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FOREWORD

The U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) performs
behavioral research to develop methods of selecting and training personnel for Army jobs. The
increased variety and complexity of Special Forces missions throughout the world have created a
need for systematic, comprehensive procedures for assessing Special Forces candidates. In
response to this need, the U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School
(USAJFKSWCS) initiated the Special Forces Assessment and Selection (SFAS) program in June
1988. ARI has a commitment to support Special Forces through research on required skills and
aptitudes.

The purpose of the current project was to develop an agenda--a Roadmap--for Special
Forces selection and classification research. While SFAS has proven to be a useful tool for the
selection of physically and mentally capable personnel, it does not measure a number of other
skills that emerged in recent analyses of Special Forces jobs. This project expanded the job
analysis work by identifying measures that could be used to assess important skills and concluded
with recommendations for future research in eight areas.

ZITAM. SIMUTIS EDGAR M. JOHNSON

Deputy Director Director
(Science and Technology)
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DEVELOPMENT OF A ROADMAP FOR SPECIAL FORCES SELECTION AND
CLASSIFICATION RESEARCH

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research Requirement:

The purpose of the current project was to develop an agenda—a Roadmap—for Special
Forces (SF) selection and classification research. It had three specific objectives:

(1) Identify tests, exercises, and other measures (i.e., predictors and criteria) likely to
be useful to the U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School
(USAJFKSWCS),

(2)  Identify current and future SF selection directions based on SF missions and
trends, and

(3)  Organize information into projects that will lead to enhancement of SF selection
and classification.

A recent analysis of SF jobs (Russell, Crafts, Tagliareni, McCloy, & Barkley, 1994) laid
the foundation for this project. The job analysis identified 47 attributes relevant to successful
performance in SF jobs and 26 critical incident-based job performance categories that describe SF
Jobs. The current project expanded the job analysis work by identifying measures that could be
used to assess important attributes and concluded with recommendations for future research.

Procedure:

The first step was to identify potentially useful predictor and criterion measures through
an expert judgment procedure. We began by interviewing U.S. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) researchers and gathering documents describing tests,
measures, exercises, and scales that could be made available to USAJFKSWCS. Using the
interview and document information, we prepared descriptions of available and in-development
measures and conducted an expert judgment exercise involving about 20 psychologists from ARI,
the Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO), and the American Institutes of
Research (AIR). Experts rated the extent to which each exercise, test, or scale measured
attributes or, in the case of criterion measures, job performance categories. The expert judgment
exercises yielded reliable estimates of the extent to which tests, scales, and exercises measure SF
attributes and SF performance categories. Intraclass correlation coefficients adjusted to the
number of raters in the exercise ranged from .83 to .96 with a median of .90. Thus, expert
judgment data that formed the basis for decisions about instruments were of high quality.
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The second step was to gather information about trends in SF missions and future
directions from key decision makers in SF USAJFKSWCS. We conducted one-on-one interviews
with officers from the 1st Special Warfare Training Group (SWTG), Special Operations
Proponency Office (SOPO), Directorate of Training Doctrine (DOTD), the 3rd Special Forces
Group Airborne (SFG[A]), and the 7th SFG[A]. We learned that key decision makers in SF and
USAJFKSWCS expect that their largest primary mission, foreign internal defense (FID), will
continue to be the major focus of SF and that other types of missions involving cross-cultural
interactions such as humanitarian aid and coalition warfare will grow. Missions without a cross-
cultural emphasis such as direct action a re expected to diminish. Attributes relevant to building
relationships with indigenous people are therefore expected to be highly important to success on
future missions.

The third step was to organize information from the interviews and the expert judgments
into a Roadmap for selection and classification research. Four principles guided Roadmap
development:

(1)  The measures selected for the Roadmap should be of high quality based on expert
judgment.

(2)  The measures selected for the Roadmap should be feasible with minimal
development cost.

3) As a whole, the measure selected should be comprehensive; that is, they should
measure as many of the attributes needed for successful performance in SF as
possible.

(4)  Attributes related to the job performance category B. Building effective
relationships with indigenous people are high in priority because this performance
category is an emphasis for future SF missions.

Using those principles as decision rules, we examined the expert judgments and identified
sets of test measures and scales likely to be useful for SF. We identified sets of predictors that
could be codeveloped and covalidated. We developed projects based on the validation needs for
each specific type of predictor set. Collectively, those projects formed the Roadmap.

Findings:
The Roadmap is composed of eight projects designed to enhance SF selection and
classification. Five of the eight projects are predictor validation steps, and the remaining three

projects involve the development of tools and information to facilitate decision making at
USAJFKSWCS. The eight projects are:

Project 1 Concurrent criterion-Related Validation of Readily Available Predictor
measures Against on the Job Performance.
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Project 2 Development and Implementation of Content Valid Job Sample Test (Role
Plays)

Project 3 Validation of Measures of Conventional Army Task Proficiency,
Experience and Preference Against Training Performance

Project 4 Validation of Training Performance Against on the Job Performance

Project 5 Predictive Validation of All Predictors Against on the Job Performance
Project 6 Development of a Selection and Training Deciston Simulator

Project 7 Review of New Measures of Leader Problem Solving Performance
Project 8 Training Performance Study

Projects 1 and 2, Concurrent Criterion-Related Validation of Readily Available Predictor
Measures Against on the Job Performance and Development and Implementation of Content
Valid Job Sample Test, are designed to supplement SF selection and classification with measures
of leadership, temperament, and communication and analytic skills. Both projects would provide
highly useful measures that address many of the SF attributes identified in the job analysis. Based
on SF and USAJFKSWCS needs and priorities, Projects 1 and 2 should be conducted
concurrently and as soon as possible. Project 1 will take about 8-12 months, and Project 2 will be
shorter, perhaps 6-10 months (to the completion of the draft report). Those two projects together
would provide strong measures in areas that are currently not well addressed in the selection
system.

After the completion of Projects 1 and 2, it would be reasonable to conduct projects 3 and
4. Project 3, Validation of Measures of Conventional Army Task Proficiency, Experience and
Preference Against Training Performance, addresses the fit between individuals and SF jobs and
could be conducted with a year’s time. Project 4, Validation of Training Performance Against
on the Job Performance, is of interest to USAJFKSWCS. It would evaluate the usefulness of
training data for predicting job performance. Clearly, Projects 3 and 4 build on each other
because Project 3 necessitates training criteria, and in Project 4 those criteria become predictors
of on-the-job performance. It would be most efficient to begin Project 3 and then start Project 4
several months into Project 3. -

Similarly, Projects 3 and 4 build up to Project 5, Predictive Validation of All Predictors
Against on the Job Performance—a longitudinal project that involves careful database
development and maintenance. But before starting predictive validation it would be wise to
conduct Project 7, Review of New Measures of Leader Problem Solving Performance. The
results of the expert judgment exercise showed that leader problem solving measures which are in
development in ARI projects could be highly useful to SF, particularly for measuring officer
attributes. It will be important to consider their potential usefulness again in 2 or 3 years—before
beginning the predictive validation project.
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Projects 6 and 8 could be conducted at any point in time. The Development of a Selection
and Training Decision Simulator (Project 6) would result in a piece of software that would allow
SWTG decision makers to analyze the potential impact of change in the sequence of selection and
training activities. The eighth project, Training Performance Study, involves developing a
procedure for measuring training gains of individuals trained by SF soldiers. Such a procedure
would result in (1) feedback to teams on their training accomplishments and (2) information SF
could use to illustrate its training accomplishments to its clients.

Utilization of Findings:

The Roadmap can be used to guide future research and the assignment of research
priorities.
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DEVELOPMENT OF A ROADMAP FOR SPECIAL FORCES
SELECTION AND CLASSIFICATION RESEARCH
- CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Purpose

The Roadmap is a series of research projects that were gleaned from job analysis
results, interviews with Special Forces (SF) and U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special
Warfare Center and School (USAJFKSWCS) decision-makers, field observations of SF
selection and training, and judgments of experts in selection and classification. The
starting point for the development of the Roadmap was a thorough job analysis (Russell,
Crafts, Tagliareni, McCloy, & Barkley, 1994) which identified job performance
dimensions and attributes that are important for successful performance. In turn, the
goal of the Roadmap project was to extend the job analysis results by:

e  identifying measures for important SF attributes and performance dimensions,

e  ensuring that the selection system would meet predicted future needs as well as
current requirements, and ’

e  suggesting projects for the development and validation of measures.

This chapter provides an overview of SF in general, describes current SF selection
and classification procedures, outlines the history of SF selection and classification
research, and reviews the job analysis. It concludes with a discussion of the research
rationale for the current Roadmap development project.

Overview of Special Forces

The basic unit within SF is the A detachment (or Operational Detachment -
SFOD A). Ideally, an SF team is designed to have 12 members:

Officers

° 1 Detachment Commander (18A), usually a Captain

® 1 Assistant Detachment Commander (180A), a warrant officer, second in
command

Advanced MOS
L 1 Operations Sergeant (182)
° 1 Assistant Operations and Intelligence Sergeant (18F)

Entry-Level (E-S to E-7) Enlisted MOS

® 2 Weapons Sergeants (18B)

2 Engineer Sergeants (18C)

2 Medical Sergeants (18D)

2 Communications Sergeants (18E)




Operationally, the full contingent of 12 is not always realized. Shortages of
officers, warrant officers, and medical sergeants result in smaller teams. It is common to
find teams with a warrant officer and no Captain; in those instances the warrant officer is
the team commander. Also, some teams only have one medic. Occasionally, teams are
short on other MOS.

Each team is part of a larger structure defined by five active duty Special Forces
Groups [Airborne] -- SFG[A]--each of which is responsible for a particular geographic
area:

1st SFG[A] headquarters at Ft. Lewis, Southeast Asia orientation

3rd SFG[A] headquarters at Ft. Bragg, Africa orientation

Sth SFG[A] headquarters at Ft. Campbell, Southwest Asia orientation
7th SFG[A] headquarters at Ft. Bragg, Latin America orientation
10th SFG[A] headquarters at Ft. Devens (in process of moving to Ft.
Carson), Europe orientation

Geographic orientation influences language requirements for team members, types
of missions, and training needs. For example, the 10th SFG[A] operates in cold weather
environments; ski and cold weather survival training are important for 10th SFG[A]
teams, and team members are likely to be trained in European languages such as Polish
or Russian. On the other hand, the 1st SFG[A] works in the Southeast Asia
environment, much of which is jungle; team members are likely to be trained in
Vietnamese, Chinese, or other Asian languages. Obviously, cultures, social structures,
and languages vary considerably across the various geographical orientations.

SF performs five primary missions (Department of Army, 1990):

Unconventional Warfare (UW),
Foreign Internal Defense (FID),
Direct Action (DA),

Special Reconnaissance (SR), and
Counterterrorism (CT).

UW and FID missions both involve training indigenous forces, but UW includes
guerrilla warfare (GW) and other direct offensive low-visibility, covert, or clandestine
operations while FID missions are overt. FID involves training, organizing, and assisting
forces for a Host Nation (HN). Both UW and FID missions can be of long duration.
DA missions are short-duration, small-scale offensive actions. SR is reconnaissance and
surveillance for data gathering purposes, and CT involves offensive measures to prevent,
deter, and respond to terrorism.

In addition to the five primary missions, SF performs collateral activities
(Department of the Army, 1990) including:

° Security Assistance,
° Humanitarian Assistance,




Antiterrorism and other Security Activities,
Counternarcotics,

Search and Rescue, and

Special Activities.

SF Selection and Classification Procedures

SF selection and classification is a multi-hurdle approach designed to ensure that
SF personnel are well-qualified mentally and physically. There are three main phases:
(1) initial screening of applicants, (2) a three-week assessment program (Special Forces
Assessment and Selection [SFAS]), and (3) the SF Qualification Course (i.e., the Q-
Course or SFQC). MOS assignment is made prior to the third hurdle (i.e., the Q-
Course). Assignment to an SFG[A] is made during or after the Q-Course.

In order to apply for SF, specific requirements must be met. SF applicants must
(Pleban, Thompson, Valentine, Dewey, Allentoff, & Wesolowski, 1988):

® be a male soldier (E4 to E7) or officer in a promotable status to the grade
of captain;

° have a high school diploma or GED,;

° have an Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) General
Technical (GT) score of 110 or higher;

° be airborne qualified or volunteer for airborne training;

be able to swim 50 meters unassisted wearing boots;

® meet medical fitness standards as outlined in AR 40-501, DTD 15 May
1989

® pass the Advanced Physical Readiness Test (score 206 using 17-21 year
group standards); and,

° be eligible for a Top Secret security clearance.

Applicants must not:

) be under suspension of favorable actions (AR 600-31);

° have been convicted by special or general court martial during current term
of service;

° be barred from reenlistment;

° be a prior Special Forces or Airborne voluntary terminee; or

° have quit military school.

Selected applicants attend SFAS where they are tested and exposed to challenging
field exercises. The SFAS battery comprises a number of mental, learning, and
personality tests as well as a series of field-related assessment activities (Velky, 1990).
Soldiers are required, for example, to swim 50 meters while wearing boots and fatigues,
to test their agility on the obstacle course, and to go on long treks with a 45-55 pound
rucksack -- otherwise known as the "pain bag." As land navigation is important in
successful completion of the training, heavy emphasis is placed upon military orienteering
events during SFAS (Pleban, Allentoff, & Thompson, 1989; Busciglio, Teplitzky, &
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Welborn, 1991). After the first ten days, the candidates are evaluated by a board to
determine whether each should continue. Soldiers may voluntarily withdraw from the
program at any time. Those who are sent home are told the reasons why they cannot
continue and how they may improve in order to reapply. Those who voluntarily
withdraw can only be readmitted by exception. The remaining eleven days of activities
are designed to evaluate how well individuals function as team members in a variety of
physically demanding situations and how well they demonstrate leadership skills. On the
twenty-first day, a final selection board determines whether or not each candidate is
suitable to go on to the Q-Course. About 50 percent of the applicants who begin SFAS
are selected for the Q-Course (Brooks, 1991; Fricke, 1990).

MOS assignment is made by a panel of senior SWC staff called the assignment
board. Assignments are based upon the match between the candidate’s background,
aptitude level, and personal interests and the MOS requirements and SF needs.! In
making assignments to SF MOS, the board considers the candidate’s General Technical
(GT), Skilled Technical (ST), and auditory perception test scores as well as the
candidate’s expressed interest and prior MOS. Some conventional Army MOS are
viewed as highly relevant to particular SF MOS. For example, the conventional Army
MOS 11B (Infantryman) is thought to have an SF counterpart, 18B (Weapons Sergeant).
Other conventional Army to SF counterparts are: 12B (Combat Engineer) and SF 18C
(Engineer Sergeant), 31C (Single Channel Radio Operator) and SF 18E
(Communications Sergeant), and 91A (Medical Specialist) and SF 18D (Medical
Sergeant).

Those who are selected for the Q-Course return to their original branches until
they are called to participate (Fricke, 1990). The SFQC takes place primarily at Fort
Bragg in North Carolina. The course lasts anywhere from 24 to 55 weeks, depending on
the MOS that a candidate enters. Although the sequence of courses and activities has
changed over the years and will change again in FY95, it includes several major activities:
land navigation and small unit tactics, MOS specialty training, and a field assessment
where soldiers are given an understanding of the Special Forces doctrine and
organization while they are also trained in airborne and airmobile operations.

As mentioned earlier, there are four entry-level enlisted SF MOS. MOS 18B is
SF Weapons Sergeant. The men are trained in such areas as tactics, anti-armor weapons
utilization, the functions of all types of U.S. and foreign light weapons, indirect fire
operations, manportable air defense weapons, weapons emplacement, and integrated fire
control planning. Training lasts for 13 weeks. SF Engineer Sergeant (18C) training
includes the topics of building and bridge construction, field fortification, and the use of
explosives for both sabotage and demolitions. Again, training lasts for 13 weeks. MOS
18E, that of SF Communications Sergeant, requires an additional eight weeks of training
that is actually completed before coming to the SFQC. During this prerequisite time,
candidates participate in and pass the Advanced International Morse Code (AIMC)

'We attended an MOS assignment board. This description summarizes our
observation of the board’s process; it is not taken from formal documents.
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course. Upon arriving at the SFQC, these individuals are then trained in the installation
and operation of SF high-frequency and burst communications equipment; antenna
theory; radio wave propagation; and communications operations, procedures, and
techniques. Finally, MOS 18D is that of SF Medical Sergeant. Those entering this MOS
must complete 31 weeks of the Special Operations Medical Course at Fort Sam Houston,
Texas and 13 weeks at Fort Bragg. Training consists of advanced medical procedures
that are to be administered both to the team and to indigenous populations. The topics
covered include those of trauma management and surgical, dental, and veterinary
procedures.

The final qualification period covers such topics as methods of instruction,
unconventional warfare operations, and direct action operations. This phase culminates
in a guerilla warfare exercise conducted in a national forest in the Fort Bragg area.
Here, individuals are expected to be able to function as part of their 12 man team -- an
"A-team" or "A-Detachment." Both specialty and common skills are evaluated in this
environment as the team attempts to fulfill its mission. It should be noted that the basic
objective of any "A-Detachment" is to raise, organize, train, equip, and lead in combat an
indigenous light infantry battalion consisting of up to 1,500 members.

Attrition from the Q-Course varies substantially across MOS (Diana, Teplitzky, &
Zazanis, 1994). The highest attrition rate is for the Medical Sergeant MOS (18D); only
18 percent of the students graduate on their first try through the course. Another 45
percent of the students eventually graduate 18D training, making the total graduation
rate 63 percent. About 13 percent of Communications Sergeant (18E) trainees fail to
graduate from training. Engineer Sergeant (18C) and Weapons Sergeant (18B) MOS
have relatively low attrition rates, 16 and 15 percent respectively. In some cases, soldiers
who fail training in one MOS are reassigned to a different MOS and proceed with SF
training. SWC and ARI have been conducting additional research on attrition from the
Q-Course and are studying ways to reduce attrition.

Those individuals who pass the SFQC receive language training. Individuals learn
basic communication skills with an emphasis on military terminology and on speaking and
listening skills. The languages learned range from those widely known, such as Spanish
and French, to those many Americans deem obscure, such as Urdu (spoken in Pakistan)
and Tagalog (spoken in the Philippines). Individuals are assigned to languages according
to their SF Group assignment, language preference, and scores on the Defense Language
Aptitude Battery (DLAB) (Petersen & Al-Haik, 1976). Foreign languages are divided
into four difficulty levels, and different cut scores are applied to the DLAB for different
languages. For example, Spanish, one of the easier languages for English speaking
people to learn, is in the lowest difficulty category.

SF expects continuous training and honing of skills (Fricke, 1990). Once
individuals are assigned to a team, they begin informal cross-training. SF soldiers are
expected to acquire skills in at least one other specialty area. SF soldiers will also often
attend the MOS portion of the SFQC to formally qualify in a second MOS. Cross-
training does tend to blur differences between weapons sergeant (18B) and engineer
(18C) over long periods of time. However, the skills required for communication
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sergeant (18E) degrade without consistent practice, and medical sergeant (18D) skills are
highly specialized. Thus, 18E and 18D tend to remain differentiated over the course of
their SF careers.

History of SF Selection and Classification Research

Historically, SF selection and classification research dates back to the development
of the Army Classification Battery (ACB), the forerunner to today’s ASVAB (Berkhouse,
1963). In the early 1960’s, Army researchers conducted validity studies to develop a
special battery of tests, the SF Selection Battery (Berkhouse, 1963; Berkhouse & Cook,
1961; Berkhouse, Mendelson, & Cook, 1961). The experimental predictor battery
contained a variety of noncognitive, self-description inventories as well as a situational
judgment test and selected ACB aptitude area composites. Validity evidence led to the
selection of four measures for the final battery: (1) the Infantry Aptitude Area composite
from the ACB, (2) the Special Forces Suitability Inventory, a noncognitive measure of
emotional stability or general psychological adjustment, (3) the Critical Decisions Test, a
measure of risk-taking and practical judgment (where a few facts were presented with
stringent time limits for deliberation), and (4) the Locations Test, a spatial orientation
measure that required orienting oneself according to photographs of terrain. The four
measures together yielded a multiple correlation of .63 with the hands-on performance
criterion (N=216), .55 when corrected for shrinkage. The Special Forces Selection .
Battery became operational in 1961. Several noncognitive measures were later designed
with the intent of supplementing the Special Forces Selection Battery (Marder &
Medland, 1964) but there do not appear to be any citations to research using the newer
noncognitive measures.

Another validation study examined the usefulness of the Special Forces Selection
Battery and other measures for prediction of officers’ academic grades, training
performance, and peer ratings (Marder & Medland, 1965). The Special Forces Selection
Battery, the Special Forces Qualifying Examination (verbal and math items extracted
from other officer selection instruments), and a language aptitude test showed promise
for predicting academic grades and to a lesser extent, peer ratings. None of the
experimental measures predicted training performance evaluations.

A new experimental battery was developed and assessed in the early "70s
(Olmstead, Caviness, Powers, Maxey, & Cleary, 1972). The battery contained the ACB,
the Interest Opinion Questionnaire, Life History Inventory, Military Interest Blank, an
inventory designed to assess attitudes toward SF activities, the Team-Task Motivation
Questionnaire, the Cognitive Test Battery, physical endurance, and a personal
information form, several of which had subtests or subscales. Criterion proficiency
measures included job knowledge tests, hands-on tests, and self- and peer ratings. Based
on stepwise regression results (N=100), researchers identified thirteen tests for the final
battery. Several of the best predictors were cognitive; five were from the Cognitive Test
Battery, and three were ACB subtests. "Fighter" scores from the life history and military
interest instruments as well as a "despair" score, physical endurance, and the team task
motivation score made the final battery.




Around the mid-70’s the Army terminated use of special batteries for SF selection,
relying primarily on the Army Physical Fitness Test, ASVAB GT score, and information
available from administrative records such as training experiences for SF selection
(Pleban, et al,, 1988). These procedures continued for about a decade, until the Special
Warfare Center (SWC) tasked ARI to assist in the development of SFAS--a program for
screening applicants into SFQC (where attrition was about 50%).

Development of paper-and-pencil and other selected predictors for SFAS involved
two major steps.” The first step was highly exploratory (Pleban, et al., 1988). The
research team, along with the SWC psychologist, determined that predictors should tap
three general domains (intelligence, personality, and physical fitness), selected measures
for those domains, and compared profiles of SF and non-SF personnel on those
measures. They administered the Wonderlic Personnel Test (WPT--a g measure), the
Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI), the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), and a
Biographical Questionnaire (BQ) to soldiers from the 197th Infantry Brigade (N=57),
attending the Q-Course (N=339), and currently on A-Teams (N=19). The BQ contained
14 items tapping educational level, component (active-reserve), time in service, rank,
specialized training received, MOS, marital status, race, and career plans. Based on
practical concerns and comparisons between the samples and between Q-Course students
who were successful and unsuccessful in Phase I of the Q-Course, they eliminated the
MBTI from further consideration.

The second step was a criterion-related validation study (Pleban, Allentoff, &
Thompson, 1989). The WPT, JPI, and BQ were administered to SFQC Phase |
candidates. At that time, Phase I was a four-week course focusing on general subjects,
teaching, leadership, patrolling, land navigation, and physical conditioning. Phase I
status, the criterion, was based on six variables: (1) a map reading written exam, (2) a
land navigation field exercise (FTX), (3) a confidence course, (4) a patrolling written
exam, (5) a patrolling FTX, and (6) rated performance as a patrol leader. The six scores
were noncompensatory; failure to reach the specified cut score on any one variable
resulted in termination from SFQC. The best single predictor of Phase I status was WPT
(r = .29). Four of the 16 JPI scales correlated significantly with Phase I status.
Consequently, the authors recommended use of and further research on the WPT and
the four JPI scales.

The BQ items pertaining to specialized prior training were examined. Pleban et
al. found that prior Ranger training was related to Phase I status; eighty-four percent of
the candidates who had graduated from Ranger school successfully completed Phase I.
Reconnaissance and Jungle Warfare training also appeared to be associated with Phase I
success. Analyses of the other BQ items (e.g., marital status) were not reported.

2SFAS includes a number of predictors other than those mentioned here. Some of
them are classified, such as the Ruckmarch. Literature reviewed here is limited to
reported and unclassified documents.




There have been two recent, relevant investigations of physical fitness
requirements for Ranger training and SFAS. Burke and Dyer (1984) collected self-report
information about recent Advanced Physical Fitness Test (APFT) scores and
administered a physical fitness test consisting of the Harvard Step Test, push-ups, and
pull-ups to 906 students in the Ranger Course on the day before training. They found
that many of the physical test and APFT scores were related to both graduation from
Ranger training and self-reports on the occurrence of nonserious injuries.

Teplitzky (1991) showed that the SFAS Phase I selection boards give considerable
weight to the ruckmarch scores in making decisions about candidates. She correlated
physical ability components of SFAS, the Ruckmarch and the APFT, with graduation (yes
or no) from SFAS. The data were operational (not experimental), and the selection
boards had reviewed scores on these events when deciding whether to allow poor
performing students to continue. She.computed average correlations across three years
of SFAS (N=approximately 2,000 per year). The correlations of .25 (APFT) and .43
(Ruckmarch) with SFAS graduation suggest that physical abilities, particularly the
Ruckmarch are a major component of the graduation decision.

Recent SF selection and classification research has investigated the usefulness of
predictors from the Army’s Project A (Peterson, Hough, Dunnette, Rosse, Houston, &
Toquam, 1990). Busciglio et al. (1991) found that spatial tests developed in Project A
ylelded moderate validities for predicting two land navigation criteria collected during
SFAS. DeMatteo, White, Teplitzky, & Sachs (1991) administered three scales from the
Assessment of Background and Life Experiences (ABLE) to 1023 SF candidates on the
third day of SFAS. Approximately 49% of the candidates graduated successfully from
SFAS. Scores on the three ABLE scales (Energy Level, Emotional Stability, and Internal
Control) were highly skewed, concentrated on the positive end of each scale. Internal
Control, which was most severely skewed, failed to demonstrate a significant correlation
with SFAS graduation. Energy Level and Emotional Stability yielded low, but significant
positive correlations with graduation. Additional analyses suggested that ABLE scores
were differentially related to the reasons for attrition. Nearly half of the unselected
candidates had withdrawn voluntarily while others were involuntarily cut. The 74
candidates with very low ABLE scores had a disproportionately high rate of voluntary
attrition compared to candidates with higher ABLE scores.

The Job_Analysis

- An analysis of SF jobs was recently conducted (Russell et al., 1994). The primary
goal of the job analysis was to provide a solid foundation for the development of
selection/classification and criterion measures for MOS in the 18 CMF. The specific
objectives for meeting this goal were to describe: (a) the job performance domain and
(b) the domain of individual attributes likely to be associated with job performance.

Our approach for achieving these goals (a) coupled task and performance
(behavioral) information to form a complete description of the performance domain, (b)
relied on individual differences research literature and subject matter expert (SME) input
to specify individual attributes, and (c) used professional and subject matter expert

8




(SME) judgment to link these two domains. Together the attribute and performance
information provide the building blocks for the identification of predictors, development
of criteria, and conduct of a criterion-related validation study.

An important aspect of this research was the focus on job performance behaviors
afforded by the critical incident approach (Flanagan, 1954; Pulakos & Borman, 1985;
Smith & Kendall, 1963). Critical incidents define in concrete, behavioral terms the
critical performance requirements of the jobs. These behavioral analyses tend to
illuminate critical performance components that are a function of motivation,
interpersonal skills, communication skills, etc., which are often less likely to emerge in
task analyses. The behavioral analyses provided the basic data for constructing job
performance rating scales for SF jobs--a major product of the job analysis.

Another important compoenent of the entire project was the inclusion of a subject
matter expert panel (SMEP) composed of officers and NCOs from USAJFKSWCS. We
briefed the SMEP at key stages of the project--prior to each data collection. SMEP
members provided advice on data collection plans, made specific suggestions on forms
and materials, and helped us obtain information. Although most of our contact with the
SMEP was in formal briefings, several members provided informal feedback on draft
materials and sent us articles or other documents.

The job analysis involved five major steps:

(1)  Development of workshop materials and logistics,

(2)  Administration of workshops to collect critical incidents and task and
attribute ratings,

3 Analysis of critical incident, task, and attribute data,

(4)  Development of performance categories and behavior based rating scales,
and

(5)  Analysis of linkages between attributes and performance categories.

Step 1, Development of workshop materials and logistics, involved: (1) collecting
and reviewing documents to form initial lists of job tasks and personal attributes relevant
to SF jobs, (2) conducting interviews with SF officers and NCOs to obtain critical
incidents and feedback on the initial lists of tasks and attributes, and (3) preparing and
pilot testing job analysis data collection procedures.

Step 2 involved a total of 175 NCOs, officers, and warrant officers representing
the five major SFG[A]. On average, the participants had 13 years of Army experience
and 8 years of SF experience. Seventy-seven percent of participants were currently
assigned to A Detachments (B Detachment = 17%, C Detachment = 6%). The
participants in Step 2 provided three major types of information:

(1) judgments about individual attributes (such as judgment and decision making
ability, non-verbal communication ability, endurance, motivation)
(2) judgments about task areas relevant to SF MOS, and




(3) descriptions of critical incidents (scenarios that describe a situation, an SF
individual’s behavior in that situation, and the outcome of the individual’s actions).

In total, the participants provided 1,767 critical incidents.

In Step 3, the research staff: (1) edited and categorized critical incidents to form
performance categories, (2) computed means, standard deviations, and reliability
coefficients for the task ratings, and (3) computed means, standard deviations, and
reliability ratings for the attribute ratings.

Step 4 involved collecting and analyzing additional information on the
performance categories and critical incidents. It had two goals: (1) to get input from SF
NCOs, officers, and warrant officers on the performance categories and (2) to obtain
judgments about the effectiveness of different behaviors that are represented in the
critical incidents from SF NCOs, officers, and warrant officers. One hundred and
thirteen soldiers representing the five SFG[A] made the judgments.

We used the results of the analyses of the effectiveness ratings to develop
behavior-based performance evaluation scales relevant to each of the performance
categories. The names of the performance categories and the major roles of SF jobs that
they reflect are listed in Figure 1.

Step 5, Analysis of linkages between attributes and performance categories,
involved collecting judgments from NCOs, officers, and researchers familiar with SF jobs
about the importance of each attribute for effective performance in each of the job
performance categories.

Obijectives of the Roadmap

The primary goal of the Roadmap project was to extend the job analysis results

by:
® identifying useful, readily available measures for important SF attributes
and performance dimensions,
® ensuring that the selection system would meet predicted future needs as
well as current requirements, and
o suggesting projects for the development and validation of measures.

The identification of measures for important SF attributes and performance
dimensions was accomplished through a series of expert judgment exercises linking
measures to attribute and performance constructs. Chapter II describes this process in
detail.
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Teaching Others

Building and Maintaining Effective Relationships with Indigenous Populations
Handling Interpersonal Situations
Using and Enhancing Own Language Skills

Contributing to the Team Effort and Morale
Showing Initiative and Extra Effort
Displaying Honesty and Integrity

H. Planning and Preparing for Missions
L Decision Making

Confronting Physical and Environmental Challenges
Navigating in the Field

Troubleshooting and Solving Problems

Being Safety Conscious

Administering First Aid and Treating Casualties
Managing Administrative Duties

Operating and Maintaining Direct-Fire Weapons
Employing Indirect-Fire Weapons and Techniques

Employing Demolitions Techniques
Constructing for Mission-Related Requirements

Following Communication Policies and Procedures
Assembling and Operating Commo Equipment

Evaluating and Treating Medical Conditions and Injuries
Determining and Administering Medications and Dosages
Ensuring Standards of Health-Related Facilities, Conditions, and Procedures

Showing Consideration for Subordinates
Providing Direction

Figure 1.

SF Roles and Performance Categories Based on Performance Examples

To ensure that the selection system would meet future and current needs, we
discussed future mission changes with SF decision makers and observed SFAS and part
of the Q-Course. We then integrated the job analysis results, interviews with SF and
SWC decision-makers, field observations of SF selection and training, and judgments of
experts in selection and classification to form the Roadmap. The final Roadmap and its
development are described in Chapter III
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CHAPTER 1I
DEVELOPMENT OF EXPERT JUDGMENT LINKAGES

The overall goal of this project was to develop an agenda--a Roadmap--for Special
Forces (SF) selection and classification research. Key questions for the Roadmap project
were: What predictors should be included in future validation projects to enhance SF
selection and classification? and What criterion measures are available, how well do they
cover the performance domain, and what measures could be developed? Moreover, one of
the specific objectives of the project was to identify tests, exercises, and other measures
(i.e., predictors and criteria) likely to be useful to USAJFKSWCS.

Validation involves assembling evidence about relationships between predictor
measures, attribute definitions, job descriptors, and criterion measures, (Society for
Industrial Psychology, 1987). Often expert judges are one source of evidence in this
network (see Figure 2 for one depiction of such judgments). The appropriate set of
judges to use depends on the purpose of the expert judgment exercise and the way in
which descriptors and mesures are defined. For example, using expert judgments in
validation may involve assessing the relationship between job descriptors and attribute
descriptors and between job descriptors and criterion measures, judgments that requires
knowledge of job descriptors, attribute descriptors, and criterion measures. Either job
experts or psychologists may be appropriately used for these kinds of judgments,
depending on how much prior job knowledge psychologists have and how the judgment
task is defined. Assessing the relationship between attribute descriptors and predictor
measures, a judgment that requires knowledge of the psychometric and individual
difference literature bases, is probably best completed by psychologists.

Person ' Job

Predictor Attribute Job v Criterion
Measures

Psychologists’ Job Experts’/’ Job Experts’/
Judgments Psychologists Psychologists
Judgments Judgments

Figure 2
The Roles of Expert Judgments in Validation Paradigms

Research suggests that such experts can make reliable, accurate judgments of
these kinds. Studies typically report reliabilities in the .80-.90 range for experts’
judgments of relationships among constructs (Peterson & Bownas, 1982; Wing, Peterson,
& Hoffman, 1984). Indeed, experts can make reasonably accurate estimates of empirical
validities (Schmidt, Hunter, Croll, & McKenzie, 1983).
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The best validation efforts assemble information from multiple sources, and that is
the foundation of our approach to identifying predictor and criterion measures for SF
selection and classification research. The first step in that direction, taken in the SF Job
Analysis project, was to obtain expert judgments to establish relationships between
attribute and job descriptors. These judgments are represented by Box B in Figure 3
which shows the linkages between SF attributes and performance categories made by
USAJFKSWCS officers and NCOs and the research team. Boxes A, C, and D represent
three types of expert judgments made in the current project. Box C represents
psychologists’ judgments about the extent to which tests and scales measure attributes.
Similarly, Box D shows a linkage between criterion measures and performance categories.
Lastly, the matrix at the top (Box A) shows the mapping of SF primary missions against
SF performance categories. This mapping has implications for selection and training.
Once projections are made about what missions will be emphasized in the future, the
linkage of missions to performance categories allows the targeting of selection practices
toward specific attributes critical for those missions or the targeting of training to specific
job performance categories.

In this chapter, we describe the preparatory activities, the procedures, and the
results of the expert judgment exercises we conducted to continue the process of
assembling validation information. Specifically, we describe data collection and results
for these three types of expert judgments:

(1) the predictor expert judgment exercise (Box C),
(2) the criterion expert judgment exercise (Box D), and

(3) the mission performance expert judgment exercise (Box A).

Collection of Expert Judgments about Predictor Measures

The predictor expert judgment task was designed to identify tests, exercises, and
scales that would be most useful in measuring the individual attributes necessary to
perform SF jobs. We developed and conducted the expert judgment task in the following
four steps:

Gather written documents and interview researchers
Prepare materials for the exercise

Collect expert judgments

Analyze the data and interpret the results

Gather Information and Conduct Interviews. We interviewed ARI personnel to
identify ARI tests, measures, and scales that were likely to be useful for SF selection.
For each interview, we first explained the purpose of the Roadmap project and explained
the role of the researchers in it. We used an unstructured format to elicit information
from researchers about the research they had either participated in, were familiar with,
or had heard about, that might prove useful for measuring SF job attributes. In some
cases, we were already familiar with the research of the interviewee, and therefore
probed for certain descriptive and psychometric information about specific predictors.
We also asked researchers to provide copies of technical or other reports that we could
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use to locate specific descriptive details for the variety of predictors. A critical question
asked of each interviewee was whether they could think of any additional predictors or
any additional projects that we should investigate.

We also reviewed codebooks for the SFAS database to identify variables that
would be useful as predictors in a validation study. We found too many (very detailed)
variables to include as individual measures in a research plan, so we looked for
meaningful ways to aggregate the data. We conducted a factor analysis and formed
composites based on the results. The composites we formed were for the variety of
physical tests taken during SFAS (e.g., physical endurance and physical fitness) and for
performance on military orienteering and situation reaction exercises. A summary of
these analyses is included in Appendix A.

At the end of the information gathering stage, we had a set of potential predictor
measures that could be administered prior to and during SFAS. Many of