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PERSONNEL AND BACKGROUND DIFFERENCES
IN ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVE\E S

L INTRODUCTION

U"s-amzanonal—ffécnveness bias been. and comtinies to be. of prime interest 1o personnel in all
types of orgamizations. Empirically assessing organizational effectiveness has been wrought with
dxfficuhw in lhal no ulumatc cntenon exxsts A conungencv approach to orgamzauonal effectiveness
eriterion of success (Hendrix, 1976; Wofford, 1971). Within this framework. no one criterion of
effectiven=ss is postulated; rather, many criteria may be appropriate depending on the other

components of the model -(i.e.. the situation and the manager) Many researchers have noted that
organizations operate within this type of model. Organizations have a variety of often contradictory
- goals (Cameron. 1978: Dubin, 1976: Perrow. 1970). Effectiveness criteria at one .organizational
level may differ from those at other levels (Price, 1972: Weick. 1977) and criteria appropriate at.

one point in time may be less appropriate at later times.

This technical report focuses on research conducted using a contingency model of
organizational effectiveness. Four criteria related to organizational effectiveness were used as °
dependent variables when performing analyses to determine significant differences between
Background Information response options. The Background Information itéms were from the
Organizational Assessment Package (OAP). which is a survey for _identifying ongamzatmnal
strengths and weaknesses. The development of this survey was previously reported by Hendrix and
Halverson (1979). The OAP was developed for use by the Air Force Leadershlp and M anagement
Development Center (LMDC). Maxwell AFB, Alabama. The mission of LMBE includes (a)
providing consultative services to Air Force commanders; (b) provnd:ng leadership and nianagemenl
training to Air Force personnel in their work environment, and (c) performing research in support
of (a) and (b): The LM DC consultative role involves organizational problem area identification and
recommendations for reducing or eliminating problems identified. The OAP was designed to meet

these LMDC objecuves

IL METHOD

gample

Data were collected by Air Force consultants who administered the Organizational Assessment’
Package at selected Air Force installations to all available personnel. The sample consisted of 4786
subjects (military and civilian) at five Air Force bases representing six major commands. The
sam ple’s composition was ﬂa) 2% h!gh school nongraduates. 39% high school graduates or general
equivalency diploma (GED) certified. 37% some college work. 9% bachelor degrees, 6% some
ur.ldu.lte work. 6% master degrees. 1% doctoral degrees: (b) 78% white, 10% black. 5% hispanic.
% listed as other than white. black or hispanic: (c) 86% males. 14% females: (d) 17% officers.
00% airmen. and 17% ecivilians.



Survey Ins trument

The OAP used for data collection consisted of 16 Background Information items and 149
attitudinal items. The attitudinal items were 7-point (some contained a 0 poin: for “not applicable™
respenses) Likert scales which measured areas related to the job, oné’s supervisor, the organizational
climate, the perceived pruductivity of one’s work group, and satisfaction.

Procedure

In a previous study (Hendrix and Halverson, 1979), 21 orthogenally rotated factors ‘were
extracted during factor analysis of the 149 attitudinal items. Four of these factors were selected as
dependent variables for the present study. They were: General Organizational Climate,
Organizational Communications Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity.
Factor scores were generated for each of these four factors. Each subject’s factor score for each factor
served as the dependent variable in a series of one-way and two-way analyses of variance (ANOV As).

Cell size was unequal in many of the analyses performed during this research effort: when cell sizes’

are unequal, many different hypotheses can be tested. This research tested hypotheses with unequal

cell size the same way as is traditionally accomplished for equal cell designs. For example, main

effects hypotheses for 2 2 x 3 design using dot notation to_rcpresent rows and columns would be
written: :
Hl: p.l =us.
ra I : Z
) H2: p; =gy =p3
Carlson and Timm (1974) and Speed and Hocking (1976) discuss the hypotheses tested under
various procedures when cell sizes are unequal. For main effects found significant, simple main
effects were performed. Significant simple main effects were, in turn, analyzed by Newman-K euls
- Sequential Range Tests to identify at a given level of 2 factor specific means that were significantly
different: Table 1 lists those Background Information items that were analyzed and includes item
numbers and the reponse options for each item: |

o 'ﬁne fgrﬁéwiégidyié:wﬁy AN&)VA; were performed for items: 3, 4, 7 to 12, and 14 10 16. In
addition, data which had been collected on subject’s Major Command of Assignment, Organizational
Eevel, and Work Group Code were also analyzed using a one-way ANOVA.

- Four two-way ANOVAs vere performed for the following items: (a) 1 x 2 (Classification by

Grade)ii(!);)i Ix3$ (Classification by Race), (c) 1 x 6 (Classification by Sex), and {d) 6 x i3 (Sex by

Communication). N .
Js ' ‘

A FL RESULS AND DSCUSSION

Results ;u"e; reperted first for one-way ANOVAs. Each éarkéround Information item’s results
are reported for cach of the four dependent variables: General Organizational Climate,

Organizational Communications Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivits.

Then the two-way ANOV As are reported for each of the four dependest variables. Newman-K euls
Sequential Range Tests were performed at the 05 level of significance. Detailed results of each
analysis are provided in Appendix A to V. ' '






Table 1. ﬁaci:gmunci Information kems

hem b ' kem " hem

Nr Staement Nr Satement
B You Are An: ’ 8. Highest Level of Professional Military Education
I. Officer (Residence or Correapondence)
2 Airman 0. None or not applicable
3 Civilian (GS) 1. NCO- Orientation._Course or USAF
5 Civilian (wage employee) Supervisor Course (NCO Phase 1 or 2)
5. Non-Appropriated Fund 3 NCO Leadership School (NCO Phase 3)
{NAF) employee 3. NCO Academy (Phase 4)
o, Others 4. Senior NCO Academy (Phase 5)
5. Squadron Officer School
2 Your Grade Level Is: 6. Intermediate Service Schuol (Officer) .
i 1-3 7. Senior Service School (Officer) (iel. Air
2 1-3 War College)
3. 67
4 89 9. Hew many Peopie Do you Direetly Supervmc (ices,
i 10—12 ' Those You Write Performance Reporas On):
. 13—-15 1. ’\onc
7 16 or higher 2. lw?2
3. 365
3 Total Monthy in This Organization Is: 3. 6108
I Less than 1 month 7 5. 91012
2. More than | month, Less than 6 months 6. 13 t6 20
3. More than 6 months. Less than 12 menths 7. 21 or more
3 More than 12 months. Less than 18 months
3. More than 18 months. Less than 24 months B ) . ] o
0. More than 2% months. Less than 36 months 10.  Does Your Supervisor Actually Write Your
e More than 36 months Performance Report”
) S . o S ' 1 Yes
i Total Months Experience in Present Job Is: 2 No A
i. Less than | month L . S B
2. More than | month. Less than 6 months. 11. Your Work Requires You To Work Primarily:
3 More than 6 months, Less than 12 monihs 1. Alone .
i More than 12 months. Less than 18 months 2. With one or two people -
3. More than 18 months. Less than 24 months 3. As 3 small group team member
6. More than 21 months. Less than 36 months 1. As a large group team member (6 or more
T More than 36 months ] people)
) S Other
5. Your Race I~ . o
1 \merican Indian or Alaskan native 12, How-Siable Are Your Work Hours?
2 \sian of Pacific 1slander : I Highly stable-routine 8 hrs
H Black. not of Hispanic Origin 2 Very stable-nearly routine 8 hrs a day _ . _
} Hispanic 3. M odrratrl\ stable-shift work which
5 W hite. not of Hupanu ()ngm periodically changes

0. Other -

t. Slightly unstable irregular working hours .
S 5. - Highly unstable-frequent TDYs. frequently

t Your Sex s on call

L Male : ..

2 Yeiitile . 13, Your Job Requlre» How Much Communication

. . o S . ’ Brlwﬂn Workers?
., Your Higoest Educational Level Obained |s: - 1. Very littlle

i Non high school graduate 2 Little |

2 igh ~chool graduate or CED 3 Moderate

3 some college werk ° I % Very friquent

! Bachelor's degree . . . 3. Almost continuous

3 Some ,,.r.nhmlr work . T

6. Master’s degree

T Dovtoral degree

s
(%)
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Table 1 (Continued)

hem v hem N Bem hem
Nr .Statement Nr - Statement

1+ To What Extent in Your Work Group Are Group + Shift work. usually day» and nights
Meetings Used to Solve problems and Establish 5. Daily work only =~
Goals? 6. Crew schedule
1. None B 7. Other
2. Occasionally. . I
3 About half the time 16.  Which of the Following Best Describes Your Career
4. Almost tetally Intentions? L

S o o 1. To_comindge in the Air Force

15.  Your Work Schedule is Basically: 2. Will most likely continue in the Air Force
L Shift work. asuaally days 3. May continue in the Air Force
2. Shift work. usually swing shift + Planning to retire in thé next 12 months
3. Shift work. usually nights S. Other

Anaiysis 1, tem 3, Total Months in Organization

. In considering the total months in organization, significant main effects were found for General
Organizational Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity (p <.001), as well as
for Organizational Communications Climate (p <:01). (See Appendix A for details.) As notec in
Figure 1. the criterion standard score was significantly higher for response 7 (more than 36 months

in the organization) for the three -criteria of General Organizational Climate. Job Related -

Satisfaction. and Perceived Productivity. Those subjects reporting that they had been with the
organization less than 6 months (response 1), however, appeared to perceive the Organizational
Communications climate better than other subjects.

~ Analysis 2, hem 4, Total Months Experience in Present Job

_ In considering the total months of experierice in the present job significant main effects were
found for General Organizational Climate, Organizational Communications Climate, and Job
Related Satisfaction-(p <001). as well as for Perceived Productivity (p <005). (See Appendix B for
details.) Figure 2 indicates that subjects with more than 36 months in present job score highest-on
the criteria of General Organizational Climate‘and Job Related Satisfaction. Those with less than 6

months rate highest :on Organizational Communications Climate. In terms of Perceived
_Productivity, those rating the highest were those with more than 36 months on present job.

Analysis 3, iem 7, Your ﬁigiles_t Educational Level Obtained

~ In the analysis of highest education level obtained, signiﬁcant main effects were found for all
four criteria (See Appendix C for details.) '

' Figure 3 iﬂaicéies ihai sui)jret;':tsv who were jligjl"scilooi graduatés or had a éED équivaience '

certificate perceived the General Organizational Climate to be lower than did other subjects: the
highest perceptions were held by master degree subjects. For Organiza ional Communications
Climate, doctoral degree subjects clearly rated lower on this criterion. Non-high school graduates,
and master and doctoral degree subjects reported greater job satisfaction than did other subjects.
Master degree subjects perceived productivity to be higher than did high school graduates. subjects
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CRITERION STANKDARD SCbRESl

1.

IONAL C_IMATE. . _
""" ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMAE
T JOB RELAYED SATISFACTION
T ~T~ PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVITY

4 — GENERAL ORGANIZA

THAN 6 6-12 12-18 18-24

Figure 1. Torl months in organization.
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1.9 _ : , [ [
-89
.88
.79
.62
.58
148
.30
.28
-;: :.‘;:l-\\;\;:-;’;'~-:;_;! - --:;f.::)‘f;f"/t,/;—‘
-.18 S S T P
=20 |
-.38
-.49 |
~.59
-.68 |
-.79 |
e ]
~.99 |
-1.08
1.ESS THAN 6 6-12 12-18 18-24 24=36 MORE THAN 36

e ot e s g e ot 2 e o

CRITERION STANDARD' SCORES :

ATIONAL CLIMATE
OMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE
SFACTION
TIVITY

f‘igufe 2. Topkl months experience in present job.

t+.00
.88 .
.89 4.
.79
.69
.50
.48 -
.39
.2e.
.19
.89
.19

[
4 W
N

CRITERION' STAMDARD 'SCORES:

-.78 1 —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL| CLIMATE |
-89 ] - ORBANIZATIONAL . COMMUNTICATIONS CLITMATE
- g9 —"~ JOB RELATED SATISFACTION

~-99 4 ——— PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIV 1Y

~-1.09 t — |

NON HS GRAD HMS GRAD SOME COLLEGEBACHELOR SOME GRAD MASTERS DOCTORAL

Figure 3. Highest educasonal level obtained.
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with some college. subjects with some graduaie work, and subjects with'doctoral degrees. Doctoral
degree subjects perceived the General Organizational Climate to be high and were satisfied with their
jobs: however, they perceived the Organizational Communications Climate and Productivity to be

low.

Analysis 4, lem 9, Number of People Directly Supervised

In considering how the number of people directly supervised affected the perception of the
organization. significant main effects were observed for General Organizational Climate and
Perceived Productivity (p <001). as well as for Job Related Satisfaction (p <.0056). No significant
main effect was found for Organizational Communications Climate. {See Appendix D for details.)

_Figure 4 indicate: that all criteria. except Organizational Communications Climate, increased
as the number of personnel supervised increased. For Organizational Communications Climate:
there was no significant difference between the supervisory categories. :

1.00
.99
.89
.79
.68

.se .

.49 :
.30 . .
.29 . I - - —=
RI-B=
o0
.10
-.20
~.38
~.42
.~.58 .
~-.60
~-.78

L A |

CRITERION' STANDARD SCORES
'

—— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE .} .
~-.80 4 - ORGANTZATIONAL . COMMUNICATIONS CUIMATE
- 38 "= JOB .RELATED BATISFACTION o ,

. 20 ——— PERCEIMED PRPDUCTIVITY . .

1

NONE 1-2 3-5

I S N |

MORE THAN S

Figure 4. Number ol;j)eoi)le you directly supervised.

&‘!mi)'sis 3. hem 10, Supervisor Actually Writes Pe forma ace ﬁepom

: In considering the impact of whether the supervisor a('il‘la"y wrote the performance report. the
main effects for ail four criteria were significant (p <001). (See Appéndi&[‘: for details.) As Figure 5
indicates: those subjeets whesi- supervisor~ write the performance report, scored,siéhmé;;ﬂ\”"hiéix@r
on all four criteria than did these whose supervisors do not write the performance repo-ri's: The

4
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CRITERION 'STANDARD| SCORES i

-.78 4  —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE

-.82 ----- ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE
2o |~ — J0B RELATED SATISFACTION
=98 4 - PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVITY -
-1.0¢ L _ - -
YES . NO

Figure 5: Supervisor actually writes i)er'é)rmance repornts.

<

analysis of variance data base: on whether the supervisor actually writes the performance reports are
provnd( :d in Table E-1. and the Neuman K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table
E-2. The analysis of variance for Ceneral Organizational Climate (n =4099). Orgamzauonal .
Communications Climate (n = 74099), Job Related Satisfaction (n = 3871). and Perceived -

Producuvm (n —4197) show that the nrain effects for all four criteria are sngmf'canl (p <.001).

Anai'vsis 6. ltlem 11. Size of Work (:noup

In analyzing the size of the work group. significant main effects were found for General
‘Organizational Climate. Job Related Satlsfachon and Perceived Productivity (p <.001). No
significant main effect was found for Orgamzalnonal Communications Climate. (See Appendix F for

dérails.)

With the euepuon of the criterion of Organlzatlonal Communications Climate. whose main
effect was not significant. the data indicated that in general large-group tea:n members scored
significantly’ higher on the criteria ‘than did all other groups. For Job Related Satisfaction. there is
the exception that those working alone also scored higher than did subjects in the other categories.
These differences are depicted in Flgure 6.

Analysis 7. fem ii. Stability of Work Hours

CeneralOrganuauonal (Jmiate- Job Related Sausfactlon and Perceived Productlvlu (p <001). as _

S U 18
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1.€8 _ -
.88
.88 ;
.78
69 .
.58 _
.42 |
.38
.28
ie
.00
-.1@
-.28
-.38 4.
-.38 _ .
~.58 |
-.68 4
=-7@ 4 —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE |
-.83 | ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CUIMATE
-.ge | T T JOB RELATED AT;SEA;EON -
- :%  PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIVIT _

ALONE : -2 SMALL GROUP LARGE GROUP

CRITERIOH STANDARD 'SCORES'

Figure 6. Size of work group.
-
well as for Organizational Communications Climate (p <.01). (See Appendix G for details.) As
shown in Figure 7 the data indicate that in general. the more unstable the working hours. the lower
the scores on the four criteria. This relationship was the most apparent for Job Related Satisfaction.
with a consistent decrease in the criterion indices as the work environment became more unstable.
For General Organizational Climate and Perceived Productivity. the lowest criterion values were
obtained for modcrately stable work hours. :

Ana i_\'sis 8. lem 14. Extént that Work

Group Meetings are used © Solve Proble ms
and Esublish Coals and Objectives ,
" In the analysis of the extent work group méétings are used to solv=problems and to establish

goals and objectives. for all four criteria, the main effects were significani \p <001). (See Appendix
H for details.} Figure 8 indicates that as the use of group meetings-to seive problems and set goals

increases, so do the four criteria of effectiveness.

__The analysis of variance data for the effeci of group meetings are provided in Table H-1, and the
significant Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table H-2. The analyses of
: Variance showed that the main effects were significant (p <001) for -emeral Organizational Climate

(n =4095). Organizational Communications Climate (n =4095). Job Retated Satisfactsor: (n =3868),

.and Perreived Produclivily (n 54]92).‘ ‘

. s 19
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-.82 1 77" ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATH
CTo — = JOB RELATED SATISFACTION

-9 4 - PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVITY -
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HIGHLY . VERY MODERATELY SELIGHTLY UNSTABLE

"‘igure 7. Saability of work hours.
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T SENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE | -
“"77 ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE
- .88 —*~ JOB RELATED -SATISFACTION

571 =~ PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIVITY _
=189 4 __ - B

]
@
1

\ONE  occasioniLy. HALF THE TIME ALMOST TOTALLY
' Figure 8. Extent that work group meetings are used 1o solve
problems and establish goals and objectives:
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Anai_\'sis 9, hem 15, Work Schedule

In considgri ng work schedules, significant main effects were indicated for ‘General
Organizational Climate. Job Related Satisfaction. and Percéived Produciivity (p <001). as well as
for Organizational Commaunications Climate (p_<01). (Se= Appendix I for details.) Figure 9 shows
that response 5 (daily work only) overall had the Kighest scores on the criteria: the only criterion

which had a higher valuc in another work schedule category was Organizational Communications
Climate. which was higher for crew schedule work: Generally. response 2 (shift work. usnally swing
shifts) had the lowest values for the criteria. For response 5 (crew scheduled work). the values clearly
differed between- the criteria. For crew scheduled work. subjects reported high Organizational
Communications Climate and General Organizational Climate. intermediate magnitude for
Perccived Productivity. and low Job Related Satisfaction.

-

t.e8 . — —
.88 .
.78 1
.68
.58
.48 J 1IN
s ] AN

/ \-
.28 | ) A A

Q
1
\\

CRITERION INTANDARD! SCORES!
] l‘ ]
AN
8858
1

[
N 4
@ O

—__;GENE§AL1dRGANIZATIQNAL”CLIHAIE;N,”,,m
~==-* ORGANIZATIONAL -COMMUNTCATIONS CLIMAT
—-— OB RELATED. SATTSFACTION ,

L ]

o M

0 00 :
, .
O

|
©
®

-1.08
usu.

=== PERCEZIV

PRODUCTIVITY|

DAYS

1

—————

SWING/NIGHTS :SU. DAYS/NIGHTS DAILY ONLY CREY SCHED.
Figure 9: Work schedule.

Anahsic 10, hem 16, Deserption of Careér ltentions

> The analyses of carcer intentions (ie.. as regards thie Air Force). resulted in significant main
»effects for all four eriteria, (p <001). (See Appendin J for details). As Figure 10 shows. the data
indicate the same patters for all the criteria exeept Organizational Communications Climate. which
I!.;I(l;()ill\!‘_\. one pair of sizmificanth different means. Those planning to continue in the Air Foree had
the higliest eriterion seore. followed by those planaing 1o retire in the next 12 months. and then by .
Hhose statingedhat they will most likély continue in the \ir Foree. Those responding by filling in the
“OMher™ l'l‘l:"lﬂI.i'h(j:‘ﬂi!l.illn;h;l(l the lowest eriterion values. The “Other™ icsponse a)j;li(iii included
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CRITERIOR' STANDARD ‘SCORES

-.78 4  —— GENERAL| ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE _

-8 J ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE

- a0 —-— JOB RELATEC SATISFACTION

-7+ === PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVIT ]
-1.00 ———" o

CONT: IN AF MOST LIKELY CONT. MAY CONT. RET. IN 1z MONTHS OTHER

T l';z:guré 10. Description of career intentions.

those planning on exiting the Air Force. The next lowest criterion values were reported by those
indicating they may continue in the Air Force. As a general lrend however. those p]anmng to
remain in.the Air Foree scored higher on the crnena )

'Analysis 11, Major Command (M.UCOM) T -

In the analysis of how the major command (MAJCOM) affected this study, significant main
effects wereebserved for all criteria (p <001). (See Appendix K for details.) Figure 11 indicates that
commands.differ in tire relative’ magnitude of the four criterion measures. The-MAJCOMs are
labelled A to E to insure their anonymity. Generally, scores for commands D and E were lower than
" for the other commands: however, command A was lowest on Organizational Communications
Climate, while command C had the highest reported Orgamzahonal Communications Climate: Also;
command A had the highest Job Related Satisfaction level of any command while command D had
the lowest reported satisfaction level. _

Analysis 12, Organizational Level

_* Table 2 lists the nine organizational levels to be tested for significant differences. Due to

insufficient observations, organizational levels 1, 3, 4, and 9 were deleted from the Newman-K euls

Sequential Range Test and from the plot of criteria means in Figure 12. The main effects for all four
criteria were significant (p <.001). (Significant differences between organizational levels for each -

criterion are dxscutd in }\ppendnx L)

22



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CRITERION STAKDARD SCORES!

| T GENERAL| ORGANIZATIONAL] CLIMATE.

-.78 ,
-.8e °77" ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATH
P 77T JOB RELATED SATISFACTION
oo == PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVITY - I
8 c D £
- Figure 11. Major Command (MAJCOM).
Table 2: i)rganizaﬁoygi Levek
Organizational Organization/ Organizational Organization/
" Level Code Agency " LevelCode Agency
. l? : Headquarters USAF 5 Wing
' Major Commands/Separate Operating 6° Group/Base
: Agencies . - 7 Squadron
32 Numbered Air Force 8 Medical
42 Air Division 92 Specialized
' Activities

INot tested.
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CRITERION STAHDARD' SCORES

., g - : :
-.78 & —— GENERAL| ORGANIZATIONAL] CLIMATE
-8 J - ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMAT
-.89 —-— JOB RELATED SATISFACTION
‘l - PERCEIVFD PRODUCTIVITV
-l .BB . _ — — [ i
' ) - ' 4 s
(uleu 2 ' "_3,. st (u?-ns) T lLevel ) {Level 8)

F;;gure 12. Oxgamunoml level

The data plotted in Figure 12 indicate a geueral pattern of all four criteria belng the lughat for

- Organizational level 2, the next highest for level 5, followed by level 6, and then level 7, which was

the lowest overall. The one exception to this pattern was that Job Related Satisfaction was higher for
level 6 than for level 5 The cntena for _organizational level 8 fell at ‘various cntenon values. Job
for any_ organizational level. The next highest criterion was General Orgaluuuongl Climate,
followed by Perceived Productivity and Organizational Communications Climate.

: General Table 3 lists the work g poups and their work g . group codes which have been aggregated I\-
for all work g groups falling under a thousands level. For ex:mple, all codes which are of a 1000-series

have been aggregated and are designated by the notation 1XXX. The main effects for the four
criteria were llgmﬁcant beyond the .001 level of significance (See Appendix M for details.). In

. Figure 13,2 pattern is noted. Work group 1XXX compared to other work groups is high on all four’

criteria. Work group 8XXX is highest for the criteria of Job Related Satisfaction and General
Organizational Climate, but low for Perceived Productivity and the lowest for Organizational

" ‘Communications Climate when compared to other work groups. Work groups 5XXX arid 6XXX are-

generally lower overall on the four criteria than are other work groups; however, for a given
cmenou._work group SXXX or 6XXX may be lugher than auother work group. For example. work

-
v

to{
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Table 3. Work Gmup Codes

€ode Aggregated Work Group Tide®

|

IXXX  Wing and Base Staff Agencies/Divisions

2XXX  Operations Organizations (DCO) ‘

3XXX  Resources Organizations (DCR) -

4XXX  Maintenance Organizations (DCM)

SXXX Missile Wing and Support Agencies/Divisions B o
6XXX  Security Police/Civil Engineering/Communications Organizations
7XXX  Medical Services Organizations ]
8XXX_  Research Laboratories and Training Agencies
9XXXP  Futare use '

;:gg;epud Work Group title includes all work groups within the given organizational work group title.
ot tested. ' o
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. Figure 13. Work group codes:
group. 6XXX is higher than work group 4XXX on General Organizational Climate. Work groups
2XXX, 3XXX. and 7XXX overall fall midway between the other work groups, with work group
4XXX having a slightly lower overali pattern than work groups 2XXX, 3XXX, and 7XXX.
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Analysis 14, kem 7, Highest Educational L:vel Okuined (Officers) ; i

General. This analysis of the highest educational level obtained involvea only officer
personnel. Since ail oificers entering service as of ths early 1960’ were required to have a bachelor
degree, oaly response options 4 (bachelor degree) tarough 7 (doctoral degree) were analyzed. The
main effects for all four criteriz weré significant beyoad the 001 level of significant. (See Appendix
N for details.) As Figure 14 inidicates, those with a master degree (response 6) scored significantly
higher on ali four eriteria than those reporting they had some graduate work {response 5). Those
with a doctoral degres (response 7) were more satisfied with their jobs than all other respondents.
Doctoral degree réspondents, however. perceived Productivity and General Organizational Climate
to be lower than did all other respondents.

.3
v

1.8 -
.99
.88 4 - = _ o
.70 . . o
.60
.Se
.40
.36
.19
.00
-.10 _
-.20
_ 30 |
-.40

CRITERION STANDARD SCORES'

=-78 4 —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL® CLIMATE |
-.86 ] ORGANIZATIONEL COMMUNICATIONS CL{IMATE
- g0 == JOB RELATED BATISFACTION |
L oe ] 7T PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIVITY

BACHELORS DEGREE = SOME GRADUATE woRK MASTERS -DEGREE DOCTORAL DEGREE

r+:gure 14. Highest educational level obtained (officers).

Analysis 15, bem 8, Highest Level of Professional
Military Education Obtined Officers)

___This analysis of highest level of professibgililﬁiiﬁiafa education obtained involved only officer

_ personnel. The response categories which applied to officers were 0 (none or not applicable). 5
- ,75510?41’0!1 Officers School), 6 (inle55i§§j§tg service school), and 7 (senior ser-‘ice school). The main
effects for tke four criteria were significant beyond the .01 level of significance. (See Aprendix O for

details.) F iguréﬂlrsi Vindica}esi that, in general, the magnitudeé of the four criteria increases as the
professianal military education level increases from the 0 (none or not applicable) response category
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CRITERION. STANNARD SCORES

I}i'guré 15. Highest level ot professional military education (officers).

to the 7 (senior service school) response category: For Organizational Communications Climate, the
only significant increase is in response option 7 (senior service school), which is higher than all other
response categories.

é\miysis 16. hem 7, Highest Educaticnal Level Obtained (Aixmah)

General. This analysis of the highest educational level obtained involved only enlisted
personnel which were identified as airmen on the OAP. Since airmen are more likely to be
concentrated in the lower educational response options, only responses 1 to 5 were tested. The means
tested for significant differences were these associated with responses 1,2, 3 and the pooled responses
for response options 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work). Therefore, this analysig
involved testing for significant differences between four groups. Significant main effects were found
for Ceneral Organizational Climate (p <001} and Job Related Satisfaction (p <005). No significant
main effects were found for the other two criteria. (See Appendix P for details.) Figure 16 indicates
. that those individuals with a bachelor degree or'some graduate work had significantly higher job
related satisfaction than did high school graduates or GED certified individuals. Also, those with
some college reported significantly higher General Organizational Climate and Job Satisfaction than

did those with only a high school diploma or GED certificate. No other response options differed
significantly from each other. : -
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Figure 16. Highest education level obtained @imen).

Analysn 17, bem 8, Highest Level of Professional
Military Education Obtined (Airmern)

 This analysis of the highest level of professional military education obtamed involved only
airmen personnel: Only the response options which applied to airmen were analyzed. These were
responses, 0 (none or not applicable), 1 (NCO Oriéntation Course or USAF Supervisor Course—
NCO phase 1 or 2), 2 (NCO Leadérship School —NCO phase 3),3 (NCO Academy—phase 4), and 4
. (Senior NCO _Academy—phase 5). Significant main effects were found for all criteria except
Orgaanizational Communications Climate (p <.001). (See Appendix Q for details.)

Figure 17 shows that for all criteria, except Organizational Com munications Climate, which had
a non-significant main effect, as profeesxonal military education increased, there was an increase in
the criteria. There was, however, no significantdifferénce between response 0 (no professional
military educatxon) and response 1 (NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervmor Course—NCO

phase 1 or 2) on any criterion. Also, for the Perceived Productivity criterion, thére was no

significant difference between response options 3 (NCO Academy—phase 4) and 4 (Senior NCO
Academy—Phase 5). With the exception of these non-significant response pairs, airmen who have
more professional militabyx education are more job satisfied, perceive productivity to be higher, and
perceive the general organizational climate to be better.
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Analysis 18, bem 7, Highest Educational Level Obtained (Civiban)

General. This analysxs of hlghesl educational level obtained involved only civilian personnel
Four educational levels were tested for significant differences. The response options associated with

these levels were response 2 (high school graduate or. GED), 3 (some college work), 4 (bachelor

degree), and the response options 5, 6, and 7 pooled to form one educational level category (graduate
work), due to the small n associated with each of the separate response options. Significant main
effects were demonstrated for General Organizational Climate (p < :005), Organizational
Communications Climate (p <:001); and Perceived Productivity (p <.01). Significance was not
demonstrated for Job Related Satisfaction. (See Appendix R for details. ) As Figure 18 indicates, the
major effect was for pooled responses 5, 6, and 7. The criterion of Job Related Satisfaction was not
significant for any of the educational levels. For General Organizational Climate, the pooled
responses 5, 6.7 (graduate work) were significantly higher than response 3 (soine college work). The
pooled responses 5, 6, 7 (graduate work) were significantly lower than all other response options for
the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate; also, response 3 (some college work) was

- significanty lower than response 2 (high scnool graduate or GED) for this criterion. For the

Perceived Productivity criterion, the pooled responzes 5, 6, 7 (graduate work) was slgmﬁcam]y
lower than all other response options:
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Analysxs l‘}, hem i.. Ciassiﬁcaﬁon, i)y iwm 2, Grade

7Cenetjal. Anai'ys;es I9through 222rea ;e'riés of tvéo-way ANOYAS. Anainis 19 was pegfin:@iet;l

on the total sample (n =4786) for classification by grade. As with the previous analyses, the n for a

given analysis will ke less than 4786, since cases with missing data were excluded before performing

eack znalysis. Significant interaction effects were found for all four criteria (p <.001). (See
Appendix S for details.) '

_ As Figure 19 indicates, a number of relationships exist for classification and grade for the four
criteria. For Ceneral Organizational Climate: officezs up to grade level g3 (6 and 7) perceive the
climate to be better thar do airmen or civilians. Airmen in grade levels g; (1 to 3) and g5 (4 and 5)
perceive it 1o be gonrer thaa does 2ny other group. Also, overall, those in grade level g3 {6 and 7)- .

perceive the climate 1o be beiter than do other groups. For Organizational Communications Climate,
officers and zirmen in grades 1 to 3 perceived communications climate to be worse than did civilians.
However, ofﬁcégs in grades 4 to 7 (gg and g3) perceived communications climate to be better than
did civilians and airmen. Airmen in grades 8 or 9 (g4) perceived communications climate to be
better than did officers or civilians. For Job R elated Satisfaction, civilians were more satisfied at all
levels compared to airmen and officers; however, at grade level 6 and 7 (ég), officers and civilians
did not differ significantly from each other on this criterion: Generally, as grade increases so does
reported satisfaction: The major exception involves officers in grade group g4 (8+ ). For Perceived
Productivity, airmen in the lower grade groups g (1 to 3) and g5 (4 and 5) perceived productivity to
be lower thax did other groups. The highest perception is for officers in grade groups gy (4 and 5)

and g3 (6 and 7):
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Figure 19. Classification by grade for four criteria.

Analysis 20, kem 1, Classification, by Bem 5, Race

~ In considering classification by race, significant interaction effects were found for Geperal
Organizational Climate (p <005), Job Related Satisfaction (p <.002); and Perceived Productivity
(p <.001), only. (See Appendix T for details.) Figure 20 indicates for the four criteria a series of
signi‘icant differences. For General Organizational Climate, black and white (rag and rag) officers
perceive the general climate to be better than did the “Other™ group (ra;): Airmen of all race groups
perceived the general climate to be worse than did all other groups; except officers helongiiig to race
group “Other” (raj)who also perceived the climate to be worse than did other groups. There were no

significant differences for classification and race groups using the criterion of Organizational

Communications Climate. For Job Related Satisfaction, the predominant difference is for civilians.
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Figure 20. Classification by Race for four criteria.
who are more satisfied than are officers or airmen. This pattern is statistically significant for whites
(ra:[}) and those listed as “Other” 7(ra'|i),.7 For Perceived Productivity, white airmen perceived
productivity to be lower than did white officers or white civilians. Those officers and civilians listed _
as belonging to the race group “Other™ (raj) perceived productivity to be worse than did white
officers and civilians. - .

Analysis 21, hem 1, Classiication, by hem 6, Sex

The only significant interaction effect found was for Péfééiﬁ;ﬂ Productivity (p <.02). (See
Appendix U for details.) Figure 21 indicates a general pattern for all criteria, except Organizational
Communications Climate which had no significant differences. Officers and civilians scored higher
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Figure 21. Classification by sex for four criteria.

on their criterion responses than did airmen. That is. officers and civilians perceived the General
Organizational Climate and Productivity in their organizations to be better than did airmen. Also.
civilians were more satisfied with their jobs than were officers and airmen. Another interesting

"~ difference. which was limited to civilians. was that males and females differed significantly in their

responses for all critéria except Organizational Communications Climate: Female civilians were
more satisfied with their jobs and perceived productivity to be higher than did male civilians. On the
other hand. male civilians perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did female

civilians.
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Analysis 22, bem 6 Sex, by hem 13, Communication

No significant interaction effects were observed for any of the criteria: (See Appendix V for
détails.) Figure 22 indicates a general trend for the four criteria. Generally. as the amount of
communications between workers increased, the reported criterion responses also increased. The
major exception was for the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate. where -
communications and sex factors had non-ignificant main effects. For General Organizational
Climate, the significant differences were limited to males who scored higher as the amount of
communications increased from level ¢ to cy. For the Job Related Satisfaction criterion;, males
scored higher on level c; (almost continuous) than for any other communication level. Female
responses at levels c3 (very frequent) and cg (almost continuous) were only significantly higher than
the pooled response options 1 and 2 (very little and little, c}). When Perceived Productivity was
used as the criterion, the mean criterion score for males increased with an increase in the amount of
‘communications between workers. For females, scores for zroup ¢4 were significantly higher than
for groups ¢} and c9. Although the main effect for sex was significant, no simple main effects for sex

at different levels of communication were found:

-\ ‘V .
Ty IV. SUMMARY / N

" The major differences noted as a part of this research will not be summarized and axscu;sea
Tables 4 and 5 provide a summary of significant main effects for all one-way and two-way ANOVA.

The first difference noted was that those who had been in an organization {analysis 1) or in the
present job (azalysis 2} more than 36 months scored bigher on the criteria (except for
Organizational Communications Climate) than did other groups. Those individuals who had a
‘master or doctoral degree and those who were high school non-graduates had higher reported Job

* Satisfaction than did all other groups. Also, those with a master degree perceived the General
Organizational Climate to be better than did all other groups (analysis 3). One of the clearer
relationships dealt with supervision. Those who supervised larger numbers of peoplé scored higher
on all criteria except Organizational Climate (analysis 4). -

. Those individuals who reported thai their supervisor wrote their. performance report scored
higher on all criteria than those reporting that their supervisor did not write their report (analysis 5).
When the number of people in a work group are considered, it appears that those working in a large
work group (six or more people) scored higher on all criteria except Organizational
Communications Climate than did the other groups. One other notablé exception was that those
working alone also reported highk Job Related Satisfaction, and those working as a small team
member reported the lowest satisfaction (analysis 6). Stability of work hours was also related to the
criteria. The most apparent difference was for Job Related Satisfaction where satisfaction decreased
as work hours became more unstable (analysis 7).

. The use of work group meetings by ‘supervisors to solve problems ané establish goals and

objectives presented an interesting pattern. The responses for all four criteria increased as the
amount of time dedicated to the use of group meetings increased —the biggest increase being between

not using any meetings and using them occasionally (analysis 8). The respondent’s work schedule

was also related to all criteria, though léss so to Organizational Communications Climate. Those on a
daily schedule only scored higher than other groups (analysis 9). For career intentions, all criteria

except Organizational Communications Climate covaried together. Those stating they planned to
. stay in the Air Force or to retire in the next 12 months had the highest criterion ratings. On the other
30 7
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Table 4. Summary of One-way Analyses of Variance

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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_ Genenl _Organizasonal _3ob -
, . <, D Organizstional Communications Relawd Perceived
Deseription ', Amalysis CEmawx Chmaw Satsfaction ~  Productivity
*Months in Oggané;hlion _ 1 soe . bddd see
Moaths Experience in Job 2 see - e
Et_‘!mlionzl Level 3 - see.’ (L1 L1 1) L]
People Snpervised 4 il oo . eee
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hand, those stating they may continue in the Air Force or marking the “other™ category (which
contain those planning on leaving the service). scored the lowest ratings (analysis 10). For Major
Commands (MAJCOMs). commands C.D, and E had individuals who clearly were more dissatisfied
than commands A and B. Also Command D had lower criterion ratings than did the other
commands for all criteria,-except Organizational Communications Climate (analysis 11). When
organizational level was considered, level 2 (MAJCOM and Separate Operating Agencies) had the
highest rating overall for the for criterie, and level 7 (Squadron) the lowest (analysis 12). For work
group codes, work group IXXX (Wing-Base) rated higher overall on the four criteria than did other
work groups. In terms of Job Related Satisfaction, work groups 1XXX (Wing-Base) and 8XXX
(Research Laboratories and Training Agencies) rated the highest, while group 5XXX (missiles)
rated the lowest (analysis 13). ' T ' :

__ For officers, the clearest relationship associated with educational level was for the criterion of
Job Related Satisfaction: Those officers with master and doctoral degrees were more satisfied than
those with bachelcr degrees or some graduate work (anatysis 14). For airmen, those with a bachelor
degree or some graduate work. and those with some college work had significantly higher rated job
related satisfaction than did high school graduates or GED certified individuals (analysis 16). For
both officer and airmen, there were, for all criteria except Organizational Communications Climate,

increases in the criterion valués as the level of professional military education increased. For airmen.
there was no significant difference between those with no professional military education and those
with the NCO Oriéntation Course or USAF Supervisor Course—NCO phase 1 or 2 (analyses 15 and
17) on any criterion. : .

___Civilians with graduate work perceived the General Organizational Climate to be significantly
higher than did civilians who only had some college work. However, those civilians who had

graduate work perceived the Organizational Communication Climate and Perceived Productivity to
be lower than did all other response groups (analysis 18).

For the two-way ANOVA of classification (officer, airmen. civilian) by grade, (grades 1 through
8 or more), with the exception of Organizational Comgunica,tjgl;s Climate, the main effects
classification and grade and the interaction effects were significant. Officers at or below 0-7 perceived
the General Organizational Climate to be better than did airmen and civilians. Airmen in grades E-1
through E-5 perccived the General Organizationai Climate to be worse than did any other group.

Civilians reported higher Job Related Satisfaction generally than did airmen or officers. Officers in

grades 04 through 0-7 rated Perceived Productivity higher than did any other group, while the
lower grade airmen (E-1 through E-5) rated Perceived Productivity yors\g than did other groups
{analysis 19). The two-way ANOVA of classification by race indicated that black and white officers
perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did officers in other groups. Airmen
of all race groups generally perceived the:General Organizational Climate to be poorer than did
other groups. For Job Related Satisfaction, the predominant effect is for civilians, who are more
satisfied than officers and airmen: Black and white airmen also perceived work group productivity to
be lower than did black and white officers and civilians (analysis 20).

The two-way ANOVA of classification by sex had a significant main effect, limited to the -
classification factor for all criteria. except Job Related Satisfaction. which had main effects
significant for both factors. The major difference was that officers and civilians generally perceived
Productivity to be higher and perceived the General Organizational Climate 5o be better than did
* airmen,. Civilians were more satisfied with their jobs. Also. female civilians were more satisfied with
their jobs and perceived Productivity to be higher than did male civilians. Male civilians. however.
perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did female civilians (analysis 21).
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For the two-way ANOVA_sex by communication. the general pattern for all four criteria was that as
the amount of communication between workers increased, the reported criterion responses also
increased. The major exception was for the criterion of Orgamzauonal Communications Chmale. for
which the communications and sex fi ~tors bad nonsignificant main effects. .
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. APPENDIX A: TOTAL MONTHS IN ORGANIZATIO
N :
e

/

_ The analysis of variance data for total months in the organization are provided in Table A-1,
and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table A2,

. General Organizational Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated that the main effects
for total months in organization was significant (p <.001). Significant differences between means .
within this factor were determined by the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test. Response 7 (more
than 36 months) was significantly different from all other response options. No other significant
differences were found. ’ T

_ Organizational Communications C*imate. The analysis of variance indicate a significant
" (p <.01) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences exist between-
combined responses 1 and 2 (less than 6 months) and all other responses. No other significant
differences were found. . - )

Table A-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Total Months in Organization

Source daf MS . " F »

General Organizational Climate

Betwesn Groups 5 9.3214 923 . 001
Within Groups 4102 1.0098
Total T 24108 :
Organizational Communications Chmate .
'Between Groups 5 - 32135 3.12 008
Within Groups 4102 1.0281 o -
Total 4108 .

Job Related Sansﬁ:cbon

Between Groups 5 159297 1360 001
Within Groups - 3873 L1710 ' :
Total 3879 :

Perceived i’mducﬁvity

Between éioups 5 10.9459 9.13 .001
Within Groups 4199 1.1991 :
Total : 4205







Table A-2. Newman-Keuls Sequentnl Range Test for Toul Months in Olgamzanon

General Organizational Climate

Response Option 4 5 3 6 1-2
) Group Number 3 4 2 5 1
5 4 914
3 2 2.023 - 1.040 o
6 5 2.881 " 1.892 922
12 - b2l 03767 2845 2,006 1.157
7 6 7.948* 6.852* 6.291* 5.283* 3.525%
Organizational Communications Climate
Response Option B o 5 7 4 6 3
, Group Number 4 6 3 5 2
7 6 452 . -
4 3 428 048 ' o
6 5 1364 = 1.142 909 .
3 2 2218 2.169 1.767 929
12 1 4.549‘ 4.368* 4.134* 3.516* 2.653
Job Related Samﬁcﬁon
Response Option 4 5 . 3 12 6
Group Number 3 4 2 1 5
5 -y 100
3 2 2074 459
1-2 1 3.175 1.663 1.318 o
6 5 3.618 1996 1.660 215
7 6 9.666* . 7.867* 8.092* 5912*% 6:254*
& ' Pen:e:ved Pmdueumy .
Response Option 12 -“—"’4 : 3 5 6
Group Number o 3 2 4 5
4 3 068 .
3 2 s07 4%
S 4 2.371 - 2304 2.027 -
6 5 2.635 2.562 2.295 .084
7 6 7.125*  7.046* - 7.206* 4.295%  4.656*
. p <05,

Job Reluted Sausfacuou The analysis of variance indicated a sngmﬁcant (p <:001) main
effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences were found.between response 7
(more than 36 months) and all olher responses. N o other significant dnfferences were found.

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main
effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 7, and all other

sesponses. No- nther_s!gmﬁcam differences werefound.. R -

U
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APPENDIX B: TOTAL MONTHS EXPERIENCE IN PRESENT JOB
_ The analysis of variance data for the total months of zxperience in present job are provided in
Table B-1, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table B-2.

General Organizational Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <001)
main effect. The Newman-K éuls Test indicated significant differences existed between response 7
- (more than 36 months) and response 5 {more than 24 months, less than 36 months). Also, significant
. differences existed between combined responses 1 and 2 (less than 1 month; and more than 1 month,
less than 6 nonths), and responses 5 (more than 18 months; less than 24 months) and 6 {more than
24 months, less than 36 months). :

~ Organizational Communications Climate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant
(p <001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between combined
responses 1 and 2 (less than 1 month; and more than 1 month, less than 6 months), and all other
response options. : :

Table B-1. Analysis of Vatiance Summary Table for Total Months
» Experience in Present Job .

Source : df . ms , F P
- Geneml Organizational Climate ~
Between Groups 5 63184 623 001
Within Groups 4102 1.0135 '
Total 4108

Organizational Communicatons Climate

Between Groups . . 5 5.4212 529 .001
Within Groups 4102 _ 1.0254
Total " 4108 :

Job Related Satisfaction

Between Groups 5 5.2201 | 441 001
Within Groups 3873 11848 :
Total : 3879

Perceived Pmducﬁvity'

Betwéen Groups 6 5 _ 40623 336 .005
Within Groups 4199 1.2073 : '

Total ‘ © 4205 ¢
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Table B-2. Newmar;-’keui; Setjuex;ﬁﬁ-i Range Test for Total Months
" Experience in Present Job

General Organizational Climate
Response Oﬁtion ] o 5 . 6 -4 - 3 1-2
/ Group Number 4 5 3 2 1
6 S 170
4 -3 1.998 1.984
3 2 2.871 2.951 769 o
. 1.2 1 ”7”4 129+ 4. 310‘ 2 128 1488
e 6 —5Ta2* - 6.246*  3.488* 2902¢  1.038
%é& . Oxganizaﬁonai Communicaﬁons- Climate
Response Option - T 4 3. 5 6.
] Group Number 6 3 2 4 5
4 3 1.380 i
3 2 2.091 435
5 s Loss 523 p s
5 5 2759 ' L™ - 65 4
1-2 1 7.196* = 4.568* 4.466* 3.871* 3.745*
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option - 4 6 5 3 12
Group Number - 3 ) 4 2 1
6 -5 196 : - .
5 4 262 83 .
3 2. 1.364 1.230 1.044 -
1-2 1 l 777 1:667 l 454 486
7 6 4.735* 4.856* 3.238* 3.557* 2.838*
Perceived Productivity
ilesponse option 5 6 12 3 4
. ’ Group Number 4 . 5 1 2 3
0 S |
12 i 280 035 N
3 2 490 248 211 :
4 3 809 609 572 387 -
7 6 3.803* 3.957* 3.883* 3.792%  2.947*
* p <05.

- Job. Relatec[ Sausfachon The analysis of variance lndlcated a significant (p <.001) main
effect The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response 7 (more than 36
" months).and all other response options.

- Percewed Productwuy The analysns of varlance lndlcated a sngmﬁcant (p < 005) main
effect. The Newman-Keuls Test mdncated sngmficant dlfferences between response 7 (more than 36

sntion-5-(more-than_18 months, less——- e
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APPENDIX C: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED

The analysis of variance data for higi:egs:t educational level obtained are provided in Table C-1,
and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table C-2.

General Organ izational C lim ;ié. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001)
main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 2 (high
school graduate or GED) and all other responses; also between responsé option 3 (some college
work) and all other responses. In addition, response 6 (master degree) also differed significantly
from responses 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work).

brgdniz&ti'b nal Comm unications Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant

{p <001) main effect: The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response-7,—

(doctoral degree) and all other response options. Also, responses 2 (high fb}d}&d’@fﬁ) and 3

(some college work) differed 'significantl'y. L
. : _ /
Table C-1. Analysisof Variance Summary Table for Highest
L Educational Level Obtined
. . _Souwte ,,,77,,‘" MS. F P
Geneml Organizational Climate
Between Groups ‘ 6 32.0869 - 3293 2001
Within Groups 4101 9745
Total 4108
” Organizational Communications Climate
| Between Groups 6 62083 607 001
- Within Groups _ 4101 1.0232
Total B 4108
b Job Related Satisfaction - _
Between Groups ' 6 7.8822 6.68 001
Within Groups 3872 _ 1.1797
Total 3879
Pémei\_'e& i’mducmty
Between Cro'ups , 6 12.4350 10.41 .001
Within Groups 4198 1.1947 = -
Total - 4205
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Table C-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test %r Your

~ Highest Educational Level

Genem) Orgaizational Climat

Responsc Option o 2 3 _ 7
_ Group Number 2 . 4 7
3 3 441 o
1 1-- . 4.062* 2.803
S 5 8.457¢ 5.919* 134 B
4 4 11.926¢ 8.957¢ 973 1467 .
- 7 _6:848* _5.515° 1.784 2,187 1.379
6 6 15.528¢ 12.823¢ 3.010 4.884¢ 3.817¢ .803
Organizational Commanicstions. Climae
Response Option L 7 L 3 2 4 6
Group Number -1 5 3 2 4 6
5 5 5.931¢ i
3 3 6.867¢ 710 L
2 2 7.699* 2.284 2951
4 4 7.338°* 2.033 2.026 197 .
6 _ 6 7.283* 2.063 2017 355 143
1 1 6.396* 2302 2144 1.363 1.212 L1135
Job Rélaxd Satisfaction _ .
Response Option ,, o 2 S 4 3 6 1
. Group Number 2 S .4 3 6 1
S S 181 o .
4 4 2204 1.411
3 3 es320 2246 655
6 6 6.069* 4.386° 3.357¢ 3.497¢ .
1 1 4.207* 3846 3206 3.093 1.480 7
7 7 5.235¢ 4.696* 4.014* 3.954 2.041 268
Perceived Productiviey
Response Option _ - 7 2 S 1 3 4
Group Number 7 2 S 1 3 4
2 2 2.333 o
5 S 2400 565
1 1 2.108 - 626 31 .
3 3 3135 2861 . ..956 - 147 '
4 . 4 5.049¢ 6.718° 1.285° 2.161 4913¢
6 6 6.374° 9.146* 6.356* 3.500 7.517* 2517
*p <05

_ Job Related Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main

effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response 2 (high school
graduate or GED) and response 3 (some college work). Response 6 (master degree) and response 7
(doctoral degree) differed significantly from responses 2, 3, 4, 5 (some college work~some graduate
work). Response 1 (high schoo! non-graduate) differed significantly from response 2 (high school

graduate or GED).
Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main

effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential- Range Test indicated response 4 (bachelor degree) and
response 6 (master degree) each differed significantly from responses 2, 3, 5, and 7.

415 .
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APPENDIX D: NUMBER OF PEOPLE DIRECTLY SUPERVISED -
The analysis of variance data for number of people directly supervised are provided in Table D-
1, and the NewmanK euls Sequential Range Test results are présented in Table D-2.

» General Oré&ﬁiiiﬁ{)ii&? Climate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <001).
main effect: The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differencés between all
pairs of means except for responses 2 (1 to 2 people) and 3 (3 to 5 people) which were not
sigmificant.

_ brgauiéﬁifbjﬁl Communications Clim ate. The analysis of variance showed that thé main
effect was not significant.

_ Job Related Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a rignificant (p <.01) main
effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated a significant difference between
response 1 (none) and the combined responses 4, 5,.6, and 7 (6 to 21 or more).

Table D-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Number
of People You Directy Supervise

Source . af NS ) F P

~ Geneml Organizatonal Climase

Between Groups - 3 50.3169 - 51.14 001

Within Groups 4104 © 9839
Total - 4108

O;ganiniiomi Communications Climate

Between Groups ‘ 3 1.6211 " 157 194
Within Groups - 4104 1.0303 : :
Total B 4108

Job Related Satisfaction.

Between Groups 3 3.9845 4.20 006
Within Groups : 3875 ) 1.1871 - :

Total ) 3879

Between Groups - 3 37.4730 31.63 - .001
Within Groups . ©os201 . 11947
Total : 4205 . .
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" Table D-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Number

People You Directy Supervise

Response Option

Generl drganizaﬁomi Climate

o _ 1 2 3
Group Number 1, 2 3
2 2 7.357* L
3 3 11.553* 2.677
4-7 4 14.440* 5.691* 3.523*
Job Related Satisfaction - &
Response Option L 1, 3 2
Group Number - R 3 2
3 -3 2.165 :
2 s 2 3.061 847 -
47 = 4 4.278* 1.902 1.030
a7 Perceived i’mductivity
iiesponse Option S N 1 2 3
s Group Number . 1 2 3
2 2 3.882+
3 3 - 9.995* 4.379*
4-7 4 . - 11.048* © 5677 1.602
*p <05.

_ Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main
. effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated all pairs were significantly different
-except for response 3. (3 to 5 people) and the combined responses 4, 5, 6, and 7 (6 to 21 or more).

pd
U {
T3 N,
Ex2nah il <
o
o~
-
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APPENDIX E SUP: RVISOR ACTUALLY WRITES PERFORMANCE REPORTS

The analysis of variance data based on whether the supérvisor actually writes the performance
reports are provided in Table E-i, and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are
presented in Table F 2. :

Table E- 1. Analysis of Variance Summary, Table for Whe ther

Superv:sor Writes Performance - Reports

Source df MS - F p
Geaen) Organizational Climaw s

Between Groups ) - 1 145.8785 188.42 .001
Within Croups Lo 4097 - 9829 - .

Toul ~ * .. 4099

Organizational Communicatons Climate
- BctwgclLCroups | - 14.4293 . 14.07 ) 001

Within Groups 4097 1.0259 o :

Total 3099

Job Rchbd Slt‘niebon
Between Croups S I . 156.4303 ' 136.19 001
Within Croups- - . 3869 ) 1.1486
-~ Total 3871 N
Perceived i’lociueﬁvily

Between Croupa 1 - . 1068759 - 90:25 001
Within Groups 4195 ’ 1.1843 -

Total C a197

Table E-2. Newman-Keuls Sequentnl Ragggi'lteist for
Whether Supennsor Acnully Writes Perﬁmnlnce_ Reports
€enenl Orgnniuboml Climate
. Reisponse 6ption - . - ) : , 2
: o Group Number 2
1 - L ~ 17.229¢

Organizational Communications Climate

Response Option T 2
- Group Number . 2
1 1 ] ' 5:304¢
" Job Related Satisfaction
Rcuponse ‘)ption ) ) 2
: Croup Number .2
1 : 1 : ’ 16.504*
Perceived Productivity :
Response Option o 2
” ; Group Number 2

1 . 1 " 13.435¢

*p U5, 3 4@ |
ERIC
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APPENDIX F:SIZE OF WORK GROUP

' The analysis of variance data for size of work g group are provided in Table F-1,aad the Newman- ’
Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table F-2.

i G eneral Orgam.ano nal C hm ate (n =38 60 ) The analysu of variance indicated a
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newr an-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences between response 4 (as : a large group team member) and all other response options.

) rgamzanonal Communicatic~- Climate (n =386 0) The analysls of vzriance showed no
significant maln effect.

Job Related Satisfaction (n =364 7) The analysis of variance mdzcated a significant SE <

.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between all pairs of means except for responses 1 (alone) and 4 (as a large group team member).

Table F-1. Amlyss ofVlmnce Summary Table for Size ofWork Glonp

Source : daf MS o F P
‘ Genenl ORgamuh:\ml Chmate
Between erui)s ' 3 ‘ -23.1531 . 2307 001
Within Groups 3856 1.0036 \
Total , . 3860 N

Organizational Communications Climate

Between Groups - 3 1.7501 1.70 165

Within Groups 3856 1.0299
Tol . - 3860 |

Job Related Satsfaction _
Between Groups ' 3 302389 © 2621 o0l

Within Groups . 3643 - 11536
Total 3647 )
Perceived Productivity |
Bétween Groups 3 24.8827 21.03 . 001
~ Within Groups 3955 . 1.1835
Total 3959 .
-~
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Table F-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Work Group Size

General Otian'uatiomi Chmate
Response Option B o 1 2 - 3
' Group Number | B 2 3
2 2 458 N
3 3 : 955 6712 - -
4 4 8881 10653* . 9.682+
~ " Job Related Satisfaction ]
Response Option S 3 ‘2 1
o _Group Number 3. . 2 1
2 2 7.846% i
1 1 © 0 - 9.354% 3.442+ o
4 4 11.083+ 4471* 448
ifemeiveti Pmducnvity
Response Option A 1 2 3
B Croup Number S 2 3
2 2 684 .
3 3 3.252 3417 o
4 4 S 8.888* 10.431+ 7.094*
*p <05,

Perceived Productivity (n =3959). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
:001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between response 4 (as a large group team member) and all other response options. Also, response 2
(with one or two people) differed significantly from response 3 (as a small group team member).
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APPENDIX G: STABILITY OF WORK HOURS .
The analysis of variance data for stability of work hours are provided in Table G-1, and the
Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table G-2.

Perceived Productivity (n =4205). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant différences
‘between response 3 (moderately stable) and all other response options. In addition, response 4
(slightly unstable) differed significantly from responses 1 (highly stable) and 2 (very <t=ble).
Table G-1. Analysis of Variance Smamary Table for Stability of Work Hours

Source . daf Ms - F P
Genenl Organizatonal Climate _

Between Groups 3 - 183148 18.26 001

Within Groups 4103 " 10031 ;

. Total 4108

- Organizatonal Communications Climat

) Between Croui;s : 4 -3.6688 ~ 357 007
Within Croups 4103 : 1.0282 .
\\ Total - : 4108
PN : ’

Job Relawed Satisfaction

Between Groups . 4 154.0627 149.26 001
Within Groups 3874 1.0322 -
Toul _ 3879 : '
’ Perceived Productivity
Between Cro\ni)- : : T4 ‘ 10.9659 9.13 001
Within Groups . 4200 1.2014
Total . 4205




Table G-2. Newman-Keuls Sé‘iﬁéiﬁﬂ Range Test for Stbility of Work Hours

. Genem] Organizational Clhimate
Response Option B _ 3 - ‘ 5 4 1
B ’ Group Number 3. S 4 1
5 5 L1119 )
n 4 3.980% 2811% o
1 1 _6.746* 5.339* 2124
2 2 .10:310* 8.857¢ 5.739* 4531
vOrgiliiiiiii)mi Communications Climate
kesj)onsc Option - o s 4 2 3
] Group Number 5 4 2 33
4 4 ’ 656 : o
2 2 2.454 1.735 7
3 3 .3.081 2.369 1142 . N
1 1 4.523* 3.848* ' 2:618 . 941
Job Relawed Satisfaction
Responise Option ] , 5 4 3 2
: Group Number 5 4 3 2
s s 5.010 B
3 3 9.575¢ . 4573% o
2 2 24.290* 18.707* 13.544*
1 1 27.638* - 22.085* 16.942* 4.173*
Perceived Pmducuvuy - .
Response Option _ . 3 4 5 1
. Group Number’ 3 4 H 1
kd 4 2812 o ’
5 S 4.368* 1595
1 1 7.131* 3.833+ 1.899 o
2 2 7.529* 4.228+ 2.290 508
*p <.05.
_ 47 —— = —r
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APPENDIX H:EXTENT THAT WORK GROUP MEETINGS ARE USED TO
SOLVE PROBLEMS AND ESTABLISH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

__ The analysis of variance data for the effect of group meetings are provided in Table H-1,and the
significant Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table H-2.

Tests were significant for all pairs of n;eqns except for two criteria, each of which had one pair
sthat was not significant. The nonsignificant differences were between Organizational

Communications Climate response 2 (occasionally) and response 3_(about half the time); and
between Job Related Satisfaction response 3 (about half the time) and response 4 (almost totally).

Table H.1. Anslysis of Variance Summary Table for Extent o Which Group
Meetings are Used w0 Solve Problems and Establish Goals and Ogjectives

Source dt NS F P

Gelf’enl O%lnkaﬁoﬁl (Ei;nae
ﬁet\veen ,6ropp| 3 1384499 - 15078 ool
Within Groups 4091 - 9182 . o
Toul : 4095 i i

Ol;n;linhoml Communicstiors Chmat

Between Groups 3 227280 2238 001
Within Groups i 4091 . : 1.0153 -
Total S - 4095 .o

Job Relared Satsfaction

Between Groups 3 . $2.1367 529 w01
Within Groups S 3864 11512
- Total ' 3879 :

_ Perceived Productivity
Between Groups £ 3 118.6356 10569 . 001
Within Groups 4}e8 1.1225 :

Total 4192 ' .

K z

53




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table H-2. Newman-Keul Sequential Range Test for Extent oo Which Group

Meetings Used © So

Ive Problems and Establish Goals and Objectives

Geneml Organizations] Climase
Response Option e 1 2 3
L : _Group Number 1 2 - 3
2 2 22.399*
3 3 25.180* _7.855 S
4 4 26.415% 11.051° 3674
Organizasonsl Commniications Climate
Respoase Option . T 3 2
T T Group Number 1 .3 2
2 2 . 8.145 e
3 3 _8524¢ 2071 -
4 4 10.970* " 5.638° 3324¢
Job Related Satsfaction ©
Response Option L o 2 . 3
. Group Number 1 2 3,
-2 2 12.902¢ N :
3 3 . 13.389¢ 3.157*
4 ra 14.549° 5571 - 2445
Perceived Productivity
Response Option S 1 2 3
- Group Number 1 2 . 3
2 2 18.010° L
3 3 20.719° 6.858° -
4 - 4 22.476% 10.322¢ 3.793¢
*p <05. . - .o
. s Vi
- . -
A S
i)'
/ -
S
b o .49 _ .






APPENDIX I: WORK SCHEDULE

The analysis of variance data for work schedules are provided in Table I-1. and the Newman-
K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table 1-2.

Cenera: Organ izational Climate (n = 384 9) The analysts of variance mdlcated a
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences between the combined responses 2 and 3 (swing shift and night shift), and all other
response options. Also, response option 5 (daily work) was significantly different from all other
responses. Response 6 {(crew schedule) also differed sngmﬁcantly from responses 2 and 3 com bmed
and response 4 (day and mght shift).

) Q[ganizatio nal Comm unications Climate {n =3849). The anaiysis of vrari_ance indicated
a significant (p <01) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences existed between response 6 and the combined responses 2 and 3, and response 4:

Table I-1. Analysns ofVanance Snmmaxy Table for ‘Work Schedule— -~

Source df ; ) MS . "F . P

Genenl Oigazlizaﬁomi Climate

gqt\ygen:(;roups 4 52.4056 B 5436 001
Within Groups ) 3844 _ - .9641 _
Total 3849 .

Organizational Communications Climate

Between Cioups . 4 . 32685 . ©3.19 T 013 .
Within Groups 3844 © 1.0257 '
Total 7384'9 '
o Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups R | 164.7165 164.38 001
Within Groups ’ 3624 1.0021 -
Toual 3629

Perceived Pmduclmty

Between G roups 4 - 20.4604 17.28 © 001
Within Groups 3937 1.1843 .
Total 3942 -
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Table I-2. Newman-Keuls' Sequential iinnge Test for Work éc_ile(iule

General Oxganizaﬁoim! Cﬁmaté .

_ Respeonse Option B - 23 4 ! 6
- Group Number 2 3 1 5
4 .3 4.659* N
-1 1 7.674% 2.277 o
6 5 8.978* 4.012* 2311 o
"5 , 4 17.173* 11:348* 12.008*  7.451*
274 B o . ‘ B ;
Oi‘ganizaﬁonal Communications Climaie
Response Option 7 - 4 23 1 5
_ : Group Number - 3qc2 1
2.3 2 334 7
1 1 - 1.910 1.490 .
— .5 4 2.861 2372 993 .
6 5 4326*  3.908* 3.100 2.734
Job Related éat‘sﬁzcﬁon
Response Option S 6 a 23 1
- . : Group Number _ S : -3 / 2 1
' T3 3 2.745 . -
2-3 2 . 2.728 007 }
1 1 11551+ " 7.269* 7188
5 4 28.:260*  20.836* 20.567*  17.415%
) Perceived Productmty
Response Option ~ © .~ 2-3 a . 6 P
' Group Number . 2 . 3 5 1
4 3 011 ,
6 5 2.955 1.981
1 " T 3.907% '2.855 782
5 4 8.710* 7.580* 5.978%*  6.080*
*p <05

Job Reldted Satisfaction (n =3029). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Test indicated that response 5 (daily work)
= response 1 (day shift work) differed significantly from all other response options: N
Perceived Productivity (n =3942). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < .
.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
existed between responses 5 and all other response’ options. Also. response 1 and the combined
responses 2 and 3 differed significantly from each other.
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APPENDIX J: DESCRIPTION OF CAREER INTENTIONS

The analysxs of variance data for career intentions, in regard to the Air Force, are provnded in
Table J-1, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table J-2.

General Orgam-auonal Climate (n = 40 93). The analysls of variance indicated a
significant (p, <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences between all pairs of response means.

O rgan z..auonal Communications Clim ate (N =40 93) The analym of variance indicated
a significant main effect (p <01). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated a significant
difference only between response 1 (to continue in the Air Force) and response 5 (other).

Job Related. Satzsfactwn (n =3864). The analysis of variance indicated sxgmﬁcant (p <
.001) main effects. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between all response options except between response 2 (will most likely contipue in the Air Force)
and response 4 (plannmg to retire in the next 12 months)

Table J-1. Analysrs ofV-mmce Summary Tablé for Cueer Inte ntions
(Air Force)

Source : : af : MS: : - F P
- Genenl Orgt_n’uatiomi Chmae
Between G roups : 4 117:5633 12995 ~001
W ithin Groups 4088 » 9047 :
Total 4093

blgan;zatiomi_t:ommnnications Chmat

Between Groups - I 4.6296 450 01
Within Groups : 4088 1.0279 ' )
‘Total 4093

joi) liehted éat;nﬁcﬁon

Between Groups 4 1149263 - 10728 001
Within Gioups _. 3859 10713
Total 3864

iiemeive(i i’mducnvny

Between Groups 4 © 672693 58.94 .001
thm Croups 1182 1.1412
Total - 4189
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Table J-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test bor Careér Intentions

"Genenl Organizational Climate
— Response Option - 5 .3 2 4
. . Group Number 5 3 2 4
3 3 7.532¢ : :
2 2 13527 6.859+ -
g a 13.183* - 8.298* 3.046*
i 1 30.119+ - 21.129+* 10.498* 4.056*
Organiza onal Communications Climate
ﬁesponse Oplion © ) ) 5 4 . 2 3
CGroup Number. S . 4 2 3
4 4 118 . -
) 2 2 1529 - 939
3 3 2900 1729 gem
1 1 '5:574* 3.162 2.990 2248
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option B o 5 3 2 4
- Group Number -3 3 2 - 4
3 3 4317+ o
2 2 9577 5680
4 4. 8.674° 5.842%, 152
1 1 26.635* 21.224%* - 12.078* 6.771*
Perveived Productivity '
_ Response Option -~ . 5 3 2 4
Group Number 5 3 2 4
3 3 2.849* o
2 2 7.120 4576 . _.
4 -4 8547% 6.672* 3.093*
i 1 19.378* 15.827% 8.473*  2.582

S e <05,

. Perceived Productivity (n =4189). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between all response pairs except between response 1 (to continue in the Air Force) and response 4
(planning to retire in the next 12 months).
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APPENDIX K:MAJOR COMMAND

'l'lxe analisls ot: \arléncé dmé l'or tlxé ofl'eél of the major éomnlaml (M AJCOM) to which the
respondent was assigned are provided in Tzble K-1. and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test

_ 'resulls are presented in Table K-2. The MAJCOMs are labelled A to E to preserve their anonymity:

Ceneral Organl-atlonal Climate (n =3901). For lhe criterion of General Orgamzalmnal
Climate, the analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <001) main effect. The Newman-K euls
chuenual Range Test indicated significant differences between command A and commands D and
E. between command B and commands D and E. and between commands D and E:

Or(gan i:at};o nal Com m,unicagip—nfs, Clim ate V(nf =3 901 )The analisls’ ol'?varl'anéé ln(liéatetl
a significant main effects (p <001). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant

differences between all command pairs except between'comx_nands D and E. .

Table K-1. Analysxs of Variance Summaw Table for Mapr Command (MAJCOM)

~ Seurce : dr - MS F P

Ceneml Olgamzanonal Cllmate

Between Groups i 172258 17.07 001
Within Groups 3896 1.0089

Total - 3901

Olganiiaﬁoml (_iommunic'-aﬁons Climate

Between Croups : 4- | 8 18908l 18.71 001
Wllhln Croups 3896 1.0104

Total 3901

i

job Related Satisfaction

qu\;vgen:(f roups ) 74- 1082592 - 102.84 .001
Within Groups 3679 _ 1.0527
Total ) 3684

Perceived Productvity

Between Groups 4 10.0853 8.42 001

Within Groups 3989 1.1977

Total 3994
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Table K -2. Newman-Keuls éc@u;nﬁal Range Test amr Major Command (MAJCOM)

'Genenl Organizational Climate

Response Opiion ) 5 D . " E- B . A
) Group Number 5 6 2 1
E - 6 . 2954s -
B 2 " 8463* '8.283* o
A 1 . 8.094* 7457 404 )
C 4 2.342 R B 766 696
Organizational Commiunications Climate
Response Option - : A D E- B
B Group Number 1 , 5 6 2
D 5 - 5.634* :
E ' 6 . 8391 772 o
B A 2 11470 4.196* 5.033+
C 4 5348 4.182% 4.086*  3.421*
Job Related Satisfaction .
Response Option , ) ' b . C E B
B Group Number - 4 6 2
C 4 1.039 -
E 6 10478+ 642
B 2 21.660* - 2.739 17.294+ ]
A 1 22831+ - 3.325. 18.592*  3.717+
 Perceived Productivity
Response Option e e D . S A L E—= ¢
Group Number - 1 6 4
A 1. 3.483+ o -
E 6 4343*. . 233 :
C . . 958 254 220
B 2 - 7.837* 4433+ 5:545* 495

p <05,

Job Related Satisfaction (n =3684). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
001) main effect: The Newman-K euls Sequential R ange Test was significant for all command pairs

except that command C did not differ-sigrificantly from any other command.

__Perceived Productivity (n =3994). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
A1) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
“between command D and commands A. B and E. Also. command B differed significantly from
commands A. D and E. -




APPENDIX L: ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL

. The analysis of variance data for the orgamzatronal level of the respondents are prowded in
Table L-1. the Newman-Keuls Sequenual Range Test resulis are presented in Table L-2. The

) urg.nmzahonal level codes are given in Table 2 of main text.

Ceneral Organizational Climate (n -—4108) The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test
indicated that for those levels tésted (responses 2, 5, 6, 7 and 8) there were significant differences
between all pairs: except for levels.5 and 8, whxch did not differ stgmﬁcantly from each other.

Organizational Com munications Climate (n =41 08) The Newman-Keuls Sequenuai
Range Test indicated significant differences between all orgamzauonal levels except betweenlevels 5 -
"and 0: and between level 6 and |evel 7.

] .Iob Re.:-ted Sansfacuon (n =3879) Tbe Newman-l(euls Sequennal Range Test mdacated
that significant differences existed between all orgamzatwnal levels except between levels 5 and 6.

Perceu red ¢ Produclwuy (n -4205) The Newman-l(euls chuennal Range Test indicated
significant differences exlsted between all organizational levels except for levels 7 and 8. :

Table L-1. Analysxs ofVazinncg éummaly Table Brbrg.aniz'aﬁomi Level

Suun-r . ’ 77df ‘) S DiS . - F . - b
AR -
. Genenl Org=nizational Chmate
Between (}royi)s . 7 _ 29.1676 3001 - o1 -
W ithin.Groups : 4-]00 9719 T

Total o 4108

Olgamznbonal Communicatons C limate

Between Groaps - 7 10.0091" 986 ol
Within Groups . 4100 1.0154 - R

Total - 4108 ' ' L

~ Job Related Satisfaction

Between (.roups 6 80.0351 ' 7495 .001

Within Groups 3872 : 1.0678
Total . C . 3879

Perceived Pmd uc uv:ty

Belwee n (,roups _ 7 17 8208 ) . 1506 001
n |l||m Groups 4197 1.1830 ' '
Total 4205
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Table L-2. Newman-Keuls Quiuem'nl Range Tes

62

for Organizational Level -
Geneml Organizational Climate
Response bptjon - 7 ' 6 5 8
Group Number 4 3 2 S
6 -3 _7.802* S '
5 2 11.048° 3.434% |
8 s 12.523+ 5.627* 2381 o
2 1 . 14.073* 9.323+ 6.849* 4.858*
OrganizationalCommunicatons Climate
Response Option B o 8 6 7 5
) ’ Group Number .5 3 4 2
6 3 6.304* N
7 .4 | 7434 174, o
5 2 8.064* 2473 2.824*
.2 1 10.940* 7.203* 7.651% 5:406*
Job Relaked Satisfaction ' E
Response Option - S A 7 5 6 8
o Group Number 4 2 3 S
5 2 13.563* o ‘
6 3 18.746* 2.748 o
3 5 17.768* 5.174+ 2.986*
2 1 19.061* 10.061* 8.526*  5.835*
Perceived Productivity "
Respense Option B S 7 A 8 6 5-
B Group Number 4 3 3: 2
8 "5 268 o ' '
6. 3 6.041* 3.789* -
5 2 19.057* 6.177* 3.021*
2. 1 10.909+ 9.247* 7.188* .5.048*
‘i) :<.05.



APPENDIX M: WORK GROUP CODES

The analysis o. variance data for the four criteria are provided in Table M-1. The Newman-
Kzuls Sequenual Range Tests involved elght work group levels. Discussing all significant pair
(ombmatlona for the four. criteria becomes rather awkward Review of the Newman-Keuls
Sequential Range Test results in Table M -2 ,:rovndes all significant relauonshlps The work group -
cddes are labéled in Table 3 in main-text. )

Table M-1. Analysis of Variance éummaly Table for Work Cmup Codes

Seurce ] - df . MS F P
General Orgamzatloml Chmate
- Between Groups - 1  33.4959 3473 1001
~~Within Groups o 4100 .- 9645 )
Total o 4108

Organizational Communications Climate

* Between Greups 7 24.5087 24.74 001
. Within Groups 4100 9907

Total o 4108

Job Related Satisfaction

_ Between Grotips 1 697137 - 65.39 . 001
Within Groups . 38n - 1.0661 ‘ :

Total ' 3879

i’émeivpci i’mduc mty

Bctween Croups - 17 ' 21 .3048 18.10 001
W nhln Croups . 4197 - . 1.1772 :
Total ' 4205
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Table M-2. Newman-Keuls Sequeéntial Range Test for Work Gmup Codes

&
Genenl Organizational Chmaw
Response Option - B 4. 1 3 6 2 8
Group Num- i = _
ber 3 5 3 6 2 7 3
5 5 837 N )
3 3 2.639 1.453 .
6 6 4.842¢ 3.119 1.598 e
2 2 12.700° 8.701* - 6.983¢ 5473°
7. - o7 8.559¢ - 7.197¢ --6.091° 5.033 1534
8 8 10.958* - 38.903* _1.619* 6.455* 2494 522
1. 1 17.329+ 12:489¢ 10.780* - 9.456°, 4.554* 1.355 873
Organizational Communications Clmaw
Response Option 7 8 6 4 5 2 3 7
Group Num- -
: "ot 8 6 1 5 2 3 7
6 R 8.053¢ e
4 4 12.191* 4.043¢ .
5 3 11.658* 4.567* 1.720 )
2 2 14.735¢ 7.972¢ 5.848¢ 2.838*
3° 3 14.080° 7.586* 5453* - 3.010 512
L7 7 11.186* 5.557* 3.609 2245 393 032 .
1 1 15.531° 9.097* 7.307¢ 4.107* 1523 - 847 571
Job Relewed Satisfaction
Respanse Option : 5 2 . 4 6 3 7 1
Group Num- 7 ) } . . .
. . ber 5 . 2 4 6 3 7 1
2 2 .7.502°¢ : . ’ ’
4 4 10.153¢ 1.92 B
6 6 10.758* 4.306* 3:253¢
3 3 14.495¢ 8.529* 8.053* 3.943¢ )
7 7 12.483° 8.508° - 7.429* 4907 2.073_ S
1- 1 24.116* 18.922* 20:193* 12.977¢ 8617~ 3.875¢ )
-8 8 ‘18923 - 14.289° 14.175* 10.376* 7.105* 3.741* 527
Pércéived Productivity
Response Option ) 6 8- 4 5 3 7 2
Groap Num- : . ;
ber 6 8 4 5 3 7 z
8 8 2.932¢ - E
L4 4 8123+ 2,651
5 3 6.401° 2369 1 S
3 3 8.685* 4.193* 2.891 -2:224
7 e 7 .6.634° 3.621 2.258 1.966 343 o
2 2 10.567* 5.187* 4.612¢ . 3339 858 236 .
1 1 14.496* 8471 9.859* 7.433* 4.985* 3.170 4.687
*p <05.
59
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APPENDIX N: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 6i;'fAiNED (OFFICERS)

The analysis of v variance data for 1. - highest educational level obtained by the officers in this
study are provided in Table N-1, and the mgmﬁcam Newman-K euls Sequentnl Rangc Tests are
presented in Table N-2. - S

General Organizational Climate (s =712). The Newman-Keuls ’sequeni.ai Range Test

indicated significant differences between responses 4 (bachelor-degree) and 5 (some graduate work);
and between responses 5 (some graduate work) and 6 (master degree).

Organ..auonal €ommunications -Climate (n =712). The Newman-Keuls Sequential’
Range Test indicated significant differences between response option 7 (doctoral degree), and

_responses 4 (bachelor degree), 5 (some graduate work) and 6 (master degree).
Job Related Sausfactwn (n -686) The NewmanK eals Sequential Range Test indicated

significant differences between response option 5 (some graduate work) and response 6 (master
degree) and 7 (doctoral degree). Also, significant differences exist between response option 4

: (bachelor degree) and responses 6 and 7.

Educalloml Level Obuincd Officers)

Total

Source ) a - . MS F P
‘ Géﬁé;i Olgamunoml Chmae -
Between Groups 3 . 4.4061 | 511 001
Within Groups 708 8628 ' -
Total i 712 - -
Organizational Communications Climate
Between Groups - 3 - --—-——-—————-6'9289—-“—— “-642-»--.» . .00l
Within Groups 708 9388
Total : : 712 '
Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups . 3 - 123096 88 .00l
. Within Groups - 682 1.3991 ’
Total 686 :
' (<]
) - Perceived Productivity
Between Groups 3 89439 9.91 001
Within Groups 718 9025
722




Table N-2.

Newman-Keuls Séiiiénii‘i Range Test i)r Educational Level pﬁceré)

R esponse 6ption

- 4
7
6

o~

Rcsponse'bption

O W,

Respon'se .bption

Response bptio n:

-

0

Genenl Organizational CEmate
. ) §°
Group Number 2
- 1 2777
4 ~ 1946
3 5:499*

Organizational Comuniéaﬁons Climate

. i 7
G;éup Number- 4
2 5.007*
1 5.648*
3 © o 6.137%

Job Related Satisfaction T

5
Group Number 2
1 - 1.490
3 5.726*
3 - 5.015*
.. Perceived Prod\+ .::
Group Number 4
-2 2.086
1 3.809*
32 . 5.731* .

. 6.350*

447
2.996

v

907
1.784

4

1
4;6??"
4326%

5

2

2.954%

- 965

W o

1.962

3.786%

L p <03,

,qureired Productivity (n =722). The Newman-K euls Sequengial Range Test indicated

~ignificant differences between

response option 7 (doctoral degree) and responses 4 (bzchelor

degree) and 6 (master degree). Significant differences were obtained between response option 5
(~ome graduate work) and responses 4 and 6.
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EDULATION OBTAINED (OFFICERS)

" The analysis of variance data for the lnghw level of ’profefssionai military education obtained by
officers are provided in Table O-1, and the NewmanKeuls Sequential Range Test resnlts are .
presented in Table O-2. . .

General Orgam.auonal Climate (n =699). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test
indicated that all pairs of responses were statistically different except for responses 5 (Squadron
Ofﬁcers Schoo'} and 6 (intermediaté service school). } )

Organxzatwnal Communications Climate (n = 699) The Newman-Keuls Sequential
Range Test indicated that response opnon 7 differed s:gmﬁcant.lv from all other responses.

Job Related Satufactwn 6: =6 71) The Newmzn-K euls Seqnenual Range Test indicated

that all response pairs significantly differed from each other except for response 0 (nom: er not
apphcable) and response 5 (Squadron Officers School) . _ ,

Table O-1. Analysis of Varance Summary Table for H)ghest Level

: of meeulonnl Milihry Educauon Oﬁceu)

Sope - . ar — ws . F P
- . Genenl Organizatonal Chmate .
gé'tvjvg;én éroups o 73 80641 964 ) 001
Within Groups - 695 ’ 8363 '

Towl 699

Organizational Communications Climate

Between én;ups 3" 3.7260 390 009
Within Groups : 695 9546 '

Total 699

Job Related Satisfaction

Between Groups 3 21.7499 16.07 001
Within Greups 667 1.3535 '
Total 671
Perceived Productivity
Between Groups ' '3 9.0518 10:13 .001
Within Groups 700 - .8938 '
Total 704

3
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‘.
Table 0-2. Né;v;nai-i(cuk?»equen&l&nge Test for
Professional Military Education Officers)
) " Geneml Organizational Chmae
f{esponie Option i - 7 1 © 0 5 6
° _ . Group Number 1 2 3
- 2 2.990* o -
6 3 4248 2.055 o
7 4 7:320* 5.623* - 3.173*
- Organizational Communications Clmutc
Response Opu:on R 0 5 6
- Group Number » 1 2 3
- 5 2 922 . -
6 3 1515 86T o
7 4 4.532% 4.285* 2.972*
Job Related Saésﬁcﬁon_ '
ﬁe’sp&néc bption : 0 5 6
. ' Group Number 1 2 3
5 2 2132 . . )
6 3 o 5.330* £.060* .
7 4 ; 8824+ . 8.007* - 3607
" Perceived Pmdncuvny
EeSpoﬁsé Option ) . : 7 0 v 5 ‘ 6
: Group Number |, 1 2. . .3
3 2 . 2325 - -
¢ 3 5213+ , 3.776* o
7 4 ‘ 6.818* ’ 5.626* 1.748
*p <05,

] ﬁéiéeived. Pro@@iéiii{iiy (n = 704) The N,ey’v‘mén-k euls éetjuemiél Béngé 'I:ést "iptiicqied
that all response pairs significantly differed except for responses 0 and 5; and responses 6 and 7.
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APPENDIX P: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (AIRMEN)

The analysis of variance data for the highest educational level obtained by airmen are provxded
in Table P-1 :ad the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table P-2.

General Organizational Climate (n = 2702). The analysis of variance indicated a
significant main effect {(p <.001). The Newman=K euls Sequentia! Range Test indicated significant
differences between responses 2 (high school graduate or GED) and 3 (some college work).

Organizaiiouai Communications Climate (n =2 702) "The main effect was not
significant.

Job Related Satisfaction (n =2558). The analysis of variance indicated a sngmficant p<
005) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test irdicated “a significant difference
existed between response 2 (high school graduate or GED) and 3 (some college work); and between
response 2 and the pooled response option 4 and 5 (bachelor’s degree and some graduate work).

Perceived Productivicy (n =2 786) The main effect was not significant.

Table P-1. Analysls of Var_ince Summary Table for
Highest Educational Level Obtained (Anmen)

Source df MS' F P
Genenl 6rganizaiioqai Climase ,
Between Ci()nfaé - 3 549?? . 5.40 .001
W ithin Groups 2698 . 1.0166
Total 2702 : .

Oxgau}uﬁomi Communiéaﬁons Cﬁnat

Between Croups 3 9172 192 125
Within Groups : 2698 1.0009
Total 2702

Job Related Satisfaction

B:et\}'ee'nﬁ c rcups o 73 " s 0926 469 .003
Within Groups 2554 1.0861 '
Total 2558

Perceived Productivity -

Berween Eroups 3 2.0089 1.63 181
Within Groups 2782 1:2333 '
Total 2786 ‘




Table P-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for

Educational Level (Airmen) -

Genenl Organiulioml Clmate
_Response Option L 2 1 3
) Group Number 2 1 3
1 1 .909 )
3 3 4.940% 034 o
45 4 - 3.593 928 © 1.851
Job Rélated Satisfaction ’
Response Option 7 - 2 3 45
Group Number 2 3 4
3 3- 4.168* o
&5 s 3.579¢ 2042 -
1 1 1949 1.182 142
*p <.05.
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- APPENDIX Q: HIGHEST ) EVEL OF PROFESSIONAL MILITARY
N EDUCATION OBTAINED (AIRMEN)

The analytns of variance data for the highest level of professional military education obtained by
airmen are provided in Table Q-1, the Newman-K euls Sequential R: ange Test results are presented in
Table Q-2.

Ceneral Organizational Climate (n =2700). The analysis of variance indicated a
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences existed between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1.

Organizational Communications Climate (n = 2700) The main effect was mnot
significant. '

Job Related Sausfacuon (n =2555). The analysns of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1.

Percewed Produclwuy (n —2 784) The analym of variance indicated = agmficanl (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tesl indicated significant differences
between all response pairs except bétween responses 0 and 1; and betveen responses 3 and 4:

Table Q-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Highest Level
of Professional Mnlnary Education (Ainmen)

Source dr - 7 MS F P
. Genenl Organizational Climate
Between Groups -4 549249 58.33 .001
Within Groups 2695 9417

Total 2700

blganizaﬁomi Communications Climate

Between Groups 4 1.9579 . 195 099
Within Groups 2695 : 1.0025 .
Total 2700
Job Relaed Satisfaction
Between _Groups 4 37.7929 . 3657 ~ ool
Within Groups 2550 1.0333
Towl - ~ 2555

Perceived i"mciuctivity

Between Groups - 4 27.5922 22.99 .001
Vithin Groups - 2179 © 1.2003
Total _ 2784 ' 7

A
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Table Q-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for

Professional Military Education (Atrmen)
Genemnl bzganiu&onai Chmate
Eesponse Oplion : - 0 i 2 3
Group Number 1 2 3 4
1 2 2.048 o
2 3 19.961* 7.550* ,
3 4 14.587* 12.503* 6.034* -
4 5 16.358* 14.718*% 9.418*  4.067*
Job Related Satisfaction
Reesponse Option T 0 1 2 3
Group Number- 1 2 3 4
l 2 49
2 3 3.555+ 2.912¢ L
3 4 10.549* 9.752% 7.052*
Perceived Pmduciiﬁiy
R esponse Oplion ) 0 1 2 3
Group Namber 1 3 4
i 2 1451 o
2 3 4831% 3.273% .
3 4 10.001+ 8.565* 5.660*
4 S 9.995* 8.890* 6.533* 1.691
*p <05,
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APPENDIX R: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (CIVILIANS)

~_Fhe anal\ sis of variance data for the hlghesl educational level obtained by civilians are provnded
in Table R-1- and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table : -2.

GCeneral Organizational Climate (n =620 ). The analysis of variance indicated a significant
(p <.003).main efféct. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
evisted between response 3 (some college) and the paoled responses 5, 6,.and 7 (some graduate
work —doctoral degree).

~ Organizational Communications Climate (n =620). The analysis of variance indicated a
_ ~ignificant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences existed between the pooled responses 5, 6, and 7 and all other responses. Also, response
option 2 (high school or GED) dlffered significantly from response 3.

- Job Related Satisfaction (n =571). The main eéffect was not significant.

Perceir ed Productivity (n =624). The analysis of variance mdlcated a slgmﬁcant (p <ol)
main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between the
pooled responses 5. 6 and 7 and all other responses.

Table R-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for
Highest Educational Level Obuined (Civilians)

—

Soumwe . di MS F p

General Organizational Chmite -

Between Groups 3 3.5689 430 005
N ithin Groups : 616 .9299 ‘
Total | | 620

Olgamzanonal Commumcanons Climate

Between G roups 3 13.6432. 11.68 001
W ithin (.mup- 616 . L1676
Total - 620

;ioi) Reialed éaﬁsﬁcﬁon

ig«-ﬁlpg-rnjiroui» . 7 3 9751 1.28 281
. W ithin Croups _ 567 .7633
Towl \ 571

Perceived Producuvity

iicil\}c'vn (;roup~ 3 ) 50503 ] ' 415 000
Wirthin Croups 620 . 1.2174 ' -

’ Total ; 624
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Table R-2. Newman-Keuls ‘Sequential ihnge Test for
' Educations] Level Civilians)

Genenl Orian;::;iﬁbiiil Chmaew

. Response Option _ N o : 3 2 4
) ~ Group Number 2 . 1 3
. : 2 ' 1 . 12076 o
) 1 : 3. 1.692 326 -
5-7 - 5.046* 3230 2.105
Organizational Communications Clmate
Response Option T 57 3 4
- Group Number 4 2 3
3 2 5703+ o
H 3 5900¢ 2072 B
2 1 8.053* 3.329* 100
Perccived i’mduclivity
Response Option S 57 3 2
5 ) Group Number 4 2 1
3 2 3.869*
2 1 _ 4.723¢* 1:321
4 ) 212

3 3.669* _ 1.065

". <:l ’;:;;
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APPENDIX 5: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY GRADE

The analysis of variance daia for classification by grade are provided in Table s4l, ihg simple
main effects are summarized in Table S-2, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are

presented in Table S-3.

Genercl Organizational Climate (n =4107). The analysis of variance indicated significant
(p <001) main effects for classification (€1) and grade (G) and the interaction effect {C1XG). The
test for simple main effects indicated that for classification (C1) all levels of grade (G) were
significant. Also, for grade (G), all levels of classification (C1) were significant. The Newman-K uels
Sequential Range Test indicated that grade (G) for officers (cl j) had significantly different means
between group g4 and groups gy and g3. For grade (G) for airmen {c1,), there were significant
differences for all grade levels, except g3 and g4 which did not significantly differ. Grade (G) for
civilians (cl3) had significantly different means between grade level gg and levels g3 and g4. The
Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for classification (C1) at grade level g indicated significant
differences existed between classification level clg and classification levels cl) and cl3. For

. classification (C1) at grade level gy, all classification level mean pairs differed significantly from each

other. Classification (C1) at grade level g3 and at level g4 had significant differences for both levels,
betweéen classification cly and classifications clé and cl 3

Table S-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for
i Chlassification (C1) by Gmade )

Soarce : ’ df MS F P
Clasification (1) 2 22,1131 247505 001
Crade (G) _ 3 . +-12.8914 14.4289 001
Classification s Grade (C1 < ) - 6 10,2169 11.4355 001

Within Cell : 4095 8933 '

, Organizatonal Communications Climate

Classification () 2 64 6011 543
Crade (C) L 3 2.8593 2.7959 039
Classification x Grade (G () . 6 59136 5.7825 001

Within Cell - 4095 1.0227 S

Job Related Satisfaction .

Cigsifivation (C1) 2 46:1965 44.1957 001
Grade (C) 3 155927 13.9173 001
Classification « Grade (C1 1 C) A 17.6426 16.8785 001

Within Cell / 3867 1.0453 ’

Perceived Productivity
Classifieation (G:1) 2 125704 110063 001
Crade () o . . . . 3 5.9425 3.2007 L0l -
Clasification s Graidee (€1« C) . . ) 7.9391 6.9481 001
- 2z . 1.1426

Within Cell H Y
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Table S-2. énnpk Main E&cls. Summary Table
for Classification {€1) by Grade (G)

éou.n:e df . MS F P
€énenl Olgamunoml Climate
Clag 2 $8.548 65.534 001
Cl at g, 2 38.358 98901 001
Clatg; 2 5.549 6211 002
© Clatgy 2 . 2809 - 3144 043
Within Cell 4095 .893 ' :

Gatel, 3 16.468 . 18432 . 001
Gatel, 3 76.356 85.467 001
Catel; 3 9.823 . 10995 001

Within Cell 4095 893
-Olgiiﬂun;onm Zommunications " 'imate
Clarg, 2 4318 _ 4.222 015

" Clag, 2 9.121 : 8919 001
Clar g} 2 1.153 - 1128 32
Clagy 2 3.504 £ 3.426 033

Witkia Cell 7 4095 1.023 .
Catel, 3 £.135 4630 003
Catd, 3 6355 6.214 001
Cacels 3 3.134 3.064 027

Wiihin Cell 4095 893

Job Relatd Satisfaction
Cl at g ' 2 5.844 . 5591 004
Clat 2 90.404 90.313 001
Clatg; 2 10211 4 9.768 001
. Clarg; 2 23.744 . 22,715 .001

Witkin Cenl 3867 1.045
Gatel 3 35477 33.930 001
Gatel, 3 43.997 4209 001
Caely . . 3 1.820 1741 157

Within Cell - 3867 1.045 - . ,

i’ell':éive'ti i‘m&ucl;vity N
Clag, 2 20028 17.528 001
Clarg, 2 49.450 43.279 001
Cl at g . 2 1173 . 1027 358
Clatg B 2 2193 1.919 147

Within Cell. 4192 1143 N
Carel| 3 11385 9.929 001
G at i, S 3 51.482 45.057 - 00!
Garel; - , 3 : - 2924 2,559 053

. Within Cell : 4192 1.143 .

Cl =Classfication with Cl; =officer; Cl; =airmes: Ll3 acivilian.
G =Grade with G =13: Gy =45: G5 6-7: G, =8+."
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table S-3. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for

Genersl Organizstional Climate

Resi)onic Oi)tion

3%
1.

Responsc Option

36
1

i_ieiponu; 6plion

2
|

iiesponse Option

2
36

Response Option

00 by

ﬁﬂponsé Oplion
2
3
47

iicspdnu- 6pl§on

Chssifcation ai Grade Level 1

Group Number (CL,) 2
3 : -4.4345°
1 15:9829°

Clessification at Grde Level 2

2

éroup Number (Cll) 2
3 337210
1 19.8777¢

Chssification at Grade Level 3

- Group Number (Cli) . 3.
2 9608
1 4.8342¢

CLui&:.h’nn at Cildc Level 4

1
Group Number (CL) 1
2 3.0319°
3 3547°

6n¢ie at éissiée.ﬁnn iaevel 1

S 37
Croup Numbe: (ci) 4
1 o 1.9564
2 5.8015°
3 . 5.3577*

(:.udé at éhni&lh’nn Level 2

1
Group Number (Ci) N
2 3.6405°
3 - 1925)1°

4 © . 13.2158°

Grde .t:Chuiﬁc.h'nn Level 3.

: 2

Group Number (G;) 2
1 1.6390
3 - = 4.5222¢
4 . 8.0206*
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11.6587¢

89861+
5.5982¢

17.0470%.

11.5478*

12170
2.7457



Table S-3 (Continued)
o Organizationsl Communicatons Chmate .
Classibication atGmde Level 1
Response Opiion . - 1 - e 2
, Group Number (G;) . . a2
2 2 © 27293 <
36 3 _ 3.5989¢ Cramn2
Ciuﬂau'on st (";nd; Level 2 )
o L : - - B 2
Respense Option . : 2 ) ;36
) Croup Number (Cli) 2 .3
3% 3 15071 _
f | I 5.9309+ 3.0793*
- Claasification at Grade Level 4
- :
Response Option - ; - 1 36
: . Croup Number (CL,) 1. 3
30 3 1.4755
2 2 29531 3.0010+
Cude at éhss:ﬁaéon Level i
Respanse Option L 4T S 3
] Croup Number {C,) 4 / 1 3
¢ ! 1 ) 2.1129 : .
3 3 2.7468 1.6055
2. 2 3.9400* 1.3000* 0177
Cmade at Claasifcaton i:vel 2
Kesponse Option 2 3 1
Group Number (G;) 2 . 3 1
3 3 2630 _
0 1 5.3676% 100019 o
47 3 B : 3.1800 ’ 2.8237 37207
. Grade s1Classification Level 3
: " Enpurrtee Qplion L 7 $-7 : 3 2
' Croup Number (G;) - 4 3 2
3 : 3 1.2270 0 “
2 - 2 1.6298 ) 2798 IR
{ ! 4.1959* © 32629 34377
Job Relatwrd Satinfaction
< . — .
Classification at Grade Level | .
B exponse Option - ] : 2
Group Number (C1) l V L2
2 2 Lovl3 e
. 30 3 LOB 1L 12K35

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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'i;aiiﬂc 5-3 (éontinued)

Job Related Sstisfaction

Chssification at Grade Level 2

Response Opiioﬁ - . "2 1
Group Number (CL,) 2 1
1 1 : 13.1555¢ o
356 3 15:3924* 2.8574*
Chssificition at Gmde Level 3
Response Option . L 2 1
Group Number (Cli) 2 1
I 1 3.0914°
36 3 5.7711* 3707
Chssification at Gade Level 4
Response Option R 1 2
Group Number (CL.) S 2
2 : 2 ! 5.1647¢
36 3 8.3845* 5.9401°
Grmade at Classification Level 1
. 2 ,
Response Oplion o . 47 1 -2
. o : Group Number (Ci) 4 1 2.
’ 1. 1 ) 9746 .
2 2 : 6.3136* . 12.6751*
3 3 : 5:9721 * 7.7666* 1.1292
Gmde at Clasaification Level 2
Response Option o ,- , 2 1 3
. ) : Group humber (ci) 2. 1 3
1. - 1 6235 .
3 3 13.0988* 12.0089*
4-7 4 7 9.3017* 8.8093* 1.0669
Pereived Productiviy S
ClassiBication at Grade Level 1
< .
Response Option - I 2 1
Group Number (Cl.) - 2 1
1 1 ! 7.5050% B _
.36 3 4.5234* 2.0404
Classification at Giade Level 2 .
Rt.si;t;hk (414 tien - i I 2 36
. N Group Number (Cli) 2. 3
3% 3 - 3.2812° .
1 1 ’ 12.9094* © 6.0614*
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i EE B

v Gnd ification Level ]

A,

AL o 4-7
Group Namber '} A 4
i i L4715
2 ' 39074 W1
3 v 3.2689

énc‘ie at éiluﬁcln;on l.cvclz

Response Option . N 1 2 4.7
Group Number (Ci) 1 2 4
2 2 . .7263 . .
7 4 ) 6.9120* 6.6634*
3 3 14.1795* 14.2651* 2.1067
Grade at Classification Level 3
Response Option . ) i 2 3 +7
’ Group Number (G,) L2 3 4
3 3 2.6125
. 4 3.7446 .5671 .
1 1 2.1804 5786 2930

.Nowe: — Only those factor levels having significant simple main effects had Newman-K culs Sequential Range Tests
periormed:

p<0s. -

€1 =Ciawification. with C1; =officer; Cl,, =airmen; Clg =civilian.

G =Crade _'.:u. G =13: G, =45: g =6-7: G =8+

Organizational Communications Climate (n =4107). The analysis of variance indicated
significant main effects for grade (C) (p <05) and for the interaction (C1XG) (p <001). Tests for
simple, main effects indicated that for classification (C1) all levels of grade (G) were significant

_except for level g3. For grade (G) ali levels of classification .(C1) were significant. The Newman-

Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated for grade at ciassificatior: les =l cly significant differences

between, grade level g5 and grade levels gl and g4. For grade at classification level clo, g} differed
significantly from g and g3. Grade at classification level clj indicated significant differences
-between g) and grades g9 and g4.

“The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for classification (C1) at grade level g]. indicated
classification level cl; differed significantly from ievel cl3. For classification at g,, there were -
significant differences indicated between ciassification level clj andlevelscly and cl3. On the other
hand. for classification at grade level g4-inr¢ only significant difference was between classifica.ion cl5
and elg.

Job Related Satisfaction (n =3879). The analysis of variance indicated significant main
effeets for ciassificatiuu and grade, as well as a significant interaction (C1XG) (p <001). Tests for
simple main effectsindicated that for classification (C1) all levels of grade (G) were significant: Also

- - |
)

for grade (G). all classification (C1) were significant, except for cl3.The Newman-Keuls Sequential
Range Test indicated for classification at g) significant differences for classification level cl 3 and
classification levels cli and cly-For cléssiﬁcéligrfij"trg‘?, all grade leveis differed significantly from
vach other. Classification at g3 had significantly differing means for classification level cl; and levels
1} and cl3. while classification ii»g,; had 41l levels of classification differing significantly from each

other. - 8 U

o



| il L AN “gm Y "
| e 4 A LML ‘ group means '
i ' '

The Newma -Keuls Sequential Range Test for grade at cl[ indicated that rade level kD)
dlffered sngnlf'vantly fLom g4 and that g| dlffered from grade levels go and g3 F. grade at cls.
grade level g differed significanily from g3 and g4, and grade level gy also significantly d:ffered

from g3 and g4. On the other hand, grade at cl3 had only one pair of means. gy and g4, which
significantly dlffered from each other.
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dfs ¢ 1\(of{i('rrs) and cl';( - |
mdi('uii-drri'haxr classification at rag {white) had differences'} 7
v hich differed significantly from classification groups cly (o#ficers) and clg fci

The Newman-K ¢ uls Sequential Range Test for race indicated that race at classification level el
(olficers) and race bevel ra; (other) differed significantlv from the other race groups (raszl?(tlf and
ras—white). For race at classification level cl3 (civilians). race group ra (other) differed

stgnificantly from group rag (white).

Table T-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for
Classification (Cl) by Race (Ra)

Sturce df MS F P

Genemi Orﬁanizllinml Climae

Clawsification ((:1) 2 12.2027 12,7085 001
Race (R:) - 2 11.3680 11.8392 00}
vlassification v Race (C§ x Ra) 1 3.5381 30847 003
Within Cell +H) 9602
Omganizatons] Communica 66ns i.'ixl.mllt
Clasification (C1) 2 1.2258 11902 304
Yaee (Ra) 2 L6l 1.1278 324
Clasmification x Race (G « Ra} B 9295 9:23 156
Within (el 1090 1.0299
Jab Relaied Sadefeson
Classi "cation (€.1) 2 36,4340 339396 w1
Race (Ra) - 2 $.6.401 4.2078 015
Classisfication « Raee (G x Ra) $ 16077 41783 2
Within i '}l 3860 11028
Perceived Pmducﬁvii’y
Clasification (11) » 3.6840 31230 034
Race (R) 2 133160 11.2856 001
Classification « Race (] Ra) 4 51915 4.3999 1. U]
Within Ceil 1183 11709
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rable T-ZSlmpk Mam EfictsfSumn}aly Table
for Classification (C1) by Race (Ra)

Source df - MS F P
Genem| Organizational Climae

Clatra 2 2.527 2.632 072

Cl at ra) 2 2278 2372 093

Cl at Ilgi ) 2 107.433 111.886 .001
Within Cell _.  40% 960 ’ .

Raat e, T2 6.767 7.047 001

Ra at clé 2 1.457 . 1.518 ’ 219

Raatc |737 7 2 4577 ’ 4.766 009
Within Cell 4690 960

Cl at ra;

Cl at raé
Clat- T
Within Cell

Ra at i,
Ra a\trcl- ~
Within Cell

atra

at ray
2

at ra

W ithio Cell

Rz 2t cll
Raatél,
Ra at cl

Within Cell

atra

i
at ra,
at ra

Withsm Ceil

o~~~
~no

Ram éll

Ra at el

Ra at CIS
Within Cell

Organizational Communications ¢ limate

$ 968 940 391

: 660 646 524
2 1.530 , 1.485 227
4090 1.030 :

2 139 135 .874

2 2433 2362 094

2 2124 2,063 127
4090 1.030

Job Relased Satisfaction

2 10.191 9.241 001

2 2563 2324 098

2 161.547 146.488 001
3860 1.103

2 1.042 944 389

2 912 827 438

2 8.560 © 7762 001
3860 1.103

Perceived Productivity

2 725 614 541

2 _1:283 1.087 337

2 52.331 44.352 1001
4183 1.180

2 4306 3.650 026

2 1135 962 - 382

2 12:223 10.360 001
4183 1.180

ﬁa :Race with Ra; -oti:e.ri Ra -ﬁilék: Raa =white.
) =Classification with CIl =officer; CI2 =airmen: CI3 =civilian.



Table T-3. Newman-Keuls Sequenlnl Range Test i)r
Chss:ﬁcanon Cl) by Rlce (Ra)

Genenl Omganizatonsl Chimase

Cinli&:ah;bn at ﬁnc’e h:vel 3

v kesponse Option _ o 2 36
I - Group Number (CIi) 2 3
36 3 13.5879%
1 1 |8Z8398‘? 2.7150
Race &t Classification Level 1
ﬁesponue Opu'on ] . 1,2.4.6 3
i CGroup Number (Ra;) 1 2
3 2 3.2270’ S
5 3 5.3079* 2766
: Race at Classification Level 3
ﬁcsponsé 6pl§on L ; 124.6 3
: Group Nomber (Ra;) 1, 2
3 2 1055 o
5 3 3.8435* 24716
Job Rela®d Satisfaction
Classification at Race Level 1
Response Option : 1 2
. Group Number (Cli) I 2
2 2 1.3423
36 3 - 4.3508* 5.6912*
Classification at Race Level 3
F -+)onse Option - - i 2 1
: : Group Nnmber (CL,) : 2 1
) 1 1 o .3.0277% 7
36 3 : 24.0934° 183184
ﬁ.ce at éiuu;&nion.i.cvei 3
Resi)onse Option . S 3 1246
I Group Number (Rai) 2 1
1246 1 4988 -
3 3 3.7221* 4.5346*
' __ . I
' Perceived Productivity
ClassiScation 2t Race Level 3
- - =R
Response Option - . 2 1
] . Group Number (CL,) 2 1
1 1 9.6778* )
30 3 11.0720* 2.0554*
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Table T-3 {Co ntin uéd)

Perceived Productivity

liaeé at éil‘i&:a&n Level l :

Response Option . B l'é"ﬁ 3
P ' Group Number (Ra,) o1 2
3 2 19217 o
5 ‘ 3 3.7685* -7431

iiaee at CLui&:&ém Level 5

Response Option ' o . 12.4.6 3
] Group Number (Ra;) 2 2
3 2 1.6964 .
5 3 6.3333 2.4183
_ Note: — Only those factor levels having sign;léc.ant simpic main effects had Newman-K euls Sequential Ri;éé Tests v
performed. ‘
*p <05

C1 =Classification with Cl ?ofﬁcq: Cl’ =airmen; C13 =¢ivilian.
Ra =Race with R:i =other: Ra'z =black: R'3 =white.

B Oirganizaft,ionfal Communications Climate (n E40§§) The main eéffects and inteéraction
effect for classification and race were not significant.

_ Job Related Satisfaction (n =3869). The analysis of variance indicated that tests for main
effects and interaction effect were significant (classification =p <001, race =p <02, interaction =p <
002). Tests for simple main effects (Table 25) associated with classification indicated that
classification was significantly different for race levels raj (other) and rag {white}. Simple main
effects for race were significantly different for classification level cl3 (civilians). The Newman-K euls
Sequential Runge Test indicated for classification at raj (other) significant differences between
classification level cl3 (civilians) and the two other classification levels (c1j and c13) existed. For
classification at rag (white), all mean pairs differed significantly from each other:

The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for race at clj (civilians) indicated that race level

rag (whit?) differed significantly from race levels raj (other) and rag (black).

_ Perceived Productivity (n =4192). The analysis of variance indicated that the main effects

for classification and race and the interaction effect w:re significant (classification, p <04; race,p <
~ .001; and interaction; p <.001). Tests for simple main effects associated with classification was

significant for race level raz (white). Simple main “ferts for ruce were significant for classification

levels c1; (officers) and clg (civilixns). The New.2an-K euls Sequentia! Range Test indicates for

classification at race level rag (white) significant differences between al! ean pairs..

 The Newman-Keuis Test for race at classification level clj (officers) indicated a <ignificant

difference between race level raj (other) and level rag (white). For race at <lassification level cl3

(civilians), there was also thé same ;élationship of level ra; (other) differing significant!s from rag
(white). '
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APPENDIX U: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY SEX

main cffects are summarized in Table U-2. and the Newman-K euls Sequen‘ua] Range Test results are
presented in Table U-3: ‘

General Orgonizational T lzmatc (n =4086). ForGeneralUrgamzahonal Chmate,only the

main_effect for classification (C1) was significant (p <.001). Simple main effects indicated that

: -lmlf’cauan for males and female: were slgmficant beyond the 06'1 level. The Newman-K euls

Sequential Range Test for classification at sy (males) indicated sngmficant differences between

classification level ¢ly (airmen) and the other two levels (cll—officers, cl3—c vilians). For
classification st s3 {females). all classification levels differed axgmficantly from each other

()rgam..auonal Communication Climate (n = 4086) Tfﬁls for main effec!s and
inlerac llOll were nol slgmf'cant

Table U-1. Anxlysns of Variance Summaly Table for
Classificztion (CI) by Sex B) :

Sweurce A . df MS F P

Geneml Organizational Climase

l l.h,»lrm!wn whn ' 2 41.3886 43.0562 Dot

Sea (S) 1 2.7258 2.8356 092

Classificition s Sex (€ o \) 2 : 9428 9808 375
~ Within Cell 4080 9613

6rgnniuéomi éommunic- tons élhnnk

Classification 1) 2 1303 1266 881
o (S) ) 1 0169 0163 .898
12|J§¥:Fu|mﬂ A Ses (G S) o2 4953 4805 619
R iiton eld 480 1.0307
Job Rehted Satisfacion
ClasSification (€1) 2 123.1778 119627 001
Sen (S) & 7.2302 . 0.5810 010
Classilication < Sex (G 8) N 2.1804 19818 .138
Within Cell a2 1.1002
i’rn -nrd i’md uc-:ivil‘\'
Clasification (€1 2 34.0528 29.5690 001
ey (S) 1 0006 005 982
. Hlasification v Ses {€ 4 8) .2 4.9702 1.2050 015
n nluu Celt ) : 1175 1.1821

\
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Table U-2. Simple Main Eflects Summary Table

for Classificatior (C1) by Sex )

Ms F

ﬁesponik' 6p:ion

Sex zt éixssﬁcaéon i,cvei 3

: 2.
" Groug Number (S, ' 2
1 v 4.165)

Ry

Sonre df P
Ceﬂenl 6lganmmml Climal:
Clats 2 103.1874 1073415 :
Cl at s, - 2 10.8055 . 112405 T
Withia Cell 4080 9613
Job Relited Satsfacton
Clats, 2 938320 85.2863 001
Cl at z 51.1243 46.4682 .001
Wiihin Cell 3852 1.1002
Satel 1 3.1210 2.8458 092
Satel, 1 4104 3730 541
S ately 1 6.7736 6.1113 013
Wiaﬁn Cell 3852 1.1002
Perecived Productvity <
Clats 2 323736 27.3853 001
Clats, __ 2 21.9943 18.5300 .001
Withina Cell 4175 1.1821 ]
Satel; 1 1105 0935 750
Satel, 1 4.5405 3.8410 050
Sately 1 5.4307 4.5941 £32
Wiaxin Cell 4175 1.1821
C1 =Ciasification wi(i’! Cll =officer: C12 =airmen: Cl.; =civilian.
S =Sex with s; =male: 5, =female.
1 2
Table U-3. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for
Classificaron (CI) by Sex )
Geneml Olganiulional Climate
o Chssification at Sex Level 1
Response Optien o 2 36
o Criup Number (Cli) 2 3
36 3 13.1027* S
i 1 18.1875* 1.4030
éiluiﬁcalion at éex i..evel 2
ﬁesponse dblion 7 B 2 36
o CGroup Number (Ra.) 2 3
36 3 ! 5.7572% R
1 1 . 4.4799* 1.9524*
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Table U3 (Continued)

Job Related Satisfaction

Chssification at éex'i.cv.e'i;l

R — -] ~
Response Option S 2 1
i ) Group Numb‘erA(CIi) 2z 1
1 ® | -2.0107 N
36 3 - 18.4202¢ 14.5595*
Ciauiﬁc-éon -t’gex Level 2
ﬁesponse (:)bﬁon ' . . ) 2
i Group Number (Cl:) 2 -1
1 1 24734 S
36 - 3 12.6333 3.2926* \s
Sex st Chissiication Level 3
ﬁcsponse Optx;on . A 1
_ . CGroup Number (Sl) D
2 2 3.4964
Perceived Pioduchvny : T
Classification at Sex Level 1
Reésponse Option - L 2 36
. Group Number (Cli) 2 3
36 3 6.3159°
! 1 9.3358° 10473
Classification at Sex Level 2
ﬁesponse Option B s 2 1
o Grovp Number (Cl;) 2 1
i . 1 2.3983 -
36 3 8.5742* 1.3174
Sex at Chssification Level 2
ﬁespom’;c 6ption . o ) 2
‘ Croup Number (S;) 2
1 1 . 2.7714*
Sex at Ci-uiﬁc-ﬁon Level 3
Response Option . s ) 1
Group Number (S;) . 1
2 2 3.0317*

Note: - Only those facior levels having sigmificant simple maix: effects had Newman-K euls Sequential Range Tests
performcd. '
°p <05. L .
Cl =Clasification with C1, =officer; Cly =sirmen: Cl; =civilian.
S =Sex with Si =maléi S, =female.

~ Job Related satisfaction (n =3858). Tests for main effects were significant fer classification
(p <001) and sex (v <.01): Test for interacdc. » was not significant. Test for simple main effects
indicated that classification for both sj (mal ~) 2nd S9 (females) was significant beyond the 00§
level. Test for simple main effects for sex at cl3 {civilians) was significant (p <.01): however. the
ather_classification. levels were 1ot significant. The Newman-K eals Sequential Range Test for
rlassification at sq {males) and at 59 (females) indicated significant-djfferences between classification
level e13 (civilians! and the otiicr tws levels {c1;—officers. cl3—airmen).

= . :.. ) - 83 éb -
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The Newman-K cols bequenual Range Test for sex at c13 (c:v:hans) also indicated that male

id female civilians significantly differed in their responses concerning job sausfacuon

l’c r( eu wl I’rmluclu' ity (n —4181) Test for mam effecls was sxgmfcant for classnficauon (p

Mects indivated |Iul v l.:~~|l'« ation at s (males) and at s3 (females) were 5. mficam beyond the .001
syl Simple main ¢ ﬂ'ul~ for sex by classification level cl; (airmen) and cl3 (civilian) were

“anificantly different at the (05 and .03 levels respectiz=ly. The NewmanK euls Sequential Range
Yedlore la~~|ﬁ: -ation at ‘l (males) indicated that male airmen (c1 )) dlffered slgmﬁcamly from male
tticers (el ]) and male civilians (cl3). Classification at sy (females) indicated that female airmen
v 1) diffe r: «d From female ¢éivilians (c13)

The \ewman- l\. ul- Se que mml Range Test for sex at classification level cl.) (airmen) and al c13
wilians) indicated male and fe male airmen and civilians differed slgmﬁcamly in their percepuons
t productivily.
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APPENDIX V: ANALYSIS OF SEX BY COMMUNICATION

The analysis of vasianos data for sex by communication are provided fo Table V-L, the simple

The analysis of variance data for sex by communication are provided in Table e
main effects g&éﬁﬁﬁiﬁiéﬂ in Table V-2, and the Newman-K euls Sequential R ange Test results are
presented in Table V-3. - 7

ée’uer?zi orgauizatibu&l Climate (n =4108). For C:ne;g;l Orgamzaziol;alChm?:cl.nz
main effect for sex and the interaction effect (SXC) were not slgmﬁant. The test for nm(p , onin
effects indicated that communications (C) was significantly (p <001) different for ma.es 81):

"8 Inchcated tial Range Test indicaced that : ications levels for males differed
ewman K euls Sequential Range Test indicated that all communications levels for males differ
:gg;g; rom Sach ot Figare 22 indicates that o4 was the highest, followed in descending

order by €3, ¢g, and ¢;.

Table V-1. Anslysis of Variance Summary Table for Sex §)
- by Communication ()

Source ] ar Ms T l;

Genem! Organizatonal Chmae

Sex (5) 1 18307, 1say9 %
Communication (C) 3 - 15.9058 16.0209 ‘001
Sex x Communication (S x Q) .3 7644 7700 S11

Within Cell ‘ 4074 9928 .

Omganizatonal (}ommunicnfi;:iu Chmate
Sex (8) 1 2.8420 2.7572 097
Communication (C) 3 4915 4768 .698
Sex_x Communication (S x () 3 9238 .8962 442
a Within Cell 4074 1.03c8
Job Pzlewd Satisacton

Sex () 1 220318 18.8427 001
Communication (C) . . 3 5.0854 4.3493 005
Sex x Communication (S x C) - - 1.9780 1.6917 .167

Within Cell 3845 1.1693 -

Perceived Productivity ‘

Sex(s) 1 4.4952 38776 049
Communication (C) . 3 - 241686 25.1609 001
Sex_x Communication (S x C) 3 1.0797 9313 425

Within Cell 4167 1.1593

z
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Table V-2. Simple Main Effiects Summary Table

for Feur Criteria, Sex (S) by Communication (C)

Svurce df MS F P
Genenl Organizational Chmate
Simple Eficcts for Sex , o y -
$ at & 1 1.039 1.046 307
Sate, 1 231 2335 628
Sat ey 1 645 .650 421
Sate,. : .| 3.597 3.623 057 °
Within Cell 4074 993
Su'npk- Efects i)rCOmmunicnﬁon ) ) B N
Cars, 3 29.321 29.534 .001
_oo. _Carsy .3 977 984 399
Within Cell © 074 993
Organizational Communications Climat
Slmple Efecs ;'orécx - S
Sate . 1 2.033 1.972 .161
Sate; 1 314 . .-304 581
S at ey 1 1.296 1.258 262
S at r’; ) 1 077 075 .784
Within Cell 4074 1.031 :
Simple Efects for Communication , o N
Catyg 3 2.419 2.346 071
Cats, 3 300 291 832
Within Celk = 4074 1.031 ‘
Job Relawed Satisfaction
" Simple Effects forSex L . ]
Nate 1 .27 235 -628
S at ¢, 1 8441 7219 - _.007
Satey 1 34.737 29.707 .001
S al,,«-", A o 17.643 15.088 001
Within Cell 4045 1.169
S'u-nplr Effect i)réommunicnl;on‘ . i R .
< Cats 3 6.670 > 5.705 .001
o Cats, -3 3.072 2.628 049
Within Cell 7 3845 1.169
Pexeived Productivity
Smpk EBects i'orsrx e - -
Sate 1 3.148 - 2.715 -:00
Sateg , 1 .705 608 436
St iy ~ 1 - 1.019 879 349
S at r" B 1 “ 001 001 . 1001
Within Cell 7 4167 1.159
. P
Simple Efect for Communicason L o
Cat 3 62.891 54249 061
o Cars, 3 5.939 5.123 092
Within Cell = » 4167 1.159
. . - :
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Table V-3: Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for’

Sex ) by Communication (C)

. - Genenl Ehglniu&mh! CEmatwe
Communication at Sex Level 1
Relponsc 6pt§on . - H ' 2 -
Cronp Nuxmber (Ci) | 2 3
1 2 33611 R
2 3 : 6.0163* 47287
3 4 88317 10.4496° 6.8593°
Job Related Satisfaction
Comraunication at Sex Level 1
Response Option B 1 2 3
Croup Nnmber (Ci) B 2 3
1 2 19788 B
2 3 24707 1621 R
3 4 . 4.0403° 3.8679¢ 3.9223¢
{ . sunication atSex Level 2 -
R'eiponae 6pﬁ0n S ) 1 2 3
Group Nagther (Ci) : B 2 3
S z 23157 -
2 3 : 3.1357 9801 -
3 3 : 3.7882* 20563 B 1.5064
Sex at Communicaton Level 2 .
. ﬁelp’onsg,dpu;on o ) o ) 1
. Croup Number (S;) o1
1 2 3.7996
‘ " Sex at Communication Le-213
iicéponsc Oplion i 7 o . 1
. . Croup Number (S;) 1
1 2 7.7088
gex at éommunielﬁon i.gvei 4 |
Response Option o f
. B Croup Nnmber (Si) 1
1 2 54931
Perceived Productivity
Communication at Sex lcve;’ l
Response Option . o - 1 2 3
} Croup Number (C.) 1 2 -3
1 2 .6.6796* N
2 3 T -10.1946* 6.0057°
3 4. 13.6449* 12.8i11° 8.2084¢
) ' ) éommunicn;on at Sex lcvel 2 '
" Response Option oo T i 2 3
~ Croup'Number (Ci) . 2 3
1 2 14708
.2 3 - 3.1113 2.3590 o
3 4 : 4.1396* 4.4058* 20173
Not: — Only those factor levels ina‘v)i;g significant simple main effects had Newman-K euls Sequential Range Tests
performed. _ ’
*p <05,

C =Communication with C| =veéry little Jitdle: C2 =moderate: (‘3 =very t:réq'uem; C, =smost continuous.
S =Sex with S| =male: S, =female.
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Organizational Coim munications Clim ate (n =4108). The maia effects and interaction
were rot! significant asing this criterion. ’

_ . Job Related Satisfac:ion (n =38 79)£Tests for main effects for sex (S) and communications
(C) were significant beyond the .001 and :005 levels, respectively. The test for interaction was not
significant. Tests for simple main effects associated with the communications factor indicated that
communications were significantly different for males (s;) and females {(s5). The Newman-Kenls
Sequential Range Test indicated that males (sj) response option 5 (almost continuous) had a
response mean which was significantly higher than for all other male groups. For females, the
Neéwman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated that the grouf responding to the very litde and
little category (cj: responses 1 and 2) differed significantly from those responding to the very -
{zéquent céteéory'(q;, response 5). Tests for simple main effects associated with the sex factor and

“the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests indicate that sex was significantly different for the
commynication levels: moderate {cy), very frequent (c3); and almost continuous (cy), with the
female mean respopses being higher than males for levels cy, c5, and cj4.

. Perceived Productivity (n =4205 ). Tests for main effects for sex (S) and communications
(C) were cignificant beyond the .05 and :001 levels, respectively. The test for interaction was not
significant. Tests for simple main effects associated with the communications factor indicated that
~ communications were significantly different for males (s;) and females (s3). The Newman-Keuls .

Sequential Range Test indicated that all communication ievels for males differed significantly from
cach other with level c4 being the highest, c3 next, then cy, and lastly ¢j. For females;}hg Newman-
Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated that those responding almost continuous (94) had a.
significantly higher mcan response when compared to those résponding very little and little (cl) and
moderate (c2). : , :




