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Y On the cover:

IACA TTA Tribute to an aged warhorse. Late this month the
A = very last F-105 Thunderchiof will fly from Hill AFB,

Utah, to the boneyard at Davis-Monthan AFB, Ar-

izona. Adios old friend.
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TAC Attack Survey Results

WHAT YOU
TOLD US
ABOUT US
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We’ve tallied 264 responses

to our survey request. Since the

responses have slowed to a
trickle, we probably won’t see
much change in the overall re-
shlts. So let’s look and see
where we stand.

We asked for some back-
ground information on who our
readers were. That's because
it's hard to write for an audi-
ence when all you know about
them is that they are members
of TAC or TAC-gained Guard
and Reserve units. The back-
ground information reminds us
that we are writing to and for
real people. Here's what the
makeup is of those real people
who responded.

First, rank:

As you can see, the bulk of our
respondents were in the middle
ranks among both officers and
enlisted, O-6s accounted for
only 8 percent of the responses,
80 the predominance of middle
ranks among officers is even
more pronounced than the
chart shows. The largest single
category was O-3, accounting
for 16 percent of the total
responses,

The time-in-service distribution
covers a broad spectrum. Our
readership is distributed pretty
evenly from 3 to 19 years in
service. The highest percent-
age—7 percent—was at the
3-year level.

That same broad coverage is

apparent in age.

But our readers are nowhere
near evenly divided between
male and female.

If we assume that the no-
responses are distributed about
the same as those who did re-
spond, then 94 percent of our
readers are male. That picture
is slowly changing, however: 17
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percent of cur readers under 31
vears of age are female.

The education of our readers
is impressive:
89 percent have had some
college.

Only one respondent was not a
high school graduate, Many re-
spondents indicated they had
advanced degrees,

Finally, we asked about jobs.
1t’s no surprise that most of our
readers had flying or flight-
line-related jobs. After all, the
magazine has been aimed at
that audience since its
inception.

But notice that a significant
portion of our readers—27
percent—hold other jobs not di-
rectly related to flying. These

TAC ATTACK

include civil engineering, sup-
ply, security pelice, data auto-
mation, administration, public
affairs, and many other fields
that are important to the
mission.

That's what our readership
looks like; or at least that's
what the readership that re-
sponded looks like. The typical
operations respendent would be
a captain, pilot, male, in his
thirties, with a cellege degree.

The typical maintenance re-
sporident is an E-4, maie, about
25 years old, with some college
but no degree. But the audi-
ence overall covers a wide vari-
ety of ages, ranks, and occupa-
tions.

So, what does this audience
think"of TAC Attack? Well,
first, our survey respondents
were regular readers. Seventy-
four percent said they siways
read the magazine; another 18
percent said they read it fre-
quently. Together, those cat-
egories accounted for ‘92 per-
cent of the responses. We can't
assume that the respondents
are typical of our average
reader, but it seemis fair to as-
sume that they represent our
regular readers pretty well.

If that's true, then our regu-
lar readers really like reading
“Fleagle.” No surprise there.
“Fleagle” has aiways been our
most popular department over-
all, Here'’s how the depart-
ments stack up:
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The number after each department is the average
score given by our respondents for frequency of
reading on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 equals
“never;” 2, “rarely;” 3, “occasionally;” 4, “fre-
quently;” and 5, “always.” What it tells us is that
our average respondent reads “Fleagle” almost
always. He reads “Ta¢ Tips,” “Chock Talk,” “Air-
crew of Distinction,” and “Short Shots” fre-
quently. All the other departments except one
are read pretty close to frequently.

The one exception is “Aero Club Clinic.” It is
read only occasionally by cur respondents. Re-
membering that our respondents are loyal read-
ers for the most part, we can assume that “Aero
Club Clini¢” is read less often than occasionally
by our average reader. That level of readership is
hardly enough to justify the space the depart-
ment occupies, so “Aerc Club Clinic” bites the
dust.

That doesn’t mean we'll never do stories about.
the aero clubs. When we have an aero club story
that needs telling, we'll tell it. But aero clubs
won’t have their own regular department.

The rest of the magazine seems to be in pretty
good shape. Last year, on the advice of a maga-
zine layout expert, we modified our overall de-
sign and layout. Naturally, we were curious what
you thought of the changes. Ninety percent of the
repondents thought our layout and design were
good to excellent. Five percent rated it fair, and
only one percent rated it poor.

The change in layout and design most often
suggested was to use full color. But we can’t jus-
tify the additional cost, so we don’t plan on any
changes along that line. A few writers suggested
we use more actual photos and fewer cartoon rep-
resentations in our art. But the cartoons help
maintain the anonymity of the people and units
involved in the incidents we write about. And by
injecting some humor, the caricatures of air-
planes looking, as one reader put it, as if they
had “just wet their pants” keep us from develop-
ing a sermonizing tone in the magazine. Still, for
variety's sake, we will try to use more photos in
the magazine when we can.

The most important question we asked was
what you thought of our overall value. The re-
sponse was overwhelmingly favorable.
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Even allowing for the fact that those who re-
sponded were regular readers, we were still aur-
prised that such a large majority felt the maga-
zine was highly interesting and useful. That in-
dicates that we are serving your interests, and it
places a burden on us to continue to serve you.

While we appreciated the vote of confidence,
we did take a hard look at the criticism we re-
ceived. Admittedly, some were hard to take seri-
ously; for instance:

Pm disturbed by the increasing amount of
publications that are garbage and of no
measurable value {except maybe make
some editor rich [whose (si¢) probably the
general’s brother]) . .. Do us all a favor
and turn yourself in to the fraud, waste,
and abuse department.

Well, nobody on our staff is getting rich from
TAC Attack. The Superintendent of Documents of
the Government Printing Office may be getting a
few dollars in for subscriptions but hardly
enough to cover handling costs. And none of us
are related to a general {except maybe the Super-
intendent of Documents; don’t know about him or
her).

A more reasonable criticism was that we didn’t
devote enough space to the “other” jobs. In one
sense that’s inevitable. We cover flight, weapons-
explosives, and ground safety. Because of the ex-
penses involved, we devote considerable space to
flight safety. Much of weapons and explosives
safety is flight related, and so is some ground
safety. So as long as the mission of the magazine
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CLASS A MISHAPS
AIRCREW FATALITIES
TOTAL EJECTIONS
SUCCESSFUL EJECTIONS

TAC'S TOP 5 thru DEC '83

TAC FTR/RECCE TAC AIR DEFENSE

355 TTW
363 TFW

48 FIS
318 FIS
87 FIS

TAC-GAINED FTR/RECCE J[TAC-GAINED AIR DEFENSER| TAC/GAINED Other Units

188 TFG (ANG)

138 TFG (ANG)
917 TFG (AFR)
114 TFG & 174 TFW (ANG) 107 FIG | 84 FITS

N2 TFG (ANG) 147 FIG 105 TASG {ANG)

CLASS A MISHAP COMPARISON RATE

{BASED ON ACCIDENTS PER 100,000 HOURS FLYING TIME)

177 FiG
125 FIG
19 FIG

182 TASG (ANG)
110 TASG (ANG)
USAF TAWC

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
US GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1983.639-023/8








