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. Qoncefynhly,}?@ﬁ?‘ employmeént. of a spouse
VK .

N - A\
affect the-

“béen ‘examined in the,

\Va‘
. i - e .
Abstract '
vl F
N ' < THE ORGANTLZATIONAL ATTITUDES OF
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"

Since World War TT, participation by womén in the labour force has

increased markedly rveflecting corvesponding 'iucreases in the ouymber of

- .

women in the Canadian Forces .(CF) (a seven-fold, increase in the last 15

-

. years) and the wumber of civilian spouscs of military pergonnel who are
v . . [ .o . .

.

. employed. -Many sevvicewomen marry and vemain  ioa-the CF.  Dual-income

o

military * couples vcéreate unique demands for, CF  personnel management :

. .

. . BN . Lo .
Amilitary or civilian) could

1 ' T . . N ' . :
‘Job satisfaction and performance of CF personnel as well .as

'_'.r . * P . 3 ' . .. * .
- their M“commitment  to . a, military .caveer. While the dual-jncome

e . . - R T PO . :
velationship for civilian couples has been ‘studied, "this "issue has not

.

ilitary context. . o _ S

\
«

CF personnel (n=738) complefed: the Job Déscriptive Index {Smith,

Kendall, & Hulin, 1975

- 4

Y

',1975); a measure, “of perceived performance level: -add, 'épecific

B

);: a version of the Organizational Commitment Scale

»

‘(Mowday Steers, ' & Porter, :1279)31 the Military Ethos Scale (Cotton, -

pu—

.
<




* . . . 3 . . . L. —

attitudinat and  biographical questions. . From the 643 . usable
.guesrionnnireﬁf the: respondents were divided into four marital lifestyle

groupﬂ; dual WanmC/dunl military (Df/DM); duial income/single military

f(DTYSM); single iﬁcomé/single military (S1/8M); and, single CF member who

. was never married. The. groups  were also classified by geader and
: - ¥ Lo .

[ y

military rank -status. . . .

"
3 N

Analyses indicated that: differences in rank were sigoificantly
refated: to job sgatisfaction, organizational C9mmitm@“tJ,;QQQ_Amili?%:x_n.mﬂ,vﬂf
. cthog but not'tp perceived job performance; differeuces in gender werve .- g

. . . o

gignificantly velated to. military ecthos, to % limited extent to- job

. . © . satisfaction, but ‘net to organizational commitment or perceived joh,

. . performance; * and,. marital lifestyle was only relaced to’ overall job

. -
- y

satisfaccion: | . . SR g .

Results avre discussed, within the context of implications for

»

. ~ .+ .military personnel, in the various Llifestyle groups, as ‘well ‘as their

. . - i

I relevance to currént CF personnel policies. A regognition:‘of “bokh

. .

. © .. similavrities ~and differences among personnel’ in the differept marital
o lifestyles should cputribute CO‘a_procesﬁ'which maximizes$ the. needs of
both the individual and the organization.
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. ‘ ) . - Introductian T : . S oW

Eﬁekgroﬁng . . : - .

In the fdrty-yenrs since the  end of World War T1 Canada has saen

large, sometimes startling, .social change. One of the more c0mpaflinn'

~has .been thi ever 1increasiing numbdr of womén in the labour (orce.

.

Canadian labour force Wtatistics (Figure 1) indicate that in 1961 29.5%
of the labour force was Ffemale, in 1971 the figure had risen to 39.2% and.
by 198Y this figure was 40Q.6% (Statistics. Cnnadn,.lﬁbl, 1971, 198)). (n

N the 1981 census, for-the {irst time, the percentage of women in the
. - ¢ - B -

labour force was greater than 50% (Statistics Canada, 1984). Results of

the 1981 census also indicated that "the greatést increases in female

°
.

‘participation in_the .labour force since 1971 were " among marricd’ women"
(Statistics Canada,- 1984, p.2). - Figure 2 indigates :that .in the 1971

census data 37% of nparried women were 1in the labour force; in 1976 this
- . b .- .

figure had risen to 41Z:while in 1981 S27 of married women were i Che

']hbho‘ Eorée .(Stﬁzistiés Canada, 1984). n AlQSﬁ . Statistics Canada - s
eétimnted'that.45.ézso% tHa«lgbour force was comp}{scd of couples where .
‘boéﬁispousés'wercfin ;he laﬁour f@rée: The'wﬁl{ ét}éet'Jodrnn) (1986)

. hexﬁcdts gh@t by.]995 in'ninp‘oug of 10 couples bpth husbuné'nAAPWifvanIl

. *

T
+

* be employed.

- . i ' ’ . . . - ' . .
Within the Canadian Armed Forces (CF}, the .number of servidewomen has

a

also increased over the last ‘fiftecn years. Although the rate of’

increase has been more rapid thai within the.labour force, the amount of

.

increase is not as great. In 1968 at the integration of the Reyal

_ Canadian Krmy, Navy .and Airforce into the Canadian Armed Forces the
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. Figﬁre 1
Labour Forte Breakdown by Gender

Females

1971 1981

Census " Year
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Figure 2
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in the Labour Force
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5T (Brlange

percentage nf femnles "‘tn the CF was 1.

servicewomen vas held at n mandatory cailing of

time the

cnchd{$thc percentage of milieary wogen - had x}oun to .07 of

of 82,700 personncl (Pn%k,'lqﬂi) end veached 6,97

I

personnel 1d 1980 (Park,

(Department af Nacignal

total stfcngth of 85,122

nDPIG, 1985)

Information Sevvices,

Pevsonnel

v, 1980) .0 The pumber of

1, 50007 I 1970, 0t the

.

report {com the Royal Commi<sion on the Status af  Homen was
b " - : N

the tatal
1\

of an overatt

© ;

of 7R, AE

1983). . Curvently, wn%n'_on comprisce .07 of the

.-\;‘( Garat e o

Defence, Dir

In 1970 the report of the \Rnyn! Chmmission on the Status of Wodgen

included n_mm'\_g its recommendarions

"

that: servicevomen updn marrving shaals

not be required to take their vilense from the CF.  Thia recommehdde inn

o

servicemembers has beep increaasiop ever siaca.

faced w@tl{ two distinct foems of " Jduna)

dpouses are servicemembers; and, the otrher

anrner gouplen:

whe e a

was -adopeced byh'lthe CF and the numbers of cdupled’ whire bhoth sponnda nre

A48T of the UFC

'

fn 1286,

were pevsoanel whose spouses were .nlswo nervicemembers.  Tlma, the OF iag

one, where bath

Zervicgememberr ' a
.. .
.

civiliéan spousge nlso has paild cmployment.. Figurga forf the latter "proap

cannot bhe derived from DPIS data sources

v
o .

force ‘involvement of civilian spoeuscs.
T

‘Labour

. - ‘,. . -
may be more conserative than the Canadian population asz a wvhole,

T . o . . N '
cxists to support this. . Therefore, 1o will be
U P , _ B ; :
for civilian spbusecs - of scervicemembery -dons

7 »

4

population ‘in general i.e., that 527 nf,mnrriﬂ(.!_'

:i‘..force. ’ ‘e
/”a‘,:/\\ ’ ) . . s
~ ) . .
o N ) 4’
RN o 7
'\ .

“inge

no  regord ia

l-tc,r)( R

Although the CF pr)ipu‘lat_'{nn

3 B .
1) p! --)-Sf'

asgumed That the (igure

not, diffar v the
» T

women are 1g the tabour

I




‘Doal Yacome Couples . : . .

The -term '"dual income couple® 1s used throughout this thesis to

. ' I
N

cncompans the terms dualtl carcer; dual worker and duat ‘carngr couples. - Tt

o e

SN dedcribes a” pouples where both members, have paid, Ffull-time (defined "by
o * .. Statiat ics Canada as more than 30 hours per week) cmployment, but to whom
. . ES . . " ’ . R e ’ S o - )

AT o intentions ol caregar plang ‘varsus job existance have not .becn agcribed.

Two terms are used throughout this thesis to differentiate the two forms
N . . . ) . : ’”.ef‘\: )
ol wmilivary dual’ :l'.'\COm(? couples.  "pual Iincome_/Dual M;!itnx‘y .(DI_‘/DH).

couples" are  defined as  husband and  wife secrvicemembers. "Dual

7

. '!ncmﬁ«-/i&‘i'n;{ln»,ﬂi,licn'ry (DI/sM) couple" iscthe phrase used to describe a.
© L servicemember ‘with a c¢i®ilian spouse who has paid, full-time employment. .

< . o . - .
N - ) .. . - . - x

i\l%__h(mgh' not a form of dual income (:"ou[')l(‘.,,"Single Income/Single Military. N

{(ST/8M) touple! s anather expression .frequently used “throughour this

cthipsise 1t is defined as "a couple where boe spouse is a servicemember,

while the other.spoise is a civilian without paid; - full-time

employment. : DR

- . { Spouses  who, both -work may crecate .a situation of increased

N . . B
. . . . .

e © tknowledge - of . the work: “world, ‘mutual understanding of c:lx'cer,"'_;ob :

Cpressurds’] and’ reciprocal -support within the couple. Congeivably the

.t'.‘:i'n'p'lc.)yyu‘..n_t “of _a’ spouse :,(m\'.lit:qxiy Jor civilian) ~c_ou1d'~“,\a_ffeé‘t. the. job" '

e

as well-as their commitment
. Pt I

.7 - aatigfacrion ‘and performance’ of, CF personnel)

s

to the.organization and its ethos” (i.e., its values and guiding beliefs). -

o p

 MiVitary ¥olicy .. R ; R ' S o

N HLl i.t'ur.,_v -personnel

,specialists a,p‘péar to 'vbiew "l')é'thh forms “of dual -

*.incomg couples  as - add ihg .to administ rative di'(',fi,cplt‘i‘g'a “of the Cp One’ . -
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~DND report” (Ewasl\,kn and Donovan, 1982) states "Basic conflicey were {ound
' to exist... between maintenance of the traditional coneept of the family
unit in a family of a service couple and the traditional refquirpmeots aud:

3 v

dtructure “of “military sevyice” (p.15)Y. . Attempting to co-lodate DL/DM

. : spouses (v.e. | have rthem ewployed in the sawd geopraphic: location), avoid
placing them in conflicting jobs and-creating compatible carear paths. has
- . - L. . . . 4 . - N\ -
addedr to the complexity of thosce manager tasked witl, the  movement K
: 7.0 military  persounnel Cthroughout  their  careev progression,  CWhile  the . '
posting of a servicemembor "may canspyseriouns disrvuption or roin to A R
. . . . T . . -t
civilian sppuse's carcer, this s not, at preseat, a concern of the!CF
- . . . . . . . -
persoancl corps. However, the prospect of haviang to take inte  account .
. the occupation of civitian "spouses in thelfnturd mast appear difficult. |
-2 '—.'O\A . " . ‘. Vv . " . ) : ! . . . *
Mo policies. pervtaining specifically o DI/SM couples exist: however, .
: there are scveral policigs targeted at DU/DM couples. Primary’ amoog .
. these 15 the CF policy on co-located postings. -An attempt is made to .
co-locate rhe spouses of a DI/DM couple in the same peographic lacation, ' '
S however  this will | net - be  dond  to  the Cdetriment | of  any  othpr: o
servicemember. - Each sponse of the DI/DM couple is treated as a single™ . .- )
. o o . " ) .' S B o - . ‘ ) o ) N
e ‘member’ 1d terms  of finmancial | benefits for, postiags (Canadian  Forces ; _
' - T ' . T ! : e . ) : . Y ! . T . o '
" Administrative Orders), thus preventing the occurrence Of any "doubbing. ‘ o
up" .on benefits. Whan the posting is rvo-located, Yenefits fov s DI/ 7+ . < .
R . o .' . ". . , - : l . . . - ; . [
“couple and the cost of their move Will likely be tess than if they were
. single or. had “a .civilian spouse. Take for  cxample.vthe case nf a
X . . - n - . FE . . v
«  gervicemember -wvhose ‘move cast ten thousand dollars ian moviang expnn
1f the “servicemember i -married to a8 civiltian spouse he or she “will
: - _ K ’ . : K
S “ . . ) ) ) SN
- i .




" . e, . . Do . .
receive a full months pay as allowance for disruption from a move. If

.';'liny t

unre lat

location ytheir moves will each cost. ten thousand dollars (as per the . -

- -~
curveit

:

therr !

.

the same gervicemember s .single (with ro dependents) moving exptnses may -

lse  same, but benefits are less; only one half mouth's pay- 1s

"received Lo compensate  for  the disrmpt.io.n' of a_ nove. Thus,« 1f -two

ed, single servicemembers™ are ‘seat to the samé  geographical

e
y

dxample) and esch will receive a half month's pay as part of

enefits.  The same . two "servicemembers, if married to ecach ocher . :

(Y)I]_DH). will move cas a family. Thus, chei_r move will cost ten thousand

dol ltl“l'.}%

and each will receive one half month's ‘pay. In the case of the

. _rr,
v

PT/DM -couple who {a ‘co-located the CF has moved two servicemémbers for

slighel

' .- couple

B

y more than the “price of “ane. Tn terms of benefits the DL/DM

“are .treated as single, while jn térms of expenspgs they hré greated

as married, thia often creates confusion for the. DI/DM servicemember  and

pC‘ rsonn
‘ »

pdreats

.

el sraff alike. D1/ DM “coup‘lés with children _-(ns well’ as siagle

) arc prohibited from overseas postings because of the possibitity - B

.. . Jo

of Tmmediate mbbil{"zat'iog\. “The femnle spou‘éc in a DI/ DM cou(ﬂn: will be

- >

(3%

admini s

. . NeRAtIy
burdens
A}

couples

existence of DI/DM couplcs,‘ and ‘to a* lesser extent D‘[[SH"COUples,

2d_i[ she becomes. pregnant during an overseas posting.’

.

Due -ta  the increased administrative rveqdirements caused by the

trators I;l_('k.f‘ poblicy makers.‘tend to View these  couples Qﬁo_!ly'

ght (Ewashko and Donovan,- 1982). “Perceived as “admifiistrative

¢ L
.',. A} .

.

" bv. personnel administrators,  Sservicemembers in dual income

may. ‘leave the CF .rather’ than suffer from lack: of ‘support for



<

their lifestyle. Tt would

} today's socicty. General

. !

changes . which are

. . practices

well- as

Australia, New Zealand and Canada. The report

last few -years - the structure of the familins

v v

wndeed be unfovrtunate 4 the CF Jost valuahle

¢ of new policiés) with a lifestyle that is

Bernafd-'w.
occurrihg

and procedures in light ' of thoge

make adjustments to their -'modus operandi’

of "'a joint report reviewing the military family situation.in the VS, UK

v

higitly trvained sevvicemembers because it had not come to prips (ia terms

. L4
becoming the prevalent ane in

Hogers (1978, p. 57) stated

! ‘commanders- at all (sic) levels' must continuously rvemain “abreast of the

tn., soctety; S evaluate  their  policies,

|

.
changes; and,
J .

/

bt

o

as appropriata

»

Evidence that the CF, as

other NATO nations., is. bcginning_ to realize the impact of the

military 'on the family and the family on the military exists™in tha form
P ! - .

2

) v

states, an part, "Over the
have changed, and this is

likely to "impact on . the military. The relationahip between family

’
P

e - - concerns and reteantion  of
importance of the family on

- : paramount’’ (Toulson and Drach,

- Purposciof-Thesis‘ i

s

Thé™ purpose cof this

R significant

satisfaction; job performance,

e 7 .ethos) of servicemembers with
. T o gendérs. oc

different rank

" differences then, depending on the strength and direction of the

. .

a member's

thestis, is  to

.

persannel Cis  now  established, ‘and  the

perception of the military is

1985, p.vil) .

determine 1 f there nare

differences in the employment attitudes and® behaviour (job

‘different. mavital lifestyles,, of diffcrent

status. Tf the

.organizational commitment. and military

findings' do - indicate,

LI

o



v

; .

differences in the” attitude and ‘behaviour of ‘the subject groups ave

. : ) . .

revealed, then the status quo of current ‘policy ghould be maintafnqdﬁ S

RN . N

\ . . ' . [ '.‘ - .,. ¢
«Very 1little reseharch -has been done 1in the world's<militaries on dual .

income couples. However, research in the cividian coutext has beeh more

s .

. . - . ' . . t .- . Con g
- _active. This literature will be ;gvxewed to  provide a conceptual
. . . SN ) . . .
overview. - . . , N . : ¥
. ) - \

Extensive civilian researcéh on dual income couples. compared family

.d%TFéTences (e.g., Qahe,.Kbval and Ponzetti, 1984 Pityowski and Repetti,

K ) - “
" - M . A . “ 5
. . 8’ . ) X ..
differences, policies, should come. under  review.: 1f no.. significapt -

iQBé}, (gggitn]) life séti?fécgiop (e.é.,‘ BailyﬁJ- f@?d;f gapjés, ilbéi;. )
Sekaran, i685)} and perso;aiity“differences (g.gf,'ﬁurkq aﬁdi\.\?eji“r,.l“—)76b';o
Rice, .1979);- héwever; 'eﬁployeé differences'“havéjzgsf been"§589u§tgly. )
'exnm;;ed, : TH%,.focgs ;f_ the cuyreﬁt.‘rcéeaLcﬁ_ 1s  on . these, 1gtﬁet

differences which may- have the ., most significance and interest .to

»

~qrpanizational decision makers. Since employee differences may - occur,
between - spouses within dual income couples and “between couples wirh

‘

differeat: marital lffesfyle%, ‘they, will. be referred ‘to. qé ,mqtttdl

T

lifestyle'differenbea.“-" : e » T T - i
Organizational Perception of Dual Income Couples’ . .
Marital lifestyle 'differeﬁces‘ may bé viewed ds  positive or
., negative ‘depending on’one's *point ofiview {Rall and Hall,;1978; Mayhérd' 

and. Zawacki, 1979; Sikes, 1978 etc). Since tHis thqéi37{§ concerned with’

the ﬁnrﬁt§1 lifestyle differences of iddividun]§ at work, it is impoytanEA_!

'
] .-
. . . K Lo . .
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to know Wow most organizations, and cspecially the CF, view dual income
) : . . s :

Coﬁpfas.

'
W
t

“Trom the perspective of the ovpanization, the dual income couple,

t - I . . kY "
‘or 2 wember of-"a Wual income couple, is often seen as disruptive . to the
) . - . . .

. Nt . - N -~

smooth rpnning of the organization. Companies-sant their personnel fo be

- X . . . \

available for *Yob transfers in order, to climb the. corporate ladder.

Nowever, membars of dual  iacome cduples, . intant  on maximizing. two’

careers, may not, want to trvansfer due to their spouse’'s  aemployment

(Maynard _and Zawacki, 1979). Work reiated‘travel and work hours are two

N -
.

o - . . i o S
additional aveas wheve the organization may view the ewployment of rhe

Snot " seelk transfers ‘anb/or job  travel.

B

‘derivés  from 'a figu;e of Greek
.y i o :

. X . X f -... B .‘ N . . N
member -of © a® dual 1ncome FOUDlO as problematic. Because there 18 no
.at—home support for the employeé the willingness to work extra hours or
to be abscat’ from home forFa:travel peried may not &xist-M(Striager-Moore,

{ . . L .
. S S .
the dual-i'ncome couple employee as

3

1981)- The drgﬁnizhtion /may' viéw

kbotentiai'déédwood (Hall fand Hall, 1978). as hc*br_she turng down or does

This perception wonld  be

i

f

heightened 1f.promotioys were also rejected in favour of more family

! ©

oriented priocitids, #4s in Nall's (1976) protean couple. A ‘protean

. R !

couple. isg defined -as;ja couple vho.dpfina:thcir'own caredrs rather than

H .

following ‘their orgpanization's: definition of their carecr. The terp
. . ) : ‘ . , i .
' 7 . - . -

\

T . : : : N
mythology. called Protevg, who - changed his

form at'Qill. S The/protean. couple is characterized by their adaptability,

/ N v

i

U1éir autonomy .and their desire’ for self—fu]fil lment . Udll (1@7Q} p-

201) - defined it in this way, “The protean peraon's own personal carcer

‘




o Hatl, 1978).

‘

. choices and search for self-fudfillment are the unifying or. integrative

elements in his or her life... the protean career 1is éhaped wore by the

individual than by the "organization and may ' be redirécted from time to
. . .o, ' - . [ . X
time to meet the needs of the persod.' The isgue of confligt of tnterest

\

4 . v _ . . .
ia cited by Hall and Hall (1978) as another concern of ‘the organization.
. . . v, ) . . . _

Potential .conflicts include gpouses working.in the same department’ being "

- -

jobs or departments, or on Gﬁﬁgéﬁfe shifts’ These concerns of conflict

of interest are cstill ¢curvent; in a recent survey of 20 maritime

“they would not allow husbands and wives to work in the same section or

department or .to supervise cach other, and 25% placed no restrictions on

personnel {(Lamerson, 1985). - ‘ o ;

Orpanizations may consider members of dual dncome couples

1

o N . : SO R
benefits might Jnglude the provision of day care; allowing time off to

‘.
s T s

run  errands (Srr{ﬁgherqqre;‘ 1981); the évuilabi{fy of ;mdt?rﬂfty/

ateratty leave; . and the .existence.
> < ! :
v v < i

of investment,, insurance and

B@ﬁ?d anthe preponderence of negative Fonsequences of employing
dual income couples mapy. ,organizatiens wmay choose to avold employing

placed in a supervisory pocftion over their spouse, working in competing

. organizations, 9% said they would not employ hushands and wives, 45% said

‘difficult as- the rcﬁuirements‘gf their marital lj[éstyle léad  them to .

- / po : L e :
yequdst different benefits than employees in single. 1income couples. - Such’

‘retivement programs geared to families with two pay cheques {(Hall and

1.



these individuals. Given-the limitations of such a policy in the context

-of human rights and other employment practides, organizations have had to’

B . R

- X . . .

develop approaches to dealing with the dual income couple.
Organizational Rdspoases To Dual Income Couples :
: — . .
Hall and Hall (1978) .report the most common .approaches to the'

-existence of duyal “income couplés in the: work force is '"noncoping or

(/ '. . . . ’ . ’ . 3 ' N
control" (p.68).. Noncoping refers to the response of the ovganizacion T,
which takes no action with regavd 'to dual inécome couples in their
employ:  Policies requiting job' transters, wark velated travel, rxtra ‘
P S ' .\ ] ) “ oot ¢ C ’ -

hours ete., are not -changed and wmany gpood pcop‘e may be Yost because, they

’ . . . . N
will not mold to the corporation's demands. . Control, on the-other hand, . - -

- 18 the approach. of the orgnnizétion which wants. té ensure it~ is not »

affected by the.maritat lifestyle-of the_employce.l'The orghnization may

“

make demands upoh thcﬁcmgloyee.whoris-part of a dual 1ncome couple: to

refrain {rom discussing work at home, to accept all tradsfers cte:, while

not imposing the same rule on “other, non-dual income, employees. Again
A . . 1 Lo 4 .

good employees may leave the organization because of the conflice of

~\ . : . L. [ ) .
couple versus Tcorvporate  values. For " the dual * itacome couple these :

approaches are negative: the former through ‘omission the latter ‘through
T - .l N L N : ) N R .

N .

commission.

s P . ~
¢ .

The third method of dealing with dval income couplés avoids the

win/lose view of pitting  the organization's requiraments against the
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desires of the  dunl  income couple which characterize the earlier

.

.mechods. In  this approach the organization assists the employce  to
overcaomg any work/family difficulties in expectation that the cmployee
will then "“go the extra mile! for the organization. This:method creates

"4 team approach where organization ahd: employee(s) work together to
‘maximize all ‘options. Maynard and Zawacli (1979, p.470) report this .last

1

approach_ leads to dual income couples becoming '‘company- couples'. - Thé

company couple is one who becomes dedicated and loyal to the organizacion

as a result of the support the organizatton provides. Business Week

(1976, 54) reported on the desirabilit of this me'thodj ”bot‘h-com)anies
’ t ; , 4 : pan?

and  couples  find it advantageous: The company obtains. access to

.desirable employees it might otherwise miss ‘and gets fair assurance of

B

their topflight perf{ormance, because husband ‘and wife tend-to reinforce

~

each orher.  For their part, .the husband and wife share common intevests,

problems, aand in-some cases receive the

v
& [ i

understand each other's work

company's help ih'matxég.ing dual cateers' . Supporc_"f.or_, this ‘hypothesis

hns generally come from results indicating. increased performance _and
. « B . . | ) e $

satisfaction levels of .dual incoma employees (Bryson’ et al., 1976; Burke-

and Weir, 1976a). However, measures of organizational commitment have

“not been operationalized in terms.of studying’ the ''compady couple'.

BeFQr;z' an _organilzation- Qop}d tnke th.e' -th’ird épproe;éh‘it saems
“logical” .some"_concrete return for- ti\e.itr support, would be réquired,- to
aof'fset the 11_ega§iv.e cflfects.-of'tiwe( 'c?u.a-!.~ i'pco.me .f’couple on alcimihi;sr_,_rntiv;e
polic.i‘es. an.c‘f brocedureéi ') If the Business .'WQ'éki_po'sition is . t:.rue' then

i
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S

measures of “interest to .organizations should veflect thias posi[ivo

>

effect. Positive results f{rom factual wmeasures within the ovpantzation -

v
. .

should offset wvegative perceptions based —on  anccdotal  personnel

‘information. L.

‘

‘Qrganizational Measures

3,

Organizations tend to base their decisions o the relative worth

of wvarious ehployees "on the objective or subjective weasurecment of

N A
employees. on various traits,

'

attitudes o behaviours. Although there are .

Iiterally hundreds. of thesc variables on which _an brpanization conld

measure {ts ewployces, four hold 'particular intercst. Threp of these
W . - . s . . .

measures, job performance,

satisfaction .and organizational commitment

are well established within industrial/organizational psychology. - An

extensive amount of research has shown: their relevance th orgaanlzational

concerns. The fourth measure,

military cthos, ts of spetific interest (o

the 'CF. Tt seems.reasonable that any effects Of4mnriﬁnl-]ifckty]é-shOHJd

. ‘ ) f C . : . . . . .
bé reflected in these measures. Each "1s important in that t” reveals o

piece of the puzzle describing an employece!s attitude toward work and the

v

organization and the employee's.béhaviour within the organization.

Job Performance. " Work behaviour is, in its most practical, .active senan,

2 -

job. © Job  performance follows ‘a continuum; however, -unlike

.

what the employée’ does or how .they perform €he tasks and duties of their

°
0
1 -

job

1

"satisfaction, there is'a zero point 'iadicating no performance. Starting

v

from the zevo, point, performance ranges from abyamal to poor te adequnte

o
v I
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+

through good to exemplary. Most: ovrganizations use measures of job~

Her formance as the basis for organizational decisions regarding selection

" for training aud promotion, identification of. job performance weaknesses,

- ) eligibility for pay incentives, among others. All organizations use
*performance  measures to  distinguish -among | employeces. ° Performance
. Yappraisal -generally desecribes the formalized performance measurement

o . . : .

i .system that exists within most organizations where one employee evaluates.
another. “As could. be expected, any system that has one individual
measuring . the performance of another may rvailse concerns ‘of objectivity

and rclipbiliLQ. Due to the nature of many jobs it is also difficult to

v .

define what performance actually is (an issue of validity) and to define

[ .

what "is good -and bad performance, let alone measure T Thus, research

on  performance appraisal is extremely popular, but answers to - the

wicgtions raised are scarce (Keil, 1977; Landy and Farv, 1983). .

“Job Sacisfattion. The feelings an employee has about his or her job can

variously - be described. as wmorale, quality of work life, or"job
sq;is(actibp {Landy and Trumbo, -1980). For the purpose of this thesis

_the .term  job  satisfaction will be used virfually eﬂéfﬁsivcly. Although

e ' i -
the common connotation of the ‘word satisfaction is a positive one, it can
. o . . . o . o
' wore accurately be thought of as a continuom ranging from 'dissatisfied"
to "satisfied". Alternatively, satisfaction. can he ‘thought of as a
"dichotomous variable with a resultant ‘feeling _of .sarisfaction or.
N disgsatisfaction. This two-factor theory has been posited by Herzberg

e

(anﬂry“ and Trumbo, ‘1980)c‘nnd .has received sgome sqpportﬁ in  the




\ . -
\
-15- 3
. .
S~ . -
literature.  The continuum -theory. was used here because of Jitx' more

extensive support.

Job sgsatisfaction has been one of the'most prolific topics of the

rqacarch on .work behavieur.? Ta 1976 Locke csrimated that 37300 nr}i}luﬁ

or dissertations had .been . written on Job satiafaction..  In  the

Jdntervening ten years 1t sedems unlikely that this rate has lesaened.

Alghough job satisfaction has been linked, negatively, to turnover

and absenteetasm (Porter and Stecers, - 19773 Steers nnd'Rhudqs,:]W7H) and

N .

positively (albeit somewhat modestly) bto perfofmance and quality of 1ife

(Landy and Trumbo, 1980), its fmportante “here ia its relationship to
marital lifestyle. Siace job performance is also being measured, the
. o - _ ! : _

relation bétween \it-.and satisfaction will be explored to ‘determine if the

\.

- . ) . . .
Lwo measures,ggn-ﬁe deemed independenc of one another.

e , \W/) _ S

“p

Organizational Commjtment. Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982, p.27) call

orgamizational commitment “the reldtive strongth of " an  individual’a

- < N - . . . N
identification with ata involvement in a particular corganizatgion. ..

characterized by at ‘least three factors:- {(a) a-stvong belief in and

acceptance of the organizatioa’s ‘goals and values; (b) a willingness to

exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and (c) a strong

“desire to maintaip. membership in. the organtzation". Althoupgh afen

U .
thought of in similar terms, " job satiafaction and “organizational
- . - at . - - - .' .

commitment have been established as separate concepts. An employee coutd

.
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“report  job  or c¢ven organizational satisfaction while exhibitiag no

comnitment to- the organization. Organizational commitment may often be

defined 1n terma of “loyalty™. However; as an  attitude towards the

organizattion Lt goecs . beyond loyalrty. . Thusg, both the attitudinal and

behavioural . side of organtzational commitment can "be seen. Tt may be

values, beliefs. and spirit that can be ascribed to_a_gpecifig'gFOUp. In

‘the CF held by its members. - . S,

thought of a3 .carrying 6q (behaviourally) " wheve the cancept of job

satisfaction stops:

N -
A

Military Ethos. Tthos in -its most general sense .1s the. éharacteristic

' “

the case of the. CF, 1t is' necessary .to define - the organization.as a

community or group in and of dtself which has a shared belief system,

value set or 'spirit. Military ethes might also be termed as.an esprit de

corps; a  form of organizational commitmgnt specific. to the military

organization. This concept “is related to that of "corporate culture'
(Petecs and Waterman, 1982; Peters and.Austin, 1985). Corporate culture

encompasses both the internal- perceptions of the organization held by

employees as ‘well as the  external ‘pngCptions held by: the public!

Military ethos, on the other hand,. is restﬁicﬁed”to;the internal view of"

“

. .
E e

Military ethos, can be thought’ of in terms ‘of an exchange.

“Traditionally .this exchange has been defined in terms of the vocational

calling =and higher.ordeF(duty‘of military service. . This can be seen in

N .

light of General Douglas MacArthur's comﬁeht}"”militnfy,Sefviqe of the

. . - N N PR
« \ ) . .




el : SR

republic carvies with 1¢ honour and diatinction... =ven Jeath 1esel ! mav

.thon}Q' a . boon rwhen a man dies that a nation wav live and (alCill s
: . Lt ¢ . : . v
destiny" (1927, p.328-9)! Thus, giving your lile for vour yvountry uwap
considered a  falr exchange; a Uife' for heonour and distinction. —Von
& ‘o .
S

Clgusewitz (1850} even went so far as to suggest thae cralyv dedicagsd

military personnal did not aced pay; the knowledge chat theyv svere taken

care of aqd reapected a2s honourable Yenders aond soldiers wan duflicient

' ! . . . - Y +
vecompense .,
- 2

Alchough this “view haz loay been hald within (he military Cand

seill i in gome quarters), recénl redgearch hae indivated  that s

generally no longer holds truer. " Mdrris Jdaadwitz (1972 p.19) Jdeacribed

«

the American military as “no longer an iaolaced calling lanctiening (o
. 5 . . L]

protect the honour of society: it i< now a prafsgsiop and an occospation
? . . ’ & .
subject to all the vicissituder of c:ln}%*ri«m AN A bureauctvatic detting'.

[N ° N

Tn research “on the CF (Cotton "1979) fhis unew view af the ofhod of

e .

military personnel w3z  aupported by f(indiags indicating “Wnite Jeaders

emphasize the performance  of  duty © and  the relevancs  of 0 miligary

itnstitutions oyer a 2hi-Your pﬂ.riod(', the  Croops they “iend adwocate an

. - . R

B ) e . . . .
.pccupational model charancterized by limited diahility and regalar woriing

hours" (p.1). Thus, military athos wan be defined an a continuum rangiag

B

{rom occupation-oriented thraupgh nrutral to vocation oriénted.

Possible Effects of Marital Lifestyle on Organizntional Measures. T
Considering dual ~ income couples as positive organizationat

entities is based on regarding the aum of the wholl as being ‘greatar than

S . . - ot
. s B .o R
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“a : .o . : A

‘

the sum of . the parts. - To evaluate the couple in this light  ic -ia

. * ) -

necessary Lo -believe that through mutual empathy, carecer suppotrt, shared

. . . - .

N

whTh experience’ .aud otrganizational wunderstanding each’ member of the

' . . . - . . .

‘couple “enhances the  job performange  and satisfactiopn.’ of his  or her

.

spouse . Th'us, “the performance and satisfaction of an individual <in a

o

'(h_inl {acome couple wauld *be “expected to be higher than -that of other

-
% .

“types of ,.'c'mpioyc;cs: This ° phenomenpn: is described by " Blau (1")6-4,

[

pl)?()—‘l?l)-'ns Lrthe) "advice exchanged in” mutual ‘parteecships... can be

.
.

mv,:'t\j';nl-ly prbf.itnhlc't ‘because the advice two Céﬂengur_z,s exchange tends to

.he superior to thelr decigions on thelr own casesl. e
: N o S K .
o . e o

* ' Several ~researchers

have found support for the conceprualization

“that, preater "job satisfaction and job performance:are correlated to being

Cinca .c,h.::\"l”jh,c()me-'couple. Roseathal {1982) compared ‘the job :;ngfi_sfsg:cciorn,

. . . . .
job tavolvement, predicted carcer ;literrxxpmgs of single, single. income

and ~daal income emplovees and found dual 'income employeeés significantly

- [ N

wmore satisfied with ‘their job than their single and single kncome peers.

" ¢ ' .

‘“U"'k"l-" and Weir ( 12976_)_ ‘found that the __){lls.bnnds 0f ‘wived - uhb"‘h;\_d' paid

cmp toyment had -"mort_z Csati sfaction w('j th -t‘hie.'i;r job and Life X Eh-an did their

pects marvied -tdr housewives. . -Working ‘wives  in this study also wvepsrted

\ . . . . ;

“more ‘m(*fntn‘l- 'z_\n:d' physica'l wcil_;l'—_b'_éin:g than housewives. ij Parker, Pelletier

o

'f:\nd_','wol leat. (1981), 'in . @ review - of ~research on - dual {ncome -couples,

dedcribed  several ‘benefits of |

enjoyed _r-nuruél.l.ycmpnt"hy! -greater financial freedom, - 'fggil_ings Ao'f self

.
. -
.

ful fi_'ll.mvnt ~and ._cqntenrtv'ne.nt .. shared .-knowledgé and. equal power - within Al

such partgerships.” Dual 'income. couples




Bucler and pPaiszley (1980) state it is not sufficieat to diacusd

globally, dual income- couples, put»Lhn[ £nrther definition 1s xvﬁn{rvd.lﬂ

define  the type- of dunl  1ncohl couple. They  introdace  the | tedm

"coordinated career couples”

to describe  the sttuation "if the couple
frhooses to work together-in the.same field or in anbther arpanpgement that

causes . their work "o overlap' (p.207).  They “define several tepey ol

coordinated  couples:; howvever,  For  the  purpdse  of  (his  thesis  the

definition -of only. two are pertinent. "Tastitutional  Coordiangt ron®

(p.209) occurs whan the husband and wife purﬂuv_dif[vrpn[‘nébuph{ﬁnnn in

cthe same organization. or ingtitution. "Specialty coondiantion” implics

- : A - -~ N . -
the Skmc occupation and way or  may  wot be. pursaed in diflerent

organizations. With  regard to wmilitary dual’ income couples, clonrly thy

DE/SM couple 1is not . coordinated couple.y Tt is less clear, hpwever,

whether a DI/DM couple. shonld be called institutionally coordinated or a

P v

combination of institptional and specialty coordination. Oun the one hand

.wer have the Lrnditionnl»vieu of Ihé'mi%?cnry an n.ymcn(innnl_vn\1i|ngr’nu
W . . . i - ;’Cb B ) o » S i ..
occupation with xts own . values, norms, « rules’ and repulations .

“Agreement .with this deflairion vould wean accepting that the members of a

- . N . . . . . iy . EEE ;
DI/DM couplegare

. R oo o
generie -ocdupation called

the CF;'..' The ‘other fxppronc‘h wagld “he to view

1

i B
i

the GF as an prghniintidn‘withou{ .

SLh o1t In

any‘highc; cglf}ng Aattached

4

~work
. . \

N L. .. o AN - .

bécﬁpagibnkf- This definition is effercd support by Cotton's (1979) *work

o .o . ) . . . B . o ot
with - Combat -Arms . personnel. - His vresulty iadicated that wany junior
) ' I C ‘ ‘
! . . e ‘. W . . :
. M o oy, 3 N
W o s N * . A_' s

coordinated on hpecinity. That. is, they are pnri'o('nuf

% : - oo s o :
this case DI/DM couples would (be anstitytienally coordinated siueh they

‘in the ‘same ‘organization, huk, -for the wmost . part, do not share




. ; R ¥ i '
.. i personnel and pergoancl in support occupations did’‘not View the CF. as a
o : . - : ) T : :
vocntion, but as an-cgccupation. In the light of:th?s'eyidence DI/DY

N ! Ce . - > R ) - ) : - .
couples shall .be herein defined as 1astitutionally coordinated.

.

Concomitant with institutional coordination is the implication of

mutual’ empathy, cavecr support and organizational understanding based ‘on

i . =

employment jn the same organization, albeit not in thé same specialty.

Wherdas research findings (e.g., Burke and Weir, 1976a) indicated higher

N

¢ levels  of  joh' satisfaceion  and  performance when  dual income

{nga-coordinated) couples were compared to  traditional couples -or to

aingle employees a similar differential level of .performance. and

satialaction might be expected when coordinated couples are compared to

. non-coordinated couples. As’ Shaevitz @nd Shaevicz (1980, p.197) scate,

"There ape. now pood reasons for- believing: that not only may it not be

harmfuly 1t may ‘even be helpful for couples to be in the same or similac

fields". Therefore, it seems reasonable to expect a hievarchical ranking

’
H ¢ . o
.

Jof levelg of both job performance and job\sntisfacﬁioﬁ with DU/DM couples

ruccigiugltho'highest,scores, followed in order by D[/SM»COUDIQSJ ST/SM

.+ . ‘couples, and non-mavried servicemembers. '

N . . N .

v : . ‘ . o ' . N

Rescarch comparing coordinated couples to non~coordinated couples
LR has' begn svirtually non-eyistant. More commonly resecarch on coordinated .’
oo dual.. tn¢ome couples has compared ph%p -to single 1income couples or to
. : .their non-married peer’s. Bryson, Bryson, Licht and Licht (1976) compared

. %

the performance and satisfaction of husband

2anq wife psychologists ‘to

4 ' . ) - “

B . .. . . [ . -

. Lo ) ¥ . . . ' . . A B N




' “ol- o '
their peers ,ib'og_her {(nod specificd) waritial Jifesgyles, Martin, Bevry

and Jacobeon {1975, cited in Pepi tone-Rockwell, 1980) peciormed a aimilar,
N - . . - ; . ‘ . . . . .
comparison, to Bryson, et al, - (1976) usinpg sociolagist pairs. Epstein

g . ' 4

(18971)  pravided a qualitative . analysis  of the performance and
satisfaction -of spouses -who are both 'la_\vryers. T In all af the above

.research the findings indigcated higher levels -of ‘performance - awd

sptisfaction -exhibited by the duval -income couple.  Thus, regearch aupport = .-

1s offered for the increased perfdérmance and satisfaction of coovdiadated”

"dugl income couples when gompared _'to- siaple income couples or single

emplpyecs. This does not specificdlly .say Who would perform better amd
) A .
RN . . )

would be more satisfied when a’c¢dovdinated dual income couple is compnred .

to a non-coordinated dual 1ncome couple..- Howeyer, dual income couples
N . ; P 3 3 ) P

perform better and are wmore ‘satisfied than single iacome ‘couples and
. . \ . * - - :
single employees.  Thus, we can reasonably expeet -that  they will also

pCTform'-becter and be more satisfied” than non-coordinated dual income

couples. -

» . -
h . . N

. B 2 . \

In order for an employee torbe highly committed he -or she must

9
" ¢ .

. feel looked. after by the. orgm)izntion'. . Organizations ‘will often try to

.
*

‘.‘sat‘isf‘ly“r employees in order To _'re;ﬁcqurage or r(;t‘ni:n t?.xeir cmnmip[.nm'nt‘_. ,i] f
DI/DM !1{1(] lD:I/SM t.ouplr\‘, do. not feel that t'}.x.e.y :‘l.re._race.ivin;; the :;Gpport
they desétjve f'rOm.the' cF, thgzir-.‘li'es;)or;f;es would pfr:(.)l)(}bly indicanc_rs n'l"owcr
ievel Of:._orga‘ni.'/,_aiionnl conmitm,.e.n.t. ""I'}.ln,l.t;, it would .b(l; .cxpectcdﬂ that
- 81/SM couples and :hqn—mnfried _.Sel".\’.l‘C‘C'TITYOVmbG‘FS would be re]ntive]y: more

committed to -the grganization than dual 1ncome couples, regardleses: of

B B . . . \
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S _ ' . : 7
" _théir absolute level of .commitment., This hypothesis would -also be PR
. supported by Hall and Hall'ls (1976) definition of a protean couple who ‘s N
- more committed to the couple than to thé organization. T : _ S
- . = .-t N . B B -' ) e,
. ) , - 7/ .
¥ Co — oL = .y ) X o . L e e e : . '
. . A high level of military.ethos requires a- vocational.outloolk on
ﬁilLt&ry service.  DI/DM ‘and DI/SM couples, with a protean approach .to )
carcers, ure more likely fo approach the.military with an occupational
. 3 R o ) ) R
o , outlook. The stress of "potential geographical -separations “due to the , .
) pursuit of two careers wmay further confirm the oceupational view point of
dual -incomé couples. Thus, DI/DM #dnd -DI/SM’ couples' are cxpected to have .  °
” ldwer relative levels of military ethos than ST/SM couples or never =
., married sétvicemembers. . . L oo . . ‘
o . N .
. N 6 - ES Y
. Previously, the -idiom ''the sum of the® whole is greater than the -
’ sum’ of the parts" was wsed, to describe the performance/satisfaction of« .,
the dual income couple. This description 'hag been . supported by the .
" ~research reported thus far. However, it-is alsd neéessary to sub-=divide . . I
' “the whole (the dual income couple) into itszparts (the husband and wife).
N - - -. . . .
R Géender Effects , o v _ . . . . .
The research described in the last. .section suggests .that dual
o incomé couples perforpm -at a' higher  level .and are more satisfied.
Y .. . . N v . - '~‘ .‘

) However, these same studies suggest that husbands pcoduce more,. ;are. more
satisfied and make more money than' their wives even though they may have: -
similar backgrounds nnd.ekperieﬁce.(ﬂrygdn and Bryson, ‘1980). ‘Butler aund

: . , - T r ' . . ".
, . . ;_:.“ ; R ‘_’. ’ )
Y . vy ..
.. " N € A} N ’ " N ' N 1
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s

Paisley (1977) compared husband and wife psychologists and found the

Lh

husbands had higher status pos{tinns that conld

. e, -

differences

. . 5 . s .
employment. ®Lower levels af job satisfaction and performance by wives in-

dunl, income couples: have also_beon”regnrded_b

-

Bryson, Bryson and Johnson

between

.

their.. ages,

not be . explained by

(1978). In the latter cage

v

tratntag, degrees:

)

20r o+ placea of

y Bryson et al (1976) and hy

,_fnmily atze acted

as a moderator. further diminishing ~the . job satisfaction - (but  not

N

per formance  of

“satisfaction of &

There are

wives) but
.-
heir husbands.

neither

&R

LA

thé . job

performance  nor  job

“two  posgible explanationg for these differences in

Husband and ‘wife job performance and satisfaction. . Bryson ot al. (1976,

L

.sharc -of respons

e

ibility for the performance of dofestic activities than

“

p-15) believed "that professionally employed married women bear a greater

¢

do their' ‘husbands." Thus, the wife, haé two jobs (home and work) and

N

"“does not perform as well or report as much satisfaction as her hughand,

0

The second explanarion way, 1n fact, lecad back to the [irst. Butler aund

Paisley- (1980) -argue that '"Diffevcnces in success betweed husbands and

i

.+ self~fulfilling -

. digcrimination * in the

- - .

form -of

prophecies

$

sex role

wives cannot be' attributed t¢ age,” - training, degree qr place of

gocialization

employment. =The'remain"ing explanation is sex dtscriminngion,~intludiﬁg.

¢

,- which _creates

_concerning women's professional “¢hrcery’ .

Through sex role gocialization women's primary,  responsibility for the

.

home is ~reinforced, thus placing added, pressure &n a working wife,

B

botentiall§ affec

ting her success at work. - Walker “and Fennel (1986), in
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discusging. role - differentiation and - performance, reported few studies

have indicated any gender differences in “performance. This position

supports the view that husband . and wife pefformance and satisfactiopn

v

N

. L . N ) . . . N v L ’. o
differences are not related to gender., but rather are an interaction of

“gender and mafibnl lifestyle. 1f this is true then, the job performancé

and  job satisfaction of husbands and wives in DI/DM and dI/SM couples
‘ S ' \ )

should diffef while they should be - gimilar for‘yihﬁle malesranh fémales.
. ) o S \
. oo .

‘Gender may be related to differences in organizational commitment
duc, to differential social expectations and pressures between the sexes.
Males historically have been isScialized as the bread winner of the family

~ . ¢ N . - . N
wherens females: have.been .cast 10 a supportive, nurturiyng role. Temales
< M X “M:, . =~ N .

A . N .
_may now fecel pressure to pursue. a career or take care of a family or

juggle both ~at once. Bryson et al. (1976) called this. pressure - on

Efemnles‘  "sogial role pressure™. It relates to the belief that in
. o - v N

pursuing a career  women take . on both  work - ang . home/family

‘responsibilities. “Becaise of ‘these multiple .responsibilities they are

expected  to  be - lesy committed to - work - than iF it wag thevre ~only

Cdinterest. Differences in organizational -commitment are expected to

B . . s -

Vindicncﬁ a higher level of commitment to the UF way of life - for males .

PN

“than females. ’

-

“No vesearch has been found comparing military ethos across gender

¥

. -grovips.  Based on "Bryson et ‘al's (1976) discussion. of sécial vole

pressure on females it -is expected rhat they may react in a_ similar

LA



to a vocational approach to-the CF. Military service is a relatively new

1 M . s
' .
1 N -
. -
Zn6_
ﬂ" i
fashion o wilitary ethos . and organjzational -commitmeat. ” “Multiple
Lt N . I . - - - X

‘.

pressures may mean less military ethos as females (eel more distractions

A

phenomenon for females; traditionally the military, and total loyalty to

it, was  thought of "as a masculine purview. Althouph. the COF s
increasingly . an cgalitarian garcer envirvonment, it is still

overwhelmingly male (91%). Female servicemembers scrve in a wide ranpe
Lo ' . B . E Lo '
of roles and responsibilities, yet magy leave Tthe CF upon marrjape or the

«

start of a family. Thié‘appearsltoibe pary sociaj folo.presshrn, prart”
lack of éiliga%y .historyz Tt 1is expected that lemales Qill~ﬂn» bous
voca;ionél in  their Ji;y of thg. CR. Thié, ‘Lh;n Sugﬂvﬂlgn‘ n' more
océubﬁti%nfotjen£ed fq%m of mititary ethos. .

Rank Status Bffects

No rvesearch was’ found that compared the satisfacgion and/br job

performance of members in ‘dual income couples at ane organizational Jevel |

to those at another. The studles reviewed uscd;.émployoés who were in

\

.managerial- positions or who ‘were  professionals. Employees  ia- each

category were grouped together.' Although previous research has mot made

.

compariscns between white collar and blue, collar employees, given the

N

Sdrganizational structure  of  the. CF, it is important to  extend oar-

.knowledge of dual -income couples within the CF to this variable. The

&

Canadian Forces is a highly structured forhal environment where rank is

1

a Jcornergstone of the.organization. The differences’ between officer aod

o .. ‘c'. . ' e ) . . ) . N . ,
non-commissioned’ member ‘have long been .considered distinct. Thus, it
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will be .interesting to compare the job satisfaction and performance. of CF
‘ 0fficers (who .are the mi [itary's managerial levels) and Non-Commissioned
Memberg (NCMs who are at. non-managerial levels) to determine 4f thesé
rank status groups are indeed distinct. ‘Previous military vesearch that
. compared these two status groups, hut did not look at the dual income
L , - issue (Cotton, 1979), has .indichted officers as a whole are more
- committed to the CF and have, a: stronger ethos or ‘pride concerning their
- . : : :

. military carveers. Although managerial and non-managerial status groups

can geldom 'be compared on the same performance weasures, they can- easily

e C{Jmpaf(‘d on measures of  job satisfaction. Results of such Ferudies

_indicate that managers  and- professionals do exhibit more satisfaction
with their jobs (Landy and "Trumbo, 1980).  This is not to say that

non-managerial personnel are necessarily dissatisfied, but. rather that

. . - they cxhibit less 'sntisf;x_ctio‘x}' than mnnaél&ri_&l. éfzrsonnel. i}'(eeping thi_s'
. - I - research ini mind, ()’f‘fice'rs sh_ox,_x_lld record .‘more'job satisfactian t.h;m‘ NCMs
and also r‘clport'_ high%élr parfow‘xn;;ncc levels ,‘Ll;nn. their NCM cl.cmntez’pn“rts.
n \i!b}::().]ll.te terms ‘b;)th officers and  NCMs '.are‘ e:xpect.ed“ "to" be -
'posir‘ively' organizntio;nlly_ comm?tged_ ‘to the CF. | 'l{c;wever, as_. Co‘jtton
'(197_9}- ._reporte.d; officers ve'co{fd:;:d a lhi.ghgr., .‘leve._lv of .,oygnni?.ht‘ional
l.colmn‘iCmel‘n't r-h'x._ﬁ; b‘lCHs.‘ This ;m.n."y “be a functi'ol_n‘ of d‘i_f_.fe.rent‘i'al‘
. . social_'iznci.on “with.iin the “Lwo 'st;zhtinlly sc?c{él ‘classes of lathé CF. -Busé;i

2

. ‘on Cotton's findings it is- expected Cthat 'o‘fficer..s will record . higher '

levels of organizational commitment than NCMs..




L (1977) “pos‘tula.ted the t_'h_ol'n‘y “that © the  mddern  mil ttary

; Moskos

because of  loug term peacetime operations and {ts alli valunteer  aature

had "become less 'of a calling and more of 2 job. He.discussed cxpected

~ " - k)
dilferences according to - vank status based, .on  the more  teapthy.

. e

socialization ‘prodéss bf officers. Cotton (1979) vperationalized Moskos CL

.

theéory infe the - Military Ethos Scale to -measyre

vocatidnal or

-occupational sorientation.  Based on Moskos (1977) (heory and Cotten's

(1979) findiags. it can be predicrfed that ofTicers will respand in a mode

vocation~orianted manner than will Non-Commissioned membhery (NCMs) . .

5 . R

-, - Summarys, . - .

The *dual _income ~ couple s emerging .as a2  prevaleat  manicsl

v N

lifestyle within Canadian society. Within the ‘couple’ there is preater

‘financial freedom, mutual émpathy, career support aad understandiap based
- . T . ’ . T . a '
on both spouses béiag part of the work f{aorce. - Orgnnizations may

L » ‘

initially see.only che negative side of employing members  of dunl income

. couples;* their. relyctahce o travel or be relodated, . their requests of

day care, their potential for conflict of iaterest, atc. - However, if the
: resultis of the research reviewed would be accepted the organizations

: ! ' : - P i : } . : .
would also see the potential plus in employing dual income couples.’

. Marital lifestyle, geader and rank status were “control varinbles

; . with respectively four, .two and two lévels each. Job satisfactiogn, job
" ’ performance, organizational - commitment ' and military. ethos were the .
' dependent variables of interest. Lo . .
, ‘
SRy L
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. S . ‘ ) R N
e : HXEotheges : . IR o \
L : : . _ N ,
. . . N Lo . X . -
N S . Bascd. .on a conceptual understanding \ggkhcd from rthe literature
reviewed the following hypotheses wvere bostulnted:
.Marital Lifestyle
° ) . ML 1: DI/DM couples will fepdrt more job .satisfaction than DI/SM
T couples ‘who will report more jJob satisfaction cthan SI/SM
’ and non-married servicemembers’ : ; B
My, 2: DI/DM couples will perceive they have a. higher performange
- Yevel  than DI/SM couples who will report higher perceived
performancé than SI/8M couples -who will report a -highex
"performance. level. thad non-mavried servicemembers;
, ML 3 DI/DM and NI/SM couples will be less comoitted Lo the
o arganization’ than SL/5H couples and non-married
¥ Aervicemembers; and, . ) )
’ ML 4 DILOM and DI/SM couples ‘will score lower ohw military ethos
. than §1/5M couples and non-marriecd servicemembers s
Cender
. " . ’ C . N . .
. Lo B N males will be more satisfied than females;
G 2:"° males will "perceive their performance to be higher than-
. Wl 11 females; . . i . ’ .
: ) 6 3: - wmales will be more organizationally committed than females;
s . . ' ‘ . .f'!nd;' X ’ ’ ’
B ‘¢ A: males will report more military éthos than will fasdles.
Rank Status - _ - . . - v
. RS l: DOfficers will éxpress more job satisfaction than NCMs;
X "RS 2: Officers will perceive higher " levels of performance than
‘ NCMs; : ' S s R
. .RS.3: Officerg will report beihg more orgahiidciénally committead
e . o - - than NCMs; and, ' I
"R§ 4 Officers will exhibit higher levels of military ethos than
B NCMs . <
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_ Method ,
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Populatiom - Lo A con

v

Maritime Cowmand was selected as the population of interest in
. - A}
. t!_\iS thestis N MARCOM is [h(‘?» smallest fandt iDH.‘ll .L‘{)mm;\'n{] T che CF with

10,976 pérsonnef (DPIS, 1986). Ttk personncl ara primatily Jecated "in

two geographic centres (Halifax, Nova - Scotia and Victdria, B.C.). It was
thus considered a more reasonable population, in terms .of the lopistics

of adwmini'stering and analyzinp questionnairves, than the OF as a whole.

Howeyver, .t may not resemble’ the CF as a whole. Because of the potentinl

importance of this research aad the lack of any other relevant data it

‘was felt by the CF .that an “initial appreciation of marital lifestyle

effects should be dbtained beflore procceding with n Forceg-widi study.

This restriction will impase limitatians on pencralizability. v

.Snmp[iﬁg ?1nn .

1

.

and ST/SM -couples and non~married servicemembers) subdivided by. pender

. The four marital 1ifesﬁylc Zroups (servicemombers in DI/DM, DI/SM.

and rank status, (Officer or NCM) required that 16 distinct groups be

_sampled, MARCOM personnel “were  Tandomly sampled using the cnmputcf

systam of the CF Directorvate of Persoanal Information System (DPIS). "One

difficulty arose because DPIS records do not distinguish between eivi'lian

spouses with paid cmployment or .no - employmeat; DPIS$ ‘simply . notes

"married-civilian spouse'. _This meant that-pnly twelve distiact groups

could be obtained through the DPIS system. Labour force . statistics for

' . ) f . . o

AN

—/\

~



‘13

. o qﬁ/ i -—.}()‘ - . i . ‘ .

the population as a whole guggest  fhat up to 50X of spouses might have

- B - - ot .. o ) . -
pard, full-rime employment. Therefore, wmore. personnel were sampled .in

the "Married-Civilian ' Spouse” category with’ -the expectation that if
’ o »
lobour - Torce statistics were true for this group, half of the respondents

‘\:Jon']gl_ nave gspousecs who were f?t(\pl()y('d. T L

.. ‘ ' . . \ - .

Table 1| shows the distribution of the MARCOM populnation over the
2. nampling catepories. It 1is. obvious that there is Jreat variability
acroas. the “catepories. " the smallest grouﬁ, male officers 1n DI/DM

couples, contained 15 personnel whi'e the largest, male NCMs marricd to

civiltian spouses had 5065. Tt was decided «hat for all groups, othar

i

than "married-civilian spouse', with wore than 100 personnél .a random.

. 1 . : ) . )
sample of 105( ) would be taken,  and for groups with less than 100, the

rntire population would be sampled. In married - civilian spouse groups
with a population larger than 300, a sample of 7300 was taken; for
populations less than 300, the entire population compriged. .the  sample.
. ’ - ‘-‘ N . -. N .‘ N ) - ) ‘.I :
This decision rule resulted 1n five of the twelve populations being used

- .

in place of random. sampling. Altogether, 1266 MARCOM pzrsonnel, or

Ve
N

11.9%, were sent:questionnaires.’ - ’ .

Rosnoﬁdenpé

* Seven hundred and  .thirty-eight (58.3%) -of tﬁoae MARCOM

. >

sevvicemembers ~ sampled ‘responded to  the questionnaire. Ninety five

Y . . . -
- -

K

() Although ' random samples of 100 personnel were requested, DPIS
inadvertently sent data sets containing names of 105 persoanel. This
error was not' discovered until after .the questionnaires were mailed.

. . . . . .
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' Table 1 - - - .
oy : .
S ' MARCOM Population and Yumbersa Sampleds
S DIADM MavriedtOivifian Spouae Mot Marypaad
Officor ki . ! ) T !
Male ! 15 (19 ) Voo v o dony A O
Female ! 18 ( 18 ) : . A O W N KRS '
H H . 1 - i
N - T T T T
Male Py L1105 ) o S0hS (100 3 BTSN S NY A TR
Femdle T 1ns ) - T oy COOYR 0 tay )t
*‘Figllrr‘s vo hracksts are the aumher, 30 gquestionnaivea gent Toar ) - R
Popu!n(,‘irm data 18 {rFom DPIS .’“c‘-\rd::\_. : . v
N N -7 b )
crespondents reportad . marcical eacay (coma®aslaw, dbparated ) dvor, o
and widowed) ¢hat Jdud not meet the reqguigement s of Tthe snaedwe, thot e fore:
data from these rqsﬁaﬁduan vere  ant oiachided  vn o the analyaes. . T
. . . MY
distribucion of che romaioing 6801 ridspondent s gver Che Bh o qlepar daen s
prescnted ya Tahle 7 R
. Fable 2
e . w o - M
NDemographio dreakdown "of Reapon bents :
/R CUDUASM o SEASM e Mot Mariied | g
P l T - R e E T -
Oificer A { t . . '
,
Male d 1l o 77 0. 113 W Cond
" Female | 10 ! b ' 7 i 25 ‘ s ‘L -
13 } ‘ H
] \ H ¥ . \
30 T e I i N
NCM ; ] ¢ . P N ’
Mk ; o i 54 o A6 1h ) A
Female | 65 9 - 3 A . 114
150 . 149 a2 oA S I :
Table 3, presents the breakdown of reapandents by ¢aleparyo A4 ran he

geen several interast groups {most aotabiv Acma)v«,' officeya,  apd DL/pH

d s
¥ . . R .

couples) are over-repreasented.,

LSS \
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" . b . . . ' " . . - ’ P ,T;{ible ’3 . ' . - >
' s+ s Regpoandent {Distribitign COmf;L]de to MARCOM Distribu tion
E . xf)nnré)gj-nphfc Gr!‘tqri.n: TMARCOM ' R Pe SAMPLE ¢ .
L T ‘- A © .n o : kA
K Cbnclu‘l‘_ : B ) : . . ;
: TMales . oouL0000 0 95.4 . | 483 75 .2 :
"F(':mn.l(:s . 528 . . A6 7160 29
, Total. 1,528, wo.n. &3 . -, Too.n. -
Rank Status. , ‘ o , o . o
: T Officer . 1,811 . 15.7 305, 474
O 192 T 9,717 - 843 338 C 52,60
o o . T fotat 11,528 o 100.0 643 . 1000
Marital 11 Fe:qt\{';izg S . .. : ) ) - ..
. LU DY/M S 308 2.8 S50 - 23y o
B DI/SM & ST/SM - 6,098 . 593 375 T C58.3 .
“NOY Marcvied . 4,615 o . 41.9. 118 L 184 .
‘ R L. 11,022 ¢ 100.0 . 6473 L 100.0
A “Note: (1)  HARCOM .popul-nt,il‘on figu‘:re‘s from DPLS; current as of 30 Sep 86. B
N R The 506 divorced,. widowed or separated MARCOM personnel were
' ‘ excluded.” = ' . . o o
. (1) “Chi square calculations, based on a .05 significance level, -
' indicated significant differences within martial lifestyle,
“gender and rank status  groups. . L T
‘Sample !)mnégrﬁphi&é ‘ _ ) L '
R _ S . The average nge of rrespondents -un_‘sh-‘-}'}.& years:; ranging in age from s
. . . , T . R ,-V_' , ‘ L .'. s _' . ‘ . N .' . - .‘
20-58, ~0n.jverage, the responents had been in the "BF  for 13.2 years -, DR
! ‘ru'ngi.n)_: from | less than a year to 37 years. 'ngéx!ty;fivc point-. one .
E - .+ copercent (75.1%) - of cthe sample -was male, ‘while 24,91 "were " female,
L " Officers made up 47.4% of the s'mnple‘_-'com'pare-c‘! to 52.6% of che sample. wlig .
S were NCMs. © Tn .terms of marital lifestyle 23.3% ‘were 4iu 'DI/DM. couples; :
58.3%7 were marcied to a civilitm, spouse (22.9% were in-DU/SM couples and
o0 35.4% were in SI/SM couples); ‘and, 18.50% were not married. . T g™
. I_' » , N .‘.
i + .




. . - . - : - -
\fompnrts(m:'; (ANOVA'® Land  c-testa). of  the " independent  variable

groups on -age, time 1n the service 'nod rank andicates that the groups are
B . Nw

1 o.nany  cases not equivateat {sce Appendix R '(m'x(_iy‘urn;:\f Males'

offi-c_m.'s angd DI‘.»_/SM and ST/SM couples are signi('ic;,.;m(',‘lv.“nld‘«,-r. ' Members ol

DI/DM couples are significantly junior Jp rank and atony with nonemar: ied

servicemembers have less time in service. Malow oand ot ficers had
. . . ‘. " . . .- N v

significantly more time .in service and officers had sigatficantly more’
. . El . ' .

schooling, completed. This 1x not unexpected and reflects (he mataee of

the opulation. Many servicewomen teave the-military when they marvy: or
. J ) Wy 1 Y

¢ . -

liave children, thus women and dual income dpuples will by younper, chave
il ‘ - . . 5 i
.. . e . - . R . .
less time ip service ahd, ‘sdbszquently, be

junior in rank,  Meverthetessd

for tha purpose of analysis; the groups are still not eyuivaleat,

. sapondents whin ave marricd

o addition, the proporticn of DI/DM

to each other c¢ould ‘not be .determined. . Although respondents were asked
. A T . o “l . N ' . .

1 . N * . . -
not to discuss the questionnaire, 1 bothrmembers  of o couple résponded,

5 N

their responses may be very similar, whether by collugion . on heic own

similar attitudes. . s
Procedure y ) o . S )

Survey questioanaires were chesen as the aethod of ya Bering data
. T . : . . . . P . X
from the population conceérned.. Becauwse of - the distancrs iavelved (Mova
« 1 ' . i N - ¢ T : . . . ’ ’
) ~ . | ' W . " S o
Scotia to British. Columbia)  and ' servicemembers' - familiarity  with

‘questionnaires . (they are  probably the  primary” mehns  of  pathering
. . s . - . . A ' . C ‘

“information within the  CF),  they .were considered the optimum means ‘of

~gettinga high return rate .of gunlity data.-
T Vo . ‘.‘ R .. Y ' . N ) -y . :
» . EE Fa \“‘ ) + E
. K




“Tuelve huadred and asixty six ,(1266) questionnaires were wailed on
’ I N

23 April 1985 through  the Fleet ' Mail Office  (FHQ)x Halifax.

:

“Questionnaires {Appendix A) along with a cover letter apd stamped return

i . . e
' .o *
eavelope, were sealed inenvelopes and addressed td .rhe servicemembers .in’

the  sample. -Fnvelopes ‘were packaged such that all guestionnaires

destined for one grographic location wouldrarrive at their discributian

“point . oat  the  same  time:s . Twenty-four questionnaires . could- not  he

delivered and we're returned.

. - Concurreat to. the questionnaire mailing a message was sent to all

MARGCOM  unit  commanders  detailing the rationale for the . study, its.

sponsorship T by  MARCOM Headquarters, and the voluntarynature of the

g « vequest for servicemenbers' participation (Appendix A).

<

“The cover letter {Appendix A)'ind{catnd.chc purpose of the Study,

tts’ interest to MARCONM and that pacrticipation was voluntary. Assurances,

.

L : were piven that che confidentiality of fhe dﬁta would -be maintained.: The

questionnaire raquested theviqdividuhls Social ldsurance Number (SIN); it

+ o .o L . . ‘
. wna explaingd that these were necessary for the -rescarcher “to contact &

amall yprovnp of  respondents for follow=up interviews if these should be

necessary | ' ' . . - .

_Survey lnstrument . o : e

Tbe questionnaire, “"Marriage and the CF" (Appendix A), consisted
of the Job Descriptive Index; Orvganizational: Commitment Scale, Military

3

.‘b»



Ethos Scale, a measure of . job performaunce, and attitudinal measures, ny

'

well  as general  demographic  questions. The ‘questionnaive is  an

. - - . . A N

amalgamation of measyges derived from previous studies (described below).

and megsures developed specifically for. this research. - A- variety of e T

. vesponse  formats are used including likert-like .scales, cheeklists,

forced.cholice and bdpen ended questions. . . . .

Job Satisfaction Scales. The six scales of the Job Descriptive Index -

(Jp1) . (Smith, Keoadall and Hulin, 1979) were  used to  measure
. 1 .

servicemembers' overall job satisfactiron, as.well as thelr gatiasfaction
, . ]
- N i

with the facets of eamployment, promotions, pay and benefits, co-workers

- ' N R = ~ ‘
and supervisor (pages A=-3 to A=8 in Hppendix A), . The JDI is one of the
o : P Lo
most  prevalent ‘wmeasures of  job  garisfaction used in psychological

regearch and was thus considered an excellent choice wherehy (he overall
and facet satisfaction of mislitary personnel could be assessed.
I IR . & . .
- N g A 3 . .

Smith  (1974&) reports that the internal .consistency .reliabilities

. f

of the JDT scales rangkz f{rom. .B0O to .B88. She reported sthat correlations

1 " .

R : ‘ ‘ o ) ¢ -
between cach of the' scales averaged .37 suggesting thnt the scales were

measuring difFerenr arcas. | The scnles were highly'corroln(uﬂ {an average Do

¢ x

of .70) to other wmeasures of -job satisfaction indicating the JDT i3 2,

v

valid measure of Jjob satisfaction.

v

No evidemce could be -found of - norming with a wilitary group;

A

although the JPT has been pormed with management versus, non-management,

?
' . .




. .
N . .

4 - . - .
employees (Colembicwski and Yeagar, 1978). The JDI was found to have the
_-h ‘ . u'snmc'menhing for cﬁelva}ious groups who used 1t.

“male. véraus female, hourlly versus salaried .and whfte versus black

~ The Originai -norwative group ‘used. by §nich, Kendall and Hulin
1 (1975) contained 2,000 male and 600 female.workers fron 19icompanics'and

. . . A . -
. - o .
16 comsunities. These normd will be used: for this thes;

.

~

T
R
“ Job.  Performance. Two separate, petformance evaluation

~

v

i
i
©d

reports (PER's)

exist In the C%; gne "for offiéers and one for NCM's: The.officér PER has

seven, levels on eleven factors and-five levels on nine factors,
NCM PFR has

B

whale ‘the

b » B .,3 ) -

“seven levels on fourteen factors. The factors used are not

* » ¢ . N

intended te wmeasduve  similar~constructs and comprability between the two’

o ' . " ' . . ’ X T . e
T . measures is uncertain. ’ :

Lo . . . . ‘

RPN

1

» .

. Due to- the nature of this thesis

these two instruments. were deemed
L . " ) .
unsuitable. To providé a comwon, casily comparable measure of job :
. performante a questiomnaire. item was deveélope question #3,- page A=12, -
f ¢ £ t Jeveloped ( tion #3 A-=12
T R _ L . RO i B
. “Appendix ‘A).  Respondents were psked to indivate on a § point Likert-type

: acale their perceived performance compared to. their peers in the same
ranic.and occupation. ' )

_ : . .

) . . N . . M ' i b | - ) . -v . ) 7
N C : . : S | - ' o
+ . DOrganizational Commitmént Scale. ¥Four items (items 2
: A9

.

o

riginél 1

, 3,°4 and 5 on page

Of Appendix A) from the o item-Organizat%énaL Commi tment

: scate {o0CS) (Monﬁy,_ Steers and  Porter, 1979)  were ‘Qséd to measure’

L
N




+ wservicemembers level of commitwent to the CF.  The [our items chosen for

‘indicates the highest level of organizational commitment. 'As outlined by

-are based on the 15 1item 0CS; no veliability oc validity informntion

.scientifié and engineering settings. - - - o - : : : I

BRI

.

this study were previously used by Cotton (1979) as, a measure of
organizatdonal commitment inthe CF'.

[§

- ; B s e - -
Fach 1tem 1s reverse scored ‘such that a response of 5 on any 1tem

‘Mowdoy, Steers and Porter (1979) the -stores on all items are added and

then divided by the number of items usced o form a composite OUS score.

s * £

The'felinbility'of the QCS items 15 indicated By the covvelations

total 0CS ranging .from .f@ to .72 with a wmedian of

of each item-to the

.64, The internal consistency based on.dlpha was-calculated as r= (82 (o S

.93 with a median- of .90. The convergent validity of the scale ranped

from .63 to .74 {median .70) while-its median discrvimingnl . valydity when

- compared to,the DT was. .41. Tt should be noted thﬁL_thsn_cq|culnLipnn‘

could be found for the shortened. version.

Normative data exists on .the. 0CS for approximately 2,400 vﬁploycws
from university, public, hospital, retail, "bank, telcphone, automotiva,

B . N

A-9 aund A—lO_éffA@ben&i* Kd. L i o : ‘ "'  o

Military Ethos Scale. The six driginal. items " fron Cotton's (1979) .

: P L . ' . Co e . . s .
Military Ethos ‘Scale' (MES) were uged to determihe the primacy and scope

of servicemembeés feelings toward .the CF. ({(Items /6 through 11 on pages I



-38-

v

v Mollowing Co-ttqn's'(_l()j.?) Rro&:édur,&s all items on the five point

scale arc added ro yield the composite MES score, ranging from 6 to 30.

Cotton (1981) reports that scores above 22 ark high 'indic;atilwg‘ a
‘Véc:,lt'io.;m! ‘outlook; ,vﬁl'lLlcél !.5(:[;”4:':‘(:-!_\ l‘j and 2.[ trdicaté H,HQL;L‘Jﬂl outlook; a
and srores below 14 are 'i.ndicntivebofhnn‘occupat'i‘o'na‘l o'ug'look_.‘t.minrd's CF
1ife.
‘_I((.:-l-f_ahi-lif:y of.» the ..'measure ‘was  -indicated from“‘_t-hg internajll.
‘ cmmistc'n‘cn).'_: of ‘t.he '~HE8 (.cojreffic.i.ent alpha =. .73.-).. Validity \:ms:."
. . o ‘caleulated Ly comparing mean MES 'nmong groups veporting d'Lf‘fere':nt reasous
(or: 'jni'ning the CF. The means tJ(;L‘e._-sig‘nificnntIy diffcrm}t', therefdre,ﬁ

sugpeating discriminant validity. : Y

S Cotton (1979) reports that .thé mean MES dcore of his 1,636 /\.rmy‘

- 'rcspon_dvntf;-"\an:s‘_\.l7.65 with A\standnrc"ll devin_t.‘io.n of 5.5.7
; R Military Policy. Five qluést:i.o.i'uis, .(yj(;.vgzlo_.ped by “the t;eséarcher, requésted ‘
,;:{tltiu\_n‘d(';s of the respondcﬁts to the . trcn'tﬁ\-_c.nt-fo}f‘ p.ot.ebln_ti-al. tv:e.a.tm.cAnt‘ of
.D:Y/ll)M' r.\g}dl :_)I/SM couples on .'pos_tiqg'é and -(;'nreer mn_r'\'ngeme,r.xc. Five .point’
Li'k'«:vrc;likc“ sei!"és_-w:lz.r@ .Lii;sed, t._o b' tép se?L‘ﬁiélé;ne;ﬁbe:s' vi.ews.' on .thef';(;
{..c::s\_fcs; : ﬁm r.e'spc?.nses , to these queus‘tiqns and those - in the fc.)llowi‘ng‘
.s_ec"‘tioln w‘ervé {)'f.l_in_'terc'st_"(:o mil:x_tnry‘ h&})hcy ‘r.nakers. As such they do nt;t
. - ..‘}-L;.X'Vl‘,“n prim'}!ry purp.osé"»:'itt'\in c'his_.th‘es'i's. :The'y. _ar.e L:ecox‘ded'sc;ﬁaratk—:l‘y'
tn Appendix E. '
L \ ) N [} " -
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<

Intentions TiF Separated. - The two. questions 1 this '.‘1,'('0(,im1: sought o

determine the behavioral intentions of the servicemembery should they be

.posted away from the éite{of'mheir'spouscté'cﬁpﬂoymcnt. DI/DH couplia

weve asked to choose between four f(ixed choice’ responsa aptipns (Che

) , * o v ‘ : .
respondent would leave the. CF,  the sgpoase would leave the CF, they both
. . . ' .

would leavgs thé CF, or they wpuld ‘accept a separated >pdﬂt€ng). DI/ SM

couples were asked to choose between three f(ixed-choice response options
. . : - N fe . .

(the sevvicemember - would® leave rthe CF, the spouse would quit  their

civilian jJob, or they would accept geographic separation). .

ey - ’ N . . . Ve
Demographic  Information. .This scction of “the qoestivanaire  asoupht

~

demographic 1nformation on respondents  rveparding  their  ape goender
grap : { 7 1 we Lo ,

primary language, education, rauk, etc. The details of this demographic

information can be scen at Appendix B,

B . . o .
o .- -

v

Teedhack. The final "section-of the questionpaive gave sevvicemembers the
[ g Sk el . . . . .

opportunity to make. comments about cthe design of the questionnaire and

the issues raised by .it.

‘e

The questionnaire received a limited pre-testing at CFB Shearwnter

in November and  December, 1985. In addition thel rationale for the
5 * - ’ N

“inclusion of the questions,, their wording and srder was discussed with .

- several CF hehavioural -scientists to cnsure ity military utility.



“ : . ) . o _['0_~.' ) . - i ' .

- . 5.,

NDesign and Dath Analysis o N

Analysis was accomplished Jsing the ;\atistical Package ~for the

" Social Sciences - Extended (SPSS-X) version 2.1. Early analysis was doné

.

on ' the VAX .computer at Saipt Mary's University. Later ‘all data was

awitched tor the VAX systehy'nc York University for use at the Canadian

Forces Personnel Applied Research Unit, - ) .

LIS -

Initial examination of the data indicated the: frequencies, means

.

‘and -atandard  deviatigns pertinent to all variables. A Chi-squared -

analysis was compited +to determine representativeness. of the sample.
Y p : P 3 ! I

One-way analyses ‘of variance acvoss marital lifestyle and t-tests across,

gender and rank status were performed to sce if groups were egquivalent on
several potential moderator variables (age, .time~in service, educatton,

etc).
. The design for.this study was 4 (Marital Lifestyle) x 2 (Cender) x
2 (Ranlk Statud) with "job' aatisfaction, job performance, organizational =

-commnitment and military ethos used as the primary dependent wmeasures.

Three-way analyses of variance were performed separately for each of the

four dependent variables,” including breaking rthe JDI .down into "its six

3

scales. Fol)bwing_'precedent with' the J0T (Smith, et -al., 1975) each

“gcale wns treated  as independent from the other five JIDI scales. Based

on the corrvelation -between the three measures of perceived performance,

‘organizational commitmént.apd .military ethos (the highest was ¢ = :363))
these measures were also deemed independent. of each other. Thus,

3



- scparate analyses of variance werk done. vather than a MANOVA  progedure.
.Correlations between all dependent ‘variables can be seep nt Appendix b,

Multiplenrépressions were caleulated using ecach dependent variable as the

»
- s

. criteriontand all other variables as potentia’l predictora, A confidence

limit of five percent for typdé T error 'was used for each regression. A

“stepwise procedure was ‘used to develop the wegredsion formola wirh the

probability to enter sct at .05 and- the probability to remove set at .10
.+ " {the defanlts for S$PSS=X). A stepwise procedure was chasen as the study

.qas_explovatory. . ’ -

Results

.

On the whole the results of the sstudy ‘of{eved some suppart for the

hypotheses = pertainidg to ‘wmarital  lifestyle; madest support  fov the

hypotheses. regarding gender; aad  strong  support Sfov the Wypotheses

«

“concerned with rank status. Marital lifestyle velated sipnificantly o

overall job satisfaction, bhut not to any of the sub-scale uatisfactions;
. . . . . . . ' ‘

t . I . -" . ) ' - - ) . c

nor to Jjob performance,. organizational commitment. or military ‘sthos.

Differences in pender weére significantly related Lo military cthos and,’

to.a limited extent, to job satisfaction, "bat not” to job performance or’

N

St ‘ . o . s . o . . .
organtzatronal ' commitment. Job }sntlﬂfﬂctlon, organyzacianal T commtment
and ‘military ethos, but not job. performance, varied: significantly with

- ‘rank - status, A two-way igteraction of rank. status by gender way found

. for gatisfactibn with premotions. Table 4 indicates the results of the

. e

ANOVA analysis. _ ' : o - ‘

.



< ] TABLE 4 .
. "Significant ANOVA T - Ratios
. . Main Effeccs . 2-Wey Interactions . 3-Way Incteractions .
- * ML .5, 7 6 M.L. < R,5. M.L. ¥ 6. R.5. X G M., K R.S. R G T .8 Trror

Job Satisfaction ! . . i ,

" overall o1 .3.23 20.536 35.23
employment | 56 .26 R Y o 37
promotions Do -28.4b6 . . ) 27017 ' 273.98

) pay, and benefits = | 33.39 '12.58 112.50
co-workers { 49.65. ¥33.38
supervisor i 12.93 3.34 - 149.4
o . ¥ N R .
© . Job Performance at A
.'- . i}

Organizational | . -
Cofmitment 1 35.56 . 57

- Military Ethos . . | 133,48 - 2.36 19-. 05

. . i -
.F ratips shown ‘are significanc .05
* M.L. = Maritial Lifestyle
R.S. = Rank Status.

. oL =_ Gender )
Y
- w

Y

_azt_



R

Analysis of Variance ) - ] . . C e :

Job Satisfaction. Following upon past vescarch using the J0I, each *of

. . i . .
the si1x scales was analyzed separately.  These analysea ave pregdeated an
detail in Appendix C. For convenience, the results of these aix annbyxes
G.’Q_ill‘b(: reported according ro each of the thred -matn control vartables.

Marital Liféstyle. Overall satisfaction varied significantly with .

marital Tifescyle (5'(3,5)‘{.1) =322, p o= 022). On the vhole ST/7SM
couples (M = 45 _"i‘}) were more satigfiod thnn never mairiod pergoane |
(M = 44.94), DL/DM couples (M = 44.73) and DI/SM couples (M = 47.83).

Post hoc _comparisions showed that S{/SM couplivs  avd  aever  mairied

personnel were significancly (p < .05) more satisficd than rhe two {orms

of dual 1mcome couples (DT/DM and DL/SMY .

i

. - . - .i
¢ Mavieal lifestyle, either directly or as an 1ateractioa, had no

‘other impact on any. of the satisfaction, scales. The vesnles D indicare ©

3

that MARCOM persqgonel are generally sacigfied with all the mensired

facets of sevvice life. They are least satisfied with their co-wdrkers
. : . B

(compared_ tor.the no_rm;'xt{\fe samplc_'a from Smith, Kendall and Hulin, 1975

they were.at the 25th percentile for co-workers satisfaction) and ‘most

satisfied with - promotions {75th pprcentile), Neverthe logs, ati

satisfaction sScores were on the positive side -of the JDI =atisfaction
scoring (i.e., greater than 27).

ni
S



. | .

~

_Cender. . Gender was significantly relaged to the Pay and Bepefits

{FC1,637) = 12.58, p = -000} and Supervi.ﬂ’ion (F(1;641) = 5.8&: p = 0169

1

agalea of che JOC. In gfeceral, vomea (M = 37.44) were more satisfied

*

~with Pay nnd Benefits than thelr mate (M = 33.97) counterparts. Tlowever,
men (M = 42.66) were wmove, satisfied with their supervisors than were

e . »

women (:‘j = 19 15) .

o

“In addition to the main effects,. gender intdvacted "sighificantly

with rank é)p the Promotion scale- (5(1,6‘18) = 2—7.17, B = .000). Femalo,

M
.

afficers were generally less satasified with promotion than female NCMs.

Thia trend was " reverged for males, with male offi_ccr::'-bei‘ng moTe

B
. -

watisfied than mate NGEMs where- promotions were concerned.

¢ 77 .7 Qverall, both males nnd females exhibited positive - saphsfaction

with nll measured facet's of military service.. Compnred to the oviginal

norm group (Smith, Kendall and Hulin, 1975) .males wvere’ most satisfied

with promations (75th percentilg) -and least -satisfied with co-workers
. . o . % ' . ’ . ’ o
{10th perceontile).  Females. were wost satisfied vwith promotiondg (85th

. ;
percentile) and least sacisfied with supervision and co-workers (35th

peccentile).

- o CRank “Status.  AlL ‘mik scales of the JDI varied signelicantly with
tank status. F ratios and calculated probabilities arxe shown at Appendix

£. In general, -afficers were moke satisfied than NCMs. No interactions
. . - . . il . .

At Y. . : .

~were found other than the already 'hentioned interaction of rank status.

4

and gender an the promotion scale.’




e e . .
. P
|

. Comparced to tha JDI novmagive graupa éeh ofticders and MUMr vere

pozitively antiglied on all DT wmeasured Lacets. of CF. Liti. . For bhoth

of ficers and NEMs the highear jab shriafdezion facet was promatieon {30th
. . N l | N wt . .o -

. .y ! e . . : : .
and 70th parcentile rilgspcc:(zyc‘lv) vhile the lowest wan, with co-workeis
. ! S

H

i . . .

(40th and 25ch percentile, reaprctively), : :

% - -

Job Performance.

The.corrnlarion betuveen job performance and cach ot ghe
N N ) :

N

six JDI scnles whs calculated (o determine (f job periormance could bhe

deemed tadependent {rom \S\'(' ratll ‘;Hl_i“!{ll; tion A the  fiwve (.\\’:-(
sntisfacrions. Cocrelation ’;nc(.ficicncx‘ '!‘r-n})»:rd {rom i ;—.H'»'- for (he
‘r_‘«‘..l AL EON ’ br:L‘\-;Q'(‘.n o j(;i) per .f‘g.rmnnc.\ - n'nA ' (-m;; 1 n_\/rm:nl’ wAl At av g ia.\n Ler
x -== 027 Tob per (_'oz'mm'\cv' ts thus congt lepread .:1 € ix;:!--p--m!:.-nt R ETTR I

. RN . A . . . . L
(\(nr\{'_nl‘rl-'a‘(c.‘i(".'laj, geadec and rank statos Jdad oot vhery srpnalscantly wrth

job performance.  Mor could any.significant iatecractioan: e found hefueen
any of the control variahles on this dependenc variahle, L.
L .
. . -" ' . . - ) . . -
‘. L . 53 ' 3 .
. Y The mean parformance value wags 7079 gndicating that  geaponderta
. . = R . N .
r 7 . ‘
Y)L:"Cl‘.i‘-’(!\! their p-'z‘!r)rmnncé Lo bhe above ave Cae (’nmp.—n‘rtl ty thhears q ame
-rank poevs within their vecupation. 7 . ' :

()rgnni:,ﬁti,onn.Y '(“.ommitmcn(.. Al chopuyeh marytal l.{!‘,.;‘.\}.“., and pgeades tod ot

s with  organizational « commitment °  rvank  <talan  dyd

’ t . - '
vary  stgnificancly

‘(E(]'(.)‘}.';) = 35.-’0‘(), P 000y . O'f{:iccr‘t_‘ i openeral, (M e V. 49} were mare

" . .

“wommitted to the orghnization ‘than were HuMs (M o+ 3.41Y0 A theee-vay

interaction of gender x marital, lifestyle x rank stathns (8 () d¥) -

254, p " .0_56) was mnrg.ini\Hy :ii;;n.'-‘(i_cnn( T fenr Jdrgantratinnal

A
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A . L)

commitment. Diaprammatically it ‘can be sgen at Figure 3. Male officers
S c ~ ; . :

N r "

'drn moé( committed to Lhe beliefs and values of the CF (M =.7488) when

~their spouges do not have ‘full-time paid employment. Never married male

officueva canyg thoge married with civilian ‘spouses who have paid foll-time -

«

amp Foyment. recorded aimitar organizational commitment scores (M = 3,74

.or&nﬁianionﬂlly comnitted (M = 3.61). Fémn]e officers whb_uerc in DI/DM

nndi 3.75, rcéﬁoctive]y). Male officers .in DT/ﬁH~‘COUPICS weére least

1
.

-

couplel ov who were never married were most- committed to the CF (M = 3.72

.

- and’ 3.%3,‘ rcspccrivély)' fgilowéd .by female "officers 3n SU/SM couples

Mo 345, The 6¥gnniznti6nﬂi coﬁmigment‘OQZDI/SM female officers was the

lowoat (E1'= "1.15) of 'all groups. -compared, * Male MNCMs. who were DI/DM, o

DI/SM. or | ST/SN -reported similar levels of organdzational ¢ommitment'

(M j.ﬁ}, 1.28 and 13.137, 6n§pdcfiyély); however, nevér married mnlé§NCHg'

mﬁjﬂﬂi}d A higﬁcr lwﬁ: of prganizational cpmmitmcﬁt (M = 3.77) .- Female

B

“highest organizational

= %9EY S

NUMs  reaction to. organizationsl compitment. differs slightly: . DT/DM,

o
.

DI/SM. " and - never married - female. “NCMs. have . similar. OCS scores
. - . o . - g - - - CoL, B . ]

{M = 3.56, 3.47 ﬁ&d 1_#5,‘rc§bcc§iqéfyl while ST/SM fcmnlc'NCHsnhﬁvp the

!

'ﬂll;'gfonps,'conéeyncd

. Commitment. score .-of

N

'bﬁphped'to~tﬁd:

. ST T e
S The, QCS_resuitanfhxhks thesis cannot enﬁily‘be“
original .normative group’ because. the mumber of Jitem responses on the

P T

'liké(t—likb_scqlcg.differed (séyenfih'{hg original, fivé‘he(eﬁ. ‘Howgyéﬂyf

B S

.:Hovdny,lSteQrs'pnd;Poftgf (l?]Qi-dL@ report, that the ﬁajétitj of scores

fell at 'thn'"mid—50§ntl .Thik_afindiné” was not 'repliCAC¢a;-by thé thesis

. oo 4 . . . . v . . . .

P

B
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vreaydta.  The maenn 0CS score was 3,78, somewhat higher than the mid-point

“af 3.0,  Therefore, -sérvicemembers indicate a genevally higher leve! of

.

ovpanizationnl commitment than the origindl norm group.

.

. Military Ethos. Marital lifescyle had no divect impact on- military'
. - cthon, howevar, it did interact significantly with rank status to vary on:

. military sthos (F (3,635 = 2.86, p = .036). .0On the whole officers

expresaed preater ethos than NCMs with officers in the SU/SM (M= 272.77)

T and DL/SM (M = 22.17) huvfng the highest scores and the only ones thac

Are ia che vocattonal orientation range (i.e., greater than 22). " All che
other’ proups -weve_ ntutral .in  their orientation to the CF; neither.
TR

vecupatinnal nor vocational. For NCMs the mavital 1ifésryle with -the
) - . T . ) '

towest ethos was ST/SM (ﬁ ='17.20). The highest lcvofzqf.pgho&Aexpressed'

. . ’ Chy NCMs was M = 18730 for never married NCMs (Figure 4).

Cender, directly or in iateraction, had no impact on' military
cthas,

Rank atatus varied sfgnificnnt\y with military ethos (F{1,5635) =

2

_1]}:&8;'2 = .000)" 1Ag_bypoth¢sizcd ofﬁicurﬁ {H = 2~:23)hVCFe-gencrn}1y

@éﬁv Vocutiqnn!ly~bfientgd» than NCMs '(ﬁ = 17.77). f_On]y o%ficcrsl

military oethos. is above: the ~leviel to ‘be considered, vocationally

ofipntpd.{ This indicates that officérs are actively committed to the CF -

7 U and their actions match ‘theiv nttitudes. .. However, the view -of the. CF

held by NCMs «ig more meutral than that of officers, while still not being
o occupationally oriented. ‘ . }:

N . e . P . N \
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‘regression, equations using any JDT satisfactioe’ measuve as the criterion

relating té JnI

 5901¢3 of t“e JDT were treated aslsepdrate dependent vhriablcs 'so that -a

was predicted by six variables: the general satisfaction mensure in the

. 1o =50

- .o - N

Compared to the mean reported .by Cotton (197%, p-D=9) MARCOM NCMs

have very éimilnr Yesults ' (17.77 compared " to Cotton's . 17.065) 'yhile

-1
€

. . .. .
‘officers results %ereihigherp(ZB.ih).

\ : >

Regregsion Analyses. . ' . o ) . -

5
. -

Al items recorded: in .the questionnaira (Appendix A) and

composites developed f{rom it were used to determine, what, -'if any,
- A - . N - .

s

’ v . . .
multiple regression’ line would ‘predict each depeandent variable. Any of

the variables that were ordinally scaled were vecoded -to create dummy

e ~
-~
. e

variables. All variables were wused "in .each myltiple regression to

determine  the best predictors of each of the dependent variables.

* - -
v

1 S

. ) A - . - AR e
Table 5 summarizes - the vresults 6f  cach stepwise regregsion equation.

<

'Vnriahlcs"wi!l be discussed in .tﬁé order ,hgﬁwhich'uthey'u?qterod ench

s

equnt‘bn. . - . ' RN o
-Job  Satisfaction. . Intercorrelations were' calculated amongsg the' DT

gecales with resultant r's ranging from 5 to,.Sﬁ. Becadse coflinbarity;

was a _concern each °scale ‘was ‘treated independently. In addition,

- .

did not, ¢onsider cthe other J0I .scales for entry -into’the equation. In

(this way {t was hoped that a clearer picture of ndn-satisfaction factors

v

.

scale, reSpoqées could be’ determined. " Thus,. .the six

total of &i:\muftiplc regressions were calculated. Overall satisfaction

N
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7 . . .
. / L, 2 S s . e n

rvice Life accrion (question 1 in Par® Two - Service Life (Appendix AY:
the orgagizational comnitment composite; participanta fealings-of loyalty

they could lteave the CF: their level

o
2

’ {
to the £F; how cnsilx\t@éy thought
. - ) . - . '-)
and, the oumber ol chaldren they had (RT =

of agreement with CF policy:
: i X . . .
Al o= 0000 . R C
Six wariables (genctal satisfaction with CF; how onﬂiiy"thcy.cnnld
leave the CF; cheir _atritoade. tdward  postings:  their dintentions it
fcfnrated from their- mititary apouse; their raok seatus; and, the number
i ‘ : : . : . ‘
{ ’ . . . : . 2
of children they have) predicted ecmployment satisfaction (RS, = .79
. RN .
p = .000). S ) i .
i '
“ F : ' - oL
_— . - .
, Eight wvariableés predicted satisfaction with prowotion: peneral '
: . rabte !
satisfaction with CF; military occupation:(this variable was vécoded Lo
[ N - - ’ '
three levels ~-- hard sea, sea goliag and shaore based); radk statuas; age
: Pl . . - R : 7
. oyalty: 'the midlitary ethos composite score: educatiaon attained: whether
loyalty; "t litary cotl i t : 1 t te 1+ whet!l
. . L . N
separated geographically from a civilian spouse? and apricment with CF
B - ;) o . - : ; -
policy (R7 = .19, p = .000). ‘ /
" LN . . . ) . . . .
: ‘ Eight . variables also predicted satiafaction  with  Pay  and
L Benefifs: general satisfaction wich CF; agrecement wich  CF palicy:
; gender vank status; attitude to off{-duty interests; aumber of childrens
L H - . . . . ! . 3 » ’ - |
5 ) ! the organizational commitment scale gomposite: and percewved performance
. i 2 .- . . . .
G ART = 18, p = .000) ..
i .
i - -
[ : ' «
e S
: ’




Tea variables prediéted sacisfaction. with  Co-workers: . - general

gntisfaction with CF; rank status; number of children; element: ngrecment

- with CF policy; opeérational identification; education attained;’ primary
precedence of - the family; and, attitude towards postings

language;

(r* = 17, p = .000).

. . e
- 5

o N

Satiafaction with: Supervisor was prédicted by. five variables:

- ' nttitude “towards private life; general satisfaction; how casy leaving the

CF would be; years - marcied;- and  operational tdentification

3 ot A
. N H

, L . . ‘ _
oo TR = s p 0el)y. o . : : o

Taking all si%x equations 1into account, the single .question on.
- . .o Lo . . e, . i

R general asacisfacrion with the CF (page~A—9'in_Appcndif"A) predicté both
overall satiafaction as measured by the JIDT and the five' facets of

. . L. . R

‘gatisfaction. As we eavlier saw in the ANOVA anplysis marital Pifestyle

dors dot re]nce,. in this case prcdicp)' satisfaction cxcept in - the

' . . . \ : T . K
gsomewhat “indivect .case of “separation from spousk predicting satisfacficn
. . - . . ' TRy, . .

with cmployment. GCender - is predictive of sarisfarrina with .pay and

hene€its.  Rank status enters’ the predictive equations for antisfaction

with c¢mployment - promotions, pay and benefits «and co-workers’

[ ' . . . .
. i i

~

; ..7 i ‘Jbb Per formance. Only . two variables prcdictedﬂ job  performance:

. v

o .- participants reported loyalty to the CF and their attitude about rank °.
. . B . . . . . K . ) < .

. » differences awny from work. AYthough' &ignificant; .'this —.equation
y - R ‘ L T AR S ey :
ol “accounted for .an extremely small amount of job: performance variamce™
(R = ,019, p = .000). R . .




.-

=

OngnnizntionaL Commitment. Eleven variables (ihether the -UF 13 i fferent
from ctvilian work; how easy it owould be to leave the CF apreement ui[ﬂ
- . . . Y * Y

- . .. ’ ’ - : . N ." . ’ 0’ ! - i " Y \v
CF policy: .loyalty; military occupatiog: attitude toward privace Ao
= . . : - \
operational identification; miligary othos; tho,imburtnnca'(hnt ahould (he b
. . . - . . - " A .

s . . =

cassigned to a civilian spousc's carder: civilian, qpousa’s occupation:
. ! . g . : 1 N

i
and, ovevrall _JD[ satisfaction) prodicged ~orgnnifn!gqnnl Commt [ ment
:)' . \ . . . 3 -
(R7 =" 717, p = .000), : .

3

Military Ethos. Eiﬁht wvariables (avvitudes on private life; postiogs;

personal  interesr; rank dif{ferences © after hourg:  family | precedengs

s

of f-duty hours: perceived parformance;, and 0CS acove, in (hat ovder) were

x

. : 5 - .
predictive. of miltitary echos™{R7 =7.797, p = 001}, - -

o

Rehpondanc's.Commcﬁps,

-

A total af 322 or 43.A2 of the respondents.vrote commeals 1a the
. N ‘ . L -

section provided: ~ The'lr commeits were grouped into three catogorivs.
structurasand design (n=177) the effects of ‘miligary service on wmareiags

. L . . - o , L. - SN .
“(a=74): and, miscellancous comments (n=71). Mo other attempt Wts made o
; ) L

~

N
Analyze the content of these commengs. » The comments il be gned as

.

anecdotal ioaformation in .discussing rhe quantitative rasults  ande the

design of the study. L .
R _ . IR . o )
Discugsjon
. i ' ; co ¢
4 The hypotheses “for rank: status and, to a wmuch Yesser extant; for
. . l'_.. . it L W e N\ .
gender were Ssupported.. However, the hypotheses for marital lifpatyle
. . .
“r ’ . -



TR T, ‘ ‘ o . : : S
hypotheaized.. "The greatest .overall sarisfaction with the CF was held by

58—

ia’ the resnlts b€ only one (overall =gati<faction) dependeat varizple.
Theae results’ held rrue  throughout thriee—way - analysis of variance and

-~

e ' . A )
multiple regressiof. Not only were * the. hirerarchical. hypotheses for

Lo . . . . " ]
marital  Lifeatyle not supported, but 1n most cases  there, "were no .

differences found hetween the marital lifestyle groups.

\ 4
- %

Marieal tafestyle . -, . _ ‘ . : i

" Job performince, organizational Tcommitmear and milicary etchos did

s
I3

not- stgaificancly  vary  with wmarital. lifescyle” while only  overall

satisfaction, byt none of the fackt satisfactions, varied with'it. Thesc

rennlta are ant in agreement with the work of Bryson, ‘et -al, (1975) oar

Bryson and Brysod (1980). o . . R :
I~ ) .
. <t - .
Yt On ch@quc mcnﬂur9 uhcrg\overnll sagisfaction significancly varded

‘with marital lifestyle, the post hoc comparison of the .marital lifescyle

groups " did . not, indicate differences among . the  groups as was

.

.rcﬁpondcntx in" ST/8H couples and who were never macried. These results

auggent that it is ecasier to be satisfied with the military without the

conflict—~of a spousc's vcarcer. Caution must be taken with these

- . ) ) . . : . V. ’ o
differences aince: they, are not statistically sigomificant.  However, they

B .

do point to somc -interesting informarion abour the satisfaction of

aervicemembers, at the time of the atudy, albeit not. supportive of the

original hypothesis. _[t'shduld-be_hoted'thnt'wg new opportunities for



ot

* . .t . N . . s
. . ! yon . ! ) * -
. . . " .
+ .
H Y
. . M ’
. i
~59 - .
. . * .

women within, MARCOM ocrtur the makeup of )

MARCOM, ] heace Tehe Ao tude«

of the group, -might change. o : .
.. < T ’ ’
" - ) . . i
i . 3 . . .
Overall aatisfaction may be the only measure of R Civineltan [hat
15 seasitive to diflferencas 1o marital lifestyle bhecaude al 14 more

than the sub-scale satisfactions, Oaven ¢ he none<l sy {roance of

. - genernal

. . \ . .
1t appears that heing o sevvicemewher s

differences between oroups,

more  determinant | of  zatisfaction  than  tr  which warital buferty e

e eope tn ot

ragpoadernts  belong. This  suggesiton  scems [

regression daga,’ ton. Marveal 1ifescvie, aa a0 represaion varyabhle, dad

not ecwmerge 1o oany of the sartsfaciion cquations. bt varianhles uwhidh-

. . ’ 'A :

reflect mavital or Family status had onlv cavaor predictaivs wvaloe, BYEENY]
-

couples 1ntentions to leave or stay in the OF 1 f they wvere, posted apact. "

from thelr xpouse predicted thair watisfaction with caplovaeat, Py

’ ' dors 3uRggasL soma di.[‘f'e‘: rences helween m.ﬂrtl.\[ Taleat .-'1;;:‘. coeperrribarng ot .
.

tive pressure of posting separation a~v {0 affects satiaftiaa with

. . ‘ . . -"h e : R 2yl
Humbar of children was predirccive of antisfaction of all (he o, .

eaployment .

. S . -
T osatvsfaction s measures  oxcept o promotions and o superva sor Thia  =av
indicate thangs (in any” patenital  off{ect  of marvival  Iileatszle when

N . N

"o children are involved. . . . : .

.. Job performance had Tbeen  expected ol eonform 1o the ncoposed. .

“Thia hypochearn aag L

. .

hierarchichal ordecring of marital tifustyle ygroups,

. . ) . <

been baned. on studies done vith civitian respoandeats at profesdional

.mnx1ngetin\ levels” In addircion, [)(:}‘(()}'za:}ﬂc-—‘ i orhe tyceratagre f‘é‘)lﬂ*urd Ty

. 3 "

’
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u T . . N N C N . .
. . . . t . .' . E ) - B . B :
A ' : e el oo, ’ . o ‘ _ ) .
B EE .. . - . N . L. P . Lo o v - - c. oo . .
! - wan mbasured using objective means. (i.2., in che researth done By Brysoun
. . : : : T -
‘ : © et 'at-(1976) the number of books or.articles written were recorded for B¢
“ R e : . S Cl e ST RRCRS .
T oS -t wach huﬁjcct). » The rescarch described herein diffevs from the literature . .
reviewnd in fwo main arcas.- The firstdrstinctipon was in the, measure of :
) , Cperformance “Citrelf. Performance was  operationalized as - respondents! .
L - o - ) . ._ . o . . T :’_ N . .
N . dencription of cheir performance. of their primary duties in comparison to ) .
; o K " é - . .. ) . -
s N : - . .
' their beéppatidnal peers at the same. rank level,  The measure was thus-a
subjective belief ‘about thair behaviour .initahd of a weasurement of-
: oo performancs  outcomes. as’ -used in  eardier dual  idcome rel ch. 15
: SLooaddation purtormance was meaasyred on only one ntem: this upitary rmeasure C .
. frmay  have  beeo’ inruffictent . to  tap regpondedts! beliefs  about thcli
BT performance - Therefore, 1t may well be the faule of the qudestion tﬁhp.

B oL N . . - A el A K - X o PR , . . .
e Cprevents uk (rom untoveripg, any differences in the perfdrmance of -marital ’
IPOERTaR It fantyle  groups.  Another distinction waa  that, both -munugcfinl'“nnd :
~ . . . AEL A ey . . . . ot & - ) N -

SE 0 LT nna-manaphrial levels .compriged”the- sample., Tt mighr. be sirmised char B
e s- . L3 — ‘. . T . B - N - et - b . _ o, - .o
- T o L . . . ._‘ PRI N . N - v o ot ' e Am"'-. . = ] ‘ N
o e he aignificant; rank ostatug differences that weve found are . masking any 7
" NN . \ v S ) . C . R o . . N [P : . . . : . . :
R }/fdaj—effects of " marital. flfentylu. ~To confaitm or .deay "this suggestion a -~
e Yiphstahog. oné-wny ANOVA was done for officers’only. Marital lifestyle did o
B TSI sl LT, e S - T Lo : T
" .omot ostgmifacantly vary with performance. - Thus, ,rank .status does not -~ '
’., C .' . K " ' . : . . .1' ..'_ " T . . : '/l A - ' [ -. . . o o tew R R '
. : : Lappesr to be.confounding potential mawical lifestyle effects. - . ‘
- . Vo e . . K ) ) A e i ;., R P » e - B
T T D PR T T, : D o o .', ’ : R Sl L T vl

A B » . C Sf - : . B . . ‘. ‘ . ) T V . v ) : -
 The "mulriple regression equation for performance ralso indicates no *, . .
. Sy [ T '7'_ : o N . . - L. - . Lo

elntion to marigal lifestyle: 'Thd'two'predfcpor'ygrinbleé,(loyalty and S ‘

R ;_- ’ "4"_ LT ‘ . T . ' L ”: U . L .,/. ' . ’ . - - ‘ " ‘ : - e v“.‘r -

whetlier “there  should be rank diff rences. after wvork  ‘Rours)  have mno ., - .« .
Lher AherE, e A Juhrereneesoariec S urss e 1 Lo

. . ' : Lo . “»,'-"- ‘.' K _.I N T e
apnection th marical lifestyle. . -
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. ‘douples ns having o protean view of worck.

accept’ the  valuecs and belicefs of the GFL 8 i nee an acceptance. of thead |
values and beliefs is. lhdicated by a high orpanizational ccommitmrot *ov
military ethds scorn, i€ was hypothesized that dual igcomd conplus “wanbil
Wave - low scores on rhese measures ‘relative.to their peers whoag *spoases
“do nbot  have -paid employment. S Contrary cto | thepe  hypothesca, oo
. T differences were found ia the ANOVA meagsures to indicate any diffadeuntial
‘orpanizational ‘commitment or military ‘nsthos as -4 resule of ‘wmarital
T lifestyle.  The vcesults .of the multiple vegressionsalan indirate thnt
Lmarveal Liféseyle doed not have s ‘stropg dmpact on comnitmeat amd wethos.
Lt L R .‘ S o - 3 : : oL 4 ° . -
c.When asked 1f-a civilian spouse's. employment should, be important Lo the
. “ . e - . . L L s . ' ., ) - o, .
CF, in terms of moving, ‘there was an inverse prediction of prgantzational
T J . s N . v . . . . T o ot
_commitment: L e A 3 S .
) . . ) ; : Lo ’ . . . :
. Thig.suggests that those .who are concerned, abour "the detrimenthl
. ° T O . AP L LT - s T : L
2.0 career effects for their spousc of postings (most  likely P1/$M Fouples) |
s \3- R . ' . ‘ ' [ , - R . .
. . . ; ,
-‘. ‘ ot A ‘. . r» . .,‘ v . : \'
' IR AN - e FIRT i .
: : TN -

swere  based on. Hall and- #AVY's, (1976) t:;'onccpt,unliz.n[,idn of dunl

i

-were employed and those whg-:x‘e :t,hrry' wore n.o»t_

N M N v f
. * ’\
L 61- ‘ . o .
! ) : & :
Tt had. envrlier becn propog‘c\d* (ML Y nod LML A) that macital
L. . . . : . . - . .

| : ' .. -~ . N . ¢
Tifestyle  would vary with organizatiomal . commitment- and With -mititary

) ) - ) - - . . . ' ’ L
cthos, s=uch that the four grdupa would polarizeé into those where upduases

Previous standies tnd not
s - o . . B .
Tooked at marital 1lifestyle groups® for .\Q.{thor‘ mebsare . These u‘!\\'p‘\.)l_h.v:h':(
B . , . A - i N e ..
ncome

o ‘ - N N - -
Hall " Hall ceoported that dual
- - « ‘. . “‘ L .
income couples were' less likely to aceept™ the vrpanjzation's definition
- = . - . - Z - .
B . L . . LA . - .

of what a career should be and would nvolves thieir own carcer Jdefinirion
N N . . s L . ; . .

. " : . “

and r}lnn. T mytieacy:
- o ' .

ia cdual iacome coupldes haw (heirocnrver.

"rin a. protean manner than it was surised they woubd not be as likely to
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wil) have less organizational commitmert. This provides some support for

-the hyborhusis that marital lifestyle 1is "a factor in organizational ' .
gommitment , bhut it was the only such indicarion throughout the ANOVA and ¢
Hultiple Regression analyses. . ’ ' o -
Hi\lit‘ury Erhos did not vary with marital -lifQ:stylc on the ANQVA .
¢ \\_/ restulta- and. only one regression variable remotely connected to warital .

lifedtyly was predictive of ‘militf}ry ethos. Servicemembers' intentians /)

,

~ . c -
if a posting scparated them f(rom ctheir apouse werce negatively related to
military cthos.. “This® was. a _dummy coded variable  which may make
' taterpretatton  somewhnt awkward., The results appear to :indicate that

T military ethos decreases ag scervicemembers report their wrllingness to
ondure  geographicale separation to maintain two' careers. This offers
) . ¥ . N N . . B . .

' - M

“support for ' the hypothesis that dual iancome couples (heré specifically
nL/SMY) uo_nl.d ‘report less military ethos because of the pressure of two

. o caraers  versus the rvequirements of scrvice lifs. ~ Nevertheless, this id .
N - r - - . . - . - . . A

1

_t. for thias hypothesiy found " in the ANOVA - and ‘Hul-tipf(_;'...

. . P = «
. s . h a.

the sole suppo

. b ° ’ - . -~ . . . . :
"Regresgaton analysis done for the military ethos measure. - ‘ .

.

-~

|
tl
s+ Thé interaction of marital lifestyle, gender and rank status on .

by

L arganizational commitment b(f"igurc- }),sugg'cst.q‘ that an .'indiviaunl may be

f o o . . N .

< pulled inl. three directigns at the 's'nm;c"c.imé. To look at “trends in

it becomes necessary to. talk about four groups

S m‘gnniznti_onnl__c.ommitment
= . divided by .mink ‘statys and gender. : For male officers organizational ~

. .

“commitment seems ehhanced when a spouse's carcer does not interfere; yet. . . -
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»
i . . -6~ )
' - & spoufT 14 important, perhaps. because of zocial obligations.  For femnle :
officers an spoust or a gpousc wha 13 in the mylita vy ard most comlugive
. ) Ce
. to higher levels of organizational commitment. Beeguse of the incpeaned
. devels®of organivational cqu_nmitmpn(‘_ expectoed of ot fve s {Maskos, 1Y 17) .
these may be the only st (.mLt tons where female officers Jdo aot face fhmily
demands that decvact from cheir coimnl tment . . . N
' Thus, f{or the. male "officer grganizational comnitment 1< snhanced
vhen there 13 no apopuse or A suppartive  spouse tao fake ccarve of - oall
considerationa beyond thase of comaitment (o the OF; for femals ofticors .
()rg:\ﬂi zational commitment 15 enhanced when there 118 0o s PO -y when the
P N b 1 .
. . A . . A
apoune does not wxpect tie female  off1énr Lo talee vare wiooLaadt
: » . 1 . @ « .
\ ' condiderations beyond these of ovgnpnizational ¢ommi timent . to I | )
1’ « N .t * W N &
~ e "
- - v l" , - -
! . . . . v AL E . ) : L
The  intervactron of marital Wifestyle and rank  statuas on-milyvtarcy
- . ethos iodicates that "officers -n\n?l NCMs ave affected i fereatially by - o
- . > . . 4 . . T
- ¥ f . . . Coe N .
c 0 mamtalTlifescyle s | The trogpd, scen in Figurs 4 ghowi HOM military ethos e
- . . . A 2 ) . ) . Lo
R ) ¥ . . L _ .
N - . scores as a mirror of officers' . redponses . The responsds ol uffjoers may .
be iadicative of traditional ndrmatiVe values Within tie wilitary, that'
o . . . . v o . . ) .
) the officer corps ecxhibit loyalty, commitment and’ dedication At on highe
' . ' . . ‘ v e B . = . . -
level. This .high level may algo ba facrlrraced by 2 spouse who {x
v ' B e, . A . h ’ N . -‘ . L ' ER .
,available to offer full support with home and family. Traditionatly,  the
* ¢ . ‘ . " ‘ - . - .
‘ role. of “"officers' wife" carried with it the’ sbeial enbaoncament of a
) . : . . : . ) - N i
- . N . ., : . o . K ) . . o . .
spouses’: carder. -Fhtercaining and social praces were cxpected of the | o a
. . '. . ’ ’ . N . . . .
L : . ‘officers spouse Lo enable carecer progression. For dual 1ncome C(?_nplmt o
) s e ' . v 3 s
‘ I H t * A '
" L . 2 .
¢ o ) - f o ' - “
v ' . N . . o 1 N
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N ' : ' CLThAm . :
¢thos may be ia direct competition with, separated postings and other.
- . ‘ ) . ' * B - N - .

) " orpanizatijoenal pressures..  These couples day not have -the time to feel
dedicnted as- they juggle work, family and home rpesponiibilities. In
addicion thétr increased econgmic  stature may | create a  sufficieant
emotional © cushion that they feel career’ is dmportant, but not any
apecifie carveer. Hever married officers, who are more likely to be
younper than their married” peers, may be enjoving the Lifewthey lead, but
#till have no family responsibilities upen which to base a determination
to be dedicated.  Single officers have an escape valvé 1f CF 1ife “loses

\ . . . ) s . .
. ita charm:; they are chegking ont the CF and tharefore,lave: not " as yer
o confirmed their ethos, ' -
. i R
“For NCMt tradition, scems légs a pressure for increasing ethos ‘than
. . . . . T, . ) T —~
« doea ecconomics. There were no significant differences in age.  Thus, for
gingle NCMx economic and job sccurity coupled with an absence of family
pressure may allow an increased dedication to duty. For dual. income NCM

. theve - are - no . economic  pressures,  but  there are  family and  home

Sreaponaibibities to ingerfere with military ethos.  Single income/single -

o military pergoancl, oxhibiting the lowest level of military ethos, may be

“daing  so-bacange workd and family ‘responsidilities spread over one pay °
. . - . A . ) . ) N ) . ' . . R R . ! . R ) ., o
cheque teave the individoual ‘more interested in the cconomics of the CF

. than its ethoa. | : ' SR R ' : o

ot o . : o ) .
.7 .. For malc NCHs the -abscice of a spouse '(i.e., “never matried
N f . L . . . ' ’ .
{7 aervicemembers), ot of . a " spouse with a carecer seemp important to
s N . . . .
.
* . N .
v oo o For . : f . .. . |




.Ehcm,‘ seek . individual “loyalry -

“Jts normative " values of  cgmmitmtng  and  self. sacevfice; its  role

‘ -65-
organizational QOmmi[mpnf. . In nbseunce  caf thoe socialization for
Y : - . ‘ R - ) ) .
commitment placed oo officers (Moskos, 1977), what appearx important here
are* the lack .of distractions. For “female NCGMs theiv hiphest, level of
organizatiopal commitment is whew theive civilinm  gpouse  hax ay paidl
employment . "This i3  less . likely to be a - factor ‘of suppoart  or
. . . . . . L R . s

distraction, rathec it appears an-ccanomic cousiderntion, Thas, as sole

breadwinuer the female NCM must be organizationally commitged.  Thua,” for

Kl

. ) e . o . o oL
male NCMs no family ‘or  someone to. take care of  the Tamily appears

important to arganizational commi&mant: for female ACMs takinp cace of

s . «

the fnmiby ¥ AmportaAnt «to organizariondl comnitment .

The "regsulta fqg‘ _.mni‘i tal 11 («'::tyl\‘ 4\_1;'-‘5\-_(!.%( that (he nn;qm‘ alo"m:lml-x

. -, . N

of. the mititary Gidnlimited Tiability: 24 "hours a day, 7 days. g week

~gecrvige: discipline; and, reglwentation) may: create a different repbage

between gervicemembers and civitians used | ia other studies, Being a

'3cfvic£mcmbcrl may overrvide marital tifazstyle. asa »  factor infllaenciag

respbndgnt§< Thus,-all four marital Fifeseyle wroups report ecgssentially
the. same  levels of  satisfaction. (on five pf  the six  satiafaction

a . .

measurgs), performance, Organizational  commitment -and militaty ephos,
. . ) . _

- N -

The resulcs may support Segalls (198A) View'of both the militnry and rhe

family as greedy inatifutions. Creedy. dastitationg, an  Segal defines
exclugive  commitmeant  and  placé  great
. . N o : 0 .

.
.

' : ) . - . : : sy
. . .l - e S Lo
demands con the time and gonerygy of the 1adividual, The CF aa groedy in

%
‘

‘. :
obligationa arg all encompassing. Demands  are placed ‘on the  family
.. P ’ . ‘
, _ N . ‘
R 'L . .
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thropgh the servigemember: to endure separatians without disruption; to
. - ) : ’ ’ . A T < : ) :

Jwove when the ' CF says to;- to live on or near. a military unit., At .the

same  time familied,  especially in recent -times, have started exerting

- . ¢

theie own presaures.  Spouses with paid ¢mployment or those invelved in

voluntear work or schooling, children who do mot wiant to lose friends por

- . . . ’
N . 4

have schooling disrupted have become more vocal 1n their .demands on a.

servicemember's time, loyalry "to the family, erte. More and more the
question 18 being raised of what has prioricy: family. e, military
e carderv. S+ Thia view was e¢choed in  the gomments (N ~=  TJ4)  of the

regpondents.  Following are the excerpts f(rom scveral:

o . [N .
. ) . '
. e . .

“Tc's rathér ironic¢ that .a questicnnaire of this typc«:shodld
. + arrive on my desk. AU this rime T am-currently in, process of a legal
supnrnt:on/divanc. One of thﬁidriving {actors was thq'coqstnnt moving
within the CF and ¢he fact that my wife was continually re~gstablishing

ler career' . - . .

"Thoge shortsighted enouih to get marriad and hogc not to be
relocated or ever aeparated should not be pandeced to ac the expense of
those of .as who are loyal." . ‘ o e

: Mit's ahout ‘time the, CF did (Bic) something Tlike that [the
questionnaire! for their members, 'espécially [(sic) when both are married

to aach atheér."

L

N "The opporkunity to ask ‘questions of a.service in transition from
old eatablished nqrmﬁ to new,rénficics has Hccd"misscd.” -

"Like ,cvcrything _the CF has to move on and- change and go with
tcchno}bgyi Lf Coca Cola cﬁh change theiv recipe after 100.years 'so can
the Cr." : - . : : - e :

~ "I thiok that all’ the married couples (hath CF meﬁﬁcqs)Vare'ﬂsed‘
a8 acapegoats, They are posted *in a postition in_ which "single CF
employees would not like to be.  They seem 'to realize we would-rather be

“antisfied with o disagreeable position rather than chance.arparation.®
: . . . B -~ " . e

"What good will it do, The CF “will @ontinuc ‘to post macried
cauples, as i€ they were single.” . VR _ S :
. "These days both the ﬁusbandu ;nd TULE et . : ‘ ‘
esc  day ! ) : € must work -to bg ab
afford luxurics or sometimes even affotrd the neqens?tchF.. %he 8fteg$

. B v
. N . ST . . . v,
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Manager should look at the situation of the other working apousc when

pasting the -member, especidlly if yhe/hﬁhhnﬂ-n pood paying civilian‘job, .
You takg -away ah income, problems stact at home and cventually work their '
way ‘to the member's job..." . ’ A

YWhen huaband and wife are in the CF and both are dedicated to the
service,. then (stc) it g to the afvancage of the CF o “keep them
together, since if they are separated then the CF bhas two unhappy people

"Marriage and the GF is a joint veature, Yhen we o the Navy
start looking a this topic in a cnlightencd way, Tncludiang both partners
when we nced opinion, we will get closer to -the taformation we seelk!’ "

"1f "a spouse is cmployed (civilian orv military) " thea equal
constdevration ‘must be givién to the sevvicemember. A servicdemember shonld
not  receive special  benefits  simply because  the  working Cepouse i

military versus civiliam.' .
"To chis day my wife and T,fecl’bitter (hat more thought could nor,
have (sic) baen given to posting ber with aie vhen she'was a lailitary
wgcupationl .- She loved the CF but had no option hut to ygive up her
comnisiion over a separated posting of 4,000 wmites (Matifax = Victoria),"

. . ' . ) s - . I .
"1 was divorced .because of a posting... T {ecl a person should
.. work it ‘out or get out."” ' ‘

v LI

. "As a member-wife of a.scrving wember, [ (ind many drawbacks in
having a career and bdiag a maother, nspﬂci'nll'y with a hard sea trads for
a gpouse.’ . ) - - . c o

“I have found thnt as I imy;: grown older in the Cdnadian Forees
family .considerations have -become important, . o logation, in' some
casas "~ a desire tojremain in one Jlacation to avoid disruption. of ny
children's schooli'n'g". ‘1 believe that 1 am 16yal to the Canadian Forces,
but“éf push comes to :3'13@\@, 1 would take =a ‘pm:c‘ing hnac(':()rnpnni("-d:‘.‘ Ao,
opposced’ to uprooting my wife and children against their, wi-n‘h,.n:.f Todid

. not alvays feel thias way." R :

; “The 'we! geperation will want. ':v;rthin;; “loaded' in their favour
with' no “impasitipas placed upen them. The older-cerowd will accept’ the
tgacrifices' inherent in -gervige 11 fe. . The younger crowd Twill be leay

. centhusingtic about their "lot 1n 11 fr;' in the CF._"' o ' ) :

v, . . . .

'

These comments point out theg concerns Jdual income couples have in
trying. to matatain two.careers, one or both of whieh are 10 the CF. The

1ast comments describes a 'me' generation and an older generation.  This

is what has ieparliec been described as a couple with a protean outlook

T . ) . . : . L . .
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vergug  those who accept.the organizhtions plans for career and family.

.

ife. o -

’ . ) .
. 1t was durmised that dual income couples would be tora between'the

greedy inatitutions of family and CF. The resolts do. not support thig

position.  Whea asked if “Military personael | should perform’ cheir

aperational duties régardless: of thewr personal or family consequences

66,97 of all respondents agreed. or strongly agreed. it appears . the

military carries cdqual weight across family forms.

Coender S ) .
A — . : ) . RN

Only modest - support was offered for the ‘hypotheses concerning
S b . e -

gender . Females ahowed significantly -higher levels of satisfaction wirth

pay and benefits than -males; a .finding opposite to that hypothesized,

. a
S

miltiple vegression cquation. Being .female . predictad - higher  levels of

antisfaction vith pay and ‘beagfits. In hindaight, this finding may make

mtuttive good” aenae. Females 1n the mxl\tnry, compared to those in .the

civilian workforce have higher. salaries: . They also have. salaries equal

to men who. perform equal and comparable work {within_ the . CF). This

' .

résult suggestd that femnle ‘servicemembers are.aware that service life,
in.terms of pay, is beneficial: .

.

The only veaults that supported the hypotheses of this research

* v .

were in ‘terms of the facet satisfactibn ‘of supervisors on .the.AHOVA

' ' . . ’ o .

Cender wns also a ‘predictor .of pay and broefits sat ¥faction in the

)
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analysis. Cender did nnt predict satisfaction, with superviaor ia the

regregsion cquation. No clear explanation ¢an be piven for why a gender
difference 1n this direction occurved for this facet asatiafaceion and anot

for any of the other facuts or for geneval satisfaction. Given the

likelihood that the majogity of supervisors within MARCOM are male
perhaps  this facuvt satisfaction " is  the  most sensitive to o pemder

differeaces,

The diverkence of  the redulos  on ob performance “from those
Ty ) } f R ) .

expected based on the (indings »f such authors as Beyson ot alb {(1976) may

N L . . 7 . _— .
suggest a limitation of cthis study's performance measures. The ecaclier

s

e

stpdies used objective measuves of ‘perfovmance (1,e.. the pumber  aof

articles writtea), wherens this atudy used a subjective méasirs of the
respondents cpercerved performance. - T may Cweld be  Tthat lemales

perforpance -when measured - by wobjeccive meana 15 Iowver thans males, but

that concurrently they pqrceiv& their - performance to be aqual. Tha ¥

would be an. interesting comparison to make in fyture research. -

B v

The expected gender differences on organtzatinnal | commitmeat did
. . . o ) _ ' . . L ) . . .
“abt appear, Although the results do'not support the hypothetia, they may

su

‘suggest the accuracy of Bruning and Sayder'a (1285) hypothesize that many

gender diffarchces in previous gtudies on oryanizational commi Gnent  were
in ‘truth position differences magquerading as pedder diffecences. In
. . e 3 ‘ RERLEIL RS AR

this study,. where ‘males were generally older and held higher rankn, - the
absence of significnnt differences in organizatianal commitment fnr thne

" . [ _ 5 - o ) ) .
. two 'genders supports Bruning and Snyder's view.

' . .
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The failurg to support the hypothesis that females would indicate

Tess -military, othos suggests that perhaps females are eyually socialized
into the norms, values and beliefa of the CF as are their male ‘perrs.”
. . r 4 -

“

This bodes well for those in the CF who would like to sc(:_"‘nH porsanne.l

. I . . PR . - ' ’ - ! . 4. [
Feactiag s in a aimilar manner. For females who s0a¥ still be- faced-with -
. . . : T , )

the :nl.H[io:1.1|'"?10ci.'§‘| -tale preassure af homaes J!‘\,{l. famjly, chbis may lead to

) Ty “ _ I ) _
. o ) ' . R 4 <y
eventanl role o¥er Load. U . :
N - s o - - K} »
P e A . . : . - . .
3 They paucity, of suppdrt for the hypotheses on geader.in relagion to

«n . . _

the dependent mearure# wmay be considercd a positive ‘indication of the

sgalitariae treatmont of females within the CF. ¢ Thus, both males and
.

femaltes fmay see themselves fmovre in terms of the gender-free tarm of

-

T : . - - L : »
wervicemember; with penerally gimitar satisfaction {on four out of six

- : .. ' 4 X N . s . B N A . . ) X
aatiafaccion Inv‘.ﬂﬂ\l(’(?h’); Loperiormancag organtzationatl commi tment |, and
mbieagy othos. :

* 14

" Rank Stacus - 7 R )

D . . N 1

© Nith the exception: of job performance, in all cases the .?ly'pé,cl\c:=(:s

were  nupported.s Off-icm‘:i consistently {s1x .out, of -six JDT scales)
- ) - . . . k4 ' . A - ' - . ‘l
reported higher lavéls” of jJob.gacisfaction on the ANOVA measure.  For

multiple regresston, rank aTatuy  wak -a predictor on all "~ satisfaction,
critevion except owerall.“satisfaction and satisfaction with supervisor.

Those findings replicated the r;<;at)1ts_disc'xxésé_d by Landry and Trumbo

s

indicated higher level cmployees are more

(1980) 'nnq Tocke ClQSd) -thnt

» sntigfied with their employment: . ’

. . L 5
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The interaction, of rank status aond geoder indicates that Ué;q\\ui'\u.-
. o holds thm‘ for ;nnlns, bt .l\Ot . for x(om..ﬂc\'. . [t° may be thntﬁ {emale
Co : off'\cérs. feel »less satisyied with promotions 3llji»c.x\u_nvv,‘-of ;n'_x incrca;:_zu-\!'
avareness and concern for employment equity add opw\i‘rznniti‘-:[ f'\\.l “wamen
in. H/\RCOH. 'l’i;\\s, --t‘hL')' Smny -.nnt', bc-' referteing to thetr xzux.\l chances (aor
'pi‘c)x.no[._ion, but for uomc\n':‘: <:.7\nnc‘u5: {or promotion in )z-‘n.z;r(\-'lll.
, 'Th(:"hi;z_hcr orgnniz.&\t}o}ml‘ co;nmitmunt‘ _?mfi mititnry x_'(;‘.\‘m:‘ Pevela of
~officers :xupporrflﬁ Cotton's (1979}  findings. "I‘h'n«:.v, 1t l . :ngII;n:u’.\.ll
surpryaing .t.hn(: rank St.’%tu:x did pot form part 'of the :’l'?,fzrf"::.-xiqn \‘l}l!-‘?(i')n'
L. fo.z' cithcir- organtzational bco‘mrn?tmvnt or military :-Un_)s. Offieers e whs
hypothesized are mbr.n‘::‘ supporki‘;'a.: of the (‘.F'\;:tlm-s: and belidfs and CXPUa
a more vocat .i.onally.-oricnrcd view of military secvice, RN
.’i."h'e_. fatlonre to z‘c_)'t;ct the® n.u‘fl hyp;)t!\(;l:;i-w that 1;(f'i:*"r"5 wvau L
1‘Qp'01’.t higher -f)ércei‘_vcd‘ p;_xrformm*.cc. on tha .’ncc'n(. L}]iug*x yndicates that
h-'office_r's and NCMs have cqual pcrcéiv_uilApor(ormnm‘«'.k This may in;S':)cl b
true; however,” p‘»iv«:n the ln{;k of any R.ignif_icn.nt \/;,n'z-izxgi:xx\ -.;’.it!\, Ajol!)
e . '-" pc,r‘f'ornmnc':, 1t 4.::unzm5 n_xor'c. -'l.ikely "bthn_(_‘ A unigary qm:s‘.[lirm' an pl'nz'c'-iv«:rl
. ‘ . ,';;(:T'fo'r;z;m‘\cc was ;mt. :;ulffivci.r,-tvut to d i>[.h:rcr)rbi.:.\tc amongst ;{'u)ur)q‘."
Lirﬁica'tion{ .i' ’ ’ - o . - i _
. v . : In qorx.si;lcﬁilng- .Ch(.: ' findin;}..?: }nf: t!':i s study, - the f:»)!lnuiny_
. ' limicucion?shm‘:ld be con:sid.nr_ed. ~ The marital. lfft::lt"/'.l‘; groups u(éro"not
u e_.qui,v‘nl’ent:’ ;s.crvi’ce‘membcr.ﬂ :in DI/ 8% and S[!/x‘ISM_c‘ouplf:‘s.’;w.:rc 8 i.gnf'f__i(.:llmtly




older; m/l):H couples were more junior in rank: . andT_-never mavrried

<

. .

servicemembers  and  thoae in DI/DM  couples  had leégs time-ia-service.

n

S Another limitation was - the . over—representation of DI/DM couples in the

resvdarch.  To ‘provideiaccuracae, valid andwers to the hypotheges vequires

cquivalent, cvepresentative samples. DI/DM respondeats mny be comprised

“of both apouses in some coéuples. This furcher limits the results by

n

decreasiog the error vartance within this marteal lifestyle. |

s

population for this rescarch. . MARCOM personncl, es'pccial‘L);,.,thosc' in havd -~

s\

aca occupntions, are posted according to a ‘home porce” policy. After an’

. + . . :
initial posting .to one "port’” (Halilax or Victoria) most (uture wmove's are

within near proximity. This means that mobility 'may not cauysé as much

“diaruption withins the family s 1n dther gfcupations or commands. The

. . .

demands  of going to sea are, as any satlor will quickly paiat - out,

different: than those of other occupations. In addition, the *percentage

ni’-.:fcmnhis' in  MARCOM {4 .67) ar cthe' time data ‘was ‘collected was

.

'r_tig:iifi(.!nnt_ly less than in the CF as a “hole (9.07). This disparity was -

. ' . - ' ) . L . . ' .
dur ko the "higlh number of operational MARCOM occupations that reguired -

. .

.sea duty and from-which females are excluded.” Therefore, there was some

.

concern about | rhe lack of écncrz\"l,iznbility of thé MARCOM pOp.l,llnEiOn Lo, .

N .

- . . N

the CF population. Lo : - . , o .

In addition, comments made on .the questionnaire indicate -some

problems with irt. By far the gr.ﬂ.ntclst “number of comen'ts_' (177 "of the

Limitations ” were 1nherent 1o the. deciston to use MARCOM as Tthe,



. ‘ . - . . :
- * Y
. . . .
. v X [ . . ‘
. ' . ‘. ke
N ' ~ ' EERES ., 7 ' e
K . . . *
. . N : .
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. wanted to know myra nbout the purposs ol e mege reh’ and hpw the reanlts
. would be usegd. - They andicated cehe need for o reacarch oin Uhe Cavea oAf .
. s - . . : . co
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: need  for mode questiont, aore details ia gquestions and more gqualitac e
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Three possible explanations for the ‘Hn'd\n{(:: are mupgeated: ‘
. \ w . . ¥ PR S TEY O w O .
. . . a. perlraps ‘so'mln.utm‘g dun I lincome vagi ng Ll Sncome .nml withinn dunl -
I . - _income rescavch flndl'ws to- l’oxm R (In\my_ of hie 1mdn.~!nl -
: e sntist’nc‘twn, perfoxmnnco sg., 15  essentially  wranpg o -
.ooan _ - flawed (i.e., sexvlcemvmhm Cvegatdloss o marital liCestyle L
. T ~are oqz,cnt('ﬂly the v;nu\() _ I : R . '
N L N ’ B T- \ . . . ' ) . ~ ‘ t
Lo R b, perhaps _the thcory vy oocorvect, bur_/‘ tthe  m titaey s a« - .
N ' L QQ.{?UZ ation s unt qm‘ and thus . caandt support the heovy (8 Lo .
) R L ‘wilitayry po‘ Lcy, ) qm romvncv and  demands vary “such that o
- : ' B ‘dl[f:‘,ls‘“tlﬂt 1on 'c:m be maide hetween scervicemembers); or -
. s . Tox o T - Ly .
’ ¢. . perhaps lumi [nUoJ‘. vohereor: to the sfesenrch provent (indiagps
L . .o that ave ¢omplete, valid and accurate: ! : T
. N . ., N - - N . . ¢ . A . N ‘.‘
' . . '\- . o
! . . . ] DR ' . . . . C i .. .
L . ° ) f R . ) . Y R L . . L > E . . o . . . . ]
; e s Becauvse there . aver sseveral? daown bimitations to |, this s theare'. o oo
. 2 a1y . o
1, ' e . -' R c 7 . g ',~. U‘ owan . ‘3 -_"\ ) . '
. - reyearch  the «thiedwvexplanation may * appear -to o be  the alteroatavee of . s
. ' choice. The limitations: (B\v{z r-representation in some groups. and  proups o
O . N . ¥ . R o . v o _ . e EEN ) ) " . . N | EEEE
V. Slonot Teguivaleat son age, wrank aad  tige-in gdvva ce ) create the  aitiat ion Lo s
o L - . . o ' L U . . PR ' ' - F
\ . L . . ) e S 3 N . o . y . . . -
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s . oo . v, . N3 : " P B
. . . - R oo -t C M . L . .. ‘ . -\
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y - . [ Co K X ! . 3 “ . -- . 4 . . . o o X ) . ) . R .
e matched groups. However, ',.cho/ rw(pn (:MI resulrs . did sccyr for.wnnk stacas. O
—. Lo~ o7 . ' ’ ‘ . . .. ) tLL et B ‘ " . .," o, . ’
' 7 and gender (to . a ]éxsm".“dc;'_r’gc) “La-tsproe of che Vimitationy, This o oo
! ~ : * ' ’ . N N ’ . . . 1 ' - o N . o ‘ N .
supgesta. that i perhaps Lhe Tmh tnr'v s md::nd A untyge. occupation e S
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s, . e . . e . . S
. S income couples.  Thus, ciua s nuomo ouplt‘ i ,,x)!/'N 0" 2! /S"! v_,u,_z' intien) SRR
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Policy Implichtions . :
. ; The regults 6 thia rescarch are far too limited ro offer concrete :
. ruggestioas for changes  to. pursonhél policy. They %o .point out that
S of ficers and  NCMs viaw their ﬁn;ipfﬂttion, brgﬂnizncibngl;gbmmitment and .
) o Q- RS o . - . R ) - h . ’
, nilitary - echos in different ways. . In ‘addition males and females are
. peanerally  equally sncisfiled, ' commjtted and  have “similar  perceived,
. . i . . Lot . N . - R . 4 , .
- performance and miligary othos., Marital Ilifestyle groups generally react
. similarly, bot may feel pressure as a result of being ‘canght between -the
. - demandg e of fnmi1§/gpousn;hnd the demapds of the, CF. Although doal income.
S »couples within the CF aré stvll a small -group, they-and.DI/SM couples are o
: ’ a potential issua for policy wakers in the CF. ° Their comments on the
. a P . N a N - . ' N "
' queationnaire point. out the dilemma chey fact berween-militacy service - .
ind - family “life:t sTheir o situation bears  close “scrutiny  to  Nvoid )
. -«l;'!’l'ic\i![if:-.'.‘.bcfot_‘(; ‘they arise- "\ .. . - - .
. e . o : : . ’ B ’
: .-': ' e B . t . . v - A v . N ‘4 - ) ' .
o R ' . . . . B . - " Lo -
A ; . The tmportance of: this type ofdwscngch &gr,keeplng abrenst of how :
i - o : -Ate LD SYPE S : 5 AR .
o pergonnc! s view - thetr cargeér within “the CF context is epitomized . by . ;
< o 0 e comments from the quegtionnyiray v L ) .
i : . A C ot : LT . (R - * e
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Sl S . Co EaR St w . :
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y N Tt assuring: to’ know. that these kKind of surveys -are taking . :
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T oplace, that will rexult 1o rmprovyag the quality of life of CF. members and .
R . T Dol L o A S R
: . L o ol . - : : , v
- . ‘ their familica! A content memher will result in better performance.” ' X
. . . . AR . * ..~.~ N C A -I ) . . N o RS ‘ ' .
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management o posting - marcied/single cpersonnel, Cthereby

]
.

Cfairness to posting iwv all trades of the CAF." | R :
. I - - .
' >

Cope lusion

The resules of  this  study have - iadicated
. ) e

.

diffteoroncen Hoetweon

. . .
THARCOM  gervicemembers' on omeasures. of  job  aatisfactiaon,  srpaniang tonal
‘commitment , and - militn vy cthos. but not prycerved  perfotmanice  na 0
. N . . - . - R N <

N

function of their gonder and rank status.  The

< N ) M ! .

function of marttal 1ife stvle waa oo over all;
- ) A : . T, te . B .- .
facet =atisfaccion or the other threp acasures Frodingn
. . . M A ' 3

tivnt overall thie MARCOM pergonan

LA a

positively gommitted to the osrganiiation and had a vovational orisntation

s . ) ‘. M : ' ) . : v
of milicary gthas! P T . '
>

.

With™ all ita limitations and lack of far raaching wenenall g
, . x /.

ability the

! " -

topie . of o this  reseacch  is :xrfi 11 costs idiered

N -

v
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importanthncy. The rationale ~for thi's lmportance 18 bpst deacri b by
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B, fiddell Hare (1927), "Man hns twa :‘lf;prém.‘u

2
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to familw.. . aven the hopds of l'p'n triot i..'s,_m, discipline - and comradenbip are
f LY , . K i . f

looscned when th geema bt paramount

e *family in threatened” . Thus, . it
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r _ Y oe Lo M . L . c -
importaace .the military,leaders and policy makers congsider the*family as
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0 Command Neadgquartery. The purponoe of thin questionnatre = Lo determine the

Addent ity )‘nu will be destroyed at the ond Ofﬂ(hl‘%,prn‘}(-rr(.

. . At ~ ‘
' HTRODUCTTON o

.

Thin questtonnafre hax bden prepared under the speonsorship of Harftime
Job shtlafaction and attfrudes of varfous groups (Intra'Service vouples,
Scervivemembers vhose apouvsnes have pafd emplovment, Servicoemembera whouse spogses

do not have pafd employment, aoad Servicemembers who wire pot marr fed) o Yoo

canavern to the duestloas fn this questlonniafre will. fndieate vhat vou Lile and

distbe nbaut the CF s a carcer, | The gquestlonnaire fs onot o dntended to

Incerrunt. your p';']m;,,-).' duties; pleagse do o in voor of f-duty hour s,

]

Pleass apsver all the questlons that pertatln o vou. . 10 voo whsh te
qualily vour antwer or mave oddicfonal commenta; please teel drec to wrelte

fo- the marping or usce the comenent section on the last pape.’ ) .

Your miinvers wlil be-held Ao the STRICTEST CONFLDERCE and vy will REVER
be tdeot !l fed AIndividunlly.  To ‘madntalo fmparefatt Ly and cond identialioy .
please do not d fecuas the Quentfons wvith anyone ant i ol L'vr“ Tou have placed -

' : t N . hd - - .
the quéationnalre 4o the mall.  On.the questionnalire you are askéd ta record

your Soclal Insarance Number (SIH). - Thix Jsx . sp the reaseareh =stal 0 ocnn contaet

oemal ) vandom proup of respondents for dntervivys. Ondy Lhe researeh seaflf
K D . . . . '

will ever havye aceeas to this Informitlon or o your guestionnalre responses.

You wi YE NEVER be, ldent jfled !r'\'(}:l".'fdu.’t! lyv.  Anv d:nvr_ a Lhi."ft mig'_v‘h:: tadividia) by .
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.DiRECTioygf THIS ROOKLET T3 niVlnEp INTO FOUR xEﬁTlnNS AND CONLAINS 5]
© QUESTEONS. ALL OF THE QUESTIONS CAN BF ANSWERID DURLCTLY

ON THE BOOKLET. Tl{IS:LS NOT A TEST AND THERE ARE MO RICHT
UR WRONC ANSWERS. I[N ANS'UF‘L!{!N(F THE (]l?l.‘;'i'!()m} THAT EOLLOW,

PLEASE NOTE LHE STEPS LISTHED BELOW.

.

"N
N . -

1o YOU 'WILL BE ASKED-TO RESPUMD LN, ONF OR TWIT WAYS
. v ¥

DEPENDING UPON THE QUESTION ASKED..« DXL METHOD WILL
BE TO WRITE TN YOUR AHSWER ON-A MARKLD LINE 20

oy .. A SECOND METHOD WILL BE 70 CLRCLE AN APPROPRIATY

LN

RESPONSE. R | ,

. . ' > . * . . .
W20 NE OSUGCEST YOU USE A PENCHL TN CASE Yol WiIs To

v, v

CHANGE YOUR RESPONSES  GMLFSS OTHFRWESL 1anicann,
TLLASE MARK OKLY ONE UHOTCE PER QUESTIONR, O

-»’l/_\a F]

3 AwnhRﬂf

! B ' - * .
READV,’ALL ()F‘ THE, CHOL ('F_S AVATLABLE BLEFORE S crine

FHERE - ARE SEVERAL RLSPOUSES PROVIED, PLEASE

YOUR ANSWER. ‘
L :
. B '
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PART ONE - JOB  SATISFACTION

.

D el R ; ————

‘o DIRECTIONS: "Think of your carcer In the CF in 'gcnernl-. ‘Wha't. 1s ft ltke’
L : © most of phe time? I[n'the.blank beslde ench word write "Y' Yor
. yes If {t describes your life in the CF. - Write "N for no f
tt doea. not” describe {t. WHrite "?7" 1f you canndg decide.

U N, e sty b e s e

- #1
.

© OVERALL I ' . : . o

o ?’lr::i:;{}ht
’ - Bud -

' . ) : . <

Ideal . .

. . . .
L Waste of time- c 9 L
" T . o . . . .
. Goced _ : . : :
N Undé¢sirable T .
- ) B e . * cr . " :
i - Worthuhi{le . oL
el -+ Morge than most
: - ‘_,n_ : - Acgeptablel -
i . Likoe to leavo -
o : = - Better tham most
& . . E . ' £ g . .
- G . - s Dimaprecable
o © . Makex e contend
Tnadequate
s - e e . g S
) . . . ° : o '
. Lxcellent .
N o Rotten . ‘:
. : \\ N
v . o * .
_; Enjoynble . .
. , S . ) ‘ ;
8 N ot e e Tvor ’ N .
- . e endy L e
“ . . N . -,‘& s N . .
. . , N
A3 "
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DIRECTIONS :

EMPLOYMENT

Indicate whether cach vord or phrase below .\'pp\i«-r\ Uin ;'_i'-n-“l.llﬁ
e your prexent emplovment.  In the blank spaee hentde oach
word or phrase write Y fov Pves" (6 (U applier To v
cmplovment. Il the vord does not apply wrlte N7 tor o'

Welte 2" 1f vou cuonot dectde.

[P GR F VU

Fancinating . -

Rout ince . -
. . .
Sat st . . .
‘ . : !’30[. i:!)" 5
* D »
a
. oo ) . R
. BRI
! ’
Croentyve .
; * £l v
) . N D Hempect ol . .
' L Hat . - .
. . .
3'1<-.1-4.~m{
: . .
tseful ’ - . R
i e ) a
. ‘ i .
Tirexome -
‘ U
o . Henltthful | . L. o \ .
Challeneglar . ) - -
F
p ) .
! ' : O g beet v s
. ’ " ) - ?"‘4‘!1.-}!‘.!1;:
Simple v
: ) ‘ ‘ l‘
R Y ?’:M}c'-s-u' L .
5 . _.. R . .
l ‘ . 0 (’;iﬁ cn omotine el o vEry Latpn, gy ! )
‘ ‘I . s
. o R . -’ ;r :
by
! N . R
' . bl Y ? A
' ' ! K fow
i ) .
.\ c L3 a * . ‘n
‘ ' ' v . i @ - .
o i ' |
.:) 2 . ! . .
)
” ) . ,
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DIRECTIONS;' Think ofﬁbghdrtunitles for promotion Q1th1n,your own trade or
: classification, How does cach 1tem below describe these pro-

P R g motion opportunitics? Mrite "Y' If It describes your s{tua-
. ! . tion. Write '"N" {f f{t¢.deoés not describe [t. "Write "2 ([
“you cannpt decide. L i ’ . )
f L . L y e — d s e e e ———
. PROMOTIORS
-L““' . . ’ - ;w__ Cood opportunity for advancement
____Opportunlty somewhat lim{coed
~Promotion on =hilfty
.- Dbead-end Jjob
LI . Good chance for promotbion
. . ~Unfair promot{dn policy .
! ’ . T '
. . <
Infrequent promotions
h . ) . “
. Regular promotions
______Fairly good chance (or promotion
’ ;
?
- .
N N
s . . . '}
. Sy
. ‘ : /
. ) :"j .
\ - ' h ' \ 3 M . * " « *
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e DYRECTIONS: _l‘hlnk of the pay. and beneflits you xeceivc fx-orp the CF. "How’
o - well does each item below describe your pdy and benefits? 1In
the blank beside each word write "Y" 1f {t.déscribes your pay
. . and benefits. Write "N 1f it does not describe your pay and
r . benefits: Write "7 1if 'you .cannot decide. .
' TPAY AND DENEFITS T o : ’
o Income adequate for hormal expenses
f--»( n P ' . - , he
" Satisfactory profit sharing
. Barely living on income
. ._ . Bad
‘ . Income prévides luxuries
m——— . . r
- - dnsecure B
*”_”_'Less that I _‘des'érve :
RN - ) ,
L __* Highly paid
: \
_Underpaid -
1 . - /'
F i
‘ . L ¥
"/ .
< " ~
- e . ,
i \ B
iv '
! T .
N N .
' ‘ 7.
s e SN )
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DIRECTIQNS: Think of your co-workers:in your unit. What are they ke
’ : . most of the time? How well does ecach of thése words desceribe

them? In ‘thé blank beslide .each word write "Y™ 1C ttv } ; o
' describes your co-workers. Write "N!-tf .1t does not deseribe
them. Write "7 i{ you cannot deglde. ’
) - ¢ S T et
CO-WORKERS . - ) I RS
\ ; )
. ... Stimulating
. Boring
! ‘ - i . ¥
st
' T /\mbiti_ou:,:
. . Stupdd
- bl "
_____ Responsible
o Fast
e Intelligent
>>>>>>> Fasy to make cnemles '
' . ‘>
____Talk too much :
______Smart !
2 . ) ' . . ].'37.}' ) . \‘ .
. = .
_______ Unpleasant - v
No privacy )
¥ e N0
____Active
. Narrow fnterests
] _Leya i N
. Hard to meet
\\Ja ’ . . ) Wy
. ! |
' ‘ h n ti
N * -4' “ \.w . ‘ N N
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DIRF(IION? ™ Think of your currenc*supervlqor,
fmpact on-the things you do fn the CF.

the one who has the mogt-
“What 1is. the person

l1ike most of ‘the time? In' the blanks -below put "Y' if 1t

Put "' Af you cannot decide

describes ‘your supervisor. Put “N' {f it does not describe
"hilm/her.

SUPERVISOR

———

e

~

Acks my advice

Hard to blcase’

,lmpolltc‘

Praises good work -

Tactful

‘Influential

Up-to-date

Doesn't supervise enough

Quick~tempered
Tells me where 1 stand
Annoying -

Stubbarn

- Knows_ Job well

Bad

~Intelligent

Leaves me onw my own

°

Around when needed

Lazy

¥

g
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o . PART TWO - SERVICE .LIFE T ' .
B P . - . i A s :

DIREGTIONS: Indjcafe-yodr dlsagreement or agreem:nt wlth cach’ of the

following stgtements which describe your general nttitude
towards the CF. Circle the answer- that best describes your
- opinlen. A ’ : : '

4.

I feel very little . A o
‘loyality to the CF 1 C 2 o 3 4

leave the Forces , 1 2 ’ 3. .

‘No one should be’
.gahe does not want - 1 - 2 . 3 4

‘the Forces doces
. in his’her off--
-duty hours 1s

. . Nelthér . .
Strongly - Agree nor : . Strongdy
Disggree Disagree = Digapyee  Agruc  Aprec

Overall, T am most . A , A . ST .
gacisfied with my - i . . . '
life in the CF 1 2~ , 3 4

w

W

1 could just as ., I ' ' L )
well be working: ) . : )
for a different . | . S

‘organization as .. . . o : e e

long as the tyﬁé
of work was

gimilar . 1
Y

It'would,take s N - - .
little in my pre-

sent circumstances

to cause me to

fon

Often I find it . : T T " L o
difficult to agree : " o : I ‘ ‘
with the Force's ., o . _ _ . . e

policies on impor- o o :
tant mattens' . \ Lo BN

relating to lts

membaTs o1 2 . -tj o 4 ,"“

S

3 T B S

compelled to take
a posting he or '

[Wst

IS

What a mémber of

none of the

~military's _ Lo - . ) . ‘ : o

business ' | A e pma] . . : .




R - R - - ) Neither ' .
’ : "~ .+ Strongly, Agree nor ] Strongly
) Disagree Disagree  Agree _Agree

.

Disagree

10.

1.

.commander ¢ -

Milltdary personnel
should perform R
their operational

“duties regardless

of thelr personal
or family
congequences

Differences In
rank should not
be important . |

after worklng ~

hourg .’ S 1 o2

What a member docs
in his/her private
life should be of’

no concern.to his/ . - .. .. - o

her supervisoer or

Pérsanﬂi-jntqrcsts

and wishes must .

take second place

to operational

requirements for

ilftaty L -

personnel. : 1 : 2z .

4

%

:

w
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PART THUREE - PERSONAL CIRCUMSTANCES o« . . °®

* . S
Ny v
‘ . . i
X . B ) et

T L

DIRECTIONS: ‘Indicate your dlsagrecment or agreement wlth each oé'thc;ﬁol—_
' lowlng statements which describe the treatment of varioug ™ .
groups within the CF. Circle one answer for eagh'qnestlon. . o e

¢

\ - .- - g e [ ———

§ ) Melther . ©F ) -

. Y

Strongly . Agree nor : Stvongly
Digagree Disagrece Disagree -Agree  Apree -,

1. When both husband
*  gnd wife are in : S o \

the CF they’ '
should be posted ) .
together S S 2 3 S oA

-«

W

2. Careexr Managers
should take into
‘account the ogc—
upation and job
of a civillan
spouse when . S ‘ . P S
posting a o
Servicemember N 1 2 . .'.3' 04

(]

© 3. - A civilian who , )
i " relocates when . - ) T . ) . '
*his/her spouse is e , : =

moved should C . L : _ oo ‘ s

receive *a ’ o ' '
relocation

~allowance from C e

the Forces B 2 C) oL S

4. Husband and wife N
. Servicemembers ) T
-should be posted . L
. as 1If thby are . ’ L .- .
R single. ’ 1 20 0 r 3 e 4

[
»

5. " The employment
" of a civilian . , L
spouse should . - o i 2 : : ’ .
be of no ) i .o ' ' '
. " . ‘Interest to, the L . :
military L. 2 _ 3 LA : 5




A e g - - . . 3 7
<o

S DIRECTION: 1 your npouné 1s a Servicemember circle the answer that best

.

R

- completes the questidh below.

. * PR . .
. . . . N s > . [N

1_# I[f you wevre to redefve:-a postlng.APARTAffom\yéur'spohsc; ‘what woqu o L.l
© happen? (circle one) . . T

1-would request my release ........ T - L -1
. My spouse would tequest hls/her releade .................. J 2
Me would both request release L.l e 3.
We would accepl’ sepavrate postings ....... . e e el G‘
&
DIRECTIONS: 1f your-civilian spousé has more than 30 hours a week of paid
: "employment, . clrcle the answer that best completés_the question
below. T o - ' . '
© 2, 1f your postlng‘mcun;Fthe loss of yohr spouse's job,»what would
Nappen? (clrele one) ' : o
. . o, . . £ .
I would request my release ...l 1
"7 My spousc would quit his/her Job ..... e e e e e 2
We would accept a geographica] sdpération‘..;f.l ...... e Ce.ov.. 3
e ¥ = . : i i . o ;
DIRECTIONS:  *thiok of the performance of your primary dyties. Clrecle the
answer that best completes the ' question helow. "
3. Compared to your peers at youg‘rﬁnk leVelA1n onr.trade/classiflcation
are you? (circle one) - ’ ’ : >
Substantlally above average .,............... e P A |
ABOVE BVCLARE . etne il innns e . o2
Averagé_...: ......... e -..:...,...............;” ........... ;: 3
BelOw aVeTage - .......oeneiaeiyo e P
Substantially below nQerage S ,.,‘.x..:.f;,..“5'
) . [l R
- N ;‘);.‘ - .
. » -




4.

Print your social insurance number

3

A

" PART FOUR -~ BIOGRAPHICAL [NFORMATION

“Print your age. -

.

years old ~

What 1s your gendex? (cixcle ohe)

Male ... o o Lol e
Female .. ... e e
Which of Canada's two officlal languages is, your
primary languageé? (circle one)
English o vvr e e e -
-French .f...._ ........... . ff.{; ....... ....n..;_.:.,
What 1f- your last completed lével of education?
(alrcle one) ‘ ’ EO
Crade 1) or less .......... e T
Grade 12 .01 13 ............. R
'Compleﬁed technica%ror vocational training ....... “.
. Some collegplo% universtey ..... e e l.u._;.;.
Completed gollege "ot university . e .
"Some post-gradudte work beyond dogree ... .. e
Completed_post—gfgduate degree ..... e -
Print your rank
fPrjnt yout. - trade/cldsqificatjon MOC
e.g., Sonarman Sea 281; Logistics Officor 69A
" Print thc number of COmplPtLd years you hﬁv

served in the Regular Force




-
AY

10,

11.

12.

S 13.

l4.

15.

A-14
Which element do you feel closost t07 ) : )
(circle ohe) . . g L ' R
LS S St Ot 1
. !
Land ..... e 2
ALE o e e P 3
Canadlan FOrces .. .. im i et e e i e e s e e e e e e e 4
Nona of -the above ..., ¥ e i i e e e e e e 5
Do you feel cldser to the operational or
- the support side of the CF? (circle one)
Support side ......... e e e e 1
Operational vide e . R :..;.:Z..[x. 2
" What is.your marital status? (circle one)
Mnrried.(SPOUQe_ﬂgjh meﬁher of fhc CF) TP . |
Married-(spouse is civilian who has more than 30 S .
-hours of paid employment per week) B e el 2
Married (spouse 1s civilian who-does not have 30 .
hours of paid employmcnt per week) L. e e, e 3
L{ving with partner (common law) ........... e e e e e o4
'Divorced ........... ':.ﬁ.:....: ...... ::.f{....;...;....f.‘.,,; ........ 5
Legal]y qeparated e P e .6
SCpnrated but without legal separation e N 7
widowed, not remarried ....u...if ..... ).a..._ ........... R poeeeee-- B
Never married ........;..L.EF ........ e _J..;J:{..,;.,. 9 -
How_many'yeers'hhye you been married, or lived . . T
with, your.present’ spouse? : - . w, /. N -
vyeafs Lo
RN - - S . . o . L :
How. many children do you have? o
How many-children do you have still living : I
at home? - \ : s N
1f -your spouse is a SerV!cemember what is S BN
jyour spouse's rank7 , oo \ R ‘ .
— N




16 .-
17.
: 18.
19.

A-15
~, 0 e .
‘,‘. . \ k}
A . . . o ' - . . t '
" Lf your spouse 1s a Servicemember, arée you ’
currently on a separate. posting? (civcle onc) oo ‘
. P . " .
7 S O e e e e .. 1
- ¥
NO o et :....:.........‘ ............... . 2
T, - . . N EN
k4
I1f your clvilian spouse has more than 30 hours .
per week of paid employment, what is his/her . ‘ . . ~ .
occupatdon? . T : . ’ )
A v . .
_If your.civilian spouse has more than 30 hours N -
per week of pald employment, are you curreatly R N )
geographically separated {or work rcasons? :
.(circle one) I :
B = N 1 .
T PR S 2
In what province are you currently posted?
B i 1 '.'"
‘o o
- 1
!
. . " ‘
v
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A-16 .

COMMENTS ON THTS QUESTIONNATRE .

s

1. nid you find any of the,qhéstiqne difficult to answer?

. T

A
e

a No ........... e e e 1
..ch ..... :..1...- ......... e . wews 2,
Which one(s)? : -
2. Were there any qhestions which you found objectable?
No ..o o i i e e e e 1 '
Y B e e e e e e 2 e
Which Qné(%)? 3
3. . How long did it take you to Edmplete this 4ucstioﬁnnifé?'
- Approxlmately -~ . minutes :
4. pld you find the qdestionnaire‘too 16ng?
NO '\ e n . e B o 1
N Yes ... Feoe e i e s ‘.‘*.‘(' ............... 2
. ] o v . . |
5._ How would you characterize your reaction to this questionnaite?
Very favourable ..........., :"\"”;"';'{':' ..... 1
Favourable ..u.........:........., ....... T 2
Nelther favourable or unfavourable ....... .. 3
i Okay, but too long and unnecessarily detailed . 4
A | [ . e v ’ . ’
;' Absolute wakte ‘of time and money .............. )
6. - Any ‘other comments? -° . " e ‘ .

5.
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. f i :
: » | REF: wuznucn AND m CF QU!STIG(NAIRB DIST 23 APR E
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E g 1: st QUESTIONRAIRB WAS mcmr romunm To A RANDOH SAMPLE |
. \ [l
B\ | [
. or MARCOM PERSONNEL AS Pm or usxucn PROJECT (n A rm OFFICER ! '
- ]
i 1
1
i UNDERGOING P.G. mmmo). : yunrosx or smmn' 1§ ro S‘I’UUY Jos !
] t
) k’ 5 A )
| :5 sum.ac-uon or nmrvmuu,s IN THK CF TO mmmmnz 17 ANY mmmcr.siu :
] ]
b, t
N : OCCUR IN GROUPS OF nmrvmuu,s wno ARE MARRIXD OR WOT, wmsn SPOUSES |
1 ]
L % ¥ . . . 1
4 E ARE mn:ur VICE CIVILIAN oa -wnosx«srousxs HAVE nmnvm'r OTHER | |
] ]
N ] ]
i ! | THAN WORK IN THE mm& lESULTS OF THIS lxsuncn MAY novmn 5
) : - b ] x
1
| VALUABLE Immrmn mn THE S'rm or m mm:ou PAMTLY smmm' !
1 ]
L S P
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-
- . o Table B-1 : '
Hnritnluhifescyix x'Dembgrnphic Comparisons
A Age va}ieﬂ significnnbly.with_mﬁritn\éﬁi(osr?lv (F(};hﬁo) 4:?\.0?l . : .
p = .000). ) i : ) ' C
Croup ‘ Mean Lroups Siénificnntly Diflorent at .05 Lovel ;
0t/ DM C300.19
NM 30.27 .
_DI/SM IO T ¢ DI/DM & MM
ST/SM N L R - NI/DM & NY
B. Education did not vary sipaifichntly with marital lifestvle.
. ' . . ' , i
‘¢, Actual rank (not rank status) varied significantly with marital
Lifestyle (F(3,640) = 30.19, p = .000).
Cfoup‘ : Mean Groups Signilicantly Dilferent e .05 level
DI/DM 5.9 ©ODT/SM, CSTUSM & N \
DI/ S™ 8.67 . T ) : ' .
S1/SM 9.27% ’ . T ° . _
MY 8.02 . . . i S
. % . H . ) N
D. Rank status did not vary significant!ly with marital Jifeacyle.
E‘f Time>~in—-service variod skgnfficﬁncly with mnri[ni Iifostyln
o (F(3 554 = 29,23, p o= .000) .
'<Croup .. Mecan ’ Crdnps-Sigquicnn[Yy Diflerent at 09 Lovel
nL/nM . 1n.22 . : .
DI/SH . .1'5!.’)8 ' - DI/DM &‘ NM
ST/SM 7 16.22 ’ NT/DM & NM
N 8.69 . . .
1 3
- Y
\‘ .
: i » ‘".
. - ‘ .
o ' . ; .
- R \ .‘:
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Table B-2 ' ) I
Gender x'Dcmogrnphic Comparisans
Al Gender groups -differed qxgnlflcnntly on nge (t(723) “3.77,
p = -000). ’ .
M (males) = 34 .82
P (femnleg) = 29.736
B. Gender groups-did not differ significantly on education.
) C. Gender groups differed significantly on time-in-service (t(728) =
9.47, p = .000). . 7 R )
E M.(males) = ° -14.98" . L
¥ (femaies) = 8.23 . ) : '
® -
Table B-)
Rank Status x Demographic “Comparisons
<A Age significantly differed for rank ;status : P
C(e(715) = 27,18, p = .000). - :
M (Officers) < 35.82 A
M- (NCM) = 31.3& '
R . . \
P B. Education 1gn1f\cantly dlffelcd for ‘rank status
' (e(716) = -27.98, p =,.000).
i) . : ._ T
M (0fficers) = %4, (cqmplotud college or UHlVP!BLty) S
§~(NCM) = 1. 86 (Grade 12 or 13) : :
C. Flmc—xn—scrv1ce s1gn1flcant1y dlffored for rank status.- :
(c(71>) 278, p = .000). B
WM (Officers) "= 14.89
"M (NCM). = 11.76"
¢ : ‘ : MY
. N _
i
;
- " 5 ¢ (-
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ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE RESULTS .
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TABLE C-1°

Three Way ANOVA for Dveral!l Satisfaction

. :Sonfccéuof.ﬂnriﬁtién SS‘ df MS F Sig. of F
*Gender (6) s2ls 59.5 .68 403
7 Rank Status {RS) 1589.9 1 1589.9 - -20.88 000
* Marital LiYestyle (ML) " 737.4 3 245.& 3.22 .027
v ¢ xRS : 3.1 1 3.1 © 40 523
G x ML 300.0 3 100.0 1.31 .259
RS. % ML " 1344 3 44 .8 .58 .625
- x RS x ML 3.9 - 3 104 .6 1.37 .250.
Explained 3008.4 . 15 200.5 2.63 -001
- Residual 47719.8° 626 76.2°
Total, 50728.2 « 64l 79.1
TABLE C~2.
Three Way ANOVA for Employee Satisfaction
Sources of Vairiation $S.- af - MS F Sig. of F
. Gender ) ) 114 .2 -1 114.2 1.09 L287
Rank Status (RS) 5893.7 v 5893.7 56.25 ..000
Marital Lifestyle (ML)  638.3 3 212.7 - 2.03 .108
.G x RS. - 30.1 1 30.1 . © .28 .5?2‘.
¢ x ML 77871 3 259.% .47 ©L060
RS x ML ~ 219.6 ~ 3 73.2 . .69 -553
. .G x RS x ML 746.2 3 . 248.7 2.37 069
. Explained ‘9117.4 15 -607.8 5.86 .000
Residual - 69690.1 627 104.7 ) ‘
Total 74807.%- 642 116.5
£ 3’/,. ’ P
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TABLE' C-3

Three Way ANOVA" for Satigfaction with Promolionu” : .
Sources of Variation SS df MS - r Sig. of ¥
Gender (G) - I i ! 3105 2, 725
Rank Status (RS) 7851.9 ) L7851.9 28.65 _000
- “Marital Lifestyle (ML) 1185.0 3 395.0 . 1.46 210 ’
G x RS y 746737 1 C 144637 2716 .000 .
G x ML ‘ 274.9 3 B D O O -800,
‘oue RS x ML . 1783.3, 3 594 .4 7 090
© G x RS x ML 990.7 ) 33002 7 1.0 )
- Explainéed 22100020 1S 7364 7 0 5.37 000
Residual ' 165209.9°  "603 273.9°
Total’ ) 187311.1  -618 - 10730

TABLE C-4

Three Way ANOVA for Satisfaction with Pay and Benefits

50urces of Vardiation 55 df ‘MS-A Lo Sip. of F
. . | ‘ . o L
+ Gender (C) . | 14169 1 1416.9. . 12.98 . .000
.Rank Status (RS9 / 3759.2 1 1759.2° 33,98 - .000
Marital Lifestyle (ML)’ 669.5 ) 223010 . 1.9 IR R
G xRS | : 16.9 1 16.9 L1y 698
Gx ML- . ] .284.9 3 L9490 B AT0
RS x MI, - [ 517.2 3 1774 1.53 <205
G x RS x ML { 166.9 30, . 55.6 0 A9 - L U686 )
Explained - =~ [ 6889.2 15 459.2 4.07 000
Residual 70262.9 - 624 L1206 : )
Total S 7715222 639 12007
. . /. . .
!
{ T
{
A( *
/ ~
!
/
!
/'
/
/-
/ .




TABLE C-5

B Three Way ANOVA for Satisfaction with Co~Workers
Sources of Variation o SS. Cdr Ms F -« Sig."of F
Cendet (C) 4 1 .4 003 .956 : >,
Rank Status {RS) - 6621.8 | 6621.8 49.64 .000 -
Marital Lifestyle (ML) 449.9 300 . 149.9 1.12.~ .338
G x RS .. . 47621 1 476.1  + 3.57 .059
C x ML © o -380.6 3 '126.8 95 < L4l
RS x ML 1320 -3 2640 ©°1.83 140
G x RS x ML : 193.2 3 Y64 L4 48 694"
‘Explained L 9321.9 15 621.6 4:65 ° 1 .000
Residual D 83229.2 624 133:3 A
Total oo 92551.1 639 144 .8

-TABLE C-—6

Three Way ANOVA for Satisfaction with Supervisor -

. Sources of Variation Coss df MS F Sig. of ¥
Gender (G) e 1 873.0 5.84 .06
Rank Status (RS)™ 2083.8 1 2083.8 13.9 1 .000
Marital-Lifestyle (ML)  962.5 30 320.8 2.14 - .093

G x RS 77 T 44,3 1 264 .3 .1.63 .201
¢ x ML . 929.4 3 309.8 2.07° L 102
RS x ML . 149.1 . 3 49.7 6.33 . .802
G x RS x ML , . 52.8 3 17.6 S 1950
Explained . ‘ 5718.3 <15 380.8 2.5 - ..001
" Residual . - 293525.0 626 T 154.8 :
Total ' : ST
~ ‘,
{




-

. =
© TABLE C-7
Three Way ANOVA for ﬁcrformnncv
Sources of Variation - SS oAt : MS. b 5ip. of F
Gender (¢) : ,-001 1 001 .00 L0964
Rank Status (RS) 1.0 1 1.0 7.9 L1025
Marital Lifestyle -(ML) 1.9 3 P63 .45 L2127
G x RS .86 1 86 1.95 1sh
G x ML - .69 } .23 .52 666
RS x ML~ o 1.0 3 .16 .82 4RO
C ¥ RS x M- 1.5 3 51 URTS 323
Explained 7.9. 15 297 1.20 L2660
Residual 263.4 e A3 :
“Total 27104 619 N
TABLE C=B
" “Three Way ANOVA for Organizatidnal Commitment
_Sources of Variation -7 88 daf MS F Sig. of ¥
Geander (G) o S50 1, S50 .88 1106
Rank Status (RS) 20.29 [ 20.79 39,46 -.000
Marital Lifestyle (ML)  1.62 . 3 .54 Lo A8
G x RS . L s 29 1 .29 L50° AT
G x ML - 1.16 3 .38 .07 367
RS x ML ‘ ‘ .61 3 .20 215 784
G ox RS'x ML S 435 3 L.ast 2.5) L0506,
Explained ", 33.42. 15 I A .89 .NOO°
Residual S 354.22- 619 .57 ' :
Total 387 .64 634 .6
4



" PABLE C-9

- ).

“Phree Way ANOVA for Military Ethos

' Sources.of Variation Ss daf - MS ¥ Isig. of F
Genderr (C) 53.2 1 53.2 12,79 .095
e Rank Status (RS) 25445 1 2504.5 7 133.47 .000
MBrital Lifestyle (ML) 5.4 3 1.8 .09 963
¢ xRS 102 L ©10.2 .53 b 64
C % ML 42.7. 3 4.2 .74 524
RS x ML T 163.6 3 54.5 2.86 036
C x RS x ML 83.9 . 3 27.9 1.46 .222
Explained = 3506.5 15 233.7, 12.6 .000
o Residual 11819.4 - 620 19.0
Total =15325.9 635 24 .1
;-
. ] ¢
\
\
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Table D=1

: '
Muleiple Regression for Overall Satigfaction, ' .
< Criterion A ot
“Predictors ) r Beta £ " Sig of T
‘CF Satisfactian | - ' “58 : ’ 42 . 2.4 - ,OOO.
‘Agreement with Policy . .34 . 19 5.4 <, .000 -
Leaye Tntentions . .42 .21 5.7 ‘ .000
Number of Children - - Y .06 2.2 .022
Loyalty - 232 . Lo 3.1 .001
0CS Composite L34 Co—12) 2.7 .006
Regression Analysis of Variance
Sources of Variation 35 df. MS F Sig of F R2
Regression " 23543.1 - 6 - 3923.8  85.0 000 T L4l
RE?Si(h:{al . - 33723.7 731 46.1 : B ’ ’
Table D-2
Multiple Regression for Employménc Satisfaction
) ¢ritérion . .
Predictors . \ T : Beta . t ’ Sig of T~
CF-Satisfaction . .37 . 222, . . 5.9 000,
 Rank Status 27 0 19 T 5.8 .000
© . Leave Infentions | T T2 o 17 4.7 .000
Number -of Children L T O B 3.5. .000
. Postings - ' .26 _ .09 : 2.7 .006
Tntentions Military o 2 .
Spouge : 5 ,(*ﬂ07 2.3 .021
Regression Analysis of yariapcé
Sources of Varintidn ss : df . MS f Sig of 'F RZ
Regression 21844.9 . 6 - 3640.8 4.0 - .000 . 245

Restdual ) 64830.5 731 88.6
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i

e S

- Predictors

Multiple Reg

" Table. D=3

W 2
.

Criterion

ression for Satisfaction with

Promot ions

R

r - Beta . Sip of T
-CF Satisfaction .24 18 4.8 T .000
- Militavy Occupation -.19 -.22 -6.7 . 000
Rank Status : .18 AL 2.9 L0071 ‘
Age N .19 5.4 o000
Loyalty . .20 e 3.9 001
MES Composite .21 RN 2.8 005
Education- S .09 . 7.8 008"
Civilian Spouse ‘ S , o
Separation: -.0b -.08 2.6 L(009
Policy A .08 2.3 .02

Sources of Variation

Regresston Analysis of

$s | Car

b

Variande

Sig of F" R?

Regression
Residual

42613.5 8
174181.2 -~ 729

532616

000 ST (Y S -

¥
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. “‘i' T . . - Table D=4

Multiple Regtesgion for Satisfaction with Pay and Bencfi
N B Y o . Criterion
~ Predictors L r . Beta . t . Sig

s

of ' T

£~
; .

CF Satisfaction 27 ' 17
rolicy . ' 226 T .07
Gender .13 .14
‘Rank Status . .17 -2
Of f-Duty - o .22 T .10
Number of Children —-.07 -1
Education ) L1 S L09
OCS Composite - .27 ' .10
" Relocation Allowance _ - :

yroe

. . e
O w0 o A RS X

1

B0 N L e

_
o
{
e
~J
§
ERre

Regression Analysis of Variance

: . . . . . £~
Saurces of Vartation 88 df TOMS : F oo Sig of F

v

.000
068
. 000
001
. 010
.001"
.004
0Ll
.04

' . Regregsion 16705.7 . ¢ 7 2186.5  © 22.5 - - .000
“Residual T - 77368.4 730 105.9 : '
.
, . R
.
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a (53
" rable 0-5 \
Multiple Regression for Satigfaction with Co~Workers
N ) Criterion i .
Predictors X : r. .. Beta q Sip oof T
CF Satisfaction S YA 20 5.7 .000
. Rank Status 246 R 1.1 .00t
_Number .of Children - 19 ' .09 L 005
‘Element -7 o= ¥l N0
Policy - : 2 O b 2.4 C.009
Operations 1D~ . N B U .08 E L0t
Education - 2. ) L 08 7.5 L01
Primary Language T VA ©o~.08 =204 LOUA
Family Precedence . .04 - 08 705 Lon
Postings : el . .08 2 IRE )
Regressioon Analysis of Variance
Sources of Variacian 58 df NS ¥ Sip oof F R
. i v . ‘ . ] o o
Regression 20218.9 S0 . 224605 ¢ 19.0 .00 SO0
Residual - 85907.0 - 728 118.0 '
ey o
a «
. , . .
4 -
.\
. S > ¥
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SRR . : : . '
. & oo . .
-t t N ' “
. Lo . -1« . Table D=6 i '
~ : . . s
. v - . N . Al . :
Multiple Regression for Satisfaction with Supervisor
) . . - .

o o o ST - . . Criterion . ] o
A Predictors . S E “Beta ot Sig of T

aa

L .o s Privage Life . - L2600 0 116 B R o 1[0 B o
oo .. 'CF SatisFaction” - . 26 J15 © 000 : : ’
M . Y Lpavie Tnténtiong 1 < a2 - 001
' " Years Marvied T 0 17 7 .10 o 092

Operations 1D Y o F:t . .07 . L0 . R Y )

‘?-JL,J\.-J&.J
D DO

1. o o Regressian Analysis_of Variance’ )
Sources of Variarion 8§ . - df s MS L+ L F Sig of F 53
AR - N - C . . ,
Reprégsion ) ';1631?.0 S . 3263:8 S 24.5 . .000 KRR
© Residual S97360-4 732 . 13300 - . L _ o .
. L . Co T .
T L -~ Table D=7

Multiple Regression for Performnntq 3

R

_t ) ) . Criterion - .
E - Predictors B R § ' t *Sig of b
B . . L . ta ) N
. Loyalty .09 1 .27 ©oo007 _
. Rank Diffeorenges » o1 BT ¥ . 2.0 040 . R
e S ' ‘Regression Analysis of Variance . '
Sotirées of Variarion 88 . df. . MS t? ‘Sig of Fo - 12 ‘:h .
. : ‘. e . o . . T, : a . . o s
/ Regression' . 6.0 2 3.0 . 7.0 001 . .018
: . Residual.n 7 3140 . 735 Y % B Y . : )
1". - . . - . k = ' : I .\
(.
B LY ¥ N




B

“ Table p-8

Multiple Regressian. for Organizational Commitment

Criterion

~ Predictors v Beta t Sig-o( T ..,
Work Differences QQA e 1401 000
Leave Infentions S8 .33 A5 LO00
Policy . - 56 Y 14 .8 oo
Loyalty 53, 30 13.8 .000
= Civilian-Spouse . ' ’

Occupation ' ~ 01 . .07, 3.9 © 000
Overall Satisfaction 34 - .07 1.0 o0
‘Miltitary Occupaticn -.01 .05 -2.5 0140
Privite Life .28 -.10 -39 ©LONn0
Operations 1D 10 -.05 =24 Y
MES Compasite .36 TO6 ﬂ),_'x 000
Civilian Employmeat ) )

Unimportant 01 . -.01 -1.9 AR
. L .

) ’ Regragston Ahh)ysiq of Variance
Sources of Variation 58 af MY ¥ Sty of F -
Regression L1962 bl 17.8 167.7, L 00Y L7
_Residual S 726 -l o
. : A
% ! ‘:{‘.
. \
S FAEN)
+
. 1\ A . .
¢ \j" '
v

. .'\ .Y '_ “‘ Ly
\ . h ¥
o o 0 o o i

-s' . ' 5.; B o .. N A
, e f




Table D-9 o
Multiple Regression for Military Ethos:
Criterion. - A
Predictors’ - e o " Beta . ot Stg of T
." ‘R- ) .
Private Life -1 X 8.4 .000 _
Postings .61 . 26 1.2 T .000 Lo
: Personal Tateresty .49 R ) RO S | -000
\ Rank Differences . 62 .21 9.6 .000.
Family Precedence <40 . 215 7.9 1,000
Qfl=Duty L . .68 .20 7.1 .N00
Intentions Hilitavry” - ) . . . -
‘Lpause - . .08 -.09 =2.9 ’ .003
0CS Composite . L3360 04 =2.5 - 0l
Représsion Analysis of Varidnce
Sources of Variation 5s df MS . ¥ .Sig of F ’-Rz
Regression 9611.8 8 12014 284.3 - ..000 757
T Residual c ] 10797 729, 6.2 . - S
. \ R W
\
I : : ’
. . .
b




APPENDIX E .

CPOLTCY QUESTIONS




@~

.Table E-1

Percentage Responding
1

"When hoth husband and wifé are in the CF they shoud bc.pogted together

‘Marital Lifestyle’

DI/DM, - DI/SM - ST/SM NM
-Strongly Disngréc 00 2.7 2.6 2.5
Disagree Y 9Ly 13.3 6.8 .
Neither a or d 7.8 27.0 25.8 17.8
Agree’ 35.3 36.5 41.2 48.3
Strongly Agrer 56.2 243 . 17.2 24.6
Gender
Male Female

SLfongly Disagree 2.0 1.6
.Disagree ' 9.8 3.7,

Neither a or d. 21.0 181

Agree 42.7 N 3204

Strongly Agree 24 .5 Lt 1

‘Rank Status

: Officer NCM

Strongly Disagree 1.5 2.3,

Disagree v 13.0 4.1

Neither a or-d 28.2 . 13.6

Agrec . 42.1 -39.1 .

Strongly Agree.. 15.2 . 40.9 '

{
k] '\.
r < N



Table E‘? . . - )
PQLCLntnge thponses E s /L

Carepr Managers should trake into account the OLCupnfLOn and job of a.
C1V1]18n pouﬂe when qutlng a servicemember'

~ Marital Lifestyle

DI/DM | D1/SM° sI/sm . SRR
. Stxongly Du,ag’f‘ce . a6 7.3 5.6 ‘ . 2.5 -
Disagree 19,7 21,2 : 206 270
Neither a or d / C 243 13.9 o200 T26.1
Agrec . 37.5 36,4 ) 3.8 B TN . .
Strongly Agree 11.8 S22 o 9.0 7.6
Cender A . . At
Male - l : " Female
Strongly Disagree 5.7 .8
Disagree . 249 @ 2607,
Neither a or 4 . | 19.2 %ﬁ' 25.1
Agre'e ' 37.3 o 3.6
Strongly Agree R 2.3
¥ . .
Rank Status-
Officer _ NCM
Strongly Disagree . 5.2 . ) S 5.9
Disagree 30.6 ’ 20.5
Neither a or d - - 1B.8 - o 21.5 .
Agree - o364 L - 35.9 '
Strongly Agrce 9.0 - ' - WAL2
. ' .\ '
) ] *
L . / ..




Perccntagc ReqPonseo

'”Tﬁble E-3

.

"A c1v1llnn who relocates when his/her - qpouse is moved shéuld receive -

. a relocation

Strongly Disagree

Disagree -
_Neither a or d
Agree

SLronply Agxee

%txong v stagxgd

Disagree

Neither a or d
Agree '
Stlong!y Agtce

Strongiy Disagree
Disagree

Neither a or d
Agree '
Strongly Agree

allowvance . £

rom the Forces"

.‘Mnrihal Lifestyle

ST/

'ﬁM

DY /DM DI/SM
19.0 10.0. 13.3 15.4
16 .6 . 28.0 41.2 41.9
.19.0 L6.7 23.6 22.2
17.6 28.7 15.5 16.72
7.8 16.7 B4 4.3
- Gen¥er
Male ;Feméle
12.7 - 18.6
35.2. 44,1
L 22.8 14.9
. 20.9 14.9
" "8.9 7.4
i Rﬁnk Status
Officer NCM
213.9 13.8
44 .0 . 32.1
-}8.9 ' 22.6
16.1 22.1
7.1 - 9=, 5




'xﬁ&' . . o ' . O Table E»ﬁ.'
-Percentage Responses
”Husbéqd and wife ~servicemembers should be paosted ax if they nrchinglo” : v
. L . S . ) .
Marital Iifestyle \: R . '
oo o ~——_
DL/DY . bhu/sM SU/SM - NM
Strongly Disagree 50.7 30.2 é 27 24
Disagree 315.5 39.6 53,0
Neither a or d 9.9 . 4.8 1.7
Agree . .26 : L 13,7
Stvongly Agree .3 - 1.3 1.7 i
5 b Cender
; Male ' . . Female
Strpngly.Disagrce 26 .4 4.6 .
Disagree ) 47.5 .0
Neither a on d' 16.7 17.8
Agree . ; 11.0 .80
.Strongly Agree 204 ) ) 2.7
. Rank Status
Officer’ - ) SNCM
Strongly Disagrece B I S . 40 .1
Disagree 45.0° - 378 3
Neilther a or d 19.6 ° T12.6
- _Agree . . 15.8 3.9
. Strongly Agree . oTL2 3.6
\v-‘\"\‘\ :
e AT
1\)'\"“" I\-‘
. " PN s
.. u‘ N \:'\!:\l\"\r\ e
: .|\‘\:r\-\\ \X‘\'\"\\ v )
\'_,\‘r\.s-\‘"\




Table E—S' -

. PercenLage RosponJe- - .
"The emp]oymont of a c1v1llan spouse should be of no tanterest to ‘the

mxlltary
Marital Lifestyle ‘

DI/DM DI/SM SU/SM_. .M
Sfrong]y Disagree o191 "24.5 . : . 9.9 - 7.7
NDisagree 33.6 424 . 48.5 46 .5
Neither a or 4~ 27.0 17.2 14.2 23.1
Agree o 17.8 11.9 22.7 21.4°
“Strongly Agree o 2.6 4.0 4.7 1.7

S : .ﬁ’,' : . ©  Cender:
Male - . . ' Female‘
s " Strongly Disagree "15.7 11.2
) Disagrec Lo AL s 34.2
Ne’?l‘hy':r a or d - 16.8 25.7
Agree 18.7 24,1
Strongly Agree . <43 0.8
' Rank Status,

Officer ] L HCM

. - * . B . . Y
Strongly Disagree -1l 17.2

) ‘ Dlsqblpu . . 47.1 38.2 .
e .- Neither a vr d . t6.7 20.1
' ’ Agree K ' 22.9 17.9
-Qtronply Agree 2.2 ° 6.4
¥ N .
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Table E-6
. Percentage Responsus &.
"Tf you. were to receive a posting apart f{rom vour military spouse- what -

. would happen?"

Marital Lifestyle

. DL/OM
1 would request wmy velease : ] 255
My spouse would request his/her release . 2809 .
We would- both request release ] '
We would accept separate podtings - Coas
Gonder
M ) ¥
I would request my release _ : 15.8 ¢ 408
My spouse would requst his/her release 44.6 R EN
. *We would both request release | =~ LN - 1.0
«We would accept separats postings 38.6 Y4309 ’
o Rank Status
. Officer - NG
"1 would request my celease . -20.5 29.5.
My speuse would request his/her veleaje 395.9 S, Y
We would both request reltase - ‘ ' n.o N
We would accept separate postings . L0G 43.6
/ )



. . : _" ’ - . -
' Table E-7 - ’

Percentage Responses

I : .. . - . L .. Sy
. . ""T'f your posting meant the loss ¢f your spouse’s job, what would happen?"

Marital Lifestyle.

DI/SM
1 would requést my release - : 12.0 -
My spouse would quit his/her job - T 48.0
We would accept a geographical-=separation - 40.0
. Cenagi '
s M F
I would request my release - A2 C22.9-
My spouse would quit:his/her job o 79.6 . 48.6
We would accept a gcogrnphicnl ’ ’
separation - . 9.7 28.6

Rank Status

oy . _
Officer . . NCM
' ‘T would request my releasé _ 0.3 - 14.0°
My spouse woulgd quit his/her job - 80.1 71:1
~We would accept a geographical ._ ' ’ o t
separation ) E T IO £ I
o iy
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Correlations Between Dependent Variables

OVL

sSup

PR

OverdTl (ovl)
'Kmﬁlqyéeﬂﬁ (émp)
Promotion (Pm:).-
Ty .
Pay and ée;éfiCS (Pab)
'Cojﬁquer (C;k) -
SuperQisofy (S;p)
-?erfo?mance (Per) -
“O{g Qom@i;menE'(éCSi

Military Ethos (MES)

L3640

151

494

.084
laooz
.02?
.00

001



