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The paper reviews the literature on the
use of the critical incident rechnique
(Flanagan, 1954). The review denion-
strates that the critical incident tech-
nique (CIT) is useful for a number of
purposes; those include job analysis,
training, and performance appraisal.
The paper also concludes that the CIT
is rather robust, since the methods used
10 generate and sori the incidents do
not greatly affect the ouicome of the
finished product. However, variables
such as tests for criticality, tests for
category acceptance, and individual
differences of incident generaiors do
affect the outcome of the ciT
procedure.

Introduction

The critical incident technigue (CIT)
was formally developed and reported by
John Flanagan (1954) at the University
of Pittsburgh. This technique prescribes
a systematic set of procedures for
collecting direct observations of human
behavior (called critical incidents) which
have made the difference between

successful and unsuccessful job perfor-
mance (Flanagan, 1954), Observations of
critical incidents can be obtained in
many ways, depending on the intended
use of the observations. However, the
usual method is to have job incumbents

_report, either through log books or

through recall, at least one example of
either excellent or poor job performance.
These incidents are then sorted into
categories which reveal the important
dimensions within a job.

Critical incidents have become an
important tool in the management of
human resources in the field of police
and criminal psychology since they are
the basis for a major method of job
analysis and the basis for at least five
major methods of performance apprai-
sal: Behaviorally Anchored Rating
Scales, Behavioral Observation Scales,
Behavioral Expectation Scales, Mixed
Standard Scales, and forced choice
rating scales. In addition, critical
incidents by themselves are used &s
another major method of performance
appraisal in which supervisors are asked
to periedically record examples of job
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performance for cach employee. Finally,
critical incidents have been suggested as
a means toward the creation of a
structured employment interview
(Latham, Saari, Purcell, & Campion,
1980) and as a method of training
(Glickman & Vallance, 1958; O'Brien &
Plooij, 1977).

Even though the use of critical
incidents has become a common and
important tool in the human resource
professional’s armamentarium, relatively
little rescarch has been conducted on the
optimal ways in which to collect and
then sort these incidents. While there is
a basic procedure for using critical
incidents for job analysis and perfor-
mance appraisal purposes, the specific
procedures seem to be idiosyncratic to
the person who is supervising the
incident collection.

There are many examples for this lack
of a standardized procedure in the use
of the CIT. A review of the CIT literature
indicates that the number of people used
to generate the incidents has ranged from
11 1o 3,767; the number of individuals
used to sort the incidents has ranged from
1 to 110; five studies had the same
individuals both generate and sort the
incidents; and 23 studies used individuals
from more than one job level to generate
the incidents.

While Flanagan (1954) indicated that
there was no standard method in which
the CIT must be conducted, it appears
that some methods are more adequate
than others. Perhaps a reason for the
lack of standardization in procedures is
that litile recent research has been
conducted as to the optimal techniques
used to collect and then sort the
incidents. Therefore, it is the purpose of
this paper to review and synthesize the
available research on the CIT.

General Critical Incident Studies

The following pages review the
studies which investigate the techniques
which are involved in conducting the

CIT. These studies have-focused on
many factors, including: the procedure
by which the incidents are collected, the
person generating the incidents, the
number of incidents that are needed, the
sorting procedure, and number of sorters
needed.

The Mcthod in Which Incidents Are
Collected

Rescarch in this area has focused on
two variables, the time period in which
the incidents are collected and the
method used to collect the incidents. The
only study that has investigated the first
variable was by Nagay (1949), who
studied air traffic controllers and found
that the types of incidents generated by
incumbents were affected by the season.
That is, some job behaviors were
important in the winter, but not in the
summer. This finding would suggest that
the rescarcher be cautious about collect-
ing incidents during a small time period.

In addition to this, there appeared to
be selective recall of dramatic or special
types of incidents. This selective recall
occurred when the incidents were
reported several months after they had
happened. Thus, it was recommended
that log books be used to collect the
incidents that would be collected over
a period of time. This recommendation
was also supported by Miller and
Flanagan (1950), who discovered that
foremen reporting incidents weekly
forgot twice as many incidents as did
foremen reporting incidents daily.
However, neither Flanapan, Miller,
Burns, Hendrix, Stewart, Preston, and
West (1953) nor Campion, Greener, and
Wernli (1973) found any differences in
incidents collected through an interview
procedure when compared to those
collected using log books. Finkle (1950)
found that incidents obtained through
questionnaire booklets yielded similar
results to incidents obtained through
individual interviews. Wagner (1950)
extended these findings to indicate that
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incidents obtained through group intei-
views were comparable to those¢
obtained through individual interviews.
Finally, Wagner (1951) found that
incidents collected by one interviewer
were similar to those obtained by other
interviewers. Thus, it would appear that
the method used to collect the incidents:
log book, group interview, or individual
interview, does not have a major impact
on the outcome of the CIT.

Hording of the Incident Request

Even though Flanagan (1954) stated
that slight changes in the wording of
the incident request will lead 10 changes
in the types of incidents that will result,
the authors of this review were unable
1o find research that would support this
contention. In the two studies that
investigated this issue, Finkle (1950) and
Mullins (1983) asked subjects to report
incidents that represented cither 2 slight
deviation or a substantial deviation from
normal behavior. Both studies revealed
only a slight difference in the types of
incidents provided in each condition.

Latham and Marshall (1982) looked
at the effect of goal setting on the number
of incidents generated by government
employees and found that including a
goal in the instructions increased the
number of incidents generated. In this
study, employees were placed into one
of three goal setting conditions; sel{-set
goals, participatively set goals, or
assigned goals. The results indicated that
none of the goal setting methods was
superior to another in terms of the
number of critical incidents that were
produced by each employee. However,
the higher the goal that was set, the
greater the number of incidents
generated.

Characteristics of the Person General-
ing the Incidents

The first study investigating this area
was by Wagner (1950) who studied the
critical requirements for dentists. Inci-

demts were collected from patients,
dentists, and dentzl school instructors
and placed into one of four job cate-
gories. An analysis of the source by
category frequency distribution revealed
that the source of the incident affected
the category in which the incident was
placed. That is, patients reported more
paticnt-dentist relationship incidents
while dentists and instructors reported
more technical proficiency and accep-
tance of professional responsibility
incidents.

Compatible results were found by
Smit (1952) who investigated differences
in the types of incidents reported by
psychology students and faculty; by
Ronan and Latham (1974) who found
differences between dealers and foresters;
and by Andersson and Nilsson (1964)
who collected 1,800 incidents from
superiors, assistants, store MAanagers, and
customers in a Swedish grocery com-
pany. However, Weisloge! (1952) found
no differences in the patterns of critical
requirements supplied by managers and
agency heads at 2 life insurance firm.

The most recent studies concerning
differences among the individuals gener-
ating the incidents were by Aamodt,
Kimbrough, Keller, and Crawford
(1982) and Aamodt (1983). Aamodt et
al. (1982) investigated the relationship
between the race, sex, and job perfor-
mance level of individuals generating
critical incidents and the types of
incidents that each person generated. The
results of this study indicated that the
race of the person affected the frequency
of incidents produced in the respective
categories. Black Resident Assistants
generated more incidents that were
sorted into the two categories of “Interest
in Residents” and “Fairness,” Even
though, sex and job performance level
were not related to incident generation,
a number of problems with the sample
may have masked any real differences.
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In order to overcome some of the
problems with the sample in Aamodt
et al. (1982), (c.g. a restriction in range
ir thic measure of job performance level),
Aamodt (1983) investigated the relation-
ships between the sex, job performance
level (G.P.A.), and personality of general
psychology students and the types of
critical incidents that the students
generated reparding effective and inef-
fective teaching. The results indicated
that all three variables were related to
incident generation. However, even
though the relationships were significant,
the effect sizes were fairly small.

Similar results were found by
Machungwa and Schmitt (1983) when
they investigated the use of the CIT as
means toward understanding work
motivation in a developing country.
They found significant but small rela-
tionships between individual difference
variables and the generation of critical
incidents. Thus, the results of Aamodt
et al. (1982), Aamodt (1983), and
Machungwa and Schmitt (1983) indicate
that personal variables slightly moderate
the generation of critical incidents.

Number of Incidents Needed

Flanagan (1954) has suggested that
1,000-2,000 incidents are necessary for
semi-skilled jobs and 2,000-4,000 inci-
dents are nceded for supervisory level
jobs. However, the results of the
Andersson and Nilsson (1964) study
indicated that 95 percent of the categories
appeared after sorting only two-thirds
of the incidents. Thus, not all 1,800
incidents were needed. Similar to this,
Jensen (1951) found that seldom would
new types of behavior appear after
reviewing 400 of 500 incidents.

The issue of the number of incidents
needed was extended by Mullins (1983)
to include the number of locations and
generators needed. Mullins had 97
campus police officers at 13 universities
penerate critical incidents. The results
indicated that no new incidents appeared

after examining the incidents from the
first three universitics. Furthermore,
after examining the incidents supplied
by the first 19 incumbents, neither new
incidents nor any new calegories
appeared.

Thus, it appears the Flanagan's
suggestion, as to the number of incidents
necessary, is not supporied and that
fewer incidents can be used. While fewer
incidents may be needed, there is still
no indication as to the minimal number
of incidents necessary for full coverage
of a job, although the number does
appear to be much lower than 1,000.

Reliability of Incident Sorting

Andersson and Nilsson (1964) inves-
tigated the reliability and validity of the
CIT and prefaced their article with the
statement “Although the method has
been used in a practical manner in
hundreds of job analyses, relatively little
has been done to study the method itself
with respect to either reliability or
validity™ (p. 398).

Therefore, Andersson and Nilsson
(1964) investigated the reliability issues
by studying the extent to which individ-
uals could easily place incidents into a
category system. To do this, twenty-four
students worked in pairs in order to
“place a group of.100 incidents in
corresponding calegories™ (p. 401). The
results indicated that the pairs of
incumbents agreed 80 percent of the time
about which of three categories an
incident should be placed into. This
agreement rate decreasgd to around 66
percent when the number of categories
was increased to 17. Similar sorting
apreement results were also found by
Bridgman, Spaceth, Driscoll, and Fan-
ning (1958), Azmodt et al. (1982),
Ronan and Latham (1974), and
Machungwa and Schmitt (1983). How-
ever, these results were not upheld by
either Lowenberg (1979) or Aamodt
(1983).
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It should be poimed out thut both
Aamodt (1983) and Lowerbe: g (IETY)
also investigsted the possibility that
group differences may occur in sarting
critical incidents. That is, do males sort
incidents into different categories than do
females? The results in both studies
seem to indicate that no such differences
exist. In addition 1o this, Blankenship
and O'Brien (1983) found that the pender
of the person described in the incident
did. not zffect the relative placement of
incidents into the respective catepories.

Number of Sorters That Are Necded
The only study looking at this
variable was Aamodi (1983) who
compared groups of 3, 6, 12, 24, 48, and
100 sorters and found that the relative
numbers of incidents per calegory were

 Simiilat’ Fegardless “of The muthber -of -

sorters that were used. Thus, for eco-
nomic reasons, a rescarcher might be
justified in using as few as three sorters,

Sorrer Agreement Level

Various researchers have used sorter
agreement levels ranging from just over
50 percent all the way to 100 percent.
However, results from Aamodt (1983)
and Bernardin, LaShells, Smith, and
Alvares (1976) indicate, respectively,
that agreement levels of 62 percent yield
results similar to agreement Jevels of 75
percent and that agreement levels of 60
percent yield results similar to agreement
levels of 80 percent. Thus, a rescarcher
can be confident that use of apreement
levels of around 60 pereent will be
comparable to higher agreement levels,

The Tesi for Criticaliry

Jt has been sugpested that before
sorting, incidents should be examined
to determine if the effective incidents ere
actually examples of effective perfor-
mance, and if the ineffective incidents
are actvally examples of ineffective
performance. Jf an incident does not pass
this test for criticality, it should be

divgirdid, Only 1w “aiidics found by

e suihicrs hove ved such @ 1251, The
first study by Lowenberg (J070) apphicd
the test of criticality 1o her incidente and
found that 16 percent of 1he incidents
had to be discarded because their
direction of criticality was ambiguous,
The sccond study, by Van Fleet (1974),
found that 47 percent of his incidents
did not pass thijs criticality test. There-
fore. when it is importiant to distinguish
between the number of incidents that are
examples of effective zng ineffective
behavior, it seems reasonable to apply
this test of criticality. An example of such
an instance would be when incidents are
vsed for training or performance
appraisal,

I is at this point in the review thai

it might be a good idea to briefly discuss

- dhe use. of effective versus ineffective

incidents, In many studies reviewed by
the authors, incidents of effective and
ineffective behavior were combined into
one category. However, on the basis of
his data and the data of others, Aamodt
(1983) had sugpested that the relative
numbers of incidents in the respective
calegories are different f; or ineffective and
effective incidents. While it is not yet
known what effect this difference might
have on the outcome of a job analyss
or trzining manual, the fact that those
numbers are often differen sugpests that
until further research js done, effective
and ineffective incidents should be
considered separately,

The above review of the CIT literature
has been limited 10 studies that were
concerned with the peneration and
sorting of critical incidents regardless of
their intended wuse. Because critical
incidents are used for many purposes,
2 separzle discussion of the majn
functional areas for critjeal incidents is
necessary. Thus, a discussion of each of
the mzjor critical incident uses follows,
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Mzjor Critiee] Incideny Uses of the Position Analysis Questionnaire

Jo Aol

VWihien Flenzgen (1954) Fubliched his
classic article on 1) CIT, the pPrimary
purpose of the lechnique wag job
analysis, However, enthusiasm for the use
of the CIT as » job analysis too] seems
ta have waned in recent years, Levine,
Bennelt, and Ash (1979) surveyed 106
public personnel Practitioners, 1o deter-
mine the extent 1o which the varjous
major job analysis lechniques were ysed.
The results indicated thay the CIT was
only the third most popular method,
trailing both sqsk enalysis and Job
elements, It should be kept in mind that
this study €xamined only the major

and DeCotijs (1969) Surveyed compan.
ies and discovered that the mog com-

CIT did not even rank,
1t is difficult 10 determine the reasons
for the differences found between the two

the samples were not equivalent. A fina]
Teason centers aroupd the temporal
difference between the two studjes. It

Scparating the wo studies. Repardjess
of the relative nge of the CIT i job
analysis, the absolute Tale appears 1o be
Tather Jow,

One possible reason for this low rate
of use might pe found in the Levine et
al. (1979) study. When subjects were
asked abour (he formal training tha
they had received in job anulyeis, the
replies were as follows: 44 pereent had

Teceived training i job elements; 42

e

(PAQ).

effective. Thjs finding "conlg be
explained by 4 cognitive dissonance
explanation—thay individuals who yee
2 particular methog would be more
inclined to rate as being effective jn
order to cognitively justify jts yso.

In a follow-up study that seems 1o
be the most revealing study in jis arca,
Levine, Ash, and Bennety (1980) had 64
personnel professionals analyze four job
classes using four Job analysis mehiods
(job elements, task analysis, PAQ, and
CIT). The results of the study indicated
& number of inlcrcsting findings, First,
the length of the job analysis Teports

complete,
Second, the CIT Wwas rated mosy
adequate for producing performance

Tated both the mog appropriate for
measuring specific Job components and
the most usefu] for content validity. The
PAQ was rated overall as the Jeay
effective methog but was ajsq considered

" methods to use,

While the Previously mentioned
results appear favoruble 1o the qIT,
Levine, Ach. Hall, ang Sistruny, (1983)
have recently reporied Jese favorable
results. Levine ef z]. described seven job
&nalysis techniques o 03 Jjob analysis
EXperts and askeq them 10 rage each
method’s effec iveness. The C] Treceived
low ratings on gz SEVEn variables.



However, it should be noted that the
study only dcscribed job analysis
technigues and used survey methodol-
ogy. The results might Liave been
different, had the ratings been of finished
job analysis projects.

In a study investigating the validity
of the CIT as a job analysis tool, Ronan
and Latham (1974) collected data on
wood producers’ production, turnover,
absenteeism, and injuries. They then
cornpared these critiera with the types
of critical incidents that were written
about each producer. The results indi-
cated that “it is possible to predict the
job performance of producers on various
criteria on the basis of observations of
behaviors derived from critical incidents™
(p. 61). Thus, Ronan and Latham (1974)

.+found_support-for the CIT as a reliable |

and valid means of job analysis.

Training

Even though critical incidents would
intuitively seem to have potential as a
training tool, little research has explored
this avenue, The major investigation into
the use of critical incidents for training
was conducted by Glickman and Val-
lance (1958) who explored the CIT as
a method to assess naval officer needs.
Glickman and Vallance collected 1,073
incidents of both superior and poor
performance by naval ensigns. The
incidents were then sorted by officer-
instructors into eight categories which
paralleled the current naval training
curriculum. Within each category were
two subcategories, “taught™ and “not
taught,” The sorter would first read each
incident and then decide into which
category the incident belonged. If it was
behavior currently covered in training,
the incident was put into the “taught”
subcategory. If it was behavior that was
not currently being covered, it was put
into the “not taught™ subcategory.

The results indicated that 63% of the
incidents were sorted into the “taught™
subcategory, indicating that even though

much of the critical job behavior was
covered in training, there was ofill room
for impronement,

The niext procedure used by Glickman
and Vallance (1958) was to ask job
experts to estimate how soon after
reporting aboard the ship was a new
officer expected to handle either sort of
situation or demonstrate behavior des-
cribed in the incidents. The results
indicated that the ineffective behavior in

the incidents “was cotrected in a signil-

icantly shorter time after reporting than
the effective behavior that was described
in the incidents was learned. Further-
more, the investigators found a signif-
icant positive correlation (r=.65) between
the number of incidents per category and
the estimated time needed for satisfac-

“tory--performance. “The - authors .con-.

cluded that the ineffective behaviors
need 1o be corrected before the effective
behaviors are learned, and that -the
number of incidents that are sorted into
each category can be used as a means
of estimating the importance of the
categories.

The important finding in the article
was that the critical incident procedure
utilized by Glickman and Vallance
(1958) could be used as a means for
evaluating the content validity of a
training program. The greater the
percentage of incidents sorted into the
“taught™ subcategory, the greater the
amount of confidence in the adequacy
of a training program.

Another important finding is that it

_appears that the number of incidents

soried into each category can be used
as @ means for determining the impor-
tance of job dimensions. Recent support
for this last finding was reported by
Aamodt and Kimbrough (1985) when
they had incumbents rank order the
imporiance of job dimensions that were
discovered in a job analysis. The results
indicated a significant correlation
between the number of incidents gener-
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ated per category and the category
mmpertance renbing.

A stcond study involving critical
incidents and training need assessment
was conducted by Folley (1969). Folley
collected over 2,000 incidents of behavior
by department store sales personnel and
suggested that categories receiving the
most number of incidents be given extra
emphasis during training.

Perhaps the most creative use of
critical incidents for training was dem-
onctrated in a study by O'Brien and
Plooij (1977) who used critical incidents
to create a training manual for nurses
working with Aboriginals in South
Australia. The authors had 60 workers
describe incidents of effective and
incffective performance. “Major ingi-
dents were selected on the basis of the

“frequency “6f their océurrerice and the
degree of agreement in their interpreta-
tion™ the authors pointed out (p. 500).
This procedure resulitd in 41 incidents
being placed into a manual with discus-
sions on each incident situation, Subjects
receiving this manual were compared to
subjects who had received either a
manual containing essays written by
experts or who had received no manual
at all. The results of the study indicated
that subjects who used the critical
incident manual had greater retention
and peneralization of cultural knowledge
than subjects in the other groups.

Employee Selection

One interesting use of the CIT stems
from an article by Latham, Saari,
Purcell, and Campion (1980) when they
used critical incidents to form the basis
for 2 situational interview. Latham et al.
(1980) first conducted a critical incident
job analysis of sawmill workers and
foremen. These incidents were rewritten
for clarity and suffixed with the question
“What would you do in this situation?”
In the course of the employment inter-
view, applicants were read the various
situations and asked what they would

[

do. The answers to these situational
guestions were recorded and then rated
by supervisors on the five point scale
using previously given benchmark
answers as a guide.

The results of the study indicated that
interrater reliabilities were in the high
.70s. In addition, interview scores
produced concurrent validity coefficients
ranging from .28 to .51 and predictive
validity coefficients in the .30s. The
authors concluded that the situational
interview was a promising method of
employee selection.

Performance Appraisal

In the field of performance appraisal
there are two major uses of the CIT.
The first of these methods centers around
he supervisor recording examples of the.
critical behavior that he/she observes in
each employee. Then, after a period of
time (usually once every six months), the
supervisor has a conference with the
employee to discuss the employee’s job
performance. The critical incidents are
then used to support the subjective.
ratings that the supervisor communi-
cates to the employee. While many texts
(e.g. McCormick & Ilgen, 1980), discuss
this as a popular method of performance
appraisal, studies investigating this
method are difficult to find.

The two most often cited articles that
reviewed the critical incident method of
performance appraisal were written by
Oberg (1972) and by Flanagan and
Burns (1955). The article by Oberg
(1972) mentioned that the two biggest
advantages 1o the CIT were that, a)
during the performance review inter-
view, the discussion revolves around
actual behavior rather than worker traits,
and b) that the employee’s performance
rather than his/her personality was what
was being criticized or praised. The two
biggest disadvantages given were that
the process of gathering the incidents can
become a chore and that the use of the
critical incident method may cause a
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supervisor (o delay feedback to..an
employee.

In spite of these problems, Flanagun
and Burns (1955) collected over 2.500
critical incidents and through a sortling
procedure, reduced the incidems down
to 16 critical job requirements for hourly
wage employees. These 16 requirements
were used to create an “employee
performance record" that the supervisor
could use to keep track of the critical
behavior for his/her employees. The
important findings that were noted by
Flanagan and Burns were that daily
fecording of incidents Jed to twice as
many incidents being recorded as
compared to weekly recording and five
times as many incidents when compared
to bi-monthly recording. The recording
of daily incidents usually took less than
five minutes to do and showed that oyer
90% of “the" incidents “recorded were
positive and that about 25% of the
employees had no incidents recorded
about them. Finally, it was found that
after four years of recording incidents,
employee suggestions had increased by
100% and disciplinary warnings were
reduced by half. Unfortunately, there
Was no control group with which these
numbers could be compared.

The second major use of critical
incidents in performance appraisal
involves Behaviorally Anchored Rating
Scales (BARS). The concept of BARS
was originally introduced by Smith and
Kendall (1963) as a means of reducing
common rating errors by anchoring each
point on a graphic rating scale with an
¢xample of job behavior. While the
actual utility of BARS is questionable
(Kingstrom & Bass, 1981), their popu-
larity (at least in terms of research)
cannot be disputed. Although there are
various ways in which BARS are
constructed, the basic steps are as
follows:

1. Obtain critical incidents,
2. Examine and cluster the incidents into
catepories,

3.Sort each incident into fhe categories
found in step two.

4 Rute cuch incident as 1o its level of
job importance.

5. Retain the incidents whose ratings
had low standard deviations and
whose scale value approximates one
of the points on the graphic rating
scale.

A teview of the BARS literature
indicates that little rescarch has inyes.-
tigated the optimal. developmental
procedures to use in the collection and
retranslation of critical incidents. For
example, there has been litt]e consistency
and much variation in the way and the
number of incidents gencrated. Burnaska
and Hollman ( 1979) used 33 students and
had each generate three examples of
both effective and ineffective behavior.
Motowidlo and Borman (1977) obtained
1,163 incidents from 190 generators, and
Shapira and Shirom (1980) were able
to obtain 222 incidents from 37
Benerators,

There is also a great variation in the
number of incidents Eenerated, as well
as in the type of persons generating the
incidents. In a survey of 32 BARS
articles, the number of individuals
generating the incidents ranged from §
1o 376 with a median of only 37. Nine
studies set standards for the number of
incidents that were to be generated by
each person, while the other studies set
no standards, In these Jater studies, the
average number of incidents generated
per person ranged from 6.0 to 15.2. Most
studies did not state the number of
individuals generating the incidents, the
number of incidents penerated, the
number of sorters used, the sorting
agreement level, and so forth. In other
words, it is not certain as to how the
scales were created. This lack of infor-
mation is especially important when an
article shows no advantage of BARS
when compared to other scales. It is
possible that poor critjcal incident
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methodology is the culprit, and not the
type of scale.

On the brighter side, BARS rescarch
has led to the contribution of three novel
findings in the use of the CIT. The first
of these findings was by Bernardin,
LaShells, Smith, and Alvares (1976)
when they investigated the effect of using
a 60% sorter agreement level versus an
80% sorter agreement level, The results
indicated that BARS constructed with
a 60% agreement level were no less
reliable than BARS constructed with an
809 agreement level.

The second finding, also by Bernardin
et al. (1976), was that BARS were more
reliable when one group retranslates the
incidents and another group scales the
incidents. Thus, the same people should
not be used to generate- sort, and scale
‘thé ctitical incidenits.

The third important contribution to
critical incident knowledge was provided
by Campion, Greener, and Wernli (1973)
who had one group of incumbents recall
behavioral examples and has another
proup use log books to record incidents
as they occurred. The authors concluded
that recall and work observation were
essentially equivalent both in terms of
their reliability and their generalizability
4Cross raler groups.

Summary and Conclusion

As revealed in the previous pages, the
CIT can be a valuable tool with many

potential uses, However, research on the
CIT has bately scratched the proverbial
“tip of the iceberg.” It seems imporiant
that research efforts be intensified in
order to first discover the optimal ways
in which the technigue should be
conducted (if, indeed, there are optimal
ways) and then to compare the utility
of the CIT to the utilities of more
popular methods.

Until further research reveals new
findings, the following conclusions can
be made concerning the use of the CIT:
1. The method used to collect the

incidents (log book, interview, ques-

tionnaire) does not appear to affect
the outcome of the CIT.

2. The wording of the incident request
does not appear to affect the outcome
of the CJT,

"3, ATepresentative sample of ail types

of people involved in the job (incum-
bents, supervisors, etc.) is essential.

4. Less than 500 incidents are probably
needed to obtain full coverage of a
job.

5. Incidents can be sorted reliably,

6. Three sorters appear to be all that
are needed.

7. Tests for incident criticality and
category acceptance should be used.

8. Incidents of ineffective and effective
behavior should be analyzed
separately,

9. Critical incidents can be used for
many different purposes ranging from
job analysis to training,
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