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PREFACE

This report presents findings from research that analyzes the reen-
listment behavior of Selected Reservists who are making early to
mid-career reenlistment decisions. Low reenlistment rates imply a
loss of the training investment made during the first term and higher
accession and training costs for reserve forces. Low reenlistment
rates also have a direct impact on the experience level of personnel in
reserve units, and, therefore, on the readiness of the units, although,
of course, the level of training and readiness in the units may well
have an impact on reenlistment.

Predicted reenlistment rates are also an important input into deter-
mining accession requirements and the associated planning of
recruiting and training resources. The research will support better
predictions of reenlistment by identifying the factors important in
reenlistment decisions and the magnitude of their effects. In contrast
to the more traditional moonlighting models that emphasize the rela-
tionship between economic variables (primary wage rate, hours
worked on the primary job, moonlighting wage, etc.) and the devision
to moonlight, this analysis highlights the importance of attitudinal
variables as well as the unit environment in the reenlistment deci-
sion.

This research on reserve reenlistment is part of a larger project on
Selected Reserve attrition, retention, and management that was
undertaken for the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Reserve Affairs). The research is being conducted by the Defense
Manpower Research Center, part of RAND’s National Defense
Research Institute, a federally funded research and development
center sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Staff,
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SUMMARY

STUDY BACKGROUND

The last ten years has seen an enormous increase in the size of the
Selected Reserve—an increase of almost 40 percent. This growth was
needed both to bring unit manning levels to full strength after
declines in the early 1970s and to allow the reserve to accept new mis-
. sion requirements. For example, the Army now depends on the Army
.Reserve components for over one-half of its total force manpower. In
addition, there has been a marked change in the role that the reserve
components are expected to play in the event of a major mobilization.
Where earilier the reserve was seen primarily as a source of force aug-
mentation, the new policy would require reserve units to mobilize and
deploy almost immediately alongside active duty units in the event of
a major mobilization.

Future reserve force size is uncertain because of the force restructur-
ing that will result from the reduced NATO threat and budgetary
pressures. Reductions in the NATO threat and increased warning
times may well favor reserve over active forces, and many expect a
shift to a richer mix of reserve forces. However, this shift does not
imply more reserve force growth, since it could occur through large
declines in the active force and stable or more slowly declining
reserve forces. The President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 1993 and the
DoD program would maintain the active component—Seleced Reserve
mix at about the same rate that was reached by the end of the 1990s.

However, in spite of the Persian Gulf conflict experiences, there is
some noticeable and enduring uneasiness about the extent of reliance
on reserve forces, particularly in the Army and Navy. This uneasi-
ness arises from the perceived low readiness levels of many reserve
units. This low readiness level often involves shortages of personnel
or low levels of training readiness. Low training readiness can arise
from a variety of sources: low occupational qualification levels,
insufficient training time to achieve crew and unit training

proficiency, lack of equipment to use in training, and poor access to

good training facilities and exercises.

The retention of reservists is an important component of the issue of
force sizing, force readiness, and rorce costs. Even if the Selected
Reserve force size declines, higher retention might still be desirable to
reduce turnover and its associated costs and to raise the skills of
reservists by raising average experience levels. The readiness and




the costs of reserve forces depend partly on the levels of experience of
individuals in the reserve and in specific skills. Higher reenlistment
rates mean higher levels of experience and, generally, higher produc-
tivity and higher readiness. However, a more experienced force also
means higher costs for pay and retirement outlays.

The present experience mix of the reserve force finds unusually large
cohorts with 10-20 years of service; the high retention rate during
this career stage has been an important reason why force expansion
has been so rapid. Current 15-yvear projections show strong increases
ir. the number of reservists with greater than 15 years of service. For
instance, the number of enlisted reservists reaching retirement eligi-
bility (i.e., with 20 good years of service) is expected to double
between FY85 and FY99. It becomes important then to maintain
experience in the more junior force to prevent a drastic drop in
experience as these retirements take place. This means keeping reen-
listment rates high among those with 4—12 years of service.

This report examines the reenlistment decisions of early to mid-
career reservists and the forces affecting those decisions. The major
contribution of this report is its examination of factors such as
attitudinal variables and unit environment that are generally ignored
or overlooked in the more traditional moonlighting models. The
reserve job, as we show below, is unique among the set of moonlight-
ing jobs, both in terms of its nonpecuniary benefits and its capacity
for conflict with family and civilian emplover demands. As such, we
argue that economic variables tend not to be the most important
determinants of the decision to participate or continue in the reserve;
they are overshadowed by the degree of support the reservist receives
from his spouse and employer as well as the perceived unit environ-
ment. The latter, although a product of the level of reenlistment, can
in turn affect reenlistment. Units perceived as low in readiness
because of equipment shortages or poor access to training facilities or
grounds may have lower reenlistment rates. In this research we
study the rclationship between several measures of unit environment
and organizational ¢ :mate and its impact on reenlistment.

The rain objective of the recort was to analyze the reenlistment
behavior of reservists, using the rich and complex data collected
through the 1986 Reserve Components Survey of Enlisted Personnel.
In particular, these data allowed us to extend earlier reenlistment
estimates in several important directions. These include:

* Developing a rcenlistment model with reservists from all six com-
ponents to measure the impact of component-specific influences;
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. Measuring the influence of perceived spouse attitude on reenlist-
ment and contrasting this with a similar measure of perceived
employer attitude;

* Measuring the infiuence of the training and unit environment on
reenlistment.

This report focuses on those making early to mid-career decisions:
those with 4-12 years of service. In addition, we limited the analysis
sample to enlisted reservists who were facing reenlistment decisions
during the study period (i.e., were at the end of their enlisted term of
service (ETS) between June 1986 and September 1987). The reason
. for limiting our analysis to these individuals was because we were
primarily interested in voluntary decisions to stay in the reserve.
Among this group, decisions to leave at non-ETS points tend to be
involuntary and generally because of family moves—factors that poli-
cies can do little to influence. The major source of data for the
analysis is the 1986 Survey of Enlisted Personnel, fielded during the
spring of 1986. We tracked reservists forward in time through the
Reserve Components Common Personnel Data System to see whether
or not they stayed in the reserve.

BENEFITS AND COSTS OF RESERVE SERVICE

In making the reenlistment decision, a reservist must weigh the
benefits of reserve service, broadly defined to include both reserve
_pay, nonpecuniary benefits, retirement pay, etc., against the cost of
reserve service, both monetary and nonmonetary.

Most reservists in our analysis sample hold civilian jobs in addition to
their reserve jobs. Obviously, there are important aspects of civilian
jobs that affect the ability of reservists to meet reserve obligations.
Individuals whose civilian jobs requirc more time probably run into
more conflicts with reserve obligations and family obligations. Over
one-third of reservists employed in the private sector regularly work
more than 40 hours a week. The incidence is even higher for those
who are self-employed. About 30 percent of those working in local
governments also regularly work over 40 hours a week.

Quite apart from the time constraint when the reservist routinely
works more than 40 hours per week at the primary civilian job, the
reservist may face another cost that may tend to exacerbate problems
with reserve service. This occurs when some of this overtime work is
paid at premium wages, the loss of which, because of reserve
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okligations, can add up to a substantial cost to the reservist. Half the
employees in private firms as well as over 40 percent of local govern-
ment employees face this loss.

Another nonmonetary cost of reserve service can be unfavorable
supervisor attitudes. These can result in lower promotion opportuni-
ties, unpleasant work environments, and even job discrimination.
Approximately 15-20 percent of supervisors have somewhat or very
unfavorable attitudes toward their employees’ reserve service.
Although the proportion of incidence is not overly large, it is equally
distributed among all types of employers, with the highest incidence
being for local government employees.

The net income that reservists earn from their reserve service
depends greatly on their employers’ pay policies during absence for
annual training (AT). There are great differences among employers
regarding their pay policies. Almost three-quarters of employees of
small firms lose all civilian pay during AT, as do over half of those
working for large private firms.

Turning now to family conflicts, we find that younger reservists are
much more at risk than older reservists. Over a fifth of younger
reservists report that their spouses were somewhat or very unfavor-
able to their reserve participation.

The main source of employer and family problems appears to be the
time required for AT and the extra time spent on the reserve job, rather
than drills. For most reservists, AT is more likely than drills to cause
them to miss work and to cause greater strain on the family because of
the length of time involved. One other source of problems may be
related to pay. Net reserve pay during AT is much lower than for drills.
This is because hourly gross reserve pay for drills can approach twice
that for AT, and civilian pay is more often lost during AT.

These data support our contention that traditional models of moon-
lighting need to be extended to include the effects of spouse and
employer attitudes on people’s decisions to participate in the reserve.
The reserve job, because of its inflexible time demands, is inherently
likely to cause more conflicts with family and the primary job and it is
important to factor these into models that attempt to analyze reserve
reenlistment. Yet another factor that usually appears to be over-
looked is the reservist’s perception of unit training and environment;
although these may not be important in civilian moonlighting jobs, we
have ample evidence that camaraderie, unit morale, the usefulness of
training during drills and AT all play a large role in attracting and
keeping reservists in the Selected Reserve.



FINDINGS

We present evidence regarding the relationship between variables
hypothesized to affect reenlistment and the likelihood of reenlistment
based on both simple bivariate tabulations and the multivariate
models. Simple bivariate relationships are useful in analyzing the
gross effects of a variable on reenlistment. They show how reenlist.
ment varies with the particular variable and all other factors that are
correlated with that variable. For example, differences in reenlistment
across paygrades are also likely to capture differences by age or marital
status.

The multivariate analysis, based on a logistic model of reenlistment,
was carried out separately for reservists with 4-6 years of service and
those with 712 years of service. In addition, because data on the
type of unit were available only for the two Army components, we
estimated a separate model for the above two groups including only
reservists in the Army Reserve and Army National Guard.

The independent variables included (a) service-related variables (pay-
grade, active duty service, component, satisfaction with training and
morale of the unit, eligibility for bonus and in the case of the Army
regressions, the type of unit), (b) economic variables (employment
status, type of employer, civilian wage, net reserve wage, number of
hours worked on the civilian job, availability of overtime, perceived
attitude of the civilian supervisor), and (¢) demographiec variables
(age, marital status, working status of the spouse, dependents, per-
ceived attitude of the spouse).

The Effects of Attitudinal Variables

The bivariate relationships and to a somewhat lesser degree, the mul-
tivariate results underscore the importance of attitudinal variables in
models of reenlistment. We must make clear that what we measure
is the reservist’s perception of the attitudes of his spouse and civilian
supervisor toward his reserve participation. If his perception is inac-
curate or reflects his own feelings about the reserve, then our results
will not hold. It is clear that there is some interdependence among
these variables. However, the correlation between the reservist’s
reported level of overall satisfaction with the Guard/Reserve (a
separate question on the survey) ana his perception of his
spouse/employer’s attitudes is not very high, suggesting that we are
indeed measuring some dimension other than the reservist’s own atti-
tude.

.




Reservists with more favorable employer attitudes (as perceived by
the reservist) have significantly higher reenlistment rates (79 per-
cent) than those with very unfavorable attitudes (68 percent). It
should be noted here that the degree of favorableness/unfavor-
ableness appears to matter. Going from an employer with a neutral
attitude to one with a somewhat favorable attitude raises reenlist-
ment rates by 9 percent. Spouse attitude toward reserve participa-
tion (again as perceived by the reservist) appears to have an even
more significant influence on reenlistment rates than employer atti-
tudes. The variation in reenlistment rates by spouse attitude is
astonishingly wide. For example, reservists with spouses who are
very favorably disposed toward reserve participation have a reenlist-
ment rate of 85 percent as compared with the 42 percent rate among
those with spouses who have a very unfavorable attitude. Again,
differences in degree appear important, suggesting that it may be
important to design family and spouse interventions that address the
full range of spouse attitudes.

We find that in general the nct effects of all the variables in the mul-
tivariate models are rather small in magnitude compared with those
relating to the marital status/dependents/spouse attitude variables.
The presence of dependents raises the probability of reenlistment by
about 10 percent. Married reservists are much less likely to reenlist,
particularly if the spouse is working full-time. The perceived attitude
of the spouse turns out again to have the largest effect on reenlistment.
Having a spouse with a favorable attitude toward Guard/Reserve par-
ticipation increases the probability of reenlistment by about 13-25 per-
cent; having a spouse with an unfavorable attitude can lower it drasti-
cally. The larger results are found in the Army Selected Reserve
model, although the coefficients are highly significant in all the
models,

The civilian supervisor’s attitude——independent of other employer-
related factors in the regression—makes some difference, although
not as much as in the cross-tabulations reported above. Having a
favorably disposed supervisor raised the reenlistment probability
anywhere from 6-14 percent, depending on the model. Again, the
larger and more significant effects are found for the Selected Army
Reserve component model.



The Effects of Unit Environment

Dissatisfaction with training, equipment, and morale of the unit also
appears to have a fairly significant impact on reenlistment. Reenlist-
ment rates are lower for individuals who are dissatisfied with unit
training, drill training, equipment, and the morale of personnel in
their unit. The patterns in the multivariate models are similar,
although the effects tend to be small and in general insignificant. We
find that the probability of reenlistment decreases by about 3-6 per-
cent among those dissatisfied with unit training or equipment. How-
ever, being dissatisfied with unit morale has a fairly large and
significant impact in the 4-8 years of service (YOS) Army model—
these individuals tend to have a 10 percent lower probability of reen-
listment than those who are not dissatisfied. These results support
tne widely held belief of reserve unit commanders that the quality of
training and equipment influences reenlistment.

For the two Army components, we were able to obtain data that
allowed us to categorize the type of unit in which the reservist was
serving as a combat, combat support, or combat service support unit.
Those in combat units have the lowest reenlistment rates and those
in combat service support have the highest rates. These differences
may be partially explained by the difference in the age and experience
mix of the personnel in these units.

The bivariate relationships were reinforced by the multivariate
results. We found that reenlistment probabilities in combat support
and combat service support units are significantly higher (by between
4-12 percent) than in combat units, even controlling fcr other factors.

Other Variables

We find that reenlistment rates vary in expected ways by grade and
years of service, Those in lower paygrades and with less experience
have much lower reenlistment rates. 'The higher rates for more
experienced reservists are attributable to their much greater invest-
ment in reserve service, their promotion and advancement, and the
increased value of retirement benefits.

We were able to estimate the effect of a bonus only indirectly; respon-
dents were asked whether they were eligible for a reenlistment bonus.
We do not kno'~ how accurate these perceptions are; in addition, tar-
geted bonuses change frequently. We do find some small differences
with those who were uncertain or felt that they were eligible for a
bonus being 3—6 percent more likely to reenlist.




The characteristics of resarvists’ civilian jobs appear to have small
effects on the probability of reenlistment, thus highlighting the
importance of revising and extending the more ‘raditionai moonlight-
ing models when examining reserve participation decisions.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

If our data do indeed measure spouses’ attitudes and are not r.erelva
reflection of reservists’ own attitudes, our results suggest *hai the
reserve emphasis on family-related problems and on designin, effer
tive interventions is well placed. These might be, for example, imple-
menting support groups, training reservists in communication skil.-
making commanders aware of these issues, and perhaps impleme:::-
ing social activities to help the family feel a part of the reserves. Mai-
ital status, presence of dependents, and the working status of the
spouse also are strong predictors of reenlistment.

Indeed, family issues may remain more hidden than employer issues
because of the greater social acceptability of leaving because of
employer problems. Evidence in this survey-—given the caveat
above—indicates that spouse attitude and family make-up exert a far
stronger influence than employer attitude. Because family problems
remain more covert, and perhaps are more complex, it is important to
do some detailed case studies of family issues. These would involve
discussion with family members about reserve service and with unit
commanders regarding attitudes toward family problems.

Our findings have three implications for the current programs
oriented toward employer support. The first is that employer support
remains an issue for many reservists, but it is much smaller than the
family support issue. This may reflect the success of current pro-
grams. The second implication is that both local governments and
private employers need to be targeted for support programs. Perhaps
because of fire and police participation in the reserves and their com-
mon scheduling conflicts, local governments appear to have far less
favorable attitudes toward the reserves than either state or federal
employers. The third implication is that the degree of perceived atti-
tude matters. Thus it would appear that employer support programs
should continue to work to improve support of all employers, includ-
ing those already supportive of the reserve participation of their
employees.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the last ten years, Selected Reserve strength has grown dramati-
cally. In fiscal year 1980, it stood at approximately 850,000; by FY89,
total Selected Reserve strength had increased to a little under 1.2
million—an increase of over 40 percent. The increase was e. pecially
marked in the Army. In FY80, 42 percent of the Army’s total force
manpower was in the Selected Reserve; by FY89, this proportion had
increased to 51 percent. In 1988, the Department of Defense (DoD)
reported to the Congress that for the first time since World War II,
the Army Selected Reserve would exceed the strength of the Active
Army. This growth was needed both to bring unit manning levels to
full strength after declines in the early 1970s and to allow the reserve
to accept new mission requirements.

This reserve growth reflects policy in the early 1980s to increase the
“tooth to tail” ratio in the Active Army, At that time the Army shifted
more combat support and combat service support missions to the
reserve to allow room for more active combat units—the light divi-
sions. However, Congressional policy to limit active duty end-
strength to achieve budgetary savings also contributed to reserve
growth. Reserve forces are perceived as a less expensive way to
achieve additional force structure.

Future reserve force size is uncertain because of the force restructur-
ing that will result from the reduced NATOQO threat as well as
budgetary pressures. Reductions in the NATO threat and increased
warning times could favor reserve over active forces, and many expect
a shift to a richer mix of reserve forces. However, this shift does not
imply more reserve force growth, since it could occur through declines
in the active force and stable or more slowly declining reserve forces.
Current plans would maintain, in aggregate, about the same ratio of
active and reserve forces for the DoD as a whole.

However, there is some noticeable and enduring uneasiness about the
extent of current reliance on reserve forces, particularly in the Army.
This uneasiness arises from the perceived low readiness levels of
many reserve units. Low readiness levels cften involve shortages of
personnel or low levels of training readiness. Low training readiness
can arise from a variety of sources: low occupational qualification lev-
els, insufficient training time to achieve crew and unit training
proficiency, lack of equipment to use in training, and poor access to
good training facilities and exercises.

1




The retention!® of reservists is an important component of the issues
of force sizing, force readiness, and force costs. Even if force expen-
sion does not continue, or if the force size declines, higher retention
might still be desirable to reduce turnover and its associated costs
and to raise the skills of reservists by raising average experience lev-
els. In this case the force reductions would come primarily from
accessions. On the other hand, force downsizing may require lower
reenlistment rates. Then, good predictions of reenlistment under
various conditions are needed to plan appropriate resources for acces-
sion and retention to meet the reduced force size targets over time.
This report analyzes the reenlistment decisions of early to mid-career
reservists, using data from the 1986 Reserve Components Survey of
Enlisted Personnel. Although the model we use is based on the tradi-
tional moonlighting theory first developed by Shishko and Rostker
(1976), our conceptual framework extends the model and emphasizes
the importance of taste, attitudinal variables, and unit environment
in the decisionmaking process. The reserve job is unique among other
part-time jobs and its inflexible nature and occasional full-time
demands are likely to cause conflicts with the family as well as the
civilian job. On the other hand, it offers a number of benefits not
available in the more usual moonlighting opportunities. All these
need to be factored into the reenlistment decision.

The readiness and the cost of reserve forces depend partly on the lev-
els of experience of individuals in the reserve and in specific skills.
Higher reenlistment rates at first term and in mid-career mean
higher levels of experience. Since productivity generally increases
with experience at this point in the career, provided reservists stay in
the same skills, then more experience means higher productivity and
higher readiness.2 However, more experience also means higher
costs—for pay and for retirement outlays. Thus, more experience
should be encouraged in those skills where training time and costs
are high.

11: might be helpful to make the nomenclature clear at the outset. Continuation
refers to whether the individual continues from year to year; reenlistment refers to
whether the individual is at the end of his enlisted term of service (ETS) and facing the
Jecision as to whather to reenlist for another term; retention is a more generic term
that encompasses both these concepts.

2There is an important caveat that must be mentioned here. We assume that
higher retention douvs not mean delayed or slower promotion for those who remain. If
this is not true (and it well may not be, as greater numbers of more senior and more
experienced reservists come up against a fixed rank structure), then the beneficial
eflects of higher retention on training readiness and productivity may well be offset by
its adverse effect on morale and motivation.



Although the level of retention can affect readiness by changing the
experience mix, it is also true that readiness can affect retention—a
traditional chicken-and-egg problem. Units low in readiness because
of equipment shortages or poor access to training facilities or grounds
may have lower retention rates. In this research we study the rela-
tionship between several measures of training readiness and organi-
zational climate and its impact on reenlistment. If this relationship
between training readiness and reenlistment can be empirically
verified, then readiness improvements would be less expensive than
previously thought. This is because additional outlays for equipment
or improved training may also bring the benefit of higher reenlist-
ment with reduced levels of reenlistment bonuses.

QOur objective is to analyze the reenlistment behavior of reservists,
using the rich and complex data collected through the 1986 Reserve
Components Survey of Enlisted Personnel. As mentioned above,
these data allow us to extend earlier reenlistment estimates in
several important directions. These include:

* Developing a reenlistment mocel with reservists from all six com-
ponents to measure the impact of component-specific influences;

¢ Measuring the influence of perceived spouse attitude on reenlist-
ment and contrasting it with a similar measure of perceived
employer attitude;

* Measuring the influence of the training and unit environment on
reenlistment.

The second section of this report presents the conceptual framework
and the data sources for the study. We discuss the benefits and costs
of reserve service that might enter the decision calculus. The third
section describes in detail some background data on the reservists in
our analysis sample, their civilian occupations, and how frequently
they work overtime; it also presents some evidence on the pecuniary
and nonpecuniary costs of reserve participation. These data are
important in that they suggest some plausible reasons for the lower
reenlistment propensities among junior perscnnel. We also present
reenlistment rates for different groups of reservists. The fourth sec-
tion presenis the results of multivariate analyses of reenlistment
behavior as opposed to the simple bivariate relationships presented in
the earlier section. This allows us to measure the net effect of dif-
ferent characteristics, controlling for other characteristics.

The models are estimated for two groups of reservists, categorized by
years of service: those with 4-6 years of service and those with 7-12




years of service. Our main hypothesis was that the two groups would
differ in their motivations and in the factors that entered the decision
calculus. A separate subsection examines reenlistment behavior in the
Army components only; this allows us to test for differences in reenlist-
ment propensities among different types of units—the Army com-
ponents being the only two for which we were able to obtain informa-
tion on the type of units in which the reservist was enlisted. Section §
presents conclusions. The actual logit coefficients for the models are
given in App. A, and the survey questionnaire is included as App. B.



2. THEORY, CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, AND
REVIEW OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH

THE DECISION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RESERVE!

For most enlisted reservists, participation in the Selected Reserve is
essentially a decision to hold two jobs. Table 2.1 shows that the

overwhelming majority of enlisted personnel are employed in the

civilian sector either full-time or part-time.2 Indeed, the table makes
evident that three-quarters of all enlisted reservists hold full-time
civilian jobs in addition to participating in the reserve.

The initial conceptual framework that guided our empirical work has,
as its underpinning, the traditional moonlighting labor market theory
(Shishko and Rostker, 1976). This theory portrays individuals as
making decisions about their allocation of time among primary jobs,

Table 21

Current Civilian Employment Status
of Part-Time Reserve Members,
All Reserve Components, 1985

Enlistad
(Percent of
Status Total)
Full-time job 73
Part-time job 10
Self-employed 3
Unemployed 7
Not in labor force 8

SOURCE: 1988 Reserve Components
Member Survey, Q. 3, 93M.

YThroughout the section, we use the term “moonlighting® to refer to part-time occu-
pations that are held in addition to the primary one. The term is a technical one and is
widely recognized in the economic literature. There is no derogatory connotation to the
term,

2We exclude from consideration her individuals who hold full-time positions with
the reserve components. These include civilian technicians, Active Guard/Reserve
Reservists (AGRs), and Navy full-time personnel (TARS). These individuals must hold
part-time reserve positions as a condition of their full-time employment. However,
their motivation and the calculus of their participation decisiona will be very different
than for those employed outside the reserve system. These individuals are referred to
as "full-timers” and those not holding full-time positions with the reserve are called
part-timers. Full-time personnel constitute about 12 percent of enlisted reserve per-
sonnel. In this report we include only part-timers in our study of reenlistment.

PSR




secondary or moonlighting jobs, family, leisure, and schooling. The
theory outlines the conditions under which individuals would accept
secondary or moonlighting jobs.

The fundamental tenet of moonlighting labor market theory is that
individuals or households make systematic assessments of the likely
net monetary and nonmonetary benefits from moonlighting and make
systematic decisions throughout their careers to enter, stay, or leave
a moonlighting occupation.

However, such a theory—which was developed to explain moonlight-
ing in civilian jobs—offers only a limited perspective when analyzing
decisions to participate in the reserve, because the reserve job is
unlike civilian moonlighting jobs. One critical difference is the need
to participate full-time in Initial Active Duty Training (IADT),
Annual Training (AT), or in training required for promotion or skill
retraining. IADT lasts a minimum of three months full-time and
must be completed for those entering without military experience.
Depanding on the skill training, it can last a year or more. AT lasts a
minimum of two weeks full-time annually. In addition, full-time
training is sometimes required for promotion into senior positions.
These full-time demands directly conflict with civilian jobs and are
likely to cause more conflicts with civilian employers than civilian
moonlighting jobs normally held outside the normal full-time work
schedule. Since both AT and IADT usually require absence from
home, family conflict can also arise.

Another difference is the inflexible nature of the reserve work
schedule. A reservist cannot decide when to perfcrm work on his
reserve job but must conform to a prearranged work schedule. This
schedule calls for weekend drills once a month and two weeks of
annual full-time training. This lack of flexibility means that reserve
service can conflict with important family events or with voluntary or
mandatory overtime opportunities from civilian jobs. Both of these
can exacerbate conflicts between reserve service and the family and
primary employer.

Counterbalancing these demands is a set of positive benefits not
usually found in civilian moonlighting jobs. These include training
investments normally associated only with full-time civilian jobs.
Reservists obtain the same initial training as do those entering the
active force, and this training represents a substantial investment,
Training costs associated with initial skill training have been
estimated at $5,000 for shorter training times to over $20,000 to teach
more complex skills. Such investments are usually not associated
with moonlighting jobs because of the limited return.



Another key difference is the potential longevity and job security that
reserve service can provide. Reservists who perform satisfactorily
can be assured of job security over a 20- or 30-year period. This job
security partly flows from the transferability of the reserve job skills
if the reservist moves from one place to another. Reserve units are
located throughout the nation, and rank and pay are usually
preserved when transferring from one unit to another.

Another difference is the presence of retirement benefits—almost
never available in civilian moonlighting jobs—for reservists complet-
ing 20 years of satisfactory service. Thus, reserve service is struc-
tured to be a “career moonlighting job,” complete with portability of
pension and pay benefits as the reservist moves from place to place.

Finally, the reserve offers a number of nonpecuniary benefits that
may be highly valued by those considering the participation decision.
These include a sense of patriotism from serving one’s country and
community and a sense of camaraderie from being part of a small,
mission-oriented, cohesive group that meets regularly.

Our conceptual framework and the model that we estimate
emphasizes the importance of several factors that more traditional
models do not encompass. Although variables such as unit environ-
ment, the support of the family, and the general attitude of the civil-
ian employer are hard to quantify, we feel nonetheless that they are
an important part of the decision calculus and, indeed, may to a large
extent outweigh the effects of economic variables, such as wages or
hours worked. It is useful to consider the full panoply of costs and
‘benefits associated with reserve participation when examining both
the participation and the reenlistment decisions.

Benefits of Reserve Service

Current Pecuniary Benefits. The monetary benefits include the
stream of likely net income resulting from moonlighting. Net income
rather than gross income should be used, since moonlighting income
can be substantially reduced through payment of taxes at marginal
rates and certain fixed costs of participation such as transportation.d
Gross reserve income for part-timers is determined primarily by the
individual’s grade and years of military service. Bonus payments at

3The definition of net income and the details of the calculation of net income are
more fully covered in Grissmer, Buddin, and Kirby (1989).




enlistment or reenlistment can add to gross pay. To compute net
reserve income, the following must be subtracted from gross pay:

¢ Federal, state, and FICA taxes;
e Forgone civilian income resulting from attendance at annual

training;

¢ Transportation costs to attend reserve drills and annual train-
ing; and

* Value of the time spent in traveling to drills and annual train-
ing.

Individual decisions to join or stay in the reserve will be made on the
basis of net—not gross—income. This difference would be relatively
unimportant if there were not substantial differences among reserv-
ists in the ratio of net to gross income. Previous analysis indicates
that net income is approximately 45-60 percent of an employed
reservist’s gross income (Grissmer, Buddin and Kirby, 1989).

For senior enlisted personnel, the most important decrement from
gross reserve income is taxation (federal, state, and FICA) al margi-
nal tax rates. Taxes subtract approximately one-third to almost one-
half from gross pay. The amount subtracted depends on the amount
of the civilian income and the state of residence. For junior reserv-
ists, loss from forgone civilian income is the largest factor subtracting
from gross reserve income. The loss from forgone civilian income
depends on both the civilian wage and the employer military leave
policy. Some employers provide full pay for reservists for military
leave during annual training; others provide no pay. The difference
in net pay for reservists receiving full civilian pay compared with
those getting no pay can be substantial, especially for reservists with
higher civilian incomes. For lower-ranking reservists, full civilian
pay can add 25-40 percent to net reserve income.

Transportation costs—both direct and indirect—can also reduce
reservist’s net income. These costs can reduce net income by about 10
percent for typical reservists and tend to be slightly higher for more
senior personnel.

Future Pecuniary Benefits. The present value of future retire-
ment benefits must certainly play an important role in decisions to
reenlist, particularly as the individual accrues more years of service
in the reserve.* The effect of retirement benefits can most easily be

4Retirement benefits begin at age 60 and are based on the years of military service
and rank at retirement; they derive from the pay table in effect at age 60. Since most



seen among individuals with more than 12 years of service: Their
year-to-year continuation rates exceed 90 percent. Retirement exerts
less effect on personnel with fewer years of service, since the present
value is a much smaller proportion of total compensation. However,
it is important to control for differences in the present value of poten-
tial retirement annuities in analyzing mid-career reenlistment.
These differences mainly arise from the years of completed service,
current rank, and the presence of prior active service. Thus, these
variables are included in our reenlistment model.

Nonpecuniary Benefits. Nonpecuniary benefits of reserve service
include the job satisfaction that arises from realistic training, accom-
plishing useful work, and meeting mission requirements. These
benefits are likely to vary from unit to unit and are likely to vary both
by type of mission and quality of unit leadership. Social benefits can
arise from group camaraderie and cohesion and may be more likely to
arise from smaller units and from units with good leadership and
high morale. In our analysis, we include variables associated with
unit morale, training quality, and quality of training equipment.

Costs of Reserve Service

Moonlighting labor market decisions are complex partly because they
often require a commitment of time to work—time that has several
other demands on it. These are the opportunity costs of reserve ser-
vice, and there are both monetary and nonmonetary aspects of these
costs. For a typical reservist with a family and a full-time civilian job,
hours spent on the reserve job mean fewer leisure hours and less time
available to spend with the family, on the regular job, on another
moonlighting job, or in school. This requires a careful balancing of
the benefits of a moonlighting job against the value placed on addi-
tional time spent in other pursuits.

reservists retire at a much earlier age, use of the pay table at age 60 provides almost
full protection from inflation. Annuities are proportional to accumulated retirement
points, One point is given for each active day of service to a maximum of 365 a year.
For reserve service, individuals can accumulate a maximum of 60 points a year for
drills and other activities. Additional points are awarded for annual training and other
full-time duty. The reservist who meets the minimum annual requirement will receive
about 75 points. Thus annuities can be significantly increased through full-time active
duty scrvice. For example, a nonprior scrvice reservist serving 20 years would accu-
mulate a minimum of 1,500 points, whereas an individual serving 10 years of active
duty and 10 years of reserve duty would accumulate at least 4,400 points. The latter
pension would be about 3 times the former. Typical current retirement annuities for
cnlisted personnel are $2,000 to $7,500 annually. See Grissmer, Buddin, and Kirby
(1989).
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Monetary Opportunity Costs. The monetary opportunity costs
arise because the reserve job may involve forgoing the opportunity to
work overtime hours cn the regular civilian job or to work at another
moonlighting job. For those who make premium wages for overtime,
this loss can be significant.

Reserve service may also affect promotion opportunities on the civil-
ian job: However, it might either increase or decrease this opportun-
ity. Some employers feel that the time and effort spent on reserve
service means that individuals cannot put in the extra time needed
for more senior positions. On the other hand, skills learned in reserve
service and possibly professional contacts could actually enhance pro-
motion opportunities,

Another opportunity cost from reserve service is loss of vacation time.
Employers are legally bound to provide up to 15 days of military leave
for reserve annual training; however, despite this, not all reservists
receive m.litary leave and some use vacation time to fulfill reserve
obligations.

Yet another opportunity cost that needs to be factored in is the
income that could be earned in other moonlighting jobs. It is impor-
tant to note that the reserve is but one of many employers competing
for labor in the secondary job market; it helps emphasize that policies
aimed at improving reserve recruiting and retention need to be struc-
tured carefully to take account of current and future economic condi-
tions. For example, the youth cohort size will become increasingly
smaller in the next four years, and the tightness in the youth labor
market combined with the increased demand from the service sector
will produce increasing competition for such workers. There is also
evidence that the edge that military wages have enjoyed relative to
civilian wages will gradually be eroded over this time. This edge was
established partly because the civilian earnings of young workers
actually declined substantially in real terms between 1976 and 1984,
whereas military wages kept pace with inflation. However, this
decline was partly due to the large numbers of workers available as
the baby boomers passed through the 16-24 age group. As the
number of these workers declines, then youth wages will begin to rise
and be more competitive with military wages. If these trends are true
for part-time wages as well, then the recruiting envirunment could
become much more difficult for the military.

Nonpecuniary Costs of Reserve Service. For many reservists, a
more important component of cost is the decrease in time available to
spend with their families or in leisure pursuits. These costs will vary
depending on marital status and family size. For single reservists
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time spent on reserve service will conflict only with leisure time. For
married reservists, conflict with both family and leisure may result
from reserve service. Other things equal, family conflict might be
expected to vary depending on family size and age of children. We
include in our analysis as measures of the potential family conflict the
marital status, number of children, and perceived attitude of the
spouse toward reserve service. Of course, such conflict is not unique
to reserve service but is a concomitant of any secondary job.

An enumeration of both pecuniary and nonpecuniary costs that must
be considered in any computation of the real net return to reserve ser-
vice is provided in Table 2.2. Wherever possible, we have incor-
porated these factors in our empirical model.

Table 2.2

Estimating Total Costs of Reserve Participation

Element ' Description
Federal, state, and Taxed at higher marginal rate because reserve pay
FICA taxes is generally “over-and-above” civilian pay
Forgone civilian Three components:
income 1. From attendance at AT. This could result from

employer policies that:

a. pay only the difference between civilian and
reserve wages during this time (forgone income »
reserve AT pay)

b. pay no civilian income (forgone income =
civilian income for this period)

2. From lost overtime either during AT or drills
3. From alternative moonlighting jobs

Transportation Two componenta:
costs 1. “Qut-of-pocket” costs
2. Opportunity costs of driving time, equal to the value
of this time if spent in an alternative activity

Other costs related  Several interrelated aspects:
to the civilian job, 1. Loss of or reduced chance of promotion
both monetary and 2. Unfavorable attitudes of supervisors
nonmonetary 3. Conflicts with time demands (obtaining leave for AT,
drills, extra time spent on reserve work)
4. Increased chance of dismissal

Other nonmonetary  Two components:
costs 1. Family conflicts, because of extended time spent at
AT, weekend drills, forgone civilian income,
forgone vacation time, etc.
2. Decrease in own leisure time

FER T
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REVIEW OF PRIOR RESEARCH

Prior relevant research includes both research on reserve retention as
well as that on early attrition. It is important to examine early attri-
tion because it determines the self-selected group that stays until the
first-term reenlistment decision. For nonprior service reservists, the
original term of commitment is usually six years; however, fewer than
one-half of those entering remain continuously in service until the
first-term reenlistment decision at the sixth year. Among prior ser-
vice individuals, most enter with one- or three-year terms. These
individuals will enter with 2-10 years of active service. Self-selection
also plays a role here as many will leave before making a reenlist-
ment decision.

Research on reserve compensation levels has sought to identify ways
in which the compensation system could be better structured to help
address reserve readiness problems. Among other things, this
research has focused on the role of compensation in producing person-
nel shortages and low skill qualification levels. As such, it has
developed definitions of net and gross reserve compensation and has
placed compensation within the larger set of costs and benefits of
reserve service,

Research on Reserve Retention

In 1978, an experiment was carried out that offered a $1,800 bonus to
those reenlisting for six years and $900 to those reenlisting for three
years with one-half being paid up-front and the remainder spread out
in equal amounts over the term of service. Only nonprior service
individuals with fewer than eight years of service were eligible for the
bonus. This experiment allowed both a determination of the effective-
ness of bonus payments and development of a model to determine
other factors important in this reenlistment decision (Burright, Griss-
mer, and Doering, 1982; Grissmer, Doering, and Sachar, 1982; Griss-
mer et al., 1982).

The results showed the strong effects of promotion and longevity.
Those with higher pay grades and those who had previously reen-
listed were significantly more likely to reenlist. These variables were
the strongest predictors of reenlistment. Their strong influence is
attributable to the increasing influence of the retirement system on
more senior reservists, as well as to a stronger taste for reserve mili-
tary service as evidenced by previous reenlistments.
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The models also showed the strong effect of draft motivation. The
group reenlisting in 1978 consisted mainly of personnel who enlisted
in 1972—the last year of the draft. These individuals could be divided
into those with low lottery numbers (mainly draft motivated) and
those with high lottery numbers (not draft motivated). The former
group reenlisted at less than half the rate of the latter group.

The effect of the economic variables was generally in the expected
direction, although small in magnitude. Those with higher civilian
income and more civilian working hours were only slightly less likely
to reenlist. Elasticities for these variables were statistically
significant at the 1 percent level. The civilian wage elasticity was
-estimated at 0.21, and the civilian hours worked was 0.26. Higher
reserve wages did increase reenlistment but again by relatively small
amounts. The reserve gross wage elasticity was significant only at
the 10 percent level and estimated at 0.18.

The strongest civilian employer variable was the perceived attitude of
the civilian employer toward reserve service. This attitude was mea-
sured on a five-point scale going from very favorable to very unfavor-
able. It was statistically significant at the 0.1 percent level. This vari-
able appeared to capture most of the employer effects. Neither the size
of employer nor the type of employer was statistically significant in the
estimation. The latter variables included dummies for federal, state,
and county employers, as well as large, medium, and small civilian
employers. A variable measuring the frequency of overtime opportu-
nity was statistically significant at the 5 percent level and showed a
small decrease in reenlistment with more overtime opportunity. The
loss of vacation time for reserve service also showed a negative reenlist-
ment effect but was not statistically significant.

Several demographic characteristics showed moderately strong
effects in the model. Age was strongly significant at the 1 percent
level and had an elasticity of 1.1. Being older increased reenlistment
significantly. This may be attrituble to the more stable family and job
circumstances of older reservists as well as to the effects of self-
selection. Those who have stayed in the reserve likely have
employers and families more favorably inclined toward reserve ser-
vice. Higher reenlistment was also associated with being female,
black, and less educated. All were statistically significant. Marital
status and size of household were not significant. Urban, surburban,
and rural dummies were not significant.

Finally the type of reserve job was statistically significant at the 1
percent level. Those in combat jobs reenlisted less frequently than
those in other jobs.
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Of particular interest was the effect that the bonus had on reenlist-
ment. The presence of the bonus increased reenlistment rates only
slightly from 38 to 40 percent. On the other hand, the bonus
extended the term of service for most reenlistees from one year to
three or six years.

A follow-up of bonus and nonbonus reenlistees showed that 3-1/4 years
later, there was a 25 percent increase in man-years for the bonus over
the nonbonus group (Grissmer and Hiller, 1983). The results showed
the importance of using the bonus as a way of extending the term of
commitment. Its major effect was not to switch the decision of individu-
als who were not going to reenlist, but to change the decision of those
reenlisting from one-year terms to three or six years. These longer
terms resulted in significantly more man-years of service.

Data collected on surveys during the test showed that family and
employer conflicts were the main reasons given for not reenlisting.
However, only the employer attitude was measured in a way that
allowed it to be included in the reenlistment model. A comparable
spouse attitude variable was not included in the survey. We were
also not able to test the effects of training environment and other fac-
tors of unit leadership in reenlistment decisions, although anecdotal
evidence suggests that camaraderie, training quality, and learning
new skills are important in the decision to participate. Moreover, the
experiment was limited to the Army components only, and to non-
prior service personnel, which limited the usefulness of the analytical
results. The experiment was also carried out in 1978, a period when
the reserve components were at the lowest point of strength and unit
readiness.

This report attempts to update and extend the earlier analysis by
using data from the 1986 Reserve Components Survey of Enlisted
Personnel. The survey captures data from all six Selected Reserve
components, and we include both nonprior and prior service person-
nel. An improved survey design also contained similar attitudinal
variables capturing the attitudes of civilian supervisors and spouses
(as perceived by the reservists) as well as the perceptions of the
reservists regarding the training environment and morale of the unit.

Review of Research on Early Attrition

Retention research on the reserves has been complemented by
research on attrition, the reverse side of the picture. Several studies
have examined early attrition among nonprior service reservists.

[P - S
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Grissmer and Kirby (1985) show that individuals without prior mili-
tary experience enlisting in the two Selected Reserve Army com-
ponents leave at high rates before completing their six-year term of
enlistment (often referred to as “unprogrammed attrition”). Indeed
an analysis of the FY80 entrance cohort showed separation rates dur-
ing the first two years of 30.6 percent for the Army National Guard
and 39.5 percent for the Army Reserve. Early research also showed
that women tended to have significantly higher attrition risks than
men with similar characteristics, and that for both men and women,
less education and lower aptitude scores led to much higher attrition
risks.

Attrition patterns such as these convinced the services to put
increased emphasis on recruiting more highly educated individuals
with higher aptitude scores. Despite this, however, we find that two-
year attrition rates continued to rise for the FY81 and FY82 entrance
cohorts, both of which were of significantly higher quality than the
FY80 cohort (Grissmer and Kirby, 1988). This analysis attempts to
distinguish between “attrition to civilian life” and “transfers,” with
the former being defined as attrition to civilian life and the latter as
separations that ended with a return to active service or enlistment
in a reserve component. Thus, if the individual later returned to a
reserve component or joined the active force, he was not included in
the civilian attrition statistics. Qur main emphasis was on civilian
attrition primarily because unlike transfers, such attrition results in
no recoupment of the training investment.

We find that civilian attrition rates during the first two years of ser-
vice rose from 25.4 to 31.6 percent for the Army National Guard and
from 28.3 to 37.7 percent for the Army Reserve.

We can offer several possible explanations for such a finding. Attri-
tion discharge policies and training and performance standards may
change from one year to the next as services respond to an easier
recruiting environment by tightening standards and “creaming” the
best from any cohort regardless of cohort quality. In addition, rising
unemployment and increased recruiter resources and emphasis may
bring in recruits with unmeasured characteristics that increase attri-
tion.

The results from the FY81 and FY82 cohorts tend to support the
FY80 results with respect to the relative attrition risks of different
groups. Once again, the characteristic that makes the largest con-
sistent difference is gender, followed by education and aptitude
category.

[P ——
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These studies have not been able to examine the effect of civilian
employment and family variables on attrition, however, nor have they
been able to measure the effect of changing economic conditions on
reserve attrition.

Companion research on prior service individuals (who constitute a lit-
tle over half of all enlisted accessions into the Selected Reserve each
vear) also examined the FY80-FY82 entrance cohorts but the data
allowed us to track these individuals forward through FY85 (Marquis
and Kirby, 1989). A primary objective of this research was to mea-
sure the effect of reserve compensation and other economic factors on
attrition, and similar to the nonprior service research, to identify
high-risk individuals. Like the research on attrition among nonprior
service reservists, this research focused on attrition to civilian life as
well. However, unlike the nonprior attrition research which exam-
ined early attrition (i.e., attrition before the end of the enlisted term
of service), this research examined all separations to civilian life,
whether they occurred during or at the end of the enlisted term of
service. ‘

About 20 percent of prior service personnel joining the Army Reserve
leave within the first year and half leave within the first two years.
Attrition is lower among Guardsmen; about 40 percent leave within
the first two years. The lower attrition in the National Guard can be
partly explained by the difference in the demographic composition of
the accession cohorts. The Guard t.nds to enlist a higher proportion
of older enlistees and those with more years of prior service; both of
these characteristics tend to decrease attrition.

In the multivariate model, we find that increases in military pay
significantly reduce the rate of attrition at any point in time; for
example, a 10 percent increase in average drill pay reduces attrition
by about 4.5 percent in the Guard and by 9.5 percent in the Army
Reserve. Both civilian pay and unemployment are significant and of
the expected sign, although the effects are rather small. The results
on bonuses are mixed; the affiliation bonus for prior active duty per-
sonnel is associated with lower attrition but the effect is not statisti-
cally significant. The preponderance of evidence suggests that reen-
listment bonuses do not significantly affect attrition. However, it
must be noted that eligibility for bonuses had to be imputed because
these data were not available.

Age and education were the strongest predictors of attrition. Older
individuals (36 years and older) have attritio®® rates that are 30-40
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percent lower thar attrition rates for those age 25 or younger. Differ-

ences in education have large, significant effects on attrition, after
controlling for other variables.




3. RETENTION/REENLISTMENT PATTERNS

HISTORICAL RETENTION PATTERNS

It might be helpful, at this poirt, to clarify the terminology that we
are using in this report. Continuation rates refer to whether the indi-
vidual stays from year to year. Some of the data below are based on
continuation rates. However, reenlistment refers to decisions made at
the end of the enlisted term of service (ETS). Qur main analysis and
our models examine only individuals who were facing ETS decisions
between June 1986 and September 1987. Retention is a more generic
term that encompasses both continuation and reenlistment decisions.

Reserve retention rates at the first term have risen dramatically
between FY78 and FY84 (Fig. 3.1). For instance, continuation rates
at year of service (YOS) six—the point at which most reservists make
first-term reenlistment decisions—rose between FY78 and FY84 from
37.3 percent to 63.1 percent for DoD enlisted personnel. Subse-
quently the rate has fallen slightly and stands at around 60 percent.
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This increase in first-term retention, which was a major contributing
factor to the reserve force expansion, was caused by a combination of
factors. The primary factor was the change from draft-motivated
cohorts reenlisting before FY79 to volunteer cohorts in FY79 and
after. Other factors that improved retention included reenlistment
bonus payments initiated in FY78, higher military pay in FY80 and
FY81, and expanded educational benefits in FY84.

There are large variations in retention at YOS six by component with
the two Air Force components having the highest continuation rates
and the Marine Corps Reserve having the lowest rates. However, for
all components, there was a general upward trend between FY78 and
FY84, and except for the Marine Corps, a slight downward trend
between FY84 and FY88. This difference in retention between com-
ponents has not been explained by previous research. It might be
attributable to component characteristics or differing individual
characteristics among component personnel. We address this issue
below.

RETENTION PATTERNS OVER THE CAREER

Individuals entering either as prior service or nonprior service acces-
sions have very high loss rates during their initial term of service.
We find separation rates of between 30-40 percent for nonprior ser-
vice individuals in the Army Reserve and Army National Guard dur-
ing the first two years after enlistment (Grissmer and Kirby, 1988).
Only about 30-40 percent of nonprior service accessions in the Army
components will survive to make a first-term reenlistment decision,
Early loss rates for prior service personnel appear equally high (Mar-
quis and Kirby, 1989). However, annual continuation rates improve
between 6-20 years of service (not surprisingly) as individuals with
more commitment and taste for service stay and as retirement eligi-
bility draws closer.

Although losses before reaching first-term reenlistment are the larg-
est and most serious category of reserve losses, significant losses also
occur at and after first-term reenlistment (Fig. 3.2). Moreover, these
losses are among individuals who have significant reserve experience
and who presumakly have proven that they can perform effectively as
reservists. As is evident from Fig. 3.2, continuation rates vary
sharply among these groups, rising from 60 percent for those with
five years of service to about 90-95 percent for the more senior career
force. It is evident that the reserve retirement system makes
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continuation rates very high after about 12 years of service. As a
result, the focus of our analysis is on those with 4-12 years of service,
i.e., those making first-term or early to mid-career reenlistment deci-
sions.! During this career stage, we find that only about one-third to
one-half of reservists remain.

'An alternative analysis would be to examine the decisiun to continue in the
Selected Reserve during the time period under study, rather than limiting it to those
who are making a reenlistment decision at or near the end of their enlisted term of ser-
vice. We felt that such an analysis would be of little interest primarily because for the
groups of interest to us—those with 4-12 years of servicc—the continuation rate
among those not facing ETS decisions is very high. For exemple, it is 94 percent
among those with 4-6 years of service and even higher—96 percent—among those with
7-12 years of scrvice. This suggests that most attrition among this group is
involuntary-—perhaps resulting {rom geographical dr job mobility. We are interested in
voluntary decisions to stay or attrit and these are best captured at the end of the term
of service—understanding the factors that affect such decisions can help us design poli-
cies that could help improve such retention rates.
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DATA SOURCES FOR THE CURRENT ANALYSIS

The primary data source for the analysis presented here is the 1986
Reserve Components Survey of Enlisted Personnel that was fielded in
the spring of 1986. The survey population consisted of officer and
enlisted personnel who were attending drills. This excluded nonprior
service personnel at Initial Active Duty Training (IADT). The basic
stratification variable was the reserve component. Within each com-
ponent, personnel were classified by reserve category (unit members,
nonunit members such as Individual Mobilization Augmentees, mili-
tary technicians, and full-time support personnel). In most strata,
the survey design provided for a 10 percent sample. In addition to
the basic sample, approximately 13,000 Army Reservists and Guards-
men belonging to specific units from the 1979 Reserve Forces Survey
were surveyed. The total enlisted survey sample was 24,500 unit
members.?

Data3 were collected on characteristics of civilian employment includ-
ing hours worked, civilian wage, and type of employer. Reservists
were also asked whether they had lost opportunities for overtime or
extra pay because of reserve obligations and about the attitudes of
their civilian supervisors toward reserve participation. Along with
the more usual questions regarding family status and demographics,
respondents were asked about their spouses’ attitudes toward their
participation. An entire series of questions, many repeated from the
1979 survey, focused on their perceptions of problems facing their
units and their satisfaction with unit activities. They were also asked
about their intentions to reenlist. As is evident, these data are
uniquely suited to modeling reenlistment decisions.

To see whether the stated intention to reenlist tracked actual reen-
listment behavior, we followed these reservists forward in time
through September 1987 using the Reserve Components Common
Personnel Data System (RCCPDS) maintained by the Defense Man-
power Data Center. One problem with matching the survey data to
the September 1987 data is that we are unsure whether the attitudes
of spouses and employers or perceptions of unit morale and the unit
environment as reported by the reservists are still germane. In some
instances, we may be seeing an 18-month lapse between the survey
and the time of the reenlistment decision and this may possibly

ZWe eliminated a number of groups from our analysis sample: the Coast Guard,
officers, full-time reservists, and reservists with fewer than four years of service or
greater than 12 years of service. Also eliminated were those in paygrades E-1to E-2.

3The survey questionnaire ia included as App. B.
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weaken the relationship between reported employer attitudes, for
example, and the likelihood of reenlistment.

For the two Army components, we wcre also able to obtain data
(through a matching of the Unit Identification Codes (UIC) of the
units of which the reservists were current members) that enabled us
to characterize the units as combat, combat support, and combat ser-
vice support units and to test for differences in the rate of reenlist-
ment in such units.

The sample sizes for the analyses are shown in Table 3.1.

DEFINITION OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

We had originally hoped to use the self-reported intention to reenlist
as the dependent variable in the model. However, when we compared
intentions to reenlist with actual behavior of reservists in this group,
we found some marked discrepancies. The intentions question asked
the reservists to estimate their probability of reenlisting on an 11-
point scale ranging from 0 to 10. The reservist was asked to rate his
or her chance of reenlisting as 0 in 10, 1 in 10, 2 in 10, and so on; that
allowed us to translate this into a probability of reenlistment. We
then compared the actual reenlistment rate for each intentions group
(see Fig. 3.3). We find that almost all individuals underestimated
their probability of staying, with the exception perhaps of those who
were almost certain to stay. Particularly for those with very low
probabilities, the discrepancy between the subjective probability and
the actual is quite large. For instance, those who stated their proba-
bility of reenlistment to be 0.10 had en actual reenlistment rate of
0.57 (Fig. 3.3).

Table 3.1
Sample Sizes for the
Reenlistment Models
Components
and Yaars of
Service Sample Size
All, 4-8 YOS 2,828
All, 7-12 Y08 2,559
Army, 48 YOS 2,019

Army, 7-12 YOS 1,655
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Fig. 3.3—Comparing intentions and behavior

We can offer several hypotheses for this phenomenon.

¢ QGiven that 3-18 months lapsed between the time of the survey
and the actual reenlistment decision, it is likely that some of the
factors negatively influencing the intention to reenlist may have
changed for the better (employer or spouse conflicts, problems
with the unit, etc.). '

¢ The reserves may offer some very effective intervention or coun-
seling at the actual time the decision is made, so that individu-
als who are disgruntled are persuaded to stay.

¢ The data may reflect a “protest effect,” where individuals with
serious complaints against the system may underestimate their
reenlistment probability; however, at the time of the actual deci-
sion, other factors may outweigh the negative ones.

Because of this discrepancy between intentions and behavior, we
decided to focus on the actual decision of the reservist as evidenced by
the RCCPDS data, not on the intention to stay measured by the sur-
vey.
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With this much of a background, we would like to reiterate briefly the
major objective of the present analysis, i.e., to measure the effect of
several variables on the reenlistment rate. The unique contribution
this report makes to the literature is the inclusion of perceived spouse
and employer attitudes among the explanatory variables as well as
the more usual civilian job characteristics, civilian and reserve com-
pensation, and demographic variables. 1i. addition, we measure
differences among components and the effect of perceptions of unit
training environment on reenlistment. Last but not least, for the two
Army components our data allow us to examine the effect of type of
unit on the likelihood of reenlistment. These variables are discussed
in some detail in the next section.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESERVISTS AND
PATTERNS OF REENLISTMENT

We present evidence in this subsection on the characteristics of the
civilian jobs held by reservists, family attitudes, and net return to
reserve service, all of which are likely to influence the reenlistment
decision. We also show how actual reenlistment rates differ by some
of these characteristics.

Characteristics of Civilian Jobs Held by Reservists

The 1986 survey asked respondents about their civilian occupations
and to categorize their employers according to public or private sector
and relative size of organization. The results are presented in Fig.
34.

The figure shows that a little under a quarter of the reservists in our
analysis sample work for the government. Almost 60 percent work
for private employers with the majority working in small- to
medium-sized firms, and another. 9 percent are self-employed.
Approximately 6.5 percent were not employed in 1985.

As stated above, there are important aspects of civilian jobs that have
an impact on the ability of reservists to meet reserve obligations.
Individuals whose civilian jobs require more time probably run into
more conflicts with reserve obligations and family obligations. Over
one-third of reservists employed in the private sector regularly work
more than 40 hours a week (Fig. 3.5). The incidence is even higher
for those who are self-employed. About 30 percent of those workingin
local governments also regularly work over 40 hours a week. This
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group consists predominantly of teachers, police, and fire personnel.
State and federal workers much less frequently work over 40 hours a
week.

Quite apart from the time constraint when the reservist routinely
works more than 40 hours per week at the primary civilian job, the
reservist may face another cost that may tend to exacerbate problems
with reserve service. This occurs when some of this overtime is paid
at premium wages, the loss of which because of reserve obligations
can add up to a substantial cost to the reservist. When asked
whether the reservist had lost opportunities for overtime or extra pay
because of reserve duty, surprisingly large proportions of them
answered that this happened frequently or occasionally (Fig. 3.6).
Notice that this is not confined to the employees in private firms,
where well over half had faced this cost. Indeed, over 40 percent of
the local government employees fall in this category.

Another nonmonetary cost of reserve service can be the unfavorable
attitude of the civilian supervisor toward reserve participation. This
can result in lower promotion opportunities, unpleasant work
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environments, and even job discrimination. We should make it clear
that the supervisors themselves were not surveyed; the data we have
here represent the perceived attitude of the civilian supervisor on the
part of the reservist. However, we would argue that the perception
itself may be as important in this case as reality. After all, if the
reservist believes that the supervisor views his reserve duties with
disfavor, this may lead him to reconsider reserve participation.

Approximately 15-20 percent of supervisors have somewhat or very
unfavorable attitudes toward their reserve service (Fig. 3.7), as per-
ceived by the reservist. Although the proportion of incidence is not
overly large, it is equally distributed among all types of employers.
Note that the highest incidence occurs for local government employ-
ees, probably because of the difficulty in scheduling that police and
fire personnel (who frequently work weekends) face.

Problems with supervisors appear to be slightly more pronounced for
junior personnel but are present among all paygrades (Fig. 3.8). The
higher levels for junior personnel provide some evidence that
employer problems result in separation from reserve service. One

20 ]

18

16

14

12

10
8

Percentage of reservists

W L DL SR AL LA LN DL B

Federal State Local Private Private
>500 <500

Fig. 3.7—Proportion of civilian supervisors with perceived
unfavorabie attitudes toward reserve participation
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Fig. 3.8—Proportion of civilian supervisors with perceived
unfavorable attitudes by years of service of reservists

explanation for the slight drop in unfavorable attitudes between 4-9
years of service and 10-12 years of service may be that reservists
with hostile supervisors simply do not reenlist. In exploring the
causes of unfavorable attitudes, we found a strong correlation
between such attitudes and nonavailability for overtime.

Family Attitudes Toward Reserve Participation

Turning now to family conflicts, we find that younger reservists are
much more at risk than older reservists (Fig. 3.9). Over a fifth of
younger reservists report that their spouses had somewhat or very
unfavorable attitudes toward their reserve participation. Once again,
we must stress that these are data reported by the reservist regarding
the attitude of their spouses.* The pronounced drop in unfavorable

4These data may be reflecting some of the reservist’s own feelings regarding reserve
participation—it is likely that the reservist's own attitude will have a bearing on the
spouse’s attitude, or at least the perceived attitude of the spouse. If so, then this vari-
able is not really independent and may be acting as a proxy for other factors as well.
Howaver, we examined the correlation between the reservist’s overall attitude toward
reserve participation (which was another question on the survey) and his perception of

e m——
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Fig. 3.9—Proportion of spouses with perceived unfavorable attitudes
toward reserve participation

attitude between 4-6 years of service and 7—12 years of service proba-
bly comes about because reservists with unfavorable spouse attitudes
do not reenlist.

NET RETURN TO RESERVE SERVICE

The net income that reservists earn from their reserve service
depends greatly on their employers’ pay policy during their absence
for annual training. Employers’ pay policies show great differences
(Fig. 3.10). Almost three-quarters of employees of small firms lose all
civilian pay during annual training, as do over half of those working
for large private firms. The proportion of government employees not
paid civilian pay during annual training is surprisingly large, given
the fact that federal law authorizes all federal government workers to
receive up to 15 days of paid military leave. However, over 80 percent
of those working for the federal and state government do indeed

his spouse’s attitude. Although the two were correlatad, the extent of the correlation
was not very high, leading us to believe that this variable is indeed capturing some
other dimension important in the reenlistment calculus.
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receive civilian pay which boosts their effective reserve income; the
proportion is somewhat lower among those working for local govern-
ments. The response to this question appears to reflect practice
rather than what is authorized.

We had, in Sec. 2, outlined the steps necessary to compute net reserve
pay from gross reserve income. This more accurately measures the
return to reserve service and is calculated by deducting from gross
annual reserve pay taxes, forgone civilian income during annual
training, and transportation costs. Gross and net reserve income are
shown in Fig. 3.11 for the different paygrades. The figure makes
quite clear that reservists net less than one-half of their gross pay.

Loss of overtime pay is not included in our net pay variable because
the survey did not ask the amount of pay lost. However, it is our esti-
mate that, if included, it would depress net reserve pay for younger
reservists probably to abzut 40 percent of gross pay.

We also computed a net hourly reserve wage by making certain
assumptions regarding the number of hours worked by typical reserv-
ists. For full-time workers, the increase in working hours is assumed

[
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to be all drill time (48 drills, each four hours long = 192 hours), plus
four days of annual training (32 hours), totaling 224 hours. The
remaining annual training time (ten days) is assumed to substitute
for civilian work time. For part-time and unemployed individuals, we
assume net additional working hours as the difference between aver-
age civilian hours and full-time hours in two weeks.

SOURCES OF EMPLOYER AND FAMILY PROBLEMS

Turning now to the source of employer and family problems, we find
that the major factors appear to be the time required for annual
training as well as extra time spent on the reserve job, rather than
drills (Fig. 3.12). AT is more likely than drills to cause reservists to
miss work. In addition, being away for two weeks rather than two
days is likely to be much more of a strain on the family. One other
explanation may be pay-related. Net reserve pay during AT is much
lower than for drills. This is because hourly gross reserve pay for
drills is higher than that for AT, and civilian pay is more often lost
during AT. This may also contribute to the greater disfavor with
which AT is viewed by the family.
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Reenlistment Rates

in this subsection we present bivariate relationships and show how
actual reenlistment rates vary across different groups. We should be
careful to note here that what we present are not causal
relationships—all the data show is how the two variables vary and
the pattern of that relationship. From the data, we cannot assume
that one is dependent on the other; however, our conceptual frame-
work does point out that several of these factors are indeed
hypothesized to affect reenlistment and are included in the multivari-
ate model. Once again, the data in this section concern only those fac-
ing ETS decisions between June 1986 and September 1987.

Figure 3.13 shows that reenlistment rates vary in expected ways by
grade and years of service. Those in lower paygrades and with less
experience have much lower reenlistment rates. The higher rates for
more experienced reservists are attributable to their much greater
investment in reserve service, their promotion and advancement, and
the increased value of retirement benefits.
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Fig. 3.13—Reenlistment rates by grade and years of service

When we examine differences by component, as shown in Fig. 3.14,
we find that reenlistment rates for this sample are lowest for the
Army National Guard and Marine Corps. This may be due to
inherent differences in the components attributable to mission or
structure or to the different experience mix of individuals across com-
ponents.5 For example, the Army Guard and Marine Corps generally
have a higher proportion of younger personne!, and these personnel
will more often be making first-term decisions when reenlistment
rates tend to be low. Conversely, the Air, Naval, and Army Reserve
have more senior personnel making later reenlistment derisions.

Differences in reenlistment rates by employer are shown in Fig. 3.15.
Those working for the government have higher reenlistment rates
than those working for the private sector. Among those in the private
sector, those working for larger firms have somewhat lower reenlist-
ment rates than those working for smaller firms. Higher rates for
government employees may simply be because more senior
reservists—who have higher reenlistment rates—are employed by the

51t is certainly true that the different experience mix itself may be a function of
differing propensities to reenlist or continue.
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government. It is important to investigate whether the differences in
reenlistment rates we see here by employer are really attributable to
other factors.

Figures 3.16—-3.19 underscore the importance of attitudinal variables
in modals of reenlistment. Once again, we should reiterate that what
we measure here is the perception of the reservist regarding his civil-
ian supervisor’s and spouse’s attitudes. If these perceptions are inac-
curate or shaped by the reservist’s own attitude, our inferences and
recommendations based on these data are likely to prove incorrect as
well.

Figure 3.16 shows that reservists with more favorahle employer atii-
tudes have significantly higher reenlistment rates (79 percent) than
those with very unfavorable attitudes (68 percent). It should be noted
here that the degree of favorableness/unfavorableness appears to
maiter. Going from an employer with a neutral attitude to one with a
somewhat favorable attitude raises reenlistment rates by 9 percent.
Provided these perceptions are accurate, it may be important for the
components to work on the attitude of all kinds of supervisors and
employers, even those who are not actively hostile to reserve partici-
pation.
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Fig. 3.16—Reenlistment rates by attitude of civilian supervisor




Perceived spouse attitude toward reserve participation (Fig. 3.17)
appears to have an even more significant influence on reenlistment
rates than employer attitude.® The variation in reenlistment rates by
spouse attitude is astonishingly wide. For example, reservists with
spouses who are very favorably disposed toward reserve participation
have a reenlistment rate of 85 percent compared with the 42 percent
rate among those with spouses who have a very unfavorable attitude.
Again, differences in degree appear important, suggesting that it may
be important to design family and spcuse interventions that address
the full range of spouse attitudes.

Dissatisfaction with training, equipment, and morale of the unit also
appears to have a fairly significant impact on reenlistment. Reenlist-
ment rates are lower for individuals who are dissatisfied with unit
training and drill training (Fig. 3.18). We do not know whether
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Fig. 3.17—Reenlistment rates by attitude of spouse

SWe mentioned above the possibility that a reservist may be reporting here a
reflection of his own attitude. It seems plausible that a reservist who is unhappy with
his reserve participation may perceive his spouse to be unhappy as well. However,
although the two appear to be correlated to some extent, the correlation is small
enough to reassure us that we are measuring an independent variable here.
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dissatisfaction is a direct cause of lower reenlistment rates or a way of
rationalizing a decision to separate made for other reasons.”

Figure 3.19 shows that reenlistment rates are also lower for those
who are dissatisfied with the condition of their equipment and for
those unhappy with the morale of the personnel in their unit. The
magnitude of the difference seen here is approximately the same as
that seen in Fig. 3.18. These results support the widely held belief of
reserve unit commanders that the quality of training and equipment
influences retention and reenlistment. '

We mentioned above that for the two Army components, we had
obtained data that allowed us to categorize the type of unit in which
the reservist was serving as a combat, combat support, or ccmbat ser-
vice support unit. Figure 3.20 shows reenlistment rates for individu-
als in these various types of units. Those in combat units have the
lowest reenlistment rates and those in combat service support have
the highest rates. These differences may be partially explained by
the difference in the age and experience mix of the personnel in these

TThis point is equally true with respect to the reported unfavorable attitudes of
employers and spouses.
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units (although, of course, these are likely themselves to depend on
the differing propensities to reenlist or continue in such units).

In this section, we have defined and identified several variables
hypothesized to be related to reserve reenlistment. Several of these
show strong one-way correlations with the reenlistment variable. In
the next section we test these variables in the context of a multivari-
ate model to determine their individual contribution—other variables
held constant-—to raising or lowering the likelihood of reenlistment.




4. MULTIVARIATE MODELS
OF REENLISTMENT

The multivariate models allow us to measure the net effect of dif-
ferent variables on reenlistment, that is, the effect of a particular fac-
tor on reenlistment while controlling for the effects of other variables.
Empirically, the reenlistment decision is summarized by a dichoto-
mous dependent variable that categorizes individuals as stayers or
leavers. The outcome variable is defined as:

Y;, = 0,if individual i separated during time period ¢,
= 1, if individual { stayed during time period ¢.
Because our sample is restricted to those facing ETS decisions during
the time period under study, we assume that the individual reenlisted
if he was still a reservist as of September 1987.1 If he is not on the

RCCPDS file, we assume that he separated from the reserve and,
therefore, did not reenlist.

The logistic regression (logit) model is an appropriate choice for the
functional form, since it restricts the value of the predicted probabil-
ity to between zero and one. This model relates the reenlistment deci-
sion of the i** individual, Y, to a vector of characteristics for that
individual, X;. The assumed relationship is:

Y, =p&x)+e;,

1

1+

where P(X;) probability of reenlistment of a specific reservist i,

X;; = values of the explanatory variable j for reservist i,
B; = estimated coefficients for the X;; and
Bo = estimated constant term.

'We do not make a distinction here, as is made in the active force, between an
extension (a one-year extension of the original contract) and a reenlistment (signing up
for a longer term of service under a new contract). Because a one-year term is per-
fectly valid in the reserves, reservists can reenlist for a one-ycar term.

40
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As mentioned above, we estimated models of reenlistment separately
for reservists with 46 years of service and for those with 7-12 years
of service. Separate models were also estimated for all components
and for the two Army components only. This latter was to allow us to
test for the effect of type of unit on reenlistment (these data were
available for the Army Reserve and Army National Guard only). The
logistic regression coefficients are given in App. A. However, because
these coefficients sometimes do not have an easy interpretation, we
have transformed them into reenlistment probabilities. These proba-
bilities are calculated from the regression coefficients using the equa-
tion shown above and represent a convenient and useful summary of
the regression model effects.

RESULTS: ALL COMPONENTS

Table 4.1 presents estimation results for the reenlistment models
estimated for reservists in all components. The table entries are
estimated reenlistment probabilities for an individual with the desig-
nated characteristics. In this and the subsequent table, a reference
individual is defined and the reenlistment probability calculated for
that individual. Reenlistment probabilities are then calculated for an
individual who differs from that reference individual in one charac-
teristic, holding all others constant at the reference category values.

4-6 YOS Model

The reenlistment probability of the reference individual based on the
46 YOS model is 0.70. The reference reservist is an E-5, with 4-6
years of total military service, with no active service, serving in the
Army Guard, male, 26 years old, single, with no dependents. He is
employed in a large private firm with 500 or more employees, with a
civilian supervisor who has a ncutral attitude toward his reserve par-
ticipation, and who does not lose overtime opportunities because of
reserve obligations. He works 38.9 hours a week and earns the mean
net hourly civilian wage for the sample, about $5.09, and a net
reserve wage of $4.28. He is neither overly satisfied nor dissatisfied
with the training, equipment, or the morale of the unit. He believes
he is not eligible for a bonus, should he reenlist.?

2This variable measuring eligibility jor a reenlistment bonus is based on self-
reported data from the survey. It is an unsatisfactory measure of real eligibility or
indeed receipt of a bonus; unfortunately, it is all we have,
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Table 4.1

Reenlistment Among Reservists: All Components,
4-6 and 7-12 Years of Service

Characteristic 4-6Y0S 7-12Y0S
Average reenlistment probability® 0.70 0.90
Paygrade
E-3 0.55* 0.62*
E4 0.67 0.77*
E-5° 0.70 0.90
E-6 0.72 0.92
E-7t0 E-9 - 091
Component
Army Reserve 0.74 0.92
Army National Guard® 0.70 0.90
Naval Reserve 0.68 0.94
Marine Corps Reserve 0.71 0.85
Air National Guard 0.70 0.90
Air Force Reserve 0.76 0.92
Years of service
7-9 years total —_ 0.87*
10-12 years total® - 0.90
No active service® 0.70 0.90
1—4 years of active service 0.73 0.89
5 or more years of active service _ 0.88
Satisfaction with unit/reserve
Not dissatisfied with training
during drills® 0.70 0.90
Dissatisfied with training during drills 0.66 0.90
Not dissatisfied with mechanical condition
of equipment® 0.70 0.90
Dissatisfied with mechanical condition
of equipment 0.65 0.89
Not dissatisfied with morale of unit
personnel® 0.70 0.90
Dissatisfied with morale of unit personnel 0.66 0.83*
Perceived bonus eligibility
Not eligible® 0.70 0.90
Uncertain 0.72 —
Eligible 0.74 -
Demographic characteristics
Male® 0.70 0.90
Female 0.74 0.87
Age (years)® 0.70* 0.90
High school nongraduate 0.66 0.86
High school graduate® 0.70 0.90
Some collegr education 0.68 0.88
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Characteristic 4-6Y0S 7-12Y0S

Single® 0.70 0.90
Married 0.63 0.89
Spouse working full-time 0.58 0.88
Spouse working part-time 0.64 091
No dependents 0.70 0.90
One dependent 0.77* 0.93*
Two or more dependents 0.77* 0.93
Spouse attitude very favorable 0.77* 0.91
Spouse attitude somewhat favorable 0.79* 0.90
Spouse attitude neither favorable

nor unfavorable® 0.70 0.90
Spouse attitude somewhat unfavorable 0.61 0.83
Spouse attitude very unfavorable 0.27* 0.71*

Civilian job

Not working in 1985 0.63 0.89
Working in 1985° 0.70 0.90
Attending school at time of survey (1986) 0.66 0.89
Not working at time of survey (1986) 0.70 091
Working at time of survey (1946)° 0.70 0.90
Net hourly reserve wage ($)° 0.70 0.90
Average hourly civilian wage (2)¢ 0.70 0.90
Weekly hours worked oa civilian job (hours)© 0.70 0.90
No overtime available® 0.70 0.90
Availability of overtime 0.67 0.90
Given time off for annual trainingb 0.70 0.90
Used vacation days for annual training 0.70 0.89
Civilian supervisor attitude very favorable 0.75 0.91
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

favorable 0.77* 0.92
Civilian supervisor attitude neither

favorable nor un/'auoral:yleb 0.70 0.90
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

unfavorable 0.70 0.90
Civilian supervisor attitude very unfavoratle 0.73 0.87
Federal government 0.5 . 0.93
State government 0.75 0.92
Local government 0.71 0.88
Large firm (500 or more

employees)® 0.70 0.90
Medium firm (100-499 employces) 0.69 0.92
Small firm (1-99 employees) 0.70 0.91
Self-employed 0.68 0.90

*Significant at 0.05 level.
80f the reference individual.
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Service-Related Variables. Service-related variables appear to
have small and generally insignificant effects on reenlistment—a
somewhat unexpected finding. For example, there is little difference
in the probability of reenlistment of similar individuals across com-
ponents and what differences there are are not statistically
significant. An individual in the Army Guard, in the 46 YOS group
(the reference individual), has a reenlistment probability of 0.70; a
similar individual serving in the Naval Reserve has a slightly lower
probability of reenlisting—0.68. Individuals in the Army Reserve and
the Air Force Reserve appear to have the highest probabilities of
reenlistment, 0.74 and 0.76. These small reenlistment differences
must be attributed to characteristics of the components themselves,
since all other characteristics are the same. It is important to
remember that these differences are for a given individual described
above (an E.5, single, 26 years old, etc.). If components differ sub-
stantially in age or experience mix, then we would need to factor in
these other variables before we could obtain an overall component
reenlistment probability.

We find expected differences in the probability of reenlistment by
grade and years of service, although again these are generally not
significant. This runs counter to the large differences we had found
in the reenlistment rates reported in Sec. 3, suggesting that differ-
ences in characteristics of individuals who make up the different
grades and Years of Service groups may account for a large propor-
tion of the variance in reenlistment rates. In particular, different
employer and spouse attitudes acress years of service because of self-
selection may be important in accounting for these smaller differ-
ences. The only significant difference that we find here is between an
E-3 who has a reenlistment probability of 0.55 and an E-5, the refer-
ence individual with a probability equal to 0.70—a difference of over
20 percent.

We included a number of variables that attempted to capture the
individual's satisfaction with the training environment and unit
morale. These variables have a small, although insignificant, effect
on the propensity to reenlist. For example, if an individual is
dissatisfied with the training received during drills, his reenlistment
probability falls to 0.66 as compared with 0.70 for those who are
satisfied with unit training, a decrease of a little over 5 percent. We
perceive effects of the same magnitude with respect to the other vari-
ables. Between 15 to 20 percent of the sample are dissatisfied with
these various aspects of the unit.
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As mentioned above, we were able to estimate the effect of a bonus
only indirectly. Respondents to the survey were asked whether they
were eligible for a bonus at the reenlistment point. We do not know
how accurate these perceptions are and to compound the problem,
bonuses that are targeted toward certain skills or units change fre-
quently. We find a small difference in the expected direction, with
individuals who were uncertain or felt they were eligible for a bonus
being 3-6 percent more likely to reenlist than those who claimed not
to be eligible for a bonus. If this variable is highly correlated with
actual eligibility or receipt, then the difference does measure the
effect of a reenlistment bonus.

Demographic Characteristics. Females, who make up about 13
percent of the analysis group, have a slightly higher probability of
reenlistment but the difference is not statistically significant. Nor are
there significant differences among reservists with different levels of
education although botn those with a higher educational attainment
and those with a lower educational attainment than a high school
degree have a lower probability of reenlistment.

Age has an important, although small, effect on reenlistment with
older individuals more likely to reenlist. Note that this effect is
obtained even after controlling for all other variables. The elasticity
of the probability of reenlistment with respect to age is 0.22. In other
words, a 10 percent increase in age would increase the probability of
reenlistment by 2.2 percent, from 0.70 to 0.72.

The importance of treating the reenlistment decision as a joint deci-
sion made by the family comes out clearly in the table. We find
that-—other things equal-—-married reservists in general have lower
probabilities of reenlistment although these differences appear not to
be statistically significant.

The presence of dependents? clearly is an important motivating factor
in reenlistment. The reenlistment probability for individuals with
dependents is about 10 percent higher than for those without depen-
dents.

The perceived attitude of the spcuse turns out to have the largest
effect on reenlistment. There are very large differences evident here.
We compare these reenlistment probabilities with those of a married
individual, rather than the reference individual. Having a spouse
who has a favorable attitude toward reserve participation raises

3Dependents do not include spouses—see Q.89 in tae attached survey questionnaire
in App. B,

.
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reenlistment probabilities to 0.79, an increase of 13 percent, whereas
having a spouse with a very unfavorable attitude reduces it to 0.27, a
decrease of over 60 percent. (It must be noted that only about 9 per-
cent of spouses in our sample had unfavorable or very unfavorable
attitudes.) The large difference that exists in the probability of reen-
listment between reservists who had spouses whe were favorable and
those whose spouses were neither favorable or unfavorable suggests
that—provided that this variable is indeed measuring spouse atti-
tudes correctly and is not merely a reflection of the reservist’'s own
attitude—programs that are effective in changing spouse atticudes
could be very effective at raising reenlistment rates.

Civilian Job Characteristics. We tested a number of variables
having to do with whether the individual was employed during the
year before the survey or in 1986, the year of the survey. We find
that individuals who were unemployed the previous year are less
likely to reenlist whereas individuals who were unemployed at the
time of the survey are more likely to do so, presumably because the
reserve offers some level of income—again these differences are not
significant.

For those working, the economic variables such as net reserve wage
and primary hours worked on the civilian job have the expected
effect, although the effect is rather small and insignificant. For
example, a 10 percent increase in the net reserve wage would
increase the average reenlistment probability by 0.2 percent; a 10 per-
cent increase in the number of hours worked on the civilian job would
reduce it by —0.9 percent. The relationship between net civilian wage
and reenlistment is, somewhat surprisingly, positive, although again
the effect is very small. For example, a 10 percent increase in the net
civilian wage would increase the probability of reenlistment by 0.08
percent. Having to lose overtime opportunities reduces the probabil-
ity of reenlistment by about 4 percent, but electing to take vacation
days for AT, by itself, does not seem to have any effect on reenlist-
ment. We would note that, while the reservist who elects to use vaca-
tion time for annual training sacrifices time, compensation is
equivalent to paid military leave in this respect.

The civilian supervisor’s attitude—independent of other employer-
related factors in the regression—makes some difference, but cer-
tainly not as much as simple cross tabulations show. Having a
favorably disposed supervisor appears to increase the reenlistment
rate by 10 percent; on the other hand, the effect of having a nega-
tively disposed supervisor also increases the probability of

e - vty e S
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reenlistment by a little over 4 percent. Three things must be kept in
mind when looking at these results. First, we have already controlled
for working hours, type of employer, and the loss of overtime oppor-
tunities. So the effect of these on reenlistment and differences in atti-
tudes that might be related to these variables have been already
taken into account. Second, the data on supervisors’ attitudes were
collected at the time of the survey. However, by the time of actual
reenlistment, a considerable time had elapsed for some of these indi-
viduals and it is likely that jobs, supervisors, or circumstances had
changed. Third, as we pointed out above, this variable measures the
perception of the individual with respect to his civilian supervisor’s
attitude, not the attitude itself. If the individual was incorrect in his
perception or was reporting a reflection of his own feelings at the time
of the survey, then we might obtain such inconsistent results.

The aifferences in reenlistment probabilities by type of employer tend
to be rather small, once other factors are held constant. These small
differences indicate that the model has captured most of the
employer-related reenlistment factors, and the remaining characteris-
tics tend to have small effects.

7-12Y0S Model

The average reenlistment probability for the reference individual in
this model is, as cne would expect, considerably higher: 0.90. The
reference individual has the same characteristics of the reference
individual in the model described above, but for the continuous vari-
ables. He is older, 34 years old, earns slightly more per hour in both
his reserve job ($4.91) and in his civilian job ($6.49) and works
slightly longer hours (41 hours).

Service-Related Variables. The results here mirror those we found
earlier, with reservists in the lower paygrades being much less likely
to reenlist. For example, the reenlistment probabilities for those in
paygrades E-3 and E-4 are between 12-30 percent lower than for an
E-5 with exactly similar characteristics. However, the Naval Reserve,
unlike what we found earlier, tends to have the highest probability of
reenlistment, with the Marine Corps Reserve having the lowest. We
find that those with 7-9 years of service have reenlistment probabil-
ites that are 3 percent lower than those with 10-12 years of service,
perhaps reflecting either self-selection or the effect of increased vest-
ing in the retirement system. A little surprisingly, those wi.o had
active duty experience tend to have slightly lower reenlistment proba-
bilities, although these effects are very small.
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We find that the variables measuring dissatisfaction with unit train-
ing and equipment have little or no effect, whereas the variable
measuring dissatisfaction with the.morale of the unit has a rather
large and significant effect. Being unhappy with unit morale tends to
decrease the probability of reenlistment by about 8 percent.

Demographic Characteristics. The effects of age, education, mari-
tal status, and presence of dependents mirror those in the 4-6 YOS
model. Having dependents raises the reenlistment probability by a
little over 3 percent. Negative spouse attitudes again prove impor-
tant. Having a spouse who is unfavorably disposed toward the
Guard/Reserve reduces the reenlistment probability by 8 percent; for
those whose spouse is very negatively disposed toward the
Guard/Reserve, the difference is even larger: 21 percent.

Civilian Job Characteristics. By and large, these effects reflect
what we found earlier. The economic variables have very small
effects on reenlistment and generally work in the expected direction.
The availability of overtime has, surprisingly, little or no effect on
reenlistment. The attitude of the civilian supervisor has a small
effect on reenlistment, although those with an unfavorably disposed
supervisor tend to have a lower probability of reenlistment.

As regards the type of employer, it is interesting to note that reserv-
ists working for local governments do have a slightly lower probabil-
ity of reenlistment. As mentioned earlier, these tend to be firemen
and policemen whose schedules often conflict with reserve obligations.

Some Examples of Cumulative Effects

We have discussed the problems of showing net effects, controlling for
all other variables and changing only one or at the most two charac-
teristics at a time. Just as an example, we have calculated reenlist-
ment probabilities for some typical individuals in the two samples.
These are shown in Table 4.2. The range that emerges provides a
clearer picture of the total effect on reenlistment of these variables.
For example, having dependents and a favorable employer raises the
average probability of reenlistment from 0.70 to 0.82, an increase of
17 percent. If the reservist faces loss of overtime because of reserve
obligations, then his probability would fall slightly to 0.81. On the
other hand, a single reservist facing negative attitudes at work and
loss of overtime would have a much lower probability of reenlistment
(0.67). The range for married reservists is even wider. A married
reservist, with dependents and having a supportive spouse and
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employer, whose spouse is not working, has a much higher probability
of reenlistment—0.88, compared with 0.63 for a married reservist
whose spouse and employer are neutrally disposed toward his reserve
obligations and who does not have any dependents. The presence of a
spouse who works full-time depresses the reenlistment probability in
all cases. In the worst case scenario, a married reservist, with no
dependents, with a spouse and an employer who view his reserve obli-
gations with disfavor, will have a reenlistment probability of only
0.57. Ifhe, in addition, faces the loss of overtime, then the probability
drops even further to 0.53. If the spouse does not work, holding the
other characteristics constant, we find the comparable probabilities of
reenlistment to be 0.62 and 0.58. The range is indeed, quite wide.

RESULTS: ARMY SELECTED RESERVE COMPONENTS

We obtained data that allowed us, for the two Army components, to
characterize the individual's type of unit at the time of reenlistment.
The sample sizes for this group are a little over 2,019 individuals for
the 46 YOS model and 1,655 for the 7-12 YOS model. Table 4.3
presents the results for this group. The reenlistment probability for
the reference individual in the 4—6 YOS model is almost the same as
seen above in the all components, 4-6 YOS model: 0.69, although
somewhat lower in the 7-12 YOS model, 0.87 compared with 0.90 in
the all components model. The reference individuals in the respective
models have the same characteristics as those described in the all
components models except that in these models, the individual is
serving in a combat unit.

Because these results are so similar to those discussed above, we limit
our discussion to results that are either different or new.

The effect of education appears tc be more pronounced in these
models than in the all components models. For example, having some
college education reduces the probability of reenlistment by between
7-9 percent in the two models compared with 2-3 percent in the all
components model. The differences are statistically significant in the
Army modeis.

Satisfaction plays the same kind of role in these models that we saw
above: being dissatisfied with training or equipment reduces the
probability of reenlistment in a combat unit by about 3-6 percent.
Being dissatisfied with the morale of unit personnel has a r.arked
effect on reenlistment in the 4—6 YOS model: We find a ditierence of
about 10 percent between the reenlistment probability of those who
were satisfied with the morale of the unit and those who were not.
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Table 4.3
Reenlistment Among Reservists: Army Components,
4-6 and 7-12 Years of Service
Characteristic 4-8 YOS 7-12YO0S

Average reenlistment probability® 0.69 0.87
Paygrade

E-3 0.46" 0.35*

E4 0.64 0.72*

E-s° 0.69 0.87

E6 0.67 0.89

E-7to E-9 — 0.89
Component

Army Reserve 0.72 0.87

Army National Guard® 0.69 0.87
Years of service

7-9 years total - 0.81

10~12 years total® 0.69 0.87

No active service® 0.69 0.87

1-4 years of active service 0.72 0.84

5 or more years of active service - 0.85
Satisfaction with unit/reserve

Not dissatisfied with training during drills® 0.69 0.87

Dissatisfied with training during drills 0.68 0.35

Not dissatisfied with mechanical condition

of equipmentb : 0.69 0.87
Dissatisfied with mechanical condition
of equipment 0.64 0.86

Not dissatisfied with morale of unit personnelb 0.69 0.87

Dissatisfied with morale of unit personnel 062* 0.82
Type of Unit

Serving in combat unit® 0.69 0.87

Serving in combat support unit 0.72 0.92*

Secrving in combat service support unit 0.77* 0.9*
Perceived bonus eligibility

Not eligible for bonus® 0.69 0.87
. Uncertain whether eligible for bonus 0.68 —_

Eligible for bonus 0.73 —
Demographic characteristics

Male® 0.69 0.87

Female 0.70 0.82

Age (years)® 0.69* 0.87

High school nongraduate 0.65 0.79

High school graduate® 0.69 0.87

Some college education 0.63* 0.81*
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Table 4.3—continued
Characteristic 4-6Y0S 7-12Y0S

Single® 0.69 0.87
Married 0.60* 0.86
Spouse werking full-time 0.58 0.85
Spouse working part-time 0.62 0.89
No dependenis 0.69 0.87
One dependent 0.79* 0.92¢
Two or more dependents 0.75 0.90
Spouse attitude very favorable 0.75* 0.89
Spouse attitude somewhat favorable 0.76* 0.89
Spouse atlitude neither favorable

nor un/'auombleb 0.60 0.87
Spouse attitude somewhat unfavorable 0.57 0.76
Spouse attitude very unfavorable 0.22* 0.58*

Civilian job

Not working in 1985 0.63 0.87
Working in 19 0.69 0.87
Attending school at time of survey (1986) 0.66 0.83
Not working at time of survey (1986) 0.75 0.87
Working at time of survey (1986)° 0.69 0.87
Net hourly reserve wage® 0.69 0.87
Average hourly civilian wage® 0.69 0.87
Weekly hours worked on civilian job® 0.69 0.87
No overtime available® 0.69 0.87
Availability of overtime 0.66 0.87
Given time off for annual lrainingb 0.69 0.87
Used vacation days for annual training 0.70 0.89
Civilian supervisor attitude very favorable 0.75 0.90
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

favorable 0.79* 0.92*
Civilian supervisor attitude neither

favorable nor zm/'auorableb 0.69 0.87
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

unflavoratle 0.73 0.88
Civilian supervisor attitude very unfavorable 0.76 0.87
Federal government 0.69 0.89
State government 0.73 0.88
Local government 0.69 0.85
Large firm (500 or more employees)® 0.69 0.87
Medium firm (100499 employces) 0.67 0.90
Small firm (1-99 employees) 0.70 0.88
Sclf-employed 0.68 0.88

*Significant at 0.05 level.
80f the reference individual,

bReference characteristic.

“Reference value for continuous variables is the mean.
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There are significant and large differences in the probabilities of reen-
listment of individuals serving in different types of units. For exam-
ple, in the 4-6 YOS model, reenlistment probabilities in combat sup-
port and combat service support units are significantly higher by
about 4-12 percent than in combat units. In the 7-12 YOS model,
this difference is a little over 6 percent. These results suggest that
there are inherent differences in the relative attractiveness of units
and these differences are related to the type of unit and presumably
the types of jobs available in those units. Combat support and combat
service support unit jobs, for example, are likely to have a higher
degree of civilian transferability. In any case, these results lend sup-
port to the idea that some kind of targeted bonuses might be useful in
compensating for the inherent differences among units.




5. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Perhaps the most important conclusion one can draw from this
analysis of rec-listment behavior is the importance of the set of fam-
ily variables in influencing reenlistment <ecisions. The perceived
attitude of the spouse, for example, is the single most important pre-
dictor of reenlistment probability. We need to caveat these results to
some extent. If the variable that we have included in our models does
not really reflect the attitude of the spouse but rather is a reflection of
the individual’s own satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the reserve, then
our findings are not as clear-cut. However, there is some evidence,
from the question in the survey regarding the individual’s own overall
level of satisfaction/dissatisfaction with his Guard/Reserve participa-
tion (Q.125 in the survey, App. B), that the verceived attitude of the
spouse is indeed an independent variable or at least is measuring a
dimension other than the reservist’s own feelings.

The results suggest that the emphasis that the reserves have placed
on family-related problems and on designing effective interventions is
well placed. Interventions can include implementing support groups,
training reservists in communication skills, making commanders
aware of these issues, and perhaps implementing social activities to
help the family feel a part of the reserves. Marital status, presence of
dependents, and the working status of the spouse also are strong pre-
dictors of reenlistment.

Indeed, family issues may remain more hidden than employer issues
because of the greater social acceptability of leaving due to employer
problems. Evidence in this survey indicates that spouse attitude
exerts a far stronger influence than employer attitudes. However,
employer-related issues constitute not only supervisor attitudes but
also unfavorable leave policies, lost overtime, schedule conflicts, and
reduced promotion opportunity. Although spouse attitude may more
fully reflect family effects, employment-related issues are only par-
tially captured by supervisor attitude. So efforts to influence
employers should be more broadly based. Because the family prob-
lems remain more covert, and perhaps are more complex, it is impor-
tant to do some detailed case studies of family issues. These would
involve discussion with family members about reserve service and
with unit commanders regarding attitudes toward family problems.

54



Our findings have three implications for the current programs
oriented toward employer support (NCESGR). The first is that
employer support remains an issue for many reservists, but it is much
broader than supervisor attitudes. The second implication is that
local governments need to be targeted as well as private employers for
support programs. Perhaps because of fire and police participation in
the reserves and their ccmmon scheduling conflicts, local govern-
ments appear to have a far less favorable attitude toward the reserves
than either state or federal employers. The third implication is that
the degree of perceivea attitude matters. The program should not
only target “problem” employers but should attempt to influence neu-
tral or somewhat favorable employers into the very favorable region.

Our research highlights the importance of understanding the under-
lying causes of the problems that reserve participation causes
employers and families; a way of doing this might be through surveys.
Without more evidence on this issue, programs and policies designed
to alleviate negative feelings might well miss the mark.

One finding of this analysis is that family and employer problems are
exacerbated much more during annual training and when extra time
is required for the reserve job than for drill participation. Besides the
length of annual training, part of the conflict may occur because net
compensation for annual training time is quite low compared with
that for drill participation. Restructuring compensation to provide
more compensation for annual training and certainly higher hourly
compensation for additional annual training time will be required to
minimize losses. At present, many reservists actually lose income
when at annual training because their reserve hourly rate is less than
their civilian hourly rate.

We have seen that reservists in higher paygrades are much more
likely to reenlist than those in lower paygrades, suggesting that
retirement benefits along with promotion opportunity play a large
role in reenlistment decisions. Qur evidence for the effectiveness of
bonus payments is positive but weak. This is perhaps because we
used an indirect measure of bonus eligibility and because many
reservists did not know whether they would be eligible for bonus pay-
ments. There appeared to be much uncertainty concerning whether
bonus payments would be available at reenlistment.

Our evidence also suggests that unit training and environment are
important determinants in the reenlistment decision. In particular,
the perceived morale of unit personnel appeared to have a significant
effect on the reenlistment probability, lending support to our
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hypothesis that nonpecuniary characteristics of the reserve job are an
important factor in reserve participation.

One other important finding is the difference in the probability of
reenlisting in combat, combat support, and combat service support
units. This suggests that there are inherent differences in the rela-
tive attractiveness of these units, perhaps related to the types of jobs
available in these units and the transferability of these skills to civil-
ian life. The finding also suggests that some kind of targeted bonuses
might be useful in compensating for these differences.

In conclusion, our models point to the importance of attitudinal and
unit environment variables in the reenlistment decisions of early to
mid-career reservists, as contrasted with the emphasis that tradi-
tional moonlighting models place on economic variables. The reserve
job is unique and the motivations and factors underlying the decision
to participate in the reserve tend to be somewhat different from those
underlying a decision to moonlight in the civilian sector. Models of
reserve participation or reenlistment need to take these differences
into account, as shown in this report.



Appendix A
LOGISTIC REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS

Table A.1
Logistic Regression Coefficients for the Reenlistment Model:

All Components, 4-8 and 7-12 Years of Service

4-6 Years of Service  7-12 Years of Service
Independent Variable Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.

Constant 0.30 —_ 1.47 -
E-3 -0.66 2.96* ~1.74 3.19¢
E4 -0.15 1.44 -0.91 5.15*
E-6 0.08 0.26 0.21 145
E-7Tt0E-9 — — 0.15 0.50
Army Reserve 0.20 1.61 022 1.37
Naval Reserve -0.10 0.39 0.46 1.79
Marine Corps Reserve 0.06 0.41 -0.50 1.72
Air National Guard ~0.03 0.17 -0.00 0.01
Air Force Reserve 0.30 1.29 0.27 1.24
7-9 years of total service - - -0.30 2.36°
1-4 years of active service 0.13 1.14 -0.12 0.79
5 or more years of active service - -— -0.25 1.22
Female 0.19 1.32 -0.30 1.40 f
Age (years) 0.03 2.44* 0.02 1.94
High school nongraduate -0.20 1.05 -0.42 131 ‘
Some college education -0.10 0.94 ~-0.22 1.70 ;
Not working in 1985 -0.26 0.91 -0.15 0.33
Not working at time of survey (1986) 0.12 0.77 -0.05 0.21
Married -0.34 1.95 -0.17 0.75
Spouse working full-time -0.19 1.33 -0.08 0.39
Spouse working part-time 0.03 0.26 0.29 131
Attending school at time of survey

(1986) -0.18 1.60 -0.18 1.03
One dependent 0.37 2.91°* 0.42 2.26*
Two or more dependents 0.34 2.50* 0.31 1.84
Used vacation days for annual

training -0.01 0.01 0.03 0.16
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Table A.1-—continued
4—6 Years of Service  7-12 Years of Service
Independent Variable Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.

Spouse attitude very favorable 0.70 3.86* 0.30 1.49
Spouse attitude somewhat favorable 0.79 4.19° 0.15 0.74
Spouse attitude somewhat unfavorable -0.05 0.22 -0.46 1.53
Spouse attitude very unfavorable -1.51 5.66* -1.12 2.75*
Net hourly reserve wage 0.02 0.73 0.05 1.62
Average hourly civilian wage 0.01 0.59 0.01 0.62
Weekly hours worked on civilian job -0.01 1.57 -0.01 0.86
Availability of overtime -0.15 1.53 -0.07 0.53
Civilian supervisor attitude very

favorable 0.25 1.89 0.12 0.72
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

favorable 0.34 2.50* 0.30 1.66
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

unfavorable 0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02
Civilian supervisor attitude very

unfavorable 0.12 0.49 ~0.31 0.97
Federal government 0.10 0.46 0.34 1.52
State government 0.24 1.22 0.21 0.89
Local government 0.03 0.15 -0.24 1.05
Medium firm (100-499 employees) -0.03 0.23 0.23 115
Small firm (1-99 employees) -0.02 0.14 0.14 0.74
Self-emvloyed -0.12 0.69 -0.06 0.21
Dissatisfied with training during drills -0.12 1.69 0.01 0.09
Dissatisfied with mechanical condition

of equipment -0.19 1.74 -0.12 0.69
Dissatisfied with morale of unit

personnel -0.22 1.52 -0 60 3.63°
Uncertain whether eligible for bonus 0.07 0.55 - -
Eligible for bonus 0.18 1.41 —_— -—

* Significant at 0.05 level.



Table A.2

Logistic Regression Coefficients for the Reenlistment Model:

Army Components, 4-6 and 7-12 Years of Service

&9

4-6 Years of Service 712 Years of Service
Independent Variable Coef. t-stat. Coef. t-stat.

Constant 0.22 - 1.75 —_
E-3 -0.97 3.44* -2.48 3.89
E4 -0.23 1.75 -0.91 4.37*
E-6 -0.13 0.38 0.24 1.27
E-TtoE-9 —-— - 0.21 0.59
Army Reserve 0.11 0.77 0.03 0.18
7-9 years of total service -— -— -0.29 1.82
1-4 years of active service 0.13 0.90 -0.18 0.98
5 or more years of active service — — -0.14 0.52
Female 0.01 0.05 -0.38 1.32
Age (years) 0.03 1.97* 0.01 0.86
High school nongraduate -0.19 0.93 -0.54 1.59
Some college education -0.28 2.04* -0.44 2.63*
Not working in 1985 -0.30 0.90 0.05 0.09
Not working at time of survey (1986) 0.28 1.57 -0.01 0.02
Married -0.42 2.01* -0.02 0.08
Spouse working full-time -0.10 0.58 -0.08 0.37
Spouse working part-time 0.07 0.25 0.29 1.04
Spouse attitude very favorable 0.711 3.22* 0.25 0.97
Spouse attitude somewhat favorable 0.73 3.22* 0.23 0.89
Spouse attitude somewhat unfavorable ~0.15 0.54 -0.67 1.84
Spouse attitude very unfavorable ~1.65 5.22¢ -1.53 3.12*
Attending school at time of survey

(1986) -0.16 1.08 -0.28 1.39
One dependent 0.50 3.31* 0.54 2.29*
Two or more dependents 0.25 1.54 0.30 1.42
Used vacation days for annual training 0.05 0.29 0.21 1.06
Net hourly reserve wage 0.01 0.30 0.04 1.03
Average hourly civilian wage -0.00 0.03 0.01 0.47
Weekly hours worked on civilian job -0.01 0.83 -0.01 1.44
Availability of overtime -0.17 1.36 0.02 0.12
Civilian supervisor attitude very

favorable 0.26 1.38 0.35 1.55
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

favorable 0.50 3.05* 0.53 2.36*
Civilian supervisor attitude somewhat

unfavorable 0.20 0.94 0.10 0.36
Civilian supervisor attitude very

unfavorable 0.32 1.13 0.04 0.11




Table A.2—continued
4-6 Years of Service  7-12 Years of Service
Independent Variable Coef. t-atat. Coef. t-stat.

Federal government 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.81
State government 0.19 0.75 0.12 0.40
Local government -0.00 0.00 -0.14 0.48
Medium firm (100-499 employees) -0.10 0.54 0.31 1.21
Small firm (1-99 employees) 0.03 0.17 0.09 0.40
Self-employed -0.08 0.38 0.15 045
Dissatisfied with training during drills -0.08 0.58 -0.11 0.56
Dissatisfied with mechanical condition

of equipment -0.23 1.55 -0.08 0.35
Dissatisfied with morale of unit

personnel -0.35 2.43* -0.38 1.88
Serving in combat support unit 0.14 0.94 0.55 2.54*
Serving in combat service support unit 041 2.88* 0.48 2.45°
Uncertain whether eligible for bonus -0.07 0.41 — -
Eligible for bonus 0.18 1.10 -_— —

* Significant at 0.05 level.
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1986 RESERVE COMPONENTS SURVEY
OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY

* Make heavy black marks that fill the cwcie for
your answaer.

* Please do not make stray marks of any kind

CORRECT MARK

INCORRECT MARKS
© @ ® 0O O

9}

* Sometmes you will be asked to Mk ALL that
apoly” When this instruction appears you may mark
more than one answer

Example: In which components have you served?
Mark ALL that aoply

O Actve Army (USA)

Q Ay Natonat Guard 1ARNG:
Q Army Reserve (USAR)

Q Active Navy (USN)

O Naval Reserve iUSNRY

@ Active Av Force IUSAR

O ar Natomat Guaed (ANG)

@ Arx Furce Resecur IUSAFRY
oAf.nve Manine Corps (USMC
O Marne Corps Reserve (USMCR!
QO Active Coant Guard IUSE G
O Coast Guard Reserve (UISCGRY

If your answer is "Active Awr Force” and
“Awn Forze Reserve,” then mark two circles clearly

* Answers to some of the questions will be on 3
SEVEN-POINT SCALE.

Example. How satistied sre you with the
opporturnties you have for
promotion n your unit?

Very Very
Oresatisted Satistend

«If you are "Very Dissatistied,” you
would mark 1

=i you are “Very Satisfred,” you
would mark 7

-l your opirwon 18 somewhere n
between, you would mark 2 or 3
ordorSorh

! Fill 1y the unused boxes with

¢ Then. mark the matching circle

* Sometimes you will be asked to Mk .ne When
this instruction appears mark the answer that
best applies.

Example: Of which Reserve Component are
you a member? Murx 1w

O Ay Natiowsat Guard
O Anny Reverve

@ Noval Roseren

O Maorme Conps Reseros
O Ax Navorat Guased

Q Ar Force Roservn

QO Coust Guard Reserve

H your answer is “Naval Reserve.” then just mark
one circle as shown

If you are asked to grve numbers for your
answar, please record as shown below.

Exampile: In alt. to the nearest year. how long
have you served in the Guard/Raserve?

2]

i your answer 1s 4 _

* Write the numbers in the boxes,
making sure the last number 13
always placed m the aght-
hand box.

zeros.

elclelcle] olole)

[ —

below each box

{
1)

TO ENSURE THE CONFIDEN-
TIALITY OF YOUR RESPONSES,
PLEASE SEPARATE THIS FRONT
COVER FROM THE QUESTION-
NAIRE AND DESTROY THE
FRONT COVER AFTER READING

THE INSTRUCTIONS. ———sh

L.
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(ﬁ' USE NO. 2 PENCIL ONLY N »
I T Y7
[ I MILITARY BACKGROUND )
1. Record time began, 5. Whan do you expsct 1o get your NEXT PROMOTION
enter military time: 10 a higher pay grade? Mark cne
TIME BEGAN Oln tess than 3 munths
* Write the numbers n 1. O 36 manths from now
the bones. c i O 7-9 months from now
)i O 10- 12 manths from now
@@@@ (O 13-18 months from now
« Fill » the unused boxes DD O 19 months tu 2 yeurs frum now
with ze10s @@'@ O 25 months 0 3 years from now
@,@@ O More thon 3 vears from now
@l@@' O 00es not apply.  don t expuct any more promotions
« Mark the matchmg ccle 'CIRO,
bedow each box [0} kD 6. Do you expect 10 receive a commission to
@ % Warrant Officer or Otficer?
G _®

O Yes
O'\Ju

QDoes not apply 1 am an ofticer

!
i
!
|
2 iy what month are you completing the survey? ! 7. In what year did you fiest enter any branch of the
Mark one rlitary? i you first entered n the Active Force.
l record the year you hrst entered the Active Force
1
|
S
|
i
{
|

O Marne Corps Reserve
O An National Guard

O Av Force Reserve

Q Coast Guard Reserve

OFebruary 1986 QOMay 1988
QMarch 1986 ) June 1986 veam
O Aot 1986 Q sy 1986 19 o
-
' P
3. Of which Reserve Component are you a member? [ O]
Mark one ol
Olo)
O Army National Guard (010
Q amy Reserve ! {00
Q Naval Reserve ! ®ﬁa
i
{

rb:

8. When you first entered the military, in which com-
ponent did you serve? Mark one

O Active Army USA;

O Amy Nationa Goard (ARNG)
O Arany Reserve (USAR

i QO Active Navy 1USN)

4. What is your present pay grade? Murk one

OE-‘S O".’l.mm- Corpr Resetve (USMCRY
QO A ik Coast Guard (USCG

O Coant Gurd Rty (USCGRY

Eniisted Grades Otticer Gradas ! O Nowatl Reneves (USNRY
Qe-1  Q¢-6 Ow-1 Qo-1 Qo5 O acnve An Force USAF;
Qe-2  Qf-~7 Bw-z Qo2 Oo-6 | O An Notiwnal Guendt tANGH
Qe-3  Q¢-8 Ow-3 Qo-3  Q0-7u ¢ O Au Forcp Rorye (USAFR)
Ot-4  Ot-9 Ow-14 Q0-4  abow ; O & e Manie Congn (USMC

{




9. Have you served n mors than_one component of
the militsry?

O Yes, (answer 10 below)
ONo. GO TO QUESTION 11

10. In which components have you served?
Merk o that apply

Q Active Ay (USA)

O Army Nationai Guard (ARNC)
QO Anny Reserve (USAR)

QO Active Navy (USN)

O Naval Resarve (USNR)

O Active Ar Foarce (USAR

O Ar Natonal Guard (ANG)

QO Ar Force Reserve (USAFR)

O Active Marne Corps (USMC)
QO Marne Corps Reserve (USMCH)
Q Active Coast Guard (USCG)

C Coast Guard Reserve (USCGR)

11. in all, to the nearest vear, how long have you
served in the Guard/Reserve? OO0 NOT nciude
active duty years

OLess than 1 year

YEARS

No. of (©
Years Served (1)
1

ool

g

O,

‘

I‘

O,

12 in all, to the nearest year, how leng did you serve
in the Active Force/on sctive duty? Do _not nchude
your wutial active duty tranmng for the Guard/Reserve
include service as “TS-AGR/TAR

Q1 have never served n the Actrve Force
Ot.ess than 1 year

YEARS

Years Served

Qe ]

OO0 ]

OOOCOR

13 When you finally left the Active Force/active duty,
what was your pay grade? Mak ore

Erdrsted Grades Othcer Gradas
Qe-1 Qf-6 Ow-1 Qo-1  Qo0-5
Qe-2  Q¢-7 Qw-2 Qo-2 (Qo0-6
Qe-3  Q¢-8 Qw-3 00-3 QO0-Tw
Qe-4  De-9 Qw-4 (Q0-4  above
Q¢e-5

Q1 have never served n the Actve Force/on actve duty

T MILITARY PLANS

14. At the tima of your enlistment or your Most recent
eont t {or ex ) in the Guard/Reserve.
how many years of Selected Reserve servica did
you sign up for? Mk one

Ot vewr or less
Q2 vers
O3 yeurs
QO3 yous
O5 vews
O 6 yews
O 7 vears
Q8 vears

15. At the time of your enlistiment or most racent
reenlisiment, did you recesve 2 bonus? \Vark one

OnNe
O Yes. Enhsment
Osz Reenlistment
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16. I!ywmdiqibhmnmlhnﬁsw,wmﬂdyw
receive & bonus for reenlisting?

QO Yes
Oto
QDon't krow

17.  In what month and yesar will you compiets your
current term of service (or extension) in the
Selected Resarve (ETS)?

A

MONTH
Q January
O February

18. How likely are you to REENLIST OR EXTEND at the
and of your current term of service? Assume that all
special pays which you currently recewve are stifl
avarlable Mark one

Q10 » 16 No chance

O (1 v 10} Very siight possibuiity
Q2 » 10} Shght possibihty

O (3 n 10} Some possibiity
O n 10) Far passibiity

Q5 n 10} Farly good possibrity
O (6 n 101 Good possibiity
O17 = 10) Probahle

O(8 n 101 Very probable

Q19 m 10) Amost sure

Q{10 n 10) Certan

19. I required drills were increased an additional_two

(2} four-hour drills per month, how likely would
you be to reenlist or sxtend in the Guard/Reserve
beyond any cu service obligation?

o

Q0 n 10) No chance

O(l n 10} Very shght possibity
Q2 n 10) Shght possibility
0(3 n 10} Some possibshty
Q4 m 10) Far possibility

015 m 10) Fauly good possibility
Q16 n 10} Good possibrhty
Q17 n 10} Probable

18 n 10) Very probable

Q9 w10y Almost sure

Q110 m 10) Certan

20. it annual training/ ACDUTRA was increased by an
additionat § days. how likely would you be to
reenlist or extend in tha Guard/Reserve beyond

any current service obligation?

Qwon
Ot
Quwn
0(3 n
O(dnn
QB n

10} No chunce

10) Very shght possishty
10) Shght possibslity

10) Some bossitihty

10} Farr possibulity

10} Farly gooct possibaity
Q16 n 10) Good possibility
Q17 n 10 Provanie

Q18 i 10) Very probable

OO0 m 10} Almost sure

O110 1 10) Certan




21. How many good years of service {30 points or more)
do you have toward Guard/Reserve retirsment?

Give your best estmate

() have aready qualiled
O Yes

OnNo

QO Don't khow/am not sure

NUMBER OF GOOO YEARS

]
]

>

B0
olo%e%

ole)
IOIOIGIOIO%I

(2

Q Yes when | am 60 years vid
Onn

%)

Ot don't know

22 Do you plan to stay n the Gu.dec long
snough to quality for retired pay?

23 Do you plan 10 elect the Reserve Components
Survivor Benefits Plan when eligpble?

Q Does not anply. | don't plan 1o reman untd 20 vers
Q1 nave akeady elected 1o patcpate

QO have akeady elected not to parhopare

O Yes. upon recent of my 20-year ‘ener

QuUncertan am rot aware of the plan &t 3t
QuUncentan 1 don 1 understand the plan Cearly

24.  The questions below are about your preparedness. Mark one answer for each item

Dent Does Not
Yeos No Hwow Aply

Do you heve 3 current wntten will? O 0 o] QO
Does anyone currently hold your power-ofattormey’ (@) (@] O (]
Do you have ie nsurance other than SGLI/VGLI? @] O (o] (@]
Mave you filed out a record of emetgency Hata’ (@) O o] Q
Does your spouse or next of kin know where 1o

1ind your papers? o] o] 0 O

25.  In the next year, | plan to: Mark one
QRetve O Trissstor 10 IMA penoram (1 dow o urt)
QLeave the Guard/Reserve ibetore retring) O Teanster tododiveual Ready Pererve 1IRRY
O Transter to an Active Force WL tve Nabiong: Guard (ING)
Q Acply for the FTS-AGR/TAR program O Tramstor 10w 1t now 0 IMA programi
Q Transter 10 aother Guard/Reserve component QO Reman m my current status
268. People participate in the Guard/Reserve for many reasons. Mow much have esch of the folowng
contnbuted 10 your Most recent decision t0 stay in the Guard/Reserva? Mack ona for each wem
Maror Modwrate Monar ~o
c Comtriy ¢ c

Serving the country O o] O O
Using educational benefits O O 0 o]
Obtaring tranreng n a skill that woukd held get a aviian 1ob O @] 0 2
Serving with the people n the nt O O O Q
Getting credit toward Guard/Reserva ratrement O O (o] (@]
Promotion opporturities (@) O O 9]
Opporturty 10 use meiitary saupment @] 0 0] O
Challenge of nuitary tramng O O O (@]
Needed the monay for basc farmely expenses O (@) (o] o
Wanted extra money to use now @) O O o
Saving ncome for the luture O O Q (o]
Travel/"get away™ opportunnaes O O (o] @]
Just enoved the Guard/Reserve Q @) O (o]
Pride in my accomphshments i the Goard /Reserve @) @) O O
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L I MILITARY TRAINING, BENEFITS AND PROGRAMS

il

27. How were you trained for your current Primary MOS/
Rating/Specisity? Mark all that apply

O a formal service school

QO On-the: job-training (OJT) iIn a crvihan job

O a tormal civilan school

QO On-the-job-trarung (OJT) in the active service

) On-the-pob-training {OJT) n a Guard/Reserve umt
(O Comespondence coursels)

28 For oll of 1985, what per:antage of
your time was spent working in youwr

Primary MOS/Rating/Speciaity?
QOMNone Q50-74%
Q1-24% QO 75-99%
O 25-49% QO 100% (AN

29. Is your current Primary MOS/Rating/Speciaity
the same MOS/Rating/Speciaity you had while
on active duty?

(O Does not apply. | don't have prior active duty sefvice
O Yes
ONo

30. How similar is your civilian job to your Guard/
Reserve duty?

- (O Does not apply. | don't have a cwilian job
QO Does not apoly. | am a Guard/Reserve technician
QO Very swmviar
Q Sienutar
O Somewhat simdar
O Not sumiiar at all

31.  In calendar year 1985, in which of the followmng did
you participate in/perform? Mark all that apply

QO Federal mobihzation

O State mobshization

QOtocat call-up

O Annuat Tranng/ ACDUTRA

QO Active aduty

Quntial or extended actve duty for traming

O Guard/Reserve work at home of on my civihan job

32 In 1985, how many days of Annual Training
/ACDUTRA did you attend? Do nut anclude school
uniess used to satisty your Annuat Traning/ACODUTRA
reGqurnment

QD not attend 1985 Annual Traming/ ACDUTRA

33.  Did you attend 1985 Annuai Training/ACOUTRA a
few days at a ume, a week or more at a time,
or alf at once?

QD not attend 1985 Annudl Traning/ ACDUTRA
QA few days at a tme. several trics
over the year
O A week or more at a e
Q All at once

34. W colender year 1985, now many par
“Mandays.” in_addition to any regular
drill days and Amnual Trainng/ ACUUTRA did
you serve?

ONone

PAID MANDAYS

GO0

‘olclelolclolelclels)
leleloleoleleIelc
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35.  in an average month in 1985, how many unpaid 38. Dwd you participats in the 1984-1985 Selected
hours did you spend et your drill location Reserve Commissary Test {conductsd in the Los
{piace of reguler duty)? Angeles, San Antonio, New Englend areas from
1 Jan 1984 to 30 Sept 1985)?
Qivone
QO Yes
NO. UNPAID OnNo
HOURS PER MONTH O0ont know
39 Altogether in 1985, what was the total amount that
0] 0¥0 you and your famuly spent v military commiataries?
@@Q Please gve your best estimate
OO0
0, 010 S0 (Nowe)
0010, Os1-93
0,0/, Ost00 - 139
0,0]0, 05200 - 399
000 (5400 - 599
5,610, Q600 ~ 999
Q$1000 - 1999

O 52000 or e
38. For all of 1985, what was your total Giard/Reserve

income BEFORE taxes and deductions? wxiue any . 40.  Are you now eligible for sducational benefits as a
pay from dnils. Annual Traweng/ ACDUTRA. Bonuses l result of mulitary service? Mark a8 that apply
andd any Call-ups or other active duty of active duty
for trarng Do not nclude eamings as a Guard/ ONo GO TO QUESTION 42
Reserve techmcian Please give your best estimate O ves State Beonits tor oy Guard, Reserve sennce
TOTAL GUARD/ QO Yes Sewcted Reserve Gl Bl
RESERVE INCOME O Yos Actve Force benebts IVEAP G BN

* Record the il i ! H Don t know 7 not wure

amount n the —— s' | go‘lof ] o

boses s .
. o the PO ® E 41 Which educationat benefits are you now using?

Asarest whate dokar 0/0,0,0/0/ Mok all that appiy
¢ Fll o the unused @8%))!8:@‘ o)

o th OLOF N

i QOGO o

Your antwaer 13 @@1@@@! O State Benetits tor GuardsReserve

;,';0.3,’5‘ nter @@}@‘@IG} QO Sedrc tect Reerve GI Bt

i@&@‘,@@l@i ! O A tvn Forem bynafits (IVEAP G B&y

* Then. ; NN

bl /6,0,610/0)]

below gach bos @l@i@@q@i 42, Which of the toilowng medwical/hospitalization

L 0100100,

37.  Altogether in 1985. what was the total amount that O uoart B Covetage
you and your family spent m melitary exchanges : Q=

coverages do you have? Mk g mat appiv

STy ety L Over e

O51000 - 1999
(52000 or rrave

{8.g. PX, BX)? Piease give your best astiunate Mark e < Q‘.- N T e A
i Qe v an vpioyer
O 30 (Nore) i Ot e s ey
Os1-99 i QO prvate coveraw
Os100 - 199 ; Cnome
(5200 - 399 l
O $400 - 539 i
O'$600 - 999 j
\
|

O Don 1 krvw fam not sure ;
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43, How much of a problem is each ot the following for your unit in meeting your unit’s training objectives? Please
mark the number which shows your opiwon on the imes below For example, people who feel that
an stem s Not a Problem would mark 7 Peopie who feel that an item s A_Serious Problem would
mark 1. Others may have opimons somewhere between 1 and 7 Mark one for each item

A Serious

g

%

000 000000000000}

A. Out-of-date equioment/weapons

B. Poor mechamcal conditon of equipment/weapons

C. Being below wth n Grades €-1 - €4

D. Beng below strength n Grades E-5 ~ £:9

E Not snough staff resources to plan effective tramng

F. Low attendance of unit personnel at Uit Dnilis

G Low attendance of uwt personnet at Annual Trarwng/ACDUTRA

H Inetfective tramng durng Annual Tramng/ACDUTRA

L Shortage of MOS/Rating/Speciaity auahfied personnet

J. Low gualty of personnel in low grade umt dnil positons

K. No enough dnll time to practice skills

L. Not enough tme to plan trawwng obiectives and get ail
admwustrative paperwork done

M. tack of access to good tramng faciites and grounds

N Lack of good nstruction manuals and matenals

0. Lack of supphes, such as ar gaschne, efc.

.

QOO ORLEOBEEOOOB
OO0 COOBOOOBBOLOY
lcloloolclolololololelofolelo)
lololoaelololclolololololclolc]
(clolcolclolololofolololololc]

lolelopelelelelelelelelolelele]
Q6 @@O@@@O@@@@@;?

PLEASE CHECK: HAVE YOU MARKED QNE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM?

44. How do you usually get to the place of regular military duty or drifl meetings?
Mark one

Q Onve myseit

QDnven by spouse

QO Drven by another family member
QCar poot

OMitary aw transportation

Q) Other miltary transportation

O Publie ransportation

QTan

O walk

45. How long does it usually take you to get fram home to the place where your unit meets/drilts?
Mark one

Q0-19 minutes
Q) 20-39 minutes
O 40-59 minutes
O 1-2 hours

O 2-3 howrs

(O 3-6 howss

Q6 hours or more
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FOR QUESTION 46 TO QUESTION 54 BELOW, PLEASE MARK THE NUMBER WHICH
SHOWS YOUR OPINION ON THE LINE FOLLOWING EACH QUESTION. For example,
people who are Very Satisficd would mark 7. People who are Very Dissatistied would
mark 1. Others may have opinions somewhers between ) and 7.

48. How satisfied are you with the training received during your unit drills?

Very Dwsstinfied Very Satstied
0 @ O, © ® O 0,

47. How satistied are you with the opportunities you have to use your MOS/Rating/
Speciaity skills during unit drifls?

Very Dusatistied Very Sstuished
z O O O © G}

48. MHow satistied sre you with the opportunities you have for promotion in your unit?

Very Owsatished Very Satisfued
: O 26, 2Cp 20 ©- 9]

49. MHow satisfied e you with your opportunites for leadership in your unit?

Very Dusatisied Very Satisfied
©- ® 2O @ ® -®- ©

50. in general, how would you describe the weapons or equpment Your unit uses during YOur unit drills?

Out of Date Up to Date
g O D0

51.  in general, how would you describe the mechanical condition of the weapons and
SquUIpMent your unit usas dunng trairng?

Poor Exceltent

O > —— OO

52 Overali. how satisfied were you with your unit's activities at 1985 Annual Trawwng/ACDUTRA?

(O Does not apply. | didn t attend 1985 Arnual Traweng ACOUTRA

Very Dissatished Very Satishad

O, ? O 0 O, ©® O

53.  In general. how would you describe the morate of military personnel i your unit?

Morate 13 Morale e
Very Low Very High

O— - OO

54.  in general. Yow satsifed are you with the supervision and direction you receive during umt drills?

Vary Dissatisfed Yoty Satsted
O)- O 3

O @



n
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a USE NO. 2 PENCIL ONLY o

58. How iong have you been in your present unit? 58. Are you a military technician, ie., a
civilian employee of the Army or Air Force
Oless than 1 year ) Nationsl Gusrd or Reserves?
NO. YEARS (ONo GO TO QUESTION 61, Section IV below
N PRESENT UNIT O Yes

59. How long have you been emplayed as a military
technician?

)

I PREPOOOOE

QOtess than 1 year

NOQ YEARS
EMPLOYED AS TECHMICIAN

e DOOOE

clofolelo i
4

>°<

56. i mobilized, would you mobilize with your ’0.<
prasent unit? (4

®

QO Yes E
Owo 9

QO Don't know ®
®

57. i mobilized, would your military duties be

the same as your current duties when 80. Do wou drill with the same unit that you work in
attending Annual Training/ ACOUTRA? as 3 technician?
QO Yes Q Yes
ONo Oto
QO 0on't know
IV INDIVIDUAL AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS 1
61. Are you maie or female? 63. Whare wars you bom?
QMale O the United States
(O Female . O Outside the Uruted States to mintary parents

C Outside the Urnted States to nonmmilitary parents

62. How old were you on your last birthday? .
64. Are you an Amaerican citizen?

AGE LAST
BIATHDAY
T Q Yes
L O No. resident alien
@ O No. not a resulent alen
0,0,
0], 65. Are you:
©/©
0.0, O Amencan indan/ Alaskan Natve
00, QO Black /Negro/ Afro-Amencan
0/, QO Orental/ Asian/Chinese / Japanese /Karean /
0, Filyno/Pacihe Islander
QO white/Coucasan
O, QO Other
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88.  Are you of Spanith/Hispanic origin or descent? 71 i you are now attending 8 civilian school. what
kind of school is 1t? Mark il that apply

O No {not Sparesh/Hrsparec)

Q Yes. Mexican/Mexcan-Amencan/Crecano QO Does ot apply. 1 don t atterd schook

OYes. Puerto Rican O Vocatonal trade buseess. ur ather career tragwng school

Q) Yes. Cuban Q Juor o communty college {two years)

Q Yes. Central of South Amencan OFow year college or uversity

Q) Yes, other Sparwsh/Hspare QO Graduate or rotessonat school

QO Other
72.  What is the mghest g ade or year of regular school
67. Do you spesk English as your main language or college that you think you will compists_in the
st home? future? i your highest grade will be a GED certibicate.

mack 12th (rade Mark ome
Q) Yes. GO TO QUESTION 69

Ono O Not apphcabie. | don't plan tu attend school in the tuture
HIGH YEARS OF
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL COLLEGE CREOIT

88 The main language | speak st home is: O st Ooam Ot
O G oh Q2
Q Spansh O Vietnamese (k'] Ot Q3
OFrench QOChmnese Qan QO (e}
Q German O Other Asn Qs (nciude GED) Qs
Q Japarese O Stavic [@]:11) Os
Oxorean C taban Onn O7

O Tha Q Other Qsmn Q8 or more

73 What 1s the lnghest grade or year of regular school
or college that your MOTHER (or FEMALE

89. AS OF TODAY. what 13 the twghes: grade or year of GUARDIAN) and FATRER (or MALE GUARDIAN)
regular schoo! or coliege that you have completad compileted and gotten credit for? Mark your
and gotten credit for? Mark one best estmate
MOTHER FATHER

|
|
I

ELEMENTARY GRADES

ELEMENTARY ’ HIGH SCHQOL ! COLLEGE i
GRADES GRADES | YEARS OF CREDIT | 15t o) o)
Ot Osm l Q9 i Oy 05 : 2od O O
O2d O6th Q101 02 Os ! 3nd O O
Oxd Qi [eRAL) Q3 Q7 f Ath (@) O
Oam Osm Or2mn ' ' Os Os ! Sin A o
l tnciude GEDY | or more Hrn (o] O
7th O O
8th O O

HIGH SCHOOL
70. AS OF TODAY, what is the hghest degree or 9th O O
diploma that you hoid? Do not include degrens 10th O O
trom Techmcal Trade of Vocatonat schouls tith (@] O
Mark one 12th fr e GEDY @] @)
COLLEGE-YEARS OF CREDIT
DEGREE NOW 1 o) o)
O No Degree or Dploma 2 @) @)
QOGED Cernticate 3 O O
O Certticaste of Compietion/ Attendance 4 o) O
QO Hime Stxly Dploma 5 O O
QO High Schoot Dudoma o O O
O Associate/ Junor College Degee 7 @) @)
O Bacheler s Degree (BA/BS)H g or mere O @]
O Master 5 Dicgee (MA /MS)

O Boctora Degee PRD/MD, LB . Don t know /unsive O (@)

QOther degree not listed ove
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74. Have your parents (or guardians), brothers or sisters 75.  Are you currently:
{include step-brathers and si ) served in or
retired from the military? (Include Guard/Reserve) O Mamed for the frst time
Mark all that apply ) Remnarried
QO Widowed, GO TO QUESTION 89
Father  Mother Srotharls) Sestoris) (O Dworced. GO TO QUESTION 89
Never served 0] e} @] O O Separated, GO TO QUESTION 89
Currently serving i the mitary O o o] @) O Single. never marmed. GO TO QUESTION 89
Setved less than 8
years and separated Q (@) O O
Served for more than
& years {but not
retred) ] o] o} o
Retred from the military (@] QO (e} G
76. Has your current spouse sver served in the U.S. Armed Forces, either
on active duty or in the Reserves? Mark all that apply
QONo. never served
Yes, retirsd from Yes, separated from Yes, now_setving in
O Active Army (USA} QO Active Ammy (USA) Q Active Ary (USAY
QO Active Navy (USN) O Active Navy (USN) QO Active Navy (USN)
Q Actve Manne Corps (USMC) O Active Marine Corpa (USMC) QO Actrve Manne Corps (USMC)
Q Active Ar Force (USAR O Active Ar Force (USAR QO Active Ar Force (USAF)
Q) Acuve Coast Guard (USCG) O Active Coast Guard {USCG) Q Active Coast Guard {USCG)

O Amy Natonal Guard {ARNG)

O Amy Reserve (USAR)

QO Naval Reserve (USNR)
(QMarne Corps Reserve (USMCR)
QO Av National Guard (ANG)

QO A Force Reserve (USAFR)

QO Coast Guard Reserve (USCGR)

QO Army Natonal Guard (ARNG)
QO Amy Raserve (USAR)

ONaval Reserve (USNR)

QO Marne Corps Reserve (USMCR)
O Ar Natonal Guard (ANG)

O Ar Force Reserve {USAFR)

QO Coast Guard Reserve {USCGR)

Q Amy Natonal Guard (ARNG)
QO Ammy Reserve (USAR)

O Navat Reserve (USNR)

O Marne Corps Raserve (USMCR)
O Ar Natonal Guard (ANG)

Q Ar Force Resarve {USAFR)

(O Coast Guard Reserve (USCGR)

77. What is/was your current spouse’s pay grade?

cwrent
Enhstad Grades Otticer Grades |
Qe-1  QOf-6 Ow-1 Qo-1 O0-5
Qe-2  Qe-7 Ow-2 Qo-2 Qo-6
Qe-3  (Qf-8 OQw-3 Qo0-3 Q0-~74
QE-4  Qf-9 Qw-4 Q0-4  hove
Qe-5

OSoousa never_served m the US
Armed Forces

spouse?

OlLess than 1 year

78. How long have you been married to your

NO. YEARS MARRIED

o

PEHOEOLOLEROE

3

©

O
@
o
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79. How okd was your current spouse on her or his
leet birthday?

AGE LAST BTHOAY

OO
YOO

olclo
~°I°I°I°%°§¢*

80. What is the highnst grade or year of reguiar school

or college that youwr current spouse has completed
and received credit for? Mark one

ELEMENTARY HIGH SCHOOL COLLEGE

GRADES GRADES YEARS OF CREDIT
Qist Osth Qan Q1 Os
Ound Q6th QO 10th Q2 Qs
Q3d Q7th Ot O3 O7
Qamn Osm Qi12h Oa Q8o

{nclude GED} more

QDon't know

81. Whers was your spouse bom?

QO the United States
O Outsde the Unvtad States to miitary parents
QO Outsde the Urrted States 10 nonmuitary perents

82 Is your sp an Amer itizen?

Q Yes
ONo. s 8 resdent shen
ONo. 15 not a resident ahen

83 Does your spouse speak English as the main
language st home?

O Yes. GO TO QUESTION 85
QONo

84.  Ths main language my spouse spesks at home is:

Q Spansh O Vietnamese
QOFranch O Chnese

Q German QO Other asian
O Japanese Q Slawc
OkKorean Qhahan

O Tha QO Othar

FOR QUESTIONS 85 AND 86, PLEASE MARK THE NUMBER WHICH SHOWS YOUR OPINION

ON THE UNE FOLLOWING EACH QUESTION.

85. How weil do you and your spouse agree on your civilian carser plans?

Not Welt
Very well At A8
0, & —& O 02 @ ©
88. How weil do you and your spouse agree on your muilitery career plans?
Wel
Very weoll Ar AN
OO OO DG

87. How much of a problem for your farmly are sach of the following?

Mark one for each stem

Absence for weekend dnty
Absence for Annual Trarng/ACDUTRA
Absencs for extra tme spent at Guard/Reserve

Somewha Doe:
Serous of a Shght Not & Not Don t
Problem  Problem  Probiem  Problem  Agoly Knorw

0O 0 O O O O
2 o & © 0O O
o O o o ©
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88 What is your 's overall attitud: d your
participation in the Guard/Reserve? Mark one

Q Very favorable

QO Somewhat favorable

O Neither favorable nor unfavorable

Q Somewhat unfavorable

Q Very unfavorable

EVERYBODY ANSWER:
89, How many dependents do you have? Do not include

yourself or your spouse For the purpose of this survey,
a dependent is anyone retated to you by blood. marriage.
or adogption, and who depends on you for over haif

90. Are any of your dependents physicaily, emotionally,
or intellectually handicapped requiring specialized
herapy, education, training. or counseling?
Mark alt that apply

Q) Yes. permanently
) Yes. temporanily
Ono

91. How many of your dependents are UNDER 18
YEARS OLD? Mark one

thes support QNore Os
O Q7
OnNone. GO TO QUESTION 93 Q6 02 Qs
o Q7 Q3 Qs
02 Qs Qa4 QO 10 or more
Q3 Qo9 Os
(o]} Q10 or more
Os
92. Are your dependent arrangements realistically workable for sach of the following situations?
You Probadly Na
Short-term emergency situation such as a mobiity exercise O (@) C
Long-term situation such as a motwhization/deployment (@] O O
| ¥ CIVILIAN WORK |

A. YOUR OWN EXPERIENCE
93.  Are you currently: Mark alt that apply

Q Working tull-time as a Guard/Reserve techmeian,
GO TO QUESTION 96

QO Workng tull-tme m a civihan job (ot technician)

(O Workng part-ume n a civiian pb

Q With a civilian job but not at work because of temporary
iness, vacation, stnke. e1c

Q) Seit-emploved n own business

QO Unpad worker (volunteer or m family business)

O Unemploved. lad oft. looking for work

QOn schoot

ORetred

O A homemaker

QOther

94, What is your immediate (main) civilian supervisor's
overall attitude toward your participation in the
Guard/Reserve? Mark one

QO Ooes not avply 1 am not working at a civihan job
GO TO QUESTION 96
O Does not apply. | am seif-employed

O Very tavorable

O somewhat tavorable

O Neither favorable nor unfavorable
O Somewhat untavorable

QO Very untavorable
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95,  How much of a problem for your main empioyer (or for you, if seif-employed) are each of the following?
Mark one for each iterm

Sormewhat
Serons of v Shght Nt & Does Mot Don't
Problem Problem Prabiern Problem Aoty Know
Absence for weekend drils (@] (@] (] O O O
Absence for Annual Trammng/ACOUTRA O O O O O (@]
Absence for extra time spent
st Guard/Reserve O O O (@) O 0]
Tume spent at work on Guwrd/
Reserve busness (0] (@] (0] (@] (@] O

THE NEXT QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOUR CIVILIAN JOB IN 1985. IF YOU HAD MORE THAN ONE JOB, PLEASE ANSWER

THESE QUESTIONS FOR THE JOB WHERE YOU WORKED THE MOST HOURS PER WEEK FOR MOST OF THE YEAR.

96A. What kind of work did you do, that is, what is your job called? Fir example elecincdl engineer
construction worker. carpenter hugh schoml teacher, typst etc Mark one

Q1 had o aviian b n 1985 GO TO QUESTION 111
QO PROFESSIONAL (teacher. doctor engineer <uCtal worker whter ote )
OMANAGERIAL/ ADMINISTRATIVE (1ccountant. kbor retations speciaist school prmcwal offwe

manager. farm manager, etc)
OTECHNICAL {health technoloyst. coMputer PIOGRENMEs electrome techmCian ot nnvigaton
OSALES (sales supervisor. castwer. selt-emplayed sales person etc)
(O CLERICAL (secretary, bookkeepsr, computer opetator manl Clerk et )
(O CRAFTS (plumber carpenter, precsion texiie machmne worker utn mechame rte
Q SECURITY (police tre hightar protective serwices etc)
QO OPERATIVE. excent 1ransportation fussenmibier operator hand work  (ANCaton peoduction mspector. etc )
QO TRANSPORTATION (bus driver Crone nperator. tnek drver etc !
QOULABORER. except farms (service S1a10n worker procheeton helper construction Taborer etc |
O SERVICE. ncluding private househokd (tood preparation and service worker buicng

cleaner/other service worker otc)
(OFARM LABORER

968. Wnte the name of your j0b in the box below.

MO OF WORK /JON TITLE
: I

i

97. Which of the foilowing best describes your civiban 98 What kind of organization dd you work for
amployer in 19857 Murk one 19857 (Fur example TV and radio manutactunng.
tetal choe store pohce departiment et Federal
OFederal Goverament workers enter the Aguncy Department or Govern:
OSlam Goverrment ment Branch lor wheh you work }
OLOCal Government inchatingg pubiic schiooks)
O Sett-emploved in own business Writs the kind_of organization (busmess /industry) in
O Private tem with more than 500 armployees the spaca beiow. Do not write the name of the
Opnvmo frent swath 100-198 einployees company
OPuva(e it wath tess than 100 employees KINO OF ORGAMIATION
3|

OWrwl(lnq without pay n tamdly busness or farm ;
}
i
!
1



Nogeren 4

7

99. What was your Federal Government pay type
and grade at the end of 19857 Mark both the
pay type and the number grade

QO Does not apply. | ckdn't work tor the Federal Government

Pay Type Number Grade
QM Qieormgrer O8
QGs (@)1} Q7
Ows QO [o]]
Owt O3 Os
owe Q1 Qa4
QUS Postat Service on Q3
QO Other Q0 Q2

(o]

100. In_1985, how many howrs per week did you usuaily
work at your {main) civilian job?

NO. OF HOURS PER WEEK
USUALLY WORKED

clclolelololc Il
PREOOOROE

O
()
O]

O]

101. In 1985, how often did you work more than
40 hours per week ot your {main)
civilian job? Give youwr best estimate

Onone QO 10-14 weeks
Q1-4 weeks QO 1519 weeks
O5-9 waeks (20 or moee weeks

102. In 1985, how were you paid when you worked
aver 40 hours a week? Mark one

O Not pad extra for working over 40 hous
QOPaid at my regular pay rate tor all hours | work
QPad tme-and-a-haf

QPaid double e

QPaut mare than double wme

103. In 1985, did you lose opportunities for overtime/
extra pay because of your Guard/Reserve
obligations?

O Yes. frequentty
QO Yes. occasonally

OnNo

104. In 1985, what were your USUAL WEEKLY EARNINGS
from your {(main) civilian job or your own business
betore taxes and other deductions? Give your best
estmate

WEEKLY EARMNGS

$111] ]

o/oloel I ]
00,00,
19,0/0,6
9, 010/0,
0,00
olelo
\0J0}0,
0,00
1OLOLO
010},

105. in 1985, how many days NO DAYS Of PAID VACATION
of paid vacation did
you receive from your
{main} civitian job?

O ddn't recewve pad vacation

106. Which of the following describes how you jot time
off from your civilian job to meet your Guard/
Reserve obligations in 19857 Include Annual
Trawwwy/ ACDUTRA Moark all that apply

O 0Does not apply. 1 was self-employed GO
TO QUESTION 108

Ot eceved mitary eave/leave of absence

Ol used vacation doys

O My Guard/Reserve obligations were on days
on which { duin't werk

107. Which of the following dascribes how you were paid
for the time you took from youe civilian job for
Guard/Reserve obligations? Mark qll that apply

Ot recewed tll civiban pay as well as
nehitary pay

Ol secewed partial civihan pay as well as
mufitary pay

Ol recaived only military pay

O My Guard/Reserve obligations were on days on
which | didn t work
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108. During 1985, what was the TOTAL AMOUNT THAT
YOU EARNED FROM ALL CIVILIAN JOBS or your
own business BEFORE taxes and other deductions?
Include earmngs as a Guard/Reserve techrscian
Include commessions, tps. or bonuses. Give vowr
best estmata.

AMOUNT EARNED AT CIVILIAN JO8

$ ‘ olo|
00000
) 0,0, 0.0
0,06, 0,
0.0 00
0,00, 010
0.0,0,0/0 QO More than $100.000
0, 0,0/0/0 O None
D, 0,000
0,0, 0,00
0,000/

109. Altogether in 1985 how many NO OF
wesks did you work for pay, WEEKS WORKED
sither full or part-time. at
a civilian job? Include weeks S
that you were on pad vacaton, :GQ
paud sck leave. and ritary »®I b
leave. b!@‘r

ONore

110. n 1985, how m‘anv weeks were

you without 2 job and looking
for work?

NO OF WEEKS
LOOKING FOR WORX

Q1 had a b throughout 1985
Q) was not icokng tor work

8. YOUR SPOUSE’'S WORK EXPERIENCE
111. Do you currently have a spouse?
ONo GO TO QUESTION 115

QO ves

QO Yes, separated GO TO QUESTION 115

A

112 s your SPOUSE: Mark ALL that apply

Oin the Armed Forces ~ ul-tme

O the Armed Forces - part-time n Guard/Raserve

QO Working full-time as a Guard/Reserva techmician

O Working tull-time m other Federal avihan job

O Working fulk-ume n crvihan j0b (POt techencian or other Faderal)

OWoﬂung part-teme n Federal civihan job

O Working part-time n civikan j0b (not Federal)

O Seif-employed m his or her own business

QOwith a pb. but not at work because of TEMPORARY
iiness. vacation, strike, etc

QUnpad worker (volunteer or n famvly business)

O Unemployed. lad oif. or looking for work

Oh school

O Retved

Q A homemaker

QOther

113 In 1985. how meny weeks dud YOUR SPOUSE work
for pay, esther full- or part-twne, at a civilian job?
Include weeks that your spouse 'was on pad
vaCaton and pad sick leave Give your hest estimate

Q None. GO TO QUESTION 115

NO OF WEEKS WORKED

T
|

114 Aftogether in 1985 what was the total amount that
YOUR SPOUSE earned from a civilian job or tis or her
own business, BEFORE taxes and other deductions?
nclude earmwngs as a Guard/Reserve techrwcian
Include COMmssoNs. tips of bonuses Give your
best estimate

AMOUNT EARNED BY SPOUSE
)

! g |ol0‘

QO More than §100.000
ONune

OO
[olog0]0.0]
SRR
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it ilivinmr 7P o

i I FAMILY RESOURCES

115. During 1985, did you or your spouss receive any
income from the following sources? Mark YES or
‘NO' for each tem

RECEIVED

YES NO INCOME SOURCE

O mterest and Dividends on Savings

O Stocks, Bonds of Other nvestments

OAhmonv. Chitet Support oe Other Reguiar Contibug
tons from Persons 1ot Livig in Your Howsehold

Ou\evv\oluvmem Compensation. or Worker «
Compensation

OPensuons from Foderal State or Local Goyernnent
Employment

OPensions ham Private BEimployer or Uraor

Q Veterans benefits of pensions

Quai B

O Suciat Secunty o Rulroact Retrement

OSuppk»mv‘n(al Security Incomee

OPubhc Viettare (r Assaston v

OV\JIC Hond programs for women, mbaints and
chiktren)

QO Government Fond Stamne

Q Anything else ot o fudng warueg: Hom vages
or_salanes

00 0000000 O O 000

116. During 1985, how much did you or your spouse
receive from the mcome sources listed n Question
1157 Do net mchde vattngs from wages o saborees
1y this Guestion Goves yonst best ostrgt

$

A

}Tm
Q0
ol

cleloloiclelele]
Slelolclelelele)]

O No meome om sowrces n Quostion § 16
117 i you were maobthized for 30 days or more,
would your total ncome

Olncmnsp reatly
Olncrv»aso.' s st
ORemam the e
O 0ecrease sonwmahat
O Becrease ety

118. As of today. what is your estimiate of the total
amount of outstanding debts that vou may have?
Dot nchde any hause montgoge on yous seskience

ON«- debrs

Qst - sav9 ]

Q5500 - 31999 !
Q52000 - $3.999

Q3$H000 - $9.949

QS1I0W0 - $134994

O S15000 o v

119 Is the housmg you hve n now:

O Mitary by

O(anvd nf et bowght by you oF sosneone
Pyoyonr P boddd

O Remstedd bor Lash

O Ouuted by someone else o fet without
eyt b ik reng

120. If you own yowr own home, what
15 your monthly payment for the resaience?
prc e e PRISCPAL Lo NTEREST . Wil
LG e Tsts tea uatote TAXES st hooseona it
INSURANCE  Othur housaig ¢ oSty st b s toobuie bome
~houid not

IOt rent UDITY CONIN. STREIERINCe (0SS oI
b e

e
~

Do 0t endy ot tonan bome

QO}LA&_PEN .MON_LN
$ L0
folorelel 1}
SO
QOGS
OO
OO

6010
OO

;00!




80

[————-»-———‘—- o A‘hh”ﬁw M;LE'I:ARY VLI>FE_A” o

121. How do you feel about the amount of time you spend o~ each activity isted below? Mk cru fou e aw tivty

t spend about Dows

) st 1o thee rght anwmnt ) o € aperet st

A b rome of term onrunh twme spoly

Family activibes O O O [@)]
Losure activities (@] O O O
Guard/Reserve i tnitass, @] O O (@]
Commurety activities O (0] O (0]

122. The Guard/Reserve me deveinping new nformation materals Below 13 a st of toprcs *hat rmight be included
How mterested would you be mn receiving such mutenals? Please mork yerw nteeest montormation about eoch tope

For each item, mark it you are Very Surewhat Not interwsted
Intere s tooct nteensted Intereated Ar AN
Retrement benehits 0] @] O O
Surviver Berwhits Plan O O O O
Farmily benefits » the Guard/Reserve o] O (@] O
Mobrlization o edures o dependenss @] O (@) (@]
Selected Reserve Gl Bl Educatonal Assistance O O O O

123. All things considered, please mdicate your level of satstaction or dissatstaction with each feature of the
Guard/Reserve listed below

Mesther
For gach item, mark it you are Very Soatrstmt New Very
Satistct Seatestresed Divanshed Dvasatistuad Drasatished

Médary pay and allowances
Comumissary privileges
Other meiitary previleges ey

exchange, spece avaable travel}
Tane recueoch ot Guord 2 Rese e e st
Mirtary retrerneni bene’its
Uit SoCiol (i tivites
Opporturvties for educ aton/ traemng
ODpONItY 10 30Ty (e conm®s
Acruantances/frendshps

(o]e)

©
0O

00

OO00000
oCO0000O0 GO
O0000C0
O0CO000
0000000 00

124 Overall. how satisfied are you with the pay and benefits you receive for the
amount of tme you spend on Guard/Reserve activities?
Veey Ovisatished Very Satisted

o0—@ 0——0—0-—0—0

@@@@6 125 Overall. how satisfied are you with your particpation in the Gusrd/Reserve?
'

T o
L eeoeed o R

e & - e

> [—-—L — Very Drsatiafiost ’ Very Satisteed

2 boooo o—0 © O -0—0—0

= © >

w I

7] ——

=3 ! R

« | OOCOC 126 We're nterested m uny comments 127 Record time now. | T

e 'r_ E o you'd k¢ to make about Guard/ enter muhitary e | N L@'

Q Reserve personnel pohicies - whether Q@

g ! * LM

E ! ‘@GG)@G‘ or not the topic was covered n this [Q‘,‘@@,O‘

g ’____ i — survey @.Ol@:@
S r OO0
RS H ' !
le ! ©COOG Do you have any Comments’ oo
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