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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A

Part of our College mission is distribution of the
-students' problem solving products to DoD

i sponsors and other interested agencies to
enhance insight into contemporary, defense

Srelated 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.

,00

-"insights into tomorrow"
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REPORT NUMBER 86-0175

AUTHOR(S) MAJOR MARGARET K. BALDWIN, USAF

TITLE WORK/FAMILY ATTITUDES OF DUAL MILITARY MEMBER COUPLES

I. Purpose: To investigate the work/family attitudes of dual

military member Air Force couples, compare them to those of
military/civilian couples, and lropose recommendations for Air
Force leaders and researchers based on project findings.

-q

IL. Background: Recently, family issues have become more
important to the Air Force, as well as ,to the other' services.,
The civilian economy increasingly competes with themilitary for
the declining number of 18-year-olds. Recruiting and retention
will require high-level attention if the Air Force is to
maintaiin manning levels. Research shows retention requires
family commitment; unless the needs of the family are heard and
consi,lered, commitment will be diminished. It is therefore
imperative that Air Force leaders understand the forces at work
within the family so they can design organizat'l e4- structures,
work requirements, and policy which help build commitment to the
Air Force. In keeping with this need, the present research
looks at the work/family attitudes of what has been a rapidly
expanding Air Force family type--the dual military member
couple.

T!I. Procedures & Results:
1. Current research and theory on the work/family interface

cf military families were reviewed, with particular attention to
the scarce research targeting dual military member couples.

v i i



_ CONTINUED___________
2. The work/family attitudes of dual military member

couples were compared 'to those of military couples with one
civilian spouse using responses to two surveys administered by
the U.S. Air Force Leadership and Management Development Center:
the U.S. Air Force Spouse Survey (AFSS) and the Organizational
Assessment Package (OAP). Data included over 8,500 member and
spouse responses to the AFSS from January 1982.to 1985, and over
53,000 member responses to the OAP from 1981 to 1985.

3. For each survey, responses of members of dual military
member couples were compared to those of wilitary/civilian
couples, by personnel category of the member (i.e., officer or
enlisted), to determine significant attitudinal differences.

(a) Results of AFSS analyses revealed military spouses
of'officers showed less identification with their spouses' jobs,
perceived both job benefits and patriotism as less influential
on their spouses' career intentions, and were' more concerned
about.the pressure under which their spouses worked than was the
case with civilian spouses of officers. Military spouses of
enlisted members, compared to civilian spouses of enlisted
members, showed less identification with their spouses' jobs and
with Air Force life; reported less satisfaction with on-base
services; perceived job benefits, patriotism, and the quality of
medical care as less influential on their spouss'" career
intentions, and viewed status/prestige as having a more
favorable effect on their spouses' career interntions.(b) Results of the OAF analyses revealed both officer
and enlisted members of dual military couples were less
satisfied than their counterparts with civilian spouses in all
four key areas measured: the work itself, job enrichment, work
group process, and work group output.

IV. Conclusions:
1. The results of the survey analyses were considered in

light of the demographic differences between the groups; i.e.,
the dual military respondents were more evenly divided between
male and female,, more highly educated, younger, had less time
in service, and were less likely to have children. The author's
.interpretation characterizes dual military member couples,
compared to military/civilian couples, as more motivated to
achieve, more confident of their abilities, and more frustrated
with not achieving their potential.
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CONTINUED_

2. Results of this study bear some relationship to previous
research efforts. First, they tend to refute a hypothesis that
married couples with both members in the military are 'more
satisfied with Air Force life. Second, they support a study '

that predicted dual military member couples would be more likely
to tolerate lengthy separations for career purposes. Finally,
they support a 'proposed concept of "homogeneity," which states
those families whose needs are not well met by the 'military
lifestyle separate from the service early, leaving a relatively
homogeneous group of families highly committed to the military
lifestyle.

V. Recommendations:
1. Air Force agencies should continue to encourage research

on the work/family interface, particularly with respect to
nontraditional family types, with a view toward determining
factors that influence career decisions. 0

2. Air Force researchers should follow up this effort with
a study of work/family attitudes by gender. The effect of -this
characteristic on such attitudes might prove enlightening.

3. The Military Personnel Center should consider comparing
the evaluations and training reports of members of dual military
couples with those of members married to civilians. Such a
comparison might shed more light on the author's conclusion the
former are more motivated.

4. Air Force leaders should continue to seek ways to
improve military family' life. The special needs and constraints
of dual military member couples, as well as those of single
parent families, should be considered in designing such base
services as child care and depe I

5. Tn working join spouse asfsign , Air Foce- personnel
specialists should be encouraged to be receptive to the specific
desires of dual military member couples. They should not. assume
either spouse places his or her career second to the other's, or
that family separations are unacceptable.,

6. Air Force leaders should reevaluate the concept of the
duties of the "commander's wife." Commanders may have active
duty spouses, who may not be wives at all. Perhaps some
outdated assignment barriers could be knocked down.

7. Finally, Air Force leaders should reevaluate the concept
of the professional Air Force member. The prevailing definition
of an Air FGrce professional as one whose family provides no
competing career. doesn't work for dual military member couples.

ix
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Chapter One

INTRODUCT ION

"We recruit soldiers, but we retain families!" (Meger, as V '

quoted in O'Keefe, Eyre, & Smith, 138L, p. 260). These words of

then Army Chief of Staff General E.C. Meyer reflect the services'

increasing interest in recent Wears in the role of military -

families. This interest has been spurred by such factors as the

impact of the all volunteer force (Hunter, 1962), problems in

recruiting and retaining personnel (Air Force Conference on

Families, 1981), and the effect of demographic changes in .

military families (Beeson, 1985). Concern over family issues led

to the first Military Family Research Conference in San Diego in

1977, attended by senior leaders from each of the services

(Hunter & Nice, 1978). Independent service initiatives ensued.

Interest in Air Force family issues was institutionalized

with th:, Chief of Staff's approval in July 1980 of the 4.

appointment of an Assistant For Air Force Family Matters (AFFAM)

within th ,Directorate of Personnel 'Peans, headquarters United

States Air Force. The ultimate goal of AFFAM is enhanced Air

Force mission readiness by attention to 'family issues which

impact upon the retention end productivity of Air Force members. '.'-'

A notable conclusion in the report of AFFAM's September 1980 Air

Force Conference on Families is "Air Force policies and programs

1A



which ignore or work to undermine Air Force families are destined

to fail because Air Force members value their families as an

institution above all others, including the Air Force" (Air Force

Conference on Families, 1981, p. 1S). The Air Force Family

Support Center program and the U.S. Air Force Spouse Survey

(AFSS) are two significant results of recommendations from that

conference. The fate of the AFSS is of particular interest.

Administration of the AFSS was discontinued in 198S as a

result of the phase-out nf the Air Force Leadership and

Management Development Lenter (LMDC) management consulting

program due to manning constraints. Consequently, the Air Force

lost a valuable research program in the investigation of the

relationships between spouse and family attitudes, and job and

retention variables (Ibsen & Austin, 1983). This is unfortunate,

as both DansbW (1984) and Beeson (1985) have stressed the need

to continue to emphasize family matters even in l'ight of

temporarily improved retention rates.

The improving civilian economy will compete with the military

for the declining number of 18-year-old males in the population

(Dansby, 196i). Recruiting and retention will requi.re

significant attention if the Air Force is to maintain effective

manninU levele. Research shows retention requires famil

commitment (Hunter, 1982). Unless the needs of the family are

heard and considered, commitment will be diminished.

In addressing the needs of its personnel and their families,

the Air Force should continue to study the characteristics of its

2
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members and their envi-onment. The push for equality for women

in the workplace and the increasing perception of the necessity

for two paychecks in a family have led to larger roles for women

in the work world, and more active family roles for men (Hunter,

1582). The Air Force cannot accomplish its mission unless its

members respond to mLiitary directives. Beeson (1985) points out

mili tary needs have often translated into activities which

adversely affect family life. Therefore, he continues, it is

important for Air Force leaders to understand the forces at work

within the family so they can design organizational structures,

work requirements, and policy which will build positive family

attitudes towards the Air Force and minimize danger to morale and

loyalty. This research project aims to assist that effort.

In keeping with this neeo nf the Air Force to understand its

people, the project looks at the work/family attitudes of what

has been a rapidly expanding Air Force family type--the dual

military member coupie (Beeson, 1985). The purpose is to

determine if there are significant differences in work/family

attitudes between those couples and Air Force couples with only

one military member. D.sv research instruments employed are the

AFSS and the Organizational Assessment Package (OAP), both

developed by the LIDC at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. The objective of

this research is to translate the survey data into useful

information. To that end, this project has four goals:

1. To conduct a literature review of current research and

theory on the work/family interface of Air Force families, with

3



particular attention to dual military member couples;

2. To compare and identifu statistically significant

differences for (a) AFSS-measured results for militaru spouses of

Air Force members versus civilian spouses, and (b) OAP-measured

results for Air Force members married to other members versus

members married to civilians;

3. To analuze significant attitudinal differences between

the groups in light of background research results and literature

review findings; and

4'. To develop recommendations for Air Force leaders,

planners, and researchers based on the project findings.

The present report addresses these goals as follows. First,

Chapter Two provides the findings of the literature, review.

Next, Chapter Three outlines thi methodology of the data

collection and analysis, and defines the work/familu factors

measured. Then, Chapter Four presents the results of the data

analysis, along with demographic factors foz the comparison

groups. In Chapter Five, the results are discussed in light of

what previous research and the literature review predicted,

implied, or suggested. Finallu, Chapter Six provides a summary,

discussion, and recommendations.

... . . . .. . . . . . .



Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

It has long bean recognized that the militarW organization

has a profound effect on the militarw family; only recentlU have

militarW managers come to realize the impact of the family on

military effectiveness (Hunter & Nice, 1578). Interest in

military fsmilW and organizational linkages has been shown by a

recent upsurge in military familw research (Beeson, 1985).

Several extensive literature reviews CMilitary Family Resource

Center, 198; Hunter, den Dulk, & Williams, 1980; McCubbin,

Bahl, & Hunter, 1976) summarize this research. Policy makers

are becoming increasingly aware of family issues.- For example,

national workshops on the military family have been convened by

military groups and other professional organizations (Beeson,

158,5). Additional1q, Defense, a monthly publication of the

American Forces Information Service, has begun including an

update on MilitarW familW statistics in its annual almanac.

The Air Force began its own research after the 1980

appointment of the Assistant for Air Force Family Matters. The

Families in Blue studies, Quality of Life SUrveys, sid USAF

Spouse 5urvey are among the research programs instituted to

investigate family issues in the Air Force (Beeson, 1!85). This

5



research comes in the midst of significant militarw family

changes.

Mlarriage rates, family structure, wrd. gender role

orientation are changing within the military community.

flarriage rates have increased dramaticall, with more than half

of all military personnel and almost two thirds of Air Farce

members now married CAmerican Forces Information Servicer 195).

The traditional nuclear family Cworker husband, homemaker wife)

now accounts for only 20% of households in the U.S., and this

change is reflected in military families. There are increasing

numbers of dual career, dual worker, and single parent military

families (Beeson, 1995; Mazzaroppi, 196*; Air Force Conference

on Families, 1981). Attitudes toward parental roles, family,

leadership, household responsibilities, and rmploument of wives

are In a state of flux. Studies show military families Lre

clearly being influenced by shifts in family values (Flannery &

DansbU, 1985; Mazzaroppi, 1985; Srosman. 1981; Orthner, 1980).

As Beeson (1985) points out, the issues of shifting gender role

orientation and work/family balances are crucial tn the armed

forces.

The evolving military familg types are not those around

which the military built its expectations. Military planners

assumed families would have traditional family role strdctures,

with husbands (militzrW members) giving priority to their work

roles and wives giving priority to home and family management

(Beeson, 195f). Egalitarian gender roles, though now more

d



accepted in business organizations, pase problems for the

military (Hauser, 155). ManU researchers see the civilian wife

of the military member as the key player in the contest between

family and military organization (Bjeson, 195), and the bulk of

military family research to date 'as concentrated on her

attitudes. Research on other family types, particularly the

dual military member couple, is scarce. In light of the rumber

of dual militarU nember couples in the Air Force (23,199 as of

December 1985), this'scarcitu reflects a definite shortcoming in

the overall military family research effort.

The 1577 LADYCOM Survey is one example of research, which

concentrated on the attitudes of civilian wives of military

members. The authors concluded these wives, as a group, were

becoming more involved in their own lives and careers and were

having less time to be part of the military community. They

were weighing the advantages and disadvantages of the military

lifestule and taking a careful look at the impact of their

husbands' careers upon their own educational and occupational

goals (Hunter, 1579). Along similar lines are the Air Force

gualitU of Life Surveys. Results in 1976 showed wives to be

dissatisfied with family separations and work schedules, but

pleased with the security of the militarW lifestyle. They did

not believe the Air Force was keeping them as informed about

their husbands' work as thU, wanted to be (Hunter, 1979).

Subsequent Quality of Life Survey information has been examined

by additional researchers.

7



Houk (1980) used the data from the 1980 USAF QualitW of Life

Surveu III to compare spousal attitudes in dualcareer Air Force

families. Her hypothesis, based on Air Force policies that

support military spouse careers but ignore civilian spouse

careers, was that families with both members in the military are

more satisfied with Air Force life than those with a civilian

spouse. While her findings were inconclusive iln some areas, she

found dual mi'LtarW member couples were most dissatisfied with

family separation, and military/civilian couples placed family

separation second to pau and allowances as the factor with which

they were most dissatisfied. Subsequent improvements in

research tools led to mcre concrete findings,

In I5, Beeson used the USAF Organizational Assessment

Package and the LISAF Spouse 5urvey in a military family research

effort. A major conclusion of his study was the civilian wife's

personal idmntitW lacked any meaningful association with

feelings about her husband's work. The explanation he found

most likely for this conclusion (which deviated significantly

from previous findings) is that when the wife's work commitment

is high and the family cannot resolve the conflicts between the

wife's employment aspirations and Air Force organizational

requirements, the familu probably separates from the Air Force.

The net effect is a relatively homogeneous group of families,

highly committed to the military lifestyle and having generally

lop. work commitment on the part of the wives. Unfortunately

B



this study specifically excluded dual military member couples

from consideration.

Some research efforts which included dual military member

couples are the Families in Blue studies (Orthner, 1980).

Findings in 1980 indicated couples in which both the husband and

wife are Air Force members are more likely to be happily married

than couples with a civilian wife. Factcrs contributing to this

higher satisfaction were purported to be the mutual fulfillment

from their Jobs, the economic stability of the relationship, and

the ability of the Air Force to maintain Joint assignments (Air

Force Conference on Families, 1981). The leveling off of the

numbers of dual military member couples since 1983 (after 12

years of rapid increase) may have something to do with the

increasing difficulty tf providing Joint assignments.

Additional rasearch is clearly needed.

The research literature specifically targeting dual military

member couples is scant. However, one researcher (Williams,

1978) conducted a study to gain insight into specific problem

areas for this military family type. He found that almost all

of the couples participating in his study planned not to have

children. They further reported they would tolerate lengthy

separations if they meant significant career progression for one

of them. Williams concluded his subJects sincerely believed

they could blend relatively normal fam ily lives with successful

careers, but he thought dual careers were much easier for

civilian couples. This study, like the others cited, represents

9
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a step towards batter understanding of Air Force families. But

there is room for more work.

The literature shows familU patterns in the Air Force are

changing. Air Force laders are increasingly aware of these

change and are concerned about the impact theu will have on

mission accomplishment. The Air Fvrce must focus on the family

and the forces at work within it to minimize dangers to morale

and loUaltw and maximize readiness. 'Current research on

nontraditional military family types is conspicuous in its

absence. This research' project is an attempt to help Air Force

leaders better understand one of these Air Force family

tupes--the dual military member couple. The next chapter

explains how the current research was conducted.

10



Chapter Three j
METKOD

This chapter describes the collection and organization, of

data to compare the work/family attitudes of dual military member

couples with those of couples in which onl, one member is

military. The first section describes the two survey instruments

employed. Next is an explanation of the data collection

methodology. This is followed by a description of the subjects

in the study. The final section outlines the procedures used tc

analyze the data.

Instrumentation

The two survey instruments employed .ii the study were the

AFSS (see Appendix A) and the OAP (see Appendix B). The AFSS was

developed by the LMDC to (a) provide a recurring measure, of

attitudes, opinions, and beliefs of Air Force spouses, (b) link

attitudinal responses of Air Force members to those of their

spouses, and (c) determine the effect of spousal attitudes on the

job and retention (Ibsen & Austin, 1983). This 73-item survey

(administered to spouses of Air Force members) consists of 15

demographic items and 58 attitudinal items. Responses to

attitudinal items range across a 7-point Likert scale with a "1"

usually indicating strong disagreement or dissatisfaction, and a

11 4.



n7" usually indicftting strong agreement or satisfaction. The

short lifespan of the survey (January 1982 - April 1985)

precluded conclusive documentation of temporal stability and

internal consistency. However, after its first 2 years of use,

Dansby (1M) examined the stability of factor construction

through a series of factor analyses, and found the principal

factors to be consistent over that 2-year period. An important

feature of this survey is that it is linked to the GAP via a

Survey Instrument Linking Code, allowing the matching of members'

and spouses' responses.

The second instrument, the OAP, was developed Jointly by the

LMDC and the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory to support the

LMDC mission to (a) conduct research on Air Force systemic

issues, (b) provide leadership and management training, and Cc)

provide management consultation services to Air Force commanders

upon request (Short, 19S). This 109-item survey (administered

to Air Force members) consists of 16 demographic items and 93

attitudinal items. Responses to the attitudinal items, again,

range across a 7-point Likert scale. Documentation of the

factor analysis results during develppment of the survey is

contained in Hendrix and Halverson C1979a; 1979b). Short and

Hamilton (1981) conducted a factor by factor assessment of the

reliability of the GAP and found it showed generally acceptable

to excellent reliability for the primary factors, and was

reliable enough for collection of Air Force systemic data. After

2 years of field use, the validity of the OAP was re-examined by
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Hightower and Short (1882). Their findings also support the use

of the OAP as a data, gathering instrument.

Data Collection

All AFSS and OAP data for the present report were collected

as part of the LMDC management consultation process. During

management consulting visits (solicited by commanders of Air

Force organizations) all militarU and civilian personnel present

for dutW were administered the OAF in group settings. Survey

respondents were promised individual anonymity. No one from the

host organization handled completed surveys at any time. Marrind

personnel with spouses in the local area were given the AFSS to

take home to their spouses. Approximately 3S% of the spouses

returned the completed surveys (in sealed envelopes) to a central

collection point. After approximately 6 weeks for analysis, the

LMDC consultants returned to the organization to provide feedback

to the commander. Survey results were treated in a confidential

manner between LMDC and the client commander, and management

action plans were usually designed to resolve problems

discovered. About 6 months after results were fed back, LMDC

consultants returned to administer the OAP again to assess

attitudinal changes following the LMOC intervention.

The data from AFSS administrations are stored in two separate

computer files, providing separate data bases, One is a linked

file, as it also contains members' responses to the OAP. Each

,AFSS response sheet is linked to the OAP response sheet of the

13



corresponding service member. Only matched pairs of responses

are ent=red into this linked data file. The other data File'

contains AFSS data alone, with an accumulation of 11,060 records.

In addition to the 1S demographic questionnaire items, other

demographics collscted on the answer shet and stored on each

record include age and sex of the respondent, as well as the

member's personnel category and grade.

The data from OAP administrations are stored in a cumulative

data base containing over 200,000 records. In addition to the 16

demographic questionnaire items, other demographics collected on

the answer sheet and stored on each record include work group

code, personnel category and pay grade, age, sex, Air Forcc

Specialty Code (AFSC), base. and major command. In the present

study, only OAP data gathered in initial (i.e., pre-intervention)

administrations for the period 1 October 1581 to 10 September

198S were considered.

Sublects

To examine the attitudes of dual military member couples.

responses to the AFSS were taken from the data base to form two

independent groups: military spouses of Air Force members

(MIL-MIL) and civilian spouses of Air Force members CCIU-MIL).

Each group was further subdivided into spouses of both officers

and enlisted personnel. Samale sizes for the groups are

indicated in Table 1. Similarly, responses to the CAP were tak3n

from that data base to form two independent groups: Air Force
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members with military spouses (MIL-MIL) and Air Force members

with civilian s pouses (MIL-CIV). Each of these two groups

contained subgroups of both officers and enlisted members.

Ssmple sizes for these groups are indicated in Table 2.

Table 1

Sample Sizes of Comparison Groups, AFSS

Officers Enlisted

MIL-IIIL 150 753
CIVl-MIL 2,008 5,6B0

Table 2

*Snmple Sizes oF'Comparison Groups, OAF

Ofrtccrs EnlistL-ed

MIL-MILL 910 25
MIL-CIVl 8,962 37,587

The data base for the AFSS includas data from 30 basss or

organizations in 5 major commands. The data base For the OA1

includes data from over 72 bases or organizations in evert major

command. It should be noted that in neither case were the

ir.etallations selected to be representative oF the Air Force,

Rather, they represent opportunity samples. Therercre, the
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reader is advised that generalizations to the Air Force must be

approached with caution. However, the broad representation of

different commands and bases leads to speculation the results may

be generalizable to the total population of the Air Force, at

least as far as general attitudes toward the Air Force and Air

Force life are concerned. In any case, the data are

representative of the bases at which they were collected, and the

results reflect the attitudes of a significant portion of Air

Force members and spouses.

For each of the two survey instruments employed, the results

of analyses of the independent groups are reorted in separate

comparisons. In each case, Comparison 1, "Analysis of

Demographic Information," is provided to characterize the sample

groups. Comparison d compares attitudinal data For the groups by

personnel category. For the AFSS, Comparison 2 ("Comparison of

Attitudes of Military Spouses to those of Civilian Spouses")

compares (a) military spouses of officers to civilian spouses of

officers, and (b) military spouses of enlisted members to

civilian spouses of enlisted members. For the GAP., Comparison 2

("Comparison of Members with MilitarW Spouses to Members with

Civilian Spouses") compares (a) officers with military spouses to

ofFicers with civilian spouses, and (b) enlisted members with

military spouses to enlisted members with civilian spouses. The

number 1, shown throughout this study, is the total number of

16
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valid responses in the data bass for the variable or key Factor

being examined. Statistical analyses were performed using the

appropriate procedures contained in the SPSSx User's Guide (Nie,

1583).

ComDarison 1. Analusis of emonreohic Information

For each survey, two independent groups were extracted from

the respective data bases to perform this analysis. For the

AFSS, group one consisted of military respondents whose spouses

were military members (MIL-MIL). It was further subdivided by

personnel category (i.e., spouses of officers and spouses of

enlisted personnel). The second group was composed of civilian

respondents whose spouses were military members (CIU-MIL). The

group was further subdivided by personnel category of the member.

For the GAP, group one consisted of Air Force members whose

spouses were military members (MIL-MIL). The. second group was

composed of Air Force members whose spouses were civilians

CMIL-CIV). Each group was further subdivided by personnel

category. The SPS& x subprogram "Crosstabs" was used to analyze

21 demographic categories for the AFSS and 19 for the OAP.

Comoarison 2. Analusis of Attitudinal Information

For this analysis, the attitudes of the members of the

independent groups described above were compared for each of the

surveys. Two-tailed t-tests were performed to discern any

attitudinal differences between groups within each personnel

category. The level of significance for all t-tests was

alpha =.OS. An F-test was performed to test the assumption

17
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of equal variances in the comparison groups. Where appropriate,

t-tests for unequal variance groups were used. These procedures

were followed to identifU variables in which data for MIL-MIL

respondents varied significantiU from data for CIU-MIL

respondents (in the case of the AFSS) or from data for MIL-CIU

respondents (in the case of the GAP).

For the AFSS, 5 separate comparisons were made. The results

are grouped into the following'12 factors and two items which

relate familU and organizational attitudes.

1. Identification with'the Air Force. Assesses the degree

of commitment to the Air Force.
2. Job Benefits as a Retention Infljence. Measures the

degree to which items such as job securitw, retirement, and

medical benefits are perceived to affect retention.

3. TOY Attitudes. Evaluates the perceived effects of TOY

frequency and duration on familU life.

4. Satisfaction/Prestiae as a Retention Influence. Assesses

the degree to which job satisfaction and prestige affect career

intentions.

S. Recreational'Facilities. Measures the overall level of

satisfaction with such base recreational facilities as the

recreation center, librarU, auto hobby shop, and bowling center.

6. Identification with Job. Evaluates the perception of the

destrabilitW and usefulness of the respondent's spouse's Air

Force job.
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7. Services--Basic Needs. Assesses the level oF sitisfac-

tion with such base services as the exchange, commissary, open

mess, child care, and medical care.

8. Time Pressure. Measures the perception of the

respondent's spouses's job-related stress and the time devoted t3

the Air Force job, and their effects on FamilW liFe.

9. Patriotism as a Career Influence. Evaluates the

respondent's attitude toward patriotism as a career influence, as

well as the respondent's perception of the spouse's attitude

toward same.

10. Desire for Information About Job. Assesses the

perceived importance placed nn keeping informed about the Air

Force in general and the respondent's spouse's job Jn particular.

11. Protocol/Prestige. Measures the perceived importance oF

status and prestige as a career influence, as well as the

perception of importance oF respondent's participation in the

spouse's career.

12. Medical Care. Evaluates the perceived impact of medical

and dental benefits on career intention.

13. AFSS Item #31--Effect of PCS Moves. Assesses the

perceived effect of PCS moves on family life and retention.

1. AFSS Item #32--SensitivitW of AF Leaders. Measures the

degree to which respondents perceive AF leaders to be sensitive

to familV needs.

See Appnndix A for the itams from the AFSS which comprise

these factors.
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For the OAP, al comparisons were made. The results are

grouped into the following four areas of organizational

functioning.

1. Vork Itself. Deals with the task proprjrties

(technologies) and environmental conditions of the Job;

measures perceptions of task characteristics.

2. Job Enrichment. Measures the degree to which the Job

itself is interesting, meaningful, challenging, and

responsible.

3. Work Groun Procesu. Assesses the effectiveness of

supervisors and the process of accomplishing the work.

4. Work Sroup Output. Measures task performance, group

development, and effects of the work situation on group

members. Assesses perceptions of qualitW and quantitU of task

performance, along with pride and satisfaction in the Job.

See Appendix B for the factors and items from the OAP

surveU which comprise these areas.

The next chapter presents the results of these demographic

and attitudinal analUses.
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Chapter Four

RESULTS

This chapter provides the results of the data analyses as

described in Chapter Three. The first section addresses the

demographic information provided on the AFSS responses. The next

section contains a comparative analysis of the results for the 12

attitudinal factors and two separate items measured by the

surveW. The third section addresses the demographic information

provided on the DAP survey responses. The final section contains

a comparative analysis of the results for the four areas of

organizational functioning into which the OAP attitudinal factors

were grouped.

AFS5 Comparison 1. Analusis of Demooraohic Information

Tables C-1 through C-1S, Appendix C, provide detailed

descriptive information about members of dual military couples

(MIL-MIL) who have responded to the AFSS. The typical responding

military spouse of an officer is equallW likely to be a male or

female, and is white, between 26 and 3S Wears of age, married

between 1 and 8 years. Over 52% have no children; 38% hold

advanced degrees. Over half of the MIL-MIL respondents' oFficer

spouses have fewer than 8 bears in service. These couples
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typically have 12 to 36 mnnths on station, and have bought a

residence off base.

The typical responding military spouse of an enlisted member

is equally likely to be a male or female, and is white, betweer

21 and 30 years of age, married between 1 and 8 Wears.

Fifty-nine percent have children; over 66% have at least some

college education. Over 60% of the MIL-MIL respondents' enlisted

spouses have fewer than 8 Wears in service. These couples

typically have 12 to 36 months on station, and are either buying

or renting a residence off base.

AFSS Comoarison 2. Analusis of Attitudinal Resoonses

Tables E-1 and E-2, Appendix E, provide detailed information

about the work/family attitudes of members of dual military

couples (MIL-MIL) who 'have responded to the AFSS. Significant

differences were found betwepn these individua's and civilian

spouses of military members CCIU-MIL). These differences are

presented by personnel category.

Militaru Soouses of Officers vs. Civilian Soouses of Officers

Military spouses of officers (MIL-MIL) were found to be

significantly different from civilian spouses of officers

(CIU-MIL) on 4 of the 12 factors considered for this analysis

(see Table 3). First, they showed less identification with their

spousee' jobs. Next, they perceived both job benefits and

patriotism as having less influence on their spouses' career

intentions. Finally, they were more concerned about the pressure

under which their spouses worked, and its effects on family life.



* Table 3

Significant Attitudinal Differences

MilitarW Spouses of Officers

Civilian Spouses of Officers, AFSS

Mean

MIL-MIL CIV-MIL

Identification With Job 5.26 S.S7

Job Benefits as a Retention Influence 5.11 S.38

Patriotism as a Career Influence 4.79 S.12

Time Pressure S.29 5.02

Militaru Soouses of Enlisted Members vs. Civilian Soouses of

Enlisted Members

Military spouses of enlisted members (MIL-MIL) were found to

be significantly different from civilian spouses of enlisted

memhers (CIU-MIL) on 9 of the 12 factors considered for this

analysis (see Table 4). The first three of these mirror three of

the differences found in the officer comparison. The military

spouses showed less identification with their spouses' Jobs, and

perceived both job benefits and patriotism as having less

influence on their spouses' career intentions. Six additional

* differences were found in the enlisted comparison. First, the

military spouses showed less Identification With the Air Force.

* 23i
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At the same time, theW indicated more interest in being informed

about the Air Force. TheU also reported less satisfaction with

on-base services providing basic needs, to include medical care,

but viewed medical care as having less effect on their spouses'

career intentions. Additionally, theU were less concerned about

the effects of their spouses' TDYs on family life or career

intentions. Finally, theU viewed status and prestige as having a

more favorable effect upon their spouses' career intentions.

Table 4

Significant Attitudinal Differences

Military Spouses of Enlisted Members
VS.

Civilian Spouses of Enlisted Members, AFSS

Mean

MIL-MIL CIV-MIL

Identification With Job 4.90 5.27

Job Benefits as a Retention Influence 5.31 S.67

Patriotism as a Career Influence '.77 5.07

Identification With the Air Force 4.31 4.,48

Desire for Info about Job S.97 5.86

Services--Basic Needs Lt.00 '1.19

Medical Care Lt.76 '.98

TOY Attitudes 3.04 3.52

Protocol/Prestige 4.17 '.00

I
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OAP Comoarison 1. Analusis of Demooraohic Information

Tables 13-1 through U-19, Appendix D, provide detailed

descriptive information about members of dual military couples

(MIL-MIL) who have responded to the OAP survey. The typical

responding MIL-MIL officer is equally likely to be a male or

female, and is white, between 26 and 35 years of age. Over 65%

rave Fewer than 8 Wears in service. Ten percent are

geographically separated from their member spouses. The typical

responding MIL-MIL officer is nonrated, has 6 to 24 months on

station, 12 to 24 months in present career field, and 1 to 12

months in present position. More than 33% hold advanced degrees,

and the same percentage have completed Intermediate Service

School. More than 58% are supervisors, and 41% supervise three

or more people. Over 50% do not write performance reports. Over

67%. indicate they either will, or likely will, make the Air Force

a career.

The typical responding MIL-MIL enlisted member is equally

likely to be a male or female, and is white, between 21 and 30

years of age. Over 70% have fewer than 8 years in service.

Approximately 8% are geographically separated from their member

spouses. The typical responding MIL-MIL enlisted member is

nonrated, has 6 to 24 months on station, 12 to 24 months in

present cereer field, and 1 to 12 months in present position.

More than 57% have at least some college education. Forty-two

percent have completed as far as NCO Phase 1 or Phase 2 in their

Professional Military Education. More than 39% are supervisors,
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and over 20% supervise three or more people. Over 6S do not

write performance reports. FiftU-two percent indicate they

either will, or likely will, make the Air Force a career.

DAP Comparison 2. Analusis of Attitudinal Resoonses

Tables F-1 and F-2, Appendix F,provide detailed information

about the attitudes of members of dual military couples (MIL-MIL)

who have responded to the OAP survey. Significant differences

were found between these individuals and members with civilian

spouses (MIL-CIU). The differences are discussed by personnel

category.

Officers With Militaru Spouses vs. Officers With Civilian Spouses

Officers with military spouses (MIL-MIL) were found to be

significantly different from officers with civilian spouses

CMIL-CIU) on 16 of the 21 OAP factors considered for this

analysis (see Table 5). Of the 16, the MIL-MIL group was less

positive or 3very factor. A summary by main area follows.

In the key area of the work itself, officers with military

spouses were less positive regarding Job Performance Goals, Task

Characteristics, Task Autonomy, and Job Training. They' also

reported their jobs required more Work Repetition, which they did

not view favorably.

In the job enrichment area, officers with military spouses

were less positive regarding the Skill Variety required by their

Jobs. They also reported less positive attitudes toward the

extent of Job Feedback. Finally, they found the motivating

potential of their jobs to be lower than did their counterparts.
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Table 5

Significant Attitudinal Differences

Officers With Military Spouses
vs.

Officers With Civilian Spouses, OAP

Mean

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU

The Work Itself Job Performance Goals 4.61 '.76
Task Characteristics 5.28 5.38
Task Autonomy 4.46 '.62
Job Related Training 4.43 4.71
Work Repetition L1.52 4.24

Job Enrichment Skill Variety 5.26 5.52
Job Feedback 4.83 4.93
Job Motivation Index 119.83 129.81

Work Group Process Work Support 4.47 '.56
Management Supervision 5.06 S.36
Supervisory Communications 4.61 1.90
Organizational Communications Lt.66 L.94

Work Group Output Pride 5.33 5.54
Advancement/Recognition Lt. 15 '.62
General Organizational Climate 4.94 S.27
Perceived Productivity 5.71 S.81

The work group process area elicited less positive r-'sponses

from the MIL-MIL group on all four supporting factors. Hence,

they were less satisfied than their counterparts with Work

Support, MEnagement and Supervision, the Supervisory

Communications Climate, and the Organizational Communications

Climate.

The final area, work group output, found the MIL-MIL group

less favorable on four of the five contributing factors. These
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included pride in their work, awareness of advancement and
recognition, and overall perception of their organizational

environment. They were also less positive about the quantity,

quality, and efficiency of the work generated by their work

groups.

Enlisted Members With Militaru Spouses vs. Enlisted Members With

Civilian Snouses

Enlisted members with military spouses (MIL-MIL) were found

to be significantly different From enlisted members with civilian

spouses (MIL-CIU) on 20 of the'21 OAF Factors considered for this ,f

analysis (see Table 6). Of the 20, the MIL-MIL group was less

positive =n 19 factors. The twentieth factor showed the MIL-NIL

group having a greater desire for Job enrichment, but was not a

measure of job perceptions. A summary by main area follows.

In the area of the work itself, enlisted members with

military spouses were less positive regarding Job Performance

Goals, Task Characteristics, Task Autonomy, and Job Training.

They also showed less desire for easy or repetitive tasks, but

reported their jobs required more of those tasks.

In the Job enrichment area, the enlisted members were less

positive about the Skill Uariety and Task Identity-required by

their Jobs. They also showed less positive attitudes toward the

extent of Job Feedback, and the motivating potential of their

jobs. However, they reported a greater need than did their

counterparts for such job enrichment characteristics as autonomy,

personal growth, and use of skills.
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Table 6

SigniFicant Attitudinal DiFFererces

Enlisted Members With Military Spouses
VS.

Enlisted Members With Civilian Spouses, OAF

Mean
--------------------------------------------------------

MIL-MIL MIL-CIV,
------ ------------------------------------------------------

The Work Itself
Job PerFormance Goals 4.71 4.80
Task Characteristics 5.04. 5.15
Task Autonomy 3.8B L.02
Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks 3.09 3.17
Job Related Training 4.29 4.52
Work Repetition 5.31 5.09

Job Enrichment

Skill Uariety 5.09 t.79
Tusk Identity 5.09 S.14
Job Feedback L. 79 4.84

Job Motivation Index 100 65 108.67
Need For Enrichment 5.61 5.SB

Work Group Process
Work Support Lt. 9Lt53
Management Supervision Lt.68 .94

Supervisory Communications 4.33 4.55
Organizationel Communications L.2 L.42

Work Group Output
Pride '.86 5.08
Advancement/Recognition Lt.22 4.40
Job Related Satisfaction 4.89 5.03
General Organizational Climate '.21 L.52
Perceived Productivity 5.39 5. 54

The enlisted members with military spouses showed less

Favorable attitudes towaro all Four t'actocs constituting the work

group process area. That is, they were less satisfied than thei.:1

counterparts with Work Support, Management and Supervision,
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Supervisory Communications Climate, and Organizational

Communications Climate.

The final area, work group output, found the enlisted MIL-MIL

group less Fnvorable on all five of the factors. These included

pride in their work, awareness of advancement and recognition,

job satisfaction, and overall perceptions of their organizational

environment. They were also less positive about the quantity,

quality, and efficiency of the work generated by their work

groups.

The foregoing sections show the members of dual military

couples had significantly different work/Family attitudes From

those of the larger group of members married to civilians. In

most cases, these differences reflect less Favorable attitudes.

The next chapter discusses these differences.
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION

This chapter provides an interpretation of the results

presented in Chapter Four. The first section addresses the AFSS

results. In the author's opinion, these results tend to show

the dual military respondents to be somewhat more motivated to

. achieve, confident of their ability, and Frustrated in the

achievement of their potential. The second section addresses

the OAP results. These are interpreted to show the MIL-MIL

"-:, respondents to be a more motivated group who don't feel as

sufficiently 'challenged in their work. The third section

addresses the relationship of these results to three prior

research efforts.

Interaretation of AFSS Results

Demoaraohic Differences

There are five demographic differences between the dual

military member couples and the couples with a civilian spouse

that are helpful to keep in mind in interpreting the AFSS

results.

The first of these differences is gender of the' respondent.

In the MIL-MIL group, a respondent is near-ly equally likely to

he male or female (54% male, 46% female). This contrasts

significanti with the CIU-MIL group in which 3% of the
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respondents are male and 97% are female. Hence, a strong female

influence on the responses oC the CIV-hIL group as a whole can

be expected.

The second distinguishing factor is time in service. In the

MIL-MIL group, over 76% in the officer category and over 80% in

the enlisted categoru have fewer than 12 years in the Air Force.

This represents a distinct difference from the CIU-MIL group, in

which approximately half of the respondents in each personnel

category have fewev than 12 years in the Air Force. (This

should not be viewed as a shortcoming of the opportunity sample,

but'rather as a representation of the fact that most of the

, married women in the service are in the lower officer and

enlisted grades.) It is fair to assume, then, members of the

- fMIL-MtL group are less likely to +have made career decisions.

The third factor is spouse employment status. By

definition, all AFSS MIL-MIL respondents, have 'full-time

employment (i.e., they' are active duty military). This

contrasts significantly with the CIU-MIL group, in which fewer

than 20% of the officers' spouses and fewer than 26% of the

enlisted members' spouses work full time. It is fair to assume,

then, MIL-MIL couples are likely to have more discretionary

income.

Fourth, the educational level of the respondents varies

between the groups. In the officer category, 32% of the MIL-MIL

respondents have advanced degrees, as compared to 9% in the

CIU-MIL group. In the ePilisted category, over 66% of the

32

.... ~~~~~~~~~~ 2- -'++ .++-,7•.. . ..- + '



MIL-MIL respondents have some college, as compared to fewer than

45% in the CIU-MIL group.

Finally, the number of couples with no children varies

between the groups. Over half of the officer dual military

member couples have no children, while that proportion is less

than one quarter tn the couples with a civilian spouse. In the

enlisted category, 11% r'f the dual military member couples are

childless as compared to 22% of the 'couples with a civilian

spouse.

These five demographic differences may have significant

bearing upon the variations in attitudinal responses between the

comparison groups, which are discussed in the next section.

Attitudinal Differences

Idenification with Soouse's Job, In both officer and

enlisted categories, MIL-MIL respondents showed significantly

less identification with their spouses' Jobs than did CIU-MIL

respondents. Particularly, they didn't believe their spouses'

abilities were as fully used in their Jobs or that their spouses

Felt as positive about their contributions to their jobs. They

expressed more desire for their spouses to change Jobs within

the Air Force. The author interprets these sentiments as

reflectinq the frustrations of well-educated, motivated people

whose jobs don't allow achievement of potential. They further

indicate a belief, however, that the Air Force does have

fulfilling jobs to offer; it's just a matter of getting one.

Contributing to their frustrations could be the Join spouse
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assignment procedures. Although these procedures are not

designed to be limiting in nature (other than that MIL-MIL

couples cannot serve remote tours together, nor can either

member supervise'the other), either one or both members may have

to take a less than desiratble job in order that they be assigned

together.

Job Benefits as a Retention Influence. In both officer and

enlisted categories, this factor was rated lower by the MIL-MIL

respondents. Particularly, they saw mediCal/dental benefits,

job security, and retirement as having less impact on a career

decision. The author interprets these results as reflecting the

sentiments of intelligent, motivated individuals who are driven

more by the need to achieve and be productive in a worthwhile

Job. These individuals are confident of their ability to find

employment elsewherL when and if they become sufficiently

dissatisfied. Their relatively higher levels of discretionary

income may be a factor here, in that lower order needs may be

less of an issue than with CIU-MIL couples with less spending

power. While it is likely career decisions have not yet been

made, those eventual decisions are more likely to be influenced

by higher needs than job benefits than is the case with CIV-MIL

couples.:

Patriotism as a Career Influence. This factor elicited

lower ratings by the MIL-MIL respondents than by their civilian

counterparts in both officer and enlisted categories. The

author proposes these respondents, by virtue of their education
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and self-confidence, are more driven by needs and desires to

achieve and are not as locked into Air Force careers for their

fulfillment. As in the case with job benefits, patriotism

probably wcn't be as great an influence when the MIL-MIL couples

make their career decisions.

Time Pressure. An attitudinal difference toward time

pressure surfaced between the groups in the officer catego-y.

Particularly, the MiIL-MIL officer respondents reported their

spouses to be under more pressure as a result of the job, and to

have duty hours more disruptive to family life. The author

interprets these sentiments as reflecting the frustrations of

individuals working long, hard hours, particularly when their

Jobs are seen as not allowing full achievement of potential.,
These frustrations are, perhaps, compounded by the higher

* likelihood of schedule conflicts in two-career families, leaving

the MIL-MIL respondents with less opportunity for family

togetherness than their civilian counterparts.

Identification With the Air Force. An attitudinal

difference toward identification with the Air Force was evident

between the comparison groups' enlisted categories. Although

the MIL-MIL enlisted respondents reported they would recommend

the Air Force as a career, they gave the Air Force less credit

I- for trying to make service life attractive. They were also less

sure they wanted their spouses to choose Air Force careers, and

indicated more potential to be happier if their spouses

performed the same Jobs as civilians. The author interprets
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Lhese results as reflecting a stronger belief on the part of

these couples that the Air Force is not doing all it could to

make military service a good career. The greater possibility of

family separation and schedule conflicts faced by dual iailitary

member couples mau contribute to this belief.

Services--Basic Needs. The difference between the enlisted

categories' responses on level of satisfaction with base

services tracks with the preceding factor. The enlisted MIL-MIL

respondents showed significantly less satisfaction with these

services than did their civilian counterparts. This parallels

the author's belief these couples are more likely to see the Air

Force as not doing all it could to make the service a good place

to work. It could also reflect the likelihood the MIL-MIL

couples have more knowledge of, access to, and financial ability

to use off-base services. Additionally, since MIL-MIL

respondents are less likely to have children, their lower

frequency of use of dependent services (e.g., child care,

medical, and dental) might affect their responses.

Medical Care. Lower satisfaction with medical care on the

part of the enlisted MIL-MIL respondents' tracks with the results

for the two preceding factors. Additionally, these respondents

viewed the quality of medical care as having less effect on a

career decision. The author views this along the same lines as

the officer MIL-MIL response to job benefits as a career

influence. Again, these MIL-MIL respondents are intelligent and

highly motivated, and perhaps more driven by the need to achieve
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and be productive. They are confident of their ability to find

employment elsewhere when and if they become sufficiently

dissatisfied. Additionally, their higher diecretionarw incomes,

which allow other avenues for fulfilling medical needs, mau tend

to lessen their perceptions of the importance of this factor.

While it is likely in these cases that career decisions ? 'e not

yet been made, higher needs, rather 'than the qualitl' uf Air

Force medical care, will probably have more influence on those

*, eventual decisions.
%

, TUY Attitudes. The less negative responses toward family

inconvenience as a result of spouses' TDYs by enlisted MIL-NIL

respondents are seen by the author as reflecting three facts.

First, these spouses are military members themselves and, as

i such, are more aware of the legitimate need for TOY; they may be

more willing to accept TOY as a fact of military life. Second,

these spouses, in addition to having responsible jobs of their

own, are somewhat better educated than their civilian

* counterparts. Hence, they are more likely to be independent and

better able to cope in their spouses' absences. Third, sincts

the MIL-MIL respondents are less likely to have children, TOY

schedules could be expected to have less negative impact on

family plans. Overall, the MIL-MIL group showed what could be

considered a more objective response to a potentially negative

factor.

4. Desire for Information About Job. The lower ratings of the

enlisted MIL-MIL respondents toward desire for information about
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their spouses' jobs must be viewed in light of two component

responses. First, the lower importance they placed on k-owing

about their spouses' jobs should be seen in proper perspective.

These respondents have full-time military jobs of their own ith

which to be concerned and to which 1hey must devote their time

and effort; the majority of their civilian counterparts are

members of one-cureer families. 9lso, they may believe they are

already considerably well-informed about their spouses' jobs by

virtue of their own military status. Second, they placed higher

importance on being informed about the more general Air Force

role and mission. In the author's opinion, this reflects the

importance these respondents place on being informed about their

organization--possibly for reasons of their own satisfaction and

career progression.

Protocol/Prestige. The final significant difference between

MIL-MIL and CIJ-MIL couples on the AFSS surfaced in the enlisted

category. The MIL-MIL respondents were more favorablg disposed

towards the status and prestige of an Air Force job than were

the CIV-MIL respondents. In the author's opinion, this

sentiment may reflect the somewhat higher standard of living

presumably attained by the two-paycheck MIL-MIL group.

Additionally,,the MIL-MIL respondents saw their participation as

being more important to their spouses' promotion potential than

did their civilian counterparts. The author sees this as.

stemming from a clearer understanding on the part of mili tary

members of the importance of commitment and the "total person"
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concept to achieving promotion potential in the Air Force.

in sum, 'the author interprets the AFSS results as showing

the MIL-MIL respondents to be more driven by the need to achieve

and be productive, less motivated by tangible benefits, more

frustrated in achievement of their potential, and more confident

of their ability to find employment elsewhere when and if

sufficiently dissatisfied, as compared with the CIL-MIL group.

Additionally, the enlisted MIL-MIL respondents are more affected

by the pressures of military jobs and less satisfied that the

Air Force is doing all it could to make the service a worthwhile

career, as compared with the CIU-MIL group. The OAP results are

consistent with these interpretations.

Interoretation of OAP Results

Demooraohic Differences

As with the AFSS, there are demographic differences between

the comparison groups that bear note. For the GAP, there are

four such differences.

Gender of the respondent represents the first major

distinction. In the MIL-MIL group, a zespondent is nearly

equally likely to be male or female (49% male, 51% Female).

This contrasts significantly with the MIL-CIV group in which 97%

of the respondents are male and 3% are female. Hence, there may

be a very strong male influence on the responses of the MIL-CIV

group.

The next important difference is age of the respondent.

Over half of the officers in the MIL-rlIL group are age 30 or
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under, while fewer than one third of the MIL-CIU officers are

age 30 or under. Similarly, over half of the enlisted. members

in the MIL-MIL group are age 2S or ut.1er, while only. about one

third of the MIL-CIV enlisted members are age 2S or under.

As might be expected, the difference in age Wields a

corresponding difference in another demographic--time in

service. In the MIL-MIL group, over 82% of the officers and

over B8B% of the enlisted respondents have fewer than 12 years in

service. This represents a distinct difference from the HIL-CIV

group, in which approximately half of the officers and 63% of

the enlisted respondents have fewer than 12 years in the Air

Force. Again, it seems fair to assume the MIL-MIL respondents

are less likelW to have made career decisions.

FinallW, there is a difference between the comparison groups

in educational level, with the MIL-CIV group somewhat more

highly educated overall. However, this is most likely a

function of the age difference between the groups, and adds

little to the interpretation of the results.

Attitudinal Differenc=

Since the attitudinal differences between the comparison

groups all point in the same direction, there is little to be

gained by going through them factor by factor. It is certainly

instructive to point out, however, the MIL-MIL respondents'

views were always less positive where there was a significant

difference (and 20 of the 21 factors evaluated showed

significant differences between the groups).
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On the whole, the results show the MIL-MIL respondents found

their jobs less demanding, less productive, and less rewarding

than did their MIL-CIU counterparts. It is no surprise, then,

they reported having less pride in their jobs. In the enlisted I
category, a greater need for job enrichment also surfaced in the

MIL-MIL group. There are several possible 'interpretations of

the trend that emerged, in the results. One is the military

members married to other military members represent a group of

Uncommitted malcontents without whom the Air Force would

probably be better off. A second interpretation,, espoused by

the author, is perhaps more in line with the AFSS results.

According to that interpretation, the responding dual military

members are com,,etent, motivated individuals who don't feel

sufficiently challenged in their jobs. Problems associated with

join spouse assignments, as discussed in the previous section,

may have a considerable impact. In either case, it appears the

group as a whole is not as well-adjusted to its Air Force

environment as is the group of military members with civilian

spouses. IF the author's interpretation is closer to the truth,

then the Air Force may be about to lose some valuable members.

The author's interpretation of the results of the two

surveys tends to support the Following observation of William

Hauser (1985): ". .. there appears a correlation between

executives' ability and their propensity to be half of a 'two

paycheck marriage.' If this is so in the military as well, then

a disproportionate exodus of the more 'modern' officers and



their wives may be happening right now" (p. 180). It is useful

to keep in mind, as pointed out earlier, that the MIL-MIL

respondents are generally younger and have less time in service

than is the case with their civilian counterparts. This could

make them less committed to begin with, and may color their

responses. Still, in the author's opinion, the survey responses

indicate attitudinal differences between the groups that cannot

-be explained away quite that simply.

Relationshio to Prior Research

Results of this study bear some relationship to three

previous research efforts. Houk (1980) hypothesized that

Families with both members in the military are more satisfied

with Air Foce life than those with a civilian spouse. While

her fi,.dings were inconclusive, the results of this study tend

to refute the hypothesis--particularly in the case of the DAP

results. Also, Williams' (197H) research in the 1970s predicted

dual military member couples were less likely to have children,

and more likely to tolerate lengthy separations for career

purposes. The demographic and attitudinal results of this study

support his predictions. Finally,, the Beeson (1965) study

purported a concept of "homogeneity," whereby those Families

whose needs are best met by the military lifestyle remain in,

and the others separate From the service at an early

opportunity. The net result is a relatively homogeneous group

of families, highly committed to the military lifestyle and

having generally low work commitment on the part of the wives.
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Although Beeson's research specificallu excluded dual military

member couples From cinsideration, the results of the c .rent

study tend to support his conclusion. Plthough it rannot

necessarily be inferred From the current study that the

competent, motivated, insufficiently challenged dual, military

group will suffer a higher attrition rate beyond the 12-year

period, it is certainly a distinct possibility. In Fact, in

this author's opinion, that is exactly what will happen.

It seems reasonable to assume any individual who, is

dissatisfied with his or her job, given a good chance of Finding

another one, will eventually quit. In this study, dual military

member couples have expressed more Frustration with their I:
inability to achieve their potential. When you add to that

their relatively higher levels of education and confidence in A

their abilities, their probability of separation From the Air

Force appears higher. The next chapter will provide some

recommendations For dealing with this potential problem.

'I
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Chapter Six

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter concludes this research effort with a brief

sumffary of the study and some recommendations by the author

dealing with dual military member couples.

Although family issues have been at the forefront of

military interest for most of this dc=ade, little attention has

been devoted to nontraditional family types. The intent of this

study has been to' help Fill the gap' by looking at the

work/family attitudes of one of these nontraditional family

types--the dual military member'couple.

Several steps were taken to fulfill the purpose of the

study. First,, current research and theory on the work/family

interface were reviewed, with particular attention to the scarce

research on dual military member couples. Next, the work/family

attitudes of dual military member couples were compared to those

of couples with civilian spouses using responses to two survey

instruments: the U.S. Air Force Spouse Survey and the

Organizational Assessment Package. Third, significant

attitudinal differences between the groups were determined using

standard inferential statistics at the 95% confidence level.

Results of the analyses showed members of dual ,il-.tar couples

to have, in general, les positive attitudes toward the Air



Force than was the case with the comparison group. They showed

less satisfaction with on-bise services, more frustration with

their Jobs and work environment, and less tendency to be

influenced in career decisions by Job benefits or patriotism.

These attitudinal differences were discussed in .light of the

demographic differences between the groups (i.e., the dual

military couple respondents were more evenly divided between

male and female, more highly educated, younger, had less time in

service, and were less likely to have children). The author's

rcsulting interpretation characterizes members of dual military

couples as more motivated to achieve, more confident of their

abilities, and more frustrated at not achieving their potential

in their Jobs than is the case with the comparison group. The

author further projects these characteristics increase the

probabilitU of a high attrition rate among dual militarW member

couples. Since it is reasonable-to assume the Air Force would

prefer not to lose these members, the question becomes, what can

or should be done?

Although there is no simple answer, the author offers a few

recommendations:

1. As was suggested by both DansbW (1984) and Beeson

(1985), Air Force agencies should continue to encourage research

on the work/Family interface, particularly with respect to the

nontraditional family types such as dual military member

:ouples. Current research is scant, and many questions remain
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unanswered. OF particular interest should be determining the

factors that influence their career decisions.

2. Air Force researchers should Follow up this effort with

a study of work/family attitUdes by gender--using the AFSS and

OAP data bases. In this study, the dual military respondents

were compared with a predominantly Female group on the AFSS, a,.d

with a predominantly male group on the GAP. It might be

enlightening to coocentrate on the effect of gender on such

attitudes.

3. The Military Personnel Center should consider comparing

the evaluations and training reports of members of dual military

couples with those of members married to civilians. Based

*- partly on their expressed desire For more challenging jobs, the

author characterizes the Former as being more motivated. Such a

comparison could shed more light on this distinction.

4. As suggested by Dansby (1984), Air Force leaders should

be encouraged to continue to seek ways to improve military

Family life. The special needs and constraints oF dual military

member couples, as well as those of single parent Families,

should be taken into consideration in designing such base

services as dependent medical care and child care.

5. In working join spouse assignments, Air Force personnel

specialists should be encouraged to be receptive to the specific

desires of dual military member couples. Granted, ,the needs of

the Air Force m,4 st come First. However, assignment personnel

should'not assume either spouse places his or her career second
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to the other's, or that familW separations are unacceptable.

6. Air Force leaders should reevaluate the concept of the

duties of the "commander's wife." Commanders maw have active

duty spouses, who maw not be wives at all. Some thought in this

direction might help eliminate confusion and knock down some

outdated assignment barriers.

7. Finally, Air Force leaders should reevaluate the concept

of the professional Air Force member. The prevailing definition

of an Air Force professional as one whose family provides no

competing career doesn't work for dual military member couples.

Either the concept needs revision, or the fate of these couples

should be seriouslW addressed.

Perhaps the first two recommendations will help find what it

reallW takes to make members of dual military couples feel more

productive and more able to achieve their potential in Air Force

Jobs. The third recommendation maw help determine how concerned

the Air Force should be about losing these members, and maw

properlW set the emphasis. The fourth recommendation addresses

some practical considerations that should be taken into account

towards the aim of keeping these Air Force members. More

Importantly in this author's view, however, is the need to make

Air Force leaders aware these couples do exist in great numbers,

and to remove anW psWchological biases against them that may

negatively affect their career decisions. These are the aims of

the Final three recommendations.

Much work remains to be done in th'is area. If this research
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effort accomplishes nothing but to generate more interest and

concern for the retention of members of dual military couples,

then it will have served a useful purpose.
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The U.S. Air Force Spouse Survev is a 77-iter, -tt ituir, aL
s-,rvey develo--ped ov the Leadersh o arid mlanageirierL1 ?,,vel.or, leret
Center (LMDC) to examinre the reiatiorisnio betwe,:,", c::.'Je L rd
family attitudes. aria the rerer' s Ion sat istact i,.,rI Arlu cdr'l'+r
i Mtert ions. It serves three toain purposes ,(a) t, - o provide .
1'ecitrrrino measure of attitudes, opinions, and beliefs -71f Hir Force

-_ocuses. (b) to link, responses of Air Force rmiembers with tho-, se --t
'-heir spo:,uses, and (c) to determine the effect of sDouses'
a,:-tituaes or, the members' job arid retention.

Items :f the . survey are divided into tw.7 sectiors,
der,-:.araphic arid attitudira'. The first section crtairis 15 items
t.-.'. an, essentially d-e,iographic ir, nature: the seconic sect Ior.
consists of 58 ;.'-ems grouped Irto 14 statistical factCrs WI.L.

e.sure such ?,-eas as the spouse's idert ification with the Air

Fo-,rce lifestyle, and percpti,.-,ns of how various sources %such as
Las-, services and TD') -,fluerce the member's career intentiors.
Arid spouse's desi-'*. fo,-r career intent iori. cour addit ioa) iteris
a-e not ircluded 4r, the statistical factors because of oLieS
iroterprc-t :rig their responses or because they aid ni-,t i'-'.a0 to a
Factlz-r duy lig analysis; however, data from1 t-ase irems are
ircluded ir, the data base.

The Spouse Siutvey may be administereo either by itself c- Jr,
c:,rjiurction with aniother LMDC attitudinal survey. tne
It gari zat iora I Assessmrent Package (OAP). The OPP f ocuses o,

r,iembers' jobs, leadershto effectiveness and orgar izati,-,nal issues
a.td is adriinistered to a census of the organization to wricrh ,_i 1-,
has been' invited as a part of the LMDC consultation process. The
CAP is administered to military and civilian members cof tne

V- 1' 1Z zat io n ir, group sessions. They are assured of the
ct.entiaIity of the individual survey resoonse sheets (whicn
ai-e orccessed at Maxwell AFB where the consultants analyze t e
data for feedback to the crganizatior in aproximately five tc. six
weeP-.

When the Spouse Survey is adr, iinstered ir, czo, ilunct ir with
the OPP survey, meters are first irstructed t, ccr~ollete a soeciai
secticn of the qn.zuse Survey resocrise sneet 'with coces rat De-,ii r
rermbe-,.' reso,nses t, the OAP to lie ratched with tho,-se of ,nci r
spuses, and they, the rilembers are told to as!. their S,-USsS z,
cC oipiete the Spouse Survey and return it in a sealed envel-,oe to a
,ocai, central co] lect ion point. When the Spouse Survey is

administered by itself, packages containing instructio-rs, a sl-rWev
booklet. arid a self-addressed return envelope are maied t, tr,e
oar-t icipanits. In both cases, the Spouse Survey resoorise sneets
are retur ,ed in sealed envelopes so only LMDC personzr, nei Fee
cornol eted response sheets. This col lect ion process a' 1ows
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confidentiality similar to that given to members corioi.ti, +.-i.
CAP.

Both the Socuse and CAP surveys use a seven-point L1Rert
response scale. This facilitates admlinistration and aics
comparability of the data bases. The data, for the Spouse Survev
and the OPP survey are stored in separate, cumulative data oases
and may oe retrieved by demograriics such as personnel catep.-rv.
age, sex, spouse emplcyment st.atus, and educational !eve.. T;-e
data for membiers and spouses may be analyzed jointly by usi-no tne
survey r-tchin codes, thus allowing examination of tne
correlations between the attitides of mlitary merners aria ti.elr'

ipouses.

The Spouse Survey data base is kept in two files: a r, atli-:ea
Spouse-OAP data file containing approximately 8,500 cases and a
"Spouse only" data file. which includes additional soouse oata
that did not match (for various reasons) with CAP data. Tris 
second file allows retention of data which could riot be storedi .,r
the matched data file. Thus, this data file is larger. co-,tairin
over A 0 cases.

Since January 1982, the Spouse Survey has been administereu
to personnel from 34 bases, 22 in the CONUS, and 12 overseas.
Responses from cffficers', spouses make up 23% of the data base.
with spouses of enlisted members acciunting for 68%, the emnainin
9% being spouses of Air Force civilian emplcyees. Tnirteen
percent of the respondents are wale and 87% are female. (These
de. .ographics are from the "spouse only" data file).
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U.S. AIR FORCE SPOUSE SURVEY

VARIABLES AND FACTORS

Variables

Item Survey Statement
Variable Number Response Qtions

AGE * __ Age of survey respordent

SEX * Sex of survey. respondent

PERCAT * Personnel category (officer, enlisted, ,or
civilian) of Air Force member

GRADE * Pay Grade (e.g., 01, 06, 14) of Air Force
member

W When Spouse Survey data are matched with OAP data, the above
variables are recoded (as indicated below) to differerntiate
them from OAP variables with the same names.

SAGE__ Age of survey respondent

SSEX Sex of survey respondent

SPERCAT _ Personnel category (officer, eniistea, or
civilian) of Air Force member

SGRADE Pay Grade (e.g., 01, 06, 14) of Air Fo-rce
member

$1 1. How many years does your spouse have in
in the Air Force?

1. Less than 1 year.
2. More than 1 year, less than 2 years.
3. More than 2 years, less than 3 years.
4. More than 3 years, less than 4 years.
5. More than 4 years, less than 8 years.
6. More than 8 years, less than 12 years.
7. More than 12 years.
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s2 2. How many months have you been at tnis sL;at ic-r
(base) during this assignment?

I. Less than 1 motn. 
2. More than I montt, less tnarn 6
months.
3. More thAn 6 months, less than 12
months.
4. More than 12 months, less than 18
montns.
5. More than 18 months, less than J4
months.
6. More than 24 months, lesL than 36
months.
7. More than 36 months,.

S3 3. How many years have you been mrar'ied to
your spouse?

1. Less than I year.
2. More than I year, less than 4 yrs. -.

3. More than 4 years, less thar 8 v's.
4. More than a years, less that, 12 yrs.
5. MorB than 12 years, lEss than 16 yrs.
6. Move than 16 years, less than 20 yrs.
7. .More than 20 years.

54 4. Where do you live? .

I. On the base to which my spouse
is assigned ,.
2. On another military i .":.-allation
3. Off base, renting 'c."
4. Off base, buying,

S5 5. If you live on base, why'?

1.r I live off base.
2:. Quality and availability of
schools.
S. Off base housing is c,:' expet-sive.
4. Off base housing is not available.
5. Requirementc Of. sp.ouse' s' job.
6. Base housing occupancy requirements.
7. Other

:,.:I
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S6 6. If you live off base, wry7

I. I live c-n base.
2. Quality and availability sf 5c,:..1 5.
3. Base housing riot availaole.
4. Investment ire housin~g is part of
our financial plan.
5. Requirements of spouse' s jot).
6. Base housing does niot m.eet our-
req ui1rement s. (Space, design, etc.)

'.Other

S7 7. What is ycour Etnnic Grcoup,

1. Amer icar, Indian or Piask'ar Native
2. Asian or- Pacific Islander
3. Black, niot of Hispanic Origin
4. Hispanic
5. Whi te, riot of Hi soantic Oriqir,
6. Other

58e8 What is the highest educationr.i ievei c'
have ottained"

1. Non-high scncool qt-aduate
2. High sct-oo1 graduate or, CED

Less than 2 years college
4. Two years %:rY mrwwe college
5. Bachelors degree
6. Masters degree
7. Docto~ral degree

S9 9. How marty children do youJ mavel

1. None 5.4 cr 5
~.16. 6, 7, cr86

7. 9 or roc-e
4. _

S0 10. Ho:w o 'a y C n1 id e r ~re e rt yc Y~ ive at hcrme')

1. Non.re 4. ~ r 5
~. 1 6. 6, 7.cqL

3. 7. -. o .:'
4.3



SII 11. Are yok employed in at income procucirjq- ,:z

I. No, and do not want to be enpiovea.
2. No, would like to work but car.r.:t
find employment.
3. Yes, part time.
4. Yes, active duty military.
5. Yes, federal civil service.
6. Yes, other full time emoi.:.vment.

$12 12. If you are employed, what is your usuai
work schedule7

1. Not employed
2. Day shift, normally stable n,-ltr 3
3. Swing shift (about 4 P.M. to 8 P.m;.
4. Mid shift (about midnight to 8 .
5. Rotating shift schedule

6. Day or shift work with irregular .:r

unstable hours
7. Frequent travel or frequently
on-call to report to work

S1._ 13. If you are employed, why do you wor'k

t. Not employed
2. Financial necessity
3. To earn "extra" money
4. Personal grrwth and development

5. Professional growth and ocveicouer',
6. Other

S14 14. Are yoli a student')

1. No
2. Yes, full time undergraduate
3. Yes. part time undergraduate
4. Yes, full time graduate
5. Yes, part time graduate

6. Other

Si5 15. Do. you do volunteer work?

I. No
2. Yes, on base
3. Yes, off base
4. Ves, on and off base
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F.%ctc.rt~

FACTF',P 1L !DENTiFXcArUON WITH THE AIR FORCE. .oe'sures Spouse, s
idenrtificatio~n wit~ the Air Force, to ,r,clucie ccrnrmitm~erst 1r,--, 'r
F.:.rce, endo':rsemnent of Air Force valv:es, and valtie ':f the P'- t~
career.

ResP.-.v#,: Options for variat)'Ps SI6, S17, S19, SJ*2, ,arn S~..7:

Mocderateiv Hisagree 6 '.drt~ Oe

3 Siinh' Iy disagree 7 Stv'.:ngly agree
.4 Neit er aciree nor cisacre-

t em SuJryey 5tate'ment
IAnle NumnberReQ~. Otrs

S16 16. 1 feel involved with the Air Force life-
style.

SI.7 17. 1 would reLonmerid an Air F Drce career for
any voung mant or wonmar, in~clu'ding 'a sort
or daughter of min~e.

319 . 19. PiAir :orce career has as much prestige ar~c
status as a civil~an career.

S-E2 The A ir Forre has moade conrs Iderab Ie ef f -- i
tc roake serv ice 11ifeI mnc~re at t rct i.,v E?~

*~~ ~~~~ at rui.h~ Iri thA a'i es.

T ams glad miy spourse ch,. h irF'ea

a career.

S44 44. Whic, cf the fc 1lcwirig best cesc ri ne- 0.
desires fo.:r spo.isets carepr
emp 1.:yfsler't rit elrt icr'

1. woul Ii~ R~ FO 0712S t,: $ ' As
te-.ri atc- fcc~r te. e aa ~ ~ ',-

poss i b Ie.

c.. Fc'r t he rics t pA P I w d 1
sp-~ute tc rc,*t mnake ttre P, :,:r(e
caree;.r.

cricernr n !fl, y sp~t, n1i' i rn t le H:



temn Survey St ement/aibe Number -- eprs 2!L'

4. For the most part, I woula jide b",*

spouse to make the Air Force a cz-rec.

5. I would like my soouse to mawe the
Air Force a career.

6. I woulcl like ray spouse to retire it!
the next 12 months3.

S45 45. Your spouse may have different caree-
intent ions than you would hope. Wnrich
of the following best cescribes yl7'ur
spouse' s career or ersilo.ynert irttert Iors

I. Will separate/termirate from troe
Air Force as soon, as p,.ssiole.

2. Will most li4ely nt, t make the 41r

Force a career.

3. May continue in/with the Air Force.

4. Will most likely continue in/with
the Air Force as a career.

5. Will continue in/with the Air
Force as a career.

* 6. Planning to retire ir the next 1,
months.

* if a respondert answers with option "6," that case i:
rot corsidered for factor score analysis.

esp+0se Opt ions for variable S71:

I'-- Not ,t all 5 = To a fairly large e-,irent
= T,: a voe'-y little extert 6 = To a great extent

3 = T, a i ttle extent 7 = To a very great extert
4= To a mocderate extent

S71 71. To what extent wotid you be hapoier
if your spouse was doing a sirmilar jcL t,
only as a civilian"

F rmdla: Fl (SI6+S17+S19+SE+S7+S44+S45-(8-S71))/8.

+ +



FACTOR 2__JOB BENEFITS AS A RETENTION INFLUENCE. Measures spouse's

percaptior, of how selected job benefits influence career, intenror,

ano spouse's desire for career intention.

Response Options for all varadbles in Factor 2:

I = Nnt at all S = To a fairly large extert
= To a very little extent 6 = To a great extenrt

3 = To a little extent 7 = To a very great extent

4 = To a moderate extent

Tc, writ extent, do v,:.u believe each of the following is it.:-rt',
In determi;fig y,:ur spouse's career intention?

I t em

Variable Nunoer Survey Stater,Lert

S49 49. Medical/dental benefits

E50 50. Job security

S51 51. Ret i rement

T what extent do you believe each of the foilowing is important

in how youfeel about your spouse's career intent ion.

Item
Variable Number Survey Stater ert

S57 57. Medical/dental benefits

S58 58. Job security

S59 59. Ret irement

Forriula: F2 (S49-S50+S51+S57+S58+S59)/6.

'p.
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FACTOR_,TDY ATTITUDES. Measures spousa's oerceptions of hc-w t
member's TDY affects the family's lifestyle, member's career
intentions ano desirability of the Air Force life.

Resoonse Options for all variaoles in Factor 3:

I - Nct at all 5 = To a fairly large excert
- To a very little extent 6 = To a preat extent

3 - To a little extent 7 = To a very great extent
4 To a moderate exten

Item
Variable Number Survey St ateet

S64 64. To what extent does the freouency of
your spouse's TDY affect your fara,.£'/'S

I fel

S65 65. To what extent do the iengt cf yo-'1r
spouse's TDYs affect your family's

S66 66. To what extent d. you believe TDY
requr-eents influence your spouse's
career intent ions9

S67 67. To what extent do the TDY requirements .:f
your spouse's jon inflouence your opiroi.-r,
of the desirability of the Air F:,rce
lifestyle!

Fr (1.1la: F3 = (S64 S65+S66+S67)/4.



Z CTOR__4,__SISFCTION/PRESTIGE AS RETENTION INFLUENCE. Measures
spouse's feelings about the importance of the mernmer's jcob
sat i -. Fact 1 or,, status, and rate of pay as influences on retent1on and
spouse's desire for career intention.

Response Options for all variables in Factor 4:

I = Not at all 5 - To a fairly large extent
2 = To a very little extent 6 = To a great extent
3 = To a little extent 7 - To a very great extert
4'=. To a moderate extent

I t em
Va- iable Number Survey St atemant

To what extent' do you believe each of the followino is imp,:rtanz
i n determining your spouse's career intent ion?

I t eri,

Variable Number Survey Statement

S46 46. Job satisfaction

S47 47. Status and prestige

S48 48. Rate of pay

I .Thwn-t exten-t do you believe each of the following is importart
i,, , y,-,u feel about your spouse' s career intent ion.

tern
V/, I o,_ e N,.mrer Survey Staterert

54. Job satisfact:,ri

$55 55. Status ard prestige

556 56. Rate of pay

Formula: F4 = (S46 S47+S48+S54S55+S56)/6.

I/J

6;/



FIACTOR 5LRECREATION FACILITIES. Measures socuse's satisfaction wirri
various recreational services provided by the instaliation toase).

Response Options for all variables irn Factor 5:

I = Extremely dissatisfied 5 - Slightly satisf;ec
2 = Moderately dissatisfied 6 - ModerateLy sazisf'eo
3 = Slightly dissatisfied 7 = Extremely satisfied
4 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

For the various services indicated oelow, piease indicate yoQi,-
level of satisfaction.

Item
Variable Number Survey Statement

S37 37. Recreation center

S38 38. Base library

$39 .39. Auto hobby shop

S40 40. Bowling Center

S41 41. Golf

S42 42. Arts arid Crafts

Formula: F5 = (S37+S38+S39+40+S4+S42)/6.



p

FACTOR.6 IDENTIFICAT[UN WIYH JO Measire , sume s Is ert I r Lr A I.,
with member's j-:o. to include Oricle and importance .f mer-Der',; j.,-b.

Response Options f-r variaoles S25, 526, ard S26.

I = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree

= Moderately disavree 6 = Moderateiy agree
3 Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree
4 Neither agree nror disagree

I t em
Variable Number Survey Statement

k S25 25. My spouse's abilities are filly used
4in his/her current job.

S26 26. My spouse has art important job.

S28 28. My spouse feels po-,sitive about hiiz/her
contri but ion to the Air Force.

Response Options for variables S70 and S72:

I = Not at all 5 = To a fairly large exte.nt
2 = To a very little extent 6 = To a great extent

= To a little extent 7 = To a very great exteni
4 = To a ;noderate externt

I t em
* VarIAbe Number Survey Statement

S70 70. To what extent are you proud ,f your
spouse s j'.Tb)

S '372 72. To what extent w-.ula you like to,',r
spouse to charge tre ,,lo he/sne is -c,w
doing, but remain in the Air F:,rce "

Formula: F6 - (S.5+S26+S58+S70+(8-S72))/5.

'4 69
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FACTOR _7 SERViCES--PASIC NEEDS. Measures spouse's satisfactLoin wit
various basic services provided by the installation (base).

Response Options for all variables in Factor 7:

I = Extremely dissatisfied 5 = Slightly satisfeo
2 - Moderately dissatisfied 6 = Moderately sat-s"ieO
3 = Slightly dissatisfied 7 = Extre.,iely sat:s i ..
4 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

For the various services listed below, please ina icate YuS u L;
of sat isfaction.

Item L

a- -able Nurber Survey St atement

:333 33. Base Exchange

S34 34. Commissary

S35 35. Military Medical Care

S36 36. Open Mess

S43 43. Child Care

Formula: F7 (S33+S34+S35+S36+543)/5.

i'4.



k:ACTOR___IME_PRESSURE. Measures spouse's perceptiors of tne :r~ee
tc- which the Air Force jot requires extra time on trne merirmer's par't.
thereby creat irg stress or, the family.

Resoc'rse Opt ions for variables S23, S24, arid S29.

1 = Strongly disagree 5 = Slightly agree
2 = Moderately disagree 6 = Moderately agree
3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Strongly agree
4 = Neither agree nor disagree

! tern
Vdartale Number Survey Statement

2E3. My spouse has to devt-,te mc.re t i ,we t
"staying competitive" for prormot ior, D/
means of service 'schol.s, college ;rrc,.
etc., than does his/rher civilian c_.'rerr .

S24 24. My spouse has beer unaer a lot of
pressure as a result of his/her Air
Force job.

S29 29. My spouse has to devote more tirme to
his/her job than his/her civilian
counterpart.

Resoor,_=e ODtlo:.ns fo, r variable S68:

Nct at all 5 = To a fairly larqe erert
T- a very little extent 6 = To a great extert

3 To a little extent 7 = To a very great extrt
4 To a moderate extent

I t emr,

Var iable Nurber Survey Staterent

368 68. To what extert do your spouse's c,.ty
hours ditruot your family iife ?

[,r Iia: F8 (S2:2S4+E9+S68)/4.
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FACTOR_9,_"OTHER" INFLUENCES ON CAREER DECISION. ieas urss aause;7
perceptioni of the degree, to whicn otrier, ur s 'ec ifi1ea' f actor, s
influence member's career in~tenitions arid spouse's desire f:'i caree
i rt ent ion.

Responrse Options for all variables in Factor 9:

1 = Nont at a! 1 5 = To a fairly large ewternt
2= Tc. a very 1little exterit 6 = To a ar-eat extent
3= To a Little extert 7 To a very greait extent

4 -To: a moderate extent

I t eril
Variable Nursoer Survey St,!temenrt

S.D3  53. To what extent. do you believe "Oirner'
factors are imfp':',rtart in ceterir:L.ra
your spouse' s career intent ions?

S61 6 1.. To what extqnt ac. yc'u believe "Otner'
f act ors are importArst in now you f e1
ab-ijt your s Douse' s career intent ion?

Formula: F9 =(S53+S61)/2.
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FA-CTOR 1 Q,_L PARIOTISM AS CAREER INFLUENCE. Measures SooQUse S,
pertpt onsof how feel ings of patriot ism affect rierioer' s carecer

intent ion arid spo:use' s desire for career intent ion.

Response Options for all variables in Factogr 10~:

1 =Not at all 5 = To a fairly large extert
2= To a very little ext ent 6 = To a areat extent
3 = To a little extent 7 = Tos a very great extentc
4 = To-- a moderate extL'it

I tem
Var 1 ablIe Number Survey Stat[emenit

S5 ~ 52. To what extent do you believe patrie'titm
is important in deterriirsing your sPousel s
career, intent ion?

6060. To what extent do you believe patriot ism
is iriio:rtant in how you feel about your

/ ~spouse's career i nt ent io':n?

FormulIa: F10 (S52+S60)/2.

FACTOR ii,_DESIRE FOR INFORMATION ABOUT JOB. Measures souse's
des ire for, informat ion about the Air, Force arid the member's 0co

Response Opt ion~s for all variables in~ Factor 11:

1 Strongly disagree 5 Slightly agree
2 Moderately disagree 6 M.:derateiy aqree'

3 =Slightly disagree 7 =Stronialy ag-ree.
4 Neither agree ror disagree

I t ems
Vari able Number Survey StaRtement

S20 2. 1 am interested in being inifo-ied arc. kept
up-to-date or subjects relatec tio- the A3 r-
Force role arid mission.

S.?I 21. It is imipo:rtanit for- mie to: know abo-ut the
k inrd cif work my s pouse 3.s do i rg.

Fo:rmu I La: F11 (S20+SE::'i/2)
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FACTOR_.. 4P__ROgCOL /PESIIGE. Measures spouse' s percept ions , tr)e
impo:,rtance ot status-related activities in the member's jo
sat isfaction, career in+ -rit icn and prooressi on, ard in the sp,:use' s
desire for career intent ion.

Response Options for variable S18:

1 = Strongly disaqree 5 = Slightly agree
2 = Moderately disagree 6 = Moderately agree
3 = Slightly disagree 7 = Stronly agr'ee .
4 = Neither agree nor disagree

I t em
Variable Number Survey Statemenit

S18 '18. My participation in base or ,:rqanizati,:ral
activities is essential for my spouse c PE
achieve his/her -u1ll prori:o-ti,,rn pot ert i a i ri
the Air Force.

Response Options for variables S47 and S55:

1 = Not at all 5 = To a fairly large extent
:7 = To a very little extent 6 = To a great extent

= To a little extent 7 = To a very great extent
4 = To a moderate extent

I t em
Variable Nurmber Survey Statemert".

S47 47. To what extent do you believe, job
satisfaction is important in determnirno
your spouse's career intent ion?

S55 55. To what extent do you believe status
and prestige are irportant in how you
feel about your spouse' s career intent ior? E.

Formula: F12 (S18+S47+S55)/3.

714
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FCTOR 13.MEDICA~L. C4FE., 'neasjres spo--use, s v'erceot i ors eE.e Ct.
or sat 1 sfact ior, w it n (tied ical ard aev~a, care -:n nemiee s :ar*Er
intenit ion and sociutel s desire fo~r career irntet :r

Resm-rse O~ptionrs for variaoies 5-5:

I =Strongqly disaQ-~-ee 5 SlIc'ItIv auree
M,-.-derately dicaqree 6 =Mc-derateiy aaree

3 =Si nhtlv disaaree 7 =Stroriqlv aur-ee
4 Neit--er, agree n~or aisaoree

I t em~
Va .ttle Numnbei' Survey Statemeiint

335 35. Inrd icate your level' of satisfaction. witn-
Military Medical Care.

Response Options for variatbles S49 and S57:

I1 Not at~ al 11= To a f a ir, Iy lar pre Pxtti:
2= To a very littlerextent 6 = To-- a qr-eat ext ert
3, = To a little extent 7 To a very great
4 =To a rmcderate extent

I t erni
V ar i a blIe Number Survey Stat emert

S49 49. To wh~at extent do you bel ieve red ica /denti
beref its are important in det ermiing you:
s po use I s inrt ent l ors?

S57 57. To what extent do You bel ieve w1ea ic.,al/
dental benef its are -Lmportant int how v,-If
feel about your spouse' s career i rttert i-:

Forrniula: FI3 = (S35+S49+S57/3-)

7-5



'S

* F ACrCsR 14, EQIJlY BETWEEN JOB AND FAMILY. Measures the denr'eq t.,
wn-cb the Spouse perceives the member's compensation to De
PrOOrt ionate to the efforts the mer.iber outs forth.

i t em Surv-y Stateent

Var lab I.e Number Re :_.nse Optj .r!s

S63 63. How ion does each TDY normally iast .'

1. Less than 3 days
2. More than 3 but less than 7 oay-
3. More than 7 but less than-14 Cadv
4. More than 14 but less than 2i cays
5. More than 21 but less than 30 davs
6. More than 30 days

7. Duration varies widely

Response Optlons for variables S69 ard S73:

I = Not at all 5 = To a fairly larqe extent
: To a very l itt'e extent 6 = To a great extent
= To a little extent 7 = To a very great extent

4 = To a moderate extent

.- . item

Variable Number Survey Statement

S69 69. To what extent is your attitude about vour
spouse's job ar, important consideratior to
him/her?

S73 73. To what extent do you believe that the pay
and allowances earned by your spouse are

* in proportion t,: the job he/she perf,.,rr,?

Forrmla: F4 = ((8-S63)+S69+S73)/3.

76
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N--act,_,red Variab~le%

The following four variables did not load to the preceding .
However, the responses to tnem are in the data oase.

Resnonse Options for non-factored variables S30. 531. Ano 532:

I = Strornly cisaoree 5 - Sliohtly agree
2 = m,-drately cisaoree 6 = Moaerateliy agree
3 = Siignty disaoee 7 = Strongly agree
4 = Neither agree nor disagree

I t enil
Va t-ab le Number Survey St at emlent

$30 30. I would encourage my sp:use ti,, er-sra
his/her rilitary career if there were
fewer moves.

$31 31. The effect of PCS moves :.n farr.ly life
is an important factor' in my sp-:,use's
career decision.

S32 32. Air Force leaders are sensitive to the
needs of Air Force families.

TDY is defined as tenpora ry military duty, and the maxitnul length of
a TDY is 179 days.

I t srii Suvey Sta:temiert

Vr i a b! DIe Number Rep-n se Opt ions

62. My spouse's job requires him/her to be TD

1. Less than once a year
2. Once or twice a year
3. 3 to 5 times a year
4. 6 to 9 times a year
5 9 to 11 times a year
6 r. Once or twice a month
7. More than twice a rmonth

* - 77
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* ORGANIZATONAL ASSESSMENT

PACKAGE SURVEY

FACTORS

AND

VARIABLES

JANUARY 1986

LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT CENTER
AMR UNIVERSITY
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Analysis of Demographic Information, AFSS'
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Appendix C

Table C-1

Number or Respondents by Personnel Category of' Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL Cy-MIlL
(903) '(7668)

Officer 150 2006
Enlisted 753 5660

Table C--2

Sex of' Respondent by Fa'rsonn.al Category or' nember, AFSS

MIlL-MIL CIV-MIlL
Male (53.B%) Female ('i6.2%) Male (2.B%.) Female (97.2%)
ai'- 484 4 211 744L9

Officer 16.5 16.6 27.0 26.2
Enlisted 83.5 83.Li 73.0 73.6
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Appendix C

Table C-3

Age of Respondent bU Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

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

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL
Off (16.6%) Enl (83.4%) Of (26.1%) Eni (73.9%)

- 150 753 2008 5680

17 to 20 Yrs 2.0 '.8 0.6 6.6
21 to 25 Yrs 15.3 33.3 12.0 25.1
'26 to 30 Yrs 30.0 32.8 24.3 25.0
31 to 35 Yrs 20.7 18.9 25.9 21.5
36 to l0 Yrs 22.0 7.6 23.0 13.2
42 to 45 Yrs 8.7 2.0 9.2 5.6
46 to 50 Yrs 0.7 0.4 3.'L 1.5
Over 50 Yrs 0.7 0.3 1.7 1.5

Table C-4

Civilian Spouse Employment Status,
by Personnel Category oF Member, AFSS

CIV-MIL
OFF (26%) Enl (74%)

n " 1951 5546

Employed Outside Home 17.8 17.9
Not EmployeO Outside Home 82.2 82.1
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Appendix C

Table C-5

Member's Time in AF, by Personnel Category, AFSS

MIL-MIL I CIU-MIL
OFF (17%) Enl (83%) Off (26.2%) Enl (73.8%)

a ILI 722 2003 S565.

Less Than 1 Yr 1.4 1.8 3.1 2.0
1 to 2 Yrs 5.1 4.8 2.8 4.4
2 to 3 Yrs 11.5 8.4 4.S 5.3
3 to 4 Yrs 8.1 10.7 S.0 6.2
4 to 8 Yrs 30.4 35.6 17.8 20.2
8 to 12 Yrs 19.6 18.8 20.0 17.S
More Than 12 Yrs 23.6 19.8 46.6 44.4

I

Table C-S

Time on Station, by Personnel Category oF Member, AFSS :, \

MIL-MIL CIV-MIL
Off (16.4%) Enl C83.S%) Off (26.1%) Enl C73.9%)

- 147 748 2001 566S

Less Than 1 Mo 0.7 0.5 1.3 1.6
1 to 6 Mos 12.9 9.8 11.7 11.S I
6 to 12 Mos 21.8 11.4 18.1 1S.9
12 to 18 Mos 10.9 14.6 15.7 15.2
18 to 24 Mos 19.7 16.2 14.0 12.7
24 to 36 MOs 22., 2S.8 23.6 20.8
More Than 36 Mos 11.6 21.8 15.6 22.0
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Table C-7

Time Married, by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

------------------------------------------------------------
MIL-MIL CIU-MIL

Off (16.7%) Enl (83.3%) Off (26.2%) Eni (73.8)
" 150 750 200S 5662

Less Than 1 Yr 8.0 14.5 L1.9 8.1
I to 4 Yrs 38.7 41.6 16.8 25.2
4 to 8 Yrs 29.3 25.2 15.6 21.3
8 to 12 Yrs 12.0 11.1 18.3 17.8
12 to 16 Yrs 7.3 Lt.9 18.3 15.2
16 to 20 Yrs 4.0 1.5 13.5 8.2
More Than 20 Yrs 0.7 1.2 8.8 4.1

I,

Table C-8

Where Live, by Personnel Categorg of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL
Off (16.6) Enl (83.4%) OF (26.2%) Enl (73.B%)

V 149 746 182 5572

On Base With Member 16.1 23.7 38.2 4i9.0
On Another Base 0.7 1.6 2.8 4.6
Off Base Renting 28.9 49.3 18.7 31.4
OFF Base Buying 54.4 25.3 40.Lt 15.0
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Table C-9

Why Live On Base, by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL
Off (16.9%) Enl (B3.1%) Off (2S.7%) Enl (74.3%)

137 675 1863 5386

Live OFF Base 81.8 71.6 SS.3 43.4
Schools 0.0 1.6 2.2 3.7
Too Expensive 2.9 9.2 15.3 33.5
Not Available 2.2 0.6 2.1 1.6
Job Required 1.5 0.6 8.1 1."
Occupancy Rqmts 0.0 1.3 1.3 2.1
Other 11.7 15.1 15.7 1'.4t

',. ?.,

Table C-10

WhW Live OFF Base, by Personnel Category of Member, AFS-

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL
Off (16.9%) Enl (83.1%) Off (26.6%) Er.l (73.)%)
a 148 72B 1895 S224*

Live On Base 14L9 22.3 37.2 48.9
Schools 0.0 0.I t i.' 0.6
No Base Housing 1.4 6.5 6.4 11.9
Investment 2.1. 17. 2L6.B 10. 4
Not Eligible 1.4 5.1 0. 4 6.7
Bad Base Housing 29.1 26.0 22.6 10.3
Other 12.2 22.0 7.3 11.2

. .-



Appendix C

Table C-Il

Ethnic Group by Personnel Categor~j of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIV-1IL
OFF (16.5%) EnI (83.5%) Off (26.2%) Enl (73.8%)

a 148 749 2000 5629

--

American Indian 0.7 2.8 0.7 1.0
Asian 0.7 0.7 2.0 6.3
Black 2.0 12. 4 1.9 6 3
Hispanic 2.0 3.6 2.5 i.4
White 85.9 77.7 91.6 79.6
tther Lt.7 2.8 1.1 2.3

Tabla C-12

Highest Educational Level Obtained,
by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIV-MIL
OFf (16.6%) Enl (83.4%) OfF (26.2%) Enl C73.8%)

a - 150 752 2006 5649

Non-HS Grad 0.0 0.3 0.6 8.8
High School Brad 2.0 33.2 11.7 4S.3 r
Less Than 2 Yrs Col 6.0 39.2 18.0 2L.9
More Than 2 Yrs Col 7.3 19.7 F-7 13.3
Bachelor's Degree 52.7 6.8 35.6 5.9
Master's Degree 28.7 0.5 8.8 0.7
Doctoral Degree 3.3 0.3 0.6 0.1
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Appendix C

Table C-13

Number oF Children, by Personnel Category OF Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIV-MIL
OFF (16.B%) Eni (B3.2%) OFF (26.1') Enl (73.9%)

1, 1'9 739 1994 5638

None 52.3 41.0 23.3 21.8
1 19.5 25.7 17.9 23.2
2 17.4 23.0 37.7 35.3
3 1.7 7.7 14.9 13.8
Lt or S 1.3 2.3 5.6 5.2
6, 7, or 8 0.7 0.3 0.6 0.6
9 or more 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1

Table C-14

Number of Children At Home, by P.rsonnel Category oF Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIV-MIL
OFF (16.8%) Eni (B3.2%) OFF (26%) Enl (74%)
- 145 719 1938 5524

None 56.6 43.L 24.a 23.3
1 22.6 28.0 22.1 25.5
2 16.6 22. 4 36.9 35.3
3 3.4 5.3 12.4 12.3
4 or 5 0.7 1.0 3.5 3.3
6, 7, or 8 0.0 2.0 0.3 0.3
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Table C-15

Civilian Spouse Employed in Income Producing Job,
by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

CIV-MIL

1951 5546

Do Not Want to Work 46.8 28.7
No Work Available 1S.7 27.7
Part Time 17.8 17.9
Civil Service Lt.2 6.

POther 1S.4 9.

Table C-16

Usual Work Schedule if Employed,
by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL
"-"Off (16.6%) Enl (83.4%) OFF (26%) Enl (74%)

EL jS 10 7S1 1943 5450

Not Employed 0.7 0.L 82.7 56.1
Dag Shift 64.7 66.3 28.4 30.8
Swing Shift 0.0 4.4 1.7 2.9
Mid ShiFt 0.7 2.3 0.6 0.7
Rotating Shift 10.0 12.3 1.6 3.,t
Unstable Hours 12.0 10.B 3.9 5.5
Freq Travel-On Call 12.0 3.6 1.2 0.6

---------------------------------------------
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Table C-17

Reason for Working if Employed,
* by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL
Off (16.5%) Enl C83.5) Off (26.1%) Eni (73.9%)

1" " 7 743 1949 5530

Not Employed 0.0 0.7 62.2 55.9
Financial Necessity 19.7 33.5 6.0 20.7
Earn "Extra" Money 1.4 1.1 10.2 12.1
Personal Growth 12.S I1.S 7.8 5.2
Professional Growth 58.5 37.1 12.1 4.9
Other 7.5 13.6 1.6 1.2

Table C-18

Student Status, by Personnel Category of Member, AFSS

MIL-MIL CIU-MIL

Cff (15.9%) Enl (83.1%) Off (25) En! %74%)
L- 150 739 1567 5610

Not a Student 72.0 67.3 03.8 88.8
Full Time Undergrad 0.7 1.5 3.7 2.4
Part Time Undergrad 8.0 25.6 6.4 6.a
Full Time Grad 1.3 6.1L 1.2 0.3
Part Time Grad 1S.3 3.1 3.2 0.9
Other 2.7 2.2 1.8 1.7

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



Appendix C

Table C-IS

Uolunteer Work, by Personnol Category of Member, AFSS

rMlL-MIL' CIU-MIL
Off (1 .l6.B%) Enl (83.2%) OFF (26.1%.) Enl (73.9%)

a - 19 73S 1985 5608

Non Uolunteer 79.2 77.9 51.1
On Base 8.7 6.8 24.2 12.1
Off Base 5. 6.2 12.6 7.5
Both 6.7 9.1 12.1 3.S

.,.

.-o

105

MIA-:.



APPENDIX ii__ _

Appendix 0

Apnlusis of Demographic Information, OAP

*107

.

..

4...,

%.

.4107

:o."



Appendix D

Tsble D-1

Number of Respondets by Personnel CateaorW, DAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
(7155) (6549)

Officer 919 896a
Enlisted 6245 37587

Table D-2

Sex bu Personnel Category, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Male (4S.1%) Female (50.9%) Male C97.1%) Female (2.9%)

n - 3510 3636 4583 1357

Officer 11.5 13.8 19.3 18.5
Enlisted 88.5 86.2 82.7 81.5

lee



Appendix D

Table D-3

Age by Personnel Category, OAP

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

MII.-MIL MIIL-CIV
, OFF (12.7%.) Enl (87.3%) Off (19.3%) Enl (00.7%.)

n - 910 6243 8962 37587

17 to 20 Yrs 0.0 7.8 0.0 4.8
21 to 25 Yrs 16.1t 45.3 6.5 29.2
26 to 30 Yrs 40. 4 28.6 24.1 22.7

,* 31 to 35 Yrs 24i.8 i3.3 25.6 20.9
36 to 40 Yrs 12.7 4.1 23.6 15.6
41 to 45 Yrs 4.2 0.6 13.5 t.8
46 to 50 Yrs 0.9 0.1 '.3 1.2

Over 50 Yrs 0.5 0.3 2. 4 0.8

-

Table D-4

Time in Air Force, 'OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (12.7%) Enl (87.3-) OFF (19.3") Enl (80.7%)

n - 909 6229 8951 37514

Less Than 1 Yr 3.2 2.1 1.7 2.9
1 to 2 .'rs 7.5 7.2 2.8 6.0
2 to 3 Yrs 11.0 12.6 5.0 7.7
3 to 4 Yrs 10.5 14.8 5.6 8.3
4 to 8 Yrs 33.1 34.2 19.1 20.9
8 to 12 Yrs 17 If 17.8 17.9 16.9
More Than 12 Yrs 17.,4 11.3 47.8 37.3

------
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Appendix D

Table 0-5

Months in Present. Career Field, DAP,

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (1S%) Enl (854) Off (25.6%) Enl (74.4%)

n - 239 1254 .2292 666S

Less Then 1 Mo 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.0
1 to 5 Mos ,1S.1 10.6 15.8 14.0
6 to 12 MoB 20.5 25.0 27.4 26.3.
12 to 18 Mos 28.9 29.0 26.7 29.5
18 to 24 Mos 33.9 33.7 28.2 28.2

Table 0-6

Months at Present DutU Station, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (14.1%) Enl (85.9%) OFF (20.2%) Enl (79.B%)

n - 590 3591 5267 20771

Less Than 1 Mo 3.4 1.9 2.7 1.9
1 to 6 Mos 18.0 19.7 18.9 20.0
6 to 12 Mos 26.8 26.9 26.5 28.4
12 .o 1B MoB 25.6 25.9 27.2 28.4
1B to 24 Mos 26.3 25.7 24.7 23.2
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Appendix D

Table D-7

Months in-Present Pnsition, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (13.1%) Enl (86.9%) Off (20.2%) Enl (79.8%)

n - 7'A 4934 7065 27942

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

Less Than 1 Mo 4.9 5.3 4.3 S.0
1 to 6 Mos 27.8 29.3 28.0 28.7
6 to 12 Mos 31.0 30.2 30.4 30.3
12 to 18 Mos 20.1 21.0 21.9 21.2
18 to 2q mos 16.2 14.2 1s.4 14.B

Table D-8

Ethnic Group, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (12.7%) Enl (87.3%) Off (19.3%) Enl (80.7%)

n - 905 6206 8924 37337

Indian-Alaskan 0.6 1.3 0.7 1.5
Asian-Pacific 1.9 1 7 1.3' 2.1
Black 8.6 18.6 4.7 15.3
Hispanic 2. 4*.8 2.3 S.5
White 8L4.8 69.8 89.1 72.0
Other 1.8 3.8 1.9 3.5

----



Appendix 0

Table D-S

Civilian Spouse Status, by Personnel Category of Member, OAP

Geographically Not Geographically
Separated Sepa-ated

OFF (10.2%) Enl (89.8%) Off (19.9%) Enl (80.1)
n- 338 2977 8624 34610

Employed Outside
Home 74 .6 68.9 37.6 44.2

Not Emplcyed
Outside Home 25.4 31.1 62. S5S.8

Table -10

Highest Educational Level Obtained, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (12.7%) Enl (87.3%) OFF C1S.3%) Enl (80.7%)

n - 907 6223 8943 3778

Non HS Grad 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.8
HS Grad or BED 0.1 41.6 0.2 40.1
Less Than 2 Yrs Cal 0.6 38.8 0.2 35.6
More Than 2 Yrs Col 3.2 15.5 0.9 18.7
Bachelor's Degree 62.7 2.9 46.5 3.9
Master's Degree 27.7 0.5 43.0 0.6
PHD 5.7 0.1 9.0 0.0

'.-
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Table D-11

Highest Level of Professional Military Education, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (12.6%) Enl (87.4%) Off (19.1%) Enl (80.9%)

n - 899 6233 8847 37469

None k5.4 21.9 26.2 18.1
NCO Phase 1 or 2 0.8 42.2 1.0 29.0
NCO Phase 3 1.3 24 .0 1.4 25.1
NCO Phase'* 0 a 8.1 1.1 17 7
NCO Phase S 0.1 1.8 0.2 8.1
SOS 33.9 0.1 26.5 0.3
Int. Svc School 15.9 1.9 27.8 1.7
Sr. Svc School 2.8 0.0 15.8 0.1

Table D-12

Number of People Supervised, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIV
Off (12.8%) Eni (87.2%) Off (19.6%) EnI (80.4%)

n - 87 5747 8519 35053

None 41.9 60. 4 38.7 48.8
1 9.0 10.2 6.9 8.6
2 7.2 8. 4 6.1 8.5
3 9.6 5.7 7.7 6.9
4 or 5 11.2 7.5 15.0 10. 4
6 to 8 8.6 3. 4 11.3 6.9
9 or more 12.5 '1.2 14.4 9.8

113



Appendix 0

Table 0-13

Number oF People For Whom Respondent Writes APR/OER, OAP

MIL-MIL IIIL-CI
OFF (12.7%) EnI (87.3%) OFF rl.3%) Enl (80.7%)

S06 622S 8941 374S3

None 5i,j5 65.7 47.6 $ .8
1 11.7 11.5 8.9 10.7
2 7.7 8.4 7.2 10.2
3 7.3 5.3 7.3 7.8
4 to 5 S.7 6.0 12.6 10.2
6 to 8 6.3 1.5 10.1 3.8 K.
9+ 2.9 1.6 6.3 2.5

Table D-14.

Supervisor Writes Respondent's APR/OER, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIU
Off (12.7%) Fnl (87.3%) OFF (19.3%) Enl (80.7%)

n- 891 6147 8849 37061

Yes. 78.3 72.2, 77. 4 74.5
No 15.5 18.0 14.1 16.8
Not Sure 6.2 9.8 8.5 8.7

S..~ /
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Table 0-15

Work Schedule, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIV
Off (12.7%) Enl (87.3%) OFF (19.2%) Enl (80.8%)

n 905 6196 8882 37289

Day 63.3 68.7 S9.7 62.6
Swing 0.2 4.S 0.2 6.2
Mid 0.0 1.6 0.0 E.3
Rotating 9.4 10.7 3.4 11.4
Ireg 12.3 1i.4 12.3 13.2
Freq TDY 6.1 2.1 8.6 2.9
Crew 8.7 1.0 15.8 1.3

Table D-16

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings, OAP

MIL-MIL MIL-CIV
Off (12.8%) Enl (87.2%) Off (19.3%) Enl C80.7%)

n - 902 6146 8853 37122

Never 8.1 18.4 6.0 1L.B
Occasionally 24.5 33.6 22.3 33.0
Monthly 16.7 8.6 12.8 9.4

Weekly 38.1 28.3 4 I.0 29. 4
Daily 11.2 8.7 12.8 11.2
Continuously 1.3 2.5 2.1 2.2

1
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Table D-17

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings to Solve Problems, OAP

MIL-MI_ MIL-CIV
Off (12.8%) Enl (87.?%) Off (19.3%) EnI (80.7%)

n - 893 6073 8813 36951t

Never 18.5 28.5 14.7 23.7
Occasionally 41.9 37.9 42.6 40.1 t
Half the Ti.e 21.8 16.6 22.4 16.9
Always 17.8 17.0 20.2 19.0

Table 0-18

Aeronautical Rating and Current Status OAP F

MIL-MIL MIL-CIV
Off (12.9%) Enl (B7.1%) Off (19.3%) Eni (E0.7%)

n - 907 6142 8830 36831

Nonrated 80.3 92.3 57.5 91.4,
Nonrated, Crew 2.0 1.4 2.2 2.3
Rated, Operations 15.1 1.0 28.5 1.4
Rated, Support 2.6 5.2 11.8 4.9
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Table fl-19

Career intent, OAP

IIIL-MIL flIL-CIU
OFF (12.7%) Eni (B7.3%) Off C19.3%).Eni (80.7%)

n - 909 6221 8318 37392

Retire in 12 lbs 0.8 1.1 '*.1 i
Caee 0.6 30.6 57.7 4*7.3

LikelW Career 26.6 21.'* 20.6 19.0
*Maybe Career 18.6 21.6 -11.7 15.5
Probably Not Career 8.1 14 .4 3. Lt 7.7
Separate 5.3 10.9 2.5 5.5
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Appendix E

Table E-1

Militaru Spouses of Officers vs. Civilian Spouses of Officers

Mean

Identification With AF
MIL-MIL t.65 1.11 1906 -1.15
CIV-MIL 4.71 1.12

Job Benefits as a
Retention Influence

fIL-MIL 5.11 1.37 160 -2.30 *

CIV-MIL 5.38 1.18

TDY Attitudes
MIL-MIL 3.40 1.89 161 -1.47
CIv-MIL 3.65 1.57

Satisfaction/Prestige as
a Retention Influence

MIL-MIL 5,52 0.88 2108 1.63
CIU-MIL 5.39 0.99

Recreation Facilities
MIL-MIL L1.49 0.87 138 -0.87
CIV-MIL '.SS 0.73

Identification With Job
MIL-MIL 5.26 1.24 2081 -3.05 @0

CIV-MIL 5.57 1.15

Services--Basic Needs
MIL-MIL 4.23 1.13 1730 -063
CIV-MIL 4.29 1.12

Time Pressure
MIL-MIL 5.29 1.08 172 2.e7
CIU-IL 5.02 1.2S

Patriotism as a
Career Influence

MIL-MIL 4.79 1.56 2130 -2.56 **
CIV-MIL 5.12 1.51
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Appendix E

Table E-1 (Continued)

Mean SO I

Desire for Information
About Job

MIL-MIL 6.26 1.07 2149 1.12
CIU-MIL 6.17 1.00

Protocol/Prestige
MIL-MIL 4.55 1.16 2119 1.81
CIV-MIL 4.35 1.31

Medical rare
MIL-MIL 4.71 1.2S 2123 -6.31CIV-MIL 4.75 1.33

-.-

AFSS Item #31--
Effect of PCS Moves

MIL-MIL S.04 1.83 2133 0.79
CIU-MIL '1.91 1.92

AFSS Item # 32--
Sensitivity of AF Leaders

MIL-MIL 3.45 1.83 2143 -1.74
CIU-MIL 3.72 1.86

a Approximate ,degrees oF Freedom are given when t-test for groups
with unequal variances is used.

I! i * p .05. . p < .01. ** p < .001.
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Table E-2

MilitarU Spouses of Enlisted Members
vs. Civilian Spouses of Enlisted Members

Mean L

Identification With AF
MIL-MIL 4.31 1.18 5S66 -3.63 **e
CIU-MIL 4.48 1.16

Job Benefits as a
.Retention Influence

MIL-MIL 5.31 1.35 867 -7.05 *O
CIU-MIL 5.67 1.13

TDY Attitudes
MIL-MIL 3.04 1.82 5520 -6.40 ***
CIV-MIL 3.52 1.76

Satisfaction/Prestige as
a Retention Influence

MIL-MIL 5.22 1.28 6318 0.68
CIV-MIL S.18 1.23

Recreation Facilities
MIL-MIL 4.5 0.B7 762 -1.03
CIV-MIL 4.58 0.77

Identification With Job
MIL-MIL 4.90 1.25 6234 -7.40 **
CIV-MIL 5.27 1.23

Services--Basic Needs
MIL-MIL 4.00 1.21 782 -3.77 ***
CIU-MIL 4.19 1.14

Time Pressure
MIL-MIL 4.77 1.14 6272 -0.13
CIU-MIL 4.77 1.18

Patriotism as a
Career Influence

MIL-IL 4.77 1.67 6322 -4.75 *'
CIV-MIL 5.07 1.63
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Table E-2 (Continued)

Mean da

Desire for Information
About Job

MIL-MIL 5.97 1.18 6395 2.38
CIV-MIL 5.86 1.20

Protocol/Prdstige
MIL-MIL 4.17 1.34 6262 3.16 **

CIU-MIL 4.00 1.36

Medical Care
MIL-MIL Lt.76 1.34 6346 -4.12 ***

CIV-MIL 4.98 1.32

AFSS Item #31--

Effect of PCS Moves
MIL-MIL 5.13 1.90 6351 0.50
CIU-MIL 5.10 1.88

AFSS Item #32--
Sensitivity of AF Leaders

MIL-MIL 3.36 1.B4 6407 -0.51

.CIU-MIL 3. 40 1. 94

a Approximate degrees of Freedom are given when t-test for groups
*with unequal variances is used.

• p .05. *. p p ( .001.
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Appendix F

Table F-1

Officers With Military Spouses vs. Officers With Civilian Spouses

Mean a ga t.I

The Work Itself

Job Performance Goals
MIL-MIL 4.61 1.00 9500 -4.23 **
MIL-CIV 4.76 0.99

Task Characteristics
MIL-MIL 5.28 0.93 9556 -2.93 *o
MIL-CIV 5.38 8.95

Task Autonomy
MIL-MIL 4.46 1.33 9584 -3.22 ***
MIL-CIU 4.62 1.36

Work Repetition
MIL-MIL 4.52 1.37 9718 5.78 ***
MIL-CIU .24 1.3S

Desired Repetitive/
Easy Tasks

MIL-MIL 2.50 1.0B 945* 1.56
MIL-CIU 2.5 1.03

Job Related Training
hIL-MIL &.t3 1.SS 876 -4.S7 *-
MIL-CIV 4.71 1.k6

Job Enrichment

Skill Uariety
MIL-MIL 5.26 1.33 1061 -S.SS **
MIL-CIU 5.52 1.25

Task Identity
MIL-MIL 5.22 1.15 9758 -0.61
MIL-CIU 5.24 1.21
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Appendix F

Table F-i (Continued)

M.an de L

Task Significance
MIL-MIL 5.81 1.24 5758 -0.30
MIL-CIV 5.83 ,1.24

Job Feedback
MII-MIL 4.83 1.20 9772 -2.31
MIL-CIU 4.S3 1.18

Need For Enrichment
MIL-MIL 6.07 0.88 SS59 -1.39
MIL-CIU 6.11 O.BS

Job Motivation Index
MIL-MIL 119.83 62.83 1020 -t .29 o-s
MIL-CIV 129.81 58.41

Work Group Process

Work Support
MIL-MIL 4. 47 1.10 9425 -P.82 "
MIL-CIV Lt.58 1.10

Management Supervision
MIL-MIL 5.06 1.52 986 -5.61 *o*

MIL-CIU S.36 1.31

Supvrq Communications
hIL-MIL 4.61 1.60 973 -5.J2 @m

MIL-CIV 4.90 1.A0

Orgnl Communications
MIL-MIL 4.6B 1.30 S141 -5.70 0'
MIL-CI It. 94 1.2S

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

a Approximate degrees of freedom are given when n-test for groups

with unequal variances is used.

Sp .05. Vo .01. 'mmp .001.
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Appendix F

Table F-1 (Continued)

Mean ] a

Work Group Output

Pride
MIL-MIL 5.33 1.45 1068 -5.30 **
MIL-CIV 5.54 1,37

.Advancement/Recognition
MIL-MIL 4.46 1.21 9347 -3.86 *0
miL-CIU 4.62 1.20

Perceived ProductivitW
MIL-MIL 5.71 1.12 1027 -2.61 **
MIL-=IU 5.81 1.06

Job Related Satisfaction
MIL-MIL 5.33 1.12 9205 -1.33
MIL-CIV 5.38 1.10

General Orgn Climate
MIL-MIL 4.5 1.32 994 -7.07 ***
MIL-CIU 5.27 1.24

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

aApproximate degrees of freedom are given when k-test for groups
with unequal variances is used.

*p( .05. **p .01. * p .001.
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Appendix F

Table F-2

Enlisted Members With Military Spouses vs. Enlisted Members With
Civilian Spouses

Mean 
a

TheWork ItselE

Job Performance Goals
MIL-MIL 4.71 0.98 42300 -6.83 **
MIL-CIV 4.80 0.99

Task Characteristics
MIL-MIL 5.0' 0.97 8186 -7.79 ***
MIL-CIU 5.15 1.00

Task AutonomU
MIL-MIL 3.88 1.41 8252 -7.E0 *O*
MIL-CIU 4.02 1.45

Work Repetition
MIL-MIL 5.31 1.34 8423 12.13 *m

MIL-CIUJ 5.09 1.37

Desired Repetitive/
Easy Tasks

MIL-MIL 3.09 1.38 8290 -4.18 *~
MIL-CIU 3.17 1.41

Job Related Training
MIL-MIL 4.29 1.6S 7789 -10.16
MIL-CIV Lt.52 1.57

Job Enrichment

Skill Variety
MIL-MIL 4.48 1.45 43142 -16.L5 .4
MIL-CIV 4.79 1.45

Task Identity
MIL-MIL S.09 1.24 43221 -3.14 o
MIL-CIV 5.14 1.25
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Appendix F

Table F-2 (Continued)

Mean df Ia

Task Significance
MIL-MIL 5.78 1.27 43431 -0.4s
MIL-CIV S.79 1.27

Job Feedback
MIL-MIL *.79 1.29 43312 -2.67 **
MIL-CIU '*. et 1.2'9

Need For Enrichment
MIL-MIL 5.61 1.. 3 42113 2.05 *

MIL-CIV 5.58 1.21 L,.

Job Motivation Index
MIL-IL 100.64 61.56 7895 -8.95 **@
MIL-CIU 108.67 66.24

Work Group Process

Work Support
MIL-MIL 4. 49 1.13 42224 -2.78 **
MIL-CIU 4.53 1.13

Management Supervision
MIL-MIL Lt. 8 1.69 7623 -10.87 m
MIL-CI 4. 94 1.58

Supvry Communications
MIL-MIL 4.33 1.72 7735 -9.17
MIL-CIU ..55 1.6,

Orgnl Communications
MIL-MIL 4.22 1.32 L10464 710.66 ®r-
MIL-CIV L.42 1.3
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Appendix F

Table F-2 (Continued)

Mean 5D doI

Work Group Output

Pride
MlIL-MIL 4.86 1.65 8165 -9.99 ***
MIL-CIU S.08 1.60

Advancement/Recognition
MIL-MIL 4.22 1.21 41681 -10.55 *
MIL-CIU L. 40 1.21

Perceived P)oductivity
MIL-MIL 5.39 1.30 7774 -B.35 *@
MIL-CIU .5 5L 1.24

Job Related Satisfaction
MIL-MIL Lt.89 1.21 '0240 -8.04 *m'

MIL-CIU S.03 1.23

General Orgn Climate
MIL-MIL 4.21 1.3u 40330 -15.59 **
MIL-CIU Lt.52 1.40

a Approximate degrees oF freedom are given when k-test for groups

with unequal variances is used.

*p .05. **p .01. ***p .001.
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