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Force Instruction 90-506 calls for such measures: Com-
prehensive Airman Fitness “metrics/indicators derived
from defined measures and self-reported data provided
in community-based Air Force surveys will be used to
provide commanders a view of the comprehensive fitness
of an organization” (p. 11). Even the comprehensive,
biennial Air Force Community Assessment (Air Force



supported the presence of the four distinct fitness factors
(mental, physical, social, and spiritual) and high levels of
internal consistency were demonstrated within factors
(Bowen & Martin,



Method

Source of data

In January 2012, Air Force Chief of Staff General Norton





Data analysis

We first examined the distributional properties of each of
the 12 observed indicators in the hypothesized model.
Tests of multivariate normality were conducted and indi-
cated significant nonnormality; however, these tests are
highly sensitive to sample size (Kline, 2011). Conse-
quently, we examined the skew index and kurtosis index
values associated with each observed indicator (see
Table 1; Kline, 2011). All skew index values were less
than 2 (average D ¡





order factor loadings ranged from .640 to .957. Standard-
ized second-order factor loadings ranged from .581 to .861.
As mentioned previously, the



suggested by Jonas and colleagues (2010), a highly infor-
mative graphic could be developed for visualizing
“strengths and gaps in fitness,” as well as “areas for
improvement” (p. 12). In time, data from a representa-
tive sample of Air Force active duty members could be
used to develop comparison norms, including norms for
multiple subgroups like pay grade, gender, and job
functions.

Assuming a web-based delivery system for adminis-
trating the measure, whether the full or an abbreviated
version of the current Support and Resiliency Inventory,
respondents could be offered the opportunity to view a
copy of their fitness profile, including the ability to print
or email themselves a copy of their results. The inven-
tory’



differences in scores are expected (i.e., known-groups
validity). For example, known-groups validation could
be explored by examining how the Comprehensive Air-
man Fitness instrument scores individuals differentially
(significant mean differences) based on factors like rank
and duty position that affect the degree to which a ser-
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