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PREFACE 

This report represents the -first look in recent years at 
the job attitudes displayed by SAC personnel—officers, 
enlisted personnel, and civilians—as compared with those of 
their counterparts in the rest of the Air Force.  This study 
was made possible through the diligent efforts of the 
Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC) survey 
and analytical teams over the past eight years.  During this 
period they have visited over 70 bases, interviewing and 
assisting nearly 300,000 personnel from over 13 major 
commands/special operating agencies.  Their goal was to aid 
unit commanders in leading more effective organizations. 
Unfortunately, their service is being discontinued at the 
end of Fiscal Year 1986 due to budget and manpower 
reductions.  Although there is no way to measure the 
contribution they have made to the Air Force, this author 
feels it is substantial.  Those unit commanders who have 
benefited from their insight would surely agree. 
Accordingly, this research project is dedicated to the men 
and women in the LMDC at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. 

There mrm  several individuals who deserve special 
recognition for their valued advice and sincerely 
appreciated patiencei  Major Mickey R. Dansby, LMDC;  Major 
Stephen L. Havron, Air Command tc Staff College! and 
Lieutenant Richard L. Lamb, LMDC. 

The format for this report does not follow the style 
prescribed by the Air Command & Staff College research 
handbook.  At the request of Major Dansby, the author used 
the Publication Manual of the American Psychological 
Association <3rd edition) and format deviations normally 
used in LMDC reports.  For example, the text is printed in 
double space and the bibliography lists only those 
references actually cited in this report. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Q    Part of our College mission is distribution of the 
students'   problem   solving   products   to  DoD 

2^>  sponsors   and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance   insight   into   contemporary,   defense 

£L   related issues. While the College has accepted this 
product as meeting academic requirements for 

*&       graduation, the views and opinions expressed or        ■ . 
implied are solely those of the author and should       / / 
not be construed as carrying official sanction 

'insights into tomorrow' 
z^y 

REPORT NUMBER     86-o4oo 

AUTHOR(S)     MAJOR STEPHEN D. BULL, III 

TITLE     JOB ATTITUDES—HOW SAC PERSONNEL COMPARE WITH THE 
REST OF THE AIR FORCE 

*•  Purpose»   To compare the job attitudes of Strategic Air 
Command (SAC) personnel with those of the rest of the Air 
Force, highlight significant differences, and develop 
recommendations on how the SAC staff can best use this 
information. 

I 

I 

I 

II.  Background»  Understanding job attitudes has long been 
recognized as a one of the keys to effectively improving 
organizational morale and productivity.  These same 
attitudes can have a strong influence on an organization's 
reputation and its recruiting and retention programs. 
Comparing the attitudes of SAC personnel on a command scale 
with those of other personnel in the Air Force can provide a 
unique perspective of   where SAC's organizational strengths 
and weaknesses lie.  Until recently, the Air Force did not 
have a method for measuring and comparing these attitudes. 
However, with the advent of the Organizational Assessment 
Package (OAP), developed by the Leadership and Management 
Development Center (LMDC) at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, the Air 
Force gained an excellent vehicle for performing this task. 
Officials at SAC and LMDC recognized this opportunity and 
sponsored this research for that purpose. 

VI 1 1 
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CONTINUED 

III.  Procedure & Results:  The following steps were taken 
to achieve the goal of this researchi 

1. Past Air Force and SAC studies were reviewed to 
identify historical attitude trends and problem areas which 
might be useful in evaluating the survey results. 

2. Using the LMDC data base compiled from October 
1981 through September 1985, the author compared demographic 
characteristics and attitudinal mean scores for SAC 
personnel and the remaining data base.  The data base 
totaled over 108,000 personnel (18,000 SAC).  Statistically 
significant score differences were identified using t-test 
analysis procedures for the 95% confidence level. 

3. A general demographic comparison showed SAC 
respondents to be younger, less experienced and slightly 
less educated than the data base.  SAC personnel career 
intentions compared favorably with those of other Air Force 
personnel.  Only SAC enlisted personnel showed a noticeably 
lower percentage of those "continuing" or "likely to 
continue" their careers. 

4. SAC personnel attitudes were significantly 
different from those of their Air Force counterparts in 54 
of 63 score comparisons (officers—15/21, enlisted 
personnel —18/21, and civilians—21/21).  The scores 
generally reflected more positive attitudes for SAC officer* 
and civilians, particularly in their appraisal of work group 
productivity, job importance, and management/supervisory 
communications.  SAC enlisted personnel indicated less 
favorable attitudes in nearly every comparison. 

5. The magnitude of attitude score differences was 
less than .25 points (on Likert scale of 1 to 7) for all but 
7 comparisons.  These seven areas highlighted a near uniform 
perception that SAC jobs »re  less autonomous, more 
repetitive, and less intrinsically motivating.  Despite 
this, SAC personnel also indicated a relatively greater 
desire for more easy and repetitive work and a lesser desire 
for more "job enrichment." 

IV.  Conclusions: 
1.  SAC officers and civilians collectively displayed 

more positive attitudes towards their jobs and organizations 
than did their Air Force counterparts.  Their stronger 
perceptions of work group productivity, task importance. 

IX 

8SÖtf!»!e3Üt>;^^ 



CONTINUED 

and the work group process (management and communications) 
underscored the dedication and teamwork concept that arm 
integral to the SAC mission. 

2. SAC enlisted personnel were less positive in 
appraising their jobs and organizations.  They exhibited a 
definite trend of lower scares in comparison to the other 
Air Force enlisted personnel.  Unlike the SAC officers and 
civilians, they were less confident in their organizational 
effectiveness and job importance. 

3. The most significant area of specific attitude 
differences centered on task characteristics—less task 
autonomy and greater work repetition.  These arm  not 
negative.  They are compatible with the controlled 
environment of SAC's nuclear deterrence mission. 

4. The lewer scores for job related satisfaction for 
SAC officers and enlisted personnel do not support a 
correlation between job satisfaction and career intention. 
The less favorable career intentions for SAC enlisted 
personnel may only reflect a predominantly younger enlisted 
force and the Air Force-wide lower reenlistment rate for 
first term airmen.  Of greater interest is the potential 
impact of family attitudes on job satisfaction.  The SAC 
civilians scored very well in job related satisfaction. 
Family separation as a result of TOY or alert duty is the 
most noticeable difference between civilian work and 
military duty. 

V.  Recqmmendatic£tsf 
1. SAC Headquarters should provide the results of this 

survey to the field via wing commander conferences, squadron 
commander workshops, and the SAC NCO Leadership School. 

2. SAC Headquarters should study the enlisted personnel 
arena.  Their attitude scores indicate the greatest 
potential for improvement, particularly in the arma  of job 
importance and commitment to organizational goals. 

3. SAC Headquarters should conduct additional study to 
identify the critical factor(s) impacting job related 
satisfaction for officers and enlisted personnel. 

4. SAC Headquar •♦ s should obtain a copy of the LMDC 
data bc.se for future analysis before their organization 
disbands at the end of Fiscal Year 1986. 
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Chapter One 

INTRODUCTION 

The Strategic Air Command (SAC) has long been considered 

the cornerstone of the United States Air Force.  Organized 

in 1946, a full ye«r ahsad of the Air Force, its nuclear 

strategic mission dominated our defense budget and drove our 

national strategy of massive retaliation through the early 

1960s (Keany, 1984).  Since then, SAC has continued its 

nuclear deterrent role by maintaining two of the three legs 

in our nation's nuclear triad—the land based 

intercontinental ballistic missile and long range bomber 

aircraft.  SAC's role in the Cuban Missile Crisis 

highlighted the power it can bring to bear in resolving 

international crises.  More importantly, this power is not 

restricted to the threat of nuclear war.  When the Vietnam 

pe<ce negotiations stalled in December 1972, it was SAC's 

round-the-clock bombing that convinced the North Vietnamese 

to resume the peace talks in earnest (Szulc, 197S; Keany, 

19H4).  Despite this critical role SAC plays in our national 

defense, the attraction of SAC duty sometimes pales beside 

thf1 glamour of serving in other Air Force commands. 

For many, SAC duty is synomynous with longer hours, 

frequent inspections, monotonous duty, regular family 

separation and isolated base locations (Peterson, 1971; 
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Wilson, 1972).  This author often heard phrases like "no one 

volunteers -for SAC" and "to err   is human, to -forgive is not 

SAC policy" long before he elected to pursue his Air Force 

career  in SAC.  If these phrases reflect a common perception 

of SAC duty, then it is understandable why new officers and 

pnlisted personnel would be reluctant to volunteer for SAC 

duty.  This point was driven home in December 1973, when 

General Meyer, then Comma.nder-in-Chief of SAC, indicated to 

It Gen Roberts, AF/DP, and Lt Gen McBride, ATC/CC, that SAC 

would not accept new pilots unless higher caliber pilots 

nere more evenly distributed among the commands (Dallenbach, 

1985). 

Prior to General Meyer's decision, pilot and navigator 

students selected their assignments in the order of their 

class standing.  SAC oftentimes received the students ranked 

in the bottom third of their Ciass.  Concerned that these 

students would perceive their SAC assignments as 

"punishment" and develop a "failure syndrome," Lt Gen Keck, 

SAC/CV, successfully advocated a revised assignment system 

(Dsllenbach, 1985). 

The pilot assignr .-nt issue is symptomati c of the effects 

of negative rumors of SAC duty.  More importantly, if these 

dtgiitive rusiors have any merit, then one would expect the 

morale and job attitudes of SAC personnel to be markedly 

1 uwt?r than those of the rest of the Air Force population. 

Unfortunately, no one has. conducted a survey to specifically 

*..'. 
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address this issue.  Until recently, the Air Force did not 

have a method -for measuring and comparing these attitudes. 

However, with the advent of the Air Force Leadership and 

Management Development Center's (LMDC) Organizational 

Assessment Package (OAP), the Air Force gained this 

capability.  Since 1978, the LMDC has administered the OAP 

survey to units of al?> commands throughout the Air Force, 

collecting nearly 300,000 responses (Lamb, 1985).  This data 

base provides a vehicle for comparing the demographic 

characteristics and attitudes o-f SAC personnel—officer, 

enlisted, and civilian—with those of the Air Force 

population at large. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report was to use the OAP data base 

to highlight demographic and attitudinal differences between 

SAC personnel and other Air Force personnel.  Any 

di-fferences which satisfy the 95 percent statistical 

confidence level were considered significant.  These 

<h 1ferences, whether positive or negative, Are  evaluated and 

provided to SAC so they can use this information in 

educating their unit commanders and NC0 leaders on SAC 

personnel attitudes.  This information may also prove useful 

in reviewing, revising and formulating SAC personnel 

policies. 
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This report is structured in the same manner the 

research was conducted.  Chapter Two is a literature review 

of background studies on SAC and Air Force personnel issues 

and applicable behavioral research theory.  Chapter Three 

provides a description of the methodolgy used—the survey, 

the method a* collection, who the participants were, and how 

the data were analyzed.  Chapter Four details the 

statistical results of comparing the demographic and 

attitudinal characteristics of each population.  Analysis of 

the results, Chapter Five, explores possible explanations 

for any significant differences.  Chapter Six summarizes the 

evaluation and lists recommended actions for SAC to pursue. 
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Chapter Two 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Although there are   no previous studies which compare SAC 

personnel job attitudes with those of the Air Force 

population at large, there are   several studies which either 

address specific SAC problem areas or provide a "macro" view 

of Air Force personnel attitudes.  These studies, combined 

with behavioral research theory, can provide a reasonable 

background for undtr stand ing ti?e riAr survey results. 

Behayiora1 Research Theory 

Understanding job attitudes is important because they 

influerce our approach to work and our subsequent behavior 

or quality of performance.  If one wants to alter a 

behavior, one method is to change the attitude.  Because 

attitude's are  formed on the basis of one's experiences, it 

is possible to modify an attitude by controlling the 

experiences associated with that attitude (Gray & Starke, 

19R4).  Knowing which factors motivate high productivity 

then bw;c»es important if one desires to foster a positive 

inh attitude within hi* or her personnel.  There are several 

complementary motivation theories which examine these 

t actors. 
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Maslow's (1954) Hierarchy of Needs is one of the most 

widely known theories.  He postulates man is motivated by an 

ascending hierarchy of needs:  physiological, security, 

social, self-esteem and self-actualization.  These needs may 

be satisfied concurrently or individually; however, the 

theory proposes the motivation to fulfill a higher level 

needs occurs only if the lower level needs art*  satisfied. 

McGregor's (1960) Theory X and Theory Y suggests individual 

motivation is also a function of commitment to 

organisational goals and the awards earned for achieving 

those goals.  Vroom's (1964) Expectancy Theory further 

suggests a motivated individual must value the reward 

offered and feel th*» goal is achievable (Dubrin, 1978). 

Herzberg's (1966) Two Factor Theory introduced the 

concept of job enrichment by addressing motivation as a 

•function of job characteristics versus individual needs.  He 

classified these characteristics as either hygiene factors, 

which prevent job dissatisfaction, or motivation factors, 

which promote job satisfaction.  Hygiene factors (salary, 

working conditions, interpersonal relations) cannot motivate 

employees, nor can motivation factors (achievement, 

rp&ponsibi1ity, recognition) prevent jab dissatisfaction. 

lhe important point is that job satisfaction is achieved 

only through motivation factors, not hygiene factors. 

lKerefore, it is possible to have a motivated, but 
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dissatisfied work force, as well as an unmotivated, but 

satisfied work force (Dubrin, 1978). 

One other factor bears mentioning—stress.  Negative 

r.trf>S5 can cause disruptive behavior, hurting both 

individual performance as well as organizational 

effectiveness.  Several potential sources of negative stress 

within an organization are  exorbitant work demands, role 

ambiguity, role conflict and underutilization of abilities 

(Dubrin, 1978). 

These behavioral theories identify and interrelate 

different factors impacting motivation and job attitudes. 

The Air Force studies and SAC background data examine these 

factors in more detail. 

Air Force Studies 

There are  two studies of note which address the 

attitudes of the Air Force population at large.  The first, 

conducted in 1975 after the current al1-volunteer force was 

instituted« examined the career intentions of officers and 

unlisted personnel.  The second study, completed in 1980, 

examined the correlation between command of assignment and 

individual job satisfaction and motivation. 

Pettit's (1975) study, "Leadership and Management in the 

AM Volunteer Air Force," provides a benchmark on the key 

1 <*<  lores affecting Air Force personnel care&r   intentions. 

1 he   strongest positive factor for officers, regardless of 

ä&&. nj>±^&&£^^ 



their time in service, was the job itself.  For officers 

with less than eight years of service, the second most 

important factor was pay and allowances.  Older officers 

rated retirement next.  Unlike the officers, the enlisted 

personnel did not agree on the most favorable factor.  First 

term airmen cited training and education as the prinicipal 

satisfier, while career airmen rated retirement highest. 

However, they both agreed on fringe benefits as the second 

strongest factor. 

Job dissatisfiers reflected the same trend as career 

motivators.  All officers rated family separation as the 

single most unfavorable factor.  Junior officers ranked 

policies and procedures second, while senior officers were 

more concerned with little say in assignments.  The enlisted 

personnel disagreed on the number one irritant—first term 

airmen cited policies and procedures and career airman 

selected family separation.  First term airmen ranked family 

separation as the second greatest dissatisfier and career 

airmen ranked little say in assignments next (Pettit, 1975). 

Pett.it's <1975) study attempted to measure job 

satisfaction as a function of career   intentions.  Other 

studies have shown there is only a low-to-moderate inverse 

correlation between personnel turnover and job satisfaction 

(flat on, 1983).  Therefore, career intent alone t's  not a good 

indicator of job satisfaction.  Schneider (1984) argues a 

better measure is the combination of several variables-.  the 
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individual's sei f-esteem, -family situation, and supervisor's 

behavior.  This is in concert with Herzberg's (1966) Two 

Factor Theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982).  Based upon these 

theories and the Pettit (1975) study results, one should 

e>:pect to see commands which ignore jab motivators 

(achievement, increased responsibility, recognition) and 

force family separation to exhibit lower job satisfaction 

and higher personnel turnover.  A subsequent study of four 

major Air Force commands supported this viewpoint. 

Dirnberger's (1980) study, "Organizational Assessment: 

Implications for Air Farce Major Air Commands," demonstrated 

a strong, consistent relationship between job satisfaction 

and command of assignment.  His report did not identify 

which commands were studied, but labeled the results by 

"Command 1, 2, 3, or 4."  Commands 1 and 2, which scored 

significantly higher in job attitudes and individual 

motivation factors, also shared unique demographic 

characteristics:  (a) greater percentage of females; 

(bi qreater percentaqe of civilians; (c) greater percentage 

of personnel with more than 4 years time of service; 

(cl) greater average time on station; and (e) over 807. of the 

personnel h^d a stable day shift.  Commands 3 and 4 scored 

mirh lower and also shared some unique characteristics: 

<.•*)    oreater percentage of swing shift, mid shift and crew 

jiut.v; (b) twice as many enlisted personnel as the other two 
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commands; and (c) greater personnel turnover (separation, 

retirement). 

The difference between the highest and lowest scoring 

commands was significant.  Command 2 scored the highest in 

20 of 23 factors, and second highest in the remaining three 

factors.  Command 4 scored lowest or next to lowest in every 

category except one (Dirnberger, 1980).  Although pure 

nemographic characteristic comparison is not a valid measure 

o+ job satisfaction (Schneider, 1984), Dirnberger (1980) 

suggested commands with more stable assignments, more 

civilian personnel and better supervisory climate enjoy 

better personnel job attitudes and higher individual 

motivation. 

SAC Background Data 

Three SAC studies provide valuable insight into the work 

environment of the SAC combat crew member.  Understanding 

the nature of SAC duty is a prerequisite to evaluating the 

t MDL' DAP survey results.  Tho studies conducted hy Peterson 

(I'VI), Wilson (1972), and Donnelly (1982) examined the 

problems confronting the SAC alert crew member. 

If one were to summarize SAC dutv in one word, it would 

bo "alert."  Ever «oince the Soviets launched Sputnik in I9fl7 

SAC has continuously maintained a portion of its bomber and 

missile force on twenty-four alert status (Wilson, J972). 

!lus means keeping aircrews, missile crews and maintenance 
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personnel ready to launch the fleet within a moment's 

notice.  This mission o-f providing a viable nuclear 

deterrent against any potential aggressor has imposed 

«significant obstacles to maintaining high morale on the crew 

fores. 

The principal morale problem associated with aircrew 

alert duty is frequent and prolonged family separation 

(Wilson, 1972).   A SAC aircrew member Hill typically spend 

on? wppi; out of three away from his or her family.  Although 

tine can see their family while on alert, it does little to 

ease the strain.  As one crew member was quoted in the AF 

Times, "Meeting the family at the BX or Officers' Club gets 

tiresome, and alert duty places the burden of raising a 

family on the wife" (cited in Wilson, 1972).  Matching 

lieutenant colonels and senior majors serving alert tours 

only discourages the younger officers' hope of someday 

»»scaping alert duty (Wilson, 1972).  This dissatisfaction 

with alert duty is shared by missile crew members. 

Peterson's (1971) study, "Results of a Survey of SAC 

Missile Combat Crews," indicated SAC crew members were 

convinced of the importance of their mission, but were 

highly dissatisfied with severrl   aspects of their jobs. 

These included:  long hours, lack of job satisfaction, lack 

of prestige, the completely boring nature of missile alert 

duty, and the frequency ot inspections and evaluations. 

11 
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This last complaint is also common to aircrew duty and 

underscores the high stress environment of SAC duty. 

The importance o-f the SAC mission and critical nature of 

dealing with nuclear weapons demands strict adherence to 

checklist procedures.  Continuous practice leads to monotony 

.Süd excessive testing creates constant stress to always 

succeed.  Although the pressure to never make a mistake may 

he sel-f-imposed by the crew member, the resulting stress is 

very real.  This high stress can eventually lead to lower 

self-esteem and decreased job satisfaction (Baron, 1983). 

The location o-f many SAC bases also has a negative 

ertect on many SAC personnel.  Called the Northern Tier, SAC 

maintains five bases that »re  in very cold climates and in 

sparsely populated areas.  Manning these bases with 

volunteers presents a very difficult challenge for SAC 

personnel officers.  Donnelly's (1902) study, "Increasing 

tht-* Number of Rated Officer Volunteers for Aircrew Duty at 

SAC Northern Tier Bases," addressed this problem in detail. 

SAC offers a "reduced" three year tour to crew members who 

volunteer for a Northern Tier assignment.  Despite this, 

only 50% of the positions are   filled witn volunteers. The 

rcMuuning positions are then filled with nun-volunteers from 

recent graduates of undergraduate flying training, 

sei essions from other commands, and officers returning from 

striff duty.  The strong likelihood of serving your initial 
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SAC tour at one these less desirable locations may influence 

the number of volunteers for SAC duty. 

Study Expectations 

The literature review suggests several results from 

comparing SAC personnel attitudes with those of the Air 

Force community at larqe.  The nature of SAC crew 

duty -frequent family separation, isolated base locations, 

routine tasks in a high stress environment—will cause a 

lower relative job satisfaction score (Baron, 1983; 

Schneider, 1984).  However, this job dissatisfaction will 

not preclude a strongly motivated work force (Herzberg, 

1966).  SAC personnel's sense of job importance suggests a 

strong commitment to organizational goals and corresponding 

high motivation (McGregor, 1960).  This commitment and 

motivation should result in higher scores for perceived job 

importance and confidence in work group effectiveness. 

uirnberger's (1980) subjective comparison of command 

Inmoqi auhic characteristics and personnel attitudes suggests 

SAC personnel may have lower aggregrate attitude scores. 

SAC demographic character!sitics more closely approximate 

those of the lower scoring commands.  However, this lower 

attitude score will not necessarily manifest itself in less 

favorable career intentions (Baron, 1983J. 
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Chapter Thr ee 

METHOD 

The information used -for this study was gathered with 

the Leadership and Management Development Center s (LMDC) 

Orqamrational Assessment Package (OAP).  This chapter 

lescnbes the OAP survey, the data collection process, the 

subject groups evaluated and the procedures used -for 

analyzing the data.  Understanding the theory upon which the 

OAP was developed, the method by which it is administered, 

and how the data is analyzed is a prerequisite •for 

interpreting the results.  Equally important, the validity 

and credibility of the survey itself must be documented. 

Instrumentati on 

Ihe OAP survey was developed jointly by LMDC and the Air 

f-n. re human Resources laboratory (AhHRl.) to assist LMDC 

consultants in evaluating unit organizational leadership 

weaknesses and strengths.  It also provides a data base for 

Air Fo^ce-wide organizational effectiveness research efforts 

(Sheet., 19R5). 

biven the complexity of the organizational ens'ir onment 

iiul ».he numerous variables which can impact leadership 

»f *i-c 11 venevs, the OAP was developed using the "contingency" 
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approach to leadership (Short, 1985).  This approach 

contends that no single leadership style is consistently 

effective.  Instead, it suggests that the most effective 

leadership style is dictated by the unique situation each 

leader confronts.  Therefore, the "contingency" approach is 

ideally suited to evaluate leadership effectiveness across 

the broad spectrum of missions, organizational structures, 

and work group maturity found throughout the Air Force.  The 

specific model used, Hendrix's (1976) "Three Component 

Leadership Effectiveness Model," measures both the style of 

leadership and the situational environment.  It also 

measures organizational effectiveness in terms of job 

satisfaction, organizational climate and workers' perceived 

productivity (Short, 1985; Davis and Dotson, 1981). 

The OAP survey (Appendix C) consists of 109 items which 

solicit specific demographic data and indications of the 

respondent's attitudes toward job characteristics, job 

desires, supervision, work group productivity, organization 

climate and various job related issues.  These items are 

later combined to form 21 statistical factors which measure 

Hi« work group input, process and output.  This composite 

picture portrays the organization's overall effectiveness. 

The credibility of the OAP has been excellent.  From its 

initial field test in 1978 through mure recent studies, the 

OAF validity, reliability and factor consistency have 

consistently been rated above average to excellent (Short, 
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19B5; Hightower and Short, August, 1982; 1982a; 1982b).  The 

accuracy of the -factors measured by the GAP were found to 

remain valid even if some of the underlying assumptions in 

the Hendrix moiic? were inapplicable (Oebbeck, 1980). 

Data Collection Process 

The QAP data base used in this study is compiled from 

anonymous individual OAP surveys administered during LMDC 

management consulting visits.  The LMDC team only visits a 

unit if invited by the unit commander.  They collect data 

through mandatory group survey sessions.  Each survey is 

identified only by the respondent s work group code.  This 

insures individual anonymity while still enabling the LMDC 

consulting team to give each supervisor feedback on his or 

iier effectiveness as perceived by the subordinates. 

w" ox i mate) v SJ Y.   weeks after the survey, the LMDC team 

remnis to brief individual supervisors and commanders on 

t r: *-•. r or gam ?at I or> s strengths and weaknesses.  These 

* r-radoacfc sessions are tailored to address only those areas 

♦'»» wnich each supervisor or commander is responsible.  The 

l.hDC team may also recommend management action plans to 

i ir.rnve any weai- areas. 

The team returns   four to seven months later and 

administers a post- intervention (secondary) OAP survey to 

o'p it there is anv positive effect from the recommended 
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changes.  These results are then reported to the commander 

and individual supervisors. 

The data collected -from the numerous surveys are  stored 

in a cumulative data base.  The data base used -for this 

study includes all pre-intervention (initial) surveys 

conducted -from October 1981 through September 1985.  Data 

collected prior to October 19Ö1 are maintained in a separate 

historical data base. 

Subjec ts 

The two groups evaluated were SAC personnel and the 

remaining LliDL data base.  For SAC this includes all 

officers, enlisted personnel, and Department o-f the Air 

Force civil service personnel.  The LMDC data base 

represents all other Air Force personnel, including some Air 

Force1 Reserve and Air National Guard personnel.  The 

respective sample sizes are 18,477 (SAC) and 89,707 (Air 

Force).  A more detailed breakout is listed in Table A-l, 

Appendix A.  The entire data bdSf» represents over 70 bases 

arm' 13 major commands/special operating agencies.  The ten 

SAC bases surveyed include si« bomber bases (Anderson, 

Blvtheville, Ellsworth, Faircfuld, I onng, Plattsburg), 

three missile bases (Ellsworth, Vandenberg, Whiteman), a 

i ffrnnaissance base (Beale), and Headquarters SAC at Uffutt 

f\r:B   (.Lamb, 1985). 
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Procedures 

The analysis of the survey results was conducted in two 

separate stages.  Examination 1, "Analysis of Demographic 

Information," characterizes the sample groups and may 

provide some insight into any attitudinal differences 

highlighted in the second examination.  Examination 2, 

"Comparison of SAC Personnel to Other Air Force Personnel," 

compares the attitudinal responses for each personnel 

category (officer» enlisted, civilian) in SAC with those of 

fht-ir t nunterparts in t he remaining Air Force data base. 

The number n shown throughout the study represents the 

total number of valid responses in the data base for the 

corresponding item or factor.  The value of n fluctuates due 

to test marking errors or skipped questions.  Despite this, 

the remaining sample size is always large enough to ensure a 

stable measure.  Statistical analyses were performed using 

the auoropriate procedures in SPSS* User's Guide (1983). 

f •>, .MM nati on 1, Analysis of Demographic Information 

(or this analysis, the LMDC data base was divided into 

two groups:  those responses from SAC personnel and those 

i r nff» the remaining data base.  SPSS" subprogram "Crosstahs" 

wa.-i used to analyze the data. 

19 

^C^ ./^ :<^^^ :^:^^^ 



Examination 2, Comparison of SAC Personnel to Other Air- 

Force Personnel 

In this analysis, SAC attitudinal responses were 

compared by personnel category to the corresponding Air 

Force attitudinal responses.  The null hypothesis assumes 

there Are  no significant attitudinal differences between SAC 

and the Air Farce population. Two-tailed t-tests were used 

to determine if there were any significant differences.  The 

level of significance for all t-tests was alpha = .05, which 

equates to a 957.  statistical confidence level.  An F-test 

WAS used to test the assumption of equal variances.  Where 

necessary, t-tests for unequal variance groups were used. 

The tabulated results of this comparison ari  grouped by 

areas of organizational functioning (detailed description is 

at Appendix C).  These areas include: 

1. Work Itself..  Measures perceptions of task 

characteristics and environmental conditions. 

2. Job Enrichment.  Measures degree to which respondent 

finds his or her job interesting, meaningful! challenging 

?nd --esponsible. 

T.  Worl Group Process.  Assesses the eHettivenessi of 

supervisors and the method for accomplishing the worl;. 

4.  Work Group Output.  Assesses perceptions of quality 

and quantity of output, pride, individual satisfaction and 

overall organizational climate. 
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Summary 

v  The OAP survey is designed to measure organizational 

leadership and management e-ffectiveness as a function of 

leadership style, subordinate perception o-f success and the 

situational environment.  It is based on the "contingency" 

approach to leadership, using Hendrix's (1976) "Three 

Component Leadership Effectivenes Model."  The validity, 

reliability, and factor consistency of the GAP have been 

consistently tested and rated above average. 

The data base used in this study was compiled through 

anonymous individual OAP surveys administered by the LMDC 

management consulting team during unit visits from October 

1981 through September 1985.  The LMDC team visited units 

only upon the request of the unit commanders.  The data base 

contains over 108,000 responses from personnel representing 

OVP»  13 major commmands/special operating agencies at over 

70 bnses.  This includes over 18,000 SAC responses from 10 

SAC bases. 

Chapter Four details the results of the two separate 

examinations, "Analysis of Demographic Information," and 

"Comparison of SAC Personnel to Other Air Force Personnel." 

The latter compared attitude scores of SAC personnel with 

thti-.- (if their Air Korre counterparts.  Only those 

differences which exceeded the 957. confidence level were 

r onsi riered statistically significant. 
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Chapter Four 

RESULTS 

The results of the comparisons between SAC personnel and 

other Air Force personnel are presented in two parts. 

Examination 1 portrays the demographic characteristics of 

the SAC respondents.  This analysis characterizes the 

respondents to the survey.  The attitude survey results of 

Examination 2 are  presented in a different format—each SAC 

personnel category (officer, enlisted, civilian) is compared 

to its Air Force counterpart in each of the four areas of 

organizational functions 'work itself, job enrichment, work 

group process and work group output). 

A  general demographic comparison reflects that the SAC 

population is typically younger, less experienced and less 

e-tliir. .(I »~>d than other Air Fnrre personnel.  The attitudes SAO 

11Mr siuii»t»l -iiidf e toward their jobs, supervisors t»nd 

co-workers differ significantly from those of the other Air 

farce respondents in almost every area  of analysis. 

However, the degree and direction of difference depends very 

miu h upon which personnel category is evaluated.  SAC 

M i ( or s and civilians '»hare a predominantly more favorable 

out loo» , while the enlisted personnel are   less positive. 
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The reader is reminded these comparisons re-flect the 

responses in the LMDC data base only, and may not reflect 

the normative values -for SAC and the Air Force as a whole. 

Demographic .Results 

The  results of Examination 1 are  detailed in Tables A-l 

through A-21, Appendix A.  As a command, SAC is comprised of 

a greater percentage of enlisted personnel (727. versus 647.) 

anü   fewer civilians (157. versus 257.) .  Although the overall 

percentages of females in SAC versus the Air Force are 

comparable, the majority of SAC females are  enlisted 

personnel (53%) while the majority of other Air Force 

females are civilians (537.).  The distribution of ethnic 

groups is consistent between officers and enlisted personnel 

for both sample groups; however, SAC civilians have 

relatively fewer Mispanics than the other civilian 

population (47. versus 187.).  The majority of SAC respondents 

are married and living with their spouses.  However, 

proportionally fewer SAC officer and enlisted personnel 

spouses are employed.  While a majority of SAC personnel 

have their performance reports written by their supervisor!., 

there remains approximately 107. who do not know who writes 

their reports. 

Characteristics such as age, experience, time on 

station, and career intent vary with each personnel 

•-ategory.  The majority o+ SAC officers are  between 26 and 
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35 years old, have more than 4 year<^ of service, and have 

been in their present career fields over 36 months.  A 

majority (85V.) have less than 36 months on station.  Over 

50/1 have spent less than 12 months in their currant jobs.  A 

majority of officers are supervisors, usually of groups 

exceeding four people.  Approximately 45% hold advanced 

academic degrees and over 60V. are graduates of a 

professional military education program.  While over 50V. of 

the ufficers work a d«iy shift schedule, another 3051 follow a 

crew duty schedule or are frequently gone TDY.  Only 20V. of 

the remaining Air Force population describe their work as 

rrew duty or frequent TDY.  Nearly 44% of the SAC officers 

h<?ve an aeronautical rating compared to only 35V. of the 

other Air Force officers.  Over 70% of the SAC officers 

surveyed indicated they would definitely, or most likely, 

male the Air Force a career. 

Ihe majority of the SAC enlisted personnel are 17 to 2b 

years old.  While only 41% of the other Air Force enlisted 

personnel have less than 4 years of service, nearly 50% of 

the SAC enlisted personnel fall in this category.  There is 

•-» • nrrecpondinq difference in JOD experience and time on 

■itAt ion.  A greater percentage of SAC enlisted personnel 

havi.  ess than "ö months in their current career fic?lds (47% 

verc ■.!•- 41%) and less than 18 months on station (557. vesus 

49%).  Over 46% have some college education, but no degree. 

.'i definite maiur ity (63%) follow a normal day shift 
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«schedule.  Fewer than 35% of their supervisors use group 

meetings to solve problems.  Only 48'/.  of the SAC enlisted 

personnel expressed interest in making the Air Force a 

career.  Over 277.  indicated they intend to separate or would 

probably not make the Air Force a career. 

The majority o-f SAC civilians are over 40 years old, 

havp over 12 years o-f service, over 36 months in their 

present career -fields, and over 36 months on station.  While 

437. have spent over 36 months in their present duty 

position, only 41% o-f the other Air Force civilians are 

similarly experienced.  Unlike the SAC officers and enlisted 

personnel, a majority of civilian personnel s spouses (70%) 

are  employed.  Although the majority of SAC civilians have 

progressed beyond high school, only 14% have earned a 

college degree, compared to 25% for their other Air Force 

counterparts.  Very few SAC civilians (33%) mre  supervisors 

a.ir! fewer still actually rate the performance of the people 

they supervise (21%).  Nearly 88% work a day shift schedule. 

Fi-ftv percent of their supervisors hold group meetings on a 

wfrf ; !y or more frequent basis.  Only 35% of their Air Force 

counterparts hold meetings with the same regularity.  Like 

th. SAC. officers, 70% of the SAC civilians are interested in 

continuing their Air Force career. 

.'6 
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A11 i tudina 1 D if f er en c es 

flit' attitudes expr pssed by SAC personnel differed 

significantly from those of their Air Force counterparts. 

The officers differed in 15 of 21 OAP factors, the enlisted 

personnel in 18 factors, and the civilians in all 21 

factors.  Table 1 depicts the results by area of 

organizational functioning, GAP factor, and personnel 

category.  Areas of significant different attitudes Ars 

marked with either a plus or   minus sign.  A plus sign 

indicates the SAC personnel score was higher than that of 

their Air Force counterparts; a minus sign indicates a lower 

rpl.itive score for SAC personnel.  Detailed comparisons of 

mean scores, ^^ndard deviations, degrees of freedom and 

t t est results are presented in Tables B-l through B-3 in 

Appendix B.  The factor numbers annotated in parentheses »re 

(iruvided for cross reference between the text, the tables in 

Appendix B, and the factor definitions in Appendix C. 

Although a majority of statistical comparisons exceeded 

thf statistical criterion for significant difference (alpha 

• '•'-). the magnitude of actual mean score differences was 

usual Iv less than .25 of a point on a scale of 1 to 7.  In 

• at t.. only 7 of the 63 factors reflected a difference 

greater than .25 of a point.  Specific results are detailed 

hv personnel category and functional oirea. 



Table 1 

Significantly Different Attitudes Between 
SAC Personnel and other Air Force Personnel 

Function   OAP Factor (Factor number) Off Enl Civ 

Work        Job Performance Goals (V810) +   -   + 
Itself      Task Characteristics (V812) -   + 

Task Autonomy (V813) ■♦■ 
Work Repetition (V814) +   +   + 
Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (V816)  +   +   + 
Job Related Training (V823) +       •» 

■li-ti        Skill Variety (V800) -   -   * 
l.nrichment  Task Identity (V8ul) +       »-• 

Task Significance (V802) +       * 
Job Feedback (V804) -   «• 
Need for Enrichment (V80&) 
Job Motivation Index (V807) + 

Work Group  Work Support (V805) - 
Process    Management and Supervision (V818) +       ■♦ 

Supervisory Communications +       ■>■ 
Climate (V819) 

Organizational Communications -   ♦ 
Climate (V820) 

Work Group  Pride <V811> - «■ 
Output     Advancement/Recognition (V817) - ♦ 

Perceived Productivity (V821) +   - ♦ 
Job Related Satisfaction (V822) •» 
General Organizational Climate (V824) - + 

SAC Officer Attitudes 

SAC officers generally reflected more positive attituri*»«. 

toward their work than the other Air Force officers.  In ♦ fit- 

functional »resiy   work itself, they considered their goals 

more clear, realistic and challenging (V/810) .  they 

classified their jobs as very repetitive in nature <V8i4) 

anrt less autonomous, leaving little room for independent 
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decisions (V813).  However, they also have a greater desire 

for jobs which are more repetitive and easy (V816).  They 

are also more pleased with the quality of their training 

than are their counterparts (VB23). 

In the area of job enrichment, SAC officers did not feel 

they needed to apply as great a variety of skills in 

success* ul ly completing their tasks (V800) .  They also felt 

a stronger identity with their job or mission (VS01); one 

which they felt has a more significant impact on the lives 

of others (V802).  They did not consider their jobs to be as 

intrinsically motivating (V807).  Despite this, their desire 

for greater job enrichment is less than what their Air Force 

•_<iunterparts expressed (V806). 

The work group process scores show SAC officers felt 

(heir supervisors generally set higher performance standard 

and established better work procedures than those of their 

A.r Force counterparts (V818).  They also felt they enjoy a 

better rapport with their supervisors—reflecting the 

cumulative impact good working environment, encouraged 

i-iiirwition, and performance rewards (VS19) .  However, they 

had a less enthusiastic attitude towards the work support 

.v ,'vided, such as inadequate tools, work space or competing 

til.i 11 11 trial duties (v'805). 

The work group output results indicate SAC officers felt 

mure positive about their work groups' quality of work, 

i,. ant 11 y of wori- , and ability to perform under pressure 
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(V821).  Their sense of pride and perceived opportunity for 

advancement did not differ significantly from other Air 

farce officers (V811, V817).  Additionally, their overall 

jab satisfaction was less, reflecting the cumulative inputs 

of work schedules, family attitudes, job security, and 

co-worker relationships <V822). 

SAC Enlisted Personnel Attitudes 

The attitudes of the SAC enlisted personnel were 

uenerally more negative than those of their counterparts. 

Like the officers, they characterized their jobs as more 

repetitive <V814) and less autonomous (V813).  They also 

teJt their job performance goals were less specific, 

challenging and realistic than did their enlisted 

counterparts (V810).  Although they agreed to a fairly large 

extent that their tasks require individual initiative, skill 

variety and responsibility, their task characteristic score 

was significantly lower than that of their counterparts 

(Vc312).  Like the officers, their desire for more repetitive 

dud easy tasks significantly exceeded that of their 

counterparts (V816) , 

In the area of job enrichment, the SAC enlisted 

personnel were less enthusiastic about the intrinsic 

motivation potential of their tasks (V807).  They felt thf.r 

obs did not demand as great a variety of skills (V800). 

they did not identify as strongly with their jobs (V801), 
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nor did they ascribe as much importance to their speci-fic 

tasks in the total mission accomplishment (V802).  They also 

dif.l not -feel they received as much clear, direct -feedback on 

tr>=?ir job performance (V804).  Despite this, their desire 

+ cir tasks with more opportunity for individual growth, 

multiple disciplines, and more independence was less than 

what their counterparts expressed <v"806) . 

The SAC enlisted personnel were less condemning of the 

WL.* !• group process.  Their attitudes towards the quality of 

management and supervision, as well as supervisory 

communications were neutral, like those of their Air Force 

counterparts (V81B, V819).  However, they were less 

enthusiastic about the work support they received (V805). 

They were also less positive towards the quality of 

organizational communications, indicating a perception of 

mot •• restricted communications (V820). 

ihe results of the work group output reflect a 

significant difference in all factors.  The SAC enlisted 

pi -t sonnel felt lesv; personal pride and perceived less 

opportunity for achievement and recognition (V811, V817). 

Unlike the officers, they did not. express a greater 

mfiden^e in their worr groups' performance capability 

■',a'.\i This attitude was also reflected in their 1 owt-r Jot; 

rci.ited Satisfaction score (V822) and corresponding lower 

•-•* t : mat ion rt organisational pride, teamwork, and 

i ;ani:ational communications (V824). 

"•1 

* 



SAC_Ciyi1lan At titudes 

Not only did the SAC civilians differ significantly from 

their counterparts in every factor, their attitudes were 

predominantly more positive.  In the first functional area, 

work itself, they felt their goals were more specific, cleat 

and challenging (VS10).  They expressed a higher opinion of 

their job characteristics—skill variety, task significance, 

and job feedback (V812).  Unlike the SAC officers and 

enlisted personnel, they considered their jobs more 

autonomous than did their other Air Force counterparts 

(VS13).  Although they considered their jobs more repetitive 

;V814), they also desired more repetitive, easy tasks than 

did the other Air Force civilians (V816).  The scores 

indicate SAC civilians felt more positive towards the 

quality of their training (V823). 

The SAC civilian attitudes reflected correspondingly 

positive scores in the job enrichment Area.      They felt their 

jobs require a greater variety of skills, provide a more 

identifiable product, and h*ve a stronger impact on the 

overall unit mission (V800, VflOl, V802) .  They alr.u felt 

their jobs provide direct feedback on how well they are 

j.er forming (V804).  Like the SAC officers =>nd enlisted 

■i-TSonnel , they did not desire more enriching jobs as much 

as their counterparts (V806).  Unlike the affirers and 

e .listed personnel, their Job Motivation Inde.v scores 
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indicated they felt their work was more intrinsically 

motivating than did their counterparts (V807). 

The work group process scores continue to reflect the 

more positive attitude of the SAC civilians-  Although they 

were significantly less satisfied with the work support 

received <V805), they generally felt their supervisors gave 

belter guidance, set higher performance standards, and used 

better work procedures (V818).  They also rated 

communications significantly better for both supervisors and 

the total organization (V819, V820). 

The work group output scores show the SAC civilians took 

ifjui.-e pride in their work, perceived a greater opportunity 

for advancement, and felt their work groups produce better 

quality and quantity under pressure than did their other Air 

P'ot-ce counterparts (V811, V817, V821).  They also indicated 

a ijr eater satisfaction with their job environment, 

reflecting the cumulative effect of co-worker relations, 

family attitudes and work schedule (V822).  The 

•,i dm f i cant 1 y different score for general organizational 

.Iimate reflected a more positive attitude by SAC civilians 

r-jvjvrds the entira organization (V824). 

Summar / 

The overall review of mean scores and t-test analyses 

indicate SAC personnel's attitudes were significantly 

different in 54 af 63 individual comparisons.  1 he scores 
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generally re-flected mare positive attitudes for SAC officers 

and civilian personnel and less positive attitudes -for SAC 

enlisted personnel.  The magnitude of the actual score 

differences was less than .25 points (on a scale o+ 1 to 7) 

for all but 7 factor score comparisons. 

The next chapter compares these results with the 

theoretical expectations presented in Chapter Two.  It also 

examines specific demographic and significant attitudinal 

differences between the SAC personnel and other Air Force 

personnel. 
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Chapter Five 

DISCUSSION 

Comparing OAP survey results between SAC and other Air 

Force personnel highlights several important differences. 

These differences support some of the theoretical 

exnectations postulated in Chapter Two—lower Job Related 

Satisfaction scores and less -favorable career intentions. 

However, the data do not support the expected lower 

<-qqr pqrate job attitudes of SAC personnel.  This chapter 

details the limitations of this study and then examines the 

theoretical expectations in light of the actual results.  It 

also examines significant data differences in demographic 

characteristics and the seven OAP attitudinal factor scares 

where differences exceeded a value of .25 scale points. 

Limitations and Assumptions 

I his study and the data base are bounded by several 

linutations and necessary assumptions.  These include the 

survey and testing methodolgy, the suitability of prior 

studies, and the characteristics of the target data base. 

Hypothesis testing assumes the sample used is a random 

representation of the whole population and that the 

variances within that population are equal.  This study used 

A   sample of convenience.  The L MDC team conducts OAP survey;- 
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dily upon invitation of the unit commander.  Despite this, 

tne author assumes there is no "data base" slant towards 

either high morale or low morale units.  Everyone present in 

the unit must take the survey.  The author further assumes 

this does not influence the honesty of the responses. 

The data base includes all surveys conducted from 

October 1981 through September 1985.  While it is possible 

to sort this data chronologically to measure the impact of 

specific policies or programs, the scope of this study wa'i 

restricted to a single comparison of SAC and the data base 

..ver the entire period.  Therefore, the relative impacts of 

major Air Force and Department of Defense (DQD) programs 

during this period were assumed to be constant.  This 

ignores the "SAC unique" benefits from increased DOD 

spending under the Reagan Administration for the new B-1B 

bombers and Peacekeeper missiles, as well as the benefits 

from the productivity oriented Model Installation Program. 

Although an individual's attitude is influenced by both 

p >r ent oryaru rat ion policies (e.g., Air Force, MAJCOM) and 

>..»1 unit policies (Alderfer , 1983), the author assumes tM»=» 

•.">.' rjtini cat l onal environment created by the immediate 

- »pervisor and unit commander carries an ove^ridinq impact. 

Eli. ■_ accounts for productivity and morale differences 

between units within the same command.  Therefore, any 

ifnand policies should be reviewed in   the context of how 
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they enhance or restrict the unit commander's autonomy in 

creating the organizational environment he or she desires. 

The scale used to measure the respondent's attitude is 

the iikert scale, ranging -from a value o-f 1 to 7.  The 

associated descriptors range from very negative to very 

positive.  The author weighed the relative numerical score 

(comparison between SAC and data base), the general range of 

the score (negative, neutral, positive), and the statistical 

significance of the difference when interpreting the 

results. 

Although mean scares differing by only .02 of a point 

may   iiave proved statistically significant, the author used a 

fliiniidum difference value of .25 before examining any 

individual factor.  The LMDC staff has learned through 

pxp"tience that areas with measured differences of less than 

. 2'J seldom indicate genuine problems and will not likely be 

alhvcted by policy or procedural changes. 

Theoretical Expectations 

;t»H results of the attitude survey do not support all 

i:.t>oretical expoctations postulated in Chapter Two.  The 

' «■•'.; .lb varied hy personnel category, making an overall 

i.iminri'ron between SAC and the rest of tne Air Force 

i ti.i. propr i ate. 

Htp expected i ower job satisfaction attitude^ were 

, tiumr t i?<J by the results for SAC officers ami enlisted 
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personnel, but not -for the civilians.  The comparative 

scores -for OAP Factor 822, Job Related Satisfaction, are 

listed in Table 2.  All three SAC scores were significantly 

different from the data base scores. 

Table 2 

OAP Factor B22, Job Related Satisfaction 

Personnel Category SAC Other Air Force 

Officer 
Enlisted 
Civi1ian 

5.26 
4.84 
er  er*7 
»J > 0-.J 

5.:>8 
4.98 
5.41 

The inputs which comprise Factor 822 include co-worker 

relationships, family attitude towards job, work schedule, 

jud security, and acquired valuable skills (see Appendix C). 

Although further analysis is required to determine which of 

these inputs is significant, the author suspects family 

attitude towards the job may be the key input.  Both the 

unlisted personnel and officers are affected by family 

reparation through alert duty and temporary duty (TDY) 

commitments, but the civilian personnel are not. 

less favorable career intentions for SAP personnel were- 

ro.M iji nal 1 y indicated by the demographic sur/fy flata.  T*t)I»> 

'.hows the percentage of officers, enlisted personnel .-»rid 

civilians who indicated they will "definitely continue" <>r 

"tnu'it lili-'ty (Oiittnu»'" t.h*?ir car *»er r*.       (Inly the en I i •_, t n« 1 

7.8 
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personnel show a marked decrease in those desiring a career, 

A camp 1 et.e breakout of this information is listed in Table 

A-21, Apppendix A. 

Table 3 

Career Intentions 

Personnel Category 

Officer 
Enlisted 
Civi 11 an 

SAC 

70. 47. 
48.07. 
71.57. 

Other Air Force 

73.07. 
55.07 
75.37. 

1 he   apparent   discontinuity  between   favorable  career 

intentions   and   neutral    job   satisfaction   scores   for   officers 

is  not   surprising.      As  noted   in   the   literature  review, 

personnel   turnover   and   job   satisfaction   normally  share  a 

low   to  moderate   inverse  relationship.      Although   the   lower 

i cir ►.•«?!    trend   for   enlisted   personnel    in   the   Air   Force   is 

nur ■ or '->rf   in   SAC,    the   percentage   for    SAC   is  notably   lower . 

Cu-e   . -iShiUle   explanation   i s   SAC'S   higher   percentage   of    lir^i 

tpr .,\   i.t .nan.       They   have   507.   f?nli^t<:d   personnel   with   less 

tl.i      4   ypar 5   service1   rotnpar ed   with   4 17.    for   the   rec,i    of   the 

HI'    !   T ce   (Table   A4,   Append L>;   A).      Because   Hie   Air   Force 

• ^'.-   ' • -,tmerit    rate   tor    first    te»m   airmen   is   tower    than   the 

r  >r ■■    'or-   career    airmen    • 607.   first   term   versus   907.  career 

i'   ■ ■•   i*-'i»,    1VÜ4)    -one   ->tm. i J   expect   ( ommandc;   with   higher 

:'v 
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percentages o-f -first term airmen to exhibit a lower total 

enlisted career   retention rate. 

SAC officers and civilians do not display agqregrate 

poorer job attitudes as implied by Dirnberger's (1980) 

study.  However, SAC enlisted personnel do show a marked 

trend of lower attitude scores across the board.  Comparing 

the SAC population's demographic characteristics with thost? 

ot the anonymous commands in the Dirnberger study, one would 

r f>rt>innably expect SAC to display poorer attitudes and lower 

joo motivation scores.  SAC has a lower percentage of 

civilians, a younger military force with less time on 

fetation, more people with irregular duty hours, and more 

enlisted personnel—all demographic characteristics of the 

commands which displayed the poorer attitudes.  Despite 

this, a subjective analysis of the DAP survey results fails 

to support the supposed correlation between demographic 

characteristics and personnel job attitudes. 

The positive or negative values assigned to specific job 

tt+itudes reflect which attitudes the organization wants to 

faster.  Far example, the OAP survey stresses job motivation 

potential and organizational health.  The first two 

functional areas, war», itself and job enrichment, emphasize 

those characteristics which Herrberg theorizes will induce 

individuals to perform at their highest levels.  These 

include achievement, recognition, responsibility, anri 

< li-ii lenqinq problems (Mersey ft al . , 1W-.'» .  I he second tw> 

4L» 
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functional areas, work group process and work group output, 

emphasize the organizational environment's impact on group 

interaction and productivity.  Understanding SAC's mission 

and its inherent dependence on teamwork becomes important in 

assessing the positive or negative value of the attitude 

scores. 

As noted in Chapter Four, the collective attitudes o-f 

riAC officers and civilians appear very positive.  Not only 

do they significantly differ from the data base scores in 36 

»if 42 comparisons, these differences also reflect a higher 

opinion of job importance, a greater confidence in the wort 

group, and a stronger endorsement of their supervision and 

organizational climate.  Of particular note is the high 

comparative scores in Perceived Productivity (V821).  This 

ifactor measures the respondent's opinion of the guality, 

quantity and efficiency of his work group under pressure. 

Because SAC works in teams—be it aircrews, missile crews, 

ommand and control teams— this esprit de corps is a 

r :>:tal    indicator    of   the   collective   attitudes   of   bAC 

r>"t s'jnnel .      The   few   areas   th.*t   reflect   less   positive   scorr 

enter   on   the  motivation  potential   of   individual    )obs, 

.-specially  autonomy   and   repetition.      This  should  oe   the 

•netted  response.      The  responsibility  of   working  with 

nuclear   weapons   leaves   no  margin   for   error.      SAC's  checklist 

i'licsophy,   which  has   evolved   tn  effectively  deal   With   tru: 

--sponsi bi 2 11 y , inherently restricts autonomous decision 

4". 
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making and encourages repetitive, compartmentalized 

procedures.  Therefore, the net assessment of SAC officer 

and civilian job attitudes in comparison to the data base 

must remain very  favorable. 

The attitudes of the SAC enlisted personnel reflect a 

different story.  Unlike the officers and civilians, their 

collective attitude is more negative than their Air Force 

counterparts.  The SAC enlisted personnel show noticeably 

lower scores for perceived mission importance, confidence ir: 

their work group, and faith in their supervision. 

There are several possible explanations for this result. 

SAC has a larger percentage of airmen with less than eight 

years of service.  According to the F'ettit (1975) study, one 

would expect the SAC enlisted force to be more susceptible 

to key job irritants such as policies and procedures and 

family separation.  As discussed earlier, family separation 

and close supervision are  an inherent nature of SAC duty. 

Another contributing factor may lie in the duty functions 

themselves.  The majority of enlisted personnel duties :*r p 

in support functions, sucht as bomber and missile maintenance 

or security, instead of primary combat missions.  This 

compounds the problem of conveying job importance and 

reinforcing self-esteem. 
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Dempgraphic Differences 

There are  three notable demographic data differences 

which bear mentioning:  the disproportionate percentage of 

females among SAC enlisted personnel, the low percentage of 

the Hispanic minority in the SAC civilian sector, and the 

1ower education level of SAC enlisted and civilian 

personnel. 

Table A-2, Appendix A, highlights the disproportionate 

percentage of SAC females among the enlisted personnel (52% 

SAC versus 40"/. AD.  This difference is a result of SAC'S 

iower percentage of civilian personnel (15V. SAC versus 257. 

<\\  ).      Although the overall percentage of total females in 

SAC is comparable to the Air Force (16'/. SAC versus 19'/. AF) , 

H»e majority of the women in the Air Force ar&  civilian 

Miiployees.  rive appreciably fewer civilian positions 

wulable in SAC arn balanced by a greater number nf 

unlisted female positions. 

I he apparent disproportionate percentage of Hispamrs 

rvift'-.ng SAC civilians <T-»ble A-B, Appendix A) is a function  •■ 

f1 location marp than command r>i   assignment.  The major it 

• 'I: criani r :s in thf> Air Forrp Are*   civilians.  SAC has a 

>i rupar at i VP! y r.mail civilian population, arid i/rr y few r., 

ii the Southwest where a majority of personnel of Hispanic 

■■•t  itr.qe r F-' id«»  t.S. hircau or fhe Census, 1984). 

The Air horde population shows a five percent Advantage 

! ;-!'.' high schorl «»dur at i an i'<t    enlisted personnel and .- 
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nine percent advantage for civilian personnel.  The lowe"- 

educatian level -for SAC personnel is a function of mission 

and age.  SAC enlisted personnel are  younger than their Air 

Force counterparts.  Accordingly, they have had less time to 

pursue any post high school education.  The type of duty 

reserved for the majority of SAC civilian employees does not 

require any post high school education. 

Significant OAP Factor Differences 

There were only seven HAP fartor scores which met the 

statistical criterion for significant difference and also 

exceeded an absolute difference of .25 points.  Four of 

these are in the work itself functional area and the other 

rnree are  in the job enrichment functional area.  Table 1 

summarizes the factors and the magnitude of the differences. 

In the work itself area, the officer scores were 

noticeably lower than their counterparts' scores in rating 

lc-%sk  Autonomy (V813) and higher in Work Repetition (V814). 

These scores are  not surprising given the restrictive nature? 

• < SAC duty, redundancy of i:hwJ ' » M |ir.'i.wiutp«i and the 

education level of the respondent«.  Al Miounh these- scot es 

do not necessarily reflect negative? attitudes, they do 

i ugh light an area for potential improvement which SAC 

Headquarters, unit commanders and supervisors should 

examine. 
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Table   4 

Key   OAF-   Factor   Scores 

Function        Category/OAP  Factor BAG AF Dif-f 

Wur I 
Itself 

Off i cer —Task 
Autonomy    (VB13) 

Of f l c?>r—Work 
Repetition    (V814) 

Civi1i an — Work 
Repetition    (V814) 

Ci vi 1lan—Desired 
Easy   Tasks   (V816) 

4.23 4.63 ■-,Au 

4.53 4.26 +. 27 

4.87 4.62 + . 25 

3. 36 3.05 + ..31 

■inu Officer Job 
f.nr ichment        Motivation   Index    (V807)      117.47 

En I i «3ted     Job 
Motivation    Inoo:    (VH07) 97.HI 

Ci vi 1 l an—Job 
Motivation   Index    (V807)      135.02 

128.29 -10.r.1 

102.19 -V. Ml 

130. 68     +4.,' 4 

fhe   complementary   high   score   for   Work   Repetition    'V814> 

bv   SAC  civilians  underscores   the  contention   that   the 

t et pti ti ve   checklist   aprrnsrh   and   stringent   control 

prütredures   associated   with   the   nuclear   weapon   mission 

>-i ineate  SAC*'-   approach   to   all   problems. 

1 he   hiqher    SAC.   civilian   score   for    Desired   Repetitive    »no 

•   J   v   Tasks   <VB16>    I ■-.   rompatihie   with   their   higher   rating   r.' 

w ii >     Repetition    (VR14..       "fiiis   relationship    is   also   true   l>» 

•      officers   aurl   enlisted   personnel    (see   Tables   h- 1   and   I 

An, .^t, Ji >.   B) .      Qn   the   surface,   this   compatibility   should   be 

.i.forcing   anri   !eau!   ti   higher    job   sat i svact. i on.      I'owevei   . 

th»   Job   Related   Satisfaction    (V822)    scores   for   SAC   officer^ 
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and enlisted personnel are lower   than those of their 

counterparts.  Therefore, SAC population's uniform desire 

for more easy and repetitive tasks may indicate a totally 

different perception—a heavier workload.  Redundant, 

routine and time-consuming duties driven by higher echelon 

controls may produce this perception. 

The Job Motivation Index (V807) factor reflects the 

r «•«.ponderit v. perception of Ins or her jnh's intrinsir 

motivating characteristics.  It is a weighted multiplication 

of the responses to OAF factors measuring Skill Variety. 

1 ask Indentity, Task Significance, Job Feedback, Work 

Support and Task s< >*■- nomy.  Although individual comparisons 

of these subordinate factor scores seldom reflect attitude 

differences exceeding .25 points, their combined effect 

results in a wide range of values.  Therefore, this factor 

serves as a barometer of the cumulative motivating aspect ol 

the many individual factors and does not highlight spef. i '. i r 

areas for additional study.  The heaviest weighted factors 

used in this calculation are   Task Autonomy (V813) and Jot« 

i eedback (V804).  It is highly probable that the resulting 

Job Motivation Index scores are a strong reflection of +•).• 

'uwer Task Autonomy scorp« already discussed. 

Summary 

The OAF survey result-., indicate thp ma jm itv of Sni 

personnel attitudes differ from their f\\r   force 

4<S 
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counterparts.  The extent of these differences varies with 

the personnel category examined.  The aggregrate SAC officer 

and civilian attitudes are   more positive than those of thei>- 

counterparts.  However, SAC enlisted personnel attitudes are 

iess positive than those of the data base.  Both SAC and 

other Air Force personnel reflect the same trend in job 

attitudes—civilians are*  most positive, followed by the 

officers and then trie enlisted personnel. 

While SAC personnel attitudes differ from Air Force 

personnel attitudes in 54 of 63 OAF factor areas, the 

largest differences lie in SAC's perception of less Task 

Autonomy, greater Work Repetition, and a lower Job 

Motivation Index.  These scores are  consistent with the 

controlled, checklist nature of SAC duty. 

The Job Related Satisfaction scores ara   lower for SAC 

officers and enlisted personnel, most probably reflecting 

tue impact of family separation and work schedules.  Despite 

Mifsp scores, SAP. officer career intentions ar^   only 

• ■■■lightly less than those of their Air Force counterparts. 

However, the SAC enlisted personnel career intentions MI e 

noticeably less than those of the other Air Force enlisted 

;jt=rvnnel.  Cine reason tor this may by the higher perrentoti-- 

r.« -ir^t term airmen i n SAC. 

Chapter Si >:   detail- the conclusions of thi-, study, 

recommends specific actions for Headquarters SAC, and 

tuijijests areas for further stiulv. 
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Chapter Six 

CONCLUSIONS 

The LMDC OAP survey data base, collected from October 

1991 through September 1985, has provided an excellent 

onportunity to compare SAC personnel demographic 

characteristics and work attitudes with those o-f other Air 

Force personnel.  This comparison demonstrated SAC personnel 

attitudes are significantly different from those of their 

counterparts.  The demographic data showed SAC personnel to 

be younger, less experienced, and slightly less educated. 

Their attitude <-,rnres were significantly different from 

those of other Air Force personnel in 54 of 63 comparisons. 

Tfiese comparisons led to several conclusions. 

First, SAC officers and civilians collectively displayed 

if : F- positive attitudes towards their jobs and organizations 

»h-in did their other Air Force counterparts.  Although only 

'• I civilians scored a higher Job Related Satisfaction 

•:< > <?, both the SAC officers and civilians responded with 

l.cihm estimates at work group productive t v, ,ob importance-, 

• ■id management/supervisory communications.  This underscore 

'!■■■■ urn t /group cotit-'Si veness and teamwork concept which i,;. 

integral to SAC operational effectiveness. 
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SAC enlisted personnel were less positive in appraising 

their jobs and organizations.  Their scores were 

■significantly lower than those of their other Air Force 

counterparts in 18 of 21 factor score comparisons.  They did 

not share the other SAC personnel's confidence in group 

productivity, job importance and communications 

effecti venes5. 

There were only seven factor scores wticre SAC personnel 

differed from their counterparts by .25 scale points or more 

ion a scale of 1 to 7).  These centered on the degree of 

Task Autonomy, Work Repetition, Desire for Easy and 

Repetitive Work, and the overall Job Motivation Index.  SAC 

personnel felt their jobs allow less independent judgement, 

are  more repetitive, and are  inherently less motivating. 

Despite this, they all expressed relatively more desire for 

easy and repetitive tasks than did their counterparts. 

Therefore, the job characteristics appear to be compatible 

-vi th the job desires. 

Some of the theoretical expectations postulated about 

SAC attitudes were supported.  The lower Job Related 

Satisfaction scores by SAC officer and enlisted personnel 

.upported the Merzberg (196ti) Two Factor Theory and 

'..ihneider "s (1VH4) argument t hat sei f-esteem, family 

situation and supervisory behavior are?   critical factors in 

;i' wliiflii'ii i ob dissatisfaction.  The family separation 

aspect of SA(,' duty may he the principal cause of thi<r. I üw^r 
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job satisfaction.  The expected strong commitment to 

organizational goal- reflected itself in higher job 

importance and work group output scopes for officers and 

• t vi Hans, but not for the enlisted personnel. 

Dirnhsrger >, (1980) study predicted SAC personnel would 

J-c]ay more negative job attitudes solely on the basis of 

demographic charar.c« i sties of more crew memoers, more 

sMiisted personnel , fewer civilians, and less experienced 

;•..-.'► sonnel on station.  Despite this, only the SAC enlisted 

[.■ff tonnel snowed overall poorer job attitudes than their 

counterparts.  The expected less favorable career 

indentions, based upon the Petti t  1975) study, were only 

marginally indicated by the demographic survey data.  This 

v> «i igt fieri = Harnn -.=. il9fl-; contention that jnh satisfaction 

;.n-i treer intentions have a low-to-moderate inverse 

r ► ■! <t i nnsh i p . 

Re c omme relations 

lh~;.e recommeni =».t • ons arte   designed to build upon the 

' •••■••.its from thi'-, ■ -tuny.   The Overall intent is to 

■■■ ciitdl i;e on thP tat,-, pro«, iden th.» ouch this analysis. 

: i . i" t f 'f < ",ii:.r", ::* u . . ii ■'■,   ar IU  .«t j. in a I e .»•* i • i > ■•. i ed bei • >w: 

SA1     H—a» l'ii. •: tn'-i-,   srtonic'   pr   iv id«--    tne   • esulr.s   of    this 

■i ■■■.,       ■.i   M'f   fi Hi.-,    vie   wi rig   i •• MTiiiiänder   ront er enc er ,    squarlr fi 

"Hinder   wor !   .-.hops    =»n.i   the   ^A;"   MCO   Leader sn i p   School.       I 

.;>,   it t.ant    f(.   i .':.,-«-   ♦»..>    leenti.}' «.    loo;:.-   on    n   <:ommar.,j   <-.r ale 
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to insure cur commanders arid first line supervisors art? 

aware of the general SAC trends.  This would achieve a 

twofold purpose.  First, the commanders and first line 

supervisors need to be aware of potential job motivation 

proDlem areas within their units.  Second, these leaders 

could provide an excellent forum for discussing methods of 

iifiproviig those areas in which SAC personnel showed poorer 

attitudes. 

2.  SAC Headquarters should study the enlisted personnel 

arena.  This area shows the greatest room for improvement. 

5AC enlisted personnel attitudes towards the or gamzational 

•=-'Tc?cti veness and job importance are the most disconcerting 

and, perhaps, the easiest to rectify.  Building commitment 

. j organizational goals can reinforce individual achievement 

if->t ! vat ions.  Emphasizing teamwor k  can strengthen individual 

perceptions of iob importance as well.  Are the young 

enlisted per -some! aware of their contr 1 but irm to the unit 

mtssionV  Are they afforded orientation ride1- on bomne^s v 

tankers:'  Are they afforded the opportunity to witness 

iTor-siie launch e.-;ei ci ses'•' 

3.  SAC Headquarters should conduct additional study to 

identify tne specific variable which most impacts Job 

Related Satisfaction (VÖ22) scores ior   officers and enlisted 

personnel.  Although the family separation aspect ol office 

slid enlisted dutv is the most noticeable dHterence from 

ri\i1ian duty, tnere is no conclusive evidence this is the 

äfcää£ä^^^ 



;>r      ripal   cause  for   thpir   lower   scores.      The  I MDC  data   base 

• M 11 ,11 ii',   ,it I I tudc   • .< (ir < ■ ,   i MI     11 !     Mi.-   v.vr i rili! i " .   wl 11 ( h   < • i>ii| H   I • ,■ 

1 lie   ^ggregrat.e   Job   Related   Sat l s4 ac t i on   score.       1+   the 

- ?ni f Y   attiti-ido   input   proves   sign. :: cant ?   additional 

■ • ■ r oi ni-i •' j - ir>   is   avsi laflle   through   +'he   I MDC  Family   Survey   dat 

ha'i«. 

4.      SAC   Headquarters   should   obtain   the   entire   tMDC   OAP 

data   base   HFor   future   analysis.      The   LMDC   analysis 

'.: u.-ni ? at i r,fi   «ill   be   disbanded   at   the  end   o-f   Fiscal   Year 

IV'dc..      However,   they   will   transfer   their   data   base   to   the 

.'ii      ' r." f e   Hittnan   Rp^uftr rh   ! ahor at.o:- y   if»   June,    lr/HA. 
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Table A-l Appendix A 

Number ot Respondents by Personnel Category 

SAC 
n_ =  18,477 (100':! 

Air Force 
89,707 (1007.) 

OH icer 
Eni isted 
Civilian 

2,406 (13.OX) 
13,279 (71.9;:) 
2,792 (15.17.; 

10,304 (11.57.) 
57,266 (63.3':) 
22,135 (24.77.) 

Table A-2 

Se>: by Personnel Category 

SAC 
Male (7.)   Female (7.) 
15,510    2,903 

Air Force 
MaleC/.)  Female ('/.) 
72,495    16,689 

Of ticer 
tnlisted 
Ci vi 11an 

13.6 10.0 
75.6 52.4 
10.8 37.6 

12.4 
69.5 
18.1 

7.6 
39.9 

Table A-3 

Age by Personnel Category 

SAC 
OH (Z) Enl ('/.) C i v (I) 
2,406 13,279 2,791 

0.0 17.8 0.8 
11.5 40.8 5.1 
30.2 18.2 10.1 
25.7 12. 1 16.9 
13.2 *?       f 

t   .   / 12.7 
8.7 2.4 11.6 
J. £ 0.5 12.5 
1     ** 
i. . i. 0.5 30.3 

Air Force 
OH (7.)  £nlC,:i  Civ(Z) 
10,304  57,261  22,130 

17 to 20 Yrs 
21 to 25 Yrs 
26 to 30 Yrs 
31 to 35 Yrs 
36 to 40 Yrs 
41 to 45 Yrs 
46 to 50 Yrs 

0.0 
4 
6 
9 
9 

12, 
27, 
i A. < 

19, 
11, 

12.9 
37.4 
19.8 
15. 1 
10.3 
3. 0 
0.8 
0.7 

1-2 
6.4 
10.6 
14.0 
14.2 
12.7 
14.2 
26.6 

TJT 
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Aooendi« A 

Table A-4 

Time in Air Force 

n  = 

SAC 
Off(X) Enl<7.; Civ (7. 
2,402 13,240 2,347 

3.7 9.5 5.2 
6.7 14.8 4.9 
8.4 13.3 5.5 
7.Ö 12.3 5.3 

22.7 19.6 12.4 
17.9 10.6 14.7 
33. 6 19.9 52.0 

Air  Force 
QHC/.)     Enl(7.)     CivC/l) 
10,287     57,120     19,765 

( 1 Yr 
1-2 Yr 
2-3 Yr 
3-4 Yr 
4-3 Yr 
3-12 Yr 
>   12  Yr 

•J •  i. 6.5 5. 1 
5.0 11.4 5.0 
7.5 12.3 5.2 
7.2 11.1 4.9 

21.5 20.7 11.8 
15.8 13.4 1 *?    7 

39.8 24.6 55.8 

Table A-5 

Months in Present Career Field 

SAC Air  Force 
0HU) Enl<7.) CivU) OH (7.) Enim Civ(Z) 

n_ ■  2,376 13,181 2,694 10,245 56,956 21,590 

<  6  Mos 5.4 6.3 7.2 5.2 4.6 5.4 
6 to  12 Mos 8.8 9.7 7.0 7.3 7.6 7.3 
12  to  18  Mos 8.6 9.8 5.6 7.7 7.9 6.0 
19  to 36  Mos 22.1 21.6 12.9 21.5 20.7 13.6 
>  36  Mos 55.1 52.6 67.3 58.3 59.2 67.7 
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Table A-6 

Months an Station 

Appendix  A 

Oft ("/.) 
_ . w . c 

Enl !'/.) 
Air  Farce 

CivUl Off (7.)     Enl(X)     Civ(X) 
2,712 10.275    57,020    21,642 

<   6  M:cs 
6  to   12 Mcs 
12  to  IS  Mos 
18 to  36  Mas 
> 36  Mos 

15.2 
16.8 
16.7 
36. I 
15.2 

17.2 
19.4 
17.4 
29.1 
16.9 

J • 4. 

b.l 
5.6 

13.9 
6S.6 

13.5 15.0 6.4 
16.4 18.3 8.0 
16.4 15.3 6.3 
35.9 32.9 15.2 
17.8 ie.0 64. 1 

Table A-7 

Months in Present Position 

SAC Ai r Force 
Off (7.) Enl (7.) Civ (7.) Of* (7.) Enl Cl.) Civ (7.) 

n_ = 2,395 13,178 2,774 10,264 n 1  T n c 

< 6 Mos ift • J 31.1 14.3 26.5 26.9 13.9 
6 to 12 Mos 24.9 24.9 12.5 24.5 23.9 15.1 
12 to IB Mos 16.4 16.2 S.9 17.2 16.4 10.5 
13 to 36 Mos 24.2 20. 2 16.8 24.9 19.9 
: 36 Mos 8.0 7.6 47.5 6.9 9.5 40.6 
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Aaaendix A 

Table A-8 

Ethnic Group 

SAC A r Force 
OH (7.) Enl ('/.) CivC/.) Off (7.) Fnl C/.) CivC/.) 

n_ = 2,398 13,159 2,733 10,248 56,888 21,807 

Amer Indian/Alaskan 0.8 1.3 2.4 0.7 1.4 1.2 
Asian/Pacific Is 1.5 2.3 8.8 1.4 1.9 2.0 
Black 5.8 14. 1 6.3 5.8 16.8 10.0 
Hi soamc 2.0 4.1 3.4 2.5 5.5 17.6 
White 87.9 74.7 74.9 87.5 70.8 66.5 
Qthar 2.0 3.5 4.0 2. 1 3.6 2.7 

Table A-9 

Marital Status 

n  = 

SAC 
QtiU)     Enl (7.)     CivC/.) 
2,403       13,268     2,776 

Air Force 
Oiir/.) Enl (X) 
10,296 57,151 

CivC/.) 
22,074 

Not Married 19.3 36.7 14.8 21.6 35.3 19.1 
Mr.rr ied 79.3 60.9 80.3 76.8 62.5 74.8 
Single Parent 1.4 2.4 4.9 1.6 *1  <■* 6. 1 
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Appendix A 

Table A-10 

Spouse Employment Status: SAC 

Geographically Separated Geographically Together 
0tt(7.)  Enl (7.)  Civ(X)    Q-ff (XI  Eni(X)  Civ(X) 

n =  84    604    159      1,321   7,483  2,07! 

Civilian Employed 
Not Employed 
Military Member 

63 * 59.4 60. 4 30.3 34.3 C .1 
j;*t 

") 

19. i 27.3 22.0 61.6 50.5 29 8 
17 e 13.3 17.6 8.1 15.2 16 0 

Table A-ll 

Spouse Employment Status: Air Force 

Geographically Separated Geographically Together 
Off (7.)  Enl(7.)  CivQ)   0H(X>  EnlC/.)  Civ(X) 

n   —  71' n - o 4 i :,899  914 7,564  32,824  15,568 

Civilian Employed 
Not Employed 
Military Member 

57.9 58.4 70.7 
20.2 26.2 16. 8 
21.9 15.4 12.5 

0>u . i 

56.0 
6.3 

38.7 
47.3 
14.0 

54.3 
34.8 
10.9 
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Appendix A 

Table A-12 

Education Level 

SAC Air Force 
£Hf (X) En 1(7.) Civ (7.) an (7.) Enl ('/.) Civ (7.) 

n = 2,397 13,216 2,735 10,279 57,070 21,855 

Ncn HS Grad 0.0 0.9 8.2 0.0 0.7 5.0 
HS Grad or GED 0.1 49.3 T A      ^ 

■J*t ■ ^ 0.2 44.2 23.2 
',  2 Yrs College 0.5 33.0 23.9 0.3 34.9 23.3 
> 2 Yrs College 1.9 13.4 19.5 1.2 16.4 18.2 
Bachelor 's Degree 52.9 2.9 10.7 53.0 V      *1 

0 t i. 16.0 
Master's Degree 35. 5 0.4 3.1 37.5 0.5 7.7 
Doctoral Degree 9.1 0.1 0.4 7.8 0. 1 1.1 

Table A-13 

Highest Level Professional Military Education 

SAC Air Force 
OH (7.) EnlU) CivQ) Qii(X) Enl (7.) CivU) 

n * 2,405 13,263 2,755 10,288 57,118 22,035 

None 35.5 35.4 78.3 34.2 30.7 78.6 
Phase 1 or 2 — 30.9 8.S --- 29.7 7.3 
Phase 3 or 4 — 26.2 5.8 — 31.5 6.2 
Senior NC0 Academy — 4.0 2.4   5.1 2.0 
SOS 27.0 — 0.8 26.6   1.1 
Int Service School 22.7 — 3.2 23.5   3.4 
Sen Service school 11.5 """■«■ 0.7 12.4 — — — 1.4 
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Aooendix A 

Tabie A-14 

Number People Directly Supervised 

SAC A ir Force 
OH 1.7.) Enl C/.) Civ (7.) OiUl) Enl ('/.) Civ (7.) 

n_ •-  2,283 11,871 2,314 9,719 52,138 18,198 

None 44.7 in     n 
0 £ • i. 67.3 40.5 59.8 70.1 

1 Person 6.9 7.6 4.4 7.3 7.6 2.7 
2 People 6.0 6.3 3.7 6.5 7.3 2.4 
3 People 9.4 6.0 3.8 7.7 5.5 2.6 
4 to 5 People 13.2 8.2 7.2 13.8 7.8 5.2 
6 to 8 People 6.3 4.0 4.5 10.5 4.9 4.6 
9 or More Peoole 11.5 5.1 9.1 13.7 7. 1 12.4 

Table A-15 

Number of People for. Whom Respondent Writes GER/APR/Appraisal 

SAC 
OH (7.)  Enl (Z)  Civ (7.) 

n = 2,402  13,256 2,779 

Air Force 
OH (7.)  Enl (7.)  Civ<7.) 
10,271  57,057  22,071 

None 54.2 69.4 79. 1 50.9 65.9 78.8 
1 Person 9.0 8.2 3.4 9.3 8.7 1.9 
2 Peoole 7.0 6.6 3.0 7.0 6.1 1.8 
3 People 8.5 5.5 3.2 6.8 5.7 1.9 
4 to 5 Peoole 10.7 7.3 c n 11.4 6.9 3.7 
6 to 8 People 7.3 2. 2 n    e 8.7 2.5 3.2 
9 0' More People 3. 3 0.8 3.6 5.9 n     n 

L  . i. 8.7 
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Aooend ix A 

Table A-16 

Supervisor Writes Respondent's OER/APR/Aporaisal 

Air Force 
Oftl'/J  Enl C/.)  Civ(7.) 
10,150  56,451  21,379 

Yes 
No 
Not Sure 

OH (7.) 
2,371 

SAC 
Enl (7.) 
13,062 

Civ(7.) 
i. j 68L 

79.0 
12.0 
9.0 

74.2 
14.4 
11.4 

83.9 
8.1 
8.0 

77.1   69.4   77.0 
14.9   19.7    9.8 
8.0   10.9   13.2 

Table A-17 

Work Schedule 

SAC 
0ff!7.)  Enl (7.)  Civ(7.) 

n_ = 2,378  13.143 2,715 

Air Force 
OH (7.)  Enl (7.)  Civ (7.! 
10,203 56,703  21,650 

Day Shift 51.9 
Swing Shift 0.3 
Mid Shift 0.0 
Ratating Shifts 4.7 
Irregular Schedule 11.9 
Freq TDY/On-call 4.7 
Crew Schedule 26.5 

63.2 
4.8 
2.7 
15.4 
10.8 
1.3 
1.8 

87.8 
2.1 
0.6 
4.9 
3.0 
0.3 
1.3 

61.1 
0.2 
0.0 
4.7 

12.6 
8.8 
12.6 

59.3 
8.0 
3.1 

13.1 
12.5 
2.8 
1.2 

88.0 
3. 3 
0.8 
4.4 
2.2 
1.1 
0.2 
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A 0 D e n d i x   A 

Table A-18 

Supervisor  Holds  Group  Meetings 

SAC 
OH (7.)     EnlQ)     CivC/l) 
2,369       13,063     2,736 

Air  Force 
OH (7.)     EnHX)     CivU) 
10,188     56,339     21,790 

Never 
Occasionaliy 
Monthly 
Weekly 
Daily 
Continuously 

7.7 18.4 13.2 
24.9 32.7 29.9 
16.5 7.7 7.2 
36.8 28.1 40.8 
10.7 10.7 7.0 
3.4 n    n 1.9 

6.3 

1 o. J 

43.6 
12.5 
1.6 

16.0 
34.0 
9.0 

27.2 
11.6 

9.6 
35.2 
20.0 
29.3 
4.1 
1.8 

Table A-19 

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings to Solve Problems 

SAC 
OH (7.)  EnlU)  Civ(7.) 

= 2,359   12,999  2,712 

Air Force 
OHC/.)  En 1(7.)  Civ (7.) 
10,128  55,961  21,474 

Never 15.2 26.5 22.6 15.4 24.7 
Occasionally 42.4 39.6 42.1 42.5 39.8 
Half the Time 20.5 15.7 15.2 22.3 16.9 
Always 21.9 18.2 20.1 19.8 18.6 

24. 4 
45.1 
15.4 
15.1 
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Aooendix  A 

Table A-20 

Aeronautical  Ratina  and Current Status 

SAC 
OH (%)     Enl (7.) 
2,402       13,207 

Air  Force 
OH (7.)     Enl (7.) 
10,137     56,048 

Nonrated, Not on Aircrew 
Nonrated, on Aircrew 
Rated, in Crew/Ooerations Job 
Rated, in Support Job 

35.5 91-0 62.7 90.5 
0.6 2.1 i. • 0 2.0 

32.9 1.2 1.7 
11.0 5.7 9.0 5.8 

Table A-21 

Career Intent 

SAC A r Force 
OH (7.) Enl C/.) Civ (7.) OHU) Enl (7.) CivC/.) 

n_ * 2,395 13,192 2,267 10,243 56,955 19,152 

Retire in 12 Mos 2.6 3.1 8.9 3.6 3.1 5.9 
Career 47.6 30.5 46.9 51.8 35.9 52.0 
Most Likely Career 23.8 17.5 24.6 i4 ( i. 19.1 23.3 
Maybe Career 16.0 21.5 13.5 14.9 20.4 12.5 
Prob No Career 6.4 16.3 3.2 4.7 13.0 3.5 
Separate 3.6 11.1 2.9 2.8 8.5 2.8 
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Table ö-i 

Comoarison of GAP Factor Scores 
Between SAC and Other Officers 

Apoendi:: B 

TMC Ul no If' TTCri c 

OAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean SD df 

Job Performance Goais (V810) 
SAC Officers 4.SO    .94 
Gther Officers 4.70    .99 

3519 4.63*** 

Uii:  Characteristics (VS12) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Task Autonomy (V813) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Work Repetition (VS14) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Dc-sired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (V616 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Jon Kelated Training (V823I 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

5. 36 .93 
5.34 .96 

4.23 1.43 
4.63 1 . Oi 

4.53 1.34 
4.26 1.38 

6) 
2.54 1.05 
2.46 1.05 

4.73 1.42 
4.66 1.49 

122S0 

>09 

1250" 

12135 

'986 

98 

-12.56*** 

8.75*** 

3.43** 

3.33*« 

Acpro:;imate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for grouos with 
unequal variance is used. 

•c .05. «»g-.'.Ol, * * * pi <.001 
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AoGendix 6 

Table 8-1 (continued! 

JOB ENRICHMENi 

CAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean df- 

Skill Variety (V800) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Task Identity (V801) 
SAC OHicers 
Other Officers 

Task Significance (V802) 
SAC Officers 
Other OHicers 

Job Feedback (V804) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Need for Enrichment (7806) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Job Motivation Index (V807) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

5.37 1.26 
5.45 1.29 

5.29 1.20 
5.20 1.22 

5.84 1.23 
5.78 1.26 

4.88 1.18 
4.89 1.18 

6.05 0.91 
6.10 0.85 

117.47 65.78 
128.29 67.42 

12586 

12551 

1260! 

12570 

328; 

11490 

•2.82** 

3.03** 

2.21* 

•0.36 

!.36* 

•6.71*** 

Aoproximate degrees of freedom are given when tatest for groups with 
unequal variance is used. 

■ g ■ .05.   #«p_<.01, **»p<:.ooi 
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Table B-l (continued) Aooendi*, S 

WORK GROUP PROCESS 

GAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean SD of- 

Work Suocort (V905) 
SAC' Officers 
Other Officers 

4.45 
4.58 

1.08 
1.09 

12120 -4.86*** 

Management and Supervision (V818I 
SAC Officers ' 5.39   1.32 
Other Officers 5.29   1.35 

11862 IS** 

Supervisory Communications Climate (V819) 
SAC Officers 4.94   1.40 
Other Officers  ' 4.84   1.42 

T.606 3.02** 

Organizational Communications Climate (V820) 
SAC Officers 4.92   1.23 
Other Officers 4.88   1.27 

11719 1.33 

WORK GROUP OUTPUT 

Pride (V811) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

5.50 
5.47 

1.35 
1.40 

3644 0.90 

Aövancement/Recognition (V017) 
SAC Officers 4.54   1.19 
Other Officers 4.58   1.19 

12306 ■1.64 

Perceived Productivity (V821) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

Joo Relateo Satisfaction (V822) 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

General Organirational Climate (V! 
SAC Officers 
Other Officers 

5.89 1.02 
C     7 * 

i 09 

5.26 
5.39 

I 
1 

13 
.08 

24) 
J • -— 

5.20 
1 
1 

21 
26 

358! 

;i34 

5329 

6.24*** 

•4.51*** 

0.76 
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Aooendix B 

Table 9-2 

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores 
Between SAC and Other Enlisted 

THE WORK ITSELF 

OAP Factor (Factor Number! Mean SD df* 

Job Performance Goals (V610) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Task Characteristics (VS12) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Task Autonomy (V813) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Work Repetition (V814) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (V816) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Job Related Training (V823) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

4.72 .97 
4.74 .98 

4.92 1.06 
5.06 .99 

3.66 1.45 
3.88 1.41 

5.24 1.37 
5.11 1.37 

6) 
3.29 1.44 
3.20 1.41 

4.46 1.58 
4,48 1.58 

67874 

17884 

1853: 

69361 

18909 

6637J 

■2.64** 

-13.43*** 

-15.52*** 

9.65*** 

5.72*** 

■0.95 

Approximate degrees of freedom are given when t.-test for groups with 
unequal variance is used. 

*pj'.05.   **0_<.O1, * * * p <. 0 01 
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Table 8-2 (continued! 

Aooendix B 

JOB ENRICHMENT 

QftP Factor (Factor Number] Mean SD df • 

Skill Variety (V800) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlistea 

Task Identity (V801) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Task Significance (V802) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Qf-ficers 

Job Feedback (804) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Need for Enrichment (V806) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Job Motivation Index (V807) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

4.44 1.52 
4.63 1.44 

4.94 1.32 
5.08 1.23 

5.65 1.36 
5.71 1.30 

4.63 1.33 
4.79 1.23 

5.41 1.28 
5.49 1.23 

92.81 61. 16 
102.19 63.19 

18747 

18671 

19022 

19104 

18366 

17664 

•13.63*** 

■10.79*** 

■5.04*** 

-12.45*** 

-6.61*** 

-14.83»** 

Approximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for groups with 
unequal variance is used. 

tp-. .05.    **p_<.01. ***p_<.001 
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Aooendix 8 Table 8-2 (continued) 

WORK GROUP PROCESS 

OAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean SD dr 

Work Support (V605) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Eniisted 

Management and Supervision (V31S) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Eniisted 

4.47 1.11 
4.55 1.12 

4.S6 1.60 
4.90 1.57 

67816 

IS 03 6 

-6.83*** 

-1.51 

Supervisory Communications Climate (V819) 
SAC Enlisted 4.4?   1.65 
Other Enlisted 4.52   1.63 

66055 ■1.77 

Organizational Communications Climate (VB20! 
SAC Enlisted 4.32   1.34 
Other Enlisted 4.39   1.31 

17724 •4.64*** 

WORK GROUP OUTPUT 

Pridt (vein 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Advancement/Recognition (V817) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Perceived Productivity (VB21) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

Job Related Satisfaction (V822) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Eniisted 

General Organizational Climate (V824) 
SAC Enlisted 
Other Enlisted 

4.75 1.71 
4.94 1.63 

4.24 1.20 
4.27 1.20 

5.44 1.27 
5.47 1.24 

4.84 1.26 
4.98 1.21 

24) 
4.28 1.42 
4.43 )..39 

18703 

66891 

18361 

16369 

17367 

•11.24*»« 

-2.75*« 

•2.76«* 

-10.73«»* 

-10.03**« 
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Table B-3 

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores 
Between SAC and Other Civilians 

Appendix B 

THE WORK ITSELF 

OAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean SD df • 

Job Performance Goals (V810) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Task Characteristics (V812) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Task Autonomy (V813) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Work Repetition (V814) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (V816) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Job Related Training (V823) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

4.92 1.01 
4.84 1.00 

5.38 .89 
5.30 .96 

4.66 1.30 
4.57 1.36 

4.87 1.37 
4.62 1.44 

6) 
3.36 1.44 
3.05 1.39 

4.60 1.68 
4.46 1.67 

23716 

;399 

3452 

3526 

3314 

3.51*** 

4,46*»* 

3.09** 

B.83*** 

10.28*** 

4.04*** 

Approximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for groups uth 
unecual variance is used. 

»D-'.05.   •♦{K.Ol, ***o<:.001 
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Aopendix B 

Table B-3 (continued) 

JOB ENRICHMENT 

OAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean SD df' 

Skill Variety (V800) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Task Identity (V801) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Task Significance (VS02) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Job Fiedback (V804) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Need for Enrichment (V806) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Job Motivation Index (V807) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

5.12 1.29 
5.07 1.38 

5.40 1.11 
5.32 1.18 

5.82 1.18 
5.70 1.27 

5.12 1.21 
5.04 1.28 

5.63 1.19 
5.71 1.18 

135.02 69.46 
130.68 70.40 

3531 

3540 

3550 

3533 

23646 

!1899 

1.98» 

3.36** 

5.07*** 

3.15** 

■3.30** 

2.87*» 

Approximate degrees of freedom are given when t_-test for groups with 
unequal variance is used. 

*e< .05.  »«pj.oi. #*#p_<. 001 
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Table B-3 (continued) Appendix B 

WORK GROUP FROCESS 

OfiP Factor (Factor Number) Mean SD di' 

Work Support (VB05) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Management and Supervision (V818) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

23693 
4.61 1.10 
4.67 1.11 

5.06 1.68 
4.97 1.63 

-2.69** 

2.59* 

Supervisory Communications Climate (V819) 
SAC Civilians 4.69   1.73 
Other Civilians 4.56   1.70 

22956 3.72*** 

Organizational Communications Climate (V820) 
SAC Civilians 4.77   1.40 
Other Civilians 4.59   1.41 

5.83*** 

WORK GROUP OUTPUT 

Pride (V811) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Advancement/Recognition (V817) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Perceived Productivity (V821) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

Job Related Satisfaction (V822) 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

General Organizational Climate (V824 
SAC Civilians 
Other Civilians 

5.54 1.36 
5.40 1.46 

3.89 1.39 
3.78 1.34 

5.71 1.22 
5.63 1.26 

5.53 1.06 
5.41 1.09 

24) 
4.97 1.38 
4.76 1.39 

3574 

3144 

3273 

22169 

? ? c. n' 

4.93*** 

3.71*** 

3.26** 

5.05*** 

6.88*** 
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