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SUMMARY

Objective

The purpose of this research was to develop a systematic method for establishing Air Force
officer grade requirements based on job content and responsibility. Towards this objective, two
major aspects of the study were undertaken: (a) the development and large-scale field-testing of a
reliable and systematic method by which Air Force Management Engineering Teams (METs) could
determine the appropriate grade levels (lieutenant to colonel) of non-aircrew officer positions and
(b) the application of this technology to an officer job sample of sufficient size to estimate the grade
requirements for the total non-aircrew officer force and various officer utilization fields.

Baekground

The basic technology used in this study has been under development and refinement during
various periods over the past 15 years and represents one of the most comprehensive job evaluation
systems in existence. The large-scale field test and projections in the present effort represent
modifications and extensions of previous research studies.

Approach

To test the technology and make projections of non-aircrew grade requirements. t)50 raters
from 122 Air Force-wide M ETs collected and evaluated over 11,000 officer job descriptions under
detailed instructions which assured the scientific and technical integrity of the data. In addition.
ratings were obtained from these M ETs on a sample of jobs (1.725) which had previously been
evaluated by a HQ USAF Policy Board. Various analyses were conducted to determine the
reliability and accuracy of the MET application, and the stability of the data on the 11.000 jobs for
making projections to the total non-airerew force. An integral part of these analyses was the
development of a policy equation and grade conversion table.

Specifics

The method developed to establish officer grade requirements (OG() is similar to a yardstick.
except instead of measuring feet or inches it measures the amount of job content and responsibility
associated with officer positions. As the level of content and responsibility level of jobs change, so
does the appropriate grade level for those jobs. The basic ingredient of this yardstif'k is an eight-
variable equation applied to data collected by manpower and management engineering personnel.
The first essential component involved in the application was a job description completed by officers
using a standard form that provided a listing of duties and tasks performed and organizational
information regarding the position. The descriptions were then evaluated by the officer's supervisor.
Next. M ET members evaluated each officer job description, and rated these descriptions in terms of
five job factor benchmark scales. In brief, the eight-variable equation consisted of the five job
evaluation factors (benchmark scales), two organization information variables. an(d the supervisor's
judgment of the appropriate grade for the joh.

Analyses revealed that MET raters could very accurately and efficiently appli the O(11
technology. For a subsample (1.725) of officer positions. using MET ratings in the eight-variable
policy equation. it was possible to estimate with considerable assurance the resulls that would be
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obtained if M ETs were to apply the OGR technology to all Air Force non-aircrew officer positions
(62.602). The sampling base (over I 1.000 jobs) was sufficient to provide projections for the total
non-aircrew force and 54 officer utilization fields.

Comparison of projected grade requirements with currently authorized unit detail listing
(1U DL) grade levels revealed that the total non-aircrew force has fewer authorized field-grade officer
positions than are indicated by the OCR technology. While the results indicated there were more "
UI DL colonel authorizations than estimated by O, R. there was an increase in the OG R estimates for
lieutenant colonels. The lieutenant colonel increase more than balanced the colonel reductions.
Further. the UDL versus OCR difference was particularly striking at the major grade level where
OCR recommended a very substantial increase in grade requirements. At the combined captain/
lieutenant grade level. OCR reflected a large reduction in grade requirements as compared te I' I)1.
authorizat ions.

The preceding problem (i.e.. increase in majors and decrease in captains/lieutenants) should be'
considered from the viewpoint that the Air Force grade structure is essentially a closed system. With
few exceptions (e.g.. physicians). the Air Force does not hire captains directly from the civilian
sector. For this reason, it may be necessary to identify a certain proportion of the lower-level OC R
captain positions and declare them to be lieutenant positions on the [UDL. Similarly. it may he
necessary to declare a small proportion of the lower-level OCR major positions to he captain
positions on the h11. Such actions essentially reflect the. recognition of a need to link 'areer
progression programs with job requiremntns in order to provide a reasonable officer grade structure.

In addition to comparisons at the aggregated force hevel. comparisons of UDll. versus OCR
stated requirements indicated that im ple'mentat ion of the OCR technology would produce
significant changes in stated grade requirements for inany spe'ifie" officer utilization fields. In some
instances there was a general downgrading of jobs in certain utilization fields. in others. there was
general upgrading of jobs. These findings suggest that the OCR te'chnology should be particularl%
useful with regard to actions taken by Air Fore' management t in ake grade adjustments within
officer utilization fields.

C one lus its

In si unary. the ()( researc h (a) provided a sic'nlifi' techniqe for dclternin in g .iiffie'r gradh'
requirecntts based upon job content atd responsihilil lievels. (I) demonstrat'd that ME F's are' able

to accurate'1 and consistently apply the technolog (c) indicated a need for an inerease in the' stated
requiremcnts for non-aire'rew field grade positions: and (d) suggested significant echanges in the grade
reqHi re' ,n' ,t st r iutlire's for mani officer utilizaelion fie'ls. If A ir Feerce' ianagein.nt deeides t,
iniphlenl a sys lein for deterin i ing grace requirements lcased on jo cionten t and reisponsi bi lit. tI lie
OC1 technology is recommiiended for eecnside'ralion. ii conjunetion Aihi othce'r inianlc ter a;ed

ma ant ageelnt procedires.
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PREFACE
kI.

This report presents results of a study conducted under AFHRL work unit 77340208, Determination
of Non-Aircrew Officer Grade Requirements: Conversion Table and Projections by METs. This work unit
was established in response to Request for Personnel Research (RPR 75-21). Determination of Officer
Grade Requirements Based on Job Content and Responsibility, initially submitted by HQ USAF/PRM and
DPXX (The Air Force Management Engineering Agency subsequently assumed responsibility as

requirements manager for AF/PRMRE). The research is a follow-on effort to RPR 74-20, titled
"'Development and Testing of an Officer Grade Evaluation Technology." The report describes the
continuity between the initial Officer Grade Requirements (OGR) project and research results stemming
from RPR 74-20 and RPR 75-21, with emphasis on the latter request.

This study does not constitute authority to change existing Air Force officer grades, and its
publication does not infer approval to implement report procedures as USAF policy. Such actions or
objectives are a function of HQ USAF. Further, the report does not attempt to tie into or address
provisions of the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA), nor does it claim
compatibility with same. While the report does briefly mention grade authorizations and career
planning objectives, it neither fully addresses or encompasses the entire problem of grade
distributions to support orderly career progression plans nor recognizes external limitations on Air
Force grade structure. Although the philosophy and methodology of the report are assumed to be
valid, accurate and unbiased, the report should be viewed from the prospective that considerable
efforts over the years have allowed USAF to determine, establish, and defend Air Force grade
requirements, albeit multi-faceted approaches were utilized.

Due to the scope of this research effort, it is not possible to mention all scientific, military and
support personnel who contributed to the OGR studies. However, accomplishment of the
requirements for RPR 75-21 involved the following individuals (titles/organizations as of April
1978).

AFMEA: Capt Robert T. Walker. Air Force Management Engineering Agency. AFMEA/
AFHRL Liaison Officer.

AFHRL: Lt Col William H. Pope. Chief, Occupation and Manpower Research Division.
Dr. Raymond E. Christal. Technical Director. Occupation and Manpower Research
Division. General Director of OGR research.
Dr. Joe T. Hazel. Chief. Career Development and Job Evaluation Branch. Project
Monitor.
Mr. Kenneth D. Finstuen. RPR 75-21 Principal Investigator.
)r. Gary Matthews. Task Scientist and initial Principal Investigator.

Mr. Johnny J. Weissmuller. Computational Sciences Division (SM) Lead Systems
Analyst and Computer Specialist.
Mr. Henry W. Clark. (SMAV) Senior Systems Analyst.
Mr. Jimmy D. Souter. Chief, Analysis and Programming Branch (SMA).
Senior Airman Kay Wilson. Computer Specialist.
Mrs. Mary J. Carreon. Chief. Data Preparation Section (SMOK)
Mrs. M. Joyce Giorgia. Scientific Assistant.
Sgt. Patrick Zumbro. Scientific Assistant.
Mrs. Helen Widner, Mrs. Marie Courtney. Mrs. Sharon Hights. and Mrs. Patsy
Cheatham. Typing Support.
Lts Manuel Garcia. Jr.. and Michael J. Letica. Job descriptions and MET data
reviewers.
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Particular appreciation is expressed to Dr. Raymond E. Christal for his assistance with OGR project.
both with regard to directing the technical aspects as well as developing the original methodology. With
the author's permission, sections from two reports describing the research were used extensively (Christal.
1%65: Christal. 1975) in order to provide readers with a complete account of tbie OCR program.
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NON-AIRCREW OFFICER POSITIONS:
DETERMINATION OF GRADE REQUIREMENTS

I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this research was to develop a systematic and reliable method for establishing Air
Force officer grade requirements based on job content and responsibility. This study investigated a job
evaluation technology developed for the non-aircrew officer force, which, with certain operational
adaptations, could be applied by the Air Force personnel and manpower management communities.

The present study consisted of two major research objectives. The first was the development and
large-scale field-testing of a reliable and systematic method by which Management Engineering Teams
(METs) could determine the appropriate grade levels of non-aircrew officer positions (excludes line
pilots, navigators. physicians. and dentists). The second objective was to apply the technology to an officer
job sample of sufficient size to estimate the grade requirements for the total non-aircrew officer force and
various officer utilization fields.

The basic technology used in the study has been under development and refinement at various
periods for over 15 years. and represents one of the most comprehensive and carefully researched job
evaluation systems in existence. The large-scale field test and projections for the present effort represent
modification and extension of methodi developed during the 1963-1960 time period, with an application
of the methodology by Management Engineering Teams (METs) during 1974. Complete documentation of
the entire stream of officer job evaluation research is available in the form of technical reports listed in the
Reference and in the Bibliography sections. Key references in this series are the following: Brokaw and
Giorgia. 1%0: Christal. 1965. 1975: Hazel. 1965: Hazel. Christal, and Hoggatt. 1900: and Stacy.
Matthews. and Hazel. 1975. A companion report (Finstuen. Matthews. & Pope, 1980) to the present study
provides supplemental detailed information regarding the current effort. With the author's permission.
various sections from two reports (Christal. 1965: Christal. 1975) were paraphrased extensively (see
Sections III & VI) to provide a complete account of the research program.

The majo- research efforts in chronological sequence of accomplishments are as follows: (a) Officer
Grade Requirements (OCR) Project. 1963- 1965. (b Development of Benchmark Scales. 1966. (c) Test

Application of OCR Technology by METs. 1974. and (d) Field-Test and Projections of Non-Aircrew
Officer Grade Requirements. 1976. The 1976 effort is of primary emphasis in this report.

tH. BACK;ROUND

There was a time in the military services when tie determination of grade requirements was basically

a function of the ';ize of the unit commanded. However. technological changes have created many new
jobs which cannot be graded on such a basis, so the rules for assigning a grade level to a particular job or

position have become less clear.

j
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Froin 1963 to 1965. a project was undertaken to determine the appropriate distribution of Air
Force officer grade based on job requirements. This Officer Grade Requirements (OGR) study
provided a set of job evaluation factors for defining the meaning of grade and a basis for evaluating
positions in terms of grade requirements. Subsequently (1966). a factor benchmark scaling
proceduire was developed for application to individual officer positions. Since this research formed
the background for the present endeavor, it is next described in some detail.

UL OFFK: ER G RADE REQt IREM ENT'S RESEARC H: 1963-1965

The OGR Project was conducted in three phases. Essential steps and findings for each of these
phases were as follows.

Pbse 1: Policy Board Grade Ratings
for Jobs in Criterion Sample

Development of an objective and systematic method for grade determination required an
unbiased and stable statement of appropriate grades for a sample of officer jobs. Grade levels assigned
to this criterion job sample by a IIQ USAF Policy Board could then he used to construct a grade
"yardstick- or job evaluation system (Phase 11), which in turn was applied to the remaining Air
Force officer jobs (Phase I11). Because of its criticality to the entire project. the first phase merits
particular attention.

Six steps were involved in the first phase of the OGR project: (a) collection of descriptions for
approximately 80,000 officer jobs. () selection of an adequate "criterion" sample of descriptions
representing all levels and types of Air Force officer jobs. (c) selection of a USAF Policy Board. (d)
obtaining grade ratings for jobs in the criterion sample from Policy Board members, (e) analysis of
the Policy Board's ratings to determine that they were reliable, reasonable, and unbiased, and (f)
acceptance or rejection of the ratings as a basis for establishing Air Force policy concerning grade
determination.

The first major step of the project was to collect accurate and detailed information describing
the work performed by Air Force officers in grades lieutenant through colonel. Forms and
instructions were developed, and job descriptions were obtained by commands from all officers
except generals. student officers, patients. air attaches, officers in the medical-professional and dental
utilization fields, and selected officers in the operations career area. )escriptions were received from
79.750 officers.

The incumbents were asked to provide a job title, a verbal description of the location of their
particular job in the Air Force organizational structure, and a detailed description of duties and tasks
performed. In addition. certain background and assignment information was obtained (i.e.. duty
AFSC. present grade. U nit Manning l)ocument (WM )) grade authorized, organizational level ofjb.
and level ofjob within the organization). The incumbents supervisor was then asked to review the
completed description and provide a judgment concerning the appropriate grade level for the job.

For the second step. job descriptions were sorted into I M 1) (subsequently called U nit Detail
Listing (1I)I,)) authorized grade-by-AFSC categories, and a representative criterion sample of 3.575
las's was selected. The selection procedures offered assurance that descriptions respresenting all
levels and types of Air Force officer jobs were included.

L 6



For step three, a Policy Board which included repre.,nt tatirs , from 12 inmajor tomnnand, aias

selected by II Q .'S. AF. The board was composed of 22 colonels. selected on the basis of their o er,,eas
anti zone of interior experience in particular career areas. For an,, of the 3.5.-) j~b, in the criterion

sample. there %as at least one member who could serve as an expert consultant to the rest of the
board.

To obtain grade ratings (step four) on the criterion job sam ple. the Polic' Board was convened
by 1 I| SAF for 5 days during February 194. During this period, board members determined the
appropriate grade level for each of the 3.575 jobs. M easures taken to assure that ratings were reliable.
valid, and unbiased were as follows:

I. Board members were instructed by the [IQ USAF Director of Manpower and Organization
regarding the importance of their mission, to be as impartial and objective as possible. and to avoid
anv tendency to exaggerate grade requirements.

2. Board members were asked first to rate the appropriate grade level for a job and then to
indicate on a 3 -point scale their level of confidence in such ratings. They were given access to an

information needed to make accurate judgments. This included consultation with other members:
obtaining organizational. command, or installation information about a job: and calling special air
staff consultants or the supervisor of the incum bent of the job being rated. 11 owever. mer hers were
advised that their ratings were to be independent and were to reflect the unbiased judgment of the
rater alone. The board members were not allowed to have knowledge of the current UI 1) grade
authorized for the job being rated nor of the grade stated by the incumbent's supervisor. They were
not informed of the grade held by the incumbent in the job nor that of the incumbent's supervisor.
nor were grade ratings assigned by other board members available to the rater.

3. Grade ratings for each job were obtained independently from five separate board members
since research indicated that the average of five independent ratings provided stable estimates.

. Each job was rated in a context of other jobs since research on context effects indicated that
more accurate ratings of job level are obtained when a job is considered with other jobs of var. ing
content and level.

5. Board members were required to rate grade requirements using a I(i-point rating scale which
recognized three levels of experience requirements within each grade from lieutenant through
colonel. and one level for general (Table I). This scale was based on findings that ratings are more

stable when judges made the finest discriminations of %hich they are capabl., anid tlie assu npition
that experienced officers can distinguish jobs requiring high. moderate. or low levels of experience or
time in grade.

Analysis of the Policy Board rating data (step 5) was a critical part (if the O) R project since
these ratings formed the basis for establishing grade requirements. A series of analyses %as
accomplished to determine if the grade ratings were stable., that there was high agreement amiong
board members concerning the appropriate grade requirements for particular jobs. that the raters
had confidence in their ratings. and that the raters were not biased for or against jobs in various kir
Force Specialty Codes (AFSCs) or commands. The principal results from these analyses were as
follows:

1. The reliability (oefficient (.92) of the mean grade ratings given by the i'olic% Ioard indi'ated
there was high agreement among Board inenbers concerning grade reqluirements for jobs in the
criterion sample. A nother statistic (standard error of estiImate =.79) indicated that. ifjidgiientts tl a
large number of sintilar boards were obtained. 95 percent (tiftle iean grade ratings %ould be ithin



Table' 1. Criterione Board Rating Scale

G~rader C.esd

General 10
Clonelttl - Senior 15

(olnel - Middle 141
Co:(lonel - Junior 13

I't Co:&loel - Senior 12

Itl G.olel - Middle I I

1.1 4 Aloltel - J unior II)

Major - Senior 4 H
Major - Middle 8

Major - Junior 7i
Capitain - Senior 0

C:aptainl - Middle5
Captain - Junior4
L ieutenanit - Senior3

lieuteniant - Middle 2

Lieutenant - JuniorI

pis or mninus one-half grade level of the mnean grade rating.. computed fronm the Policy Board dlata (-t
1.55 on the lb-point scale).

2. Based ton a 3-point rating scale 0(= little or not confidence. 2 = somie c'onfidence. and 3 = feel
confident rating is about right). Board mnembers expressed confidence in their ratings of job requirements.

Examination of the metan confidence levels expressed by mtembers in their ratings of 31.575 jobs revealed
that for 2.387 of the jobts. at least four of the five raters expressed the highest level of confidence in their

judgmtents. Onrly 5W of the :1.175 jobs had a mean confidence rating of less than 2.111) onl the 3-point scale.

3. .Xnalvses designed to identifv raters showing a bias for or against jobs in various command or

occupational groupings revealed that individual Board members did not exhibit a bias towards jobs inl
particular commands or AI"Sts. F~or I5 commnand/Al-SC categories. "bias- valises were computed bk
taking th.' difference betwe'en the, average of ratings assigned by a rater (onl the 16-point scale) to jobs in a
particular category froit an average of ratings assignedl bN all raters to jobs in that category. Since three
Points onl the I (-potint scale represents one( grade level, a value of :3.0. would indicate that a boardI mnentber
rated jobs itt a given category approximtately one grade higher thtan did other board memtbers. Simtilarlv. a
value of -3.40 wotld iiidicate jumdgmeunts averaging approximately (ont grade lower than those of othter
members. The largest reported value was oil% L".7 . and most of the values were less than I .0. The largest
valuses tentded to be associated with judges who rated all categories somtewhat hight or low, and these judges
did itot show a bias toward jobs itt pa rt icular categories.

4, Add itiontal alnals ss i niciate'd that Board memtb ers agreed ti ha nanN jobs1 were i nappropriatel v

graded a id( that each job was conttsid ered oit its own omerit s. Co(mttparisott of INDl vs. Policy Hoard grade



revealed no systematic tendency on the part of raters to confirm current UMD grade authorizations or to
inflate their ratings of grade requirements. Many jobs were downgraded as much as one or two full grade
levels. Others were upgraded. Also, the reliability analysis indicated there was strong agreement among
board members as to which particular jobs should be upgraded or downgraded.

Step 6. acceptance or rejection of the Board ratings as a basis for establishing Air Force policy
concerning grade determination, was contingent on the outcomes from the preceding steps. As
shown in the findings, the Board ratings appeared highly defensible. Since these ratings were
acceptable as standards for grade determination, the second phase of the project was initiated.

Phase IL Development of an Officer Grade
Requirements Policy Equation

The second phase of the OGR project involved the development of a mathematical equation to
express the Policy Board in terms of weighted measures of job characteristics. To be acceptable, it
was necessary for this equation to assign the same grade to a job as the Policy Board. Its effectiveness
was gauged by the extent to which it predicted the grades assigned by the board to the 3.575 jobs in
the criterion sample. Four steps were involved in this phase of the study: (a) hypothesizing job
requirement factors considered by Policy Board members in making their ratings: (b) evaluation of
the criterion jobs in terms of these factors; (c) development of a policy equation which weights the
job requirements factors into a composite to predict the criterion board's grade ratings. and (d)
evaluation of this policy equation.

One of the most challenging parts of the OGR study was the identification of factors considered
by the Policy Board in making their grade ratings. The high agreement among board members
concerning appropriate grade requirements for jobs in the criterion sample indicated they
considered similar factors in making their decisions. The four classes of variables hypothesized and
used to predict Policy Board ratings were as follows:

Job requirement factors. These were demands on the job which were considered to have a
bearing on grade determination (e.g., such factors as the complexity, variety, and level of activities
which must be managed by the job incumbent, the possible impact of decisions made by the
incumbent on Air Force mission: the types of planning activity required of the incumbent. and the
types of knowledges and experiences the incumbent should possess).

Organizational structure factors. It was hypothesized that the location of the job in the Air
Force organizational structure would have a bearing on grade requirements.

Coincidental predictors. It was hypothesized that certain non-relevant factors, such as the
number of words in the job description or the verbal facility of the description writer, might have
influenced judges in their rating of a job.

Comm and or specialty affiliation. Data concerning some of the factors considered were
obtainable from job descriptions (e.g.. organizational level of job). However. previous research and
interviews with Policy Board members suggested certain job evaluation factors, such as planning or
type of judgments required by the job incumbent would also have relevance for grade determination.
These factors could be measured only through use of rating scales, and a procedure had to be
established for obtaining such ratings. The 3.575 job descriptions were sorted into 143 booklets, each
containing 25 job descriptions. Each booklet was sent to five or more majors or lieutenant colonels in
the field, who were selected at random throughout the Air Force. Over 700 officers participated in
this phase of the study. Each officer rated each job on 10 job evaluation factors and on the lb-point
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scale which was used by the Policy Board in making their grade determinations. M ean rating suorres
for each of the 10 job evaluation factors and for the grade rating were computed for each job. These
scores were utilized, along with other variables, in deriving the final policy equation.

In the development of an equation which accurately predicted grade ratings made by the Polic%
Board, approximately 200 predictor variables and 350 regression problems were considered. The
final equation contained nine predictors:

1. Five job evaluation factors (Management, Planning, Special Training and Work E xperience.
Judgment and Decision Making, Communication Skills).

2. Two job organizational level variables (Level of Organization in Which Job Occurs and Level
of Job within Organization).

3. Mean grade rating by field judges. The mean of the grade ratings for each job obtained from
five field judges on the 16-point scale.

4. Supervisor's judgment of appropriate grade. A statement by the supervisor of the job. taken
from the job description, concerning the appropriate grade level. Although collected as a scaled
variable (7 =General, 2 =Lieutenant), this predictor was used in the equation as six categorically-
coded variables to increase prediction efficiency.

Since the job evaluation factors underwent sub'equent modification (i.e., development of
benchmark scales) and the policy equation was further refined in the later application by METs.
supplemental description of the nine predictor variables is deferred until later in the report.
However. certain points regarding the predictive efficienty and rationale of the predictor variables
included in the equation warrant attention presently.

Although the Policy Board ratings were predicted very well using the fi% e job evaluation factors
in combination with the two organization variables (correlation =.84). it would be difficult to prove
that these particular variables were the ones considered by the Policy Board in making their grade
judgments. Since these seven variables have high "face validity" for grade. and they accurately
predicted the Policy Board's decisions, it was assumed that they are primary determiners of grade
requirements. % hile the mean grade rating from five field judges had the highest relation with the
criterion for a single variable (r =.89). one should recognize that in making their ratings these judges
also considered information measured by the job evaluation factors, such as the management and
organizational levels of jobs, along with their requirements for planning. decision making. special
work experience, and communication skills. In fact, the five job evaluation factors in combination
with the two organizational variables correlated .92 with the grade ratings obtained from all field
judges. Even so. grade ratings obtained from field judges made a unique contribution in predicting
the Policy Board ratings. This was believed to be due to a large number of special factors associated
with specific jobs which were considered by the Policy Board and by the field judges in arriving at
grade requirements. Since any one of these factors might apply to only one or two jobs. it would be
uneconomical to develop scales for applying them to all jobs.

The supervisor's judgments concerning grade made a very small unique contribution to the
system. However, this contribution was believed due to an occasional job requirement faclor
considered by the supervisor and the Policy Board but not considered by the field judges.

When the policy equation was applied to jobs in the 3.575 case criterion sample, it was
demonstrated to be highly accurate. As shown in Table 2. the policy equation pinpointed 82 percent
of the jobs in this sample within one-third grade level of the ratings assigned by the board on the 10-
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point scale and within two-thirds grade Ieel for 96.7 percenti of the jols. The correlation coefficient
between grades allocated by the polic.y equation ant grade ratings provided by the Policy Hoard as

Tuble 2. Accumc in Prediction
of Poty Boardn Job Ra ings

Irgnr .f -IcueatU tCueuaitais.- % E uniutafiie
%

E xactiv on 122 3t. I
1l ithin I/3 grade 29J3 1 82.01
1 ithin 2/3 grade 3457 94).7

', ithin I grade 3557 141.5

S1 |thin I -I/3 grade 3572 ()().(o

'a ithin I -2/ grade 3575 1041.0

As stated before. the ninte variables in the final equation were selected after evanmining alout 24N1
potential predictors. To evaluate the possibility that this process in, olh ed a capitalization ,'ii chance
relationships. the criterion-predictor data were randoml, divided into two job subsiamples. % and 14. Least
sluares weights for the nine final predictors were developt-d in sample A and crm.s-applied to samp.le H.
•imiliarls. weights were developed in sample B and criss-applied Ito sample x. The resulting shrinkages in
multiph correlations (Rs) averaged less than one lil in th third decinal placd.

In summary. the data indicated that the polic'. equation %as stable and that it (id an excelleut
joh of assigning grades judged appropriate by the Poli,'. Board. E.rrors were few, in numher and small
it, magnitude. In % iew of Ohese findings. the IM; R proje't mo% ed to the' next phase.

Phase m: Applhradon if the Pufiht' Equation
On 111,104H) Cas.e Sample and Prejertiin of Resulb

fer fit' polic'. equtatiin had been dteoped and demonstrated to assign the same grades ito
jobhs as did the Polic' %Hoard. Phase III was undertaken. This phase intohed application of tlit-
equnation to delermisne the appropriate grade leI. es for a sufficiently large number ofjobs lt er,.e as
a lie,' for esliinating lhe a ppropriate ditribution (of grade.' in various spe'ialties anid spe'salt.
gri.uipiing%. Ten thosand jobs were selected for inc'Insion in this base- samp1 ,ile. (Of these. 1.7501 were,
selected fr, ti tle- original 3.5 75 v rite' rio n jh sani pih so the policy equati( 'nviuld h,' re.,alidated. The
remaini ng 8.250 I jobs were ne% jos selet'ted from the 79.750 poptilatiton file toi pro ide adeqea t,
representat in of eve'ry \l"S(:-b,-lI MI grade category. IDescript ions for the 10.001 jobs ere
randonhly %,orted inlo tIH) booklets, each containing 25 job descriptionse. ach booklet %as rated b.
loit fewer than fiv..e majors ana lie'ile'lant 'olaonels. who we're sele'ted at random lhritughoul th,. %ir
Force. bonu 2.IMNi rating offi'e'rs participated in this phase of the projeel. Fa,.i offia','r rated, ,.ach
job in the bouioklet on th,' job ,'. aliaion factor. and tlie' same lb-point grad. scale' as sed hkl th,
Paolicy Board in making its grade detereninalion.
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Mean wcore values on the job evaluation factors and field grade ratings were combined by the policy~
equation with organizational variables and supervisory ratings ito determine the appropriate grade level
for each of the 104MI jobs. The grades assigned by the policy equation to the 1.750 c-riterion jobs were
compared with the grades assigned to these same jobs by the policy equation using ratings collected front
field judges in the development sample. These two sets of grade requirements correlated .93 and had
approximately equal means; and standard deviations. Thus, the policy equation was shown to have high
stability across time andjugs

At this stage of the N;R project. appropriate grade requirements had been determined for 11.823
officer jobs. From this large sample of job descriptions. which had been collected and rated, it was possible
to make projections as to how the grade structure of the' Air Force might change if the policy equation was
universally applied to determine appropriate grades for jobs. Fssentiallh, this sample was used as a base to
determine- the appropriate distribution of grades for various specialties and specialti groupings. j

Results of the (MR project projections indicated that c'hanges in grade allocations would lhave tip be
made in enan,. officer utilization fields to bring statemeents of grade requirements into line- with job
demands. In some utilization fields, grade requirements appeared to be overstated; in others thc'y were
undersated. lin every utilization fie'ld. some jobs were overc'lassified while others were underelassified b%
grade eyl Overall, the (MR project indicated that the Air Force was somewhat undc'rgraded at tht'
colonel level in ~~e. and considerably undergraded at the major level.

Regarding subsequcent application of findings, the M4; re-sults had art impacet on alloecat ions of grades
to officer positions. although the were not implemented across-the'board. -% numb111er Of airerew%

lieutenant colonel positions we're downgradled toe major and sonme major positions in other art'as (e'.g..
com"munic-ations6-elee'tronicst) were upgraded to lieutenant colonel, For se'veral years after the study. x;R
results were used to evaluate requests for upgrading front the field. The (MH project also was
instrumental in convincing the Department of Dbefense (of the nee'd for suppoorting an Air F'orce request for
te'tprary grade relief.

1%. DEV1A)P1.04NT OF HEM.t IN ARK St ALES

I hole the (b4G proeje'ct preedue-ed appreopriate distributions oef grades feer various eeffieer
tilizat ioec fieleds and feer the total foerce'. it did not prov ide a grade ev aluatioe:i jcr'ce'dui c which ceouldl

he- appliedcl1teeindiv.iducal officer poesitioens. Prev ious rese'arch (in contex't e'ffecets indicated that the
incest ac'cuerate ratings eef jobl le'vel are oebtained when a jeel is considered with ether jobls eef van in g
contenet and level. When a jeeb is rated with high level jobs. it tends ite e eenderestiuat'eiL when it is

rated with Icew level joebs. it tends tee lee' overetimated. lit the O4. stu~dy. coente'xt e'fe'cts were'
contreplled In makintg store that when jobt or joeb factor ratings were coellected. tIc' rate's judgnte'ett
we're alwai s 'etrrutrd on a carefeelly selected set oCf joebs.

In eerder tee die"velop a sy ste'm feer e'valumat ing indiv ieiual eoffice'r ;eositieent. it first was nveessarl. tee
ruccstrue't jeth-facteer scvales withi carefulls anchoere'd rating leve cls. 'rho! is. the' ratineg scales had tee
preovide rater" wit h act apepreepriat ., ro"ntet within w hich tee ne'st the'ir juedgmecnts. Intbe' case (Of the.
4J4;H faetcors. a dcisieen was neade tee develoep scales usitng ge'ne'rally reeeegrizee jebli tiles as

benc'hmarks feer Ic'.e'l definitions. The effic'iecy' cf the -,;c's couild then he' te'stced thtroeugh

applicatioen tee a saneple cefjeebs froem the' oerigintal OC(~H steeds
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For a comprehensive review of benchmark scale development, the Brokaw and Ciorgia (1900)
study should be examined. The following paragraph summarizes the major accomplishments and
findings front the report:

A wt of job requirement factor scale% based upon a benchmark scale presenting job tilles,
to identify successive levels of requirement were derived. Thew scales were applied to
1000 Air Force officer position descriptions collected and previously applied in the
Officer Grade Requirements study. Comparison of rating distributions based upon
adjective scales and the benchmark scales revealed lower mean values. larger standard
deviations, and superior rero-order validity of the ratings based on the benchmark scales.
The predictive efficienc of optimal composites of the benchmark scales for both full st s
of factors and the subset chowmn for application in the Officer Grade Requirrmentb study
was equivalent to that of the adjectivw scales. A set of integer weights for u in field
application of the equation was derived without significant loss of validity. (Brokaw &
(Ciorgia. I 06 . [ 0()

To show adequate information for present purposes. an abbreviated version of a factor
benchmark scale is presented in Figure 1. As explained subsequently, the factor benchmark scales
were updated during the 1974 MET OGR application. In addition, further explanation and examples
of the benchmark scales are provided for the 1970 test and projection research effort.

FACTOJR 1: FORMAL EDUCATION: The amount of formal education required by the job. Consider
the education obtained in high school. college. university, or professional school.

LEVEL 9

Chief. Computer Techniques Div, tiq Air Weather Service
Industrial Engineer. Hq Air Base Wg
Chief. Re-entry Vehicle )iv, Strategic Missile Evaluation Sq

LEVEL 8

Nuclear Research Officer. Research Technology )iv. AF Flight Dvnamics Lab
Chief. Militarv Affairs & Asst Staff Judge Advtate. Air Base Gp
Chief Physiological Chemistry )ept. USAF School of Aerospace Medicine

*

LEVEL 2

Chief Transportation Traffic Management. Transportation Sq
Group Supply Officer. Aeromedical Evacuation Gp
Base Fuels Officer. Fighter Wg

LEVEL I

Automotive Maintenance Officer. Transportation Sq
Food Service Officer. Combat Support (p
Clothing Sales Officer. Combat Support (,p

Figure 1. Abbn'viatd Example of a Benchmark Scale.

_,
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V. (IFFI(JA (;RADI: REQI EMEN1'l RESEARCH, 1966- 1974

Oin comlpletion of the benchmark scale research. a grade evaluation technology had been
developed and partially tested and could be applied to individual officer positions. For a fulli
operational technology, one further step needed was the construction of anl equi-percentill'
conversion table. Whil e the predicted composite score generated by the benchmark scale equation
could he used to order jobs from high to low merited grade. a conversion table was needed to convert
predicted composite score values into specific grade levels. The conversion table was needed to
insure that the technology would assign the same distribution of grades to a set of poisitionis as vtould
have beena allocated to those positions by the I1904 Policy Board.

Since the A~ir Force did not elect to operationally implement the OCR technologi. the
conversion table was not developed. The reasons why the OGR technology was not implemented are
unknown. Regardless of reasons, since the technology was not implemented. further officer grade
requirements research was held in abeyance. This condition held until 19)74.

%1 197. MANA4,IMFNT tENt.NUEtt; IVAM S71llY

D~uring I197t. a request (H PR 74-20) was received from II Q USA F for the development and
testing of a system by which M4ETs could evaluate grade requirements for individual offiver
positions. based on job content and responsibility. Essentially. this research invo~lvedl the'
dev elopment of a technology by which M4ETs could apply job evaluation factors tot determiInc
approipriate grade requirements for non-aircrew positions and used the previotusly de'scribed
yardIstick (OG H policy equation) and benchmark scaling procedure for individual officer positions.
To tie tile proposed system to the Board policy . ME T miembhers prov'ided ratings till a subset eif
positions from the 3.575 criterion sample. U'sing ratings obtained oin benchruark factor scales and
Simplified integer weights. grade composite scores could be correlated with the original Polic% Beoard
grade ratings. A ii additional sample of current jobs and MET ratings could be used to indicate
whe'ther the procedure vieldeel a distribution of grade requirements different from I DI. specified
requi remniets.

Tlhe initial effort in thel 19'71 ME T study involved updating the 10 benchmark scales (e'.g..
changes in job titles to reflect organizational or equipment changes). InFst ruct ionis avid fetrils oe.
developed, and two j ob subsam ples were specified. T'he first sam ple consisted of t85 positionis front
the benchmark stud6 preiously rated by the 104 poliel board and deemted ito still ex ist in the %i
Force job inventory. The second sam ple consisted of 1.687 current posit ionis selected to, le
representative of the existing Air F'oi ce population oaf non-amrc-rew jobls. Fi' ghtio-nine MFTN.
part icipated in the data collection11 phase (a total of 665 M4 ET membhers). E achi M4 E1 was asked ito
collect a specified subset of current descriptions and to rate these descriptions andl anlot her sublset of

reproduced descriptions fromt thle 141-position sam ple. Ratings for each posit ion were obtained onl
the 11) updated benchmark scales and the lbO-point grade rating scale (Table I).

Trhe first set of data analyses was designed to evaluate w het her informnationi collected hi '
produced a grade conmposite hav ing a high correlat ion with lthe Polic% Hoard. A nab ses cenducted till
the t$5-position sample involved weighting together the MET grade and five benchmark weh
ratings. together with superviseiry grade ratings and organizational level1 variables. The siecond %#eIti1 f
analyses involved applying the equation ito the I .087 -position sample and comparing Ot; R equation
grades to pre'sent johl inrumbet grades and I It! axithorized grades. Xdditional analses of thll' jobt



wet- als'o voere cmnducted tit delermine ft- leveli of interrater agree-mnim oni ratings.. These anal.. .e.
oiido-at ed '4 FT. raters. cotald rclI ali raft- loothI old andi new job deocripioeito and prov ided ver% stable
es.ti0mates. of grade re(q on remhemli..

*k iiac.. of tilie 1,I5o-joll s.amtple indicated that NI -ETo cotild ac'curately im plement ft- Not(
booard's gr ade '*1'po-,e- alidits of grad.r evaluationi 'omnposiate =.40), A nalyses of thie I .687J)osiiioll
'a mu 1de i nd sca eel IhaI ift hie s%~ sott %.1 err kil plenlt eit ed. it w ould reflect fewer colonel anid lieutenant
colonel p. mlimeno and mttore major posootis. than ctorrentl.. athorized (0 DI.). Theste orojectiotto

w ere, cootitdred et rpmrl% tentooto how ev er (flit- ito fte onall boase sam ple (1.087) and lte- teak

00001 0.rsotm ii able based on1 oll Mi.541 jobhs.-

R e.o III ut e ndat01 enl i mig from fitt h- 197 MF %..stm fore gaad reqoirnoets.th

1.I 1i orce moanagement wished it mplemoenot a s mmfrevaluatintggrd eisemn.flt

preiootsl olecorib.-d techinologi %as recommoieitded foor consitideration.

2. Befeore fte to-chnolog becarote operat ieonal. it %o oild loe necess.ar t.or MFI 1-. li ev ctaluate

ano00thier larger set of jobs.~ 4)) fro muthe origi nal crite.-rioni saminple in o0rder tip ol oelopi a slta hie
.4000 0-rsoton t ale- for tranlting 0.011110050tse score. int to gradeo dec sos..

3i. If flte N r l-'oru oo- mleo to deote-rmine lmite total (lis.triootioni of ilonl-aircrevo grade' reqOuiremtents.

11..alotali.ons 00i1 app~rovmatll 10.000)1 addoitional oofficer poot.itionts iot . MET, wottulo be ritoded.
P rojo-o ioo n from it. h .base 0000110 be usoed tio olot 0.11inte grade. ro-o 01irenoerits ftor each ou01-airo reii

tofficer tililialtm fielol.

VIL14to~i)7h IuuIM PHtOj):u I

I toring 4 )tobler 11047.5). r-earobi Aas starto-d lilt a re~tv-..t (II I' 75-21). titled lDeferoinatioa .of

4 fficrr 1. d r l H -quire-mlenii Bastedlilom Jeob 4 toitlit ilo i le..jonibiimt% The0 majoor po1irpose jof the
ro.-rlwar too i t, io r ole drelopmroolt-t (if thle- OGH teolliloloo foor M IFT deteriminalioot oof approp~riao-
oli-triboimi otT gradle atllloriratiolo- foor iloit-roreo ooffice-r taro-er fie-ll.. Spoecifiv oobojrtiotes wve a,

1. 'Ioo dorlo alob ui oblo- gradle 04011 4r-ioti table sulitable for operatiotital os.age. Thle coilt rr-ioo

t~lle. o 11001 0.. ao iIilt I grao Ipart t o i Ivclt it oIt op .% tit i fit IlI oeIIl oped100 fli pre%00i1'i researolot

2 Too A1111 the OC; H t-c no logN to1 .000 adllil tu - a nplc of to fioc r losl loll' a, lievessaroo too
porooject c -inile' oogradlo reqoOlrmvwilt foor % riool titihiatmi fielol.. ad thle- total tiloti-airterO'w officer

foort r

AI'l Mo bake roriarisoil' cof porojerie 04 11 mi alto9 trrvilt 1 Ili re-iiroeul- antd exaine f01 ite

01111ac oof kill OIillO-lltttlg fit- 0(; 44. lehnolopglil 0001t- corro*011 t1000-airurew 4iffitoer grade Oiloor.

1)0% imo of du 1976 MIElOC (I.IIlntjoo

I'le II- l h ItO Ui M 'H H ortoji-.1 wka a w d 0000 Owpetmo des ri boi reweart- oohwivll hItad
prond lol. gral. %ardioo (oitt-go-r werighted Ill.H o-oIoaatitoo) . factor benctuhmark scales. loor eot tiliiig

ouh soa ItIoloiis. midl toriali m~od~ificatioO-l mtaclo, olimg die 1417 11' tto FT Basioalk. lte

1O01flloopg .os-glit-Il .0grade. ,-i#- 1 t a pomtloo il i 1 0- he %Olef A,5 Aitoliild la' 11-11 bOi a-.sglto' too a jool



of equivalent content and responsibility by the Board which established policy in 1Q4. The primary
definers of grade in the OGR equation which had been identified up to this point in the stream of
research were as follows-

I. Managem ent:The level of executive and managerial skills required in the job. Consider the
complexity, variety, and level of the activities which are directed, organized. coordinated.
controlled, commanded, or evaluated.

2. Planning: The extent to which planning is required by the job. Consider the scope and
significance of work for %hich planning is done. The longer the time span for which planning is
done, the higher tire rating should be.

3. Special Training Work Experience: The extent to which the job requires knowledges and
skills which must be acquired through special training courses or on-the-job experience. Disregard
general courses given by Squadron Officer School. Air Command and Staff College. or Air War
College.

4. Judgment and l)ecision Making: The importance and independence of judgments and
decisions required by the job. Consider the nature. variety, and possible impact of decisions. Tihe less
well defined the guidance for decisions, the higher should be the rating: while the more specific and
detailed the guidance, the lower should be the rating.

5. (:o in unication Skills: The extent to which the job requires skill in oral and written
*ommunication. Consider the complexity and variety of information communicated, as well as the
level of the individuals and agencies involved.

0. Level of Organization in Which Job Occurs.

7. level of Job Within Organization.

In addition, ratings of appropriate grade front supervisors and MET members had been
weighted into the equation to take into account special factors occurring in some jobs which were not
reflected in tire seven preceding primary grade definers. As previously implied, the possibility of
excluding one or both of these variables was considered. For the present project. a critical re-
examination of the M ET mean grade rating predictor variable was considered necessary in order to
evaluate its potential impact on an operationally implemented technology.

In the present application, it was nec'essary to obtain factor ratings from M FT members on an
adequate subset of positions from the original 3.575 criterion job sample. Composite scores resulting
from application of the OGR equation could then be compared with grades assigned by tie Polic
Board. in order to confirm that the grade yardstick was applied in a consistent, reliable, and valid
manner by MET raters. This subset of "criterion jobs" could also be used in the construction of an
equi-percentile conversion table to determine the cutting points (for composite scores) separating
adjacent grade levels so as to yield the same distribution ofgrades to a job sample as would have been
allocated by the Policy Board. Essentially. the grade ctomposite plus the conversion table form the
system for evaluating the appropriate grade level of each non-airtrew officer position. A highl.% valid
composite offers assurance that the right jobs are assigned into each grade category: while the
conversion table assures that the correc't number of jobs are assigned to each grade 'ategory.

In addition, a large samplh ( = 1.000) of current jobs was collected and rated in order io evaluate
the level of agreement among M ET members anid it serve as a basis for projection of requirements to
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the total non-aircrew force and various officer utilization fields. If there was high agreement among
raters (i.e.. high reliability), considerable confidence could be placed in composite scores derived

from M ET raters and used as a basis for projection to the total non-aircrew force.

After development of a stable conversion table and projections of requirements. various
comparisons were possible to evaluate the impact of implementing the technology. The OCR
projected grade requirements could be com pared to Air Force Manpower and Oranizatioi (M A' 0)
U nit Detail Listings ( DL) authorized grade requirements both with regard to the total non-aircres
force grade structure as well as specific officer utilization fields or special duty AFSC (1 AFSC)
groupings. These utilization field comparisons could be used to indicate areas or AFSC groupings
where adjustments in grade requiements should be considered. In addition. OGH projected
requirements could also be compared to current oti-board grade distributions (i.e.. fron I niformn
Officer Records (UOR)). These comparisons (O(;R vs. present UOR grade distribution) % cr.
considered desirable in the event of possible differences between .1)1. authorized and on-board
grade structures. For all comparisons. the main precaution to recognize in determining the
"'fineness" or level of comparison (e.g.. two-character AFSC or utilization field or four-c4haracter
D)AFSC) was the adequacy of the job sampling base used for projections.

There were seven major steps involved in the grade determination process for the INT OCH
project. These were (a) reproduction/collection of job descriptions. (b) identification of M 1 1. and

MET raters. (e) obtaining job factor and grade ratings. (d) development of polic. equation
(regression) weights. (e) determination of grade composite scores. (fW development of a stable
conversion table, and (g) conversion of composite scores to grade equiv alents. These steps are ne%[
described. After the last step in the process. proje('tions of grade requirements to the ion-air'rew

force were accomplished.

Job Samples and Data Collection

As indicated, the present project required two samples of job descriptions. The first sample
consisted of 1.725 job descriptions for non-aircrew positions from the iQ4- criterion jobs (3.575)
which were screened and judged to represent positions still in the Air Force inventory. The se'ond

sample consisted of approximately 11.000 current jobs identified for collection b% MI ETs from job
incumbents. For the 1.725 descriptions. copies were reproduced for subsequent use by M Els. For
the 11.000 jobs. sampling specifications by M ETs were established, with current positions stratified

across I)AFSC and grades (lieutenant through colonel) in order to assure that descriptions collected
were representative of the non-aircrew force. The sample of current joh descriptions colle, ted
contained one or more jobs from each of five UD I). grades by 54 utilization field (2-'haracter % 'S(.)

categories. Larger numbers of descriptions were collected for more populated categori.s. Sample

specifications for current position descriptions were based on a December IQ75 U'1DI. non-aircrr%
utilization field-by-grade population (t)2.02 positions) provided by IIQ I S.\F Manpower and
Organization (M& 0).

There were 122 M ETs participating in the collection of job descriptions and factor ratings from

January to March 1(70. These M ETs were from 22 major commands. were located both oi erseas

and the zone of interior, and involved 950 manpower and management engineering raters (officers.

airmen, and civilians). Packages of material were prepared and distributed to each M FT. including

instructions, grade by DAFSC job sample specifications. reproduced copies of current position

description forms. benchmark factor scales, and rating forms. Eaclh of the 122 MI El's was asked to

collect position descriptions for a specified subset of the current or new job san pie (i.e., from about

I.- or 20 to 500 descriptions depending on base/organization size). A n examle of an officer posicion

description form is given in Appendix -A. Job incumbents were asked to ompl'te the po ition
description form according to instructions, then forward it to their supervisor who provided a
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judgmienit oif appropriate grade' for the job). There were 100 larger MI ETs (i.e.. seven or more raters
i aiable) which %ere asked to furnishl ratings for the subset of reproduced descriptionis provided by
IiFit H 1. front tile- criterion job sampie. Two copies of this set were reproduced aind div.ided so that
each descript ion could be rated byv two dlifferent MI El' -. rganizations.

A fter collectionl and processing of position descriptions. ME T raters were asked to
independently rate specified subsets of job) descriptions (both criterion sam ple and current jobs)
according to prescribed directions. E ach rater was instructed to rate jobs using the 10 job evaluation
factor benchmiark scales and I b-point grade. (ode scale. The five benchmark scales entering into the.
OCR policy equation art, shownI ill Appendix B (i.e.. factors 2. 5. 7. 8. and 9). 101) rating forms. withI
job nutib ers itre-listed( by MI FT project officers, were provided for raters to enter their job factor andI
grade code ratings. Job descriptions were arranged into folders so that page 4 background
in formation was not v isible with each folder containling approximately 2.5 descriptions.

F'actor a nd grade ratings were obtain ed froII anl axerage Of 1 3.01 raters for Ithe I .725-job samn plc.
it average. of li.95 mI E.'I raters provided such data for the 11.321 current position sail plc- (ixe..
cuposed of 40.631, jobs for the I 476 cycle and 1 .087 fromt 1971, cycle). lin sun.mnary. data were

a% ailable for a total of 1:1.04 1,nton-aircrew officer position descriptions (1I1132 1 + 1.725) for the(

preseint study.

MIET Applicatioin of OG I Tec hnology

% fter receipt and screening of data (jolb description. aiii ratinlgs) fromt the 122 MI Fls. analyses
were accominpl ishie.d concerneid with a critical re-ex ainnat ion oif the OCRH po Iic% equnat ioni.
determinatioin of optimial integer weights for each predictor variable. evaluation. of lite validity, or
predict fficinc of lite polIicyi equnat ion . and develo pmtaent (if a stable ,on i ersio n table. Th lese'
.iial'ses and( finilings. based onl data for the 1 .725 job) sailmple, were as follows.

Dburing tile- 147 1, ME T OCR study, a niile-varna ble simpliified in.t ege r we igh.tedi po licyv equnat ion

was dtesigne.d it) evia Iat.' whether illfo rmat ion collected bv 'l's prodliicd a grade coil.posite score

hai ing at high correlation witt. lite 1904 Policy Board. Il'his equation was developed onl a t85 job.

ailt.l atid lmo tl d weighting the grade and beechmark factor scale ratings provided byv NI Els.
together withI superb isori. grade ratings and data concerning the organizational I,'vel for eactI

posit ion . U his similpl ified eq nat ion h~ad a conposite c ,ore valid ityv of .90 for ih~e 485 jot, set. Which was

ide,.tica I to thla tt ob.tain ed for 1 .0001 jobus in t he 19'i(0 B enchmiark study . anld only slightly lowe'r than
the %alitlt co,'fficie'n of .42 obtained ill the 194 studv. W hen tis e'quationl was applied to th~e
1.72.; jolt sam ple in the present inv~estigation,. it yielded a comnposite score validity of .01,

%litho ugh t he iii ne-variable policy equiat ion iii'ded h.igh valid ityv cot'ffic ienlt s whl l a pplit'd on

four occasiotns. thlt questioin remained open regarding lite inclusion of tlit' MI ET meal, grade rating

%aiali, ii. a,. equnation fo r itpe'rat itonial iniplcentnat it, . lit tiit' prese'n.t study proj'c titons were btased

on the assutio~~t~n that MIET raters woutld aptpli the (14; technologv in lilt- future in thec sali.'

lii .iiit'r at appl11iedl in tihe- present job) samnples. Xn iitellde'nc,, fo.r rate'rs ito give' h.igh. or how grade'

rstlilt at e onl the I (-ptoin t sea le did no it crea t t a probhlemi in deterinin ig grades fitr thei' 1 1.00 Ias

-artipie sitce tli ti nersiott tabile automnatically adljusted for atl,~ rating b~iases. Hloweve'r if the OCR
rcc hino logi beca me Ope"'rat io.nal. NI 'ls woultd rece'iv vi' nliinut. us feedback co~n cern ing Ihv OCR H-

-pecfied grade' fo.r eachi pttsi tiolt e.valu a ted . 4 o si'qte nti. thI.is too i[( ni oi% I he rate'rs' fra lilt' of
ref.'rt-i' ce. such that tilt'% w oulid ten (14 tbt tring t he ir gradle rat inlgs in to aligmen i.ct w ith, alictipated't

equl at iont resilIts. lInt orde.r tot prttc.t aga in st t hiis ptissi lilit% the' d.c ision %iwas Iliadei it) cilit illat' MI F F



grad(I. ra t ings. from a n operational version of tIle po Iicy equation. provid.d hlit-re %sas little if aif I s,
in aliditI% or prelictie efficiency. The superisors" jigmenl of grade %ariabl. I as retained in thv
equoal ion sin'ce ,npvr, isors would no t be. in, olI ed in Ithe i I'o tinuous feedback prolcess as were ',! I'.I
ra Itrs.

u e iglht-variadIl" polil,. equation Wili optiial integer regression weighlts %as de,..lo pedl as
shmii in Table 3. s described subsequentl. this optimally weighted equation had a high hv,,l of

predictlici v effi 'ie I and was lhe final ve.rsion used for itaking projectio iito he noi-aircre force.
The equation consisted of it-e file. NI FT rated job evaluation factors. two level of organization
%ariables. and te suipervisors* judgmgnent of appropriate grade. Althoutgh supervisor's judgmenmt was

ltaketi from Ihit job description as i linear variable. it was used in tle eqination With adjitmi.ients 1
(I Ittposit e sco re wiieghted for ed, I grade as shown it) TablIe :3.

7"f I, .3. Final \eirionl of O(1 Intege'r

Aceig Iited Pl' ic% Equlonli

i. nit. lDefiner %aiiatl,t .'ihi

Job lactors (M FT 'I an H alings)
2. Special Traininig and W',ork Lperience I
,. Con mu llincal ion Skills I

- Jdgiient and Dhecisioni Mlaking1
8. Planni g I
4). %1 an age Ine i.i 3

)rganizatioi Ie, . N ariaiblhs
I.e' et of Organization in A hich Job Occurs
level of Job ,IAI ' illtin Organization

Siiper% isor's J udgment of " plrlpriate G rade (+ or -)

-12
( apt -_0

%I aj or -5

(ol + 12

fale' I 1 iresvnlt- % alidit % coefficients for eat Ii of the final equation % ariafufes anid flit-('orrctat ion
of final grail' co 'o' eli' scores i it I th' 11)6 l'oli% B]oard grade' rating . The ,eight -I ariaflh
,.imp-osithe %alidi it, Sho. , is 'ss .itialll id,'iitical ith the validit. obtain'd in lhe pre% iou,

arplication of it ini-,'. ariab.1 ,'ination f (Slha', 0 al.. N ). %ar a raliilOh no loss i Cor'%.
or pirefict i% v' ,ffici,'nci fronii ,xcisiomi of fit-, %I ET' imeani grade' rating %ariafblc 4 .onis,',1 cntl I . I ll'
oliimlal iiit#g.'r I%.ighlt.'. jldic%. tiflationi (Tlod. 3) %it s thie %ersion adopted for list, iii ihi plroject

1J



Tabl Ic . Validitics of ~aria1les Included in the(
M ET-Applied Itege r Weight t; mdd Equation

%aa t t-, N a lid it%

IFactor 2 Special TIraining and %V trk F xperienct- '05

Factoir 5 Communijiication Skills 7

Fatotr iT dgmtent andt De cisiton Mtaking .71
laclor 8 Plannfing .78
Factor () N1 aniage n tint 79)

ILc% el of Organization in \X hich Job Octcurs .5o
lxc~el (of Jolb A itii Organization .1-7
S upt rx tr Juidgme nt oIf klipro pr iate t&rade .78

A grade conversion table based on 1.725 jobs was constructed in order to convert composite scores to
a 1i-point experience level scale and a 5-point grade stale (Table 5). This research conversion table vias
necessary to determine cutting points separating adjacent grade levels so as to yield the same distribution
of grades to a job sampie as would have been allocated bts the 19041 Policy, Board. N Iin applied to the
grade equation composites. this conversion table also adjusts for restrittion in range due to regression
effects. Essentially, the validity of .94) assured thiat the OCR tquation assigned jobs in the correct order of
merited grade and the conversion table assuretd that the right number of jobs was assigned to each grade
level.

TFob Ic 5. Grade Converstion Table

9.t anitd abott eIS1 Sr Col
73.._ it) 79.5 I t N1 itd Cot C:olonel

(i7. t to 73.1 tI1 J r Col

01l.1- to 07.3 12 Sr L~t Col

...)to 0 1.3 11 MI idi I't Co:l lt (Colonel
1t)6O to 5.5. 1 1) J1r 1.t o

1-3.7 to1-. () Sr MI aj
37-,.7- to 13.6 8 NI idi N1 aj NIajor
311.7 to 37 ,.64 7 .Jr Nl aj

25.0 to 3 1.0 6 Sr alt
19.1 to) 2.5- %1 Id t:ailt ;aptair
13.0 to 19.3 I 1 Jr Cp

12.9 atI t be 3 1l1 .it I " taiI

~Ir~gh ~~r i~nr grll.-rilng. i I . ......r... ..s I l - .dit". I 1.1
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The basic concept inivolved in tihe conistruction of the eqiipercentile (oliversioll tabtle wa. to

u-a% t-rage (niean) grade ratings valuies (TIable I) (if the 1 .725 jobs assigned by (lte Poic% Bloardi to

establish interval cutoff points in the array of jolt 'omfposite scores ranked fromn highest to lo% et

rr 'a Iues. F ssenii al iv the proced ure assures that eq ualI percenlt ages or the sam in iumbl er (if j obsi
(it'. job comnposite scores from application of the O(R e quation) are assigned the same e xpJerience'
lv'~ec (I tt-poinlt experiente level scale) or grade level (5-point grade scale) as given by Policy Bo iard

rat ing, far these jotbs. For exam pie ('Fable 5). if seven jobs were rated by the Policy Board a, uipper

lt'cl c olon iel posit ions (1I4.5 and above). then~ a corresponding numbher of jobs would be designated
Ji- tipper lec ci colonel according to their job com11posite scores (i.e.. the 'omiipositt' score for thle-
w% vt' ti lowest jo diwoul1 d be used as the interval cutoff score bet weeni upper and inid -le% el colotn elI

joIot. Simi ia r lo gic a nd pro tdurv were used to determ ine cutoff points (experience level,. grade. an d
jolt titnpositi' scores) for tie remaining 1.725 jobls.

After deteriimiing the preceding intervals. and making the iminor adjustm ents desc'ri bed

'1 btsequie utly . the eq ti-pe rcen lie con ve'rsio n pro'ed ure was theni applied to the I 1 .000 )~ case job
sam ple. This tech nology was used in order to apply a standard unit or system m easuremnent to the job
Sa n ple. W ithi regard ito this procedure. thet point should be noted that this convetrsion procetss does

not limit thet number of jobs within experience or grade levels. R ather. the procedure permits

indi idtial jobs to change grade lev els according to changes ill their job 'onitent and respionsibilito.
C.onsequettly~. if some specified si't of jobs %ere evaluated at two different time pe'riods. the

p~rocedutres ctoutld result in e'ssenut iallyv t he saimt grade distribut ion or a different grade distribut ion.
de'pendenit on shifts or changes in content or responsibility of the jolts.

In thi' constrtuvtitri of the convtersion table haseul on 1.7253 jobs. a modification to prior i'qui-

percent ilet conversion table deve1lopmnent proce'dures was necessary to account for the smalle'r jotb
sam ple size. In thei initial O( H proje'ct. usinig thet criterion jol samiiple (3.57.5)).a I 6-point con~eso
tabli' was di'vtlo ped wshich re'sulted ii cuitoff intervals between expeirienice' leve'ls whichi weire'

rielativt'ly eqtial (IIazel iet al.. 1 900). lIi tilt pre'sent study. the intervals between cutoff points weirte
slightly irregtilar. M inior adjtistmients weri' imadi' by fitting a quadratic regressiotn equlation to the

interscori' intervals and then ('hanging cuitoff points slightly in thie rtesearch ton version table

it) inpositet scori's. (See't Fin stute n et alI.. 1 980. for dttails) . W ithbin the raingi' of coinpositei scori's shlown

in Tabli' 5. the' max\imum111 adjtistmient at any. inte'rval was + 1.2 points. These' minor changes in ciittoff
poi nts ire assurnid to better reflect a conlversion table based on a larger job sanmple'.

A fter applica ion of tiht grade' c'onvtersio~n tabli' to tht' coin posite s('oe.lmur'2wscntrte
ito display thi' relationship bttween gratdes asignt'd hy the optimal P~olicy Equat ion and those'

assigned by thi' 19)64 Polity Board to the' 1.725 jobs. As shown in Table 5. thri'i poinlts on thet
e'xperience le've'l stalt' e'ncom passtes one gradie level. e'xci'pt for lietitenants. For those p)ositioins iii (het

squares with a diagonal lint' drawn. the're' was e'xact agretment bi'tween the' equation antI boartd-
assigned gratdes. Positions plotte'd one square toff tht' diagonal are those for which the e'quation anti

bota rd agreed withIiin I1/3 grade' level1. Positions ploit teid two squmari's tiffthe d iagoniialIw i in agree'ent

Aithin 241 grade level1 . For tile 1.725 jobs. 1)4%i (I 114) of t[hi' jobs wert' in perfect agre'tmetnt o

within 2M3 gradi' li'vel. Of thi' remaining jobs. only 2'!/ (35 jobs) wt're in disagre'emi'nt mtori' than tint'

grade lteve'l. In brief. thi' M ET rate'rs were' able' to accuirate'ly inmplieent th' I1964t criti'riiti board

policy using flte oimal integer we'ightted equlationl
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Fable (1. lire4 relrirrlri % of tihe o% trail gradie comr 1 oit A a,.11(7. irdicati rig a high he of agreerinvent

jllig It F.1 raters comlieriig cotiii andi reslionsiiili of jobts aind stabtle % ,iiue. Ox.. itivalr
comip ;ositet 'ilote ofIt FT71 rater.) n.ed for protjectionis. EsseiaII% lu ilt baliti staiiN estiliratt-

stigge..r tiat it lii. I I MOOII tirreol jobt -ample %% its e. altraled b%~ anothter grttup of MI FT raters. lilhe

jiretitahilit'%is tqoils' htigh 1t14- irould lic able to ai1 tihe techniology and prutdia'e simlilar re-sult. il

Fabh bie . Rc iaii, tN Ctot fit'it' iLs of N h'T~atrr,

R kk

F ac tor 2 Sp~ecial traiing anid Uri trk F'.\1 erietivt85

Fit ut(Ir .1 rglilt i 1d1 I) vi -is Iitr %I .t kitng
Fart I)r Ph Pa it tug .87
I-ast I I iageriuet .87

raLL :(ill ioiie IScores .97 i~ i.tig 1 i u

It 'A ilttti ii tt. i r alsoi dtiermlinied anidt cotmtpa red to r thei 1,. pe ratler grtt rps for the
s ol amiple (51 iited. 18h eli hiat. I75 ttttiver raters). loterrater rehaitiitie-s ofeorrrpoloit-

sco re. % re t, comute separati1 orvc rater group itased oni jobs5 %%ilit twto or miore, ratings.
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ltir, eight -% ariablttl jlit- veltiiatm 'A4,it irt-It apro rieliltrateI1 . it a repotrtedt ptre\ lsIN it r t Itc I -2 .')

jot il ailt . 11 uisv% er iti' aictt'jitiilg verlalr terraiv arits jrnitiit.. (6,e.. ,lat,'icaI relallin Iii % alkillIN

311ul reliaiuilit% I. % alitirt% ill air uijt-ratioitatI% htiotireeted ,'ttirm miai b lo ritr I'll hamuii'd it

iirakiig mla~rilro risc'ffi tter iat.'r... %,roit ii iTtable 7. th' rating' lirmu lt-1 b iii lart Mt II

nrn'nnltr- ii'rc s.igilil otrrt rrtlatrlt itito ltt, 1tui11 lirie tvlisteit i111t41r- rilt tniilotir
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Projections from 11,000 Job Sample
to Determine Noii-Ain'wew Grade Requirments

Based on preceding findings, it was possible to estimate with considerable accuracy the results
that would be obtained if M ETs were to apply the OG H technology to all Air Force non-aircrew
positions. After close examination of the present job sample. there were 11.192 jobs identified with
couiplete information on all necessary data elements (i.e.. prescribed 1)AFSC.0GB coniverted grade.
and UD)1 grade of job) needed for projections. This sanipling base was large enough to provide stable

projtectio~ns for the total non-aircrew force. large groupings of specialties. (i.e.. career areas) and

various officer utilization fields (i.e.. 2-c-haracter A FSC levels).

'T'e non-aircrew population to which the 11.192 case sample was projected consisted of 62.002
11)1. authorized officer positions identified by HIQ USAF/M& 0 as of D)ecember 197-5. The method
for projecting to this population of officer positions involved the determination of *'populationi
weights" and projections fromn sample values to population values. The essential feature of the
projectioni procedure for a hypothetical specialty (AFSC) are illustrated in Table 8.

The basic sampling units for 0GB projections were the l)AFSC-bv -grade (UD1L) categories. As

a first step for projection purposes. an associated "population weight" was determined for each jolt in
the 11,192 case- sample. For examiple if a certain specialty (I),AFSC) population contained 125
positions at a certain M a 0 U I,1 grade (e.g.. major). and if there were 25 jobs in this 11)DI, gradt'-hv-
D A FSC c'ate'gory in the OG R sampit'. thie'n t'ach of the 25 jobs in the sam ple receives a population
weight of five 0I 25t25 = 5. see Table 8). Thus each of the jobs in this category of the sanipit' woul d
re'prt'sen t fiv'e jobs in the poptulation.

To determine thet appropriate distribution of grade for a particular specialtyv. tfie next step was to
t'onstrutct a two-way table in which rows represent OG R presc~ribed grades and t'oiumnns re'presenit
turrently athorized (II i. grades of jobs (page 41 of job description). The following step involved the
mu tlt iplication (if population weights timies samiple frequencies, in each 0GB A I, grade cell. These
resulting values arte t hen entt'red into a ptpulation distribution table for a spe'tialt% (Table' 8). Hl

t'~i iigpopulatiton (list ribeit ions for specialties. projetion tables can be constructed for various
oct'upational groupings (te.g.. carte'r areas) or thte total non-aircrt'w force.

Pmjection Results - Total Non-A'wmw Foire

Tables 9 acid 10 present and comnpare' estimiates of gradt' requirements for thle ttotal nttel-aircrei
forte which we're acconi shed by sam pling 1 7 percent of 0i2.002 positions. Table 9) is a two-wa%
dlistribuition of )G H (rows) vt'rsus 1 1)1 (columins) grade rt'quire'nitnts. Table 10) pre'senits the OCR
job sanmple eused for proj'e'titmns. 11 Q VS AF M & 0 11)1. values. 0GB projectted gradle re'tuirem en ts.
eifferenes bet weetn M & 0 UDL1 and] 0GB requeirements. and on -board grade dist rihiations
(D ecem'b er 1975 anti Jutne 1970 1 niformn Offiecer R ecortd assigned st rengt h figuires). Ftor reason is
assoecia ted with dcvedo tne ct oif the tonive'rsio n table d iscuissed silbsequtectl% (Islda fttr captains aitt
lieuet enca nts hia ve been comb0 in iedtI. Adili ttcially. thle t alles tit)cut t inclutde tdat a ftor genie'ral I officers.
stuide'nt s. pat ie'n ts. air attat-les. tlti(- pcilots a cid niav igatoUrs ancit o ffi'e rs in the pro fe'ssioncal m iiiedical/

dental specialties.

%s shoewni in 'Table ). otf thet t.739) UD)1 authotrized colonel pttsitioncs. ethtl 3.726 were cerree'lI

graed acceording tet jobl cotnte'nt anti re'spotnsibility as e'valueat'ed ltN the OCtG equ~iation. This in'laet
that approxiiatl 21 pervent (It 1 jolis) were (verclassifit'd. it owcv er Tabtle 1) re% t'al, that -528
I I li'enteccact coloe'l poesitioncs. I 8 U) DIn ajoir poesitieons. atit four capttain/li'cte'iaitt lteciincs



Table 8. Iflustratkon of Sample It Population
Pmjeclions Within a Specialty

Computation of Population Weights

(A) (B) (B/A)
N

UDL Sample M&O Population Population (- = %)
n

Crade n N Veight

Col 12 18 '
I.2, 4u20 50

25 1255
Iapt 15 270 6

L(. li) 70

Total 112 o13

Population Weight% (W) Times Sample Distribution (S)
UI C;rades

Lieutenant Captain Major LI. Colonel olonel

(N;R S (W) S (W) S (W) S (W) S (0) Total

( ,I I (5) It t) II

l. (ol 3 (5) 17 (5) 2 ( ) 22
Maj 12 () 21 (5) 2 (5) 35
(apt 5 (7) 30 (o) I (5) 30
Lt 5 (7) 3 () 8

Total 10 .V5 25 20 12 112

Population l)itributions
UDITL Erades

(X;R Lt Capt Major LI Col Col Total

(oI . 141 t.5

l~t (ol 15 85 8 10t8
Maj 72 I(15 0 -18
Capt 35 181) 5 221
It 35 18 53

Total 70 271) 125 100 1.8 113

Jr.t -



lable 9. Projected Total Non-Airerew Force:
UDL vs. (MR Requirements

(L;R

(rode (iapt/Ii Major It 11 (Aonrl Totalb

(UDL Grade

(olonel t 18 528 3.7216 27b
Li Colonel :I1 2.(W') 7.020 i)$ II .91LOW
Major 7.)(8 9.144) 2.)05 31 19.204
Capt/lt 25.128 2.537 139 18 28.122

Total 3:1.701 13.744 10.358 t.73) 02.(9i2

Table 1). Comparison of Grade Requirement for Total Non-Aircrew Force

tollI'OR

|'reseni Grade

M&O
[DL 1 1 ) Dee 75 June 76

Sample
tCrade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

I .1 858 t.730 7.7 .t.274, 6.83 - 1463 t.306. v.,2 t.32'4 t.82
I.( A:,l 1,40(l Io.358 11.55 I I.ts01 17.57 + (142 10.153 15.38 101.332 11.27

Malj 2,7 1:1.7.V1. 21 .95 N.21. 3I.o8 + 5,? I 1. 17 21.07 I 1.127 22.09
Capt/,tt 5.,01 33.76,1 53.93 28.122 44.02 -5631) 31.21lt 6 t 2 3 t.823 :; t.83

Total I I , 12 6.302 0.2.N)2 6..A) It 3." 11

at lId be ilttre app~arop 1 riately graded at the colonl! level vielding a ilel liaIanc.,1 " 3 of llmre' I 1,
iloniel autlhorizations than the requirean,, ents dele'rnmined byv the (; H equalion (Table I0). Thiis.
tihiese. results indicate that ithe Air IFoirce I'1)1, stated requirem ent ls for 'olonelI posiills i.s

apjproxinaelv 10 percent too high. flowever. as of ID)ecerhner 1975 (Table it). there were
approxinalelv t.300 colonels iri the active dtily forte (1' OH). which was 133 less thian called for bt%
ti I I)1. at thai titie but :30 maore than O H requirements.

"The preceding resills suggest that gradl requireranits based on job content and respi onsililiit
levels would accommllatodate nearly all of the oal-hbaard colonels. Additionally, tit. te O H versus ini-
board oiilparis4iis suggest an alleriiatve usage of he I ; t ic lechntolog. C omnaposite scores derived for
plosilitls could i' ti as'| for illoiri' fin.ite diff'reitiation in the assigninent proci'ss at all grade I.ves.
For exani pie. O(,) grade ciomraposite sores cotuld he tsisd Ito identify higler-level h, tt eiltlenat iaiit lo I
|)oSitioniS whica could s,'rve' as training positions for coloi.I setlees.

Hefe ri'i.le' li. Tabl, It0 als.o reveals tlhat (hi OC H r'ci.' iendalion for lieutenanlt coloIel grad e-
isl higlher thai the I Ill, slatein i'n for stach grades. arid miore than balances the colonel redtiction. Tl,
i'an hination if re'quiree.'rnts for colonel and lieulenanl colonels was 15.097 as defined l " )I. and
I.5.27h for )( EH ither of fhe,'se requirema entls woll :tcca innoliodale thi nuamber itf colitonlIs ant
lietilutaa colinels on active dulv as of Ie)'veniber 1)75 or Jnine 1t 7 (0 (I 1,359 and I tl001
respee .liv #4 )

2o
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%S sholn il Table It. the t)(H equation intlicates a requirement for 5.5.0 more majors and
.1.60t) feser cap)taiils/lietteiaits than called for b) the l ).. hie the OG R stated requirements for

Major positions ilia% he torrect ii ter is of the cotlent alld responsiillties associaled with these
positions. it nilaN not he possible for the Air Force to produce this many majors from the stated
c'aplain/l'ieut eanli base. \Ihough separate breakoits are not provided for captains and(t lielitenalit.

tile poli eq iation reflected a requirement for consideralil more captains than lieutenants. whi,.h

%,o11hl be e es ii more lnreasoitable Ito impleinit.

The problem is generated by the fact that tie It )I4 policy board recognized very few non-airerew
positins as being appropriatelyI filled by lieutenants: yet the Air Force is a closed system, and with few
exceptions (e.g.. physicians) does not hire captains directly from the civilian sector. For this reason, it may

be necessary to identify a certain proportion of h(, lower-level (X;1 captain positions and declare them to

be lieutenant posiiotins on the 1)Dl. Similarly. it may be necessary to declare a sniall proportion of the
lower-level (X;R major positions to he captail positiolls oil tie 1t D. Such actions iii no %as suiggest that
the requireients stated by the 19)64 policy board for such positions are incorrect: rather, it is a recognition
of the need to link career progression prograiis with job requirements in order to provide reasonable

promotion points. Since the OCR equation yields a continuous distribution of composite stores refltting

the respoisibility level of positions. there is flexibility in defining cutting ptints for different grade levels.
Consequently. developnent of a conversion table to provide an appropriale distribution of grades at the
lower levels, as specified bv Air Force Management. is recoitmended. The developnent of suich a
conversion talde however would also require a concurrent examination of its impt~act tlt grade

retItireulets in various officer utilization fields.

Projection Results -Six Career Area Groupings

Tables I I to 10 present comparisons of U.1)1, versus OCR grade requiremnents and oi-board strength
figures (December It)75 and June 1970 10R) for six career area or specialty groupings. These groups
correspond approximately with certain career areas outlined in AFR 36-I (I977). The tdata on these tables

peritit tilt comparison of UI)I,. X;R. and on-board grade requiremeints anid detection of certain general
trends or differences which are not observable from the total non-aircrew force distribution. While these

groupings reflect the impact of applying ilt (;R technology at a broader level of occupational groupings.
any observabhle trends shoult bIn considered further with regard to specific specialties or utilization fields
described later in the report. The values in Tables I I to 1( art averaged across AFSCs atid do not reflet
the wide variations that may appear within specialties.

Table I1. Conmmander/l)ireetor Area

AFSCs: 0016, 0026, 0036, 0046, 0056. 0066. 0076. m)86, and 0)96

Preset Crade

MAI)
trill. (, It he 75 jurae 76

Sanple

Gradr Size N % N % Differene N % N %

I3, 1 : 103 2.10) 1 .55 l.t41 1 01 .7t -21 , 14 t.02 1.90 I 1 1.87
1 .40 92 0),,I 32,' ,$P 1 H t .1 30).83 136 ill*;" 28".03: 46 & 3 .301

Maj I t .03 71 2.14 473 .:j - .2, 2 22 Wtt

- - - 2 .14, +2 21 tll 27 A5

Total :01, 3.07'4I t :31.11 3.181

--.



Table 12. Air Operations Area

AFSWs: 14XX, 16XX, 17XX. IHXX. 2OXX, 21XX. and 22XX

IlOH

Prewni (.roe

MaO
I11 OCRX IO,. 7.1 June 76

Sample
(.rode Size N % N % I)iftrr.r(r N % N %

'411 82 2q.] 2.14 332 2. *t 38 24)." l") 3(4) 2 44w

1.t (:ol 51Q 2.58 1827 2.570 19.10 +112 :.1PA) 21.141 :I.I 9 21 '47

Mij 751, 3.5)7 21.51 1.825 3.71.87 , 125 8 1.128 27718 .1.920 21,98
1.223 7.134 53.03 ,.724, 42.54. -1.418 7.257 18.8.4 7. 11 w 489

To tal 2.57.8 13.-153 1:1. 1,53 1.844 I t.7.2"

Table 13. Scientific and igineering Areas

AFSCs: 25XX. 26XX, 27XX, 28XX. 29XX, 3OXX. 5lXX, 55XX. and 57XX

IOR
Pr'ewnt IGrode

MaO
Ul'lf (;R Dev. 75 June. 76

Sample
(rode Size N % N % Diffrrence N N %

G.1 153 1918 5.5 1 927 5.140 + 7. t .14) 772 1 .5')

1.. C.1 .1-I.I 2.S)7 15.I.4 2'71.5 14.74 +2.'B 2.28t, 13.32 2.V1 13 '7

Maj 721 3.837 23.18 5.,R) , 31.l, +2124 7 2T 1. Q11 A.7.21 22.12
4 ups/I/.s 1.535 9.29. 50. 14 .80'8 I .1.4 -2:11h) 104. s.l 4.4.4 0,10 ) 1.') 312

Total 2.8,(O I o.550 I 68.554, l7. 1I.821

Table 1-.. Logistics and Materiel/Comptroller Areas

AFSCs: 31XX. 4OXX, 46XX. 6OXX, 62XX, 63XX, 6.tXX. 65XX. 66XX. 67XX. and 09XX

I 4)I8
I're,,en (red,.

Mat)
U). (OCR1 I)e 71 Ju.., 76

%ample
t;rade Size N % N % Iifferene % %

'A 1141 5415 5.18 5240 1.4. -1.7 1, III C7AI 7.

11 4 ',l 14)8 1.98" 18.22 2.1 , 18. .27 t.'2 , 1.4 11 IA5111 17, 2
Maj 5.11 2.84)7 25.72 3,093 31 84 2.8 21? I 8m.1 2. 1 21 2
4APIi/I.1 4)(17 .5.5.5 3 50.88 1.144, 5 2.93 -1 h,95 7 4, 4 , 12.91 .8.,k

Total I.'4 1014.911 144.'4 1 11.1.42 '1.1,842

28



Trib/'le 1. dministratitoe and Suppori *Arempi

AI'SCs: EI2XX, 05XX. 23XV 70X 73X 7tXX. 75XX. 7Q9.A. 8(iV. 8IA, slid 87xx

MaOO

I~~I- Tl 3.1I ., June "'t,
S~AUIPIV - - -- !_

l.rad.. Size If4 ', liftrrvelve %4 No %

004 -04' .'21o p"2 I7 _H1 V13 IIt, 1.0'1 31-1

123 1.418 1'ItoI If, l I-, .2t. .-.'" I.,7 V 17 _ 2 71

114 31 2 2. :1 w" Ow"' 181 7"14 i.13 211 _11 1 2-121

1,1*1I 1.112 10.36,3 34)34.1 Iju.117 III 2

Table Ito. Medical and PirtiftisituiaI Areas.

.4FS(:: 88X. 89XX, 90XX. 91\X, '92XX, 97XX. and 99XX

"all
t 1111. 13.1 Iev 75 1us 76

S4ample

4-rador Siter 1% 'k N4 % Illifer.-, No N4 A

111 313 C1 t17 2. 1 83 V,1~2 II 1, 3'

113.03 71 7.7 'I) 113 Ito 21 08 U'i ' l '23 I

%1a 1w 1.2 11) 1 1. ( .77) 1 184'1 tw It,4 i, t.~ 4.11 If. V

I p II1 .1)17 -1.4125, 7 V ,ri2 11. -1 14132,1 V11,', 4d 4 .) t41
Tw.at 8 727 1.237'. 812.1.;71.27

Table 17 jpro3'3des a ma133innari 4e 111#- prrenlag' (of change,. It% grade- for the' '3x arid. anid
641ippliet TablesI11 through 1 b. The pe'rc.'ttagr (of (cage %alu I rr demriedII~ Io 1,11 ing Iii

dlifferences Iwetwrri MAO) ( III. and (31.1 rq'tplirelllt'nll b the MMIa I III). t alues' (e.g.. Table 11.

Cnnima nder/Di rertir are'a. 4dne d,034 i fference -2 I I/2083 A Iichril 'ds.aI Ill len. elIi.I % I li
17).

call Ior wril ill Table I7. if I I. rectimmeendatemn ovoe'rt iii.;uI,'i lv'n.d. mie arva~ (%o r
4)pevrat ite43n %.toidd hiat e an iti it e.'se ill cOilte I ;l l ( Ito Inv atriq'. A firre'as fiuir itr#eA. (11401 . iii I I] eui r
I irecto~r. I..al.k aere.~ifniviistraliI I. an~d M edicaI/1'ofe',aimiaI) omile LsOW seede I ill
colie,i t'I 33 iruit3hlimi. S hl~e ill# tooml3eee'/ ireer~ I l ~eee i .. lo ie. I are'l ii ,euie

th(-ilidlwI211O wdi es--aelom vg
32N'. ctlallos 104).Th S ir-iffi 3iginveerinlg a3r'ea %moild ree,'e a . m. all1 (app~rel d,3.ile.1

Ie ure e i % r lare tai ( eiElImarailI. Deimitii P).- IeglI o~i'rruug..

Ornglifgirr Tapls12 1,ard ).hi ie,' tIiir are'a'. Ineaelter*l

rvtlmiirt (lhle-I :I I 'oa.. h'le. Ie.e III)el~a/rI...o

S~ ~.2'4



liablev 1 7. Pervenigtage(f:hange~ by Grades fiorSix Cam er Agra s

(an-r %n-a C a PI/ MajuItr Lt Col C.it i

Pe tr e n of UilL C ha uge a

:haaIa~IIIa ndlr/ ir.elar b. 1). + 131.03 -10.A1I
% ir Operatimis -11).7-14 + 315.27 + 4.5o + 1 2.0)3

Scienih fi and ininvering -25. 78 + 55. to + 10.29 +- 0.98

Compnftroiller -15.03 + 3 1.50 + 1.30 - 7.0
'ldininistratitte and Support -I11. 05 + 33.00 + 1.58 -27.27
"Il edical and P~rofessional 1.55 + 28.70 + 11.10 -31.78

Ve r4 iuli hla iigv (p~o otr too-) i i antu,,rued M S. I I IjrilrIiii
4gqmllrd -Imv~ 11tv.- griade aor,.I .u it- iiioling too %U' Itol-I and omN it((I i,aw for Nis. it I MI

For II.'iiiiam~ coloniel eiaangtes. there %oiiul lie an increase in thei nlumbier of tI 1)1
.authirizalimiio for .ill 'I% areas. Thei 1wrietoage of inc'reasei for Iitenant colonels is 1,articilarIN
no~t icea ll for the1 Comanider/l)iri'itor. S(,ietilifi/A iK ginee-tring. and Nl edical/IrofesiiaI areas.
Njua hr-%%isv. II,- fir-i three areas listed in Table I - %tould haie substanatial in ieases (ixi_. 136. 1 12.

iBasv. ri.~pvvti~ei%. InI Tabmles 11. 12. and 131 for lieutenant colontel). For the last three areas listed.
the actual miier tl cases %iere smaller (ixe.. 27. 26. aiid 81. respecitlelIt. for Tables I L. 15. and 16).
11 linparing oii-boiaril strenlgthi figuires (Itvembi er PC.- piresenit grade) to)4 OC reqiiiremieiuts

realed that Itioto areas I, ir Operation.s and) Ntedical/Professional) had on-board %ahtie larger than
041I.H %alili (Table., 12 and 1(a). For thme four other arias ('Tables 11. H:. I I. and L ). 04; I
reqiaremin tvuiere larger.

I-o ic iage- at time major grade Iciel tihe for-mtae finrae r miajor atithorizatiOiSn 'Aii 441

ii cluili large for all i e of te areas (ix. 4Cimmamir/1)reitor areoa ewiided -alice th6s grade is not

mie-lided in I IIll 36c-I grade spread). "'itmbler- i~se thlese inc-reases uutere partictilarI% 't riking for the
\ir Opecratmi(+ 1,.58) aiml Sciitifi/VAngimot-ring (+2.1 20) arias anld qile subfstantial for thei

I iigi~hj -/Mmeriel. 'Idmiiaetraltvi and MIedivaI/Irofussiial arias (i.e.. 884t. '768. anid 318 for Tabmles
I I. I.-I. anld lit. re-,cec-tiieli ). U~ ith regard (to in-biiartl (llecenmler N 7.5 pre~sent grade) i irsuis (14II

reiiItuiimeit.. for all liii area- (14H %aloe' iuire largir (Table- 12 to 16). N (miir-u isi. the

'- ititiq ii igioverlng andi I ogistics,/Il atriel arva- reflected the largest differo-iie: Oii.. 2.281) andf

\thi14 iomiliinei matainl/ieliiant gradle lIi ci. tihere Aas a decreasi in thle percenitage of I Il
.iihoi/cati, for each of tie fi e- areas. The Sivniiifici/igineering area rifleied the largeidt

ilcr rvcoe. reipresentug a differtini-e of 2.306 r-ase,. Thei kir Opiralialli aim) I ogisiti-/AIateriel arias

Am-, ni cal a -oikmbtnal deirease. re-iresclmtang 1.1(8 and 868 v-ases. reospeci-ti Ih itli regard Ito oii-

ail erooia- 414,It reippirenient. for all fii arias, oti-board stremgth figore- %%err large-r thati 4OCR
ri-ilmarecacelit 'lIII- iifle-re-mii-e u a- particuiaarI, noitic-eable III four (of tile aria' (ic., dmffleniiiee
ranguig from I ..)11 .. _)18 v-ases).

Stowe ccli riioiiri-mvint for It PH 75.--21 u a- too lrojieci estimateso of grade requmreiwlnts tor noil-

.nri-ret, ofi, er iateifiaiii fields. firojel-timp- and ri-mhooors~ns for .- t ili/ation fieldo, (2 -harai-tvr
%I~ ~ arv fire ideal III \ ppeiltl F Iie itallaet. i, 11 S1 .It lalli- I~ 1ipinilii 11 relle.-ied totIde



sariations, betsweeni and within specialties atil permitted de'tectioun of specific uitilizatioin field
dliffe re nces whiiichc were 110 o Ibsers able in ft- preceding series of comp jariso ns (TI'aleis 9) to 17) . The

attables ssere accomi shed bsam itpling 1 70( (over 11.000 jobs) of the (2.02-job popula ion iiof

ilcif-aircrevo positions. Vi'aei table conlsists of ft-e O(H job) sanmples used for project ions. 11Q I S %
MI& 0) 1 1) I popliation valuets. OC H projected grade req utire-m ents. differencets bet ween M & 0 1 DII,
and OCR requiremets. and present on -hoard distributions (Dcemiiber 1 975 and June 14~7t6
I iiformi (P fffice r H evord s Ire ngt h figunres) . Thle pcercenit ages for eachi grade Ic s' I of fte to I a Is for Ille
fovr vomm ins (.NIv 0 I) 1). O1CRi. anil present grade). are also recorded.

lit the interpretation of these projections. particutlar attention should be directed to the( sample
si-zes used as a basis for mttaking OG, estimates oif grade requiremenits. Project ionis of grade
reiquireniets for the total non-aircre% force are yevstable, and the six groccpitgs of career areas also
has,' adequate and( representative job samples. MIan-, of the St f ables of officer utilization fields art-
based (cit adequate A F SC(-bivgrade jot)I samil es to place conitsidlera ble con fi decec in tlit- si a liit% (of

projiected grade estimates. For examiple. iii thce tOXX (Aircraft MIainteciance/kosionics) field. ithe
NI& 0 1 D1. %aluie was 2.981, withI a jocbl samftple cof IcO5 ac ross gra des col onelI tihro ugh ca pt a ini/

lieutenant. Hlowever it somie of tlit, utilization field-by-grade cells. fte ncumber of jobs sampled ma,,
lict has e bcen sufficient to assure representatiscitess aitd stahcilit% (of projected requirements.
Projecticcnis inadle oil in sit ffic ic' t sa Hip

1 in g ioold result iii cit her act iuincdcrstatemeni ct ior oiierst ateme ut

ccf grade recquiremiient~s, h rcx ain Ie. in (010 Dlc )i rec tcr ofl Logist ics. o ii six (i f WOit lie ute nanit colIn gel

jcobs w crc saitledci.

in esoaliatiiig flt-e adequac% (ccr rc'presentativcciess) ccf sample sizes. botht ft(-c actcial uitilizatiuon-
Id -grade vell frequticieics and peic'rcecn tagces (i.e.. samitplec pc'rcc' t cof NI . 0) t 1. sal cii') shtul d bec
coi s1 i'vrccI. with iiri ina r% em tiphtasis give cn toc the actucal I ell freq uencties. A.s al it c c'rall gciide'linge.

proje'cticons frccni cell frcequcencices less titan 8 tco It) casces should bet treated caciticicsli. liccsi'sir. a
inore slvicmiia tic pcrcedui cre was develo pecd. bcase'd oni saminple' cell frequic'iecs al( fit- hi ratico ccf tIt c'sc
saicticles icc NI & 0 t III, valhues (ice.. pe'rccntagies). An itexplainaticon ccf this pcrocecdure' is pro% ilc' ill

%pcpeiidix C. Fach titilizatiici fie'lI -by -gradcv ce'll wcithccut cdesirced sampjle size (accordling tcc this

pr ccc'di rc') has bcee'n iden tii edl with a ii asic'risk. F cirlhc'r. if ft- IG ; tcc'hnioilcig we rc' ccli'rat iccitallN
appjliedc icc ilecrniinc' grade' reqctiri iiicts within a particuilar citilizaticci fic'ld. aii acdecqcate cor i'S i'i

1tt samp1 linigcf jobls in cc'rtaii speccialtie's (e.g.. thicsc' c it smiallcer pccpuclatiocns) is rcc miindedicc.

Thie mocst striking featitre ' it-ic tales it %ppecicicci (: is flic' %iclispreacl sariaticcn in gradec
ri'chiirc'iii'it for 53 of fit- 51- ccfficer uitilizatioin fie'lcds. Cioitiariscn if the NI & 0 t D1. sc'rscs 01; i

'taii't graide req'ireme'nts (see difference ccoluimii) indicaic'c that imcplemnicitation ocf fit-c OG H
tcIicclccg% wictilci pcroceii sigiiificanit chtanige's iii state'd grade rec~iiremieiits hcac'd cii jichi ccntenit antd
re'spcuuiililti fcr all siic'cialtii's. lii siomed instances ther' Aas a genc'ral ciciw ugraciiig cifjoils: in iciier
n-laiiccs. theicre' w .s a genieral uipgraciiig ocf joilc. The'rc' c'-rc' alsco mn% i sarieci aijcistinc'is ior

cccii taticos icf chainge's blc'tec'i tli'si' tIco general tre'incs. Foir infcrmatici rc'gardiing chantge's icr
ccini pariscin. vo ithiin ans' spc'ifiic ciilizatiuci field. the reaclcr shlti e'xamiinc' flt-i lals iii %ppceidi\ C
ss Iich arc' arranigedi iii iini'rical \ FSC. sc'mic'ncc' (t0t0 11c ()c()~\ \). Somite vi'xnplis arc' jirui id

.cic'.'i~ic'itl )ticwis r.ic illcistrati' the iic'rpcrc'atiicn cift ltalcs anti tic poiint ccui that thi'grccss (dr

grcimipc'c) s aliii'' ii 'FalIt I I thcrcccighlit Iw ich %c're' as cracge'c across certaiin AFSG- doi noti

ncc e-airils rec cal flit-' %idel sariataicit whiich mai aippecar -Aithiit grade' cs l for at 1 articidar

pci'c611%s IK-.c'cialls . flit- fioiciiigs fricifite table. iii \pcjenii 1. (%cithi ajcpricriatc cactilis) wiccld
bi iicil %%th rc'gard ic, .it hmil- ir reccitimtinilaiecci taiken b.cc \ir [circe mianiage'mecnt tic make grade

.icica~ttic.it.w hiic cc1liccr citil'iici fiell.

411-



As all example. ini the Unnmnaaderl~ireclor area (Table 11). there was a downgrading of 211 11)1.

colonel authorizations. As showna in Appendix C. Ot;R calls for an increase of 27 colonel authorizations it

the Organization Commander (0026) specialty. For the remaining specialties in the Contmander/lDirector
area, the percentage of UDIL colonel authorization decreases varied front approximately 7% (0060. Air
Comimander. - 15/209 = 7.18%) to 315% (0056. Comptroller. - 37/1 07 = :14.58%).

With regard to Mi& 0 UD)1 verstis OGR difference at tile lieutenant colonel grade lewel
(A ppendix C). there were 35 utilization fielids w here OC H requirements were, greater than 1 1)
authorizations. 1 7 fields with OCR1 requirements less than 1 1)1 authorizations. and( 2 fielIds where
11)1 and OGR requirements were the same. Of thet 17 fields where OC B application would
represent a decrease in UDL)1 auithorizations for lieutenant colonel, the losses were distributed across
litilization fields in) all of the six career categories (i.e.. Ilvo fit-ids in Coin anderADireetor. tw40 in Air
Operations. three in S & E. three in logisticsNIateriel. four in Adin ist rative. and three in MI edical/
Professional). HIowever. w ithini categories w here there were fielids w ithi decreases. thiere were other
fields with increases (e.g.. OtXX \. Supply Mianagement versus OOX X. Logistics Plans. see Table 11
and AXppendix C).

E xamnicat ion of X ppendix C reveals that thelti edical/Professional area hias a n urnher of'

ptrobllemuls which are not detectable in Table I t), Four uitilizationi fields selected as exam ples are judge
A dvocate (8\ ) Chaplain 09'X X ).I I ealIt It Services A dli ministratIor (90X X ).a and Niurse (()7X X

The Judge A dvocate' field (88XX\) OGR requirements exceeded I. )1 auithorizat ions for tilie

inajoer. lietenant colIon el. andi coloitel grade levelIs. For thIiese grade Ilevels. the oil-ho aref strength
figures (both D~eceimber 1475T and J urn. 170 101) were less thanl thet 1IL authorizations
(Appendix C). Eve if the -OCR grade requirem ents for major were reduiced bN' niakinaustils

it) the con v ersioni table i'fable :;) as prev io uslyv described. difficult v w ould still be ruicoun t ered in
fillinig itajor through colonel requirements in the 88\ \ utilization field uinless tilt- reteintion of

juntior officers is inmproved.

The D~ecember 1075 (also June 190) UOR indicated that about Q2% of the Chaplain (80)XX
ut ilIiza ti~on held was graded as l ie-utenant colonels or colonelIs ( Appe ndix C). The 1, DI. cal led for
about 23"o ini thesegrades. and the OCR reduced this value ito approxini aili I In termisof tiC I
reqfuirenments. the Chaplain field is overgraded at thet upiper levels. Ifocew ver, it should he recognized
that there ma *v be grotii s for supporting the p resentl graide structuiire onl bases other than il t- i0(H

de'finitioni of grade.

The Hlealth Servives Administrator (90X \ ) field has a rather uniquic' feature. lThe I I. call, for
aho cit thet samie n iutmher of inajo rs as liteteneanit to oll els. The (H also calls fotr a hooct the samelt
number of niajors end lite'nant coelone'ls (214 vs. 210). and fotr lieutenaiit ctoloniels. this is allotwi
twice the'- number ect-hetard 0l00). This suigge'sts that thle grade structure in this wiilizatiece field
merits itivet'sigamtion of thilearl equcal requirents alt iliese Iwt grade Id e'ls.

For the Niurse (47W fie'ld. tilt' OCHI requ~tiremlents call for a dotwit-grading ccf fie'lc grael imrst
potsitioins 'omnpared lt those authorized b% thet UDL1. Ntitditiotialk. tilt- in-hteiar popuationtite (I OI
is considerabl,. overgraec feere'ithie'rset otf re'ecireile'ns. \s ill otihe'r itilizatioee fields lice c'uer (e.g..

Chapl ain). the're iia t.' tither re'asoits ft r sueppterIin g the wie rse grade sirtivliire cellle se, oiliter thea i

th(it OC dlefiition o ef grade requci remiiencts
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ViIL St NMIAR) IeNit CO%4C H. Skt\S

Tis sI utih hiad luo mal~jor pulrpose's. Thle first objt'clie v uas (lit- dt'% cloptn and iarge--tait.
field-testing ofl a reliablte and s~ stt'matic nillod by %inch 111 is. could de-tcrni ii the atlt1Irop~rialt,

grtd h ~ls(leuenntIt ch l) of llol-aircre%~ officer pIositionll (excludes litt'iie Ita% igattlr'.

ptilsivialls and1t deintists). 'Ill( secontd 4)te(li% e was it) appl~ li lth lt tnlotg~ % it anl offit-i-rjolt saiti of
slifiienlt sizte to estimate tilt' grade requiremen'its for tile- total ilol-aircrt.4 officer force andtt %arlo

officer utilization fields, if tilt- tecilnologp Aas ittiim eented oiperalitlnaliy

The basic tecihnology used in this study has beeni under developmnent and refinement at various

periods for 15 years. and represents Onle of tile most15 'omlprehlensive and carefllyi restearchled job
evaluation svsterns in e'xistenc'e. The large-sc'ale field test and projections for tilt' p'resent effort represe'nt

mlodIificationl and extension of this restearch.

t% altiation tvatll front 122 k ir illrce-m id (It' FTl (9503 qutalifie'd raters) collelt'Iad tvdlolldlt tI% vr

11000 otfficter Jobl de(scriptins ulnder dtetailed ittstrlaclions uiiti gutaratee'td til citvillific antd
techicalll lintegrity of thet (fal. it 1((I addii. ratings we're Obtatlit'd frot lhem ilt e Iamtt onl a aitli of
jolb, (I .72.) It111 it-Ihadl lrtv% iottslN iet et t'Ollatd Nit~ a iIQ I Skl it ofit-N Itoa rd. k %ith .%o
a lial st's %kt'i' cot' t i ed Il it dtlrtlil t het reliabilIit % and alccural% of tihe 'o. FI aplic;lll

ralittgs). anth lilt' staitilitN of tilt- da~ta oil tilt' I I .V0tt jobis for mtakittg proljectionto [ it' total lnon-

airc'r'% fore. tinitetgral iptrl of' tilt' anita~ses A as lilt' dt'tlolpnini (if' all intt'gt'r-%% rghtttd eight -

% arialt polivN e'quationl and at grade' coul~ trsitlt lalt. Aich repirtesentt tlits stt'ttitait me'lth feer

IThe mthod dt'. lop~iedto e0tstabtlisht officter gradte reqtuliremnts is, like' aN ardst o-k. t\ct't. ill-itai

tf 'ttt'asttriug fee't or iitttts. it mettasulres tliv alittottit lf jolt vollttt and rt'speettsihl ' % a ild N% ]ItIt

offiter piiontls. \ts tilt Iv% el (of tonlteul atnd ru'sptousibilit% cihangtes. o0 dovt tilt, app1 rop1 riate' gradl)

le%~ el ftrr a jolt. Basic itlgrt'tiet'ls If' titis %ardstick con~sist (If' teight % ariait' in an) tqltio aII) itli I

t ffit' rs tisi tig a sI aildaiird form that prtlidt-sa listitig of dtti's atd takon'ftttI atltrat/tI~al
ii.ttriiatitit rtegardinlg lit- o'Jsitionl. The dtescriptionls art' then'i t'~altatt'o iI) tilt- oIffiet'r* stt i ee~Ir.

\ t\l. N1IFT jullge's t'~aitiatt' tacil (ffilt'r joh de'scripltion anid ralte it thew dv~ripiont ill it-rlit tf fiv..

jol) fac~tor betnchttmark scale.,. Tlhtese jobt factors. togther iti [lit' their %ariabivts .drt a- foillou,

Joib 11,ators:

2. Coitt m IItiilot Skills
3. Jutdtgmet and Dtecisiott M1akintg

O rganizat itttal Ilofllrllat lonl

(I. l.t'vI l tt (rgatiizalilll ill AX ii Job ()ccltrs

8. Judtr' st- 1ttgitt'tt tf' 'lippopriat' 4, ratit folr Joti.

33



tsing thlt preceding information abiouit a particular positlion inl the eightI -,vari bIv equat ion. a
niu merical store (predicted coinposi te score) t-al ii b coimpuated to p lace a jolt at a it a ppropri ate level1 of job
content and responsibilitN compared to (other Air Force (iffiver jobs. .Atonersion table is then used to
translate tilt composite SCOWe to [tie appropriate grade level. lieutenant through colonel. Essentially, the
OGR equation assignisjobs in the correct order of mnerited grade. and the( conversion table assigns tilt- right
number of jobs to each grade level. based onl job) content and responsibilitN.

it ottailti ig data. t litenc muliark factotrs us~ed It% %I [Is coniisted of l a t-poio II ,ale- (4) liight to
I - Io%). %%iti I acli lo Iin ( dehi d i ii teritis o f atppro priate jot) t itlIe re p rt~enIttiig t hiII e% cI. Tlitese

lworbiniark .tvalvs permit rter, to -nest" their itidgmemits according to tilt- amtounot of thet fattttr-

r-cqtiiret ini 1t1d'% Idual officer jttlt. Thle otrgaizationi lete ii ariables and upe~r% i'tiC- juitgmniit of

atpp~ropriaie gradle art t\tratitl froit tlt, ilictiii itits job) descriptioit. From li f~t- to e.en toIll

bib itier, ptro% idti ibetichiiark fattor ratitig, on eaulh ptosititoi descripttioii tvaltiatttl.

\ nih~ st' n~valtd that N1 [VT raters could \vr' aocoratelk and 4eflicienittl altlI% theilt-(H
tt'tiitttlop~. For a tit nsmtiplt 0I.72.5) ofl officer potsitions. using N1 LIT ratitig in dithetight-%a arialtilt-

itolic. equ~ationi. itiia pttt.ill tot etliate ith conisiderable assuramnce thei restilts %%hicit %otilt be

ttltaiitet it' %I FT, %serc to aptpl\ tilt- O C H It-cluttlogN to all t ir Force( rlttr-airtreti officer fiosiiioti'

(t62.002). Thei saiti jing base (ove-r 11I.000)1 jobls) %%a, sufficient to pros idv projectiorts ftr tlic total

not-airci-vu f'orte anit t aritits tiffiter titilizatiott field,.

Ctotmparisoni otf O( H pirojected grade reqiirtlutot.s %ith currenil\ atuthorized (Nl 0 tP Ill.)

grade Itr ci rte caltt that tltt, total noni-aircre%% force has fe er auitorized field-g~rade otfficer

1 ttt-itiills bhait iitticaitd liN the () O H tetinttlttg. A~ hile restilt, itndicatetd fe~r 04 H co ltntI

rctjoirttiiii- thant I Ill. atiiiitrizatittis. thetre ta ami increase ii tli(e O( H rttquirtentn fotr

tlttrets ttf 10t3 cttltotl anti Increa~se ofl 0i12 lituittiait coltonels). Fuilitr. theit I ). \ ir-is O)4H

iffelrencet %as iart ittlarl\ striking atl the miajotr grade lvel. %itert 444; rtttinindtl at\

.oliatttil tutrta-t iii grailt retiiirtitmis. Cttti~erstlN. at tilt. tttinediii ataiiiiitai gratli

Iv\ t1. 4 4H rtfltttd tt a vtr\ I i rge rtdtluitt-Iiti ii grade rteqtiireimetnts ats tuli ijttl ito I I ) .

aiit 141 ti/a itt l,

4 0 11111 it r- tI Itlt 0ar( I. I D)I. at tt I rtt-(lthi r Ii tnis rvealttd l ht theI vre m vre .Itt coIlol-

it vai tetti fttrtte (Deriti ltr iot.) 1 0410) % hith %is 1.33 less than calletd ftorki the I IIIl lilt

1))iitttItait (44H. llit- results suiggtst that gratde require tsi btasedtil u jolt itonttut antd

I~t oo; II tr-tislit MMrr~oi-ittart (1. 0H) alsti suggest a poussiblet atltliitial iisagvt it titl

It. 1tltttt llloit, oe ek dfrpstin ol e sdfl-impo ddffrnito

-ilti-iw antiV tutuI oft i altltiu .g ;uIr -i-iett thu- titti0(; gtrttaectaiiile scott reud thu i, ii~tut

i., ol.-nlk hightr-le~eI ivulvilat colone pitlsfl.conlvecv

Ilow. (-H il lcilld i Ialw rquivinvii or ore najn, ad l%%v



vco For theI pren std, Ilath quion m-ar ise wdlheither aine riterion hofaIr hi aebe

4estab1 lshed to expres gra .poli as ofi 7. Thcuee ar peverlii reasO w fo rIin th I t ilt %olit Bard'sI

anoIt polict sttemen It I he I iiti O(R proj %ifect (te fthe rgesit andit I lo iaeil )lit% t'Otied eo
ev luio stud ies e Ier acc 11 opib d 1--411 r lit 4-1 f i 1 ( 1iar t r itt'.va4)m t l l pro o i anl i~t 'lt) it I ldslllt(-.

Illember -i raigs were relia, reas11)111loale, d n111 i ifd La outp n ile oe.rl~ettc i as fIly de-oumented.i
and 1 al Iat ori aonalys et involved i thei effortd II ar silI, III av ible (i t for inspeci Silr din gs fur e
Inta policy oar wol apea dv .oll' if icul tor r e oc e i Ita evronmenlt. ls ~t t to rd-i

I I 1.- 1 1i1i it of I w i ne t1 % p' of ofice jItII t ion hatII e beeno-tr d~ a ,. i tro utI it I lif I tIe Ire 1 i rI sl t I I
1eiv tha the 'gad def II iners in the. olequatio deoere- i tlOr-nI#a vaid ftir it o tlys jtt Isac jo eistgra

p qt1reiouslc iti i t oIinali tdy tests wer codtte Ihc eeldtltgrtehdatnv

It aig adi' tha ithe)I'II) sa eactos an we lights 0(lII w r I 1pplicable ti ll (il sI'"d Itl ~I IIIl o jo.II Threor..
th sam equat.1 ion shoul141pde irn itan ne types. of jobs Fnall, i gradrri i -il ei re - i reme nI ts tta
cot IanIt, stana (id.e. t si Iae, quation % and poic beoar d wgdimd ten to revent anl licijtifa -Ie lograd
cree-p-lirime. up ssming ojectvThee aplictin i th heM stle. an hoolp a' In lota 11ltd grade1
requ ittt wo~ld bet assi ociated i-t ac\ua kires inr c o contnenti l nad- reosii -levls. b

IfrForte ares nent dy theiestionim Iat, arits shtefr dt'ttw minitegion boair t should ' ae e
rtalised e ii ts i tt'rms olobconty aso 197(1 earspnsi liilit . esnrs the 1401t thnoog"iorticiiti d i'd ft

sterent iof. Ird loeve ts fr tmnh ci teion ios iati ith ( 'I.75is pha stinthe ateping to nk tain

antiier did y otatm e n t. Thsle nticer OgRrdect raone ofr' the largeso t d' r os ca erporesutin xeild jorti)

befe Ith p',lc Boatrd ij ugest is wre'gacdepted ajlst at ritertoion vr ii ari llt' mnarti endii tht boardi

tItilbei at in ofiere grelae. r'emaone aytnld ikely rahsepesn st projectllst'I doet''n tild'
initial teholy bandwldcerappa ii diffict to reuptrtoderly taery rgtsiina tl s environmefor

thiftsain requaionsolidt ben var ' forat'nwl ypiflos. Fiii Isnlly. tiagt' taill' grd'reqireent ttbto a

consantstadard(i~.. he aint eqatin ad poicvboad) wuldten toprevnt ll % njusifid "rad



operational application should be considered. as in multi-point position classification involving similar
jobs in different locations or organizations. For example, some changes in the procedure used to obtain job
descriptions for officer positions may be necessary.

The difference between OGR and I'1)1. grade requirements was particularly striking at the major
grade level where (MR indicated a substantial increase in requirements. While the OGR stated
requirements for major positions seem defensible in terms of content and responsibility, it may not be
possible for the Air Force to produce this many majors from the stated captain/lieutenant base. Therefore.
it ma% be necessary to identify a certain proportion of the lower-level OGR major positions to be captains
on the 1'DL.. and some lower-level captain positions as 1l)1. lieutenant positions. Such an interpretation
recognizes the need to link career progression with job requirements. Since the OR equation yields a
continuous distribution of comnposite scores reflecting different levels of responsibility for officer
positions, it provides certain fuxibility in defining cutting points for different grade levels. Consequently.
development of a conversion table to provide an appropriate distribution of grades at the lower levels is
recommended, as specified by Air Force management. The development of an adjusted conversion table.
however, would also require a concurrent examination of its impact on various officer utilization fields.

The OGR projections to the non-aircrew force indicated significant changes in grade requirements
for many officer utilization fields. In some fields there would be a general upgrading of jobs and in others
a general downgrading of jobs. The OR technology should be particularly useful with regard to
recommendations or actions by Air Force management to make grade adjustments within utilization
fields. Projections in the present study could be used as *'checks and balances- in the examination of
grade structure adjustments made in various officer utilization fields, based on reasons or justification
other than the OGR definition of grade requirements.

The findings suggested that grade requirements based on job content and responsibility could
accommodate nearly all on-board (UOR) colonels.

Lomparisons of OR versus on-board (UOR) requirements also suggested a possible additional usage
of the technology. (Composite scores derived for positions could be used for improved differentiation (of
positions) in the assignment process for all grade levels. For example. OGR grade composite scores could
be used to identify higher level lieutenant colonel positions which can service as training positions for
colonel selectees.
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APPENDIX A: JOB DESCR IPTION FORM FOR 1976 MET OCR PROJECT

AIR FORCE OFFICER POSITION DESCRIPTION

INSTRUCTIONS

This survey is directed by Hq USAF to identify and describe thc wor' oerf,,r., . . .

The Air Force needs precise information about the dluties, tasks, and re'quirr-)(ents nf ,'"er lt -c!, to m-ain-,ar
the classification structure, to make appropriate grade allocations, 0ii iffine rico''1 ') X0 i.~11

other manpower and personnel actions. Partcipation int)i siIrvS SL;IV#' y1W VOL arn (. , rin ; r,7. Je .
information about your job in Supriuri of imnprovud Air Force manaieOrnowt.

You are reiquested to compllete tht- survey accord inst 1,1 tn(- t, Olio-ln nsvit' Chins

1 . ASSIGNMENT INFORMATION (Page 4) Fill in the required data or check Tte one t0u- in eacrtto io~ inai
applv-S to you.

2. JOB DESCRIPTION IPacics 2 and 3) On thesIL paqu NcrVld'- ',vpokwrit '. n rniv' c*ra.

and comprehensively describes Your job.

a. In the JOB NAMEL OR TITLE block. reccrot d nalne or title wfrici ir. ot-scriitive )oir

b. In the JOB CONTL XT block, locate your job within the organ ii-at ional struj tV

Examples- (1) THIS JOB IS IN THE HEAVY EQUIPMENT BRANCH DIRECTLY UNDER
THE BASE MOTOR POOL COMMANDER, WHO REPORTS TO THE M & S
GROUP COMMANDER.

121 THIS JOB IS IN THE TARGETS SECTION OF THE OPERATIONS
PLANNING BRANCH OF WING HO.

C. In the blocks under DUTIES AND TASKS, list statements that des,-ribc y5~1r ctP. Cctnsicer significant,
work activities such as those involved in commanding. planning, oruafix'0g, Jlreorrn, monitorin,
coordinating, reviewing, inspecting, evaluating, Supervising, and operating. Use as many blocks as you
consider necessary. The statemnents you Provide should clearly define vocir oil .

Example. Duty A. DIRECTING MATERIEL CONTROL FUNCTIONS

TASKS I1l ASSIGN PRIORITIES TO REQUISITIONS

12) COORDINATE REQUIREMENTS FOR MOBILITY DEPLOYMENT

131 MONITOR SUPPLY BUDGET

(41 PROCESS REQUESTS FOR LOCAL MANUFACTURE OF ITEMS
(51 REQUISITION TIME CHANGE ITEMS

First, list all tIe -aicir du ties you perforrm, thenr (o back .ind list, the dpp'.' traItss under '-,if

duty. Describ4 vi j r normal job. umi temprorary variat ions in your Wvri. Which arn not)* -art I, our
regular assigno-ot. Ionore additionail duties unless they constitute a sionificant jiart, -i' c~j' 1o)t.

d. In the JOB P LOU IR ME NTS blocki., enter additriinal statements cc, escrile 315jnsi.i

requirements of y,ir job for the fak lons below,

COMMUNICATION SKILLS ORIGINALITY, INGENUITY, 8& CREATIVENESS MANAGEMENT
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS SPECIAL TRAINING & WORK EXPERIENCE PLANNING
WORKING CONDITIONS JUDGMENT & DECISION MAKING RISK
FORMAL EDUCATION

Examples. (1) WORKING CONDITIONS: JOB REQUIRES APPROXIMATELY
120 DAYS TOY ANNUALLY.

(2) SPECIAL TRAINING & WORK EXPERIENCE JOB REQUIRES A 30-DAY AF
COURSE IN SPECIAL WEAPONS DELIVERY.

e. In ttie JOB SUMNiA APY Block, write a three-ut four-senti ,i n'1" c,.S. f

S-~ .uIp(TL'asor ill revu-1% all fritros. c nt'c A a bonx toI indiCate' 6 IS 11defe''"?t (If th Cn iost appnirr ao c-ai r e1e )r
this job, sign the form, and return tri i'ur Managemnent I igincering ()rganzan in.

*If typing service is not available. informationi should be clearly Printed by hanrl

AFPT FOM80-000-23 1. 1Sep 75



POSITION DESCRIPTION

JOB NAME OR TITLE

JOB CONTEXT

DUTIES AND TASKS

DUTY A:

Tas

DUTY 8:

Tasks

DUTY C:

Tasks

DUTY D:

Tas

Pogo 2 Af IF V CER PollT ION Of SCPT1(N

t24

zxu .



DUTY E

Tas

DUTY F:

Tasks

DUTY G:

Tasks

DUTY H:

Tasks

JOB REOUIREMENTS

306 SUMMARY

Ar OFFICER Po %ITION DESCRIPTION .wg
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JOB DESCR IFI IIN NU MBER TO BE ASSIGNED BY MET

AST NAMf FIIASI NAME II

ORGANIZATION ii 44 ASE OR INSTALLATION.. '

SOCIAL SECURITY A.CCOUNT NUMBER YOUR PRIMARY AFSC MiAJOR AIR
COMMAND

Number M2. 10 119' Suffix Prefix Number SuI AAC 1-1 A
20-1'I2i((23 26)Q

USAFA 81
ULI AUTHORIZED YOUR PRESENT GRADE OF YOUR YOUR DUTY AFSC

GRADE FOR YOURm GRADE IMMEDIATE . - ' ADC c

POITION SUPERVISOR UAFEF

,2, , I I() PrVwi USAF Su i
Col 1 h'oi Clv rA (31) (32 .3-)'-'J AFAFC F

1/C 75 TOTAL MONTHS INAL 'F

L/ 5 LC -~5 Gen~ 7 YOUR DUTY AFSC---------------

~ A M -~ AFSC ''H

Capt ,3 Capt I) hG 5 6RC 1

LITOTAL MONTHS ATC , j

2 1/Lt 42Mg ACTIVE FEDERAL ~ ' A

2/It 1 Cat 3 MILITARY SERVICE

VY/OUSFS -0 2/- aI

W/o [{Jo IL C 2 (40 42) AFE

2/11t Z1 SEX AFREISA N

Lch] one) AFDAA 0 a
M F

LEELOFYOR1 2 (43) H-q ComdL P

LVLOYOR LEVEL OF YOUR HIGHEST LEVEL YOUR MAJOR FIELD MAC 71'-
ORGANIZATION JOB WITHIN OF YOUR OF STUDY

I,.heck one) YOUR ORGANIZATION EDUCATION POCK only one) PACAF .1R
(45) (ChecK ,ne) ("., on 0"e ) (481

DOD, Hq USAF F19 Coman ( W otrlDers(7 Other (Specify) 9 9 SAC 7S
Element ~nd Miitary Science [1j8 TAC 9T

I Directorate, 06ow, 6 Mate' Lir* L8 S S U
NubrdAFOfie (or Equiv) Soia Sciencet D7re [8~~

(or Eqwnvl in-5 SwaPl AFCS 7]Y
Air Divisio6 (or EquivI G;rad Yioi*k
(or Equiv [ 6 Briaee, aahlo-'ege Medical. Lel 6 Other LIZ
Willng lor Equsv) 5~ 1wh Eqiv)w 15~c.or ere si

section -'3 3 Years Coils"g 5' Management

Group lor Equivli Li4 IM Unrim (o I'uv I' 2nie 2o Y4e Collee

Squadre n 3 Ur o qi) 2 2YasCleeArts. Humai~ti [3 SUPERVISOR'S
Io Yearl Colg [' JUDGMENT

DetachmentSceo Gad W Phyica Science [2 APPRORITE

HfthSclbol radGRADE FOR
Non igh 1. 7 E di ca xin I T"Is JOB

(49)

_____ _____Geni [7
COMPLETED BY: Cal []J6

0-1-v Phone Dete L/C [15

EVIEWED BY SUPFM:(ISORCIIFCKON Caps

F,gnat,,re of l',,'erilt SL''~W )AFSC Data Lt ;j 2

n"04 ~AF OFF ICFA POSITION Ols 1; 111f1 w-

147F,0 P 0 17)~ MI 974 5 1~



II'II\I)I\ It FI\ F Jill . ITV lI t'ItolI ImEVIIM %IlK
' C I + S, IN I,()[ IC) F.A l\. 'I11

FACTOR 2: SPECIAL TRAINING AND WORK EXPERIENCE: The extent to which thejo)b requites
knowledges and skills which must be acquired through special training courses or on-the-job expenence
Disregard general courses given by Squadron Officer School, Command and Staff College. or War College

LEVELS

Chief, Contract Pricing Branch, Hq USAF
Chiet, Military Justice Division, Air Div
Space Vehicle Research Officer, Hq AF Special Weapons Center

LEVEL 8

Director, Reconnaissance & Electronic Warfare Operations, Major Air Command
Minuteman Trajectory Engineer, Aerospace Reconnaisance Technical Wg
Chief, Missile/Nuclear Safety Division, Technical Training Center

LEVEL 7

Missile Combat Crew ('ommander, Strategic Missile Sq
Chief, Target Intelligente Branch, Strategic Reconnaissance Wg
Chief. Maintenance Operations Div, Aerospace Test Gp

LEVEL 6

Chief, Consolidated Base Personnel Office. Bomb Wg
Flying Safety Officer, Hq Tactical Fighter Wg
Reconnaissance Aircraft Commander, Strategic Reconnaissance Sq

LEVEL 5

Co-pilot B-52. Bomb Sq
Pilot. Military Airlift Sq
Radar Fvaluation Officer, Hq Major Air Command (Overseas)

LEVEL 4

Chief. Audio-Visual Center, Numbered Air Force
Electronic Warfare Officer B-52. Bonib Sq
Fducation-Training Officer, Major Air Command

LEVEL 3

(ryplo 0perations Officer, Communications Gp (Overseas)
Avionics Officer, Consolidated Aircraft Maintenance Sq
Flight Line Maintenance Officer. Organizational Maintenance Sq

LEVEL 2

Photographic Equipment Maintenance Officer, Avionics Maintenance Sq
Chief, Pay & Travel Branch, Combat Support Gp
Photographic Officer. Technical Reconnaissance Sq

LEVEL 1

Base Housing Officer, ('ombat Support Gp
Special Service Officer, Fighter Gp
Transportation Officer, Instrumentation Sq



FACTOR 5: COMMUNICATION SKILLS: The extent to which the job requires skill in oral and

written communication. Consider the complexity and variety of information communicated as well

as the level of the individuals and agencies involved.

LEVEL9

Director of Information, Hq Major Air Command
Political Military Affairs Officer, Hq USAF
Secretary of the Air Staff, Hq USAF

LEVEL 8

Chief of Logistics Division, Hq Numbered Air Force
Astronautical Engineer, Hq Space & Missile Systems Org
OSI District Commander, Hq District OS1

LEVEL 7

Base Civil Engineer, Air Base Gp
Human Perfomriance Engineer, Electronic Systems Div
Comptroller, Air Base Wg

LEVEL 6

Aviation Physiologist, Inspector General Gp
Chemical Engineer, AF Aero Propulsion Lab
Administrative Officer, Electronics Installation Gp

LEVEL 5

Officer Selection Officer. Det, USAF Recruiting Gp
Deputy Commander, Strategic Missile Sq
Chief, Sensors Section, AF Special Weapons Center

LEVEL 4

Construction Engineer, Civil Engineenng Sq (Overseas)
Squadron Operations Officer, Combat Crew Training Sq
Accounting & Finance Officer, Fighter Gp

LEVEL 3

Commercial Transportation Officer, Materiel Sq
Avionics Ofticer. Aircraft Control & Warning Wg
Missile Maintenance Control Officer. Strategic Missile Sq

LEVEL 2

Fighter Interceptor Pilot, Fighter Intercetor Sq
Strategic Missile Complex Maintenance Officer, Strategic Missile Sq
Electronic Warfare Officer, Tactical Reconnaissance Sq

LEVEL '
Co-pilot. Air Refueling Sq

Navigator. Bomb Sq
Helicopter Pilot. Aerospace Re%cuc & Recovery Sq

I',

V:



FACTOR 7: JUDGMENT AND DECISION MAKING: The importance and independence of judgments

and decisions required by the job. Consider the nature, variety. and possible impact of decisions.
The less well defined the guidance for decisions, the higher should be the rating; while the more
specific and detailed the guidance, the lower should be the rating.

LEVEL 9

Chief, Budget Div, Hq Major Air Command
Staff Legal Officer, Military Affairs, Hq USAF
Creef, Weapon System Testing Div, Space & Missile Systems Org

LEVEL 8

Deputy Commander, Combat Support Gp
Missile Maintenance Inspector, IG, Hq Major Air Command
DCS/Comptroller, Hq Numbered Air Force (Overeas)

LEVEL 7

Logistics Officer, Space & Missile Systems Org
Experimental Flight Test Officer, Hq Aeronautical Systems Division
Chief of Personnel, Combat Support Gp

LEVEL 6

Commander. Organizational Maintenance Sq
Missile Safety Officer, Strategic Missile Wg
Missile Combat Crew Commander (ICBM), Strategic Missile Sq

LEVEL 5

Maintenance Officer, Strategic Missile Wg
Base Operations Officer, Combat Support Gp
Aircraft Commander KC-135, Air Refueling Sq

LEVEL 4

Munitions Maintenance Supervisor, Munitions Maintenance Sq
OIC, Maintenance Analysis Branch, Communications Area
Fighter Interceptor Pilot, Fighter Interceptor Sq

LEVEL 3

Reconnaissance Pilot, Tactical Reconnaissance Sq
Pilot. Transport, Military Airlift Sq
Special Services Officer, Services Sq

LEVEL 2

Traffic Management Officer. Transportation Sq
Fuels Officer, Air Base Gp
Helicopter Pilot. Combat Support Gp

LEVEL 1

Recreation Services Officer, Combat Supporl (p
Pharmacy Officer, USAF Dispensary
Photographic Officer. Reconnaissance Tedhni l W



FACTOR 8: PLANNING: The extent to which planning is required by the job, Consider the scope

and significance olt work for which planning is done. The longer the time span for which planning is

done, the It ge; mc rating should be.

LEVEL 9

Deput, Chief. Plans Division, Hq Major Air Command

Asst I)ircctor of War Plans, Hq Major Air Command
Director, Joint Operations Task Force, NORAD

LEVEL 8

Chief, R & 1) Contraci Div, Air Force Special Weapons Center
Management Engineering Officer, Air Materiel Area
Wing Logistics Officer, Air Refueling Wg

LEVEL 7

Maintenance Control Officer, Bomb Wg
Deputy ('Comminder. Combat Support Gp
Budget Officer. Air Base Gp

LEVEL 6

OpetAr ns i. Ii.J:r, Fighter Interceptor Sq
Hospital Adninistrator, USAF Hospital

Chief. Data Services Division, Combat Support Gp

LEVEL 5

Chief. Career Control Branch, Air Base Gp

Traffic Management Officer, Transportation Sq
lProcuiement Officer, Combat Support Gp

LEVEL 4

Nfissfle Cmnatui Crew Commander, Strategic Missile Sq
Wing Ad:'inistration Officer, Military Airlift Wg
Wcapois Officer, Tactical Fighter Wg

LEVEL 3

I lcct ioni, Wrl are Officer, Bomb Sq

Mc cal Adrriistrative Officer. USAF Dispensary
lh .oria,sance Plot, Tactical Rccon Sq

LEVEL 2

Figli Icr I it'rct'ptor Pilot, Fighter Interceptor Sq
Reyistrai. MCtiCal ('enter

Securitv Polhle Officer. Security Police Sq

LEVEL I

I" .hit NmNi'. Acromedical lvactiation Sq (Overseas)
Weitlh r slt c .iLer, Weather I)et

)pltiniclt Ii .Medical ('enter

I18



FACTOR 9: MANAGEMENT: Thie level of executive, and managerial skills required in the joh.

(onsidcr the complexity, variety, and level of the activities which are directed, organized,
coordinated, controlled, commanded, or evaluated.

LEVEL 9

Director of Budget, Hq Major Air Command
Commander. Combat Support Gp (Overseas)
Wing Commander. Tactical Control Wg (Overseas)

LEVEL 8

Wing Commander, Aerospace Rescue & Recovery Wg
Chief of Operations, Strategic Missile Sq

Deputy Commander. Air Base Gp

LEVEL 7

Maintenance Supervisor, Avionics Maintenance Sq
Squadron Operations Officer, Combat Crew Training Sq

Base Accountin, & Finance Officer, Flying Training Wg

LEVEL 6

Chief. Consolidated Base Personnel Office, Combat Support Gp
Base Procurement Officer, Pilot Training Wg

Helicopter Squadron Operations Officer, Flying Training Sq

LEVEL 5

Traffic Management Officer. Transportation Sq
Base ('ommunicat ions Maintenance Officer, Communications Sq (Overseas)
Missile Combat Crew Commander, Strategic Missile Sq

LEVEL 4

Chicf, Utilities Operations Division, Civil Engineering Sq

Chief, Photo Evaluation Branch, Photographic Sq
Base Fuels Officer, Supply Sq

LEVEL 3

Primary I'do I raining Instructor, Pilot Training Sq
Space Suiveillance Officer. Aerospace Support Sq
Air Traffic (ontioller, Communication Sq

LEVEL 2

Administrative Officer, Air Base Sq
Dat; Scrvi, es Officer, Combat Support Gp
Tactial Fighter Pilot, Tactical Fighter Sq

LEVEL 1

(Clic.d liologist. I JSAl" lIo~pitil
l'sy chi;illic So. a Wo rker, LJSAF Hospital
HiliLcopicr Il'l Singl" Rotor, Air Base Sq

ili



iI1Pk:.I C : PRO~ JECIO NS - 1 I M IIIM( YS FORII 5 t

I ORA
I'r-ntu, Irade

liiR llII.75Jun. 74,

Lt 1 "I7 Ii t. P 4 I q. 1I 1 1 1 141 -] o 38. Vi

%I4 - - 2 1 2" I2 2 ').,

4..p4/.I - - - -3 1.41G
1IIl 281, 286. 281 281

OR
I'rr-.nt IGrade

Mall
t )1)1. (;F II... 75 Jun. 16

.Satnpl.______________

4 rade Size N N % IDiffertn... N %

(.1 5, 1 291 1,2.03 32) 6,7.72 + 27 21) t 62. 11 297 7, ,9.64

l' .,, 104 180* 37.97 117 24.8 -0,3 1 t') 31..,11 171 3 1.3 1
t - - - 3o 7539 +3o, 29 J 11 27 5.12

4(144il.4 - - - - - - 1 .21 3 JAI4

ha. 1 t71 t7 173 WH1

TITLE: IIFCTOII OF OPERATIONS
.XFSC: 0)030

1 OR

MaO
(IlM, 0(; D, 75 June 71,

CacSize N % N N (ifferene.. N % N

G11012 641 8 7.38 555 .7.3!1 *8'4 (13 81.4,1 o413 7.
I 1 .,! 8 93 - 2.1,2 182 21.6,9 +804 37 17.,10 14.8 21 21

1"fl1104 73 7 :1-1 793

%p vm %0 rg rdn d irbe amp, -hat.4at tnm h- rieli-ltmii r-il 1i



TITLE: I)IRETOR OF IOGISTICS
AFSC: V)4

[OR
Present Grade

M&O
UDL (HiR Dec 75 June 76

Sample
(rade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

37 201 72.30 233 01.5t -28 285 71.25 25 9 7w .lI
I. Col Ii f 0)* 27.70 128 35.416 +28 WO 22.50 84t 22.7,
Maj - . . . . 21. 0.HI 23) 6.78
Capt/II . . .... I .25 I .2

Total t3 361 361 IN0 .W,

TITLE: COMPTROLLER
AFSC: 0056

[OR
Present Grade

M&O
UI. OC Dee 75 June 76

Sample
(;rade Size N N % Difference N %t N %

CA 17 107 t5.73 70 29.Ql -37 81 30.1k) 77 3 t1.38
It Gl 17 127 54.27 16. 7.o + 37 87 38.07 (l' II.96
Maj - - - 53 23.5f 51 22.77
Capt/I.t . . . ....- 1.78 2 .89

Tital 31. 23.1 23.1 223 221.

TITLE: AIR COMMANI)ER*
AFSC: 0066

tOR
Present Grade

M&O
1IDI, ()(1R Dec 75 June 7f

Sample
(;rade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

Col 27 2 9)* (15.3 194. 88.58 -1.3 II'' 11.28 2111 ) .37
I.1 (.,I 3 11* 1..-7 25 11.12 4 15 1(

)  8.72 12 S.,3
Mai  - - - - - - - - -
C apt/hJ . . . ...... .-

Total 30 210 211) 218 213

I*S explanation aiachled i, this Ap.itemix (C) regarding desirabli sample i ,harl. Caution in lie nitrp;ritaliion of ri-suits fI,r

these .,lls is advised due o sinample size.

514



TITLE: PLANNING AND PR(X;RAMMIN(; OFFI(:ER
AFSC: M4)70

I OR

Present Grade

M&O
tl)l, O(;R IDee 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N % N % Difference N % N 5

3A 30 Mx) 47.32 27 13.53 -21 275 14.50 27t 12.33
I.t Col 28 333* 52.52 3.1,5 54.412 4 12 24t5 39.61 278 Q1.61
Maj I I .1 12 1.81 + 11 84 13.59 82 12.58
4apt/I.4 - - - I .I + 1. 2.27 111 2.45

.'7la 5 0 634 t.34 018 g)52

TITLE: MISSILE COMMANDER
AFSC: 0086

Present Grade

M&()

UID M;It Dec 75 June 76
Sample

trade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

ICA 1 4" 43.75 1 '93.75 - 13 92.86 l0 88.8"
I.t ColI 1 0.25 I 6.25 - I 7.11 2 11.11
n aj ......... .

I :alt ,v/ l .....

Total 8 10 10 1 18

TFITl,: DIRECT()R OF RESO)U'RCE M .NA(GEMENT*
AFSC: W096

UOil
Present Grade

M&O
UII, O; R Dec 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N % N % Difference N N %

H8O* 07.84 80 67.841 - 52 (4,20 85 42,'46
I.4 CoI 2 38* 32.2) it

)  16.10 -1' 241 32.111 17 3 .81
- -+ - I9 .l4 I' 2 2.17 2 1.1.8
- 7 / 7...- I 1.23 I 71

T al 7 I I 118 8 1 135

*S , ," ianaiin ... ari.'d i. WI.,) re garding dsirail, a..miplo .,iz, ,harl. .auvi,m in hethe int,r rI i,,, ,o f rol ,. o l for

to I , , al ,h, w, e.



TITLE: INTERNATIONAL POLITICO-MIlI'ARY AFFAIRS
AFSC: 02XX

I OR

Presenti Grade

MaO
ILII 0(,R Dec 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

Ckl 3 13" 30.. I 1 18t, -2) 3') 2K.6 8 3' 2..,3

I Gil .*5* 38. 11, 1.4 5.24 l 15 33.0) ,2 33 372

Maj I I 30 25.42 3 7 :113p 38 2-. 91, 23' ..)

Capt/t -3 - -23 1i 10.21 1 7 I..'il

Total 23 118 118 136 I 7

TITIE: )ISASTER PREIPAREI)NESS
AFSC: 05\XX

I OR
IPreeni Grade

MaO
UI)I, O(;R Dec 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N % N % I)ifferene' N N %

(1 - - - I .1 I ... 4 1

[.I (o, 1. 5 .. (l 7 6.31 2 'I 7.7, 1 1

Maj 2 J." 2 1.t.' 15 .5 1 +21 in 15.5. II It.

Caipll.l/ 22 82 73. 87 .58 .2. 2. -2, 8q 71, 72 11I 7182

rotal 33 III I I I I

TI'I'LE: AIR ()I'TRATI(INS ()FFICER I'LOAT
AFSC: I4XX

I'rew,'nl Grad,

MaO

lili. lM;H Der 73 J..w 76
Sample

Grade Size N % N % I)iffer'noe N N %

1$ 3,612 1 fl :13.2 3, 31 11 3 .41

I.i 14, 313 1.."1. 32,38 I.4,2W, 338 t 710 I.l0 31,111, 1.871 3t 1.7

MIaj :17 1.577 3282 II$ 12 (o 071 1.821 33.7-,1 1.717:12107

CapllI.l 272 . 19I8 '81 -51 1.5118 27. 92 1.."88 29 6,6
rTtal:2 $81., 5 $8I.", i 2 7,.3 $

" .ie * ,li ritli arlah.,.d| . . dil € regarding ifira l ,' ll irt-I harf t.a..t t it flit- intrreatio,,n r-.ti f for

h Its II. is advined , hI1 i,. h,, amm,,ie I,,

.'5



TITLE: AIR TRA FFI(: (ONTRL). ( OPER NTIONS
AFS:: 16XX

('OR
Prewent (;rade

MaO)
UD)l. (;R )ec 75 June 76

Sample

Craule Size N % N % Difference % %

G.d I I 10 2.58 21 3.87 +8 II 2.13 1." 213
Lt ('d .1 t.* 7.10 51 8.23 +7 03 ').' ,t? l .0i
Maj 20 ()8 15.81 1(A) 25.81 +62 1 la 17.-K1 I Ito 18.18
4 "+pt/l 4. 1,02 71.32 :383 62. 10 -77 12 71.32 113 to' I.

Total I W 42) 020 o.7 138

TIri,:: WEAPONS IRECTOR/Ct)NTROI.IER

AFSC: 17XX

Preuent Grade

MAO
1iL. OG(R Dee 75 June 76

Sample _

Grade Size N A N % Difference N % N %

(A 8 U." 1.12 27 1.8') 11 1. 1.042 1.- 1,4
I,1 Col I'? 120 8.38 125 8.73 +5 It. 7% 110 8 31
Maj 32 21 17.71 3-17 21.23 +943 281 1 J. 13 262 18.81
Captl/I. 134 I.41.12 72.77 '33 05.15 - I w) 1.057 71. WC5 <'7 71.,7

Total 213 1.312 1.1:32 1.. ') 1.3943

TITLE: MISSILE OPERATIONS
AFSC: 18XX

P)resent rade

MAOl
IDI. OGR De 73 June 76

Sample
Gradc Size N % N % Dlifference N % %

I It, :12 8'9 12 1.3 .20 2'1 71 28 71
It :A, 17 2O' .81 172 1.8) -37 III 2 8' 112 2941
maj 13-0 I t 7.8 791 22.)"t, * 1 7 :172 '4) H. 181 11444
capl/.1 312 2.7141 7-1 - '.- 2.5744 71.4 -114 to .412 -84 1) 11.28 11 . 24

l,,al 72, :1.385 1.8) V.I4 i.84ll

*S,, Xlanaliml alla'hd , thi- %plp.'ik W): rtlirlll ,, rl, amph,+,. m-hArs atmmln i lt -i-lorm~allol of r,'-lf- boo

-h, ' ,11k i 14 1-d duc t,, -ample - ,,

16 .
to



TITLE: SPACE SYSTEMS
AFSC: 20XX

UOR

Present Grade

MAO
|DII. (X;R Der 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

kl7 15" 3.30, 13 2.91 -2 111 3.A1 111 :1.72
|,1 Col It 50 I1.10 47 1o.51 -3 35 7.14 U) 4) .31)
Maj 23 1IK) 22.37 77 17.23 -23 (iX I'i.l9 85 1.77
Captl/l. 51 282 0 3.01 310 b.35 +28 328 0l.01 28t 1)7.21

Total '7 447 t07 .l4,' 13

TITLE: SPECIAL OPERATIONS*
AFSC: 21XX

F OR

Present iCrade

MM)
11DI. 04.! lec 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

(I I 2" ,0t7 - - -2 I 2.78 I .85
I. o(l 3 )* 30.(N) '1 300N )- 8 22 22 8 Al 77
Maj 2 12" IaUNi 111 63 33 7 I I 38.80) 'I 3t(2

I 7' 23.33 2 ,67 .7 13 ?,., I 8 30 7
TIal 7 311 301 3, 21

TITI,F :.AI I IPERATIONS OFFC ER. N.A\l(,.'R OBSER\ER
AFSC: 22\X

I're.ewn 4,rad'

MAO
iDL. 1K;R Dec 75 June 71)

Sample
Grade Size N % N % Ilifference • 4 N

SA 340 1.53 I It I I 2 II I 2 32 II I
1.1 1 ".1 I1. 172 18.58 512 21 33 711 'I-Ol 32 9t 1,03 II tUi
Maj 8'p; 15 11 I .38b1 51.5 103 1. I. 12 1' 1,5 1.317 VC.

1 apill'i l81 1.137 _1.75 572 2251 . ,ll I4 5 8 -,Ill 17711
Is,,l 511.1 2.-1 2.511 2.881 2.882

1!... vI. lanatuo ailarh id i this \ppendix I;) reigarding d,,iral, ,arillh " tir. hal I a.um in til1. onfI.rllr'tai io ll, ulh I,,r

h ... . adVi-d II n izc



TITE: AlIIO-VISUAIL. OPTICAL INSTRIUMENTI'ON.
TELEVISION. MOTION PICTFURE PRIII (li )N

AFS(:: 23XX

('OR

reMent Grade

UII O(It De 75 June 76
Sample

(rade Size N % N % Dlifferinc.. N % N %

Col 0 5.t5 05 1.5:, -I 5. 11 1 '-2
IAi 1.d I Il t5 11.55 I4 17.27 +i Il I I l1 15.1q
Maj I1 22 20110 35 '11.82 + 13 12 10.81 q 8.82
CalIl/l.1 28 Wl. (0.00 -11 1,6.36 I' 77 (,'l.37 73 71.57

Total 52 II) I HI III 102

ITI.E: V'A'PIIFR
AFSC(: 25XX

Pre ent lGrade

MAl

I III. (ll *le 75 Julie 76

IGr.u Size AN N % )ifferenie N ' N %

.,I110 -, 1 78 17 2.1,') -IS St 3 .7,7 ".t .1 83

. .I .I 27 I1 III I 1, 1 1 5. " 151 i 17 I II 27

MI, ill II i 21 83 2 141 I'I21 -Ab6 28.5 18.82 1W 21 7U

l(a.l/I IS7LA 88 1 0.11 2 b7 'II 1.0121 t.7 II "118 111 21o

I'll 211 1. 1771 1.37 tI.-,1 1.141

TITILE: S(:IEN'TIFI(C
%\FSC : 2O XX

I Oi
Prru, I.radr

I11 IIINl.H li,.. 75 Ji.. 71h
Saniple ... ...... ....

(,rod,. Si, N N Differ..nc, N

2 12" 17 o , 6 68 1 8 "8

I ! ,,.I It, 1 12 1I)i) I II 12 87 , 1u 'Ill 1128 Ill, 8 M

Ma) ', o 7.1 21.1.1 -Sll 11 12 211 2 21 71 2t, 22111
:I I4 7.1. t' 171 1 '1, -I1 ,2) I 11 SI i2).; -d811,5

I.ilil 21i 1. 122 1 I 1 181

i, plI~i ~ movllllim aliiwh,41l I., iluo llt ll (I) -r dmg'liR i,-iaI"-iilh i, l~r tl ii n|il nlilllll of r-.lill- lorl

,-t,



TITLE: RESEARCH AND) IEVEIAWNIENT IRIECTOR
AFSC: 27XX

I0OR
lrirewn Grade

MaO
(U.L MR,1 Drv 75 June 740

Sample
4.radr Size N % N % Difference N % N Ill

t ~, 1 24t4 1 04 21,1 10 - 24157 to..) 212 t2.23
0d1: 25 7 :, 3f 221 t41. I I34.f 232 ta)44 234, t1.01

%laj - - - 30, .11) +36, 4, 12,6. .1 141.10)

Tota 8 544)lI1 5 041 .15542

'I' .: I)EVELOPMIENTr EN;INEER
AFSC:- 28XX

(OR
Present Grade

10)1. OCK ee '75 Julie 40
Sample

4.rode Size N % N % Difference N N %

Wo 1.043 IN. 2.047 1 t4 12 1,4 3 '4t
1.(W 3 , I3.047 ('5 It-. t" , IA (' 453 I 3.91 6,-, t 1.32

Maj 1418 1. 1 518 21t. Q2 1)9 14)944l 41.1121 1.0.52 2 2.5:4 1 .44441 21.94
4 Ajo / I 1 W.18 2.83:3: (44411.98 444( 3 V57 -1I.227 2.423 4,2.51) 2.8744 02.834

Fwatl 1128 C.OW4 t14 14) L6704 LM)11i

TITLE: SISTEM I'H0(;RM MA&NAGEMENT
AFSC: 29\X

M&O 
11'r.-cl4 G raide

I D1I. I41 lcev 7 S Julie '76

Sample- _____

4,rade Size % % Iliffi-remee N N%

4A ~ 211 171 t I1.7o4 241 t 13.72 l:o 41 144 44 4.21

I., 4d A - Ill 27.1 14.44 34493 Ill .372 2.5 W841 2(,.01
MIaj i4 -171 2 t 91 6664 t1t.7) 29, VI:A 26.00 t246 271Ill

f AjuSI -,31 T:15,I1 17 1 41.1f, -3:-1 15:413 :4, V44 -I 14,6.l-
15,rjl1"t 814 1.14 W.5. 4

-orr, *.jplanatimir ailacl-i, ike. 11,1 nd, 44 I r gm,,In ,I-u-,,I IaI4 l ar'. hen 4 i,,) Ifill ,,,terpr.4a),,im I l i rd 1

4IcrI i. . d,...c. dur, ill ..s,,j wl e



TITLE: COMMUNICATIONS - ELECTRONIS:
AFSC: 30XX

I OR

Presenl Grade

M&O

UDL (MIt Dec 75 June 7,
Sample

Grade Size N % N % Difference N % N %

Got 25 171. 5.33 15 1.78 -18 135 3.7:3 [:11 3.41

1. 17 1I.l 1.13 .176 1. .50 IS 3115 83 3415 8.81)
Maj 193 836 251.6 1.093 33.51 + 257 820 22.00 856 2 1., 

Capt/.t 243 I.791 54.1M44 1.537 17.12 +251 2.359 65.11 2.115 ,62.21

Total 578 3.202 3.202 ., 3. :1

TITLE: MISSILE MAINTENANCE
AFSC: 31XX

Presenit G rade

Mao
UI)I. OCR lec 75 June 70+

Sample
lCrade Size N % N % Difference N N %

(Al 13 25 4.)1 21 1.13 -1 20 t1. 22 1.30
1.t (4oI 13 7) 15.52 81 151) +2 53 ).o7 5t, 1o+)I.
Maj 23 I I) 2:.38 115 22.5) -I. 1140 241.47 I01 20.51

Cap/I.1 71 286 56. 1 202 57.37 +06 359 65.51 321 (1.26

TVal I I ) ' .48 -o 12

TITLE: AIRCR.AFT MAINTENANCI/AVIONI(S
AFSC: .(XX

IOR
Present Cradle

UDl~l M~R Dec, 75

Sample
4.rate Siue N % N % Difference N %

4 A 1.3 241 t .81 11 ..'4 -II I41, 6.403 %IS4
I1 ,g° I 1. (All 2411 t (6 1 21.02 +5: 5:5 11.17 ,..C.aps.d
llj 1531 78 2,.21t 927 311.117 I ,72 211. 04 ,,mulined
lap/llt 2643 1.311, 1+.78 1.214p 11.41.."2 -187 1.M1.5 5 th.84 AIN,

JIIIJI lJ IS 2."1K 2.08 1 1.2 1M1

"s %e4anali4n allac'..d I., tlis \pp..ndli (C! r.garding d,..,rabi ,amtn l, v.i,,. harl I atlimn in, 11 11'v intlrilalwt M r,-idkh ,r

I.

581

'I



TITILE: AEROSPACtE MUNITIONS
AFSC: VAX

! ORI

P|re.eni Grade

MAO
I1)1. OC'4R [lee 75

Sample
Crade Size N % N % )ifference N %

(kd 6 I 1 1.72 20 2.14 6 13 1.58 %FS(
I.t Col 21 123 15.13 131 1.11 +8 t 11.5, ,ollap,..d
%Iaj 35 l102 23.62 272 33. W) +80 138 Il.81 '.m 1billed
Cap/IA 69 484 ,5.53 3.0 o7.97 .'14 5 6 (0.16 %ith 14\

"|'oal 131 883 813 821

TITE: ( )MP'TER SYSTEMS TE(CHNOILOGY
AFSC: 51XX

I(OR

Present ll;rade

M&O
UDI, )CR Dev 73 June 76

Sample
(.rade Size N % N % Difference N %, N 

( 1 1I 3.31 32 I. t-)  -39 t 2.2 2 5. 2. 2
I 4AA 32 2'30 11.73 303 11.1 t 73 N92 K.m) 20) 73
aj (R) to 1 22.9 1,11 30.w0.1 + 153 .1)1 18.-8 129 Iq19%

(apt/I.i 211 1.351 63.0. 1.104 5.4.32 -187 1 -1T 70.30 l. . 777
Total 312 2. 1.13 2. 13 2.158 2.1 17

TITLE: CIVIl. EN(;INEERIN(;
AFSC: 55XX

I OR1
Preent 11rade

M&O

lD)l. (M;R I.. 75 June 76
Sample

(rade Size N % N % lDiffervi"ae N % N I

All21 1311 -.11 I.-2 7.83 11, 101 7,"12 Jll .2
U (I .,4 283 11.7 2:18 12.2, -V, 240 115 'A 273 1 t21
Maj 6) lA8 1.77 ' I1 28.01 4141 38181 1'33 3cA1 I 13

.apt/I.1 18 1.137 58.5, 1.418 714l1 -12'9 1.22A t0. 1.111 62 II0

"l'tal 31, 1.012 I .1112 1.971 I '121

, e.,llanalim.n attached Io lhi,, lppendi (I regardil €,.iragl, l,' dew b.I.I'ar 4 lo. n I he Ilr()elallo , l r,.. ,, r

l.'.. '.II. i adi ed do. 6, .a wepl' -i,

• -; ,;, ~~~......... .... .... .... . .... ,:.., ',., °, : 
.
..



TITLE: C A-\RvF x aJv !!i n
.,\Fs(: 57XX

Ml O

I M.l OCR 1)e, 7S Julie 761
Sample

Cradle Size N % N % Diffe)rene % N %

1.I 3 .' wI 2 21- . A t 1.," 1 K819
It 4 l 3 ICo 23. P, It, 197. -3 II 1 .ol1 I1 21, It
MIaj 34.23 :40.86, C, 1,3,2 ) 2'. 27 .. " 122 M89
1 lt/II 9 2 4131 28 3L..7 - t 't6 3'22 8 177.

2, 81 81 89 V

TITL.E:. TRA NSPORTAll' TlION

O(R

er,,esil 4rad.,

(I f. tl.1 Ih,. 75 Jun, 76.
Sample

Grade Size N N % Difff-rere N A, N

C'.d 13 1.1 .t :;AI '. i III I 1 32 3' H8

I I Col 2e' 171 18..-3 1h2 17.2, -12 I. I l.341 113 2 f'..
NIaj .8 208 22.1., 22. 2 V 17 IQ 22., 21 7t 41 If 1 12
( 1apt/h l It -1 320 ,333,8 6 . 1340 I,4.87 1 I 8 .

TITI.E: SI'PPI.Y/F'OOI SEIIVIC E
\lSC: o2\\

)ere.,44, n .lradl. *'

MAO+

11] 4I 1 liec 75 June 74,
Sample'

, rad," %, +. '4 N 4, l)i ffer,,n,', N . N 4,

II 4' l 8 2 12 -1 4. o7 11 2 87
48,l 1 I IIN, If. 1.1, .I7 .-'t IWO3' lo .1

\lmaI -, 4.4 I4 24' l 411141 ' 1. 7' 24 'Io 2l 2216
II '.2 4411. 3.4 I'' 81 -2..' 4 1. ." lo 44 m .m ... , 1 4 4III

*h, . j. ,,,II. 4. .l . t ,. h,,, -. , 49h,, p44  ,, 4 ,4.rlIL.- 11.....I... hn *,,,,iii iIr'.I.,,,0 T,~'4

4,44
[I



rI'LE: Ft EIS MAtN AGIMFNI'*
AFSC: 03XX

I ()R

M&O
1')1L OCER De.v 75 June 70

Sample

(;rade Size N % N % Dlifferene N $1 %

(A. 2 t* 2.ll 1 2.19 - 1.70 1.7,
l1..I J 20* 12.9 "2 13.6l + I F, 8.52 17 111.00

Maj 8 3)
*  

25.32 2t 1. '.58 -, 32 18.18 30 1IS7.(,

Capl/1 2) I ()1 5 .O0 1015 ,8.18 1 1 12t) 7l.5') 1241 Tu5'l

31,olal : 154 St 171 I II

TITLE; SUPPLY MANAGEMENT
AFSC: (4XX

k OR
|)resign C radle

M&O

I)!L (CR Der 75 Ju ra 7"
Sample

(;rade Size N % N Iifference N % 1

(A ~ 18 t 1,30! t7 4. 1 h -17 _13 3. Wt _1 .ijlo

l.i I.,1 63 267 17.16 22.; 5.1 I -2 121) 8. W' 13') 112

m aj) 112 27.1,7 30'7 2,.6 - 1.5 381 1531 380 25 7,
IApl/I 13t 711. Sill 8211 -,5.07 71 (.52 .2.63 '113 6118

Total 28t 1.18) 1.W? 1.5211 1.17)

TITIE: PRO R( 1 R ME NT NI A N %(;EM E NIT
xFMS: hS\x\

Pr,4It ICrae

MAlE
1)111, ()f;R Devc 75 Jim., 7b

Sampl-
.radcll Size N D • % l iffereine. N '. N - .

lzI 21 1211 8.31. 12 -1 71 .- 11 -, 8:1 (1 h 1l0
1.1l (:, U., 282 111,t 211 21) 26 01 21 1 I IINI 212 1171

Mai IR :1M, 231 1 W , 3.15 .' .12 Q1 22.2-11 1It, 22 --

I 103 698t W I 1 31 ,1 -2I H - ;iT 87, _,6 2

1"'fl 23 1. o 1 I.M 1. -0 1 V0

XpiI.Ill l,, ,r t h . % lr lt e a d og4 ia l- m l- u a lI m Il... .I , I ,I



TITIE: I(ISTI(CS PLANS AND RG'(i(RAMS
AFS(C: 6XX

I O)R

Present (,rade

M&O

I1). ()4R l.,, 75 June 76
Sample

Grade Size N N % Diifference N N %

15.1 8 38* t.02 38 1.92 - 2 371 2'5 3. 1 t

1.1 310 182 23.58 213 21310 1 21 131 I 7.21 136 I

%I aj 5 2.57 33.29 382 it. 18 125 215 31.29 213 33.1
CailI.f 3o, 2)5 A8.21 I Il i'l,31 -I I :71 17.77 372 1,.73

Tal 130 2 - 783 706

Il1E: FINAiN:II .

AFSC:: (,7xx

I OR

Present Grade

M&O
ll)l. IX, )De 75 Junt 76

Sample

C;rade Size N % N % I)iffre.we N % N %

CodI I 31 2.Q1M 31, 2.71 -2 22 177 2, 1.4. 1

I.t CA1 26 151 12.11t 167 13.15 + 13 123 ')l 12. 10,25

NIaj 1,5 2o21 2.- .58t 17.12 258 223 17 Q7 2,1 211.8 t

Caplt/I 85 721) 58.V t5 7 36,81 -291 873 7,:;- , 211 2 0,-

Ti"la.l 185 1.212 1.212 1.211 1.211

TITIlE: MAN.%(;EMEN' ANALYSIS
•FS'c: WX\

I OR

~Crade
Mill

iSample --

Grade Size N N.. N , I)iffrn,.i, N N %

Co 3,l 3 ..035 -- -7 2 017 3' 1 1

1.i G'd 7 23- 14, 15 1.', 12 21 8.71 17 88;1
Maj 21) 73 31.(A) 81 853 ,' Ili It I 11 .1.; 18.23

lCapt/I.I I 128 5511 IliI 11,32 -21 160 711,12 H.11 Io')7
"
l

rf ai tl 231 2311 211 I 12

, I I., I
~f ~Iu~aluu lt.~u I ~n ~s~ul~Il .- aulg I~ldIl -~,uI,. ,,.. I~lI i Il i~lr~f~di.oil,. r



TIT.E EX(3 I\ SII~qiIT/liISTIATVEM.\N..(;EMFNT

.,\SC : 70IX\

I OR
lPre..,nt 4;radc

MAO
I D)L O R Dre 75 Junje 76

;radt, Size N % N % Difference N % N

Col 11 85* . 31 2.111 -34 71 2.7 7H 2,.'

h .i l o. 2'1) I 1.7 282 1 .44) -12 296 i 1.112 299' 11311

'Ilaj 83 11.1) 17.4.4. .04 21.21 *9 177 12.77 3410 1,27

3a4il .1 302 1.71 I 67.13 I .669' 65.66 -1.5 1.838 8. 1.5 1.759 6, 1-8
l'olal .l 2. 312 2..12 2.(,8S 2.,41t

TlTIl: PERSONNEI.. SPECIAl. SERVICES. SOCIAl, ACTIONS
AFS(C: 73Xx

Pre.ent Gradle

MAO)

tIll. Of; R lD.. 75 June 76

I Crache Size N N % I)ifference N N %

!444l l 37")7 2. t, 30 1.2) -27 iI 477 12 1.72
I8t l8 8 4. 1. 38 .o5 3304 1.23 -50, 282 11.38 281) 11.13

14, 37 21.73 i' 09 3.57 + 3:15 578 23.32 5,83 23.81
1./I i 212 1.3442 .(. 1. i.250 513.0 3 -52 1.57 3.:4 1._, W 62.4)4

112 2.3 19 2.314 2.170 2.11.;

TITILE: MA.NPOWIER MA.NAGIEMENT

\FSC: Tt\\

I OR
& IIR

|Prewnt'i C rade'

IDil. OCRl IDec 7.1 hilnie 74,
S4amleh

Critel Sife N iN )ifference, N % N

4 ,I 114 [. 3 .t7 .'41 ,.;30 2 :14 5.21 31 1-)4

If (.,,I 27, I II 23.8 1 t,2 20.87 Ill i14 4.1 4 411 1187

1l31 22 112 2.,.21 2 17 - 4.2.' I I -1., 1:44 23.78 1:33 23."31

t.4/I.I 42 271 11'41 l106 17.38 -I'H3 :12, 76 40 P) 1 ",, I1

I ,till 4,1 4,03:W 134:4 172

i~ll't.tillhlilnallalhIted 1h1 116, \ilpprlmh\ (0 1 ri.p rifii I'ir ahh olf l- llis- .mpl l m- hartl. I .aullwn litlit Ih, , t-roml iln ofl rl.-ill. folr

Il

-- ,..



''ITLE.: EI)1C ADIO I 'THININ(;
AFS(: 75XX

I ()R1

Pre,it G.rade

11)1 )(;R Iev 75 Jun,. 76
Sample

4 rade .ize N DN % Difference N N ',

I 5 8I 12.-5o ) 141.78 -II 4.8 113 4,, 4981

4.4 (:,I 38 181 28.28 166h 2i.'Q I -. 170 26.68 181 28.17
Wj 35 IQ)1 34.31 239 37.34 + . 211 3 1 'h. 2), 2
Ca:jt/I,4 32 18.5 28.91 114. 25.41) -I1' 213 31.71 2244 42 71)

Il120 6 2 44) 1 t.7 I 1,7

TITLE: 1INFO)RM.ATIO N

AFS(:: 7XX"

I (ra

I'r,,.ni 4radc

M&O
U'1)1. ();FR Ie. 75 Jun. 76

Sample

C rade Siz- N % N % Difference N I N %

Co 1) 17" 8.3o 20 ! ,.,03 -21 31 .'.7 , 32 5.51
l.1 C.I 1; 107 11).()1 123 21.89 4 If 75 12.71 77 13.21
NJlaj 2 t 1478 31.()7 181)  

33.013 11 1 , 21..58 17 2.:13
4a .1i. 32 234 W4.43 221 30 .84, -4, 33o . I I5 12.% 5..11

8o4al 8 .2 .,2 .5% 7,81

TITILE: INTELIIGENCE

AFSC: 8(XX

I ORl

Presentn Itde

JIMI. )4.1 Dec 75 J unm. 7I,
sannlph.

I rah. Size. N % N % I)iffe.rene N N %

lI 23 1.5.5 4..541 4.1:3 -. 9 -22 14 .. 1.-, 1. . f,.;
I. I .I 44, 330 44.241 :144,, 1.38 4 27 214) 44.81 _")I) 11.82

aj 8.) .1 1 21.,4) 788 3.1.1 4 271 .I.1 24 4, 1.4 2287

4 ...p9/I 437 .. 72 .7.%.s .0-3 41-
) 
2 -279 1..%111 1.111 1. .I .5-4t

'lw7 2-4,8 4 2.184 ... .% 2 1.

i[h



ITL'IE: SE(:TRITY POI,E

AFSC: 81XX

I OR
Pre.ent Grade

M&O
DIi0. (;It Der 75 June 76

Sample
lrade Size N I N % I)jffer,nre N I N %

(1 :32 3.A, 25 2.63 -7 27 2.7o 28 2.89

l.l (1 27 130 13.o7 15, 10.1-0 +26 7. 7..7 78 8 .A)4
Mlaj 28 17o 18.51 195 211.50 1 P9 109 17.28 177 18.2)

t apt/It 89 63 (1 .-1. 575 .(0.6 -W38 707 72.2') 085 70.711
155 451 ()51 978 6(08

TITLE: BAND
AFS:: 87XX

UOR

Present4 Grade

M&()

1I)I. ()(;R Ic. 75 June- 70.
Sample

Grade Size N N % Iifferenc, N I N %

ol- - - I 2.91 t 1 I 2.9 t I 3.4 I
I. 4. 1 I 1. 11.76 I 2.9 1 -3 3 8.82 3 9.38
%laj 3 9* 26. 17 19 55.88 I1 8 23.53 8 25.1 lH

Cap5/I 1 18 21 01.76 13 38.21- -8 22 1, .7 1 2) 62.5A
hl 22 3 :1 1 3 1 32

"rTILE: JVD1 (;E AD\I VOCA:.TE

I.'S:: 88\N

I're.,nit ;ra .

II)1. (44.11 Der 75 june 7,
Samphle

G rade Size N 5 N I lit'f.r.,, N % N %

111 18 liII 1 '42 127. 1097 *11 811 T 113 I8; 7 1(.

I I (2, l 2 8 -01 A 28d11 7 .[7 ll I I.11 111 IA 2-
\laj 51 272 231 P) W4.11 11 II I 4 1T7 I 1141 IIl 12 21

til.lp/l l 52; IS 1 21 H 21112 -29 1 87 7 7o o" 774. , Cp
)

T ,1 221 1. I.1 1. .8 52 1. I

.S.... 'I.X1.1llall l anllo,'hI d 1,, thi- \pp,'mh 0 1 r , ihng d,,oraldl, ,ampl,../' ,harl a tooumlil I h,. Ow ntleflirn-hilimi ,I1 r- ,'- ,,

II- III IIt II ad , I1.11I I I



TITLE: CHAPLAIN
AFSC: 89XX

Pre.t e C rade

M&O
I)I. (0; R Dec 75 June 76

Sample
Grade Size N N % I)iffe-rence N I N %

(A 21 80 10).01 iI t.77 -,C5 121) I 1.4. 124. 11.82

Lt CA1 29 115 J3.30i I4I I 1.7t. -II 23,4 26.0)2 228 21.82

Maj 34) 158 18.39 297 31.58 + 134) 253 28.78 238 28A.XI
'apt/I.4 85 51A) 58.21 120 18.8) -80 20.3 294.42 258 311.3.5

'roa 171 8594 85) 879 850

TITLE: HEALTH SERVICES AI)MINISTRATOR
AFSC: 90XX

(iOR
Preweiln Grade

M&O

11)1, OG;R Dec 75 Julle 76
Sample

(rade Size N N % Difference N % N %

(A.l 18 7'4 7.72 35 3.12 -41 1.37 5I 1.12

1.1 1 Al 38 2447 20.23 210 211.53 +3 1046 1). 52 1441 14).23

Maj 34 2405 20).1 211 20.942 +9 185 18.31. 44?1 18.04I

Capl/l t 88 532 52. H) 51 5.5. I1 +32 673 4'.4.77 4,78 6h4.67

Total 171 1.023 1.4)2:3 I.o)8 1.0417

TITE: BI()MEl)ICAL, SCIEN(ES
A FSC: )1IXX

I ORI
Presen! Grade

MAO)

I DI. )f; I 75 JRDer'5 70
Sample

Grade Size N % N % Iifferenc. N N

(13 4 I:" I.9l I1 1.61 -2 17 23i1 I4 2468

-., :nl I4 52* 7.6.2 704 11,21 4 18 78 I (.:4 83 11.7 1

Maj 22 115 10.86 11 t 21.11 3 1 II 13 74 47 1..8

(ap/l.l 88 502 73.,1 t5. 6,4,72 -17 5: :I 7.l 44 51 71 .93
"Tw0al 124) 682 '182 725

.- Npalalon atlabed . hi, %plmndi (C) regarding ,l..irabit,, ais. -I,,' c'harl. 4 .ia'i,,, ill Il. ,lt r -rfatlmt ,,t, o. r-dIl tr

the.. ll, is advisd di' . , I" .amul .iz,'.

10

....................... A+. .



TITLE.I,: DIETICIAN. ()(tAI)ATIRPS.PHYSICAL, THEIRAPIST.
PHIARMACIST, OPTO)METRIST. BIO MEICI(AL SPEC I..IJST

At'SC: 92XX

I 'OR

|'reseit Crade

MAO

114(, OCR Dec 75 Jue 76
Sample

Grade Size. N % N % Difference N ' N %

42, - - -.. . ... 8 I.412 8 i.';

I.c C:, 4 -12* 2.10 8 I.44 -t 3U 6.37 31) 7.62

maj 13 5 8.'
)  

5c 10W.07 + I 0 4,2 I(97 6,1 I 1.9

4cpl/L. .i 8 too 89.75 t92 88. ) -7 459 81.2 14 78t tl

Towal 107 s..(. 55 545 512

TITL1E: NURSE
AFSC: Q7XX

Present Crade

(I)L O(l; R Dec 75 Jurce 76,
Sample

(rad Size N % Iifference N % N %

C 5, 1 25* 0.68 4, 1. 10- I? .3 I 12 t 1.23

I. I ,4 33 41 2. t) 1,41 1.0t -31 269' 7.02 258 6(41
Maj 82 333 41 I I 3v43 8.2'' .344 158 1 7.1 7 583 15.,
C1 ,1/hi. 5t5 3.2048 87.72 3.288 '4.') +81i 2.86,3 7t.,' 2.8 H') 76.2,

Tal 106' 0 ,7 .47 3.8334 3.73,

TITI.E: VETERINARYI

I OR

l~cmn Cra)
MAO

ID1. (.it Der 75 Juic 76

Samcple
Grade siz,. N oc. N % Iifference. N N It,

C1' 2V 7.1 II 44tp -I1 23 7 51 2, 8 78

1.I C'd I I l p? H 25 bb1. 21 8- ;2, 6,3 204466 5') Q? 943

Maj II 8V 27.81 74 23 ,17 -II 15 H I13 -54 171
;apl/l.h 22 4 "1 t 1I7,4 I to) ':t4 *., tII4 7 7 158 3A8

5.4al 53 302 31442 [ 244,

*S.,. %1,4anal;cc a, leIc 1", Icc. %;pp,.ric (4 regaerditicc d-mol,11 e jmpl ed,4 I r .,, I h.w, I aic),,) m 4, i~ t';Icc ,,f ri-,ilt, fir
i 

I
• l -a i1 1 llt"l -llld . il

h l, ., i. ;cIh,.,,I cdil, 4, h4

;................ . ., .--.,.)-..'.S



DFIRABLE SAMPLE SIZE CltART

\'cr Small Small M.'dium I.r .

A It It

IF" M&O VI)l N= N N N -
Population (N) IS I -Itt 11-25 20{-38 39-59't 5 - 7I-. 71 Lill

Amore

lesirable n = I t 13,

"tIFN Sanple for or

Size (11) Is N = I n It) i Il ii II ii 12 III,

H1,:M ITINI; IN \

'EtR NT . MI' I.t ill" I15)% MI'T, t%.. 38%- 26% 21811 - 22 . 2... - 17 1W.- II

Overall. the sample percent of the entire studN across all grade , and utilization field was 17.88 percent.

based on a I I .12jol sampe of (hI i !I2.ht2 FlOt-ail rcre M&O() V)1 pul lation. Tll nlire I rail iomated IIie

tables become., the less likely will it II. that partiullar sample will reiresent I 7erl tplrcento pflit-. po aulalion.

For large samples such as utilization field 51XX. (:oiIl)tell-r SysIsteis 'relilnlog . a sal]l le of"2 1 Captains.

and Lieutenants should be represlntative eveni if 21 I jobs do oI t 1 conslituteh I 7 pe rlnt of tle- 1351 MM& I

UI)L jobs. On the other hand. for utilization field 21XX. Special Operations,. tl, grade of Colonel. a

sample of one constitutes .50 percent of the two jobs in tie 1L f)l l[ woul no oti hits goo<1d for a lortjf't ion

base as if both lDI. M&O jobs had becin used.

If a sample is less than that indicated byfit- desirable sanhple size chart. anl asterisk (*) appears afltr Ilia

grade by utilization field ('ell. If most cells within a utilization field have been id'n h ified its eak li

porjetion. the entire table has been sio marke(] in the title of that utilization field.

For example: the utilization field (M1)60. Air GoInlinarider. has It M & ) I '1)1+. IC .olonel liiefd - ihenti iI#

desired snampIle size would b(e It). inte sanilih, for every pop ulation job. "l'hl' ainple fonlain on
1

Nh Ihret' I t

Glonel' jobs. rather than It0. and ite listinrig is suhseq uen tlv llark(-(] with atn (*) asIhrisk.

(li
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LABORATORY (AFSC)

BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE. TEXAS 78235

flY TO % h#
£IIUO: TSR16 JAN 1981

emc Removal of Export Control Statement

TO- Defense Technical Information Center
Attn: DTIC/DDA (Mrs Crumbacker)
Cameron Station
Alexandria VA 22314

1. Please remove the Export Control Statement which erroneously appears on
the Notice Page of the reports listed This statement is
intended for application to Statement B reports only.

2. Please direct any auestions to AFHRL/TSR, AUTOVON 240-3877.

FOR THE COMMANDER

WENDELL L. ANDERSON, Lt Col, USAF I Atch
Chief, Technical Services Division List of Reports

Cy to: AFHRL/TSE

- A.


