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Foreword

Given the demands placed on this country’s military services, it is essential that personnel
possess adequate physical strength to perform assigned work. In response to a Government
Accounting Office (GAO) report entitled Physically Demanding Jobs. Services Have Little Data
on Ability of Personnel to Perform (1996), the Department of Defense (DOD) conducted a mail
survey of personnel in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps to determine the beliefs of
first-term-of-enlistment (“first-term”) personnel and supervisors regarding their ability to
perform physically demanding tasks.

The project was a joint effort of the Department of Defense (Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Force Management Policy [OASD(FMP)]) and the Navy Personnel Research and
Development Center (NPRDC). OASD(FMP) defined the target populations for the research and
developed early drafts of the survey instrument, and provided reimbursable funding for NPRDC
to finalize the survey, conduct two mailings, analyze the survey data, and provide a draft report
to OASD(FMP). This Technical Note covers the same material and reports the same results as
that provided in the draft report provided to OASD(FMP).

The point of contact for this effort is Dr. Michael White, Navy Personnel Research, Studies,
and Technology (NPRST), 901-874-4659 (DSN 882), e-mail P13K@Persnet.Navy.Mil.

MURRAY W. ROWE
Director




Summary

Background

In response to a report by the Government Accounting Office (GAO) entitled Physically
Demanding Jobs: Services Have Little Data on Ability of Personnel to Perform (1996), the
Department of Defense (DOD) conducted a mail survey of personnel in the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps to determine their ability to perform physically demanding tasks. The
survey was sent to about 44,000 personnel in their first term of enlistment (“incumbents”) and to
about 13,000 enlisted supervisors.

Within each service, 10 occupational specialties with moderately high to very high strength
requirements, as defined by the services, were identified as the target populations for the survey.
Sampling techniques were used to identify incumbents and enlisted supervisors within each
occupational specialty, and each of these individuals was mailed a survey.

Results and Discussion
Over-Exertion Injuries

Nearly 80 percent of incumbents said they had not had any over-exertion injuries in the past
year, with 13 percent reporting only one or two injuries. Only six percent said that over-exertion
injuries caused loss of productivity. Females reported only slightly more injuries than males.
Supervisor responses corroborated those of incumbents.

Physical Strength and Job Performance

Over 75 percent of incumbents said they had never lacked the strength to perform their jobs,
and 15 percent said they had lacked strength only 1 to 3 times in the past year. Fewer than 20
percent of male incumbents said that they had lacked strength at least once during the past year,
compared to over 40 percent of female incumbents. Over 90 percent of incumbents said that lack
of strength had resulted in either minimal or no impact on their performance, with over twice as
many females noting this impact as males. The great majority of incumbents reported that their
lack of strength had no more than minimal impact on mission readiness (90%) and others’ ability
to perform mission essential tasks (77%). Fewer than 2 in 5 incumbents reported that their units
provided strength training. A much smaller percentage of women than men said their unit
provided such training (27% to 39%). Incumbents in units providing strength training generally
thought it was helpful, but those in units not providing strength training did not think it would be
very helpful.

Physical Endurance and Job Performance
About 75 percent of incumbents said they had never lacked the endurance to perform their
jobs, and another 15 percent lacked endurance 3 or fewer times in the past year. The great

majority reported that lack of endurance had no more than minimal impact on others’ ability to
perform mission essential tasks. Fewer than 2 in 5 incumbents reported that their units provided
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endurance training. A much smaller percentage of women than men said their unit provided the
training (26% versus 39%). As with strength training, incumbents in units providing endurance

training generally thought it was helpful, while those in units not providing training didn’t think
it would be very helpful.

Physical Fitness/Training

On average, incumbents believed that they were more physically fit than the average
servicemember of their own age and gender. Male incumbents thought they were more
physically fit than females, even though they were rating themselves against only those of their
own age and gender. Supervisors were more realistic, rating their first-term subordinates as
precisely average in f{itness. More than 2 of 3 incumbents reported spending at least 1 hour in
strength training, and nearly half said they spent more than 3 hours in strength training. Female
incumbents spend less time in strength training than do males, but spend as much time in acrobic
training as their male counterparts.

General Assessment

Incumbents belicve strongly that they and their work teams have adequate strength to
perform their jobs. Males were generally more confident in their strength than females, but both
believed in their ability to get the job done. Nearly 2 of 3 incumbents, both male and female,
thought that jobs should be reviewed and/or reengineered to make them easier to perform
without reducing unit effectiveness. Nearly 80 percent of supervisors thought that they would
learn of subordinates’ strength problems, and nearly 75 percent thought that they would be able
to improve the situation.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

The results of the DOD Physical Strength and Job Performance Survey paint a positive
picture regarding physical strength, physical endurance, over-cxertion injuries, and physical
fitness. In spite of a minority who reported problems, they were not pervasive, and they appear to
have only minor effects on job performance and unit readiness. Supervisors, though somewhat
less positive than incumbents, generally supported their views. While these results are
encouraging, they should not invite complacency in the Services regarding physical strength or
the related arcas of physical endurance or over-exertion injuries. Though survey results provide
support for the Service assertions that there arc no serious problems with physical strength and
fitness in general, it is nevertheless important that the Services remain vigilant in this regard.

Recommendations

It is recommended that the Services periodically review physical strength and job
performance via a survey similar to the one reported on here. In order to reduce the burden on
servicemembers and to increasc response rates. emerging survey technologies should be
investigated and employed. In particular, web-based survey methodologies may increase
response rates and reduce the turnaround time between survey deployment and analysis and
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reporting of the results. The Services are encouraged to develop valid and reliable strength and
endurance tests for all jobs with at least moderate strength requirements and for jobs requiring
greater than normal endurance. These tests should be based on job analyses of each occupational
specialty to ensure that strength and endurance requirements are valid. Prospective candidates for
these jobs should be tested to ensure that they are able to fulfill the physical requirements of the
job.
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Introduction

Objective

In response to a Government Accounting Office (GAO) report entitled Physically
Demanding Jobs: Services Have Litile Data on Ability of Personnel to Perform (1996), the
Department of Defense (DOD) conducted a mail survey of personnel in the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps to determine the beliefs of first-term-of-enlistment (“first-term”)
personnel and supervisors regarding their ability to perform physically demanding tasks.

Within each service, 10 occupational specialties with moderate to high strength requirements
were identified as the target populations for the survey by a DOD Physical Strength Working
Group (PSWG) (chaired by a co-author of this report), with representation from each of the
Services. The DOD Physical Strength and Job Performance Survey, drafted by the PSWG and
finalized by the Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NPRDC) is an optically
scannable instrument consisting of about 30 items. Each respondent was mailed a package
containing the survey, an endorsement letter from the Chief of Personnel for the respondent’s
Service, and a franked return envelope.

There were two essentially parallel survey formats, one for first-term incumbents and one for
supervisors, with supervisor responses intended to confirm (or contradict) those of incumbents.
Incumbents reported their own experiences regarding over-exertion injuries, physical strength,
endurance, and physical fitness. Supervisors were asked analogous questions about the first-term
personnel they supervised.

The initial mailing, sent to over 36,000 first-term personnel (incumbents) and to about 8,000
enlisted supervisors, yielded 9,231 responses, providing less than the target response rate for
most jobs. A second mailing of about 7,500 incumbent surveys and 5,000 supervisor surveys
yielded 2,068 additional responses, for a total of 11,299, of which 7,154 were incumbents, and
4,145 were supervisors. For most jobs, the two mailings achieved a confidence interval of £7.5
percent for incumbents and +10 percent for supervisors.

Description of the DOD Physical Strength and Job Performance Survey

The DOD Physical Strength and Job Performance Survey is an optically scannable
instrument consisting of about 30 questions, or items. (The exact number of items varies
depending on the branch of service and whether the survey was for incumbents or supervisors.)
In order for the individual services to receive surveys with a distinct appearance, surveys for
each service were printed in a representative color, and the survey title identified the individual
Service rather than DOD. In addition, the mailing package for each survey contained an
endorsement letter from the Chief of the servicemember’s personnel command encouraging
participation. The survey contains seven sections: (a) Background Information, (b) Over-
Exertion Injuries, (¢) Physical Strength and Performance, (d) Physical Endurance and
Performance, (¢) Physical Fitness/Training, (f) General Assessment, and (g) Open-ended
Responses. The results of all but the final section are presented in the Results and Discussion
portion of this report. The final section asked respondents to identify three tasks that require the




most strength and three tasks that require the most endurance in their jobs. The survey takes 10
to 15 minutes to complete.

Method

Survey Development

In 1996 the General Accounting Office (GAO) conducted an evaluation of physical strength
and job performance. The GAO did not identify job performance problems related to physical
strength, but the report noted that the Department of Defense (DOD) did not have a database that
would allow an evaluation of physical strength and job performance. In response to that report,
DOD established the Physical Strength Working Group (PSWG), composed of members
representing the various service branches who are subject matter experts in enlisted personnel
requirements. The PSWG was chaired by the Assistant Director for Enlistment Standards,
Accession Policy Directorate.

The work of the PSWG was vital to the development of a physical strength survey in two
very important ways. First, representatives from each of the services selected 10 occupational
specialties within their Service that require moderate to heavy physical exertion to perform the
required tasks. Occupational specialties were defined as (a) Army and Marine Corps military
occupational specialty (MOS) codes, (b) Navy Ratings, and (c) Air Force Specialty Codes
(AFSCs). Table 1 lists the selected occupational specialties by service. The second major
contribution of the PSWG was to develop the draft survey to address the concerns voiced in the
GAO report.




Table 1. Occupational specialties included in study.

‘INavy (Rating) - -

Infantryman (1 lB)

Armor Crewman (19K)

Radio Operator-Maintainer (31C)
Chemical Operations Specialist (54B)
Track Vehicle Mechanic (63H)
Motor Transport Operator (§88M)
Medical Specialist (91B)

Food Service Specialist (92G)

Unit Supply Specialist (92Y)
Military Police (95B)

Aviation Boatswam s Mate (AB)

Aviation Ordnanceman (AO)

Aviation Support Equipment Technician (AS)
Boatswain’s Mate (BM)

Builder (BU)

Damage Controlman (DC)

Electrician’s Mate (EM)

Hospital Corpsman (HM)

Hull Technician (HT)

Torpedoman’s Mate (TM)

Ait Force (AFSC) : Marine Corps (MOS) * -
Tactical Aircraft Maintenance (2A3X3X) Infantry (03XX)
Aerospace Maintenance (2A5X1X) Logistics (04XX)
Telephone Systems (2E6X3X) Artillery (0811)

Munitions Systems (2W0X1) Engineer (13XX)

Aircraft Armament Systems (2W1X1X)
Electrical (3E0X1)

Fire Protection (3E7X1)

Security (3P0X1)

Law Enforcement (3P0X2)

Medical Service Technician (X4N0OX1)

Subsistence Supply (3361)
Motor Vehicle Operator (3531)
Military Police (5811)

Aircraft Maintenance (60XX)
Aviation Ordnance (6531)
Firefighting & Rescue (7051)

The Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NPRDC) was contracted to finalize
survey content and format, develop the sampling plan for survey administration, manage the
printing and mailing process, analyze the data, and draft the report of the survey results. DOD’s
Defense Management Data Center (DMDC) drew the sample for NPRDC.

Survey Overview

There were two basic survey formats, one for incumbents expected to be performing the
tasks within their occupational specialty, and one for supervisors of first-term incumbents. These
two survey forms were essentially parallel, with results from the supervisor surveys intended to
confirm (or disconfirm) the responscs from the incumbent surveys. Incumbents were asked to
report their own experiences with regard to over-exertion injuries, physical strength, physical
endurance, and physical fitness, and how each of these areas related to their job performance.
Supervisors were asked analogous questions about the first-term personnel they supervise. The
survey also solicited incumbent and supervisor opinions regarding several specific aspects of
strength and job performance in a General Assessment section.

In addition to minor differences between the incumbent and supervisor surveys, the surveys
for each Service differed in the following details: (a) the first question, a multiple choice, listed
only the ten occupational specialties for the respondent’s Service; (b) in the Army surveys, an
item in the Background Information section asked for the respondent’s unit type; and (c) surveys
were uniquely color-shaded for each Service. Examples of each survey appear in Appendix A.
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Sample Characteristics

The sampling plan called for surveying 1,000 incumbents and 200 supervisors from each
occupational specialty, for a total of 40,000 incumbents and 8,000 supervisors. In drawing the
sample, it was discovered that some occupations had fewer than 1,000 incumbents or 200
supervisors. As a result, the total initial sample size was 44,250, consisting of 36,361 incumbents
and 7,889 supervisors.

The sample criteria were selected to ensure the most representative sample possible.
Servicemembers were required to have been in their occupational specialties for at least onc year
and to be assigned to a unit in which they would be working in their specialty. Incumbents were
therefore required to have a pay grade of E-4 and below.

Supervisors were required to be beyond their first term of enlistment to ensure adequate
experience and to avoid possible overlap between incumbent and supervisor samples. In
addition, the supervisor sample was constrained by pay gradc to maximize the probability that
they would be supervising personnel meeting the selection criteria in the incumbent sample, i.e.,
that they would be first-line supervisors.

Interviews with experts from the various Services confirmed that the pay grade at which
personnel are likely to be first-line supervisors varics by Service. The Army specified that E-6s
and [-7s, as well as E-5s with at least onc ycar in grade be included in the supervisor sample.
The Navy specified that only E-6s and E-7s be included. The Marine Corps and Air Force
requested the inclusion of all E-5s, E-6s, and E-7s. The experts indicated that those below the
specified pay grade were unlikely to be in a supcrvisory position, and that E-8s and E-9s in all
Services were more likely to be second-level supervisors rather than first-line supervisors.

As stated above, in order to constrain the sample to personnel working in their occupational
specialtics, a delimiter was used to restrict the sample to servicemembers assigned to a unit
utilizing their occupational specialties. In spite of this constraint, howcver, personnel attached to
these units could still be assigned work outside their specialties as the needs of the unit dictate.
Further, the delimiter also includes personnel assigned to training units, where they are receiving
fraining in their specialties, but not working in their specialties. Becausc there was no alternative
means in the DMDC database to identify whether servicemembers are actually working in their
specialty, the delimiter variable was used in selecting the sample.

Survey Mailing

Surveys were mailed to individuals in each of the services using thc sample selected by
DMDC. Each addressee received a 9” by 127 envelope containing (a) the survey, (b) a franked
return envelope addressed to NPRDC, and (c) an endorsement letter from the Chief of the
addressee’s personnel command requesting servicemember participation. Because of the large
number of surveys, they were mailed in waves by service and by incumbent/supervisor, with the
entirc incumbent mailing requiring 2 weeks and the supervisor mailing requiring another week.
The nominal period for personnel to return the surveys was 10 weeks, and a reminder card was
sent about midway through this time period.



Survey Response Rates

The sample size was selected to yield a +5 percent confidence interval for incumbents and a
+10 percent confidence interval for supervisors (using a .05 level of statistical significance). To
achieve these confidence intervals, raw return rates (return rates without subtracting “return to
sender” [RTS] surveys) of 30-35 percent for incumbents and 40—45 percent for supervisors were
required. A discussion of the computation of sample sizes and confidence intervals (White &
Cooper, 1991) is included in Appendix B. For most occupational specialties, response rates from
the initial mailing failed to achieve the desired levels. Overall, the raw incumbent return rate was
17.7 percent, and after subtracting RTS surveys, the adjusted return rate was 19.9 percent.
Overall supervisor raw and adjusted return rates were 35.5 percent and 39.3 percent,
respectively.

There are several possible reasons for the low return rate. First, return rates for personnel in
pay grades E-3 and below are typically low, usually in the 15 percent range. Second, it appears
that a large percentage of first-term personnel are in a training status, often being assigned
sequentially to various schools and training units for short periods of time. Because the DMDC
database is not updated on a continual basis, mailing addresses for these personnel can be three
or more months out of date, and forwarding is unreliable and untimely. Results of the first
mailing are shown by Service and occupational specialty in Appendix C, Tables C-1a through
C-1d.

The low survey return rate presented two alternatives. First, the return rate could be accepted,
with analyses performed on the existing data. The advantage of this approach would have been to
view the results soon after the survey was conducted. The accompanying disadvantage would
have been reduced confidence in the results because of the low return rates. For some incumbent
jobs, the return rates were so low that confidence intervals were nearly double the target interval,
and confidence intervals for many supervisor job categories were close to £15 percent.

The second alternative was to draw another sample and conduct a new mailing. This
alternative was attractive because it would narrow the confidence interval, thereby increasing
trust in the results. Despite the resultant delay and increased costs, the sponsor decided to
conduct a second mailing.

Second Sample

It was assumed that survey response rates for the second mailing would be similar to initial
response rates. It was thus evident that the +5 percent confidence interval for incumbents could
not be achieved, especially in the smaller occupational specialties, because most or all of the
servicemembers in those jobs had been surveyed in the initial sample. In addition, even if the +5
percent confidence interval could be achieved in the larger occupational specialties, it would be
prohibitively costly because of the large number of people who would have to be surveyed. As a
compromise, the target confidence interval was relaxed to £7.5 percent for incumbents but
retained at +10 percent for supervisors.

With the revised target confidence interval, additional incumbent sampling was required for
21 of the 40 occupational specialties in the study. Although the supervisors as a whole were
closer to the desired confidence interval than were the incumbents, there were only 4 of the 40
occupational specialties for which the 10 percent goal had actually been achicved.




In drawing the second sample, a problem for some specialties was that the entire available
population had been drawn for the first sample. Sampling would have to be conducted without
replacement (i.e., those available for selection into the first sample could not be selected for the
second sample), because there were no identifiers on the survey to determine who from the first
sample had actually responded. Therefore, only names added to the population after drawing the
first sample could be used in the second sample. These personnel included (a) those newly
promoted to the appropriate grade level or achieving the required time in grade, (b) individuals
who reached one ycar working in their occupational specialty, and (c) personnel newly
transferred to a unit in which they could work in their occupational specialty. To increase the
probability that the desired confidence interval would be reached, a 15 percent safety margin was
added to the computed sample size. The result was a second mailing of 7,506 incumbent surveys
and 5,065 supervisor surveys. Computations of sample sizes for the second mailing are shown by
Service and occupational specialty in Appendix C, Tables C-2a through C-2d.

As with the first mailing, surveys were scheduled to be in the field for approximately 10
weeks, with a reminder postcard matled near the midpoint of that period. Given the likely
response rates, the small populations of some jobs would effectively prevent achieving the target
confidence intcrval, so those occupation populations were sampled at 100 percent to achicve
maximum coverage. For the jobs with larger populations, and based on the computed sample size
plus the 15 percent safety margin, the second mailing should have achieved the target confidence
interval with ease. However, two survey outcomes reduced the number of second-mailing
surveys returned. First, the RTS rate was almost twice as high as for the first mailing (20.2% vs.
11.0%). Second, survey completion (return) rates for the second mailing werc lower than they
were for the first mailing. Comparison of first- and second-mailing return rates for incumbents
and supervisors is shown in Table 2, along with the total return rates. Second mailing return rates
by occupational specialty are shown in Appendix C, Tables C-3a through C-3d.

Table 2. Raw and adjusted response rates by mailing (response rates before and after
adjustment for surveys “Returncd to Sender”)

Incumbents
o o Return to Raw Return Adj. Return
Mailing Sample Size  Sender Delivered  Returned  Rate (%)  Rate (%)
1™ 36,361 3.991 32,370 6,431 17.7 19.9
i 7,506 1,519 5,987 723 9.6 12.1
Total 43,867 5,510 38,357 7,154 16.3 18.7
Supervisors S
- Return to o  Raw Return  Adj. Return
Mailing Sample Size  Sender Delivered  Returned  Rate (%) Rate (%)
1 Mailing 7,889 759 7,130 2,800 35.5 39.3
2" Mailing 5,065 515 4,550 1,345 26.6 29.6
Total 12,954 1.274 11,680 4,145 32.0 35.5




Survey Respondents

A total of 11,299 individuals completed and returned the surveys. The initial mailing yielded
9,231 responses, which provided less than the target response rate for many jobs. The second
mailing yielded 2,068 additional responses. Of the 11,299 responses, 7,154 were incumbents,
and 4,145 were supervisors. For most jobs, the second mailing achieved a target confidence
interval of 7.5 percent for incumbents and +10 percent for supervisors.

Raw response rates by pay grade are shown in Table 3. These response rates make several
assumptions. First, because the surveys were anonymous, undeliverable (RTS) surveys were
identifiable only within Service branch and by incumbent or supervisor. They were not traceable
by pay grade, gender, or occupational specialty, so RTS percentages were apportioned to these
categories on a pro rata basis. This apportionment can be seen in Appendix C, Figures C-1a—d
and C-3a—d. As a result of the temporary nature of the billet assignments of junior personnel,
particularly E-1s through E-3s, pro rata apportionment probably overestimates the percentage of
these personnel who received surveys, thus underestimating their adjusted return rate.

Table 3. Raw response rates by paygrade

- Incumbents = = ... . . Supervisors. . . .
. Paygrade’ Sample - Returns Rate(%)| Paygrade Sample Returns Rate(%)
E-1 3,585 61 1.6 [E-5 4,902 1,200 24.5
E-2 8,597 759 - 88 |[E-6 5210 1,744 33.5
E-3 17,351 2,985 17.2  |E-7 2,836 1,147 40.4
E-4 14334 3,159 220 |- o : ' '
Missing/other 190 Missing/other 54
Total - | 43,867 7,154 . 163 |Total 012,948 - 4,145  :32.0

Another factor almost certainly caused underestimation of the E-1 return rate. Because
databases for both mailings were 3—4 months old, a sizable percentage of E-1s in the sample
should have been advanced to E-2 by the time they filled out the survey. Although a few
personnel may have been demoted to E-1, this number is typically small. The E-1 response rate
is thus reduced by the net number of advancements, because there is no way to replace these
people in a sample that is already drawn. A similar situation would occur among supervisor
E-5s, although to a lesser extent because of the slower advancement rate. For pay grades other
than E-1 (incumbents) and E-5 (supervisors), advancements should have minimal impact on the
paygrade percentages of sampled personnel, because advancement to the next higher pay grade
should roughly be replaced by advancement from below.

Clearly observable from Table 3 is that response rates were successively higher for each
higher paygrade. As just discussed, the extremely low response rate for E-1s has a number of
probable causes, and for E-2s and E-3s, the temporary nature of training assignments was
probably instrumental in feducing their response rates as well. Among supervisors, E-5 return
rates were probably reduced to some extent by the advancement of some addressees to E-6

Raw response rates by gender are shown in Table 4. Among incumbents, the female response
rate is slightly higher than that of males. On the other hand, the male response rate among
supervisors is slightly higher than the female response rate. Note in the “Missing” iine, however,




that a number of respondents among both the incumbents and supervisors did not identify their
gender.

Table 4. Raw response rates by gender

- . Incumbents Supervisors L
- Gender Sample - Returns Rate(%) Gender Sample  Returns = Rate(%)

Male 37,974 5,990 15.8 |Male 11,928 3,818 32.0

Female" 5,893 1,121 19.0 |Female 1,020 301 29.5

Missing 43 Missing 26

Total | 43,867 7,154 16.3 |Total 12,948 4,145  32.0

Results and Discussion

Based on the responses received from incumbents and supervisors, preliminary analyses were
performed to determine if there were systematic differcnces in data from the first and second
samples. Although these analyses found that the second-sample paygrade mix was morc junior
for many incumbent jobs, this difference did not affect conclusions drawn from the study. In fact,
because of the overall low response rates of E-1s and E-2s, higher proportions of these paygrades
in the second sample actually result in a more representative sample, thus enhancing the validity
of study findings. Further, statistically controlling for paygrade differences between the first and
second samples resulted in no more than a chance number of differences on the remaining survey
items. Because survey results by paygrade were not of primary theoretical interest in this study,
these results arc not reported and the two samples (first and second mailing) were combined.

Incumbent and supervisor responses arc presented separately rather than combined, because
the purpose of obtaining supervisor input in the study was to compare and contrast their
responses with those of the incumbents. In addition to incumbent-supervisor differences, male-
female differences for incumbents and supervisors are of primary interest and are also reported.
Finally, analyses of special interest will be reported. Survey results and discussion will be
presented in the order that the survey items appear in the surveys.

There are minor differences in item wording between incumbent-supervisor surveys and
among the surveys of the different Service branches. Where these differences occur, the alternate
wordings of the item are shown, separated by a slash. If the wording of a survey item is unclear
presented in this manner, you may refer the exact wording of the item in Appendix A.

In order to aid comprehension, the results and discussion are presented together. The major
headings that follow refer to the scctions of the survey.
Background Information

The first section of the survey obtained personal and work-related demographic data, as well
as data relating to retraining as a result of strength problems. The items were as follows:

What is your Military Occupational Specialty (MOS)/Rating/Air Force Specialty Code
(AFSC)? For each Service, respondents were asked to choose from a list of 10 occupational



Responses and response rates by occupational category can be seen in detail in Appendix C,
Tables C-1a through C-1d and C-3a through C-3d, including population sizes, sample sizes, and
response rates.

What is your paygrade? Paygrades of incumbent respondents are shown in Table 5. The
majority of incumbent respondents were E-3s and E-4s. There was an extremely small
percentage of E-1 responses. Although E-1s were over eight percent of the incumbent population
(see Table 2), their responses were less than one percent of that total. As stated in the Method
section, E-1s were probably under-represented both because of their transient or training status,
and because many were likely to have been advanced in grade between the date the database was
developed and the time the surveys were mailed. The E-Ss shown are most likely personnel who
were advanced in paygrade between the time the database was developed and respondents were
surveyed. Women represented slightly over 15 percent of the incumbent sample.

Table S. Incumbent responses by paygrade

. ! ‘Incumbents .. - . i

_ s .. -Males : - | - - Females | v .0 Total

v Response: Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency :Percent
E-1 53 0.9 8 0.7 61 0.9
E-2 632 10.6 - 125 11.2 759 106
E-3 2,478 414 495 4472 2,985 41.7
E-4 2,657 44.4 479 42.7 3,159 44.2
E-5 or above 169 2.8 13 1.2 182 2.5
Missing » 100} 1 o1 | _8 01
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Among supervisors, shown in Table 6, E-6s were the most numerous respondents, but all pay
grades were well represented. The E-8s shown may have been advanced in paygrade between the
time the database was developed and respondents were surveyed. Women represent a smaller
percentage of supervisors than of incumbents, comprising only about seven percent of all
supervisors in the sample.

Table 6. Supervisor responses by paygrade

T " Supervisors L _
. Males ‘ Females | Total
Response Frequency  Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent

E-5 or below 1,105 28.9 91 57.8 1,200 29.0
E-6 1,615 42.3 120 259 | L7144 - 0 421
E-7 1,056 27.7 86 7.6 1,147 27.7
E-8 or E-9 4] 1.0 4 3.0 45 1.1
Missing 100 0 47| 9 02
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.




What is your gender? Return rates by gender are shown in Table 7. Males outnumber
females by about 5 to 1 among incumbents, and by more than 12 to 1 among supervisors. As
stated in the previous item, the relatively recent availability of many jobs to women explains
their small number in the supervisor ranks. As more women are recruited and advanced in
paygrade, it is reasonable to expect that the disparity in numbers between men and women will
continue to decrease, in both the incumbent and supervisor ranks.

Table 7. Responses by gender

. Incumbents , Supervisors
Response - Frequency  Percent Response Frequency = Percent
Male 5,990 83.7 |Male 3,818 92.1
Female 1,121 15.7 [Female 301 7.3
Missing 43 _ 0.6 [Missing _ 26 _ 06
Total o 7,154 100.0  [Total 4,145 100.0

What type of UNIT are you assigned to? (Army only). Only the Army surveys included an
item that determined whether respondents werc in a unit with (a) a wartime mission or (b) a
primarily peacetime mission. Incumbent results are shown in Table 8. Overall, slightly fewer
than half of the Army incumbents reported that they werc in a unit with a wartime mission.
However, nearly 1 in 5 indicated that they didn’t know what type of unit they were in. Of those
who did know, 63 percent said they were in a unit with a wartime mission. Nearly twice as many
male incumbents reported being in units with a wartime mission as did those reporting being in a
peacetime unit, with about 1 in 6 reporting that they weren’t surc of their unit type. Female
incumbents reported about equal assignment to wartime and peacctime units, with about 1 in 4
stating that they didn’t know their unit type. The prohibition of women from some MOSs with a
dircct combat role undoubtedly reduced their proportions in wartime units.

Table 8. Incumbent responses by unit type (Army only)

. Incumbents
Scale . Males | Females |  Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Wartime mission 637 52.9 132 35.3 774 48.7
2 |Peacetime mission : 326 27.1 125 334 455 28.6
Do not know 198 16.4 95 25.4 293 18.4
Missing 4 36 2 59 | 61 42
Total : 1,204 100.0 374 100.0 1,589 100.0
{ Mean  Std. Errorj Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean & Std. Error | T34 0.02 1.49 0.03 137 0.01

Notes: 1. Male t female frequencics may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Results for Army supervisors arc shown in Table 9. About the same proportion of
supervisors reported that they were in a wartime unit (64%) as incumbents, although this
equivalency is obscured by the smaller percentage of supervisors who responded either “Do not
know” or left the item blank. In spitc of the prohibition of women from somec MOSs with a

10



combat role, female supervisors were nearly as highly represented in units with a wartime
mission as male supervisors. :

Table 9. Supervisor responses by unit type (Army only)

R _ ~ " Supervisors : =
Scale | - - | :Males - - | . - Females-. I - Total -
Value | Response :Frequency Percent |Frequency . Percent. | Frequency -Percent
1  |Wartime mission 680 62.5 89 58.6 771 62.0
.2 |Peacetime mission® |- 382 351 | - 5T 0 375 | 440. - 354
Do not know 10 0.9 3 2.0 13 1.0
Missing | _16 A5 |3 200 20 16
Total ' 1,088 100.0 152 100.0 1,244 100.0
' . "Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean & Std. Error ! 1.36 0.01 1.39 0.04 1.36 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

How long have you been in your current MOS/Rating/AFSC? As can be seen in Table 10,
well over 90 percent of incumbents, both male and female, reported that they had been in their
current occupational specialty less than 4 years. This result is expected because most initial
enlistments are four years or less. The times in occupational specialty reported by male and
female incumbents were essentially the same.

Among supervisors, shown in Table 11, nearly 4 in 5 reported being in their occupational
specialty at least 8 years, and the majority said they had been in their specialty 12 or more years.
More than 1 in 4 said they had been in their specialty at least 16 years. There was essentially no
difference in times reported by male and female supervisors.

Table 10. Incambent time in current occupational specialty

: Incumbents :

Scale i Males .‘ Females _ Total'
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Less than 4 years 5,451 91.0 1,045 93.2 6,532 91.3
: 2 |4-8 years 492 8.2 72 - 64 - 565 - 79

Missing/other _47 0.8 4 04 57 0.8
Total ) | 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 . 100.0

: - Mean  Std. Error{ Mean  Std. Error| Mean  Std. Error
Mean & Std. Error 1.08 0.004 1.06 0.01 1.08 0.003

Notes: I. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 11. Supervisor time in current occupational specialty

S \ L Supervisors ]
Scale | | Males = | Females . Total
Value Response Frequency  Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Less than 4 years 267 7.0 22 7.3 290 7.0
2 |4-8 years 509 13.3 46 153 559 135
3 |8 12years - 882 23.1 68 22.6 952 23.0
4 |12-16 years ' 1,133 29.7 79 26.2 1,219 294
5 |16 or more years 1,017 26.6 85 28.2 1,107 26.7
Missing 10 03 1 03 | 18 04
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
’ ‘ | Mean  Std.Error| Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean & Std. Error | 3.56 0.02 3.53 0.07 3.56 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Have you changed your MOS/Rating/AFSC due to difficulty in meeting the strength
demands of your work? (Incumbents only). Only 36 incumbents. 0.5 percent of thosc
responding, reported having changed their occupational specialty. For those who responded
affirmatively, a derivative item asked how long the respondent had been in the new specialty in
3-month incrcments, up to 12 months. No single increment predominated. Because of the small
number of individuals responding positively to these items, no meaningful analyses can be
performed beyond noting the specialties of the respondents reported having changed. Overall,
respondents in 22 occupational specialties reported having changed their MOS/Rating/AFSC, of
which 9 specialties had more than 1 respondent. This information is shown in Appendix D, Table
D-1. Note that the data in this table indicate only respondents who changed from other jobs to
those surveyed in this study. Information on thosc who changed from this study’s
MOSs/Ratings/AFSCs 10 others is not available.

How many first-term of enlistment personnel do you typically supervise at a time?
(Supervisors only) Responses to this item are shown in Table 12. More supervisors reported
supervising between one and four first-term subordinates than any other response option. The
next most frequent response, howcever, was supervision of more than 12 first-term personnel.
Male supervisors reported supervising slightly higher numbers of first-term subordinates than did
females. In general, the results indicate a broad range of numbers of personnel supervised.

12



Table 12. First-term subordinates supervised

L L. ..o & . Supervisors. . i - . oo
Scale | : - - Maless . .| . Females ~ |- - Total .
Value | © ° ‘Frequency = Percent |Frequency Percent’|Frequency : Percent
1 488 12.8 58 19.3 548 13.2
2 1,389 364 | 128 425 | 1524 - 368
3 713 18.7 55 18.3 771 18.6
S 368 .96 - 6 53 | 385 . 93
5 |Morethan12 ' 841 22.0 43 143 889 214
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
N o "~ Mean Std. " | Mean  Std. Mean  Std.
Mean & Std. Error 2.92 0.02 2.53 0.07 2.89 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,.

The results also indicate that 548 “supervisors” said they didn’t supervise any first-term
personnel. And yet, of the remaining survey items, typically only about 125 to 200 supervisor
respondents left the items blank. Therefore, at a minimum, 300-400 supervisor responses
(slightly under 10%) are from those who indicated that they didn’t supervise anyone at the time
of the survey. It is assumed that their responses were based on prior experience in supervising
first-term personnel and/or observations of personnel they didn’t supervise.

During the past 12 months, has difficulty in meeting strength requirements caused your
first-term subordinates to retrain or consider retraining (i.e., change MOS/Rating/AFSC)?
(Supervisors only). Table 13 shows the responses to this item. Nearly 2 of 3 supervisors stated
that difficulties with job strength requirements had not induced any first-term subordinates to
retrain or consider retraining for another occupational specialty. Yet 1 in 3 supervisors reported
that at least 1 first-term subordinate did either retrain or consider retraining. The majority of
those who indicated subordinates retrained or considering retraining indicated only one or two
individuals. There was essentially no difference between male and female supervisor responses.



Table 13. Supervisor reports of the effect of first-term subordinates’ difficulty in meeting
strength requirements on their retraining or considering retraining in past 12 months

: - Supervisors . R
Scale Males Females , Total -
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequenc Percent

1 [No impact on retraining 2,430 63.6 207 68.8 2,645 63.8
2 |1 to 2 people retrained 754 19.7 55 18.3 817 19.7
3 |3 to 4 people retrained 336 8.8 17 5.6 354 8.5
4 |5 to 6 people retrained 77 2.0 2 - 0.7 79 1.9
5 |More than 6 people 127 33 12 4.0 140 3.4

retrained

Missing 94 25| 8 27 | 110 27
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0

Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.

Mean and Std .Error @ 1.58 0.02 1.49 0.06 1.58 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not cqual total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Over-Exertion Injurics

This section asked about over-exertion injuries and their effects on coworkers. At the
beginning of the section, “over-exertion injury” was defined as “a physical injury that may or
may not require medical attention that resulted because an individual did not have the physical
strength to perform a work-related task.” The items in this section were as follows:

During the past 12 months, how often have you/your first-term subordinates been unable
to perform the full range of your/their duties because of a work-related over-exertion injury?
Frequencies of incumbent over-cxertion injuries arc shown in Table 14. Nearly 80 percent of
incumbents said they had not becn hampered at work in the past year by an over-exertion injury,
and only 7 percent said that over-exertion injuries had hindered their performance more than
once or twice. Females reported a slightly higher incidence of injuries than malcs.'

'Because of differing proportions of male and female incumbents in the various occupational specialties, it was
possible that these differences might explain the disparity in their responses regarding work-related over-exertion
injuries. A moderated regression analysis was performed to determine whether occupational specialty could explain
the relationship between sex and number of injurics. For each occupational specialty in the study, a categorical
(“dummy™) variable was created. Fvery dummy variable satisfying the regression equation criteria (p < .05 to enter)
was allowed to enter the cquation. followed by the gender variable. Thus, occupational specialty did not explain the
male-female differences in over-exertion injuries. Even after 19 occupational specialties entered the equation, the
gender variable entered the equation significantly.
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Table 14. Incumbent reports of the number of times in the past 12 months they were
unable to perform duties due to a work-related over-exertion injury

ST 1 { Incumbents - o v o
oo . .. Males: - 1 Females - Total .
Response © - | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent Frequency :Percent -
1 |Never 4,793 80.0 841 75.0 5,659 79.1
©2 “ltor2times’ | o 764 128 | o163 145 | 1935 ¢ . 131
3 |3 to 5times 233 3.9 57 5.1 290 4.1
“4 6to12times 1 U 54 09, 18 00 16 | 7400 (L0
5 |More than 12 times 104 1.7 30 2.7 135 1.9
© o Missing 0 | 42 07 .12 1.1 61 09
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
‘ o 1" Mean  Std. ©| Mean Std. | Mean  Sud.
Mean & Std. Error 1.30 0.01 1.41 0.03 1.32 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Among supervisors, slightly over half stated over-exertion injuries had not been a problem
for the first-term subordinates they supervise, as shown in Table 15. Although the supervisors
responded less positively than incumbents, the question asked that supervisors respond for ¢/l of
their first-term subordinates, while incumbents reported only their own experience. Male
supervisors reported slightly higher injury rates among their subordinates than female
supervisors. However, analysis indicated that the difference was because male supervisors, on
average, supervise a greater number of subordinates than female supervisors.’

*"A moderated regression analysis was performed to determine whether the number of first-term incumbents
supervised could explain the relationship between sex and number of injuries. Number of first-term personnel
supervised was entered first, followed by the gender variable. After entry of first-term personnel supervised, gender
did not enter the regression significantly. Thus, the analysis determined that the number of first-term personnel
supervised did explain the male-female supervisor differences in subordinate over-exertion injuries. This method
was used for all following analyses to determine whether the number of personnel supervised could explain
reporting differences by gender.
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Table 15. Supervisor reports of the number of times in the past 12 months their first-term
subordinates were unable to perform duties due to a work-related over-exertion injury

N Supervisors
Scale | Males Females |  Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Never 2,022 53.0 174 57.8 2,205 53.2
2 |1 or2times 1,064 27.9 78 259 1,148 27.7
3 [3to 5 times 415 10.9 23 7.6 441 10.6
4 |6to 12 times 125 3.3 9 3.0 134 3.2
5 |More than 12 times 104 2.7 3 1.0 107 2.6
Missing 88 23 | 14 47 | 110 27
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Item Mcan & Std. 1.72 0.02 1.57 0.05 1.71 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

During the past 12 months, what effect has over-exertion (of your first-term subordinates)
had on work-related injuries and/or safety problems? As Table 16 shows, about 3 of 5
incumbents indicated that over-exertion had not been a problem for them, and another 1 of 5 said
that over-exertion had not caused injuries and/or safcty problems. Thus, over 80 percent of
incumbents reported no problems due to over-exertion. When this total is added to those
reporting only minor injurics and/or safety problems, well over 90 percent of incumbents
indicated that over-exertion injuries have no negative impact on people, equipment, or resources.
In all, only about six percent of those responding indicated lost productivity due to over-exertion
injuries. Male and female incumbents did not differ statistically in their reports of the effects of
over-exertion on injuries and safety problems.

Reporting for all their first-term subordinates, supervisors indicated greater effects of
overexertion on injuries than did incumbents, as shown in Table 17. About 3 out of 5 reported
that over-exertion had cither not been a problem or had not resulted in work-related injuries or
safety problems. Only about 13 percent indicated that injuries duc to over-exertion had caused a
loss of labor hours, and only 3 percent said that productivity losses had exceeded 8 hours. Male
supervisors rcported a slightly greater number of problems due to over-exertion than female
supervisors, but analysis again indicated that the difference could be explained by the fact that
males reported supervising a greater number of subordinates than did females.

During the past 12 months, how much additional work were you or your co-workers/your
first-term subordinates expected to perform because another co-worker/one of their co-
workers experienced an over-exertion injury? As Table 18 shows, over 3 out of 5 incumbents
reported either that this item was “not applicable™ or that “no additional work™ had to be
performed duc to others” over-exertion injuries. Another 17 percent reported that others’ injuries
resulted in less than 8 hours extra work during the past year. In all. fewer than 1 in 5 reported
having to perform over 8 hours of extra work due to a co-worker’s over-exertion injuries. Male
incumbents reported having to perform more hours of extra work than female incumbents.
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Table 16. Incumbent reports of the effect of their over-exertion on work-related injuries
and/or safety problems during the past 12 months

Value

1

12

. Response .
Over-exertion has not been
a problem for me on the job
I'have sometinies had to

|over-exert, but it did not. -

~ lresult in work-related

‘[injuries and/or safety
|problems

[ have had minor injuries
and/or safety problems (no
negative impact to people,
equipment, or resources)
due to my over-exertion

I have had work-related
injuries and/or safety
problems (resulting in 8
labor hours or less of lost

|productivity) due to'my

over-exertion

1 have had major work-
related injuries and/or
safety problems have
occurred (resulting in more
than 8 labor hours of lost
productivity) due to my
over-exertion

|Missing:
Total

~* . Incumbents = - o

i

TFemales . |

— Toml

"':F'r'equenﬁc:y Pe'ric‘ie'ht"

Frequency Percent

Fréquency Percent

3,691
1,221

671

- 190

163
4,

5,990

61.6

20.4

11.

B )

C3:2.

2.7
09

100.0

647

261

124

3

]

J

14
1,121

6

9

57.7

23.3

32

3.5

12

100.0

4,357

1,492

799

206
i

7,154

226

60.9

209

11.2

32

29
1.0

100.0

Mean and Std. Error‘

i

"Mean -
1.64

0.01

Nean
1.70

—S@

0.03

1.65

Mean -

0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 17. Supervisor reports of the effect of over-exertion by first-term subordinates on
work-related injuries and/or safety problems during the past 12 months

S(;ai'é »
Value|

1

2

- Response
Over-exertion has not been

a problem on the job
Some over-exertion noted,
but no work-related injuries

- |and/or safety problems

Minor injuries and/or safety
problems (no negative
impact to people,
equipment or resources)
due to over-exertion
Injuries and/or safety
problems have occurred
(resulting in 8 labor hours
or less of lost productivity)
due to over-exertion

Major injuries and/or safety
problems have occurred
(resulting in more than 8
labor hours of lost
productivity) due to over-
exertion

Missing

Total

- Supervisors

Males

Females

Total

Frequency

Percent

Frequency Percent

Frequency Percent

1,749

845

595

388

131
110
3,818

45.8

221

15.6

10.2

3.4
2.9

100.0

160 53.2

50 16.6

48 15.9

26 8.6

1.0
14 4.7

301 100.0

LI

1,920 46.3

898 217

645 15.6

415 10.0

135
132
4,145 100.0

W W
N W

Mean and Std. Error

Mean Std.

2.00

0.02

Mean  Su.
1.82 0.06

Mean Std.
1.99 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencics may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 18. Incumbent reports of additional work required of them in the past 12 months
due to a co-worker’s over-exertion injury

Seale| © [ Males | _ Females | Total _ _
Value | - - Response’ Frequency Percent |Frequency = Percent: - Frequency :Percent
~ 1 [Not applicable 1,912 31.9 428 38.2 2,348 328
: 2 |Noadditional work .| 1,811: 302 | 328 293 | 2152. - 301
3 |Less than 8 hours 1,019 17.0 179 16.0 1,204 16.8
: 4 - |816hours - . 5920 99 1 - 90 80 |- 686 - 96"
5 |17-40 hours 258 4.3 36 3.2 296 4.1
More than 40 hours | 341 57 47 42 | 392 - 550
Missing e _1.0 13 12 _76 L1
Total o 5990 1000 | 1,121 1000 | 7,054 1000
- ' S| Mean” - Std. ‘Mean Std. | Mean  Std.
Mean & Std. Error 2.41 0.02 2.20 0.04 2.38 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female {requencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

As shown in Table 19, supervisor reports of their first-term subordinates’ need to perform
additional work due to co-workers’ over-exertion injuries were similar to incumbent reports,
actually reporting somewhat less additional work than incumbents. Overall, almost 2 of 3
supervisors reported that this problem was either not applicable or did not result in additional
work. Fewer than 1 in 6 supervisors indicated that over-exertion injuries caused their
subordinates to perform 8 or more hours of additional work. Male and female supervisors
provided differing reports of the amount of additional work their subordinates were required to
perform due to co-workers’ over-exertion injuries. Once again, however, analysis determined
that the difference could be explained by the fact that male supervisors, on average, reported
responsibility for greater numbers of subordinates than did female supervisors.

Table 19. Supervisor reports of additional work required of first-term incumbents in the
past 12 months due to a co-worker’s over-exertion injury

. _ : L T Supervisors © . L. 0 0.
Scale’ _ : Maless | ~  Females _ . Total & = -
Value Response | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent

1 [Not applicable 1,503 394 139 46.2 1,647 39.7
2 |No additional work 951 249 67 22.3 1,025 24.7
3 |Less than 8 hours 668 17.5 47 15.6 718 17.3
4 |8-16 hours 353 9.2 23 76 | 378 9.1
5 {17-40 hours . 138 3.6 5 1.7 143 3.4

: More than 40 hours 111 2.9 7 2.3 118 2.8

Missing 94 2.5 13 4.3 _116 28
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145  100.0

. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean & Std. Error | 2.20 0.02 1.99 0.07 2.18 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Physical Strength and Job Performance

This section of the survey asked about the impact of lack of strength on individual
performance and mission readiness, whether the respondent’s unit provided job-related strength
training, and how useful the training was. The following items were included in this section:

How many times in the past 12 months did yowyour first-term subordinates lack the
physical strength to complete a task (e.g., were physically unable to lift an object), typically not
performed as a team task, while working in the job? As shown in Table 20, more than 3 out of 4
incumbents stated that they had never lacked the strength to perform their work, and another 15
percent said they had lacked strength only 1 to 3 times. These two response categories represent
over 90 percent of all incumbent respondents, indicating that lack of strength is not a pervasive
problem. Male incumbents were much less likely than females to indicate that lack of strength
had ever caused them problems in performing their job. Fewer than 1 in 5 men, as compared
with more than 2 in 5 women said they had ever lacked the strength to complete a task. About
three times as many women as men indicated that they had lacked strength for each response
category of greater than three occurrences.

Table 20. Incumbent reports of the number of times in the past 12 months they lacked the
physical strength to complete a task, while performing their job

- Incumbents

‘Scale Males Females ~_ Total
Value Response | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent

1 [Never 4,877 81.4 660 58.9 5,565 77.8

2 |1-3 times | 791 13.2 290 259 1,087 15.2

3 [4-10 times - 158 2.6 83 7.4 242 34

4 }11-20 times 46 0.8 31 2.8 78 1.1

S |Morc than 20 times 94 1.6 50 4.5 145 2.0

Missing 24 04 | 7 06 | 37 05

Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean & Std. Error 1.27 0.01 1.67 0.03 134 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

As shown in Table 21, nearly 3 out of 5 of all supervisors indicated that their subordinates
had never lacked the strength to complete a task on the job. Although this rate was higher than
that reported by incumbents, supervisor responses were for all first-term subordinates they
supervise, which could be as many as 20 or more personnel. Fewer than 1 in 8 supervisors said
that lack of strength had prevented their subordinates from completing a task morc than three
times in the previous year. Female supervisors reported a somcwhat lower incidence of
subordinate strength problems than male supervisors, but when adjusted by the number of first-
term personnel supervised, this difference between male and female supervisors disappears.

During the past 12 months, what impact has lack of physical strength (of your first-term
subordinates) had on your/their ability to perform (your) work tasks? Over 70 percent of
incumbents said that lack of physical strength had no impact on their ability to perform their
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work, and nearly 20 percent more said that the impact of lack of strength was minimal, as Table
22 indicates. Thus, 9 out of 10 incumbent respondents said that lack of strength had little or no
impact on the work they perform. Only about two percent of respondents said that lack of
strength was either a significant or major problem. Female incumbents were nearly twice as
likely as males to report at least some impact of lack of strength on their ability to perform their
work, and more than twice as likely to report a significant or major impact on task performance.
Nevertheless, nearly S out of 6 female incumbents indicated that lack of strength had either no
impact or minimal impact on their ability to perform work tasks, and fewer than 1 in 20 reported
that lack of strength had a significant or major impact on their performance.

Table 21. Supervisor reports of the number of times in the past 12 months first-term
subordinates lacked the physical strength to complete a task, while performing their job

N B . Supervisors o
Scale |- ’ v Males Females Total = -
Value! = Response = |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency = Percent
1 |Never 2,193 574 . 190 63.1 2,393 57.7
£ 2 |1-3 times 1,070 . 28:0 69 229 1,146 27.6 -
3 |4-10times 299 7.8 19 6.3 318 7.7
4 [11-20 times 75 2.0 8 2.7 84 2.0
5 |More than 20 times 77 2.0 1 0.3 78 1.9
Missing | _104 2.7 14 4.7 126 3.0
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
P Mean Std. Mean Std. | Mean Std.
Mean & Std. Error 1.59 0.01 1.47 0.04 1.58 0.01

Notes: 1.

Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.




Table 22. Incumbent reports of the impact of lack of physical strength on their ability to
perform work tasks during the past 12 months

S . Incumbents - s
Scale | : Males Females Total . -
Value ~ Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 [No impact; my physical
strength has been sufficient to
perform all tasks 4,480 74.8 600 53.5 5.106 714
2 - |Minimal impact; I perform
~|almost all tasks without
difficulty 1,024 17.1 318 284 1,350 18.9
3 |Some impact; I perform most
tasks without difficulty 359 6.0 144 12.8 506 7.1
4  |Significant impact; I have
difficulty performing many
tasks 73 1.2 44 39 117 1.6
5 |Major impact; I have
difficulty performing most
tasks 36 0.6 9 0.8 45 0.6
[Missing _18 03| 6 05| _30 04
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean  Sid. | Mean S0, | Mean  Su.
Mecan and Std. Error 1.35 0.01 1.69 0.03 1.41 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

As seen in Table 23, about half of all supervisors, reporting for all of their first-term

subordinates, said that lack of strength was no problem, and another 1 in 4 said that it was only a
minimal problem. Only 1 in 20 supervisors thought that lack of strength was either a significant
or major hindrance to work performance. Slightly over half of male supervisors reported at least
minimal impact of lack of strength on the ability of subordinates to perform their work tasks.
Conversely, slightly less than half of female supervisors reported at least minimal impact.
However, analysis indicates that, when adjusted by the number of personnel supervised, the
difference in impact of lack of physical strength on task performance disappcars.




Table 23. Supervisor reports of the impact of lack of physical strength on first-term
subordinate ability to perform work tasks during the past 12 months

Seale | = | Males | ~ Females |  Total
Value |- - Reésponse Frequency: Percent | Frequency  Percent | Frequency  Percent .

T [No impact; their physical
strength has been sufficient
to perform all tasks 1,858 48.7 160 53.2 2,029 49.0
- 2 Minimal impact; they : 5 S SRR EETEE SR T N
- perform almostalltasks | ¢ L b
without difficulty 894 234 69 0 229 | 967 233
Some impact; they perform
most tasks without ,
difficulty 769 20.1 49 16.3 819 19.8
4 - |Significant impact; they o ' ’ S
have difficulty performing | o : S L
_ many tasks - ‘ ol 158 41 7 .23 | 166 40
5 |Major impact; they have '
difficulty performing most

(%]

tasks 35 0.9 2 i 38 0.9
Missing 104 2.7 14 4.7 126 3.0
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
’ ; Mean - Std. "Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 1.82 0.02 1.68 0.05 1.81 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

What generally happened if you/your first-term subordinates lacked the strength to
perform a physically demanding individual (not team) task? Incumbent responses to this item
are shown in Table 24. It should be noted that while the first response option for this item is
similar to the first option for the previous two items (for incumbents, refer to Tables 20 and 22),
the current item allows respondents to indicate solutions to strength deficiencies without
admitting failure, as implied by the previous two items. This may have resulted in fewer
individuals selecting the first option on this item.

The response options for this item must be analyzed differently because they are not points
along a continuum as are most items in this survey. As a result, mean and standard error
computations for the overall item would not be meaningful.3 Incumbent data for the response
options are shown in Tables 24a through 24f.

*The response options for this item are categorical (i.e., they are qualitatively different without any necessary
ordering or quantity), while the response options for most items in this survey are at least ordinal or interval (the
response options are ordered, and for analysis purposes, are considered to be equidistant from one another on a
continuum). Therefore, response options are analyzed separately, with those choosing a particular option compared
with those choosing any other option. Each response option, then, is converted to a “yes/no” or “this/other” item.




Table 24. Incumbent reports of what occurred when they lacked the strength to perform a
physically demanding individual (not team) task

' Response
Not applicable; I have always
had the strength to perform my
physically demanding tasks
The task was not done
I got someone else to complete
the task
My supervisor assigned the
task to someone else
I worked with one or more
individuals and/or equipment
(tools) to perform the task
I found a different way to
complete the task satisfactorily
which did not require other
individuals (i.e., came up with
a “work around”)

Missing

Total

Incumbents

' ‘Males

Females -

~Tol

Frequency Percent

F requency  Percent

Frequency Percent

4,146 69.2 517 46.1 | 4,686  65.5
51 0.9 6 0.5 57 0.8
146 2.4 94 8.4 241 3.4
136 2.3 35 3.1 171 2.4
1,168 19.5 391 349 | 1,569 219
313 5.2 64 5.7 380 5.3
30 0.5 14 1.2 50 07
5990 1000 | 1,121 1000 | 7,154  100.0

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 24a shows incumbent results for those who responded that they have always had the
strength to perform the physically demanding tasks required in their work. Nearly 2 out of 3
incumbents selected this response option for the item. Among male incumbents, nearly 70
percent selected this response option, while fewer than half of female incumbents responded to
this item affirmatively. Thus, female incumbents were significantly more likely than male
incumbents to indicate that they had to deal with a lack of strength in performing their jobs.
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Table 24a. Incumbents reporting that they have always had the strength to perform
physically demanding tasks

T S [ 7 Incumbents . ATy
Scale |- [~ " Males |~ TFemales [ ~ Total .
Value | - Response - Frequency - Percent | Frequency -Percent |Frequency ™ Percent

1 [Not applicable; I have
always had the strength to
perform my physically

demanding tasks 4,146 69.2 517 46.1 4,686 65.5
"0 :|Other - 1,814 3031 5900 526 | 2418 338
~ |Missing 30 0.5 14 12 50 0.7
|Total - ] 5990 - 1000 | 1121 © 1000 | 7,154 1000
R | Mean  Std. | Mean  Std. | Mean  Std.

Mean and Std. Error 0.70 0.006 0.47 0.015 0.66 0.006

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,

As shown in Table 24b, less than one percent of incumbents responded that, when they
lacked the strength to perform a task, the task was not performed. Statistically, there wasno

difference between male and female responses to this response option.

Table 24c shows the percentage of incumbents who said they got someone else to complete
tasks they lacked the strength to perform. Overall, only about 1 in 30 incumbents selected this
option, and the percentages were low for both males and females. However, female incumbents
were more than three times as likely as males to select this option. Even after excluding those
who reported no strength problems, women were twice as likely as men to select this option.

Table 24b. Incumbents reporting that the task was not done when they lacked the strength

to perform a physically demanding task

R Incumbents . R
Scale | | Males .. | .  Females Total = .
Value] =~ Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent-|Frequency Percent
1 |The task was not done 51 0.9 6 0.5 57 0.8
.0~ |Other 5,009 . - 98.6 1,101 98.2 | 17,047 98.5"
Missing 30 0.5 14 1.2 50 0.7

Total = 5990 1000 | 1,021 = 100.0. | 7,154 ' 100.0

B o Mean =~ Std.” | Mean = -Std.” | - Mean = Std:
Mean and Std. Error 0.009 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.008 0.001

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 24¢. Incumbents reporting that they got someone else to complete the task when they
lacked the strength to perform a physically demanding task

FE S Incumbents. L
Scale P Males - Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |l got someone else
to complete the task 146 24 94 8.4 241 3.4
.0 |Other - 5,814 97.1 1,013 90.4 6,863 95.9
Missing 30 0.5 14 1.2 50 0.7
| Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
: Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean and Std. Error 0.02 0.002 0.08 0.008 0.03 0.002

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencics duc to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

About 1 of 40 incumbents indicated that, when they lacked the strength to complete a task,
their supervisor assigned the task to someone else. The results for this option are shown in Table
24d. Statistically, there was no difference in the percentages of male and female incumbents who
selected this option.

Table 24d. Incumbents reporting that their supervisor got someone else to complete the
task when they lacked the strength to perform a physically demanding task

Incumbents
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 {My supervisor assigned
the task to someone else 136 2.3 35 3.1 171 2.4
0 |Other 5,824 97.2 1,072 95.6 6,933 96.9
Missing 30 0.5 14 1.2 50 0.7
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 0.02 0.002 0.03 0.005 0.02 0.002

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencics may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

The results in Table 24e show that over 1 in S incumbents said that they worked with one or
more other co-workers and/or equipment (tools) to complete the task. This was the most frequent
response option other than the first option (shown in Tablc 24a), and it was thus respondents’
preferred method for performing a task when they lacked the strength to complete it alone. In
fact, nearly 2 out of 3 of those who didn’t select the first option chose this one. Female
incumbents were nearly twice as likely as males to select this response option, but when those
with adequate strength (option 1) are excluded, the percentages of males and females choosing
this option are about equal.




Table 24e. Incumbents reporting that they worked with others and/or tools to complete the
task when they lacked the strength te perform a physically demanding task

: _ ooy w7 Incumbents o T
Scale| 0 1 . Males |~ "Females- . -~ | .- Total =
Value| - . Response | Fréquency Percent | Frequency - Percent| Fréquency Percent

1 {I worked with one or

more individuals and/or
equipment (tools) to

perform the task 1,168 19.5 391 34.9 1,569 21.9

-0 ’Ot’hq}; - 4,792 - ‘5180;.0 716~ 639 5535 71.4-
Missing 30 0.5 14 1.2 50 0.7
Total - 5990 1000 | L121  100.0 | = 7,154  100.0
Mean and Std. Error 0.20 0.005 0.35 0.01 0.22 0.005

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

The final option to this item asked respondents whether they found an alternate means of
completing the task satisfactorily that didn’t require the assistance of others. Slightly more than 1
in 20 selected this option, as shown in Table 24f. There was no statistical difference in the
response rates of male and female incumbents.

Table 24f. Incumbents reporting that they found another satisfactory way to complete a
task that didn’t require others when they lacked the strength to perform a physically

demanding task

. Incumbents -
Scale . . ‘Males _ Females . Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency  Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |I found a different way
to complete the task
satisfactorily which did
not require other
individuals (i.e., came
up with a “work
around”) 313 5.2 64 5.7 380 5.3
0 |Other 5,647 94.3 1,043 93.0° | 6,724 94.0-
Missing 30 0.5 14 12050 07
Total 5990 100.0 | 1,121 © 1000 |* 7,154  100.0
o Mean Std, Mean Std. | Mean Stdd.
Mean and Std. Error 0.05 0.003 0.06 0.007 | 0.05 0.003

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Overall supervisor responses to this item are shown in Table 25. As with the incumbent
responses to this item, the results for each option in this item must be presented in separate tables




in order to be analyzed correctly (sec footnote 3). Means and standard errors are computed for
each response option, and are presented in Tables 25a through 25f.

Table 25. Supervisor reports of what occurred when first-term subordinates lacked the
strength to perform a physically demanding individual (not team) task

Response
Not applicable; my first-term

subordinates have always had the
strength to perform their
physically demanding tasks

The task was not-done

The individual got someone else
to complete the task

I assigned the task to someone
else

The individual worked with one or
more individuals and/or
equipment (tools) to perform the
task

The individual found a different
way to complete the task
satisfactorily which did not
require other individuals (i.e.,
came up with a “work around)
Missing

Total

Supervisors

Males

Females

Total

Frequency Percent

Frequency Percent

Frequenc Percent

1,897 49.7
59 1.5
294 7.7
288 7.5
1,081 28.3
90 2.4
109 29
3,818  100.0

157 52.2
3 1.0
15 5.0
19 6.3
84 27.9
8 2.7
15 5.0
301 100.0

2,062
62

310

310

1,171

98
132

4,145

49.7
1.5

7.5

7.5

24
3.2

100.0

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies duc to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

As shown in Table 25a, about half of the supervisors selected the first option to this item,
indicating that their first-term subordinates always have adequate strength to perform the tasks
demanded of their jobs. This percentage was slightly lower than that of the incumbents who
selected this option, but supervisors were responding for all their subordinates, whercas
incumbents were responding only for themselves. Male and female supervisors percetved their
subordinates similarly, and there was no statistical difference in their responses.




Table 25a. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates have always had the
strength to perform physically demanding tasks

: Scale »

Supérvisors

Males [

Total

T . . Females -
Value| - = Response | Erequency - Percent | Frequency = Percent | Frequency - Percerit
1  |Not applicable; my first-
term subordinates have
always had the strength
to perform their
physically demanding
tasks 1,897 49.7 157 52.2 2,062 49.7
- 0 |Other 1,812 47.5 129 42.9 1,951 47.1
Missing 109 29| _15 50 | 132 32
. |Total 3,818 1000 | 301 . 1000 | 4,145 100.0
Bl " Mean ~ Std. Mean  Std: - Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.51 0.01 0.55 0.03 0.51 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,.

The responses shown in Table 25b indicate supervisor percentages who said that when their
first-term subordinates lacked the strength to complete the task, the task was not performed. Only
1.5 percent of responding supervisors selected this option; this percentage was slightly higher
than that of the incumbents selecting this option. There was no statistical difference in the

perceptions of male and female supervisors.

subordinates lacked the strength to perform a physically demanding task

Table 25b. Supervisors reporting that the task was not done when their first-term

ot ‘ Supervisors
Scale Males: _ Females = Total
Value Response Frequency  Percent |Frequency ' Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |The task was not done 59 1.5 3 1.0 62 1.5
0 - {Other 3,650 - 956 283 94.0 3,951 953
Missing 109 29 15 5.0 132 32
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
: - Mean Std. Mean Std., Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.02 0.002 0.01 0.006 0.02 0.002

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 25¢ indicates the percentage of supervisors who said that their first-term subordinates
got someone else to complete the task when they lacked the strength to perform it themselves.
About 7.5 percent of supervisors selected this option, about twice the percentage of incumbents
who chose this option. The small difference in the perceptions of male and female supervisors
was not statistically significant.




Table 25¢. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates got someone else to
complete the task when they lacked the strength to perform a physically demanding task

N SRR Supervisors AT
Scale | Males = "Females . Total _
Value | . Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent

1 |The individual got

someone else to
complete the task 294 7.7 15 5.0 310 7.5
0 |Other 3,415 89.4 271 90.0 3,703 89.3
Missing _109 29 15 5.0 132 3.2
- |Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 | . 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. - Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 0.08 0.004 0.05 0.01 0.08 0.004
Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Responses of supervisors who said they assigned tasks to someone else when their
subordinates lacked strength are shown in Table 25d. By coincidence, the same overall
percentage of supervisors selected this option as the previous option, 7.5 percent. In this casc, the
percentage of supervisors choosing this option was about three times that of incumbents. There
was no statistical difference between the perceptions of male and female supervisors.

As with incumbents, other than supervisors who said there was no strength problem among
their subordinates (first rcsponse option), the largest percentage of supervisors indicated that
when their subordinates lacked the strength to complete a task, they worked with others and/or
tools to finish the task. Thesc results are shown in Table 25e. Over 1 in 4 supervisors selected
this option. There was no difference in the response rates of male and female supervisors.

Table 25d. Supervisors reporting that they assigned someone else to complete the task
when their first-term subordinates lacked the strength to perform a physically demanding

task
Supervisors
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |l assigned the task to
someone elsc 288 7.5 19 6.3 310 7.5
0 |Other 3,421 89.6 267 88.7 3,703 89.3
Missing _109 29 15 3.0 132 32
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.08 0.004 0.06 0.01 0.08 0.004

Notes: |. Malc + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.




Table 25e. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates worked with others
and/or tools to complete the task when they lacked the strength to perform a physically
demanding task

N Lo oo st iSupervisors - L o ol o
Seale| . .o - Males .- ] Females - |- Total @ .
Value| . - Response: | Frequency  Percent | Frequéncy Percent | Frequency - Percent-
1 |The individual
worked with one or
more individuals
and/or equipment
(tools) to perform the
task : 1,081 28.3 84 27.9 1,171 28.3
0 |Other - . . | 2628 - 68.8 | - 202 67.1 | = 2,842 68.6
Missing 109 29 15 5.0 132 32
|Total -+ - - | 3818 1000 | 301 1000 | 4,45 - 100.0
f e i Mean - Std. | Mean -~ Std. | Mean - - Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.29 0.01 0.29 0.03 0.29 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Finally, Table 25f indicates that only about 1 in 40 supervisors reported that their
subordinates found a different, but satisfactory, means of completing the task that didn’t require
the assistance of others. This response rate is about half that of incumbents selecting this option.
As with the other response options to this item, there was no difference in the response rates of
male and female supervisors.

If the task was not done or completion of the work was delayed for a substantial period of
time due to lack of physical strength, what was the overall effect? An important aspect in
determining if lack of physical strength is a problem in the military is whether it reduces others’
ability to perform mission essential tasks. This survey item was included to determine if
incumbents or supervisors thought there were such cascading effects. Nearly 2 out of 3
incumbents believed that delays in completing tasks due to lack of physical strength had no
impact on others’ ability to complete mission essential tasks, as Table 26 shows. Another 12
percent thought the impact was only minimal. Fewer than 10 percent thought there was “Some
impact” or “Significant impact” on others’ ability to perform mission essential tasks. In other
words, incumbents generally believed that delay of work due to an individual’s lack of strength
did not keep others from performing mission essential tasks. Male and female incumbents did
not differ significantly in their responses to this item.




Table 25f. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates found another
satisfactory way to complete a task that didn’t require others when they lacked the
strength to perform a physically demanding task

_ Supervisors
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent

The individual found a
different way to
complete the task
satisfactorily which
did not require other
individuals (i.e., came
up with a “work

around”) 90 2.4 8 2.7 98 2.4

0 |Other 3,619 94.8 278 92.4 3,915 94.5

Missing 109 29 15 5.0 132 32
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean and Std. Error | 0.02 0.003 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.002

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.




Table 26. Incumbent reports of the overall effect of lack of physical strength on others’
ability to complete mission essential tasks if task was not done or was delayed for a
substantial period of time

oo e e e 0 - lncumbents o n oo e
Scale | . . Males | ° Females @ | - Total |
Value | - - Response: ~ - [Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency - Percent |

1 [No impact on others’
ability to complete mission
essential tasks 3,905 65.2 698 62.3 4,627 64.7
2 |Minimal impact on others’ o o
~ |ability to complete mission ' - o o :
 |essential'tasks - 7060 - 11.8 158 141 871 - 122
3 |Some impact on others’
ability to complete mission
essential tasks 327 5.5 60 5.4 387 5.4
- 4 |Significant impact on. o ' i

others’ ability to complete - _ ;) ‘
mission essential tasks 187 3:1 26 23 213 3.0

Don’t know 747 12.5 154 137 | 906 12.7
Missing 118 20 25 22 150 21
Total 5000 1000 | 1121 1000 | 7154  100.0
R - Mean ~ " Std. | Mean - Std. | Mean = Std.
Mean and Std. Error 137 0.01 138 002 | 137 001

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. “Don’t know” it is not assigned a scale value because it is excluded from calculation of mean
and standard error.
3. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Supervisors’ views were somewhat less positive than those of incumbents, as shown in Table
27. Nevertheless, fewer than half thought that delay in completing a task due to lack of strength
impacted others’ ability to perform mission essential tasks. About 1 in 6 thought that lack of
strength would have “Some impact” or “Substantial impact” on others’ ability to complete
mission essential tasks, about twice the rate of incumbents. More males than females saw an
impact of lack of strength on others’ ability to complete mission essential tasks. While about 1
out of 6 male supervisors indicated either “Some impact” or “Substantial impact” on others’
ability to complete mission essential tasks, only about 1 in 9 females selected either of these
response options. This difference could not be explained by the fact that males, on average,
supervise more personnel than females, nor did the effect of working in differing occupational
specialties explain the difference.

(%)
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Table 27. Supervisor reports of the overall effect of lack of physical strength on others’
ability to complete mission essential tasks if task was not donec or was delayed for a
substantial period of time

R .Supervisors
‘Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent

1 [No impact on others’
ability to complete
mission essential tasks 2,097 54.9 181 60.1 2,290 55.2
2 |Minimal impact on '
others’ ability to complete
mission essential tasks 746 19.5 43 14.3 792 19.1
3 |Some impact on others’
ability to complete
mission essential tasks 479 12.5 26 8.6 508 12.3
4 ISignificant impact on
others’ ability to complete

mission essential tasks 151 4.0 7 2.3 158 3.8
Don’t know 160 4.2 17 5.6 177 4.3
Missing 185 4.8 27 9.0 220 53
Total 3.818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 1.62 0.01 1.45 0.05 1.61 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not cqual total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. “Don’t know” it is not assigned a scale value because it is excluded from calculation of mean
and standard error.
3. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

During the past 12 months, what impact has a lack of physical strength on your part/of
your first-term subordinates had on mission readiness? Before this item, the following
definition of mission readiness was provided: “Mission Readiness refers to a unit being able to
perform its assigned mission(s) effectively. For those units that have a combat mission, mission
readiness refers to the ability to participate cffectively and efficiently in combat, contingency,
and exercise operations.”

Table 28 shows that more than 4 out of 5 incumbents thought that lack of strength on their
part had no impact on mission readiness, and 9 out of 10 thought the impact was no more than
minimal. Altogether, less than five percent thought their lack of strength had more than a
minimal impact. However, over five pereent of incumbents responded “Don’t know™ to this item
or left it blank. Male incumbents were slightly less likely than their female counterparts to report
that their own lack of strength had an impact on mission readiness. but the difference was small.

Table 29 shows that supervisors, with perhaps a better understanding of the causes and
components of mission readiness than their first-term subordinates, believed that fack of physical
strength had somewhat more impact on mission readiness. Nevertheless, more than 4 out of 5
supervisors thought that the impact of lack of strength was. at most, minimal. Only about 1 in 8
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thought that there was “Some impact” or “Significant impact” of lack of physical strength on
mission readiness. Differences between male and female supervisor responses to this item were
not significantly different.

Table 28. Incumbent reports of the impact of a lack of their physical strength on mission

readiness during past 12 months

P e et o locumbents oo s s o0
-Scale’| - S . Males = | - Females: = - |- Total . =
Value |~ Response Frequernicy ‘Percent |EFrequency: Percent | Fréquency 'Pércent
1 |No impact on mission
readiness 4,955 82.7 868 77.4 5,855 81.8
2 {Minimal impact on ) _ . S
‘Imission readiness 488 - 81 | - 120 107|608 85
3 |Some impact on mission v o
readiness 164 2.7 45 4.0 209 2.9
4- -|Significant impact on : L S SR
mission readiness 8 14| 15 13| 102 1.4
Don’t know 238 4.0 58 5.2 298 4.2
Missing 60 1.0.- 15 13 . 82 _ L1
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
. - o Mean Std.. | "Mean . Std. | Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 1.19 0.01 1.24 0.02 1.20 0.01

Notes: 1. Male -+ female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. “Don’t know” it is not assigned a scale value because it is excluded from calculation of mean

and standard error.

3. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,.
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Table 29. Supervisor reports of the impact of a lack of first-term subordinate physical
strength on mission readiness during past 12 months

R . , o ___Supervisors o
Scale |- S Males Females ) ~ Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent

1 [No impact on mission

readiness 2,293 60.1 193 64.1 2,497 60.2
2 |Minimal impact on mission

readiness ' 865 22.7 50 16.6 920 22.2
3 |Some impact on mission

readiness 382 10.0 25 8.3 407 9.8
4 |Significant impact on

mission readiness 93 2.4 7 23 101 2.4

Don’t know 73 1.9 12 4.0 86 2.1

Missing 112 2.9 14 4.7 134 32

Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0

Mean and Std. Error 1.53 0.01 1.44 0.05 1.52 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent duc to rounding.

Does your unit provide job-related strength training? About 2 out of 5 incumbents
indicated that their units provide strength training, as Table 30 shows. Women reported a much
smaller percentage of units providing strength training than did men; the data available from the
survey fail to provide insight into the reason for this difference. Further investigation of this issue
appears warranted, including investigation of the availability of facilities. the appropriateness of
the types of equipment and training available, and the differing strength-training needs of male
and female servicemembers.

As with incumbents, about 2 out of 5 supervisors reported that their units provide strength
training, as shown in Table 31. The discrepancy in male-female supervisor reports of available
strength training echoes the discrepancy reported by male and female incumbents. As stated
above, further study of these differences appears to be warranted.

Table 30. Incumbent reports of the percentage of units providing strength training

| . Incumbents
Scale | Males Females | Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Yes 2,348 39.2 306 273 2,666 37.3
2 |No 3,594 60.0 799 71.3 4,418 61.8
Missing 48 08 6 14 | 70 10
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean & Std. Error | 1.60 0.01 1.72 0.01 1.62 0.01

Notes: 1. Male 4 female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 31. Supervisor reports of the percentage of units providing strength training

. . . . Supervisors oL ;
AT Males - .| .. Females |- - - ‘Total - :

Vi . Response . |Frequency Percent |Frequency - Percent:|Frequency “Percent
1 |Yes 1,533 40.2 97 32.2 1,639 39.5

c 2 WNo: o] 2,191 - 574|193 . . 641 | 2393 ¢ . 577
Missing P94 25 11 3.7 113 2.7

. |Total . - - | 3818 1000 | : 301 ~ 100.0 | 4,145 - -100.0° -

e R © o] Mean - . Std.- | ‘Mean = Std: | Mean = Std.
Item Mean & Std. 1.59 0.01 1.67 0.03 1.59 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

If you answered “Yes,” how helpful is this training in improving your job
performance/the job performance of your first-term subordinates? As Table 32 shows,
incumbents generally thought that available strength training was helpful. Although the
responses tended to cluster around the scale midpoint, over 70 percent thought the strength
training was at least moderately helpful. Male and female incumbent responses did not differ
significantly on this item.

Supervisors provided slightly more positive responses to this item than did incumbents, as
Table 33 shows, but the difference was small. Over 80 percent of supervisors thought that the
available strength training was at least moderately helpful. Male and female supervisor responses
did not differ significantly for this item.

If you answered “No,” how helpful would this training be in improving your job
performance/the job performance of your first-term subordinates? Incumbents without access
to strength training believed it would be of less benefit than those who did have access to
training, as a comparison of Tables 32 and 34 indicates. The survey results provide no indication
of the reason for this difference. Further investigation of the response differences between those
with and without access to strength training is warranted.




Table 32. For incumbents answering “Yes,” opinions of how helpful strength training is in
improving their job performance

L i B Incumbents P

‘Scale Males Females Total -
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent

1 |Not at all helpful 137 5.8 14 4.6 151 5.7

- 2 |Somewhat helpful | 523 223 79 25.8 607 22.8

3 |Moderately helpful = 687 29.3 92 30.1 780 29.3

4 |Very helpful 619 26.4 79 25.8 701 26.3

5 |Extremely helpful 365 15.5 39 12.7 407 15.3

- |Missing 17 0.7 3 1.0 20 0.8

Total 2,348 100.0 306 100.0 2,666 100.0

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean & Std. Error 3.24 0.02 3.17 0.06 3.23 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 33. For supervisors answering “Yes,” opinions of how helpful strength training is in
improving first-term subordinates’ job performance

Supervisors
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 [Not at all helpful ‘ 47 3.1 3 3.1 51 3.1
2 |Somewhat helpful | 365 23.8 25 25.8 391 23.9
3 |Moderatcly helpful ;423 27.6 34 35.1 459 28.0
4 |Very helpful 461 30.1 28 28.9 491 30.0
5 {Extremely helpful 226 14.7 S 52 234 14.3
Missing | u 07 2 21| 13 o8
Total 1,533 100.0 97 100.0 1,639 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error ' 3.30 0.03 3.07 0.10 3.29 0.03

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies duc to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Female incumbents responded somewhat more negatively than males on this item. While the
reasons for the discrepancy are not apparent in the survey data, the more negative female
responses are in accord with those for the above item. Female incumbents may see less value in
strength training than do male incumbents.

Supervisors without available strength training were also less positive in their estimates of its
benefit than those with access, as can be seen by comparing Tables 33 and 35. Unlike the
responses of incumbents to this item, there was no significant difference between male and
femalc supervisor responses.

Among incumbents. there was a small but consistent interactive relationship among strength
and injury problems, belief in helpfulness of strength training, and the availability of the training.
[ncumbents in units that provide strength training who had more problems with injuries or lack



of strength thought that such training was less helpful than those who had fewer problems. In
contrast, those who lacked strength or had injuries in units that do rot provide such training
thought that the availability of strength training would be more helpful than did those with fewer
problems.*

Table 34. For incumbents answering “No,” opinions of how helpful strength training would
be in improving first-term incumbents’ job performance

R o Incumbents -~

Seale| ' Males |  Females ) Total B
Value | Response Frequency -Percent |Frequency Percent'|Frequency Percent

~ 1 |Not at all helpful 914 254 222 27.8 1,143 25.9
2 |Somewhat helpful 1,067 - 29.7 - 266 33.3 | 1,337 - 303

3 |Moderately helpful 675 18.8 145 18.1 825 18.7

- 4. |Very helpful 492 13.7 |- 96 12.0 593 13.4

5 |Extremely helpful 409 11.4 54 6.8 466 10.5

Missing 37 1.0 16 20 | 4 12

Total . 3,594 100.0 799 100.0 4,418 100.0

s o Mean Std. Mean - Std. Mean - Std.

Mean and Std. Error 2.55 0.02 2.35 0.04 2.52 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 35. For supervisors answering “No,” opinions of how helpful strength training would
be in improving first-term incumbents’ job performance

‘ Supervisors
‘Scale ' Males - Females Total

Value Response - Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent

1 |Not at all helpful . 566 25.8 57 29.5 625 26.1

. 2 |Somewhat helpful | 691 315 62 32.1 757 31.6

3 |Moderately helpful @ 389 17.8 25 13.0 415 17.3

4  |Very helpful | 347 15.8 36 18.7 384 16.0

5 |Extremely helpful | 167 7.6 9 4.7 177 7.4

Missing |31 14 4 21 | 35 s

Total 2,191 100.0 193 100.0 2,393 100.0

- ~ Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean and Std. Error 2.47 0.03 2.35 0.09 2.46 0.03

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

*Incumbents in units providing strength training thought its availability was less helpful if they had suffered more
injuries (r = -.18, p <.001), if those injuries were more severe (r = -.20, p <.001), if they had lacked strength more
often (r=-.17, p <.001), and if their lack of strength had had a greater impact (» = -.20, p <.001) than those with
fewer of these problems. In contrast, incumbents in units not providing strength training thought its availability
would be more helpful among those with more injuries (r = .10, p <.001), those who have had more scvere injuries
(r=".17, p <.001), those who lacked strength more times (» = .11. p <.001), and those for whom lack of strength
had more impact (+ = .13, p < .001) than those with fewer problems.
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Physical Endurance and Job Performance

This section includes a number of items about physical endurance that parallel those in the
Physical Strength and Performance section. At the beginning of this section, endurance is
defined as “the ability to carry on with work despite the physical demands of the job—not
necessarily related to strength. Endurance is related to physically demanding repetitive duty such
as running or repetitive lifting.” The items in this section are as follows:

How many times in the past 12 months did yow/your first-term subordinates lack the
endurance to complete a task (e.g., were especially winded or tired), typically not performed as
a team task, while working in the job? As shown in Table 36, about 3 out of 4 incumbents
indicated that they had never lacked the physical endurance to complete a work task during the
past year. When those who responded that they lacked endurance between 1 to 3 times are added
well over 90 percent of incumbents said that they had lacked endurance no more than 3 times in
the past ycar. Male incumbents were more likely than females to say that they had never lacked
the endurance to perform their work during the past 12 months. While more than 3 out of 4
males reported that they never lacked endurance, only about 2 out of 3 females selected this
option. Excluding the first option (“Never”), women reported higher percentages than men for
each response option for this item. Based on this item, therefore, their self-assessment is that they
have significantly less endurance than their male counterparts.

3

Table 36. Incumbent reports of the number of times in the past 12 months they lacked the
endurance to complete a task, while performing their job

- Incumbents
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Never " 4,543 75.8 749 66.8 5,318 74.3
2 |1-3 times | 1,006 16.8 244 21.8 1,256 17.6
3 |4-10times 223 3.7 56 5.0 281 3.9
4 [11-20 times ] 71 1.2 30 2.7 101 1.4
5 |More than 20 times ; 124 2.1 35 3.1 162 2.3
Missing |23 04 | _7 06 | 36 05
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
| Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mecan and Std. Error ¢ 1.36 0.01 1.53 0.03 1.39 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Supervisor responses to this item are shown in Table 37. Reporting for all their first-term
subordinates, they reported a higher incidence of endurance problems, but they still statcd that
over 5 in 6 had three or fewer endurance problems in the previous year. Contrary to incumbent
responses, female supervisors reported a higher percentage of first-term subordinates who had
never lacked endurance in the previous year than male supervisors. However, when adjusted by
number of personnel supervised, the difference between male and female responses disappears.

What generally happened if you/your first-term subordinates lacked the endurance to
perform a physically demanding individual (not team) task? For incumbents, overall results for
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this item are shown in Table 38. As with the analogous physical strength item (Table 24), each
option is analyzed separately, because each option represented a different category of response,
rather than different response levels. (see footnote 3 for a more complete explanation.)

Table 37. Supervisor reports of the number of times in the past 12 months ﬁrst-term
subordinates lacked the endurance to complete a task, while performing their job

A Co T Supervisors oL x vt o o oL
" Scale | A . .. Males | = Females "~ “Total =~
Value | - Response . . |Frequency -Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency - Percent
1 |Never 2,236 58.6 192 63.8 2,437 58.8
2 |1-3 times 963 25.2 65 -+ 216 (| L1035 25.00 .
3 |4-10 times 333 8.7 21 7.0 355 8.6
4 - [11-20 times. 95 25 1. 2 07 . 98 - 24
5 {More than 20 times 84 2.2 4 1.3 88 2.1
Missing -~ 107 2.8 17 - 5.6 132 3.2
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
e — Mean Sid. | Mean S | Mean S
Mean and Std. Error 1.61 0.02 1.45 0.05 1.60 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,.

Table 38. Incumbent reports of what occurred if they lacked the endurance to perform a
physically demanding individual (not team) task

' : Response
Not applicable; I have always
had the endurance to perform
my physically demanding tasks
The task was not done }

I got someone else to complete
the task

My supervisor assigned the task
to someone else

I worked with one or more
individuals and/or equipment
(tools) to perform the task

I found a different way to
complete the task satisfactorily
which did not require other

- |individuals (i.e., came up with a
“work around”) '

Missing

Total

Incumbents
Males , Females Total

Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |[Frequenc  Percent
4,344 -72.5 681 60.7 5,048 70.6
112 1.9 16 1.4 128 1.8
128 2.1 40 3.6 169 24
101 1.7 31 28 | 133 1.9
913 15.2 258 23.0 1,175 16.4
358 6.0 83 7.4 449 6.3
34 0.6 12 1.1 52 0.7
5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Response data for the first option of this item are shown in Table 38a. More than 7 out of 10
incumbents selected this option, indicating that they had never lacked the endurance to complete
their work tasks. Male incumbents were much more likely than their female counterparts to
answer affirmatively to this item. Only about 60 percent of female incumbents selected this
option, whilc over 70 percent of the males did. While the percentages for this option arc slightly
lower than the percentages for the similar first option of the previous item, the difference

between male and female responses for the two options are about the same.

Table 38a. Incumbents reporting that they have always had the endurance to perform
physically demanding tasks

Incumbents ;
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 [Not applicable; I have
always had the
endurance to perform
my physically
demanding tasks 4,344 72.5 681 60.7 5,048 70.6
0 Other 1,612 26.9 428 38.2 2,054 28.7
Missing 34 0.6 12 1.1 52 0.7
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.73 0.01 0.61 0.01 0.71 0.01

Notes: 1. Male -+ female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 38b presents the results for the second response option to this item. Fewer than two
percent of incumbents indicated that the task was not completed if the individual lacked the
strength to perform. There was no statistical difference between male and female responses to

this option.

Table 38b. Incumbents reporting that the task was not done when they lacked the

endurance to perform a physically demanding task

Incumbents
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |I'requency Percent |Frequency Percent
I |The task was not
done 112 1.9 16 1.4 128 1.8
0 |Other 5,844 97.6 1,093 97.5 6,974 97.5
Missing 34 0.6 12 1.1 52 0.7
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mecan Std. Mean Std. Mcan Std.
Mcan and Std. Error ;  0.02 0.002 0.01 0.004 0.02 0.002

Notes: I. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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About 1 in 40 incumbents selected the option indicating that they got someone else to
complete the task, shown in Table 38c. Female incumbents were nearly twice as likely as males
to choose this option. However, of those not selecting the first option (i.e., of those who
indicated that they lacked endurance), males and females chose this option nearly equally.

Table 38d shows that approximately 1 in 50 incumbents responded that their supervisor
assigned the task to someone else when they lacked the strength to perform the task. Again,
females were much more likely than males to choose this option, but the proportions are about
equal when excluding those who said that they never lacked endurance.

Working with other individuals and/or with equipment or tools was the second most frequent
option for this item. About 1 of 6 respondents selected this option, shown in Table 38e. Again,
women were more likely to choose this option than men, but the proportions were essentially the
same among those selecting other than the first option.

Table 38c. Incumbents reporting that they got someone else to complete the task when they
lacked the endurance to perform a physically demanding task

e . . Incumbents ' -
Scale | _ Males - " 'Females . Total
Value Response Frequency “Percent |Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |I got someone else to
complete the task 128 2.1 40 3.6 169 2.4
0 . |Other - 5,828 - 973 1,069 95.4 6,933 96.9
Missing 34 0.6 12 1.1 52 0.7
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 . 7,154 100.0
” , " Mean Std. - Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.02 0.002 0.04 0.006 0.02 0.002

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 38d. Incumbents reporting that their supervisors got someone else to complete the
task when they lacked the endurance to perform a physically demanding task

, Incumbents: _
Scale. ‘ , Males. | = Females |.  ‘Total. .
Value Response -Frequency Percent | Frequency - Percent | Frequency Percent:
1 |My supervisor
assigned the task to
someone else 101 1.7 31 2.8 133 1.9
0 |Other 5,855 97.7 1,078 96.2 6,969 97.4
Missing 34 0.6 12 1.1 52 0.7
Total 5,990 . 100.0 1,121~ 100.0 7,154 100.0
' Mean Std. Mean Std.. Mean Std:
Mean and Std. Error:  0.02 0.002 0.03 0.005 0.02 0.002

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding. -




Table 38e¢. Incumbents reporting that they worked with others and/or tools to complete the
task when they lacked the endurance to perform a physically demanding task

S Incumbents .

Scale Males Females Total

Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |l worked with one or

more individuals
and/or equipment
(tools) to perform the

task 913 15.2 258 23.0 1,175 16.4
0 |Other 5,043 84.2 851 75.9 5,927 82.8
Missing 34 0.6 12 11 52 07
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Sd. Error =~ 0.15 0.005 0.23 0.01 0.17 0.004
Notes: 1. Male + femalc frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Pcrcentages may not total to 100 percent duc to rounding.

About six percent of incumbents said they found a different way to complete a task when
they lacked endurance, as Table 38f shows. Statistically, there was no difference in the
percentages of male and female incumbents who chosc this option.

Table 38f. Incumbents reporting that they found another satisfactory way to complete a
task that didn’t require others when they lacked the endurance to perform a physically
demanding task

way to complete the
task satisfactorily
which did not requirc
other individuals
(1.e., came up with a

Incumbents
Scale Malcs Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |l found a different

“work around”) 358 6.0 83 7.4 449 6.3

0 |Other 5,598 93.5 1,026 91.5 6,653 93.0

Missing 34 0.6 12 1.1 52 0.7
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean and Std. Error 0.06 0.003 0.07 0.008 0.06 0.003

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencics due to missing gender data.

Table 39 shows overall supervisor responses to the item asking what occurred if a first-term
subordinate lacked the endurance to complete a job. As stated above, the response options are
catcgorical, so the analysis of the results for cach option will be presented separately.
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Table 39. Supervisor reports of what occurred when first-term incumbents lacked the
endurance to perform a physically demanding individual (not team) task

Lo sosew o T oSupervisors:
5 oo ol Males' o |- Females - |
- Response Frequency Percent | Frequency - Percént | Frequ
Not applicable; my first-term
subordinates have always had
the endurance to perform
their physically demanding
tasks 2,111 55.3 177 58.8 2,295 55.4
The task was not done 1 118 31 3. 10 121 029
The individual got someone
else to complete the task 183 4.8 15 5.0 200 4.8
I assigned the task to o IR o
someone else 225 5.9 10 33 237 5.7

The individual worked with
one or more individuals
and/or equipment (tools) to
perform the task 927 2423 68 22.6 1,002 24.2
The individual found a
different way to complete the
task satisfactorily which did
not require other individuals
(i.e., came up with a “work

around”) 138 3.6 9 3.0 147 3.5.
Missing 116 3.0 19 6.3 143 3.4
Total 3,818 100.0 301 1000 | 4,145  100.0

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,.

About 55 percent of supervisors stated that their first-term subordinates always had the
endurance to perform their physically demanding tasks, as Table 39a shows. This percentage was
somewhat less than that reported by incumbents, but supervisors were reporting for all of their
subordinates. Statistically, there was no difference in the percentages reported by male and
female supervisors.

Only about three percent of supervisors said that when their first-term subordinates lacked
endurance the task was not performed, as shown in Table 39b. Only three female supervisors,
one percent of the total, selected this option, which was significantly less than the three percent
of male supervisors choosing this option. However, this difference was not significant after
adjusting for the differing numbers of first-term personnel supervised by male and female
Supervisors. '




Table 39a. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates have always had the
endurance to perform physically demanding tasks

e Supervisors '
Scale : Males . Females Total
Value Response “Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 [Not applicable; my
first-term subordinates
have always had the
endurance to perform
their physically
demanding tasks 2,111 553 177 58.8 2,295 554
0 |Other 1,591 41.7 105 34.9 1,707 412
Missing _116 3.0 19 6.3 143 3.4
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
' Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 0.57 0.01 0.62 0.03 0.57 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 39b. Supervisors reporting that the task was not done when their first-term
subordinates lacked the endurance to perform a physically demanding task

Supervisors

Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |{The task was not done 118 3.1 3 1.0 121 2.9
0 |Other 3,584 93.9 279 92.7 3,881 93.6
Missing 116 3.0 19 6.3 143 3.4
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

Mean and Std. Error | 0.03 0.003 0.01 0.006 0.03 0.003

Notes: 1. Malc + female frequencics may not equal total frequencics due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 39¢ shows that only about five percent of supervisors said their first-term subordinates
got someone else to perform the task when they lacked the endurance to complete it. There was
no significant difference in the proportions of male and female supervisors who selected this
option.

Less than six percent of supervisors responding indicated that when their subordinates lacked
the endurance to complete a task, they assigned the task to someone else. Male supervisors werc
almost twice as likely as females to select this option. but because of the small numbers of
respondents involved and because of the differing numbers of males and females who left this
item blank, the difference was not statistically signiticant. These results are shown in Table 39d.

The majority of supervisors whose subordinates had endurance problems (i.e., who didn’t
select the first option to this item) indicated that their subordinates worked with other individuals
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and/or equipment to complete the task, as shown in Table 39¢. Male and female supervisors
selected this option with approximately the same frequency.

Table 39¢. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates got someone else to
complete the task when they lacked the endurance to perform a physically demanding task

S B I Voo o s e U iSupervisorstt T 0 e
Sci , i " Males - | Females = . . - Total © =
Value|: - Response ‘Frequency - Percent | Frequency . Percent [Frequency Percent
1 {The individual got
someone else to
complete the task 183 4.8 15 5.0 200 4.8
.0 “|Other - - 3,519 922 - 267 - 887 | 3,802 917
Missing 116 3.0 19 63 | 143 34
. - |Total . , 3,818 100.0 1301 1000 | 4,145 - 100.0-
R Mean Std. | Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 0.05 0.004 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.003

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 39d. Supervisors reporting that they assigned somcone else to complete the task
when they lacked the endurance to perform a physically demanding task

. Supervisors
Scale Males ~_ Females Total
Value|  Response Frequency ~Percent | Frequency - Percent | Frequency Percent
1 ]I assigned the task to
someone else 225 5.9 10 33 237 5.7
0 |Other 3,477 91.1 | 272 90.4 3,765 90.8
Missing 116 3.0 19 6.3 143 3.4
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error = 0.06 0.004 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.004

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 39e. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates worked with others
and/or tools to complete the task when they lacked the endurance to perform a physically
demanding task

: Supervisors
Scale Males Females . Total ,
Value Response ‘'Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |The individual worked
with one or more
individuals and/or
equipment (tools) to
perform the task 927 243 68 22.6 1,002 242
0 - |Other 2,775 72.7 214 71.1 3,000 72.4
Missing 116 3.0 19 6.3 143 34
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 0.25 0.01 0.24 0.03 0.25 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Results for the final option of this item are shown in Table 39f. About 1 in 30 supervisors
selected this option, indicating that their subordinates found other means of completing their
tasks without having to ask for the assistance of others. There was essentially no difference in the
proportions of male and female supervisors who selected this option.

Table 39f. Supervisors reporting that their first-term subordinates found another
satisfactory way to complete a task that didn’t require others when they lacked the
endurance to perform a physically demanding task

Supervisors
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |The individual found a
different way to
complete the task
satisfactorily which did
not require other
individuals (i.e., came
up with a “work
around) 138 3.6 9 3.0 147 3.5
0 [Other 3,564 93.3 273 90.7 3,855 93.0
Missing 116 . 3.0 19 6.3 143 3.4
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. | Mean  Std,
Mean and Std. Error 0.04 0.003 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.003

Notes: 1. Male 4 female frequencies may not equal total frequencics due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding,.

48



If the task was not done or completion of the work was delayed for a substantial period of
time due to lack of physical endurance, what was the overall effect? Incumbent results for this
item are shown in Table 40. About 2 out of 3 incumbents thought lack of physical endurance on
their part had no impact on co-workers’ ability to perform mission essential tasks. Fewer than 1
in 10 said that lack of endurance had either “Some impact” or “Significant impact.” The response
proportions of male and female incumbents to this item were virtually the same.

Supervisor responses to this item are shown in Table 41. Their judgment was that lack of
endurance has greater impact than incumbents believed. However, well over half of the
supervisors said that lack of endurance had no impact on completion of mission essential tasks,
and when those indicating minimal impact are added to this total, about 3 in 4 reported that the
impact of lack of endurance was no more than minimal. About the same percentage of male and
female supervisors indicated no impact, but more males indicated “Some impact” or “Significant
impact,” while more females either responded “Don’t know” or left the item blank. As a result,
women indicated less impact than men. However, when the differences are adjusted by the
various occupational specialties and by the number of personnel supervised, this difference in
judged impact disappears.

Does your unit provide job-related endurance training? Incumbent reports of whether their
assigned units provide endurance training are shown in Table 42. Less than 40 percent of the
respondents stated that their units provide such training. Male incumbents answered
affirmatively to this item at more than one and a half times the rate of females. It is difficult to
understand why there would be such a large discrepancy between men and women in responding
to this question. An analysis was performed to adjust by occupational specialty, but this did not
explain the difference. It is possible that male and female incumbents may define the phrase
“provide job-related endurance training” differently.
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Table 40. Incumbent reports of overall effect of lack of endurance on others’ ability to
complete mission essential tasks if task was not done or was delayed for a substantial
period of time

Incumbents
Scale : Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent

1 |No impact on others’

ability to complete

mission essential tasks 3,903 65.2 707 63.1 4,638 64.8
2 |Minimal impact on

others’ ability to

complete mission

essential tasks 725 12.1 153 13.6 883 12.3
3 |Some impact on others’

ability to complete

mission essential tasks 376 6.3 76 6.8 453 6.3
4 |Significant impact on

others’ ability to

complete mission

essential tasks 189 3.2 20 1.8 210 2.9

Don’t know 686 11.5 137 12.2 824 11.5

Missing 111 1.9 28 2.5 146 2.0

Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mecan and Std. Error ;  1.39 0.01 1.38 0.02 1.39 0.01

Notes: 1. Male 1 female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. “Don’t know™ it is not assigned a scale value because it is excluded from calculation of mean

and standard crror.

3. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.




Table 41. Supervisor reports of overall effect of lack of endurance on others’ ability to
complete mission essential tasks if task was not done or was delayed for a substantial
period of time

¢ Supervisors ~ . . - .

— Males | Females “Total

Response | Frequency = Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency 'Percent

1 |No impact on others’
ability to complete
mission essential tasks 2,154 56.4 174 57.8 2,336 56.4
Misimalimpdcton | L it oo ora s T
. |others’ ability to
P :f,i;:'dmpl;_etéfmis“sivio‘n b S SRR AR A 2 N
" lessentialtasks - .| 701 184 | 53 176 760 18.3
3 |Some impact on others’
ability to complete
mission essential tasks 444 11.6 21 7.0 468 11.3
- 4. Significant impact on - - S > ' :
- :Jothers” ability to
lcomplete mission o 1 o ’
|essential tasks 163 4.3 7. 23 171 4.1

Don’t know 158 4.1 17 5.6 175 4.2
Missing 198 52 29 9.6 235 5.7
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
- B Mean Std. | Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 1.60 0.02 1.45 0.05 1.59 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. “Don’t know” it is not assigned a scale value because it is excluded from calculation of mean
and standard error.
3. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

About 2 out of 5 supervisors indicated that their units provide endurance training, as can be
seen in Table 43. The percentage responding positively was slightly higher than that of
incumbents. The discrepancy between male and female responses to this item was even greater
than that of the incumbents, with over 40 percent of male supervisors responding affirmatively
compared with only 25 percent of female supervisors. As with incumbents, the supervisors’
occupational specialty does not explain the difference between male and female responses.
Whether the difference is in actual facilities and training available or whether it is a difference in
perception cannot be determined by this research and warrants further study.
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Table 42. Incumbent reports of the percentage of units providing endurance training

' Incumbents L
Scale | - i Males Females ~_ Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |
1 |Yes 2,346 39.2 291 26.0 2,650 37.0
2 |No 3,600 60.1 816 72.8 4,440 62.1
Missing 44 0.7 14 1.2 64 0.9
- - |Total } 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
| ‘Mean and Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Error 1.61 0.01 1.74 0.01 1.63 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 43. Supervisor reports of the percentage of units providing endurance training

Supervisors
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frcquency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frcquency Percent
1 |Yes 1,555 40.7 76 252 1,640 39.6
2 [No 2,165 56.7 211 70.1 2,385 57.5
Missing %8 26 | 14 47 | 120 29
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error| 1.58 0.01 1.74 0.03 1.59 0.01
Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

If you answered “Yes,” how helpful is this training in improving your job
performance/the job performance of your first-term subordinates? Responses to this item,
shown in Table 44, are well distributed across the scale, with the average response slightly
positive. That is, incumbents thought that available endurance training resources are somewhat
better than moderately helpful. There was no significant difference between male and female
incumbent responses.

Supervisor responses to this item are also well distributed on the scalc, and the average
response was again slightly positive. Supervisors, in fact, thought that endurance training was
slightly more helpful than did incumbents. Male and femalc responses did not differ
significantly. These results are depicted in Table 45.

If you answered “No,” how helpful would this training be in improving your job
performance/the job performance of your first-term subordinates? As with the responses for
strength training, incumbents without access to endurance training believed it would be of less
benefit than those who did have access. (See Tables 44 and 46 for comparison.) Male
incumbents belicved that such training would be somewhat more helpful to them than did female
incumbents, though the difference was small.




Table 44. For incumbents answering “Yes,” opinions of how helpful endurance training is

in improving their job performance

oo T Males .
.~ Response. . |Frequency Percent
I [Not at all helpful 144 6.1 19 6.5
2 - |Somewhat helpful 527 225 74 25.4 607
3 |Moderately helpful 686 29.2 94 323 782
. 4 © |Very helpful 593 . 253 . 67 23.0 | 662
5  |Extremely helpful 360 15.3 33 11.3 394
|Missing | 36 LS | 4 140 4 1
Total 2,346 100.0 291 100.0 2,650 100.0
T . | Mean Std. | Mean  Std. ©| Mean - = Std. "
Mean and Std. Error | 3.22 0.02 3.07 0.06 3.20 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 45. For supervisors answering “Yes,” opinions of how helpful endurance training is

in improving their job performance

T Supervisors o
Scale | _ Males Females _ Total
Value | Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Not at all helpful 56 3.6 0 0.0 56 3.4
2 |Somewhat helpful 357 23.0 15 19.7 374 228
3 |Moderately helpful 439 28.2 26 342 467 28.5
4 . \Very helpful 449 28.9 28 36.8. 479 29.2
5 |Extremely helpful 220 14.1 4 5.3 227 13.8
Missing | 34 22 | 3 39 | 37 23
Total - 1,555 100.0 76 100.0 1,640 100.0
|  Mean Std. Mean Std. | Mean Std.
Item Mean & Std. 3.28 0.03 3.29 0.10 3.28 0.03

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Supervisors who indicated that endurance training was not available expressed much less
assurance that the training would be helpful than those whose units did provide such training, as
a comparison of Tables 45 and 47 shows. Male and female supervisors did not differ in their
judgments of the usefulness of endurance training.

How many different kinds of tasks do you/your first-term subordinates perform as part of
your/their job that leave you/them especially winded or tired (e.g., repetitive lifting or lift-and-
carry tasks)? The largest number of incumbents said that there were no tasks that left them tired
or winded, as Table 48 shows. Together with those who indicated only one tiring task, over half
of the respondents stated that only one task or no task left them tired or winded. Fewer than 1 in
10 reported being tired or winded by 10 or more tasks.




Table 46. For incumbents answering “No,” opinions of how helpful endurance training
would be in improving first-term incumbents’ job performance

o : Incumbents
Scale| _ ~_Males _ Females |  Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Not at all helpful 1,005 27.9 224 275 1,235 27.8
2  |Somewhat helpful | 1,030 28.6 290 35.5 1,327 29.9
3 {Moderately helpful 699 19.4 146 17.9 849 19.1
4 |Veryhelpful 439 12.2 78 9.6 520 11.7
5  |Extremely helpful 373 10.4 54 6.6 431 9.7
Missing 54 15 | 24 29 | 78 18
Total 3,600 100.0 816 100.0 4,440 100.0
‘ ‘ Mean = Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 2.48 0.02 2.30 0.04 2.45 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies duc to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 47. For supervisors answering “No,” opinions of how helpful endurance training
would be in improving first-term incumbents’ job performance

_____Supervisors o
Scale ~ Males |  Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Not at all helpful 613 283 60 28.4 676 283
2 [Somewhat helpful | 665 30.7 67 31.8 735 30.8
3 |Moderately helpful 367 17.0 27 12.8 396 16.6
4 |Very helpful | 326 15.1 38 18.0 364 15.3
5 |Extremely helpful 151 7.0 14 6.6 166 7.0
Missing |4 20 | 5 24 | 48 20
Total 2,165 100.0 211 100.0 2,385 100.0
|  Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error . 2.40 0.03 2.41 0.09 2.40 0.03

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not cqual total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Slightly fewer female incumbents than male incumbents reported tasks that leave them tired.
This result is somewhat puzzling, because female incumbents reported greater problems with
endurance than males for all other items in this section. Perhaps the wording of the items in this
section resulted in the difference. Although the term “endurance’” was defined at the beginning of
this section, the term “winded or tired” was not, so it is possible that males and females may
have interpreted this phrase differently.

Overall, supervisors reported slightly higher numbers of tasks that left their subordinates
tired or winded than did the incumbents themselves, as shown in Table 49. The difference was
due to supcrvisors reporting fewer subordinates who had cither one or no tiring tasks. and fewer
who had betwecen two and four tiring tasks. Combining the “5-9” and “10 or more” options, the
percentagce of incumbents and supervisors who reported five or more tiring tasks was about the
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same. Female supervisors reported that their subordinates had fewer tasks leaving them tired or
winded than did male supervisors. This reporting difference cannot be explained by the fact that
male supervisors supervised more first-term subordinates on average. As with the incumbent
responses to this item, women may have interpreted the term “winded or tired” differently than
men.

Table 48. Incumbent reports of the number of different kinds of tasks first-term
incumbents/subordinates perform that leave them especially winded or tired

SO I I D N E T E T - Incumbents . - . . - RV

Scale |: .~ Sl Males. |  Females: | - . Total . =
Value| . ° Response - = |Frequency ‘Percent |Frequency Percent |Fréquency Percent
1 |None 2,258 37.7 406 36.2 2,671 37.3
21 734 - 123 199 17.8 939 . - 13.I°
3 124 i 1,824 30.5 351 31.3 2,194 30.7
4 |[5-9 527 8.8 67 6.0 598 84
5 |10 or more L 591 9.9 85 7.6 677 9.5
" |Missing |56 09 | 13 12| 75 10
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
T “Mean  Std. | Mean  SWd. | Mean  Std.
Item Mean & Std. ;. 2.40 0.02 2.30 0.04 2.39 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 49. Supervisor reports of the number of different kinds of tasks first-term
incumbents/subordinates perform that leave them especially winded or tired

| . Supervisors
‘Scale . Males v Females : Total
Value Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |None 1,193 31.2 127 42.2 1,325 32.0
2 |1 | 382 10.0 27 9.0 409 9.9
3 |24 © 1,396 36.6 93 30.9 1,499 36.2
4 159 | 402 10.5 27 9.0 429 10.3
5 {10 or more L 31 8.1 11 3.7 325 7.8
Missing 134 35 | 16 53 | 158 38
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
f Mean - Std. “Mean Std. " Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error |  2.53 0.02 2.19 0.07 2.50 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent duc to rounding.

Physical Fitness/Training

This short section asks about the physical fitness level of first-term personnel and the number
of hours per week that they spend in strength and aerobic training. The questions are as follows:
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In general, how do you assess your level of physical fitness/the physical fitness of your
first-term subordinates in comparison to other military personnel of your/their age and
gender? Incumbent response totals to this item appear in Table 50. Virtually half of all
incumbent respondents said that their physical fitness relative to others was “Above average” or
“Well above average,” while fewer than 1 in 10 said that their fitness was either “Below
average” or “Well below average.” Male incumbents had a much higher opinion of their relative
physical condition than females. Over 50 percent of the men rated their own physical fitness as
“Above average” or “Well above average,” while only about 1 in 3 women did so.

Table 50. Incumbent self-assessments of physical fitness compared to other military
personnel of the same age and gender

_ Incumbents
Scale ~_Males Females Total

Value - Response Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent

1 |Well below average 140 23 41 3.7 184 2.6

2 |Below average 351 5.9 129 11.5 485 6.8

3 |Average 2,427 40.5 560 50.0 3,000 41.9

4 |Above average 2,136 35.7 296 26.4 2,444 34.2

S |Well above average 916 153 88 79 1,008 14.1

Missing |20 03 | _7 06 | 33 05

Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0

Mean Std. Mean Std. Mcan Std.

Mean and Std. Error 3.56 0.01 3.23 0.03 3.51 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

It is difficult to cxplain these results logically. Since those chosen for this survey were
selected by a random sampling of first-term enlistees, it would be expected that the overall
sample would be exactly average in their level of fitness. While there could very well have been
differences in the fitness of the respondents and the non-respondents, onc would expect that this
difference would apply to male and female data equally. But that did not happen with these
results, because male incumbents reported themselves much more physically fit than their female
counterparts, even compared only to those of their own age and gender. Some research has found
that males may be overconfident, thus overestimating their performance, while females
underestimate theirs (Brigham, 1986; Hyde & Rosenberg, 1980). It is possible, therefore, that
male incumbents may have overstated their own physical fitness, while females may have been
more sclf-critical regarding their level of physical fitness. Women have been found to engage in
self-derogatory and self-dcfeating attributions when working with men (Heilman & Kram,

1978). Similarly, other researchers have concluded that women are less likely to attribute
positive performance outcomes to ability than are men (Whitley, McHugh, & Frieze, 1986).

The positive bias apparent in the incumbent scores does not occur in overall supervisor
responses. Over half of all supervisors judged their first-term subordinates as having average
physical fitness. and the average score for this item was exactly at the scale midpoint, 3.00.
However, male supervisors judged their subordinates as more physically fit than did the female
supervisors. This may have been a function of the types of jobs that the subordinates had.
Analysis that adjusted the fitness results by occupational specialty found that this explained the
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difference between male and female supervisors’ reports of their subordinates’ physical fitness.
Supervisor percentages for this item are shown in Table 51.

Table 51. Supervisor assessments of first-term incumbent physical fitness compared to
other military personnel of the same age and gender

S L o SSupervisor§ s b o n

Scale | - S Males | Females |~ Total =

Value [ @ - Response - Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent- | Frequency - Percent -
1 |Well below average 220 58 28 93 251 6.1
27 |Belowaverage = | 588 - 154 49 163 | 639 - . 154
3 |Average 1,946 51.0 153 50.8 2,108 50.9
4 |Above average - 7000 - - 183 44 146 | 747 18.0
5 |Well above average 195 5.1 9 3.0 205 4.9
. |Missing 169 44 | 18 60 | 195 4.1
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
L Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 3.02 0.01 2.85 0.05 3.00 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.

2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

On average, how many hours per week do you/your first-term subordinates spend in

strength training (e.g., lifting weights, using resistance machines, etc.)? As shown in Table 52,
more than 2 out of 3 incumbents said that they spent at least 1 hour per week conducting strength
training, and nearly half said that they spend 3 hours or more in strength training. Approximately
1 in 4 said they spent 5 or more hours per week in strength training, while fewer than 1 in 5 said
that they did no strength training at all. In general, female incumbents said they spent less time in
strength training than their male counterparts. About 1 in 4 said they did no strength training, and
another 1 in 6 said they spent less than an hour per week in strength training.
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Table 52. Incumbent reports of hours per week they spend in strength training

Incumbents .
Scale ' Males Females v ~ Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |Notime 1,070 17.9 270 24.1 1,347 18.8
2 |Less than 1 hour 734 12.3 198 17.7 937 13.1
3 |Atleast 1 hour, but
less than 3 hours 1,213 20.3 298 26.6 1,517 21.2
4 |At least 3 hours, but ‘
less than 5 hours 1,307 21.8 216 19.3 1,532 214
5 |5 hours or more 1,633 273 132 11.8 1,775 24.8
Missing 33 06 7 0.6 46 0.6
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error | 3.29 0.02 2.77 0.04 3.20 0.02

Notes: . Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Supervisors thought their subordinates spent quite a bit less time doing strength training than
did the subordinates themselves, as a comparison of Tables 52 and 53 indicates. The greatest
discrepancy was in the “S hours or more” category, with fewer than 7 percent of supervisors
(about 1 in 15) saying their subordinates spent this much time doing strength training, compared
to about 1 in 4 incumbents choosing this category. Accompanying increases occurred in the
“Less than 1 hour” and “At least | hour, but less than 3 hours” categorics. Converscly,
supcrvisors may not be aware of the amount of strength training that their subordinates perform,
some of which may be done during non-working hours. Male and female supervisors did not
differ statistically in their judgments of the hours of subordinate strength training.
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Table 53. Supervisor reports of hours per week spent by first-term incumbents in strength

training
R A R o - “Supervisors {.. ;oo iii oo
Scale| .- .0 | Males o) . Females . :|. - Total. ~ . |
- Value - Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency = Percent
1 |No time 645 16.9 58 19.3 705 17.0
= 2+ |Less than'1-hour . 826 216 | = 67 223 | 897 21.6
3 |Atleast 1 hour, but
less than 3 hours 1,207 31.6 79 26.2 1,290 31.1
4. |Atleast 3 hours; but - |- SR S
- |less than 5 hours 726 19.0 | . 57 189. 1 790 - 19.1 °
5 |5 hours or more 257 6.7 19 6.3 277 6.7
Missing 157 41 21 7.0 186 45
Total 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
‘ o Mean  Std. | Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error 2.76 0.02 2.69 0.07 2.76 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

On average, how many hours per week do you/your first-term subordinates spend in
aerobic training (e.g., running, cycling, swimming, etc.)? Incumbents stated that they spend
slightly more time in endurance training than they do in strength training, as can be seen by
comparing Tables 52 and 54. About 3 out of 4 incumbents said that they spent at least an hour
per week doing aerobic training, and half said they did 3 or more hours training aerobically. Only
1 in 8 said they did no aerobic training at all. In contrast to the strength training results, female
incumbents said they did as much aerobic training as the men.

Table 54. Incumbent reports of hours per week they spend in aerobic training

‘Incumbents
Scale Males Females - Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent
1 |No time 746 12.5 132 11.8 885 12.4
2 |Less than'1 hour 719 12.0 ¢ 119 10.6 841 11.8
3 |Atleast 1 hour, but v
less than 3 hours 1,489 24.9 299 26.7 1,799 25.1
4 |At least 3 hours, but
less than 5 hours 1,640 27.4 329 29.3 1,980 27.7
5 {5 hours or more 1,373 229 233 20.8 1,611 22.5
Missing 23 0.4 9 0.8 38 0.5
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0
' Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Mean and Std. Error ;. 3.36 0.02 3.37 0.04 3.36 0.02

Notes: |. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Supervisors echoed the subordinates’ reports that they spend more time performing aerobic
exercise than strength training, as can be seen by comparing Tables 53 and 55. While supervisors
attributed somewhat fewer hours than incumbents to aerobic training, 2 out of 3 said that their
first-term subordinates spent at least an hour per week doing aerobic exercise. Female
supervisors attributed somewhat more weckly hours of aerobic training to their subordinates than
did males. In particular, in combining the top two response categories, about 35 percent of male
supervisors said their subordinates spent 3 or more hours per week in aerobic exercise, while
female supervisors credited nearly 45 percent of their subordinates with that much aerobic
exercise. Analysis determined that the difference between male and female judgments of time
spent in aerobic training was due to differences in jobs these supervisors had rather than a
difference in the perception of males and females.

Table SS. Supervisor reports of hours per week spent by first-term incumbents in aerobic

training
Supervisors
Scale Males Females Total
Value Response Frequency Percent | Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent
1 |Notime 489 12.8 37 12.3 530 12.8
2 |Less than 1 hour 595 15.6 39 13.0 636 15.3
3 |Atleast 1 hour, but less
than 3 hours 1,219 31.9 73 243 1,296 313
4 |At least 3 hours, but
less than 5 hours 1,054 27.6 106 35.2 1,168 28.2
5 |5 hours or more 303 7.9 28 9.3 331 8.0
Missing 158 41 18 6.0 184 4.4
Total 3.818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean and Std. Error 3.02 0.02 3.17 0.07 3.03 0.02

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies duc to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

General Assessment

The final section of the survey to be discussed in this report presents incumbents’ and
supervisors’ level of agreement or disagreement with a series of statements dealing with strength
and performance issues. Both incumbents and supervisors answered five of these items. Another
two items appeared only on the incumbent survey, and two more appeared only on the supervisor
survey. The statements are as follows:

Most of the time I/the first-term personnel I supervise typically have adequate strength to
get the job done. Over 93 percent of incumbents either agreed or strongly agreed with this
statement. as shown in Table 56. Male incumbents cxpressed more confidence than females in
having strength to do the job. Although nearly as many women agreed or strongly agreed with
the statement that they had adequate strength (about 91% versus about 94%), men were morc
likcly than were women (about 60% versus about 45%) to say that they srrongly agreed. Analysis
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determined that the occupational specialties occupied by males and females could not account
for this difference.

While nearly 3 out of 4 supervisors agreed or strongly agreed that their subordinates had
adequate strength for their work, only 21 percent strongly agreed with the statement. Thus,
supervisors expressed less confidence in the adequacy of their subordinates’ strength than did the
incumbents themselves. Male and female supervisors did not differ in their responses to this
item. Supervisor responses are shown in Table 57.

Table 56. Incumbent assessments of whether they have adequate strength to get the job

done
- : . oot Incumbents v Lt 0

‘Scale N | Males . | Females .~ Total _
Value Response Frequency Percent [Frequency Percent |Fréquency Percent
1  |[Strongly disagree 92 1.5 15 1.3 108 1.5

2 |Disagree 73 1.2 31 2.8 104 1.5
3 [Neither agree nor 171 29 43 43 220 3.1

4 |Agree 1,884 315 | 502 4.8 - - 2,399  : 335
5 |Strongly Agree 3,734 62.3 514 45.9 4,270 59.7
Missing 36 0.6 11 1.0 | - 53 0.7
Total 5,990 100.0 1,121 100.0 7,154 100.0

' : Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean  Std.
Mean and Std. Error 4.53 0.01 4.32 0.02 4.50 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 57. Supervisor assessments of whether first-term incumbents have adequate strength
to get the job done

N Supervisors
Scale . ‘Males Females | - Total
Value | Response ‘Frequency Percent |Frequency Percent [Frequency Percent
1 |Strongly disagree 78 2.0 7 23 86 2.1
2 |Disagree " 260 6.8 | . 20 6.6 |- 287 = 6.8
3 [Neither agree nor 473 12.4 39 13.0 512 12.4
4 |Agree 2,034 533 | 146 48.5 - |. 2,191 . 529
5 |[Strongly Agree 793 20.8 71 23.6 869 21.0
Missing 180 4.7 18 6.0 206 5.0
Total : 3,818 100.0 301 100.0 4,145 100.0
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
Item Mean & Std. 3.88 0.01 3.90 0.06 3.88 0.01

Notes: 1. Male + female frequencies may not equal total frequencies due to missing gender data.
2. Percentages may not total to 100 percent due to rounding.

If needed I can find/servicemembers find alternative, acceptable ways to accomplish
my/their physically demanding tasks. Table 58 illustrates incumbents’ faith in their own
ingenuity. Over 86 percent agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, while fewer than 1 in 20
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disagreed. Male and female incumbents cxpressed essentially the same degree of confidence that
they could find alternative ways to do their work.

As was the case with so many items, supervisors were somewhat less positive than their
subordinates, as a comparison of Tables 58 and 59 shows. Nevertheless, 3 out of 4 supervisors
agreed or strongly agreed that their subor