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ABSTRACT

PROMOTION AS A REWARD IN THE MILITARY HIERARCHY:
PERCEPTION AND REALITY

Philip John Carpenter - November 2002

In the highly structured internal labour market of the military, benefits and financial remuneration
are fixed and equitable for each rank in the hierarchy. Consequently, promotion to a higher rank
appears to be the only mechanism available to reward 'extra-effort' performance (Steers and
Porter, 1991). Using Porter & Lawler's (1968) model of job satisfaction as the theoretical basis and
drawing heavily on tournament theory (Rosen, 1992), the research analysed promotion in the
context of the reward and motivation literature. The research was conducted using a postal survey
of 400 officers and interviews with senior personnel management staff, the purpose being to
establish the value that individuals placed on promotion as a reward and the organizational policy
on the purpose of the promotion system. Promotion is valued as a reward by servicemen,
particularly for the new challenges and greater responsibility the new rank will bring, together with
the financial benefits, and is perceived by service personnel as the reward for Steers and Porter's
(1991) 'extra-effort' performance. However, promotion in the military resembles a tournament
where winners progress and losers are left in their current role. The tournament nature of such a
promotion system benefits the organization as it allows the selection of the most able individuals to
higher positions at minimal marginal cost. However, in a tournament, rewards are used as the
incentive for competition. They are not given to reward current job performance. Consequently,
there is a mis-match between the organizational policy and perceptions of individuals about
promotion as a reward, but the lack of it dissonance action by individuals means the mis-match is
to the benefit of the organization. The lack of dissonance action is explained by tournament
theory, as individuals cannot afford to reduce their efforts or they will lose ground in the

competition.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROMOTION AS A REWARD IN THE MILITARY HIERARCHY:
PERCEPTION AND REALITY

Organizations use rewards first to compensate employees for turning up and giving an adequate
level of performance and then to motivate employees to ‘extra effort’ behaviour where they exceed
expectations in the furtherance of the organizational goals®. In the highly structured internal labour
market of the military, benefits and financial remuneration are fixed and equitable for each rank in
the hierarchy. Promotion is thus the only means to greater levels of financial reward, be it through
progression to a higher pay scale or entitlement to higher pension benefits. Promotion may also
be a visible sign of non-financial rewards; for an individual it may be viewed as sign of
achievement, it can be a recognition by the organization that an individual is capable of taking on a
more responsible role, and it is also a highly visible sign of increased status within the organization.
The purpose of the research was to establish the value that individuals placed on promotion as a
reward and the organizational policy on the purpose of the promotion system. Using academic
theory from reward and motivational literature, the research was conducted using a postal survey

of 400 Royal Air Force officers and interviews with senior personnel management staff.

Command decisions at the top of the military hierarchy have a multiplicative effect on the
organization©s output as these decisions are translated into action further down the hierarch§, The
military therefore need to have the most talented individuals in the high-ranking positions, and the
selection criteria used to appoint personnel become more critical the higher the position. These
selection criteria affect the organization as they signal the types of behaviour personnel need to
exhibit to be selected, although some of these behaviours may not be beneficial to the

organization®.

Due to the high skill specificity of the military environment — the skills required can only be gained
through training — a person’s ability and experience to fit them for higher command is revealed only
slowly over time. Their potential for higher positions only becomes known after a series of ‘trials’,
once their performance in a variety of appointments has been recorded. Only those personnel with
sufficient potential are allowed to continue up the command chain. Promotion operates much like
a ‘tournament’ or elimination competition — only certain numbers from within an eligible group of

personnel are selected for the higher rank positions, with the unsuccessful personnel ‘passed

! Steers, R. M. and Porter, L. W. (1991) Motivation and Work Behavior. (5th edition). New York: McGraw-
Hill.

% Rosen, S. (1992) "The military as an internal labor market: some allocation, productivity, and incentive
problems’, Social Science Quarterly, Vol. 73, No. 2, pp. 227-238.
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over'. Intournaments relative performance rather than absolute performance is the key * the
winner does not have to achieve a set standard, they just have to be better than the other

competitors®.

The incentive effect of promotion for those in lower ranks thus depends on the structure of rewards
and compensation at the higher ranks, and is maintained throughout the promotion hierarchy as
winning at one level does not bring assurance of winning at the next level. Personnel must
maintain their efforts and demonstrate sufficient ability and potential relative to their competitors if
they wish to remain in the tournament for the subsequent ranks. There is also some degree of a
self-fulfilling prophecy. Early winners of promotion can be seen as high-fliers, and are thus given
more opportunities to develop, whilst “losers' are denied chances to prove themselves, being stuck

within “undemanding' roles".

Promotion is valued as a reward by servicemen, particularly for the new challenges and greater
responsibility the new rank will bring, together with the increased financial benefits, and is

perceived by service personnel as the reward for ©extra-effort© performance. However, a variety of
external factors are also seen to act on an individual's prospects within the promotion tournament,

the most significant being the appraisal writing skills of reporting officers.

The purpose of the promotion system though is to select appropriate personnel for command and
other positions of responsibility. Promotion is not given as a reward for performance, although
good performance is a pre-requisite for promotion. The command and branch structure
determines the number of available positions, and the prospects of promotion are not equal across
the ground branches. The tournament nature of the promotion system benefits the Royal Air Force
as it allows the selection of the most able individuals to higher positions at minimal marginal cost.
However, in a tournament, rewards are used as the incentive for competition. They are not given to
reward current job performance. Promotion is thus the reward for winning the tournament and

performing better than other competitors, it is not a reward for performing above expectation.

Whilst there is a mis-match between the Royal Air Force policy and the perceptions of individuals
about promotion as a reward, and the prospects of promotion are affected by branch structures
and other external factors, the lack of dissonance actions by individuals + i.e. they could either

reduce their efforts or leave - means the mis-match is not having a detrimental effect on the

*Kerr, S. (1975) "On the folly of rewarding A while hoping for B', Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 18,
No.4, pp 769-783.

* Rosenbaum, J. E. (1979) "Tournament mobility: career patterns in a corporation’, Administrative Science
Quarterly, Vol 24, No. 2, pp. 220-241.
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organization. This lack of dissonance action is explained by tournament theory, as individuals

cannot afford to reduce their efforts or they will lose ground in the competition.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Royal Air Force (RAF) provides the primary military air capability for the United Kingdom. 1ts©
role is to deliver military force from the air to help meet the Government®©s foreign policy objectives
and ensure the security and defence of the UK and the UK©s interests (www.mod.uk, 2002a and
2002b). The RAF employs just under 53,000 servicemen, together with some 9000 Civil Service

staff (DASA, 2002a) and a number of civilian contractors providing support services.

The contention of this dissertation is that promotion through the military hierarchy is the only
mechanism the RAF has to reward personnel for good performance. The reason for this is that all
other benefits and financial remuneration are fixed and equitable for each rank, and that unless an
individual demonstrates severe poor performance, the benefits and remuneration are guaranteed
to be received. However, the promotion pyramids are determined by the military hierarchy and
organizational structure and not the reward strategy. The findings of the RAF®©s internal attitude
surveys and leavers surveys (CSSB, 2002; CSSB, 2001a; CSSB, 2000a; CSSB, 2000b) implied a
potential mis-match between organizational policies and the perception of personnel on promotion

as areward. Consequently, the objectives for this research were:

a. To identify the RAF©®rganizational policy on promotion within its© reward system.
b. To identify the value placed by RAF servicemen on promotion as a form of reward.
C. To identify the potential consequences of any mis-match on the RAFOs reward
policies.

d. To present the findings to the Air Secretary (Chief Executive) of the RAF Personnel

Management Agency.



The research assumes that the existing financial reward system cannot be changed. The paper is
not a discussion of the merits of the existing appraisal or promotion selection system, although the
subjects are mentioned in the wider context of promotion and reward. The paper seeks to
understand better the organizational purpose of promotion and how, if at all, promotion is

perceived as a reward by service personnel.

After outlining the RAF©®rganizational structure and Human Resource (HR) policies to set the
wider context, the paper will consider the reward and motivation literature to identify the various
types of rewards and the purpose of reward systems. It will then consider the relevance of
tournament theory to help explain promotion within the military hierarchy, before using a theoretical
model to place promotion within a reward system. Following a description of the methods used
during the research, the paper will then present the research©s interview and survey findings. The
final chapter will then discuss the findings, before presenting the conclusions about the applicability

of the theoretical model and the research findings.



CHAPTER 2

ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND

This chapter will describe the organizational structure of the RAF and briefly touch on some
cultural aspects. It will then outline the appraisal, promotion and pay mechanisms. The purpose of

this is to set the context for the consideration of promotion as a reward.

RAF Hierarchy

Traditionally, the smallest organizational unit in the RAF is the section, comprising anything
between 5 and 30 personnel, normally headed by a Sergeant. Sections are grouped together as
Flights, normally commanded by a junior officer, and Flights are grouped together as Squadrons.
Two or more Squadrons form a Wing, and two or more Wings form a Station. Squadrons are
commanded by a Squadron Leader, and Wings by a Wing Commander. The exceptions are
aircraft squadrons, which due to their technical complexity and ability to deliver significant military
force with just a small number of aircraft are each commanded by a Wing Commander. The
various Wings and flying squadrons are located on Stations, commanded by a Group Captain.
Stations can vary in size from just a few hundred personnel performing specialist functions to the
main airfields with around 2500 service personnel and several hundred civilian staff. Stations
performing similar functions, such as all the fighter bases, belong to a specific headquarters
formation known a Group. The Groups are then subordinate to the RAF©s two principal
Commands, Strike Command and Personnel and Training Command. Appendix A shows this

traditional organizational structure and rank system.

Strike Command is the main combat arm of the RAF, whilst Personnel and Training Command
recruits and trains servicemen and oversees the centralised pay and career management
functions. The centralised career management function is the remit of the RAF Personnel

Management Agency, which can be considered the equivalent of a commercial HR department.



The Personnel Management Agency maintains all personnel records and appraisals, conducts
promotion selection boards and appoints individual officers and airmen to specific posts within the

RAF.

RAF personnel are recruited into and trained in one of 18 officer specialisations - the ©management©
level - or one of 35 airmen trades to fulfil the RAF©s military functions, with some 10500 officers and
42000 airmen in total (DASA, 2002a). For personnel management purposes the 18 officer
specialisations are grouped into five ©branches®© - Flying (the aircrew branch), and the ground
branches of Operations Support, Engineering, Supply and Administration. Additionally, medical,
dental, legal and chaplaincy officers are recruited already qualified. The airmen®©s trades are
similarly structured, with a large proportion of the trades reflecting the RAF©s diverse aircraft and
communications engineering requirements. A full list of these branches and trades is at Appendix
B. Personnel are recruited on long-term engagements of 6 to 16 years, but with no formal contract
of employment and pay calculated on daily rates. Upon promotion personnel are offered

extensions to their engagements. For officers, promotion from Flight Lieutenant to Squadron
Leader is accompanied by an extension of service to age 55, the normal retirement age for the
armed forces. For airmen, each promotion is accompanied by an extension to service of several

years, with Warrant Officers able to serve until age 55.

RAF Structure

The necessity for the ©strict© hierarchicatganization and rank structure outlined above has been
proved in military combat over a long period of time. The 1995 Independent Review of the Armed
Forces Manpower, Career and Remuneration Structures (MoD, 1995) recognised the need for this
rank structure to ensure the successful delivery of military capability. In the words of the report:

Rank bestows upon an individual the moral and legal authority for the direction, co-ordination and
control of military forces. It creates a direct and personal responsibility for human life. Rank
recognises experience, competence and past performance¥areflects an individual©s level of
responsibility¥a¥aprovides status and gives individuals a sense of pride and self-esteem. (MoD,
1995)



The RAF is very much a rational organization with a clearly identifiable mechanistic management
system (Burns and Stalker, 1994). However, notwithstanding the hierarchical rank structure, the
working practices at the Flight and Squadron level also resemble those of the organic system. The
RAF culture stresses teamwork, initiative and loyalty as crucial to the success of military
operations, with an organizational expectation of a task focused ' can do' attitude, and lateral
communication and consultation between the ranks is actively encouraged. Personnel have a
great deal of responsibility and autonomy in the execution of their tasks. The RAF delegates
authority and responsibility through a principle known as Mission Command, where commanders
tell their subordinates what to achieve and why, rather than what to do and how. A commander will
issue a statement of guidance and intent, and articulate his subordinates' missions within the
context of the overall plan. Subordinate commanders then have the authority and responsibility to
decide how best to execute the mission within the guidance given. Using Handy' s (1985)
framework, the overall role culture of the organization masks a task culture at the lowest levels.
Whilst the power and influence of leaders at all levels stems very much from position power, the
success of the organization relies on the expert knowledge and skills of all personnel. Leadership
and initiative are personal qualities encouraged by the organization (MoD, 2001), featuring
prominently in appraisal reports. However, the RAF' s management decision making process
resembles Simon' s' composite decision' (cited in Burns and Stalker, 1994) with the mechanistic
trait of greater importance attached to internal knowledge than to external knowledge (Burns and
Stalker, 1994). The staffing of policy documents is an iterative process up through the command
chain and consequently changes to management procedures and regulations can take 1-2 years
or more to be approved and implemented. This contrasts significantly with the planning process
and decision cycle for military operations which is measured in hours, with tactics and procedures

subject to rapid amendment.

The structure of the RAF relates clearly to the characteristics of an Internal Labour Market
identified by Doeringer and Piore (1971). There are two ports of entry where personnel may enter

the RAF, either as junior airmen or as junior officers, and all other posts are filled by the promotion



and rotation of personnel already in the Service. The nature of the RAF creates a high degree of
skill specificity, with a huge investment in the training of its personnel. All new recruits undertake
military skills training, with leadership training for officers. Initial specialist training then follows,
ranging from 12 weeks for some trades up to several years for pilots. Subsequently, personnel
may complete further specialist training courses. Additionally the RAF has a series of distance
learning and residential leadership and management training courses for all personnel to complete
on promotion, structured according to rank. All personnel must complete one day©s training each
year to refresh basic military skills, and a three-day course prior to deploying on operations. All
this training, although developing the individual, is primarily to "improve organizational

performance” (Truss et al., 1997).

Appraisal, Performance and Reward

All servicemen have a mandatory yearly appraisal. The appraisal system is focused on identifying
leadership and management potential, and the primary purpose is to assess a serviceman®©s
suitability for promotion to the next rank. To a lesser extent appraisals are used for career
management when selecting personnel for posting to a new job. Financial reward is based on
rank, with incremental scales for time served in the rank, a classic example of a pay spine
(Massey, 2000). There is a final-salary pension scheme for personnel serving on the longer
engagements. There are limited ©performance-related© pay elements for airmen, enabling them to
jump up the incremental scale on obtaining a trade-related qualification. At the top management
level, an element of Air Officers© pay is linked to the achievement obrganizational objectives. The
pay levels of the lower ranking officers is in the upper quartile for non-manual workers (CSSB,
2002), and some 33% above the median pay level. The 2002 pay levels (MoD, 2002c) and

differentials are shown at Appendix C.

There is though no link between satisfactory performance, appraisal and financial reward other

than through promotion to the next rank - for example, there are no bonus schemes, and other



financial benefits such as advances of pay to assist in house purchase are available regardless of
rank. Whilst personnel may have their yearly pay increment withheld if their overall performance is
assessed in their annual appraisal as "unsatisfactory in all respects" (RAF, 2001), this occurs very
infrequently. Consequently, there are no sanctions for poor performance other than adversely

affecting promotion prospects.

RAF Strategic Human Resource Strategy

Bamberger and Meshoulam (2000) developed a model of HR strategies in an attempt to reconcile
the apparent contradictions between the control-based and resource-based theories of Human
Resource Management with empirical studies suggesting that organizations can occupy varying
positions on a continuum between the two approaches. Bamberger and Meshoulam viewed the
two approaches as both valid but distinct aspects of HR strategy. Their model, shown at Figure 1,
places the resource acquisition and retention focus of an organization on one axis, with the focus
being either towards internal development of employee skills or the buying-in of those skills from
the wider labour market. The other axis of the model reflects the manner in which the organization
exerts ©control© over its employees to serve tterganizational goals. The process focus describes
HR policies aimed at ensuring employee compliance with procedures and standards, whilst the
output focus is concerned with aligning employee and organizational interests to better serve their

common interests and goals.

Resource Focus

Internal External
Output Commitment Free Agent
Organizational
Control Focus
Process Paternalistic Secondary

FIGURE 1: ATYPOLOGY OF DOMINANT HR STRATEGIES (BAMBERGER & MESHOULAM, 2000)



Bamberger and Meshoulam®©s (2000) model thus generates four types of dominant HR strategy,
whilst acknowledging that there may be variance within an organization between the HR strategies
used for different groups of workers. The organizational characteristics of the RAF outlined
previously - the hierarchical structure and the highly centralised HR and fixed pay system, together
with the clear Internal Labour Market focus, tends towards placing the RAF within the Paternalistic
cell of the framework. However, the organic type working practices and task focused culture at the
lower levels, together with merit-based promotion and the focus on skill and competency
development as personnel move through the organization, indicate a movement towards the
Commitment cell. The paternalistic hature of the organization and its HR strategies can generate
tension with the Commitment aspects resulting from the delegated authority and team-based ©task©

culture (Handy, 1985) at the lower levels.

Ground Branch Officer Promotion

The remainder of this chapter deals specifically with the four ground branch officer specialisations -
Operations Support, Engineering, Supply and Administration - as, for the reasons described in the

Methodology chapter, these branches were the focus for the survey in this research. Even so, the

promotion procedures described below apply in principle to the other officer specialisations and

airmen trades.

Job vacancies in the next rank are created by the promotion of personnel out of those ranks and by
other personnel leaving. In order to fill these vacancies, a promotion selection board for each of
the four branches is held once per year. Personnel become eligible to be considered for promotion
after serving for about 4 years in their current rank. At the selection board all personnel eligible for
promotion are ranked in merit order on the basis of their previous four annual appraisal reports.
Following the selection board, personnel are promoted into vacancies in merit order (RAF, 2002).
At the end of the year the whole process starts again, so all those personnel not promoted are

once again in competition with each other.



However, suitability for promotion does not necessarily result in promotion as the organizational
requirement sets the numbers of personnel for each rank. The rank ©pyramid®© varies according to
specialist function, so whilst one function may have a higher ratio of higher ranks to lower ranks,
with good prospects for promotion, another with a much ©flatter© pyramid will have reduced
prospects. The ratios of lower rank to next senior rank in the hierarchy are shown in Figure 2

overleaf. The actual numbers used to derive the ratios are at Appendix C.

Figure 2 illustrates that the pyramids between the four ground branches are different. For
Operations Support officers, there are 2% Flight Lieutenants for every Squadron Leader post, but
for Engineering there is just over one Flight Lieutenant for every Squadron Leader post. However,
at the next level the number of Squadron Leaders ©chasing© each Wing Commander posts is more
equitable across the branches, around 2% to one, although there is a more favourable ratio for

Supply officers.

Officer Ground Branch
Promotion Ratios - Current Strength

5.0
4.0
3.0
O Ops Support
2.0 | | |BEngineer
1.0 | |OSupply
O Administration
0.0
Flight Lieutenant to Squadron Leader to
Squadron leader Wing Commander

FIGURE 2: OFFICER GROUND BRANCH PROMOTION RATIOS - ACTUAL STRENGTH AS AT 1 JULY
2002. (Source: DASA, 2002b).

The graph shows the ratio of lower rank posts to higher rank posts. So a ratio of 2.0 means there are 2
posts at the lower rank for each post at the higher rank.



The RAFOs internal attitude surveys give an indication of how important promotion is in influencing
officers to remain in the RAF. Lack of promotion possibilities has consistently been one of the top
five reasons for officers not wishing to remain in the RAF, and is frequently cited as the 2™ or 3™
most important reason overall (behind dissatisfaction with job and lack of stable family life) (CSSB,
2000b; CSSB, 2002). The surveys do not ask whether promotion is a factor in influencing officers

to remain in the RAF. However, the factor of responsibility and leadership is consistently placed in
the top five reasons for remaining, and again is frequently cited as the 2" or 3" most important
factor for staying, with job satisfaction as the primary reason and financial reasons sharing 2™ or

3" place. Consequently, while the surveys indicate that lack of promotion is an important factor in
©pushing®© personnel out of the RAF, it can only be inferred that promotion, bringing with it increased

responsibility and leadership, is as important in getting officers to remain in the RAF.

Promotion as a motivating factor at work is also covered by the internal attitude surveys. To be
promoted on the basis of ability is rated as ©very important© or ©important© by over 92% of officers
and is the second most important motivating factor. However, only 30% of Squadron Leaders and
Flight Lieutenants believe that this is achievable in the RAF, rising to 50% of Wing Commanders
and above. Of equal relevance to this research, the motivating factor of "be given recognition for
work well done® is rated by 89% of officers, but again only about 1/3 believe this is achievable
(CSSB, 2002). Finally, all officers leaving the RAF are surveyed on their reasons for leaving.
Promotion prospects are consistently cited as highly influential reasons for leaving, particularly as
promotion is regarded as public acknowledgement for performance and service and seen as "a

reward for competence, achievement and loyalty" (CSSB, 2001b).

From the survey data, personnel rate the prospects of promotion highly as a motivating factor in
their work, and perceive promotion to be a reward or recognition for achievement and
performance. With a financial reward system of fixed pay spines by rank, promotion is also the
only method to obtain greater financial reward, both in terms of pay and in increased pension

benefits. However, the organization promotes personnel purely to fill vacancies in the hierarchy,

10



and as the differing rank pyramids illustrate, the prospects of promotion are not equal across the
organization. It is this mis-match between the organizational use of promotion and the perception

by officers of its reward value that the research seeks to identify.

11



CHAPTER 3

REWARD AND MOTIVATION THEORY

The financial aspects of reward are relevant to any consideration of promotion when the
organization operates an internal labour market. Within the RAF©s internal labour market, the only
option available to personnel to achieve greater levels of financial reward is through promotion to
the next and subsequent ranks in the hierarchy. However, promotion to the next rank also brings
opportunities for greater responsibility, together with increased influence and power through
elevated status in the organization. It also opens up new opportunities for personal and career
development. Consequently, promotion must also be considered in the context of non-financial
rewards. The influence of motivational theories of the formulation on non-financial rewards, and
the competitive nature of the military promotion system, with its consequent incentive effect on
work performance, therefore requires consideration of motivational theories. This chapter will first
describe the nature of reward in the workplace, and then outline some relevant motivational
theories. The next chapter will then discuss how promotion fits into this reward and motivation

context.

REWARD

The terms reward, pay and compensation have become inter-changeable within the pay literature
(Bell, 2000). Whilst some writers seek to elevate reward away from just pay and pension benefits
(Armstrong and Murlis, 1998), the bulk of the literature still focuses on the various types of pay and
the mechanisms used to compensate and reward employees. Non-financial rewards are not
treated in the same depth, with the literature relying on motivational theory instead to explain non-

financial rewards.

12



Reward Systems

In addition to recruiting and retaining staff of the desired calibre, Taylor (2000) describes the
purpose of reward systems as motivating the workforce and encouraging certain behaviours and
specific efforts in the organization©s pursuit of increased performance. Similarly, Armstrong and
Murlis (1998) state that reward policies and practices express what the organization values and is
prepared to pay for, and so should convey the right message to employees about what is important
to the organization. Steers and Porter (1991) summarise the purpose of a reward system under
two main functions, Participation and Job Performance. Figure 3 shows the breakdown of these

functions.

A Participation
1  Membership
a Joining
b  Remaining
2  Attendance
B  Performance
1 ©Normal® role (job) performance

2  OExtra-role behaviour© (e.g. innovation, high commitment)

FIGURE 3: FUNCTIONS OF REWARD SYSTEMS (STEERS & PORTER, 1991).

Membership encompasses the recruitment and retention of personnel, instilling a desire to join and
remain with the organization. Attendance is simply the avoidance of absenteeism. The
Performance function covers the behaviour that the organization expects from personnel. The
©normal®© performance of the job is where the employee produces "adequate job performance in
exchange for an agreed-upon level of compensation”, whilst the extra role behaviour is that where
an employee exceeds organizational expectations in the furtherance of the organizational goals.

Steers and Porter (1991) highlight the tension that may exist between these two ©sub-functions®©,
13



whereby the rewards that generate normal job performance may not be those which motivate

extra-role behaviour.

The above descriptions of reward functions have in common the generation of desired employee
behaviour, be it remaining with the organization or performing above expectation. Reward systems
can therefore be viewed as a motivating tool, fostering a desire in employees for performance.
Reward systems are also associated with encouraging greater levels of performance beyond the
minimum expected. Reward goes beyond a "fair day©s work for a fair day©s payTichy et al.,
1982). Lawler (1991) advocates the careful design of reward systems to influence organizational
effectiveness, and Tichy et al. (1982) place reward as one of the key HR processes contributing to
the strategic management of firms. Bell (2000) describes this in terms of a reward ideology, where
reward is part of broader organizational strategies to encourage loyalty, motivation and satisfaction
among employees. The desired employee behaviour is linked to organizational strategy and
objectives, with the reward system one of the HR functions used to achieve the desired behaviours
and therefore realise the organizational goals (Bamberger and Meshoulam, 2000; Bell, 2000).
However, reward systems must be carefully designed to be consistent with other features of the
organization. Kerr (1975) illustrates with several examples where the reward system encourages
behaviour at odds with the organizational aims. Lawler (1991) also discusses the need to ensure
©congruence® within the reward system as well as fitting the reward system with otherganizational
features. Without consistency within the reward system, with other HR processes and with the

wider organization values, the organization will be "riddled with conflict* (Lawler, 1991)

So, following the initial discussion about reward systems communicating the organization©s "values,
performance, standards and expectations" (Armstrong, 1996) reward has further developed to be a
motivating tool to encourage appropriate behaviours and performance in employees to support the

organizational values and aims.
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Reward System Elements

Reward systems are generally described as having two main elements, financial rewards and non-
financial rewards (Massey, 2000; Armstrong and Murlis, 1998; Armstrong, 1996; Lawler, 1991,
Tichy et al., 1982). Table | lists the financial and non-financial rewards these authors cite. The
financial aspects are usually described as comprising pay, pension and other benefits. Pay in this
context means base level pay or salary plus any variable pay such as bonuses, performance-

related pay or share options.

Benefits cover items such as health insurance, company cars and such (Armstrong, 1996), where
a tangible benefit is offered in place of monetary compensation. The non-financial aspects of
reward are generally described in terms that derive from motivation theories, particularly those
related to psychological and sociological needs. As the table illustrates, the more common
elements include recognition, achievement and personal growth or career development, all of
which have foundations in needs-related motivational theories, and in particular Maslow©s (1970)

hierarchy of needs and Herzberg©s (1966) motivation-hygiene theory.
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TABLE |

COMMONLY CITED REWARDS IN LITERATURE

Financial Rewards

Non-financial Rewards

Tichy et al.
(1982)

Pay - salary, bonuses, stock
options, benefits

Promotion - upward mobility and
lateral transfer into desirable
positions

Management praise

Career opportunities - long term
chance for growth and development

Appreciation from customers and or
clients

Personal sense of well being,
feeling good about oneself for
accomplishing objectives

Opportunity to learn: chance to
expand one®©s skills and knowledge
base

Lawler (1991)

Fringe benefits

Promotion

Pay Status symbols
Armstrong (1996) | Fixed pay Recognition
Variable pay Praise

Employee benefits

Achievement
Responsibility
Personal Growth

Armstrong and
Murlis (1998)

Fixed pay
Variable pay

Employee benefits

Recognition
Influence
Achievement
Responsibility
Personal Growth

Massey (2000)

Basic pay

Individual, team & corporate
bonuses

Performance Related Pay

Skill and competency based
pay
Pension and other benefits

Recognition

Career opportunities
Status
Responsibility

Achievement
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MOTIVATION

Deci (1992) describes motivation theory under two broad headings - need or drive theories and
goal theories. The needs theories can be further divided into two sub-divisions, that of
physiological needs and that of psychological needs. The need theories are historically based, as
they rely on a response to a past stimulus. The goal theories are based on an anticipatory

response outcome (Porter and Lawler, 1968).

Needs Related Motivation Theories

Maslow®©s (1970) hierarchy of needs is a common starting point for work-related motivational
theories. Maslow proposed a basic hierarchy of five needs, starting with some basic physiological
needs and progressing through safety, social and esteem needs to self-actualisation. The general
proposition was that the lower order needs have to be satisfied before a higher order need
becomes an influence on behaviour, although Maslow envisaged a gradual emergence of the
higher needs as the lower needs became more and more satisfied. He also acknowledged that for
some people the basic hierarchy could be re-ordered or even reversed. However, the gratification
of a need is the key to the motivational influence, as Maslow©s contention was that a gratified need

ceased to be a motivator, as a person©s behaviour is directed by the unsatisfied needs.

Alderfer (1972) also proposed a set of lower and higher order needs to help explain motivation,
grouping them into existence (or survival) needs, relatedness or social needs and personal growth
needs. However, Alderfer did not see these as a hierarchy in the way Maslow did, rather that
cultural or personal influences may result in relatedness needs being dominant even when
existence needs are unfulfilled. Contrary to Maslow though, he proposed that growth needs

become more intense as they are satisfied, becoming more of a motivator rather than less.
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There are many other variations on the theme of motivation theory arising from needs (see
Ambrose and Kulik, 1999). The focus has been on Maslow' s higher order needs (social, esteem
and self-actualisation) following the poor empirical support for Maslow' s theory $alancik and
Pfeffer, 1977). For example, McClelland and Burnham' s (1995) study into what motivates a good
manager used three needs - need for power, need for affiliation and need for achievement. Parker
and Chusmir (1991) also found a correlation between managerial work and a need for
achievement and power. Herzberg (1966) developed the hygiene-motivation theory from the
premise that man has two sets of needs, those that enable him to avoid pain and those that enable
psychological growth. The needs contributing to growth, regarded as motivators, were

achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility and advancement.

Recognition in Herzberg' s (1966) theory refers to recognition directly related to accomplishment.
Within the reward context, Armstrong (1996) describes recognition as letting individuals know that
their achievements are appreciated, which goes further than just providing feedback on what the
achievements are. The key element here is making sure the recognition is linked directly to
behaviour or performance (Rose, 2001), both to maximise the motivational impact on the
individual, and to send the appropriate message about desired performance to other employees
(Nelson, 1996, cited in Rose, 2001). However, to do so effectively means making the recognition
immediate to the achievement, and not as part of the usual yearly reward cycle (Wilson, 1997).
Both Rose (2001) and Armstrong (1996) also caution on the potentially divisive effects of
recognition. Recognition of one person can imply non-recognition to others, with the consequence
of creating ' winners and losers' (Armstrong, 1996). This iaforces the need to ensure
congruence between the reward system and the wider organizational aims and values to avoid
inconsistent messages being sent to employees (Bell, 2002; Lawler, 1991; Kerr, 1975). Surveys
consistently show that recognition is consistently amongst the top 3 factors for workplace

motivation and job satisfaction (Rose, 2001; Wiley, 1997).
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Goal Related Motivation Theories

The need motivation theories all refer to the desire to satisfy something that at any particular
moment is important to the individual, or as Deci (1992) describes it, what people want. The
second group of theories, the goal theories, he describes as explaining how people go about
getting what they want. The essence of goal-related motivation theories is that people value
certain outcomes and engage in behaviour in an attempt to realise those outcomes - they set goals
and go about realising those goals. Goal-related motivational theories attempt to explain the
process of the behaviour that people engage in. They differ from the need-related theories in that,
generally, the future outcome is not related to why the outcome is valued, i.e. the need for the

outcome.

Reinforcement theory (Skinner, 1974; Bandura, 1977) refers to people learning from the
consequences of their behaviour, and thus directing their behaviour to achieve the reinforcement
they seek. The motivating element in this theory is that of expectancy, whereby certain behaviour

is expected to result in certain outcomes. In a work environment the knowledge may come from

the individual©s own experience or from knowledge or observation of the consequence of behaviour
of their fellow workers. Additionally, Bandura®©s (1977) work points to the requirement for a person
to feel competent in the behaviour that will lead to the reinforcement in order to exhibit the requisite

behaviour.

Similar to Reinforcement Theory is Expectancy Theory (Vroom, 1964), which uses the same basis
that a certain behaviour will result in a desired outcome. While Expectancy Theory also proposes
that an individual©s behaviour is based on the expectation of a desired outcome, it differs from
Reinforcement Theory in that individuals place a value, or valence, on the expected outcome.
Whilst workers may expect that certain behaviour will result in certain outcomes, Expectancy
Theory proposes that workers will only engage in the behaviour if they desire the consequences.

This implies that people are expressing a degree of preference between the possible outcomes of
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their behaviour (Porter and Lawler, 1968). This theory has been refined since Vroom®©s original

work, although the concepts have remained the same (Pinder, 1984).

Finally, goal-setting theories propose that individual behaviour is directed by setting specific,
achievable goals (Latham and Locke, 1979). By setting clear and specific goals an employee©s
motivation can be maximized if the method of achieving those goals is left to the employees
discretion (Deci, 1992). However, goal-setting will not be effective if the goals are arbitrary,

unreachable or unfair (Latham and Locke, 1979).

Before discussing the application of these motivational theories to promotion as a reward in

Chapter 5, the next chapter considers the competitive aspects of promotion in the military

hierarchy.
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CHAPTER 4

PROMOTION AS AN ELIMINATION TOURNAMENT

The military hierarchy is a well-established necessity for the efficient conduct of military operations
(MoD, 1995). Rosen (1992) makes the point that the impact of command decisions at the top of
this hierarchy have a snow-balling, multiplicative effect on the organization©s output as these
decisions are translated into action as the decision percolates down the hierarchy. Accordingly,
Rosen described the need to have the most talented individuals in the high-ranking positions. The
selection criteria used to appoint personnel therefore become more critical the higher the position.
These selection criteria then affect the organization as they signal the types of behaviour personnel
need to exhibit to be selected, and some of these behaviours may not be beneficial to the
organization. This echoes Lawler©s (1991) congruence of rewards andrganizational values. Kerr
(1975) summarised this with specific examples of how certain rewards can encourage different

behaviour to that envisaged when the reward was instigated.

Tournament Theory

Rosen (1992) likens the promotion mechanism within the highly structured internal labour market
of a military organization as a sequential sampling exercise. The high skill specificity of the
environment + the skills required can only be gained through training £ means a person's ability
and experience to fit them for higher command is only revealed slowly over time. Accordingly, their
potential for higher positions only becomes known after a series of "trials', once their performance
in a variety of appointments has been recorded. Only those personnel with sufficient potential are
allowed to continue up the command chain. Promotion operates much like an elimination
competition = only certain numbers from within an eligible group of personnel are selected for the
higher rank positions, with the unsuccessful personnel “passed over'. Rosen (1992) describes this

as a tournament'.
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Tournament theory is based on relative performance. Competitors compete against each other,
with the winner being better than the other competitors. Relative performance rather than absolute
performance is the key element + the winner does not have to achieve a set standard, they just
have to be better than the other competitors. Winning also confers a right to compete at the
subsequent levels (Rosenbaum, 1979), whilst losers are denied further opportunities to compete.
The main use of tournament theory has been to try and explain wage differentials at Chief
Executive and Vice-President levels in large corporations (Lazear & Rosen, 1981; Rosen 1986;
Eriksson, 1999; Bognanno, 2001). Tournament theory posits that individuals compete with one
another for promotion, the prize being higher pay in the new position, and that the gap in pay
between positions (ranks) and the uncertainties over who will be promoted provides the incentives
for all individuals to work harder to maximise the probability of selection. Such tournaments are
more likely with internal labour markets, pay determined by hierarchical position and pay
differentials that increase further up the hierarchy (Bognanno, 2001). All these conditions are
found in the military hierarchy, although the main use of tournament theory has been to try and
explain wage differentials at Chief Executive and Vice-President levels in large corporations

(Bognanno, 2001; Eriksson, 1999; Rosen 1986; Lazear & Rosen, 1981).

Rosen (1992) describes the successful outcome of promotion within the military as also having a
certain “option value' to a person. This option value or benefit of being promoted is the sum of all
rewards obtained from the higher rank being greater than those obtained at the current rank. The
incentive effect of promotion for those in lower ranks thus depends on the structure of rewards and
compensation at the higher ranks. The incentive effect is maintained throughout the promotion
hierarchy as winning at one level does not bring assurance of winning at the next level
(Rosenbaum, 1979). Personnel must maintain their efforts and demonstrate sufficient ability and
potential relative to their competitors if they wish to remain in the tournament for the subsequent
ranks. Rosenbaum (1979) also found a relationship between early promotion and subsequent

career success, together with some degree of a self-fulfilling prophecy. Early winners of promotion
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can be seen as high-fliers, and are thus given more opportunities to develop, whilst “losers' are

denied chances to prove themselves, being stuck within "undemanding' roles.

Becker and Huselid (1992) caution though that much of the empirical work on tournament theory
has been conducted in a sporting context, with a short time frame for the competition. In an
organizational setting, workers make their discretionary-effort choices over a much longer time-
span, making it much more difficult to empirically test tournament incentive effects and make the

theory of more use in an organizational setting.

Notwithstanding this though, tournament theory is useful to conceptualise the military promotion
system within a reward framework. For an individual, promotion usually entails gaining more pay.
Promotion is a means to greater levels of financial reward, be it through progression to a higher
pay scale or entitlement to higher pension benefits. Promotion may also be a visible sign of non-
financial rewards, both to the individual and to others. For an individual it may be viewed as sign of
achievement. Promotion can also be recognition by the organization that an individual is capable
of taking on a more responsible role. Promotion in the military is also a highly visible sign of
increased status within the organization, through new rank titles and entitlement to fringe benefits

not available to lower status personnel.

However, if the promotion system is viewed as an elimination tournament, the organization would
utilise promotion as an incentive for individuals to exert extra-role performance to win the
tournament. Promotion is thus the reward for winning the tournament, it is not a reward for
performing above expectation. From the literature discussed above, the proposal therefore is that
the promotion system within the RAF is a form of elimination tournament. Although an individual is
only able to compete for subsequent promotions once successfully promoted to the next rank,
failure to be promoted one year does not totally eliminate a person from re-competing in the next

round of promotions.
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CHAPTER 5

PROMOTION AS A REWARD MECHANISM

Promotion was explicitly cited as a reward by two authors in Table 1, both under non-financial
rewards. Otherwise, though, there is little to be found in the literature on the part promotion per se
has in a reward system. In Vroom©s (1964) analysis of job satisfaction he highlights that promotion
cuts across all the factors contributing to job satisfaction. The question therefore becomes whether
promotion is itself a reward, or is a means to gain other rewards, particularly in the context of a

highly structured internal labour market.

Reward was defined in Chapter 3 as a motivating tool to encourage appropriate behaviours and
performance in employees to support the organizational values and aims. However, as already
highlighted, there is no positive link in the RAF between pay and performance £ once in rank pay is
effectively guaranteed. The rigidity of the military hierarchy with pay and pension linked to rank
makes promotion the only vehicle for obtaining greater levels of financial reward. In addition, as
promotion can bring greater responsibility and opportunity as well as being a visible sign to the
individual and others of achievement, it can also serve as a non-financial reward. The incentive of
promotion in bringing these rewards also makes it a motivational factor for the organization. Within
his Expectancy Theory, Vroom (1964) proposed that a promotion would be more rewarding to
those who did not expect than those who did. Conversely, he also proposed that failure to receive
a desired or expected promotion would have a greater negative effect on job satisfaction amongst
those expecting the promotion than those who did not. This was also expressed by Pitts (1995)
who stated that motivation through the prospect and fact of promotion can only be sustained for a
comparatively short period before and after the event, yet the negative effect of disappointment

can be long lasting and insidious.
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Extrinsic and Intrinsic Rewards and Pay

There has been much discussion in the literature about extrinsic and intrinsic motivation and
rewards (Wiersama, 1992; Calder and Staw, 1975; Deci, 1972) and particularly about the incentive
effect of pay (Pfeffer, 1998; Kanter, 1987; Vroom, 1964). Herzberg (1966) classed salary as a
dissatisfier. Deci©s (1972) work indicated that money, an extrinsic reward, decreased intrinsic
motivation and thus the value of intrinsic reward. Wiley©s (1997) review of motivation surveys over
the last 40 years showed pay as having moved up to the top of the list of the most important
motivating factors in the 1990©s. She ascribed this to the uncertain economic climate at the time of
the survey. Porter & Lawler (1968) also believed there was a link between pay and job satisfaction
and job performance. Being critical of Herzberg (1966) classing pay as a hygiene factor, they
suggested that pay is a motivator when it is directly associated by an individual to job factors and
performance. "Conclude pay can be an incentive for better job performance when it is important to

the individual and when it is seen as being tied to job performance." (Porter & Lawler, 1968).

Guzzo (1979) proposed alternative ways of conceptualising rewards away from intrinsic or

extrinsic. The bi-polar classification of rewards and motivation into intrinsic and extrinsic does little
to help the understanding of work behaviour, not least because there is no definitive classification

of which rewards fall into each type. Guzzo describes the ©multiple attributes of rewards®© - "social
or non -social¥a, immediate or delayed, symbolic or tangible, self-generated or not¥s%4" ( Guzzo,
1979) and much more besides. The interaction between an individual©s perception of a reward and
the ©multiple attributes®© of that reward make categorisation of rewards difficult. Consequently, the
incentive effect of rewards on motivation is also difficult to classify. As Wiley (1997) summarises in
her introduction, an individual©s motivation is a dynamic state, changing as personal, social and

other factors change.

Within the tournament context, Lazear and Rosen (1981) describe pay schemes based on rank as

providing an incentive for promotion. The compensation level of one rank is set to engender a
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contest at the lower rank to identify the more productive worker. Pay is not used by an
organization as a reward for job performance, but as an incentive to win the contest for promotion.

In a tournament, pay is the reward for winning, not the reward for working.

Promotion as a Reward

The central issue to this research is how RAF personnel perceive promotion as a reward, and thus
its incentive effect, and where it fits into their perception of the work environment. There was a
need to have a central framework to place promotion as a reward, or incentive, in the context of

other work factors.

In searching for an explanation of the way promotion can act as an incentive for the extra-role
behaviour, goal-setting theory has limited application. The tournament nature of the promotion
process means that achievement of defined goals would not guarantee promotion. Use of goal-
setting would thus be unfair, as the tournament would always result in ©losers®©, even if they had
achieved the specific goals. Similarly Reinforcement Theory has limited utility. Whilst the
tournament aspects of military promotion also render it difficult to use, the fact that several years
can elapse between behaviour and promotion make it extremely difficult for an individual to

associate the behaviour with the reinforcement of that behaviour by being promoted.

Of most relevance in the tournament context of military promotion are the expectancy theories.
The hypothesis is that the incentive effect of promotion motivates people to engage in the
behaviours that will maximise their chances of promotion, i.e. winning the tournament. However,
the variety of rewards that promotion can bring means that individuals could value one type more

than another, i.e. they have preferences amongst the outcomes.

Porter and Lawler (1968) developed a model to examine the application of expectancy theory

amongst managers, with their research focussing on the relationship between attitudes and
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performance at work. Porter and Lawler®©s justification for the use of expectancy theory as the
basis of the model was because the theory©s emphasis on rationality and expectations best
describes the influences on a manager©s performance. It also facilitated the incorporation of
motives such as status, achievement and power. They saw the model as helping to understand
attitude-performance relationships in an organizational setting. Porter and Lawler cited
achievement, self-actualisation, power, advancement and status and income as the central
motives for most managers. The focus of their model was on the positively valued outcomes of

these motives, the rewards.

The appeal of this model is that it provides a conceptual framework to show where “promotion as a
reward' sits in the work environment, enabling us to place the valence that personnel give to
reward in the context of other job factors. The focus of the model on managers is also relevant, as
this is essentially the role played by the personnel surveyed in this research. Porter and Lawler©s
model is shown in Figure 4. Porter and Lawler©s (1968) research indicated that the value
managers placed on reward and the perceived probability that a certain effort would result in the
reward (the effort-reward probability) combine to influence the degree of effort managers would
exert. This effort would combine with a manager©s innate skills and ability\{{room, 1964) and their
perception of what their role required to produce their actual performance. However, their
satisfaction with the rewards would also be influenced by feelings of equity. Equity Theory
(Adams, 1965) predicts that people engage in dissonance action to reduce their performance to
the worth of perceived reward or, if this is not possible, leave the organization. Porter and Lawler©s
(1968) research validated their model, although their results led them to classify rewards as either
extrinsic or intrinsic. Extrinsic rewards were defined as those administered by organization, such
as pay. Intrinsic rewards were defined as those administered by the individual, and broadly meant
the satisfaction of an individual©s higher-order needs such as esteem, autonomy and self-

actualisation.
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FIGURE 4: PORTER AND LAWLER®S REVISED MODEL OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JOB ATTITUDES AND JOB PERFORMANCE (1968)
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As a result of their research Porter and Lawler recommended that if organizations were to improve
their practices, rewards must be tailored to the needs and desires of the individual. To do this,
organizations would have to collect data on what managers actually felt about reward values and
effort-reward probabilities and then compare them to how top executives thought the managers
perceived them. The organization could then identify any incorrect effort-reward expectations and
re-align them through open communication or changes in organizational policy. Essentially this
means finding out what job-related rewards are desired and what the individual sees as the
consequences (both positive and negative) of putting a high level of effort into the job, bearing in
mind that effort then combines with ability and understanding of what the role responsibilities are to

create performance (Porter and Lawler, 1968; Pinder, 1984).

The second implication of Porter and Lawler©s work was thabrganizations should collect
information on the focus of a manager©s effort in his role.Organizations should focus on where a
manager©s effort is directed rather than how hard he may be trying. Using Expectancy Theory this
means that a manager may expect his effort, and thus performance, in one direction to result in a
certain probability of reward when in fact the organization will give the reward for a ©different©

performance. Put simply, the manager needs to know what the organization wants.

The third implication of their findings was that the reward process is credible. By this they meant
that organization members need to see and believe that high levels of performance do lead to high
levels of reward, that rewards are attached to job performance, i.e. what does the individual have
to do to be rewarded, and if the individual is rewarded what did he do to get that reward. They
gave the example that the connection between performance and rewards is "weak' or “hazy' if the
organization claim that rewards are given on merit but in actuality many factors such as seniority,

fate and relationships with superiors all have a bearing on the distribution or rewards.

The final strand in their model was that of perceived equitable distribution of rewards. Drawing on

equity theory (Adams, 1965), Porter and Lawler®©s findings supported the idea that a major factor in
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the perceived value of rewards by a manager was how that reward compared to the rewards
received by other managers. The incentive effect of the reward to one manager could be lowered
or raised depending upon the perceived level of effort given by other managers in obtaining the
same reward. Consequently, a manager who perceived that he was treated unfairly compared to
others was subsequently more likely to have a reduced performance. This aspect of unfairness on
subsequent attitudes and performance has been supported in other studies, such as Brockner et

al.0s (1992) research into commitment targanizations.

Whilst equity theory research has consistently supported the findings that under-compensated
workers have lowered their efforts to compensate (Greenberg, 1982 cited in Ambrose and Kulik,
1999), the theory has been criticised for being vague in predicting the behaviour likely to be
observed in any given situation (Greenberg, 1990 cited in Ambrose and Kulik). However, more
recent research has integrated equity theory findings with other motivational theories. Porter and
Lawler©s model was an early indicator of this but Harder (1991 and 1992) has also combined both
theories by suggesting that under-rewarded individuals decrease their performance in response to

inequity but not to the extent of jeopardising future rewards.

Overall, Porter and Lawler©s (1968) model has relevance for this research as the model does not
require promotion to be defined as either a reward in itself or as just a means to many other types
of reward. The model does require rewards to be clearly linked to performance, predicts that
performance is a result of an interaction between effort, expectation and ability and that
comparisons between employees play an important role in their subsequent motivation. It©s
limitations rest on the debate between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and the role of pay in
motivation. Additionally, by Porter and Lawler©s own admission their data did not directly validate
the cause-effect relationships predicted by the model, and they saw this as a direction for future

research.
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The model©s utility though is in providing a framework for placing promotion as both an incentive for
©extra-role© (Steers & Porter, 1991) behaviour in the context of other job factors, and its basis of
expectancy theory to assist in explaining Rosen©s (1992) ©option-value© of promotion in the
tournament competition of military promotion. The internal labour market of the military hierarchy
and the tournament nature of military promotion do have an impact on the model though. As
promotion is the only mechanism for obtaining greater reward, be it as a reward in itself or as a
means to obtaining other rewards, it is the ©option-value© (Rosen, 1992) of promotion that
influences the effort that an individual makes. Further, the reward of promotion for winning the
tournament comes from performing ©better© than others. Within a tournament, relative performance
is the key, not absolute performance. The model can therefore be modified to show relative
performance as leading to the rewards, and the value of promotion as influencing effort. Figure 5

shows these modifications to Porter and Lawler©s model.

Finally, as the number of places in the military hierarchy determines the number of promotions in
any one period the perceived effort-reward probability element of the model is also undermined as
good performance (suitability for promotion) will not necessarily result in promotion. However, this
is balanced by the tournament creating a need for continued good performance to ensure an
individual remains competitive for when the promotion does arise. So, whilst the probability of
promotion is governed by the number of vacancies, this is only true when all ©competitors©
demonstrate equal performance. Accordingly, competitors in the tournament must maintain their

efforts to maximise the probability of promotion.

Using this model, the focus of the survey and interviews conducted for this research were on the
reward values RAF personnel ascribed to promotion and how these values fitted with the
organization®©s policies about promotion. Although the survey sought to identify the various types of
rewards that promotion may bring, the research adopted Guzzo©s (1979) view on reward types and

has avoided trying to classify them into intrinsic or extrinsic.
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CHAPTER 6

METHODOLOGY

The research approach in this paper started out as deductive (Saunders et al. 2001) internal
attitude and leavers surveys (CSSB, 2000a; CSSB, 2000b; CSSB, 2001b; CSSB, 2002) already
implied a potential mis-match between organizational policies and the perception of personnel
regarding promotion as a reward. However, the value that personnel placed on reward was not
known. Accordingly the research strategy adopted was a structured survey to ascertain the
perceptions of personnel and semi-structured interviews to confirm the organizational policies
(Jankowicz, 1995). As the research progressed the results of the survey indicated that the
deductive approach was not sufficient to explain the results. The discovery of tournament theory
and its apparent relevance for the internal labour market conditions of the military hierarchy
required a shift to a more inductive approach, especially as the survey results indicated a more
complex picture than was initially envisaged. Thus the eventual approach was a combined
deductive/inductive approach, and although the time limitations on the project prevented further
data collection to test the eventual theoretical formulation, overall the research resembled the early

stages of Jankowicz©s (1995) description of a Grounded Theory approach.

Interviews

Three semi-structured interviews were used to establish the organizational policy on promotion as
areward. These were ©key informant®© interviewdgnkowicz, 1995) as the interviewees were
selected because of the positions held within the RAF personnel management organization. Each
interview lasted one hour, with notes taken during the interview and written up shortly afterwards.

Table Il lists the interviewees.
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TABLE Il

LIST OF INTERVIEWEES

Interviewee Function

Air Secretary Chief executive of RAF Personnel Management

RAF Personnel Management Agency | Agency

(Rank: Air Vice Marshal) (Equivalent as Board Level HR director)

Deputy Director One of four Deputy Directors, with Executive

RAF Personnel Management Agency | responsibility for overseeing career management

(Rank: Group Captain) and policy for RAF officers in Engineering, Supply
and Administration branches

Staff officer Responsible for the training and professional

RAF Personnel Management Agency | standards of career management desk officers in

(Rank: Squadron Leader) the RAF Personnel Management Agency

Survey Design

Using the blueprint method (Jackson, 1996) and reward literature the content areas for the survey
were identified. The blueprint used is at Appendix E. There were four content areas for the non-
financial elements of reward and higher-order motivation needs (recognition, achievement,
responsibility and personal growth), and one for the financial aspects of reward. A sixth content
area was for security, from the lower order needs of Maslow (1970), and one area for each of the
expectancy and equity theory motivation aspects. Items were then generated for each content
area using the results of the literature review. As the purpose of the survey was to obtain value
and attitude based data a three point or five point Likert scale was used to guide the potential
responses (Saunders et al., 2000), with an additional choice of ©Not Applicable®© if the respondent

felt that the particular item did not apply.

Phrasing of some of the items was matched to relevant items in the secondary data sources, and
in particular the section on promotion prospects utilised phrasing from the organization©s career
management (CSSB, 2001b) to allow consistency and familiarity of terminology (Vinten, 1994).
The phrasing of the items deliberately avoided the use of the terms ©reward© and ©motivation®© in
order to prevent possible guidance of the respondents into the desired answers. The style and

layout of the survey form was modelled on the questionnaires used within the organization to allow
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a degree of familiarity amongst potential respondents, based on the organization©s best-practice

guide (Jackson, 1996).

Survey Questions

There were two sections to the questionnaire. The first section collected data on rank and branch,
together with banded data on age, length of service in the RAF and seniority in rank. The second
section contained the main survey questions. The first question was a filter to ascertain if
respondents wished to be promoted. Those that did not desire promotion were asked not to
complete the remainder of the questionnaire on the assumption that as promotion was no longer

valent to them they would not perceive it as a possible reward.

The second question asked personnel to agree or disagree with each of six statements about the
reasons for a promotion system, to ascertain how closely their understanding of the promotion

system matched the organizational policy.

The third question asked respondents to rate how important each of fifteen motivational and
reward factors was to them in their desire for promotion, with a fourth question then asking
respondents to pick the three most important factors. The purpose of these questions was to find

out how each type of reward was valued by the respondent.

The fifth question was for Squadron Leaders only, and asked them to rate how fully promotion had
met their expectations for each of their three most important motivational and reward factors. The
purpose was to evaluate how their perceptions of the reward value of promotion had matched with
their subsequent experience. During the piloting of the questionnaire there was some debate
about the reliability of this question though, as the factors that Squadron Leaders chose as their
three most important might not have been the three factors that were most important to them

before they were promoted. However, unless the Squadron Leaders were asked to remember
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what their three most important factors were when they Flight Lieutenants, thereby introducing
even more unreliability through the possible projection of current feelings onto past events, it was
felt that there was no other question that could test this facet. The question was left in the survey

and the potential unreliability would be borne in mind during the analysis phase.

The sixth question concerned the application of Expectancy Theory to promotion. The
respondents were asked to rate thirteen factors according to the extent they believed each would
help or hinder their promotion prospects. Some of the factors concerned behaviour or conducting
specific tasks, some were related to ability and others were organizational factors outside the

control of the respondents.

The remaining two questions were to obtain comment on the respondents reaction to not being
promoted at the point they would wish to be, and their subsequent attitudes and actions. The
purpose behind this was to gather information about possible dissonance action under the equity
elements of Porter and Lawler' s (1968) model and the impact on the ' effort-reward probability'
judgements individuals may make. Question seven was a lead-in question asking when
respondents would wish to be promoted, with question eight an open-format question asking what

the respondents feelings would be if they were not promoted when they wished to be.

Finally, space was left at the end of the questionnaire for respondents to make any relevant

comments.

Survey Administration

The draft questionnaire was sent to five colleagues for comment and review, one of whom was

experienced in administering other surveys in the organization. In addition, two other colleagues

(one of each rank) were asked to complete the questionnaire during a one-to-one interview to
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check that their understanding and interpretation of the questions matched the designed intent

(Saunders et al., 2000).

From this feedback a number of changes were made. The section on organizational promotion
policy was re-designed to use a yes/no/maybe scale rather than the original Likert agree-disagree
scale. In other questions some factors were omitted as being too similar, and others were
introduced to create a greater variety of answers to avoid clustering answers at one end of the

scale (Jankowicz, 1995). The answers from these seven personnel were discarded.

The revised questionnaire was then sent to 22 personnel working at the same unit as the
researcher, with at least two personnel from each branch at each rank. Although the instructions
for completion were simplified by transferring some of the material to the covering letter, together
with some minor format changes, no changes were made to the layout or questions in the survey
so the 22 responses were included in the survey results, and helped to start the coding of ©Other©

replies.

The questionnaire was designed to be anonymous, for two main reasons. Firstly, the subject was
potentially emotive and anonymity was believed to assist a good response rate (Saunders et al.,
2000), and secondly there was no need for an individual to be identifiable. It was more important
to obtain a representative response to enable conclusions relevant to the whole sample population
to be made than to obtain any particular person©s views. To preserve anonymity personal data
was banded. Respondents were also given the opportunity to request a copy of a summary of the
research results to encourage their participation in the survey. This request could be made upon a
separate form or through e-mail, thereby separating the respondent©s names from the returned
guestionnaire. Finally the covering letter was composed using the principles contained in
Saunders et al. (2001) and the final survey was printed onto blue paper - the colour being chosen
to differentiate the survey from other mail. Copies of the covering letter, final questionnaire and

results request form are at Appendix F.
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Survey Sample

Within the target population there were two ranks and four different branches. A representative
sample was required in order to ensure a valid response to enable organizational-wide conclusions
to be drawn. However, stratified sampling was rejected as whilst the ranks of the population was
known, the branches were not. The relatively large target population size of 4061 personnel

(DASA, 2002b) meant a simple probability sample should prove representative.

The target population was chosen to be ground-branch officers in the RAF serving on a regular
commission. Aircrew officers were excluded as their promotion selection system differed slightly
from the ground-branch system. The promotion selection system was the same for all ground
branch officers, ensuring one less variable to be considered in the analysis. The ground-branch
officer cadre was also chosen as it offered sufficient variety of branches, and thus promotional
pyramids, to enable comparisons to be made between them, but not too great a variety to make
analysis time-consuming. Finally, the target population was limited to two ranks, Flight Lieutenant
and Squadron Leader. This was because officers receive automatic time promotion up to Flight
Lieutenant, and so personnel below this rank were not in a competitive tournament for promotion.
Officers above the rank of Squadron Leader were excluded as they were transitioning to a new
©common® branch and single promotion selection board, which meant their perceptions could not be

compared to the organizational policy as the policy was about to undergo significant change.

There were 4061 personnel in the target population (DASA, 2002b). The RAF provided a list of
officer©s names of the target ranks, but branch data was not supplied so consequently the list
included personnel outside of the target population. Initial sorting was done by post-title to exclude
legal, medical, dental and aircrew posts. Personnel serving in NATO, foreign-exchange and
miscellaneous overseas appointments were also excluded as the supplied data did not provide

precise enough address details. This data sort left a total of 4224 names. Although higher than
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the 4061 in the target population, exclusion of any more names may have removed personnel who

were within the target population.

Using the adjusted minimum sample size (deVaus, 1991 cited in Saunders et al., 2000) a
population of 4061 required responses from 352 people for a 95% level of certainty . The 95% level
was chosen as higher levels required an unmanageable number of responses in the timescale
available for the research. With the initial survey tranche generating 22 responses, a further 330
responses were required. Previous personal experience of surveys in the military indicated that a
response rate of over 60% was common, with a rate of 65% used for official military surveys
(Jackson, 1996). Consequently 330 responses at a 65% response rate required a further 508
surveys. The sample frame was generated by loading the list of 4224 names into SPSS v10.0 and

using the program' s random sample generator.

Survey Response

The questionnaires were sent out over the period 13-22 August 2002 in three batches. The
deadline for the return of all questionnaires was 13 September 2002. The deadline was set a week
before any analysis was expected to begin to allow for late returns, as the period for the
questionnaires covered the end of the main holiday period. A week after the published deadline
382 surveys had been returned, and by the time the analysis finally started 411 surveys had been
received, of which 397 were useable from the desired target population. The breakdown of returns

is shown in Table IlI.
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TABLE I

SURVEY RETURNS

Questionn aire Number | Respon se rate
Total Number Sent 530 -
Returned completed from target population 397 74.9%
Returned completed but outside target population 6 1.1%
Returned uncompleted 4 0.8%
Returned as no longer at address 4 0.8%

Not returned - reason not known 119 22.4%

The breakdown of the responses by rank and by branch is shown in Table IV. Figures 6 and 7
overleaf show the relative proportions of respondents to the wider target population, with a
reasonable match of responses to the wider population. Appendix G contains the exact figures
used in these graphs.

TABLE IV

BREAKDOWN OF SURVEY RETURNS BY RANK AND BRANCH

Flight Lieutenant Squadron L eader
Rank & Branch in Survey

No % No %
Operations Support 90 36.6 41 27.2
Engineer 66 26.8 45 29.8
Supply 25 10.2 20 13.2
Administrative 65 26.4 45 29.8
Total 243 100.0 151 100.0

The relatively small number of Supply personnel means that, care needs to be taken in the
subsequent analysis in ascribing too much significance to any variations in the proportion of Supply
respondents compared to those of other branches. For example, one Supply response would
create variation of 2.2%, whereas a change of one response for the other branches would create a

variation of less than 1%.

40



Sampling by Branch

O Survey

10.0 | l RAF Strength
5.0 1 O RAF Establishment

FIGURE 6: PROPORTION OF SURVEY RETURNS BY BRANCH AGAINST WIDER TARGET
POPULATION.
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FIGURE 7: PROPORTION OF SURVEY RETURNS BY RANK AGAINST WIDER TARGET
POPULATION.

Survey Analysis

The survey analysis was conducted using SPSS v10.0 for Windows. Appendix H details the

results of the survey analysis.
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Additional Data Sources

In addition to the survey and interview data, the research utilised existing organizational attitude
surveys and statistical data, as well as organizational reports and documents. These have been

guoted within the research where used and full details are in the Reference List and Bibliography.

Limitations

The main weakness in the research was the difficulty in trying to obtain information on the
respondent©s perception of the influence of the hierarchical structure on promotion prospects.
During the piloting of the survey some difficulty was encountered in the initial phrasing of these
guestions, and refinement was required. The final data obtained was useful, but more direct
guestioning in the survey would have assisted the analysis. The decision not use more direct

guestions was taken to avoid the survey ©leading®© the responses.

The main limitation to the research was that it did not consider the rewards available that are not
linked to promotion, or the value of rewards perceived to be available to those who do not want
promotion or who will not be promoted. Whilst the focus was on promotion and the value placed
on the reward of being promoted, a fuller analysis of some of the tournament aspects could have
been made had the motivational and reward consequences for those not promoted been

considered more directly rather than trying to infer the likely results from the actual research.
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CHAPTER 7

INTERVIEW FINDINGS

Purpose of Promotion System

The policy interviewees consistently stated that the purpose of the promotion system was to allow
the RAF to appoint personnel of the appropriate ability to positions of responsibility and command
in order to create the decision-making expertise necessary to deliver the military capability. The
point was made by all interviewees that this goes further than just filling vacancies in the hierarchy.
The hierarchy is a proven requirement to enable successful military operations, and the promotion
system allows the organization to select the appropriate person for command and other positions

of responsibility.

Promotion allows the organization to move people through the pyramid based on their ability to make

the necessary military decisions. (Air Secretary, 2002)

Promotion As A Reward

When asked if promotion was given as a reward for long service or for good performance there
was consistency amongst the policy interviewees. They stated categorically that promotion was
not given as a reward for long service, even though there were a small number of annual appraisal
reports that implied that an individual deserved promotion for such service. They also stated that
promotion was not given as reward for good performance. The reason for this is that personnel
could otherwise be promoted above their ability. Good performance is a pre-requisite for

promotion, but would not itself be sufficient to result in promotion.
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Organizational Reward Strategy

Promotion is a reward for those that receive it, but the organization does not promote personnel as a

reward. (Air Secretary, 2002)

The comment above raised the question that if promotion is not given as reward, how does the
organization reward personnel who are not promoted? The theoretical context for these
discussions was identification of the reward mechanisms available to motivate ©extra-role©
behaviour described by Steers & Porter (1991) if promotion is no longer achievable. Generally the
types of rewards described by the interviewees fell into four broad groups: pay; job content;

location; and personal development.

Whilst there was acknowledgement of the tenuous link between performance and pay, as only
severe poor performance will result in pay increments being stopped, pay was still viewed as a
valid reward, particularly in terms of pension benefits. The thrust behind these comments rested
on the security factor. As only personnel who are performing well would be offered further service,
thereby increasing their eventual pension, offers of further service rest on performance and not
potential. Additionally, the recent introductions of overlapping pay scales for airmen, although the
overlap is limited, and the performance related pay element Air Vice Marshals and above were
mentioned. Although not regarded as significant in themselves, as the reward effect is limited in
either scale or numbers of personnel it affects, these were significant in terms that it was the first
time the RAF had started to ©experiment© with pay as a reward in this way, and may lead to

expansion of such flexible pay mechanisms in the future.

Job satisfaction or work content was the second reward mechanism considered to be available,
where personnel may be offered appointments that would have a high job satisfaction for them.
Geographic location or stability was the third mechanism, where personnel may be offered

appointments within a specific geographic location to meet personal desires, such as family
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stability. Finally, the opportunity to gain relevant qualifications from the training invested in

personnel by the RAF was seen as a fourth reward mechanism.

There was a belief that an individual can be motivated and thus ©rewarded®© through the RAF
meeting that individual©s aspirations, and that different people have different and changing
aspirations, thus matching Wiley®©s (1997) description. The RAF can attempt to manage people©s
careers to meet these individual aspirations, and if a person becomes less competitive for
promotion the interviewees considered that there are other mechanism available such as job type
or location that can help to meet those other aspirations. However, the point was also made that it
is not possible to meet everyone©s aspirations all of the time, and that for some people their
aspirations can not be met by the RAF. Accordingly it was felt that whilst the RAF has to strike a
balance between the needs of the service and the aspiration of the individual, ultimately the service

need has primacy.

The organizational interviews established that promotion is not given as a reward, even though
personnel may perceive it as a reward. It was acknowledged that not everyone who is performing
well in their current rank may be suitable or capable of filling appointments at a higher rank, but the
RAF still needs these individuals to continue contributing to the organization. Some comments
were made about the culture within the RAF that perceives those who are not promoted as some
kind of ©failure®©, regardless of whether those people chose not to compete for promotion, did not
possess the requisite potential or were simply prevented by the limited number of vacancies from
being selected. The challenge for the RAF was therefore seen as finding other rewards for these
servicemen - that the RAF has to change the expectation that promotion is the reward to one

where promotion is just one of a range of rewards.
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CHAPTER 8

SURVEY RESULTS

As the methodology chapter contains the breakdown by rank and branch of the respondents, this
chapter considers the responses to the main set of questions in the survey. Appendix H contains

all the supporting data tables for the results described below.

Filter Question

The first question was to establish whether the respondents desired promotion or not. If a

respondent did not desire promotion they were asked not to complete the remainder of the

guestionnaire. The results are shown in Figure 8 below.

350
300 A
250 +
200 +
150 «
100 +

Key

50 1 -Squadron Leader

Number of Responses

0 -Flight Lieutenant

Yes Not Sure Missing
No Not Applicable

Do you wish to be promoted to the next rank?

FIGURE 8: RESPONSE TO PROMOTION FILTER QUESTION (N=397)
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Of the 397 surveys returned from within the target population, one response was missing, 4
respondents said the question was not applicable and 22 respondents did not wish to be promoted
to the next rank. Table V shows the reasons given for not wishing to be promoted or the question
not being applicable. Of the 14 leaving the service, 2 were leaving to allow greater family stability,
2 were leaving before the end of their engagement (contract) and the remainder were leaving at

the end of their engagement.

TABLE V

REASONS FOR NOT WISHING TO BE PROMOTED

Reason Number
Leaving the service 14

No desire for additional responsibility 2
Unwilling to relocate 2
Remove them from job/role they enjoy 2

Not eligible for promotion 1

No reason given 5

Total 26

Figures 9 and 10 overleaf show the proportions by rank and branch who desired promotion. Some
85% of the sample desired promotion, with this proportion remaining similar regardless of rank or
branch. The surveys where the response was No, Not Applicable and Missing to desiring

promotion were excluded from the subsequent analysis. The ©No©s© were excluded as they were
specifically asked not to complete the remainder of the survey. The Not Applicable and Missing
surveys were also excluded. As 2 of the ©NoApplicable©s© were leaving the service their
responses could be treated as per the ©No©s®©, in that promotion was no longer a possibility for them

and so was no longer valent. The same argument was applied to the one respondent who was not
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eligible for promotion. The remaining three surveys were excluded as the data was potentially

unreliable as the promotion desire of the respondents was not clear.

Proportion Desiring Promotion by Rank
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FIGURE 9: PROPORTION BY RANK OF RESPONDENTS DESIRING PROMOTION (N=397).
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FIGURE 10: PROPORTION BY BRANCH OF RESPONDENTS DESIRING PROMOTION (N=397).

Where respondents stated that they wished to be promoted or were not sure, they were asked to
complete seven more questions. They were also invited to add any comments at the end of the
survey. There were 370 cases were respondents indicated a desire for promotion or were not
sure. The rest of this chapter deals with the results from these 370 surveys, summarising the

findings to each question in the survey in turn.
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Purpose of the Promotion System

Respondents were invited to agree or disagree with six statements describing the possible purpose
of the RAF©s promotion system. They were also able to add other purposes if they felt these were

relevant. Figure 11 displays the responses to each statement.

Of the two statements related to the organizational policy towards promotion, 83.5% of
respondents agreed with the statement that the purpose of the promotion system was to ©grow
leaders©. This was the most common belief of all the choices given, and the proportion of

responses was similar by both rank and branch divisions.

76.5% of respondents agreed that the promotion system existed to fill vacancies in the hierarchy,
with 10.5% disagreeing with this statement. However, 80% of Flight Lieutenants agreed with this
statement whilst only 70% of the Squadron Leaders did so. More Squadron Leaders disagreed
with this statement than Flight Lieutenants (15.9% vs 9.6%) and the same was true for ©Not Sure©
(12.9% vs 9.1%). As for the first statement though, the proportion of responses by branch was

similar.

Whilst the third statement about the promotion system recognising potential reflected the ©reward©
of recognition, it was predominantly aimed at reflecting the promotion selection criteria of the
organization. Only 55.7% of respondents agreed with this statement, although a higher proportion
of Squadron Leaders agreed than Flight Lieutenants (60% vs 53%). Overall, 28.1% of
respondents were ©Not Sure© and 13.2% disagreed with the statement. A higher proportion of
Engineers and Administrators agreed with this statement than Operations Support or Supply

personnel (59.2% and 64.1% vs 48% and 48.8%.)
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The remaining three statements related the promotion system to specific ©types© of rewards -

recognition of performance, signifying achievement or a recognition of value to the
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FIGURE 11: RESPONSES TO PURPOSE OF PROMOTION SYSTEM (N=370)
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organization.67.6% of respondents agreed with the statement that the purpose of the promotion
system was to recognise performance, 17.3% were ©Not Sure© and 12.7% disagreed with the
statement. These proportions were very similar by rank, but there was a variation by branch.
Around 75% of Engineers and Administrators agreed with the statement, but only 55.3% of
Operations Support personnel did so. Operations Support personnel also gave the highest

proportion of ©Not Sure© and ©Disagree®© responses (23.6% and 17.9%).

When the purpose of the promotion system was described as signifying achievement, about 35%
of respondents agreed and a further 35% were ©Not Sure©. Just over a quarter (26%) disagreed
with the statement. The proportions were similar by rank, but again the responses differed by
branch. Of the Operations Support personnel, only 27.6% agreed compared to 40.8% of the

Engineers, whilst 41.7% of the Administrative personnel were ©Not Sure®©.

The sixth statement had the lowest level of agreement (28.6%) and the highest level of
disagreement (33.6%) and ©Not Sure®© (34.6%). Again there was little variation in response by rank
but some variation by branch. Only 17.1% of Supply personnel agreed with the statement
compared to 32% of Operations Support and Engineering personnel. Supply personnel had the
highest level of disagreement, at 41.5%, compared to only 28.5% of Operations Support

personnel.

Finally, 29 personnel (7.8%) added another purpose for the promotion system, with the only
purpose attracting more than 2 mentions being Retention of Personnel at 13 responses (3.5%).
Only 11 personnel then agreed that the purpose of the promotion system was to retain personnel,
1 person was ©Not Sure© and the remaining person did not indicate any agreement or

disagreement.

Overall, the responses indicated that personnel believe the purpose of the promotion system is to

grow future leaders, fill vacancies in the hierarchy and recognise performance. There was little
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variation in the responses by rank but some variation by branch, with generally lower levels of
agreement about the purpose of the promotion system amongst Operations Support and Supply

personnel than the other two branches.

Promotion Motivation Factors

The second section of the questionnaire concerned the factors associated with an individual©s
desire for promotion, and what motivated them to desire promotion. Respondents were given a list
of fifteen factors and asked to rate them for importance in their desire to be promoted. They were

then given the opportunity to add any other factor which was important to them

One of the factors, that work would get easier on promotion, was deliberately chosen to ensure
that the questionnaire was being read, as the intent was that this factor would attract responses
towards the ©Not Important At All© end of the scale. This was borne out in the survey as only 5

responses (1.4%) rated the factor as ©Quite Important© or higher.

Having been asked to rate the factors individually, the respondents were then asked to select the
three factors most important to them. The purpose of this was not only to identify how important
each factor was compared to others, but which factors were most important to people. Figure 12

overleaf shows the various responses for each factor, and Figure 13 the most important factors.

The motivational factor most often rated ©Very Important© was ©Opportunity for New Challenges
(33.8% of responses). This factor was the clear leader in all respects, as it was also the factor

most often rated ©Important© (by 45.9%), and was the most frequently selected factor as being most
important to people (selected by 47.8% of respondents). There was a little variation by rank and
branch, with only a higher proportion of Flight Lieutenants than Squadron Leaders rating it as

©lmportant© (49.1%6 40.7%) but more Squadron Leaders than Flight Lieutenants rating it as
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©Quite Important© (19.3% 12.2%). The branch variation was that fewer Operations Support

personnel rated it ©Very Important© than the other branches, but more rated it ©mportant®©.

Determining the next most important motivational factors depends on which set of data is

analysed. Whilst the same six factors occupy the 2" to 7" places in the most important factor list,

the order varies depending on which way the data is presented. The six factors are:

More pay

Higher pension benefits

Opportunity for increased responsibility

Opportunity for a greater variety of appointments (jobs)

Recognition of performance

Recognition of potential

Table VI shows these factors according to various ways the rating can be presented.

TABLE VI

TOP SEVEN PROMOTION MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS

Rated either Very | Selected as one of
Bated Very Rated Important Important or the Most
important
Important Important Factors
15t | New Challenges New Challenges New Challenges New Challenges
ond | Higher Pension More Responsibility | More Responsibility | More Pay
Lo Recognition of Recognition of . .
d
3" More Responsibility Potential Potential Higher Pension
Recognition of More Pay Lo
h
4t More Pay Performance and More Responsibility
- - Greater variety of -
+ | Greater variety of Greater variety of Appointments Greater variety of
5 Appointments Appointments (joint 4th) Appointments
& Recognition of More Pay Higher Pension Recognition of
Performance and Performance
ggj:ognition of Re(;ognition of Recognition of
. ; i Performance
7th P.O.tent'[ﬁll Higher Pension (joint 6" Potential
(joint6™)
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Whilst a higher proportion of Squadron Leaders rated pay (31.4% vs 21.4%) and pension (33.6%
vs 27.7%) as ©Very Important© than did Flight Lieutenants, the reverse was true for the recognition
of performance and potential. A greater proportion of Flight Lieutenants rated recognition of
performance as ©Important© than did Squadron Leaders (44.3% 33.4%), and again for

recognition of potential (47.4% vs 35.0%). Otherwise there were very similar ratings and

proportions across the two ranks for the motivational factors.

There were more differences by branch for the rating of these factors though. Using the combined
totals for the ratings of ©Very Important© and ©Important©, Operations Support personnel generally
rated recognition of performance lower than the other three branches, whereas Supply personnel
rated recognition of potential much higher than the other branches. Both Operations Support and
Administrative personnel rated the opportunity for a greater variety of appointments higher than
Engineering or Supply personnel did. Whilst Supply personnel rated higher pension benefits as

less important compared to the other branches, there was little difference in the rating of pay

between branches

All these six factors had combined totals for the ratings of ©Very Important© and ©Important© of
between 61.1% and 71.4%, i.e. around two-thirds of respondents gave these factors one of these
two ratings.

Using a similar methodology, the next 4 motivational factors were rated by between one-third and

one half of respondents. The factors, with their combined ratings, were:

A sign of value to the RAF (46.2%)
A sign to others of personal achievement (43.8%)
Opportunity for greater influence in RAF policies (39.7%)

Opportunity to acquire transfera ble skills (38.6%)
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Of the remaining four factors, three were rated as ©Very Important© or ©lmportant© by less than 8% of
respondents. The final factor in the list was that promotion would be an opportunity to serve to age

55. The normal retirement age in the Armed Forces is 55, but the opportunity to remain until that

age is not normally given until an officer is promoted to the rank of Squadron Leader.

Consequently, the motivational factor of long-term job security that this offers could be expected to

be much more relevant to Flight Lieutenants, as all Squadron Leaders in the survey would already

be able to serve until that age. There were indeed differences in the rating for this factor by rank.

Only 11.5% of Squadron Leaders rated the factor as ©Very Important© or ©lmportant©®© whilst 28.7% of
Flight Lieutenants did so, and 21.7% of Flight Lieutenants also rated the factor ©Quite Important©

compared to only 12.1% of Squadron Leaders.

Finally, only seven respondents suggested other factors which were important, all of which were
unique factors. Two though were related to ©self-satisfaction© or ©personal achievement©. The most

entertaining factor was that promotion was desired to "keep the wife happy"!

Expectation of Promotion Motivational Factors

The next question was for Squadron Leaders only, and asked them to rate how fully promotion had
met their expectations for each of their three most important motivational and reward factors.
Figure 14 shows the responses. Of the top seven factors discussed earlier, only recognition of
potential was rated as having all or most of the by only 56% (N=14) of those to whom it was
important. However, all or most expectations had been met for over 75% of those to whom the

other six factors were most important.
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Expectation Factors on Promotion Prospects

The respondents were given a list of thirteen factors and asked to rate them according to the

extent they believed each would help or hinder their promotion prospects. The factor believed

most likely to help an individual©s prospects for promotion was the appraisal writing skills of the
Reporting Officers, the individuals immediate superiors. With very similar proportions by rank and
branch, overall 72.7% of respondents believed that the writing skills of the their Reporting Officers
would ©Certainly Help© their own promotion chances, with a further 16.2% believing that it may help

their promotion prospects.

Performing well in their current appointment was the next factor believed most likely to help an
individual©s prospects for promotion, with 70.8% of respondents rating it as ©Certainly Help®©.
However, when the ratings for both ©Certainly Help© and ©Maybe Help®© are considered together this
became the leading factor in influencing promotion prospects, with 94% rating it as either. Again

there was very little difference in the rating of this factor by branch or rank.

Overall there were seven factors rated by more than 50% of respondents as ©Certainly Help© an

individual©s promotion prospects. These were:

Reporting Officers© appraisal writing skills (72.7%)
Good performance in current appointment (70.8%)
Showing potential for next rank (67.8%)

Good performance in previous appointment (64.6%)
Getting on with Reporting Officers (59.7%)

Having been in certain appointments (57.6%)

Number of vacancies (53.0%)
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However, when the various factors are ranked by their combined totals for the rating of ©Certainly
Help© and ©Maybe Help®©, two of the factors listed above are replaced by two others, ©Secondary
Duties & Extra-Curricular Activities© and ©Luck©. Table VII below shows the relative rankings of
these factors. These seven factors were rated as ©Certainly Help© or ©Maybe Help© by over 80% of

respondents. Using the combined ratings there was again very little difference by rank or branch.

TABLE VI

EXPECTATION FACTORS AND PROMOTION PROSPECTS

Rated either Certainly Help or

Rated Certainly Help Maybe Help

Good performance in current

st . .y .
15t | 17 RO Appraisal writing skills appointment

Good performance in current

g . .
on appointment Showing potential for next rank

Reporting Officers© appraisal

| . .
3" Showing potential for next rank writing skills

+ | Good performance in previous Good performance in previous
4 appointment appointment
sth | Getting on with Reporting Officers Getting on with Reporting Officers
6" | Having been in certain appointments Sec_ondary dl_Jt!e_s & extra-

curricular activities

7th | Number of vacancies Luck

Of all the nine factors in the above table, only one was not rated by anyone as ©Maybe Hindering©
or ©Certainly Hindering®© their promotion prospects and two others were only rated in these
categories by one person each. The one not rated at all was ©Good performance in current
appointment©, and the other two were ©Showing potential for next rank© and ©Good performance in

previous appointment©. Figure 15 shows the ratings for all factors.

Just under 10% of respondents added other factors to the list they believed helped or hindered

promotion prospects. Of the 36 respondents who provided additional factors, 8 were about Career

Management, 6 were about Reporting Officers and 4 were about ageism. The additional factors
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FIGURE 15: RATING OF EXPECTATION FACTORS ON PROMOTION PROSPECTS (N=370).
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about career management were regarded as either certainly helping of certainly hindering, as were

the comments about Reporting Officers. All the ageism factors were regarded as certainly

hindering.

'Not Promoted' Attitude Comments

The final section of the survey was essentially to obtain comment on the respondents reaction to
not being promoted at the point they would wish to be. The purpose of this was to obtain
information about their subsequent attitudes and actions. To do this, respondents were first asked

to indicate when they wish to be promoted compared to their peers. The distribution of answers is

shown in Figure 16.

60

50 4

40 4

30 =

20

10

Percent

Ahead of most Along with most Never
Ahead of some After most

Point wish to be promoted compared to peers

FIGURE 16: DISTRIBUTION OF POINT PROMOTION DESIRED (N=366)

80% of respondents would wish to be promoted ahead of most or ahead of some of their peers.
Only 17% wished to be promoted along with most of their peers, and only three respondents

(0.8%) wished to be promoted after their peers. One respondent did not wish to be promoted and
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two responded ©Not Applicable®©, all contradicting their response to the filter question. Two

responses were missing.

The respondents were then asked how they would feel if they were not, or had not, been promoted
at the point they wished to have been. Of the 366 respondents who indicated when they would
wish to be promoted, only 285 then gave an indication of their feelings if they were not promoted at
this point. During coding of these responses up to four attitudes or feelings were identified per
respondent. The incidence of these attitude responses is shown in Figure 17. The most common
attitude expressed was disappointment, from 28.4% of the total number of respondents (36.5% of
those who made comment). Whilst some of these were qualified with the source of the
disappointment (primarily that their efforts would not have been recognised), the majority of these
responses were not expanded upon. The second most common attitude was an expression of

intent about leaving, made by 11.6% of respondents (15.1% of those who made comment).

General Comments

Lastly respondents were invited to add any general comments about promotion factors. 119
respondents added relevant general comments, with the most frequent being adverse comment
about Career Management issues (8.9%), adverse comment about reporting officers, particularly
the perceived impact of poor appraisal writing skills (7.1%), comment about the branch structure
limiting opportunities and vacancies for promotion (6.5%) and finally comments about ageism
adversely affecting promotion chances (3.8%). Only two comments were made about gender
being an influence in promotion chances and only one passing reference made to ethnic origin

being an influencing factor.
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CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION

DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of this research was to analyse the perceptions of RAF personnel towards
promotion as a form of reward on the supposition that promotion to the next rank is the only
mechanism available to reward what Steers and Porter (1991) termed ©extra-role© behaviour. In the
structured internal labour market of the military hierarchy the fixed pay scales and equitable

benefits in each rank provide the compensation for Steers and Porter©s (1991) ©normal®© role
performance, so promotion was seen as the incentive for extra effort. The theoretical basis for this
research thus concentrated on the reward and motivation literature to help explain the value that

individuals placed on promotion.

However, the over-riding thrust of the reward literature was on the various forms of financial
rewards. This was of limited utility given the fixed nature of financial remuneration in the military.
The limited information on non-financial aspects of reward then led to a consideration of
motivational theories, particularly the need-based theories, to help explain the outcomes that
personnel may be seeking from promotion. In particular, Porter and Lawler©s (1968) model of job
satisfaction provided a framework for placing promotion as an incentive in the context of other job
factors. The model©s basis of Expectancy Theory was also attractive in helping to explain the
incentive effect of promotion motivating personnel to engage in the behaviours that would
maximise their chances of promotion. There was very little specific reference in the literature about
the role of promotion as a reward mechanism, particularly in the paternalistic environment of the
internal labour market. When it was mentioned it was mainly considered to be a means to
obtaining various other forms of rewards, both financial and non-financial. The discovery of

Tournament Theory offered a useful explanation of the way promotion in the military hierarchy
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operated. Under Tournament Theory the pay increases that come with promotion are the prize for

being promoted, rather than the reward for performance at the lower rank level.

Due to the high skill specificity of the military environment a person's ability and experience to fit
them for higher command is only revealed slowly over time, leading Rosen (1992) to describe the
military promotion mechanism as a sequential sampling exercise that only allows those personnel
with sufficient potential to continue up the command chain. Thus, with promotion in the military
hierarchy resembling an elimination tournament, and drawing on Bognanno®©s (2001) findings, the
internal labour market and hierarchical nature of the military fits the theoretical conditions for

Tournament Theory to operate.

Tournament Theory was incorporated into Porter and Lawler©s (1968) model by showing that
relative performance rather than absolute performance was the key to winning the promotion
tournament. Additionally, to show that the value that military personnel place on promotion
influences their level of effort, Rosen©s (1992) ©option-value®© of promotion replaced the more

generic ©value of reward®© in the model.

The Value Placed by RAF Servicemen on Promotion as a Form of Reward

The reward literature, and in particular Armstrong and Murlis (1998) and Massey (2000), helped
identify six forms of reward, one financial and the remaining five non-financial, derived from
motivational theories. With a fixed remuneration structure within the RAF it was straightforward to
split the financial reward into pay and pension for the survey. The non-financial rewards required
more background from the motivation literature in order to frame suitable questions in the survey.
Thus the non-financial reward types draw heavily on needs-motivation theory. All but the security
needs are traditionally classed as ©higher-order© needs. However, as the debate in the literature

shows, financial rewards may also have a part to play in meeting these needs.
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The survey asked respondents to indicate the relative value they placed on the various types of
rewards or motivational ©needs®© that promotion could potentially fulfil. The survey results clearly
indicate that promotion is most valued as an ©opportunity for new challenges®©. With this factor
identified from the reward of ©personal growth© and the motivational literature for self-actualisation,
promotion is therefore strongly perceived as a route to higher self-fulfilment. With both Flight
Lieutenants and Squadron Leaders rating this the primary factor, movement through the ranks
does not diminish the importance of this factor. Although only one third of Squadron Leaders
stated that promotion had fully met their expectations for affording new challenges, a further 40%
believed promotion had met most of their expectations for affording new challenges.

Consequently, there is some support for Alderfer©s (1972) belief that the growth need continues to

increase even when it can be fulfilled.

The next set of factors identified as important in the survey presented a more complex picture.
Whilst the two financial factors, pay and pension, featured high in the rankings along with the non-
financial reward factor of recognition (of potential and performance), so did the other personal
growth factors - increased responsibility and greater variety of appointments. Given the
prominence given to the ©new challenges®© factor, the high ranking of the other personal growth

factors provide further support to promotion being a route to self-fulfilment.

The factor of recognition was the other high ranking non-financial reward factor, rated as important
by more than 50% of the respondents. It was also the factor that attracted most comment when
the survey asked about feelings of not being promoted. Some 40% of the respondents who made
comments mentioned feelings of disappointment at their efforts not being recognised or being let
down or unappreciated. Such a ranking for recognition accords with the importance recognition
attracted in surveys cited by Rose (2001) and Wiley (1997), and provides support for the esteem or

societal needs in the motivational theories.
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However, a very high rating was also placed on the financial reward factors of more pay and higher
pension, with a greater value placed on the pay and pension rewards by the Squadron Leaders
than Flight Lieutenants. From the motivational needs perspective this finding was interesting given
the debate about the motivational value of financial rewards, and especially so with the pay levels
of Flight Lieutenants and Squadron Leaders being in the upper quartile for non-manual workers
(CSSB, 2002b). The high rating for more pay and pension is contrary to Herzberg®©s (1966)
findings. However, it does accord with Wiley©s (1997) finding that pay was the most important
motivational factor in recent work motivation surveys. As the internal attitude surveys also report
that pay and pension remain a important motivating factor among servicemen, it supports Porter
and Lawler©s (1968) belief that pay can be an incentive. Porter and_awler©s belief, though, is
gualified with the pay having to be perceived as directly related to job performance, which for the
fixed pay scales and poor linkage to job performance in the armed forces reduces the support for
Porter and Lawler©s propaosition in this case. It does, though, suggest support for the rank-order
tournament incentive theory of wage differentials proposed by Lazear and Rosen (1981), as the
wage differential for Squadron Leader to Wing Commander is much greater then the differential for
Flight Lieutenant to Squadron Leader. The finding that Squadron Leaders place a greater value on
promotion to gain more pay compared to Flight Lieutenants accords with Rosen©s (1986) and
Becker and Huselid©s (1992) empirical work on establishing an optimum wage differential (i.e. the
tournament prize). The lower relative value accorded to the pay and pension factors by Flight
Lieutenants, given the smaller pay differential they would receive on promotion, indicates that there
is less incentive at this rank in competing for the financial reward, but still the overall high rating
suggests that it is still worth competing as winning confers subsequent participation rights in future
rounds, with much greater financial reward. The findings thus suggest support for the rank-order
tournament theory of pay at one level being the incentive for competition at the lower rank rather

than reward for job performance at the higher rank.
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RAF Policy on Promotion as a Reward

The policy interviews and documentation make it quite clear that promotion is not used as part of
the RAF©s reward system. However, there is acknowledgement within the Personnel Management
staffs that those who are promoted probably view promotion as a reward for their efforts. Whilst
good performance or ©extra-role© behaviour is not sufficient to obtain promotion, good performance
is a pre-requisite to be competitive within the promotion tournament. This fits with Rosenbaum®©s
(1979) description of the tournament, that an individual must maintain their efforts and continually
demonstrate their ability to remain in the competition, even though such efforts make no assurance

of success in the tournament.

The policy interviews also identified that the primary purpose of the promotion system is to allow
the RAF to select appropriately skilled personnel for positions of responsibility and decision-making
in order for the organization to deliver its military capability effectively, based on assessments of
their potential for higher rank. This supports Rosen®©s (1992) description of military promotion
serving as a sequential sampling exercise to identify talented individuals for the higher command
positions. This purpose was also understood by the survey respondents, with around 80%

agreeing with the statements about ©growing future leaders© and ©filling vacancies in the hierarchy®©.

Whilst the RAF does not use promotion as a reward to motivate personnel, it nevertheless appears
to have an incentive effect. Two thirds of the survey respondents believed that a purpose of the
promotion was to recognise performance. However, only one third believed the purpose was to
signify an individual©s achievement or value to theorganization, and a further third disagreed with
these two statements. These results imply that promotion is viewed by a majority of personnel as
a reward system, but with some confusion about what it is rewarding. However, confirmation of the
incentive effect but confusion about the reward aspects provides further support for Tournament

Theory. RAF personnel seem to have realised that they must maintain their efforts in order to

70



remain in the competition, but do not seem to have fully realised that in the promotion tournament

the rewards come with winning, and not from performing well in their current rank.

Extent of the Mis-Match Between Perceptions and Policy on Promotion as a Reward

Whilst there is strong match between the organizational purpose of promotion system and
perception of its purpose by individuals to grow leaders and fill positions in the military hierarchy,
there is a mis-match between the organizational policy on promotion as a reward and perceptions
and desires of personnel. The survey results indicate that promotion plays a significant role in
meeting the motivation needs for esteem and self-actualisation and rewarding extra-effort
performance through recognition and pay. As discussed above though, tournament theory offers

the explanation of this dichotomy.

The organization©s view is that it has to rotate personnel through various appointments in order to
identify their talents and enable them to gain the appropriate experience for more senior roles.
This accords with Rosen®©s (1992) description of the sequential sampling or ©series of trials®©.
Accordingly, the individual©s completion of certain appointments is necessary for theorganization
to make an assessment of the individual©s performance and potential. The comments about career
management decisions being perceived as limiting the opportunity of individuals to demonstrate
their ability and potential is therefore valid, assuming the individual is limited by the organization as
to the appointments filled. However, there is also an element of personal choice in the
appointments that an individual may complete, driven by personal circumstances. It is conceivable
that an individual may choose not to complete certain appointments for personal reasons, with the
consequent trade off that they become less competitive for promotion as the chosen appointments
do not offer same opportunity to demonstrate ability or potential, reducing their chances of success
in the tournament. A similar argument applies to those that are subsequently not successful in the
tournament, as Rosenbaum (1979) described. The tournament losers are limited to types of

appointments they have already filled, thereby reducing the opportunities for proving themselves.
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The survey does though show a perceived strong influence of factors outside an individual©s
control on the outcome of the promotion decision, especially that of the Reporting Officer©s
appraisal writing skills. The high ranking of the Reporting Officer©s writing skills impacting on an
individual©s promotion prospects, a factor outside of the individual©s control, reduces the credibility
of the promotion system being based purely on merit, as stated by the organization. The survey
findings of several factors outside an individual©s control being rated as having a strong influence
on an individuals promotion chances helps explain why the internal attitude surveys record a high
number of responses about promotion not being achievable on merit. Porter and Lawler (1968)
highlighted that a reward system is only effective if the rewards are seen and believed to be linked
to performance levels. The perceived influence of the outside factors suggest that even though
promotion is viewed and valued by personnel as a reward, there is doubt about its credibility to be
a reward process. However, as the promotion system is not used by the RAF as a reward
mechanism, the converse view is that the perceptions of personnel need to be re-aligned. Porter
and Lawler©s (1968) recommendation, though, was that theorganization should collect data on the

rewards valued by individuals and tailor the reward system accordingly.

CONCLUSIONS

The survey results support the general expectancy aspects of Porter and Lawler©s (1968) model.
There is the expectancy that performance is a key factor in promotion being awarded, as predicted
by the model, with the survey responses showing a strong association between performance and
promotion expectation. However, whilst Porter and Lawler©s model would predict a lower
expectancy for those in branches with lower promotion ratios, there was little difference between
officers of different branches in their expectancy of promotion. The perceived equity element of the
model would also predict that those in the branches with lower promotion ratios would engage in
some form of dissonance action in response to inequitable distribution of promotion ratios, but
there was no evidence that personnel changed their efforts. This could be explained within the

model as individuals having an imperfect knowledge of the effort-probability relationship. However,
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the survey responses to the branch structure influence on promotion prospects provide support

that the ratios are known. For the Operations Support and Administration personnel the branch
structure was rated lower on the helping promotion and higher on the hindering promotion than for
the Engineer and Supply branches. Consequently, Porter and Lawler©s model would seem to be
flawed in this respect when applied to the military hierarchical organization. Again though,
tournament theory can explain the differing results to those predicted by the model. Whilst Adam©s
(1965) Equity Theory and Vroom®©s (1964) Expectancy Theory would predict that individuals would
change their effort levels to match the probability of reward, tournament theory predicts that
individuals must maintain their effort levels in order to remain competitive. The survey results

provide further support for the operation of a tournament within the reward system.

The survey responses show a strong self-belief in individuals own ability. With the survey showing
30% of officers desiring promotion ahead of most of their peers, and 50% desiring promotion
ahead of some of their peers, the fact that promotion ratios do not seem to affect an individual©s
expectancy of promotion is also explainable by personnel being over-confident about their
prospects in the tournament. This question though was not refined enough in the survey to draw

any stronger a conclusion.

The Impact of Tournament Theory on the Model

When considering Porter and Lawler©s model as a framework for placing promotion within the
reward and job context some modifications were made to incorporate the aspects of tournament
theory that appeared relevant to the consideration of promotion as a reward within the military
hierarchy. Whilst the survey results show that promotion is a means to the rewards of self-
actualisation and a recognition of efforts, it is also the prize in a competition. The fact that
promotion is not used by the organization as a reward provides further support for its use a prize in
an elimination tournament. The results discussed above therefore indicate that tournament theory

plays an even more prominent role in any theoretical model of promotion as a reward in the military
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hierarchy than the amendments made so far. Consequently, further modification to the model can

be made to reflect this more prominent influence of tournament theory.

Although the model had been amended to incorporate the relative performance facet of a
tournament, within the military hierarchy potential for the higher ranks is a more important selection
criteria. So, whilst an individual must produce a good performance to show a required competency
in their current role, they must also demonstrate potential for higher rank. This demonstration of
potential thus becomes a necessity to be competitive for promotion selection, and can be shown in

the model at the same point as the pre-requisite condition of relative performance.

Within Porter and Lawler©s (1968) model there were three influences on an individual©s eventual
actual performance. One was the effort they put into their role, the second was their innate abilities
and traits and the third that of their perceptions of what the role demanded. This third factor is a
way of describing the opportunity available to the individual to demonstrate their qualities and
abilities in the manner and ways that they best perceive the organization demands. However, the
decision by an individual not to complete certain appointments for personal reasons can also limit
their opportunity to show the performance and potential necessary for promotion. In the
tournament environment an individual must maximise their chances to demonstrate better relative
performance and potential than their competitors. By making a choice to place personal factors
above that of maximising the opportunity to demonstrate accomplishment and potential an
individual can be reducing their chances in the tournament. As this factor is a result of an
individual©s actions, it can be shown acting in the model at the same place as their role
perceptions, as both factors have an impact on the opportunities available to the individual as a

result of their personal decisions.

As the equity aspect of Porter and Lawler©s model did not seem to have any significant impact on
the efforts of personnel within the tournament, this element can be removed. However, the

number of vacancies in the hierarchy does have a direct impact on the numbers of personnel
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selected, and this factor needs to be added to the model. As the number of vacancies is outside
the control of the individual, the influence of this factor is shown after the accomplishments of the

individual.

The influence of other external factors on the chances of promotion selection must also be
incorporated. External factors are those perceived to be outside on an individual©s control. This
includes the factors highlighted by the survey, such as the reporting officers© appraisal writing skills,
or the consequence for the ©losers© of previous rounds of the tournament of being denied further
opportunities to prove themselves, as described by Rosenbaum (1979). In the two examples just
guoted, the first operates after the individual has demonstrated their abilities and so is shown
acting at the same point as the number of vacancies on the promotion selection outcome. The
second example has an impact on the individual being able to demonstrate the requisite
performance and potential, and so must be shown acting on the actual performance. Accordingly,
external factors can be shown acting at two points in the model. Figure 18 shows the amended
model incorporating the impact of tournament theory to show how promotion as a reward

mechanism is perceived within a military hierarchy.

Impact on RAF Policy and Personn el

With the research results showing that promotion is viewed by a majority of personnel as a reward
system, albeit with some confusion about what it is rewarding, and the clear statement by the RAF
that the purpose of the promotion system is not used a reward mechanism, is this mis-match

affecting the organization©s effectiveness? The discussion below considers this question in three
areas - the reward linkage to performance, likely dissonance action and the actions required to re-

align perceptions and policy.
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Reward Linkage to Performance

Porter & Lawler©s (1968) model and findings also predicted that rewards are more effective when
they are both directly related to effort and perceived to be directly related to effort. The survey
results show that the focus of personnel is on their performance in current post in the belief that
this will enhance their prospects for promotion, even though potential for higher rank is the main
selection criteria for promotion. If potential for higher ranks is the criteria for selection, then
individuals should focus their efforts on demonstrating this potential to maximise their chances of
winning. The time-lag between performance, appraisal and promotion could explain the reduced
effectiveness of the linkage between behaviour and reward. Whilst promotion is perceived as a
reward, this time-lag makes it difficult for an individual to understand when and what behaviour
created the difference between selection and non-selection. This fits with Becker and Huselid©s
(1992) caution about the discretionary-effort incentive effects of tournaments. It could be, though,
that individuals are maximising their chances by making continued efforts in all aspects that the
believe influence their prospects, in which case the focus of personnel on performance rather than
demonstrating potential could be a mis-perception on what behaviour is required. The need to
ensure that personnel need to know what the organization wants if both they and the organization
are to avoid mis-directed effort was one of the three recommendations arising from Porter and
Lawler©s (1968) study. This also accords with the recommendations made byKerr (1975),

Bamberger and Meshoulam (2000) and Bell (2000).

Dissonance action

Whilst Adam®©s (1965) Equity Theory predicts that people engage in dissonance action to reduce
their performance to the worth of perceived reward or leave the organization, only 11% of
respondents stated that they would consider leaving if not promoted at the time they desired. The
majority of these were a statement about considering leaving, only a minority stated that they

would actually leave. Approximately 15% of respondents expressed feelings of disaffection and
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de-motivation if promotion was not forthcoming. Consequently, there was no overwhelming
indication of likely dissonance action by personnel who were not promoted. The relatively long
terms of engagement for officers induce a continuance commitment to the organization, so it may
be that the financial penalty of leaving towards the end of the engagement, particularly reduced
pension benefits, makes it more worthwhile to remain even given dis-satisfaction. If so, and given
the guaranteed nature of the financial rewards whilst in the organization, equity theory proposes
that effort and performance levels would reduce. However, again only a minority of respondents

indicated reduced motivation to perform.

The attraction of Porter and Lawler©s model though was its early attempt at combining equity
theories with expectancy theory. Such a synthesis was developed by Harder (1991 and 1992),
where he proposed that under-rewarded individuals decrease their performance in response to
inequity but not to the extent of jeopardising future rewards. Consequently, although an individual
may ©lose®© the tournament one year, he can re-enter the competition the next, so dissonance action
in response to one year©s result would jeopardise future chances. This explanation fits the survey
responses - personnel may be disappointed, but they do not intend reducing their efforts. To

confirm this though, a study of those personnel who had not been promoted or in the eyes of the

organization were unlikely to be competitive enough would have to be made.

Re-align Perceptions and Policy

Porter & Lawler (1968) recommended that organizations gather information about the perceptions
of their employees and tailor their rewards to the expectations of the employees, and secondly to
re-align the reward system to generate the effort and performance the organization desires rather

then the effort and performance that employees believe is desired.

However, the nature of the military hierarchy does not allow the organization to promote personnel

as a reward for performance. Following Porter and Lawler©s recommendations therefore this
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research suggests that the organization needs to re-align its officer©s perceptions of the promotion
system as a reward. However, this could be counter-productive to the organization given the
tournament nature of the promotion system. Whilst the dissonance action of those not selected for
promotion has a minimal effect on the organization©s effectiveness, the tournament is generating a
high level of effort from individual©s in the hope of promotion, at minimal marginal cost to the
organization. Itis only when the dissonance action starts to affect the organization©s effectiveness
that action would need to be taken. It is to the benefit of the RAF to let individuals continue with
imperfect knowledge of the linkage between effort, performance and reward, as the RAF derives

benefit from the performance of servicemen without having to reward them.

The survey results of external factors acting at two points highlights that the promotion selection is
not considered to be entirely on merit. The number of vacancies affects all personnel equally, so
does not disadvantage one person in favour of another. However, the external factors illustrate
Porter and Lawler©s (1968) concern about the credibility of any reward process. The perceived
influence of these external factors also help explain why there is such a difference in the internal
attitude surveys between the motivation about wanting to be promoted on the basis of ability and

the low rating by personnel in believing this is actually achievable.

SUMMARY

The continuance commitment of the internal labour market and the tournament nature of the
promotion system benefits the RAF. It allows selection of the most able individuals to higher
positions at minimal marginal cost. Whilst there is a mis-match between the organizational policy
and perceptions of individuals about promotion as a reward, it is not in the RAFOs interests to re-
align these perceptions until the dissonance actions of individuals becomes significant enough to

affect the RAF©s effectiveness.
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Promotion is valued as a reward by individuals, particularly for the new challenges and greater
responsibility the new rank will bring, together with the financial benefits. It is perceived by service
personnel as the reward for Steers and Porter©s (1991) ©extra-effort© performance. They believe
certain behaviour will assist their chances of promotion. However, the internal labour market and
military hierarchy environment make the application of a tournament the best method for the
organization to select personnel to positions of higher rank. The survey results show an imperfect
knowledge of the rules of the tournament by individuals. Personnel make decisions based on
personal circumstances that then affect the types of appointments they complete, potentially
reducing their ability to show their true ability and potential, thereby reducing their chances of
promotion. The behaviour they exhibit in the expectation of promotion is instead just maintaining
their efforts in the face of competition from others. There is though acknowledgement of external

factors that also influence their prospects for promotion.

There is though no formalised reward system to motivate extra-role behaviour for tournament

losers, especially when ©losing®© is because of insufficient future potential and the hierarchy structure
even though performance in current rank better than expected by the organization. Both Rose®©s
(2001) and Armstrong®©s (1996) caution about the divisive impact of non-recognition for the losers is
relevant here, together with Vroom©s (1964) andPitts©(1995) comments about the insidious,

negative effect of not being promoted. The challenge for the organisation is not the rewards for
those who win the tournament, but how to reward those who lose the tournament but who still

provide a necessary and significant contribution to the organizational objectives and values.
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APPENDIX A

ORGANIZATIONAL HIERARCHY OF THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

Air Force Board

Strike Command

Personnel & Training Command

1 Group 2 Group 3 Group HQ and other units
|
Stat!on Sta|tion Stat!on
Admini|stration Engir|1eering Operations FIyi|ng FIy|ing
Wing Wing Wing Squadron Squadron
Squa(|jron Squadron Squa(|jron
F|Iight Flight Flil]ht
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Air Ranks

Air Chief Marshal
Air Marshal

Air Vice Marshal
Air Commodore

Senior Officer Ranks

Group Captain
Wing Commander
Squadron Leader

Junior Officer Ranks
Flight Lieutenant
Flying Officer

Pilot Officer

Senior NCO Ranks

Warrant Officer
Flight Sergeant
Chief Technician
Sergeant

Junior Ranks

Corporal

Junior Technician
Senior Aircraftsman
Leading Aircraftsman



APPENDIX B

OFFICER BRANCHES AND AIRMEN TRADES OF THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

Table B1: Officer branches of the Royal Air Force

Pilot

Flying Branch Weapons Systems Officer

Air Traffic Control
Fighter Control
Operations Support Branch Flight Operations
Intelligence

RAF Regiment

Engineering (AeroSystems)

Engineer Engineering (Communications and Electronics)

Supply Supply

Catering

Physical Education
Administration Provost

Secretarial
Training

Chaplain
Dental
Legal
Medical

Specialist

Table B2: Airmen trades of the Royal Air Force

Aircraft Engineering Aerospace Systems
Avionics Engineering Safety & Surfacing
Ground Electronics Photography

General Engineering Medical

Mechanical Transport Dental

Security Personnel Administration
Air Traffic Control Supply & Movements
Physical Training Catering
Telecommunications Music
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APPENDIX C

OFFICER PAY RATES 2002

Table C1: RAF officer pay rates and differentials.

(Source: MoD, 2002c)

Rank Daily Pay Differential
Wing Commander (on appointment) £145-44 17.2%
Squadron Leader (after 8 years in rank) £124-10

Squadron Leader (on appointment) £103-62 5.9%
Flight Lieutenant (after 8 years in rank) £97-87
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APPENDIX D

GROUND BRANCH OFFICER ESTABLISHMENT AND STRENGTH FIGURES

Table D1: Ground branch officer strengths as at 1 July 2002
(Source: DASA, 2002hb)

Branch Rank No
Operations Support Wing Commander 158
Squadron Leader 401
Flight Lieutenant 812
Flying Officer & below 225
Engineer Wing Commander 243
Squadron Leader 672
Flight Lieutenant 636
Flying Officer & below 98
Supply Wing Commander 122
Squadron Leader 236
Flight Lieutenant 234
Flying Officer & below 57
Administration Wing Commander 197
Squadron Leader 509
Flight Lieutenant 561
Flying Officer & below 108

Table D2: Total strengths of survey target population.
Source: DASA (2002b)

Squadron Leader 1818
Flight Lieutenant 2243
Survey population total 4061
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Table D3: Ground branch officer establishment as at 1 April 2002
(Source: Extracts from DASA form F1404 provided by DASA staffs July 2002).

Branch Rank No
Operations Support Wing Commander 89
Squadron Leader 403

Flight Lieutenant & below | 1016

Engineer Wing Commander 178
Squadron Leader 653

Flight Lieutenant & below | 766

Supply Wing Commander 70
Squadron Leader 218

Flight Lieutenant & below | 287

Administration Wing Commander 118
Squadron Leader 460

Flight Lieutenant & below | 710
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APPENDIX E

SURVEY BLUEPRINT

Table E1: Survey blueprint for postal questionnaire (Jackson, 1996).

Content Areas

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Financial Recognition Achievement Responsibilit Personal Securit Equit Expectation
Reward ( & Praise) P y Growth y quity P
. A recognition by | A sign to others | Opportunity for . . To recognise the Being in, or .
Give me more . Opportunity for Opportunity to having been in,
1 the RAF of my of personal increased performance of .
pay : . new challenges |serve to age 55 certain
performance achievement responsibility personnel :
appointments
Give me higher A recognition by Give me greater Opportu_mty for Opportunlty for To recognise the Domg a good job
2 . . the RAF of my . ; greater influence |greater variety of potential of in current
pension benefits . status in society |: S : .
potential in RAF policies appointments personnel appointment
. . . To recognise the . .
3 A sign of my Give me a larger ihog;ggrﬁ?,iﬂt;l ;Jcppuci)rr(teunlty o value of 510'?3\/?03200[ job
value to the RAF |Families Quarter P 4 : personnel to the pre
the next rank. transferable skills RAF appointment
Being respected To ©grow® future To fill vacancies | Getting on with
4 as a leader by my senior leaders in the rank my reporting
subordinates and commanders hierarchy officers
To glgnlfy the My branch Secondary (_jutles
5 achievements of & extra-curricular
structure

personnel

activities
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Content Areas
Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Financial Recognition . - Personal . . .
Reward ( & Praise) Achievement Responsibility Growth Security Equity Expectation
6 Luck WOY" will get Being younger Havmg more
easier seniority in rank
7 Being older Havmg Ie_ss
seniority in rank

Note: Items 6 and 7 were added to ensure answers were distributed throughout the scale (Jankowicz, 1995).
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APPENDIX F

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

From: Squadron Leader P J Carpenter BSc RAF

RMP (Manpower) 1
HEADQUARTERS STRIKE COMMAND,
Royal Air Force High Wycombe, Buckinghamshire HP14 4UE

Telephone: 01494 496166 Military Network: 95221 - 6166
Fax: 01494 496059 Fax: 95221 -6059
E-Mail: CHOTS: STC-PLANS-RMP-MANPOWER-1/SO2

Reference STC/3011YEst

«Rank»«l niti al s»«Surname» Date: 19Aug 02

PROMOTION ATTITUDES SURVEY - MASTERS DEGREE RESEARCH PROJECT

This questionnaire is part of a Masters degree research project investigating the attitudes of
officers towards promotion. Your responses are important in enabling us to obtain an
understanding of the attitudes and perceptions that officers have towards promotion in the Royal
Air Force.

The questionnaire should take no more than 10 minutes to complete. Please tick the box that best
represents your views. If you wish to add further comments please feel free to do so at the end of
the questionnaire. The information you provide will be treated in the strictest confidence. Whilst
the overall results will be made available to the Royal Air Force, individual questionnaires and
responses will not, and the questionnaires will in any case be destroyed once the project has been
completed.

The survey is designed to be anonymous and you are not asked to include your name or other
personal details anywhere on the questionnaire. However, if you have any concerns that you may
be identified from your answers then please return the questionnaire uncompleted.

Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by Friday 13©h September
2002. If you have any queries or would like further information about this research then please
contact me at HQ STC on 95221 Ext 6166, or by service e-mail STC-PLANS-RMP-MANPOWER-
1/SO2. Please note that the research is not considering the way promotion selection boards are
conducted at PMA, but instead is focusing on the attitudes and perceptions officers have towards
promotion.

Thank you for your help in the project.
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PROMOTION ATTITUDES SURVEY

You have been selected entirely at random to receive this questionnaire.

The questionnaire is anonymous and when completed will only be seen by the researcher.
However, if you have any concerns that you may be identified from your answers then please
return the questionnaire uncompleted.

Please tick the box that best describes your views. Use a pen. Cross out any mistakes.

If you feel that you cannot answer a question, tick the ©Not Applicable© box rather than
guessing.

There is a box for additional or general comments at the end of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire should take no more than 10 minutes of your time to complete.

This survey is part of a Masters degree research project, and the overall results will be made
available to the RAF once the project has been completed. However, neither individual
responses or the questionnaires themselves will be seen by, or made available to, other RAF
personnel, and the questionnaires will be destroyed once the project has been completed in
February 2003.

Please return the questionnaire in the envelope provided by Friday 13" September to:

Sqgn Ldr P J Carpenter
RMP (Manpower) 1

C Block

HQ STC

RAF High Wycombe
Bucks

HP14 4UE

Thank you very much for your co-operation in completing this survey
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PART A - PERSONAL DETAILS

Al. Whatis your age?

Upto29yrs v.wu.w ‘ 1 40 - 49 yrs YaYa Y ‘ 3
s0-39yrs Va¥aVa... ' soyrs + Va Va¥aa. ',
A2. How long have you been commissioned?

0-5yrs Ya¥4 . Yal/a. ! 16- 20 yrs YaYa Ya.. * 2
6-10 yrs Ya¥a Ya.. * 10 20 - 25 yrs YaVaYa... * ’s
11-15yrs Y. YaYa. ° 5 26 yrs + YaVaYaYa., ° 26

A3. What is your substantive rank?

Flight Lieutenant ¢ L Other (please state) o
Squadron Leader ¢ Y S oY oY a1 N oS oS S S 0 Y 4 Y 2 1Y 4 1Y ..

A4. What is your seniority in your substantive rank?
‘
0-2yrs YaY/a YaYa. 9-11 yrs YaY/a YoV
‘ ‘
3-5yrs YaY/aYs Ya. 12 yrs + YVaYaY/a Y

1
6 - 8yrs YaYaY 4 Ya.

11

12

A5. What is your Branch?

1 1
Ops Spt Va¥/aV/a . Ya . Admin YaV/aY/sY/ aY/4 A
Engineer YaYal/a Ya ‘ ) Other (please state) ¢ o
supply Ya¥aYaYa... * YA Y B Y Y b o a4 N Y o o o oY
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PART B - PROMOTION FACTORS

B1. Do you wish to be promoted to the next substantive rank?

1 4
Yes 1/41/4.. 1 Not Sure 1/4. . 3

. 4
No Yal/aY/a 2 Not Applicable 0
If ©No© or ©Not Sure®©, please state why:
VY s 0 Y oY oY oY s s 2 Y s 4 0 s 4 2 Y aY o 0 Y 4V 3 0 4 Y Y 4 0 2 6 0 s 0 0 Y 4V a4 Y 4 Y 4 Y oY 4V 4 Y 4 4 Y.

VY sY s Y a0 Y 6 Y 3 0 4% 6 Y Y Y 5 0 8N Y Y 4Y 4 Y Y Y 6 Y 8 Y 4N 0 Y Y Y 4N 6 Y Y 4

If you answered “No” to the question above, please do not answer any more questions.
Just send the questionnaire back in the enclosed envelope.

If you answered “Yes” or “Not Sure” to the question above, please answer the following
guestions:

B2. Why do you believe the RAF has a promotion system?

) [¢)]
— (]
8 2 5 5
< 3 2 <
i £ £ £ (
1. To recognise the performance of personnel ¥¥a. 1 2 3
. £ £ £ (
2. To ©grow® future senior leaders and commanders 1 2 3
o i £ £ £ L
3. To signify the achievements of personnel ¥4¥Ya. 1 2 3
i o ) £ £ £ L
4. To fill vacancies in the rank hierarchy Ya%/aYaYsY/a 1 5 3
i i £ £ £ L
5. To recognise the potential of personnel ¥%4Y4Ya. 1 2 3
i £ £ £ L
6. To recognise the value of personnel to the RAF 1 2 3
£ £ £ L
7. Other (please state) YaYaY/aY/s/s/as YaY/asY/aYaYs... 1 2 3

Applicable
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B3. How important to you are the following factors in your desire to be promoted?

= = = 08 = 2
> £ 2f 3§ . f3 . §
L o o 3 O - = o =
> = 9 Zaozg Z3
E E °f 5% TEF 7B
) 1 1 1 1 1 1
1. Give me more pay YaVa¥aVa¥/s/s Vs s/sY s asYa. 1 2 3 4 5
. . ) £ L L 1 1 ‘
2. Opportunity for greater variety of appointments .. 1 5 3 4 5
) ) 1 1 1 1 1 1
3. A sign to others of personal achievement ¥4%4Ya. 1 2 3 4 5
) ) . 1 1 1 1 1 1
4. Give me greater status in societyysYaYaYsYsYsYa. 1 2 3 4 5
) 1 1 1 1 1 1
5. A sign of my value to the RAF Y4Y4YaYsYsYaY/sYa. 1 2 3 4 5
) . 1 1 1 1 1 1
6. Give me alarger Families Quarter¥sVs¥sYsYa..Ya 1 2 3 4 5
. 1 1 1 1 1 1
7. Opportunity for new challengesYsYsYaYaYs/aY/saYs 1 2 3 4 5
" ) £ L L 1 1 ‘
8. A recognition by the RAF of my potential ¥4%4Ya.. 1 2 3 4 5
. 1 1 1 1 1 1
9. Opportunity to serve to age 55Y4Y4YaYaYaYsYu... 1 2 3 4 5
. . ) . 1 1 1 1 1 1
10. Opportunity for greater influence in RAF policies 1 5 3 4 5
. . £ L L 1 1 ‘
11. Work will get easier YaYaYaYaYay/aYsaY/sY/saY/saY/sa. 1 2 3 4 5
. . . 1 1 1 1 1 1
12. Opportunity to acquire transferable skills ¥a%4Ya 1 2 3 4 5
. 1 1 1 1 1 1
13. Arecognition by the RAF of my performance %. 1 2 3 4 5
. . . £ L L 1 1 ‘
14. Opportunity for increased responsibility¥sYsYa%a 1 2 3 4 5
. ) . ) 1 1 1 1 1 1
15. Give me higher pension benefits Y4YaY4YaYaYa.. 1 2 3 4 5
1 1 1 1 1 1
16. Other (please state)YaYaVsya/aY/a Yo 0. YsY/aY/aY/aYa. 1 2 3 4 5

B4. Now please write in the boxes below (in any order) the numbers of the 3 factors which
are most important to you in your desire to be promoted
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B5. For Sgn Ldrs only, to what extent did promotion meet your expectations for each of
your 3 most important factors?

> —— () [} 2

3 S £ 3 5 -8

'8 = ) '8 =2 2 o

= = 2 = = s

( ( ( ( ( (
Factor 1 (please state number) 1 5 5 A s

( ( ( ( ( (
Factor 2 (please state number) 1 5 5 A s

( ( ( ( ( (
Factor 3 (please state number) 1 5 5 A s

B6. To what extent do you believe the following factors help or hinder your prospects for
promotion?

> 2 » > 2
€ a 2 595 25 = -8
i o =02 >T s 7T o ©
S S 2c*< S g
L . . . . L 4 4 4 1 1
1. Being in, or having been in, certain appointments 1 5 5 4 5
1 10r1i i i/1/1/1/,1/,1/,1/,1 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ b b
2. Having more seniority in rank YaYaY/aY/s/a YaY/aYa.. 1 5 5 4 5
. L . . L 4 4 4 1 1
3. Doing a good job in previous appointment¥s¥4Ya. ] 5 5 A 5
£ £ £ £ 1 1
4. My branch structure Ya¥a¥a¥aYaYaY/aYaYssaYaYa ] 5 5 . 5
. i £ L 1 £ ‘ (
5. Being respected as a leader by my subordinates 1 5 5 A 5
. ) L £ £ £ £ 1 1
6. Secondary duties & extra-curricular activitiesYsva 1 5 3 . 5
L . 4 4 4 4 1 1
7. The number of vacancies in the hierarchy%2%%a. 1 5 3 A s
1 10r1i i i/1/1/1/,1/,1/,1/,1/,1 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ b b
8. Having less seniority in rank YaYaYsYaYay/s/a¥aYs 1 5 3 A s
. . . . L £ 4 4 1 1
9. Getting on with my reporting officers Y4¥s%/aYsYa .. 1 5 5 A s
. L i £ £ £ £ 1 1
10. Doing a good job in current appointment ¥2%% ] 5 5 A 5
£ £ £ £ 1 1
11. Luck YaYaVaYaYaYaYaYaY s s Yoy sV aYaY aYaYaYa. . 1 5 3 4 5
. - . " 11 £ L £ ‘ £ £
12. Reporting officer's appraisal writing skills ¥4¥4Ya 1 5 5 A s
13. Showing potential to perform well at the next £ £ £ £ £ £
rank 1 2 3 4 5
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 1
14. Other (please state)VaYaVaYay/ssa¥as/sssY/sY/a. 1 5 3 . 5
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B7. Relative to other officers of your rank in all branches, when would you wish to be
promoted?

. . £ % @
S ° o S . o . %
73 T E > E s 5o
o e o o c e b5 (] ZE_
< £ o + z
< < = - 3
< < <
) £ £ £ £ ( (
| would wish to be promoted ....... covoiviniiiininntn 1 5 3 4 5 0

B8. If you were not promoted at this point how would you, or how did you, feel?

B9. If you would like to make any other comments about promotion factors please use this
space.

Thank you for your co-operation in completing this survey.

Please send the completed questionnaire in the envelope provided by Friday 13"
September 2002 to:

Sgn Ldr P J Carpenter
RMP (Manpower) 1

C Block

HQ STC

RAF High Wycombe
Bucks HP14 4UE

99




If you would like to receive a summary of the research results when the project is completed in
February 2003 then please complete your address details on the slip below and send it to:

Sqgn Ldr P J Carpenter
RMP (Manpower) 1
HQ STC

RAF High Wycombe
Bucks HP14 4UE

Alternatively, you can e-mail me your details at:
service e-mail: STC-PLANS-RMP-MANPOWER-1/SO2

or
internet e-mail: promotionsurvey@btopenworld.com

| wish to receive a summary of the results of this survey in February 2003:

Name:VaVaYa Vs s s s s/ aY s s s s s/ 2 Y s/ 6%/ 65/ Y/ oY/ a
Service Address:YaYaYay/ s s/ sy s/ s s s /s aY/aY/aY s ...
R N N e e S S N S R !
Y s oY o s 2N 4 B 2N 4 B s s S N S S s Y Y Y 0 Y 4 4
PostcodeYaYayaY/aYa /s oY s/ s/ oY s s/ oS o s/ oY oS s/ s ..
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Table G1: Survey sample returns comparison to target population by rank.

APPENDIX G

Survey RAF Strength RAF Establishment
Rank
No % No % No %
Flight Lieutenant 246 62.0 2243 55.2 2779 61.6
Squadron Leader 151 38.0 1818 44.8 1734 38.4
Total 397 100.0 4061 100.0 4513 100.0

Table G2: Survey sample returns comparison to target population by branch.

SURVEY SAMPLE COMPARISON TO RAF STRENGTH AND ESTABLISHMENT

Sources for both tables

Survey RAF Strength RAF Establishment
Branch
No % No % No %

Operations Support 131 33.0 1213 29.9 1419 314
Engineer 111 28.0 1308 32.2 1419 324
Supply 45 11.3 470 11.6 505 11.2
Administrative 110 27.7 1070 26.3 1170 25.9
Total 397 100.0 4061 100.0 4513 100.0
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Establishment source: Extract from DASA
form F1404 as at 1 april 2002 provided by
DASA staffs July 2002 (Establishment
figures include flying officer and below).

Strength source: DASA (2002b) as at 1 July
2002.



