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DISCLAIMER

The views and conclusions expressed in this
document are those of the author. They are
not intended and should not be thought to
represent official ideas, attitudes, or
policies of any agency of the United States
Government. The author has not had special
access to official information or ideas and
has employed only open-source material
available to any writer on this subject. =

This document is the property of the United
States Government., It is availsble for
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Air University Interlibrary Losn Service
(AUL/LDEX, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, 36112) or the
Defense Tec' nical Information Center, Request
must include the author's name and complete
title of the study.
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PREFACE

This report represents the firat loock 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 whc 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 are several individuals who descrve special
recognition for their valued advice and sincerely
appreciated patience:t Major Mickey R. Dansby, LMDC; Major
Stephen L. Havron, Air Command & Sta¢f 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 axample, 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 A

& Part of our College mission is distribution of the ‘
students’ problem solving products to DoD
sponsors and other interested agencies to
enhance insight into contemporary, defense
related issues. While the College has accepted this ot
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”

REPORT NUMBER 8s-0400
AUTHOR(S) MAJOR STEPHEN D. BULL, III

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

I. 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 cevelop
recommendations on how the SAC staff can best use this
information.

11. 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 (0OAP), 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 SAT and LMDC recognized this opportunity and
sponsored this resecarch for that purpose.
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I111. Procedure & Results: The following steps were taken
to achieve the goal of this research:

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 957 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 carcer
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 Forze counterparts in 34
of 63 score comparisons (officers——15/21, enlisted
personnel --18/721, and civilians--21/21). The scores
generally reflected more positive attitudes for SAC officers
and civilians, particularly 1n 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 are less autonomous, more
repetitive, and léss intrinsically motivating. Despite
thais, SAC personnel also indicated a relatively greater
desire for more easy and repetitive work and a lwsser 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
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_ CONTINUED

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

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

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

4. The lower 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 TDY or alert duty is the
most noticeable difference Letween civilian work and

. military duty.

V. Recommendaticnst

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 area of job
importance and commitment to organizational goals.

3. SAC Headquarters should conduct additional study to
1dentify the critical factor (s) impacting job related
satisfaction for officars and enlisted personnel.

4. SAC Headquar +s should obtain a copy of the LMDC
data bese for future analysis before their organization
disbands at the end of Fiscal Year 198s4.

................
--------------------
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

The Strategic Air Command (SAC) has long been considered
the cornerstone of the United States Air Force. 0Organized
in 1946, a full year zhsad of the Air Force, its nuclear
strategic mission dominated our defonse budget and drove aur
national strategy of massive retaliation through the early
1960°'s (Keany, 1984). Since then, SAC has continued its
nuiiear detsrrent role by maintaining two of the three legs
in our nation’'s nuclear triad--the land based
intercontinental bailistic missile and long range bomber
aircraft. SAC's role in the Cuban Missile Crisis
highlighted the power it can bring to bear in resolving
1nternational crises., More impoartantly, this power 1s not
rectricted to the threat of nuclear war. When the Vietnam
peice negotiations stalled in december 1972, it was SAC's
round-the-clock bhombing that convinced the North Vietnamese
to resume the peace talks in earnest (Szulc, 1978; Keany,
1984). Despite thits criticzal role SAC plays in our nationai
dJetense, the attraction of SAC duty sometimes pales beside
the glamour ot serving in other Air Force commands.

For many, SAC duty 1s synomynous with longer hours,
{troequent anspections, monotonous duty; regular vfamily

separation and i1solated base locations (Peterscon, 1771
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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 1t 1s understandable why new officers and S
enlisted personnel would be reluctant to volunteer for SAC

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

General Meyer, then Commander-—-in-Chief of SAl, indicated to

L.t Gen Roberts, AF/DP, and Lt Gen McBride, ATC/CC, that SAC

would not accept new pilots unless higher caliber pilots

were more evenly distributed among the commands (Dallenbach,
1785).

Priaor to General Meyer 's decision, pilot and navigator
students selected their assignments in the order cof their
clese standing. SAC oftentimes received the students ranked
i 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, su-cessfully advocated a revised assignmanl system
(Rallenbach, 1983).

The pilot assignr :nt 1ssue 1s symptomatic of the effects
ot neqative rumors of SAC duty. NMare importantly, 1f these
negative sumiors bave any merit, then one would expect the
morale and job attitudes of SAC per sonnel to be markedly
lower than thouse of the rest of the Air Force population.

Untowr tinmately, no one has conducted a survey to specitically
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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) QOrganizational
fssessment Package (0AP), the Air Force gained this
capability. Since 1978, the LMDC has administered the 0AP
survey to units of all commands throughout the Air Force,
collecting neerly 300,000 responses (Lamb, 1985). This data
baze provides a vehicle for comparing the demographic
rharacteristics and attitudes of SAC personnel—-officer,
enli1sted, and civilian-—-with those of the Air Force

population at large.

Purpose

The purpose of this report was to use the 0AP data base
to highlight demographic and attitudinal differences between
SAL personnel and other Air Force personnel. Any
differences which satisfy the 95 percent statistical
confidence level were considered significant. These
riterences, whether pasitive or negative, are evaluated and
provided to SAC so they can use this information in
educating their umit commanders and NCO leaders on SAC
personnel attitudes. This infaormation may alsc prove useful

1 reviewing, revising and formulating SAC personnel

policies,

at s "o
w e

«te - . = ‘e . PO oX * o TPl %y LI e 7 o .-_ 2 e ‘-‘-o".-'- DR Y T " $' $‘ ..‘--.‘ "'
TR R PR TRTO TR P PR TR AR N I A A A G AE I ASIC SEAL AR EAS SO AC AL I AN AL

-.'Es‘[\'t\":\'



TN T T T S AR T VR T T AT AT M LA T LT AT LR WY A AT AN MY @S SN A TR AT RS BEe R FTe Fom S W A WO N W e R K LN A e A B NGRSl R
e LA o AT R WY AT AT AT FS me am Fe X HwEw

Organization

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 S
provides a description cf the methodolgy used-—-the survey,
the method o¢ callection, 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
persannel 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 reasanable

bacbkground for under standing tive GAF survey results,

Behavioral Research Theory

Understanding job attitudes is important because they
influerce our approach to work and our subsequent behavicor
or quality of performance. If one wants to alter a
behavior, one method 1s to change the attitude. Because
attitudes are formed on the basis of one’'s experiences, it
18 passible to modify an attitude by controlling the
viperiences associated with that attitude (Gray % Starke,
1984). Knowing which factors motivate high productivity
then bezames 1mportant if one desires to foster a positive
inh attitude within his or her personnel. There are several

conplementary motivation theories which examine these

tac tors.
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Maslow's (1934) Hierarchy of Needs is one of the most
widely known theories. He postulates man is motivated by arn
ascending hierarchy of needs: physiological, security,
sncial, 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 occuirs only 1i¢¥ the lower level needs are satisfied.
McGregor ‘s (1960) Theary X and Theory Y suggests individual
motivation is also a function of commitment to
organizaticnal goals and the awards earned for achieving
those qQoais. 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 (1946) 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
enmployees, nor can motivation factors (achievement,
resnonsibility, recognition) prevent joub drussatisfaction,
Ine important point is that job satisfaction is achieved
only through motivation factors, not hygiene factors.

lherefore, it is possible to have a motivatea, but
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dissatistied work force, as well as an unmativated, but
satisfied work force (Dubrin, 1978).

One other factor bears mentioning~—-stress. Negative
stress can cause disruptive behavior, hurting both
1ndividual performance as well as organizational
affectiveness. Several potential sources of negative stress
within an organization are exorbitant work demands, role
ambiqguity, role conflict and underutilization of abilities
(Duhrin, 1978).

These behavioral theories identify and interrelate
ditferent factors impscting motivation and job attitudes.
lhe 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 1n 1975 after the current all-volunteer force was
instrtuted, evamined the career intentions of officers and
el sted personnel. The second study, completed in 1980,
examined the correlation between command of assiqnment and
indi1vidual job satisfaction and motivation.

Fettit e (1%75) study, "lLeadership and Management 1n the
All -Valunteer Alr Force," provides a benchmark on the ey
factars atfecting Alr Force personnel career intentions.

1he strongest positive factor for officers, regardless of
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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 educatiaon as the prinicipal

satiefier, while career airmen rated retirement highest.

rHowever, they both agreed on fringe benefits as the second

) strongest factor.

ﬂ Job dissatisfiers reflected the same trend as career
\d
i motivators. All officers rated family separation as the

single most unfavorable factor. Junior officers ranked
policies and procedures second, while senior officers were

mare concerned with little say in assignments. The enlisted

parsannel! 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

LS

.: airmen ranked little say in assignments next (Pettit, 1973).
(Y

Fettrt ‘s (1975) study attempted to measure jyob
satisfaction as a function of career i1ntentions. Other
studies have shown there 1s only a low—to-moderate inverse 3
~orrelation between personnel turncver and j(ob satisfaction
‘Raron, 1983). Therefore, career intent alone (s not a guod
indicator of job satisfaction. Schneider (1984) argues a

better measure 1s the comblination of several variables: the

)
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individual ‘s self-esteem, family situation, and supervisor’'s
behaviar. This is in concert with Herzberg's (1966) Two
Factor Theory f{(Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). BRased upon these
theoiries and the Fettit (1973) study results, one should
expact to see commands which ignore job motivators
fachi1evement, 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 Force Major Air Commands," demonstrated
a =trong, 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
sigmrficantly higher in job attitudes and individual
motivation factors, also shared unique demographic
characteristics: (a) greater percentage of females;
(b qgqreater percentage of civilians; (c) g-eater percentage
2f personnel with more than 4 years time of service;
{d) 3jreater average time on station; and (e) over 80% of the
persnnnel had a stable day shift. Commands 2 and 4 scored
mue ty lower and also shared some unique characteristics:
(x) areater percentage of swing shift, mid shift and crew

antv: (b)) twice as many enlisted personnel as the other two
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cammandss 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 i1n the remaining three ¢
factors. Command 4 scored lowest or next to lowest in every
category except one (Dirnberger, 1980). Although pure
criemographic characteristic comparison is not a valid measure
ot Jjob 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 ot SAC duty 1s a prerequisite to evaluating the
I MDE 0AP survey results. The studies conducted by Peterson
(1°71), Wilson (1972), and Donnelly (1982) examned the
fr oblems confronting the SAL alert crew member. *

If one were to summarize SAC dutv 1n one word, 1t would
be "alert.” Ever since the Soviets launched Sputnik in 1957
SAC has continuously maintained a portion of 1ts bomber and
meosile force on twenty-four alert status (Wilson, 1972).

This means keeping aircrews, miss:ile crews and maintenance

14)
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personnel ready to launch the fleet within a moment’'s
notice. This mission of praviding a viable nuclear
deterrent against any potential aqgressor has imposed
si1gnificant obstacles to maintaining high morale on the crew
farce,

The principal morale problem associated with aircrew
alert duty is frequent and proionged family separation
tthri=on, 1972;. A SAC aircrew member will typically spend
ons week out of three away from his or har family. Although
tne ¢ an 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 Wilscn, 1972). Vatching
l1eutenant colonels and senior majors serving alert tours
nnly discouraqges the younger officers’ hope of someday
pscaping alert duty (Wilson, 1972). This dissatisfaction
witl alert duty 1s shared by missile crew members.

teterson‘s (1971) study, "Results of a Survey of SAC
Misc=ile Combat Crews,"” indicated SAC crew members were
convinced of the importance of their mission, but were
tighly dissatistied with sever~]l aspects of their jobs.
These 1nciuded: long hours, lack of job satisfaction, tack
of prestige, the completely bor:ng nature of minssile alert

duty, and the frequency of inspectinans and evaluations.

11
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underscaores the high stress environment af SAC duty.
The importance of the SAC mission and critical nature of

dealing with nuclear weapons demands strict adherence tao

checklist pracedures. Cantinuous practice leads to monotany

E Thie last complaint is alsa common to aircrew duty and

and excessive tasting creates constant stress to always

succeed. Although the pressure to never make a mistake may

he self-imposed by the crew member, the resulting stress is

ﬁ very real. This high stress can eventually isad to lawer

g self-esteem and decreased )ob satisfaction (Raron, 1983).

% The lacation of many SAC bases also has a negative

g ettect on many SAC personnel. Called the Northern Tier, SAC

maintains five bases that are in very cold climates and in
sparsely popul ated areas. Manning these bases with
volunteers presents a very difficult challenge for SAC

per sonnel officers. Donnelly’'s (1982) study; "Increasing

the Number of Rated Officer Volunteers for Aircrew Duty at

SAlL Narthern Tier Bases," addressed this problem in detail.

SAC offers a "reduced” three year taur tao crew memhers who

volunteer for a Narthern Tier assignment. Despiste this,
unly SU% nf the pasitions are filled witn volunteers. lhe

redelnNIng pasitions are then filled with non-valunteers from

recent graduates of undergraduate flying training,

acv ess10ns from other cammands, and officers returning $roam

staff duty. The strong likelihood of serving your initiai
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SAC tour at one these lescs desirable locations may influence

the number of volunteers for SAC duty.

Study Expectations

The li:terature review suggests several results from

0 comparing SAC personnel attitudes with thaose of the Air
Farce community at larqge. The nature of SAC crew
dutv--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 nreclude a strongly motivated work force (Herzberg,
i96&). SATC personnel ‘s sens2 of job importance suggests a
strung commitment to organizational goals and carresponding
high motivation (McGregor, 1960). This commitment and
motivation should result in higher scores for perceived job
tmperet tance and confidence in work group effectiveness.

Tirnberger ‘e (1980) subjective comparison of command
tomogr aphic characteristics and personnel attitudes suggests
SAL nersonnel may have lower aggregrate attitude scares.
SAl. demngr aphic characterisitics mure closely approximate
tho-e of the lower scoring commands,. However, this lower
. attit.de score will not necessar:ly manifest itsel¥ 1n less

favorrable career i1ntent:ons (Baron, 1983).
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Chapter Thr ee

METHOD

The tnformation used for this study was gathered with
the leadership and Management Development Center 's (LMDC)
Organi1rzational Assessment FPackage (OAP). This chapter
deccribes the 0OAP survey, the data collection process, the
subyject groups evaluated and the procedures used for
analyzing the data. Understanding the theory upon which the
0AF was develaped, the method by which 1t is administered,
and how the data is analyzed is a prerequisite for
interpreting the results. Equally rmpoortant, the validity

and credibility of the survey itself must be documented.

Instrumentation

the DAF survey was developed jointly by LMDC and the Air
tew e Human Resowr ces L aboratory (AFHRL) to assist LMDT
concaltants in evaluating unit organizational leadership
wealnecses and strengths. It also provides a data base for
Ai1r force-wide organizational effectiveness research efforts
(Stuwr b, 19895).

Liven the complexity of the organizational environment
and ihe numerous vartiabies which can 1mfiact leadership

wti.ctrveners, tile OAP was developed using the "contingency"

—
on
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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 ot
leadership and the zituational environment. It also

measures organizational effectiveness in terms of job

satisfaction, organizational climate and workers’' perceived
productivity (Short, 1985; Davis and Datson, 1981).

The 0AF survey (Appendix C) consists of 109 items which

sol.cit specific demographic data and indications of the
respondent ‘s attitudes toward job characteristics, iob
decares, supervision, work group productivity, organization
ciimate and various job related 1ssues. These items are
later combined to form 21 statistical factors which measure
the work group input, process and output. This composite
pircture portrays the organization’'s ouverall effectiveness,

The credibility of the O0AF has been excellent. From its
1instial field test 1n 1978 thiough mure recent studies, the
0AF validity, reliability and factor consistency have

consistently been rated above average to excellent (Short,

14
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1985 Hightower and Short, August,; 1982; 1982a; 1982h). 1he
accur-acy of the factors measured by the 0OAF were found to
remain valid even :1f some of the underlying assumptions in

the Hendrix mouz! were 1napplicable (Oebbeck, 1980).

g Data Collection Process
The OAP data base used 1n this study is compiled from
aronymous individual 0AP surveys administered during LMDC
management consulting visits. The LMDC team only visits a

ariit 14 1nvited by the unit commander. They collect data

WL

through mandatorv group survey sessions. Each survey is

1dentitied only by the respondent s work group code. This

g
b
.V

insures individual anonymity whiie still enabling the LMDC
conculting team to give each supervisor teedback on His or
her effectiveness as perceilved by the subordinates.
Crovimately six weeks after the survey, the ( MDC team
reruarns to briet 1ndividual supervisors and commanders an
tre.r orgamzation s strengths and weaknesses. These
teadpack sess1nns are taillored to address only those areas
<oy which each supervisor or commander 1s responsible. The
t1:DC rteam may alsa recommend management action plans to
I nrnve any weai. ar 2as.

- The team returns four te ceven months later and
mmmnisters a post-intervention (secondary) 0OAF survey to

<we 1t there 15 anv posi1tive 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 far this
study 1ncludes all pre—-interventian (initial) surveys
conducted fram October 1981 through September 1985. Data
cutlected prior to October 1981 are maintained 1n a separate

historical data base.

Sub jects

fhe two groups evaluated were SAC personnel and the
remaining LMDL data base. For SAC this includes all
officers, enlisted personnel, and Department of the Air
Force civil service personnel. The LMDC data base
rrepr esents all other Air Force persannel, including some Air
Force Resierve 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-1,
Appendix A. The entire date base represents aver 70 bases
ardi 13 major commands/special ouperating agencies. The ten
ShAL pases surveyed include six baonber bases (Anderson,
Blvtheville, Ellsworth, Faircinld, | uring, Flattetiury),
three missile bases (Ellsworth, Vandenberg, Whiteman), a

ruveonnalssance base (Beale), and Headquarters SAUC at Offutt

'R \Lamb. 198%5),
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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
thighlighted in the second examination. Examination 2,
“"Comparison of SAC FPersonnel to Other Air Force Personnel,"
cempar 25 the attitudinal responses for each personnel
category (officer, enlisted, civilian) in SAC with those of
thewtr «nunterparts 1n the remaining Air Force data base.

The number n shown throughout the study represents the
total rumber 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 1s always large enough to ensure a
«table measure. Statistical analyses were perfarmed using

the avoropriate procedures in SPSS* User ‘s Guide (1983).

tramination 1, Analysis ot Demographic Information

tor thy analysis, the LMDE data base was divided 1nto
twy groups: those responses from SAC personnel and those
ttm the remaining data base. SPSS* subprogram "Crosstahs"

viasn used to analyze the data.

19

20O AN SO A TER AL AU A I SR R LU X COLO eS8 L4 CUG R GLR TN O O S S g G e O S




Examination 2, Comparison of SAC Personnel tc Other Air
Force Fersannel

In this analysis, SAC attitudinal responses were
compared by personnel category to the corresponding Air
Force attitudinal responses. The null hygothesis assumes
there are no significant attitudinal differences between SAC
) ancd 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 959% statistical confidence level. An F-test

was used to test the assumption of equal vartiances. Where

necessary, t-tests for unequ2l variance groups were used.
The tabulated results of this comparison ar— grouped by

areas of organizational functioning (detailed description is

N
E
A
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at Appendix C). These areas include:
1. Work Itself. Measures perceptions of task

characteristics and environmental conditions.

-~

2. Jab Enrichment. Measures degree to which respondent
finds his or her job interesting, meaninaful, challenging

2nd respaonsible.

-

e Worlk Group FProcess. Assesses the etfectiveness of
supervisors and the method for accaomplishing the work,
3. Wurk Graup Qutput. Assesses perceptions of gquality

and quantity of output, pride, individual satisfaction and

aoverall organizational climate.

20
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Summary

3 The OAF survey is designed to measure organizational
lradership and management effectiveness as a function of
leadership style, subordinate perception of success and the
csirtuational environment. It is based on the “contingency"
approach to leadership, using Hendrix's (1976) "Three
Component [eadership Effectivenes Model." The validity,
reliability, and factor consistency of the OAP have been
consi1stently tested and rated above average.

The data base used in this study was compiled through
anonvmous individual OAP surveys administered by the LMDC
management consulting team during unit visits from October
1?81 through September 1985. The LMDC team visited units
anly upon the request of the unit commanders. The data base
contains over 108,000 responses from personnel representing
aver 13 major commmands/special operating agencies at over
70 bases. 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
"Compar 1son of SAC Personrnel to Other Air Force Personnel .
The: latter compared attitude scores aof SAC personnel with
tho-« of their Mir Force counterparts. 0Only those
ditterences which e:iceeded the 95/ confidence level were

concirzored statistically significant.

-----



Chapter Four

RESULTS

The results of the comparisons betwesen SAC personnel and

other Air Force personnel are presented in two parts.

Examination 1 portrays the demagraphic characteristics of

Pl S 4

the SAT respondents. This analysis characterizes the

3

respondents to the survey. The attitude survey results of

I

Examination 2 are presented in a different format—-—-each SAC
per sonnel cateqory (officer, enlisted, civilian) is compared
to 1ts Air Force counterpart in each of the four areas of
organizational functions (work itself, job enrichment, work

group process and work group output).

E
!

A general demographic comparison reflects that the SAC
population is typically younger, less experienced and less
educal vd than other Air Force personnel. The attitudes SAC
prer sonnel shar e toward theiwr jobw, supervisors and
v wuriers differ significantly from those of the other Air
torce respondents in almost every area cof analysis.

However , the deqgree and direction of difference depends very
wie. bonpon which personnel category 1s evaluateoa. SAC
cttacers and civilians share a predominantly more favorable

mucloot , while the enlisted personnel are less positive.
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The reader is reminded these comparisons reflect 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-1
thwough A-21, Appendix A. As a command, SAC is comprised of
a jreater percentage of enlisted personnel (72% versus 64%)
anu fewer civilians (157 versus 25%4). Although the overall
percentages of females in SAC versus the Air Force are
comparable, the majority of SAC females are enlisted
per sannel (53%) while the majority of other Air Force
" +e$ales are civilians (53%4L). The distribution of ethnic
groups is consistent between officers and enlisted personnel
for both sample groupss however, SAC civilians have
relatively fewer Hispanics than the other civilian
population (47 versus 18%4). The majority of SAC respondents
are anarried 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 supervisors,
) there remains approximately 10 who do not know who writes
the:r reports.

Characteristics such as age, experience, time on

station, and career i1ntent vary with each personnel

PPy

Lateqory. The majority ot SAL officers are between 26 and

24

SCERS AN IS « m e M L% oo -\\- w.-.- \.\ - e
t%&‘\‘\ji\“é.:\ii“.f-‘:'n (‘Asn\a!¢ \.' x\-(-\- \I’.). LA ----!‘u e, -...%- A I ‘.(' ‘\f-"-f ~(- (-\;’- ARG

‘ s.' ® \_"L(Lfn



]

A% years old, have more than 4 years of service, and have

been in their present career fields over 3& months. A
majority (835%) have less than 36 months on station. Over
S0% have spent less than 12 months in their currant jobs. A
majlority of officers are supervisors, usually of groups
exceading four peaople. Approximately 45% hold advanced
. ac ademic degrees and over 460% are graduates of a

professional military education program. While over 507 of
the officers work a day shift schedule, another 30%Z follow a
trew duty schedule or are frequently gone TDY. Only 20% of
ther remaining Air Force population describe their work as
crew duty or frequent TDY. Nearly 447 of the SAC officers
have an aeronautical rating compared to only 35% of the
ather Air Force officers. Over 70% of the SAC officers
surveyed 1ndicated they would definitely, or most likely,
mai'e the Air Force a career.

lhe majority of the SAC enlisted personnel are 17 to 25
years old. While only 417% of the other Air Force enlisted
per sounel have less than 4 years ot service, nearly 507 of
the SAC enlisted personnel fall 1n this cateqgory. There 1s
a corresponding difference in Jop enperience and time on

station. A greater percentage of SAC enlisted personnel

fiave- "eas than T8 months 1n theilr current career firelds (477
vercus 41%) and less rhan 18 months on station (55% vesus
49%).  l(iver 46% have some college educaticnh, but no degree.

Oodefimite majurity (67%) follaw a normal day shift
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schezdule. Fewer than 357 of their supervisaors use group
meetings to solve problems. UOnly 487 of the SAC enlisted
personnel expressed interest in making the Air Force a
career. Over 27/ indicated they intend to separate or would
probably not make the Air Force a career.

The majority of SAC civilians are over 40 years old,
have over 12 years of service, over 36 months in their '
present career fields, and over 36 months on station. While
43% have spent over 36 months in their present duty
pasi1tion, only 417 of the other Air Force civilians are
s1nlarly experienced. Unlike the SAC officers and enlisted
personinel, a majority of civilian personnel 's spouses (70%)
are employed. Although the majority of SAC civilians have
progressed beyaond high school, only 147 have earned a
col lege degree, compared to 257 for their other Air Force
counterparts. Very few SAC civ:lians (33%) are super sisors
anrd fewer still actually rate the performance of the people
they supervise (21%). Nearly 887 work & day shift schedule.
Fiftv percent of their supervisors hold group meetings on a
wet - ly or more frequent basis. Only 357 of their Air Force
counterparts hold meetings with the same regularity. Like
th: SA( officers, 707 of the SAU civilians are i1nterested i1n

cantinuing their Air Force career.
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Attitudinal Differences
The: at ti1tudes expressed by SAC personnei differed
signiticantly fraom those of their Air Force counterparts.
The otficers differed in 15 of 21 0OAF factors, the enlisted
personnel i1n 18 factors, and the civilians in all 21
tfacturs, Table 1 depicts the results by area of

. organizational functioning, OAP factor, and personnel

catogory. Areas of significant different attitudes are

ok R

marked with exther a plus or minus sign. A plus sign
indictates the SAC personnel score was higher than that of
their Air Force counterparts; a minus sign indicates a lower

relative score for SAC personnel. Detailed comparisons of

-

mean scores, ..indard deviations, degrees of freedom and

t-test results are presented in Tables B-1 through B-3 in

Appendix B. The factor numbers annotated 1n parentheses are
pruvided for cross reterence between the text, the tables in
Appenrndix B, and the factor definiticns in Appendix C.

Although a majyoraty of statistical comparisons e:ceeded

Pt Sl e WL Ee gup ey RS e Y

the: wtatistical criteriton for signiticant difference (alpha
- L. . the magnitude ot actual mean scare differences was
usiiaillv less than .25 of a point on a scale of 1 to 7. In
ract. unly 7 of the 63 factors reflected a ditterence
greater than .2% of a point. Specific results are detailed

he personnel cateqgory and functional area.

FRRR TSI ST TS ST PR S A &
N A X A R L GG R G B LR R A A 26 2 A NI AN AT AN AT

LN
-




el e

Lot oo S et s

e e

e R A’ el . A G S a2 O

Table 1

Significantly Different Attitudes Between
SAC Personnel and other Air Force Personnel

Function 0OAF Factor (Factor number) Of¢f Enl Civ

Work Job Pertormance Goals (V810) + =
[tsel+¢ Task Characteristics (vV812) =
Task Autonomy (VB813)
Work Repetition (Vv814)
Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (V816)
Job Related Training (VB23)

+ 4+ 4+
+

Joty Skill Variety (vB0O) = = 4
tnrichment Task ldentity (vBO1) *
Task Significance (VB802) + - +
Job Feedback (vB04) - +
Need for Enrichment (VBO0O6) = = .
Job Motivation Index (VB807) - - +

+
i

Work Group Work Support (V805) ' - -
Frocess Management and Supervision (V818) + +
Supervisory Communicaticns + r

Climate (VB819)
Organizational Communications = +

Climate (V820)

Work Group Pride (V811) = +
Output Advancement /Recognition (vB817) = +
Perceived Productivity (V8Z1) + = ‘
Job Related Satisfaction (vB822) = = +
General Organizational Climate (VB24) - +

SAL Offrcer Attitudes
SAC nfficers generally reflected more positive attitudes
toward their work than the other Air Force otficers, In the
functional area, work itself, they considered their goals
more clear, realistic and callenging (VB10). they
classifi1ed their )obs as very repetitive 1n nature (VBi4)

anrt less autonomous, leaving lattle rocom for independent
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decisions (V813). However, they also have a greater desire
for jobs which are more repetitive and easy (VB816). They
arre also more pleased with the quality of their training
than are their counteriarts (vV823).

In the area of jcb enrichment, SAC officers did not feel
they needed to apply as great a variety of skills in
cuicesafully completing their tasks (VB0O). They also felt
a stronger identity with their job or amission (V801); one
which they feit has a more significant impact on the lives
of others (VB802). They did not consider their jobs to be as
intrinsically motivating (V807). Despite this, their desire
for greater job enrichment 1s less than what their Air Force
cininterparts expressed (V806).

The work group process scores show SAC aofficers felt
therr supervisors generally set higher performance standar -
and established better work procedures than those of their
A.r Torce counterparts (V818). They also felt they enjoy a
better rapport with their supervisors--reflecting the
cumulative impact good working environment, encouraged
vhanvation, and perfarmance rewards (V819). However, they
hart a lesas enthusiastic attitude towards the work support
wr »vided, surh as 1nadequate tools, work space or competing
abirtironal duties (VBGD) .

ftie wart group output resulte 1ndicate SAC oftrcers fel:t
mor @ pasitive abhaut their work groups’ aquality of work,

v antity of wort, and abirlity to perform under pressure

29




(V821). Their sense of pride and perceived opportunity for

advancement did not differ significantly fram other Air

tfurce officers (VB1t, 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
generally more negative than those of their counterparts.
Lite the officers, they characterized their jobs as more
repetitive (VB14) and less autonomous (V8B813). They also
telt their job performance goals were less specific,
challenging and realistic than did their enlisted
counterparts (VB810). Although they agreed to a fairly large

extent that their tasks require individual initiative, ski1ll

variety and responsibility, their task characteristic score
was significantly lower than that of their counterparts

(V312). Like the aofficers, their desire for more repetitive

et ats s

and easy tasks sigmficantly exceeded that of their
counterparts (V816).,

In the area of job enrichment, the SAC onl:stea
dersonnel were less enthusiastic about the i1ntrinsic
amoti1vation potential o+ their tasks (VHO7), fThey felt the.r
'obs did not demand as great a variety of skills (VBUO).

ihey did not identify as strongly with their jobs (VB01),
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nor did they ascribe as much importance to their specific
tasks 1n the total mission accomplishment (v802). They alsa
did not feel they received as much clear, direct feedback on
th=1r jaob perfarmance (V804). Despite this, their desire
tor tasks with more opportunity for individual growth,
multiple disciplines, and more independence was less than
what tneir counterparts expressed (Va0é).

The SAC enlisted personnel were less condemning of the
we b group process. Their attitudes towards the quality of
management and supervision, as well as supervisary
commmications were neutral, like those of their Ai1r Force
—ounrterparts (vg8tig, v819). However, they were less
enthusi1astic about the work support they received (V805).
They were also less positive towarde the quality of
vrgantzational communications, indicating a perception of
mur - restricted communications (V820).

ine results of the work group output reflect a
si1givtficant difference 1n all tactors. The SAC enlisted
porasonnel felt les« personal pride and perceilved less
anportumity for achievement and recognition (V8il, VHL17).
Uislike the offi1cers, they did not express a greater

mirdence 1n their wort graups’ performance capabil:i:ty

Ndlq ) This attitude was also reflected 1n their lower Job
Wwliaded Satisfaction score (VB22) and corr=sponding lower
~ct:mati1on it arganicational pride, teamwor t, and

¥ jamisational communications (VB824) .,
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SAC Civilian Attitudes

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,
worl itself, they felt their goals were more specific, clea:
and challenging {(V810). They expressed a higher opinion of
their job characteristics--ckill variety, task significance.
and job feedback (V812). Unlike the S5AC officers and
enlisted personnel, they considered their jobs more
autanemous than did their other Air Force counterparts
(vB813). Although they considered their jobs more repetitive
(V314}, they also desired more repetitive, easy tasks than
did the other Air Force civilians (V814). The scores
indicate SAC civilians felt more positive towards the
nitality of their trainming (V82Z3).

The SAC civilian attitudes reflected correspondingly
positive scores in the job enrichment area. They felt their
;0hs require a greater variety of skills, provide a more

identifiable product, and have a stronger i1mpact on the

~werall umt mission (VBOO, VB0O1, VB0O2). They alsu felt
chelr Jjobs provide direct feedbaclk on how well they are
performing (VBQO4). Like the SAC officer~ 2nd enlisted
noersonnel, they did not desire more enriching jabs as muci:
as their counterparts (VBO&). Unlile the officers and

e~listed personnrel, their Job Motivation Index scores
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tndicated they felt their work was more intrinsically
motivating than did their counterparts (V807).

The work group process scores continue to reflect the
mure positive attitude of the SAC civilians. Although they
were significantly less satisfied with the work support
recei1ved (VBOS5), they generally felt their supervisors gave
hetter guidance, set higher performance standards, and used
better work procedures (V818). They alsn rated
caommunications significantly better for both supervisors and
the total organization (V819, VvV820).

The work group output scores show the SAC civilians tooi
wmir e pride in their work, perceived a greater opportunity
tor advancement, and felt their work groups produce better
atality and quantity under pressure than did their other Air
corce counterparts (V811, V817, v821). They also indicated
a greater satisfaction with their job environment,
vretiecting the cumulative effect of co-worker relations,
family attitudes and warld schedule (VB22). The
srtamificantly difterent score for general organizational
climate reflected a more positive attitude by SAC civilians

inwards the entire organization (V824).

Summar
The overall review of mean scores and t-test analyses
1ir-dicate SAC personnel ‘s attitudes were significantly

Mfitterent 1n S54 ot 63 1individual comparisons. The scores
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cenerally reflected more positive attitudes for SAC officers
and civilian personnel and less positive attitudes +or SAC
enlisted personnel. The magnitude of the actual score
ditterences was less than .25 points (on a scale ot 1 ta 7)
far all but 7 factor score comparisons.

The next chapter compares these results with the
theoretical expectations presented in Chapter Twao. It alsu
examines specific depographic and significant attitudinal
differences between the SAC personnel and ather Air Force

paersonnel .
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION
Comparing OAP survey results between SAC and other Air
Frorce personnel highlights several important differences.
These differences support some of the theoretical
expectations postulated in Chapter Two--lower Job Related

Sati1sfaction scores and less favorable career intentions.

However , the data do not support the expected lower

«tlar eqrate job attitudes aof SAC personnel. This chapter
details the limitations of this study and then examines the
theoretical expectations in light of the actual results. It
alsn examines significant data differences in demographic
~haracteristics and the seven 0OAP attitudinal factor scores

wher2 differences exceeded a value of .25 scale points.

Limitations and Assumptions

lhi1s study and the data base are bounded by several

Ef
:
E
¢
:
:

Iitratations and necessary assumptions. These i1nclude the
sur vey and testing methodolgy, the suitability of prior
sturies, and the characteristics ot the tarqet data base.
Hypothesis testing assumes the sample used 1s a random
representation ot the whole population and that the
vari1ances within that population are equal. This study used

a wample ot convenience. The (MDC team conducts O0AF survey:

o

&)

.

P e T e e TN T e T Nh T et T LN T SO TR P T i TSy JU NS S Pa P S a PRy
E‘:m{\i{&i\{'-i‘-\\.\.‘-".'u".'h{\{\'.\{\'C‘:{;{'.\.‘. MRS, (A AR VIR 210 SO T AR i N AN 2, 835 R Ch ¥, Lt QR X A0



tily 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 1n

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

Cctober 1981 through September 1985. While it 1s possible

to sort this data chronologically to measure the impact of

wpecific palicies or programs, the scope of this study was

resiricted to a single comparison of SAC and the data base
wwver the entire period. Therefore, the relative impacts of
maj)ar Air Force and Department of Defense (DOD) programs
during this period were assumed to be constant. This
1gnores the “SAC unique'" benefits from :ncreased DOD
spending under the Reagan Administration for the new B-1B
bombers and Peacekeeper missiles, as well as the benefits
trom the productivity oriented Madel Installation Program.
Although an individual ‘s attitude 1s i1nfluenced by both
prent orgamration policies (e.g., Air fForce, MAJCOM) and
“oe.al vt policies (Alderfer, 1983), the anthor assumes th
G gantratianal environment created by the :anmediate
-pervisor and un:t commander carries an overriding impact.
ih.s actounts for productivity and wmorale 3 féerences
beltween units within the same command. Therefore, any

smand policies should be reviewed 00 the context of how



they enhance or restrict the unit commander ‘s autonomy in
cireating the organizational environment he or she desires.
The scale used to measure the respondent ‘s attitude is
tha Likert scale, ranging from a value of 1 to 7. The
ascurclated descriptors range from very negative to very
positive. The author weighed the relative numerical score
(c ompar 1son between S5AC and data base), the general range ot
the score (negative, neutral, positive), and the statistical
si1gniticance of the difference when interpreting the
resul ts.
Although mean scores differing by only .02 of a point
may ihave proved statistically significant, the author used a
minyaum difference value of .25 before examining any
1ndividual factor. The LMDC staff has learned through
exper 1ence that areas with measured differences of less than
.25 seldom indicate genuine problems and will not likely be

attwsted by policy or procedural changes.

Theoretical Expectations
he results of the attitude survey do not support all
thwoearatical expectations postulated i1n Chapter Two. The
reu i ts varied by personnel category, making an overall
«ommppari<son between SAC and the rest of the Air Force
Lo prapriate.
The sxcected uwer Job satisfaction attitudes were

Smpor ted hy the results for SAC officers and 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 Z. All three SAC scores were significantly

dif ferent from the data base scores.

Table 2

8AP Factor B22, Job Related Satisfaction

2 L R A o e e S VoA

l. Personnel Category SAC Other Air Force

I O¢€icer S.26 5.38
Enlisted 4.84 4.983
Civilian 5.53 S.41

o

9]

£, The inputs which comprise Factor 822 include co-worker
e, = -

i relationships, family attitude towards job, work schedule,
! jub security, and acquired valuable skilis {(see Appendix C).
!. "

)

Although further analysis is required toc determine which of

EALY,

these inputs i1s significant, the author suspects family

-

attitude towards the job may be the key i1nput. Both the

enii1sted personnel and officers are atrfected by family

-

e

P4

zeparation through alert duty and temporary duty (TDY)

canm tments, but the civilian personnel are not.

XA §y

. ess favorable career intentionce for SAT per sonnel were

@t ginally

258 s ats”

indicated by the demographic survey data. Tabie

T anows the percentaqe of officers, ernlisted personnel and

tiv1lrans who indicated they will "definitely continue” on

“mant lrkely contione” thewr careera. Only the enligted

-8
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perennnel show a marked decrease in those desiring a career.
i complete breakout of this in{formation is listed in Table

A-21, Apppendix A.

s, T T N, TN

Table 3
N Career Intentions
3 . Fersonnel Category SAC Other Air Force
g Officer 70.4% 75.07%
Enl:sted 48. 0% 95. 0%
Civilian 71.9% 75.3%

.

; lhe apparent discontinuity between favorable career
intentions and neutral job satisfaction scares for oftficers
1s not surprising. As noted in the literature review,
personnel turnaover and job satisfaction narmally share a
low to--moderate inverse relationship. Although the lower
rarse2r trend for enlisted personnel 1n the Air Force 1s

miroorad oan SAC, the percentage for SAC 1s notably lower.

e amaible explanatron 1= SAL s nhiigher percentayge of tirai

s ter n acrmen. They have Soi enlisted personnel with less
th.o 4 vears service comparad with 4.7 tor the rest of the
sar b orce (Table A-4, Appendix A). Because the Air Force
erne Temtment rate taor farst term airmen i1s 1ower than the

roat fiow career alrmen -A0Y first tera versue 907 career

e ey 1U4) sane shocid ezpect commando with higher
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per centages of first term airmen to exhibit a lower total
enlisted career retention rate.

5AC officers and civilians do not display aggregrate
paorer job attitudes as implied by Dirnberger’'s (1980)
study. However, SAC enlisted personnel do show a marked 4
trend of lower attitude scores across the board. Comparing
the SAC population’s demographic characteristics with those
o+ the anonymous commands in the Dirnberger study, one would
reaconably expect SAC to display poorer attsytudes and lower
jon motivation scores. SAC has a lower percentage of
civilians, a younger military force with less time on
station, more people with irregular duty hours, and more
enlisted persocnnel--all demographic characteristics of the
caonmands which displayed the poorer attitudes. UDespite
this, a subjective analysis of the O0AP survey results fails
to support the supposed correlation between demagraphic
characieristics and personnel job attitudes.

The positive or negative values assigned to specific job
writudes reflect which attitudes the orgarization wants to
foster. For example, the OAF survey stresses job motivation
patential and organizational! health. The first twe
functional areas, wark itself and )ob enrichment, emphasize
trhose characteristics which Herzberg theorizes will induce
individuals to perform at their highest levels. These
include acnhilevement, recagnition, responsibilaity, and

thiailenging problems (Hersey et al., 198 . The second twn
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functional areas, work group process and work group output,

=mphasize the organizational environment’'s impact on grouy:
interaction and productivity. Understanding SAC’'s mission
and its inherent dependence on teamwork becomes important 1n
assessing the positive or negative value of the attitude
cgares.
As noted in Chapter Four, the collective attitudes of

AL officers and civilians appear very positive. Not only
do they significantly differ from the data base scores 1n 34
af 42 comparisons, these differences also reflect a higher
uwiinion of job i1mpor tance, a greater confidence 1n the waorl
yroup, and a stronger endorsement of their supervision and
organizational climate. OFf particular note is the high
caomparative scores in Perceived Froductivity (v821). Thic
tactor measires the respondent’s opinion of the quality,
quantity and efficiency of his work group under pressure.
ber ause SAL works in teams——be 1t aircrews, missile crews,
ammand and contral teams— this esprit de corps 1s a
rrctiral andvwecator of the collective attitudes of LAC
ner Sonnel. The few areas that reflect less pasitive score
eanter on the motivation potential of individual jobs,
sspecrally autonomy and repetition. This shoula be the

nected response. The responsibillity of working with
nc )l ear weapons leavecs no margin for errar. SAC's chectliat
vtriosophy, which has evolved to etfectively deal with tm

—ponsibility, 1nherently restricts autanomous declsion
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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 tavorable.

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 erplanations for this result.
SAC has a larger percentage of airmen with less than eight

vears of service. According to the Fettit (1975) study, one

would expect the SAC enlisted force to be more susceptible
to key job irritants such as policires and procedures and

family separation. As discussed earlier, family separat:on

and close supervision are an inherent nature of SAC duty.

Another contributing factor may lie in the duty functions

themselves. The majority aof enlisted personnel duties are

1n support functions, such as bomber and miss:le maintenant

or seciurity, 1nstead of primary combat missi1onm. Thas

—ompnunds the problem of conveying jaob i1mportance and

ceinforcing self-esteem.

4
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Demographic Differences

P There are three notable demographic data differences
‘ which bear mentioning: the disproportionate percentage of
{emales amaong SAC enlisted persannel, the low percentage o#
the Hispanic minority in the SAC civilian sector, and the
Y lower education level of SAC enlisted and civilian
‘ nersonnel .

Table A-Z, Appendix A, highlights the disproportionate
nercentage of SAC females among the enlisted persaonnel (S2%

GAC versus 407 AF). This difference is a result af GAC's

iwer percentrage ot civilian personnel (154 SAC versus 25%4

(i Y. Althouch the overall percentage of total females in

\
GAC is comparable to the Air Farce (16% SAC versus 197 AF),
¥
* the majority of the wamen in the Air Force are civilian
i nployees., The apprecirably fewer civilian pasitions
. aviailatle 1n SAC are balanced by a greater number ot
nlisetoed female positions.
j lhe apparent disproportionate percentage uf Higpanics
~neng SAC civalrane (Tahle A-8, Appendix A) 13 a functior
i loucation more than caommant ot assignaent. The maiyarat .
: Vorrenanics an the e Forece are civilirans.,  SAC ha3s a
] cvaparatively amaill civiliran ponulation, and very few !
\
| 1w the Southiwest whiere a majartty of persannel af Hiapantc
Srrrtage recide LGS0 Fur=an or the Censu., 1984).
Ihe A1y toarce paputation shows a five gercent agvantaor
et high schoe ! Gdacation: e enlisted per sonnel and o
3 47
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nine percent advantage for civilian personnel. The lower

education level for SAC personnel is a function of mission

and age. GSAC enlisted personnel are vounger than ‘heri Arr

Force counterparts. Accordingly, they have had less time to

pursue any post high school education. The type of duty 7
reserved for the majority of SAC civilian employees does not

reqiuire any pnost high school education.

Significant OAF Factor Differences

There were only seven (1AP factor scores which met the
statistical criterion for significant difterence and al«n
erxceeded an absolute difference of .25 points. Four of
these are in the work itself functional area and the other
three are in the job enrichment functional area. Table 1
summarizes the factors and the magnitude of the differences.

In the work 1tself area, the officer scores were
noticeably lower than their counterparts’ scores in rating
Task Autonomy (VB13) and higher in Work kepetition (Y814),
These scores are not surprising g:ven the restrictive natur
b SAC duty, redundancy of chasck Vst proceda: es o and the
wucation level af the resnondents. AlFhongh these sca o
do not nerecsari1ly retlect negative attirtades, they do
ntgnlight an area fcr potential 1mprovem-nt which SAC

Headquarters, urit commanders and supervisors should

eamine.




Table 4

Fey DA Factor Scores

Function Categor v/0AF Factor 5AC AF Di+#
Wur b Ofticer—-—Task
{tself Autoncmy (VEB13) 4,23 4.63 =g
Offi1cer—-Work
Repetition (V814) 4.53 4,286 +.07
Civilian-~Work
epetition (VB14) 4.87 4,62 +1 sy
Civilian——Desired
Erey Tasks (VB1é6) 3.36 .05 +. 51
daw Ofticer——-Job

Fnr tchment Motivation Index (VB807) 117.47 128.29 -10.¢0
Enlisted---Job

Motirvation Inorx (VEO7) 92.81 102,19 9.1
Civilian--Job

Motiva*rion Index (VB07) 135.02 130.68 +4_7°4

he camplementary high score for Work Repetition V814)
bv SAC civilians underscores the contention that the
tetetitive checllist anrrmach and stringent control
nracedures associated with the nuclear weapon mission
vimeate SAL Y approact: to all problems.

The higher S5AC -i1vilian score for Desired Repetitive i
taty Tasks (VB1a) 14 campatible with their h:igher rating of
wa i Repetirtiorn (VHIS . YTins relationsnip ics also true éuop
o afficers anfd enlisted personnel (see Tables E-1 and |
rwrpenn iy B, On the sur face, this compatioility should be

Sttorcing and leadd to higher jobh catisyaction.  loweve .

trha Jab Related Gatisfactian (VB22) scores for SAC officarc
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and enlisted personnel are lower than those of their
caunterparts. Therefore, S5AC populatian’'s uniform desire
for more easy and repetitive tasks may indicate a totally
gt iterent perception——a heavier workload. Redundant,
routine and time-consuming duties ariven by higher echelon
controls may produce this perception.

The Jab Mativation Index (VBO7) tactor reflects the
ceupondent “a perceptiron of tas or tier b s 1ntrinsaic
motivating characteristics. It is a werghted multaplaizatioe.
ot the responses to 0AF factore measuring Skill Variety.
lTask Indentity, Task Significance,; Job Feedbac!:, Work
Support and Task "t nomy. Although :ndividual comparisons
of these subordinate factaor scores seldom reflect attitude
di fferences 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 of
the many 1ndividual factors and dnes naot highlight speciir
ar eas for additional study. The heaviest weighted tactors
used in this calculation are Task Autonomy (VB13) and Jab
t eedback (VB804). [t 1s highly probabie that the resulting
Jaoh Motivation Index scores are a strang reflection aof bHiwe

‘uwer Task Autonomy score: alreadv disrusced.

Summary
The O0AF sur vey resulta rudicate the mazairtv ot S

personnel attitudes differ from therr Alr force
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counterparts. The extent af these difterences varies with
the personnel category examined. The aggregrate SAC officer
and civilian attitudes are more positive than those of their
caunterparts. However, SAC enlisted personnel attitudes are
iess posi1tive than those of the dats base. Both SAC and

E ottier Alr Force personnel reflect the same trend in job

! attitndes——civilians ar= most pocitive, followed by the

;

officers and then tne =niicsted personnel.

While SAC personnei attitudes differ frow Ar Force
personnel attitudes in S4 of 63 0OAF factor areas, the
larnest differences lie in SAC's perception of less Task
Autounaomy, greater Work Repetition, and a lower Job
Motivation Index. These scores are caonsistent with the
controlled, checklist nature of S5AC duty.

The Job Relatea Satisfaction scores are lower for SAC
wiiicers and enlisted personnel, most prohably reflecting
the 1mpact ot family separation and wark schedules. Despit=

theow scores, SAC officer career 1ntentions are only

«li1aghtly less than those nf their Mir Force counterparts.

g
|
|
[

Hrewosver . the SAC enlisted personnel career intentions are
- nai1ceably less than thaose of the nther Air Force enlisted
sereonnel.  Une reasan rar thrs may by the hiogher percentans:
e rarat term airrmen i+ SAC,
Uhapter G130 detaill- the canclusions af tha- study,
r2comnends specific actions for Headquarters SAL, and

caguesnts areas. for further studv.
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Chapter GSix

CONCLUSIONS
The LMDC OAF survey data base, collected +rom QOctober
1237 through September 1985, has provided an excellent
onportunity to compare SAC perscnnel demographic
characteristics and work attitudes with those of other Air

Furce personnel. This comparison demonstrated SAC personnel

attitudes are significantly different from those of their
counterparts. The demographic data showed SAC personnel to
ve younger, less experienced, and slightly less educated.
Their attitude acores were significantly different from
those of ather At fForce personnel in 54 of 63 comparisons.
These compari1csons led to several conclusions.

First, SAC officers and civiiians collectively displaved
mre e pocitive attitides towards their jobs and organizations
rhan did their other Air Force counterparts. Although only
“r cavilians scored a higher Job Related Satisfaction
< e, both the SAC officers and civilians responded with
buaher estimates of work group productivity, job importance.,
And management /supervisaory communications. This underscore..
il ant t/group cobesivenese aind teamwort cuncept whach e

mteqgral to S5AC operat:onal etfectiveness.

a4
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SAC enlisted personnel were less positive 1n appraising

their jobs and organizations. Their scores were

si1gnificantly lower than those aof their other Air Farce
caounterparts 1n 18 of 21 factor score comparisons. They drd

rot share the other S5AC personnel ‘s confidence i1n group

uroductivity, job importance and communications

effectiveness.

There were anly seven tactor scores where S5A0 personned

differed from their counterparts by .25 scale points or mar e

on a scale of 1 to 7). These centered on the degree of
Task Autonomy, Work Repetition, Desire for Easy and

" ~epetitive Work, and the averall Job Mativation Index. SAC

r

nersonnel 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.

s AR

Tiwerefore, the job characteristics appear to be compatible

~1th the )job desires.
Some of the theoretical expectat:ans pastulated about
SAC att:tudes were supported. The lower Job Related

Sati1sfaction scores by SAC afficer and enlisted personnel

Lo -E!‘,A.y"~¥5

supparted the Herzherg (1966) Two Factor

Theory and

twhinerder ‘e (1984) argument that selt-esteem, family

s»ituation and supervisory behavior are criticai tactors 1o

precluding 1ob dissatisfartion, The family separation

azpect at SAL duty may be the principal cause of this [ownr

LI Iy
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Jesel RIS TLTRTRE PR AL RFAISE A AN X A
; ) P T NC P SO T5 SO T SN RPN S CATSORE AR KR A S ittt Al
N RIS TN R0 AP AT O AN AS I JL R AL TR WP AP ISR



10b satisfaction. The espected =trong commitment to

o ganizational goali= retiected itzelt 1n higher 3job
rmpartance and work group autput scores for officers and
crvilians, but not for the enlisted personnel.

Girnberger = (1980) study pradicted SAC persannel woulc
d:oplay more negative job attitodes solely on the basis of
GJemoaraphic charasu=i astics af more crew members, more
sarliated personnel, fewer civilians, and less experiencea
covr sonnel o station., Despite this, only the SAC enlistea
oor coniiel snowert over all poorer job attitudes than their
counternarts. The expected less favorable career
rtantions, hacod opon the Fettst (1975) stucy, were anly
mar:g:naily i1ndicated by the demographic survey data. This
sivengthens Haron s (19875 contention that jnb satisfaction
vt career antantions have a low-to-moderate 1nverse

recparronsh o,

-

Recommendations
ihese reconmeniationg are gecigned toe ouild upon the
rosspte from o thire o, the cvirall intent 1= *o
sadtalice an the tata nroviden the ouch this analysis.
Yiaeo r e et b oo A, st amaler are b eted below:
SANT Hen e o P sniong ! e avade tne o ssylte af thi o
s Ty thee diele Sl Wil o TnENEEN COTEer GRCET , SGUARMr O
reAnler Wiy hiopee ana the SAT NTUO Leadersmia Sohould . I

1

aartant Yo ovloee tre beedbisr ke oo 09 3 coummar.g o ale
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I o1nsure our commanders and first line supervisors are

awar2 of the general 5AC trends. This woulc achieve a
twotold purpose. First, the commanderse and first line
supervisors need to he aware of potential job motivation
problem areas within their umits. Second, these leaders

Tould provide ar excellent forum for discussing methods ot

rmproving thoze sreas 1n which 5AC persannel! showed poorer .

attituaes.

Skl Headgquarters should study the enlisted personne:

arena. This area shows the greatest room tor 1mprovement.

AA AT
t-J

-AaC enlistea personnel attitudes towards the orgarazational
—+raectiveness and job importance are the most disconcertinc
and, perhaps, the easiest to rectity. Building commitment
‘. organizational goals can reinforce individual achievement
st rvatlons., Emphasizing teamwor k can strengthen 1ndividuai
par ceptians of 1ob 1mportance as well. Are the young
elisted persurne] aware ot their contribubinn o the umt

mresi1on’ Are they atforded arientation rides on bombers »

.r
BT WAL e e

Lanber s dre they attorded the vpportuinmity to witress

T =31le launch sxercirses™

£ SAL Headquar ters shousd conduct additional study to
1d2nt1fy the specific variable which most impacts Jab
Related Satisftaction (VB2Z) scores tor officer @ and enlisted
personnel. Although the tamiiy separation azpect of offic-—t

and enlisted dutv 15 the most twvti1ceable ditrer 2l e teom

civillian duty, tnere 15 no conclusive evidence thie 1 the

A et
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proc1pal cause for thelr lawer scores. The L.MDC data bage

cmat e, attrtodes o, an o alb ey var tabiioss o whine oo oangn

the aggreqgrale Job el ated satistartion secore. I+ the

famity attrtuds input proves signti:icant, additionai

RS IR TECE NS RV O R N

frase,

4. LAD Headguarter s should obtain the entaire ( MDC OAF

datl s+ base for +uture analysie. The LMDC analvsis

Fiscal Year

teireintTatron will be disbanded at the end o4
17436, However, thev will transter the:r data hase ta the

it e e Hamaoa Research | ahoratorvy o June, 1986,
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Table A-1

fapendix A
Number of Respondents by Fersonne! Category
SAC Air Force
n = 18,477 (i00%) 89,707 (100%)
Ot¢icer 2,306 (13,04 10,304 (11.8%)
Enlicted 15,27% {71.% 37,268 (63.8%)
Ziviitan 2,792 {1514 22,185 (2. T7)
Table A-2
Sex bv Fersonnel Category
SAC Air Force
Male (%) Female(%) Male (%) Female (%)
n = 13,310 2,903 72,493 16,889
Of¢+rcer 15.6 10.0 12.4 7.6
gEnlisted 73.6 52.4 69.3 39.9
Civilian 10.8 37.6 18. 52.3
Tatle A-3J
Age by Personnel Categeory
SAC Air Forcea
O#F (%) Enl (L) Civ(¥%) gff (%) Enl () Civi(Z)
n = 2,406 13,279 2,791 10,304 57,261 22,130
17 to 20 Yrs 0.0 17.8 0.8 0.0 12.9 I
21 to 23 Yrs IdiI5 0.8 Sl 12.4 37.4 6.4
26 to 30 Yrs 0.2 18.2 10.1 27.6 19.8 10.6
1 to 35 Vrs 28.7 12.1 16.9 22.9 15.1 14.0
o6 te 40 VYrs 18.2 7.7 12.7 19.9 10.3 14.72
41 to 43 Yrs 8.7 2.4 11.6 11.8 3.0 12.7
46 to S0 Yrs 3.2 0.5 (el J.6 0.8 14.72
> 50 Yrs 2 o2 0.5 306.53 <.l 0.7 26.6
S5
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Apoendix A

Tabhle A-4

Time in Air Force

SAC Air Force
g%y Enl (%) Civ(¥% 0+ (%) EnldZ) Civ(i)
n = 2,402 13,240 2,347 16,287 §7,120 19,765
{1 Yr 5.7 9.5 5.2 3.2 6.5 Sl Y
1-2 Yr .7 14.8 4,9 5.0 11.4 5.0
2-3 Yr 8.4 13.3 5. 19 7.9 12.3 Sia2
3-4 Yr 7.0 12.3 5.3 7.2 1.1 4.9
i-3 Yr 22.7 15.¢ 12.4 21.95 20,7 11.8
g-:32 ¥Yr 17.9 10.6 14,7 1.8 13.4 12.2
O Y 33.6 19.9 52.0 39.8 24.6 55.8
Table A-S
Months in Present Career Field
SAC Air Force
A 0f¢ (%) Enlt%) Civ(%) O£ (%) Enl( (%} Civ(Z%)
n= 2,378 13,181 2,694 10,245 54,956 21,580
{ & Mos 5.4 6.3 7.2 5.2 4,6 5.4
6 to 12 Mos g.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
13 to 346 Mos 22.1 1.6 12.9 21.8 20.7 15.6
36 Mos §5.1 5.6 §7.3 38.3 39.2 a87.7
60
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Apoendix A

Table A-6

Months on Station

5AC Air Farce
QF5L%) Enli%y  Civid) QfF¢4)  Eatisd) Civ(d)

j n = 2,39 13,174 2,712 10,275 57,020 21,642
e ey
* C 6 Mes 15.2 17.2 5.2 13.5 15,0 6.2

6 to 12 Mes 16.8 19.4 6.7 16.4 18.3 §.0

12 to 168 Mos 16.7 17.4 5.6 16.4 15.8 6.3
; 18 to 36 Mos 36,1 29.1 13.9 35.9 32.9 15.2
by > 36 Mos 15.2 16.9  68.6 17.8 18.0  64.1
i.
W e e s s s S s s SRR s ssis S s - — SIS SR s sl S s S e RIS s =
P‘

Table A-7
E Months in Fresent Fosition
k_ ........................................................................
SAC Air Farce
QfF$ (%) Enl (%) Civ(x) QfFF (%) Enl(%)  Civ()

% n = 2,395 13,178 2,724 10,264 54,974 21,7BS
& ........................................................................
N . - - -
3 < & Mos 2618 St - I 26.5 26,9 13.9

5 to 12 Mos 24,9 24.9 12.5 24.5 23.9 15.1

12 to 18 Mos 16.4 16.2 §.9 17.2 16.4 10.5

13 te 34 Mos 26.2 20.2 16.8 24,9 23.3 15.5

© 36 Mos 8.0 7.6 47.5 6.9 3.5 50,6
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Aggendix A

Table A-8

Ethnic Group

SAC Air Force )
QFf (%) Enl{%) Civi#i) QF¢ (%Y Enl (%) Civ(%)
n = 2,398 13,159 2,733 10,248 54,888 21,8907
Amer Indian/Alaskan 0.8 1.3 2.4 0.7 1.5 1.2
fcian/FPacific [s 1.9 203 8.8 1.4 1.9 2.0
Blac! 5.8 14,1 6.3 9.8 16.8 10.0
Hispanic 2.0 4,1 3.4 2.5 5.5 17.6
White 87.9 74.7 74.9 87.5 70.8 66,59
Other 2.0 ] 6.0 2% 3.4 2.7
Table A-9
rnarital Status
SAC Air Force
QFf (%) Enl (%) Civ(®h) 0¢4 (%) Enl(%), Civ(%)
n = 2,403 13,268 2,776 10,296 357,151 22,074
Not Married 19,3 36.7  14.8 BI.E 35,3 W }
Mzrried 79.3 60.9 80.3 74.8 2.5 74,
Single Farent 1.4 2.4 4.9 1.6 2.2 6.1
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Appendix A

Table A-10

Geograpnically Secarated EGeagraphically Tagether

Cff (%)  Enl(%) Civ{¥i) Q£ 0%0)  Enid%) Civiii
n = 84 604 159 t,821 7,483 2,071
' Civilian Emgloyed 63.14 9.4 60.4 30,3 34,3 3.2
nNct Employed 19,1 27.3 22.0 61.6 0.3 29.8
Militery Member 47/ 18 13.3 17.6 8.1 15.2 14,6
F e o e
]
)
Table A-11

TR

Spocuse Employment Status: Air Force

e o

i Geographically Separated Geographically Tagether

! #4(%) Enlth) Civ(%) ¢ (%) Enld)  Civi(d)
n = 332 7,899 914 7,564 32,824 15,5868

Civilian Emplayed 7.5 58.4 70.7 35.2 38.7 33.3

Not Employed 20.2 26.2 16.8 6.0 47.3 34.8

Military Member 1.9 15.4 L2 3 8.8 14.0 10.9
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Appendiy A

Table A-12

Education Level

SAC Air Force ¢

3#4 (%) Enl (%) Civid) gf¢t%)  Enl (%) Civ(%)

n = 2,397 13,216 2,738 10,279 57,070 21,838
Nen HS Grad 0.0 0.9 8.2 0.0 0.7 3.0
HE Grad or GED 0.1 49.3 34.2 0.2 44,2 28.2
7 2 Yrs College 0.3 33.0 27.9 0.3 34,9 23.8
> 2 Yrs College 1.9 13.4 19.5 1.2 16.4 18.2
Bachelor's Degree 32,9 2.9 10.7 93.0 3.2 16.0
Master 's Degree 33.93 0.4 3.1 37.5 0.3 7.7
Doctoral Degree 9.1 0.1 0.4 7.8 0.1 1.1

Table A-13

Highest Level Professional Military Education

- e T P T = R S e e = T e e e e M T e e m T e R R R A M R

SAC Air Force

Q¢4 (%) Enl(%) Civ(X%) 0f€(%L) Enl(d) Civ(%)

n = 2,409 13,263 2,753 19,288 37,116 22,033
None 35.5 35.4 78.3 34,2 30.7 78.6
FPhase | or 2 - 30.9 8.8 oo 29.7 7S
Phase 3 or 4 -—- 26.2 5.8 SSk 31.8 6.2
Senior NCO Academy --- 4.0 2.4 ==I= 3.1 2.0
s@as 27.0 -- 0.8 26.6 --- 1.1
Int Service School 22.7 === 3.2 23.3 S 3.4
Sen Service schnol 1.3 == 0.7 12.4 --- 1.4
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Appendix A

Tabie A-14

Number People Directly Supervised

SAC Air Force

Q¢£0%)  Enl(d) Civid) 0#F¢%)  Enl (%) Civ(A)

n = 2,283 11,871 2,314 9,719 $2,138 13,198
None 3.7 2.2 7.3 40.5 59.8 0.1
| Ferson 4.9 7.6 4.4 7.3 7.6 2.7
2 Feople 6.0 6.8 37 6.5 7.3 2.4
3 Feople §.4 6.0 3.8 7.7 .9 2.6
4 to S Peonle 13.2 B2 7.2 13.8 7.8 5.2
6 to B8 Feenle §.3 £.0 .5 10.8 4.9 4.6
9 or More Peonle {11.5 Sia 1 9.1 13.7 7.1 12.4

Table A-18

Number of People for. Whom Respondent Writes OER/AFR/Appraisal

SAC Air Force

Cff (%) Enl(%) Civi%) Cfe(%)  Enl(d) Cividd

n = 2,402 13,256 2,775 10,271 857,057 22,071
None 54.2 49.4 79.1 50.9 3.5 78.8
{ Ferson 9.0 6.2 3.4 9.3 8.7 1.9
Z Fecple 7.0 .6 3.0 7.0 8.1 1.8
3 Feople 8.5 S$.8 3.2 6.8 Srev?, 1.9
4 to S Feople 10,7 7.3 3.2 11.4 6.9 3.7
& tc 8 Peaple 7.3 22 2.5 8.7 2.3 3.2
9 cv More Feople 3.3 0.8 3.6 5.9 22 8.7

.
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Aopendix A

Table AR-16

Supervisor Writes Respondent’'s DER/AFR/Appraical

gff (%)

n o= 2,371

e = = o o n n = e = e e SR = En e R R R e R = R Ye = e Ge e MR e e e = e = = e e = e e e

SAC

Enl (%) Civ(%)

13,062 2,482

74,2 83.9

14,4 8.1

11.4 8.0
Table A-17

Work Schedule

Yes 7%.0

No 12.0

Nagt Sure 9.0
0ef ()

n=2,378

Day 5hift 31.9
Swing Shift 0,3
Mid Shift 0.0
Raotating Shifts 4.7
Irregular Schedule (1.9
Freg TDY/0On-call 4,7
Crew Schedule 26.8

SAC
Enl (%) Civ(%)
13,143 2,715
b3. g8

—
-
.

—_ Ol PO D
- . .
ot S 0 O~ — M

[ 22 WY

— e O
MmO~

Air Force
0ff (%) Enl (%) Civ(d)
10,150 54,451 21,379
ol 9.4 77.0
. 19.7 9.8
8. 10.9 13.2
Air Force
Qf¢ (%) Enl(%) Civ(i)
10,203 56,703 21,450
1.1 39.3 g88.0
0.2 8.0 3.3
0.0 3.1 0.8
4.7 135.1 3.4
12.4 12,5 2.2
8.8 2.8 1.1
12.6 12 0.2
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Aopendix A

Table A-18

Supervisor Holds Groupo Meetings

SAC Rir Force

4 0f€(7%) Enl(7Z) Civ(Z) 0fFF(7%) Enl{%) Civ(%)
n = 2,369 13,063 2,736 10,1868 56,335 21,790

Never 7.7 12,4 13.2 6.3 16,0 9.6

Occasionally 24.9 5207 29.9 228 34.0 35.2

Monthly 16,3 7 7.2 13.3 9.0 20,0

Weenly 36.8 28.1 40.8 43.6 27.2 29.3

Daily 106.7 10.7 7.0 12.5 11,6 4.1

Continuously 3.4 2.4 1.9 1.8 2,2 1.8

Table A-19

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings to Sclve Problenms

= = = = = e e e e e G A TR M R T R e e W e e ke = W e e e = e = ———

SAC Air Farce

Of##(%) Enl(%) Civ(%) Off(L) EnlCL) Civ(x)

n = 2,339 12,999 2,712 16,128 53,961 21,474
Never 13.2 26.5 22,6 15.4 24.7 24,4
Occasionally 42.4 39. 42.1 42,35 39.8 45.1
Half the Time 20.5 18.7 15.2 22.8 16.9 15.4
Always 21.9 18.2 20.1 19.8 18.6 13.1

&7
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Acpendilx A

Table A-20

AReronautical Rating and Current Status

SAC Alr Force
Q¢ (%) Enl W) OFF (%) Enl (W)
n = 2,402 13,207 10,137 54,048
Nonrated, Not on Aircrew 5N °1.0 2.7 0.5
Nenrated, on Aircrow 0.8 2.1 2.8 2.0
Rated, in Crew/Operations Job 52.9 1.2 3.5 1.7
Rated, in Suppaort Job 11.0 §.7 5.0 5.8
Table A-21
Career Intent
SAC ARir Force
0fFF (%) Enl(%) Civ(d) gfe(l)  Enl (%Y Civ(%)
n = 2,395 13,192 2,267 10,243 56,955 19,152
Fetire in 12 Mos 2.6 3.1 8.9 3.6 3.1 5.9
Career 47.4 30.5 46.9 51.8 35.9 52.0
Moet Likely Career 123.8 17.5 24,4 222 19.1 23.3
Mayba Career 16.0 21.5 13.5 14,9 20.4 12.5
frob No Career 6.4 16.3 3.2 .7 13.0 3.3
Separate 3.6 1t.1 2.9 2.8 8.5 2.8
48
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Appendix B

Table B-i

Comecarison of QAP Factor Scores
Between SAC and Cther Qfficers

0AF Factor (Factar Number) Mean SO gt t

Job Ferformance Goals (V810) 3519 d,83%%%
SAC Qfficers 4,80 .94
Cther QOfficers 4,70 55

Tazi Characteristics (VBLID) 12280 .98
SAC Défficers 5.36 93
Other Dfficers 5.34 .94

Tagk Autoneomy (VBL13) 3309 -12.5B%%»
SAC Officers 4.237 1.43
Other Déficers 4.63 1.32

Work Repetition (VBis 12307 B.75#%%
SAC Qfficers 4.53 1.34
Qther Officers 4.26 1.38

Desi1red Renetitive/Easy Tasks (VB16) 12138 J.43%s
SAC Officers 2.54 1.08
Other Dfficers 2.46 1.05

Jor Kelated Training (VBZZ 2986 3033544
SAC Dtficers 4.75 1.42
Other QOfficers 4,66 1.49

a

foorouimate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for groups with
ur=cual vartrance is usec.

s 05, tepl. 01, *esp< .00l
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Aocendix B
Table B-1 (continued)
! 308 ENRICHMENT
. CAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean §0 dé= t
T
§k11l1 Variety (V200) 12586 -2.82%¢
SAC QOfficers 5.37 1.26
v Other QOfficars 3.43 1.29
E Task ldentity (VBO1) 12551 J.03%%
SAC Officers 5.29 .
d Other Of¢ficers 5.20 5
Task Significance (VB802) 12605 2.21¢%
i SAC Officers S.84 1.23
% Other Qfficers 5.78 1.26
;
' Job Feedback (VB8G4) 12570 -0.36
SAC Qfficers 4,88
Other Df¢ficers .89 8
Need for Enrichment (VB0A) 3282 -2.36%
SAC Officers 6.05 0.91
Other Officers 6.10 0.85
Job Motivation Index (VEO?) 11490 - TRARZE.
SAC Officers 117.47 65.78
Otrer Officers 128.29 67.42

Approximate degrees cf freedom are given when t-test for groups with
unequal variance 15 used,

2pr .05, eepilOl, +e3p¢, 001
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Table B-1 (continued)

Agoendiv B

Wary Sunnnrt (YBOZ)

SAC Officers 4,45 1.08

Cther Officers 4.38 1.09
Management and Supervision (VBi8)

SAC OQfticars 5.39 1,32

Other Officers g.29 1,33
Sugarvisory Communications Climate (VE19)

SARC Officers 4.94 1,40

Other Officers §.84 1.42
Organizational Communications Climate (VB20)

SAC Officers 4.92 1.23

Other Officers 4,88 1,27

11862

11606

11719

J.02%#

- = ™ o = = = = e D D e e D e = e e e e e e e = = T T e O T O e Om O B VY R B e = = e o = = -

- - o o ™ T - S v v D - " " e e e e e e em e e e P e e s e T = R R R e e e e =

Fride (VBLL)
SAC O+fficers
Other Officers

.
.

Agvancement/Recoqnition (VBL7)

SAC Officers 4,54 a

Other Qfficers 4.58 .
Ferceitved Froductivity (vB21)

SAC Ofticers 5.89 1,02

Other QO¢ticers 5.75 1,09
Joo Relateo Satisfaction (V822)

SAC Ofticers 5.26 e liS

Cther Dfficers 5.38 .08
Genzral Organizational Climete (VBIY)

SAC Dfticers Slorar |

Cther Ot¢ficers S 1.26

12308

-1.64

b.24%%>

=4, 5lenn

0.78



Anpenodin B
Table B-2
Comparison of DAF Factor Scores
Between SAC anc Other Enlisted
THE WORK ITSELF

. OAF Fictor (Factor Number) Mean 8o df- t
N Job Performance Goals (VB10) 67874 -2.64%x
i SAC Enlisted 4.72 .97
f Other Enlisted 4,74 .98
L]
! Task Characteristics (V812) 17884 ~13.43%%%
! SAC Enlisted 1,92 1.06
4 Other Enlisted S.06 .99
§
7 Task Autonomy (VB13) 18533 -15.524 44
SAC Enlisted 3.66 1.43
Other Enlisted 3.88 1.41
Work Repetition (vB14) 49361 CASIEL
SAC Enlisted 5.24 1.37
Other Enlisted S.11 1.37
Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (VB16) 18909 S.72#%%
SAC Enlisted 7.29 1.44
Other Enlisted 3.2¢0 1.41
Job Related Training (VB23) 66372 -0.95
SAC Enlisted 4.44 1.58
Other Enlisted 4,48 {.58
a
Roproximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for groups with
unequal variance is used. E
<. 05, +#p{.01. kEepC, 001
72
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Tasgk

Task

Need

Table B-2

#5008, *¥0 0,01, ¥rep <, 001

-----

(cont

QAF Factor (Factor Number) Mean
Sk1ll Variety (VY8(0)
SAC Enlisted 4,44
Other Enlisted 4,63
Identity (VB8O1)
SAC Enlisted 4,94
Cther Enlisted S.08
Significance (V802)
SAC Enlisted S.63
Other Officers 5.71
Job Feedback (804)
SAC Enlisted 4,63
Other Enlisted 4.79
for Enrichment (VB0é)
SAC Enlisted .41
Other Enlisted 5.49
Job Motivation Index (VBQ7)
SAC Enlisted 92.61
Other Enlisted 102,19

<
‘o\-
LI ..‘.J

inued)

.
)
LRI 3N |

— .

e s .'
L‘Y Y \_4.‘-'4 N Y

16671

19022

19104

18366

17664

Apoendix F

e - = - - = = = = = = = = e = e e v 9 e = e 4 = o = = e e e g e e e e e e = = S e e -

~10,78##4+

~T.08%%s

=12.85%%s

TR IR X2

-14.83%%+

Auproximate degrees of freedam are given when t-test for graups with
unequal variance 1s used.
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Agpendix B Table B-2 (continued)

DAP Factor (Factor Number) Mean S
Wark Support (VEOQS)
SAC Entisted 4,47 bott
Qther Eniisted 4,355 1.12
Management and Supervision (VG!E}
SAC Enlisted 4,88 .60
Other Enlisted 4,90 .57
Supervisory Communications Climate (VB19)
SAC Enlisted .47 1,48
Other Entisted ~ 4,352 1,43
Urganizational Communications Climate (VB20)
SAC Enlisted 4,32 1.34
Other Enlisted 4,39 1.3

- o o 5 5 G e T5 e e = S R R G G NGNS e e e T GE GE GE G ey T e N e G U GE S = TS e em R TS ae = e

Pride (V8il)

SRC Enlisted 4.75

Other Entisted 4,94
kdvanceaent/Recognition (VBL7)

SALC Enlisted 4,28

Gther Enlisted 4,27

Ferceived Productivity (VBZ!)
SAC Enlisted S
Other Enlisted 5.

Job Related Sa“isfaction (V822)
SAC Enlisted §.84
Other Enilisted 4,98

General Organizational Climate (VEBZ4)

- e 05 e e GE R @ M W e T S S e T S n TS SR R G G ey G G OE GE S G SR R R e 4P R R T S e W Sy OS> = e

SAC Entisted 4,28
Cther Enlisted 4.43
73
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7814 -8, B34%s
128036 -i.51
66955 -1.77
17724 -4, 6484
18703 11, 240es
66891 -2, 75#%
18361 ~2.76%¢
16369 =10, 73¢ee
17367 =10.0348s
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z 0AF Factor (Factocr Number) Maan SD df - t

i
Aopandix B
Tabie B-3

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores

Between SAC and Other Civilians
q : THE WORK ITSELF
b
\
E

Job Performance Goals (VB1d) 23716 RPEAE X 2
{ gaC Civilians 4.92 1.01
j Other Civilians 4.84 1.00
A
Task Characteristics (V812) 3399 4, 86%%%
SAC Civilians .38 .89
QOther Civilianeg 5.30 96
Task Autonomy (VBL3) 3452 S.09%%
SAC Civilians 4,66 1,30
Other Civilians 4.57 1.36
Work Repetition (V814) 3526 8.83%xs
SAC Civilians 4.87 1.37
Other Civilians 4,62 1.44
Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks (V8i&) 3314 10.28%#%
SAC Civilians 3.36 1.44
Qther Civilians 3.08 1.39
Job Related Training (VB823) 22173 4,04%%+
SAC Civilians 4,60 1.68
Other Civilians 4.45 1.67

Auprovimate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for groups .ith
uhecual variance is used,

#1035, ##p .01, ##¢p<, 001
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Aopendix B

Table B-3 (continued)

- - = - D = T A R e e -

JGBE ENRICHMENT 1

0AP Facter (Factor Number) Mean §D df~ t N
Skill Variety (VBOO®) 3531 1.98#

SAC Civilians 3.12 1.29

Other Civilians 5.07 1.38
Task ldentity (VBO1) 3340 J.36%¢

SAC Civilians 5.40 Al

Other Civilians 532 .18
Task Significance {(V802) 3550 S.07%%%

SAC Civilians §.82 .18

Other Civilians $.70 .27
Job Feedback (VBY4) 35833 3. 154

SAC Civilians S.12 1.21

Other Civilians S.04 1.28
Need for Enrichaent (V806) 23646 -3.30#%+

SAC Civilians 3.63 1.19

Other Civilians 5.71 1.18
Job Motivation Index (VB80Q7) 21899 2.87¢+

SAC Civilians 135.02 69.46

Other Civilians 130,68 70.40

- Y G S G e e D D S Y e S S T S e L T S e

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

#p<, 03, #2p{, 01, ###p(,001
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Table B-3 (continued) Appendix B

- - - - D D D D S D D e D D D P AR B R e e . R - - - -

- e s e e s - e s e - D ae D s 5 e s o D D e - - - - - - -

0AP Factor (Factor Nunmber) Mean sD df= t

Work Suppaort (VB03) 23683 =2.69%%
SAC Civilians 4,61 .

. Other Civilians 4,47 1.11

Management and Supervision (VB818) ' 3158 2,59+
SAC Civilians 5.06 1.48
Other Civilians 4,97 1.63

Supervisory Communications Climate (V819) 22936 J.72%kn
SAC Civiliansg 4,49 1.73
Other Civilians 4.56 1.70

Organizational Communications Climate (V820) 22577 S.B3kex
SAC Civilians 4,77 1.40
Other Civilians 4,59 1.41

T e D D e D D w0 S D .

- U . - - D - . D D S R . e D D A D D D -

Pride (VB11) 3574 4.93%%s
SAC Civilians 5.54 1.36
Other Civilians 5.40 1.46
Advancement/Recognition (VB17) 3144 AP AR 21
SAC Civilians 3.89 <39
Other Civilians 3.78 1.34
Perceived Productivity (vB821) 3273 J.2b6%s
. SAC Civilians S.71 .22
Other Civilians S.63 .26
Job Related Satisfaction (v822) 22169 S.05%ux
SAC Civilians 5.53 1.06
Other Civilians 5.41 1.09
General Organizational Climate (V824) 22502 5.88%es
SAC Civilians 4.97 1.38
Other Civilians 4.76 1.39
77
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