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____PREFACE ,'

Job attitudes of military and civilian personnel are an
important part of retaining personnel in both Federal
service and specific jobs. A person's job attitude is made
up of many factors, and the comparison of those factors can
help us better understand why a person or group of people
are either more or less satisfied than another group.

This study was to see if there were significant
differences in job attitudes among Air Force Contract
Management Division personnel assigned to Air Force Plant
Representative Offices, the rest of Air Force Systems
Command personnel, and the remainder of Air Force personnel.
Then, if there were differences, the study attempted to
explain them.

The data used for this study is currently maintained by
the Leadership and Management Development Center's (L-1DC)
Directorate of Research & Analysis at Maxwell AFB AL.
However, before the end of 1986, the data will be
transferred to the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory at
Brooks AFB TX.

The format followed for this study was the Publication
Manual of the American Psychological Association, with minor
variations to meet LMDC's requirements. In addition, in the
interest of brevity, the pronoun "he" was used in all
discussions rather than the more cumbersome "he/she"
although female personnel were an important part of the
data.

The author is indebted to Major Mickey R. Dansby and
Captain Richard H. Brown, Leadership and Management
Development Center, Directorate of Research & Analysis, for
their guidance and technical assistance.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A
Part of our College mission is distribution of the
students' problem solving products to DoD

Ssponsors and other interested agencies to
enhance insight into contemporary, defense
related issues. While the College has accepted this
product as meeting academic requirements for

- graduation, the views and opinions expressed or
implied are solely those of the author and should
not be construed as carrying official sanction.

-"insights into tomorrow"

REPORT NUMBER 86-162S

AUTHOR(S) MAJOR DAVID L. rIASTIN, USAF

TITLE JOB ATTITUDES OF AIR FORCE PLANT REPRESENTATIVE
OFFICE (AFPRO) PERSONNEL

I. Purpose: To determine if there are significant
differences in job attitudes for personnel in Air Force
Plant Representative Offices (AFPRO) as compared to other
personnel in Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) and to other
Air Force personnel.

II. Procedure: Three steps were taken to meet the purpose
of this study:

(1) A literature review was conducted on major theories
and current research on organizational behavior and job
satisfaction. This was done to develop a basis to explain
any significant differences found during the analysis of the
data. For instance, Herzberg's two-factor theory discussed
hygiene factors as environmental such as policies, working
conditions, money, and security. These tend to eliminate
dissatisfaction but do not motivate workers. Herzberg also
discussed motivators such as recognition for accomplishment,
increased responsibility, and professional growth and
development and said these will motivate workers if the
workers are otherwise satisfied through hygiene factors. He
went on to say that using job enrichment to upgrade a
person's responsibility, growth, and challenge of the job is
the best motivator of all.

vii



_CONTINUED__

(2'1 Analyses were undertaken on both the demographic
and attitudinal data of the three groups from the Air Force
Leadership and Management Development Center's ,:Lt1OC)
Organizational Assessment Package (OAP survey. Statistical
analyses of the data were conducted using standard
inferential statistics (:Analysis of Variance with
Newman-Keuls follow-up) at the 95% confidence level.

(3) An interpretation of the factors having significant
statistical differences among groups was then accomplished
using the literature review and the author's experience as a
basis for the explanation of the differences.

III. Data: The data for the analyses were taken from the
LNOC's OAP data base and included 570 AFPRO respondents (37officers and 533 civil service) from three AFPROs: Hughes,

El Segundo, California; Aerojet, Sacramento, California; and
Rockwell, North American Aircraft Operations, Los Angeles,
California (including Palmdale and Columbus',. There were
6.C40 qFSC respondents (1,890 officers and '-,150 civilians)
and 30,710 Air Force respondents ,(10,700 officers and 20,010
civilians). Only data collected from I October 1981 to 16
September 1985 and from respondents stationed within the
continental United States were used. In addition, enlisted
personnel were not considered due to their small number in
AFROs.

IV. Findings: The statistical analyses indicated AFPRO
personnel expressed significantly less positive job
attitudes than AFSC and Air Force personnel. Specifically,
cFPRO personnel were statisticallg significantly lower on 9
of the 18 factors when compared with AFSC personnel. These
faztors were Task Characteristics, Job Related Training,
Management and Supervision, Work Crcip Effectiveness,
General Organizational Climate, Sk ill Variety, Task
Significance, Job Feedback, and Need for Enr:chmert Index.
AFPRO personnel were also statistically significantly lower
on 11 of the 18 factors when cormpavE2-7. w.Jt.h. qir Force
personnel. These factors were Job Performanr-e [nals, Task
Characteristics, Job Related Traini 'g, curan~zaL~cnal
Communicatlons Climate, Pride, W'-7-I. 51_rnp :fFnti,''eness,
General Organizational Climate, FiLi ! ar'ntx. Tas.
Identit , Task Significance, and Job FEdback (FPRO

* viii
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____________CONTINUED

personnel were significantly more positive compared to Air
Force personnel on only one factor: Need for Enrichment
Index. AFPRO personnel were not significantly more positive
than AFSC personnel on any factors.

U. Recommendations: To help increase AFPRO personnel's job
attitudes, AFCND leadership could:

(1) Continue their current initiatives to increase the
stature of AFCND in the eyes of AFSC and the Air Force.

(2) Focus more on motivators than hygiene factors in
future initiatives.

(3) Look into the feasibility of additional job
enrichment for their personnel.

(4) Upgrade local AFPRO training programs.
(5) Ensure personnel fully understand AFCND's mission and

how it fits into the overall posture of our national defense.

ix
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Chapter One

INTPODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to provide the Air Force

Contract !lanagement Division (AFC1D) an analysis of the

Leadership and ilanagement Development Center's (LHOC)

Organizational Assessment Paclage (OAP) survey data. This

anaiysis compares results from OAF surveys for three groups to

assist AFC'D leaders in identifying overall attitudinal

strengths and potential personnel problem areas. Group 1

consists of AFC!1O personnel; Group 2 is comprised of other Air

Force Systems Command (AFSC'. personnel; and Group 3 consists of

other Air Force personnel surveyed by LHDC. The analyses

consider attitudes of officers and civilian personnel within the

three groups. Excluded from the analyses are enlisted personnel

data due to the small numbers at AFCrID detachments.

Why should we be concerned about studying job attitudes in

today's Air Force? As Lawrence J. Korb Ci96S5. Assistant

Secretary of Defense, Hianpower, Installations and Logistics,

points out, we cannot become complacent about our improved

manpower situation. As a matter of fact, the Air Force

retention rates peaked three years ago and have gradually

declined since then. In addition, the military-age population

in the United States will be 15". smaller by 1990 than it was in

1:



1990 --. rcrre I I, 1985. One way of lessening the :moact of Fewer

potential recruits i.s to maintain high retention levels thirough7

nreased job satisfaction.

AFC11C's personnel (specialists -n engineering, ccrtractlng,

mar>facur ngsuboontracts, qual!_tg ass!_:r-_'ce, and program

management'! are all located in contractor faoilitles and are all

~relatively high demand in the defPense contractor community.

Beca.-se of this Fact, AFCND needs to be especially concerned

wi~retention through increased Job satlsfacti Dn. Pccording to

RiC'art n. Wheatt (Personal ccrmun,_cat:on, C2ecerrter 19, 199:5

E5ze-'al Ossistart to the AFC[,!C Ccrader, in 113e-i PFC!ID had an

av~e-age o-.vilJan personnel turrc-er rate cF _:S. However, 4Ln

teLos P~ngele s area, wLhere there are seven of the twenty-four

Air ?-crce Plant Representative Offices -e1PRQs), the average

civ:ianturnov~er rate was 32%

Since the CPP survey plays such- a7- imporctant part in this

st: 4 a brief discussion of the sur,.egy's historL. is

aporoorrlate. The idea For the SUr';ee , Cr-ginated 1n 19-33w

t*7e teginino cf th-e all volunteer _Slc ~hct, 19BS. 1 n an

effort to understand what makes the Pir Foce~ atrtact-,ve.

Ege-eral Da'..id C. Jonies :then Air Force EChleF of Staff)

established the Pir Force Ilanagement 1 ro' errer . G3roup qrF IT r

in 15-7S tCo study the nor-technlzi a sc:Ect s of.,f7 Force la1fe.

The results of AF!!IG surveys indicate d a needl For leadershic, andt

management training. Lr1DE: wjas cr:dtof1 t1h:s need.



Subsequently, the OAP survey was developed Jointly by LHIJC

and the Air Force Human Pesources Laboratory to help LHDC meet

its mission. The LJlDC survey format was based on the

situational approach to leadership and management. In addition,

the survey was designed to (a) help identify organizational

leadership/management strengths and weaknesses, 'b) provide

feedback to Air Force Professional Military Education schools.

and *:c) provide a data base in support of Air Force-wide

organizational effectiveness research efforts ,(Short, 1985). The

ultimate goal of LNDC is to use the survey data to improve Air

Force leadership/management and thereby increase motivation and

productivitg 'Mahr, 1982). Over the years, the survey has

evolved into a 109-item booklet (discussed in more detail in

Chapter Three).

In order to better understand the OAF results for AFC1D and

AFSC. one needs some appreciation of the scope of these

organizations. AFC1D, headquartered at Kirtland Air Force Base.

New 11exico, is part of AFSC and at the same organizational level

as the four product divisions: Space Division, Aeronautical

Systems Division, Electronic Systems Division. and the Armament

Division. Its mission is to perform contract administration at

all contractor plants assigned to the Air Force under the

Department of Defense Plant Cognizance Program 'USAF, 194'*.

!Iost of AFCIID's personnel are assigned to AFPROs located at

assigned contractor facilities where they administer government

contracts. AFC1D currently has 24 AFPROs scattered across the

3
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United States (AFCiD, 198S). None of these AFPR~s is collocated

at any Air Force base. Examples of scme of the larger AFPROs

,.over 200 personnel', include Rockwel! International,

Los Angeles, California; Boeing, Seattle, Washington: Hughes.

E! Segundo, California; Lockheed, !lar-etta, Georgia; General

Dynamics, Fort Worth, Texas; and Westinghouse, Ealtimore.

!fargland. While AFC1iD is responsible for contract

administration, AFSC designs, constructs, tests, and purchases

weapons and equipment and initial spare parts for Air Force

operational and support commands. Primary emphasis in AFSC is

given to aeronautical, space, electronic, missile and armament

systems (Air Force qssociation, 1985,. This work is done

primarilg by the four major product divisions listed above. All

of these divisions and all other AFSC divisions, organizations,

and centers are located at either an Air Force base or Air Force

station.

In order to examine AFC1lD job attitudes, this study pursues

Fnur- objectives:

(1) To review relevant background research and

oranrizational behavior literature to determine what previous

researchers have learned about work attitudes, and to determine

whether there are hypothesized or confirmed differences among

AFC!!U, AFSC. and other Air Force personnel;

<.2 To compare OPP-measured demographic characteristics and

job att:tudes of officers and civiI-ans -n FDID with the

attitudes of corresponding perscnel in OFSE and in the Air

- ~ ,** ** *** ~ .. ~'# ~ \ **~ ' -~ > -,. ~ ~ !. V,~4



Force. The comparisons are made using descriptive and

inferential statistics 'Analysis of Variance LANOA:! with

i)ewman-Keuls Follow-up);

(3) To analyze the statistically significant attitudinal

differences among the AFCMD, AFSC, and other Air Force

personnel; and

C) To develop recommendations for AFCMD leadership.

The report addresses each of these goals in the following

manner. First, Chapter Twc reviews results of relevant

background research. Chapter Three discusses the methodology

used for this study, and includes an expanded explanation cf the

L!1C OPP attitude survey used to collect the data, and an

explanation of the procedures used in computing and analyz:ng

the data. Chapter Four provides the results from the data

analysis, including demographic descriptions and attitudinal

summary tables. Chapter Five is a discussion of the areas where

there are statist:cally signif:cant differences. Finally,

Chanter Six presents a conclusion and recommendations for AFE11D.

5

V ~ --, - - '.f i



Chapter Two

LITERATURE REUIEW

Research on related literature dealing with job attitudes

and job satisfaction revealed a considerable amount of

information on limited groups of Air Force people, especially

pilots and missilemen. However, there was no information found

dealing specifically with contract administration personnel and

only a few reports on related areas. Therefore, this chapter

first reviews some of the important background literature on

organizational management theory and then reviews a few studies

dealing with Air Force personnel.

There are two major groups of theories dealing with

motivation in organizations--content theories and process

theories (Hellriegel, Slocum, & Woodman, 1983). Content

theories focus on what specific things or actions motivate

people, such as higher salaries, better working conditions, and

better supervision. Process theories attempt to explain the

process of how people start, continue, or stop certain

behaviors, and is concerned with rewarding desired behavior to

increase the chances it will be repeated. The two major content

theories to be discussed are flaslow's need hierarchy theory and

Herzberg's two-factor theory. The major process theory to be

7
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di.scussed is Porter- and Lawler's basic e:pectanco4 theory. A

separate synopsis of each of these three theories Follows.

-he First major content theorg Hellrlegel et al. C113)

discissed is Abraham H. Maslow's need hlerarchg theory. T7

Iaslocu proposed that people hat a comple': set cf needs which he

divlded into fiehierarchical categories. Thease Five

categcr:es are physiological, security,, affiliation, esteem, and

se..F-actialization. flaslow also made four assumpticris abcut h-is

"I-7archu: (I) Satisfied needs to not motivate; l'2'1 The needs

are veycomplex arc! a number of needs affect a person at any

zne time, 1'3'1 Lower level needs must be satisfied before higher

le,.-21 needs are addressed; and 1''- There are more w-,ays to

sat-,sfy4 higher level needs than lower- level needs. In other

words. !aslow's theory predicts a dynamic situation where a

.t'-: OUSlg changing set of needs governs behavlor ':ellriegel

et al., 1383'>

A second majcr content theorg, the twoi-factor; thieory, was

d-eveloped by Frederick Herzberg in the -:.d 195'EIs. This theory

stated th-at LAhen people Felt dissatisfied abtt their jobs t!7e-,

;:erf concerned about their enivircnment. E at whe7 people felt

good- about their Icbs it had to do t! , the orl itselF (Hersei

F, Elanchard, 1969-,. Herzberg called these two categories

hyg:ere factors and motivators respect--.el". The 1 ygiene

f az-cors were envi'ronmental and nlueJcorpany pol.oies and

ad':r":straticr. s -1p er'. i0 n., iw crii Lc uc! -,tI cr.s, rterloerscra~

rs ' t Ions with other people on thes job , mo'-eg,~a~s and

8



security. The motivators concerned the job itself and included

feelings of achievement, recognition for accomplishment,

challenging worn:, increased responsibility, and professional

growth and development. For the interested reader, Herzberg

,(1966, offers a more detailed description of each of these

factors.

Herzberg's two-factor theory fits in very well with Maslow's

hierarchy of needs by showing how the hygiene factors fulfill

the physiological, security, affiliation, and part of the esteem

needs; and the motivators fill the rest of the esteem needs and

all of the self-actualization needs (Hellriegel et al., 1983).

However, Herzberg pointed out that hygiene factors, when

satisfied, tend to eliminate dissatisfaction but do not motivate

workers. Only satisfaction of the motivators will motivate

workers. Herzberg then went on to say that the best motivator

of all was to use job enrichment to upgrade a person's

responsibility, growth, and challenge of the job. Although some

people said Herzberg's two-factor theory was over-simplified, it

has endured over the past 25 years and has played a prominent

role in today's management of Air Force personnel (Boren, 19BO).

Porter and Lawler's basic expectancy theory states that

satisfaction is an effect rather than a cause of performance and

that differential performance determines rewards, which produce

satisfaction. Because of this, the theory emphasizes rewards

and the processes of decision making. It also emphasizes that

managers must take an active role in the subordinates'

9



rmti',ational process. in doing so, managers should match people

to jobs and establish performance-reward Lontingencies. Finallg,

motivation will not lead to better performance unless the

manager recognizes it and rewards it on a real time basis

CHellriegel et al.. 1983).

All three theories deal with job satisfaction, so it's not

surprising that much has been written about how to increase job

satisfaction using Job enrichment. Job enrichment allows the

employee more responsibility for planning, organizing,

controlling, and evaluating his own work. Hellriegel et al.

,11993.' point OUt that employees whose jobs are enriched are

better satisfied and therefore take greater interest in the

quaiity of their work, resulting in fewer redos, lower material

consumption, and improved customer satisfaction. In addition,

employees have better job attitudes, which relate directly to

lower turnover and less absenteeism. Job enrichment also leads

to employee goodwill, both on and off the job, and to improved

emplogee health. Still, job enrichment programs do fail, and

when they do, job satisfaction decreases 'He!ir~egel et al.,

1983). Some of the major causes cited For failure by Hellriegel

et al. :19831 are managerial res:stance, lack of organizational

commitment, individual differences, technological constraints,

and organizational climate. Organizational climate includes the

degree of trust, communication, and support ex:sting in an

organization.
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Because of Failures using job enichment techniques,

T. R Haclrnan and 3. F. Oldham developed a survey to measure

job dimensions to try to predict outcomes of job erric!mert

KHe1lriegel et al., 1983:1. Haok.man and Qidhamn (1980: define

job enrichment to include five core job dimensions. They are

K:sl:.11 .aret--doing different things and using different

Skills. atij-ities, and talents; (2) task identiJtg--donq. the

u hcle iob frmbeginr~ng to end; (3', taslk 5sagn_1fcance--the

degree the job has a meaningful impact or others in the

organIzation; _L!) autonomg--gives the freedom, independeroe, and

discretion to the individual in scheduling the work: and in

determining the proceires to be used; and (S. ;cb feedback1--the

clear ard direct information about performance and cob outcomre.

"hen ;.-resent, these Five core job dimensions lead to three

psychological states--meaningfulness, responsibility, and

Feedbaz.k-whlch ev.entuallyj lead to greater job satisfaction. In

additicr to th-eir work on the survey, Hackman and Oldham :'1990:

dIeveloped a Formula so that an individl-al can dev..elop his own

job prcfi,1e. This Formula can also be used to measure ho-w

rnotivat~ng or sat~.sfying a job is, and therefore oan be used' to

help determine the individual's growth need.

Within the Air Force, there have been a number of studies

dealing with job attitudes, job satisfaction, and job

enrichment. For instance, in 1977? the Air Force Human Resou-rces

Laboratory completed a handboco. cn jot enrichment !'Watson &'

Zum~rbroP. it went into great detail on how to redesign iobs

1 
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using primary motivation, job st1mLu! S conditions, worker

perceptions, worker affective responses, and worker behavioral

responses. Another handbook was completed the fc!lowing year

and goes into more detail of job redesign rHendrich, 1978-1. The

second handbook provides four e:<amples of early Air Force job

enrichment programs. One of these, Ogden Air Logistics Center,

has some similarities with AFPROs. During the trial program at

Ogden. Herzberg was brought in by the 01 Force to be a

consultat. The results of implementing Herzberg's

rezommendations were so favorable at Ogden that AFLC implemented

the program at its four other air logistic centers.

Also in 1977, a study was done on job enrichment for

engineering organizations (Purdy). Although AFPROs are not

engineering organizations, they do include engineers.

The study revealed four common causes for dissatisfaction

among engineers in the field. They were (l, misutilization

of talent, (2) lack of modular job design, (3) no project

management responsibility, and (4) limited paths for growth

into larger tasks.

In an Air Force-wide study in 1980, Boren locked at the job

satisfaction levels of wage grade board civilians, general

schedule civilians, and officers. He found that civilians, both

the wage grade board and general schedule, had very positive job

satisfaction levels while the officers had slightly less

aositive satisfaction levels. Boren 1980,1 further pointed out

that his results verified the Air Force had used job enrichment

12



successfully to increase the level of job satisfaction within

these groups.

The next chapter discusses the methodology used to study

AFCND personnel's job attitudes in the present study, to include

instrumentation, data collection, subjects, and procedures.

13
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Chapter Three

METHODOLOGY

Instrumentation

LMDC's OAP was used to collect the data for this study

(Appendix C). The DAP consists of a computer-scored, 109-item

survey. Responses in the survey use a scale of 1 to 7, with a

value of "l" generally indicating strong disagreement or

dissatisfaction with the question or statement and a "7"

generally indicating strong agreement or satisfaction. The

exact meaning of each response is clearly indicated in the

introduction to each module of the survey (Short, 1985). The

survey consists of 16 demographic items and 93 attitudinal

items.

The DAP survey then groups items in the individual

attitudinal modules into factors, making the results more

reliable and interpretable. According to Short (1985) the

reliability For the primary OAP factors is acceptable to

excellent and all factors are strong, stable and consistent.

There are 13 key factors used in LMDC's consultation process

and they are grouped under three areas of organizational

Functioning. The First area, Mission/Resources, includes the

factors of Job Performance Goals, Task Characteristics, Task

15
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Autonomy, and Job Related Training. This area deals with the

task properties and environmental conditions of the job. The

second area, Leadership Effectiveness, includes the factors of

Performance Barriers/Blockages, Management and Supervision,

* Supervisory Communications Climate, and Organizational

Communications Climate. This area assesses the effectiveness of

the supervisors and the process of accomplishing the work. The
* 1-

thivd area, Unit Effectiveness, includes the factors of Pride,

Advancement/Recognition, Work Group Effectiveness, General

Organizational Climate, and Job Related Satisfaction. This area

measures task performance, group development, and effects on

g=o.jp members.

In addition, a fourth area, Job Enrichment, is considered

important even though it does not contain any of the 13 key

factors normally used in management consultation. It includes

the factors of Skill Uariety, Task Identity, Task Significance,

Job Feedback, and Need for Enrichment Index. This area measures

the degree to which the job itself is interesting, meaningful,

challenging, and responsible.

Another important aspect of the OAP is its substantiated

reliability and validity. Short CIBBS) described a previous

paper he had done in 1981 that provided evidence of the factor-

by-Factor reliability of the OAP. During his study, he used

the test-retest for stability and Cronbach's alpha for internal

consistency. All the primary factors were shown to be reliable.

In addition to reliability, Short pointed cut the OAP validity

16
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was verified in a number of studies done by Conlon in 1980,

Short and Wilkerson In 1981, and Webster in 19B2. Oil the

results clearly indicated a significant convergent validity fcr

the OAP.

Data Collection

LUDC personnel collected the data used in this report

in conjunction with management consultation visits to numerous

Air Force organizations. Major unit commanders initiated the

consultation process through a written request to L1DC. Once

the request was approved, LMDC sent a team to the organization

to administer the OAP survey over a one or two week period,

depending on the size of the organization. The survey was given

in a controlled environment in group sessions with all unit

personnel present for duty given the opportunity to complete the

survey. Furthermore, only LMDC consultants handled the survegs

and complete anonymity was promised to unit personnel. LHDC

also gathered complementary data while visiting the unit to

round out their consultation. *.OnlW the data gathered through

the OAP survey were used in the present report.)

Although fron an Air Force-wide perspective, the survey was

an "opportunity sample," the data are representative of the

bases where they were collected. All OAP survey responses

collected are added to a cumulative data base of survey results

maintained on a computer at Gunter Air Force Station, Alabama.

This cumulative data base represents a large portion of the Air

17
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Force populatIon. (To ensure current :data. h, studg uses onI!,

data collected from 1 October 183 to 15 Seotember 19S.)

After the Initial data col'Lecticn. LAC1D perscnnel analgzed

tlhe -Jat-a to determine the organizat~o'-I s~r"I-s and

we3l.,esses as vi'ied by the orgarizat-2ral Persc7-ei

K~cmades uite, 19E3). Tns; retL''-e __ cthe -7t to

vaIL:iate th!e survey data and sie seo-,Fic feedbJacl: to

s~orv sos.During this Feedbac,-: process, cconFidentialitg -uas

ma-tare regards to specific re-sponses. LI1DC also

c7:-dL.Cted 1worshops and seminars as re.quired to train -!nit

superVISors. Appro;:imately four to six: months after the feedback

.tanother Lr1DC team returned to the urlt to measure the

progress of th'-e organization. At this time, L112C administered

t!he 21-P? su-r.'ey agaln, conducted irnter-vlews wihselected

maragers, and collected key management indicatcrs. After

aralyzing this new :information, L"2DC sent a ccnfidentlal report

on the follow-up results to the commander of thcrgan.,zaticn.

.- j: d-ata from second CAP administrations were .included in this

Sub lects

The sujects for this studg includ'ed aztive duty officers

*and :- Force ci -1~an employees From thr:ee lndlepsedenrt grcLps:

OFFROs, PV)SC, and other Air Force personel. 17 addltlon, only

data from' subtJ3cts stationed within thecntine-ncal Un-,ted

EL-:ates were ;ncludedi. The su~biec:ts frojm *-iie PFF :zOs incluted- 37

officers and 533 c: :iii',-ans. These :eon-ewrp F:-!77 thrae



AFPROs: Aerojet, Sacramento, California; Hughes, El Segundo,

California; and Rockwell, North American Aircraft Operations,

Los Angeles, California (including the Palmdale and Columbus

organizations).

The AFSC subjects (excluding AFPRO personnel) included 1,890

officers and q,1SO civilians. These personnel were from 11

different bases including Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland;

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio; Edwards Air Force Base,

California; Eglin Air Force Base, Florida; Norton Air Force

Base, California; Hanscom Air Force Base, Massachusetts; and Los

Angeles Air Force Station, California, among others.

Finally, the Air Force subjects CAFSC and AFPRO personnel

excluded) consisted of 10,700 officers and 20,010 civilians.

These personnel were from 80 different Air Force bases across

the country. Exact sample sizes vary from one DAP factor to

another due to some surveys being incomplete.

Procedures

The analyses of the three groups were conducted in two

separate comparisons. First is an analysis of demographics to

characterize the three sample groups. The second analysis is a

comparison of AFPRO personnel's job attitudes to those of AFSC

personnel and to those of the other Air Force personnel.

Analusis of DemoaraphIcs

In this study, the LMOC data base was divided into three

groups: AFPROs, AFSC, and the Air Force. These groups were

then sub-divided into officers and civilians. The Statistical

19
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Pac -age for the Social Sciences sub1program "Crosstabs" was used

to araigze the data.

Como-ariscn of AFPRO. AFSC. and qir For-ce Personnel.

For this comparison the L11DC d~ata base was divided into the

sarre three major groups: AFPROs, AFSC, and Air Force. The

P'7) procedure was ujsed to determine uj-hethe7 the groups differed,

an,- the "Iewman-keuls procedure was then used, where needed, as a

~-' 1o-uptest to determine whether the speci-Fic differences

were h--igher or lower among the grou-ps. These procedures were

u-sedl to indicate reliable differences v.ith a 9S'. level of

co7-F:denoe, meaning there is a 95'. reliabilitg the differences

'-1 rd not -jccur- by chance. In addition, these procedures were

used to determine which factors vaidsigniFicantIy among the

th-ree sample groups. Comparisons were made in relation to the

four areas of organizational Functioning: Hjission/Resources,

Lea:.ershlp Effectiveness, Unit Effectiveness, and Job

Enr:chment.

The results of these procedures are in Chapter Four where

demograhpic and attltudinal data are provided in descriptive

paragraphs and in sumnmary tables.

'10
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Chapter Four

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the statistical

analyses conducted on the OAP survey data. First are the

results from the analysis of demographics in descriptive

paragraphs, then the results from the comparisons of AFPRO,

AFSC, and Air Force personnel's job attitudes.

Analusis of Demographics

Tables A-I through A-22, Appendix A, provide detailed

descriptive information on officer and civilian personnel in

AFPROs, AFSC, and the Air Force.

Officer Personnel

The description of a typical AFPRO officer respondent is

profiled. He has at least 8 years in service, over 18 months at

his present duty station, over 36 months in his career field,

and less than 18 months in his present position. The typical

AFPRO officer respondent is also married with his spouse

employed, and less than half of the responding officers hold

advanced degrees. Even though qO" of the respondents supervise

four or more people, the typical respondent is not a supervisor

and does not write performance reports. In addition, 36% report

their supervisors do not actually write their performance

21



reports. Finally, 74% indicate they either il or likely

will, make the Air Force a career.

A typical AFSC officer respondent is v.ery similar to an

AFPRO officer respondent. He has move than 8 uears in service,

over 18 months at his present dutg station, more than 36 months

in h7is career field, and less than !8 months in his present

QoSit-lon. The typical AFSC officer respondent is married with

his spouse not employed, and S7%. of the responding officers hold

ad,.an7Ced degrees. Even though 25% o-F the respondents supervi,-se

Fcur or more people, 56 of the resondents are not supervisors

a7-- 5E6% do not write performance reports. In addition, 17%

rer-t their supervisors do not actually -wLrite their performance

re::or-ts. Finally, 67 indicate th-ey elther w-11, or likely

will, myake the Air Force a career.

The typical data base Air Force ofFicer's demographics are

verg similar to both the AFFRO and PF5C officer respondents. He

has more than 8 years in service, over 18 months at his present

duty, station, more than 36 months in his career Fieid, and less

than 12 months in h-is present position. The typical Air Force

oFPficer respondent is married with less than, half' of the spctuses

em loujet, h146'±. of these officers hocld adv.anced decrees.

E':er thocugh 29% of:- the responder'ts SL~pr-"I'-Se fou-r or more

poo Ie,38'. are not super'.' sorg and -lY io rict crt erfcr-rance

re:c-t. naddat-,cr, .3'. report. tSho.r sOr-iscrs do not:

~oualywrite their perForman e dS C~ai.75 n~ate

the,-. e.,th-er w-,!l. Cr I kely L~j -I I tll r Force a career.



Now that descriptions of the three groups of officers are

complete, demographic reviews are presented of the typical

civilian respondents from the three groups.

Civilian Personnel

A typical AFPRO civilian respondent is described first. At

the AFPROs, SS% of the respondents have more than 8 years

federal service and over 33% have more than 36 months at their

present duty stations. Most of them have 36 months in the career

field and 21'. have been in their present positions more than 36

months. Over 57% of the respondents are married. In addition,

while 88% of the respondents have more than a high school

diploma, 37% have at least a bachelor's degree. Eighty-two

percent of them are not supervisors. Only 5% of the respondents

report their supervisors did not write their appraisals, while

11% were not sure who wrote their appraisals. More than 76" of

them either most likely, or definitely, plan to make the civil

ser'.ice a career.

Ne:<t, the profile of the AFSC civilian respondents is

presented. Seventy-one percent have more than 8 years federal

service and over '2 have more than 36 months at their present

duty stations. lost of them have over 36 months in the career

field, and over 44% have been in their present positions more

than 36 months. [lore than 72"% of the respondents are married.

In addition, while 8O of the respondents have more than a high

school diploma, 48% have at least a bachelor's degree. Seventy-

nine percent are not supervisors. Only 8% report their
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supervzsors did not write their appraisals, wliie 10% were not

sure who wrote their appraisals. Ylore than 73% either

definitely, or most likely, plan to make the civil service a

career.

Last is a description of the data base rir Force civilians.

i::ta-seven Percent have more than 8 gears federal service and

over 53'. have more than 36 months at their present duty

s'aticns. Host of them have over 3E months in the career field,

and over 41'. have been in their present positions more than 36

months. Hore than 76% of the respondents are married. In

additicn, 61% of the respondents have more than a high school

dlpl:ma and 17. have at least a bachelor's degree. Si:ty-seven

percent are not supervisors. Onlg 10'. report their supervisors

SdId not write their appraisals, while 13. were not sure who

wrote their appraisals. ore than 6l. either definitely, or

most l:Lely, plan to make the ovii servlce a career.

In addition to these descriptions of typical officer and

ci',1ian respondents, there are some demographic differences

that should be highlighted. First, "16% of the responding AFPRO

civ,lians have been on station for less than 18 months. This

compares to 16"; in the AFSC group and 21'. in the Air Force

grccu. This, of course, results in the fact that more than 58%

of the OFPRO civilian respondents ha,e been at their present

;=sitlons for less than 18 months .WIo t onKJ 35'. of the AFSC

resmcndents and 39"% of the Air Force data base respondents had

been in their present positions fn: less than 18 months. An

24
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additional characteristic that may contribute to the high

mobility of AFPRO respondents relative to AFSC and Air Force

respondents is that only 57% of civilian AFPRO respondents were

married compared to 72% for AFSC and 76% For Air Force

respondents.

Comparison of AFPRO AFSC and Air Force

Personnel's Attitudes

Significant attitudinal differences were found to exist

between AFPRO personnel and AFSC personnel, and between AFPRO

personnel and Air Force personnel, in all Four major areas:

1lission/Resources, Leadership Effectiveness, Unit Effectiveness,

and Job Enrichment (see Tables B-1 thru B-4, Appendix B). The

Following paragraphs discuss attitudinal differences within

these areas.

AFPRO Personnel versus AFSC Personnel

Results of the ANOUA procedure indicate AFPRO personnel were

significantly different from AFSC personnel on S of the 18 OAP

factors which were considered for this analWsis. These are

summarized .from Appendi:, B) in Table I Lsee next page). It

should be noted that AFPRO personnel e.,pressed less positive

vleus on all nine of the signifiart!4 different factors.

In the 11ission Peso-res aea, nFPP2 personnel reported

lower ratinigs o- the :a, ara_*eristlcs factor. This

indicates tb-ew are ess -a! %f .e:l - a- other AFSC personnel with

several aspects of the.: .',0C uersc--ei a'so rated Job

Pelated T-a.--.-"; P .. i ':s indicates theW
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are less satisfied with the technicai and on-the--job training

they have received.

Table 1

Summary oF AFPRO-AFSC Significant Differences

Area AFPPO AFSC Diff

"ission,'Resources
Task Characteristics 5.10 S.19 -.09
Job Related Training 4-.15 "~.4-3 -.28

Leadership Effectiveness
Management and Supervision 4-.99 5.14- -.15

Unit Effectiveness
Work Group Effectiveness 5.38 5.70 -.32
General Organizational Climate L±.63 i.L79 -.16

Job Enrichment
Skill Variety 5.02 5.18 -.16
Task Significance 5.30 5.44i -.1
Job Feedback L.80 4-.9l -.11
Need for Enrichment Index 5.89 5.98 -.09

In the area of Leadership Effectiveness, AFPRO personnel

rated the Management and Supervision factor lower than other

AFSC personnel. This indicates their perceptions of their

supervisors are not as favorable as AFSC personnel's perceptions

of their supervisors.

The third area is Unit Effectiveness, with AFPRO personnel

lower than other AFSC personnel on two factors. First, the Work

Group Effectiveness factor was significantlg lower. This

17ci'cates the QFPRO personnel thought their productivity was

lower than AFSC personnel. The snoond factor rated lower was

Bar'eral Organizational Climate. This indicates AFPRO

personnel's perceptions of their orga!-lzaticnal environment are



not as favorable as the perceptions of the rest of AFSC's

personnel.

Finally, in the Job Enrichment area, four Factors showed

significant differences. AFPRO personnel indicated they

perceived their jobs required less Skill Variety than AFSC

personnel. The AFPRO personnel also reported their jobs were

less significant than other AFSC personnel and they receive less

feedback on their job performance. Additionally, AFPRO

personnel indicated a stronger desire to have their jobs

enriched than AFSC personnel.

AFPRO Personnel versus Air Force Personnel

Results of the ANOUA procedure indicate cFPRO personne were

significantly different from other Air Force personnel cn 12 cf

the 18 OAP factors which were considered for this analysis.

Table 2

Summary of AFPPO-AF Significant Differences

Area AFPRO AF Diff

:lission/Resources
Job Performance Goals L.61 Lt.85 -.2L±
Task Characteristics 5.10 5.35 -. 25
Job Related Training If.i5 L.57 -. 42

Leadership Effectiveness
Organizational Comm Climate Lt.g Ls .7! -. 25

Unit Effectiveness
Pride 5.15 5.50 -. 35
Work Group Effectiveness 5.38 5.69 -. 31
General Organizational Climate 4.63 '.96 -. 33

Job Enrichment
Skill Variety 5.02 5.21 -. 19
Task Identity 5.22 5.32 -. 10
Task Significance 5.30 5.81 -. 51
Job Feedback 4.80 5.02 -.22
Need for Enrichment Index 5.89 S.B0 +.09
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These are summarizet KFrom inppenzdi:,: EE' In Table A~ FPPO

pe-scninel e:<Presset less positive ve.sor, 11 cF these fa_crs

if a rmore pcs.1tive view on orig :37e Factor.

In the r'SSICTfl-Pescurces area, the )FIOPO personnrel uve-c

1: o :tree -~c- Factor-s. First, the, Job- Pe romarce E7-3als

factor :rdicates th-e;y feel t!heir Icb pe7Fror :::e gcals are n-ot

as zlear., spec:i'fic, or r.eallstiz as th-e t Foe

r7 _ 7Tb 7- second J:ey Factor rated lco-ve2 -!as Tas,'

~~~sic.This indiceates nFR '_ __e son'el are less

s a IS f-1e z w 1th teIr ~c bs. TI'e t'- fco :

2- esoL.rces area r7ated los ' e'aer~~g

Tlh:s i-ticates personel are less .:t hnc

on-the ~o tr:~.n~they ae:g- ~

The second '-aio area, '-drh:~::o~os a,-!n

....... Factor, . a~ainl£m~~~~n mt, rated

si~f~cantl loe b FPRO personnel. Thi7- :n:cates the

;: :pernel Feel 'manageeret is 7--)t as :-espo-. 'ive to their

need s as cth e-r: --- corce per sonn~eIE_ :it!-Ernncea

_.:e thrmajo arepa, Unat EfFect t ~es a h:-ee Fa-_rs

r a t sg 1 F 1car-tl~oa fI , ~FC 1.'~'~ Fc- 01*0 --.-- arsL ' --

Force 7ersone . First, q F PPS pnol T 1 e 'I~ np

Pre :nteS~ eccnd. 01FPP F 5 ~-:. h

'51L5F.TV-:; wv~zie .. a i ;2!,

quanLt cI f tlieir- :ork group nui L 3~-a: :-an z at na I

:n_ate was the th-ird Factor rated -I fonlL oe h

un'..t eFf eti'."eesfi area. ThIs i:diates AFPPD 7ersc-eI Feel

- V .' ~ V I,



*their organizations are not interested in them as much as Air

Force personnel think their organizations are.

In the last major area, Job Enrichment, all five factors

uere significantly different between the groups. AFPRO

personnel indicated they perceived their jobs required less

Skill Uarietg than other Air Force personnel. They found their

Task Identity, or their perception of how much of a complete

work unit they perform, was lower than for Air Force personnel.

Furthermore, their perceptions of the Task Significance of their

jobs were significantly lower than those of Air Force persocnel.

Finally, AFPRO personnel felt they received less feedback than

i7 Force personnel on job performance. However, in the Need

for Enrichment Index factor, AFPRO personnel had less desire

than the Air Force personnel to have their jobs enriched.

In summary, AFPRO personnel were statistically significantly

less positive than either AFSC or Air Force personnel in all

malcr areas. Table 3 Con next page) shows the summary of the

four areas and the 18 factors. The "-" or "*- indicates either

a negative or positive significant statistical difference in

the given factor in comparison with the indicated group. For

detailed information on the results for these factors please

refer to Appendiz B.

Specifically, AFPRO personnel were less positive than both

AFSC and Air Force personnel on seven factors: Task Character-

istics, Job Related Training, Work Group Effectiveness. General

Organizational Climate. Skill Yariety, Task Significance. and
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Table 3

Sumnmary of SigniFica-~t ZL1i7Ferences

Factor A F PP 1]/AF:-C OFPC /OF'
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

rlssiorn/Pescurces

Job Performance Goals
Tasi: C-haracteristics
Task, ALtCnomg
Job Related Training-

Leadership Effectiveness
Performance Barr iers/Elock-ar-[S
"anagement arid Supervision-
Supervisory Comm Climate
Organizational Comm Climate

Una-,t EFFect:tIeress
Pride
rtvai--emet/Reccgnition

-? Wor-k Grcup EFfectiveness-
Een Cr ganlzational Climate
Job Related SatisFact-icr

Job Er~r~nent

Skill Variety-
p.Taslk 1:1entity

f~) Task. Significance
Job Feedback
Need for Enrichment Irdex. +

JOIZ FzeedbaCk,. Olso, nFPRO personnel Jc! less pcs-,tivc than

,-Z erssrnel ronl1g in two other factc-s: rIa-magemernt and

5ucer~s~onand Need for Enrichlment lrde::. Tn17~ ic ~FR

personnel were less pos.,tiv,,e than : ,1 F=rc perscnncl ~Inbin

fob:- other factor-s: Job PerFora7 ce Eoals, r-anzatiora-I

Eonunioaics limate, Pride, ant Tnsk dn-t. O theohr

hand-'. PFPRC- personnel were sirl nfica-t L_ mor:ps-uv than

For.ce parscnnel *onlg' in one factorDi: '~~ ~r hetindex.

(Th--e results also show nFSC perscnnel w:ere stat..sticallig

signiFicantlg less positive than :nFnr ce Pe-snrnel in 10

Fan to rs and more pcstive in o
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It is obvious there is a general trend For PFPPO personnel

to be less satisfied than PFSC personnel and PFSC personnel tc

be less satisfied than Air Force personnel. Although the

results seem quite significant, they can not stand alone withcut

discussion of them. The ne::t chapter discusses the significant

results and relates them to the motivation theories discussed

earlier and the realities of the AFPRO work environment.
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to provide AFCMD leadership an

analysis of LHiC's OAP survey data by identifying important

demographic differences and discussing how AFCMD's respondents

perceived their overall Job attitudes as compared to other AFSC

and other Air Force respondents. AFCND leadership may use this

analysis to determine if policy or program changes should be

made to increase favorability of job attitudes among AFC11D

personnel.

Demoaraphics

In the area of demographics, the high mobility of the AFPRD

work force was highlighted. Specifically, even though the ages

of the personnel in the three groups were very close, AFPRO

respondents had significantly less time in the Air Force than

the other two groups. For instance, 26% of the AFPRO personnel

had less than 3 years in the Air Force while only 13%- of the

AFSC respondents and 186 of the Air Force respondents had less

than 3 years. Furthermore, the AFPRO personnel had less time at

their current duty stations and in their current jobs. While

46. of the AFPRO personnel had been at their duty stations fcr

less than 18 months, only 16% of the AFSC personnel and 211. of
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t.ne 0.2r F'crce personnel had beer;. at. cit I taton less

4than la months. Also, 58'. of' t , PYeQ cso-n7el liad been in

herpresent positions for less thI. 8mots compared to

on!,- 36'. for the PiF55 personnel ad39%. I-r the irForce

per sonne I The last Factor, whih ag imrazt thie mobiity of

the OFPFC worJ..fcr-ce, is that 3-. cf- them are ic-- married. This

cc'.arsto 20%. For the AFSC perSOnnTEl1 and 18'. For- the F:ir Fhrce

pe SznnTle±.

These demographics must be ba'lanicedL with the fact th-at two

21E z:-- thre--e AFPR~s in the sample were In th-e Los Ongeles area

wh -: eoerlences a much higher turnrm'e7 rate than PFCf1D in

gerera l. This mag be a major atr7 the !1 lwr attitudinal

differences of AFPRO respondent-s as ccmparet to AFSC ant A.ir

7 rr espondents.

Attitucdinai Differances

Th-e resuilts of the attitudinal dilFferences were not

encour -aging . PFFOO respondents h-ad :c,.-s~stentlg less posit've

oh!- a~titudes th~an either AFSC or c~: Force resoondents. BeCaulse

OF th.e i7-mber- of factors which- are statlsticalli, s-,gnificantly

difoi.,the di-scu-ssion of the attitudn--ai di5Ferences wIll be

presented bg th--e Four major areas or- zraiaca uctc~g

i iss i :;"RE sour ces

* IWith n thi:s area, Jlob Related Tran -. ad the- second lowest

nsa-- of the 15 factors e,.:amin-ed. :3c nI -,"Chugh the AFPRO

re'32. .cderts were sinfcnl ut hnt e Cotner tiIc groups,

:hnu C, Irup we alsn r-elati s :> nere. o hy other
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factors. Job Related Training is made up of both technical and

on-the-job training. With the high turnover experienced in

AFCMD, and especially in the Los Angeles area, it is understand-

able this factor would be rated low. According to Lt Ccl

Larry E. Bost, Deputy Director of Plans at AFCND, the command

normally receives about 45% of the slots for technical courses

needed to complete their annual training requirements (personal

communication, February 28, 186:. The problem of on-the-Job

training is also compounded by the high turnover because the

experienced people are often too busy with their primary wori: to

teach someone new how to do the job. If an individual is not

properly trained, either through technical or on-the-job

training, there is little chance he can be motivated, cr become

motivated, according to Herzberg's two-factor theory motivators.

An individual must understand the fundamentals of a job before he

reaches out for those motivators such as more challenging work,

increased responsibility, or professional growth and development.

Nor is there a very good chance that individual would become

satisfied according to the Porter and Lawler's basic expectancy

theory because satisfaction is thought to be an effect, rather

than a cause, of performance.

Another factor in the r1issioniResources area on which AFPRO

respondents were significantly lower than both AFSC and Air

Force respondents was Task Characteristics. This factor is

basically a combination of the Job Enrichment area factors which

had the highest mean of the four areas. AFPRO respondents also
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rated this factor a full half pcnt hoher than any of the other

Factors in this area.

The third and last factor rated stgnlfccantly lower by the

r. PpO personnel in this area was ob Pe,-formance 6oals. This

factcr. which measures the e:<tent to i-hich lob performance goals

acE -lear, spez Fic realistic, understandable, and challEnging

was also rated very low by the AFSC respondents. There are few

checl:sts to follow at the AFPROs as there are in many parts of

the Pir Force because other than inT the quality assurance area.

AFPRO worL tends not to be checklist oriented. The high

tur-c er rate infl uences this factor because it is hard to set

meaningful goals For trainees in an -nstrLctured environment.

Leadersh i p Effectiveness

AFPROs were only statisticallg different once from each

zroup in this area. They were significantly different in the

Orcanizational Communications Climate comparison with Air Force

respondents. This factor measures the workers perceptions of

open communications in the organization and that adequate

infcrmation is provided to accomplish the job. When there is a

1:SI ratio of ci'i.,'lian to militar, p,.sunne;. coupled with the

fac.t that the wcrking environment s .n a contr - ctor's Facility,

it is not hard to understand that man, of" the cvilians may not

feel they are in a miltary organ;zat I-. Hoeer, e'er-, OFPRO

is a m-litarg organization and hac a m:.:tcvu commander and

.e-. .tg commander ,e:.:cept for t!io OFPPho. ard tend to be more

str.-ctJred than _ ccivlia gan 1ar'.
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AFPRO respondents also had a significant difference from

AFSC respondents in the Management and Supervision factor. This

factor had the highest mean in the area and with each group. The

difference, even though statistically significant, probably is

not practically significant when the ratio of civilian to

military is considered in light of the Los Angeles location cf

two of the sample AFPROs.

Unit Effectiveness

The area of Unit Effectiveness had two factors in which

AFPRO respondents were significantly different from both AFSC

and Air Force respondents, and one factor for which they were

significantly different from just the Air Force responderts.

In addition, the factor of Advancement/Reccgnition will be

discussed.

Even though the AFPRO respondents rated the Work Group

Effectiveness factor very high, they were still significantly

lower than both AFSC and Air Force respondents. This factor

measures their perceptions of the work group's productiity. It

is understandable with the high turnover rate that th~.s would be

rated lower than the other two groups. However, it is

surprising it is rated so high by the AFPRO respondents. This

indicates the work groups are maintaining some cohesiveness even

with the high turnover.

The General Organizational Climate factor was the second

factor in this area for which AFPRO respondents were

significantly different from both AFSC and Air Force
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resccrderts. This factor measures the 'ds:"ual s perceptcn

of -he crganizational envircnment tZ ;,L i P the organization's

commitnt. communications, and nrzatlo:'a! pride. The

cer:eptinns of the AFPRO respoTIents i-dicate that, even though

the smaller wcrk groups are maintalninri some cohesiveness, the

oroanizations as a whole are not. PZoa:n, even wlth the high

tu.'o"er rate. workers have the oppt'n't to get to know the

e n the~r work areas, but fi nd , t dIf Fcu1t to relate to

all the new people in the organizaticr. th.s causing a lower

perception of the overall organizatonail environment.

AFPPO respondents were also signFicantlg different from the

Oar Force data base in the factor of Pride -'KFSC respondents

were also significantly lower than the Oir Force data base in

this factor). This may go back to the basic mission of the Air

Force. The Air Force data base is more operationally oriented

than either AFSC or AFCPOD. While AFCD provides contract

administration support to the AFSC product divisions, it is also

a separate equal organization with its own mission.

Although there was not a statistical difference between the

three groups in the Advancement/Pecognitlon factor, it should be

noted because it had the lowest mean cf" all iB factors across

all Four areas. All three theorzes discussEdcL in Chapter Two

po-rnt cut that individuals will TIot 3e satlsf~ed or motivated

jr'css theg feel their work is recocnized and they are given the

opportunitg to advance. This is tec ;enrtj closehj to the Job
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Related Training factor which had the second lowest mean average

(just above Advancement/Recognition) of all the factors.

Job Enrichment

The final area of Job Enrichment had four of the five

factors significantly different between AFPRO respondents and

both AFSC and Air Force respondents. In the fifth factor, Task

Identity, AFPRO respondents were significantly different From

only the Air Force data base. Regardless of the differences,

this area had the highest means of the four areas. Also, this

area had the onlU Factor, Need for Enrichment Index, in which

the AFPRO respondents were positively significantly different

from both comparison groups.

The Task Significance factor had the largest difference in

means for any factor in the comparison between the AFPRO

respondents and the Air Force data base. Again, this may relate

to the fact that the AFPROs provide contract administration

support to AFSC, while the Air Force data base has many opera-

tional organizations in it. It should be noted that the dif-

ference between the means for the AFSC respondents and the Air

Force data base was also the largest difference between those

two groups. This supports the idea that personnel in nonopera-

tional jobs have a much lower perception of the significance

of their jobs relative to the main stream of the Pir Force.

PFPRO respondents also were significantly lower than both

AFSC and Air Force respondents in the Skill Variety factor. This

Factor measures the e>Xtent to which the job requ1ires a person to
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not s, r:r~ -sd t ehh

1P'e- :ate c:f "e f-P-is *e c be less

ab.e tc haridle ai: . i ' £.-enced

The t -ird factcr rated sig ... e b the AFPPO

.e-3ndets, compared to the (F5' -,'v'vrnts and the Air Force

data base, was Job Feedback. Porte-'I at,,ler's basic

e pe_ ta, y theory points out that managers must take an active

role in the subordinates' motivational process. This is even

mo=o important with new employees who are unsure of themselves

on the job. Because of the turnover rate, many of the AFPRO

respondents fall in the category of needing more feedback than

an average employee.

Finally, the AFPRO respondents, as Expected, had their

highest mean in the Need For Enrichment Index factor. This

Factor also had the highest overall mean and it was the only

Factor for which the AFPRO respondents were significantly more

positive than the Air Force data base. This shows a strong

desire for personal growth on the job. The turnover rate also

affects this factor. Many of the employees are in training

programs and are looking for opportunities to move ahead at a

more rapid pace.

In summary, it is clear AFPRO respondents were less positive

z-er-ali in their job attitudes than either AFSC respondents or

Air Force respondents. The high turnover rate e::perienced by

L o



AFLrlO is both a cause and an effect of the lower job attitudes.

However, AFCN1D is taking actions to increase their personnel's

Job attitudes. These actions and some other possible actions

that could be taken are discussed in the next chapter.

'3
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Chapter Six

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

This study indicates AFCIID is faced with a potentially

serious problem with the overall less favorable job attitudes of

their personnel. The statistical analysis pointed out a clear

trend of lower perceived satisfaction when the AFPRO respondents

were compared to AFSC and Air Force data base respondents. A

basic ccntributor is the high civilian turnover rate ex-perienced

by the division which seemed to act as both a cause, and an

effect, of the less favorable job attitudes. However, ir light

:f the recent pUblicity government buying agencies have recezved,

one cculd assume the differences between the AFPRO personnel and

AFSC personnel might not currently be as great as this study

reflects.

AFC1D personnel are involved in a number of programs to

increase the favorability of their people's job attitudes.

Some of these programs are in the area Herzberg called

tle "hygiene Factors," which are not thought to motivate

individuals nor increase their job satisfaction; rather, hygiene

factors only lessen dissatisfaction and maintain the status quo.

For e:ample, in the Los Angeles area, clerical workers are paid

Lf3
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a s~ecia i higher rate than o.cro vudt'e

C.-:.r Since mo7r'eg is cons-'dere-i 7'error:h 1~oes

not :nicrease lob satisffacticr, t12~'~'' }' clerks

sta-i'2 :,-~ the lbFor- thIe mcO"EXj a~l'~ r-,- . atisFactlorl

the get frmthe iob. Another e:a'~ ~jtma r'oiicg

=''-a-'1g nsilered. a hggiene 7ac,=r'ral1g d-'oes not

increase the emolouee's cverall' j --h s~atir j~less it

L,--ases !cb au-tcoomy. Hje.:'S' ' to b= DOinted :O)Lt

that t'e use oFf hgene Factors a-:a -iecessa:r-j to "cnar a

Sof' satisFfacticr. but thau a-s -7ft sfic et to

inr=2ase lbsatsFfacticn.

Or the ct7r I-and, some ltat;sb'- PFID'D to help'

lob satisFactlon seem t" 1,L t ~ trl: For

ins:ar'oe. the command is startirg 3 "7c~esscra.1 Develooment

uF~oeto traalr new employees --n :V' "::u'courses. IF

this program is large enough it col"a-.e a sutstant-al

~cs~:'.' imact on a number cF at:udrnlfctrs7e,: ocusig

disou--sset. 0.11)'1 also has a relt.,i.. 'w -e--tcr-ate of'

:-~rmt Ec ostems ih.c s ~hr -a the qLlalltg

ancacura~oFf au-tomated InFformat:v,--te P

~ "~ldhelP Clear u~p some o F 'c idr'n ith

suzo- a '.-arlet off contracting 4oa z

-o e t- -ees s, t he d at a d oe p E sr th7a t 0;7 1 rO

pe-s=.Tn I are the least sat IsFed:.us -ti

st..i~~~. rlbc~ th d er:ceo a' t~ : *te Fa ct

thrat th-e OFP rtcr'et a-eo~' -r h the
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respondents in their job attitudes is more serious than the

AFPRO differences between the Air Force respondents. AFFROs

basically compete for the same civil service personnel as the

rest of AFSC, although the grade average in the AFPROs is

slightly less than other AFSC activities. To better compete and

to better mainta-in their current personnel, AFC!1D must impr=ve

their personnel's Job attitudes. To this end, strong

leadership, especially at the AFPRO level, is essential. As

Peters and Waterman (1962) pointed out in their book

In Search of Excellence, "associated with almost every

* excellent company was a strong leader" 1'p. 26). Leadership

can help make a difference in increasing the overall job

satisfaction levels of the AFPROs and the command.

Recommendations

After concluding this study, the author recognized the

need to increase the general satisfaction levels of Job

attitudes for AFC1D personnel. Although this presents a

substantial task to AFCI1D, it must be done since people are

truly the command's most valuable resource. Based on this study,

and from the author's perspective after serving at an AFPRO for

three years, the following recommendations are presented to

AFCr1D leadership:

(l) Continue their current initiatives to increase the

stature of AFCID in the eyes of AFSC and the Air Force.

(2: Focus more on motivators than hygiene factors in Future

initiatives.
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Appent-::

Table A~-4

Time in Air Force

-- FPR ---- -- AFSC---- --- A ----

3-7 526 1,8899 3,820. 10's-. 17.539

< 1 Yr- 2.7 10.6 7.-Li L '-. 2.5 5.1I
1 to 2 Yrs S. Li 7.0 8.5 L .O Li. 7 5.3

2 to 3 Yrs 10.8 8.0 7.1 '-1.0C 7.. 5. L7
3 t o Lt Yrs 5. Lt 5.7 6.8 Lt1.5 7.3 5.0
Li to 8 Yrs 21.6 14. 1 16.2 11 Lf 22.7 11.8
8 to 12 Yrs 13.5 12. Lf 13. Lf 12.9 16.8 12 -Lf
>12 Years L0 . '-42 .2 4-0.6 587-' 38.3 C. 0

Table A-S

!Ionths in Present Career Field

-- AFFPR0--- -- -- FSC-- --- AF ------

EL 37 525 1,880 Lt,086 10,618 1S. L3i

< 6 lics S.Li 9.0 6.3 Lt. Lt 5.0 5.8
6 to 12 flos 0.0 9.0 7.8 s.3 7.6 -7.7
12 to 18 lbos 10.8 6.3 8.3 '-1.5 7.7 6.3
18 to 36 rHos 21.6 16.0 19.1 11.2 22.0 13.9V> 3G [los 62.2 59.8 58. Li 74i.S 57.7 66.3

-- ----- - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- - -- ---5 1- -
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Appendix A

Table A-6

Ethnic Group

--- AFPP---- -- AFSC --- --- A ----

OF F( C I, 1 ' ) OEF. ff c.-OF:' C Ic
a 36 522 1,678 L, l0L 1C.E6iS 19.E8

White 77.8 7C.1 817.0 79.3 67.
Black 111 12.S 5.9 8.8 S.B 9.6
Hispanic 2.8 7.9 2.6 77 2.3 18B.2
Amer Ind/Alask 2.8 1.5 0.9 1.0 0.7 .
Asiar./Pac Is 2.8 6.7 1.7 -, ~ If1.
Other 2.8 1.3 1.9 1.8 2.1 3.2

Table A-9

Miarital Status

------- AFF o --- -- -- FSC- - - - -AF -- -

Not (!arr,ed 32 . L 3-7.3 24 .3 19.3 20.5 : 1.
11arried E7.6 S7 ~Lf '.3.9 .2.7 -78E.0C -. L
Single Parent 0.0 S.3 1.8 7.1* i.5 5.8
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Table n-IC

Spouse Status: ()FPR0

Geographica11g Separazed Not Geo. Separated

11 2'_ E4 2-76

C iv ,:Ia n E 7n c c 1d 100.0 BS. 62.5E.
1!c. * Icg 0.0 1 43 P .E 3 .
rii1:ta:-" flemnber 0.0 C. C 8.3 (D.T7

Table P-li

Spouse StatuJS: OFS[.

Geographicall1j Separated 'lot Gec. Separated
OFF C. " C % c. " f ,%

27 56 153 .1,339 2,857

Eh:Ua mplcyled '±8E. 2 -13.3 32.5S 58.5
Empc~d 21. -i 13.1 .362

V Ii -,t a f He mb er 30 . 13. 1c. 5 5.3

Table q-12

Spouse Status: AF

Gograp~mica1L,' 5Ea:EtI3I !Iot Gec. Secaralted

n7 369 889 7.968 14.3S3
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Appendix A

Table A-13

Educational Level

--- AFPRO - ---- AFSC --- --- AF ------

a- 37 S31 1,883 '*,121 10,670 19,706

HS Gr-ad or BED 0.0 11.3 0.1 19.3 0.3 38.2
< 2 Yr-s College 0.0 24*.3 0.2 18.5 0.3 2S.0
> 2 Yr-s College 0.0 26.6 1.6 13.6 1.3 19.1
Bachelors Deg 51.4- 26.1 4*1.6 28.2 55.0 12.2
Mlaster-s Deg L3.2 9.2 4*1.7 17.6 36.2 I.
Doctoral Deg S.4* 0.6 l1.8 2.8 6.9 0.7

Table A-14i

Pro~essional Mlilitary Education

--- AFPRO--------- FC--------AC AF ------

21 103 1, 077 516 7,170 L.653

None '*3.2 80.7 4*3.0 87.5 32.9 76.6
Phase 1 or 2 0.0 '*.3 1.2 2.5 1.0 8.6
Command Academy 0.0 6.2 1.5 2.0 2.2 7.0
Sr PCO Academy 0.0 2.3 0.1 1.0 0.2 2.2
SOS 27.0 1.3 18.2 1.8 28.2 0.9
Int Ser Sch 16.2 3.6 19.8 2.8 23.9 3.5
Sr Ser Sch 13.5 1.7 16.1t 2.2 11.6 1.1
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Appendix A

Table 0-IS

Number People D .e _tiy SLpE2vised

. . . . A F ..... ... -- ---- A F -- -- --

of F'., Ci. vFF:'.. OfF!'%. Cv '
3Ln 4 S3 I, 7=4 3,53 10, OBS 16,] 1.3

Ncne 50.0 82.3 SC. 73. 5 38 .L 67.3
SFerscn 2.9 1.1 5.0 E.2 7.5 3.1
2 People 2.9 0.9 3.1 2.0 7.0 2.7
- People 2.9 0.9 5.2 .3 .5 2.3
4 to 5 People I1.8 '-t.0 11. 9 L. 1 1.i 5.6
Stz 8 People I.8 5.5 8.2 L.3 05.6

9 c7 > People 17.6 5.3 9.2 5.0 14.0 13.8

Table P-IS

I!umber People For Whom Respondent Wr-ites APRZOER!Appraisal

- --- AFPRO---- --- -FSC .AF -- -

Off,' . Civ'"-) Off t" ' v C I"  ..
-137 533 1,885 , 19? 10,665 19,994

No-e 51 .L 83.3 66.1 85.0 LB.8 773
1 Pe-son 5 .' 1.5 5.5 1.5 10.0 2.2
2 Pecole 5 .L 0.8 3.1 1.5 7.7 2.0
3 Pecple 0.0 0.9 5.0 1. ".6 2.1
4 tc 5 People 10.8 3.3 8. E .L 11.8 e 3

4 to 9 People i0.8 5.3 5.5 3.5 8.9 3.0
3 c- > People 16.2 3.8 S.C 5.' 3.3

r.) ;
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Table A-17

Supervisor Writes Respondent's APR!OER/Appraisal

-- AFPRO ---- -- AFSC --- --- AF ----

Off(%) Civ(%) Off(%~) Civ(%) OFF(%') Cikv(%)
36 517 1,866 '*,028 10.S31 19,290

Yes S8.3 83.6 72.5 61.6 76.6 76.9
No 36.1 9.0 17.3 6.3 13.S 9.9
Not Sure 5.6 11.4 10.1 10.2 7.9 13.2

Table A-18

Work Schedule

--- AFPRO ---- --- AFSC ------ F ------

ni- 37 525 1,670 Li,065 10,56E9 19,S'-iM

Day Shift 91.9 914.1 7'i.S 93.1 56.3 86.7
Swing Shift 0.0 1.5 0.2 0.8 0.2 3.6
Mid Shift 0.0 0.Lk 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.9

*Rotating Shift 0.0 2.3 7.5 1.5 Lj*3 S.2
Irregular Shift 5.4 1.1 10.0 1.7 13.0 21
Fr-eq TOY/On-Cal 2.7 0.'i -7.5 2.81 06

Crew Schedule 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 181.0 OL
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Table P-I

Supervisor Holds Grouz 'ieetings

. - AFPRO---- ------FS ..
OF F "I C -,v 1: off F,".i C'. , 1'1,1 OFf '. C iv '.i

n= 35 522 1.9" ! 9,.07' 10.565 !i.692

Never 2.8 7.9 5.9 9.8 6.7 10.2
Ozcasionall 1S.-. 36.0 25.5 l2.0 22- L 33.1

M Tr7thl 5.6 9.I i .t 3.1 13.8 2C.)
Wee l 58.3 37.7 10.2 39.9 .12. 5 29.3
Dazi 8.3 6.9 10.5 3.0 12.5 L.7
L:Dfltrx.us ig 5.5 2.1 1.3 1.7 2.2 1.8

Table 0-20

Supervisor Holds Group Heetings to Solve Problems

----- AFPRO---- ------ FS . . AF ------
Off(' C Civ "- Off( , E v, ) Off, ) Ci v(C%

37 512 1,857 '.018 10,511 19,1130

Ner 18.9 20.7 18.- 2L .- IL .7 24 .2Dr.casionally 13.2 L5.9 ,1.8 9G.2 -12.7

Half the Time 21.6 18.2 Pi.8 15.5 21.9 15.3

AI:.; ags 16.2 15.2 17 .7 13.7 20.7 16.1

.58
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Append;... A

Table A-21

Aeronautical Rating and Current Status

AFPRO AFSC A
Off ('6) Off C: OffTC.

36 1,886 10,529

*Nonrated, not on air-crew 88.9 86.9 56.-k
Nonrated, now on aircrew 2.8 0.7 2.7
Rated, on crew/opr job 2.8 0.8 32.0
Rated, in support job 5.6 11.5 9.0

Table A-22

Career Intent

-- - AFPRO - ---- AFSC - - - - - - F- - -

34j '*27 1,883 3, 684- 10,637 17,08'ti
--------------------- ---------------------------------------------------
Retire 12 lbos 5.9 '-.0 5.0 5.0 3.-. 6.5
Career 5S.9 '1i6.1 4*6.9 LfB.' 5t 1.8 52.1
Likely Career 17.6 26.2 20.6 2S.9 22.8 22.8

* faybe Career 14I.7 14i.3 17.5 l'i.7 14i.6 12.2
Likely Separate S.9 5.2 6.4~ 3.0 '*.8 3.S
Separate 0.0 4-.2 3.6 3.0 2.9 2.7
-------------------------------------------------------------------------

T Y 
U ! -"9
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Appendi:: E

Table B-2

AFPRC vs AFSC vs AF Personnel

Leadership EF~ectiveness

Factors Ilean. SiD Subset df F

Per-~cr-ma-ce Barvers./Bloc ,:ages 2,3SLIS3 L.24
AFPP.0s '±.66 1.03 1
AFSC Li .7 C 1.05 1
A~F ' .61 1.12 1

Management and Super'2;ision 2,31f61846s

OFP L .99 I.55 1
AFSC 5. jLt 1 .48 2

cA .09 1.57 1,2

Super--.'isorg -omncat icns Climate-- 2.31268 1.=1
PFFFPOs 41. 6L .54 1
AFSC L .70 1.55 1

AF1f. 66 1.63 1

0rganizat-icnal Conmurlcations Climate 2.3LfO0D2 38.S5E,#*
4.P~ -i.'1 1.36 1

AFSC Lj .5- 1.36 1
AFLt . , 1.7 2

!, DT E:- Grcs Tcz in t'7e same sub set are signfr Icarti1- t:ffererlt
at --' - .C5 1 e. -e I.

*P< .05. ** .< 1 *,*a< .001.
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Table B-3

AFPRO vs AFSC vs AF Personnel

Unit Effectiveness

Factors Hean SD Subset df F

Pride 2,35643 121.39-*
AFPROs 5.15 1.53 1
AFSC 5.20 1.Lk6
)F 5.50 1.l 2

Advancement/Recognition 2,3446B 2.83
AFPROs L.03 1.29 1
AFSC 4.03 1.30 1
AF 4.07 1.35 1

Work Group Effectiveness 2,35L33 17.34"*
AFPROs 5.38 1.35 1
AFSC 5.70 1.20 2
sF 5.69 1.19 2

General Organizational Climate 2,34011 q7.53**O
gFPROs L. 63 1.37 1

AFSC ,.79 1.35 2
5F .96 1.36 3

Job Related Satisfaction 2,33229 4.98*
AFPPOs 5.38 l.OB 1
AF C 5.36 1.05 1
AF 5. Lf1 1.09 1

ODFE: Groups not in the same subset are signiFlcartig diFFerent

at t.e .05 level.

*2 < .05. + . < .01. ***g < .001.

V6

- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -
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Table B-4i

AFPRO vs AF5C vs AF Personnel

- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Job Enrichment

Factors Mlean so Subset df F

Skill Uariety 2,366L*8 6.0!9*
AFPROs 5.02 1.L1 1
AFSC S.18 1.35 2

AF5.21 1.35 2

*Task Identity 2,36674 43*Lj5+**
AFPR~s 5.22 1.20 1
AFSC 5.17 1.21 1
AF 5.32 1.18 2

Task Significance 2,36779 252.384
qFPP~s 5.30 1 .44~ 1
AFSC S.~* fLf 1.34k 2

AF5.81 1.22 3

Job Feedback 2,3E-,48 24S*,,
AFPROs 4.80 1.27 1
AFSC Lt. 91 1.25 2

nF5.02 1l.24- 3

Need For Enrichment Inde: 2,35631 6S.3t**
AFPR~s 5.69 !.03 2
AFSC 5.98 1.00 3

5F .80 1.12 1

T"OTE: Groups not in the same subset are signifIcantly different
at the .05 level.

2P< .05. ** .01. *** <001.
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