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2101 Conzitution Avenge, Washington, D. C.
Division of anthropology and Psyshology
Committes on Selection end Treining of Alrorafi Pllots
July 19, 1946

Ir. Dean R, Rrizhaell

IMrestor of Resesrch

Civil Aeronauvics Admwinistratlon
Room 3895, Commeres Bullding
Waghington 25, D. C,

Dear Dr, Briwhall;

Attaanad is a report entitlsd ___ggg;g}_ﬁggly;}l_g_

1) m&m&m,wuw i1,
Jr., D. L, Ruseell, and G. R. Wendt, Thls report is :uhnittod
by the Committee on Selection mnd Training of Aircraft Fllots
with the recommendetion that it be included in the Jeries of
Technical Reporta, igssued by the Divieion of Research, Civil
Aeronsutics Adminigtration. i

The study duscribed in thias report represents a
relatively minor and incomplete investigation of the Iinter-
view as an aid in the predistion of pilot performance. It
iz of iaterest, however, in terms of the procedures used for
standardizing and improvivg the eoffectiveneas of the interview.

Cordially yours,

I

Horrie S. Vitalaa, Chalrman

Committes on Selesction and

Training of Aircraft Pllots
MSVirm Yational Research Council
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EDITORTAL FOREWORD

" The interview atudy reported hore waa designed and conducted
hy G. R, Wendt urnd his co-morkers under the ausplees of the Com-~
mittee on Selection end Training of Aircraft Pilots sarly in 1942,
At the same timo & more extenpive investigationl in the same area -
wes being aonducied by the Committee under the direotion of J. W.
Dunlap and ¥, J, Wantman, Both attempted to evaluate the useful-
ness of the interview ae a predictor of Ilight proficiency. The
studies differ with raspeet to the procedures used in the inter-
view and more partlcularly with respect to the nature of the ori-
teria employed. In eddition, the research program degcribed in
this report failed to reach the stage of cross validation, 1In
genersl, the loconpieteness of the study pleces severe limits
upon generalizations with respect to the nsefulneas of the methoda

smployed .,

Acknowledgment ia due to cooperating peychologiste for enlist-
ilng locel eooperation of Civilisn Pilot Tralning groups 1n their
arsagy to other colleagues at college and unlverslty centers who
perticipated in helping to arrenge and carry out the details of
this research; to J. W, Dunlap, Director of Researsch, Committee
on Seleotion and Training of Alrcraft Pilots, for ald and advice 1n
treatment of the data; and to students and others who participated
in the atudy.

“Dunlap, J. ¥, and Gantman, X, J. & Luvostiegtion of the duter-

21 R . b By . P Wﬂﬂhing‘ton, Do 8
Givil Aeronautiou Admin;utration Airman Development Division, Report
No, 33, August 1944,
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SUBKART

Thie 18 one of two interview atudies carried out in 1942 under
the auspices of tha Commitios on Gelection and Tralning of Airoraft
Milcts. A threg-man interview board conducted 98 phonographically
recordsd interviswa with sccepted applicants for c¢ivilisn pilot train-~
ing. The design of the ressarch provided for uniform and controlled
indoctrination of the interviewers. Board members separately rated
the candidate on each of the 14 scales on which the candidate was
later ratsd by his flight lnstructor after the completion of flight
training. The interrogator made a sscond set of ratings after hear-
ing the arguments of Lis board.

The reliability of intarviewers' judgments was assessed by (1)
obtaining the correlaticns tetmeen ratings made by different Jjudges
and (2} by obtaining the correlations between the group discussion
ratings mede by the interrogators and the ratings of the other judges.
The corralations between ratings mace by two of the judges (Hill vs.
Mondt) ranged from .82 on tho score "Recommendation for Army or Ravy"
to .45 on the gcale "Calmnese and Relaxation." 'The reliabllity coef-
ficients between ratings of the judges, Hill ws, Russell and Wendt vs.
Russsll, were zomawhat lower. Tha correlation coefficlente for group
discussion retinge with ratings of indivicual judges ranged from .46
to .97. The iwo lowesl grcup discusslon reting reliability coeffi-
cients were fcr the seale "Calaness ard Relaxation,"” .59 {(gdr (W)

76, HA11) and 46 {gdr (W} vs. Lussell).

The validity of the interview ratinges wes determined by corre-
lating the group discusslon retinga with instructors' ratings made
after the compietion of Flight truining. The walildity ccefficients
were positive tmt Jjow, ranging from .02 for the scale "Skill" to .42
for the scale "Airaickmess." Further, group discussion ratings and
instructora® ratings wero ccrrelal-c with scores on five pencil-and-
paper tests mdninistered %o the subjects. Tha relationship between
interview ratings and sccres cn ithe Biogrephieal Inventory, the Par-
sonal History Ioventory, end the Test of Mechanical Gomprehension
was Iin a positive direction but low. Tha Dealre to Fly Inventory
and the Otis Test; In general, showed litile rslationship with the
rated ltems. The corralaflona with instructora' ratinge of the
scoreg on the Desire tn Fly Inventory, the Personsl History Inven-~
tory, the Blographical Inventory, and the Otis Test were low, except
in the case ~f the Tesi of Mechsnical Comprshension which when cor-
rolated with the scale "Recomumidation for Army or Navy" yielded a
coafficlent of 45,
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A PARTIAL ANALYSIS OF A THREE-MAN INTERVIEW TECHNIQUE
FOR PREDICTING AIRFLARE PILOT SUCCESS IN THE
CIVILIAN PILOT TRAINIKG PROGRAM -

INTRODUCTION

This study wae carried out in Februery and Merch of 1942 at a tims
when there wam active interest on tha part of the military services in the,
intervlew as an eid in the gelectlion of airplane pllots, At the sams time
& more ambiticus study of the interview, aponsored by the Committes on Se-
lsction and Training of Aircraft Pilots, was underway.l The study here re-
ported dupllicated seversl aspects of that larger study in that accepted
applicante for Civilian Pilot Training were the subjects, success in the
primary CPT progrem was the criterion, each candldate was interviewed by-
& thres-man board, the same general areas wera coverad bg the interview,
an aid to the interview (the Peraonal History Inventory)“ was employed,
and sach interview was recordsd on phonograph reoorda. In the larger study
the judgment~attitudes of the intsrviewers wera varied by placing & psychol-
oglst, a personnel man, and a flysr on each board; in the present atudy the
Judgment-attitude was controlled by indoctrinsting each interviewer with
the same materiels, and by group discussions followlng each rating, In the -
larger study it was endeavored to keep each rater's judgment independent of
the others; in this study group discuesion was required and two sets of rat-
ings by the interviewer wers recordedt the fir-st iIn advance of group discus-~
sionjy the pecond after hearing the arguments of the other twc board members,
In the larger, study sach candidate was rated on the extsnt tc which each of
eight aspecte of hla background was suitable for flying; in this atudy each
men was assigned a predictive rating on his probable succsess in each of
fourteen aspects of his future flying, the endeavor being to predict how
his imstructor would rate him in akill, motivation, judgment, etc. The
larger study omitted certain areas, auch as airsiciness, which this study
included, _

At the time thla study was designed, it appeared tihat the interview
procedure to be employed might be a mors practlical one for the actual mili-
tary situation and that the ratings called for could be mede to yield higher
correlations with criterla,

lThin study 1a deacribed 1n: Dunlap, J. W, and Nantmnn, M, J. An din~-

'Tlalhington, D. Cot  Civil Aeronantios Administration Alrman Development
Division, Report No. 33, August 1944.

2 A study of this inwentory is d&acribed in: Engnn, L S., lintman,
M. J.,andDunlap,.T W. Analvels g Peraone .
ington, D. C.: Civil Aaronautics Adninistration Diviﬂion of Reuaarch,
port No, 42, February 1945,
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PROCEDURES>

A, Subjecis. Table 1 shows the dates, places, mmber of subjects,
kind of subjects, cooperating psychologlsts, and cooperating flying schocls
involved in this study. The cooperating psychologista are espescially %o be
thanked for their voluntary aid in enlisting local administrative and CPT
cooperation in providing appropriats rcoms and helpers, in making all ap-
pointments and forsstalling the mibcellaneous troublea that afflict re-

.search, Out of 100 men scheduled for interview 58 were completed without

incident. « All nubjecta were accepted CPT applicants who bad not yet begun
their fligh'b training

B. & i [ op. The candidate was mst by a
rocaptionist who auparviaed the oonplotion of a porsonal history invantory
employed ds an aid to the interview. The interrogator met the candidate,
introduced him to the other two members of the interview board and thef
conducted the interview. The first 20 minutes were wholly under the con~
trol of the interrogator. Thers were then two minutes of queéstiona by the .
other two members of the board. By means of a microphone conceeled in a
table lamp, tke interview was recorded on phonograph records by an opara-
tor in an edjoining room.? During each interview tha inactive members of
the board took detailed notes on the replies of the candidate. Immediately
after the departure of the candidate these notes were reviewad without in-
terpretation or evaluation., Each board member them rated the candidate on
eaoh of 14 scales (see Appendix C), When all were finished the interrogator
conducted 1, diecussions, one for each scale. During each discuseicn the
ratings of each Judge and his arguments for assigning that rating were pre-
sented, The interrogetor, after each dlscusalon, entéred a new rating
which represented his own judgmant as modified after listening to the
arguments of the others. Recordings were made of these group dlscussions
approximately once each day without knowledge of the interview board.

Alternats interviews were conducted by Dr, C, J. H11l and Dr, G. R,
flendt. Cendidates were schaduled at 45-minute lnterveia..

3The procedures of thie study hava heen briofly reported previoualy.
SM‘ "mt Go Ro i LA =N ’ Harch 19‘2
(Copy :!.1)1 the files of the Gomittee on Selection and Training of Aircraft
Pllots.

hpn attempt to study these subjects at the end of primary training in
the Civilian Pilot Training course by means of & términal interview to re-
check attitude expressed in the first interview and to- assess certain motl-
vat:lor)ml sspects of the flight training situation was abandoned (ses Appen-
dix &), .

!

SThis work was sbly performed by Mr. R, W, Leighton, who also contrib-
uted & number of worthwhile suggestlons about the research procedures.



B L

aTeq
BALE%IX0 UL 0avd 08T® Jutaecursun Jo quemgIwiog 200 JO 14997 i 'H JOTEOJOI{nws
. *ueaTIwey °a pud umyly 2FTH Lq pOISTERYM
* AXBI0UT}T JNO

o3UT Weq} 3TF 03 orqissodur pasoxd 7T 4nq ‘SHOTINYTINUT ITOUJ U SAATAIERUT
JO 40UpU0d J0J SUSUOSUBATS [[® Opwm Weqead *7 * o *Jg pus weS1T ‘R T *Igs

Tooyog Jut
-£T4 I9}sOYO0Y
20pAIOS
ILY SUpuep
GOTAIOG
SwpdTy uwedy
GARBITY o9v] usw BfeTToo-uou ¢f I089,96100Y
Roqrey *q ATy sw#TERITEY ° 0 ] w4Uepnge oFeTTo0 ¢ ~yooy Jo £3Ted8ATT(] of A 1A
eqng13eu] TeoTdoron
3xodTy Lg78dea sjuepnys TUOTRIYoe]] =goey, puw Teang{notd
-Tu) e3wdtop ssueTIIOg °Y 'J pie TemyInoy I3y ~3Y ©3835 JJOX ey 0T (A74943
Tooy2s Lyapeu *exofeg .
JUpLLy woeueg YReXpTIy *H ‘H . O7sny] pue L1380304 Lyrsxeatun cenvsady £ Zr/e/e-62/C
qrodaty £31e30a - - ] | .
-Tun 938310D uetdIey * * 4 squepnys eBaTron " Agysael U e3RaTop 81 2/ oem9e,T
. sxofs;
exoyseeg ') ‘H uopyeonpy Teotsdnd e8eTToy PTIoTIAUTI g g v/ee/e
stnbawg "9 °q
exseg Y *u 8308pNY8 636TT0D £31c3eatup eTex € 2v/61/¢
LHCEEr WO}ETOOLOYIRE] CEY 3 (v ¢ g 8384
Fuypgeaedooy ,

SHITAMIINI J0 NOLINGINISIQ
T JEVL



_4ga A. Tashington, D, C,: Civil Aeronautics Administrati
soarch, Report No. 40, December 1944. Vendt, G. R. M&M«-

r‘:wy‘; N

C. Coptent of thq_lgg@. The intérviews were of the directive
{23 opposed to mon-directive) type. The areas. of questioning were prede-
termined during the period of indoctrination of the interviewers (see be-
low, section D, 2)., In order to determine the' questions actually asked
and their distribution in the interview we trahscribed 38 interviews,
helf by Dr. C, J. 011l and hel? by Dr, G. R. Wendt, distrituted through
the entire group of subjeects. The questions were then claesified and a
time analysis nade to determine thalr distributlion as to frequency and
time of cccurrence. The areas of questd.oning could be classified as
follows: )

1. Interests relati.n_g to a.viat‘.'.om
2, FPersonal blographical data
3. Home situation and family relations
4. Aspirations and plans other than aviation
5. Flans and aspirations in relation to aviation
6. Performance and ianterest in subjects belisved related to
ground school performance
7. Automobile driving experience and habits
8, Mechanical experience
- : 9., Endurance : _
. 10, S8ports, skills, and recreation
11, Hlstory of motion sicknass
12, General health end medicai history
13. Soclability and aobility to get alcmg
1} Personality
. 15, Time avallable for flying lessoms |
: 16} Hiscellanecus.

L
v

Y

ihaacjpunlqueationa aaked in these 33 intervisws are shown 1n Appendix
B classified under the gbove headings. The most comronly used guestions have
been nt.arred .

'l'a.ble glves an indleation of frequency of dcewrrence of interview
material. It shows for each interviewer the total mmber of 10-sacond per~
fods in 19 interviews during which a discussion ir the designated area was
taking place, The data on time-of-occourrence of questions are not presented
hera. Theme indiecated that, whereas the various areas were on the whole
covered in certain porticns 6f the allotted time (for example, ares 1, in-
terests, at the beglnning of the interviaew; aree 11, motion sickuess, about
the 14th minute), neverthalsse thers was considerable variation frow inter-
view to- mtervinandbatwenthoho interviewers, Wihile the interview
areds were fixad, the interview procedure was flextble.

63tudles of motlon sickness conducted by Dr. G. R. Wendt and. co-workers,
under the ausplces of the Committes on Selection and Training of Aireraft
Pilots are reported in: Wendt, G. R. MNotlon sickness in sviation. |
Division of Anthropologzy and Psychology, Committee: on Solection and Trai.ning
of Afrcraf't Pllots, ¥ay 1944. Wepndt, G. R, . - : :

. D!.via:l.on of Re-.

« Washington, D C.t GCivil Aeronautics Adninistration Divi-
sion of Research, Report No. 60, April 1946,



URELE D ,
ARFAS OF INIERYIEE gbngJIDﬂb
(38 Interviews)
. Area of Frequency of Frequency of Frequency of
Quegtioning* Ogeurrepce (CJH)  Q¢gurrence .__(__GR,.) Q
-1, 240 ' 24 ) 489
2, - 157 ' 214 371
3. 172 174 346
e’ Th 50 124
5¢ 171 132 - 303
6. 116 105 221
7o 320 309 629
8. E4 75 159
9. 86 : 80 166
10. 242 186 428
11, 91 78 . 169
12, 90 40 130
13. 242 245 487
Ly - €5 T4 139
15, 41 . 51 92
16, 59 70 127
Tetal 2132 2248 £4,380%=

*The sixteen aress of cuestioning are given on page %4,

#¥The discrepanciss betweea the total obtained Sime perioda and the
theoraticel maximum {5016) ere sccounted for by time for introductory re-
marks, for questiona after the 1ntsr?ieu, and for pauses during the inter-
view, .

D. FPredictive Raiings. The ratings wore mede as described above,
once for sach of 14 sacales by each of the three judges, again for sach of
the 14 scales by the interrogator szlone after hearinpg the arguments of his
board,

1. Ihe Rating Scales, The ecales were deaigned to be used both
for the predictive ratings by the intsrview board and for the critericn
ratings by the flight instructors. Graphic acales were used, somewhat dif-
ferent from those ordinarily employed. Arppendix C showa the scales used.
Descriptive phrases were entered alcng varicus portlons of a pictured
normal distribution to aid In rating. Each rating appesred on a separate
sheet of paper, The guestions sppearing et the head of the ccalss were as
follows: '

a. Hhat has been (or will be) his ground school performance?

b. " " """ "™ % dnterest in flylng or moti-
vation for flying?

c. Whet has been (or will be) his skill ia hepdling &n air-
plane?
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d, Hae he shomn (or %ill he show) good judgment and fore-.
sight in the operation of an airplane?

o, How well does he {or will he) get a_ong with the people
he mests In flying?

f., How cclm and relaxsd has he been (or will he be) when
operating an airplane under all conditions? :

g. What has been (or #111 be) his smceptibility to airsick-
nesa?

h. To what extent do you recommend this man &5 an applicant
for flying in the Army or Ravy?

i-n. Rate thie man for suitability for each of the Jjobs below.

1. Fighter

Jo Light bomber
Ubservation

1n Big ship

®, Instructor
n, FExecutive

The interview bosrd judges attempted to predict the rating which the flight
instructors would make st the end of the primary course, -

The firzt saven scales were selected to sample what seemed to be the
geven most Importent factors in success of students, based on E, L, Kelly's
analyais’ and on the analysisB of assigned csuses of "washout" from primary
training. Scele 8 was an over-all evaluation. Sceles 9 through 14 were an
attempt «t analysis of the origin of certain kinds of judgments about pillot
classification. : )

The judgments for Scales 1 through B were converted to numerical wvalues
by the simple technique of measuring the linear distance {in inches) from
the left hand end of the acale to the rater's X-mark. The values for Scales
9 through 14 were assigned numerical values from 1 to 10, depending on the
numerical position of the rating on thg scale from left to right,

2. Oontrel of the Judgmept. 1he Judgments were presumably depend-
ent on (a} the background of the judges, (b) their speeific indoctrination,

"and (c) the scoumulative effacts of the interviewing and rating experience. -

. The judges' backgrounds were as follows: Dr., G. R. Werdt,
a psychologlat of 15 yosrs' experience had experience in

Ly

Trnis analysis is described in: Felly, E. L. The developgent of "4
Scale for Reting Pilot Competepey.” Washington, D. C.: Civil Aeronavtics

Administration Division of Kesearch, Report No, 18, July 1943,

’

8Reaaona for failure ars presented in the following: NRC Committes on
Salection and Training of Alreraft Pilots. The C.A.A.-Betional Testing
MLMWWM—M
_;g;nigg Hhshington, . 0,3 Civil Aeronautics Administration Division
of Research, Keport No. 3%, Movembsr 1944, v. 37.



clvil service and clinicel interviews and through member-
ship on the Executive Subcommittes of the Committee on Se-
lection and Treining of Aireraft Pllots, had acquired de-
tailed acquaintance with contemporary conceptions about
the personal characteristice of good and bad gilot appli--
cants, Dr, C. J. Hi1l was & psychologist of O years® ex-
perience who had had considerable experience with clinical
interviews, but no previcus sxperience with the airplane
pilot selection problem. Mr., D. L. Russell was a senior
college student majoring in psycholegy without prewicus
experience in interviewing or in eirplane pilot selection.

b. The indoctrination of the interviewers consisted in gain-
ing a detailed familiarity with each of four groups of
materiel: (1) empirical findings on the item validity of
the U. S, Navy Biographical Inventory, (2) source mater-
isl for the development of an interview for the selectlon
of student pilots,”? (3) Guide for Interviewer (Tentative
Form), end {4) a sectiosn entitled "the nature of suscept-
ibility to airslickmess’ in a progress report by Dr. G. R,
Wapdt. Severml group discussions of the characteristice
of the successful pilot applicant praceded the interview-
ing tour.

¢, Bach Interview of the =erlies was followed by 14 group dis-
cussions of the argumerts suprorting each rating. These
dizcussions are presumed %o have hed en sccumulative ef-
fect in bringing togather tho opinions of the judges and
in defining their tevint: »f view,

The judgmenls were reached by us= of the Interview meterials and the
materiels in the Parscnal History (P--} Inventoryl0 interpreted in the
light of the points of view of eunch Jidge.

E. Ajid %o the [niervier. The Pursci1al Hiastory Inventory, a personal
history questionnaire of the "Yea™ ur "o foim contalning data believed to
be releted tc flight sucyess, waz complets’ boture che interview by each
candidate and the srsasrs were exanined Y- esch judpe befora the candidate
wos callsd In. The inforraticon so obtalned to szome axtent modified the in-
terviaw and ¥=s8 ue-~d in orriving st tho vatlogs.

ErIeY ‘e s L A TR F ran TR Ty s e AT et et

9Thiu scurcs material, as well as the puldes Tor interviewer and the
s F

progregss report on the nubture of suscopiliility to sirsickness are in the

files of the Tommittes on lol«ctom e d Treindng of Airczsft Pilots,

Wyopan, 1. 5., Panicen, 9, 0., g Brolep, ¢, N, Ope_gib. (Foote
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ro ther Date Avedlal e or Lormacnba, Adugtoot i seldlecis slac took
the test battery of the Motions™ l2atirg Pregrant! lrciiiag the Bicgraphi-
cal Inventory {(B.I.;12 {origirsl.y devised hy k. & Keliy and later adopted
for use by the . 3. Navy), the Otias Tespt of Intelligeass, 13 Higher Form,
the Mechanical Comprehensicn Test 1.C LL% and the Dea1ru ic Fly (D-F) In~-
ventory.l> Certain of the subjects also togk ¢ spacisl sler-trecing test
and a battery of abllity-to -take-it tests,10 .

G. Retinga of Suceegs in Flight [reiuiug. The criterion of success
was the flight instructor’s Judement nesr the sno ol Stage D' of the prim-
ary CPT course. FEach instruetor rated his studemis on emch of the 14
scales of our ra.ing oscales; e.g., he gave a rating oz the questiun, "What
has been his 8kill in handliing an airplane?” etc. Those ratings wers made
under the direct supervision of Dr. ¢, H, Wendt, who made several tours of
the flying schools, Ratings were obtalned for only 80 of the 98 cases.

Ko attempt was made to got ratings for the 3 Tale University and the 3
Springfield College carea sud olhkacs were lost becauss laatructora joined
the military forces,

H. Procedural Stortcomings. There were some mejor and some minor
ahortcomings of our procedures. They are listed in crder of importance.

1. The inetiructors? ratings should be looked upcn with susplclion,
Mhile they gave the imprespion of making an honest effori to make accurete
ratings, 1t is our opinion thet cur criterion measures contain several of
the oommon errars of rating scales. :

1lenis program developec by the Committes oun Selastion and Training of
Adroraft Pllotis has been summsrized in a repori prepared for the CAA Tech-
nical Series, Sae:; NRC Gcmmittee on Selection and Training cf Aircrafi
Pilots, Op. glt. (Footnota 8 of this raport.)

125 study of the Biographirsl Inventory is being propared for the CAA
Technical Series by the Editorial Staff of the Committes.

13pib11shed by the World Book Company, Yopkers, N. Y.
14Publiahod by the Psychological Corporation, New York City.

15this inventory was developed by Dr. J. W, Dunlap and lr., K. J, Want-
man in collaboration with Dr. G. R. Wendt. See: Kogan, L. S., Wantnan, M.
J., and Dunlap, J. W. Apalvsis of the Desire to Fiy (D-F) Jgventory. Washe
ington, D, G.: OClvil Aeronautics Adminiastration Division of Research, Re-
port No. 50, October 1945,

16pegenrch with this battery has been reported ia: Dunlap, J. W., et
al. JTests of the "Abillty .to Take J4.* Washington, D. C.: Civil Aeronau-
tics Administration Division of Ressearch, Report No. 11, February 1943.
Alsot Odbert, H, 3., Festingor, Leon, and lapner, Seymour. "Ability-to-
aXan B - 1 Washington, D. C.:
Givil Aeronautins Administration Division of Roaoarch Report No. 49,
Oatober 1945.




2, The interviewers began this research without akill in the speci-
fic job. Their results can hardly be considered as a definitive indlication
of the ultimate potential accuracy of the interview-judgment by trained per-
sormal having also the advantage of kmowledge of all research to date on the

charagteristics of successful airplane pilots and on the results of this and -

othar studies,

) 3. Hinety-two recorded interviews were conductsd in four locations
in 9% total elapsed days. Travel difficulties arlsing out of a severs blis-
gard were added to this hsavy schedule, A better result could bs achieved
by Iorklng on a less fatlguing schedule.

4. The Parsonal History Inventory did not appear to be a uaoful
aid, The candidetes came before us with prepared rationalizations for some
of the items and occasionally with resistance based on the personal nature
of the questions., This wasted time which could have been better spent.

I. Apalvsis of Deta. Only a partial analysis of the data was under-
takm -~ enough to give an indication of the trend of the findings. The
task of the enalysis was in part supervised by Mr, M., J, Wantman, Statis-
tical Unit of the Committes on Selection and Training of Aircraft Pllots,
University of Rochester, while othsr portions of the analysis were carried
out &t Wesaleyan University. - |

RESULTS

Results dealing with the interview wers analysed for 92 ocases, omlitting
the first aix intarviews at Yale Univeraity and Springfield College. Results
dealing with criteria were analysed for the 80 cases for whon instructors’
ratings wers obtalned,

A, nto ; . i £
The following data ars pruent.od t.o ;‘l.nd:loat.c the appro:d.mte inpomnco of
certain variables not a part of the design of the experiment. Data on the
influence of age, location, and appointment time are given in terms of the
means of the individual judges' ratings on Scales 1 through 8, Table 3
shows the relation of mean rating to age and Table 4 of mean rating to .
place. S5ince the mesn age differed at each place (being least at the New
. York State Agricultural and Teshnological Institute, and prograssively
higher at Colgate University, Syracuss University, and the University of
Rochester) and since our itinerary, in general, took us from young cendi~
dates at the beginning to older candidates at ths end, there appears to be -
no ready way of assigning causes to the obtained wariations.

Table 5 shows the meap .atings as affeoted by the tize of day during
which ths interview took place, We gave from six to twelve interviews per
day. Table 5 shows only the mean ratings for Scalea 1 through 8, Those
for Scales 9 through 14 were tabulated and show exaotly the ssme trands
except that the ratings on the eleventh interview are alightly higher than
on the tenth, rather than lower. These data seex to indicate the possli-
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bility of a ganerosity error in early morming interviews and again lmneé-
diately after dimner in the vvening. '

_ TABLE 3
MEAN INTERVIEW RATINGS AS RELATED TO AGE

Age Jn Yeqrs Al ~ Esan Fating
18 6 3.81
19 11 3.51 .
. 20 30 - 3.7
) 2 18 3,68
22 13 4e17
23 6 4,10
24 6 3.78 -
25 2 4L.04
TABLE 4

MEAN INTERVIEW RATIRGS AS RELATED TO FLACE

Flace L Hesn Retlag
. Colgate University . 18 . 3.5
Syracuse University 28 3.72

New York State Agri-

oultural and Tech-

nological Instituts 10 3.7%
Tniversity of Rochester 36 4.02

. B. Raliabllity of Interview Judgpents. The reliability of interview
Judgments in this research is indicated by ths correlation of ratings by
different judges., Scattar diagrams of all of the distributions of pairs
of judgments wers made, but only a few cosefflicients of correlation wers

. computed, Estimates were made from the scatter diegrams which aid in show-

ing ths probable central tendency of the reliability of ratings., Tsble 6

shows the calculated r's for correleations between the ratings of individual.

judges a8 well as between group discussion ratings by the interrogators,
vig.: gdr (W) and gdr (H). Inspection of Table 6 shows that there was
noderats agreement between Hill and Wendt, with higheat r's for ratings
of recommendation for Army or Navy, zirsickness and ground school gredes,

© lowast r for prediction of calmpess and relaxation. Agreement with Rusnsll

was in general, less. The r's of group disoussion ratings show the inter-
action of interviewers with one another, Wendt atuck to his own opinions
on airsickness, but was influenced by Hill on ratings of interest and moti-
vation, Hill stuck to his opinions on abllity to get along with peopls,



TABLE &

MEAN INTERV1EH# RATINGS AS RELATER TO TIME OF AFPOINTMENT

Order of Interview

Date L. 2, _3. 4 & 6 7 & 9
2726 3.48 5.03 2,61 3.52 2.50 4,12 4.02 3.48 4,55
2/27 3,62 3.10 3.19 3.70 4.4l 2,31 2.72
2/28 4.4 3.82 4.08 3,61 3,01 3,35 4.9 3.58 3.74
3/1  4.120 3,59 2.92 3.90 3.42 3.54 3.10 3,45 4.9
3/2  3.70 -3.99 3.39 3.48 3.8 3,18 5,22 3.55
3/3  4.52 4.20 3.86 2.60 4.28 3,18 ,3.35 2.68 4.85
3/4 3.95 3.51 4.88 3.38 L.76 3.3 4.82 3.69 4.5
3/5 4,06 468 3,58 Luid 4.36 4.58 4,00 .3.62 3.89
3/6 4L.60 5.59 3.82 1.90 3.40 3.41 3,01 4.45 4.38
3/7 3.78 32,96 5,52 2,95 3.58 4.62

3\
¥ 4.03 4.15 3,78 3.35 3,82 3.56 3.86 3,56 4.40
R 10 0 10 16 10 0] 9 g 7

TABLE &

CORRELATIONS SETWEEN RATIRGS (F
(¥ = 92)

4
i 5
?E
B OEE oo
0 10 ho.
& O )
Eill vs., 'Bndt 072' u6'6 062
Hi11 vs. Russell .62 ol
Wondt vs. Russell .61 .56
gdr(“ * ve. Wendt .90 -79 -84
gdr(W) vs, Hi1l .83 .85 .69
gdr(¥) vs. Ruasell 62 .67
gdr(R) ve. Hil1l -85 .93 .63
gir(H) ve. Wendt .86 .68 A7
gdr(H) va. Rusaell :1] .68

*Group discussion ratings.

DIFFERENT JUDGES

Judgment and

o
-3

Foreaslight

Ability to

got Along

o
w

n&

W97
.79

. Calmnesa and

\o%ﬂ Relaxaticn

.
o~

0 w12
3,02 2.70
3.95
3.16
3.91
4.0 4.54 2.55
3.73 3,62 2.55
5 2 1
; B
[
g &2
‘ﬂ L]
£ gF
w1 o <
/A .82
.70
<72
97 .85
.86 .80
74
.89 .81
.87 .88
.84
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tut was influenced by Tend$ on retings of Judsment o forasight and on rsonm-
mendation for Army or havy. Correlaticns with Iusanll ware gasorally lower,

C. Valldity of Ipiepeley Hatlnes, Corrsluticns of inuerview ratings
and instructer's ratings ware calzsuletsd only for the group diseunssion rat-
ings. Theuo gre chown 3n Tabla 7. It will be otservaed thel all ris arae
peeitive, but low, Yae bgat predictions wera for airsicknene and actusl
greund school gradeo, the poorast for skill szl fur ealmness and releaxation,

TARLE 7

(ORRFLATICHS OF CHOUP DISCUSSTON RATINGS Wil IMETRUCTORYS RATINGS

Croup lecuseion Reting instructor'a Raetioge

Henderd Standard
Questlons Faltod L. ¥oan Yeyisflon Meug Dewistdon p
1. - Ground school graies L7 3.8 1.2 4,0 0.9 W33
2. Interest end wmotlvatlion 80 diat 1.0 P 1.0 227
2, 5ki111 79 3.8 1.0 3.8 1.2 02
4. Judgment and foresight & 2.4 1,0 3.8 1.2 A7
., Abllity to pet along
7lth pecple (L 3.5, 7.9 &l 0.9 A
f. Calmneas and relaxution 79 1.9 0.5 - EA 1.2 JL3
7. Airsglckness T foa 1.0 Leb 1.1 A
2. Recommendation for Army, Yarr 73 3.8 1.0 3.9 1.4 o't
g, Fipghter Te - gl 1.7 5.1 2.2 20
10. Light bomber ¥ts] 5.7 1.7 5.3 21 Iy
- 1l, Otasrver : i 53 .5 3.7 1.7 L1
12, Big ship operaior T 5.1 Z,0 5.3 2.0 A
12, Instructor Vil 5.5 1.7 5udy 2.1 ,15
1/. Exscuilva "y H . 1.7 5.1 1.8 i

Taile 8 and Tebla 9 shod ccrerelatica of fatesview ratlige and lastruelor' .
retings with prediciiva scoras oo ilve cf the peper-ande-pensil test: sdmini-
astered tc these subject:., Ths lerits wors adminisiersl as part of the sal -
tion program and beforas the interviawy, excapt L2 the Rochoster ceava wik
took them after ths frtervien, The Pervonul Eistory Inventory (Reg-at) vt
edminiatsred as an 8ld to the ixtervies. 1% vill be observed that intorview
ratings correlate poritively with ths B/ osraphlicul Tuvaniory, Parsonal Hia-
tory loventory, amd Wseah ot Maerisrieal Cowprebension as o4 bo sxpoctad
since these comulituied pard of thr ipdeetalnstion of tho interviewcri,

The sbeencs of corrcration with ibhe Despgire 4o Fly Inventory 1s most likely
e regult of the ascoriag kay us»d, rashesr “Isa of any Jallure to give wedpiul
in the interview 1o fuos sabarials coyverwd by thet lszw. Yo covrelutions
with Instructoris rehings axe Iasignifizant ir wie casea 9T tho snore2s of
the Dasirs toc Ily Ynvanueey and forsonml Histery Inveniory, Jow poalitive
for the Bingraphical Iuvortory sud O%tis Tust snd ap hlgn as 45 For wae
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DORRLLATLONS DF PAYER- HD=-FENGIL TESTS WITH GROUP

DISCUSSION CATINGS ON JNTERVIEW SCALES

(R = 79) S

B.I. O%3i3 M.n, p.F, P-H® P-H+ 859 -

Quaations fated +1%A Kights Righta 2 20F + 85% (Repeat) *

1. Ground szhool grades e”d 31 27 -, 09 L7 Yy !

2, Interest apd motiveticn o33 ~,07 WAl .03 231 -~ 38 .

A, 3kinl <36 -10 =20 03 e W34 -

4. - Judgment and foreaight 27 .12 aR5 ~ N 025 21 K

5. Ability to get along ¢

with people ‘ L5 .02 172 ~,01 +20 .06 "

6. Calmnesa and relsxstion 27 J04 ad€ 021 030 o2 3

7. Airsickness W24 01 L1 .11 «30 «31 . fo

8. Recommendation for Aray,¥avy .33 .10 217 .08 .28 223 N

9. Fighter R3 ~.09 .03 012 229 28 i

10. Observer A0 10 33 ~,02 .18 21 .

11. BRig ship operater W37 .19 witdy ~ .05 .28 A7 "
12. Inatructor 223 03 16 = .14 VA .08

13. BExecutive 25 26 023 -.01 .22 <11 :

14, -Light bomber 236 +,03 211 .00 3G .23 b

*Based on initial keys of L-T and P=H; thase keys were revised after i

second item anslyasis was conpleted, . o

TABLE 9 .

CORRELATIONS OF PAPER AND PERCIL THITS WIDE IRSTRUCTOR'3 ~ ;

RATINGS ON IRTEAVIEN SCALES -

z 65) s

B,I, Otle W.0, D.P,~ P-E%* P-Ht85% - ¢

gt Ra *1fA Rights Righte *20% 7, 858 (Repeat) =

1. Interest and motivation A6 06 .33 04 -.02 06 ;
2, Skill AL W4 W34 L L1k W07 .06
3, Judgment and foreasight L0418 .36 -18 .09 .10

L. Ability to get along

with people 09 .28 .35 07T =02 04 T

5. Calmness and relaxation 05 .14 »R2 ~.05 .07 -00 1

6. Airsickness 35 L0 2% -.03  ,L17 ,08 .

7. Recommendation for Army, Ravy .20 .23 A .16 »20 213 S

8, Fighter o 14 .15 W25 =.04 220 «10 B
9. Light bomber A7 .20 3 07 .19 .16

10, Observer 22 .08 ) .05 .02 +OL g

11, Big ship operator A6 2 .32 .04 .10 .08 3

12, Inatructor 21 .16 .32 .02 .08 .06 -

13. Executive . -.02 .21 .09 ~,08 <04 -.04 ;

*Baged on initial keye of D-F and P-H; these keys were revised aftar
sacond 1tem analysis was completad,

e -y
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Test of Mechenical Comprshension when correléted with the scale, Recommonda-
tion for Army or Navy.

Table 10 shows intercorrelaticns of the scores on the paper-and-pencil
tasta, It shows the expectod corruvletlons cof Test of Mechanical Comprehen-
slon and O%tis Test and of Biographical Inventory and Psraonal History Inven-
tory. The retest reliability of the Fersonﬁl HBistory Inventory {uncorrected)
wes indicated by r = .68, .

TABLE 10

TNTERCORRELATIONS OF PAPER-AND-PENCIL TESTS
(N = 79)

5.I, Otis M.C. D,F,* P-fi* P-H 3 85%
)% 4 Rights Righte 220F 1858 _(Repeat)

Bqu "1% A = "'u06 027 023 043 a36
Otias (Righta) > A A2 -.08 02
M.C, (Rightsa) - .08 L4 <25
*D-F 2 20% : - .19 .11
*P=H + 85% - .68
*P-H 1 85% (Repeat) . -
Hosan 9.6 52.8 50.3 20.7 23.0 2.5
Stendard deviation 2,6 10.3 A 7.6 10.2 8,9

*Based on initie) keye of D-F and F-H; theaa koys were revised after
secomi 1tem analyais wus completed.

D, Intercorrelationg of Rating Scgle Judgmentg. Table 11 and Table 12

ahow the interccrreiations of ratings on oach of the 14 scales for interview
ratinges (gdr only) mnd for instructor’s ratings. These reveal both the com-
men factore cpsratiag in the judgments and the specific traite Judged impor-
tant by the intervlewers, Common factors ars indicated by the fact that all
r's are positive, tha lowest cobtained r being .17 between lunterview ratings
of ground school gradea and airsickness. Specific tralts affecting jJudgrent
are indicated. For example, the interviewrers tended to rate candidetes kigh
as potentisl instructors whom they had alsc rated high in ability to get
elong, whila the correolation of ratings between the insiructor stale and

the calmness and relexation and skill scales was lower., Tho mean intercer-
relations on all gcales for the interview ratings xas .54 and for the in-
structor's rﬂtingﬂ waa .54,

DIECUSSTOH

Ths interpreteticn of the vasults of such interview rassarch sught,
1% appears, to trks lnto mecount that in practice iv shovid bLe rpessiblas
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TARLE 11
INTERCORRELATIOAS OF CROUP DISCUSHION RATIKRGS

{K & 79)
Suewtiong Raisg Y 2 3 4 5 € 7 g8 9 10 11 12 13 34
Ground scheol grace -~ S0 .39 .62 44 W31 17 .53 .16 ,37 .62 .72 .05 .,
Interest, motlvation = a55 .55 .52 49 34 .64 54 68 .56 5T .43
Skill -~ 3(’&’.‘ v57 082 534 080 076 a78 |..55 06? ‘,AJ;
Judgment, forvnight « o5BB .65 .31 .68 L1 .55..66 77 .40
Abllity to <ot alcng

with pasple ~ .55 .29 75 .53 63 62 .70 .14
Caimness, rela:aticn = A9 79 76 75 .49 61 40
Airsicknass = Wbh W37 43 .25 21 .22
Arny, Nevy - LBl .88 .67 .79 .60
Fightor - .86 ,37 .48 .28
Light houbes ~ .59 .67 c46
Oumexvar s LTE T0
Blg ship operator = LT
Instructoy :
Executive

TAELE 12
TRTERG B ATIONS OF JHSTRULTOR'S RATINGS
(- 43)

Queations Bated Ao 2.3 A 5.6 7.8 .9 10 13 12 i3
Interest, motivetdsn - 06 54 (€64 L3 27 J54 4R 39 2T W44 55 35
Skill L3RBT LYE U39 JEL 6T TR LS8 GO LTO AD
Judgment, foresight - PG 12,28 L83 .60 39 60 .76 65 A9
Ability %o got mlong ‘

wlth penple e L0032 64 449 54 L4760 LTS LED
Calmness, ralagation o WEY U722 L45 LB LG5 .57 LAY LB
Airsiclness ) - BB 44 W39 .39 .36 .56 11
Racowmeadeticn fur Army, Bavy - 77T .82 .67 75 .73 -
Fighter ‘ ‘o LBE .30 5% €2 .32
Light boater - 69 JTO 6T 4N
Ohserver - 69 .57 5%
Big ohip orsratur Y O T o
Ingtrastoy - LAY

tixeputive

Jopine

BT

LA
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iz do a beiter Job inen 1s Jone iz the resesrch wuwrial. By dlose control
of ths interview teecimique, interview Judgreni and ciiterion ratings, in-
ciucing a contimuing ¢hack ¢r the coblalned predictivenesas of each inter-
viewer's ratings, a consicerehbly higher level.of reliebility and walidity
cnght to be obteinable, Intervlew resesrch, designed to develop the high-
a3t posslble predlectivoness, should glve a team of interviewers oppor-
tunity for repeated tours, vach tour taking adventege of the successes
end errors of the precading tour. Interview rescarch stopped after ii=
teginning, as this projeut was, 1s like paper-and=pancll test research
which never progresses from the stags of g priori scoree to the atage of
item validation.

Tt may be noted that the relisbility of judgments in this study, aa
indicated by the correlations of Juigments between Hill and Wendt, was aas
high as ggy_reliabilities obtained in the stndy reported by Dunlap and
Eantman. The ipdicited validity ia also of aboul the same order of
magnitude as in that atudy. The predictiveneas of the judgments on two
scales in which the expevimciaters hed special interests, airsicimess and
irterest and motlvatlion for flying, was among the highest obtalned, The
correlation of r = .42 between Interviewer's and instructor's ratings of
alrslckness indicates that the mean of 4/ seconds per map spent on this
topic may yield as good a prediction as has bsen echieved by paper-andr :
pencll inventories.

The group discussion rating made by the intarrogator after listening
to the opinions of his board, was designed to sisulate a situation in
which a auperlor officer would be responsible for the firal Judgment after
llstening to the arguments of his staff. Although this ineomplete analysils
is ingufficient to give a definltive anawer on the effectiveness of this
method for Increasing validity, 1t muy be noted that 1t weas found to be a
workable procedure.

17See: Dunlsp, J. W., and Wantman, M, J. Op, ¢it. (Footnote 1 of
this report,)} .
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APPENDIX A

A NCIE ON THE INVESTIGATION OF AN INTERVIEN AT
TERMINATION OF PRIMARY FLIGHT TRAINING

This note records an attempt to devise au interview for pllots
who had reached the end of primary training in the Civilian Pilot
Training coursz, The flyers to be interviewed were those who had
previcusly been interviewed at the beginning of fiight training,l8
The purpose cf the interview wes exploratory, with special emphasis
to be placed on atudy of the motivational aspects of the flight train-
ing situstion; and on a recheck of the atiitudes expressed in the first
interview, A seoond objective was to assess the possibllities of mak-
ing, o.a the basls of the interview, a prediction of success in milltary

flight training. The interviews were to be conducted by a single inter-

viewer in each area and were to Ls racorded on phonograph records.

After several interviews, the project was abandoned becauss of
two unforesesn factors. First, the rapid development of the military
sltuation was such that appoinimonts were difficult and the flyers
were so praoccupled with their immedliata problems that they were un-
able to give a satisfactory acccunt ¢f their sttitudes or plans., Sec-
ond, our plan to use non-flyors as interviewers appeared to be ineffec-
tive because cof difficulties irn develorment of repport between the
newly trelned flyers and the groundling who was conducting the inter-
ilew,

Thanks are due Dr, £, W, Yourg, LCr. H, . Hlldreth, and Dr, H,
C. Mille, who cooperatad in setting up the srrangementa and who planned
to eonduet the intervisws,

18The main study was concernsd with this analysis,
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IREEIVIEW QUESTIONS ACCORDING
T6 sREL OF QUESTIORING

A lhTE"mT BA[B. GROUND
Rhy d14 yon go iato CPT?

g8, ¥Fhnt influenced you to go intsy Tlying”
b Why ars vou intereetst Iin flying?
¢, Aaw-special motive? Is it tecause of the war Bituation?

fiow long hewa yru besn intarested in flyiag?

&. How lomg egec di1d you register for CPT?
. Usve you alweys wuntwod to fly%
c. @hatia vour sitiltvde somards {Tying?

Have yoz ever hullt wedela?

g, Flylng models?

b, Heve you belonged to any wmedal eirplane cluh?
c., Have you macdn pges-powerel modals?

€. To yvou still neke thom?

bg you do wuch reading on tviitien? How much?

6, Dhnt kind of resding ¢ you det
*h. Forulsr or technilcal reading?
2, Have you resé tsuhnicel matarial on avistion? How much?
d, Bhel moga:ines do you read®
2., Do you subacribs o amny of tho popular magazines?
*(: Do you raad Aero Digest? 1w 2ar Neckanice? Popular Selence?
Topdar Asiatisn? .
g. Do ron rend in the newopepsras on aviation?
h. Do yoo vead ety beols on avistion? NWhay locke have you read?

Have gou ewvir hung oround al-porisd

. lio you lmas the Irsbretose?

b, Qo you trow oo ineoroo vy

g -0 you tno® ameplaz ob oo adirvio v PEJoba?

Po gy el o tokaide

Ra, Daooy e NS R L ‘:,’2 Mol Penlnard
5
"1

0, Do your ralablivap f"i
#e. Do oacy of gpour ¢log: fElLinis -"'1};‘

&, Dn you 'dfak they may horve wdlusaued youd

€. 10 you Wl other sdiclc oo evs Tarluencad you?

Fo Doogon ducow vy 20T Tarun Aen Shey In b couroe this year?
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7. tHave you ever bour. un?
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fow many times have you been up? low many fours?

How often do you fly?

Have you flomu in tranaports? How many times?

Have you handled the controls? How often?

What kind of plane were vou 'up In?

Did you like flying? : "
Rave you had Instruction? FHow puch insatruction bawe you tsken?

g, Had you plannad to. take seccndary flipght training?

B. PHERCGNAL HISTORY

*1. Khat bave you been doing alnce high school?

3.,
b.
¢o

*dn
8o

ﬁfq
g
h,

What joba have you held? %hat work have you done?

Bhy did you leave job? Why did you lasave school?
fhere did you work tefors your present job?

Whet are you dolng now?

Fhy haven't you gone on %o collega?

What other work have you done?

Why are you here?

Yihen did you leeves high school? - How iong have you been out of
school?

*2. Where do you iive?

a.
b.
Co

Whera do you coms from? .
Do you 1ive in the city?
Do you live in the country?

#3, Where do you stand in the draft?

8,
bo
O‘
d.

4o Are you married?

a,
b,
a,

Fhat 18 your draft status?

Do you have dreft claseiiication?

Can you be deferred for occupational reasone?
Areo you taking CP?T to avcid the draf4?

Does your wife work?
What is the attitude of your wife to flying?
Do you 1ive with your wife?

~

5. Ara you self-supporting?

a,

Are you working your way through college?

6. What kind of work do you lika?
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. fihet is the furthest you have beosa frum home?

.,

dave you been around a lot and done things?

2. ¥%Hnat education have you had?

8.
ho
c.
*dq

*1, Do

¥here did you go %o high schogl?

Why did you loave high school?

Fhera are you in college?

¥het ers you doing? Faabt are you majoring in?

C. HOME SITUATIOR

you live ai home?

Aho 12 at heme?

Do you get home often? . ,

What kind of home do you havel Do your parents have cultural
gr material interestas? Whati kind of Interesats do thay hevae?

*2., Are your mcther and father alive?

S
*3., Do

*h,
*h,
Ca
do
9,

How do your folks feel about your going into flying?

Are your mother and fsther of the same religion 7

What 1s the attitude of your parents %o the war? Arse they in-
tensgely peatriotic?

How do yci. get along with your parenta?

Does your mother worry asbout your flying?

What doss your father do?

Uo vour parsnts rus vour affzirs, or do they leave you pretty
rush alona? How Independent i your family are you?

How old are your parenta?

What 13 the natlonslliy cf (= » parn:ta? What is your raciel
backgroumnd?

How mmch oducation did ryour smrents recaive?

you have eny brothers gad alstears?

How many?

Whet do lhey do?

How do vou gob along with Lhem?

Are you en cnly chila? Are you n fevorite chlld?
Whet sr2 the apges of your brolkere and siaters?

*/. How are thiwgs at icue?

a,
Nﬂu

*5. is

How era they finsocially? ‘
How ar<e bthinge sucially’ Byvioyuedy hbppy?

yors 8 sinpe kokt fueily”
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gooyen heve Lo roreun pdon e et

g, Dees #he havs o cighh Tonied Wy Lulalrn w Loy Jlylagi
#h,  What doan gre uiuk o coar £ F,00? Anat §ooes atytopde e

your flying?
<. Doas sha sprrcve’

B, ANEITIOLY
What hed you planned %o an bufarsy 8- was?

w., fhy are you majoring in ?

o e M IETT L

#h, Had you thovght of tyine s your srafalig wish aviation?

dsv. yeu comaidered nilation es & ceraer? .

2. Do you plan to mav¥e avietion ycur Life wo.k?
b. Do you think you would like sviatiom &2 & cdipur?

¥hat had you in mind for the Cubura?

a, Would you simy in tae sz youa ers in¥

b, Had you thought o poing intc ths Army cr the Navy?
K. TIPE GF TLARE CR JOH

fhat type of flying are you joturested 1v?

a, Which do you like, Avmy or Nevy flying?

b. Do you like commerciel {lying?

¢. Do you like milltery flylng?

d

s, Would you like to go into the Alr Corps?

Would you like ground work?

a, Are you interested in aercnautical englnssring?
b, Are you interested in alrplane design?

. Are you Interested in the business end of {iyling? Flight mADNEZS-

mant? BExecutive work?

. ¥Which would you prefer: commercial or nilitary flying”

hi, Why aren't you interested in the businesr side cf Tlying?

i, How would you like navigetior work:

¥ould you like being sn instructor? Had yom theught of bvelng on in-

atructor?

a. Do you like teachling?

- e



*b. Heve you heZ teaching experisnce? Wnat experisnce have you hod
¢. Why do vou want fo be an instructor?

+i. What kind cof plane would yon want to fly?

¥a. TWould you want to fly £ purriit, plene? A combat plana?
b. WBhich do you prafaer: 1light or heovy planes?
¢, Wonld you like a light bomber? A dive bomber?
*d. Would you like s big ship?
a., Would you like a1 bomber?
f. How would you like observatisr or scouting? FPhotography?
*g, Do you think you coculd hendle the technicel delails of a big sl 7
h. Wiy wouldn'"t you 1lke thu small planes?
*i, Thy wouldn't you like the big plenes?

%5, Fhst jeb are you interested in?
A, Js thera ary particuler job in flyiug which you wouldn't want?
b, Do you think pilots are well pald?
F. GROUND [0HOOL
¥l. What sciences Live you hed in echnol?
*a, What gradas a0id you get in them? .
b. ¥hat wsre jour Fegent's gradesT
¢, Dio you do well in them?
d. What szleaces did you have In nigh o rhael?
*e, What sciancas have you ha? in college?

*2. How do you think you will get elesg in ground schocl?

a. Have you had ground school?
b, Do you worry about grovnd solual”

4, What do you gat your heset marka iu”

8. Fhat cources Jdo rou like?
b. What zonrses do you Ai83ila?

¢, What arc your worsl gupbjuctsl  Fhich subjecls do you do poorest in

*d, Whet v your oclleca sversge? ®hal csrks have you received in
=0l lage?
e, i yon hiara much compotition in sebeol? WMas yours & larye higs
pchool ¥
T, Ahet woere vore Srpdae in gepcost

¥4, Heve yv»1 fad eaed mebaspsclo s’

A, WHoir reara Caesa onmov had?
b, Fhen martc ¢ol viy eenstys 10 DUsh ichool wathematics?
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t the geiences rou heve had.  Geolopy: Miolaory®  PhyalesY (hoo-

la
stry?  Astronomy? Beteny? L7

L
i
Have you had sufficleni badhqrouhd to do well in ground scheel?

G. DRIVING
Do wou drive?

a. Whose car :to you drive?
*b, Do you cwn e cer?
*e., fhat kind of & car 18 i%?
*d, How much ¢€o you drivae? How mapy miles wculd you say you hed
driven? :
*a, Hox long have you been drivirg?

How fest do you usually drive?

%*a, How fast would you drive on the Cherry Velley turmpike on & clear
day with an open roed? How fast do you go on an open highway?

*b. What 18 your normal driving spesd?

c. Do you ever go faster?

d. Why don't you go feafer?

¥bat 1s the fastest you havs driven?

a. Were you driving wihea you went the fastest you have gcne?

b, WRhat is tha fastest you have gone with comeone else at the wheel?
c. Do you like to go f=st?

Ara you ever bothorad when comeone slse is driving?

a. Have ycu ever ridden with someones who wes cbviously a poor (or
recklees) driver?

*b. Row do you react when scmeone at the wheel i1s & reckless driver?

¢, Is your fathker a good driver? Is your mother & good driver?
*d. TWhy are you hotherad whon ecmecne else 18 at ths whael? deve
you hacd scme urpleasant experience when somecas elsa was driving?

Have you ever had an sccident?

b, Have you had any minor eccidents -~ fender brushes, bumper dents;
ote.?

c: Have you svar smeshad up a car?

d. Have you besa in an seccident with scmecne siss driving?

3, What caused the accident?

f, Was 1t your fault or the fault of the other person?

Z. How did 1t affect you?

h, Did it make you nervoua?
#*1, How many accldents bhave you hed? Recently?

J. Bould you say you were recklepa?
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*6,. How do you like driving on 1ce? Heve you driven on 1ce?

*ao

*hﬂ

Co
d.
e.
f.

Doea it bother you? ) .
How fast would you go on & day like this? (Iocy day?)
day?) (Hard-packed snow day?

Would you go fifty on ice?

Wovld you go more than fifty on ice?

¥hy wouldn't you? .

Are you good at driving om ice?

#7. Does skidding bother you?

a4
*b.
c-
d.
*,
Ee

Do you like to skid?

Do you practice skidding?

Where have you practiced ekldding?
Have you over bad a bad skid?

Have you gver gkidded Intentionally?
Are you celm 1n & skid?

*8, Have you ever ridden on a motorcycle?

R,
b'
Qe
d,

Fould you like to?

Do you own cne?

Have you had one?

Are you good on it? oo

#9, Have you sver been arrssted?

a.
b.
*a.
dl
leu
*fﬂ
g

What have you been arresied for?

Have you besn caught for speeding?

Have you evar been stoppsd? What for?

Have you been stoppad for going through a rad light?

{Slushy

How do you account for the faect you have never been stoppsd?

Do you use your rear~vision wirror coenstantly?
Have you ever bean fiped for treffic violations?

#).0, Have you ever rum out of gaa?

&,
b+
c‘
d°

When was the lest time?
Do yon do 1t frequamntly?
Why did you run out of gas?

How many times have you run out of gea? How often do you 1un

out of gas?

*11, What other things do you drive?

*g
-l-bg
-lga

d.

12. Was

Do you drive (or have yon driven) a truck?

Do you drive (or have you driven) a tractor? Farm machineryT

Do you drive a motorboat? Do you drive an outboerd?
Do you handle them well?

it easy for you to lesarn how to drive?
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F. ©EGTARICAL

Hew mechnnical ars jou? Whet machenical interests beva you?

a,
b,
C.
a.
*a,
*f.

Have you done work on a laihs? Are you good at 1t?

Have you dons woodwork? Are you good at 1t?

Do you 1like mecharical work?

Uo you have any mechanical hobbles?

Heve you done mezhanicel work? Heve you done any shop work?
Ars you good &t mechanical work? ' .

DJid you have en Frector est vhen you were & child? A Machanical set?

Do

'ﬂag
'I-'bo
C.
d,
eﬂ
fe

De

a,

you tinker with moiors and cars? Do you 1lke to?

Do you fix your urn cer?
Do you do any comp:lcatod repairs on your car?
Have you evar per{crmed a ring-job on your ocar?

~Have you worked with electrieal things?

Have you worked az s garege rechanic?
Is this a geod course i tuto mechanlies? Do you 1like the course?

you like to do slmple repairs around the homa?

Have you ever worked on a farm?

Heve you worked with anchines?

g,
b.
*e,
d.

Fhat machines have you worked with?

Are you good in hendling machines?

Do you break vary much machine work? How is your breakage rata?
Have you worked with farm mechinery?

fhat mechanical thinga have you worked with?

",

AY
Heve you done ary redic work?

L. ENOURANCE

What is the longect bit of consstutlve driving you have dona?

a.

*b,
Ca
d.

*eo

What 73 the longest distance you have gone in, for exampls: a
day and a night?

How d1d you feel at the end? How did you stand up under it¥
Were you running through stoplights and missing turna at the end?
Could you teke 14 hours at a stretch, in a bomber, for example?
Do you have trouble keeping awske at the whaal? Do you tire
eapily at the whagl?

Waers you 2lone when you took your longsast drive?

Could you have gone 200 miles more at the end? 400 mlles?
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o

~ Could you *ake long hourd with little sleep?

*a, Heve you worked long hours of hard physical labor?
b. How long have you worked in one gay?
¢c. How did you bear up under it?

How do you regsrd your sndurance?

a. Heve you had a chance to test it?
b. Have you mental endurancs?

J. SPORTS, SKILLS, AND RECREATION
How good a pilot do you think you'll be?

a, Think you'll pick up flying roeadily?
b, What is your reason for thinking you will make a good pilnt°
' Do you like acrobatics? Will you like acrobatlcs?

Mhat sports have you participated tn?

e, Which sporte do you iike?

b. Wilch (or are there any) do you perticularly dislike? Why?
*a, Are you good in sports? Which are you good in?

d, Did you go out for the team?

o, Why did you drop it?

£f. id you get your latiter?

Do you swim?

a, Do you swim well? Hoe good a swisser are you? -
b. Do you liks to swim? '
*c, lio you dive?
*d, Do yon do any fancy dlving?
e. Fhzt dives can you do?
*f, Do you like to do high diving?
g. From what height dec you iike o divs?
*h. What is the highest dive you hava made?

List the sports yon have participated in: {(Ffootball, handball, basket-
- ball, soccer, basebell, tennis, track, etc.) .

*a. Dn you skate? Are you good at 1tt

*b, Do yecu gki1? Are you good al it?

c. Do you bovl? What score do you usually weke?
d. What asports sre you good in?

Do you pail?
a, How gocd e sallor ere you?

b, Have you ever capaized?
c., What kind of boat have you salled”
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wh,  Whoet S%ILls do ovoro havad

6. Do yom shooly  Ave vou s pood leod
b . Do you Yat! Wrat do you u“h4¢1y mmd Yo,

v

2. Cen wyou funt wiis 2 cifis” ol ¥iad of gon o peu yaed
Wit 8 phessan® wiih a %87
W} Do you fieh? What kind of Diaring do je s

w - x

2. Do you do sny beiteastiug? Rysneting? J0LUL Tisndpg?
7. Ars you well coordirats??

a. Hava you hnrt yvourself while working with vachinsry?
b, Do you gpick things up rzedily?

*3, What do you do Tor vecrsation?

a.; What hoblies cv ;owm bheva?

6. AITASICK
], Ara you worrled abcut geiting siraick?

#y, What are the clwnces wou willl bo alraick?
-,

. Have you aver besn airsick?
2. Do you think you wilil be »11 right In the air¥

&2, MYave you ever been sick 1in zulouobiles?

*a, Have you beon aici: cu wreins?

t. Heve you been sick ca sirachnars?

¢. Have you bean sick on subwaya?
*3, Have you teun sicl on busces?

g, WMere you Bick on any venicles us a chlld?

*3, Have you bean slck on amuaensnt paric devices? ;

*2, Have you been or the Lﬁm?~o PLANEY? #ars you sick?

b. Have you been on the rollsr-ceasters? Wers you siok?
%2, Do you lilke the amusement park dsvicea?

d. Da you get s ‘thrill out of them?

e, Do, you spend mucl monsy oa anusemanth Da*? devices?

*4. Have you ever heen szeapick?

¥, Were you seasick ne & c¢hild?

b, When were you laz% seaslick? How loae ago wars jou seasicki

¥, SOCTARILITY

*1., Do you smoke?
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How much do you smoke? A pack & day?
Why don't you smoke? Why don't you emoks more?
Do you have moral or religious scruples egainst smoking?

#2, Do you drink?

*3. How

*,. Did

How much do you drink?

How often do you drink?

When do you drink? Do you drink alone or with the boya?

Do you drink to forget?

Fhat do you have tc forget?

Vihy not drink? '

Do you have moral or ieligious reascns for not drinking?

Do you object to oither pascple's drinking?

Have you ever besn drunk? Heve you ever had a hangover? How
many hangovers a wesk de you have? ,

do you get along with people?

How often do you date?

How much social life do you have? ¥Hhat social 1ife de you have?
Do you have any trouble meeoting people? Do you like to meet peopia”
How would you rete youraslf: a3 s lone wolf or towards the esocizl
end of the scale?

Do you considar yourself to bhe 2 eoclablo peraon? How socisble
are you?

Would you call yourself a shy pesrscn? Do you think others think
of you as being shy?

How would other people rete you: ss a loneé wolf or as a soclable
peraon?

Do your parents approve of your social 11fe?

How many cloase {ylends do you have?

How do you get along with wonmen? Witk girls?

Would you say you had few cr m&ny frionds?

you bave any disciplinery trouble in achool?

How did you get mlong with your teachers snd coaches?

Have you ever been bewled ocut in class?

Have you aver bean thrown out of claas?

Have you ever been thrown off the squed: Have you ever been sus-
pended?

Have you hed any trouble with the dean?

How would you react to & tough army sergeent who would never praise
you and only bawl you out?

*5. Do you belong to dny fraternity?

&,
*h,

Co

Which one do you belong tof :
How would your hrothers rate you, as a lone wolf or as & soclehle
fellow?

Have you been &n officer ol the fraternity?
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d. How long hawe rou beant dr whe fraternliy’
*9, How o you pet along witt tha followme in the fratermity?y

Do vou know any of the Lors taking ike CPT course?

Do you get in merny fignta?
*a, When was the last suel?

b, What was the fight over?

c, Mo yeu heve mary encnise?

Do you belong to mary clubs?

g, Which clubs do you Lelong tot

b, Why dontt you belung to any c¢luba?
#3, What activitiss did you partieipate in in schonl? Llebating? Dra-

matics? Band? (hrchestrs? ILte.?

Heve you done asry pubilc sponking?

Have you participatzd 1in any student government asctlviiiles?
+g, What officea have you held?

Are your parants soclal reconle?

u, Do your perent.: belang to clubs and groups? Do thay participate

in any civic effsire!? .
b, Do they heve paple in for tee and bridge, sic. quite ofien¥

N. PIFSONALITY
fHould you aay you wers touchy on sore gubjsufe?

*g, Whet kind of subjects are you touchy on?

b. Are you touchy about women?

c. Are you tduchy about metters conesraing your familiy?
4. Are you touchy ebout your race?

8, Are you tonchr about your r2ligion?

. Are you touchy ebout your personsl lire?

E. Are you touchy about your ability?

. Are you touchy about sex?

Are you sensitive? Ic you considar yourself to he sensitiva?

3, Are you sensitive to criticism and preise¥
b, Are you sensitive to disepprovel?

Do you worry about making the grade ia Plying?

a. Do you worry ebout other things? What do you werry about?
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How would you daoscribs yourself?

e, Uo you feel nferior? What do you feel inferlor about?
b, FRould ;ou say you waere swoticnally stable¥ Aras you moody?

Do you worry cver the danger In flying? How do you feel about tha
senger in flying?

Arg you a very religious porson? Do you take your religlon seriously?

8, How many times do you pgo to church in a3 waek?

0, TIKE ¥OR FLYIING

Are you goirg to have iime for flying?

2, Havs you plaaned 1t sc that you will 'mve time to fly?
b, Wall it bother your studisgt

How much cutside work and scetivities cut into your time?
a, Is there anytaing widlch will interfere with your flying time?

Do you have a heavy conrse load?

P. MWISCELLANEOUS
Row often do you break youwr waltch crystal?

8, Is it bioken acw?
%, How did you bresl LL? How do you usually break 1¢?

‘helasalfizd ~orments, vel hevivg bearing in the intervisw,

Ia thare maything you can add which would tell as about yoursslf
which would help ue to rate you? .

4. Hava me forgotten anythipe?d
Bhet ie your atriiulds ficwswds ths wer?

Fow do you foel nbevt alill versne Judgeovl 1 flying?

.
L o mg.
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