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'SUMMARY OF THE sTUDY .= - . % . ..

The Chief of Naval EHuEatian’and:Trainingi(CNET% tasked the Training =
Analysis.and Evaluation Group (TAEGM to assess the feasibility and desirabil-
ity. of obtaining training feedback from petty officers who rotate from fleet ™
billets to the Naval Education and Training Command (NAVEDTRACOM) to attend

‘) instructor training {IT) or:"C"-level courses in the{r rating. Development.
(.- - -and assessment of a technique for collecting feedback within this context. ™
. - were included in the tasking. .The project involved collecting specific . .

feedback about training given in the six ™A"-Tevel dourses which serve the’
,ratings Tisted below: ‘ . S d ' - :

Aviation Machinist's Mate (AD) . .t
Machinery Repairman (MR) - - ) '
Engineman (EN) o L
Mess -Management Specialist (MS) -~ " 5
+ Aviation Electronics Techhician (AT) - RO i
Aviation Fire Control Technician (AQ) , ;
‘Aviation Antisubmarjne Warfare Technician' (AX) >
Fire Control Technician (FT). o

I
»
S 40 00000

hundred and eighty-one petty officers attending I} and "C“-Tevel courses

were interviewed at their schools. In additién, 82 MS petty officers ogcupying
fleet billets provided, feedback about MS "A" school training. . Interviews

were conducted by civilian and military personnel regularly assigned to the
_participating activities.. Interviewer training was dccomplished .by members of
the TAEG staff. - ' I o ’

A structured interview procedure was used fqi data dol Eﬁtiﬂn. Two

i<<3 " The general conclusions ?jthis study‘prqgram are:
- o, It is both feasible and desirable tO.CQT%ECi t%ain{hg feedback
information -from petty officers recently transferred frgm'fléet
billets to'attend advanced schooTs within thd NAVEDTRACOM.. .
o  'The structured interview,ﬁrccédure'yields useful and valuable
information for curricu]&m evaluation, S

fhese conclusions are suﬁgagtéd by the Fo1lawing spécif%é findings:

attending advanced schools within the NAVEDTRACOM and the recency of their -
fleet assignments led to the conclysion that feadback provided by them-would
not differ substantially from feedback that cduld be gathered from their
counterparts still serving in operational fleet billets. - Thus, training
- feedback. from the school petty officer groups who ,were interviewed during
s 7 the study program was cansﬂdered to be valid. + .

a ' 1.- A review of the background charéétetisties of petty officers

4

- - 2. Tﬁeistru¢tured interview methodryiETdsrva}uaElé data for elrriculum
review. The data are useful for identifying training deficiencies apd the - B

- nature of those defitiéncies. - - ' a oo
L . Vi ! ’ R
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»" 3. Approximately 60.percent of the petty officers.assigned to advanced
- courses within the NAVEDTRACOM were qualified to evaluate the fleet job per--
o formance éf recent "A" schoo] ‘graduates. R ‘o * .

~ the same information about- "A" school graduate .fleet job performance can be = . -, (4
obtained .from either IT school students-or more Jjunior "C" school students.. _ 7
- This is particularly important §ince "C" school students comprise.the majarity !

o . . . e . LA o 7.!, o -
4. - The Avionics (AV)TEpdﬁtion of. the study program demonstrated that essentially
. i FE

.of advanced- school attendees. P , i ‘ g
~ 5. The MS portion of the study demonstrated $tatistically that féedback .
obtained from personnel gttending advanced schools. within the NAVEDTRACOM - N
‘was equivalent to feedback obtained directly from fleet sources. This' H
finding reinfdrces the assumption made above. The MS effort also demonstrated LW
that the ‘'structured interview method can be used successfully to collect ’
training feedback within the fleéet: .= ! : S

i3 ;g N
B : N
Y

, ! O L, .

6. Na "complaints" were voiced,concerning the use of school fagilities,
staff for technical assistance and inEEﬁviewing, or student time. No reasons
became evident to assume that use of the method within the schools was unde- ,
sirable from an "incanveniengeﬂdisrupfﬁ@n“ of .routine standpoiint. . -

: - & , . . ) R
o ‘7. THe average time required to complete individual int,rv{ews at ainr
six schools was approximately 1 hour. This met the expressed desires of
school.commands. : . ' -
& 8. . Interviewing duties can be shared among a variety of school
- personnel inexperienced in intérviéwing techniques. Aselong as the proce-
dures are followed in a reasonable way, useful data cam be obtained. However,
better training,for interviewerS would undoubtedly have imprloved the quality .
of comments descri%ing-ihe specific nature of training probjems. . e
. . B :

In view of the findings and school needs for a continuing Rlow: of feed- .
back information, it is recommended that the structured interview method
assessed duping the study -program be used on a routine basis to collect
‘training feedback within the advanced school context. The appendix to this

» report provides detailed procedures for implementing.and conducting .feedback
data collection programs -using the method. |- . : :

* F. Lo
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PR o b oF . SECTIONT: | '
i S | " INTRODUCTION

- The Training Ana]y51s and Evaluation Group (TAEG) was ‘tasked by the

Chief of Naval Education and Traﬁn1ng (CNET) to examine the feas1b111ty and
* desirability of obtaining training ftéedback information.from petty officers -

recently transferred from the fleet to attend advanced courses wi Hin the
Naval Education and Training Command (NAVEDTRACOM). The tasking included a
requirement to dévelop and -evaluate a method suitable for the systematic

- collection of feedback information within NAVEDTRACOM schools. The tasking
further stipulated that necessary work be performed with at least six Navy
ratings and that all feedback obtained be provided td‘par%1c1pat1ng schoa1s
for use in curr1cu1um evaTuat1cn _ o o

j,
3

' BACKGRDUND ' _ _ ‘ B
- }

: To achTre the 1nFarmat1on and experienge necessary to ‘accomplish thé
task1ng, six "A"-Tevel courses/schoals were s,Tected for Eva?uétTﬂn -These

§erve the eight ratings 11sted b,E1nw‘

Aviation Mach1n15t s Mate (AD)

Machinery Repairman (MR) -

Engineman (EN). o
. Mess Management Specialist (MS) s .

Aviation Electronics Technician (AT) S L

Aviation Fire Conﬁ§o1 .Technician (AQ)

Aviation Antisubma ine Warfare Technician (AX)
~Fire Control Techn1c1an (FT). \

" PR

A StFUEtUPEd 1nterv1en methad was used to obtain tra1n1ng feedback datar
;»ffrﬂm petty officers. attending Instructor Tra1n1ng (IT) or "C"¥level courses
in their ratings. The data were used to assess each "A" schoolys curriculum

1n terms of the: X

. rélevancy of a school’s tra1n1ng fcf graduates fleet job. ‘
aSS1gnment5 ' ; ‘ N
‘ . . graduates fleet perFormance of Jﬁb tasks for wh1ch1¢hey recgﬁJed
~school training. , .

The evaluation data Dbta1ned‘dur1ng the prcgram ‘were. prov1ded to the
schools in six prev1ag§ TAEG repgrts These are listed be1cw for the
ratings involved:

! e - AD . - Technical Memorandum 79-3 (ref. 12) \
e MR~ . - Technical Memorandum 79-4 (ref. 2)
. EN - Technical Memorandum:79-5 (ref.--11)
e MS -_ Technical Report No. 76 (ref. 6)-

\ o AT, AQ; AX - Technical Memorandum 80-4 (ref. 7)) _

i ° - 10

FT Techn1ca15MemDrandum 80-5 (ref.
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Th15 study assessed the Feas1b:11ty and d's1rab111:y of tha1n1ng |

¥tfa1n1ng feedback 1nfanmat1gn from petty nff1c rs attending -advanced schao1s

w1th1n the’ NAVEDIRACQH
. The repart smnmag1zes the teta] eanrt cnnducted in respanse to the CNET
?task1ng % It' is thts final report of a work program initiated in December 1977.
dqt uses data .Informations and exper1ence ga1ned with1n the sfk NAVEDTRACOM
schao] cantexts to prﬂv1de S

i

= TR

-;,A; ‘an assessment of the FeaS1b111ty and desirability of ce11ect1ng
R - training feedback information from_advanced studenfs within the
S ‘NAVEDTRACDH P, _ , L\§
PR eva1ua£§ve 1nformat1on Eoncern1ng the methgd deveTDped for- feedback

F

“ao " "data c@%%éciiun; éj
& - Lnj%dd1t1un the report pravides r Qmmendat1uns and pracedures for
future .use.of the method fnr Féedback data cn11ection

BREANIZATIDN OF THE REPORT -

. The rema1nder of th15 report is’ contained in three sectians and an .
appendix. . Section II Presents the technical approach.' It provides descrip-
tions. of the instruments and procedures used far{ﬂata collection, It also
describes techniques used for data reduction and analysis and for Eva1uat1ng

- the.data collection method. , The major findings of the program are given
in section III...These are discussed bath im relation to the program objec-
tives'and to Future use -of the structured interview method. Section IV -
presents conclusions: and. recommendations: The appendix contains guidelines
for use .of the method i future training apgra1sa? efforts. .Guidance is
presented for instrument development and use and data reduction and inter- .
prétat]cn These procedures are presented as an aid to the schools.for :
) *?mp1ement1ng and’ conducting tralnlng appraisal efforts w1th 1Gca1]y available—
resaurces . » K . 4

T ¥ : ' /e
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T~ &L SECTION II . -

"o CTECHNICAL APPROACH - -, . ¢

B

. « ' This section presents the technical approachizgéd in this study program.
l;- A clarification of the issues involved is presented first. This is followed - 5
. by_information describing study planning, procedures/criteria used to - -

.. - select"sdhools, and factors, influencing the choice/design of the data ‘collec--
By tion method. Descriptions of the’data collection tnstruments. and’;procedures

" and techniques used for data reduction and andlysis are also presented. In -
addition, information is. given describing pracedhﬁésxused[Ta=evaluat2athg .

- structured -interview method. O o s T

B . Tt E
i* i L. N
! B

. A definitive assessment of the feasibility and desirability of obtaining
training feedback information from petty officers attending advanced NAVEDTRACOM
schools required experience and data collection within the school environment.
The feasibility question involved concerns such as the availability of
"qualified" petty pfficers. from whom feedback could be obtained and the

- ability, of the schools to conduct/support a data‘collection effort. Assess- .

. ment of the desirabilitf of obtaiping feedback data within the school environ-
ment .required consideration for data validity and.the value/usefulness -of
the’data for curricuTum.review purposes. * Information from both areas; \J
i.e., "feasibility" and "desirability," was. relevant to the wtility and =

.~ value'of the method for data collection and to recommendations concerning )

7 its future use in feedback data collection. The program'was organized to* -

obtain the necessary information. -

N N . * :
~ CLARIFICATION OF ISSUES

STUDY PLANNING - o . s
To assist subsequent decision making about the conduct’6f the study,

discussions were held early in .the progyam with staff personnel at various
NAVEDTRACOM activities. These included’ the staffs of the Chief of Naval
Technical Training '(CNTECHTRA); Naval Aﬁr Technical Training Center’ (NATTC),

. Memphis; “Service School Command (SERVSCOLCOM), Great Lakes and’San Diego;

- . Commander Training Command,*U.S. Atlantic Fleet (COMTRALANT); Commander,
Training Command, U.S. Pacific Fleet' (GOMTRAPAC); and Fleet Training Center

7 CFLETRACEN);‘NQﬂfQIK. The discussions centerédfﬁpf

N o selectiior of."A" scﬁg@1sgfor "evaluation" - .= ey

"  -e training evaluation heeds and philosophies - - - -. _ :

' o' - selection/development. of feedback data collection methods and .
procedures suitable: for use in the school environment.: - f

SCHOOL SELECTION. The ‘CNET tasking stipulated that work. be conducted with -
a minimum of six ratings (unspecified):: The six "A" schools in.the study
were selected by TAEG and CNET 015 staff following conversations with’and
recommendations ‘tade by appropriate command personnel. A number of criteria
were applied to the selection of schools. These included: S
- o identification by apﬁrdﬁfiate,rrésponsibTE,‘]Déa1-caﬁmaﬂd personnel
.. of schools/courses which were in need of evaluative feedback
_': ‘j. .. - + -9 ’ !_-.. l | ,-,‘ ’ \,\
._'.! I' T w ' ' - g ‘1 {




e

- could yield more detailed information than.other.pessible methods (see ref.

. : Sy
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. une1aseif1ed eurr1cu1a B TN -
!,favef geogreph1c repreeentet1en Df adveﬁced eehoo]s, espec1eT1y IT
- echoe]e v _ “

%é; ‘ representet1ve sample of Nevy Jaée L . ;
iifjl " sufficient numbers of personne] in the ret1ngs of 1ntereet projected
© e+ for assignment to the advanced.schools to permit a reliable .

‘eseeeement of the course- end_the dgse eo]]ectiqn methgﬂ within a

w1111ngnese gf the "A" school ta support the data cb]]ect1on L
effort (e.g., provide subject matter expertise.for instrument '
deve1opment persorinel to conduet interviewe edequete fec111t1es)

L The f1ret six schools uh1ch met theee pr1nc1pe1 cr1terie were se]ected
for: eva]uet1en [ - o

METHOD DESIGN CONSIDERATIDNS During the early program d1ecues1ane, school
personne] cited needs for feedback information which could be used to
identify training deficiencies and at the same time provide specific detail
eoncern1ng the nature of any.such deéficiencies.- They also éxpressed the
view that, to minimize eteff and student involvement, data collection from
any one 1nd1v1dua1 ehou]d not exceed eppromeate1y 1 hour

Subsequentiy, the decision was ‘made to deve]op a etruetured interview:’
method for data collection at the schools. It was believed, that this method
9). A number of other considerations also supported this decision. fPrev1oue
TAEG studies had already produced a viable questionnaire.method. Forlc011ect-
ing feedback data (see refs. 3 and 4). CNET desired that an additional
method be deve1oped and evaluated. A structured’ interview method could® be )
used more reed11y in the . school context than in the fleet setting becaus
of the easier CNET access to potenﬁ1a1 interviewees. It was also aeeume j
that, overall, there would be fewer egmpeting demands on the time of petty
fo1cers ettene1ng school than on those in Qperet1one1 fleet billets. a

2}

N
“In. de51gn1ng 1netrumente and procedures tD eenduct interviews, full {,
consideration was given to the realities of the school context and the
ges1res of school staff. - Accordingly, design features were deliberately
ncorporated to facilitate the schools' implementation of the me lod, to
minimize time requirements for data collection, and to obtein detailad.
1nfermat1on about pose1ﬁ1e training deficiencies. -

$TRUCTURED INTERVIEW METHOD -~ =~ -

J
T The structured interview coneepte emp]oyed w%re adapted from procedures
previously used in fléet feedBack projects (for example, refs. 1 and 13).

':The interview was designed to acqu1re specific data concerning-d recent

graduate s perflormance of job tasks in the fleet /[for which hé had received
tra1n1ng t his "A" school. Three catedories of[job task- information were
‘of interest. - These 1nvc1ved school+tr 1ned tae,,-;,et reeent graduatee

Jo A e
L sef‘?/ g “§_~
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P " did not perform in their fleet assignments

Y. ., performed on the job but with difficulty
F 'l = . 5 v R
e performed on the job without difficylty. . ] }
- The first categoey provides informatibn for assessing the relevancy,of -
. * school ®raining to operational job' requirements. The second identifies
~.- pérformance difficulties which may~be correctablé by school training.
More specific information regarding reasons either for nonperformance sor
for performance difficulties was solicited during the interview. The. third
category” identifies tasks for which remedial training need not be considered.
However, it can provide informatign’concgrzi?g possible overtraining by a
-school. N ‘ o "

DESCRIPTION OF INTERVIEW INSTRUMENTS. Three forms were developed for data’
collection: _ : ‘ . . e

«  a Background Data Form-for collecting information about the
school attendees and selecting indﬁv%dua1s_;05be intervieweg -

& o

. s - L e : 7
A ; P 1 a Feedback Data Form to guide the interview and for recording ﬁix
; : data - ’ > . " : .

i

e -, a Reason Code Sheet which Tisﬁéq »j

s .. pbsgib]er?easans Fo; graduéie difficulty initésk:perfcrmaneé
-ggil‘reagons wﬁ& graduates did not éérForﬁ_some tasksg ] >

" These forms are dpscribed fﬁither below. T

-Backdround Data Forms. Backgr@unéxData'F@rms were used with each rating to
obtain information about thé individuals attending IT and "C" schools
within the NAVEDTRACOM, -Data requested included: rate, Navy Enlisted
Classifications (NEC), billet titles, type and location of 'curreht and
previous duty stations, and Yength of servic® This type of information
- was desired to permit sorting and comparing of interview'data on the
basis of selected background variables. - Questions on the forms also -
-addressed opportunity to observe recent "A" school graduates perform. in.
. their fleet jobs, number of ‘graduates observed, and length of observation. &
This information was needed to determine whom among the advanced school
* Students could be considered qualified evaluators of graduate job per-
formance« Arbitrarily, a "qualified evaluator" wis defined as an individual
who within the past year had observed the fleet performance of at least '
one recent "A" school graduate for a minimum of 3 months. - Only individuals
meeting this criterion were interviewed.” In addition to the purposes .
noted above, background data were also used to describe and summarize . the
characteristics of the groups from whom feedback data were obtained and
to assess the representativeness of school groups to appropriate fleet
groups. This issue bears on the question of validity of data.from the ,
school source. A sample Background Data Form is contain®d in the appendix. -
nmno~ N

I = - :
o . ' Y * . ~
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Feedback Data Form. “Whe Feedback Data-Fo¥m was “the primary instrument.:

‘used for the structured interviews. The form was divided into two:parts. g
The first part, "A,¥ could be compIetggsby respondents ‘prior to the , ;
interyiew.® The second part, “B," was'designed for they ntebviewer’s-use . - .
in cahductiqg the interview and for recordingrcp@menir, Lo I

The first page of -the Feedback Data Forg coftained instructions for
completion of part A. The.left hand column listed .specific job tasks for

a given rating. Subsequent columns in part A)provided space for respondents
to select one of the three alternatives/eategories for each task.:. Categaiy
selection was based on interviewee obsérvations of a typical -"A" school
graduate during the graduate's first 6 months of duty in the ghit. JIf-the
specific task was not usually dbne by the typical,_recent graduate, the

“Don't Do" category was to be checked, If the task was done and- the graduate
.had no difficulty in performing it," the "Do With Ease" cgtedory was checked..
If the task was done but the graduate had difficulty peﬁ%drmingfit, the "Do ",
With Difficulty"-category was checked. At all. schools, the optioh of having "
the respondent complete part A prior.to being interviewed was selected. Time"®
to complete part A was recorded. - A sémpT% Feedback Data Foym is [¢ontained in
the appendix.: ; ' Ve - .

=

A standard procedure .was_used across 211 ratings/schools fof initial- =
development of, the/job task statements used on the Feedback Data Forms, In ™% S
each instance, TAEG tompiled a tgsk 1ist for a rating from theé current Naval
Occupational Task Analysis Program (NOTAP) job task inventory for that rating.
A11 techmical job. tasks performed by 20 percent or more of E-3s were included
in these initial listings. The task lists were reviewed by the appropriate ',
school staff for clarity, specificity, and relevance to their "A" school -
curriculum. The listings were revised by school staff to. include only those
tasks for which the particylar "A" school actually provided trainipng. In -
some cases, tasks not inclidded on an initial NOTAP-derived 1isting weré added
by.school staff as.items for which feedback was especially desired.

The FT school considered the NOTAP job task inventory to be unsuitable
for the developmént of task statements for that school's Feedback- Data For.
The  FT "A" school curriculum is given in, two phases.” Individuals.with a 4
year service obligation (4 YOs) receive only Phase I of the curriculum.
Those  with a 6 year obligation (6 YOs) receive both phases plus "C" school .
training relevantato anticipated future assignments.  The FT school sta#f
stated that the NOTAP list was more relevant to the fleet work of 6 YOs thar o
to 4 YOs. - The 4 YOs, consondnt with their training, are normally expected to.”
4 perform only the more basic subtasks related to a listed NOTAP task. Since
the FT portion of the study was concerned.only with the phase I curriculum,
the task statements developed for the FT Feedback Data Form reflected only
these basic subtasks. ' : : ' et

Part g of the Feedback Data Form was completed by the interviewer
during the interview session.’ -The interviewer reviewed the respondent's :
: selection of task categories (part A)'and solicited and recorded reasons why
¥ tasks were classified as "Don't Do oF "Do With Difficylty." A 1ist of L
suggested reasons, "Reason Codes," wa$ provided the respondEnt*ﬁ§§énnn-
performance of a task or for task-performance difficultys The inter-
‘viewer recorded, the. interviewee's choices-of reason codéé%aﬁd all other i&a ¢
C o o= s A .
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.amplifying‘information/comments obtained. F1na]1y, the 1nterv1ewer asked ©
if .the respondent had any additional comments to make concerning improvement
of "A" school training. These were recdrded on the last sheet of the Feed-. -
back Data Form.. At the .completion of the interview, the “interviewer reccrdéd

»  the t1me requ1red on the cover sheet. o .

, LY
Reason Codes.- Reason codes consisting of letters represent1ng pQSSibT&
reasons for nanperformance or for difficulty of . performance were developed
for use. during interwiews. The lett&r codes prcv1ded a shorthand method
-of recording data, served as examples of the kind and Tlevel of explanatory
“information sought, simplified manua] data recordTng, and permitted
“machine pro¢3551ng \ _

&

r Far each rating/school, a 11st of "reasans” why tasks were not ;
’ perfo rmed or were performed with d1FffEu1ty was initially ‘devised by TQEEQB
L - Each’4st was reviewed by -the appropriate séhco] staff to insure its .
app11cab}lity to the rating. An expanded-1ist of "reasans" 15 cgnta1ned
. - the appendix. Some exampTes are presented below..

@ b W .

Examp1eg of reasaﬁs used with “Dgn t Do“ se1ect1ons are:

© e x Task nct'dané @nAmj’sh1p/stat1on/a1rcraft/system_ : 3%

4

£

'ﬂ * o - Taskinot Expﬁbted of SDmEOﬁE in recent graduate s ratEfér 1eveT
fﬁg' of | .expe ience. . ,

‘&, o i

QTETagk expected of recant graduatESfbut average graduate unab]e
perfarm ) B .

&

“f&pw how to use technical manua15/pﬂb11cations or other
é?érences proper1y

(o ay _;ntEPV1ew sessions, interviewers solicited amp1ifying

H ,,upportang the interviewee's selection of specific reason

. codeés aaﬁ;cancern1ng which aspects of the Job tasks were difficult for

f*gradnates to’ pérform - - . : 3 f

SR gLNTERVIEMEES Within the six NAVEDTRACDM schools, 281 1nd1V1dua1s wer‘éF

R inggrviewed These were petty officers who:

? » . had recently re®urfied from the fleet to attend IT 5chco1 or .
"Ch- 1eve] courses - "y ‘.

N\ . e held one of ‘the éight;ratings of interest to the program - -

- T ' ® : - %‘}\ -
Q . ¢ -«
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| o had observed the fleet job performance of recent graduatés of
RN the appropriate "A" school for a minimum period of 3 months = - -

= . . .

N ) . within the immediately preceding year.

*, For the'MS portion of the program, 82 petty officers still servipg in
operational fleet billets (who met the third qualification 1isted above) -
werd, interviewed to obtain information about the fleet job performance of
recent MS "A" school graduates. .Data from this fleet group were used to

-~assess directly the validity of data-obtained from MS petty officers

= within-the NAVEDTRACOM. This topic is discussed more fully below.

To provide sufficient data on wZich to b¥se reliable conclusions, a
decision was made to continue data callection at each activity until a
minimum of 30 interviews had been completed. Because of infrequent

~ scheduling of petty officers to the IT and their respective "C" schools, .
* and the fact that-not all attending had ohserved "A" school graduate per-
~ formance, data collection required longer peyiods of time than. originally
anticipated. (See section II1.) Lo 4 : v :
. ‘ ‘ v
DATA COLLECTION. .During initial project coordinafion.visits to the'schools,
“regularly‘assigned civilian education and training specialists and/or
. military staff were ideptified by the’ cognizant commands to conduct inter- '
views of the "advanced students. At all schools, the local Curriculum :
Instructional Standards Office (CISO) monitored/coordinated data collection
efforts. TAEG personnel also conducted interdews at the schools. ;
. 8 ﬂ : : : i
, Mest of the individuals who funectioned as interviewers particigafed
in a 2% hour training séssion conducted by TAEG at each school. This was ',
" given to promote standardizatiop (and, thereby, enhance reliabflity)-of. the '
interview procedures. The traihing featured a videctape of a’ a0del" inter-
view accompanied. by a verbal explanation/di-cussion of ‘the desired interview
procedures and use of data collection instruments. La Several instances, . .
designated personnel also observed TAEG staff conduct interviews. In soime o
.. cases, owing to Tocal command needs, individuals other than those "trained"
“ were asstgned to collegt data from the advanced school students. A1l indi-
.viduals, however, did recejve an interview kit which contained detailed
instructions for condqctin; interviews. ’ _ .

: - Selecting and scheduling of individuals for interviews were accomplished
at the local level. Practices employed varied at different locations
* because of different administrative procedures affecting availability of
~ the advanced students. At ‘some NAVEDTRACOM Tocations, Background Data
Sheets were\distributed and .completed during class time; at others,, they
were compléted by students as part of a school's routine check-in procedure,.
Most ,"qualified" .individuals (i.e., had observed "A" school graduate ‘fleet
performance for the specified period and length of 4ime) first completid
part A of the Feedback Data Form and were then scheduled for interviews at
‘a Tlater date. For the most part, interyiews were conducted on a time- '
available basis during the studept's stay at -the advanced school. The
schools were encouraged, heweverz%to conduct interviews with the students
as soon as possible after their'awrival.to avoid any possible "biasing' -
.effects that could occur from continuing exposure to Training Command
concerns, attitudes, or "problems." o " '

v
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N For the MS Portlon DF the prégram, feedback data were collected from.
scHool attendees at the SERVSCOLCOM, San Diego,,and at the:FLETRACEN,
Norfolk., Data were also collected from fleet MS personnel at the Recruit {
Training Center, Orlando, and.within East and West Coast f1€et units. At '
the FLETRACEN, data were cg}iected from "C" schaol students on a time-
.available bas1s A1l interviews at the FLETRACEN were conducted by the
Curriculum Instructional Standards Officer. TAEG personnel interviewed
MSs at Orlando. These MSs were scheduled by their command. Interviews to
collect data from East Coast fleet ships and shore units were conducted by
- the ‘Navy Food Management; Team (NAVFOODMGTM) at Norfolk. The NAVFOODMGTM®
at San Diego 1nterv1ewed MSs at West Coast act1v1t1e§ A11 interviews by
NAVFOODMGTM personnel’ were conducted during routine assistance visits to
fleet activities. On both coasts, interviews were conducted on a.time-
available, noninterfering basis by the NAVFOODMGTMs. At all fleet activities
(1nc1ud1ng Dr]ando), parts A and B of the Feedback Data Form were completed
simultaneously. - . . .

= = we EY

DATA PROCESSING, AND ANALYSIS .

Data co11ected by NAVEDTRACOM persanne? within the s ho@15 (1nc1ud1ng
Backgraund Data Forms completed by ipdividuals who had nu% observed recent
~ - ' graduate performance for the required length of time) were mailed to _
_TAEG, , DBta collected by the NAVFOODMGTMs (for MSs) were aso mailed. {
" Within. TAEG, all data were ‘recorded on worksheet forms devised to “~*ili-
tate data sunmarization and analysis. (Separate sets of fhrme "
v course, used for each rat1ng/sch001 )% : P
g o Aere recorded on 1arge worksheet forms devised for
this purpose, ggatg from part A and part B wére recorded on "Presentation
of -Data” workshéets. One worksheet form wae used to recggﬁ all interview
* datd *for each given task. Tabu%at1onsrmé§e made from the worksheet entries -
of the number of times ggsks weye, judged b ‘interviewees af "Do With .
?Ease,“'"D@ With D1ff1cusz,"'Dr'"Dun t Do./ In addition, ‘counts were made
. of the number of times each Reason-Code"was ‘chosen for tasks ‘categorized',
as "Do With Difficulty” or “Pon't Do."/ Comments made by interviewees
pertaining to.each task--eithéer ‘to clarify why particular Reason Cedes
. were §élécted or to add amp11fying 1nf0vmat10na—were also recarded on
these faﬁms -, TN C o :
warksheet data were used tc determine the: degree to wh1ch recent ,
graduates weré utilized to perform the job tasks.of a rating at activities =
represented by the interviewees. This was expressed as the percentage of
interviewees who reported that the graduates were used at fleet units to
perform each of the various job tasks.. .Utilization percentages were .
calculated by dividing the sum of all "Do With Ease" and "Do With Diffi- .
culty"” responses for a task by the total- number of responses for that task
and multiplying the QUDtTEﬂt by 108. These "utilization percentages”
" reflect - re1§yaﬁcy of schoa1 tra1n1ng for the graduates' fleet JDbS

.v"“’f‘ ’

The worksheet’ data were also used to determ1ne the degree of d1ff1cu1ty
(conversely, eaiﬁ) with which graduates performed each of the various job.
tasks of a rating. . The percent of respondents (1nterv1@wees) WhD thought
the graduates: they observed‘d1d a task with difficulty was derived by

15 o
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‘dividing the number of ”Da With Difficulty” selections for each task by

) 1nd1v1dua15 in i}Fferent assignment categor1es

the sum of all."Do With Ease" and “Do With Difficulty" responses for a

task and multiplying the. qdot1ent by 100. (Computationally, 100 minus the

"Do With Difficulty" percentageéﬁlves the "Do With Ease” percentage for a

task.) These “percent difficulty" values provide indications of areas where

school training for the performance of givep tasks may be deficient. . : s

SPECIAL ANALYSES. For two of the sthaoTS (MS and AV), Qppcrtun1t1es were
made~to evaluate/assess the equivalence of feedback data obtained from ¢

For the Ms“rating, Feedback data collected in the schools were statis-
t1ca11y compared ¥ data collected within the fleet. This campar1son was

. important to the overall program since it begrs d1rect1y on the issue of

‘the validity of feedback from the school source. “Findings that school
 data are equivalent to. fleet datd means that they should lead to essen-

tially the same conclusions about a training program. Therefore, data
from this school source dan substitute for feedback from the fTeet

- For .the avionics ratings (AT, AQ, AX), d~ta were collecte. from
sufficient numbers of IT school :fudent% and " school students to perm1t :
a comnarison~of feedback from these two sourcess Petty officers attendingw .
T s are typ1ca11y:more senior than those attending "C!.schools. W
dence, theéir views may,differ from the "C" school students' views. Agcard=# =~

ingly, 1t was important to determine if there were any substantial d1fferénc§3*':f

~in the feedback data from these two groups, of .interviewees. Findings that.?-

the data were equivalent would mean that data could be gathered indiscrim- 371 *
inately from either group and be used separately, or mixed, with confidence: '

that either set/source of dat& would lead to essentla11y the same conclusions
about ‘the .job performance of recent graduates. ' (Findings that -the data‘ d 7

‘were. not equ1va1ent in this case would providé no hformation concerning
'which source wds the most desirable for obtaining feedback.) +This informa-

tion was considered important to the overall} program since, with few
exceptions, the number of .individuals assigned annually to IT school from
a particular rating is reTat1ve1y small while a fairly. suggtant1a1 number

attend the *'C" schools ./’

=4

For all comparisons, data equ1vaTence was assessed;$hraugh the use of
the Pearson-Product moment correlation technique (see ref. 5), This

statistic yields a coefficient of correlation (r) which indicates numer1ca11y

the degree of relationship between two sets of variables. Corre]at1qn_
coefficients may.take on values ranging from O to plus or, minus 1. High
correlation ‘coefficients indicate that distributions of ;%tings/va1ues are
similar. Correlation does not address questions of similarity in magnitude
(e.g., whether these are significant differedces in the average values of s
variables).  High positive correlations between appropriate distributions %%
of ratings/values obtained from different sources wau]d support -conclusions
that the sources pTDVTde equ1va]ent data. :

METHOD EVALUATION s
 TQ provide a ﬁart%éi‘basis for evaluating.the structured interview
method used, information was desired fram schodl staff concerning the .- N
. “ = 4 ) i
* | 16 |
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~value or usefulness for curriculum review of various aspects of: the data.
- _To obtain-this information, all data for each rating -wege critically
“reviewed by subject matter experts (SME) at the appropriate schools.
& - _ ‘ - ‘ .

At the completion of datéécaiiéﬁtign concerning each school, completed
"Presentation of Data" workshéets for the job tasks evaluated for a rating
sent to that school. Copies of summary data reflecting graduate .

Filization to perform school-trained. tasks and diff%culty\cf task per-
formance, plus all general comments made by  interviewees concerning changes/
improvements to the "A" school's t¥aining,-were also transmitted. 9

At each school, five staff members reviewed the"data. Each SME
completed, ipdependently of the othersi.one "Usef '1-~ss of “vta' '
for each task. These worksheets were esnc a7l  ..,..ed -u. .5 purpose.
SMEs recordéd their opinions:on th: . sl ots about the u;%fu]ness of
sorting the job tasks into three .. tegories, usefulness of the reason .
ndes and intervigwee comments, and about the overall usefulness of the
data. The rating’scale -allowed three 'choices for the assessment: "Not v
Helpful," "Of Some Help)™ "Very Helpful." The SMEs also assessed the data
¢ for their c?ntﬁ%ﬁbtibn to trdining problem identification. '
The completed "Usefulness of Data" worksheets were returned by mgil A
- from the MS and MR schools and collected during visits to the-other schools.. -
. At these otheq;séhao1s, working meetings were held between TAEG and schodl ’\ d
- Staffl to discuss data value and usefulness. In all-cases, summaries Of
the SME data were prepared to reflect cgllective opinions. .

gy i ) . s . ) . l ) =
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» : . SECTION 111 3
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSTON

F1nd1ngs of thes prggram which beagr on the 1ssues DF F2351b111ty and -
~_desirability of obtalning tragningffeedback from petty officer students within
! the NAVEDTRACOM are presentedbelow. In this" section, summary.data obtained
over all six schools are used'where necessary to support. particular findings and
\ to facilitate discssions concerning data use and interpretation. However,
kS deté1led evaluatica data conterning specific aspects-of a particular school
‘surriculu dre.nvi reported. . ﬁhis information can—bE'obtained from the 1nd1v1dua1
, Schao] aygiuation reports (refs 2, 6, 7, 10, 11, and 12).. " Information gathered
) %Qr ng .tne .program concerning' the Va1ue and:usefu1néss Far eurriculum review of «
he metddd used is also presented ‘ _ '
LR N
FEASIBILITY-ISSUE

L4

¥

=

F1nd1g%s concerning aspects of the feas1b111ty of goTTect1ng training
feedback within NAVEBTRACOM schools -are g1ven belew. .

TIME TO CDMPLETE INTERVIENS T1me to ca]1éct data bears direct1y on the issue <
of feasibtlity of co]Téct1ng data &1th1n the .school env1§?nment This is 4 =
important:both for its implications for- "lost" class "timé for the interviewees

and also for the tine wh1ch schao1 staff lose from other dut;es while sondugt1ng

*

1nterv1ews gl . _ , . y~,g

¢ The average t1mes\requ1re§ to campTete part A and’ part B of the "1nterv1e "
prucedure are shown Tn(table t. +No- appreciable staff time was involved in part X
‘A -since the interviewee - cemp1eted this. independently. Part B did involve both
interviewer and interviewee time: The total time shown in-the table is simply
the sum of the two means which reflects an average time for a student to comp1ete

- both parts DF the THtEPVTEW pracedure

TABLE 1. ~ AVERAGE TIMES (MINUTES) To'coMELETE INTERVIEWS

o 7777“£Qé}é§;7Cé%paetiqn Times - I N W?ﬁgl )
- | Rating . Part A. 'y PartB .. No. of Tasks Total Average
o 0 s 35
MR w2 63 56
EN IR T 2 N 45 Ly
MS . R R 8 83 6 -
atl o [ A3 R ! 51 43
FT .- c 14 36 = 3 k0
Tncludes AT, AQ, A% ratings e P
; g -




 San Diego, who reported that they hdd not observed recent "A" school graduate

sconduct the interviews (part B t excee _ met the ;
~ tations/desires of schooV commpands to 1imit interviews\to approximately 1 hour.
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lIn the worst cgges (MR, MS), the -average time required for a rgsp@ndeqt
(interviewee) to complete the procedure was. approximately 1 hour. Staff time to
? did not exceed 45 minlites. This met the expec-

Accordingly, there were no suggestions of undue burdens»@eingip]ac:d on the
schodls by virtue of regularly assigned schodl staff taking time off from other
duties.to conduct the interviews. Over all six schools, theaverage student
time to address/discuss any one job task was 64 seconds., Thus, for fu}ure‘QEta
collection with both parts of the procgdure being completed simultaneously,
attention cowld be focused on at least 50 job tasks within a 1 hour period.

* AVATLABILITY OF QUALIFIED JUDGES. A secorid®aspect of- the feasibility issue-

concerned the availability within the schools of qualified judges of "A"™ ..
school grad®te perfeﬁmance,' For the program conducted, a qualif¥ed respondent
was arbitrarily defined as an individual ?”C“ school or IT school student) who"
had within the'immediately preceding year observed the flee¥ job performance

of at least one recent (i.e., 3-6 fenths after graduation) "A" school graduate
for a minimum of 3 mopths. ’ . ‘

Table 2 shows the number of indtviduals reporfed attending IT and "C"
schools during periods of the study. Efgaiso‘shQWSrthe number (and percentage)
infeach rating who met the eligibility critegion. According to . the data
in the tab1e‘?whicﬁ was reported by the participating schools), it can be
expecte®d that approx4mately*45 to 80 percent of IT students in a rating and 50
to 75 percent of those select@d for "C" school, can.provide feedback on "A"
school- training. The proportion of MS "C! school students at the SERVSCOLCOM,
performance, is unusually high. The ¥xact reasons for this are unknown.: In .’
view of the Noarfolk "C" school data, however, and data from the other ratings,
it,is anticipated that future samples of MS "C" sthool students at San Diego
would show approximately the same values as the other schools.

The final column of table 2 shows the percentage (in parentheses) of
advancedy/Students (i.e., IT and "C" school students Ggombined) who were con-
sidered/to be qualified judges of "A" school graduate DEergpance, These
data suggéest that approximately 6 of every 10 (median percentage equals 64) -
petty officers ordered to the NAVEDTRACOM for advanced training can provide
feedback information concerning an "A" school gradugte's performance. Thus,
for future data collection efforts, the number of potential interviewees can
be estimated as 60 percent of the AOB or projected student input.

One additional point is relevant taq the question of future datascollection
from IT and/or "C" school students. This concerns the number of ind#ividuals \
who' should be interviewed to obtain reliable feedback data concerning "A" school.
training. The TAEG study program was more directly aimed at the evaluation

"of the methodology deveioped than at evaluation of an "A" school's training.

A greater number of interviews were needed for reliable assessment of the method
than would normally-be needed for curniculum evaluation purposes. While no

- universal rule canrbe givén regarding the‘number of individuals to interview

to obtain reliable feedback data, a convenient rule of thumb is to continue
interviewing.until no new information is being obtained. That is, when inter-
viewee comments, for example, become highly redundant to information already
obtained, it can be considered that further data collection is unnecessary.

‘ \1“ Lo - § ) ED ' - ‘.,,/.X/i.;;z%s-
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o TABLE 2. _fDISTRIBUTIpN oF PETTY OFFICERS INTERVIEWED .
| WITHIN THE NAVEDTRACOM

I I S . e w -
R L o Number‘ ./ i
Data §g11e;t1on . Number (and.%) - Total No.
jPer1od e Attend1ng S Interv1ewed : (and %)
: — —— Interviewed |
fRating ~ Start - End. IT SchcoT € Echao? 17 SchoeT& C Schuai . < 0
ipf3)' 5/%2/7% ny2e/78. e L 5, 9 (64) 35:(53) " a8 (63) )
L hree 6/21/78, 12/18/78 B R 6 (75)'» 32°(54) 38 (57)
EN" 7425/78 5/14/79 11, 84 5 (45) 7746 (55) - 51 (54)
Ms] 6%21/75' 2/27/79. 12 128 10 (83) 38 (30)  ® 48 (38) ~
\ - :/ ! = : . ; , .
B L ’ =
. iE/E]/?B NN - 26 - 7 (es) 17 (65).
o AV 5/1\1/78c 2678 - 38 ~ 30 (80) - - " 30 (80)
11/08/78% 126779 . - - Y3t - 28.(74) ., 28 (74)
) L , i ’ A
FT o 7/25)78 8/31/79,‘1 18 14 14 (78) 11 (79) 25, (78)

Tboes not include 82 MSs interviewed in fleet billets

[ I w

i
o

" %SERVSCOLCOM, San Diego
- PELETRACEN, ‘Norfolk
'EIncludeé AT;\AQ;,AX ratings
| \
1T studen S -
d”C" school\ students. ‘

L4

Equivalence of %W and "C" School Student Data. During the program, a 1091:31
question arose =?ncernﬂng the equivalence of IT student. and "C" school stud?
feedback data, h1s issue has d1r;£t implications for the number of "qualified"
‘judges available within the Command. The correlation obtained between AV IT
and "C" school Stdgents data for percent utilization of recent- AY Al graduates
to perform surveyed job ‘tasks was .86. The correlation, between the data for the
percent reporting raduate\e3527d1ff1cu1ty of task accomp1ﬁshment was .71. Both
correlations are st tistically significant. Both reflect a high degree of
relationship between the data from the two groups and support a conclusion that
feedback data fram e%ther grguggare interchangeable. Thus, feedback data of the

Ed

this program whether obtained from IT or "C" school students -
should Tead to essen ga11y the same conclusions about school training even though
the IT school students were considerably more senior (i.e., h1gher rated; greater

~ time in service) than\the "C" school students.’  This Finding is important since P

the m%jority of petty fo}cer students within the NAVEDTRACOM are assigned to,

| T g
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"C"-level courses. , Although this assessment could only be made for the.Avionics’
™ Technician, it is believed that similar results would be obtained for other ,
ratings. S .- Lo o X

 DESIRABILITY ISSUE

. The most, inportant consideration underlying the desirability of obtaining
. trainipg- feedback within the NAVEDTRACOM is the 'validity of the-data obtained. ~ .  ,
from the advanced school £tudents. In this context, validity refers to the *-
equivallence of data from school groups and cq%rent fleet users of the "A" school
.rgraduates. During the.program, data validity was (1) inferred based .on examiha-
. tion of the.interviewees' background characteristigs’and (2) assessed statisti-
. = cally for the MS rating. : ‘ E

VALIDITY OF SCHOOL FEEDBACK DATA. Feedback obtained within ‘the NAVEDTRACOM was /
assumed” to be valid for the reasons presented below, = At all siXx scgﬂaisg the
petty officers interviewed had only recently returned from fleet bilflets (i.e.,
within the previous 6 to '8 weeks). ' They reported to school billets from broad,
diverse gramips of Navy units typical of tho3e to which the respective "A" school
graduates are assigned. As a group, the interviewees had a wide range ang- .
breadth of experience fin their respective ratings..-A11 had- recent opportunity

to observe the fleet job performance-of "A" school graduates. Because of these
factors, it is believed that they adequateély represented fleet users of the "A"
school graduates (i.e., they constituted representative samples of the Targer fleet
user populations). Atcordingly, it was assumed that t#€ data obtained from the .
sthool groups would be' equivalent to data from individuals still serving in fleet
billets. b - g ‘ )

- For the MS rating,. opportunity was created t@%tegt this conclusion statisti-"
cally. As mentioned_previously, feedback data were .collected simultaneously ’,
. fram MS;Héttending NAVEDTRACOM schools and MSs currenitly in fleet billets,
Eighty-three job tasks were evaluated by each group. Correlational analyses
were performed on the data.from the two groups of MSs. The correlation between
graduate utilization proportions reportediby 82 fleet MS -petty officers and
those reported by 65 petty officers atten ing IT and."C" schools was .91. The
correlation between fleet reported performance difficulty proportions and school
source reports of performance difficulty was .87. These- high correlations ° -
indisate that the two sources do provide equivalent information. .
[ While the above finding js specific to the MS rating (and the type of data
- collected), there are no reasons apparent to suggest that the school source °
would provide training feedback information different from the fleet source for
most, if not all, other ratings as well. Exclusive future reliance on the .
school source for feedback information does not seem warranted, however, since
there may be only relatively small numbers of advanced students (who have observed -
"A" school graduate perfprmance) available within the NAVEDTRACOM af any given
© point in time. Dependiﬁg upon-the, urgency of feedback needs, data from fleet
personnel will probably still be desirable, o .

USE AND INTERPRETATION OF FEEDBACK DATA .

Information concerning the use and interpretation of graduate task utilization,
and task performance difficulty/ease data is given below. Summaries of data
22 - o=
Q R
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=abta1nad during the aragram are uaaa to fac111tata the d1acusa1an These -summaries

"should not be.uséed to formuiata concliusions about a particular school's training.
The. detailed information preserted in the individual ‘reports (rafa 2, 6,.7, 10 i
11, and 12) 13 more suitable for th15 purpasa v g

UTILIZATIGN DAIA Tab1e . tha number ,of taaka “for aach rating Fa111ng
into various aarcant utili._cion categories aad the number of- tasks ava]datad
for eachsrating. ' The tablé shows, for the units represented by-the individuals’
intérviewed, the aarcantage(s) of typ#cal, recent "A" school graduates who .
" were used ta perform job tasks for whi *h they recaivad training at the schaaT
ﬂTwo agama1as af haw to read table 3 .are:
”&”. @ ) :
T o . 9] ta 100 percent of . typical, recent AD "A" school graduates parfarmed
. 7,7 8 of 50 achoo1 traiﬁa§%§§a§a at tha1r ass1gnad units _
_ o ..
e 81 ta 90 parc’“ tal, racant MS "A" school graduates were used
to . paﬁfann{%ﬁ 001- tra1nad tasks evaluated by the MS. inter-

#  viewees.

Percent ' f" *Numbaaa (and Cumu1ative Parcant) of Tasks Fa111ng into
Utilization’ ; . Each uty izat1an Category for a Specified Rating
" Values o ST NS i ] )
S N . EN MS AV FT
91-100. 4y g’§7;% 26°(41) 6 (13) 10.(12) 13 (25) 3 (10)
2 7 . “ . 7 7 :
81-90" Ck 9 (34) ~ 9 (56) 5 (24) 25 (42) 7 (39) 1 (13)
#7180 7 »_a'1 (aa) 9 (70) 12 (51) ' 18 (64) .7 (53) 4 (26)-
" 61-70 - ) «"* 14 (88) 12 (89) 2 (56) 7 (72) .3(59) 3 (35)
5160 . 3(90) 7(100 10 (78) 6 (80) 9 (76) -5 (52)
41-50 ' 6 (91) 15 (98) 7 (90) 4 !65)
3408, 201 ~0(91) -2 (100) 3(96) 6 (84)
30 . 4.(100) . 2(100) .4 (97)
11-20 : 1 (100)
0-10 o o
Numﬁar af ! :fﬂz;} L ! . , o
. 63 45 83 51 31
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: ﬁef graduates to perform.school-trained ‘job
- the ratTngs surveyed, -The data suggest that the most job relevant curriculum-
" (as-.reflected by the:tasks evaluated fonr.the schools surveyed) is the MR

| éfCurriculum; At ieaet ‘80 percent of typ1ea1

tabTe, can’ be i ;uer,
ﬂkeperat1ehelﬁje§ Jrdjuivene ’ets. Fer exampTe, 51 60 percent of the typ1ceT "A"
Sch

ol greduetel were ueed“et the units represented to: perferm ‘ “a*h

- e 90 pereeﬁt't1 e., 45 ‘of 50) eﬁethe JQb teske eens1dered py ST
. the A Vrat1ng ;‘i* . _ ) . o é§$  .

_ _;‘ 'iTOD /ereent of the 63 JDb taske eveiueted by MRs - - . (-fl C

L e 80 percent ef the Ms Jeb taske
‘e 7B percent eF the AV Jﬂb tESkS'

ot 52 pereent of the FT job’ tasksg - e o *,i ﬁ\:gr;';
;QverelT, the eumulat1ve pereenteges 1n the teb1e 1ndqeate thet ut11izat1en
teske is relatively high for all '

iy

recent graduatee are -used at the’
units represented by the “interviewees: to perform more: than half (56 pereent)

7_:'qf the tasks trainhed at the "A" school.  Fifty\péFcent .or More :of the MR:
’ 'igreduates perfeﬂn a11 of the seheo1 tra1ned taeke at the units. P

Aggregeted as they aré for Eh1s repert ‘percent ut111zaﬁ1en data eou1d :j EE

. .be usefu1 fer-menegement information purposes.. For example, utilization - -

. data could be.used to compare.different, sehee]e in terms .of the responsiveness.
"+ or relevance of their training to operatjonal fleét job requiremente/expeetas
tions concerning graduates. At the 1nng1dueT school tevel, the utilization.

cific tasks fer‘wh1ch schee1 -training

v Jue data are useful for. sugge§t1ng s .
“be either totally elimipated or trdining emphases thanged. . Decisions™of - ¢ -
this type, hewever\ also require add1t1ena1 knewTedge coneern1ng ‘reasons fer
nenut111zet1en of the.graduates. :
”~

The 1nterv1ewiEreeedure was de51gned to gather some of the necessary o

" additional information. - The reason .codes used with "Don't Do" choices prev1ded

one source of this information. Interviewee comments provided another. * Table - .

* 4 Tists the predeminent reasans given (through the mechanjsm of reason code

selection) for nonutjlization of graduatés, The primary.reason given across all

~ ratings was that the [task was not required at’ that particular unit.. ,Sti1l, more .

information is .needédd), however, coancerning why such tasks are not perfenmed In
this case, 1nterviewee comments -should be examined to deter#fine if tmaining

.emphases can be ‘changed. It may. be found, for. examp]e, that eertain jeb tesks
‘mhy no rlonger. be ree;1rements of & rating. : ' -~

e

| PERFQRMANCE DIFFICULTY/EASE DATA . Wh1¥§§the p,;eeﬁt ut111zet1en velues heve

?1mp11eatione for relevance of school tra¥ning (1 e., "are the right things be1ng
~taught?"), the percent difficulty values reflect on the. quality of 'school -training
. for the fleet job, These values'relate to ,the queetien of "Hew we11 the sehee1

‘preperes -individuals fer thé nperet1enaT jeb L . o

. . e 24 f"
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L TABLE 4. SUMNARY 'OF REASONS FOR NDNUTILIZATIDN OF ERADUATES :
T e TO PERFORM SCHQGk TRAINED TASKS. _ o
: Y AT < “Percent Time Reason . . + |
S : Code SeTezted o &
| Rating _ o *f AEAR 2** , -
7 S . si e A
e w P
N 9 "1'12
MS  y38 24
vl 6 27 - .
L e LI |

‘ 1 %b * Reason Cade 1--Task not perfcrmed on my'ship/aircraft/statian/system
! Reasan Code 2--Task not expected of someone 1n recent g?aduates s rate
or Tevel of exper1ence - o 'S

= Vncludes AT, AQ,AXrat ngs . i SR

. S Tab1e 5 presents data 5hnw1ng the

< coltmn).

Ease/d1fficu1ty with wh1ch typical
d

_regent "A". schanl graduates were reportéd to perform job tasks at the units
?g@,,’ by ‘the ,interviewees. The table shgws the percent of recent gradugtes
~ {first who perform a giyen number of t&ks with ease (cell entries), and

the peraent of recent graduates who perform the same tasks with. difficulty (last .

.recent MR

The table .shows,. for example, that 71-80 percent of -typical,
"A" school graduates perform 20 job tasks of the rating without d1ff1cu1ty (i.e.,

~ with ease) and that 20-29 percent of :the graduates have difficulty performing
_these same tasks. Examination of the data in ‘table 5 shows that, overall,

. typical "A" schoel .graduates are repcrted to have difficuIty per?arming many uf
the . tasks far which they re;e1ved tra1n1ng at the schools.' f ,

The percen!’difficu]ty va1ues are useful for- ‘making pre11m%nary decis1ens
- concerning ‘the possible existence of training "problems.™ For example, if 1 of
"~ every 5 gradqateg (20 percent difficulty value) is reported to have d1Ff1cu1ty

- performing a particu

determine if trainin

drs

r task, addit1ona1 infarmation should be obtained to

requires attent1on

Two sources of such additional. .

For tHe- prcgram candueted "réasgns"‘:
represented by letter codes ("A;“ "B," "¢C,"

- informatidn are available from the 1nterv1ew procedure:
viewee cmmments, - v

r%ason codes and inter- -

perfarmance dﬁfficuTtﬁes were 1 o

c. ).

Some”of* these were ‘aimed at’

; discovering which performance d1ff1cu1t1es may not be attributable to and,

./~ . hence, not easily correctable by school training (e.g., equipment Qperating

- pecultarities, difficult access to equipment for task performance and -other
peculiarities of-a specific work environment). A second source of information

. concerning ‘reasons for performance difficulties was the cﬁmments maﬂe ‘about the
specific nature of- the' pevfarmanﬁe d1Ff1cu1t1es _ o -
e i . T 25 y T R Y
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TABLE 5 SUMMARY OF GRADUATE EASE DF TASE PERFDRHANCE DATA .

é¥ Percent 75 " Number of Tasks in ‘Each . . Eercent Perfanmir
a ' Petfarg‘ﬂith ; - Categarg for Rating o With Difficulty .
‘Ease Yalues - A OMRTEN s, ZAV] | FT VETués
~91-100 - & 3 8 7 4 .0 0-9°
w0 s, e 2. % 2 109
S I -
71-80 4 2, 17 24° 8 4 2029
- 6190 6 8 3 18" 9 -3 30-39
51-60 1 5 3 9 5 .1 " .40-49
v 50 7 8 2 4 12 .2 5059
31-40 7 2 "4 5 10 60-69
21-30 zo 3 3 4 . 7019+
— — s — = — — — f =
~ 11-20 1 ) 4 80-89"
0-10 3, 1+ 90-100
r N S — . B .
: Number of o 7 - :
- Tasks Evaluated . 50 63 45 83 .51 .31 -

1IncTudes AT AQ, AX ratings

x

sheu]d/couid be addressed in terms DF remedial tra1n1ng and a]sa the "type" Df
remedial act1qp indicated to correct subsequent on the Job performanee diffi- -

* . culties. - Reasons given for performance diffitulties were highly variable
across the ratings‘surveyed Consequently, they cannot be succinctly summar1zed
here. This. 1nfanﬂat1an is contained, however, jn the individual school reportsv:
(refs. .2, 5 7, 10, 11, and12). ¥ ;

/jﬂETHOD EVALUATION )

As ment1gned prév1au51y 311 data obtained. from the interviews were reviewed

by f1ve staff SMEs- at each of the six schools. This review was requested by the
“ TAEG to provide an-evaluation of the structured interview method in terms of '
the usefulness of the data for curr1cu1um review and its relevance for.

1gent1fy1ng tra1n1n§ prchems

:/‘
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‘DATA USEFULNESS. Table 6 summarizes SMES Dp1h1ons across the six “A;1§chua1s :~i
-. concerning the usefulness of the interview data for curricalum reviey : :
The entries in the cells are average (mean) "usefulness" values. These were’

igcomputéd by assigning:
e "0" to "not Q;TPFU?" cha1ces'

" e ="1" to "of some Help" choices ’i?
- = - ) -
e " ta 'very he1pfu1" choices. -

£
b

The means were derived by dividing the sum of the numer1ca1 values by the number
of tasks‘ Evaiuated for a rating. .

TABLE 6. SUMMARY DF SME OPINION DF USEFULNESS OF THE INTERVIEN DATA

K EX, Mean UsefuTﬁess Rat1ngs (
T W N, ) M AV T

Usefu1ness oF "Da v
with Ease," "Don't 1 _
Do" and "Do with 1.94 1.11 71,98 1.0 1.14 1.19
D1ff1cu1ty“ F1gures '

Usefu1ness~gf Reason

Codes and‘Figures 118 1.03  1.56 .99 .88 1.10
Usefulness of Comments igffg . o ;ijui - B B S
. (Ciear, precise, etc;) _ ‘1.16 . 1.06 1.6 . ,92 1.18 1.10 |,
- ; IR ¢ I
DveraTT Usefulness af - _ _ J
Data | 142 1,03 1.8 1.0 1.06 1.%3

11nc1udes AT AQ, AX ratings

_ As is evident from the table, school SMEs genera11y considered the data
to be helpful for curriculum review. ‘Reason codes which provided reasonsfor .
graduate difficulties or for nonperformance of tasks were also generally.
considered helpful. They were considered to be of most use, however, when .
they were coupled with amphf‘ymg coments whn:h explained the reasons for their

selection.
)

Interviewee comments which provided detailed information concerning the
specific nature of graduate performance difficulties were generally considered
by all SMEs to be the most useful feature of the data. Howeyer, the technical

. content and clarity of the comments varied considerably. This should probably -

. be attributed to the relative inexperience of the interyiewers rather than to

" any inherent defects of the method. = As experience is ga?ned with. interviewing
procedures, interviewers. usuaT1y‘becomé more skillful in extracting directly
re1evant detai?ed information and in stating it in more clear and concise terms.

/
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"TRAINING PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION. A finaT cgns1derat10n concern1ng the value
“of -any feedback data cqdlection method pertains to the extent to which obtained
data permit identification' of training deficiencies. Figure 1 summarizes SMEs'
opinions across the.six schools conce nlng the “re]gvan?IL ‘of the intérview
data for permitting ident if1catiun of trainjpg "problemsi" The cells show the
numbers of tasks falling &nto,each category. Placement of a task within a g1ven
_ category was either by SME consensus (AD, EN, AV, FT) or agreement of at least

3 &f the 5 reviewers. at a school (MS, MR). As the table shows, SMEs-identified *
a 5ub5tant1a1 number of, tasks as répresenting areas of train1ng def1c1ency Lo

A& ;

PDSTNDTE S ,,{ “ - %_ ;

prcgéduraT exper1ence than ‘those emp1ayed in this pragram- Thxs wau]d
undoubtedly ‘enhance the rei1ab111ty of the procedure and result in more ~
__direct, concise statements concerning the miture of graduate job perforflance
difficulties. However, the overall results of the study did demonstrate that -
_interviewing duties could be shared among a variety of school personnel who.are
re1at1ve1y 1nexper1enced in 1nterv1ew1ng techniques. As 1Bng as the prucedures

’SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

During this study program, training eedback data ‘concerning the curricula
of six "A" schools/courses were collected“within the NAVEDTRACOM from 281 petty
- officers representing eight different ratings. Data were also collected from
82 MS petty officers still serving in fleet billets. A structured interview
method was used for'data collection. Data and experience gained during the
program were used to assess the feasibility ang desirability of obtaining
feedback data within the school enyironment and to evaluate the utility of

the structured interview.method for ‘thisspurpose. The principal findings of
the program which bear on 1ts overall abéect1ves are summar1zed below. .

“1. A review nf the backgraund characteristics of petty officers attend-
ing advanced scRools ‘within the NAVEDTRACOM and the recency of their fleet
assignments led to the conclusion that feedback provided by them would not
differ substantially from feedback that could be gathered from their counter-

_parts, still serving in operational fleet billets. Thus, training. feedback
from the school petty officer groups who were interviewed during the study
program was considered to be valid.

. 2. The structured interview method yie]ds valuable data for curr1cu1um
review. The data are useful for 1dent1fy1ng training def1c1en¢1e5 and the
nature of thnse def1c1€hc1es

- 3. Approximately 60 pergent of the petty officers assigned to advanced
courses within the NAVEDTRACOM were qualified to evaluate the fleet JDb per-
formance of recent "A". schaa1 graduates. _ =

4. The AV pprt1on of the study pragram demonstrated that éssent1aliy
the same information about "A" school graduate fleet job performance 'ean be .
obtained fram either IT school studeénts or more juntor "C" schoa] students

28 RN
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. . : . LT S CC = 4
e, . T . ~ Rating- = - . % Six Course .
' Category. o - - NAVEDTRACOM-
L oo A . AD, M5 EN AV MR FT -# Average (Hedianj\
Data suggest 11tt1e d1ff{€§i%; iq perfoﬁmance- ¢ . .28* 30 .60 -Sfiigﬁa _;19 . ;éﬁ - e
~ therefore, no problem 15 apparent -~ L . S
,Data 1dent1fy a tra1n1ng prabiem ' ,'ii?'r 7;;' 7,:52 .70 -.é% 43 38** 81;- k ?:52 | e
, The prub1em sﬁéﬁié Bé addresééa %n . ) : o ) : 5 7 o
*the.Al course , o ) .2 .00 .09 .20° .05 .81 .14
=~ The prab1em shqud be addressed 1n .
. . another segment of-the training . L o ) o
nL pipeline (dncluding cdrrespanden:e e ) o
- courses and GJT) . , - .60°.70- .27 .43 ;16 ".19 . .35
: @ Data 1mp1y training 15 not the primary cg}se iii ) _ S B )
- of difficulty or that' identification as a . - L .
- - training problem is ineonclusive : o .10 .00 .13 .20 ,00. .00 - .05 -
rumber of Tasks Eva‘luated | | o : 5 50 &3 45 51 ’53 3

* The numbens in this figure ind1cate the praporticn of job tasks (aut of thgse 5urVeyed) far each rat1ng
se1ected by the SMEs for each categary. i;'

“** SNE agreement was not reached about location for remediation fa 11 of the 24 ( 18 of the tnt@% number
surveyed) JDb tasks which were identified as training problems..

\

Figure 1. Summary of SMEs Use of Data ta Identify Training Problems
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This-is particu1ar1y 1mpa;tant since “p“ s;haal\students camprise thd majority
of advanced—schaa] attendees.. ~ o 7 . L
_ = 5 The Ms partian of the study demanstrated stat1stica11y that feedback
obtained from personnel attending advanced schools within the NAVEDTRACOM was
- equivalent to feedback obtained directly from fleet sources. -This,fihding
_reinforces the assumption made under paragraph 1-above. The-MS, effort also
demonstrated that the structured interview method can be used suceessfully te
collect tra1ning Feedback within the fleet. : -

6. No “campTaints" were voiced concerning the use- of school Fac111t1es,.

staff for technical assistance and- interviewing, or student time. No.reasons
became evident to assume that use of the method within the schools was
: undesirab1e from an "1ncanven1ence/d1sruptien“ of routine standpoint.

7. The@average time®required to gamp]ete individual interviews at all
six schools was apprax1mate1y ‘T hour.. This met the exprgssed d%sires af

- ‘school Céﬂﬁﬁnds

=

- 8. Interviewing dut1e5 Eﬁh be shared amang a variety of school perscnne1
inexperienced in interviewing techniques. 7As long as the pracedures are ¢
followed in a reasonable way, useful data can be obtained. However, better
~ training .for interviewers would undoubtedly have improved the quality of
cgmments describing the specific nature of training prnblems . . *
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) 7 CONCLUSIONS AND ‘RECC!HENDATIQNS
,to,ﬂcmsmus a . -

rl ) V ?:b
Experience gained and feedbagk data :ﬂﬂe;ted during this work pmgram ‘Iéad :
ta the cane]usians that*" : ) ) .

L

e ° It’is both f‘easibie and desirab’le to cnﬁect traini ng feedba ck

-~ information within the NAVEDTRACOM advanced school context
petty officers who rotate from fleet billets to attend IT ﬂr
"C"~level courses in their ratings. o

LT e The structured interview pracedure yields va]uab’le and useful
-information for curriculum evaluation. N .

PR
=0

RECEHIENDATIDNS - .

- It is reccmnended tﬁat the struetur‘ed interview method asseSSEd during
-the study program continue to be usedsto collect traimng feedback. - The method
o -can be used to col ..{nformation concerning the fpecif ¢ nature of any
r" ‘training deﬁcienci that may be revealed.by NAVEDTRAC(M Level I1 training .
appraisal surveys, or to.conduct Level III course apprgisals (see OPNAV Instruc-
tion 1540.50, 15 May 1979). %t cam alsg be used to obtain feedback information
within the schools on a continuihg, rou ine ‘basis when a course is not scheduled
for formal evaiuat’ien by the camand. = . :
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APPENDIX V- .,
K EUIDELINES FOR CDNDUCTING A STRUCTURED INTERVIEH Ch S
: - FEEDBACI% DATA COLLECTION PROGRAM o 7 -
: B . & - ’ /! 5 - . . & ) . .

- This appen’dix presénts gufdéhnes for- implemepting feedback dgTa collection
programs using the structured interview method ass&ssed during the TAEG study.
Recmndatwns for data use in curriculum evalus ,-nn/r‘ewsion ai‘e also -

" provided. .
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INTRODUCTION

-The results of the study program demonstrated that the structured
interview procedure can be used to obtain training feedback information which
. .would be valuable for school.use .in identifying training deficienties and

"the nature of those deficiencies.’ The method can be used on a routine basis’
- to collect feedback from newly reporting petty officers. This feedback can

_be- used whenever needed (1) for curiiculum review, (2) as input to the Annual-

Course Review, or{3) to obtain additional detailed information on training,
inadequacieS revealed by fleetq;omp1aints,arkhx data collected via the

- NAVEDTRACOM Training Appraisal System. Since the collection of feedback data
.within the NAVEDTRACOM does not imphct or impinge on fleet resourges or'w
otherwise require access to fleet personnel, data can be collected at any
time. -These data'should be particularly desirablefuseful during those years
in which a particular-course is not scheduled for a formal evaluation by

CNET. .

. The remainder-of this appendix presents guidelines for conducting feed-
.back data collection programs using the structured interview method assessed.
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'f:EUIDELINES ?DR CDNDUCTING A SCHOOL FEEDBACK DATA COLLECTIDN PROERAH

: F;gpre A-1 shpws the steps 1nvp1vgd in (1) p]ann1ng and conducting a

~ feedbdck™data collection program usimg structured interviews and (2)-sum-
marizing ‘and using the data for curriculum evaluyation. _These steps are'd1s=

’ cussed in‘detail 1n the subsequent paragriphs ’i? .

G u s 1.0 PLAN DATA CDLLECTEON AND UTILIZATION. Command 1eve1 “planning” to
B implement and conduct an effective training appraisal program using the
; recpnmegded structured 1nterv1ew procedure should be d1rected at:
\z: .o
assignment. of Pesppnspb111t1es to prp;ept perspnné1 and deiegatipn
f cpmmensurate authprity

e =
erall :ggnizante of data cp11ectipn/ana1ysis act1v1t1es

“ﬁ%tpri .utilization of the data to insure appropriate course

wisions?based on the data
& [ -
w w1 .. e folldwup on course rev151pn recpnnendat1pns when apprpva1 is requ1red‘
o, atAgggher Tevel. ,
F ﬂ! -

- Staff ‘functioms requ1red concern prpgect cpord1nat1pn deve1ppment of data -
. collection :nsteuments, student screening/control, interviewing, data analysﬁs,
g? and curr1cu13 EV1S1DH Each of. these functions are discussed be1pw
1.1 DESIGNATEﬁFRDJEET COORDINATOR. The structured interview method was ¢
~ designed to be- stra1ghtforward but sufficiently flexible for adapta-
- . tion to diverse training commands. The positions of authority, as
BN well as the technical skills, most useful for adapting the method
o, to a specific-command may be a$sociated with personnel in several
.+ defigrtments.. @ divisions. A relatfvely senior individual should be -
designated as command caprdihgtpr Appropriate authority for
- access to and use of necessary perspnnET $hould be delegated to
that individual. The CIS officer is recommended for project coor-
- dinadion because:, (1) the development and use of training appraisal
T " procedures are aiready a responsibility of this office and (2? CIs-
: B pff1cers normally have well established interdepartmental relation-.
- .+ .ships. The coordinator's interest/need for the feedback data will
=L e © facilitate close, ppnt1nu1ng coord1nat1pn of other Funct1pns

descr1bed bélow.

1.2 DESIGNATE INSTRUMENT DEVELDPMENT PERSONNEL. The procedures recommended
" ‘Eﬁ’npt require personnel thoroughly trained in instrument develop-
\ ment or data analysis. 'The most difficult job will be to develop

suitable task stp;éments for use on the survey instruments. It is

. recommended that individuals who are thoroughly familiar with the
course be tasked to develop the necessary job task statements. It.is
- " also recommended that the same personnel who develop the instruments

: 7 . . --also be tasked to accomplish the data analysis. This is suggested in
gé; " :order to achieve a match between 1nstrument design/data gathered and
’the*deV1sed ana]ys15 scheme.

37h ) y l . -
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PLANEEATA COLLEETIDN AND’ UTILIZATIDN

DEVELOP DATA COLLECTION INEFRUMEN

€

 ARRANGE INTERVIEW FACILITIES

.

REVIEN BASIC INTERVIEN METHDDS

&

SELECT INTERVIEW PDINT INUADVANCED

5»- STUDENTS' CHECK—IN/TRAINING SCHEDULE

A Revise CURRICULUM

N PREPLAN INTERVIENS

B 2

INTERVIEN UE'_ TEU~STuUENTs
2 Y ,
@i;AGE/SUMMARIZE/ANALYZE DATA

I
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£
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Major Steps Invo?ved in PTanning, Canduct1ng, Ana]yzing,
and Using Training Feedback '
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=" " helpful for data analysis and may be developed for use as a fourth

TAEG Report ‘No. 92
Based on the exper1ences ga1ned in %ﬁf prdtotype evaluaticn school

staff personnel tasked with curriculym writing/development functioning
©under the genera] superV1s1on of cammand CIS personne] are recammended

1.3 CESIGNATE STUDENT SCREENING/CONTROL RESPONSIBILITIES. Steps should

be “taken to dnsure ‘that all.possible dinterview candidates are
raut1nely screened ‘and, if qualified, interviewed. It iserecom-
~ 'mended that this function be assigned to personnel who are in
.v. . charge "of the advanced students either during check-in or after

'~ .convening of their class. Previous experignce has shown that this
¢ -1s usually. the director of the school offering the course, and that
~( the director is best represented for ‘this purpnse by a seTected

' éﬁf : caurse 1n5tructor or 1earning 5uperv1ser

1.4 iDESIGNATE INTEﬁVIEWER(S) _ Senlur m111tary 1nstructars who ane from
" the same rating(s) as the individuals being-interviewed, "and who -
are also assigned to the school staff, are- ecommended for the.

: 1nterv1ew1ng task. Based on experience gained in _the study program,
senior petty officer instructors were enthusiastic about 1mpr9v1ng
both their school's courses. and the expertise of sailors in their”

 own rating. They were part1cu1ar1y effective interviewers in

. terms of the number and specificity of amplifying.remarks collected.

1.5 DESIGNATE DATA ANALYSIS PERSONNEL. As indjcated in 1.2 above, -
. it is recommended that the same personne’l who develop the data
cc]]ect1on 1nstruments a]so analyze the data EDT1ectéd )

1.6 . DESIGNATE CURRICULUM REVIEWER(S). Generally, curriculum review is .
: an'ongoing function at every training command and further selection
of personnel is unnecessary. Those individuals who have this
, responsibility should be. made aware of the feedback project and the |
“ -ava11ab111ty of thé data for course review. .

~2 0 DEVELGP DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS'S Instrument deve]opment requires |\
selecting job tasks “for which tra1n1ng will. be evaluated and des1gn1ng(
interview forms and associated procedures for their use. Ihterviewee
background -data forms Should also be deve]aped 'to collect information
. concerning the experience of the interviewees. Reasan Codes are alsa:

"1nstrument " These 1tems are d1scussed in more detail below.

¥ ¥
?giﬁ SELECT JOB TASKS FOR TRAINING 'EVALUAT#ON. Job taﬂks for evaluation
. may be selected from.existing job task *lists or may be derived from
. the learning objectives of the course. The items on the NAVEDTRACOM:
“ Training Appraisa1 ‘System (TAS) Level II' questionnaires comprise one
. source, of job’task statements. Two other possible _sources of ' job. task
" lists are discussed below. . In addition, guidance is offered (see
attachment 1) concerning the -screening of established job'task lists

+and/or deve]gpment of new job task statéments should that be necessaryf

-dés1rab1e
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* The TAS Level II questionnaires, NOTAP Job Task Inventory, and

coyrse curriculum comprise the thiee main options for selection.

of job task statements. These are discussed below:

\ 1. JAS Level Il Questionnaires. The job task statements .on a
- o given TAS Level Il questionpaire reflect what a student is
' .taught in'a part¥cular course. These questionnaires will
i already be familiar to many fleet ‘personnel who' have been
involved in TAS Level II evaluations. If available, the job
‘task statements used on these questionnaires are recommendgd
: S . as the basis for job task statements to be used on the inter- i

' / - view instruments. : , ' ! . '

T o 2. . NOTAP Job Task'Inventory (JTI). The tatest NOTAP JTI for the
’ ’ rating(s) (and rate, as appropriate) also contains information
about the actual job tasks required of recent school graduates
‘ in the fleet. Job task statements for use. oh the interview
e . e ., form may be extracted from these 1ists. It must be recognized,
: however, that JTIs are lengthy and contain all types of work °
performance (e.g., administrative, military) in addition to . + .
fechnical training related job tasks. -These 1ists will require
~an initial screening to select:technical tasks of the specialty.
A Second screening may be required to eliminate technical
- tasks performed by less than 20 percent of recent school ‘ .
_graduates. This is recommended to avoid .producing an instrument
- which would lead to an unacceptably long interview. Note also
/ that the JTIs reflect the job performance of personnel in each
: rating by rate. It iS5 thus necessary to insure that the-JTl
. . for the (approximate) rates of recent graduates is sélected.

=

3. Learning Objectives. The learning objectives of the curriculum
being evaluated comprise one other source .of possible job task
statements. Use of this source, however, requires that con-.
siderable effort be expended té write jab task statements.

o L - For example, shortening of learning objectives, translating -+
) or converting theory oriented learning objectives to corre-
-sponding job task statements, and screening for learning
objectives for nonoperational equipment used only for training.
: purpe%esrate\frequent]y required.. For these reasons, the
formulation of new job task lists from course learning objec-
tives is recommended only when both the TAS Level II question-
-naire and NOTAP JTI-are judged unacceptable, . :

. = ! e S
2.2 DESIGN INTERVIEW FORMS/AMOCEDURES . "Design, of the “interview forms
involves devising a #B#€ific data collection format, instructions
to tlhie interviewees, and generalinstructions to the interviewers
© : _ Eq?,érning interview procedures. These matters are discussed.
> : * below. e S . B
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~ zfzﬂ DEVISE SPECIFIC “FORMAT.. A r‘ecaﬂmended survey form {s |
contained in the Interview Kit as attachment 2. It is
‘ similar to the one used in the TAEG study program. It
should be notéd that the three categories of feedback .
solicited about graduates' job task performance (i.e., Do
With Ease, Do N1th Difficulty, or Don't Do) refer to the
a job behav1or of recent graduates under general supervision.
" The recommended instructions to the interviewee (seeé page 73)
reflect .this basic concept Three alternate sets of
cholgés for categorizing graduate perFOHmance are contained
- in table A-1. Other sets of categories can be dévised to
meet specific information needs and desired data analysis
schemes. = It-should be noted, however, that the following
-~ sections of this report dea11ng with data analysis reflect
: the use of the recammended categaries only.

TABLE A-1. ALTERNATE SETS OF GRADUATE PERFORMANCE DESCRIBERS 8
' "WITH SOURCE/PRIDR APPLICATIDN - -
Opt]Dn - Eraduate Perfarmance Descr1bers : Sahrce/?rior App1ica£ioﬁ
S S . , S
3 . ' ) ) . . i
1 Don't Do ' S Suggest1ons from some
Do With Difficulty » interviewers and inter-
Do Adequately With E1D§e L _ viewees in the study
Supervision R Coagrap
: Do "With Ease
A .
12 _ - Training Less Thah' Adequate o CNET Tra1n1ng Appra1sa1

Adequate : System
More Than Agequate , . )
Task Not Observed

. - y
.3 ' Task Not Observed . TAEG's 1nFcrma1
' ¥ Can Not Do :. : K experience in identifying
Can Do With Superv1s1an o state of training in
Can Do Without Close g sele¢ted Naval RESEPVe
Supervision ' Un1ts -

= —r— o e =
P
K E -

2.2.2 DEVELOP ,INSTRUCTIONS TO INTERVIEWERS. This step involves
developing specific instructions ‘for organizing and -
, 3 . completing each interview in order to insure standard-
L _ .. ization of procedure and correct use of the interview
‘ form; Attachment 2 contains recommended "Interview
Instrugtions"” which are patterned after those used’
successfully in the study program. .These instructions
can be amégﬁed as necessary to meet individual command
- needs., - ‘

oo e A , ' . %?f T
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2 3 DEVELOP BACRGRDUN@ DATA FORM. The Backgraund Data Farm should e]ic1t
enough informatiof about the-advanced studerfts to determine how welt
. they represent thg larger fleet group. Relevant questions might
concern the advanfed students' most recent tour (i.e.”, whether or not
it was sea or shgre, type ship/squadron, and type of -equipment he or
she worked on of operated). The Background Data Form may also be used .
to sedk answers to questions that may be useful to the training command
 but that may not pertain.to a specific job task. This information’
¢ m1ght relate to technical training or military training, in general.
- It is recommended, however, that the Background Data Form be Timited
to one page in order to fac111tate its use in-a classroom as a screening
~instrument fcr selecting the particular advanced students who will be
" interviewed. ' A key question that should appear on any background data
form should be.similar to the following: "In the last 12 months, have .
- you had an oppor8unity to observe and evaluate recent school,
.graduates in operational assignments?" _Followup ‘questions that should N
be asked include, "If you answered 'Yes' to the previous question, "how
many people-did you observe and evaluate? For how long?" These
.questions are essential to establish whether or not an advanced student
has, in fact, observeds-in an Qperat1ona1 assignment, the job performance
~, of recent 'graduates of the course being evaluated. Attachment 2
contains a sample Background Data Farm Add1t1onai questions can/shcu]d
be added as needed. . . : .
. v 3 ‘ ¢
2.4' DEVELOP REASDN CODE FQRM Reascn(Cades are developed to ref1ect
- possible explanations gonrmrn1ng why recent graduates might hawve -
had performance difficu” .s—or might not have performed a particu- -
lar task at all. Reasor des will tend to be largely  .ting
spec1f1d howeve' e re some Reason Codes that havi meaning
in many/d1fferen .ings. Attachment 2 contains a 1ist of Reason
Codes that may be app11cabié to many ratings. Reason Codes are
provided for both the "Don't Do" category and the "Do With .
Difficulty" categgry. Reason Code forms may/should reflect the
Reason Codes from this list that are deemed helpful in categorizing *
training appraisal feedback, as well as. cther lnca11y deve]oped
Reason Codes )

ARRANGE INTERVIEH FACILITIES It is important that at least part B of
the Interview Form be completed privately by.the interviewer and
interviewee. If poss1b1e, a pr1vate ofF1ce should be reserved for the
interview. This provision mdy affect the attitude and motivation of

' the person being int~=vi-yed concerning the importance '+ the task -
. and, consequently :gree of "effort" he will put o his cantrrf
bution. A nicely ...n .hed office in a prominent part of the building

will aid in giving the impresstion that what the advanced student is
‘doing is very important and that h1s full cacperation/contr1but1on is

vital. . -

REVIEW BASIC TNTEﬁyIEW METHODS. The praductlvity of training appraisal
interviews is generally ajded by interviewer preparation and practice.
Invar1ab1y, the se1ected interviewers will have had experiente with

e
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-some type of 1nterV1ew situation. Nevertheless, Fev1ew of attachment
3 is recommended fo -refresh and fbcus interviewer skills on the training
appraisal_task. In additiony practice interviews using draft data
collectioft instruments will provide exper1ence with the epecific
i setting and population concerned. Attachment 3 contains a concise
review of military training appraisal interview procedures. Several
° pther salient points about interviewing are addressed here. The
interviewer must accept that the. respondent is the best “expert"
concerning his/her own ideas -and opinieons'and that the object of the
interview is to learn about the resddndent s -ideas and dp1n1ons As
much as: possible, these ideas and opinions should be captured in the .
reepondent‘ own words. - Sometimes the intervieweé's first response is
- general in nature, ‘and it may be necessary to-ask probing questions to
get at specific skills which are performed less adequately Settling -
for just the name of a topic that "needs more emphasis" Vprov1dee
Tittle help to curriculum writers, In this situation, it may be
necessary to ask specifit questions such as, "Do they perform this - B
task too slowly?" in order to get at the actual skill(s) that needs to Q\
be" taught d1fferent1y or more -thoroughly. On the other hand, when the
jnitial response is wordy and contains a great deal of 1nformet1on qt
may be necessary .to summarize and clarify, trying to restate the
essence of the statement in a more succinct and usable form., In doing
so, however, it is important to avoid questions that bring up issues
that were not raised by the respondent. The interviewer should not do
" anything to prejud1ce the respondent's remarks such a$ arguing about
the accuracy of the data or aeking slanted questions to see if the ¥
respondent -has the same opinion as the interviewer about some particular
issue. It is often helpful to read back to the respondent what has \
‘been written down to test the accuracy of 1mpreseions Phrases,
words; and sentences that tend to occur more” Frequent1y in produet1ve
interviews are: :
E;I understand ydu to sayiii~
Do you mean that..
. In other words. S '
Could you tell me specifically what behav1dr the graduate does not
per.form adequately..
: Let‘me see if I understend ’
- I'm.confused about that pd1nt, cequ ydu reetate it For me.
_:_dﬂmnn .I see,
" Let me th1nk ebout this for a m1nute i
_Tell me more about that.. S ‘ _ - .-

Nofze, phrases, end eentences that tend to ar1se in unproductive 1nterv1ews

are:
&
I don't understand you. 4
Do you really think that
[ d1eagree

.Don't you think that...
“That's confusing; say it again...
What -you really mean to say is...
" Did you -have the same problem I did with getting them to do...

! () “ I
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, It is vital to remember that the respondent is the eéxpért on his/her ,
" own ideas and opinions. The interviewen's job Ts to-aid in the expression
of his/her ideas and, thus, obtain specific information concerning the :
need for and nature of possible curriculum changes. This means obgaining
and recording information about skills and knowledge which at some 7
. point can be associated with a.specific terminal or enabling objective
: . h!

.of a course's curriculum, -

5.0+ SELECT 'INTERVIEW POINT -IN ADVANCED STUDENTS! CHECK-IN/TRAINING SCHEDULE.
-« Early contact with the NAVEDTRACOM advanced studénts is recommended to
.maintain their credibility as fleet representatives. Scheduling the
“interview during the check-in process, or during the period prior to
~or shortly after-the course convening date, will gerierally meet this
~ requirement. ‘ - S

. 6.0 PREPLAN INTERVIEWS. It is necessary t&géetermine which NAVEDTRACOM

@ advanced students are "qualified" to provide information about the
adequacy of a school's training for the fleet. Criteria should be
established concerning the degree of opportunity to observe recent
school graduate€s on the jeb in. operational assignments and the recency
and length of-this observation. A1l "qualified" individuals should be
scheduled for interviews.” In addition, a purposeful attempt should be
made to encourage interviewee ~ooperation and enhance his/her motiva-

~ tion -for the interview. ‘ :

6.1 SCREEN INTERVIEWEES. The Background Data Form (see attachment 2)
~ 1s recommended for use in student screening. A."yes" answer to
ap the question concerning opportunity to observe fecent schégj‘
é * graduate performance on the job. is a’prerequisite for considéra-
~ “tion. Ensuring that -all-adyanced.studeiits in.the designated -
4 rating(s)-are screendd-will result in %ge maximum numper of.,
o individuals being interviewed and the most data available collected.

6.2 SELECT INTERVIEWEES. Meéting estabTished criteria for numbers

»of recent graduates observed, and duration of observation, is
necessary for inclusion of a-student in -the interview sample >
the TAEG study program, all individuals were selected for inter-
view who had observed at Teast one recent graduate for at least 3

- months. Indkviduals from the U.S. Marine Corps and other services.
who met thisytriterian were also incTuded. No further criteria
were established concerning, for example, USN versus USNR, male
versus feya1e,€gr senior versus junior petty officer. )

_ S _ _
+ 6.3 SCHEDULE INTERVIEWS. -Individuals identified. as "qualified"
- should be scheduled for their interview to oécur as soon as
possible after their arrival at the school. This is considered
necessary to avoid continyed exposure to trdining command "problems"
which may bias their responses, T . :

6.4 INSURE DESIGNATED INTERVIEWEES ARE INTERVIEWED. A simple system to
maintain accountability for reporting will help prevent possible
lTost interviews/data. Many ratings_have a Tow throughput of

~advanced students and the loss of eligible interviewees can
. ot : a4
- Ay

: e

%
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7 result in a eens1dereb1e decrease in deg Conversely, in ratings .
where the throughput is high, a sample of all eligible interviewees
m1ght prev1de sufficient data. 5

N6.5 ,EQgQURAGE SELECTED INTERVIENEES TO EONTRIBUTE AS MUCH AS POSSIBL
Most se11ers, regardless of their current a t1tude about Naval
service, are usually deeply proud of their particular work and
‘rating end tend to identify strongly with the cemmun1ty of indi-
viduals in that rating. This can be a strong help in soliciting
their cooperation and help in getting information: that w111
improve tre1n1ng for their rating. S

- 7. 0 INTERVIEW QESIGNﬁ?ED STUDENTS Deta11ed precedures for- conduct1ng
. interviews are tontained in attachments 2 and 3. Other suggestions
b were provided under several of the preceding steps. Familiarity with
‘ these materials and completion of practice interviews should make .
. conduct ef the actual interviews stra ghtforward Coneequent1y, no
o _ further gujdance in this area is provided in the body of the'text.
. .Once intev¥iewing begms3 however, continuing effort is necessgry ‘to
fnsure that the maximum amount of useful data is collected. The
effert required is destribed below. : B

. MAINTAINJQPE COMMUNICATIONS wITH SCREENING PERSONNEL. Open
communications with screening personnel should be maintained to

R preclude. Tost data due to reasons stch as scheau11ng eonfu51cn Dr

‘ undes1rab1e time constraints. Lo, Lt ’

. : 7.2 TRANSMIT INTERVIEW FORMS.TO DATA ANALYSIS PERSONNEL. It is
A - * recommended ‘that data be processed on an "as-collected" basis.
1 X This will allow routine inspection of the data to determ1ne
' possible emergtng training probTems and to identify specific
areas for further deta11ed 1nqu1ry dur1nc SUbSEqUEHt§1HtEcJTEWS K

R.D.'MANFGE/SUMMARIZE/ANALYZE DATA. Dbta1nang mex1mum benef1t from the
reeiback data collection program requires propér management, summari-
zation, and analysis of all data collected. Recommended procedures
for, these eFForts are provided be]ew + o

1 ta ‘involves accurate and timely
- ['compiling of information collected, as well as monitoring the
degree-of fleet representativeness of the interviewees and, the
qua11ty of fnterv1ew data beihg CDT1ected
)

]
. 8.1 MANAGE DATA. Menegement of the da

8.1.1. COMPILE DATA Interviewee Background Data as we11 as
ectueT interview date must. e recorded
8.1.1.1 MAINTAIN FILE-OF ALL CDMPLETED BACKGRDUND o
DATA FORMS, It is recommended that a file of Back- .
. ‘ground Data Forms for all individuals screened be e
» . retained at_the school. This information is of immediate
concern in determ1n1ng the percentage of advanced - 1“
students in the selected ratings actually eligible for :. .
1nterv1ew and in determ1n1ng tﬁe fTeet representet1veness
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3 -of the group of advanced students interviewed. The .
i backgrourid information might aTso be.useful to advanced
o course managers in determining student pgefi1es and *
asgessing advanced course curriculum needs. .
8.1.1.2  RECORD.INTERVIEW DATA. Careful recording of
~ -the interview data “is required to maintain
integrity of the data base and to permit
o . ready summarization for subsequent analysis.
' ' A Data Collection Worksheet form that can be
used to record interview data about each job
task listed on the Interview Form is contained
’ in figure A-2, The number of the task (from
, " the Interview Form) 'and its name should be
/ written across the top. Space is alldcated
N on the worksheet to tabulate the number\of
4 times: the interviewees classified perforfiance -
: of the task as "Do With Ease," "Do With.-
‘ 5 - Difficulty," or "Bon't Do." 1In addition,
-+ space is provided to tabulate Reason Code
selections for “tasks judged to be in’the
“Dori't Do" or "Do With Difficulty” categorie: .
Finally, all comments made by'interviewees
pertaining to each task--either to clarify
why particular Reason Codes were selectec or
to add amplifying informatfion--can be r- -ded
, : : on the back along witt the Reason Codes that
S T T accompanied the remfarks. ' Comments received
o -in response to the open-ended question at the
.t A end of the Interview Form shBuld probably be .
‘ : .compiled separately on blank sheets of paper '

so that those statements will not be cobfused -

. With specific Statements made in respanse to =

- ‘a given job task. Also in the 1n1’gervie’,whﬁth% .
T importance attached to more spontaneous *

-general comments may be different; they may-

require separate treatment/consideration.

8.1.2 MONITOR DATA BASE. A11 interview "data received
: . 2 hould be routinely reviewed to identify nonpro-
v, . ' uctive’ interview techniques which may require
' remediation (e.g., unclear or nonspecific.comments).
N : ‘ . : In additiony even cursory review of the data may o
o - [ also suggest trends in graduate performance informa- -~
: é - tion that may pot be apparent to individual inter-
- -viewers, Alerting interviewers about such trends:
- o may facilitate collection of more useful data in
7 . that area. .
- 8.1.3 - DETERMINE REPRESENTATIVENESS OF INTERVIEW SAMPLE,
) The background data on interviewees should be
- examined to deteyrmine how well the interviewed
. ,\ : greugfrepresentﬁzthe larger fleet group. This

E , 4 - | |
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TASK (Name and Interview Form n¢nber): - o

Number "Do With Ease" Selectic"::

=

[ _— — —ie - — — _

. Number "Dori't Do" Choices and="D?n‘t Do -Reason CoéﬁgSe]ectians;
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Don't. Do

Choices:
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iFigure A-2. ™Recommended Data Collection Worksheet v )
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REASON CODES WITH CORRESPONDING COMMENTS:

Reason Code(s) T - Comments

[~

3 - — — ———

mﬁ%”figuré A-2, Re::aﬁmendfed'Data Collection Worksheet (cogtinued)

R ‘
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{

assessment will assist in making a.decision about when, .
or if, to terminate data collection. Data collection
should continue until it is believed that the data
collected from-the interviewed students would not =~
- differ substantially from that which could be gathered
" from' their counterparts 'still serving in operational
fleet billets. This determination is a function of a
subjective appraisal of interviewees' breadth, depth,
and recency of experience with recent graduates. The _
_ data with which to make this appraisal are obtained
5 from compiling the information on the Background Data
Forms. Frequency counts of the answers to most questions
~ will suffice; however, average years service, average
/ number of recent. graduates observed, and average number
of months wbserved -are helpful computations. Further

analysis of data should be based on data deemed credible; -

otherwise, collettion of additional data is requived
untile credibility concerns are allayed,

SUMMARIZE DATA. Data summarization involves primarily calculating

the percentage of interviewee response choices in several key <
categdries which are important to various data analysis methods.

- The data apalysis methods are discussed in a subsequent section
.of this appendix. Procedures for calculating selected percentages

arE_EXpTEined‘and demonstrated below.

8.2.1  CALCULATE GRADUATE UTILIZATION. PERCENTAGES. The graduate .

utilization percentage reflects the degree to which

~ recént graduates are used to perform the job tasks at , .

‘the work centers represented by the interviewees.
The utilization percentage is calculated for each job
- task by dividing the sum of all "Do With Ease" and "Do
With Difficulty" responses by the totat number of - :
_ responses and mu%tipiying by 100. Figure A=3 contains /..
% 'a sample computation. For between task comparison '
purposes the job task statements may be listed/ranked

on- the basis of the utilization percentage.

8.2.2.  CALCULATE TRAINING PROFICIENCY PERCENTAGES. The train%ng

. proficiency.percentage reflects the degree to which recent
* - graduates, under -routine supervision, are performing their.
] assigned tasks with ease. * This should be calculated for
s “each task in order to make judgments about instructional
« effectiveness. The Data Collection Wprksheet information -’
. .18 used for this. The worksheet information also helps
sort.out those pérformance difficulties not attributable °
to training. :The-training proficiency percentage is
calculated for'each task by dividing the "corrected”
, . humber of "Do With Ease" selections by the sum of all’
. gl With Fase""and YDo With Difficulty" responses and

, ?é*n,”,er of "Do With Ease" selections is c@?culated by
.+ adding’ to the actual numbar of "Do With Ease selections

% R | E . i ,

S 49 . . ; yar
s N : i~ L f B . B .
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i R ‘ /

ktiplying the quotient by 100. ‘The "cowrected" ‘ Y
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any "Do With Difficulty" selections for which the Reason -
Code/Remarks recorded indicate the difficulty is. ‘
predominantly a function of job environment. The Reason®
Codes in the "operational" category (see annex D of
attachment 2) probably reflect environmental factors

. «hore so than training factors. Reason Codes in the

"Personal" category (motivatiaon, personal adjustment)

" talso probably reflect environmental factors even though

individuals' initial assignments in NAVEDTRACOM admittedly.

- may have some effect on subsequent job motivation/adjustment. °

"Do With Difficulty” selections with these Reason Codes .
should be classified "environmental" rather than "training” -
related unless specific remarks suggest otherwise. N
Figure A-4 contains a sample gompuytation. of a trajning ’
proficiency percentage. "For between task comparison -

. purposes, the job task 'statements may be 1isted/vranked

on the basis of training proficiency/percentages.

CALCULATE REASON CODE SELECTION PERCENTAGES. Reason Code", N
selection percentages are calculated seéparately: for ' A
"Don't Do"-and "Do With Difficulty” Reason Code groups. - -
This is necessary because the computations are slightly

different due to the tendency of the “Don't Do" codes to

be mutually exclusive resulting in a singTe Reason Code

~ choice for each "Don't Do" response. On the other. hand,

the "Do With Difficulty” Reason Codes are not mutually
exclusive and multiple Reason Code selections for each

-"Do With Difficulty” choice are common. _ o '

8.2.3.1 "CALCULATE "DON'T pb" REASON CODE SELECTION . &
. . PERCENTAGES. The selection pe centage of -each . ..

- ' Reason Code can be derived by ;nuntigg the ' -

frequency of selection of eag Reason Code IR

- category {or -omission) across all tasks .for all y e

respondents and dividing that number by the 3
frequency of the "Don't 'Do" selections across’

all tasks for all respondents.

8.2.3.2  CALCULATE "DO WITH DIFFICULTY" REASON CODE

I SELECTION PERCENTAGES. The-selection percentage

S for each Reason Code is derived by counting the :
frequency of selection of each Reason Code . -

. - category across all tasks-for all respondents -

and dividing that number by the sum of the fre-
quency of-"Dd>With Difficulty" Reason Code
selections and. the frequency #f "Do With
Difficulty" selections without-Reason Code(s)

across all tasks for.all respondents.

8.3% ANALYZE DATA. There are at least: three ppssible ‘techniques that
“ can be-used to analyze the data collected\and detemuipe their -k
implications and meaning for possible course revision, A1l three
add important and unique ‘dimensions to the interpretation of ‘the -

.

data and should be considered/used. The basic method involves

50
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1 *

Y Data CD]]ECtTDH warksheet 1nFQHﬁatidn for job task: statement number 14 (Tie
N naut1ca1 knots): . ‘

?DO~N1th Ease: 15
Do With. Difficulty: 13
* Dom't Do: 8 *
E 'Tota?lgeéﬁenses’ 36 - )
U;i?i:atioﬁ Percent = (Number Do Nlih Fase + Number Do With D1Ff1cu1ty) X 100
- i ' i Npmber Total Responses ‘
o _iUtj1fz§tiqn ﬁéfcent,; (15 ;613) x“iDD

Utilization Percent = (.778) x 100 = 77.8 .

Figure A-3. Sample Utilization Percentage Computation .

Datd CaTﬁect1ah Worksheet 1nformat1,n for Ipb task statement number 14 (Tie
* . nautical, knats) o

LDG.Wlth Ea;g; 15 -
Do With Difficulty: 13

Do With Difficulty Selections Determined "Not Training Related!: 3:
. "~ Don't Do: 8 ‘ﬁ : ~ % o | |
' TataT Respanseé } ?6 7
* Training Praf7c1ency Percent

_— e - Corrected Number Do With Ease x 100
Number Do With tase + Number Do With Difficulty)

(Corrected Number Do With Ease := = Number Do With Ease-+ Number Do With
!D1ff1cu1ty Selection Determ1ned "'Not Training Related") .

El

Training. Praf1c1ency Percent Tﬁ??tfi7§7' x 100

ul’ll

Training Praf1cﬁensy Percent = (. 643) X 1DD 64.3

i‘

-Fiqure A-4. Sémpie Training ProFiEiencnyerGEﬁtagé Computatiéﬁ

*

,".(
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*direct use ‘of. the utiTization percentages aﬁg&; tv;ain‘lqg;praﬂéfency et

Sy Y. percentages~to make respective judgments about course. relevancy - | . .
-+ .. and training effegiiveness. A second method féatyrés-careful";.;.

- _review, by subjef atter experts; .of each interyiewee comment, .

. . each fask’s,Reason’ldde frequency distmfibution, and the overall .
'~ -Reason-Code selection -percentages, - The .third meshod involves. the -

"B w0 o use of an experimental matrix method to display graphically the .
Tt L relationship- of training adequacy data to task importance data. - :
s . These -thrée data analysis methods;are described. below. L E

= e A ‘ . co o : S . = o 9 o = 2 = -

Yoo, w. 8,3.7 7 USE.UTILTZATION AND TRAINING PROFICIENCY PERCENTAGES TO .. -
s U Faen et ASSESS RELEVANCY OF..COURSE. CURRICULUM AND ADEQUACY OF o
Coresoos oo TRAINING, - “The: utilization percentage indicates the - *
T I degree to which recent graduatés are actually. employéd - ‘
*"at. the tasks.for which they weceived training. This-
L T bears on_.the\relevancy™of. the course. Th a similar’ ,
e I 0T 0 mannery tra; gpmﬁcﬁency%ercentages Tndicate:the - - ¢
wo- 0 FT 0. degree of ease with which .graduates . perform. the: tasks s
et gt 0L for which théy ware trained. This is related to.the. . R
g o T . training adequacy «of : the our'se. .Both cdurse relevancy . * - . . -
SETRER - - and training adequacy are ‘disc_u’s?e P

»

"

bl
Y
Wi

d in this section, -

o T oo T 83.N.1 . DETERMINE COURSE RELE.,ANE!?*Specific N

oS TR T eriteria for makihg-absolute’ judgments about S
R - course relevanqy, from data collected with this ~ =
IR method-do ‘not exist; consequently, experimental
7o criferia for-assessing the relevancy of, training S,
Y el - at._¥ndividual ;tasks were arbitrarily: established:. ..« - "

"
. .. - .% and.used"in the prototype study.. Judgments
R .. .~ .abput course relevancy can then be made based, -
S T o ‘on a review.of training reléyayle data-for - -
DAL S ., individual job tasks. Criterid®or high, ~ =~ *.
il S © v - 7+ moderate, and ‘Iaw_rele;vanfi:,y- for individual -~ - ..
- S -+, . task training, using util zation percentages,
e . .~ are.contained in table A-2. - o

= & i & B * s
, e . iy [ ; Dy
Py - : ’ . .
R * 'Y ., B

“¥ . TABLE A2, EXPERIMENTAL RELEVANCY GRITERTA. .

L]
+ .

LY

: ,'Tasl;,_Utﬁ’f_‘zat—jangkPerE;én’;tégé; ‘Experimental Réiieva:h;:fy Criteria |
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g ;; The aSS‘QﬂMEnt of 1 these e;perimenfaT Qriteria
§§§§%” 3 35 based an the fb11owing P ]

SO e‘ L e B ,;‘A h1gh utﬂa@:tﬁﬁ vaTue cau1d/shnuTé be o
M T g assigned if three-fourths or-more of the

LI
1

AR . .+ " respondents report that recent*graduates are
VoLt e ‘. employed at a particular task. It-is assumed
: " T that:it is h1gh1y necessary that apprﬂpr1ate

. . ' ;!‘: B . L L1 L’Qu e ., :

CNE e T ‘A Tok uwbilization’ va]de cnuldlshauId:be !
Lo - -assigned if léss than hal af the respondents

T indicated "their" graduate ;re employed at -

. the task. It is assumed that these tasks are,

= on the whole, theteast critical” for formal —

w77 5 L training and that with limited time and persanne]

- L B " resources. they could be considered.as candidates .
e N, ' “for a reduct1an of tra1n1ng attent1on.

L . : . ! Dol

MODERATE . . - e T

" A moderate uti?izataﬂﬁ va1ue Was a551gned :
agdtrarily for any ut111zatiaﬁ§percent;between
) ,1gh“ -and_ “Tow." o ) .

. 1
PR Egad judgment 15 requ1red in us1ng utilization
v, . - percentdge ‘data as a basis for course change.
e . U .~ Some, job tasks.may, in fact,.be infrequently-
AN A . performed but permit little t91erance for
- N error or delay when they must be ﬂerfﬂrmed
e : . (e.g., Vife'saving tasks,-emergency ‘responses).
- v 2, !'The experience and judgment.of course managers:
- f s should prevail Jn matters of. this kind. . The
o, P proposed arbitrary experimental labels and.
S L. ssuggested conclusions are-affered as gu1de]1nes,
* only: " . P LT

‘
"

L. 8.3.1.2 DETERMTNE,INSTRUCTIONAL;EﬁFECTIVENESS:
. . Instructional effectiveness is related to, but
not defined by, the degree of ease with which
. : L . .-graduates perfnrm the tasks for which they _
. " . . were trained. The-ease of ‘job task performance
T o isy hqwever, -a main consideration-and the data
e -~ collected from interviews can be Used to make
coe % tentative JUdeEntS about course effectiveness.
’ + As with course relevancy, specific criteria for
~ making’ ggso1ute Judgments about instructional
- effectiveness from data colleeted with this
. . S " method do not exist. ‘Consequently, exper1menta1
’ . o : - criteria were arbrtrari?y established and

. | _ e P , -
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St e oo 7 utilized n the ‘prototype study. - "Critef
e - . for"high, moderabe,.and low training effe

o e~ mess forindividudl task training, using (e
B -+ training@roficiency percentages, are corita
Seleott e dntabletA-3, T T

s

=, A B

 TABLE A-3 EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTIVENES'CRITERIA . ;. . /]

e -

It AR 'Task_Tr%giihé . . Experimntal .
- Proficiency Percentage: C -Effectiveness Criteiria
3 B e — T PUEARE

75-100 . St High o T,

C80-74 0 T Moderate

, 7, ¢ The.assignment of the experimental criteria is . . .
r based on the following considerations: - o
o ST, K .
. HIGH A AU S
- . A high-training adequacy vaTue could/should"
- ,» Dbe assigned 1f three-fourths or more of the
, respondents. report.that recent graduates with
general supervision performed the task with ' '
. ease (or did,not have training related difp -,
ficulties). It is assimed. that.there ds no
significant trainihg problem.. This "decision"”
T was supported in part by the fact that the ~. .
e *SMEs who evaluated usefulness of feedback data
VL in the TAEG study program generally rea¢hed
consensyg that no’ performance/training problem
. existgglif at least 70-to 75 perlent of the
resporidents réported.their graduates performed
. .a task with ease. ) ‘ L

v LOW o
A A Tow training adequacy value could/should be
~ _ - dssigned if over half of the responderits
_ o . o indicated "their" graduates performed a ‘task
oo o : . with difficuTtyﬂgandAthe difficulties were -
o S _ training related). It is assumed that training.
. - - .. s inadequate for tasks in this category. )

4

rte

‘MODERATE B

- LA muderatexva]uéfis assigneqfarbitrariTyafarraﬂft
‘ ‘ task rated’between high and Tow. - :

[
*
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& .- T ; : g oL e A L
K ‘| T N Usiﬁg—the same. reasoning as with .the course ;Sggji;
s L '1‘5 ..~ 7 relevancy analysis, the-tabels propesed in - - <.
SR R . this section, and conclusions drawn.from them, - *
A 2 ' . R ) "+ . should be useg as guidelines oMly. - ° ..
N o P ! ey E L ‘_;- R ,7‘ T =, L ‘
Y. .+ 8.372 ~'USE SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTS TO PINPUINT SPECIFIE CURRTCULUM ,
o : ... STRENGTHS/WEAKNESSES. Review of training adequacy data . = '
S S by subject matter experts. is essential for determining - "
o T - the specific strengths and weaknesses of a course, ,
N Subject matter experts can provide.the depth of under-
. T sténding?%oterpretatian that mathematical analysis
- schemes cah not accomplish. Both the tone and .the
~technique of the SME review are important for maximum ST
benefit to course evaluatian and the’instruction future

?

students will receive, y -

o The tone of the data analysis must be balanced and -
* " ‘professional.’ "It must be both reinforcing of the, successes
~ that the training managers and instructors are enjoying ~

. and objectively and professionally critical of areas .

» where course improvement is clearly required. Such a e
... balanced.interpretation of training feedback data will e
“~“'help prevent inadvertent undermining of gyrriculum - .. -
- - strength in an attempt-to jmprove areas of instruttional
v inadequacy. Through avoiddnce of over amegativism, it . -
, o " 'will also help-mininize personal/corganizational Yefensive-
gl _ -ness which can hamper, training improvement by fostering
LT ‘ "denial or rétﬁ%ﬁalizatian of negative training feedback
oL S . ‘and/or feedback™ gathering methods. . ' -
= .- w - X w‘ - =

= e
. A positive and professional tone coupled with any
.+, - logical technique for SME data analysis will probably
Sr =pquid2eusefhl,data.qu-ﬁaurSEJassessment/imprgvement;
. The technique described/recommended below is-a reflection - .
ggf "lessons learned” ih the prototype study taken "one ~ .
istep beyond." It is adprocess which should-be tried and .
then modified/improved, to suit each command's-unique B
~needs. The SMEs:must determine in an overall way the
Job task areas that do not pose any significant training
. problem(s) as well as the precise nature of the performance
R : problem(s) actually uncovered by the data. Based on the
B . detailed appraisal of performance problem information, -
J %ﬁhe SMEs must define the training problem in terms of
What students are failing to learn and then recommend -
where (i.e., -iff which segment(s) of the training pip&line)
remediation is most appropriate. e L

.  8.3.2.1% DESIGNATE SMEs. Approximately five SMEs . & .
s - - should be selected in order to insure ‘the. daty ’
SR . are interpreted by a.broadly experienced but ' .
’ o +yet manageable group of individuals. The SMEs
R - _knowledge of the complete training pipeline is
also-important. Ideally, the SMEs should be

@ v : | a 55 -
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ey -drawn from the staff of the school -shat teathes .. .
x = " the course.undey evalyation and-from representative
T *+ commands in other segments of ‘the-training . - :
. . = - . pipeline.. This includes a ‘fleet superyisor = I
" e . who.can represent the point of view of the on-
A * the-job trainel. Reviews of courses that are
o« ‘basic to a rating (ezg., A" courses) might
s , ~ benefit from including the complementary
1 o - correspondence  course/rate ‘training manual -

. ’ :2‘7:, . writer in the graupsdf SMEs. .

R },qurespanﬁgnce*courses and rate training =
. ( manuals may be seen as one segment, or portion | .
S of the on-the-job training segment, of the .
-+ training pipeline. L T
8.3.2.2.  REVIEW. INTERVIEW DATA. - The procedures selected/
, . _' - recommended for SME review of the data are
L, . ‘designed to maximize the quality/usefulness of -
- : S : their efforts both as individuals and as a
' group/panel. . They 3hould result in.a well’
. thought out, well discussed, clear set of
w»  recommendations to training managers.

S ¥ The SMEs should be furnished‘a'summary_of
— © e 7 the feedback data for each job task showing: = °

i
Y ow

‘e fréquency counts for all interviewee -
v ~choices * - SR o

o utilization percentages

- . ;;trainiﬁgipr,fiéiency,percentagesi

- .. ' e all interviewee copments. =

g

L T T In addition, #ach SHE shﬂu1d'have the aveéa11
‘ . : Reason Code selection percentages.

) B Each sMe should evaluate the training °
. feedback individually.on a task by task basis
completing a worksheet for each job task.
,similar to the sample in figure A-5, ,Use of
~~ the'worksheet requires that the SME complete
. L R the-following .steps: . . B

éﬁ§ﬁ=

-~ a, A,Deteﬁmiﬁeaif the data implies a™¥
significant perforiance problem,

il .7 "~ b. If no performance problem is ascertained,
| M .y - - indicate which segments of the trainjng
w T o Lo pipeline could possibly benefit from
' - . " the feedback and.go on to the next
-' ' task. < Co o
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. ’ 3. RELEVANCE OF DATA: (Check the appﬁapriate box for each segnent of the training pipeline. )
L 3 o o iy
Feedback data .very

Ty H

1.  PERFORMANCE £ ASSESSHENT:' EsSHENT

T
’gb;

b. Trgining/lgarning pﬁ:blm* ’Tnefing in specific behavioral tems what stud
' Students are not remembering basic rules for

- TAEG' Report No.. 92

#

(:h::k the :ppﬁpﬁit: ‘bax; 1f aor b 1; s&lectﬁ mi;tg nnly s:ctina

Data sugg:sr 1ittls dfﬂimlty in p:rfnrﬁﬂl::; thrrfnrg no training pﬁ:b]n is applrent

Bitx suggg-;t ﬂiffieuity in peﬁnm.
HffF 1;11 gy

Y
¥

3

[ '-’i
"ﬂu Job. a% mple:
,Qitﬂm !quimnt n unlu:ked

-

i f

- trouble learming. E \[H
© classified equipment ang documents (MRC cards, in partic

i =

Tar); they are

A}
but do mt iml; ﬂiﬂn‘lng 15 the primary cause of

(ﬂgfine in spn:ifh: behavioral terms what recent ?‘F!dﬂﬂﬂi are nat dqing
Recent graduates log out classifie puh
spaces, and leave confidential MRC cards lying around, }

icatfons incorrectly,

3
B A
- .
L - !
‘ - \
.27
. .
- )

ents are apparently having
insuring security to
ot learning to inc)ude ;3 -

' work. phms. they are not developing an %-- .

/. time for proper handling of classified material {n thei
Y attitude of nppﬁ:igﬁan far ﬂrﬂpér security pretautians )
= y . g* .
. B ;,Vs 4 N
v L‘ s .
= "’:\ .
DR | .
- ) . [ ’

Feedback dat? unimpor-
itant and/or irrelevant

helpful: to- this part

Feedbaek data might be Feedback data mndergte-

ly impartant to this

jv

B

important and a re. -

! Y to this paet of pipe- of pipeline and data part of .pipeline and vizion or fodifica-
Tine; no action war- should be distributed " should be considered tion should be
. . ranted thereto A during the next . considered at this
o i *- reqular review time
© TRAINING RIPELINE: . s 0
RTC o - _ _ _ A
= BE/E, _ 73{ _ - S S _ _
FT A1 ph I _ - _ IR - _ _ _
FT AT PRI el s o, ,, _ _
) FT € Levgl ) b - _ )
- : - = - -
FT-3 & 2 Manual _ _ . — _ _
. * FT 3 & 2 Course e _— _ _
00T o I o .
. FLETRACEN o _ _ _ _ . —
= . B N ) . o ?‘ . . 7' ) e . . B .
: , Rigure A-5.  Samplé SME Data Analysis Worksheet .
Q - . . .
» Cw [ "" . . ki
ERIC , | : 57 b
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e .t 1 ¢ If aperformince problem 15 determined:

- o & . :
_ L, L ay Deﬁneitﬁé problem in spe:#ic i
V . - i_ : -: P “ C . "l-;‘ <A - behEV1-BF§1 tem; (jgegg "hat i‘s . . _'E
P R - =~ -the graduate.doing improperly. . - .
TSt e Sl -.or-notrdoing). ~ =

bt

N (2) Define the learning problem in
I }" . g specific behavioral terms ‘
YT o - .. {.e., what is the graduatg not *
L ) : L ... . . learning in the course). ¥ o
. SR . (3) Determine which segment(s) " .

AN co of the training pipeline should
- - 7. 7. . attempt to.remedtate the learping
i - ... _ problem, and the urgency of
o remediation. - .|

i
k-3

PN e Following individual assessment of the
: o data, the SMEs should meet as a‘'group/panel °
LT e . .and discuss their individual conclusions.- The
’ L . panel should be instructed to achieve a : .
: s >  consensus about-the definition of the per- - -
iy . N - formance and Tearning problems as well as the
- - A - - “recommended Tacatiqn?s in ‘the pipeline for .
D ' - remediation and -the urgency of remediation.
s This can be gccompTished by compléting the
‘ : samé worksheet as a group/pane] on a task by
* e ' ... task basis as each SME did individually. The , .
P C; - S ‘Process of consensus usually assures careful dis- *
% . ==eussion, expleration of differences of opinion,
~and, 1in general, an in-depth apalysis of the ..
data. It avoids some of the pitfalls of -
reliance on just one senior SME who will
inevitably have his/her own biases, and it
avoids’ the often canfusing display of frequency
distribution data/votes that a simple comparison
of individual analyses might yield. L
e - When SME consensus about the data is. -
‘ +* reached, it is clear which performance problems . . -
have been uncovered by the data, what the
corresponding learning problems are, and where..
in the training pipeline remediation is most .
appropriate. , ey

Two questions remaining are which gf the. -~ ..
learning problems should be addressed first
(i.e., the prioritization problem) and how to 7
correct the learning problem (i.e., the curriculum
revision problem). Solutions to the prioritiza-
tion problem were partially met {through the - - -
panel discussion on the urgency of remediation. "

58
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"8.3.3

.7 ‘be possible tp correct,

"o

L Y

b

-

.+ experimental guidelines for creating curricylim

“ . atechnique for prioritizing the use of}zrai ihg

. H‘
o D

r 5 1
. .

V The next section explores an additiona]

" . remediation resources. Section 9.0 provide

. change. .

 DERIVE EXPERIMENTAL MATRIX) . The feedback -information

obtained from the interviews majJidentify a number of, =
Job tasks as possibly "undertrained." This identification .:: .

. is based on the single dimension (variable) of pérfermance -
adequacy as reflected by the ease/difficulty with which
graduates perform tasks. In many instances, it may not

with available resourcgs; all -

- areas of "undértrainingl’ that:-are revealed by ‘eedback -
data, In such\cases it'may be desiMable to. identify
those areag.of”deficiency most in need of training ,
attention. 1v,SG;sﬂgthin_a,:ircumscri ed resource system,
it my be desTrable to identify training areas from
which resources can be diverted to correct deficiencies. -
One technique .that can be used for.achieving these goals
involves determining and assessihg the relati 'ship?s) '
between variablés that are equally important %g decisjons - .
about training. For example, knowledge of relationships B

- 1 between -how well individuals can perform a task(s) on :

-,
[N

the job. and how important it 1s that they be able to
-perform it can be used to aid significantly decisiofis ™

~ about “hew to use training resources.

Aféatrix was developed by TAEG for assessing the
interview data. The method is based on suggestions made
by Siegel, Schultz, and Federman (1961). Determining
undertrained/overtrathed tasks. invblves relating ratings
of graduates'-adequacy of performance to estimates of -. ,
~ the .relative importance of specific tasks to the accomplish-.
ment of the job. A basic assumption underlying use of '
the method is that highly critical tasks should be: trained ,
_ to.a high level of prdficiency while less proficiency
can be tolerated on less critical tasks. Tasks, that are’
performed poorly in relation to their importance are
assumed to be undertrained. Tasks which -are performed

., well on the job but which aré relatively unimportant are

assumed to be overtrained. - '

Application of the method vequires the assignment

of performance adequacy ifdexes (values) and importance
or "criticality" indexes fo the yarious job tasks.
Performance adequacy iﬂdg;gs'assigzég‘are based on the
percent of respondents reportingithat the graduates in
their work centers either did a task with ease or had no
training relatad difficilties.. The assumption. is made
that the respofidents' judgments are valid indications of
adequacy bof graduate performapce on the: job. "Criticality"
~ indexes assigned are based on degree of graduate utilization

59
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= .

. at eééh*task.‘Thétissumption is mage that this is a

- - useful measure of criticality. ‘It "§ acknowledged'-that
graduate utilization to.perform tasks may not hold as a
valid indicator of criticality in all situations. ~ Those
tasks for which there are important consequences of .
first-performance-failure (e.g.; emergencies) may be

— T tion frequency, as a measure of criticality, however,

L . . iibighg’i! Ilmde;atein and njw? :l

- still mag ‘provide‘an important contribution to making -
- cost effective dec®Tons about the expengj ture of
_ training.resources. T :

Lo - There'ére three possible -performance adequagy

indices and three corresponding criticality ‘indices-- .

Em

_Just one instance of overriding considerations. ~Utiliza-~

. index is based on the training p

The performance adequacy.
roficiency percentage,

and the cr

percentage

- relate

iticality index is based o
ee steps 8.2.1 and 8.2.3

~the uttlization
;" The indices are

oCtly ~to -the experimental criteria developed

for thé sepa

rate assessments of course re

levancy and .

‘Instructional effectiveness and

the rationale fo

- LR
r assign- -

ment of values is the same (see tables A-

.Table A-4 contains the basis for

adéquacy indices.
®  TABLE A-4. PERFORMANCE ADEQUACY INDICES

Traiﬁiﬁg~PraffEieﬁcy Pergentéqe=

© Performance Adequacy Index 1.

B

« -+ 752100

R . 0-49 & .

High

Mnderét:\\ixxgﬂ,'

% 50-74

i
Tab

. — o e - — e .

N LA .

le A-5 contains the basis for assignment of criticality indices.

TABLE R-5, CRITICALITY {gnréés ’

|

Uti1izétiaﬁ”Pérce;tige-

Criticality Index

')

75-100
50-74
' 0-49

\

4_&‘
%,

High
Moderate
. Low

assignment of performance < ,
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!\ ’ g Yo . L.
e e The performance adequacy and criticality indices
e e T T are determined for each task listed-in the interview -
s - T T . ..survey. The survey task numbers are thgl:'listedajn,the ,
iy - ~ cell of tMe matrix corrgsponding to theSindices assigned
S ., Yo that task. Figure A-b ‘contains the experimental o
I - ° - training assessment matrix, Figure A-7 contains a .-
=~ ., . < sample derivation of indices, and Figure A-6 contaihs g )
C e T - the correc¢t plot of the sample job task. ™ =~ = -

The cells of the matrix show five possible assess-
ments of training for a specific job task:.~ -
o' significant underfraiéiﬁg
e . moderate undertraining -

o - optimal training | BRI

n
»
-

s - e  moderate overtraining i )
o  significant-ovettraining.

_Tasks falling into the optimal training cells reflect.
: -+ .. the principle that when the performance adequacy index
- : : value matches the criticality index value the task has
. ' been_optimally trained. -When the performance adequacy
- - " indéx-is highér than the criticality index, some over-.
’ : training may have occurred. When the performance index
is 1cwer'thankthe,;:f;icality index, -undertraining may
have occurréd. = T, " . . o Co

- &

. Thus, the matwix_methéaiciassifiES'Easks as being

optimally trained, significantly or moderately under- -

f trained, and as being significantly or madﬁgateTy over-

© - ﬂ trained. This classification may assist prioritization
of training remediation resources.

‘9.0 "REVISE CURRICULUM. The Instructional Systems Development (ISD) model used*
within” the. NAVEDTRACOM requires the use of external (and internal) feed-
> back to determine the nature of traiming problems. It directs corrective
‘action to be applied at- the particular point in the systematic process
that provides the technical procedures required to-solve the problem.
Curriculum change for a specific course is'a highly individualized process-
- that is a function, in part, of command prerogative, technica} expertise,
... professional,creativity, physical facilities,.{funding, complex organiza<
" .tional,support hierarchies, and a variety of other unpredictable influ-
-© " ences. It is thus impossiffle to specify precise universal procedures for
. utilizing feedback data; however, fundamental guidancé& through the __
' - methodology of the ISD process is contained in Procedures for Instructional
Systems Development (NAVEDTRA 110). SpecificalTy, NAVEDTRA T ]
general actions: ) o o _ ’ ) ]J

” B : N
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CRITICALITFINDEX A N o
T  chew T ‘HDDERATE N T T |

"~ Optimal Training |  Moderate |  Significant: s} ;
o , Overtraining | Dvertraining ng} :

A

3
5

———<fi— — — — "g; 4:},7
o - 18* .. S ' 7 Y W
HDDERATE " . Moderate ® : <L Optimal . Moderate
: Undertraining Training - ’ Dvertrajning i

%

. !7 T .
x !i'g ¢ E

significant . | Hnderate o nptinm
Undertraining s Undertreinqu ' i Training

g

‘."‘EEHFWWHEEM ‘

5

. L *Number 14 refers to Jeb Task Stetement Number 14 used in sample
"1 . computation in figure A-7.

2

. -
K]

o Figure ‘A-6. ExperimentaT'Iraining Assessment E | c
ﬁs , el _ ) o . , ) i i i
;§ Computed training proticiené? and- uti1izat1en percentages for survey’ Jab Task
Statement Number 14 (Tie nautical knats) (see. figures A-3 and A-4) :

¥

Training:Prafieieney~Pereentege: _64;3;‘

Utilization Percentage: 77.8 . .
Perfunmané§ Adeﬁ%ecy Index fram table A-4: Hodetetel
Criticality Index from teb1e A-5: VHigﬁ -

= . - ¥
- Matrix Cell Assessment: Moderately quertreined :
? o ‘

Figure A-7. Sample Derivation of Performance Adequacy
- ’ and CritieaTity Indices

¥

- 13 3
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r
\
-~ .
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! ' ! { » . ~...._,\ : ,—'! ) i B ) -
Y dec1de if there is a traimng pmbTm based cm ﬂear'-cut .
: ' "evidence of a prnb1anr . , _ :

IR n 1so1ate the prgb‘la: and detev;mne 1ts eauses and é*Ffe:t:s

R - d O .

'y ;decide the best way tn sxﬂve “the pmb'lan :

i iﬁk it is a typé A ar ange (1 e_!l Eéﬁjﬂr cbaﬂgé ‘(SEE CNET
-~ Instruction 1500.23 stries for destripfion)), developa . -
.;_! : p[‘DJEEt plan 5nd request pemissﬁuﬁ to undert,aké the effort.

" The feédback data gathermg procedures aﬂd data ana]ys15 methnds\
. p‘reviausu described are specifically related to-obtaining evidence
4 - concerning the existence or nonexistence of training problems. and to
- isolate those problems and their causes. This was the nature and
“limitations of* the prototype.tasking. -Additional techniques for
* utilizing the data -were not. addressed directly.. However, an experi-
mental methodology was’devised that ie* directed toward determining |,
~ solutions to the training problems and the most appropriate point in
the ISD process at which to apply corrective action. \ttachment 4 ¢
74 contains .an extended'worksheet or booklet for this purpose. Hawever, L)
‘ . implementation o éactuai ¢hanges in-course curriculum requires. necessary
- ‘!coman& appmva] in -accordance with pertinent 1nstructinns and d1rect1yes

* s - '
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"1?’. -

Bse abbrev1 §1ﬁﬂ§ caut1eu51y sinc they may -not be understoed by aij SR
indivtduaTs -respohding to a task statement.: .It is, good practice to spell, out 5 e
a term when it first appears and fallow if with the abbrev1atian 1n!§arenthes1s LY
In subsequent tasks, the abbrev1at1nn may stand a1nne ) . h .

\

irds and Phrases in prefe?enee te 1ong wards or, xpress1nnss s:“i =

8. ‘Use’ sbamff‘,

- For xampie,= rite prnduet1qn and control reports" is preferred over "Aeeamp11sh
necessary, reports 1nvn1ved in, the process ef maintaining preductien and eentra? ;;sa .-
preeedures "r-'_* = R ; A

F . A )
3_’ Begin the\eask statement w1th a present tense actinn verb with the sub;eet
_ - "I" understood; for example, use nperate » “yr1te " "clean," 1nstead QF
“eperates," "wnites,“ “e]eans " , ,

54 Begin'each, task statement w{%h an- actian verb wh1eh spee1t1es behaV1dr
ithat a supervisnr can observe. Do not use verbs whﬁeh ret1eet unubeervab]e
" lidev1se“) e I?

behaviers (e.gu "p]an, :
- Ex ETe X;"P1an treub]eshanf1ng e1eetn1ea1 manunctign on aircraft armament
e s ; system,_ should be nestated in a tnnm such as:

-

' "Trnubleshedt e1ectr1ca1 ma1funetinns nf aireratt armament systems.,_!~

53 Re]ated to the. abave guide31nes is the requ1nement to use action verbs

which reflect, behaviors which the supervisor can observe in the an—thefjnb Do Lo
performance of a graduate, . Avoid using verbs such as "describe,” " "explain," '
which would require the’ super»'ser to questinn a graduate betere he cnu1d rate.

tra1n1ng adequaey . )

LI
L4

&

Exam'ie "Descn1be saFety pneeaut1ens 1nvn1ved hen...." is mnt considered
o . appropriate for evaluation quest1onna1¥e use. Where passib?e
‘ sucn statements shnu]d be cnnverted to fbnms such as:

"Use (nbserve, praet1ce, tdi1nw) prnner safety precautions 1ﬁVa1ved

when Sy g
,g_, '? e E

6. Make each task statement specific and capab1e ‘of stand1ng aJnne QQ%QQL 3

-"use an aetion subhead1ng FdT]dwed by a ser1es of nbjeets ;

;. E\ami1e "Operate the fn11dw1ng equ1pment A (T) Autematic capsule filler, N
’ o (2? dist111ing apparatus, (3).forc fi1tens" Should be restated
oot senarate1y in'a form such as: !
oo "(1) operate automatic eapsuTe f111er, (2) dperate distiiling \
~ apparatus, and (3 operate force filters." : e,

7. Use s1mp’ie statements w1thout quahf‘ler‘s unless the. quaHﬁer ‘sent*’ial

* . to the meaning of the statement. For examp1e, "operate-power mower preferred

. over nperame power mower to cut grass," since the qualifier is not necessary.
‘However, "schedule persdnne1 'for formal tra1n1ng“ 1s preFerned over "schedu1e

persbnnei "

L = e

8. Ifa mddit1en is needed for greater spec1t1c1ty, be sure to include a11 7
other sign1t1cant tasks. w1th comparable mddif1ers For example, in an automotive
" 66 ’

¥ T -

e

-
-
o
-
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: e |
meehan1c inventory, “repair transmieeions" would prabab!; be specific enough.

* However, if the statemerit were modified.fo read "repair automatic transmissions,"’
“repair standard transmissions" should xlso be added to the 115t T
9. Ava1d stating tasks that are obvidus1y too epec1f1c or tr1v1a1 For
example, "operate fork Tift" is sufficient. It is not usually necessary to
11st subordinate’ tasks such as: . "turn ignitidn key," “ehift gears,“

"elevate fork."

10. Avoid ]1st1ng taske that are tda genera] For tra?n1ng evaTuatidn purpdses L
task statements such as, "repair carburetors," "repair body sections," are g
preferred over more, g1oba1 statements, 'such as "repa1r mdtdr vehicles." |

1] ‘Avoid redundant and unneceesary qua]ifying phrasee such as "when appropr?ate, N
"as required," "in accordance with prescribed directives." For examp1e, "main-
tain logs" is probably sufficient. Forms such as, "maintain.necessary 16gs in",
accordance with prescribed Navy-wide or ldcal regulations: and directives"

would not normally be necessary for an evaTuatnr to understand what graduate

.attion he 15 to eva1uate : ‘

L

12. Present dn1y one job task at a time. Multiple tasks may occur from etat1ng ,
more ‘thdn one verb requ1r1ng dissimilar actions (e.g., "remove and repair") or
more than one object. Both are to be avoided since the supervisors opinion of
training adequacy or appropriateness may not be the same for all tasks. Separate,

d1eerete statemente dre preferred as shdwn in the two examples below. '

‘ Exam’le ]: _ "Use proper safety precaut1one involved whenl working on both
kS - - - energized and ‘deenergized circuits and in the use of general
h e1ean1ng agente" should be d1v1ded 1ntd etatements such as:

| e . "Use proper safety precaut1one wh11e working. on energized
. . ’ ' e1rcu1te ! : ‘
;T . "Use prﬂper Safety precaut1dne whiTe wnrk1ng on deenerg1zed
) circyits.” .
. ‘"Uee‘prdper eafety precautions while ue1ng genera1 c1ean1ng
» _ ;jagente " _ . .
Example 2: "Manuaﬂly 1dad arm, de-arm, and download inert airbdrne bombs

eheu]d be d1v1ded 1ntd statemenﬁs such as: }
‘"Manua]1y 1dad 1nert ETFerﬂE bombs."
"Manually arm inert airborne bombs.¥

"Manually ‘de-arm inert airborne bombs."
"Manually download inert airborne bombs."

13. "Group more than one job task only when they are ueuaTTy done e1mu1taneous1y
or -as a part of one general eve]ut1dn ’

xamgie "Meaeure AC and bC vn1tage, ema11 DC current ‘and res1etance with
a. multimeter AN PSM-4 or an equivalent."” .

T . = ‘ £'iys ’ ’
o oL s » \.'“j - . 3 ‘ "
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}4 Inc]uda tbe equipment néeded to perfarm a task 1f there are Dther tYﬁESs

of equ1pment with' which to, da the task - . __ 7

Cu ,;amgie ,: ! “Measure resistance af 1nsu1aticn w1th a 500 va1t meggar

LY

L

‘15, Do nct‘*enerate job task statements that primarily re]ate to 5k1]1s taught

in the schacT to“assist/reinforce thearetica1 understanding and Hiiﬁh reflect
tasks 1nfrequent1y dgne on’ the JDb '

16. " Avoid referen¢1ng pub11cat1ons by number. F]eet Supervisars may nat "know"
the ‘document(s) or be intimately aware of its ‘contents. It is not desirable to
require: a superv1§or to look up puh1icat1nns for: comp?eting a feedbaﬁk 1nstrumentg

Example: "Describe equipment tag aut prncedures 1n accardance with. -

"Tag-out equlpmént;"

- 17. Generate job task statements which can be expressed clearly and concisely

in behavioral terms. The following potential evaluation instrument item probably
should be discarded onr a determination made of the essential behav10rs 1nv019ed .
in the performance of this job.

41 Vs "Perform -procedural steps as stated in NAVEDTRA 432418 for Theory.
/
Yo

Qualification 101, except 201.218 and Watchstanders Qualification
401 as applicable.”

18 Avo1d writing task statements that are so equ1pment Specific that they
are likely to produce large numbers of . ‘not observed" respénses Create more

general- statements when it is"necessary: -
Example: "Select and -execute the proper ut111ty routines for Jéb execution

on the AN/UYK-S(V) as outlined in the V-1500 SMIS Saftware
Manual" should be restated in a form Such as:

"Select and execute the proper ut111ty routines. for job execut1an
" on the ass1gned computer." : :

A
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ATTACHMENT 2 - . o
A INTERVIEH KIT K g o ;’\ -

This attachment. contains an'InterView Kit (1 e., samp]es of: forms’ recnmmendé&ll

“for usE%$ﬁ1_ school based training Feedbggk collection program along with instruc=-

tions for tReir use). This attachment is comprised of four annexes. Annex A
contains sample pages of an interview form which provides an example of the
recommendé® format. ' A set of instructidns for the:use of the suggested interview
form is c@ntained in annex:B. Annex C is a sample interviewee Background Data .

Form. Arnex D 1lists possible nonperformance and performance deficiency Reasen
Codes for use during interviews. .
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;‘ ANNEXA f_ e »
SAMPLE INTERVIEH FQRM ' ’ v

Th1s annex canta1ns Four pages of a.sample interview farm The first page
is.a title page. The second page is the first data collection page. It includes

| . instructions to. the- interv1ewee The third page is a typica1 data collection- -

r page, and the fourth is the final "general comments" page of the interview' form. n -
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INTERVIEW OF (rﬁ!:L— ——(nome) —

DATE SEH@ULE& : i -
TIME TO COMPLETE PART A — — i .
TIME 1O campl.;tg PART B ___ —_—

INTERVIEWER'S NAME ___ l — —
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) The purpose of this surveyfis to aﬁgainrinfafmatiun which can be used to improve "A" school training. - At this time you are to complete only
Part A of the form. Part B will be completed with the interviewer. C ' i : . '
The following pages 1ist tasks which receive some emphasis in Phase I of the FT "A" School. Complete Part A by placing a check in one of

the three boxes, or categories, at the right of each task statement. Base your selection of categories on your observations of a typical "A"
school graduate during his first 6 months of duty in your unit under a typical level of supervision. - If the specific task was not usually done.

-~ by the average, recent graduate, check the “Don't Do" category. * If the task is done, and the average graduate had no difficulty in performing
_y1t, check the "Do with Ease” category. 'If the task is done by the-average, recent graduate, but hé has somé difficulty.in performing it,

" /check®the “Do with Difficulty® category.

) 3 y. Make an appropraite selection for each of the 31 tasks listed on the survey form. When you have
completed thg/Form, record the time that you spent. Take the form, with Part A completed, to the interviewer. .

5

PART A & PART B

£

CATEGORIES ' REASONS

' Don't Do With Do With

\L " Do Ease . Diffi-  Codid

i ) ' b culty &

TASK STATEMENTS R D ‘_ 7 :
- PERFORM BASIC PMS PROCEDURES - - : :
. (READ QUARTERLY/WEEKLY CHART, . . . ) , -
1.7(1.4) ORAW CURRENT MRC CARD/TOOLS, 'FTC:) |« o

OBSERVE STANDARD ELECTRICAL ' e ' o W ’

<F

2. 11.5)  SAFETY PRECAUTIONS _ . ) : '

ERI

P s e ;

k.

. OBSERVE STANDARD SECURITY v o .
3 (1.2) PRECAUTIONS &, v R e ,
 PERFORM FAILURE AMALYSIS . . - LT S o , \
4.(7.1) ON’AUDIO AMPLIFIER oo L - ,

_ PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS )
5. (7.2) ON VIDEO AMPLIFIER v . . S , . )

5 ] T ] . , ) - ’ :
5 . L ) o : a2 * ) o - . i . k l

: B - I . * [

O
|

gy

- F

",

-



: EQTEEQRES B

Don“t Do With Do With

) : - : » ) Do

/e
TASK STATEMENTS

Ease

Diffi-
culty

" PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON
6. (8.3) CRYSTAL OSCILLATOR

T L PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON
“7. (8.2) WEIN-BRIDGE OSCILLATOR

,  PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON % )
/8. (8.2) PHASE SHIFT OSCILLATOR .

A\

" PERFORM FAILURE ARALYSIS ON
9. (8.4) BLOCKING OSCILLATOR

v

, PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON
10. (6.1) LIMITING CIRCUITS

PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON - .
,, 11. (6,2) CLAMPING CIRCUITS

PERFORM FAJLURE ANALYSIS ON . = _ - -
: 12. (6.3) COINCIDENCE CIRCUITS
3 .~ PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON P - ) ' -
“"13. (6,4) SAW-TOOTH GENERATOR (
. _ . 2 _ . _ LY . _ _ _ _ — ‘7 _ _
T _ PERFORM FATLURE ANALYSIS ON AN
.18, (9.1).. FREE RUNNING MULTIVIBRATOR o
~ PERFORM FAILURE ANALYSIS ON
15. (9.2) ‘MONOSTABLE -MULTIVIBRATOR )
5‘ e . i ® = i)
f ‘ = ;—“-
£ - h d
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.. Although we have already asked you to cansider existing schcsg] trainir?‘\in great detaﬂ, theré is one more very mpartant jo ynu can dn far
us. We needl to know what things presently are NOT taught in school but shmﬂd be- taught there. YConsider things the trainee has"had to learn on
the job with much 1ass of- time for both the trainee and the supervisors. Also consider tasks that still cannot be performed because they were’
not learned' in school and because it.has not been possible to train on the job. Please do this carefully and thoughtfully. (Do not include -
You may inclqde comments about nuntechmcé? tra1n1ng subjects such .as military appearance and behavior.
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- ANNEX B, S e
i L o

© SAMPLE INTERVIEW INSTRUCTIONS '

) e . , ’ ” ot . - :
N -
This annex canta1ns suggested 1nstrutt1ons far canducting 1nterviews, Thig,
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j‘f | ‘:?_r -; _ S INTERV{ENER EUIDANCE

INTRQEUETIDN AND PURPOSE. DF PRgJECT

s The. purpgse of this effort is to obtain f1rsthand Anformation from personne1
- . newly arrived frofn fleet units who had occasion to abserve and evaluate recent
N graduates of’ the1r respective U schncls

-

;"E%MATIQN ABOUT THE- INTERVIEN

3:%‘Iaiﬁre only one: 1nterview 18; ‘schieduled at a time Be sure to have a
7§f‘g§?i aVa113b1e for ynur use.’ The Ipterviewing Package shau]d contain
V\' g ;“ '

#

e Diréctigns to Be Read tQ the Intervieweg
. e, .. Interview Form* ' '
i»?? . Two - copies cf Reasqn Cades (ane Fnr you and ane for the interv1ewee)
T ~2.0 Hhen the perscn ‘reports to you read/paraphrase the following infor-
. mation td him/her (This will: exp%ain the purpase of the: project and what 15m '
, expected of. the student ) :
. The purpese DF this pra;ect is ta ubtain informatian on huw :
-effectively 'A' schools are meeting the needs of -the fleet. The way
we are doing this is to.interview persons like yourself who have
observed or SUpEPV1sed racent graduates from the 'A' school after
, . they regarted to the«fleet. Because of your unigué’ experience your
4 . 1nput'1s the best.source ‘of information available for this purpose.
® - Any data reported will be. grouped in tables. " Individual ,names
=~ will not.be dsed.’ YaUr thnughtfu1 and accurate answers are
‘,lneeded RERRETCR . R Egﬁi - T
SRy L 3. - Go over the, 1nstruct%ﬂns fnr Part A of the interview form withl
the ﬁndiwﬁdual to. be sure he/sﬁe undekstands what is required '

;*fﬁ; : 4 N Instruct the 1ndiv1dua1 tc complete Part A.

. @Si Nhen you receive the 1nterview Fcrm from,the student review
AN Part A quiﬁkiy to be sure & category 'has been selected for eachgtask You wf%@
c$11 in Part B as you conduct the interview. Go. through a1l -of' the;"Dag t Do" =

“'tasks first, Have 'the intervieweé select & reason. code from the- "Don’t Do
g catggary Aftér the appropriate .code is selected, .ask for and record the -,

x ‘specific information that prompted the-selection. If none of the codes are -

. applicable, write the reasan in the. space ‘provided? If mdre space is needed,
.kwrite on the "back:of the pade with-the: fdentifying.task number. Then go back
,'t& the tasks identified as "Do yith=ﬂiff1¢u1ty ~Again, ask the respondent

.  to select an- apprapﬁ1ate reasuﬁgcchg Obtain. add1t1gna1 information as to
“why #t 1% dffﬁjcu1t :These data are. the mqst 1mpart¢nt-af‘the survey Be as: )
tharougﬁ ‘as. pnssib]e 'j;',,‘ o k e
Low Far thﬂgg tasks checEed "ﬁB Hith Ease," ask the 1nterv1ewee 1f<there are .
any fasks which-he’ weu1d 1ike to6 discuss or explain. (Consider here correct
"A"" school. QUFricﬁium ‘emphasis,”’ ﬁossib1e 1nstances QF Qvertrajning, and areaS%
fé%’e11m1ﬁa§ipn f?um the curr1cu1um=) . :
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. /ggv — BT T e ,
, /A 25; Cbmpje{e the. 1nterv1ew u51ng the last page QF the 1nterv1ew form.
! Th1s page” requests the interviewee fo consider tasks.which are not taught in | A
: school byt-Should®be taught there,;. [[t'also asks for tasks the student has had
. “to lear( on the~3ﬂb spécifically "tasks that cannot.be performed because they
1 ‘% were not: 1earned 1n "A" “school, and for which training is nut available on the

ng ‘ ;-"_. 3 -,v ) ’ B . . '%\
7. Hhen ycu canduct the. 1nterv1ew, follow the "Directions to Be Read to

/the Interviewee." Ih15 y111 heTp to/ insure standardizatinn of tbe prﬂﬁedures
wh1ch is 1mportant 1n Tnterpretigg the data

%

Recard the t1me it t&ah to canduct the 1ntervi2w ?'

R Thank the student for h15/her timeqand effort
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B " nmecﬁ%s T0 EER; TO*THE INTERVIENEE -
©_ DURING THES INTERVIEW, I WILL GO-OVER voun RESPONSES To THE TASK STATE-
< MENTS WITH YOU, AND ASK YOU TO PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE ABILITY OF

& - 'A" SCHOOL ERADUATES TO PERFORM-JO0B TASKS

# FOR THOSE TASK STATEMENTS YOU MARKED ‘"DON'T DO," I NILL READ EACH. STATE-
. - MENT. THUS MARKED. 1 WOULD LIKE YOU TO EXAMINE THE “DON'T DO" SECTION OF THE - l\

@ EEST DESCRIBE WHY YOU ANSWERED "DGN 'T'DO" TO THAT I‘TEH " IF NONE OF THE CQDES S
ARE APPLICABLE, TELL ME THE REASON WHY YOU MARKED THE ITEM THAT WAY. (Ask for -
mp11ficatian of the coded’ answer; be specific.) (Work through all the o

"Don’ t Do’ s.“ ‘When finished,’ read the materia] bETQﬁstD the interviewee. ) , o

NDH LET'S PROC@ED TO THE "DO WITH DIFFICULTY“ ITEMS. AFTER I READ EACH
ITEM D0 THE SAME THING YOU JUST DID, BUT PICK 'YOUR CODES FROM THE "“DO WITH

_ “'DIFFICULTY" SECTION. . (Ask for an_% ification Gf the .coded -answer; be specifik.) -
(After finishing the Do Hith Di 'Icu1ty“ ’Hst, discuss the "Do With Ease" = . %

i“:aﬂs-)‘. -

DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL CDMMENTS AEOUT THE "DO HITH EASE" I.TEMS? FOR
EXAMPLE, HOW WELL IS THE SCHOOL TEACHING- 'THEM? ARE THERE ANY THAT MAY REPRE- @ %-
SENT' INSTANCES OF OVERFRAINING OR WOULD YOU 'RECOMMEND DRDPPING ANY DF THEM '

FREH THE SCHOOL CURR‘I LUM? (Recnrd his/her answers. B

(Cump1ete tha interview ‘by going to ‘the ]ast meiaf‘ the Interwew Form.
. Ask the 'Interviewee for any Furthgr suggestions or r,eeamendatians ) -

i

.

“(Thank. the interviewee fgr his coagerat‘lun and efFur‘t 1n r.ump'iet‘lng this

-
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W SAMPEE BACKGROUHD DATA f-‘ORH e

Th1s annex conta1ns s§mp,e Eackgrouﬁ% Data. for EDT1E¢t1ng 1nF e

mation about .individuals @ endWmg advanced, sthaQTS and fur se1egting .
anterv1ewees_- - : . ~ '
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xs AL S o
i ‘ R BACKGRDUND “DATA FoRM . L
. | . :}a.f' i o . _ ) ; - “a
. ) i ai’; % ) . x. ;:i . B 7
, 1, NAHEei e 7@ e . RATE _ . N
2. TIME IN SEEVICE jACTIVE UTY) | m Yt'_i-* S
COURSE ATTENDING. 5;?,1&‘. SN . 3 B T

. NHAT WAS YDUR PREVIDUS DUTY STATIDN'? SEA DUTY! SHD% DUTY

5. IFYOU. CAMI? FRDM SHORE" uuﬁ’" HHERE WERE" mu STAIIQNED? EECITI '_ N
. y O L f Hes

6. ¥1Fif*-veu TAME FRDM SEA DUTY WHAT SHIP CLASS' (TYFE) NERE Youz ASSIGNED T0? w0

2
7. ,S_WHAT"NAS YOUR PRIMARY EILLET TITLE'? T . .';7_74 5 K

8. INTHE EASTMI2. MONTHS, HAVE YQU "HAD AN OPPORTUNITY. TO OBSERVE AND EVALUATE
:REtENT GRADUATES OF CEASS "A™ SCHOOL IN AN OPERATIONAL ASSIGNWENT? - |
e T -

= . - s

IR vnu ﬁSNERED "YES" TO THE' PREVIOUS QUESTIDN PLEASE ANSHER THE FOLLDWING "
QUESTIONS. IF YOU DID NOT ANSWER "VES," STDP AND DISCUSS YOUR ANSWER NITH ;
. THE INSTRUCTGR ,_ Lo &

"9, HOM MANY PEOPLE DID YOU OBSERVE AND EVALUATE? S FOR.©
. HOW LONG? = —~ x

10 ﬁw SATISFIED WERE YOU WITH-$HEIR,ABILITY TO MEET i{i’I-NIMUM, 0 QUIREMENTS
AFTE“R A IYPICAL BBEAK-IN PER.IOD'? o e e

cia -

&Hr&IL\f SATISFIED . . - . o

)”r '

g MODERATELY SATISFIED

¥

o B i
: - f ,_ . By

SATISEIED T T | Jeil

MDDERATELY UNSATISFIED e e ( SRR

S HIGHLY UNSATISFIED Y

. ;IF YDU ANSNERED UNSATISFIED O ANY DEEREE LIST THE GENERAL AREA(S) THAT _
REQUIRED ADDITIONAL TRAIN&ING DVER AND BEYGND THE TYPICAL BREAK IN. AND "; 1

»
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- ‘SAHPLES OF REASON couss L SR

Th15 annex cogta1ns 40 pnss1b1e nanperfnrmance and/or performance
) , deficiency ‘Reason -Cades for "Don't Do" and “Do With Difficulty" interviewee -
oL !!sponse choices. Within the "Do With DjFFiculty“ .category Reason Codes _
"0 -.are Tisted for three general categories-of. reasons for pérformance deficiency--
L - -operational factors,- per SnaiqadjugiyEnt prablems; and te,hnIEaT tﬁa1n1ng
vl o 1nadequaéyif: PR T F 2 8 . :
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= Dale NOTT E.UFEIEIENT TIME FOR GRADBATE 10 HAvE, BEEPL ASSIGNED 'o THIS TAS!(. _‘

L

’“Dﬁ uzm DIFFIEULTY“ CATEGQRY B g% SR

i-E_;; . TIME CDNSTRAINTS DUE T QPERATIDNAL comxmgms L
R FATIELIE/STRESS‘ DUE T0 OPERATIONAL CEM'IITHENTS ,f;s» N s E
i« -8 :,EQUIPMENT EXTREMELY'COWPLEX " . RPN o
.‘_-,;.:INEFFEEE’IVE L§ADERSHI‘P/’SUPERVISION . E’ S S
H ._DIFFICULT‘A‘CTE’SS" ; | .

TAEK HIGHLY UNPLEASANT (1 i, suncenfortaBie” environmental situation .

A 7 Co. such as heat, saat shack hazard exposure
i o é,\ e ‘1% to e’laﬂents) - . _
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,E{;,‘ e T *“;f i\ - - :\'
S .5 "’,’!‘ 5
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REASON. CODES. (cnnt-mued) ", R A

STL - F. - pIb NOT KNOW: WHICHLTOOL OR-TOST EQUIPHENT To USE’ (SELECTED HRONG TOOL OR
e e gy TEST EQUIPHENT FOR JOB] L .

. % - U, 'DID NOT KNON WHICH MATERIAL TO USE. (SELECTED WRONG MATERTAL F& SERVICE

3 R

N, coupeNoT T DENTIFY HHICH PART CAUSED MALFUNCTION%BENTI ED"H RONG PART)-:

=

W ‘HQT WELL VERSED IN TRDUBLESHOOTINE PRINﬁIPLES 3

f

| CGULD NOT USE TOQLSPR TEST EgLIPMENT CDREECTLY oo
T COULD NOT DISASSEMBLE (0R REASSEMBLE) COMPQ&ENT o T

L e Lo Gguo NoT: PERFORY “PROCEDURQL-STEPé ON R CORRECTLY. -~ . . - .-
Lo A8 QUiD, NOT MAKE REQUIREI} MEASUREMENTS (DR ADJUSTMENTS) R
% g c.oum T PERFORMCGEQ | e

AR CDULD =Il0ﬂ' {FABRICATE. REPLACEMENT PART(S) fﬂ L

gy o COULD: NOT IDENTIEY ACTUAL COHPDNENTS OF 'SYSTEM (FR* paRTS A

tthExﬁ'S)

' EE. EDULD NQT EXFLAIN“FUNCTION (OR PURPDSE) DF EDMPDNENI(S) IN‘SYSTEM*

n#”‘;

S ;FF;E coum NOT "READ" _SYSTEM 'SCHEMATIC AND, HIRING ofdeR LT e Ty
)T-IREADY SYSIEM PIPING DiAGRAM A R

LA Lot "

CDULD NDT EXPLAIN DPERATINGVPR TCiPLE@S) OF SYSTEM (OR CDMPDNENTT*"‘Zt’ :

s QDULD NOT TELL’WHE "SYSTEM (R COMPONENT) HAD. A MALFUNCTION -
3 - S
Wl CQ,ULD NOT' PHY.S'f (LY. "TRACEY. S ?‘STEM EFROM ONE POINT 10, ANDTHER
S CGULD NOT LINE UP. SYETEM (oR CO’MF‘DNENT) IN fscoaDANCE WITH. muci‘mns

COULDﬂNDT 0f ,RATE ST EQLLIPMENI PRDPERLY *,,g : gl

YLk,
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© . GUIDANCE:FOR CONDUCTING TRAINING APPRATSAL INTERVI‘EH% R

by the USAF 34T5th Technical

Tﬁ1s éttachﬁint'cuntains the campietagtexttof a u.s. KirAFnrcg pub11ca-

‘tiop entitled The Evaluation-Interview. The document (undated) was prepared .
School (now the 34Q0th Technical Training-Wing),

Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado.- It contains & contisé review of interview
techniques applied directly to acquir:ng training appraisal. information in
& military setting. Because of its pFEEiSE ‘focus and-relevance to the )

previau§iy recannended interview prucedures, the entige content is 1ncluded -
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_ s ‘ﬁsIE EVALUATIDN INTERVIE! (R 8 AT

There are’ mny ua;ys to. eva1uate raining, hauever two. of the i

commop are interviews and questionngires. It 1% not unusual to heai', ’“Qu@es- L

- tionnaires aré no gbod that interview" nf graduates is best." Unfnrtunate]y,
~+ the method of < cting the—interview may be-such that the ‘interview results.
are nn bette,r than thcse thainéd from the much ma'ligned questiannaire._ C

" The _mnst cmn 1nterV1ew is the questiansanswer type. An ﬂbservatian‘-
“interview may be conducted to actual ly obsérve the graduate as .he performs -°
- the' tasks and jobs of his Specialty. Neither of these’ ‘types of- interview 1s .
easy ‘to conduct. Pmper‘] Yy conducted ea-zh w1’|1~ .pmduce re]iab]e and va]‘id ‘.
‘infeﬁnation_ . L. __ s ; . .

[

In any foﬁn, the 1nterv1-ew s a means of, cn’l'lectmg 1nfamat‘inn.4 Ta ﬁhe '

- .extent you are obtaining 1nﬁarmaticn, each time you ask a question you are

interviewing. -A co ferem:e is a group interview. We 'spend hours preparing o
for ‘a conference and imutes in preparing for a person to person interview.
In beth cases the objéctive is to collect informatjon and in both cases'the
amount. of information coliected is.directly pmpgrtiana‘i to the preparat*ian,

) and effort, gxpended

%

are equally appropriate w

S} caﬁtad} a: tq what {s. smtab}e, ,and gpon rthe ?amhnes a&aﬂétﬂe at the

v ) -

Betause af the ver;at'lﬁty and *Fle;:’ib’i'hty of the 1ntérv1ew, it has a
particular value in arffevaluation program. The interview permits exploring
undocumented areas of jnformation §peﬁf1«: to the training. It allows extend- -
.ing ‘thgginvestigation while it is still in progress and most important, it

b provides for, gxp‘loraﬁgn gf rehted 1nfaﬁnatien at the most pmpitwus time:

L]

Evaluatmn usually requn‘es 1nqu1r;es ‘into the persana] ﬂp’mmns, desires,
satisfactmns, and fears of the graduate. .The interview is invaluable in - -
these situatjons- becausg it aﬂows the‘ eva]uatgr %Q probe-the graduat.e s
1nner‘mc5t thaughgs - t ’

’ €

- With aﬂ ﬁ)f its tnutée( advantagés, he 1nte1:v1ew has .some d1sadvantages,

pr1nc:1pa'l1y time, cost, and the difficulty of ‘obtaining the qualified-inter- -
viewer. Some of these disadvantages can- be minimized by proper planmning. -
Both time and cost factors can be made more accefitable by selecting a Jogate, . &

“having 4. large _graduate population available ‘for 1nterv1&w1ng The securing,..

of a qualified interviewerris net so easily solved. It is the purpose of the

“ techniques which will hel m to ‘obtain the, 1n€pmat1gu he seeks. Prqgedures

; na;n_y tyﬂef of.

. remainder of this qrﬁﬂeﬁsuggest to the evaluator=interviewer_some of the :
h

1ntervfew1ng supervisansg

+ - ,-sm,"

1nterv1ew1ng LW xig N o

l‘i,:

e ,;; a‘thT-n “this ‘intruéuctiun t;p the .:tec*l'mque\s of intepvig
prna‘té to d1scuss the prepara’tmas for. the interwew SRR

P 3

s d B .
7 B

v’i’é\vs‘ ..,ldg‘is, of: ; IPge - co@‘ietﬂy ‘aependent upgp the ;iudgnent of h1sfba$e‘ .

basez : TR SIS

"ff ,sjp,.ﬂ_, A

aThe evaiuatar p1aqmng té vis1t a_ base’ for. the purp&se D’F 1nterv1ew‘fng- TR
‘gradyates ‘should reqpast: duitable facilities. in which to ‘conduct the in Sl
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‘zeach graduate and because of this, each a

;‘assures genera1 coverage of the mater1a1

irst a,ct in an 1nterv1ew must, be an 1r|1trddu¢:tmn of who, _yau are aﬂah
“wiy.you a Bnducting the interview, Yaqr game in-itself may be mean1n91255:.
- to<the graddate, but it is-important that your: introductionbe, givén clearlyy
ﬂaﬂ t tmmb1e., It is ‘equajly important that you learn the graduate®s Mame-an
-, that you pronounce it ‘correctly. If you're not sure of ‘the pronunciation /ask
what is correct. It is embarrassing to try to t‘ to peap’le w1thﬂut kna, 1nqi

ﬁﬁéﬁ;EZCﬁmpaPative~stranger has

:5i;gh 1q§g£gst to 13%5? th31 ,name and_
ﬁ?ﬁnounce Lt cnrre:t?y. A I S ==

il =
N -

. Hhéb the 1ntrcduct1ans are compldfd yau shgu1d exp1a1n in some deta11
what you®expect to learn from the graddaté and what you -intend to do with
that infarmation. -Once again, be alert and observant., From'this point.to .
the- aanlus1Qn of the 1nterv1éw, every action and Every word uttered by the .
graduate has mean1ng, & meaning yau must 1nterpret cerrect1y 1f ygur 1nter-

) ,V1E“ is tu be successfui. e

2 o .
Yauf- pneparat'mns. dre naw:emp"lete and you are reddy to delve into the

technical" aspe¢t’s of the information. you must collect. 1n the»1nterv1ew. To !

do this, you need ta’ know more about the te.chmqués of i iterviewing «f fas

you may select any of three‘1gterviEW1ng chn1ques‘ Qr it is-aTmas—lé

- you wil1 combine them during’the course of an interviéw.. One more caution,
a make - va]um1naus notes. A good . 1ntEFV1EN deveinps many ideas, many answers, . .
. far more than you ca@n remember when you're ‘back at the office. Note key’

W%Eﬂs and ideas during the interview, expand ‘these 1nto a- comp1ete repart at ‘
th& conclusion QF the 1nterv1ew _é ’ A .
- oIf th resis a need fDP prec1se Eampar1san Df the answers given by a]T QF
the gradudtes. to all’ of the questions, an ig+depth scheduile -of questions must.*
be préparedaq The interviewer will read these, word for word, and in the Lt

~ exact sequence; to the graduate and record his answersg, Th1s procedure:

assures that identical questions are- asked£1n exactlygthe same sequence of
wer by eacHMyraduate can be com-
?Ed with all the answers from a11 :of thé graduates o l SR 2
When less precise compar;sgn is s@uggt the schedu1e af quest1ans is -
prepared for guidance. The interviewer.may, at his. discretion, reword or o

~ rephrase the questions, change the sequence, add more questions, or even’

delete questions, in.an effort to,match the c1f22te of the intejview tofthé
mood of the graduate.  In this type interview t > schedule of ?Eest1ons ’

-

F1na11y; there s the camplete1y apen 1nteﬁv1ew_ The 1nterv1ewer asks a

!mpﬂdVDCEE1VE question -and thereaﬁ%erﬁﬂees little more than encouvrage, the-
‘fgraduate to talk. This type is
. 5va¥uab1é 1nfarﬁa§30n ava11a§§§ from¥ other source.

faaEult to use, gutﬁprnducesfextremalg_

=

. At some. t;me during théfp?ogre%s of aﬁ ggterview, the sk111ed 1ntEFV1ewer-
will:make use of edch of these teshnzquES*ﬁ ‘The SkITT with ghfch he uses 'them -

ﬁ! will, to a’?aﬂge extent determine’ ‘the qya ﬁty and. vaJue nF the information -

‘he -obtains -frem. the graduate In ali $nterv1ew1ng there is’a minimum*of v
1nfgrmat1an wh1ch 15 géceptébie and a- max1mum whﬁch 1sﬁpnss1b1e . ND 1nte§

i “ =
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'.'f; ﬁ1ew eheuld-fe11 te preduelithe m1ﬁimnm end ne=1nterv1ew shbuld have less
iﬁhfhen<the;mQX1mum Fpr 1ts gpe1 o il,,d , , L .- T
1-ii§§;‘?.lz It‘15,pxgh1y impurtent thet the:sehedu1e e? queettpns'be—carefully -

:' prepared. When the evaluator is ‘not techn1ea11y qualified {n: the work area .‘
. . he’would be wise -to-enlist the assistance of a fe;hnft1en. ;%f he prepares '
T ;‘ the questions himself, they shqu?d be checked by a techﬁ1ci o -

Buring the eerTy pert of the 1nterv1ew the eve1uator shpuld,stay within
= the schedule of questions, stertjng by reading the questions verbatim and j_j
‘, kéeping the Same_sequence. — ewhat formal atmosphere and the -accuracy °
- .of the questions tends to increase the. .graduate's cendeeﬂceAlnethewgvglgggpr
- as knowing the field of work.: As the-interview progresses,.the evaluator
» must be alert to indtcations fhat the greduete wants. to veiunteer 1nformat1on .
. beyond the. scepe ef’the questions. : . :

. 'When it becomes_ evident thet the—graduate is anxious to te11 h1s story,".
the -interview sheule shift to the second technique, aSking questioris as they
are cued by the answers and comments of.the graduate.. It is desirablé at --
thigfstage to stay- w1th1n the parameters of the schedule ef quest1ons ’

g If the 1nterv1ew has been conducted §k111fu11y to th1s mo > and 1f
the time is available, the t§1rd technique should be emplayed. _The third -
technique.is .useful for detérmining concepts, ‘attitudes, and pePsonal attri- .-
: J'g_ butes. It can be usedytd eprere ‘thé. intangibles-so important to.a full"
. 7". understanding of the graduate's problems, but so completely separate from the e
s technically oriented portion of the. interview: The -graduate is ready for
" this technique when he beijns to insert persene’l compents among h1s techmcal
answers. .. .
T »
) The open 1nterv1ew is often referred to .as spontaneous, and it shou]d
“'give this impression.. Howgver, it is not spontaneoust it must be planned.¥
.  The /‘tervlgwer must have in his repertoire carefully developed queStions -
v o dEsTgred sto’ el icit the perspnaf type answer. . Planning here is vital, but it _ —~
must. nevé?*sﬁewfe;cept in the results.  This type 1nterv1ew tests the sk111
ef the iﬁeerv1ewer to- the utmest.

Timing is the secgefiweapon ef'the 1nte:>ﬁewer Every speaker, eVery ‘
actor knows the value ef t1m1ng to,his performance. ' Jack .Benny and Bob Hope F
o -are 'experts in the ‘use of timing and both exploit the’ “pause® to its full = -
k Jimit. The pause :is.equally valuable in 1nterv1ewing, following- g pithy M\
. Lomment or the posingyof a penetrating question. Don't be afraid to wait for
- the graduate to eemmeg% or answer yeur quest%enl You planned this interview,
he didn't and. he need t1me to th1nk .o . - o o o,

N

L Eenera11y speeang, the answers the graduate gives te yeur quest1ons
—wiHl contain clues to the area of questioning that should follow. .Avoid "
o 1ntreﬂue1ng questiens that have. net been cued by some prev1ous reference o
. This 1s a part of'the preper timing for asking a“question., Be alert.to™ - .
’epen1ngs presented by ‘the graduete as he rambles.from subjéct to _Subject, but
still within the purv1ew of the interyiew. Jn some cases, the point must be
fprc1ﬁ1y exp1e1ted but -usually it is hetter to 1ead the- answers toward the S

S , A B T S
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farea 1n wh1ch you are seek1ng 1nfdnnat1oﬁa I1m1ng h d1fferent 1mp1}catlons
" for the-observation type inter¥iew, b but * §s-- equadly 1%gortant to -the success of o
.+ % the interview. The 1nterv1ewer must never posé a question while the graduate -
-7 is actually performtng a task., F1rst to do. so may caude an~acc1dent by = ;
-;Jd1v1d1ng the graduate's. attenti And ‘second, d1v1d1ng the graduate's
attention will resutt in-a poor erfo ce. Tikigg-is important, use it to
“improve the results of your. regu1ar“1nt view: and dur1ng al] observai%knf e s
: 1nterv1ews. R - T '

v-,r . S, L
-*_ »

_ o An observat1on-1nterview requ1res the evaluétor to be present durfﬁg“fhe"
S . performance of the specialty ‘tasks by-the. graduate.’ It's a Tot .easier'to oo
.- 'talk.a good game than’ 1%,15 to play one." ¥ou.can read,-or even formulate
”*acceptable questiohs, without being a job expert, but for the observation-.
"TﬁtErVTewiyou‘must\be_abLe to identify what you see and know why it is*being - -
"done.” An ‘Observer who-is-familiar-with-the task or job being done is able~to - .i:-.
evaluate both the knowledge being applied tp the performan;e“of’the<taSk_Qr PR
_job, "and the skill with which the manual movements are made. 'The technically . .
“qualified: eva]uator is also’ abte to est1mate the quaT'ty of what has beeﬁ I
produced o , . ) o
, ‘ : c . 2
©e..  <An 1mportant part ofg;he ab111ty to observe curate]y is be1ng;ab4e to
~identify the various work activities as they occdr and know what knowTedges
and 'skills-are being exhibitéd. :C1dée attention to details is ‘essential to .
.- .accurate:.observatian. Ifrthe graduate shows ;mall hes1§g¢1ons makes' false .« -
B movements, or’ looks to see who is watchlng, he is plagqu.by 1nadequacy and
' 1ndec1s1on .- < , . . o
K - . - "" ’ -
g The observat1on must Tnclude such 1tems as job organfzatton. select1on
.« and placement of tools, parts, materjals, and equipment, aﬁd the‘choos1ng of
the correct procedures. .A11 of these are indicators of the. graduate s overa]?
know]edge of the ob and h1saprof1c1ency dur1ng h1s performance

\

o

2
.

_ When the graduate 1s~work1ng; h1s movements should exh7b1t an observable ORI
rhythm and’ purpose, - Lf@has smovements are«jerky, lack of: toord1nat10n or he
" is often out of pOS1t1on, either-he is improperly taught,“or he hds net - e
y learned how to perform the tasks. Finally, the end product of Ris efforts -
“ .« must be usable, must meet the established standards of quality. Forq‘he _
: evaTuator, there 15 no better adv1d% thany "Know the JOb before cr1tﬁqu1ng the
' performance ;’, s . ) L _ _
1 v ' : K Ce
Regardless of the interview techn1que quest1on and answer or- observ t1on L
, quest1ons must be deve]oped proper]y constructed, and W1se1y used Ce

, .

o s To some extent all .of the graduate $ answers wild be 1nf'luencEd hyethg &y

"!. wanner in which” the question is asked. The phrasing, the choite of wards,® and3
~-even the voice. intenations may cafsedignificant efifects.in the graduate's. o
answers:, Fundamenté?ly, there are two types of’ questnons used in- 1nterv1ew1ngr o
PR B “*h, ' -."-o,'_';
e A*type oF quest1on sdmet1mes hal?ed‘"closed" Or "?1m1t1ng" »15 1arge1y S AT
dlrectﬂve and is ‘answerable 1n a ‘few gards ?here are threé subtypes of; thls ST
uest1on - One asks for jdéntgficatien- of who, where, when & how,- or which.,, Cen T
e. second asks for a se\e§é% from. among severa] anSWersnoffered The th1rd toe
asks only for a yes or no wer o : . o

?
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rather ot imvites 'Iongei' and more descr1pt1ve‘,answers

o ~cause the graduate 4 feel he is be1ng restricted, &hat he is-being preye

! not have fully undez:étood - . R

-
[ 4
'
o
.
]
{
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. The so-called "open“ or. "nonhmtmg" QUEStwrl does no d?!’i‘-‘_Ctifaﬂ»’ansyIEr,‘;.’

. o g, R
. The. evaluator must de * the ratjo"ﬁ.f 'ﬂ1m1t1ng" to non"tfmtmge,-‘_: AN
Suestions.he will-use in t interview,. - Too. many 1imiting" questions may .

from giving al) of the info ign he possess Becayse he feels this ay\

sulk and withholli valu#te information: _On thé other -hand, too
"norfP{miting" questions. may. cause the 1nterweyi‘ tQ,Jpg dovm for 1ack _
'Adirect\wn.- This is very. likely to- hagipen if . the’ graduate has difficulty

. e)gpnessmg his ideas. Such people are often ‘inarticulate. and m@QheFent

During" the. quest1on1ng they become greatly 'disturbedand mdy refuse to co-
oparate. These people work better with the “limiting" question because, it
provides a clue to the desired answer- towthe ques‘twn, a quest1on they may -

Erther tyffe duestwn may have a re1at1onsh1p mth prevmus and future o

\quest‘mns, neither will .disrupt the’ cogtinuity of*the g,uestwmng "The -

evalyator may plan—for—a gradual-build-up of blocks of: information which will

~“finally portray a complete Jjob, " story “I‘Hh% -the” plan, there must. ,be

e

seve varieties of quest1ons a,sked to obtam the Tnfomﬁ:‘lcm- —

A foﬂow-on sty]e que twmcan be formutat askmg for gﬂ?‘t‘lonal

‘ 1nf‘o.rmat1on aheyt -a. subJec prevfous‘ly dxscuss . Another variety of questmns 4;_'.

which is quite useful is the repeating of the graduate s-words. It shows
retention of what He has said and proves .you- were hstemng It c;an also be

- used to 1ntroduqe a new di rectmn of questromng ; o

made earlier in the interview, or'when there has been a’ genggal reférence and

¢ 3 -

L]
. When there is a- need for clarrf‘icatmn of. vague or amb1guous references :

there is now a need for. Qphmt 1nformat1on a sRec1f1c w1ety of quest1ons “ e
must Be- deve'loped R SN g e | e

It is sometimes necessary ta sunm‘amze the 1nformat1orr gwen so that 1t ".'-,
can be_ confirmed and questions can ‘be designed to ,accomplish.this purpose. ..” o

" When 1ncons1stenc1es deve“rop between® answers -given, or between: answers. arid. : .'i"_

L]

g,

‘.-;i\ Tri'ckery may be used o eIrc1t clar1f1cat1on, but the tr1c& of us1ng

known - information, a-direct questwnfpointmg out the inconsistencies and . .
'demandmg correctwn is necessary t is sometimes des1rab1e to.ask certam »
questwns the second t1me to determmé if the graduate géves the same answer )

¥ -1'4\-' k \1
- A bit of tr1ckery may be used to pbtam,u f'urther c]ar1f1c The . Dy
eva]uator may dehberately misstate @ fact Instant]y, ‘the ggduate wﬂ,] A
‘correct the state ent and in the process), c]amfy anda expand his expl atwn T

A deliberate rms
9reater spur. - Yo
correct1 ng.the m’

i ?pr.evmus Stajient made by, the gradudte is-an.even . '«
misquoted: his eAt and he féels resppnsible. for st
erpr:@tatwn He™ ! 1r§ned1ate’ry calTed ‘Mpon tg’explam } X

“ip gregt,. and- enhghtemng, detaﬂ -that yad" ard tistaken. and’ that in: truth !
th'ng"!S what he sard., ALl the evaluator need do now Ts ‘rTsten e ",«,._ e
. . ‘F\‘ AT T -.Q 5 N

., "leading" ‘Equestwns is not always legitimate. The* "]ead1 g" ‘quéstion, used

. L N

e1ther b_y acc1dent or by des1gn can. d1ctate pn answer dst author1~t1es & 4’7’
M ,,~ .k.:.,; . ,.,. . »\ ,o__‘ Vg
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‘agree that ‘an 1nterv1EWer should avoid 1mp1y1ng ah answer to h1s own questmns
. z.there are tghes.when the. eva]uator Ty want' to, 1nd1¢ate ‘what - type
-* ‘answeg he %wects _ ‘_ R ) . -7

o .f--

. ,\ ~

‘e . " N
- e a?
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S Qn examma—tmn of’ what const1 tutes -& "1eadmg" questwn ‘indicates there
Nare- tgio e]emefts which can be used to influé€nce the answer to a quesStion. |
“gf these is to. mdmate by’ choice of ‘words, phtasing, or voice intonation
type amswer. expeqted . The gecbnd is: to assume that there are certain
ghaviors,: deo]og1es and values: that are. corrmon to; aH graduates part1c1- -
p’a“t.mg m the 1nteév1ew cyele. - ' O _ )

= . . w7 . N e
‘.,\-T‘:.‘- S - et '

A.ques'twn which” tends to 1nd1cate the expected answer~requ1res the

’;:}c : ' -
LT L7 Ma«%uator to have considexabie -knosﬂedge about the graduate, or about the .o
g:, L ’subgef:t wmatter. - If the, eﬁﬁluator does. not have -this imformation,%hut. uses U
'.“o Msb\ seme method to mf]uence‘t ansWer, he 1s usmg a "1ead1ng" quest1on

'._LH\'- - . 1

. '“’qlo “The~d1fference bétween the twe, types of~ "1ead1rgg" questmns is" that in
LT ﬁrst case_‘the; evaJuator ‘has factual fnformétwn to support . the Qquestion.
'_.{‘Tn} he'skcond -case he Tacks the infogmation, but "1eads" the graduate ip ‘the -

-

. fd}rectlon of the Tnterwew results he wants,.” - U e L S R
- - e - 4 o - ‘. - - 3 . :t
: _.»‘ ' :.,The %econd element 1;1 the "1eadmg" questmn -rs based on thé fact that ™

SRR there ‘are areas ‘of .Commonality among-all peop]e - Begause, of "this it is . -
i ";‘;,\, ,\almesb —mpossible to ‘ask ‘a question that is not based on some type assumpt1ﬁ
o . (T{h\assWMW based oA valid jnformdtion in the: possession’ of the -
o e‘vamatpr, -the ‘oraduate',s‘nanswen wlﬂ be “inférmatiye. If the evaJuator doés
AR i ‘-nnot have; spemﬁc 1nformat1on. upon wh1ch to. basef‘hws assumption,. this type
"'.,' ‘; '*‘Ieadvln;f questwn may produce 1ncemp]ete or - 1nv§hqd mformat'lo@ ~?\\, ‘ )
v " : It 13 d1fﬁcu1t to determme the dét.mmenta] effﬁts of ‘the. "1ead1ng)‘
-, - equestion pn the _resylts of the Anteryiew. . - However, tusé- of | the,"leading"
=le’t question does mdke it easier. for-thode radu’ates who 1ackﬁ$he knowiedgé,. or
: ,who db.not understand.what the évaluator, wants, to give an answer: they 9 e
R beheVe ‘the. evalwator wants: to, hear.. Prob‘abTy, ‘these, "agreeable™ a,niwers are
YL omibst often gﬁven by, those havmd a: 1ow leveT of Understandang :than by those* v
ha\hng a, h1gh heve] of underst@ndmg -gs S r,. ,w »

-

N S0y .
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e Just a. Jgtt]e mo;e onftne subJect of quest16he@ Qpest,mns may be aske’d 5 :
fer ans'gﬁlectwe, subjectwe L Ors 1ndetermmate response f’rom the graduate "

- ’, The obJectwe quest Qn is cg,ncgged wzth the charact’erﬁstms of pe0p1e
sw p«]aces, objects, .or Hfappenings, that can® be seen. These arg;.the t‘ype questions

. ; 3' used whens a ‘schedule & __qpestlﬁop s prepared Thése are fact Frndlng
NPT questloﬁ;s i P PR g S G T e
.F\ .i}'! é.(\-\ M v y -..b m;» b KAl " K !u's *. € ';'. v o . ' i BRI e (RN ‘ i ~

L mThe- s;tbgeetwe, t}tiest*rm~ dea]s with ophnaohs r- —feel zngs, themnseen P “"“ | )
fan«tars? “These. qdesxt‘wns ar.e us F’Qrath‘ ‘ dvtyﬁ‘e Qfmnterwew. very. )
i tg e asﬁa’fyzed tg dete ~ne Wts ‘re?l*éc- Ngn ofrthe att1‘tude of the , .

. .g ’_i" N d.-. ‘e : "4} *
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'\ o Indetermwpaff(e ‘questaony dea‘r he1.theh Grth tha“raeteﬁstms 0r op]mans .
but ane eften de‘wrmptwe 1n toné* é’These too, are used in- the “thi: rd type of* e
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e You have esked a Tot of queetien§ and heard many answere, how do you
-know 1f the graduate has told the truth, if his answers are valid? ' The

- evaluator 1s responsible . for determining the validity of what the graduate
" .'tells_him and he has aveiiebie to, him three methode for est;mating the

Cvalidity. | R

: - If the eveiuatnr has prnpen]y bnepaned himself for the interview he hae
coneiderabie amounts of information at his dispneei By- careful. analysis of -
what he is told and by comparing it with what he knows'of.the work avea, he - .
is..in a position to make neaeonabiy aeeurate Judgments of the veiidity ef the

- information he has reeeived 7 . :

_tion of the styie and manner. in whieh the greduatee have reeponded Cioee
- observation. during the interview will often reveal clues indicative of the
sincerity of the graduateyand thus key the authenticity.of his answers, If

the -graduate shows any do&bt hesitancy, prejudice, or uncertainty, the ’
’Vinfermetien should be accepted with caution. o

Finei]y, the eve]uetnr shnqu be able to. make some Judgme ts baeed on

- what he knows about the graduate.. An insight into the ‘graduate's knewiedge,

, expérience,-en background will yieid clues to the worth of his enewere ‘ '

) The entire success of the 1nterv1ew depends upon the degree of communi- L
cation established between the evaluator and the graduate and the ability of
the evaluator to listen intelligently. The development and format of the
interview must have as its goal the compiete understanding and cooperation of
the graduate. The evaluator must earn the respect and.the confidence of the
graduate. .Any action, any words which weaken thefreepect and confidence of
‘the graduate in the evaluator will decneeee the effeetivenees of the interV1ew.

, It is highly pn551ble that in certain situations the evaluater w1113be f
. confronted with some unanticipated responses. If he is alert, these unanti-
cipated responses may be highly productive. An unentieipeted response may-
reveal preyiously unsuspected important factors, it may apen the door to new
-avenues of questiening, or it may prcvide an expianetien of some hitherto

unknown fect b

. 4

_ The conduct of the 1ntervigw is entirely in the hands of the evaluator. °
In today's vernecuiar, he must not lose his'.ceai", if he does, he also loses
‘the interview. At all times and at all costs, the evaluator must be in full

' control of-the interview. Any lack of organization of the interview will

. also have an adverse effect on 'the interview.result. It is essential that
the interview continue.in the direction of its established goals. At no time
-and under no c1rcumeteneee must the. interv1ew be a1lnwed te degenenate intc

an ergument .
The graduete end his supervisor, either or!bnth of whom may ‘Be inter-
~viewed, ‘must.be considered as having a defepeiveegttitude “Neither will
VQ]UHIEEF any significant quantity of information. Each, in his own way,
will defend and magnify the importarice of their job te»the Air Force mission.
. . No matter how insignificant the job, it.is theirs and admitted or not, they.
- . are proud of what they de_ Destrny the importance- ef their jeb end yeu '
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It s 1mportant that the eva1uatar show Sympathet1c 1ntarest in the"

S prablems of the graduate. Don't interrupt his story to tei]‘yaurs\ Never “’a@.
,m_rmshaw boredom, evén 1f you have heard the same ‘story twenty t1mes duf1ng the 5.‘
same day., _ e i JENE 2R VRN S

e : # .- .q_:j“a!‘; .

_ The eva]uatar must never a]]ow cantravers1a] issues to entep’ 1nto the »»‘j
conversation. . If they are introduceéd, listen, but offel no comment and at - '
the first opportunity, change the subject. Never bewgme a victim of rumor; ]
_“monger1ng Listen carefully, but do not repeat what has bééﬂ Saiﬁ Squeﬂch ; 1
those rumors you know to ‘be” untrue. . ~ s

g:%\»»-fh; '. The" eva]uatgr has no author1ty to promise changes effe:t1ng ‘the graduate s "
S a;ass1gnment or-position,  To do so must lead to embarrassment for the Air' .
" * Training Command, the Center, and himself. The interview is a fagt f1nd1ng

‘ ,f :*_uveh1cTe for eva1uat1ng the qua]1ty of the training-received by tHe graduate,-
" .1t is not a grievance 1nterV1ew Stay out of the personne] an"the persana1
busmess - _ o o e ' ‘

: Do not cr1t1cize any action affeat1ng the gﬁaduate or the Dperatlons of
. any Air Force function. It is probable that not all the facts have been made
s ~ - known to you: Get what you believe to be, facts, verify that. they are facts.
V7 el Analyze their prot dble im act on the performance of the graduate,. or upon the
_ conduct of the 'ty 1n1ﬁg eport the f1nd1ngs, include any supportable »
. sﬁgﬁrecommendat1ans ' . c
- When the interview s comp?eted thank the part1c1pants far their he]pé§
‘Leave them with a fﬁ1end1y feéling toward training. It is highly probable,
they will again be ¢alled upon to assist in: eva]uat1ng graduates Without
their full cooperatfion, there would have been no interview, no exchange of 7
. information, and no evaluation of the graduate 5 perfarmance or of the course
b fmm wh1ch he graduated N :
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| RIS N EXPERIMENTAL AGENDA FOR DETERMININE Hou ]’o SRS AN
\ L SOLVE TRAINING, PROBLEMS 1*  "T  tT

Th1s attachment canta1ns an axpar1menta1 agenda far processang tha afz_ 5\ﬂ.‘

; *ianxa feadbaEk information obtained in the interviews to a. l9gical canclusion-ﬁa S
R vracaninendat%an for change.- This agenda is offered for use with the’ gnb
LT -taskse ]1sted 1n tha survey far wh1ch tha data auggastad a: pasaib1a tra1ning
ks ; prab1em o o m
1»2;5:i,-"332}. \Rev1aw of tha backgrnund {1.e., previousjattempts«{a dea] w1th the
o . »Eprub1em)
SR Ao ‘ ' ‘ RO :
IR Rav1ew Df ra1atad 1nfarmat1an fnem 1nterna1 avaluatian process
% 4_5 Identxfy re]atad 1earn1ng Dbaact1vea 1n tha currant QUPE]EU1Um
‘ 75:,-'Rev1aw;af recent Eurr1cu1um dave1apment with regsrd ta tha ra1avant
T . ' v]aarn1ng abgact1vas - SR i . BN S
fjj ”E.V'EExp1Dre resources to remed1ate prob]em o8
7. = Identify* ra]ated tra1n}ﬂg prab]ems for wh1Eh the so1ut1cna
may also be ra1ated y .
8. Raugh aut]1ne of poss1b1a recommandat1cns and/or antranca pc1nt in’
** - 1SD process for further Syatemat1c deve1apment
wiE L 9, Datarmina approvaT autharity for outlined racaﬁmandat1an and ;
S . Tist pertinent: 1nstruct1ans/referanca5 _ _ ' ;
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P _ . Recent or anticipated change in time allotted to.

';=~éachihg,;his or closely related task: '# héﬁrs;

Y ; s, ‘Recent or anticipated change in'teaéhing Technique:
R oot

¥
|

7 T ;7; L Recent~©r'an%icipated chahge'in ﬁe5Qurces (ﬁaﬁhoWér/
- material) that may affect training in this area: .-
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6. Resources required to remediate problem:
- . TAdditional SPaCé for instruction L ’
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More adequately trained instructors. __ , '
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Additional time for instruction added to the curricuium
Recent and/or* ant1c1patedx£hanges ‘to curriculum will| remed1ate
.the probIem (time, teach1ng te&hnique or.. resaurces)
o v ’
Ti\ _ R _ iﬁ N . s
N M e R 1 77,17, _ -
Recent and/ur ant1c1pated changes to curr1cu1um w111 increase
the prob1em 7 - 77 R I

ezCreat1ve bra1nsterm1ng and/or add1t1onal research into’ mora
" effective teaching strategies (prﬂb1em is historical in nature
_ requiring entirely novel approach or add1t1anaT data). .
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S 8. Rough outline of possible Eécammendatiéﬁs zAddFESS Tssues af cesf and v
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