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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Stlidy

The su%?rior man, when resting in safety, does not forget that danger may
come. When in a state of security he does not forget the possibility of ruin.
When all is orderly, he does not forget that disorder may come. Thus his

person is not endangered, and his states and all their cfcvzns are preserved.

Confucius

The safety of the commefcial aviation industry has alway; been a paramount
coﬁcem for thé airlines and the flying i)ﬁblic; In the last decade the commercial aviation
industry has seen an incredible growth in major and commuter airlines, and also in freight
air -carriersv. The future demands that will be placed on the commercial aviation industry
will challenge their management in many ways. The implementation of a Director of
Safety into management is a positive step forward in aésuring that future safety
challenges will bé met by the commercial aviation industry.

The background of this study found its origins with the federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), when in 1995, in response to a National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB) recommendation (A-94-201) they issued the “Commuter Rule.” The
main thrust of the Commuter Rule was to bring Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations

(CFR) Part 135, commuter and on-demand operators, more in-line with their larger



counterparts Title 14 CER Part 121, domestic and flag air carriers. One of the added
requirements for Title 14 CFR Part 121 operators under this rule was the addition of a

“full-time Director of Safety (DOS) position. This addition amended Title 14 CFR Part
119.65, which referenced management personnel required for operations conducted under
Title 14 CFR Part 121 (Blattner, 2000).

Although the NTSB believed the Commuter Rule to be a move in the right
direction they cited several shortcomings in the FAA’s actions. One of these
shortcomings formed the basis for this study and was as follows: the NTSB believed the
FAA should ensure the effectiveness of an air carrier’s safety program not only by
establishing a Director of Safety position, but also by establishing management
qualifications, functions, and iridependence of the position. In other words, the FAA, in

. requiring the Director of Safety position for Title 14 CFR Part 121 operators did not spell
out specific job requirements for the position, (Blattner, 2000).

‘The NTSB further stated their recent experience has been most Title 14 CFR Part
121 operators have filled a Director of Safety position but there was wide variability in
this position’s functions and responsibilities. The NTSB stated they appreciated the
FAA’s establishment of a Director of Safety as a required management position, but
requested the FAA reconsider additional regulatory action on the form, structure and
function of an air carrier safety department (Blattner, 2000).

After several years of recommendations and reviews by the NTSB, FAA and
input from industry, the FAA on November 30, 1999, issued the Joint Flight Standards

Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and Airworthiness, HBAT 99-19 and HBAW
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99-19, for Title 14 CFR Part 121 and 135 Air Carrier Safety Departments, Programs and
a Directors of Safety. This bulletin provided guidance for FAA Principal Inspectors (PI)
and Title 14 CFR Parts 121 and 135 air carriers, on the development.of a comprehensive
- safety department. The bulletin also'provided guidance on the suggested functions,
qualifications and responsibilities for a Director of Safety position (Blattner, 2000).

The Joint Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and
Airworthiness, HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19, addressed and defined the Director of
Safety position through three main categories; functions, qualifications (training,
experience, expertise, and knowledge), and responsibilities (Federal Aviation
Administration, 1999). This background documentation on a Director of Safety position

has laid the foundation for the formation of the nature of the problem.

Nature of the Problem

The nature of the problem is based on the previously mentioned Title 14 CFR Part
119.65, which called out five management positions that must be in place for an air
carrier to operate under Title 14 CFR Part 121. These positions are as follows: Director of
Safety, Director of Operations, Chief Pilot, Director of Maintenance, and Chief Inspector,
(Federal Aviation Administration, 1999).

The initial problem as stated earlier in this chapter was that Part 119.67 defined
the job requirements for all the above management positions except for a Director of

Safety and as the NTSB stated, the air carriers that had filled a Director of Safety position



- showed little standardization in the Director of Safety position’s functions, qualifications

and responsibilities (Blattner, 2000).
-So, the FAA in conjunction with the NTSB and industry, published The Joint

Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and Airworthiness, HBAT
99-19 and HBAW 99-19, which was designed to give guidelines on the Director of Safety
position, functions, qualification, and responsibilities to FAA Principal Inspector’s and
Title 14 CFR Part 121 and 135 air carrier operators, (Federal Aviation Administration,
1999).

The nature of the problem for this study is based on the following statements:
first, the Joint Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation apd
Airworthiness, HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19, was not binding by regulation and was
designed as recommended guidelines only, second, concerned by the NTSB over the
variability of the Director of Safety’s functions, qualifications and responsibilities, for
Director of Safety positions currently in'place, and third, recent journal publications
which addressed variances in the individuals currently holding the Director of Safety
positions (Blattner, 2000; Miller, 1996). The above issues and concerns were utilized to

form the statement of the problem.
Statement of the Problem

" Utilizing the information derived in the nature of the problem, the statement of the

problem was formulated to identify and describe the current similarities and differences



“in functions, qualifications and responsibilities of a Director of Safety position as

required by Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers.
Purpose of the Study ‘

The purpose of the study was to assess, at a particular point in time, the current
functions, qualifications, and responsibilities for subject Director of Safety positions. To
do this, the study utilized an established job description survey referred to as the
- Professional Managerial Position Questionnaire (PMPQ) to establish the current
similarities and differences between Director of Safety positions. The PMPQ showed
similarities and differences in the following ten PMPQ categories: 1) Personal Job
Requirements, 2) Planning/Decision Making, 3) Complex Analysis, 4) Technical
Activities, 5) Processing of Information/Ideas, 6) Relevant Experience, 7) Interpersonal
Activities, 8) Special Training, 9) Communication/Instruction, and 10) Language/Concept
Interpretation (McPhail, Mitchell, VJeanneret,‘Mechum, 2000). Utilization of this
established job description survey set a baseline for a Director of Safety position on
which further research and job descriptions can be based. The PMPQ categories from the
individual surveys are presented in numeric and graphic formats to show the similarities

or differences from the individually surveyed Director of Safety positions.
Limitations of the Study

This study has been developed to collect data on the status of individuals currently

holding a Director of Safety position for United States air carriers as required by Title 14



"CFR Part 119.65. The study is limited to those air carriers who were listed in the “A1”
category of the World Aviation Directory (Winter 2000). The World Aviation Directory
defined their “A1” category as “airlines providing scheduled passenger and cargo service
that are designated flag (international) carriers.”

The material presented here was of a narrow focus and was limited to the PMPQ
items. The PMPQ as stated by McPhail, Mitchell, Jeanneret, Mechum, (1990), is a
“structured job analysis questionnaire for professional, managerial, and related positions
such as those held by executives, supervisors, engineers, technicians, teachers, and other
professionals.”

The number of Director of Safety positions that elected to respond to the PMPQ
will limit this study, and their responses may not have reflect the entire population of

Director of Safety positions for major and national air carriers.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were conceded during the research conducted for this

study:
1. - The surveyed Directors of Safety were honest and complete in their
responses.
2. The questionnaire covered the necessary topics.
3. The questionnaire was properly worded for easy understanding by the
Directors of Safety.
4. The persons who filled out the questionnaire accurately represented the

nature of a Director of Safety position.



5. The effects the length of the survey may have had on the response rate.

Definitions

- In order to understand the terms used in this study, the following acronyms are

provided:

AC
ALPA
A&P
ATP
CFR
CSO
DOS
DOT
FAA

| FAR
FPMR
HBAT
HBAW
NPRM
NTSB
PAQ

Pl

Advisory Circular

Air Line Pilots Association
Airframe and Powerplant Mechanic
Airline Transport Pilot

Code of Federal Regulations

Chief Safety Officer

Director vof Safety

Department of Transportation

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Aviation Regulations

Federal Property Management Regulations
Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation
Handbook Bulletin for Airworthiness
Notice for Proposed Rule Making
National Transportation Safety Board
Position Analysis Questionnaire

Principal Inspector



PMI
PMPQ
POI

TSI

Principal Maintenance Inspector

Professional and Managerial Position Questionnaire
Principal Operations Inspector

Transportation Safety Institute



CHAPTERI1
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

This chapter included a review of selected sources of information giving an
overview and history of a Director of Safety position as required by Title 14 CFR Part
119.65. The review of these selected sources are presented as background and to give the
reader a foundation on which to have the appropriate insight into the problem of the study

and its analysis.
Review of Related Literature

The history of aviation safety and management positions was addressed by Wells

(1997). He related:
Effective accident prevention can be linked inalterably to effective airline
management. This precept is found in the earliest safety textbooks developed in
the industrial safety field. It also can be found in the attitudes and practices of
some airlines as early as the late 1930s.
Some of the earliest teachings in accident investigation at the University of
Southern California in the 1950s concentrated on man, machine, and environmental

factors, with some discussion of safety programs. The next decade saw the initial

development of what was called “Advanced Safety Management” and “Command”
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courses, first from the U.S. Air Force, then the U.S. Navy, and later adopted by all U. S.
military services. These courses were significant because they were comprised of higher-
ranking officers than those safety officers who implemented safety programs at the
working level. These ranking officers then had access to very senior commanding
officers. These new safety programs were also significant because they forced those who
taught the courses to approach accident prevention more from management’s point of
view (Wells, 1997).

In the previous description of management’s role of accident prevention or
investigation notwithstanding, Wells (1997) asked why haven’t we seen more formal
~recognition of safety and accident-prevention management in the airlines until recently?
It has been suggested that perhaps not enough airline executives have had the benefit of
.command or advanced safety-management training. Until the early 1990s, following
several USAIr crashes and, particularly, the Valuejet crash in the Everglades, only about
50 percent of U.S. airlineé had identifiable safety departments (Wells, 1997).

This emerging role of management in aviation safety was further addressed by
FWeiner, Nagel (1988), who stated,

Traditional man-machine-medium (environment) factors for either accident

causation or prevention in a framework of system safety principles

identified in the very definition of the term, namely, the influence of the

mission and the overall role of management in system safety.

These early references of management being recognized as an integral part
aviation safety programs were certainly the beginning building blocks for the Director of

Safety position, but still individuals charged with monitoring aviation safety found

themselves spending about a third of our time encouraging people to be safe, another
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third wandering around with a clipboard trying to catch them not being safe, and the other
third investigating accidents. Eventually, they'vrealized safety was very much a function of
managemén”t (Wood, 1997). | | |

Further confirming management’s inclusive role with the responsibility for
aviation safety, Ferry (1988) stated:

-In the investigation of any mishap, there can always be found some degree of
management involvement or activity that might in some way have prevented the
mishap. Therefore, it is arbitrarily assumed that management will be responsible
for the causes of every mishap, and the existence of every hazard.

.Wooc.l (1997) concurred by stating, f‘cment thinking holds that accidénts are indications
of a failure somewhere in the management systefn.”

| Manaéement and safety are not just an aviation issue as addressed by Grimaldi
and Simonds (19>89) who stated: |

Safety management is differentiated from simply the efficient conduct of safety
programs. Programming for safety entails a variety of considerations and details
that indeed require an orderly and informed approach to their fulfiliment.
However, even when carried out conscientiously, normal safety programs may not
produce the wanted results. The application of persuasive means such as are found
in the practice of competent management is frequently lacking. Persuasiveness is
essential for achieving objectives when the concerted participation of others is
required, as indeed is the case where safety is sought. The safety person, whether
called safety engineer, safety specialist, or safety director, and so on, is merely
management’s representative. The chief operating executive is responsible for the
safety conduct of the organization. The safety specialist (or the department) only
develops the information needed, as a staff member or advisor, which enables the
line to exercise its authority effectively on behalf of safety. In other words,
executives and managers will be causal or efficient in their attitudes toward
safety, according to the posture exhibited by their superior executives, who in turn
are influenced by the information at hand about safety.

Wood (1997) concurred with Grimaldi and Simonds (1989) reasoning:

If you agree that accident prevention requires change, and then you must agree
that the key player is not the aviation safety manager. It is some other manager
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with the power and -authority to direct change. This is absolutely true and it puts

the burden of accident prevention right where it belongs; in the line manager’s

office; not the safety office. Once we get by that hurdle, it is easy to see that
safety programs can be managed just like any other program. Basic management
principles work just fine.

Special care must be taken in implementing any new program to avoid disrupting
traditional line and staff, balance within the organization. This issue is frequently
misunderstood when néw safety programs are being implemented. Any sizable company
will have people who function as decision-makers and others who serve in an advisory
role. Unfortunately, because the tasks of decision-makers and advisors frequently overlap,
an incorrect assumption can arise when a safety office appears. The tendency is for
groups to assume that the new office is now “responsible” for safety. One thing remains
essential at every level of organizational complexity; the vital, personal participation of
the top management, whether a CEO of a mega billion-dollar corporation or the chief
- pilot/general manager of a small Title 14CFR Part 135 operation. Without top
management’s personal knowledge of modern air safety methods (including system-
safety concepts), the program will flounder at best (Miller, 1996).

In summary, the review of the related literature has shown that safety, and more
- specifically aviation safety, has alWays been directly affected by management’s role, and
it has only been in the last decade that many companies have recognized this fact. The
above literature suggests a call-to-arms for executives and management of air carriers to
give safety and the associated programs full support and to assure the appointment of a

Director of Safety. This review has also established the foundation for possible variances

in functions, qualifications, and responsibilities for future Director of Safety positions.



- Literature Establishing the Problem

The literature establishing the problem began with the regulatory history and
evolution of a Diréctor of Safefy. The first inklings referring to fhe creation of a Director
of Safety Were found in a recommendation from the NTSB who said the CFR’s should be
amended by the FAA so a qﬁaliﬁed individual was delegated to eac’h corﬁmuter air carrier
(Title 1k4 CFR Part 135) té acf in the capacity of safet'y officer andbtc.> monitor all safety
aspécts of the overall flight and fnain.tenénqe operations. The FAA said current
managemeﬁt féciuirerﬁents for Tiﬂe 14 CFR Part 135 preclﬁded the need for a safety
officer (Blattner, 2000). |

In 1990, the NTSB sul;rﬁittéd a séfety recommendation to initiate a joint airline
industry task fofce to develop the structure, functions and responsibilities of airline flight
safety pfogfams, leaning towﬁfd advisory and regulatory proviéions for such f)rograms at
all Title 14 CFR Part 121 airlines. The‘ FAA agreed with this N_TSB safety
recommendation (Blattner, 2000). |

Then in 1992, Advisory Circular (AC) 120-59 Air Carrier Voluntary Disclosure
Program was issued, outlining voluntary means for airlines operating under Title 14 CFR
Part 121 and Part 135 tc; monitor the safety and regulatory compliance of their operations
on a continual basis through a process of internal audits and inspections. In developing A
the program, the FAA encouraged air carriers to establish an independent evaluation
process that reports directly to senior management, to conduct internal surveillance on a

regularly scheduled basis and to share the findings of the internal evaluation with FAA
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Principal Inspectors. The NTSB did not think this circular went far enough. (Blattner,
2000; U. S. Department of Transportation, 2000).

-~ The NTSB then issued a recommendation regarding commuter airline safety. The
NTSB said that although AC 120-59 recommended that internal evaluation programs
include an independent safety function with direct access to the highest level of

-management, no such function was required. The NTSB said, “a mandatory airline safety

program would greatly enhance a commuter air carrier’s ability to identify and correct

.- safety problems before they lead to an accident” (Blattner, 2000).

Then in March 1996, the NTSB was told that the FAA had published the
commuter rule to bring scheduled passenger operations in airplanes of 10 or more
passenger seats and all turbojets under the requirements of Title 14 CFR Part 121. The
final rule amended Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 to require Title 14 CFR Part 121 certificate
. holders to have a full-time safety-officer position (Blattner, 2000).

In July of 1996, the NTSB said, although the commuter rule, requires Title 14
CFR Part 121 air carriers to staff a full-time Director of Safety position, the FAA did not
mandate the establishment of a comprehensive, effective Safety function. The NTSB
believed the FAA should ensure the effectiveness of an air carrier safety program not
only by establishing the requirement for a Director of Safety position, but also by
establishing safety-department-management qualifications, independence and functions.
The NTSB’s recent experience has been that most air carriers have filled the Director of
- Safety position, but there is wide variability in this position’s functions and

responsibilities. While the NTSB appreciates the FAA’s establishment of the Director of
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Safety as a required management position, the NTSB requests that the FAA reconsider
additional regulatory action on the form, structure and function of an air carrier safety
department (Blattner, 2000).

Then in December 1996, the FAA said it reviewed its position with respect to this
issue and has decided additional regulatory action is not the best approach at this time.
Variances in the size, scope, complexity and type of air carrier operations define the
corresponding safety function. The FAA said it was satisfied with industry’s response to
incorporating a safety officer function in response to the Aviation Safety Summit
recommendations. The FAA also stated it was currently working with industry to
evaluate best practices, as well as safety officer and department functions and design, and
plans on issuing guidance material, which defines the roll and responsibilities of the
safety officer and the safety department (Blattner, 2000).

In March 1998, the FAA agreed additional guidance material is warranted to
define the role and responsibilities of a safety officer and the safety department, but
believed this can best be accomplished in an Advisory Circular. The FAA worked with
- the National Air Carrier Association, the Air Transportation Association, the Air
Transportation Association of America, and the Regional Airline Association to evaluate
best practices related to a safety officer and the functions of the safety department. The
work also included a review of the position description and actual qualifications of
current directors of safety at member airlines of these organizations (Blattner, 2000).

| Then in August 1999, the FAA worked with the National Air Carrier Association,

the Air Transportation Association, the Air Transportation Association of America and
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the Regional Airline Association to evaluate best practices related to a safety officer and
the functions of the safety department. While these groups agreed that it is important to

- designate a safety officer, they did not believe that ﬂle FAA should specify exact duties
and responsibilities for this position. The FAA was continued to develop guidance
material concerning the qualifications, duties and responsibilities of the safety officer.
The FAA did decide to publish this guidance material in the form of a handbook bulletin
to Principal Operations Inspectors for dissemination to the carriers (Blattner, 2000).

And then, in December 1999; the FAA issued Joint Flight Standards Handbook
Bulletin for Air Transportation and Airworthiness, HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19, /4
CFR Part 121:and 135 Air Carrier Safety Departments, Programs and the Director of
Safety. The bulletin provided guidance for Principal Inspectors and Title 14 CFR Parts
121 and 135 air carriers for the development of a comprehensive safety department. The
bulletin also provided guidance on the suggested functions, qualifications and
responsibilities for the Director of Safety position (Blattner, 2000).

With the regulatory history and evolution of the Director of Safety position
having been reviewed, the author then focused more closely on the regulations directly
related to this study and the statement of the problem.

The first regulation, Title 14 CFR Part 119.65, Code of Federal regulations,
(1996), which cited the requirements for the Director of Safety and stated:

Management personnel required for operations conducted under Title 14

CFR Part 121 of this chapter and is as follows: Each certificate holder

-must have sufficient qualified management and technical personnel to

ensure the highest degree of safety in its operations. The certificate holder
must have qualified personnel serving full-time in the following or
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equivalent positions: (1) Director of Safety. (2) Director of Operations.
(3) Chief Pilot. (4) Director of Maintenance. (5) Chief Inspector.

In reference to the five job descriptions, Title 14 CFR 119.65, Code of Federal
regulations (1996), further stated:

The individuals who serve in the positions required or anyone in a position

to exercise control over operations conducted under the operating

certificate must (1) Be qualified through training, experience, and

expertise, (2) To the extent of their responsibilities, have a full

understanding of the following materials with respect to the certificate

holder’s operation, aviation safety standards and safe operating practices;

Title14 CFR Chapter I (Federal Aviation Regulations), the certificate

holders operations specifications, .all appropriate maintenance and

airworthiness requirements of this chapter.

The second, regulation Title 14 CFR Part 119.67, Code of Federal regulations,
(1996), which called out the qualiﬁcations for four of the five management positions cited
in Title 14 CFR Part 119.65. These qualifications have been abbreviated from the original
regulation and do not include the requirements for being newly hired into the job, or
requirements for individuals with past experience. These required positions were stated as
follows:

L. For one to serve as “Director of Operations” under Part 119.65 a person
must hold an airline transport certificate, have at least three years of
supervisory or managerial experience within the last six years, which was
in a position that exercised operational control over any operations
conducted with large airplanes under part 121 or part 135.

2. For one to serve as “Chief Pilot” under Part 119.65 a person must hold an

airline transport pilot certificate with appropriate ratings for at least one of

the airplanes used in the certificate holder’s operation.
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For one to serve as “Director of Maintenance” under Part 119.65 a person

[#%)]

must hold a mechanic certificate with airframe and powerplant ratings,
have one year experience in a position responsible for returning airplanes
to service, have at least one year experience in a supervisory capacity in
the same category and class of airplane as the certificate holder uses, and
have three years experience within the past six years in maintaining large
airplanes with ten or more passenger seats, including at the time of
appointment as Director of Maintenance, experience in maintaining the
same category and class of airplane as the certificate holder uses.

4. For one to serve as “Chief Inspector”under Part 119.65 a person must
hold a mechanic certificate with both airframe and powerplant ratings, and
have held these ratings for at least three years, have at least three years of
fnaintenance experience on different types of large airplanes with ten or
more passénger seats with an air carrier or certificated repair station, one

- year of which must have been as maintenance inspector; and have at least
one year experience in a supervisory capacity maintaining the same
category and class aircraft as the certificate holder uses.

In summary, in Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 and 119.67, it was clear the regulations
required a Director of Safety position for air carriers operating under Title 14 CFR Part
121. Also as stated in Title 14 CFR Part 119.67, no defined job requirements for the
Director of Safety position were addressed. But as was revealed in the history of a

Director of Safety, government and industry collaborated to produce “The Joint Flight
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Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and Airworthiness, HBAT 99-19
and HBAW 99_19;" to assist in defining the Director of Safel:y’s role.

l"he “.loint Flighf Standardo Haodbook Bulletin for Alr Tronsportation and
A1rworth1ness (HBAT) 99- 19 and HBAW 99-19” is as follows The purpose of this
bulletin was to- prov1de a gu1dance for FAA Pr1nc1pal Inspectors and Title 14 CFR
Part 121 and 135 air carriers for the development ofa comprehensive and effective safety
department. Also, glndance 1s prov1ded on the suggested funcnons qualifications, and
respons1b1l1t1es of a D1rector of Safety pos1t1on (Federal Aviation Administration, 1999).
Since the focus of this paper was on a Director of Safety position the author will only
address that section speciﬁeell}l. | | |

The fecommended “F urlcﬁons” of a Director of Safety (Federal Aviation
Administration, 1999) were as followé: |

- (1) The Director of Safety is to develop and implement a comprehensive
safety program. This safety program would include a safety structure and
staff that is appropriate to the size of the operator, the kind and scope of
operations, and the type and number of aircraft used in its operations. In
all cases, it is important for the safety program to emphasize operational
safety, including all aspects of flight and ground operations, maintenance
programs and passenger safety. (2) The Director of Safety should ensure
that the necessary safety program elements have been developed, properly
integrated, and coordinated throughout the air carrier. These elements
include: a safety incident/accident reporting system, accident/incident
investigation, safety audits and inspections, internal evaluation program,
operational risk assessment program, open reporting systems, routine
monitoring and trend analysis programs, review of external evaluation
programs, safety committee(s). (3) The Director of Safety should ensure
that the safety program has been disseminated to all appropriate personnel

- and a detailed description of the safety program is incorporated in the
appropriate manuals. (4) The Director of Safety should ensure that
adequate safety program management is maintained. (5) The Director of
Safety should to the greatest extent possible be autonomous and separate
from other departments and report directly to the chief executive. (6) The



Director of Safety should have direct access to the appropriate level of
senior management and to all managers/supervisors on safety issues.

(7) The Director of Safety should provide safety concerns and findings to
appropriate senior operations managers for appropriate corrective actions.
(8) The Director of Safety should be a primary participant in the
development of an internal evaluation program and the resultant safety
-audit procedures. (9) For Part 121 operations and requirements, the
Director of Safety position was established as a full time position
responsible for keeping the highest management officials of the certificate
holder fully informed about flight, maintenance, and ground safety
practices, procedures, and programs of the certificate holder’s entire
operation. (10) Although Part 135 does not establish a requirement for a
Director of Safety position, these operators are still encouraged to
designate a company management official or manager to monitor and
evaluate flight, maintenance, and ground safety practices, procedures, and
programs. '

The recommended “Qualifications” of a Director of Safety (Federal Aviation
‘Administration, 1999) were as follows:

(1) Training, it was highly desirable that the Director of Safety completes
an aviation safety education program consistent with the position’s
responsibilities. If an individual has not completed such a program prior
to appointment, the Director of Safety should attend one to supplement
his/her experience. Participation in industry safety meetings, conferences
or schools is considered an essential part of the continuing education of
the Director of Safety. Training should also include such subject areas as,
corporate safety culture, the role of the safety director as advisor to senior
management officials, safety philosophy, safety data collection and
analysis programs, risk management, incident/accident prevention and
investigation, human factors. (2) Experience, the person assigned as the
Director of Safety should have extensive operational experience and
professional qualifications in aviation. This would include the knowledge
and understanding of the following, aviation safety programs, aviation
safety standards, and safe aviation operating practices. (3) Expertise, the
person assigned as the Director of Safety should have established
professional qualifications. These qualifications may be any of the
following: an FAA commercial pilot or airline transport pilot certificate,
an FAA mechanics certificate, an FAA aircraft dispatcher certificate, three
years experience in a supervisory position with a part 121 or a scheduled
part 135 air carrier, three years experience in a position comparable to U.S.
military aviation operations, three years experience in a supervisory
position with a U.S. Government department, board, or agency that deals
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directly with aviation matters. (4) Knowledge, the person assigned as the
Director of Safety should have a full understanding of the following
materials with respect to the certificate holder's operation, the certificate
holder's operations specifications.

- The recommended “Responsibilities” of a Director of Safety (Federal Aviation
Administration, 1999) may include, but not bé limited to, the following:v

Monitor and report to senior management on all air carrier activities that
may have an impact on safety, establish a reporting system, which
provides for a timely and free flow of safety-related information, develop
and maintain a database of incident/accident information to monitor and
analyze trends, monitor and evaluate the various safety and malfunction
reporting systems to ensure appropriate integration and evaluation of data,
investigate and report on-incidents/accidents and make recommendations
to preclude a recurrence, conduct safety audits and inspections, solicit and
process safety improvement suggestions, develop and maintain a safety
awareness program, review and evaluate the adequacy of the emergency
response plan, monitor industry safety concerns that may have an impact
on operations, maintain close liaison with the FAA, NTSB and industry
safety organizations and associations, discharge their duties to meet
applicable legal requirements and to maintain safe operations in
accordance with section 119.65.

Other agencies have also adopted similar recommendations as stated in Title 14
CFR Part 119.67, to their operations, as a result of the HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 9919.
The Transportation Safety Institute’s, Air Safety Officer Training Manual (1999),
addressed the Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR) Part 1203 Aviation
Safety Manager Qualifications, which states:

These positions may be full or part time, the manager should; (1) be
knowledgeable in agency aviation program activities, (2) have experience
as a pilot, crew member, or in aviation operations management, (3) be a
graduate of a recognized aviation safety officer or accident prevention

. course, or qualified within 1 year through attendance at formal courses of

- instruction, (4) these standards should be used as a guide, they do not

supersede those job classifications prescribed by the Office of Personnel
Management.
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The FPMR Part 1204, Air Safety Officer Training Manual (1999), also addresses
the Program Responsibilities by stating:

Agencies will ensure that policies, objectives, and standards are

established and clearly defined to support an effective aviation accident

prevention effort. And finally, the FPMR Part 1205 addresses the Program

elements, by stating; aviation safety program elements should include;

(1) aviation safety council, (2) inspections and evaluations, (3) hazard

reporting, (4) aircraft accident and-incident investigation, (5) education

- and training, (6) aviation protective equipment, (7) aviation qualification

and certification, and, (8) awards program.

So far, the review of literature establishing the problem has shown the regulatory
history and evolution of the Director of Safety position. It has documented the concerns
from government to industry on the need for regulation and the resulting amendments to
those regulations requiring a Director of Safety position. It also addressed the concerns on
variances of functions, qualifications; and requirements for individuals who would hold
the Director of Safety position.

Although the review of literature establishing the problem has shown that there
has been great progress made in the last few years to implement and define the Director
of Safety position; there are several references, which address continued variances in
functions, qualifications, and requirements for individuals who hold the Director of
Safety position. The following supports this issue.

The Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA) staff designed a survey and sent it to the
48 airlines ALPA then represented. The survey was primarily directed at assessing what
response the airlines had made to the FAA’s safety director mandate. Among other

things, the survey looked at the experience and qualifications of those selected for this

post. The survey findings illuminate gray areas in current Director of Safety positions and
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outline each airline’s aviation safety environment. One major carrier said, “The Director
of Safety holds an FAA airman certification of some type and has extensive aviation
background..He has participated in a variety of industry séfety forums.” A second major
airline reported, “The Director of Saféty isa qualiﬁeci line pilot, bﬁt does not maintain
currency on any equiprﬁent type. No other qualiﬁcations Were repérted.” And a third
rﬂajor airline said, “The Director of Safety is> a liﬁe captain ahd A&P méchanic with no
other identified training or experience.” .AL‘PA said their“survey showed a lack of
direction, some airlines héve the »spi,rit, ;zvhil.e chers are just mimicking tﬁe effort. The
only way to have effective safety deba_rtments is through standaidization, which has
always been the method of achieving a safe and efficient operating environment in
aviation (Blaﬁner, 1999).

The CFR’s mandate no specific minimum requirement for What type of
quéliﬁcatiéns a Director of Safety must have. This lack of definition has opened the door
to a wide variety of qualifications for those the >airlines appointed or hired for this
sensitive and necessary position. The airlines’ compiiance with Title 14 CFR Part 119.65
has ranged from fully integratiﬁg a safety pfogram to maidng no response at all. Some
airlines hired a Director of Safety who had exténéive operational knowledge while others
employed one who had no previous airline experieﬁce. The FAA’s lack of definition for
the position has greatly diluted a positive effort to enhance aviation safety (Blattner,

1999).
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Summary

Iﬁ summary, the review of literature has shown the historical evolution of the
Director of Safety position in the private sector as well as the government or regulatory
sector. The review has also shown that aviation safety is inevitably the responsibility of
management. The literature establishing the problem for this study showed the regulatory
call for a Director of Safety; however, the literature did not address the experience and
requirements for the position. This lack of job description set the foundation for the title
of this paper, “An Identification and Description of the Director of Safety Position that is
required by Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 for Domestic and Flag Carriers.”

The literature review established the problem and also included the release of the
Federal Aviation Administration document, “Joint Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin
for Air Transportation and Airworthiness HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19,” which does
address recommended experience and requirements for the Director of Safety position.
However, this document is not included in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations.

And finally, there were several articles written in the last two years expressing
concern in the variability of the individuals currently holding the Director of Safety
position. Because of these articles that the basis for the research question was established:
“To identify and describe the current similarities and differences in functions and
. responsibilities of the Director of Safety position that is required by Title 14 CFR Part

119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers.”



CHAPTER 111
-METHODOLOGY
Statement of the Problem

As stated in the review of literature, the Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 calls for five
positions to be in place for an air carrier to operate under Title 14 CFR Part 121. These
positions are as follows: Director of Safety, Director of Operations, Chief Pilot, Director
of Maintenance, and Chief Inspector. Und}ervTitle 14 CFR Part 119.67, the requirements
for all the positions are specifically defined except for the Director of Safety (Code of
Federal Regulations, 1996).

The position of Director of Safety has been required by regulation since March
1996 to be in place for domestic and flag air carriers. Since then there has only been one
document published to help define the position. This document was released through an
FAA Joint Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and Airworthiness
(HBAT) 99-19 and HBAW 99-19, which outlines safety functions, qualifications, and
responsibilities for the subject position. This bulletin is designed to provide guidance for
FAA Principal Inspectors for the development of a comprehensive and effective safety
department for the air carriers (Federal Aviation Administration, 1999). According to the

publishing office FAA AFS-300, (personal communication, March 5, 2001) the document
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(HBAT 99-19) was constructed in part, from interviews with Principal Maintenance
Inspector's (PMI) who oversee air carrier operations.

There are, however several referénce’s: which address continued variances in
functions, qualifications, and requirements for individuals who hold the Director of
Safety position. The above references address concerns not only from industry, but also
continued concerns from government (Blattner, 1999; Blattner, 2000). For this reasons
this study addresses the quesﬁon, what are the current similarities and differences in
functions and responsibilities for the Director of Safety position required by Title 14 CFR

Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers?
Subjects

The purpose of this study was to identify and describe the current similarities and
differences in functions and responsibilities of the Director of Safety position for
domestic air carriers. The first information gathered was a current list of domestic air
carriers. The list of air carriers was obtained from the World Aviation Directory (Winter
2000). The World Aviation Directory listed 29 air carriers in their “Section A1” category,
which represented the population for the study. The World Aviation Directory, (2000)
defined their “A1” category as “airlines providing scheduled passenger and cargo service
that are designated flag (international) carriers.”

The next information-gathering task determined what individual at each identified
air carrier held the poéition of Director of Safety or who was responsible for that position

under Title 14 CFR Part 119.65.
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The author then established a pre-survey relationship by telephone with the intent
of improving response rate. Information was then gathered by telephoning each air carrier
and inquiring who was respounsible for the required Director of Safety position. Once
identified, a telephone meeting date and time were set up. The telephone meeting with
each Director of Safety interviewee covered the féllowing itefns: 1) Introduced the
reséarche‘r and the reasoﬁs’for thé call, 2) Exp.lai.ned> the questionnaire to be completed
and fhe restrictions set forth by the Oklahoma State Uni\}efsity Internal Review Board
[IRB], 3) Addfessed ﬁny concerns the iriterviewee may have,‘and 4) Established logistics

for mailing, completing, and returning the questionnaire.
Instruments

The primary operational task was ’centered on selecting the proper instrument to
glean the informatidn required from fhe acting Director of Safety of the identified air
carriers. Since the focus of this research was to establish an identification and description
by analyzing current similarities and differences in functions and responsibilities of the
Directo£ of Safety, a job description analysis standard was chosen, the Professional and
Managerial Position Questionﬁaire (PMi’Q). This is one of several available job analysis
tools, for gathering information on job content and/or worker characteristics that are
common to jobs across a wide spectrum. It describes how the incumbent does his or her
job, the behavibrs required for the job, and activities performed (Pynes, 1997).

'fhe PMPQ established a jéb description for fhe Director of Safety position in

standardized terms. The PMPQ, as opposed to the widely used Position Analysis
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Questionnaire (PAQ), focuses more on the analysis of management and professional
positions rather than more definable work processes (McPhail et al., 1990).

The PMPQ, as stated by McPhail et al. (1990), is

A structured job analysis questionnaire for professional, managerial, and

related positions such as those held by executives, supervisors, engineers,

technicians, teachers, and other professionals. It consists of 108 items.

Ninety-eight of these items are organized into the following three broad

areas. 1) Job Functions: planning and scheduling, processing of

information and ideas, exercising judgment, communication, interpersonal

. activities and relationships, and technical activities. 2) Personal

Requirements: education, training, and experience. 3) Other Information:

number of personnel supervised, amount of monitoring, and dollar amount

of resources managed.

This paper, utilized the PMPQ research instrument, to assess information about
activities, contacts, scope, decision-making context, competencies, and reporting
relationships of managerial positions (Gael, 1988). In doing so, the PMPQ produced
analysis of data through standard scores and percentiles, which were utilized to show
similarities and differences between the surveyed sampled population.

The analysis of data was conducted by PAQ Services, Inc. The analysis included
--an inter-correlation matrix of standard score and percentile information for each
incumbent (Director of Safety) in the ten PMPQ. Dimension categories: 1) Personal Job
Requirements, 2) Planning/Decision Making, 3) Complex Analysis, 4) Technical
Activities, 5) Processing of Information/Ideas, 6) Relevant Experience, 7) Interpersonal
Activities, 8) Special Training, 9) Communication/Instruction, 10) Language/Concept

Interpretation (McPhail et al.,1990). These ten PMPQ Dimensions represent the research

questions for this study.
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The inter-correlation matrix is variation of factor analysis, which is a statistical
method for the comparisons and relationships between numbers. Factor analysis as

defined by Isaac and Michael (1995), ’

Is a technique for analyzing patterns of inter-correlation among many
variables, isolating the dimensions to account for these patterns of
correlation and, in a well-designed study, to allow inferences concerning
the psychological nature of the construct represented by the dimension.

McPhail, Mitchell, Jeanneret, and Mechum (1998) further defines inter-
correlation matrix as,

A inter-correlation matrix of all variables was developed, the matrix was
submitted to a principal components analysis to identify the basic
components or dimensions relevant to higher-level positions. A major
advantage of principal components analysis is that it is not dependent on
specific criteria such as salary.

Mechum (personal communication, February 13, 2001), in the following
statement, further addresses the inter-correlation matrix process:

Since the instrument (PMPQ) is utilized for a diverse sampling of jobs; the
responses to each of the “PMPQ Items” are correlated with responses to
every other item. These PMPQ Items are then correlated and produce a
correlation matrix. The matrix was then subjected to factor analysis, which
identifies clusters of items that are correlated with each other, but not with
other items. These factors were labeled on the basis of the content of the
PMPQ Items that comprised the factor, and these factors are called job
dimensions.

The scores and percentages produced by PAQ Services, Inc., for each of the
surveyed incumbents are based on the master database at PAQ Services, Inc. (Mechum

personal communication, February 13, 2001).
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Research Design

The research design utilized for this study was a Descriptive Research called
“Sglf-Report” research. Self-Report research reciuires the collection of standardized,
quantifiable information ffom all members of a pépulétion or sémple. In other words, in
order to obtain comparable data frorﬁ all subj ec;ts, the same questions must be asked. The
descriptive research involved collecting déta in order to answer questions concerning the
current status of the subject of the study. This descriptivé Stﬁdy detérmined and reported
the way things are. Descriptivé dat';'lywere collected through a questionnaire survey (Gay,

1996).
Research Questions

The first research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Personal Job Requirements of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on the
PMPQ Dimension “Personal Job Requirements” which Was described by McPhail et al.
(2000) as an “inter-correlation matrix.;’ The following itéms represented this matrix:

1. Required Personal Chafacteristicé - Referred to the job requiring some
special personal trait or characteristic on the part of the incumbent in order
for him or her to perform the job adequately.

2. Adaptability Required - Referred to the job imposing a requirement to be
able té change between roles, modes of operation, or styles of behavior

frequently and rapidly to meet new requirements or challenges.
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Complexity of Personal Characteristics - Referred to the breadth of
personal characteristics and the need to be able to change roles or display
. different aspects of those characteristics from time to time.
Exercising Judgments - Involves evaluating the necessity for many
managerial positions to judge the quality of actions or decisions proposed
or taken by others.
Impact of Communicating - Referred to communication that is focused
clearly on a job-relevant exchange of information.
Judgments Involving People - This addressed that the supervisory or
'managerial relationship is very salient for most jobs rated on the PMPQ),
and much of the discussion regarding judgments involving people will
reflect supervisory activities.
Processing of Information and Ideas - Referred to various kinds of
information and idea processing, such activities may include counting,
compiling, computing, classifying, categorizing, coding, interpreting,
interpolating, analyzing, or synthesizing.
Representing and Negotiating - Referred to presenting oneself to others to
represent the services, products, or point of view of a company,
organization, country, or other special interest group.
Interpersonal Activities - Referred to six categories of interpersonal
activities: supervising and directing, instructing, coordinating,

interviewing, advising, and representing and negotiating. These
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relationships should reflect job-related interactions and involve purposeful
relationships with others as part of job accomplishment.
The above nine items define the PMPQ Dimension “Personal Job Requirements” inter-
correlation matrix and the first research question.
The second research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in
the Planning and Decision Making of the Director of Safety?”” This question was based
on the PMPQ Dimension “Planning and Decision Making” and was described by

McPhail et al. (2000) as an “inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented

this matrix:

1. - Planning and Scheduling - Referred to four specific planning and
scheduling functions, including work scheduling, budgeting, operations
planning; and future development planning.

2. Complexity of Operations Planning - referred to medium-range planning
or scheduling, up to, but not exceeding one business cycle. It also includes
the planning associated with the maintenance of on-going systems.

3. Complexity of Budgeting - Referred to the planning or estimating of future
expenses, and also includes overseeing and maintaining existing budgets.
The complexity is felated to the amount of flexibility or change authority
allowed to the incumbent.

4. . Complexity of Planning for Future Development - Referred to longer-term

planning, usually longer than two years. It most often deals with the

development of new programs or facilities and strategic planning.



Complexity of Supervising and Directing - Referred to one taking into
account not only the numbers of people whose activities are directed, but
also the complexity of the tasks, which they are performing.

Total Number of Personnel - Referred to the official organizational
structure reflects defined reporting relationships, usually refers to
‘nonexempt personnel.

Complexity of Coordinating - Included both the number of people whose
activities must be coordinated and the number of variables, or the

- .complexity of the activities in which they are engaged.

- Exercising Judgment - Involved evaluating the necessity for many
managerial positions to judge the quality of actions or decisions proposed

or taken by others.

The above eight items define the PMPQ Dimension “Planning and Decision Making”

inter-correlation matrix and the second research question.

The third research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the

Complex Analysis of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on the PMPQ

Dimension “Complex Analysis” and was described by McPhalil et al. (2000), as an “inter-

correlation matrix.” The following items represented this matrix:

Required Education - These are qualifications or requirements that may be
‘expected or required of any person in order to perform the position

adequately.
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Complexity of Language in Written Communications — Involved such
activities as creative writing, formal letters, proposals, plans, and policies.
The emphasis is on the creation, not on the rote production of written

- materials. The complexity should reflect the actual language used.
‘Complexity of Interviewing - Which must be differentiated from simple
oral communication. It refers to a conversation held for a specific purpose
on a defined topic.

Complexity of Advising - Referred to activity, which does not include
conveying common sense or general knowledge, nor is it a reflection of
the provision of information only. Rather, it refers to expertise, usually of
a professional and highly specific nature. The complexity is a function
largely of the size, diversity, and degrees of freedom associated with the
problem about which advice is being sought.

Analyzing and Synthesizing Information and Ideas - Referred to
identifying problems, determining underlying principles or facts,
interpreting the results of analyses, and combining, synthesizing, or
integrating this analysis of information to establish new facts, hypotheses,
or theories.

Number of Non-Supervisory Personnel Supervised - Referred to the
official organizational structure, which reflects defined reporting

relationships, usually refers to nonexempt personnel.



The above six items define the PMPQ Dimension “Complex Analysis” inter-correlation
matrix and the third research question.

The fourth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Technical Activities of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on the PMPQ
Dimension “Technical Activities” and was described by McPhail et al. (2000), as an
“inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented this matrix:

1. Complexity of Using Equipment and Devices - This was somewhat self-

‘ explanatory, however, despite the growing availability of computers and
other equipment in the work environment, it is in fact true that the use of

equipment and devices is frequently inversely related to organizational

level.

2. Technical Activities - This addressed that, more common than ever for
jobs, including those in professional and managerial ranks, to require the
use of technology involving equipment or technical procedures.

3. Using Procedures, Techniques, and Processes - This involved any activity

where the use of equipment or devices is incidental to a verbal,
mathematical, or other systematic approach to a problem or action.
The above three items define the PMPQ Dimension “Technical Activities” inter-
correlation matrix and the fourth research question.
The fifth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Processing of Information and Ideas of the Director of Safety?” This question was based

on the PMPQ Dimension “Processing of Information and Ideas” and was described by
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McPhail et al. (2000), as an “inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented

this matrix:

Quantitative Processing of Information and Data, this refers to working
with numbers, and especially with physical quantities and making
calculations. They include measuring, estimating, and comparing numbers
as part of the definition of quantitative activities.

Processing of Information and Ideas, this refers to various kinds of
information and idea processing, such activities may include counting,

compiling, computing, classifying, categorizing, coding, interpreting,

-interpolating, analyzing, or synthesizing.

- Complexity of Quantitative Methods Used, this refers to activities that are

performed with the involvement or use of a computer or calculator, but the
emphasis of this item is on the understanding of the underlying

quantitative operations.

The above three items define the PMPQ Dimension “Processing of Information and

Ideas” inter-correlation matrix and the fifth research question.

The sixth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the

Relevant Experience of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on the PMPQ

Dimension “Relevant Experience” and was described by McPhail et al. (2000), as an

“Inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented this matrix:
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1. Use of Experience - Referred to, as the amount of experience required by
the job increases, the incumbent will be more likely to depend more
heavily on that experience.

2. Required Relevant Experience - This should have reflected the time spent
in previous related work experiences necessary to learn to make good
judgments-in the target position.

3. Complexity of Experience - This reflected the breadth and depth of

- experiential requirements.

The above three items define the PMPQ Dimension “Relevant Experience” inter-

correlation matrix and the sixth research question. \

The seventh research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in
the Interpersonal Activities of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on the
PMPQ Dimension “Interpersonal Activities” and was described by McPhail et al. (2000),
~ as an “inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented this matrix:

1. Interpersonal Activities - Which pertained to six categories of
interpersonal activities: supervising and directing, instructing,
coordinating, interviewing, advising, and representing and negotiating.
These relationships should reflect job-related interactions and involve
purposeful relationships with others as part of job accomplishment.

2. Complexity of Interpersonal Activities - This item covered the

- complexities of; supervising and directing, instructing, coordinating,
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interviewing, advising, and representing and negotiating, which have been
defined in this chapter under other headings.

3. Judgments Involving People - This referred to the fact that supervisory or

. managerial relationship is very salient for most jobs rated on the PMPQ,
much of the discussion regarding judgments involving people will reflect
supervisory activities.

The above three items define the PMPQ Dimension “Interpersonal Activities” inter-
correlation matrix and the seventh research question.

The eighth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Special Training of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on the PMPQ
Dimension “Special Training” and was described by McPhail et al. (2000), as an “inter-
correlation matrix.” The following items represented this matrix:

1. Use of Training - Reflected that which is needed to learn the job,

excluding that of formal education.

2. Complexity of Training - This was rated in terms of breadth of topics
covered and to the extent to which the training involves highly technical
components.

The above two items define the PMPQ Dimension “Special Training” inter-correlation
matrix and the eighth research question.

The ninth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Communications and Instruction of the Director of Safety?” This question was based on

the PMPQ Dimension “Communications and Instruction” and was described by McPhail



~et al. (2000), as an “inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented this
matrix:

1. Communicating - This referred to that communication that is focused
clearly on a job-relevant exchange of information.

2. Instructing - Referred to the delivery of information in the form of
teaching, training, or instructing.

3. Written Communications - Which involved such activities as creative
writing, formal letters, proposals, plans, and policies. The emphasis is on
‘the creation, not on the rote production of written materials. The
complexity should reflect the actual language used.

4. Interpersonal Activities - Which pertained to six categories of
interpersonal activities: supervising and directing, instructing,
coordinating, interviewing, advising, and representing and negotiating.
These relationships should reflect job-related interactions and involve

- purposeful relationships with others as part of job accomplishment.
The above four items define the PMPQ Dimension “Communication and Instruction”
inter-correlation matrix and the ninth research question.

The tenth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Language and Concept Interpretation of the Director of Safety?” This question was based
on the PMPQ Dimension “Language and Concept Interpretation” and was described by
McPhail et al. (2000), as an “inter-correlation matrix.” The following items represented

this matrix:
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- 1. . Complexity of Use of Other Language - This referred to when another
language or possible more than one is required, these items serve to
distinguish the unique requirefnents of the position.

2. Use of Other Language - Referred to the use of another language other

thaﬁ one’s nati?é tongue and must be reciuired as 'part of the job.
The abdve two items define the PMPQ Diméﬁsion “Language and Concept
Interpretation” inter-correlation matrix éﬁd the ﬁinth research question.

These résearch questions satisfied the descriptive research question; “What are the
current similarities and differences in functions .and responsibilities for the Director of
Safety position vreciui.red.by Title. 14_CFR Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers?”

.The findings from the PMPQ questionnaire compiled a comprehensive description
of the content of the job analyzed in standardized terms, which will permit it to be
compared with other jobs. The summation of the data collected was then used to form a

basis for conclusions.



 CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION:
Introduction

The first three chapters of this study covered the introduction to the study, a
review of related literature, and a discussion of the design of the study. The information
in this chapter presented the findings generated through the completion of the
Professional Managerial Position Questionnaire (PMPQ) by the incumbent Directors of
Safety at the participating air carriers. |

. The findings from the PMPQ were computer generated by PAQ Services, Inc.,
and the results of the analysis were presented in “standard scores” and “percentiles” for
each incumbent. These scores and percentiles for each incumbent represented the ten
PMPQ Dimension categories; 1) Personal Job Requirements, 2) Planning/Decision
Making, 3) Complex Analysis, 4) Technical Activities, 5) Processing of
Information/Ideas, 6) Relevant Experience, 7) Interpersonal Activities, 8) Special
Training, 9) Communication/Instruction, and 10) Language/Concept Interpretafion
(McPhail et al., 2000).

The PMPQ Dimension category scores, according to McPhalil et al. (1990),

Were derived from an inter-correlation matrix statistical process that is
reported in terms of standard scores with a mean of 0.0 and a standard

41
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deviation of 1.0. The scores were also reported in terfns of percentiles and

a standard score of zero is at the 50® percentile. Negative scores will have

values below the 50* percentile.

There were 29 PMPQ questionnaires mailed out, and of that 29, a total of eight
were returned and completed, which represented our sample of 27.5 percent of the
population. This sample percentage was low but was considered acceptable for surveys
utilizing a mail service (Bourque, & Fielder; 1995; Turley, 1999).

According to Mechum (personal communication, March 14, 2001), the computer-
generated data would be received in table form from PAQ Services, Inc. It showed how

all the responding incumbents scored in standard scores and percentiles on the 10 PMPQ

Dimensions categories as compared to PAQ Services, Inc. master database.
Statement of the Problem

The statement of the problem was to identify and describe the current similarities
and differences in functidns and responsibilities of the Director of Safety position
required by Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers. This was carried
out through administering the PMPQ to a sample population of Directors of Safety,

which allowed us to answer the previously addressed ten research questions.
Findings

The findings from the administered PMPQ showed differences and similarities
between the surveyed incumbents (Directors of Safety). This data was complied into a bar

chart with all eight incumbents percentiles represented in graphic form for each PMPQ
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Dimension. In presenting the data in such a manner, a numeric and visual representation
was given which compared each incumbent with other incumbents on a particular PMPQ

Dimension or research question topic.

Research Questions

The first research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Personal Job Requirements of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this question are
based on the PMPQ Dimension “Personal Job Requirements™ as defined in Chapter III.
In Figure 1, the responses to the first research question were represented in percentiles for

each incumbent.
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Figure 1. PMPQ Dimension “Personal Job Requirements” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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The results displayed in Figure 1, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Personal
Job Requirements,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the PAQ
Services, Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the incumbents’
Likert Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement and perceived
complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows on the PMPQ
Dimension “Personal Job Requirements.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score of .88,
representing the 82™ percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of 1.46, representing
the 93" percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .70, representing the 76
percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of .16, representing the 57 percentile;
incumbent #5 had a standard score of -.80, representing the 23™ percentile; incumbent #6
had a standard score of -.47, representing the 34™ percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard
score of —1.27, representing the 12" percentile; and incumbent #8 had a standard score of
-.25, representing the 42" percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences
in the Personal Job Requirements, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized
into four percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range,
3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed 25 percent
of the incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 25 percent of the
incumbents scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 12.5 percent of the incumbents
scored in group #3 (51-75 percentile range), and 37.5 percent of the incumbents scored in

group #4 (76-100 percentile range).
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There was no majority represented in any of the four percentile range groupings,
indicating different and varied responses by the incumbents to the items in the Personal
Job Requirements dimension on the PMPQ.

The second research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in
the Planning and Decision Making of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this
question are based on the PMPQ Dimension “Planning and Decision Making” as defined
in Chapter III. In Figure 2, the responses to the second research question were represented

in percentiles for each incumbent.

#1 #2 #3 #4 #6 #7 #8

Figure 2. PMPQ Dimension “Planning and Decision Making” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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The results displayed in Figure 2, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Planning
and Decision Making,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the PAQ
Services, Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the incumbents’
Likert Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement and perceived
complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows on the PMPQ
Dimension “Planning and Decision Making.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score of .19,
representing the 58" percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of .26, representing
the 61 percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of -.55, representing the 31%
percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of .42, representing the 67" percentile;
incumbent #5 had a standard score of -.17, representing the 45" percentile; incumbent #6
had a standard score of —1.56, representing the 7 percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard
score of —2.17, representing the 3" percentile; and incumbent #8 had a standard score of
—1.02, representing the 17" percentile.

The incumbent’s percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Planning and Decision Making, the incumbent’s percentile scores were categorized
into four percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentile rahge, 2) 26-50 percentile range,
3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed 37.5
percent of the incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 25 percent of the
- incumbents scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 37.5 percent of the incumbents
scored in group #3 (51-75 percentile range), and zero percent of the incumbents scored in

group #4 (76-100 percentile range).
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There was no majority represented in any of the 4 percentile range groupings,
indicating different and varied responses by the incumbents to the items in the Planning
and Decision Making dimension on the PMPQ.

The third research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Complex Analysis of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this question are based on
the PMPQ Dimension “Complex Analysis™ as defined in Chapter III. In Figure 3, the

responses to the third research question were represented in percentiles for each

incumbent.
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Figure 3. PMPQ Dimension “Complex Analysis” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.



43

The results displayed in Figure 3, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Complex
Analysis,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the PAQ Services,
Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the incumbents’ Likert
Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement and perceived
complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows on the PMPQ
Dimension “Complex Analysis.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score of -.69, representing
the 26™ percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of .30, representing the 62™
percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .34, representing the 64" percentile;
incumbent #4 had a standard score of -.50, representing the 32™ percentile; incumbent #5
had a standard score of .22, representing the 59" percentile; incumbent #6 had a standard
score of .84, representing the 80" percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard score of .77,
representing the 78" percentile; and incumbent #8 had a standard score of 1.35,
representing the 92™ percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Complex Analysis, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized into four
percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25‘ percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75
percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed zero percent of the
incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 25 percent of the incumbents
scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 37.5 percent of the incumbents scored in
group #3 (51-75 percentile range), and 37.5 percent of the incumbents scored in group #4

(76-100 percentile range).
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There was no majority represented in any of the four percentile range groupings,
indicating different and varied responses by the incumbents to the items in the Complex
Analysis dimension on the PMPQ.

The fourth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Technical Activities of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this question are based
on the PMPQ Dimension “Technical Activities” as defined in Chapter III. In Figure 4,
the responses to the forth research question were represented in percentiles for each

incumbent.

#1 #2

Figure 4. PMPQ Dimension “Technical Activities” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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The results displayed in Figure 4, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Technical
Activities,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the PAQ Services,
Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the incumbents’ Likert
Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement and perceived
complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows on the PMPQ
Dimension “Technical Activities.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score of .87, representing
the 81 percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of .40, representing the 66™
percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .17, representing the 57 percentile;
incumbent #4 had a standard score of .12, representing the 55* percentile; incumbent #5
had a standard score of .59, representing the 73™ percentile; incumbent #6 had a standard
score of .75, representing the 78" percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard score of .32,
representing the 63 percentile; and incumbent #8 had a standard score of -.03,
representing the 50" percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
- PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Technical Activities, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized into four
percentile range groupings; 1) 0’-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75
percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed zero percent of the
incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 12.5 percent of the incumbents
scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 62.5 percent of the incumbents scored in
‘group #3 (51-75 percentile range), and 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group #4

(76-100 percentile range).
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There was one majority represented out of the four percentile range groupings,
and that was in the 51-75-percentile range, where 62.5 percent of the incumbents scored
indicating similarities on the responded items in the Technical Activities dimension on
the PMPQ. This indicates that 62.5 percent of the incumbents consider Technical
activities important to their jobs.

The fifth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Processing of Information and Ideas of the Director of Safety?”” The responses to this
question are based on the PMPQ Dimension “Processing of Information and Ideas” as
defined in Chapter III. In Figure 5, the responses to the fifth research question were

represented in percentiles for each incumbent.
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Figure 5. PMPQ Dimension “Processing of Information and Ideas™
Comparing Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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The results displayed in Figure 5, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Processing
of Information and Ideas,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the
PAQ Services, Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the
incumbents’ Likert Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement
and perceived complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows
- -on the PMPQ Dimension “Processing of Information and Ideas.” Incumbent #1 had a
standard score of -1.01, representing the 17" percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard
score of -.68, representing the 26" percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .33,
representing the 64" percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of .86, representing
‘the 81* percentile; incumbent #5 had a standard score of .24, -represeﬁting the 60
percentile; incumbent #6 had a standard score of -1.28, representing the 11 percentile;
incumbent #7 had a standard score of -.35, representing the 38% percentile; and incumbent
#8 had a standard score of -.16, representing the 45" percentile.

~ The incumbents’ bercentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Processing of Information and Ideas, the incumbents’ percentile scores were
categorized into four percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50
percentile range, 3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results
showed 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 37.5
percent of the incumbents scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 25 percent of the
incumbents scored in group #3 (5 1-75 percentile range), and 12.5 percent of the

incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100 percentile range).
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There was no majority represented in any of the four percentile range groupings,
indicating different and varied responses by the incumbents to the items in the Processing
of Information and Ideas dimension on the PMPQ.

The sixth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Relevant Experience of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this question are based
on the PMPQ Dimension “Relevant Experience™ as defined in Chapter III. In Figure 6,
the responses to the sixth research question were represented in percentiles for each

incumbent.
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Figure 6. PMPQ Dimension “Relevant Experience” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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- The results displayed in Figure 6, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Relevant
Experience,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the PAQ Services,
Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the incumbents’ Liker
Scale type.inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement and perceived
complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows on the PMPQ
Dimension “Relevant Experience.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score of .44,
representing the 68" percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of .88, representing
the 82™ percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .40 representing the 66%
percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of -.16, representing the 45™ percentile;
incumbent #5 had a standard score of -.59, representing the 29" percentile; incumbent #6
had a standard score of .86, representing the 81% percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard
score of 2.16, representing the 99" percentile; and incumbent #8 had a standard score of
2.03, representing the 98" percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represerited to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Relevant Experience, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized into four
percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75
percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed zero percent of the
incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 25 percent of the incumbents
scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group
#3 (51-75 percentile range), and 50 percent of the incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100

percentile range).
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There was one majority represented out of the four percentile range groupings,
and that was in the 76-100-percentile range, where 50 percent of the incumbents scored,
which indicated similarities on the responded items in the Relevant Experiences
dimension on the PMPQ. This indicates that 50 percent of the incumbents consider
Relevant Experiences as very important to their jobs.

The seventh research question was. “What are the similarities and differences in
the Interpersonal Activities of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this question are
based on the PMPQ Dimension “Interpersonal Activities” as defined in Chapter III. In
Figure 7. the responses to the seventh research question were represented in percentiles

for each incumbent.
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Figure 7. PMPQ Dimension “Interpersonal Activities” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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‘The results displayed in Figure 7, represented the PMPQ Dimension
“Interpersonal Activities,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the
PAQ Services, Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the
incumbents’ Likert Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement
and perceived complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents scored as follows
on the PMPQ Dimension “Interpersonal Activities.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score
of -.20, representing the 44" percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of -.65,

- representing the 27™ percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .07, representing
the 53™ percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of -.35, representing the 38%
percentile; incumbent #5 had a standard score of 1.10, representing the 87" percentile;
incumbent #6 had a standard score of -.27, representing the 41 percentile; incumbent #7
had a standard score of 1.28, representing the 90™ percentile; and incumbent #8 had a
standard score of .29, representing the 62" percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Interpersonal Activities, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized into four
percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75
percentile range, and 4) 76-100 f)ercentile range. The results showed zero percent of the

. incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 50 percent of the incumbents

scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group

#3 (51-75 percentile range), and 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100

percentile range).



the 53™ percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of -.35, representing the 38"
percentile; incumbent #5 had a standard score of 1.10, representing the 87™ percentile;
incumbent #6 had a standard score of -.27, representing the 41 percentile; incumbent #7
had a standard score of 1.28, representing the 90" percentile; and incumbent #8 had a
standard score of .29, representing the 62™ percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the sinrilarities and differences in
the Interpersonal Activities, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized into four
percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75

“percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed zero percent of the
incumbents scored in group #1-(0-25 percentile range), 50 percent 'of the incumbents
scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group
#3 (51-75 percentile range), and 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100
percentile range).

There was one majority represented out of the four percentile range groupings,
and that was in the 26-50-percentile range, where 50 percent of the incumbents scored,
which indicated similarities on the responded items in t}re Interpersonal Activities
dimension on the PMPIQ. This indicates that 50 percent of the incumbents consider
Interpersonal Aetivities .somewhat important to their jobs.

The eighth research question was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Special Training of the Director of Safety?”” The responses to this question are based on

the PMPQ Dimension “Special Training” as defined in Chapter III. In Figure 8, the
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responses to the eighth research question were represented in percentiles for each

incumbent.

The results displayed in Figure 8, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Special
Training,” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the PAQ Services, Inc.
inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the incumbents’ Likert Scale
type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement and perceived complexity
on each given item. The eight incumbents’ scored as follows on the PMPQ Dimension
“Special Training.” Incumbent #1 had a standard score of -.54, representing the 31%
percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score of .38, representing the 65" percentile;

incumbent #3 had a standard score of -.64, representing the 28" percentile; incumbent #4

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20
10

#1 #2
Figure 8. PMPQ Dimension “Special Training” Comparing Percentiles
for Responding Incumbents.
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had a standard score of -.48, representing the 33™ percentile; incumbent #5 had a standard
score of -.31, representing the 39™ percentile; incumbent #6 had a standard score of .81,
representing the 80" percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard score of 1.38, representing
the 92™ percentile; and incumbent #8 had a standard score of .25, representing the 60
percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
- the Special Training, the incumbents’ pervcentile scores were categorized into four
percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percentiie range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75
percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results showed zero percent of the
incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), S0 percent of the incumbents
scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group
#3 (51-75 percen‘;ile range), and 25 percent of the incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100
percentile range).

There was one majority represented out of the four percentile»range groupings,
and that was in the 26-50-pércentile rarige, where 50 percent of the incﬁmbents scored,
which indicated similarities on the reéponded itémsin the Special Training dimension on
the PMPQ. This indicates thaf 50 percent of the incumbents consider Special Training
activities somewhat important to their jobs.

The ninth reseérch question was, “Whét are the similarities and differences in the
Communication and Instruction of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this question

are based on the PMPQ Dimension “Communication and Instruction” as defined in
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Chapter III. In Figure 9. the responses to the ninth research question were represented in

percentiles for each incumbent.

The results displayed in Figure 9. represented the PMPQ Dimension
“Communications and Instruction.” and were presented comparing percentiles derived
from the PAQ Services, Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent
the incumbents’ Likert Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of
involvement and perceived complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents scored
as follows on the PMPQ Dimension “Communications and Instruction.” Incumbent #1
had a standard score of -1.33, representing the 11" percentile; incumbent #2 had a

standard score of .01, representing the 51* percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score
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Figure 9. PMPQ Dimension “Communication and Instruction” Comparing
Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.
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of -1.39, representing the 10™ percentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of 1.04,
representing the 86™ percentile; incumbent #5 had a standard score of -.03, representing
the 50™ percentile; incumbent #6 had a standard score of -1.14, representing the 14%
percentile; incumbent #7 had a standard score of -1.30, representing the 11™ percentile;
and incumbent #§ had a standard score of .53, representing the 71* percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimeﬁsion to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences
- in the Communications and Instruction, the incumbents’ percentile scores were
categorized into four percentile range groupings, 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50
percentile range, 3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. AThe results
showed 50 percent of the incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 12.5
percent of the incumbents scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 25 percent of the
incumbents scored in group #3 (51-75 percentile range), and 12.5 percent of the
incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100 percentile range).

There was one majority represented out of the four percentile range groupings,
and that was in the O-25-perc_entil¢ range, where 50 percent of the incumbents scored,
showing similarities:on the responded items in the Communications and Instruction
dimension on the PMPQ. This indicates that 50 percent of the incumbents consider
Communication and Instruction activities as not very important to their jobs.

The tenth research quéstion was, “What are the similarities and differences in the
Language and Concept Interpretation of the Director of Safety?” The responses to this

question are based on the PMPQ Dimension “Language and Concept Interpretation” as



defined in Chapter III. In Figure 10, the responses to the tenth research question were

represented in percentiles for each incumbent.

The results displayed in Figure 10, represented the PMPQ Dimension “Language
and Concept Interpretation” and were presented comparing percentiles derived from the
PAQ Services, Inc. inter-correlation matrix process. The percentiles represent the
incumbents’ Likert Scale type inputs on the PMPQ indicating their level of involvement
and perceived complexity on each given item. The eight incumbents” scored as follows
on the PMPQ Dimension “Language and Concept Interpretation.” Incumbent #1 had a
standard score of -.13, representing the 47" percentile; incumbent #2 had a standard score

of .48, representing the 69" percentile; incumbent #3 had a standard score of .20,
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Figure 10. PMPQ Dimension “Language and Concept Interpretation”
Comparing Percentiles for Responding Incumbents.



representing the 59 pércentile; incumbent #4 had a standard score of 4.06, representing
the 99™ percentile; incumbent #5 had a standard score of -.42, representing the 35"
percentile; incumbent #6 had a standard score of -:17, representing the 45™ percentile;
incumbent #7 had a standard score of .01, representing the 51* percentile; and incumbent
#8 had a standard score of .02, representing the 51 percentile.

The incumbents’ percentiles represented to what extent they consider the given
PMPQ Dimension to be a part of their job. To illustrate the similarities and differences in
the Language and Concept Interpretation, the incumbents’ percentile scores were
categorized into four percentile range groupings, 1) 0-25 percentile range, 2) 26-50
percentile range, 3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. The results
showed zero percent of the incumbents scored in group #1 (0-25 percentile range), 37.5
percent of the incumbents scored in group #2 (26-50 percentile range), 50 percent of the
incumbents scored in group #3 (51-75 percentile range), and 12.5 percent of the
incumbents scored in group #4 (76-100 percentile range).

There was one majority represented out of the four percentile range groupings,
which was in the 51-75-percentile range, where 50 percent of the incumbents scored,
indicating similarities on the responded items in the Language and Concept Interpretation
dimension on the PMPQ. This indicates that 50 percent of the incumbents consider

Language and Concept Interpretation activities important to their jobs.
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Summary

This chapter has consisted of a presentation of the findings from the PMPQ and
the associated research questions, which were chosen as a result of review of literature.
Data from the PMPQ have been discussed and analyzed. The data have been presented in
three formats.

The first format was in numerical (percentiles) and graphical (bar chart), which
visually depicted the similarities and differences between the incumbents on the
- responses to the PMPQ Dimensions.

The second .format was a narrative, which included the specific standard scores
and percentiles from each incumbent that were utilized to construct the bar charts.

And third, to further illustrate the similarities and differences in the incumbents’
percentile scores, scores were categorized into four percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25
percentile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range, 3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100
percentile range. This allowed us to analyze the percentage of responses in each
percentile range group.

The following chapter, Chapter V, will present the conclusions and
recommendations, which resulted from the research that was conducted on the Directors

of Safety from the responding sample population, utilizing the PMPQ.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

This study identified and described the current status of the Director of Safety
position that is required by Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers.
The study focused on the current similarities and differences in job functions and
responsibilities of the Director of Safety position.

- The problem on which this study is based was found in Title 14 CFR Part 119.65,
which calls out five positions that must be in place for an air carrier to operate under Title
14 CFR Part 121. These positions are as follows: Director of Safety, Director of
Operations, Chief Pilot, Director of Maintenance, and Chief Inspector. The problem was
that Title 14 CFR Part 119.67 defines the job requirements for all the above positions
except for the “Director of Safety.” It was because of this that the FAA published The
Joint Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and Airworthiness,
HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19, which is designed to assist and give guidelines on the
Director of Safety position to FAA principle inspectors and Title 14 CFR Parts 121 and
135 air carrier operators. Since the nature of the problem as discovered in the review of

literature was the concern over the variability of the Director of Safety’s functions and
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responsibilities, this study continued with that issue simply by virtue that the non-binding
- HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19 may or may not have changed the variability of Director
of Safety’s functions and responsibilities.

The research into the problem was carried out through administering an
established job description survey instrument, the Professional and Managerial Position
Questionnaire (PMPQ). The PMPQ is a structured job analysis questionnaire for
professional, managerial, and related positions such as those held by executives,
supervisors, engineers, technicians, teachers, and other professionals. It utilized an
inter-correlation matrix to produced standard score and percentile information for
each incumbent in the ten PMPQ Dimension categories; 1) Personal Job Re_quirements,
2) Planning/Decision Making, 3) Complex Analysis, 4) Technical Activities,

5) Processing of Information/Ideas, 6) Relevant Experience, 7) Interpersonal Activities,
8) Special Training, 9) Communication/Instruction, 10) Language/Con;:ept Interpretation.
These ten PMPQ Dimensions represented the basis for the research questions in this
study. The results of the PMPQ analysis of data gave standard scores and percentiles
showing similarities and differences between the surveyed sample population (McPhail
et al., 2000).

The PMPQ was sent to a population of air carriers. The list of air carriers was
obtained from the World Aviation Directory. The World Aviation Directory listed 29 air
carriers in their “Section A1” category, which represented the population size for the
study. The World Aviation Directory defined their “A1” category as “airlines providing

scheduled passenger and cargo service that are designated flag (international) carriers.”
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Out of that 29, a total of eight was returned and completed which represented our sample
of 27.5 percent of the population. This sample percentage was low but was considered
acceptable for surveys utilizing a mail service (Bourque & Fielder, 1995; Turley, 1999).
The returned and completed PMPQ answer sheets were then sent to PAQ
Services, Inc. for computer processing. The computer analysis, referred to as an inter-
correlation matrix, rendered standard scores and percentiles for each responding
incumbent in the aforementioned PMPQ Dimension categories. This study utilized the
percentile numbers only, for incumbent comparison. To illustrate the similarities and
differences in the PMPQ Dimensions, the incumbents’ percentile scores were categorized
into four percentile range groupings; 1) 0-25 percehtile range, 2) 26-50 percentile range,
3) 51-75 percentile range, and 4) 76-100 percentile range. This process was designed to

1dentify majority responses in any of the four percentile range groupings.
Conclusions

Based on the findings of the study, evidence supports the following conclusions in
respect the current status of the Director of Safety position as required by Title 14 CFR
Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers. The study’s conclusions focused on the
current similarities and differences in job functions and responsibilities.

1. The PMPQ Dimension category, Personal Job Requirements, which

incorporated such items as required personal characteristics, adaptability,

exercising judgments, and negotiating, was found to have no majority
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represented in any of the four percentile range groupings. This indicated
different and varied responses by the incumbents to this item.

The PMPQ Dimension category, Planning and Decision Making, which
incorporated such items as scheduling, operations; budgeting, future
development, supervising, and coordinating, was found to have no
majority represented in any of the four percentile range groupings. This
indicated different and varied responses by the incumbents to this item.
The PMPQ Dimension category, Complex Analysis, which incorporated
such items as required education, written communication, interviewing,
advising, analyzing, and number of'personnel supervised, was founci to
have no majority represented in any of the four percentile range groupings.
This indicated different and varied responses by the incumbents to this
item.

The PMPQ Dimension, Technical Activities, which incorporated such
items as use of equipment and devices, technical activities, use of
procedures, techniques, and processes, showed one majority represented
out of the four percentile range groupings. The 51-75-percentile range
showed the incumbents séoring 62.5 percent indicating similarities on the
responded items. This indicates that 62.5 percent of the incumbents
consider Technical activities important to their jobs.

The PMPQ Dimension category, Processing of Information and Ideas,

which incorporated such items as quantitative processing of data,
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processing of ideas, and quantitative methods, was found to have no
majority represented in any of the four percentile range groupings. This
indicated different and varied responses by the incumbents to this item.
The PMPQ Dimension, Relevant Experiences, which incorporated such
items as use of experience, required relevant experience, and complexity
of experience, showed one majority represented out of the four percentile
range groupings. The 76-100-percentile range showed the incumbents
scoring 50 percent indicating similarities on the responded items. This
_indicates that 50 percent of the incumbents consider Relevant Experiences
- very important to their jobs.

The PMPQ Dimension, Interpersonal Activities, which incorporated such
items as complexity of interpersonal activifies and judgments involving
people, showed one majority represented out of the four percentile range
groupings. The 26-50-percentile range showed the incumbents scoring 50
percent indicating similarities on the responded items. This indicates that
50 percent of the incumbents consider Interpersonal Activities somewhat
important to their jobs.

The PMPQ Dimension, Special Training, which incorporated such items
as use of training and complexity of training, showed one majority
répresented out of the four percentile range groupings. The 26-50-

percentile range showed the incumbents scoring 50 percent indicating
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similarities on the responded items. This indicates that 50 percent of the
incumbents consider Special Training somewhat important to their jobs.

9. - The PMPQ Dimension, Communication and Instruction, which
incorporated such items as communicating, instructing, and written
communications, showed one majority represented out of the four
percentile range groupings. The 0-25-percentile range showed the
incumbents scoring 50 percent indicating similarities on the responded

-items. This indicates that SO'peréent of the incumbents consider
Communication and Instruction not very important to their jobs.

10.  The PMPQ Dimension, Language and Concept Interpretation, which
incorporated such items as complexity of language use and use of other
languages, showed one majority represented out of the four percentile
range groupings. The 51-75-percentile range showed the incumbents
scoring 50 percent indicating similarities on the responded items. This
indicates that 50 percent of the incumbents consider Language and
Concept Interpretation important to their jobs.

In summary, the incumbents showed different and varied responses to 4 of the

PMPQ Dimensions: Personal Job Requirements, Planning and Decision Making,
Complex Analysis, and Processing Information and Ideas. On those dimensions that
showed a majority responding in a particular percentile range, the most important was
Relevant Experience. Other important dimensions were Technical Activities and

Language and Concept Interpretation. Areas that the incumbents agreed in majority were
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less important to their position included the dimensions Interpersonal Activities and
Special Training. And finally, the least important dimension agreed upon by the

incumbents was Communication and Instruction.

Recommendations

Whereas this study has set a new direction for research on defining the job
description for the Director of Safety position as required by Title 14 CFR Part 119.65 for
domestic and flag air carriers, it is the recommendation of this paper that research should

be continued and expanded in the future. The following are recommended topics of future

research:
1. The Professional and Managerial Position Questionnairé (PMPQ) should
be administered to the Director of Safety who served only on domestic air
carriers operating under Title 14 CFR Part 121. This would represent a
larger population on which to sample.
2. A comparison research utilizing the Professional and Managerial Position

Questionnaire (PMPQ) should be administered to the Director of Safety
for domestic and flag air carriérs operating under Title 14 CFR Part 121,
who, for the most part, only trénsport freight, and compare the results to
PMPQ results for domestic and flag air carriers who, for the most part
only transport people.

An independent survey should be administered to the Director of Safety

LI

for domestic and flag air carriers operating under Title 14 CFR Part 121,
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to ascertain the acceptance of the recommendations set forth on the Joint
Flight Standards Handbook Bulletin for Air Transportation and
Airworthiness, HBAT 99-19 and HBAW 99-19.
4. An independent survey should be administered to the Director of Safety
for domestic and flag air carriers operating under Title 14 CFR Part 121,
to their levels of managerial experience as opposed to their operational
experience. This would help define how much weight the air carriers put
. on management experience or.on operational experience (pilot,
‘maintenance, etc.).
5. An independent survey should be administered to the Director of Safety
for domestic and flag air carriers operating under Title 14 CFR Part 121,
on the extent to which their safety duties reach. Areas of Director of Safety
involvement to research could include flight line only; flight line and
maintenance only; flight line, maintenance; and engineering only; flight
line, maintenance, engineering and Occupational Health and Safety
Administration (OHSA) requirements; and so on.
A final comment: As this study has shown, the implementation of a Director of
Safety into management is a positive step forward in assuring that the future safety
challenges of the commercial aviation industry will be met. However, this study has
shown that the surveyed persons holding the Director of Safety positions have different
and varied perceptions of their job duties. If the commercial aviation industry is to move

forward in the area of safety it must address these different and varied job perceptions.



And, if management is to lead the way to aviation safety, then it must work to assure the
Directors of Safety are consistent in their duties so they may show the way (Air Safety

Officer Training Manual, 1999).
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- Date

Director of Safety
Air Carrier
Address

City, State, Zip

Dear Director of Safety,

I work as a Senior Air Safety Investigator for a major General Aviation manufacturing
firm in Wichita, Kansas, and am working towards a Doctor-of Education degree (Ed.D)
under the Aviation and Space Education Department at Oklahoma State University,
Stillwater, Oklahoma.

As part of my dissertation requirements | am researching the identification and
description of the "Director of Safety" position that is required by Title 14 Code of
Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 119.65 for domestic and flag air carriers.

‘Please find enclosed with this letter a survey to be completed by you, or the acting
Director of Safety. Please fill out the attached consent form and the survey and return it
(no cost to you) via the pre-paid self-addressed stamp envelope. If you choose not to
participate in the survey, you can have your HR department complete it on your behalf or,
just send the survey back blank.

The anonymity of the person and company filling out the survey will be maintained
throughout the study and the publication of the paper. Please complete the survey within
two weeks of the receipt of this letter. And for filling out the survey you will receive a
copy of the dissertation upon its completion.

Thank you in advance for your time and efforts in completing this survey. If you have
any questions or concerns you may reach me at my office (316) 946-1809, Mobile: (316)
207-7249 or you may e-mail me at wwelch(@cessna.textron.com.

Sincerely,

William B: (Buck) Welch
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Oklahoma State University
Institutional Review Board

Protocol Expires: 4/13/01

Date : Thursday, September 21, 2000 IRB Application No ED00192

Proposal Title: ‘AN IDENTIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE "DIREICTOR SAFETY” POSITION
THAT IS REQUIRED BY TITLE 14 CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATION (CFR) PART
119.65 FOR DOMESTIC AND FLAG AIR CARRIERS

Principal
Investigator(s}) :
William Welch Steven Marvs
309 Cordelt North . 308 Cordell North
. Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

Reviewed and
Processed as: Exempt

Approval Status Recommended by Reviewer(s) : Approved Modification

Please note that the protocol expires on the following date which is one year from the date of the approval of the originat

protocol:
Protocol Expires: 4/13/01

Signature : i
/M'Y( ]G ,\/f\-’ Thursday, September 21, 2000

Carol Olson, Director of University Research Compliance Date

Approvals are valid for one calendar year, after which time a request for continuation must be submitted. Any modifications
to the research project approved by the IRB must be submitted for approval with the advisor's signature. The IRB office
MUST be notified in writing when a project is complete. Approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB. Expedited

and exempt projects may be reviewed by the full Institutional Review Board.
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435752:5698
ax: 435753571

c v

e nfol@pagcofn -

April 12, 2001

William B. Welch

Air Safety Investigator
Cessna Aircraft Incorporated
1780 Airport Road

Wichita, KS§ 67209

Dear Mr. Welch:

This letter authorizes the inclusion of the copyrighted material described below in the appendix
of your dissertation.

Professional and Managerial Position Questionnaire (PMPQ)
©1980, 1990

Purdue Research Foundation

West Lafayette, IN 47907

PAQ Services, Inc. has authorization from Purdue Rescarch Foundation (the copyright holder) to
give permission for use of the material for academic purposes. '

Sincerely,

(et s

Connie Mecham

Director

alysi

Lo
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ROFESSIONAL AND
N\/[ANAGERIAL

OSITION
Q UESTIONNAIRE

[. .. Mitchell, Ph.D. E. J. McCormick, Ph.D.

The Professional and Managerial Position Questionnaire (PMPQ®) is a structured job
Introduction analysis questionnaire for professional, managerial, and related positions such as
those held by exccutives, supervisors, engineers, technicians, teachers, and other
professionals. The questionnaire is presented in the three divisions listed below:

* Job Functions
* DPersonal Requirements
s Other Information

The first two divisions are divided into subsections composed of items relevant to
a particular facet of the job. The third division lists various items related to job
requirements, qualifications, and responsibilities.

A number of different 10-point response scales are used to rate items throughout
the Questionnaire. The response scale to be used to rate an item or group of items
Response Scales is clearly indicated in this booklet. A sample response scale is shown below:
for the Items
Part of the Job

Does not apply

A very limited part of the job

A limited part of the job

Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job

A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part of the job

O s W & W N = O

A major focus of the job

When responding to items, make sure to use the appropriate rating scale, which will be
clearly indicated in the booklet. The scale descriptions are shown on page 2.

PAQ Services, Inc.

Copreright 1980, 19%) by Purdue Research Foundation (form B, 1990). West Lafayerte, Indiana 47907, PMPQ is a registered trademark of Purdue
Research Fowndation Published by PAQ Services, Ine, 1625 North 1000 Eqse. North Logan, UT 8434 Telephone (435) 752-5698, Fax (435) 752.5712



Scale Descriptions
for Use with
PMPQ Items

Instructions for
Job Analysts

&5

Part of the Job (illustrated on previous page)
The extent to 'which the item is a “part of the job” in a descriptive sense, consider-
ing the amount of time spent, the cffort required, thé importance of the item as
related to the objectives of the job, and so on.

Complexity
The “complexity” of the item, such as its difficulty, intricacy, comprehensiveness,
and degree of complication.

Impact

The impact of inadequate performance of an activity or of failure to fulfill relevant
personal requirements

0 Doesnotapply

1 Only minor effects (some inconvenience of people, very little impact on the
organization or on society in general)

3 Minor effects (some adverse impact on co-workers or on the public; minor deficit in
efficiency of the organization; minor impact on society}

5  Moderate effects (moderate adverse impact on co-workers or the public; impairment
of efficiency or loss of business; a problem for socicty)

7  Substantial effects (hazards or major problems for pcople; substantial impairment or
impediment of efficiency for the organization)

- 9 - Extremely serious effects (life or death of people; major scandal or failure of the

organization; major disruption or adverse impact on society)

Responsibility
The extent to which the incumbent is responsible for performing certain job
functions.

Note Regarding Certain Scales

Although most of the scales in the PMPQ are 10-point scales (0, 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7,8,
9) there are certain scales for which the 2, 4, 6, and 8 scale positions do not have any
“descriptive” information (such as an adjective, title, or examples). These scale
positions should be interpreted as representing values mid-way between the
values just above and below that value.

If an item does apply to the job, and if ratings are to be made on two rating scales
(suchas “Partof theJob” and “Complexity”), complete theratings on both of these
scales before going on to the next item.

The person who serves as the job analyst should first familiarize him or herself
with the PMPQ test booklet and the PMPQ Job Analysis Manual. A job analysis with
the PMPQ is typically accomplished by interviewing job incumbents and some-
times by observing their work performance and talking with their supervisors to
gainasmuchrelevantinformationas possible. Remember that under no circumstances
is the PMPQ to be used as a rating for an incumbent’s performance.

When analyzing a position, the job analyst should first carefully consider the
concept of the item as it applies to the job being rated; then, the job analyst should
select the response scale value that most closely reflects the extent to which it is
applicable. When an item is clearly not relevant to the job in question, the analyst
should simply fill in the “0”circle on the answer sheet for “Does not apply.”



The PMPQ
Answer Sheet
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Under some circumstances, the person who serves as the job analyst is the

- incumbent, who uses the PMPQ to analyze his or her own position. In these cases

the incumbent should be sure to exercise as much objectivity as possible in
assigning ratings.

Responses are to be entered on the PMPQ computer-scorable answer sheet. The
answer sheet is a two-sided computer-scorable answer sheet designed for optical
scanning. The first side is for administrative use and should be filled out by the job
analyst, simply coding in the information requested and providingin the upper left

. corner a brief job description of the job being analyzed. The second side is reserved

for item responses. Use only a No. 2 pencil for marking responses, filling in
response circles completely and erasing carefully any changed responses and /or
stray marks. Please do not fold or staple the answer sheet.

When entering responses to PMPQ) items, make sure to use the response scale that
is clearly indicated in the question booklet. After deciding which is the most
appropriate response, darken the corresponding response circle for the item on the
answer sheet. Once you have completed the questionnaire, please review the
answer sheet to ensure that all information entered is complete and accurate.

A. Job Functions

In this-division are items relevant to types of functions typical of professional,

~managerial, and related types of jobs. The types of functions are grouped in six

categories:

*  Al—Planning & Scheduling

*  A2—Processing Information & Ideas

*  A3—Excrcising Judgment

* Ad4—Communicating

*  AS—Interpersonal Activities & Relationships
‘e A6—Technical Activities

Items in this division are to be rated using one of two scales: (1) Part of the Joband
(2) Complexity. Use the “Part of the Job” scale printed in the left margin of each
page torespond to all odd-numbered items in this division. These items and the cor-
responding response scale are printed in blue for easy identification. The “Com-
plexity” scale s to be used with all even-numbered items and appears below each of
these items. Note that the Complexity scale values are accompanied by examples
that serve as points of reference for making comparisons of complexity levels for
various jobs. The examples were selected by a panel of judges and represent
differing levels of activity along the complexity dimension. Keep in mind that the
examples are intended only as helpful illustrations for the rating process. At the
end of Division A, additional ratings are to be made using the Impact and Respon-
sibility scales.
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Some jobs involve planning and scheduling the work activities of a unit, com-

A1. Pl anning & pany, organization, or enterprise. These might include planning, programming,
oqs budgeling, and organizing one’s own activities or those of others.
Scheduling
1. Work Scheduling

Part of the Job Indicate the degree to which work scheduling is a part of the position, for
0 Does not apply example,‘de'veloping schedules or work plans, assigning tasks to others,
1 A very limited part of the job and specifying goals and completion times.
2 Alimited part of the job 2. Complexity of Work Scheduling
3 Some part of the job Use the response scale below to indicate the complexity of the work
4 A moderate part of the job scheduling activities typically required in this position.
5 . A considerable part of the job 0 Does not apply
6  Alarge part of the job 1 Very uncomplicated
7 A very large part of the job E.g., planning one’s own work schedule
8  An extremely large part 2 L

of the job 3 Uncomplicated

A major focus of the job

E.g., scheduling part-time manual, service, or office workers

5 Moderately complex
E.g., dispatching taxis in a medinm-sized city

Very complex .
" E.g., coordinaling all telephone installations of a large city

"9  Extremely complex :
E.g., programming all personnel assignments for a large company or
governmental agency

3. Budgeting

Indicate the degree to which developing plans for future expenses is a part

of this position. Include phasing of costs and setting priorities for alloca-
tion of funds.

4. Complexity of Budgeting
Use the response scale below to indicate the complexity of the budgeting
activities typically required in this position.
0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., estimating costs of weekly office supplies

3 Uncomplicated
E.g., budgeling for a small business such as a service station or lawn mower
repair service

S Moderately complex
E.g., financial planning for a small rural school district

Very complex ™
E.g., planning the operating costs for a major office building

9  Extremely complex
E.g., finandial planning for a large state or a major corporation



Al. Planning &
Scheduling

Part of the Job

W NN U B WO

Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job
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5. Operations Planning

Indicate the degree to which planning for the ongoing operation of some
program or activity is a part of this position.

. Complexity of Operations Planning

Use the scale below to indicate the complexity of the operations planning
typically required in this position.
0 Docs not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
L.g., planning a filing system, such as that done by employment administrators
or interviewers for their own use

3 Uncomplicated
L.g., planning the ongoing operation of a small appliance store

5 Moderately complex
E.g., planning the operation of a state crime laboratory

Very complex
E.g., planning air traffic control for a major airport

9 Extremely complex
E.g., integrating the input to an auto assembly line, including the manufacture
and transportation of component parts

. Future Developmental Planning

Indicate the degree to which the planning of the future development of a
program, activity, unit, or organization is a part of this job.

. Complexity of Future Developmental Planning

Use the response scale below to indicate the complexity of the future devel-
opmental planning typically required in this position.
0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., arranging for the procurement of janitorial services for a small building or office

Uncomplicated
E.g., planning for the establishment of a new service station

5 Moderately complex
E.g., developing a contingency plan for fighting fires in a national forest

7 Very complex
E.g., planning for the development of a new refinery

9  Extremely complex
E.g., planning for the construction of a major system, such as a metropolitan
transit system



A2. Processing
Information
& Ideas

Part of the Job

Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
Alarge part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job

W NV R W N = O
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Some jobs involve various kinds of information and idea processing. Such activi-
ties might include counting, compiling, computing, classifying, categorizing,
coding, interpreting, interpolating, analyzing, or synthesizing. All of thesc proc-
esses are accomplished in the context of the joband are related to the achievement
of job objectives. o

9. Transcribihg, Compiling, and/or Coding Information
Indicate the degree to which transcribing, compiling, preparing, and/or
coding are a part of the job.

10. Complexity of Transcribing, Compiling, and/or Coding Information
Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the transcribing,
compiling, preparing, and/or coding activities typically required in this
position. » :

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., reading meters or copying parts numbers on order forms

'3 Uncomplicated
'E.g., tabulating correspondence or market research data by content category

5 . "Moderatcly complex
- E.g., preparing a census report for a small city

7  Very complex
E.g, preparing a computer program to summarize and display inventory data

9 Extremely complex
E.g., encoding a new inventory control system, such as for a large national retail
organization

11. Quantitative Processing of Information or Data
Indicate the degree to which data or information processing with some
type of quantitative method (such as addition, subtraction, division, or
multivariate analysis) is a part of the position.

© 12. Complexity of Quantitative Processing of Information or Data

Use the response scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the
quantitative processing typically required in this position.
0 Does notapply
1 Very uncomplicated
L.g., using addition or subtraction
2 ..
3 Uncomplicated
L.g., using fractions or percentages

5 Moderately complex
E.g., using correlational statistics

7  Very complex
E.g., using multivariate analysis

9  Extremely complex
E.g., using advanced mathematical modeling



A2. Processing
Information
& Ideas

Part of the Job
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Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job

A3. Exercising

Judgment

Part of the Job

0 Doesnot apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 Alimited part of the job

3 Some part of the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5 A considerable part of the job
6 A large part of the job

7 A very large part of the job

8  An extremely large part

of the job
A major focus of the job

13.
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Analyzing and Synthesizing Information and Ideas
Indicate the degree to which analyzing and/or integrating ideas or infor-

" mation is a part of the job. This may involve identifying underlying

14.

principles or facts, interpreting resuits, and combining or integtrating
information or data to establish new facts, hypotheses, or theories.
Complexity of Analyzing and Synthesizing Information and Ideas
Use the response scale below to indicate the complexity of the analyzing
and synthesizing activities typically required in this position.

6 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., monitoring two laboratory gauges

3 Uncomplicated
E.g., analyzing reports of theft, such as that done by a security supervisor

5 Moderately complex
E.g., cvaluating stock investments for a client

Very complex
E.g., predicting future economic trends

9 - Extremely complex
E.g., developing a new biological theory

Exercising judgment on various levels is another requirement in most jobs. This
involves the use of background and experience in decision making, problem
solving, and evaluation. When exercising judgment, the individual must bring to
bear relevant information to arrive at an appropriate course of action.

15.

16.

Judgments Involving People
Indicate the degree to which making judgments involving people is
typically a part of this job.

Complexity of Judgments Involving People
Use the response scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the
judgment involving people that is typically required in this position.

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g.; allocating tasks to workers at a service station

3 Uncomplicated
E.g., hiring sales clerks in a department store

Moderately complex
E.g., dealing with an employee accused of petty theft or evaluating the
performance of college students

7  Very complex
E.g., selecting a president for a subsidiary firm of a major corporation or
recommending major surgery to a cardiac patient

9  Extremely complex
E.g., assessing the performance of a team of neurosurgeons



A3. Exercising

Judgment

Part of the Job

0 Does not apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 A limited part of the job

3 Some part of the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5 A considerable part of the job
6 A large part of the job

7 - Avery large part of the job

8  An extremely large part

of the job
A major focus of the job

17.

18.
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Judgments Involving Operations and Objectives

Indicate the degree to which making judgments involving operations and/
or objectives is typically a part of this job. Examples include decisions or
assessments about programs, about the operation of a business or an or-
ganization, or about facilities or equipment. Do not include judgments that
involve decisions about people.

Complexity of Judgments Involving Operations and Objectives
Use the response scale below to indicate the relative complexity of judg-

- ments ifivolving operations and objectives that is typically required in this

19.

20.

position.
0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
. E.g., selecting parts in a routine assembly line operation

3 - Uncomplicated
E.g., choosing the appropriate materials for repairing an automobile engine

5. Moderately complex
E.g., determining the appropriate diagnostic tests for a patient

7 Very complex
E.g., selecting a-computer system for a company or university

9  Extremely complex
E.g., making judgments about the construction and location of a nuclear power plant

Judgments Involving Fiscal Resources
Indicate the degree to which making decisions, solving problems, or
evaluating the use of money or capital is typically a part of this job.

Complexity of Judgments Involving Fiscal Resources

Use the response scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the
judgments involving fiscal resources that are typically required in this
position.

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., ordering the weekly supplies needed for a small business office

3 Uncomplicated
E.g.. approving a moderate-sized loan for a small business

5 Moderately complex
E.g., selecting which crops to plant, the cquipment needed, and the planting

time for a year’s crop on a medium-sized farm

6 .

7  Very complex
E.g., approving an investment in production equipment and fadlities for a
new product line to be introduced in a major company

8

9 - Extremely complex
E.g., allocating fixed funding among competing programs in a major federal
department or agency



Ad.
Communicating

Part of the Job
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Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job

9

This function involves the extent to which anindividual must communicate, either
in speech or in writing, with others involved in the work activities. The purpose of
this communicationis to convey information and ideas, decisions, and judgments.

21.

22.

24.

Oral Communication
Indicate the degree to which talking to others to communicate work-
related information is a part of this job.

Complexity of Oral Communication

Usc the response scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the
language used to communicate with others as typically required in this
position.

0 Does not apply

1  Very basic
E.g., the language used with workers. who have minimal education
2
3 Basic
L.g., the language used in giving directions to a word processing pool
4 ... :
5 Maoderately complex
E.g., the language used by a life insurance representative explaining a policy to a client
6

7 Very complex
E.g., the language used by a corporation lawyer or a nudlear engineer

9 Extremely complex
E.g. the language used by a supreme court justice or a theoretical physicist

Written Communication

Indicate the degree to which the communication of work-related
information through use of written materials created by the incumbent is a
part of this job.

Complexity of Written Communication
Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the written
language typically required in this position.
0 Does not apply
1 Very basic
E.g., the language used in an auto repair form
2
3 Basic
E.g., the language used in a census form or an accident report for an insurance claim
4 ..
5 Moderately complex
E.g., the language used in a standard business letter of agreement for professional
services
Very complex and technical
E.g., the language used in a medical consultant report or in a report on economic
trends for the next decade
8

9. Extremeiy complex and technical

E.g., the language used in a nuclear physics text or in a specialized mathematical
monograph



A4,
Communicating
Part of the Job

0 Does not apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 Alimited part of the job

3 Some part of the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job
A very large part of the job

® ™

An extremely large part
of the job

9 A major focus of the job

A5. Interpersonal
Activities &
Relationships

Part of the Job

Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

9 A major focus of the job
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26.

Use of Languages
Indicate the degree to which the use of a second or third language is
required as a part of this job.

Complexity of Use of Languages

. Use the scale below to indicate the level of fluency that is required in a

second or third language to perform adequately in this job.

l")oes not apply
Only a very rare need to comprehend vocabulary in a second or third language

An occasional need to read and speak in a second or third language
A routine need to read and speak in a second or third language

"A frequénl need to read, speak, and write in a second or third language
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A very frequent need to communicate fluently in a second or third language

Another job function involves establishing and sustaining both individual and
group relationships. These relationships are purposeful, job-related interactions
thatinvolve exchanging information with others as well as directing, supervising,
and coordinating work activities. :

27.

28.

Supervising and Directing _

Indicate the degree to which supervising and directing the work of others
is a part of the job. This includes the delineation of subordinates” responsi-
bilities and the preparation of work reviews.

Complexity of Supervising and Directing
Use the scale below to indicate the complexity of the supervising and
directing activities typically required of this job.

@ Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., giving routine direction to a single trusted assistant, as in the case of a physician
and nurse, an engineer and assistant, or a manager and secretary

3" Uncomplicated
E.g., giving routine supervision to a small group engaged in relatively structured
tasks, as in supervising clerks in a small store or a group of word processors

5 Moderately complex
E.g., supervising a diverse group involved in moderately unstructured tasks, as in
supervising a medical research team or those assigned to an advertising project

7  Very complex

E.g., supervising a diverse group in unstructured situations and whose tasks have
important consequences, such as a physician directing an emergency department
in a large urban hospital.or an executive supervising a team negotiating a merger

9 Extremely complex
E.g., directing a diverse group in important tasks in highly unstructured situations,
such as an executive leading a team negotiating a multimillion dollar foreign sales
contract or a batallion commander leading troops in an actual combat situation



AS5. Interpersonal
Activities &

Relationships

Part of the Job

0 Does not apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 Alimited part of the job

3. Some partof the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5 A considerable part of the job
6  Alarge part of the job

7 A very large part of the job

8  An extremely large part

of the job
A major focus of the job

29.

30.
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Instructing
Indicate the degree to which instructing others is a part of this job. This
includes teaching, lecturing, public speaking, and group training.

Complexity of Instructing
Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of instruction to
others typically required of the position.

0 Docs not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., giving on-the-job training to a new service station attendant

3 Uncomplicated
L.g., giving company orientation or basic first aid classes

5 - Moderately complex
‘E.g., conducting a short technical course for industry workers on technical procedures

7  Very complex
E.g., teaching a college course in calculus or leading a technical seminar

9 Lxtremely complex

31.

32.

L.g., presenting an advanced seminar on new techniques in cancer treatment

Coordinating

Indicate the degree to which coordinating the work of others is a part of
this job. This includes establishing and sustaining relationships and con-
veying information to facilitate the achievement of job objectives.

Complexity of Coordinating
Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the coordinating
activities typically required in this position.

0 Docsnot apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., coordinating the activities in a small dental office

3 Uncomplicated
E.g., coordinating the work done on an assembly line by assembly line workers

5 -Moderately complex
L.g., coordinating such as that done by a public relations director of a major city

7 Very complex
E.g., coordinating such as that done by an editor of a major city newspaper

9 Extremely complex
E.g., coordinating such as that done by a director of an air traffic control center
in a large metropolitan area



AS5. Interpersonal
Activities &

Relationships

Part of the Job

0 Does not apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 Alimited part of the job

3 Some part of the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5 A considerable part of the job
6 A large part of the job

7 Avery large part of the job

8 An extremely Jarge part

of the job
A major focus of the job

33.

34.

35.

36.

Interviewing

Indicate the degree to which interviewing is a part of this job. This involves
interacting with others in order to exchange or gather information for a
particular purpose.

Complexity of Interviewing
Use the scale below to indicate the complexity of the interviewing activities
typically required in this position.

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., routine interviewing such as that done by a census taker

3 Uncomplicated
E.g., interviewing such as that done by a social worker meeting with
a welfare applicant

4 ..
5 Moderately complex
E.g. interviewing such as that done by a reporter meeting with a
congressional candidate
Very complex

E.g., interviewing such as that done by a college department head
screening potential faculty members

9 . Extremely complex
E.g., interviewing such as that done by a criminal lawyer cross-examining a
key witness during a murder trial

Advising

Indicate the degree to which advising is a part of this job. This involves
giving counsel based on professional background or experience, as in legal
advising and pastoral counseling.

Complexity of Advising

Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the advising
activities typically required in this position.

0 Doesnot apply )

1 Very uncomplicated .-
E.g., advising applicants about a hiring procedure

3  Uncomplicated
E.g., advising such as that done by a health inspector informing a restaurant
owner of regulatory problems and corrections required

4 ..

5 Moderately complex
E.g., advising such as that done by an engineer consulting with a contractor
on specifications

6

7 Very complex
E.g., advising such as that done by a comptroller consulting with executives
on equipment investments

9  Extremely complex
E.g., advising such as that done by an economist working with high
government officials on monetary policy



A5. Interpersonal
Activities &

Relationships

Part of the Job

0 ‘Does not apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 A limited part of the job

3 Some part of the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5 A considerable part of the job
6 - Alarge part of the job

7 A very large part of the job

8  An extremely large part

of the job
A major focus of the job

A®6. Technical

Activities

Part of the'Job

0 Does not apply

1 A very limited part of the job
2 Alimited part of the job

3 Some part of the job

4 A moderate part of the job

5 A considerable part of the job
6 A large part of the job

7 A very large part of the job

8  An extremely large part

of the job
A major focus of the job

- 37.

38.

N

Representing and Negotiating
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Indicate the degree to which representing and negotiating are a part of this

job. This involves presenting oneself to others to represent the services,
products, or point of view of a company, organization, country, or other
special interest group.

Complexity of Representing and Negotiating

Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the representing

and negotiating activities typically required in this position.

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., that done by a receptionist at a Jocal welfare office

3 Uncomplicated
‘E.g., that done by a sales representative of household appliances at a large
department store

4 ..
5 Moderately complex
E.g., that done by a life insurance sales representative or a public relations
officer for an international oil company
Very complex
L.g., that done by a district attorney in a large city
8

9 Extremely complex
E.g., that done by a government envoy for diplomatic or commerdal affairs

Many jobs require the use of technology, that is, equipment, devices, or technical
procedures, techniques, or processes, to attain specific job objectives. Examples
range from a bank loan officer operating an accounting machine or computer, to
anairline pilot operating a multiengine, multimillion-dollar aircraft on an interna-
tional flight, to a scientist using advanced, highly technical equipment.

39.

40.

Using Equipment and Devices

Indicate the degree to which the use of some type of equipment or device

is a part of the job. This includes mechanical or electronic equipment or
any physical device.

Complexity of Using Equipment or Devices
Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity involved in using
the equipment or devices typically required in this position.

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., making a simple computer terminal entry

3 Uncomplicated
L.g.. using a power saw or micrometer

5 Moderately complex
E.g.. using X-ray equipment or a personal computer (PC)

Very complex
L.g., operating a single-engine aircraft

Extremely complex
L.g., operating a new advanced-generation computer or supersonic aircraft



A®6. Technical
Activities

Part of the Job
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Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job
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41. Using Procedures, Techniques, or Processes

Indicate the degree to which procedures, techniques, or processes are used
as part of the job. This involves any activity where the use of equipment or
devices is incidental to a verbal, mathematical, or other systematic ap-
proach to a problem or action. Examples range from simple procedures
(such as completing a standard purchase order) to the use of psychoana-

" Iytic techniques in therapy or the use of a mathematical algorithm with
research data.

42. Complexity of Using Procedures, Techniques, or Processes
Use the scale below to indicate the relative complexity of the procedures,
techniques, and processes required for the activities typical in this position.

0 Does not apply

1 Very uncomplicated
E.g., determining the mailing cost of a package

3 Uncomplicated
E.g., processing job applications

5 Moderately comple;( )
E.g., team teaching in an elementary school -

Very complex
E.g., pathological testing of human tissue for toxins or peer reviewing a
scientific manuscript

9 Extremely complex
E.g.. negotiating a new weapons treaty or developing data to formulate a new
theory in physics

Summary Ratings of Job Functions

Part of the Job

® N T R W N O

Does not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job

Now that you have completed rating the job activitics of this position, you have no
doubt developed a comprehensive picture of the job. In the following section, you
are to rate the more general set of job functions on several sets of scales. Please use

“your best judgment and rate them without referring back to the more specific

ratings that you have already made.

Using the response scale at the left, indicate the degree to which the following job
functions are a part of the job.

43. Planning and Scheduling

E.g., work scheduling, operations planning, and budgeting
44. Processing Information and Ideas

E.g., compiling, computing, and analyzing
45. Exercising Judgment

E.g., decision making, problem solving, and evaluating
46. Communicating

E.g., job-oriented speaking, discussions, or writing
47. Interpersonal Activities and/or Relationships

E.g., supervising, coordinating, advising, and representing
48. Technical Activities

E.g., using equipment, devices, techniques, or procedures



Complexity

0 Doesnot apply

b Very uncomplicated

2 Uncomplicated

4

5 Moderately complex

[}

7 Very complex

8

9 Extremely complex
Impact of
Inadequate
Performance
0 Does not apply
1 Only very minor cffects
2
3 Minor adverse cffects
1.

5 Moderate adverse effects
6

7 Substantial cffects
8 .
9 Extremely serious effects
Responsibility
0 Docs not apply

1 Only very minor

responsibility

2 ..
3 Minor responsibility
4 ..
5 Moderate responsibility
6

7 Substantial responsibility
8 .
9-  Extreme responsibility
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Using the response scale at the left, indicate the relative complexity of each of the
job functions listed below and described above.

49. Planning and Scheduling
50. Processing Information and Ideas
51. Exercising Judgment

" 52. Communicating

53. Interpersonal Activities and/or Relationships
54, Technical Activities

Using the response scale at the left, indicate the relative impact of inadequate
performance of each of the job functions listed below and described above: What
would be the degree of adverse impact on the work itself, on other individuals, or
on the organization? Consider the duration of these consequences,- whether
immediate or long-term, their seriousness, and the extent to which they have
restricted or widespread effects.

55. Planning and Scheduling

56. Processing Information and Ideas

57. Exercising Judgment

58. Commmunicating

59. Interpersonal Activities and/or Relationships
60. Technical Activities

Using the response scalc at the left, indicate the degree to which the incumbent is
responsible for performing each of the job functions listed below. Consider the
relative importance of the work as it relates to him or herself, to other people, to the
organization, or to society at large.

61. Planning and Scheduling

62. Processing Information and ldeas

63. Exercising Judgment

64. Communicating

65. Interpersonal Activities and/or Relationships
66. Technical Activities
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Lo
B. Personal Requirements

In this division are items regarding qualifications required for adequate perform-

_ance in this position. One group of items focuses on personal developrent
variables, such as education, training, and experience. The second group pertains
to personal qualities. The appropriate rating scale for each item appears below that
item.

What kinds of background or experience are typically required of individuals to
rform adequately in this position?
B1. Personal pe anately po
Deve]opment 67. Forma] Education Required
- Use the scale below to indicate the level of formal education normally
required as preparation for this position.

Does not apply 5 Four-ycar bachclor degree (c.g, B.A.,
1  Some formal education required, BS,BBA. orBEA)

but less than a high school diploma 6 Five-year bachelor-degree (as in certain
2 - High school diploma or equivalent, specialized areas)

such as a G.E.D. certificate 7 Master’s degree (c.5, M.A, M.S, MBA,,

3 Some college education, but less M.P.A. or MF.A)

than a 2-year associate degree 8 Specialized doctoral degree (e.g., J.2,,
4  Associate degree, or between 2 and D.DS, or D.V.M)
4 years of college 9  Research-oriented and medical doctoral

degree (e.g., Ph.D., D.Sci., or M. D))

68. Use of Education
Indicate the degree to which the required education is a part of the job; that
is, to what extent is the education made use of in performing the activities
of the position?

0 Doesriot apply 5 A considerable part of the job

1 A very limited part of the job 6  Alarge part of the job

2 Alimited part of the job 7  Avery large part of the job

3 Some part of the job 8 An extremely large part of the job
4 A moderate part of the job 9 A major focus of the job )

69. Complexity of Education
Education programs, even those with the same degree name, can vary
markedly as to their difficulty and complexity. Indicate the complexity of
the specific educational background that is required for this position.

0 Does not apply 5 Moderately complex
1 Very uncomplicated 6 ..

2 .. 7 Very complex

3 Uncomplicated 8 ..

4 9  Extremely complex



-B1: Personal
Development

70.

71.

72,

73.
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Impact of Education

What are the probable adverse consequences to be expected if a person
without the required education were to attempt to perform the activities
required in this position? Consider the negative impact this would have on
job performance, on other people, and on the organization.

0 - Does not apply 5 Moderate adverse effects
1 Only very minor cifects 6 ...

2 7 Substantial effects

3. Minor adverse effects 8 ...

4 9 Extremely serious effects
Special Training Required

Use the scale below to indicate the level of special training needed to
perform adequately on the job. Do not include formal education, but do
include classroom training, on-the-job training, company workshops,
military orientation programs, formal management training programs, or a
physician’s residency specialization which includes professional seminars.

0 None (does not apply) 5 More than 6 monthsup through 1 year
1 Very limited (no more than 1 day of training

of orientation) 6 ° More than 1 year up through 2 years
2 Morc than 1 day up through 1 week of training

of training 7 More than 2 years up through 3 years
3 More than 1 week up through of training

1 month of training 8 More than 3 years up through 5 years
4 More than 1 month up through of training

6 months of training 9 More than 5 years of training

Use of Training

Indicate the degree to which the required training is a part of the job; that
is, to what extent is the training made use of in performing the activitics of
the position?

0. Does not apply 5 A considerable part of the job

1 A very limited part of the job 6 A large part of the job

2 A limited part of the job 7 . Avery large part of the job

3 Some part of the job 8 An extremely large part of the job
4 . A moderate part of the job 9 A major focus of the job
Complexity of Training

Indicate the relative difficulty and complexity of the specific training
required for an individual to be able to perform adequately in this
position.

Does not apply
Very uncomplicated

Moderately complex

Uncomplicated

= W =g

5

6 ..

7 Very complex
8

9

Extremely complex



B1. Personal
Development

74.

75.
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Impact of Training

What are the probable adverse consequences to be expected if a person
without the required training were to attempt to perform the activitics
required in this position? Consider the negative impact this would have on
the job, on other people, and on the organization.

Does not apply Moderate adverse effects

Only very minor effects

0 5

1 6 ...

2 .. 7  Substantial effects
3 Minor adverse effects 8

4 9

Extremely serious effects

Required Relevant Experience
Some positions require that the individual have relevant previous job

. experience; this may be supervised expcerience, such as an internship, or

experience in related, lower-level jobs, as is the case of many managerial
and professional promotions. Use the scale below to indicate the typical
amount of supervised experience or the amount of time in previous, lower-

_level jobs which would be expected of a person being considered for this

76.

77.

W = O

position. .

0 None (does not apply) 5 More than 2 years up through 5 years
1 Lessthan 1 month of experience 6 More than 5 years up through 10 years
2 More than 1 month up through 6 months 7 More than 10 years up through 15 years
3 More than 6 months up through 1 year 8 More than 15 years up through 20 years
4 More than 1 year up through 2 years 9 More than 20 years experience

Use of Experience

Indicate the degree to which the required expcerience is a part of the job;
that is, to what degree is the experience made use of in performing the
activities of the position?

0 Does not apply 5 A considerable part of the job

1 A very limited part of the job 6  Alarge part of the job

2 . Alimited part of the job 7 Avery large part of the job

3 Some part of the job 8 An exiremely large part of the job
4 A moderate part of the job 9 A major focus of the job
Complexity of Experience

Indicate the complexity of the required experience a person would typi-
cally need to adequately perform this job.

Does not apply 5 Moderately complex
Very uncomplicated 6 ..
7 Very complex
Uncomplicated 8 ..

9  Extremely complex



B1. Personal
Development

B2. Personal
Qualities

78.

102

Impact of Experience

What are the probable adverse consequences to be expected if a person
without the required experience were to be placed in this position? Con-
sider the negative impact this would have on the job, on other people, and
on the organization.

Does not apply Moderate adverse effects

Only very minor effects

0 5

1 6 ...

2 7  Substantial effects
3 Minor adverse effects 8

4 9

Extremely serious effects

Some positions do not require that an individual have any particular trait or char-
acteristic relevant to performing the job; in other positions, there are expectations
that the individual will have a particular characteristic. For example, a pediatrician
is normally expected to be gentle and compassionate with children; an insurance
sales representative is typically expected to be aggressive and also sociable; a
diplomat is expected to be calm and collected under pressure.

79.

81.

Required Personal Characteristics

Use the scale below to indicate the degree to which any kind of special
personal trait or characteristic is required to adequately perform the
activities associated with the position.

0 Doesnot apply 5 To a considerable degree

1 Only to a very minor degree 6 ..

2 .. 7 Toavery considerable degree

3 Toamoderate degree 8 ..

4 9  Extremely essential to adequate job

performance

. Use of Personal Characteristics

Indicate the degree to which special traits or characteristics are a part of the
job; that is, to what degree do any personal characteristics or traits affect
adequate job performance?

0 Does not apply 5 A considerable part of the job

1 A very limited part of the job 6  Alarge part of the job

2 Alimited part of the job 7  Avery large part of the job
'3 Some part of the job 8  An extremely large part of the job
4 A moderate part of the job 9 A major focus of the job
Complexity of Personal Characteristics

Indicate the relative complexity of the special traits or characteristics
needed for adequate job performance. For example, a used car salesperson
needs to be persuasive; a law enforcement officer must be firm, quick to
respond to emergencies, yet patient and compassionate with lost children;
a psychiatrist must display various characteristics at different times
depending on the patient, the problem, and the situation.

0 Does not apply 5 Moderately complex
1 Very uncomplicated 6

2 .. 7 Very complex

3 Uncomplicated 8 ..

4 9 Extremely complex



B2. Personal
Qualities

82.

83.

Impact of Personal Characteristics
What are the probable adverse consequences to be expected if a person
without the relevant personal characteristics were to be placed on this job?

0 Does not apply 5 Moderate adverse effects
1 Only very minor effects 6 ...

2 .. : 7 Substantial effects

3 Minor adverse effects 8 ...

4 9 Extremely serious cffects
Adaptability Required

Many jobs require individuals to be adaptable, that is, able to change to

- meet new conditions or situations. Use the scale below to indicate the

84,

85.

86.

degree to which adaptability and flexibility are required for adequate job
performance. :

0  None (Does not apply) 5 Routinely; moderate adaptability is
1 Rarely; minor adaptability is required required
2 ..
3 Occasionally; some adaptability is 7 Frequeptly; very substantial adaptability
required is required
4 -]
9  Almost continually; extreme adaptability
. is required
Use of Adaptability

Indicate the degree to which the ability to be adaptable is a part of the job;
that is, to what degree does the achievement of job objectives depend on
such flexibility?

0 Does not apply § A considerable part of the job

1 A very limited part of the job 6  Alarge part of the job

2 Alimited part of the job 7  Avery large part of the job

3 Some part of the job 8  An extremcly large part of the job
4 A moderate part of the job 9 A major focus of the job

Complexity of Adaptability

Indicate the complexity of the adaptability required in this position. For ex-
ample, the emergencies encountered by an elementary school teacher are
relatively simple and straightforward; those of a police officer are more
complicated and diverse; those of an emergency department physician in
an urban hospital arc extremely heterogeneous and critical.

0 Doesnot apply 5 Moderately complex
1 Very uncomplicated .-

2 .. 7 Very complex

3 Uncomplicated 8 ..

4 9  Extremely complex
Impact of Adaptability

What are the probable adverse consequences to be expected if a person did
not have the adaptability needed to perform the job adequately?

Does not apply Moderate adverse effects

Only very minor effects

Minor adverse effects

- W= o

5

6 ..

7 Substantial effects
8

9

Extremely serious effects
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C. Other Information

This division presents questions relevant to responsibilities for supervision and
resources, and other related demands.

87. Number-of Nonsupervisory Personnel Supervised
Use the scale below to indicate the number of nonsupervisory personnel
-who report to an individual in this position. This number should exclude
professional personnel; it usually includes, among others, most office, tech-
nical, and hourly paid personnel.

0 None s 8to10
1 1 6 11t020
2 2103 7 211030
.3 4t05 8 31to45
4 6to7 9 More than 45

88. Number of Supervisory and Professional Personnel Supervised
Use the scale below to indicate the number of supervisors and professional
personnel who report directly to the individual who holds this position.

‘0 None 5 9to12

11 6 13to15

2 2 7 16t0o20

3 3to4d 8 21t030

4 5to8 9  More than 30

89. Total Number of Personnel
Use the scale below to indicate the total number of people for whom the
person in this position is directly or indirectly responsible. Include all
personnel in the organizational unit for which the person is responsible.

0 None 5 51ltolw

1 1to2 6 101 to 500

2 3to10 7 501 to 1,500

3 11to25 8 1,501 to 5,000

4 26to50 9 More than 5,000

90. Resources Responsibility
Use the scale below to indicate the approximate dollar value of the organ-
izational resources, such as personnel salaries and operating budget, for
which the person in this position is responsible on an annual basis.

0 None 5  $500,000 up to $1 million

1 Less than $10,000 per year 6 51 million up to $10 million

2 - $10,000 up to $50,000 7 $10 million up to $50 million
3 $50,000 up to $100,000 8  $50 million up to $100 million
4 $100,000 up to $500,000 9  $100 million or more



Part of the Job
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Docs not apply

A very limited part of the job
A limited part of the job
Some part of the job

A moderate part of the job

A considerable part of the job
A large part of the job |

A very large part of the job

An extremely large part
of the job

A major focus of the job

91.

Use

92,

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

Average Work Week

Use the scale below to indicate the approximate number of hours the
person in this position spends in an average week on the job and in other
work-related activities, including required social activities, work taken
home, and overtime. : :

0 Doesnot apply 5 41to45 hours

1 Less than 20 hours per week 6 46 to 50 hours

2 20to 29 hours 7 51to 60 hours

3 30to 39 hours 8 61 to 70 hours

4 40 hours per week 9 Over 70 hours per week
the response scale at the left to answer items 92 through 95.

Creativity Required

Indicate the degree to which originality and creativity are requirements of
this position such as involved in certain professions (c.g., artist, author,
‘and architect) or in some technical positions (e.g., research and develop-
ment, systems design, or other areas).

Personal Counseling

Indicate the degree to which the peson in this position is required to
counsel employees, clients, students, or others about career plans, personal
problems, or other matters.

Monitoring

Indicate the degree to which the person in this position must review the ac-
tivities of others or review organizational activities. This may not involve
actual supervision or final decision-making authority.

Marketing ’

Indicate the degree to which the person in this position must influence
others toward some action or point of view, as is involved in the selling of
some product or service.

Professional Group Membership

Is the person in this position typically required or expected to be a member
of (a) a professional group, such as the American Medical Association,
American Bar Association, American Psychological Association, or Society
for American Archaeology, or (b) a union, such as the National Education
Association or International Brotherhood of Teamsters?

0 None required; no relevant group
1 " Optional membership
2 Membership required

Licensing and Certification
Does this position require licensure or certification by a state or local
government?

0 None required

1 Optional
2 Required
Basis of Employment

Indicate which of the following employment categories reflects the basis of
employment for this position.

Self-employment 4
Private industry
Government (federal, state, or local)

- Nonprofit organization (foundations
or nonprofit corporations)

Private school (privately owned school,
college, or university)

5 Public school (school, college, or
university operated by counties, munidi-
palities, states, or other government or-
ganizations)

W N - o



Extra ltems
(Items 99 through 108)

Thereisa provision on the item-rating side of the Answer Sheet for 10 “extra” items
(Items 99-108) below the “Responsibility” box (Items 61-66). The “Extra Items”
box is turned on its side to differentiate it further from the standard items. These
extraitems are for special use by an organization that wants to add any additional
items of its own choosing.

These items are provided with 10-point rating scales as follows:
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

The organization can use any number of rating-scale points it considers appropri-
atefortheextraitems(e.g., 0,1,2,3,4, and5). Inrecording responses tosuchitems,
simply mark the response in question in the same manner as used in marking the
regular PMPQ items.

Salary Information (confidential)

This section is used to gain salary information about the position. Such informa-
tion may be used for compensation research purposes when combined with
information fromother analyses, or it may be used by organizational personnel for
administrative purposes. '

All salary information in the PMPQ database is considered confidential and will be used
only inaggregate form across the various job categories studied (unless written permission
- is granted to do otherwise).

To calculate Monthly Median Compensation, use the directions below and the
“Calculation of Median Monthly Compensation” Box on the answer sheet (in the
upper right corner of the back page). Once the Median Monthly Compensation has
been calculated, the information may be entered in box 14 on the answer sheet (in
the lower right corner of the front page). For uniformity in reporting data, please
follow these steps:

1. Note the value of compensation from all organizational sources including;:

Base Salary /Wage

Supplemental Income (incentive pay, commissions, tips, etc.)
Miscellaneous Compensation (stock, bonuses, living allowances, etc.)
Self-Employed Earnings

Other Compensation

2. Convert the base compensation rate for the position to an average monthly
base by using the “Calculation of Median Monthly Compensation” Box on
the answer sheet or by using the table below:

]

Yearly rate x 1/12
Monthly rate  x 1
Weckly rate x 4333
Hourly rate X

monthly rate
monthly rate
monthly rate
173 = monthly rate

It

3. Similarly, convert all other sources of income (including: supplemental
income, miscellancous compensation, self-employed earnings) to an
average monthly base.

106
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WEDIAN MONTHLY 4. Sum the value received from all forms of compensation to yicld the
COMPENSATION .
® 5 ETC) Average Total Monthly Compensation.
@ o o o 5. Enter your responses by first filling in the appropriate field in the boxes
Y TR on the answer sheet and then marking in the amount in the response
cHe o circles as shown in the example to the left.
ot 1 3 3 3

Note: 1f this analysis is for a single incumbent position, report this value in
Block 14 of the answer sheet or in the appropriate ficld in the computer
record. If necessary, code zero(s) in the top boxes so that the number
completely fills the spaces provided. (See the example to the left on this

s 8 = r{.é@ page.)

If for a multiple inctimbent job, report the median value for all positions within the
job in Block 14. If the largest values to be reported for the organization exceed the
six spaces provided, round the values to be reported to the same digit for each
analysis before entering.
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