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Issue Paper #7
Issue:  CSA Survey Consistency – Same Survey Item Asked Twice Yields Similar
              Results
Background:  This paper examines the following CSA survey item:  “Command leadership is actively involved in the safety program and management of safety matters.”  This item appears twice within the survey . . . as survey item # 5 and again, later in the survey, as survey item #43.  The only difference between these two survey items is their location within the survey.  This paper examines this item two ways:  (1) with respect to the overall responses provided to it, and (2) with respect to how different locations of the same survey item within a survey may affect participants’ responses.  
The CSA database was queried and response rates tallied for survey items #5 & #43 across a broad spectrum of response groups.  Table 1 summarizes the percentages of responses for each survey item.  For this survey item, Agree and Strongly Agree were considered favorable responses, while Strongly Disagree, Disagree, and Neutral were considered unfavorable responses.
Reviewing Table 1, observe the substantial consistency among the unfavorable response rates between survey items #5 and #43 for each response group.  Also, note that the percentage of unfavorable responses for each response group is quite low (That’s good!).
However, also of interest is the shift in the favorable response rates between survey items #5 and #43 for each response group.   In each response group, the Agree response rate went up by approximately 10%, while the Strongly Agree response rate went down by approximately 10% between survey items #5 and #43.  It appears that the same survey item asked later in the survey process (nearer the end of the survey) resulted in an approximate 10% shift from a Strongly Agree response to an Agree response.
NOTE:  Not Applicable (N/A) and Don’t Know (D/K) responses in Table 1 are not listed by percentages, rather the actual numbers of participants providing those particular responses are provided.  Again, observe the consistency between the number of N/A and D/K responses for items #5 and #43 within each response group.     
Discussion:  Looking at survey items #5 and #43 from a macro perspective, there was a low percentage of unfavorable responses . . . and that’s good!  If we just look at the data in terms of favorable and unfavorable responses, the data remain fairly constant across all response groups.  However, a closer inspection of the favorable response rates indicates an approximate 10% shift in responses from the Strongly Agree response to the Agree response as participants took their surveys.  Why?  
One issue of particular interest regarding survey questionnaire development is its consistency.
One method to examine consistency is the “test-retest” technique where the same measurement is taken more than once and the results are examined for consistency, that is, do we get the same
response to the same measurement taken twice by the same person.  If the survey instrument is consistent, then the results should be the same for both measurements.   
Why would a survey respondent provide two different responses to the same survey item (asked twice)?  One answer may come from Sudman and Bradburn, specialists in survey construction, who caution against repeating the same item in a survey in that it could annoy respondents which, in turn, might be reflected in their responses to the survey item (1982, p. 56).

A second explanation for different responses to the same survey item asked more than once may lie in where the duplicate items fall within the survey (also known as item order bias).  Taking a survey, just like taking an exam, is a learning experience in itself.  For example, have you ever answered a question on an exam; then, after answering a few more questions, decide to go back and change your earlier response?  Exposure to the preceding items affects your later response.
In the CSA survey, item #5 (near the beginning of the survey) queries whether or not command leadership is actively involved in the safety program and management of safety matters.  After answering item #5, the respondent then answers 37 more survey items relating to safety.  The respondent is now armed with additional information/opinions acquired during the survey process and may answer the same-worded survey item, # 43 (near the end of the survey), differently.  However, in this particular case note the consistency with which the respondents answered items #5 and #43.  Although there is a shift in responses from Strongly Agree to Agree, the overall message remains the same . . . there is a favorable perception that command leadership is involved in the safety program and safety matters.
In summary, the responses to this survey item are satisfactory (i.e., a low percentage of unfavorable responses and a high percentage of favorable responses) for both survey items #5 and #43.  Furthermore, in the one case tested, consistency of the data between the two duplicate survey items is an indicator of survey instrument reliability.  This supports the earlier reliability testing of the survey instrument by Ciavarelli and Crowson (2004) which indicated very favorable results (i.e., Cronbach-Alpha reliability was 0.97.  Guttmann split-half reliability test value was 0.95).    
For Your Consideration:  
1.  Is leadership in your command actively involved in the safety program and management of safety matters?


-- How do you know?


-- How do you show your involvement? 

2.  Review Table 1.  Are your community’s response rates where you would like to see them?
3.  What can you do to improve leadership involvement in safety related matters?
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Table 1.  Responses to CSA Survey Items #5 & #43.
	Respondents
	        #5 & #43.  Command leadership is actively involved in
       the safety program and management of safety matters.
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                                                                                  (Data compiled 22 APR 04) 

*    SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, N = Neutral, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree
      [listed as percentage (%) of total responses].
**  N/A = Not Applicable, D/K = Don’t Know  [ listed as actual number (#) of responses]. 
  Data in Table 1 were extracted from the MCAS database using a CO Access ID . . . available to any CO.                                      
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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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