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Abstract

This study analyzes the leadership attitudes of United

States Air Force commanders. The source for the data is the

Quality of Air Force Life Commanders Survey conducted in

December 1976. The primary analytic technique used was factor

analysis. U n d e r l y i n g  dimensions of leader attitudes for the

commanders were sought.

Three underlying dimensions emerged from the factor

analysis of the survey variables. Called TASK , Enforcement

of Discipline (COD) , and RELATIONSHIPS , these three dimensions

were measured and their behavior was analyzed relative to the

demographic variables and several other variables in the

survey. An attempt was made to determine the influence of

the dimensions on subordinate job satisfaction and first

termer career intent , but no relationship was discovered.

The main conclusion of the analysis is that TASK , COD,

and RELATIONSHIPS reflect definite attitudes of Air Force

commanders. However, organization climate is essential to

the definition of each of the three dimensions. The dimen-

sions do not represent unc hang ing or ientat ions or approac hes

to leadership by the commanders. The three dimensions are

seeming ly unrelated to d imension s discovered by other

researchers.
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A STUDY OF THE LEADER ATTITUDES

OF US AIR FORCE COMMANDERS

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n

In March 1975 , the Air Force Management Improvement

Group (AFMIG) was established by the Chief of Staff of

the Air Force. AFMIG was a study group established “to

conduc t a forward looking examination of Air Force personnel

policies and practices , and ensure that they were compatible

w i t h  today ’s Air  Force and personnel”  (Re f  19 : P r e f a c e) .

Whe n AFMI G was dissolved , the aims of the group were insti-

t u t i o n a l i z e d  under the  d i rec t ion  of the Human Resource Devel-

opment (HRD) Division of Personnel Plans.

In December 1976, a questionnaire was distributed by

HRD to all US Air  Force commanders th rough  the grade of colonel.

The survey questioned the commanders concerning their atti-

tudes and perceptions about the quality of Air Force life

and their jobs. It is the overall purpose of this study to

analyze the results of this survey as they pertain to leader— 
V

sh ip  a t t i t u d e s  and behavior .

Leader Behavior: Its Importance 
V

The phenomenon of leadership is probably the most
extens ive ly researched social influence process
known to the behavioral sciences. Any economic
system , political system , business enterprise , or
commonweal th organization derives its continued
existence from the successful guidance of human
beings. It is little wonder that so much time
and effort has been expended in delineating the 

V

characteristics , func t ions , and methods associ-
ated with effective leadership (Ref 1:231).

1
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This quote applies equally well to the Air Force. As pointed

out in a recent Commander ’s Digest art icle , the Air Force

is presen tly at i ts  leanest in terms of people , bases, and

aircraft since the beginning of the Korean War (Ref 3:23).

With less money being spent , in real terms, on all defense

expenditures , it is apparent that the key factor for the

Air Force in continued performance of its mission is effec-

tive leadership. The leadership process involves the leader ,

a follower or group of followers , and the situation. In

this  context , then , a study which provides i n s igh t  into the

attitudes and behavior of the leader is important .

The 2695 commanders who completed the survey question-

naire represent “80 percent of the USAF officers possessing

both a commander ’s Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC) or the

A—prefix (indicating the individual is currently in a com-

mander’ s position) to other AFSC ’s” (Ref 19:1—1). The survey

population is, t herefore , representative of a large portion

of the key leaders in the Air Force today.

Purposes of the Study

A mi l itary comman der must be concerned wit h the accom-

plishment of the mission of his organization. However, the

commander cannot avoid consideration for the well being of

his subordinates. The first purpose of this study is to

analyze the survey with respec t to the leadership at titudes

of the commanders. Other leadership research has uncovered

dif fer ent underlying dimens ions of leader behavior such as
1

concern for people and concern for mission accomplishment.

2
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The survey contains questions which provide insight into

the attitudes of the commanders toward their behavior as

leaders. The stud y will attempt to utilize these attitu-

dinal questions to determine whether or not underly ing

dimensions can be identified for the leader attitude of

commanders.

The second purpose of the study is to analyze the re-

lationship between the dimensions of leader attitude dis-

covered and other variables in the survey. Specifically,

the relationship between any underlying dimensions of leader

behavior and the demographic variables will be examined

thoroughly.

A third purpose of the study will be to attempt to dis-

cover the influence of any discovered dimensions of leader

attitude on subordinates. The two areas which will be ex-

plored are subordinate job satisfaction and subordinate

career intent. A Quality of Air Force Life Survey distributed

to a representative sample of Air Force personnel in March

1977 provides the additional data needed for examining

dimension and influence relationships.

A final purpose is to provide empirical information

which can su ppor t, or not su ppor t , any of the current theories

of leadership. Different researchers have postulated vary ing

numbers of dimensions of leader behavior. Therefore, addi-

tional empirical evidence would be of value.

Limitations
I

The primary limitation of the study is the fact 
that3
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the survey instrument was not specifically designed for the

purposes of this study. Nevertheless, even stan dard instru-

ments used to measure leader behavior and attitudes are not V

totally reliable. The difficulties involved in measuring

leader behavior and at titudes are amply documented in recent

literature (Ref 15:211). Thus, the fac t that t he survey was

not specifically designed to measure leader behavior is not

a severe limitation.

Another limitation of the study is the use of two dif-

ferent survey instruments. There is absolutely no way of

directly relating a particular commander to a particular

subordinate. As such, any conclusions drawn relat ive to

relationships between a specif ic group of comman ders , such

as all Strategic Air Command (SAC) commanders , and the

corresponding grou p of subordinates, such as all SAC per-

sonnel , must be done with this limitation in mind. However,

the surveys were distributed within three months of each

other. Therefore, the short amount of time between distri-

butions of the different surveys allows for some generalized

leader—subordinate conclusions.

A final limitation of the study involves the use of a

survey instrument as an information gathering technique.

A respondent must answer multiple choice questions with one

of a given set of answers, alt houg h he may not exactly agree

with any of the answers. As such , some information from the

survey couldbe inaccurate. Additionally, the survey may not

have been accomplished conscientiously by the respondent.4
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In the case of the commanders survey and the personnel sur—

• vey, the emphasis given both surveys by the Chief of Staff

of the Air  Force , in addition to the large sizes of the

survey populations , should lessen the effect of these limi-

tations considerably.

Overview

The overall purpose of this study is to analyze the

results, as they pertain to leadership attitudes and behavior ,
• of a December 1976 survey of Air Force commanders. The re-

port of the findings is presented in the next four chapters.

Chapter II provides background information by presenting a

brief overview of leadership theory. Chapter III describes

the methodology of the study. Analytic techniques utilized

are briefly discussed. Chapter IV presents the analysis

results and Chapter V dra ws conclusions and impl icat ions

from the study.

5
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II. Background

Leadership Defined

The word “leadership” is tossed about freely, yet defini-

tions of the term by various authorities yield no universally

accepted definition. A review by Stogdlll attempted an eleven

category classification of various definitions of leadership

(Ref 23:7—16). He found leadership defined in the follow ing

mer:ners: (a) as a focus of group processes; (b) as person-

ality and its effects; (c) as the act of inducing compliance;

Cd) as the exercise of influence; Ce) as an act or behavior ;

(f) as a form of persuasion; (g) as a power relation; (h) as

an instrument of goal achievement ; (.1) as an effect of inter-

action; (j) as a differentiated role; and (k) as the initi-

ation of structure. Hersey and Blanchard defined leadership

as a process which “involves accomplishing goals with and

through people” (Ref 11:69). Bowers and Seashore defined

leadership as “behavior by one member of a group toward

another member or members of the group, which advances some

Joint aim” (Ref 2:240). Barrow defined leadership as the

“behavioral process of influencing individuals or groups

toward set goals ...“ (Ref 1:232). As a final example,

Jacobs defined leadership as an “interaction between persons

in which one presents information of a sort in such a manner

that the other becomes convinced that his outcomes will be

improved if he behaves in the manner suggested or desired”

(Ref 16:232).
0

V The purpose of relating the above definitions ii to

b
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point out the wide var iety of thoughts concerning a defini-

tion or leadership. In perspective , and for the purposes

of this study , leadership involves a leader , f o l l owers who

with the leader form a group, a reason tor existence as a

group, interactions between the leader and the followers ,

V and an objective or goal to be achieved. The actions of the

leader represent his behavior. The specific pattern of

behavior represents his leadership style.

Contemporary Leadershtp Theories

Leadership theories have been almost as diverse as

definitions of the concept it eif. ‘rhe following theories

will b. briefly examined : trait theories, group theories ,

and situational theories.

Trait Theories. Scientific analysis of leadership had

iti beginning s with the trait theories of leadership. Accord-

ing to Luthans , the central question that the trait approach

t r ied to answer wa s “What characteristics or traits make a

person a leader?” (Ref 18:439). An early trait theory was

the “great man” theory which said that a person was either

born with the qualities of a leader or ha did not have them.

Primary research was, therefore , directed toward study ing

proven leaders. Attention, howev er , turned to a search for

universal traits possessed by all persons performing as

leaders. The belief then was that these traits could at

lea~ t , to a certain degree , be acqutred through learning

and experience. Conclusions or research at forts in this
0

area were not very conclusive. The only conclusion seemed

7
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to be that “leaders are bigger and brighter than those being

led , but not too muc h so” (Ref 18:439).

Group Theories. The group approach shifted attention

from the personality of the leader to the behavior of the

leader and how this behavior effects the followers. The

major thrust of these studies was to identify exactly what

leaders do when they are actually leading (Ref 1:232). The

• primary force in the development of the group theories was

the Ohio State Studies. The group theories emphasize that

“leadership is an exchange process between the leader and

followers an d also invo lves the soc iological concept of

role expectat ions” (Ref 18:441) . A review of research

conducted by Filley , House, and Kerr indicated that leaders

who take in to account an d support t heir fol lowers generally

have a positive impact on attitudes , satisfaction , and per-

formance (Ref 8:219—222). However , other situational van —

ables are present in the leadership process. The fact that

the same behavior does not always prove effective in the

presence of different situational variables led to the

development of situational theories of leadership.

Situational Theories. The hope of both the trait and

the group approaches was that specific leader behaviors would

be related to effective group performance and group satis—

faction. The idea was then that leaders could be trained

in these necessary behaviors (Ref 6:41). A review by Korman ,

however , concluded that “there is very little evidence that

leadership behavioral and/or attitudinal variation ... are

L 8
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predictive of later effectiveness and/or  s a t i s f a c t i o n

criteria ” (Ref 17:354). Situational theories attempt to

describe leadership behavior in terms of the situational

variables present in a particular situation.

Some situational theories endorse adaptive leader be-

havior. According to Tannenbaum and Schmidt , a successful

leader “is one who maintains a high batting average in

accurately assessing the forces that determine what his

most appropriate behavior at any given time should be and

In actually being able to act accordingly ” (Ref 25:101).

A situationally based model for leadership effective-

ness was developed by Fred C. Fiedler . According to the

Contingency model of Fiedler , the performance of the group

depends upon the motivational system of the leader and the

amount of control and influence that the leader has in a

particular situation (Ref 7:73). The main difference be-

tween Fiedler and other situational theorists is the fact

that Piedler maintains that if a leadership style does not

fit a particular job or situation , then the job or situation

must be engineered to fit the individual style of the leader

(Ref 4:115). Leadership style of a particular leader Is

assumed to be relatively inflexible.

The inflexibility of leadership style has been one of

the most controversial elements of the Contingency model.

A study by Hill concluded that leaders can behave flexibly

enough to cope with various situations (Ref 12:46). Another

study by Hill and Hughes also concluded that leaders are

9
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capable of varying their behavior when confronted with dif-

ferent types of tasks (Ref 13:83—96). Nevertheless , research

utilizing the Contingency model of leadership effectiveness

has been extensive and ongoing.

The Path — Goal theory of House Is another situationally

based model of leadership effectiveness. The theory involves

four styles of leader behavior: (1) directive leadership;

(2) supportive leadership; (3) participative leadership; and

(4) achievement oriented leadership. “Using one of the four

styles contingent upon the situational factors, the leader

attempts to motivate subordinates , in turn leading to their

satisfaction and performance ... the leader attempts to make

the path to goals as smooth as possible” (Ref 18:446—447).

Dimensi ons of Leader Behavior

Most of the contemporary leadership theories discussed

are based upon the idea that there are two relatively inde-

pendent dimensions of leader behavior: task and human re—

lationships. As previously mentioned , leadersh ip involv es

the accomplishment of a goal or task as well as human re—

• lationships. These two dimensional based theories reflect

a convergence of the scientific management and human rela-

tions schools of thought about management and leadership

(Ref 11:61). The function of a leader under the scientific

chool of thought was to insure t hat t he organiza tional goal s

were accomplished. The function of a leader under the human

relations school of thought was to facilitate goal achieve—
I

ment while providing for the needs of the followers.

L-__
10
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Early theorists viewed the two dimensions as opposite

ends of a continuum. One such theory was described by

Tennenbaum and Schmidt (Ref 25:95—102). At one end of their

continuum was very autocratic behavior (excessive concern

for task ) and at the other end was very democrat-ic behavior

(excessive concern for interpersonal relationships). The

first major study effort to recognize that the two concerns

were independent dimensions of leader behavior , and , there-

fore, not opposite ends of a continuum , was research con-

ducted at Ohio State University.

Begun in 1945, the Ohio State studies were a series of

investigations of leadership behavior (Ref 22:1). The studies

were an interdisciplinary effort with the major efforts being

supplied by psychologists , sociologists , and economists

(Ref 22:vii). The assembled experts postulated nine dimen-

sions of leader behavior: integration , communication , pro-

duction emphasis , representation , fraternization , organi za-

tion , evaluat ion , initiation , and domination (Ref 22:9).

Descript ive sta tement s were composed for each dimens ion

postulated. Each statement was then included in a survey

instrument. By mean s of factor anal ysis, t he nine  dimen sions

were reduced to four orthogonal factors defined as follows

by Bowers and Seashore (Ref 2:241—242).

(1) Consideration — refers to behavior indica-
tive of friendship, mu tual tru st , respect
and warmth.

(2) Initiating Structure — refers to behavior
that organizes and defines relationships
or roles, and establishes well defined 0
patterns of organization , chann els of
communication , and ways of getting jobs done.

11
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(3) Production emphasis — behavior which makes
up a manner of motivating the group to
greater activity by emphasizing the mission
or job to be done.

(4) Sensitivity — sensitivity of the leader to,
and his awareness of, social in terrelation-
ships and pressures inside or outside of
the group.

Eventually the number of factored dimensions was reduced

to two, since the third and the fourth factors did not account

for a very large amount of common variance (Ref 9:44) . As

a resu l t  of the factor  analy sis performed , an important find-

ing presented by the Ohio State researchers was the identi-

f ication of two separate an d dist inct , independent dimensions

of leader behavior: consideration and initiating structure.

It is apparent that initiating structure corresponded very

closely with a task orientation and that consideration cor—

responded to a relationships orientation , a recogn ition of

indiv idual needs (Ref 18:437, 10:65). The significance of

this finding was that the two orientations were then con—

sidered as independent factors and not as opposite ends of

a continuum. This implies that a leader can evidence both

a high concern for people and a high concern for task accom-

plishment.
V 

Much research has been done utilizing these two dimen-

sions , specifically, in trying to relate them to effective-

ness and employee satisfaction. According to a review by

Stogdill (Ref 23:393—397), group productivity seems some—

what more related to initiating structure than to consider—

ation. However , employee satisfaction is more highly related 0

12
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to consideration than to initiating structure. Additionally,

several stu dies point  ou t that an apparent in teract ion of

i n i t i a t i n g  s t ruc ture  and cons idera t ion  i n f luences  both sa t i s— V

faction and productivity.

Concurrent with the Ohio State studies , similar research

efforts took place at the University of Michigan. The attempt

of the Michigan researchers was to “approach the study of

leadership by locating clusters of characteristics which

seemed to be related to each other and to tests of effective-

ness” (Ref 11:65). These investigations identified two dis-

tinct dimensions of leader behavior which they titled em-

ployee orientation and production orientation. Thus , working

independently of the Ohio State researchers , two independent

factors closely related to the task and relationships dimen-

sions had been identified.

An outgrowth of the Ohio State studies was the Managerial

Grid of Blake and Mouton. The Grid was developed to concep-

tualize task oriented and relationships oriented leadership

styles (Ref 1:235). The two dimensions of the Grid are

titled concern for people and concern for production. These

are obviously very similar to the previously mentioned fac-

tors , consideration and initiating structure , and employee

centered and production centered leader behavior (Ref 18:449).

Each axis of the Grid is a nine point scale. By means of

these sca les , a leader can be placed anywhere on the Grid.

Blake and Mouton have hypothesized five behavioral

styles representing five different points on the Grid (Ref 1:215): 0

13
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° l -9(Country Club) (Team) 9-9

0

4,

HI GH ~iIGH CCNSID~~ATI CN
CONSIDERATION HIGH STRUCTURE

(~~iddle Road )

0

0

LOW CONSIDERATION HIG~-{LOW STRUCTURE STRUCTUR E

1— 1. ( Impoverished)  ( Task) 9— 1
C Concern For Produ c ti on (Ini t iat ing St ructure)  9

F igure  1. Manager ia l  Grid and Ohio State Dimensions
(Ref 11:68)

(1) Impoverished — low task , low relationships — (1—1)

(2) Country Club — low task , high relationships — (1—9)

(3) Task — high task , low relations — (9—1)

(4) Middle Road — medium task and relationships — (5-.5 )

(5) Team — high task and relationships — (9—9)

Blake and Mouton feel that the best style for a leader to have

is the Team (9—9). The Managerial Grid is a logical deriva-

tive of the Ohio State research as is shown in Figure 1.

The Grid has been used extensively in Organizational Develop—

14
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ment (O.D.). The objective of using the Grid in O.D. is to

focus the attention or organization members on the inter-

dependence of people and production.

The Managerial Grid identifies a style of leadership

behavior , but  it does not d i r e c t l y  r e la te  i t  to e f fec t ive -

ness. Reddin developed a three dimensional model of leader—

ship effectiveness in order to overcome this shortcoming .

The model incorporates a third dimension , effectiveness.

However , the two primary dimensions of his model are the

two dimensions of leader behavior previously discussed ,

task and relationships . The effectiveness dimension simply

allows for predicting the effectiveness or ineffectiveness

of task or relationships oriented behavior depending upon

specific situational variables (Ref 1:235). The model is

very comprehensive in predicting relationships between

leader behavior and different situations , but little re-

search has been done to test Its predictive power.

Contrary to the two dimensional positions discussed ,

others have postulated multidimensional viewpoints of

leader behavior. Yuk l hypothesized three separate dimensions

of leader behavior : consideration , in i t ia t i ng s t ructur e,

and decision centralization. Consideration and initiating

structure are the same factors identified by the Ohio State

researchers. Decision centralization refers to the extent

to which a leader allows subordinates to participate in the

decision making process (Ref 27:416—417).

Bowers and Seashore postulate a four factor theory of

15



leadership behav1~~r (Ref 2:~ 4’). The four t~ ctors are the

fo l  l o w i n g :

(1) Support — reters to behavior enhancing
the feelings of others.

(2) Interaction Facilitation — behavior en-
couraging the development of close ,
mu t u a l l y  s a t i s f y in g r e l a t i o n s h i p s .

(3) Goal Emphasis — behavior facilitating
the meeting of group goals and standard5
of excellence.

(4) Work Facilitation — b e h a v ior  t h a t  he l ps
achieve the  goals  of the  group.

Wofford determined that a five factor categorization

of leader behavior was most appropriate (Ref 2ó:l~ 9—l73).

His five factors are the following :

(1) Order and Group Achievement — b e h a v i o r

concerning care and accuracy with which
a leader handles the functions of plan—
ning , controlling , and organi. ing .

(2) Personal Enhancement — behavior which
relates to use of authority and control.

(3) Personal Interaction — behavior which
concerns the interpersonal relationship
the leader establishes with the group.

(4) Security and Maintenance — behavior
concerned with the avoidance of in-
security feelings.

(5) Djnamic and Achievement Oriented behavior.

The multidimensional theories , such as those discussed ,

are evidence of the fact that , although it is generally

agreed that there are definite dimensions of leader behavior ,

there is no consensus of opinion as to e \ a c t l y  wha t , or

even how many , dimensions there are.

16
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Measurement Instruments

Various methods have been developed to measure the

leadership style of a leader. Two of the more popular

methods are the Ohio State scales and the Least Preferred

Coworker scale of Fiedler.

Ohio State Scales. The Ohio State scales , consisting

of the two dimensions of consideration and initiating

structure , have been used very frequently in leadership

research (Ref 24:642). BasIcally, there are two measurement

instruments comprisinq the Ohio State scales , the Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ ) and the Leader

Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ). The LBDQ typically measures

supervisory behavior as perceived by a leader ’s subordinates.

The Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire ( S P D Q )

is a commonly used modification of the LBDQ. The LOQ attempts

to measure how the leader feels  he should behave in h i s  lead-

ership role (Ref 17:350). LBDQ , SBDQ, and LOQ are coded

in such a way that consideration and initiating structure

scores can be calculated for an individual leader. The

leadership style is then determined from an interpretation

of these two scores.

Least Preferred Coworker Scale. Accordina to Fiedler ’s

continaencv model of leadershio effectiveness, the behavior

of a leader is larcelv determined by the motivational system

of the leader (Ref 7:73). The device for measurino this

oersonality variable is to determine the esteem of the leader

for. or feelino toward , his least preferred coworker (LPC).
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The description of his least preferred coworker is done on

an eight point scale. A total LPC score can thus be cal-

culated for  eac h i n d i v i d u a l .  High  LPC persons are viewed

as p r i m a r i l y  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  or iented  and low LPC persons are

seen as basically motivated by task accomplishment (Ref 5:456).

Summary

The purpose of t h i s  chapter was to provide a brief

review of the c u r r e n t  s ta te  of research in the  area of

leadership and leader behavior. The review has shcwn that

most of the contemporary leadersh ip  theories are based on

the Idea t h at  there are two r e l a t i v e l y  independent  dimen-

sions of leader behav io r :  concern fo r  task and concern

for human relationships. The purpose of the following

chapters of this study will be to attempt to discover

e x i s t i n g  dimensions  of leader behavior  for  USAF commanders ,

to develop measures for these existing dimensions , and to

analyze the behavior of these measures relative to other

survey variables.

0~
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III. Methodology

The purpose of t h i s  chapter  is to descr ibe  the  manner

in which this study was accomplished. Pertinent data

gathering information and brief descriptions of analytical

t ’chnlques utilized are presented .

The Commanders Surv~~

The primary data for this research study were the re-

sults of the USAF Quality of Air Force Life Commanders Survey.

V During December 1976 , approximately 3400 copies of the survey

questionnaire were distributed. By the end of January 1977 ,

2695 completed questionnaires were returned. The responses

were entered on file in the Aeronautical Systems Division

(ASD) CDC 6600 computer system at Wright— Patterson AFB , Ohio.

The responses represent approximatel y 80% of the USAF officers

currently possessing a commander ’s specialty code or currently

serving in a commander ’s position .

The survey consisted of 149 questions dealing with

various aspects of the life of an Air Force commander. The

first 13 questions provided pertinent demographic informa—

tion as follows :

1. Command of Assignment

2. Present Grade

3. Sex

4. Total Service Time

5. Age

6. Aeronautical Rating

19

-V 
~~~~V V V :  

- _____ - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



V T

7. Type of Organization Commanded

8. Mission of Organization

9. Time as Commander of Present Organization

10. Number of Personnel Assigned

11. Prior Command Experience

• 12. Base Location

13. Race

Through no intention of the survey designers , question

one omitted a response for those assigned to Air Force

Communications Service (AFCS). Since AFCS commanders are

also of interest to this study, the responses of those who

listed command of assignment as OTHER and mission of organ—

ization as COMMUNICATIONS were assumed to be the AFCS com-

manders. The total of 152 cases fitting these two criteria

will be referred to as the AFCS commanders throughout this

study.

The remainder of the survey questions dealt with diverse

subjects , not all of which were pertinent to this study .

Of particular interest to the study , however , were questions

58 through 80. These 23 questions listed factors or policies

which affect all Air Force personnel. Using a nine point

scale , each commander rated each factor or policy with respec t

to the standard for that factor and the enforcement of that

factor. The 23 questions and the rating scale appeared in

the survey in the follow ing form:

A. Standard too strict , enforcement too strict
B. Standard too strict , enforcement about right
C. Standard too strict , en forcement too lax

20
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D. Standard about right , enforcement too strict
C. Standard about right , enforcement about right
F. Standard about right , en forcement too lax

G. Standard too lax , enforcem en t too str ict
H. Standard too lax , enforcement about right
I. Standard too lax , en fo rcemen t  too lax

58. Overall personal appearance

59. Wear of the uniform

60. Haircuts

61. Mustaches

62. Beard policy

63. Military courtesy and customs

64. Personnel weight control program

65. What my immediate supervisor expects of me

66. My commander ’s policies and procedures

67. Officer/enlisted on the job relationships

68. Drills and ceremonies

69. Respect for supervisors

70. Safety procedures

71. working hours

72. Leave procedures

• 73. Living in on—base family housing

• 74. Living in on—base dormitories

75. Quality of work expected on the job

76. Quantity of work expected on the job

77. Officer supervisor/subordinate relationships

78. Enlisted supervisor/subordinate relationships

79. Unit mission accomplishment

80. Air Force life in general

21
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Since the scale actually required the rating of two

separate things , the standard and the enforcement , these

23 variables were recoded into two new variables for each

of the original ~~ variables. The new variables were re-

coded from the original variables in the following manner:

058 into STD58 and ENF58
059 into STD59 and ENF59
Q60 into STDGO and ENF6O
061 into STD61 and ENF61
062 into STD62 and ENF62

Q80 into STD8O and ENF8O

Each of the new variables could take on a value from one to

t hree , as shown below :

1. Standard (Enforcement) too lax

2. Standard (Enforcement) about right

3. Standard (Enforcement) too strict

The survey also included 18 questions dealing with a

nine factor Quality of Air Force Life (QOAFL) model developed

by Doctors Manley , McNichols , and Gregory. The survey con—

tam ed two questions for each of the nine factors. One

question addressed the importance of that factor to the

individual , and the second question addressed the satisfaction

of the individual with that factor in his life. The nine

factor s, and their associated survey question numbers , are

the following : Economic Standard (98, 99), Economic Security

(100 , 101), Free Time (105, 106), Work (81, 82), Leadership/

supervision (28, 29), Equity (125, 126), Personal Growth

(107, 108), Personal Standing (56, 57), and Health (142, 143).
1

Additional questions utilized in the study were those

22

• 
~~

- 



I
a t t i t u din a l  ques t ions  r e l a t i n g  to the  commander ’ s a t t i t u d e s

toward various actions of a leader. The 46 S TD  and ENF

va r i ab les , the 18 QOAFL va r i ab le s , and the o ther  pe r t i nen t

a t t i t u d i n a l  va r iab les  were the s t a r t i n g  point  for  the

analysis of the data. The entire survey instrument is pre-

sented in Appendix A.

Factor A n a l y s i s

The primary analytical technique used in the initial

analysis of the data was factor analysis. Factor analysis

is actually a collection of techniques. It is related to

an analysis of interdependency in that it involves a study

of the unde r ly ing  s t r u c t u r e  of a set of data .  Factor a n a l y s i s

involves two types of variables , manifestation variables and

latent variables. Manifestation variables are those vari-

ables which have been actually measured . In this study, the

manifestation variables were the 46 STD and ENF variables ,

the 18 QOAFL variables , and the other pertinent attitudinal

variables. The latent variables are the underlying , un—

measured variables. In this study, the latent variables

were the factors underlying the attitudes of the commanders.

Factor analysis was used to search for factors which

could be interpreted as dimensions of leader attitude for

• the commanders. Factor scores calculated for these factors

were used as measures of leader attitude for individual

commanders. The particular factor analytic technique used

was principal component analysis with varimax rotation.
I

Factor scores were computed for the latent variables employing
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only  those m a n i f e s t a t i o n  va r iab les  which  had s u b s t a n t i a l

loadings on a latent factor. A loading was considered

substantial if it was greater than .4.

Three inter pretab le , useable factors were discovered .

Values for  these f ac to r s  were computed and added to the

data bank p rev ious ly  compiled . The three measures  computed

were the central focus of the remainder of the study. Inter-

pretation of the factors and working definitions are pro-

vided in the next chapter.

Ana lys i s  of the Measures

The next phase of the study involved the analysis of

the behavior  of the new measures r e l a t ive  to other  var iab les

in the survey. The purpose of examining the behavior of the

measures was to determine any similarity of the measures to

measures developed by other researchers. The other survey

variables utilized in this portion of the analysis were all

the demographic variables , two job atmosphere variables ,

and a variable providing a measure of job satisfaction.

The two job atmosphere variables were questions 86 and

93. These two questions provide insight into the environ-

ment in which an individual commander works. 086 and Q93

appeared in the survey instrument as fol lows:

Q86. Are you given the freedom you need to do your
j ob wel l ?

A. Never

B. Seldom

C. Sometimes

D. Often

24
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C. Always

093. I have s u f f i c i e n t  a u t h o r i t y  to ca r ry  out  my
r e spons ib i l i t i e s .

A. Strongly disagree

B. Disagree

C. Undecided

D. Agree

E. Strongly agree

The survey contained four questions , Q89 through Q92,

which are based upon the Hoppock Job Satisfaction Measure

(Ref 14). A combination of these fou r  ques t ions  resu l t s  in

a new variable , JSAT , which serves as a measure of job sa t i s—

f a c t i o n .  This measure  of job s a t i s f a c t i o n  was computed fo r

all  cases. JSAT can take on any integer value between 4

and 28 inclusive. A higher value of JSAT indicates a greater

degree of job s a t i s f ac t i on  than a lower va lue  of JSAT .

The primary statistical techniques utilized in this

portion of the study were one—way and two—way Analysis of

Variance (ANOVA ) and Rank Order Correlation. ANOVA is a I 
-

statistical tec hnique involving a dependent , or criterion ,

variable and an independent variable or list of variables.

In the case of one—way ANOVA , there is only one independent

variable. The underlying hypothesis of the ANOVA is that

there is no difference among the categories of the independent

variable with respect to the mean of each category for the

dependent variable. An F test is used to test the statistical

significance of any variation among the categories.
1

In two—way ANOVA , there are two independent variables.
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The purpose of using two—way ANOVA was to discover any signif-

icant two—way interaction effects between the independent

variables when the measures are the criterion variables. A

significant two—way interaction effect implies that the

e f f e c t  of one independent  var iable  on the c r i te r ion  var iab le

varies from one category to another  of a second independent

variable.  The in terac t ion  e f f ec t  of the two independent

variables on the cr i ter ion var iable  is in addi t ion  to the

additive effect of the two independent variables on the

cr i ter ion variable.  Thus , the to ta l  e f f ec t  of the two inde-

pendent variables on the criterion variable is composed of

the additive effect and the non—additive , or interaction ,

effect.

Since the number of cases falling into the different

categories of the independent variables was unequal, the

classic experimental approach was utilized for the two—way

ANOVA (Ref 20:408—409). This approach is to partition the

total sum of squares in Y , SS~,, into three ty pes:

SSA B ~ sum of squares due to the additive effects
‘ of A a n d B

SSAB ~ sum of squares due to the interaction
ef fect of A and B

SSerror = sum of squares due to error
— SS~, — SSA ,B,AB

where A and B are the independent variables , Y is the cr iter ion

variable, and SSA B AB is the total  joint effect  of A an d B, ,
and their interaction. Thus, the interaction component is

the difference between the sum of squares explained by the
I

total joint effect of the two independent variables on the

26
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criterion variable and the additive effec t of the two inde-

pendent  var iab les .  By defining the three components of the

to ta l  sum of squares in th i s  manner , a l l  three components

are made orthogonal to one another.

Mean scores on the discovered measures were computed

for  the  d i f f e r e n t  categories of t he  demographic  var iab les ,

Q86, 093, and JSAT. These different categories were then

rank ordered by mean scores of the measures. In order to

determine the degree of correlation between any two of the

measures , when the categories of a particular variable are

rank or dered by mean scores of t he measur es, the Spearman

Rho was used.

The Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coefficient (Rho)

is a product—moment correlation coefficient for ranked data.

For a l l  p rac t ica l  purposes , it can be in terpre ted  in the

same manner as the Pearson Product—Moment Correlation

Coefficient. Tables are available to test the statistical

significance of Rho. Therefore , if commands of assignment

are rank ordered , the rankings being derived from the mean

scores of the various commands on each of two of the measures ,

a significant Rho would imply that , when viewed across

commands , those two measures are significantly related.

The formula for the calculation of Rho is the following :

6 D2fi a 1 —

where - Rho
N - the number of i t ems  rank ordered
O - the difference between the rankings

for each variable
I
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The Second Survey

The second survey ut ilt. ed in the study ~as the USAF

Quality of Air Force Lire Active Duty Air Force Personnel

Survey — Second Edition (Q~)L—fl . Distributed in March 1977 ,

r e s u l t s  were a va i l a b l e  ro r  lO , t-~8 cases. Q~ L— 2 and the

Commander s  Survey  were thus distributed within tour months

of each o t h e r .  T h e r e r o r e , a l th ou ~~h the re is no wa~ to tie

an i n d i v i d ual  commander  to h i s  p a r t ic u l a r  s u b o r d i nat e s , the

sho r t  t i m e  span be tween the d i s t r i b u t io n  or each survey

pe rmi t s  some ge n e r a l i z e d  commander  — subordinate conclusions .

In p a r t icu l a r , the  purpose of t h i s  portion or the study was

to d e t e rm i n e  the  i n x l u e n c e  ox t h e  new v a r i a b l e s  on ~oh s a t is -

faction and f i r s t  t e rm  career i n t e n t  f o r  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  This

was accomplished by rank ordering the commands by JSAT and

career intent , rank ordering the comman ds on the three new

v a r i a b l e s , an d t hen , computing Spearman Rho to determine

the degree of correlation.

The ~ob satisfaction measure was again based on the

Hoppock Measure. The questions utili .ed were the same as

those used in the Commanders Survey and were number Q5V ~

through QóO in QOL—2. The career intent measure was question

14 on the survey and appeared in the tollow ing tot-rn:

014. whi ch  of t h e  f o l l o w i n g  best  d e s cr i b e s  ~ou~
attitude toward makin g the Air FQrce’ a

A. Definitely intend to make the Air t~’o:c~a career

B. Most likely will make the Air Fotc~’ acareer
1

C. Undec . 1 ed
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D. Most likely will not make the Air Force
a career

C. Definitely do riot intend to make the
Air  Force a career

Rank ordering of the commands was from high career intent

(definitely stay ) to low career intent (definitely leave).

Career intent was only computed for first termers , those in

their first term of enlistment. Specifically, an individual

was considered a first termer if he met both of the following

criteria:

1. He had less than five years time in service ,
or he had less t h a n  seven years  in service
and he was a pilot or navigator.

2. He had an aero rating of Flight Surgeon ,
or a present grade of Captain , First
Lieutenant , Second Lieutenant , Staff
Sergeant , Sergeant , Senior Airman , Airman
First Class , Airman , or Airman Basic.

_________________________________________________________________________________Computer Programs

W i t h  the excep t ion  of the Spearman Rho , all analytic

t e chn iques  discussed were available as standard computer

programs on the ASD CDC 6600 computer system. Most programs

are portions of the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS) (Ref 20). Some of the specific SPSS programs

used were FACTOR , BREAK DOWN , CONDESCRIPTIVE , ONEWAY , and

ANOVA.

I
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IV . Analysis Results -

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results

of the  da ta  a n a l y s i s .  For the most part , conclus ions  w i l l

be reserved until the final chapter. The first part of the

analysis involved factor analysis to discover any existing

dimensions of leader attitudes. The second part of the

ana lys i s  involved measur ing  the discovered d imens ions  and

an analysis of the behavior of the dimensions relative to

other variables in the survey. The final part of the

analysis involved an attempt to determine the influence of

the dimensions on job satisfaction and first term career

intent of subordinates.

St ndards and Enforcement

As previousl y mentioned , a preliminary step in the

analysis was to recode question 58 through 80. Dealing

with a response calling for a simultaneous judgement regard-

ing a standard and its enforcement , these 23 var iab les  were

recoded to facilitate the interpretation of the data. Once

the questions were divided into separate variables for stan-

dard and enforcement , descriptive statistics were calculated

for the entire population. Results are shown in Table 1

for the standard (STD) and for the enforcement (CNF).

The rating scale for the 23 STD and the 23 ENF variables

called for a ra ting accord ing to t he follow ing sca le:

1 — too lax

2 — about right

3 — too stric t

30
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Table I

Descriptive Statistics
for STD and ENF

Factor/Policy STD STD ENF ENF
Mean Standard Mean Standard

Deviation Deviation

58. Overall Personal
Appearance 2.008 .361 1.310 .517

59. Uniform 1.952 .288 1.360 .507
60. Haircuts 2.255 .560 1.446 .672
61. Mustaches 2.296 .574 1.584 .677
62. Beard Policy 1.993 .520 1.692 .567
63. Military Customs

and Courtesies 1.876 .396 1.371 .503
64. Weight Control 2.150 .544 1.759 .718
65. What Immediate

Sup Expects 1.976 .322 1.963 .379
66. My Commander ’s

Policies 2.002 .351 1.958 .425
67. Off/Enl on Job

Relations 1.947 .363 1.751 .471
68. Drill and

Ceremonies 1.886 .524 1.741 .548
69. Respect for

Supervisors 1.830 .429 1.488 .513
70. Safety 2.143 .426 1.947 .575
71. Workings Hours 2.060 .359 1.903 .445
72. Leave Procedures 1.976 .310 1.918 .364
73. On—base Family 

V

Housing 2.114 .441 2.075 .514
74. On—Base

Dormitories 2.263 .576 2.117 .657
75. Quality of Work

Expected 1.862 .431 1.662 .533
76. Quantity of Work - ‘

Expected 1.962 .529 1.750 .565
77. Officer Sup/Sub

Relationships 1.971 .313 1.780 .454
78. Enlisted Sup/Sub

Relationships 1.888 .395 1.604 .522
79. Unit Mission

Accomplishment 2.040 .364 1.978 .447
80. Air Force Life

in General 1.987 .333 1.782 .520
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Therefore, a mean of 2.263 on LTD 74 (living in on—base

dormitories) indicates that the commanders feel the stan-

dards established for living in on—base dormitories tend

toward being too strict. Likewise , a mean of 1.830 on

LTD 69 (respect for supervisors) indicates the feeling

that standards regarding respect for supervisors tend

toward being too lax.

As with most survey data , there are cases which con-

tain out of range responses. There were 29 cases where

respondents chose not to answer any of the 23 questions :~

pertaining to standards and enforcement. No missing cases

were used in the computation of any descriptive statistics

ca lcu la ted  dur ing  the  analysis.

Factor Analysis

The first major part of the analysis was the factoring

r~f the STD and ENF variables , and other  pe r t i nen t  a t t i t u d i n a l

variables in the survey. The purpose of this factor analysis

was to discover any ex i s t i ng  dimensions  of leader a t t i t u d e  - -

for the commanders. The variables in the factor analysis

were the following : 017 to 020, Q22 to 024, Q26, 028, Q29,

Q35 , 040, Q43 to Q47, Q53, Q55, 081, Q86, 093, 096, 097,

Q102, QllO , 0113, Qll6 to Ql22, Ql33 , Q138, STD 58 to STD 64,

STD 66 to STD 71, STD 75 to STD 79, ENF 58 to ENF 64, ENF 66

to ENF 71 , and ENF 75 to ENF 79.

To determine the appropriate number of factors to be

retained after the principal component analysis , a graph

was prepared presenting eigenvalues for each factor (Figure2).
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Ten factors were retained for rotation , since the graph

seemed to smooth out significantl y at this point (Ref 10:163).

After Varimax rotation , four interpretable factors

were found. These factors , and the factor loadings con-

sidered significant , are presented in Table II. A factor

loading is considered significant if it is greater than .4.

The next step in the analysis was the interpretation

of these four factors. The first factor had significant

loadings from the following variables:

LTD 58 — overall personal appearance (standard )

S1’D 59 — wear of the uniform (standard)

STD 60 — haircuts (standard )

STD 61 — mustaches (standard)

STD 62 — beard policy (standard )

These five variables deal with standards of personal dis-

cipline and are not normally within the realm of the m di—

vidual  commander to change s ince  they are set by higher

levels of management. Although the attitudes of the

commander toward these standards may eventuall y influence

future management policy, the attitudes of a commander

towards these standards will generally not affect his be—

:1 havior as a leader. Therefore, this factor was not con—

sidered appropriate to the purposes of this stud y, and it

was eliminated from further consideration in the study.

The second factor had significant factor loadings from

the following var iab les:

ENF 58 — overall personal appearance (enforcement )

-
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Table II

Factor Loadings (Greater than .4)
Af ter Var imax R o t a t ion

Factor
Variable 1 2 3 4

STD 58 .57
STD 59 .47
STD 60 .71
STD 61 .71
LTD 62 .65
LTD 67 .51
STD 69 .42
STD 71 .47
LTD 75 .62
LTD 76 .70
LTD 77 .49
STD 78 .50
STD 79 .46

ENF 58 
V

ENF 59 .69
ENF 60 .74
ENF 6]. .67
ENF 62 .45
ENF 63 .48
ENF 67 .64
ENF 69 .50
ENF 71 .41
ENF 75 .63
ENF 76 .72
EN? 77 .67
ENF 78 .65
ENF 79 .45

Q43 .42

I
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EN ? 59 — wear of the u n i f o r m  (enforcemen t)

EN ? 60 — haircuts (enforcement)

EN? 61 — mustaches (enforcement)

ENF 62 — bear d po l icy (en forcement )

EN? 63 — military customs and courtesies (enforcement)

043 — opinion of discipline in the Air Force

This factor is apparently the enforcement counterpart of the

previously discussed factor. This factor is pertinent to

the study. It represents the attitude of a commander to-

wards the enforcement of personal discipline , his concern

for the enforcement of discipline. For ease of reference,

this factor will be referred to as COD throughout the study.

The interpretation of positive and negative factor

scores is discerned from the signs of the factor loadings.

The original EN? variables had a scale ranging from too

strict on the high end to too lax on the low end. Conversely,

Q43 had a scale ranging from too lax on the high end to too

strict on the low end. Since the ENF factor loadings are

positive and the 043 factor loading is negative , then a

low EOD value would indicate a feeling of too lax , and a

high COD value would indicate a feeling of too strict. More

wil l be sai d regarding the in terpre ta t ion of COD values

after all pertinent factors have been interpreted and de—

fined.

The third factor had significant factor loadings from

t he following variab les :

STD 71 and EN? 71 — working hours (standard and en—
forcemen t)

36
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LTD 75 and ENF 75 — quality of work expected
(standard and enforcement)

STD 76 and EN? 76 — quantity of work expected
(standard and enforcement)

STD 79 and ENF 79 — u n i t  miss ion  accompl ishment
(standard and enforcement)

These eight variables are all involved with work and the

accomplishment of tasks. The fact that both standard and

enforcement variables loaded significantly on this factor

makes it pertinent to the study. T”is factor is apparently

the attitude of a commander towards the standards necessary

to accomplish the work at hand , as well as his attitude

towards the enforcement of t~iose standards. This factor

seemingly reflects what a commander expects of his subor-

dinates in order to get the job done. For ease of reference,

this factor will be referred to as TASK. Since all the

signs of the significant loadings are positive , the meaning

of positive and negative TASK values is similar to that

previously discussed for COD.

The final factor had significant factor loadings from

the following variables:

STD 67 and EN? 67 — officer/enlisted on the job
relations (standard and enforcement)

STD 69 and EN? 69 — respect for supervisors
(standard and enforcement)

STD 77 and ENF 77 — o f f i c e r  supervisor/ subord  r e l a t i ons
(stan dar d an d enforcemen t)

LTD 78 and EN? 78 — enlisted supervisor/subord relations
( s t a n d a r d  and e n f o r c e m e n t)

These eight variables are clearly involved with the relation—
I

ships which  exis ts  between a leader and a follower. Since
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both standard and enforcement variables loaded significantly,

the f ac to r  is a p p a r e n t l y  the attitude of a commander towards

the standards defining the relationships on the job between

a leader and a follower. Additionally , it is the attitude

of a commander towards the enforcement of such standards.

This factor will be referred to as RELATIONSHIPS.  Again ,

all significant loadings are positive and , therefore, the

meaning of positive and negative RELATIONSHIPS values is

s imi l a r  to tha t  p rev ious ly  discussed for COD.

Factor Scores

Scores on each of the three measures for each case were

calculated using factor score coefficients and standardized

var iab le  values.  Only the factor score coefficients for

those var iables  which  had s i g n i f i c a n t  loadings on the f ac to r s

were used. The computational form of the three measures

is as follows :

COD — — .12 0 88(Q43—4.047 )/ . 8024+.249 13(€N F 58— 1.3096/ .51 7 1
+ .23398 (ENF59— ] . .36 04) / . 5 0 68+ .23 0 77 (ENF G O— . 1.4463)/ .672
+.l96 (ENF61—l.5835)/.677+.10686(CNF62—1.692)/.5673
+ . l 5 3 4 6 (EN F 6 3 — l . 3 7 l 2) / . 5 0 3 1

TASK +.l7555 (STD71—2.060l)/.3595+.22273(STD75—l.8623)/.4308
+ .26866 ( STD76—l .9622)/ . 529 1+ .1579 1( STD79—2. 04 0 l ) / .3644
+ . l 6 (EN P 7 1— 1. 90 3 3 ) / . 4 4 5 1+ . 2 3 02 2 (E N F 7 5 — 1 .6 6 2 2 ) / . 5 3 2 9
+ . 2 7 7 9 8 (E N F 7 6 — l . 7 5 04 ) / . 5 6 5 + . l 6 0 0 5 (EN F 7 9 — l 9 7 8 2)/ .4 4 7 1

RELATIONSHIPS...l807(STD67—l.9473)/.3628+.l1287(STD69—l.8304)/.4297
+ . 16 9 4 0 ( S T D 7 7 — l . 9 7 l 8 )/ .3 l 3 + . 17 4 8 2 ( 5T D 7 8 — l . 8 8 8 3 ) / .3 9 5 5  V

+,2587(ENF67~ l.7512)/.47l5+.1627C(ENp69..1.4876)/.5133+.26826 (ENP77—1.7798)/.4543+.25575(ENF78—l.6044)/.52l8

The new variables are standardized because of the nature of

the linear combinations just presented . Maximum and minimum

values for the TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and COD measures are pre—

sented in Table III.
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TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , EOD
Maximum and M i n i m u m  Values

Variable N Maximum Minimum

TASK 2664 3.94 —5.97

COD 2666 3.42 —1.45

RELATIONSHIPS 2664 4.45 —5.25

The difference in the number of valid cases for each of the

measures is due to a difference in the number of missing

cases. A case is considered missing for a measure if any

of the variables used in its computation is missing .

Since TASK , COD , and RELATIONSHIPS are standardized

var iab les , a scale fo r  each of these var iables  would go

from too lax on the negative side to too strict on the posi-

tive side with about right at zero (0). At this point in

the analysis , it appeared that the TASK and RELATIONSHIPS

factors were very similar to leadership dimensions identi-

fied by other researchers. These two factors seemed to be

ver y s imilar to dimen sions such as concern for people and

concern for production. However, validity testing indicated

that although TASK and RELATIONSHIPS were definite attitudinal

dimensions , they were more closely tied to the specific organ—

ization the individual commander was assigned to than to any

leadership dimension , or orientation, of the commander.
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Validation of the Measures

Validation involves the determination that a model or

measuring instrument does what i t  is in tended to do. Accord-

ing to Nunnally, there are generally three types of validity:

predictive , conten t, and construct (Ref 21:77). Predictive

validity is important when the purpose is to use a model to

estimate a form of behavior. The model has predictive

validit y if it adequately estimates the behavior it is pur-

ported to measure. An example of an instrument requiring

predictive validity is the college entrance examinations

designed to provide a guideline for predicting success in

col lege .

Content validity involves the adequacy with which con—

tent is sampled . As an example , a final examination in any

college course should have content validity. It should

adequately cover the subject matter of the course. Predic-

tive validity and content validity are not at issue in this

study.

A construct represents a hypothesis about some behavior.

A variable is a construct if it is abstract rather than con-

crete. TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and EOD can be thought of as

constructs. They are not present in the data in concrete

terms. The degree of construct validity present in the

measures can be determined by examining whether the measures

behave as though they measure the constructs they are pur—

ported to represent (Ref 21:87). The greater the extent

to which they behave as hypothesized , then the greater the

40

_ _ _ _ _



V. ___
__________________________________

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ VVVV~~~ •V V- V

degree of validity fo r  the measures.

At t h i s  point  in the s tudy , the new variables and the

constructs they are hypothesized to represent are the

f o l l o w i n g :

COD — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the enforcement of
personal discipline.

TASK — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the standards nec-
essary to accomplish the work at
hand , as well as his attitude to-
wards the enforcement of those
s tandards .

RELATIONSHIPS — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards standards defining
on the job relationships between
a leader and a follower , as well
as his attitude towards the enforce-
ment of those standards.

TASK , RELA T IONSHIPS , and COD values were calculated for

all cases. Mean scores on these variables were rank ordered

by command of assignment. Prior to tabulating these results ,

it was hypothesized that if the operat ional  commands (those

with a flying mission ) generally had a TASK mean score lower

than the non—operational commands , then the TASK variable

would be a valid measure of a concern for task accomplishment.

By the nature of their specific missions , it is normally the

case t hat opera t ional  comman ds, such as TAC and SAC , are

more oriented towar d the accompl ishment of their mission

than the non—operational commands , such as AFLC or AFSC .

This may be in large part due to the fact that operational

commands are more directly invo lved with air combat opera t ions

which are viewed by many as the true mission of the Air Force.
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Table IV

Command Rank Ordered by TASK

Rank Command TASK Value Op/Non—op

1. PACAF .177 Op

2. TAC .171 Op

3. USAFE .059 Op

4. SAC .023 Op

5. MAC .003 Op

6. OSI — .055 Non—op

7. AU — .118 Non—op

8. ALASKAN — .158 Op

9. ATC — .177 Non—op

10. AFSC — .206 Non—op

11. AFCS — .284 Non—op

12. ADCOM — .308 Op

13. AFLC — .347 Non—op

14. SEC SVC — .358 Non—op I 
-

The rankings by command for TASK are as shown in Table IV. —

With only two exceptions (ADCOM and ALASKAN ), the oper-

ational commands were higher on the TASK variable than the

non—operational commands. This was contrary to the’ hypo—

thesized rank order. This indicated that the TASK variable

was not measuring the degree of concern for TALK accomplish—
I

ment of an individual commander. The ranking by commands

42
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became intuitivel y logical when viewed in the context of an

organizational environment. The TALK variable seems to

represent the attitude of a commander towards the standards

and the enforcement necessary to accomplish the work at hand ,

but only as viewed by a commander in the context of his organ-

ization. In the strict , very s t ruc tured  atmosphere surround-

ing an opera t iona l comman der , he might very logically feel

that the standards and enforcement regarding work accomplish-

ment are too strict. Similarly, the commander in a ~on—oper—

ational command could logically have the attitude that the

s tandards  and their enforcement are too lax. Thus , for ex-

ample , a TASK value of .177 for TAC and a TASK value of — .358

for Security Service seems to provide a degree of construct

v a l i d i t y .

Rankings by command for COD and RELATIONSHIPS are as

shown in Table V, on the following page.

On the COD variable , the operational commands again

tend to have a higher ranking than the non—operational com-

mands. This is also a logical ranking in the context of

consideration of organizational environment . In an opera-

tional command , the attention to detail required in perform-

ing critical tasks could result in very strict enforcement

of personal discipline. As a result , a commander in such

a command migh t  r e a d i l y  perceive COD w i t h i n  h is  o rgan iza t ion

as tending to be too strict. Likewise , in a non—operational

comman d , the less critical nature of the work accomplished

may result in less stringent enforcement of personal discipline.
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Table V

Command Rank Ordered by
COD and RELATIONSHIPS

Rank/COD Command Rank/RELATIONSHIPS Command V

1. USAFE 1. AU

2. PACAF 2. ALASKAN

3. SAC 3. osi

4. CLI 4. ATC

5. ATC 5. MAC

6. ALl 6. SAC

7. ADCOM 7. PACAF

8. TAC 8. TAC V

9. MAC 9. USAFE

10. SEC SVC 10. AFSC

11. AFCS 11. AFCS

12. ALASKAN 12. AFLC

13. AFSC 13. ADCOM

14. AFLC 14. SEC SVC

Consequently, a commander in such a command might perceive

COD within his organization as tending to be too lax.

Ranking of the RELATIONSHIPS variable did not provide

as clear a split between the operational and non—operational

commands as the ranking of TASK and COD provided. The oper-

ational commands tended to cluster in the rankings , but the
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H cluster was in the middle. Nevertheless , i t seems l og ica l

for AU and ATC to have higher RELATIONSHIPS values since

both are commands more involved with an academic type

environment. In such an environment , it is logical to

assume that a commander might perceive the standards and

enforcement of leader—follower relationships to be too strict.

Working Definitions

Therefore, having established some degree of construct

validity for the three measures , TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and

COD are defined as follows:

TASK — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the standards nec—

- essary to accomplish the work at
hand and towards the enforcement
of those standards. This attitude
is based upon his own ideas and
feelings in the context of the
environment of the organization
to which the commander is assigned .

RELATIONSHIPS — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the standards which
define the relationships on the
job between a leader and a follower
and towards the enforcement of those
standards. This attitude develops
as a result -~of his own ideas andthe environment of the organization
to which the commander is assigned.

COD — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the enforcement of

V personal discipline. This attitude
is developed from the ideas of the
commander in the context of the
environment of the organization to
which the commander is assigned .

Organizational environment is essential to the definition

of each of the three measures. For example , a TASK value
U

only indicates the attitude of a particular commander towards
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standards and enforcement of work accomplishment as perceived

by that commander in his own particular organization. Thus ,

to compare TASK values for two different commanders and to

draw the conclusion that a higher value implies less of a

task orientation is an incorrect utilization of the TASK vari-

able. A comparison between TASK values for two different

commanders only yields the difference in the perception of

TASK each has for his own organization. Therefore, an in d i-

vidual commander , at a different time , in a different organi-

zation , might very well have a different TASK value. TASK ,

COD, and RELATIONSHIPS are Intimately tied to the environment

of the organization to which a commander is assigned .

Analysis of the Behavior of the Measures

The next major phase of the analysis involved an analysis

of the behavior of the measures relative to other variables

in the survey. The other variables considered were the demo-

graphic var iab les , two job atmosphere variables , and the job

satisfaction variable (JSAT). The purpose of this phase of

the analysis was to examine the measures more fully in order

to understand them better and to be able to relate them to

the measures of other researchers.

During the remaining parts of the analysis , findings

were considered statistically significant if they were signifi—

cant at the ~~ — .05 level or lower. F tests  conducted in

conjunction with the ANOVA were all one tailed tests (right

tail). The significance of Rho was determined using a two
I

ta i led t tes t .
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Demographic Analysis. The f i r s t  s tage of t h i s  phase

of tne analysis ~nvo1ved looking at TASK , RELATIONSHIPS ,

and COD values for the different demographic groups. This

analysis was done in conjunction with a one—way ANOVA.

Therefore , TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and EOD values are presented

along w i t h  the statIstical significance of the variance

across the different categories of a demographic variable.

Table VI presents the resu l t s  of the one— way ANOVA for

the demographic  anal y s i s .  From the table , it is seen that

command , grade , service t ime , age , type o rgan iza t ion , and

~~ission of organi zat ion , each , i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  ha ve a s tat is-

t i c a l l y  significant effect on the  TASK va r iab le .  This Im..

p l ies , i n each case , tha t  the mean TASK v a l u e  of at least

one category of each of these demographic variables is statis—

tically different from the overall mean on the TASK variable

for that particular demographic variable. Charts of mean

TASK values for each of the categories of the 13 demographic

variables are given in Figures 3 through 11.

From Table VI , it can be seen that , for RELATIONSHIPS ,

type of organization , mission of organization , and number

of personnel assigned , each have a statistically significant

effect. These statistical significance levels imply that ,

for each of these demographic variables , there is at least

one category of each variable which is statistically dif-

ferent from the overall mean on the RELATIONSHIPS variable.

Mean RELATIONSHIPS values for all categories of th~ demo-

graphic variables are also presented in Figures 3 through 11.
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Table VI

ANOVA Results

TASK RELATIONSHIPS COD

Command P .3.172 P.1.16 P.1.12
O~~-.OO0 ~

(.  NS ~~~a NS

Grade F—4.787  P. .510 P .3.294
0< a .000 0(’ NS a .006

Sex F -l . 20b  
~
. .031 F— .275

~~ -N S  S CaN S  S C— N S

Service Time F .2. 17 1 P. .993 P .1.797
— .002 • NS - .015

Age P.2.341 Fal.367 P.2.269
~~~~~- .002 ~~~. NS ~~~. .002

Type Org P.2.312 P.3.332 F.2.5l8
( .002 o(,. .000 O< .001

Org Mission P.7.073 F.2.667 P.3.253
~~~. .000 ~~~. .001 ~~~. .000

Aero Rating P.1.581 F 1.294 P.1.853
~~~~~~~~
. NS O~~. NS ~~~- NS

Race F. .956 P.1.832 F— .672

~~~- NS 0(. NS 0(. NS

Time as F— 1 .7 3 3  P.1.583 P.2.468
Comman der ~

(. NS ~~~. NS - .012
No. of Personnel P.1.407 P.3.725 P.5.107
(Size) ~~~. NS ~~~~~. .001 ~~~. .000

Prior Experience P.1.428 - F. .520 P.5.463

~~. NS ~~~a NS ~~. .000

Base Locus F— .391 P.2.051 F- .468

~~~— NS ~~~— NS ~~ . NS

NS — Not Significant

1
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The demographic v~ riab1es which have a s t a t is t ica lly

significant effect on th’ç EOD variable are grade , service

time , age , type organizatlon , mission of organization , time

as commander of present  o r g a n i z a t i o n , number of personnel

assigned , and prior command experience. Mean EOD values

for all categories of the demographic variables are again

presented in Figures  3 th rough  11.

From Table VI , it can be seen that the only two variables

s i g n i f i c a n t  for  a l l  three measures are type of organization

and o rgan iza t ion  mis s ion .  This  f ac t  tends to add f u r t h e r

emphasis  to the importance of o rgan i za t i ona l  environment

to the interpretation of TASK , RELATIONSUIPS , and EOD.

Different types of organizations and different organization

missions could definitely result in different organizational

environments. Of the thirteen demographic variables , type

organization and organization mission seem logically to be

the most influential in the determination of the environment

of an organization.

At this point , two—way ANOVA were performed utilizing

various combinations of demographic variables as the inde—

pendent variables. Two—way ANOVA were accomplished for TASK ,

COD, and RELATIONSHIPS using the following combinations of

demogra ph ic variables:

command/age

command/service time

command/gra de 
-

comman d/race
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command/miss ion  of o r g a n i z a t i o n

command/type of organization

grade/size

- grade/pr ior  experience

grade/mission of organization

grade/type of organization

organ iza t ion  s ize/miss ion  of o rgan iza t ion

organization size/age

organ iza tion size/aero rat ing

race/sex

race/prior experience

race/aero ra ting

prior experience/aero r a t i n g

age/aero rating

In performing the two—way ANOVA , tests for two—way

interactions between the independent variables were per—

formed . The s t a t i s t i c a l l y  significant two—way interactions

discovered are presented in Table VII. A significant two—

way interaction effect implies that the effect of demo-

graphic variable A on TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , or EOD var ies

from one category to another of demographic variable B.

For exam p le, from Ta ble VII , the significant two—way inter-

action between organization size and race (significant at

the ~~ — .001 level) implies that the effect of organization

size on RELATIONSHIPS varies significantly from one race

to another. This implies that the effect of organization

size and race on RELATIONSHIPS is greater than the mere
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additive effect of race and organization size on RELATION-

SHIPS.

‘ i 
The next part of the demographic analysis was to

d e t e r m i n e  the  degree of co r re l a t ion  among the  r a n k i n g s  of

the measures when rank ordered by the different categories

j of the demographic variables. This was accomplished by

- !  rank ordering the categories of the demographic variables

on the mean scores of TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and EOD. The

Spearman Rho was used to determine the degree of correla—

t ion .

The results of this correlation analysis are presented

in Table  VI II .  There is s i g n i f i c a n t  pos i t ive  c o r r e l a t i o n

between the rankings of TASK and RELATIONSHIPS when rank

ordered by command , organization size, and race. Also , there

is a significant positive correlation between the rankings

of TASK and EOD when rank ordered by command , service time ,

age, organization size , and race. There is a s ig n i f i c a n t

positive correlation between the rankings of RELATIONSHIPS

and EOD when rank ordered by service time , age, and organi-

zation size. These correlations imply that when viewed

across that particular demographic variable , TASK and EOD ,

or TASK and RELATIONSHIPS , or EOD and RELATIONSHIPS , have

a strong relationship. They are significantly cor re la t ed

in a positive direction.

Job Atmosphere .  The next  po r t i on  of the  a n a l y s i s

focused on the atmosphere or environment within which the

V commander is working. Q86 (Job Freedom ) and 093 ( S u f f i c i e n t

61
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Tab le  V I I I

Ra nk Order C o r r el at i o ns

TASK TASK — R E L A T I O N S H I P S
— EOD R E LAT I ONSHIPS  — EOD

Command ,Q ..7385 0 — .5165
Q~ — .01 ~~ -.05 NS

H Grade — .314 3 ,~~ - .1430 ,~~ .4857
NS NS NS

Service
T ime p ..7301 fl..2603 ..5539

~ ~.OOl NS ~ ..01

Age fi — .5851 p - .292 1 fi a .6821
~~ — .01 NS ~~ a .O01

Ae ro R a t i n g  ~~ - .40 00 .— . l000 .0.000
NS NS NS

Type Org ..116 5 fi a .239t — .0638
NS N S NS

Org M i s s i o n  ..2352  - .3 055 .0.000
NS NS NS

C mdr Time — .4833 p — — .1333 ..3000
NS Ns N$

Org Size ~~~ a .7 143  f r. .9286 , 
..6667

~~ — .05 ~~ - .001

Ra ce /, - .90 fi — .90 .4 -.7
~~ ..01 ~~ — .01 N S

Prior Exp — .4 p ~ .55 ~ — .30 V

N S NS ‘ NS

N S — not s l Q n l f i c a n t
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Job A u t h o r i t y )  were used in t h i s  s tage  of t h e  a n a l y s i s .

Mea n scores on TASK , R E L A T I O N S H I P S , and EOD f o r  the  d i f f e r e n t

ca tegor ies  of job f reedom and job  a u t h o r i t y  are presented in

Table IX.  A one—w ay ANOVA for  TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and EOD

was also done at this time. With the job freedom question

as the  independent  v a r i a b l e , there  Is a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  sig-

nificant effect on TASK ( ~ • .000) and RELATIONSHIPS (~~~~~ =

.000). With the job authority question as the independent

v a r i a b l e , there  is a statistically significant effect only

on RELATIONSHIPS ( ~~ - .000) .

It is interesting to note that those commanders who

feel that they do not have sufficient freedom to do their

jobs w e l l  feel  TASK tends to be too strict , while those who

have s u f f i c i e n t  freedom feel TASK tends to be too l ax .  The

opposite pattern seems to hold for RELATIONSHIPS. Those

commanders who feel they do have sufficient freedom lean

more towards feeling RELATIONSHIPS is too strict. Those who

feel they do not have sufficient freedom lean more toward

feeling RELATIONSHIPS is too l a x .  For job a u t h o r i t y ,  those

commanders who feel they have sufficient authority lean

toward f e e l i n g  RELATIONSHIPS is too s t r i c t , w h i l e  those who

feel  they do not have s u f f i c i e n t  job authority feel RELATION-

SHIPS tends to be too lax.

Two—way ANOVA were then performed with TASK , RELATION-

SHIPS , and COD as the criterion variables and the following

sets of variables as the independent variables:

job authority/job freedom 0
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Table IX

TASK , RELATIONSHIPS, and EOD
by 09 3 an d 086

093 — I have sufficient job authority.

TASK RELATIONSHIPS COD

Strongly
disagree .024 — .191 .121

Disagree .030 — .186 .018

Undecided .017 .050 .147

Agree — .065 — .039 .050

Strongly
agree -.068 .088 .019

Q86 — Are you given freedom to do your job?

TASK RELATIONSHIPS COD

Never .033 — .083 .264

Seldom .179 — .134 .053

Sometimes .096 — .133 .084

Often —.126 —.078 .046

Always — .080 .079 .012

job authority/command

job authority/grade

job freedom/comman d

job freedom/grade

A significant two—way interact ion was d iscovered between job

64
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freedom and job a u t h o r i t y  for  TASK (~~~~~ = .029).

Job Sa t i s fac t ion .  The f i n a l  part  of the ana ly s i s  of

the behavior of the measures dealt with job satisfaction.

The var iable  JSAT , used to measure the job s a t i s f ac t i on  of

a commander , could take on any integer value between 4 and

28 inclusive. A high value indicates a high degree of job

satisfact ion an d a low value  indicates a low degree of job

satisfaction. TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and COD mean scores

were calculated for every possible value of JSAT. The re-

sults are presented in Figure 12. The number of cases with

JSAT values of four , five, six , seven , eight , an d n ine were

insufficient to allow meaningful analysis. One—way ANOVA

were also done with TASK , COD , an d RELATI ONSHIP S as the

criterion variable and JSAT as the independent variable.

There was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  effec t on EOD (C(  — .048).

Looking at Figure 12, for  TASK , it appears that the most

variation occurs for those who are least satisfied. It

seems that those who are least satisfied are the most con—

cerned with TASK being either too strict or too lax. For

COD, it appears that those who are the least satisfied are

the most concerned with COD being too strict.

Mean JSAT scores were then computed for each command.

A one—way ANOVA showed no statistically significant differ-

ences among commands for JSAT scor es — .191). The JSAT

scores were rank ordered by command with the intention of

determining the degree of correlation between JSAT and TASK ,

COD, and RELATIONSHIPS when rank ordered by command. The
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Table X

Commands Rank Ordered by Mean JSAT
For the Commanders Survey

— H i g h e s t  to Lowest—

Rank Command

1. AFCS

- $ 2. AFLC

3. ADCOM

4. SEC SVC

5. ATC

6. USAFE

7. SAC

8. AFSC

9. 051

10. MAC

11. ALASKAN

12. PACAF

13. AU

14. TAC

rank order of commands for JSAT is as shown in Table X.

For JSAT and TASK , ran k or dered by comman d , the

Spearman Rho is equal to — .7231. This value of Rho is

statistically significant at the O(, — .01 level. Similarly ,

for JSAT and RELATIONSHIPS , Rho - — .6747, which  is stat is-

tically significant at the ~~ — .01 level. For JSAT and
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COD, there is no statisticall y significant rank order cor—

relation. These two statistically significant correlations

imply that a commander in a command with a low mean JSAT

score will tend to have a higher score on TASK and RELA-

TIONSHIPS than a commander in a command with a high mean

JSAT score.

Subordinate Influence

The final stage of the analysis involved an attempt

to determine the influence of TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and COD

on subordinate job satisfaction and on subordinate first

term career intent. JSAT scores were calculated for the

entire survey population and charted by commands. These

results are presented in Figure 13. The rank order for the

commands on JSAT is as shown in Table XI.

To examine the influence of TASK on JSAT , Rho was cal-

culated between the rank order of the commands on TASK from

the Commanders Survey and the rank order of the commands

on JSAT from the QOL—2 Survey. For commander TASK and

QOL—2 JSAT , there wa s no sta tist ically signif ican t correla-

tion. Similarly, t here was no s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t

correlation between commander RELATIONSHIPS and QOL—2 JSAT,

or between commander COD and QOL—2 JSAT.

The career intent of first termers in QOL—2 was then

calculated. Results by command are presented in Figure 14.

OSI was not inc luded due to the small number of first termers.

Career intent scor es were then rank ordered by command and

Rho was calculated in similar manner to the JSAT analysis.
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Table XI

Commands Rank Ordered by JSAT (QOL—2)
—High to Low JSAT—

Ran k Comman d

1. OS I

2. ALASKAN

3. AFCS

4. MAC

5. AFSC

6. AFLC

7. ATC

8. ADCOM

9. PACAF

10. TAC

11. AU

12. SAC

13. USAFE

V 14. SEC SVC

The rank order of the commands was as shown in Table XII.

No statistically significant correlation between TASK , COD ,

or RELATIONSHIPS and first termer career intent was dis—

covered.

The next chapter will address the conclusions which

can be drawn from the analysis results presented in this

chapter.
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Table XII

Commands Rank Ordered by First Termer Career Intent
— H i g h  to Low I n t e n t —

Rank Command

1. AU

2. ATC

3. ADCOM

4. SEC SVC

5. USAFE

6. AFSC

7. AFCS

8. PACAF

9. SAC

10. TAC

11. MAC

12. ALASKAN

13. AFLC

I
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V. Summary and Conclusions

The pr imary purpose of th i s  s tu dy was to examine the

results of the 1976 U.S. Air Force Commanders Survey with

the intention of discovering underlying dimensions of

leader attitude for the commanders. The primary analytical

technique used was factor analysis. By factor analyzing

46 STD and ENF variables as well as other per t inent  atti-

tud inal  var iables , three underlying factors emerged. Called

TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and EOD, t hese three measures were t he

central focus of the study. The summary of findings and

conclusions will be discussed in this chapter in four sec-

tions. The four sections are: definitions of the factors ,

behavior of the measures , subordinate influence of the

measures , and the relation of the measures to other research

findings.

Factor Def in i t ions

TASK , COD , and RELATIONSHIPS are defined as follows:

TASK — represents t he att i tude of a com-
mander towards the standards nec-
essary to accompl ish the wor k at
hand and towar ds the en forcement
of those standards. This attitude
is based upon his own ideas and
feelings in the context of t he
environment of the organization
to which the commander is assigned .

RELATIONSHIPS — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the standards which
define the relat ions hips on the
job between a leader an d a fo l lower
and towards the enforcement of those
standards. This attitude develops

V as a result of his own ideas and
the environment of the organization
to which the commander is assigned.
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COD — represents the attitude of a com-
mander towards the enforcement of
personal discipline. This attitude
is developed from the ideas of the
commander in the  contex t  of the
environment of the organization to
which  the commander is ass igned .

Organizational climate Is essential to the definition of

each of the three measures .  The measures do not represen t

unchanging orientations or approaches to leadership by the

commanders. Each measure reflects a leadership attitude

of the commander , but only in the context of the environ-

ment of the organization to which the commander is assigned.

Behavior of the Measures

An analysis was performed on the behavior of the measures

relative to the demographic variables , two job atmosphere

variables (086 and 093), and a job satisfaction variable -
~ I

_

V

(JSAT).

Demogr aphic A n a ly s i s .  The r e s u l t s  of one— way ANOVA

w i t h  the  demographic var iables  as the independent  va r iab les

were that command , grade , service time , ~ige, type organization ,

and mission of organization each , individually, nave a statis—

tically significant effect on TASK. For RELATIONSHIPS , type

of organization , mission of organization , and number of per-

sonnel assigned each have a statistically significant effect.

~rade, service time , age, type organization , mission of

orljanization , time as commander of present organization ,

n - a . t - r  V~f personnel assigned , and prior command experience

•. .- ~~~~~ a statistically significant effect on COD.
I :~a - t ~ Lt I-:an t two—way Interaction was discovered between
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grade and pr ior  exper ience when TASK was the criterion V

variable. When RELATIONSHIPS was the criterion variable ,

there were significant two—way interactions between organi—

zation s ize and race , sex and race, and aero—rating and

race. For EOD, there were no significant two—way inter-

actions.

By the design of the factor analysis the three dis-

covered dimensions are orthogonal. As such the correlation

among TASK , RELATIONSHIPS , and EOD are zero. Several cor-

relations were discovered among the rankings of TASK ,

RELATIONSHIPS , and COD when the categories of the demographic

variables were rank ordered on the mean scores of TASK ,

RELATIONSHIPS , and COD. There was a significant positive

correlation between the rankings of TASK and RELATIONSHIPS

when rank ordered by command , organization size , and race.

Likewise , there was a significant positive correlation

between the rankings of TASK and COD when rank ordered by

command , service time , age, organization size, and race.

Also , there was a significant positive correlation between

the rankings of RELATIONSHIPS and COD when rank ordered by

service time , age , and organization size.

Job Atmosphere .  Two one—way ANOVA were performed on

the measures with 086 (job freedom ) and Q93 (job authority)

as independent variables, With job freedom as the independent

variable, there was a statistically significant effect on

TASK and RELATIONSHIPS. With job authority as the inde-

pendent variatie , there was a statistically significant effect S
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only on RELATIONSHIPS. Significant two—way interaction was

discovered between job freedom and job authority for TASK.

Job Satisfaction. One—way ANOVA results showed that

JSAT had a statistically significant effect only on EOD.

Additionally, it appears that those who are least satisfiec

with their job are the most concerned with TASK being either

too strict or too lax. Also , those least satisfied are the

most concerned with COD being too strict.

Wh en rank ordered by comman d , there is a statistically

significant negative correlation between JSAT and TASK ,

and between JSAT and RELATIONSHIPS.

Subordinate Influence of the Measures

The attempt to determine the influence of the measures

on subordinate job satisfaction and first term career in-

tent was done utilizing the QOL—2 survey. To determine

the i n f l u e n c e  of the measures on subordinate  JSAT and career

in tent , Spearman Rho was calculated between the rank order

of the commands of assignment on the measures from the

commanders survey , and the rank or der of t he comman ds of

assignment on JSAT and career intent from the QOL—2 survey.

No statistically significant correlations were discovered.

Re lat ion to Other Measures

This study began as an attempt to identify underlying

dimensions for the leader a t t i tudes  of Air  Force commanders.

The three measures wh ich emerged from the study — TASK , COD ,

and RELATIONSHIPS — reflect definite attitudes of Air Force
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commanders. However , the fact that the measures are drawn

from the battery of questions dealing with standards and

thei r  enforcement  makes the measures seemingly unrelated

to dimensions of leader behavior identified by other researchers.

TASK , COD, and RELATIONSHIPS are much more intimately tied

to the organizational climate than the dimensions of other

researchers.

The Ohio State studies identifed two dimensions , con-

sideration and initiating structure. These two dimensions

are treated as being more closely tied to the leader himself.

Interpretation of scores on consideration and initiating

s t ruc ture  are utilized to determine the leadership style of

a leader. Once a style has- been identified for a leader ,

he will usually act in accordance with that style. TASK ,

COD, and RELATIONSHIPS do not define a leadership style.

They reflect the attitude of a commander in light of the

environment of the organization to which the commander is

assigned. As such , a different ‘rganizational environment

could result in different values for TASK , COD, an d RELA-

TIONSHIPS.

There are two apparent reasons for the non—emergence of

leader dimensions similar to those of other researchers.

Firs t , the in s t rumen t  was not spec i f ica l ly  designed to s t u d y

the leadership attitudes and behavior of the commanders. As

a result, questions contained in the survey did not yield

the hoped for dimensions.

A second reason for non—emergence was the fact that the 1 I
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commanders themselves responded to the survey.  In the Ohio

State studies , the two primary types of i n s t r u m e n t s  employed

are the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) and

the Leader Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ). The LBDQ instrument

calls for a description of the behavior of a leader by sub-

ordinates. The LOQ instrument calls for the leader himself

to relate how he feels he should behave. Both types of

instruments are coded to allow consideration and initiating

s t ruc ture  scores to be computed and a leadersh ip  s ty le  to be

determined.  The commanders survey would thus  be more closely

related to the LOQ type instrument , although personal attitudes ,

and not prescribed behavior , was measured.

Differences in the versions and types of Ohio State

scales used have been postula ted  as e x p l a i n i n g  some of the

inconsistencies in leadership research f i n d i n g s  (Ref  2 4 : 6 4 2) .

Also , from the review of the literature , it seems that most

work being done in the field of leadership research today

utilizes the LBDQ type instrument as opposed to the LOQ type

ins t rument .  This is probably due to the f ac t  t h a t  when you

ask an individual how he behaves , or would behave, you often

receive an answer the individual feels he should give.

Nunnally termed this problem the social desirability factor

(Ref 21:479). Observance of actual behavior , especially by

subordinates , woul d appear to be a muc h more va l id source of

information.

Future Research Implications

Two possible research studies are indicated by this

V 78
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study. First , U.S. Air Force leaders could be surveyed using

a previously validated instrument formeasuring leader opinion ,

such as the LOQ. Second , selected subordinates could be sur-

veyed with an instrument such as the LBDQ. The second study

would appear to have more potential value. Senior enlisted

personnel could be surveyed about their immediate supervisors.

It would be of interest to see if such research findings were

similar to the findings of other researchers.

It is very difficult to measure leader behavior in

attitudinal survey instruments. To measure and to analyze

the behavior of Air Force leaders , t he ins t rument  must be

directed to subordinates in order to avoid the social de—

s i rab i l i ty  factor .  Such an i n s t rumen t  could be incorporated

in the Quality of L i f e  survey series. The Supervisory Behavior

Description Questionnaire (SBDO ), an updated more efficient

version of the LBDQ , could be part of a Quality of Life survey

sent to a representative sample of Air Force personnel.

Responses to the SBDQ portion of the survey would provide the

data for an analysis of the actual behav ior of A ir Force

leaders as perceived by their subordinates.
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FOREWORD

As an Air Force conunander , you are in a unique position to observe the

personal and organizationa l functioning of the Air Force. It is

hoped that you will take the opportunity to complete this survey and ,

thereby, provide the Air Staff with the benefit of your experience.

Your responses are anonyi~ous. They will be combined with those of a l l  V

other Air Force corunanders to formulate an a t t i tude  and opinion data

base not otherwise available, upon which to base future personnel plans

and policies. Although the survey uses a special answer sheet for

machine prccessing, ~ comments page is included at the end of the survey.

You are encouraged to provide any comments which you consider appropriate.
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INSTRUCTI ONS FOR COMPLETING SURVEY

Please do not fold, staple , or otherwise damage the answer sheet.

Select only one answer to each question .

Mark your answers on the answer ~sheet. it is not necessary to write on the
survey itself. Please use a No. 2 p enci l .

Be sure to mark your answers carefully so that you enter them opposite the same
answer sheet number as survey quection number.

Be sure that your answer marks are heavy and that you blacken the oval-shaped
space. Erase all changes completely and carefully so as not to tear the answer
sheet. -

A B C D

Right Way e a
to Mark
Answer Sheet

A B C D

0 ~~ 0

~~~ 0 0 0
Wrong Way 

~ ~to Mark
Answer Shee t 

~
Since this survey is strictly anonymous, please do not write your name or your
SSAN on either your answer sheet or survey booklet.

V PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Ir~ accordance with paragraph 30 , APR 12-35, Air Force Privacy Act Program ,
the following information about this survey is provided as required by the
Privacy Act of 1974:

a. Authority. This survey information is authorized for solicitation by
Federal Statute Title 10, United States Code , Section 8012 , Executive Orc~e~ 9397 ,
22 Nov 1943, DoDI 1100.13, 17 Apr 1968, and AFR 30—23 , 22 Sep 1976.

b. Principle Purpose. This survey is being conducted to gain the attitudes
and opinions of Air Force commanders on a variety of subjects of interest to
HQ USA? .

c. Routine Use. The survey data will be converted to statistical
information for use by decision makers in development of future personnel plans
and policies.

d. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary .

a. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against any individual who
elects not to participate in any or all of this survey.

I
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1. What is your major command of assignment?

A. Alaskan Air Command M. Air Force Data Automation Agency
B. U.S. Air Force Academy N. Headquarters Command
C. Aerospace Defense Command 0. Military Airlift Command
D. U.S. Air Forces in Eurooe P. Pacific Air Forces
B. Air Force Accounting and 0. Strategic Mr Command

Finance Center R. Tactical Air Command
F. Air Force Logistics command S. USAF Security Se:vi-~e
C. Air Force Systems C~ rr~mand T. Air Force Military Personnel Center
H. Air Reserve Personnel Center U. Air Force Xr.spection and Safety
I. Air Training Command Center
J. Air Univers~.ty V. Air Force Audit Acency
K. Headquarters Air Force Reserve W. Air Force Office of Special
L. Headquarters USAF Investigations

- 
X. Other

2. What is your present active duty grade?

A. Colonel
B. Lieutenant Colonel
C. Major
D. Captain
B. First Lieutenont
F. Second Lieutenant

3. What is your sex?

A. Female
B. Male V

4. How much total active federal military service have you completed?

A. Less than 10 years L. 20 years but less than 21
B. 10 years but less than 11 M. 21 years but less than 22
C. 11 years but less than 12 N. 22 years but less than 23
D. 12 years but less than 13 0. 23 years but less than 24
5. 13 years but less than 14 P. 24 years but less than 25
F. 14 years but less than 15 Q. 25 years but less than 26
C. 15 years but less than 16 H. 26 years but loss than 27
H. 16 years but less than 17 S. 27 years but less than 29
I. 17 years but less than 18 T. 28 years but less than 29
J. 18 years but less than 19 U. 29 years but less than 30
K. 19 years but less than 20 V. 30 years or more

V 5. How old were you on your last birthday?

A. Less than 25 years J. 4]. - 42
B. 25 — 26 K. 43 — 44
C. 27 — 28 L. 45-— 46
D. 29 — 30 M. 47 — 48
B. 31 — 32 N. 49 — 50
F. 33 — 34 0. 51 — 52
0. 35 — 36 P. 53 — 54
H. 37 — 38 0. 55 — 56
I. 39 — 40 K. Over 56 years

6. What is your current primary aeronautical rating?

A. Pilot
B. Navigator
C. Flight Surgeon
D. Other type of aeronautical rating
B. Nonrated
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7. What type of organization do you command?

A. Wing J. School
B. Base K. Center
C. Station L. Service
D. Squadron M. Region
E. Sq Sq Section N. Area
F. Detachment 0. Academy
G. Group .-P. Band
H. Laboratory Q. ether
I. Depot

8. What is the mission of your organization?

A. Flying Operation B. Security Police
B. Maintenance I. Civil Engineers
C. Supply J. Services
D. Communications . K. Research
B. Training/Education L. Medical
F. Transportation M. Air Base Group
G. Weather N. Other

9. How long have you been Commander of your present organization?

A. Less than 6 months
B. 6 — 12 months
C. 13 — 18 ir~onths
D. 19 — 24 months
B. 25 — 30 months
F. 31 — 36 months
G. 37 - 42 nonths
5. 43 — 45 months
I. Over 48 months

10. How many military and civilian personnel are assigned to your organization?

A. Less than 100
B. 100 — 199
C. 200 — 299
D. 300 — 399
B. 400—499
F. 500 — 749 L
G. 750 — 1000
H. Over 1000

11. Have you previously held a command position prior to your current assignment?

A. No
B. Yes, an opera tional commander
C. Yes, a support area
0. Yes, in both operations and support area
B. Other

12. The location of my base is

A. ~~~~~B. Overseas

I

68



13. Which one of the following do you consider yourself?

A. Black American
B. Spanish or ~lexican American
C. American Indian
D. Oriental American
E. White Aniericah (other than Spanish or Mexican Amer ican)
F. Other

14. Has your present organization experienced d manning reduction since you took
command?

A. No
B. Yes, and it has caused significant problems in getting my job done
C. Yes , but it has caused few problems in getting my job done
D. Yes, and it has had a positive impact on getting my job done

15. Have you experienced an increase in administrative procedures and reports
required of the commander since you took command of your  presen t or c janxz a~~io n?

A. No , they have been decr~ asinq
B. No, they are about the same as before
C. Yes, and it has caused siz~nificant problems in getting my job done
D. Yes, but it has caused few problems in c~ettinq my job done
E. Yes, and it has had a positive irnçact on getting my job done

16. What percent of your duty tine is spent on commander ’s duties as compared to
staff functional duties?

A. 100% G. 40%
B. 90% H. 30%
C. 80% 1. 20%
0. 70% .. 10%
E. 60% K. 5%
F. 50% L. Less than 5%

1’. Formal commandei~’s training courses of instruction should be prerequisitesfor assignment as a commander.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecidei
D. Agree
E. Strongly agree

18. The Headquarters Squadron Section commander has sufficient authority to
carry out his/her responsibilities.

A. Strongly agree
B. Agree
C. No opinion
D. Disagree
E. Strong ly d isagree

19. Under current procedures, the Headquarters Squadron Section is responsive to
the needs of the individuals in the organization .

A. Strongly agree
B. Agree
C. No opinion
D. Disagree
£. Strong ly disagree a
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20. What do you believe is the maximum effective/manageable size of a squadr~~ ?

A. Less than 250
3. 251 — 350
C. 351 — 450
D. 451 — 550
£. More than 550

21. Do you have a full—time Se~i ior Enlisted Adv’isor on your staff?

A. No , I don ’t need one
B. No, but I need one
C. Yes, but I don ’t need one
D. Yes , and I need one

22. Recent changes in Air Force Personnel programs have been aimed at enhanci~~c
NCO prestige . Do you believe these efforts will be successful?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Undecided
0. Probably no
£. Definitely no

23. Commissioned officer prestige has declined over the past several years.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Und~ ctded
D. Agree
E. Strongly agree

24 .  How does the quality of the Airmen entering the Air Force today compare ~ th
that of the Airr~en who entered in previous years?

A. Decreased
B. Remained about the same
C. Increased
0. Don’t know

25. Are you satisfied with the Weighted Airman Promotion Program (WAX’S) whL~~t
promotes airmen to grades E—5 . E-6, and E—7?

A. Very satisfied
4 3. Somewhat satisfied

C. Undecided
0. Somewhat diss.~tistied
E. Very dissatisfied

26. Do current Air Force promotion policies provide the latitude you need ~n
carrying out your responsibility for quality control in the airman p~ om~ t i~’n
programs?

A. All of them do
B. Most of them do
C. Some of them do
0. Few of them do
3. None of them do

a
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27. How do you rate the system which allows airmen to compete for early
promotion to E-4?

A. Very favorably
B. Favorably
C. Undecided
0. UnfavoraVL y
E. Very unfavorably
F. Neve r heard or ~t .

One of the aspects of our lives is the Le.idership~Superv~ sion w~’ r ece ive  on the
job. Please rate the deqree of import~tnc~ ~: this factor to you and your Je~it e e
of satisfaction w~ th it based on the  tollo w inq desci~ ption:

L.EADERSUEP SPPFR~Il~~I-N: My superv~ sor h~ s my interests and that of the Mi Force
at heart; keeps me ~n formed; approachable’ and he’ ipt ul rather th an cr x t  tc .~t l ;
knowledge of the  ~cb.

28. What deqi-ec of importance d~ you attach to the above? (Select one of the
seven points)

A B C 0 E F C
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
Importance

29. To what deqree are you satisfied with the LF WER~flhIP’SUPi~RVlSIO~ aspect~:
of your life.’ (Select one or the seven points)

A B C 0 E F C
Highly Highl y

Dissatisfied Neut ral Satisfied

30. What is your opinion of the quality of leadership in the Air Force ”

A. Excellent
B. Above aver sac
C. Aver age
0. Below average
E. P~~ r

31. What is your opinion of the leadershi p ability of your immediate superv isor?

A. Excell ent
B. Above avera~Je
C. Aver age
0. Below aver age
E. Poor

32. How often do you and your supervisor get together to set your persona l
performance objectives?

A. Never
B. Seldom
C. Sometime s
0. Frequently
3. Very frequently

a



33. How often are you given feedback from your supervisor about your job
performance ?

A. Never
B. Seldom
C. Sometimes
D. Frequently
E. Very frequently

34. The Air Force does a good job of keeping me informed about w?’at is going on.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
3. Strongly agree

35. Commander ’ s Call is an e f f e c ti v e  way for  a commander to commur~icate w it h
his people.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disa gree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
3. Strongly agree

36. The requirement to hold Commander ’s Call should be change l from mandatory to
optional.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agr ee
E. Etronaly agree

31. Attendance at Commander ’s Call sho uld be opt ional .

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
3. Strongly agree

38. How often should Commander ’s Calls be conducted?

A. Monthly
B. Every other month
C. Quarterly
0. As determined by each commander

39. Which one of the fr’llowing do you consider to be the most effective means or
receiving feedback front mil itary personnel assigned to your organization.’

A. Base newspape r action line columns
B. Base councils
C. IG compla int system
D. Personal contacts with military members other than my staff
3. My staff

a
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40. Do you get enough feedback from the m i l i t a r y  people in your or gan izat i cn ?

A. No , not as much as I would like
Yes, and i t  is of:
B. Ho use
C. Li t t le  use
D. Some use
3. General use
F. Great use

43.. You might use a variety of media to communicate an important policy to military
personnel at your base. In which ot the following do you have t he greatest
confidence?

A. Regular administrative channels
B. Commander ’s Call
C. Bulletin board announcements
0. Base newspaper
S. Oral communication at s t a f f  meetings

42. In which one of the following do you have the least confidence?

A. Regular admin~.strative channelsB. Commander ’ s Coil
C. Bu l l e t in  board announcements
0. Base rtewsoaper
E. Oral communication at staff meetings

43. What is your opinion of discipline in today ’s Air  Force?

A. Too s t r ic t
B. Somewh.it. s t r i c t
C. About r i ah t
0. Somewhat lax
E. Too lax
F. No opinion

44. New airmen a r r i v in g  in my o rg a n i z a t i cn  from Basic Military Trainimg or
technical training are motivated to comply with the requiremento of A ir
Force discipline and standards.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strong ly agree

Please rate the contribution of each of the following councils/committees to your
organization.

Of Of Of Of Of
Grea t Considerable Moderate Little Nc
Value Value Value Value V ,ile~e

45. Enlisted Advisory Council A B C D E

46. Human Relations Council A B C D S

47. Junior Officer Council A B C 0 3

48. Drug and Alcohol Abuse Control A B C 0 3
Comittee

49. Nonappropriat ed Fund Council A B C 0 3

50. Nonappropr iated Fund Advisory A B C D 3
Co~ ni ttees

51. Equal Employmen t Oppor tun ity A B C D S
Advisory Committee
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52. What percent of your personal time is involved ir. prapiration and
attendance at these councils , et c.:’

A. None
B. Less than 5%
C. 5% - 10%
0. 11% — 15%
5. 36% — 20% .
F. More than 20% .

53. Some of the above councils are used as a means of dealing with problems
without goir.g through command channels.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disa gree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agree

54.  I fee l that if the above counci ls  were used t ’ solve problems without ~oingthrough command channels , it would weaken the Air Force chain of cotvnand.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Ag r ee
S. Strongly agree

55. In your opinion , ~1’ councils such as .?OC , EAC , HRC , etc., affect your
ability to do your job?

A. S t rong ly  enhan ce
B. Enhance
C. Neutral
3. Detract
S. Strongly detract

Please rate the degree of importance of the concept of personal standing to you
and your de~ ree of satisfaction with it based or. the following description :

PERSO~4AL STANN:~C: To be treated with respect; prestige ; dignity : reputation;
status.

56. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C 0 S F G
Low High

Impo r tance Med ium Impo rtance
Importance

57. To what degree ate you satisfied with the PERSONAL STANDING aspects of
your l ife ?

A B C D S F C
Highly H ighly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

S
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Listed below are 23 factors or po .icies which affect A ir Force ~ersonnel. t s i ’~~
the scale listed immediately below , please rate each o~ the ateas. Mark only
one response t o r  each item.

A. Standard too strict , enforcement too strict
B. Standard tce strict. o’i f o rr v m en t .js) OUt ‘- i g h t
C. Standard too strict . enforct’nient t ’c- l a x

D. Standar~.’ about ri~?ht . entorcement tc’c~ strict
3. Standard about ri~~h t , enforcement ~bc’ut ri~ ht
F. Standard about r~ yht , enforcement too ~~

C. Standard too lax , enforcement too strict
ft. Stand.~rd too lax , enfc’rcenent about ri~ ht
I. Standard too lax , enforcement t~ o lax

S~ . Overall personal appearance .

59. Wear of the uniform .

60. Haircuts.

61. Mustaches.

62.  Beard policy .

6 3. Mi i tary  cour tesy  and customs .

64. Personne l w e i gh t  control  prog r am .

65. What my immediate supervisor ex?ects 0€ me .

66. My commander ’s rolicies and procedures.

67. Officer enlisted on-the-job relationships.

68. Drills and ceremonies.

69. Respect for supervisors .

70. Safety procedures.

71. Working hours.

72. Leave procedures.

73. Living in on—base family housing.

74. Living in on-base dormitories.

75. Quality of work expected on the job.

76. Quantity of work expected on the job.

77. Off icer supervisor/subordinate relationships.

78. Enlisted supervisor ’subordinate relationshi ps. —

79. Unit mission accomplishment.

80. Air Force life in general.

a
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Please rate the degree of Lnportance of ~oor work to you and your degree of I -

satisfaction with it  based on the following description :

WORK : Doing work that is personally meaningful and important; pride in my work;
3~Vsatisfaction : recognition ~or my efforts and my accomplishments on the job :

81. What degree of importance do you attach to the above? (Select one of the
seven points) - .

A B C D S F G
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
Importance

82. To what degree are you satisfied with the WORK aspects of your life?
(Select one of the seven points)

A S C D S F C
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

83. Past assignments have prepared me for my current duties .

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agree
S. Strongly agree

84. The Air Force rern.iires me to participate in too many activities that ore not
related to my job.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agree

85. Does your immediate supervisor give you recognition for a ~ob well done:’

A. Neve r
8. Seldom
C. Sometimes
0. Frequently
S. Always

86. Are you given the freedom you need to do your job well?

A. Never
B. Seldom
C. Sometimes
0. Often
S. Always

I
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87. What is your estimate of the average number of hours pe t- week you spend

on the job?

A. Less than 30 hours
8. 31 — 35
C. 36 — 40
D. 41— 45
E. 46 — 50
F. 51 — 55
C. 56 — 60
H. More than 60

88. How do you evaluate your present Air Force job?

A. Not at all challenging
5. Not very c h a l l e n g i n g
C. Somewhat challenging
D. Challeng ing
S. Very challenging

89. Which one of the followiriq shows how much ~ f the time you feel satisfied
with your Job?

A. All the time
B . Most of the t ime
C. A good deal of the  t ime
C. About ha l f o f toe t i me
S. Occasion ally
F. Sc1d~m -
C. Never

90. Choose tr~e o”e of the following statements which best tells how well youl ike your job .

A. I hate it
3. I dislike it
C. I do.-i ’t l ike i t
D. I am i n d if f e r en t  to it
S. I like it
F. I ass enthusiastic about it
C. I love it

91. Which ome of the fol lowing shows how you think you compare with other
people?

A. No o~’e likes his job better than I like mine
B. I like my j ob much be t te r  than  most people l ike theirs
C. I like my job bet ter  than  most people l ike  t h e i r s
D. I like my job about -ts ~ell as most people like theirs
E. I dislike my job r~ore than tost peoDle dii-like theirs
F. I dislike my job much more than most ~eople dislike theirs
C. No one dislikes his job more than I dislike mine.

92. Which one of the following best tells how you feel about changing your job?

A. I would quit this job at once if I could
B. I would take anothet job in which I could earn as much as I do now
C. I would like to chance both my Job and my occupation
0. I would like to exchange my present job for another one
S. I am not eager to change my job, but would for a better one
F. I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange
C. I would not exchange my job for  another
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93. 1 have suff .cient authority to carry out my responsibilities.

A. St r on g ly  J x sa~~ree
S. Disagree
C. t~ndecidedB. Aor ee
S. Strongly agree 

-

94. For yo.~r next assignment,- ~o you want a job which has greater responsibility
than your c u r r e n t  job?

A. Definitely no
B. Probably no
C. ~ot sure
B. Probably yes
S. ~~finitel y ye~

Listed b.’lo. ace a number of factors whi ch have been associated with favor~a5~~-
attituder towa:d an Air F ’rce career.

FAVORABLE FACTORS

A. Opportunity for traininq and education in the A ir Force
B. My A i r  Force ~ch (challenging, provides sense ol accomplishment . etc. ’
C. Pay and allowances
0. Housing
S. Prom ot ion  sy s t em  ~ni oppcr t u n i t y
F. Fr i ’~ge ~enef~~t~ (medical and dental care , BX , Co ~issarv , etc.)
C. Leadership and supervision in the A~ r ForceH. Tra”e l and  new ex :-e: ~ences
I .  Have ‘ s ay ” in future assignments
J. Securit~ of Air torce i~~fe
K . Air Focco policica and procedures
L. Th.~ reti:t~ment system
H. Opportunity to serve my country
N. Some o the r  f - c t o r
0. I do not intend to make the Ai r  Force a career

95. Select the one factor  wh ich  o r i g i n a l l y  in f luenced  you the most to ~iake the
Air Force a career.

96. Select the one f a c t o r  which TODAY wculd i n f l u e n c e  you the most to make the
Air Force a career .

I 
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Listed ~el 
-
~~~ ~re a nL~--~’e’r of tactcrs ~hich h-ave been associated w~ t~-~wifavorab~.e 5~ t 1 u  ~~S t ‘ward an A i r  Force oaieer.

UNFAVORA S~~ F?~CT~ RS

A. Fan.ily ~ej-a rat n
B. My Ai r Fo~ :e ’ob ~~ 1t t l e  ch a i l e r i q e , l i t t l e  sense of ac comp l i sh ~r e n t ,

etc.) -

C. Pay and a l l o wan c e s
L~. Housin~F. Promotion sehctic n system
F. Prome t ion or~~j ~
C. Fringe b~’ne :its ~: ‘d i c a L  ~nd dental care, PX, con~~issary, etc.)H. Leadershin a-~ s -ervis ion in the Air Force
I .  Frequent  ~‘C~ ~~~~~~
J. Little “sa” fLture assionmonts
X. Insecurity of .;ir Force life
L. The people
M. Air Force t-o ’

~icies and p r cce dur e s
N. Some othe r f a ct o r
0. Nothing unfavorable

97. Select tne on~’ factcc -~h~ ch TOt\~.Y would influence you the most sc: to ma
the Air Force a career.

The f o l l o w ~~nc four -~uest:ons address the subjects of eccncmic standards ann
secur i t y .  ease  r a t e  t h e  de~~t ee  of i m c o t-t a n ce  of t h t ’s~ o n f l o e n t s  to  you  a~~n
your deqree o: satisfaction w i t h  them based or. the d e s c r i p t i o ns  s h o w n  bt’ .~

ECONOMIC ST\~ ~~~~ S a ti s f a c t i o n ,  of b a s i c  human necis suc~i as food, sht,jt~ r ,
• ~~oth~ n~~; tnc  ~~l~ ty to ma~ nta1n an acceptaole standard of l~ --inc .

99. What degree cf i ri pc r t an ce  do you attach to the above?

A S C C F C
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
Importance

99. To what degree are you satisfied with the ECONOMIC STANDARD aspects of
your lifc?

A B C C F C
Highly  High ly

Dissatisi~ied Neutral Satisfied

ECONOMIC SZCURITY: Guaranteed employment; retirement benefits; insurance ;
protection ~~cr self and family.

100. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C D S F C
Low High

Importance Medium Importance
- Importance

101. To what degree are you satisfied with the E~.?ON0MIC SECI)RITY aspect3 of
your life ?

A B C D S F C
Highly H ighly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied
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102. The Air Force is providing enough ir for .’aation to its members to permit than
to deteinnine the current status of ections which may impact on thei r  f r inge
benefits (Commissiry , retirement, medical care, etc.).

A. Strongly disagree
S. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly Agree

103. Military pay raises over the past five years have adequately offset increases
in the cost of living .

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agree

104. How do you th ink your m i l i t a ry  pay ( inc lud ing  all allowances and f r inge
benefits) compares with pay in civilian en~ployrnemt for similar work?

A. Mili tary pay is fa r  higher  than c iv i l ian
B. Military pay is somewhat higher than civilian
C. Both about equal
0. Military pay is somewhat less than c ivi li an
S. Mil i tary  pay is far less than civilian
F. There is no valid ccmparison between mil i tary and civilian pay

Please rate the degree of importance of free time to you and your degree of
satisfaction wi th  it based on the following description:

FREE TIME: Amount, use , and scheduling of free time alone , or in voluntary
associations with others; variety of act ivi t ies  engaged in.

105. What degree of importance dr you attach to the above?

A B C 0 £ F C
Low Medium High

Importance Importance Importance

106. To what degree are you satisfied with the FREE TIME aspects of your life?

A B C C E F C
Highly Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

Please rate the degree of importance of per sonal growth to you and your degree of
satisfaction with it based on the fol lowing description:

PERSONAL CROWTH : To be able to develop individual capacities,  education/training ;
making full use of my abilities; the chance to further my potential.

107. What degree of importance do you attach to the above? -

A B C B S ~
‘ G

Low Medium High
Importance Importance Importance

0 ’
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108. To what degree are you satisfied with the PERSONAl.. GROWTU aspects of your
life?

A B C C £ F G
Highly Hig h l y

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

109. I wanted the ~ob of Corrinand~ r.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
D. Agree
S. Strongly agree

110. To wha t extent is dealing with people a part of your job?

A. Very little
B. Little
C. Some moderate amount
0. Much
S. Very much

111. Do you feel tha t the work you are now doing is appropriate to the grade
you hold:’

A. My grade is much to~ h ioh  fo r  t~-.e work I am doino .
B. My grade ts somewhat too hioh for thc work I am doir.q.
C. My grade is ~~out right for the w t -~ 1 am ~o i r u , .
0. My grade is aomewtia t ~ee tow foe- the work I ani doin~~.

‘1 • S. My grade is much too low for the work I an doing .

112. Do you think your present  lob is prepar ing  you to assume f u t u r e  pos it i ons
of greater responsibility?

A. DefinItely no
B. Probably no
C. Undecided
0. Probably yes
S. Defini tely yes

113. The position of First Sergeant serves a necessary function in the A r  Force.

A. Strongly agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
0. Disagree
S. Strongly disagree

114. What do you consider the most important function of the First Ser9cant?

A. Dormitory Manager
B. Enl is ted/Dependent  Counselor
C. Commander ’s Assistant
0. Interorgani~ ation Communications’t.iaison
E. Administrative Manaier
F. Other

0
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115. Do First Sergeants on your installation attend a monthly meeting to exchange
ideas and update one another on Air Force and local policies and/or local
problems?

A. All of them do
B. Most of them do
C. Some of them do
0. Few of them do
S. None of them do ‘

116. Most of the Senior NCOs (5-7 through 5—9) understand and are able to
communicate with’ the peopre who work ciith them.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
E. Strongly agree

117. Do you like the changes introduced by the Trideputate Reorganization Program?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Undecided
D. Probably no
F. Definitely no
F. Never heard of it

118. Do you like the changes introduced by the new 5-4 Appointment to NCO Status
Program (AFR 39—13 , Senior Airman/NCO)?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Undecided
0. Probably no
S. Definitely no
F. Never heard of it

119. Do you feel that the new Phase I NCO PME (NCO Orientation Course) is meeting
its objective of preparing 5-4/Senior Airmen to assume the roles and
responsibilities of NCOs?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. No opinion/don ’t know
D. Probably no
E. Definitely no

120. Do you feel that the new Phase II NCO PME (USAF Supervisor ’s Course) is
meeting its objective of preparing E—4/NCOs, E-Ss, and civilian employees
to assume their f i rs t  supervisory positions?

A. Definitely yes
B. Probably yes
C. - No opinion/don ’t know
0. Probably no
B. Definitely no
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121. Do you like the changes introduced by the new Enlisted Force Organizat~cn(TMThree—tier .” AP~ 39— 6)?

A. Defini tely yes
B. Probably yes
C. Und ecidod
0. Probably no
S. D e f i n i t e l y  no
F. Never heard of Lb

122. Do you like the changes introduced by the new Individualized ~;ewcomers
Treatment Orientation (INTRO ) Program?

A. D e f i n i t e l y  yes
B. Probably yes
C. U ndecided
U. Probably no

- ‘ E. D e f i n i te l y  no
F. Never heard ot i t

123. Have you been provided sufficient information and instructious to p r ope r ly
perform your duties under the Selective Reenlistment Program?

A. No

Ye s, and I g ~ t most of my information from:
B. AFR 35- 16
C. The Career Advisory News
U. The Base Career Advisor
E. My Unit Career Advisor
F. The CBPO

124. Do you believe that you as a commander have sufficient information ava i l:t1e
to you about each ind iv idua l  a i rman  to make a good reen l i s tment .  s e l er t t ~ n
decision ?

A. No

Yes, and I obtain nost of my i r .fo r m at i on  from:
B. The airn~~~~~iupervisorC. The records in tt.e CBPO
0. The recoris in my unit
S. The first sergeant
F. Personal knowledge of the airmen

Please rate the degree of importance of the concept of equity to you and your
degree of satisfaction with it based on the following description:

EQUITY : Equal opportunity in the Air Force; a fair chance at promotion ; an even
break in my job/assignment selections.

125. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C D E F C
Low Medium High

Importance Importance Importance

126. To what degree are you satisfied with the EQUITY aspects of your life?

A B C 0 F F C

Highly Highly
Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

~~~ - -



127. y:: believe that racial d i sc r imina t ion  is a problem on your base?

B. Yes , a minor  problem
C. Yes, a moderate problem
0. Yes , a big problem

128. Are race relations on .your base improving , the 3ame , or worse than last year?

A. Greatly improving
B. Somewhat improving
C. The same
0. Somewhat worse
F. Much worse

129 . Do you th ink it is l ikely that  there wi l l  be a racial  f l a re -up  on your ba~ c
in the near future?

A. Yes , def in itel y
B. Yes , probably
C. I don ’t know
0. No , probably not
F. No , definitel y not

130. Do you think your race is now a factor in your promotion opportunity?

A. Very he lpf ul
B. Somewhat helpful
C. Makes no difference
0. Somewhat harnfu~S. Very h a r m fu l
F. No op~nion,don ’t know

131. Do you think minority group personnel receive the sa~ne punishment for the
same offense as other personnal in disciplinary action (Article iS and
court martial) under the Uniform Code of Military Justice?

A. Minority groups receive much more severe punishment
B. Minority groups receive somewha t more severe punishment
C. No difference in punishment
D. Minority groups recetve somew~at less severe punishment
F. Minority groups receive ruch less severe punishment
F. No opinion/don ’t know

132. Human Relations Education courses are effective in getting people to tr ,at
each other better.

A. Strongly d isag ree
B. Disagree
C. Undecided
0. Agree
S. Strongly agre e

133. Curren t Air Force training programs should help prepare people to get along
with other people.

A. Strongly disagree
B. Disagree
C. Undecide d
0. Agree
B. Strongly agree

~ 
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134. On the same jobs as Air Force man . do Air Force wcmen tend to be absent from
the job for all rcasons more, less , or about the same?

A. Much more
B. More
C. About the same
0. Less
S. Much less

135. On the same jobs as men, do Air Force women tend to do more , less , or about
the same amount of work?

A. Much more
B. More
C. About the same
D. Less
E. Much less

136. Who do you believe should address matters regarding racial/sex discrininatio’~?

A. Installation IC
B. Equal Opportunity Office
C. Unit Commander
0. Supervisor
F. Other

137. How would you rate your understanding of the Equal Opportunity Affirmative
Actions Plan?

A. Excellent
B. Good
C. Fair
D. Poor
F. No t aware of the Plan

138. To what extent are you personally involved in the developmer.t of the ~cual
Employment Opportunity (EEO) Plan of Action of your organization?

A. Very little
B. Moderately
C. Considerably
0. Totally
F. We nave no EEO Plan

139. How do you rate the effectiveness of the ESO complaints process?

A. Excellent
B. Good
C. Fair
0. Poor
F. Not aware of the process

140. How would you rate your understanding of the ESO Plan of Action?

A. Excellent
B. Good
C. Fair
D. Poor
F. Not aware of the Plan

I
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141. I believe 1 am c.~~able of ha,dling dxacrimin.ition complaints i~wolvingmembers of my organization.

A. Al l of them
B. Most of them
C. Some of them

4 0. Few of them
F. None of them

Please rate the degree of importaflce of health to you and your degree of
satisfaction wLth it baseu on the following des.~ription :

HEALTH : Physical and mental well-being of self and dependents : h~ vinci illnesses
and ail:rents detected , diagnosed , treated and cured : quality and quantity of he.slth
care services provided .

142. What degree of importance do you attach to the above?

A B C U S F G
Low Medium High

Importan~c Importance Importance

143. To what degree are you satisfied with the HEALTH aspects of your life.’

A B C U S F C
HighLy Highly

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied

144. From your vie ojot and experience , do you t h i n k  drug abu5.e is a problem
in the Air ~~‘z~~o.’

A. It is not ~i problem
B. It is a mincr problem
C. It is a strious prob l em
0. It is a ma’or problem

145. Do you th ink tha t  drug abuse control  educat ion is help f u l ?

A. I have never attended
8. It is not effective
C. It is effcctt .’~’ for new personr.el entering the Air Force0. It is e f f e ~’t t ~~e fo r  a l l  personnel
F. It is effective for supervisors only

146. Ia the drug abuse rehabilitation program e f f e c t ive for helpi~c personnel withthis problem r e t u r n  to productive service performance?

A. Do not know about r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  pro gram
B. Have no op,nion about rehabilitation proqram
C. R~hobilit .ition programs are not effective
0. Rehabilitation programs are effective

147. From your viewpoint sand experience , do you think alcohol abuse is a problem
in the Air Force?

A. It is not a prob lem
B . It is a minor probl em
C. It is a serious prob’em
0. It ii a ma3or problem

lOb
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148. Do you think that alcohol abuse control education is hel p f u l ~’

A. I have never attended
B. It is not ef:octive
C. It is effecttve ~~r new personnel enteru~i the A i r  Force
D. It is effective f~ r all pecsonnel
E. it is effective ~or supervisors only

149. Is the alcohol abuse rehabilitation proqran~ effective ~~r hel~’~ng personnelwith this problem return to productive ~ervtce performance?

A. Do not know about rehabilitatic’n program
B. Have no opinion about rehabilitation program
C. Rehabilitation programs are nor e f r e c t ~~ve
U. Rehabilitation programs are effective

1 ,
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COMMENTS SHEET

COMMANDERS SURVEY

Please provide any comments wh ich you feel would be of value to HO USA!
in our efforts to improve the quality of Air Force life. If you use
this sheet, please detach it.and return it with your answer sheet.

Grade:__________ Type of organization commanding___________

T8MIF YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY
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Vita

Stephen ~~. Bovich was born on 11 June 1948 in Brooklyn ,

New York. Raised on Long Island , he attended Chaminade Hicih

School , Mineola, New York. He graduated in 1970 from Colgate

University, Hamilton , New York , with a Bachelor of Arts degree

in Mathematics.

Upon graduation he was commissioned in the Air Force and

proceeded to Keesler Air Force Base , Mississippi , for a year

of technical training. He was then assigned to the 823rd

Radar Squadron , Air Defense Command , Fairchild Air Force Base,

Washington , as the assistant electronic maintenance supervisor.

After a subsequent assignment to the 645th Radar Squadron as

the electronic maintenance supervisor , he spent a year remote

at Sparrevohn Air Force Station , Alaska , as the electronic

systems officer. Subsequently, he was assigned to Kiamath

Air Force Station , California , as the electronic systems

staff officer until September 1976 when he entered the Air

Force Institute of Technology.

Captain Bovich is married to the former Linda Marie

Havlik of Glassport, Pennsylvania. They have two children ,

Timothy and Michael.
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This study analyzes the leadership attitudes of United States Air Force
coninanders . The source of the data is the Quality of Air Force Life Survey
conducted in December 1976. The primary analytic technique used was factor
analysis. Underlying dimensions of leader atti tudes for the coninanders were
sought.

Three underlying dimensions emerged from the factor analysis of the
survey variabl es . Called TASK , Enforcement of Discipl ine (EOD) , and
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RELATIONSHIPS, these three dimensions were measured and their behavior was
analyzed relative to the demographic variables and several other variables
in the survey . An attempt was made to determine the influence of the
dimensions on subord i nate job satisfaction and first termer career intent , but
no relationship was discovered .

The main conclusion of the analysis is that TASK , EOD, and RELATIONSHIPS
refl ect definite attitudes of A i r Force comanders . However , organization
climate is essential to the definition of each of the three dimensions . The
dimensions do not represent unchanging orientations or approaches to l eadership
by the comanders. The three dimensions are seemingly unrelated to dimensions
discovered by other researchers.
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