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expressed in the document are those of the author(s) and do
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The creation of Engineering and Services was
designed to provide improved customer services and live-
ability to Air Force (AF) bases. This move is also indic-
ative of the AF desire to better interface with the com-
prehensive planning of local communities (9:2}. In the

August, 1976, issue of Air Force Engineering and Services

Quarterly, Major General Robert C. Thompson, then-Director
of Engineering and Services, célled on Engineering and
Services management to devote more of their attention to
the quality of their product with respect to liveability,
aesthetics, and functionality (15:1}).

Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu stated:

In order to promcote the general welfare, there

is an urgent need in our transitional society to

define the general welfare and to identify the fac-

tors that determine and influence our general wel-
fare [17:2].

According to Headquarters Air Force/LEEX, Direc-
l . torate of Engineering and Services, if Engineering and
Services managers are to design efficient and effective
programs to improve the quality of life (QOL) for AF

people, they must have a reliable tocl to measure the

perceived QOL (8).
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Currently, Engineering and Services has no such
tool (11:2). However, a measurement instrument developed
by Judkins and Webb (11) has been applied on a limited
basis with successful results. This measurement instru-
ment, a survey questionnaire, was developed to obtain
perceived QOL information and was designed after Dr. Liu's
model. Thus, there is a need to further assess the valid-
ity of the Judkins-Webb instrument as a tool for mea-

suring the perceived quality of life.

Definition of Terms

Quality of Life. Each person has his or her own

ideas about what makes up QOL. Because of the wide vari-
ety of factors that may make up QOL, it is difficult to
define the term to everyone's satisfaction. Hornback and
Shaw see it as:

. a function of the objective conditions
appropriate to a selected population and the subjec-
tive attitude toward those conditions held by persons
in that population [17:11].

Dalkey and Rourke have defined QOL as:

. . . a person's sense of well-being, his satis-
faction or dissatisfaction with life, or happiness or
unhappiness [17:11}.

Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu has defined QOL as:

. the output of a certain product function of
two different but often interdependent input cate-
gories--physical inputs which are objectively mea-
sured and transferable, and the psychological inputs
which are subjectively, ordinally differentiable but
usually not interpersonally comparable [17:12].

2




Within this thesis, QOL is defined as:

. « . a function of the objective conditions
appropriate to a selected population and the subjec-
tive attitude toward those conditions held by persons
in that population [11:3}.

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. A Standard

Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) is an economic entity
performing a variety of economic functions (production,
distribution and consumption), and has a central city of
at least 50,000 population. It normally contains several
neighboring counties of related social, economic, political,
and environmental characteristies (17:52).

Geographically, the size of a metropolitan area

is approximately transversable inmuch less than a
day, i.e., a so-called commuting distance [17:52].

Research Objectives

The research objectives of this thesis were to:

1. Refine an existing instrument to measure the
perceived QOL of AF military personnel.

2. Measure the perceived QOL of AF personnel
who work at five bases which are located within or adja-
cent to SMSAs.

3. Compare the measured perceived QOL:

a. Between the bases under study.
b. With the QOL calculated bv Dr. Ben-Chieh

Liu's model for each SMSA under study.

3




¢. With data obtained in the Air Force Base

Inspection Questionnaire Program.

Research Questions

The research guestions were:

1. What comparisons can be made between the
sample's perceived QOL and the QOL calculated by Dr.
Ben-Chieh Liu's model for each SMSA under study?

2, What comparisons can be made between the

perceived QOL of each base under study?
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This review transitions from the fields of
urban studies intermingled with sociolegy to those studies

conducted by AF members most directly dealing with AF QOL.

Urban Studies

It is within the area of urban studies that the
economic and social characteristics of metropolitan areas
are questioned. Persons prominent in urban studies may
employ different terminology in discussions of perceptions
of QOL, but the concept of the necessity for planning
being related to human needs is a constant.

The first guestion of common importance is, in
effect, how can planning provide for enough mixture among
uses of facilities--enough diversity--throughout enough
of the encompassed areas, to sustain the areas' own vital-
ity? Jane Jacobs proposes that the areas:

. . . and indeed as many of its internal parts

as possible, must serve more than one functon; prefer-
ably more than two. These must insure the presence
of people who go outdoonrs on different schedules and
are in the place for different purposes, but who are
able to use many facilities in common [10:150].
Engineering and Services' confrontation with maintaining
a desired standard of QOL is similar in that its planning

must also provide for AF personnel service on a multiplicity

5
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of levels: man in the home environment, man in the recrea-
tional environment, and man in the everyday environment
{8). It is similarly recognized, as Jacobs has speci-

fied, that the lackings in providing for peoples' needs,

o o

which may seem on the surface to be frivolous, are, in
fact, a handicap.
Here are plenty of people, and people morecver who
want and value . . . diversity badly enough that it
is difficult or sometimes impossible to keep them from
scooting away elsewhere to get it [10:155].
As in a metropolitan area, these losses upon an installation
badly undermine any possible supreme convenience {10:162}.
A measurement of "primary uses" must be made and
evaluated, and, finally, planned for. "Primery uses" are
those entities which, in themselves, bring people to a
spec:fic place because they are anchorages (10:162). Be-
cause "leisure time has the greatest potential for personal
enrichment (8]," it is definitely to be provided for when
identifying "primary uses." However, any "primary use" is,
by itself, ineffectual; a single "primary use” must be
effectively combined with another (10:162). Fortunately,
the AF population and the microcosm of an installation re-
tains all of those characteristics which imply "effective"
{ primary use mixtures:
1. The pecple using the streets at cifferent times

must actually use the same streets,
6
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2. The people using the same streets at different
times must include, among them, people who will use some
of the same facilities, and,

3. The mixture of people on a street at one time
of day must bear some rea:onably proportionate relation-
ship to people there at other times of the day (10:163-164).

Lawrence Haworth has further expounded on the
social urban philosophies, providing additional insights
into the nature of man at different planning levels. The
individual's life is viewed by Haworth to be compartmental-
1zed into the bleak routine of work and the opposing occupa-
tion with affairs to which intrinsic value is attributed
{6:30).

If certain social and psychological conditvions are
satisfied, the wealth and, by implication, the welfare
of the whole . . . will be advanced as &n antomatic
and inevitable pursuit by each member . . . of his own
self interest [6:47].

These observations are related to the AF philosophy that
the "off the job situation is important to the production
of the mission [8]."

The need for ingtruments to measure the needs and

cunditions to be satisfied of a captured population,

whether it be the civilian merropolis or the military indi-

- e e .

gents, i3 established.

Measurement Schemes

Models of social indicators developed in the past

hkave included:
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1. The traditional measures of overall national
prosperity and social well-being, economic models,

2. The subjective psychological models which focus
or the individval's perspective,

3. The environmental model, whose methodology for
constructing the component indicators is similar to the
above mcdels, but represents specific interests in the
natural environment,

4. The coverage of a variety of elements by the
sociological model ranging from individual behavior to
institutional organization, and,

5. The primary dealings with some special subject
within the political sciences of the political model cen-
tered on issues of effectiveness, efficiency, performance,
and party evaluation {(17:14,16,19,26,25}). In spite of
this impressive ségregation of thought, there exists a need
for a synthesized, fundamental framework which must focus
on all elements (17:26}.

In response to the need for information on social
conditions relating to a variety of conditions beyond that
provided by any separate model, the QOL indicator movement

was spawned. A search for QOL indicators was then to be

[

) born in an attempt to obtain new information which would be
useful to"evaluate the past, guide the action of the

present, and plan for the future {17:3]." The movement

began with President Hoover's Committee on Social Trends
8
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in 1929, the objective of which was to identify those social
factors having a bearing on public policy. After a con-
siderable span of time, President Eisenhower's Commission

on National Goals was established in 1960. To follow were
Pregsident Kennedy's Social Science Advisory Committee of
1962, seeking the establishment of systematic collection

of basic behavioral data, and the 1966 National Commission
on Techneology Automation and Economic Progress, which called
for social accounting (17:7).

From this brief policy review, it is explicit that
even the nation's "high priesthood" of decision-makers
recognized that:

. . « for many of the important topics on which
social critics blithely pass judgments, and on wnich
policies are made, there are no yardsticks by which
to know if things are getting better or worse [17:3].

In brief, it is still essential to construct a mechanism
which can distinguish better from worse.

Within the AF, the Air Force Management Improve-
ment Group (AFMIG), established in March 1975, was a pioneer
in addressing AF QOL perceptions. The AFMIG's 150 question
survey instrument, the Quality of Air Force Life (QOAFL)

survey, was distributed and analyzed under the AFMIG's

charter to "make a good service better [18.2]." Both

Captains Thomas N. Thompson and Roger M. Vrooman provide
separate in-depth reviews and analyses of the results of

the AFMIG survey as an examination of "the organization




and management of the Air Force as they relate or impact

on the human resource [(16:3; 18:2]." 2f the four out of
nine separate areas covered by the QOAFL indicators (i.e.,
economic standard, free time, personal growth, health)
which may have significance in this effort, personal growth
was found to be most important. The relevance of the AFMIG
findings may, however, be questionable due to the nebulous
nature of the questions and their inability to address
specifics.

In early 1977, the Air Force Inspection and Safety
Center (AFISC) implemented the Base Inspection Questionnaire
(BIQ) Program. Through identification of potential problems
and sources of dissatisfaction experienced by active duty AF
personnel, the program sought to provide an insight into
the feelings of AF people about various aspects of thei.
daily AF life, within their unit or base.

Data were requested for the BIQ surveys of the
respective organizations tc permit specific analyses and
statements of the findings. Subjective comparisons were
made of these surveys and data, inclusive of this survey
and its findings.

The search for QOL indicators which has borne the
most fruit, tested herein, is that of Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu.

Dr. Liu's awareness of the problem-at-hand is well re-

flected in his endeavor to assimilate:

10




. . . QOL indicators represented by a host of
statistics on sociceconomics, political and environ-
mental conditions [which] may offer clues to human
attitudes and behavior, and societal performance
over time [17:38].

In light of this, Dr. Liu selected 123 QOL “actors which
= meet the criteria of being:

. + . sufficiently universal, commonly under-
stood and resulting in realistic, efficient policy
implementation, flexible enough to account for life-
style input variations, open to verification and
updative [17:54].

These factors were, in turn, categorized as fcllows:

1. The economic component measures the command
over gonods and services of the capability to satisfy the
basic needs for a decent standard of living, as reflected
in the community economic health and individual economic
well-being.

2. The political component describes the functional

operations and institutional factors of the democratic

system, the professiocnalism and performance of the local
governments and other individual components being the two
vital factors.

3. The environmental component encompasses air,

r

el
V ode ot A A A

id waste and water pollution, naise, climatn-
logical, and recreational factors.

‘ ) 4. The health and educational component measures
length of life, medical care availability and accessibility,

achievement of a basic education level and the opportunity

to pursue higher, better, continuing education.

11
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5. The social component is the most impor.ant
and significant component of Dr. Liu's study (17:55).
Judkins and Webb compared their index designed to

> measure people's perceised QOL, with Dr. Liu's model

{(5:42). While initial indicators showed close correla-
tion, further application of a refined instrument to a .

wider diversity of bases was necessary.

12




CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Universe
The universe of interest consisted of all commis-
sioned AF officers and enlisted personnel assigned to

bases located within or adjacent to SMSAs.

Population

There were five populations under study. They
consisted of all AF military members below the rank of
Brigadier General assigned to one of the following:
Mouncain Home Air Force Base, Idaho; Keesler Air Force
Base, Migsissippi; Griffiss Air Force Base, New York;
Reese Air Force Base, Texas; or Scott Air Force Base,

Illincis. Each hase was considered a separate population.

Sample

The sample was designed to consist of three hundred
members randomly drawn from each of the five populations.
The AF Manpower and Personnel Center at Randolph Air Force
Base, Texas, generated the sample arnd provided address

labels for each member of the sample.

Base Selection. FExcluding AF Reserve and Air

National Guard bases, there are ninety-one AF bhases in the

13
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CONUS {11:14). Unlike an SMSA, an AF base is not a com-
pletely separate entity, interacting with its surrounding
community, relying upon it to provide a variety of func-
tions {2:4). "There is, in effect, a social, economic,
political, ard environmental contract between the base and
its nearby community {2:4.]" Five Air Force installations
were selected based on their location within or adjacent
to SMSAs. At least one installation was selected from
each of the four Air Force Continental United States
(CONUS) geographical areas. Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu's ratings of
SMSAs were also considered. The five identified installa-
tions are representative of four of the five of Dr. Liu's

ratings; unsatisfactory through excellent.

Data Collection Instrument

A questionnaire was distributed by mail to each
member of the sample. A copy of the guestionnaire is con-
tained in Appendix A. This distribution method was employed
because it provided the most representative sample at the
most reasonable cost in terms of time and money. Strict
confidence of the respondents' identities was maintained
at all times. It was not prssible to link an individual's

! respnnse to the individual.

In addition to demographic data, the following

five variables were measured by the instrument:

1. Economic component,

14
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2. Political component,
3. Environmental component,
4. Health and education component, and

5. Social component.

These variables were chosen with a view to developing as
broad and common as possible a concept of well-being.
Psychological inputs were not included@ because the:r are
not quantifiable. The five goal areas encompass command
over private goods and services being produced and con-
sumed, those public counterparts not provided at "market
prices" nor consumed. The physical input factors selected

in this study tend to possess the following characteristics:

*They should be sufficiently universal so that
the fundamental principles would generally be agreed
upon by, and apply to, the majority of people in the
metropolitan areas today; they should be of great pre-
sent and potential interest to all levels of government
as essential elements of well-being.

*They should be commonly understood and have
policy bearings which can be realistically and effi-
ciently implemented,

*They should be flexible enough to account for any
lifestyle input variztions over space and time, and
easily adaptable to changes in scocial, economic,
political, and envirommental conditions in a dynamic
socliety.

*They should be open to verification according to
recognized scientific approaches, and updative with
new data so that intertemporal comparisons can be made
over time {17:85-86].

Demographic Data. The data to be collected in this

part of the instrument determined:

1. A respondent's base of assignment;

2. A respondent's rank;

15




3. Length of time a respondent has been on
station;

4, Whether a respondent lived on base, ownsd off-
base housing, or rented off-base housing;

5. A respondent's formal education level;

6. Whether or not a respondent lived within, or
adjacent to, the city limits of Boise, Idaho; Biloxi/Gulf-
port, Mississippi; Rome/Utica, New York; Lubbock, Texas
or St. Louis, Missouri.

7. A respondent's marital status: and

8. The number of dependents supported by a

respondent.

Economic Component. The economic component gues-

tions were designed to measure the imnortance a respondent
places on his personal economic well-being and the eccnomic
well-being of the SMSA to which his base has been assigned.
The guestions were also designed to measure a respondent's
perception of the SMSA's econ¢omic well-being. The indi-
vidual questions were derived from Dr. Liu's model and
several guestionnaires developed by the AF Management
Improvement Group, and have been extracted from a research

effort by Judkins and Webb.

Political Component. The political component

questions were designed to measure the importance a respon-

dent places on the various ways people who live and work
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in a metropolitan area can influence the political climate
of the area. The questions were also designed to measure a
r:spordent's perception of how well the people who live in
the SMSA to which his base has been assigned can influence
the political climate of that metropolitan area. These
guestions were derived from Dr. Liu's model and extracted

from the research effort by Judkins and Webb.

Environmental Compcnent. The environmental com=-

ponent questions were designed to measure the importance a
respondent places on the quality of the natural environment
in which he lives. The guestions were also designed to
measure a respondent's perception of the quality of the
natural environment surrounding the SMSA to which his base
has been assigned, These questions were derived from

Dr. Liu's model and extracted from the research effort by

Jndkins and Webb.

Health and Education Component. Health and Educa-

tion component guestions were designed to measure the
importance a respondent places on those health and education
services normally provided by a metropolitan area. The
questions were also designed to measure the perceived qual-
ity of the formal health and education services provided

by the SMSA to which a respondent's base has been assigned.

These questions were derived from Dr. Liu's model and

extracted from the research effort by Judkins and Webb.

17




Social Component. The social component guestions

were designed to measure the importance a respondent places
on the following three central social issues as identified
by Dr. Liu:

1. 1Individual concerns,

2. Individual equality,

3. Community living conditions.

The questions were also designed to measure a respondent's
perception of the guality of these issues in the SMSA to
which his base has been assigned.

Individual concerns include the individual's oppor-
tunity for self-support, the promoting of maximum develop-
ment of individual capability, and a widening opportunity
for individual choice (17:69}. Community living condi-
tions include housing, public transportation, utility
services, crime rate, and cost of living (17:172). These
questions were derived from the model developed by Dr. Liu

and extracted from the research effor: by Judkins and Webb.

Data Classification. The data collected in the

administering of the yuestionnaire included bcth ordinatl
and nominal level information. The nominal level data
consists of the demographic information in the first part
of the Questionnaire. The ordinal level data includes the
responses to the remaining questions all of which have been

placed on a five-point scale.

18
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Questionnaire Development. The questionnaire

developed by Judkins and Webb was evaluated by HQ USAF/
PREVX; their thesis advisor, Lieutenant Colonel Patrick J.
Sweeney; and the thesis reader, Lieutenant Colonel Dale R.
McKemey. As a result of these evaluations, the researchers
made several changes to the original questionnaire. These
changes not only simplified the guestionnaire but also in-
creased its validity. The revised questionnaire was evalu-
ated by HQ USAF/LEEX, and has been evaluated by this re-
search team's thesis advisor, Lieutenant Colonel Ronald E.

Knipfer,

Instrument Reliability. Reliability is an indica-

tion of the extent to which a measure contains variable
error (8:280}).
Variable error is defined in terms of random

fluctuations in performance which lead a person

to get a different score from one testing session

to another . . . [4:42].
The pilot study, using the unrevised survey instrument,
was performed by Judkins and Webb with the two sample
populations of Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, and Lowry
Air Force Base, Colcrado. It is expected that this
research effort will validate the reliability of the pre-

sent instrument for Engineering and Services' use.

Instrument Validity. According to Emory, "The

. . . validity of a research design is its ability to

19
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measure what it aims toc measure [5:120)." Excluding the
demographic gquestionsg, all of the questions in the gquestion-
naire are based on the model developed by Dr. Ben~Chieh Liu

in his study entitled, Quality of Life Indicator in 1.S.

Metropolitan Areas, 1970. The researchers thus believe there

is a certain amount of face validity to the questionnaire.
The evaluation of the instrument by HQ USAF/PREVX and the
faculty members of the Graduate Education Division, School
of Systems and Logistics, lent logical validity to the
questionnaire. Judkins and Webb's findings indicated that
the survey instrument is valid in that their findings

paralleled those of Dr. Liu for those SMSAs.

Statistical Tests

The raw data were received from the respondents
on standard mark-sense scanner answer sheets. The responses
were read into a computer data file using the-equipment
available in the computer support section, School of
Systems and Logistics. Descriptive statistics were gen-
erated from this file using the CONDESCRIPTIVE, FREQUENCIES,
and CROSSTABS subprograms of the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) package, and the K-Sample Median
Test, and Kendall's W Test executed on the Contrcl Data
Corporation (CDC) computer. Programs used by the researchers

are contained in Appendix B.
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Data Analysis. Excludint the demographic questions

{gquestions 1 through 8} all of the guestions were placed on
a five-point Likert Scale. The sample means of the
responses to each group of questions were used to determine
how each population perceived each of its QOL components.
The composite of these means reflects each population's
perception of its overall QOL. Ranking cf these percep-
tions of overall QOL was developed through the use of

Liu's criteria. The assignment of the ratings (Takle 1)
was dependent upon the use of the sample mean., Table 2
depicts the verbal description assigned to each of the

five intetrvals of the Likert Scale for those questions

which measured 20L.

TABLE 1

RATING SCALES

Thesis Thesis
Satisfaction Importance Dr. Liu
Ratings Ratings Ratings
Substandard Unimportant Substandard
Adequate Unimportant to Adequate
Moderately
Important
Good Mcderately Good
Irportant
Excellent Mcderately to Excellent
Very Important
Outstanding Very Important Outstanding
21




TABLE 2

MEAN VALUES AND THEIR DESCRIPTION--QOL SCALE

] Mean Value Description
L
1. A > 3.744 Outstanding
2. 2.743 < B < 3.744 Excellent
3 2.685 < C < 2.743 Good
4. 1.684 < D < 2,685 Adequate
5. E < 1.684 Substandard

The sample mean, X, is the cornerstone of the
computation as follows:

The quality of life in the SMSA's is rated as Out-
standing (A), Excellent (B), Good (C), Adequate (D},
and Substandard (E) in accordance with their component
indexes. The rating system used here is somewhat
arbitrary. It is assumed that SMSA's with an index
value of one standard deviation (S) beyond the mean
level (X) should be rated Outstanding (A), and SMSA's
with an index value of one standard deviation below
the mean should be rated Substandard (E). The other
three fall in between_(X+S) and are rated, respectively,
Excellent (X+.028S<B<X+S), Good (X-.0285<C<X+.028S),
and Adegquate (X-S<D<X-.0288) (17:88].

Measures of statistical significance of ordinal
data are technically restricted to that body of methods
known as nonparametric methods (5:115). Statistical test-
y ing of nondemographic data {questions 9 through 83) were
accomplished through the use of nonparametric tests.

The advantages of the use of nonparametric statis=-

tics that apply to this research effort are:

22




1. Probability statements obtained from most
nonparametric statistics are exact probabilities
regardless of the chape of the probability distri-
bution.

2. Nonparametric methods are available to treat
data which are simply classificatory, i.e., measured
in nominal scale (parametric tests tend toward the
F test, which requires at least interval data),

3. Nonparametric tests are available to treat
data which are inherently in ranks as well as data
whose seemingly numerical scores have strength of
ranks [14:32-33].

| ol

Not using parametric tests is justified because:

1. It would be necessary to make assumptions
about the population which might not hold true (e.g.,
normally distributed, of at least an interval scale
and with the same variance) and would, therefore,
have to rest on conjecture and hope,

2. It would be necessary to "add information"
and thereby create distortions which might be as great
and as damaging as those introduced by "throwing away
information" which occurs when scores are converted
to ranks [14:32}.

Basic distribution information regarding the vari-
ables was captured through use of the subprogram CCONDESCRIP-
TIVE. Specific statistics to be used for the subprogram
were the mean, mode, range, minimum, and maximum (1:201}.
Histograms presenting a graphic display of the relative
frequencies of demographic variables' distribution were ob-
tained through the subprogram FREQUENCIES.
The subprogram CROSSTABS enabled the computation
of n-way joint frequency distribution tables.
( . A crosstabulation is a joint frequency distribu-
1 tion of cases according to two or more classificatory
variables. The display of the distribution of cases
by their position on two or more variables is the
chief component of contingency table analysis and is

indeed the most commonly used analytic method in the
social sciences [1:218].
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Because the nondemographic data are of the ordinal
scale and have only a rank meaning, the appropriate measure
of central tendency is the median (5:115). 1In instances
where the population shape is unknown, the best estimator
is that which is most "robust."” The sample median has been
defined as being of a higher order of "robustness™ than
the sample mean (18:195). The sample median was, therefore,
usad in statistical analyses of responses. Comparison of
the average responses, component and overall categories,
between sample populations was accomplished through use of
the K-Sample Median Test. This test provided information
which permits determination of whether K independcnt groups
(not necessarily cof equal size) have been drawn from the
same population or from populations with equal medians

(14:179). The general statements cof the hypotheses were:
H,: The median ¢f the K populations are equal.

H,: The median of one population is different
£rom that of the other (two-tailed test).
or

le The median of one population is higher than

the other (one-tailed test).

If the median test leads to rejection of the null
hypothesis and it is desired to further inspect the
samples to determine which population medians are dif-
ferent from each other, any subgroup of two or more

populations may be analyzed using the median test,
until the differences have been isolated [3:170],

24




The steps used in the K~-Sample Median Test are
(14:184) :

1. Determine the common median of the scores in
the K groups.

2, Assign pluses to all scores above that median
» and minuses to all scores below. Cast the resulting
L frequencies in a Kx2 contingency table.

1. Using the data in that table, compute th- value
of x2?, determining df=K-1.

4. Determine the significance of the observed
value of x?. If the associa%ed probabilitg given for
values as large as the observed value of x* is equal
to or smaller than a, reject H, in favor of H..

0 1
The formula for computing x2, as shown by Siegel (14:180),
is:
, r k (Oi.-Ei.)2
= 11 1]
x* = 1 .1 E..
i=] j=1 i1
where:
Oij = observed number of cases categorized in
the ith row of jth column.
Eij = number of cases expected under HO to be
categorized in the ith row of ith column.
r k
) = directs one to sum over all cells.
i=1 j=1

When K sets of rankings exist, determination of the
association among them may be achieved by using the Kendalil
coefficient of concordance, W. Concordance reflects the

; extent to which large or small values of one variable
are associated with large or small values of another vari-

able {12:71). W expresses the degree of association among
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K sets of rankings (14:229). The general form of the
equation for calculating W, as shown by Siegel, is

(14:234):

S

2 (N3-N) -KIT
T

W =
1
STk

where:

S = the sum of squares of the observed deviations
from the mean of Ri'
K = the number of sets of rankings.

N = number of objects ranked.

nitd-e)
12

rt
[}

the number of tied observations in a group.

IT = summation of T for all K rankings.

The calculated W reflects the amount of agreement in the

perceptions of QOL in the rank ordering of SMSas.

Level of Significance

The level at which the researcher chooses to set
a should be determined by his estimate of the impor-
tance or practical significance ©f his findings. .
it is for heuristic reasons that significance levels
are emphasized (14:8-9].
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Because the procedure of adhering rigidly to an
arbitrary level of significance has been rejected in con-
temporary statistical decision theory, the level of sig-
nificance for statistical testing and data analysis under
this reserach has been subjectively set (14:8). The rela-
tive importance attached to making Type I error has been
seriously considered as well (13:304). Accordingly, an «

level of .05 was used throuchout,

Assumptions

The assumptions under which this research was
conducted are as follows:

1. The selected samples were representative of
each population under study.

2. The definitions and assumptions from supportive
research are valid and reasonable.

3. The full cooperation of the selected sample
resulted in the return of accurate and valid data.

4. The questionnaire was reliable.

Limitations

The limitations under which this research was
conductaed are as follows:

1. Since the survey subjects are to be guaranteed
anonymity, there was no possibility of following up

survey results by requesting specific individuals.

27
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2. As the guestionnaire was not administered
in a monitored environment, there may have been some col-

laboration of responses.
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CHAPTER 1V

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS OF THE
QUALITY OF LIFE SURVEY

Survey Approval and

Data Collection

The Air Force Manpcwer and Personnel Center (AFMPC)
at Randolph AFB, Texas, provided the researchers the names
of 1,500 randomly selected military members, 300 for each
of the five bases surveyed. A three-week period was
allowed from the date of mailing until the cut-off date.
The effective return rate was 45.3 percent for Mountain
Home AFB, 37.3 percent for Keesler AfB, 42.7 percent for
Griffiss AFB, 46.3 percent for Reese AFB, and 42.3 percent
for Scott AFB. The overall return rate for all five bases
was 42.8 percent, this data being depictad in Table 3.

Demographic Characteristics
of the Respondents

The detailed demographic characteristics of the
42 respondents are contained in Appendix C. In general,
the majority of the respondents (75,5 percent) were
enlisted members who had been assigned to their bases for
fewer than four years (78.3 percent), with 64.2 percent
having had various levels of college educations. Forty-
six percent of the respondents lived on-base, 27 percent
owned off-base housing, and 27 percent rented off-base
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2

housing. Forty-three percent of the respondents lived
within the city limits of the standard metropolitan sta-
tistical area (SMSA) associated with their base and over
67 percent of Epe respondents had two or fewer depen-

dents.

%3

Analysis of the Quality
of Life Components

Table 4 depicts the mean responses and the qual-
ity of life {(QOL) ratings of all respondents at Mountain
Home AFB, its SMSA being Boise, Idaho. These respondents
perceived their QOL to be lower than the level calculated
by Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu's model in the economic, politica’,
health and education, and social components. The envi-
ronmental component was percelved as excellent, as opposed
to Dr. Liu's 1970 rating of substandard. The overall per-
ceived QOL rating of adequate was two ratings lower than
Dr. Liu's rating of excellent for the Boise SMSA.

Table 5 depicts the mean responses and the QOL
ratings of all respondents at Keesler AFB, its SMSA being
Biloxi-Gulfport, Louisiana. These respondents perceived
their QOL to be higher than the level calculated by
Dr. Liu's model in the economic, political, and environ-
mental components, while maintaining the same ratings
of excellent and adegquate in the health and education,
and social components, respectively. The overall per-

ceived QOL rating of adequate was an improvement over
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Dr. Liu's 1970 finding of a QOL rating of substandard for
the Biloxi-Gulfport SMSA.

Table 6 depicts the mean responses and the QOL
ratings of all respondents at Griffiss AFB, its SMSA
being Rome-Utica, New York. These respondents perceived
their QOL to be lower than the level calculated by
Dr. Liu's model in the political, environmental, and social
components. The health and education component experi-
enced a rise from Dr. Liu's evaluation of goocd to the sur-
vey response of axcellent, while the economic component
remained unchanged with a rating of adequate. The overall
perceived QOL rating of good was the same as that found
by Dr. Liu in his 1970 study.

Table 7 depicts the mean regponses and the QOL
ratings of al! respondents at Reese AFB, its SMSA being
Lubbock, Texas. Thaese respondents perceived their QOL
to be higher than t-=t calculated by Dr. Liu's model in
the political, environmental, and social components. The
economic component reflects a drop from Dr. Liu's rating
of excellent to the current rating of adequate, while
the health ard educatior component remained the same at
excellent. The overall perceived QOL rating of excellent
by sv.vey respondents as an improvement of one rating level
from that of good assigned by Dr. Liu.

Table 8 depicts the mean responses and the QOL
ratings of all respondents at Scott AFB, its SMSA being

34




poos poon 9ZL°2 100 IIBI=2AC

poo9 23enbapy I F AT A TeTD0s

poo9 FUER R E-Te 4o 01Z°¢ uolieonpd % YileaH

poon ajenbapy 8L0°Z Te3juawuoITAUdg

Bu Tpue3ISINY a3enbapy 6652 Teoy3t1od

a3enbapy ajenbapy b A A A D TwouoDg
{0L6T) sburjey asuodsay juaucduo)

putjey s,n11 *aa uean

S3TNsayY arTeuuoTisand

g4V SSIAJAI¥D IV NOIIVINIOd ATIWVS J0 100

9 JTHY.L

35

AR e e aa s s NI AL TR b
-~ .

ey
*~

o

!




3
h
§
3
pPoodD JUITTIOXE 1e8°¢ 100 T1eI®A0

pooD UITTS0x%T 6L8°2 Tetoos :
4
JuUaT[20xd JuaTTPoxd 0Z9°¢ uctieonpd 3 YITedH \ w
3
piepuelsqns 23enbapy Z1s°? TejuawuoITAUTg ;
ajenbapy juaTTaoxdg L18°¢ Teatarted @ h
JUITIo0%H a3enbapy 0gs°z oTuouody Ly

. pi

(0L6T) sbutyey ssuodsay juauocdwo) i
buijey s,ni1 "ida uesyn i !
y
sS3INnsay IITeuucIlsand |

g4vY JS3ady¥ LV NOIIV'INdOd F'IdWYS 40 100

L J'18V¥L

i
b R A —

S S

[~ —a
-
E 3




ajenbapy JuaTTeOXd ZEB°Z 700 ITeI2AQ

parepuelsqng IUITTOXT w8’ 1eT1508S

23enbapy JUITT2OXA PLE'E uorieonpd 3 yiie=2H

piepuelsqng pooD L89°C TejusmuoITAUT

pPooOD pPooD IbL°T Ieo13TTO0d

JUa 90Xy ajenbapy 8162 D THOouODqg
{0L61) sbutley asuodsay juauoduo))

burjey s,n171 °ig ueanW

s3Insay d91t1euuorisan(

g4V LL0OS LV NOILYINdOd JATdWVS J0 10D

37




St. Louis, Missouri. These respondents perceived their
QOL to be higher than the level calculated by Dr. Liu's
model in the environmental, health and education, and
social components. The economic¢ component rating dropped
two levels, from excellent in the 1970 study to an evalu-
ation of adequate by survey respondents. The political
component remained unchanged at good. The overall per-
ceived QOL rating of excellent was an improvement over
the rating of adequate assigned by Dr. Liu.

Base Inspection Questionnaire
(BIQ) Comparison

Six questions were selected from the 1978 BIQ
responses provided by the Air Force Inspector General's
office at Norton AFB, California. The six gquestions
were selected on the basis of their request for informa-
tion closely aligned with that request in the researchers’
survey instrument. These six gquestions dealt with accep-
tance by other racial groups, military medical care sat-
isfaction for both the military sponsor and the sponsor's
dependents, and satisfaction with the on-base library
selection of kooks and magazines. As well, two questions,
dealing with gquantity and variety of commissary merchan-
dise, and quality and gquantity of base exchange merchan-
dise, were combined to enable comparison with the research-
ers' survey question dealing with retail facility evalu-

ation. Finally, a question dealing with outdoor recreation
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facilities and programs was selected. It must be pointed

} out that these six questions, out of a total of 266 very
b specific questions, were the only ones felt to be close
enough to be able to make any effective comparisons. The
rating scale used for the BIQ questions extracted are
depicted in Tables 9 and 10 to give a more clear picture
of base members' responses.
Table 11 depicts the mean BIQ responses and the
Q0L ratings of all respondents at Mountain Home AFB.
The BIQ response for racial acceptance indicates that
base merbers felt their acceptance to be approximately
tha same as other racial groups, while QOL survey respon-
dents felt racial equal opportunity to be excellent.
Medical care evaluation among BIQ respondents reflected a
moderate satisfaction with sponsor and dependerit medical
care, while QOL survey respondents rated medical care as
adequate. Respondents to the BIQ questions dealing with
commissary and base exchange satisfaction indicated that
they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, while QOL
respondents rated their SMSA retail ocutlets adequate.
. The BIQ respondents felt moderately satisfied with library
' materials availability, while QOL survey respondents
rated libraries in the Boise, Idaho, SMSA as adequate.
Outdoor recreation availability was rated at a low moder-
ate satisfaction level by the BIQ respondents, in compari-

son with QOL survey response rating this area as adequate.

39

[ S, - e e d e eI T

™ - "
MR G e e ) -




TABLE 9
BIQ RACIAL ACCEPTANCE~~POSSIBLE RESPONSES/VALUES
% Response Value
Much less than others 1
Less than others 2
The same 3
More than others 4
Much more than others 5
TABLE 10
BIQ COMEARISON QUESTIONS-~-POSSIBLE RESPONSES/VALUES
Response Value
Extremely dissatisfied 1
Moderately dissatisfied 2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
[ Moderately satisfied 4
' Extremely s=.isfied 5
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Table 12 depicts the mean BIQ responses and the
QOL ratings of all respondents at Keesler AFB. The BIQ
response for racial acceptance indicates that respondents
felt that they are accepted and treated the same as other
racial groups on base. Likewise, treatment of racial
minorities in the Biloxi-Gulfport SMSA was viewed as
excellent by QOL respondents. Moderate satisfaction with
on-base medical care of sponsors and dependents was
expressed by BIQ respondents, comparing favorably with
QOL respondents rating SMSA medical care as excellent.
BIQ respondents to commissary and base exchange gquestions
exhibited moderate satisfaction with gquality, gquantity,
and variety of merchandise. Evaluation of retail facil-
ities in the SMSA by QOL respondents showed retail out-
lets rated adequate. BIQ library and outdoor recr-~atiaon
evaluations showed a strong moderate satisfaction, while
QOL survey responses for the two areas garnered excellent
ratings.

Table 13 depicts the mean BIQ responses and the
QOL ratings of all respondents at Griffiss AFB. The BIQ
responsa for racial acceptance showed a state of being
the same for racial groups on the base. This compares
with the rating of excellent rendered by QOL respondents
to their evaluation of racial egual opportunity in the
Rome-~-Utica SMSA. Medical care for sponsors in the BIQ

responses was rated as moderately satisfactory, while
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dependent medical care received a rating of neither satis-
factory nor unsatisfactory. Respondents to the QOL survey,
on the other hand, rated SMSA medical care as excellent.
Retail outlets on the base received a moderately satisfied
rating from BIQ respondents, compared to a QOL response
evaluating SMSA retail facilities as excellent. On-base
libraries were Seen as being moderately satisfactory,
while SMSA libraries were rated by QOL respondents as
excellent. The QOL respordents viewed outdoor recreation
as excellent, while BIQ respondents felt only moderately
satisfied with on-base facilities.

Table 14 depicts the mean BIQ responses and the
QOL ratings of all respondents at Reese AFB. The BIQ
response for racial acceptance indicated that respondents
felt that they are accepted and treated the same as other
racial groups on base, while treatment of racial groups in
the Lubbock SMSA was viewed as adequate by QOL respondents.
Medical care for sponsors in the BIQ responses was rated
as moderately satisfactory, while dependent medical care
received a rating of neither satisfactory nor unsatis-
factory, leaning toward a moderate dissatisfaction.
Respondents to the QOL survey rated SMSA medical care as
excellent. Commissary and base exchange responses for the
BIQ rated this area as neither satisfactory nor unsatis-
factory, while retail facility responses'for the QOL sur-

vey rated that element adequate. Libraries on the base
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were moderately satisfactory to BIQ respondents, while
those responding to the QOL survey rated SMSA libraries
as excellent. Outdoor recreation in the Lubbock SMSA
was found to be neither satisfactory not unsatisfactory by
BIQ respondents. Those responding to the QOL survey,
however, felt outdoor recreation availability to be
excellent.

Table 15 depicts the mean BIQ responses and the
QOL ratings of all respondents at Scott AFB. The BIQ
response for racial acceptance indicated that respondents
felt that they are accepted and treated the same as other
racial groups on base, while treatment of racial groups
irn the St, Louis SMSA was viewed as excellent by QOL
respondents. Medical care in the SMSA was rated as moder-
ately satisfactory by BIQ respondents and was evaluated
as excellent by QOL survey respondents. On-base commis-
sary and base exchange facilities were rated as neither
satisfactory nor unsatisfactory by BIQ respondents, while
QOL respondents rate SMSA retail facilities as adequate.
On-base libraries were rated as moderately satisfactory
by BIQ respondents, while Q0L findings reflected that
respondents rated SMSA libraries as éxcellent. The QOL
respondents viewed outdoo: recreation as excellent, while
BIQ respondents were moderately satisfied with the avail-

ability of on-base recreation facilities.
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Kendall Ceoefficient of
Concordance, W,

Analysis

The Kendall coefficient of concordance, W, was

computed to ascertain whether or not the five AF bases
surveyed were in agreement on at least three variables.
Five gquestions were selected from the nondemographic area,
one from each of the component areas of the questionnaire.
The five questions dealt with respondent evaluations in
the housing, metropolitan police protection, recreation
facilities, community medical care, and bank, retail, and
service facility areas. All 642 responses were used to
insure that the W statistic obtained was avalid statement
of the agreement, or disagreemnt, between bases. Table 16
depicts the mean values for each of the sample questions,
used tc compute the W statistic.

The W statistic derived through the Kendall com-
putation was found to be .864. It is clear, therefore,
that the derived statistic, significant in its power,
points out that the respondents at each of the five bases
are applying essentially the same standard in ranking the

five variable questions selected.

K~Sample Median Test Analysis

The K~Sample Median Test was used to determine
whether or not the medians of the five populations sur-

veyed were equal. Five questions were selected from the
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nondemographic area, one from each of the component areas
of the questionnaire. The five gquestions dealt with
respondent evaluations in the housing, metropolitan police
protection, recreation facilities, community medical care,
and bank, retail, and service facility areas. Due to the
volume of individual responses that would be required to
be manually input to calculate the K-Sample Median sta-
tistic, a random sample of 30 responses was selected for
each question from each base surveyed. This action lends
validity to the derived statistic through satisfaction of
the Central Limit Theorem.

The resultant chi-square (x?) statistics for each
of the variables measured are depicted in Table 17. The
critical y? statistic is computed with the previosly spe-
cified alpha (a) of .05, which is divided bytwo. The number
of degrees of freedom is four, one less thah the sample
number of five. The resultant critical x? statistic was
determined to be 11.14. Comparison with x? statistics
for each variable shows that no x? value is larger than
that of the x? critical value. It may be stated, there-
fore, that, within the randomly sampled questions, the
medians are equal for the five populations surveyed.

This is to say that there are no discernible differences
in the central tendency of the five populations based

on the sample questions.
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TABLE 17

K-SAMPLE MEDIAN yx? STATISTICS

2

X
x? Critical
Question Statistic Statistic
19 4.200 11.14
35 9,130 11.14
48 5.040 11.14
62 10,119 11.14
g2 10.989 11.14
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summarx

This study was designed to determine how different
groups of AF military personnel who were assigned to five
bases which were located within or adjacent to five dif-
ferent standard metropolitan statistical areas perceived
their quality of life (QOL). Also, these perceptions were
to be compared to the ratings produced by a model developed
by Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu of the Mid-West Research Institute.
This study measured the QOL of the five different metro-
politan areas by determining how the 642 respondents to a
survey gquestionnaire rated each of the following five
components which have been held to comprise a metropolitan
areas QOL:

l. The econcmic component,

2. The political component,

3. The environmental component,

4. The health and education component.,

5. The social component.

The researchers revised the data gathering instru-
ment developed by Judkins and Webb as part of this thesis
effort: and used the CONDESCRIPTIVE and CROSSTABS sub-

programs contained in the Statistical Package for the
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Social Sciences computer program library to analyze the
data. The researchers were able to determine how the
five different populations within the sample perceived
each of the five components of a metropolitan area's

quality of life and make comparisons among the populations.

{
| The researchers were also able to compare the samples'
perceived QOL to the QOL calculated by Dr. Ben-Chieh Liu.
! Within each of the sample populations surveyed,
I certain component areas of SMSA life were perceived to be
1 at the lower end of the QOL ratings for that particular
SMSA. These SMSAs, and their associated low-rated QOL
component areas, are depicted in Appendix D. In Summary,
the Boise, Idaho, SMSA received four ratings of adequate
and one of excellent for its components. The economic,
political, health and education, and social components
all received ratings of adequate while the environmental
component was perceived as being excellent.

The Biloxi-Gulfport, Louisiana, SMSA, serving
respondents at Keesler AFB, received three ratings of
adequate and two ratings of excellent. Those components
receiving ratings of adegquate were economic, political,

and social, while those perceived to be excellent were in

o

1 the environmental, and health and education areas. The
Rome-Utica, New York, SMSA respondents rated four of their
component areas as adegquate, while rating only one as

excellent. Those rated adeguate were in the economic,
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political, environmental, and social areas. The one
excellent rating was garnered by the health and education
component.

Reese AFB, Texas, respondents rating the Lubbock
SMSA evaluated the economic and environment-.l components
as adequate and all others as excellent. The St. Louis,
Missouri, SMSA respcndents rated their economic component

as adequate, the political .:d environmental components

as good, and the health and education, and social compon-
ents as excellent.

The comparison between the AF Base Inspection
Questionnaire (BIQ) and QOL survey data was accomplished
through the use of ten BIQ questions compared with five
QOL questions. In four instances, two BIQ gquestions were
combined to make one question. The BIQ gquestions and the
QOL questions with which they were compared are depicted
in Appendix E.

The BIQ and QOL-comparisons performed were leemed
to be of little value in the final analysis. In effect.
effort was expended comparing two different environments;
that of the military installation, the facilities and

' liveability on which control might be exerted to a large
i ‘ degree by base programs initiated by the military hierarchy,
ard the SMSA, over which the base population has little or

no control.
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Conclusions

The lack of a parallel between Dr. Liu's ratings

and those derived from this research effort casts doubt

-

on the currency of Dr. Liu's SMSA data. It must be

-

remembered that Dr. Liu's studies took place over ten years
ago, being published in 1970. An updated effort might
well arrive at the same findings achieved by this effort.
This would seem to be very possible given the resultant
statistics derived from the Kendall coefficient of con-
cordance, W, and the K-Sample Median Test chi-square
figures. These two tests, in particular, show that the con-
cordance, or agreement, in responses from the five base
populations, at .B64, is indicative of a like-minded
sample. The median test further bears this out in that all
derived chi-sguare values were below the critical chi-square
value.

Based on the results achieved in this research,
the researchers recommend that Dr. Liu's model not be used
by AF Engineering and Services as an indicator of those
areas where the AF should concentrate its current efforts
to improve the QOL of those bases which are located either

' within or adjacent to an SMSA.

Recommendations

The researchers feel that these findings further

amplify the requirement for an effective model to measure

56

- T
- g .
. ] SN : -

i [as

i G s
T =

o 3 ey R e — e e R 3
A T AP L B AT TR e 5 < =g =
e ,




Eal

.

Efﬁ*mf?ex?**?ﬁ' S

. e » . re ——-

QOL. In any future attempts to develop such a model, par-
ticularly for military populations, we recommend that the
developers not be restricted by the necessity to include
all components used by Dr. Liu in his evaluations of metro-
politan area QOL. Many of the questions within some com-
ponents simply do not contribute significantly to the areas
of interest to AF Engineering and Services.

As well, for any future attempts to analyze the
QOL at an installation, we recommend that t:v guestionnaire
developed incorporate selective compatible guestions from
the BIQ. It should be recognized that, as AF Engineering
and Services is interested in on-base liveability, the BIQ
contains a wealth of data evaluating the myriad of facets
of base facilities and base living. The QOL model incor-
porating the BIQ results will then be able to provide a
greater appreciation of areas reguiring attention. The
BIQ data may be acquired under the Base Composite Report
from:

Headquarters Air Force Inspection and

Safety Center/IGX

Norton Air Force Base
California 92409,
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE
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DEPARTMENT CF THE AIR FORCE ﬂ-.u‘vgt-;-r:_i'.#
1 TE ~F T bl -‘r 1
AlR FORCE INSTITUTE ~F ECHNCQLCGY 1ATZ i 3
WRIGHT PATTERSSN 4'% FCACSI 9ARI QOHID 3Sals Em":.‘"‘.yi
Hw.; ‘.35;
. f":};f":.
R LSGR {LSSR 25-79B)/Capt W George/Capt D Lewis/AUTOVON 78-56513 25 M‘ﬂ 79
May
1o Quality of Life Perception Questionnaire

o

1. The attached questionnaire was prepared by a research team at the
Air Force Institute of Technology, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. The
purpose of the questionnaire is to assess how Air Force people perceive
several factors which, in theory, contribute to the gquality of life

in a metropolitan area surrounding, or near to, an Air Force installa-
tion.

2. You are requested to provide an answer or comment for each question.
Headquarters USAF Survey Control Number 79-97 has been assigned to this
questionnaire. Your participation in this research is voluntary.

3. Your responses to the questions will be held confidential. Please
remove this cover sheet before returning the completed gquestionnaire.
Yeur cooperation in providing this data will be appreciated and will
be very beneficial in examining the urban gquality of 1ifa. Please
return the completed questionnaire in the attached envelope within

one week after receipt.

lonid € Edoards

DONALD R. EDWARDS, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF 2 Atch
Associate Dean for Graduate Education 1. Questionnaire
School of Systems and Logistics ¢. Return Envelope

Serpace e o R
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PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY

This gquestionnaire is part of a research study of
q metropolitan life and people's perceptions of several
factors which contribute to life in a metropolitan area.
The research is being conducted by Captains William L.
George and Dale D. Lewis of the Air Force Institute of
Technology's Graduate School of Systems and Logistics.
The purpose of the research is to assess how Air Force
people perceive several factors which, in theory, contri-
bute to the gquality of life in a metropolitan area sur-
rounding, or near to, an installation.

SCN 79-~97 expires 30 September 1979
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PRIVACY STATEMENT

In accordance with paragraph 30, AFR 12-35, the following
" information is provided as required by the Privacy Act of
1974:

a. Authority:

(l) 5 U.S8.C. 301, Departmental Requlations, and/or

{2) 10 U.S.C. 8012, Secretary of the Air Force,
Powers, Duties, Delegation by Compensation; and/or

(3) DOD Instruction 1100.13, 17 Apr 68, Surveys
of Department of Jefense Personnel; and/or

{4) AFR 30-23, 22 Sep 76, Air Force Persocnnel
Survey Program.

b. Principal purposes. The survey is being conducted
to collect information for use in research aimed at
illuminating and providing inputs to the solution of pro-
blems of interest to the Air Force and/or DOD.

¢. Rcutine uses. The survey data will be converted
to information for use in research of management related
sroblems. Results of the research, based on the data pro-
vided, will be ircluded in written master's theses and
may also be included in published articles, reports, or
texts. Distribution of the results of the research,
based on the survey data, whether in written form or
presented orally, will be unlimited.

d. Participation in this survey is entirely
voluntary.

g. Mg adverse action of any kind may be taken against

any individual who elects not to participate in any or ail
of this survey.
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1. What is your current base of assignment?
(a) Mountain Home AFB, Idaho
{b) Keesler AFB, Mississippi
{c) Griffiss AFB, New York
| {d) Reese AFB, Texas
L (e) Scott AFB, Illinois
2. What is your present active duty grade?
(a) Colonel {i) Master Sergeant
(b) Lieutenant Colonel {j) Technical Sergeant
{(c) Major {k) Staff Sergeant
(d) Captain {l) Sergeant
{e) First Lieutenant (m) Senior Airman
(f) Second Lieutenant (n) Airman First Class
(g) Chief Master Sergeant {o) Airman
{h) Senior Master Sergeant {p) Airman Basic
3. How long have you worked at your current base?
(a) Less than 1 year
(b) 1 year but less than 3
(c) 3 years but less than 4
{d) 4 years but less than 5
(e} 5 years but less than 6
(f) 6 years but less than 7
(g) 7 years but less than 8
{h) 8 years but less than 9
(i) 9 years but less than 10
{(j) 10 years or more
4. Do you live on or off base?
(a) On base
{b) Own off-base housing
(c) Rent off-base housing
5. What is your highest level of education now?
{a) Grammar school
(r) High School (did not graduate)
[ (c) High School graduate
(d) Trade or Technical School (no college)
! {e) Some college (no degree)
(f) College degree (BS, BA or equivalent except LL.B)
{(g) Registered nurse diploma program
(h) Master's degree
(1) Doctorate degree {(includes LL.B, J.D., D.D.S.,
M.D., and D.V.M.)
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6. Do you live within the city limits of any of the
following cities?

Boise, Idaho
Biloxi/Gulfport, Mississippi
Rome/Utica, New York
Lubbock, Texas

S5t. Louis, Missiouri

(a) Yes
(b) No

7. What is your marital status?

(a) Married and spouse is not a member of a military
service

(b) Married and spouse is a member of a military
service

(c) Never been married

(d) Divorced and not remarried

(e) Legally separated

(f) Widow/widower

8. How many dependents do you have? Do not include yourself.

(a) None
(b) One
(c) Two
(d) Three
(e). Four
(f) Five
(g) Six

(h) Seven
{i) Eight or more
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BLOCK I-A

A B C D E
Unimportant Moderately Very

: Important Important
L
The five-point gecale above indicates varioua degrees of
importance. From the scale, please gelect the letter which
begt represents the amount of important you place on each
of the following:
9., Your personal income level.

10. Building a large savings or investment account.
11. Owning your own home.
12. Owning your own car.
13. Owning more than one car.
14. The economic health of the metropolitan area around

your base.

BLOCK I-B

A B C D E
Substandard Adequate Good Excellent Outstanding
The five-point 8scale above indicates your possible evaluation of
each of the following questions. From the gcale, please select
the letter which best describes each of the following.
15. Your personal income level.
16. The size of your savings or investment account.

' 17. Your personal transportation.
\ 18. The economic health of the metropolitan area around

your base.

19. Your housing.
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BLOCK II-A
A B C D E
Unimportant Moderately Very
b Important Important

The five-point scale above indicates various degrees of
importance. Regardless of whether you live on or off base,
please select the letter which best describes the amount of
importance you place on each of the following:

20. Newspapers as a source of political information.

21. Television as a source of political information.

22. Radio as a source of political information.

23. Community participation in national politics.

| 24. Community participation in local (city and county)
politics.

25. Your personal participation in local politics.
26, Local police protection.
27. Local fire protection.

28, A local welfare {(city and county) program.
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BLOCK II-B

A B C |y E

Substandard Adequate Good Excellent Outstanding
The five-point gcale above indicates your poss ble evaluation
of each of the following questions. Ragardless of whether you
live on or off base, plasass sslect the letter which beat
deacribes each of tha following:

29. Your metropolitan newspapers as a source of political
information.

30. Your metropolitan television stations as a source of
political information.

31. Your metropolitan radio stations as a source of politi-
cal information.

32. Community (city and county) participation in national
politics.

33. Community (city and county) participation in local
area politics.

34. Opportunities for personal participation in local
politics.

35. Metropolitan police protection.
36. Metropolitan fire protection.

37. Metropolitan {(city and county) welfare programs.
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BLOCK III-A

A B C D E
Unimportant Moderately Very
Important Important

The five-point gscale above indicates various degrees of
importance. From the scale, please gselect the letter which
begt represents the amount of importance you would place on
each of the following when selecting a place tc live or
retire:

38. The amount of air poliution in the metropolitan area.

39. The amount of water pollution (rivers and lakes) in
the metropolitan area.

40. The scenic beauty of the metropolitan area.
41. The amount of noise pollution in the metropclitan area.

42. The availability of recreational facilities (parks,
trails, tennis courts, etc.).

43. The climate or general weather conditions in the metro-
politan area.
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BLOCK III-B

A B T D E
! Substandard Adegquate Good Excellent Outstanding
- The five-point scale above indicates your possible cvaluation

of each of the following questions. Please select the Letter
which best describeg each of the following:

44. The air quality in the metropolitan area arocund your
base.

45. The water quality (rivers, lakes) in the metropolitan
area arcund your bhase.

46. The scenic beauty of the metropolitan area around your
base.

47. Amcount of noise polluti an the metropolitan area
around your base.

48. The recreational facilities (parks, trails, tennis
courts, etec.) in the metropolitan area arcund your
base.

49. The climate or weather of the metropolitan area
avound your base.
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BLOCK ITI-A

A B C D E
Unimportant Moderately Very
Important Important

The five-point scale above indicates vurious degrees of
importance. From the scale, please select the letter which
best represents the amount of importunce you would place on
cach of the following when selecting a place to live or
retire:

38. The amount of air pollution in the metropclitan area.

39. The amount of water pollution (rivers and lakes) in
the metropolitan area.

40. The scenic beauty of the metropolitan area.
41. The amount of noise pollution in the metropolitan area.

42. The availability of recreaticnal facilities (parks,
trails, tennis courts, etc.}.

43. The climate or general weather conditions in the metro-
politan area.
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BLOCK IV-A

B C D E
Unimportant Moderately Verv
Important Important

The five-point gcale above indicates varicus degrees of
importance. From the scale, please select the letter which
best represents the amount of importance you place on each
of the following:

50.
51.
52.

53.
54.

55.

Local adult education pregrams (for high school credit).
Local adult education programs (college level programs}.

The availability and quality of metropolitan area school
districts.

Completing high school education.
Completing college education.
Completing graduate level education.

The availability and quality of metropolitan medical
care.

The availability and guality of metropolitan area
medical facilities (hospitals, clinics, etc.).
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A

B

BLOCK IV-B

C D E

Adequate

Good Excellent Outstanding

The five-point scale above indtcates your poseible evaluation
of each of the following questions. Regardless of whetner
you live on or off base, please select the letter which best
describes each of the following:

58.

59.

60.
6l.
62.

63.

Metropolitan area adult education programs (for high
school credit).

Metropolitan
credit).

Metropolitan
Metropolitan
Yetropolitan

Metropolitan

clinics, etc.

*

area

area
area
area

area

).

adult education programs (for college

school districts.
colleges and universities.
community medical care.

community medical facilities (hospitals,
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BLOCK V-A

A B C D E
Unimportant Moderately Very
Important Important

The five-point gcale above indicates various degrees of
importance. From the scale, please select the letter which
hegt represgsents the amount of importance you place on each
of the following:

64. The availability of full-time jobs in the metropolitan
area around your base.

65. The availability of part-time jobs in the metropolitan
area around your base.

66. Metropolitan area public tranctportation.

67. Equal opportunity for all races.

68. Equal opportunity for all sexes.

6%. Living in a community which has a low crime rate.
70. The availapility and guality of banking facilities.
71. The availability and gquality of retail facilities.
72. The availability and guality of service facilities.
73. The availability and quality of public libraries.

74. The availability of metropolitar. area sporting events
(professional, semi-professicnal, college).

75. The availahility of metropolitan area cultural events
(opera, theater, symphony, etc.).
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BLOCK V-B

a B c D E

Substandard Adegquate Good Excellent Outstanding
The five-point gcale above indicates your pvusaible evaluation
of each of the following questions. Regardless of whether
you live on or off base, please select the letter which best
degcribes each of the following.

76. The availability of full-time jobs in the metropolitan
area around your base.

77. The availability of part-time jobs in the metropolitan
area around your base.

78. The availability of metropolitan area public transporta-
tion.

79. Equality among races in the metropolitan area around
your base.

80. Sexual equality in the metropolitan area around your
base.

81. The crime rate in the metropolitan area around vcur
base.

82, The banks, retail, and service facilities in the metro-
politan area around your base.

83. The public libraries.

84. The metropolitan area sporting events (professional,
semi-professional, college}.

85. The metropolitan area cultural events (opera, theater,
symphony, etc.).
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APPENDIX B

COMPUTER PROGRAMS
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TABRLE 18

PRIMARY DATA FILE REARRANGEMENT PROGRAM

100
105
110
115
120
125
130
135
140
145
150
155
160
lb5
170
175
180
185
190
195
200
205
210
215
22U

PARAMETER N=139

CHARACTER DATA*62 (i) .TEMPDATA®62
DIMENSION LN(N),SURL{N)

CALL ATTACHB(Lll,"79B79/PPP;",1,0,,)
CALL ATTACH(12,"79B79/PPP1;",3,0,,)
DO 10 I=1,N

READ(11,1U00) LH(I),SURH(I),DATA(L)
10 CONTINUE

DO 20 I=1l,MN=-1

DO 30 J=I1+1,H
IF(SURN(L)Y-LT.SURN(J)) GO TO 13U
TEMPSURN=SURN(I)

SURN(IL)=SURN(J)

SURN(J)=TEMPSURN

TEMPDATA=DATA(L)

DATA(I)=DATA(J)

DATA{J)=TEHMPDATA

30 ZONTINUE

20 CONTIHUE

DO 40 I=1,NH

WRITE(12,100U) LN(ILI),SURN(I),DATA(I)
40 CONTINYE

STOP

1000 FORMAT(I3,1X,I16,462)

END

et ™ e ™~

75

T e g




TABLE 19

SECONDARY DATA FILE REARRANGEMENT PROGRAM

1ao
105
110
115
l2a
125
130
135
L40
145
150
155
160
165
17y
175
180
185
190
195
200
205
214
215
220

PARAMETER Nwl39

CHARACTER DATA%62(N),TEHPDATA*52
DIMENSION LN{(N),SURN(N)

CALL ATTACH(LL,"79B79/G4qQ;",1,0,,)
CALL ATTACH(12,"79B79/qQul;",3.0,,)
DC 10 I=],N

READ(11,1000) LN(I),SURN(I),DATA(L)
10 CUNTINUE

DO 20 I=1,N=1

DD 30 J=1+1,N
IF(SURN(I).LT.SURN(J)) GU Tu 30
TEMPSURN=SURN(I)

SURN(I)=SURN(J)

SURN(J)=TEMPSURK

TEMPDATA=DATA(L)

DATA(1)=DATA(J)

DATA(J)=TEMPDATA

30 CONTINUE

20 CUNTIHUE

DC 40 I=1,N

WRITE(12,l000) LX(I),SURN(IL),DATA(L)
40 CDHTINUE

STOP

1D0O0 FORMAT(I3,1X,16,423)

EN




TABLE 20

TERTIARY DATA FILE REARRANGEMENT PROGRAM

130 PARAMETER N=278

105 CHARACTER DATA®*62(N),TELPDATA*62Z
110 DIMENSIUN LH(N),SURN(N)

115 CALL ATTACH(11l,"79879/REESPRES;",1,0,,)
120 CALL ATTACH(12,"79B/9/bDD1;",3,0,,)
125 Do 10 I=1,N

13¢ READ(11,1000) LN(L),SUKN(I),DATA(L)
135 10 COUNTINUE

140 DO 20 I=1,N=1

145 DO 30 J=I+],N

150 IF(LN(I).LT.LN(J}) GO TO 30

155 TEMPLN=LN(I)

160 LN(I)=LN(J)

165 LH(J)=TEMPLN

170 TEUPSURN=SURN(I)

175 SURN(IL)=SURN(J)

180 SURH(J)=TEMPSURN

185 TEMPDATA=DATA(I)

190 DATA(I)=DATA(J)

195 DATA(J)=TEMPDATA

200 30 CONTINUE

205 20 CONTINUE

210 DO 40 I=],N

215 WRITE(12,1100) SURN(I),DATA(L)

220 40 CONTINUE

225 STOP

230 1000 FORMAT(I3,1X,16,A62)

231 1100 FORMAT(I6,1X,A62)

235 END
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TABLE 21

FREQUENCIES, CONDESCRIPTIVE AND CROSSTABS PROGRAM

lol##S,R(SL) :,8,163;,16

1025 :IDEWT:WP1186,AFIT/LSG CAPTS GEORGE ALD LEWIS

1036 :SELECT:SPSS/SPSS

104RUY NAIE; QUALITY OF LIFE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 5 BASES
l05VARIABLE LIST;BASE,GRADE,TIMASSG,0NBASE,dlEDLVL,
lu6;CITLIMS ,MARSTAT,DEPENDS ,QUESTO9 TO QUESTI19,QUEST2U
107;TO QUEST37,QUEST38 TO QUEST4Y9,QUEST50 TO QUEST63,
106;QUEST64 TO QUESTS8S

109VAR LABELS ;BASE,BASE/GRADE,CURRENT GRADE/TIIHASSG,TIME
110;AT PRESEJT ASSIGNMENT/ONBASE,LIVE O OR OFF BASEL/
I11;HIEDLVL,HIGHEST LEVEL OF FORMAL EUUCATION COMPLETEU/
112:CLTLIMS,LIVE WITHIN CITY LIMITS/

113;MARSTAT,MARTIAL STATUS/

l14;DEPENDS ,NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS SUPPORTED/
115;QUEST09,IICOME LEVEL IMPORTANCL/

116;QUESTI0,SAVINGS OR IWVESTMENT ACCOUNT IMPORTANCE/
117;QUEST]11,0WSING HOME IMPORTANCE/

i18;QUEST12,0WNING CAR IMPORTANCE/

119;QUEST13,0WNING MORE THA{ ONE CAR IMPORTAKCE/
120;QUEST14,ECONOMIC HEALTH OF METRO AREA ILiMPORTAJCE/
121VAR LABELS;QUEST15,INCOME EVAL/

122;QUEST16,SAVINGS OR INVESTMENT EVAL/

123;QUEST17, TRANSPORTATION EVAL/

124;QUEST18,METRO ECONOMIC HEALTH EVAL/
125;QUEST19,d0USING EVAL/

126 ;QUEST20,HEWSPAPERS IMPORTANCE/

127 ;QUEST21,TELEVISIUN IMPORTANCE/

128;QUEST22,RADI0O IUPORTANCE/

129;QUEST23,NAT POLITICS PARTICIPATIOH INPORTANCE/
130;YUEST24,L0C POLITICS PARTICIPATION IMPORTANCE/
131;QUEST25,PERSONAL PARTICIPATION IN POLITICS IHPORTANCE/
132VAR LABELS;QUEST26,L0CAL POLICE PRUTECTLUN LirukTAnCE/
133;QUEST27,LOCAL FIRE PROTECTION IMPORTALCE/
134;QUEST28,LOCAL WELFARE PROGRAf INPORTANCE/
135;QUEST2Y,NEWSPAPERS EVAL/

136, YUEST30, TELEVISION EVAL/

137;QUEST31,RAUIQ EVAL/

138;QUEST32,NAT POLITICS PARTICIPATION EVAL/
139:QUEST33,L0C POLITICS PARTICIPATION EVAL/
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Tabel 21--Continued

,——

140; QUEST34,PERSONAL PARTICIPATION I POLITICS EVAL/
141 ;QUEST35,HMETRY POLICE PROTECTION EVAL/
142;QUEST36,dETRU FIRL PROTECTION EVAL/
143;QUEST37,HETRO WELFARE PROGRAW EVAL/

l44VAR LABELS;QUEST3IY,AIR POLLUTION QUANTITY LMPURTALCL/

145;QUEST39,WATER POLLUTION QUAKTITY IMPORTALCE/
146;QUEST40,5CERCIC BEAUTY IMPORTANCE/

147;QUEST4] ,NOISE POLLUTION QUANTITY I!PORTAWCE/
14B;QUEST42,RECREATIONAL FACILITY IMPORTANCE/

149 ;QUEST43,CLIMATIC CONDITIONS IMPORTALCE/
150;QUEST44,AIR QUALITY EVAL/

151 ;QUEST4S,WATER QUALITY EVAL/

152;QUEST46,SCENIC BEAUTY EVAL/

153;QUEST47,N0ISE POLLUTION EVAL/

154; QUEST48,RECREATIONAL FACILITIES EVAL/
155;QUEST49,CLIMATE EVAL/

156VAR LABELS;QUESTS50,ADULT HS PROGRAM IMPURTANCE/
157;QUESTS]1,ADULT COLLEGE PROGRAM IMPORTALCE/

158, QUESTS52,AVAIL AND QUAL OF SCHOOL DIST IMPOKTALCE/
159;QUESTS53,H1IGH SCHOOL COMPLETLON IMPORTANCE/
16U; QUESTS4,COLLEGE COMPLETION IMPURTANCE/
l61;QUEST55,GRAD EDUC COMPLETIOQN IMPORTAWCL/
162;QUESTS56,AVAIL ANU (UAL OF MED CAKRE IMPORTANCE/
163;QUESTS7,AVAIL AND QUAL OF MED FAC IMPORTANCE/
164 ;QUESTSS,ADULT HS PROGRAM EVAL/

165; QUESTS9,ADULT COLLEGE PROGRAM EVAL/
166;QUEST60,S5CHOOL DISTRICT EVAL/

167;QUEST61,AREA COLLEGES AMND UWIVERSITIES EVAL/
l6B; QUEST62,COLMUNITY MED CARE EVAL/

169; QUEST63,COMMUNITY MED FAC EVaL/

l170VAR LABELS;QUEST64,FT JOB AVAILABILITY IMPURTANCE/
171;QUEST6S,PT JO3 AVAILABLITY IMPORTALCE/
172:0UEST66,PUBLIC TRANSPORT IMPORTANCE/
173;,QULST67,RACIAL EQO IMPORTANCE/
174;QUEST68,SEXVUAL EO IlPGRTALCE/

175;QUEST6Y,L0W CRIME RATE IMPORTANCE/

176, QUEST70,BANKING FACILITY AVAIL INPORTANCE/
177,QUEST7]1,RETAIL FACILITY AVAIL IMPORTANCE/
178;QUEST72,5ERVICE FACILITY AVAIL IMPORTANCE/
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TAVLE 21-Continued

179;yUEST73,PUBLIC LIBRARY AVAIL IMPORTANCE/
130;QUEST74,SPORTING EVENTS AVAIL IMPURTANCE/

181 :;QUESTJ/5,CULTURAL EVENTS AVAIL IMPORTAUCE/

182VAR LABELS;QUEST76,FT JOB AVAIL EVAL/

183;QUEST?77,PT JOB AVAIL EVAL/

184 ;QUEST78,PUBLIC TRANS AVAIL EVAL/

185;QUEST79,RACIAL EQUALITY EvAL/

186;QUEST80,SEXUAL EQUALITY EvaAL/

187;QUESTS81,CRIME RATE EVAL/

188;QUEST82,BANK, RETAIL AND SERVICE FACILITY EVAL/
l89;QUEST83,PUBLIC LIBRARY EVAL/

l190;QUEST84,SPORTINC EVENTS EVAL/

191 ;QUEST85,CULTURAL EVENTS EVAL/

192PKINT FORMATS;GRADE TO GUESTB5(A)/

193RECODE; BASE( A =1)( B’ =2)('C’m3){"D"®4){ " E"=5) (ELSE®Y%Y)
l94RCCODE;CRADE( A’ =]l )( "B " =2)("“C =) ("D =4} ("L =5)("F "=b)
195;(°C mi Y ("H’=8)( "1 =9) (" J =10 ("K' =11)( L =12)(".i"=13)
196; ("0’ =14) ("0 ul5)("P "=lb)

19 7KRECUDE; TIMASSC{ A= Ll) ("B m2){ C " m3)( U mi)( "C*m5)( " F ub)
198;(°C =7)("H =8)( " 1"=y)("J =10)
l99RCCODE;UNBASE( A = 1) { "B " =2)( C"=3)
20URECODE;HIEDLVL A =) ("B ' =2)( C’=3)( "D " =4)("E'n5)("F ' md)
201;(°C"=7)( 0 "=8)(’P "=y)

202RECODE;CITLINS( A " =1)( "k '=2)

2U03RECOLE; HARSTAT( A '=1)("B’=2)("C'=3) ("D "=4)("E’=5) ("F =)
2U04RECUDE;DEPENDS{ A =w1) (“B’'m2)("'C =3} ("D =4)("E " =5)("F =6)
205;(°C =7} (‘H " =8)("1"=9)

206RCCODE;QUESTO09 TO QUEST14,QUEST20 TO QUESTze,
207;QUEST38 TO QUEST43,QUESTS0 TO QUESTS/,

208;YUEST64 TO QUEST7S5( A =1){ "B’ =2)("C*=3)( D w4} (" E =5} (EL3Em=YY)
209RECODE;QUESTLS TO QUEST1Y,QUEST29 TO QUEST37,
21U;QUEST44 Tu QUEST49,QUESTS8 TO QUEST63,QUEST76 TO QULSTHS
2113 (A =1) ("B =2)(’C’=3){’D*=4)("E"=5) (ELSE=9Y)

212MISSINC VALUES;BASE TO QUESTE8S5(99)

213ASSIGN HMISSING;EASE TO GQUEST85(99)

214VALUE LABELS;B3ASE(1)MTYN HOME(2)REESLER(3)CRIFFISS

215; (4)REESE(5)SCUTT/

216 ;CRADE(1)COL(2)LTCOL(IIMAJ(4)CAPT(S)ILT(6Y2LT(7)CHSGT
217 ; (6)SMSCT(9)LSGT{L0)TSCT(Ll1)SSCT(12)YSCT(13)SRA(l4)AIlC
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TABLE 21--Continued

218;(15)ahN{1lo)AB/

219;TINASSG(LILTLI(2)] TO 3(3)3 TV 4(4)4 Tu 5(5)5 Tu o
220;(6)6 TO 7(7)7 TO 8(8)5 TO 9(9)9 TOU 10(1U)OVEK 11U/
221VALUE LABELS:ONBASE(Ll)ON BASE(2)OWN(3)RENT OFFBASE/
222;HIEDLVL(1}GRAMMAR(2)HS NUNGRAD(3)1lS GRAD (4)TRAUE
223;(5)SOME COLL(6)COLLEGE(7)RN(8)MASTERS(9)DOCTORATE/
224 ;CITLIMS(1)YES(2)NO/

225 :MARSTAT (1)MAR HOWMIL(2)HAR WIL(3)SINCLE(4)UIVORCLD
226; (5)SEPARATED (6)WIVOWED/

227;DEPESDS (1 )NOWE(2)ONE(3)TWO(4) THREE(S) FUUR(6)FIVE
228; (7)SIX(8)SEVEM(9)E OR HURE/

229; YUESTO9 TO QUEST14,QUEST20 TC QUEST?»,QUESTIS Tu
23U;QUEST43,QUESTS0 TO JUESTS7,QUES{%4 it JUEST?S

231; (LYUNINMPORTANT(2)FAIKLY UHIMPOKTANT(YHODERATELY
232; IMPORTANT(4) IMPORTANT(S5)VERY IMPORTAaN U/
233;QUEST1S TO QUESTI19,QUEST2Y TO QUEST3,..LTST44 TU
234, QUEST4Y,QUESTS8 TO QUEST63,QUESTi6 TO QiL.T»5

2353 (1)SUBSTAKDARD (2)ADEQUATE(3)GOOD (4)EXCELLE:TD

236; (S5)CUTSTANDING/

2371I5PUT MEDIUM;CARD

238N OF CASES;1136

239INPUT FORMAT:FIXED(1X,62A1,/,1X,23A1)
240FREQUENCIES ;CENERAL=ALL

2410PTIONS;3,6,8,9

2425TATISTICS;ALL

24IREAD INPUT DATA

2445 :SELECTA:AAAL

245FINISH

246S5ENDJOB
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TABLE 22

KENDALL COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE PROGRAM

Q010Q##S,R(PB) :,8,16;;,16

Q0205 :IDENT:WPl186,AFIT/LSG CAPTS GEORGE AND LEWIS
00308 :SELECT:SPSS/SPSS

00Q40RU! NAME;5 BASE KENDALL’S W TEST
QU5S0VARIABLE LIST;VARL TQ VARS
0060INPUT FORNAT;FIXED (S5FS5.3)

0070l QF CASES;S

QQ80INPUT MEDIUM,; CARD

DOY0ONPAR TESTS;KENDALL=ALL

Ql10READ INPUT DATA

01205 :SELECTA:KENDAT

Ql3Q0FINISH

01408 :ENDJOB

TABLE 23

K-SAMPLE MEDIAN TEST PROGRAM

100##S,R(YH) :,8,16;;:,10
L10S:IVENT:WPI136,AFIT/LSC CAPTS GEORGE ALD LEWIS
120$:SELECT:SPSS/SPSS

130RUN NAME;5 BASE EXTENDED MEDIAN TEST
l40VARTABLE LIST;QUESTOL,QUESTILS

150N OF CASES;75

160INPUT FORMAT;,FREEFIELD

170INPUT MEDIUM;CARD

180NPAR TESTS;MEDIAN=QUESTOl BY GQUESTL5(1,5)
I90READ INPUT DATA

2005 : SELECTA:BASEINF1

2i0$:ENDJOB
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TABLE 21«-Continued

218;:(1l5)anN(le)AB/

219;TIMASSG(1)LT1(2)1 TO 3(3)3 T 4(4)4 TO 5(5)5 Tu 6
220;(6)6 TO 7(7)7 TO 8(8)5 TO 9(9)9 TC 10(1CG)OVEKR 10/
221VALUE LABELS;ONBASE(1)ON BASE(2)OWN(3)RENT OFFBASE/
222;HIEDLVL(1)CRAMMAR(2)HS NONGRAD(3)lis GRAD(4)TRADE
2233 (5)SOME COLL(6)COLLEGE(7)}RN(8)MASTERS(?)DOCTORATE/
224;CITLIMS(1)YES(2)NO/

2253;HARSTAT (1)MAR NONMIL(2)HMAR HMIL{3)SINCLE(4)DLVORCED
226;(5)SEPARATED (6)WIDOWED/

227 ;DEPENDS(1)NOKE(2)YUNE(3)TWO(4)THREE(S5) FUUR(6)FIVE
228;(7)SIX(B)YSEVEN(9)8 OR NURE/

229;QUEST09 TO QUESTL4,QUEST20 TO QUEST25,QUEST38 TU
230;QUEST43,QUEST50 TO QUESTS7,QUEST64 TU GUESTIS
231:(1)UNIMPORTANT(2)FAIRLY UNIMPORTANT(3)}ODERATELY
232;IMPUORTANT(4) IMPORTANT(5) VERY IMPORTANKT/
233;QUEST1S5 TO QUESTL9,QUEST29 TO QUEST37,QUEST44 T
234;QUEST49,QUEST58 TO YUEST63,QUEST76 TO QUEST4S5
235;(1)SUBSTANDARD (2)ADEQUATE(3)GOOD (4 )EXCELLENT

235; (5)OUTSTANDING/

2371HPUT MEDIUM;CARD

2338 OF CAS5ES;136

239INPUT FORMAT;FIXED(1X,62Al1,/,1X,23Al1)
240FREQUENCIES;GENERAL=ALL

2410PTIONS;3,6,8,9

242STATISTICS;ALL

243READ INPUT DATA

2445 :SELECTAzAAAL

245FINISH

246SENDJOB
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APPENDIX C

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPUNDENTS
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SMSAs WITH ASSOCIATED LOW
RATED COMPONENTS
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