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The United States Training and Employment Service

General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB), first published in 1947, has
been included in a continuing program of research to validate the
tests against success in many different occupations. The GATB
consists of 12 trsts vhich measure nine aptituvdes: Gemeral Learning
Ability: verhal Aptitude; Numerical Aptitude; Spatial Aptitude; Form
Perception; Clerical Perception; Motor Coordination; Finger
Dexterity: and Manual Dexterity. The aptitude scores are standard
scores with 100 as the average for the general working population,
and a standard deviation of 20. Occupational norss are established in
terns of minimum qualifying scores for each of the significant
aptitude measures which, when combined, predict job performance.
Cutting scores are set onrly for those aptitudes wvhich aid in
predicting the performance of the job duties of the experisental
sample. The GATB norms described are appropriate only for jobs with
content similar to that shovn in the job description presented in
this report. A description of the validation sample is also included.
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RESEARCH SUMMARY

This report describes the research which resulted in the develop-
ment of the following Specific Aptitude Test Battery for use in
setecting Inexperienced or untralned individuals for training as
Tellers:

Aptitudes Cutting Scores
N - Humerical Aptitude 85
P -~ Form Perception 105
Q - Clerical Perception 110

Validation sample: 291 Tellers (257 females and 34 males) employed
in banks in the North, South and West (see Appendix 2). A totail

of 123 were minority group members (78 Blacks, 28 Spanish Surnamed,
9 Orientals, &4 American indians, 1 French Canadian, 2 Filipinos

and 1 Aleut) and 168 were nonminority group members.

Cross-validation sample #1: 59 Tellers (48 females and 11 mates)
employed in banks in the North (sea Appendix 2). Twenty-eight were
Blacks and 31 were nonminority group members.

Cross-validation sample #2: 50 Tellers (41 females and 9 males)
enployed in banks in the West. This study was conducted prior to
the requirement of providing minority group information. There-
fore, minority group status of sample members Is unknown.

Cross-validation sample #3: 50 Tellers (43 females and 7 males)
employed in banks in the North. This study was conducted prior to
the requirement of providing minority group Information. There-~
fore, minority group status of sample members Is unknown.

Criterian:
validation sample: Supervisory ratings. Criterion data were
collected during 1973.

Cross~validation sample #1: Multiple hurdie of supervisory ratings
and "Teller Differences”. Criterion data were collected during
1973.

Cross~validation sample #2: Supervisory ratings. Criterfon data
were collected during 1962.

Cross-validation sample #3: Supervisory ratings. Criterion data
were collected during 1961.




Concurrent (test and criterion data were collected at about the
same time).

Yalidity:

validation Sample:

Phi coefficient for total sample = .24 (P/2 < .0005)

Phi coefficlient for Black subsample = .19 (P/2 < .05)

Phi coefficient for nonminority subsample = .24 (P/2 < ,005)

Cross~validation sample #1:
Phi coefficient for total sample = .42 (P/2 < .005)

Cross~validation sample #2:
Phi coefficlent for total sample = .26 (P/2 < .05)

Cross=-validation sample #3:
Phi coefficient for total sample = .31 (P/2 < .025)

Combined samples:
Phi coefficient for male subsample = .35 (P/2 < .005)
Phi coefflicient for female subsample = .27 (P/2 < ,0005)

Effectiveness of Battery for Validation Sample:
For the total validation sample, 63% of the sample were In the

high criterion group; 1If they had been test-selected with this
battery 72% would have been in the high criterion group; 37% of the
sample were In the low criterion group; If they had been test-
selected with this battery 28% would have been in the low criterion
group. The effectiveness of the battery is shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1

Effectiveness of Battery for Valldation Sample

Without TYests With Tests

High Criterion 63% 72%
Group

Low Criterion 37% 28%
Group

mu;mmwmnmmxg%m:
No differential validity was found for this battery. The differ-

ence between the phi coefficlents for Black and nonminority groups

for the valldatlion sample Is not statistically significant (CR = -~ ,38),
The hattery Is falr to Blacks since the percent of Blacks who met

the cutting scores approximated the percent who were In the high
criterion group. 4% of the Blacks met the cutting scores and 54%
were in the high criterion group.
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Comparison of Sea SUBKIrouRs:

No differential validity was found for this battery. The differ-
«nce between the phi coefficient for male and female subgroups for
the combined validation and cross~validation samples Is not statis~
tically significant (CR = ,64).

The battery Is falr to both males and females. The percentage of
males and females who met the cutting scores approximated the per-
centage who were in the high criterion group. 64% of the males
met the cutting scores ard 57% were in the high criterion group;
63% of the “emales met the cutting scores and 64% were in the high
criterion group.

JOB ANALYSIS

A jobh analysis was performed by observation of the workers' per-
formance on the job anc In consultation with the workers' super-
visors. On the basis of the job analysis, the job description
shown in Appendian & was prepared, which was used to (1) select

an experimental sample of workers who were performing the job
duties: (2) choose an appropriate criterion or measure of job per-
formance;: (3) determine which aptitudes are critical, Important or
irrelevant to job performance (see Tables 2 and 5); and (4) provide
information on the applicability of the test battery resulting

from this research.

TABLE 2

Qualitative Analysis
Aptitude Rationale

G -~ General Learning Abillty Required to use judgment and
to learn the rules, practices
and procedures involved In
various financial transactions.

N - Numerical Aptitude Required to count money, make
change, and compute interest,
credits and debits.

P - Form Perceptlion Required to note Iin detall the
marklings, shapes and shadings
on bills In order to detect
counterfelt currency.

Q -~ Clerical Perception Required to maintain and check
records and to verify signatures.

K -~ Motor Coordination Required to count currency
quickiy.

F - Finger Dexterlity Requlired .o handle money and to

o operate business machines.




EXPERIMENTAL TEST BATTERY

All 12 tests of the GATB, B-1002B, were administered to the vali-
dation sample and cross-validation sample #1 and all 12 tests of
the GATB, B=-1002A, were administered to cross-validation samples
#2 and *#3.

CRITERIA
Validation Sample:

The Immediate supervisor rated each worker. The ratings were

obtained by means o“ personal visits of State test development
analysts who explained the rating procedure to the supervisors.

Two ratings were obtained from each supervisor with an interval

of at least two weeks between the ratings. Since sample members' test
scores are confidential, supervisors had no knowledge of the test
scores of the workers.

A descriptive rating scale was used. The scale (see Appendix 3)
consists of six items. Five of these items cover different as-
pects of job performance. The sixth item is a global item on the
Teller's "all-around”" ability. Each item has flve alternative
responses corresponding to different desgrees of job proficiency.
For the purpose of scoring the items, welights of 1 to 5 were
assigned to the responses. The total score on the rating scale is
the sum of the welghts for the six items. The possible range for
each rating is 6 ~ 30,

A review of the job description indicated that the subjects covered
by the rating scale were directly relate! to important aspects of
job performance.

A = Amount of work: Tellers must work quickly and efficiently in
order to serve bank customers without unreasonahle delay.

B - uatity nf work: Teller's work riust meet the high quality
standards establi-~hed by the bank.

C - Accuracy of work: Teller must avoid making mistakes in any of
the transactions that are handled.

D - Amount of knowledge: Teller must have sufficient knowledge of
procedures and bank policy to perform the job adequately.

E - Variety of job duties: Teller must be able to perform many
different transactions such as handling deposits and with-
drawals, cashing checks, and cashing government bonds.

F - "All~-around" ability: Teller's value to employer involves a
combination of the aspects of job performance listed above.
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A retiability coefficient of .24 was obtained between the initial
ratings and the re-ratings, indicating a significant relatlonship.
Therefore, the final criterion score consists of the combined

scores of the two ratings. The possible range for the fin»1 cri-
terion is 12 - 60. The a~tual range is 23-60. The mean Is 4i4.1
with a standard deviation of 7.8. The relationship between the
criterion and age, education and job experlence is shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3
Means, Standard Deviations (SD) and rson
Product-Moment Correlations with the Crite (on (r) for
Age, Education and Experience

Validation Sample

Mean SD L

Age (years) 28.3 8 8 .084

Education (years) 12.9 1.4 .009

Experience (months 31.1 38.5 .222ee
on current job)

Total Experience 42.% 42.7 .231ee
(nonths)

++Significant at the .01 level

About one-third of the workers are considered to be marginal
workers. Therefore, the criterion distribution was dichotomized
so as to include about one-third of the sample In the low cri-
terion group and the remainder in the high criterion group. The
criterion cutting score was set at 42 which places 37% in the low
criterion group and 63% In the high criterion group. It was not
possible to place precisely one-third of the workers in the low

c;iterion group because of the nature of the criterion distribu-
tion.

- i £1:
The first criterion consisted of two different supervisory ratings
obtained from the Immediate supervisor. The ratings were obtalined
by means of personal visits of State test development analysts who
explained the rating procedure to the supervisors. Since sample
members! test scores are confidential, supervisors had no knowledge
of the test scores of the workers.

The flirst supervisory ratinz was obtained using the same descrip~
tive rating scale as was used with the validation sample (see
Appendix 3). The second rating was obtained two weeks after the
first, using a mixed standard scale (see Appendix 3). This scale
was constructed by taking the middle three cholces from each of
the six items on the descriptive rating scale to make a total! of
12 statements which were arranged in random order. The rater was

)



instructed to rate each Teller by judging him to be better than,
about the same as, or worse than each statement. The three (tems
covering the same aspect of jobh performance (speed, quality, accu-
racy, job knowledge, variety of job dutles, and over-all worth)
were scored as a unit. The possible range of scores for each unit
was 1 - 7, depending upon the pattern of the responses. For ex-
anple, if a Teller was judgea to be better than all! three of the
statements, his score on that unit was 7; If worse than all three
statements, his score was 1.

A retiability coefficient of .94 was obtained between the mixed
standard scale and the descriptive rating scale, indicating a signi-
ficant relationship. Therefore, the final supervisory rating score
consisted of the averaged standard scores for the descriptive

rating scale and the mixed standard scale. The possible range Is

40 - 160. The actual range is 50~-146. The mean Is 100.0 and the
standard deviation is 19.9

The second criterion measure consisted of Teller differences which
were the total number of overages or shortages of $5.00 or more
made by the Teller during the first six months on the job. Tellers
were ranked on these differences and the ranks converted to
standard scores. The possible range of standard scores for Teller
differences is 5 -~ 95. The actual range Is 5 ~ 87. The mean is
49,9 and the standard deviation is 18.7.

The relationships between age, education and job experience and the
criteria are shown Iin Table 3a.

TABLE 3a
Means, Standard Deviations (SD) and Pearson
Product~Moment Correlations with Supervisory Ratings (rl)
and Teller Differences (r,) for
Age, Education and Experfence

Cross-validation Sample #1

Mean 3D Ly )

Age (years) 24.8 5.7 .151 « 226
Education (years) 12.8 1.2 .0607 .057
Experience (months 24.4 19.5 37Lex 102

on current job)
c+Significant at the .01 level
About one=-third of the wnrkers are considered tc be marginal

workers. Therefore, the criterion distribution was dichotomized
sO0 3as to include about one-third of the sample In the low criter~

9
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ton 2roup and the remainder in the high criterion group. The cri~
terion cutting score was set at 74 for supervisory ratings and 43
for Teller differences which places 39% in the low criterion group
and 61% in the high criterion group. Iir was not possible to place
precisely one~third of the workers in the tow criterion group be-
cause of the nature of the criterion distribution.

- #2:
The Assistant Manager and Operations Offlcer rated each worker.
The ratings were obtained by means of personal visits of the State
test development analysts who explained the rating procedure to
the supervisors. Two ratings were obtained from each supervisor
with an Interval of at least two weeks between the ratings. Since
sample members' test scores are confidential, supervisors had no
knowledge of the test scores of the worters,

A descriptive rating scale was used. The scale (see Appendix 3)
consists of nine items. Eight of these Items cover different as-~
pects of job performance. The ninth item is a global Item on the
Teller's "all-around” ability. Each item has four alternative
responses corresponding to different degrees of job proficliency.
For the purpose of scoring the Items, weights of 1 to & were
assigned to the responses. The total score on the rating scale Is
the sum of the weights for the nine items. The possible range for
each rating is 9 - 36,

A review of the joh description indicated that the subjects covered
by the rating scale were directly related to important aspects of
1ob performance.

A = Quantity of work: Teller must work quickly and efficliently In

order to serve bank customers without unreasonable delay.

B - Quality of work: Teller's work must meet the high quality
standards established by the bank.

C - Accuracy of work: Teller must avold making mistakes in any of
the transactions that are handled.

D - Job knowledge: Teller must have sufficlient knowledge of
procedures and bank policy to perform the job adequately.

E - Aptitude for job: Teller must be able to perform the job
dutles wlthout difficulty.

F - Job versatility: Teller must be able to perform many 4dlfferent
transactions, such as handling deposits and withdrawals, cash-
Ing checks and cashing government bonds.

G -~ Job resourcefulness: Teller must be able to apply knowledge
to new situations and customer requests and act accordingly.

x4



H = Job initiative: Teller should be able to notice ways and
make suggestions to improve work methods so that bank opera-
tions can be performed more efficiently.

i - "All-around" job ability: Teller's value to employer involves @
combination of the aspects of job performance listed above.

Reliability coefficients of .90 were obtained for ratings and re-
ratings made by the Assistant Manager and Operations Officer.
Since the relationship between the combined Assistant Manager's
ratings and combined Operation Officer's rating was .72; the four
sets of ratings for individuals In the sample were combined. The
possible range for the final criterion is 36-144. The actual
range is 41-134, The mean Is 96.9 with a standard deviation of
20.2. The relationship between the criterion and ase, education

and job experience Is shown in Table 3b.
TABLE 3b
Means, Standard Deviations (SD) and Pearson
Product-Moment Correlations with the Criterion (r) for
Age, Education and Experience

Cross~validation Sample #2

Mean S0 ¢
Age (years) 31.3 8.5 ~.04LO
Education (vears) 12.6 9 ~.274

Experience (months) 31.0 25.9  ,.337e
«Significant at the .05 level

About one~third of the workers are considered to be marginal
workers. Therefore, the criterion distribution was dichotomized
so as to include about one=-third of the sample in the low cri~
terion group and the remainder in the high criterion group. The
criterion cutting score was set at 93 which places 3f% in the low
criterion group and 64% in the high criterion group. It was not
possible to place precisely one~third of the workers in the low

criterion group because of the nature nf tha criterion distribu-
tion.

x1
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- ( i « LA
The {rmediate supervisor rated each worker. The ratings were
obtained by means of personal visits of State test development
analvsts who explained the rating procedure to the supervisors.
Two ratings were obtained from each supervisor with an interval
of at least two weeks between the ratings. Since sanple members'
test scores are confidential, supervisors had no knowledge of the
test scores of the workers.

A descriptive rating scale was used. The scale (see Appendix 3)
consisted of the same nine ltems as used with Cross-validation
Sample #2. Each item has five alternative responses corresponding
to different dagrees of job proficiency. For the purpose of
scoring the items, welights of 1 to 5 were assigned to the responses.
The total score on the rating scale i« the sum of the weights for
the nine items. The possible range for each ratiig is 9 - &5,

A retlability coefficient of .90 was obtained between the Initia!l
ratings and re-ratings. Therefore, the final criterion score con-
sistnd of the averaged scores of the two ratings. The averaged
scores were "ultiplied by ten to eliminate the decimal. The
possible range of the final criterion is 90 - 450. The actual
renge is 220 - 425. The mnean is 346.0 with a standard deviacion

of 51.3. The relationship between the criterion and age, education
and job experience is shown in Table 3c.

TABLE 3¢
Means, Standard Deviations (SD) and Pearson
Product ~Moment Correlations with the Criterion (r) for
Age, Education and Experience

Cross~validation Sample #3

Mean SD ¢
Age (years) 31.8 3.7 -.277
Education (years) 12.3 1.2 -.284«

Experience (months 36.6 27.0n ~, 070
on current job)

Total Experience 55.3 32.0 .007
(months)

«Significant at the .05 level
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About one-third of the workers are considered to be marginal
workers. Therefore, the criterion distribution was dichotomized
so as to include about one=-third of the sample in the low cri-
terion group and the remainder in the high criterion group. The
criterion cutting score was set at 330 which places 34 in the low
criterion group and 663 in the high criterion group.

SAMPLE

The validation sample consisted of 291 Tellers (257 females and 34 males)
employed in various banks In the North, South and West (see Appen-
dix 2). A total of 123 were minority group members (78 3lacks,

28 Spanish Surnamed, 9 Orientals, & American indians, 1 French
Canadian, 2 Filipinos and 1 Aleut) and 168 were nonininority group
members. The means and standard deviations for age, education

and experience of the sample members are shown in Table 3. A pre-
employment test (Wonderlic Personnel Test, Short Employment Tests,
Factored Aptitude Series, Minnesota Clerical Test or Otis Employ-
ment Tests) was used for selection of some sample members. All
workers had at least seven months of total job experience in a job
with duties similar to those found in Appendix 4. Descriptive
statistics for subgroups are shown in Appendix 1.

3 - i #1:
The cross-validation sample consisted of 59 Tellers (48 females and
11 males) employed by three banks in Mew York (see Appendix 2).
A total of 28 were Blacks and 31 were nonminority group members.
The rieans and standard deviations for age, education and experience
of sample members are shown in Table 3a. No sample membhers were
test-selected. All workers had at least six months of total job

experience in a job with duties similar to those found in the job
description in Appendix u.

- i #2:
Cross~validation sample #2 consisted of 50 Tellers (41 females and
9 males) employed by two banks in Arizona (see Appendix 2). This
study was conducted prior to the reauirement of providing minority
group information on sample members; therefore, minority group In-
formation is not known. No sample members were test-selected on a
test other than a personality test. The means and standard devia-
tions for age, education and experience of sample members are shown
in Table 3b. All workers had at least 7 months of total! job experi-
ence in jobs with duties similar to those shown Iin the job descrip-
tion In Appendix &.

23
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- 14 n' #3:
Cross-validation sample #3 consisted of 50 Tellers (43 femaivs and
7 males) employed by three banks in Michigan (see Appendix 2).
The study was conducted prior to the requirement of providing
minority group information on sample members; therefore, minority
group information is not known., No sample members were t. st=-selected.
The means and standard deviations for age, education and experience
of sample members are shown in Table 3c. All workers had at teast
12 months of total job experience in johs with duties similar to
those shown in the job description in Appendix 4.

STATISTICAL RESULTS
TABLE &

Statistical Results for Validation Sample

N=29}

Aptityde Mean SD [d
G - General Learning Ability 103.2 16,4 .157%w
V -~ Verbal Aptitude 1Ch.4 15.7 .168w»
N - Numerical Aptitude 10,7 16.5 .235ex
S - Spatial Aptitude 102.€¢ 17.9 .009
P - Form Perception 118.6 18.6 .182ew
Q - Clerical Perception 125.6 16.8 .201w»
K = Motor Coordination 117.3 15.8 .054
F - Finger Dexterity 105.5 20.9 .067
M -~ Manual Dexterity 105.6 19.8 .100

*« Significant at the .01 leve!l

Table 5 summarizes the qualitative analysis and statistical results

shown In Tables 2 and & and shows the aptltudes considered for in-
clusion in the battery.

-}
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TABLE 5
Summary of Qualitative and Quantitative Data for Valldation Sample

Aptitudes

- e b 0 G» B R @ @ S = Yooy e e D D N 1 L L

Type of Evidence (] '} N S P Q@ K F M
"Critical™ on Basls

of Job Analyslis

"Important" on Baslis X X X X X X
of Job Analysis

"trrelevant' on Basis

of Job Analyslis

Relatively High X X X
Mean

Retlatively Low Standard

Deviation

Significant Corretation X X X X X

with Criterion

Aptitudes Considered for G v N P Q K
fnclusion in the Battery

The information in Table 5 indicates that the following aptltudes
should be considered for inclusion in the battery: G, V, N, P,

Q and K. The objective Is to develop a battery of 2, 3 or &
aptitudes with cutting scores set at five point intervals at the
point (a) where about the same percent will meet the cutting
scores as the percent placed in the high criterion group and

(b) which will maximize the relationship between the battery and
the criterion. The cutting scores are set at approximately one
standard deviation below the mean aptlitude scores of the sample,
with deviations above or below these points to achieve the objec-
tives Indicated above.

The following battery resulted:

Aptitudes Cutting Scores
N -~ Numerical Aptitude 85
P - Form Perception 106
Q - Clerical Perception 11¢

15
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VALIDITY OF THE BATTERY

TABLE 6/
Validity of Battery for Total Validation Sample
Below Meeting

Cutting Scores Cytting Scores Jotal

High Criterion 50 134 184
Group

Low Criterion 5% 52 107
Group

Total 105 1R6 291

Phi coefficient = ,24
Significance level = P/2 < .0005

TARLE Ca
validity of Battery for Black Validetion Subsample
Below Meeting
Cutting Scores Cutting Scores Jotal

High Criterion 20 22 2
Group

Low Criterion 24 12 36
Group

Total bty 34 78

Phi coefficient = .19
Significance level = P/2 ¢ .05

TABLE 6b
validity of Battery for Nonminority Validation Subsample
Below Meeting
Cuttiasg Scores Cutting Scores Iotal
High Criterion 23 38 111
Group
Low Crirerion 25 32 57
Group
Tota! W8 120 168

Phi coefficient = .24
Significance level = P/2 ¢ .005
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TABLE 7
Valtidity of Battery for Cross~-vallidation Sample #1
Below Meeting
Cutting Scores Cuttine Scores Jotal

High Criterion 6 30 36
Group

Low Criterion 14 9 23
Group

Total 20 39 59

Phi coefficient = .42 (Yates' corrected)
Significance level = P72 ¢ ,005

TABLE 8
validity of Battery for Cross-validation Sample #2
Below Meeting
Cuttling Scores Cutting Scores Jotal

High Criterion 8 24 32
Group

Low Crite~ion 10 8 18
Group

Total 18 32 50

Phi coefficient = .26 (Yates' corrected)
Stgnificance level = P2 ¢ .05

TABLE 9
Validity of Battery for Cross-validation Samni. #3
Below Meeting
Cutting Scores Cutting Scores Yotal

High Criterion 11 22 33
Groupo

Low Criterion 12 5 17
Group

Total 23 27 50

Phi coefficlient = ,31 (Yates' corrected)
Significance level = P/2 ¢ ,025

‘1
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TABLE 10
Validity of Battery for Mate Subsample
Combined Validation and Cross=validation Samples

Below Meeting
Cuttling Scores Cutting Scores Jotal
High Criterion 7 28 35
Group
Low Criterion 15 11 26
Group
Total 22 39 61

Phi coefficient = .35 (Yates' corrected)
Signiflicance level = P/2 < ,005

TABLE 10a
validity of Battery for Female Suhsample
Combined Validation and Cross~validation Samples

Below Meeting
Cutting Scores Cutting Scores Total
High Criterion 68 182 250
Group
Low Criterion 76 63 139
Group
Tota!l LY 245 389

Phi coefficient = .27
Stgnificance level = P/2 < .0005

OCCUPATIONAL APTITUDE PATTERN

This occupation was incorporated into OAP-33 In Section Il of the
1870 edition of the Manual for the USES Geperal Aptitude Test
Batterv with an asterisk (*) since (1) the battery iIncluded the
same aptitudes as those In the 0AP, (2) the cutting scores of the
aptitudes In the battery were within ten points of the cutting
scores of the aptitudes and (3) a significant phi coefficient was
obtained between the criterion and the 0AP-33 cutting scores of
N-85, P-100 and Q-105. A ph! coefficlient of .18 (P/2 < .0005) was
obtained for the combined validation and cross~-validation samples.

1%
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APPENDIX 1

Descriptive Statistics for Black and Monminority Subgroups
of Validation Sample

Black Monminority
(MN=78) (N=1568)
Yariable Mean S§B Range Mean SD  Ranse
Aptitude G 92.0 13.9 65-125 108.5 15.0 70-154
Aptitude V 95.8 13.4 72-131 109.9 1.6 72-149
Aptitude N 4.7 1.9 59-130 110.2 6.7 74-159
Aptitude S 93.8 16.7 58-130 106. 4 18.2 ©68-147
Aptitude P 112.2 18.4 72-156 121.5 20.0 73-183
Aptitude Q 119.2 13.7 90~154 128,9 16.7 99-179
Aptitude K 117.4% 13.3 82-146 116.3 15.8 74-155
Aptitude F 104.4 13.4 55-~146 104.9 21.9 53-161
Aptitude M 104.4 18.7 71-153 105.5 13.8 53-161
Criterion 42.3 7.9 24-58 bk, 9 8.1 23-60
Age 26.4 k.6 19-~40 29.6 10.4 17-54
Education 12.8 1.2 12-16 12.8 1.4 10-19
Experience 20.9 14.1 1-G6 35.1 b, 2 1-252
(months on
current job)
Total Experi~ 28.2 13.2 7-92 49.0 43,0 7-252

ence (months)

Descriptive Statistics for Female and Male Subgroups
of Validation Sample

Female Male

(N=257) (N=34)
Yariable Mean 8D Ranze ean SO lanze
Aptitude G 102.2 16.1 O05=-154 110.& 17.3 77-154
Aptitude V 1046.3 15.7 72-149 104. 1 15.9 74-143
Aptitude N 103.7 16.2 59-159 112.3 16.7 75-151
Aptitude S 101.3 17.6 58-147 112.4 16.8 74=-147
Aptitude P 118.9 19.8 66-183 116.6 17.9 75-154
Aptitude Q 126.3 17.0 90-179 120.7 13.8 83-146
Aptitude K 117.3 15.7 52~159 117.7 16.89 84-153
Aptitude F 105.3 20.5 53-152 107.2 23.6 57-161
Aptitude N 105.1 19.2 53-153 109.8 23,6 b61-161
Criterion 44,3 7.7 23-60 2.4 8.4 24-60
Age 28.8 9.1 18-54 24,7 5.7 17-53
Education 12.8 1.3 10-16 15.7 1.8 12-1¢
Experience 32.7 4O. 4 1-252 13.6 14.4 2-~60

(months on

current job)
Total Experi~ 43.9 Wi.6 7~-252 29.9 20,1 7-92

ence (months) )
R 19
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Geographic Distribution of Vallidation Sample

Black Total
Subsample Samole
North b 106
South 20 77
West pUY 108
Total 78 291

Organizations Contributing Samples for Validation Study

h
Exchange National Bank, Chicago, tllinoils
First National! Bank of Chicago, Chicago, l1linois
Hyde Park Bank, Chicago, !1linoils
University Nationatl Bank, Chicago, tllinols
Douglass State Bank, Kansas City, Kansas
Home State Bank, Kansas City, Kansas
Huron Valley National Bank, Ann Arbor, Michigan
Natlonal Bank and Trust of Ann Arbor, Ann Arbor, Michigan
First !ndependence National Bank of Detroit, Detrolt, Michigan
American Mational and Trust Company of Michigan, Kalamazoo, Michigan
First National Bank of Minneapolis, Minneapolis, Minnescta
Northwestern National Bank of Minneapolis, Minneapolis, Minnesota
Commerce Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City, Missourl
Swope Parkway National Bank, Kansas City, Missouri
Trader's National Bank, Kansas City, Missourl
United Missourl Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City., Missourl
First National State Bank, Newark, New Jersey
Hunt ington National Bank, Columbus, Ohio
Ohio Natlonal Bank, Columbus, Ohio
01d Stone Bank, Providence, Rhode Island

Birmingham Trust National Bank, Birmingham, Alabama
Exchange Security Bank, Birmingham, Alabama

First National Bank, Birmingham, Alabama

American National Bank and Trust Company, Mobile, Alabama
Union Bank and Trust Company, Montgomery, Alabama

Deposit National Bank, Pritchard, Alahama

First American National Bank, North Little Rock, Arkansas
National Bank of Commerce, Pine Bluff, Arkansas

Simmons Flrst National Bank, Pine Bluff, Arkansas

Central Carotlina Bank, Durham, North Carolina

<



- 20 =

Austin National Bank, Austin, Texas

Broadway National Bank, San Antonio, Texas

First Federal Savings and Loan Associatlion of San Antonio, San
Antonio, Texas

Frost ational Bank, San Antonio, Texas

National Bank of Commerce, San Antonio, Texas

San Antonio Savings Association, San Antonlo, Texas

Southern Bank, Inc., Richmond, Virginia

Nest

Crocler National Bank, Los Angeles, Caltifornia

First Western Bank, Los Angeles, California

United California Bank, Los Angeles, California

Colorado Springs National Bank, Colorado Springs, Colorado
East Colorado Springs Mational Bank, Colorado Springs, Colorado
American National Bank, Denver, Colorado

Central Bank and Trust Company, Denver, Colorado

Colorado State Bank, Denver, Colorado

Fort Carson HNational! Bank, Fort Carson, Colorado

Republic MNational Bank, Pueblo, Colorado

United Bank of Pueblo, Pueblo, Colorado

valley Bank, Las Vegas, \evada

Albuquerque !ational Bank, Albuquerqgue, ‘lew liexico

First State Bank of Oregon, iilwaukee, Oregon

First National Bank of Oregon, Portland, Oregon

Freedon Bank of Finance, Portland, Oregon

Organizations Contributing Samples for Cross-validation
Study #1

Buffalo Savings Bank, Buffalo, New York
Merchant and Traders Bank, Buffalo, New York
Midland Marine Bank, Buffalo, New York

Organizations Contributing Samples for Cross-validation
Study #2

Artzona Bank, fhoenix, Arizona
Valley National Bank, Phoenix, Arizona

Oreanizations Contributing Samples for Cross~-validation
Study #3

American !lational Bank and Trust Company, Kalamazoo, Michigan
First National Bank and Trust Company, Kalamazoo, Michigan
Industrial State Bank, Kalamazoo, Michigan
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VS DEPARTMENT OF LABOR ! MANFOWER ADMINISTRATION

APPENDIX 3

DESCRIPTIVE RATING SCALE
FOR VALIDATION AND CROSS~VALIDATION SAMPLE #1

SCORE

RATING SCALE FOR

D.O.T. Title and Code

Directions: Please read the *“Suggestions to Raters” and then fill in the items which follow. In making your
ratings, only one box should be checked for each question.

SUGGESTIONS TO RATERS

We are asking you to rate the job performance of the people who work fur you. These ratings will serve as

a “yardstick™ against which we can compare the test scores in this study. The ratings must give a true picture
of each worker or this study will have very little value. You should try to give the most accurate ratings
possible for each worker.

These ratings are strictly confidential and won't affect your workers in at% way. Neither the ratings nor
test scores of any workers will be shown to anybody in your company. We are interested only in “testing
the tests.™ Ratings are needed only for those workers who are in the test study.

Workers who have not completed their training period, or who have not been on the job or under your
supervision long enough for you to know how well they can perform this work should not be rated.
Please inform the test technician about this if you are asked to 1etc any such workers.

Complete the last questior: only if the worker is no lunger on the job,

In making ratings, don't let general impressions or some outstanding trait affect your judgment. Try to
forget your personal feelings about the worker. Rate only on the work performed. Here are some more
points which might help you:

1. Please read all directions and the rating scale thoroughly before rating.

2. For each question compare your workers with “workers-in-general™ in this job. That is, compare your
workers with other workers on this job that you have known. This is very important in s plants
where there are only a few workers, We want the ratings to be based on the same standard in alf the plants.

3. A suggested method is to rate all workers on one question at a time. The questions ask about different
abilities of the workers. A worker may be good in one ability and poor in another: for example, a very
slow worker may be accurate. So rate all workers on the first question, then rate all workers on the second
question, and so on.

4. Practice and experience usually improve a worker’s skill. However, one worker with six months® experience
may be a better worker than another with six years’ experience. Don’t rate one worker as poorer
another merely because of a lesser amount of experience.

5. Rate the workers according to the work they have done over a period of several weeks or months. Don't
rate just on the basis of one “good™ day, or one “bad " day or some single incident. Think in terms of
each worker's usual or typical performance.

6. Rate only the abilties listed on the rating shett. Do not let factors such as cooperativeness, ability to
get along with others, promptness and honesty influence your ratings. Although these aspects of a worker
are important, they are of no value for this study as a “yardstick™ against which to compare aptitude
test scores.

MA 7-66
Apr. 1973
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NAME OF WORRER (Print) (Last) (Firet}

SEX: MALE FEMALE

Company Job Title:

How often do you see this worker How long have you worked with this worker?
in a work situation?

{3 All the time. 2 Under one month.

[ Several times a day. {7 One to two months.

) Several times a week. {7) Three to five months.

] Seidom. [ Six months or more.

A.  How much can this wotker get done” (Worker's ability to make efficient use of time and to work at high speed.)
(If it is possible to rate only the quantity of work which 2 person can do on this job as adequate or inadequate,
use #2 to indicate “inadequate™ and #4 to indicate “adequate.™)

1. Capable of very low work output. Can perform only at an unsatisfactory pace.

2. Capable of low work output. Can perform at a slow pace.

3. Capable of fair work output. Can perform at an acceptable pace.

4. Capable of high work output. Can perform at a fast pace.

goocagao

5. Capable of very high work output. Can pecform at an unusually fast pace.

How good is the quality of wotk? (Worker's ability to do high-grade work which meets quality standards.)

1. Performance is inferior and almost never meets minimum quality standards.

[ 2]

. Performance is usually acceptable but somewhat inferior in quality.
. Performance is acceptable but usually not superior in quality.

. Performance is usually superior in quality.

000agaono
W A e

. Petformance is almost always of the highest quality.

N

How accurate is the wotk? (Worker's ability to avoid making mistakes.)

1. Makes very many mistakes. Work needs constant checking.

2. Makes frequent mistakes. Work needs more checking than is desirable.
3. Makes mistakes occasionally. Work needs only normal checking.

4. Makes few mistakes. Work seldom needs checking.

Oo0D0800a4g

5. Rarely makes a mistake. Work almost never needs checking.

MA 766
Apr. 1973
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D. How much does the worker know about the job? (Worker's understanding of thewprincip!es. eqﬁiégiéat. materials
and methods that have to do directly or indirectly with the work.)

1. Has very limited knowledge. Does not know enough to do the job adequately.

2. Has little knowledge. Knuws enough to get by.

3. Has moderate amount of knowledge. Knows enough to do fair work.

4. Has broad knawledge. Knows enough to do good work.

oogooao

5. Has complete knowledge. Kunows the job thoroushly.

m

How targe ; vatiety of job duties can the worker perform efficiently? (Worker's ability to handle several different
operations.

1. Cannot perform different opetations adequately.
2. Can perform a limited number of different operations efficiently.
3. Can perform several different opetations with reasonable efficiency .

4. Can perform many ditferent operations efficiently.

ooopoao

§. Can perform an unusually large variety of different operations efficiently.

m

Considering all the factors already rated. and only these factors, how good is this worker? (Worker's all-around
ability to do the job.)

1. Perfurmance usually not acceprable.
2. Performance somewhat inferior.
3. A fairly proficient worker.

4. Performance usually superior.

oogooao

S. An unusually competent worket.

Complete the following ONLY if the worker is no longer on the jab.

G. What do you think is the reason this person left the job? (It is not necessary to show the official reason if you
feel that there is another reason, as this form will not be shown to anybody in the company.)
{3 1. Fired because of inability to do the job.
3 2. Quit, and I feel that it was because of difficulty doing the job.
] 3. Fired or laig off for reasons other than ability to do the job (i.e., absenteeism, reduction in force).
{3 4. Quit, and I feel the reason for quitting was not related to ability to do the job.
[ 5. Quit or was promoted ot reassigned because the worker had learned the job well and wanted to advance,
RATES B B ATE
COMPANY OR ORGANIZATION LOCATION (City, State, ZIP Code)
GPO 861716 MA 766

Apr. 1973
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Rating Sca.e for Cross-validation Sample #1

Adaptation of the Descriptive Rating Scale to Conform to the
Blanz and Ghiselll
Mixed Standard Scale Method of Rating

Rating Emplovees

We are asking you to rate the performance of the employees under
your supervision on a variety of abilities they have manifested
while under your supervision. These ratings will serve as a
"yardstick" against which we can compare the aptltude test results
obtained in this study. The ratings you make are strictly con-
fidential and will not affect the employee iIn any way. Neither
the ratings nor test scores will be shown to anyone other than the
research personnel! involved In the study. We are only interested
in "testing the tests". Ratings are needed for only those per-
sonnel for whom we have test results. The ratings must give a
true plicture of each employee or this study will have very little
value. You should strive to give the most accurate rating pos-
sible for each employee. '

In making ratings, do not let general Impressions or some out=
standing trait affect your judgment. Try to forget your personal
feelings about the employee. Rate him only on his performance.
Don't rate just on the basis of one "good" day, one "bad" day or
some single incident. Rate the employees according to the work
they have done throughout the perlod while under your supervision.

In aldition, rate only on the abilities included in this rating
packet. Do not let factors such as promptness, courtesy or
honesty influence your ratings. Although these aspects of a
worker are important, they are not measurable in the aptlrude
tests which have been administered to the employees.

Each performance characteristic in the rating packet appears on a
separate page and should be rated for each emplovee. Each of the
sample members whom vou have supervised is listed below the spe-
cifiec rating characteristic in which we are interested.

Three degrees of perfcrmance are described for each performance
characteristic as follows:

Make a plus (+) mark If the employee is better than
the description.

Make a check (V) mark If the employee fits the descrip-
tion,

Make a minus (~) mark if the employee Is worse than the
description.




After a brief description of the performance characteristic on
which the employee i« to be appraised, & more specific aspect of
the performance characteristic is described on which you are to
rate the employee,.

For example:

Per formance characteristic: Worker's ability to apply what

he already knows to a new situation. The specific aspect of
this performance characteristic on which the enmployee is to be
rated ts as follous:

Sometimes knows what to do; sometimes doesn't. Can deal
with problems that are not too complex.

For each employee, you are to make either 2 ¢+, v, or =~ mark next
to the name of the employee listed.

Name _of Emplovee Ratling
Brown *
Smith v
Jones v
Adams -

These marks indicate that you judge that Brown rarely needs hetp,
even on complex problems. You think, therefore that Brown is
better than the description and indicate your judgment by making
a + nark. You judge that Smith and Jones somet imes know what to
do and sometimes don't. In other words they fit the description
so you Indicate this by placing a Vv mark next to thelir names. On
the other hand, Adams usually needs help on even minor problems,
you indicate this by making a - mark next to Adams' name to 'n~
dicate that he is worse than the description.

w6
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Adaptation of the Descriptive Rating Scale to Conform to the
Blanz and Ghisellt
Mixed Standard Scale Method of Rating
(For Aptitude Test Development Studies)

Rating Scale for Date
D.O.T. Title and Code

Rated by Title

Name & Location of Company

How often do vou see him at work?
) Several Several
EMPLOYEE Times a day Iimes a week Se ee him

Circle the number of months you have

EMPLOYEE worked with him,
1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
' 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or more
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 160 11 12 or more

>

-
3
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A\ 7=5¢ idixed S S
Per "ormance Characteristic:
Worker's "all=-around ability"

IJFf Yhwited value to the argan-
ization. Performance some-
what inferlor.

+ = Employee is better than this
statewent.

v = Statement ¢its th2 emnployee.

- = Zuployce is worse than tais
statement.

" AARK
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Each performance characteristic appeared on a separate page. The
format of the rating scale is shown by the sample on the pre-

geding page. A complete list of the performance characteristics
ollows:

1. Performance Characteristic:
worker's "all-around ability"
to do his job.

Of timited value to the organi-
zation. Performance somewhat
inferlor.

2. Performance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to do high-
grade work which meets quality
standards.

Performance was acceptable but
usually not superior in quality.

3. Performance Characteristic:

Worker's understanding of the
principles, equipment, materials
and methods that have to do
directly or indirectly with his
work.

Has moderate amount of know-
tedge. Knows enough to do
fair work.

4. Performance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to handle
several different operations in
his work.

Can perform many different opera-
tions efficiently.

5. Performance Characteristic:
Worker's abilit, to avoid making
mistakes.

Makes mistakes occasionally. Work
needs onlv normal checking.




6.

7.

10.

11.

- 29 -

Per formance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to make efficient
use of his time and to work at
high speed.

Capable of high work output. Can
perform at a fast pace.

Per formance Characteristic:
worker's understanding of the
principies, equipment, materials
and methods that have to do
directly or indirectly with his
work.

Has broad knowledge. Knows
enough to do good work.

Per formance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to avoid making
mistakes.

Makes few mistakes. Work seldom
needs checking.

Performance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to de high~grade
work which meets quality standards.

Performance was usually acceptable
but somewhat inferior in quality.

Performance Characteristic:
worker's "all-around akility" to
do his job.

A.fairly proficient worker. Per-
formance generally acceptable.

Performance Characteristic:
Wworker's ability to handle several
di fferent ope ations Iin his work.

Can pertorm a }lmited number of
di fferent operations efficiently.

Y



12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

- 30 -

Performance Characteristic:
Worker'!s abillity to make efficlient
use of his time and to work at high
speed. ‘

Capable of fair work output. Can
perform at an acceptable but not a
fast pace.

Performance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to avoid making
mistakes.

Makes frequent mnistakes. Work
needs more checking than is desir-
able.

Performance Characteristic:

Worker's understanding of the
principles, equipment, :materfals

and methods that have to do directly
or indirectly with his work.

Has ltittle knowledge. Knows enough
to "get by'".

Performance Characteristic:
Ablitity to make efflicient use of
his time and to work at high soeed.

Capable of low work output. Can
perform at a slow pace.

Performance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to handle several
di fferent operations Iin his work.

Can perform several different oper-
ations with reasonable efficiency.

Ferformance Characteristic:
Worker's ability to do high-grade
work which meets quality standards.

Performance was usually superior in
quality. .
%y
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12. Performance Characteristic:
worker's "all-around ability" to do
his job.

A valuable worker. Performance
usually superior.

Cns
t
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DESCRIPTIVE RATING SCALE FOR CROSS-VALIDATIOM SAMPLE #2
SUGGESTIONS TO RATERS

We are asking you to rate the job performance of the people who work for you.
These ratings will serve as a "yardstick" against which we can compare the
test scores in this study. The ratings must give a true picture of each
worker or this study will have very little value, You should try to give the
most accurate ratings possible for each worker,

These ratings are strictly confidential and won't affect your workers in any
way, Neither the ratings nor test scores of any worker will be shown to
anybody in your company. We are interested only in "testing the tests,”
Ratings are needed only for those workers who are in the test study.,

Workers who have not completed their training period, or who have not been on
the job or under your supervision long enough for you to know how well they
can perform th! wosk should not be rated, Please {nform the test technician
about this if you are asked to rate any such workers,

In making ratings, don't let general impressions or some outstanding trait affect
your judgment, Try to forget your personal feelings about the worker., Rate

him only on the way he does his work., Here are some more points which might help
you:

l., Please read all directions and the rating scale thoraupghly before ratimg

2. For each question compare your workers with "workers-in-general” in this
job. That is, compare your workers with other workers on this job that
you have known, This is very important in small plants where there are
only a few workers, We want the ratings to be based on the same standard
in all the plants,

3. A suggested method is to rate all workers on one question at a time, The
questions ask about different abilities of the workers. A worker may be
good in one ability ard poor in another; for example, a very slow worher
may be very accurate. So rate all workers on the first question, than
rate all workers on the second question, and so on,

4, Practice and experience usually improve a worker's skill. However, one
worker with six months' exparience may ba a faster worker than amother with
six years' experience, Don't rate one worker as poorer than ancther
merely because he has not been on the job as long.

5. Rate the workers according to the work they have done over a period of
several weeks or months. Don't rate just on the basis of one "good"
day, one "bad" day or some single incident. Think in terms of each
vworker's usual or typical performance,

6, Rate only on the abilities listed on the rating sheet. Do not let factors
such as cooperativeness, ability to get alengwith others, promptness and
honesty influence your ratings. Although them aspects of a worker are
important, they are of no value for this study as a "yardstick" against
which to compare aptitude test scores.

33




Person to be Rated:

1.

. BEST COPY AVAILRBLE

FREQUENCY OF WORK OBSERVATION:
How often do you see this worker In a work situation?

[—7 See him at work several times a day.
[} See him at work several times a week.
[::7. seldom see him in work situation.
/7 See him at work all the time.

LENGTH OF WORKING ACQUAINTANCE:

How long have you worked with him?

Three to 5 months.

One to 2 months.

Under one month,

1000

Six months or more.

P
4
Q.I"l



Person to be Rated:

A,

e.

QUANTITY OF WORK:

?

(Worker's abllity to make efficient use of his time and to
work at high speed.)

=

=7
(77

7

Capable of very high output. Can perform at an un-
usually fast pace.

Capable of low work output. Can perform at a slow pace.

Capaeble of fair work output. Can perform at an accept-
able, but not fast, pace.

Capable of high work output. Can perform at a fast pace.

QUALITY OF WORK:

?

(Worker's ability to do high-grade work which meets quality
standards.)

7

100

The grade of his work could stand improvement. Perfour~
mance Is usually acceptable, hut somewhat inferior in
quality.

Performance is usually superior in quality.

Performance Is almost aluways of the highest quality.

Performance is acceptable, but usually not superior in
quality.

¢
w1



Person to be Rated:

C.
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ACCURACY OF WORK:

oy accurate is he in his work?

(Worker's ability to avoid waking mistakes.)

7 Rarely makes a mistake. work almost never needs
checking.

[7 liakes frequent nistakes. iork needs more checking than
is desirable.

7 Mmakes few mistakes. Work seldom needs cihecking.

[—7 ‘ilakes nistakes occasionally. Wiork needs only normal
checking.

JOB KNOWLEDGE:
,

(Worker's understanding of the orinciples, equipment, materials,
and methods that have to do directly or incdirectly with his
work.)

has 1itrle knowledge. Knows enough to "get by".

Has moderate amount of knowledge. Knows enough to do
fatlr work.

Has broad knowledge. Knows enough to do zood work.

IRUTRY

Has complete knowledge. Knows his job thoroughly.

ra\)
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Person to be Rated:

E‘

APTITUDE FOR JOB:
How much aptitude or facillty does he hove for this kind of
work?

(Worker's adeptness or knack for performing his job easilv
and well,)

Usually has sone difficulty dolng his job., i!lot too well
suited to this kind of wvork.

Usually does his job without difficulty. iiell suited to
this kind of work.

Does his job without too nuch difficulty. Fairly well
suited to this kind of work.

0000

Does his job with great ease. Exceptionally well suited
for this kind of work.

JOB VFRSATILITY:
r a " ?

(Worker's ability to handle several different operations iIn
his work.)

Can perform several dJdifferent overations with reasonable
efficiency.

Can perform a limited number of different operations
efficiently.

Can perform many different operations efficliently.

G0 0 O

Can perform an unusually large variety of different
operations efficiently.

%y
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Person to be Rated:
G. JOB RESOURCEFULNESS:
How resourceful is he when something different cones uyp or
something out of the ordinary oacurs?
(Worker's ability to apply what he already knows to a new
situation.)
7 Practically alwvays fligures out what to do himself.
Rarely needs help.
[ 7 Usually able to handle new situations. Needs help on
only corplex problems.
[ 7 Often has difficulty handling new situations. ‘lleeds
help on all but simple problems.
[—7 Sometimes knows what to do; sometimes does not. Can
deal with problems that are not too complex.
H., JOB INITIATIVE:

How man ractical suggestions do nak d
(Worker's ablility to improve work methods.)

[7 Quick to see new ways to improve methods. Contributes
more than his share of practical suggestions.

Neither quick nor slow to see new ways to Improve
methods. Contributes some practical suggestions.

Contributes a»n unusually large number of practical

A

[~7 Extremely alert to ses new ways to improve methods.
suggestions.

£

Slow to see new ways to Iimprove imethods. contributes
few practical suggestions.

™
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Person to be Rated:

. "ALL-AROUND"™ JOB ABILITY:
the factor dy r d, a o e
?
(Worker's "all-around abiltity" to do his job.)

7 A valuable worker. Performance usually superior.

L7 A fairly proficient worker. Performance generally
acceptable.

[ 7 An unusually competent worker. Performance almost
always topnotch.

L/ Of limited value to the organization. Performance
somewhat inferior.
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NDescrintive Rating Scale

for Cross~Validation Sarmnle *y

SP 20
11/56
SUGGESTIONS TO RATERS

We nre asking vou to rate the job performance of the people who work for you. These ratings
will serve s & “yardstick” agninst which we can compare the test scores in this study. The rat-
ings must give n true picture of each worker or this study will have very little value. You
<hould try to give the most accurate ratings possible for each worker.

These ratings are strictly confidential and won't affect your waorkers in any way. Neither the
ratings nor test scores of uny worker will be shown to anybody in your company. We are inter-
ested only in “testing the tests.” Ratings are needed only for those workeirs who are in the
test study.

Workers who have not complated their training period, or who have nui been on the job or under
your supervision long enongh for you to know how well they can perform this work should not be
rated. Please inform the test technician about this if you are asked to rate any such workers.

In making ratings, don’t let general impressions or some outstanding trait affect your judgment.
Try to forget your personal feelings about the worker. Rate him only on the way he does his
work. Here are some more points which might help you:

1. Please read ll directions and the rating scale theroughly before rating.

2. For each question compare your workers with “workers-in-general” in this job. That is, com-
pare your workers with other workers on this job that you have known. This is very important
in stnall plants where there are only a few workers. We wan! the ratings to be based on the
same standard in all the plants.

3. A suggested method is to rate all workers on one question at a time. The questions ask about
different abilities of the workers. A worker may be good in one ability and poor in another;
for example, a very slow worker may be very accurate. So rate all workers on the first question,
then rate all workers on the second question, and so on.

4. Practice and experience usually improve a .orker's skill. However, one worker with six
months' experience may be s faster worker than another with six years' experience. Don't
rate one worker as poorer than another because he has not been on the job as long.

5. Rate the workers according to the work they have done over a period of several weeks or
months. Don't rate just on the basis of ome “good” day, one ‘‘bad” day or some single
incident. Think in terms of each worker's usual or typical performance.

6. Rate only on the abilities listed on the rating sheet. Do not let factors such as cooperative-
ness, ability to get along with others, promptness and honesty influence your ratings. Although
these aspects of a worker are important, they are of no value for this study as a “yardstick”
against which to compare aptitude test scores.

Please fill in the information requested on the reverse side of this sheet.
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DESCRIPTIVE RATING SCALE

Score

RATING SCALE FOR

De O Te Title and Code

Directions: Please read FormSP~20,"Suggestions to Raters”, and then £i11 in
the items listed below. In making your ratings, only one bex
should be checked for each question.

Name of Worker (print)

(Last) (FPirst)
Sex: Wale Female

Company Job Title:

How often do ycu see this woxrker in a work oituation?
See him at work all the time,
See him at work several times a day.

See him at work several times a week.

NAVENEN

Seldom see him .n work situation.

How long have you worked with him?
D Undexr one month,

D Cne to two months,

[:7 Three to five months,

D Six months or more.
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B.

C.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

How much work can he get done? (Worker's ability to make efficient usc of
his time and to work at high speed.)

Capable of very low work output. Can perform only at an unsatis=-

factory pace,

Capable of low work output. Can perform at a slow pace.

Capable of fair work output. Can perform at an acceptable but not

a fast pace.

Sapable of high work output. Can perforn at a fast pace.

Capable of very high work output. Can perform at an unusually fast

pace.

How good 1s the quality of his work? (Workexr's ability to do high-grade work
which meets quality standards,)

Performance is inferior and almost never meets ninimum quality
standards, .

The grade of his work could stand improvement. Performance is usually
acceptable but somewhat inferior in quality.

Performance is acceptable but usually not superior in quality.
Performance is usually superior in quality.

Performance is almost always of the highest quality.

How accurate 1s he in his work? (Worker's ability to avoid making mistakes.)

Muces very many mistakes. Work needs constant checking.

Makes frequent mistakes. ¥Work needc more checking than is desirable.

Makes mistakes occasionally. Work needs only nommal checking.

Makes few mistakes. Work seldom needs checking.

Rarely makes a mistake. Work almost never needs checking.
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D. How much does he know about his job? (Worker's understanding of the principles,

E.

»,

equipment
his work.

[ 71

L7 2
L7 3
L7 4
L7 5.

S materials and methods that have to do directly or indirectly with

Has very limited knowledge. Ioves not know emough to do his job

adequately.

Has little knowledge. Xnows enough to "get by."
Has moderate amount of knowledge. Knows enough to do fair work.
Has broad knowledge. Knows enough to do good work.

Has complete knowledge. Knows his jod thoroughly.

How much aptitude or facility does he have for this kind of work? (Worker®s
adeptness or knack for performing his job easily and well,)

L7 1.
7.
73
L7 s
L7 s.

Has great difficulty doing his job.

Not at all suited to this Xkind
of work. :

Usually has some difficulty doing his job, Not too well suited to

this kind of work.

Does his job without too much difficulty. PFairly well suited to this
kind of work.

Usually does his job without difficulty. Well suited to this kind
of work.

Does his job with great ease. Exceptionally well suited for this

kind of work.

How large a variety of job duties can he perfom effivient (Worker's
ability to handle several different operations in his work.

71
L7 2
AV S
L7 4
L7 5.

Cannot perfomm different operations adeguately.

Can perform a limited mmber of different operations efficiently,
Can perform several different operations with reasonabdle efficienay.
Can perform many different operations efficiently.

Can perform an umsually large variety of different operations
efficiently.
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G. How resourceful is he when ‘something different comes up or something out of
the ordinary occurs? (Worker's ability to apply what he already knows %o a
new situation.)

I.

[ 71
L7 2
L7 3
L7 s
L7 5.

Almost never is able to figure out what to do. Needs help on even

minoxr problems.

Often has difficulty handling new situations. Needs help on all but

simple problems.

Sometimes knows what to do, sometimes doesn't. Can deal with problems

that are not too complex.

Usually able to handle new situations. Needs help on only complex

problems,

Practically eiways figures out what to do himself. Rarely needs
help, even on complex problems.

How many practical suggestions does he make for doing things in better ways?
(Worker's ability to improve work methods.)

L7
L7 e
L7 3
Yav
L7 5.

Sticks strictly with the routine., Contributes nothing in the way

of practical suggestions.

Slow to see new ways to improve methods. Contribdutes few practicsl

suggestions.

Neither quick nor slow to see new ways to improve methods., Contributes
some practical suggestions.

Quick to see new ways to improve methods. Contributes more than his

share of practical suggestions.

Extremely alert to see new ways to improve methods. Contributes an
unusually large number of practical suggestions.

Congidering all the factors already rated, and only these factors, how acceptable
4s bis work? (Worker's "all-around” ability to do his jode)

Would be better off without him. Performance usually not acceptable.

0f limited value to the organigzation. Performance somewhat inferior.

A fairly proficient worker. Performance generally acceptable.

A valuable worker. Performance usually superior.

An unusually competent worker. Performancs almost always top notch.
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APPENDIX &
$-25QR75
Teller (banking) 212.308
JOB DUTIES

Handles deposit and withdrawal transactions, cashes checks,
government bonds and foreign drafts; issues cashier checks and
accepts loan payments in a bank:

Obtains cash and materials for banking day: Obtains cash from
vault or head teller. Counts and separates, by denomination,
paper money and coins in cash box, and loads coin dispenser.
Secures supply of forms generally used In transactions and
positions them i~ teller's cage.

sHandles deposit and withdrawal transactions: Verifies value of
bills, coins and checks received against entries on deposit slip
by counting money and operating adding machines tn total entries.
Posts amount received on deposit or amount of wi thdrawal in cus-
tomer's passbook if saving account transaction or i ssues teller
machine receipr for checking account deposits. Prepares aopro-
priate cash in or cash out slip for both savires and checking de-
posits. Counts amount of money wi*hdrawn and glves to customer.
Places slips and cash and check in drawer or tray.

+Cashes checks: Ascertains that check is properly signed, dated
and endorsed if necessary. Verifies signature and/or endorsements
against signature cards. Determines balance in account to insure
balance will cover check. Contacts bank official in doubtful
cases.

Har.dles various other transactions: Cashes government bonds by
verifyling siznature, computing Interest from chart and adding to
purchase price to determine current value; cashes forelgn drafts

by verifying signature and following arcepted procedures for
identifving payee: lssues cashier checks by accepting cash or check
and request for cashier check from customer, inserting check form
Into check writer, setting levers and pressing handle to impress
amount onto check, posting check number and amount onto check and
check ledger book.

vAccepts loan payments: Counts cash and verifies entries and
signature on checks and computes Interest when necessary. Enters
amount of payment and principal in customer's book or removes pay-
ment coupon from book.
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tCloses out at end of bhanking day: Totals amount deposited, counts
cash and balances day's transactions, using teller machine. Re~
turns currency and coins to vault.

*These job duties were designated as critical since they must be
performed competently If the job is to be performed in a satis-
factory manner. Tellers spend about 702 of thelr working hours
performing these job duties.
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