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FOREWORD

This study was conducted in support of advanced development sub-project
ZPNO1.06, Advanced Navy Recruiting System. The study was directed toward
the development of techniques for measuring recruiter performance on a
variety of dimensions. Following test validation of the techniques, they
will be made available to the Navy Recruiting Command for use in performance
evaluation and recruiter training programs. The contract monitor was

Dr. Norman Abrahams.

Appreciation is extended to Navy Recruiting Command personnel for helping
with arrangements for workships, meetings, and visits with various persons
and groups knowledgeable about Navy recruiting. Special thanks go to

CDR Peebles, LT McGann, LCDR Sigmund, and CAPT Hollingworth for coordinating
these efforts. Also, the support and feedback provided by field recruiters
and their superiors is gratefully acknowledged.

J. J. CLARKIN
Commanding Officer







SUMMARY

Problem

The problem addressed in this research is the need for performance
criteria capable of reliably and validly measuring Navy recruiter job
effectiveness. Any future personnel research performed on the Navy
recruiter job requires valid information about recruiter effectiveness
which, in turn, demands that a thorough job analysis and criterion
development effort be accomplished.

Research Objective

The research objective of this project was to develop and to field test
performance rating scales for measuring Navy recruiter job effectiveness.

Approach

Behavior scaling methodology was used to gather from field recruiters,
their superiors, and from recruits over 800 critical incidents describing
different facets of effective and ineffective recruiter performance.
Dimensions of performance were formed according to the content of these
incidents, and then other recruiters and their superiors sorted each of
the incidents into the dimensions and rated the effectiveness each
represented. Behavior Summary Scales were developed by grouping reliably
sorted and rated incidents into four effectiveness levels for each
dimension, and then for each group of incidents writing behavior summary
statements reflecting the behavioral content of those incidents. This
refinement of the behavior scaling approach was used to ensure that the
rating scales would be more universally relevant across Navy recruiter
positions than are scales which depend upon relatively narrow and
behaviorally specific incidents as bench marks for raters.

In addition, another group of Navy recruiters made similarity judgments
about the various facets of the recruiter job represented by 60 behavior
examples chosen randomly from the larger pool of incidents. The similarity
between every possible pair was judged resulting in a 60 x 60 similarity
matrix which was analyzed via nonmetric, multidimensional scaling (MDS).
The MDS analysis yielded five dimensions of recruiter effectiveness.

These dimensions were compared with dimensions derived from the behavior
scal ing approach.

vil




The Behavior Summary Scales were field tested by using them to obtain
self, peer, and supervisor job performance ratings for 24 recruiters
from eight stations.

Results

Eight dimensions of Navy recruiter performance were obtained from the
refined behavior scaling procedures. They are:

A. Locating and Contacting Prospects
B Gaining and Maintaining Rapport

c Obtaining Information from Prospects and Making Good Person-
Navy Fits

Salesmanship Skills

Establishing and Maintaining Good Relationships in the Community
Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate Information About the Navy
Administrative Skills

Supporting Other Recruiters and the Command

IIoommo

Canonical analyses showed high agreement between |inear combinations of
the behavior scaling and the MDS solutions. Regression analyses were
conducted to define more fully the pattern of contributions made by
various combinations of the MDS dimensions to each of the behavior
scaling dimensions.

Analysis of the field test results showed that self and peer ratings
contained impressive convergent and discriminant validity.

Recommendations

1. Future use of the Navy Recruiter Behavior Summary Performance Scales
should be restricted to self and peer ratings in order to assure
highest reliability and the most valid performance appraisals. Super-
visory ratings of overall recruiter performance should be used to
portray the overall job effectiveness reputation of each recruiter
and to provide summary information about differing levels of recruiter
effectiveness across different stations.

2. The rating scales provide an opportunity to assess the validity of
procedures used presently or those developed in the future to
select individuals for recruiting duty. A logical next research
step is to evaluate the validity of existing selection practices
and to develop, as necessary, new procedures to improve the Recruiting
Command's capability of selecting high potential individuals for
recruiter positions.




The rating scales, probably in conjunction with other informational
materials, should be used to ''educate'' ship COs and persons con-
sidering recruiting duty. This practice would help COs or their
representatives counsel individuals about the wisdom of applying
for or accepting recruiting duty. Also, it would help fleet
personnel to make informed decisions about such an assignment.

Rated performance examples generated within this project should be
used as aids in the professional training of persons newly assigned
to recruiting duty,

The performance scales should be distributed to Recruiters in Charge
or to individual field recruiters as an aid in professional develop-
ment.
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INTRODUCTION

Problem

The problem addressed in this research is the need for performance criteria
capable of reliably and validly measuring Navy recruiter job effectiveness.
Any future personnel research performed on the Navy recruiter job requires
valid information about recruiter effectiveness which, in turn, demands that
a thorough job analysis and criterion development effort be accomplished.

Purpose and Overview

The main objectives of this project have been to develop performance

rating scales for the Navy recruiter job and then to evaluate these scales.
Using a new variant of the behavior scaling methodology, we developed a
set of eight behaviorally-oriented performance scales suitable for evalu-
ating the performance of Navy recruiters.

In addition, we used a multidimensional scaling (MDS) approach to develop
performance dimensions based on recruiters' perceptions of their job. The
MDS analysis yielded five dimensions of performance which were then com-
pared to the behavioral performance categories. Comparative advantages of
the two strategies for developing performance dimensions were discussed.

A field test of the behaviorally oriented rating form--the Behavior Summary
Scales--suggested that self and peer ratings yield reliable and valid indi-
cations of recruiter performance. We recommended that the scales be used
as an educational and professional development tool, as an aid in recruiter
training, and as performance criteria in future selection research.

DEVELOPING THE BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALES

In the early stages of this study, we used the Behavior Observation Scale
approach (Dunnette, 1966) to develop measures of Navy recruiter performance.
Later in the project, we modified these behavior scaling procedures in
order to overcome certain problems inherent in Behavior Observation Scale
(Dunnette, 1966) and Behavior Expectations Scale (Smith & Kendall, 1963)
approaches. These modifications will be outlined later. In this section,
the procedures for developing the initial set of behavior scales, the
Behavior Observation Scales, are discussed.

Initial Familiarization with the Job

Researchers working on the project became familiar with the Navy recruiter
job in a variety of ways. Two persons met with a district commanding
officer and received a briefing about the Navy recruiting command and a
description of the district's mission and organization. One of the re-
searchers visited the recruiting command in Washington, D. C. and received
a thorough briefing about the command's mission, organization, and problems.
Finally, two persons on the research team each spent a full day at a
recruiting station observing firsthand recruiters' activities. These ex-
periences provided valuable information to the researchers and helped pre-
pare them for the behavior scaling workshops.




Behavior Scaling Workshop

Thirty-seven persons representing all seven recruiting areas attended a
two-day workshop to generate the ''raw materials'' necessary for subsequent
scale development work. Participants included chief recruiters, zone
supervisors, recruiters in charge, and general field recruiters. The work-
shop also contained a good mix of recruiters stationed in rural and urban
settings around the country. In short, workshop participants formed a
representative group of persons knowledgeable about the day-to-day activi-
ties of Navy recruiters across the United States.

Workshop participants were separated into two groups for the first day's
activities. (See Appendix A for workshop materials given to participants.)
Recruiter supervisors formed one group, field recruiters formed the other.
The two workshop leaders (Personnel Decisions, Inc. researchers) then
elicited from participants performance examples--brief anecdotes or stories
about recruiter performance. Participants were encouraged to write down

or to introduce verbally examples of effective, routine, or ineffective per-
formance. They were also asked to write or tell about as many facets of the
Navy recruiter job as possible. Periods in which participants wrote per-
formance examples were interspersed with periods spent discussing various
examples, speculating about potentially relevant performance dimensions, and
talking about the Navy recruiter job in more general terms.

That evening, the two workshop leaders each read through the performance
examples generated in his own workshop and constructed a tentative list of
performance dimensions that the content of those examples represented.

Each leader developed about 20 tentative dimensions. Comparison of the two
lists indicated considerable overlap in the leaders' tentative dimensions
and thus considerable overlap in the examples generated independently by the
two groups. Therefore, the researchers developed a single list of dimen-
sions representing the content of the performance examples.

The next morning, the workshop participants met as a single group and
discussed each dimension on the list. During this session, the partici-
pants made numerous suggestions related to revising or combining performance
dimensions. Then, the leaders returned the performance examples and asked
each participant to independently classify each example into a dimension on
the tentative dimension list. The leaders also requested that the partici-
pants rate each example high, medium, or low depending on the level of
effectiveness represented. The two leaders tallied the total number of
examples sorted into each category and rated at each of three performance
levels. This tally provided information about where more examples were re-
quired within the tentative dimension framework.

The total group again split into a supervisor and a field recruiter group
to generate more performance examples, especially for dimensions and per-
formance levels containing relatively few examples. Altogether, over 800
examples of recruiter performance were gathered during the 2-day workshop.




In addition, workshops were conducted in boot camp with Navy recruits who
had recently interacted with one or more Navy recruiters. Thirty recruits
participated in these workshops, ten in each of three sessions. The re-
seacher leading the workshops asked recruits to recall and to describe in
writing the total ''story' of the interaction with their Navy recruiter,
emphasizing what he or she did that represented effective recruiting or
ineffective recruiting. One hundred thirty-five performance examples

were then gleaned from the stories these recruits provided.

Procedures for Retranslating Performance Examples

""Retranslating'' behavior examples first requires a content analysis of the
examples in order to develop performance categories, each describing an
aspect or facet of the job. Then, persons knowledgeable about the job each
independently make two judgments about each example. First, each person
sorts each example into a performance category, each person's sorting based
on his/her understanding of the example's content and the definition of

the categories. |In addition, each person assigns a scale value to each
example on the basis of how effective he/she perceives the performance in
that example. Those performance examples showing low agreement in terms

of either the sorting or the scaling task are normally rejected. This
purges the ambiguous or unclear performance examples from the pool of ex-
amples to be used for the performance scales.

Those examples for which judges agree on the sorting task (large percentages
of retranslation judges placing an example in a given category) and on the
scaling task (low standard deviations for the performance level ratings

made for an example) provide relatively clear anchors for later users of

the scales.

For this project, the research team performed a careful content analysis of

the more than 900 performance examples gathered in the workshops. The con-

tent analysis yielded nine categories of performance suitable for describing
the recruiter job. They were:

A. Locating and Contacting Prospects

B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport

C. Obtaining Information from Prospects and Making Good Person-
Navy Fits

D. Salesmanship Skills

E. Establishing and Maintaining Good Relationships in the Community

F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate Information About the Navy

G. Administrative Skills

H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the Command

|. Dedication to the Job




The next step was to reduce the number of behavior examples to a manage-

able size. Redundancy in the content of the behavior examples formed the
primary criterion for eliminating examples from subsequent consideration.
Five hundred sixty-seven behavior examples were finally selected for the

retranslation process. These examples are presented in Appendix B.

Two groups of recruiters and recruiter supervisors provided the retransla-
tion ratings. Twenty-seven persons from San Diego and 48 from Des Moines,
lowa participated. Because of the large number of examples, each retrans-
lation rater evaluated only about one-third of the examples. Thus, the San
Diego raters provided from 5 to 11 ratings on 567 examples and the

Des Moines raters provided from 10 to 16 ratings on the 567 examples. Com-
bining the two sets of ratings, 16 to 27 ratings existed for each example
in the retranslation task. Means, standard deviations, and percent endorse-
ment of examples into each dimension were computed both within and across
the two retranslation groups. A third group consisting of Navy recruits
provided retranslation ratings for 87 behavior examples, most of which
other Navy recruits had generated previously.

Retranslation Results

Means, standard deviations, and dimension endorsement data appear in
Appendix B, To assess the agreement in retranslation judgments across re-
cruiter group (San Diego versus Des Moines), mean performance level

ratings for the two groups were correlated (N = 567). The correlation be-
tween these two vectors of means was .94, indicating that agreement between
groups in the rank order of performance level ratings was considerable.
Agreement was not so high in level of these ratings. The overall mean for
the 567 examples was 4.83 for San Diego and 4.45 for Des Moines. Why

this discrepancy occurred is not clear. Still, agreement in the rank order
should provide a more critical test of similarity across districts in terms
of what behavior is seen as effective and ineffective.

Although San Diego and Des Moines are not necessarily representative of
recruiter job characteristics in all 42 districts, the high correlation
between performance level means for these two districts provides some con-
fidence that no large disparity exists across districts in judgments about
the effectiveness of various recruiting activities and practices. These

data provided a rationale for combining the San Diego and Des Moines retrans-
lation ratings.

Retranslation ratings of performance level provided by recruits (N = 87)
were also correlated with the corresponding mean level ratings computed for
Des Moines and San Diego recruiters. These correlations were .77 and .80
respectively, not as high as the relationship between the two recruiter
groups' retranslation ratings. Because of the relatively low correlations




between recruit and recruiter perceptions of the level of effectiveness
each behavior example represented, and because recruits did not seem to be
familiar with many aspects of the recruiter job, recruit refranslation
data were not pooled with the recruiter retranslation data.

Generating Supplementary Performance Examples and Retranslating Them

After retranslation data for San Diego and Des Moines were combined and
analyzed, it became evident that certain scale intervals had only a few
reliably sorted and scaled performance examples. For example, Dimension C
had only one example whose mean was between 7 and 9; Dimension D had only
two examples reliably rated between 7 and 9. Therefore, additional per-
formance examples were needed. The performance examples were generated in
two ways. First, a PDl researcher revised examples which had been previ-
ously retranslated unreliably to reduce the ambliguity contained in those
examples. Second, a number of new performance examples were elicited from
recruiters in the Chicago district.

In these two ways, 48 examples, many of them attempting to fill the

'examp le-poor'' areas, were generated and subsequently retranslated by 39
recruiters, 20 from the Albuquerque district and 19 from the Des Moines
district. These retranslation data were likewise combined across district
and the examples were included in the total pool from which were selected
items for the final Behavior Observation Scales. (See Appendix D for these
retranslation data.)

Selecting Performance Examples for the Behavior Observation Scales

Using the criteria of 60 percent or greater agreement for dimension member-
ship and a standard deviation of less than 2.0 (on a 9-point scale), ex-
amples were selected for the nine scales. Behavior examples were selected
for scales according to their statistical properties and their ability to
'cover'' each dimension conceptually. Either seven or eight examples meeting
these criteria were available for eight scales. The ninth, ''Dedication to
the Job,' was dropped from further consideration because so few examples
were reliably sorted into that dimension.

As a check on the stability of mean scale values for the final dimension

anchors, a scale reliabllity coefficient (Smith & Kendall, 1963) was com-
puted for each dimension. For each scale, the vectors of means from

Isee Appendix C for a description cf an experiment comparing the relative
amount of error In Navy recruits' ratings when the recruits rate indi-

vidually versus in pairs.

21n developing Behavior Summary Scales (next section), Dimension 1, '""Dedica-
tion to the Job,'" was again included in a retranslation effort to be

described later.




San Diego and Des Moines retranslation ratings were correlated. (Ns of
these correlations were 7 or 8 depending upon the number of behavior
examples anchoring the final scale.)

Those scale reliabilities appear below:

A. Locating and Contacting Qualified Prospects .98
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport .97
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects and Making

Good Person-Navy Fits .99
D. Salesmanship Skills .98
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good Relationships in

the Community .99
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate Information

About the Navy .98
G. Administrative Skills .99
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the Command .99

Clearly, the scale reliabilities are adequate; little disagreement exists
about the rank order of scale anchors selected for the final Behavior
Observation Scales. The final scales appear in Appendix E.

DEVELOPING THE BEHAVIOR SUMMARY SCALES

This section will first outline problems inherent in Behavior Observation
Scales. Then, we describe development of a new kind of behavior-oriented
format designed to overcome these problems.

The first problem with Behavior Observation Scales is that often an indi-
vidual behavior example does not represent the richness of behavior pos-
sible for that given level of performance. Ghiselli's (1956) notion of
"individual dimensionality' bears on this point. Within a given dimen-
sion, several different behaviors may be equally effective (i.e., have the
same scale value), yet if a single performance example is selected for the
scale point, other possible ways of performing at that level are ignored
and may limit a rater's perspective. Ideally, performance examples repre-
senting all ways of performing at that level on that dimension should also
be included on the scale at the same point. Likewise, other points on the
scales should be represented by behavior examples reflecting faithfully
the content of all performance relevant to those scales and levels of
performance.

Looking at this problem another way, an exhaustive behavior scaling project
such as this one often generates a number of reliably retranslated perfor-
mance examples reflecting various ways of performing at each level on each
dimension, but not all can be included on the scales. Thus, behavior




examples are often discarded not because they are unreliably sorted or
scaled, but simply because only one example can be selected to anchor

each scale point on a particular dimension. Yet, these discarded examples
include important content for the dimension and this content should be
reflected on the scale in order to portray as closely as possible the full
breadth of behavior possible at each level on each dimension.

A second problem with behavior scales is that often certain behavior examp-
les are not relevant for judging the performance of some ratees. Some-
times behavior examples refer to things a particular ratee would not have
an opportunity to do. This is not usually a problem if the scales are for
a small number of homogeneous positions within the same job classification.
But the problem becomes significant when the scales must be relevant to a
large number of positions and positions which differ in what is an appro-
priate style for different circumstances and different geographical areas.
For example, a number of behavioral anchors gathered in this study referred
to recruiters' effective or ineffective interaction with high school coun-
selors. Yet, some high schools do not let military recruiters visit the
school or deal with the counselors. Thus, such behavioral anchors have
little meaning for judging some recruiters' performance.

Overall, then, a worthwhile goal in developing performance scales is to
cover comprehensively all possible performance ''styles' and to allow for

a wide range of differences in opportunities to perform certain activities.
Such scales would describe the job fully and aid raters with benchmarks
relevant to a large variety of job incumbents, situations, and/or settings.
In this study, we developed a behavior-based format which attempts to
provide more comprehensive and universally relevant scale anchors. This
scale development process is described next.

First, we concluded that performance examples generated in the behavior
scaling workshops formed an excellent, representative pool of job related
Navy recruiter behavior. Further, the retranslation procedure yielded
behavior examples possessing unambiguous meaning and showing high agreement
as to dimension membership and performance level represented. Specifically,
352 performance examples met the two retranslation criteria of 60 percent

or more agreement on dimension membership and standard deviations of less
than 2.0.

Our goal, then, was to represent as completely as possible the content of
all these reliably retranslated examples. Accomplishing this would seem
to operationalize our intentions to develop scales more universally rele-
vant across Navy recruiter positions. Therefore, for each dimension, we
first grouped examples into four levels according to their mean retrans-
lation rating. The levels were very high (7-9); high (5-6.99); low
(2.25-4.99); and very low (1-2.249). The number of performance examples
contained in each level for each dimension appears in Figure 1 below.




DIMENSION

A B & Db E ¥ & H I

Very High| 7 7 2 5 30 11 1 5 9 87

High I 9 10 14 13 13 10 10 4 | 94
LEVEL

Low 8 7 3 3 7 15 17 6 3] 69

Very Low |11 11 4 2 24 19 11 13 7 | 102

37 34 19 24 74 58 49 34 23 } 352

Figure 1. Performance examples rellably retranslated.

The key to representing comprehensively the content of all behavior exam-
ples was to write behaviorally-oriented statements describing the content

of examples at each level for |each dimension, So, for Dimension A, for exam-
ple, we wrote statements for the very high level reflecting the content of
the seven performance examples rellably retranslated into that dimension

and level. In this manner, we developed three behaviorally oriented state-
ments for each performance level on each dimension in order to represent the
variety of ways to perform on each dimension and at each of the four levels.

Here, for example, are the three statements written for the ''low' level,
Dimension E ~ Establishing and Maintaining Good Relationships in the Communlty.

. Contacts school officials only sporadically, keeps them waiting
for information they want; relationships with counselors, teachers,
etc. and persons important to an applicant or recruit are distant
and underdeve loped.

. Is not alert to opportunities to promote the Navy; rarely volun-
teers off-duty time to promote the Navy and is unenthusiastic
when approached to do something for the community; rarely accepts
speaking invitations.

. |Is, at times, discourteous to persons in the community; for exam-
ple, sends form letters to persons who have assisted him or other
Navy recruiters; is not always alert to the family's desire for
more information about the Navy and the program in which their
son or daughter enlisted.

To assess the degree to which persons knowledgeable about Navy recruiting
would agree on the performance level and dimension membership of the new
behavior statements, we undertook another retranslation process.




Nine recruiters and recruiter supervisors from the Shreveport, Little Rock,
and Chicago districts, working independently, sorted the 108 behavior
statements into dimensions and into levels. Specifically, they were asked
to perform a two-step procedure. First, retranslation raters sorted exam-
ples into dimensions, paying no attention to performance level. They were
directed to sort 12 statements or as close to 12 as possible into each dimen-
sion. Then, for each dimension, the retranslation raters rank ordered the
12 statements in terms of performance level. A rater was allowed to record
ties and/or to skip a rank if he felt he had more than or less than three
statements for a particular level. Results of the retranslation procedure
are displayed in Tables 1 and 2,

Table 1 shows the percent of behavior statements sorted Into the ''correct'
dimension and performance level. Overall, 69 percent were placed in the
intended dimension and at the intended performance level. Dimension G--
Administrative Skills--displayed the best retranslation results with 87
percent of the statements properly sorted and scaled. Dimensions D, H, and
| were poorest with 56 percent, 58 percent, and 59 percent proper sorting
and scaling of statements. Dimensions D and H clearly suffered from
problems in placing statements at the proper leyel. Thirty percent of the
statements for Dimension D and 35 percent of the statements for Dimension
H were sorted into the intended dimension but placed at an unintended
performance level. On the other hand, only 14 percent of the statements
for Dimension D and 6 percent of the statements for Dimension H were
sorted into the wrong dimension. Dimension | suffered different problems;
fully 25 percent of the time, statements intended for dimension | were
sorted Into other dimensions.

Table 1

Percent of Statements Sorted and Scaled
Into Intended Dimensions and Performance Levels

Percent Percent . Percent
. Property Sorted Properly Sorted but Improperly

Dimension and Scaled Improperly Scaled Sorted
A 71 21 7
B 70 2] 8
G 74 15 11
D 56 30 14
E 77 13 10
F 68 18 15
G 87 10 3
H 58 35 6
| 59 16 25
TOTAL 69 20 il

Mote: Round-off error prevents some rows from summing to 100.




Another way to view these retranslation results is to compute mean rank-
ings for triads of behavior statements intended to anchor each performance
level on each dimension. This is a reasonable way to judge the quality of
the Behavior Summary Scales, because directions for using the scales
require a rater to evaluate recruiters by referring to the triads of behav-
ior statements rather than to individual behavior statements. The original
intention was that by referring to triads of statements, the rater will find
at least one statement which closely describes the performance of the ratee
he is evaluating. Since raters are asked to key on the triads, it makes
sense to compute retranslation mean ranks for triads and then to assess
obtained mean ranks versus expected mean ranks. For the most highly effec-
tive three behavior statements on each dimension, the expected rank would
be "'2"; for the second most highly effective triad of statements, those
designated as "high,'" the expected rank would be '"5'; and so on. Table 2
presents the mean ranks obtained for triads from retranslation data.

Table 2

Mean Performance Level Rankings for Behavior Statement Triads

Obtained Mean Rank
Intended or

Expected Rank A B € D E F G H |

Very High 2.00 2.09 2.42 2.27 2.83 2.71 2.05 2.00 3.00 2.18
High 5.00 4.59 h.21 4,38 3.96 L4.56 L4.60 4.88 h4.19 L4.44
Low 8.00 8.57 8.44 8.28 8.58 8.25 8.78 8.56 8.96 8.48
Very Low 11.00 10.22 10.52 10.70 9.88 10.92 10.45 10.42 10.00 10.29

Note: Only rankings made on examples sorted into the proper dimension were
included in this analysis.

The first thing to notice in Table 2 is that the rank order of mean performance
ranks is the same as the intended rank order for every dimension. Further,

the differences between mean ranks of the four triads is substantial for

each dimension, indicating that the performance levels of behavior statements
taken as triads can be readily differentiated by persons knowledgeable about
the job.

Table 2 does, however, indicate that in general some confusion existed between
behavior statements in the '"'very high' and "high'" categories and between
behavior statements in the "low' and ''very low' categories. For all but one
dimension, the mean rank of the ''very high'' statements are higher (toward
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the ""high'' category) than the intended value, 2.0. Likewise, mean ranks
of statements in the "high'' category are all lower (toward the ''very hlgh
category) than the Intended value. The same phenomenon occurs for the
"low''-''very low'' categories.

To look at this problem in a slightly different way, we examined the mean
ranks of individual behavior statements. In seven instances, a statement
intended to reflect one level was ranked either higher or lower than one
statement intended to be at an adjoining level. For example, in Dimension
B, one of the statements written for the ''very high' level had a mean rank
of 3.89, while one of the statements written for the '""high' level had a
mean rank of 3.67. These data were used diagnostically to revise behavior
statements slightly when it seemed warranted. Dimension |, ''Dedication to
the Job,'" was dropped from the format because of conceptual difficulties
with it and retranslation data suggesting that aspects cf the dimension
could be subsumed by various other dimensions.

After making these final revisions, the Behavior Summary Scales were placed
in a 10-point rating scale format and field tested in an experiment
described on pages 27-42 (see Appendix F for the Behavior Summary Scales).

STUDYING THE DIMENSIONALITY OF THE NAVY RECRUITER JOB: A MULTIDIMENS|ONAL
SCALING APPROACH

The purpose of this portion of the research was to examine the dimensionality
of the Navy recruiter job from the incumbents' or recruiters' perspective.
Thus, we asked recruiters to assess the similarities and differences of the
content of various recruiting activities. We used some of the examples of
recruiter performance which were generated during the workshops described in
the previous section as the recruiting activities for which the judgments

of similarity and difference were made. Before asking for such judgments,
however, a method was needed which would help the recruiters cluster these
behavior examples together by content to form dimensions of performance.
These dimensions would thus be formed on the basis of perceived similarity
as judged by recruiters.

We selected for this purpose a method, multidimensional scaling (MDS), which
helps to identify the underlying dimensions of a set of stimuli (behavior
examples in this study). MDS has been used successfully to discover dimen-
sions in a number of applied settings. For example, Brown (1967) success-
fully used MDS in a job analysis. |In addition, Allen (1969) discovered
interpretable dimensions underlying 20 worker-oriented and job-oriented verbs,
and Rigney and DeBow (1967) uncovered two dimensions representing Naval offi-
cers' strategies of evaluating the threat of air raids.

In MDS studies, generally pairs of stimuli are presented and subjects are

asked to make similarity judgments of some kind from which inferences are
made about dimensions characterizing the stimuli. The dimensions are
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determined by identifying clusters of stimuli judged as highly similar among
themselves and relatively dissimilar to the other stimuli. Interpceting an
MDS solution is somewhat analogous to interpreting a factor analysis solu-
tion. In general, the studies cited above suggest that MDS has considerable
potential for uncovering an underlying dimensional structure of a set of
stimuli.

Furthermore, a recent review article (Sjoberg, 1975) indicates that MDS and
other distance model applications for inferring dimensionality of stimuli
are generally superior to methods arising from the content model. Sjoberg
suggests that content models ''rest on a fragile theoretical and empirical
basis'' (p. 205), while distance models are more justifiable

theoretically and empirically.

In fact, one type of MDS which uses distance model assumptions, nonmetric
MDS (Shepard, 1962; Kruskal, 1964), requires extremely few assumptions about
level of measurement. With nonmetric MDS, one need only assume that mean-
ing exists in the rank order of similarities among stimuli. The problems
with interval or ratio level assumptions about the data are thereby avoided.
Thus, we elected to use nonmetric MDS to aid in developing recruiter-
perceived dimensions of performance of the Navy recruiter job.

Designing the Similarity Judgment Task

The first step in developing the judgment task was to generate a list of
behavior examples truly representative of performance on the Navy recruiter
job. Performance examples elicited during the behavior scaling workshop
seemed ideally suited to meet this requirement--that workshop had been
attended by a respresentative group of Navy recruiters and recruiter super-
visors, all very knowledgeable about the job.

However, another consideration became important for forming the similarity
judgment task. In a small scale pilot study, the level of performance
represented by behavior examples exerted a considerable and undesired
effect on the judgment of content similarity. When two examples were
similar in performance level, they were more likely to be viewed as similar
in content than if one example reflected good performance and the other
example reflected poor performance. That is, performance level was "con-
founding" the content related similarity judgments. Therefore, only
behavior examples representing effective3 performance were selected for the
similarity judgment task. This modification appeared to facilitate judging
the similarity of the content of behavior examples.

3Initially, the authors selected from a list of approximately 750 nonre-
dundant behavior examples, most of which appeared in the retranslation list,
a pool of 350-400 behavior examples depicting what they considered to be
effective performance. Sixty examples were then drawn randomly from this
(continued)
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In developing the similarity judgment task, all possible pairs of these 60
examples (1,770 in all) were generated and randomly assigned without
replacement to 20 different protocols such that each protocol contained
approximately 89 different item pairs. Thus, each of the 1,770 possible
pairs of behavior examples appeared once in one of these 20 protocols.

The same procedure was used to develop four more sets of 20 protocols,
resulting in each item pair appearing exactly five times in the 100 pro-
tocols. In addition, for each protocol, 14 or 15 item pairs were randomly
selected (again without replacement) and repeated within each protocol in
such a way that they appeared at least 20 items apart from the same item
pair. These repeat item pairs allowed for an estimate of within-rater
reliability.

Each item pair in the protocols required the respondent to assess the sim-
ilarity of the job facets represented by the two behavior examples. A
four-point rating scale was used with 4" indicating that the two examples
represented completely different facets of the recruiter job and "1'" indi-
cating that the two examples represented the same or very similar facets
of the job. (The directions appear In Appendix G.) A sample Item pair
appears below:

Similarity Rating

This recruiter checked The recruiter made certain
on the bills and loans that high schools had cur-
of his applicants. rent Navy film catalogs.

The result of this development effort, then, was 100 protocols, each con-
taining 103 or 104 item pairs, 14 or 15 of which were repeats in a sim-
ilarity judgment format.

Administering the Similarity Judgment Task

Recruiters and recruiter supervisors in the Albuquerque, Chicago, and
Minneapolis districts provided similarity judgments for the protocols de-
veloped. Because the task was somewhat difficult, a screening criterion
was used to assess the consistency of individual raters. A correlation
coefficient was computed between similarity ratings on the 14 or 15 repeat
item pairs. We dropped raters for whom these correlations were less than
.50. Using this criterion, approximately 16 percent of the raters were
eliminated. When a rater was dropped, a protocol identical to his was

(continued)

pool of effective performance examples. Subsequently, however, the retrans-
lation data became available, which allowed the researchers to examine the
mean performance level ratings for 58 of the 60 examples so selected. Four
of the examples had means of less than 5, and so four replacement behavior
examples were randomly selected from the remaining examples judged to re-
flect effective performance (i.e., 5 or greater) by retranslatlon raters.
Thus, 58 behavior examples rated at 5.0 or better plus two behavior exam-
ples not retranslated formed the pool of behavior examples used in the
similarity judgment task.
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completed by another rater. In this manner, exactly 100 protocols were
completed by judges with satisfactory within-rater reliability. A fre-
quency di;tribution of reliability coefficients for these 100 judges appears
in Table 2.

Table 3

Distribution of Within-Rater Reliability Coefficients
for the 100 '"Acceptable' Protocols

Reliability Number of Raters
.90 - 1.000 12
.80 - .899 34
.70 = .799 26
.60 - .699 n
.50 - .599 17

a
Reliability is represented by Spearman-Brown corrected Pearsonian r's.
Spearman-Brown corrected reliability across all raters (N = 1475) is .88.

Multidimensional Scaling Results

First, to obtain an idea of the consistency in responses across judges, we
performed an analysis of variance (ANOVA) comparing the variance of differ-
ent judges' similarity ratings of the same item pairs with the total vari-
ance across all similarity ratings. Such an ANOVA procedure was possible
because we had five independent estimates of the similarity of each of 1,770
item pairs. Relatively small variance for the similarity ratings of each
item pair indicates that, across the judges rating the same item pair, rela-
tively high agreement exists. An intraclass correlation coefficient which
summarizes this across-judge agreement and computed within the ANOVA was

.71 (p< .001, df = 1770, 7080), indicating that judges agreed quite well in
their similarity ratings of item pairs. Therefore, we computed mean simi-
larity ratings for each of thel,770 item pairs and used these means to form
a 60 X 60 similarity matrix.

The similarity matrix was then submitted to a nonmetric multidimensional
scaling analysis (Shepard, 1962; Kruskal, 1964). The Young-Torgerson Ver-
sion 9 (TORSCA) computer program was used to extract first two dimensions,
then three dimensions, and so on through six dimensions. Stress values and
interpretability of dimensions were used to determine the preferred solu-
tion. The stress values appear in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Stress values for multidimensional scaling solutions.

Since the stress value leveled off at the five-dimension Solution and be-
cause that solution was most readily interpretable, it was the one selected
for subsequent data analysis.

Table 4 presents the loadings for the five-dimension solution. Dimensions
were then named by referring to the content of examples which loaded .40 or
higher (in the proper direction) on the dimensions. Below are the labels
developed for the five dimensions.

1tz

Gathering information about applicants.

Planning and organizing recruiting practices; looking ahead
to future recruiting requirements.

Expending extra effort to aid applicants or recruits.

Salesmanship; listening to the prospect and then making an
appropriate and effective sales pitch.

Expending extra effort related to prospecting activities.
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Table 4

Dimension Loadings for the Five Dimension
Multidimensional Scaling Solution

a Dimension Loadings
Performance
Example Number | Il 1l Y '}

] -.19 -.00 -.32 .02 -.46
2 15 =34 -.15  -.16 .69
3 1 .26 -.64 -.24 -,07
4 -.24 - 48 .05 -.38 7
5 -.10 .42 .08 =-.10 ~-.57
6 2 .5] .04 -.35 .04
7 -.17 =-.00 .20 .57 -.05
8 O =22 57 .07 -.24
9 -.08 .04 -.20 ~-.60 .47
10 .37 -.64 04 - -. 1
1 -.10 .02 -.56 .07 .05
12 -. 66 1 .02 -.04 -.09
13 -.22 -.10 .07 .55 -.33
14 -.22 .19 .00 .58 .1
15 1 . 13 09 -.59 -.07
16 -.76 -.22 . 04 .38 .06
17 .07 .05 -.08 o8 =0
18 .33 .07 -.28 -.22 .35
19 -.78 -.10 -.45 4 A7
20 .10 -.63 .04 .05 .06
21 1) -.35 5210 -.29 =qxli5
22 .26 .21 =l .10 -.65
23 .72 -.15 A0 -1 .32
24 .24 -,08 .12 .54 .48
25 .04 .08 -.35 .47 -.1
26 09 =20 A7 =023 .24
27 .20 -.53 -.4 .22 -.06
28 .07 ~-.10 .15 1 -.59
29 15 .45 .18 A7 .26
30 -.10 4 -.18 -.57 -.13
31 -.29 .36 -.03 .21 -.13
32 -.19 A4 -.01 .56 -.25
33 .30 05 -.52 0B .34
34 -.16 -.66 .04 27 .32

Note: Behavior examples defining MDS dimensions have been underlined.

ISee Appendix G for a list of these performance examples,
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Table 4 (continued)

Dimension Loadings

Performance
Example Number I i 11 v V
32 -.07 -.63 .00 -.12 A7
3 =52 -. 35 -.46 -.03 .16
37 -.20 L4 AL b9 -.26
38 by - 26 .06 -T2 .16
39 -.17 .10 .24 -.18 .68
4o -.16 -.24 -.61 -.23 GLOH
b .04 -.30 B -.48  -.18
42 b2 .50 .45 .19 -.17
43 4 -.06 -.17 -.52 .39
4 -.02 .20 .54 .57 .06
45 .00 a7 .54 -.60 .07
46 .20 -.26 -.47 -.29 -.27
47 .20 17 -. 35 -.27 .54
48 LS .22 .20 -.27 -.34
49 -.51 .07 223 -.38 .48
50 17 4 .16 .27 -.26
51 .36 -.17 .18 .62 .00
52 -.00 -.05 =zl .4 -.4o
53 =12 .21 .03 =20 -. 4o
54 -, 22 -.06 .12 -.40 -. 42
55 .01 .31 =28 -.16 =029
56 .05 .64 -.03 -.00 a2l
S5 «13 .01 .49 -.03 .54
58 -.06 455 =eenlil .08 =l
59 .31 .45 -.08 -.07 -.15
60 47 155 .20 .04 =.32

Note: Behavior examples defining MDS dimensions have been
underlined.
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This solution, then, can be thought of as representing, in a summary fashion,
the dimensionality of the recruiter job from the recruiters' point of view.
The dimensions resulting from this analysis give us information about how
recruiters slice up their job--the kinds of activities they see as closely
related and the kinds of activities they see as independent and separate.

Compariscn of Multidimensional Scaling Dimensions with Behavior Scaling
Dimensions

A Look at the Two .Approaches: Behavior Scaling and Multidimensional
Scaling

Defining a job's performance domain accurately and clearly is a very diffi-
cult task. Furthermore, determining what is the best way to go about
defining performance dimensions of a job is difficult. Some might argue
that persons very knowledgeable about performance requirements of a job
should be given the opportunity to define performance dimensions without the
potentially contaminating effects of '"experts'' such as personnel or indus-
trial psychologists, who might impinge some of their prior notions about

how the job ''should be dimensionalized.'" Others would argue that these ex-
perts, if properly schooled about the performance requirements of the job,
provide a more meaningful job description in terms of performance dimensions
because they are knowledgeable about the process of dimensionalizing per-
formance and are familiar with the vocabulary used in describing performance
dimensions. Which position is ''correct''? Clearly, both approaches are
justifiable.

Within this study, we developed performance dimensions using both of these
approaches. First, the behavior scaling methodology is an example of an
approach in which psychologists or '"experts'' devise the dimensions. In the
behavior scaling methodology, experts clearly exert their influence on the
selection of dimension labels and definitions of those dimensions. Experts
use their best judgment in dimensionalizing these examples, and they do
their best to reflect accurately the content of all behavior examples. But
they are still definitely using expert judgment at a crucial point in the
scale development process.

The multidimensional scaling approach is a good example of a strategy where
persons very knowledgeable about the job provide the majority of input for
developing performance dimensions. Within that approach, recall that per-
formance examples describing effective recruiter performance were selected
randomly from a large number of examples provided by a representative group
of Navy recruiters and their supervisors. Then, other groups of Navy
recruiters and their supervisors were asked to make similarity judgments
about all possible pairs of these 60 examples. This procedure resulted in
a similarity matrix summarizing these persons' perceptions about the dimen-
sional structure of recruiter job activities. Finally, a nonmetric multi=-
dimensional scaling procedure provided performance dimensions based on
these perceptions.
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Notice that nowhere in this process was ''expert'' judgment used to decide
how recruiter activities should be clustered together to form dimensions.
Instead, recruiter judgments about the similarity of various effective
recruiting activities led to the dimensions derived from this approach.

Previously, we stated that these two approaches each possessed advantages
and that it is very difficult to conclude unequivocally that one or the
other strategy is ''better.'" Yet it is possible to compare results from
these two approaches.

Comparisons were accomplished by determining the similarity of the dimen-
sions from the two solutions. MDS dimension loadingson the 60 behavior
examples served to describe quantitatively the content of those dimensions,
and behavior scaling retranslation data (percent endorsement into dimen-
sions) made possible a quantitative description of the nine behavior scaling
dimensions in terms of 58 of the same behavior examples. Correlational
analyses across the two dimensional solutions were thus possible. In the
next section, we provide more specific information about data used in these
correlational analyses.

Data Used to Compare Results of the Two Approaches

Since the five-dimension multidimensional scaling (MDS) solution made the
best sense both conceptually and statistically, we used data from that
solution in subsequent analyses comparing the two approaches. Specifically,
dimension loadings from the varimax rotation of this solution were utilized
in correlational analyses to be described on pages 22-27.

In addition, retranslation data were available for 58 of the 60 behavior
examples used in the MDS analysis. Therefore, for each of these 58 exam-
ples, the proportion of retranslation raters sorting the example into

each of the nine dimensions named by the researchers was available. Conse-
quently, a ''percent endorsement matrix'' was developed which reflected the
proportion of raters placing examples into the various dimensions.

Table 5 shows how this percent endorsement matrix was formed and presents
data for the entire matrix. Notice that the content of each dimension is
described by the magnitude of the percent endorsements into that dimension.
In other words, the vector of percent endorsement for each dimension can be
thought of as a kind of loading vector where these percent endorsements
correspond to loadings in a factor matrix or loadings on a multidimensional
scaling solution. High percent endorsement of an example implies that the
example "belongs' to that dimension or reflects the content of that dimen-
sion just as in a factor loading matrix. In short, for the purpose of
correlational analyses about to be described, the 58 X 9 percent endorsement
matrix was conceptualized as a factor matrix, each column describing the
content of that ''factor."
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Table 5

The Percent Endorsement Matrix

Percent Endorsement of Dimensions

Performance
Example Number
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See Appendix G for a list of these performance examples.

a
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Table 5 (continued)

Performance Percent Endorsement of Dimensions
Example Number A B € D E F G H [
4] 64 0 9 27 0 0 0 0 0
42 0 37 0 22 L 37 0 0 0
43 0 0 0 0 86 0 0 0 14
4y 0] 0 0 39 0 6l 0 0 0
45 40 0 (0] 0 &5 0 0 0 5
Le 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91 10
47 5§ 33 33 29 0 0 0 0 0
48 14 33 0 5 43 5 (0] 0 0
49 0 0 0 0 95 0 5 0 0
50 0] 10 19 5 0 67 0 0 0
51 0 0 25 30 0 40 0 5 0
52 5 0 86 10 0 0 0 0 0
53 5 68 0 0 26 0 0 0 0
54 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
55 12 46 0 19 15 0 0 0 8
56 0 0 0 0 70 30 0 0 0
57 43 5 0 10 29 14 0 0 0
58 0 15 (0] 11 4 70 0 0 0
59 0 5 0 5 80 10 0 0 0
60 0 0 0 35 0 0 5 15 45
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Correlation Analyses Comparing the Two Sets of Dimensions.

Fourteen ''variables'' were now available for correlational studies compar-
ing the two sets of dimensions. Each of the five MDS dimensions was

represented by the vector of loadings for behavior example items on that
dimension. Each of the behavior scaling dimensions was described by the
appropriate percent endorsement vector appearing in (columns of) Table 5.

To assess, in a summary fashion, the common variance between the two sets
of dimensions, we first performed a canonical correlational analysis.
Canonical correlation is the multivariate analog of simple correlation.
Canonical analyses estimate the relationship between linear combinations
of two sets of variables rather than between just two variables. This is
an appropriate analysis here, because we are interested in identifying

the amount of common variance underlying the content of the two dimension
sets. Then, a series of multiple regression analyses similar to those
presented in Cliff and Young (1968) was performed to discover the amount
of variance in common between the MDS solution and each behavior dimension.

Because of the unusual metric associated with the percent endorsement vec-
tors which represented the behavior scaling solution in these analyses, we
anticipated that the relationships between the two dimension sets would be
low. Instead, in the canonical analysis, five pairs of canonical variates
were extracted, with canonical correlations ranging from .90 to .58 (each
significant at the .001 level or greater). Clearly, linear association
between the two dimension sets is considerable, implying high overlap in
overall content between the behavior scaling and MDS solutions.

Additional information about this association was derived from the multiple
regression analyses. Table 6 shows the multiple correlations between MDS
dimensions and each behavior scaling dimension along with the standardized
beta weights for each regression solution.

The beta weights can be used to obtain clues aboxt which MDS dimensions are

associated with each behavior scaling dimension. For example, Dimension A

appears to be associated with MDS Dimension 11l. Likewise, C is associated

with | and IV, D with IV, E with V, F with IV and V, G with | and Il, H with
Il and 111, and | with 11l and V.

bywhen interpreting the beta weights in Table §, one must attend carefully
to the signs. For MDS Dimensions |, Il, and I1l, negative loadings define
the dimensions. For MDS Dimensions IV and V, positive loadings were used
to define the dimensions.
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Multiple Regression Results of MDS Solution

Table 6

Upon Each Behavior Scaling Dimension

MDS Dimensions
(Standardized Beta Weights)

Multiple

Behavior Scaling Dimensions | 11 I IV v Correlation
Locating and Contacting Qualified
Prospects -.03 -.24 .54 4o .01 71
Gaining and Maintaining Rapport -.07 .31 .02 A7 =051 .64
Obtaining Information from Prospects and
Making Good Person-Navy Fits -g95, 02 .13 .39 -.10 .60
Salesmanship Skills A3 .00 .16 .46 -.26 .61
Establishing and Maintaining Good
Relationships in the Community -.10 .4o b .52 .27 .73
Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate
Information about the Navy .13 N .24 .59 .29 .75
Administrative Skills -.32  -.5] .07 .05 .08 .63
Supporting Other Recruiters and the
Command .25 -.47 .34 .09 -.11 .62
Dedication to the Job .27  -.07 .45 .06 .22 .57




Another way to picture the relationship between dimensional solutions is
simply to correlate the loadings associated with each of the five MDS
dimensions and the nine ''percent endorsement' vectors associated with each
behavior scaling dimension. This 5 X 9 correlation matrix appears in Table
7. 1t is apparent from Table 7 that a number of individual behavior scal-
ing dimensions resemble in content certain MDS dimensions using our measure
of association. Only Dimension B, Establishing and Maintaining Rapport,
fails to be associated substantially (in a positive direction) with at least
one MDS dimension. Thus, we have more evidence that overall association
between the two dimensional systems is considerable.

Table 7

Correlations of Association Between Two Dimension Sets:
Individual Behavior ‘Scaling Dimensions and ‘MDS Dimensions
(ftem N = 58)

Behavior Scaling Dimension

MDS Dimensions A B c D E E G H |
i@ -08 06 hixx -10 o4  -08 33%  -23  -23
e 25 -4o** 00 -04 =35%% -36%%  52%k  LGxk )
e -52%% 04 15 -20 =11 -28% 10 31% h2%x
v -38*% -06 Lsxx  Blxx -55x%x  53%k 06 =11 =15
v 14 -53%% -18 -36%% 3% 09 15 -0l 24

aSigns of correlations between MDS Dimensions |, Il, and IIl, and other

variables have been reversed to ease interpretation. Positive correlations
indicate positive association.

*p < .05
*%P < .01

We also correlated various combinations of behavior scaling dimension vectors
with loadings on individual MDS dimensions. It seemed conceptually reason-
able to suppose that each of the five MDS dimensions was associated with a
combination of behavior scaling dimensions. Fortunately, this possibility
could be tested readily by forming composite behavior scaling dimensions and
then correlating the composites with loadings on the appropriate MDS dimen-
sions. Composites were developed simply by summing the percent endorsements
across the dimensions forming the composite. Referring back to Table 5, a
composite of Dimensions A and B would be formed by summing the percent
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endorsement for behavior example #1 (5 + 45 = 50), example #2 (11 + 0 = 11),
and so on for all 58 behavior examples. This composite vector, then,
represents the content of Dimensions A and B taken together.

Based on the content or meaning of the two sets of dimensions, several
associations between behavior scaling dimension composites and MDS dimen-
sions were hypothesized and examined. The hypothesized relationships are
listed below.

MDS Dimensions Hypothesized Associations

I (C & G)
I (G & H); (A, G, & H)
Ny (r ¢ H); (1, H, & B)
v (F&D); (F&ecC); (D&c); (F, D, & C)

v (EsF); (E& 1); (Fe1); (E, F, 6 1); (A, E, & 1);
(A, E, F, & 1)

Table 8 displays the relationships between these behavior scaling composites
and MDS dimensions. The table is arranged so that hypothesized associations
can be viewed separately from other relationships. Notice that the magnitude
of correlations between behavior scaling composites and MDS dimensions is
large, again suggesting that the general level of association between the two
dimensional sets is considerable. However, Table 8 also suggests that the
configurations of the dimensional solutions differ. That is, no clear one-on-
one correspondence exists between dimensions from the two solutions; however,
various combinations of behavior scaling dimensions do explain variance in
individual MDS dimension content. For example, the composite of behavior
scaling Dimensions C and G is closely related to MDS Dimension |, the A, G,
and H composite with MDS Dimension Il, and the | and H composite with MDS
Dimension Il1l. Likewise, the F, D, and C composite is associated with MDS
Dimension IV, and the A, E, F, and | composite correlates significantly with
MDS Dimension V.

Thus, we examined several pairwise associations between MDS dimensions and
behavior scaling composite dimensions and found correlations from .53 to
.81. These moderate to high relationships suggest that when the behavior
scaling dimensions are combined in certain conceptually meaningful ways,
correspondence between the two solutions is considerable.

We make no final judgment about the relative ''goodness'' of the behavior
scaling and MDS solutions. The behavior scaling dimensions seem more con-
ceptual ly meaningful and easier to define. Still, the dimensional configura-
tion developed from the MDS procedure might yield lower intercorrelations
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Table 8

Correlations of Association Between Two Dimension Sets:
Composite Behavior Scaling Dimensions and MDS Dimensions

(N=58)

Behavior Scaling MDS DIMENS IONS

Composites {a ks 11)® v Vv
Ceé Eﬁr* * 19 -05
G & H 2 = 32% 08
A, G & H -06 o -03, . 15
| & H -33% 1 . 16
I, H, & B -28* 16, 53 -17
Fé&ob -12 -28’ -32" -16
FecC 23 -26* 10 -06, ,
D&cC 22 -03 -02 -36
F, D, ¢ C 13 -23 -18 -23
EGF -02 = o 37 3
E¢ | -12 -22 19 L™
Fel <25 -18 14 2
E, F, & | -16 -43** 02 v
A, E, & | -15 -07 -09 L™
A, E, F, & | -20 -29*% -26* 5
aSigns of correlations between MDS Dimensions |, Il, & 11l and other

variables have again been reversed to ease interpretation. Positive

correlations indicate positive assoclation,
*p <.05

**p <.01
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among dimensions because orthogonality (independence) of the MDS dimensions
‘was, in a sense, forced. Future research should actually use MDS dimension
rating scales and explore the possibility that MDS dimensions provide
""cleaner," less highly correlated performance categories than rating scales
generated by the behavior scaling procedure. In this project, we field
tested only the Behavior Summary Scales (BSS) rating format. This research
is reported in the next section.

FIELD TEST OF THE BEHAVIOR SUMMARY SCALE FORMAT

Selecting Appropriate '‘Judges' for Evaluating Recruiter Performance in the
Field Test

Potential evaluators of recruiter performance are supervisory personnel (zone
supervisors, chief recruiter, enlisted programs officer (EP0)), fellow recruiters
(peer ratings), recruiters themselves (self-ratings), and recruits or

prospects. Below is a discussion of the potential of each type of evaluator

for providing valid performance evaluation of recruiters.

l. Supervisor ratings. An advantage that recruiter supervisory
personnel have for making high quality ratings of recruiters is that they
are, in general, relatively familiar with the rating process. Normally, one
key element of a recruiter supervisor's job is to assess his recruiters' per-
formance and then to act on those assessments. Thus, zone supervisors, chief
recruiters, and EPOs should be practiced in and comfortable with the process
of evaluating recruiter performance.

On the negative side, supervisors are often far removed from recruiters in
their districts. They may visit recruiting stations only rarely and have but
a vague impression of individual recruiters' effectiveness in many facets of
the job. They have little firsthand knowledge about recruiters' day-to-day
performance and effectiveness.

Instead, supervisors often must rely on reputation and on certain outcome
indices to make judgments about performance. Obviously, reputation may be
a biased indicator of overall effectiveness and certainly a recruiter's
reputation does not provide enough data for making informed assessments of
performance on all facets of the job. Likewise, outcome indices such as
number and quality of persons recruited do not reveal a recruiter's effec~
tiveness on individual aspects of the job and may overlook differential
opportunities for them to enlist qualified persons, Therefore, supervisors
may have only a global, overall idea of how recruiters are performing and
often may be unaware of their strengths and weaknesses on individual aspects
of performance effectiveness.

2. peer ratings. |f recruiters serve at the same station, they
normally have considerable opportunity to observe each other's behavior
relevant to effectiveness on all aspects of the job. Peers are in a position
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to view their station mates' performance on almost a daily basis and,
therefore, possess information which should allow them to make accurate
appraisals of recruiter performance in all job functions.

In addition, within military settings,Wherry and Fryer (1949) and Hollander
and Webb (1955), among others, have concluded that peer ratings provide a
well-informed and relatively valid performance criterion. And, peer or
"buddy'' ratings have proven successful in predicting later effectiveness
(Hollander, 1954)--further evidence of the utility of this rating source.

A potential problem with peer evaluations, however, is that recruiters are
often inexperienced with the rating process and with the use of rating forms.
The ''evaluative mode'' may be foreign to many field recruiters, and they may
have difficulty thinking of each other's activities in terms of effective-
ness on several aspects of performance. Also, peer raters are probably more
sensitive than supervisors about providing low ratings, because they don't
want to ''stab their colleagues in the back'. Assurance.that ratings will be
kept confidential should help, but some recruiter raters may still be
reluctant to rate their peers as less than '"'outstanding."

3. Self-evaluation. Self-ratings possess the clear advantage of
raters having an excellent opportunity to observe behavior relevant to job
performance. Provided that recruiters are realistic in their self-percep-
tions of effectiveness and accurately record these self-perceptions on the
rating form, self-ratings have good potential for yielding valid performance
evaluations. Supporting this assessment of self-ratings are empirical
studies indicating that self-ratings possess less halo error (see page 33) than
do ratings from other sources. Lawler (1967), Klimoski and London (1974), and
Parker, Taylor, Barrett, and Martens (1959), among others, have demonstrated
that self-ratings yield relatively low intercorrelations among scales, indicating
that, compared to others, an individual can make finer discriminations about his
own performance on different aspects of the job. To put it another way, recruiters
should provide self-ratings which reflect relatively distinct within-person
strengths and weaknesses.

While self-ratings appear to suffer less from the halo error than do other
sources, they often are more susceptible to leniency error (e.g., Prien &
Liske, 1962; Thornton, 1968) and fail to correlate well with performance
ratings from other sources (e.g., Klimoski & London, 1974; Lawler, 1967).
Self-ratings are comparatively lenient probably because people simply like
to make themselves ''look good'" and tend to overestimate their effectiveness.
However, in one recent study (Heneman, 1974), leniency of self-ratings was
reduced, apparently by assuring raters that ratingswould be used for research
purposes only. Low relationships between self and supervisor, or in some
cases self and peer, ratings may be due not to lack of validity of the self-
ratings, but to differences in perspective and in opportunity to observe
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ratee performance. Borman (1974), for example, argued that when raters
have significantly different orientations toward a job and observe sig-
nificantly different ratee behavior or view ratees in different settings,
agreement in performance ratings across these raters should not be ex-
pected. And, Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) stated, 'Dis-
agreement (in ratings) between different observers should not necessarily
be viewed as a mark of unreliability. . . .'" Thus, self-ratings and per-
formance ratings from other sources may tend to disagree because those who
provide these ratings have significantly different opportunities to observe
ratees perform, not necessarily because self-ratings are invalid.

Applying this principle to the recruiter job, self and peer ratings proba-
bly reflect similar and comparatively comprehensive views of recruiter
performance, while supervisors have a somewhat different perspective on
effectiveness and definitely have less opportunity to observe performance
related behavior., Therefore, under these conditions, lack of agreement
between self and peer ratings should be viewed with more alarm than lack of
agreement between self and supervisor ratings. High interrater agreement
between self and peer ratings would imply that those two sources of ratings
provide good estimates of recruiter performance.

L. Recruits or prospects. Prospects or the ''consumers'' of recruit-
ing activities also seem like an appropriate group for rating recruiters on
a subset of the performance dimensions (e.g., Gaining and Maintaining Rapport,
Obtaining Information from Prospects and Making Good Person-Navy Fits, and
Salesmanship Skills). They clearly have an opportunity to observe behavior
relevant to these performance categories.

Rowever, prospects undoubtedly have minimal, if any, experience in eval-
uating others and may find it difficult to use a rating form. Also, they
normally have no frame of reference to use in rating a recruiter, because

of their extremely limited experience with recruiters. And, finally,
gathering ratings from prospects is physically difficult. It would proba-
bly require that a researcher go to individual recruiting stations to obtain
ratings from prospects who volunteer to evaluate recruiters.

In short, each rating source has potential strengths and weaknesses. There-
fore, we decided to perform a field test of the Behavior Summary Scales
(BSS) using three of these sources--supervisors, peers, and self-ratings.

We hoped to obtain from the field test empirical information that would
allow us to make recommendations regarding use of the scales in future
research. Our intention, then, was to deliver to the recruiting command

not only the rating instrument itself, but also guidelines for its effec-
tive use based on empirical data.
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Methods Used in the Fleld Test StudyS

Twenty-four recruiters and three of their supervisors participated in the
field test. Recruiters in the sample were from eight different recruiting
stations in the Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan and suburban area. Three
of these stations were four-person stations, two were three-person sta-
tions, and three were two-person stations. All 24 recruiters participated.
The participating supervisors were the EPO, the chief recruiter, and a

zone supervisor.

Each recruiter attended one of three rating sessions in which he was asked
to use the Behavior Summary Scales to evaluate himself and the one to three
other recruiters serving at the same station. This arrangement yielded
three peer ratings for each of 12 recruiters, two peer ratings for each of
six recruiters, a single peer rating for each of another six recruiters,
and 24 self-ratings. Finally, both the chief recruiter and a zone super-
visor rated the same 14 recruiters and the EPO evaluated the remaining ten
recruliters.

Field Test Results

Assessment of Three Potential Rating Errors

In this section, we examine the ratings for three potential sources of
error--leniency, restriction of range, and halo.

1. Leniency error. Leniency is a response bias which occurs when a
rater assigns consistently high ratings to individuals, though some of
these individuals are, in fact, poor or average performers. Without know-
ing the true performance levels of individuals, we cannot make a direct
assessment of leniency error, but if raters use only the highest portion
of the rating scales, we can infer that their ratings suffer from leniency
bias.

Table 9 displays the means for self, peer, and supervisor ratings. On
the average, peers provided the lowest ratings, the mean being almost two
and one-half scale points from the top of the scale. Self-ratings and
supervisor ratings averaged nearly one-half scale point higher, suggesting

5Before this study was conducted, we attempted to perform a field test in

the San Antonio district. As part of the research design, we asked '‘cadres''
of five recruiters to evaluate each other--i.e., each recruiter rated four
fellow recruiters. Unfortunately, these cadres often included recruiters in
different stations, which then required raters to evaluate peers serving in
other stations. This procedure failed because recruiters found it impossible
to make informed ratings of recruiters in stations other than their own. The
resulting missing data rendered pitifully small the number of ratings avail-
able for each ratee. Consequently, we did not analyze the data, preferring to
apply what we learned from that experience to the study reported here.
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Means and Standard Deviations of Performance Ratings (N=2L4)

Tabtle

9

Dimensions Self Peer Supervisor
M SD . M SD M SD

A. Locating and Contacting Qualified

Prospects 7.67 1.09 .33 1.24 7.92 1.15
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport 8.46 1.06 .78 1.20 8.31 1.30
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects

and Making Good Person-Navy Fits 7.75 1.33 .51 1.26 7.94 1.16
D. Salesmanship Skills 8.13 1.12 .51 1.06 8.17 1.42
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good

Relationships in the Community 7.46 1.14 .51 1.18 8.38 1.21
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate

Information about the Navy 8.50 1.14 .06 1.40 8.50 1.22
G. Administrative Skills 7.83 1.20 .56 1.25 7.60 1.43
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the 8.13 1.19 .72 1.28 7.50 1.78

Command

Overall Performance 8.00 .63 8.05




that both supervisor and self-ratings probabiy contain leniency bias. The
peer ratings probabiy refiect a more reasonable general level of perfor-
mance and thus appear to be relatively free of ieniency error.

2. Restriction of range error. Restriction of range error occurs
when a rater fails to differentiate among ratees in his ratings on a
given performance dimension to the extent that these ratees actually
differ on that dimension of performance. Again, without knowing the true
performance levels of the individual ratees and, therefore, the '"correct”
dispersion of performance across ratees, a direct assessment of the restric-
tion of range error is impossible. Instead, we must examine the standard
deviations of ratings, an indirect assessment of this error.

Standard deviations also appear in Table 9 . Peer and supervisor ratings
show slightiy more dispersion (median SDs = 1.24 and 1.26, respectively)
than do self-ratings (median SD = 1.14). Aithough there is no way to know
the '"true' or "correct' standard deviations, some restriction of range
seems to be associated with ratings from all three sources. With few
exceptions the upper two performance levels (6 - 10) were used by both
recruiters and supervisors in making their ratings.

3. Halo error, The halo response bias occurs when a rater makes an
overall judgment about a ratee's performance and then records ratings at
approximately the same level on all performance dimensions, even though
the ratee does, in fact, vary in performance across the dimensions. The
haio error operates against obtaining an accurate portrayai of the varia-
bility in each ratee's performance on different dimensions. The magnitude
of intercorrelations among dimensions provides an indication of the degree
of halo error present in the ratings. Very high intercorreiations suggest
raters are lumping dimensions together and failing to differentiate per-
formance on them, while ifower intercorreiations indicate that raters are
treating dimensions Individually and attending to within-ratee differences
in performance on the dimensions.

Tables 10, 1i, and 12 show intercorreiations among dimensions for seif,
peer, and supervisor ratings, respectively. These results show clearly
that self and peer ratings are less susceptibie to halo than are super-
visor ratings. The median intercorreiations among dimensions are:
supervisor ratings, .70; peer ratings, .40; self-ratings, .28. Thus,
recruiters were better able than supervisors to overcome the halo error,
especially when providing self-ratings. These results are in agreement
with eariier studies (e.g., Klimoski & London, 1974; Parker, Taylor,
Barrett, & Martens, 1959) showing that self-ratings are relatively un-
susceptible to haio bias.

The results aiso suggest that recruiters, whether providing seif or peer

ratings, have considerabie knowledge about ratee performance on individual
dimensions and can thus refliect in their ratings each ratee's strengths

32




€€

Table 10

Intercorrelations Among Dimensions for Self-Ratings

(N = 24)
Overall

Dimensions A B C D E F G H Per formance
A. Locating and Contacting Qualified --

Prospects
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport 7S] e
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects 39 55 .

and Making Good Person-Navy Fits
D. Salesmanship Skills -.04 .50 .26 --
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good +20 .07 .05 .23 --

Relationships in the Community
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate - 1} 45 .09 .36 15 ==

Information about the Navy
G. Administrative Skills 45 .50 .16 .11 A5 .29 --
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the .

Command .23 .64 .60 .41 .05 .56 .47

Overall Performance 49 .81 .63 .57 .39 .57 .64 81 ==
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Intercorrelations Among Dimensions for Peer Ratings

Table 11

(N = 54)
Overall

Dimensions A B G D E ;7 G H Per formance
A. Locating and Contacting Qualified —=

Prospects
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport .36 _—
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects " 6 .

and Making Good Person-Navy Fits ’ ’
D. Salesmanship Skills .54 .61 .45 --
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good .56 .38 .18 .38 -

Relationships in the Community
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate g7 .15 -.03 .11 .32 e

Information about the Navy
G. Administrative Skills .52 .36 .36 .33 .59 .45  --
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the 48 47 .29 .34 .57 .53 .61l -

Command

Overall Performance .73 .70 - 57 .67 .74 .49 78 .80 -
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Table 12

Intercorrelations Among Dimensions for Supervisor Raters

(N = 38)
Overall

Dimensions A 8 C D E ¥ G H Performance
A. Locating and Contacting Qualified —

Prospects
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport .76 --
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects .74 .66 ==

and Making Good Person-Navy Fits
D. Salesmanship Skills .64 7475 --
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good 64 64 66 .81 --

Relationships in the Community
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate 68 .73 .79 .77 .81 =

Information about the Navy
G. Administrative Skills .75 .77 .67 .69 .65 .74 --
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the .69 .82 .60 .61 .49 .57 .78 —

Command

Overall Performance .86 .89 .84 .87 .82 .87 .88 .83 -




and weaknesses to a greater extent than can supervisors. Halo results
strongly indicate that supervisors, on the other hand, reacted to a
global feeling about each recruiter's performance and were unable to make
judgments about within-ratee strengths and weaknesses.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the Scales

An excellent method for assessing construct validity of rating scales is
to conduct a multidimension-multirater analysis, an application of the
multitrait-multimethod analysis developed by Campbell and Fiske (1959).
Figure 3 contains the 27 x 27 matrix depicting relationships among ratings
from the three sources--self, peer, and supervisors. Data from the matrix
can be used to evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity of the
ratings from these sources.

Clearly, peer and self-ratings are more highly related than are super-
visor ratings with either the peer or self-ratings. Six of the nine
correlations between self and peer ratings are significantly different
from zero at the .05 level or better, and three of the nine are signifi-
cant beyond the .01 level. Therefore, on most dimensions, considerable
interrater agreement or convergent validity was obtained between these
two rating sources. On the other hand, none of the correlations between
self and supervisor ratings is significant and only one of nine peer-
supervisor correlations Is significantly different from zero at the .05
level. Thus, very little convergent validity Is evident for the self-
supervisor or peer-supervisor rating source combinations.

Discriminant validity of the self-peer ratings was assessed by comparing
the magnitude of convergent validity correlations with appropriate off-
diagonal correlations in Figure 3's heterodimension-monomethod and hetero-
dimension-heteromethod triangles. Discriminant validity results are
encouraging. Convergent validity correlations are higher than 65 percent
of the appropriate heterodimension-monomethod correlations and higher than
76 percent of the appropriate heterodimension-heteromethod correlations.
Furthermore, if we remove Dimensions A and G from consideration, discrimi-
nant validity is truly excellent--77 percent and 93 percent for these two
categories.

To gain perspective on the discriminant validity results, we reviewed a
number of studies in which discriminant validity was evaluated for ratings
from multiple sources. Table |3 summarizes the relevant information.
Discriminant validity results from the present study compare well with
discriminant validity findings obtained elsewhere. Only Lawler's (1967)
peer and supervisor ratings demonstrated better discriminant validity

than was obtained here. This indicates that recruiters providing both
self and peer ratings were distinguishing among most performance dimen-
sions and making ratings which reliably differentiated performance on

each of these dimensions from performance on other dimensions.
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Table 13

Discriminant Validity Results for Seven Studies

Convergent Validity Correlations
Greater Than Approximate
0ff-Diagonal Correlations

Heterodimension- Heterodimension-
Number of Sources of Monome thod Heteromethod
Study Dimensions Ratings Triangles Triangles
Borman (1974) 7 supervisor-peer 30% 66%
Zedeck & Baker (1972) 5 two levels of supervisors 11% 61%
Lawler (1967) 3 supervisor-peer 67% 100%
Heneman (1974) 9 self-supervisor 24% 70%
Klimoski & London (1974) 18 supervisor-peer =& .
Nealey & Owen (1970) 3 two levels of supervisors 0% 332
Present Study 8 plus self-peer 65% 73%

overall

a
Only median correlations were available from this study. They were:

convergent validity diagonal .21
heterodimension-monomethod triangles .175
heterodimension-heteromethod triangles .635




Thus, convergent validity of peer and self-ratings was acceptable for

five of the eight dimensions plus overall performance, and discriminant
validity, normally much more difficult to achieve, was impressive for

six of the eight performance dimensions. On the negative side, supervisor
ratings did not exhibit convergent validity with self or peer ratings.

Conclusions Related to Field Test Results

l. Generally, supervisors do not appear knowledgeable enough about
field recruiters' activities to provide detailed performance evaluations.
Field test results strongly suggest that supervisors will rate recruiters
primarily by reputation. This interpretation is supported by halo results,
which show that supervisor raters provide very global assessments of
recruiters. Other evidence which supports this interpretation is the
convergent validity results; supervisory ratings show little agreement with
self or peer ratings.

Still more evidence for the interpretation that supervisors rated primarily
recruiters' reputations comes from data depicting interrater agreement
within the supervisor group. Recall that a zone supervisor and the chief
recruiter evaluated the same 14 recruiters. This made possible the calcu-
lation of interrater reliability correlations for each dimension and over-
all performance. Those correlations are:

A. Locating and Contacting Qualified Prospects .62
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport .38
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects and Making
Good Person-Navy Fits .13
D. Salesmanship Skills .56
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good Relationships
in the Community Ry
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate Information
About the Navy .07
G. Administrative Skills .48
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the Command .54
Overall Performance .50

Although these interrater agreement results are derived from only two
supervisors' ratings of a subset of the 24 recruiter ratees, they pro-

vide some idea of the level of agreement to be expected within the super-
visor ranks. In general, the reliability is as high as between peers

and self-ratings, suggesting that different supervisors depend on much

the same information about recruiters in making their ratings. How-

ever, since supervisor ratings do not agree well with peer and self-
ratings--ratings gathered from raters who have excellent opportunities )
to observe relevant and performance-related ratee behavior--supervisors Y
must be using cues other than '‘relevant and performance-related behavior"

in assigning their ratings. Supervisors are probably relying on recruit-
ers' reputations as cues for their ratings.
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Finally, anecdotal evidence supports the same conclusion. Supervisor
raters in this study spontaneously reported to the researchers that they
had difficulty evaluating recruiters in as much detail as was required.

2. Empirical results obtained in the field test clearly show that,
for the most part, peer and self-ratings possess good convergent and dis-
criminant validity. What kindof reliability can we then expect if self
and peer ratings are pooled to form criterion scores for recruiters?

This question can perhaps best be answered by computing intraclass cor-
relation reliability coefficients for the combined self and peer ratings.
Table 14 presents these Interrater reliability data as well as intraclass
correlations for peer ratings alone and for ratings from all three sources.

Notice first that interrater reliability is not very high for the peer
ratings. The median intraclass correlation is only .24. However, when
peer and self-ratings are pooled, the resultant reliability improves
dramatically. The median intraclass correlation for the combined self
and peer ratings is .50.

As expected, pooling ratings from all three sources does not improve
reliability much over that achieved using peer and self-ratings. In

fact, higher reliability is obtained for only two dimensions and overall
performance when supervisor ratings are included. Therefore, we conclude
that peer and self-ratings should be used to provide criterion performance
scores for recruiters on each performance category. Supervisors will not
normally possess detailed knowledge of recruiters' performance in indi-
vidual facets of the job, and thus they should not be asked to make these
"narrow gauge' evaluations. On the other hand, normally supervisors
should have a reasonably accurate perception of each recruiters' overall
effectiveness. Even if supervisor raters evaluate recruiters primarily

on the basis of reputation, the overall rating should contribute some
valid variance related to recruiters' total effectiveness. Modest support
for this conclusion is derived from Table 17 data showing that reliability
of the overall effectiveness composite is improved somewhat when supervi-
sory ratings are added.

Still, clearly the data are insufficient to conclude unequivocally that
these rating scale-rating source assignments will always be optimal in
obtaining valid performance indices for recruiters. Interrater reliabil-
ity information from both within and across rating source along with an
analysis of various raters' opportunities to observe ratee performance
should be monitored carefully before determining which ratings to use in
a particular setting. Overall,however, the magnitude of the self-peer
reliability coefficients suggests that the Behavior Summary Scales will
prove valuable for further personnel research that requires reliable
performance scores for recruiters.
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Additional

Table 14

Interrater Agreement Results

. a
Intraclass Correlations

(N = 24) b (N = 24) (N = 24)
(k = 2,24) (k = 3.24) (k = 4.82)
Peer Peer,
and Self, and
Dimensions Peer Self Supervisors
A. Locating and Contacting Qualified .24 49 Ry
Prospects
B. Gaining and Maintaining Rapport -.10 .26 .50
C. Obtaining Information from Prospects .28 .67 .61
and Making Good Person-Navy Fits
D. Salesmanship Skills .18 Lk 43
E. Establishing and Maintaining Good .39 .63 .63
Relationships in the Community
F. Providing Knowledgeable and Accurate .53 .75 .69
Iinformation about the Navy
G. Administrative Skills .18 .50 42
H. Supporting Other Recruiters and the 15 .49 .58
Command
Overall Performance .27 : 57 .59

a
Magnitude of intraclass correlations approximates the magnitude of split-half Pearsonian correlation

coefficients corrected by the Spearman-Brown Prophecy formula.

k is the mean number of sets of ratings available for each ratee.




3. A cautionary note regarding the administration of these rating
scaies is in order. The promising results obtained for self and peer
ratings are undoubtedly heavily dependent on the manner in which the scales
were administered. |In the sessions with recruiters, researchers explained
carefully the purpose of the study and made very clear that ratings were to
be used for research only. They emphasized that ratings wouid be kept con-
fidential and urged recruiters to be honest in their evaluations, since no
individual would be affected in any way by a low rating. |In addition,
rating sessions were held in a quiet room where recruiters were not inter-
rupted and could concentrate on the rating task. Without this kind of set
and environment, the psychometric properties of ratings on these scaies
will very probably be poorer than the results of this field test.

4. As we expected, raters had few probiems using the Behavior Sum-
mary Scaies. The generai, yet behaviorally oriented, triads of statements
appear to provide good reference points for raters to use in making their
evaluations. Informal feedback received from recruiters indicated that
they were comfortabie making ratings with the scaies and that they thought
the dimensions represented weii the performance requirements of the re-
cruiter job. The oniy negative feedback we received was from one recruiter
and from the supervisor raters. One of the recruiters felt that '"too much
reading was required' in using the scaies, and the supervisors stated that
the dimension definitions and behavioral descriptions were too specific
for their very general knowledge of individual recruiter's performance.

We have commented previously on the latter 'problem.'" [t appears likely
that supervisory personnel will often be unabie to provide informed rat-
ings using the scales, because of the limited opportunity most supervisors
have to view recruiter performance. As for the recruiter's complaint,
empirical resuits suggest that recruiter raters did not have much trouble
using the information contained in the scales to make reliable, high
quaiity evaluations. Further, the time recruiters took to complete their
ratings was certainly not exorbitant. Approximately 20 minutes were
required for recruiters to evaluate a single ratee, and additional ratees
required far less time. The maximum amount of time a recruiter spent on
the rating task was 40 minutes (to evaiuate three peers and himself).
Thus, the rating form does not seem overly complicated or long.

RECOMMENDAT I ONS

1. The thorough criterion development work completed within this
project provides an opportunity to assess the validity of procedures
used presentiy or developed in the future to select individuals for
recruiting duty. A iogical next research step is to evaluate the
validity of existing selection practices and to deveiop,as necessary,
new procedures to improve the recruiting command's capability of seiect-
ing high potentiai individuals for recruiter jobs. The considerable
information now available about recruiter performance can readily suggest
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the abilities, aptitudes, and orientation necessary for performing effec-
tively as a Navy recruiter. Knowledge about these abilities, aptitudes,
and orientation can in turn suggest selection devices that may be valid
indicators or predictors of recruiter performance.

The scales can also serve directly as performance criteria in an empiri-
cal validation study to assess the utility of various selection tools
for predicting recruiter effectiveness. When used as recommended in
this report, the rating scales should provide excellent performance
criteria against which to evaluate existing and new selection devices.

Valid selection procedures, when used judiciously, can, over the long
run, improve significantly the performance effectiveness of persons
coming onto recruiting duty. Thus, we recommend that job analysis
information gathered in this study be used in future personnel selec-
tion research aimed at improving recruiter selection procedures.

2. During this project we learned that many persons in the Navy —*
know little about the Navy recruiter job. Because recruiting duty is
very unlike other Navy duty and because the nature of the job has
changed significantly in recent years, many fleet personnel are largely
unaware of the duties and performance requirements associated with the
recruiter job. This is a special problem for persons who consider
applying for recruiting duty and for ship COs who must recommend indi-
viduals for the recruiter job.

Therefore, we suggest that the Performance Category Booklet, probably

in conjunction with other informational materials, be used to "educate'
ship COs and persons considering recruiter duty. This practice will
help COs or their representatives counsel individuals about the wisdom
of applying for or accepting recruiting duty. Also, it will help

fleet personnel interested in a recruiter assignment to make informed
decisions about whether or not to request recruiting duty. This simple,
inexpensive practice should reduce the number of ineffective recruiters
and also the number of recruiters who would not have applied for or
accepted recruiting duty if they had known what the job involved.

3 We suggest using performance examples generated within this
project as aids in the professional training of persons newly assigned
to recruiter duty. Often, sales or other kinds of training are abstract
and concerned with '"principles' which the new recruiter is to apply later
to his job. Specific behavior examples, rated by experienced recruiters
according to the level of performance they reflect, should provide rela-
tively clear and unambiguous guidance for a new recruiter. Utilizing
the rated performance examples in recruiter training should help to
pinpoint the kinds of performance expected of highly effective recruit-
ers and the kinds of performance seen as ineffective by experienced
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Navy recruiters. In addition, the Performance Categories developed in
this study could provide a meaningful structure for discussing what
effective recruiters do on their jobs and could provide organization
for discussions incorporating performance examples.

4. The recruiting command should consider sending the Perfor-
mance Categories generated within this project to Recruiters in Charge
(RINCs) as an aid in developing recruiter effectiveness in their sta-
tions. On a voluntary basis, each recruiter could ask the RINC to
evaluate his strengths and weaknesses using the Performance Categories.
The two could then work together to improve the recruiter's effective-
ness in performance areas where he is relatively weak. Or, again on
a voluntary basis, individual recruiters might use the Performance
Categories to evaluate their own performance and then work to improve
in those performance areas where they see themselves as weak.

5. Appendix H presents a list of those paper and pencil tests and
inventories which appear promising for predicting effectiveness in the
various facets of the Navy recruiter job. Included among our suggested
predictors are ability, personality, and interest measures. We recommend the
use of of these tests and also recommend that a candidate's background and
experience relevant to the recuriter job be assessed, and that past
performance reviews and some kind of Navy Knowledge Test be utilized in
completing a picture of the candidate's suitability for recruiting duty. It
should be made explicit that the particular predictors we have selected are
only indicative of the types of measures we see as appropriate for assessing
potentfal for recruiting effectiveness. Other measures tapping similar
domains would also be appropriate.

Gu




REFEREMNCES

Allen, J. C. Multidimensional analysis of worker-oriented and job-oriented
verbs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1969, 53, 73-79.

Borman, W. C. The rating of individuals in organizations: An alternative
approach. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 1974, E
105-124,

Brown, K. R. Job analysis by multidimensional scaling. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 1967, 51, 469-475.

Campbell, D. T. & Fiske, D. W. Convergent and discriminant validation by
the multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 1959, 56,
81-105. o

Campbell, J. P., Dunnette, M. D., Lawler, E. E., & Weick, K. E. Managerial
behavior, performance, and effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970.

Cliff, N. & Young, F. W. On the relationship between unidimensional judg-
ments and multidimensional scaling. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 1968, 3, 269-285.

Dunnette, M. D. Personnel selection and placement. Belmont, California:
Wadsworth, 1966.

Ghiselli, E. E. Dimensional problems of criteria. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 1956, 40, 1-4.

Heneman, H. G. Ill. Comparisons of self and superior ratings of managerial
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1974, 59, 638-642.

Hollander, E. P. Buddy ratings: Military research and industrial implica-
tions. Personnel Psychology, 1954, 7, 385-393.

Hollander, E. P. & Webb, W. B. Leadership, followership and friendship:
An analysis of peer nominations. Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psychology, 1955, 50, 163=167.

Klimoski, R. J. & London, M. Role of the rater in performance appraisal.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 1974, 59, 445-451.

Kruskal, J. B. Multidimensional scaling by optimizing goodness of fit to
a nonmetric hypothesis. Psychometrika, 1964, 29, 1-24.

Lawler, E. E. The multitrait-multirater approach to measuring managerial
job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1967, 51, 369-381.

hs




REFERENCES (continued)

Nealey, S. M. & Owen, T. W. A multi-trait multi-method analysis of predictors
and criteria of nursing performance. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 1970, 5, 348-365.

Parker, J. W., Taylor, E. K., Barrett, R. S., & Martens, L. Rating scale
content: Ill. Relationships between supervisory and self ratings.
Personnel Psychology, 1959, 12, 49-63.

Prien, E. P. & Liske, R. E. Assessments of higher level personnel: IlII.
A comparative analysis of supervisor ratings and incumbent self-
ratings of job performance. Personnel Psychology, 1962, 15, 187-194.

Rigney, J. W. & Debow, C. H. Multidimensional scaling analysis of decision
strategies in threat evaluation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1967,
51, 305-310.

Shepard, R. N. The analysis of proximities: Multidimensional scaling with
an unknown distance function. Psychometrika, 1962, 27, 125-140,
219-246.

Sjoberg, L. Models of similarity and intensity. Psychological Bulletin,
1975, 82, 191-206.

Smith, P. C. & Kendall, L. M, Retranslation of expectations: An approach
to the construction of unambiguous anchors for rating scales. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 1963, 47, 149-155.

Thornton, G. C. The relationship between supervisory and self appraisals
of executive performance. Personnel Psychology, 1968, 21, 441-456.

Wherry, R. J. & Fryer, D. H. Buddy ratings: Popularity contest of leader-
ship criterion? Personnel Psychology, 1949, 2, 147-159.

Zedeck, S. & Baker, H. T. Nursing performance as measured by behavioral
expectation scales: a multi-trait multi-rater analysis. Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 1972, 7, 457-466.




APPENDI X A

Navy Recruiting Workshop Introductory Materials







INTRODUCTION

During our two-day workshop with you, we hope to learn as much as possible
about the Navy recruiter job. We have already spent some time observing
recruiters in the field and talking to Navy recruits about the recruiter

job from their point of view. Now we want to learn more about the recruiter
job from people who know it intimately--you.

Personnel Decisions' contract with the Navy calls for us to develop behav-
ior based performance rating scales for the Navy recruiter job. We have
developed this kind of performance rating format for a number of jobs in
industry and for the job of U. S. Naval officer. We have found that the
most efficient way of developing such scales requires us first to have
persons knowledgeable about the job generate ''behavior examples'' or
""behavior incidents' describing the performance of persons on the job
being studied. That is where you come in.

We want you to generate both in discussions and in writing as many per-
formance examples as possible describing the performance of Navy recruiters
based on your experience with the job. The Personnel Decisions' staff has
found that this is the best way to build performance rating scales which
make sense to those using the scales and which are comprehensive in terms
of covering the whole job. During the workshop sessions, we will be
helping you to generate these performance examples which will form the
building blocks of the performance rating scales for the Navy recruiter
job. On the next few pages, we describe in more detail what we mean by
""performance examples.' Also, we provide some hypothetical examples of
these behavior incidents.




HOW TO WRITE JOB PERFORMANCE EXAMPLES

To write a job performance example or incident try first to remember
what someone in a Navy recruiter job actually did or failed to do that
made him effective or ineffective in a situation. These incidents can
be examples of extremely effective, ineffective, or even average job
performance. The important thing is that the example is described
specifically as it happened.

When writing an incident describe only what you saw or what the person
did, not what you inferred from the action. For example, if you were
writing an incident about a person instead of saying that a person dis-
played loyalty to the organization, describe what he did that made you
feel he was loyal such as ''worked all night to accomplish a job,'" or
""speaks very highly of his boss,'" or even ''volunteered for dangerous
duty.' All of these behaviors or actions might be described as displays
of loyalty, but they are very different actions. We are asking you,
then, to specifically describe not the traits, but the behaviors which
you have observed in your experience with the recruiter job.

The characteristics of a good performance example are:

1. it concerns the actions of a person who is in the job under
consideration;

2. it tells what the person did (or did not do) that made you
feel he was effective or ineffective in his job;

3. It is concise in that it is short, to the point, and does
not go to great lengths specifying the consequences of what the
person did.

On the next page are some hypothetical incidents which we will use for
demonstrating how to write performance examples.
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. When two potential recruits walked into his office, this recruiter
got up from his desk and asked if he could help them.

. This recruiter insisted on showing a couple more films to a prospect,
even though the kid said he wanted to sign up ''right now."

. This recruiter volunteered to pick up a new recruit and drive him
35 miles to take his physical exam when the recruit said he didn't
have transportation.

Immediately after signing up a recruit, this recruiter talked to him
about the ''buddy plan'' and asked if the recruit had any close friends
who might want to join the Navy.

. When a potential recruit failed the math entrance exam, this recruiter

told him to buy a math text, read it, and return in two weeks for
another try at the test.
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Time
Tuesday

0900-0920
0920-1200

1200-1300
1300-1700

1700-1745

Wednesday
0900-0930
0930-1200

1200-1300
1300-1600

*These sessions will be conducted in two separate groups.

NAVY RECRUITING WORKSHOP SCHEDULE

November 5 - 6, 1974

Activity

Introduction

Discuss and write behavior examples
of Navy recruiter performance*

Lunch (on us)

Write behavior examples of recruiter
performance*

Cocktails (we're buying)

Present tentative performance
categories

Write and discuss behavior examples
of recruiter performance*

Lunch (again, on us)

Write and discuss behavior examples
of recruiter performance*

lead one group while Borman will lead the other.
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Discussant

Borman
Dunnette and
Borman

Dunnette and
Borman

Dunnette and
Borman

Dunnette and
Borman

Dunnette and
Borman

Dunnette will




APPENDIX B

Retranslation Booklet and Data
(San Diego, Des Moines, and Combined)
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LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY INCIDENT

1 2 J b 5 6 7 8 9

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

I. Immediately after caching a recruit, the recruiter
talked to him about the ''Recruit lIncentive Program"

and the benefits he could receive if he recruited three persons.

2. The recruiter asks persons who are not interested
in the Navy if they know anyone who might be inter-
ested in learning what the Navy has to offer.

3. This recruiter almost always volunteered to cover
for another recruiter at lunch time.

L, wWhen a prospect's mother told the recruiter that

her son would not be interested in enlisting be-
cause he was going to college, the recruiter informed her about the Navy's
college program.

5. The recruiter can explain to an applicant how two
seemingly similar Navy jobs or programs differ.

6. When the applicant said he wanted to be shipped out
as soon as possible, this recruiter stayed in the
office with him until §:00 p.m. to complete the paperwork.

7. |If he received requests for information from out-
of-the-way schools, the recruiter would hold them
sometimes for days until he had another reason to go to that area.

8. When a prospect asks, ''What does the Navy have to
offer me? What will | get out of it?" the recruiter

merely says, ''You get what you put in it."

9. The recruiter gave Navy jackets to each of his cache
applicants so they could wear them to school.

10. A recruiter spent too much time talking about the
travel, women, and booze of Navy life, and turned

off an applicant.

11. This recruiter grabbed an applicant in the hall of
the high school, and after establishing that he

was a senior, began talking about joining the Navy.

12. At 0400 the recruiter took an applicant to the bus
station to go to AFEES.
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LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY INCIDENT

1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

13. When a prospect comes in the recruiter tries to
place himself in his or her shoes and reacts
interpersonally in a warm and interested way.

14, The recruiter willingly shows Navy films to groups
on his own time.

15. The recruiter helped organize an all day celebration

in a small town in his area. He attended several
meetings, helped set up several displays, and manned the Navy display during the
day of the celebration.

16. After working hours, a recruiter hcld math classes
for high school dropouts, many of whom later joined

the Navy.

17. The recruiter discovers that a prospect loves to
travel so the recruiter says, "If | can guarantee
you the opportunity to travel, would you enlist in the Havy?"

18. This recruiter said to the applicant, ''When your
ship is in port for six months or so, you can set
up an apartment and have a lot of fun."

19. Although the prospect told the recruiter that he
was late for a class, this recruiter continued to
talk about the Navy in a corridor within the high school.

20. When a prospect is deciding on which service to
enlist in, the recruiter tries to sell the Navy by
describing Navy life at sea and his adventures in port.

21. The recruiter spends time talking with young people
about the Navy at the unemployment office in his

area.

22. When an applicant passes the BTB, the recruiter tells
the applicant about what high quality persons the

Navy accepts.

23. A recruiter stuttered and had poor eye contact, and
thus had difficulty talking with prospects.

24. The recruiter receives a mail-back reply and does
nothing with it for a week.
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LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY INCIDENT

1 Z 3 L 5 6 7 8 9

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate : High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

25. The recruiter called everyone on his scliool list
and talked to them about their future plans and

interests.

26. When a prospect states an objection to being in
the Navy, the recruiter ends the conversation
because he thinks the prospect must not be interested.

27. The applicant mentioned he had had three years of

metal shop in high school but the recruiter ignored
the information. The applicant was neither interested in nor qualified for the
rates the recruiter talked about.

28. Because he did not rap with young persons such
as grocery clerks, station attendants, and walters,
a recrulter lost out on many potential prospects.

29. When the applicant asked what the engineering rate
consisted of, this recruiter was able to explain In
detall what a person does In that rate.

30. The recrulter obtained permission to circulate a
Navy questionnalre during home room but neglected
to ask for names and addresses. All the questionnaires were useless.

31. The recruliter ignored the applicant's interest
In airman rates and went on to explain seaman rates

at great lengths.

32. This recruiter was very receptive to the applicant's
questions about the Navy, and answered them

thoroughly.

33. The recruiter records all school holidays, days, and
half days off in his appointment book so that he
can schedule physicals, etc. for those days.

34. An applicant was scheduled to pre-process at AFEES

on a Saturday because of his work schedule. This
recrulter, who had that Saturday off, offered to take the applicant to AFEES.
This recruliter spent his entire day off walting for the applicant.

35. Recruiter compiles school lists and gets addresses
and phone numbers at home on weekends.

36. A recruiter asked all CACHE and DELAY Program
recruits to bring friends to evening movies about

the Navy to build up his prospect file.




LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY INCIDENT

T 7 3 g 5 4 7 B 5

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

37. The recruiter always confirms appointments with
prospects the day before the appointment. He
writes a reminder to do this in his appointment book.

38. The recruiter forgot which school the counselor
worked for and went to the wrong school for an

appointment.

39. Because he had not met his quota of two Ready
Mariners, a recruiter tried to talk an applicant
into this field although the applicant was not really interested.

LOo. The recruiter knew a parade was to be held, so he
made preparations for a float well in advance of
the parade and made a good showing for the Navy.

41. The recruiter has the applicant fill out the necessary
papers and then the recruiter types them so the appli-
cant doesn't need to wait unnecessarily.

L2. When this recruiter noticed that a fellow recruiter
in his office was ''overselling' the Navy to potential
recruits, he pulled him aside and shared this observation with him.

3. The recruiter always seemed to ask the right questions,
for no matter how shy or withdrawn the applicant was
he always ended up talking freely.

LY, The recruiter suggested that the recruiters critique
each other after every fifth interview they have--

if time is available.

45. This recruiter went out of his way to offer prospects
and recruits rides for official and unofficial rea-
sons. Consequently, he spent too nmuch time on the road and failed to perform a
number of his other duties.

6. The recruiter arranges several trips to the Navy
Academy per year for interested people.

L7. A prospect said, 'l want adventure and travel. Can
you assure me that | will be aboard ship as soon as
| finish boot camp?'' The recruiter said, "l can even assure you of the coast, and

you can be on your way next week."
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LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY INCIDENT

1 2 3 3 5 6 7 o 9

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

4.

While talking to parents of a prospect in a low
economic class, the recruiter mentions the level

of pay and benefits the Navy offers in a way that makes the parents feel proud
their son or daughter Is considering the Navy.

hg.

willingly gets it.

50.

daily, including Saturday.

VWhen a recruiter from another station in the same
district needs a police check, this recruiter

The recruiter had made quota but the district
had not. Orders came down to work until 1360

The recrulter groaned but started working immediately.

51. This recruiter helped an applicant get a replace-
ment social security card and a driver's license
renewed.
52. The recruiter works from 0800 - 1700 and during
those hours completes all his work because of
excellent organizing ability.
53. A potential recruit scored too low on the SBTB to
qualify. The recruiter counseled the man and
convinced him to study for the test and take it again. The recruiter loaned the
potential recruit his own copy of a study gulde.
54. The recruiter never relates exclting personal Navy
exper iences to an applicant.
55. This recruiter asked the applicant about hls hobbies.
When the applicant said he liked to fix cars, the
recruiter said that the various mechanical flelds within the Navy might Interest
him.
56. |If the potential recruit wants something like a
certain RTC or to leave on a certain day, the
recruiter says, ""I'll try to get that for you."
57. A prospect told the recruiter that he had just
completed two years vocational school. Taklng thls
as a cue, the recruiter described the VSG program.
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LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY INCIDENT

1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

58. The recruiter knows he is aoing on leave in a few
days, so he ties up all the loose ends, cspecially

his paperwork.

59. The recruiter tries to be the first recruiter to
make quota each month.

60. When contacting a prospect and the prospect says he
is not at all interested in enlisting, the recruiter
politely ends the conversation.

61. The recruiter always develops warm relationships
with the applicant's entire family. He makes cer-
tain that they are well briefed about the program and feel that their son or
daughter has made a wise decision.

62. The recruiter gives all applicants a business card
and writes his home phone number on the back and
tells them to feel free to call him at any time.

63. The recruiter consistently records applicants' test
scores in the log book.

64. When a prospect walked into the office, a recruiter
seldom asked his name unless it was necessary for

testing.

65. The recruiter voluntecred to coach a little league
football team.

66. This recruiter told the applicant that he could
choose tihe coast he wanted even though he signed up

for only three years.

67. In a small town, a recruiter started a successful yearly
""Navy Night'' tradition with prizes from local busi-
nessmen, a beauty queen, a Navy band concert, and a veterans' information booth.

66. This recruiter asked the recruit to send him a
picture of himself after he graduated from boot
caip so that he could show it to potential recruits in the town.

65. A prospect told the recruiter that the only time he
could make an appointment was after 2000. The
recruiter didn't want to work that late so he didn't set up an appointment.
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LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE SHOWN BY [NCIDENT

1 2 3 4 5 6 i | 8 9

Very Fully Very

Low Adequate High
LEVEL OF

CATEGORY  PERFORMANCE

70. A fellow recruiter had an applicant who wanted to

ship the next day. This recruiter volunteered to
help. tHe helped prepare the forms, got the high school transcript, birth
certificate, and parental consent.

71. Vhen the high school refused to give him a school
list, the recrulter wrote an angry, inflammatory
letter about the high school principal and sent it to the editor of the local

paper.

72. A junior high school principal asked the recruiter
to present a program on the Navy for ninth graders;

the recrulter did so. 5

73. The president of the Chamber of Commerce asked the

recruiter to provide a float for a parade. There
was not enough time to enter a float so that recruiter wrote a tactful letter to
the Chamber of Commerce thanking him for the invitation and explaining why they
couldn't participate.

74. The recruiter was late for an appointment with a
school counselor but had a good reason. The
recruiter explained the situation to the counselor when he arrived.

75. When the applicant asked what jobs he could get In
the Navy, this recruiter was vague and said it

depended on the test scores.

76. A prospect said he ''was interested in the Navy but
needed to think about it.'"" The recruiter never

contacted the prospect again although he had some extra time.

77. When a prospect enters .the office, the recruiter
starts talking and continues to talk without giving
the prospect an opportunity to talk or indicate what he is interested in.

78. This recruiter explained what kind of trade he felt
the applicant would do well In after looking over

the test scores and talking to the applicant for a short time.

79. This recruiter reminded the applicant to bring his
high school diploma, birth certificate, and social

security card to AFEES.
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80. VWhen a prospect comes in, the recruiter greets him
with a warm smile and puts him at ease with some

small talk.

81. If he has time, the recruiter personally drives
applicants to AFEES so that they will not need to

take a bus.

82. The recruiter has become well known in several
neighborhood bars and receives several referrals a

month from patrons of the bars.

83. After a female applicant had taken the SBTB but
before any paperwork had been done, the recruiter
told her that her scores were fantastic but that he was full for the next nine
months, and would she mind waiting. ’

84. The recruiter does not fully address letters to

police departments when requesting information
about an applicant. He generally addresses the letters ''Police Department' and
then the city and state. His police checks take longer than needed and sometimes
the applicant's file is not completed.

85. When the applicant told this recruiter that he was
interested in improving in math, the recruiter said
he could get plenty of schooling from correspondence courses in the Navy.

86. When this recruiter saw that another recruiter in
the office was having trouble selling a prospect on
the Navy, he tactfully asked the recruiter if he could join the conversation. Be-
cause he had thought of another approach, he was able to aid in convincing the
prospect to join the Navy.

87. Before sending the applicant to the AFEE, the

recruiter gave the applicant his business card and
told him that if he had any problems to go to the fifth floor and ask to call
him (the recruiter).

88. The recruiter cooperates with the people at AFEES
and {RD. Whenever they need or suggest something,
he always does it as soon as possiblc.

89. The recruiter carries folders containing Navy
information in his car at all times. He gives
them to gas station attendants and managers.
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90. When this recruiter noticed from the forms that the
applicant's teeth needed attention, he pointed out
that the Navy would fix the teeth at no charge.

91. The recruiter has a very pleasant voice over the
phone and uses the phone to set up appointments--

not to enlist people.

92. When a young men told this recruiter he wanted to

quit school and enlist in the Navy, the recruiter
called the young man's high school counselor to gather more information on his
situation.

93. This recruiter, an excellent public speaker, volun-

teered to make all required formal presentations to
help bring in more business for the station. He then shared with his fellow
recruiters prospects who were attracted by these presentations.

94, A recruit who was home from school for a weekend

was having car trouble and needed to return to
school. He called the recruiter for help. The recruiter arranged a seat for
him on a military hop and made certain that he had a way to the airport.

95. The recruiter went through the local suburban

telephone directories which listed names and year
of birth of children. He contacted those persons who were eligible and not on
any other list.

96. College transcripts and high school transcripts are

needed to complete an applicant's file. Instead of
having the applicant sign release papers and getting the transcripts himself, the
recruit tells the applicant to get the transcripts.

97. The recruiter spent his Saturday off helping a
prospect and his family move. The recruiter pro-
vided the truck and spent seven hard hours moving heavy househcld effects.

98. This recruiter told an applicant's mother that he
would get a GED and would be safe in the Navy.

99. Because he had received a minor police record three
years ago, an applicant got a poor reference from

a high school official. On the basis of this reference, a recruiter rejected the

man without ever checking with the applicant's employers over the last three years.

100. This recruiter asked the applicant when it was

possible for him to join the Navy. When the appli-
cant said as soon as possible, he said, ''Good, let's get the ball rolling.'" They
went to the recruiter's office to sign papers.
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101. This recruiter does not complete paperwork on a

recruit until the day the recruit leaves for his

physical. :

102. This recruiter sent the applicant to boot camp in

Great Lakes even after the applicant told the

recruiter he definitely wanted Florida.

103.

104,

nine weeks of his life.

105.

106.

This recruiter came to the city jail to talk to an
applicant about joining the Navy.

When the applicant asked this recruiter about boot
camp, the recruiter said it would be the hardest
Whenever the recruiter mails information, he

typically follows it up with a phone call.

In his spare time the recruiter goes to small res-
taurants, has a cup of coffee, and chats with

employees to learn of any prospects.

107.

The recruiter talks to students, calls people, writes
to recruits, talks to people in the community, mixes,

and socializes in order to learn of potential recruits.

108.

109.

This recruiter told the applicant to call him if he
didn't get the appropriate rate out of boot camp.

If he is uncertain about certain changes in programs,
jobs, requirements, etc., the recruiter will remain

uninformed rather than ask another recruiter for clarification.

110.

This recruiter presented information about the Navy
in a very organized way. He referred to the bro-

chure he was holding as he talked about the advantages of joining the Navy.

111,

112.

into the Navy.

The recruiter signed up a recruit and shipped him
to recruit training without describing boot camp.

This recruiter consistently forgets to complete
one or two forms necessary for getting a person
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113. The recruiter gave just enough information over the
phone to make the prospect want to come into the
office. Then he quickly moved to call the next person on his list.

114. This recruiter insisted on showing more brochures
and films even though the applicant told him he

wanted to ''sign up right now."

115. The recruiter received all the credit for reaching

the station quota by delegating all the paperwork
and consent papers to other recruiters so that only he would bc available to sign
up prospects.

116. A recruiter became involved with a WAVE applicant,
and thus lost the respect of the community.

117. The recruiter organized a seminar for high school

counselors, teachers, and principals in order to
inform them of the various programs and jobs the Navy had to offer. He arranged
all the details and everything went smoothly.

118. This recruiter brought the Navy contract down to
the jail and told the applicant, ''Sign this paper
and you will be out of town in three days."

119. When zone production was at thirty percent, this

young, first-class recruiter with good selling
skills helped teach the other zone members how to sell. Thus, the zone improved
from ninth to third rank in the ten-zone area.

120. After the applicant had been tested, the recruiter
presented him with his choices. The applicant
decided on one and the recruiter had the applicant sign the contract.

121. When a prospect walked into the office, a recruiter
always asked about his background, to help open

up conversation.

122. When the applicant scored three points below the

cutoff on the math entrance exam, this recruiter
said not to worry. The recruiter gave the applicant an algebra book and a book
about decimals and asked him to study them before re-taking the exam.

123. Vihen an error in his paperwork is brought to his
attention, the recruiter says, ''The RINC will take

care of that."
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124, This recruiter makes it a point to complete as much
paperwork as possible while the recruit is testing.

125. This recruiter told the applicant he would have to
work hard in boot camp but that it wasn't too tough.

126. The recruiter talks to a prospect about specific
fields after the prospect is tested and the
recruiter is certain the prospect qualifies for those fields.

127. The recruiter got into a heated argument about
religion with an applicant who had written ''None'
in response to a question asking what his religion was.

126. After the applicant signed up, this recruiter said,
""You will probably want to kill me after boot camp,
but you will like the Navy better later."

129. VWhen the recruiter received confirmation on the time
and date of Navy Day, he immediately contacted each
high school to tell them of the time and date.

130. When the applicant flunked the math part of the
entrance exam, this recruiter lent him two mathe-
matics textbooks and said to send them back from boot camp.

131. The recruiter volunteered to spend 11 days in Navy
booth at state booth.

132. While the applicant is tested the recruiter gener-
ally completes the entire kit.

133. A recruiter took extra time to schedule applicants
for tours of the Navy facility so that these men
received first-hand information.

134. In trying to sell the applicant on the aviation pro-
gram, this recruiter said that it was fascinating to
watch planes land on the carrier.

135. Even though the recruiter had other school quotas to
fill, he responded quickly ‘to the applicant's inter-
est in a commissary rate and showed him a film about the work in that rate.
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136. The recruiter said to a man home on leave, '‘Now that

you have had a chance to see some of the good and
bad in Navy life, can you recormmend some friends you think would make good Navy
men?"

137. A recruiter told a recruit that he would be sent to
a particular "A" school located near his boot camp,
even though this could not be guaranteed definitely.

138. The recruiter oversold the recruit and lost him
because he failed to qualify for the program.

139. This recruiter carried a small notebook in which he
recorded all appointments. By referring to it a
couple of times per day, he was able to keep track of all appointments.

140, Even though the recruiter dislikes people who have
smoked pot, he still works with such applicants in

a respectful way to learn as much as possible about their qualifications.

141. The applicant said he wanted to be an aircraft
electrician but the recruiter informed the appli-

cant about a ship electrician.

142. A prospect hitchhiked twenty miles to come to the

office to learn about the Navy. He took the tests,
qualified, and decided to enlist. At closing time he asked the recruiter for a
ride home. The recruiter refused and left without another word.

143. This recruiter failed to tell the applicant about
ATB and thus gave the wrong impression about when

the applicant would be home.

144, When making telephone calls, the recruiter sounds
disinterested and bored.

145. When the applicant walked into the recruiter's
office, the recruiter began joking with the appli-
cant and engaged in small talk for awhile before asking what he could do for the

applicant.

146. A recruiter told an applicant about iis three-year
sea duty experiences and neglected to malke it clear

that the ship went into ports during cruises.
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147.

148.

149.

A recruiter taught math/mechanics classes to appli-
cants who scored low on the tests in those areas.

A recruiter never went out on the road in his ter-
ritory, and thus did not have a feel for his area.

This recruiter was very friendly with a prospect.
He took the prospect to his home and showed him

some large posters of Navy ships during the noon hour.

150.

151.

the recruit's friend.

152.

153.

A recruiter was unwilling to interview a prospect
at a time convenient to the prospect.

This recruiter asked a recruit to accompany him to
see a friend of the recruit in order to help enlist
This recruiter told the applicant to listen to the

C.C. and he would have no problems in boot camp.

When an applicant says he wants to enlist, the
recrui ter stands up, congratulates him, shakes his

hand, and tells him he has made a very wise and important decision.

154,

155.

recruiter will

156.

157.

him downtown the next morning.

158.

159.

The recruiter kept the school literature racks
stocked with current information.

If an applicant is from out of town or has to be
out of an apartment and has no place to stay, the

invite him to stay at his house for a short time.

This recruiter failed to tell the applicant about
'""happy hour,' 'delta,'' or '"RPOCs."

After the prospect stated that he wanted to take
the physical, the recruiter volunteered to drive

The recruiter tells a prospect how to obtain a
study guide in order to prepare for the SBTB.

The recruiter frequently has dead time and can
often be seen reading a newspaper or a magazine.
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160. At the end of each day the recruiter reviews what

he has done and then makes a list of the most
important things to do for the following day. |If the recruiter doesn't finish
all the items, the next day he starts where he left off,

161. After the applicant took the SBTB, the recruiter
told him which programs he qualified for and showed
films of the jobs the applicant was most interested in.

162. The recruiter encourages parents of both recruits
and prospects to call him if they have any questions

or problems.

163. The recruiter frequently goes to the schools and
leaves desk calendars, appointment books, etc. to

be distributed.

164, \When first talking to a prospect, the recruiter finds
a subject of interest to the prospect and talks
about that until the prospect is at ease.

165. This recruiter talked for an hour to a prospect
about the Navy before he realized that the prospect

knew exactly what rate and what school he wanted.

166. When the prospect talks, the recruiter listens and
identifies the individual's reasons for coming into

the office and the programs he is most likely interested in.

167. When the recruiter received national inquiry cards
he would put them in his desk and forget them.

160. This recruiter thought in terms of station and
district quotas rather than personal quotas. This
tendency resulted in his often helping other recruiters when he was needed.

169. When a prospect enters the office the recruiter
gets up, shakes his hand, and asks what he can do

for him.

176. The recruiter consistently filled out paperwork
incorrectly. When this was pointed out, the
recruiter said, "'l know, but it doesn't matter since the main station only uses
it as a rough draft anyway."
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171. This recruiter checked up on the applicant's bills
and the loan on his car.

172, The recruiter told the applicant that if all he
wanted to be was a cop he had better go to another

branch of the service.

173. A prospect walked into the office and asked about
the DPPO. The recruiter described it and asked
about the prospect's background that was relevant to the DPPO.

174. While driving a Navy recruiting car, the recruiter
is courteous to pedestrians and other drivers.

175. The recruiter interviews prospects in front of
other prospects.

176. The recruiter doesn't generally ask an applicant
for names of other persons who might be interested

in enlisting.

177. A recruiter would have preferred to have three

prospects sign up during the next month when he
had no CACHE people. However, he convinced the men to join at present, so the
zone could make its quota.

178." When a prospect looked as if he had made up his

mind to join the Navy, this recruiter asked, ''Are
you ready? We can start your paperwork today and you will be a Navy man by
tomor row. "'

179. The recruiter gave other recruiters advice about how
to improve their recruiting which did not always

seem |like good advice.

180. A recruiter sold a prospect on a specific program,
and later discovered that the man was not qualified.

The recruiter should have discovered this during his interview.

131. The recruiter misread Cruitman and sold an applicant
on a rate for which she was not qualified. Later

AFEES refused to enlist her in that program.
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182. A recruiter constantly used prospect cards, tele-
phoning, radio and newspaper advertising, school
contacts, anu personal appearances for prospecting.

183. When the recruiter sees a person enter or leave a

recruiter's office from another branch of the military,
the recruiter tries to learn the person's name and whether he enlisted. |f the
person did not enlist in another branch, he tries to sell him the Navy.

184, Although he had a wealth of potentially helpful
public contacts, a recruiter did not contact them

on a regular basis.

185. Upon meeting in his office, this recruiter asked
the applicant what his name was. When the applicant
said "Albert," the recruiter asked if he could call him "Al."

186. When high school counselors call and request NROTC
information, the recruiter immediately delivers

the information personally.

187. When an applicant comes into the office for the
first time, the recruiter doesn't introduce himself

but waits for the applicant to make the first move.

188. This recruiter phoned the police station and the
last place the applicant had worked to ask about him.

189. At 1:00 a.m. Sunday morning, the recruiter got a

phone call from a man who had been drinking. The
man was concerned about hls son who had just been shipped to boot camp two days
before. The recruiter assured the man his son was fine and visited him a few days
later to better explain the Navy to him.

150. An applicant walked in and stated that he was trying

to learn about all the services. The recruiter
treated him with respect, said he thought It was a good idea to check all possi-
bilities, and told him that the Havy had excellent benefits and programs from
which to select.

191. A prospect walked in and arranged an appointment

with the recruiter. The recruiter neglected to
get the man's name, address, and telephone number. The prospect never showed
up for the appointment and the recruiter could not contact him.
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192. When an applicant said he ''thought' he could use

the family car to drive thirty miles for his
scheduled AFEES, a recruiter did not insure transportation, and the applicant
didn't show.

193. When a poor recruit needed a suitcase to take to

boot camp, this recruiter got her a second-hand
suitcase from a man leaving the Navy.

194. A recruiter was not acquainted with the school

counselors in his territory.

195. This recruiter avoided questions about boot camp.

196. Even though the recruitcr asks a question and the

applicant responds, the recruiter does not use the
information to counsel or suggest relevant programs.

197. When talking on the phone, the recruiter forgets

corrcct telephone procedure, gets tongue tied and
speaks in a broken, jerky manner.

198. When the recruiter arrives at the office each

morning at 9:00 a.m., he typically says: 'lIt's
too early to make phone calls. ['l]l wait and call later."

199. The recruiter talked to junior high students in

such a way that the students both respected and
liked him.

200. When talking on the phone, the recruiter asks too

many personal questions and goes into too much
detail rather than setting up an appointment.

201. The recruiter talks on the telephone for twenty
to thirty minutes when ten to fifteen minutes is

adequate.

202. When an applicant needing a waiver for a minor

police record had been rejected in a company inter-
view, this recruiter drove him back for a second interview which was successful.

203. The recruiter decided that if prospects would not

come to him he would go to them. He started a
"sidewalk'' recruiting campaign.
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204. This recruiter told the applicant that sometimes
people at boot camp would try to make the recruits
mad just to see how they would take it.

205. The recruiter gives a recruit a list of people he
graduated with and asks him to list those likely

to be good prospects.

206. The recruiter forgot an applicant's name even though
the recruiter had been processing the applicant

for several days.

207. The recruiter cultivated friendships with high
school shop, math, and physics teachers in addi-
tion to the high school counselor.

208. The recruiter volunteers for many community projects
and follows through on his commitments to those

projects.

209. The applicant was tired from taking the physical

exam and driving home so he called the recruiter
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