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- : _ SECTION 1 ¥
, INTRODUCTION
- /// )
1. STUDY OBJECTIVES' !

o

If the Air Fonée is to be able to function effectively it must
obviousty be able to attract and retain personnel of adequate quality,
in adequate numbers: There are many factors which are thought to impinge

upon the ability of the Air Force to attract and retain personnel, and .

among these aré the perceptions of current and prospective Air Force
members with regard to the ‘'benefits' they dc or will receive, in the

—Air Force and i competing employments. - - . 7

Most competing employments are, of .course, civilian in nature,
and it is widely believed that such employments provide benefits mainly
.in monetary form. In contrast, Air Force benefits are usually regarded
as being relatively heavy in non-monetary form, so that an obvious
policy. question for the Air Force might be put as follows: What would
be the influence on accessions and retentions of changing the form of
the benefits provided by the Air Force? -Obvious.iy, Air Force non-
monetary benefits could be restricted in favor of monetary ones, or
vice versa, ‘(without changing the costs incurred by the Air Force),. but
whether the Air Force 'would be more or less attractive as a result is
not known. !

Of course, changes in "non-monetary benefits' may take many forms:.

for example, health benefits could be changed with or without chaﬁging
educational benefits, and, for that matter, health benefits themselves
could be changed in an enormous numbe:r of ways. Moreover, there is no
réason to believe that individuals or groups, e.g., married vs. single,
or.first-term vs. career, would each react in the, same way to any
specified set of changes in non-monetary benefits. The attractiveness

of non-monetary benefits to any given indiviudal cah also be expected

to depend on his information and/or education regarding the non-monetary
benefits. ) :

-Thus there is need for the development of much basjc information -
regarding Air Force non-monetary benefits. How attractive is each such
benefit? How-much-variation is there between individuals and between
groups? To what extent can attractiveness be influenced by education?
What relations exist between enlistment or reenlistment rates, on the
one hand,-and: non-monetary benefits on the other? These are the kinds of
questions to which this study is addressed.

i X




2. - 'SCOPE OF THE PROJECT

The general scope of the inguiry, and the general procedures to
be employed in achieving the objectives were initially specified by the
Air Force. The more important technical features of these specnflcatlons
can be summed up as. follow5°

N

a. The project was to be conducted in three consecutive phases,
consisting of a design phase, a data collect:on phase and an
analysis phase. o e '

b. The project was to be so designed and conducted that it would
provide .

(1) evaluation of the attractiveness of the various components
of non-monetary benefits; -

{2) identification of the key factors which help to account for
the differences in evaluations between sub-groups of Air
" Force personnel;

(3) analysis of the effectiveness oﬁJeducatlon in influencing
evaluations of att‘l_’_'_aﬁct iveness; and

(4) evaluation of the influence of estimation procedures on the
results achieved.

c. The project was to cover at least the following non-monetary
benefits: medical care for the individual and dependents;
Commissary, Army and Air Force Exchange Service facilities; base
recreational facilities; payment of income tax on only part of
total military income; education'and training; and base housing.

lt is perhaps noteworthy thatthe specifications which guided the
investigators did not identify any partlcular Air Force policy or
decision questions which might be of interest. Had such questions been
asked it would, in all likelihood, have had a profound impact on the
design and conduct of the study, including even the measures used. For
example, the specifications might, inprinciple, have said:''The Air Force
is considering the elimination of base housing, and an analysiswiTl-be
conducted to shéw the influence of -this potential change on the reten-
tion of Air Force personnel.'" In such an event the project might have
been designed to.estimate, say, the change in the number of personnel
retained because of the contemplated Air Force action, and this measure
would not only have been highly pertinent to the decision, but would
certainly qualify as a.measure of ‘''attractiveness."

«
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As the specifications were actually written, however, the Air
Force interest had to be interpreted as being perhaps more general or
more fundamentel, and geared to the deveiopment of information which
might be useful in formulating decision alternatives, rather than in
evaluating those already known to be of interest. If, for example, 15
distinct non-monttary benefits. are identified, it would be possible to
describe 33,708 possible Air Force decisions analogous to the illustra-
tion regarding base housing, simply by considering the elimination of )
various combinations of the 15; and each such possibility would require |
‘different information to be collected, e.g., via a.different question
in @ questionnaire. Thus the nature of the specifications really precluded
any effort to evaluate directly the "effectiveness! of altermative non-
monetary benefit policies, while the cost of alternatives were not even
remotely related to the specifications.’ o
In summary, then, the aim of the project was to develop funda-
mental information regarding non-monetary benefits rather than to
evaluate specific, Air Force, decision alternatives.

a’

3. SCOPE OF THE REPORT

This report is intended to be as comprehensive as possible,
consistent with certain limitations. These limitations are of severa!
kinds, of which perhaps the most important is the desire to keep the
report short enough to be read and understood in a few hours. This ]
consideration dictated certain omissions: for example, a description ~
of detailed plans and procedures as these were developed, modified,
approved, etc., over the considerable life of the project. Thus, for
exampie, questionnaires utilized in this project underwent several
iterations in the course of their development, and these ear Iy versions
were deemed to be of too little interest to justify inclusion. .
’ Another reason for lack of comprehensiveness in the report is
that some matters, though deemed to be potentially significant, cannot
be described adequately by the investigators, principally because they
lack information. To illustrate: the investigators were not able to
observe directly the conditions under which the survey was administered,
nor was any other type of record of these conditions obtained. Hence the
possibility that the conditions of administration may have intiroduced an
independent source of variability cannot be ruled out.

M t

A final reason for omissions i's that some matters now seem to be
largely irrelevant, .even though, as_the project progressed, they appeared
to be important. Thus the report -does®not describe the questionnaires
and plans which were developed for administration ofsa survey to-potential
Air Force members, (i.e., to certain classes of civilians), simply because,
in the end, the survey was confined to current Air-Force personnel.
(1t is, however, important to note that the elimination

4
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-

of the civilian survey virtually. eliminated the possibility of reaching’
any conclusions about the relations between non-monetary benefits and
accessions, as opposed to retentions). .

4. ORGANIZATIO“ OF .THE REPORT
The general‘plaﬁ of the report is as follows.-Section || takes
up the important conceptual issues related to the topic ''attractiveness
of non-monetary benefits;" for example, it is necessary to decide such
fundamental matters as what should be meant by "attractiveness,' and

what '‘non-monetary benefits' are. Section Il also .identifies the
specific non-monetary benefits to be evaluted. In Section Ill, Approach,
a number of hypotheses, arising from Section Il and’ consideration of the

project objectives are first presented. This is followed by a description
of the approach employed, including the nature of the survey, the
experiments conducted, the questionnaires utilized, the -sampling plan
followed, and the administrative procedures used. In Section IV, the
survey results-are presented, covering response rates; general sample
characteristics; sampling distributions. for non-monetary benefits; the
valuation of the total non-monetary benefit 'package;'' variations in
valuations due to objective personal characteristics; variations due to
type of questionnaire or typé of base; attitudinal responses; miscellane-
ous, analytical results; and, finally, the results of redression

analyses in which the various non-monetary benefit valuations and
probability of re-enlistment are, respectnvely, treated as independent
variables to be explained or predicted. Section V begins by presenting
the -conclusions of the investigators, first taking up the initial
hypotheses, then discussing the influence of non-monetary benefits. on
retentions; and concludes with the presentation of recommendations.

The content of questnonnalres apd tabulations of numerncal results are
preaented in appendix format..
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s © SECTION 1! .

THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF NON-MONETARY BENEFITS'.
\'ra - . .

It |s central to the achnevement of prOJeCt objectives to deter-:
mine what is meant, both generally and concretely, by '"the attractive-
ness of non-monetary benefits." In this section the 'meanings to-be given
to "benefits," "noh-monetary' and.''attractiveness' are considered, and.
the items to be evaluated are identified.. T °
+ L =

»

“1s BENEFITS
For purposes of the project a '"benefit" is definéd to be a.
feature of the A:r Force with the follownng propertnes

a. It is Judged, by the investigator, to have significant positive—
rather than negative—value to most actual and potential Air Force
membe¥s, and is viewed by them as personal compensation. On this
ground, it would be possible to rule out, say, the pleasure of
flying which may be experlenced by some air crew members.

b. Its desirability is assessed, by the Air Force, primarily in

: terms of its presumed effects on the feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction of actual and potential Air Force members, rather
than in terms of other indicators of military effectiveness. Thus
the characteristics of equipments, such as safety, cannot be
benefits.

c. It must not be an integral part of an effective military force,
so that there is a real choice available to the Air Force. Thus,
under certain combat conditions, the provision of food may not: be
a benefit, any more than fuel is a '"benefit" ordinarily.

.d. It must serve to differentiate the Air Force from most other
possible careers, especially civilian careers; otherwise it can-
nct have a significant influence on career choice. Hence Social
Security benefits, for example, are not benefits for purposes of
this pfoject. o

By the apblication of these criteria an enormous number of Air
Force features can be ruled out as possible benefits: all characteristics
of particular Air Force job assignments; all characteristiés of particu-
lar Air Force equipments; all characteristics of particular Air Force
locations; all characterlstlcs shared with most civilian employments,
(such as coffee breaks). It is also possibie to rule out many specnflc
possibilities, e.g., the right or obligation to wear a uniform (perhaps
by any or all of the first three propertiés). Nevertheless, .there is at
least one gray area—training—discussed more fully later.

: 18




2, ‘NON-MONETARY BENEFITS

'"Non-monetary'' benefits are defined to be all benefuts other than

'monetary'' benefits. Monetary benefits are defined as payments by the
Air Force in the form of mopey, to, or on behalf of, an active Air Force
member, to which he or she is entitled solely by virtue of current or
future Air Force service. Monetary benefits thus consist of pay, bonuses
- and alleotments—amounts to which the recipient is absolutely entitled
(given good behavior) on a current basi.s, and which can be determined
solely in terms of rank and length of service factors. Thus any payment
which is conditional on anything other than the Air Force member's rank,
length of service or good behavior is not a monetary. benefut even though
it-may actually be paid in cash.

Applying this criterion it maymbe seen that the form of payment,
, does.not serve to differentiate monetary and non-monetary benefits. The
clothing allowance is a monetary benefit, not because it is Ppaidin cash,
but because the amount of entitlement does not depend on .Air Force
operating decisions or personal choices or luck. On ‘the other hand, the
quarters allowance, is not a monetary benefit, even thouah paid in cash,
since payment is conditional upon the quarters provided (or not provuded)
by the Air Force, and therefore is not a matter of absolute entltlement
known in advance. Much of the retirement benefit is actually in cash),
when paid, but it cannot be converted into current cash, cannot be Spent
and may not be collected at all. in fact, most non-monetary benefits
perhaps involve cash, but it is characteristically uncertain whether, or
how much, cash will be paid {or spent on behalf of the individual or his
‘dependents) because of future Air Force decisions and/or future unknown
circumstances. ofi.the individual.

By virtue of the criterion just-‘discussed it is easy to differen-
tiate .between monetary and non-monetary benefits. However,.this .is very
different from saying that it is easy to develop an unequivocal list of
non-monetary benefits. For onie thing there is no way to be sure that any
- given list of _pon-monetary benefits is exhaustive. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, any glven non-monetary benefit area, such as health care, can be
broken down into any number cf distinct benefits, e.g., hospital versus
outpatient, medical versus dental, dependent versus personal. Within the
general framework of non-monetary benefits, then, the development of a
concrete list of specific non-monetary benefits is somewhat arbitrary.

1

3. ATTRACTIVENESS

Many meanings may be attributed to "attractiveness,' and the one
which is selected must depcond on the scope of the project and on what is
thought to be technically feasible. Attractiveness may be :nterpreted as

"utility," in the economists' sense, or satisfaction; but, even 'if ‘this
would be useful, it is not considered feasible. Given the interest in

.
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*accessions and reenlistments; attractiveness of a non-monetary benefit 7
could also be taken to-Fefer to the effect of the benefit on the numbers :
of accessions and reenlistments; but this interpreta;ion is beyond the o
project scope; since it would require deep involvement in many phenomena '
which are not to be studied, (e.3., a comparison of Air Force and civilian

pay levels, for 'comparable' skills)-. " :

N
N

The view of attractiveness adopted hefe is a compromise between ;
these twd ideas. The attractiveness of a non-monetary benefit to an ‘ ‘
individual is defined as the amount of money he would need to receive to
make him indifferent between the money and the non-monetary benefit. This
implies that, concretely, each non-monetary benefit must be defined in a
fashion which makes it reasonable or feasible to get along without it. .-
Thus, for example, it cannot be very meaningful to say merely that health
care is a non-monetary benefit, and then £0 ask how much money would be
required to make the individual feel equally well off in its absence. .
Obviously the individual must have health care sometimes and to some
degree, and what is really being postulated is that, with enough cash, °

the individual could obtain the desired health care. But the postulate N
is a reasonablé one only on the assumption that actions are taken by the Wl
Air Force to make individual arrangements for health care possible in a &€§

way which is consistent with its own operations. In short, the cash
alternative must not be so defined that it includes modes of operation
which are unreasonable either for the individual or for the Air Force.

] hwgfiinciple, given the strict definition of attractiveness, it ‘
would be ﬁ?ssihle to proceed without saying or implying anything about
alternatives to existing non-monetary benefits, leaving everyone to make
his own judgments about what the world would be like when he has cash
instead of a non-monetary benefit. The effect, however, wouwld surely be
to introduce a source of variability.into the answers which may be so
great as to dwarf everything else. Thus, for any non-monetary benefit
whose elimination is postulated, it may be desirable to establish some-
thiing—about the nature of a feasible alternative, and to make this
alternative known to any individual who must determine how much the
benefit is worth, to him.

1

L, THE NON-MONETARY BENEFITS:

In order to identify the -specific features of the Air Force which
might be classified as non-monetary benefits, several devices were
employed. First, Air Force manuals, especially AFM 35«6 (L-2), were
studied. Second, written Air Force advertising and recruiting information
was assembled and considered. Third, the principal characteristics of
military and civilian employment, from the standpoint of employee
compensation, were identified, to establish significant differences. As
a result of :these efforts, and the application of the foregoing criteria,
several candidate non-monetary benefits were eliminated, and some
retained.

e
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The items retained by this process can, in retrospect be charac-
terized as being, in the aggregate, all benefits, other than current
monetary ones, for which a.reasonable monetary alternative, dependent
only on renderlng satisfactory current service, can be devised. However,
the choice of specific benefits was based on many complex judgments. |t
was desirable for each benefit to be of non-negligible value, so that no
benefit should be cut up into very many pieces.. Further, it was desirable
to group together into a single bencfit ‘package’’ those things which are
closely related-~consisting, perhaps, of things which are frequently
purchased togethér, or things whose value mighr tend to depend on the
same kinds of information. It was desirable, too, that benefits be dif-'-
ferentlated whenever this would facilitate association, with the individ-
ual's S|tuat|on, e.g., marltal status. The definition of some ‘benefits
had to take account of the need to be sure that the military effective-
ness of the Air Force would not be significantly impaired by the hypo-
thetical benefit change. Finally, since the concept of attractiveness
adopted was such that measurement could scarcely be: attempted wi'thout
heavy reliance on the duestioning of lndIV|duals, it was necessary to
keep the’ total number of benefits down.

.For purposes of study, the number of non-moretary benefits retained
and differentiated was fifteen. The fifteen are listed and briefly
described below. It is not propcsed, though, that these descriptiofs
would be either apropos or well-krown to all Air Fofce personnel. Within
the quéstionnaires, only the benefits' names were used, not the description.
In each case it will later be postulated, for questionnaire purposes, that
the benefit is to be eliminated- and replaced by cash, implying that the ‘
services eliminated will somehow be obtained, if desired, by purchase from
the civilian economy . Therefore it is necessary to define the benefit

c be evaluated in such a way that elimination and replacement by cash
appears reasonable and feasible. Note that it is explicitly assumed that
benefits under the G.l. Bill are not affected by any of-the changes
discussed here; i.e., no aspect of the G.l. Bill ‘is being evaluated.

-,
- e v

a. . "Dependent Health Benefit

~ Thrs benefit applies to dependents of A|r Force members, including
spouse and children, and lncludes "

~
-

. medical care and hospital?zatﬁpn, including déntal care, at
military installations, to the extent that personnel and
facilities permit, on a no-fee basis. . .

. -civilian hospitalization at $1.75/day, or $25, whichever is greater.

. .civilian out-patient (phsician or hospital) care, not to exceéd
$100 per family, plus 20% of charges over $100.

~




s Exclusions are: civiltan dental care, cosmetic or voluntary surgery,
treatment of congenital defects, and some chronic-situations.

L}

* b. ° Personal Health Benefit * . . ’ e
I
" This benefit is usually thought of as covering complete medical
and dental care of the Air Force member, without charge However, if
this def:nntlon were adopted, the elimination of .the bgnéfit might
raise a serious question about mnlntary effectiveness under certain
combat- conditions. Therefore it is assumed that personal heallth care
will continue to be provided "in combat zones,” and the benefit to be
evaluated is defined as "all personal health”care of Air Force members
except in combat Zones.' Note that: ellmlnatnon of this beneflt would
require the modification of certain Air Force procedures, so that the
individual could obtain civilian health care when heeded. s .

c.’ Sick Pay And Disability-Pay

Air Force members draw full pay and allowarces while on the sick
list. -If a person cannot‘be retained in the Air Force becayse of health,
the amount’ of money ‘he wi Il receive depends on the severity- of his .
dusablllty or his length of service. NGthing is payable if disability
is ‘the result of "Willful neglect“ or 'intentional! mlsconduct.

& < . " %
¢ / . > .
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tod. & Cohmissany‘Privileges
Many Air Force lnstallatIOns have Commlssarnes, -which offer for
sale merchandlse siniilar to that |9ecIV1l|an supermarkets,’at prices
below the usual: supermarket prices, although the same range of choice”
may “not be available. .in the two types of store. Commissaries are upen

to Air Force members and thelr dependents._ W . . {
¢ _ .
e. "« Base. Exchange Privileges * . *

- . <
~

Every Air Force lnstallatlon, regardless af size, has an exchange.
Larger exchanges sell a wide assortment, of qualnty merchandise at
substantial. sav:ngs, and offer such services as taxi, -automobile service
station, laundry, dry clean|ng, tailor -shop, beauty shop, barber shop,
> shoe répair‘shop, and appliance repair shop. These facilities are open
to Air Force members and their dependents,

L3
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£, Food, Including .Subsistence

Food is ordlnarlly furnished by the Air Force, to Air Force- *
members. When rations in kind are not available a subsistence allowance

*
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of $2.57 per day is furnished. This includes instances whare it is
impracticable for subsistence in kind to be furnished, even though
. messes.may be operating at the base to which the Air Force member is
assugned Permission to ration separately may be given at the request
of the Air Force member, even though rations are available, in which
case the Air Force will pay $43.80 per month,, subject to minor fluctua-
tions. Officers receive a monthly subsistence allowance of $47.88. It
_ is postulated that, when this benefit is eliminated, the Aitr Force will,
N where necessary, “establish commercially-operated eating places to*
ﬁgrmit meal purchases,' in order to avoid undue interference with -
outine Air Force operations. (The question of obtaining food ‘under
‘certain combat conditions was-not thought to be a serious enough matter .
to warrant explicit attention in defining the benefit to be evaluted).

P

g. ‘ Housing, Including Housing Allowance . 4

Rent-free housing and utilities are prov:ded for. single Air Force
men; and, when available, Government-owned quarters (and free utilities)
are provided for married airmen serving in grades E-4 or above. The
size of the quarters, when available; is contipgent on the size and |
composition of the member's family. If surplus quarters are available
hous'ing may be provided for airmen of lower grades. In addition,
Govepnment-owned furnishings may be provided to those who do not have
their own. For married members without base housing, or for others
autherized to live off-base, a Basic Allotment for Quarters (BAQ)
provided,. the amount being dependent on pay grade and number of .
dependents. The monthly amount of the BAQ varies from $60 for an E-1 to
about $131 for an E-9, plus $45-53 if the Air Force member has
dependents; while for  officers the range is $109<$230, plus $33-58 for :
dépendents. It could be argued that the elimination of this benefit :
would require some procedural changes ‘by the Air Force, but these were
not deemed significant enough to warrant a modification. of the benefit
definition. Similarly, questions could be raised about the provision
- of “hou51ng“ under certain combat conditions, but these were judged to
' be minor .(so faf as benefit evaluation is concerned) and'were therefore
not dealt with explicitly. . -

-

h. Recreation Benefit . s . . T
Recreation is defined to include all off-duty recreation
administered by the Air Force, inciuding sports,, service clubs (partles,
. dances, tournaments, contests, etc.) arts, crafts, hobbies, youth -
activities (social, educational]; cultural, religious), libraries, motion
picture theatres, open messes, recreation areas (hunting, fishing,

. camping, picknicking, boating), special interest groups (Sports car, .

- motorcycle, power boat, rod aAd gun, parachute) and aero. clubs. Many
of these programs are paud for in whole or in part by the Air Force.

’ tﬂ -
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i. Educational Benefit .

This benefit is defined tg include all Air Force educational
opportunities other than technical training.conducted either at Air
Force schools or on-the-job. It includes the programs of the U. S. ‘Armed
Forces Institute (more than 6,400 high school and junior college
correspondence courses), the Exténsion .Course Institute (technical
correspondence courses to train'Air Force personnel for specific duties),
Operation-Bootstrap (permapent TDY and leave for up to one vyear
to. obtain a high school diploma or college dégree), the Airman Education
and Commissioning Program (college program completion with full pay for
selected.airmen, followed by commission)s and the Aif Force institute
of Technology (educational advancement, for officer and civilian person-
nel, in areas required by the Air Force, sometimes leading to advanced
degrees, primarily at civilian.colleges, uvniversities, hospitals, egc.) .

) ' . .
j. Servicemen's Group Life Insurance Benefit | - \

. .

Active duty personnel are, issued low-cost life insurance up to
the amount of $15,000 in $5,000 incfements, payable in the event of

. death to beneficiaries named by the insured. This ‘insurance is converti-
_ble to a permanent plan at standard rates, without proof of good health,

upon, separation from the Air Force. The benefit is also defined to .

include death benefits, consisting of a paypent'to survivors of from
. $800 to $3,000 for immediate expenses, and certain burial rights and
expenses. The practical difficulties which may be associated with
civilian burial arrangements under certain combat conditions are
simply ignored in defining. the benefit. :

-

k. Home Loan Insurance Benefit
" If a member has been on extended active duty for at'least two
years, and requires housing to be occupied by his family as a home, he
may finance the purchase with an FHA-insured loan. The cost of the loan
insurance (1/2 of 1 percent of the average annual unpaid balance) is
ordinarily paid by the borrower, but is paid by the Air.Force for eligi-
ble Air. Force members, up to the maximum mortgage insurable under this
progran ($30,000). ‘ .

. N e B
o a °

NN 0ff-duty Travel Benefit
. % " 'This benefit is defined td include (1) the rigbt'of‘Air Force
members to: travel free on military aircraft, on a 'space available"
basis, and (2) the reduced fares available to military personnel on
commercial aircraft. g _ < T

o
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m. Retirement Benefit T, .

.
~

Air Force members are entitled to retirement pay after :20 years

of service, in the monthly amount of 2.5% of basic monthly pay at time
of retirement, multiplied by. number of years of service up to 30, thus
yielding lifetime retirement pay at rates of 50% td 75% of basic pay.
By accepting a reduced rate of retired pay during his own lifetime, the

- retired Air Force member may- ensure that part of his .benefit will be paid
to his widow and dependent children. The retirement benefit also includes
health benefits, for the-retired person and his depéndents, roughly equiva-
lent to those for dependents .of members on active duty; Base Exchange and
Commissary privileges; membership in NCO and Officers, clubs; and base =~ °
theatre privileges. The retired :iember may also enjoy free U.S. travel on
Department of Defense aircraft, on a space available basis. He may also
be eligible to transfer to equivalent Civil Service (GS) rate if-employed
as a civilian by the Federal Government. The benefit is defined to exclude
Social Security payments, )

t

n. Annual Leave éenefit

Members of the Air Force currently earn 2 1/2 days' leave per
month of active -duty, or 30 days per year, up to a total accrual of 60
days. However, no matter how much cash is given, if the leave privilege
were to be eliminated there is no way this benefit could be approximateéd
by purchase from the civilian sector. Total elimination of the benefit
was also felt to be unreasonable and unrealistic, but reduction of the
benefit to a level perhaps closer to that of the civilian sector—15
‘days—was believed to be worth consideration. -Thus, for evaluation’
purposes, the henefit is defined as 15 days of annual leave, and excludes )
3-day passes and legal holida¥ys to the extent that these are given. N
o. . Federal Income Tax Benefit

. ] .

Food, housing, subsistence allowances and housing allowances are
not subject to Federa! Income Tax, There is thus a tax advantage to Air
Force members, whose magnitude varies with the situation of the Air Force
member —income, family size, etc. .

.

4

P- ~ Air Force Training

Air Force training was not considered to be a 'benefit," in the

same sense as. the preceding ones, and was explicitly excluded from the

“educational benefit. It may be useful to consider why this position was
taken. . : |

s
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It is trpe that Air Force training ma§'prove to be useful ir non-
Air-Force jobs.'In fact, ‘much Air Force recruiting literature tends tr
stress this beneéfit as the most important of all reasons for enlisting.
However, there seems to be no reason to believe ‘that Air Force training »
is, in fact, alméd at anythlng “other than Air Force needs, so that its
desnrablllty is not determined in terms of-its effects on the satisfac-
tion or dxssatlsqutlon of Air Force members.

. Further, thé(e seems tn be consiaerable doubt absut whether Air
Force training is, jn fact viewed as a benefit—as a form of compensa-

tion—by Air Force ersonnel., Ad'mttedlyi3

Judgment did. not suggest inclusion. w& ,
T " Even if it were admitted as a non-monetary benefit, however,*it is
. not easy to sae how the Air Force's. nééds for training personnel could

effectlvely be met in\other ways—ways which would give rise to the
possnox:nry -of meaningful evaluation. One possibility would be to postu-
iate a change under whilch prospectlve enlistees would be requnred tos
obtain certain kinds of\ néeded training prior to enlistment, or new
‘enlistees might be required to pav for any training. they were given in
the Air Force. However, the value of training to the enlistee—the change
in income required to make him feel as well off as he feels now=—would
depend almost entirely on the pri'ce of the training 'to him, so all that
his evajuvation could sho& would be the time value which he attaches to
money. And if the actuaT or pruspective Air Force member were free to
affect the training he receives (e.g., 'by buying it or not buying it) i
is not clear that the Air Force could functlon effectnve!y %
. Jﬁ' “‘,A\
Despite the recruiting Iuterature, then, and the cgmmon assumption
.that training is .2 "benefit," it did not appéar to be possible to treat
'lt in-the same way as the foregoing list of fifteen non-monetfary benefits,
because no sufficiently reliable or meaningful alternative could be
formulated for evaluation .purposes. To evaluate training, it was
necessary tc devise some other concept of 'attractiveness'' which might be
zonlied to that particular Air Force feature.

To define the "fattractiveness'' of training there seemed to be no
reason not to go to the heart of recruiting claims. The real cuestion
here seems to be how much more the Air Force member thinks he could earn
in the civilian market by virtue of his Air Force training, so that-tke
attract iveness of training to Kim is defined to be this difference in -
earnings. In the remainder of .this report it will be necessary fo keep
in mind that the ‘''vajue" attributed. to traiging has a-different
meaning from the value of any of the 15 non-monetary benefitss Similarly,
when expressions such as ''the total valuation placed or non-monetary
benefits'' are used, ‘it applies only to the 15 items, and does not
nnclude training, because of the different concepts of attractlveness.

’
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is_a matter of+judgment, .but - -
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SECTION 11l - : >

APPROACH - ' e

R THE BASIC QUESTIONS

The fundamental questions on which this study is intended to
provide some information are: (1) What is the influence of non-monetary
benefits, individually and collectively, on accessions and retentions?
(2) What are the differential effects of non-monetary benefits on
different groups, such as '"first term'' and ''career' personnel? (3) win
education about non-monetary benefits contribute to their effectiveness,
and can such education be accomplished easily? Given the limited scope
of the study and the complexity of the issues, however, it would not be
reasonable to anticipate that the present study would yield definitive
answers, but ;the questions themselves, and the discussion of the meanlng
of the concept of the attractuveness of non-monetary beneflts, do give
rise to a number of hypotheses 3

‘a. lf an Air Force non-monetary benefit should be reduced or

eliminated, the individual can, by an increase’ in-his monetary
\ compensatlon, be made to-feel just as well off.. Th|s hypothesis
" is contradicted if there is no finite sum whlch will make the
individual indifferent to the’ change

b. - ForAany glven change in non-monetary beneflts, the amount of
'monevary compensatIOn required to make the individual indifferent
to the change, will vary greatly. from individual to individual.
In some cases the amount required may be infinite, i.e., for
some |nd|vnduals and some benefit changes the hypothesns stated
in (a) will not hold

c. The varlabuluty between individuals in the valuations placed on
benefits will be partly unexplainable, due to unmeasured
differences in_ ''taste'' factors which may have been influenced
by heredity and life-long environment. However, the variability

.~ which is explainable may be due to such factors as age, length
of service, rank, sex, marital status, income number of
dependents, race, religion, ethnic group, attitudinal factors,
current location, educatlonal level, and other observable
characteristics. It may 2lso be due to the amount of information
which the individual has, about the beneflts ‘and related areas.

d. Valuations which individuals place on non-monetary benefits wlll

rise with their perceptions of the probability of gain. To ]
llluetrate& the lndlvndual who thlnks it is likely that he will
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use the educational bénefit will tend to place a higher value on
that benefit than the individual who thinks it unlikely. Similarly,
single people will tend to place a lower vaiue than married people
on the dependent .health benefit. )

e. The valuation placed on the total non-monetary berefit package will
be significantly different from the sum of the values piaced on,
“the individual non-monetary benefits.

f. There are a substaritial number of individuals who could not be
induced to.remain in the Air Force by any change in monetary and/
or non-monetary benefits. ’ '

g. If valuations (or attitudes) are determined'by asking questions,
the way in which the questions are asked, and the sequence in
which they are dsked, will influence the valuations and attitudes.

h. The greater the valuation of non-monetary benefits the more likely
the individual is to view «he Air Force as a career.

2. . A SURVEY APPRGACH -

Only one system of non-monetary benefits for Air Force personnel
is currently observable. Thercfore it is impossible to makc inferences
about the attractiveness of non-monetary benefits, as defined here, by
any empirical approach except a survey of the populations of interest.
Since the-changes in non-monetary benefits to which the individual will
be ''exposed" during the survey, in order to evaluate benefits, will be
hypothetical in nature; there is an obvious danger that answers to
questions will be unrealistic, but there appears to be no way to avoid it.

As the work was originally planned, the project was to deai-with
"accessions' and '"retentions.! So far as retentions are concerned, the
population to be surveyed is, obviously, the Air Force itself. On a priori
grounds it may be expected that those wha remain in the Air Force will
tend to place higher values on its attributes (including non-monetary
benefits), taken together, than those who do not remain; but, if this
should be_ so, it seems clear that it cannot justify the conclusion- that
non-monetary benefits are effective,.since the real question is, what
would have happened if the non-monetary benefit system.had been different?
Still, there is some hope, by studying the Air Force population, of ,
throwing light on the role of non-monetary benefits, sinceé it can be
determined who intends to remain in the Air Force and who does not.

The effectiveness of non-monetary benefits with regard to acces-

- sions is another matter, however!. The most obviogs, and certainly the




most promising, approach to accessions would involve some sort of com-
parison of those who are attracted to the Air Force with those who are =~
not so attracted, if only to identify and evaluate differences between
them with regard to non- monetary bepefits. Such.a comparison cannot, of
course, be conducted successfully i f< the survey does not include
civilians, . for those who were not attracted & the Air Force (to some
‘degree) are_not in the Air Force.
- . ] - e
Accordingly, a complete survey p]an,‘inq]uding questionnaire 2
development, sample selection procedures, and survey administration
methods, was drawn up covering both Air Force and civilian personnel,
although-questionnaires, procedures, etc., were, of course, different
for the .two classes of people. However, the’ civilian survey was judged
to be infeasible at the time, thus vnrtually ensuring tha. it would not
be possible to say very much about accessnons. The remainder of this
report proceeds as if the study had been restricted initially to Air
Fcrce personnel.

. r

3. °  SURVEY EXPERIMENTS

~

A number of experiments were conducted in the course of the sufvéy,.

* which are taken up here in turn. . - o

a. The Vaiidating Experiment

It will be recalled that the concept of attractiveness adopted
for this project is based on the proposition that the typical individual
can be compensated precisely for any non-monetary benefit by a finite
amount of money, where "compensated precisely'' means that, for the given
individual an'd benefit, it is a matter of complete indifference whether
he obtains the cash or the non-monetary benefit. However, there is

. considerable- question about the precision with which such judgments

can be made. If an individual asserts that $150 would make him feel
precisely as well off as‘a given non-monetary benefit, should this be
interpreted to mean that, if he is given a choice between cash and the

-non-monetary benefit, he will choose the cash if the offer is SISO 01,

and choose the non-monetary benefit if the offer is $149.99? The fact may
be that he cannot tell precisely what the non-monetary benefit is worth
to him, in which case perhaps the individual should not be asked to
answer 3 question of this kind, designed to determine a point .of
indifference. Perhaps, instead, he should be (repeatedly) asked his
preference between some specufuc sum of money and the benefit; and, if

he answers a number of questions of this -type, it will be possible to -
determine the dollar interval within which. his point of indifference
lies.
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Accordingly, .it was decided that there would be (i) .4 ''basic
questionnaire (for most of the sample) based on the concept of -
indifference—in which the individual would be asked to place dollar
values on non-monetary benefits; and, (2) a ''validating'' experiment and
questionnaire in which the individual would be asked a series of
preference questions, from which inferences could be drawn about
indifference, and checked against the results obtained by the basic -
questionnaire. In all respects the basic and validating- questionnaires
were identical, except for the wording of questions related to the
dollar.valuation of non-monetary benefits.

b. The Educational Exp?riment

To determine how ''education' on the subject of non-monetary bene-
fits weuld influence non-monetary benefit evaluations it would have been
possible, in,principle, to develop and teach a. formal, classroom course
on non-monetary benefits. Then by using control .groups, or a before-and-
after approach, the difference attributable to this education could have
been evaluated. . ' : .

What might such a course of study have entailed? Potentially, any
piece of information could be relevant, bur there is some subject matter
which would clearly be important. Perhaps the single most important topic

_would be ''decision-making under uncertainty,' implying, of course, some
theoretical -material drawn from. the field of economics, as well as a
thorough understanding of the concept of probability.: The time and effort

° which it would have been necessary to devote to this area is, of course,
a function of the educational background of the student.

Over and above the presentation of a rational framework for view-
ing problems- of choice, it would have been desirablé to deal with the
specific subject-matters related to the respective non-monetary benefits.
As an illustration, consider health benefits for dependents. An under-
standing of the following topics would clearly have a bearing on the
evaluation of these health benefits, at least for some people:

. :
S

- frequency distribution of marriage, preferably for Air Force
personnel, by age, rank, or any other factors which may help the
student to assess his own situation, since some students will be
unmarried at the time of education

. frequency distr{bution showing number’ of dependents, by age of
Air Force member, by years after marriage, by rank, or by any
other factors which may help the student to assess his own
situation, since Some students will have to estimate the
dependents they will haye during their Air Force service

*» the costs of civilian hospital-and medical insurance policies,
including group plans; individual plans, commercial and major
medical policies, etc., as a function of family composition,
initial state of health, etc.

. .307 ‘/ 4 f.




» the coverage, exclusions and deductions of these plans

16 .frequency distribution of health care costs, in addntnon to
insurance, if these plans are obtained, individually or in combi-
nation -

« frequency distribution of ‘health care costs under CHAMPUS

» probability distributions showing the likelihood and duration
of illness of various kinds, or the likelihood of requiring various
amounts of hospital .and/or medical care—in case the individual, is
interested in the possibility of self-insurance (i.e., no insurance).

Since data of the above types are unlikely to be available in a
form or format which makes them completely applicable to the situation
of the individual, all sorts of information, which may assist the indi=
vidual in interpreting/applying the available data, may become pertinent.
It is clear that, for the evaluation of this benefit, the individual can=--
not know too much about statistics, insurance and medicine, and a great
deal of "formal education'' may be the only practical basis for utiliza-
tion of available infcrmation.

While it can scarcely be'doubted that education, in the sense just
discussed, is capable of influencing the evaluation of non-monetary
benefits, such education was not feasible as part of the present project,
because a significant change in education takes time. This did not rule
out the possibility of much less ambitious educational experiments,
although it was recognized from the beginning that the ordinary adult
‘comes to any situation with many deep-rooted attitudes and emot.ions,
which it would be difficult—perhaps impossible—to change by any experi-
ment which would, be feasnble within the time and resource limitations of
the project. . .

Mavertheiess ‘it was decided to conduct a modest educational
experiment in which, for a portion of the sample, a certain amount of
factual information relating to non-monetary benefits would be presented
along with the basic questionnaire itself. Note that this meant that some
information was to be ''available" to the respondent, 'if he wished to use
:it, but there were no particular incentives for him to do so.

c. The Sequential Experiment

Inevitably, in the course of asking questions about the valuation

of benefits, a certain amount of information is provided; e.g., if one

is asked to evaluate the home loan insurance benefit, one at least learns
that there is a home loan insurance benefit, even if this was not
“previously known. Similarly, if one is asked to evaluate the benefit .
Yhousing (1nc1udnng housing allowances),' the fact that there are housnng
allowances is conveyed If the valuation of benefits could perhaps be
influenced by the modest amount of 'available'' information of the

18 ' ;
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was it not possible that the act of responding

to the basjic questionnaire would itself change attitudes? 1f an individual
has not systematically evaluated his non-monetary benefits, and does so
for the first time, and if it is true that non-monetary benefits may
influence retention, he may be "impressed' by the total, and perhaps tend
to modifty his responses to "attitudinal' questions, such as, "How likely
is it that vou will remain in the Air Force till retirement?"

educational experiment,

"To test this hypothesis it was decided. to set aside a portion of
the sample which would receive a fourth "type of questionnaire' (instead .
of the basic, validating or educational). This fourth type of question-  ~
naire was to be identical to the basic, except for the sequence in which
questions were asked and answered, and was therefore called ''sequential."
However, to ensure a certain amount of control over the sequence of
answeérs {as opposed to the sequence of questions), it was decided to
present the questionnaires in two parts, and to require that the first
part be completed .and turned in by the respondent before he received the =
second part. This two-part procedure was followed for all questionnaire
types, and had the incidental advantage of reducing the apparent bulk of
the QUestionnaire The sequential questionnaire contained the same
" questions as the basic, but with some questions benng moved from Part |

ito Part I'l, and vice versa.

—

L THE QUESTlONNAlRES

2

) The questionnaires utilized in the survey can be characterized as
follows: . \\\\\\\\

Basic Quesctionnaire: : \\\\\\\\

Part | - biographical and attitudinal questions
Part Il =~ primarily dollar valuations of non-monetary benefnts

and other matters '

Validating Questionnaire

Part | ‘- identical to Basic, Part |
Part Il - the same as Basic, Part Il, except for the permissible
answers and essential, minor changes in the wording of

- ) questions

Educational Questionnaire

Part | - identical to Basic, Part |

Part It - identical to Basic, Part ||
Information Package - distributed to the respondent with Part Il

'

t

) .
i

Sequential Questionnaire

Part | - biographical and monetary valuation questions from !
Basic, Parts | and Il . ;
H

i

1 . N
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Parv Il - attitudinal questions from Basic, Part |

The four types of questionnaire are discussed briefly below.

-—

2. The Basic Questionnaire

‘The content of this questionnaire is presented as Appendix |, and
Appendix I, corresponding to Parts | and I, respectively. Part |, after
a brief explanation of the purpose of the survey, requested the respondent
to supply the follownng “bIOQraphlcal” information:

. ScciaI'Security,number

+ age last birthday

» Air Force specialty codes (duty and primary)

+ length of Air Force service in years and months

- - sex (male or female)

- marital status' (single, married, formerly married)

. - number of dependents (excluding respondent)
.. wife and children (0, 1, 2, etc.)
.. other dependents (0, 1, 2, etc.)
- pay grade ) . .
.. E (1 through 9)
.. W (1 through 4)
.. 0 (1 through 6)

+ highest education achieved so far (elementary, some high school,
high school” graduate, some college, college graduate, post-

] graduate degree)

+ monthly income from all sources, after taxes, including income
of spouse and dependent children (at $500 increments to $2,500,
and "'all .other")

+ + race (Black, White, other)

« religion. (Roman Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, other) ’

« ancestry (British, Irish, Italian, German, Polush other
European, Latin American, African, all other)

+ service of relatives in Armed Forces of U. S. or other countrues
(parents, siblings, other, none)

+- location of quarters (on-base, off-base)

- » Air Force cash payments before taxes (dollars per month)

~. Part | of the questionnaire also SOught to elncut certain

~@attitudinal information . : . -
-5k Y, -

._probab,lity of remaining in the Air Force till retirement (0,
0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4,°0.5, 0.6, 0. 7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0)

20
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* whether the respondent would remain in the Air Force with
certain inducements (cash-—in bonus or pay, promotion, location
choice, job assignment choice, shorter enlistment period, non-
combatant status, better living conditions, less severe discipline,
improved recreation, some combination) :

+  whether the respondent'would have joined in the absence of the

draft (yes, probably, probably not, no, does not apply—not subject
to draft) :

» knowledge of each of the 15 .benefits (no .idea, some idea, good
idea, complete inderstanding) - :

-+ comparison of 29 features of the Air Force and civilian life, 16
covering benefits, and the remainder covering such attributes as
security, freedom, social life, efc., (the respondent being asked
to determine, for each feature, whether the Air Force was far
better, bettér, same, worse, or far worse) .

- identification of the three factors—out of the preceding 29—
deemed most important in deciding whether or not to remain in the
Air Force

The potential significance of the answers to these questions is
perhaps sufficiently obvious not to require discussion. The only one )
which may deserve a comment is the question relating to understanding of
non-monetary benefits. If an individual says he has little or no knowledge
of the content of a benefit there is some question about whether the
valuations he placed .on benefits should be taken seriously, at least in

. the absence of "education.'' Conversely, .if an individual says he has
complete understanding of the content of benefits, it is perhaps not to
be expected that such minor phenomena as the sequence of questions will
have any influence (although actual and claimed knowledge could be quite
different). *

Part Il of the basic questionnaire begins with a question about
the likelihood that the respondent will take advantage of each of the 15
non-monetary benefits, (very likely, likely, unlikely, very unlikely, no
idea what benefit is). The next question, after a rather long introduc~
tion and explanation, consists of 15 parts, each of which requires an
evaluation, in dollars per month, of a particular non-monetary benefit.
The remaining questions each require an answer in dollars per month to-
inquiries about, respectively, the total value of the 15 non-monetary
benefits, expected Air Force cash income, hypothetical income in civilian
life, if the individual were to leave the Air Force now, and hypothetical
income in civilian life if the individual had received no .Air Force
training, and were to leave the Air Force now. '

o




- There are many ways in which the basic monetary evalution
L /ques t ions might have been formulated, of course, and.a word or two about
them may be in order. First, the sum of money required to compensate the .
individual for a benefit may be conceived as a Tump gum (one-time payment) °
.or as a flow (a series of payments over a period of time). How, for ’
example, should the officer with nineteéen years of service, planning to
/ retire in one year, think of evaluatlng the retirement benefit? For him
it mlght be easier to think in_lump sum terms. Snmllarly, an individual
who has an obligation for a large hospital bill, which - -has not- yet..been
paid, may, if health benefits are eliminated,‘tend to think in lump sum
terms, especially if he is planning to leave the service shortly. However,
in situations where there are no unpaid obligations (legal or moral)
arising from past service, the flow concept seems thoroughly appropriate.
The possibility of asking the respondent for two values for each benefit-—
/ a lump sum for unpaid legal or moral obligations arising from past
o . service, and a flow for future oblugatlons-—was considered, but was
abandoned because of (a) the confusion it would certainly nntroduce into
responses, (b) the unrealnstlc nature of the implicit assumption that
lump sum compensation would ever be paid on the basis of 'moral
entntlement alone, and (c) the fact that the respondent can be lnstructed
to assume that legal obligations of the Air, Force already incurred will
be honored in any event. On the whole, flows were simpler, and were
adopted; and the problem of moral obligation was handled by reminding
the respondent that the monetary compensation for a non-monetary benefit
would terminate with his period of active duty. ‘
** A second impbrtant issue relates to the individual who wants to *
insist that a benefit is '‘priceless,'" by using some such spurious argu-
ment as '"How can you put a dollar value on health?'' The introduction to
the question attempted to suggest that this was an inappropriate way to
think about the problem, but straddied the fence by permitting the
‘individual to respond with 'P" instead of a dollar amount if he viewed
a benefit as worth $1 million per:month, or more.

-

e

A third issue is best described by an illustration. Consider the
position of the 20-year old airman, perhaps with a couple of years of .
service, ‘and without any dependents, who is asked how much increase in
compensation would be required to make him indifferent to the loss of

dependent health benefits. His first inclination would often be to .
respond with ''$0'"—perhap$, if questioned, on such grounds as Him
single,! or "That benefit 'does not apply' to me.'' This kind of response .

may be quite rational if the respordent views it as absolutely certain
that he will have no dependents during his Air Force service, since the
probability of gain f ”‘X@he benefit, and therefore its worth to him,
is zero. Usually, however, if the answer given is 1§0" this will

¥ L4 . v
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' 1These were the kinds of responses actually obtained with developmental
f versions of the questionnaire, when the respondent was nntervnewed about
& his evaluations. }
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simply be a restatement of the proposwtlon "'l do not currently have any
dependents.ﬂ It would have been possible to proceed with questionnaire
construction on the assumptuon that this type of urratlonallty should

*simply be accepted for what it is, but it was believed that’ it might be

significantly reducéd by a few words of instruction, in connection with
the questions themselves, stressing the _;g_tlmacx of attaching dollar
values to benefits to which there is no current entitlement; and it was
decided to introduce them.2 (Another alternatuve would..have-been to—"
antggguce them into--the  educational” experKEEht, but thlS was rejected

because it was felt to be desirable to restrict that experiment to the
provision of ""factual" information).

Flnally, it may be noted that the last questlon of the question-

‘naire (No. 28) was introduced solely to make it possible to attribute a o

value to Air Force tralnlng, by taking the dlfference betweén the answers
to the last trio questions (No 27 and 28)

-

b. The Validating Questionnaire =
Part | of the validating questionnalre is identical to Part | of
the basic questionnaire, is shown as-Appendix |, and regquires no separate

discussion. Part !! of the validating questlonnanre is shown as Appendix

Il1l, and does requnre some dlSCUSSlon.

-

in the basnc questlonnalre the individual is asked, for each
benef it change, to.'"write down the monthly pay increase (to the nearest
dollar) required to make you feel exactiy as well off as you feel now."
In the.validating questionnaire, the individual is instructed, corre-
spondingly, to 'circle the lowest monthly increase in pay you would
accept,'' so that the validating questionnaire itself-had to havé a list
of dollar amonnts imprinted on the questionnaire: It was because of the
danger that the range of numbers actually Tisted might influence responses
that this form of question became part of the validating, rather than the
basic, questionnaire. In particular, it may be noted that (1) the permis-
sible dollar responses had to be the same ‘for every-benefit, |nclud|ng
the total, to avoid differential ‘bias from one question to andther, and
hence had to cover a very large range; (2) the permissible responses
ranged from $0 to $10,000 (monthly} with an additional open-ended
category of ''$10,000+" (somewhat comparable o the P response, "$1,000,000
or more' for the basic questionnaire); (3} from a visual standpoint, the
middle range of numbers displayed was $325 to $550, counting those in the
central column (out of 11 columns), or, including, the middle three
columns, the range was $175 to $900; and (4) there was no way for the
individual to give a ''priceless'' response;-except to the extent that
that was indicated by circling ''$10,000+."

3
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2Some may question- the word ”lrratuonaluty," but it is believed to be just_
as approprlate as it would be if applied to the behavior of the individual
who claims’ that the personal health benefit is worth $0 becausé "l do not

~yrrently have any illness." i '
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in all other respects Part- || of the valldatlng quest ionpaire was
the same as Part 'I| of the basic questionnaire. A R
S
c. The Educational_Questiofinaire . P .
IS . ' 5 . ~~
This questionnaire consisted of a Part |, and a Part I! which
were, respectively, the same'as Parts | and || of the basic questionnaire,
shown as Appendix |- and !!. In addition, however, an informational package
was to be given to each respondent along with Part Il, to assist him in

responding thereto, and this package is displayed as Appendix V.

"It may be observed that, while the package was clearly identified
a¢ to purpose, and contained a table of contents for ease of reference, s
the respondent was not directed or instructed to use the information
although he was presumably aware of its presencé. To avoid the problem of
non-use, or, perhaps more importantly, to avoid ignorance, on the part of
the investigator, of the extent of use or non-use, consideration was
given to requiring the information package to be read aloud by the moni- . -
tor, before the administration of Part Il. In the end this idea was. T
abandoned because of the additional source of variability (the monitor)
which it would have introduced.

In a sense the content of the information package was, of course,.
arbutrary However, .given the basic concept that it should be (a) factual
in nature, ‘(b) brief enough to be digested in the course of a one-hour
perlod for. questionnaire administration, (c) useful to individuals with
very different initialistates of information, and (d) clearly pertinent
for a broad range'of tgStes, there was not too much latitude concerning
the type of content. The-basic effort was, in general, to describe, at
a rather broad level, first, the non-monetary benefit itself; second, what
many would regard as a close substitute for the non-monetary benefit,
"available to civilians; third, the cost of the substitute; and, where
warranted, the major differences between the non-monetary benefit and
the substitute.

. This pattern was not always followed, of course. For example, for
the non-monetafy benefit ''15 days of annual leave,' there is no obvious
substitute—which was one reason for permitting the 'P'' response to the
basic questIOnnalre. In this instance the only information provided was
that annual leave was 30 days—-SUrely known to most respondents. It
would have been possible to give some guidance on how to think about the
problem, but there were many reasons not to follow that path in the
present project. -

From what has'just beer. said it:should be clear that, although, as
a rule, information was given about substitutes for the non-monetary
benefits, it was not assumed—and the respondent was specifically so
instructed on the questionnaire itself (all versions)—that any

24
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compensatory change in pay would be spent on a substitute. Such a restric-"-
tion would have had the ‘effect, even if a-substitute always existed, of
‘artificially increasing the amount of monev required to éompensate: for
the non-monetary. benefit, and woluld, in some instances, have had clearly
ridiculous consequences: for example,in the case® of valuation of the
-dependent health bepefit by a young single individual without dependents,
who has. some general expectation that he will marry at somé point:-in his
_Air Force career, but obviogslylwould'not purchase dependent health
insurance now! Even without considering an “extreme' case, ‘however, -the -
logic is unassailable: if oné is free to atlocate a sum § to several
different goods, ard chooses to-allocate: it to more than one, it follows
that,” if restricted to one good, the individual will not be as. well off.
In other words to achieve the .same level of satisfaction he will need, . R
more than S dollars-if his choice'is restricted. ’ e )

.

-
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d. The Sequential -Questionnaire

. Question for question the sequential quesiionnqire was identical .
to the basic questionnaire, but the question sequence was different, and,
most importantly, the questions were allocated differently to-Parts | and
I1. (It will be recalled that Part 11 was made ‘available to the respondent
only after Part | had been turned in). For the convenience of the reader,
however, the sequential questionnaire is presented in its entirety as
Appendix V. .

’

5

. The main differences between the basic and sequential question-
naire can be described as follows: to form Part | of ‘the sequential
questionnaire, Part |l of the basic questionnaire was added in its
entirety to Part | of the basic questionnaire, and certain attitudinal
questions were removed from Part | of the basic questionnaire to furm j
Part Il of the sequential questionnaire. Thus in the sequential question-

tunaire, a1l of the dollar valuation responses were in Part I, while Part
> 211 consisted of the questions concefning, respectively, the comparison
of 29 ‘Air Force and civilian attributes; the most important of these
attributes in deciding whether or not to remsin in the Air Force; the
likelihood of remaining in the Air Force till retikement; the inducements
which would, or would not,. cause the individual to‘xemain in the Air
Force; and the influence of the. draft. . ;

This change in sequence was seen as having two possible effects:

(1) the valuation placed on non-monetary benefits might be different, -

primarily because of the deferral of the exercise of comparing Air Force

features with their civilian counterparts; and (2) statements about atti-
.tudes, especially about the probability of remaining in the Air Force, '

might be-modified by the prior exercise of placing explicit dollar values
J'on the non-monetary benefits. From one point of view the sequential

questionnaire could be considered a special form of educational'experi-

ment, with emphasis not on information provided, but on the effects of °

25
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status, rank, education, and so on. With a strictly random sample some of :

" viould allow for easily implementable stratification, and to hope that

causing the respondent to do some modest amounts of thinking about the

relative merits of Air Force and civilian life: (1) in the basic question- :
nairey, before the non- monetary benefit evaluations and after identifying

the probability of remaining in the Air FS?ce, (2) in the sequential
questionnaire, after the non- monetary benef“t\evaluatnons and before

decndnng on the likelihood of remaining in the Air Force. Lt

5. THE SAMPLING PLAN

a. The Stratification Factors ,
It appears obvious that there are a great many factors which may
influence the evaluation of -non-monetary benefits, e.g., age, sex. "lta]

the potentially sngnnf:cant factors would, of course, be present in a
small proportion of the sample; e.g., the random samp>le would be almost
entirely male. Hence the number of females might be too small to permit
an acceptable test of the hypothesis that sex helps to explain the
variability in evaluations of benefits. To deal with this type of problem
the sample size can, of course, be increased, or we can deliberately
"over-sample' the kinds of respondents (e.g., women) who. would be present
in only a small proportion of a wholly random sample. Since the former
course is more costly, the choice made was to utilize a random, stratl-
fied sample.

However, if each one of the factors previously ndentnf:ed as
potentially sngnnfucant {age, race, rank, etc. ) were to provide a criteri=
on of stratification, a very large sample indeed would be requnred In
fact, even if very great statistical reliability (conf:dence) is not
insisted upon, the total sample requured could easily be shown to exceed ,
the entirc Air Force population. The fac. %hat several questionnaires -
and/or experiments are involved actually wou'd have increased the sample
sizes even further.

As a practical matter it was necessary to select a few bases that

analysis would successfully compensate for the absence of' stratification
vhere stratification could not- be accomplished: The first hasis for
stratification was pay grade, and it was assumed that this would be
highly correlated with such potentially important factors as age, income,

length of service, education, and perhaPSgother variables. The pay grade

groups selected for stratuflcatlon were six in number, as follows:

.

- E-1 - ~
' .+ E-2 o .
- E-3, E-4, and E-5
- E-6, E-7, E-8 and E-9
- 0-1, 0-2 and 0-3
- 0-4, 0-5 and 0-6
26
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Uitimately it was decided that, within each group, the sample would
be selected so that it mnrrored wnth regard 'to ‘rank, the Air Force
populatlon as a whole. . - '

-

- Aﬁ%ther basis selected for stratification was marital status:

. "!never been married" and "all other.' QOpvidusly, at least some of the
non-monetary benefits were such that they-might be influenced greatly
by this factor, e.g., dependent health, life insurance and commissary.
Finally, it was seen as being possible ihat there might be important )
differences, with regard to non- monetary benefits, according to.the sex
of the respondent, e.g., recreatlen,,educatlon and retlrement. ’

Over and above the foregoing. types of stratification, which can

be characterized as dependent upon the personal characteristics of the °
respondent, two other types of stratification came unto play The first
stemmed ffom the recocgnition that thére might, for a variety of .reasons,
be important diffarences between individual bases. Some of these reasons
-could be-related to factors characteristic of the base organization
|tse1f, e.g., differcnces in perceptions (real or imaginary) of the
quality of food or medical, care; or differences perhaps due to such
ﬁntangubles as morale or discipline. Nothnng, obviously, could be done to
stratify in terms of such factors, but it was- thought that some systematic
inter-base differences might be picked up in terms of (a) size, and (b)

. proximity to population centers. The latter, it was believed, might
well inTluence the availability and- attractiveness of phenomena closely
related to non-monetary benefits: e.g., family .housing, off-base:

* recreation, dependents' health facilities. Accordingly, it was decnded
that four base types would be recognlzed for stratification purposes, in
terms of a characterization of each base as ""large!" or "'small," and ,
"urban'" or 'non-urban.'" "Urban" was interpreted to mean “wnthin 15-20
miles of a pOpulatign‘center of 200,000 or more,' while ''farge' and

"small" were determined firom the upper and lower ends of a list of CONUS-

Air Force bases, rank-order Ly the number of assngned personnel

The final basis for ”stratnf:catlon“ which was necessary arose
from- what has here been cal led questlonnalre type.

g\ A}

If aii’ of the perscnal factors had been used routinely they would,
by themselves, have required 24 cells (6 paygrade groups, times 2 marital
status groups, times 2° sex groups). However, it was believed to be
impractiical and unnecéssary- to duplicate, for women, the 12 cells that
related to men. Moreover, it was necessary to recognize .that, despil _
the identification of four ''base types,' the E-1 paygrade group wotild be
found in significant numbers:only in one base—Llackland, so that, for
each of the four other base types:only 10 cells would be identified for
men (5 paygrade groups times 2 marital Status).

Fcr the basic questionnaire, then, it was decided to use five
.types of.base location: large urban, large non-urban, small urban, small

..
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non-urban, and. Lackland. Within each of first four base categories, 10
male cells were identified, plus a single additional cell for women
covering {randomly) the five paygrade groups and both marital status
categories, for a total of 11 cells from each of the first four base
categorues In addition, 3 cells were identified for Lackland: female .
E-1's; never-married male E-1's; and other male E-1's. This gave a total
of 47 cells for the basic questionnaire. However, because of possible
difficulty in‘obtaining the desired number of responses in each cell,
especially from small bases, it was decided to split the cell between
two locations (bases) for each type of base location. Thus the number of
bases to be selected to obtain the basic questionnaire was 9.

For the validating, educational and sequential questionnaires,
respectively, it was decided to use the 11 basic cells (5 never-married, -
male pay-grade groups; 5 other, male, pay-grade groups; one female group) .
Since the large/small, urban/non-urban distinctions were no longer of
special interest, this gave rise to 33>3dditional cells, and a total of,
80. For each questionnaire type two large bases were to be used, one
urban and the other non-urban, tHedsample »population to be allocated
equally between them. This required’ the selection of 6 additional bases,

for a total of 15. .

b. Determination Of Cell Size :
Given that very little was known in [advance about tHe distribu-

tions which would be obtained, the cel? size selected had to be quite’
arbutary. The most reasonable procedure seemed to be to decide (a) what
differences (ih means of non-monetary ‘benefit valuatlons) it was desirable
to differentiate; and (b) what risks of error, of the: first-and second
. kind, would be assumed. Then, using a standard ”operatlng characteristics"
. chart for the t statistic,3 (two-tailed), -the sample celd size could be
determined. .

‘\-l’{
.

The determunatuon of the magnltude of mean dlfferences which it
is desirable to distinguish can be made either in terms 0" an absolute
number, such as $50, or a relative (standardized) difference such as a
fraction of the standard deviation. li both cases the selection is
judgmental and must be based on a declision of what is practical and/or
important ‘(e.g., a $1 difference in a gIOO benefit probably is not -
important). For the purposes of this study the latter method was chosen,

" 1 . .
u N
4 .
i

. 3The t statistic is tKe test statistic typically used to test whether or
not the means of a va#nable computed from two -or more samples are
stat:stlcally signifjcantly different when the standard deviation. is
unknown. An operating characteristics chart is-a set of curves whlch
graphically displayg the probability of acceptance of the hypothesis .
of equality of two fieans, as a flinction of risk level, standard
deviation and numbér of observations. .
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since a separate absolute difference might have been appropriate for
each benefit, whereas there is ho good reason why the same fraction of

> the standard deviation should'not be ‘used for each of the benefit valua-

tions. |t was assumed that it wquld be desirable to distinguish between’
differences of at least one half of a standard devViatjon, and that a risk
of 0.05 for each type -of error (reJectlng a difference when it really
exists, and acceptlng ‘it when |t does not) was tolerable. Thus, it was

~ decided that the cell size should be 53.% It may be noted, however, that

it was- anticipated that aggregation of cells would often be meaningful
(e.g., across oases) making possible the recognition of differences
smaller ‘than one- ha]f of .a standard deviation, and/or smaller risks than_
0. 05. N .

. “ever, it was assumed that'respondents would omit the answers
to some yuestions, giving rise to the need for a larger cell sijze.
Specifically, it was assumed that 20% of the answers would be blank, so
that, allowing for the blanks, a cell size of 66 would be required. to

.achieve the selected c0nfndence levels.

Further, it was assumed that, of the individuals selected by the

" Air Force to participate in the survey, only 756 would, in fact, do so;
. i.e., only 75% would be available to answer the que tions. Allowing

for-this type of non-response required the cell size to be increased
still further, to a total of 88.

—~—

c. Number Of Questionnaires By Type
Since there were to be a total of 80 cells, each with a sample cf
88, the total sample size was to be 7,040. These were to be distributed
as shown below.

Basic Questionnaire

Two iarge urban bases, two large non-urban bases, .two c¢mall urban
bases, two small non-urban bases, each to provide a sample of 484,
consisting of 11 cells of bk each. In addition,. Lackland was to pro-
vide a sample consisting of 3 cells of 88 each. '

Validating Questionnaire .
N ard ) ° .
One large urban base, and one large, non-urban base, each to pro-,
vide a sample’ of 484, consisting of 11 cells of 4k each.

A

.

“See, for example, lIreson and Grant, Handbook of Industrial Engineering

* and Management, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, 1955. Page 859

shows the ''Operating Characterlstlcs of the 2-sided t for a level of
sngnlflcance equal to 0. 05. .
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Educational Questionnaire

Sequential Questionnaire : -

Same as for validating.

< 6..

»

. Same as for validating-.

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Once the survey plan had been approved by USAF, administration of

the "survey could go forward. Except for actual mailing of the question-
naires and related instructional materials to the bases, administration
was conducted entirely by USAF.

N —1 .

The salient points can"be summed up as follows:
Four lists of candidate bases were prepared which, respectively,
satisfied the drban/non-urban and large/small criteria. From
these lists the selected 14 required bases (plus Lackland) were
coordinated through the Hq. USAF/ACMR. The selected bases, their
respective -base types, and the questionnaire types used with each
are shown below as Table |I.

(1}
A preliminary set of instructions to be sent to the selected CBPO's
was prepared. This set was modified and testéd before being
finalized. As the sets were distributed they included very detailed
instructions for sample selection for each individual pay grade,
for women, etc., as well as instructions on what to do if the
& ailable numbers of personnel in each cell were smaller than the
numbers requested. The instructions also included a sample computer
procedure to be used to ensure random selection (subject to the
constraints) of the individuals who would be asked to complete the
questionnaire. Finally, the instructions were clear that (1) the
administration of the questionnaire should take place in a super-
vised, group situation, permitting "thoughtful, unhurried and
independent responses;' (2) Part | of the questionnaire was to be
completed and returned to the monitor before Part Il was issued;
and (3) the informational package, if received, was to be distri-
buted with Part Il. A copy of the instructions distributed to the.
CBPO's (other than the sample computer procedure ltself) are
shown here as Appendix VI.

Completed questionnaires were to be returned directly to the

contractor for analysis of the data.

v
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TABLE t: SELECTED BASES, BASE TYPES, AND.QUESTiONNAIRE TYPES

2

Base Name
Offutt AFB.
Langley AFB
McGuire AFB
Travis AFB
Wright-Paiterson AFB
Eglin AFB.
Keesler AFB
Grgnd Forks AFB
Nellis AF8°
Chanute AFB
Fairchild AFB
Carswell AFB
Edwards AFB
'Loring AFB

Lackland AFB

Base Type

Large ufbén

Large urban

Large urban

Large. Urban
Large urban
Large poq-urban
Large non-urb;n
Large non-urban'
Large non-urban
Large non-urban;
Small urban
Small urban
Small non-urban
Small non-urban

Large urban

3A11 returns from Nellis AFB were lost in the mail.

31
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Questionnaire Type

Basic

Ba;ic
Validaging -
Educational
Sequential
Bafic

Basic -~
Valjdating
.Educational
Sequential
Basic

Basic

Basic

Basic

Basic

o




7. . CONCIUDING NOTE ON APPROACH

Aithough not discussed specifically in this report, it should be
understood that neither the questionnaires employed, nor the rules of
administration were developed without careful thought. In actual fact,
initial versicns of the questionnaire were informally ''tested' on a
small sample of Air Force personnel. The personnel were subsequently
interviewed, and appropriate modifications made to the questnon%alre.

"This process was repeated three times before the final questionnaire was

finaIIZed for field administration.;{.

-
’t

Slmllarly, an actual small-scale fLe]d test was conducted using a
preliminary version of the CBPO Admlnustratlon instructions, before the
final instructions were written. >

2
2,

s,
Coaca gemmm ™
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SECTION IV

RESULTS

1. RESPONSE

Of the total of 7,040 questionnaires which were sent to the .
selected bases, 3,698 were returned, for a completion ratio of slnghtly
greater thap 50%. (Remember that the expected response rate was such that
5,280 completed questionnaires should have been returned) Non-response
was thus substantially greater than had been anticipated at the |n%t|a-
tion of survey effort. Although reasons foi such non-response cannot be
known with any degree of certainty, it may be said it was probably not
attributable to properties of the questionnaire itself. (Incomplete
questionnaires, on the other hand, were no doubt partly due to the
questionnaire itself). However, the method of administration with its
lack of direct control may. have contributed significantly to the problem.
In addition, the complete set of responses from one base were Ios
in the mail. Even allowing for this, however, respcnse rates for a
number of other bases were far below expectations, although there was
great variation between individual bases.

The relatively - small number of questionnaires feturned w#s
particularly serious in terms of the educational experiment. One -of the
two bases involved in this experiment was the one from which no:responses
were received, while the other had a response rate of less thani 44%. As
a consequence the average cell size of the stratified sample for this
experiment was about 19—versus the 88 that 'might have been" and the 66
that.was expected. i

foy

These data do not, of course, reflect the non- responSe to individ-
ual questlons, which was not of important dimensions except in the area
of placung dollar values on non-monetary benefits. The magnitude and
complexity ‘of this problem can be illustrated by referring to!the first -
of the beneflts listed in the questlonnalres, namely, dependept ‘health.
There were: ‘416 questionnaires in which the value of this benefit was
left blank (out of 3,698 questlonnalres returned). This could be
conSIdered -not serious in view of (1) the questlonnalre instruction that
the answer was to be left blank if the respondent had ''mo idea what the
benefit is,! and (2) the general expectation of 20% non-response to
individual questions. Indeed, a superficial check seems to support the
view that non-response was due to following the instruction, since, in
response to another question there were 351 who claimed to have no idea
what the dependent health benefit was, suggesting that 0nly 65 were
genuine ''mon-responses'' to that question. However, analysis shows that of
the 351 with 'no idea," only 105 actually left the answer blank. It is -
apparent, therefore, that 246 persons with, allegedly, no idea what the
benefit is, actually provided answers to that question, while 311 persons




who "should” have responded did inot do-so. Neverthele;s the . prqportnon
of blanks was not such as to cause undue concern about the questionnaire.

I

2. MISCELLANEOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE A -—

There are a number of general or miscellaneous characteristics of
the sample which it may be important to know, in order to understand and
place in perspective the results to be displayed below:

. About half of the sample had been in thg Air Force more than 48
months, and about 10% of the sample more than 20 years.

«  About 40% of the respondents were aged 23 or wnder, and about 10%
were older than bl years. .

s.  About 12% of the respondents were female.

« According to the stratification scheme, the number of '‘never-
‘married' and “other'' respondents should have been about the -same,
but the actual proportions were 38% and 62%, respectively.

+ According to the stratification scheme the numbers of respondents
should have been about equal in the six pay grade groups other
than the E-1 group. In fact the numbers of reSpoQgents were -

.. 521 in the E-2 group

. 1,021 in the "E-3, E-4 and E-5" group
663 in the "E-6, E-7, E-8 and E-9'" group
634 in the '"0-1, 0-2 and 0-3" group
531 in the "0-4 and up'" group

in addition, there were 278 E-1 fesponses, including some -from
bases other than Lackland (which, according to the stratification
scheme, was to be the only base in which E-1's were samgled).

. The mean number of dependents was 1.6 per reSpondent, not
including the respondent.

. Only 4% of the reSpondents failed to complete high school, while
31% of the reSpondents were college graduates (tncludlng Il% with
_post-graduate degrees).

'« 38% of the respondents had. family (cash) incomes under $500 per
month, and 11% had incomes over $1500 per month.

»  Blacks constituted lﬁ% and Whites 86% of the respcndents.

+ Protestan’s c0nst|tuted 57% and Roman Catholics 27% of the
respondents. 7
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- The principal ethnic groups were: Germaa-ZZ%; BritfshflS%; '

frish-14%; Other European-23%; African-9%; All other-14%.

. Of the respondents 51% reported one or both parents in the Armed
Forces; 41% had siblings in the Armed Forces (curreptly or
previously); 17% had both parents.and siblings. ' A

- " More than half of the Fespondents—-ss%-—]ived on base. N

« Those who said that it was certain -that they would remain in the
Air Force till retirement constituted 35% of the respondents,
while those who said there was no chance whatever that they
would remain in the Air Force were about half as numerous. About
18% said the chances were 50-50. Thus the intervening probabili-
ties—0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9—together Yepresented
only about 29% of the total.

. The following percentages of respondents whose probability of

staying. in the Air Force was 0.9 or less said they would rema,in
in the Air Force if given: sufficient cash-71%; rapid promotion-
68%; choice of location-77%; choice of jobs-74%; shorter enlist-

. ment-62%; less severe military discipiine-43%; improved
recreation (including clubs)-47%; some combination of the fore-
going-81%. Note that many persons checked more than one—implying, -
for example, that if cash and promotions were both checked, either
one could be sufficient to induce the individual to remain in the
Air Force, (assuming respondents interpreted the question IiterallK).

* Would the Air Force members havé enlisted in the absefce of the
draft? Their responses were: Yes-39%; Probably-14%; Probably
not-12%; No-15%; Dobes not apply-20%.

*, The number of respondents who said they had 'no idea" what a
particular benefit was varied from benefit to benefit, the
largest number (for ''Federal tax break') constituting 35% of the
TFespondents, followed by 'home loan insurance'-31%, and going
down to lows of 2% for ''base exchange'' and '‘annual leave.'
Complete understanding was claimed by 59% for the ""Commissary,"
to a low of 13% for '"home loan insurance." ‘

* Every benefit was declared to be 'priceless' by some—from a high
of 16% for ''retirement" to a low of 3% for 'recreation.' Even
the 'Federal tax break' was said. to be priceless by 5% of the
respondents. .

. Non-response to' the 15 benefit valuation questions differed
sharply from benefit to benefit, led by 31% for "home loan
insurance' and 14% for "retirement,'" and going down to 8% for
the Commissary.
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0f aW\] of these miscellaneous characteristics,. perhaps the most
striking reTé\gi to the fact that such a large proportion of the sample
consisted of sonnel who think it is certain that they will remain in
the Air Force till retirement, including many who have already served
more than 20 years, while an additional substantial fraction sees no
chance whatever of remaining in thé Air Force.

The large number of “priceless” answers to the monetary evaluation
questions is also striking. They suggest that .a great many people in the
Air Force did not understand some benefits or the questions being asked
about them, or; perhaps, had no idea how to think about the decision _
problem—despite the strong hint given in the preamble to the questions—
or simply did not make the mental effort rdquired.

Finally, the discrepancies betwe;nicertain characteristics of the
sample and the characteristics which were sought via stratification are
also marked, e.g., the proportion by marital status and pay grade group.

. (/"

. These and other general characteristics will no doubt have an -
important role in explaining some of the resylts displayed below. .

3. SAMPLING DISTRIBUTIONS FOR NON-MONETARY BENEFITS

The distributions obtained had certain fundamental similarities
for each of the benefits, -although the means, variances and relations be-
tween them differed greatly. This-similarity could be seen with regard to
(1) the)very long tail at the upper end of each distribution; (2) the
tendency of individuals to .provide "round" answers, so that ''modes'' tend

to occur at such values as $500; and (3) the existence of substantial

numbers of individuals who (a) thought the benefit completely worthless
($0), or (b) thought it beyond price (P), or (c) thought it undesirable
to answer at all. These matters are illustrated in Figure | for the
dependent health benefit.‘

) The sampling means and standard deviations for each of the bene-
fits are sh%wn in Table Il. Note that the values shown for a given bene-
fit are the mean and standard deviation of the values placed ‘on that
benefit by respondents to the corresponding valuation question, where

the values are expressed in dollars per month. For every individual
benefit except retirement the mean is based upon an arbitrary exclusion

of any response greater than $2500 per month, and, of course, automatical-
ly .excludes any response of ''P'' and any résponse which is blank. It should
be noted that respor.ses to the valldatlngrquestlonnalre were adjusted, for
comparability with other reSponses, so as to place them at the midpoint

of an interval rather than the end. .

SThe validating questionnaire required the respondent to say, for example,
that he would accept $60, but not $50, for a given benefit. For o .
computational purposes this was treated as a response‘of $55, i.e., < _

"indifference' would ozfiy'at this value. 3
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TABLE l1i: MEANS AND STANDARD. DEVIATIONS OF NON-
MONETARY BENEFITS BASED ON TOTAL SAMPLE

(dollars per month)

¥

.] R .

Number
Standard of

NAME OF .-BENEFIT Mean deviation responses
Dependent Health 195 298 2843

' Pérsonal'ﬂéalth 184 294 : <2903
Sick Pay 254 383 2833
Cémnisséry ’ 126 198 3285 ;
Base ‘Exchange’ 106, ° 200 ’ 3284
Food ) 132 205 . ' 3232+
Hous ing ‘ 2k6 207 a 3262
Recreation .69 164 _ 3172‘
Education ° ' . K'ﬁh9 265 5909
Life Insurance 107 - 2k2 3012
Home Loan Ins. 106 ’ 253 2335
Travel ' 92 221 2988
Reti:syent 756 2105 2604
Leave” . 201 298 ' ¢ 2881
Tég Break 129 2;0 | 2546
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Why exclude values greater than $2500? Consider a single observa-
tion (response) of, say, $100,000 for the dependent health benefit. The
inclusion or exclusion of this ore observation, guven the fact of 2844
usable responses, makes a difference of about $35 in the total sample
mean. Half a doZen such observations, or a dozen at .$50,000, would more b
than double the total sample mean shown in the table.' Further, a snngle '
such observat-ion in a cell of 25 or 50, say, "has such marked effects on
its mean and standard deviation as to dominate all other effects, and
therefore precludes the meaningful application of many statistical tests.
Finally, while very large differences in individual per¢eptions, circum- ;
stances and tastes unquestionably exist; so that large differences in .
. benefit valuations are to be anticipated, there are surely limits beyond
which we must suspect that the explanatIOn lies either in the knowledge
and understanding of the respondent or his motivation in responding to
the questions. Even cursory examination of a few questlonnaures contain-
ing such extreme responses establishes this; as, for example, in theé case
of one individual who declared, in Part I, that he definitely would not
have joined the Air Force in the absence of the draft, ‘wished to get -out
of the Air Force as soon as possible, and could not be induced to remain
for anything—or at least for anything mentioned, but, in.Part Il; chose
to place a valuation of $99,999 per month on each and every benefit!

Recognizing the presence of such responses in-our sample, how can
a line be drawn between the .acceptable and the unacceptable? A case can
~be made for the proposition that a value of even $2500 per month—5$30,000
per year—for, say, Air Force housing, is so extreme as to raise a

~ auestion about _the honesty or purpose of the respondent. Nevertheless, - y

there is no'way, in general, to discard the hypothesis of extreme lack
of knowledge 6r even of extreme tastes in special circumstances. Since
it'was felt to be important to avoid. imposing ‘the analysts' judgments
and tastes on the data, it was decidéd to draw the line in a way which
excluded only a very small number of observations whose inclusion would
have very marked effects on means and standard deviations. For dependent
health, for example, 39 individuals gave mOnetaFy responses of greater
than $2500 per month.® . :

In retrospect it may have been better to conduct the entire
analysis in terms of medians rather than means. For example, the median

¢

6Because it was recognized that there were individuals in the sample
nearing retirement, for whom it might be reasonable to place extremely
high current cash values on the retirement benef:t, a decision was made

té6 include all retirement values, . even those in excess of $2500 per month.
For example, an individual who is one year from his retirement would have
to count on only 12 monthly payments to recoup for the loss of a life in-
come, so that a number such as $10,000 per month, say, would not be
unreasonable. In actual fact, because of data processing space limitations
it proved to be necessary to exclude retirement responses in excess of
$32,000 per month.
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for dependent health would drop to the interval $90-$100 per month; as
compared with a mean of $195, and the former would, of course, be inde-
pendent of extreme values. In actual fact, however, neither the medians
nor the means, adjusted or otherwise, for the entire sample, can have

very much significance. Recall that the.sample is a stratified sample,

so that sample means or medians are a function of, the strata utilized,
‘strata response®rates, etc., and thus must not, in any circumstances, -be
taken to represent the Air Force as a whole. Indeed, there is no meaning-
ful way to extrapolate-to the Air Force as a whole unléss we can establish
"how the values placed on benefits are related to observable Air Force
characteristics. To illustrate, if the values placed on benefits can be
shown to be related to rank—and if it is assumed that nothing else is
influential—then the benefit values obtained by rank could be weighted
by the relative frequencies of the various Air Force ranks in order to
characterize the Air -Force as a whole. It would not be surprising, for
example, if the mean (or median) value of the retirement benefit, .
obtained in the sample, depended on the mix of rarnks in the sample, for
it seems evident on apriori grounds that persons nearing retirement
will place higher values on retirement benefits.

’

In any event, perhaps the most outstanding characteristic of the
sample as a whole is the enormous variance associated with each benefit,
e.g., for the retirement benéfit the.standard deviation is-about 3 times
the mean (the highest such ratio among the benefits). While it may be
hoped to unravel some of the major ''causes' of this variance, experience
makés it completely clear that, on the basis of responses to a relatively
brief and rather general questionnaire, it will not be possible, by any

-+ technique of analysis, to identify the distinguishing characteristics

of extreme respondentss e.g., the 28 individuals who assigned values of
31500 or more per month (but less than $2500) to dependent health.

A second outstanding characterjstic of the sample is worth foting:
the mean values of the benefits seem to be very high. Although there are
certainly important matters of taste involved in many benefits—individual
values in the philosphic sense—for some benefits it is hard-to see how
a rational and informed individual could place such high values on them.
Perhaps the clearest illustration of this—''clearest' because the benefit
is a simple one—concerns the home loan'insurance benefit, which.is
valuéd unr the average at $106 per month. Now. the benefit itself is of no
value, except prospectively, to anyone .but a home owner, and, even then,
only so long as he is in the Air Force, and’ consists of a payment by the
Government of the insurance premium (1/2%) on the unpaid balance of a FHA
home mortdage. Since the maximum mortgage covered is $30,000, this means
that the Government payment can be no more than $12.43 per month when
the mortgage is new, after which it will decline with the unpaid balance.
The actual average Government payment {(for those who have FHA mortgages)
may be, perhaps, two-thirds of that (it was $5.63 in 1967), but assume,
for present purposes, that it is $10 per month. How is the fact that .the
mean response (including the responses of many who will never collect
anything under this program) is ten times the ''real" value to be

IS
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explained? Sutcly not in terms of tastes, but, probably, in terms of.
deficiencies in knowledge! The fact that the median is so much lower
than the mean tends ‘to support titis view; that is, the very high mean is
largely attributable to ''extreme' valuations. However, even the.median °
is high enough to sugges® that .lack of knowledge may .be .an important
determinant of its value. 4 )

N -

This may ‘also be the most convenient point at which to dispose of

- @ potentially troublesome conceptual issue. In a few simple cases, such

as the home loan insurange benefit just discussed, it appears, to be
reasonable to place a bound on the "real" value of a benefit; i.é., we
can establish a bound beyond which a ratjonal and -informed individual
would not go in evaluating.a kenefit. Thus, an absolute bound on the
''real" value of the home loan insurance benefit is $12.43 per month,
since the individual cannot obtain more than this under any conditions.
But.the -reader must not be misled by this. This particular benefit was
selected for discussion precisely because.a '"real!' upper bound could be

° obtained easily which would command more or less general assent. However,

i

even in the sense of an upper limit,:we do not believe that‘ft,is, in
eneral—for each benefit—possible to establish a meaningful '"real"
vilue., o '

To see what is.involved, consider the benefit ''personal health.*
The plain fact is that it is simply impossible to duplicate this
precisely in the civilian world, at any price whatever; i.e:, no such
insurance policy is on the market from any insurance company, altkough , ,
some insurance companies, such as Lloyds, might be willing to underwrite
special individual policies, with prices being geared .to an appraisal of
:the situation of the individual involved. Since precise duplication is
impossible, how can a value be placed on the differential elements, e.g.,
the exclusion from many or most civilian health policies of coverage for
mental illness? How can one deal, in dollar terms,with an argument such
as, "In the Air Force, | believe | will get good -health care no matter
what health problems | may,have—and the peace of mind that this gives
me is worth $1,000 a month''? It can be pointed out that the most compre-
bensive health insurance generally avaiiable costs less than one-tenth
of this, but the unavoitdahle fact is that it cannot be asseried that it
is completely equivdlent insurance, and that the lack of equivalence
could ‘be very important to the particular individual who is asked to
evaluate the benefit. .

The same is true of many other ‘benefits. For example, the
Commissa?y may be regarded by scme as ‘very convenient. In some instances
"'eonvenience' may représent a number of factors whose value cannot be -,
objectively determined, so even a simple benefit such as the Commissary
cannot really be evaluated in objective terms. The concept cf 'real' or
"actual" value of non-monetary benefits is not one which is likely to
have much eractical application within the context uf this study.
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LR THE TOTAL VALUE OF BENEFITS

If an individual is asked how much money would be required to-
make him equally well off if 15 specified benefit changes are made,
there i's no reason whatever .to .assume ‘that, if he s ‘rational, his
response should correspond. to the sum of the 15 valuatuons he has placed.
on the benefits considered individually. This lack of necessary corre-
spondence arises from the ‘fact that, for the response to each of the 15
benefit evaluations to be meaningful, it must be assumed that the 14
other benefits are unchanged. To i-llustrate, if an individual places a
value of $75 per month on the-dependent health benefit, and a value of
$100 per month on the personal health benefit, he need not ratlonally -
evaluate both at $175, since the two answers depend on mutually incon-
sistent assumptnons. . °

alo show what is involved it is assumed for simpiicity that perfect

substitutes for these twe Air Force benefits can be purchased for cash
from non-Air Force sources. In fact, assume that $100 and $75 are,
respectively, the Individual's estimates of the market prices he would
have to pay for equivalent _personal health benefits and dependent .hedlth
benefits. It follows that, if he had $175 instead of the two benefits,
and allocated it as above, he would be precisely as well off as before.
However, suppose this‘individual's tastes happen to be such that he’ ;
would not allocate the $175 in this way, inasmuch as he would feel better
off if he spent more for his family and less for himself. It follows
that with $175 he would feel better off than with the two Air Force non-
monetary benefits, and hence that the worth of the two benefits,
considered jointly, is less than $I75 to him. This phenomenon arises

_ from" the restricted choice available to the individual when he evaluates
benefits separately; or, alternatively, it may be said that the Air Force
allccation of resources between these two benefits does not yield the
mix of services which the individual would himself. choose if he had the
freedom to do so. This is referred to below as the 'allocation effect."

In order to evaluate the magnitude of this effect the individual

was asked to evaluate all 15 benefits in combination, (as nell as each
of* thevindjvidual benefits). For those who answered all of the 16
questions involved, the mean combined value of the 15 benefits was $1,443
.per month, while the mean sum of their responses to the 15 benefit
questions was $2,669 per month. Thus, the absolute magnitude of the allo-
cation effect is, on the average, $1,226 per month. It is a measure of
‘the extent to which, in thée judgment of respondents, benefuts are being

. provided which they would not themselves choose to purchase if they were
provided with cash, in lieu-of benefits, which was just sufficjent to
make them feel equally well off. Since ihe allocaiion effect isy in the"
judgment of respondents, 85% of the total valuation of the combined bene-*
fits, it is apparent that a possibility of significant inefficiency
exists, in providing benefits in non-monetary form, to .the extent that .
it is feasible to provide them in monetary form. .

»




wi, !

-
-

-

It is of some, interest to note that the mean valuation placed on the
combined non-monetary benefits by all respondents to that ,question was,
$1,554. Since respondents were instructed to include only ‘those beneflts
for which they had provided dollar values, $1,554 must be a substantlal
understatement of what the value would have been .if everyone had answered
all of the 16 questions. On certain crude assumptions this understatement
is at least $200, yielding a corrected combined valuation of at least

" $14,75L. Conceptually, the estimate $1,754 for all respondents, is compar-

able to tﬁe'observatlon $1,443 obtained from those who did in fact

-provide numerical estimates for each of the 15 benefits. There is thus

strong evidence to establish that thase who did not provide numerical
answers to ail questions, but did use P's and/or 1eave blanks, placed
substantnally higher :values on those benefits to which they did respond
than the individuals who responded to all of the 15 benefit questions.

5. "BENEFIT VALUES BY OBJECTIVE PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Do benefit valuations differ by objective personal-characteristics?
In other words, are there significant differences in valuation attributa-
ble to age, sex, marital status, Or other characteristics which might be
established without the cooperation of the respondent? In Appendix . .VII
a number of tables are presented, each characterizing the respondents’in
terms of one of these personal chzracteristics (such as age), and showing,
for ‘each (age) group, the mean dollar wvaluation placed on each of the
non-monetary benefits. Thus, for example, Table V shows, for each decile
of the distribution of respondents by age, the mean dollar valuations
placed on each benefit: dependent health, personal health, etc. However,
the decile intervals themsalves are shown in Table IV, for age and’ some
other variables, so that the reader can establish, say, the point in: the
age’ distribution which differentiates the youngest 10% of the respondents
from those who are older.

There is, then, ore table for each of _the followung factors: age
decile; ,length of setvice decile; sex} marntu? status; number of .
dependents; pay grade, educaiion; income from all sources; race; reiigion;
ethnic group, Ariied: Forces relatnves, and quarters location. Each such
Table, numbered, respectnvely,fromV through XVIIl, covers the .mean values

.of the fifteen non-monetary benefits, plus training. Thus the data

presented permlt the significance of age, sex, etc., to be assessed\as

benefit. -What can be said on this topic? :;

~ —

¢ s : . . ; )

v .
’Strictly speaking, ethnic identification, as defined by the question-
naire, cannot be established without thc cid of the respondent, but it
seems better to classify ethnicity with th|s group of factors than with
the attitudinal factors discussed later. 4
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The nature of the problems of'interpretation can be illustrated

in a number of ways, based on the use of the statistic F Consider,
first, the relation of the variable ''age" to the valuatlon placed o1 the
retirement benefit, using Table IV. The value of F is about 13.3, so
that the 5|gnuf|cance of age is, statlstlcally speaking, very clearly
establlshed Further, it is reasonable a priori that there should be a
relation between age and the valuation of the retirement benefit.

The first question arises when we go beyond the mechanjcal appli=~
cation of the statistical test, and actually examine the results in more
detail. During the first four age deciles, ‘it appears, as shown in Table
V, that the vaiuation of retirement drops substantially, and does not
return to the original (first decile) level until the s.ixth decile is
reached. Age is statistically significant in explaining the valuation of
retirement, -but the nature of the relationship between the two is far -
from clear! -

Consider, as a second. illustration, the valuation of the housing
benefit, in the length -of service table, (Table VI). It may be noted in
passnng that, in the total sample, the housing benefit has the lowest
variance-to-mean ratio of all of the benefits (whereas retirement is

* highest) . The F statistic turns out to be 1.98, which is only marginally-

significant at the .05 level, and thus leaves us in some doubt about the
statistical' relationship between length of service and the evaluation
of the housing benefit. Does this conform to a priori ideas? Well,
perhaps. To some extent it can be expected that length -of service, being
correlated no doubt with age, rank, family size, income, and livipg
habits, would have some explanatory value. Further, more detailed
examination of the data shows that the valuation falls from the first
through the fourth decile, and thereafter, -apparently, ‘tends to rise.
There is, at the very least, a suggestion of some systematic (i.e., non-
random) effect, {(not unlike that for retirement). And the suggestion can
be tested. For example, if e first five length of service deciles are
grouped together and compared\ith the longer-term half of the respondents,
the F statistic is very substanWially increased, and is certainly signifi-
cant at the .05 level. Can length“of service then be accented with

confidence as an explanatory variable for the housing benefit valuation?

Or consider the effect of marital status. As shown in Taore vill,
the single people in the sample evaluated the retirement benefit at about
60% of the value placed on .it by the married, and the difference is, of

8F, the variance ratic, is used to test the significance of the
difference between sample variances, and is computed .by dividing the
greater estimate of the sample variance by the lesser estimate. A
detailed description of this test, its application to a one-way analysis
of variance, and a table of percentage points of the F distribution may
be found in Brownlee, Statistical Theory and Methodology in Science and
Engineering, John Wiley and Sons., New York, 1960. .
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qurse, statistically significant. The result iS surely not very surpris-
ing: In the samée table, however, although the housing benefit was also
evaluated at a lower level by the single, the difference cannot be shown
to be significant statistically. And when it is observed that the .
dependent health benefit is valued at $197 by the single and $196 by the
married—obviously an insignificant difference—it becomes apparent that
these statistical tests cannot ‘be relied upon to give us much insight
.into the fundamental relationships. .
Comparisons of the kind just illustrated can be—and have been—
carried out by the thousand, examining the tabulated data for each
benefit to see whether it has an obvious relation to each ""independent!''
variable, (such as age, sex, etc.), comparing-one benefit with another
for the same independent variable, combining and recombining the subcate-
gories of each independent variable—all in the effort to establish
possible significance. As a matter of. judgment, however, it is generally
inappropriate on the basis of Appendix VI.| data and corresponding o
statistical tests—no matter how much ‘testing is done—to conclude that
a given independent variable has real significance for some benefits and
not for others. ; ' . .

Despite this statement it is not assumed that the same factors
are influential for all benefits. Suppose, for example, thc real situa-
tion is ‘that differences of opinion on the value of retirement benefits
are very large, while those for housing are, relatively, small—in which
event it would scarcely be surprising to find, sometimes, that a given - .
‘independent variable appears significant for retirement but not for housing. -

<

It seems particularly instructive to consider the tabulation on

race (Table XII11). At the .05 level race is not statistically significant

for either retirement or housing. Yet examination of the whole table

reveals some startling facts: for every benefit except retirement the,
sequence of valuation is Black-highest values; White-lowest values; Other-
intermediate values. It is'very difficylt to believe that this regularity

is an accident, no matter what statistical tests.of individual benefits
may show: it is, after all!, necessary to keep in mind that the variability - -
- in non-monetary benefit values i likely to be inherently very ‘large i
compared to any systematic factors which can be identified. Note, however, -

that the assertion that the differences in the present instance are non-

random, is not an assertion that the underlying causal factor is race,,

since the differences could really be 'due'' to factors perhaps correlated

with race, such as education, income and rank. - ’
e

The' most that can be hoped for, then, on the basis of these

Appendix VI tabulations, is to rule out certain independént variables
completely as explanatory factors. Unfortunately, there is virtually
nothing that can be ruled out. For each of the foilowing "independent'
variables there is conventional statistical evidence that the variable is
significant for at least some benefits: age, length of service, sex,
marital status, number of dependents, pay grade, education, income, race,
religion, ethnic origin, Armed Forces relatives, and quarters on-base or
off, although the last is marginal. ) .
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6.g VALUATION OF BENEFITS BY QUESTIONNAIRE AND BASE TYPE .

Appendix Table XVII| provides a tabulation of benefit valuations
by type of questionnaire employed, namely, basic, validating, education-
al and sequential. For every benefit except retirement the valuations
obtained via the validating questlonnaure are highest. 12 of ‘the 15
benefits valuations are lowest for the sequential experiment. The
evidence appears strong, therefore, that ''type of ques stionnaire” is a
significant variable. This conclusion is reinforced -when it is recalled
that the stratification was such that (exgept: for Lackland) the same mix
of ‘personnel, by rank,-sex, and marital status, should have been obtained
from each base. Yet a doubt arises immediately: why is the retirement
Abenefit.not affected in the same way as most other benefits?

0f course, bases differed from each other in ways which were
recognlzed in advance: some were characterized as ''large' and others as
"small,' scme as '"rural' and others as ''urban.'' These characteristics
give rise to-a 4-way categorization of benefit evaluations which are
shown ‘as Table XX, in Appendix VII. For 14 of the 15 benefits ''large
urban'' yields_valuations higher than or equal to 'larzz non-urban,"
although the differences are very small. Similariy, for 12 of: the 15
benefits "small urban' is higher than 'small non-urban." Thus there is”
a suggestion in the data that the distinction between urban and non-
-urban bases may have some significance. The came kinds of comparisons
between 'large urban'' and "small urban,' and between '"large non-urban''
and "small-non-urban' strongly suggest tiat the’ dlStlnCthn between
"arge'' and "small' is perhaps more important.
. o )
0f course, it is obvious that the latter comparisons are clouded
somewhat if type of -questionnaire is not taken account of simultaneously.
Therefore, ‘it may be appropriate to compare individual bases—:ecognizing,
of course, that sample sizes are significantiy reduced thereby. Appendix
Table XX presents the vzluations obtained for 9 individual bases, two
large urban, two large non-urban, two small urban, two small non-urban,
and lLackland, all of which utilized the basic questionnaire.

Examination of this table reveals that large urban base #1 yields
substantially higher valuations than large urban base #2, for 14 of the
15 -benefits. Small non-urban base #14 exceeds small non-urban base #13,
13 out of 15 times. Except for retirement, Lackland valuations are
substantlally higher for all benefits. Finally, there is no convincing
evidence of difference between large urban base #2 and small non- urban
b§se #13—despite the statistical evidence of Tables XVi| and XVIiI. .

—

/ LB .

?OF the 14 benefits other than retirement, the valuations placed on 5 of
them were within $5 for the two bases in question. Of the iemaining 9°
keneflts, 6 had lower valuations and 3 had higher valuations in Base #13

4
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What do these ‘results mean? Consider ‘bases #1 and #2. Both are
classified as large and urban. Both obtained the same type of question-
naire. Both should have had the same mix of personnel, in terms of sex,
pay-grade and marital status, since the same selection criteria were to
be applied. Yet the evidence of significant difference between the bases
is convincing. Obviously there is a serious question about causation.
Perhaps——but only perhaps—there really are .important dlfferences associ-
ated with questionnaire type, base size, and the urban/non-urban distinc-
»tlonﬁ but -there may be additional dufferences between bases. The latter
may pe attributable to real and unmeasured differences in such factors
as morale; or the bases may not be well matched in terms of sex, pay-
grade and marital status, despite the careful survey administration
instructions; or other potentially important variables, such as race;
are not randomly distributed across bases. As for Lackland, .perhaps the
sole- “explanatlon“ is that E=1's are 'different."

In sum, it does not appear to be possible to rule out question-
naire type, base type, or "individual base identification," as possible
“explanatory” factors.

7. VALUATION OF BENEFITS BY ATTITUDINAL FACTORS

The general implication of the matters so far discussed is, on
the one hand, that many factors may be at work simultaneously to influ-
ence benefit valuations, and, on the othér, that factors not yet identi-
fied also may have an important influence. Among the latter may be
factors which are here called "attitudipal,' consisting of those factors
which can be ascertained only through the response of the individual to
a survey question. The factors included in this group consist of the
answers to questions, previously delineated, about the likelihood that
the respondent will remain in the Air Force till retirement; the reaction
to various inducements which could conceivably be given to encourage
personnel to remain in the Air Force; the influence of the draft on the
enlistment decision; the respondent's assessment of his own understanding
of each benefit; the relative attractiveness, to the respondent, of 29
features of Air Force and civilian life, respectively; and the likel ihood
that the reSpogdent will utilize each of the non-monetary benefits.

Tabulations of benefit values for each of the attitudinal varia-
bles .are shown in Appendix VII. With regard to probability of remaining
in the Air Force till retirement, shown as Table XXI, no obvious pattern
emerges. For example, the lowest valuation of dependent health occurs at
a probability of 0.6, while the highest occurs at 0.7. For housing the
high pdint océurs at a probability of 1.0, but this value is only one,
dollar higher than the value at a probability of 0.2. However, for retire-
ment there is a suggestion of a pattern, rather similar toé that encountered
with pay-grade as the independent variable. Less marked effects may exist
for other benefits, such as sick pay and education. To ke sure, the
number of observations, at probabilities of 0.2, 0.3, 0.%, 0.6, and 0.7
are each less than 100, so perhaps great reqgularity should not be
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-anticipated. The one thing that appears clear.from this table is that
those who, with high probability, intend to remain in the Air Force till
retirement, place very high values on the retirement benefit.

[}

Those who were- less than certain that they wished -to remain in
the Air Force till retiremént were asked whether they could be induced
to remain in the Air Force by (1) cash, (2) promotion, (3) choice of
location, (4) choice of job assignments for which qualified, (5) shorter
period of commitment, (6) guaranteed non*combatant status, (7) improved
living conditions, (8) less severe military discipline, (9) improved
recreation, and (10) some combination of the first nine. The results are
shown'in Table XXI1. For each of the first nine inducements, the dollar
values placed on each non-monetary benefit by those who said they could
be induced to remain in the Air Force by cash or by promotion, etc.,

. substantially exceed the values placed on these benefits by those who
said 'no,'" except for 2 benefits under the job assignment inducement,
i.e., ''yes" valuations éxceeded ''no" valuations 133 out of 135 times.
For example, those people who said they could be induced to remain in
the Air Force by '"more or improved recreation (including clubs)" placed
values on the 15 benefits which were, on the average, some 50% higher
than the valuations of those who said they could not ‘be induced. The
corresponding figure for those who could be induced by cash was 38%.
Considering the diversity of the inducements, and the multiplicity of
influential factors, the uniformity of the results is striking. The
meaning of these results is very far from certain, but a plausible
interpretation might be that those who rate non-monetary benefits highly
are more likely to be induced to remain in the Air Force as a result of
a specific change in some other feature of the Air Force which is
regarded as less than satisfactory (such as cash). By the same token

it might be expected that, other things being equal, those who rate non-
monetary benefits highly are more likely to remain in the Air Force
without any changes in the Air Force. . ’

This last hypothesis is not unlike one related to the draft, to
the effect that those who joined the Air Force freely and voluntarily
would be those whe placed a high value on benefits, as cgmpared?with
those who would not have joined in the absence of the draft. Table XX!II
shows the valuations placed on benefits by those who, in response to the
question, '"Would you have chosen to join the Air&Force if there had been
no military draft," said '"Yes' or '"Probably' or "Probably not' or 'No"

. or '"Does not apply (was not subject to draft).! There is clearly a
suggestion in the data that there is something to the hypothesis, since,
for every benefit except retircment, the lowest valuation was placed on
benefits by those who said either 'No'' or '"Probably not." ,

It was conjectured, further, that there would be great differences
between individuals in knowledge and undeistanding 6f benefits, and that
this might somehow be reflected in valuations placed on benefits. The "
individual was asked to rate his own understanding of each benefit along *
the scale ''no idea,' ''some idea,' ''good idea,' or ''complete understanding,'

'




and the valuations placed on benefits by each group were computed,
(Table XXI1V). Although the differences are not startlingly large, for

. every benefit except retirement and sick pay, the group with "no idea"
and ''some idea' place higher dollar values on benefits than the group
consisting of ''good idea' and "complete understanding.'” It is not known,
of coburse, whether there is any correlation.between this self-assessment
and objectively-determined knowledge or understanding; but there is &t
least a warning implicit in this result: namely, that more thorough
understanding of benefits, if it could be generated, may, on the average,
produce reductions in the valuations placed on benefits, and hence
possibly a reduction in whatever incentives they provide. )

Another set of variadbles which might tend to indicate attitude,
and, in turn, the valuations placed on benefits, consists of responses
to questions about.the relative merits of Air Force and civilian life.
0f these, the first thirteen relate to non-monetary benefits—the origi-
nal' fifteen less the Base Exchange and Commissary benefits, since the
latter have no counterparts in civilian life. For these thirteen benefits,
valuations were computed by group, where the groups corresponded to the
possible responses ''far better in the Air Force,' ''better in the Air Force,"
"'same in the Air Force," "worse in the Air Force" or “far worse in the Air
Force.!' The results are shown in Table XXV. For .every benefit, those who
respond 'far hetter in the Air Force' generate higher values than those who
say- ""better in the Air Force,'" which, in turn,are higher than valuations
by those who say ''same in the Air Force.'" This neat progression is quite
frequently and seriously upset, however, by the.'worse' and '‘far worse'
categories. ' ’

What is the meaning of these results? It is scarcely possible to
doubt that there are non-random phenomena at work, ever though many !far
worse' samples are small; and, though there is no positive evidence of
any kind, at least one plausible hypothesis can be advanced. Consideiﬁphe
first benefit, dependent health. What kinds of people would (1) say that
health care of dependents is far worse in the Air Force than it wo fa be
in civilian life; ggg_(Z) evaluate the worth of the benefit at faf above
the mean of other people in the Air Force—when that mean 'itself may be
unreasonably high? It is not unlikely that those individuals<fay be
unusual ly igrorant of the conditions of civilian life, for/if Air Force
dependent heaith care which is judged to be relatively pdor is deemed to
be worth a great deal, then, logically, care which wi§ thought to be
equivalent to that of civilian life would be worth a“good deal more than-
the relatively high value already placed on it. A'é?n, therefore, there
may be a hint that the lack of appropriate knowlédge tends to yield high
valuations of non-monetary benefits.

Responidents were also asked to assess the likelihood that they
would actually use each non-monetary berefit, onm the scale Yvery likely,"
"likely," "unlikely,' ''very unlikelyg//and '""nc idea what the benefit is."
The non-monetary benefit evéluatiqp§ for each group were then computed,
and the results are shown as Ta?)é XXVI. The results do suggest, but

: /
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only very weakly, a positive correlation between valuation and likelihood
of use. The weakness of this relationship is somewhat surprising in view
of the strong theoretical presumption that, other things being equal,
high probability of ‘use will make for -high valuations. Again there is
little in the way of immediate evidence of the reasons for the very weak
and perhaps non-existent relationship. The most likely explanation runs
in terms of the near certainty that "other things' were ''not equal.!' Every
benefit was included in the question for the sake of formal completeness,
but there are at least two benefits for which it should have been, for
any purpose, unnecessary to ask the question, namely, food and housing.
As these two benefits are described in the question, they include the
corresponding monetary allowances, so that, as was even ponnted out in
the question itself, there should be vnrtually no person in the Air Force
who responds to either one with anything other than ''very likely.! Yet
21% of the respondents to the food. question, and almost 30% of the
respondents to the housing question, did give answers other than ''very
likely.' For such people it must be assumed either that understanding was
lacking or, conversely, that the question was poorly formulated, so that
systematic relationships of any kind between valuations and responses
should not be anticipated.

8. FREQUENCIES OF ATTITUDINAL RESPONSES
‘Attitudinal responses may have some interest and significance be-

yond the question of evaluation of non-monetary benefits. It may, for

example, be important to know how many people in the Air Force think they

""completely understand'' a given benefit, or how many thjnk that 'opportuni-

ty for advancement,'' say, is relatively favorable in the Air Force. The

frequency of the various responses to each of the attitudinal questions

has been tabulated, and is shown in Tables XXVII through XXXI|l, for the

‘attitudinal questions already discussed. The following may be noted—

among other things—in these tables: J

a. the hiéh concentration of responses at probabilities of 0.0, 0.5
and 1.0, to describe likelihood of remaining in the Air Force
till retirement;

b. *the large numbers of people who say they could be induced to
. remain in the Air Force by more cash, or a,choice of location, N
etc.—including some of those who had said ‘the probability of
remaining in the Air Force was '0.0;

c. the relatively small proportion of respondents who say they would

definitely not have joined the Air Force in the absenceof the draft;
. o >

d.  the very large differences between benefits in terms of the
numbers of people who thiink they understand them .
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e. the apparent irrationality of responses to questions about the
probability that the individual will use the particular benefits

".f. the percentages of respondents who thought that Air Force benefits
were either "bettef'' or ''far better' than their civilian counter=
parts are as follows for each of the 13 comparable benefits:
personal health-83%; sick pay-82%; retirement benefits-79%;
annual leave-79%; air travel privileges-76%; dependent health-74%;
educational benefits-72%; life insurance-61%; home loan insurance-
57%; Federal tax break-57%; recreation-33%; food-14%; housing-11%.
In interpreting these numbers it should be kept in mind that
respondents did have the opportunity to respond by saying, for any
benefit, that the ‘Air Force and civilian life were "about the same,"
and those who chose to do so are not inciuded in the above figures;
i.e., the complements of these numbers (e.g., 17% for personal
health) includes those who responded 'far worse,'' "worse,' or ''same."

The frequencies of responses ‘to one other attitudinal question is
also of interest. What are the most important factors (out of 29 contained
in the Air Force-civilian comparison question) in deciding whether or not
to remain in the Air Force? If each of the 29 factors were selected with
equal frequency about 3.45% of the respondents should identify each
factor as most important, another 3.45% should identify each factor as
next most important, and an additional 3.45% should put each factor in
third place. In other words about 10.3% of the total first, second, and
third-place responses should be observed for each factor. Thus it may be :
reasonable to consider as !'significant' any factor mentioned by more
than 10.3% of the respondents. - ¢ ’

The results are shown as Table XXXIIl. The important factors are,
in ofder of importance (total mentions): retirement, job satisfaction,
money, dependent health, security, freedom, educational opportunity;
advancement opportunity, personal health, total value of pay and other
benefits, and family and social .life; and these 11 factors are the only
ones mentioned more than 10.3% of the time. Looking at the first .place .
choices only, oniy 9 of the foregoing 11 factors received more than the
average number of choices. More specifically, 'personal health,' and
"family and social 1ife' drop out, while "security" and 'freedom' reverse
their rankings. In contrast, only C.6% (1 person out of 165) placed '"the
value of all non-monetary benefits" in first place, whereas 10.5%
identified '"money'" in first place, and an additional 5.0% chose i'total. .
value of pay and other benefits." It is also worth noting that three
specific non-monetary benefits appear in the first place list (more than
the average number of times), namely, retirement, dependent health and
educational opportunity, and account, between them, for 31.6% of the
first-place choices. These results strongly indicate that there are
substantial numbers of pecple in the Air Force to whom certain non-mone-
tary benefits are important, relative to other attributes of Air Force
life, in determining whethér or not to remain in the Air Force; but it is
immediately necessary to repeat the caution that the results depend on the
mix of respondents, and cannot be taken to represent the Air Force as a
whole. , .
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9. OTHER TABULATIONS E

Millions of hypotheses can be advanced to account for the findings
up to this point, and of these literally thousands can, in principle, be
checked via the available data. Furthermore, there are questions of great
interest—some perhaps only marginally related to non-monetary benefuts-
which may, nevertheless be answerable via the survey, and about whuch
nothing has been said, e.g., what determines the response to the question
about the likelihood of remaining in the.Air Force till retirement? In
an effort to explore both areas simultaneously many complex cross-tabula-
tions, involving two independent variables and a dependent varlable, were
prepared and examined. A small number of these are displayed in Appendix VI.I.

a. Differences Between Base Groups

Do the respondents from the vai ious bases differ in their charac-
teristics other than non-monetary benefit valuations? It is possible here
to do no more than illustrate the answer. Table XXXIV shows in the body
the value of the score achieved on the Air Force- civilian comparison
question where the score for each part of the question is obtained by
counting "1' for "far better,'" "2'" for '""better,'" "3" for ''sames'' V4" for
"worse'' and. "'5" for "far worse;" and then summing over the last thirteen
questions. Note that these last thirteen do- not refer to monetary or non-
mone tary benefits as such. The maximum conceivable score is 65, correspond-
ing to the case in which the individual says that each of the 13
attributes is '"far worse" in the Air Force. A low score thus indicates
the individual thinks that Air Force features identified in the last
thirteen questions of the Air Force-civilian comparison are relatively
good. The independent variables for this table are .length of service :
deciles!® (rows) ard base group (columns), base groups having been used
(rather than individual base) because of space limitations.

None of the cells in this table have very large populations, and
some cells are small indeed, so that substantial variability in the 'mean
scores is to be anticipated. It is apparent, nevertheless, that there is
a tendency for the first five length of service deciles to have higher
scores (poorer attitudes) than the second five, and for the worst (highest)
scores to be observed at the fourth and fifth deciles—i.e., for those in
the later part of the first enlistment. !t is not immediately clear whether
there are significant differences in scores between base groupings, but,
by summing the underlyang cell populations, it can easily be shown that,
excluding Lackland, one base group had 64% of its respondents in the
second five. deciles of the length of service distribution, while another
had only 454. This last difference is too great to be attributed to chance,
sO that either there are real differences in this characteristic between
the hases, or there was some bias in the selectiion of respondents.

- 10pecile values are shown in Table IV, Appendix VII.
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A'similar tabulation (not shown) using ''religion' instead of length
of service as one of the two independent variables shows little, if any,
difference in Air Force-civilian score between the two major religious
groups; but, in terms of numbers of respondents, the ratio of Roman
Catholics to Protestants varies from .38 to .60 between base groupings.
Once again, there may be non-random phenomena at work, altflough it is not
at all clear that religion will turn out to be significant variable with
‘Tespect to nonrmonetary benéfits, or even the Air Force-civilian score
in question. It is also worth.pointing out that the Lackland (E~1) group

had substantially better (lower) scores than any other cell in any base.

. A similar tabulation (not shown) was constructed with the Air
Force-civilian score as the dependent variable, and the independent vari-

i ables being base group and Armed Forces relatives, respectively. Small
\ differences in the score were observed as between those who had ""parents

but no siblings" in the Armed Forces and those who had ""siblings but no
_parents,' the scores of the latter being more favorable to the Air Force,

and mirroring the results shown earlier for non-monetary benefit evalua-
tions. Just as importantly, the ratio between the two groups in terms of

" numbers of respondents varied between base groups—from a high of 2.89
" to a tow of 1.13—again suggesting nOn-ﬁgndom phenomena associated with

bases. (If the characteristic in question were distributed randomly the
ratios should be.about the same for all base groups—just as in the case

. of religion),

Table XXXV shows the Air Force-civilian feature score by base
group and by response to the draft question. Those who said 'Yes! (they
would have joined even if there had been no draft) clearly had lower

i.e., better) scores than anyone elise, while those who said ""No'* clearly
"had the highest scores. In addition, by analysis of the underlying popu-.
“lation ‘counts it can be shown that there is an apparent non-randomness

by base group: the ratio of number of "Yes" responses to number of 'No'!
responses varied between bases from a high ©f 3.49 to a low of 1.94, .
meaning that there were large differences by base group in the proportion
of respondents who would have joined even if there had been no draft
and/or the proportion who would not have joined.

<

b. Relation Between Selected Benefit Valuations And Attitudinal Factors

Other analyses (not shown) were carried out using the dollar valua-
tions cf individual selected. benefits, as the dependent variables. These
covered retirement,, educatiqn, personal health, sick pay,’ and housing,
with the independent variables being, in each instance, base group and
reenlistment probability group (the categories for the latter variable
being 0; 0.15 0.2, 0.3 or 0.4; 0.5; 0.6, 0.7 or 0.8; 0.9; and 1.0). For
most of the selected benefits (and especially retirement) it appears that
there is some (very weak) tendency for valuation to rise with probability
of remaining in the Air Force; but it would, perhaps, be more accurate to
'say that the half of the ‘respondents with higher probability, tend to have
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higher benefit valuations than the lower 'haif. However, there is also
some* evidence that the education benefit reverses this pattern. While
there, is no unequivocal evidence of base-related or questionnaire-related
influence on the valuation of these benefits, it may be noted that the
mean probability of remaining in the Air Force till retirement does.vary
by base from 0.49 to 0.67. .

A group of tables was prepared, still using these selected indi-
vidual benefit valuations as the dependent variables, and with one of
the independent varuables being the probability of remaining in the Air
Force, while the other was, lp turn, "understanding' of the benefit in
question, or the "Ajf” Forcettlvnﬂlan comparcson” of the benefit in
question, or the likeljhood- that”the benefit in question would be
utilized. The follownng was observed:

+ There was no apparent relation, in general, between the respondent's
claimed understanding of a benefit and the dollar value placed on
that benefit. However, '"complete understanding'' was claimed more

_often and *no idea'" less often among those who definitely intended
to rémain in the Air Force than among those who definitely
intended not to remain. s

+ There was no strong relation, in general, between the dollar valu-
ations placed on a benefit and the response to.the corresponding
Air Force-civilian comparison question, although hints could be
seen from time to time. However, a significantly higher percentage
of those who said they would definitely remain in the Air Force
than of those who would deflnutely not remain .compared the Air
Force favorably with civilian I'ife—al though there were large
differences between benefltf in this regard.

. There-was some evidence of positive correlation between the.
valuation of a benefit snd the probability of using that benefit.
fn addition, the very weak relations between benefit valuations
and probability of remaining in the Air Force, varied from .benefit
to benefit; e.g., the relation was positive fbr retirement, nega-
tive for educatiqn, and not discernible at all for others. However
the percentage of those definitely intending to remain in the Air
Force who said it was ''very likely'" or- '"likely'" that they would
use a benefit always exceeded the corresponding percentage for
those who definitely intended to leave the Air Force, although by
very different margins from benefit to benefit. In addition it may
be hoted, by way of ‘illustration, that those who-definitely
intended not to remain in the Air Force (till rctivement) ''should"
have said it was ''very unlikely' that they would use the retirement
benefit, but, in fact, only 58% of them did so—again suggesting
that there was large scale lack of understanding of benefits (in

“this case, 'retirement') or of the question being asked.
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c. Two-Variable Explanations Of Total Non-Monetary Bepefit Valuations

One group of tabulations wac prepared using the total valuation
of the non-monetary benefits as the dependent variable, and using, as
one of the independent variables, the probability of remaining in the
Air Force till retirement. The other independent variable was, in turn,
length of service, education, relatives in the Armed Forces, draft
influence, and response to the various inducement questions. Some of the
highlights of the results are as follows: -

+ The lowest valuations of total ron-monetary benefits tend to occur
in the second, third and fourth deciles of length of service, for
all levels of probability of remaining in the Air Force. This
correSponds to the interval froml6 to 30 months. length of service.

+ There is nb obvious relationship between the valuation of total
non-ﬂerctary benefits and length of service as such, once account
is taken of the probability of remzining in the Air Force—but
many cells are, of cosrse, very small.

+ At every level of probability of remaining in the Air Force the

dollar valuation of total non-monetary benefits tended to be higher

or those with a post-graduate degree than for those without.
Nevertheless those with post-graduate degrees were somewhat better
represented in the group with zero probability of staying in the
Air Force than among those who were certaln to remain in the
Air Force. . .

« The total valuation of non-monetary benefits does not appear to
be influenced by relatives in the Armed Forces, but seems to be a
function of probability of remaining in the Air Force. It |s alsc
remarkable that respondents with "parent(s) but no S|bl|ngS in
the Armed Forces constituted 44% of thpse who :aid there was no
chance of remaining in the Air Force till retirement, and 60% of

. those with G.] probability of remaining, while they were oniy 17%
of those who said it was certain they would remain in the Air

Force. (See Table XXXVI). . . .

+ The total valuation of non-mpnetany benefits does not seem to be

a function of the responsé~to the question about draft influence.
However, the underlying pe:zilation counts show that those who

said '""No'' (they would not have joined the Air Force in the absence
of the draft) constitute 43% of those who definitely intend to

get out, but only 7% of those who definitely intend to stay in.
Another and equally important aspect of tiie same phenomenon is
suggested by the fact that, of those who said they would have
joined in the absence of the draft, 8% said ''get out as soon as
possible!' and 46% said 'stay in till retlrement,“ whjie the corre-
spondina percentages for those who wouid not have joined in the
absence of the draft were 49% and 17%. (See Table XXXVll)

I
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- For those who responded 'Yes' to any question about hypothetical
' inducements to remain in thé Air Force, including "some combina-
tion' of -inducements, the total valuation placed on non-monetary
benefits was substantially higher than for those who said ""No," o
at all levels of probability of remaining in the Air Force. Among
those who had said that there was no chance they would remain in
the Air Force, the single inducement with the greatest number of
"veses' was choice of location; and it was, in fact, extremely,
important at all levels of probability of remaining in the Air
Force. Among those with 0.9 probability of remaining in the Air
‘Force, a very slightly greater number of yeses was obtained for
- '"promotion." Overall, the inducements with the greatest number of
‘ yeses ranked as follows: location, job assignment, cash and promo-
tion, with small and perhaps insignificant differences between
them. The least effective inducement, in terms of number of yeses,
was non-combatant status. However, only 57% of those who had said
there was no chance of remaining in the Air Force said they could
be induced to remain by a combination of the inducements listed
in the questionnaire, while 91% of those with probability 0.9
could berinduced to remain. (Table XXXVIII)..

Q

© d. - Two-Variable Explanations Of Expected Air Force Earnings

- ’

. A number of tabulations were prepared using as the dependent vari-
able the respondent's expectations of monthly cash earnings if he were
. to remain :in the Air Fcrce. In each, one of the indépendent variables was
""probability of remaining in the Air Force till retirement," while the
other was, in turn, length of service,. education, Armed Forces relatives:
. and draﬁs influence. The major implications of this group of tabulations
are: . ’ . ’ -

‘-_ There is no obvious relationship between expected Air Force cash ’
v - earnings on the one hand, and, on the other, length of service
; and probability of remaining in the Air Force.

. Expected Air Force cash earhinés rise with educapiOn, at all
levels of probability of remaining in the Air Force.

« Those respondents with 'sibling(s), no parents' in the .Armed
: ) Forces had somewhat higher expettations of Air Force eainings
than thoserwith ''parent(s), no siblings," at all levels of
probability cf rémaining in the Air Force, except probability
1.0. This effect is not strong. .
[\
. There is no obvious relation between expected Air Force cash
earnings and draft influence. ’
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e. Two-Variable Explanations Of Expected Civilian Earnings °

Still another group of tabulations dealt with expectations of

earnings in the civilian world as the dependent variable. The salient
findings were: ) )

+ While the picture is-somewhat confused by the 2nd, 3rd and 4th
deci les of length of service, (6 - 30 months), there is a posi-
tlve correlation between that variable and expected civilian
earnnngs There is no obvnous relation. between expected civilian
earnings and probability of remannlng in the Air Force.

o “u -

+ There is a strong positive relatio ship between educational level
and civilian earnings expectation$. There is -also a suggestion
in the data that (1) at the post graduate level, the probability
of remaining. in the Air Force rises as civilian earnings expecta-

.

tions fall, and {2) at lower educational levels the probability
¢ of remannnng in the Air Force rises with expectations of civilian
earnings.

.+ The civilian earnings expectations of those with “snbllng(s)
parents! in the Armed Forces ‘were, on the average, about IO/
higher than for ''parent(s), no snbllngs " ;

 ~

. For those'who would definitely have J0|ned the Air Force in the
absence of the draft, the expectations of civilian earnings rise
witheprobability of remaining in the Air Force. This effect is
not obviously present for other categories of response to the

. draft influence question. ,

A0 s
?

An analysis was carried out with "expected civilian earnings, -
assuining no Air Force.training' as the dependent variable. This showed
the same pattern—or absence of pattern—of relatlonshnps as the varia-
ble just discussed, namely, ''expected civilian earpings.' In other
words, the imputed value of training (i.e., the difference betweer the
two expected earnings figures) appeared to be a random varnable, some=
times positive and sometimes negative, and to be unreLated to any of the
following: probability of remaining in the Air Force, education, draft
influence, Iength of service, or Armed Forces relatnves

¢

f. Two-Variable Explanatnons Of Probability Of Remaining In The
Air Force

. What about the probability of remaining in the Air Force as a
dependent variable? Some analyses were carried out to _see whether it
appecared to depend on Air Force relatives, draft influence, religion,
ethn?z group, education, length of service, and _the more important speci-
fic elements of the Air Force-=civilian comparison.

The main results were: .
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There is a very strong relationship between probability “6f
remaining in-the Air Force and draft influence. Those who said
'"'Yes!" (they would have joined the Air Force evan if there had
been no draft) had the highest prgbability, of course, followed,
in order, by those who said 'Probably, '"Probably Not,'' ''Does Not
Apply,” and '"'No." Those who said ''Yes'*.had a mean probability of
remaining in the Air Force of 0.69, versus 0.3] for those tho
sa|d ”NO 1]

° -
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~There is a definite relationship between probability of remaining

in the Air Force and Armed Forces relatives, although. the
differences ‘are not as marked as for the draft influence. For
each response to the draft question, the highest probability of
remaining in the Air ‘Force was observed for ''sibling(s), no
parents,'" and the lowest for 'parent(s), no siblings." Thus,
Table XXXIX shows that, takinhg account of only these two indepen-
dent variables, the observed mean probability of remaining in the
Air Force varies from a high of 0.80 (for those who would have
joined in the absence of the draft. and whose Armed Force rela-
tives were "'sibling(s), no parents") to a low of 0.16 (for
those who would not have joined in the absence of the draft, and
whose Armed Forces relatives were 'parent(s), no siblings'').

There may be a sma.ll effect of ethnic group on probability of
remaining in the Air Force, the high being 0.64 for "British"
and the low 0.48 for "Polish.'" However, when account is taken
of this variable, the effects of religious group appears non-
exis .ent. .
Ther: appears to be a significant positive relationship between
probability of remaining in the Air Force and .education. Those

with post-graduate degrees who would have joined in the absence
of the draft had a probability of 0.78, versus those with high

. school education who would not have joined but for the draft,

with a probability of 0.27. Furthermore, those with no more than
high school education constituted 53% of those who would have,
joined the Air Force in the absence of the draft, but were only
35% of those who would not have joined but for the draft; i.e.,
those who joined the Air Force becausg of the draft tended to be
more highly educated.

For those who have been in the Air Force more than 48 months

_ there is a positive correlation between probability of remaining

in the Air Force and length of service. The relationship for
those with less thah 48 months service is unclear. e

0f those who thought '"retirement' is the most important‘Bf the 29

Air Force-civilian comparisons, 24% had already been in the Air
Force more than 20 years, and an additional 68% were in the second
r later enlistments. For these people the probability of
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remalnlng in the Air Force till retirement was about 0.97. Only
8% of those who' thought this the most important factor were in
the first: .enlistment—although, for the total sample this factor
was ‘'most umportant“ more often _than any other.

. For thosé |n the 7th 8tn, 9th and 10th length of sefvice deciles,
i.e., 13 or more years of service, the most important factors. (in

- the ‘decision to remain in the Air Force) were ''retirement" (by a

) wide margin), followed by '"job satisfaction' and "security.' Those
few long-termers ‘who mentioned 'freedom' as most important had a
lower probability of remaining in the Air Force than those who
mentioned any of the other eight factors most frequent:y-identi-
fied as "most important.'’ (See Table XL).

. ln the Ist decil- ¢ length of service, (up to 6 months), first
choices were weii distributed among the nine features most
frequently identified as "most important." However, the most often
ment ioned was '‘education,' followed by '‘cash.' In this decile the
, highest probability of remaining in the Air Force was observed o
among' those few who said 'retirement'' was most important, and -the
lowest probability among those who said ""freedom'" was most important.

. In the 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th deciles (7-48 months) the most
: frequently mentioned factor was 'freedom," followed by "job satis-
faction' and ''cash.' The lowest probability of remaining in the
Air Force occurred among those who identified ''freedom'' as most
important. Indeed, the lowest probability of remaining in the Air
Force, for any cell of any table, (0.075). was observed for the 61l
people of the 5th length of servnce decile who identifikd '"freedom"
as most important. '
* In the 6th decile—consisting of people with between 49 and 80
months of service—the most frequently mentioned factors were job
v satisfaction and .cash. The lowest probability of remaining in the
.Air Force for this decile, as for all others, was for those who
identified '""freedom' as most important. .

g. Miscellaneous Analyses

A number of tabulations were made relating to important features
of the Air Force, other than non-monetary benefits, (e.g., Opportunlty
for advancement), rrequently mentioned a$ most important in reaching a
decision about remaining in the Air Force. For every feature studied a,

" higher percentage of those who intended to remain in the Air Force than
of those who intended to get out said the Air Force was better than
civilian life. For example, for the feature "job satisfaction,'. among

those who' intended to remain, five times as many said the Air Force wa:

//// "better' or ''far better'' as said the Air Force was ''worse'' or ''far
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worse;'" whereas among those who intended to gef out the correspondlng
ratio was one- elghth' ‘However, this general finding must not be inter-
preted to mean that a majority of those who intended to remain in the .
Air Force thought the Air Force was better in.every particular: for
»éxample, the ratio of Air Force "better" and 'far better to '"'worse!'

and ''far worse" was only about 0.3 for the feature 'freedom;" but the
correspondlng rat.o for those who intended to get out was only about

0.04. This generai finding applies to "job satisfaction," "freedom,"
''security,' 'opportunity for advancement," '"family and social llfe,“
''cash earned" and ''total cash and other benefuts.“ From a comparison of
"the last two tabulations, shown,as XL| and XLII, respectuvely, it can be
seen that, at every level of probablllty of remaining in the Air Force,
the percentage of those who said Air Force "better' or '"far better' was
substantially higher for '"'total cash and other benefits," than for "cash,"
implying a general awareness or belief that Air Force non-monetary
benefits were superior to those in civilian life.

The final set of tabulations that was prepared concerned tﬁe
incidence of the '"P" response and 'blank'' response, respectively, to the

non-monetary benefit evaluation questions Table XLIIl shows the incidence

»

of P's”and blanks for eich benefit. It is quite obvious that respondents
found certain questions particularly difficult to deal with. In two
cases —home loan fnsurance, and Federal tax break—the balance between
P's and blanks suggests, and other evidence makes clear, there was far
less than the average amount of knowledge of their meaning or content.
For certain other benefits the incidence of P's was marked: those
related to health (dependent, personal and sick pay); retirement; and
annual leave. For SGLI and education’ the incidence was also far from
negligible. In view of the comparative open-endedness of health expenses
there could be some—but not much—rational justification for the ''P"
response in these cases; but what is to be said about SGLI, which cannot
possibly be worth more than $15,000, plus some modest amount, say $5,000,

%

for burial-related expenses, for a lump sum, one time payment of $20,000 \\,

(which,with a lufe expectancy of 2 years, might, be worth, say, $1,000 per
month).

A still more illuminating tabulation of the P's is shown in Table |
XLIV, by benefit and questionnaire type. First, it may be observed that
the incidence of P's at Lackland, (i.e., primarily among E-1/'s),

extremely high, being—for many benefits—3 or more times that for the
sample as ai whole. Further, the incidence of blanks at that base is
extremely: low for almost all benefits, but the reason is not clear.
Secondly, the incidence of P's with the validating questionndire is
eAtremely low, particularly when it is recalled that, for these question-
naires, all the responses for the highest category (over $10,000 per
month) were counted as P's, whereas for all other questionpaires the
responderit had to wrlte ‘Wpr'—which, he had been instructed, was to mean
$1,000,000 per month or more! It is clear that, if :the questionnaire type
had no influence, the incidence of P?s should have been higher for the
validating, not lower. It is also apparent from the Table that there is
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a very minor offset to.this effect in the incidence of responses over
$2,500. Finally, it is noted that the incidence of P's is slightly lower,
in general, for the basic questionnaire than for the sequential or -

“educational. The explanation for this phenomenon is, almost certainly,
the markedly higher proportion of blanks in the basic questionnaire,
which, in turn, is probably due to the high incidence of non-response to
Part Il of the questionnaire in one of the bases receiving the basic
questionnaire.

N 10. REGRESSION ANALYSIS

a. Preliminary Steps

i The foregoing findings .are certainly complex ‘and confusing, and
possibly inconsistent as well. The possibility of inconsistency arises
from the fact that the explanatory factors are being looked at one or

. two at a time, yet the conclusion which seems complietely clear is that

there are a multiplicity of factors at work simultaneously, whether one
is attempting to "explain'" the.valuation of a non-monetary benefit or
the probability of remaining in the Air Force till retirement.

3
.

Consider, as a case in point, the facts that (1) there appears to
be a relationship between the draft question response and the valuation
of non-monetary benefits; (2) there appears-to be a relationship between
""Armed Forces relatives' responses and the valuation of non-monetary
benefits; and (3) there appears to be a relationship between the two
"independent' factors just mentioned, i.e., between 'draft" responses

" and "Armed Forces relatives' responses. .Are there indeed effects of both
variables on the valuation of non-monetary benefits, or is only one
influential, or is there a more basic third factor—say, "probability of
remaining in the Air Force''—which affects both? Or do both factors
influence ''probability of remaining in the Air Force," which, in turn,
influences the evaluation of non-monetary benefits?

When so many factors are at work simultaneously the most promising -
way to make inferences from the data may be via regression analysis.
Even this is a very faint hope, because regression analysis tends to
break down when many variables must be used: it is almost impossible to
avoid serious correlation between the independent variables in such
circumstances. Nevertheless rhe effort was made.

Before presenting the -umerical results of this effort it is
important to point out that the foregoing results were used in various
ways to formulate ‘the regression problem. To jllustrate: after careful
study of the preceding data it was hypothesized that the population of
respondents with less than 48 months' service might be importantly
different from those with longer service—a hypothesis which might well
have been formulated in advance. This hypothesis led to the introduction
into the regression analysis, of two variables,. rather than one, to
represent '‘length of service.'" ’ ;
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Similarly, the focregoing results were used to help make decisions
about such matters as: should 14 variables be permitted to enter into the
regression analysis to represent the 14 bases which provided responses?
-Should each of the 9 ethnic groups differentiated in the.questionnaire be
permitted to enter the -regression individually? What about the L possible
responses to each of the 15 questions about non-monetary benefit under-
standing? Obviously it.was necessary to eliminate some factors judgment-
ally, since the number of candidates quickly became astronomical.

Nevertheless, while judgments about definition of variables (e.g.,
the gr.uping of responses) were, in some instances; .made entirely in
terms of the foregoing analysis, in no case was a variable dropped out
entirely by virtue of that analysis. Instead a small number of trial
regressions were undertaken in order to -make ''final" judgments. To
illustrate: in a few trials, all 14 responding bases were permitted/as
independent explanatory variables, but this preliminary regression
analysis suggested that this was not a promising way to categorize bases.
Most bases had coefficients which were not statistically significant.
Close study of these trials also suggested that the distinctions between
urban and non-urban, and between large and small, would not prove to be ’
statistically significant within a multiple regression framework. This
left as the only promising basis of categorization the distinction
between questionnaire types.

In sum, the results presénted earlier, together with the results
of some preliminary regressions, were used in a judgmental fashion to
(1) eliminate some possible explanatory factors, and (2) help define
those that remained—the candidate variables—in a concrete and explicit
way for purposes of regression analysis. This point is being emphasized
because general experience with regression analysis clearly indicates
that apparently minor differences in definition or formulation can have
quite marked influence on regression results, and may .well cause a
hypothesis to be rejected which is, in fact, true. Thus, the hypothesis
that there is a significant difference between urban and non-urban bases
may, in fact, be true, but was, as a practical matter, rejected because
it was not possible to study very many regression formulations—one of
which might well hayg/éipported the hypothesis—although the actual
trials did not. S/ .

b. oefini/40f Candidate Variables .

For the regress.ion analysis whose results are presented below,
the following variables were defined:

Y; = the natural logarithm of the dollar valuation placed on the i-th
. non-monetary benefit, i =1, 2, ..., 15,
Y16 = the probability of remaining in the Air Force till retirement.

S
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the likelihood that benefit i (i =1, 2, ..., 15) will be used;
where the variable takes on the value 5 for a response of ”Very
likely," 4 for "likely," 3 for "unlikely,' 2 for ''very unlikely,"
1 for "no idea." X

<

| for a validating questionnaire, 0 for all other

o

i for a sequential questionnaire, 0 for all other
1 for an educational questionnaire, 0 for all other

length of service in months, if less than 48; otherwise 0.
length of service in months, if greater than or equal to 48;
otherwise 0.

number of  dependents

~
o

educational level—a number from 1 to 6, corresponding to the 6
questionnaire categories from "Elementary school' up to '"Post-

graduate degree.'

1 for Rowan Catholic, 0 for all other

1 for Britjsh, 0 for all other

1, for German, ltalian and ''Other European,' 0 for all other
| for African and Latin-American, 0 for all other |

1 if Armed Forces relatives include parents, 0 for all other

1 if Armed Forces relatives include brothers/snsters, 0 for all
other -

0 if female, or if male and response to draft question is ''No;"
1 if male and response is '"Probably not;' 2 if male and response

. is "Probably;' 3 if male and response is ''Yes' or ''Does not apply."

a score based on identification of the three most important
factors in deciding whether to remain in the Air Force, and ‘the
Air Force-civilian comparisons for these factors. For Air Force
""far better" score 1; for '"better' score 2; for ''same'’ score 3;
for 'worse'' score b4; for '"far worse' score 5. Then weight scores
for the three most important factors, by 3, 2 and 1, respectively,
and sum. The maximum weighted score |s 30. Low score indicates
"Air Force better.'
i e .
v > &
the sum of the ''no' responses to the inducement question, running
from 0 to 10. .
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X32 = a score based on ''understanding'' responses concerning the 15 non-
monetary benefits. Score 1 for '"no idea,'" 2 for '"some idea," 3
for ""good idea," 4 for "complete understanding;'' and sum over all
benefits, giving a maximum score of 60. %

}

X33 = @ score based on the Air Force-civilian comparison of the 13-
features unrelated to compensation, monetary or otherwise,
including freedom, job satisfaction, opportunity for advancement,

- etc. Score | for Air Force '"far better, 2 for "better," 3 for
"'same,' 4 for "worse," 5 for ''far worse,'t and sum. Maximum score 65.

-

* o

Xz, = 1 if male, 0 otherwise.

the natural logar:ithm of the sum of expected USAF cash earnings
and the value placed on total USAF non-monetary benefits.

>
w
v
1

X3¢ = the natural logarithm of the sum of expected civilian cash earnings
and the value placed on total civilian non-monetary benefits.

X35 = the'natural logarithm of cash earnings expected while Lﬁ USAF

The numerical analysis reported on below involved, then, a total
of 53 variables. The variables X; (i = 1, 2, ..., 37) were independent
variables only, while the variables Y. (i=1,2, ..., 16) were dependent
variables and—under somé conditions—independent as well. Before describ-
ing the analysis, however, it may be appropriate to discuss the absence
of certain variables whiich, in some-‘sense, are obvious candidates for
inclusion; e.g., age, marital status, pay grade. A number of possibilities -
of this type were dropped on the grounds that-they had to bg so highly
correlated with independent variables alrsady defined, that it would not
-be possible to have confidence .in the results if they were included, To°
be sure, it was a matter of judgment that excluded, say, pay grade, and
included such correlated factors as length of service and education—
perhaps pay grade could have been utilized as a substitute for both.

N

This is not to deny that, by adding pay grade, age, etc., to the
existing list of independent variables, it would be possible to. achieve
higher correlation coefficients; but, since the objective here is under-
standing rather than prediction, it seemed more important to achieve
results which would not have undue difficulties of interpretation.

A stepwise regression program was used to cbtain a regression
equation for each of the Y; (i =1, 2, ..., 16). Subject® to certain
restrictions any of the 53 variables were permitted to '"come in'" as
explanatory factors, and no variables were ""forced in." The restrictions
adopted were as follows: .

(1) With Y (i =1, 2, ..., 15) as the dependent variable,only X;
(i=1,2, ..., 15) was permitted to enter out of the Ist 15 X'§;
i?e.,'Xj was ruled out if j # i.

ERIC N
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(2) For A (i=1,2, ..., 15) a5 a dependent variable, Y. [(j = 1,
2, ..., 15) were deleted as independent variables. *

c. Regression Results .

The results of the application of the regre55|on program for
variables Y ‘(i =1, 2, ..., 15) are shown as Table Ill. Variables whose
coeffncnents had t- values of less than 1.96 are not shown.l9 Thus, the
first equation in the Table should be interpreted as

Yy = 8.50 4+ 0.125% |+ 0.403%, - 0.364X,
- 0 00256X + 0.140X - 0.]73X22
+ 0.380X26 - 0.]97X28 - 0.003X31
+ 0.574x/ +0.60kX,_ - 0.177X

even though the monetary variables are defined as natural algorithms.ll

10yhen the ‘t-value exceeded 1.96 this indicated that the null hypothesis—
that the coefficient in question was zero—could be rejected at the 95%
confidence Jevel. This value of t is taken from the cumulative normal
distribution, which t approaches in the limit, and WhICh is appropriate
with sample SJZeS of more than 120. See Brownlee, op. cit., pp. 280-284.

UTthe monetary variables have enormous range compared to any.other variae
bles used: thus, for example, the number of dependents may run from 0 to
6, while the valuation of a benefit may run from $0 to $2500 (or more in
thescase of retirement). It is apparent—and experimentation confirms—
that a linear relation between such variables will not go far to "explain"
anything. The practical choice was therefore between (a) assuming multi-
plicative relationships, putting all-variables in logarithmic form,

(b) using. higher order moments of the independent variables, and

(c) defining certain variables as logarithms. The first possibility, was
rejected because so many of the independent variables had quite arbitrary
scales to start with, e.g., education, draft influence, attitudes to the
Air Force, ethnic group, and so on; and it was felt that, to impose an
additional transformation oh these variables might make them all but
unintelligible. The second possibility was rejected because, considering
all of the variables, it |ntroduced too many possible forms to be explored
and there would not even be an a_priofi test of the reasonableness of

the signs of the coefficients. The third possibility—to introduce loga-
rithmic transformations of variables whose range appeared to present a .
problem (i.e., all money variables) —seemed to be the simplest and most
reasonable'way to introduce non-linearity, and was therefore adopted.
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TABLE Il1l1: REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND THEIR STANDARD
ERRORS FOR 15 NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EQUATIONS
\

INDEPENDENT DEPENDENT VARIABLES
VARIABLES - :
‘- Dependent Personal Sick
t Health (Y;) Health (Y,) Pay (Y,)
|
, Stand- Stand- Stand+
Coeffi- ard Coeffi ard ceffi- ard
cient error cient error cient error
Intercept 8.50 {0.0344 | 1.58 . }0.963 }. :
Use prob. X, | 0.125 : - <7
Use prob. X2 (+) .
, Use prob. X3 . . 0.169 {0.0457 i
USAF career pb. Yig| °
Valid. quest. Xyg} 0.409 {0.101 0.553 }0.0855 0.560 }0.108
Sequ. quest. X17 . ¢ \ ‘
Educ. quest. X1g1-0.364 }0.163 (<)

Service < 48 m. Xjq :
Service > 48 m. X29}-0.0025640.000520}-0.00216 0.000380]-0.C0130 0.0948
No. dependents  X,;! 0.140 }0.0327 :

Educ. level X,,1-0.173 10.0373 }-0.133 {0.0316 |-0.198 }0.0397
R. C. religion Xz3 (+) 0.189 {0.0756
British Xoul (=) ' ) -0.298 }0.116
© German X25y ° . , .
African Xog! 0.380 }0.138 0.454 10.117 0.324 }o0..148
Parents - Xo91  (+) :
Siplings X2g{-0.197 10.0830 (-) . -0.178 {0.0891
Draft infl. X29 .
Imp. factors X3¢ o .
Inducements X31{-0.0300 }0.0145 :-0.0339 }0.0123 {-0.0671 {0.0156
Understanding X32{ (-) (-) ()
A.F./civ. comp. X33 . (-) 1)
. Male ! Xaq 0-57lf 0.160 (')
" A.F. cash & ben. X3s| 0.604 [0.0732 | 0.650 {0.0625 | 0.504 [0.0429
! Civ. cash & ben. Xsg |0 o+ (+)
A.F. cash . X3,1-0.177 10.0757_{-0.219 10./0647 .
Corr. coeff. _ U. 56 . 458 ©0.426
Stand. error 1.33 1.14 1.43
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TABLE 111}:

INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES

intercept

Use prob.

Use prob.

Use prob.

USAF career pb.
Valid. -quest.
Sequ. questa
Educ. quest.
Service < 48 m.
Service > 48 m.
No. dependents
Educ. level

R. C. religion
British -
-German

African-
Parents
Siblings

Draft infl.
Imp. factors
tnducements
Understanding
A.F./civ. comp.
Male

A.F. cash & ben.
Civ. cash & ben.
“A.F. cash

Corr. coeff.
Stand. error

-

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND THEIR STANDARD ERRORS
FOR 15 NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EQUATIONS

(CONT.)

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

PRI S

80

{ - v Base
Commissary (Y,) Exchange (Ys) Food (Y¢)
‘ ! Stand- ,Stand- ~ Stand-
Coeffi- ard Coeffi- ard Coeffi~ ard
cient error ! cient error cient error
' 2.09 2.49 2.53 ,
Xy i 0.127  0.0412 .
Xs * ' 0.112 {0.0510 ¢
XG ) ! (+)
Yyes ; .
x:§§ 0.475 {0.0837 | 0.648 [0.0967 | 0.296 { 0.0813 | .
X17° (-) -0.335 {0.103 :
Xlex :
X;z"u 00163;o 00440 1 -0 00142{0.000460} (-)
X217 0.114 ¢0.0247 : (+) : R
22.-0 222 .0.0315 |-0.167 10.0364 {-0.271 . 0.0298
X23i (+) 1 1
Xp1,:-0.248 ;0.0899 i (=)
Xps! (+) L) L
Xzgi 0.241 .0.115 ; 0.487 :0.130 0.389 - 0.111
X27°  (+) ‘ L :
'ngi; (-) (-) (-)
X9 | :
X30. H .
X3, -0.0415 10.0126 {-0.0470  0.0143 (-)
X32,-0.00996;0.00417 | -0.0136 {0.00469 {-0.0100! 0.00363
X33:~0.0112 {0.00423 | -0.0201 ! 0.00489 .} (-)
Xsui (=) 1 -0.427 ;o0.150. (-)
X35! 0.428 10.0336 | 0.537 ‘0.0698 0.414 10,0314
X3g! (+) 0.0578 {0.0251 (+)
X3z _(2) -0.160_{0.0716 i
i 0.485 0.477 0.428
i 1.1 1.26 .08
)
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INDEPENDENT

VARIABLES

'ntercept,

" Use prob.

Use prob:

Use prob.

. USAF career pb.
_Valid. quest.
Sequ. quest.
Educ. quest.
Service < 48 m.
Service >_48 m.
No. dependents.
Educ. level

R. C. religion
British

German

‘African
Parents
Siblings

Draft infl.
Imp. factors
Inducements
Understanding
A.F./civ. comp
Male
A.F,
Civ.
A.F. cash
Corr. coeff.
Stand. “error

©

TABLE i11:

cash ¢ ben;
cash -& ben.

1 .
REGRESSION COEFFiCIENTS AND THEIR STANDARD ERRORS
FOR 15. NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EQUATIONS (CONT.)

-

L

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Housing (Y7) Recreation (Yg) Education (Yg){e
: ! Stand- Stand- stand-
Coeffi- ‘ard .| Coeffi- ard Coeffi- ard
cient error cient error cient | error
1.86 1.38 1.75
X7 .
Xg l 0.262 {0.0475 -
Xq 0.503 {0.051k4
Y . ° .
Xiz 0.236 {0.0663 0.762. {0.118 0.802 1{0.125°
X17 -)
18 -
X19 . T .
X20 -0.00190] 0. 000490 -g.OOhIS 0.00630
X21|° 0.0454 | 0.0164 (=) ‘ 4
X220 . -0.224 {0.0437 -0.361 0.0474
X23 (+)
Xo4 (-) -0.282 |0.134
X25| 0.150 {0.0553 (-) (+)
X561 0.228 10.0945 0.706 10.161 0.752 1{0.173
X, 7 :
xéz -0.108 {0.0538 | -0.256 }0.0976 |-0.343 0.103
X29 1 '
X30
X3, -0.0344 10.0173 -0.0411 }0.0182
Xzol (=) ‘ (=) -0.0128 }0.00623
X33{-0.00685( 0.00315{ -0.0283 {0.00600 | (-) ,
Xgu| (+) (-) -0.611 10.196
X35! 0.345 10.0485 | 0.373 }0.0469 | 0.703 :0.0910
X36 ' (+) "
Xy,1 0.115 ]0.0498 (-) 1 -0.303 i0.0942
0.503 - 0.420 0.531
| 0.887. .. 157 L 1.66. .
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TABLE 111: REGRESS.ION COEFFICIENTS AND THEIR STANDARD ERRORS ¢
FOR -15 NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EQUATIONS (CONT.)

INDEPENDENT -
" VARIABLES . DEPENDENT VARIABLES
. et o el e
Life B Home Loan . “q
Insurance (Yjg)} Insurance (Y1) Travel (Y;2)
. Stand-] Stand- . Stand-
Coeffi- ard Coeffi- ard Coeffi- ard )
cient error cient -| error cient error
Intercept 2.61 -2.19 ©2.56 ! .
. Use prob. X109/ +) - ¢,
Use prob. X11 0.0232 }0.0437 :
Use prob, X5 ° 0.313 i0.0417
USAF career pb. Y4
Valid. quest. X1} 0.750 | 0.0953 " 0.965 |0.126 0.990 [0.114
Sequ. quest. X1 -0.291 i0.121
Educ. quest X18 . :
Service < 48 m. X4 , o
‘. Service > 48 m. Xagl' (-) -0.00371{ 0.000530{ -0.00199] 0.000570
No. dependents X213 . -0.121 0.0334
Educ. level X201-0.228 0.0358 -0.412 0.0467 -0.214 0.0422
R. C. religion X, 3 (+) 0.292 {0.112 (+) ;
¢ \ British qu 0.209 0.102 (=) ; -0.290 0.120
a German X5 . N
African - X26 0.429 0.132 0.640 0.173 0.594 0.155
Parents . X27 B ) -
Siblings Xog| (=) i . {-0.373 jo. I/bs (-)
Draft infl. Xag i
Imp. factors X390 . .
*  Inducements X3p|7v-0392§0.0133 | (=) 1
Understanding X3,1-0.0113 0.00h3h§ "-0.0149 [ 0.00558
"A.F./civ. comp. Xy -0.0144) 0.00481 ] -0.0222 0.0Q§|3 -0.0225 | 0.00554 .
‘ Male X3, (=) : -) | | -0.499 }jo.179 |,
A.F. cash & ben. X35/ 0.381 | 0.0373 0.648 10.0921 0.548 }0.0815
Civ. cash &'ben. Xyg 1 (+) : (+) a
A.F. cash X391 (=) -0.304 10.0955 | -0.226 [0.0844 |
Corr. coeff. .o 0.440 - < 0.487 0.528
Stand. error '
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TABLE I11:. REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND THEIR STANDARD ERRORS N N
: . FOR 15 NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EQUATIONS' (CONT.) S\
o h f‘b . \\\ : \ -
- ‘ A Q§\\ -
INDEPENDENT ) : :
- VARIABLES DEPENDENT VA{NABLES‘ N * \
Retirement (Yy3) [ « Leave (Y14) Tax Break (¥;s)
. Stand- . Stard- . Stand-
. Coeffi- ard Coeffi- ard Coeffi- . ard
¢ient erro cient arror ‘cient error -
Intercept -0.817 - .| 1.66 0.99
Use prob. X13| 0.111 10.0455 U
Use pl"Ob. Xlz* . ’
Use prob. X5 . o 0.309 | 0.0352
USAF career pb. Y‘is"'0;0690 0.019F T : -o. X
Valid. quest. . X;g{ 0.379 {0.111 0.582 { 0.106 0.711 40.115 -
Sequ. quest. X17 (=) S T
Educ.. quest. X1gf (+) .
Service < 48 m. Xig °. - '
Service > L3 m. X290 0.00178i 0.000610}. (-) R -0.00184 0.000470
No. dependents X011 .. . O o : ?
Educ. level X2 (+) -0.107 { 0.0391 | -0.181 | 0.0422
R. C. religion Xa3| -(+) s : (+) .
British X,y -0.327 {0.123
German Xos| (=) (+) . (+)
African Xog 0.325 | 0.145 0.319 {0.158:
Parents - X27 . e - -
Siblings X,g]-0-229 {4.0919 ’ (=)
‘praft infl. Xog e e . -
Imp. factors X3ol * .
Inducements X 1]-0.0649 {0.0175 (-) : " (=)
Understanding X34 o -0.0124§ 0.00472 () 8
A.F./civ. comp. X33 . . =0.:0240 | 0.00558 :
Male X gy . -y v 7 - (-) ' b
A.F. cash- & ben. X35| 1.21 10.0826 ¢ 0.663 | 0.0762 | 0.443 } 0.0459 '
Civ. tash & ben. X3¢|-0.0632 ;0.0291 (+) . {(+)
A.F. cash X3,]-0.523 10.0837_1-0:2149] 0.0800
Corr. coeff. 0.633 0.381 0. 445
Stand« error { T.1.b49 1.4 1.53
° ‘ .
+ " i‘.i °
~» //
o . 70 . . ) B ,,/,/ i
S
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Y For the 16th regression equatlon, dealing with the probablllty of
remaunlng in the Air Force till retlrement, the result was:

Vg = 0.574 +0.00131X,5 - 0.00928X3, - 0.029X3, + 0.0277Xy,
.~ 0.00610X33 + 0.0175X99 + 0.0194X,, + 0.0199Y;3

< . e . 3
e - 0.00248X,4 - 0.00152Y, +.0.0782X3, + 0.00178Xs,

For this-regression the correlation coefficient was 0.83 and the standard
error of estimate 0.22.
Consnderlng the complexity of the |nterrelat|ons (as demonstrated
. by earlier results), and considering, too, the difficulty of the subject~
. matter of the questionnaire, and the known handicaps imposed by the actual
survey administration, there is a remarkable degree of consistency and
, reasonableness associiated with the results. Some of thesé aspects of the
* results can be 5ummed‘gp as follows:
. S . S
(1) For each of the 15 non-monetary benefit, regressions an extremely
important variable in predicting the deperident variable was what
might be called the respondent*?’total economic expectations if
he were to remain in USAF, where the varlable in question is
defined more precisely as the average amount ‘of cash the
-- respondent expects to earn if he remains in USAF till retirement,
plus the value he has placed on the totality of USAF non-monetary
benefits. The hjigher the individual's économic expectations the
more. he values any given non-morietary benefit.
T ,
(2) For each of the 15 non-monetary benefits the type of questionnaire
does enter as a -quite significant variable? specifically, the vali-
dating questionnaire yields higher (corrected) values of the non-
monetary benefiﬁs‘than any of the others. In twe cases- (benefits)
the sequential questionnaire also showed up as significantly lower
than the basic or educational. Although there is no real evidence,
it may not be & coincidence that, in only one-benefit—the first—
the educational questlonnalre was significant (and, a$ it happens,
‘generated lower 'values than any other); i.e., perhaps the educa- >
tional .package was viewed as too difficult to use, or not
informative enough, after the first use. .

N

..(3) For each of the 15 non-monetary pcnefits except retlrement the re-

spondents’' education was significant. In each of the 14 instances, 3
the higher the education of the respondent the lower the value ) )
. placed on the non-monetary benefit. : . $
B

(4) For edch of the 15 non-monetary benefits except retirement the re-
spondents' "ethnic group' was significant. In each of the il
instances, the group which identified ‘tseif as being of African or

° Latin-American origin placed higher values on the beneflts than any
. other. In addition, for six benefits, those of declared British
extraction had sngnlflcantly lower valuations. than anyone else :

o7 : ‘
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(5) In 10 of the 15 equations, probability of use of the benefit
showed up as a significant explanatory factor (and, at lower t
values than those required for inclusion in Table ILl, in an
additional 3 equations). In every instance the hlgher the

_probability of use the higher the value placed on the benefit.

Only fof "housing'' and ''leave' was there no.sign of sngnlflcance 12
(6) In 8 of the 15 equations, respondents with siblings |h the Armed
Forces showed up ac a significant facfor in explaining the value
placed on non-monetary benefits; and, at lower than acceptable
t levels, an additional 6 showed up. In every instance the effect
was to reduce the valuation of hon-monetary beneflts In the
remaining benefit (leave) snbllngs dld not show up’at ail. .

(7) In only one instance—dependent health—did males tend to place

a higher value on a benefit than females. In 3 benefits males
were significantly lower, as ‘shown in the Table; but in an
additional 9 beneflus, the negative male effect showed up at
lower than acceptable t levels. For twe benefits, retirement and
personal health, sex did not enter at'&ny t level.

(8) For _ benefits, the number of ”ﬁb” responses to inducements to

v remain in the Air Force, was a s.gnlflcant explanatory factor; and,
at lower t levels, -iff &k more. In every instance the greater the
number of '""noes' the lower the valuation of benefits. For two

0 beneflts, thi's variable did not enter at all.

(9) For 11 beneflts, Iength of service, if greater. than or equal to 4
48 months, proved to be a.significant explanatory factor, as
shown in the Table, and the direction of effect could be ascer-
tained in an-additional 3, - lower t levels. In every ingtance,
except retirement, the valuation went down with length.of service.
"(For housing even the direction of effect could not be ascertained).
On the other hand, if length of service was less than 48 months,
it was not a sngnlflcant_explaqatory variable for any benefit. _
Therefore, other things being equal, those in the first enlistment
tended to place higher values on 13 benefits, a lower. value on
retirement, and the same value on housing.

: ; . .

(10) Economic expectations in civilian life (cash plus benefits) are
sngnnflcant in only 3 benefits, but at lower t levels, showed up
in an additional 9. In all 12, except retirement, the hlgher the
expectations with regard to civilian life the higher the valuation
of non-monetary benefits. )

» * *

12The rules adopted for cut-off of the step-wise regression were such
that che program term ated .before all of the permissible var.iables
actually entered. /p ,

®
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("v) Religion is shown in the Table for only 2 benerlts,-but skowed up
for an additional 7 at lower t levels. In;every instance the
Rofan Catholic respondent tended to pIaceka higher vaIue on the
benef it than others

(12) For 9 benefits the benefit understanding score is shown as a
significant explantory factor, and the direction of effect could
be ascertained, with lower t values, in 4 additional equations.
In all 13 equations the effect of self-assessed high "understanding'

> is low valuation of the non-monetar; benefit.

©

« . (13) For 8 benefits, as shown in the Table, and for the additional 3
benefits for which d|rect|on of effect could be ascertained at
lower t levels, the Air Force- ‘civilian. comparison score (based
only on factors cther than monetary or non-monetary compensation)
was a significant explanatory factor. For all 11 equations, those
with scores less favorable .to the Air Force placed lower values
on ndn-monetaty benefits. Note that the questions involved in this _
score’ relate only to sucii faciors as security, freedom, family °
life, etc.—the last 13 items of Question 22, Part | of the
questlonnalre, as shown in Appendlx l.
. <
(14) The number of dependents appenrs five times in Table Ill. As the
number of dependents -increases the valuations placed, respectively,
on dependent health, Comnissary, hous i ng and life insurance rise;
t"falls for travel. There:is also a suggestion, at lower t values,
that the Base Exchange valuation rises with dependents, while the
" recreation valuation falls with dependents. ,

(15) The ptobability of remaining in-the Air Force till retirement was
a significant explanatory factor in on'y one of the non-monetary
benefits—retirement. ‘

(16) Neither the: response to the draft question, nor the score based on
the identification of the factors most important to a decision
about remaining .in the Air Force, was skgnificant as an explanatory
factor for any of the 15 non-monetary benefits.

(17) Even with as many as 13 significant explanatory variables, the
unexplainéd variance of non-monetary benefits is high.

. . Yol

(18) 1n retrospect it would have been better to make a choice between
X35 and X35, for the 15 non- monetary equations, rather than to
permit both to enter—as they sometimes did. There is no reason to
believe.that any of the foregoing results are affected thereby,.,
but X35 and X35 are correlated with each other, and it is difficult
to attribute independent significance to them, either statistically

° . or conceptualiy.

“




¢

& -

Turning, now, to the probability 6f remaining in the A|r Force
till retirement, it may be seen that

(a) Length of service is important. The probability goes down during -
the first enlistment and rises thereafter.

(bY The probability of remaining in the Air Force rises with number
of dependents, with educational level, and with benefit under-
standlng (self- aSSeSSed), and is higher for males.

(¢) The probability of‘remaining in the Air Force falls with draft
response (lower for those who say they would not have joined in
the absence of the draft). It also falls if the factors identi-
fied by the respondent as mos: important to the decision are .
factors in which the respondent thinks the Air Force compares

* unfavorably with civilian_ )ife. it falls, too, as the number of
'"no''responses to the |nduc°ment question increases; -and ‘it falls
as the Air Force civilian comparison score (non- c0mpensat|on)
features) rISeS, i.e., it is low if the Anr Force is vnewed
unfavorably compared to cnvnllan llfe

(¥

-

(d) Economic expectations, whether for an Air Force or civilian career,
do not appear as explanatory factors. At a- somewhat more detailed
level, neither Air Force cash expectations nor the total value

»placed on non-monetary benefits, appear to be significant. .

(e) Neveftheless, two specific nof-monetaiy benefits show up as
explanatory variables. The probability of remaining in the Air
Force rises with the value placed on the retirement benefit, but

> fatls as the value placed on the personal health benefit rrSes.

® .

*




, SECTION V

/ . ) CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. OBJE¢T|VE OF SECTION ) *

A great many factual results have been presented in Section V.
Although all may be important, it is not easy to see which are particu-
larly pertinent to the central issues of thissstudy, or what their gener-
al. thrust may be: it is the objective of this section to relate the
quantitative findings to major purposes of the study.

) -Given that civilians were not surveyed ,-the underlying pur-
pose of the study must be viewed as being to investigate the relation
between retentions--not accessions--and non-monetary benefits; and a
number of "hypotheses were initially advanced -which have® some bearing
on this relation. In this section, therefore, as a first step, these
hypotheses will be discussed in the light of the numerical results.
Thereafter, the central study question will be considered. Finally, il
the coui'ses of action which, in the judgment of the investigators,. the

Air Force should follow; will be presented. .

-

.

X
2. THE HYPOTHESES

s

a.’ Benefits Have Finite Value

~#  ls it true that, for each benefit, thereois some finite rate of

compensation which will make the individual member of the Air Force feel

just as well off? The-broad answer to this question is certainly yes. It
is true that, on the average, about 7% of the time the evaluation ques-

" tions were answered by saying 'priceless''—i.e., more than $1,000,000 per

month—which, for practical purposes, is conceded to be infinity. On the
other hand, it is known with some assurance that "priceless' did not
always ‘mean a high value. Furthermore, with the validating questionnaire,
in only a hegligible proportion of responses—about 1%—were the highest
values available checked. Based on informal questioning there is some
reason to believe that 'P'" sometimes meant not 'priceless," but, rather,
“inability or unwillingness.to put a price on the benefit in question'':
the highest likelihood of a ''P' response is known to be associated with
E-1's and low educational level® It is believed “that some people do not
know how to approach and analyze such questions, partly because the ques-
tions 'are outside their experience,.and partly befause they lack a concep-
tual framework for coping with problems of uncertainty. An example of the
former is provided by the 18-year-old recruit who is asked to place a
value on health.benefits, but has never had any personal exposure to
health costs or health insurance costs. An example of the latter is
provided by the individual who knows that health costs can be astronomical,
and therefore believes that a pay increase, if it is to be compensatory

¥
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for a health benefit, must ée equally astronomical! Time and experience

may Help the former, but only appropriate educatlonal exposure may be
of heIp for the latter.

. In any event, it is conceded that there may be a few “"hard core'
cases who would really Teject a very large pay increase, in favor of
retaining a non-monetary benefit, but the data do not support the view -
that this is a serious problem quantitatively.

°

v

b. Variation Between Individuals

It was hypothesized that there would be great and unexplainable
variation between individuals in the values placed on non monetary bene-
fits. If there is one thing clearly established by this study it is the
fact of great variation between individuals who are similar with regard
to all observed characteristics; and the variation is unexplaunable in
terms of any factor introduced explicitly into this study. Ultimately,

however, it may be possible to account for some of this unexplained ‘o '
variability in terms of information available to%the respgndent, and in
terms of other environmental/genetic factors. . - :

.
. o

c. Explaisable Variatjon '

. The variation between individuals in terms of the value they place
on a particular non-monetary benefit is partly explainable. It is believed

that this study- has established that the foilowing factors do help to

explain observed differences in valuation, although not all of them are

usefui for all non-monetary benefits: (1) expcstations of total economic ° .
reward if an Air Force career is followed; (2) expectations of total
economic reward if a civilian career is followed; (3) length of service;
(4) number of dependents; (5) educational level; (6) sex; (7) Armed Forces

relatives; (8) religion; (9) ethnic -dentlflcatlon, (10) comparative
evaluatjon of non-compensation attributes of Air Force and civilian life;

| (11) ;éﬁf assessment of benefit understanding; (12) expectations with .

f respecCt to benefit use, or probability of gain from benefits; (13) number

; of ‘hanges (inducements) required to make the individual stay in the Air

| Forice; (14) the way in which the individual is permitted, by the question-

I

l
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naitre, to respond to the valuation question. There is also a strong N
“indication that, for the retirement benefit only, the probability of’
.remaining in the Air -Force may be an important explanatory factor. .

In addition—or instead—other factors may be important but could
not be accep¥ed or rejected because of correlation with the foregoing fac-
tors and/or with each other: age, current income, rank, base and base type.

|

| \ e 3. .

| Despite the multiplicity, of factors which have explanatory value
f they leave @ great deal unexplained, as pointed out earlier. :
: P :
!

o

d. Valuations And Probability Of Use .

The positive association between non-monetary benefit ,valuations
[ . » ;
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. : and'the.peréeived probabilities of use of the respective benefits has
" .. been established, it is believed, as discussed in c., above.

.

- :
* 2

e, Total Value Versus Sum Of Values’

Is there.a difference between the dollar value attributed to the

. total non-mopetary benefit package and the sum of the values attributed
to the benefit< considered one at a time? The answer is certainly affirm-
ative. According to evidence presented earlier, the magnitude of the N

- difference can be expressed by saying that the sum of the individual

values is about 85% higher than tie value of the benefits considered col-
lectively. This is a possible measure of the extént towhich, on the average,
the Air Force-provided non-manetary benefits fail to conform to the
benefits which the individual would choose to purchase to maximize his
own, utility (satisfaction), if given a sum of money, -instead of benefits,
suf ficient to make him feel as well off as he feels now.

° -

@

f.  The Intractable

- It was hypothesized that there would be a "'substantial number' =«
of individuals in the sample who could not be induced to remain- in the
"Ai.r Force by any change in monetary or non-monetary benefits. |t is a
reasonable assumption, in view of the finite value of non-monetary
benefits, that, for an individual for whom there is no monetary (cash)
compensation, however large, which is sufficient to induce him to remain
in the Air Force, there will also be no non-monetary benefit which is
sufficient. On this assumption, and excluding those who definitely intend .
‘to remain ip the Air Force till retirément, the survey shows that about
29% -of the respondents could not be induced to remain in the Air Force )
.by any amount (or form) of coapensation. However, about one-third of ‘
those might be induced to remain by non-compensation changes, such as a
choice of location or job assignment. Still exciuding those who are .
already committed (by existing inducements), to an Aif.Force career, this » ¥
leaves about one rerson in five who could not be induced to remain in < B
the Air Force by any amoynt of compensation and any change in the non- .
compensation.factors identified in the survey. .

¢ ~

g.. Influence Of The Questionnaire

-~

.

. Does the guesticnnaire make a difference to the valuation of non- -~ .
monetary benefits? There is no doubt whatever’that the answer is 'yes." <
More specifically, when the individual was asked to respond by circling
one -of a series of dollar values, printed on the questionnaire, represent-
ing an amount he would accept in lieu of a benefit, rather than by writing
in & sum of money to represent the precise value of the benefit, the ° -
former turned out to be.significantly higher. But why? At first glance,
the explanation is that the lowest amount an individual "would accept"
should be higher than the amount representing the precise value of the
benefit. However, every response to the validating questioanire was

>
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"corrected' down to the midpoint of the next lower interval, for if the
lowest amount an individual:would accept was $800, say, and the next
lower amount printed on. the questionnaire was $700, his point of -
indifference had to be between the two, and, for regression and most
other purposes was treated as being at $750. There is no rezson for this
to.introduce any significant bias, therefore. .

.

A second explanation runs in terms of the fact that people who
wanted to say ''priceless' could not do so, but, instead, expressed their
feelings. by circling very high numbers. Howevér, it has already been
shewn that those who chose to circle’ the highest available category

('*$10,000+") constituted only about 1% of the validating responses whereas

“R's,“ on the, average, constituted about 7% of other responses. Hence

the absénce of the "P'" option cannot account for the observed effects.
The most plausible explanation consistent with the findings is,

in the view of the investigators, that respondents were influenced by

the nature of the physical display. It was, of course, clear that ''$0"

and "'$10,000+" were the extreme permissible values; and the relative

paucity of '""$10,000+'" responses may. be due to the reluctance of people

to dppear to be extremists. (In the basic questlonnalre "P'' was givehn

official sanction as a permissible résponse, even though a mild attempt

was made to discourage it). Indeed, the hypothesis being advanced here

is that some individuals seek refuge in giving a mean or median response,

and it happens that, of the 66 permissible dollar answers, the 33rd and

34th are, respectively $400 and $450, dollars. However, these amounts are

about two to four times the mean valuatlons obtained from the basic

questionnaire for every benefit except retirement, so that, by chance,

the "normal'' answer perhaps suggested to some by the valldatlng questton-

naire was a relatively high answer. . ¢ ,

If this hypothesis is sound why is the validating response for
retirement not low, rather than high? Those who would tend to be heavily
influenced by the display would, no doubt, be those with little
independent knowledge or |nformat|on, i.e., the new recruits. On the
other hand those who have been in the service 15-25 years, say, and—as
discussed below—have a very special 'rela?nonshlp“ to that benefit,. are
quite familiar with the probable amounts due them when they retire, know
that large amounts would have to be collected in cash prior to retirement
(to compensate for, the hypothetical elimination of the benefit) and are °
not to be dissuaded from asserting its high value to them by anything so
minuscule as the possible responses provided on the questionnaire.
Roughly, then, for retirement—as for all other behefits—¢the hypothesis
is that those who are relatively well informed will not be influenced
significantly, while others will, on the average, be influenced—to

place higher values than they would’ in a completely open-ended situation—a

by the fact that the median values shown are high (relative to the mean)
It may also be noted that the responses in a central physical position,

. in the validating questionnaire, were even higher than the $400-450

discussed above. ) .
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Whatever the cause, hpwever, there is no doubt that the differences
between the validating and basic questionnaires did influence the results.
But what of the sequential questionnaire? There is some real evidence
that the sequentlai Guestionnaire did tend to reduce the valuations of
non<monetary beneflts, compared to the basic. However, the evidence
appears substantial for only two of the non-monetary benefits. It
appears reasonable to conclude that the exercise of comparing Air Force
and civilian benefits, thinking about inducements, etc., which was
necessary before benefit evaluation in.the basic questlonnaire (and
presumably impossible in the sequential) had some minor, posutive
effect on the evaluation of ‘benefits.

Except for-one benefit, there is no evidence that the educational’
experiment produced results significantly different from those obtained
with the basic questionnaire. It is suspected but with no hard evidence,
that the educational information prgovided wa$ not, in fact, used. The
problem of interpretation is complicated here, of course, by the very
small number of responses, representlng only one base.

s . ®

3., THE INFLUENCE OF NON-MONETARY BENEFITS ON RETENTIONS
It aﬁbears to be self-evident that, other things being equal,
the higher the valuation placed on non-monetary benefits, the more likely
the individual is to remain in the Air Force. On this assumption, if the
fggtors making for high benefit values can be identified, it will also
be possible to identify factors conducnve to retention of personnel.
I't is believed to be established that the following personal
factors make for high benefit valuations in general:

a. High exrccted total compensation, especially if expected .
within the Air Force; 5

~

b. ngh probability that: benéfits will be utilized;

c. African or Latin-American self-identification at one (hlgh)
extreme, British self-identificatlon at the other extreme;

d. Low length of service (except for retirement);
e. Low level of educaticn;

f. Llow self-essessment.of benefit underst: ading;
g. Susceptibility to possible inducements to remain in the Air Force;
h. A relativeiy favorable view of such Air Forcescivilian features

as-opportunity for advancement, job satisfaction, personal
freedom, etc. -

L%
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. make special efforts to encouraoe the recruitment of Blacks, Latin Ameri-

ERI!

i. Roman Catholic;

j- Female (except for dependent health);

k. Large-numqer of dependents, for dependent health, Commissary,
Base Exchange, housing and life insurance; small number of
dependents for recreation and travel.

If, ’then, the Air Force desired personnel who »lace high values
on non-monetary benefits (and who, presumptively, will be more inclined
to make the Air Force a career), the findings indicate that it should “

cans, Roman Catholics, women, the less educdted—and those who say they
“do not understand the benefits. Note the clear implication that "educa-

tional'" programs with regard to non-monetary benefits will not result in
higher valuation of benefits, but will—if the education is successful—
reduce the valuations.placed on them. -- , '
. - However, there is a logical problem. ltem (4), above, indicates

that high valuation of bcne?its-—except retirement—is associated. witth
Jow length of service; yet high valuation of benefits is sought in ‘the
belief that it will encourage Hugh length of service. Surely there is a
problem! Without question people who have been in the Air Force 3 Tong
time tend to place low values on nearly all non-monetary benefats (but
place a hlgh valué on the ret|rement benefit). 2

It is only when the questlon is turned aroun¢ that ~the pattern
begins to make sense. What factors make for high probablluty of remaining
in the Air Force? The probability of remaining in the Air Force: .

.
(1) lncreases-with length of service, (after .the Ist enlistment) i
educational Tevel, benefit undeystanding, and number of dependents,
and is higher for men . ) .

(2)  Decreases with length of service during the first enlistment, is
lower for those who were influenced by the draft, and for thosewho
felt that the Air Force gompared unfavorably with civilian life
in terms of (1) the factors selected by them as most important,
and (2) non-compensation features, such as socnal/famlly l:fe,

% “

freedom;- etc. o . . T

Thus, it can be seen that there are a number of apparent contra-
dictions. Generally, (except for retirement) long service increases the -
probability of remaining in the Air Force, but reduces the valuation of
non-monetary benefits Generally, more education increases the probability
of remaining in the Air Force, but reduces the valuation of non-monetary

“Benefits. Males have’ higher probability of remairiing in the Air Force,
but generally lower valuations of non-monetary benefits. Race, religion
and relatives arg significant in the evaluation of non-monetary benefits,

but have no demonstrable role with regard to probability of remaining

o
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in the Air Force. Dependents increase the probability of. remaining in
the Air Force, but have a mixed effect on the evaluation of non-monetary
benefits.

These: seeming contradictions can easily be resblved, however.
What is at fault is the basic premise from which the contradictions -flow:
the premise that high evaluations of non-monetary benefits make for high
probability of remaining in the Air Force. Once that general premise is
dropped the contradictions disappear. For example, there is then no
reason to expect. education or length of service to have similar effects

" on non-monetary benefit evaluatlons and on the probability of remalnlng

in the Alr Force.

But it is possible to go much further. In constructlng the
regression equation for the probability of remaining in the Air Force,

" the candidate explanatory variables included not only the valuations of

each non-monetary benefit, but also the valuations of total non-monetary
benefits. However, the total non-monetary benefit evaluation did not

-enter the regression, lmplylng that i-t—does—rot-help--te-Yexplain! the -

observed probability of remaining in the Air Force. .The fact that this
variable did not enter the regression provides positive support for the

"hypothesis that there is no close association, in general, between non-

monetary :benefit evaluations and probability of remaining in the Air Force.

* - o

However, two individual benefit valuations did enter the regressnon
equation.” The higher the value placed on the retirement benefit, the
higher the probability-of remalnnng in 'the Air Force. This result simply
confirms what was observéd in the regression constructed to explain the
valuatlon of the retirément benefit. It tends to confirm what other o
evidence suggests that those personnel in the Air Force who intend to

..remain_place very_high value on the retirement benefit; and, conversely,__

that the higher the value, the more likely they are to remain in the Air
Force. If there is any aspect of non-monetary benefits, individually or
collectively, which significantly affects the retention of personnel, it
is retirement. ‘

The other individual benefit valuation which appears to help

"explain!' the probability of remaining in the Air Force is that for '
personal health: the higher this valuation the lower the probability of
remaining in the Air ‘Force. The interpretation which should be placed on
this result is unclear, particularly since other evidence indicates that
this benefit appears as the "most important factor,'" in deciding whethef
to remain in the Air Force, only about the '"expected' number of.times.
(However, it should not be forgotten that the personal health benefit
was compared favorably with civilian life more frequently than any other
benefit, suggesting that the valuation was high even, and perhaps
especially, by those who were seriously considering leaving the Air Force.)
A purely speculative expladation is that those who place a high value on
this benefit are, other things being equal, those who have serious reason
to be concerned about the cost of its civilian couterpart, or those who

-
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anticipate its use; and such personnel perhaps do not tend to view an Aur
Force career as promising.

in sum, the evidence fails ,to support the positicn that non-moné-
tary benefn"——or monetary’ beneflts, for that matter—are, in general,
important in retaining personnel. Indeed, it is clear that, except for
retirement,. personnel place lower and lower values on non-monetary bene-
fits as length of service increases, at least after the first enlistment.
Bute if neither monetary nor non-monetary :sbenefits, nor their sum, are
influeptial in retention, what is? Bused on the present study the answer
can only be conjectural, but it may we:11 be that (a) total compensation
may be viewed as not greatly dlfferent-except for retirement—between
Air Force and CIVI]Ian opportunities, and therefore does not appear as
an explantory factor; (b) people who tend to enlist for a second term .
are those who, at the time, view the Air Force relatlvelx favciably in
non- c0mpensat|on areas, such as job satisfaction, security, etc., and
also in terms of cashl3; (c) by the time the second enlistment is completed
the dominant factor in remaining has become retirement.

<

4, RECOMMENDATIONS .

a. It is recommended that the Air Force take no action to -
educate its present personnel with regard to non-monetary benefits
in general. The evidence indicates that education, \if.it can
be carried out successfully, may actually be detrimental to the
evaluation of non-monetary benefits.

b. Non-moneta?y'benefit evaluationg, except for retirement, are not
a significant factor making for personnel retention. (This does
not mean, of course, that non-monetary benefits—as opposed to
valuatlons—can bes:gnlfICEntly reduced without adverse consequences .
+ for retentlon) ConverSer, however, the retirement benefit is
sngnlflcant for retention. Therefore, to‘retain personnel, it is N
recommended that the high ‘present valué' of the retirement bene- -
"fit be explained and stressed during the first enlistment and

subsequent years.

c. The evidence clearly |nd|cates that the Air Force is provudlng non-
monetary benefits which, individually, are recognized as being of
high value, but collectuvely are deemed to be of much Jower value.
This means that an opportunity potentially exists for the Air Force
to improve the agtractlveness of its benefits. One way to do this
would be to reallocate the resources it now uses for non-monetary
benefits in such a way that the results conform more clasely to
what Air Force members appear to want, e.g., better housing and food.

135e¢ the discussion on pages 58-59, especially. for the 6th jength of
service decile—those who have served 49 80 months.
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However, there are intrinsic limitations here arising from the
fact that pedple do have substantially different tastes—as the
. results surely demonstrate! It appears clear, as a matter of
judgment, that the "average individual' could be made to feel
better of f by a non-monetary benefit reallocation carried out by
"the Air Force, but the major potential.for improvement lies in
letting every man allocate for himself to ,the maximum -extent
possible. Such individual allocation can occur, however, only .
if the ihdividual has more cash in lieu of the non-monetary
benefits. Therefore, the Air Force should 'seriously consider the
- abandonment of non-monetary benefits in favor of cash. -
It.is important that the reason for describing "cash in lieu of
-non-monetary benefits'" as a "potential' rather than am actual
improvement be understood. This study has not' been at all con-
cerned with the costs of non-monetary benefits, and without such.
investigation, definitive statements about Air Force improvement
- cannot be made.SupposeothesumofthevalueSplaced<N1acgrfainsgries
.of non-mometary benefits by the average respondent is $500.
Suppose, too, that the allocation effect—the built-in ineffi-
ciency associated with the Air Force-imposed allocation-of
resources—is such that the avérage respondent would be just as
> well off with $300 in cash. .Under -these conditions, if the cost
to the Air Force!" is $400, it could eliminate the non-monetary
< - benefits in question, give each man $350 more inocash—making
him better off by $50—and, at the same time, save $50 on each
man. Note that if the cost o the Air Force is less than $300 it
would not be desirable to provide cash in lieu of these benefits;
and that the quantity $500 is really irrelevant, except. as an
indicator, in relation to $300, of the magnitude Gf the ineffi-
ciency due to Air Force allocation. -

<

It may be pointed out that, if the Air Force should decide to .
move -‘toward cash, jnstead cof nonzmonetary benefits. it might .
then be appropriate to undertake a compaign to educate personnel
as to the "true' worth of the non-monetary benefits, since the
evidenc: suggests that education would improve the relative
attractiveness™of cash! Despite the apparent effectiveness of re-
tirement as a retention device, there is no evidence that cash
—would not be still more effective. Moreover, considerations of
equity poinrt in the same direction, as indicated by the growing
tendency. in industry to early 'vesting'' of retirement rights.

What does it mean, then, when it is recommended that the Air Force
h ""consider'" substituting .cash for non-monetary benefits? The fact
"is that, at the moment, not enough is known to determine whether

Q &

v .
Te

This is itself a slippery concept, understood by few. The "cost," as -
used here, is strictly an economic concept, and cannot be eStablished
solely from‘acc09nting records. ye : :
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-ut is, or is not, a good, calculated risk. Further study is

clearly required to make such a determination, but further
study. alon® the lines of the present effort will not provnde
.the answers which are requ:red o

It is recommended that certain further study be undertaken to -
establish whether the Air Force should move from non- monetary '/
benefits to cash. In the judgment of this investigator it is
essential "that this study deal with the evaluation .of concreté
possibilities of Air Force or other Govérnmental action, ra her
than with abstractly conceived”''values" which, it is hoped{ will
have generalized usefulness. Once these action possibilities
have been established it will then be feasible to provide
meaningful -evaluation. The major steps in such a study would be

- as follows:

(1) -Identification of non-monetary benefits which the Air Force
believes it would be operationally feasible 'to get along
without. For example, to what extent would the Air Force be
willing to consider eliminating Air Force control over the
provision of health care to Air Force members? Food? Housing?

B

(23 Establishment of the costs <o the Air Force of thé Selected
non-monetary benefits. Note that the costs: here must be full
costs, i.e., the total amount by which current Aitr Force
expenditures (and future commitments) would fall if the

2l g
selected non-monetary benefuts were really eliminated. =

(3) Establishmert of a hypothetlcal but realistic cash compensa-
tiop/system, (i.e., determination of how much cash would go
to/each pay grade, etc.), consistent with the total costs -
earlier established.

A) A survey to determine the preferences of current and prospec-
tive Air Force members as between the current total monetary
and non-monetary compensation system.and the ''cash-''oriented
compensation system established in (3).-Note that this last
step would critically differentiate it from_the present
study, since it would be designed to evaluate the des:rabnllty
of a specific set of Air Force ac¢tions. (Useful recommenda-
tions for non-research action seldom emerge from ""general"
studies.) Respondents to this survey will thus not need to
be asked how much a -benefit Is worth, but will simply have
to determine whether a realistic Air Force cash 'offer' _is
or is not preferred to the present .system, making the
responses far less sensitive to questionnaire wording, layout,
etc. : "

The present study has focused on non-monetary benefits. It has
just been recommended that a study be undertaken to establish
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the desirability of substituting cash for such benefits, and

the nature and extent of -such substitution. Such a study

deserves hlgh priority. Nevertheless, there is ample evidence

in the present study that, for a great many people, the criti-

cal ‘factors in retention—at least as perceived by them—have

-~ little, if anything to do with compensation in any form. For these -

o + Ppeople.the critical advantage or disadvantage of the Air Force s
(compared to-civilian life) liesin such factors as job satisfac-
tion, personai freedom, etc. Analysis of the data already
collected should be carried out to establish the characteristics

. of respondents who were or were not satisfied with their jobs,
family l'ife, etc., in the Air Force. It may well be desirable,

- following such analysis, to undertake further study of methods .
for improving these non-compensation characterlstlcs of the “ -
Air Force.
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'BASTC QUESTIONNAIRE, PART I
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5. Sex: 1 - female R 2 - male

. , / R - o
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USAF SCN 73 - 117

i T

. NON MONETARY BENEFITS SURVEY
S \\ -

THis questionnaire has been developed to help find out how the Air
Force can be made more attractive to, those who are in it and to those who
might become interested in it in the future. The questionnaire deals with
various kinds of Air Force compensation or bénefits that are not prnncnpa’ly
in cash form, for example, health beneflts _ :

LN
-

Although it costs ‘the Air Force a great deal to providé all of these
benefits, we do. not know how much they are really worth to you. Perhaps you

- would be better off if youfreceIVed more in the form of cash, instead .of

some or all of- £he benefits which,’ _presently, are not in a corrent cash
form. Possibly you- w0u1d be better off if the Air Force paid less in cash

.and improved the non-monetary benefits. The only way we can find this out

is to obtain honest, careful and lntelllgent responses to this questuonnalre
No decision has yet been made to modify in any way the system of Air Force
benefits, but your answers c0uld have an influence on future planning.

The questionnaire is in two parts. When you have completed Part I,
turn it in, and you will then receive Part |l. Your Social Security Number .
is requested to aid in correlating the two. parts of the questionnaire, and '
for other, research purposes, but your answers will otherwise remain strictly
confldentlal .

o

PART | . °
1. Social Security Number: : - 2. AgeI(Iast birthday) :
3. Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC) ;
L . 4 .
; Duty AFSC: Primary 7FSC: ' -
L. Length of USAF service: . years months

PLEASE CIRCLE THE ANSWERS TO -QUESTIONS 5 - 15,. BELOW

6. Marital Status: 1 - single 2 - married 3 - formerly married -

»

<

7. Number'of dependents, not counting yourself: :

’

5 6 or' more |
5 6 or more

"(a) Wife and children: 0o 1. 2
(b) Other dependents: 0o 1 2




" 8.

Pay grade: : E (Enlisted) 1-2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
2 1 W (Warrant Officer) 1 .2 3 4
0 (Officer) T 2 3 4 ’
9. Highest education achieved so. far:
\I - Elementary . 2 - High school,did not graduate
3 - High school graduate b --College, did not graduate
5 - College graduate, bachelor's degree 6 - Post-graduate degrce: .
vﬁo.‘rntomeAfrom~all sources, MONTHLY, after,taXes. (If married, include
income of spouse and dependent children):
$0-499 $500-999 $1000- 1499 $1500-1999 $2000-2499 $2500and up
1. Race: 1 - Black 2 - Wnite 3 - Other
12. Religion: 1 - Roman Catholic 2 - Protestant 3 - Jewish 4 - Other
13. Do you consider that your ancestry is principally (circle one only):
1 - British 2 - Irish _ 3 - Italian 4 - German 5 - Polish
6 - Other European 7 - Latin Americen 8 - African 9 - All Other
Th. Which, of -your relatives have served in the Armed Forces of the United
States, or any other country (circle all that.apply):
1 - parent(s) 2 - brother(s), sister(s) 3 - other 4 - none
~——15. You currently have quarters: 1 - on base: 2 - off base
. &N\‘;‘k‘“t\\
~ 16. Counting everything fhéf‘tﬁe -Air Force pays you in cash, except housing and

4 1 —

» } subsistence allowances, how much does_the Air Force currently pay you per
~ ., month, before payment of any Federal |ncomekTax? (To nearest dollar)
\ - § ¥ e — per month
} & ® v .
o ,} . ;’,
| L L
; TRt . -
! .
EAT s,
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17. Check the one statement below which best describes your intentions:

1) | deflnltely intend to get out of the Air Force as soon
. ...as possibie.. :
. 2) There is about i chance in 10 that | will remain in the
i . ———Air Force till retirement.
3) There are about 2 chances in 10 that | will remain in the
.—— Air Force till retirément. - .
; b) There.are about 3 chances in 10 that | will .remain in the
' ———Air Force till retirement. - Coe
5) There are about 4 chances in 10 that | will remain .in the
-Air Force till retirement.
5) There is about-a 50-50 chance that | will remain in the \
© e Air Force till retirement. _ '
7) There are about 6 chances in 10 that | will remain“in the , .
.« Air Force till retirément. ‘
8) There are about 7 chances in 10 that' | will remain in the -
—Air Force till retirement. . ) R
9) . There are about 8 cihances .in 10 that | will remain in the
. . AiroFcrce till retirement. Ly s .
. “10) There are about 9 chances in 10 that | will remain in the”~ = .
L Air Force till retirement. .
1) 1 definitely intend to remain in the Air Force till ret)rement. -
i o

18. Do not answer this question if you definitély intend to remdin in the
. Air Force till retirement. Would you remain in the Air Force if you
could obtain (answer all parts):

1) A sufficiently large bonus or increase in salary? Yes No

2) Sufficiently rapid promotions? Yes No .

3) A choice of Air Force locations? Yes No i
L) A choice of job assignments.for which you are quallfled? Yes No
5) A shorter period of service? Yes No

, ¢. 6) Guaranteed non-combatant status? Yes No .
7) Better living zonditions? . Yes No
. 8) Less severe military discipline? Yes «-No
9). More or improved recreation (including clubs)?, Yes No ‘

10)" Some combination of ltems 1) through 9)7? Yes No

,

19. Would you have chosen to J0|n the Air Force. if there had been no
military draft? (Circle one)

b lv- Yes -
S b - No

2 - Probably 3 - Probably not
5 - Does not apply (was not subject to draft)

O

ERIC ’
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20. Below i3 a list of Air Forcelbenefits. Using_the following key check the
column that applies. to you, after each benefit:

Column a: Have no idea what the benefit is

Column b: Have some idea what the benefit is
! Column c: Have good idea what the benefiti is :
Column d: Have complete understanding of the benefit o

R . .3

B S { . . No  Some Good Complete
. idéa idea idea, under-

standing -

1) Dependents' health benefits .

2) Health care of Air Force members

3) Pay while sick or disabled

L) Commissary privileges, '

5) Base Exchange and related privileges

6)" Food (including subgistence allowance)

7). Housing (including housing al lowance)

8) O0ff-duty AF-administered recreation (incl. ciubs)

9) Educational benefits, except job training

0) Servicemen's Group Life Insurance

1) Home loan inpsurance

2) Off-duty air travel privileges

3) Retirement benefits

4) Annual leave

5) Federal Income Tax break, for Armed Forces

DdDDDDDDdDDDDDD
bDDDDDDUDDDﬁDQD
CoO0ooooooooocoo
DDDDQQdDDhDDDGD

s .




“21. In this question you are asked to compare various featuresof AlrForce !
and civilian life. Complete each statement below by checklng one of the co]umns

,Far Better About Worse Far
better inside same inside worse
inside USAF  inside. USAF =inside
USAF USAF . USAF
1) Healthbenefits for my dependents’ are () o D ) 0
2) My health benefits are o 0 a 0 o-
3) My pay while sick or disabled is 0 = | 0 0
4) The food | usually eat is 0 - - J 0
5) The housing | usually live in is - o O 0 £ 0
6) The recreational facilities (tncl - )
¢ - clubs) | usually have are o ] c G
7)! The opportunity for continuing my '
" education is- . 0, 0 - O | O
8) The™terms on which | can obtain ,
1ifesi hnsurance are (] o @ ] O
9) The terms onwhich | can Buy a home are C 0 ‘0 0 0
10) The terms on which | can travel-are D O ) . =
1) Theretlrement benefits | amentitled to are 0. 3 el )
12) The amountof paidannual leave | have is 2 [} 0 e )
13), The Federal tax breaks | have are ) J ] "0 3
15§) Thevalue of all non-monetary benefits is = (3 O O 0 .
15) Themoney | earn (cash, including bonuses) s [ ) 0 0 o
" 16) The total value of pay and other benefits is i3 O 0 - 0o
i7). The security | have is o 0 O 0 )
18) The number of hours | usually work are ) 0 O O 0
19) My opportunitias for advancement are G S | 0 o .
20) My physical safety is O O O W] o
21) The respect | receive from the public is o ] o 0 0
22) My persggai freedom is 0 O O oo i3
23) Thesatisfaction | receive from my job is 3 ] 0 - G
24)" The service | render to others is 2 ) O [ o
25) The preparation | receive for a future .
career-is . ) - ) 0 B ‘0 o
26) The recognition | receive. for my .
achievements are O (I 3 ] O
; 27) Theguidance and-supervision | recelveare a C o ] a
28) My family and $ocial life are 0 . 0 a ]
29) My family believes my future is 0 o- | 0. (]

22. Of the factors listed in Question 21, numbered from 1 to 29, identify be'low the
three which aremost important to you in deciding whether of not to remain in the
Air Force. First choose the most important factor andwrite in its number (from
1 to 29), then choose the next most important, and then the third most important.

Mos t important factor

Second most important factor

-

Third most important factor._
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USAF SCN 73 - 117 NON-MONETARY BENEFITS SURVEY

»
-«

PART I .

@ . 6
Please repeat your Social Security Number: _ _

e

In this part of the questionnaire we want to pin down the values of

Air Force benefits toyou. Speed does not count. Please read the questions

carefully. - . ’ ; :

. . ' l .

23. Below is-a list of certain Air Force benefits. Nearly everyone in the
Air Force will také advantage of some ‘of them, such as Benefit 6 below,
since nedrly everyone is supplied with food or a subsistence allowance.
You may not be in a position to tak~ advantage of certain benefits unless
you make certain choices (such as getting married, staying in the Air

Force; and--so-on). Stilll others depend oh luck, such as the state of
your health. How Tikely is it that you (or your dependents) will take
; advantage of each benefit? .
2 - - Very Likely Un- Very HNo
' : likely likely un- idea. ’
likely what
bene-
; fit is
1) Dependents' health benefits 0O G 0O G O
2) Health care of Air Force members 0 C 0O c 0
3) Pay while sick or disabled G oe-n Lo 0
4) Commissary privileges ‘ ] G "0 1) (3
5) Base Exchange and related privileges | (W c [
6) _Food'.(includfng subsistenceallowance) G C in} e O
7) Housing (including housing allowance) O ° ¢ | o o e
8} Off-duty AF-administered .recreation ’ 4
(incl. clubsy) G O oG G
9) Edycational benefits, except job » .
. training ' c 0 -0 o O,
10) Servicemen's Group Life Insurance O [ O 0 [}
11) Home loan insurance C C 0O C o]
12) Off-duty air travel privileges O D 0 03 0o/
13) Retirement benefits ‘ G (] [ O o
14) Annual leave' N [ 0 0 O
15) Federal Income Tax:break for Armed Forces J [ [ C

24, Some or all Air Force benefits could be reduced or .eliminated without
’ injuring you in any way, because the Air Force could probably make you

feel just as well off as you do now by giving you more in your paycheck..

A1l of the benefits that the Air Force supplies are made possible by

* the expenditure of money,. so if you have enough money of your own you
cam ordinarily buy what the Air Force now gives away in benefits. For
instance, if the Air Force were to cut out health care of Air Force =
members, and increased your pay sufficiently, you coul buy.any amount of
medical care you wanted, through insurance and/or’your own resources. No-

matter how much you may value this benefit, it certainly isn't "priceless."

-t ) °
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Furthermore, if the Air Force were ‘to give you cash instead of a benefit,

you wouldn't have to spend the money for che things ‘that are included in

the benefit. For example, you might belijeve that a pa\ increase obtanned

in exchange for health benefits would be best spent on a vacation ‘each

year, or for increasing.your savings. The only questlons of interest here
relate to how much increase in pay you would require, in exchange for bene-
fits, to make you feel exactly as well off as you do now. Do not worry about
whether "the A|r Force would actually pay. as much as ycu write down, even if
the amount is very 'great. We estimate that we have provided enough space for
at least six digits in your response--from zero up to $999,999 per month. for
each henefit--if you wish.

Some benefits may appear to "apply' only to people in a special category,
such -as .people with dependents. However, even if you are single, you may be
worse off if such a benefit i< elnmnnated,‘SInce there may be a chance that
you will have dependents later in.your Air Force career. It is desired that
you specify the pay increases that would be required to compensate you for
Jevery. change in benefits dis¢ussed below.

.
+

THERE 1S _NO PREDICTABLE ADVANTAGE IN EiTHER OVERSTATING OR UNDERSTATING THE
VALUE OF A CHANGE TO YOU. IF YOU OVERSTATE IN THE HOFE -OF A SUBSTANTIAL PAY
INCREASE (INSTEAD OF A BENEFIT), IT IS JUST AS LIKELY TO CAUSE THE AlR FORCE
TO CONCLUDE .HAT A BENEFIT WHICH IS SO VALUABLE SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED AT ALL.
IF YOU UNDERSTATE'YOU MAY HELP TO BRING ABOUT A PAY CHANGE, BUT THE 'PAY
CHANGE M/Y BE SC SMALL THAT YOU COULD EASILY LOSE 'BY THE CHANGE.

v

\ <, [ —

- . -,
Remember: if you plan to end your Active Duty Air Force career in, say, 5
_years (or 60 months) from now, the estimated total amount you will have
received -to compensate for a benefﬁt change, by the time you leave the
service, wiil be 60 times the (monthly) amount you write down for that bene-
fiit. This is true for every benefit change. This means that, if.,the retire-
ment benefit «ic eliminated, for example, you will receive nothing after your
Acve . Duty termunates, but the compensatory pay increase would take place
every month between now and the time you leave Active Duty. Benefits under
the Gl Bill are not affected by any change duscussed, and you should assume
no further inflation. :
— N ’
Please give intelligent and realistic responses, so that it really makes no
difference to you whether (a) ‘there is no change in the benefit System and
no. change in pay, or. (b) a beneflt is changed and you receive the pay increase
you write down. .
For each change in benefits belgw, write down the monthly pay increase (to
the nearest dollar) .required tg make you fee! exactly as well off as you feel
now. |f no increase would be required, write "0'" in the space provided. if
$1,000,000 or more per month Would be reduired, write "P!" for (""priceless')
in the .appropriate space. Leave t a:i3§§ blank cnly if you have no idea what

the benefit is. .

. gl o .
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. 1)"

s 2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

8)

9)

10}

1)

. 12)

13)

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

7.

o - * AN

-

\

If all healthbenefltsfor dependentswere ellmtnated
so that any health care for dependents had .to" be
purchased from civilian sources?

If all health care were :eliminated for Air Force
members, except that required in combat zones, so
that all other health care had to.be purchased from.

Loy

civilian sources? o

if the right to receive pay and allowances, while

" absent from duty because of sickness or disability,

were eliminated? *

If the Commissary were elimirited, so that ail such
purchases had tc be made from civilian sources?

If Base Exchange privileges, and all related
services (such as laungry, gas station, etc.) were
ellmunated, SO that ali such purchasés -had to ‘be
made’ from of f-base ¢ivilian sources?

If the Air Force stopped providing food, and also
stopped subsistence allowdnces, but, where
necessary, established commercially operated eating
places to .permit meal purchases by Alr Force
personnel? )
If the Air Force stopped providing housing, and also
stopped housing allowances, so that housing had to be
obtalned pruvately bty all Air Force personnel?

|f allzpff—duty recreation.administered by the Air
Force, such as sports and clubs, were el!minated, and

members of the Air Force therefore had tousecivilian ¢

facilities; on the same basis as civilians?

» ® A+
If all Air Force educational benefits,iother than job
training, were elnmlnated, so that edutation was
available or the same terms as for cnvu‘.ans?
If Servicemen's Group Life Insurance werg abolished,
as well as the death benefits currently provided by
the Air Force?
| f the Air Force were to eliminate:paymeats for home
loan insurance? s

JAf off-duty Air Force air travel privileges,
(including reduced ccmmercnal air rates), were
eliminated? o

Ifall Air Force retirement benefits, other than Social
‘Security, were elnmlnated (except for those already .
retlred)? .

4

B o

per month

S . .per month
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.cut in half?
If Federal “Income Tax breaks, available only to
thosetin»the»ArmedqugcesdmweLeﬁeliminated?

15);

ILf ali of ;he'changes in Question 24 were to be,

) 14) [f the amount of annual leave earned from now on were

.'made, how much increase in monthly cash pay would be

required to-make you feel as well off as you feel
now? (Exclude .any benefit change for which you have
not shown.a dollar amount in Question 24).

If you were to remain on Active Duty in the Air

. Force until retirement, how much. cash would you
expect to receive from the Ajr Force, per average
month from now till retiremerit?>(Include pay,
bonuses, and allotments, before deduction of Federal

y dIncome Tax, but exclude allowances for subsistence

and housing). y

27u‘lf you were to leave the Air Force_now, how much

"would 'you expect. to earn from civilian employment;
per average month fﬁom now till rétirement?y .2
K - J"f:'

7
(a) In cash (before taxes)

'(B)<ln~other,benefits--dollar value, excludjng 15
days' leave : -
(c) In total cash and other benefits, excluding 15
days! leave
o
If you.Qere tc leave the Air Force now, and yob,bad
not’ received whatever job training Active Duty has
given you, 'how much would you éxpect to earn from
civilian employment, per average month from now till
,retirement? ’ L .

=

<"

.7 Tota! cash and other benefits, excluding 15
days' leave '
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- USAF SCN 73-117 ’ NON~MONETARY BENEFITS SURVEY

PART I

'Z]ease repeat 'your Social Security Number: - ) —

In this part of the quest}onnaire we -want to pin down ‘the values- of

Force benefits to you. Speed does not count. Please réad the questions: .
carefully.

Below is a list|{of certain Air Force benefits. Nearly everyone in the-—
Air Force will take advantage of some of them, such as Benefit 6 below,
since nearly everyone is supplned with food or a subsistence allowance.

' You may not be {n a position to take advantage of certain benefits’
_unless you make |certain. choices (such as getting married, -staying in g

1)
2)

Ly
5)
6)

7)
8)

9)

10)
1)
12)
13)
14)
15)

TR

“Pay while sick or disabled

the Air Force, and so on). Still others depend on luck, such as the
state of your heplth. How Ilkelx is it that you (or your dependents)

‘will take advantage of each benefit.

Very Likely Un- ' Very No
1 Tikely likely un- idea
\ “  likely what
1

| .bene-

-

Dependents' health benefits
Health care of Air Force members

0
0
0
Commissary privileges O
Base Exchange and related privilegés O
Food (including subsistence allowance) O
Housing (including housing allowance) O
0ff-duty AF-administered recreation
(incl. clubs) D
Educational benefits, except job
training D]
Servicemen's Group Life lnsurance 0
Home loan insurance O
0ff-duty air travel privileges 0
Retirement benefits O
Annual leave O
Federal Income Tax break for Armed Forces O

[

00DUDDO O OOOOGOO
0O0DDOD 0 0OcoDoo
aooooao 0 ooOooooog
DQD&QDD 0O 0opoooo

, .
Some or .all Air Force benefits could be reduced or eliminated without
injuring you in any way, because the Air Force could probably make you
feelJustaswelloffasyoudonow by giving you more in your paycheck. All
of the benefits that the Air Force supplies are made -possible by the

-expenditure of money. so if you have enough money of your own you can

ordinarily buy what the Air Force now gives away in benefits. For in-
stance, if the Air Force were to cut-out* health care of, Air Force mem-
bers, and increased your pay sufficiently, you "could: buy any amount and
quality of medical care vou wanted, through insurance and/or your own
resources. No matter how much you value this bepefxt, it certainly
isn't "priceless.!'—

98.
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Furthermore,
wouldn't have to spend the money for the things that are included in the bene-

if the Air Force were to give you cash instead of a benefit, you

fit. For example, you might believe that _a pay increase obtained in -exchange
for health benefits would be best spent gh a vacation each year, or for
|ncreasung your savings. The only questions of interest here relate to the
lowest ‘'increase in pay you would. accept, in exchange for benefits. Do. not
worry about whether the Air Force would actually pay as much as you write |
down, even if the amount is very great.

Some beneflts may appear to "apply" only to people in a special category, su¢h
as people with dependents. However, even if you are. single, you may be worse’
off if such a benefit.is eliminated, since there may be a chance that you will
have dependents later in your Air Force career. It is desired that you specify
the lowest pay increases you would accept in exchange for every change in .
benefits discussed below. .

-

"

THERE IS NO PREDICTABLE ADVANTAGE IN EITHER OVERSTATING 'OR UNDERSTATlN’ THE
REQUIRED PAY INCREASES. IF YOU OVERSTATE IN THE HOPE OF A SUBSTANTIAL PAY
INCREASE (INSTEAD OF THE BENEFIT), IT IS JUST AS LIKELY TO CAUSE THE AIR FORCE
TO CONCLUDE THAT A BENEFIT WHICH IS SO VALUABLE SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED AT ALL.
IF YOU UNDERSTATE YOU MAY HELP TO BRING ABOUT A PAY CHANGE, BUT THE PAY CHANGE
MAY BE 50 SMALL THAT YOU COULD EASILY LOSE BY THE CHANGE.

Remember: if you plan to end your Active Duty Air Force career in, say, 5
years (or 60 months) from now, the estimafed total amount you will have
.received to compensate for a benefit change, by the ‘time you leave_the service,
will be 60 times the (monthly) amount you write down for that benefit. This is
true for every benefit change. This means that, if the retirement benefit is
eliminated, for example, you wiil receive nothing after your Active Duty
terminates, but the compensatory pay increase would take place very month
between now .and the time you leave Active Duty. Benefits under the Gl Bill are
not affected by any change discussed, and you should assume no further
inflation. ’ ¢
) [ 4
Please give intelligent and realistic responses, so that for each question the
amount you circle below is really the lowest increase in pay you would accept
to compensate you for ‘the benefit” change. Answer every question unless you
have no idea what the benefit is. All amounts listed are in dollars per
mon th. . .
After each question following, circle the lowest monthly increase in pay you
would accept if you were glven a choice between a pay increase and the
changes in the benefits descrlbed Leave answer blank only if you have no
idea what the benefit is.
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1) If all health beEéFTTs«foE\depgndents were eliminated, so that any.
health care for dependents had to be purchased from civilian sources,
the lowest ‘monthly increase in pay | would SEEept*toxgggpensate for

the change is T
) . ) ’ - ’ \\‘\. .
15 L5 100 175+ 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500. 6,500
20 . 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 . 4,000 °7,000
25 60 120 225 Loo 700 1,200 2,250 L,500 8,000
9300 70 1300 250 5o 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000
35 80 140 275 500 800 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000 .
0. 4o 90 150 300 550 900 1,50C 3,000 6,000 10,000 +

- \ . L4
2) If all health care were eliminated for Air Force members, except that
required in combat zones, so that all other health care had to be purchased
from civilian soufces, the lowest morithly increase’in pay | would accept
to compensate for the change is, 7 :

15 s 100 175 325 400 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
" 20 50 110 _ 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 /4,000 . 7,000
25 60 120 225 Loo 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000
30 " 70 130 250 kso - 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000
35 80 140 © 275. 500 800 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000
0. 4o 90 150 .300 550 900 1,500 3,000 6,000 19,000 +

—~ NN O

3) If the right to receive pay and allowances while absent from duty’
because of sickness or disability were eliminated, the lowest monthly
increase in pay | would accept is

15 Ls 100 175 . 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 - 6,500
20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 7,000
25 60 120 225 Loo 700 1,200- - 2,250 4,500 8,000

— NN O

0 4o .90 150 300 550 . 900 15500 3,000 6,000, 10,000 +
4) If the Commissary were eliminated, So that all such purchases had to

be made from civilian sources, the lowest monthly iAcrease in pay |
I would accept s =

15 Lis 100 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 - ~ 7,000

30 -70° 130 250 5o 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000
g 35 80 140 275 500 800 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000
0 40 90 150 300 550 900 . 1,500

0

2 )

h 25 60 - 120 225 400 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000
6

8

1

3,000 6,000 10,000 +

100

30 70 130 250 Lso 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000 -
35 " 80 140 275 500. 800 1,400 2,750 ° 5,500 . 10,000

-,&-
_

Y T

.
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5) If Base Exchange privileges, and all related services (such as
laundry, gas station, etc. ) were eliminated, so that all such
purchases "had’ to be rade from off-base clvnllan sources, the
lowest monthly .increase in pay- | would accept s

15 ks IOO " 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 -° 4,000 7,000
25 760 1220 225 Loo 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000
- 30 70 130 250 4kso - 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,900
35 80 140 275 500 , 800 . 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000
o Lo 90 150 300 550 900 1,500 3,000 6,000 10,000 +

T DONE N O

6) lf the Air Force stopped providing food, and also stopped subsnstence
_allowances, but, where necessary, established commercially operated
. eatnng places to permit meal purchases by Air Force personnel, the
T “lowest monthly increase in pay | would accept is

15 . 45 100 175 325 600 ~ 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
20 50. 110°,- 200" 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 , 7,000
25 60 120 225 400 700 1,200 2,250  4,500° 8,000,
3. 70 - 130 250 450 750 1,300 . 2,500 5,000 9,000
35 80 1450 -275 500 800 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000 .
0 -40 90. 150 300- 550 900 1,500 3,000 6,000 10,000 +

»

o NO T

7) Af the Air. Force stopped providing hcus:ﬁg, and also stopped hbusnng
allowances, so that housing had to be obtained privately by all Air ‘
Force personnel, the lowest monthly increase in pay | would accept is

»

15 45 100 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
20 50 110 . 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 7,000
25 60 120 225 Loo 700 1,200 2,250 A ,500.  8,000.
30 70 130 250 Ls50 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000
. 35 80 140 275 500 800 1,400 2,750, 5,500 10,000
0 4o 90 150 "300 550 900 1;500 3,000 \6;000 10,000 +
8) If all off-duty recreation administered by the Air Force, such as
sports, library, etc., were eliminated," and:members of the Air Force
therefore had to use civilian facilities, on the %ame. _basis as
cnvuluans, the lowest monthly increase in pay | would accept is

0 15 45 100 175 325 600 1,000 < 1,750 3,500 6,500
2 20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 " 2,000 4,000 7,000
b, 25 60 120 225 400" 700 1,200  2;250 4,500 8,000 -
6 35 8 140 250 - 450 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000 °
8 35 8 140 275 s00 300 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000
10 4 90 150 300 550 900 .1,500 3,000 6,000 10,000 +

*
e
-

<
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9) If all Air Force educational benefits, other than job tralnlng,
were eliminated, so that education was available on the saine terms
as for civilians, the lowest monthly nncrease in pay | would , -

accept is
0 15 45 1000 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
2 20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 7,000
4 25 60 120 225 Loo 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000
6 30 70 7130 250 450 750 1,300-. 2,500 5,000 9,000
8 35 - 80 140 275 500 800 1,400° " 2,750 5,500 10,000
]

0 ko 30 150 300 550 300 1,500 3,000 6,000 10,000 +

10) If Servicemen's Group Life lnsurancd were abollshed as well as the
death benefits currently provided by the Air Force, the lowest
monthly increase in pay | would accept is

0 15 4s 100 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500
i 20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 7,000
- i 25 60 120- 225 koo 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000

6. 30 70 130 250 450 750 1,300 .2,500 - 5,000 9,000

8 35 80 140 - 275 * s5d0 800 1,500 2,750 5,500 10,000

10 4o 90 150 300 550 900 1,500 3,000 6,000 10,000 +

11)If the Air Force were to eliminate payments for home loan insurance,

the lowest monthly increase in pay | would accept is

0 15 45 160 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 ‘6,500

2 20 - 50 110 200 350 650. 1,700 2,000 4,000 7,000

4 25 60 120 225 400 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000

6 30 70 130 250 450 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 9,000

8 35 80 140 275 500 800 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000

10 4o 90 150 300 - 550 900 1,500 3,000 6,000 10,090 +

i2)I¥ off-duty Air Force air travel privileges (including reduced . T

commercial air rates) were eliminated, the lowest monthly. increase
in pay | would accept is Y

0 15 45 .100 175 325 600 1,000 1,750 3,500 6,500

2 20 50 110 200 350 650 1,100 2,000 4,000 7,000

4 25 60 120 225 koo 700 1,200 2,250 4,500 8,000

5 OV 76 0 - 130 250 450 750 1,300 2,500 5,000 . 9,000

i .3 s 140 275 500 800 1,400 2,750 5,500 10,000

& 40 50 150 | 300 '550 - 900 i,SOO 3,000 5,000 10,000 +

Rl
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13)1f all Air Force retirement benefits, other than Social Securlty,

were eliminated,

20
25
30
.- 35
0 - 40

-0 ONEN O

15 -

hs
50
60
70
80

. 90

100
110
120
130
140
150

175
200
225
250

275
300

325
350
Loo
k50
500
550

600

- 650
- 700

750
800
900

1,000

1,100
1,200
1,300
1,400
1,500

1,750
2,000

2,250
.. 2,500~

(éxcept for those already retired), the lowest
month{xrincrease in pay | would accept is

~

3,500
4,000

" 4,500

5,000

2,750 %W-S , 500

3,000

6 ‘000

14) 1 f the amount of annual leave earned from now on were cut in haif
the lowest monthly |ncrease in pay | would accept is

15
20
25
30

35
0 Lo

— oo ENO

b5
50

60

70

80.

90

100,
110+
120
130
140

150

175.
200

225
250
275

300

325
350
Loo
450
500
550

600
650
700
750
800
900

I,OOO

1,100 .

1,200
1,300
1,400
1,500

I,ZSO _
2,000

2,250
2,500
2,750

3,000

T,

* 3,500
L, 000
L, 500
5,000
5,500

6,000

6,500
7,000
8,000
‘9,000
10,000
10,000 +

6,500
7,000

. 8,000

9,000

10,000

10,000 +

15) I f ‘Federal Income Tax breaks, available only to those in the Armed

Forces, were eliminated,
wouhd accept is

15
20'
25
30
’ 35
0 _hO

A

/

— 0O NO

25 lf all 15 of the changes in benefits descrlbed in Questlon 24 were

4s -

-50

60
70
80

90

100
110
120
130
140
150

175
200
225
250
275

300

the lowest monthly increase in pay |

325
350
400
Ls50
500
550

,600
650
700

750
800
900

1,000
1,100
1,200
1,300
1,400
1,500

1,750

2,000.

2,250
2,500

2,750 «

3,000

3,500
L, 000
4,500
5,000
5,500
6,000

N4

to be made, the lowest monthly increase in pay I would accept to
compensate for the changes is (Exclude any benefit chapge for
which you have not indicated a value in Question 24).

‘s
.20
25
30
35
0 40

O ON N O

/
/

b5
50
60

70.

30

. 90

100
110
120
130
140
150

175

< 200

225
250

275
300

116,

325
350
400
Lo
500
550
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600
650

700y

750
800

9%0. -

1,000
1,100
200

1,300
1,500

1,500

1,750

2,000 -

2,250
2,500
2,750
3,000

3,500
4,000
4,500.
5,000
5,500
6,000

6,500
7,000
8,000—
9,000
10,000
10,000 +

6,500
7,000
8,000
9,000
10,000
10,000 +




26.

27:

28.

If you were to remain on Active Duty in the Air
Force  until retirement, how much cash wouid you
expect to receive from the'Air Force, per
average month from now till retirement? {Include
pay, bonuses, and allotments, before deduction
of Federal Income Tax, but exclude allowances
for subsistence and housing)

If. you were to leave the Air Force now, how
much- would you -expect to earn from civilian °
employment, per average month “from now till
retirement?

(a) In cash (beforée taxes)

(b) In other benefits--dollar value, excluding
15 days' leave

(c) In total cash and other benefits,
excluding 15 days.! leave

N . %
y . - . >
'-’4

I f ydu were to leave the Alr Force now, and you

had riot received whatever job training Active -

Duty has given you, how much would you expect

to earn from civilian employment, per average

month from now till retirement? :
Total cash and other beneflts, excludang
15 days' Ieave

>

o —per month

&
>

4

$ eo—.per month

$—___  per month

S per month

17

$______ per month
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INFORMATIONAL PACKAGE
~ FOR -
EDUCATIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE
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USAF 73-117 o NON-MONETARY BENEFI'TS SURVEY

-

INFORMATION ‘REQUIRED TO ANSWER
QUESTIONS ON AIR FORCE BENEFITS

The information presented here is intended to assnst you .inm
responding to the questionnaire. It deals with the Air Force
. benefits about which your opinion is sought. Without this
information your answers may not make sense. Refer to the
contents below in order to Iocate the |nformat|on you need.

EN

- .ot~ . ’ ' ‘ ’ Page
1). ~ Dependents' Health Benefits 1
2) ©  Health Care of Air Force Members - 2
3) Pay While Sick or Disabled “ -2
iy Commissary ‘PFivileges. 3

5) Base Exchange and Related Privileges L
6) Food (Including Subsistence Allowance) b
7) Housing (lncluding Housing. Allowance) 5
8) Off Duty Air Force Administered Recreation. 5

9) A’r Force-Assisted Educational Opportunities A
10) Servicemen's Group Life Insurance and Survivor's Benefits 8
1 Home Loan Insurance K -9
1 . Off Duty Transportation Privileges . 9
" 13) - Retirément Benefiits 9
14) Annual Leave 11
15) Federal Income Tax Concessions For Armed Forces 11

16) Air Force Pay : 13
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1) Dependents’ Health Benefits.

. Dependeqts'of Air Force members, inéluding spouse and children,
are entitled to certain health benefits. These include:

e

. . ‘. ”.l N
(a) Medical care and ;SépiE%Lization, including dental zare, at
military installations, to the extent that personnel and facili-*

ties permit, on a no-fee basis.

(b) Civilian hospitalization at $1.75 per day, or $25, whichever °
_is greater. . ° ®

(c) Civilian out-patient (physician or hospital) care at $50 per
year per dependent, not to exceed $100 per family, plus 20% of
charges over the deductible. Other charges, if need is certified

by a physician, may include up to $100 for private-duty -nursing
care, plus 25% of costs in excess of $100; and 25% of the .
difference between private and semi-private room charges, if a
private room is chosen. Physician.and hospital costs in excess

of those specified will be paid by the government.

There are certain exclusions from this coverage. These include
civilian dental care, cosmetic or voluntary surgery, treatment-of
congenital defects, .and some chronic:situations, (There is a
:special program of health services, ttaining .and education for
mentally or physically handicapped spouse or children.)?

Certain other dependents, such as patents or parents-in-law, are
entitled to health care in service facilities only, to the
extent facilities are available. . Ve

0
In 1969 the per capité expenditure for health services in the U.S,
. was about $21 per 'month or about $83 per month for a family of .
. four. This covers hospitals, doctors, drugs, etc. A. family of \y‘<%;3,

four spent, on the average, an additional $9 per month for dental ;‘: R
care, eyeglasses and appliances. A)llowing for the increased cost .
* of medical care since 1969, we estimate the 1973 cost for a R .
family of four at $115 per month, of which about $13 per month is -
for dental care, eyeglasses and appliances.

* "
-

- Many kinds of medical and insurance policies are available, each -
with different terms and conditions--and costs. A medical
jpsthncgﬁbrogram selected to give coverage which is somewhat
comparable’to that in the Air Force--complete ccmparability

., cannot be achieved--might have the following features:

Q -
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“"the money he will receive depends on the severity of the dusaolllty.

-

\“*Add\§2 if more thanxéne child; deduct $2 if no qhild;en.

*Air Force‘members drayffﬁT/ pay and allowances whlle on the sick
Solist. !

Y

(a) Covers all hospltal costs for 70 days for each illness, in .-
excess of $100 per illness. Semi-private room is covered. -

(b) Covers -urgical procedures up to $1200 per procedure.

(c) Covers all medical costs over $1,000 per illness, up to

$60,000. Room°costs limited to $80 per day.

(d) Covers family head as well as dependents

(e) Excludes dental, eyeglasses, illnesses out of hospital
(up to $1,000), etc.

This insurance program (as of FaII,,I§72) would have a monthly
cost as shown below: '

an Agev )

20 “7 30 ko 50

Single $37 -$38 Skl 74
Marrieds= $75. . $76 $83 $94 ,

Health Care of Air Force Members

1]

Each member has complete medical and dental care without
charges. Periodic examinations are required.

If this benefit were ellmlnated the closest one could come to,
duplicating it through civilian purchase would be through. the
type of program descrlbed under “Dependents Health Benefits,'
above. :

Pay While Sick or Disabled

. =
t R
—

-
-

I ~person cannot be retained in the :\r Force because of health
If the disability is less. than 30 percent, no disability payments
are made but. a one-time severance of 2 months pay for each year of
service (up to 2 years of pay) is given: this would be the case,
for, say, loss of one or two fingers or toes (under the Veterans'
Administration Standard natlng) If -the disability is greater than
30 percent, disability pay is paud to the retiree for life, where
the amount of payment varies between 30 and 75 percent of active
duty pay at time of disablement--usual'ly depending on the severity
of the disapility, but occasionally :on length of service. Nothlng
is ‘payable if dusabnl-fy is ‘the result of "willfuk neglect“ or




4)

"intentional misconduct.' If there is doubt as. to the permanence
of a dusabullty, the member may be placéd on a 'temporary disa-
‘bility retired list" for up to 5 years, with pay being at Ieast
50 percent of active pay.

In 1969 the average civilian American lost 5.2 workiﬁé days per
year due fo ullness or unJury . ' s

To protect yourseif against loss of income resulting from sick-
ness, injury or contlnulng disabjlity, you might consider purchas-
ing insurance if the Air Force wére to change this benefit. As
with other insurance, a great many plans with different features
and costs are available. Twe plans with typlcal kinds of
restrlctuons--and costs-~are shown be]OW’

(a) Coverage limited to 50% of current income. Payments may be
made for life, in case of accident; but in case of sickness, pay-
ments cannot continue -for more than S years. In case of sickness
the f:rst seven days' loss of income are not cevered. The cost of
this.insurance varies with occuptational ‘category (risk), and with
the  amount of income you want to insure. Costs below are approxi--

mate monthly costs for each $100 of monthlxﬁnncome you want to
unsure

B Low risk . Eigh risk

(e.g., office (e g.;, me-
Age : .personnel) chanics)
20 . LY/ X N
30 . 83 $h
40 T sh 36
45 Sy $5 $8

{(b) Thig.pWEn has simjlar features, except that the first 30 days'
loss of income (acciuc~t or sickness) are not covered, but payment,
in.the event of sickness, ma* continue to age 65.

Age Low risk High risk

20 g S $3 . :
30 $3 Sk .
4o Sh 0 36

T : 6 . $7

Commussary Pruvuleges

@
Many A|r Force unstallatlons have Commussaruesd which offer for
sale merchandise similar to that in‘civilian supermarkets, at
prices below the usual supermarket prices, althcugh the same range

°
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of choice may not bé available in the two types of store. Commis-
.. Baries are pen to Air Force members and their dependents.
In a 1967 report it was estiimated that average annual savings from
—~the Commissary were as follows:

Family Size -

G r.o2 3 - 4 5 6

. Pay Grade . : .
E-1, E-2, £-3 $57 $94 $88 $93 $86 © $131°
E-6, E-7, 0-1, 0-2 68 147 172 - 202 212 251
0-5, 0-6 - 186 135 27V 271 345 |

A report based on 1973 data wou 1d probably generate higher numbers.

-

e has also been estimated that the price dlfferentlal between
" Comiissary and supermarket 1s 20 - 30%. - 2 e

>

I

Base Ethange and Related Prnvnleges

o
Every A:r Force |nstallat|on, regardless of size, has.an exchange.
Larger exchanges sel] a wide assorment of quality merchandise -at
substantia! savings, and offer such services as taxi, auto service
statlon, laundry and dry cleaning, tailor shop,. beauty and barber
shop, appliance and shoe repair shop. Exchanges and related facili-
.ties are open to Air Forc% members and their dependents.

In a 1967 report it was est.imated ihat average annual savings from. .
the Base Exchange and related facilities were.as follows:

CoL . * Family Size *
Pay -Grade , ] . 2 3 4 5 6
E-1, E~2, E-3 , $22 Sh3 $63 $72  $61 ° $95
E-6, E-7; 0-1, 0-2 - 134 153 185 202. 195 224
0-5, 0-6 . ;? 179 236 303 343 329 220

A Feport based on ]973ﬁdéta would probakly generate higher numbers.

"Food (Including Subsistence Allowance)

. . P ;’»
- Food is crdinarlly’furnlshed by the Air Force, to Air Forégfmembers.
When rations in kind are nUL avallable a subsistence allowance of .

$2,57 per day is furnished. This includes instances where if is
impracticable for subsistence in kind to be furnished, even though
messes may be operating at the base te. which the Air Force member
is assigned. Permission to ration separately may be given, even
though ratiions are available, at the request of the Air Force

‘member, in which case the Air Force will pay $43.80 per month,

-
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Housing (Including Housing Allowance)

_5'-

subject to minor fluctuations. Such subsistence allowances are
generally granted to airmen who are married. Officers receive a
monthly subsistence aIIowanc; of $47.88.

In 1970 (cnvxllan) expendrtures on food were about 1/6 of perso al
income after taxes. In the same year, a moderate cost food plari
for a counle under 35, involved a monthly cost of $100. With two
children (6-11 years old) the cost was $169 per month. The price
increase in food has been at Ieast 15% in three years.

o

~
-

Rent-free housing and utilities are provided for singie Air Force
men; and, when avallable, Government-owned quagters (and free
Utl]ltTeS) are provided for married airmen serving in grades. E-{§
or above. The size of the quarters, when available, is contingent:
on the sizé and composition of the member's family. If surplus

quarters are available housing may be provided for airmen of

lower grades. In addition to quarters, Government- owned furnlshl i9s
" may--be provided. to those who do not have their own furnishings.

For married members without base housing, or others authorized t
live off-base, a Basic Allotment for Quarters (BAQ) is provided
based on pay'gradé and number of dependents. When Government-
proylded housing .is considered substandard, adequate government
quarters are not furnished. The magnitude of the monthly BAQ
varies from $60 for an E-1 to about $131 for. an E- 9, plus $45-53

.if the Air Force member has dependents. For officers, the BAQ

ranges from $109 to $230, Blus $33-58-for dependents.

' |

In 1969 the average (cxvnllan) ‘monthly housing cost, for a |
moderate urban living standard for a four-person family, was $208‘
|

The price increase for housing has been about 20% in four years.

0ff-duty, Air Force Adininistered, Recreation

F4

A wide range of leisure-time opportunities and activities are
provided to help stimulate, develop and maintain the physical,
mental and social well-belng of the Air Force cofmunity. It is
Air Force policy to provnde personnel and their families_self-
rewarding, -creative recreatlon programs equal in variety and
quality to the best offered in the most progressive tivilian com-
munities. Many of these programs are paid for entirely by the Air
Force, while others are subsidized by the Air Force. The Air Force
Recreation Program includes:

’

, .

»




-6~ .

(a) Sports. Sports programs provide opportunities for instruction,
participation and varsity competition for men and women. The Air
Force schedules championships or training camps in badminton,
basketball, bowllng, golf, judo, softball, stennis, track and
field, volley ball, chess, wrestling and model airplanes.

(b) Service Clubs. Service clubs provide recreational, culturAl

and creative activities for Air Force personnel and their

famjlies. Activities include parties, dances, tournaments, -c@ntests,
holiday observances, lectures, dramatic and musical activityes. The
Air Force Entertainment Program provides opportunities for /live
musucal and theatrical actnvntues An annual Air Force talént
contest is held each year. ’ i
(c) Art, Crafts and Hobbies. The arts and crafts progr generally
.includes an automotive hobby shop, woodworking shop, and electronics
hobby shop. The program also includes photography, and/ there IS an
annual Anr Force -photography contest.

¢ )

(d) Dependent Youth Activities. These include diredted activities
such as arts and crafts, social activities, self-expression
activities, educational activities, cultural activities, service
activities, and religious activities.

- (e) Recreation Areas and FAMCAMP.  The Air Forcg operates more
than. 50 recreation areas-for such activities ag hunting, fishing,
camping, picnicking and ‘boating. An Air Force/FAMCAMP i5 a parcel
of Iand'on, or adJacent to, an Air Force insfallation, for transi-
ent recreational vehicles, or for short- terpi tent camping. It .is

a program for the whole family, to enjoy tyavel, s:ghtSeelng and
outdoor recreation while keepnng expense§ to a minimum.

f

(f) Special Interest Groups. These inc)ude such clubs as sports
- car, motorcycle, power boat, rod ang g¥n, and parachute.

(g) Aero Clubs. Air Force persdnnel and dependents can -enjoy
safe, low cost recreation flying. Agro clubs offer complete ‘
training programs through which mepibers can learn to fly:or work
on-advanced FAA ratings.

(R) Libfaries. Library service/is .provided at each Air Force
base.

(i) Motion Picture Theatres,/ Most Air Force installations have
Lhedtres showung first run/films at reasonable prices.

(J) ‘Open Messks. NCO and/Officer clubs provide dining facilities
and social activites. Néarly all of them provide day care centers
for children of working mothers for a minimal fee, The open mess,
operations and socia) activities are financed almost entirely from

o
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income generated by sale of goods and.services.
In/ 1969 the anpual per capita (civilian) expenditure for
recreational facilities,. consisting of clubs and fraternal <
organizations, motion picture theatres, and participant amuse-
ments: (billiards, pool, golf, swimming, etc.) was not quite $20.
This excludes some major items which are often considered in
recreation, e.g., expenditures for television sets.

a

-

Air Force Ass%éted Educational Opportunities

: - )
Air Force educational opportunities, other than technical train-
ing conducted at Air Force schools and on-the-job training, can

be described under five categories. These are as follows:

(a) U. S. Armed Forces Institute (USAFI). More than 200 high
school- and junior college correspondence courses are available
through USAFI. An.airman may take as many as desired, as .long as

~course work is satisfactory. More than 6400 college correspondence

courses are available through USAFI. Enrollement for these is -~
through USAFI, but the actual instruction, assignments and
grading are done by an accredited college. An initial fee of
$5.00 is charged, but all subsequent costs are' Government-pdid.

(b) Extension Course Institute (ECI). ECI provides technical
correspondence courses to train Air Force personnel for specific
duties. EC! courses are free-and available to al] Air Force

personnel. ; . .

(c) [Operation Bootstrap and G.I. Bill. Operation Bootstrap is
a program which allows active duty members to complete work for
a high school diploma or to pursue coliege credits toward a
degree. Under this program the Air Force pays up to 75% of the
tuition. Airmen who have ¢ompleted one year or more of active

.duty, and who undertake additional service commi tment, may be

granted temporary duty: to attend college for up to a ykar3 to
complete degree requirements. Bootstrap funds are limjted, and

. priority goes to students pursuing studies meeting current Air

Force needs and requirements. This program is backed.” Up by G.I.
Education ‘Bill entitiements-which also provide financial
assistance to airmen attending college while on active duty.

*
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(d) Airman EducCation and Commissioning Program. Selected

members of the Air Force, who have served at. least one year on
active duty, may be assigned to a college of their choice to
.complete an undergraduate degree. Applicants must have accrued

30 semester-hours or 45 quarter-hours to be considered. Upon:
selection, the airman is promoted to the rank of staff sergeant

or higher_ rank. Full pay and allowances are paid, a., well as
tuition, fees and books. Uport graduation, the candidate goes to . *.
QTS for 3 months and then receives a commission. VY

(e) Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT). Under AFIT, the
Air Force provides educational advancement for officer (and
cnvnllan) personnel in scientific, technological, managerlal
medical, and other professional areas required by the Air Force.
Some of the opportunities lead to degrees at the master's and
doctorate level. AFlT courses are conducted at Wright Patterson
AFB, and at more than 340 civilian colleges, universities,
hospitals and industries.

The average tuition cost for a semester-hour, in 1970, at a pri-
_ vate institution (2-year and 4-year schools) was $61. At public -
- institutions the average LUItIOn cost of a semester-hour was
$12.80. . , )
The total cost (tuition, fees, room and board) for a year at a
private college averaged $3001. At a public institution it
averaged $1356.

»

Servicemen's Group Life Insu}ance (SGLI) and Survivor's Benefits

Active duty servicemen are issued life insurance in the amount of
$15,000, unless they state in writing that they want either
$10,,000 or $5,000 or no coverage. Insured members may name the
beneficiaries, and, in the event of death, benefits may be paid

in a lump sum or in 36 equal monthly payments. SGLI- is. converti-
‘ble to a permanent plan at standard rates, after separation from
the Air Force, without proof of good health. If an airman dies on
active duty, his survivors are paid a sum equal to 6 months' pay
(greater than $800 and less than $3,000) to meet immediate
expenses and readjust themselves. In addition, there is a right

to burial in a national cemetery at no cost to next-of-kin, and

an allowance for certain specific-expenses incidental to burial
(not to. exceed $500). .

Life insurance (5 year convertible term) can be purchased
privately for the following rates:

- re
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Age | . Monthly cost per $5000 coverage .
20 $2.40 ~ .
25 2.45
. 30 2.45
35 2.75
4o - 3.40
45 §.40
50 . 6.20 g .
55 . 9.00 <

In 1961 the average cost of a funeral was estimated at $1450. Since
then- funeral prices are estimated to have increased about 50%.

‘Home Loan Insurance

¥ mum mortgage insurable .under this program is $30,000.

' The average passenger-mile rate for U. 'S,

<
%

~If a member has been on extended active duty for at least two years,
and requires heusing to be occupied by his family as a home, he may
finance the purchase of a-home with an FHA insured lcan. The FHA
will insure the loan to -protect against default, so the lender is
willing to lend over long periods with low down payments and at

moderate interest rate. The cost of such insurance is ordinarily

paid by the borrower, but the Air Force pays the insurance premium
of 1/2 of 1 percent of the average annual unpaid balance. The maxi-

~

The dollar smount of this benefit depends on the amount of the
outstandxng mortgag&, ranging from $2.80 per month for- a mor tgage
of $6750 to $12.43 per month on the maximum FHA mortgage. The
average payment reposied .in 1967 was $5.63 per month.

Off-buty T;ansportation Privileges

0f f-duty transportatlon is free on military aircraft, on a "spdce
available' basis. On civilian aircraft the fare is one-half of the
civilian fare, on a ''space available' basis; two-thirds on a
reserved basis. .

domestic flights in
was $0.059, so that the advantage of i/2 fare travel was about
per mlle

1569
3¢

kS

'Retirement Benefits

Air Force members are entitled to retirement pay after 20 years of
service. In general, the monthly retirement benefit is 2.5% of basic

4
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- *(b) Base Exchange and Commissary privileges

monthly pay at time of retirement, multiplied by number of years
of service (from 20 to- 30 years). Therefore, after 20 years the.
retirement beneflt is 50% of basic pay, while after 30 years of

service the retirement is 75% of basic pay, for the lifetime of

the Air Force menber.

The retired Air Force member may ensure that part of his retl}ement
vencfit will be paid, after his death, to bis Wwidow and children
under 18 (or incapable of self-support), by accepting a reduced a
retirement income during his own lifetime. Social Security benefits
are also provided to widows with children under 18, and to any
widow at age 62.

i ¢
A

Retired Air Force members and their dependents are also entitled
to: - -

(a) Free rigdical and dental care .in military facilities, on a
space available basis;,civilian hospital care, at 25% of cost;
other medical care, at a cost of up to $50 per person ($100 per
family), plus 25% of costs in excess of $50 per person ($100 per -
fami.ly).

A

(c) MemBership in NCO clubs.

. (d) -Base theatre privileges. -

In addition, Air Force members, but not their dependents, are
entitled to: . . -

(a) Free travel within the U. S., on Department of Defense aircraft,

" on a space available basis.

(b) After six months, transfer to equuvalent Civil Servuce (GS)
rate, with senlorlty, if enp]oyed as a cnvnlzan by the Federal
Government . /

The following table shows how much money an Air ‘Force menmber
would have to set aside each month to accumulate enough money in
the bank 3o that, at retirement, he could purchagse an annuity
which would pay him at the same rate as his retirement pay. The
figures in the table are based on the assumption that the person
enters the Air Force at 20, the bank pays 5%, and the annuity is
purchased at an insurance company.




v

o "'] “
Monthly Payment to Bank
N “ While in Service,

\ At Retirement To Purchase‘EqunvaIent Benefnt_
Age Rank Yrs in AF  Monthly Benefit Ti
4o E-5 3 20. S 279 R 1.26

E-6 ' 329 148
E-7 370 168
E-8 Loy 2191
E-9 oo .. L83 217
0-5 813 366
. 0-6" - 899 - 7., 404
45 E-S 26 - 349 102
E-6 LR 120
E-7 g 498 146
E-8 ' 560 164
E-9 635 - - 186
0-5 1052 307 i
0-6 1189 347
50 E-S 30 g . .82
E-§ 493 . .96
E-7 672 131
E-3- 747 146
E-9 836 - 164
0-5 ¢ 1262 e 247
0-6 1547 303
" o
14)  Annual Leave o
} Members of the Air Force earn 2-1/2 days leave per month of active
duty service (30 days per year). The total leave accrued may not
exceed 60 days on 30 June each year. Upon leaving the service, or
reenlisting, unused leave (up to 60 days) may be taken in cash. In
addition to the 30 days annual leave, 3-day passes and legal
) holidays may be given.
15) Federal lncome Tax Concessions’ for Armed Forces
Food housing, subsistence allowances and housnng allowances are not
subject to Federal Income Tax. The tax advantage accruing to service-
men therefore varies with his income, family size, and other personal
circumstances. .
The following is an illustrative table showing: the addrtional “amount
- of income one would need to have, if the tax concessicn were not
present, to be equally well of f. The calculations are based on:
| 130 .
U i 117 )




_]2_
3
) - (a) Standard exemptions and deductions. .
(b) Filing of a joint return when married. N
(c) No othef income or tax credits.
(d) Income consists only of base pay, hous:ng allowance, and
. subsistence.
- Additional
y " 'Monthly Income
E-5 with more than 4 years service, (married, 2 children) $28
E-6 with more than 10 years.service, (marrled 3 children) $42
E-8 with more than'16 years service, (single) $64
0-3 with more than L years service, (married, 2 chlldren) $68
P . L IERY]
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APPENDIX V
A SEQUENTIAL QUESTIONNAIRE, PARTS I AND 11
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USAF SCN 73 - 117 ~~ NON-MONETARY GENEFITS SURVEY

- S . N
This questionnaire has beén aeveloped to help find out how the Air
Force can be made moré attractive to those who are in it and™o those who
might become interested in it in the future. The questionnaire deais with
various kinds of Air Force compensation or benefits that are not
principally in cash form, for example, health benefits. -

.Although it casts the Air Force a great deal. to provide all of thesé- ~
- benefits, we do not know how much’ they are really worth to you. Perhaps you

would be better off if .you received more in the form of cash, instead of .
some or'all of the benefits which, presently, are not in a current cash-
form. Possibly you would be better off if the Air Force paid less in cash
and improved the non-monetary benefits.rThe only way we can find this out
is to obtain honest, careful and intelligent responses to this question-
nairé. No decision has yet been made to modify in any way the system of Air
Force benefits, but your answers could have an influence on futurc planning.

) The questionnaire is in two parts. When you have compieted Part |,
turn it in, and you will then receive Part Il. Your Social Security Number
is requestcd to aid ‘in correlating the two parts of the questionnaire, and
for other .research purposes, but you answers. will otherwise remain strictly
confidential. o - v

-
~

PART |

~

- 1. Social Security Number: 2. Age (last birthday):___

3. Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC)

- Duty AFSC: ] . Primary AFSC:

4. Length of USAF service: months

years

——————

PLEASE CIRCLE THE ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 5 - 15, BELOW

-
K4

5. Sex: I - female - 2 - msle -
6. Marital Status: 1 - single *2 - married 3 - formerly married
7. Number of dependents, not counting yourself:

] 4 5 6 or more

5 6 or more

(a) Wife and children:
(b) Other dependents:

oo
NN

W
:-

-




|

« 8. Pay grade: E (Enlisted) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
’ W (Warrant Officer) 1 2 3 4
0 (0fficer) 1 2 3 4
~ 9. Highest education achieved so far:
1 - Elementary ’ : - 2 - High school, did not graduate
3. - High school graduate L - College, did not graduate

5 -.College g1 aduate, bachelor's degree 6 - Post-graduate degree
1 » .
10. “Income from all sources, MONTHLY, after taxes. (!f married, include
income of spouse and dependent children):

]

$0-499 . $500-999  $1000-1493  $1500-1999  $2000-2439 $2500 and up
ll.‘Race:)‘ 1 - Black .. 2 =uw&jté ‘ 3« Other

’I

2. Religion; _ 1 - Réman Catholic ~ 2 - Protestant 3 - Jewish 4 - Other

v

13. Do you consider that your ancestry is principally (circle one only):

T 1 = British -~ 2 -.rish 3 - ltalian :Ei-.German 5 - Polish
a ‘§ - Other European 7 - Latin American 8 - African- 9 - All Other

s"

14. Which of your relatives have served in the Arméd Forces of the

Unuted States, or any' other country (circle all that apply)

1 - parent(s) 2 -_brother (s), sister(s) 3 - other L - none,

15. TYou currently have quarters: 1 - on base + 2 - off base

16. Counting everything that the Air Force pays you in cash, except
housing afid sub>istence allowances, how much does the Air Force <
currently pay you per month befcfe paymenc of any Federal Income
Tax? (To nearest dollar .
\ ‘ S per month
17. Below is a list of certain Air Force benefits. Nearly everyone in the .
Air Force wi-l). take advantage of some of them, such as Benefit 6 below,
since nearly everybne is supplied with food or a subsistence allowance.
You may not be in a position to take advantage of certain benefits
.unless- you make certain choices (such as getting married, staying in
the. Air Force, and so on). Still others depend on luck, such as the

™ e 122
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state of your health. How likely is ln.that YOJ (or your'dependents) &
will take advantage of each benefit?

No

Very

Likely Un=-

Very

likely un-

idea

likely
- likely what

Dependents' health benefits f
Health  care of Air Force members

Pay while sick or disabled
Commissary prxv:leges
BaseExchangeandrelatedprlv:leges
Food (including subsistence =1lowance)
Housing (including housing allowance)
off- duty AF-administered recreatlon
(incl. clubs)

Educatlonal benefits, except job
training

| Servicemen's Group Life Insurance
Home loan insurance ,
off- -duty air travel privileges
Retirement benefits g

Annual leave

- Federal Income Tax break for

Armed Forces -

ODoOCC0 O oCcgoocoon

G

C poouooo

O0oooo

o

-

-
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fit is

-
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=

”,
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o - .
O
=

L3
. Below is a list of Air Force benefits. Us'ing the followinéﬁk ey
the column that applies to you, after each benefit:.
Column a: Have no idea what the bepefit is
; ? Column b: Have some idea what the benefit |s
L ‘Cotumn ¢’:* Have good idea what the benefit is.
Column d: Have complete unders tanding of the benefxt

Dependents ' 'health benefits

Health care of Air Fprce members

Pay while sick or disabled
Commissary privileges
BaseExchangeandreiatedpr.v-leges
Food (including subsistence allowance)
Housing (including housing allowance)
O0ff-duty AF-administered recreation
(incl. clubs)

Eaucationalbeneflts,excethobtrau%ing

-Servicemen's Group Life lnsurance
"Home loan insurance - Y

" O0ff-duty air travel priviléges
Retirement benefits

Annual leave

~ Federal Income Tax break for Armed Forces

&

£26

a

No
idea

c0o0goo0OQg ooooogo

O0opDoooo

b

Some
idea

LY

oooooooD

- N

Cc

Geod
idea

00000000 opOo.Oocoo

D000DCO0D 00O OoO0oO

d
Complete
under-
standing
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_beneF:t

'IQ -

~can-ordinarily buy

. and quality

" certainly

may be a

Som or all" Air Force benefits could be reduced or eliminated without
dnjuring you in because the Air Force could probably make you
feel just well of f as you do now by giving you more in your paycheck.
All of .the benefits that the Air Force supplies are made possible by
the expenditure of moneyy so if you have enoyyn money of your own you
at the Air Force now givés.away in benefits. For
instance, if theAir Force were to cut out health care of Air For¢ce
members, and ifcreased- your pdy sufficiently, you could buy any amount
medical care you wanted, through insurance and/or your
. No matter how much you may value this benefit, it
Yt Y"priceless.'’

own ljesourc
S

Furthermore, if the~Aif Force were to gise you cash instead of a benefit,
you wouldn't have to spend the money for the things that are included in
the bénefit. For example, you might believe that a pay increase obtained

NN exehange for health beneflts would be best spent on a vacation each:
. year,
" heré. relate to-how much increase in pay you would require,

or for increasing. your savings. The only questions of linterest

in exchange
for benefits, to make you féei exactly as well off as you do now. Do not
worry about whether the Air Force would actually pay as much as you write
down, even if the amount. is very great. We estimate that we have provided

enough space for at least six digits in your response--from zero up to

: $999 999 per month for each benefit--if you wish.

. Some beneflts may appear to ''apply'" only to people in a special

category, such @s.people with dependents. However, even .if you are
single, you may be worse off if such a benefit is eliminated, since there
chance that you will have dependents later' in your Air Force
career. |t is desired that you specify the pay increases that would be ,

required to compensate you for every change in benefits discussed below.
VL every - .

THERE 1S NO PREDICTABLE ADVANTAGE IN EITHER OVERSTATING OR UNDERSTATING

THE VALUE OF A CHANGE TO YOU. IF YOU OVERSTATE IN THE HOPE OF A SUBSTANTIAL
PAY INCREASE (INSTEAD OF A BENEFIT), IT IS JUST AS LIKELY TO CAUSE THE

AIR FORCE TO CONCLUDE THAT A BENEFIT WHICH IS SO VALUABLE SHOULD NOT BE °
CHANGED AT ALL. -'F YOU UNDERSTATE YOU MAY HELP TO BRING ABOUT A PAY CHANGE,

BUT THE PAY CHANGE MAY BE SO SMALL THAT YOU COULD EASlLY LOSE BY THE CHANGE.

Remember _if you plan to end your Actlve Duty Air Force career in, say,

5 years (or 60 months) _from now, the estimated total amount you will have
received to compensate “for a benefi hange, by the time you leave the
service, will be 60 times the (monthly) amount you write down.for that
This is true for every®benefit change. This means that, if the
retirement benefit is eliminated, for* example, yod will receive nothing
after your Active Duty terminates, but the compensatory pay |ncrease,would
take place every month between now and ‘the time you leave Active; ~Duty.”
Benefnts under the GI Bill, ,are not afifected by any change dqscusséd, and
You should ,assume no further |nf|at|on e

o
- o]
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the pay

. 5 . N
. r

"Plcase give intelligent and reallstlc responses, so that it really makes
no difference to you whether (a) t Kere is no change in the benefit
system and no change in pay, or (b) a benefit is changed and you receive
increase you write down.

" .For each change in benefits below, write down the monthly pay increase

. 4)

6)

7)

9)

.

S)‘rf Base Exchange privileges, and'all related

- eliminated,

'(to the nearest dollar) required to make you feel exactly as well off as

you, feel now. If no increase would be required, write '"0" in the‘space

provided. If $1,000,000 or more per month would be required, write '"P"

(for “prlceless”) in the appropriate spacée. Leave the answer Blank o nlz
if you have no idea what the benefit is.

- If all health benefits for dependents were.el iminated,
so_that any ‘health care for dependents had to be

purchased from cnvnllan sources? s _ S per month
N ’ ]

If all health care were eliminated for Air Force

members, except that required in combat zones, so °

that all other health care had to be purchased from .

civilian sources? : $ _per month

If the right to receive pay and allowances, while °

absent from duty because of sickness or dlsablllty, . .

were ellmlnated? - S per month

If the Commissary were eliminated, so that all such P

purchases had to be made from civilian sources? month

$ i PET

4

services (such as laundry, gas station, etc. ) were

so that all such purchases had to be

made from of f-base civilian sources? [ $
If the Air Force stopped providing food, and also
stopped subsistence allowances, but, where

necessary, established commercially operated eating
places to permit meal purchases by Air Force

personnel? per

sy

If the Air Force stopped providing .héusing, and also
stopped housing allowances, so that housing had to

be obtalned privately by all Air Force personnei?
K t «

per

If atl of f~duty recreation administered by the Air
Force, such as sports and clubs, were eliminated,
and members of the Air Force therefore had to use

civilian facilites, on the same basis as civiliahs? S month

per
I f all Air Force educational benefits,
job tralnnng, were ellmlnated so 'that

was available on the same terms as for

other than
education -
civilians? S

per month

125 -
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i f SerVncemen s Group Life Insurance were abolished,
as wel as the death benefits currently provided by

“the Air Force?

-If the Air Force were to eliminate payments for home

loan insurance?

lfbff-dutyAir#orceairtravelprIviIegesL(incIuding
reduced commercial air rates), were eliminated?
ifallAir Force retirement benefits, other than Social
Security, were eliminated (except for those'already
retired)? o : S

If the amount of annual leave earned from now on
were cut in half? .

If Federal Income Tax breaks, available only to
those in the Armed Forces, were eliminated?

N /
If all changes, ‘in benefits in Question 19 were to be
made , | -how much indrease in monthly cash pay would be

5

required to /make you feel as well off as you feel now?

(Exclude ariy benefit change for which you have not
shown a dollar amount in Question 19).

If you were to remain on Active Duty in the Air Force
until retirement, how much cash would you expect to

"receive from the Air Force, per average month from

now.till retirement? (Include pay, bonuses, and allot=
ments, before deduction of Federal Income Tax, but
exclude allowances for subsisten-z and housing).

If you were to léave the Air Force now, how much

_would you expect to earn from civilian employment,

per average month from now till retirement?

" (a) In cash (before taxes)

(b) In other benefits--dollar value, excluding
15 days' leave

(¢) In total cash and other beneflts, excluding

15 days' leave .
If you were to leave the Air Force now, and you had
not received whatever job tralnlng Active Duty has
given you, how much would you expect to earn from
civilian employment, per average month from now till
retirement?

Total cash and other beneflts, excludlng 15
days' leave -

1261 59

I S

$

per month

per month

per month

. per mdnth

._per month

per month

per month

per month

__per month

per month

per ‘month .

per:month'
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24,

10)
1)
12)
13)
14)
15
16
17
18
]
20
21
22
23
24

26)

27)
28)

29)

.My pay while sick or disabled is
* The food | usually eat is

R e T S T R e

%

PART 11

1

H

Please repeat your Social Securify Number:

NON-MONETARY BENEFITS SURVEY

In this questlon you are asked to conmpare various features of Air Force
dnd civilian life. Complete each statement below: by checking one of. the

columns.

Far

better inside same
inside USAF

USAF

Health benefits for my dependents are
My health benefits are

‘The housing | usually live in is
The recreational facilities (incl.
clubs) | usually have are

The Opportunlty for continuing my
education is. “
The terms on which | can obtain.
life insurance are .

.The terms.on which | can buy a home are *
The terms on which | can travel are

The retirement benefits Famentitled toare
The-amount of paidannual leave | have is ]
The Federal tax breaks | have are 0O
The value of all non-monetary benefits is [
The money | earn (cash, including bonuses) 40
The total value of pay and other benefits is 2
The security | have is

OoCco 0O OooQOoOooo

The number of hours | usually work is «S‘
My oppor tunities for advancement are 0O
My physncal safety is G
The respect | receive fromthepublic is {3
My personal freedom is < n)
The 7satisfaction | receive from my job s
The service | render to others is O
The preparation | receive for a future

career is - Y
The recognltlon 1 receive for my o

achievements are + O
The guidance and supervision | receiveare [J
My family and social life are g

My family believes my future is O

%40 -

0 CGoonogoo

Oo0UO0° 0 DooohOooooRoodcOoon

°

Better About Worse
inside worse

inside USAF

USAF

O Oooooego

ooon © OponooOoocoQOoooooo

CopOoCOOo0o0o0cO0000o. O g0 onooo

o

Oopao

kY

Far

inside
CUSAF

%
i

DO00ooDago.

0

9

el

<

GO0C0OcCoco0o0Soo
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oano
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1)

~possible.

2) There
Force

3) There
-Force

k) -+ There
- Force
5)  There
Force

6) There
Force

7) There
Force

8) There
. Force
9) ® There
Force

10) There
Force

11)

27. Do not answe’,this question if you definitely intend to remain ~in the

Air Force till Would you remain in the Air Force if you

could obtaln

is about 1 chance in 10 that |
till retirement.

are about 2 chances in 10 that
till retirement.

are about. 3 chances in 10 that
till retirement- .
are about & chances in 10 that

till retirement.
is about a 50-50 chance that |
till retirement.
are about 6 chances
till retirement.
are about 7 chances
till retirement.

are about 8 chances in 10 that
till retirement.

are about 9 chances’
till retirement.

-in 10 that
in 10 that

in 10 that

retirement.
{answer all parts):

<

128

441

T will

1

will remain in th
remain
I will remain
I will remain
will remain
I will remain
! will remain
I"will remain

I will remdin

°

’

~

.

Of the factors listed in Question 24, numbered from 1 to 29, identify
beiow the three—whlchAare—most_unpcntant_to_you in_deciding whether
or not to remain in the Air Force. First choose the most important
factor andsyrite in its number (from 1 to 29), then choose the next
most |mpo?k nt, and tHen the thlrd most - |mportant T
L Most important factor
o Second most important factor
Third most important factor
26. Check tRe one statement below which best describes your intentions:

I deffn}tely intend to get out of the Air Force as soon as.
| ' e Air
in the Air.
in the Air
in the Air

in the Air

in the Air
in the Air

I definitely intend to remain in the Air Force till retirement.

fo

T

in the Air

-~

in the Air

o/

1), A sufficiently large bonus or increase in salary? Yes
- 2) Sufficiently rapid promotians? Yes/ No
3) A choice of Air Force locations? . Yes No
4) A choi¢e of job assignments for which, you are qualufled7 Yes No
. 5)- A shotitér period of service? . Yes No
e 6) Guaranteed non-combatant status? . o Nes  No
7). Better living conditions? " Yes No
8) Less sévere militayy discipline? : Yes No
9) More or improved recreation (including clubs)? /" Yes No
10) Some c0mbination of Items 1) through 9)? ‘ // Yes No'
728 Would you have chosen to join the Air Force if there had‘been no
‘military draft? (Clrcle one) é/
1 - Yes 2 - Probably 3 - Probably not
L - No ‘5 - Does not apply (was not subject to dfaft)
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CBPO INSTRUCTIONS

~

SAMPLE SELECTION AND SURVEY ADMINISTRATION
) \

3 >

This attachment provides sample selection and administrative details to
'be used by each CBP0. Please read this whole set of instructions ver
carefully before attempting to identify or administer to the sample? For
some of the categories there will not be the required .number of personnel
assigned to your base. The shortages are to be filled in a specific
manner. There are several notes after the listing of required sample sizes.
that explain how to fill the shortages that will exist fof/jour CBPO in
these certain cateqories.

X

Sample S&Taction

1 v

Select the designated number of names from each of the following
categories used in the study. Select the first designated number of names ’
for each category from the pass of. the personnel file. For example, select
the first 44 male single E-2s* encountered |n ,your pass through the
personnel flle . .

J;;‘ . b .

.-

~ Enlisted Personnel - Male

5~
'Category 1: 44 male E-2s_assigned to CBPO who have never been married
: (marital status = single) '

' Category 2: 4k male E-2s assigned to CBPO other than..Category | (marital
status = all others-but single)

Category 3: 11 male E-3s assigned to CBPO-who have never been married
Category &4: 11 male E-3s assigned to CBPO other thqﬁ Category 3.
Category 5: 17 male E-bs assigned to CBPO who have never been married \

Category 6: 17 male E-4s assigned to CBPO other than Category 5
Category 7: 16 male E-5s assigned to CBPO who have never been married
Category 8: 16 male ﬁsz assigned to CBPO other than Category 7

Category 9: 25°male E-6s assigned to CBPO who have never been married

Category 10: 25 male E-6s assigned to CBPO other than Category % - g
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‘Category 1:

7

13 male'E-Zs‘assigned to CBPO who have never been married

" Category 25:

Categorx 12:
Category 13:
Category 14;
_Cateéory 15:

Category .16:

Officer

I3 male E-7/s assigned to CBPO other than Categbry T

.~

4 male E-8s assigned to CBPO who have never been marrled
v N\

L male E -8s assigned to CBPO other than Category 13

2 male E-9s assigned to CBPO who have never been married

2 male E-9s assigned to CBPO other than Category 15

3
Personnel - Male

Category 17:
Category1181

Categ&ry 19:,
Catégofy 20{
Category 21:
Catégory 22:
Catégofy,23§

Category 24:

‘ Categofy 26:
Categbr; 27:

Category 28:

Female

Catggbfy 29:

s

10 male 0-1s éssigned to CBPG who ‘have never been married
(marital status = single) - :

10 male 0-1s assigned to CBPO other than Category 17
(marital status = all others but snngle)

8 male 0-2s assigned to CBPO who have never been married
8 male 0-2s assfgned to CBEO otger than‘Category {9

26 male 6:5;,assigned to CBPO. who have never been married
26 male 0-3s assigned to CBPO other than Category 21

24 male 0-4s assigkﬁed to CBPO-who have never been married
24 male 0-4s assjpned to CBPO other than Category 23

14 male 0-5s assigned to CéPO who have never been married
14 male 0-5s assigned to CBPO other than Category 25

6 male 0-6s assigned to_CBPO who have never been married

Coe N ’ ~
6 male 0-6s assigned to CBPO other than Category 27

(0fficer and Enlisted Personnel

L femyle personnel--current grade or marital status is
.not dufferentlated for this category. Use the last digit
of the Social Securlty Number to select personnel. Start
with those ending 'in 1 furst If less than 44 are found,
then use 2 next, and so on until 44 names are ldentlfled,

»

3
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. ) If more than 44 are found ending in 1, discard those with
the last two digits ending in 91 first, 81 second,.and_sa

on until only 44 names remain. °
-l

Note: Shortages in Categories 9, 11, 13, 15
For Categories 9, 11, 13, and 15 the numberof ected names
be short of the desired number of selected names (fewgr than desired
single E~6s or E-7s or E-8s .or E-9s assigned to your /CBPO). The sum total
‘of these 4 categories (9, 11, 13, 15) must add to 4. Therefore, if there
are less than thke 44 required.number of names selected, use the stille
available (not previously selected) personnel in an of. the 4 categories
to fill the various vacancies remaining. 1f, after t |s procedure, there
are still shortages in any of the categories--9, 11, 13 15--then go to
the category whose rank is the same as that category r which there is
still a shortage (9 short--go to 10, 11 short--go to 12%J3 short--go to
14, 15 short--go to 16) and select the necessary number of\still.available
names to fill the shortage.

~

Categories 9, 11, 13 and 15 are the only ones in the enlisted ranks
for which you may not have the necessary number of personnel assigned to
youtr CBPO to meet the required number of.personnel within these categories.
For all oF the remaining enlisted categories, you should have no trouble
in |dent|fy|ng the required number of names for participation-in the survey.

Note: Shortages in Categories 23, 25, 27

For Categories 23, 25, and 27 the initial number of selected riames -
may be short of the required number of selected names (fewer than desired
number of singlé O-4s or 0-5s or 0-6s assigned to your CBPO). In almost
every case, you will be considerably short in all of the categories (23
and 25 and 27). Go to the category of associated rank (24 for 23, 26 for
25, and 28 for 27) and select the necessary number of names to fill the
shortage from the non-selected set of names still avaulable‘(rememberlng
that a set of names has already been selected to fill that specific
category's requirement, i.e., 24 majors who are or have been married have
already been selected to fill Category 24's, majors other than Category 23,
requurements) . . i v

- »

Note: Des.ires °

The number. of desires may be cut in half by coding them such that
with one pass the required number both- for 'single' and ‘'all others'
categories of the same associated grade are obtained (i.e., Category |
and Catégory 2 for E-ls). Care should be taken, however, to insure that

¥
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each of the categorles receives the required number of selected personnel.

14;nuqeiu;4xxuuiu£;4muceduce_theenumben_of_deSJres_even further with

manupulatlon of the coding, but again caré must be taken to insure that

each and every category has the required number of personnel selected.

Note: Suggestion‘ ’ _ Rt
Selecb all single male perSOnneI in the grades of E-6, E~7, E-8,

E-9 and 0-4, 0%5, 0-6 (Categories 9, 11, 13, 15, 23, 25, 27) initially.

In most cases they all will be used to fill the requnred number for thosej: -

specific categories. In addition, initially select twice the number

required in the married or was married category..of associated rank for

each of the above grades (Categorles 10, 12, 14, 16, 24, 26, and 28,

respectively). This will glve you ready availability of names to fill the

shor tages that will occur in some 'single! Categorues (9, 11, 13, 15, 23,

25, 27--or E-6, E7,58\E9 0-4, 0-5, 06) .

Attachments 3 and 4 may help to c]arlfy the situation for your CBPO.

v

.

" Population - . -
Count aiﬂwpe{eonnel assigned to your CBPO who fall into each cate-

gory defined in the sample list and record the number obtaxned on Attach-
ment 2, Tally Sheet (the distribution itself should resemble the number
contained ’in Attachment 4).

L .t
ot

Questionnaire Administratién ‘
- <

The ba5|c requurement is that the respondent be able to give
thoughtful, unhurried and independent responses. The questionnaire should
be administered in a group administration situation. No time limit should
be imposed upon the respondents, but at least one hour should be scheduled.
The persons asked to complete the questionnaire should be notified to
| report to a Iocatvon ‘where surveyed individuals can be under the supervi-
sion of the Survey Control Officer or his representative (i.e., conduct
the survey in an auditorium, theater, or testing office). Where possible,
effort should be made to administer the survey to perSOnnel e~upper
grades at locations that would minimize their travel and tT;:n;EZ;\gggm
“their missions. This may be done by working with blocks of functional
units, blocks of geographical locations, or whatever other mefﬁbd may
seem appropriate:

The questionnaire package consists of two parts: Part | and Part Il.
Part | must be issued, completed and returned to the monitor before Part
I'l is issued. When Part || has been returned, please arrange the responses
so that, for each individual, Part | is followed by Part II. (Note Bases
which are sent an ”nnformatIOn package" should distribute it to each
respondent with Part I1). °

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Return of Completed Questionnaires. ;

$

The suspense date for completion and return of all survey instru-
ments has been set and approved by Hq USAF/ACMR as 13 August 1973. Please
enclose with each package of completed surveys, Attachment 2 (Tally Sheet)
showung ‘the name of your base, the date, and the number of questionnaires
in the package. A return address label has been encIOSed wnth thIS package
of surveys.

Communications Pe%taining to,the Survey

H

{f you heve any problem pertalnlng to the survey, we urge the use
of the telephone. Such questions should be addressed to the Contract
Moni tor: . .
Ist Lt James F. Roach .
Air Force Human Resources.laboratory {AFSC)
Personnel Research Division
Lackland AFB, Texas 78236
! Autovon 473-4106 .

1:34
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’:I'ABLE IV: DECILE VALUES £OR THE DISTRIBUTIONS OF AGE,

.- LENGTH OF SERVICE, AND AIR FORCE INCOME ,
i
LENGTH OF - AIR FORCE
) DECILE SERVICE AGE I NCOME
' NUMBER (months) (yezrs) ($ per month)
- , — — W SeXx * -
Lower Upper Lower Upper. 'E'owert " Upper
Timit limit  limit limit™  limit slimit
B 6 .19 307 -
L2 7 . 1 20 20 - 308 342
<3 12 18 21 Co22 - 343 356 ...
N ) . :
4 19 300 23 23 ° 357 436
5 T 48 24 26 437 560
. 6 49 80 27 729 ' 561 657
7 81 155 30 34 658 88
8 156 212 35 37 819 1036
) . 213 240 38 n 1037 1400
10 T am 42 © 1oy ‘
N . 3
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TABLE V: - MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY AGE DECILE® L
\ o, (dollars per month)
N Vo - »
\ -
\\ . . )
NAME \OF BENEFIT ° ' ¢ »  AGE DECILE
. it %

] 2 ' Ty o5 s g 8 10
| TN 7.8 9

Dependent Health 259 224 181 193" 164 170 186 215 186 175

\

-
v -

Personal Health 234 23¢ 184 171 166 170 153 178 176 |67.

Sick Pay - 230 246 216 209 228 203 24k 337 299 318

. Commissary | 162 153 132 109 - 103 110 101 15 123" 123
'bas? ‘Exchange 145 138 1ok 16" .91 8 8 95 84 103
Food A7h . 161 129 126 13 106 107 17 131 129
Housing 254 2b2 220 21k 220 236 252 256 268 285 -
Recreation 100 93 67 65 53 52 60 6k 53 43
Education - 280 211 185 172, 137 110 97 105 95 76"
‘Life Insurance 162 128 126 107 74 66 82 112 105 g
Home Loan Ins. 210 153 131, 105 84 69 72 BRI Yoo
Travel 68 128 109 106 78 70 59 75 63 | 57
Ret i Fement 488 470 403 386 259 bss” 590 1132 1584 Jed7
Leave *232 19L 186 170 '126’,3189 |§7 221 253 20k
Tax Break - 167 155 141, 123 - 03 123 1 107 148, 115
Training , 64 81 -200 -16 -24 16 87 213 283 -9k
I5ee Table iV for age groupings. e

? il

137

150 ¢




TABLE'VI:  MEAN VALUATIONS

y

. NAME OF BENEFIT

- ::Dependént Hesalth

2

(dollars per month),

1 2 3 4

254 209 186 185"

éeéspnql Health
i Sick Pay

Commis;ary

Base Ekﬁhange
Hous ing

Recreation
‘Educgtjon

~Life Insurance

ES

Home Loan Ins.
S

" Travel
Retirement =7
Leave

. .“Tax. Break

‘e . €
Training

<

229 189 197 181

‘244 204 200 211

169 al23 120 ° 110
45T 109 112 96
17 1k 128 ;19
265 225 218 210

98_ 66 89 59
288 175 164 160

145 7112 102 91

184 129 138 . 95
181 100 105 75

635 397 323 36k

258 166 191 161"
/
164 115 148 130

-72 © 49 =159 5

3See Table IV for length groupﬂﬁgs.

138

St &

¥,

z

LENGTH OF SERVICE DECILE

5.
Iéh
181
248
152
127
148
247
82
'195’
125
144

115"
yd

//1;3 ] B

193

134

=133

]

87

6 778 9
182 166 - 224 73
192 160 ]ZZ 175
235 259 304 288
101 106 116 125
93 86 103
109~ 103 127 122
! 230 251 267 251
60 65 , 67 50
139 10 105 99
103;///79 105 109
//5; 79 - 75 71
8. 69 64 62
524 635 1173 Tho
189 187 216, 217
138 - 102 ‘12; 104
13 204 185 295

OF BENEFITS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE DECILE@ ~

1652
229
138

-80
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‘NAME OF, BENEFIT

2 :

. Dependent Health N
Personal Health

. Sick Pay =
Commissary

_Basé Exchange
Food
Hdusing

; Recreatign/

. Education

Life;lnsungnce ) -
Home FOan Ins.
Travel
. Retirement
Leave
Tax Break v

_Training

<

(dollars per month)

\

2

.. SEX
Femalé/'
162
.182 ©
220 . |
133
119 | . .
140
238
84

205 -

199 -

TABLE Vil: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY SEX

Male

184
258
125
105
131
247

143
108

103




TABLE VIIt: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY MARITAL STATUS
f 3

»

‘ (dollars per month)

NAME OF BENEFIT MARITAL STATUS

Single Married Formerly”Married

) Depend‘e.r'ft Health - 195 _ 194 ‘ 21;

.Personawl Health 'I9I‘ 179 179 v
o 9ick~§ay . 227 . 269 280

Commissary : 124 125 - .163 «
Base Exchange . R 98 - '135

"Food - 143 134 g
Housing 3 234 28k 255
Recreation 81 . . 61 50 -
Educat ion : 182 o128 ‘ 177
Life Insurance 113 02 i 153
Home Loan Ins. 129 ’ 91 + 150

‘ Travel™ 119 . 76 . ’ 104

i Rezi}"éx‘nen,t ) ’ 537 . 885 ’ 81

Leave T " 95 . 204 201"
*~  Tax Break . ; 131 125 195

Training o 53 34 -120




TABLE |X:

NAME OF BENEFIT

Dependent Health

Persoﬁzl,Health

Sick Pay
éommissa;;
Base Excﬁange '
Foéa

Housing
Rec;eatioh

Education

- Life Insurance

bl
N

Home Loan Ins.

-

.
rovel

Retirement

Leave

Tax Break

Training

MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEF.ITS
BY NUMBER OF DEPENDENWTS

1

(dollars per month)

184
116
132
118
495
195
l;é

36

€

I 2
198 190
205 164
247 241
128 122
17 86
137 /18
241 233
64 56

77
590 637
186 - }99
2L 112
-62 =90

141

154

NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

3
195
181
26)
116
94
116
265
61
99
100
67
5i

1219

203

121

72




TABLE X: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEE{TS.BY PAY GRADE

i . (dollar;/per.month)

o

Y.

NAME OF BENEEIT . o /// PAY GRADE - ENLISTED
L /EST B2 E-3 E-R E-5 E-6
Dependent Health 272 J/égé' 195 218 185 204
Personal Heaith ' | 248 : 199 197 216 191 187
Sick Pay 245 228 219 263 2k 319
Commissary /188 131 135 157 132 14l
" < Base Exchange /// 167 115- 108 147 115, 115
Food /// 192 147 137 160 131 155
Housing . ,// 280 221 214 248 221 2k2
“Recrestion /- 3 74 7h 99 70 8
Ed:cawion 7 ‘ 323 205 181 228 151 |h87
- Life |nsur§3ce | 157 130 119 149 . 111 128
Home Loay/lns. 199 157 150 155 106 121
Travel ;' 216 109 .109 136 91 9k
Reti'r;me”nt 655 371 .370 528’ 524 925
LeaQe S 265 184 176 204 175 207
_Tax Break 186 129 136 172 14 438;:

Training .. 2 -117 -2 -83 138 173

C 142

E 455

e = s —oumtnm o srmsasemnmrosree = somnuss moromamvsreses . mvonssEs 4 swmstamns mamon a0 o o e st .

E-7
190
178
294
129

89
121
233
55
%

80°

60

58 .
839°
186

86

277

E-8 E-9

182 128
155 144
337 463
110 105
‘88 65
'wu_ 126
265 . 235
68 4g
105 -77
119 57
70 .29
52 '32
550. 2561
199 143
N7 65
11;‘>|ooo




TABLE X:  HEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY PAY GRADE (CONT.)
N T . (‘doﬁars per month) )
NAME OF - BENEFIT PAY GRADE - OFFICERS
C O 0-l 0-2 - 0-3 0-4 0-5 0-6
Dependent Health 155 170 167 185 “lo1 200
Personal. Health 140 150 156 160 180 , fudﬂ"
Sick Pay 189 26 . 228 _ 265, 312 - 222
Commissary 81 © .96 8 ' 95 123 101
Base Exéhange . 7k 82 8 72 97 loé
. *+ Food . % 107 87 92 120 82
Housing . . 23h 225 237 . 288 ‘ 310 o "346
Recreation . 5l 45 38 b5 57 67
Edﬁcé;io;i:¥f 101 118 "f 8 51 68 50
Life Insurance 80 73 . §l 76 104 ( 82
* Home Loan fIns. 45 73 53 51 67 . 24
Travel - 58 - 53 he I I 48
Ret irement 480 310 515, - 1316 23hk - - 1594
‘Leave 146 224 175 . 225 287 212
Tax Break 77 92 14 ‘ldi 86T, T 124 -
Training ' 8. ;39 195 R 135 -13
) ; 143
S €7




TABLE XI :

‘NAME OF BENEFIT

L

.

N

‘Dependent- Health
Personal Health

&
Sick Pay
-1}:,’ r.‘:, R
Commissary
LY

Base E}ghange )
Food

Hous ing

* Recreation

-

~
z

Education

Life |n5uran§e
Home Lo.an ilns.
Travel’
Retirémépt
LeaQe

Tax éregk.

Training
i

Elemen-
tary
School
134
134
102
181
220
.
b3
Ih8x
102

45

27

28~
515
928

70

556

Some
High
School
305
281
331
206
156
179
283

129

261

221

-257

. 210

1168
263
225

10)

144

High
School

216
205
274
148
125
i56

2k0 -

84
' i9zr-
127
e
s
547
200 .
140

-2

.

157

k7

102

98

87 53
884 770 -

197 178

131 106

"

60- 48

"Grad.

Post-

Degree .




" TABLE XI1:

* NAME OF BENEFIT

MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS
BY INCOME FROM ALL SOURCES

(dollars per month)

INCOME FROM ALL SOURCES

. . (dollars per month)
0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500
to to to to to. - and
499 999 1,499 1,999 2,499 over
Dependent Heal th 215 193 162 - 201 206 225 “
Personal Health 202" 184 149 194 156 170
Sick Pay - 26 255 " 291 255 263 361
Commissary 143 128 97 1k 109 158
Base Exchange 125 104" 76 105 ] 78 127 .
Food 151¢ 130 103 116 119 163
' Housing ) 233 235 259 290 323 ' 272
\\\\\ Recreation : 82 70 h6‘ 67 53 86
'i \\EEEEehgié:\ 222 133 86 78 56 135
Life Insurance - 131, ’ }02 82 99 %8 .33
"Home‘Loan Ins. 161 103 hé 67 . 31 94
™ Traved 3¢\\\\ 85 51 57 4 18
 Retjirement 430 . 667 853 3222 1763 665
Leave 195 \T§6 198 207 284 " 265, -
Tax Break 143 125 106 133 " k6 131
Training 34 24 69 147 -29 L
145 -




g

TABLE X1t1: MEAN'VALUATloyS OF BENEFITS BY RACE

NAME OF BENEFIT

Dependent Health

.. Personal Health

Sick Pay
pommissafy
Base Exchange
Food

Hou@ing
ﬁecreatioﬁ
Education
Life Insurance
Hom;!Loan_lps.
Travel ‘
Retirement
Leave

Tax Break

Training

Black

323

308
389
213
203
221
294
133

(dollars per month)

1

146

'y’

RACE
White
182

171 °

239

116
95
122
241
61
129 -
95
90

780

- 193

122

39

Other

275 -

235
290
139
126
143"
268

99 .

234
172
150
177
679
207
170
74




v

TABLE XIV.: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY RELIGION

"(dollars per month) -

"I NAME OF BENEFIT o " RELIGION T
Roman . ] .
Catholic Protestant Jewish " Other,
Dependent Health 219 187 .19 188
PersonaW-Health . 210 ) 173 : 122 1§8
Sick Pay - 279 250 . 168 1236
Comﬁ?s§ary' ) 135 - 118 8o . 134
Base Exchange 123 ) 97 61 . 1
Food S 7Y B 121 o 147
Housing - 262 241 231 239
Recreatsion # 76 ) : 67 é7 ' . 67
" Edication « 166 135 80 168
_.Life Insurance . 117 3 103 4o 101
Home Loan Ins. 115 98 ' 25 127
Travel 8 . 81 37 ‘110
Retirement 729 - \821" ny 598
Leave _ | .210 + 196 . 91 213
‘Tax Break e o | 123 T2 130
Trainjng ' 60 . 52 -405 =59
2
’ 147 °




g
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TABLE XVi:  MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY ARMED FORCES RELATIVES.
g \ _ K . (dollars pér month) \ i N
NAME OF BENEFIT ARMED FORCES RELATIvES .
) . ' | Parents; Parents, Siblings,
E And ‘No No :

“ ‘ Siblings Siblings” Parents Other None
Dependent "Heal th TS 194 © 199 190 219
Personal Health . 173 191 183 ‘ 176 195
Sick Pay " 230 235 © 270 277 282
Comm{ssary AL o129 ‘ 122 127. 135
Base Exc;ange._' 83 - .li2 106 108 113
Food . 122 136 128 130 142
Hous ing : 230 _2115 21;6?' 253’ ‘ Zéh

* Recreation . 63 . 72 64 75 74

 Education 13 163 137 1hg 148
,L}fe“hhsurance 96 "7 - 108 . 101 11k i
Home Loan Ins. ’ 8 -~ 423 91 106 18

* Travel : . .80 105 - 80 96 .92

*¢i.,Réti;ement' 750 601 " 845 . 76k 973
:tgavé T 194 194 ,‘ " 1205 2027 225
Tax Break . 1k 136 115 2 132 . °
Training 131 H - ks 8 - i3]
149
162 . :




g
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TABLE XVi:  MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY ARMED FORCES RELATIVES.
g \ _ K . (dollars pér month) \ i N
NAME OF BENEFIT ARMED FORCES RELATIvES .
) . ' | Parents; Parents, Siblings,
E And ‘No No :

“ ‘ Siblings Siblings” Parents Other None
Dependent "Heal th TS 194 © 199 190 219
Personal Health . 173 191 183 ‘ 176 195
Sick Pay " 230 235 © 270 277 282
Comm{ssary AL o129 ‘ 122 127. 135
Base Exc;ange._' 83 - .li2 106 108 113
Food . 122 136 128 130 142
Hous ing : 230 _2115 21;6?' 253’ ‘ Zéh

* Recreation . 63 . 72 64 75 74

 Education 13 163 137 1hg 148
,L}fe“hhsurance 96 "7 - 108 . 101 11k i
Home Loan Ins. ’ 8 -~ 423 91 106 18

* Travel : . .80 105 - 80 96 .92

*¢i.,Réti;ement' 750 601 " 845 . 76k 973
:tgavé T 194 194 ,‘ " 1205 2027 225
Tax Break . 1k 136 115 2 132 . °
Training 131 H - ks 8 - i3]
149
162 . :




TABLE XVII:

\

—

NAME OF BENEFIT
Dependent Health
Personal Health

Sick Pay
Commi;sary
Base Exchange
Food
Héusing‘
Recreation
Education

o,

‘Life'ins%rance'
Home Loan Ins.
Travel
Retirement
Leave

Jax Break

Trafning_

-

MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY QUARTERS LOCATION

{dol1drs per ‘month)

N

>
-

-

QUARTERS LOCATION

On Base. - Off Base’
202 | 189
188 180
‘238 & 276
133 RERTY:
e 98 i
135~ 128
253 237 '
75 | 61
‘ 163 ’ o 130
18 . ¢ . 95
- ‘121 90
109 . 73 N
721 776
- 210 ’ 187 .
) 129 . 128
78 . =30 )
150
163 -

e e e % e e ——




~d .

TABLL XVIII: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY TYPE OF QUESTIONNAIRE -.’

d

NAME OF BENEFIT

Dep;ndgnt Heal th
Personal Health
Sick Pay
Commissary

Base Exchange
Food .
Housing

v .
Recreation

_Education

Li%e Insurance
Home Loan Ins.
Travel ’
Retiremént
Leave

Tax Break

Training .

Basic
191
173
T 234
121
100
125
238
64
150
98
101

89
R
“190
117
23

A

(dollars per month)

Vali-
dating

237
265
310
182
173
189
302
124
208
182
179
149
677
258
198

te

L]

~

QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE

Educa-
tional

182

175.

246

" 109

86

65
1126

188 -

100

74

Sequen-

© tial

177 .
. 147
1274
99
77
107
229
45
108,
81

64‘
65
848
187
117
88




TABLE XIX:
. : -
o ) )
,,_/_//'/’ . -
/’//-// ' . B "
27" NAME OF BENEFIT BASE SIZE AND LOCATION .
- : ' . . )
7 ’ B Large Large Small Small
- A ‘ Urban - ~"Non-urban Urban Non=urban
> ! " Dependent Health 210, - . 189 9k . 167 -
. o ) “F ¢ ’
Personal Health © 201 . - 178 185 - 147
. sickPay' - 270 259 o 26k 194
Commissary . 135 128 124 96
R N N ¢
Base Exchange 115 m 95 80
° .Food . 141 137 .oz i07
... ~.  Housing . 257 253 217 222
., Recreation 76 - 76 ‘ 57 g *
- Education - °© V162 .18 129 128
Life Insurance 1k - hiz s ’ 89
b o, N h . A ’
T+ 7. -~ Home Loan Ins. 146 - AL 96 .15
A Travel = i 100 98 68 77",
k] \\ . w N ) .
, Retirement ¢ : 868 689 - 631 . 609 .
A . . - .
. lLeave ' 204 . 227 163 171
’ ] . . '
- Tax Break 14l - 135 109 89
< Training - 0 2 0 =277 55
.:( s‘:\ [
A ° ’
’ ' 165
I s
L t . . A
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. - ' R TABLE XX: ‘MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS .
. ~ - BY,BASE, BASIC QUESTIONNAIRE ONLY
(dollars per month).
NAME OF BENEFIT BASE NUMBER (BASIC QUESTIONNAIRE ONLY)
. ' I 2 6 7 " 12 13 o 1 15

. bependent Health 210 170 187 165 207 C1L2 172 161- 288 ;

i3

Personal Health 179 158 158 178" 190 169 131 167 265

" Tsick Pay 221 255 236 263 239 354  186. 20k ~ 256
) Cohmr;sary 135 96 11k 128 123 126 91 103 19
Base Exchange 108 5%’ . 106 99 100 77 b6 85 171

Food =~ 130 1fo. 116 1h5 118 111 106 108 195

f Hous ing v v, 7252 2h2 243 241 2200 207 221 224 287

Recreation 67 52 59 94 57 59 4 ' 59 113
Educat jch 127 121 139 162 129 129 100 162 35k
- Insurancé 102 69 97 92 91 111 70 112 171
Home Loan Ins. 95 60 105 105 98 86 . 66 85 213
Travel - 81 37 8 96 67 71. 71 83 . 230
_ Retirement 1122 803 603 591  657. 541 705 490 * 683
Leave 215 145 209 210 155 187 16k 179 286 e
‘Tax Break - 132 96 1J3 158 116 84 67 116 l§7§?
. . ' R
Training -125 .87 117 98 =16 65 160 .-73 / -I5
’ ‘ ” ~ - ST
.7
/ (Y

e 153
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TABLE XX1:  MEAN.VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS
: BY AIR FORCE CAREER LIKELIHOOD? .

(dollars per®month)

¢

NAME OF BE&EFlT ’ PROBABILITY OF REMAINING IN USAF TILL RETIREMENT

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

'Dépehqént Health 193 172 195 144 208 209 124 234 235 206 192
Personal Health ]83 174 185 izs 208 i8§ 152 251 205 211 177
‘;;;k Pay 20]- 200 246 196 161 239 245 260 275 254 302
Bommi ssary | ,f”?}l 118 125 85 108. 136 118 -121 139 116 122
" Base Exchange /_.”/ 105 119 105 79 89 116 105 110 127 119 96
‘Food //// 136 135 121 109 108 140 117 149 142 122 127
Housing////‘ 233 227 260 85,217 238 245 226 256 260 263
Rg;rég;ion _ 68 69.78 50 53 78 63 79 82 74 6l
’/E;upation / 160 164 216 135 188 215 163 154 135 132 106
Life Insurance 106 129 88 50, 89 128 132 72 97 109 10I
Home Loan in;. 125 135 130 65 83 154 57 93 130 98 72
Travel . 105 105 146 52 57 121 93 109 110 76 68
‘Ret}rementn 351 320 369 234 302 573 476 771 642 767 1265
.Leave \1 195 196 231.-126 171 199 172 173 227 206 209
Tax Break 129 TH 170 83 114 139 112 88 153 139 120
Training -126 140 =111 -6k 42 28 -13] 102 132 -163 119 )

~a8ased on the responses to Question 17, Part | of the questionnaire, as
shown, for example, in Appendix I. - . .
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TABLE XXIl: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY RESPONSE TO INDUCEMENTS®
Y . ) :’- ::f' U
(dollars per month)
¢

°

NAME OF BENEFIT INDUCEMENT AND RESPONSE

J ' Aésign- Shorter
Tash Promotion Location ment .Service
Yes No Yes No Yes No | Yes No Yés No
Dependent Health 214 169 | 214 167 | 207 165 | 208 177 § 221 183
Personal Health 199 154 | 200 15] ~195 151 { 193 160 | 209 168
Sick Pay 237- 187 246 172 {235 175 | 236 179 | 240 209
Commissary 135, 102} 135 99 } 130 103 | 128 111 | 148 107
Base Exchange 2 90| 123 82 {118 84115 931133 95
Food _ C 3 tos| 1h2 108 {137 113 | 132 125 |1 117
Hous-ing 239 220 243 211 | 2357 222 ] 234 - 222 | 2k 222
Recreat ion 75 62 76 57 73 6k 72 65. % 83 '61
- Education 187 1501 194 135 | 185 133 § 181 149 {214 150
Li;e Insurance 122 874 12 88 | 114 89 167 109 { 135 9&6
. Home Loan Ins. 137 109) 132 110 131 101§ 117 137 1k 13
Travel 11 874 113 80} 109 78 y 105 93 127 86
Ret i rement 562 25&1 547 288 510 277 | 508 320 j5h2  h4os
Leave ' 210 16k 211 1581 199 173 | 192 189 | 216 177
Tax Break ‘ 151 }06 146 109 4 1h2 117 136 118 164 ik
Training 8 -6 16 -1 17 . -b6 6 -9 26 -17.

@Based on the responses to Question 18, Part | of the questionnaire, as shown,
for example, in Appendix |.

T——
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‘TABLE XX11: MEAN VALUATlONé OF BENEFITS BY RESPONSE TO INDUCEMENTS (CONT.)

W (dollars per month)

NAME OF BENEFIT ) INDUCEMENT AND RESPONSE iii?'a 1
Non- Livf?g.‘ o . A/ o
combatant Conditions Discipline, Recreati Combination
Yes No Yes No Yes “No /| Yes y‘ Yes No

Dependent Health 234 179 | 228 157 | 231 6| 240 168 | 193 206

Personal Health 220° 163 § 207 154 164 ‘222' 156 | 182 195

Sick Pay 261 200 | 250 182 192 |- 266 186, 220 217

Commissa}y 153 107 | 1 97: 101 | 156 98 | 121 140

Base g'xchange 12 93} 129 83 891 148 81 |11l 106

Food I5] 146 ' IR 134

Hous ing 238 5 | o241 | 2sh” 232 . 232

Recreation 9] 84 ’ 95 73

Education 231

3

Life Insurance " 134
R

Home Loan Ins. 149

Travel 129

RétjremenF, 527 ¢
" Leave o 211

Tax Break 173

Training =73




H

NAME OF BENEFIT

Dependent Health

" Personal Health

Sick Pay

Commissary -

. Base Exchange

Food
Hogsing
Recreation
Educatjon

Life Insurance

" Home Loan Ins.

-

Travél
Reti;ement
Leave

Tax B;eak

Training

L)

Yes
221

213

299

143
125
146

264

79
170
132
128

109

Y

TABLE XXI11: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS. BY DRAFT INFLUENCE®

800 .

229
146

(dollars per month)

RESPONSE TO DRAFT QUESTION

_ Probably

205
178 ©
268
112
95
122
245
67
125
98
102
81
836
216
121

48

Probably
not

163.
153
214
94
76

104

2h42

. 52
106
- 80
52
57
811

T 162

104

68

No

156
148
195
112

80

13 -
216

48
120

84
79

71

681
174

108

83

Does not
apply T

196
183
226
128
15
139
237

76
177
106
119
106
645
179
134

17

a . . )
Based on the responses to Question 19, Part | of the questionnaire, as
shown, for example, in Appendix I. .
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TABLE XXIV: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY BENEFIT UNDERSTANDING

S . N

(dollars per month) ~

~

< e - —

E

NAME OF BENEFIT ' RESPONSE TO BENEFIT UNDERSTANDING QUESTION® ~— -
‘ No Some Good Complete )
- idea idea - . idea understanding
bepeﬁdent Health 198 220 - 184 201
Personal Health 213 218 190 171
Sick Pay . 250 ) 246 239‘l 278
Commissary . . 215 184 124~ 119
Base Exchange 15 149 T2 100
Food : 168 175 27 123
Hous ing 248 265 241 247

Recreation , 167 ' 77 61 69
Education ’ 156. | 193 133 140 e
Life insurance, 134 125 103 104-
Home Loan -Ins. 129 - 98 | 97 101
Travel 155 & 83 89
§ Retirement p : 744 462 763 ' 1067
: Leave " 7 ‘ 252 245 213 EETTR
. Tax Break , i34 148 16 7 128

®Based on the responses to-Question 20, Part | of the questiomnaire, as
shown, for example, in Appendix |.

Brhis table, and Tables XXV and XXVI, include "uncorrected" responses to
the validating questionnaire, i.e., these responses were not corrected to
the midpoint of the response interval. The errors in these tables are so
small, however—as experience with the first 19 tables shows—that they may
safely be ignored. The means shown are too high by something of the order of
$0-5. . h
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TABLE XXV:  MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY AIR FORCE/CIVILIAN COMPARISON®

NAME OF BENEFIT

Dependent Health

Personal Health

Si;;\E;;\““;~\‘
Féod

Housing
_Récreatio&
Educb;ion.

Life Insurance

-Home Loan Ins.

Travel
Retirement
Leave

Tax Break

UéAF
far -
better
220
191
278
191
293
91
190
1{7
166
124
890
206

140

&
¢

kY

(dollars per month)

RZSPONSE TO USAF-CIVILIAN COMPARlSONb

USAF -

-better

189
186

239

174
269-
.73
143,

111

112

86

721

204

135

About’
same

184
175
232
118
235

67
126
102

81

74
64
196

120

USAF
worse .

146

157

238
139
258
63
e’
114
69
59
767
209 |

188

USAF
far
wor se

199
157
230
143
24
82
119
92
4s
86
297 -
197
37

aBaSed on the responses to Question 21, Part | of the questionnaire, as

shown, for oxample, in Appendix |.

"bSee footnote at Table XXIV.

-
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* TABLE XXVI: MEAN VALUATIONS OF BENEFITS BY PROBABILITY OF use®

(dollars per month)

L%

NAME OF BENEFIT ' ‘ PROBABILITY OF USEP
. Very ‘Very ’ No ~
likely Likely — Unlikely unlikely: idea
Dependent Health -, 207 206 169 160 ‘gp3
9¢r;qhél Health 198 - 172 148 200 133
Sick Pay 294 I 204 187 224
' Comm{ssary' 124 143 ‘88 A86 271
Base Exéhange_ 105 ' 120 - 98 " 65 “153
Food _ 131 146 103 - 156 123
Hous i ng ' " 249 245 253 235 236
" Recreation 84 - 71 58 39 36
Education l7é 150 100 " 50 93
Life Insurance . 99 | 135. | 123 iLQ 136
Home Loan Ins. 128 10 87 62 s
Travel 120 93 ' 50 . hz2 | 95
Retirement BAE ' 528 - 417 322 248
" Leave . 203 205 151 17 147
Tax Break T‘ : 137 141 s 88 8l

9Based on the responses to the question >hown, for example, as Question 23,
Part |1 of the basic questuonnalre (Appendlx ).

b .See footnote at Table XXIV.
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TABLE XXVII:

Probability of
remaining in USAF
till retirement

0.0

" Total

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO
“"AlR FORCE CAREER ‘LIKELIHOOD" QUESTION®

"

Number
of .
reponses Per cent
. 6h2 17.6
357 9.8
94 T 2.6
79 2.2
84 2.3
662 18.1 .
B 56 1.5 ‘
79 . 2.2
117 3.2
: 197 . 5.4 ?
v, gy
W 1280 35: 1 [
&
- . 3647 100.0

3Based on the responses to Question 17, Part | of lhecquestionnaire,

‘as shown, for exam

ple, in Appendix .

4
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TABLE XXVI11: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO “INDUCEMENTS“

QUESTlONa
. o ‘ Number' . Per cent
'nd.lassamefl.t. o _yes _yes
Cash , 1406 - 71.0
- Promot ion : 1329 68.5 )
iqcagion . - 1520 . 77.0 ,
Assignment ) 1439 ’ 73.8
Shor+er Service ) . 768 . k0.7
Non-combatant 650 . 3477
Living conditions 1177 - 61.6
Discipline 820 : 4.2 T
Recreation . 889 ‘ L6.9
e : .
Combination ) 1595 . 81.0

BaSed on the responses to Question 18, Part | of the questionnaire, ,as
shown,” for example, in Appendix I. Includes only those who responded

also to'Question 17 ,

T

Cor

162 v

S 175




\

£

TABLE XXIX:

FREQUENCY. DI STRIBUTION OF RESPONSES \\

. TO DRAFT INFLUENCE QUESTION® \

ResEonse

Yes

Probably |
Rrobabl& not
No

Does not aRp:y

ki

.~ Total

/

Number | .
of ,
responses Per cent
1415 39.3
° Lo 13.6°
437 vt 20
528 14.7
731 20.3
3601 - ! 100.0

~
L

8Based on the responses to Question 19, Part | of the questionnaire, as

shown, for example, in Appendix I.
- also ‘to Question 17.

Includes only those who responded .




TABLE XXX:  FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION -OF RESPONSES
TO "BENEFIT UNDERSTANDING' QUESTION?

3 . NAME 'OF BENEFIT | " ' NUMBER OF RESPONSES
h R No Some Good Complete
) idea, idea idea understanding
'Deéendent Hgalth 194 751 ‘ 1243 . "633
Personal Heal th D e 3y - 1288 1180
éick‘Pay _ 182 hgs 1034 1103
" Commissary 73 185 1001 2012
Base Exchange | 43 “214 1039 1973 -
Food — R 10 ‘ h27 " 1120 1563 .
Housing 15‘ 4;6 ) 1075 1520
Re;reation ' 196 .. 769 T 1283 908
Education . 52 718 1362 759
Life Insurance S 638 1209° 1037 ,
"Home Loan Ins. 557 796 58; 379
. Trave! 290 830 1088 762 .
Retirement ‘ 150 680 S0 1091 ‘ 671
Leave ‘ 39 188 893 1725,/
Tax Break . L. 66k 580 715 569

°

3Based on the responses to QueStion 20, Part | of the questionnaire, as

shown, for example, in Appendix |. Includes only those’ who responded
to thz respéctive parts of the monetary evaluation auestion (Question 24,
Part ). .
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- TABLE XXXI: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES
e TO "'AIR FORCE-CIVILIAN COMPARISON'" QUESTON®
.“l‘*.‘,,, ’
. “ A .
“‘._
g}’ L9 ° - CAPYaR
Lz""vk.«\'«!’a\ PR IR TR VL T R X Vo Mo Ve Yo N Ve ¥

NAME OF BENEFIT

Dependent Héalth
‘ ‘PersonaI,Hea‘th

Sick-Pay

Food

Hous ing

Recreétioq

Education

-, s

Life Insurance

Home’Loan,lns.

Travel”

Retirement

Lgavé )

'Tax Break

¥Based on the responses to Question 21,

shown, for example,

NUMBER OF RESPONSES

USAF ‘
far USAF About USAF ~
better better same, worse
. 925 1053 hs9 ~ 190
1392 '998-© * 384 81 .

1285 77 w32, 52

143 296 18&9 595

108 250 1337. 1047

233 804 1325 532

818 221 - 594" 174

692 1098 996 152

376 » " 925 822 13

862 116 509 115 /

926 1099 437 76 :

1054 1206 ° 503 6

386 1172 830 66 .

«
3

Part | of the questionnaire, as

in Appendix |. lnc!udes only those who responded

- Y,
< v Y.V
«\‘el*'“\‘“

Y
A0

USAF
far
worse

58.
25
10
297
43k
191
57
38
47
s
24
19

also to the respective parts. of the monetary evaluation questlon (Question

24, Part 11).

© 2
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- . TABLE XXX11: FREQUENCY DISTRTBUTION OF RESPONSES
R o . TO "PROBABILITY OF USE" QUESTION®
- NAME OF BENEFIT o ’ NUMBER OF RESPONSES '
o Very ' , - Very T No -
X likely Likely Unlikely“ unlikely idea
Dependent Health 11426 . -707 279 343 52
- o - . . - -
Personal Heaith" 1671 973 64 s 22
. //, . \‘_ * -
.~ Sick Pay o 1252 947 L84 105 , 3]
< ‘ e ~ 1
Commissary : ©o2h77 - 610 > 115 l 47 20
///Ey I B M )
"+ Base Exchange | 7587 , 579" > 64 27 14
) i .8
Food ! 2533 523 99 W i
Housing . /Q . _' 2288 587 'szI ‘ 143 25
" Recreation = . Mok - 1289 - 534 265 . 30
°  Education’ 1165 -~ 1238 362~ 122 9
5 s - : L - ’ e
4 Life Insurance ‘ 2148« 622 135. . 69 23, b
N ! ‘o«. . ) “ Vad ; ’
. Home Loan :Ins. . © 703 ) 866: . 476 . 196 . 75 -
) o ’ ) ’ 3 . ¢
* Travel : e - ‘1133 " 500 170 51,
SRR S . ) I »
Retirement - . .- 1252 545 347 394 LY :
', Leave . , . 2437 . 398 - 20 S99 9 |
L . . . 4 .
2 Tax Break - _ 1502 ' . 560 ///Ih8 72 . 2l
\ - ‘o ' ‘ 4 -
.

i aBaSed on the responses to the -question shown, fog example, as Question 23,
Part ki of‘zne basic questionnaire (£ pendix.|1). Inéludes owly those who ’

; respbonded also to the respectivé parts qf the monetary evaluation question Z

1.~ (Queat;on,zh Part 11). o " .

|




TAB{S XXX

NAME OF FACTOR
Dependent Health
Personal Health
Sick Pay

Food

Hous.ing
Recreation  °

" Education

14

" Life-lnsurance

Home Loan ins.
Travel
Retirement
Leave

Tax Break

Value, all. non- 1on. ben.

Money "earned

Total, pay and benq its
Security

Hours of work .

opp. for' advancement
Physical safety.
Respectfrom public
Personal -freedom

Job satisfaction

* Service to -others,
Future career prep.
Achievement recognition
Supervision, guidance
\'Family, social life.
Fémuly believes future

\

v

A

Based on the responses to Questlon 22, Part I of thé quest.ionnaire, as
for example, in Appendix |.

shown,

o

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO
MMOST IMPORTANT FACTORS' QUESTION®

v
LA S"."&

i

Ist
place
325
PIG
64
10
45,

218

17
20
554
13

21
366
169
240

12

<181

22
316
b2g

36

87

16

14
109

64

167

\

2nd

place

302
273.
2
17
7¢.

9
215
13
- 35
60
296
59
15
57
287
184
205
37
22Q -
17
45
165
299.
“70

L1116

78
27

117
6()_1

3

180

NUMBER OF RESPONSES

3rd
place
165
198
148
" 21
83
17
190
1k
28
87
277
96
- 22
v 88
226
187
258
- 45
® 199
18
62
179
245
62
139
85
22
179
103

3

¢

Total
792

587 .
324

20h
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TABLE XXX1V: ALR FORCE-CIVILIAN FEATURE SCORE BY
LENGTH OF SERVICESAND BASE- GROUPP ﬂ
,, .

LENGTH .OF |*° . . ‘ BASE_GROUP: * “]
“SERVICE . ' , e Small | Small | Lack~
.DECILE ._Large urban . Large non-urbap - | yrban | non-u.| land

) Basic Valid. Educ. Sequ. Basic VaLid. Sequ. #Basic Basic Basic

- oo - o338 - - 36.9 - - 29.9

2 39-3. 39.37 38.9 -33.6 355 -38.9 350 37.9 37.9 -

3 39.2  43.7 4.2 37.5 ho.5 4h.4  36.7 38.6 4l.5 -

4 40.9 40.0 5.0 42.3 42 ' 43.7 42,1 40.9 40.5 -

5 bih U419 463 WL1 0 39.3  43.5 437 38.8 42,9 -

6 . 384 38.7 38.4 38.3 37.1 4.5 38.7 38.8 39.3 -

7 - 369 37.2 37.7 354 36.4 38.1 36.2 37.5 40.0 -

8 * 36.8 35.7 40.5 38.8 38.5 35.8 36.3 39.8 37.4 -

9 37.2 38.3 37.4 -35.8 37.3 38.0- 3h1 357 36.9 -

10 354 357,735.0 3h5 0 327 329 35.5 350 350 - .o
aSeebTabl'etlv for length groupings. T (

/2 .- -7 , - s
b%corgfbased'on last 13 responses to Question 21, Appendix 1. ''Far better'
was scored 1, "better' was scored 2, 'same' was scored 3» "worse'' was ’

scored 4, and '"far worse'' 5, and the sum taken. Theref ‘re, maximum score - \
is 65. Cells with fewer than 20 responses are not shown.




_ © TABLE XXXV:® AIR FORCE-CIVILIAN FEATURE SCORE ]
L _ BY DRAFT RESPONSE AND BASE GROUP2

. DRAFT BASE_GROUP , :
~ RESPONSE Small | Small | Lack-
Large urkan ~harge pop-urban ! urban | non-yJd land .
Basic Va!id. Educ. Sequ. Basic Valid. Sequ. Basic Basic Basic
© Yes 36.3 35.4 37.6 33.8 356 3.2 33.0 35.8 37.0 .29.4
CProbably 36.5 37,9 k0.3 36.7 37.7 39.8 35.4 38.1  37.5 -
- .
Probably ' o
not 39.5 42.6 ho.6 39.2 37.9 39.7 39.8 40.8 41.2 -
No Wb kb6 k5 Gh.2 b2.9 b2 bhk 5.6 45.8 -
v/ ’ t
Does not )
apply 37.3 41.o" 38.8 37.7 33.3 40.7 37.1 °37.5 38.5 30.8
Score defined as in Table XXXIV.
- /
1 : |69 vm

G
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TABLE XXXV : S“REQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF ARMED FORCES RELATIVES

g BY PROBABILITY OF REMAINING IN THE AJR FORCE

2t . IS
. .
7

. e - . /

, L ya

ARMED FORCES PROBABILITY OF USAF CAREER
RELATIVES: % 5 %%, 002 R 0.6

G B - A to
P 0e0: . 0.1t 0.k 0.5 0.8 0.9

Parents & siblings 100 ° -~ 47 " 37 109 43 32

sParents, nosiblings 218 116 107 .- 230 88 &5l

Siwb],ings,r!opa-rent?s 72 4o 17 . 92:3 ;4’3 24

oy .

)

Other relatives 66 51" 27 70 33 31

. 1 - o .
None . v 4o 15 20 - b5 19 23
i
y
7
, .
\ .
- ~ 2]
« i
M ¥
v '
¢ L
"
t
&

170

183

154

"398
186

138
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-TABLE XXXVll: FREQUENCY OF DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT™RESPONSES

[ BY P@OBABlLlTY OF REMAINING IN THE(ATR‘FQR@E
/ . ‘

/ °

DRAFT ‘RES‘PONSE PROBABILITY OF USAF CAREER

) 0.2 0.6
to to
0.0 0.1 0.4 - 0.5 0.8 0.9
Yes - © 89 78 67 222 97 79
Probably 39 34 34 82 39 19
“ - %,
Probably not .55 36 .33, 58 . 32 24
Mo . 210 b2 29. K813 16
Does: ‘not. apply 98 78 43 142 . 43 23
&
4 o “f\
y
T .
3 ¢
\ -
o\, ]
]7\]: o t,-‘?

v

539

155

146

73

14k
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TABLE XXXVII1: FREQUENCY DISTR«BUTION OF INDUCEMENT RESPONSES
BY PROBABILITY OF REMAINING IN THE AIR FORCE

?

INDUGEMENT RESPONSE PRbBABILLTY’OF USAF CAREER
N 0.2 . 0.6
to . to : )
. 0.0 0.1 04 05 0.8 0.9 1.0
Cash © - Yes 179 161 135 421 170 103 - -
No- 258 76 40 59 16 16 -
Promot i on " Yes 154 136 121 L3 165 108 -
A " No 276 93 54 60 20 12 -
locatiof . * - Yes 217 188 44 b2 172/° 103 =<
No 219 47 33 38 18/ 5 . -
* Ass ignment " Yes 196 160 146 422 172 106 - )
I No 231 71 31 52 .5 0 | -
) Shorter service = * Yes 141 108 81 159 58 31 -
.- ! " No 283 121 92 - 247 116 77 -
' Non-combatant Yes 165 81 55 199 58 23 -
, No 315 146 117 249 115 84 -
Living conditions Yes 164 133 - 107 334 132 80 o=
. No 261 -97 69 127 e - 31 -
Discipline Yes 158 1. 81 228 64 . 3. -
. : No 268 121 94 223 113 78 -
Recreation Yes‘ 109 38 .72 276. - 88 62 T co
No 312 - 129 o3’ 181 ¢ 88 50 - - "2
<, Combination Yes 244 198 162 b4 182107 -
‘ No i83 38 19 25 12 i -
- ' T . <

¥

Directed not to respond. T

-
v
I3

B
l




TABLE XXXIX:

! : ""DRAFT'"" QUESTIONS

X

ARMED FORCES ~
RELATIVES

e .

- Pa?ents éﬁﬁ siblings

j

|
-Rarents, no siblings

I.

‘\
Siblings, no parents

»

)
Other relatives
!

¢

None |

Yes

0.64

0.57

0.80

0.73

0.76

©

Probably

0.58.
0.50
0.80

0.63

0.68

DRAFT

Probably
not

0.51
0.47
0.74

>

0.61

" 0.78

PROBABILITY OF REMAINING IN THE AIR FORCE, BY
RESPONSES TO' “ARMED FORCES RELATIVES' AND

No

0.25
0.16 . .
0.48
0.34,

0.46 ~

Does
.hot

apply

0.48

10.38

0.62

7. 0.55

0.60"




TABLE XL: FREQUENCY DISTRlBUTlON OF. FEATURES IDENTIFIED .
' : " AS MOST IMPORTANT, BY LENGTH OF SERVICE DE..ClLEa

FAN

" . AIR FORCE-CIVILIAN 'LENGTH OF SERVICE DECILE
FEATURE :
3 b 5 .6 7
Retirement . - 12 oo 26
Job satisfaction 37 55 - 59 75 69
Cash . - Co4s gl 34 59
A ) o o
Dépendent* health 48 . 29 .3 16 27
* Personal freedom : 61 65 65 . 61" 38
Security 17 17 25 2
Edhcatfqnal , s ) L
< opportunity L6 31 Co2h 16
Advancemen} . . L e - o w
oppor tunity ;p 20 15 17 15 200 290 22 21 13 "2
-’ . . N 2

Cash plus benefits 19 18" 20 24 17 17 25 4o 20 14
) - s " E} . t hd ’

3See Table IV for length groupings. Cells with fewer than 10 responses are
not shown. . .
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. TABLE XLI: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION O~ RESPONSES TO AIR FORCE-
. CIVILIAN COMPARISON OF GASH ¢ARNED,
BY PROBABILITY. OF REMAU\’ELNG IN THE AIR FORCE

o
) 3‘:0 N

o 0:_.
) . i ‘w” ‘ ."o
AIR FORCE-CIVIL-(AN L PROBABILITY OF USAF CAREER 2
. COMPARISON OF *» : . ‘
CASH EARNED ° ° 0.2 0.6 ‘
LT ] . to - o to
. 0.0 . 0.1 04 .05 0.8 09 1.0 -
2 - . ¢
USAF Fai“Better ' 15 20 g 50 17 12 112
L 2: 7 USAF Better Sa\b2 b9 - 35 125 35 .35 292
f‘“"‘.:\,.: ey . . . . \ .
‘Same .95 793 k2 189 64 55 k66
' Lt g ‘ .o 2
° . USAF Worse =~~~ ' 187] 95 87 162 84 60 237
USAF Far Worse 152 4 35 - 36 .25 10 34
a 4
o y 2
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TABLE XLI1: “FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION. OF RESPONSES TO AIR FORCE-
CIVILIAN COMPARISON OF "CASH PLUS OTHER BENEFITS,"
BY PROBABILITY .OF REMAINING IN.THE AIR FORCE

) v "
. AIR FORCE-CIVILIAN | PROBABILITY OF USAF CAREER
'COMPARISON" OF _ |
TOTAL CASH PLUS BENEFIT ‘ 0.2 0.6
. . to to
- . 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.9
USAF Far Better 29 31 20 104 34 31
USAF Bettér : 109 96  66- 213 91 8-
same 139 89 64 184 61 49
. - USAF Worse 8% 55 51, . 53, 33 23 200
! - . "g‘ - ) ’e '; a
j USAF Far Worse - . 88 10 8 5 6 2
o, - o ’ ©
i
1
‘ fe v ;f :
S . 4
R N:'&El: :‘EW‘}YJ
\ Rl & 9 ,
N b , -\,
| 4
, ]76 .
: —_— 189




TABLE XLII1: FREQUENCY ~DI-STR|BU'i:|0N OF 4'P'" AND BLANK RESPONSES
" TO NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EVALUATION QUESTIONS .
] - (per cent) /
. . - . .o
NAME OF BENEFIT ‘ ResponSeg
. upn Blank Good Discarded
’ ) Responses Responseso Responses (>$2,500)
Dependent - Heal th 10.8 .3 76.9 0 .
PersonaI:Health 2.2 8.1 78.5 1.2
Sick Pay\'*‘ 12.4 . ) 10.2 76.7 0.7
‘Commissary .33 ‘ 7.5 ’ 88.5 0.4
Base.Exchange . 3.1 - . 7.8 88.9 0.2
Food ‘ 3.0 9.4 87.4 0.2
Housing ' 3.8 7.6 88.3 0.4°
Recreation ‘ s 2.7 1.3 i 85.8 0.2
_ Education ' 7.7 2.7 78.7 0.8
Life Insurance - 8.2 | 9.9 81.5 0.4 .
'ﬁéme Loan Ins.. 5.0 L | _63.2 .. . 0.4 )
E Travel b5 §0.8 0.3
. Retirement 16.1 70.5 ooar CL
Leave " 10.3 77.9 0.9 .
" Tax Break "~ 5.0 68.9 0.4
aResponses over $2,500 wére not Qiscarded for thi benefrﬁ.. s
/
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TABLE XLIV: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF 'P'" AND BLANK RESPONSES
TO NON-MONETARY BENEFIT EVALUATION QUESTIONS

BY BENEFIT AND QUESTIGNNAIRE TYPE .
(per cent)
/.
/
NAME OF BENEFIT  Basic Valitlating Educational Sequential vackland

P Blank P " Blank ‘P Blank> P 'Blank P Blank

Degendent Health 10.6 13.5 0.8 10.0 14.3. 7.6 11.2 7.1 28.5 3.0

5

Personal Healéﬁ IZ.h;‘IO.I 1.0 6.3 14.3 5.2 13.2 3.7 28.9 3.4

-~

dick Pay .o 3.1 13.1 0.8 7.6 1279 652 14.7 6.6 25.1° 2.6
Comissary 2.8 8.9 0.6 6.9 3.3 4.8 3.8 K2 1.5 43
Base Exchange" 2.8 9.6 0:2 7.5 2.k 5.7 3.2 3.9 llﬁg‘ 1.7
Food 2.5 11.9 0.2 7.1 " 2.9 5.2 3.0 5.6 1.1 *3.0

| Housing 3.1 9.2 ok 8.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.9°13.6 1.7
Recreation 2.2 13.8 0.2 N2.0 3.3 7.0 2.b 6.4 9.4 1.3
education 5.8 15.9 1.2 10.2 7.1 9.5 718 7.6 27.7 &3
Life Insurance - 7.5 12.1 1.8 RFe 5.7.8.6 8.6 59 26.8. 4.7
Home Loan Ins. 4.5 33.5 1.2 2&19" 5.2 23.8 46 32.2 15.3 12.8

- Travel 4.0 17.4 0.8 10.8 ’%721 1.0 3.9 11.3 14.9..3.8
Retirement 16.3 15.9 .5 11.0 17.6 11.0 ’18.7f 9.6 28.9 6.8
‘Leave - . T10.4 1229 1.6 8.8 9.0 8.6 ’ll.5f;¢%.u 23.8 5.5

" Taxresk | 6 286 1.i 19.6 .57 1815 4.4 251 14.0%50.4




