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..... _ PREFACE

This report is part of an overall effort by the
Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC),
Directorate of Research and Analysis, to consolidate and
save +or future study valuable data obtained by
administering the Organizational Assessment Package (OAP)
v,"rvey to thousands of Air Force personnel. It is written
in the style and format required by LMDC, which is an
adaptation af the style used by the American Psychological
A0sociation. The value of this report is that it focuses on
the, Security Police and their job attitudes. It in no way
is meant to evaluate the effectiveness of the Security
Police organization in accomplishing its mission of
providing a secure environment. However, it examines
factors which most certainly do affect the way and spirit in
which Security Police accomplish their mission.

Why study organizational attitudes? LMDC is searching
for ways to help organizations' leadership help themselves.
Just as numerous studies have already shown, as individuals
become less involved and positive about their work, they
become more distant and alienated, thus impacting
pro.ductivity and efficiency.

Anythinq leadership in any ornga)izati .,n can do to
ofl'c t. hetter understanding, impruvive morale and promote

t .at" s,: . lf-.-rea1ization is precise.ly the purpose of the
U • .lMf.( ,. rwvi. ce. Summed up by Herzberg, Mausner, and Syrderman

(1.959), to discover and then reinforce the kinds of things
that make people happier--find and eliminate the things that
make people unhappy--is indeed a worthy end. f

Finally, I sincerely thank the following individuals
for their contributions in this endeavor: Major Mickey
Dansby, Lieutenant Richard Lamb, and Chief Master Sergeant
Judy Vermilya, Leadership and Management Development Center, -.
Directorate of Research and Analysis. Lieutenant Colonel
Robert Kimball, Leadership and Management Development
Center, Directorate of Management, Strategies and Education.,1I
and Major Ron Sams, Administrative Advisor, Air Command and
Staf College. Codes

Dd Avai and I r

l.
iI
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Part of our College mission is distribution of the A

-- students' problem solving products to DoD
Ssponsors and other interested agencies to

enhance insight into contemporary, defense
- Urelated issues. While the College has accepted this

product as meeting academic requirements for
graduation, the views and opinions expressed or
implied are solely those of the author and should
not be construed as carrying official sanction.

"insights into tomorrow"

REPORT NUMBER

AUTHOR(S)
MAJOF: iR I ::: '. M. ZII MERMAN, J:

JOB ATTITUDES OF USAF SECURITY FOL..ICE PERSONNEL

In urpiose: To determine if there are significant
differences between the job attitudes of personnel in the
SeCur ity Po.' ce field and those personnel in other Air Force
career fields. To develop recommendations for Headquartc?r-..
S ec-urity P, lic -for possibly improving job attitudes witriir.,

Lhe Security Folice +ield.
1i, I ~-@. . o.d: -At no other point in OLAF- history has "-ho

issue of the nation's resources and their prottection ben
no.re important than today. s a result the importa.:: c,
the I*.c ur i t y PF,.: c e and the t ii.cr::. s rhiL. a C c " t IAm p i :i s h te.n
r,,.14 ,. 'I m .. f Hn':Ir ' A1 :''.i r, lIe r IIeader::sh . and I h.t:. r .J t, iI

r.e¢eL c~pm e!. .:. I. en t 0er (. . DC ) -: M a w e 1. A F E , Al abI.a a m a *:Arld .IIL.
Pir Fcre Human Resou.rces Laboratory (AFHRL[' at. Brooks A!FiU

Tevas have jointiy devel oped a job attitude survey t(::)
measure some of the attitudinal factors which help de,term:ie
any organization's success r::)r- failure. rie Organzational
Assessment FPA,.ckage (OAP) is that survey. Usc;i. ng the 0A4,
surveyj LMDC is able to work w.t th commanders to improc'e unit
cc:)nditios. Fri mary emphasis is focused around .) Lur to Cic.
areas: Work I ts i. f Job Enrichment, Work Gor op Frocesc ; t",:I
Work Group Output,

vii iIf I1 1 1 1



_____________ONTINUED

III. Procedures and Results: Nearly five thousand Security
p(i ce prsoinnel were sampled through the OAP Survey. Th e ir

reSuIltS were-- comp,,ared to the LMDC data base of over one
hu.ndJre.d thousand partm i pant's (Table 1). This report
co nt ainT PS wo separate anal yses: demographic and
A t tI tUd in al h twio )--tai3led t-tests were performed t~o
discern any attitudinal differences between groups within

offierenlisted and civilian categories. The level of
significance for all t-tests was alpha = .05. The results
show that attitudinally significant differences existed in
all four survey areas and in all three personnel categories
(Tables B~-1 through Bf-3, Appendix B). The Security Police
officers as a group responded generally more positive than
other officers. For enlisted and civilian members
significa-.nt differences were noted in 19 and 1I,
respectively,~ of the 21 OAF' attitudinal factors, with the
m.jority of the Security Police response being less positive
than the data base responses in the corresponding personnel
categories.

]. V. Coric I.us ion s: Communication is the single element whic.h
reliulted in the majority of less positive responses -for
ciecuri Ly Police personnel. The lack of effective

r~rmmui ~ OS ~ ~i.mpacted on i ndi vi dual perception:
C rnr~r ~ ginb , unit pr-ideo arnd overall job sat is-fact i on

~r~:t~eemphasis on the individual and with the indi.vidual 's
J. nportance -in acc:.omp .1 ishi ng the unit 's mi ssi on is essent i l

.. md rquire-.d to improve overall attitudinal perception. The
)EN7. ty Police mission is being accompl ished at the expense

of 'iri L morale. Communication and individual recognition
C-ould hc.l.p to bridge the gap.

V. FP-commendations:
(1) The Security Police should continue to study the

ar-asn of significant differences. -found with the OAF' data.
Additional feedback. from other units should be soutght for
po7s: F.i1ve i n it iat ives.
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~ ~ S 1 :. e w t.'a y c: Ofy) II'..LfI I. i.2 a 1.:: I. c u .: b c 1 11 LA r f'!(

2)V . .ster:1. inq t ci i. ide-i A f ~romr thc-. f iel d and i vip I ((icfln 12 i ig th (*S 5e
e. a w henm- t h em s ns ~tiOlalo

(4) Keep tr-aining Ck.rr nt---don't fill squp-ares with-
repetit1ion.

(5) Stupervisors of civil iac-is should en ure a conmp.-te
a -~ horoughi y understood work< pla I eingue.

f r e cl tP.n t r e vi ew o f the work pl an w:Lt)- the ratee wrold j~'r

mo-:re unde...rstanli ng of wokexpectations. Changze rcoltd be
madf-sne:esy

6) W c)r 1.: on r. ide b ot h i n d i v:i:. d uaI y and in t-- __ __
f..-- s ure C- edb)a c:k !., i s t alI n e gat . vye. De ve o an ctv

ru ac ncagniiioi prop r am and en.m sur-e su v15orsi . he~ t~f~. j "ari

(-L 4 or t t2. Ts:e 2 h o r-) n t> kn .ro mwr



Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

...his report focuses on the personnel responsible for,

Security in the Air Force. In no other time has the issue

of security and protecting our resources been more critical

than today. According to FBI crime statistics, (Crime in

the United States, 1984), "violent crimes as a whole

recorded a one percent increase in 1984" (p. 13). While a

one percent increase in itself doesn't warrant great

concern, the fact is that, according to Justice Department

figures for 1984 (Allen, 1985), only an estimated forty-nine

percent of actual crimes committed are reported. Other

estimates of non-reported crime reach the 60% level (Wilson,

1973). While the seriousness of the situation in the Air

Force is nowhere near that of the civilian sector, there

still exists the threat to life and property and the

concerns are similar. This report examines the job

attitudes of officers, enlisted personnel, and civilians in

the Security Police field as compared to Air Force personnel

in other career fields.

Viefore examining job attitudes, however it is

worthwhile to qain a basic understanding of the Security

1J
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mission a+ the Sec:urity Pol ice -i the OfL~it ct he

United States Air Force mission elements and resources,

erforcenment of the laws and regulations, and retrai.ninc and

rehabilitation o+ offenders" (p. 2-2).. This is a serious

responsibility requiring the Security Police to protect

ever', war--fi qhti og resource the Ai r Force owns (Uebf:. a:l.

*.Oci vi1.i aru (A.FFC The7)~l job attiLtudes of peo..ple

have been shown t~o a+ff.c~t their performance and

e+-fectiveness rGil.bson, Ivancevich, & Donnelly, 19?85). 1 C

arder to help~ Security Po*1lice leader-ship urlncirstAznd trie

:t ' e n t.hei r pcopi , the p.-resent. rve.port exaMnin? re iot

. t t.:ude da't,~ of e rit I..iic personnel. roll c. ted #w1 th

(A (t p F, ( I 1. 1. V* ~t v~ C.1 'C.,':. I I I ) 4 -. A ( J V I V .. C:.) e d(: 1 I:v I C'

(:.I. .IHUvy .'A 1-4 S C~~o. LA I' . a b o.)r atcr y 0 (F, f L. ) t I-roc s A~ V

1t-:xs and the Ii- F'n.-rce Leaderfs.hip and flaniaqeonent

D*.-\e].elopment Center Q-LMDC) at Maxwell AFR Alab ama, to

ITICaSLAICE1 a Wide ra--nqe of job attituxdes. Using the C(T aato

base at LMDC. compar isons may be mnade between job t.1Ld'

o-f J)rsn oI :.nr variou.si commandAs --Ano fi.n cti ovi.A. :-r eas. lite



the Security Police as its focus. In order to fulfill its

purpose, the research analyzes the OAP data collected from

Security Police personnel, with the goal of providing

*eedback to Security Police leaders and managers and

stuiggetLing policy changes when appropriate. To this end the

research has four objectives:

1. To review relevant background and organizational

behavior literature.

2. To compare OAP-measured demographic characteristics

and job attitudes of officers, enlisted personnel and

civilians in the Security Police field with the attitudes of

corresponding personnel in other Air Force career areas.

7.. To analyze significant attitudinal differences

between Security Police personnel and other Air Force career

personnel.

4. To develop recommendations for Security Police

leaders and functional support managers for more effective

operations within the Security Police field.

In order to address these objectives, this report

follows this progression: Chapter Two is a literature

review that highlights pertinent previous research. Chapter

Three presents the methods of data gathering, including

descriptions of the OAP, the subjects of the study, and the

proc:edures to analyze the data. Chapter Four details the

results obtained from the OAP in terms of demographics and

attitudinal measures. The analysis of the data is addressed



in Chapter Five. Chapter Six contains conclusions drawn

from this research project and recommendations for Security

Police leaders and managers on ways to improve Security

Police personnel 's job attitudes.

4



Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

A significant amount of research has been done by

behavioral scientists on organizational attitudes concerning

the important determinants of organizations' and

individuals' performance. The key ingredient concerning

attitudinal performance is motivation (Gibson et al., 1985).

Accordingly, an organization that best motivates its

individuals will have better productivity and retention

rates. One way of measuring an organization's overall

health would be to examine its production, efficiency, and

job satisfaction and attitudes of members (Campbell, 1979).

While there are differing opinions on how an organization

best enhances job satisfaction, it is universally accepted

that job satisfaction is essential for effectiveness and

success. Satisfaction, simply stated, is the organization's

abil.ity to meet the needs of individuals in the organization

((4ibs::n et al., 1985). This chapter focuses on theories and

factors which determine satisfaction and its use as a basis

for a hypothesis as to whether there are significant

differences between the job attitudes of personnel in the

5



S3ec:..ir ity Pol ice f iel.d and those of indiv-,iduals in othel r.

For-ce career- fields.

F~eters and Waterman (1982) in c>'amirii-ic; too i-ortun.ej

cornp 'nies attribute the success or failure o:t a company to

its relationship w:ith the individtual employee. lntlividuaAS

whc)e: they ar-c contr-ibuting tc the arqani .:ation and are
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iab satisfaction attitu-des are parAmount in this stu.Uo

3Dibsan et al. l9bl), states tniat Job sa~tisfacti.on :I.s Anr.
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*tiasfaction with these five points. First, satisfaction

wi jtJ a reward is a result of how much of a reward is

received and how much the individual feels should be

received. Second, satisfaction is influenced by what

happens to others. Third, satisfaction is influenced by

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. Intrinsic rewards are

those rewards that are part of the job, such as a sense of

accomplishment. Extrinsic rewards are those tangible items

sch"a pay and benefits. Fourth, satisfaction with a

ro'ward varies depending on time in career and with the

f.-Actors contributing to the situation. Finally, some

extrinsic rewards lead to other rewards. The debate

continues over which is more important, intrinsic or

extrinsic rewards, but all researchers agree that rewards

are very important to job satisfaction.

One other element that may enhance job satisfaction is

job enrichment or redesigning job depth, as provided by

Hrz c.b.r-g's two--f;ctor theory (Herzberg et al., 1959).

Participative management gives employees greatei depth/j oh

e nlr1chment. Gibson et al., (1985) highlights six items for

supervisors so employees will have greater opportunities

to exercise discretion. They are:

i. Direct feedback--Should be timely and direct.

2. New learning--All jobs should provide an

opportunity to learn.

7
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3. Scheduling--The individual should have some say in

their schedule.

4. Uniqueness-- Each job should have some unique

quality.

5. Control over resources--Individuals should have

some control over job tasks.

6. Accountability--Individuals should be accountable

for his or her performance to the company.

The six elements just mentioned focus on motivation,

satisfaction, and performance. These same qualities and

their measurement are the heart of the OAP. The use of the

OAF and its results can be a significant help to an

organization if used integrating the ideas of Hackman and

Oldham (1980), to "try to achieve good person-organization

relationships by adapting jobs to people as much as by

adapting people to jobs." (p. 42).

Understanding that job enrichment is limited in the

Security Police field due to the unique nature of the

mission is a factor to be considered in evaluating Security

Police responses on the survey. ]he rules, regulations and

procedures, the daily routine of law enforcement and its

repetitive nature is necessary to insure the security

requirements of the Air Force. These requirements are all

factors which limit the job enrichment capabilities of the

Security Police field.

0



kitiIi. inq the feedback-. from thie OA~P survey the ai.thior

cex--pects a lower degree of Job satisfaction 3.n the Security

Fo t)1ic e t iecid -lin1 other carle areAas fo:r the rea!-;oii--3

Pr-*-z-41LSi Y merit ioned - However , tnie aLuthor expects the

~ ~c I~tI:yFciI ~ tC hke C--14lt~ OF hi~ in ra.irq of

* ~ ~ ~ ~ rvl L ~2'~Ij .t.tc: ~i thfil do r*,Al 1,l if)r CHri~

:: ~c.omd on the -t.kt horl es cxper ielce wi th Securi1t y Fol. cc

ic .~a Ataeqc~ir Command crewmember; the

~.....fLyeyears of rol ice wor k, police teach inrg arnd

I i c arid legal experience of Mir-. Charl1 s M. Al len Il,

IIId of the Criminal JTustice Departmnent at Troy State

Un v~ri v:and the vi ews of others 1lik I~U WJils on.

(ri rti nji,. og )c~i t , i.tthor zAn teacher,* who place i iu-orftant
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Chapter Three

METHOD

This chapter describes how the data used in this study

were gathered. It examines in detail the following:

1. Instrumentation. Explanation of the survey

questionnaire.

2. Data Collection. Explains how data were gathered.

Data F i. Ie-. (Contairns two computer + iles, a history

file and the active file.

4. Subjects. Involves personnel from the Security

Police field and the LMDC Data Base.

5. Procedures. Results of analyses of the groups are

reported in two separate examinations.

Instrumentation

The OAP is a job attitude survey consisting of a

computer-scored response sheet and a 109--item booklet,

divided into sevr..:.!n survey modu. e!i: B3ackground Informatn. o

Section, Job Inventory, Job Desires, Supervision, Work Group

Effectiveness, Organization Climate and Job-Related

Satisfaction (Ross, 1977). (See Appendix C).

The instrument has gone through extensive examination

and evaluation to determine its usefulness and
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data collected through 30 September 1981, while the active

file contains data collected after 30 September- 1981. This

: 1 *,1,. *1' ' 1 i1f1 .4 I I I l i't' I i A I. I I Iq' fall I I ir- .A tr' op. I1f 11

date of 16 September 1985.

Subjects

The Security Police personnel in this study are

classified into three categories: officer, enlisted, and

civilian, all performing duties associated with the Air

F-orc. 1..r)pe.ality Code (AFSC) 82XX of the Security F'olice

$or.Id, eith.r i i Air base riectirity or Law Lr.turcemment.

Their responses are compared to the LMDC Data Base group who

U likewise are categorized in the three personnel groupings

but with differing AFSCs. Sample sizes for the two groups

are indicated in Table 1. Data used in this report were

obtained from surveys administered in nine major commands

(Air Training Command, Strategic Air Command, etc.,) at over

40 locations in the United States, Pacific and European

I heat r e

Table 1

Sample Size of Comparison Groups

Officer Enlisted Civilian Total

Security Police 107 4,812 40 4,959

Data Base 12,517 65,717 24,654 102,88
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An F-test was used to test the assumption of equal variance

groups. Where appropriate, the t-test for unequal variance

groups was used. These procedures were used to determine

variables for which Security Police personnel's attitudes

vary significantly from those of the data base. Comparisons

were-: made in four areas of organizational functioning:

I W. W r;:' J t'.,(.;eI . Measur' e perceptions of task

characteri stics.

2. Job Enrichment. Measures the degree to which the

job itself is interesting, meaningful, challenging, and

responsible.

3. Work Group Process. Assesses the effectiveness of

supervisors and the process of accomplishing the work.

4. Work Group Output. Measures task performance,

group development, and effects of the work situation on

..ir ...p .embers. (... percepti ons of quality ard

q1i,oitit~y of ta.dsk performance. Assesses pride and

satisfaction individuals have in their jobs.

See Appendix C for the OAF' Factors and variables which

comprise these areas.

In the next chapter the author presents the results of

these anlyses in two different examinations of the data.
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Chapter Four

RESULTS

This chapter presents results of the comparison of

Security Police personnel with Air Force personnel in other

career fields using data from the OAP survey.

Examination 1: Analysis of Demographic Information

Tables 1 through 21, Appendix A, provide detailed

descriptive information about Security Police personnel who

have responded to the OAP survey. There were 107 Security

Police officers in the study group. The typical Security

Police officer has more than 12 years in service, has 18 to

36 months at present duty station, has more than 36 months

in the career field, and more than 18 months in present

position. More than 82% are white. The typical Security

Police officer is married, with 46% of the spouses employed.

Thirty-six percent of the officers hold advanced academic

degrees. More than 94% are supervisors and 26% supervise at

least nine people. Seven percent do not write performance

reports. Over 85% indicate they either will or will likely

make the Air Force a career.

The total number of enlisted Security Police personnel

in the study was 4,812. The median time in service for

16



enlisted Security Police personnel is just over 4 years.

Nearly a third have 18 to 36 months on station. Almost 50%

have more than 36 months in the career field. More than 25%

have been in their present position less than 6 months.

Seventy-two percent are white and 17% are black, while only

5% are Hispanic. Forty-three percent are not married, 56%

are married, with 45% of the spouses employed. Two percent

have college degrees, and 45% have some college but no

degree. More than 61% of the enlisted members are not

supervisors and do not write performance reports.

Twenty-four percent report their supervisor does not write

their performance report or are not sure who does.

Forty-four percent indicated they will either definitely or

likely make the Air- Force a career, 2.% indicated maybe, and

;QY. reported they are probably not career minded.

:Rly 40 civilians were included in the Security Police

sample. More than 50% of the Security Police civilians have

over L2 years federal service, and 78% have more than 36

months at their present duty stations. Eighty-seven percent

have more than 36 months in the career field, and more than

64% have been in their present position more than 3b months.

*.4vent.y-five percent are high school graduates, and 10% have

lhel )r 's degree. Eiqhteen percent are supervisors.

F. Viy -r percent reported that their supervisor writes

.cijr t/JkAI-,'R appraisal, while 26% don't know or aren't sure

who writes their report. More than 81% are likely to make

17
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differences are in all four areas of organizational

functioning.

In the work itself area Security Police enlisted

members were significantly less positive in attitudes

concerning Job Performance Goals, Task Characteristics, and

Task Autonomy. Like the officers, these members feel their

jobs require more Work Repetition. However, the data show

they desire repetitive tasks more than other enlisted

personnel do. Finally in this area, these members are less

satisfied with the on-the-job and technical training they

received.

In the area of job enrichment all factors were scored

siqnificintly different, predominantly less positive by

Security F:'olice enlisted members. The enlisted Security

Police members reported a lower, variety of tasks, and not

being able to carry a job through to completion as

frequently. They reported less positive feeling about the

importance of the job and the job itself did not provide as

much direct feedback concerning their performance. They

expressed a lower need for job enrichment. The

significantly lower Job Motivation Index reflects the less

positive responses on its component factors.

r'he work qroup process was another area the Security

Police enlisted members reported less favorable perceptions

than the other enlisted members about overall supervision

and management. Security Police enlisted personnel reported
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their work performance was more hindered by additional

duties, details, inadequate tools, equipment, or work space

and that organizational communications was not as open and

adequate to accomplish the job.

The last area with significant differences between

Security Police and other enlisted members is the work group

output. All factors in this area had less positive results

f r Security Police enlisted personnel than other enlisted

|personnel. The Security Poli.ce enlisted group reported a

feeling of less Pride in their work. They also perceived

their work: as having less quality and p'.-,uctivity, compared

to other enlisted members. Concerning job satisfaction, the

Security Police enlisted member feels less satisfaction with

his/her job and additionally they perceive the General

Organizational Climate as being less favorable than that

experienced by other enlisted members.

SecuityPolieCi vilians VS. Other- Civilians! .. -.!..r...i.... ...... . . .. ; . ..C ... ........ .!... .... _..D , h_. ._. .. .. ,........... _.

Table .. , Appendix D, shows that for 16 of the 21 OAF'

f.,-.-ctors studied, Security Police civilians were

significantly different from the data base. One factor was

more positive and 15 were less positive. The differences in

the four areas are as follows:

In the work itself area the Security Police civilians

state they are less clear on Job Performance goals.

Secturity Police civilians were significantly more negative

21



about their Task Characteristics as well as Task Autonomy.

Like other Security Police members, civilians feel their

jobs are more repetitious. Finally, in this area, Security

Police civilians were less satisfied with the training they

received.

For job enrichment, Security Police civilians feel less

positively regarding the skill variety required of them iii

their jobs. Task Identity was the second less positive

unanimous factor for all Security Police personnel.

Civilians also feel less favorable about not being able to

complete their work from start to finish. Security Police

civilian personnel feel that there is a significant lack of

feedback about their performance compared to other

civilians. Security Police civilian personnel also reported

less overall motivating potential than did the other

civilians on the Job Motivation Index.

In the work group process area, Security Police

civilians show significant differences in the communication

and management factors. Security Police civilian personnel

report a more negative rapport with supervisors and perceive

a less open communications environment in the organization.

Finally, in work group output, Security Police civilian

personnel rated all factors in this area more negatively

than did the data base. They feel less Pride in their work.

They -feel they are not as well prepared for promotion and

receive less recognition. Security Police civilians were

22~..



more negative about group effectiveness. In rating areas

concerning job satisfaction the civilian Security Police

personnel were less satisfied with factors surrounding the

job. On the last factor in this area, General

Organizational Climate, the Security Police civilian

pcrsunnel reported a lesser spirit :f teamwork and

orrariizational pride.

This chapter addressed areas and factors where

significant differences occurred in the data. The following

chapter will interpret these results.
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the interpretations of the

results presented in the preceding chapter. Due to the few

(five) significant differences found between the Security

Police officers and the data base officers and the number

and similarities in the significant differences reported by

Security Police enlisted members and civilian members the

findings are discussed using the format of Chapter Four, two

examinations. Examination 1, demographic information and

Examination 2, comparing the responses of Security Police

personnel to the LMDC Data Base by OAP areas: Work Itself,

Job Enrichment, Work Group Process, and Work Group Output.

Examination 1: Discussion of Demouraphi cE_,'.'_a..... i...n... t .ij _n .1 , -.......... ... ..-......L~ . . o..n.. ._r Demoq ap hi_

..!.of .or 2 mat :L , onL.:)

Security F::'olice offitcers .tor the most part mirror their

fellow Air Force officers demographically. One factor that

shows the biggest difference is time in present position, 36

months or more versus less than 6 months for the data base.

V A possible explanation for this stability trend for Security

Police officers is that the majority of Security Police

officers are in a position of command.
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Demographically the Security Police enlisted and

civilian personnel mirror the data base. These findings

make the OAP attitudinal results even more interesting

because any differences between the Security Police and the

data base are more likely due to the work environment and

he i:. ob it.s.l + and not as a result .fi the demoqraphi .-

m:4:e--up o+ the groups.

Examination 2: Discussion of Security Police personnel in

the Four Areas of Oroanizational Functioninq

The data supports the generalization that, compared to

the data base, the majority of Security Police personnel are

not as satisfied with their jobs as a whole. The following

is a discussion of the results.

Wo(.rkt- Itself

r he nature of Sec:ur'ity Police work has two uni que

(-hara(:-:teristics: it is a very visible job, and the nature

of the work is highly repetitious. Usually the first

individual one encounters at an Air Force installation is a

member of the Security Police. They maintain that high

visibility throughout the base. Unfortunately people are

more apt to criticize than to compliment the Security Police

personnel. Work Repetition was rated more negatively

u~arn(mI:Lusly for all categories. As was pointed out in

L;hal::ter 2, the nature of the Security Police mission is the

cttlprit.. For the Security Police officer there aren't many

25



changes in daily shift briefings, the enlisted member finds

patrol and point guard duties very repetitious and the

civilian Security Police personnel find filing and paper

work to be a never changing or challenging task.

For the Security Police officers the data show that

they understand their mission and feel to a reasonable

extent that they have a degree of control over their work:

and are well trained to accomplish their- tasking. Again,

excet for work repetition, in this particular area Security

Police officers perceptions mirror those of the data base.

The Security Police enlisted members' perceptions in

this area differ greatly from those of the officers as well

as those enlisted members from the data base. All factors

were perceived less positively than the data base enlisted

except in two areas, and those have a negative connotation.

The enlisted member feels the job lacks depth and is very

repetitious, however, they as a group showed a tendency to

desire repetitious tasks. The rules and regulations

governing their duties give little latitude, which is

probably a big fac::tor' in their desire for repetiti on.

Finally, in the area of job training, the enlisted members

4i are not as satisfied with the methods or with their

instructors' competence. This particular item, when viewed

in light of their attitudes toward repetition and several

factors in other areas, tends to make this -factor and how it

was scored more nriderstandab.e.
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Security Police civilians also feel the frustrations of

work repetition. However, in this area, as in others,

communications seems to be the source of the problem. This

is unfortunate because there is a requirement for all

civilians to have a written work plan. This plan is agreed

upon by both the individual and their supervisor. In

developing and reviewing the work plan this would be an

excellent time to address irritants in the area of Work

Itself. Another factor which can be stated as an irritant

i!; that in the Security Police field civilians tend not to

be in supervising positions, 7'7% reported in the OAF survey

that they are not supervisors.

Job Enrichment

Security Police officers feel, although they do not get

to complete many jobs from start to finish, their work is

important and has a significant impact on the overall Air

Force mission. As a result, we see the officers'

perceptions are that their job has depth and room for growth

and promotional opportunities, which is a positive effect we

..,ee in other areas.

The enlisted members rated every item in this area less

positively than the data base. Two items in this area which

are essential to any organization's success are obviously

lacking. These enlisted members do not see their importance

to the overall Air Force mission and the lack of feedback,

especially positive feedback, has certainly been influential

: 27
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this area. The synergistic effects of the other areas are

reflected by those two groups being so negative in this

final area.

The degree of difference between the officers, the data

base, and the Security Police enlisted and civilian

personnel is significant. What can be done to change these

pc'rr. "epti nsand attituides and help the Security Police

organization in its mission is the topic of the next

chapter.
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Chapter Six

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The OAP study shows that Security Police officers are

generally satisfied with their jobs. The results show their

needs are met, they feel challenged and feel they are

recognized and promoted accordingly. However, the enlisted

and civilian members of those same organizations see a

completely different picture. Basically their needs are not

being met, which is reflected in the less positive attitudes

expressed about the..* Se'urity Police organization. These

highlighted areas need attention and steps need to be taken

in the areas of significant differences so as not to

jeopardize the security of the United States Air Force.

Conclusions

The single biggest factor impacting perceptions for all

three categories of Security Police personnel is

communication. This single element has affected every area

examined by the OAF. Organizat:ional effectiveness depends

on C-ommunication. Communication is the link that connects

all the separate parts together and connects the

organization with its environment. This point is really

emphasized and shown to be undeniable when examining the
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different factors, particularly those with significant

differences: performance goals, feedback, training, pride,

recognition, effectiveness and satisfaction element. While

unnecessary to mention them all, certainly communication is

a factor in each.

The hypothesis stated that leadership factors from the

Security Police personnel would be equal or higher than

those of the data base, the results showed that to be true.

In fact, it was the only factor of the twenty-one which had

positive responses from all of the categories. It shows

that some communication is happening. Everything a

supervisor does communicates something to somebody, but it

appears to be one way, from the top down.

Recommendations

1. Security Police continue to study the areas of

significant differences.

2. Emphasize the importance of individuals in the

accomplishment of the Security Police mission.

Ensure two way communications--use ideas from the

fie.ld--implement when mission/situation allows.

4. Keep training current--update the new ideas, don't

fill squares with repetition.
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5. Supervisors of civilians ensure a complete and

thoroughly understood work plan is used and review it often

with ratee.

6. Work~ on pride for both the individual and the unit.

Ensure feedback isn't all negative. Have an active

re...coqniition pr-ocjr am---supervisors take the time to mak:e it

work.

mil"
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Appendix A

Table A-1

Number of Respondents by Personnel Category

Security Police Data Base

49~C? 1028886

Officer Wu7 21
Enlisted 4812 6!5717
Civilians 40 24654

Table A-2

Sex by Personnel Category

Security Police Data Base
Male(%) Female(%) Male(%.) Female(%.

n =4720 220 83055 19467

Officer 01.9 07.3 13.1('.
Enlisted 97.4 69.1 69.3 41.4
Civilians 00.7 03.6 17.6 50.6
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Appendix A
Table A-3

Age by Personnel Category

---- Security Pol ice --- --------- Data Base--------
Off (%) Eni M. Civ(7. OffM(. Eni 7. Civ(7.

n= 107 4812 40 12517 65710 24648

1 -1o ' Y r* s 00 d 1)21 0 1. 13 0o.1 2 0 1 . .
'21 t Yrs 08.4 47. 5 0:7. 5 12.2 :37.4 0-6. '2
26 to .'*0C Yrs 28.9 16.1 27.5 28.1 19.7 1o.5
31 to 35 Yrs 27.2 06.3 07.5 23.5 15.0 14.4
36 to 40 Yr-s 23.4 03.9 02.5 19.5 10.2 14.1
41 to 45 Yr-s 09.3 01.5 17.5 11.0 03.1 12.6
46 to 50: Yrs 00.0 00. 1 10.0 03.5 00.7 14.0
>50r- :~.8 0 27. 5 02. 1 00. 7 27. 0

Table A-4

'Time in Air Force

----- Security Police--------------- Data Bs----
OffM(. EnlM(. Civ(7. OffM(. EnlM(. Civ(X%)

n = 107 4797 37 12496 65545 21848

1 Yr 01.0L 11.0 02.7 03.3 06.7 05.1
1 toC. 2 Y r 04.7 15.4 00.0 05.3 11.6 E 051
2to 3Yrs 04. 7 18G.8 05.4 07.6 12.0 05.2
t(- 4 '.s'5.6 14.0 02.7 07.2 11. 1 04.9

4I to (II Y S '6 . 1 17.7 21.6 21.7 20.7 11.8
U t o 1. Y r s 16.8 10 1 [16. 16.2 1.2 12. 5

11V ' Vr r 41.1 12. 2 5.4 38.7 .. 55. 4
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Appendix A

Table A-5

Months in Present Career Field

---- Security Police ---- ------- Data Base-.......
off+(%) Enl (%) Civ(% Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)

n = 107 4784 39 12428 65335 2400b

6 Mos 03.7 04.9 02.6 05.2 04.9 05.6
6 to 12 Mos 04.7 09.4 05.1 07.7 07.9 07.3
12 to 18 Mos 00. 9 u8. 6 00.0 07.9 66.2 '6. 1
18 to 36 Mos 15.9 26.6 05.1 21.6 20. 5 13..

3'6 Mos 74.8 50.. 87.2 57.6 Z8. 67.

Table A-6

Months at Present Duty Station

---..- Security Police--- . ....... Data [ase ..
Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)

n 107 4779 40 12478 65397 24085

I, < 6 Mos 20.6 18.7 07.5 13.8 15.1 06.:
6 to 12 Mos 22.4 18.8 02.5 16.5 18.5 07.9
12 to 18 Mos 13.1 18.9 02.5 16.4 15.9 06.2
18 to 36 Mos 35.5 31.6 10.0 36.0 32.2 15.2
36 Mos 08.4 12.0 77.5 17.3 18.3 64.4

m~.7a



Table A-7 Apni

Months in Present Position

---- Security Pol ice--- ------ LaaBase--- .. .... .
Off(%.) Eni (7) Civ(%/) Off (%) EnlI Civ(%/)

ni 107 4768 39 12467 65316 24238

6Mois 29.9 27.7 7.2.4 27.7

6 to 12 Mos 21.5 24.2 1 2 24.7 24.1 14.8
12 to 16 Mos 1-3.1 16.7 02.6 17.1 16.3 10.3
18 to-26 Mos 27.1 24.5 15.4 24.7 22.6 19.7
>36 Mos 06.4 06.9 64.1 07.1 09.3 41.3

Table A-8

Ethnic Group

----- Securi ty Police -------------- DataEa-----

U 107 4776 40 12453 65253 24270

111 d:L c 1 (.X).0C 01.4 01.1 Q0)(.7 01.4 0 1. m]
'An n 00. 9 0 1. 5 00W. 0 u 1.b o5 0. 0 02-. 8

IH ~:1.2 16.8 22.5 05.6 16.2 09.6
IiJ,.pn 2. a 05 .1 00. L) OZ.. 1 05. 2 16. 2

WhtI? 2.71. B 5. 87. 6 71.b 67."
Other 02.8 0'.-T. 4 02.5 020 03. 6 02.9

.-... ..... ... - -. - - - ...-------- .--.-- ----.----... .---. .- .-.---
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Appendix H
Table A-9

Marital Status

--- Security Police .... ....... ata Base........
Of+ (%%) n ( Civ() () EnI (%) (. V I(%)

n 107 4802 40 12506 65599 ".5:*

Not Married 16.8 42.8 17.5 21.1 35.5 1.
Married 83.2 55.9 77.5 77.3 62.7 75.4

Single Parent 00.0 01.3 05.0 01.6 02.:); 06.0

Table A-10

Spouse Status: Security Police

Geographically Separated --- Not Geo. Sep arated..

Of+ (%) Enl I(%) Civ(%) C:4 (%0.) En] (%) , .
n *- 8 195 :., 81 24-S|/ ".

Civilian Employed 62.5 57.9 00.0 :30.9 3:.0 57.2
Not Employed 12.5 31.3 100.0 58.0 56.4 42.8
Military Member 25.0 10.6 00.0 11.1 10.6 C-)

Table A-11

Spouse Status: Data Base

Geographically Separated --- Not Geo. Separated-
Off (%) Enl (.) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)

n = 418 33()e 1066 9250 378o7 1745(3

Civilian Employed 56.8 50.6 69.1. .4.2 .8.2 . ,"l. I
Not Empl( /ed 20. 1 26.1 17.5 57.1 47. A.
Military Member 21.1 15.,3 13.2 8.7 14.4 11.6

40



Appendix A

Table A-12

Educational Level

---- Security Police --- --------- Data Bs-----
OffW() Enl((%) Civ(%) Off((%) Enl(%) Civ(%)

In -- 1o7 4790 39 12483 65478 24319

Non HS Graduate 00. 00.9 02.6 o(._( 0 () / C C2 4
W ; tirad or , ED uu. . 51.- 2 28. 2 (.)(.2 44. / '.Y.(

" yrs college '0.9 :3.3.7 9. 3 00. " . 4.
'2 yrs college 0..0 11.9 25.6 01.4 16.1

Bachel .. r 's Degree 62.7 (0)1.9 10.3 52.9 03.. l5.2
Master's Degree 35.5 00.4 00.0 37. 1 00.5 )7. 1.
Doctoral Degree 00.9 00.0 00.) 08. 2 00. 1 01. 1

Tab I e A.

Professional Military Education

..--- Security Police--- ..- . Data Base ...............

Off (%) Enl (.) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ ()

n = 107 4801 40 12500 65562 24 420

None 26.2 42.9 67.5 34.5 30.8 78.6
Phase 1 or 2 02.B 31.6 07.5 01.0 29.8 07.5
Command Academy 07.5 20.0 10. 02.1 3 1. 06.1
Sr NCO Academy 00.0 o2.3 05.0 00. 2 05. 1 02. C
SOS 41.1 00.1 00.0 26.6 00.2 01. 1
Int Service Sch 14.0 03.C) 10).0 23.4 (02.9 0 03.4
Sr Service Sch 08.4 00. 1 00.C 12.3 00. 1 01.
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Appendix A
Table A-14

Number of PeopI e Dire::t ly Supervised

.. .. Se ur t Poi. ... . .... Data Bas ... .... ......... ..... ........

-------Security Police--- ------Data Base---
Off ( ) Enl (%) Civ('A) Off (M) Eni (I%) Civ ("4)

n 107 4286 31 11767 597:6 20278

None 0)5.6 61.2 77.4 41.5 6o. 2 69.7
1 Person 09.3 05.7 00.0 07.2 07.7 02.9
2 Feop 1 e 09. 3 06.2 .  ').0 06.4 07. 4 02, 5
3 Peop I e 12.2 06.2 00. 06.0 05.0 2. 2. 8
4 to 5 People 16.8 08.4 03.2 13.7 07.9 u_5.4
6 to 8 Feop 1 e 20. 6 03. 5 00. 0 10. C) -4.8 (4. 6
9 or more People 26. 2)  06.8 19.4 13. 2 06.8 12.2
....... ...... .... .. .. ...... .... . .. ..... . .. . -.... ........... ....... .. .. . . . . . . . . ....I--....-. -.. .. ....... .. .. .............. .. ..

Table A-15

Number of People for Whom Respondent Writes APR/OER/Appraisal

.....-..- Security ol (:e. .Data .ase ...

Off (M) En (%) Civ(%) M Off (M) Enl (I%) Civ(%)
S07 4/95 4() 14 48. 6550C, 0 24./9

.... . ... ... ...... ... .. .... ... .... ... ... ... ... ... .. 48.' ... .. .. ..... .. "... .. .

None 07.4 66.7 85. 0 51.8 66.6 78.G
1 Person 18.7 0_5.9 uO.0 9. 2 08.8 o2.. I
2 Peop l e 18.7 06.4 C)0. 0 06.9 07.9 01.9
3 Peop I e 15.9 8.2 02.5 07.1 05.5 ).
4 to 5 People 17.8 09.1 05.0 11.2 06.8 0'.
6 to 8 P( -pl. e 17.8 02. 3 00, U ).4 02.4 o_3. I

or more Peopl.e 03.7 01.4 0.7.5 05.4 02. . '8
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Appendix A
Table A-16

Supervisor Writes Respondent's APR/OER/Appraisal

----. Security Police--. .--..-- Data Base...----
Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Liv(%)

105 4738 38 12:3( 6475 2.3797

Yes 79. 1 75.6 77.7 77. 6 69.9 /7.9
No 1 . 10.6 18.4 14. 1 19.3 09.5
Not Sure 07. 6 13.8 07.9 08.3 )10.8 12.6

'Table A-17

Work Schedule

.... ............ ecu rity Pol ice--- ......-..... -. D ata ase ......................

Of+ (%) EnI (%) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)
1.. = 7 475'2 3 12389 65076 24096

S Shift 47.6 35.9 44.7 59.2 61.8 88.0
Swing Shift 00.0 02.0 29.0 00.2 07.8 03..-2
Mid Shift 01.0 01.4 21.1 00.1 03.1 00.7
Rotating Shifts 29.0 48.7 02.6 04.6 1i.0 04.5
Irreg Schedule 14.0 10.8 02.6 12.5 12.3 0.2.3
Alot TDY/on call 07. 4 01.2 0). 0 08.0 02.6 01.(-)
Crew Sc hedu 1 e 01.0 0C). 1 00. 0 15.4 01.4 00.3

.. .4,



Appendix A
Table A-18

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings

---- Security Police --- ------- Data Base------
Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%)

= 6 4662 3 12366 64722 24254

Never 01. 0 32. 0 28.2 06. 6 15. i.0
Occasionai1y 21. 7 5. I 25.6 'I.04.7
Mon L h 1. y 13.2 06.6 02.6 14.C (. I? I H. /
Wee k y 55. 6 09. 1 .. 3 '2.1 23. .
Dai .[y 06.6 14.7 33.3 12. 2 11.2 (04.4
Cont i nuoLsly 01.9 ) 2. 5 00.0 02.1 2. 1 ,

Table A-19

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings to Solve Problems

... .. .. ........... . S e u r t ..o.i. -......... ............ ... .. .. .. I.. ..... ... D a ta-B a s e .........................

----- Security .olice... .--Dt F~ ..........
Off (%) Enl (%) Civ(%) Off (%) Enl (%) Civ (%)

104 4654 39 2301 64293 23921

Never 11.5 :37.0 51.3 15.4 24.1 24.1
Occasionally 38.5 34.8 20.5 42.6 40.1 44.8

Half the time 31.7 12.0 07.7 21.8 17.1 15.4
Always 18.3 16.2 .5 20.2 18.7 15.7
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Appendix A

Table 
A-20

Aeronautical Rating and Current Status

---- Security Police--- ... Data B4ase-- ..
Off (M) Eni (%) 0f (7.) Enl (7)

n. 107 475. 12346 64484

Nonrated, not on air crew 95.3 93.3 60.8 9Q.4
Nonrated, on air crew 00 0 00.8 (2. 4 02.2
Rated, on crew/ops job 01.0 00.6 27.4 01.6
Rated, in support job 03.7 05.3 09.4 05.8

Table A-21

Career Intent

---- Security Police--- ------ Data Base ----
OffM(%) Enl(%) Civ(%) OffM(%) Enl(%) Civ(%)

n 107 4775 37 12447 65355 21158

Retire 12 Mos 01.9 12.3 05.4 03.4 03.2 06.3
Career 62.6 25.6 51.4 51.0 :35.5 51.3
Likely Career 21.5 18.5 24.3 22.5 18.8 23.4
Maybe Career 12.3 23.2 16.2 15.1 20.4 12.7
LikJely Separate 01.9 17.5 02.7 05.0 13.3 03.5
G3epar ate 00. 0 12.7 00.0 03.0 08.8 02.8

fhe number (n) is the total number of valid responses l-or the
f4ctor being examined.
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Appendix B

Table B-1

Comparison of OAF, Factor Scores

Between Security Police and Other Officers

THE WORK ITSELF

Number a

of cases Mean SD df t

Job Performance Goals 12131 -0.36
Security Police Officers 104 4.69 0.93
Other Ufficers 12029 4.72 0.98

1.as V.L haracteri sti cs 12196 -1.52
Skrcurity Police Officers 105 5.21 1.02
Other Officers 12095 5.35 0.92

Task-- Auto(noM 12227 -0.00
Security Police Officers 105 4.56 1.42
Other Officers 12124 4.56 1.35

Work Remetition 12419 2.49**
Security Police Officers 106 4.65 .31

*Other Officers 12315 4.31 1.37

Desired Repetitive/
Easy Tasks 12053 -1.17
Security Police Officers 101 2.35 1.08
Other Officers 11954 2.47 1.05

Job Related Trainina 96531 -052

Sce-curity Police Officers 90 4.61 1.45
Otlii~r (ffi:ers 9765 4. 6V 1.48

A~pproximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for
groups with unequal variances is used.

*p 0:.5. **Q -.. (). ***a .:'.001.
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Appendix B

Table B-I (Continued)

JOB ENRICHMENT

Number a
of cases Mean SD df t

Skill Variety 1. 2500) .- 1

Security Police Officers 107 5.27 1.T
Other Officers 12'.-.95 5.44 1.28

Task Identi t 12467 -4. 29***
Security Po]ice Officers 106 4.72 1.36
Other Officers 12363 5.23 1.21

Task Significance 108 3. 16**
Security Police Officers 107 6.12 1.04
Other Officers 12414 5.80 1.25

Job Feedback 12487 -1.92
Security Police Officers 106 4.67 1.33
Other Officers 12383 4.89 1.18

Need for Enrichment 12208 1. 19
Security Police Officers 101 6.19 0.83
Other Officers 12 109 6.09 0.86

Job Motivation Index 11415 -0.01
Security Police Officers 100 126.34 72.20
Other Officers 11317 126.42 67.29

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

*p <.)5. **p <..W1. ***p <.004 .



Appendix B

Table B-1 (Continued)

WORK GROUP PROCESS

Number a
of cases Mean SD df t

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

Wor t Support 12038 -1.05
t"ecurity Police Officers 103 4.44 1.10
Other Officers 11937 4.55 1.09

L!an.akqment & Supervision 11783 2.05*
Security Police Officers 100 5.59 1.18
Other Officers 11685 5.31 1.34

Sup vy. Communications 11531 0.86
Security Police Officers 103 4.98 1.49
Other Officers 11430 4.86 1.42

Orqnl Communications 11643 1.11
Security Police Officers 103 5.02 1.39
Other O+ficers 11542 4.89 1.26

WORK GROUP OUTPUT

F'r 04 12454 1.09
cr.c,,jrIJy Police Officers I()6 5.63 1.36

Other Officers 1230 5.48 1.39

Advancement/Recoqni tion 11959 2. 83**
Security Police Officers 100 4.91 1.26
Other Officers 11661 4.58 1.19

Perceived Productivity 12081 -0.02
Security Police Officers 100 5.77 0.98
Other Officers 11983 5.77 1.08

Job Related Satisfaction 104 -1.24
Security Police Officers 104 5.21 1.27
Other Officers 11163 5.36 1.09

(.:e !9 .: L .. ..................: . i......m.......a.......1 .9

SieCTur ity Police Officers 11 5.45 1.31
Ut lier Of+ icers 1161: 1. 1.25

Appro;ximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for
groups with unequal variances is used.

p l5. ** ***p <.001.

49



Appendix B

Table B-2

Comparison of OAF Factor Scores
Between Security Police and Other Enlisted

THE WORK ITSELF

Number- a
of cases Mean SD df t

Job Performance Goals 5182 -13254*
Security Police Enlisted 4592 4.54 1.05
Other Enlisted 63267 4.75 0.97

Task: Characteristics 4799 -.. 84***
Security Police Enlisted 4401 4.46 1.22
Other Enlisted 62674 5.08 0.97

Task Autonomy 5119 -37. 72***
Security Police Enlisted 4518 3.05 1.47
Other Enlisted 62862 3.89 1.40

Wor k pReetition 69:343 15. 60***
Security Police Enlisted 473:3 5.43 1.37
Other Enlisted 64612 5.11 1.37

Desired Repe t ive/
Easy__.as.. 5105 I1.99***

Security Police Enlisted 4645 3.49 1.59
Other Enlisted 63431 3.20 1.40

Job Related TraininL 66357 -3.96***
Security Police Enlisted 4585 4.39 1.58
Other Enlisted 61774 4.48 1.58

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

*p .05. **p <.".01. ***p. .001.
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Appendix 8

Table B-2 (Continued)

JOB ENRICHMENT

Number a
of cases Mean SD d-f t

Skill Variety_ 5234 -31.17***
Security Police Enlisted 4692 3.89 1.62
Other Enlisted 64583 4.65 1.43

Task Identit! 5020 -34.87***
Security Police Enlisted 4598 4.31 1.52
Other Enlisted 64790 5.11 1.21

Task Significance 5251 -12.55***
Security Police Enlisted 4744 5.43 1.52
Other- Enlisted 65049 5.72 1.29

Job Feedback,, 523.1 -30.89***

Sec.Arity Police Enlisted 471o 4.13 1.47
ither Enlisted 64884 4.80 1.27

Need for Enrichment 5028 -14.28***
Security Police Enlisted 4559 5.18 1.46
Other Enlisted 63052 5.50 1.22

Job Motivation Index 4677 -34.05***
Security Police Enlisted 4031 69.73 56.96
Other Enlisted 58660 102.55 62.63

Appro:imate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for
qroupsi with unequal variances is used.

M.p : .iuS3. *.pM. %.01. ***p.. <.001.
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(1ppendix '

Table B--2 (Continued)

WORK GROUP PROCESS

Number a
of cases Mean SD df t

Work Suport 5117 -15.26***
Security Police Enlisted 4528 4.27 1.18
Other Enlisted 63273 4.55 1.11

Manaqement & Su'.Lpervi s ion 65786 O.K.
SeLurity Police Enlisted 44-- 4.91 1.61
Uther E-nlis ted 61-355 4.89 1.57

-. _vr y_ Com n it.ni,.ations b 12! 0. .::.
Security Police Enlisted 4493 4.52 1.68
Other Enlisted 61550 4.51 1.63

Ornl Communications 4890 -19.1i***
Security Police Enlisted 4345 3.98 1.42
Other Enlisted 60262 4.40 1.31

WORK GROUP OUTPUT

Pride 5259 -17.00***
Security Police Enlisted 4698 4.47 1.82
Other Enlisted 64454 4.93 1.6:3

Adv, ..ncemet /Rec.qni ti on 5209 .. 31***
Security Police Enlisted 4564 4. 12 .2:'
Other FEnlisited 6 L12 4.27 1. 19

Perc.eiv.e.d..F:. Prod u ct i vi t y 4991 -15. 24*. *
Security Police Enlisted 499() 5.16 1.41
Other Enlisted 6248.: 5.49 1.2:

Job Related Satisfaction 4603 -21.64***
Security Police Enlisted 4133 4.51 1.37
Other Enlisted 56772 4.99 1.20

General Or q Climate 4885 -20.21**W
Security 'olice Enlisted 4345 3.96 1.51
Other Enlisted 60202 4.43 1.39

Approximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for
qrnupfs with unequal variances is used.

(J. J . .*.*[ 01 . ** p_< .001
"'5.



Appendix B

Table B-3

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores
Between Security Police and Other Civilians

THE WORK ITSELF

Number a
of cases Mean SD df t

Job Performance Goals 37 -2.10*
Security Police Civilians 38 4.42 1.29
Other Civilians 23455 4.86 1.00

Task Characteristics 38 -3. 40**
SeCurity Police Civilians 39 4.63 1.25
Other Civilians 23. 176 5.31 0.95

Task Autonomy 38 -. 3.12**

Security Police Civilians 39 3.66 1.85
Other Civilians 23644 4.58 1.35

Work Repetition 24189 2.27**
Security Police Civilians 40 5.16 1.30
Other Civilians 24151 4.65 1.43

Desired Repetitive/
Easy Tasks 37 0.44
Security Police Civilians 38 3.22 1.87
Other Civilians 23611 3.09 1.40

Job Related Traininq 21958 -3.15**
Security Police Civilians 37 3.61 1.99
Other Civilians 21923 4.48 1.67

Appr:nimate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for
groups with unequal variances is used.

•p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

53PAV. CzLP ~



Appendix U'

Table B-3 (Continued)

JOB ENRICHMENT

Number a
of cases Mean SD df t

Skill Variet 24147 -- 9(')4.
Security Police Civilians 40 4.24 1.64
Other Civilians 24109 5. (18 1.17

jasi: Iden tity, j
Secturity Poli ce Ci vi I i ans 4t) 4. 54 1 .8
Other Civilians 24168 5.. 2.4 1 . .1!

Task Sionificance 24259 0. 94
Security Police Civilians 39 5.53 1.48
Other Civilians 24222 5.71 1.26

Job Feedback 39 -3. 18*
Security Police Civilians 40 4.19 1.73
Other Civilians 24222 5.o6 1.27

Need for Enrichment 37 -0.11
Security Police Civilians 38 5.67 1.53
Other Civilians 23386 5.7(.) . 18

J.ob iv... :t.on..nde 3 5 ...2. . .
Security Police Civil ians 36 97. 96 89.81
U t her Ci vi 1. i ans 216, ti 1:31.29 /0,.35

a
Approximate degrees of freedom are given when t-test for

groups with unequal variances is used.

*p <.05. **p <.1. ***Q. <.001.
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P ~Appendix. B

Table B-3 (Continued)

WORVF GzROUP PROCESS

Nu~mber
of cases Mean SD df t

.t . .L ...o. ... ..- 1

Security Police Civilians 38 4.40 1.46
Other Civilians 23424 4.67 1.11

Ma~qmet&' Supervision 
374 -1.61Security Police Civilians 36 .4 21

Other Civilians 22748 4.98 1.64

Su vy Communications 22736 -2. 30**
Security Police Civilians 36 3.92 2.08
Other Civilians 22702 4.57 1.71

Communi cati ons 34 -. 17*.*
Se(ter i ty police Ci vilians 3,. 5 I6 1.96

UthrCivilians 2'2 .3 2 4.61 1.4-1

WuFI..' GROUP OJUT PUT

Pr i de3 -2. 1*
,,ecuirity Police Civilians 40 4.8 1. 93

C,-Civilians 24150 5.42 1.45

Advai-icement/Reco niti on 22526 -3.63***
Security Police Civilians 37 2.95 1.26
Other Civilians 22493 3.79 1.34

Perceived Productivity 38 -2.95*
Security Police Civilians 39 4.89 1.59
U-ther- Li vil ians 2 31120 5.64 1.25

,h[ Stc5artin 3.7 -. 68**

.eu'It y PoIi c e L;i vil .an s U3. 4.79 1.47
thcer C v. i ru21921.7 L5. 42 1. . )E

Pm~~~~~~ 2'1 d J ~c., ~ 298 - 46**
F' gI ol i -e ('.i. v1iians :34 3.96 1.64

tthiCi vil.tans 2226 4. 76 1.39

A-pproximate degrees of freedom are given when t--test -for
groi.tps with unequal variances is Used.

*N p 05. -*-* ...*, .()I. *U
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