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Pr ob !em St atement

The ouroose of this study is to exmmine the sle ct in nrnce' -if HL

Army rcrr,jiars and how this affects their job motivatinn an will-heinn.

Eac k Q ro Lo n d

For the time beino there is a steady decrease in the numner ot i

in the orime recruitino aoes. Eleven vears aao there were 17. ,ni tinn :t

these ,ouths and by 196 there will be only 11.8. a decreeAe nt 14 Qrcnr

Simultaneoluslv tnere is a small increAse in the edc:t i.nai le-?i ot

the oooulation.

Furthermore. unemoIovment is reiatiyeiv hn wthr nh, .rfhn-n .- I !

arouo.

Assumino there is the oolitical will to maintain n 11-voiintper

force the Army needs to watch closely and resoand to chancei in tne ci,Hzon

sector. The Iona term aim of strenothenino rather than merei sustainino the

size of the force, outs added emohasis on recruitina obiectives.

It Is -v postulate that the oresent "comfortable" recrui tment en ,-n-

ment is rooted in an unemoloved and an uncertain youth oooilation.

rhis is thouoht to be one of the reasons which exolzin how recrit-

in ooat out of its unsatisfactory situation in the latter oart of the 197,,s.

where ttie oualifications of military enlistees had droooed to postwar lows

Budahn.P. J.. "Study Says Services Can Meet Recrult ,oals". Hrmv
Times, Auo 12'". 1985. oaoe 4.

". Hudson.Georae E. and Kruzel. Jrs3eoh. ed.. American Defense
Annual. Ohio State University. Auo 1985. oaae 131.

, "=,. <,"> , /-,: ; ;. -"; ". ,, -<-F> "T, " f. " -> ; f,"T. f "L, , ".•, " .,......................................""...""."..."..."".."......"..""."""...""..-...."""....



Mv study of the civilian sector will include considerations ot:

- the size of the youth oooulation

- educational imolications

- the level of jnemolovment

- tuture militarv manoower reouirements

It will be summed uo in the imolications these have or, the recruitiro t . , in

oeneral: and on the soecific use and selection of the indijidijai recruiter-

Si:e ot the youth oooulation.

rhe Mrmv will confront a declinino suoolv of eiioiole enlistees ..e-

the years to come as the nation s youth oooulation dwindles.

Fioure I I. Pro ected US Seventeen-Year-Old Male Pooulation 197 -

% N -- -

'I
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rhe orime recrultino aoe for the Armv is the 17-19 ver nid. :knn I

have therefore "sed the numbers of 17 year old males' to illtistratp the

decline of the Voiith populAtion. because certain asoects ot lArre eae oron_

hyph,,F lno term efprft. which I will address later. this iflslt.nr, ct -c

in j;7... [he oroiection is accurate to the year 26'62 (tneme chr,1iren 3rg

already born: after 20'2. I have used the middle assumption in the US Frolec-

o

tion of the Fooulation " as my basis which makes it a bit -tatic.

The illustration on the orevious oae shows an increase Af l 3

_an, tnerearter a stead& decrease until a jow ooint in V:-. '; e V..

oeriod i'9- 9 of which we are now in the center. the decre.s- is is

oercent. or I.3o oercent annually. Even if we consider !te eoecten '.u:f ,

on either side of the millenium (it will decline after 21._, the 3nniiai

decrease will be I oercent.

This decline in the aae orouo from which the military peels it_,

volunteers will make recruitina more difficult. Since the smaller oouiation

will be comoosed of a laroer proportion of minorities i2o percent in l;8

risino to 31 oercent in 19951. the decline in the number of eliapioe Vouths

will be felt even more because of differences in ability based on erli stment

tests. In 1984. for examole. 71 oercent of the white youth ooulation coulo

have been exoected to meet the Air Force s minimum education a nd aotitude

standards comoared to 22 oercent for blacks and 33 oercent for Hisoanics

A.

Bureau of the Census. Population Estimates ano Froiections.

Series P-25. No 952. May 1984. table . Qaoe 39-93.

:4 Bureau ox the Census. Pooulation Estimates ano Froiections.

Series P-25. No 952. May 1984. paoe 2.

" i: Binkin. Martin and Eitelbero. Mari j.. Woman arid Minorities in

the Ali-Volunteer Force. Hnnapolis. Md Nov 1993. table 15.

A.°
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Educational imolications.

There is in the American society an attraction for hioher education

and. as the standard-of-livino rises, more and more oeoole are able to attora

the costs of hioher education. This is illustrated in the ioureE below. To

avoid eftects iroin numeric fluctuations tnese aata are exoressea as oercenc5.

Percent of Adults Who Have Comoieteo

Hioh School as Their Hionest More than Hior Scnool.
Level of Education kFiaure I - 2. Fioure I -

.'

The illustrations show a steady increase. and Fio 1 3, which ilius-

trates the trend in oost-hiah school education. reveals a sliohtlv exoonenti1l

trend. Colleoe enrollment had. for instance, a oositive 1,J4 averaae annual

oercent chanae from 1970 to 1980. while the similar annual oerrent rhanoe for

1980 to 1982 was 3.b '

-- Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of th IIni .ted ,t:;fp
1985. 1051" ed. US Government Printino Office, Washinoton DC. Dec 1984.
table 213. oaae 134.

4

.. ....... ......... ..........--.- ..... . .. - " . . .-.- /V.. -'-.'-,-- , -- . -



i, .. I M " - . S S--W

Ht first olance this increased level of education seems beneficial.

as the Armv is attractino an increasina oercentaae of hiah school araduates.

Note. however, as illustrated below, that the increase of recruits by level

of education has almost halted''.

Fioure I - 4. Percentaae Distribution of Armv Recruits. by Level ot
Education. Fiscal Year 1971 - 1984.

[mr ~ ~ ~ ~ c Imi Li~ .,a e - e
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Recruits with hiah school diolomas from 1982 to 84 rose sliahtlv from

70' to 72 oercent comoared with 49 to 70 oercent from 198(' to 82. Recruits

Hudson. Georoe E. and Kruzel. Joseph. ed.. * merlcan IOetense
Mnnual. Ohio State University. Auo 1985. Faa 7-2. oaoe 134.

C!



with colleae deorees were almost stable from 1981 to 84 tdroooed trom 4 to

3.5 percent compared with a rise from 2 to 4 percent 198V to 80. If one

takes into consideration that the overall level of education is proportion-

ally increasino. the Army fioures on the previous oaae reveal a decreasino

trend in attractina educated manoower.

The only educational market seoment where the Army seems to eniov

success is with those who have some colleoe education.

Another educational implication which so far has been ionoreo is the

expected behavior of the smaller number o voutns lust aoout to start tneic

hioher education. The decline in the youth population described on oaoe

will not only affect the military but also all youth oeoendent institutions.

includino those of hioher education. To offset expected enrollment losses

from the "traditional" student pool. many colleaes and universities aolv

short term strateoies to attract oreater numbers of adults and +oreianers.

The first arouo is proportionally decreasina due to an already hioher level

of education. and the latter is hiahlv affected by similar trends in their

home countries. As these strateoies prove to be of maroinal value. hioher

education institutions will try to attract more of the traditionid" colieoe-

age youths. perhaps by lowerino admission standards. To tne extent that tne

colleoe participation rate of this oroup increases, the oooi of potential

recruits will shrink further and the recruitment task will become even more

challenoina.

The conclusion I want to emphasize as a result of loohina at these

educational implications is that the Armv seems to attract personnel with the

lowest level of education. As the number of applicants is currently hiah.

this is not now a problem and several lona term factors e.o.. the si:e at

youth oooulation in the 1990s and beyond) will probably orolono this situation.

6
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The sustainea economic recovery and the decline in the riumber of

military aoe youth oose difficult recruitino challenoes. 1here is some

evidence of this already as there has been a decline in the ouaIitV and the

ouantitv in the reserve oools of ootential recruits 'u .

A combination ot factors ti.e.. the declinino numoer ot /ouna oeooLe:

the increasino attraction of hioher education: and increasino comoetition

from institutions of hioher educationt mioht Drove to cut deeo into tne

necessary recruitina basis. Further. these thinos are occurina at a time

when the Hrmv needs oualitativelv better recruits to man an increatin~i

comolex. technical 4rmyv-.

Level ot unemoiovment.

this is an evervdav situation which affects all vouri, opeole. It

has been a constant and increasino factor in their dailv lite ana nas

orobablv caused a hioh orooortion to list iob security as one ot their inain

considerations when lookina for a future orofession. This attitude miaht oe

altered sionificantly if their emplovment ovoortunities should increase.

It is therefore necessary to understand the sensitive nature ot youth

unemplovment. In order to do so. an illustration of the deelooment of the

male unemolovment rate from 1975 to 198 3
''0, for teenaoers comoared with

older aoes is on the next oaoe.

'u Deoartment of Defense. Annual Reoort to the Conaress. Fiscal Year
1 98 . 1985. paoe 109.

''Deoartment of the Army. The Posture of the Army and Department of
the Hrmv Budoet Estimates for FY 1980. US Army. Washinuton DC. 1i85. pae 59

."'Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract ot the United States
1985. 105'" ed.. US Government Printino Office. Washinoton DC, Dec 1Q84.
oaoe 390. 7
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Fioure 1 5. The Unemployment Rate 1975 -83
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Since teenaae employment is linked so closely to that of older males.

I have examined the develooment of the elder oortion of the male labor torce

usino the ace of fifty for prediction and comparison. The dotted line (4rom

fio 1-I) shows the converaino of 17 year old males.

Fiaure 1 - 6. Proiected US Fifv-Year-Old Male Population 1970 - 2)38 Comoared
with Seventeen- fear-Old (dotted line).

needs.II49

4

% %I

900°

I .000t

The situation described above will affect military recruitment to a

larae deoree assumina the demand for manpower increases, the competition tor

'- educated labor increases, and the private sector makes use of recruitino

" that the oublic sector cannot oractice to attract the educated labor tnat it

~needs.

4 9
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The competition today is moderate with few, if any, firms attachino

any importance to the broad recruitino of youth. Still. the irmv has

difficulties in attractino oualified personnel. It has the lowest percentaoe

of hioh school oraduates (83 percent) and the highest number of Mental Test

rateoorv IVs 125.1 percent) of all the services' '

Another aspect of youth unemployment that needs to be addressed is

the lona term effect it seems to have on vouno people. R9 mentionpO earlier,

they have more or less arown up with unemployment as a constant factor in

their environment. They have seen friends and relatives fired from what the,

considered to be stable firms: and they have eyoerienced thP ornolams

associated with these firinos. They have seen friends unsuccessfullv trvino

to qet a iob or loafing restlessly without meaninqful or lasting iobs. This

has created a stona desire for security as a main tob consideration: and one

of the most secure types of iobs is one in the public sector. This is, in m,

opinion, one of the main reasons that the downward population trend still is

not adversely affecting the Army s recruitment efforts as exoected.

In the comoeting labor environment, one should note thp sersitivit

of the Vounoer generations to the overall level of emoloyment. In view ot

the fact that by the end of this century one out of four Americans will be

older than b years, the increasing possibilities this offers to every

prospective Youno worker should be obvious. Future developments (accordino to

Fio I - b) seem stable and will create more encouraoing prospects for voutns

seekino employment, both in the civilian and in the public sector.

' Budahn, P. J., "Study Says Services Can Meet Recruit Goals". Armv

Times, Mug 12'", 1985, page 4.

lv



Military manpower requirement.

The Army is expected to expand its active component substantially

and to increase the size of its reserve components. Though halted in F4 1985

due to budoet pressures, the planned increase for FY 19 8b is 25,w:,,.

Recruitment implications.

For the current fiscal Year, the Armv s recruitina and advertisino

budoet equates to $3.85o per recruit ' - far more than any other oi the

armed services.

[here is no doubt that advertisino and mass communicacion can ano

will be improved, but our competitors kboth tne private secor- and othner

public aoencies) will also improve their efforts when needed. ano the Arm,

will be hard pressed to recruit in a truly competitive environment.

Recent emphasis on and the expected results of budoetarv restraints

may make it difficult to attract the desired quantity and qualit, ot

enlistments.

There is one area in which the Army has superiority over the private

sector which may be exploited. That is in its dispersion and abilitv to

establish a professional and dedicated sales force all over the United States.

In this area lies the advantage of personal two-way communication and influence

through a carefully chosen and dedicated network of communicators recruiters?.

The use of recruiters as communicators and influencers. however, is dependent

upon the performance of the selected recruiters. Their performance, appearance

'''Department of Defense, Annual Report to the Conoress. Fy 198b,
1985. table II DI, page 109.

''Budahn. P. J., "Study Says Services Can Meet Recruit Goals", Armv
Times, Aug 12"' , 1985, page 4.

11



and demonstrated confidence are the very basis of their a;inino acceptance.

One should not nealect the fact that personal communications far exceed any

other medium ot communication, this will be addressed later in the thesis.

Therefore. proper emphasis should be attached to the selection of each

recruiter, and the selection process should ouarantee tnat the seiected recruiter

.oluntarilv accepts and understands the challenQe of recruitino duty.

Hypotheses

H I There is rarely any knowledae about recruitino duties before

assionment to USAREC.

H 2 Local influence or opinion appears more discouraomna tnan

encouraoina.

H 3 Recently "drafted" recruiters like their assionment less than

those who were selected earlier.

H 4 : Those who volunteered perform better than those who were

"drafted".

H 5 : Recruiters feel their own performance as recruiters is lower

than their performance in their last job.

H b : Those who felt they participated in the selection process were

marL positive to their recruitinc assionment.

H 7 Those who were oiven an explanation or told about their

selection were more positive toward their recruitina asslonment

than those who were informed throuph impersonal orders.

12

.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Te>: t book s

fhere is a large and growing number of textbooks dealino with how to

detine and serve a market. Some of tnese texts also deal witn now to oertor~r

and persuade: and discuss what qualifications are most desirable ior a seller

to have.

On Human Communication. a Review, a Survey. and a Criticism ' b.

Colin Cherry is a hiohlv technical oresentation. The author in hiz

introduction states that "none of the chapters are written for thp P-oprtF.

however.it does not take lona before the locical descriotions. tna sttuetirA!

studies, the spectral analysis of signals. and so torth, carries him intn

interesting but highly technical aspects of the communication nrocesses.

The openino comments of the chapters and most of the sections h,ve a more

general descriptive introduction, but he immediately ooes into verv

intricate mathematical and scientific approaches followino these comments.

It is interesting to note that he repeatedly, though reluctantly and

indirectly, expresses how limited mathematical models are at encomoassino

what is understood as human communication. One of the basic difficulties is

"that statistical mechanics have been mostly applied to systems of particles

having zero or weak interactions, whereas the people composing a social group

exert a great deal of influence upon one another" ' -'.

'''Cherry, Colin, On Human Communication, a Review, a Survey, and
a Criticism. 2 D ed., the MIT Press, Massachusetts Institute of Technologv,
Jun 1971.

* page 25.
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He later narrows his presentation to purely deductive arquments sayino that

for the technical transference of information a highly formalized lanouaoe

system serves the purpose. However. "the powers of oersuasive lanquaoe are

required for the puttino over of new ideas, for explainino new cenerali-

zations coniincinolv"

He cites'" - Weaver who classified the whole problem of communication into!

- the technical oroblem

- the semantic problem

- the effectiveness oroblem

Colin Cherry discussess only the first two in any lenoth. In a succeedino

section . however, he returns to the fact that human communication channelt

consist of individuals in conversation, or in various forms of social inter-

course. Each individual and each conversation is unique: different people

react to signs in different ways. each dependina upon their own past exceri-

ences and upon the environment at the time.

Mv perception after having read this almost purified technical

description of human communications is that the author, partly "between the

lines", admits that there are serious limitations to the transference ot

ideas and influence throuoh impersonal communication.

''"Cherrv, Colin. On Human Communication, a Review, a Survey, and
a Criticism, 2N1D ed.. the MIT Press, Massachusetts Institute of Technoloov,
Jun 1971. page 77.

t page 243.

,paoe 245.

,.
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Communicoloov: An Introduction to the Study of Communication'' by

Joseph A. Devito looks upon communication from a point of view which is

almost opposite to that of that of Colin Cherry. Whereas Cherry focuses or,

the technical aspects. Devito focuses on human communications as inter-

personal relationships. Whereas Cherry bypasses the efiecti,eness proolem,

Devito encompasses it and repeatedly connects it to the innerent oossibilit,

for feedback. He states that the concept of feedback is crucial to an under-

standinq of listenino as an active process. He further ooints our that the

most effective feedback is that which is most immediate : which is :nrrjiearl

only in an Lnteraersonal communication.

To achieve efective interpersonal communication, he D-its tortn ti.,

qualitative characteristics'; of a communicator (sender):

- openness, a willinoness to reveal information and react honestI,

- empathy, the ability to feel in the same way and to understano the receier

- supoortivenes3. in the sense of sincere and interpersonal heloino

- positiveness, in the sense of enjoyinq the exchanoe of ideas

- equality. meanina a tacit recoonition that both parties are valuable and

contributino human beings

It is interestino to note that none of these characteristics can be evaluated

by an imoersonal "screenina" of personnel records.

The most interestino parts 91. qiven my subject, are Chapter 28."The

'Devito, Joseph A., Communicolocy: An Introduction to the Study

of Communication. Harper & Row. New York. 1967.

paae 14 - 17 and 146 - 148.

* pace 266 - 2b9 .

pace 419 - 4o4.
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*Speaker and Receiver in Public Communication". and Chapter 29."The Nature

of Mass Communication". Throuph an honest and convincino aroumentation he

describes the various possibilities and limitations of mass communication

in TV, radio, newspapers, maaazines. books, records. taoes and cassettes.

His thesis is that in mass communication the messaae flows from the media

to the receiver but not back aoain. AdditionalIv, because of the ntmber of'"
persons receivino mass messaoes, it is imoossible for the media to adaot to

each person. even oenerallv.

In public communications, on the other hand, extendirno from a ,er.

small to a very large number of people. it is oossible to "tailor" the messace

to the participants. Through audience analysis and adaptation, a croticient

soeaker is far more efiective than an imoersonal mass communication.

The discussion of factors such as sex. educational bac~oround, statits

and attitudes is thorough. and focuses on sender characteristics whicn have

to be observed as opposed to impersonally screened. A bioroduct of the

discussion is that the sender s own attitudes and emotional well-beino are

essential to his effectiveness as a communicator. Other factors such as aoe.

fitness, and appearance are of less value than may have been anticipated.

St ud i es

Some civilian studies of specific interest are:

"Economics of the Military Draft"''" in which Hansen and Weisorod

discuss a number of inefficiencies of the military draft system. The principal

inefficiency noted is the loss of output resulting from the utillzation of

'""'Hansen, Lee W. and Wezsbrod, B.. "Economics of the Militarv Draft".
Quarterly Journal of Economics, Aug 1967, page 395 421.
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labor services of draftees whose productivity in the civilian sector is. on

the average, higher than that of individuals who would volunteer for military

service.

HS the draft system is no lonaer in effect, one should oe caretui

about drawino conclusions from this study. However, it reveals the qrowino

competition between the civilian and the public sector, and the vulnerability

of the latter.

On the Application of Marginal Productivity Hnalysis to the

Allocation of Recruiters within the Military Services''' Di bennett and

Haber. expands on the former "Economics of the Military Draft'. ne ouroose

of this study, as the title describes, is to investigate the allocation of

recruiters. It starts with the following "rule of thumb" used by the services:

Recruiters are allocated geographically to areas so that their distribution is

proportional to the distribution of OMA (qualified military availables) among

the areas. rhe study examines this allocation and has some critical remarks

about viewing market size and market potential as synonymous, considerino the

present rapid chanoe in market potentials.

Of specific interest to this study is the stated +3: we i, rPrr,:rt-irj

because of an insufficiencv of recruiters in some areas. FPr,, thiF, r r'. r,

assume that the face-to-face recruiters have sionificant innct on both the

ibilitv to present information about the Armv and thA abilitv to n41tt n-P

individuals.

Bennett. James T. and Haber. Sheldon E. , On the Apolcation of
Marginal Productivity Analysis to the Allocation of PPrr,iter; within thp
Military Services, George Washington University, Jan 1772.
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Enlistment Supply. Recruiter Objectives. and the All - Volunteer

Army''!,: by James Dertouzos is a study which was sponsored by the Office of

the Assistant Secretary of Defense. It covered 33 recruiting areas which were

divided into two groups for separate analysis and comparison.

The study elaborates on area characteristics and tne recruiters

willingness and ability to act according to factors affectino the enlistment

supply.

The results suogest that the recent efforts utilizina traditional

suoolV models to forecast enlistments, or assess the imoact of a ,arietv of

educationa l benefits, enlistment bonuses and advertisino exoenoitUres, are

of limited value.

Of particular importance to this study is the discoverv that, thouoh

Armv recruiters appear to be motivated to attain quotas for both hign and

low quality enlistments, there exist few incentives for recruiters to eyrped

them. Indeed, it is suaested that there may exist disincentives to ovprornduce.

Ignoring recruiter behavior and the demand factors A4fectinn their

choices can yield incorrect estimates. In general. estimated el;sticities

of high quality enlistments with respect to supply variablpc itrh as th=

unemployment rate and civilian waoes are siqnificantlv hiihpr i+ rerr,iier

choices are taken into account.

None of the textbooks or studies I have read state the QualltmtIve

characteristics in such a way to enable an impersonal selec~lon hased sole'

on records. Accordinalv, there seems to be no well defined way to select a

recruiter based only on his military personnel records.

''-Dertouzos. James N.. Enlistment Suoplv. Recruiter Obiectives and the
All - Volunteer Army. The Rand Corporation. Santa Monica, California, Sep 1984.

2 V

4.



Mi I i tar y wr i t i ngs

There is little, if any, discussion of the selection process in

military writings. Having looked through the Army s recruiting and reten-

tion maoazines for the last ten years, no articles were found on the subiect.

However, it is repeatedly stated and confirmed in the Commander s Notes

"that every recruiter comes to the Command with the personal oualities

needed to become a successful sales representative..".

The only published discussion relating to the selection process wnicn

I have been able to discover is one short article in Iniantry maoazine "

dealing with the recruiting assignment as something totall, difkerent trom an,

other military duty, and which, according to the author, demands its 'own

career specialty".

There are a few forootten reports filed in the Combined Arms Research

Library (CARL) and related libraries. Some of these reports are considered old,

and as the evolution of marketing techniques is rapidly chanqino, some mioht

even be outdated. Considering the fact that military organizations. techniques

and training are updated constantly, earlier findings may well be already in-

corporated into the existing environment. For example, all recruiter- prior to

1981 were volunteers as opposed to today where all are "screened" and "drafted".

The above points have been considered in the selection and emphasizing

of literature: also the findings have been narrowed to those of relevance to

this study. Applicable works are presented chronologically. startino in 1974

and ending in 1984.

'1 3tBradshaw. J. 0., "Commander's Notes", Recruiter Journal, Sep 1984,
page 2.

''4 'Miner. David P.. "Recruiting: A Dual Specialty", Infantry,
Jan 1984. page 15-16.
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US Navy Recruiter Attributes and Attitudes: A Survey Analvsis '  
. by

James B. Best, is a Masters Thesis using survey interviews of 49 recruiters to

identify attributes of effective recruiters.

The study states that the most favorable aspect ot a recruitina assion-

ment is independent duty. Only a few (18 percent) considered the additional

recruiter s assignment pay to be an incentive to increase their effectiveness.

Two-thirds of the sample (33 recruiters) were true volunteers (had

personally initiated their assignment to recruiting duty) and an additional

It' percent had volunteered in response to a sugoestion from a career

5• counselor or detailer. They revealed a very high level ot satistaction in

their ob. Some a3 percent answered 'first" as to where they would rank

recruiting on a desirability scale, and only 18 percent stated that it was

* "not desired".

A maiority (83 percent) of the sample stated that they would freely

recommend duty as recruiter to their best friend in the Navv kassumina they

felt he met the qualifications).

It is also of interest to note that more than 40 percent had been

interviewed for recruiting by their Commanding Officer. and that an

additional 27 percent had been interviewed by their Executive Officer (XO) or

other officers at their previous command. The purpose of these interviews was

to determine whether or not the individual "possesses the educational level.

poise, personality and ability to communicate necessary to be a salesperson

for the Navy."

'''Best. James B. and Wylie. Walter J.. US Navv Pecriter AttribUtes
and Attitudes: A Survey Analysis, Naval Postgraduate School. Monterey.
California, Jun 1974.
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A Pilot Study of Army Recruiters: Their Job Behaviors and Personal

Characterisics'''' was initiated by the US Continental Army Command tlater

TRADOC) and USAREC. The objective was to develop hypotheses concernino the

personal characteristics and job behavior associated with recruiter success.

It was conducted by interviewina 79 recruiters already divided into three

aroups accordina to percentage of quota achieved (hioh. averaoe and low.

The most interesting finding was that successful recruiters were less

likelv to cite "indeoendence" as a source of job satisiaction. and that the.

were more likely to complain about tneir lona hours of wor.

Regarding the selection process the respondents epvresseo the 1ew

that some recruiters did not know what they were aettino into wnen the\

volunteered for recruitino duty. Eleven percent recommended that arplicants

for recruiting duty ouqht to be aiven a more realistic oicture of what the

iob is like, its pressures and its frustrations.

Various screenina procedures were mentioned by a few resoondents.

of these screening for quality of past performance was mentioned the most.

Informal interviews of the applicant, his wife. his suoervisor and others

were also often recommended (by 47 percent).

There exists a report''"', dated Mar 1979. which is identical to the

above mentioned study. Why this is given a different report number and

dated four years later is unknown.

'"'Graham. Warren R., Brown. George H., Kino. William L.. White.

Leonore and Wood. Mark D., A Pilot Study of Army Recruiters: Their Job
Behaviors and Personal Characteristics. Human Resources Research Oroanization.

Virginia. Apr 1975.

A Pilot Study of Army Recruiters: Their Job Behaviors

and Personal Characteristics. Human Resources Research Oroani:ation.
Virainia. Mar 1979.
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P Dimensions of the Army Recruiter and Guidance Counselor Job ' u ' by

Borman. loquam and Rosse is a study aimed at discovering the underivino

dimensionality of tasks associated with the Army recruiter and auidance

counselor iobs. The researchers established a recruiterauidance counselor

task list , and 1)1 USAREC personnel sorted the tasks into a matrix accorairo

to different dimensions. The abstract states that "the report discusses

implications of the results for selecting and trainino Army recruiters".

The report is 7') pages long. Six pages are devoted to introduction.

a detailed description of selected procedures, and a short oiscussion arso

result. The rest of the report consists of various tables.

[he dimensions used to identifv the tasks were:

- prospecting activities: identifying and contacting qualitied oro=oeccs

- publicizing the Army: building a positive Army image in the communitv

- selling the Army: counseling individuals to join the Hrmv

- administrative activities: workino with recruitino reports, records,

statistics and organizing recruiting activities

These broad dimensions defining relatively general ta:sk areas are

narrowed into four performance requirements each. The tasP activities are

useful as background information but, in my opinion, are still too broad to

serve as selection criteria.

The only reference to the selection process is an equally broad

statement that "these dimensions should prove especially useful in developin o

selection procedures for the Army recruiter job."

1 "'Borman. Walter C., Toquam, Jodv L. and Rosse. Rodney L.. Dimensions
of the Army Recruiter and Guidance Counselor Job. US Army Research Institute.
Virginia, Mar 1977.
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Army Recruiters: Criterion Development and Preliminary Validation of

a Selection Procedure'"'7 , by Brown, Wood and Harris, collects information

from a random sample of 400 recruiters, using characteristics that might be

related to recruiter effectiveness: verbal fluency. sociability, achievement

motivation, empathy, rejection, tolerance, maturitv-responsibiliti and

various background characteristics. Statistical analysis were then performed

to determine the yield to be expected from each recruiter s territory.

Using a composite supervisor ratino procedure, 45 of the best

recruiters in the Army, and 43 of the poorest, were identified and aiv'en the

draft selection test instruments. Results were analyzed to identify items or

scores that differentiated between good and poor recruiters.

The study concludes with a somewhat drastic findino that "recruiter

characteristics may be relatively unimportant, at least within broad limits."

This viewpoint is, however, modified by stating that recruiters may already

be a highly selected group, and that the span between best and poor for this

reason might be insignificant.

The study emphasizes, like Bennet and Harber s-''. the imoortance

of environmental factors. It states that about 50 percent o the variance in

production scores derives from factors unrelated to the individual recruiter s

characteristics. The level of success is therefore. accordina to this studt,

more a function of area characteristics than of recruiter proficiencies.

""Brown. George H.. Wood, Mark D. and Harris, John D.. Army
Recruiters: Criterion Development and Preliminary Validation of a Selection
Procedure, US Army Research Institute. Virginia, May 1978.

' '"See page 19.

25



*~~~~V -. I Y - - - . *..r7y.

Development and Validation of a Recruiter Selection Battery... by

Borman. Rosse and Taquam used a mail survey of 194 Navy recruiters in

seven different locations as the basis for evaluatino performance versus

production.

Their main performance factors were defined alono:

- sellino skills: selling the Navy effectively to prospects: displavino

confidence and effectiveness in the recruitino seouence

- human relations skills: establishino and maintainina cood interoersonal

relations with prospects, recruits and persons in the commutnitv

- oraani:ino skills: olanninq and oroani:ina time eificientl.: comoletini

paper work accurately and on time

The relationship between these performance factors and production.

or success. was found to be hioh. The monthly production for those recruiters

who scored in the top 5o percent of the above mentioned performance factors

was 12 percent oreater than the overall averaoe.

The study concludes with the recommendation that the Navv and the

Marine Corps should use a test battery alono these parameters to aid in

selecting recruiters, and that the performance ratino material should be

distributed to recruiter supervisors and field recruiters to aid in trainino

and self-development. The use of this material might also be important in the

selection process of qualified Army recruiter applicants kmv remark'.

. Borman. Walter C.. Rosse. Rodney L. and Rose. Sharon R..

Development and Validation of a Recruiter Selection Batter,. Nav Personnel
Research and Development Center. San Dieoo. Sep 1981.
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An Inventory Battery to Predict Performance in Navv Officer Recruitina:

Development and Validation'''. by Borman, Rosse and Rose. used a sample of 132

officers to develop procedures for assessing the effectiveness of recruiters

and to develop an inventory battery to help identify officers with personal

characteristics needed for successful recruiting. The study used composites

from previous research'22'.

Items from these composites were used to form four corresponOino

officer composites:

- past sociability

- past leadership and dominance

- hard work

- organiZation

It appears, based on this study, that the recruiter comoosites car

successfully identify effective officer recruiters.

Past sociability proved to have the highest correlation coefficient

and seemed to be the best indicator of recruiter success Tr=O.2l,. rhe lowest

correlation was found to be past leadership and dominance tr=0.S3 which is

one of the main components in the Army s screening process.

In summary, none of the military studies reveal any evidence to

justify impersonal selection based solely on records. On the contrary, most

of the characteristics, dimensions and composites studied refer to perfor-

mance which has to be personally observed and evaluated.

(''Borman, Walter C., Rosse, Rodney L. and Rose, Sharon R.,

An Inventory Battery to Predict Performance in Navy Officer Recruiting:
Development and Validation. Navy Personnel Research and Development Center.
San Diego, Dec 1984.

'4'.'See page 24 and 26.
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METHODOLOGY

As the literature is limited, the study relied heavily upon survey

research.

As local resources, the Kansas Recruiting Battalion and the Leaven-

worth Recruiting Station have been involved, and the chairman and second

reader both have recent experience from recruiting assionments. These

resources were used primarily for field studies and to provide backoround

information in pretestino the mail survey.

The mai 1 sUrvey

I conducted several interviews, at both recruiter and battalicn, x0

level, at the Leavenworth Recruiting Station and at the Kansas Recruitino

Battalion respectively. Based on these interviews and discussions with my

committee. I developed a test battery of 25 questions against my selected

hypotheses.

Permission to issue a countrv-wide survey was oranted by USAREC.

They mailed out the survey, through all their Recruitino Battalions, to luu,

randomly selected on-production recruiters. The survey was returned to Ft,

Leavenworth by use of preaddressed, postal paid envelopes identical to

those used for return of answers to CGSC. but labeled: 'For Return of Survey"

rhe pretest was issued Nov 13, 1985 to 30) randomly selected recruiters

at the Kansas Recruitino Battalion. They were asked to respond as if the survey

was received through USAREC, and encouraged to make any remarks they mnqht

have concerning lack of clarity, incompleteness or other items they felt

should have been included in order to make the survey as valid as Possible.

Two of the questions were altered sliohtlv based on the pretest.

~28

S

S]

• o o o ~ o . . . . . . . . . ° . ° o o - o .. . .. . . ...-. .



Question 3 (How long have vou been assioned to USAREC') was expanded from two

to four years. and the time interval was extended from three to six months.

Question 19 (Do You know whether you were recommended to the selection board-,

was oien an additional response alternative: "Yes. by USAREC oersonnel

,recruiters. selection teams etc)".

The results from the pretest were urther used to test input format.

.. frequency tables and crosstabulation oroarams at the Control Data Coroorition

(CDC) computer at Ft Leavenworth.

The mail survey was printed at the Ft. Leavenworth Medii 3uloocrt

Center. It was out into envelopes, with a return enveloce attached. and tilen

to Ft. Sheridan (USAREC) during the Thanksoivino Holiday b, me and q i,,amai,.

It was sent out Dec 6 to all Recruiting Battalions with a letter

from USAREC attached which explained the survey and enroUraoed oarticioation,

The Battalions. in turn, sent it to their Recruiting Companies and

Stations.

The individual answers were returned anonymously to me. k conv of the

mail survey is attached as an Appendix.

The mail survey incorporated a significant sample of country-wide

recruiters. In fact, it was issued to 1000 out of approximatel 4,',u rec-

ruiters all over the continental United States and Hawaii, coverino some 25

percent of all the recruiters.

The return was exceptionally high. Out Of 10.)( SLr evs, ;b5 responded

by returnino a valid reply. I will not elaborate on tnis n,3h response: but

29
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beside the fact that soldiers normally show a high degree o responsiveness.

and that the instrument must have been viewed positively, 1 also assume some

"Hawthorne-efect"'. The reason for this assumption is tthat siome resoonoents

exoressed satisfaction in beino asked about their feelinas toward trvir

recruting assignment. Hs one expressec it: 'I wish personally, to th n 'O

for the opportunity to answer Your survey. It oives me oreat satisfaction

*nowino that we are not forqotten about out here."

The data was ai.en a sepuential identiticatior numOe, 'id no'.

transferred to optical readable answersheets. and ted i;t: tne LEE c:'T i,,,

at Ft. Leienworth.

Pr esen t at i on of SPSS

The Statistical Fackage for the Social Sciences 'SF33 is a set

of related programs for the manipulation and statistical anal sis of data.

In addition to ordinary descriptive statistics and simple freouencv

distributions, it contains crosstabulation, bivariate correlation analsis.

partial and canonical correlation analysis, multiple regression analysis,

variance and covariance analysis, discriminant analysis, factor analysis and

scalogram analysis.

It also contains a variety of subroutines to fino and later correct

incomplete data.

The SPSS is updated constantly and I used the latest version' =

''Roethisberoer F. J. and Dickson W. J.. Management and the Worler,
on Account of a Research Prooram Conducted bv the Western Eiectric frmpr:.
Hawthorne Works, Cambridoe. Mass: Harvard Uniyersit; Fre ss . ',.

Nie, Noraen H. and HullI , Nadlei C.. SF55: St t ,l vi C oe tnr

the ' oci l Sciences, ' eo.. Mc Graw-Hill, New York, l4-5,

SPSS Uodate 7-q. Mc Graw-Hill, New York, iQ81.
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Control of data

It is a common occurence in research to find that for one reason nr

another it has been impossible to obtain a complete set of data for ever,

case in the file. So it is in this survey.

The subroutines I used to discover missino and invalid answers were:

-.MISSING VALUES - which detected and per id no printed out all answers with

value ) izero,,

IF ROUTINE - which e.xtracted individual illooical answers sucth as in

question 8 (What is Your preference for your next assianment? value:

"Ant assionment outside USAREC". aoainst ouestion 12 Where WOulO .*!

rank recruiting as to preference of duty assignment?, value: "First'.

- SELECT IF ROUTINE - which compared and extracted per id no combinations c,

answers such as question 25: "If you volunteered or liked the

assionment". aoainst both question 20 value: "volunteered" and

question 23 value: "I liked it very much" and "I liked it somewhat".
a,

It was alo used to detect values outside the acceoted area.

Given the reference to. and a print out of. illooical or missino

values, I then checked the original answers.

All missing values (only question 25 permits less than 96 5 answers)

proved to be either mispunched or misread types of data.

Most of the illogical combinations also proved to be mistransferences.

but a few were traced back to valid answers, One person who volunteered has.

for instance, declared (in question 23) that he "disliked" the selection and

(in question 22) stated that he "could have refused". This tone of illonicat

combination was accepted.
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Opposing answers, such as the one mentioned under IF ROUTINE, were

corrected if possible by referring to other questions. So were answers with

value: "nothing" in question 17 (What did vou know about recruitina?) and

values other than "none" in question 18 (Who provided you with this Pnowledoe)'.

After several tests I feel confident that the data presented is

reliable.

FreeqLency tables

The selected and printed outout from the frequency orocedure resulted

in a table as shown below. I have used question 10 to illustrate the lav cut.

Q I1, 1I0W DO , ot11 r t. A DOC tT DE I N3 A RE fUIJ rItCH

t- C rr;,n P . t-AI rL aDC AIDSOLLITE Rl r T VI ,ATu I 
D  

r r t 1i , rr r

rRErJI NC, RCQUr N C fl uIl4C ff,. I - Irr flrr

L-t' IT VERY MUCH 1 '7 7 9 3 3 '.'

t T1[ Ir C~r)"CWII6T Z. ~ 1 0 ~

NO nPECJAL rFEl INOG 3 10z 1 0 e I, .

o1 Io I Pr IT ;OMIWfIAT .4 114 1I 1 i 1

013L II{E IT VCI, MUCH 5 160 1 .6

Code refers to the sequential order of response and is important in

the later use of statistics.

Absolute frequency gives the raw or absolute frequencies associated

with each value (or response), accumulated to a total of 9b5.

% Relative frequency gives the percentaqe of each of the responses,

accumulated to 101) percent.
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Adjusted frequency excludes missing values and displays the

relative frequency for the valid answers. Since the data volume is controlled

and only question 25 allows for missing values, the adjusted frequencv is

identical to the relative freouencv.

Cumulated frequency accumulates the adjusted frequencv displays or

the side of the sample where one will find the main oortion of the responses.

[here are eleven descriptive statistics which are available in the

subproaram Freouencies. I utilized six.

The total display of my frequency table is therefore:

r 1(. HOW DO rOU FEEL ABOUT IF-tNO A ECCRIJ I rrsr- "

CArCORY LABEL CODE ABSOILUTC RELATIVE: si-,J I fl -) CiltI 1 "IC L!

FrEQUENCY FKEQUCNC ' rI UEI~r , I 4UI'. .

LI1KE IT VERY MUCH t 39. 7; -

L 1 14KE IT , 0 M E WIA T 2 2o 71 7 I.

NO OFECIAL FEELINS 3 102 1 0.6 t., 71..

IZ:L II'E IT SOMEWHA T 4 114 11 11 .0 02 L.I

DI3L IKE II V R. MUCH 5 IO 16.6 1.... IOU.')

TO & '7, 100. 0 "

fli.i , .447 ME D IAN 1 D.92 C IEUDE

VArIANCr .2. , 2 ,TANDARD DCVIAT IONI t.50t .KLWIA t , .S.

VALID CAOES. 765 MISSINO CASES a C

MEAN is the most common measure of central tendency for variables

measured at the interval lpvel. Often referred to as "the average", it is

merely the sum of the individual values for each case divided by the number

of cases.

X=

N
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379x1 + 210x2 + 102x3 + 114x4 +I60x5

In question 10: x= 2.447
965

which displays a centered tendency in the data.

MEDIAN is the numerical value of the middle case or the case lvin

exactly on the 50'" percentile, once all the cases have been rank ordered from

highest to lowest. In question 10 this is at the value of 1.993.

HOVE is the value of the variable which occurs most often. In ouestion

10: value I (answered by 379 recruiters).

kARIANCE is a measure of the dispersion of the data about the mean.

rhis statistic is one way of measuring how closely the individual scores o

the variable cluster around the mean. , -

S
N-i

In question 10:

379(1-2.447)V+210(2-2.447)2+102(3-2.447) 2 +114(4-2.447V+Io0(4-2.447)V
- 2.266

9t4

Bv squarino the deviation from the mean one takes into account all differen-

ces from the mean. including negative differences. and it aives additional

weight to extreme cases. Clearly, the variance will be small when there is a

great deal of homooeneitv in the data. for then most cases will have very

small deviations from the mean.

In a five value question such as question 10, a variance of 2.266

displays little homogeneity in data, but rather indicates disoersed opinions.

STANDARD DEVIATION is another measure of the dispersion about the

mean of an interval-level variable. Very simply. it is the square root of the

variance. rhe advantage of the standard deviation is that it has a more

intuitive interpretation. beino based on the same units as the original value.

That is. as the variance in question 10 is 2.266, then we are really talkino
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about 2.266 square opinions. The standard deviation, however, is 1.5 which

has a more intuitive meanino as the distance in opinion on either side of

the mean.

STANDARD ERROR helps us to determine the ootenti~l deoree of dis-

crepancy between the sample mean and the usually unknown pooulation mean.

This statistic is normally used in conjunction with many variables and laroe

samoles and is for this reason not used in this survey.

SAENNESS is a statistic needed to determine the dearee to which a

distribution at cases approximates a normal curve, since it measures

deviation from symmetry. A positive value indicates that the cases are

clustered more to the left of the mean with most of the extreme values to

the right, as in the case of question 10. A neoative value indicates

clusterina to the riqht.

KURTOSIS is another statistic available in SPSS. It is a measure of

the relative peakness or flatness of the curve defined by the distribution

of cases. A normal distribution will have a kurtosis of zero. As all of the

questions in this survey are illustrated by profile tables the dimension is

easily seen and this statistic is therefore not used.

MINIMUM, MAXIMUM and RANGE are the last descriptive statistics

available in SPSS. Since the number of variables in this study are few, these

statistics are not disolaved in the presentation.

As a final summary of question 10 n no Yoi i-rf- "11.,T
% P, I0 i I .. p* . DL cI NO A "LCU1r , TI-

The curve is more flat than the

normal distribution curve, and

clusters to the left.

m 1PD 1 .N
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Crosstabul ation

A crosstabulation is a joint frequency distribution of cases

according to two or more variables. The display of the distribution of

cases based on two or more variables is the chief component of continoency

table analysis, and is indeed the most commonly used analiti: method in the

social sciences.

These joint frequency distributions can be analvced statistically

1 by certain tests of significance, e.g.. the chi-square statistic which I

*- have used, to determine whether or not the variables are statistically

independent. These distributions can be summarized by a number of measures

of association, such as Cramer s V or the contingency coefficient, which

describe the degree to which the values of one variable predict or vary

with those of another.

Subprogram CROSSTAS enables the user to compute twc-w v to n-wav

joint frequency distribution tables. Most of my crosstabulations are two-

dimensional, but for a few specific relationships I have also used three-

dimensional tables. In my description I will not elaborate on the latter:

first, because the later use seems self-explanatory; and, second. because

it is very close in its nature to the two-dimensional. The lay-out, for

instance, is really displaying a two-dimensional relationship with the third

variable as the controlling element, giving as many tables as there are

variables in the controlling question.

The nature of crosstabulation tables can perhaps be best illustrated

by an example of such an analysis and a hypothesis concernino its result.

Consider that this study hypothesized a relationship between how the

recruiter feels about beinq a recruiter (question 10 and satisfaction prior

to being selected as a recruiter (question 15).

4%0
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The schematic TWO-IMENSIONAL 5x5 crosstabulation table has, aiven

965 responses and using whole percentages, this 'simolitied, lav-out

0 L7, 0 HO0W DO 0 Y IJ V-LLL Q 15 s A L, L It I NG 0 CLUN'LID.I-L ), 'If 11 1 , I I I 1,

Q L5 VErI', r;;AT 3rIE D NrITHER S r S3M. 4 .T U Ti .

&I a 0 .;ATI . FIED NOR 0I 3AT I) I A T I6 f I E I ,) I ' I

I kC" I I

I' I r I 27 I

F. I I

r :rt I Nf 1 . 0.3

-i 0ME--W" .1 T 13 4 0.5 0

DIGL I kE II

VERY MUCH 13 5

TOTAL 7At Z6 C 1.5 •

II __ _ __ _ __ _

CHI sat0AR" - 2I . tos| WITH 16 DEOREES or FREEoOM. NIr ICANCE '1 . 1 ?AN,

CRAMER a V - 0.07394

CONTINGENCY sCOcFrIcIENT - 0. 146;C9

The two Questions being considered are both built up accordino to L.1kert I

scale, from positive to negative.

A short glimpse at the table shows a much more positive attitude

toward their previous iob situation than to their present assiqnment as a

recruiter. An overwhelming 96 percent were previously on the positive side

compared to the present 51 percent. and as few as 1.5 percent were previously

neoative compared to the present 28.5 percent.
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The statistics, or tests, in SPSS's crosstabulation proaram which I

utilized were the chi-souare. Cramer's V and the continoencv coefficient.

CHI-SQUARE is a test of statistical sionificance. It helps L's to

determine whether a systematic relationship eists between two -3riables.

As will be seen in Chapter Four, this is my main instrument for testino the

previously presented hyootheses (page 12 and 13) and I will exolain in some

. depth what it tells us.

Chi-square testino is done by computino the cell freQUencies which

would have been expected if no relationship is present between the .ariables

aivino the existina row and column totals. The expected cell frequencies are

then compared to the actual values found in the table accoroino to the

followino formula: x-

where f,' equals the observed freouencv in each cell, and f..' equals the
c. x r,

expected frequency calculated as: f.'

N
where c, is the freouencv in a respective column marainal, r, is the

frequency in a respective row marginal, and N stands for total number of

valid cases.

J

A simple illustration can be made by using the crosstabulation table

on the previous pace. For example, the observed frequency in the first

column, second row is 13. This means that 13 percent of the recruiters were

very satisfied in their previous job and dislike very much their present

job as recruiter.
70 x lb

The expected value can then be calculated as f.' = = 1.161

965

In other words, 1.16 percent of the sample (which is 11 recruiters) is

expected to display this opinion.

(13 - 1.16) -
The discrete value of chi-square is therefore: x = 0.1453

965
38

.



To compute another value let me use column four, row one. The observed

frequency here is 1. 1.5 x
The expected value is: f.' = .

965

'1 - El.:bl

The discrete value for chi-square is therefore: x= ,.

As can be seen, the greater the discrepancies between the expected

and the actual frequencies, the larger chi-square becomes. In the cross-

tabulation table on page 37, the chi-square is equal to 21.1035, whicn is

norma]l, considered as a low value.

In order to determine whether a systematic relationship does e:!ist.

it is necessary to ascertain the probability of obtainino a value of chi-

square as large as or larger than the one calculated from the sample, when

in fact the variables are actually independent. This depends, in part, upon

the degrees of freedom.

The DEGREES OF FREEDOM vary with the number of rows and columns in

the table, and they are important because the probability of obtaining a

specific chi-square value depends on the number of cells in the table.

Subproqram Crosstabs in SPSS computes the exact probability.

In our table on page 37, a chi-square of 21.1035 is found. The

probability of obtaining a value this large or larger with 16 deqrees of

freedom is 0.1746, i.e., less than I chance in 18. This means that, even if

the chi-square had been high enough in value to reflect a relationship, the

hypothesis might prove to be wrong in every 17th case.

Whether the risk of making such an error is too hiah is somethina

that needs to be addressed and decided upon before the crosstabulation

tables are interpreted. The decision must also be based upon the number of

cases involved. Without ooinp into detailed discussion and iustified by the
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*o large data basis. I decided to apply the very restrictive level of sionifi-

V, cance of less than 0.0005. In other words, I will not accept hypotheses with

less probability for beino correct than 99.5 percent. The selected example

would, therefore, with a orobability of being correct in only 82.54 cercent

of the cases (100-17.46). have been rejected as invalid.

-. Understanding this relationship between chi-sauare sionificance.

which in my cases needs to be 0.0005 or smaller, and the derivative

probability of being correct when accepting a hvpothesis is important.

It is important to note that a selected level of beino correct in

at least 99.5 percent of the cases, given the high number o+ respondents.

puts a significant demand on the test battery. In other words, it is not

oossible to reject the results on the basis of not being valid or reliable.

By itself chi-square helps us only to decide whether our variables

are independent or related. It does not tell us how stronalv they are

related. Several statistics which adjust for these factors are available.

When chi-square is thus adjusted it becomes the basis for assessing

the strength of the relationship.

Mv purpose is to test some hypotheses and, when established as valid.

to then extract from and comment on the values as they apoear in the table

itself. I have, however, applied two tests, Cramer's V and the contingencv

coefficient, as many of my questions are constructed accordino to Li~ert s

scale. I will therefore comment on them and refer to the SFSS manual"' for a

more detailed presentation of these and other tests available in the SPSS.

4P

1
4 'Nie, Norman H. and Hull. Hadlai C.. SFSS: Statistical Pacaoe for

the Social Sciences, 2" ed.. Mc Graw-Hill. New York. 1975. paoe 224 23".

40

S -.-. - '% o ' '' " "-'.-." ."-- " . '.-••- -' '" .- +-,-.-. ".-.-. .' .,- ' ' '--. . ' .- ' . """ - "



ywyw"J "yuyWiwiy.y ~'ij' NV1-%y IL '._ '.1" Kr ~~ .- . _. '.... ~ -

CRAHER*S V is a suitable measure of association, i.e.. a measure

of strength of relationship. It is an improved phi-test twhich onli tests

2x2 tables) and makes correction for the fact that the value of chi-square

is directly oroportional to the number of cases. Cramer s V taes the value

of 0 when no relationship exists, and the value of +1 when the variables are

perfectly related. Thus, a large value of V signifies that a hiqh dearee o+

association exists, but without revealino the manner in which the variables

are associated.

The Cramer s V value of 0.07394 in our example is therefore corsniered too

small to reveal a relationship.

The CONTINGENCt COEFFICIENT is another measure of association

based uoon the chi-square.
x 1,

Its formula is: c = (
N - + N

It can be used with a table of any size. Like Cramer s V. it has a minimum

value of zero but the maximum value it can take deoends on the size of the

table. i.e.. for a 2x2 table the maximum value is 0.707. For this reason

it should only be used to comoare tables havino the same dimensions. i.e..

1 the same number of rows and columns, like the 5x5 table in our example.

The example s value of 0.1462 is, however, considered too small to sionifv

a hiph deoree of association.

The table on paoe 37 was presented somewhat simplified. The eyact

SPSS lay-out of our example is oresented on the next oace. It can be seen

that the orinted output from subproQram Crosstabs is desioned to aive a

comolete reoresentation of a ioint distribution in a readi1 I gnderstandahl e

table format.
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FILE RECRUIT (CREATION DATE = 86/03/27.)

****'**** CROSSTABULAT I ON OF ********

01o HOW DO 'YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITEP? By
015 SATTISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE LAST JOB?

015
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVERY SAT SATISFIE NEITHER SOMEWHAT VER, DIS POW

COL PCT IISFIED NOR DISSATI SATISFIE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.l 4.1 5.1

I. 1 262 I 97 1 71 121 i 3

LII:.E IT VERY MUC I 69.1 I 25.6 I 1.8 I .2 .. I .

I 38.8 I 39.3 I 36.8 I 3. I 25.) I
I 27.2 1 10.1 I .7 I 1.2 I .1 I

-I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
2.I 1351 631 5I I 1 2 i

LIKE IT SOMEWHAT I 64.3 I 3(.. ) I 2. 4 I 2.4 I 1.3 1 .S
I 20.0 I 25.5 I 26.3 1 26.3 I t.,) I

I 14.' I 6.5 I .5 I .5 I 2 I

3. I 76 I 21 I 3 I 1 1 1 1 102
HAVE NO SP FEEL I 74.5 I 20.6 I 2.9 I 1.0 1 1.) I It.b

1 11.2 1 8.5 I 15.8 1 5.3 1 25.: I

I 7.9 I 2.2 I .3 I .1 1 . 1
-I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I

4. I 77 I 33 I 3 I 1 I 0 I 114
DISLIKE SOMEWHAT I 67.5 I 28.9 1 2.6 1 .9 1 0 I 11.8

I 11.4 I 13.4 I 15.8 I 5.3 I I
1 8.0 I 3.4 I .3 1 .1 I 1 1

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I

5. I 126 I 33 I 1 I 0 I 1 1 IK

DISLIKE VERY MUC I 78.7 I 20.6 I .6 I 0 1 6 1 ltI.6
I 18.6 1 13.4 I 5.3 I 0 I 0 1

I 13.1 I 3.4 I .1 I 0 I 0' I

COLUMN 676 247 19 19 4 965
TOTAL 70. 1 25.6 2.0 2.0) .4 1%.')

RAW CHI SQUARE = 21.10357 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE -'1.1-4c

CRAMER"S V = .07394
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .14629

The headino (between the asterisks) controls t r. , I . .n :ri n ,

the first ,ari able _ilona the vertical .!e'n s and the -e*rd'- rl rj ble al ),)g the.

hori ont-l A,, .
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H'is: ltter number in each cell counts the .3bsoltitre freoe tricv: the Inwer

nunber tells the column aercentace. Line number two gives the row oercent.je

while line number three displays the column percentape,

Usino the uooer left cell in the table on the nr. . i, e ?s . n

e yampie, it tells us that a total of 26Z recruiters lie their present assion-

ment Yer, much and were very much satisfied in their oreiu iob. This is

27.2 percent of the total 9 65 respondents. Further. it is -;.1 percent of

those who like their present iob verv much and 38.8 percent of those wno

were very satisfied in their previous )oD.

Pow and column totals in absolute numbers and in percentaoes are

aiven to the rioht of and under the table. and statistics .re or.nted belq w.

The THREE-DZHENSIO4L crosstabulation table is in lav-ojt and inter-

pretation similar to the two-dimensional table referred to on nape 7c.

If our examole of a crosstabulation of question 1, b, question 15 wa_

further crosstabulated by. for instance, question 20:"How were you selected-'
P-.

4. the three tables (each representing one of the three alternatives in question
.4*.

2') are as presented on the following three pages.

I will not elaborate on the interpretation, as aspects of this will

be taken up during the later discussion of hypothesis number three, but would

coint out that the chi-squares and significances vary oreatlv. The relation-

ship between how they feel about being a recruiter and how satisfied they

were in their previous job seems higher for those who were drafted 'table on

page 44) than for those who volunteered (table on page 45). The chi-square

value is 25.059 with a sionificance of 0.0688 for the first table. as

compared with a lower chi-square of 16.618 and hioher sionificance of 0.4107

ilower probability for a correct hypothesis) in the second table.
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C R 0 S S T A B UL A T I 0 N OF

010 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER7 BY
015 SATTISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE LAST JOB

N' CONTROLLING FOR..
020 HOW WERE YOU SELECTED' VALUE 1. DA SELErTE r ,

015
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVERt SAT SATISFIE NEITHER SOMEWHAT VERs DIS POW
COL PCT IISFIED NOR DISSATI SATISFIE TOTAL

TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

I. I 1J15 I 21 I 1 I 7 I I 134
LIFE IT VERY MUC I 78.4 I 15.7 I .7 I 5.2 I 0 I 24.4

I 25.0 I 18.8 I 16.7 I 7 .Q I ' I
I 19.1 1 3.8 I .2 1 1.3 1 '2

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I ..... I--------..I

2. I 94 I 25 I 2 I 2 I 1 1 124
LIKE IT SOMEWHAT I 75.8 I 20.2 I 1.6 I 1.o I .8 I 22.t

1 . I 22.4 I 22.3 1 33.3 I 20.0 1 101".k' I
1 17.1 1 4.6 1 .4 1 .4 1 . 1 1

-I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I

3. I 55 I 12 I 1 1 0 I 0 i o
HAVE NO SP FEEL I 80.9 I 17.6 I 1.5 I I u I 1..4

I 13.1 I 10.7 I 16.7 I 0 i 6 I
I 10.0 1 2.2 1 .2 1 0 1 0 1

4. 1 57 I 27 I 1 I I I I Go

DISLIKE SOMEWHAT I oa.3 1 31.4 I 1.2 1 1.2 1 ' 1 15.7
I 13.6 I 24.1 1 16.7 I 10.0 I
I 10.4 I 4.9 1 .2 f .2 1 "

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------1

5. 1 109 1 27 1 1 1 0 1 0., 1>
DISLIKE VERY MUC I 79.6 I 19.7 I .7 1 ' I 0 1 25.0

1 26.') 1 2 4.1 I 16. 7 1 0 I '
I 19.9 I 4.9 I .2 I 0 1 K'

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I

COLUMN 420 1 12 6 10 1 54,
TOTAL 76.5 20.4 1.1 1.8 .2 12,0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 25.05849 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 1).0688

CRAMER"S V = .10682

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .20893
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C ROSSTABULA T I ON OF

Q10) HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER' B 015
015 SATTISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE LAST JOB-

CONTROLLING FOR..
020f HOW WERE \OU SELECTED? 'VALUE O. LUNTEE;E7

015
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVERY SAT SATISFIE NEITHER SOMEWHAT VEF DIS OW

COL FCT IISFIED NOR DISSATI SATISFIE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 .I 4.1 5.1

1. I 155 I 75 I 5 I I 1 I 24i
LIKE IT VERY MUC I 64.3 I 31.1 1 2.1 I 2.1 1 .4 I 

I 6 2.8 I 56.8 I 50.0 I 55. I "3.
I 32.7 I 18.7 I 1.2 I 1.2 I .2 I

-I---------------I--------.I--------.I..........I

2. 1 38 1 36 I 2 1 3 1 1 1 8K ,

LIKE IT SOMEWHAT I 47.5 I 45.0 I 2.5 I 3.7 1 1.2 1 26.
I 15.4 I 27.3 1 20.0 I 3. I . 3 I
I 9.5 1 9.0 I .5 I .7 .2 I
-I--------.I-----I-----I-----I-----I

0. I 2 I 9 I 2 I I I 1 I
HAVE NO SP FEEL I t)0.6 I 27.3 I 6.1 I 3.0 1 3.' 1 8.2

I 8.1 I 6.8 I 20.0 I 11. I 1 3 I
I 5.0 I 2.2 I .5 I .2 I 2 I

4. 1 17 1 61 1 1 01 1) I 24
DISLIKE SOMEWHAT 1 70.8 I 25.0 1 4.2 I 0 I K' I 6.0Cl

I 6.9 I 4.5 I 10. 0 I ' I I!
1 4.2 I 1.5 I .2 I 0 1 0 I,

5. I 17 I 6 I 0 1 '" I 23
DISLIKE VERY MUC I 73.9 1 26.1 I1 0 1 ') 0 1 5.7

I 6.9 I 4.5 I 0 I I 0 I
I 4.2 I 1.5 I 0 I 0 I ,0 I
-I--------.I-----I-----I-----I--------.I

COLUMN 247 132 10 9 " 461

TOTAL 61.6 32.9 2.5 2.2 .7 100.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 16.61782 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 0.4107

CRAMER"S V .10179
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .19948
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*C******. CROSSTABULA T I ON OF *******

CIO HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER? Br
015 SATTISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE LAST JOB?
CONTROLLING FOR..
020 HOW WERE YOU SELECTED? VALUE 3. OTHER

015
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVERY SAT SATISFIE NEITHER ROW

COL PCT IISFIED NOR TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1

010 I-I-I-I
1. 1 2 I I 1 1 1 4

LIKE IT VER( MUC I 50.) I 25.0 I 25.0 I 26.7
I 22.2 I 33.3 I 3.3.3 I

1 13.3 1 6.7 I 6.7 I

2. I 3 I 2 I 1 I
LIKE IT SOMEWHAT I 50.0 I 33.3 I 16.7 I 40.')

1 33.3 1 66.7 I 33.3 1
I 20.0 I 13.3 I 6.7 I

3. I 1 I 0 I 0 I 1
HAVE NO SP FEEL I 100.0 I 0 I 0 I 6.7

I 11.1 1 0 1 0 I
I 6.7 I 0 I 0 I

.- I-----I-----I-----I

4. 1 3 I 0 I 1 I 4
DISLIKE SOMEWHAT I 75.0 I 0 I 25.0 1 26.7

I 33.3 I 0 1 33.3 I
I 20.0 I 0 I 6.7 I

COLUMN 9 3 3 15
TOTAL 60.0 20.0 20.0 100.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 2.50000 WITH 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 0.8685
CRAMER"S V = .28868
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .37796

The last tible. disolavino those who were selected throuoh, for

instance, reenlistment, consists of only 15 recruiters. This is too small

to give a reliable deoree of association. Logically, the chi-sQuare value is

low with a hiqh significance.

Note also in this table that the SPSS cuts rows andor columns ii

there are no responses in either of them.
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DISCUSSION

I will initially present the accumulated data in the same sequence as

they were answered. This part may therefore be used as a reoister. and the

oaiestions at issue can be reviewed each time new sets of interrelationshios

are discussed.

AccLtM l 1at ed data

The answers are aiven in Dercent as this aives a better ,is.ialiation

than the nominal data. They are further illustrated by oroile tables.

The earlier described frequencies (oaae '3 35 are oresented onl

for those ouestions where they are relevant. Some of the answers are. for

this reason, shortened.

For question 7 a and b. where the recruiters exoress how comfortable

they feel in hiah schools and in colleQes. the calculated frequencies are only

for those who have been there.

For question 25, where the recruiters express their prime motivation.

the percentaoes are only for those 604 who volunteered or liked the assionment.

1. What is your primarv duty Position?

02.3 X Recruiter ,Reoulr Hrmv

15.2 % Recruiter (USAR

11.7 % Station Commander

10.8 Z Other. soecitv: .........
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2. What is Your 8.2 Z E 5 Mean: 2.523

orade?
44.1 Z E 6 St dev: 0.86k0

J7.6 Z E 7 Median: 2.447

8.2 Z E 8 Variance: 0.739

1.2 7 GS 7 Mode: 2

- 0.7 Z Other Skewness: 0.77

3. How long have you been 11.1 Z Less than 6 months

assioned to USAREC?

14.3 Z 6 - 12 months

11.? 7. 13 - 18 ,nontns ean: 5.21K

Z.5 % 19 - 24 months 5t dev: 0..:o

'' .4 7. 25 - 30 moncns Median 4.8e.5

0.4 Z 31 - 36 months Variance: 8.7'9

5.4 7 37 - 42 months Mode: 9

3.5 % 43 - 48 months Skewness: 0.084

28.5 7 More than 4 Years

4. What is your age? 0.6 Z Less than 24 years

4.1 7 24 - 25 Years

12.8 7 26 - 27 years

17.6 X 28 - 29 years Mean: 5.745

17.8 X 30 - 31 years St dev: 2.39, ,

13.1 7 32 - 33 years Median: 5,328

10.5 X 34 - 35 Years Variance:5.713

8,7 2 36 - 37 years Mode: 5

-H-H 7.2 Z 38 - 39 Years Skewness:O.586

0.4 rF it,=o3.7 X 40 - 41 years

1.5 X 42 - 43 years

2.4 X Older than 44 years
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5. How manv oresentations have 3.2 7. None

You participated in or made

in a hiah school' 13.2 Z Less than 5

18.0 % 5 - 10 Mean: 5.098
St de,: 2.380

12.2 7. 11 - 15 Median: 4.795
V.r i ance: 5. no 4

11 .4 7 16 - 2:0 Mode: 8
Skewness: 0. 020

o.0 7. 21 - 25

3.4 Z. 26 - 30

32.5 7. More than 3'

6. How many oresentations have
vou participated in or made
in a colleae7

27.2 7 Less th n 5

13.) 7. 5 - 10 lean: 2,82
-. 4 ". I - 15 St de,: 2.115
3.5 7 16 - 20 Median: 2.19,

2.4 % 21 25 Variance: 4.430
0 . 26 - 30 Mode: I
9.4 . More than 30 SIewness: I.,87

7a.How comfortable do you 51.6 7. Very comfortable

feel during presen-
tations in a high 34.0 X Comfortable Mean: 1.623

school? St dev: 0.801
7.9 X Neither comf nor Median: 1.43:4

uncomf Variance: 0.642
2.7 X Uncomfortable Mode: I

Skewness: 1.41')

0.6 X Very uncomfortable

..2 Z Have not been there

7b. How comfortable do you feel 26.4 7. Very comfortable

durina presentations in a

colleae? 22.2 % Comfortable

10.1 7. Neither comf nor Mean: 1.623
uncomf St dev: 1.118

8.4 7. Uncomfortable Median: 1.860
Variance: 1.249

1.8 7 Very uncomfor- Mode: I

table Skewness: 0.84:7

- 11.3 7. Have not been there
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7c.How comfortable do you 70.9 % Verv comfortable
feel durino interviews

in Your office? 23.1 Comfortable

4.2 7. Neither comt nor uncomf

1.5 % Uncomfortable

0.1 Z Verv uncomfortable

0.2 7. Have not interviewd

8. What is your preference for II.I X Reenlist as an On-Productior

your next assionmentienlistment? Recruiter
2.3.3 7. Reenlist in USA.PEC. but not AE

an On-Produiction Recruiter.

11.8 7. Reenlistment NJCO

% ~28.2 7. MOS I held before rpcrultino diltv

11,7 X Anv assionment outside US4REC

4.5 X. Resion from the Armv

9.4 7. No oreference
. All in all. characterize Your

performance as 21.2 Z Excellent

a recruiter.
33.1 7. Above averaoe Mean: 2.476

St dew: 1.115
27,3 7. Averaae Median: 23 7

"- Variance: 1.24"

13.4 % Below averace Mode: 2
• .'Sk~ewness: O.47R

,..5,0 Z Poor

10. How do You feel about beino a
recruiter? 39,3 X Like it very much

21.7 7 like it somewhat Mean: 2.447

St dev: I,505
10.6 % No soecial feelinos Median: 1.993

Variance: 2.266

11.8 7. Dislike it somewhat Mode:
Skewness: 0. 592

16.6 7. Dislike it very much
II. Would you recommend recruiting

to one of your good

friends? 40.0 Z Yes

45.o Z No

14.4 % Don't know
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12. Where would you rank recruiting

as to preference of duty
assionment' 29.7 % First

25.1 X Second

13.1 % Third

32,1 ;; Not desired
I

TRY TO REMEMBER HOW YOU FELT PRIOR TO KNOWING OF YOUR ASSIGNMENT TO USAREC.
AND ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

13. What was your last assionment

before beino assioned to 23.3 % Platoon seroeant
USAREC?

31.9 % NCO in TOE olatooncompani eaui.'

20. o % Administrative staFO diItv

8.1 Z Instructor

15.5 % Other.soecifv: .......
14. Characterize your job

oerformance in your
last iob.

Mean: 1.285

73.8 Z Excellent St dev: 0.508

24.2 % Above averaae Median: 1.178

1.8 % Averaue Variance: 0.258

0.1 X Below averaoe Mode: 1

0.1 X Poor Skewness: 1.794

15. How satisfied or

dissatisfied were
you in your last

iob? 70.0 Z Very satisfied Mean: 1,371

25.6 X Satisfied St dev: 0.664

2.0 % Neither satisfied Median: 1.214
nor dissatisfied

.0 % Somewhat dis- Varianse: U,441

satisfied
0.4 % Very dissatis+ied Mode:
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16. What post hioh school education

did You have?

27.2 X No cost hioh school

6.3 % Civilian trade school

41.5 X Two years of colleoe or less

17.2 Z Associate colleae dearee or
more than 2 years but no decree

6.5 % ColleQe (Baccalaureate)

1,3 X Post colleoe(Masters or Doctorate,

17. What did you know about
recruitino duties before
your assionment 4.5 % I had a thorouoh rowled.oe
to USARECV

11.0 X Some. and oositivelv discussed

20.5 X Some. and realisticallv oresented

26.4 X Some, but neoati,,elv discussed

37.6 7 Absolutely nothino

18. Who, if anyone. provided

you with this knowledoe? 2.0 X Commandino officers

.3.5 Z Other officers in my unit

11.97 Outsiders (travelino teams.
recruiters etc,

38.0 % NCO colleaoues who had exoerjence

;-s recrititprs
7,0 7 Other NCO colleaoues

37.6 % None

TRY TO REMEMBER HOW YOU FELT JUST PRIOR TO OR DURING THE SELECTION PROCESS AS
YOU WERE ABOUT TO BE ASSIGNED TO USAREC.

19. Do you know whether or not 12.2 Z Yes. by my battalion commander

You were recommended to the

selection board? 6.1 X Yes. by my comoanv commander

18.6 Z Yes, by USAREC nersonnel(recr..

selection teams etcr
5.6 Z Yes. by others, soecifvy ......

40.4 Z No, I dont know

17.1 % No. I was not recommended hv 4n,-

nnp
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20. How were you selected?

5.9 7 DA selection

41.5 Z. Volunteered

1.6 % Other. specifv ..............

21. How were you informed 21,0 7 Personally bv my commander
about the selection'

7.4 7 Personallv ttelephone, b., M1ILEPER!.E

20.8 Z By receiot of the =tre, oack.i'e

34.8 Z. In a written order

lo.O Z. Other. specifv: ............

22. What was your Participation 33.1 X Hioh. and I was oiven full frpedom
in the selection orocess to choose

14.1 % Some, and I could have refuspd

14.6 . Some, but I did not feel that I had

any influence
8.7 X Scarce. I was ordered to at least

t r
21.5 7. None. I was strictlv ordered

23. What were your feelinos .

about beino selectedV

45.4 2 Liked it verv much Mean: 2.342

15.5 % Liked it somewhat St dev: 1.49c

12.7 % No so feelinas Median: 1,797

12.3 % Disliked it some- variance. ? .227
what

14,1 X. Disliked it verv Mode: I
much

"kewness: 4 6

5 3*,.



24. Did you exoress your
reacti ons/f eel inos to
Your suoeriors?

79. 2 Z. Yes

20.8 X. No

'5. If you volunteered or liked the
assianment. what was your orimne
motivation?

55.8 Z. The job challenoe

2.33 Better oromotion oossibilities

4.6 Z Incentive Day

4.0 X. Avoid other jobs/tour overseas

3.5 Z. Dislike for present assianment

L l S~~~.8%Z Others, soecif: ... .. .. .. .. 
.. .
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Hypothesis 1 : THERE IS RARELY ANY KNOWLEDGE ABOUT RECRUITING

DUTIES BEFORE ASSIGNMENT TO USAREC.

This hypothesis was specifically addressed in question 17: "What

did vou know about recruitino duties before your assignment to USEC '

It might be wrong to state that this question is built strictly

according to Likert's scale as the middle point might incorporate elements on

either side of it. This is why I did not put up the frequencv statisics in the

results presented on pape 52. With this limitation in mind. and the fact that

the scale is built from "thorough" to "nothing" and adiusted from oositi.e

to negative, let me present the answers and the calculated frequencies.

17. What did you know about Mean: 3.81e
recruiting duties before

your assinment 4.5 X I had a thorough St dev: 1.179

to USAREC? knowledge
11.0 2 Some, and positively Median: 4.031

discussed
20,5 % Some, and realis- Variance: .390

tically presented
26.4 2 Some, but negatively Skewness:-OJ'.01)"

discussed

37.6 X Absolutely nothing

As seen in the presentation of the accumulated data ,oaae 47 - 54-

this is the only question leaning totally toward the neoative side. It has a

larqe negative skewness, the mode tells that "absolutely nothing" was the most

frequent answer and the mean is on the right (neoative) side in the column

"some. but neoativelv discussed", The discouraoing answer, where a total of

64 percent answered either "absolutely nothing" or "some. but neoativelv

discussed", is in accordance with earlier studies' °' The Guantification of

'"Graham. Warren R.. Brown. Georae H.. King, William t... White.

Leonore and Wood. Mark D.. A Pilot Study of Army Recruiters: Their Job
Behaviors and Personal Characteristics, Human Resources Research Oroanization.
Virginia, Apr 1975, oage 38.
See paqe 23. 55
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two-thirds of the recruiters is. however, so high that it is necessary to

follow up by studying what implications this has on their performance, etc.

*4****** * CROSSTABULAT I ON OF *******

017 DID YOU KNOW ABOUT RECRUITING DUTIES? By
009 CHRRACTERIZE YOUR PERFORMANCE AS RECRUIFEF

09
COUNT I

ROW PCT IEXCELLEN ABOVE A AVERAGE BELOW A POOR ROW

COL PCT IT VERAGE VERAGE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

I . I 20 I 17 I I K I 1 i 47
THOROUGH [HOWLED 1 46.5 1 .39.5 1 11.6 1 '2 2. 1 4.5

I 9.7 I 5.3 1 1.9 I 0 I 2, I

1 2. 1 1.8 I .5 1 C £ . I
--I-----....I--------.I--------.I--------.I-........-

2. 1 29 1 44 1 24 1 7 1 2 10o
SOME.POS DISCUSS 1 27.4 I 41.5 1 22.6 I 6.6 I 1.9 1 11.1

1 14.1 1 13.8 1 9.1 1 5.4 I 4.2 £
I 3.0 I 4.6 I 2.5 I .7 1 .2

3. I 46 I 68 1 60 I 18 1 o 1 t98
SOME.REA PRESENT 1 23.2 1 34.3 1 30.3 I 9.1 1 .).0 1 2t..5

I 22.3 I 21.3 I 22.8 I 14.0 I 12.5 1
I 4.8 1 7.0 I 6.2 I 1.9 1 .a I

4. I 31 I 82 I 58 1 61 1 23 1 255
SOMENEG DISCUSS I 12.2 I 32.2 I 22.7 I 23.9 I ;.( I 2b.4

I 15.0 I 25.7 I 22.1 1 47.3 1 47.9 1

I 3.2 1 8.5 I 6.0 1 6.3 1 2.4 I

5. I 80 1 108 I 116 I 43 1 . I 3
ABSOLUT NOTHING 1 22.0 I 29.8 I 32.) I 11.8 1 4.4 1 T7.b

I 38.8 I 33.9 I 44.1 1 33.3 I 3
I 8. -) 1 11.2 I 12.0 I 4.5 1 I. t
I-------- I --------- I --------- I -------- .--

COLUMN 206 31 263 1 48
TOT"L 21.3 3.1 27. 13.4 5,_ ,. '

PAW CHI SQUARE = 86.1727 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SI1JIFICANCE :.on00
CkRpMEP"S V = .14942

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .28632

The eyact chi-souare in the table is computed to be 8b.17727 which

is considered high and sionifies a relationship between Lnowledoe and thpir
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performance. The sionificance is 0.0000 which tells us that the probability

of obtainino a value this large or larger is less than 1 chance in 10.000, so

we can conclude that this chi-square is very larae indeed.

This is a 5x5 table. and the continoencv coefficient of 0.428612 is

considered high enough to justify the hypothesis. The samole is. howeier. not

correlated along any diagonals, mostly because of the 52 oercrnf who knew

absolutely nothing and still do better than average.

The table shows that 86 percent of those who had thorovjh knowledoe

and 69 percent of those who had been given a positive presentation do abo~e

average or better. compared with 52 and 44 percent of those who knew nc.thina

or were given negative information. On the other side. only 2 and 3.5 oercent

of those who had a positive or thorough knowledoe do less thai averaoe,

compared with 16.2 and 33 percent of those who knew nothinn or were a-ien a

neoative presentation.

SUMMARY. There is a valid relationship between the recruiters know-

ledge about recruiting duties before they were assigned to USAREC and their

performance as recruiters.

The probability of doing better than average is 1.5 times oreater for

those who are provided a thorough or positive knowledge as comoared to those

who knew nothing or were given negative information.

The probability of doing below average or poor is 5.5 times greater

for those who knew nothing or had received a negative presentation as compared

to those who had been provided a thorough or positive knowledge.

Among those who had been given a realistic presentation 57.3 percent

do better than average. 30.3 percent feel they do an averaoe iob. and onl.

12.1 percent feel they do "below average" or "poor".
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CROSSTABULAT I ON OF

017 DID YOU KNOW ABOUT RECRUITING DUTIES?
012 RANK RECRUITING AS A DUTY ASSIGNMENT?

012
COUNT I

ROW PCT IFIRST SECOND THIRD NOT D ROW
COL PCT I ESIRED TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1

017 I -------- I -------- I-------- I -------- I
I. 25 1 11 I I 6 1 43

THOROUGH KNOWLED I 58.1 I 25.6 I 2.3 I 14.0 1 4.5
I 8.7 I 4.5 I .8 I 1.9 I

I 2.6 I 1.1 I .1 I .o I
-I--------.I--------.I-----I---- p

2. I 41 I 34 I 9 I 22 1 1Cc
SOME.POS DISCUSS I 38.7 I 32.1 I 8.5 I 2'.S I 1 .

I 14.3 I 14.0 1 7.I 1 7.1 1
I 4.2 I 3.5 I . I 2. I
-I-----I-----I-----I-----I

3. I 67 I 59 I 31 I 41 I 1'-8
SOME.REA PRESENT I 33.8 I 29.8 I 15.7 I 20.7 1 20.5

1 23.3 1 24.4 1 24.6 1 13.2 1
I 6.9 I 6.1 I 3.2 I 4.2 1

4. I 47 I 49 I 38 I 121 I 255
SOME.NEG DISCUSS I 18.4 I 19.2 I 14.9 I 47.5 1 26.4

I 16.4 I 20.2 I 30.2 I 39.0 I
I 4.9 I 5.1 I 3.9 1 12.5 I

-I-----I--------.I--------.I-----I

5. I 107 I 89 I 47 I 120 I 3 3
ABSOLUT NOTHING I 29.5 I 24.5 I 12.9 1 33.1 I 37.6

I 37.3 I 36.8 I 37.3 I 38.7 I
I 11.1 I 9.2 I 4.9 I 12.4 1

COLUMN 287 242 126 310
TOTAL 29.7 25.1 13.1 32.1 1.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 76.61654 WITH 12 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 6.066

CRAMER"S V = .16268
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT =.27121

The chi-square is as hiah as 76.61654 and the sionificance as low as

0.000. which tells us that there exist a relationship between their Fnowledoe

about recruitino duties before they were assioned to USAREC and their later
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preference of recruitino as a duty assiqnment. This can also be expressed as

a level of probability for a correct hypothesis that is hioher than 99.99

percent.

This is a 5x4 table and Cramer's V is too low to state that the

relationshio is specifically strong.

The table displays that 58.1 percent of those who had been olven a

thorouah knowledoe rank recruitlno as their most oreferable fut,ure assion-

ment. This is 3,2 times as many as those who previously had been neoativel.

informed and twice as many as those who knew absolutely nothirio.

On the other side of the scale, 14 percent of those with a thoro,_oh

knowledoe do not want recruitino as their next assionment. The correspond)qn

percentaqe for those who knew nothino is 33.1, which is 2.4 tines hioher.

The percentace for those with neoative information is 47.5, which is 3.4

times hiqher than for those with a thorouoh knowledge.

The pattern is further emphasized bv considerino the first and econd

column versus the third and fourth. Then 83.7 percent of those with thorouoh

knowledoe and 70.8 percent of those with some and positive nowiedoe would

rank recruitino either first or second: while 62.4 percent of those with

neoative knowledoe and 46 percent of those with absolutely no knowledoe would

rank it third or as undesired.

SUMMARY. There is a valid relationship between the recruiters know-

ledue about recruitina duties before thev were assioned to USARE and their

later preference for a recruitino assionment. Those who were oiven a realis-

tic, positive or thorouoh knowledoe rank a recruitino assinment far hiaher

than those who knew nothino or were oiven a neoative presentation. The mnrp

previous Inowledge. the hioher they rank a recruitino assianment.
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This is a 5x3 table and Cramer's V is barely hiah enouoh to tell u

about an averaoe strength in the relationship.

The table is interesting in that it displavs an almost 5,6i56 oercen-

taoe between DA selected recruiters and volunteers. The third columr ith 15

recruiters is. as earlier commented (pace 46). of insignificant importance.

SvBy looking at and highlightina the first and second columns it is

easy tc observe a sianificant shift between volunteers and "draftees" as a

function of knowledoe.

Starting at the top. 69.8 percent of those with thorouoh knowledge

had volunteered. This level drops to 66 percent of those who had some. but

positive information. It further drops to a breakino point at 55.1 percent

for those who had some, and realistically presented information. The weioht

then shifts to the left column displaying that 70.2 percent of those with

a negative presentation had been "drafted", and that the oercentlae of

"draftees" was 66.1 for those who had not been provided any information at

all.
I have so far only used row totals when extractina information from

the tables. Let me. however, here use column oercentaoes from column one,

displavino that 32.6 percent of the "draftees" had some, but neoative infor-

mation and that another 43.7 percent of them knew absolutely nothino, in

order to state that altooether 76.3 percent of the "draftees" were poor] v

informed.

SUJHARY. There is a valid relationship betwen knowledoe about

recruiting duties before they were assigned to USAREC and how the, were

selected. Volunteers have a more thorough and positive knowledge than VA-

selected recruiters. DA selection provides for the most oart uninformed or

neoativelv informed recruiters.
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********* C R 0 S S T A B U L A T I 0 N OF ********
.A

Q17 DID YOU KNOW ABOUT RECRUITING DUTIES?
Q22 DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN SELECTION PROCESS?

922

COUNT I
ROW PCT IHIGH.1 SOME.I SOME.BUT SCARCE. NONE, I ROW

COL PCT ICOULD CH COULD RE NO INFL ORD TRY WAS ORDE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

Q17 I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
1. 1 29 1 7 1 3I II 31 43

THOROUGH KNOWLED 1 67.4 I 16.3 1 7.0 I 2.3 I .. 1 4.5
I 9.1 I 5.1 I 2.1 I 1.2 1 1.1 I
I 3.0 I .7 I .3 I .1 1 .3 1

2. I I 14 I 15 1 1 1 Io 1 I106
SONE.POS DISCUSS I 56.6 1 13.2 I 14.2 1 .9 1 15,z I 11.,

1 18.8 1 10.3 1 10.6 1 1.2 I 5. I
I 6.2 I 1.5 I 1.6 I .1 1 1.! I

3. I 83 I 38 I 26 I 8 I 43 1 i96
SOE.REA PRESENT 1 41.9 1 19.2 1 13.1 1 4.0 1 21.7 1 20.5

1 1 26.0 I 27.9 I 18.4 1 9.5 I 15.1 I
I 8.6 I 3.9 I 2.7 I .8 I 4.5 1

4. 1 60 1 20 I 45 I 46 I 84 1 255
SOMEINEG DISCUSS I 23.5 1 7.8 I 17.6 I 18.0 I 32.9 I 26.4

I 18.8 I 14.7 I 31.9 I 54.8 1 29.5 1
I b.2 1 2.1 1 4.7 1 4.8 I 8.7 1
I-----I-----I------I-----I-----I

5. I 87 1 57 I 52 I 28 1 17)q I 33
ABSOLUT NOTHING I 24.0 I 15.7 I 14.3 I 7.7 1 38.3 I 37.6

I 27.3 I 41.9 I 36.9 I 33.3 I 48.8 I
1 9.0 1 5.9 1 5.4 I 2.9 1 14.4 1

COLUMN 319 136 141 84 285 965

TOTAL 33.1 14.1 14.6 8.7 29.5 100.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 138.83431 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE = 0.000)

CRAMER"S V = .18965 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .35465

The chi-square in this relationship is extremely hiah (138.83431).

and the significance is extremely low (0.0000). This tells us that there

exists a relationship between their knowledge about recruitino duties before

they were assioned to USAREC and how thev felt about their own participation

in the selection process. This is stated with a orobabilitv higher than

99.99 percent.
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The reason behind the high contingency coefficient is found by

studvino the column percentages, and simultaneously extractino the most

interestino information from the table. As can be seen. the column totals

from left (positive) to rioht (negative) in question 22 are 33.1. 14.1.

14.6. 8.7 and 29.5 percent. When setting this up against the level of know-

ledae, the main portion (53.9 percent) of the 33 percent who felt a hioh

deoree of participation had thorough, positive or realistic information. The

main portion (52.9 percent) of those 14.1 percent who felt they had some

influence are found amona those who had some (neaative.realistic or oositi.e,

knowledoe. The main portion (87.2 percent) of those 14.6 percent who felt

some level of oarticioation but without any influence are founa on the lower

half of the knowledge scale. A significant shift appears when reoardino those

who felt scarce or no level of participation in the process. The main oortion

of these. 87.8 and 78.3 percent respectively, state that they knew nothino or

had a neqative presentation of a recruiting assianment.

SUMMARY There is a valid relationship between their knowledge about

recruiting duties before they were assioned to USAREC and how they felt about

their own participation in the selection process. Those who had some knowledoe

experienced a hiaher level of participation, while those with negative or no

knowledge experienced an extremely low level of participation in their own

selection as recruiters.

The last table I will present while commentino on the level of

knowledge concerns the relationship between this level and what motivated

them to apply for or made them like the assignment.

63

5 4. - L t . o" -,.~. a .- ' l
.

4.€ € , '..",,."-. -" , e",' ".', -"." , .• -, • -, .- ••.-



CROSSTABULAT I ON OF

017 DID YOU KNOW ABOUT RECRUITING DUTIES? By
P25 WHAT WAS YOUR PRIME MOTIVATION?

025

COUNT I
ROW PCT I THE JOB PROMOT. INCENTIV AVOID OT DISLIKE OTHER ROW
COL PCT I CHALLENG POSSIBIL E PAY HER JOBS PRES ASM TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 -01 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 b.1

I -------- I -------- I --------I -------- I -------- I -------- I--------I
1. I 5 I 28 I 7 I I I 1 I I I I 43

THOROUGH 1 11.6 I 65.1 I 16.3 1 2.3 I 2.3 I ') I 2.3 1 4.5
KNOWLED I 1.4 I 8.3 I 5.0 I 3.6 1 4.2 1 0 I i.9 I

I .5 1 2.9 I .7 I .1 I .1 I 0 1 .1 1
*-I-----I-----I------ --------I-----I-----I-----i

2. 1 12 1 59 1 19 I 4 I 4 1 1 1 7 I 1%
SOME.POS I 11.3 I 55.7 1 17.9 1 3.8 I 3.8 I .1 I o.6 I il.u
DISCUSS I 3.3 1 17.5 I 13.5 I 14.3 I 16.7 I 4.8 I 13.2 1

1 1.2 1 o.l I 2.0 1 .4 I .4 I .1 I .7 I

3. 1 45 I 91 1 38 1 8 I 4 I 4 1 8 1 198
SOME.REA I 22.7 I 46.0 I 19.2 I 4.0 I 2.0 I 2.' I 4.0 I 0.5
PRESENT I 12.5 I 27.0 I 27.0 1 28.6 I 16.7 I 19.0 I 15.1 1

I 4.7 I 9.4 I 3.9 1 .8 I .4 I .4 I .8 I
-I--------.I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I

4. 1 134 1 58 1 36 I 4 I 5 I 8 1 1' I 255
SOME.NEG I 52.5 1 22.7 I 14.1 I 1.6 1 2.0 1 3.1 I 3.9 1 2t. 4

DISCUSS 1 37.1 I 17.2 1 25.5 1 14.3 1 20.8 I 38.1 1 18.9 1

I 13.9 I 6.0 I 3.7 I .4 I .5 I .8 1 1.0 1
-I--------.I--------.I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I

5. I 165 1 101 1 41 I 11 I 1') I 9 1 2 / T '

ABSOLUT I 45.5 1 27.8 I 11.3 I 3.0 I 2.8 1 2.2 1 7.4 1 T- _

NOTHING 1 45.7 1 30.0 1 29.1 1 39.3 1 41.7 1 38.1 1 50.9 1
I 17.1 I 10.5 1 4.2 I 1.1 I 1.0 I .8 1 2.8 1

-IIII --------I -------- I-------- I -------- I
COLUMN 361 337 141 28 24 21 53
TOTAL 37.4 34.9 14.6 2.9 2.5 2.2 5

RAW CHI SQUARE = 126.26722 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE =.01,100
CRAMER"S V = .18086
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .34016

As this table also includes in column 0 those 361 recruiters who

neither volunteered nor liked the assignment, it is not correct to assess

this topic throuoh a strict crosstabulation procedure. I will therefore only

comment on the observed values in column I to 6. Note also that. the total
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column percentages deviate proportionally from the earlier presentation

of question 25 (see pages 47 and 54).

It might be considered somewhat artificial to attempt to evaluate

and rank the different motivating factors. It seems, however, that motivation

through iob challenoe is better than personal incentives. hiaher promotion

probabilities or additional pay, and by far better than beino motivated by

wantino to avoid other assignments or the present lob situation.

When looking at the responses, column by column, the following pattern appears:

- 52.8 percent of those who were motivated by the job challenge are toUnd in

the upper half of the knowledge scale (thorough. oositive or realistic-

- 54.6 percent of those who were motivated by the orosnect of hioher

promotion possibilities and 53.6 percent of those who were motivated by

incentive pay are found in the lower scale (negative or no knowledone

- 41.7 percent of those who were motivated by wanting to avoid other

undesired jobs or to escape from their present jobs (38.1 percent) are found

on the very bottom of the knowledge scale (absolutely no knowledge,.

It is also interesting to notice that 82.8 percent of those who did

not answer this question (those who either disliked or had no special

feelings about being selected) are found on the lowest part of the knowledge

scale 'negative or no knowledge).

SUMMARY. Those with a thorough knowledge or a positive and realistic

presentation of recruiting are more motivated by the job challenge. Those

with less or negative previous information are more motivated by incentives

or by avoiding other iobs. Almost half of thcse who either disliked or had

no special feelings about recruiting assignments have received absolutely no

previous information about recruiting duties.

65



-7 , . , - , V- . .

H y pDt he si s 2 : LOCAL INFLUENCE OR OPINION APPEARS

MORE DISCOURAGING THAN ENCOURAGING.

This hvpothesis was selected in order to identifv and evaluate the

flow of local information. It is closely linked to Hvoothesis I,',: "Most of

the ootential recruiter s knowledae about recruitino duties is acquired from

NCO colleaoues who have had experience as recruiters". As it also is linked

to the stated lack of information. I selected to treat this aspect as a

separate hvpothesis, a sort of bridge between H I and H I".

Central in testino this hypothesis is question 25 which di.-ides the

respondents into two distinct arouns. On one side there are those who volu,-

teered or liked the assionment (later called positive'. and on the other side

are those who disliked, or at best were ambivalent to. the selection (later

called negative). I could also have used question 23: "What were your feelinos

about beina selected)". but would then have included volunteers who disli :el

the assignment.

To start by looking at what implications the lack of information has

on the recruiters' oerformance. well-beinq. etc.. let me first tie it to the

former table (paoe 64). Column '3. which is displavino the eotativ e recruiters-

tells us that 45.7 oercent of them had absolutely no oreio,., :nfornw l n

about recruitino duties at all. Lookino at the other sid,; o thet. " . 'Ho

upoer part of the column,. e.tremelv f ew with either thor:.-,i',h ;no :-edje I

percent' nr wit h some and Dositive information (3.,  Derrent ,  di =I -r- hn r,r

iel ec ted.

/', . The I acr of orevi ous i nformat ion about r,cr 't, nn it Ps

is one of the maior reasons why many recruiters dislike, or feel emb1vel31nt

toward. beino selected for a recruiting assignment. Positive ard realistlr1cll

presented information reduces this negative attitude.
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025 WHAT WAS YOUR PRIME MOTIVATION' R,(
009 CHARACTERIZE YOUR PERFORMANCE AS A RFC.'I.IIER

COUNT I
ROW PCT IEXCELLEN ABOVE A AVERAGE BELOW A POOP ROW
COL PCF IT VERAGE VERAGE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

025 I-------- - ------ -1------ ----- I--- I-------- -------- I
- I 3 91 I 120 I 78 1 3

I 9.1 I 25.2 1 33.2 I 21.6 1 ,.8 I 37.1
I 16.) 1 28.5 1 45.6 1 60.5 I s . 1
I .3.4 1 9.4 I 12.4 I 8.1 I 4. f

1. 1 117 I 127 1 66 1 24 1 .
THE JOB CHALLENG 1 34.7 1 37.7 1 19.6 1 7.1 J 1 4.

1 56.8 I 39.8 1 25.1 1 18.6 1 6 ."

1 12.1 1 13."2 1 6.8 1 2.5 1 .

2. I 28 I 57 I 39 I 14 I 1 141
PROMOT. POSSIBIL 1 19.9 I 40.4 I 27.7 1 9.9 1 ,.1 1 4.6

S I13. 6 I 17.9 I 14.8 I 16.9 1 7. 3
I 2.9 I 5.9 I 4.0 I 1.5 1 .3 "

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I-----I-------

3. 1 8I 81 6 1 6 1 ,1 28
INCENTIVE PAY I 28.6 I 28.6 I 21.4 I 21.4 1 1 2.9

1 3.9 1 2.5 1 2.3 1 4.7 I , I
I I 1 6 I .6 I 0 1

-I--------.I-----I--------.I--------.I-.........

4. I 6 1 8 I 8 1 I I 1 24 
AVOID OTHER JOBS 1 25.0 I .3 I 33.3 I 4.2 I 4.7 1 .5

1 2.9 I 2.5 1 3.0 1 .8 1 2.1
I .6 I .8 I .8 1 1 I 1

5. I 5 I 5 I 8 I 3 I 2 1"
DISLIKE PRES ASM 1 23.8 1 23.8 1 38.1 1 14.3 1 K.2.2

1 2.4 I 1.6 I 3.0 I 2.3 I
I .5 1 .5 I .8 I .3 I 1
-I--------.I-----I-----I-.......-I-------

6. 1 9 I 16) I 3 1 1 53)
OTHER 1 17.0 1 43.4 I 30.2 I 5.7 I 3.8 1 5.5

1 4.4 I 7.2 I 6.1 I 2.3 1 4.2 1
I .9 1 2.4 1 1.7 I .3 1 ,2

-I-----....I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------I

COLUMN 206 319 263 129 48 961.
TOTAL 21.3 33.1 27.3 13.4 5.0 1)0.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 157.90770 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 0.00)
CRAMER"S V = .20226 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT . 3 500
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With respect to the neuative recruiters (see page 6o). this is an

important table. Let me first quicklv run through the methodoloov by statina

that there exists a hioh relationship between the recruiters notivation

and how they Perform (chi-sauare is 157.90770 and Cramer s V is

A verv distinctive difference is seen between the neoative trow 6!

and the positive recruiters (row I to 6). Among the 129 recruiters who feel

they do below averaoe, 60.5 percent belono to the neoative. and out of the

48 recruiters who feel they do poorly, i.e.. have areat difficulties with

makiria their mission box. 81.3 percent belono to the same neoatie oroun.

On the other hand. only 16 percent of the neoative feel the, dO an e.:cellent

io- as compared to 84 percent for the positive. and only 28.5 oercenf ieel

they do above averaoe as compared to 71.5 percent for the positive.

This can also be visualized by lookino at the row oercertaoes. buf d'

not disreoard the inflationary effect of beino asked to evaluate one s own

performance.

The most common answer is "averaoe"

i33.2 percent) amona the neoative

recruiters, and the main portion

V (65.5 percent) is found from averaoe

and below. The most common answer is

"above averaoe" amono the Positive

recruiters. and the main Portion is

''"' '" ' ° found as above averaoe or ecellent.

SUMMARr', Recruiters who neither volunteered nor Iiied the assion-

ment characterize their own performance far lower than those who either

volunteered or liked beinp selected to a recruitino assionment.
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C R*******ACROSS UABULAT I ON OF

025 WHAT WAS YOUR PRIME MOTIVATION? Bf 010
Q10 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER?

OI j

COUNT I
ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE DISLIKE ROW
COL PCT IVERf MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VERt MUC TOTL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

025 I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
-0 I 61 I 69 I 47 I 62 I 122 I 361

1 16.9 I 19.1 1 13.0 I 17.2 I 3. 8 I 3 .4
I 16.1 I 32.9 I 46.1 I 54.4 I 76.3 I
I .3 1 7.2 1 4.9 1 6.4 1 12.6 1

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I

I. I 218 I 67 I 17 I 24 I 11 1 37
THE JOB CHALLENG I 64.7 I 19.9 I 5.0 I 7.1 1 3.3 1 34.

I 57.5 I 31.9 I 16.7 I 21.1 I 1. I
I 22.6 1 6.9 1 1.8 I 2.5 1 1.I I

2. I 59 1 37 I 20 I 15 I 10 1 141
PROMOT. POSSIBIL 1 41.8 I 26.2 1 14.2 1 10.6 I 7.1 I 14.6

I 15.6 I 17.6 I 19.6 I 13.2 I 6.3 1
1 6.1 I 3.8 1 2.1 1 1.6 1.0 I

3. I a 1 10 1 3 1 3 1 4 1 28
INCENTIVE PAY 1 28.6 I 35.7 I 10.7 I 10.7 1 14.3 1 2.9

I 2.1 I 4.8 I 2.9 I 2.6 I 2.5 I
1 .8 1 1.0 1 .3 1 .3 1 .4 1

4. 1 8 1 9 1 4 1 II 2 1 24
AVOID OTHER JOBS 1 33.3 I 37.5 I 16.7 I 4.2 1 8.3 I 2.5

I 2.1 I 4.3 I 3.9 I .9 1 1-2 1
1 .8 1 .9 I .4 I .1 1 .2 1

5 1 7 1 5 1 51 3 I 21
DISLIKE PRES ASM I 33.3 I 23.8 1 23.8 I 14.3 1 4.8 I 2.2

1 1.8 I 2.4 I 4.9 I 2.6 1 .6 1
I .7 I .5 1 .5 1 .3 1 .1 1

6. 1 18 1 13 I 6 1 6 1 10 1 53
OTHER I 34.0 I 24.5 I 11.3 1 11.3 I 18.9 1 5.5

I 4.7 I 6.2 1 5.9 1 5.3 1 6. 3, 1
I 1.9 I 1.3 I .6 1 .6 I 1.0 I

-I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
COLUMN 379 210 102 114 161) 965
TOTAL 39.3 21.8 10.6 11.8 16.6 100.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 257.41216 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE = o
CRAMER"S V = .25825 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .45890
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This chi-sauare relationship is extremely hiah. in fact one of the

highest values observed in the survey. 257.43216. The significance is O.

meanino with 100 percent probability that there exists a relationship between

their initial motivation and their later feelings about being a recruiter.

The table is highly logical, and I planned initially to either byoasa

it or briefly comment on it as self-explanatory. I have. however, come across

a belief during the earlier phases of the study that it does not matter how

ooorlv motivated a selected recruiter is. because he will be "enlightened"

dnd motivated throuoh a recruiter course at USAREC and through later pr-actice

at his recruiting battalion. I susoect this attitude is the basis for the

auoted Commander s Note (see paoe 21).

Let me use this table to demonstrate that this belief is wrono.

Before elaborating on the table, note, however, that the vertical question 25

refers to a time period before their selection, and that the horizontal

question refers to their present situation as active recruiters.

The table tells that the majority of the initially necative rec-

ruiters t33.8 percent) still "dislike very much" beino recruiters, which is

76.3 oercent of the 160 who feel this extreme discomfort. More than haif o+

them (51 percent) dislike either somewhat or very much beino recruiters, as

compared to a small number (less than 15 percent) of those who were motivated

before being assioned. I might have to make some justification for those ib.A

percent and for some of those 19.1 percent negative who liked beino recruiters:

but I feel confident that the described belief is obscurino the importance of

a recruiter s initial motivation.
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SUMMARY. There exists a strong relationship between initial

motivation and later feelings about being recruiters. Those who were initially

motivated later feel far better about being recruiters than those who were

neoative or ambivalent to the selection. Initial neoativism seems to be

maintained during the assignment.

The next table (paqe 72) is locical and self-explanatory.

It is another table with a high chi-square value and the distinct value o

for the sionificance, stating a 100 percent probability for a relationshio.

The relationship here is between the initial motivation and whether or not

they would recommend a recruiting assignment to one of their oood friends.

It states that most of the initially negative recruiters (68.1 Per-

cent) would not recommend a recruitno assignment with 15.2 percent answerino

that they dont know. The remaining 16.6 percent who still answered they

would recommend it comprise only 60 recruiters (6.2 percent of the total).

The corresponding number for the positive motivated recruiters is 326 which

is 54 percent.

SUMMARY. There exists a relationship between the initial motivation

of recruiters and whether or not they would recommend a recruiting assionment

to one of their oood friends. More than two-thirds of the initially neoative

recruiters would not recommend such as assignment while more than one half of

the positive recruiters would.
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CROSSTABULA T I ON OF

025 WHAT WAS YOUR PRIME MOTIVATION? Eu
Q15 SATISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE LAST JOB'

015
COUNT I

ROW PCT IVERY SAT SATISFIE NEITHER SOMEWHAT VERY DIS ROW
COL PCT IISFIED NOR DISSATI SATISFIE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

Q25 I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I

-0 1 288 1 63 1 4 1I II h I
I 79.8 I 17.5 I 1.1 I 1.4 1 .3 I 37.4
I 42.6 I 25.5 I 21.1 I 26.3 1 25." I
I 29.8 I 6.5 1 .4 I .5 1 .1 1

1. I 228 I 98 I 5 I 5 I I 1
THE JOB CHALLENG 1 67.7 1 29.1 1 1.5 1 1.5 I . f { 34.

I 33.7 I 39.7 I 26.3 1 26.3 1 5 I

1 23.6 1 10-2 1 .5 1 .5 1 .1 1

2.1 90 2 44 1 6 1 2 1 1 141
PROMOT. POSSIBIL I 63.8 I 31.2 I 4.3 I .7 I I 14.o

I 13.3 1 17.8 1 31.6 1 5.3 1 1

I 9.3 I 4.6 I .6 1 .1 1 0 I
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I-------..

3. 1 181 7 1 21 1 28
INCENTIVE PAY I 64.3 I 25.0 I 3.6 1 7.1 1 0 I 2.9

I 2.7 I 2.8 I 5.3 I 10.5 1 1
I 1.9 1 .7 I .1 I .2 I 

4. 1 14 1 6 I II 31 0 24
AVOID OTHER JOBS I 58.3 1 25.0 I 4.2 1 12.5 1 1 I .5

1 2. I 1 2.4 1 5. 3 1 15.8 1 1
1 1.5 I .6 I .1 1 .3 0 1

-I------I-----I-----I-----I-.........1

5.1 8 1 91 II 2 1 1 1

DISLIKE PRES ASM I 38.1 I 42.9 I 4.8 I 9.5 I 4.8 I 2.2
1 1.2 1 3.6 I 5.3 1 10.5 1 25.10 1
I .8 I .9 I .1 I .2 I .1 I

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I

6. 1 30 1 20 ! II 1 1 53
OTHER 1 56.6 f 37.7 1 1.9 1 1.9 1 1.9 1 5.5

I 4.4 1 8.1 I 5.3 I 5.3 1 25.) I
1 3.1 1 2.1 1 I I .1 1 I I

-I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
COLUMN 676 247 19 19 4 965
TOTAL 70. 1 25.6 2.0 2.0 .4 1.0 )

RAW CHI SQUARE = 75.45125 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE = 0.,,

CRAMER"S V = .13981 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = . 2 (
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The chi-square in the table on pane 72 is hiqh enouqh to indicate a

relationship between their motivation toward a recruitino assionment and their

earlier level of satisfaction with the military life, and the sionificance

is low enouoh to iustifv it. Cramer's V moderates, however, the strenoth of

it.

Mv reason for presentino this table is to demonstrate that it is not

true that the initially negative recruiters comorise those who normall, re

neoative in nature, as opposed to the positive recruiters who norm Illv feel

challenoed by or positive to all kinds of job situations. Bv condensino rne

table -into a visualization of the two Groups, the followino relationsr Io

apoears:

Very sat Satisfied Neither/ Somewhat very d1s- Total
nor dissatis satisfied

Row 0 (neoative) 288 63 4 5 1
79.8 17.4 1.1 1.4 0..

Row 1 6 (nos) 388 184 15 14 4
64.2 30.4 2.5 2.4 0.5

I do not deny that it may be oossible to trace some of this bal to

the old savino that the best lob you ever had was the one you recently lett.

but this ouoht to be close to proportional for both oroups. Even if some of

it is due to an overemphasizino by the negative because of a dislike for

their present iob situation. I see no reason for statino a totally opposite

hypothesis.

SUMMARY. There is no sionificant difference in satisfaction with

the military as a way of life between those who were initiallv neaative to

the recruiting assionment and those who were positive to it.
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*** ** CROSST ABUL AT I ON OF *********

017 DID YOU KNOW ABOUT RECRUITING DUTIES? BY
018 WHO PROVIDED YOU WITH THIS KNOWLEDGE ?

** *********** ** * **** * ** ***** 4*

V19
COUNT I

ROW PCT ICOMMAND. OTHER OF OUTSIDER NCO COL.L OTHER NC NONE FOL
COL PCT TOFFICERS FICERS REC.TEA EX RECR 0 COLLEA TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 A.1

SI --------- I---------I-------I---------I---------I-------
I. I 7 I 6 1 7 1 21 1 7 1 0 1 47

THOROUGH KNOWLED 1 16.3 1 14.0 1 16.3 1 48.8 I 4.7 1 0 1 4.5

I 36.8 I 17.6 I 6.1 I 5. I T

1 .7 1 . 1 1 .7 1 2.2 I ,2 1 0
-I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----

2. 1 4 1 14 1 32 1 4 5 I
SOME.POS DISCUSS 1 3.8 I 13.2 1 30.2 1 46.7 1 , I 'I 1 11.'.

I 21.1 I 41.2 1 27.8 1 13.4 1 [6,7 1 f
1 .4 1 1.5 1 3.3 I 5.1 T , 0 1

3. I 7 I 1 I 63 1 104 1 14 1 T ! A

SOMERFA PRESENT I 3.5 1 5.1 I I.8 1 F2.5 T I I 7' 1 "
I 36.8 1 29,4 1 54.8 I 28.4 1 )t5 I "

.7 1 1 .0 I 6.5 1 10.8 [. 5 o I

4. 1 1 I 4 I 13 I 192 1 45 , I 1 25.

SOME.NEG DISCUSS 1 .4 1 1.6 1 5.1 1 79,3 1 17.6 1 T 1 76 4

1 5.3 I 11.8 I 11 .3 I 52 . 5 I 56.2 I 1
. .4 1 1.3 1 19. 1 4.7 1 T

5. 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 9 1 363 >.

ABSOLUT NOTHING I 0 I 0 I 0 I T, ( T I , 77

1 0 I 1 0 1 ,, 1 '" T n- nn
I 0 I I I I Th r

COLUMN JQ 34 115 356 8 367 5
TOTAL. 2.0 3.5 11 .9 3.9 0

RAW CHI SOUARE = 1181.63738 WITH 20 DEGREES OF FREEDOM.
SIGNIFICANCE = 0
CRAMER"S V = .55328

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .74193

The chi-square in this table is extremely hiah, by f{r the hiohest

value in the total survey. The sionificance is O. statino with 10,, oercent

probability that there exists a relationship between wh. t the, pre,]o isl. 1few

about recruitino and who orovided them with this knowledoe.
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This is a 6x5 table, and a Cramer's V of 0.55328 is considered ver.

hioh and justifies a strong relationship. Even if the number of rows end

columns are different, the contingencv coefficient disolavs a correlation of

the observed values alono the main diaoonal.

The total table may not seem interesting initially. and the tested

relationship might even seem self-evident. For instance, the observation that

the 363 who knew nothino about recruiting were not provided this knowledoe

b, arnvone does not contribute more to our knowledge than the tact that the

data seems logical and valid.

If one. however, looks at row 4 which disolavs who oro.'ided the

neoative information, it is seen that NCO colleagues with recruitinc

experience were responsible for most of the information k3l.8 oercent of

those who were informed - see also Hvoothesis 10). and that most of them

(52.5 percent) oave a neoative presentation. Recardino other NCO colleaoues

providina local influence, it is seen that thev are even worse than former

recruiters in that two-third of them present neoative information.

The only local defense aoainst this massive neoative influence seems

to be commandino officers and other officers at the units, who are reoarer

as providino both positive and realistic information. Their effort seems,

however, to pale in comparison with the massive horizontal NCO informafonn,

at a rate of 1 to 8.

There is another oroup which needs to be addressed. and that is thp

outside selection team and other USAREC information personnel. They are obi-

ouslv well oualified and instructed to provide the most realistic informftion

about recruitino duties. They are. however. comoetino wi~ h local NCO coll-o,,es

with recrultino experience.
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SUMMARY. A hiah proportion (37.6 percent) are not Diven any informat-

ion at all about recruitina duties before beina assioned to recr',itino command.

The local influence is mostly provided horizontally by other 1CO colleaaes

and is neastivelv influencina. Information aiven by of icers at their units or

bv USAREC travelino teams is considered positively but evidentloroanized poorly.

Q24
COUNT I

ROW PCT IYES NO ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL A natural auestzon. oaven the
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1

025 I --------I -------- I attitude and later behavor
-: I 262 I 99 I 3o1

I 72.6 1 27.4 1 37.4 of the neoati.e recr..iter ,
1 34.3 I 49.73 I

1 27.2 1 10.3 1 is whether cr rot t i" ros-

1. 291 I 46 1 3 7 sible to iderti-. t hem be P

THE JOB CHALLENG I 86.4 I 13.6 I 34.9

I 38.1 I 22.9 1 they are selected.
I 30.2 I 4.8 I
I-I ---- I To illustrate th)s I Put uo

2. I 122 I 19 I 141
PROMOT. POSSIBIL I 86.5 I 13.5 I 14.6 questior 25 aoainst anest ic

I 16.0 I 9.5 I
I 12.6 I 2.:i I 24: "Did you express 'our

-I--------.I-----I

1. I 22 I 6 I 28 reactionsfeelinas to your
INCENTIVE PA- I 78.6 I 21.4 I 2.9

I 2.9 I 3.0 I superiors-". The result is
I 2.3 I .6 I
--------- -------- I shown in the table to the

4. I 16 I 8 I 24
AVOID OTHER JOBS I 66.7 I 3 3.3 I 2.5 left. and tells that .

I 2.1 I 4.0 I
I 1.7 I .8 I percent oi the neo-. e did

S-1 ---------I---------I
5. 1 15 I 6 I 21 express their r it ors.

DISLIKE PRES ASM I 71.4 I 28.6 1 2.2
I 2.0 I 7.0 I
1 l.a I .b I

-I-.-------.I--------.I

S. I 7 1 17 1 53 RAW VH ,',,'F CHI
OTHER I a .9 I 32.1 1 5.5 WITH k ' fPFF OP FPPFDO'i.

I 4.7 1 8.5 1 SIGNIFICANCE =

I 7,7 I 1.8 I
- ---- I -------- I CRAMER'"S V =I 5

COLUMN 764 201 965
TOTAL 71,2 20,8 100.0 CONTIN FNC' (rnFFF = .17P",,
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HypoDthe- sis 3 RECENTLY "DRAFTED" RECRUITERS LIVE THEIR ASSIGPiMFNT

LESS THAN THOSE WHO WERE SELECTED EARLIER,

Mv initial hypothesis (in September 85) had a sliohtlv di fprent wnr--

dino but the same purpose, namely trvino to qu'antify whother or nit there is

an onqoing change in recruiter attitudes toward their recruLtino assionments.

I was, however, told that there had been a change in 1981 afterwhich all Hriv

recruiters have been "drafted". This opened the possibility to out these two

oroups (initiallv here called "draftees" and volunteers uo ag' inrst each otne-.

The central ouestion to evaluate the time factor 5 ouestiro -: "Hnw

Iona have rou been assioned to USAREC 7''. Since this surve, was conducted in

l1 e 1 85, I assumed that recruiters who had been assioned tr.' I.mREi nrrp -.r,

4 years had been selected under the old selection orocess, while those with

less time as recruiters had been screened and "drafted" by MILPERCEN. This

first four-year period also needs, in some instances, to be divided into two

parts as those with more than 3 years in USAREC have been specifically auali-

fied and have selected to prolong their recruiting duty.

A revised presentation of ouestion 3 (see pace 48), includino these

two new time parameters, is olven underneath:

3. How long have you been 11.1 Z Less than 6 months
assigned to USAREC7 14.3 X 6 - 12 months

11.9 % 13 - 18 months Mean: 5. 21)

9.5 Z 19 - 24 months St dev: 9,95(

9.4 Z 25 - 30 months Median 4.935
6.4 7 31 - 36 months Variance: 8.7:9
5.4 Z 37 - 42 months Mode: 9
3.5 X 43 - 48 months Skewness: 0.684

4 . 28.5 '4 More than 4 years

I will not dwell too lona with interpreting the profile table, but

comment that most of thos with more than 4 Years assigned are personnel

older than 3. years. only a few vounoer than 30. Most of them ire recruiters

in the USAR. station commanders or have special functions mnurse recr. etc .
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C R****** CROSSTABULAT I ON OF

03 HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN IN USAREC? BY

Q23 YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT BEING SELECTED?

023
COUNT I

ROW PCT II LIKED I LIKED NO SPEC DISLIKED DISLIi:.ED ROW

COL PCT lIT VERY IT SOMEW FEELINGS SOMEWHA VERt iU TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

03 I -------- I -------- I -------- I --------I --------I

1. I 34 I 26 I 19 I 14 1 i4 1 it7

LESS TH 6 MONTHS I 31.8 I 24.3 I 17.8 I 13.1 I 1V .1 I 11.1
1 7.8 1 17.3 I 15.6 I 11.8 I 1
I 3.5 I 2.7 I 2.0 I 1.5 1 I J I

2. 1 66) 1 21 1 81 21 1 18 I 13,
- 12 MONTHS I 43.5 I 15.2 I 13.0 I 15.2 I 11.- i 14.3

I 13.7 I 14.0 I 14.8 I 17.6 1 1.-,.2 1

1 6.2 1 2.2 1 1.9 1 2.2 1
I 41 I 25 I 18 1 14 1 1 1 115

13 - 18 MONTHS I 35.7 I 21.7 I 15.7 1 12.2 I 14.8 I 11.9
1 9.4 1 16.7 I 14.8 1 11.8 I 12.5 I
I 4.2 I 2.6 I 1.9 I 1.5 I 1.8 I

4. 1 34 I 14 1 12 1 if I 21 I ?2

19 - 24 MONTHS I 37.0 I 15.2 I 13.0 I 12.) 1 22.8 .5
I 7.8 I 9.3 I 9.8 I 9.2 I 15.4 1
I 3.5 1 1.5 I 1.2 1 1.1 I 2.2 1

5. 1 23 I 15 I 19 I 16 1 1a I ?1

25 - 30 MONTHS 1 25.3 1 16.5 1 20.9 1 17.6 1 19.8 1 9.4

I 5.3 1 10.0 I 15.6 I 13.4 1 13.2 1
1 2.4 1 1.6 I 2.0 I 1.7 I 1.9 1

6. 1 25 1 6 1 6 1 16 1 9 1 o2
11 - 36 MONTHS I 40.3 I 9.7 I 9.7 I 25.8 I 14,5 I 6.4

I 5.7 I 4.0 I 4.9 I 13.4 I 6.6 I
I 2.6 I . 6 .6 I 1.7 1 . I

7. 1 25 1 4 1 9 1 8 61 52
37 - 42 MONTHS I 48.1 I 7.7 I 17.3 1 15.4 1 11.5 I 5.4

I 5.7 I 2.7 I 7.4 I 6.7  I 4.4 I

1 2.6 I .4 I .9 I .8 I .6 I

8. I 12 I 7 I 2 I 3 I 1v I 34
43 - 48 MONTHS 1 35.3 1 20.6 1 5.9 1 8.8 1 29.4 1 3 ,5

1 2.7 I 4.7 I 1.6 I 2.5 I 7.4 I

I 1.2 1 .7 1 .2. .31 1 . I
9. I 184 1 32 I 19 I 16 I 23 I 274

MORE TH 4 YEARS I 67.2 I 11.7 I 6.9 I 5.8 I 8.4 I 28.4
1 42.0 1 21.3 1 15.6 1 13.4 1 16.9 1

I 19.1 I 3.3 I 2.' I 1.7 I 2.4 I
-I--------.I--------.I-----I--------I-----I

COLUMN 438 15) 122 119 13 9b5
TOTAL 45.4 15.5 12.6 12.3 14.1 100'.0)

RAW CHI SQUARE = 120.37258 WITH 32 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 1.0001)
CRAMER"S V = .17659 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .33 ')
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The previous table (paae 78) gives an overall correlation between

how long they have been assioned to USAREC and how they orioinallv reacted

toward beina selected. The chi-square value is very hiah (120.37258) and the

sianificance is very low (0.0000). statina that there exists a relationshio.

The Cramer s V (5x9 table) is, however, so low (0.1765q) that the relation--

ship ought to be characterized as weak.

There is a sionificant shift in the table between row 9 (those who

have been assigned to USAREC more than 4 years) and the other rows. Sub-

tractino row.1 to 8 and comparing it with row 9, the followina pattern appears:

Liked it Liked it No spec Disliked Disliked Total
v. much somewhat feelinas somewhat v. much

Row 1 - 8 254 118 103 103 11- 691
36.7 17.1 14.9 14.9 16.4

Row 9 184 32 19 16 23 274
67.2 11.7 6.9 5.8 8.4 _

Looking at the neqative aspects in the table first, it is seen that

twice as many "draftees" compared to volunteers dislike very much beino selec-

ted. The similar proportion amona those who dislike it somewhat is 2.5 in the

"draftees" disfavour. On the other side of the scale, almost twice as many

volunteers as "draftees" liked very much being selected. Let me remark that

some of this shift is due to the fact that disillusioned recruiters might have

chosen to return to their previous or other assignments. This seems. however.

to be only a small part of the reason as those with 3 - 4 years of recruiter

duty display the same neaative attitude as the rest of the recently selected

recruiters.

SUMMARY. The recently selected recruiters liked beino selected less

than those who were selected before the Army chanqed its selection orocess

from volunteers to "draftees". Approximately one third of the "draftees"

disliked beina selected somewhat or very much.
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CROSSTABULAT I ON OF

03 HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN IN USAREC? BY
01) HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER?

COUNT I

ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE DISLIKE POW

COL PCT IVERY MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VERy NUC TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.I 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

03 I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
I. 1 21 1 32 I 18 1 18 1 i 7

LESS TH 6 MONTHS I 19.6 I 29.9 I 16.8 1 16.8 I I.8 I 11.1
I 5.5 1 15.2 I 17.6 I 15.8 1 11.2 I
I 2.2 I 3.3 I 1.9 I 1.9 1 i.; I

2. 1 35 1 38 I 21 I 21 1 2 13 138
6 - 12 MONTHS I 25.4 1 27.5 I 15.2 I 15.2 I lo.7 I 14.3

I 9.2 I 18.1 I 20.6 I 18.4 I 14.4 1
I 3.1 3.9 I 2.2 I 2.2 1 2.4 I

3. I 28 1 27 I 1o I 18 I 2 I f15
13 - 18 MONTHS 1 24.3 I 23.5 I 13.9 I 15.7 I 22.6 I 11.9

1 7.4 I 12.9 1 15.7 1 15.8 1 Io.2 I
I 2.9 I 2.8 I 1.7 I 1.9 I 2.7 I

4. 1 24 1 15 I 7 I 17 1 29 I 92

19 - 24 MONTHS I 26.1 I 16.3 I 7.6 I 18.5 I 31.5 I 9 5

I 6.3 I 7.1 I 6.9 I 14.9 I 18.1 1
I 2.5 I 1.6 I .7 I 1.8 I 3 I

5. I 22 I 17 I 12 I 13 I 27 I 91
25 - 30 MONTHS I 24.2 I 18.7 I 13.2 I 14.3 I 29.7 I 9.4

I 5.8 1 8.1 I 11.8 I 11.4 I 16.9 I
1 2.3 1 1.8 I 1.2 I 1.3 1 2.8 1

6. I 18 1 11 I 5 I 12 1 lo I 62
31 - 36 MONTHS 1 29.0 1 17.7 1 8.1 1 19.4 I 25.8 I tD.4

I 4.7 1 5.2 I 4.9 I 10.5 1 10.' I
1 1.9 I 1.I 1 .5 I 1.2 I 1.7 I

7. I 35 I 14 I 1 I 0 I 2 1 52
37 - 42 MONTHS I 67.3 I 26.9 1 1.9 I 0 1 3.8 I 5.4

I 9.2 1 6.7 1 1.0 I 0 I 1.2 1
I 3.6 1 1.5 I .1 I 0 I .2 1

8. I 15 1 8 I 3 1 3 1 5 1 34
43 - 48 MONTHS I 44.1 I 23.5 I 8.8 I 8.8 1 14.7 1 3.5

1 4.0 1 .3.8 1 2.9 1 2.6 I 3.1 1
I 1.61 .8 1 .3 .3 ,5 1

9. 1 181 I 48 1 19 1 12 1 14 1 274
MORE TH 4 YEARS I 66.1 I 17.5 1 6.9 I 4.4 I 5.1 I 28.4

I 47.8 I 22.9 1 18.6 I 10.5 I 8.8 1

I 18.8 I 5.0 I 2.0 I 1.2 1 1.5 I
-I-----I-----I--------.I--------.I--------.I

COLUMN 379 210 102 114 16,0 965
TOTAL 39.3 21.8 10.6 11.8 1o.o 100.

RAW CHI SQUARE = 208.62360 WITH 32 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE =0.00
CRAMER'S V = .23248 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .421o2
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The crosstabulation between how long they had been assigned to USAREC

and how they previously felt about being recruiters is displayed on page 80.

The table shows an almost doubled chi-square value (208.62360) and Cramer V

(0.23248) compared to the former table (page 78). The significance of 0.Oo

still reveals a more than 99.99 percent probabilitv for a correct hypothesis.

The pattern in the table is congruent to that in the former table on

page 79, and a similar subtraction and comparison display shows:

Like it Like it No spec Dislike Dislike Total
v. much somewhat feelinqs somewhat v. much

Row I to 8 198 162 83 102 146 b'7
28.7 2-3.4 12.) 14.8 21.1

Row 9 181 48 19 12 14 74
66.1 17.5 6.9 4.4 5.)

Starting aaain at the neoative side of the scale. it is seen that

an increased number of displeased "draftees" with a simultaneous decreased

number of displeased volunteers emerges. More than 4 times as many "draftees"

as volunteers dislike very much being recruiters. The similar proportion

among those who dislike it somewhat is more than 3:1. On the other side of

the scale, more than twice as many volunteers like beino recruiters.

Permit me a marginal note about the evident evolution between the two

tables. I have commented earlier on the existing belief of recruiters boino

later motivated through job experience and USAREC courses (see oaoe 7c' . By

comparing the last two tables, the truth is in fact the opposite.

SUMMARY, Recently selected recruiters like being recruiters less

than those who earlier volunteered or were persuaded to apply for this dutv.

I have so far treated the two groups as if each of them consisted of

homogeniously selected individuals, one with only "draftees" and the other

with only volunteers. Let me now test this assumption bv correlatina time in

USAREC by question 20: "How were you selected"'.
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********* CROSSTABULAT I ON OF ********

Q3 HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN IN USAREC? BY
Q20 HOW WERE YOU SELECTED?

02')

COUNT I
ROW PCT IDA SELEC VOLUNTEE OTHER ROW
COL PCT ITION RED TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.I 2.1 3.1

03 I --------I -------- I --------I
I. 1 77 1 28 1 2 1 107

LESS TH 6 IiONTHS I 72.0 I 26.2 1 1.9 I 11.1
I 14.) I 7.0 I 13.3 I
I 8.0 I 2..9 I .2 I

2. I 86 I 49 1 3 I 138

b - 12 MONTHS I 62.3 I 35.5 1 2.2 I 14.3"
I 15.7 1 12.2 I 20.) I
I 9. 1 5. i .3 1

3. I 79 I 35 I i 1 115
13 - 18 MONTHS I 68.7 I 30.4 I .9 1 11.9

1 14.4 I 8.7 1 6.7 I
1 8.2 1 3.6 I . 1

4. I 64 I 27 1 1 I 92

19 - 24 MONTHS 1 69.6 1 29.3 I .1 I 5
I 11.7 I 6.7 I 6.7 I
I 6.6 I 2.8 I . 1 I

5. I 75 I 16 1 0 I 91

25 - 30 MONTHS I 82.4 I 17.6 I 0 I 9.4
1 13.7 1 4.0 1 0 1
1 7.8 I 1.7 I 0 I

6. I 45 I 16 I 1 I 62
31 - 36 MONTHS I 72.6 I 25.8 I 1.6 I 6. 4

I 8.2 I 4.0 I 6.7 I
I 4.7 I 1.7 1 .1 1

7. I 30 I 22 I I 52
37 - 42 MONTHS I 57.7 I 42.3 1 0 1 5.4

I 5.5 I 5.5 I 0 I
I 3.1 I 2.3 I 0 I

8. 1 22 I 11 I i I 34
43 - 48 MONTHS I 64.7 I 32.4 I 2.9 I 3.5

I 4.0 I 2.7 I 6.7 I
I 2.3 I 1.1 .- I1 I

9. 1 71 1 197 I 6 I 274
MORE TH 4 YEARS 1 25.9 I 71.9 I 2.2 I 28.4

1 12.9 I 49.1 I 40.0 1
I 7.4 I 20.4 I .6 1

-I--------.I-----I-----I

COLUMN 549 401 15 9c5
TOTAL 56.9 41.6 1.6 100.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 166.0b481 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGHIFICAIICE =
CRAMERS V .29333 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .,8317
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The table on the previous page has a very high chi-square value

(1b6.06481) and a low siqnificance (0.0000). Cramer s V is indeed hiah

(0.29333) and signifies a strono relationship between how lono recruiters

have been assioned to USAREC and how they initially were selected. Since this

is a 3x9 table. the continqency coefficient (0.38317) sianals a distribution

along the falling main diaqonal.

Using the time intervals described earlier (0 to 3 years. 3 to 4

years. and more than 4 years) a somewhat simplified table aooears:

DA select Volunteers Other Total

Row I to 6 426 171 8
70.4 28.3 1. _

Row 7 to 8 52 33 1 Sb

6 0.5 38. 1 .
Row 9 71 197 6 274

25.9 71.9 2.2

There is a slanificant time chanae away from volunteers and toward

"draftees". It is also seen that this shift took place some three vears aao

as row 7 and 8 display the transaction. It is, however, still some 25 to 30

percent of the recently selected who answer that they volunteered. The reason

for this miqht be two-fold: They actually did volunteer (but only a few (1-3 %)

do) or more likely. the selection process was persuasively conducted accordino

to the Army leadership doctrine(" which made those interviewed believe that

they had volunteered.

SUMMARY. The recent change in the recruiter selection process from the

earlier selection of volunteers to one of exclusively screenina and draftina.

has made a significant impact on how recruiters feel about beino selected.

Still, some recent "draftees" feel that they volunteered.

'6)US Army Command and General Staff Colleae. FM 22 - 999, Leadership

and Command at Senior Level. (draft for student use only). Ft Leavenworth.
Nov 15'". page 4 - 17 and 18.
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As the picture was a bit more complicated than either volunteers

before 1981 or "draftees" thereafter, I had to further split the recruiters

into the two main groups and then crosstabulate their feelinos toward the

assignment. This made it necessary to utilize three-dimensional tables,

The tables show the realationship between how lono they have been

assigned to USAREC and how they feel about being recruiters.

The first table (page 85) crosstabulates the 549 recruiters who

were DA selected see column total on page 82). The relationship has a hit;

chi-square value (164.63327) and a low sionificance , *.0000, Cramer V i=s

hioh enouoh '0.21828) to confirm the mathematical relationship.

The second table (paqe 87) crosstabulates the 401 recruiters who

stated that they volunteered. This shows a bit smaller chi-squere vlue

(75.21121) but has an equally low significance (0.15010). Cramer ',V' nas an

almost identical value (0.21654) and again confirms a strono relationship.

I have also. in order to show the total picture, on oaae ?1) dis-

played the 15 recruiters who were otherwise selected. I will not refer to

this table. First, because my purpose was to compare the "draftees" versus

the volunteers; and second, because the computed relationship in this table

has a value of significance outside the accepted tolerance. In fact, the

value shows only 60 percent probability for statino a correct hypothesis.
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COUNT T I
ROW PCI ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE DISLIKE ROW * * CROSSTAB * *

COL PCT IVERi MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VERV MUC TOTAL * * OF * *
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

03 ------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- 3 HOW LON6 HAVE
1. I 13 1 18 I 16 I 14 I 16 I 77 YOU BEEN IN

LESS TH l b.; I 23.4 1 20 .8 1 18.2 1 2).8 1 14..l U SPEL
6 MONTHS 1 9.7 I 14.5 I 23.5 I 16.3 I 11.7 I

1 2.4 I 3.3 I 2.9 I 2.6 I 2.9 I By

2. 1 12 1 25 I 15 I 14 I 20 I St Q1 HOW DO tOU
2 6 - 12 1 14.0 1 29.1 I 17.4 1 16.3 I 23.3 15 .7 FEEL ABOUT

MONTHS 1 9.0 20.2 1 22.1 1 16.3 1 14.6 1 BEING A PE'C-
1 2.2 I 4.6 1 2.7 1 2.c 1 3.6 I RUITER-

I 15 I 18 I 10 I 14 I 22 I 79 CONTPOLL IPIG FOR
13 - 18 I 19.0 I 22.8 I 12.7 I 17.7 1 27.8 I 14.4
MONTHS I 11.2 I 14.5 I 14.7 1 16.3 I 16.1 I o2: HOW WERE oOU

1 2.7 I 3.3 1 1.8 I 2. 6 I 4.0 I SELECTE
-I -------- I --------I -------- -------- I --------I VALUE 1:

4. 1 8 1 10 1 6 I 5 1 25 I I CA SELECTIO .,
19 - 24 I 12.5 I 15.6 1 9.4 1 23.4 I 39.1 1 Il.7/
MONTHS I 6.0 I 8.1 I 8.8 I 17.4 1 18.2 1 * * * * * * * *

I 1.5 I 1.8 I 1.1 I 2.7 I 4.6 I

5. 1 14 1 12 1 10 I 12 I 27 I 75

25 - 30 1 18.7 I 16.0 I 13.3 I 16.0 I 36.0 I 13.7
MONTHS I 10.4 1 9.7 1 14.7 I 14.0 1 19.7 1

I 2.6 I 2.2 I 1.8 I 2.2 I 4.9 1
-I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I

6. 1 81 101 4 1 9 1 14 1 45
31 - 36 I 17.8 I 22.2 I 8.9 I 20.0 I 31.1 I 8. 2
MONTHS 1 6.0 1 8.1 I 5.9 I 10.5 I 10.2 1

I 1.5 I 1.8 I .7 I 1.6 I 2.6 1

7. 1 19 1 91 01 01 21
37 - 42 I 63.3 I 30.0 1 0 I 0 1 6.7 1 5.5
MONTHS 1 14.2 I 7.3 I 0 1 0 I 1.5 I

I 3.5 I 1.6 I 0 1 0 I .4 I

8. I 10 1 4 I 3 1 1 1 4 I 22
43 - 48 1 45.5 1 18.2 1 13.6 4.5 I 18.2 1 4.t
MONTHS I 7.5 I 3.2 I 4.4 1 1.2 I 2.9 I

I 1.8 I .7 1 .5 I .2 1 .7 1
- I-----I------------I-----I-----I

9. 1 35 I 19 I 4 I 7 1 7 1 71 RAW CHI SOUARE
MORE TH I 49.3 I 25.4 I 5.6 I 9.9 I 9.9 I 12.9 = 104.63227 WITH
4 YEARS I 26.1 I 14.5 I 5.9 I 8.1 I 5.1 I 32 DEGREES OF FRE.

I 6.4 I 3.3 I .7 I 1.3 I 1.3 1 SIGNIFICAN = .000
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I-----I-----

COLUMN 134 124 68 86 137 549 CRAMER"S = .21829
TOTAL 24.4 22.6 12.4 15.7 25.) 1 (1.' CnNII r-'E - 4 ,7!
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The interestino part of the previous table, the col - n tot;:] :-l s"-

the relationship for the "draftees" between their tire as reirnt and hc'-

they feel about it. When survevi no peool e wh o proVed profic Cie t hPi r

oreviogs lob situations (that is ,.hv the,, were selected ore ' 2,id c'o.m:t

them to also show a positive attitude toward their present lob. When studvno

the table there is, however, more than 4') percent who ei-ther dislike it

somewhat or very much. The 25 percent who dislike it very much is worrisomp.

Thev express areat discomfort by using a part of the scle whiCh 1mosP no

one used when describino their last job (see paoe 51. Reerrrnn to the

earlier studies where the recruiters own emotional well-beino .;s _ttec 3=

essential to their effectiveness as communicators tsee or oe IP . mioh!

unwise to utilize people with this kind of job attitude.

To address whether or not this attitude was a functior of time. I

summarized the row totals and oercentaaes into the three Qrouos de-crie'l

earl ier:
Like it Like it No spec Dislike Dislile rotal

_v. much somewhat feelinas somewhat v. miich
Row I - 6 7) 93 61 78 1,4 42'

16.4 21.8 14. 3 18.3 2,. .....
Row 7 - 8 29 13 3 52

55.8 25. 5.8 1 . 11.5
Row 9 35 18 4 7 7 J

49. 5 . 4 5.5 . _ ._

134 124 68 86 1 747

24.4 22.6 12.4 15.7

Given the considerations on paoe 79, the table shows ;n ircreasinn

dissatisfaction amonq recently DA selected rerruiters. Some 49.1 percent of

those who have been recruiters more than 4 years state that they li.e it verv

much: so do 55.8 oercent of those who have served from 3 to 4 vears: a drastic

drop occurs as this only is the case for some 16.4 percent of those who haye

served less than three years. In fact, 47.5 percent of the recent]' selected

recruiters state that they either dislike it somewhat or very 1uch.
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010 * * * * ** *

COUNT I
ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE DISLIKE ROW * * CROSSTABS * *

COL PCT IVERY MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VERY MUC TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 * * OF * *

03 -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
1. I 8 I 13 I 1 I 4 I 2 I 2 3 7HOW LGH..E

LESS ruI I 28. I 4 . I ,3.6 I 14.3 I 7.1 I 11 GU BEE;N IN
o MONTHS I 3.3 I It.2 I 3.0 I 16.7 I 8.7 I USAREC7

1 2.0 I 3.2 1 .2 1 1.0 I .5 I
-I----I -I--------------------------I Br

1. I 22 I 11 I 6 I 7 I 3 I 49
1- 12 1 44.9 I 22.4 I 12.2 I 14.3 I 6.1 1 12.2 01' HOW DO yOU

MONTHS 1 9.1 1 13.7 1 18.2 1 29.2 I 13.0 I FEEL AEOUT
I 5.5 I 2.7 I 1.5 I 1.7 I .7 I BEING A FEC-

- -------- I -------- I -------- I------- I -------- I RUI TEF-
.I 131 9 I 31 41 ' _,

13 - 18 I 37.1 I 25.7 I 17.1 I 8.6 I 11.4 I 8.7 COUTF'JLLING FOD ..
MONTHS I 5.4 I 11.2 1 18.2 I 12.5 I 17.4 I

I 3.2 1 2.2 1 1 5 1 .7 I1.0 I 0 ;0 tOW WERE ,0.
- -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I EELECTED-

4. I lo I 4 1 1 I 2 I 4 I 27 ',LLE 2:
19 - 24 1 59.3 1 14.8 1 3.7 1 7.4 1 14.8 I 6.7 VOLUNTEEFED
MONTHS I 6.6 I 5.0 I 3.0 I 8.3 I 17.4 I

1 4.0 I 1.0 I .2 I .5 I 1. I
I-----I-----I--------.I-----I-----I V,

5. I 8 I 5 I 2 I 1 I 0 I ic
25 - 30 I 50.0 I 31.3 I 12.5 I 6.3 I 0 I 4.0
MONTHS 1 3.3 1 6.3 1 6.1 I 4.2 1 0 I

I 2.0 I 1.2 I .5 I .2 1 0 1
-I-----I-----I--------.I-........-I-----I

6. 1 10 1 1 1 1 I 2 1 2 1 to
-1 - 3 I 62.5 I 6.3 I 6.3 I 12.5 I 12.5 I 4.0
MONTHS I 4.1 I 1.2 I 3.0 I 8.3 I 8.7 I

I .5 1 .2 1 2 I .5 I .5 1
-I-----I-----I--------.I-----I-----I

I Ic I I 1 I " I 0 I

37 42 1 72.7 1 22.7 1 4.5 1 0 1 0 1 5.5
MONTHS I c.t I c.3 I 3. I 0 I 0 I

I 4.0 I 1 .2 I 2 I 0 I ) I

8. I 4 I 4 I 0 I 2 I 1 I 1
43) - 48 I 36.4 I 3o.4 I 0 I 18.2 I 9.1 I 7. 7

MONTHS I 1.7 1 5.) 1 05 1 8.3 1 4.3 1
1 1 .0 1 1 .0 I 0 1 . 5 I . 2 1

9. 1 144 I 28 1 15 1 3 1 7 1 77 RAW CHI SOUHRE
MORE TH 1 73.1 1 14.2 1 7.b 1 I .Z I 3. I 41.1 = 75.21121 WITH
4 VEARS 1 59.8 1 35.0 I 45.5 1 12.5 I 30.4 1 32 DEGREES OF FRE.

1 35.9 1 7.0 1 3.7 1 .7 1 1.7 1 SIGNIFICAN z .0 ,

COLUMN 241 80 33 24 23 41.1 CRAMER'S V = . 1c54
TOTAL 60.1 20.0 8.2 6.0 5.7 0i.) CIT I COEF r .<71
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The displayed relationship on the previous paoe (paoe 87) for those

401 who volunteered for recruiting is in many aspects almost the opposite

of the "draftees".

On averaae, some o0 percent say they like it very much and an addi-

tional 20 percent say thev like it somewhat. But even more imoortant. onl, a

minority state that they dislike beino recruiters.

To summarize the row percentages and divide them into distinctive

year periods:

Like it Like it No svec D iSIIe DiIlike Tot :jI
v. muich somewhat feelinos somewhat ,. much

Row I - 2 0 I vear) 0 24 7 1 1 77

39.0 31.2 g.l 14.2 _.5

Row 3 - 4 ii - 2 years) 29 13 7 5 8
46.7 21.0 I .3 8.1 12.9

Row 5 6 2 v years) 18 6 3 22
56.2 18.7 9.4 9.4 .3

Row 7 8 t' 4 years) 2 9 1

60.6 27.3 3...
Row 9 (4 years or more) 144 26 15

73.1 14.2 7.6 1.5 7,.6

241 803 24 2 401
60. 1 20.0 8.2 6.' 5.7

Let me point out that some 50 recruiters every Year since 1981

say that they volunteered in spite of the new chance in the selection process.

and the number shows an increasing trend.

Let me also point out that their attitudes seem somewhat downward

slopino as the percentage of those who like the assionment very much is

decreasinq. The percentaoe on the negative side of the Bcale is increasino.

Before leavino the topic of "draftees" versus volunteers, let me ,,se

these tables to address the annual need for recruiters. Summlarizina the two

tables, row I to 8. the annual supply of Armv recruiters to maintain tcda, s

activitY is at an averaoe rate of 320 (which represents 25 percent ot the
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total number of recruiters).

The demand is. however, increasinQ heavily:

Draftees Volunteers Total

Row I - 2 ;1985 - 8b, 163 77 (32.1%) 240

Row 3 - 4 (1984 - 85) 143 62 (30.0%) 205

Row 5 - 6 (1983 - 82) 120 32 (21.1%) 152

Row 7 - 8 (1982 - 83) 52 .3 (38.8% 85

478 204 (29.9%) 682

SUHH4ir. Some 80 percent of those who initially volunteered for

recruitina duty proved later to like their recruitina assionment. aB comtD-ired

to 47 percent of the "draftees". Also 41 percent of those who are screened

and "drafted" later dislike beino recruiters as compared to only, 12 percent

of those who volunteered.

The Army appears to have a total demand for aporoximatelv lO rec-

ruiter per year. Even today, when all recruiters are screened for proficiency

and "drafted". some 30 percent felt they had volunteered.
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*****C*** CROSSTABULAT I ON OF *******.

03 HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN IN USAREC? B

010 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER?

CONTROLLING FOR..
020 HOW WERE iOU SELECTED? VALUE 3. OTHER

01 0

COUNT I

ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE ROW
COL PCT IVERI MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT TOTAL

TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1
03 I-----I----....-I-----I-----I

-'1. 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1

LESS TH 6 MONTHS I 0 I 50.0 I 50.0 I 0 I 1.s

I 0 1 16.7 1 100. 0 I ,) I

I 0 I 6. 7 I 6.7 I 0 1
SI-----I-----I-----I-------I

2. 1 I 1 2 I ,) I 0 I
12 MONTHS I 3. 3 I bo. 7  I 0 I I 1

I 25.01 I 33.3 I I C1 I
1 6.7 1 13.3 I 0 I 0 1

3. I 0 I 0 I 0 I 1 I
13- 19 MONTHS 1 0 I 0 1 0 1 100.0 I a.

I 0 I 0 I 0 I 25.0 I
I 0 I 0 I 0 1 6.7 1
I-----I------I-----I-----I

4. I 0 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 1

19 - 24 MONTHS I 0 I 100.0 1 0 1 0 1 o.7
I 01 1. 7 I 0 I 0 I
I 0 I 6.7 1 0 1 0 I

6. I 0 I 0 I 0 I 1 1 i
31 - 3s MONTHS I 0 I 0 I 0 I 100.0 I 4.0

I 0 I 0 I C' I 25. 0 I

I 0.0 0 I 0 1 6.7 1
--------- I I -------- I-------- I

8. I 1 I 0 I 0 0 I I
43 - 48 MONTHS 1 100.0 I 0 1 0 I 0 1 a.7

I 25.0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I

1 4 .7 I 0 I 0 I 0 I

9. I 2 I 2 I 0 I 2 I 6

MORE TH 4 YEARS I 33.3 I 33.3 I v 1 33.3 I 4v.0
1 50.0 1 33.3 1 0 1 50.0 1

1. 13.3 I 13.3 I 0 1 13.3 1
,t -I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I

'COLUMN 4 6 1 4 15

TOTAL 2e.7 40.0 6.7 26.7 19'.9,.

RMW CHI SQUARE =19.75000 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE = .47 4

CRAMER"S V = .64550 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT
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Hypot hes i s 4 : THOSE WHO VOLUNTEERED PERFORM BETTER

THAN THOSE WHO WERE "DRAFTED".

Central in testing this hypothesis was question 2|):"How were you

selected"'. I purposely disreoarded whether they actuall. were volunteers

or just believed they volunteered. I also disregarded whether or not they

were recently assioned to USAREC.

The distribution between volunteers and "draftees" is as earlier

described (oaae 53:

20. How were You selected'

5o.9 % DA selection

41.5 Z Volunteered

i o % Other. speciiv: ..............

The other central variable is question 9: "All in all. characterize

your performance as a recruiter". This question received (as shown on oaae

50) the followina distribution of answers:

9. All in all, characterize your
performance as

a recruiter. 21.2 Excellent

33.1 % Above averaoe Mean: 2.476

St dev: 1.115
27.3 % Averaoe Median: 2.-o7

Variance: 1.243
13.4 X Below averaoe Mode: 2

Slewness: 1).428
5.0 % Poor
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******0* CROSSTABULAT I ON OF

0220 HOW WERE YOU SELECTED? BY
009 CHARACTERIZE YOUR PERFORMANCE AS RECRUITER

09
COUNT I

ROW PCT IEXCELLEN ABOVE A AVERAGE BELOW A POOR ROW
COL PCT IT VERAGE VERAGE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

" 021) I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I-------- I
,,1. 1 60 1 169 I 175 I 101 1 44 1 54q

DA SELECTION I 10.9 I 30.8 I 31.9 I 18.4 I 8.) 1 56.q
1 29.1 I 53.0 I o6.5 I 78.3 1 1.7 I
I 6.2 I 17.5 1 18.1 I 10.5 1 4,6

2. I 144 I 145 I 86 I 23 1 , 1 4'1
VOLUNTEERED I 35.9 I 36.2 I 21.4 I 5.7 1 .7 1 4 t.t,

1 1 69.9 I 45.5 1 32.7 1 17.8 1 62 I
I 14.9 1 15.0 I 8.9 1 2.4 1 .7
-1-----I--------.I-----I--------.I I

, 3. 1 2 1 5 I 2 1 51 1 1 15
OTHER I 13.3 I 33.3 1 13.3 I 33.3 1 h.7 I I.t

- 1 1.0 I 1.6 I .8 I 3.9 1 2.1 1
1 .2 I .5 I .2 1 .5 I .1 1

COLUMN 20c 319 263 129 48 9o5
TOTAL 21.3 33.1 27.3 13.4 5.0 00.

RAW CHI SQUARE = 137.58459 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE
CRAMER"S V = .26700 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .353:5

The table above has a high chi-square value and a low sionificance.

Cramer s V is sionificantly high and serves to verify a somewhat =_troro

relationship between how they were selected and how they characteri:e their

performance as recruiters.

Some 91.7 percent of those who feel they do poorly have been DA

selected, as well as 78.3 percent of those who feel they do below average.

On the other side. 69.9 percent of the volunteers feel they do excellent

(make their mission box without any problems) which is 2.5 times better

than how the DA selected feel.

SUMMARy. Those who volunteer have a higher performance that, those

who were "drafted".
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SS S TC ROSSTABULAT I ON OF

020 HOW WERE YOU SELECTED? Bw
014 CHARACTERIZE PERFORMANCE IN LAST JOB'

014

COUNT I
ROW PCT IEXCELLEN ABOVE A AVERAGE BELOW A POOR ROW
COL PCT I VERAGE VERAGE TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 I.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

020 -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I
I. I 94 1 150 1 5 I 0 I .,I 5 4

DA SELECTION 1 71.8 I 27.3 I .9 I 0 I I .
I 55.3 1 64.1 1 29.4 1 I ' I
I 40. 8 I 15.5 I .5 I 0 I " i

2. 1 309 I 801 1 1 iI 1 4,1
VOLUNTEERED I 77.1 I 20.0 I 2.5 I .2 I .2 I 41.t

I 43.4 I 34.2 I 52.8 I 100.0 I 10. 0 I
I 32.0 .I.8.3 I 1. I1 . I . 1. . I

1. I 9 I 4 I 2 I 0 I 0 1 15
OTHER I 60.0 I 26.7 I 13.3 I 0 1 1 1 1.o

1 .3 I 1.7 I 11.8 I 0 I 0 I
1 .9 1 .4 1 .2 I 0 I 0 I

COLUMN 712 234 1 1 1 965
TOTAL 73.8 24.2 1.8 .1 .1 100.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 24.19310 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 0.1,1l

CRAMER"S V = .11196 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT . 15b39

This table is interestino and somewhat similar in interoretation to

the examole I used in order to present SPSS (oaoe 36 - 41).

My ourpose is to investigate if there is a significant difference in earlier

job performance between volunteers and "draftees" which could interfere with

the stated hypothesis on their present performance.

In order to test this control parameter I had to create a positive

hypothesis, assumino that there exists a relationship between how they were

selected and how they performed in their last job.

The table above shows, however, a low chx-souare value. But more

important, it gives a high value for the significance (0.0021). a value
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laroer than my earlier selected level (0.0005) for acceptino the hypothesis

tsee oaae 40).

There is. for this reason, no relationship between how the recruiters

were selected for recruitino and how they performed in their orevio,,s iobs.

A closer look at the row fioures in the table also shows an almost

oroportional distribution between the DA selected (72 - 27 - I percent) and

the volunteers (77 - 20 - 3 percent).

SUNMARY. There is no relationship between how recriiters ar&., selectremd

and how they performed in their orevious iobs. Both the "draftees" and the

volunteers have a proficient and conoruent earlier oerformance. end this

asoect cannot, for this reason. exolain why volunteers indic3te the, ,o

eycellent 2.4 times more than do the "draftees".
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Hypothe sis 5 RECRUITERS FEEL THEIR OWN PERFORI'IANCE IS LOWER

THAN THEIR PERFORMANCE IN THEIR LAST JOB.

This hvoothesis was established in order to encomoass the effect=

of a drop in performance as recruiters. Central to testino this h.cothe.i_

is ouestion 14. The distribution of answers is as earlier Jezcibed .o.;,e 5l :

14. Characteri:e your iob

oerforinance in your
last iob.

73.8 Z Excellent 3t de E'.
24.2 Above a.,erare Mr-d Ir:

1., 6 Averaae arI.n!:e:
7.1 7. Below averaoe C'd,
I Poor e ines' I.-

The distribution has tI- Iowest-- . e Ir,

the study and a small v.ol,,e for both Iru?

variance and the standcrd dp.it.tior,.

This tells of a hicn 3 jnd a no)nooeni, =.

self-Derceotior, of their Drevious lob pertormance: which Is lonical as hlnh

performance in their former tobs was the very reason why most: of them were

selected to become recruiters.

It is. however. interestino to note that the same oro,,o h -_ r

lower and a more disoersed Derceotion of their oresent lob oertorr.nce.

9. All in all, characterize your

oeriormance as 21.2 % Excellent
I a recruiter.

33.1 % Above averaoe Mean: 1.47,

St dev: I. 11,

,27.3 % Averaoe Median: 2.7?"
Variance: 1. .4

13.4 % Below averaue Mode: 1
Li:ewness: ,.4 8

• 5,0c % Poor

The skewness indicates a more centered tendency. the ,nest common

answer (mode) is "above averaae" and one standard deviation is 1.115.
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Let me first look at the results of comparina hiah oertormslnce in

in their previous jobs with their previous level of satisfactiort.

,* C R 0 SSTAEUL TIf OF * * * * * * * 

014 CHARACTERIZE PERFORMANCE IN LAST JOB? 

015 SATISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE LAST JOB-

***** **********************4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 * * * * * * * * *

', 015

COUNT I
ROW PCT IVERi SAT SATISFIE NEITHER SOMEWHMI V. ['15 ,.w
COL PCT IISFIED NOR DISSATI SATISFIE r,3iHL

.  TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3. 4.1 5.1

014 I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I --------
,," 1. I 544 1 141 1 12 1 v - ' -

EACELLEHl I 7c.4 1 19.8 I 1.7 1 1.6 i

I 80.5 1 57.1 I 2 1 a6. 4 1 50. 0
1 56.4 I 14.6 I 1.2 I 1.3 .

2. I 124 I 9P 1 5 I 5 I I 234

ABOVE AVERAGE 1 53.0 1 42.3 I 2.1 I 2.1 1 .4 I ,4.2

I 18.7 I 40.1 1 26.3 I 21.3 i .,.

I 12.8 I 10.3 I .5 I .5 1 .1 1
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I-.........-

3.1 71 6 1 21 1 1 1 1 ,

AVERAGE I 41.2 I 35.3 I 11.8 1 5.9 1 5. 1 1.8
1 1.0 I 2.4 I 10.5 I 5. 1 I ,0
I .7 I . I .2 1 .1 1
-1---I -------- I-------.I-.......-I-......---

4. 1 0 1 1 f' I i

BEL:W ,'VERAGE I 0 I,. 0 I ' I ' i
".I 0 1 . 4 I ' I '" I '

. I ) 1 1 " I K' I 1

5.1 II 0 1 0 1 1

FOOR I 1)0.0 I 0 0 I 0 I 0 I
I .1 iI 0 1 0 I 0 I 0' I
I .1I I 0 I 0' I 'I I " I

-I-----I------------------I-----I 9r

COLUMN 676 247 19 19 4

TOTAL 70.1 25.6 2.0 2.0 .4 1'.''

RAW CHI SOUARE = 77.28105 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SI'JIFICI4CE 0."''"

CRAMER"S V = .14150

CONTINGEN O COEFFICIENT = -" "27
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The chi-souare value in this table is considered hiah and *ionifie-

a relationship between their previous job performance and their previou_ level

of satisfaction. The sionificance is low enouoh to acceot the relationEhio.

This is a 5 '5 table. .)nd the continoencv coeifiiont i: considerd

to tisti , tre h"oothesls. The samole is. however, not correlated alonj An.

diagonal: mostly because of the hioh oercentace of "very satisfied', but ._=

because of the few answers of "averaqe" or below.

The iioures show,. as mentioned. hioh row Dercent-_-0s_ or, t .e le =t

of the table. Some 7. 4 oercent of those 712 recrul te-s wn ,i "e. -e[ e izr,

in their orevious jobs were "very satisfied" with the :, lt. s , w_. o

life durino their last iob. When added the IY.8 zercent w:,c> a-ivv:

it leaves very few ambivalent or dissatisfied.

The row oercentaoes for those 234 recruiters who did ".b,,e a.ee

are similarly heavy on the left side of the scale. They do. however, dic.O .Ao

a lesser deoree of satisfaction than those who did excellent.

A similar discussion can be made for those 17 whc, ielt they dd

averaqe in their orevious iobs.

".UHM4 ,, There is a strono relationship between iob pertori,_ r, ce ari'

the 6evel of satisfaction in the recruiters previous ioo. Tre le.el of

satisfaction increases Drooortionall, with the level of oer'ormarce.

To follow this thought process. and confirm or den. a oeneral

statement about a relationshiD between performance and satistocticn. I nae je

a similar crosstabulation of their oresent perceptions as rec",iiter .

.
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association'' and reveals a relationship along the falling diagonal.

There is a sionificant and important difference between this table

and the former table (page 9
t). When the recruiters in the *oriner toble

characteri:ed their performance in their last jobs. some -7 .. percent e'o-

ressed they did "excellent", 24.2 percent said they did "abo'e a-er.oe' _rfd

only 2 percent said they did "average" or below.

In this table ipage 98) a sionificant drop in Derform;r, ce is seen

with onl.. :. oercent characterizing their oerformance js rE.cr--iters-_ a

"e.cellert". 3,.I ercent characterizing it as "above averaoe" aroc 45 P or-

cent sainQ they do "a'eraae" or below. Their derived leiet o- satisfacti:.c or.

more precisely. their feelings about beino recruiters. oh>' : ,ore oi-ce,-d

and falling tendency.

The general pattern of increased satisfaction as a iurcticn f0'

increased performance is also seen in this table.

SUMMARY. Recruiters feel a sianificant drop in their performance as

recruiter when comoared to their performance in their orevious iob. A con-

seguent drop is found in their level of satisfaction about being recruiters.

To inouire whether or not the present "screening" and drafting of

recruiters based on their previous job performance has anythino to it. I

correlated their previous and their present performance.

7'?Maximum contingencv coefficient value for this 5x5 table, oie a chi--ouare

of 345 and 965 valid cases is ksee oaoe 41p:

c =( O. 995 9 7

31457+ 965
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* ******* CROSS T ABULA T I ON OF

014 CHARACTERIZE PERFORMANCE IN LAST JOB? BY

009 CHARACTERIZE YOUR PERFORMANCE AS RECRUIT

COUNT I
ROW PCT IEXCELLEN ABOVE A AVERAGE BELOW A FOLIF POW
COL PCT IT VERAGE VERAGE TOTHL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

014 I -------- I -------- I -------- ----------------I
1. I 185 I 237 1 194 I 71 1 25 I 'I2

EXCELLEN I 2o.) 1 33.3 I 2 .2 1 10.1' I 1.5 i
I 89.8 I 74.3 1 73.8 I 55.0 I 52.1 1
1 19.2 I 24.b 20.1 I 7.4 1 . 1

-I---------I-----I-----------

2. I 19 I 71 1 o I 5t 1 22 1 <4
ABOVE AVERAGE I 8.1 I 30.3 1 28.2 1 23.9 1 .4 1 A:

I 9-1 22.3 25. I I 43.4 1 45, 1
I 2.0 I 7.4 1 6.8 I 5.8 I .T

-I-----------------I--------. ------I-..... --.......I

. 2 1 9 3 2
AVERAGE I 11.8 I 52.9 I 17.6 1 11.8 1 5. i I .8

I I.0 I 2.8 1 .1 1 1.6 1 2. 1 1

I .2 I .9 .3 I .2 1 .

4. £ ) 1 1 I '21
BELOW AVERAGE I C I 100.0 0 I 0 I ' I

I 0 I .3 I 0 I 0 I '" I
0 ' 1 .1 I K I 0 I '' I

-I-----I--- I-----I-----I--------1 1 1 31 o01 0 1

POOR I 0 I I 0 1 K I ' 1 .1
I '0 I . .-'R 0 I I u II
I K' I . 1 '1' I K' I mK

COLUMN 20t 319 23 129 48 ;o5
TOTAL 21. 33. 1 27.3 13.4 5. ('.0

RAW CHI SQUARE = 72. 37175 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGOIFICruCE
CRAMER"S V = .1369,
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .2t413641

The chi-souare in this table is hiah enouoh to indicate a relation-

ship between their previous job performance and their cresent oertormance as

recruiters, and the sianiicance is low enouqh to )ustlif It.

The continqency coefficient is considered hiah enouoh to indicate a moderare
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strength in the relationship.

The reason tor this moderate strength in the relationship is seen nien

examining the table. The row percentaqes for those who did "excellent" in

their previous jobs are: 40 - 3.3 - 27 - 1' - 4 with reoarl to their Dresert

performance as recruiters. A stronger relationship would have occured if tne

distribution had clustered more to the left, i.e.. o0 - 30 - 7 - 2 - J.

Similarly, the row percentages for those who did "abo,.e average" Ii

their previous jobs are: 8 - 36 - 28 - 24 - 1). This snows a riore loraic-

and cohesive distribution, but also a tendency of leaning tow3r, the riLnt

side of the table.

Sai r. There is a relationship between previous iob oerformance

and performance as a recruiter. This iustifies some sort ot a screeninc

process for past performance when selectino recruiters.

The last effect, or relationship, I will investigate is whether or

not past performance can be used to predict their level of satisfaction about

being recruiters: in other words, if there is a correlation between their

earlier iob performance and their present feelings about being recruiters.

The table on oage 102 shows a low chi-square value, but more

important, it gives a high value for the significance (I.0,:411, a value

larger than my earlier selected level (0.0)05) for acceptino the h-vpothesis.

There is no relationship between how recruiters performed in their

previous iobs and how they presently feel about beino recruiters. The main

reason for this is seen in the two right columns of the table. Some 15.()

percent of those who oreviouslv did excellent "dislike very much" being

recruiters and additionally 11.8 percent "dislike it somewhat".
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6 similar, but even worse attitude, is found amono those who did "above

averaoe". Here some 22.2 aercent exoress they "dislike ;erv much" beino

recruiters.

********* CROSSTABULAT I ON OF ********

014 CHARACTERIZE PERFORMANCE IN LAST JOB- BV
010 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECPUITER'

- 010

COUNT I

ROW PCT ILI E IT LIkE IT HAVE NO DISLIYE DI5LI E POW
COL PCT IVERY MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT ''EP, MJUC TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 7.1 4.1 ,.I

014 -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I-------- I

I. I 308 I 143 I 7, I 84 1 , I i
EXCELLEN I 43.3 1 20.1 I 9.8 1 11.8 1 ' I 7 .8

1 8 1 . 1 68.1 I 68.t 1 7 7 7 _s ,

I 1 .A 1 14.8 1 7.3 1 8. 1 11.

II I-- -I-------- I
2. I 65 1 62 1 29 I 26 1 7 ?'.4

ABOVE AVERAGE I 27.8 I 26.5 I 12.4 I 11.1 1 22. 24.2
1 17.2 I 29.5 I 28.4 1 22.8 I 32.5 1
I o.7 1 6.4 I 3.0 1 2.7 1 5.4

-I--------.I-----I--------I-------.... ---

3.1 5 1 5 I 2 1 41 1 17
AVERAGE 1 29.4 I 29.4 I 11.8 I 23.5 1 1, 1 1.8

I 1.3 I 2.4 I 2.0 I 3.5 1 , I
I .5 I .5 I .2 I .4 1 . 1

4.1 01 1) 1 1 1 1) 1) I
BELOW AVERAGE I 0 1 0 I 10).0 1 0 1 1

I 0 I 0 I 1.0 I 0 0 I

I 0 " I . 1 0 1' I
I---I -------- I--------I------I ----- I

5. 1 1 I 0 I1 0 1 1
POOR I 100.0 I 0 I 0 1 0 ' 1 1 .1

I .3 I 0 1 0 I 0 II
I I 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 0
I---I -------------- I ----- I----I

COLUMN I 210 102 114 1
TOTAL 39.3 21.8 10.6 11.8 16.

RAW CHI SQUARE = 34.86780 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE o.6,;41

CRAMER"S V = .09504
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .18674

SUMMARY, There is no relationship betwmen how recrit ers porformed

in their previous iobs and how they presentlv feel about bein,i Pcrititsrs.
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Hypothesis 6: THOSE WHO FELT THEa PARTICIPATED III THF SEIErrIOW

PROCESS WERE MORE POSITIVE TO THEIR RECRUITING ASSIGNMENT.

This hypothesis was selected in order to eT 3mine the imoortance of

participation in decisions concernino ones own future. It mott he of

importance not only to the selection of recruiters, but also to the selec!on

of soldiers for other tqpes of assignment not considered to be "normal" duties.

The central question in testing this hypothesis is question 22: "Whir

was vour participation in the selection process''. It mioht be wrono to Et:te

that this ouestion is built strictly according to Likert 5 scale. as it TiJ1't

he possible to perceive a high decree of participation without teelino -n.

influence. st least a few respondents ielt this way (se- oae 7I,. wntch 1=

the reason why I did not show any frequency statistics in the earlier oresen-

tation on pace 53.

With this limitation in mind. and the fact that tre scale is built

considering those responses from "high" to "no" participation, let me present

the answers and the calculated frequencies.

Mean: 2.87o

2. What was your participation 33.1 Z High, and I was ogien

in the selection process? full freedom to choose St de,: .

14.1 X Some.and I could na'e
refused Median: J. :

14.o % Some, but I did not
feel I had any influence Variance:2.-i

8.7 Z Scarce, I was ordered
to at least try Mode: I

29.5 X None, I was strictly

ordered SIewness:v.52

The profile table shows an "either/or" distribution. Some 47.2 percent

say they participated and felt they had at least some level of influence,

whereas 38.2 percent felt scarce or no participation and that they were

ordered into a recruiting assignment.
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C R 0*S*S*TCROSSTABULAT I ON OF

022 DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN SELECTION PROCESS By'
023 yOUR FEELINGS ABOUT BEING SELECTED?

if~* *4*4* * * * ***************** ** *** 44*

'22.3

COUNT I
ROW PCT II LIKED I LIKED NO SPEC DISLI ED DISLIfED FOW

COL PCT lIT VERY IT SOMEW FEELINGS SOMEWHA VEF:r MU TOI'L

TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1
022 I -------- I -------- I --------I -------- I--------I

1. 1 289 1 18 1 ') 11 I. 1 1 1

HIGH.I COULD CH I 90.6 I 5.6 1 3.1 1 .3 1 .3 1 3 .i
I b6. 0 I 12.' I 8.2 I .8 1 I
1 29.9 1 1.9 1 1.0 1 .1 1 . 1

-I--------- I-........-I-........-I---------I---------

2. 71 1 41 1 131 I 4 I 1
SOME. COULD RE 1 52.2 I 30.1 1 9.b 1 5.1 1 : 1 14.1

1 16.2 I 27.3 I 16.7 1 5. 1 I . 1
1 7.4 1 4.2 I 1.3 I 7 .4 1

-I I-----I---- --------

3. I 39 1 35 I 25 I 26 1 lb 1 141
SOME.BUT NO INFL I 27.7 1 24.8 I 17.7 1 18.4 1 117 1 14..)

I 8.9 1 23.3 I 20.5 1 21.8 I . I
1 4.0 I 3.6 I 2.6 I 2.7 1.7 I

-[-----I-----I------...-I----- -----

4. 1 7 1 il) 1 8 1 28 1 T31 I 84

SCARCE. ORD TRY I 8.3 I 11.9 1 9.5 I 33.3 I T 9 I 8.7

1 1.6 1 6.7 I 6.6 1 23.5 1 22.8 1
1 .7 I 1.0 1 .8 I 2.9 1 3. I
I---I --------------I -------------- I

5. 1 32 I 4b 1 66 1 57 1 84 1 285
NONE. I WAS ORDE I 11.2 I 16.1 I 23.2 I 2).'? 1 29.5 I 2 .5

1 7.3 1 30.7 I 54.1 1 47.9 1 61.8 1
I 3.3 I 4.8 I 6.8 I 5.9 I 8.- I
-I---I --------I--------.---------I--------I

COLUMN 438 15) 122 119 17b 965
TOTAL 45.4 15.5 12.6 12.3 14.1 1

RAW CHI SQUARE = 578.68122 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE =
CRAMER"S V = .38719 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT =.61227

This chi-square value is extremely high. In fact it is the second

hiohest in the survey, only surpassed by the relationship between what the

recruiters previously knew about recruitina and who provided them with this

knowledoe (see page 74'. The significance is 0. meanina with 10') percent

probability that there exists a relationship between the recruiter=-
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participation in the selection process and how they feel about beina selected.

The figures also show the hiohest continoency coefficient in the

survey for a table of similar rows and columns, meaning that there is a very

strong deoree of association.

Lookino at the table and starting with the row percentaoes, it is

seen that 90.6 percent of those 319 recruiters who experienced the highest

level of participation in the process liked beino selected ".e , iiuch"- and

that 82.3 percent of those who had some, and influential v. -ticviation li2el

it either somewhat or v~rv much. On the other side ot the stoic it is seen

that 49.5 percent of those 285 who were ordered either disliked it so:newhat

or verv much. which also was the perceotion of -6. per-ent o those ro *el

scarce influence.

Loo ino at the column totals. 82.2 percent of those who flied being

selected "very much" nad exoerienced either hIih or some. and influential

participation: whereas, on the other hand, 84.o percent of those who "disiii-el

very much" being selected had experienced either scarce or no oarticioation

at all.

SdtfM4R,. There is a very strono relationship between the recruiterS

oarticioation in the selection process and how they feel about being

selected. Almost everyone who had a hioh degree of participAtion liked beino

selected as a recruiter, whereas half of those who were ordered. and two-

third of those who felt scarce influence. disliked it either somewhat or

very much.

To examine the long term effects of a oarticipatino =election prece~s

I crosstabulated the recruiter s level of oarticipation with how the, later

feel about beino recruiters.
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********* CROSSTABULAT I ON OF .** .. * .

022 DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN SELECTION PROCESS pf

01') HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER'

COUNT I
ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE EISLIUE OW

COL PCT IVER' MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VEFr MUC TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2. 1 3.1 4.1 5.1

022 I-----I-------.--. --I ----- ---- I

1. I 194 I 64 1 28 1 I 1 1 I
HIGHI COULD CH I 06.8 I 20.1 1 8.8 1 5. 1 5.7 r ::,

I 51.2 I 30.5 I 27.5 I 14. 1 1,". I
I 2:. 1 6.6 I 2.9 I 1 .7 I . 1 'D
I- --I-------I-------.... I -....... ---.... ....... ... I

2. I 69 I 37, I 9 I 15 I i 3

SOME.! COULD RE I 5,0.7 1 27.2 I a.6 1 11.., 1 4.4 1 14.1
I 18.2 I 17.6 I 8.8 I 13.2 1 .
I 2 1 3 .8 I . 9 1 .. I_ ..

3. I 3,8 I 30 I 22 I 1 ' 1 4

SOME.BUT NO INFL I 27.) I 21.3 I 15.6 I 14." I 1. I 14.D
I 10.') 1 14.3 1 21.6 1 18.4 I 9.i I
1 3.9 I 3.1 I1 2.3 I 2.2 1 3.1 I

-I--------.I--------.I-----I-.................-

4. 1 8 1 I 1 11 1 1 1 ,5 1 84

SCARCE. ORD TRY I 9.5 I 13.1 I 13.1 I 22.6 1 41.7 I 8.
I 2.1 I 5.2 I 10.8 I 16.7 1 -1.1 I

a'I .8 I 1.1 I 1.1 I 2.0 I '3.o I
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I-.................-

5. 1 70 1 a8 I 32 1 43 1 78

NONE. I WAS ORDE I 24.6 I 23.9 I 11.2 1 15.1 I 25.3 1 2q.5
1 18.5 I 32.4 I 31.4 I 37.7 45. , 1
I 7.3 1 7.0 1 3.3 1 4.5 1 1.5
I- - -I --------..--....... I -... .... I-.. .... .... .... I

COLUMN 379 210 1)2 114 I t)
TOTAL 3',9.3 21.8 10.6 11.8 lc.b 100.)

RAW CHI SQUARE = 202.86463 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE 2

CRAMER"S V .22925 CONTINGENCy COEFFICIEN4T = .416-8

This table has an extremely hioh chi-square value and a sioniticance

of 0. It is has a very hiah continqency coefficient. The tatle cotert is

considered self-exolanatorv and shows with a 100 oercent orsb3bilit, th3t

there is a strona relatirnship between the level of r tr'c, ..19 :orf h-<

they later feel about beina recruiters.
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S b . J . _ A . . - . . -. . . . ; - .Ja _, - -L = -a a . . -- .

Il y p ot h o s i s 7 THOSE WHO WERE Gf VEN AN EAFI,4 , r ,tiN OR TO( rD FO:1T

THEIR SELECTION WERE MORE FO-If.'E TnWa,D r-HFJ

RECRUITING ASSIGNMEN1T THAN THO_ E W10 WERE

INFORMED THROUGH IMPERSONA. ORDERS.

This hypothesis is close to. or miaht be considered a- a contln ,-'on

oi. the previously discussed hypothesis number 6. It was selected in order

to encompass the value of interpersonal communication, even if none of fr,.z

participants had any influence on the selection.

The central test parameter is question -1: "How were -,, in rre.1
a"

about the selection". The answers have the followino distrit ,ticr, - -r ei:

on oaue 53,:

21. How were Vou intormed 1i.0 % Personallv t., a. commander
about the selection'

7.4% Personall ,telephome' b 1 F IF EN

20.' 7. By receiot of the sur ee -: .

34.8 Z In a written order

lo.0 X Other, specify: ............

The answers represent distinct alternatives and h:. e to br EeoAr:.trl&

addressed and evaluated. The first two describe some sort of oe'rsonal com

munication. whereas the next two represent some sort of imoersnnal infor,, ion

about the selection. The last alternative. "Other". will not be commnted on

as the variety of responses make it less operational, for instansce. "that this"

was a way of petting an assignment in the USAR" or "as a wa, of reenlistino

in the Army".

Most of the recruiters (55.6 percent) were informed imversonall

about their selection to recruiting command. while 28.4 percent were

personally told by either their commanding officer or bv M!LFEPCE!4.

%7
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CROSS TABULA T I ON OF

021 HOW WERE YOU INFORMED ABOUT SELECTION'
023 YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT BEING SELECTED'

023

COUNT I

ROW PCT II LIKED I LIKED NO SPEC DISLIKED [ISLIT ;Ili

COL PCT lIT VERY IT SOMEW FEELINGS SOMEWHA VE i MU TOTmL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.

021 I -------- I -------- I-------- I -------- I--------I
1. 125 1 31 261 15 t I

PERSONAL Ri CDR I 61.6 1 15.' 1 12.8 1 .4 .,, - 2it,
1 28.5 I 20.7 I 21.3 I 12".6 1 4.4 1
1 13.' I 3.2 1 2.7 1 L I .

-I-----I-----I--------.I-------- ......

12. 441 91 1I I 8 1 -1
PERSONAL Bf MILP I 62.0 1 12.7 I 7.0 1 7. 1 1.3 I I.-

-\ I 10.' 1 6.0 I 4.1 1 4.2 1 5. I
I 4.o 1 .? 1 .5 I .5 1 .
-I-----I-----I-----I----- ----

*3. I 50 I 34 I 30 I 38 1 ;, 1

RECEIPT OF SURVP I 24.9 I it.9 I 14.9 I 18.9 1 24.4 1 >,.

I 11.4 1 22.7 I 24.6 1 31.9 1 _e.., I
I 5.2 1 3.5 I 3.1 I 3.9 1 5.1 I
----I-------I......I-------I-----I ---------.....I

4. 1 115 1 56 I 46 I 55 I o4 I 3 0

WRITTEN ORDER I 34.2 1 16.7 I k3.7 1 16.4 19.0 1 34.8

I 26.3 I 37.3 I 37.7 1 46.2 I 47.1 1
I 11.9 I 5.8 I 4.8 I 5.7 I 6.0 1

5. I 164 I 2' I 15 I 1 1 1 154
OTHER I 67.5 I 13.0 I 9.7 1 39 1 5.8 1 lo.')

1 23.7 I 13.3 I 12.3 1 5.0 1 o.o I

I 10.8 1 2.1 1 1.6 1 .o 1 .t I
-I--------.I--------.I------I---------i

COLUMN 438 150 122 119 1 3o ;0=

TOTAL 45.4 15.5 12.6 12.3 14.i 1 ) .'.1

RAW CHI SQUARE = 138.62539 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICsNCE = 6.,..,,)

CRAMER"S V = .18951

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .35441

The table above has a high chi-square value and a low significance.

The continoency coefficient is significantly hiah and serves to verifv a

strong relationship between how the recruiters were informed about their

selection to recruiting command and how they felt about beina selected.

The vertical axis iquestion 21) has to be considered as consistino

I I
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of distinctive values whereas the horizontal axis (question 23) is built

accordino to Likert s scale.

8v accumulatino the two different ways of beino informed about

selection and concentratino on the row oercentaoes. the followina oattern

appears:

Liked it Liked it No spec Disli ked Disliked Total
v. much somewhat feelinas somewhat v. much

Personallv 16; 4) .1 2' 14 274
61.7 4. 11.3 7.3 5.1 

Impersonallv 165 9 0 76 93 113 a
30.7 16.7 14.2 1 .3 .

SUMMARY. There is a strono relationship between how recrjiters were

informed about their selection to recruitino command and how. tne. feiz bo,,'

beinq selected. Those who were personally told about the selection were twice

as positive as those who received impersonal information throuoh a letter or

an order. Those who were informed impersonally seem to dislike the selection

"very much" about 4 times as often as those who were oersonallv told.

Permit me a maroinal note about the distribution of those who

answered they were informed throuah the receiot of the tr~ditional svLr'.e.-

packaoe welcoming them to USAREC. I assume this has been irstitutIor,:-zeo

in order to make the selected recruiters feel more positive to the assionment.

The table shows, however, that this objective is not achieved.

To conclude by combininq the last two hvootheses, both dealina With

the final selection and information. I put up two three-dimentional cross-

tabulation tables. I used the questions 23 and 22 as table variables, and

question 21 as the controllino element. The tables are presented on the ne't

two oaqes.

I09
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**.4***R CROSST ABULAT I ON OF **.*..'*

023 YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT BEING SELECTED? B

022 DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN SELECTION PROCESS
CONTROLLING FOR..

021 HOW WERE YOU INFORMED ABOUT SELECTION VALUE 1. PEPSONALLY
BY CDR

Q022

COUNT I
ROW PCT IHIGH.I SOME.I SOME.BUT SCARCE. NONE. I ROW

COL PCT ICOULD CH COULD RE NO INFL ORD TR'Y WAS ORDE TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.T

023 I----- I----- I----- I-........-I-........-I

1. 1 77 1 26 I ll 2 ZI 125=.

I LIVED IT VERY 1 61.6 I 2j.8 I 8 I 1.o I . I oI. 
S 92. 8 1 o8.4 1 44.1) 1 15.4 1 -'. . I
I 37.9 I 12.8 I 5.4 I 1 .. I 4.4 I

% . -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I------- I
2.1 II )1 6 1 5I I 31

I LIVED IT SOMEW I 0.5 I 32.7 I 19.4 I Io.1 I ,5 . 1 V,
I 2.4 I 26.3 I 24.) I 36.5 I 18. 1
I I . 0 I 4.9 I 3.0 I 2.5 1 . I

3. I 3 1 1 I 4 I 2 I It I 2b
NO SPEC FEELINGS 1 11.5 1 38 I 15.4 1 7.7 I .I.5 I 12.8

I 3.6 1 2.6 1 16.0 I 15.4 1 3-.4 I
I 1.5 1 .5 I 2.0 I 1.0 1 7.'; I

-I---------I-........-I-........-I-----I------

4.1 11 1 I3 3 81 15
DISLI ED SOMEWHA I 6.7 I 0 1 20.0 I 20.0 1 57.71 1 7.4

I 1.2 I 0 I 12.0 I 23.1 1 18.2 I

I .5 I 0 I 1.5 1 1.5 1 .; I
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.......

5. 1 ,) 1 1 I 1 I. 1 I 1
DISLIkED VERY MU I 0 1 16.7 I 16.7 I o. 1 5,, I 3.')

I 0 1 2.6 1 4.0 I 7.7 1 0 1R T

I 0 I .5 I .5 I .5 I 1.5 I
-I---------I-........-I-........-I-........-I-........-I

COLUMN 83 38 25 13 44 267,

TOTAL 40.9 18.7 12.3 6.4 21. flO.'.

RAW CHI SQUARE = 102.077o,) WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICNCE =

CRAMER"S V .35456 CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .57844

Both tables have hioh chi-square values and low enough levels of

sionificance to verifv the relationships. The contingencv coefficients are

also both very hioh and signal high degrees of association.

The tables show no sionificant difference for those who experienced
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Hypot hes i s 8: RECRUITERS FEEL LESS SATISFACTION IN THEIF JOB A'S

RECRUITER THAN WHAT THEV FELT Im rHEIR LAST JOE.

This hypothesis has already been briefly discussed in considerino

hypothesis number 5: "Recruiters feel a drop in their own performance when

compared to their performance in their last job." In pursuino the conseotIen.es

of that hypothesis, I found it interestino to address the relationship between

the recruiters drop in performance and their later feelinos as recruiters,

What I have done for this hypothesis is to compare tre chanae in ie el

of satisfaction between what they experienced in their p. elooS icbs and w'.t

they feel in their present :ob as recruiters: and to inves.t]iite 1 tis h,:

any conseouences on the selection process. The test ouestion )s 2.estir I :

1'1. How do you feel about beino a 39.3 % Like it ver nucn 'lean:
recruiter' 21.8 % Li ke It somewhat :t de,: e I,

i0 % No soecial 4feelinos Median: 1 T

i.6 % Dislike it somewhat V'arirre: 1. 
Io.o / Dislike ver, much Mode:

S -ewness: K%

Another central test auestion In this

hypothesis is ouestion 15: "All thinis

considered, how satisfied or dissatisfied were vou with the milItar, as a ,;

of life durino your last ioV " . This resulted in the distribution see oace 51 :

15. How satisfied or dis- 70.1 % Very satisfied I'Pzn : I,:-I

satified were you in 25.6 % Satisfied St de,: ,'.0, 4
your last iob' 2.0% Neither satisfied Med -n! I1."14

2.0% 7.Somewhat dissatis+. Varianse: '.4t
0.4 % Very dissatisfied Mode: I

Skewness: 7, 1

The differences betwPen these twn oro':le

tables can be easilv seen and there is

no doubt that the hpothespis Is correcr,

However, some i nt erers tingn t hings r

when crosstabul atI no these two 'ujst I-ns
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C R 0 S S T A B U L A T I 0 N OF

Q1) HOW DO 'YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER? BY

015 SATISFIED WITH MILITARY LIFE IN LAST JOB

* *4** * * ** * ********** * ***** **** ** ** * *

015

COUN T I
ROW PCT IVER( SAT SATISFIE NEITHER SOMEWHAT Y:EF DIE FIEW
COL PCT IISFIED NOR DISSATI SAFISFIE TOTAL

TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1
01 -- - I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I

1. 1 262 1 7 1 7 1 12 1 1 -

LIVE IT VER; 11U. o9,.1 I 25.b I 1.8 i 3.2 I 1 1 L'.
I 38.8 I 39. 3 1 36.8 1 t3.2 1 25, 1
1 2,7.2 I I0.1 I .7 I 1.2 1 1 I
1-----I---------1---------.I-........-I ......- '

2. I 1:5 1 6-' I 5 I 5 i ± f i,.

LIE IT _OMEWHAT I 4.3 I 11.0 I 2.4 1 .4 1 1 .1
I -.O, I 25.5 1 20. 3 I 2 ." ... I
I i4., I t.5 1 .5 1 .5

-I---------I-........-I-........-I-........-I-........-I

I 7
t I 21 I , I I I I I I'll

HAVE NO SF FEEL I 74.5 I 20.t I 2.9 I i.e I ., I jut

I 11.2 I 8.5 I 15.8 I 5. 5.. I

I 7.' I 2.2 I .3 I .1 I I
-I---------I------------........-I-........---........-I

4. 1 77 I 33 3 1 1 1 1 114
DILI E SOMEWHAT I 7.5 1 28.9 I 2.6 I .9 1 I u.S

I 11.4 1 13.4 1 15.8 1 5.3 1 0 1
1 8.0 1 3. 4 I .3 I .1 1 0 : I

5. I E2. I . I I 0... 1 0 115.L E ~ IU 1 72 T I 20.a I .a I 0 I ', I It.:'i

I 12.t I 13.4 I 5. I I
I 1 3. I 1 3.4 I .1 I 0 1 I

COLUMN o0 247 19 I 9_4
TOTAL . 2.6 2.0 2.0 . i'..

RAW CHI SQUARE = 21.10351 WITH 18 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICHCE .114:
CR AMER 'S V = . ,7_94

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .14629

This table has a low chi-square value, but more important a tiue o

sianificance far higher than my earlier selected level ky.O'vS' for acceptuno

the hypothesis. This means that there is no relationship between how the,

oresentlv feel about being recruiters and how they felt in their last lots.
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This lack of relationship is interpreted to mean that there is no

correlation between how they felt in their previous job situations and how

'I they now feel about being recruiters. It is not true that those who earlier

felt dissatisfied also feel dissatisfied as recruiters: and more imfotrtarrt, it

ii. is not correct that those who earlier felt satisfaction in their iob situ clzns

also feel satisfied in their present jobs as recruiters.

When studvinq the column percentaaes for those 67 7,.'. percent, w!ho

felt "very satisfied" in their last jobs. only 38.8 percent Q4 them hae

similar attitude toward their present iob situation, and almost ha l o tren

feel ambivalent or dislike be.no recruiters. A similar pattern i= seen armcr!

those 247 who earlier were "satisfied".

'.2Note also that the row percentaoes in the two let Columns, shciairro

those who felt satisfied or very satisfied in their ore i us 'obs. ae aL

larder than 94.3 percent. In fact, the highest level of sati=factior, 1s fo,,rd

in the lowest row where 99.4 percent of those who now dislide very much beini

recruiters characterize their earlier job satisfaction as very satisfn no.

The number of those who were ambivalent or dissatisfied in their

previous jobs is so small (all tooether 4.4 percent) that conclusions in thi

area might be statistically invalid.

SUMMARY. Recruiters feel less satisfaction in their lobs as recruiters

than what they felt in their last jobs. This feelino is indeoendent oa how

they previously felt about the military as a way of life,

My reason for pursuing this issue is to investioate whether or not

t this drop in iob satisfaction has any lono term conseouences: and since I am

N
interested in the future environment on the selection orocess. I out uo mues-

t or, 16 aoainst ouest ion 8: "What Is your oref erence for your re- t or sh -

sejuent assi inment,'enl istment '.
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CRDSSTABULAT I ON OF

08 WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE FOR NEXT ASSIGN' B,
010 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER'

COUNT I
ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIkE E-IBLIi-E ROW

COL FCT IVER'Y MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VEF MUC TOrAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

08 I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I

I. 1 78 I 24 I I 2 I 0 I k>

F:EENL AS ONPROD 1 72.9 I 22.4 1 2.8 I l.c, I i I ill

I 20. 1 11.4 1 2.9 1 .8 I
I 8.1 I 2.5 1 .3 I .2 1 .

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I-......-I

2. I 153 45 1 19 I 5 1 - 1 2 - _

REENL IN USAREC I 68.' I 20.0 1 8.4 1 2.2 I l 3 4".:

I 40.4 I 21.4 1 18.6 1 4.4 1 I, I

I 15.9 I 4.7 I 2.0 .5 1
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I ........ I

3. 1 47 I 36 I 12 I I 1' I 114
REENLISTMENT NCO 1 41.2 1 33.3 1 10.5 1 6.1 1 8.8 1 11.8

I 12.4 I 18.1 I 11.8 I .1 I o. I
1 4.9 1 3.9 1 1.2 1 1 1.2 1
-I-----I-----I-----I-----I-----I

4. 1 27 I 63 I 39 I 66 I -7 I 2

IN PRIOR MOS I 9.9 I 23.2 I 14.3 I 24.3 1 3.3 I 28.2

1 7.1 1 30.0 1 38.2 I 57.9 1 48.1 1

I 2.8 I 6.5 I 4.0 I 6.8 I 8., 1
-I--------. £-----...I--------.I--------.I-.........I

5. 1 9 I 15 I 10 I 23 1 5b 1 113'
ANY ASSM OUTS AR 1 8.0 I 13.3 1 8.8 1 26.4 1 4-.o 1 it.-

I 2.4 I 7.1 I 9.8 I 2 .2 I .:

I .9 I 1.6 1 1.0 1 2.4 1 5.8 1

6. I 14 I 5 I 5 I 7 1 12 I 47
RESIGN 1 32.6 I 11.6 I 11.6 I a.3 I 2 . 1 4.5

I 3.7 I 2.4 I 4.9 I 6.1 I 7.5 1

I 1.5 I .5 I .5 I .7 I 1.2 I
-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I

7. I 51 I 20 I 14 I 4 1 2 I 1
NO PREF I 56.0 I 22.0 1 15.4 I 4.4 1 2.2 1 9.4

1 13.5 I 9.5 I 13.7 I 3.5 I 1.2 1

I 5.3 1 2.1 I 1.5 I .4 1 .2 1

COLUMN 379 210 102 114 100 965

TOTAL 39.3 21.8 10.6 11.8 lt.o 1t0,(

.RAW CHI SQUARE = 441.56469 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE

CRAMER"S V = .33822

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .560310
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The table on the previous page has an extremely hioh chi-square value

and an extremely low value for sionificance. Cramer's V is hioh enouqh to

4verify a strona relationship between the recruiters preference for their

net assiorment and how they feel about beino recruiters.

The most interesting aspect of this table is the oehavior of those

who either like or dislike being recruiters with reaard to their preierence

for their next assianment. I will not comment on the 4.5 percent who want to

resion from the Army or the 9.4 percent who have no preferences.

Almost all of those who like beino recruiters ver4 much ,'3.4 oer,_nri

want a future assionment within recruitino, and very few o+ them ,;.5 Dercent,

want an assionment outside of recruitina. On the other hand, those wno di=slke

recruIturno want to either return to their prior MOS or to h;.Ive an assionmert

outside USAREC (83.1 percent of those who dislike beina recruiters -,erv milch

and 78.1 percent of those who dislike it somewhat). and very few of them wart

to remain in a recruiting assignment (8.3 percent and 12.3 percent resoectiveluV.

The consequence of the above is that the "first hand" information that

is "brought back" to the units in the Army about recruitino is furnisned b.,

those who feel stronaly dissatisfied as recruiters. This conclusion will be

followed up in the discussion of hypothesis number 9: "Recruiters who feel

dissatisfied will not recommend a recruiting assignment to one of their noed

friends".

SUMMARY. Almost all of those who like beino recruiters want a future

assignment within recruitina. Those who dislike beino recruiters, on the

other hand, primarily want to return to their prior MOS or 1.:- , ., o

ment- out - d IJ SAREC. This means that the local. " Irt rn' n. r1 on ,.

,:-,ult~r will be cro.ided by NCOs who felt dissetisied s rc'ti _

%"
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H vo t hes i 9 : FECFITEP5 WHO FEEL. EESATISF1ED WILL NOT PECOMHENE.

A RECRUITING ASSIGNMENT TO THEIF F;IENDS.

This hvoothesis mioht seem self-evident, but it was established it,

order- to qualifv the tyoe of information that is broucht o'i_!, o e'?oerienceii

recruiters to their NCO collegues who form the pool of potentil recruiters.

Question I1 is a straiaht forward 11. Would you recommend recruitinc

to one o .,our oood
Question: "Would You recommend a iriends-

rcruit]no assiontent to one o, :* i s

,our , 'od friends:". The answers 4:- . Jo

o t the distribution as oresented . . r t Jn-,-j

on paoe 5t).

Another obvious test question to verify the hvootne=_=i oetre

elaboratino on other areas is question 10: "How do you +eel about beino .i

recruiter'". This question has the +ollowinQ distribution tas oresented on

paoe 5,)0 :

16. How do you feel about beino a
recruiter? 39.3 X Like it very much

21.7 % like it somewhat Mean: e.447

1O.o X No special feelinas Median: I.."
Variance: 2.2ot

1.S . Dislike it somewhat Mode: I
Si.ewness: 1I. 5-'

Jo. 7 Dislike it very much

The table orn the next pace. which puts these two Questions LID aoaln-t

each other. miaht be used as a classic examole ot a very strong relatiorsnic.

It has an extremely hioh chi-square value and a value for sionltlcarce so
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CROSS TABULA T I ON OF

011 WOULD YOU RECOMMEND A RECRUITING ASSIGN' BY

010 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER"

*********************4************** *

01')

COUNT I
ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE DISLIKE ROW

COL PCT IVERt MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VERY HUC TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

Lil I -------- I -------- I --------I --------I -------- I
1. 1 288 1 74 1 17 1I ' I 38o

yES I 74.6 I 19.2 I 4.4 1 1.8 1 1 4,.

I 76.0 I 35.2 I 16.7 I 6.1 I
I 29.8 I 7.7 1 1.8 I .7 I 1, I
I---I ---------- I----I ------I

2. I 44 I 84 I oa4 I 92 I 15o 1 44y
NO I 1,0.0 1 19.1 I 14.5 I 20.P 1 35.5 I 45.o

I 11.6 I 40.'0 I 62.7 I 8 0. 7 I 77. I, 1
I 4.6 I 8.7 I 6.0 I 9.5 I io.2 I
-I-----I-----I-----I-----I------

3. I 47 I 52 I 21 I 15 I 4 1 133
DON T KNOW I 33.8 1 37.4 1 15.1 1 11.8 1 2.; 1 i 4.4

I 12 . I 24.8 1 20.6 I 13.2 1 2.5 1
I 4.9 I 5.4 I 2.2 I Il. I .4 1

-I-----I-----I-----I------I-.........I

COLUMN 379 210 102 114 lo'. 5
TOTAL 39.3 21.8 10.t 11.8 1o.o Iu.u

RAW CHI SQUARE = 499.12343 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE ',

CRAMER"S V = .50854
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .58387

low that it is statistically impossible to obtain any laroer chi-square

value in a similar table. Cramer s V is also very high. Thus. this table

shows with a 100 percent probability that there is a very stron relationship

between how they feel about beina recruiters and whether or not tnev would

recommend a recruitino assignment to their friends.

When lookino at the table it is seen that almost all ot those who

answered that they would recommend a recruiting assionment either lWe beira

recruiters very much or somewhat (93.8 oercent). On the other hand. all rnose
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who dislike beino recruiters "very much" would either not. or don t Vnow it

they would, recommend it to their friends. This is also the case tor almost

all of those who dislike it somewhat (93.9 percent).

When considerino those who answered that they "don t Inow" it s 7tn

that most of them t71.2 percent) either like being recruiters .er. much or

somewhat, and it is sate to assume that their hesitation is based on

considerations concernina their friends aualifications. It it. however. IS

rooted in their own perceptions. it is assumeo that thev will ce more

oositive than neoative over time. or at least will orovide 0aiaoced

irtormation. but a few will probably advise aoainst it.

SdMARr, Less than half of the recruiters Would recommend - recrtT) inl

assionment to their friends. Those who feel dissatisfied would Absolutel, not

recommend it, whereas most of those who like beina recruiterE would.

In order to tie this attitude to how they themselves e'-erienced the

selection process, I put up question 22: "What was Your participation in the

selection process"" aoainst whether or not they would recommend a recruitino

assignment.

The table on the next page shows a sufficiently hioh chi-square ,alue

and low siqnificance to justify the relationship. Cramer s V is high enouon

to verify that there is a relationship between the level oi their own par-

ticipation in the selection process and whether or not thev later would re-

commend a recruiting assionment to their friends.

A polarization is seen in the table, especially between those who

answered "yes" and those who answered "no". Some 50. 3 percent of those wh)

answered "yes" have experienced a high level of participation, whereas

38.4 percent of those who answered "no" have experienced no participation.
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V- * 1 -...- CROBSTABULATI ION OF ***7"-7*1

all WOULD iOU RECOMMEND A RECRUITING ASSIGW1" Bf
022 DI YOU PARTICIPATE IN SELECTION PROCESS-

"4 022

COUN T I
ROW PCT IHIGH.I SOME.I SOME.BUT SCARCE. NONE. I ROW
COL PCT ICOULD CH COULD RE NO INFL ORD TRY WAS ORDE TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

011 ------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I --------I
I. I 194 1 b5 I 44 1 It) I I 38

YES J 50. 3 1 16.8 1 11.4 1 2.6 I 18. I 4'.u
I 60.8 I 47.8 I 31.2 1 1 1.9 I i5. . I
1 20.1 I 6. 7 I 4.6 I 1.0 I 7.o I

-I -------- I -------- I -------- I-------- I --------
2. I 84 I 47 I 73 I 07 i 1 1 44,

NO I 19.1 1 10.7 I 16.o 1 15.2 1 A -. 1 45.o
I 26.3 I 34.6 I 51.8 1 -m .8 i 5;.- 1
I 8.7 1 4.9 1 7.6 1 0.9 1 1-5

3. 1 41 1 24 1 24 1 7 1 43 1 139
DON T KNOW I 29.5 I 17.3 1 17.3 I 5.') 1 -6.T I 14.4

I 12.9 1 17.6 1 17.0 1 8.3 1 15. 1
1 4.2 I 2.5 I 2.5 I .7 1 4.5 1
-I---------------I-----I-----I-------I

COLUMN 319 136 141 B4 P85 95

TOTAL 33.1 14.1 14.6 8.7 2q.5 1)0')

RAW CHI SQUARE = 139.12110 WITH 8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE =

CRAMER"S V = .26848
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .35497

Additionally 16.8 percent of those who answered "Yes" ha,ve

experienced "some. and influential" participation. whereas 15.2 percent o

those who answered "no" have experienced "scarce, and uninfluential"

participation.

SUMMARY. Most of those who positively participated in the selection

process would later recommend a recruiting assionment to one of their friends.

Most of those who felt little or no influential participation in the

selection process would not recommend it.
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H ypot hesi s 1 0 : MOST OF THE POTENTIAL RECRUITERS i.NOWLEDGE

ABOUT RECRUITING DUTIES IS COUIRED FROM NCO

COLLEAGUES WHO HAVE HAD EXPERIENCE AS i RECRUITER.

The next two hypotheses look at the information flow from the infer-

mation "supply" side. Many aspects of this have alreadv been toucned upon.

especially in the discussion of the first two hypotheses, but these were

discussed from the information "demand" side.

rhis hypothesis will quantifv and qualify the type ot information

that is brouaht back by experienced NCO colleaoues to tne ootential rec-

ruiters in the various units of the Army.

H central question in oresentino the 'aemana" side is o,.-3tion 10:

"Who. if anyone, provided you with this knowledqe'" (about recruitIro l.

The distribution of answers is as earlier oresented (see pace 5l--:

18. Who. if anyone, provided
you with this knowledoe? 2.0 Commandino officers

3.5 % Other officers in my unit

11.9 % Outsiders travelino teams.
recruiters etc,

.. 38.0 7 NCO colleaoues who naa experience
as recruiters

7.0 Z Other NCO colleaoues

- -- I 37.6 X None

This table shows that NCO colleaoues who have had experience as

recruiters far outrank any other source of information. Disreaardino those

who said they had received no information at all, some o'.*.8 percent of the

potential recruiters received their information from this arouo. It is

therefore important to study what attitudes they reveal in order to predict

their impact upon the selection process environment.
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With the assumption that successful recruiters will be permitted to

reenlist in recruitino if they want to. which is looical accordinq to the

high priority that recruitinq is aiven: then question 8: "What is your

preference for your nett or subsequent assionment/enlistmert'" . reeils what

will happen after the completion of their tour. This question has tne

followina distribution of answers (as shown on paoe 481:

8. What is your preference tor 11,1 5 Reenlist as an On-Froduction
Vour next assiqnment/enlistment7  xecrulter

23.3 % Reenlist in USA*PEC. out not is

an On-Production Recruiter.
S11. Z Reenlistment 14CO

S23 . MOS I neld oetore recrutin Out

I 7 Any assinment outsioe U>SREC

4.5 % Resign from the Mrmv

P *4 Z No Preference

I will compare the first two alternatives, which Oath represent a

continuation of their assionment in USAREC, versus the fourth ano fifth which

represent returning to one of the units in the Armv. The tirst aroup consists

of 34.4 percent ot the respondents i332 recruiters) wnile the other group

consists of 39.9 percent (385 recruiters).

Crosstabulating using question 8 as one of the variables re.'eals teiat

attitudes these groups possess.

The table on paoe 123, crosstabulatino how they feel about being rec-

ruiters. has been presented previously on page 115. I will not comment on it.

except to restate that the local, "first hand" information about recruitino

in the various units of the Army is provided by NCOs who ielt dissatistied in

their )obs as recruiters.
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CROSSTABULAT I ON OF

08 WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE FOR NEXT ASSIGN' By
01O HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT BEING A RECRUITER'

010
COUNT I

ROW PCT ILIKE IT LIKE IT HAVE NO DISLIKE DISLIKE ROW
COL PCT IVERY MUC SOMEWHAT SP FEEL SOMEWHAT VEFI MUC TOTHL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

Q8 I -------- I -------- I -------- I-------- I--------I
1. I 78 I 24 I 3 I 2 1 I 1 "

REENL AS ONPROD I 72.9 1 22.4 1 2.8 1 I.1 I 11.1

I 20.6 I 11.4 I 2. 1 1.8 1 1
I 8.1 I 2,5 1 .3 I .2 1

.1 153 I 45I 19 I 51 I 25
PEENL IN IJSAREC I 8. ) I 20.0 I 8.4 1 2 1 I T "

I 40.4 I 21.4 I 18.b I 4.4 1
I 15.9 I 4.7 1 2. I .5 .3 I
-I---I- ----- I---I ----- I-----I

'. I 47 1 38 I 12 1 7 1 ,1 114
REENIISTMENT HCO I 41.2 I 33.3 I 10.5 I 6.1 1 ,.8 1 11.8

1 12.4 1 18.1 1 11.8 1 b 1 1 7, I
I 4.9 I 3.9 I 1.2 I ,," I., I
----- I-I----..-I.. .. .. I----- --.... --I-.. ... ... ... ..I

4. I 27 1 63 I 39 I 6b 77 1 2

IN PRIOR MOS I 9.9 I 23.2 I 14.3, I 24.3 I 28,3 I 28.2

1 7.1 I 30.0 I 38.2 I 57.9 I 48.1 I
1 2.8 I 6.5 1 4.0 1 6.8 1 8.: 1

5. 1 9 I 15 I 10 I 23 I Ir. 113
ANY ASSM OUTS AR I 8.6 I 13.3 1 8.8 1 20.4 1 . I )}.

I 2. 4 I 7. 1I 9.8 1 2t,. 2 1 "1 I

1 .9 I 1.6 I 1.06 I 2.4 I 5.3 1
I--------I--------I--------I--------.............I

6. I 14 I 5 I 5 1 7 1 1. 1 43
RESIGN I 32.6 I 11.6 I 11.6 I 16.3 1 27.;, 1 .5

I 3.7 I 2.4 I 4.9 I .1 I 7.5 I

I 1.5 1 .5 1 .5 1 .71 1.21

7. 1 51 1 20 1 14 1 4 1 1 .1
NO PREF I 56.0 1 22.0 I 15.4 I 4.4 I 2.2 I 4

I 13.5 I 9.5 I 13.7 I 3.5 I 1.- I
I 5.3 I 2.1 I 1.5 I .4 1 2 1

-I-------- I -------- I -------- I -------- I- -
COLU1111 379 210 102 114 16,)

TOTAL 3q. - 21.8 10.d 11.8 1o.1 1u..8

RAW CHI SQUARE = 441.56469 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIG;,JIFICHlCE K
CRAMER"S V .338 ,n

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT .5 603v
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To investioate how the same groups performed as recruiters I put uo

question 8 aoainst question 9: "All in all, characterize your pertormance ds

a recruiter." That table is shown on next pace.

The table has an edtremelv high chi-snuare value and a e-tre,.l,

low value tor significance. Cramer s V is hiah enough to verit the stron

relationship between the recruIters preference for their next asSionrent arno

how the, feel about beino recruiters.

[he row percentaoes tell that 72 percent of those who .r :L to reer i i t

as on-oroduction recruiters and 73.4 percent of those woo van_ to reenlii-r in

another USREC position do above average. The same level ot iot cercrarce

is felt by 36.4 oercent ot those who want to return to their ornor *1DB .an, o.

only 31 percent of those who are willing to accept "an, assinroten oatsidle

4' USAREC".

On the other hand. only 5.6 percent of those who want to reenlist as

* on-production recruiters and only 4 percent of those who want to reenlist in

-. another USAREC assionment feel they do below average. The sEame row percern.Ioe--

for those with below average performance is 28.7 for those who w.nt to return

to their prior MOS and 42.4 percent for those who are willino to accept zf,.

assignment outside USAREC".

SUMl4Rr. Most of the potential recruiters knowledge about recruit no

duties is acquired from NCO colleagues who have had experience as a recru'ter.

rhose who provide this knowledge have mostly disliked beino recruiters, .and

one-third of them characterize their performance as below average.

The subsecuent table on page 126 crosstabulates guestior, 9 with

whether or not they would recommend a recruitino assionment to their friends.
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CROSS TABULAT 1 ON OF

08 WHAT IS YOUR PREFEPENCE FOR NEXT ASSIGN? f

09 CHARACTERIZE YOUR PERFORMANCE AS RECRUIT

COUNT I
ROW PCT IExCELLEN ABOVE A AVERAGE BELOW A POOR ROW
COL PCT IT VERAGE VERAGE TOTHL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

08 I-----I-----I--------.I-----I-----

I. 37 I 4') 1 24 I I Y I 1. 7

REENL AS ONPROD I 34.b I 37.4 I 22.4 1 5.c I .V I i .1
I 18.0v I 12.5 I 9.1 1 4. 1 ,
I ,.8 I 4.1 1 2.5 . ..

2. 1 78 I 87 I 51 I 8 I 1 1 225
REENL IN USAREC I 3 4.7 1 38.7 I 22.7 I ., I .4 -

1 37.9 I 27.3 I 19.4 1 6.2 I . 1

I 8.1 I 9.0 1 5.3 I .8 1
,"-I--------.I--------.I-----I-------- ..... I

3. I 2 1 37 I 36 I 11 1 2 I 114
REENLISTMENT NCO I 24.o i 32.5 1 31.6 1 9.t 1 1.8 1 11.8

1 13.6 1 11.6 I 13.7 I 8.5 I 4.2 1
I 2. I 3.8 I 3.7 1 1.1 I .2 1
I-----I-----I-----I-----I------

4. I 17 I 82 I 95 I 58 I 2 I
IN PRIOR MOS 1 6.3 I 30.1 1 34.9 1 21.3 1 7.4 28.2

I 8.3 I 25.7 I 36.1 I 45.0 I 41.- I
I 1.8 I 8.5 1 9.8 1 b.O I .1 1
-I-----I------I-----I--- ---.........-

5. I 7 I 28 I 30 I 31 i 17 I I
ANi ASSM OUTS AR I 6.2 I 24.8 I 2 .5 I 27.4 I 1'..) I 11.7

I 73. 4 1 8.8 1 11.4 I 24. 1 ".4 T
1 .7 1 2. 9 1 3.1 I 3.2 . i

I 91 13 9 1 41 81 47
RESIGN I 20.9 1 30.2 1 20.9 I 9. ") I 13.b 1 4.5

I 4.4 I 4.1 I 3.4 I 3.1 I I Ic. II,
1 .9 1 1.3 1 .9 1 .4 1 . 1

7 . 1 3 , " I 3 2 I 1 8 1 1 1 1 2 ) I' }'

NO PREF 1 33.) I 35.2 I 19.8 I 12.1 I I 9.4
1 14.6 1 1'.. ) 6.8 I 8.5 1 ,,
1 3,1 1 3.3 I 1.9 I 1.1 I 1
-I--------.I-----I-----I-----I-----I

COLUMN 206 319 263 129 48
TOTAL 21.3 33.1 27.3 13.4 5. I'.K'

RkW CHI SQUARE = 208.98202 WITH 24 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE
CFAMER"S V = .23268

CONTIJGEJCt COEFFICIENT .42191
I25
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C R*****TACROSS TABULAT I ON OF

08 WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE FOR NEXT ASSIGN' B1

011 WOULD iOU RECOMMEND A RECRUITING ASSIGN?

COUNT I
ROW PCT IYES NO DON'T ROW
COL PCT I KNOW TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1

08 I--------I ----- I

I . I 81 I 11I 15 1 10<

REE14L AS ONPROD I 75.7 I 10.3 14.0 I 11.

1 21.0 1 2.5 1 10.8 1
I 8.4 1 1.1 I I.t I

2. 1 146 1 41 1 78 I -

FEENL IN USAREC I 64.9 I 18.2 I 16.9 1 21 7 -

I 1 .8 I ? . 1 2 7-7 - I

I 15.1 I 4.2 I 3. I

3. I 45 I 54 I 15 I 114
REENLISTMENT NCO I 39.5 I 47.4 I 13.2 1 11.8

I 11.7 I 12.3 I 10.8 I

I 4.7 1 5.o I 1.6 I
I---I --------------- I

4. 1 37 1 192 I 43 I 272
IN PRIOR MOS I 13.6 I 70.6 I 15.8 I 28.2

I 9.6 I 43.6 30.9 I
I 3.8 I 19.9 I 4.5 1

---- I ------.---.-.- I

5. I 10 I 94 I 9 1 1I1
ANY ASSM OUTS AR I 8.8 1 83.2 I 8.0 I 11.7

1 2.6 I 21.4 I 6.5 I
I 1.0 I 9.7 1 .9 I
I---I ----------- I

6. 1 8 I 31 1 4 I 43
RESIGN I 18.6 1 72.1 I 9.3 I 4.5

I 2.1 1 7.0 1 2.9 1
1 .8 I 3.2 1 .4 I

-I--I -I
7. 1 59 1 17 1 15 I '1

1 15 1
NO PREF 1 64.8 I 18.7 I 16.5 I 9.4

I 15.3 I 3.9 I 10.8 1
I 6.1 1 1.8 1 1.6 I

-1I-------- I-------- I--------I1
COLUMN 386 440 139 965

TOTAL 40.0 45.6 14.4 100.0

PAW CHI SQUARE = 328.14987 WITH 12 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGHIFICHNCE

CRAMER"S V = .41234
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .50375
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The table on the previous pace could be used as anotner classic

e! ample of a very strono arid cohesive relationshio. It h_,s an e trer el, hi oh

chi -souare *alte and the value 0 for siani+l cance. Cramer i i-s . Iso .er

hioh. Thus, this ta;ble shows with a lv Dercent orobabilit. tIi t thrre

'erg stron relationshiO between their oreference for their net Assionmenr

and whether or not they would recommend a recruitino assionment to thei-

f r end s.

The tawble shows that ; o erc.ent o* thcse w i i re erli

oroduction recruiters ens 9, cercent .4 those wtno ji ;t , nctr-,e

USAREC cosition would recommena a recruitno assionmert tc a *rinj

e w of them woul d recomrnen d a, in5t i 1 4 . sn j . oer:nt re. (

Those who return to units in the Army, howeer, 5!j,. tr e o r) i t r .

a1titude. Some 7i.b percent of those who will return to tner rir M[J 3rrN

83.2 percent of those who will return to "any assionment outsioe LwFE

state that they would not recommend a recruiting assignment. Jni. 1-.a an:

8.8 percent respectively say that they would recommend it.

3U. fl4S. Eftremelv few of the recruiters wno retur-r r to .nits i re

Army would recommend a recruitino assignment to their trienos.

127

. - . ..
X ' . . t -



H vp o t he i s 1 THERE IS RARELV AN, PERSONAL EO[IIUICUTTOI

BETWEEN THE POTENTIAL E-FUITE A [,

MILPERCENiDA FPIOP TO THE ,SE I On FiT.

This h-nothesis wicE est.lbllshed to enc o '=-s th- - ,,.'. -

ilow. not necessari ,, .nl,, from DA but ai -o tnr :o - -

Ot command.

r! t r ? t teztlno thi. h .'rnothesi ws o,:estio ..*:

I, ,mz: D ' h 2eie -rI.n '
l, The ans~ers nao t.- :l :,.:j-j. -

j, e,,f on n.o T _ern'.t '+ ,

r:. :,o were ir, tror i- e er

.nO_ t-9 se ect 1on
n r4

S By receipt o# the s,,r. e o a e

3 4 . In -- written rrr

o.0 /. Other, soec it .............

The answers represent distinct alternatives and h .e to ne -epr.te-

addressed and evaluated.

I have earlier used this profile table on boa e h - 1'- :rip, to tr-

hvotriesis number 7 where I used the first two answers as doec ilbil n -=.-,

sort of impersonal information about the selection. I will here' iCC,'s s ri tOr :

perceotion of those who were oersonallv told about the se lection D, IIILEFCEI,

artd comment on those who were told by their commanders.

I have, in hvoothesis number 6 (oaoe 1T - It,, ,  oreented the .er

strono relationship between the recruiters participation in the "electicr:

process and how they feel about beino selected. I have theretore. on the

rne-t raoe, put Quest ion 21 up aoainst ouestion 22: " h t W-s our r,.-rt .-.

oation in the selection process ''
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CtL.- -. " ". PJWJ . r...r . ....r~rr~r r~r .-. " . - ..... - -T .

********* CROSS TABULAT I ON OF ********

021 HOW WERE YOU INFORMED APO1IT SELECTION? B
022 DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN SELECTION PROCESS'

022 l

COUNT I
ROW PCT IHIGH.I SOME.I SOMEBUT SCARCE, NONE. I ROW
COL PCT ICOULD CH COULD RE NO INFL ORD TRY WAS ORDE TOTML
TOT PCT I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1

021-I-I-I-I-I-I
1. 1 83 1 38 I 25 I 13 1 44 1 2,3

PERSONAL By CDR I 40.9 I 18.7 I 12.: I 6.4 1 21.7 I 21.0
I 26.) I 27.q I 17.7 I 15.5 I 15.4 1
I 8.6 I -.9 I 2.6 I 1.3 I 4.t I

-I--------.I--------.I--------.I--------.I-........-

. :7 1'I I 7 1 I 14 1
PERSONAL BY MILP I 52.1 I 14.1 I 9.9 1 4.2 I I1 .. I -.4

I 11.6 I 7.4 I 5.0 I 3.o I 4.' I
I 3. 8 I 1. 0 I .7 1 .3 1 1,5 1

3. I 32 I 17 1 47 I 48 I 57 1 2("1
RECEIPT OF SURVP I 15.9 I 8.5 I 23.4 I 23.9 I 28.4 I 2v.6

1 10.0 I 12.5 I 33. 3 I 57.1 1 20, .t I
I 3.3 I 1.8 I 4.9 I 5.0 I 5.9 I

4. I 85 I 39 I 49 I 18 I 145 1 336
WRITTEN ORDER 1 25.3 1 11.6 I 14.6 I 5.4 I 43.2 1 34.8

I 26.6 I 28.7 1 34.8 I 21.4 I 51.9 I
1 8.8 1 4.0 I 5.1 1 1.9 1 15. 0 1I-----I--------.I--------.I-----I--------

5. 1 82 1 32 I 13 1 2 1 25 1 154
OTHER I 53.2 I 20.8 I 8.4 I 1.3 I 16.2 I lo.u

I 25.7 I 23.5 1 9.2 I 2.4 1 8.B I
I 8.5 I 3.3 I 1.3 I .2 1 2.6 I

COLUMN 319 136 141 84 263
TOTAL 33.1 14.1 14.6 S.7

RAW CHI SQUARE = 191.99362 WITH 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE =1

CRAMER'S V 2312
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = .40736

The last table presented in this survey mzoht also be used as ar,

example of a very strong relationship. The table has an extremely hzoh chi-

square value and an extremely low value for sionificance. The coeitzrioencv

coefficient is high and verifies the very strono relationshio Detween how
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the recruiters were informed and how they felt about their oarticipation in

the selection process.

When lookino at the second row in the table on oaoe 129 it is seen

that only 7.4 percent were personally informed bv MILPERCErI. Those who were.

however, show a far hiaher level of participation, only l-.7 percent felt

they were strictlv ordered whereas 66.2 percent felt some sort of influential

participation. than those who, for instance, received their information

throutoh a written order.

Hoxln. when re+errzno to hypothesis number o and the tzole on r'oc'

11G, there can be no doubt that this personal approacn qulitatiel tar

outranks the impersonal information.

An identical presentation can be made concernino those who were

personally told about the selection by their commanders. It is a fact tnat

this further reduces the percentage of those who dislike beino recruiters

(see page I08>.

SMIARY. There is rarely any personal communication between the

potential reLruiter and MILPERCEN/DA prior to the assianment. Those few whc

were contacted, however, show a far higher level of oarticipation and a more

positive feeling about being selected than those who were imoersonally

informed.

Those who were told by their commanders show a simil r hioh level o+

participation and the result is a reduced number of dissatisfied recruiters.

41)0
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CONCLUS I ONS

rhere is rarely any knowledge about recruitino duties :iora those

selected for recruitina before assianment to USAREC.

rhe probability of doino better than averaoe as a recrtiiter is 1.5

times areater for those who. before being assianed. are orovided a thiorouton of'

positive knowledoe as compared to those who know nothino or are aiven neoative

information. On the other hand. the probabilitv o+ doina below aeraoe ii

5.5 times oreater for those who know nothino or are oiven rPOeti e i+nrI Vlon.

A demonstrated characteristic of those who volunteer for recrui'Jir

duty is that they have a more thorouoh and positive knowledoe oi recrlttrao

than those who are DA selected. The DA selection process orovides mosl.

uninformed or neoativelv informed recruiters.

Those who have been given some knowledge of recruitina before being

selected also experience a hioher deoree of participation in the selection

process. while those without prior knowledge experience an extremelv low

level of participation.

oositive and realistic presentation of recruitino duties attracts

recruiters motivated by the iob challenae, while less intormed recruiters

tre more motivated by incentives or by avoidino other iobs.

Almost half of those who either dislike or are ambivalent to a

recruitina assignment have received absolutely no previous information about

recruitina duties before beino selected (drafted).

Those who are given a realistic. positive or thorough Vnowledoe abo,,t

recruitina duties before beino selected. later rank a recruitueo a sszonnmn.

far hioher than those who know nothino or are oiven a neoati e presentation.
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The existino local influence or opinion which exist amono Mrmv units

appears more discouraoina than encouraqina.

The lack of previous information about recruitino duties is one o+

the maior reasons why manv recruiters dislike, or feel ambivalence to. beino

selected for a recruitino assionment. Positive and realisticall, presented

information reduces this neoative attitude to a laroe deoree.

Recruiters who neither volunteer nor like their recruitino assinnnment

have a far lower performance than those who either volunteer or lI) ke be no

selected.

Those who are initiallv motivated toward recruti no lter feel #ar

better about beina3 recruiters than those who are necative or amoialent to

the selection. The initial neoativism seems. to a larue deoree, to be mair-

tained throuohout their assionment to recruitino.

M laroe maioritv of those who initially are neaative toward beino

selected as recruiters will later not recommend a recruitino assionment to

one of their friends, while most of those who are initially positive will.

There is no sionificant difference in satisfaction with the militars

as a wav of life between those who were initially neoative to the recrCtitin

assignment and those who were positive to it.
Ut

A hioh proportion of selected recruiters are not oZVen any informatIor,

at all about recruitina duties before beina assioned to recruitino command.

Local influence is provided to selected recruiters laroel, by other

NCO colleagues and is neqativelv influencino. Information given by officers

in their units or by USAREC traveling teams is positively considered but

esidentlv poorly organized.

A laroe maioritv of selected recruiters who are neoatie to the

assionment do express their feelings to their superiors.
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Recent recruiters like beino recruiters less than those who were

selected before the Armv chanoed its selection process from volunteers to the

current process based on screenino records and "draftina".

Recent recruiters like beino recruiters less than those who Dre,'osi

'Volunteered for this duty.

A laroe maioritv of those who initially volunteered for recruitira

dut, later Proved to like their recruitino assianment. Almost nwlf ot tnose

who were "drafted" into recruitino later turned out to di=iie heiro

recruiters.

The Army appears to have a demand for some Imp). rec.i.ers cer .er

Even today. when almost all recruiters are screened and Jrtepd. sLone cer-

cent feel that they volunteered.

Those who volunteer for recruitino have a much hioher oerfcrm.rie

than those who are drafted. More than twice as manv volunteers state they do

excellent, while more than 14 times as many "draftees" feel they do poorl.

There is no relationshio between how recruiters are selected and how

they performed in their previous iobs. The sionificant difference in their

Present performance must. for this reason, be found within their oresent

recruitinq iob situation.

When recruiters feel a sionificant drop in their current performance

compared to their performance in their last job, a consequent droo is found in

their level of satisfaction about beina recruiters.

There is a strono relationship between job performance and the level

of satisfaction both in the recruiters previous job situations and in their

Present tob as recruiters. The level of satisfaction increases prooortionall.

with the level of proficient performance.
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there is a relationship between previous job performance and per-

formance as recruiters. This relationship iustifies some sort ot a screenina

process for past performance when selectinq recruiters.

There is no relationship between how recruiters oerformed in their

previous jobs and how they presently feel about beino recruiters. For this

reason. some additional way of qatherinq personal information is necessar,

to complement the impersonal screenino process.

There is a very strona relationship between recrfite, s o rti,:ioaiion

in the selection process and how they feel about beino selectel. Almost e'erd-

one who entoved a hiah dearee of participation liked beinq selected "er., ,nucn:

whereas, half of those who were ordered and two-third oi those w io felt scarce

influence in the process disliked beina selected either somewhat or ver, much.

As a result, those who have a hioh level of participatior, ir, the

selection process later feel better about being recruiters than those who

experience a low level of participation.

there is a strono relationship between how recruiters are informed

about their selection to recruitinq command and how they iee) about beino

selected. Those who are personally told about their selection 3re twice -s

positive as those who receive impersonal information through a letter or -n

order. Those who were informed impersonally seem to dislike the selection

"very much" about four times as often as those who are personally told.

It is especially important to personally inform those who have not

actively participated in the selection process about their selection to a

recruitinq assionment,

Recruiters feel less satisfaction in their tob as recrroiers th;,n

what they felt in their last iob. This feelina is independent of whether or
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not they previously felt satisfied with the military as a way of lite.

Almost all of those who like beino recruiters wrt a future assion-

ment within recruitinq. Those who dislike being recruiters. on the other

hand, want to return to their prior MOS or to other assiarmenrs oaitsde it

USAREC. This means that the local. "first hand" information about recruitinn

will be provided by NCOs who felt dissatisfied in their iob as recruiters.

Less than half of the recruiters will recommend a recriltio assio,-

mert to their friends. Those recruiters who feel dissatisfied wifl b ct,-

not recommend it. whereas most of those who life beino a recri:i ter will.

Most of those recruiters who positieiv oarticicat ed ir, th, select-r

orocess will later recommend a recruiting assionment to tpi. iriend., t.InJle

those who experienced little or no influential participatior, wi l rot.

Most of the newly selected recruiters' knowledoe about recruitina

duties is acquired from NCO colleagues who have experience as a recruiter.

Those NCO colleaoues who provide this knowledge have mostly disliked beino

recruiters, and one-third of them characterize their recruitinQ periorm. rce

as below average. Few recruiters who return to units in the Armv will

recommend a recruitino assignment to their friends.

There is rarely any deliberate communication between the newlv selected

recruiter and MILPERCEN/DA prior to the recruitino assionment. Those few newlV

selected recruiters who were contacted. however, show a fat hiher level of

participation and a more positive feelino about being selected than those who

were impersonally informed.

Those newly selected recruiters who were told about their assionmer,+

bv their commanders show a similar hlgh level of particloatiQn and the result

is a reduced number of dissatisfied recruiters.
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N' Si rin a ry

This study presented initially the current recruitment situation and

descibed factors which indicate increased future competition in the recruit-

merit arena.

The study then demonstrated the importance of persontal coamuricatlcE=

and the necessity of selecting recruiters with the riaht personal characteri = -

tics for successful recruitino. Most of these characteristics, which hae t,

be personallv obser4ed and evaluated, were closely linked (o the recrultea

attitudes and emotional well-beino.

The present selection process of screenino ard selectir-o recru.iter-

based on their performance is a valid aporoacn. However, a siniicfln Lmorie-

ment could be made in recruiter selection if this impersonail process was con-

olemented by the oresentation of aersonal information i.e., positn.e and

realistic information about a recruitino assianment whnrh is Vrf-onal.

presented to the newlv selected recruiter) by the chain of command.

Similartv, it seems imperative to counter the onooino and mainlv

neoative flow of information about recruitina duties that e ist in Hrms units.

aIn this reoard, a sionificant improvement could be made if the -election
-a

a- process also incoroorated the potential recruiter ii.e., in coniunction ,Nith

the above, make the newly selected recruiter an active participant in the

process of selection).
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RECRUITER SURVEY Date:
I Dec 1985

My name is Petter Wendelborg. I am a major in the Norwegian Army and a student
this year at the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College. As a part of my
studies I am conducting research on U.S. Army recruiting. This mail survey is an
essential part of my research.

I chose the recruiting area because of personal interest and the fact that similar
structures and techniques easily might be adopted in my country.

The survey consists of 25 questions and should not require too long a time to
complete. It is divided into three parts. Initially you are asked to answer 12
questions related to your present situation, then you are asked to put yourself
into a position prior to your assignment to USAREC and answer six questions, and
finally to answer seven questions which are related specifically to the process
by which you were selected as a recruiter.

The data collected will be handled in strict confidence and used for statistical
purposes only. To assure your full anonymity use the attached preaddressed,
postage paid envelope.
Return your completed survey no later than 15 Jan 1996.

Please do not consult others who might have received the same survey. It is of
vital importance that especially opinions and individual perce:,tions are brought
forward unaffected by others.

Thank you for your interest and cooperation.

86-1450
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1. What is your primary duty position?

- Recruiter (Regular Army)
0 Recruiter (USAR)
o Other, specifyi ......

2. What is your grade?

C E 5 C3E 6 C E 7 C E 9 OGS 7 0 Other, specify: ......

3. How long have you been assigned to USAREC?

C Less than 6 months 0 13 - 19 months 0 25 - 30 months 0 37 - 42 months
0 6 - 12 months 0 19 - 24 months 0 31 - 36 months 0 43 - 48 months

0 More than 4 years
4. What is your age?

C Less than 24 years 0 28 - 29 years 0 34 - 35 years 0 40 - 41 years
0 24 -25 years 0 30 - 31 years 0 36 - 37 years 0 42 - 43 years
0 26 - 27 years 0 32 - 33 years 0 38 - 39 years 0 Older than 44

5. How many presentations have you participated in or made in high schools?

0 None 0 5-10 0 16 - 20 0 26 - 30
C Less than 5 0 11 - 15 0 21 - 25 0 More than 30

6. How many presentations have you participated in or made in colleges?

0 None 0 5 - 10 0 16 - 20 0 26 - 30
C)Less than 5 011 - 15 0 21 - 25 CDMore than 30

7. How comfortable do you feel during presentations or orientations in

a. high schools? b. colleges? c. your office?

C) Very comfortable 0 Very comfortable 0 Very comfortable
C Comfortable 0 Comfortable 0 Comfortable
C) Neither comf nor uncomf 0 Neither coif nor uncomf 0 Neither comf nor uncomf
C Uncomfortable 0 Uncomfortable 0 Uncomfortable
0 Very uncomfortable 0 Very uncomfortable C Very uncomfortable
C Have not been there C Have not been there 0 Have not interviewd

S. What is your preference for your next or subsequent assignment/enlistment?

0 Reenlist as an On-Production Recruiter
C Reenlist in USAREC, but not as an On-Production Recruiter
CO Reenlistment NCO
C MOS I held before recruiting duty
C Any assignment outside USAREC
0 Resign from the Army
0 No preference

9. All in all, characterize your performance as a recruiter.

0 Excellent (make my mission box without any problems)
0 Above average (make my mission box but with some problems)
0 Average (normally make my mission box)
0 Below average (have some problems with making my mission box)
o Poor (have great dlfficultles with making my mission box)
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9.10. How do you feel about being a recruiter?

0D1 like it very much
0D1 like it somewhat
0!1 have no special feelings
0 1 dislike it somewhat
0 I dislike it very much

11. Would you recommend a recruiting assignment to one of your good friends?

.0 DYes
0 No
0 Don't know

12. Where would you rank recruiting as to preference of duty assignment?

0 First
0 Second
0 Third
0 Not desired

.14
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TRY TO REMEMBER HOW YOU FELT PRIOR TO KNOWING OF YOUR ASSIGNMENT TO USAREC,
AND ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

13. What was your last assignment before being assigned to USAREC?

C3 Platoon sergeant
o NCO in TOE platoon/company (equivalent)
o Administrative/staff duty
0 Instructor
C Other,specify: .......

14. Characterize your job performance in your last job

0 Excellent
C Above average
0 Average
O Below average
C Poor

15. All things considered, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the
military as a way of life during your last job?

0 Very satisfied
o Satisfied
0 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
o Somewhat dissatisfied
0 Very dissatisfied

16. What post high school education did you have?

C No post high school
C Civilian trade school
0 Two years of college or less
C Associate college degree or more than 2 years of college with no degree
C College (Baccalaureate)
0 Post college (Masters or Doctorate)

17. What did you know about recruiting duties before your assignment to USAREC?

0 I had a thorough knowledge
C Some, and positively discussed
C Some, and realistically presented
0 Some, but negatively discussed
C Absolutely nothing

18. Who, if anyone, provided you with this knowledge?

CD Commanding officers
C0 Other officers in my unit
C Outsiders (traveling teams, recruiters etc)
o NCO colleagues who had experience as recruiters
0 Other NCO colleagues
C None
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TRY TO REMIEMBER HOW YOU FELT JUST PRIOR TO OR DURING THE SELECTION PROCESS AS YOU
WERE ABOUT TO BE ASSIGNED TO USAREC.

19. Do you know whether or not you were recommended to the selection board?

0 Yes, by my battalion commander
40 Yes, by my company commander

0 Yes, by USAREC personnel (recruiters, selection teams etc.)
0D Yes, by others, specif y: ........
0 No, I don't know
0 No, I was not recommended by anyone

20. How were you selected?

o DA selection
O Volunteered
0 Other, specify: ..............

21. How were you informed about the selection?

0 Personally by my commander
o Personally (telephone) by fILPERCEN
o By receipt of the surveypackage
0 In a written order
0 Other, specify:. .. ......

22. What was your participation in the selection process?

0 High, and I was given full freedom to choose
0 Some, and I could have refused
0 Some, but I did not feel that I had any influence
0 Scarce, I was ordered to at least try
o None, I was strictly ordered

23. What were your feelings about being %elected?

0 1 liked it very much
0 1 liked it somewhat
0 1 had no special feelings about it
0 I disliked it somewhat
0 1 disliked it very much

24. Did you express your reactions/feelings to your superiors?

0 Yes
O-)No

25. If you volunteered or liked the assignment, what was your prime motivation?

0 The Job challenge
0 Better promotion possibilities
0: Incentive pay
0 Avoid other jobs/tour overseas
0 Dislike for present assignment
0 Others, specify: ................. ........
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