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___ ___ ___ ___ ___PREFACE _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

The Leadership and Manaqement Development Center CTMDC)
requested assistance in analyzing data qathered by the Orqan-
izational Assessment Package (GAP) survey administered to

*Air Force members. An attempt is beinq made to document as much
of the GAP data base as possible since IMDC will discontinue its-
research and consultii-q missions due to fiscal constraints. This-
study addresses Air Force Systems Command acquisition project
manaqers within the GAP data base.

The format for this study is in accordance with I..MDC
requirements, which fol low the style used by the American
Psychological Association.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY '

Part of our College mission is distribution of the A
students' problem solving products to I)ol)

, \ pon ors and othr interested agencies t- .

, /enhance insight into contemporary, defense
related issues. While the College has accepted this

product as meeting academic requirements for
Z "3 < 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 86-2075

AUTHOR(S) MAJOR LARRY G. RADOV, USAF

TITLE JOB ATTITUDES OF AFSC ACQUISITION PROJECT MANAGERS

1. Purpose: This paper compares the job attitudes of Air Force
Systems Command (AFSC) acquisition project managers with the
corresponding attitudes of personnel in other career fields
within AFSC and the Air Force at large, and develops policy
recommendations for AFSC leaders and commanders based on these
comparisons.

IT. Problem: Project managers control the acquisiticn of
hi 1 lions of dol lars worth of weapon systems. As their careers
progress, project manaqers become valuable Air Force assets.
Every effort should be made to retain these personnel by
providinq the most satisfying jobs possible. In a late 1970s
survey, the Air Force Manaqement Improvement Group discovered
that a majority of Air Force members felt Air Force leadership
(hid management were in the range of "averaqe to poor." As a

result, the Chief of Staff created the leadership and Managtment
Development Center (LMDC) to provide centralized leadership and
management traininq to Air Force supervisors and leaders. ;n an
effort to improve overal l unit effect iveness, IMDC fieldhd an
Organizational Assessment Packaqe (OAP) survey to provide feed-
lack to commanders and leaders on their members' jol, attit"Ides.
The OAP survey has been administered approximately 300,000 times,
and IMDC has provided feedback to organizations through over -00
consultinq visits. In 1986, I,MDC will stop performinq its cn-
sulting and research missions due to fiscal constraints; yet much

vi i
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of the data col lected has not been fully analyzed to provil,
recommendations for improving job attitudes in Air Force organ-
izations. This research effort analy7ed the OAP data collected
on AFFC project managers and recommended changes where required.

I II. Procedures and Results: Several steps were taken to reach
the goals of the present research:

1. Organizational behavior theories and studies were
reviewed, establishing their link to the OAP. In addition,
models and other surveys used to develop the OAP were also dis-
cussed. A search for previous studies on project manaqers' 4ob-
attitudes was Unsuccessful.

2.. 'Iht data base for this research was; TMKw's nearly 1 ",[00
elf icer survey files on record. The three compari son groups
(AFSC project managers, other AFSC officers, and other Air Force
officers) were compared for 21 attitudinal factors as we] ] as
demographic data measured by the OAP. Statistical analyses of
the data were conducted ising standard inferential statistics
(Analysis of Variance with Newman-Keuls follow-up) at the 95) 1
confidence level. A limitation to the research is that the data
base for each qroup was not based on a random sample but instead
a convenience sample.

3. Results of the demographic analysis revealed AFSC proloct
managers are younger in age, have less time in service and (7rade,
supervise fewer people, and are less likely to hold group
meetinqs to solve problems than the two other groups. The
results of the analysis of attitudinal factors revealed AFSC
proiect managers have less favorable job attitudes than other
AFSC officers and/or other Air Force officers for 16 of the 21
(OAF attitudinal factors measured. The differences occur on the
fol lowing key factors: Job Performance Goals, Task Character-
ist cs, Work Repetition, Desired Repetitive/Lasy Tasks, Job
Related 'Ir ininq, Skit I Variety, Task Identity, Task Siqnif-

a. ce, ,Job Feedback, Job Motivation index, Supervisory Communi--
(-,it ons CI i mate, Orqanizationa l Communications Climate, Pride,
Advancement ,Pecoini t ion, Work Group PP fect i voness, and Gener a 1
(!r(i.-nizat-on il C limat e.

IV. Con( i usions: The, r esear ch showed that AFSC project man-
* aciers;' job a tudes were qn eral ly less favorable than the
cent on o roups'. I t i s uqqested that those f indi ngs are

vill
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primarily due to demographic differences ,etween the groups.
Other research has determined that younger people with less time
in grade and service tend to have lower job satisfaction; there-
fore, it follows that AFSC project managers reflect generally
less favorable job attitudes. Additionally, a shortage of
project managers in the 8- to 16-year groups has caused a lack of
middle management supervision possibly influencing job attitudes.

. V. Recommendations:
1. AFSC, with the help of the Air Force Military Personnel

Center (AFMPC), should identify officers with project management
experience and 8 to 16 years in service who are in other career
fields. These officers should be requalified as project managers

,. and returned to project management duties in order to stabilize
the career field with middle management guidance.

2. Efforts should be made by AFSC senior leadership to
insure junior project managers are given expanded responsi-
bilities when possible. With a lack of middle management
resources, capable junior officers should be challenged with more
cemandinq positions and subsequently provided more job enrich-
ment.

3. AFSC and AFMPC personnel managers should establish neces-
sary programs to avoid future imbalances in project management
staffino. Techniques such as providing financial bonuses or-
incentives, and maintaining a reserve of project managers in
(other career fields could be implemented.

4. AFSC should conduct research on job attit udes as proect
managers' demographics become more representative of otho: A: t
Force of ficers. This may provide the opportunity to idertifv
other factors that may be influencing job attitudes.

I X.



Chapter One

I NTRODUCTION

Today, about 2000 Air Force members manage the acquisit ion of

bi1lions of do I I a rs worth of weapon syst ems and re I at ed support

equipment. These acquisition project managers need broad tech-

nical expertise as well as keen management skills in guiding

their programs to a successful completion within cost, schedule,

and performance constraints. The project manager's attitude

toward the job is a critical factor in determining whethex his or

her performance reaches its ultimate potential. This research

paper is concerned with the job attitudes of these pro-ect

ranaqors. The purpose is to compaie the job attitudes of Air

For ce Systems Command (AFSC) acqui:-.it iIpf [ (]Po (t fl,nq . - r wth

the corresponding attitudes of personnel in other ct0(1l f ,.lds

%&ithin AFSC and the Air Force at ]arqe, ,nd.i t J-v :, I cy

r e(ommendat ions for AFSC l eaders and 'onmandir y. ,. t >,se

COMpO I i Sois

Fefore discussing project manaq, s' -10)) at t i lt ,

* qene ,a I background information is in order. Beainninq in 17 , a
i€,l les of event s took pl ace which Ied to t he est ai, i i hnent (,: an

i r ,r'e orUaniz fiti) wit I t h . -1 pCrevin jb 1 1 + I -

ude!-. of Air Force leIber . t 1rcukih ivaila :u c t.L it aet 1ion. t rih I

w,,.- hortly after initaticr)o (It the, Al\ V telut(e-u J' es in



when Air Force leaders recognized the need to enhance the attrac-

tiveness of Air Force life and to compete for resources with the

private sector (Mahr, 1982). In addition, officials realized

that after attracting and training individuals, they must retain

these valuable personnel by providing the most satisfyinq iAhs

possible. In response to these concerns, Chief of Staff General

David C. Jones established the Air Force Management Improvement

Group (AFMIG) in 1975, to make recommendations on how to improve

life in the service. One of the findings of an extensive AFMIG

survey on quality of life was that 71% of the people surveyed

felt that Air Force leadership and management were in the range

of "average to poor" (Leadership and Management Development

Center, 1981). In response, the Chief of Staff created the

" Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC), as a part of

Air University, to provide centralized leadership and management

training to Air Force supervisors and leaders (Mahr, 1982). LMDC

was given a broad set of goals.

The mission of the Leadership and Management Devel-
opment Center is to provide and conduct professional
development for Air Force and Department of Defense
personnel; provide consultation services to Air Force
units upon request; conduct research and analysis for
Air Force commanders, for functional managers, and for
internal use; and review, select, write, publish, and
distribute professional material for Air Force and other
Department of Defense agencies (Air University Cata-
log 1985-86, 1985, p. 69).

Part of the consulting role identified in the LMDC mission is

to determine overall organizational effectiveness. This includes

identifyinq job attitudes of orqanizational members and then

providing feedback to orqanizational commanders and leaders. To

2
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meet these requirements, LMDC, with the help of researchers at

the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, developed the Organiza-

tional Assessement Package (OAP) survey to collect data to make

such analyses. The 109-item survey has been administered almost

300,000 times. It identifies 21 key factors that reflect job

attitudes (Appendix C). The OAP "survey has received wide

acclaim as a tool for improving leadership and productivity in

the Air Force" (Mahr, 1982, p. 1).

In 1986, LMDC will stop performing its consulting and

research missions due to fiscal constraints; yet much of the data

collected has not been fully analyzed to provide recommendations ".

for improving job attitudes in Air Force organizations. This

research effort analyzes the OAP data collected on AFSC project

managers and recommends changes where required. To this end the

research has four goals.

1. To conduct a review of organizational behavior literature

and relevant background research on job attitudes, especially for

AFSC project managers.

2. To compare OAP-measured demographic characteristics and

job attitudes of officers in the acquisition program management

career area with demographics and attitudes of corresponding

officers in other career fields within AFSC and the Air Force at

large.

3. To analyze significant attitudinal differences among the

AFSC acquisition project management career field and other career .

fields within AFSC and the Air Force at large. The Analysis of

. . 1
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Variance Procedure (ANOVA) is used to determine whether there are

differences between the comparison groups at the 95% confidence

level.

4. To develop recommendations for AFSC leaders and com-

manders.

The paper addresses each of the above goals in the followinq

manner: Chapter Two reviews the literature as well as current r

research on job attitudes of project managers. Next, Chapter

Three discusses the OAP survey and the data collection method-

ology. Background on the project management career field is also

provided, along with the procedures and methods used to analyze

the data collected for this research. In Chapter Four, the

results of the data analysis are prcvided; this includes signif-

icant demographic data on the groups and attitudinal differences

among the groups as measured by the OAP survey. Chapter Five

,* provides a discussion of the attitudinal differences discovered,

based on organizational behavior theory, current research, and

peculiarities of program management duties. Finally, Chapter Six

- presents conclusions from the research and provides specific

recommendations.

4
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Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

In accomplishing many tasks, an individual or group takes

certain inputs from the environment, performs a work process on

them, and then provides an output back to the environment

(Duncan, 1978). This input-transformation-output process by

* individuals or groups represents the "system" at the heart of

organizational behavior theory (DuBrin, 1974). By studying and

monitoring the process, researchers discovered considerable

correlation between characteristics of the work, job attitudes,

and worker behavior (lackman, Pearce, & Wolfe, 1978).

The Organizational Assessment Package (OAP) survey bases its

development on over a century of organizational behavior

research. The 21 OAP factors measure job attitudes and are

grouped into four areas of organizational functioning corre-

sponding to the input-transformation-output process. The OAP

divides the input phase of a task into the work itself and job

enrichment areas of organizational functioning. The OAP links

the transformation phase to the work group process and the output

phase to the work group output. The relationship between the

5 •*
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Number of

Behavior Theory OAP Areas of OAP Factors
Work Process Organizational Measured in

Functioning Each Area

Work Itself 1 Six
Input

Job Enrichment Six

Transformation - Work Group Process 0 Four

Output P Work Group Output - Five

Figure 1. Relationship Between Behavior Theory and the OAP

input-transformation-output process, the areas of organizational

functioning, and the OAP factors is presented in Figure 1.

This chapter reviews the literature on organizational

behavior theory and traces the development of individual job

attitudes and their importance in optimal task accomplishment.

The review starts with a discussion of attitudes and identifies

those attitudes measured by the OAP. Next, several prominent

"need" and "motivation" theories and studies are presented vali-

dating the importance of the OAP attitudes selected for measure-

ment. The final part of the review identifies the relevant

background research on job attitudes for Air Force Systems

Command (AFSC) project managers.

Job Attitudes

Job attitudes are often considered from three perspectives:

basic definition, characteristics, and measurement. Attitudes

are predispositions to react in a certain manner to a situation
6.



or individual (Duncan, 1978). They are developed from past

experience set in the context of the present environment--

including cultural experiences, group influences, work values,

and aspirations (Duncan, 1978). This tends to make newly formed

attitudes consistent with other attitudes. Individual differ-

ences in attitudes are primarily caused by differences in expe-

riences (Gray & Starke, 1980). Most researchers agree that a

significant characteristic of attitudes is that they are linked

to or influence behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Duncan, 1978).

It is this link that makes measurement so critical.

Attitudes are most commonly measured on a Likert scale, a

device by which differences between responses are calculated in

relative, not absolute terms (Duncan, 1978). The OAP uses a

7-point Likert scale to measure attitudinal differences. The

responses are assigned numerical values ranging from 7 (strongly

agree) to 1 (strongly disagree) (Duncan, 1978). In the present

research, the OAP measures 21 major job attitude factors in such

*areas as Job Performance Goals, Task Autonomy, Work Repetition,

Skill Variety, Task Identity, Job Feedback, Work Support, Manage-

ment and Supervision, General Organizational Climate, Pride,

Advancement/Recognition, Work Group Effectiveness, and Job

Related Satisfaction. In the OAP, these factors are usea to

monitor the input-transformation-output process. The identifi-

cation, development, and use of these job attitude factors is

found in various organizational behavior theories and studies.

.7
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Theories and Studies

This section of the literature review focuses on "need" ar) '

"motivation" theories which have evolved with research ,i l-

studies on organizational behavior. In addition, it identifies a

model and survey instrument developed from the theorie- rndind

later used by OAP developers. Through this theoretical

background and associated research, job attitude factors were

defined and incorporated into the OAP.

In the twentieth century, many "need" or "motivation"

theories have been developed with the goal of providing insight

into human behavior. One of the more prominent theories was

developed by Abraham Maslow, who theorized that needs are the

primary influence on a person's behavior. He argued that

behavior occurs when people try to fulfill their unsatisfied

needs (Gray & Starke, 1980). Maslow identified five levels of

human needs or a "hierarchy of needs." His proposal asserts that

needs low in the hierarchy must be satisfied before needs higher

in the hierarchy will motivate behavior (Albanese, 1981).

Maslow's human needs are listed from lowest to highest:

1. Physiological needs--those needs concerned with the
basic biological functions of the human body, such
as eating and sleeping.

2. Safety needs--those needs concerned with protecting
the person from harm, both physical and psycho-
logical.

3. Belonging needs--the need to associate with one's
own kind; social interaction, love, acceptance,
group membership.

8"

d•
.1 * , .

* ;-... . . . . . . . *• * *-**.

- 6 - * * + f. , i ii



4. Esteem (status) needs--the need to feel important or
to separate one's status from other comparable indi-
viduals' feelings of self-worth and self-impoitance.

5. Self-actualization needs--the need to reach one's
ultimate goals in life; the need to fulfill one's
own destiny (Gray & Starke, 1980, p. 37).

Individuals may have different need hierarchies, and their

hierarchies may change at times in their lives. "A need hier-

archy is a dynamic--not static--concept" (DuBrin, 1974, p. 41).

The unsatisfied need promotes a positive behavior which attempts

to fulfill that need. As previously discussed, attitudes are

linked to behavior. When an individual recognizes there are

unsatisfied needs he or she can fulfill, it is reflected in one's

job attitudes (Gibson, Ivancevich, & Donnelly, 1973). Job atti-

tudes tend to become more favorable because the individual

realizes his behavior can potentially satisfy more needs. The

OAP measures some job attitudes which indicate the presence of

unsatisfied or motivating needs. The use of CAP factors such as

Advancement/Recognition, Job Related Satisfaction, Task Signif-

icance, and Jcb Performance Goals to measure job attitudes are

based, in part, on Maslow's need theory.

Maslow's theory is not the only popular theory of how needs

influence behavior. Frederick Herzberg developed an influential

motivation-hygiene theory on job attitudes (Jessey, I 1-i).

Prior to Herzberg, those researchinq behavior motivation viwed

the concepts of job satisfaction and joib dissat isfactior at

opposing ends of the same continuum (Gray & Starke, 198[ ). i teI

conducting research with 20C engineers and accountants, !{e-z,,eicq

***.*~-'|
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concluded that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction were on

two different continuums. In his "two factor" or "two reed"

theory, Herzberg concluded that one set of factors called "moti-

vator needs" caused job satisfaction and a second set of factors

called "hygiene needs" caused job dissatisfaction (Albanrse,

1981). Motivator needs relate to the nature of work itself and

are satisfied by achievement, recognition, advancement, work

itself, possibility of growth, and responsibility. On the other

hand, hygiene needs relate to the environment in which a job is

performed and are satisfied by company policy and administrative

technical supervision, interpersonal relations, salary, job

security, personal life, working conditions, fringe benefits, and

status (DuBrin, 1974; Gray & Starke, 1980). Many of Herzberg's

motivator and hygiene needs are measured by the OAP. If an

individual's motivation and hygiene needs are satisfied the

input-transformation-output process should be successful and the

individual may have positive job attitudes. Therefore, the OAP

should give an indication of job satisfaction as defined by

Herzberg.

Herzberg's theory caused researchers to focus their attention

on the job itself, rather than the job's environment, in an

effort to improve job attitudes and performance (Albanese, 1981).

As a result, Hackman and Oldham developed a Job Characteristics

Model and later a Job Diagnostic Survey which provided a valuable

basis for the CAP survey development.

10
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II
Core Job Critical Personal and

Dimensions - Psychological - Work Outcomes
States

Skill Variety
I"Experienced High Internal

Task Identity / Meaningfulness Work Motivation) of the Work

Task Significance 
ot r

High Quality
Work Performance

Experienced
Responsibility

Autonomy ) for Outcomes
of the Work

High Satisfaction
With the Work

Knowledge of the
Feedback Actual Results of Low Absenteeism

the Work Activities and Turnover

Fiqure 2. Job Characteristics Model (Hackman & Oldham, 1975).

Ie Job Characteristics ModeI "ident if ies live 'core' job

(lme n;i~lns which prompt three ci itical psycholoqical states

which, in turn, lead to a number of beneficial and personal work

outcomes" (Peters & Duke, 1982, p. 18). The basic model is

k:Cpicted in Fiqure 2. According to the theory, an individual

* xper inces positive job attitudes when "ho learns (know I edqt- of

r ,'s: Its that he personally (experienceod respcnsiility) has )er-

I 'tmid wel 1 on a task that he cares aout (prX[, l e' ei iCOallnq-

I , " ( iiackman N 1 d ham, i 976, p. . ,.

'1Kf )AI' l nccrporat es two tool: htv(Iop(,e I ,o,-, t i. jol, (Cha rac-

t er 1 ('s Mode l. The f i rst i < !i t vat r,(i p(t ,nt a ] sCo 0

IMP11) , which 1 a "SulI t y 5()Iscor r-tI 1 ct I n, t tie evei :11 1 net

'A,-"



vating potential of a job in terms of the core job dimenFs(c:n""

(Hackman & Oldham, 1975, p. 160). The score is compute(! ;d,

fol lowing equation:

Skill Task Task Job
MPS = Variety + Identity + Significance x Autonomy x Feed1cbck ""

3

The other tool developed from the model, the Job Diagr. t. 

Survey, determines if existing jobs can be redesigned to improve

employee production and motivation, and identifies the impact of

job changes on employees (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Peters and

Duke (1982) reviewed the evaluations of the Job Diagnosti- Survey

and concluded it is reliable and valid. After Masio% ard INeiz-

kerg linked job attitudes to the input-transformation-output

process, Hackman and Oldham discovered ways to measure the atti-

tudes. The measurement techniques developed by Hackman and

Oldham are incorporated into the OAP.

In addition to the theoretical link of job attitudes to

behavior, several studies also show a similar relationship. A

classic case where job attitudes were identified as influencing

behavior was the Hawthorne Studies. In 1927, Elton Mayo and the

Harvard Business School participated in a series of studies at

Western Electric Company's Hawthorne Works outside Chicago,

during which the researchers challenged the assumption that

people in the organization are solely motivated by economic

incentives (Duncan, 1978). In one phase of the study, work

groups were subjected to changing amounts of lighting in the

workplace. The researchers discovered that "increases in output

12
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I Pswere niot the resu It of pilysica I jot) cCfdi t ions i I I Luni nat ion] but

rather the result of the changed social situations of the

workers, changes in their satisfaction, motivation, and changed

paitterns of supervision" (Gibson, Ivancevich, & Donnell Iy, 1973,

p. 25 5) The stud ies h ig hl1ight the impor tance of job at t itudes

*on the input -trans formati on-output process. "They felt the

organization was interested in them and they liked it" (Scott,

Vitchell, & Birnbaum, 1981, p. 81). The Hawthorne Studies demon-

* stratei the impact of attitudes on behavior and implied positive

attitudes improve the input-transformation-output process. The

*theoiies and studies reviewed in this section represent some of

* the key organizational behavior background used in the OAP

(levelI opment.

Job Attitudes ofProject Managers

Research into job) attitudes is not limited to the civ~l1an

Fs(ect o'. Many st udi es of milIitary organi zat ions and spec if ic

1 urect j onc I career f ie lds are conducted each year. The leadershi p

N*,,naqcmnent Deve lopment Cent ori ( MDC ) -o;benc I I ect i nq

it( ui na- I da-tai wi t h t h- CAII survey i 1st rIi;t when A ir L'>rcko

(,VV,1i(c s have reques;te C conIsult 1nq ee Vi:s t . wisr('Ve Crouifli -

Z7It (.T Il ('fe(r rance. fNany have used t he cumula tive IL(!,it a ase

*tO Q, C1 1C t r es e arc h o n a sp1)eci1f ic c a re er f ie c-, (Jor Lb i -ue .

1 fl I ilai I yz(Id 1 he ioi, at ti tudes o~f peisen I i n 7, 1 (i ce

ii r _jr~ c- c.;I cI (1 is foc)r i OAP f ac t ni s . Aoth r u~./b

P.<; 5 4. i-.,ca (;eioer I Or~jar-i zat iona I t r, t th e AI

It :ta~t litir tf" ~- f\1 (f-~ t



architects, and technicians within the San Antonio Real Irop,-. t y

Maintenance Agency. Boren (1980) assessed the Job Relate( ,

faction of Air Force officer, enlisted, and civilian perscnn,

from CAP data using the motivating potential score developed by

Hackman and Oldham.

There is little research on AFSC project managers and ti-

job attitudes. One relevant study found that AFSC project

managers, located at Eglin AFB, were significantly less effective

at supervisor to employee communication and management super-

vision tasks than other AFSC officers (Banks, 1982). No other

research on the other CAP factors or job attitudes for ;irecct

managers could be found. Therefore, research into job attitud]es

for AFSC project managers as compared to other AFSC officers an(

other Air Force officers at large is appropriate. Research of

tli s nature wi] I help to determine job attitudes and perhap.-

point the way fox improving the project managers' input-

trans;formation-output process.

This chapter has described job attitudes and identified key

attitudes measured by the CAP. It has also reviewed the litera-

ture, developing the theoretical background for the OAF and

identifying the relevant research on job attitudes for project

managers. The next chapter discusses the OAP survey ir more

detail. Background on the project management career field is

also provided, along with the procedures and methods used to

analyze the data collected in this research.

14 .
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Chapter Three

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the methods used to

col lect and analyze the data associated with this research

efffort. The discussion includes a description of the instrument

used to collect the data, an explanation of the data collection

mit hod, a description of the personnel surveyed, and a review of

ti e statistical procedures used to analyze the research data.

Instrumentation

The icuganizationa] Assessmoni Package (WAP) was the instru-

inrit tised to col ect the data for this research project. Th is

( -itn survey was jointly developed by the Air Force Human

5OsCues Laboratory (AFHR,), Brooks AFB, Texas, and the Leader-

ind Management Deve I opment Center (LMDC) to support the

:w: ssin of IMDC as stated in Chapter One (Mahr, 1982). AFHRL and

t1v- ised the GAP, in part, on the need and motivation theo:ries

aii t he Job Diaqncstic Survey described in Chapter Two. The 109-

' ,rv'y ccrs., ,ts of 16 demoqia[.i S i em:; and ,i A itt it so. i l

.I , . A ,,end i x C). 'Ibo,. surve, , wt r , jrr, ,s a seri,. of

quest Ions or n-1tatervent. n r ask(i1 to i p ck a r's iv I f,,; c ln Se k -vU 1.

, s , i. a iIkth It scale. Ptt tr( jIf('It: v r 'a , Mahr

". ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ,I °,



(1982) summarizes research supporting the validity and relia-

bility of the OAP from its initial field test until 1982. The
* p

OAP's construct validity is characterized as "consistent and

strong" %ith generally "acceptable to excellent" reliability

(Mahr, 1982). Short (1985) also discusses the OAP, with empbasis

on reliability, construct validity, and factor consistency.

The OAP compares 21 attitudinal factors and groups them into

four primary areas of organizational functioning corresponding to

the input-transformation-output process discussed in Chapter Two.

The input is further divided into the work itself an( job

enrichment. The OAP refers to the transformation as the work

group process and the output as the work group output.

The four areas of organizational functioning and the asso-

ciated OAP factors are discussed below:

1. Work Itself. This area covers the task properties

(technologies) and environmental conditions of the job. It

assesses the patterns of characteristics members bring to the

group or organization and types of differentiation and inte-

gration among position and roles. The following OAP factors

measure the work itself:

Job Performance Goals
Task Characteristics
Task Autonomy
Work Repetition
Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks
Job Related Training

2. Job Enrichment. This section measures the degree to

- which the job itself is interesting, meaningful, challenginO, and

*responsible.

16



The following OAP factors measure job enrichment:

Skill Variety
Task Identity
Task Significance
Job Feedback
Need for Enrichment Index
Job Motivation Index

3. Work Group Process. The work group process assesses the

pattern of activity and interaction among the group members. The

following OAP factors measure leadership and the work group

process:

Work Support
Management and Supervision
Supervisory Communications Climate
Organizational Communications Climate

4. Work Group Output. This area measures task performance,

group development, and effects on groups members. It assesses

the quantity and quality of task performance and alteration of

the qroup's relation to the environment. The following OAP

factors measure the work group output:

Pride
Advancement/Recognition
Work Group Effectiveness
Job Related Satisfaction
General Organizational Climate

A complete explanation of each area and factor in the OAP is

found in Appendix C.

Data Collection

The OAP data were gathered from Air Force organizations as

part of the complete six-step LMDC consultation process. Thr

six-step process is described here in order to put the data

qatherinq procedures in the proper perspective-

17
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Step 1: Invitation

The first step of the LMDC consultation process is in int'd

by a request from an Air Force commander or aqency (Thief,

normally at the wing or base level. An LMDC consu]tant tl.n

explains the services available to the unit and the commite'(.!,t

required from its top line management.

Step 2: Initial Contact

During this step, a team of consultants visits the unit to

outline the consultation process to the host commander and his

staff and discusses any concerns or questions.

Step 3: Data Collection

Normally, one month after Step 2, a team visits the unit to

begin the data gathering. LMDC collects data from a variety of

sources.

- Open-ended questionnaires administered to all key
supervisors in the organization to determine their
perceptions about their roles as leaders/managers.

- Interviews with supervisors based on their responses
to the open-ended questionnaire just discussed.

- Administering the OAP survey to. . .people avai lable
for duty within each work group of the base or wing.

- Objective data such as IG, MEI, and MSET reports; AWOL
rates; drug and other arrest rates; etc. (Short,
1985, p. 46).

The OAP is administered to all available personnel present foi

duty within each work group of the base or wing. LMDC col lects

the data in group survey sessions and tries to ensure standard

survey administration. If possible, subordinates and supervisors

are scheduled in separate sessions. Only 1MDC personnel handle

38

. . . .. . .'



-::7 WO .V-211.

completed surveys, and each respondent is promised individual S.

anonymity.

Step 4: Analysis

The OAP responses are placed into a computer data base,

allowing statistical comparisons of all work groups in the

organization. The comparisons identify strengths and weaknesses

in the organization, as perceived by assigned personnel. LMDC

consultants then use the results to develop plans to correct

suspected weaknesses.

Step 5: The Tailored Visit

Approximately two months after data gathering, LMDC consul-

tants return to the wing or base to work with individual super-

visors to develop management action plans to improve areas of

concern.

Step 6: Follow-up

Approximately six months after the tailored visit, an LMDC

team visits the organization to measure the progress in the

* organization. The OAP survey is administered again and inter-

* views are conducted with selected managers to determine the

quality of organizational change.

LMDC has a cumulative data base with nearly 300,000 OAP

survey records on file. Besides the 16 demographic items on the

survey, other demographics are collected on the answer sheet and

stored in the data base. These items include a work group iden-

tifier, personnel category, pay grade, age, sex, Air Fcrce

Speciality Code, base, and major commanfd. The OAP -. ata base is

U[
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stored in two files. One is a historical file with data

"-* collected prior to September 30, 198], and the second is a

current file containing data collected after October 1, ]9HI.

The present research used initial OAP responses collected from

October 1, 1981 to September 16, 1985. The initial OAP response!

are those collected in the third step of LMDC's consult ait

process, before the intervention of LMDC consultants into the

organization (pre-intervention).

Subjects

In examining the job attitudes of Air Force Systems Command

(AFSC) project managers, data were extracted from the current

LMDC OAP data base. Three independent comparison groups were

selected from the available data. The first group was compiised

of AFSC officers performing duties in the project management

career field (Air Force Speciality Code 27xx). The second group

was comprised of officers performing other duties in AFSC. The

final group was composed of all remaining Air Force officers in

* the data base. The sample sizes of the three groups are 352,

- 1569, and 10,671, respectively. The data taken are from surveys

-. administered to 63 bases or organizations (including 14 AFSC

bases) in 10 major commands, direct reporting units, or special

" operating agencies. A detailed demographic description is out-

- lined in Appendix A.

20
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Procedures

Various analytical methods from the Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences (SPSSx User's Guide, 1983) were used to

analyze the data gathered. These were subprograms "Crosstabs"

and the "oneway Analysis of Variance Procedure (ANOVA)" with the

Newman-Keuls post hoc test. The results of the analyses of the

three subject groups are explained in two separate comparisons.

Comparison 1: Analysis of Demographic Information

This section shows the characteristics of the comparison

groups as determined by the responses to the demographic items on

t he OAP.

Comparison 2: AFSC Project Managers Compared to Other AFSC
Officers and to Other Air Force Officers at Large

For these analyses, job attitudes for the three groups were

c(,mpazed for 21 CAP factors. The ANOVA and Newman-Keuls proce-

,iures were used for t hese comparisons. ANOVA is a statistical

r.*,thet to compare simultaneously the means of several qioups to

determine if there are any mean score differences among the

Sot ips. The 95 % confidence level was used foi the compar sons to

* determiine if statistical diffeences were valid. The Newran- .

t; p o procedure indicates which of thL q roups is stat i st i c 1 y

: r e r ert from t he ot her s. As a r s u t cf os, r c ure., F t

ios i Is b -. to determine on which of the at tt tlin I fact rI

t I rot11p s " i f f t(, 0. F or t )esE C (, Cr . Ii t I~ I' 21 1 -j t UI

i d vi(:c into four groups t hat -t l t rful it r-ry area "

o1 cuiizi ) ZLt i I funct i.nTnhq. sl yi;l( ui 2 ,t l, I ( 1 (i lout I i"

talts ir this stuiy represfi :,.- o ,... . : t I I

1
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responses in the pre-intervention data base for the factoi being

examined. Additionally, the symbol PM represents project maragcr

in the tables.

This chapter discussed the OAP survey, the data col lection"

method, the personnel surveyed, and the statistical proce(I .,

used for data analysis. Chapter Four presents the results ,f 

data analyses for the three comparison groups.

22
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Chapter Four

RESULTS

Introduction

The results of the comparison of Organizational Assessment

Package (OAP) responses among Air Force Systems Command (AFSC)

project managers, other AFSC officers, and other Air Force

officers in the Leadership and Management Development Center

(IMDC) data base are presented in this chapter. The demographic

data are first discussed for the three groups. Next, the atti-

tudinal differences among AFSC project managers, other AFSC

officers, and other Air Force officers are identified.

Demographic Data

Genera lly, the demographic responses indicate the three

groups are simi lar in makeup with a few exceptions. The demo-

qtaphic data for al I three groups ae preserte(i in detai I in

Appendix A, Tables A-] through A-22.

The na jor demogiaphic differences anong survey rfspon.Ilcnt

(!lk + ; are in age, time in service, t ime in ca , i jeld, qroup

ii t i oS, r'roh , I em ;o 1 vi nc , and a r oni uti ca I -it i i. 'lypi ca i Iv,

t A 'SC Frojt,(,t nlnraqers arI (I yo11 tr'I t IrIs ' h, A ,",0 (11'i, 1 AI

, Air F, r ce c f fl c rs - qe a 1u. 'owt r- ss V,,5 [aI (Jt1)1 (I

pr c(],(t nmanagers i-- I to 25 years o(l , wh i I' I ' t her "1S'C

2''

_ * , . ' " 4 ,,*.*. e.* . . . . .' - . ,.-. 4 * " ' *.. 4 .-&-' *: " " . *'" ** . -"' """ '" ""' - ." "!" ' " "" " " "



officers and 11% of other Air Force officers fall intc. th,

category. The time in the Air Force for AFSC project manager-

also differs from the other two groups. The project manac: rs

tend to have fewer people in the 4- to 12-year range and morc it:

the under 4-year and over 12-year ranges than the two otho "i

groups. The project managers also have less time in their ca .t.,

field when compared to the two other groups. About 46% of pro-

ject officers had over 3 years in the present career field, while

other AFSC officers and other Air Force officers had 61 and 58%,

respectively.

Besides being younger and having less time in both grade afl(!

service, AFSC project managers supervise fewer personnel than the

comparison groups. Sixty-eight percent of the project managers

do not supervise anyone, as compared with 53% and 39% for other

AFSC officers and other Air Force officers, respectively. The

demographic information also indicates that AFSC project managers

and supervisors are less likely to use group meetings to solve

problems than are the two other groups. Finally, 85% of project

managers and 87% of the AFSC officers are nonrated, while 56% of

the other Air Force officers are nonrated.

A total of 20 demographic data items were col lected and

reported with the OAP survey (Tables A-I through A-22). The

major differences among the AFSC project managers, other AFSC

officers, and other Air Force officers were discussed above. The

results of the statistical analysis of attitudinal responses on

the survey are presented in the next section.

24
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''he attitudinal differences for the AFSC project managers

versus, the other AFSC officers and other Air Force officers are

pitesented for the 21 OAP factors measured in this reseatch. This'

section presents an overall summary of tie attitudinal differ-

tunces anong the three groups. Then summary data are examined for

the four primary areas of organizational functioning: work

itse]t, job enrichment, work group process, and work group out-

put. The ce-tai1ed information for these findings is inciudec: in

Appendix P, Tables B-I through 13-4.

Overall

In only one case is the attitudinal score of AFSC project

nanaqers significantly higher than those of the two other groups.

For I I of the 21 measured CAP factors, the project managers'

attitu( inal scores are significantly lower than the attitudinal

cooies of both AFSC officers and Air Force officers. For 8 of

tl u s,.- i, 1 factors, other AFSC officers' attitude scores are

ciin i rt(-,rttly lower than Air Foice officers' attitude scores.

.or the nine remaining factors, five compal ison.i .ncl I ('ate"

Nt ro' pr 2ject ranager s and cther AFSC o tI c rs ha N.e s ie m a r

- a t t ,.des, IL t their att itudes ai e lower compai ed to the Air

c-, f- s ,t icers at l arge. The other fou -ac t c,s i evea no

Stt cat a ca i f fei ences in attitudes between iroups.

* ,',()rk it s-lI Summary

li ! h't natr;, ls. ' att itid, ,. t ) i s(,unt I} i.~c'' foI 7 1c y
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factor except one. The five factors where attitudes measure

significantly lower than Air Force officers are: Job Perfoinanc-,

Goals, Task Characteristics, Work Repetition, Desired Repet-

itive/Easy Tasks, and Job Related Training. Each of the factors

measures specific aspects of the work itself. Job Perfcrrr rce

Goals measures the degree to which goals are clear, specific.

realistic, understandable, and challenging. Task Characteristics

measures a combination of Skill Variety, Task Identity, Task

Significance, and Job Feedback designed to measure several

aspects of one's job. The third and fourth factors, Work Re.peti-

tion and Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks, measure the extent tc

which one faces the same type of problems and the desir' fo

those problems to be simple to solve. The last factor, Job

Related Training, reflects the degree to which the worker is

satisfied with on-the-job and technical training.

Project managers' attitudes are also significantly lowei than

those of other AFSC officers for each factor except Desired

Repetitive/Easy Tasks and Job Related Training. The three groups

are similar for Task Autonomy, or the degree to which the job

provides freedom to do the work as one sees fit. Table 1

summarizes the significant results.

Job Enrichment Summary

The OAP factors measuring the Job Enrichment attitudes are

summarized in Table 2. AFSC project managers have significantly

lower attitudes than Air Force officers in Ski] l Variety, Task

Identity, Task Significance, Job Feedback, and the Job Motivation

26
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Table I

Work itself Summary
Comparison of GAP Factor Sc.ores

AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean

Jot) Performnance Goals
AIS(' PM,, 4.33*, *

Other AFSC 4.53*
AF Of ficers 4.76

Task Characteristics
AFSC P~s 4.93*, *

Other AFSC 5.21*
AF Officers 5. 38

Work Repetition
A1C PMS 3.65*, *

OIther AFSC 4.15*
AF Officers 4.36

D~esi red Repet iti ve/Easy Tasks
Al S C PMs 2.28*, *

Otf hei AFSC 2.42
AT- of ficers 2.49

jol, pcI dt d Ti ainiliq
AI*SC PMS 4.(3*, **

Other AFSC 4.39
AT, Officers 4.76

* * ~-t at~istical ly different fromt AF' Officer.-
* * * - 't at ist ical ly di fferent from Other* AFSc ffcr

C, X. The conihi neo f act ors measu re t he deg Y-(,( t c) wh 1 ch t tec-,cd.l

* ~ rt '5t i q, q' f inqfiI , c ha IIeongq ig, icd i Si ibl. k

'V it it ''~rEs fhe (qr( toJ which 1- jol, 1; e &'; t se

i o, ci e if fer ei it s ki I Is rdil ta Ien ( -r. Ih ( k l iact or, ok

i yo , measures the (ZOO ie which t1-(Ih ' Ui r 0 "1e
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Table 2
Job Enrichment Summary

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other APSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean

Skill Variety
AFSC PMs 5.11*, **
Other AFSC 5.40
AF Officers 5.46

Task Identity
AFSC PMs 4.86*, **
Other AFSC 5.07*
AF Officers 5.26

Task Significance
AFS(" Pbls 5..08", **."

Other AFSC 58
AF Cfficers 5.85

Job Feedback
AFSC PMs 4.55", **
Other AFSC 4.79*
AF Officers 4.92

Job Motivation Index
AFSC PMs 116.94*, **
Other AFSC 125.35
AF Officers 126.90

* - Statistically different from AF Officers

** - Statistically different from Other AFSC Officers

complet ion of a whol and identi iable piece of work fio .

beginning to end. Task Significance meas,,res the import .ncr of

the job. The next factor inr the jobl en ricm nt arca i5; ,oh

Feedback, and it measures the degree to whiclh the worker (ltains ."

informatien or, good ox bad performance. The, final factoi where
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the AFSC project managers' attitudes are lower is in the Job

Mot i vat i on Index. 'Phis factor ref I ects t he overa I mot i vatinq

potential of a job.

Project managers' attitudes are a l so ] owei than those of

other AFSC officers in Task Identity, Task Significance, and Job

Feedback. The three groups are similar in Need for Enrichment

index which measures the characteristics an individual would like

I n a job.

iNork (;roup Process Summary

The OAP measures four factors within the work group process

irea. On these four factors, AFSC project managers and other

AFSC of ficers have similar attitudes. For two of the attitudinal

factors, Supervisory Communications Climate and Organizational

Culiiunications Climate, project managers and other AFSC officers

scouie lower than other Air Force officers. Supervisory Communi-

c(atfc-ns; Climate measures the degree to which the worker perceives

tht.rc 4s good rapport with supervisors, that innovation for task

l, ,n ove ment as encouraged, and that rewa cis are based upon

I I r l mTance. Orqani zationa I Communic(at ions C1 .mat i measurcs t he

I. to, Which thel ( is an onn)r, ( cln, un ('at I(c; , 'i Ionment and

o ie,,. tt inforratior is jrcvid'd to accomp] ish the job. Foi

*I taIt Y, tangen CrIt S LptI V I si on, a] I goups display

I :1 at t itu(des. The last factor, Work ;urtpport, rcveais the

(>~izs aucoi, t his it ecaruh whoa -(a n~ (;" e I- O naaes

;, I i, 1C o ft n '-' ]f c att t, .:- iiO se >;av : ]y hiI hler

II I t c t Io,(, I F(i' I f f u s 1 C s or 1 ) Ca F' I E.7
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the degree to which work performance is hindered by addit i nal

duties or inadequate tools, equipment, or work space. Th' rro-

ject managers and other AFSC officers are less hindered than tt

rest of the Air Force officers. Table 3 summarizes the results.

Table 3
Work Group Process Summary

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean

Supervisory Communications Climate
AFSC PMs 4.71 *
Other AFSC 4.71]*
AF Officers 4.89

Organizational Communications Climate
AFSC PMs 4.55*
Other AFSC 4.57*
AF Officers 4.94

Work Support
AFSC PMs 4.66*
Other AFSC 4.65*
AF Officers 4.54

* - Statistically different from AF Officers

Work Group Output Summary

Table 4 details the results of the statistical analysis of

the factors identified in the work group output function.

Comparing four of the factors reveals that AFSC project managers'

measured attitudes are lower than those for other Air Force

officers. Those four factors are Pride, Advancement/Recognition,
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Work Group Effectiveness, and General Organizational Climate.

Other AFSC officers also score lower than other Air Force

Table 4
Work Group Output Summary

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Fact or Mean

Pride
AFSC PMs 4.95*, **
Other AFSC 5.21*
AF Officers 5.54

Advancement/Recognition
AFSC PMs 4.44*
Other AFSC 4.43*
AF Officers 4.60

Work Group Effectiveness
AFSC PMs 5.62*
Other AFSC 5.68*
AF Officers 5.79

General Organizational Climate
AFSC PMs 4.86*
Other AFSC 4.86*
AF Officers 5.27

* - Statistically different from AF Officers

•* - Statistically different from Other AFSC Officers

- officers for the Pride factor. The Pride factor measures the

[iidc and confidence in one's work. Advancement/Pecognitjon

tieasures the awareness of advancement and feeling of being pre-

p pared for promotion. The third factor, Work Group Effectiveness,

indicate,; ore's view of the quantity, qualitv, r:nd effiuiency of

" . • - . - • • . - ~ ~. - ." . . . . . - -. ,C -. - -



*work generated by the group. Finally, General Organizational

Climate measures the individual's perception of spirit of team-

work, communications, and group pride in the organizational

environment. All three groups have similar attitudes for the job

satisfaction factor.

In summary, job attitudes of AFSC project managers measured

lower than AFSC officers for 11 of the 21 factors and lower than

other Air Force officers on 16 of the 21 factors. Detailed

statistical comparisons are provided in Appendix B. Chapter Five

discusses the demographic and attitudinal results.
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the results and findings from -

responses to the Organizational Assessment Package (OAP) survey

administered to Air Force officers. First, the limitations of

this study are presented. Then, the demographic data are dis-

cussed, providing some explanations for the attitudinal differ-

ences noted. Next, the factors relating to the four areas of

organizational functioning (work itself, job enrichment, work

group process, and work group output) are isolated and presented.

Limitations of the Study

The principal limitation of this research is the method by

which the data were gathered. A random sample is the optimal

method for the collection of data. This prevents the intro-

duction of consistent biases from uncontrolled variables. The

nethod the Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC)

used to collect the data from October 1981 until September 1985,

was defined by their consulting process; subsequently, their data

repiesents only those organizations which requested LMDC's

services. This limitation is somewhat mitiqated by the fact IMDC

surveyed every individual available for work durinq the time of

thte visit. Therefore, the results for each organizat ion are

3
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representative of that organization. Since many units wei(.

visited, the data are representative of at least a large s.negnt

of the Air Force population.

Demographics

A review of the demographic analysis uncovers several

possible reasons for the statistically lower job attitudes of

*" project managers. The data indicate Air Force Systems Command.

(AFSC) project managers are younger, have less time in the A r

Force, and have less time in their career field than both other

AFSC officers and other Air Force officers. The implications of

such demographic data are far reaching in light of other

research. Talbot's (1979) study confirmed that job attitudes

improve with increased age. In addition, during personal inter-

views, LMDC consultants and analysts also indicated that job

attitudes usually improve with age (LMDC/AN personnel, personal

communication, December 13, 1985). The LMDC members also

concluded, from past studies, that the more time in service a

member has, the more favorable his or her job attitudes tend to

become. Likewise, an individual's job attitude will generally

improve the more he or she works in the same career field "

(LMDC/AN personnel, personal communication, December 13, 1985).

AFSC officers are also younger, have less time in service,

and have less time in a career speciality than other Air Force

officers, but not to the extremes of AFSC project managers.

*. Therefore, it is not surprising that AFSC officers' attitudes Ore

lower than Air Force officers' attitudes, but higher than AFSC
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project managers' attitudes for 11 of the 21 OAP factors. This

trend supports Talbot's (1979) and LMDC's conclusions on the

effects of age, time in service, and time in a career field on

job attitudes.

There are reasons for the existing demographic charac-

teristics of AFSC project managers. Information on the project

management career field was obtained from telephone conversations

with career and retention monitors at the Air Force Military

Personnel Center (AFMPC) and at AFSC. Their records reveal that

in the late 1970s and early 1980s, an unusually large number of

p roject managers in the 6- to 12-year groups left the Air Force

to join the civilian sector (AFSC/MPRO personnel, personal

communication, November 5, 1985). According to AFMPC, the

shortfall in the lieutenant colonel, major, and captain ranks is

approximately 500 positions out of 2400 in the career field

(AFMPC/DPMATO personnel, personal communication, October 24,

1985). This is due primarily to the 1980 exodus. In an effort

t make up for these losses, the Air Force began recruiting

*: greater numbers of second lieutenant project managers to fill the

sh(-,t fa] I created. This increased accession rate, which beqan in

1980, is the reason why the demographic data show a greater

ziumler of younger project managers and other AFSC officers with

less time in service than for the Air Frce at large

(fFJMPC 1 vPMATO personnel, personal communication, O]ctober 24,

.. 3
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The demographic data also revealed AFSC project managers

supervise fewer personnel than other AFSC and Air Force off >:ers.

Since they supervise fewer personnel, it may also indicate that

they hold fewer middle management positions than the other

groups. This is a result of the greater percentage of [rc.ilt

managers in the less than 4 years of service category thai! f*,

comparison groups. Being more junior, project managers are not

receiving the opportunity to reach higher management levels as

are the comparison groups. In a study of civilians, Slocum

(1971) found that higher levels of management reported greater

need satisfaction in their jobs than did lower level workers,. In

this case, there are fewer opportunities for project managers to

gain management positions because of the great number of junior

officers competing for the positions. These demographic charac-• -~

teristics may contribute to the lower project managers' job

attitude ratings.

Areas of Organizational Functioning

The demographic differences of the three comparison groups

influence the attitudinal factors measured in the OAP's four

areas of organizational functioning. The work itself and job

enrichment area on the OAP survey represent the "input" phase of

the input-transformation-output process. In this research 12 of

the OAP factors measured job attitudes during the input phase.

For 10 of these factors (including Task Autonomy, Work Repeti-

tion, Skil l Variety, and Task Significance), AFSC project

managers' attitudes are lower thian other AFSC and Air Force

36
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* officers. Other AFSC officers are lower than Air Force officers

for six of the factors. The less favorable job attitudes may

reflect the impact of the demographic differences among the

groups. Since project managers are younger than the two other

groups, one would expect their attitudes to be less favorable, as

indicated by the research of Talbot (1979) and the experience of

IMI)NC consultants and analysts previously discussed.

The "transformation" phase of the system is linked to the

work group process of the GAP. For this area the demographic

differences described earlier help explain why project managers

have less favorable attitudes in Supervisory and Organizational

cummunications Climate. In addition, shortages in the senior

Qcaptain through lieutenant colonel project manager positions

inll uence this area. With the shortage of 500 middle managers

*lnJl an excess of 500 junior officers, the desired supervisor-to-

w(;rker ratio is not being achieved (AFSC/MPRO personnel, personal

*Arfllthiication, November 5, 1985). With more officers to super-

\ ise, the middle management may not have enough time to guide

*ubordinates through their work nor establish an effective

t, ,trizational climate. This is reflected in the demographic

(:,t a here roject managers hold fewer group meetings to solve

I.oh1l.na, than the other two comparison groups. In addition,

:iq)*.rvisors from other career fields may be filling the shortla]l

,i dii anaqing project managers without the proper experience and

r tr training which coul ]ead to less favoile[V joh att itad,,;
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for project managers (AFSC/MPRO personnel, persona] conirui'i-

cation, November 5, 1985).

The work group output area of the OAP corresponds to t!

"output" phase of the input-transformation-output process. Since

attitudes are less favorable for the first two phases ol

process, they can be expected to be lower for the output.

of the five factors indicate lower attitudes for AFSC pioject

managers. The demographic differences in the groups and the

lower levels of available supervision both help to keep project

managers' attitudes about General Organizational Climate, Pride,

Advancement/Recognition, and Work Group Effectiveness ]o,, th.n

the other two groups.

The proposed reasons for the less favorable job attitudes of

AFSC project managers have been primarily based on the realities

of the demographic differences between groups. When the job

attitudes are broadly lower, it is sometimes difficult to explain

completely the results. The demographic differences in the

groups may be hiding other reasons why project managers have less

favorable job attitudes. The project managers' work may lack

structure, there may be little opportunity for personal growth in

the job, or there may be a poor work environment. These condi-

tions may also affect job attitudes, but this research has not

identified an impact. Further research isolating factors ox

groups of factors may establish additional reasons for the less

favorable attitudes of project managers.

S..
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At the outset, this chapter reviewed the limitations of the

research, after which the demographic and attitudinal data were

discussed and a rationale was provided for the lower job atti-

tudes of AFSC project managers as compared to other AFSC and Air

Force officers. Chapter Six presents a review and some con-

clusiorns and recommendations.

-t

-....-. . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . .



7.' 7
rp

Chapter Six

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Review and Conclusions

The primary purpose of this study was to compare the job

attitudes of Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) project managers

with the corresponding attitudes of other AFSC officers and Air

Force officers at large. First, the organizational behavior

literature was reviewed establishing its link to the Organi-

zational Assessment Package (OAP) survey. Theories developed by

Maslow and Herzberg and a survey produced and tested by Hackman

and Oldham provided the background for much of the OAP's develop-

necnt. The Hawthorne Studies showed how job attitudes can affect

woiker output, thus demonstrating the importance of determining

and monitoring job attitudes.

The procedures used to collect and analyze the data for this

re-sfuaxch were then explained. The OAP survey and the Leadership

and Management Development Center's (LMD.) data collection method V"

* ,re !(iscussed. The three groups surveyed for this research were

J(';5C 1:ie and the statistical procedures used to analyze the iata

we ie presented.

A concise presentation of the demographic and attitudinal

*t 'sults is found in Chapter Four. The major demoqraphic differ-
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ences among the three groups were discussed, hiqhliqhthiq .-

differences in age, time in service, and time in career f ie] .

The 20 demographic items captured by the OAP are presented

Appendix A. The attitudinal results compared the three groups on

the 21 OAP factors for which IMDC col]ected data.

The research showed that AFSC project manaqers' job attitui,,

were generally less favorable than those of the other A';('

officers and other Air Force officers at large. It is suqqesed

that these findings were primarily due to the demographic differ-

ences between the groups. The project manager group contained

more junior officers than authorized and considerably more junior

officers by percentage than the other groups. In addition, theie

was a lack of middle managers. The study corroborated other

research which found job attitudes improve with age, time in

service, and time in career field. The possible lack of proper

supervision may have also had an impact on job attitudes.

Recommendations

The less favorable job attitudes of AFSC project managers,

as measured by the OAP, are in large part due to the events which

shaped the demographics of the career field. The followinq

recommendations are made to AFSC leaders and commanders and may

lessen the impact of similar occurrences:

1. AFSC, with the help of the Air Force Military Personnel

Center (AFMPC), should identify officers with project management

experience and 8 to 16 years in service who are in other career

fields. These officers should be requalified as project manaqers

42

f d. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .



arId returned to project management duties in order to better

stabil I ize the career field with middle management quidance.

2. Efforts should be made by AFSC senior leadership to

insure junior project managers are given expanded resporsi-

bilities when possible. With a lack of middle management

resources, capable junior officers should be challenged with more

demanding positions and subsequently provided more job enrich-

nien t.

. AFSC and AFMPC personnel manaqers should estal lish

necessary programs to avoid future imbalances in project manage-

ment staffing. Techniques such as providing financial bonuses or

incentives, and maintaining a reserve of project managers in

other career fields could be implemented.

4. AFSC should conduct research on job attitudes as project

managers' demographics become more representative of other Air

Force officers. This may provide the opportunity to identify

other factors that may be influencing job attitudes.

4m)
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APPENDIX A

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA"
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Table A-1

Number of Respondents by Group

AFSC PMs Other AFSC Officers AF Officers

(n) (n) (n)

Officers 352 1,569 10,671

Table A-2

Sex by Personnel Gateqory

AF'SC PMs W% Other AFSC Officers C)AF Officers(%

n = 352 1,569 10,671

*Male 92.0 78.8 88.7
Femnale 8.0 21.2 11.3
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Table A-3

Age by Personnel Category

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n 353 1,573 10,698

17 to 20 yrs 0.0 0.0 0.0
21 to 25 yrs 26.6 16.1 11.1

* 26 to 30 yrs 14.7 23.6 29.1
31 to 35 yrs 14.4 21.2 24.2
36 to 40 yrs 23.2 18.6 19.6
41 to 45 yrs 16.4 13.2 10.5

* 46 to 50 yrs 3.7 5.1 3.3
Over 50 yrs 0.8 2.0 2.2

Table A-4

Time in the Air Force

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n 353 1,573 10,677

Less than I yr 6.5 7.5 2.5

1 to 2 yrs 7.1 8.8 4.7
2 to 3 yrs 12.5 6.0 7.7
3 to 4 yrs 7.6 6.5 7.3
4 to 8 yrs 10.8 17.5 22.7

. 8 to 12 yrs 8.8 14.4 16.8
Over 12 yrs 46.7 39.2 38.3

4"p
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.1j Table A-5 "

Months in Present Career Field

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (0.)

n 351 1,566 10,618

Less than 6 mos 7.4 6.1 5.0
6 to 12 mos 9.1 7.3 7.6
12 to 18 mos 7.7 8.5 7.7

- 18 to 36 mos 29.9 16.8 22.0
Over 36 mos 45.9 61.3 57.7

4."

.r."

Table A-6

Months at Present Duty Station

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers ()

n = 353 1,569 10,663

Less than 6 mos 12.2 13.4 14.(0
6 to 12 mos 11.9 15.7 16.8
12 to 18 nus 14.4 17.7 16.3

18 to 36 mos 38.2 30.1 36.8
Over 36 mos 23.2 23.1 16.2

50
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Table A-7

Months in Present Position

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n = 353 1,568 10,653

Less than 6 mos 22.9 22.1 27.2
6 to 12 mos 23.8 21.7 25.1
12 to 18 mos 15.9 20.3 16.6
18 to 36 mos 31.4 27.0 24.1
Over 36 mos 5.9 8.8 6.9

Table A-8

Ethnic Group

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers %) AF Officers (%)

n = 349 1,565 10,646

Black 5.7 6.1 5.8
Si spanic 2.3 2.7 2.3

White 88.0 86.6 87.7
Other 4.0 4.7 4.2
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Table A-9

Marital Status

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n= 353 1,571 10,689

Not married 26.9 23.9 20.5
Married 71.1 7'. 4 78.0

" Single parent 2.0 1.7 1.5

Table A-10

Spouse Fl)Tpoyment Status: AFSC Project Managers

Geographically Separated Not Geographically Separated

n 6 245

Civilian employed 66.7 42.0
Not employed 0.0 51.4
Military member 33.3 6.5
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Table A-If

Spouse Employment Status: Other AFSC Officers

Geographically Separated Not Geographically Separated

n 51 1,118

Civilian employed 47.1 38.4
Not employed 23.5 50.3
Military member 29.4 11.4

Table A-12

Spouse Employment Status: Air Force Officers

Geographically Separated Not Geographically Separate-

369 7,968

Civilian employed 60.4 33.4
Not employed 19.8 58.3
Military member 19.8 8.4

5I
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Table A-1 3

Education Level

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n = 353 1,567 10,670

HS Grad or GED 0.0 0.0 0.3

Less than 2 yrs college 0.3 0.2 0.3
More than 2 yrs college 0.0 2.0 1.3
Bachelors Degree 46.7 40.7 55.0
asters Degree 50.7 39.8 36.2
PhD 2.3 17.4 6.9

Table A-14

Professional Military Education

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n = 353 1,572 10,682

None 36.5 44.4 32.9
SOS 16.1 18.8 28.2
Int Serv Sch 24.9 18.6 23.9
Sr Serv Sch 22.1 15.0 11.6
Cther 0.3 3.2 3.4
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Table A-15=

1*

Number of People Supervised ,

AFSC PMs M% Other AFSC Officers ()AF Officers(%

p

n = 338 1,450 10,086h

None 68.6 53.4 38.4

1 3.0 6.7 7.5

2 1.5 3.4 7.0
3 4.1 5.4 8.5
4 to 5 10.7 12.] 14.1

6 to 8 5.9 8.8 10.5
9 or more 6.2 10.1 14.0

Table A-16

Number of People Respondent Writes Performance Reports On

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n 352 1,570 10,667

None 72.2 64.4 48.8
1 3.7 5.9 10.0
2 1.7 3.4 7.7

, 5.1 4.8 7.6
. 4 to 5 8.5 8.9 11.8

0 to h 5.1 7.0 8.8

9 (Jr n)re 3.7 5.5 5.4

5I
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Table A-17

Does Supervisor Write Respondent's Effectiveness Report

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (9)

n=350 1,554 10,531

Yes 76.6 71.3 78.6

Table A-18

Work Schedule

AFSC PMs M% Other AFSC Officers %)AF Officers(%

n =352 1,555 10,589

Days 84.9 72.6 56.3

Swing 0.0 0.3 0.2
Midnight 0.0 0.1 0.1
Rotating 0.0 9.1 4.3
Irregular 5.4 10.9 13.0
Frequent TDY 9.7 6.9 8.1

*Crew 0.0 0.1 18.0

56
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Table A-19

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n = 346 1,561 10,565

Nevei 6.1 5.8 6.7
(Xcasional]y 34.7 24.6 22.4
Monthly 6.1 17.3 13.8
Weekly 39.3 40.9 42.5
Daily 12.7 10.1 12.5
Continously 1.2 1.4 2.2

-

Table A-20

Group Meetings Used to Solve Problems

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (% AF Officers C%)

n = 345 1,549 10,511

Never 22.3 17.9 14.7
Occasionally 45.2 41.1 42.7
Half the time 20.0 22.1 21.9
Always 12.5 18.9 20.7
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Table A-21

Aeronautical Rating and Current Status

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n = 352 1,572 10,529

Nonrated 84.9 87.4 56.4
Nonrated crew 0.3 0.9 2.7
Rated Operations 0.0 1.1 32.0
Rated Support 14.8 10.6 9.0

Table A-22

Career Intent

AFSC PMs (%) Other AFSC Officers (%) AF Officers (%)

n = 349 1,568 10,637

Retire in 12 mos 5.2 5.0 3.1
Career 54.4 45.5 51.8
Likely Career 18.9 20.9 22.8
Maybe 16.0 17.7 14.6
Probably Not Career 3.4 7.0 4.8
Separate 2.0 3.8 2.9
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Table B-i
The Work Itself

ANOVA of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean SD Subset df F

Job Performance Goals 2,12130 67.32
AFSC PMs 4.33 1.02 1
Other AFSC 4.53 1.03 2
AF Officers 4.76 .97 3

Task Characteristics 2,12197 54.24
AFSC PMs 4.93 1.09 1
Other AFSC 5.21 1.04 2
AF Officers 5.38 0.93 3

* Task Autonomy 2,12226 4.09*
AFSC PMs 4.67 1.19 1
Other AFSC 4.63 1.33 1
AF Officers 4.54 1.36 1

Work Repetition 2,12418 58.82***
AFSC PMs 3.65 1.33 1
Other AFSC 4.15 1.45 2
AF Officers 4.36 1.35 3

Desired Repetitive/Fasy Tasks 2,12052 8.80
AFSC PMs 2.28 .98 1
Other AFSC 2.42 1.07 2
AF Officers 2.49 1.05 2

* Job Related Training 2,9852 62.04
AFSC PMs 4.03 1.50 1
Other AFSC 4.39 3.59 2
AF Officers 4.76 1.45 3

Note: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different at the
.05 level.

p < .05, p < .01, p < .001.
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Table B-2
Job Enrichment

ANOVA of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean SD Subset df F

Skill Variety 2,12499 13.65***
AFSC PMs 5.11 1.40 1
Other AFSC 5.40 1.37 2
AF Officers 5.46 1.26 2

Task Identity 2,12466 33.00***
AFSC PMs 4.86 1.29 1
Other AFSC 5.07 1.28 2
AF Officers 5.26 1.20 3

Task Significance 2,12518 93.52***
AFSC PMs 5.08 1.51 1
Other AFSC 5.58 1.37 2
AF Officers 5.85 1.21 3

Job Feedback 2,12486 22.84***
AFSC PMs 4.55 1.26 1
Other AFSC 4.79 1.24 2
AF Officers 4.92 1.17 3

Need for Fnrichment 2,12207 2.9837

AFSC PMs 6.17 .78 1
Other AFSC 6.12 .85 1
AF Officers 6.08 .87 1

Job Motivation Index 2,11414 3.65*

AFSC PMs 116.94 63.18 1

Other AFSC 125.35 69.82 2
AF Officers 126.90 67.07 2

Note: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different at the
.05 level.
* ** **

P .05, p < .01, p < .001.
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Table B-3
Work Group Process

ANOVA of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean SD Subset df F

Work Support 2,12037 8.93***
AFSC PMs 4.66 1.01 2
Other AFSC 4.65 1.04 2
AF Officers 4.54 1.10 1

Management and Supervision 2,11782 6.69**
AFSC PMs 5.23 1.37 1
Other AFSC 5.20 1.40 1
AF Officers 5.33 1.33 1

Supervisory Ccrmnunications Climate 2,11530 12.22
AFSC PMs 4.71 1.47 1
Other AFSC 4.71 1.49 1
AF Officers 4.89 1.41 2

Organizational CoUmunications Climate 2,11642 67.37AFS;C PMs 4.55 1.23 1

Other AFSC 4.57 1.32 1
AF Officers 4.94 1.24 2

Note: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different at the
.05 level.
* ****•

p < .05, p < .01, p < .001.

I

* .* * * - . * . . . . . . . . . . *



Table B-4
Work Group Output

ANOVA of OAP Factor Scores
AFSC PMs vs Other AFSC Officers vs AF Officers

Factor Mean SD Subset df F

Pride 2,12453 63.46***
AFSC PMs 4.95 1.58 1
Other AFSC 5.21 1.47 2
AF Officers 5.54 1.36 3

Advancement/Recognition 2,11958 16.08**"
AFSC PMs 4.44 1.19 1
Other AFSC 4.43 1.20 1
AF Officers 4.60 1.18 2

Work Group Effectiveness 2,12080 11.05
AFSC PMs 5.62 1.16 1
Other AFSC 5.68 1.17 1
AF Officers 5.79 1.06 2

Job Related Satisfaction 2,11264 1.92
AFSC PMs 5.25 1.06 1
Other AFSC 5.38 1.05 1
AF Officers 5.36 1.10 1

General Organizational Climate 2,11711 81.67
AFSC PMs 4.86 1.29 1
Other AFSC 4.86 1.29 1
AF Officers 5.27 1.23 2

Note: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different at the
.05 level.

S,* ****
p < .05, p < .01, p < .001.
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APPMnDIX C

ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSNENT PACKAGE SURVEY

FACTORS AND VARIABLES
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