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Preface

This study was performed as part of my efforts to fulfill

the requirements for a degree in Systems Yanagement from the

A ir Force Institute of Technology . It is hoped , f irst , that

this research might provide some small additional insight into

the determinates of job satisfaction . Secondly and more

importantly , it is hoped that some useful informa t ion will

be gained concerning the effect of past and present Air Force

policies relating to commander ’s assi gnments and the comrnander ’s

job. Perhaps those responsible for formulating future policies

in these areas can also benefit from this effort .

I accept the responsibility for any and all errors in

this paper. The opin ions given , conclus ions drawn , and.

recom”endations made are mine alone .

I would like to express my appreciation to Dr. Charles

McN ichols , my thesis advisor , who provided help and encourage-

ment throughout this effort. I would also like to thank Dr. T.

Roger Manley for suggesting the topic and providing add.itional

~u1danoe for this effort.

I mus t also thank my wife , Betsy, whose help typing ,

editing , and providing encouragement was invaluable . ~~~~~~~~
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Abstract

/
Th is study determines the variables assoc iated with

the job satisfaction of Air Force commar.ders. The source

for the data is the Qual ity of Air Force Life Commander ’s

Survey conducted in December of 1976.., The analysis

techniques used were Principal Component Analysis , the

Automa t ic Interact ion Detect ion (AID ) algorithm , and Step-

wise Regression .

~~~~.. The survey responses were analyzed for .  nine~ d i f fe ren t

groups : total sample , rated , non-rated , conus , overseas ,

less than ten years service , over ten years serv ice ,1 with~ .~~~l ~

command experience, and withou t  command experience.

L. The factors of most value in explaIning the variation

in job satisfactior. are :

1. Job Challenge,
‘
I

2~ PERS ONAL STANDING sa tis fac tior~.

3’ Desire for  the commander ’ s job . J~~

4.. LEADERSEIP/ StJPERVISION sa t i s fac t ion  I

Also of value , but to a lesser degree , were preparation for

fu tu re  respons ib i l i ty ,  job freedom , and recognit ion.

With few exceptions demographic variables were found

to be of l i t t le  importance in determining job satisfaction .

Although some interesting trends were noted , the variations

in ~ob satisfaction resulting from demographic division

were small compared to those observed due to Iiffering

perceptions of job challenge .

I.. ~~~~~~
— . i .  - ... - - — -- - ~—... 
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AN ANALYSIS OF FACTORS ASSOCIATED
‘.$ITH TEE JOB SATISFACTION OF UNITED STATES

AIR FORCE CO~’T~TAN DER S

I. INTRODUCT ION

In December of 1976 the tJSAF Qual ity of A ir Force Lif e

Commander ’s Survey was administered to all comrnanders in the

Un ited States A ir Forc e. Some 2695 individuals returned

useable ques tionna ires , providing a sizeable data base

addressing both general and specific aspects of Air Force life

as perceived by those serving as commanders . Several

questions included In the survey deal with job satisfaction

and factors relating to it . The central purpose of thIs

study is to analyze in detail the results of the Commander ’s

Survey as they relate to job satisfaction .

The purpose of this first chapter is to lay the ground —

work for the remainder of the study. Erief discussions

of three previous research projects at the Air Force Znstitute

of Technology (AFIT ) are included as they are the forerunners

of this effort. A statement of the problem addressed by

this thesis is presented along with  discussions of the

applicable assumptions and limitations .

Recent AFIT Job Satisfaction Research

Many of the techniques and measur es used in this study

were tested in research pro.~ec ts con ducte d by three prev ious

1

I.... — - .-- - .—— ...— ~~~~-. 
.. .— - . .. —- —-. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



_ _ _  
- -. ~~~~. - — - 

~~
. 

~~~~~~

A?I~ students , As such , the results of their efforts

provide an evolutionary prelude to this study . A short

review of the conclusions drawn by each in the area of job

satisfaction is included here to familiarize the reader

with their results .

:~adia , In a 1974. study of the Personal Value Systems

and Job Satisfaction of United States Air Force Officers

reported several findings . Ke concluded in part :

1. Cfficers with three or four years service are the

least satisfIed . In other ~-~ords , those on their initial

service cc iltnent includ e the ~a,jority of dissatisfied

officers .

2. Job satisfaction tends to increase with tenure .

This suz~ests that dissatisfied officers depart the Air

Force and the career officers remaining are for the most

part satisfied with theIr duties.

3. Individuals who have completed professional mi l i t a ry

ed ucation are more satisfied than those who have not ,

4.. StrateRic Air Command missile duties are among the

least satIsfying in the Air Force (‘Iadla , 1974.: 136—137).

The data base analyzed by ~adIa was a combination of

four separate samples which included offIcers at Wright-

Fatt3rscn Air Force Base , A ir Force women , Strateglo Air

Command :~1nu teman Combat Crew members , and Strategic Air

2
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Conrtand Missile i aintenance Cfficers . Before generalizing

Mad la ’s conclusions one should recognize that this data base

was not representative of the entire population of the Air

Force , particularly in the proportion of operational flying

unit personnel (Madia, 1974: 11—12).

From an analysIs of data gathered from the 1975 Air Force

Management Lmprovement Group (AFMIG ) survey, Thompson

concluded that the princ Ipal determinants of ~ob satisfaction

in the Air Force are job related perceptions . The three

most important perceptions of those addressed in the AFMIG

survey questionnaire were found to be:

1. The perception of job challenge . (Job Challenge)

2. The percept ion of being prepared for future positions

of greater responsibility. (Job Growth)

3. The perception of job freedom , (Job Freedom )

In explaining the variation in job satisfaction , Thompson

concluded that the job growth and job freedom perceptions

were of nearly equal importance , while the job challenge

perception was about two and one-half times as important

as the other two (Thomps on , 1975 : 77).

Thompson further concluded that :

1. Demographic variables were of little value in

determining job satisfaction .

2, The primary determinants of job satisfaction for

officers and enlisted personnel were essentially the same.

_________  . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
.
~~~
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3. The job satisfaction of rated and non-rated officers

was determined by the same factors .

4. The major factors defining the most satisfied

groups were the same as those defining the least satisfied

groups (Thomps on , 1975: 133).

5. Job sa t i s fac tion  is lowest for those in their th i rd

to fifth year of service (Thompson , 1975: 129).

The sample , st ra t i f ied  by grade , analyzed by Thom pson

included 10 , 996 individuals randomly selected throughout the

Air  Force; with the  exception that a greater proportion of

hi~ her ranking enl is ted men and higher rankin~ of f i ce r s  were

sampled ( to  insure s u f f i c i e n t  responses from those ranks for

statistIcal analysis). This depar ture  from randomness was

correc ted for dur 1n~ the analysis by assIgning appropriate

weights  to the various ranks (Thompson , 1975 : 32). As a

result , the conclusions drawn by Thompson concerning various

segment s of the A ir Force were drawn from the analysis of

data taken from samples representative of those segments .

Vrooman , in a study of Job Satisfaction and Career

:ntent of Air Force Personnel With Less Than Six Years

Service , analyzed a subset (N 3519) of’ the data base used

by Thompson . ~e conclud ed that for this segment job

challenge , the perception of being prepared for future

responsibility, and personal growth satisfaction were most

useful  in explaining the var ia tion in job sa t i s fac t ion  (7rooman ,

1976: 45).
j

4. 
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With the measures and techniques perfected by these

authors as tools f  or analysis and their conclusions as a

basis for comparison , a study of the commanders Is attempted .

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to analyze the QOAFL

Commander ’s Survey data relating to job satisfaction and

identify those variables which presumably influence perceived

job satisfaction , Supportive to this basic purpose are

several objectives as follows :

1. To ident if y areas of possible interest to those

involved with personnel assignments and retention .

2. To furt her assess the usefulness of the Automa t ic

Interaction Detection (AID) algorithm and the adequateness

of the rules developed for its use .

3, -To provide information useful in testing or

assessing the validity of the various job satisfaction

theories . Since the QOAFL Commander ’s Survey Instrument

was not designed with this objective specifically in mind ,

the author considered this to be of secondary importance

in conducting the study.

Statement of the Problem

Given the QOAFL Commander ’s Survey data , what are the

variables associated with the perceived job satisfaction of

those serving as c ommanders in the United States Air Force?

$ ~ 5
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Assumpt i ons

The assumpt ions basic to this research are :

Assumpt ion 1. The measure of job satisfaction used in

the survey is assumed to be valid . Hop pock ’s four  quest ion

general job satisfaction blank, slightly modified , was

incorporated in the survey instrument . A stud y of the Hoppock

-meas ure by McNichols , Stahl , and Manley (1976) supports

this assumption . In addition , an analysis presented in

Chapter TV provides further evidence concernlnr� the validity

of the measure .

Assumption 2 . The data obtained in the survey is

assumed to be valid . This assumes that the respondents

t r u t h f u l ly  answered the survey questions and did not at t empt

to “game ” the survey.

LimitatIons

When one undertakes a s tudy of’ this type , cer ta in

limitations must be considered and dealt with if meaningful

conclusions are to be drawn from the s tudy resul ts . The

f i r s t  and perhaps most important l imi ta t ion  stems from the

use of survey data . Only the information asked for by the

survey instrument will be provided . The possible responses

provided by the multiple choice questions on a survey may or

may riot adequately express the true feelings or perceptions

of the respondent .

6 
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A second l imitation relati’v e to this study is that the

QOAFL Commander ’s Survey instrument was not specifically

designed for the study of job satisfaction or the factors

relating to it. As such , the analysis Is l imited to the

variables or measurements included in the questionnaire ,

These certainly do riot cover the gamut of factors relating

to job satisfaction .

Another limitation is that the results of studies relating

to job satisfaction are not easily compared due to changes

in populations , surveying techniques , and the survey instruments .

Definition -

The following definition will be used for this study :

Job satisfaction is a measure of’ an individual’s
perception of how well his needs are met by his
job and its related environment (Thomps on , 1975: 12).

Summary

The availability of the QCAFL Commander ’s Survey data

base arid a plan of attack evolved through the efforts of

!‘Tadia , Thompson , and Vrooman provide the ingredients for yet

another study of job satisfaction. This thesis is an attempt

at combining those ingredients to ident i fy  the factors which

Influence the perceived job satisfaction of Air Force

commanders .

7 
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To insure meaningful interpretation of the results ,

certain assumptions concerning the validity of the data
base have been mad e. Th addition , the limitations relative
to the s tudy are provided ,
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II, LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This chapter provides a review of what several other

researchers have to say concerning job satisfaction and

the factors relating to it . In view of the fact that this

study is concerned with those serving as commanders in the

Air Force , the emphasis of this review will be toward

research dealing with the job satisfaction of management or

supervisory pers onnel. This emphasis should not be construed

to mean that the factors associated with  management or

supervisory job satisfaction differ greatly from those of

other workers .

Before continuing this review one question should be

addressed . Why Study the job satisfaction of Air Force

commanders (or any other management group)? In an attempt

to answer th is question , one must look at the many studies

of job satisfaction in the literature . The majority of I I
• researchers find supervision to be an important factor in

determining, or at least associated with , the job satisfaction

of workers in general. Tiff en and McCormick, in ranking

factors obtained from many surveys , found it to be between

third and. seventh in importance (Tiffen and ~IoCormIck ,

1966 : 320). Given that supervision is important and. that

one can agree that a cross—over exists between the attitudes

9
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of’ the supervisor and those of the subordinate , then certainly

the study of supervisory attitudes is important .

Herzberg , Mauser , Peterson , and Capwell , in studying

job attitudes , also addressed the importance of supervisory

attitudes . They inferred that the attitudes and practices

of supervisory personnel quite often profoundly affect the

attitudes and morale of their subordinates . This suggests

that  supervisory job sa t i s fac t ion  arid the factors relating

to it should receive at least as much attention as the morale

of the subordinate employees (Herzb erg,  et .  a l . ,  1957: 196) .

Those serving as commanders in the Air Force , ranging

from Second Lieutenants commanding small units to Colonels

leading very large organizations , make up only a part of the

supe rvisory or management s t ructure . However , they form

an. important part of that structure , and since they form a

cart of the work environment f  or many personnel , their

a t t i t udes  deserve a t t en t ion .

Job Satisfaction

Meeds. The definition of’ job satisfaction presented

in Chapter One ties the perception of need fulfillment to

an individual ’s job satisfaction . This concept of need

ful fillment is found in much of the research concerning

job satisfaction , The various theories of job satisfaction ,

such as Herzberg ’s Two Factor Theory , I’Taslow ’s Hierarchy

10  
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of Meeds , and Vroom ’s Valence/Expectancy Theory have roots

in the basic needs of man but differ in approach. Certainly

the fulfillment of needs is important to job sat isfact ion.

Schaffer , although not credited with the concept ,

effectively put into words a theory of the relationship of

need. strength to job satisfaction . He stated that “Overall

job satisfaction will vary directly with the extent to which

those needs of an individual which can be satisfied in a job

are actually sa t is f ied; the stronger the need , the more

closely will job satisfaction depend on its fulfillment”

(Schaffer , 1953 : 29). Need strength or need importance is

also addressed in various job satisfaction theories and

form s the basis of others. Therefore , strong support exists

for the notion that needs strength is relevant to the study

of job satisfaction .

Lyman W , Porter, in studying management attitudes as a

function of several organizational variables , used both the

concepts of perceived need importance and perceived need

fulfillment . As a framework he used Maslow ’s Hierarchy

of Needs (Maslow , 1954: 80—92) arid specifically addressed

Security, Social , Esteem , Autonomy , and Self—Actualization

needs (Porter, 1961: 3), SInce Porter ’s work was published

as a series of articles , each covering a specific organizational H
variable , his conclusions will be Integrated with those of

others as the organizational variables are considered .

- -•- ±~-~~~~~~
_• -~~~~~~~~~~~
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Job Level, One area of frequent study is the relationship

of job satisfaction to job level or job status . In general,

job satisfaction tends to increase with job level , Mos t

researchers suggest that more rewards are available as one

moves to higher Job levels , and as suc h , the Individuals

occupying higher levels are more satisfied . Anot her theory

presumes that the reasons for satisfaction change with job

level. For example , the role of monetary reward changes with

job level (Herzberg , et. al., 1957 : 21).

Porter, in studying five different management levels ,

found that the perceived deficiencies in need fulfillment

increased at each successive lower management level. The

strength of this relationship varied from one need to another

and was most significant for esteem , autonomy , and self—

actualization (Porter , 1961: 7, 19 6 2 :  392-383 , 1963a : 124 .8),

This would suz~est that the greater job satisfaction enjoye~
by h igher level managers is due partially to their greater

opportunity to satisfy higher level reeds .

Porter and Titchell , in comparing need satisfaction

at different levels In the military (Air Force) and civilian

business , drew some conclusions perhaps relevant to the

commander ’s study . In comparing levels they paired Erigaclier

Generals and Colonels with Vice—Presidents , Lieutenant Colonels

arid :~ajors with upper-middle managers , Captains and Lieutenants

with lower—middle managers , ~ilitary off icers were foun d

U

12
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to he more dissatisfied than their civilian counterparts .

However , the hierarchy of’ officer positions in the military

has roughly the same relationship to percept ions of need

fulfillment and satisfaction as hierarchies of managerial

positions In civilian business (Porter and. Nitchell , 1967~
143-144). Many changes have occurred in the military since

1967 and one might consequently question the relevancy of

these conclusions today .

Line Versus Staff. The relationship between job

satisfaction and line versus staff or horizontal position

is not widely discussed In the literature . Nany aut hors

discuss in great detail the line—staff relationships but

l i t t l e  research has been done relat ing to job satisfaction ,

Porter , in his Job ~ttttudes in Management series ,

looked at perceived deficiencies in need fulfillment as

a function of line versus staff , He found that line managers

tend to be more satisfied than staff managers. This relation—

ship held up at four different vertical management levels

(Porter , 1963b : 269—271). The perceived importance of needs

was essentially equal for the line arid staff managers. The

ef fec ts of vertical position (job level) were more significant

than those of a horizontal position (line versus staff).

Gilmer, In writing about the conflict between staff and

line personnel , highlights several conditions relevant

13



to differences in job satisfaction , Differences in age ,

differences In status and job freedom , perceptions of threat

to authority and security were presented as sources of tension

and frustration (Gilmer and Deci. 1977: 1~2—184).

SIze of Organization. The relationship of size of the

or~anlzation to the attitudes of the Individuals in those

organizations appears to be negative . Porter , Lawler , and

Hac1~~an draw thIs conclusIon in reviewing the results of seven

studies of Job satisfactIon as expressed by rank and file

employees (Porter . Lat ’rlwer , and Hacicuan , 1975 : 250—251).

Gilmer infers ~‘rat larze companies offer 
-more self-fulfillment

opportunities for those in ~niddle and upper levels of

management. :n addition , he contends that adrinistrative jobs

are ~enerally ~iore challenglrz , more •~iff1cult , ar.d more

competitive in larger firms (G~.lmer ar.~ DecI , 1977: 7~ ).

Porter , in ~is fourth installment on Attitudes in

:~ana~e~ ent , studied perceived. deficiencies in need fulfillment

as a func ti on of’ com pany size . He concluded that lc~rer level

rtana~ers were iore satisfied in small companies while higher

level managers were more satisfied in large companies (Porter,

1963c : 394_ 397) ,

Ace . In the context of job satisfaction the effects of

age are p~~valent in two trays . First , the way an individual

• can deal with dissatisfaction may be more limited as he ~‘ecomes

1i4.



- 

older , The second. effect of age on job satIsfaction i.s

that as the worker gets older and. more experienced , his

interests broaden which can lead to a more general satisfaction

(H erzberg. et .  al ., 1957: 10—il),

Related to the age of the worker is length of service .

Workers with longer length of service , by necessity, are

older , and as such , It Is difficult to determine the degree

to which job satisfaction is related to a~ e alone . Glenn ,

Taylor, arid Weaver tested the hypothesis that the increases

associated with longer service and age in the extrinsic

rewards of work (income , prestige , authority , and autonomy )

were responsible for upward trends in job satisfactIon . They

found only a moderate contribution and concluded that other

variables were responsible for much of the variation in job

satisfaction. (Glenn , Taylor , and Weaver , 1977: 172), Older

managers usually occupy the higher levels of management and

perha ps as a result , their perceived ability to satisfy higher

order needs is responsible for greater satisfaction .

tn dealing with dissatisfaction the young worker is

clearly at an advantage . If dissatisfied with his job , he sees

much of his life ahead and will change his job or even his

occupation for a more satisfying position . Older workers

• are more reluctant to move due to losses in retirement benefits

arid the like . The older worker may also have a more difficult

time locating a job of equal or hig her level (Herzberg , et.  a l . ,

1957: 12).

• 15

L • - • ••
~~~~~~~ ~~~

• •
~~~

•
~~~~ 

-



The relationship between pay and job satisfaction

is unclear . Some researchers conclude that pay is very

• important to job satisfaction , while others conclude that it

is of lesser importance. George Strauss , in Monthly t~bor

Review, stresses the importance of pay in stating “ . . . the

evidence suggests that for all workers at all l~~rels- ever.

managers and professionals- lack of challenge is much less

oppressive than lack of income . People as a whole are

willing to tolerate large doses of boredom if they are

paid enough ’ (Strauss , 1974: 5 7 ) .  In summarizing the

research of others , Herzberg , ‘Iauser , Peterson , an Capwell

indicated that pay ranked fourth in importance In a group

of nine factors In determining job at~ I~ udes. They noted

that the importance of wages to the employee was often over-

estimated by employers (~ erzberg , et. al., 1957: 75).

Lawler arid Porter found that an Individual ’s perception

of his pay rises with an increase in pay but that his per~ection

of what it should be does not necessarily rise. he decreasing

distance between the two is then the reason for increased

satisfaction (Lawler and Porter , 1963: 46-47). This leads to

the conclusion that the amount of money earned is less

important to the worker than his thinking as to the fairr.ess

of his pay .

Pay , like some other factors , has the ability to satisfy

more than one need . Pay affords one a certain measure of

16
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security, allows one to buy food for existence , and if

one rect-~ives high cay , he enjoys respect and esteem in

many segments of our soc iety ( Porter , Lawler , and Hackman,

1975: 46),

Sum~’iary, In the precedin.~ paragraphs the findings

and viewpoints of several other writers have been presented

concerning the relationship between certain variables arid

job satisfaction . Justification was given for the stud y of

managerial job satisfaction . Job level , line versus staff ,

size of the organization , age , arid pay were shown to relate

to the variation in managerial or supervisory job satisfaction .

The Individual ’s needs coupled. with his perceptions of their

importance and degree of satisfaction were tied to job

satisfaction ,

_ _ _  •~ ••I ~~
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III , ::~T~ 3F)OLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to describe how this

study was performed , A breakd own of portions of the ~CAFL

Co~~ar der ’s Survey is preser~ ed in describing what was included

in the data base , Scoring of certain measures contaIned in the

survey Instrument is included where necessary to understand

the stud y results .  The analytic tools used in. the data

analysIs are discussed along with the computer programs

I~ plern en t~r.g then .

The Com’~ander ’s Surve y

The ~SAF ~ua1ity of Air Force Life Tommander ’s Survey

results  were used as a data base for th i s  study. The

Commander ’s Survey questlonnaire was distrIbuted to all United

States Air Force Commanders through the grad e of Colonel during

December , 1976. Approximately 3400 copIes c-f the questionna Ire

• were -distributed , and of these , a total of 2695 were completed

and returned . The sample thus represented approximately 79~

of the ITSAP officers possessing either a Commander ’s Air Force

Specialty Code (AFSC) or the A-prefix (indIcatin~ curren t

service in a commander ’s posit ion ) to other AFSC ’s , Th e

survey responses were recorded and entered on file in

Ae ronautical Systems Division (ASD ) c:o 6600 computer system

at ~?r1ght-Patterson Air Force Ease ,

The survey instrument consisted of 149 ques t ions  covering

many subject areas . The first thirteen provided specific

18 
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demographic inf ormation as follows :

1. Command of assignment

2. Grad e

3. Sex

4. Total active military service

5. Age

6. Aeronau tical rating

7. Type of organization commanded

8. ~1ssion of organization

9. Length of serv ice as c ommander

10. ~ember of personnel In organization

ii. Previous con~canc1 experience

12. ~ase location

13. Ra ce

The remaInir.~ 136 questions deal with various aspects of

Air Force life , Commander ’s duties , arid Air Force pollcy/

procedures , ~any of these were not directly related to Job

satisfaction , and as such , were not considered in the study .

~uestlons 89 through 92 were based on the Hoppock Job

Sat isf action ?Ieasur e (Ho ppoc k, 1935) and were used to

calculate a job satisfaction score for each individual. These

question s appeared In the survey instrument as follows :

9, Which one of the following shows how much of the

time you feel satisfied with your job?

A . All the t Ime

B. ~tost of the time O H
19
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I
C. A good deal of the time

D. About half of the time

• E. Occasionally

F. Seldom

G. ~‘ever

90. Choose the one of the follow ing statements which

best tells how well you like your job .

A . I hat e it

B. I dislike it

F C. I don ’t like it

D. I am indifferent to It

S. I like It

F. I am enthusiastic about it

• G , = love it

91. Which one of the following shows how you think you

compare with other people?

A . ~o one likes his job better than I like mine

B. I like my job much better than most people like

theirs

C. I like my job better than most people like theirs

fl , I like my job abou t as well as most people like j

theirs

E . I disl ike my job more than most people -dislike

- - theirs

• 

• F. I dislike my job much more than most people

dislike theirs

20
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•~ . :To one dis l ikes his job more than = dislIke mine

92 , Which one of the following bes t tells how you f eel

about changing your jot’?

A . I would quit this job at once if I could

3. I would take another job in which 1 could earn

as much as I d o now

C. I would like to change both my job and my

occu pat ion

ID, I would like to exchange my present Job for

an other one

2. I am not eazer to change my job , but would for

a better one

2, I cannot think of any jobs for which I would

exchange

G. I would not exchange my job for another

questIons 89 and 91 were scored by assizninz numbers to

t:ne responses as follows :

A=7, 3=~ , ID=5, ID=14 . 5=3 , F 2 , D=i

~uesttors 90 and 92 were scored In the opposite sequence:

A=1 , E=2 , C=3 , D= 4 , =5, F=6 , G=7

After scoring each of the responses for an. individual ,

his overall job satisfaction score was calculated as the sum

of the four questions . Thus an individual ’s job satisfactIon

score could range from Li. to 28. Four re pres en ts a high degree

of d issatisfaction while 28 represents a high degree of

satisfacticn.
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Although the validity and relIability of the Hoppock

• measure has been assessed by other researchers (McNichols ,

Stahl , and Manley , 1976), the author considered it appropriate

to test the measure for the sample to be analyzed in this

study , A correlation matrix was obtained for the responses

to the four Hopoock quest ions . A principal component

analysis was then performed on this matrix to determine if

the four questions appeared to be measures of the same

factor. Tb.e results of this analysis are presented in Chapter Iv.

The survey quest ionna ire inclu ded 18 quest ions used to

assess the nine Quality of Air Force Life Indicators (QCAFLI’s)

developed by Doctors Manley, IDregory , and MoMl c hols , Two

questions were provided for each indicator , one to determIne

the Importance of the factor to the individual and the other

to measure satisfaction . The nine factors are as follows

(brackets indicate question numbers on. the survey instrument):

Econom ic Stan da:~~~ Satisfact ion of bas ic human nee d s
such as foo d , shelter , clothing ; the ability to maintain
an. acceptable standard . of l iving . (98 ,99 )

Economic Security: Guaranteed employment ; retirement
benefits; insurance ; protection. for self and family .
(100, 101 )

Free Time: Amount , use and scheduling of free t Ime
alone or in voluntary associations with others ; variety
of activIties engaged th. (105 , 106 )

~7ork: oing work that is personally meaningful and
Important; pride in your work ; jo t ’ sa t i s fac t ion ; recognition
for my efforts and accomplishments on the job . (81 , 82 )

Leadersh ip/ Sup ervlslon : Has my interests and tha t of
the Air Force at heart ; keeps me Informed ; approachable
and helpful rather than critical ; good knowledge of the
job. (28 ,2 9 )



Equity . Equal opportunity in. the Air Force ; a fair chance
at promotion ; an even break in my job/assignment selections .
(125,126)

Personal Growth: To be able to develop individual
capacIties ; education/training ; making full use of my
a’biliti.es; the chance to further my potential . (107,109)

Personal Standing: To be treated with respect; prestige ;
dignity; reputation ; status . (56 , 57)

Health: Physical and mental well-being of self and
dependents ; having illnesses and ailments detected ,
diagnosed , tr eated , arid cured ; quality and quantity of
health care services provided . (142 , 14 3)

Since not all of the nine QCAFLI are directly related with

overall job satisfaction , it was expected that some would be

eliminated from consideration upon review of early analysis

resul ts .

In addition to the 13 demographic and 1E ~CA?LI questions ,

36 additional questions possibly related to Job satisfaction

were selected from the survey. This group of ~7 cuestlons was

then the starting point for analysis . Forty-three of the

sixty—seven were eliminated early in the study leaving a

group of twenty-four questions for further analysis .

ata Analysis Tools and ~~ocedures

Several relationship explaining techniques were employed

in analyzing the data, Three of the most important are

reviewed In. the following paragraphs in order to acquaint the

reader wtth their use . ~‘c attempt is made to explain in detail

the theory or derivation of the various techniques , The

emphasis here is to explain their application in this study.

23



AID ~~~orIthz. The Au tomatic Interaction Detection (AID)

Algorithm (Sonquist and Morgan, 1970) was used as the primary

relationship explainIng technique for this study. AID imposes

few limitations concerning the scaling or distribution of the

variables and , as such , is easily applied to survey data

analysis . ‘This algorithm calculates one—way analysis of

variance (AYOVA ) statistics for all predictor variables .

From these statistics the algorithm selects the variable

~-rhich best reduces the error sum of squares and uses this

variable to split the sample into two parts , Th is procedure

is repeated on the resultinz two subgroups yielding more

subgroups . This process continues until the groups are too

s~al1 for consideration or until the explanatory power of any

possible split is too small to be meaningful . The parameters

for m in imum grou p s ize and min imum increase in explanatrry

power are selectable and. are determined by the user based on

sample size and other considerations (Sonquist , 1969~ E5—8~~).

‘The successive splits made by the ~‘lgorithm may be

displayed as a tree showing the pattern or structure of the

-~ata. In looking at the tree structure one can easily determine

the sequence of splits responsible for the isolation of a

particular group. The amount of explained variation In the

crIterion variable at any point in the tree structure is the

total explained by all preceding splits , This ability to

display the structure of the data assists greatly in interpretati3n 

~~~~~~~~~ ~•‘ I



of the relationship between the predictors and the criterion

variable , Mowever , the AID algorithm does not provide a

complete unders tanding of the rela tive importance of the

predictor variables , particularly their global importance

In explaining the criterion .

Regression Analysis. Since the AlT algor1th~ does no t

provIde complete information concerning the importance of the

predictors , fo~~ard stepwise rezression was employed as an

additional analysIs technique . n the forward stepwlse

technique ,varlables are entered into the equation or model

based on. their explanatory power. Thus the predictor variable

that explains the greatest a~ ourit of variance in. the deoendent

variable enters first , The second predIctor to enter is then.

the one which hest explains the variance in con junctIon with

the predictor which first entered . ‘ his stepwise procedure

continues until all predictors are entered or until certain

user specified termination criteria are met , such as statistical

sIgnificance and marginal increase ~n explana tory power ,

Although regression is useful In developing predictive

models , its use in this study is prImarily to determine the

amount of variation explained by certain predictor variables

and to determine the Importance of variables in relation to

each other. The amount or proportion of variation explaine~

by the regression equation can be ‘~etermired by squarir.~ the

mult iple correlation coefficient , This proportion or

I:
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defined as:

2 variation In Y explained by the combined
R = linear inf luence of the independent variables

total variation in I

Thus the value of H2 is an indication of the goodness of fit

of the regress ion equat ion (N ie , et . a].., 1975: 3 2 5 — 3 3 1) .

A determination of how important one variable is in

relation to another variable can be made if one used

standardized regression coeff ic ients  or beta weights , In

most cases when there are two or more independent variables ,

they are not measured in the same units . In this situation

beta weights  provide a sensible way of comparing the relative

Impo rtance of the predictors . Beta we 1~ hts are related to

unstandardized regression coefficients by the following

identity :

Yx yx Sy

B* is the be ta weightyx
Byx is the unstandardized regression coefficient

~~ is the s tandard deviation of x

~~ is the standard deviation of y

• (M i e , et .  a ] . . ,  1975 : 325)

Principal Component Analysis. Principal component analysis

In essence mathematically transforms a set of original variables

into a set of composite variables or principal components

which are orthogonal to each other. This resulting set of

compos ite variables is the best linear combination of the

26
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original variables in terms of accounting for the variance In

the data . The first principal component then is the best

summary of linear relationships inherent in the data . The

second component would be the second best summary , the third

the third best , and so on. The principal component model may

be represented by the following equation :

= a
,~1
F1 + a~ 2F2 

+ . ..  + ainFri

In this equation each of the Fe ’s is a linear combination of

the original n variables and the aj1
t s are regression weights .

When using the principal component analysis technique it is

expected that some number of components , usually much

smaller than the original number of variables , will explain

most of the variance in the data . Thus a pr incipa l compon ent

model, explaining most of the variation In the data , should be

much simpler , in num ber of terms , than a model containing all

of the original variables (NIe , et. a].., 1975: ~70-471).

Computer Programs. The three analysis technIques

discussed above were available as standard computer programs

on file in the ASD CDC 6600 computer system . The AID algorithm

Is implem ented using the University of Texas version of A12-4

as adapted f rom the Air  Force Human Re s ources Lab , The

regression and principa l component analysis programs are portions

of the  S ta t i s t i ca l  Pa ckage fo r the Social Sciences ( SPSS ) .

Other SPSS subprograms used for this study included FR~QUEN O IES

PEARS0r~ CORR , and BREAKDOWN .

I 
‘ •
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Summary

The preceding paragraphs provide a limited review of the

survey sample , the survey questionnaire , and scoring responses ,

In addition , brief descriptions are included of the Automatic

Interaction Detection Algorithm , Regression Analysis procedure ,

and the Principal Component Analysis procedure . These are

the most Important relationship explaining techniques employed

in the study .
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IV . ANALYSIS RESULTS

This chapter provides an organized presentation of the

analysis results . The discussion is broken. down into several

sections , each dealing with a specific topic or sub group of

the sample .

uoppock Job Satisfaction Measure

The f i rst analysis performed as a part of the s tudy was

a principal component analysis of the responses to four

questions comprising the ioppock :~easure of Job Satisfaction ,

~ilford suggests that when several measures are to be combined

to form a criterion variable knowledge of their factor loadings

Is Important. -This 1~~owledge allows one to determine If the

measures should be combined , and if so , what weight should

be assigned to each when they are combined (Gilford , 195~~:

L.03)

Table I presents the correlation matrix and th~ results

of the prIncipal component analysis of the fcur questions .

The responses to questions 89 and 91 were reversed prior to

analysis as their response scales were the opposite from

questions 90 and 92 in. the questionnaire . This reversal

of response scales causes all correlations to be positive

and allows easier interpretation of the analysis results.
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TA~L I
Correlation ‘atrix

Quest ion

Question 89 90 91 92

89 1.000 .703 .652 .Lj.86

90 1.000 • 7L ~9 5L~9

91 1.000 .506

Principal Components Results

Factor Eigeri Value ~ of Variation

1 2 .836 70.9

2 .570 1L~. 3

3 .353 8.8

,239 6 .0

Factor Loadings

Factor

QuestIon 1 2 3 L~.

. 850 - .230 ~~~~ .109

90 . 902 ~~~~~ _ .1 1L~ - .39 2

91 .872 — .199 — . 356 . 2 70

92 .735 .676 .028 .03~
Since the first factor explains 70.9~ of the total

variation , it appears that the four questions are measurin.~

the same underlying fac tor , and therefore , combining their

responses is appropriate , The heavy loadings on factor one

indicates that all ~,uestions are i~aportant to the overall

30
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H
measure . In addition , the loadings on factor one are of

the same relative magnitude , thus equal weighting of the

questions is considered reasonable. The results of this

analysis support the first assumption presented in Chapter

One . These result s are s imilar to those obtained by Mc~ ichols ,

Stahl , and Manley in a previous study of the Hoppock measure

(~ cI’Ichols , Stahl , and Manley: 1976).

The job sat isfac tion scores , obtalned. by summing the

four questions for each Individual , ranged from a low of 4

(one individual) to a high of 28 (24 individuals). The mean

score was 20,83, the mode was 23, the median was 21.61 , the

variance was 13.7~2, and the standard deviation was 3.707.

The distribution of these scores is unimodal and negatively

skewed .

The Total Populat ion

AID Analysis. As a starting point for the analysis of

job satisfaction , 67 questions were selected from the survey

questionna ire . These included the 13 questions providing

demographic informat ion , 18 q uestions comprising the Quali ty

of A ir Force Life :naicators , and 36 additional questions

considered by the author as possibly related to job satisfaction ,

A preliminary AID analysis was accomplished with these 67

quest ions as predictor  variables and job sa t i s fac t ion  as the

criterion . The termination parameters for this analysis were
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set such that the number of final groups terminated. the

aL~orithm . All oredlctors ~rere entered in the free-floating

--.cde as if they were nominal , thus allowing the algorithm to

try all possi’ole splits on each predictor . The first four

s~ lits were made on the WORK QOAFLI sat isf action (~ 0RK SAT )

score . The R
2 

(Proportion of variance explained ) for these

four splits was .449,

Following the four splits on the WORK SA variable , five

splits were made on the responses to the job challenge question

y teldIn~ an. R
2 of .55 2 . The remainder of the splits were

made on a variety of predictors with little Increase in the
2

amount of variance explained . After 38 splits the H value

~as . 595, with the last split adding .003 to the previous

value. These results differed from those obtained by Thompson

for his analysis of Air Force officers . The first split made

in his analysis was on job challenge , while the WORK SAT

variable was responsible for the second stage splits

(Thompson , 1975: 79),

This author chose to delete the WORK SA variable from

further job satisfaction analysis . This decision was based

on three cons iderations . First , the correlation coefficient

between the job satIsfaction and WORK sAT responses was

found to be .71 indicatIng that they were measuring very

nearly the same factor. eoond , the definition of the ‘~iORK

QOAFLI included job satisfaction , thus the ~0RK QOA FLI is a
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more encompassing measure . The third consideration was

that deletion of the WORK SAT variable might allow other

more meaningful relationships to surface during further analysis .

Five additional preliminary AID runs were made on the

total population using various combinations of predictor

variables . They included the following :

Run one included the 67 predictors discussed previously

less the WORK SAT variable . (Final R2= ‘69)

Run two included the demographic and the QOAFL

sat isfac tion scores . (Included. WORK SAT , Final H2 = .548 )

Run three included the demographics and the responses

to questions 30, 32 , 33 , L~.3,  85, 86, 89, 94, 110 , 111 , and

112 from the questionnaire (See Appendix A). (Final R2= .446 )

Run four was the same as run three with question 38

(Job Challenge)  deleted . (F inal R2 353)

Run five included only the demographics . (F inal R
2
= ,140)

From the results of the original 67 predictor run and the

five runs listed above , it was determined that in addition to

the demographics , only 11 predictors were responsible for

splitting in the first eight levels of the analysis. These

were the following:

29, To what degree are you satisfied with the LEADERSHIP! - I
SUPERVISIOr aspects of your life ?

(Answers from “Highly issatisfied” to “Highly Satisfied”

33
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30. What is your opinion of the quality of leadership

In the A ir Force?

(Answers from “poor ” to “excellent”)

57. To what degree are you satisfied with the PZRSONAL

ST.A~T-IKG aspects of your life?

(Answers frcm “highly dissatisfied.” to “highly satisfied”)

85. Does your immediat -~upervisor give you recognition

for a job well done ?

(Answer s from “never ” to “always ”)

86. Are you given the freedom you need to ~o your job

well ?

(An swers fr om “never ” to “ always ” )

8~~, :~o~i do you evaluate your present Air Force job?

(An swers f r om “not at all challenging ” to “very challenging”)

93. I have sufficient authority to carry cut my

responsibilities .

(Answers from “strongly disagree ” to “strongly agree ”)

94 . For your next assignment , do you want a job which

has greater responsibility than your current job?

(Answers from “definitely no” to “definitely yes”)

109. I wan~-e1 the job of Commander.

(Ans’.•rers from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree ”)

li i .  Do you feel that the work you are now doing is

appropriate to the grade you hold ?

(Answers from “~ y grade is much too high for the work I

a~ d oing ” to “::y grad e is much too lo~ for the work I am doing ” )
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112 . Do you think your present job is preparing you to

assum e fu ture  pos i t ions of greater res pons ibility?

(An swers from “definitely no ” to “definitely yes ”)

At this point it was decided that these eleven questions along

with the demographics would be used as predi ctors for fu r ther

analysis . AID analysis was then performed on the total

population using these 24 selected. predictors .

— The resulting AID tree from this run Is sho~’m in Figure 1.

The first split made on job challenge explained 25~ of the

variation and yielded groups large enough to be considered

significant . Cf particular interest are the second. and

third stage splits for the high job challenge group, made on

the basis of wanting the c ommander ’s job and PERSONAL STAI-~ AR

satisfaction . These are exceptions to a findIng made by Thom~son

that the high and low satisfaction groups resulted from splits

mad e on the same variables (Tho~ pson , 1975: 54 ) .  For the

co~~anders this was not the case although splits on job

challenge and LEADERSH IP sat isfac ti on , in that order , occur

as second and third stage splits for the low satisfied branch

and as fourth and fifth level (not shown in Figure 1) spl its

for the high satisfaction branch, The association of wanting

t he coa~’iander ’s job and satisfaction with PERSONAL STAN2I G

with high satisfaction perhaps indicates that those most satisfied

with their job as commander desired a level of prestige or

status they perceived as being associated with the job and are

- satisfied with the level they experience as commander,
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Wanted Gmd . Job R2 .294
Code 5

(5) —I N 1708 Ave . 22 ,15

Job Challenge R2 ,250
Codes 4 5 (3)
N 2 171 Ave ,=21,70

Wanted Cmd , Job R2 .294
Codes 1 2 3  4

(4 )  —
N 463 Ave ,=20,35

Total Group
N=2656 (1)

Lverage Job Satisfaction
20,83

Job Challenge R2 ,360
Code 3

____  ( 9 )
K=322 Ave .=18 ,14

Job Challenge R2=.250
C o d e s l 2 3

( 2 )  I
~=485 Ave ,16 ,91

Job Challenge R2 .360
Codes 1 2

~:=i63 Ave.=14,47~
8
~

Figure 1. First Four Levels of the AID Tree for the Total
Population (See Appendix B for definition of codes)
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Figure 1. (Continued)
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‘he A1 run deoicted in Figure 1 made six ~‘urther splits

(no t shown in ~ig’.ire 1). Jhese Included a solit of group (ii)

on LL~~~RSHIP satisfaction with a further split on job freedom ,

a split of group (10) on authority with a further split on

m iss ion ,and a split of group (13) on L RSEI~ SAT with a

further split on wanting more responsibility, The mean job

satisfaction for the final groups ranged. from a low of 11.45

to a high of 23,83. The standard deviations of these groups

ranged from 2.0 to L~..2 indIcating that none of the groups

had significantly larger variance than the others . If a

zroup had significantly larger variance , it might have indicated

that some factor not in the analysis was affectlng this group.

The fact that the AlT tree is not s3rrnmetric indicates that

some degree of interaction exists among the variables associated

with ~ob satisfaction ,

In summary , the AlT analysis of the total population of

commanders revealed that of the factors assessed in the

Commander ’s Su~~ ey job challenge , PERSONAL sm:::LKG satisfaction ,

L~~: sI p/s~ P:~RvIsIoN satisfaction , and wantlnz the com~an1er ’s

job were of most value in explaining the variation in job

satisfact ion scores . These factors can explain approximately

~0 of that variation , The most satisfied group perceived

their job to be very challenging , were h1~ hly satisfied with

their F~ RSCi AL STANDIM O , and the L~~ RSHIP/3:F- RVTSION aspects

of thei r life and wanted the c ommander ’s job. The least
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t

sat isf ied group perceived their  job to be “ not at all” , “not

very ” , or “somewhat challenging” and were highly dissatisfied

w ith the L A ERSHIP/ SUPERV ISI O~ aspects of their life,

Regression, A regression analysis of the total commander ’s

sample was performed using the forward stepwise inclusion

method . Partial results of this analysis are shown in

Table II . The stepwise procedure was allowe d to cont inue

until ten predictors were in the equation , but the increase

in expla ined variat ion was negligible after four predictors

we re included , It is fo r this  reas on that the four predictor

model is included here as Table II. It was encouraging to

find that the same four predictors selected by A 1 were the

most significant in the regression analysis . The fact that

the variation explained by these predictors was close to that

reported by AID was also encouraging. In examining the beta

weights for the four predictors one finds the PERSONAL

STA~iD IY , wanting the commander ’s job , and the LEA~~ RSHIP/

SUPE RVISI0I ’~ variables to be of approximately equal importance

while the job challenge variable Is approximately 2.4 times

as importan t .

The variance explained by this four predictor model

(R2= .450) is somewhat less than that explained. by the three

predictor model developed by Thompson (R
2
= .609) for the

officer subset of the AFMIG data base (Thompson , 1975 : 199).

An analysis of the commander ’s data was performed using the

job challenge , job growth , and job freedom predictors as
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Table II

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Total Population )

Variable Eeta Weight R~ Change

Job Challenge (X1) .438 .3i~’ .31~
PER SONAL STAND IN G SAT (X2 ) . 193 .389 .075

Wanted Commander ’s Job (X 3) ,184 .424 .035

LEADERSHIP SAT (X4) ,178 ,450 ,026

Correlation Natrix

L
3 

x4 Y

K 1 1,000 .248 .206 .194 ,5~ O

:~~ 1 .000 .142 , 397 .~~O4

X 3 1,000 .128 .3 25
X~ 1.000 .366

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 4.021 + 1.745 (Job Challenge )

+ .597 (PERSONAL 3TANDI:-:~ SAT)

+ .824 (Wanted Commander ’s Job )

+ ,431 (LEADERSHIP SAT)
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identified by Thompson , The H2 for the total commander ’s

population was .383. The results of this regression analysis

and others analyzing subgroups of the commander ’s population

using the same variables are shown in Tables XI to XIX in

AppendIx C , It should be noted that although the perception

of job challenge was measured in both the AFMIG and Commander ’s

Surveys , the questions comprising the measure were quite

different . The ef fect of this difference on t he measure is

uni~~own .

Since AID and Regression both found job challenge to

be of significant value In explaining the variation in job

satisfactIon , a plot of the distrIbution of job satisfaction

scores was constructed. for each of the five levels of job

challenge. These fl-re dIstrIbutions are shown in Figure 2,

It should be noted that the group sizes represented by the five

distributions vary from 3’~ to 1245. The figure shows in

simtle terms how job satlsfaction varies in relation to

perceived job challenge .

Demographic Breakdown. Sever, demographic variables were

selec ted f or graph ic analysis . These included major command ,

grade , sex , years service completed , type of organization

commanded , mission of organization commanded , and race. In

analyzing the subgroups defined by their variables , informati on

is provided for the high and low challenge groups isolated ~~

the first AID split ~hcwr in Figure 1. Subgroups with small

41
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20. —
Job VerI Challenging

15. r-
1O~~~ [

2:, 2

Job Challenging

‘
t I I I I ( r I ~ I I t  i t  ~ 1 1 1

20-

a Job Somewhat —
Challenging

~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ , r —r— —r —i— r I i ~ j i i r
a 20~
~ 

Job Not Very Chall~n~~~~
15 ~

10 -
~~
‘

Job Not At All Challenging

Fi gure 2. iistribution of Job Satisfaction Scores as a Function
of Job Challenge Response
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numbers of res pondents (N )  were omit ted fr om the analyst s.

Where this number is relativoly small , but perhaps still

allows meaningful analysis , the N is provided as additional

information to the reader.

Job Satisfaction and Ma~ or Command. Although 23 commands

plus the category “other ” were listed as possible responses to

the major command question , only 14 were analyzed due to missing

values or the small number of individuals sampled in the

remaining 10. Figures 3 and 4 show the 14 commands with samples

large enough to allow meaningful conclusions to be drawn ,

The mean job satisfactior. scores for the 1~ commands

varied from 2 0 ,2 7  to 21, 45, ind ica tIng  that the var iat ion in

average jot satisfaction based on splitting by major c ai:d ,

Is relatively small. The variations wIthin commands due to the

perceptions of job challenge are -much greater ,

The most striking observation from FIgure 4 is that ~~~~~

of those serv ing as commanders in Air Un ivers ity (AU ) perce ive

their  job to be “not at all” , “not very ” , or only “ somewhat

challenging” . For the ma jority of commands analyzed. less

than 20% reported perceptions of job challenge in these lower

three catagories . Th-~ A ir UniversIty group includes those

in command of .~tr Force Reserve Officer Training Corps (AFROTC)

detachments . Perhaps they account for the high percentage of ”

low challenge responses ,
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Job Satisfaction and Grade. Figure 5 shows the mean

job satisfaction scores for each grade and for the high and

low challenge groups within each grade, Job satisfaction

increases with ~rad.e, peaking at Lieutenant Colonel, The

commanders and the total Air Force officer subgroup analyzed

by Thompson appear to be quite different . For the commanders

m -i job satisfaction increases from Second Lieutenant to

Lieutenant Colonel and then decreases for full Colonels , For

Thompson ’s officer subgroup mean job sattsfactior. was a convex

function with grade (high for both Second Lieutenants and

Colonels ) (Thompson , 1975: 56),

Figure 4 shows the nrooortion of commanders by zrade

who nerce~ve their job as ‘not at all” , ‘rot very ” , or “some-

what challen.~tn~ ” . The pattern followed by the mean ~cb

satisfaction scores is reflected here in the high percenoa~ e

of Colonels and. Second Lieutenants in the low job challer~ e

grours , It should be noted that only 31 Second Lieutenants

were included ln the commander ’s sample .

Job Satisfaction and Sex. Figures 7 and 8 show the

variat ions in mean job satisfaction for the high and low

challenge groups when the population is split based on sex.

Clearly ~o’o s a t i s f a c t i o n  varies more due to challenge than on

the basis of sex. Although the groups 5Jffer greatly In sIze

(77 women and 2575 men), the large dIfference in protorticr .

of those who perceive their job as not challenging I: noteworoh~:,
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Job Satisfaction and Years Service, Mean job satisfaction

as a funct ion of years service completed and proportion in the

low challenge group by years are shown in Figures 9 and iO ,

The information presented in Figures 9 and 10 is much the same

as that presented in Figures 5 and 6 except that the

horizontal scales are expand ed , -The relatively high job

sat isfact ion of Ma jor and Lieutenant Colonel c ommanders is

reflected in Figures 9 and 10 in that for the year groups

normally assoc iated with these grades , the mean job satisfaction

score Is consistently high and the percentages in the low

challenge group are small. Job satisfaction trends upward

with years service until about the 20 year point . Following -

that , no discernible trend is evident . In general, after the

13 year point , the percentage in the low challenge group

increases with years service,

Job Satisfaction and Type of Or~anization Commanded.

Figures 11 and 12 show the mean job satisfaction scores and

percentage in the low challenge group by type of organIzation

commanded . Those commanding Headquarters Squadrons or Centers

along with those responding in the “other” category have lower

mean job satisfaction , These three groups along with Station

and Detachment Commanders have the highest percentage of

individuals perceiving their job as “not at all” , “not very ’,

or only “somewhat challenging”.
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Job Satisfaction and the Mission of the Organization

Commanded, The variation in job satisfaction due to splitting

the commanders on the basis of the mission of the organization

they command is shown in Figure 13. Figure 14 shows the

proportion in the low challenge group for the same breakdown .

Those in Flying , Commun ica tions , and Research organizations

reported the highest mean job satisfaction , Medical , Civil

Engineering, Security Police , and Service organizations have

the lowest, The variation in job satisfaction due to job

challenge is much greater than the variation due to splits

based on the mission of the organization . This is particularly

true for those commanding Research organizations . Over 2O~
of those commanding Tralning , Weat her , Research , Medical , A ir-

base Group, and “other” organizations are in the low job

challenge group. While those commanding Maintenance organizations

have a mean job satisfaction score very close to the overall

c ommander mean score , their percentage in the low challenge

group is the smallest.

Job Satisfaction and Race. Figures 15 and 16 show the

variation in mean job satisfaction by racial group and the

proportion by race in the low challenge group. As indicated

in the figures , the sample sizes for the minorIty groups are

small , making any conclusions drawn concerning them questionable .

Perha ps of mos t sign if icance is the large percen tage of Black

53

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - --~~- -  -~~~~ -~~~~~~~ - —-U--- - - - ------.- - - -~-



- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ - - -~~~~~ ---~~~~.-
- -

I 
____ 

-~~ er
I i ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

- ~ase
a) ~.4i i  ~ ir a,

GrouP 
.4~)

Ii 
~

I ~~~~~~~~~ese3.r0h :

~~1 ~Se~~~
0e6

~~ 

~~~II

—

I I ~ea~--~ C!] : a~~~
I- 0

L 4  -. Tr~~~ ’

i ¶ ~~~~ -~~ g .1-~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~
I 4 — a) a, + ~I ~~~~~~~~ .,-4

LIT I — Col~~~’ 
E- E-4

~Do~~O Cl]

[ I —_  ~~~~ 1’J .,1 4~) .-4 :
4)~~~~+)~~~ 0

[I 

.
~~~~~—-— —r~’~~~~~ 1a]~nt1 ~ ~ .1-4

I I ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
C,—’

fl ~~~~~~~~~~~~

___— 
— ~~~~ ~ 0 ~ ~L i -’-- ” ov~ o— ~s-, : ~.-4 r--i a,

i ‘ 
0 0 c ~ ~~

N N N (‘4 (‘4 ,-~ 
,._

~ 
, ,  , — - 0

a.XooS uO OE , ST
~~~~S qo~

54 

-



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

‘-4
bD

0-ther .1-l a)

~~~~~~~

______________________  GrO’-~-P

F ~led~
c5.1 ‘0 4 )

F ~~searC~ ~
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

c~~i Hser~~~~~~
es

I -

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

“-4 :

F Trans’

-~ra~~~-~~ ÷
-
,.
-

Comm .

________________________ SuPP1’~

~~Ua3.1ea

55



______— --- - - ‘- -_ - - - ---- --- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

a) 0
‘0
--4

e~ ’ Q~~ -4
______________________ O a,

0~r ~~
) - 3-r’- !]~~ . 4 S

1=t ~I T — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-, 0 0’ -~
-

-

a, :  -~~

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~ 0 c~
_, 0

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
a)

bD !]) °
U I I U ’ ’ ~~~~~~~~~~~

N 0 ‘0 4- N 0 CU ‘0 4- N 0
~~~ N N N (‘4 N — -~ , 4  ‘ 4 ,-~4

H ~er”-~~ - -I

I 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ 

- 
4) -~~ C) C)

o c — i  ~~

‘H ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

9~~~I I ,  ~ J - ~~~~~~‘1I~~’ ~~~ - .  - ‘ 0 4 )  0 4)
‘-~~ C~~~-~ 0

I -‘
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - ~~~~~-~~

- 
~~~~~~~~~~ ~-iI 

~~.r~,e’t !’ . r - 4 a ) .,4 ~~~ U]
I ~~~ 5 w c  ‘-I

— ~~o~~ --i 4)
I -4~~~~~~ C~

1 4 —— ~~ ~~~r4  10
~~ ‘ 0’ - 4 -l 0

I a) 4~~~~~~~>) I-4
I 0 ~~~~~~~~~~I I I I I I 

- Cvi 0~~~~ 0 Q )  a)
4- ~~ N — 0 0-’ CU N- ‘0 ‘f~ -zr 

~
., ~~ >. ~~(‘4 N 

e.Ioog uo 0
~35P~~S 

qo~ — — ~ a~c:~-’ ~
56

_______ — — - - ~~~~~~~
—

~~
—- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- — — ---‘ - -



— -- ---- - _----,- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

r

and Oriental Americans who consider their job “nat a: all” ,

“not very ” , or “somewhat challenging ” .

Conclusions Based On Demographic Analysis, For the sever.

demographic variables examined , the variation in job satisfaction

due to dIffering perceptions of job challenge were ~-reater

than the varIations due to splIts based on the demcgrarhics .

This is in agreement with the results of the various A~~ runs

discussed earlier . The relatively low ex;lanatior. of

variance (R2= .i~6) for the AID run using the demc~ rachi:s

as predictor variables can certaInly not be dl3ruted or. the

‘oasis of t he se  single variable analyses . The informatIon to

be gained from this section of the study is far the most rart

desc r iot ive  only. Althougr. some trends  were n o t~~~, one w ould

not recommend changes in policy based or. the reso :s of these

analyses .

Comparison of Yon-Rated and Rated Commanders

The commander population was split into non-rated and

rated subgroups for analysis and com;arison . AlT and Re~ ressior.

analysis were performed on both grouPs . :he results of these

analyses are presented as a single section so that camtarlscns

oar, easily be made .

A ID Anal -rsls. The AID tree for ‘he non-rated ~rcuc is

shown in F i~ ure 17, w h i l e  t h e  rated tree is shown in FIgure 1~~.
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Wanted C-id , J0h 3~~ .34~
Code 5 (5)

Y=703 Ave . 22,33 
—

Job Challer~ e ~~~ , 290
Codes L~ 5 (3)

Y=990 A-re , ~21 .65

Wanted Cod . Job
Codes 1 2 3 ~~

- (4 )

N 287 Ave ,=19.99 
—

Yon-Rated Group  i )
Y 1252

~verage Job SatisfactIon
20.57

Job Challer~ e R2= ,397
Codes 2 3 ( 7 )

: : =23 7 Ave , 17,09

Job Challe nge R2 = . 290
Codes 1 2 3 ( 2 )

Y=262 Ave =16,47

Job Challenge R2~ .397Code 1 (6)

::=25 Ave , =10 , 64 
—

figure 17. AID Tree for the Non-Rated Group
(See Appen dix for definition of codes)
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Leadership Sat. ( i s)
Personal Std. Sat, (9) Code 7 R2=.468
Codes 6 7 R2= .422 N=1 67 Ave .=23.75 - - 

-

Lea dership Sat . R~=.468N=L497 Ave .=22.86 Codes 1 2 3 14- 5 6 ( 14)
I N=330 Ave .=22.40

Leadership Sat. (2iT

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~ 4- 
Ave .~~21.65~

JN=206 Ave .=LÔ5
22 p Leadership Sat. (20)

N=4-8 Ave .~~19.08
_____________________ Want More Resp. R’ .490
Personal Std. Sat. ( i ’

~ ’fl ~
__ . _... Codes 2 3 4- 5 (19)

Codes 5 6 7 R2= .LI.57 
- N=238 Ave .=20.56r N=244- Ave .=20.42 

Want More Resp. R~=.4-9O

N~ 6 Ave .~~1L1.o7

______________________ Wanted Cmd , Job R2= .553
I Personal Std. Sz~~. (12) 1 r— Co des 3 4 (33 )
L Codes 1 2 3 4 R~= .4-57 [__J N=3’3 Ave .=19.12

Wanted. Cmd. Job R2= , 553
N=43 Ave .=17,58 Codes 1 2 (32)

N=10 Ave ,=12.50

Leadership ual R~~ 4Job Growth i i)  Co des 1 2 ~
Co des 3 4- 5 R2= .1442 N=92 Ave .=18.92r N=176 Ave .=17.84- ~::~~~~P5Qua1~ R2~ .L~~9

N~84 Ave.=16.64-

I Leadership Sat. R~= ,522
I Job Growth (10) i— Code s 3 4 5 6 7 (27)

L Co des 1 2 R2= .442 4 N=47 Ave .=15.85
Leadership Sat. R2 .522

N=61 Ave .=14.93 Codes 1 2 (26)
N=114 Ave .=11.86

Figure 17. (Cont inued)
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I
rwant :-~ore Resp. 

R2 ,246
Code 5 (5)

~=8O8 Ave,=22 27 
—

Job Challenge R2 .206
Codes 4- 5 (3)

Y=1175 Ave,=21,75

Want ~‘!ore Resp. R2= .246
C o d e s l 2 3 1 4  (4-)

::=367 Ave ,=20,~~2 
—

Rated -roup
::=1397 (1)

~verage Job Satisfaction21 . 06

Job Challenge R~=.31~1~6
Code 3 (13)

T= 152 Ave ,=18,L43

Job Challenge R2=,206
Codes 1 2 3 (2)

Y=222 Ave .=17,14O

Job Challenge R~=,3146
Codes 1 2 (12)

Y=70 Ave , 15.17

Figure 18. AID Tree for the Rated Group
(See Appendix B for definition of codes)
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_________-____________ Job Challenge R~~ .4-03
f ::issj~ r~ R’~= ,273 (7) Code 5 (2 5)
Codes 1 3 4 7 11 12 N=154 Ave,=23,97

~~~~~ Job Challenge R~=,4-03
y=2L4-0 Ave .=23.43 Code 4 

- 
(24)

Ave . =22,

________________________ Authority RZ= , 294 - -

:-!ission R~=.273 (6)1 r— Codes 14. 
~~ (9) ‘ I

Codes 2 5 6 8 9 10 13 114L I N 4-67 Ave , =22 .15

I’~=568 Ave ,=21,78 
[~~~~~~

‘L Author ity R2=,294

N 101 Ave , 20.09

_______________________ Wanted Cmd . Job R2=. 367
f Job Freedom R~=,317 Code 5 (17)
I Codes 4- 5 (11 ) Y=178 Ave . =21.80

Wanted Cmd , Job R~=, 367
Y=21J-5 Ave .=21,35 Codes 1 2 3 4 ( 16)

N=67 Ave ,=20,15
— 

‘iission R’~=.391 Codes 1
rJob Freedom fl2= .317 2 3 14- 5 7 12 13 114 (21)

J Codes 1 2 3 (10) ::=107 Ave ,=19.63
7 Y=122 Ave ,=19,114 Yission R2= ,391

I._______________________ Codes 6 B 9 10 (20)
Y=15 Ave . 15.67
:‘itsst on ~~~ ,4-30

[A ge R2 .379 (19) 1 COdes 1 2 5 7 114 (31 )

~~ Codes 7 ~ 9 10 11 12 13 L J  ~=93 Ave . 19.59
I i~-~- 15 17 18 1 . 1  Yisslon R~=.1430 (30)
LI:=131 Ave .=18,89 L.~........ Codes 3 14 6 8 9 10 12 ~3Ave ,=17.16

[A ge R~~ .379 (18)
~~~Codes 3 4 5 6

N=21 Ave ,=15,57

I ~- ‘ajor Cmd , R2 ,439 ( 33)
~~~Codes 1 3 6  15 17

[ 
Y=26 Ave ,=17,12

f :~ajor Cmd , R’~= , L -39 ( 32)
..J C c d e s 1 4 7 9 l O ll 12 18
1 19 24-
L:=~

14 Ave ,=1L~.02

FL~~re 18. (Continued) 61 
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A comparison of the two reveals significant differences in

the predictors used as a basis for  many spl i ts . Clearly the

rated group split on a variety of demographic variables

much earlier in the sp l i t t ing  process . Totally absent in the

rated tree are splits based on the leadership q u a l i t y ,  DIAl-ER-

s:-~ip satIsfaction and jo’c growth ~redictors while the a uth c rl ty

and ~ob freedom splits are lackIng in the non-rated tree,

Spl ts not shown on Figure 17 Include a split of group

(15) on mission , a split of group (14) on challenge with a

further split on major command , a split of group (21) on

challenge , a split of group (19) on leasershlp cuality, a split

of group (16) on LEANERS~ I? SAT , and a split of group (17) on

PERSONAL STANDING satisfaction , For the rated group (Figure 1~~)

additional splits included a split of group (9) on challenge

with the result lrg groups split on PERSONAL- STAYITYT and

major command , a stilt of group (8) on major ccmsnand , a s~ l1t

of group (17) on oiisslon with a further split on job chalienze ,

and a spilt of groop (21) on job freedom .

A review of the detalled scans made by the AID algorithm

for the rated run revealed that the PERSONAL STANDfl’~G and

LIA2ERSNIP variables were very cia-se In explanatory power tc

the variable ~ctua ly used In o~ kirg severa splits . Th is

wculd indicate ohat perhaps If the misslorL variable was removed

from the rate~ run , the r9ted. and non-raoed trees would be

nore alike , While no: of great value In either case , 1~.cwled~ e
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of the mission of the orgar.lzation commanded is a better

predictor of job satisfaction for the rated group.

If one was asked to select the most Important predictors

of job satisfaction for each group on the basis of the All

tree , two separate lists would be appropriate , However , if

a single set of predictors was to be selected for use on both

groups . and the detailed scans for the AID runs were avaIlable ,

the predictors shown to be important in the non-rated tree

with the addItion of job freedom would most likely be selected

as the best  compromise.

Regression. Regression results are shown for the non-

rated grou p In Table III , while those for the rated group are

shown in -Table 17, As w i t h  the Regression analysis performed

on the total group, the analyses here were truncated when

additional predictors added little to the predictive power

of the model. -The Regression results for the non-rated group

tend to confirm the AID results for that group. The rated

Regression results agree with All in the relat ive amount of

variance explained but since the demographic variables were

nOt included for  the Regression analysis the p red ic t ive

ability of the demographics , as shown ‘by AID , cannot be

ver i f i ed .

The beta weights indicate that job challenge is -ab cut

2,3 to 2,14 times as important as the other predictors . This

differs little from the total population findings .
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Table III

Job Sa tis fac t ion  Regression
(N on-Rated  Group)

Variable Beta Wei~ ht R2 R2 Change

Job Challenge (X 1) . 451 .365 . 365
P RSONAL STANDING SAT (X2

) . 211 .1455 .090

Wanted Commander ’s Job (X 3 ) . 202 .4-97 .024-2

LEADERSHIP SAT (x 4- ) .197 .527 . 030

Correlation :-:atrix

x2 x 3
1. 000 .28 0 .221 .251 .6014

1.000 .17~ . !4,28 . 14-57

i. ooo .142 .367
1.000 .429

.ob Satisfaction (Y) = 3.040 + 1.805 (Job Challenge )

+ .652 (PERSONAL S:ANDD:T SAT)

+ . 8146 (Wanted Cornmander’s Job )

+ , 14 03 (L~ATERS~ IP SAT)
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-Table IV

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Rated Group)

Variable Beta Weight H
2 H2 Chang~

Job Challenge (X1) .1453 .259 .259

PERSONAL STANDING SAT (X 2) .198 .321 .062

Want More Responsibility (X3 ),i69 . 353 .032

Job Freedom (X4) .i60 .377 . 024

Correlation -‘atrix

x l x 2 :K3 x14 I

X 1,000 .210 .017 .068 .509

1, 000 .079 .271 .35 0

1, 000 .101 . 208

X4 1.000 .261

Job Sat isfac ti on (I)  = 14.599 + 1.798 (Job Challenge )

F + . 580 ( PERS ONAL STA N IN-; SAT )

+ .692 (Want Yore Responsibility)

+ .596 (Job Freedom )
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Comparison of Conus and Overseas Commanders

All Analysis. AlT trees for  the  Conus and Overseas groups

are shown as Figures 19 and 20, restectlvely . In comparing

these, for the most part , the same predictors are present , H

ho~ever placement of the predictors in the tree are different .

For he Conus group later stage spilts not shown on Figure 18

included a stilt of group (13) on authority with a further

stllt on mission , a snlit of grout (12) on mission wIth

further splits or. aL~:horIty  and recogni t ion , a split of grou p

(1 5)  on job f r eedom w i t h  a fur t h e r  sn l i t  on LEADER SN F

s a t I s f a c t I o n  and a sp l i t  of group (14) on grade. The Overseas

grout made later splIts r.ot sho~-m in Flgure 20 w:~loh. include

a split of group (11) on mission , a split of group (10) cr.

m i s s i o n . with f~r:her sp l i t s  on c om,mar-d , t ime  in command ,

and years servIce a ~pl1t of group ( 1-3 ) or. mission and a

split of group (22) on wanting the commander ’s job .

En comtaring the trees for the two zuouts for  th e most

part , the same predictors are present . however, their positlon

within the tree differs from one group to the other. Job

challenge , PERSONAL STANDING satisfaction , and LEADER SHIP

sat I s f ac t i on  appear to be of almcst  ec~ al importance tc bo th

~roops . The job growth variable or perception of being

prepared for greater responsibility is unique to the Overseas

tree ,
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Personal Std. Sat. (5)
Codes 6 7 R2= .295
N=1092 Ave .=22.37

Job Challenge R2 .241
Codes 4 5 (3)

N=1669 Ave .=21.68

Personal Std. Sat. (4)
Codes 1 2 3 4 5 R2 .295

N=577 Ave ,=20.37

Conus Group
N=2O38 (ii

~verage Job Satisfaction20.82

Job Challenge R2 ,383
Co de 3 ( i i )

N=247 Ave .=18.17

Job Challenge R2 .241
Codes 1 2 3 (2)

N=369 Ave .=16.93

Job Challenge R2= .383 
-

C odes 1 2 (10)

N = 122 Ave. = 1L~- . Ll.2

Figure 19, AID Tre e for the Conus Group
(See Appendix B ~‘or def in i t ion  of codes )
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$
N=339 Ave .~~21.83

______________________ Want More Resp. R2= .48l

J Wan-ted Cmd. Job R2= .31.7 Code 5 (37 )
I.J Codes 1 2 3 4 (6) N8 1 Ave . 21,74

N 194 Ave ,=20.76 Want More Resp . R2= .Ll.81
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Code s 1 2 3 4  (36)
N 113 Ave .=20.06

_______________________ Leadership Sat . R~=.412
J Wanted Cmd . Job R2~~.34-2 

Codes 4 5 6 7 (i5)

J 
Codes 4- 5 (

~ ) N= 1408 Ave . = 2 1.i5

I 
Leadership Sat. R2’= .412

L~~~~~
538 Ave ,=20,66 Codes 1 2 3 (14)

N=130 Ave .=19.14

pante d Cmd. Job R2= .34 2
Codes 1 2 3 (8)

N=39 Ave .= 16. 26 
—

£ Leadership Sat . R2= .460
I M1ssior~ (19) 

R2= .14-32 Codes 6 7 (27)

~~~ Code s 1 2 14 5 7 12 13 114 N 9 1  Ave . i9 .92
I I - 

Leadership Sam , R2= .460
—202 Ave .—18.75 Codes 1 2 3 4 5 (26)

N = i l l  Ave . = 17 ,79

[Miss ion  ( : 3 )  R 2 = .1432

H Code s 3 6 8 9 10 11

j N L& ’5 Ave .= 15 ,5 3

Leadership Sat. R~~ .452
— 

Codes 5 6 7 (2 5 )

N 65  Ave .=15.3O

Leadership Sat. R2= ,~452
— 

Codes 1 2 3 4- (2 4 )

N=57 Ave .=12.84

Fi gure 19. (Continued)
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Job Challenge R2= .305
Co de 5 (5)

N=304 Ave .=22.34 
—

Job Challenge R2 .275
Codes 4 5 ( 3 )

N=500 Ave ,=21.78

Job Challenge R2= .305
Co de 4 (Li.)

N~ 196 Ave .=2 0 ,92  
—

Oversea s Grou p 
-

( i )

Average Job Satisfact ion
20.36

Personal Std. Sat. ( 9 )
Codes 4 5 6 7 R2= .368

N=93 Ave .=17.76

Job Challenge R2= ,275
Codes 1 2 3 ( 2)

N=i 15 Ave .=16.87

- Personal Std. Sa~ . (8)Codes 1 2 3 R’= .368

N=22 Ave .=13.09 
—

Figure 20. AID Tree for the Overseas Group
(See Appendix B for definition of codes)
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Leadership Sat. (ii
I Job Free dom R2= .320 Code 7 R2= ,378

jCodes 3 Li’ 5 ( 7 )  N 6 7  Ave. = 23. L19

!N=278 Ave .=22.5L1. d e 3  
R2 .378

N=211 Ave .=22.23
_______________________ Recognition R2= .489
[Job Freedom R2= ,320 r —  Codes 3 14- (31

j_JCo des 1 2 (6) •__J N=1O Ave .=22.80

~~[N= 26 Ave .~~2O.l9 
Recognition R2= ,Li’69

N 16 Ave .=18.56
______________________ Personal Std. Sat. (19 )
[want More Resp. R2= .39 2 Code 7 R2= .Li’33

JCode 5 (13) N=37 Ave .~~22.86

I Personal Std. Sat. ( i s )
~~~~~~ Ave .=21.57 Codes 2 3 Li’ 5 R2=.433

N=79 Ave .=20.96
— Mission (25 ) R~~ .4-59

Want More Resp. R2= .392 
Co~ es 3 6 7 11 12 14-

Codes 1 2 3 14 (12) N-43 Ave.-20.81
— 
‘~~~0 A T~~ 

-
~~~~~ °8 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~
___ Mission (24 ) R2= .1459

_______________________ Codes 1 2 Li. 5 6 10 13
N=37 Ave .=19,00

__________________________ Mission (23) R2 ,451
f~~ob Growth R~= .-1422 Codes : 6 3

JCodes 3 14 5 (17) N 1 ~ Ave . 20.93
-_ .. ~iission (22) R~= .45jAve .=18.5c Code s 2 3 4 5 7 9 13 114-

— 

N= 5 14- Ave .=17.94

Job Growth R2= .4-22

— 
Codes  1 2 ( 16 )

N 25 Ave ,=15.60

Job Growth R2= Li’75
Code s 3 L ~~5 ( 29)

N 12 Ave ,=15.00

Growth R2= ,1475
Co des 1 2 ( 28)

Ave . = 10 . 80

Ftgure 20. (Continued)
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_Regression. ‘he results of Regression analyses performed

or. the Conus and Overseas groups are shown In Tables V ani ‘J ,

Job challenge PERSONAL STANDING satisfaction and LEADERS~~ ?

s a t i s f a c t i o n  are Import ant  to  bo th  groups . he groups d i f f e r

in that t~ e perception of being prepared for future responsibility

is important to  the Overs eas group whIle the -degree to wh I c h

t:~e individual desired the commander ’ s job is included, in. the

Conus model. The results here are ccnslster .t with the results

of the  AID analysis performed. or. t~.e two ~rcups .

Comparison of Groups Ac ove  and.  Selow Ten Years Service

AlT Analysis. Fi~ -~rcs 21 and 22 trovide A~~ trees for

t hose  with less than ten uears s e rv i c e  and t hose  w i t h  more

than, ten. years servl-o e , resoectlvelv . For t h e  z n d e r  t e n  .~r c u o

ad~ itional stilts no t  shown in Fl~ ure 21 inclu~ ed a sollt of

zroup (19) on miss ion  w i t h  fu r t h e r  s ti lt s  or. m a j o r  command

and t lme In command. Group (11) was split on L2A~~RSH1F

satisfaction with farther splits on m i s s I o n , ma jo r  c ommand ,

an-i. t ime  in com m an d ,  Tn ai.~~1t ion , group ( 2 1)  was sp l i t  cn

I t ime In co~ man-~ . I~ ter splIts for the over ten zroup, shown

in Figure 22 included ~ s p l I t  of group (9) or. L ANERShIP

L 

satisfaction with. further splits on mission. an-I job freedom ,

a stilt of group (8) on reocgnitlon with a further split on

au~~-or It y, a split of ~ro~ p (20) on job freedom , and splits

of ~ ro — ~ps (26 an-i 31) or. ma cor command and mission , respectively .
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Table V

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Conus Group)

2 2
7~ri~.ble Feta Weight H R Chanze

Job Challenge (X1) .1427 .307 , 307

PE R SON AL SThNTIYG SAT (X 2 ) .191 .3814 . 077

Wanted Commander ’ s Job (X 3 ) . 208 . 428 . 01414

LE A DE R SH IP  SAN (x 4-
) .134 .1455 .027

Correlat ion 7a t rix

x x ,
1 L~.

X . 1. coo . 2d3 . 22-~ . 187 . 55~
“2 1, 000 .15 8 .1416 ,dç~~

1. 000 .122 .356
1, 000 .363

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 3 .79 3 ~ 1.713 (Job Challenge )

+ . 573 ( PERsON AL STA~-.3IY~ SA N )

+ . 92 ( ‘ — a n t e - I  Comman der ’ s Job)

+ ,~~40 ( L E A N E R SY I P  S.t )
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Table VI

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Overseas Group)

Variable Beta Weight R~ Chari~ e

Job Challenge (X 1) . 404- ,331-i. .334

PER SONA L STAND ING SAT ( X 2 ) .200 . 4-03 . 069

LEA DE R SHIP SAN’ (X 3
) . 165 . 1432 . 029

Job Growth (X 4- ) . 166 .L~.52 . 020

xl x2 x3 x14

X
1 1. 000 . 268 . 22 8 .500 .576

1, 000 .330 . 276 . 1409

X
3 

1, 000 .2414- . 364

1.000 . L~.63

Job Sat i s f a c t i on  ( Y )  = 5.8’~6 + 1.570 (Job Challenge )

+ .607 (PERSONAL sTAN-::I::G SAN )

+ .412 (LEADERsHIP SAT )

+ .628 (Job Growth)
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Personal Std. Sat. (5)
Codes 6 7 R2— 391

N 157 Ave ,~~21.9Li.

Jo b Challenge R2= .337
Codes Li’ 5 (3)

N=281 Ave . 20.94

Personal Std. Sat~ (4 )
Codes . 2 3 Li ’ 5 R’= .391
N=124 Ave .=19 .6 7

Less Than Ten Years
Service Group .

~~N=375
Average Job Satisfaction

19.54

Job Growth  (9)
Co des 3 4 5 R~= . 149l

N=7 5 Ave . = 1 6,2 7

Jo b Challenge R4= .337
Codes 1 2 3 (2)

N=914 Ave . =15. 3 5

Job Growth (~~)Codes 1 2 R2= Li.91

N 19 Ave .=t1.74

Figure 21. AID Tree for the Group With Less Than Ten Years
Service (See Appendix B for definition of codes)
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_______________________ Job Challenge R2= .628
I Major Cmd . R2= .555 Code 5 (33)
Codes 6 19 23 24 (15) N 2 3  Ave .=23.70

rI N~ 36 Ave .=23.00 
Job Challenge R2= .628

N=13 Ave .=21.77
Author i ty  R~~ .579

I I Major Cmd . R2— . 555 Codes 3 4 5 (19)
I I Codes 1 3 4 7 9 12 15 N=98 Ave .=2i.92

— 

16 17 18 (i4) Authority R2= ,579
~ N— 121 Ave .—21.62 Co des 1 2 ( 18)

N=23 Ave ,=20.35
Job Freedom R~~ .525

I Wante d Cmd . Job R2= .Li’43l r—_’- Codes 3 4 5 (ii)

J Codes 3 4- 5 ( 7 )  L__J N=103 Ave .=20.62

Job Freedom R2= .5 25
t’t=113 Ave .=20.19 Codes 1 2 ( i o )

N=iO Ave .=i5,70

Wante d Cmd . Job R2= .4431
Codes 1 2 (6)

LN=h1 Ave .=1Li’.36

r Leadership Qual. R2= .6 13
People In Org. R2= .SLi.7 Code 2 (28)
Codes 1 2 3 8 (13) N~ 2l Ave .=18.52

[ N 42 Ave . l7.50 ~~~~~~~~~~ Qual. R2= .6 13
N=21 Ave .=16.Li.8

Recognition R2= .59i.
Peopie In Org. R’~~.547 1 r— Codes 3 4- 5 (21)

U Codes 14 5 6 7 (12) 
L~~~~~~i 

N20 Ave .=15.95

1 N=33 Ave .=l4.70 [1~ Recognit ion R2= .59 1

N=13 Ave .=l2.77

Fi gure 21. (Continued)
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Wanted Cmd . Job R2= .275
Co de 5 (5)

N 1502 Ave . 22.25 
—

Job Challenge R2 .228
Codes Li. 5 ( 3 )

N=i 889 Ave .=2 1.82

Wanted Ctnd. Job R2= .275
Codes 1 2 3 4 (14)

N=387 Ave .=20.15

Over Ten Years
Service Group ( 1 )

N =2279
Avera ge Job Satisfaction

21 . 04-

Job Challenge R 2= .35 2
Co de 3 ( 11)

N=265 Ave .=13 .1~ 
—

Jo b Challenge R2 .228
Cod e s l 2 J  (2)

N=390 Ave .=17.27 -

Job Challenge R 2= .35 2
Codes 1 2 ( i o )

N=125 Ave .=14.86

Figure 22. AID Tree fo: the Group With Over Ten Years Service
(See Appendix B for definition of codes)
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Job Challenge R2= .315Personal Std,  Sat. (7 Code 5 (9)
Codes 6 7 R2 .300 N=673 Ave .=23.20

N=1056 Ave .=22.70 Job Challenge R2= .315
N=383 Ave .=21.83

________________________ Mission (13) R-’~=.36O
Personal Std. Sat. (6) Code s 1 3 Li ’ 8 11 12 14
Code s 1 2 3 4 5 R2= .300 N 204 Ave .=21.97

Mission (12) R~=.360N=446 Ave .=21,17 Cod e s 2 5~~~79 1Q l3
N=242 Ave .=20.49

_______________________ Mission (27) R~~ .410
Job Freedom R2= .37 2 Codes 1 Li. 5 6 7 11 12 1:
Co des Li. 

~ (ii) ~~j 
N=127 Ave .=21 .47
Mission (26) R2= .4iO

N 273 Ave .=20.75 Code s 2 3 8 9 10 14

— 
N=146 Ave ,=20.12

Job Free dom R2= .372
Co des 2 3 ( 14)

[~~=ii~ Ave ,=18,72

r Personal Std. Sat. (31 )
I Leadership Sat. R2= .392 Code s 5 6 7 R2=.425
Codes 5 6 7 (19) N 178 Ave .=l9,39

Personal Std . Sat , (3 0)
N=195 Ave .=19.13 Codes 2 3 4 R 2= .4 25

N=17 Ave .=16.Li’7

Leadership Sat. R2= .39~f l
Co des 1 2 3 4- (1-3)

N 7 0 Ave .=16.4O 
-

~~~adership Sat. R2= .420
Codes 5 6 7 (29 )

N=70 Ave .=16.2L4.

Leadership Sat. R2= ,420
— 

Codes 1 2 3 4  ( 2 8 )

Fizure 22. ( C o n t i n u e d)
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The job challenge . PERSONAL sTANDING satisfaction ,

want ing  the commander ’s job , LEA ::RsHIP satlsfaotlon , an-i.

job freedom variables appear to be Important to both groups ,

The job growth variable is unique to  the less than ten years

se~~rice group.

Regression Analysis. Table 111 shows the Regression

results for the under ten. group. Those for the over ten

group are shown In Table V HI .  The job challenge P F.SONAL

STANT :yo satisfaction ., and -desire for the commander ’s job

are irncortant to both grouts . The desire for mo:’e restorsiblilty

an~ au~~~or I t ;: varj aDles  are imioortant to the un -Icr ten group

woi l e  L:AN :R-sh:? sa t i s f a c t i o n  is I mp o r t a n t  to t h e  over

ter. grout. Agato the results mere are fo r  th - e most  part

con s i s t e n t  witm the A 1 a n a ly s i s .

Co -mo ar i son  of Grour s W i t h  and W ithout -Ccm :ard Exoeri~ n~ e

A~~ Ana ly sI s .  The como an er ropulatior. was split into

tw o g roup s  for  analysis  u s i ng  the reoponses to qu e s t i o n  11

f orming gr oup s w i t h  an-i. w i t h o u t  -t o m - a r - -I exper ience .  Figures

23 and 2L~ show the AlT trees for tnese two ~roups , AddItional

splits not shown in Figure 23 for the non-experienced group

incl-u-de~ a split of group ( 1 3 )  on LEADERSHIP satisfaction

with furtuer splits on race and major command , a spilt of

group (21) -on authorIty , a split of group (22) on job free-t om

w l t h  a f o r tu o r  sp l i t  on job -oualler .ge , and a spli t  -of ~roup (15)

78

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - -



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - - ----~~~ 
-

Table VII

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Group With Less Than Ten Years Sei~~ice)

Variable Beta Wei~ ht a2 a2 Change

Job Ohallen~e (X1
) .557 .417 .417

PERSONAL STAN I N G SAT (X 2) .206 .14714 .057

Wanted Commander ’s Job (X 3 ) .173 .5 23 .

Wanted Wore Responsibility .162 . 547 . 2014
(X Li. )

A u t h o r i t y  (X 5
) . 114~ .5~6 .01’~

CorrelatIon :-:atrix

x1 x3 N 5
K1 1. 000 . 257 .125 — . 099 . 212 .646

1. 000 .067 .014 .2142 ,3 ;~
X
3 

1.000 .248 .0814 .309

Xh 1.000 — .014 .151

X
5 1.000 .3214

Job Satisfaction (Y) —2 .020 + 2 ,225 (Job Challenge )

+ .6144 (PERsoi ’~AL STAN I::o S-VT )

+ .9-15 (Wanted Commander ’s Job )

+ .817 (Wanted More Responsibility )

+ ,529 (Authority)
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Table VIII

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Group With Greater Than Ten Years Service)

Variable Beta Weight a2 
R2 Change

Job Challenge (X1
) .427 . 28 7 . 287

PERSONAL STANDING SAT (X 2 ) .197 .364 .077

Wanted Commander ’s Job (X 3) .178 .398 .034

~~A2 -ER SHI P SAN (X4) .185 .1426 .026

Correlation :-~~trix

x x x x1 2 3 5
x 1 1. 000 . 237 . 219 . 179 .535

1. 000 .153 .399 .397

x3 1.000 .1142 .3 26

1. 000 .363

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 14,808 + 1.6145 (Job Challenge )

+ .535 (PERSoNA L ST ING SAT )

+ ,779 (Wanted Commander ’s J ob )

÷ .14314. (L :A:fRsW :F SA T )
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Personal Std. Sat, ( 5)
Co des 6 7 R2= .305

N=821 Ave .=22.Li.7

Jo b Challenge R 2= .243
Co des 4 5 ( 3 )

N=1235 Ave .=21.77

Personal S-td, Sat. (L i ’ )
Codes 1 2 3 4 5 R2= ,305

N41Li. Ave .=20.40 
—

Group Without
Comman d Exp erience

N=iL.i’56 (1)
Average Job Satisfaction.

21 . 02

Job Challenge R2= .384
Code 3 (ii)

N 148 Ave .=18.03 
—

Job Challenge R2 .243
Co des 1 2 3 ( 2)

N=221 Ave.=16.78

Job Challenge R2= .384
Codes 1 2 (10)

N=73 Ave .=1Lk.25

Fig’ore 23. AID Tree for the Group Without Command Experience
(See Appendix B for definition of codes)
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Jo b Challenge R~=.324 
Wan t More Resp~ ( 13)

Code ~ ( ~ Co des Li ’ 5 ~ = .3914.
— 

-‘ ‘7’ N=1459 Ave .=23.20

N=513 Ave .=22.99 Want More Resp. (1�)
_______________________ Codes 1 2 3 R2= .394

— 
N=54 Ave .=21.17

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  Wan t More Resp. (21)
IJo b Challenge R’~= .324- Code 5 R2= .4141
Code 4 (6) N=208 Ave . 22.03

N=308 Ave .=21.61 
Want Mare Resp . (2O)

N=100 Ave .=20.72

________________________ Mission (23) R2= .453
Want More Reso. R2= .3Ll~7 Codes 1 4 11.
Code 5 (

~~~ ) N=4Li. Ave .=23.43

r N=212 Ave .=21.42 8 9 1 0 12
N=168 Ave .=20.39 13 14-

________________________ Wante d Cmd . Job R~~ .4-05

I I Want More Resp . R2= .3Ll~7 ~~~
__ . Co des 4 5 ( i i )

LJ Codes 1 2 3 4- (3) N=179 Ave. i9.70

I 
Wanted Cmd . Job R2= .14-05

~~— 2O2 Ave .=19.33 Codes 1 2 3 (i4)
N= 23 Ave .=16.Li’3

People In Org. R2= .459
Personal Std. Sat. (19) Codes 1 3 5 (25)
Codes 3 4- 5 6 7 R2= .Li.35 N=90 Ave .=19.OLi’

N=143 kTe.=13.36 
People in Org. R 2= .Li.59

— 

N=53 Ave .=17.21

Personal S-td. Sat. (18)

— Codes 1 2 R2= .435
Ave . =8 . 60

Leadership Sat. (31 )
Codes 3 Li. 5 6 7 R 2= .Lf87
N= 65 Ave .~~1Ll’ .86

— Leadership Sat. (30 )
Co les 1 2 R2= .Li.87

N 8  Ave .=9.25

Figure 23. ( C o n t i n u e d )

L 

.
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Wanted Cmd . Job R2= ,287
Code 5 (5)

N=733 Ave .=22.02 —

Job Challenge R2= . 253
Codes 4 5 (3)

N=935 Ave .=21.60

Wanted Cmd . Job R2= .287
Codes 1 2 3 Li ’ (4)

N=202 Ave .=20.10

Group With Previous
Command Experience

N=i199 (i)
Average Job Satisfaction

20.59

Leadership Sat.  R 2= .37
Codes 5 6 7 (ii

N=163 Ave .=iS.37

Job Challenge R2= .253
Codes 1 2 3 (2)

N=264 Ave .=17,02

Leadership Sat. R2=.37
Codes i. 2 3 4 (10

N=j.01 Ave .=I4,83

Fi gure 24, AID Tree for the Group With Command Experience
(See Appendix B for deffiriition of codes)
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N=715 Ave .=22.i4 Jo b Challenge R2= .3 29
N=303 Ave .=21 . 34

Leadership Sat . R2= .310
Code 1 (6)

N=i 8 Ave .= 17.39

________________________ Job Chalien e R2= 4-85
JMa jor Cmd . (15) R2=.401 Code 5 (35)

...4Codes 1 3 Li’ 6 7 9 i~ ~1 
N=59 Ave .=21.86

[N= 137 
‘5 ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

24 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

R2=~~~~

— 

N=78 Ave .=20.OLi.

~iss~ o~. 3 R = . 76
Major  Cmd . (14) R = .Li.Oi Codes 1 2 3 5 9 13 14-
Codes 2 17 18 N 5 0  Ave .= 19 .38

N = 65  Ave .~~18.57 s o n  (3o) R2= .476

N=15 Ave .=15.87

I’ Personal Std. Sat . ( 2 7 )

Codes 2 3 Li’ 5 (19) N 129 Ave . 19.16

N= 1Li’O Ave .=i8.89 
Personal Sod. Sat. (26)

_________________________ Codes 1 2 3 R2= .461

~~~~~Job Growth 
R2= .426 Codes 14 5 6 7 R~= .46j.

N=11 Ave .=15.6Li.

Job Growth R2= ,426
Oc de 1 ( 18)

N= 23 Ave .=15.22

Job Fre edom R2 .14514 
—

— 
Codes 3 4 5 (25)

N=73 Ave .=15.79

~~ob Freedom R2= .-1454
Codes 1 2 (214)

N=73 Ave .=12.32

Fi g’.~re 24 . (Continued) 84
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on job freedom . For the experienced group further splits

not shown in Figure 24 included a split of group (9) on

wanting more restonsibility with furtmer splits on PERSO:-:AL

sT)C-:T:Y:~ satisfaction , mission , and time in command , a srlit

F of ~rouo (8) on L~ AN2RSH P satisfaction with the resu1tin~

~roups bolt, split on mission , and a split of group (27) or.

time in command .

For the exrerier .ced ~rouo job -cha~ ler~ e , w ar t i n~ the

commander s job . and L A 2 P.SW F satisfaotior. are most important

while job freedom , TERSOWAL STA:::N ; satisfaction . anl job

growth are of secondary importance . For tue nor.—experienced

oroup job challenge . P FSO AL STA T~~T-G satisfaction , and

wanttn~ more reotons i’c-tlIty are most imo-ortant . Of seconiaru

imrortanoe to t h i s  g r o u r  is wanting the c:~~anIer s job and

LEA T R SW P  satisfaction.

Re~ ressicr , ables IN and N st-~--~ tue Ro~ ression results

for the non— ext-~r1-?n-oed and exoertenced ~routs . For the ncr-

exoerieroed ~r-cuo ao~~r e s s ior .  indicates that t u e  job challenze

and FERSIWAL S~~~~~~ D satisfaction varlables are most imt-or-ar .t.

Ane exterlerced resu .ts show job challenze ard LEA:EaEWi?

s a t i s f a c t i o n  to be most Important. The job gr owth and job

freedom variables evident in t~ e exoerienced model would not

enter until t e  seventu and tenth steps of t h e  n o n -e x n er : e r . o e i

run.. T~e ?ERSON- L STA::::’-o variable would enter next in -n.e

exterl-enced model , Again the re~ ress1-c r~ results tend

the  A~~ resul ts .
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Table IX

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Group With i~O Command Experience)

Variable Beta Wei~~~ R~ R2 Change

Job Challenge (X
1
) .Li.60 .307 .307

PERSONAL STANDING SAT (X
2
) .255 .39~ .087

Want More Responsibility (X3
) .181 .440 . 0~6

Wanted Commander ’s Job (X~ ) .1~9 .~~60 .020

Correlation Platrix

xl 
X2 

x
3 

Y

X 1. 000 .250 .013 .183

X2 1.000 .155 .177 .4.25

1.000 .261 .265

X,+ 
1.000 .326

- Job Satisfaction (Y) = 1.889 + 1.9~ 3 (Job Challenge)

+ .790 (PERSONAL STANDING SAT)

+ .750 (Want More Responsibility )

+ .696 (Want Comrnander’s Job )
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Table X

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Group With Command Experience)

Variable Beta Weight R2 R2 Change

Job Challenge (X1) .382 .3 17 .317

LEADERSHIP SAT (X 2) .202 .396 .079

Wanted Commander ’s Job (X
3
) .166 .43 1 .035

Job Growth (X4) .169 .453 .022

Job Freedom (x5) .153 .472 .019

Correlation :7atrix

xi x2 x3 
x4 x

5
X1 1.000 .208 .223 .489 .129 .563

1.000 .100 .186 .405 .391

1.000 .226 .085 .322

1.000 .123 .450

X
5 

1.OCO .319

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 4..095 + 1.4.84. (Job Challenge)

+ .4.80 (LEADERSHIP SAT)

+ .710 (Wanted Commander ’s Job )

+ .549 (Job Growth)

+ .602 (Job Freedom )
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Summary

In the preceding paragraphs the validity of the Job

Satisfaction ~Ieasure was addressed and the job satisfaction

scores of the commander ’s population were analyzed . Principal

Component Analysis , the AID algorithm , and Regression were

used as the primary relationship explaining techniques .

Graphic analysis was performed on seven selected demographic

variables. The commanders were analyzed as a single group and

as separate groups when broken do~m by aeronautical rattng ,

service in the conus or overseas , less than ten years service

or over ten years service, and command experience. The factors

found best able to explain the variation in job satisfaction

were job challenge , PERSONAL STANDING satisfaction , LEADERSHIP

satisfaction , and the degree to which the indicidual wants

more responsibility or wanted the commander ’s job. Also

important to job satisfaction are job freedom , the perception

of being prepared for future responsibility, and recognition .

With a few exceptions the demographic variables were of little

value in explaining the variation in job satisfaction.

(
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations

The purpose of this chapter is to draw some conclusions

from the analysis results presented in the previous chapter.

It is hoped the information presented here will be helpful

or at least interesting to those involved with personnel

assignments and retention . In the final paragraph of the

chapter a recommendation for possible future research is

~1ven.

Job Satisfaction

If one reviews the analysis results for the total

commander population sample and the eight subgroups analyzed .

four factors appear consistently as best able to explain the

variation in job satisfaction . These four factors are job

challenge , degree of satisfaction with PERSONAL STANDING,

satisfaction with LEADERSHIP and SUPERVISON , and a desire

for the commander ’s job.

Job Challenge. The perception of job challenge is by

far the most important variable, of those addressed by the

Co~nr~iander ’s Survey, in determining job satisfaction. In

general , the commanders perceive their jobs to be more

• challenging than the Air Force wide sample analyzed by

Thompson . For the commanders , approximately 18,~ responded

in one of the lowest three levels of job challenge while

89
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Thompson found nearly 58% responding in the three lowest

levels of job challenge (Thompson , 1975 : 190).

In reviewing the analysis results , the groups with the

largest proportion of individuals responding in the three

lowest job challenge categories , included the non-rated group ,

those with less than ten years service , and those with command

experience. Any corrective action efforts aimed at increasing

job challenge should focus on the jobs held by these groups

with particular emphasis on those held by individuals with

less than ten years service.

PERSONAL STANDING. Satisfaction with PERSONAL STANDING

was also of considerable value in explaining the variation in

job satisfaction . Since the definition of this factor includes

being treated with respect , prestige , dignity , reputation , and

status , it is a measure of satisfactions enjoyed both on and

off the job. To a certain extent such things as prestige ,

status , and reputation are enjoyed as a result of holding

the commander ’s job. The degree of satisfaction with these ,

however , is the difference between what the individual enjoys

and what he desires.

The commanders appear to be quite satisfied with their

PERSONAL STANDING as 62~ of them responded in the two highest

categories of satisfaction . For the Air Force wide sample

analyzed by Thompson , only 32% responded in these categories

(Thompson, 197$: 208).

4 ’I
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LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION , A third factor found important

in explaining the variation in job satisfaction is satisfaction

with the leadership and supervision the individual receives

on the job. Related to LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION are job freedom ,

recognition , authority , and to a certain extent job challenge.

These factors are controlled or at least partially controlled

by the immediate supervisor.

The commanders appear quite satisfied with LEADERSHIP!

SUPERVISION as 55)~ of the responses were in the top two

satisfaction categories . Sixty-four percent of the commanders

feel that the quality of leadership is at least above average.

Seventy percent of the commanders reported that they have the

freedom to do their job well “often” or “always” , Severity-

seven percent of them “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that they

had sufficient authority to carry out their responsibilities .

One area of possible concern Is recognition , only 39~ responded

that they “frequently ” or “always” were given recognition by

their supervisor for a job well done .

WayltinR the Job. The fourth variable found to be of value

in explaining the variation in job satisfaction was the degree

to which the individual desired the commander ’s job. The

author questions whether this is a determinate of’ job satisfaccion .

Some individuals may iridle - that they did not want the job

as a result of being dissatisfied with the job, The extent

to which this is the case is unknown. In any event, taking

91



the data at face value, the conclusion to be drawn is that (
those who indicated that they wanted the commander ’s job

tend to be more satisfied with their job.

Other Factors. Other factors which were of some value

in determining job satisfaction were the desire for more

responsibility and the perception of being prepared for

future responsibility. The desire for more responsibility

Is possibly linked to job satisfaction by the fact that the

individual holds the commander ’s job. He may feel that the

commander ’s job he is now holding is a step towards some

future responsibility he desires . This is closely tied to

the perception of being prepared for future responsibility.

The inconsistent appearance in the various analysis of the

desire for the commander ’s job, the desire for more responsibility,

and the perception of being prepared for future responsibility

perhaps indicates that a degree of interaction exists among

these variables or among them and other variables .

Job freed om , reccgnitior , arid authority also appear

throughout the analysis results. Although these were mentioned

as, in part being determined by one ’s supervisor , they are

significant -~etermInates of job satisfaction and are , in a

sense . metered by the supervisor. Although these factors

were not of great value In explaining the variation Ira job

satisfaction for the commanders , the author believes that they

are relatively important as determinates of’ job satisfaction .

0
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With few exceptions the demographic variables addressed

in the Commander ’s Survey were of little value in explaining

variation in job satisfaction . While some trends were noted

with years service , grade , sex, and others , the variations

due to these variables were much smaller than the variation

due to differing percept ions of job challenge .

Factors dealing with pay, economic security, equality,

health care , and free time were of little value in predicting

job satisfaction . The commanders apparently do not consider

pay a significant factor in determining job satisfaction .

Approximately 8O.~ of the respondents felt their pay raises

were not keeping up with increases in the cost of living ,

while 71~ felt their pay and benefits combined were less than

civilian rewards for similar work, Over 7O.~ of the respondents

expressed satisfaction with economic security, equality , and

health care , while only about 5Oi’~ expresse~i. satisfaction with

free time .

Recommendation for Future Research

This author recommends that studies be performed in

an attempt to better characterize the Quality of Air Force

IndIcators . The WORK QOAFLI, f or example , is defined to include

job satisfaction along with several other factors. The

coefficient of correlation between the WORK QOAFLI Satisfaction

Score and the Hoppock Job Satisfaction Score appears to be in

i
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the neighborhood of .70 (for the 1975 AFNIG Survey and the

Commander ’s Survey). This correlation gives some insight

into the relationship but additional information is needed ,

Further studies of job satisfaction , using data bases which

includ e the QOAFLIs , would perhaps be more meaningful if

the QOAFLIs were better understood , -
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FOREWORD

As an Air Force cozs~ander , you are in a unique position to observe the

personal and organizational functioning of the Air Force . It is

hoped that you will take the opportunity to complete this survey and ,

thereby , provide the Air Staff with the benefit of your experier .ce .

Your responses are anonymous . They will be comb ined with those of all

other Air Force commanders to formulate an attitude and opinion data

base not otherwise available , upon which to base future personnel plans

and polic ies . Althoug h the survey uses a special answer sheet for

machine processi ng, e comments page is included at the end of the survey .

You are encouraged to orovide any comments which you consider appropriate.

I
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SURVEY

Please do not fold , staple , or otherwise damage the answer sheet .

Select only one ar~swer to each question .

Mark your answers on the answer ‘sheet. It is not necessary to write on the
survey itself. Please use a No. 2 pencil.

Be sure to mark your answers careful ly so that ~ou enter them opposite th. same
answer sheet number as survey question number.

Be sure that your answer marks are heavy and that you blacken th. oval-shaped
space . Erase all changes completely and carefully so as not to tear -he answer
sheet.

A S C 0

Right Way ~ ~to Mark ~Answer Sheet
A S C D

0 — 0 0

~~~~~0 0 0

Wrong Way 
~ • ~to Mark

Answer Sheet 
~ ~

Since this survey is strictly anonymous , please do not write your nane or your
SSAN on either your answer sheet or survey booklet.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Ir. accordance with paragraph 30, AFR 12-35 , Air Force Privacy Act Program .
the following information about this survey is provided as required by the
Privacy Act of 1974:

a. Authority. This survey information is authorized for solicitation by
Federal Statute Tj,tle 10 , United States Code . Section 8012 , Executive Order 9397 ,
22 Nov 1943, DoDI 1100.13 , 17 Apr 1968, and AFR 30—23 , 22 Sep 1976.

b . Principle Purpose. This survey is being conducted to gain the attitudes
and opinions of Air Force commanders on a variety of subjects of interest to
MQ USAF .

c. Routine Use. The survey data will be converted to statistical
information for use by decision makers in development of future personnel p lans
and policies .

d. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary .

e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against any individual who
elects not to participate in any or all of this survey.
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1.. What is your major command of assignment?

A. Alaskan Air Command M. Air Force Data Automation Agency
B. U.S. Air Force Academy N. Headquarters Command
C. Aerospace Defense Command 0. Military Airli ft Command
D. U .S. Air Forces in Europe P. Paci fic Air Forces
5. Air Force Accounting and Q . Strategic Air Command

Finance Center H. Tactical Air Command
F. Air Force Logistics Command S. USM~ Security Service
G. Air Force Systems Command T. Aij~ Force Military Personnel Center
H. Air Reserv e Personnel Center U. Air Force Inspection and Safety
I. Air Training Command Center
.7. Air University V . Air Force Audit Agency
K. Headquarters Air Force Reserve W. Air Force Office of Special
L. Headquarters USAF Investigations

X. Other

2. What is your present active duty grade?

A. Colonel
B. Lieutenant Colonel
C. Major
D. Captain
!. First Lieutenant
F. Second Lieutenan t

3. What is your sex?

A. Female
3. Male

4. Mow much total active federal military service have you completed?

A . Less than 10 years L. 20 years but less than 21
3. 10 years but less than 11 N . 21 years but less than 22
C. 11 years but less than 12 N . 22 years bu t less than 23
D . 12 years but less than 13 0. 23 years but less than 24
5. 13 years but less than 14 P. 24 years but less than 25
F. 14 years but less than 15 Q . 25 years but less than 26
C. 15 years but less than 16 R. 26 years but less than 27
0. 16 years but less than 17 S. 27 years but less than ~9
I. 17 years but Less than 18 T. 28 years but less than 29
3. 18 years but less than 19 U. 29 years but less than 30
K. 19 years but less than 20 V. 30 years or more

5. How old were you on your Last birthday?

A . Less than 25 years 3. 41 - 42
3. 25 — 26 K. 43 — 44
C. 27 — 2 8  L. 45 — 46
D. 2 9 — 3 0 M . 47 — 48
5. 31 — 32 N. 49 — 50
F. 33 — 34 0. 51 — 52
C. 3 5 — 36 P. 53 — 54
3. 3 7 — 3 8  Q. 55 — 56
I. 39 — 40 R. Over 56 years

6. What is your current primary aeronautical rating?

A. Pilot
8. Navigator
C. Flight Surgeon
D. Other type of aeronautical rating
E. Nonratid
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7. What type of organization do you command?

A. Wing 3. School
B. Base K. Center
C. Station L. Service
D. Squadron N. Region

- E. Oq Sq Section N. Area
- 
F. Detachment 0. Academy
G. Group . ~4. Band
H. Laboratory Q. Other
I .  Depot

8. What is the mission of your organization?

A. Flying Opera tion H. Security Police
B. Maintenance I. Civil Engineers
C. Supp Ly 3. Services
0. Communications . K. Researc h
5. Training/Education L. Medical
F. Transportation M . Air Base Group
C. Weather N. Other

9. How long have you been Commander of your present organization?

A. Less than 6 months
B. 6 — 12 months
C. 13 — 18 rnonth~
D . 19 - 24 months
5. 25 — 30 months
F. 31 — 36 months
C. 37 — 42 months
H. 43 — 48 months
I. Over 48 months

10. ~iow many military nd civilian personnel are assigned to your organization?

A. Less than 100
B. LO S — 199
C. 200 — 299
D. 300 — 399
5. 400 — 499
F. 500 — 749
C. 750 — 1000
H. Over 1000

ii. Have you previously held a command position prior to your current assignment?

A. No
B. Yes , an operational commander
C. Yes a support area
0. Yes , in both operations and support area
5. Other

12. Th. location of my base is

A. CONUS
3. Ovsruas

I
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13. Which one of the following do you consider yoursel f?

A. Black American
B. Spanish or Mexican American
C. American Indian
0. Oriental American
5. White Americah (other than Spanish or Mexican American)
F. Other

14. Has your present organization experienced 4 manning reduction since you took
command?

A. No
B. Yes , and it has caused significant problems in getting my job done
C. Yes , but it has caused few problems in getting my job done
0. Yes , and it has had a positive impact on getting my job done

15. Have you experienced an increase in ad ministrative procedur es and reports
required of the commander s ince you took command of your present organ ization?

A. No, they have been decreasing
B. No, they are about the same as before
C. Yes, and it has caused significant problems in getting my job done
0. Yes, but it has caused few problems in getting my job done
5. Yes, and it has had a positive impact on getting my job done

16. What percent of your duty time is spent on commander ’s duties as compared to
staff functional duties?

A. 100% G. 40%
B. 90% H. 30%
C. 80% I. 20%
0. 70% 7. 10%
5. 60% K. 5%
F. 50% L. Less than 5%

17. Formal commander ’s training courses of instruction should be prerequisites
for assiqnlnent as a commander.

A. Strongly disagree
3. Disagree
C. Undecided
D . Agree
5. Strongly agree

18. The Headquarters Squadron Section commander has sufficient authority to
carry out his/her responsibilities.

A. Strongly agree
B. Agree
C. No opinion
0. Disagree
3. Strongly disagree

19. under current procedures , the Headquar ters Squadron Section is responsive to
the needs of the individuals in the organization.

A. Strongly agree
B. Agr.e
C. No opinion
D. Disagree
2. Strongly disagree

10~+ 
-

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ___



20. What do you believe is the maximum effective/manageable size of a squadron?

A. Less than 250
B. 251 — 350
C. 351 — 450
0. 451 — 550
E. More than 550

21. Do you have a full-time Seiior  Enlisted Advisor on your staff?

A. No, I don ’ t need one -

B. No, but I need one
C. Yes , but I don ’t need one
0. Yes , and I need one

22.  Recent changes in Air Force Personnel programs have been aimed at enhancing
~CO prestige . Do you believe these effor ts  will be successful?

A. Def initely yes
3. erobably yes
C. Undecided
0. Probably no
E. Definitely no

23. Commissioned officer prestige has declined over the past several years.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
5. Strongly agree

24. How does the quality of the Airmen entering the Air Force today compare wi th
that of the Airmen who entered in p’evious years?

A. Decreased
B. Remained about the same
C. Increased
0. Don ’t know

25. Are you satisfied with the We ighted Airman Promotion Program (WAPS) which
promotes airmen to grades 5—5, 5—6 , and 5—7?

A. Very satisfied
B. Somewhat satisfied
C. Undecided
D. Somewhat dissatisfied
S. Very dissatisfied

26. Do current Air Force promotion policies provide the latitude you need in
carrying out your responsibility for quality control in the airman promotion
programs?

A. All of them do
B. Most of them do
C. Some of them do
0. Few of them do
2. None of them do
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27. How do you rate the system which allows airmen to compete for early
promotion to 5—4?

A. Very favorabl y
B. Favorably
C. Undecided
0. Unfavorably 

-
S. Very unfavorably
F. Neve r heard of it-

One of the aspects of our lives is the Leadership/Supervision we receive on the
job. Please rate the degree of importance of this factor to you and your degree
of satisfaction with it based on the following description :

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION: My supervisor has my interests and that of the Air Force
at heart; keeps me informed; approachable and helpful rather than critical; good
knowledge of the jcb.

28. What degree of importance d~ you attach to the above? (Select one of the
seven points)

A B C 0 S F C
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
Importance

29. To what degree are you satisfied with the LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION aspects
of your life? (Select one of the seven points)

A B C 0 E F G
Highly Highly

Di3satisf Led Neutral Satisfied

30. What is your opinion of the quality of leadership in the Air Force?

A. Excellent
B. Above average
C. Average
0. Below average
3. Poor

31. What is your opinion of the leadership ability of your immediate supervisor?

A. Excellent
B. Above average
C. Average
0. Below average
3. Poor

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

A. Never
B. Seldom
C. Sometimes
0. Frequently
2. Very frequently
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33. How often are you given feedback from your supervisor about your job
performance?

A. Never
B. Seldom
C. Sometime s
D. Frequentl y
3. Very frequently

34. The Air Force does a good job of keeping me informed about what is going on.

A. Strong ly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agree
E. Strongly agree

35. Commander ’s Call is an effective way for a commander to communicate with
his people.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
5. Strongly agree

36. The requirement to hold Commander ’s Call should be changed from mandatory to
optional .

A. Strongly disagree
B. Di sagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
5. Strongly agree

31. Attendance at Commander ’s Call should be optional.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
E. Strongly agree

38. How often should Commander ’s Calls be conducted?

A. Monthly
B. Every other month
C. Quarterly
0. As determined by each commander

39. Which one of the following do you consider to be the most effective means of
receiving feedback from military personnel assigned to your organization?

A. Base newspaper action lime columns
B. Bass councils
C. IG complaint system
D. Personal contacts with military members other than my staff
2. My staff 
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40. Do you get enough feedback from the military people in your organization?

A. No , not as much as I would like
Yes . and it is of :
B. No use
C. Lttt le use
D. Some use
3. General use -

F. Great use - 
*

41. You might use a variety of media to communicate an important policy to military
personnel at your base. In which of the following do you have the grea test
confidence?

A. Regular administrative channels
B. Commander ’ s Call
C. Bulletin board announcements
0. Base newspaper
E. Oral communication at staff meetings

42. In which one of the following do you have the least confidence?

A. Regular administrative channels
3. Commander ’s Call
C. Bulletin board announcements
0. Base newspaper
5. Oral communication at staff meetings

43. What is your opinion of discipline in today ’s Air Force?

A. Too strict
3. Somewhat strict
C. About right
0. Somewhat lax
S. Too lax
F. No opinion

44. New airmen arriving in my organization from Basic Military Training or
technical training are motivated to comply with the requirements of Air
Force discipline and standards.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
5. Strongly agree

Please rate the contribution of each of the following councils/committees to your
organization.

Of Of Of Of Of
Great Considerable Moderate Little NC
Value Value Value Value Value

45. Enlisted Advisory Council A B C 0 5

46. Human Relations Council A B C 0 3

47. Junior Officer Council A B C 0 S

48 .  Drug and Alcohol Abuse Control A B C D S
Committee

49. Nonappropriated Fund Council A B C 0 E

50. Nonappropriated Fund Advisory A B C 0 3
Committees

51. Equal Employment Opportunity A B C 0 3
Advisory Committee
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52. What percent of your personal t ime is involved in preparation and
attendance at these coun cils , etc.?

A. None
B. Less than 5%
C. 5 % — l 0 %

D. 11% — 15%
E. 16% — 20 %
F. More than 20% - - 

*

53.  Some of the above councils are used as a means of deal ing with problems
without going through command channels.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agree
5. Strongly agree

54. I feel that if the above counc~~is ..ere used tz ’ solve proble ms without  going
through command channels, ~ t wou~~. ;e-~~en the Air Force chain of coi.~nand.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
5. Strongly agree

55. In your opinion , ..io councils such as JOC , SAC , HRC , e t c . ,  a f fec t  your
ability to do your job?

A. Strongly enhance
B. Enhance
C. Neutr a l
~~~. Detrac t
E. Strongly det r act

Please rate the degree of importance of the concept of personal standing to you
and your degree of sati sfaction with i~ based or. the following description:

PERSONAL ST .N0I-~G: To be treated with respect ; prestige ; dignity; reputation;
status.

56. What degree of importance do you attach to the above? -

A B C 0 S F C
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
Importance

57 .  To what degree are you satisfied with the PERSONAL STANDING aspects of
your life?

A B C 0 S F G
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied
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Listed below are 23 factors or pol icies which a f fec t  Air Force personnel. Using
the scale listed immediately below , please rate each of the areas. Mark only
one response for each item.

A. Standard too strict , enforcement too strict
B. Standard too strict , enforcement ahout right
C. Standard too s t r i c t ,  enforcement  too Lax

D. Standard about right, enforcement too strict
S. Standard about right , enforcement about right
F. Standard about right , en forcement too lax

C. Standard too lax , enforcement too strict
H. Standard too lax , enforcement about right
I. Standard too lax , enforcemen t too lax

59. Overall personal appearance .

59. Wear of the uniform .

60. Haircuts.

61. Mustaches.

62. Beard policy .

63. Military courtesy and customs .

64. Personnel weight control program .

65. What my immediate supervisor expects of me.

66. My commander ’s nolicies and procedures.

67. Officer/enlisted on-the—job relationships .

68. Drills and ceremonies.

69. Respect for supervisors .

70. Safety procedures.

71. Working hours.

72. Leave procedures.

73. Living in on-base family housing.

74. Living in on—bane dormitories.

75. Quality of work expected on the job.

.‘-... 76. Quantity of work expected on the job.

77. Officer supervisor/subordinate relationships .

78. Enlisted supervisor/subordinate relationships.

79. Unit mission accomplishment.

80. Air Force life in general.
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Please ra te the degree of inpor tance of jour work to you and your degree of
satisfaction with it based on the following description :

WORI(: Doing work that is personally meaningful and important; pride in my work;
3~E satisfaction; recognition for my efforts and my accomplishments on the job:

81. What degree of importance do you attach to the above? (Select one of the
seven points) *

A B C 0 E F C
Low High

importance Medium Importance
Importance

82. To what degree are you satisfied with the WORK aspects of your life?
(Select one of the seven points)

A B C 0 S F C
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

83. Past assignments have prepared me for try current duties.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agree

84. The Air Force requires me to participate in too many activities that ~re rotrelated to my job.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agree

85. Does your immediate supervisor give you recognition for a :ob well done?

A. Neve r
B. Seldom
C. Sometimes
0. Frequen tly
3. Always

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

A. Never
B. Seldom
C. Sometimes
0. Often
5. Always
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87. What is your estimate of the average number of hours per week you spend
on the job?

A. Less than 30 hours
B. 31 — 35
C. 36 — 40
D. 41 — 45
5. 46 — 50 -
F. 51 — 55 - -

G. 56 — 60
H. More than 60

88. How do you evaluate your present Air Force job?

A. Not at all challenging
B. Not very challenging
C. Somewhat challenging
0. Challenging
3. Very challenging

39. Which one of the following shows how much of the time you feel satisfied
with your job?

A. All the time
B. Most of the time
C. A good deal of the time
. About half of the tine
S. Occasionally
F. Seldom
C. Never

90. Choose the ore of the following statements which best tells how well JOU
like your

A. I hate it
3. I dislike it
C. I don ’t l ike i t
0. I am indifferent to it
S. I li~’:e itF. I am enthusiastic about it
C. I love it

91. Which one of the following shows how you think you compare with other
people?

A. No one likes his job better than I like mine
8. I like my job much better than most people like theirs
C. I like my job better than most people Like theirs
D. I like my job about as well as most people like theirs
3. I dislike my job r~ore than most peoole dislike theirs
F. I dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs
C. No one dislikes his job more than I dis .ike mine.

92. Which one of the following best tells how you feel about changing your job?

A. I would quit this job at once if I could
B. I would take another job in which I could earn as much as I do row
C. I would like to change both my job and my occupation
0. I would like to exchange my present job for another one
E. I am not eager to change my job, but would for a better one
F. I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange
G. I would not exchange my job for another
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93. 1 have sufficient authority to carry out my responsibilities.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
E. Strongly agree

94. For your next assignment ,. ~o you want a job’which has greater responsibilitythan your current job?

A. Definitely no
B. Probably no
C. Not sure
0. Probably yes
S. ~efin itely yes

Listed below are a number of factors which have been associated with favorable
attitudes toward an Air Force career.

FAVORABLE FACTORS

A. Opportunity for training and education in the Air Force
3. My Air Force job (challenging, provides sense of accomplishment , etc.)
C. Pay and al lowances
0. Hcusing
S. Promotion system and oppcrtunity
F. Fringe benefits (medical and dental care , BX , commissary, etc.)
G. Leadership and supervision in the Air Force
H. Tra~el and new experiencesI. Have “say” in future assignments
J. Security of Ai: Force life
K. Air Force policies and procedures
L. The retirement system
M. Oooor tuni ty  to serve my country
N. Some other factor
0. I do not iri~end to make the Air Force a career

95. Select the one factor which originally inf luenced you the most tc ~take the
Air Force a career.

96. Select the one factor which TODAY wculd influence you the most to make the
Air Force a career.
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LIsted below are a number of factors which have been associated with
unfavorable attitudes toward an Air Force career.

UNFAVORABLE FACTORS

A. Family separa tion
B. My Air Force job (little challenge , little sense of accomplishment,

etc.) -

C. Pay and allowances
0. Hous ing
S. Promotion selection system
F. Promotion opportunity
G. Fringe benefits (medical and dental care , BX, coi~snissary, etc.)H. Leadership and supervision in the Air Force
I. Frequent PCS noves
J. Little ~say~ in future assignments
K. Insecurity of Air Force l i f e
L. The people
X. Air Force policies and procedures
N. Some other factor
0. Nothing unfavorable

97. Select the one factor which TODAY would influence you the most NOT to make
the Air Force a career.

The following four questions address the subjects of economic standards and
security. Please rate the degree of importance of these concepts to you and
your degree of satisfaction with them based or. the descriptions shown below:

ECONOMIC STANDARD: Satisfaction of basic human needs such as food, shelter ,
clothing; the abili.ty to maintain an acceptable standard o~ living.

98. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C D S F G
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
Importance

99. To what degree are you satisfied with the ECONOMIC STANDARD aspects of
your l i fe?

A B C D S F C
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

ECONOMIC SECURITY: Guaranteed employment ; retirement benefits ; insurance ;
prote~tion for self and family.

100. what degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C 0 S F C
Low High

Impor tance Medium Importance
Importance

101. To what degree are you satisfied with the ECONOMIC SEC~JRITY aspects of
your Lif e?

A B C D E F C
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied
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102. The Air Force is providing enough information to its members to permit them
to determine the current status of actions which may impact on their fringe
be~ef its (Commisssry, re tirement, medical care , etc.)~

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided -

D. Agree
E. Strongly Agree *

103. Military pay raises over the past f ive years have adequately o f f s et increases
in the cost of living .

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
E. Strongly agree

104. How do you think your military pay (including all allowances and fringe
benefits) compares with pay in civilian employment for similar work?

A. Military pay is far higher than civilian
B. Military pay is somewhat higher than civilian
C. Both about equal
0. Military pay is somewhat less than civilian
E. Military pay is far less than civilian
F. There is no valid ccmparison between military and civilian pay

Please rate the degree of importance of free time to you and your degree of
satisfaction with it based on the following description:

FREE TIME: Amount, use, and scheduling of free time alone , or in voluntary
associations with others; variety of activities engaged in.

105. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C 0 S F C
Low Medium High

Importance Importance Importance

106. To what degree are you satisfied with the FREE TIME aspects of your life?

A B C 0 S F C
Highly Highly

Dissa tisfied Neutral Satisfied

Please rate the degree of importance of personal growth to you and your degree of
satisfaction with it based on the following description:

PERSONAL GROWTH : To be able to develop individual capacities , education/training;
making full use of my abilities; the chance to further my potential.

107. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A 3 C 0 £ C
Low Medium High

Importance Importance Importance

11,5
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108. To what degree are you satisfied with the PERSONAL GROWTH aspects of your
life?

A B C D E F G
Highly Highly

Dissatisf ied Neutra l Satisfied

109. I wanted the job of Commander.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
Z. Strongly agree

110. To what extent is dealing with people a part of your job?

A. Very little
B. Little
C. Some moderate amount
0. Much
S. Very much

111. Do you feel that the work you are now doing is appropriate to the grade
you hold?

A. My grade is much too high for the work I am doing .
B. My grade is somewhat too high fQr the work I am doing .
C. My grade is about right for the work I am doing .
0. My grade is somewhat too low for the work I am doing.
S. My grade is much too low for  the work I am doing .

112. Do you think your present job is preparing you to assume future positions
of greater responsibility?

A. Definitely no
B. Probably no
C. Undecided
0. Probably yes - -

S. Definitely yes

113. The position of First Sergeant serves a necessary function in the A...r Force .

A. Strongly agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly disagree

114. What do you consider the most important function of the First Sergeant?

A. Dormitory Manager
B. Enlisted/Dependent Counselor
C. Conmander ’s Assistant
0. Interorganization Communications/Liaison
E. Administrative Manager
F. Other

- 
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115. Do F~trst Sergean ts on your installation attend a monthly meeting to exchange
ideas and update one another on Air Force and local policies and/or local
problems?

A. All of them do
B. Most of them do
C. Some of them do -

0. Few of them do
E. None of them do - -

116. Most of the Senior NCO5 (5-7 through E-9) understand and are able to
communicate with~ the peopre who work ~iith them.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agree
S. Strongly agree

117. Do you like the changes introduced by the Trideputate Reorganization Program?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Undecided
D. Probably no
F.. Def initely no
F. Never heard of it

118. Do you like the changes introduced by the new 5—4 Appointment to NCO Status
Program (AFR 39-13, Senior Airman/~C0)?

A. Defini tely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Undecided
D. Prcbably no
E. DefIni te ly  no
F. Never heard of it

119. Do you feel tha t the new Phase I NCO PME (NCO Orientation Course) is meeting
its objective of preparing 5-4/Senior Airmen to assume the roles and
responsibilities of NCOs?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. No opinion/don ’t know
D. Probably no
S. Defini tely no

120. Do you feel tha t the new Phase IX NCO PME (USAF Supervisor ’s Course) is
meeting its objective of preparing E-4/NCOs , E-Ss , and civilian employees
to assume their f irst  supervisory positions?

A. Osfinite ly yes
B. Probably yes
C. No opinion/don ’t know
0. Probably no
S. Definitely no

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- 
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121. Do you like the changes introduced by the new Enlisted Force Organizaticn
( mree—tier ,” AFR 39—6)?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Undecided
0. Probably no
E. Definitely no
F. Never hoard of i~

122. Do you like the changes introduced by the new Individualized Newcomers
Treatment Orientation (INTRO)Prograxn?

A. Definitely yes
a. Probably yes
C. Undecided
0. Probably no
5. Definitely no
F. Never heard of it

123. Have you been provided sufficient information and instructions to properly
perform your duties under the Selective Reenlistment Irogram ?

A. No

Yes, and I got most of my information from:
B. AIR 3 5—1 6
C. The Career Advisory News
D. The Base Career Advisor
S. My Uni t Career Advisor
F. The CBPO

124. Do you believe that you as a commander have sufficient information available
to you about each individual airman to make a good reenlistment selection
decision?

A. No

Yes , and I obtain most of my in format ion  from:
B. The airman ’s superv isor
C. The records in the CBPO
0. The records in my unit -

S. The f i r s t  sergeant
F. Personal knowledge of the airmen

Please rate the degree of importance of the concept of equity to you and your
degree of satisfaction with it based on the followIng description :

EQUITY: Equal opportunity in the Air Force: a fair chance at promotion; an even
break in my job /assignment selections.

125. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C D E F C
Low Medium High

Importance Importance Importancs

126. To what degree are you satisfied with the EQUITY asp cts of your life?

A 3 C.....D S F C

Highly Highly
Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied
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127. Do you believe that racial discrimination is a problem on your base?

A. No
B. Yes , a minor problem
C. Yes, a moderate problem
0. Yes , a big problem

128. Are race relations on .your base improving , the same , or worse than last year?

A. Greatly improving
B. Somewhat improving
C. The same
0. Somewhat worse
5. Much worse

129. Do you think it is likely that there will be a racial flare—up on your base
in the near future?

A. Yes , definitely
B. Yes, probably
C. I don ’t know
D. No , probab ly not
S. Mo, definitely not

130. Do you think your race is now a factor in your promotion oppcrtuni~y?

A. Very helpful
B. Somewhat helpful
C. Makes no difference
0. Somewhat harmful
E. Very h~ rmfu1
F. No opinion,don ’t know

131. Do you think minority group personnel receive the same punishment for  the
same offense as other personnal in disciplinary action (Article 15 and
court martial) under the Uniform Code of Military Justice?

A. Minority groups receive much more seve:e punishment
B. Minority groups receive somewhat more severe pun isiunent
C. No difference in punishment
D. Minori ty groups receive somewhat less severe punishment
S. Minority groups receive much less severe punishment
F. No opinion/don ’t know

132. Human Relations Education courses are effective in getting people to treat
each other better.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agree

133. Current Air Force training programs should help prepare people to get along
with other people.

A. Strongly disagree
3. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agree
S. Strongly agree
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134. On the same jobs as Air Force men. do Air Force women tend to be absent from
the job for all reasons more , less , or about the same?

A. Much more
B. More
C. About the same
D. Less
S. Much less

135. On the same jobs as men, do Air Force women tend to do more , less, or about
the same amount of work?

A. Much more
B. More
C. About the same
0. Less
5. Much less

136. Who do you believe should address matters regarding racial/sex discrimination?

A. Installation IG
B. Equal Opportunity Office
C. Unit Commander
0. Supervisor
S. Other

137. Mow would you r a e  your understanding of the Equal Opportunity Affirmative
Actions Plan ?

A. Excellent
B. Good
C. Fair
D. Poor
S. Not aware of the Plan

138. To what extent are you personally involved in the de’zelopmer,t of the £~uaiEmployment Opportunity (EEO) Plan of Action of your or ganiza tior .?

A. Very little
B. Moderately

• C. Considerably
0. Totally
S. We nave no CEO Plan

139. How do you rate the effectiveness of the EEO complaints process?

A. Excellent
B. Good
C. Fair
0. Poor
S. Not aware of the process

140. How would you rate your understanding of the EEO Plan of Action?

A. Excellent
B. Good
C. Fair
0. Poor
S. Not aware of the Plan

120

-- - -- -~
---  -

~~~~~~~ —-~~
-
~~~

- _ _ _ -~~-__ ~_ ~~~~~ ~~~~ - - - -—•- — - —--- —- - - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



141. I believe I am capable of handling discrimination complaints i~ivolvingmembers of my organization.

A. All of them
B. Most of them
C. Some of them
0. Few of them
S. None of them

Please ra te the degree of importance of health to you and your degree of
satisfaction with it based on the following description:

HEALTH: Physical and mental well-being of self and dependents ; having illnesses
and ailn’.ents detected , diagnosed , treated and cured ; quality and quantity of health
care services provided .

142. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C 0 E F G
Low Medium High

Importance Impor tance Impor tance

143. To what degree are you satisfied with the HEALTH aspects of your life?

A B C D E F C
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

144. From your viewpoint and experience , do you think drug abuse is a prob .~em
in the Air Force?

A. It is not a problem
B. it is a minor problem
C. It is a serious problem
0. It is a ma~or prob lem

145. Do you think that drug abuse control education is helpful?

A. I have never attended
B. It is not effective
C. It is effecti~ o fo r new personnel en ter ing the Air Force
D.--- - -It is effective for all personnel
5. It is effective for supervisors only

146. Is the drug abu se rehabilitation program effective for helping personnel with
this problem return to productive service performance?

A. Do not know about rehabilitation program
B. Have no opinion about rehabilitation program
C. Rehabilitation programs are not effective
D. Rehabilitation programs are effective

147. From your viewpoint and experience, do you think alcohol abuse is a problem
in the Air Force?

A. It is not a problem
B. It is a minor problem
C. It is a serious problem
0. It is a major problem

121



-. -

~
-.

~
- -

~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

148. Do you think that alcohol abuse control education is helpful?

A. I have never attended
S. It is not effective
C. It is effective for new personnel entering the Air Force
0. It is effective for all pe :sonnel
S. It is effective for supervisors only

149. Is the alcohol abuse rehab~.litation program’ effective for helping personnelwith this problem return to productive service performance?

A. Do not know about rehabilitation program
B. Have no opinion about rehabilitation program
C. Rehabilitation programs are nor effective
D. Rehabilitation programs are effective

• 
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COMMENTS SHEET

COMMANDERS SURVEY

Please provide any comments which you feel would be of value to HQ USAF
in our efforts to improve the quality of Air Force life. If you use
this sheet, please detach it •and return it with your nnswer sheet.

Grade: 
_________ Type of organiza tion command ing___________

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY

123 

~~- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



APPENDIX B

Suinmar~ ~~ Responses ~o Selected

QJkestions ~~~~ ~~~ Corri~~nder ’s Survey
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The followIng is a summary of selected responses for

the Commander ’s Survey . Titles in parenthesis are those used.

in the AlT trees presented throughout Chapter IV. The code

column given for some questions provides a key allowing one

to define the codes shown in the AID trees .

Ques tion

1. (~Iajor Ond )What is your major command of assignment?

Code
1 A . Alaskan Air Command 1. -S

2 B. tJ. S . Air Force Academy .9

3 C . Aerospace efense Command 3.9

Li D. u .S. Air Forces in Europe 9 .3

5 I. Air Force Accountin~ ari. FInance .8
Center

6 F. A~r Force Logistics Command. 2.8

7 T. Air Force Systems Command 3 . 5

8 H. Air Resei~re Perso nn el  Center .8

9 I. Air TraIning Com~ar-d. 12 .8

10 J. AIr niversity 5 . 1

11 K. Headquarter~ Air Force Reserve .1

12 L. Headquarters ?SAF .2

13 ~~~. A ir Forc e Data Automati on Agency .1

iL~ ~~~. Headquarters Command .2

15 0. ~Il1tary Airlift Command 15.8

16 P. Pac ifIc AIr Forces 3.1

17 Q. Strategic Air Command.
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_Ques tion

continued

Code

18 R. Tactical Air Command 13.5

15 S~ USAF Security Service 1 .8

20 ~~~ . Air Force Military Personnel .1
Center

21 U. Air Force Inspection and. Safety .0
Cent er

22 V. Air Force Audit Agency .0

23 W . Air Force Office of Special 2.0
Investigations

24 X, Other 7.1

2, What is your present active duty grade?

A . -Colonel 16.0

B. Lieutenant Colonel 36,0

C. ~Iajor 24.8

D. Captain 18.8

E. First Lieutenant 3. 3
F. Second Lieutenant 1. 2

3,  What is your sex?

A . Female 3.0

B. “rale 97.0

4. (Years Service)

How much total active federal military service have you
com pleted ?

1 A . Less than 10 years 14.7
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Ques tion

Cor.t limed

Code

2 B. 10 years ‘c-ut less than ii 2.8

3 C. 11 years but less than 12 2 .3
4 D. 12 years but less than 13 4.1

5 E. 13 years but less than 14 4.8

6 F. 1~4 years hut less than 15 5 .5

7 G . 15 years but less than 16 4 .3

8 H . 16 years hut less than 17 5.2

9 I. 17 years but less than 18 6.2

10 J. 18 years hut less than 19 8.3

11 K .  19 years but less than 20 7.0

12 L. 20 years but less than 21 6 .5

13 ~i . 21 years but less than 22 5. 4

iL~ N . 22 years ‘cut less than 23 5.3

15 0. 23 years but less than 24 3.1

16 P. 2Li. years but less than 25 3. 4

17 Q. 25 years but less than 26 3.7
18 R. 26 years but less than 27 2.2

19 S. 27 years but less than 28 1.3

20 T. 28 years but less than 29 1.4

21 1. 29 years hut less than 30 1,0

22 V . ~O—years or more 1.0

5. (Age)

How old were you cn your last bir thday ?

I A . Less than 25 years 1.0
127
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Quest ion

c ont inued

Code %
2 B. 25—26 2.0

3 C. 27—28 3.0

4 D . 29-30 4.4

5 E . 31—32 4.9

6 P . 33—3 4 8. 1

7 G. 35—3 6 9.5
8 H . 37-38 9.7

9 I. 39-40 12.4

10 j. 41—42 14.6

11 K. 43—44 12 .5
12 L. L~5_46 8.6

13 ‘r . 47-48 4.9
14 N . 49—50 1.6

15 0. 51-52 1.4

16 P. 5 3—5 4 .9

17 Q. 54—55 .3

18 B. Over 56 years .2

6. Wha t is your curren t prl~~ ry aeronaut ical ra ting?

A . Pilot 39.1

2. Navigator 12.6

C . Flight Surgeon .6

2. Other type of aeronautical rating .7

Nonrated. 47.0
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Question

7. (Type of Org.)
What type of organization do you command ?

Code
1 A . Wing 2.1

2 B. Base 5.0

3 C. Sta tion 1. 1

4 D. Squadron . 49.4

5 E. Hq Sq Section 11.8

6 F. Detachment 22.6

7 G. Group 2 .7
8 H . ~~boratory .0

9 I. Depot .1

10 J. School .7

11 K. Center  .4

12 L. Serv ic e .3

13 ‘4. Region .3
14 N. Area .3

15 0. Aca demy . 2

16 P. Bank .4

17 Q. Other 2.6

8. (Mission )
What is the -mission of your organization ?

1 A . Flying Operation ii.6

2 B. Ma intenance 12 .3

3 C. Supply 4.8

4 JJ. Commun icat ions 6 .6
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Quest ion

cont inued

Code
5 E. Training/Education 12.5

6 F. Transportation 3. 4

7 G. Weat her 4 ,8

8 H. Securi+’r Police 3 .7

9 I. Civil Engineers 4 .5

10 J. Services 1.2

ii K. Research .6

12 L. Medical 3 .3

13 M . A ir Base Group 8 .4

14 N. Other 22.2

9. (Time in Command )
How long have you been Commander of your present organization ?

1 A . Less than 6 months 22.1

2 B. 6— 12 months 25.0

3 C. 13-18 months 25.6

4 D. 19-24 months 10.0

5 E. 25—30 months 9 .3
6 F. 31—36 months 3.5

7 G, 37-42 -months 2 .7
8 H. 43-48 months .9

9 I. Over 48 months 1.8

10. (People in Org.)
How many military and civilian personnel are assigned to
your organization?

1 A . Less than 100 33.2

L _ _ _
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Quest ion

cont inued

Code
2 B. 100— 199 14.8

3 C. 200-299 13.1

4 D. 300—399 11.9

5 E. 400-499 7. 4

6 F. 500—749 8.7

7 G. 750—1000 3, 7

8 H. Over 1000 7,2

11. Have you prev1o.~~ly held a ocmmand positicr. prior toyour currer.t assignment?

A. No 54 .7

B. Yes , an opera tional c ommander 11 .4

C. Yes , a support area 2 1 .6

D. Yes , in both operations ar.d support area 4.9
— E. Other 2.4

12, The location of my base is

A. CONUS 76.8

B. Overseas 23.2

13. (Race)
Which one of the following do you consider yourself?

1. A. Black American 2,8

2 B, Spanish or Mexican American 1.0

3 C. American Indian .4

4 D. Oriental American

5 E. White American (other than Spanish or
Mexican American ) 93.7

6 F. Other 1.4
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One of the aspects of our lives is the LED~~SHIP/

SUPERVISION we receive on the Job . Please rate the degree

of importance of this factor to you and your degree of

satisfaction with it based on the following description :

LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION : My supervisor has my interests
and that of the Air Force at heart ; keeps me informed ;
approachable and helpful rather than critical ; good lmowledge
of the job .

29. (Leadership Sat)
To what degree are you satisfied with the LEADERSHIP/
SUPERVISION aspects of your life?  (Selec t one of the
seven pcints)

Code
1 A . Highly dissatisfied 2 .7
2 3. 6 .0

3 C. 6 .9

4 D . Neutral 7.2

5 E. 22 .9
6 F. 32.8

7 G. Highly satisfied. 21.5

30. (Leadership Qual )
What is your opinion of the quallf-y of leadership in
the Air Force?

1 A . Excellent 11.2

2 3. Above average 52.8

3 C. Average 26,2

4 2. Below average 8,0

5 3. Poor 1.9
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Please rate the degree of importance of the concept

of personal standIng to you and your degree of satisfaction

with it based on the following description :

PERSONAL STANDING : To be treated with respect; prestige ;
dignity; reputation ; status .

57. (Personal Std. Sat .
To what degree are you satisfied with the PERSONAL
STANDIN G as pec ts of your life?

Code
1 A , Highly dissatisfied .9

2 B. 2.0

3 C. 5.1

4 2, Neutral 4 , 5

5 3. 25.1

6 F. 38.6

7 -D . Highly satisfied 23.8

85 . (RecognIt ion )
Does your immediate supervisor give you recognit ion for
a job well done?

1 A . Never 4 .8

2 3. Seldom 20.8

3 C. Somet imes 35.7
4 D. Frequently 28.4

5 3. Always 10.3
86 , (Job Freedom )

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

1 A . Never .7
2 B . Seldom 8.1

133



Ques ti on

continued

Code
3 C. Sometimes 17.4

4 D. Often 42 . 2

5 E. Always 31.6

85~ (Job Challenge )
How do you evaluate your present Air Force job?

1 A . Not at all challenging 1.14 —

2 3. Not very challenging 4.7

3 C. Somewhat challenging 12.2

4 2. Challenging 34.8

5 3. Very challenging 47.0

The next four questions make up the modified Hoppock Job

Satisf act ion Neasure .

89. Wh ich one of the foll owing shows how muc h of the time
you feel satisfied with your job?

Score
7 A , All the time 6.1

6 B. Most of the time 47.6

5 C, A good deal of the time 23,0

U D. About half of the time 12 ,8

3 E. Occas ionally 8 .0

2 F. Seldom 2.1

1 0, Never .3

90. Choose the one of the follow ing sta tements wh ich bes t
tells how well you like your job .

1 A. I hate it. .5

2 B. I dislike it 2,3

134 

~~~- - - -~~~~~~~~ ---- 



. ., ‘.—.——-.,—---—-- _ - - —-.-—----‘-—--—
~
——.——“,‘—-.---..-‘------

~ 
- -~~ -——--. - --~~~~~:‘-- -.-.—-- —.-----— - ----~,—‘- —- -

I

Quest ion

continued

Score %
3 C. I don ’t like it 4.1

4 2, I am indifferent to it 3,2

5 E. I like it 29.8

6 F. I am enthusiastic about it 41.9

7 0, I love it 18.1

91. WhIch one of the following shows how you think you
compare with other people?

7 A . No one likes his Job better than I
like mine 7.2

6 3. I like my job much better than most
people like theirs 33.7

5 C. I like my job better than mos t people
like theirs 35. 2
I like my job about as well as most
people like theirs 18,0

3 3. I dIslike my job more than most people
dislike :heirs 4.7

2 F. I dlsllke my job much more than most
people lislike theirs .9

1 0, Mo one dIslikes his job more t~an 1-dislike mine .2

92. Which one of the following best tells how you feel about
changing your job?

1 A . I would. quit this job at once if I could 1.3

2 2. I would take another job in whIch I
coul d earn as muc h as I do now 3 .5

3 C. I would. like to change both. my job and
my occupation 14.0

4 2. I would like to exchange my present
job for another one 14.0
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Question

cont inued

Score
5 E. I am not eager to change my job , but would

for a better  one 60.6
6 F. I cannot thirck of ary jobs for which I

would exchange 11,1

7 G. I would. not exchange my job for another 5.5

93, (Authority)
I have sufficient authority to carry out my responsibilities .

Code
1 A . Strongly disagree 4.2

2 3. Disagree 15,9

3 C. Undecided 2,7

U D. Agree 57.1

5 3. Strongly agree 20.1

94 . (Want More Resp.
For your next assignment , do you want a job which has
greater responsibility than your current job?

1 A . Definitely no 1.1

2 3. Probably no 4,9

3 C. Not sure 4.9

14 2. Probably yes 2 5. 3

5 E. Def in itely yes 63. 8
109, (~Janted Cnid. Job )

I wanted the job of Commander.

1 A . Strongly disagree 2,0

2 3. Disagree 2.9
3 C , Undecided. 1.8
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Ques ti on

cont inued
Code

14 2 . Agree 18,8

5 3. Strongly agree 74.6

- - ill. (Work Vs. Grade)
o you feel tha t the work you are row doing is appropriate

to the grade you hold.?

1 A . ~y grade is much toc high for thewcrk I a~t -doing. 2,2

2 3. Yy gra~ e is scmewr~at too high for the: ati d c± n~~. 8.0

3 C . :~ grade Is about right for the work
: ~~.: Icing . 64,5

4 2. :-:~ grade ls sor.ewhat too low for the

~i:rk ao~ doIng . 22.3

5 3 ,  ~y grade is much too low for the work
I ao doing . 3.0

112 . (Job 0ro~rtn )20 you thInk your present job is preparing you to assume
future positions of greater responsibility?

1 A . Definitely no 3.1

2 2. Probably no 7.0

3 C , UndecIded 3.0

14 2. Probably yes 30.2

5 3. efinitely yes 56.6
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APP NDIX C

~7 I-0 Regression Comtarison
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AF~ IG R GRSSSION COMPARISON

In •!ay and June of 1975 the Air  1’orce Management

2—iprovement Group (AFMIG) conducted a survey of Air Force

personnel. Thomas N . Thompson , in a previous AFIT Job

Satisfaction research effort , analyzed the data base resulting

from that survey . He found that three factors , Job Challenge ,

preparation for future respons ibility (Job -Growth), and Job

Freedom were important in the determinatIon of job satisfaction .

As a port ion of his study, Thompson developed re~ resst on

mcdels for several sample populatIons usIng the responses to

questions addressing these three variables . ‘}-iese regression

models were as follows :

For the tota l popula t ion :

Y= 5.795 + 2.092X1 + 0,780X2 + 3 .?~ 3~ 3 ( R 2~ 0.615 )

For officers cnly :

~ 
166 ÷ 2 08°-X 1 ÷ 0 750X2 + 0 ~97X 3 (R 4= C ~~~

For enlisted. only :

Y= 5 . 9 1 3  + 2.126X1 + 0.817X
2 

+ 0.731X3 
(R2= 0.615~

For rated off icers :

Y= 5. 601 + 2.O-27X 1 
+ 0,793X2 + 0.811X3 

(R 2= C .59~ )

For non-rated officers :

y= 14,825 + 2,13 0X + O . 7114X + 0.975X (R2= 0.618)2 3

139
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~-;he re :

Y = Job :a’— isfaoo~~:r

Job C~all~n~ e

Job Growth

X
3 

JOb Freedom (:homps on , 1975 : 196-199)

At the request of Dr . -Charles ~cD1chols , regression

equation s were developed for the comrnanders using these same

three predictors . Tables XI -to XIX show the results of these

regression analyses .

t should be noted. that the question s meas’urtn~ the

perception of job challenge differed from the ~F-~I-G

Questionnaire to the Commander ’s Questionnaire . For the

AFY G ~rcup, the five possible resoonses were “borIng ” ,

“ not chal lengin~~’ , “somewha t cha l lenging ” , “ challer.ging’~,

and “very chal lenging ” . The f i v e  responses for the commanders

inc luded  “ not  at all challen~~In~~” , “not very chal lenz ing ” ,

“ somewhat chal lenging” , ‘~ch allerg ing ” , and ‘e very chal lenging ” .

Al thou gh  the au tho r  believes th i s  d i f f e r e n c e  to have l i t t l e

e f f e c t  on the  responses to the ques t ion , i ts exis tence  is

pointed out here in the in te res t  of completeness .  Che

questions addressing Job Growth and Job Freedom were the

sam e for both questionnaires .
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Table XI

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Total Population )

Variable Beta Weizht H’ Change

Job Challenge (X1 ) . 1448 .3 13 .3 13
Job Freedom (X

2
) .208 .36 0 .047

Job Growth (X
3
) .173 .383 .023

Correlation -~atrix

Xl X2 X3
X
1 

1 ,000 .122 .496 .560

X.~ 1.000 .1214 .281+

X 1.000 .L~.22

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 7,1417 + 1,780 (Job Chall enge )
+ .616 (Job Freedom )

+ .620 (Job Growth)
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Table XII

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Non Rated Group)

Variable Beta weight H
2 H2 Change

Job Challenge (X1) .1471 . 3 65  .3 65

Job Freedom (X2) .197 .409 .0145

Job Growth (X3
) .197 .439 . 029

Correlation ‘iatrix

xl X2 x
3 

Y

X 1.000 .186 .1489 .604

X
2 

1.000 .178 .320

1.000 .463

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 6.296 + i.8~0 (Jo b Challenge)

+ .812 (Job Freedom)

+ .753 (Job Growt-h)

11+2
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Table XIII

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Rated Group)

Variable Beta Weight H2 H2 Change

Job Challenge (X 1) .1415 .258 .258

Job Freedom (X 2) .219 .308 .050

Job Growth (X
3
) .155 .326 .017

Correlation -:atrlx

K K X Y
1 

2 3
X
1 

1.000’ .068 .5 05 .508

1. 000 . 062 . 260

X3 1.000 .017

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 8.586 + i,64i (Job Challenge )

+ .816 (Job Freedom

+ .52 1 (Job Growth)
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Table XIV

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Corius Group)

Variable Beta We1~ ht H2 H2 Change

Job Challenge (X1) .4141 .306 .306
Job Freed om (X 2) .229 .36 2 .056

Job Growth (X3) .162 .382 .020

Correlation xatrix

K X X I1 2 3
X
1 

1. 000 .138 .497 .553

X2 
- 1.000 .129 .311

X
3 

1.000 .~~12

Job Satisfaction ( Y )  = 7.338 + 1,7614 (Job Challenge )

+ . 906 (Job Freedom)

+ .574 (Job Grow th )

1 1~4
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Table XV

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Overseas Group)

Variables Beta Weight H
2 

H
2 
Change

Job Challen ge (X 1) .146 i .3314 .334
Job Growt h (X

2) .216 .373 .040

Job Freed om (X
3
) .1140 .392 .019

Correlation Tatrix

Xl K2 i~3 
Y

X1 1,000 .1497 .066 .57 8
1.000 .106 .460

1.000 .1914

Job Satisfaction (Y) 7,610 + 1.793 (Job Challenge )

+ .816 (Job Growth)

+ .532 (Job Freedom )

11+5



‘able XVI

Job Satisfaction Regress ’~cn(Less Than 10 Years Service rou:- ,

Variable Beta We 1~ ht -

Job Challenge (X
1
) .516 .-.17 .—.- .7

Job Freedom (K
2
) .17~ .—.5--’

Job Growth (X
3
) .164 , --U .

Correlation ~-:atrix

xl K2 _<
3

K
1 

1.000 .223 .5514

1.000 .266 .332
X
3 1.000 .

Job Satisfaction (I) = 4 .555 + 2.06 (Job Challenge)
+ .801 (Job Freedom )

+ .788 (Job Growth)

-~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -



Table XVII

Job Satisfaction Regression
(-Cver 10 Years Service Group)

_______  3eta ~e~~ ht R~ R
2 
Change

Jo~ a ’~~er,~~ (K
,

) . — . 1 C  .286 .286

~~~ :~ ~~~ .21-8 .337 .051

~~~~~~ (~~~~~~~~ ) . 20 3  .36 8 .031

CorrelatIon :~~trlx

~1 X3 I

000 .106 .5 03  .535
1.000 .104 .282

1. 000 . 431

Job Satisfaction (I) = 8 , 0 03  + 1.615 (Job Challenge)

+ .816 (Job Freedom )

+ .686 (Job Growth)
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Table XVIII

Job Satisfaction Regression
(Group Without Command Experience )

VariableS Beta Weight H2 R2 Charge

Job Challenge (X 1) .463 .3 06 .306

Job Freedom (X2) .163 .343 .037
Job Growth (K

3
) .139 .357 .015

Correlation Uatrlx

xi K2 X3 I
K

1 
1.000 .1 15  . 496 .553

X

2 
1 . 000 . 136 .255

X
3 1,000 .394

Job Satisfaction (I) 7.1460 + 1.886 (Job Challenge )

+ .711 (Job Freedom)

+ .586 (Job Growth )
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Table XIX

Job Satisfact ion Regression
(Group With Command Experience)

Variable Beta Weight H2 H2 Change

Job Challenge (X
1
) .429 .317 .317

Job Freedom (X 2) .237 .378 .061

Job Growth 
(5)  . 210 .411 . 033

CorrelatIon :-:atrlx

X X K I
1 2 3

X1 1,000 .130 .490 .563
K

2 
1. 000 .121 .3 16

X
3 1.000 .033

Job Satisfaction (Y) = 7.262 + 1.668 (Job Challenge)

+ .923 (Job Freedom )

+ . 678 (Job Growth)
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In June 1966 he graduated with a Eachelor of Science Degree
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As a project officer in the Communication Satellite Systems

Program Office , he monitored the develccment of satellites

for the UnIted States , ~~~0, and the United Kingd om .
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Eshbaugh entered the Air Force Institute of Technology in
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years service , over ten years service , with commar4exDerlence ,
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The factors of most value In explaining the variation in.
job satisfactIon are :

1 . Job Challenge
2. PERSONAL STANDING sa~ t sfac ticn
3. esire for the ccm~and.er’s ~ob14 , LEADERSHIP/SUPERVISION satisfaction

Also of value , but to a lesser degree , were preparation for
future responsibility, job freed. o~~, and. reccgr.ltlor..

WIth. few exoeptior.s demc~rathic variables were found to
be of little Importance in. determining job satisfactIon .
Although some interesting trends were noted , the variations in
job satisfactIon resulting from demographic dIvisIon were small
compared to those observed due to differing pe ’te~ ticr.s of ,~obchallenge.
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