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ABSTRACT 

Knowing the magnitude of performance differences among 
individuals is critical in making personnel decisions in the Marine 
Corps. Recent research at the Center for Naval Analyses has 
focused on quantifying the magnitude of these performance dif- 

ferences. The purpose of this analysis was to cross-validate 
those results using hands-on measures of job performance and 
other published research findings. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

Knowing the magnitude of performance differences among individuals 
in terms of incremental value to the Marine Corps is critical in making per- 
sonnel decisions. Given the current performance appraisal system of the 
Marine Corps, it was known that different personnel subgroups generally 
receive different performance ratings. However, the translation of these 
performance differences into incremental value to the Marine Corps had 

not been addressed. 

Recent research by analysts at the Center for Naval Analyses [l] has 
focused on developing a methodology to quantify the magnitude of these 
performance differences. All Marines in ranks private through corporal 
(E1-E4) regularly receive performance evaluations from their supervising 
officers. These evaluations are quantified in terms of proficiency marks. Re- 
sponding to a specially designed survey, Marine Corps officers were asked 
to translate their personal interpretations of the proficiency marks into 
estimates of increased value to the Marine Corps. The translation was 

then applied to existing proficiency marks for a large sample of first-term 
Marines. The purpose of this study was to cross-validate the magnitude of 
performance differences associated with proficiency marks as found by the 

survey. 

FINDINGS 

The analysis was based upon two data sources: a CNA study of job 
performance measurement and relevant research on industrial productivity. 
Table I summarizes the findings of the magnitude of individual performance 
differences from these two data sources as compared with the survey results. 
The magnitude of individual differences were expressed in two forms: the 
ratio of the standard deviation (SD) to the mean and the percent difference 
in performance between a group of top-level performers (95th percentile) 
and a group of bottom-level performers (5th percentile). 

in 



TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE 
DIFFERENCES 

Difference 

Performance Ratio of between 95th and 
indicator SD to mean 5th percentile 

Relative-value 29% 161% 
proficiency marks 

Hands-on job 23% 127% 
performance tests 

Industrial 20% 106% 

productivity 

IV 



The survey results of relative-value proficiency marks are somewhat 
higher than the differences found for industrial productivity, but they are 
comparable to the Marine Corps job performance tests. Such findings are 

positive, in that the proficiency marks and hands-on performance tests were 
specifically designed to assess performance in the Marine Corps. Therefore, 
it is encouraging that the magnitude of the proficiency-mark differences 
resembles the magnitude of job performance test-score differences. The rel- 
atively large magnitude of the survey results may possibly be attributed 
to method variance. That is, the hands-on test scores and quantity of in- 
dustrial output are essentially objective measures of performance. On the 
other hand, surveys are more subjective and ask persons to quantify con- 
cepts that they generally do not perceive to be quantifiable. Accordingly, 
the survey responses differ from the objective measures and, in this case, 

the difference is in the direction of overestimation. 

Because of the design of the survey, caution must be exercised in in- 
terpreting the relative value associated with proficiency marks less than 
4.0. The comparison of marks less than 4.0 is ambiguous because the ex- 
act reference point for comparison is unknown. However, given that few 
individuals receive marks less than 4.0, this caveat does not apply to a sig- 
nificant proportion of the proficiency-mark distribution. 

CONCLUSION 

The magnitude of performance differences found in the survey are com- 
parable to the results noted for hands-on tests of job performance and simi- 
lar to the findings of research on industrial productivity. This confirmation 
of the survey results is encouraging for the application of relative-value 
proficiency marks to manning issues within the Marine Corps. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Judgments of individual differences in performance are an inherent req- 
uisite in adequately manning the Marine Corps. Personnel managers are 

continuously confronted with the necessity to make relative judgments 
of performance differences among various personnel classifications (e.g., 
AFQT category) and groups (e.g., race, sex, educational level) in order to 
establish enlistment quotas. Generally, the managers operate under the as- 
sumption that "more is better," but they are constrained by the real-world 
conditions of insufficient resources, underqualified personnel, and policy re- 
quirements. Therefore, the central issue becomes one of operating within 
the worldly constraints to recruit the mix of personnel that will result in 
maximum performance for the Marine Corps. 

The specification of the optimal personnel mix is directly related to the 

degree of various subpopulation performance differences. Although there 
is widespread evidence of performance differences across certain personnel 
subgroups, little research has directly addressed the issue of its magnitude. 
Recent work by May [l] has focused on quantifying the magnitude of these 
performance differences among various personnel categories. Based upon 
the operational performance appraisal system currently used by the Marine 
Corps, the study centered on determining the degree of relative value be- 
tween adjacent marks on the performance rating scale. 

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN PROFICIENCY MARKS 

The Marine Corps performance appraisal system requires supervisors to 
rate the performance of enlisted personnel. Each Marine in pay grades El 
through E4 receives two scores: a proficiency mark (indicates how well the 
Marine performed his or her primary job responsibilities) and a conduct 
mark (reflects the Marine's observance of laws and regulations, as well as 
positive contributions to the Marine Corps). Only the proficiency marks 
are considered in this study, as they are more closely associated with the 



issue of job performance and individual differences. Proficiency marks are 
based on a 0-to-5 scale, with the true satisfactory range of performance 

being between 4 and 5. 

May [l] surveyed a sample of Marine Corps officers and asked them to 
translate their personal performance rating systems into estimates of incre- 
mental value to the Marine Corps. In other words, how much more valuable 
to the Marine Corps is an individual who received a mark of 4.6 versus an 
individual who received a mark of 4.5? Table 1 summarizes the results of 

this survey given to 218 Marine Corps officers and shows the distribution of 
average proficiency marks for the FY1981 - FY1982 time period of Marines 
who enlisted in FY1981. A copy of the survey is provided in the appendix. 

The survey asked for value comparisons between one-tenth-point inter- 
vals for marks between 4.0 and 5.0, and one-point intervals between 0.0 
and 3.9 (e.g., 3.0 to 3.9 compared to 4.0). The average increase in value to 
the Marine Corps between adjacent rating grades ranged from 32.9 to 9.3 
percent. Standard deviations (SDs) of these comparisons were of the same 
magnitude as their means, except for the comparisons below a proficiency 
mark of 4.0. Thus, there was much less agreement among the officers in try- 
ing to translate their personal evaluation systems into percent differences 
for those comparisons involving marks less than 4.0. This may have been a 
function of the survey design, as the requested comparisons below 4.0 are 
more ambiguous and are based on a one-point interval. That is, what value 
comparison is to be made between a mark of 4.0 and the range of 3.0 to 
3.9 - 3.5 versus 4.0, 3.0 versus 4.0, 3.9 versus 4.0, or some "average" rating 
versus 4.0? 

The percent differences in value for the comparisons of adjacent profi- 
ciency grades (e.g., the 4.6 to 4.7 comparison ) from table 1 were converted 
into relative-value estimates for each proficiency grade (e.g., 4.6 and 4.7). 
This was accomplished by choosing an arbitrary reference point (in this 
case, 0.5) and assigning it a value of 1. Successively larger proficiency 
marks were incremented in proportion to the percent differences reported 
by the Marine Corps officers for each of the proficiency-mark comparisons. 



TABLE 1 

TRANSLATING PROFICIENCY MARKS INTO 
RELATIVE-VALUE ESTIMATES 

Proficiency 
mark 

Relative-value FY1981 recruits 

Percent difference       proficiency       Percent    Cumulative 
marks of total        percent Mean SD 

5.0 

4.9 

4.8 

4.7 

4.6 

4.5 

4.4 

4.3 

4.2 

4.1 

4.0 

3.5 

2.5 

1.5 

0.5 

18.7 

16.6 

16.5 

16.7 

15.2 

16.9 

12.9 

10.6 

9.7 

9.3 

32.9 

24.8 

17.3 

23.1 

23.7 

18.8 

17.2 

24.8 

16.2 

19.6 

12.9 

9.8 

9.4 

10.6 

32.6 

46.9 

106.1 

9.09 0.0 100.0 

7.66 0.9 100.0 

6.57 4.6 99.1 

5.64 11.4 94.5 

4.83 18.5 83.1 

4.19 21.1 64.7 

3.59 15.9 43.6 

3.18 9.9 27.6 

2.87 5.4 17.8 

2.62 3.3 12.3 

2.40 2.3 9.1 

1.80 5.9 6.7 

1.44 0.7 0.8 

1.23 0.1 0.1 

1.00 0.0 0.0 

Note: The percent and cumulative percent values are based on proficiency 
marks assigned to 28.092 Marines. The proficiency marks less than 4.0 
represent midpoints of a one-point interval (i.e., 3.5 represents 3.0 to 3.9). 



Relative-value estimates for each proficiency mark allow for the determina- 
tion of incremental value of one proficiency mark compared to another. 

The relative-value estimates were calculated for Marines who received 
proficiency marks during FY1981 to FY1982. The mean relative-value es- 

timate was found to be 4.1 with a standard deviation of 1.2. However, 
caution must be exercised in the interpretation of these numbers because 
linear interpolations to a one-tenth-point interval were used for the com- 
parisons that were measured on a one-point interval. Again, this points to 
the difficulty in interpreting the survey results for proficiency marks less 
than 4.1. Expressing the standard deviation of the relative-value estimates 
as a percentage of the mean shows that a one-standard-deviation change 
(i.e., 1.2 points on the relative-value estimate scale) will on average result 

in a 29-percent change in relative value. 

Upon examining the full distribution of proficiency marks, a value of 
3.8 was found to correspond to the 5th percentile, and a mark of 4.7 repre- 
sented the 95th percentile. The relative-value estimates of these percentiles 
were 2.16 (determined by linear interpolation for the relative-value estimate 
between 3.5 and 4.0) and 5.64, respectively. The percent difference in the 
performance levels of these two groups was found by taking the ratio of the 
percentiles, dividing by the base 5th percentile, and multiplying by 100, 
that is, 5 6^~g16 x 100. Accordingly, the percent difference between the high 
and low performer was found to be 161 percent. This implies that the high 
performers are 161 percent more valuable to the Marine Corps than their 

low-performing counterparts.1 

'Other studies of individual performance differences often use the ratio of the 95th to 5th 
percentiles as the metric of difference, in contrast to percent difference. Both metrics 
yield the same result. However, it is important that the two metrics are not used 
interchangeably. While the percent difference between the groups is 161 percent (the 
high group is 161 percent more valuable than the lower group), the ratio of the 95th 
to 5th percentiles for the relative-value proficiency marks is 2.61 (the high group is 
2.61 times more valuable than the lower group). A ratio of 2.61 and 161 percent have 
the same meaning. To prevent confusion, the percent difference metric will be used 
throughout this paper for comparing the high and low performance groups. 



The results presented in table 1 and the two measures reflecting the 
magnitude of individual differences for the relative-value estimates are the 
cornerstone for any analyses incorporating the magnitude of differential 

performance by various personnel subgroups. Given the potential appli- 
cations of this performance-difference methodology to a variety of Marine 
Corps manning issues, it is necessary that studies be conducted to substan- 
tiate the findings of these survey data. While such a charge appears to 
be straightforward, it is certainly ambitious, as evidenced by the dearth of 
work in this area. 

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to use existing data sources 
in an effort to confirm the magnitude of performance differences obtained 
from the survey. Data from a 1981 feasibility study of job performance 
measurement conducted by the Marine Corps were used in estimating the 
magnitude performance differences, and these findings were compared to 
the survey data. Further analysis of these data, while not collected for this 
specific purpose, should be informative with respect to the question of the 
magnitude of performance differences. In addition, a pertinent article by 
Schmidt and Hunter [2] on individual differences in industrial productivity 
is reviewed and compared to the survey findings. 

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN JOB PERFORMANCE 

In 1981. the Marine Corps conducted a study to determine the feasi- 
bility of measuring job performance using hands-on tests. Although there 
were problems noted with the project [3], the overall results were positive. 
A secondary goal of the project was to investigate the potential use of sub- 
stitute measures of job performance that were correlated with the hands-on 
measures but would be more economical to administer. Proficiency marks 
were one such substitute measure that was studied. 

Hands-on tests of job performance were developed for three military 
occupational specialties (MOSs): 



• 

• 

• 

Ground Radio Repair: high technical requirements, 37 weeks of for- 

mal school training. 

Automotive Mechanic: moderate technical requirements, 13 weeks of 

formal school training. 

Infantry Rifleman:   low technical requirements,  5 weeks of formal 

school training. 

Only first-term enlistments were included in the study, but these per- 
sonnel reasonably represented the full range of experience for a first-term 
Marine. The test administrators for each specialty were senior Marine 
Corps enlisted personnel with relevant job experience in their respective 
fields. The testing for all three specialties was conducted over a 3-month 
period. 

The statistical summary of the scores resulting from the hands-on tests 
for these three specialties is presented in table 2. The score scales for the 
three tests differ significantly because each test was composed of differing 
numbers of tasks. The Automotive Mechanic scale is an efficiency score, 
which reflects units of performance per unit of time. 

The score distributions for each test appear to be reasonable; that is, 
the distributions cover about one and a half standard deviations above and 
below the mean. However, the distribution for the Ground Radio Repair 
test is slightly negatively skewed, while the converse is true for the tests of 

the other two specialties. 

In terms of individual differences with respect to the job performance 
measures, the ratios of the hands-on test standard deviation to the mean 
ranged from 20.5 percent to 26.9 percent. The largest percentage was noted 
for the Infantry Rifleman specialty. Results of the same ordering were found 
for the comparison of the 95th percentile to the 5th percentile. These per- 
centages ranged from a low of 95 percent to upwards of 150 percent. To 
confirm these findings and to determine the effect the observed score scale 

6 



TABLE 2 

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN JOB PERFORMANCE 
FOR THREE MARINE CORPS SPECIALTIES 

Performance Ground Radio Automotive Infantry 
scores Repair Mechanic Rifleman 

N 135 173 259 

SD 1.81 .102 37.1 

Mean 7.99 .497 138.0 

Ratio 22.7% 20.5% 26.9% 

Range 
Minimum 3.14 .308 42.0 

Maximum 10.00 .870 226.0 

Observed 
95th percentile 9.92 .685 200.0 

5th percentile 4.39 .352 80.0 
Percent difference 126% 95% 150% 

Normalized 
95th percentile 10.97 .665 199.1 
5th percentile 5.01 .329 76.9 
Percent difference 

1 

119% 102% 159% 

Note: The ratio expresses the percent change of a standard deviation unit 
in the hands-on score mean. The percent difference is calculated for both 
the actual observed 95th percentile to observed 5th percentile and the nor- 
malized 95th percentile to normalized 5th percentile. 



distribution had on the percentages, the percentile comparison was com- 
puted for the normalized score scale also. These would be the expected 

results if the hands-on test scores had been normally distributed. The re- 
sults are in the expected direction; that is, for the slightly positively skewed 
distributions. Automotive VIechanic and Infantry Rifleman, the percentages 

increased compared to the observed score scale while the opposite was true 
for the negatively skewed Ground Radio Repair distribution. By normal- 
izing the distributions, the process has a compensating effect to overcome 
the direction of the skewness, but the results were essentially the same as 

those of the original scales. 

In summary, a one-standard-deviation change in the hands-on test scores 
is about 23 percent of the mean, averaging across all three MOSs. With 
respect to the comparison of high versus low performers for the normalized 
score scale, the percent difference is in the range of about 127 percent. By 
examining three MOSs, three independent replications were found, which 
is a strong confirmation for the noted magnitude of the performance dif- 
ferences and implies stability of the magnitude of individual performance 

differences across specialties. 

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN PRODUCTIVITY 

To the extent that individuals differ in terms of their productivity or 
output and that these differences can be quantified, significant gains can 
be obtained in organizational productivity through improved selection sys- 

tems, or significant savings can be realized in reduced personnel required to 
complete a fixed level of work. Schmidt and Hunter [2] specifically address 
this problem of quantifying individual differences for these two purposes 
through a process called validity generalization. Essentially the technique 
is a meta-analysis of past research findings, based on the premise that each 
finding is simply an observation from an entire distribution of possible find- 
ings. Therefore, analysis of a collection of studies provides a much more 
powerful estimate of the underlying population parameters than any single 

study. 



Schmidt and Hunter examined a 50-year span of research for studies 
that provided the information to calculate the productivity percentages of 
individual differences. Their efforts revealed 18 sources that had investi- 
gated some 40 jobs. They separated the jobs into three clusters according 
to their compensation system: incentive or piecerate work, nonincentive 
or straight pay, and "uncertain" pay, so-called because the compensation 
process was not fully described in the study. It was hypothesized that the 
uncertain jobs were more like the straight-pay system than the piecerate 
work. Given that Marine Corps personnel are not compensated on a piece- 
rate basis, only the nonincentive and uncertain job results are presented 

here. 

Table 3 presents a summary of the results for 28 jobs examined for the 

nonincentive and uncertain compensation systems. The results are very 
similar for the two compensation systems, and the table also notes the 
combined results. The jobs that were specifically classified as nonincentive 
tended to be more homogeneous (i.e., the standard deviations for their 14 
ratios were smaller) than those of the uncertain classification. Likewise, 
the magnitude of the percentages for the nonincentive jobs was slightly 
less than the percentages for the uncertain group. Given that the percent- 
ages for the incentive condition (which are not presented here) were even 
smaller than the nonincentive system, it appears that the uncertain jobs 
are more similar to the nonincentive jobs than to the incentive jobs. Thus, 
it would be justifiable to combine the nonincentive and uncertain groups. 
The overall results show that the standard deviation of productivity is ap- 
proximately 20 percent of the mean. Comparing the top 5 percent of the 
workers versus the bottom 5 percent indicates that there is approximately 
a 106-percent difference in their output. 

Despite the power gained by analyzing a variety of studies, two factors 
should be noted that may restrict the magnitude of the noted productivity 
differences. First, the findings could be conservative because the studies 
examined by Schmidt and Hunter included only experienced job incum- 
bents - "A number of studies presented findings separately for experienced 
employees and all employees; in such cases, only the results for the expe- 

9 



TABLE 3 

INDIVIDUAL PRODUCTIVITY DIFFERENCES 

Average ratio 
Compensation Number of SD Average 

system of jobs to mean difference 

Nonincentive 14 18.5% 93% 

Uncertain 14 21.5% 120% 

Combination 28 20.0% 106% 

Note: The combination compensation system represents the average of the 
28 jobs for both the nonincentive and uncertain systems. The average per- 
cent difference is based on the comparison of the 95th to the 5th percentile. 
This table is a summary of the results presented by Schmidt and Hunter 
121. 

10 



rienced employees were used. Other studies specified that only data from 
experienced employees were analyzed" [2, page 408]. If the studies had in- 
corporated less experienced personnel or applicants, the standard deviation 
could disproportionately increase relative to the decrease in the mean pro- 
ductivity output, and thus the ratio of standard deviation to mean would 
be higher. Certainly, the percent difference between the 95th and 5th per- 
centiles would have increased given this more diverse range of individual 
productivity. Second, these results may be an understatement of the true 
productivity differences between individuals because only quantity of out- 

put was considered with no concern for the quality of that output. If 
quantity and quality are correlated to any degree, that is, high producers 
of output are also high-quality producers, then the results of table 3 clearly 
underestimate the degree of individual performance differences. Likewise, 

depending upon the severity of the errors committed by less productive 
personnel, the percentages could significantly differ with the high produc- 
ers being even more productive than their less productive counterparts. 

DISCUSSION 

Table 4 summarizes the findings of the three studies of individual perfor- 
mance differences: May's investigation of relative-value proficiency marks, 
the job performance study of hands-on tests for three Marine Corps MOSs, 
and Schmidt and Hunter's meta-analysis of industrial productivity. 

For both measures of performance differences, the survey results of 
relative-value proficiency marks are somewhat higher than the differences 
found for industrial productivity, but they are comparable to the Marine 
Corps job performance tests. Such findings are positive, in that the profi- 
ciency marks and hands-on performance tests were specifically designed to 
assess performance in the Marine Corps. Therefore, it is encouraging that 
the magnitude of the proficiency-mark differences resembles the magnitude 
of job performance test-score differences. The relatively large magnitude of 
the survey results may possibly be attributed to method variance. That is, 

the hands-on test scores and quantity of industrial output are essentially 
objective measures of performance.   On the other hand, surveys are more 

11 



TABLE 4 

SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE 
DIFFERENCES 

Difference 
Performance Ratio of between 95th and 

indicator SD to mean 5th percentiles 

Relative-value 29% 161% 
proficiency marks 

Hands-on job 23% 127% 
performance tests 

Industrial 20% 106% 

productivity 
. 

12 



subjective and ask persons to quantify concepts that they generally do not 
perceive to be quantifiable. Accordingly, the survey responses differ from 
the other more objective measures, and in this case, the difference is in the 

direction of overestimation. 

Recall that the percentages reported for industrial productivity were 
thought to be conservative for two reasons. First, the industrial results 
were based on only experienced job incumbents. This effect is confirmed 
with the job performance tests in that the Infantry Riflemen were found to 
have the largest performance differences. This specialty certainly has the 
largest diversity of experience and ability compared to Ground Radio Re- 
pair and Automotive Mechanic, which have higher entrance standards and 
technical training requirements. Second, the industrial performance differ- 
ences were based merely on quantity of output, with no regard to product 
quality or severity of production errors. The hands-on tests, while not 
complete representations of the vast array of job requirements, were more 
extensive than the industrial output measure and included evaluations of 
the quality of performance according to standard operating procedures. 
Thus, the magnitude of the industrial productivity percentages may be an 
underestimation of the performance differences, and therefore, be more in 
line with the performance tests or relative-value proficiency marks. 

A caveat must be reiterated concerning the application of the relative- 
value proficiency marks. That is. the relative value of a proficiency mark 
less than 4.0 is difficult to interpret given the design of the survey. The 
survey was ambiguous concerning the comparisons of marks less than 4.0 
because comparison intervals of a full point were used as opposed to in- 
tervals of a tenth of a point. While it is understandable why this strategy 
was taken, it is unfortunate that the tenth-of-a-point intervals did not ex- 
tend farther down the proficiency scale to include all proficiency marks that 
have true meaning (down to 3.5 would have included about 98 percent of 
all proficiency marks). Whether the officers were actually comparing the 
midpoints of the interval to the next higher midpoint or value is not known 
because no such instructions were given. Therefore, linear interpolation be- 
tween the interval midpoints is questionable.  Is 3.5 equally different from 
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3.6 as 3.9 is from 4.0? This would not be expected given the trend of in- 
creasing differences in table 1 for marks greater than 4.0. In addition, the 

selection of a specific reference point for the relative-value scale has some 
impact on the interpolation of relative-value marks to the one-tenth-point 
interval. That is. different relative-value proficiency marks are calculated 

for the one-tenth-point intervals if the interpolation is made between 3.0 
and 4.0 (a reference point of 0.0) versus between 3.5 and 4.0 (a reference 
point of 0.5). For 3.0 compared to 4.0, the 32.9-percent increase in value 
(see table 1) is distributed over ten intervals as opposed to only five inter- 
vals for the comparison of 3.5 to 4.0. By using 3.5 as the comparison point, 
as was the case in May's work, the difference between the 95th and 5th 
percentiles is 14 percent higher than it would be if 3.0 were the comparison 
point. However, it is believed that the 3.5 value is the more realistic com- 
parison point and the one most used by the Marine Corps officers in making 
their decisions. If any other comparison point were used that was less than 
3.5, the percent differences would more closely approach the findings noted 
for the performance tests and industrial productivity. 

CONCLUSION 

The magnitude of performance differences found in the survey are com- 
parable to the results noted for hands-on tests of job performance and simi- 
lar to the findings of research on industrial productivity. This confirmation 
of the survey results is encouraging for the application of relative-value 
proficiency marks to manning issues within the Marine Corps. 
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APPENDIX 

ASSESSMENT OF THE "VALUE" OF MANPOWER 
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HQMC is conductlna r«»«»rch to d«v«lop A mathodology for 
••t*blt»hing M»rino Corpa m«npow*r quality roquiromont■.  Quality it 
rtpr«s«nt«d by such o«tsgoriss as sducation ersdsntials (HSC, NHSC 
CED, .to.) »nd m«ntal group (MC I thru V).  At ths prss.nt ti.s. nons 
of ths Ssrviess uss s DoD-rscognissd or socsptsd snslyttc procsdurs 
for dstsraming thsss r squ i r sasnt s .  Ths currsnt Mirins Corps study 
•ffort is bsing psrformsd by ths Msrins Corps Opsrations Analysis 
Croup (MCOAC) of ths Csntsr for Naval Analysss (CNA).  It involvss uss 
of ths prmoiplss of sconomie analysis, including i dsn t i f i ca t i on and 
asasursmsnt of ths costs and bsnsfits associatsd with a^ocsssing 
training, and rstaining diffsring quality Marinss.  In ordsr to mort 
approprxatsly asssss ths RELATIVE VALUE to ths Marins Corps of 
diffsrsnt quality Marinss. MCOAC rsquirss assistancs in ths form of 
ths profsssional iudgasnt of Marins Isadsrs. 

Although proficisncy and fitnsss rsport marks provids a HANK 
OHDER of psrformancs, thsy do not provids an indication of HOW MUCH 
bsttsr ths psrformancs actually is.  That is, a commanding officsr 
knows that a "4.8 Marins" is mors valuabls to ths Marins Corp. than a 
4.2 Marins.  but "how much mors?" is not known.  Sines no univsrsally 
accsptabls substituts for psrformancs <i.s.. rifls rangs or PFT scors> 
•«ists against which to msasurs and quantify ths "gsnsral valus to ths 
Marins Corps" of diffsrsnt quality Marinss. it is hopsd that ths 
profsssional judgmsnt of Marins Corps Isadsrs can bs ussd to quantify 
ths MAGNITUDE of this diffsrsne. by con.idsring ths currsnt  qU*ntify 

p.rformane. svaluation systsms.  Thsss sstxmat.s will b. combinsd with 

ACCHEclir*  h7*
r
f
ln* J"d*r« complsting ths form to producs an ovsrall 

MTtwaili it i!™ translating psrformancs svaluation marks into 
ESTIMATES OF RELATIVE VALUE to ths Marins Corps. 

int.r^r" k*I c«"snt political climats and ths obvious Congr sss i cnal 
intsrsst in ths DoD and Marins Corps budgsts (activ. duty manpowsr 
rsprsssnts 58* of ths total USMC budg.t). dsvslopmsnt of an 
analytically sound msthodology for proj.cting Marins Corp. manpowsr 
quality r.quirsmsnts is of top priority.  WhiIs many factor, will go 
into ths final choics of a proficisncy or a fitnsss rsport mark givsn 
to an individual Marins. ths intsrsst in this a.....m.nt i. hcwluch 
.or. valu. to ths Marins Corps doss this mark r.prs.snt compar.d to 

diJfT!^0M:h' fll*dinfl ,C*1* iUSt b*l0W tk-  Although csrtainly 

*A^:i\o^\ivrA:i*1 'ffort r-qu"t-d in •upport ot ^ —h 
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Fill in th« two t«bl*a bslowwith th« p«rc«nt (*) th*t bast 
rcflsati your tttia«t« of th* dit(»r«net bttw.tn adj«o«nt «oor«, 
Proficioncy m*rk. arc ihown in th. ft»nd»rd 3-point seal*   Pitaaas 
r.port m*rk« ara Bhown for th* "g«n«r»l valua to th« .•rvtc«" 
c*t«gory.  In b«tw.«n aaeh p*ir of m«rks (going up th« sc*l*), writ, 
your ••timAt. of th» parent taeraaaa in VALUE TO THE MARINE CORPS 
b«tw««n M*rin«« raeaivlnfl th.t. m»rk«.  E.tia»t.. .hould r«pr«a.nt 
your opinion of th« incremental Inetaasa (%) over the next lower mirk. 
»nd should be mide independent of grade and MOS (i.e., consider that 
grade and MOS are identical tn making your aasassment of Marines being 
marked on the scoring system). 

If, for example, in your experience, Marines to whom you 
historically have given proficiency marks of 4.5 are "worth 'X'lfc more 
to th* Marine Corps" than those to whom you have given a mark of 4 4, 
then you should antac *X' in th* blank b*tw**n 4.4 and 4.5.  Or, if a 
Marin* accomplish** twic* as much as anothar, then the former is worth 
100* more to th* Marin* Corps.  Pl*as* eompl*t* all 23 blanks, and 
indioat* th* parent for *ach incr*m*ntal increase that bast reflects 
YOUR PERSONAL SCORING SYSTEM (note that th* sum of your r*spons*s in 
•ach column DOES NOT have to total 100%): 

Scale 

5. 0 

4. 9 

4. 8 

4. 7 

4. 6 

4. 3 

4.4 

4. 3 

4. Z 

4. 1 

4 .0 

3 . 0 

PROFICIENCY MARKS 

Percent Increase in 
"Value to tha USMC" 

3 .9 

20 - Z .9 

1.0 - 1.9 

0.0 - 0.9 

FITNESS REPORT MARKS 

Percent Increase in 
Scale     "Value to th* USMC" 

OS 

EZ - OS 

EZ 

AA - EZ 

AA 

AV - AA 

AV 

BA - AV 

BA 

UN 

A-2 Your MOS 




