry close to

rejecting it in the other subsample, For these two varilables, the tuo

subsample estimates were combined, and the test was reaccomplished,

With the pooled estirnates, the null hypothesis was rejected for both

variables; that is, the varlances of responses of career military per-

sonnel were less than those of career civilians for these two questions,

From Table LVIII, it can be seen that Variable 47 and Variables 51
+ will

through 55 rejected the null hypothesis for both subsanples,

te recalled from the LEADERSHIP subsection that the five NCO variables

allowed the response, "I don't know a senlor NCO,"™ for civilians,

Variable 51 -- "Quality of new airmen?" -- had the possible response

*I don't know", In this subsection, those surveys which contained the

resporses "I don't know" or "I don't know an NCC® were not eliminated as

It was expected, therefore,

they were in the LEADERSHIP subsecticn,

that the varilances would differ on these variables,

The other nine variables 1n Table LVIII were quite interesting;

all nine were the DMFORTANCE GCAFLI's, There was less variability on

178
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all of these variables fcx career military personnel, At that point,

the author went a step further and examined the mean responses of AF

career personnel to the IMPCRTANCE (CAFLI's, The mean responses of

career military personnel were greater than the mean responses of

career civilians for all nine varlables in both subsanples, with one

exceptlion; the mean responses to PZRSONAL STANDING were equal in sub-

sample 1, tut not in subsample 2, Alternatively stated, AFMIG began

by ldentifying nine broad areas that reflect the Juallty of Air Force

Life; these nine creas were more important to career military people

than to career civilians, Examining this area would be very extensive,

and the author suggests that this area be studled further by a future

thesis student,

The comparison of career AF personnel to non-career AF persohnel

wasS beyond the scope of this study, and the author did not attempt to

do so here, However, in a very brief examination of the data, two

variables were readily discovered that provided some interesting in-

Those two variables were

sight into the Juality of Alr Force life,

Variable 35, "For whom would you rather work?" and Variable 56,

The mean responses to these variables

Conbined Job 3atisfaction Score,

follow:

35, Would you rather work for (i.e., be rated by) a military or civilian
supervisor?

A 13 —de c ' I S D E
wl v - v
Definitely Undecided Definitely
Mil4 tary Civilian

Career Non=Career Career ilon-Career

Military Military Civilian Civilian
1.96 2,45 3.52 3.13
Fig. 108, ‘ijean Responses -- Careex Pexscnnel -- Variable 35

179
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The two civillan nean responses were statistically different; the
career nilitary mean response was significantly less than the ncn-career
militaxy mean response, VWhether an individual was career or non-career
made adifference in hils preference for a military or civillan super-
visor, Career milltary members were even more adamant about whe wrote 3
their CZR's (i.e,, whether their supervisor was military or civilian)
than non-career military members; likewlse, career civilians nmore
strongly preferred a civillan supervisor than did non~-career civilans,
56, CCMBINED JO3 SATISFACTICH SCCRE
As recalled from Chapter III, there were 2L possible scores, ranging

from a minimum of 4 to a maximum of 23. Cnly the relevant range is

. depicted in Fig, 109,
15 15 17 13, 19 20
A o N B L -
llon-Career  lon-Career Career Career -
. Civilians Military Military Clvilians
15.96 16,01 18,09 19.30
Flg. 109, i‘ean Responses -- Career Personnel -- JC3 SATISFACTICH ;

Cn the basis of this very abbreviated analysis, JCB SATISFACTIC:

would seem to affect - civilian's decision about continuirg employment

wlth the Alr Ferce; similarly, JOB SATISFACTICN may be a significant

factor in a military member'’s decision to depart active duty service, !

180




V. Conclusions and Recommendatlons

Conclusions on ¥ilitary/Civilian Differences

The primary purpose of this study was to ".,. analyze all common

areas of both surveys to determine all differences between military

and civillan personnel pertalning to their percepiions of their Quality

of Life," To accomplish this, the variables were divided into JCAFLI's,

JCB, LEADERSHIP, FINANCE, AND PEOPLE related arees,

3CAFLI's, FREE TIME was more important to military members than

to civilians, yet civilians were more satisfled with the FREE TIME

aspects of thelr lives, FREE TIVME was defined as

Amount, use, and scheduling of free time alone, or in
voluntary associatlons with others; varlety of activities engaged

inl

There are two possible reasons why military personnel were less

satisflied with the FREE TIME aspects of their lives than civiliaps,

First, military personnel might be lazy and have expected to work less

However, the author knows of no

than their civilian counterparts,

responsitle individual who has evidence or data which supports this

view, Therefore, the first alternative is not only unacceptable, it

The second reason why FREE TINE was less sat-

is also unbelievable,

isfying to military personnel was that military personnel simply had

It was pointed out in Chapter II that it costs the

less TIME FREE,

AF money whenever a civilian 1s required to work outside normal duty

hours; on the other hand, overtime dces not exist for the military

e A SRS

Since most commanders must get maximum output from their

individual,

subordinates and stay within a set tudget, it scems loglcal to expect

that, over a pericd of tinme, someone must work some overtime or heolldays,
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Who will that somecne ba? Little organizational motivation exists to

encourage AF managers to distribute the overtime work load in an

equitable manner when mllitary work along side clvilian eaployees;

rather, the motivaticn is to obtaln a certain level of performance
The surveys did not directly question the

and stay within a budget,
amount of overtime worked, but FREZ TINE is considered to have addressed

The problem of working on holidays was questioned, and

this problem.
the results clearly show that mllitary members worked on holidays mucn

militayy personnel hed less

more than civillans, The facts weze clear;

FREE TIME than civilians,

Another facet of FREZ TIME had to do with ",., voluntary associatlions
The surveys asked if

with others; variety of activitles engaged in."

personnel were required to participate in actlivities that were not job

related: milltary responses Indlcated that they were reguired to partic-

"Activities" was unde-

ipate in more such activities thaan clvilians,

To one individual, it

fined, so a problem in interpretation existed,

might have meant social functions, i,e,, dining-in's, receptions, or

To another person, "Actlivities" may have

Joining the Officers® Club,

been interpreted to include barrack inspectlons, the support of charity

drives such as the Combined Federal Campaign or the Air Force Aid Soclety
The point is

or "Activities" might have been construed to be aerobics,

that whatever "Activities"meant, if any activitles are really necessary

for mission accomplishment, then a concerted effort should be mada to

convey thelr relevance to the work force,

The author founa no statistical evidence to indicate why military
Parhaps the

personnel valued thelir FREE TIME more than civilians did,
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following adage sums it up: "You don't kiow what you have until you

lose itl' In other words, the fact that military personnel had less
FREE TIME than civillansmade FAZZ TINE more important to the military,

HEALTH was another JCAFLI where differences existed, The AEALTH
aspects of their lives were more important and less satisfying to
military pecple than to civilisns, HEALTH was defined as;

Physical and mental well-being of seclf and dependents;

having illlnesses and allments detected, diagnosed, treated,

and cursd; quantity and quality of health care and services

provided,

In Chapter II, it was polated out that medical care is provided
virtually free to military members, while civilians must pay for their
medical care, Soaring costs have been commonly associated with proper
medical care, and for that reason, medical care has been ¢cited as an
Ancentive for choosing & career as a professional soldier, The survey
data confirms that military people definitely value HEALTH and medical
care very highly; yet their civilian peers were more satisfied with the
medical care provided through private medical facilities, To be sure,
most civilians probably are covered by health insurance and pay only a
portlon of their total medical costs; however, whatever a civ.lian must
pay 1s generally more than what his military co-worker pays. The author
would like to relterate this polnt: civillans, who must arrange for and
finance their own medical care, were more satisfied with the HEALTH
aspects of their.lives than were milltary personnel, to whom medical care
1s provided practically free of charge.

Differences between military and civillans were found to exist
in PERSCNAL GRCWTY/IPORTANCE and PERSONAL STANDING/IMPCRTANCE. The

definitions follow:
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PERSONAL GROWTH: To be able to develop individual capacities;
education/training; making full use of my abilities; the chance
to further my potential,

PERSCNAL STANDINC: To be treated with respect; prestige; dignity;

reputation; status,

While the PERSCNAL GROWTH and PERSCNAL STANDING aspects were more
important to military personnel than to civillans, both civilian and
military members expressed the same degree of satisfaction with these
two JOAFLI's,

The othexr IJ0AFLI's where differences existed will be discussed in
the appropriate subsections.

JCB, The JOZ related area was very lnteresting and deserved more

analysis than the author had time to accomplish. Suggestions for addi-

tional study will be discussed in the Recommendatiens,

Three powerful variables where differences occurred were “For whom,
over whom, and with whom would you rather work?" It was found that
civilians preferred to work for, over, and with other civilians; likewise,
military personmel preferred other mlilitarxy perscnnel, Military memters
were very adamant about whom they desired to work for -- thelr preference
for a military supervisor was stronger than the civilian preference for
& civilian supervisor, +when each group was divided according to whether
its supervisor was ailitary or civillam, civilians with civilian super-
visors indicated a stronger preference for civilian supervisors than
dic those civillans with military supervisors, In other words, civilians
supervised by military personnel still preferred civilian supervisors,

but not as markedly as civilians with civillan supervisors. Regardless
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of whother the supervisor was military or civilian, military membors wanted

to work for, over, and with military nembers. The author Lelleves that

this attitude on the part of military perasonnel amlght be partially ex-

plalned bty the military CER system. At the time of the surveys (spring,

1975), the "new" QIR sysiem was just beginning. Up until that time, the

CZR's had been victims of creeping inflation -~ the scores were getting

Many officers were afrald that if a civilian wrote

hlgher and higher,
their CZIR's, he would fall to "understand"™ the system and not properly

inflate the CER, Hopefully, that problem has been corrected with the

"new" CER,
Other interesting variables in the JC3 related subset concernad

JC3 SATISFACTICN, JC3 SATISFACTION was determined by adiing the re-

spenses of four questions together as explained in Chapter III, when

the civilian and military responses to individual questions that

determined JO3 SATISTACTICI were examined, the indication was that

2ivilians felt satisfied with their Jjots more often and liked their

Jobs better than military versonnel, Clvilians also responded that,

Soth =military

in relation to otaer people, they liked their Jobs nore.

and civillian personnel responded the same to the fourth determinant of

J03B SATISFACTICN, whlich dealt with the desire to change jobts, 1In the

first sybsample, the mean military JC3 SATISFACTICH score was statis-

tlcally less than the mean civilian JCB SATISFACTICN score ot a signif-

icance level of ,117; in subsample 2, the military mean response was

The loglcal conclusion was that

less «t a significance level of ,018,

civilians were more satisfied with thelr jobs than military personnel.

In view of these findings on JCB SATISTACTICH, it was not too surprising
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that clvillans viewed the AT as a nore favorable place to work than

Conaeguently, civiliens indicated a higher career

military personnel,

intent than military nembers,

Murther analysis of JCB related factors revealed that, in relation

to the military responses, civilians considered the level of thelr

grade too low for thelr work; they did not believe that their pressnt

Jobs were preparing them to assume greater responsiblliiy in the future;

In addition, civilians recelved less

and they had more Jjob freedom,
recognition for a Job well done and less feedback about job performance,

In vi.4 of the findings on JC3 SATISFACTICH discussed above,

one would be led to ask the questicn, "Toes feedback or recognition,
An overwhelming

majority

or a lack of elther, affect JCB SATISFACTICN?"

of research reported in the llterature holds that "recognition" is a

me jor determinant of JCB SATISFaCTICMH; hcowever, the guestlon of feed-

back affecting JC3 SATISFACTICN 1s not es well documented, nor was it

explored in thls research effort,

LEADERSHI®, LEADERSHIP/SUPZRVISICN wes defined as;

Has ny interests and that of the Alr Force ai hear; keeps
me informed: approachable and helpful rather than critical;

good knowledge of the job,
¥ilitary personnel's responses implied that LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISICH

When asked about the

was more important to them than to civilians,

level of SATISFACTICN, military and civilian personnel indicated the

#hen they were gqueried about military

same degree of satisfaction,

leadership in the Alr Force, mllitary personnel perceived & lower
It should be noted that the mean

quality of leadership than civilians,

response for military personnel was 'near averzaze"”, The author was not

attenpting to convey the 1ldea that military rerscnnel viewed their
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leaders as "bvad", but just not as favorably as civilians viewed the
AF leaders,

There were five variables concerning NCC's, and an interesting
revelation was that 25-307%7 of the civillans did not know a senior
NCO well enough to answer the question, When clvillans who knew senior
NCO's were contrasted with military personnel, it vas found that

(1) 3oth military personnel and civilians perceived that senior

NCO's were more like supervisors than technicians; however,
civilians did not express such strong feelings as the military.
"ilitary personnel hLad more respect for senlor NCC's than
clvilians did,

Both nilitary and civilians agreed to the same degree that
NCO's understand and are able to communicate with the people
who work with then.

Military members believed that NCC prestige had declined
more than civilians did,

Both military individuels and civiliars thought that senlor
NCC's should be given greater responsibility, but civilians
were not as adamant as the military.

FINANCE, Cne finding in this subset was that 737 of the surveyed
civilians had never made a PCS move; however, those civilians who had
were more adversely affected financially than military personnel making
such moves, Several of the other variables in this subset dealt with
personnel who held a second job and/or had working spouses, The re-
sults were confusing for two reasons, Flrst, a significant number of
people indicated that they did not hold a second job and/or their

spouses di¢ not work. Second. there was a higher percentage of civilian
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women than military women, which led to a higher rercentage of working

spouses for the civilians, Wilthout repeating the analysis of Chapter 1V,

it seems sufflcient to say that the inference was, of those military

and civilian personnel who held a second job and/or their spouses worked,

civilians had more difficulty in "making ends meet",

o o R

PECPLE. The results of this varlable subset were limited, but still

quite intriguing, Both military and civilian personnél indicated a

preference for male supervisors, rather than f:male; however, military

menbers did not seem so adamant. This was somewhat surprising, because

it was expected that the degree of preference would have been reversed:
that 1is, because there was a higher perxcentage of civilian women than
military women, it was expected that the pvreference for women super-
visors would have been stronger among civillans than among military

members, Further, not a single respondent, militery or c¢ivilian,

indicated a strong preference for a woman supervisor, This could have

been caused by an unrepresentative subsample; however, when all 23,000

surveys were examined, only .17 responded with a strong preference for

a woman supervisor, 1In contrast, 107 or 100 times as many people,

military and civilian, strongly preferred a man supervisor, It was also

found that male military supervisors expected less from women workers,
but more from men workers, than male civilian supervisors,
Another difference in this subset concerned whethsr or not civilians
wers "accepted and treated as members of the Alr Force community.”
3oth military and civilian members were "undecided”, but nct quite to the

same degree, Military personnel accepted civilians as a part of the AF

comnunity more readlily than civilians considered themselves to be accepted,
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The last difference in the PZOPLI subset was the QCAFLI EQUITY.

EQUITY was deflned as

Zqual opportunity in the Alr rForce; a fair chance at
promotion; an even break in my job/assignment selections,

EQUITY was more important to military personnel than to civilians.

Conclusions on Supervisors® Influence

The second purpnse of this study wes ",.. to investigate the

influence of supervisors on perceptions of Juality of Alr Force Life,

That is, did civilians (military) with nilitary supervisors have the

sa,;e perceptions of thelr JCAFL as clvilians (military) with civilian

supervisors?" 1In the JCD related area, civillans with military super-

viscrs had different perceptions of whom they would rather werk for,

over, and with, This was the only instance in which supervisors exerted

AN T

an influence on memters' perceptions of their J2iFL,

Conclusions on Varlances

The third purpose of this research effort was ",., to determine if

the variance of responses of career military members was the same as

the varlance of responses of AF civil servants to their JCAFL." At

a significance level of ,05, military members had smaller variances,

in at least one of the two subsamples, on 19 of 57 total variables,

Five of the 15 varliables were the questions concerning iiCC's. Hore : i’;

importantly, the responses of military personnel *o all nine INPCATAUCE

J0AFLI's had smaller variances than did the civilian responses, There

was no pattern or relationship among the other variables where the

variance of military responses was less, The relevance of the con-

there were nine areas that comprised

clusions on variances in this:

"the juality of Alr Force Life,” 1In the L:PCRTANCEZ measurenent of ;i
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these nine aress, the varlability of military responses was less than
the variability of civillan responses.

Conclusions con Discriminant Analysis

Discriminant analysis is normally employed to enable the analyst
to predict the future, In this study, however, discriminant aralysls
was used because it could identify and limit the varlables that
differentlate two populations; discriminant analysis proved to be a
very effective tool for this purpcse, An advantage of discriminant
analysis is that during the application, cexrtain statistics need to be
calculated; the calculations mey be used as a gauge 1o measure the
effectiveness of the discriminant function, 1In thils analysis, the
author used Wilks lambda and an F-statlistic that 1s a transformation
of the “ahalanobtis distance, Along wlth these statistics, a confusion
matrix was generated which was extremely useful in interpreting the
results,

In the application of discriminant analysls, Frank, Forrison, and
Yassey (1965) warn the analyst to beware of "search bias" and "sampling
bias®, To determine if search blas existed, two subsamples were drawn,
and a discriminant function was formulated for each subsample, The
variables of the two discriminant functlons were then compared; search
blas was nonexistent or irrelevant throughout the entire study.

To determine if sampling blas existed, the cross-validation
procedure as described by Frank, lMorrison, and Massey (1965) and in
Chapter III was utillized, For the five basic analyses -~ J0AFLI's,
JCB, LEAD:ISHIP, FINANCE, and PEOPLE -- sampling blas was found to exist
cnly in the LEZADERSHIP related area, and it affected the overall per-

centage correctly classified by only 53, In the study by Frank,




GCR/SY/76D-11

Morrison, and Massey (1965), their sample size was 100; it was demon-

strated that, for that sample size, sanpling blas affected the overall

percentage correctly classified by 2s much as 505, 3Zut as the size

of the sample increases, the effect of sampling blas is decreased,

The sample size «f this study was 793, and sampling blas was practically

nonexistent; therefore, the logical conclusion, based on this study,

was that 793 was an adequate sample size to preclude the effects of

sampling bias,

Recomnendations

(1) The JOB related area was broad and involved many variables.

The author had hoped to lnvestigate this area more fully, but he simply

did not have encugh time, It is recommended that a study be made of

military and civilian personnel differences in the JCB related area

2lone,

(2) The author recommends that a study be performed concerning

male/fenale differences in the Quality of Alr Force Life for each

survey.

(3) The author recommends that a study be performed concerning

race differences in the Quality of Air Force Life for each survey,

(4) The author recommends that a study be performed concerning

the differences between career and non-career personnel in the Quality

of Alr Force Life for each survey,

(5) The AF?IG surveys included only the IMPCRTANCE and SATISFACTION

CAFLI's in the HEALTH area, and no "follow-up" questions, In view of :

the findings on the HEALTH JCAFLI, the2 author advocates the inclusion

of more questions concerning the FEALTH aspects of 1ife and medical care
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on any future surveys,

(6) A small-scale experiment should be conducted to investigate

the effects of different sample sizes on sampling bias in discriminant

analysis,

Concluding Remaxks

AFP 40-5-4 states:

Although the military personnel system and the Civil Service
system operate very differently, both serve the same basic purpose =~-
to put the right perscn in the right job at the right time, Uhile
officers and enlisted personnel are assigned to 2z commender by
higher authorities, the commandexr himself nas the authoxity to
select and hire locally the skilled civillan help he needs to
complement his military strength in order to carry out his mission.
Recognizing that the two systems complement each other in serving
the needs of an organization as huge and complex as the Department
of Defense, even though they are different, will increase our
understanding of today's personnel management reguirements and

help prevent inaccurate and misleacding comparisons tetween the two

systems, (imphasis added,)

The author has not advocated that one system "has it bettex" than

the other; rather, he has tried to te partial and fair in 211 the analyses,

Every conclusion wes based on classical statlstical procedures and tech-

niques; each time an important point was made, the author guoted and

backed up his findings with ithe appropriate statistics, A sincere

attempt was made to “,., help prevent inaccurate and aisleading con-

parisons between the two systems,"
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APPENDIX A

Questions Common to the

Military and Civilian Surveys




1, ARE YQU

A, ACTIVE DUTY AIR FORCE
B, AIR FORCE CIVIL SERVICE

WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT PAY SYSTEM?
A. GS (GENERAL SCHEDULE)
B. WS (WAGE SUPERVISOR)
C. WL (WACE LEADER
D, WG (WAGE GRADED
QUESTION 2 WAS BLANK FOR AIR FORCE.
3. WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT GRADE LEVEL? (CIVILIAN SURVEY)

A,

1
.2

S. 19
WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT ACTIVE DUTY GRADE? (MILITARY SURVEY)

. COLONEL

« LIBUTENANT COLONEL

« MAJOR

« CAPTAIN

. FIRST LIEUTENANT

» SECOND LIEUTENANT

« WARRANT OFFICER

+ CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT

SENIOR MASTER SERGEANT
MASTER SERGEANT
TECHNICAL SERGEANT
STAFF SERGEANT
SERGEANT

AIRMAN FIRST CLASS
AIRMAN

AIRMAN BASIC

* o e

"dOZEZl“‘?@‘-cH

WHAT IS YOUR COMMAND OF ASSIGNMENT (THE COMMAND THAT MAINTAINS
YOUR PERSONNEL RECORDS)?

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND

US AIR FORCE ACADEMY

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND

US AIR FORCES IN EUROPE

AIR FORCE ACCOUNTING AND FINANCE CENTER
AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

AIR RESERVE PERSONNEL CENTER
AIR TRAINING COMMAND

AIR UNIVERSITY

US AIR FORCES SOUTHERN COMMAND
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE RESERVE
HEADQUARTERS USAF

AIR FORCE DATA AUTOMATION AGENCY
HBADQUARTERS COYMAND

Oz:‘t‘?ﬁ‘—«HsﬂO‘dt‘]UOlﬂb




MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

PACIFIC AIR FORCES

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

USAF SECURITY SERVICE

AIR FORCE MILITARY PERSONNEL CENTER

AIR FORCE INSPECTION AND SAFETY CENTER
AIR FORCE AUDIT AGENCY

AIR FORCE OFFICE OF SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS
USAF COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE (NOT ON MILITARY SURVEY)
OTHER (RESPONSE Y ON MILITARY SURVEY)

N <CHWDDO Y

MUCH ACTIVE FEDERAL CIVILIAN SERVICE HAVE YOU COMPLETED?
MILITARY (for AF)

30 YEARS BUT LESS THAN 31

WHAT IS)YOUR HIGYEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION NOW (INCLUDE ACCEFTED GED
CREDITS)?

GRAMMAR SCHOOL (DID NOT GRADUATE)

GRAMMAR SCHOOL GRADUATE ¢NO HIGH SCHOOL)

HIGH SCHOOL (DID NOT GRADUATE)

HIGH SCHCCL GRADUATE (NO COLLEGE)

TRADE OR TECHNICAL SCHOOL (NO COLLEGE)

SOME COLLEGE, BUT LESS THAN ONE YEAR

ONE YEAR COLLEGE, BUT LESS THAN TWO

TWO YEARS COLLEGE, BUT LESS THAN THREE

THREE YEARS OR MORE COLLEGE, NO DECREE

REGISTERED NURSE DIPLOMA PROGRAM

COLLEGE. DEGREE (BS, BA, OR EQUIVALENT, EXCEPT LL.B)
GRADUATE WORK BEYOND BACHELOR DEGREE (NO MASTER'S DEGREE)
MASTER's DEGREE

POSTGRADUATE WORK BEYOND MASTER'S DEGREE

DOCTORATE DEGREE (INCLUDES LL,B, J.D,,D.D.S.,M.D,, AND D,V M)

e o o o e o

OZIICXRCHIOYIEBOQW>»

WHAT IC YOUR MARITAL STATUS?

A, MARRIED

B. NEVER BEEN MARRIED

C. DIVORCED AND NOT REMARRIED
D. LEGALLY SEPARATED

E. WIDOWER/WIDOW




HOW MANY DEPENDENTS DO YOU HAVE? DO NOT INCLUDE YOURSELF,

NONE
. B, ONE
c. TVO
D. THREE
B. FOUR
F. FIVE
G, SIX
H, SEVEN
I. EIGHT CR MORE

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING DO YOU CONSIDER YOURSELF?

. BLACK
SPANISH OR MEXICAN AMERICAN

AMERICAN INDIAN

ORIENTAL

OTHER THAN A THROUGH D (CIVILIAN SURVEY)

WHITE Eommn THAN SPANISH OR MEXICAN AMERICAN) (MILITARY SURVEY)
. OTHER (MILITARY SURVEY)

‘QB!I.'!.UOb.i>

WHAT IS YOUR SEX?

A, MALE .
B. FEVALE

IS THE PERSON WdAC PREPARES YOUR PERFORMANCE REPORT MILITARY OR
CIVIIIAN?

A, MILITARY
B, CIVILIAN

FOR WHICH OF THE FCLLOWING DO YQU PREPARE PERFORMANCE REPORTS/
RATINGS?

. NONE | 8
. AIRMEN .
. CIVILIANS | -
. AIRMEN AND CIVILIANS L 4

. OFFICERS -

. OFFICERS AND AIRMEN

. OFFICERS AND CIVILIANS ;,

. OFFICERS, ATRMEN, AND CIVILIANS

INDICATE TYE PRIMARY FUNCTION IN WHICH YOU ARE CURRENTLY EMPLOYED,
(CIVILIAN SURVEY)

LOWEUYOWw>

+  MAINTENANCE
. LOGISTICS MANAGEMENT
. SUPPLY

. PROCUREMENT
+ COMPTRO'.LER

HOOwD >




TRANSPORTATION g
PERSONNEL, ¢
CIVIL ENGINEERING

SEOURITY

INVESTIGATIONS

MEDICAL

RESEAROK AND DEVELOPMENT

OPERATIONS

COMMUNICATIONS ;
SERVICES L
. ADMINISTRATION
Q. OTHER

e o »

’d()Z:ZL"?#QHiEO”J

-

13. ENTER Ti% CODE“FOR THE FIRST DIGIT OF YOUR DUTY AIR FORCE SPECIALTY .
CODE (AFSC) OPPOSITE ITEM 13 ON YCUR ANSWER SHEET, (MILITARY SURVEY)

BLANK FOR THE CIVILIAN SURVEY,

14, ENTER THE CODE FOR THE SECOND DIGIT OF YOUR DUTY AFSC OPPOSITE
ITEM 14 ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET, (MILITARY SURVEY)

A, © F. 5 1
B. 1 G, 6 :
‘ c. 2 He 7 [
D. 3 I, 8 v
E, & J. 9 '

URING THE PAST YEAR HOW MANY OF THESZ NINE HOLIDAYS WERE YOU
REQUIRED TO BE AT WORK IN A DUTY STATUS?

(]

15.

0 DAYS
1 DAY
2 DAYS
3 DAYS
4 DAYS
5 DAYS _ _
& DAYS '
7 DAYS '
8 DAYS ,
9 DAYS i

CHZO®WEDOW>

8

YOU HOLD A SECOND JOB? i
I

NO '
YES, I WORK l-5 HOURS PER WEEK i
YES, I WORK 6-10 HOURS PER WEZK
YES, I WORK 11-20 HOURS PER WEEK

O Qo>




E. YES, T WORK 21-30 HOURS PER WEEK
F. YES, I WORK OVER 30 HOURS PER WEEK

EVEN THOUGH THE DOLLAR DOES NOT GO AS FAR AS IT USED TO, I AM
HAVING NO PROBLEMS IN MAKING ENDS MEET.

. STRONGLY DISAGREE
. DISAGREE

. UNDECIDED

. AGREE

. STRONGLY AGREE

HOOW>

18, THE MAIN REASON THAT I HAVE A SECOND JOB, AND/OR THAT MY SPCUSE
WORKS IS THAT WE HAVE TO IN ORDER TO MAKE ENDS MEET,

. NOT AFPLICABLE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
DISAGREE
UNDECIDED
AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

BEHOAQAW>

NOT APPLICABLE
1-2 MONTHS TO RECOVER

3-44 MONTHS TO RECOVER

5-6 MONTHS TO RECOVER

7-8 MONTHS TO RECOVER

9-10 MONTHS TO RECOVER

11-12 MONTHS TO RECOVER

MCRE THAN 12 MONTHS TO RECOVER
I DON'T KNOW

H:I:O‘*.\_FJUOU:’?’-

20, HOW DO YOU EVALUATE YOUR PRESENT AIR FORCE JOB?

I WANT A CHALLENGING JCB, AND MY PRESENT JCB IS
A, BORING

B. NOT CHALLENGING

C. SOMEWHAT CHALLENGING

D, CHALLENGING

E, VERY CHALLENGING

I DON'T WANT A CHALLENGING JOB, AND MY PRESENT JOB IS
F. BORING

G. NOT CHALLENGING

H

I

J

. SOMEWHAT CHALLENGING
« CHALLENGING
. VERY CHALLENGING

WAS YOUR FINANCIAL SITUATICON AFFECTED BY YOUR LAST PCS MOVE?




DO YOU TYINK YOUR PRESENT JOB IS PREPARING YOU TQ ASSUME FUTURE
POSITIONS OF GREATER RESPCNSIBILITY?

. DEFINITELY NO
. PROBABLY NO

. UNDECIDED

. PROBABLY YES

. JEFINITELY YES

DO YOU WANT A JOB WHICH HAS GREATER RESPONSIBILITY THAN YOUR
CURRENT JOB?

DEFINITELY NO
PROBABLY NO

. UNDECIDED

. PRCBABLY YES

. DEFINITELY YES

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING SHOWS HOW MUCH OF THE TIME YOU FEEL
SATISFIED WITH YOUR JOB?

ALL THE TIME

MOST OF THE TIME

A GCOD DEAL OF THE TIME
ABCUT HALF OF THE TIME
QCCASIONALLY

SELDOM

NEVER

BoOw>

HOOSE THE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS WAICH BEST TELLS HCW WELL
OU LIKE YOUR JOB,

F
Go
c
Y

I HATE IT

I DISLIKE IT

I DON'T LIXE IT

I AM INDIFFERENT TO IT

I LIKE IT

I AM ENTHUSIASTIC ABOUT IT
I LOVE IT

oHEHoaw>

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING BEST TELLS HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT CHANGING
YOUR JOB?

WOULD QUIT THIS JOB AT ONCE IF I COULD

WOULD TAKE ALMOST ANY OTHER JOB AT COMPARABLE PAY

WOULD LIKE TO CHANGE BOTH MY JOB AND MY OCCUPATION

WOULD LIXE TO EXCHANGE MY PRESENT JUB FOR ANCTHER ONE

AM NOT EAGER BUT I WOULD CHANGE IF I CCULD GXT A BETTER JOB
CANNOT THINK OF ANY JCBS FOR WHICH I WOULD EXCHANGE

WOULD NOT EXCHANGE MY JOB FOR ANY OTHER

o

ONE OF THE FOLLOWING SHOWS HOW YOU THINK YCU COMPARE WITH
PEOPLE?

:
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. NO ONE LIKES HIS JOB BETTER THAN I LIKE MINE 4
. I LIKE MY JOB MUCH BETTER THAN MGST PEOPLE LIKE THEIRS
. I LIKE MY JCB BETTER THAN MOST PEOPLE LIKE THEIRS ; 3
I LIKE MY JOB AS WELL AS MOST PEOPLE LIKE THEIRS

. I DISLIKE MY JOB MORE THAN MOST PEOPLE DISLIKE THEIRS

. I DISLIKE MY JOB MUCH MORE THAN MOST PECPLE DISLIKE THEIRS

. NO ONE DISLIKES HIS JOB MORE THAN I DISLIKE MINE

Q=m@DoQw>

27, WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS DO Y(CU CONSIDER THE MOST
ESSENTIAL FOR FAVING A SATISFYING JOB?

. CHALLENGING WORK E .
RECOGNITION FOR MY WORK '
SENSE OF ACHIEVEMENT

. ENCOURAGEMENT TO USE INITIATIVE AND CREATIVITY
. HAVING RESPONSIBILITY FOR A JOB

,» HAVING A GOOD SUPERVISOR .
. OTHER b

QMEmoQw >

28, WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES YOUR FEELINGS TOWARDS LONG
TERM EMPLCYMENT WITH THE AIR FORCE?

bRage & Lt 8 ey

A, DEFINITELY INTEND TO MAKE A CAREER OF AIR FORCE EMPLOYMENT
B. MOST LIKELY WILL MAKE A CAREER OF AIR FORCE EMPLOYMSNT
C. UNDECIDED .
D. MOST LIKELY WILL NOT MAKE A CAREER OF AIR FORCE EMPLOYMENT 9
E. DEFINITELY DO NOT INTEND TO MAKE A CAREER OF AIR FORCE EMPLOYMET -

; 29. TME AIR FORCE REQUIRES ME TO PARTICIPATE IN TOO MANY ACTIVITIES THAT ¥
\ ARE NOT RELATED TO MY JOB. ]

A, STRONGLY DISAGREE e
B. DISAGREE -;
C. UNDECIDED 3
D. AGREE
E. STRONGLY AGREE

; 30. WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE QUALITY OF MILITARY LEADERSHIP IN THE

: AIR FORCE?

ii A, EXCELLENT

; B. ABOVE AVERAGE

; C. AVERAGE

i- D. BELOW AVERAGE

; E. POOR

! F. NO OPINION

i 31, WHAT KIND OF INFLUENCE DOES YOUR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR HAVE ON YCUR

5 ORGANTZATION?

! A, VERY FAVORABLE

g 3. FAVORABLE

g C. NEUTRAL
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D, UNFAVORABLE
E. VERY UNFAVORABLE
F. DON'T KNOW

ARE YOU GIVEN THE FREEDOM YOU NEED TO DO YQUR JCB WELL?

NEVER
SELDOM
SOMETIMES
OFTEN
ALWAYS

DOES YOUR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR GIVE YOU RECOGNITICN FOR A JOB
WELL DONE?

. NEVER

. SELDOM

. SOMETIMES

. FREQUENTLY

B
E. VERY FREQUENTLY

c
D
DO YOU FEEL THAT THE WORK YCU ARE NOW DOING IS APPROPRIATE TO THE
GRADE YQU HOLD?

MY GRADE IS MUCH TOO HIGH FCR THE WORK I AM DOING

MY GRADE IS SCMEWHAT TOO HIGH FOR THE WORK I AM DCING
. MY GRADE IS ABOUT RIGHT FCR THE WORK I AM DOING
. MY GRADE IS SOMEWHAT TCO LOW FOR THE WORK I AM DOING
. MY GRADE IS MUCH TOO LOW FOR THE WORK I AM DOING
. NO OPINION

WOULD YOU RATHER WORK FOR (I.E., BE RATED BY) A MILITARY OR CIVILIAN
SUPERVISOR?

DEFINITELY WOULD RATHER WORK FOR A MILITARY SUPERVISOR
PROBABLY WOULD RATHER WORK FCRA MILITARY SUPERVISCR

. HAVE NO PREFERENCE

. PROBABLY WOULD RATHER WORK FOR A CIVILIAN SUPERVISOR

. DEFINITELY WOULD RATHER WORK FOR A CIVILIAN SUPERVISCR

RACE RELATICN TRAINING COURSES ARE EFFECTIVZE IN GETTING PEOPLE TO
TREAT EACH OTHER BETTER.

. STRONGLY DISAGREE
. DISAGHEE

. UNDECIDED

. AGREE

. STRONGLY AGREE

ARE CIVILIAN PERSONNEL ACCEPTED AND TREATED AS MEMBERS OF THE AIR
FORCE COMMUNITY?

A, DEFINITELY NOT
B, PROBABLY NOT




C. UNDECIDED
D, PROBABLY YES
E. DEFINITELY YES

WOULD YOU RATHER SUPERVISE MILITARY CR CIVILIAN PERSONNEL?

DEFINITELY WOULD RATHER SUPERVISE CIVILIAN PERSONNEL
PROBABLY WOULD RATHER SUPERVISE CIVILIAN PERSONNEL
HAVE NO PREFERENCE

PROBABLY WOULD RATHER SUPERVISE MILITARY PERSONNEL
DEFINITELY WCULD RATHER SUPERVISE MILITARY PERSCNNEL

WOULD YCU RATHER WORK WITH MILITARY OR CIVILIAN CO~WORKERS?

DEFINITELY WOULDL RATHER WORK WITH CIVILIAN CO-WORKERS
PROBABLY WOULD RATHER WORK WITH CIVILIAN CO-WORKERS
HAVE NO FREFERENCE

PROBABLY WOULD RATHER WORK WITH MILITARY CO-WCRKERS
DEFINITELY WOULD RATHER WORK WITH MILITARY CO-WORKERS

INDIVIDUAL CAN GET MORE OF AN EVEN BREAK IN PRIVATE SECTCR
EMPLOYMENT THAN IN AIR FORCE EMPLOYMENT,

STRONGLY DISAGREE
DTSAGREE
UNDECIDED

AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

HOW DOES YOUR SUPERVISOR DEAL WITH YOUR WOMEN CO-WORKERS?

>

NOT APPLICABLE, THERE ARE NO WOMEN IN MY UNIT
SUPERVISOR IS A WOMAN AND

EXPECTS MORE FROM THE WOMEN WORKERS

TREATS MEN AND WOMEN WORKERS THE SAME

SHE GIVES WOMEN THE EASY JOBS

SUPERVISOR IS A MAN AND

EXPECTS MORE FROM WOMEM THAN MEN

TREATS MEN AND WOMEN WORKERS THE SAME

4E GIVES WOMEN THE EASY JOBS

LRRBZPPP3
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WHAT CAREER FIELDS SHOULD MILITARY WOMEN WORK IN THE AIR FCRCE?

WOMEN SHOULD WORK IN ALL CAREER FIELDS

WOMEN SHOULD WORK IN ALL FIELDS EXCEPT THOSE INVOLVING COMBAT
WOMEN SHOULD WORK ONLY IN FIELDS IN WHICH PHYSICALLY CAPABLE
WOMEN SHOULD WORK ONLY IN FIELDS TRADITIONALLY CCCUPIED BY WOMEN
WOMEN SHOULD NOT BE MEMBERS OF THE AIR FORCE

mmpw:»

-

WOULD YOU RATHER WORK FOR A MAN OR A WOMAN SUPERVISOR?

A, STRONGLY PREFER A MAN SUPERVISOR
B, PREFER A MAN SUPERVISCR




C. HAVE NO PREFERENCE
D. PREFER A WOMAN SUPERVISOR
E, STRONGLY PREFER A WOMAN SUPERVISOR

THERE ARE MORE FAVORABLE FEATURES ABOUT THE AIR FORCE AS A PLACE
WORK THAN UNFAVORABLE ONES,

YES
UNDECIDED
NO

fpr 3

3

WHAT EXTENT IS DEALING WITH PEOPLE A PART OF YOUR JCB?

VERY LITTLE

LITTLE

SOME MODERATE AMOUNT
MUCH

VERY MUCH

moows

>

IR FORCE TRAINING PROGRAMS DO NOT DO A VERY GOOD JOB OF PREPARING
EOPLE TO GET ALONG WITH OTYER PEOPLE,

o)

STRONGLY DISAGREE
DISAGREE
UNDECIDED

AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

HoQw»>

MOST SENIOR NCO'S (MASTER, SENIOR, AND CHIEF MASTER SERGEANTS) ARE
PRIMARILY SUPERVISORS RATHER THAN TECHNICIANS,

NOT APPLICABLE, I DON'T KNOW ANY SENIOR NCO'S
STRONGLY DISAGREE

DISAGREE

UNDRCIDED

AGREE

STRCNGLY AGREE

OFTEN ARE YOU GIVEN FEEDBACK FROM YOUR SUPERVISOR ABOUT YOUR
PERFORMANCE?

NEVER

SELDOM
SOMETTIMES
FREQUENTLY

VERY FREQUENTLY

HOW OFTEN DO YOU AND YOUR SUPERVISOR GET TOGETHER TO SET YOUR
PERSONAL PERFCRMANCE OBJECTIVES?

A. NEVER
B, SELDOM
C. SOMETIMES




D. FREQUENTLY
E. VERY FREQUENTLY

TECHNICAL SCHCOCOL TRAINING DOES NOT DO AN ADEQUATE JOB OF PREPARING
AN AIRMAN FOR HIS FIRST DUTY ASSIGNMENT,

. STRONGLY DISAGREE

. DISAGREE

. UNDECIDED

. AGREE

. STRONGLY AGREE

. DON'T KNOW (CIVILIAN SURVEY)

HOW DOES THE QUALITY OF AIRMEN ENTERING THE AIR FORCE TODAY
COMPARE WITH THE QUALITY OF THOSE WHO ENTERED IN PREVIOUS YEARS?

DECREASED
REMAINED ABOUT THE SAME
INCREASED
DON'T KNOW

I HAVE A LOT OF RESPECT FOR MCST OF THE SENIOR NCO'S (MASTER, SENICOR,
AND CHIEF MASTER SERGEANTS) I KNOW,

NOT APPLICABLE, I DON'T KNOW ANY SENIOR NCO'S
STRONGLY DISAGREE
DISAGREE
. UNDECIDED
.. AGREE
F, STRONGLY AGREE

M T OF THE NCC'S UNDERSTAND AND ARE ABLE TO COMMUNICATE WITH
P PLE WHO WORK WITH{ THEM,

NOT APPLICABLE, I DON'T KNOW ANY SENIOR NCO'S
STRONGLY DISAGREE

DISAGREE

UNDECIDED

AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

TEOQW

PRESTIGE HAS DECLINED OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YFARS,

NOT APPLICABLE
STRCNGLY DISAGREE
DISAGREE
UNDECIDED

AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE




| e

55.

Py

56.

o F-‘v ‘

SENIOR NCO'S (MASTER, SENIOR, CHIEF MASTER SERGEANTS) ARE USUALLY
GIVEN JOBS WITH LESS RESPONSIBILITY THAN THEY SHOULD HAVE,

. NOT APPLICABLE, I HAVEN'T KNOWN ENCUGH NCO'S TO REALLY SAY
. STRONGLY DISAGREE

. DISAGREE

. UNDECIDED

. AGREE

. STRONGLY AGREE

‘OO W >

COMBINED JOB SATISFACTION SCORE

ECONOMIC STANDARD: Satisfactlon of basic human needs such as food,
shelter, clothing; the ability to maintain an acceptable standerd
of 1living. (57 and 66)

ECONOMIC SECURITY: Gueranteed employment; retirement bsnefits;
insurance; protection for self and family., (53 and 67)

FREE TIME: Amount, use, and scheduling of free time alone, or in
voluntary associations with others; variety of activitles engaged
in. (59 and 68)

WORK. Doing work that is personelly meaningful and important; pride
in your work, job satisfaction; recognition for my efforts and my
accomplishments on the job, (60 and 69)

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION: Has my interests and that of the Air Force
at heart; keeps me informed; approachable and helpful rather than
critical; good knowledge of the job, (61 and 70)

UITY: Equal opportunity in the Air Force; a falr chance at
Promotion; an even break in my job/assignment selsctions, (62 and 71)

PERSCNAL GROWTH: To be able to develop indivildual capaclties;
education/training; making full use of my abilitles; the chance to
further my potential, (63 and 72)

PERSONAL STANDING: To be treated with respect; prestige; dignity;
Teputation; status, (64 and 73)

HEALTH: Physical and mental well-being of self and dependents;
having 1llnesses and allments detected, dlagnosed, treated and cured;
quantity and quallty of health care and services provided, (65 and 74)
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57 thru 65, WHAT DEGREE OF IMPCRTANCE DO YOU ATTACH TO THE ABOVE?

Alll..B'l.l.cl'OOQDCQ'QIEQUOQOF'O"OG

LOW MEDIUM HIGH 3
IMPORTANCE IMPORTANCE  ©  IMPORTANCE ]

66 thru 7%, TO WHAT DEGREE ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH ASPECTS '
OF YOUR GURRENT LIFE? —_— _
A.‘."B.....CQ.."D.'.'IE‘..‘.F.'.'lG .:
HIGHLY NEUTRAL HIGHLY
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED :

;
3
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T-Test Results For

Selected Variables
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This appendix contains the results of t-tests of differences in
mean responses for selected variables, The following hypotheses were
tested:

Hos Uy T Uy
Hat uyy ] uzy
where u,4 ™ me2n response of Population 1 to Variabdle i
uy, = mean response of Population 2 to Variable 1
The populations in this appendix are as follows:

1, Mil/Civ: Population 1 was military personnel; Population 2
contained civilians,

2, Mil/¥Mil: Population 1 was military personnel with military super-
visors; Population 2 contained military members with
civilian bosses,

3. Civ/Civ: Civilians with militaery leaders were in Population 1,
while those civillans with civilian supervisors comprised
Population 2. .

4, Like{gnlike: Population 1 contained military members with military
supervisors and civilians wlth civilian supervisors;
Population 2 consisted of military personnel with
civilian supervisors and civilians with militaxry
supervisors,

5. Mil/civ(Career): Career military personnel comprised Population 1;
Population 2 contalned career civilian personnel,

The numbers following the questions are the levels of significance
at which the t-test may be rejected, For example, the first selected
variable was 5; for the populations Mil/Mil and subsample 1, the
significance level was 457, If 457 is greater than the desired o,
the null hypothesis should not be rejected; if 457 1s less thaan the
deeired o¢ , the null hypothesis should be rejected,
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APPENDIX C

Confusion Matrices For

Selected Individual Variables




This apperdix contains the confusion matrices of selected individ-
ual variables, 1.,es,, when the variable was the only variable in the

discriminant function. The following format will be used:

Predicted
Military
Military A B
D

Civilian

Civilian c Q

A% of military individuals correctly classified

B% of military individuals incorrectly classified

C*% of civillans correctly clasaified
D*% of civilians incorrectly classified

Q=oversll percentage correctly classified

To determine if the discriminant functlion was effective, the test

presented in Chapter III was used, and is presented again below,

»
Ho. Q =P s

» :
Hagt Q@ >P

Test Statistics t =g - P
]
)4

Rejection Reglon: t > t,
where Q‘ = true overall fraction correctly classified

Q ~m) +n, , estinate of Q
N
m; = number of military individuals correctly classified

n, = number of civilians correctly classified

N = total number of military and civilian personnel =
793

P =n/N = 427/793 = .538
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n = total number of civilians = 427

Sp - P (1-p)

N
o = level of significance = ,05
It can be shown that Q must be greater than ,567 (56.7%) to be
significant,

10, what is your sex?

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 96,2% 3.8

Actual Q = 60.5%
Civilian 70, 0% 30.0% Significant

6. tWhat 18 your highest level of education now (include accepted GED
Credita)?
Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 43.2% 56.8%

Actual Q = 55.6%
Civilian 33.7% 66, % Insignificant

15. During the past year how many of these rine holidays were you
required to be at work in & duty status?

Predicted
Military Civiliaa

Military 48,9% 51.1%
Actual Q = 70.5%
Civilian 11.0% 89.0% Significant
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Do you hold a second Job?

Pradicted
Military Civilian
13.4% 86,.6%

Actual Q = 54.i%
10, 5% 89.5% Insignificant

Even though the dollar does not go as far as it used to, I an
having no problems ir msking ends nmeet,
Predicted

Military Civilian
54,9% b5.1%

Actual q - 530 “
47,18 52.9% Insignificant

The main reason that I have a second job, and/or that my spouse
works is that we have to in order to make ends meet,
Predicted
Military Civilian
70.5% 29,5%

Actual Q - 53-“
Civilian 62,1% 37.9% Insignificant

How was your financial situation affected by your last PCS move?

Predicted

Military Civilian
Military 49.7% 50.%
19.9% 80.1%

H
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21, Do you think your preseant Job is preparing you to assuame future
positions of greater responsibility?
Predicted
Military Civilian
55-5’ wvﬂ 1»"

] =53.0% y
Civilian 49.2% 50,8 Insigmificant

Actual

22,

Do you want a jJob which has greater responsibility than your curreant
Job?

T L e s ke e

Predicted
Military Civilian
53.0% 47,08

Actual Q = 51.1%
50.4% 49,.% Insignificant

23.

Which cne of the followlng shows how much of the time you feel
satisfied with your job?

* Predicted
Ailitary
Military 46,2% 53.8%

Actual Q = 54.6%
Civilian 38.2% 61.8% Insignificaat

Civilian

24, Choose the one of the following statements which best tells how
well you like your job,

Predicted

Military Civilian

35.2% 64, 8%

Actual Q = 56.0%
Civilian 25,5% 74.5% Inaignificant




25, Which one of the following best tells how you fesl about changing

your Jjob?
Predicted
Mil{tary Civilian
Military 39.% 60,7%
Actusl Q = 56.1%

Civilian 29.5% 70,5% Insignificant

26, Which one of the following shows how you think you compare with
other people?

Predicted
Military Civilian
Mlitary | 52.7% 47, % .

Actual Q=51.7%
Civilian 49,2% 50.8% Insignificant

PR

ST e

28, which one of the following best describea yocur feelings towards
long term employment with the Air Foxce?

T

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 42,9% 57.1%

Actual Q = 54,5%
Civilian 35.64 6l 4K Insignificant

29. The Alr Force requires me to participate in too many activities

that are not related to my Job,

Predicted
Military Civilian
Militaxy 59.6% Lo, 4%

Actual Q = 69.9%
Civiiian 21, % 78.7% Significant
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30. What is your opini

Lir Force?

Actual

31.

Military

Civilian

your organigation?

Actual

Military
Civilian

Predicted
Military Civilian
65.% 3, 7%
6l 6% 35.4%

Predicted
Military Civilian
A h2,9% 57.1%

ho,s5% 59.5%

on of the quality of military leadership in the

Q= U9.2%
Insignificant

what kind of influence does your immediate supervisor have on

Q=518
Insignificant

32, Axe you given the freedom you need to do your job wsll?

Actual

Militaxy
Civillian

Predicted
Military Civilian
4o,u% 59.6%
S, 2% 65.9%

Q = 54.2%
«lgnificant

33. Does your immediate supervisor give you recognition for a job
well done?

Astual

Military
Civilian

Predicted

Military

Civilian

4, 5%

55.5%

29,0%

71.0%

239

Q = 56.8%
Significant
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Do you feel that the work you are now doing is appropriate to the
grade you hold?

Predicted

Militaxry Civilian

67.5% 32,58
Q = 60.8%
bs, 0% 55.0% Significant

Would you rether work for (I.E., be rated by) a military or civilian
supervisor?
Predicted
Military Civillan

“.5’ 35.5%
Q= 75.4%
15.2% 84,8% Significant

36, Race relation treining courses are effective in getting people to
treat each other better,

Predicted
Military Civilian

57.9% b2.1%
Q = 55.2%
47,1% 52,9% Insignificant

37. Are civilian personnel accepted and treated as members of the Air
Force community?
Predicted
Military Civilian
50.3% by, 7%
Q™ 53.1%
T 4 55.5% Insignificant




Would you rather supervise military or civilian personnel?

Predicted
Military Civilian
b9.2% 50.8%
5.2 9%.8%

Q= 73.5%
Significant

Actual

Would you rathsr work with military or civilian co-workers?

Preilcted

Military Civilian

39.64 60,4

Actual
k9% 95.1%

Q = 69.5%
Significant

An individual can get more of an even treak in private sector
employment than in Air Force smployment,

Predicted

Military Civilian
Military 53.8% b6, 2%
Actual Q = 54,1%
Civilian bs. 7 54, % Insignificant

In what career fieslds should military women work in the Air Force?

Predicted
Millitary Civilian

42,6% 57.4%
Actual Q" 55.5%
Civilian 33.5% 66,5% Insignificant




43, Would you rather work for a man or womsa supervisor?

Predicted
Military ivilian
Military W6, 2% 53.8%

Actual Q= 55.%
Civilian L:?.sx 62.5% Insigaificant

L4, There are more favorable featurss about the Alr Force as a place
to work than unfavorable ones,
Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 37.2% 62,8%

Actual Q = 57.8%
Civilian 2b,6% 75.0% Significant

45, To what extent is dealing with people a part of your job?

Predicted
Military Civilian

Military 52, 7% 47, %
Actual Q= 52.0%
Civilian 48,7% 51, % Insignificant

46, Alr Force training progzams do not do & very good job of preparing
people to get along with other pecple.

Prodicted
Military Civilien
Militayy 59. 3% 40,7%
Actual Q = 49,48
Civilian 59.0% h1,0% Insignificant
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Most Senlor NCO's (Master, Senior, and Chief Master Sergeants) are
Primiarily supervisors rather than technicians,
Predicted
Military Civilian
76.0% 2k, 0%

Q = 65.2%

43.8% 56.2% Significant

How often are you given feedback from yo~ supervisor about your
Job pexrformance?

Predicted

Military Civilian

Military 63.1% 36.9%
Actual Q = 55.4%
Civilian 51, % 48, 7% Insignificant

How often do you and ycur supervisor get together to set your
personal pericrmance objectives?
Prodicted
Military Civilian
Mc% 59‘%
Q = 50.7%
Lo, 7% 59.% Insignificant

How does the quality of airmen entering the Air Force today
with the quality of those who entered in previous years?

Predicted

Military Civiiian

Military 51.1% 48, 9%
Actual g = 51.6%
Civilian 43,0% 52,0% Insignificunt
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53.

55.
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I have a lot of respect for most of the Senior NCO's (Master, Seaior,
and Chief Master Sergeants) I know.
Predictad
Military Civilian
Military 73.5% 26,5%

Actual Q = 57.6%
Civilian | 56.0% us,0% | Significant

Most of the NCO's understand and are able to communicate with the
people who work with them.
Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 66,9% 36,1%

Actual Q= 53.7%
Civilian 55.0% b5, 0% Insignificant

NCO prestige has declined over the past several years,

Predicted

Military Civilian

Military 67.5% 32.5%
Actual Q=668
Civilian wn.7% 65.% Significant

Senior NCO's {ilaster, Senior, Chief Master Sergeants) are usually
glven jobs with €8 responsibility than they should have,
Predicted
Militexry Civilian
Military 59.5% ko, 2%

Actual Q = 62.4%
Civilian 35.4% 6. 6% Significant
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56, COMBINED JOB SATISFACTION SCORE

Predicted
Military Civilian
bs. % 54.6%
Q= 53.2%
40,0% 60,0% Insignificant

ECONOMIC STANDARD: Satisfaction of basic human needs such as food,
shelter, clothlng; the ability to maintain an acceptable standard

of living.
57. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

Predicted

Military Civilian
Military 4. 2% 35.8%

Q = 48.5%
Civilian 64.9% 35.1% Insignificant

Actual

66, To what degree are you satisfied with the ECONOMIZ STANDARD aspects
of your current life?
Predicted
Military Cilvilian
Militaxy 37.9% 42.1%
Civilian 48,7% 51.%

Actual




ECONOMIC SECURITY: Cuaranteed employment; retirement benefits;
urance; protection for self and family,

58, What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

Predicted

Militaxy Civilian
36.9% | 63.1%

Q = 53.0%
33~% 66.% mmicaﬂt

67. To what degree are you satisfied with the BCONOMIC SECURITY aspects
of your current 1ife?

Predicted
Kilitary Civilian

Military | b2,9% 57.1%
Q = 53.5%

Actual
Civilian | 37.5% 62,5% Insignificant

FREE TIME: Amount, use, and scheduling of free time alone, ox in
voluntary associations with others; variety of activities engaged in.

59, What degree c¢f importance do you attach to the above?
Predicted

Military Civilian
65.6% 35.4%
Q = 61.0%
42.9% 57.1% Significant

68. To what degree are you satisfied with the FREE TIME aspects of your
current life?

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 48,.9% 51.1%

Actual q = 53.5%
Civilian 41.9% 58,1% Insignificant




WORK: Doing work that is personally meaningful and important; pride
1n your work, job satisfaction; recognition for my efforts and my
accomplishmentas on the job,

60. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

Predicted
Military Civilian
72.4% 27.6%
Q = 51.7%
66.0% 34.,0% Insignificant

69, To what degree ave you satisfied with the WORK aspects of your
current 1ife?
Predicted
Military Civilian
b2,9% 57.1%

Q=5L%
b1.5% 58.5% Insignificant

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION: Has my interests and that of the Air Force
at heart; keeps me informed; approachable and helpful rather than
critical; good knowledge of the job,

61. what degree of importance do you attach to the above?

Predicted
Military Civilian
Militazy 72.7% 27.%

Actual Q = 54.6%
Civilian 60,9% 39.1% Insignificant
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70. To what degree are you satisfied with the LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION
aspects of your current life?
Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 53.0% 47,08

Actual Q =~ 49.9%
Civilian 52,9% 47.1% Insignificant

UITY: Equal opportunity in the Alr Forxce; a fair chance at promotion;
an even hreak in my job/assignment selections.

62. what degres of importance do you attach to the above?

Predicted
Military Civilian

Military .9% 28,12
Actual Q=54
Civilian 60, 0% Lo.0% Insignificant

71. To what degree are you satisfied with the EQUITY aspects of your
current life?
Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 54, 4% 4s. 6%

Actual Q =53.7%
Civilian TR: 4 53.2% Insignificant
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73. To what degree are you satlsfied with the PERSONAL STANDING aspectis
of your curreant life?

Predicted

Military Civilian
36.6% 63.4%

Q= 52.2%
.45 65.6% Insignificant

HEALTH: Physical and mental well-being of self and dependents; having
Tilneeses and ailments detected, dlagnosed, treated and cured; quantity
and quality of health care and services provided,

65. what degree of importance do you attach to the above?

Predicted
Military Civilian
Military 79.0% 21,0%

ACt“Bl Q - 500%
Civilian . 2% 25.8% Insignificant

74, To what degree are you satisfied with the HEALTH aspects of your
current 1life?
Predicted
Military Civilian
39.% 60.7%
Q = 56.4%
29.0% 71.0% Insignificant
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