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FOREWORD

This document describes the research performed during the first year of a
project on a path toward achieving the goals of the Army's current,
large-scale manpower and personnel research effort for improving the
selection, classification, and utilization of Army enlisted personnel. The
thrust for the project came from the practical, professional, and legal
need to validate the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB--the
current US military selection/classification test battery) and other
selection variables as predictors of training and performance. The portion
of the effort described herein is devoted to the development and validation
of Army Selection and Classification Measures, and referred to as "Project
A." This work is funded primarily by Army Project Number 2Q263731A792.
Another part of the effort is the development of a prototype Computerized
Personnel Allocation System, referred to as “Project B." Together, these
Army Research Institute research efforts, with their in-house and contract
components, comprise a landmark program to develop a state-of-the-art

empirically validated personnel selection, classification, and allocation

EDM% M. JOHW

Technical Director, ARI and
Chief Psychologist, U. S. Army

system.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Newell K. Eaton (ARI)
Marvin H. Goer (HumRRO)

5
ﬁ% The purpose of this research note is to document, in the context of the
i first annual report, a variety of technical aspects of "he plans and
Zg accomplishments of Project A: Improving the Selection, Cla 'fication, and
%é’ Utilization of Army Eniisted Personnel. Project A, tor 1er with the
related Enlisted Personnel Allocation System research eff¢ +  ’roject B),
?ﬂ are designed to preovide a significant increase in Army readiness. These
gs unique, long term, large scale research programs will tie together selec-
o tion, classification and job aliocation of Army enlisted personnel so that
gg personnel decisions are made to optimize soldier performance and utiliza-
VEJ tion of soldier skills and abilities. The research will provide informa-
) tion and procedures required to meet the manpower challenge of the coming
25 decade by assuring that the most qualified people are enlisted, allocated,
%ﬁ and retained. The objectives of the research are to develop an integrated
personnel management system based on: 1) current and new personnel and
23 performance measures, 2) accurate empirical prediction of future perform-
23 ance, 3) selection/classification, and MOS allocation at enlistment and
qr reenlistment to optimize individual and system performance, and 4) what-if
?i gaming to illustrate the performance impact of possible personnel manage-

53 ment decisions.

‘Eé The thrust of the program came from the practical, professional, and legal
’E; need to demonstrate the validity of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
;: Battery (ASVAB--the current military selection/classification test battery)
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and ctner selection variables used as predictors of training and job
performance. Research planners at the U.S. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) realized the sizable resource commit-
ment required to show ASVAB validity. The resource commitment would be
mostly for the development and application of training and job performance
measures. It became apparert that with moderate additional effort the
predictor space could be greatly enhanced with new tests, and an integrated
personnel management system could be developed to more optimally use the

predictor and performance information.

The following text provides a short history of Project A, a description of
its organization and structure, a more detailec discussion of its goals and
objectives, and a report of the activities and accomplishments of the

Project through its first year of full scali> operation, fiscal year 1983.

Project Background

In response to Army, Congressional, and professional requirements, ARI
began in 1980 to develop a major personnel selection, classification, and
allocation research program. The basic requirement was to demonstrate the
validity of the ASVAB as a predictor of both training and on-the-job
performance. In reviewing the design needed to meet that requirement, the
concept of a larger project began to emerge. With only a moderate amount
of additional resources, new predictors in the perceptual, psychomotor,
interest, temperament, and biodata domains could be evaluated as well. And
a longitudinal research data base could be developed, linking soldiers'

performance on a variety of variables from enlistment, through training,
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first tour assignments, reenlistment decisions, and for some, to their
second tour. Finally, those data could be the basis for a new way to allo-
cate personnel, making near-real-time decisions on the best match between
characteristics of an individual enlistee or reenlistee and the require-

ments of available Army military occupational speciaities.

To address the selection and classification portion of the effort, solici-
tation MDA 903-81-12-R-0158 "Project A: Development and Validation of Army
Selection and Classification Measures" was issued Oct. 21, 198l1. This
milestone document can be viewed as the "official" starting point of this
landmark research program which has now completed its first year. The
program was intended to bring together the best Army in-house and contract
research scientists in a combined effort to meet the Army's requirements
for improving their enlisted personnel selection and classification proces-
ses and programs. In the solicitation, Army research psychologists mapped
out a comprehensive 7-year effort to provide the tools and information
necessary for implementation of a state-of-the-art selection and classifi-

cation system for all enlisted personnel in the U.S. Army.

Changes at ARI

While the contract SOW and RFP process was ongoing, substantial changes
were being made within ARI to increase emphasis in the manpower and person-
nel area. The new manpower and personnel laboratory was created, and Or.
Joyce L. Shields was chosen as director. To accommodate the substantial
in-house portion of Project A, the selection and clessification technical
area was established, with Dr. Newell K. Eaton as chief. A major

recruitment effort brought together a staff of experienced research
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scientists to execute the 1i1a-house research and to monitor the contract

effort.

Formation of the Consortium

in anticipation of the solicitation (RFP), the presidents of the Human
Resources Research Organization (HumRRO), American Institutes for Research
(AIR), and Personnel Decisions Research Institute (PDRI) formed a
consortium to develop a research proposal to meet the requirements of the
forthcoming “Development and Validation of Army Selection and
Classification Measures" Request for Proposal (RFP). It was agreed that
HumRRO, as prime contractor, would assume responsibilities for overall
contract management, technical direction and planning, and for scientific

quality assurance.

Proposal and Award

In response to the RFP, the consortium's proposal was submitted in January
1982. [n May 1982 the principal scientists and managers of the consortium
met with the ARI proposal evaluation team to review the proposal and to
resoond to technical questions and issues. The consortium was also asked
to submit an addendum containing written responses to a number of
additional questions raised by ARI. The addendum was submitted in June
1982. In accordance with standard procurement procedures, the consortium
was asked in September 1982 to submit a "Best and Final" amendment to the
proposal, in which further clarification was provided for the cost
estimates and for the proposed project management structure. This "Best

and Final" offer was successful, negotiations were conducted, and a

- 4 e T 4
.......

- -,
.....




N N ",.',1:.-.',1, )
Sl s

‘li‘
D% |
e“s a’a

e

contract was awarded to the HumRRO-AIR-PDRI consortium on September 30,
1982, The contract covered a 7-year research program at an estimated

overall total cost of $16,390,000.

Project Outline

The overall purpose of Project A: Improving the Selection, Classification,
and Utilization of Army Enlisted Personnel is to enhance the Army's ability
to accomplish its peacetime and mobilization missions through improved
matching of individuals to military occupational specialties (MOS).
Specifically, Project A is to:
(1) validate existing selection measures against both
existing and project-developed criteria, the latter to
include both Army-wide performance measures based on
newly developed rating scales and direct measures of

MOS-specific task performance;

(2) develop and validate new and/or improved selection and
classification measures;

(3) validate proximal criteria, such as performance in
training, as predictors of later criteria, such as job
performance ratings, so that more informed reassignment
and promotion decisions can be made throughout the
individual's tour;

(4) determine the relative utility to the Army of different
performance levels across MOS; and

(5) estimate the relative effectiveness of alternative
selection and classification procedures in terms of

their validity and utility for making operational
selection and classification decisions.

The project must not be viewed and is not being conducted as a set of
separate tasks that make "inputs" to one another and that are to be
"integrated" somehow. Such a view misses the essential unity of the

effort; Project A is one project and is organized into five major tasks.
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Task 1. Validation

Task 1 has two major components. The first component is to maintain the
data base and provide the analytic procedures to determine the degree to
which performance in Army jobs is predictable from some combination of new
or existing measures. The second component is to conduct the appropriate
analyses to determine whether the existing set of predictors, new predic-
tors, or some combination of new and existing predictors has utility over
and above the present system. These two components must be accomplished
using state-of-the-art technology in personnel selection research and data

analytic methods.

Task 2. Developing Predictors of Job Performance

To date, a large proportion of the efforts of the armed services in this
area have been concentrated on improving the ASVAB, which is now a well-
researched and valid measure of general cognitive abilities. However, many
critical Army tasks appear to require psychomotor and perceptual skills for
their successful performance. Further, neither biodata nor motivational
variables are now comprehensively evaluated. It is perhaps in these four
noncognitive domains that the greatest potential for adding valid independ-
ent dimensions to current classification instruments is to be found. The
objectives of Task 2 are to develop a broad array of new and improved
selection measures and to administer them to three major validation
samples. A critical aspect of this task is the demonstration of the

incremental validity added by new predictors.

.....................
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Task 3. Measurement of School/Training Success

The objective of Task 3 is to derive school and training performance
indexes that can be used: (1) as criteria against which to validate the
initial predictors, and (2) as predictors of later job performance.
Comprehensive job knowledge tests will be developed for the sample of MOS

investigated and their content and construct validity will be determined.

Task 4. Assessment of Army-wide Performance

In contrast to performance measures which may be developed for a specific
Army MOS, Task 4 will develop measures that can be used across all MOS
(i.e., Army-wide). The intent is to develop measures of first- and
second-tour job performance against which all Army enlisted personnel may
be measured. A major objective for Task 4 is to develop a model of soldier
effectiveness that specifies the major dimensions of an individuai's con-
tribution to the Army as an organization. Another important objective of
Task 4 is to develop measures of utility. It is critical to define, in
dollar terms, the benefits likely to accrue from what will probably be more

costly selection/classification procedures.

Task 5. Develop MOS-Specific Performance Measures

The focus of Task 5 is the development of reliable and valid measures of
specific job task performance for a selected set of MOS. This task may be
thought of as consisting of three major components: job analysis,

construction of job performance measures, and construct validation of the

new measures. While only a subset of MOS will be analyzed during this
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' project, the Army may in the future wish to develop job performance mea- !

s sures for a larger number of MUS., For this reason, the methods are |
‘ g intended to apply to all Army MOS.
ShaN
PN
Qs
\:_\
N The Consortium/ARI Team
)
-;:Z: The initial project organization is shown in Figure 1. The principal
Q-"
:;::-j consortium task scientists are shown, with their respective organizations,
in the lower row. The principal ARI scientists are shown in the upper
.f.zj row. In the project consortium and ARI scientists undertake both indepen-
:7::':‘? dent and joint research activities. ARI scientists also have the admini-
>
- strative role of contract oversight.
A During the course of this first year, the consortium's organization struc-
ture has remained stable. However, a number of significant personnel
&‘1"'
\" changes did occur. In June 1982, Dr. Ming-mei Wang was added to the AIR
I".:'
::.; Task 1 staff and assumed the leadership of the Analysis Group. In July
' 1983, Dr. Joe Oimstead, after having completed his supervision of the work
75
¥ entailed in achieving the project's "Research Plan" and "Master Plan,"
L.
:.'{I asked to be relieved of his responsibilities in order to pursue other
)!."
il interests. Dr. Robert Sadacca assumed responsibilities as Task 4 Leader,
::‘Z-: on an acting basis, while replacement options were being evaluated.
— Technical and management oversight is the responsibility of Dr. Newell K.
.
:T-\:jl Eaton, the contracting officer's technical representative (COR). On the
_.-\f,-'. project he is the ARI principal scientist, and has responsibility for
A
> technical review and guidance for the consortium scientists and managers,
o
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2;‘ as well as for the ARI research teams. Consortium management is the
i; responsibility of Dr. Marvin H. Goer. He provides management functions to
i;: include planning, coordinating, and integrating. Dr. Goer is assisted in
«J his role as Managing Project Director (MPD) by Or. John P. Campbell, Or.
E¥ Robert Sadacca, and Mr. James Harris. Dr. Campbell is the principal
o scientist responsible for ocverall scientific quality and for its
{f state-of-the-art procedures. Dr. Sadacca is the assistant for technical
ﬁ? planning and research design. In this role, he conceptualizes technical
A issues and integrates technical plans across tasks. Mr. Harris is the
;;; research coordinator on-site at ARI headquarters. As research coordinator,
?ﬁ he conducts day-to-day liaison with the COR regarding Project A, Project B
3 interactions, and related research.
34
. A cooperative approach for accomplishing the best possible applied per-
! sonnel research to meet the Army's initial needs in a collegial and joint
i? consortium/ARI effort has characterized this first year's effort. The
' level and degree of cooperation and team effort that have been achieved
:i already have been exemplary and have contributed materially to the
‘Ef successsful planning and start-up phases of the project.

2 The Advisory Group Structure

AR

- Because a program and project of this scale and importance would have to

maintain close and active coordination with the other military departments,

as well as with the Department of Defense, the project planners needed

~
'
§
o
t

assurance that Project A was consistent with and complementary to the other

on-going research programs being conducted in the research units of other

10
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’ armed services. The project also needed a mechanism for assuring that the
_ research program met the highest standards for scientific quality and
-_ state-of-the-art technology 1in personnel selection and classification
f‘:; research. Finally, because it takes some time in a longitudinal research
"":: program to arrive at definitive answers to some questions, a method was
! needed to receive feedback from senior officers on priorities and objec-
\_1 tives, as well as to identify current problems where an appropriate
research focus would bring operationally useful early results. An effec-
"-f tive mechanism was essential because the research program involved a large
.;}E number of troops. Their commanders would require justification for use of
:::3 those assets.

o

,:: With the active assistance of Dr. Joyce L. Shields, Dr. John P. Campbell,
": and MG H. N. Schwarzkopf, advisory group participants were identified, com-
A mitments to participate were obtained, and the groups were established.
.,;3 Figure 2 shows the structure and membership of the Governance Advisory
:’ Group (GAG).

-.;': The Scientific Advisory Group (SAG) comprises nationally recognized author-
T

- ities in psychometrics, experimental design, sampling theory, utility
;:] analysis, applied research in selection and classification, and in the con-
\.;“ duct of psychological research in the Army environment.

7

The InterService Advisory Group (ISAG) comprises the Laboratory Directors
. for applied psychological research in the Army, Air Force, and the Navy,
. and the Director of Accession Policy from the DoD Office of Assistant
Z", Secretary of Jefense for Manpower and Research Affairs.

%) 11
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The U.S. Army Advisory Group includes representatives from the Office of
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER), Office of Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations (DCSOPS), Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC),
Forces Command, (FORSCOM), and U.S. Army Europe (USAREUR). These senior
officers have a significant interest in the project planning and
priorities. They also represent the elements which provide the necessary

and substantial troop support.

The Research Plan and Integrated Master Plan

The RFP stipulated that during the initial months of the contract a
detailed Research Plan and an Integrated Master Plan for the project would
be produced. The Research Plan would detail the specific substantive steps
to be followed over the life of the contract. The Integrated Master Plan
would provide detailed budget allocation, schedules, and product

definitions.

Between the time the RFP was developed and the date of project start, a
number of events had occurred that required incorporation into the Research
Plan. For example, concurrent with the initial work on Project A, ARI had
been asked by DoD to analyze and to provide recommendations for possible
revisions in the construction of ASVAB 8/9/10, Aptitude Area Composite
indexes. Project managers saw that this requirement could be met with the

data already partially assembled on the FY8l cohort and that those data

assets could be used to meet this priority request.
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Having considered all such issues, the project staff turned to an
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accelerated schedule for the production of a revised Research Plan. A
major constraint placed on the research planning was the mandatory

requirement to meet both the intended and specific objectives of the

CMIRDACWE ST

research program mapped out in the original solicitation.

» During the period January through April of 1983, an intensive period of

replanning, documenting, review, modification, and redrafting of these

critical documents occupied the consortium and ARI staffs. Drafts of the

documents were provided to the SAG and ISAG. Their comments, provided

7 o wS gt P

orally during meetings and subsequently written in response to draft docu-

ments, were addressed and their suggestions were incorporated in the

Research Plan. The culminating review was conducted in April by the U.S.

A AN B,

Army Advisory Group, with representatives from the Scientific and Inter-
Service Advisory Groups. In that meeting the entire research program,

research design, sampling strategy, main cohort and focal MOS recommenda-

L Wt 8. N

tion, and troop support implications were reviewed. Changes were incorpo-
§ rated to reduce and to distribute the troop support burden more equitably

among the three participating commands (FORSCOM, TRADOC, USAREUR). The

- L

review provided valuable guidance and assistance in the practical issues of

)

£ accomplishing the research activities in their organizations. Most impor-
f tantly, the research program was endorsed by all three components of the

GAG.

In May 1983, ARI issued Research Report 1332 "Improving the Selection,

,--“‘..b

Classification, and Utilization of Army Enlisted Personnel - Project A:

Research Plan." In June 1983, the "Project A: Integrated M._ster Plan"

13
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(HumRRO FR-PRD-83-8) was issued. The revised basic plan for the research

program comprises these two mutually supportive documents.

During this entire period of planning, reviewing, and obtaining the
endorsement of the Governance Advisory Groups, research activities by

Project A consortium and ARI scientists were underway.

In this first year a number of significant research activities were
initiated and significant progress was made. The following sections of
this report summarize some of the most important efforts thrcugh the period
ending 30 September, 1983. Associated research reports are included at the

end of each section.

General Outcomes

The Project A Research Plan cited above speaks to the specific operational

and scientific outcomes that will be produced. The outcomes that will flow

from the project are characterized by the following themes:

(1) Project A will generate a broader and more complete
sample of the predictor space than has ever been used
before in a selection investigation. The taxonomy of
predictors that is established will stand as a
reference point for many years to come.

(2) Project A will provide the most thorough attempt ever
made to develop standardized tests of actual task
performance in skilled jobs. The procedure used will
stand as a model.

(3) Project A will be by far the most thorough test to date
of whether success in training predicts success on the
job.

14
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(4) Project A will provide a state-of-the-art model to
illustrate how construct validity can be used to study
applied problems in selection and performance
assessment.

(5) Project A will be the first 1large selection and
classification research effort to incorporate utility
in the development of operational decision rules.

(6) Given the broad range of predictors, criteria, and
jobs, Project A will be the most comprehensive test
ever conducted on questions of different predictability

across jobs, criterion measures, and predictor
constructs.

Our overall conclusion at this time is that the objectives of Project A can
be accompiished. We believe that the Project will make significant contri-
butions to improve Army operational capability and to provide the most
satisfactory careers for individual soldiers. Further, we expect that
substantial scientific developments will result from this effort. While it

will be time consuming and expensive, in our judgment, the benefits of this

Project will be well worth the cost.

15
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II. SAMPLE SELECTION
John P. Campbell (HumRRO)

Project A's large, complex requirements address simultaneously a wide range
of interrelated research questions pertaining to an entire organizational
personnel system. The overall objective in generating the samples has been
to maximize the validity and reliability of the information to be gathered,
while at the same time minimizing the time and costs involved. In part,
costs are a function of the numbers of people in the sample. But costs are
also influenced by the relative difficulty involved in locating and
assembling the people in a particular sample, by the degree to which the
unit's operations are disrupted by the data collection, by the staff costs
involved in collecting the data in a particular manner, and by other such
considerations. However, cost considerations cannot be used to compromise
the validity and statistical reliability of the data to the point where the
necessary research and development questions cannot be answered with
confidence. We have tried to balance these considerations in as feasible

and appropriate a way as the sampling plan was developed and implemented.

The sampling plan itself incorporated two principal considerations. First,
a sample of MOS was selected from the universe of possible MOS; then the
required sample sizes of enlisted personnel (EP) within each MOS were
specified. The MOS are the primary sampling units. This 1is because
Project A is developing a system for a population of jobs (MUS), but only a
sample of MOS can be studied. Large and representative samples of enlisted
personnel within each MOS are important because stable statistical results

must be obtained for each MOS. There is a trade-off in the allocation of

17
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project resources between the number of MOS researched and the number of
subjects tracked within each MOS: the more MOS are investigated, the fewer

subjects per MOS can be tested, and vice versa. Cost versus statistical

VPPV N )

reliability considerations dictated that 19 MOS could be studied. To
samples from all 19, we will administer the new predictors (from Task 2)
and collect the school and Army-wide performance data (of Tasks 3 and 4).
To nine of these MOS, we will also administer the MOS-specific performance
measures developed in Task 5. The nine MOS were chosen to provide maximum
coverage of the total array of knowledge, ability, and skill requirements

of Army jobs, given certain statistical constraints.

.
it ton ol Miih et

MOS Selection

T~ The selection of the sample of 19 MOS proceeded through a series of
stages. An initial sample of MOS was drawn by using the following

considerations:

(1) High density MOS that would provide sufficient sample sizes for
- statistically reliable estimates of new predictor validity and
differential validity across racial and cender groups.

(2) Representative coverage of the aptitude areas measured by the ASVAB
area composites.

" (3) High priority MOS (as rated by the Army in the event of a national
2 emergency).

(4) Reprﬁsentation of the Army's designated Career Management Fields
{CMF
\ L]

(5) Representation of the jobs most crucial to the Army's mission.




The procedure entailed selecting a variety of CMF within strata of MOS

density, given the following initial considerations:

(1) A data tabie was generated listing for each Army MOS the
number of troops acquired in FY81 and the number of
those who were femaie, Black, or Hispam‘c.1 The CMF to
which an MOS belonged was also listed.

(2) A first pass was made through this table searching for
MOS which had at least 1,000 troops overall and a
minimum of 300 women, 300 Blacks, and 100 Hispanics.
This pass produced 11 MOS in eight CMF. The first eight
MOS were identified by selecting the largest from each
CMF.,

>
e S R

PRI,

(3) Next, the subgroup criteria were further relaxed by
eliminating the requirement for Hispanic
representation. This produced four additional MOS, but
all were in CMF already present in the initial set of
eight. On those grounds, all four were eliminated from
further consideration.

03

(4) Again the «criteria were changed, this time by
eliminating the requirement for female representation
but restoring the minimum requirement for 100
Hispanics. Against these constraints, eight new MOS
surfaced representing four new CMF. Four MOS were added
to the initial set of eight by retaining the largest in
each new CMF.

(5) A final charge in criteria was made in which the total
accessions constraint was reduced from 1,000 to 500 and
ail requirements for minority representation were
dropped. An additional 29 MOS in 14 CMF emerged. Seven
of these 14 CMF were represented in the set of 12 MOS
already selected. Of the remaining seven, one--CMF 98,
Intelligence--was dropped because it was classified.
That left eight MOS in six CMF., The largest MOS in each
of the six remaining CMF was chosen, increasing our
sample to 18.

';j A further indirect indication of the mix of Jjob skills represented in the
jsg sample is in the range of ASVAB composites and component subtests pertinent
gr. to each MOS. A1l subtests and all but one (EL) of the nine composites were

N lFY81 accessions data were available. It was assumed that those data
iQ would represent reasonably well the relative distribution over MOS of

" accessions in FY83 and later.
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represented in the 18 MOS initially selected. Consequently, a 19th MOS

(27€E) was chosen to represent the EL aptitude composite.

The composition of the sample was also examined from the standpoint of
mission criticality by comparing it with a list of 42 MOS identified by the
Army as high priority for mobilization training.2 The 42 MOS represent
17 CMF, 13 of which are contained within our set of 19. Of the four not in
our sample, two are classified (CMF 96 and 98) and two are small (CMF 23
and 84). The six CMF in our sample not in the mobilization training
priority list generally represent jobs for which there are civilian

counterparts, a type of job purposely excluded from the mobilization list.

This initial set of 19 MOS represent 19 of the Army's 30 CMF. Of the 11
CMF not represented 2 are classified (CMF 96 and 98), 2 (CMF 33 and 74)
have fewer than 500 FY81 accessions, and 7 (CMF 23, 28, 29, 79, 81, 84, and
74) have fewer than 300 FY81 accessions. The initial set includes only 5
percent of Army jobs but 44 percent of the soldiers recruited in FY8l.
Similarly, of the 15 percent women in the 1981 cohort, 44 percent are
represented in the sample; of the 27 percent Blacks, 44 percent are
represented in the sample; and, of the 5 percent Hispanic, 43 percent are
represented. Although female and minority representation are high
absolutely, relatively it remains about the same as in the population. The

sample is 15 percent female, 27 percent Black, and 5 percent Hispanic.

Nine of the 19 MOS were tentatively earmarked for the job-specific

performance measurement phase of the project. These were selected as a

20DCSOPS (DAMO-0ODM), DF, 2 Jul 82, Subject: IRR Training Priorities.
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Z;ﬁ subset with the same general criteria used in identifying the parent list
:i? of 19. Since the larger list is composted of five combat and 14 noncombat
&ﬁ; MOS, it seemed reasonable that these categories were proportionally
'Sﬁ represented in the subset of nine. To keep travel and field performance
:5 measurement costs within bounds, only the largest MOS were selected. So
ﬂ:: the three large combat M0S--11B (Infantryman), 13B (Cannon {rewman), and
?2; 19e/K (Tank Crewman)--were selected first. Of the 14 noncombat MOS, 8 are
= large and have race and gender subgroups substantially represented. Since
§$? five different ASVAB composites are represented among the eight, one MOS
;z was selected for each. Both 64C (Motor Transport Operator) and 94B (Food
:? Service Specialist) share the OF aptitude composite and are roughly the
iﬂ: same size, but the former was chosen because it is considered a priority
,‘ﬁ MOS for mobilization. The two clerical (CL) MOS differ neither in size nor
:{: in their mobilization priority status, so 71L (Administration Specialist)
;ﬁ: was chosen over 76Y (Unit Supply Specialist) chiefly because it has more
Eﬁ women., Both MOS with the ST composite were selected, since both have
‘\? priority mobilization status. Thus, the nine MOS designated for hands-on
'zif performance measurement development are:

’:_‘ (1) 118 - Infantryman

2 #(2) 138 - Cannon Crewman

;Sj (3) 19E/K - Tank Crewman

;zz (4) 05C - Radio TT Operator

2 (5) 63B - Vehicle and Generator Mechanic

}5? *(6) 64C - Motor Transport Operator

I *(7) 71L - Administration Specialist

;?i (8) 91B - Medical Care Specialist

o *(9) 958 - Military Police.

- 21
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An initial batch of four (see asterisks preceding) was selected and desig-
nated as Batch A; the other five, as Batch B. Work has begun on Group A

first. Batch B will be taken up in turn.

On the basis of guidance from the Scientific Advisory Group, further
refinements of the MOS sample were undertaken. These included a cluster
analysis of expert ratings of MOS similarity and a review of the initial

sample by the Governance Advisory Grou