














task. Fourth, the measurement format is developed using direct
observations of responses to the job-related tasks in simulated
employment situations. Fifth, the instrument is evaluated using such
standard criteria as reliability and validity. A description of the
development of the occupational skills assessment instrument for each
of Goldfried and D'Zurilla's (1969) five stages follows.

Situational Analysis

Goldfried (1977) stated that the purpose of a situational
analysis is to identify and describe the significant situations in
which a given population must be competent. The process of identifying
common employment situations that are presumed to be important was
completed by reviewing the employment Titerature and by interviewing
available experts in employment preparation. This inquiry was conducted
to acquire a broad background in the nature of the employment process.

The T1iterature review was structured to include basic texts,
journals, and current articles in all relevant fields (Bailey &
Bostow, 1979; Wilson, 1952). It focused on areas such as employment
factors and existing occupationally-related training programs. In
addition, the literature review was extended to the topics of adoles-
cent development and learning disabilities, as the assessment instru-
ment was designed for application with learning disabled adolescents
as well as non-disabled adults. The majority of the employment litera-
ture addressed such characteristics, personality traits, and behaviors
as the sex of employment applicants (Dipboye, Wibach, & Fromkin,
1975), the effects of maintaining eye contact in a job interview
(Amalfitano & Kalt, 1977), the importance of job attitudes (Friedlander
& Greenberg, 1971), and the employment histories of different racial
groups (Beckett, 1976).

The literature review and interviews with employment experts and
individuals seeking employment also yielded descriptions and references
to a number of employment situations. The most commonly identified
situations included job interviews (e.g., Drake, Kaplan, & Stone,
1972; Alderfers & McCord, 1970; Asher, 1971; Barbee & Keil, 1973;
Carlson & Mayfield, 1967) and social interaction situations associated
with employment (e.g., Ball & McLoughlin, 1977; Schinke & Rose, 1976;
Azrin et. al., 1975; Jones & Azrin, 1973). These situations involved
the application of writing, computational, and social skills to
common employment situations, such as obtaining a job interview,
participating in a job interview, interacting with employers, and
interacting with co-workers once employment was obtained. Table 1
displays a list of thirteen commonly identified job-related situations
that were produced by this situational analysis process.
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While this Tist is not exhaustive of the possible situations, it did
appear to be representative of the situations identified in the
literature,

Response Enumeration

The purpose of the response enumeration phase is to determine
the appropriate responses that an individual should perform when
participating in each of the problematic situations specified in the
situational analysis (Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969). This process,
often referred to as task analysis (Gagne, 1962), involved an exten-
tion of the literature review and interview process to identify the -

behaviors involved in the competent performance of each of the thirteen
job-related tasks. A task analysis was conducted for each category,
y1e1d?ng a sequence of responses thought to be appropriate for each
task.

Table 2 displays the individual responses specified for one such
task, explaining a problem to a supervisor. The thirteen task analyses
contained a mean of 10 discrete behaviors to be performed by the
participants.
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The number of steps ranged from two (for accepting a compliment from
a supervisor) to twenty-nine (for participating in a job interview).

Response Evaluation

The response evaluation phase is designed to provide an op-
portunity for significant others to judge the importance of the job-
related tasks selected for the behavioral assessment instrument
(Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969). To evaluate the importance of the
tasks specified in the occupational skills assessment instrument,
eight experts in the area of employment were selected to serve as
judges. These judges were selected for their knowledge of the job-
finding and employment process. They included the director of the
County Employment Service, a vocational counselor, the Placement
Director of the University's Business School, the National Coord-
inator of a job-finding program, university placement officers,
public employers, the personnel manager of a local industry, and the
owner of a small private business.

These employment experts were asked to rate the importance of
each task identified in the occupational skills assessment instru-
ment. For example, each judge answered the guestion:



"How important is it for a person to be able to perform well
in a job interview?"

0 1 2 3 4
not _very
important important

Ratings were completed on a 5-point scale where 0 was "not important"
and 4 was "very important". To determine the judges' overall importance
ratings of the vaEious tasks, the rating data were converted into a
percentage score.® The equation used to derive a percentage was:

nd + n3 +n2 +nl +n0 = 9

nd —

For example, the eight judges' importance ratings for the job interview
task were 3, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, and 4. The computations were as follows:

7(4) + 1(3) + 0(2) + 0(1) + 0(3)
8(4)

= 97% important.

Table 3 displays the results of the expert judges' ratings of
importance for each of the tasks. The results showed that the experts'
overall mean importance rating for the 12 skills was 81% (ranging
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from 59% for providing constructive criticism to 97% for participating
in job interviews). (Due to an oversight, one of the skills, completing
a federal income tax form, was not included in the list of tasks to

be rated by the expert judges). These findings suggest that the job-
related tasks selected for assessment are reflective of the occupa-
tional skills believed to be functional in obtaining employment.
However, these ratings of the importance of the job skills provide

only an indirect indication of the overall comprehensiveness of the
instrument.

To more directly assess the comprehensiveness of the instrument,
the judges were asked: "Overall, how representative is this 1ist
(Table 1) of the occupational skills needed by youths upon entering
the employment market?" The results showed that the judges' mean
rating of representativeness was 88%. These findings suggest that
experts in the area of employment found the job-related tasks ident-
ified in the occupational skills assessment instrument to be both
important and representative.

Ten low-income community residents, including employed and
unemployed persons, were also asked to rate the importance of each
task contained in the occupation skills assessment instrument. These
ratings were obtained to provide an indication of the importance of
the selected tasks as viewed by the persons whose competencies might
be assessed using the instrument (Woif, 1978). These individuals
ranged in age from 17 to 60 years, in education from six years to



having some college, and in work experience from zero to 30 full-time
jobs. The results, also displayed in Table 3, showed that the community
residents' overall mean importance score for the 12 tasks was 84%.
The importance ratings ranged from 72% for accepting criticism from a
supervisor to 93% for both interviews and telephoning a potential
employer to obtain a job interview appointment. The skill of accept-
ing a compliment from a co-worker, was unintentionally omitted from
the form used by participants. These findings suggest that a sample
of the people for whom the behavioral assessment instrument was
designed believed that the selected tasks were important. Taken
together, these judges' ratings of importance and representativeness
suggest that the thirteen tasks included in the occupational skills
assessment represent important job-related skills.

Development and Use of the Assessment Instrument

The situational analysis, response enumeration, and response
evaluation phases result in content for the items which are to be
used in the assessment instrument {Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969). The
development and use of the actual assessment instrument is a logical
next step.

To assess the employment-related skills of large numbers of
individuals, including those who have no previous work experience,
requires an assessment system that is efficient as well as valid.
Analogue employment situations, such as role-playing tests (McFall,
19775 McFall & Marston, 1970), provide an opportunity to observe
efficiently and directly the actual performance of participants. By
designing the instrument so that individuals are instructed to perform
"as if" they were in the actual job-related situation, each of the
stages of the employment process can be observed.

A total of thirteen occupationally-related situations are contained
in the occupational skills assessment instrument. A role-playing
evaluation script (Mathews & Fawcett, 1979) was developed for each of
the ten socialinteraction situations; written materials or forms were
provided for the three non-social interactions situations. Each
script specified the verbal statements and physical activities that
the confederate was to say or do. For example, for the task of
participating in a job interview, one of the researchers followed the
script to play the role of the.interviewer while the participant
acted as if she/he were actually applying for the job. In these role-
playing situations, the participants were not informed of ti: responses
that were considered to be appropriate by the researchers.

The occupational skills assessment also included three non-
social interaction situations. These involved completing a federal
income tax form, writing a letter in response to a help-wanted
advertisement, and writing a letter to follow-up a job interview.
Participants received a written description of the task to be performed
(e.g., sample W-2 forms, a 1040A tax return, and instructions to
complete the form as if they had worked for the two businesses who
provided the W-2 forms). Each participant produced written products
which could later be scored for the percentage of occurrence of the
specified activities.



Participants. The instrument was used to collect performance
data with the ten community residents who had rated the importance of
the job-related tasks (see response evaluation section). These
individuals were not informed of the steps involved in performing any

of the tasks nor had they received formal training in employment-
related skills.

To obtain a sample of criterion level performance for each of
the targeted occupational skills, three additional participants were
selected. These persons ranged in age from 22 to 41 years, in educa-
tion from some college to post-doctoral, and in work experience from
two to twelve years. These participants were coached by the experi-
menters before each session on how to perform the targeted activities
for each job skill category.

Observation. Each of the ten community residents performed the
thirteen occupational tasks. The role-playing sessions were conducted
in a large office containing a desk, chairs, and telephone. Each
session was videotaped to provide a permanent record of the partici-
pant's performance. A mean of 40 minutes was required for each partici-
pant to complete the thirteen occupational skills. Performance of the
three coached individuals, who were known to the experimenters, were
also videotaped in a similar office setting.

Performance Data. Table 4 shows the mean percentage and range of

specified behaviors performed by the ten community participants for
each of the occupational skills. These percentages were obtained hy
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dividing the number of completed responses by the total number of
appropriate responses multiplied by 100. The overall mean percentage
of occupational skills performed was 48% (ranging from 0-100%). For
the three coached individuals, all performance was at a mastery
(100%) level.

Evaluation of the Assessment Instrument

The value of the occupational skills assessment instrument in
estimating a person's capabilities in job-finding and occupational
situations will depend upon the quality of the instrument and the
care with which it is used. Data for the instrument along two evalu-
ation dimensions - reliability and validity - are of particular
interest.

Reliability. Reliability refers to the consistency with which
data were collected by observers (Baer, Wolf & Risley, 1968; Bijou,
Peterson & Ault, 1968). In general, the reliability of the assessment
instrument is indicated by the level of interobserver agreement
obtained under conditions in which there were no errors of measure-
ment (Livingston, 1977). The measure of interobserver agreement



provides an indication of the clarity and completeness of the res-
ponse definitions for the selected occupational skills (Hawkins &
Dotson, 1975; Kazdin & Straw, 1976).

To assess the level of interobserver agreement, two of the
experimenters, using checklists, independently scored the occurrence
or non-occurrence of each target behavior from the videotapes. Inter-
observer agreement was measured by an item-by-item comparison of the
scoring of the target behaviors for each job-related situation. Total
reliability was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by
the number of agreements plus disagreements multiplied by 100. Total
reliability averaged 94% (ranging from 90% to 100%) for sessions
involving community participants and was 100% for sessions involving
the three coached participants.

Validity. An estimate of the validity of a behavioral assessment
instrument is based upon a judgment about how well it will do the job
it is asked to do (Cureton, 1951; Livingston, 1977). Judgments about
the validity of the occupational skills assessment instrument are
dependent upon evaluations of the process used to develop the instru-
ment, qualitative judgments about the importance of what is assessed,
and measures of relevant types of validity. Because the primary goal
of the occupational skills assessment instrument is to describe
accurately a person's present level of occupational skills, the
validity of the content of the instrument is of particular interest.

Content Validity. Content validity is established by determining
whether the conditions under which the participant's behavior is
observed represent the circumstances that are of interest (Anastasi,
19763 Livingston, 1977). The validation of content is a process that
is designed to judge the adequacy with which the instrument measures
the construct as well as the relevance and the comprehensiveness of
the instrument's elements for answering the questions of interest
(Haynes, 1978). As such, the previous description of the phases in
which the instrument was developed is of relevance in judging the
instrument's validity. In addition, the ratings of the importance of
the behaviors described in the response evaluation section provide
additional information on the adequacy of the instrument. Social
validity, discussed in the next section, is a third type of infor-
mation on which a judgment about content validity may be made.

Social Validity. While social validity is not a traditionally
used psychometric category, it may be viewed as a special type of
content validity used to examine the quality of the assessment
instrument. Social validity refers to an inference about the social
significance of goals, social appropriateness of the procedures, and
social importance of the effects based upon the judgments of relevant
observers (Wolf, 1978). The social significance of the behavioral
goals selected for assessment is of particular relevance to this
study. A central question is whether employment experts consider the
participants' performance of the job-related tasks to be appropriate.
The occurrence or non-occurrence of "appropriate" behaviors are
important only insofar as relevant experts judge them to be of
importance (Fawcett & Miller, 1975; Kazdin, 1977).




To assess the social significance of the selected target behav-
jors, representative videotaped performances were selected for each
task. For all social interaction tasks, such as participating in a
job interview, three complete sessions were selected and recorded on
a duplicate videotape. For two of the three tasks involving non-
social interaction situations, writing a Tetter to apply for a job
and writing a letter to follow-up a job interview, three samples were
similarly selected. (Because the U.S. Internal Revenue Service provides
explicit requirements for completing an income tax form, representative
samples of this task were not given to the experts.) The three repre-
sentative sessions included high, Tow, and moderate levels of perfor-
mance of the specified responses. To insure that a mastery level
performance was available, a criterion level session performed by the
coached participants was presented for each of the job skills. The
duplicate videotaped segments and sample letters were presented to
the same eight judges who had rated the importance of the job-related
tasks.

For each task, the judges viewed the videotape of a participant's
performance and then answered the question: "How satisfied are you
with the person's performance (on this task)?" Ratings were completed
on a 5-point scale (0, 1, 2, 3, & 4), where 0 was "not satisfied" and
4 was "very satisfied". To determine the judges' overall satisfaction
with the performance of participants, the rating data were converted
to a percentage score according to the formula provided in the re-
sponse evaluation section.

These satisfaction ratings may be compared with the percentage
of observed behavior for each of the four sessions for each job-
related task. Table 5 displays the level of observed performance and
the judges' mean rating for the four sessions for each task. For
example, for the first task, getting a job lead from a friend, the
first participant performed 44% of the target behaviors; and a mean
rating of 47% satisfied was obtained from the expert judges. For the
47 sessions listed in Table 5, in which direct observations of per-
formance and expert judges' satisfaction ratings are available, a
Pearson Product Moment Correlation was computed. The results showed a
correlation of .78, p .01, between direct observations of performance
and ratings of satisfaction with the quality of performance. These
findings suggest that the occupational skills assessment instrument
provides a socially valid index of performance.

- -

Convergent Validity. Anastasi (1976) states that one method of
gathering supplementary data on the validity of an assessment instru-
ment is through correlations with other tests. Convergent validity
can be assessed by determmining the degree to which levels of the
behaviors measured by one instrument correlate with levels of the
behavior as regarded by a different instrument. While a comparison
instrument for observing occupational skills was not available for
all tasks, a comparison was available for the task of participating
in a job interview (Hollandsworth, et al., 1977; Hollandsworth, et




al., 1978). In a description of this job-interview skill training
model, Sandifer and Hollandsworth (Note 2) describe the use of a
five=-point scale by observers to rate each participant's performance
along the dimensions of composure, body expression, eye contact,
voice quality, self-confidence, and the content of the answers to
interviewer questions.

Two independent observers, using response definitions provided
in Sandifer and Hollandsworth viewed ten videotaped job interview
situations, one for each of the participants. The performance of each
participant was scored using a five-point rating scale for each
dimension. Interobserver agreement was measured by an item-by-item
comparison of the scoring of dimensions by the observers. A disagree-
ment was scored if the observers' ratings varied by two points or
more. Total reliability was calculated by dividing the number of
agreements by the number of agreements plus disagreements multiplied
by 100. Total reliability averaged 77% (ranging from 17% to 100%). In
contrast, total reljability for the task of participating in a job
interview using the occupational skills assessment instrument aver-
aged 90% (ranging from 79% to 100%).

Using the Sandifer and Hollandsworth instrument, a mean percent-
age of job interview performance of 69% (ranging from 46% to 88%) was
obtained. Alternatively, a mean percentage of occurrence of appropriate
job interview behaviors of 63% (ranging from 36% to 86%) was obtained
using the occupational skills assessment instrument. To determine the
comparability of these two measurement systems, a Pearson Product
Moment Correlation was computed. The results showed a correlation of
.89, p <.01. These findings suggest that the occupational skills
assessment instrument has convergent validity for at least one
category of job-related behavior.

Discussion

The development and validation of an occupational skills assess-
ment instrument based on Goldfried and D'Zurilla's (1969) behavioral-
analytic model were described. The results indicate that the tasks
involved in the assessment were considered by participants and
employment experts to be important and representative. Other results
showed that satisfaction ratings made by expert judges who viewed
videotaped performance of participants were correlated highly with
observed rates of participant performance. The results also showed
that the observed rates of participant performance were correlated
with another method of scoring job interview behavior. These findings
suggest that the occupational skills assessment instrument is a valid
method of determining a person's skill in job-related situations.

Because the occupational skills assessment instrument relies on
analogue situations to observe a participant's performance of job-
related skills, information on the participant's performance in
actual job situations was not obtained. Similarly, data on such
outcomes as success in obtaining and retaining jobs were not avail-
able. Investigations of the generalizability of findings to actual
employment situations and the accuracy of the occupational skills
assessment instrument in predicting employment outcomes are critical



areas for future research. Until such outcome validity is obtained,
the ultimate utility of the instrument is unknown.

This study is illustrative of a behavioral strategy for assess-
ing a person's competence in job-related skills. Its emphasis is on
the actual performance and measurement of the participant's current
level of proficiency in commonly identified employment-related behav-
jors. Other strategies including traditional educational tests of
employment preferences (Holland, 1965; Blank, 1978), more specific
assessments of knowledge about job skills {American College Testing
Program, 1976), and personal or clinical evaluations of a person's
employment ability are among the options available to help make
judgments about competence in job-related skills. The ultimate use of
behavioral assessment instruments may be determined by such aspects
of relative advantage as its cost, ease of use, flexibility, effect-
iveness, and compatibility with the existing mode of determining
competence (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971; Fawcett, Mathews, & Fletcher,
in press). Thus, a determination of the ultimate utility of behav-
ioral assessment awaits the results of further attempts to develop
and diffuse such instruments. In the absence of such indices of
consumer satisfaction, behavioral assessment remains a promising
option for a public interested in making judgments about a variety of
socially important variables.

For the field of behavioral assessment to grow so that a variety
of assessment options are available to the public, the generation and
publication of a variety of exemplars of behavioral assessments are
required. This study provides one such example of the application of
Goldfried and D'Zurilla's (1969) model for developing and validating
behavioral assessment instruments. This and future research may
further contribute to the development of an implicit technology for
measuring socially important variables.
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Note 1. Azrin, N.H., Philip, R.A., Borck, L., & Besalel-Azrin, V.
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Note 2. Sandifer, B.A., & Hollandsworth, J.G. Job-interview skills

training: A workshop model. University of Southern Mississippi,
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Table 1

Identified Occupational Skill Situations

Getting a job lead from a friend.

Writing a letter to request an interview in response to a help wanted
advertisement.

Telephoning a potential employer to get a job interview (when there
is a job opening).

Telephoning a potential employer to get a job interview (when there
is not a job opening).

Participating in a job interview.

Writing a letter to follow-up a job interview.
Accepting a suggestion from an employer.
Accepting a criticism from an employer.
Providing constructive criticism to a co-worker.
Explaining a problem to a supervisor.
Complimenting a co-worker on job done well.
Accepting a compliment from a co-worker.

Completing a federal income tax form.
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Table 2

Sample Task Analysis: Explainming a Problem to a Supervisor

State that you are having a problem.

Ask if the supervisor has time to talk.

Describe the problem.

Provide an example of the problem.

State any possible solutions that you might try.

Ask if the supervisory knows of a solution to the problem.
Repeat the solution proposed by the supervisor.

Ask if you should do anything else.

Thank the supervisor for the suggestion.
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Table 3

Response Evaluation: Ratings of Importance by Participants and Expert
Judges

X IMPORTANCE X IMPORTANCE

TASKS RATING BY RATING BY
JUDGES PARTICIPANTS
1. Getting a job lead from a friend 69% B4.%
2. Writing a letter to request an
interview, in response to a help
wanted advertisement 94% 75%
3. Telephoning to request an interview
(when there is a job opening) 91% 93%
4. Telephoning to reguest an interview
(when there isn't a job opening) 91% 93%
5. Participating in a job interview 97% 93%
6. Writing a letter to follow-up
a job interview 78% 75%
7. Accepting a suggestion from
an employer 91% 85%
8. Accepting criticism from an employer 94% 72%
9. Providing constructive criticism
to co-workers 58% 78%
10. Explaining a problem to a supervisor 84.% 38%
11. Complimenting a co-worker on a job
well done 66% 83%
12. Accepting a compliment from a co-
worker 63% --
13. Completing a federal income tax
form -- 80%
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Table 4

Participants' Observed Performance

NUMBER OF MEAN PERCENTAGE
TASKS BEHAVIORS OF OBSERVED RANGE OF
IN THE TASK  PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE
1. Getting a job lead from
a friend 9 42% 22-66%
2. HWriting a Tetter to re-
quest an interview, in
response to a help
wanted advertisement 10 44% 40-60%
3. Telephoning to request an
interview (when there is
a job opening) 11 40% 18-73%
4. Telephoning to request an
interview (when there
isn't a job opening) e 3% 17-50%
5. Participating in a job
interview 29 63% 36-86%
6. Writing a letter to
follow-up a job interview 7 39% 14-71%
7. Accepting a suggestion from
an employer 4 23% 0-50%
8. Accepting criticism from
an employer 7 34% 14-57%
9. Providing constructive
criticism to co-workers 8 47% 25-63%
10. Explaining a problem to
a supervisor 9 48% 33-66%
11. Complimenting a co-worker
on a job done well 3 66% 33-100%
12. Accepting a compliment from
a co-worker 2 50% 0-100%
13. Completing a federal income
tax form 18 53% 7-100%
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Table 5

Social Validity: Participants' Observed Performance and Judges' Ratings

OBSERVED EXPERT JUDGES'
TASKS PERFORMANCE SATISFACTION

1. Getting a job lead from a friend 44% 47%
66% 66%
22% 41%
100% 89%
2. Writing a letter to request 50% 16%
interview in response to help 60% 19%
wanted advertisement 40% 41%
. 100% 96%
3. Telephoning to request interview 36% 66%
(when there is a job opening) 18% 34%
73% 69%
100% 100%
4, Telephone to request interview 334 41%
(when there isn't a job opening) 17% 28%
50% 75%
100% 79%
5. Participating in job interview 36% 22%
86% 75%
72% 59%
100% 86%
6. Writing Tetter to follow-up job 29% 36%
interview 57% 31%
71% 50%
100% 72%
7. Accepting suggestion from employer  50% 63%
25% 59%
0% 34%
100% 75%
8. Accepting criticism from employer 29% a1%
57% 69%
14% 38%
100% 89%
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Table 5

Social Validity: Participants' Observed Performance and Judges' Ratings

OBSERVED EXPERT JUDGES'
TASKS PERFORMANCE SATISFACTION

9. Providing constructive 25% 34%
criticism to co-worker 50% 50%
63% 56%
100% 79%
10. Explaining problem to supervisor 33% 38%
66% 25%
55% 78%
100% 56%
11. Complimenting co-worker on 6€% 72%
job done well 100% 94%
33% 50%
100% 86%
12. Accepting compliment from 50% - 447
co-worker 100% 72%
100% 86%

13. Completing a federal income
tax form

(not rated)
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