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INTRODUCTION

Ambiguities which often arise with regard to the criterion concept are
probably a function of the many ways in which psychologists define and use cri-
teria. On a most general lavel of analysis, a criterion is a form or an out-
come of behavior, operationally specified in advance as the goal of a behavior
sequence, often as an object of prediction. The behavioral content of a cri-
terion can be of a neurophysioloyical, attitudinal, or psychomotor nature. A
criterion may refer to a completed act, an ongoing state of the organism, or
perhaps the time and energy expended by the organism in carrying out some be-
havior,

Whatever tre specific nature of a criterion may be, its se’>ction depends
upon the purpose of the investigator or the persons for whom he is a consultant.
In some instances the psychologist alone can define his criterion, an example
being the selection of an empirical referent against which to validate a pre-
viously established psychological test or construct. On the other hand, there
are times when peraons other than the psychologist may define tre criterion ap~-
propriate for their situational or institutional goals, examples being criteria
of job performance in industrial and military settings., Ultimately, any cri-
terion must be meaningful and valid for the life situation in which it is used
and for the persons involved in its use.

THE PRESENT PROBLEM

The present paper represents a summary of the research conducted for the
purpose of developing a criterion of effective individual performance among
persons who winter-over at small Antarctic scientific stations,

During each of the past six years, from 15 to 40 men have worked and lived
at each of several Antarctic stations for 12 continuous months. For at least
six months of each year the men have no way of leaving the station and, except
for occasivnal radio commcnication, have no contact with the outside world. At
most statinns approximately half the personnel are Navy enlisted men whose pri-
mary responsibility is that of maintaining and operating the station itself:
the remaining station members are civilian scientists and technicians whose pri-
mary responsibility is the collection of scientific data., In addition to their
task specialties, all station members are dependent upon one another for the
solution of common problems ranging from housekeeping chores to survival,

The need for the present criterion research resulted from a requirement
that there be a psychiatric screening and selection program for persons volun-
teering to winiLer-over in the Antarctic. Any personnel selection program oper-
ates on a basic assumption that there is a preferred or axpected form of behav-
ior in the situation of concern and furthermore that not all persons have equal
potential for satisfying such behavioral expectations. In most situations, for
example, at least some minimum job skill level iu required. But when a psychi-
atric screening and selection program is required there is an additional assump-
tion that while an individual's technrnica) competence may be a necessary attri-
bute it is not in itself a sufficient qualification.

Since it is impossible to evaruate personnel from the stations during the
Antarctic winter mor.ths, a major criterjion at the time of screening is that the
individual appear capable of a normal range of physical and psychological func-
tioning: those judged to have any disruptive potential are screered out. But
for the vast madority of volunteers, mun who are initially acceptable on 2



physical, psychiatrie, and job skill basis, the problem remains to select those
individuals with the highest potential for sffective performance at a rmali
station. What, then, constitutes effective performance and, if there are indi-

vidual differences in such kehavior, how can effective performance best be
measured?

DEFINING A CRITERION

An Overview

A basic assumption with regard to any criterion of effective performance
in Antarctic stations is that there are individual differences. Portunately,
survival itself has not served as an adequate criterion on which to differenti-
ate persons nor has the incidence of gross physical or psychiatric malfunction-
ing (Nardini, Her:mann, and Rusmussen, 1962). In terms of task fulfillment, it
has been difficult to assess the extent to which individuals have accomplished
predetermined goals. For one thing, it is not always known in advance what
every man will have to accomplish in his work except in a broad sense: then toc,
unpredicted events beyond the individual's control can disrupt his achievement
of established goals; and finally, with the different types of tasks to be per-
formed, it has been difficult to eatablish a meaningful standard of output ap-
plicable to all personnel,

In the absence of the preceding types of criteria, and in view of the small
station parameters, effective individual performance has been defined in terms
of the following three components: emotional composure, ability to get along
with others and work efforts (Nelson, 1962)., On face value the extent to which
an indiviuuzl possesses positive attributes in each of these three behavior
domzins should determine the extent to which hiz performance can be judged ef-
fective., While it is recognized that performance is a continuous and undoubted-
ly fluctuating process, the search for a criterion measure in the present con-
text will be characterized by the assumption that the most meaningful craterion
should be one reflecting the individual’s general behavior over the entire
Antarctic year,

The unly available source of information about the individual's performance
over the entire year is the station membership itself, It furthsrmore scems
quite reasonable to assume that the station leaders or supervisors and the other
station members (peer group) are as capable as anyone in observing whether or
not an individual becomes emotiorally distressed, socially disruptive, or is
lazy or incompetent. In other industrial and military settings, supervisor
evaluations are routine; and, in recent years, much evidence has been gathered
indicating the value of poer evaluations in operational field settings (Ander-
halter, wilkins, and Rigby, 1952: Berkshire and Nelson, 1958;:; Hollander, 15%4:
wherry and Pryer, 1949).

EBarlier Research

During the first three years of Antarctic station activity, attempts were
made to collect supervisor and peer evaluations of station members' overall per-
formance apd of their emotional, social, and work characteristica. Much of
these data were incomplete: for some stations there were no data collected at
all; and the specific items on which evaluations were made varied tvom year to
year. Analyses of those data which were obtained (Gunderson and Nelson, 1962
(b); Melson and Gunderron, 1962) provided the following general results: (1)
gsignificant agreement was found between supervisors' and peers' evaluations both
within and between time periods and (2} significant positive intercorrelations
weres found amcng evaluations of social, work, and overall performance.



The implications of these earlior results are that station members can be
reliably differentiated by peers and supervisors cn the basis of their perfor-
mancu, that individual performance tends to be consiztent over time periods,
and that overall evaluations of performance reflect both the social and work
qualities of the individual, While less information war collectod on emotional
composure, it has been assumed that effective emotional control contributes to
effective social and work performance,

Recent Research

During the past three years somewhat different assessment techniques have
been tried taking advantage of knowledge gained from earlier attempts to collect
data in this particular field setting. First of all, for obtaining evaluative
information in the Antarctic, the Navy officer and civilian supervisor at each
station are usually asked to provide more information .than the peer group
members: past ecperience has indicated more difficulty in obtaining personnel
evaluations fro. peer group members thin from supervisors during the Antacctic
year itself. When peer evaluations are obtained in the Antarctic, they are now
obtained in the form of positive nominations only. During the most recent ye=r
in which the positive nomination technique was used, approximately 76 per cent
of all small station members gave complete information with a higher percentage
giving at least partial information. This represented the most successful year
to date for obtaining peer evaluations in- the Antarctic. 1In addition, to sup-
plement peer evaluations obtained in the Antarctic, it has been found feasible
to obtain valid evaluations from peer group members by mail questionnaire once
they have returned from the Antarctic and up to one year later (Nelson, 1963).
In summary, using each of the preceding methods, data are now available on the
personne' ’rom seven of nine small stations operated during the past three
years (i = 139),

At the end of each Antarctic year, the two supervisors at each station
(one Navy officer and one civilian supervisor) have independently evaluated
all station personnel, using nine-point graphic rating scales, on the following
characteristics or traits: emotional control, self-confidence, achievement
motivation, acceptance of authority, likability by group members, alertness,
industry, happiness, motivation to be an efficient group member, attitude
towards the Antarctic project, and satisfaction with job assignment.l Also,
each supervisor has ranked all station members in the order in which he would
select them for wintering-over duty were he to return to an Antarctic station.

The peer group members from four of the seven stations during the past
three years provided evaluations of one another through mail questionnaire upon
return from the Antarctic. Each individual ranked his former station members,
just as the supervisors did, in the order in which they would be selected for
wintering-over duty. Each man also indicated his closest friends and, using an
open-end form, described the strong and weak points of every station member.
The peer group members from the other three stations provided evaluations at
each of three times during the Antarctic year itself. Each man nominated five
station members for each of the following: (1) easiest to get along with, (2)
contributes most through his work efforts, and (3) would select to return with
for wintering-over duty again,

1'!‘he items were selected from the Personal Adjustment Booklet (Nodified
Deep Preeze) prepa=ed by Benjamin B. Weybrew, Ph.D., USN, Medical Research
Laboratory, New London, Connecticut. Several of the original items were not
included in the present study due to any of several reasons, such as inability
of supervisors to use them, their redundant nature relative to items presently
included, or multi~-dimensionality.



The one item common to all assessment forms during the past three years is
that pertaining to the selection {by rank or nomination) of station members with
whom cne would prefer to return to the Antarctic were he to have such duty
again, Tnis item has been considered, on face value, to be the most meaningful
single ~dex of effective performance. On the basis of the cooperation obtained
in using this particular item, it appears to be meaningful to the respondents
thomselves. This item, then, has served as the basis for the development of a
criterion of effective individual performance.

DEVELOPING A CRITERION SCORE

On the basis of earlier research (Nelson and Gunderson, 1962) and on
theoretical grounds, it seemed reasonable to assume that supervisors and peer
group members may have somewhat different frames-of-reference in evaluating
personnel. It may be, for example, that supervisors are morc concerned than
peers with getting the job done while peers are inore concerned with inter-
personal relations. This being possible, each station member was given a
criterion score based upon peer evaluations (peer criterion) and one based
upon supervisor evaluations (supervisor criterion), using the "return with*
item as the basis for such scores, If there were any differences in standards
of judgment, then, they would be reflected in the two scores. The scores were
developed in the following manner.

wWithin each station the members were ranked from 1 through N on the basis
of (1) an average of the two supervisors' rankings and (2) an average of the
peer group's rankings or nominations on the “return with"” item. At the three
stations from which nominations, rather than ranks, were obtained, nominations
were weigh' .d from +5 to +1 and individuals were given an average score across
time periods; ranks were then determined from these average scores., All ranks
were then converted to T-scores (Mean = 50, SD = 10) s0 as to allow for the
pooling of individuals from stations of slightly different size.

1f peers and supervisors are both considered as important sources for the
evaluation of an individual's performance, it would seem that some combination
of the peer and supervisor criteria scores would represent the best single
index of effective performance. If the two groups of raters have identical
frames-of-reference and observe all persons in the same way, either the peer
or supervisor criterion score alone would probably be sufficient; but to the
extent that differences exist in their standards of judgment, the best overall
performance would seem to be that which is acceptable to both peers and super-
vigsors.,

Since there is no particular reason to believe that cither the peer or
supcrvisor criterion should be considered morc important than the other, equal
weight was given to each in combining the criterion scores., The combined
criteorion score was therefore derived by averaging the T-scores from the separ-
ate peer and supervisor criteria. Individuals were not re-ranked on the average
T-scores, thus making it possible to differentiate individuals from dirferent
stations who may have been best or poorest in their respective groups but of
slightly different calibre in comparison o one another. To receive a high or
low score, then, an individual must have been regarced with equal favor or dis-
favor by both the peer and supervisor groups of nis station.

Sefore evaluating the characteristics of the criterion scores, a few
romments Aan the anproprjatenese of the rank-taced 3core 5w necessary.
Ranking does provide a standard instructional set for persons making evalua-
tions, thus avoiding the problem of individual differences in preference for
different levels and ranges of ratings. The ranking system also maximizes
discrimination between stimuli (individuals), a property which is important in
the present criterion development,



On the other hand, if the individuals of one group are homogeneously
bettor or poorer performers than those of another group, ranking within groups
would tend to obliterate such differences. While there is evidence that
station groups have differed from one another in attitudes (Gunderson and °*
Nelson, 1962(b)), thsre has been no conclusive evidence to support the notion
that individual performance has been homogenaously better in one group than in
another. Furthermore, on the basis of what is known of the initial assignment
process, there is no reason at present to believe that the calibre of men at
one station has been better overall than that at another.

But suppose there werz such differences between stations. At present
there is no common standard by which this could be verified; the only evidence
would be in the form of differences between stations in terms of average ratings
were they to be used in preference to ranks, Differences between ratings could
be as much a function of the diffcrent raters as they are a function of actual
differences in the performance of individuals being evaluated (Piske and Cox,
1960) . Of course, as the number of raters increases, the preceding argument
would seem to be less valid. In the present situstion, the ranking of indivi-
duals in a homogeneocusly high or low performance group could conceivably result
in an almost random assignment of ranks by each judge; the subsequent lack of
variance in combined evaluationa would result in appreciably low reliability.
As reported in the next section of this paper, the reliabilities have not been
appreciably low. In summary, we presently assume that individual differences
are as great withir us between stations and thrat such differences can be esti-
mated by a ranking technique.

CHARACTERYISTICS OF CRITERION SCORES
Tab’ . 1 shows the distribution of combined criterion scores for the total

population of persons from seven stations during the past three years. A normal
distribution is maintained with the average T-scorcs.

TABLE 1

Distribution of Combined Criterion ggoreaa

Criterion Score

Interval £ %
68 - 72 3 2.4
63 - 67 10 7.1
58 - 62 15 10.7
53 - 57 26 18,7
48 - 52 32 23.0
43 - 47 23 16.5
38 - 42 18 12.9
33 - 37 9 6.4
28 - 32 3 2.4

aDerived from an average of the peer and
superviscr criterion T-scores.

Mean = 49,98, SD = 8,71, Median = 50, N = 139



TABLE 2

Rater Agrmement in The Ranking of Station Members
on The Criterion Item

Station
Rater Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Military-civilian .53 .54 .45 .50 .33 .,39 .58

supervisor agreement
Split-half peer .59 .76 .70 .84 .36 .55 ,54

group agreement
Combined | ocer- .71 .84 .63 .65 ,31 .69 .57

supervisor agreement .

N 19 17 18 19 33 20 14

Pearson r (p < ,05) .46 .48 .47 .47 .34 .44 .53
Pearson r (p < .01) .58 .61 .59 .59 .44 .56 .66

Data estimating the agreement among peers and supervisors in their criteri-
on evaluations are contained in Table 2. The actual reliabilities, if computed
with the Spear..an-Brown prophecy formula, would yield higher coefficients than
those tabled. Agreement between supervisors was estimated by correlating
(Pearson r) the T-scores corresponding to the ranks given group members by each
of the two supervisors at each station. Peer agreement was obtained by the
same correlation technique applied to split-halves of the peer group: an alpha-
betical split was used and an even number of civilian and military group members
were contained in each hatf, For only the largest station was the agreement
between peers and supervisors insignificant.

One further analysis of the criterion scores was that of comparing the
average criterion scores of individuals from different occupational groups. It
may have been that the perceived importance of an occupation was a determining
factor in selection of persons to “return with.” No significant difference was
revealed between the average criterion scores of military and civilian person-
nel. And, except for the cooks (N = 7) who had a higher ciiterion average than
all other groups, an analysis of variance revealed no significant differences
between the specific occupational groups (i.e., radioman, builder, mechaniec,
meteorologist, etc.). Criterion evaluations, therefore, were not determined to
any important degree hy the occupation in which a man worked.

THE CONCURRENT CORRELATES OF CRITERIA

The final phase of the criterion analysis was that of determining the
specific traita or characteristice associated with the criterion scores. That
is, on the basis of what behavior characteristics exhibited in the Antarctic isa
an individual salected by his peers and supervisors for wintering-over duty
again? It is on the basis of such specific components of the criterion that
the selection of useful screening variables might be chosen, As mentioned ini-
tially, effective performance has been considered to be a function of emotional,



social, and work attributes; it was therefore anticipated thet evaluations of
an individual's behavior relevant to those three areas would correlate signifi-~
cantly with the combined criterion score. As with the criterion of “raturn
with," the trait evaluations were also obtained from peers and luporvllorl.'

Peer Descriptions

Ay previously mentioned, peer group members from four of the seven stations
gave open-end descriptions of the strong and weak points of all former station
memhers on a follow-up mail quostionnaire, A ~ontent analysis was applied to
these deacriptions. Table 3 contains groupings of the most frequently given
types of descriptions, positive and negative, with category headings which
seemed appropriate. To estimate the discriminatory power of the descriptions,
individuals from the four stations with upper and lower quintile criterion
scores were compared with one another. The relative frequency with which the
different types of descriptions were given to these two criterion groups is
also shown in Tuble 3,

The “task competence® and "social orientation” categories were least dis-
criminating of the various groups of descriptions. The low incidence of des-
criptions of task incompetence may be indicative of the initial selection of -
least minimally qualified men in each occupation for duty at the small stations,
The fact that "social orientation" (an extrovert-introvert type of category)
did not discriminate between the top and hottom performers supports a previous-
ly reported hypothesis that being predominantly outgoing or withdrawn is less
important than the extent to vhich an individual is considerate of otheavs when
in fact he is in personal contact with others (Nelson, 1962). The otl... cate-
gories of behavior discriminated upper from lower criterion groups in a direc-
tion which would be expected, assuming the importance of emotional, social, and
work ch7 .cteristics for overall performance,

In addition to the preceding analysis, all individuals from the four
stations (N = 72) were given algebraic sum scores based upon the relative
number of positive and negative descriptions received in each of the three
general areas of emotional, social, and work performance. The positive and
negative values of the descriptions were determined on the basis of whetlier the
description was given as a strong or a weak point, The members of each station
were then dichotomized on each of the three dimensions, as close to the median
as possible, upper and lower halves were pooled across the four station groups,
and biserial correlations were computed against the combined criterion score
(peer-supervisor average). The correlations of emotional, social, and task
description scores with the criterion were .35, .42, and .65 respectively: all
values are significant at the .0l level nf confidence.

Of all descriptions givan, 48 percent were in the task area, 34 percent in
the social area, and 17 percent in the emotional area of behavior. Both the
importance of and greater familiarity with concepts related to work performance
probably contributed to the greater saliancy of task descriptions. 1In any
event, the fact that emcotional behavior was least correlated with the criterion
may not be so much a function of its lesser importance but rathar a consequence
of the relatively low variance obtained in emotional description scores due to
the relatively infrequent use of descriptions in that area.

Instead of the preceding typss of data, the other three stations provided
peer nominations (weighted 15 to +1) at three times during the year on 1) easy
to get along with (social) and 2) contributes through his work efforts (task).
After giving each individual an average nomination score for aach characteristic
bagsed upon nominations from all three time periods. Pearson r's were obtained
between sccial, taszk, and combined criterion scores within each station. Using
Pisher's z transformation technique, the average correlationa across stations
were .29, .76, and .58 (SE = ,13) for social with task, social with criterion,
and task with criterion respectively, These data sujgest some unique contribu=-
tions to the criterion by the social and task nomination scores. Based upon



the above correlations, a multiple correlation between social and task with the

criterion is approximately .85, with the
TARLE 3
Percentages of Positive and Negative Descriptions Given to Persons '8
in Upper and Lower Quintile (20%X) on Combined Criterion
Total N of % Given % Given .
Descriptions to W to Lo %;gi:;n
Descriptions Given (N = 16) N = 16) (8_= 16)
Tas Motivation
(+) amb .tious, conscientious, 119 68% 32% 2%
dedicated, energetic,
helpful, industrious
(-) 1lazy, slow, uncooperative k)1 13% L% 8™
Task Competence
(+) competent, efficient, experi- 100 4% 53% 5%

enced, intelligent, inventive,
knows job, reliable, versatile

(=) incompetent, inexperienced, 5 40% 60% 60%
unreliable, couldn't do job

Social Orientaticn

(+) participates, outgoing, ? 57% - 43% 43%
sociable, talkative :
(=) doesn't participate, 16 a81% 19% 19%

quiet, shy, withdrawn
Soc:i:al Competence

{+) compatible, avoids arguing. 26 73% 27% 27%
considerate, friendly manner,
takes criticism, unassuming,
tolerant

{=) antagonistic, boastful, coarse, 35 23% 77% 7%
critical, egotistical, loud,
inconsiderate, intolerant

Emotional Control

(+) calm, easy going, even-tempered 9 78% 22% 22%
(=) excitable, quick-tempered 9 00 100% 100%

Emotional Disposition

(+) cheerful, good natured, s<nse of 34 82% 18% I 18%
humor, doesn’'t complain .
(-} complaining, irritable, moody, 17 1sx 82% i 82%

sensitive, worrying




Supervisor Descriptions

The supervisors at each station, in addition to providing rank criterion
data, rated cll station members on behavior characteristics exhibited during
the year. The traits or characteristics are shown in Table 4 along with their
relacionships with the criteria and estimates of supervisor agreement on each
characteriscic,

ing rank criterion
exhibited during

4 along with their
agreement on each

TABLE 4

a
Trait-Criteria Correlations

Criteria . b b

Trait Prer Supervisor Combined M:::Et:y ed Re::::):;iizy
Likability .66 .73 .78 «55 .55
Emotional control .49 .73 .68 .57 .57
Accept authority .38 .62 .56 67 .67
Industrious..ess .40 .60 .56 .63 .63
Achievement motivation .37 .59 .53 .45 .45
Motivation towards group .35 .60 .53 .47 .47
Attitude towards project .27 .60 .48 .56 ! .56
H'appineas .37 .50 .48 .51 ; .51
Aler:ness .26 .51 .43 .40 : .40
Job satisfaction .15 .49 .35 .54 , .54
Self-confidence .24 .28 .29 .23 ) .23

l‘COn-e].ati.oml are Pearson r's based upon T-scores for trait-criteria yr trait-criteria

relationships; for N = 139, r = .16 (p< .05),

b
Pearson r's based upon median agreement between supervisors' ratings

>ervisors' ratings
across stations.

Supervisor agreement on each characteristic was obtained by correlation of,,4 by correlation of
the ratings given by two supervisors at each station (Pearson r). The median .., r). The median
correlation values (across stations) are shown in Table 4. Some characceristicCt gomae characteristics
had greater agreement than others, but except for self-confidence the levels ofs;aance the levels of
agreement were reasonably similar. By ranking the characteristics for each paij i eics for each pair
of supervisors in terms of amount of rating agreement, a coefficient of concor-,,¢¢icjent of concor-
dance (ac = .265) revealed significantly similar rank orders for different palri, for different pairs
of supervisors (p < .0l). Some characteristics, therefore, may be consistently may be consistently
more difficult to observe or perhaps ambiguous to the supervisors. . cvimors.

Prior to obtaining the trait-criterion correlations, the supervisors’ the supervisors®
ratings were averaged on each characteristic and individuals were then ranked ;4 ,ure then ranked



“R'::::n;::tég:v:nto;ct characteristic on the basis of the average ratings. .,a average ratings.

o i:hele Sace r ; © T-scores and trait-criterion correlations were comp,rrelations were compnted
+ Pooling individuals across stations. Again, these results 8/ain, these results are

shown in Table 4,

To check the appropriateness of pooling individuals across stations fols across stations for the
trait-criterion relationships, several snalysss were run to datermine the ein to datermine the extent
to which peers, supervisnrs, and entire station groups agreed with one anot agreed with one another
on the relative importance of the different traits. The latter determinatise latier determination
was assessed by the magnitude of the correlation which each trait had with each trait had with the
criterion. That is, a high positive correlation was assumed to indicate imssumed to indicate im-
portance of an attribute for the criterion judgment. Por each analysis, trior each analysis, trait-
criterion correlations were ranked within station and coefficient of concor-cefficient of concordance
tests were then applied to all data. Using the peer criterion, supervisor -iterion, supervisor
criterion, and combined criterjion with the traits, significant agreement waiificant agreement was
obtained among the trait-criterion ranks for peer groups (We = .421, p <.0s (We = .421, p < .0l),
supervisor groups (Wg = .250, p < .05), and station groups (We = ,371, p < upas (We = .371, p < .01l)
respectively. In summary, there was agrecment across stations on the relatitations on the relative
importance of the different characteristics for the criterion. Peers and siterion, Peers and super-
visors furthermore agreed on the relative importance of -.s characteristics’ the characteristics as
evidenced by a rank correlation (rho) of .84 (p < .0l) between the orders O between the orders of
correlation magnitude of traits with peer and supervisor criteria shown in )r criteria shown in
Table 4.

To the extent that poers and supervisors tend to agree on the relativegree on the relative
value of different characteristics for overall performance, as illustrated ince, as illustrated in
the preceding analysis, it seems reasonable to use the combined criterion combined criterion
measure in future prediction studies. This criterion measure, as discussedieasure, as discussed
earlier, does have better discriminating potential than either the peer or . either the peer or
supervisor criterion alone when individuals are pooled across groups. across groups,

In an attempt to assess what structure might evict among the traits li: among the traits listed
in Table 4, the matrix of intercurrelations among those traits was submitte: traits was submitted to
a factor analysis. One additional item was included in the matrix, that he: the matrix, that heing
a friendship-compatibility item derived from peer nomiprations of friends amations of friends and
persons easy to get along with, Two factors accounted for 82 percent of thifor 82 percent of the
variance, one being a general factor and the other being a bipolar factor wig a bipolar factor with
social-emoticnal attributes loading in one direction and task-oriented attr.d task-oriented attri-
butes in the other. The remaining factors were of value in the rotation prie in the rotation process.
The rotated factor structure waa such that three pairs of items emerged as of items emerged as
meaningful concepts; the items in each pair had highly similar loadings on (aimilar loadings on earh
of the rotated factors and each pair was somewhat different from the other rent from the other two.
The three pairs or clusters were the following: (1) emotional control ard wtional control ard
accept: nce of authority, (2) likability (from supervisor ratings) and friensr ratings) and friend-
ship-compatibility (from peer nominations), and (3} industriousness and achlustriousness and achieve-
ment motivation. These clusters clearly represent the three facets of effa three facets of effective
performance initially discussed in this paper, namely, emotional composure, emotional composure,
social compatibility, and work motivation and effort.

The next procedure was to determine the -elationship between the three.ip between the three
clusters extracted from factor analysis and the combined criterion measure,:? criterion measure,
mainly in an effort to see whether or not such clusters could account for m could account for more
variance in the criterion than could the individual items alone. To obtain:ms alone. To obtain
cluster scores, the individual's T-scores for the two items in each cluster.tems in each cluster were
averaged: the average T-scores were not re-ranked but maintained as they weraintained as they were
for subsequent analyses. Pooling individuals across stations, the cluster .ations, the cluster
scores were correlated with one another and with the combined critericn measmbined criterion measure.
These data are presented in Table 5.
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TABLE 5

Trait Cluster-Criterion Correlations®

Tralt Cluster () {(3) (r) Criterio

Emotional composure (E) {.72) 55 .52 .70

Social Compatibility (8) (.57) .35 .80

Task motivation (T) (.66) .56
a

Pearson r's based on T-scores; values in the diagonal
refer to reliability estimates for the clusters based upon
median levels of rater agreement on the combined items in
each cluster; cluster (8) has a peer-sunervisor agreement
index, Por N = 139, r = ,16 (p < .05).

The clusters, individually, did not correlate much different
criterion than did the individual items of emctional control, 1lik
industriousness. On the other hand, although the clusters were ©
greater than the individual items in their correlation with the ¢
were somewhat less correlated among themselves than the individua
desirable condition 1f our goal is to find attributes which refle
ponents of the criterion., Using the wherry-Doolittle me*hod, the
correlation between all three clusters and the combined criterion
highest multiple correlation obtained using various combinations
items was .84,

The importance of the social compatibility cluster is appare
tiple correlations are obtained between pairs of clusters and the
By removing the social compatibility cluster, the value of R is r
by combining the social compatibility cluster with the emotional
task motivation cluster alone, the values of R are .66 and .85 re
While boch emotional composure and task motivation could contribu
popularity, there are probably still other attributes of interper
vhich increase a man's compatibility potential; qualities of cons
and interpersonal warmth may not always be concomitant with contx
triousness. 1t would seem to be these interpersonal qualities wh
bined with composure and task motivation, make for effective pert
small station.

One final analysis was that of determining the extent to whi
clusters held up in their relationship with the criterion for dit
groups and for military and civilian personnel. The values of R
.87 for military and c¢civilian personnel respectively. Comparing
variations in beta weights occured and R values ranged from .76 t
median value of K was .88. The three clusters, then, appeared to
the same multiple relationship with the criterion for different g
personnel.

In summary, the greatest amount of criterion variance was ac
the three trait clusters of smotional cowmposure, social compatibi
motivation and effort. The addition of other characteristics to
(i.e., attitudes towards job and project) did not improve the mul
snip.
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TABLE 5 .

Trait Cluster-Criterion Correlations®

Trait Cluster (%) (8) (1) Criterion
Emotional composure (E) (.72) .55 .52 .70
Social Compatibility (S) (.57) .35 .80
Task motivation (T) (.66) .56

a

Pearson r's based on T-scores; values in the diagonal
refer to reliability estimates for the clusters based upon
median levels of rater agreement on the combined items in
each cluster; cluster (5) has a peer-supervigor agreement
index. Por N = 139, r = .16 (p < .0S).

The clusters, individually, did not correlate much differently with the
criterion than did the individual items of emotional control, likability, and
industriousness. On the other hand, although the clusters were only minutely
greater than the individual itema in their correlation with the criterion, they
were somewhat less correlated among themselves than the individual items, a
desirab) condition 1f our goal is to find attributes which reflect unique com-
ponents or the criterion. Using the Wherry-Dooiittie method, the multiple
correlation between all three clusters and the combined criterion was ,89; the
highest multiple correlation cbtained using various combinations of individual
items was .84,

The importance of the social compatibility cluster is apparent when mul-
tiple correlations are obtained between pairs of clusters ard the criterion.

By removing the social compatibility cluster, the value of R is reduced to .75:
by combining the social compatibility cluster with the emotional composure or
task motivation cluster alone, the values of R are .86 and ,85 respectively.
while both emotional composure and task motivation could contribute to a man's
popularity, there are probably still other attributes of interpersonal skill
which increase a man's compatibility potential; qualities of considerateness
and interpersonal warmth may not always he concomitant with control and indus-
triousness. It would seem to be these interpersonal gqualities which, when com-
bined with composure and task motivation, make for effective performance at the
small station.

One final analysis was that of determining the extent to which the three
clusters held up in their relationship with the criterion for different station
groups and for military and civilian personnel. The values of R were .50 and
.87 for military and civilian personnel respectively, Comparing station groups,
variations in beta weights occured and R values ranged from .76 to .93, but the
median value of R was .88. The three clusters, ‘chen, appeared to have about
the same multiple relationship with the criterion for different groups of
personnel.

In summary, the greatest amount of criterion variance was accounted for by
the three trait clusters of emotional composure, social compatibility, and task
motivation and effort. The addition of other characteristics to these clusters
{i.e., attitudes towards job and project) did not improve the multiple relation-
ship.
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CONCLUSTIONS

The present study was undertaken with the purpose of developing a criterion
measure of effective individual performance for personnel who winter-over at
small Antarctic stations. The best single criterion to date is a standard score
based upon the combination of peer and supervisor choices of individuals with
whom they would most prefer to return for further small station duty were they
to return to the Antarctic. The standard score is based upon an average T-score
(Mean = 50, SD = 10) derived from rank data. The criterion score can be quickly
derived and can be used appropriately when personnel from different stations
and years are pooled. Considering the nature of the criterion, its reliability
appears to be adequate,

The specific qualities of behavior considered by the authors to have
greatest face valility a3 attributss of effective performance ware emotional
composure, ability to get along with others, and work efforts. Through a series
of analyses performed on data obtained from supervisor and peer evaluations,
three behavior characteristic clusters were derived which represented the afore-
mentioned three attributes of effective performance and which, in a multiple
relationship, contributed the greatest amount of variance to the criterion
measure of all evaluations available. The three clusters were of the following
combinations of characteristics: emotional contrcl and accepting authority
(emotional composure), supervisor and peer estimates of likability (social com-
patibility), and industriousness and achievement motivation (task motivation).

The attribute of work effort and motivation appears to be more discriminat-
ing than worlk competency, at least in so far as can be determined by peer des-
cription d.ca. This may vary well be due, however, to an initial assignment
process whereby only technically qualified persons are sent to small statjions
for duty: thus, there may be little if 2ny variance in such an attribute among
most wintering-over personnel. As for social compatibility, it appears that
attributes such as considerateness (when in fact confronted with an interper-
sonal situation) may be more critical than one’'s social orientation (outgoing
or retiring). Emotional control and acceptance of authority must be demonstrat-
ed to a degree sufficient to avoid interpersonal conflict, but an overly con-
trolled individual may be somewhat inhibited in terms of task initiative and in~
dustriousness; there is a suggestion of this particularly with regard to accept~
ance of authority.

‘The primary value of the behavioral clusters just described lies in the
fact that they are helpful in providing a conceptual definition of the criteri-
on. This is particularly true when we introduce the problem of prediction--
logically the next step in the present assessment program., It might now become
more possible to construct or identify items (including clinical judgments)
which on a conceptual or an empirical baiis are more highly related to one or
two of the behavirr cluster constructs than to the criterion measure itself.

The hope would be, then, to construct a battery of such items from screening
data in such a way that greater predictive power with the criterion will be
realized.

One might certainly arque, as has often been done, that regardless of the
predictive efficiency achieved, there will always be the anchor men in any field
group so long as our judgments of performmnce are based upon interpersonal com-
parisons, While this may be so, we might at least consider the possiblity of
someday having to assemble a group of men on the basis o4 their individual

tential effectiveness in a closed-group environment. Some familiarity with
the types of attributes required, and what predictors are awvailable, should te
achieved by such a time. This problem, of course, also involves consideration
of group composition variables, a problem of matching and contrasting
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individuals on the basis of somewhat more idiosyncratic characteristics; this
field of research is at present in its infancy.
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