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SUMMARY

Air Force Human Resources Laboratory has recently launched an attack
on the problems associated with producing a meaningful criterion measure
of job performance. Changes in training technology are slowly destroying
technical training performance as the criterion which historically has
been used in the validation of selection and classification tests. This
situation, of course, is decidedly inconvenient, but one healthy effect
of it is that we are being forced to take a closer look at the possibility
of developing a criterion more directly related to on-the-job performance,
an effort which should continue across the years in any organization with
a practical interest in predictor research.

We have high hopes, but few illusions. We know that the criterion
problem has been perhaps the most intractable one in psychometrics since
its inception. But we know also that, for some incomprehensible reason,
few concerted and sustained efforts have been mounted on this most
important research area. We do not expect to "solve" the criterion
problem, but we hope we can make a few contributions, and we believe we
can at least make some progress toward our modest goal--to develop a
satisfactory substitute for technical school grades to use as a validation
criterion for our predictor tests.

This symposium was sponsored by AFOSR, with the invaluable assistance
of Captain Jack Thorpe. The purpose was to bring together several of the
researchers who have been recently concerned with varicus aspects of
criterion research to exchange ideas over a 2-day period, and to provide
discussion and critique of the directions our respective research efforts
are taking. More formal presentations of work and ideas connected with
criterion research by military scientists comprised the central part of
the 2-day period. It was preceded by more informal material in the way
of introductory remarks, and it was followed by summary material provided
by a panel of five eminent researchers from the civilian community who
were invited to serve as expert consultants and to give us their views
concerning our work. The informal materials preceding and following the
formal presentations were taken directly from tape recordings of the
proceedings, and, with minor editorial changes by the speakers (who were
invited to review their remarks prior to publication) appear just as they
were spoken.

We sincerely hope that the publication of these proceedings will be
representative of the most advanced thinking currently available on
criterion research. We confidently believe that this publication contains
thinking which will be helpful to anyone directly concerned with this
challenging and fascinating area.
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PREFACE

] We are pleased to express our appreciation to all the participants in

] the symposium who worked so hard on the papers presented here, and we offer
3 our special thanks to the five invited members of a panel requested to offer
: criticism and guidance to the rest of us. They were, in alphabetical order:

Dr. John P. Campbell
Psychology Dzpartment
University of Minnesota

Minneapolis MN 55455

Dr. Richard J. Campbell
AT&T
Basking Ridge NJ 07920

Dr. Robert M. Guion

Psychology Department :
Bowling Green State University :
Bowling Green OH 43403

Dr. John S. Helmick ‘
Educational Testing Service 1
Princeton NJ 08540

Dr. Ernest J. McCormick
Department of Psychological Sciences .
Purdue University -
W. Lafayette IN 47907
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1330

1415 Navy Efforts in Criterion Development for Job
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OPENING STATEMENT

Dr. Charles E. Hutchinson
Air Force Qffice of Scientific Research

I have a memory for all of the wropng things. I can remember one
time spending 10 weeks in Ban Anteonio, and the reason for being here
was to deactivate the Air Force Personnel and Training Research Center.
Some of you may have memories that long. My role was to cull through
the productive effarts of a lot of people both in-house and by contrac-
tual support in the area of soeial psychology and social sciences,
which was suppasedly my field, and recommend which should go to the
archives, which should go to the burn basket, and which to try to
salvage.

And I can bet you that this is a much happier time to be in San
Antonio to not bury Caesar but to praise him, and it's been one of the
delights of my short career in OSR--I've only been there since 1956,
the same year that 1 deactivated AFPTRC--and I got hooked by OSR and it
became an addiction.

But the reason for OBR being involved is that QSR is a research
arm of the Air Force which reaches out to the research community in
univergities. For your information, I think in the year to come, 1978,
and the years following on, there will be an enhanced Air Force research
program in universities, and AFOSR will be the key instrument for the
Air Force in reaching the universities with this program. I simply tell
you that to alert you. Many of you are in service, some of you may by
that time be out, but don't forget OSR, 1It's a place that will be
available. The new research program is being sponsored by the Department
of Defense. I can tell you what the planning was when I was a part of
the system, and it was that the first year would be 33 million dollars,
11 million in each of the services for expanded university defense
research, the second year would be 50 million with whatever proportion
would go equally to the services, and the third year a 75 million dollar
program, 25 million in each of the services.

Now if this program comes to OSR (and they're still talking about
it--Dr. Allen and Dr. Gomoda are still in place), we're going to need
some help in encouraging people to do meaningful research that has
justification for the Air Force--not for the National Science Foundation,
not for the National Institute of Health--and it's OSR's role to manage
a program of this kind which includes university research and other
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research organizations working for the Air Force to assure that this

is coupled with the needs both current and future of Air Force labora-
tories. The prime laboratory that I have been concerned with and for
which I'm most grateful because they have made it easy to do my coupling
job is the Human Resources Laboratory through its divisions. It is
another evidence of that coupling that I'm here today and that OSR can
have a small part in fostering a program that invented the concept of
having a meeting. The work was done here in the Personnel Division,
and I'm able to take all this credit simply because there was a concept
in OSR to expend some resources in trying to improve the coupling, and
OSR's been at that point.

I'd like to make one introduction. I'm here talking for OSR as if
I belonged. It's correct that I am a retired person and not a program
manager anymore; I'm almost a free citizen. I've got under two weeks,
I think, to finish this year's quota that they've allotted me. But
Capt Jack Thorpe is the official and substantial representative of
AFOSR--you may have known him as a substantial member of the Flying
Training Division program--but he will be with us and he is the program
manager in the area in which this meeting operates. So if you have
ideas and you want to sell somebody, don't tell me, tell him. Jack
will be fomenting this program to the best of his abilities, and we are
convinced in OSR that they're substantial. I really, as I said, have
nothing to say other than welcome and get with it.
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WELCOMING REMARKS

Colonel Dan D. Fulgham
Commander
Air Force Human Resources Laboratory

It's a great pleasure for our laboratory to host this meeting. I
came down here with some intention of making a few opening remarks and
remind you of the importance of this kind of work, but seeing the people
in the audience--I think I probably know 90% of you--and since this
isn't Sunday, there's no sense in me preaching to the choir today. I
would like to welcome you and tell you I believe that, as psychologists,
you're in very good hands. Ty Newton's a physiologist; Dr. McCormick
will tell you that I'm more physiologist than psychologist, so we think
we can probably do you a good turn. But we are very pleased to have
you here.

Charley made some remarks in connection with the demise of personnel
research except for the small unit that we had left at Lackland. When I
came into the organization back in 1971, I started asking questions about
why should the work that apparently was so important to the Air Force
have fallen into enough disfavor of support that we actually wound up
losing a considerable organizational capability. I think Charley, if
I'm correct, you went from about twelve hundred people down to 800 and
finally wound up with about 250 left at Lackland when they disestablished
the organization. And I think that probably one of the major reasons
that led to the lack of support at the higher management levels of the
organization was that the research efforts got too far from the user
requirements. It seemed that when it was time for the user to stand
up and be counted and support the laboratory, he couldn't find enough
usable research that was being directly applied to some of his problems.
I think that probably one of the things that we have to guard against
in this business more than anything else is the production of useful
but not used research.

Now we've taken a new tack in this laboratory in that we try to
ensure that when we start working on a user problem, he is convinced it's
a problem, that we share that conviction, and we try and draw him into
our research with us. And I think that that has paid off enormously
for us in that we're getting a better pickup on our product than ever
before. Now, since I'm principally experienced in the flying end of
the business, we, of course, have been very, very much interested in
research, over time on the performance of the pilots and aircrews. I
was reminded by a colleague from the University of Michigan recently




that we've been working on objective performance measurement for 30
years in flight regimes and we're no closer to having a viable system
than we were when we started. So, something that I think you'll be
hearing about today--hopefully you'll mention it--is the pilot skills
maintenance program that we're trying to generate. We're trying to
draw a lot of this human performance under an umbrella program that
we're going to call Skills Maintenance and Reacquisition Training.

Now a key element of this--step number 2 after the identification of
the skills in which we're principally interested--is the measurement
of performance in those skills. And hopefully, for the first time
(and we have some indication we may be successful this time), we're
going to convince the Air Force to let us scientifically or technically
manipulate these skills and their performance and measure the effects.
From this, hopefully, will come the data base that we need. Then we
need to determine what kinds of training programs, what combinations
of media, and what kind of a training system we need in the aircrew
area. I think there'll be a great deal of spin-off from this into the
other areas of performance measurement as well.
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INTRODUCTION TO KEYNOTE SPEAKER

Colonel Tyree H. Newton
Chief, Personnel Research Division
Air Force Human Resources Laboratory

I mentioned earlier that in order to get something like this off
the ground it takes a lot of people doing a lot of things. The prime
mover for this symposium was Dr. Leland Brokaw. It was his idea. He
discussed it over a year ago and it kind of faded for awhile, and then
he brought it up again, and he kept with it. He's the one who made
the contact with Dr. Hutchinson, he provided the theme and the format
for this symposium, and it's through his persistence that we're here
today. Dr. Brokaw has been with this organization, or the precursor
of this organization, since 1946 as a civilian. Prior to that time
he was with it for 3 years in the military, so he knows the business.
He's held virtually every type of job in personnel research and he's
presently the Technical Director for the Personnel Research Division.
It's with pleasure that I introduce to you Dr. Leland Brokaw, who will
give the keynote remarks for this symposium.
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS

Dr. Leland D. Brokaw
Technical Director
Personnel Research Division
Air Force Human Resources Laboratory

Col Fulgham warned about preaching to the choir and I find myself
in that somewhat unenviable position, but it seemed to me that a few
comments to perhaps set the tone for this meeting would be in order.

I realize a keynote speech is supposed to arouse your passions and your
enthusiasms, and we all go forward to defeat the foe and all those good
things, so this really isn't a keynote; this perhaps is more of a foot-
note. In passing, I'd like to point out that numbers of us have heard
an announcement proffered by my friend, Fred Muckler, who is back there
in the bleachers someplace. The Navy is having a similar kind of
meeting focused on their problems in performance measurement, October
12 through October 14, in San Diego, and I look forward to being there.
It is our hope that some of the things that are perhaps conceived here
will be born there.

e T reper———
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We are met to discuss a basic problem in personnel management. We
are met to discuss an intractable difficulty in personnel research. We
are met to discuss an area in which there has been scientific frustra-
tion and lack of confidence for many, many years. Yet in a pragmatic
world of work we see businesses, industries, and military services
going about their missions in productive ways with apparent happiness
on the part of the people who work for them. So why then are we making
such a big deal of developing ways of objectively measuring performance
on a job? 1Is it because we lack the ingenuity, is it because we do not
perceive the true complexity of work environments, or is it because we
are making the job too complicated for ourselves? Col Fulgham supported
us in October of 1976 when we launched a program in criterion develop-
ment. He knows that we know that the probability of our finding a
glorious solution is relatively small. He knows, as we know, that if
we do find such a solutivn, it will be to the considerable benefit of
most industries, most industrial psychologists, most organizations.

Our goal is to develop a methodology for the collection of job
performance data for use in the validation of Air Force selection and ,
classification devices. It's parochial, it‘s narrow, and it's our )
problem; it's the one we want to talk about here today. t

There are three reasons we want to do this: First, changes in
training technology are slowly destroying technical training performance

6
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as our criterion to be used in the validation of selection and classifi-
cation tests. If we look at pass/fail we find that the PQ splits are 90
to 10 or worse. Air Training Command has recognized our problem. They
are continuing to develop a continuous numeric score for many of the
courses at some cost to themselves.

Secondly, we have recognized ever since I started this business,
longer ago than most of. you have been here, that the technical train-
ing grade as a device for the validation of a selection instrument is
an interim kind of criterion. The objective of selection, like the
objective of training, is to put a competent worker in a job. While
it is true the completion of training is a hurdle that you must get by
to get to the job, there is as yet very little demonstration of
relevance of the selection or the training for the job. We must
generate a system that will permit the judgment of such relevance.

The third reason was forecast in my opening comments. A research
problem exists here, ad hoc developments for the purpose appear in the
literature by the thousands, but there does not appear to be a continu-
ity, a flow, which establishes systems which can be applied objectively
by comparatively untrained people which will generate useful data for
our purposes. Assessment centers for the identification of managers
or the pinpointing of places where managers need training are very
popular these days. We thought -about assessment centers for perhaps
45 seconds and concluded that the ponderous nature of the time that
they take and the amount of money that they cost renders them undesir-
able as useful measures for .the validation of enlisted selection
measures in the Air Force. An eminent psychologist, whose name I can't
remember, has contemplated this problem and he has said, "It's going
to cost you a lot of money to collect performance data to use for a
criterion. But be that as it may, if that's what it costs, go ahead
and spend it." Well, these are nice, brave words for a guy who doesn't

have my budget.

In our own program, our approach has been classical. I'm afraid
we've shown very little ingenuity. We're starting from all the well
known places. But it is our intent by doing this to tie together the
shreds we find in the literature and to build a basis for further
progress. We've always got an eye on the checkbook. It is our intent
to balance costs to get results. If we are completely successful, we'll
have a straightforward, inexpensive, objective way of collecting the
kind of data that we need.

Now you all know that there are performance measuring systems
operational in every organization for every kind of people in these
organizations. But there are differences between those kinds of data
and the kind that we need for the validation of classification devices.
We need devices that are sensitive to individual differences in job
specific skills. If it's possible, we need to measure those skills in

DTSN,
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a way that is uncontaminated by the personality and the motivations of
the incumbent. At the same time we need also to measure that motivation,
the drive, the initiative, so that we can moderate, if you will, the
aptitude data that we collect. The performance evaluations used in
operational programs tend to be more generalized; they tend to be over-
all measures of productivity or performance. They tend to be focused
on promotability rather than on the things which make the current job
really well done or not well done. And, we have another problem.
Insofar as a supervisor cannot hire or fire or promote unilaterally,
insofar as a supervisor is not culpable for high ratings, insofar as a
supervisor depends upon his people for his own production, there will
be a tendency for him to rate high. When ratings get high they lose
their variance, and when they lose their variance they lose their

predictive efficiency. We find this in most military performance
programs.

B

This conference has three major objectives. First, to share our
areas of concern and difficulty, that we may jointly explore for
economic solutions. Secondly, to review ongoing efforts in the
Personnel ResSearch Division for the elicitation of constructive criti-
cism. Thirdly, to foster common attacks upon our common problems, the
best approach to this business. With the experience and the expertise
provided in this group, we'll have a better chance than we've ever had
before to really begin to cope with some of the basic issues of this
matter. Let us move into the presentations of this symposium with an
awareness of the difficulties of the area, with confidence that there ]
are ways to solve them. Let us be critical in our search for effective !
techniques, and let us be alert for the positive things in every
presentation that we'll hear. {
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AIR TRAINING COMMAND INTEREST IN THE CRITERION PROBLEM

Donald E. Meyer
Air Training Command
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas

The main theme of this symposium has to do with performance
criteria as they apply to personnel selection and classification, and
you may be assured that the Air Training Command has vital and continu-
ing interests in these areas. But after the selection and classification
process is completed, the Air Training Command is faced with providing
the most effective and economical training pessible. Consequently, in
recognition of our extended interests, Dr. Brokaw gave me permission to
change the thrust of my presentation to the need for performance
criteria for training purposes. :

As many of you know, the Air Force has been committed to the use
of instructional system development (ISD) since about 1970, first by
policy statements from the Air Force Chief of Staff, and more recently
by Air Force regulation, Additionally, conceptual guidance is given in
Air Force Manual 50-2, and "How To" information for application of ISD
to course development is provided by Air Force Pamphlet 50-58. An ISD'ed
course is based on the exact requirements of the specialty for which
the training is provided. It is a key to the avoidance of unnecessary
and therefore wasteful training. Avoidance of waste has always been
important to skillful and conscientious course developers, but now
becomes a necessity due to budgetary restraints.,

Although the Air Training Command led the Air Force in the use of

ISD in course development, we are still bheset with many problems. Better

training for ISD practitioners is a continuing need. Additionally,

ISD training for management personnel needs to be further emphasized

> to make management more aware of the time, effort, and resources that
must be invested in a really first-class ISD treatment; and, of course

& a realization of the efficiencies that result, i.e., teaching precisely

g what is needed for the job. These are real problems, but solutions

f come readily to mind and there is hope that if not by edict, perhaps
through osmosis they will be solved over time.

The biggest problem and the one for which I can see no near term
solution lies in the early phases of applying the ISD process, the task
analysis. In addition to being the first step in the ISD process, it
is also the most crucial, for without the proper data base, expressed
in usable detail, the effort rests on a bad foundation. The result,
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though perfectly executed, will likely fall short of providing the most
cost-effective training possible, i.e., it may teach either more or less
than the skills required on the job. The likelihood is that the course
will contain more than required, and that is wasteful. Non-ISD believers
scoff at this idea by asserting that no one can ever know too much., I
agree with them in principle, but the notion assumes that having once
been exposed to a skill or subject matter in a school situation, it is
retained for application at some later time. This premise seldom holds
true. Again, what is needed is an accurate and reliable means to
identify the performance requirements of the job. In theory we know how
to do this, but in practice some elements are missing. We do not have
access to task analyses for most of the skills we train. And with an
obligation to conduct some 3,000 different courses, of which about one-
third are revised each year, it is doubtful that we will ever have
conventional task analyses for this purpose. Our budget simply won't
accommodate this expense. Let me explain how we presently do business,
what the constraints are, and what needs to be improved.

One of the prime documents used in course development is the
specialty training standard (STS). This is an Air Force publication
used to standardize and control the subject matter content and level of
training perceived as needed to achieve the skills and knowledge required
for an Air Force specialty. It is prepared by the particular ATC
school responsible for the training and then circulated through the
major Air Force commands for review and coordination, after which it
is published to become a quasi-contract between ATC as the producer
and the MAJCOMs who receive our graduates.

The STS is a widely used document. It has been around for about
25 years or so and has wide acceptance in the Air Force. It provides
a listing of the knowledges and skills that should be possessed for
an Air Force specialty and, as such, it provides a start point in the
development cycle. The STS is used as a basis for resident course
development, OJT, follow-on career development courses, and other
functions such as development of the specialty knowledge tests which are
used for promotion considerations. It is a useful document, but it
does have several limitations that should be given a great deal of
attention.

The first and most obvious is the fact that the STS is developed
by subject matter specialists who rely on their own backgrounds and
experience to determine what it should contain. I can't knock experi-
ence--it's a valuable asset--but frequently people with similar
experience backgrounds have entirely different views on the same topic.
Also, even though the people who develop the STSs bear the same AFSC,
some of them have had different experiences during their careers and
this also leads to disagreements. Who is right? The outcome is
usually arbitrary, but predictably represents the views of the highest
ranking, most articulate, or vociferous member of the team developing
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the STS. Errors made are generally on the conservative side and that's
why the MAJCOMs don't take issue with an STS during coordination. The
training is seen as adequate even though it might be of wider scope
and depth than would actually be required. We have had a lot of help
on this particular problem, based upon AFHRL research in improving the
efficiency of our occupational survey techniques. 1'd like to briefly
summarize some things that are happening that are encouraging to the
belief that the STS can be made more objective than it now is.
Periodically, the Occupational Measurement Center, an ATC organizationm,
conducts occupational surveys. All of the enlisted AFSCs in the Air
Force with authorizations of over 100 personnel in an occupational
specialty are surveyed. This occurs at about 3~ to 4-year intervals.
An exhaustive listing of duties and tasks for a particular specialty
is developed by a group of senior and knowledgeable personnel in each
specialty gathered from MAJCOMs Air Force-wide. The listing is then
put into a survey format and sent to the field where performance data
are gathered. Prior to the AFHRL research in this area, occupational
survey reports resulted in voluminous machine printouts and addressed
only the number of airmen performing the tasks and the percent of time
they spent on them. Though they provided reliable data, these print-
outs proved tedious to analyze and incomplete for use in curriculum
development. Course designers still had to base their decisions on many
undefined subjective factors such as "task criticality," "task
importance," etc.

The recently developed product of HRL research promises to virtually
automate the decision making process. The research has identified and
quantified the major factors of the previously subjective judgments.
These new factors, task delay tolerance, consequences of inadequate
performance, and task difficulty can be statistically combined with
the old factors to yield a training priority index. This index ranks
each task in a specialty in the order of its priority for training.
From these data, a fairly objective picture of what people in the field
are actually doing and the implications for training can be obtained.
The Command has recently developed a procedure that uses the occupa-
tional survey data to construct specialty training standards. At
present, the procedure is being service tested at several of our
technical training centers. If the present service test proves the
technique. saccessful, a big obstacle, that is, the subjectivity of the
STS will have been overcome. This will give us a certain amount of
assurance that the STS is based upon actual field requirements rather
than what someone thinks those requirements are.

Even with this improvement, however, the STS task items are too
broadly stated to be used in the development of behavioral objectives
for efficient training. For example, in one of the electronics career
field STSs, a task statement says "Align the system." This is an
important maintenance function and it is simple and understandably
stated. Upon a closer look, however, we find that there are some 50
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alignments that can be made on a given piece of equipment. You can

readily see the dilemma faced in trying to apply ISD with that kind of |
imprecise data base. The STS task segments are just not specific enough.

The course developer is forced to exercise subjective judgments that can

be very wasteful in terms of over-training or dangerous in terms of
under-training.

What we need is a method that will translate the task statements
of the STS into task analysis-type detail usable for course development.
The process must be reliable, fast, and economical. I have seen a
classification of nine different approaches to task analysis. This
classification ranges all the way from on-site observation to a single
subject matter expert making a detailed break—out of task data. Each of
these approaches has its advantages and disadvantages. The most
reliable approach, i.e., on-site observation by a skilled analyst, is
prohibitively expensive; the least expens®ve approach, the subject
matter expert, is too prone to personal bias to be creditable. The
solution we seek must exist someplace between these extremes at a
point where we could sacrifice an acceptable percent of reliability for
a great enough reduction in cost to make the process affordable.

We need the help of the research community in the development and
validation of a technique or techniques to solve this problem. The
training establishments of the services would be the most immediate
beneficiary, but there are other applications as well: the production
of job performance aids, the production of maintenance instructions for
technical orders and perhaps, since the task analysis data we need for
training is closely related to the performance data needed for the
development of improved selection assignment techniques, it might be
possible for a contribution in this area., I would urge that you keep
this is mind as you shape your research programs. The refinement of
present task analysis techniques or a breakthrough in finding a new
approach that would result in economical and reliable task data in
sufficient detail to be used in course development is sorely needed
and will require at least as great a research effort as was expended
in the improvement of the STS.
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THE CRITERION PROBLEM: A PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE

Major Wayne S. Sellman and Lt Col Willibord T. Silva
Air Force Military Personnel Center
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas

Within the Air Force, we are confronted with the same personnel _
problems as any other organization, whether large or small, public or
private--that of shaping and adapting available human resources into
useful and effective manpower. In that regard, the very multiplicity
of skills required by the Air Force poses problems in personnel plan-
ning, training; and manpower utilization which are all but unprecedented.
Personnel requirements change rapidly and on a large scale, and are
dependefit to a large extent upon technological advances and the inter-
national political situation.

Obviously, Air Force personnel management is a highly complex
affair. As you know, to cope with these complexities requires creative
and innovative personnel research--research which addresses all aspects
of the petrsonnel life-cycle: selection, classification, training,
performance appraisal, promotion, and organizational development. Such
topics are of great interest to us--an interest engendered from two
basic sources. First, we are users of your product. Our effectiveness
as personnel managers hinges on the successful application of techniques
and procedures developed from past personnel research.

Second, we are sponsors of your research. In that role, we serve
as the liaison agency between you and the rest of the Air Fotrce
encouraging, explaining, and extolling the virtues of research and its
applications.

Thus, we have a very symbiotic relationship with personnel research
scientists. We depend on you for timely and efficient solutions to
management problems as well as for input into the formulation of personnel
policy. You, in turn, depend on us as sort of public relations experts
who ensure your various efforts are understood and appreciated fiot only
across the Air Force rank and file but at the highest echelons of Air
Force management as well. So, we were especially pleased to accept
the invitation to speak at this symposium and share some of our ideas
and perceptions with you.

Now, to the subject at hand. We were asked to comment on the Air
Staff interest in the criterion problem. That interest can be expressed
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in one word--considerable; in fact, to cverstate its importance to
personnel management would be literally impossible. How we do business
in personnel is to a large extent determined by the criteria used in
personnel research. Without adequate criteria, personnel functions
derived from and dependent upon that research would be less effective
and efficient. In other words, the magnitude of the contribution of
personnel research to Air Force personnel management is determined,

for the most part, by the adequacy of the criterion measures evolved.

Having now established our interest in the criterion problem,
perhaps it would be appropriate for us to identify just what we mean
by a criterion. Blum and Naylor (1968) define criterion as a "measure
of the goodness of a worker." Don't we wish this were so in the Air
Force? In industrial personnel research, the criterion that is usually
used concerns the degree to which a worker can be considered successful
on the job. For example, the criterion might be sales figures, numbers
of acceptable units produced, or any other measurement of work accom-
plishment, or lack thereof. Unfortunately, in the Air Force we have
no overall measure of job success or productivity although one has been
sought for the last 35 years.

Other definitions of the criterion may also be found in the litera-
ture. Guion (1965) defines it simply as ''that which is to be predicted,"
while McCormick and Tiffin (1974) have described it in terms of "a
dependent variable." It would seem that the Air Force rather pragmat-
ically subscribes to these latter two definitions. In practice, our
primary criterion is success in training; its rationale is that if a
person is adequately trained, he will have sufficient knowledge to be
able to successfully perform his job.

Although much work on the criterion problem has been accomplished,
especially in measuring success in training, perhaps the time has come
to shift emphasis and explore other types of criteria--criteria such as
attitudes, motivation, satisfaction, leadership, accidents, absenteeism,
and rates of promotion. Take the latter two, for example. All other
things being equal (and they almost never are) the employee who attends
work regularly is more valuable to the organization than the one who
frequently misses work. If patterns of absence could be reliably
measured, they might serve to open a new dimension in military selection
research.

Moreover, even though the Air Force uses a weighted factor promotion
system for enlisted personnel, length of time before promotion occurs,
or number of times considered before promotion selection might be
measures of promotability that could be used. Admittedly, because of
constraints unique to the Air Force, such criteria may not be as easily
measured and possibly not as directly relevant as if they were industrial
criteria. Nevertheless, perhaps more attention should be directed
toward their possible use. And, of course, there is still our old
friend, job productivity. Even though past efforts haven't exactly
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yielded a breakthrough, pursuits in this direction must be continued.

Recently, selection research in the military services has been
criticized by the Defense Science Board as well as other committees and
working groups chartered by the Office of the Director, Defense Research
and Engineering, for apparent lack of progress. These groups point out
that validities are no higher today, on the average, than they were a
decade ago. It is commonly accepted, although not necessarily by testing
researchers, that the reason for this situation lies in the types of tests
that are used as predictors (i.e., we have reached the state-of-the-art).
However, another equally likely explanation may be in the way in which
the criterion problem has been handled. Psychologists have traditionally
sought "the criterion." To do that we have attempted to combine several
subcriteria into one overall measure of job performance. But, as we
have become more sophisticated, we have moved toward a position that
job success is multidimensional in nature. If this is so, then it
would follow logically that criteria must also be multidimensional.

Could it be that one way to enhance our selection and classification
strategies would be through the use of multiple criteria? Too often,
we do not use all the job information available in the selection of
criteria. True, time and cost considerations come into play, but more
effort should be expended in selecting criteria appropriate for each
individual military occupation, not just using success in training as
the catchall criterion for all of them.

In this regard, we believe that one of the best statements of this
point was made by Wallace and Weitz in the 1955 Annual Review of
Psychology: '"The criterion problem continues to lead all others in lip
service and to trail most in terms of work reported. It seems probable
that almost all investigators now recognize the importance of develop-
ing acceptable criteria and submitting them to the greatest scrutiny
and correction. Unfortunately, a reviewer must also conclude that the
pressure of getting things done is still wooing many into the convenient
device of accepting the criteria at hand and hoping it will turn out
all right." Unfortunately, this situation is even today, some 20 years
later, still the rule rather than the exception.

Now one final word about the selection of criteria. Brogden and
Taylor (1950) have identified ten m