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Issue Paper #5
Issue:  Peer Influence Doesn’t Discourage Violations
Background:  This paper compares two MCAS survey items –  item #10 (Violations of SOP, NAMP, or other procedures are not common in this command.) which looks, in general, at the frequency of procedural violations within the command, and item #9 (Peer influence discourages SOP, NAMP, or other violations and individuals feel free to report them) which focuses on whether or not peer influence discourages these violations.  Survey item #9 can be interpreted two ways:  (1) if the survey respondent is answering the item for himself/herself, that is, does peer influence discourage him/her from committing violations, or (2) if the survey respondent perceives that peer influence discourages others in the command from committing violations.  No matter which interpretation the survey respondent chooses when taking the survey, the favorable responses would be the same (Strongly Agree or Agree).  Neutral was considered a non-favorable response.
The MCAS database was queried and response rates tallied for both survey items (#10 & #9) across a broad spectrum of response groups.  Table 1 summarizes the percentages of favorable responses for each survey item.

The percentages of favorable responses for survey item #10 ranged from a low of 53% (HM) to a high of 72% (CNARF), with a 63% overall average across Naval Aviation.  The percentages of favorable responses for survey item #9 ranged from a low of 57% (VF) to a high of 67% (1 MAW and HMM), with a 61% overall average across Naval Aviation.  Three groups (CNARF, 1 MAW, and HMM), had the highest favorable scores (as compared to the other groups) for both survey items #10 and #9.
Interestingly, no matter how the data were grouped (e.g., USN, CNAP, VFA, etc.), each group displayed internal consistency in response to survey items #10 and #9 (i.e., a group’s scores for items #10 and #9 were closely related to each other).  For example, VFA’s score was 63% for item #10 and 62% for item #9 . . . very close.  The greatest difference was only 6% (CNARF or HMH). 
Discussion:  Looking at survey items #10 and #9 from a macro perspective, the average percentage of favorable responses for maintenance personnel within Naval Aviation was just above 60%.  That means that roughly 4 out of every 10 maintenance personnel (across Naval Aviation) provided UNFAVORABLE responses with respect to frequency of violations and whether peer influence discouraged these violations within their commands.  Clearly, a higher-than-desired percentage of maintainers believed violations were common in their command.

When “push-comes-to-shove,” we count on our peers to “check our six,” that is, to watch over us.  Do we think this relationship (i.e., peers taking care of peers) carries over to routine day-to-day operations?  The survey data do not support that “bridging.”  Survey item #9 data indicates that about 40% of the respondents, for what ever reason, perceive that peer influence does NOT discourage violations of regulations in their command.  Why not?
Do maintainers have the ability to “police” themselves?  Can maintainers depend upon fellow sailors or Marines to act as a first-line defense and provide warning when they’re not conducting themselves “in accordance with . . .”?  The data suggest the answer is “not always.”   The data in Table 1 indicate how survey respondents in different aircraft communities view peer influence to discourage violations.     

Is this a climate or cultural issue within the Navy/Marine Corps?  If it were a climate issue, then the data would vary from command to command and between aircraft communities.  But, the data are fairly consistent across commands/communities.  Furthermore, the data have not changed over time.  Prior reviews of earlier survey data indicated the same relative response rates.  With such consistent responses, the data suggest that this is the way Naval Aviation maintainers do business
. . . . it is a cultural issue.
Are there other possible explanations of the survey data?  Is MCAS survey item #9 “double barreled” (i.e., requesting a single response to more than one query in a single survey item).  

Survey item #9 states:  “Peer influence discourages SOP, NAMP, or other violations” and “individuals feel free to report them.”  Are these two distinct queries glued together?  Research during testing of the prototype survey indicated participants consistently answered both parts either positively or both parts negatively.  Thus, the item was not considered “double barreled.” 
Is culture within our society changing such that individuals would rather not provide constructive criticism of their peers?  Hopefully, this is not true in military society.  Could this be considered “ratting” on a buddy, a “that’s not my concern” attitude?  In military aviation where lives are at stake in both what maintainers do or don’t do, this would be an attitude that cannot be tolerated.
What about the “reverse” of MCAS survey item #9.  That question would be, “Does peer influence encourage (rather than discourage) SOP, NAMP, or other violations within your command?”  Although not worded that way in the MCAS survey, this is worthy of discussion.   
For Your Consideration:  
1.  Do you understand how your people interact with their contemporaries?

2.  Can individuals within your command express their perceptions without fear of reprisal?

3.  Does Naval Aviation foster a culture that promotes open criticism without fear of reprisal?


-- How do you cultivate such a culture?

4.  Is your command’s Anymouse program alive, well, and vibrant? How do you know?

5.  Review Table 1.
--  Why are there differences among aircraft communities?
--  Should there be differences among communities?
--  What would need to change to bring about more favorable response rates?
6.  Does peer influence encourage (rather than discourage) SOP, NAMP, or other violations
     within your command?
              Note:  For your information, Tables 2 and 3 provide the combined Class A and Class B FM mishap
                         rates for many of the Navy and Marine Corps aircraft, respectively.   No comparison between
                         peer influence discouraging violations and aircraft mishap rates has been provided in this paper.

Table 1.  Percent of Favorable Responses for MCAS Items #10 and #9.
	
	#10.  Violations of SOP, NAMP, or other procedures are not common in this command. 
	#9.  Peer influence discourages SOP, NAMP or other violations and individuals feel free to report them.

	Respondents
	% Favorable Responses *
	% Favorable Responses *

	All Naval Aviation
	63
	61

	USN
	63
	60

	USMC
	65
	62

	
	
	

	TACAIR
	62
	60

	HELO
	65
	61

	Multi-Eng Prop
	64
	61

	
	
	

	CNAP
	62
	61

	CNAL
	64
	60

	CNARF
	72
	66

	
	
	

	1 MAW
	70
	67

	2 MAW
	65
	62

	3 MAW
	64
	62

	4 MAW
	67
	62

	
	
	

	VFA
	63
	62

	VF
	57
	57

	VAQ
	60
	58

	VP
	64
	63

	VQ
	64
	64

	HSL
	64
	63

	HC
	61
	60

	HM
	53
	58

	
	
	

	VMFA
	61
	61

	VMGR
	65
	62

	VMA
	61
	60

	HMM
	71
	67

	HMLA
	65
	62

	HMH
	70
	64


             




                                                                      (Data compiled 19 FEB 04) 

  Data in Table 1 were extracted from the MCAS database using a CO Access ID . . . available to any CO.                                      
*  Favorable responses include Strongly Agree and Agree.  Non-favorable responses include Strongly Disagree,
    Disagree, and Neutral.   Neutral was considered a non-favorable response, rather than a favorable response.  Many
    responses fell into the Neutral category (e.g., 25% of the responses to both survey items #9 and #10 were Neutral 
    in the “All Naval Aviation” category).  Not Applicable and Don’t Know responses were not counted in the totals.

  This paper is part of a continuing series of “issue papers” developed                                      Robert Figlock, Ph.D.
  by the School of Aviation Safety, Naval Postgraduate School through                                    rfiglock@nps.navy.mil
  research funding by CNAP.  Prior issue papers may be viewed at:                                          (DSN) 756-1069 

  http://www.nps.navy.mil/avsafety/gouge/Issue%20Papers.htm
Table 2.  Class A+B Mishap Rates for Navy Aircraft*
(Data Set:  10/01/98 – 3/4/04)

	AIRCRAFT
	ACFT HOURS
	# of

CLASS A FMs
	# of

CLASS B FMs
	CLASS A+B FM
MISHAP RATE

	     EA-6
	      176,756
	6
	1
	           3.96

	     E-2
	      146,652
	3
	0
	           2.05

	     E-6
	       86,584
	0
	1
	           1.15

	
	
	
	
	

	     F-5
	       29,342
	2
	1
	         10.22

	     F-14
	     272,110
	16
	16
	         11.76

	     F-18
	     980,992
	24
	17
	           4.18

	
	
	
	
	

	     H-1
	       26,340
	3
	2
	         18.98

	     H-3
	       82,195
	2
	0
	           2.43

	     H-46
	     149,370
	3
	2
	           3.35

	     H-53
	       61,690
	4
	2
	           9.73

	     H-57
	     317,917
	1
	1
	           0.63

	     H-60
	     635,611
	6
	6
	           1.89

	
	
	
	
	

	      P-3
	     718,322
	0
	0
	           0.00

	
	
	
	
	

	      S-3
	     238,736
	7
	5
	           5.03

	
	
	
	
	

	     T-2
	     160,738
	1
	1
	           1.24

	     T-34
	     867,680
	5
	0
	           0.58

	     T-38
	         6,866
	1
	1
	         29.13

	     T-39
	       70,768
	1
	1
	           2.83

	     T-45
	     333,115
	5
	5
	           3.00

	
	
	
	
	

	     C-2
	       59,149
	1
	2
	           5.07

	     C-9
	     158,503
	0
	1
	           0.63

	 Total Navy
	  6,160,821
	93
	66
	         2.58


*  Some Navy aircraft are not listed (e.g., F-4, OH-58, . . . ).                   Data provided by the Naval Safety Center on 5 Mar 04

Table 3.  Class A+B Mishap Rates for Marine Aircraft**
(Data Set:  10/01/98 – 3/4/04)
	AIRCRAFT
	ACFT HOURS
	# of

CLASS A FMs
	# of

CLASS B FMs
	CLASS A+B FM
MISHAP RATE

	     EA-6
	       41,473
	1
	0
	           2.41

	
	
	
	
	

	     AV-8
	    187,204
	17
	8
	          13.35

	
	
	
	
	

	     C-12
	      56,941
	0
	1
	           1.76

	     C-130
	    190, 854
	2
	0
	           1.05

	
	
	
	
	

	     F-18
	    509,767
	15
	8
	           4.51

	
	
	
	
	

	     H-1
	    338,683 
	13
	4
	           5.02

	     H-46
	    315,378
	5
	1
	           1.90

	     H-53
	    225,845
	3
	0
	           1.33

	Total Marine
	  1,947,523
	59
	23
	         4.21


**  Some Marine aircraft are not listed (e.g., T-34, MV-22, . . . ).        Data provided by the Naval Safety Center on 5 Mar 04
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