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This investigation was initiated to discover an objective method 

of assessing and evaluating prospective life ineurance field under­

writers. A personnel selection instrcment was designed (Field Under­

writer Appraisal Wheel) to facilitate measurement of critical traits 

characteristic of successful field underwriters. 

It was hypothesized that if Appraisal Profile scores achieved by 

successful field underwriters were significantly greater thaD scores 

attributed to unsuccessful field underwriters and the general popolation 

utUization of Field Undern-iter Appraisal Wheel instrumentation could be 

used effectively in future selection procedures in the lite insurance 

iDdtlstry. 

The three major cODlPOnents measured by the instrument lw-ere 

soliciting courage, Markets, and patterns of success. Appraisal Profile 

scores achieved by tventy-fi7e stlccessful field underwriters were 



statistically compared to scores for unsuccessful field underwriters and 

twenty-tive members from the general population. 

Total Appraisal Profile meaD scores for successful field under­

writers were significantly different from mean scores for unsuccessful 

field underwriters to .001 level of confidence. Mean Appraisal Profile 

for successful field underwriters were also significantly dif­

from mean Appraisal Profile scores for the general population to 

.001 level of confidence. There was DO significant difference between 

the meaD scores for unsuccessful field underwriters and the general 

Comparing the range of distribution for the three groups studied 

successful field underwriters achieved the highest mean score, the 

highest-high-score and the highest-low-score of the three groups. The 

original hypotheses that there are significant differences between the 

retention rates for life insurance field underwriters who possess 

greater amounts of soliciting courage, markets, and patterns of success 

than those individuals who possess these traits to a lesser degree were 

accepted. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Departmentalized within the corporate hierarchy of life insor­

are individual and group insurance divisions. The 

for sales production activities falls within the domain 

t these operating divisions, and is carried out through regional 

.ttices divided by geographic territories. 

Zalinski noted that at the head of each field office is an 

d~gency manager" or "general agent,1t responsible for the selection and 

<direction of new field underwriters. l Because of the rising costs 

iDvolved in the selection of new field underwriters, life insurance com­

paoies are closely scrutinizing their selection processes. Individuals 

apecial1zing in the aspects of new field underwriter development, such 

as recruiting, training and supervising, are being employed in 

increasing numbers. 2 

Improvement in the selection process for new field underwriters 

achieved, with a corresponding saving of the cost of selection 

administration. 

lEdmund L. Zalinski, "Company Organization and Management, 11 

#ite and Health Insurance Handbook, (Richard D. Irwin, Inc. 1973), 
p. 959. 

2Zalinski,	 p. 959.
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THE PROBLEM 

Establishing an	 effective selection process for field managers 

to implement in the search for new field underwriters requires a con­

of standards by which applicants may be evaluated. Further, 

of an orderly system for effectively assessing applicants 

be established. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

A study of termination records for failed field underwriters 

revealed a significant difference between retention rates of field 

underwriters who exhibited certain traits, and those individuals who 

possess those traits. This investigation deals with those 

and how field managers may ascertain these characteristics in 

during the selection process. 

STA'l'EMENT OF THE HYPOTHESES 

1. There are significant differences between the retention 

of	 those new field underwriters who possess "soliciting courage" 

who lack this trait. 

2. There are significant differences between the retention 

of those new field underwriters who possess a "pattern of success" 
;;. 

tip their backgrounds and those individuals who lack this trait. 

3. There are significant differences between the retention 

or those new field underwriters who possess "strong, natural 

'1aarkets in which to sell" and those individuals who lack this trait. 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

Through analysis of existing selection techniques, coupled with 

new inquiry into selection improvement opportunities, this investigation 

revealed methods field managers can utilize to aid retention of new 

field underwriters within their organizations. Dollar savings to com­

panies through the use of effective, orderly, consistent selection pro­

cedures would be proportionate to the number of new field underwriters 

contracted each year. 

URGENCY OF THE STUDY 

The importance of continuous inquiry into selection techniques 

for field underwriters in the life insurance industry has been estab­

lished beyond doubt. Clearly all parties stand to benefit as selection 

measures become more efficient: the companies involved, their agencies, 

the field underwriters and managers, and consumers as well. Cost 

savings resulting from the effects of better selection were reported to 

be a favorable aspect of modern selection. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Subjects studied were limited to terminated field underwriters 

of the New York Life Insurance Company Topeka General Office; successful 

field underwriters within that same agency; and a third group selected 

trom the general population. This limitation was due to the location of 

the three groups studied, Topeka, Kansas. 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS
 

Field Underwriter. (also denoted as F.U.) Individuals under contract 

with life insuranoe oompanies to .arket insuranoe to consumers. Also 

kDOVD as Agents, Sales Representatives or Sales-Personnel. 

Field Mana,er. Sal•• personnel otficers, charged with responsibilities 

for recruitment of new field underwriters. 

Unsuccesstul Field Underwriters. Tho•• field underwriters .ither 

resigning ~lunatrily or being terminated. 

Successful neld Underwriters. Field undervriters who lIet the criteria 

tor success in terms of sales production and time SUrviTed in the career. 

Critical Predictor Traits. Markets to sell within initiall1J soliciting 

coura,e, and patterns of success. ' 

Field Underwriter Appraisal Whe.l. A circular figore, divided geo­

.-1rically into three equal sectors, within which lines are drawn 

representing job strengths observed for a prospective field underwriter 

daring the leleotion process. 

JIIlrkets. Groups of people known favorably by the new field underwriter, 

with wholl the field underwriter enjoys .utull respect and trust, and to 

whOIl the n..... field underwriter can sell initially. One of the three 

critical prediotor traits lIeasured with the Appraisal Wheel. 

Soliciting Courage. A characteristic of successful field underwriters, 

enabling them to enjoy calling on new people daily; are st1JlUlated by 



5 

the challenge this presents, and do not allow the rejection which can 

occur in selling situations affect their subsequent 5elliDg behavior. 

Patterns of Success. Consistency in either increase of income or 

responsibility in the prospective new field underwriter's past environ­

ments. 

Field Underwriter Appraisal Profile. A numerically expressed score of 

job strengths, denoting the arithmetic mean of critical predictor traits 

observed on the Field Underwriter Appraisal wlleel; followed by a trait 

hierarchy listing the order of significance for an individual (expressed 

by MIPS/SC )• 

LIHRA. Life Insurance Marketing and Research Association. 



Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

As a social and financial institution the lite insurance 

industry bas developed dr8Jl1atica11y. The life insurance in torce in the 

United states increased to over 2.3 trillion dollars by 1976. The 

average amount ot life insurance in force, per insured family, has grown 

froD 19,000 dollars in 1966 to over 35,000 dollars in 1976.1 

Benefit payments to both beneficiaries and policyholders in this 

same period escalated trom 12.3 billion dollars in 1966 to 24.6 billion 

dollars in 1976. Further indication ot financial growth is evidenced by 

assets in 1i!e insurance companies rising !'rom 167.4 billion dollars in 

1966 to 321.5 billion dollars in 1976.2 

Studies have shown that the number ot people employed in the 

life in~ranoe business has also risen rapidly, but the rate of growth 

has Dot inoreased as sharply as sales. It appears that more and more 

life insurance has been sold by relatively tewer salespeople. Life 

insurance industry officials have noted the need of increasing man­

power to meet rising consumer demand. 

1American Council of Life Insurance, Life Insurance Faot 
Book 177, (New York, 1977), p. 7. 

2American Council, p. 7. 

6 
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Table 1 reflects this rapid growth of the life insurance 

industry over the past nine years. 

Table 1
 

Key Life Insurance Statistics
 

Year 1968 1977 

Total Life Insurance in Force in the 
United States (billions) $984,689. $2,343,063. 

Average Amount of Life Insurance in 
Force, Per Insured Family, in the 
United States $ 19,000. $ 35,400. 

Benefit Payments in the United 
States (billions) $ 12,342. $ 24,611­

Assets in United States Life Insurance 
Companies (billions) $167,455. $ 321,552. 

The American Council of Life Insurance stated in its annual 

publication citing current insurance facts: 

Employmect in the insurance business continues to rise. 
However, increases in personnel have been relatively smaller than 
increases in sales.3 

Despite the fact that the insurance industry has enjoyed rapid 

financial improvement, one area of concern among all industry officials 

is the high turnover rate for new field underwriters. As costs have 

increased to recruit and train qualified field underwriters, attention 

has focused upon methods and procedures available to reduce the problem. 

3American Council, p. 7. 



8 

Rosen cit ed a study which reported: 

The fact that we have only a thirteen percent five-year sur­
vival rate (for new field underwriters) leaves beyond doubt the 
essentiality of imprpving our management selection, training and 
development methods. 4 

Another life insurance industry official, Joseph, expressed his 

alarm regarding the need for improving selection procedures for field 

und e1""-"it ers: 

Proper training, joint fieldwork, and other methods of 
educating the new agent naturally play a large role in determining 
the agent's future. Selection procedures, though, are a keI way 
that a manager can help or hinder the agency survival rate. 5 

Selecting new field underwriters to market life insurance to 

consumers has always been an expensive proposition. Joseph stated that 

these costs often range as high as $100,000 according to some coapanies. 

These costs of developing a new agent include the cost of recruiting, 

selecting, training and housing. 6 

Continuous inquiry into the personnel turnover problem is a high 

priority it~ in all life insurance companies. Yet, the retention rates 

for new field underwriters has remained at about the same level for many 

years. 

The most extensive research into the selection of new field 

underwriters in the life insurance industry has been compiled by the 

Life Insurance Marketing and Research Association. The Association was 

founded by life insurance companies in the United States to study common 

Uaernard S. Rosen, CLU "Selection Training - A. Crying Ueed," 
Managers Magazine '77, 5 (1977), p. 4. 

50eorge G. Joseph, "It Can Be Done," Managers Magazine '77,
10 (1977), p. 1. 

6Joseph, p. 1. 
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problems of life insurance marketing and agency management, original 

research, and development and exchange of ideas. Kelly wrote: 

We've found that a selection program that realistically illus­
trates the agent's job (through some type of work sample ,pproach) 
can affect first-year retention by ten to twenty percent. 

As the growth of the population continues, and the need for 

competent field underwriters also expands, the demand for recruiting 

larger numbers of quality prospective agents becomes readily apparent. 

In a study of life insurance agency management, McGuire stated: 

We in agency management simply cannot keep up with the needs 
of a growing population if we fail to recruit large numbers, 
terminate the misfits early, and concentrate ~n a first class 
development program for those who measure up. 

The importance of securing enougb applicants from which to 

select is critical. Strauss and Sayles supported this theory, noting: 

Logically, the first step in the development of a firm's person­
nel activity is to acquire the people to operate the organization. 
Not only is this first in theory, it is one of the m~st critical 
steps in the establishment and growth of a business. 

The selection process must be orderly and consistent. Dailey 

and Dyer suggested five fundamental principles upon which to make hiring 

decisions: 

First, it is easier and cheaper to pick the right man for the 
job than to train the wrong man for the job; second, recognize the 
dollar value of successful hiring and devote time in proportion to 
the job's importance; third, check the results of past hiring 

7Thomas H. Kelly, "Fundamentals of Management - They Don't 
Change," Managers Magazine '77, 5 (1977), p. 32. 

~. D. McGuire, CLU, How To Build a Forty Million Dollar Agency 
in Ten Years or Less, (Indianapolis: The Research and Review Service of 
America, Inc., 1972), p. 34. 

9George Strauss and Leonard R. Sayles, Personnel - The Human 
Problems of Management, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), 
p. 451. 
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practices; fourth, an organization reveals the value it places on 
people by the thoroughness with which it hires them; and fifth, 
every executive and manager should regularly review his hiring 
results. 10 

Selecting the right person to be a field underwriter is the task 

of the field manager. A recent LIMRA (Life Insurance Marketing and 

Research Association) publication noted that when the right person is 

recruited into the agency, all parties benefit. On the other hand, when 

the wrong person is placed under contract, all parties suffer. 11 There 

are methods field managers can utilize to assess and evaluate applicants 

in terms of key characteristics: traits which make them well suited for 

employment as field underwriters. 

While most managers have their own ideas about what constitutes 

"success" in the life insurance business, experience has shown that 

criteria selected are commonly inconsistent. Further, research indi­

cates that premature hiring decisions are often employed by field man­

agers in the selection of field underwriters. Maier found that "studies 

at McGill University show that decisions regarding hiring versus not 

hiring are made early and that subsequent data tend to be used only to 

test the initial decision. lI12 

Establishing meaningful criteria of job success for field 

underwriters in the life insurance industry is important. Likewise, 

individual characteristics which seem to differentiate successful agents 

from unsuccessful ones need to be ascertained during the selection 

10Char1es A. Dailey and Frederick C. D,yer, How To MBke Decisions 
About People, (West Nyack: Parker Publishing Co., Inc., 1966), p. 37. 

11Se1ecting The Career Agent, (Hartford: LIMRA, 1976), p. 5. 

12Norman R. F. Maier, PS~ch010gy in Industry, (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1965), p. 95. 
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procBSS. Assessment and evaluation of these key characteristics in 

applicants should be completed tlbefore" managers make their decision to 

hire or to reject an applicant. One would assume these principles to be 

obvious; however, in their haste to add members to their salesforces, 

managers often overlook the obvious. 

Traits measured during the selection process tend to differ­

entiate one individual from another. Ryan and Smith noted: 

A trait is conceived to be a relatively independent character­
istic and may Tary trom individual to individual without being 
accompanied necessarily by proportional variations in other traits. 
Traits are relatively "permanent" characteristics Of the individual, 
appearing repeatedly and in a number of situations. 3 

One criterion for success in the life insurance business is 

productions the allOunt of sales, and therefore income, that the field 

underwriter makes. With the increasing costs of field underwriter 

financing, validation of the new agent's contract through meeting sales 

performance standards is important and a necessary measurable cri­

terion. 

For survey purposes in this thesis, those individuals who earned 

over $12,000. per year in first year comrdssions were held to have met 

this criterion. The production of these field underwriters is sub­

stantially greater than those who failed to meet this criterion, as was 

their attrition rate in the industry. 

A second criterion for success in the life insurance industry 

is met through surviving at least two years as a field underwriter. The 

. l3Thomas A. Ryan and Patricia Cain Smith, PrinCi~es of 
Industrial Psychology, (New York, New Yorks The Ronald ess Co., 
1954), p. 17. 
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retention rate for those agents who have at least two years experience 

is mtlch greater than those in their first year. 

This may be explained by the knowledge one gains through time 

in the business, and that at the end of two years, 8 field underwriter 

has a substantial number of clients with whom he can deal, rather than 

sales made only to relative strangers as is the case in the early years. 

The literature shows three factors 100M large as predictive 

values for job success: 1) the prospective field underwriter must have 

soliciting courage, the ability to initiate sales calls with confidence; 

2) a strong, natural market • • • a large group of people with whom the 

field underwriter has associated favorably in the past, and with whom he 

enjoys a significant amount of mutual trust and respect; 3) a pattern of 

success • • • in school, past employment, and family life. 

As is validated in Chapter 3, a large percentage of those field 

underwriters who successfully met the two criteria of success exhibited 

these three predictor traits. In addition, a high percentage of those 

field underwriters who failed in the life insurance business did not 

possess the three predictor traits. Clearly a selection process which 

would enable the field manager to assess and evaluate prospective field 

underwriters from the standpoint of these critical values or character­

istics would result in an improved retention rate, and therefore, 

savings in terms of costs of recruiting, selecting and training field 

underwriters. A closer look into the predictor traits clarifies their 

importance in the selection process. 

Soliciting courage, the first of the critical predictive traits, 

may be def'ined as the ability to meet new people in a sales situation 
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and to face rejection with minimum sensitivity. This quality would 

appear obvious. However, many field managers hire individuals who have 

had no previous successful sales experience, people who have avoided 

soliciting for civic fund drives, or with limited business experience. 

As McGuire has cited, the best type of recruit is the person 

with sales experience ••• the hard-working, underpaid sa1esman.14 

These individuals know what it is like to call on people ••• they 

understand what a commission is • • • and are goal/achievement oriented. 

Wiener, a former chief vocational psychologist for the Veteran's 

Administration, compared successful and unsuccessful salesmen. Both 

groups of salesmen had about the same type of frustration. The dif­

ference was that the successful salespeople knew of these problems and 

coped with the, while the unsuccessful group ignored feelings of 

frustration.15 

The second critical predictive trait is for the prospective 

field underwriter to have a strong, natural market, which may be defined 

as a group of people to whom the new agent can sell successfully right 

tram the start. In his editorial for the LIMRA trade journal, Joseph 

stated that while other industries usually start their salespeople with 

a specific product in a selected territory, the life insurance business 

~. D. McGuire, CLU, How To Build a Forty Million Dollar 
Agency in Ten Years or Less, (Indianapolis, IDdiana: The Research 
and Review SerVice or America, Inc., 1972), p. 38. 

15Dona1d A. Laird and Eleanor C. Laird, Practical Business 
Psychology, (New York: Hew York: MCGraw-Hill, 1956), p. 1. 
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expects new people to define their own products, and develop their own 

markets: a sink or swim proposition.16 

Through the researcher's experience in sales management one 

field underwriter was hired who exhibited two of the three critical pre­

dictive traits - soliciting courage, and a pattern of success. He did 

not, however, have a strong, natural market. It was thought that this 

applicant's overwhelming strengths in the first two areas would out­

weigh his lack of the third trait. The new field underwriter resigned 

after three frustrating weeks of no production. 

The third trait to be discussed is that the prospective field 

underwriter should have a pattern of success. If past job changes have 

been to get increasing responsibility or income, and the applicant 

showed that he has in the past sought ways to improve himself, this may 

be viewed as a "green light" to proceed with the selection process. If 

on the other hand the applicant has had problems getting along with past 

superiors and subordinates, consequently leaving positions at the con­

venience of employers, there is strong evidence that this pattern will 

be repeated in his next job. 

Evidence has shown that there is a significant difference 

between the retention rates of field underwriters who have the three 

critical predictive traits and those individuals who do not possess 

these characteristics. In Chapter 3 it is shown how a survey of suc­

cessful and unsuccessful field underwriters validates this hypothesis. 

~ George G. Joseph, Managers Magazine '77, (10: 1977), p. 1. 
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The remaining chapters of the thesis are devoted to the spe­

citics of the selection process, and hoY field managers can improve 

their procedures tor hiring. The importance of more effective selection 

cannot be overstressed. The costs of avoiding improvement are simply 

too great; the savings to all concerned for improvement, too signif­

icant. 

Thorndike noted: 

In the use ot tests to evaluate personnel for job assignment we 
can recognize three major patterns. They are as follows: 1) the 
use of tests as a screening device to qualify personnel for assign­
ment to a single job or type of training (selection); 2) the use of 
tests as a uro1tip1e screening device to qualify personnel simul­
taneously for assignment to one or more of a number of jobs or types 
of training (multiple selection); 3) the ase of tests to determine 
which one of a number of jobs or type, of training each person 
should be assigned (c1assification).1 

The selection task of field managers in the life insurance 

business is one of simple selection. Thorndike continued, saying, "in 

simple selection the purpose is to select individuals for a specific job 

or training, and an illustration of this is when life insurance com­

panies select sa1espeop1e.,,18 

It is paradoxical that in light of the growth and modernization 

of the financial aspects of life insurance companies in recent years 

that companies have not experienced the same improvement in retention of 

new field underwriters. 

"Although life insurance had existed in the United States for 

nearly one hundred years," reported Huey, "it was not until the late 

17Robert L. Thorndike, Personnel Selection, (New York: New 
York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1949), p. 213. 

l8Thorndike, p. 213. 
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1840's that it became a significant member of the American business 

community.n19 Prior to that time the business of selling life insurance 

was not nearly as organized or efficient as the period which followed. 

Huey noted: 

Before the end of that decade (1840's), the industry experienced 
several profound changes including the founding of the first mutual 
companies, substantial reduction in ordinary life insurance rates, 
aggressive advertising campaigns in local n~~spgpers, and, most 
significant of all, the appointment of the first full-time life 
insurance agent. 20 

Not only has the industry grown in financial stature but field 

underwriters incomes have risen dramatically as well. In late 1972, a 

survey was conducted and reported concerning earnings for field under­

writers. Members of the Million Dollar Round Table (an elite organi­

zation for the life insurance industry's top producers, those with 

annual sales production of at least $1,250,000.) responded to a 

questionnaire, and revealed a wide spread in income: ranging from less 

than $10,000 to over $250,000. 21 

These annual income figures reflected earned income through the 

sales of life insurance, and not outside investment income from other 

sources. While the $20,000 - $30,000 category was composed of the 

largest percentage of field underwriters responding to the questionnaire 

(21.8 percent), the $30,000 - $40,000 inCOMe category also reflected a 

relatively large number of respondents (20.1 percent). 

19Burkett W. Rusy, "Individual Insurance Marketing," Life and 
Health Insurance Handbook, (Richard D. Ir~n, Inc.), 1973, p. 964. 

20r1uey, p. 967. 

21 6Huey, p. 9 7. 



17 

Income variations for these field underw7iters is shown in 

Table 2.22 

Table 2 

Field Underwriter's Incomes
 
(Members of the Million Dollar Round Table)
 

Income Range Percentage 

Less than $ 10,000 
$ 10,000 to $ 20,000 
$ 20,000 to $ 30,000 
$ 30,000 to $ 40,000 
$ 40,000 to $ 50,000 
$ 50,000 to $ 75,000 
$ 75,000 to $100,000 
$100,000 to $150,000 
$150,000 to $250,000 

Over $250,000 

0.3 
7.9 

21.8 
20.1 
17.1 
17.8 
7.6 
4.6 
1.6 
0.6 

Other studies have been conducted by life insurance industry 

officials, pertaining to income earned by field underwriters. While the 

previously discussed survey of the members of the Million Dollar Round 

Table was targeted to a specific field underwriter population, other 

questionnaires have attempted to reflect typical earnings tor the field 

underwriter population as a whole. Most notably was a second Huey 

questionnaire, directed toward all field underwriters. 

22 
Huey, p. 
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Huey cited another survey conducted through the life insurance 

industry's trade association, the National Association of Life Under­

writers. Table 3 shows the income range of those respondents. 23 

Table 3 

Field Underwriter's Incomes
 
(Members of the National Assoc. of Life Underwriters)
 

Income Range Percentage 

Less than $10,000 
$10,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $39,999 

Over $40,000 

11.6 
40.6 
22.1 
11.0 
14.7 

Evidence supports the theory that for the right individual a 

superior income can be earned. However, as all sources indicate, not 

everyone can be successful in life insurance selling. Huey noted 

another survey showing how salesmen felt about their careers. 

Life insurance agents were asked in this survey to describe 

their feelings about their careers. Huey reported, 

Among things they liked were 'being my own boss • • • the 
opportunity to meet new people • • • being free to work with whom 
I choose • • • the small amount of capital outlay necessary to start 
in the business • • • the service I do for society • • .2nnd the 
amount of recognition given for genuine accomplishment". 

The survey also reported on the negative factors of a career in 

life insurance selling: "the amount of detail work required • • • the 

23Huey, p. 

24Huey , p. 969. 
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ignorance of the public regarding life insurance • • • the uncertainty 

while getting established ••• and the amount of night work".25 

Having established that the life insurance industry and field 

underwriters have enjoyed tremendous financial growth, investigation 

into the costs involved for proper selection of field underwriters was 

studied. 

High Costs of Field Underwriter Turnover. Field underwriter 

attrition rates have remained relatively stable for many years. The 

Life Insurance Marketing and Research Association (LIMRA) statistics 

that have been quoted regarding termination rates of recruits are 

revealing: 

Thirty-seven percent are gone by the end of the first year; 
seventy percent are gone by the end of the second year; eighty per­
cent, by the end of the third year; and eighty-five percent, by the 
end of the fourth year. 26 

A large number of those individuals who were originally thought 

to be well qualified, carefully selected new field underwTiters failed 

in the insurance business. Improving this high turnover rate is clearly 

a high priority item at the home-office level within all life insurance 

companies. 

Through research conducted by LIMRA, evidence indicates that 

this poor rate of retention can be improved. Industry journals have 

illustrated agencies which enjoy a much better than average rate of 

retention of new field underwriters. The need for better selection 

techniques can be brought into focus more sharply by looking at specific 

25 6Huey, p. 9 9. 

26Bernard S. Rosen, CLU, "Selection Training - A Crying Need," 
Managers Magazine '77, 52:5, May, 1977, p. 4. 
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costs incurred to companies for bringing new personnel through the first 

three years of employment. Monetary costs, time costs, policyholder 

costs, and costs to the new field underwriters were examined. 

Monetary Costs. Companies estimate the cost of recruiting and 

training each new agent to be as high as $100,000. In the researcher's 

experience, $65,000 spent during the selection and training process for 

each new man hired for a three-year training program is not uncommon. 

Even using the more conservative figure, a small improvement in reten­

tion rates for field underwriters would yield dramatic results in dollar 

savings to insurance companies. 

If a company hiring five hundred new field underwriters annually 

were to improve retention by ten percent (losing only 27 percent of 

first-year agents, rather than the average of 37 percent) sustantial 

savings would be gained. If field managers would refine selection stan­

dards and procedures, more of the prospective field underwriters who are 

not really suited to the insurance business would be screened out. 

Time Costs. A high turnover rate for field underwriters is 

expensive not only in dollar costs spent on their development, but in 

the manager's time lost as well. Time is lost by training mediocre 

producers. Most managers have approximately 2500 hours per year to 

invest on the job (at fifty hours per week, fifty weeks per year). If 

better selection methods would reject those marginal candidates "before 

contracting" the manager would gain time to invest in really qualified 

candidates. 

A LIMRA survey of field managers revealed that an extensive 

amount of time was spent recruiting their last Dew field underwriters: 
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Twelve percent of the managers responding reported they spent 
over twenty-five hours hiring their last agent; seven percent spent 
from twenty-one to twenty-five hours; sixteen percent reported 
spending from sixteen to twenty hours; twenty-one percent indicated 
eleven to fifteen hours; thirty-two percent of the managers spent 
six to eleven hours; and ten percent reported spending five hours 
or less with their last agent in selection. 27 

Policyholder Costs. Policyholders in a mutual life insurance 

company and stockholders in a stock insurance company also suffer finan­

cially from high agent turnover. As part owners of the company, they 

receive dividends annually. With so many dollars spent on recruiting 

new men who do not remain with the company, the policyholders divisible 

surplus at the end of the year is obviously less than if those candi­

dates would not have been contracted. 

Costs to the Field Underwriter. The new field underwriter who 

is terminated or resigns is most certainly at a personal loss: loss of 

time that would have been better spent in a profession for which he 

would have been more ideally suited; loss of self-esteem for having 

failed; and most likely, monetary loss, since most who leave the insur­

ance business do not do so while earning a high income. 

Many managers generalize, saying lIthey were si.'l1ply not making 

enough sales." This, however, is a generalization which does not take 

into account why they were not making enough sales. Through more accu­

rate, consistent selection more field underwriters will be contracted 

who have both the capacity and willpower to succeed in life insurance 

sales. 

2711fe Insurance Marketing and Research Association, Face to 
Face, (Hartford, Connecticut: LIMRA, 1976), p. 7. 
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A LIMRA publication cited: 

Selection implies a choice. A first and inescapeable condition 
for continued effective selection is to have a greater number of 
applicants than there are positions to fill. If there are just 
enough applicants to fill an agency's needs, there can be no quali­
tative choice. There exists only an inefficient select-reject 
decision. 28 

While this inquiry was not focused upon the many methods of 

recruiting a sufficient quantity of prospective agents, and centered 

instead on improving the selection process, it is still imperative to 

acknowledge such a condition as a prerequisite for proper selection. 

The Continuing Need for Effective Selection. During the past 

ten years the ownership of life insurance has rapidly increased. In 

1968, $150 billion was purchased, while during 1976, $321 billion was 

purchased. 29 

For any company to maintain or increase its share in this 

expanding market, three alternatives are available: 1) increase the 

number of policies sold per agent; 2) increase the average policy size 

sold; and 3) recruit more field underwriters, and retain a larger per­

cent of these each year. 

While the average size policy has steadily increased, and the 

overall amount of life insurance sold each year has also increased, the 

amount of new field underNriters and the percent of these retained each 

year has not grown as rapidly. This is the area in which significant 

gains stand to be made through improved selection. 

28LIMRA, Selecting the Career Agent, (Hartford, Connecticut, 
1976), p. 7. 

29Life Insurance Fact Book, (The American Council of Life 
Insurance, 1977), p. 13. 



23 

Through surveying termination records of past field under­

writers, interviews with currently successful field underwriters, and 

direct job experience, the researcher shows that there is a significant 

difference between the retention rates of field underwriters who exhibit 

the three critical predictor traits (soliciting courage, a strong, 

natural market, and a pattern of success) than those field underwriters 

who do not have these characteristics. 



Chapter 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Evidence of predictor traits characteristic of successful and 

unsuccessful life insurance field underwriters were investigated in this 

study. Procedures utilized in the study are reviewed in this chapter, 

divided into five categories: subjects, instrumentation, procedures, 

data collection, and statistical procedure. 

SUBJECTS 

Three groups of subjects were selected for the study, consisting 

of twenty-five individuals per group. The control group consisted of 

terminated agents in the Topeka General Office of the New York Life 

Insurance Company. 

The experimental group was selected from those successful field 

underwriters within the same agency: those who met the previously 

established time and earnings criteria for success. This study compared 

these two groups in terms of predictor traits (markets, soliciting 

courage, and patterns of success). During the investigation, a third 

group was introduced consisting of twenty-five members of the general 

population. 

For selection of the control group a list of field underNriters 

who were terminated or resigned over the ten year period 1968-1977 was 

compiled. Of the seventy-five individuals listed, every third person 

24 
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was selected for study of predictor traits. Background resumes com­

pleted at the time of their initial contracting were the source of 

information collected. 

For the successful field underwriters surveyed for predictor 

traits background resumes completed at the time of initial contracting 

vere also the method utilized to inventory biographical data. Scoring 

keys gave consistency to the method of information collected (refer to 

trait Appraisal Wheel description, page 28). 

The third group studied for evideDce of predictor traits rel­

evant to job success as life insurance field underwriters was selected 

from the general population. Twenty-five individuals who had expressed 

aD interest in considering a life insurance sales career had completed 

background resumes for assessment and evaluation during the selection 

process. 

These individuals were studied using the trait appraisal scoring 

key consistent with the method used for the control and experimental 

groaps. The investigation focused upon differences between Appraisal 

Profiles established for each of the three groups studied. 

INSTRUMENTATION 

Accepted personality tests such as the Thematic Apperception 

Test and Rorschach were considered for utilization in the investigation, 

as was the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory; however, admin­

istration and evaluation of these diagnostic devices by field MaDagers 

during the selection process would be impractical; therefore, selection 

procedures commonly used in the life insurance industry were given 
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preferential treatment. The background resume, a complete documentation 

of each job applicant's background, was included for use in this study. 

Information assessed from these forms was transferred to Field Under­

writer Appraisal Wheels, designed for use in this study. The following 

is a description of these devices. 

The Background Resume 

The background resume is a standardized form used by insurance 

companies during selection of field underwriters. This form was 

designed to include complete work history, residences, financial pos­

ture, education, and other data relevant to the selection process. 

Assessment and evaluation of job applicants in terms of predictor traits 

is possible through careful analyses of these resumes. 

Prospective Field Underwriter Appraisal Wheel 

Job strengths observed from the background resumes were trans­

ferred to these trait appraisal forms. The process can be best illus­

trated through an analogy to the bicycle wheel. The more spokes on the 

wheel ••• the stronger the wheel. Similarly, the more job strengths 

an individual brings to the career, which fall within the domain of the 

three major predictor traits, the better chances he/she will have for 

job satisfaction and success in the life insurance selling profession. 

A circular figure was designed, divided into three equal areas repre­

senting markets, soliciting courage, and patterns of success. Each job 

strength noted was recorded as an additional spoke on the Appraisal 
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within the particular area which distinguished it from the 

other traits. Figure 1 discloses this form. 

Figure 1, Field Underwriter Appraisal Wheel 

DATA COLLECTION 

Background resumes for each individual in the three groups stu­

died were collected and individually assessed for predictor traits. An 

appraisal scoring key was designed to facilitate recording of job 

strengths observed on background resumes. An Appraisal Wheel was scored 

tor each individual in the three groups studied. After scoring the num­

ber of spokes within the three sectors of the Appraisal Wheel for each 

individual an Appraisal Profile was recorded. For example, if an indi­

vidual scored thirteen spokes in the Market sector, ten spokes in the 

Patterns of Success and nine spokes in the Soliciting Courage sector, 

the Appraisal Profile would be recorded as 32: 10.6, M(l3) PS(lO) SC(9), 

signifying that the total score was 32, and the mean 10.6, followed by 

the number of strengths listed in each of the three Appraisal Wheel 

sectors (in alphabetical order). The following page represents a sample 

scoring key utilized in the investigation. 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lallle -----------­
Date Scored --------------­
Group -:---:-:-:;~~_;;-
Profile M( ) PS( ) SC ( 

Eleraent gualifier 
NUIIlber 

of SE,2kes Sector* Score 

.) Residence (3+ years in same area) 1 M 

b) Age ( 25 - 3S) 
( 36 - hS)
( h6 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M' 
M 

e) Depecdents (married, with children) 1 PS 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

.) Parents work (sales or bUSiness, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 

f) LHe Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M' 

g) Education (college graduate)
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

h) Civic Activities (per g~oup listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

i) Finances (more than $l2~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $S,ooo above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perfonllance) 1 PS 

TOTAL: 

* Appraisal ~~eel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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Figure 2 Figure 3 
Appraisal Wheel, before scoring Appraisal Wheel, after scoring 

Profile Score 
31: 10.3 M(13) PS(9) 50(9) 

Field Underwriter "A" is a 45 year old sales manager, married, 

with two children, and has lived in the same area for 4 years. He has 

held three previously successful selling positions, and has consistently 

increased his income and job responsibilities with each successive 

career move. His father was in the construction business while his 

mother has been a homemaker. He owns four life insurance policies. He 

is a college gradllate, providing over 50 percent of his support. He is 

past-president of Rotary, Lions, and the local Toastmasters. He has 

also been involved in fund raising solicitation for each of these three 

groups, as well as collecting for the United Fund and Cancer Society. 

He earns $22,000 annually, and is in excellent health. 
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STATISTICAL PROCEDURE 

Appraisal Wheel scores for each individual in the three groups 

st~died were transferred to computer cards by machine for processing. 

Statistical differences between the mean scores for each group were then 

computed. 

Comparisons were made between the three groups studied. Mean 

Appraisal Wheel scores for Unsuccessful Field Underwriters (A) were 

contrasted with scores for Successful Field Underwriters (B). Computer 

processing produced the following data tor each group comparison 

studied: total Appraisal Wheel mean scores for each group; sector scores 

for each group in the areas of markets, patterns of success, and solic­

iting courage; standard deTiation from the mean for each group; T Values 

for each comparison; and level of significance for each measurement. 

Successful Field Underwriters (B) were next compared to scores 

for the General Population (C). The same process utilized comparing 

Group A and B was used to compare Group Band C. 

Lastly, Unsuccessful Field Underwriters (A), were compared to 

scores achieved for the General Population (C), in the same manner 

previously cited. Significant differences between the mean scores for 

each group measurement were indicated at .05, .01, or .001 levels of 

confidence. 

Scores for each individual within the three groups studied were 

also ranked by percentile. Dlfferences between the range of distribution 

for each group were noted in tabular torm. 



Chapter 4 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Variables affecting the personnel retention rates for life 

insurance field underwriters were investigated in this study. Bio­

graphical information analyzed for the three groups studied were 

categorized within the three sectors of Field Underwriter Appraisal 

Wheels. Raw scores from each sector score and total scores for each 

group were computed for Appraisal wbeel calculations. Statistical 

analyses were performed: raw scores for each group were used by the 

computer to arrive at a mean score for each group. Computer analysis 

then computed the standard deviation, standard error of measure, T 

Values for each measurement to arrive at significant differences. 

As fifty subjects were studied for each calculation, 48 degrees 

of freedom were noted. Differences between the means of the groups 

studied showed significance at the .05, .01, or .001 levels of con­

fidence. 

The mean appraisal scores for each group were compared in the 

following three tables in terms of focr variables. Variable 1 reflected 

a comparison of the total Appraisal Wheel scores for each group. 

Variables 2, 3, and 4 compared differences in the sector scores of 

markets, patterns of success, and soliciting courage, respectively. 

First, the mean scores between unsuccessful field underwriters 

(A) and successful field underwriters (B) were compared. Second, the 

mesn	 scores between unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the general 

31 
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population (C) were shown. Third, the mean scores listed for successful 

field underwriters (B) and the general population (C) were contrasted. 

Unsuccessful and Successful Field 
Underwriters {Groups A and B} 

Table u compared the mean scores between unsuccessful and 

successful field underwriters in terms of the four variables cited. By 

following the line marked Variable 1 (total Appraisal Wheel score) across 

to the T Value it is shown that the total appraisal score comparison 

between unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and successful field under­

writers (B) were significant at the .001 level of confidence. 

Table u 
Mean, Standard Deviation, T Value, and Level of Significance 

for Unsuccessful and Successful Field Underwriters 
(Group A and B) for Appraisal Wheel 

Profile Scores 

Standard 
Variable Group Mean Deviation T Value P 

1 A 12.240 4.342 - 4.46 .001 
B 17.480 3.959 

2 A 5.920 2.532 - 2.77 .01 
B 8.240 3.345 

3 A 4.800 2.102 - 3.49 .001 
B 6.600 1.500 

4 A 1.520 1.159 - 2.30 .05 
B 2.6uo 2.139 
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Analysis of Data in Table 4 

Successful field underwriters (B) scored higher than uns~ccessful 

field underwriters (A) in all four measurements. nifferences between the 

total Appraisal Wheel scores (Variable 1) of the above groups were 

significant at the .001 level of confidence. Differences in the sector 

scores of markets (Variable 2), between successf~l field underh~iters (B) 

and unsuccessful field underwriters (A) were significant at the .01 lavel 

of confidence. Differences in the sector scores of patterns of success 

(Variable 3) were significant at the .001 level of significance. The 

difference between mean scores of the Soliciting Courage sector 

(Variable 4) were significant at the .05 level of confidence. The mean 

Appraisal Profile score for successful field underwriters (B, 17.480) 

was greater than the mean Appraisal Profile score for unsuccessful field 

underwriters (A, 12.240). 

Unsuccessful Field Underwriters and the 
General Population (Grocps A and C) 

Table 5 on page 34 shows the mean scores for unsuccessful field 

underwriters (A) and the general population (C), comparing their total 

Appraisal '~eel scores and sector scores. By following the line marked 

Variable 1 (total Appraisal Wheel score) across to T Value it is shown 

that no significant difference existed between unsuccessful field under­

writers (A) and the general population (C) for their total Appraisal 

Wheel scores. 

Analysis of Data in Table 5 

No significant differences were computed between the Appraisal 

Wheel scores for wnsuccessfUl field underwriters (A) and the general 

population (C), with the exception of Variable 2 (Market sector score), 



34 

Table 5 

Mean, Standard Deviation, T Value, and Level of Significance 
for Unsuccessful Field Underwriters and the General 

Population (Groups A and C) for Appraisal Wheel 
Profile Scores 

Group Mean 
Standard 
Deviation T Value P 

1 A 
C 

12.240 
1l.OOO 

4.342 
4.958 

0.94 NS 

2 A 
C 

5.920 
3.960 

2.532 
2.685 

2.66 .01 

3 A 
C 

4.800 
5.. 520 

2.102 
2.485 

- 1.11 NS 

4 A 
C 

1.520 
1.520 

1.159 
1.686 

0.0 NS 

IS: DO significant difference 
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which was significant at the .01 level of confidence. While the meao 

scores for the Market sector for unsuccessful field underwriters (A) 

were significantly greater than those of the general population (C), 

Market sector scores previously established for successful field under­

writers (B) in Table 4 on page 32 were significantly greater than the 

scores tor the unsuccessful group (A). The validity of the original 

hypothesis was thereby maintained: that there are significant differ­

&Dces between the retention rates for field underwriters who possess 

greater amounts of soliciting courage, markets and patterns of success 

than the unsuccessful field underwriters. 

Successful Field Underwriters and the 
General Population (Groups Band C) 

Table 6 on page 36 lists the mean Appraisal Wheel scores for 

successful field underwriters (B) and the general population (C). The 

purpose of this table was to ascertain significant differences between 

the Mean scores for the two groups with regard to the four variables 

cited. By following the line marked Variable 1 (total Appraisal Wheel 

score) across to T Value it is shown that the total appraisal scores for 

successful field underwriters (B) were significantly higher than scores 

achieved by the general population (C, .001 level of confidence). 

Analysis of Data in Table 6 

Successful field underwriters (B) scored significantly higher 

than the general population (C) in each of the four measurements of mean 

scores. Differences between the total Appraisal TNheel scores (Variable 

1) of the two groups were significant at the .001 level of confidence. 

Differences between the scores of successful field underwriters (B) gDd 
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Table 6 

Mean, Standard Deviation, T Value, and Levels of Significance 
for Successful Field Underwriters and the General 

Population (Groups B and C) for Appraisal Wheel 
Profile Scores 

Variable Group Mean 
Standard 
Deviation T Value P 

1 B 
C 

17.480 
1l.000 

3.959 
4.958 

5.11 .001 

2 B 
C 

8.240 
3.960 

3.345 
2.685 

4.99 .001 

3 B 
C 

6.600 
5.520 

1.500 
2.485 

1.86 .10 

4 B 
C 

2.640 
1.520 

2.139 
1.686 

2.06 .05 
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the general population (C) in the sector of markets (Variable 2) were 

ligaiticant at the .001 level of confidence. Patterns of Success 

(Variable 3) sector scores were significant at the .10 level of confi-

Soliciting Courage (Variable 4) sector scores were significant 

.05 level of confidence. The mean Appraisal Profile scores for 

field underwriters (B) were greater than the mean Appraisal 

Profile scores for unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the unsuc­

cessful field underwriters (A) mean scores were greater than the mean 

scores for the general population (C). 

Table 7 on page 38 indicated total Appraisal Wheel scores for the 

three groups studied: unsuccessful field underwriters (A), successful 

field underwriters (B), and the general population (C). The total 

appraisal scores for each group are ranked by percentiles. 

Analysis of Data in Table 7 

The range of scores for unsuccessful field underwriters (A) were 

distributed from a high of 24 (98.000 percentile) to a low of 4 (3.333 

percentile) with a mean of 12.240 (38.667 percentile). Successful field 

underwriters (B) studied scored a high of 26 (99.333 percentile to a low 

of 10 (25.333 percentile) with a Mean of 17.480. Scores for the general 

population (C) ranged frOM 23 (94.667 percentile) to 3 (0.667 percentile) 

with a mean of 11.000. 

The mean, high score and law score for successful field under­

writers was greater than the mean, high score and low score for the other 
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Table 7 

Total Appraisal Wheel Score Frequency and Percentiles for
 
Unsuccessful Field Underwriters (Group A),
 
Successful Field Underwriters (Group B),
 

and General Population (Group C)
 

Group 
Total Score F A••••B••••C•••••PR 

30 0 0 0 0 
29 0 0 0 0 
28 0 0 0 0 
27 0 0 0 0 
26 1 0 1 0 99.333 
25 0 0 0 0 98.667 
24 1 1 0 0 98.000 
23 4 0 3 1 94.667 
22 0 0 0 0 92.000 
21 2 0 2 0 90.667 
20 0 0 0 0 89.333 
19 3 0 3 0 87.333 
18 4 0 4 0 82.667 
17 9 3 3 3 74.000 
16 4 2 1 1 65.333 
15 3 2 0 1 60.667 
14 6 0 5 1 54.667 
13 5 2 0 3 47.333 
12 8 4 2 2 38.667 
11 3 3 0 0 31.333 
10 6 2 1 3 25.333 
09 5 2 0 3 18.000 
08 2 1 0 1 13.333 
07 2 1 0 1 10.667 
06 0 0 0 0 9.333 
05 3 1 0 2 7.333 
04 3 1 0 2 3.333 
03 1 0 0 1 0.667 
02 0 0 0 0 0.0 
01 0 0 0 0 0.0 
00 0 0 0 0 0.0 

Mean Overall: 13.573 Group A Mean: 12.240
 
Group B Mean: 17.480 Group C Mean: 11.000
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two groups studied. Accordingly, the hypotheses that significant dif­

ferences exist between the retention rates for life insurance field 

underwriters who possess soliciting courage, markets and patterns of 

and field underwriters who do not was accepted. 

The importance of these computations is their attendant usage 

personnel selection procedures in the life insurance industr,y_ 

While it was not intended that this study produce a cutting score for 

rield Underwriter Appraisal Wheel scores, such future inquiry and follow 

up would be deemed appropriate. Significant differences among the three 

groups studied were found. 

SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Data from the four tables in Chapter 4 produced the following 

quantitative analysis. A total of eight major relationships were 

examined. Six of the eight relationships were found to be significant 

at the .05 level of confidence. One other relationship was found to be 

significant at the .10 level of confidence. 

Four other relationships were examined, and while only one was 

found to be significant at the .01 level of confidence, these only 

served to further substantiate the original hypotheses. These rela­

tionships compared differences between scores for unsuccessful field 

underwriters and the general populatioD, where no significant differ­

ences were expected. 

Table 4 shoved significant differences between appraisal scores 

achieved by successful field underwriters (B) and unsuccessful field 

underwriters (A). Of the four relationships computed all were found to 
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be significant (two at the .001 level of confidence, one at the .01, andt 

the .05 level of confidence). 

Table 5 indicated significant differences between scores for 

unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the general population (C). 

Only one sector score was found significant at the .01 level of con­

fidence. No significance was found in the other three relationships. 

Table 6 compared scores for successful field underwriters (B) 

and scores for the general population (C). Significant differences were 

found in each of the relationship8 examined (two at the .001 level of 

confidence, one at the .05, and one at the .10 level of confidence). 

Table 7 listed by percentile all of the scores for each group 

under study. Successful field underwriters (B) scored highest, compared 

to unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the general population{C). 

The distribution of scores for successful field underwriters (B) ranged 

from 10 (25.333 percentile) to 26 (97.333 percentile), with a mean of 

17.480. The distribution of scores for unsuccessful field underwriters 

(A) ranged from 4 (3.333 percentile) to 24 (98.000 percentile), with a 

mean of 12.240. The distribution of scores for the general population 

(C) ranged from a low of 3 (0.667 percentile) to a high of 23 (94.667 

percentile), with a mean of 11.000. 



Chapter 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS .AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

This investigation was conducted to assess and evaluate selec­

tioD procedures utilized for life insurance field underwriters. The 

literature studied cited inconsistency in selection procedures used in 

the life insurance industry in general, and for meaningful criteria by 

which prospective field underwriters vere judged in particular. An' 

objective assessment instrument vas designed (Field Underwriter 

~ppraisal Wheel) to facilitate personnel selection procedures, and vas 

utilized to assess and evaluate traits characteristic of successfol 

field underwriters as contrasted to unsuccessful field underwriters and 

merabers of the general population. 

It was hypothesized that if Appraisal Profile scores achieved by 

a group of successful field underwriters vas significantly higher than 

scores for unsuccessful field underwriters and the general population 

the Field Underwriter Appraisal Wheel selection device could provide a 

standardized, consistent method for future selection of field under­

writers in the lite insurance industry. Through competing T values for 

each group in the investigation, and identifying their attendant signif­

icant differences, reliability of the test vas established • 
. 

There were seventy-five subjects used in this study. TwBnty­

five subjects selected from the personnel records of terminated field 

U1
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underwriters of the Topeka General orfice of the New York Life Insurance 

Company represented the unsuccessful field underwriter group (A) and 

were designated as the experimental population. 

Twenty-five active field underwriters who met the established 

criterion for success in terms of experience (2 years minimum) and sales 

production earnings ($12,000 annually in first year commissions) repre­

sented the successful group of field underwriters (B), and were desig­

nated as the control group. Another group of twenty-five individuals 

from the general population (C) was selected for the study. This con­

sisted of individuals who had expressed an interest in pursuing a career 

in life insurance. 

Field Underwriter Appraisal Wheel forms were scored for each 

individual in the three groups in the study. Scoring of these forms was 

accomplished through reviewing background resumes submitted by each 

individual at the time he was contracted or made application with the 

Company. 

Results of the computation (Tables 4 - 7) indicated significant 

differences among the scores for successful field underwriters, 

unsuccessful field underwriters and the general population. As a group, 

scores for successful field underwriters were mathematically higher than 

the other group scores in every calculation. 

Calculations comparing the mean scores for successful field 

underwriters (B) and unsuccessful field underwriters (A) were all sig­

nificant to the .05 level of confidence or better. The total mean 

ApPraisal Wheel Profile scores for the successful group indicated sig­

nificance to the .001 level, while sector score comparisons in markets, 

patterns of success, and soliciting courage were significant to .01, 
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.001, or .05 levels of confidence, respectively. These computations sub­

stantiated the original hypotheses that there are significant differences 

between the retention rates for field underwriters who possess greater 

amounts of markets, patterns of success, and soliciting courage than 

those who scored lower. 

Calculations comparing unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and 

the general population (C) showed little or no significance. Of the four 

relationships measured only a comparison of the Market sector score 

showed significance. The total Appraisal Wheel Profile score and sector 

scores for patterns of success and soliciting courage indicated no 

significant differences. 

Calculations for successful field underwriters (B) and the gen­

eral population (C) indicated varying degrees of significance. The total 

Appraisal Wheel mean scores for these groups were significantly different 

to .001 level of confidence. The Market sector score differences were 

significant to .001 level of confidence. The Patterns of Success sector 

score means were significant to .10 level of confidence, and the 

Soliciting Courage sector scores showed significance to .05 level of 

confidence. 

Scores for each group were also ranked by percentiles. The 

successful field underwriter group (B) scored the highest range, followed 

by unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the general population (C). 

The high score in the successful field underwriter group (B) ranked in 

the 99.333 percentile, while the unsuccessful field underwriter group (A) 

high score indicated a 98.000 percentile, and the high score for the 

general population (C) scored at 94.667 percentile. 
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The lowest scores for the three groups studied also verify the 

ke, original findings. Success!ul field under~iters (B) lowest score was in 

the 25.333 percentile, the highest for the three groups studied. 

Unsuccessful field underwriters (A) lowest score ranked in the 3.333 

percentile, and the lowest score for the general population (C) ranked 

in the 0.667 percentile. 

The successful group (B) had the highest Appraisal Profile score 

mean (17.480), the highest top score (26), and the highest low score (10) 

compared to unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the general pop­

ulation (C). 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Field Under.rriter Appraisal Wheel is a survey of biographical 

information for the personnel selection of life insurance field under­

writers, and was designed by the researcher for utilization in this 

investigation. Overall test scores and sector scores in the critical 

trait areas of markets, patterns of success and soliciting courage were 

examined for each of the three populations. 

Personnel selection devices are effective if they are reliable 

in predicting and differentiating a potential successful field under­

writer from an unsuccessful field underwriter. Though limited to 

seventy-five individuals this investigation showed significant dif­

ferences between the Appraisal Profile scores of successful field under­

writers (B), unsuccessful field underwriters (A) and the general 

population (C). 

From the computations cited it is inferred that there are 

significant differences between the retention rates for life insurance 



45 

field underwriters who possess greater amounts of soliciting courage, 

success and markets, and thOS9 individuals possessing these 

traits to a lesser degree. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations could prove useful to researchers 

in this discipline: 

1. A follow up inquiry utilizing a larger population to be 

assessed and evaluted could give more credence to the adoption of Field 

Underwriter Appraisal Wheels in field underwriter selection procedures. 

2. Establishing reliability for the ten elemeats of Field 

Underwriter Appraisal Wheels through item analysis could further sub­

stantiate the theory that soliciting courage, patterns of success and 

markets significantly differentiate successful from unsuccessful field 

underwriters. 

3. The Field Underwriter Appraisal Wheel does not measure an 

individual's determination or motivation to succeed. Rather it merely 

assesses personnel biographical facts already established in the indi­

vidual's background. Use of this instrument should be used to supplement 

~ting effective selection procedures, not as a substitute. 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Hille --'1,#..=1=--	 _ 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Protile 16: 5.3 H( 7) PS( 9) se(o) 

NUllber 
El8llleDt Qualifier ot Spokes ~* Score 

a)	 Rel1dence (3+ years in salle area) 1 H -L 
b)	 Age ( 25 - 35) 1 M --L

( 36 - 45)	 2 M 
( 46 and older)	 3 )II --tr­

c)	 Depelldente (married, with children) 1 PS -L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 1 PS -L
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 se _0_ 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS --L 

.) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 1 

t)	 Life Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 )II o 

g) Education (college graduate) 1 PS 1 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS o 

h) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 M _3_ 
(leedership position) 1 )II -..L.
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 SC _0_ 

i) 1l'inancee (more than $12(000 
annual income) 1 PS o 

(per elch $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS _0_ 

j) Health (no impaiI'lllents which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfOrDI8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: ~ 

*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting
Courage, Ind Patterns of Success 
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FIELD UKDERWRITnl APPRAISAL WHEEL 

'alle #2-:------­
Date Scored 2.27-79 

G~up A: Unspccessful Field Underwriter 

Protile 4: 1. 3 "(2 ) ps( 2 ) sc( 0) 

Element Qualit1er 
NUllber 

ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 " -0.­
b) Age ( 25 - 35) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 

" " 
0 

U­
--0­-

c) Dependents (married, with cbi1dren) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibil1ty) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadersbip position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

0 

_0_ 

0 

e) Parent! Work (sales or bueiness, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 0 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownsrship (per policy owned in ta.ily) 1 " 2 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
se1t-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

0 

_0_ 

h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 
(leaderehip position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

" " 
SO 

0 
() 

0 

i) Finances (More than $12~OOO 
annual income 

(per eacb $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

0 

-SL 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

materially liMit job 
perfol"lllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: _4 
-­

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting
Courage, and Patterns ot Soccess 
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FIELD UlfDERWRIT~ APPRAISAL WHEEL 

!fame #3~~---
Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 2U : 8 M( 12) ps( 6) sc( 3) 

MllIIber 
Element Qualifier of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence	 ()+ years in same Irea) 1 M --L. 
b) Age	 ( 25 - 3S) 1 M o 

( 36 - 45) 2 M -Z 
( 46 Ind older)	 3 M ---SL 

c) Dependents	 (married. with childretl) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 1 PS 1 

(sales or business. 
per occurrence) 1 sc 1 

(lesdership position. 
per occurrence) 1 PS _1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or business. 
per occurrence) 1 PS 1 

t)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 2 

g) Education	 (college graduate) 1 PS -L
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS _0_ 

h) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 H 
(leadership position) 1 M ±(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 sc 2 

i) Finances (More than $12(000 
annual income) 1 PS o 

(per eacb $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS o 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perf'omance) 1 PS _1_ 

T01'AL: ..1lL 

*	 Appraisil Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Patterns of saccess 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

lIalle #h 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: 

Protile 

Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

10: 3.3 M( 6) ps(h ) sc( °) 
Elelletlt Qualifier 

NUlftber 
ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in ssme area) 1 M -1l.. 

b) Age ( 25 - 35) 
( 36 - 4s)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 
2 
~ 

c) Depetldents (married, with children) 1 PS _1 

d) Work History (increase in income snd 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS _1_ 

_0 

---L 
.) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS ° t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M --L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
se1f.supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

~ 

-'L 
h) CiVic ActiVities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M ~ 

_0 

i) P'inancetS (More than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per eacb $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

~ 

-0.... 
j) Hea1tb (no impairments wbich would 

.ateria11y 1i~it job 
perfol'll\8nce) 1 PS -l-. 

TOTAL: ~ 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting
Courage, and Patterns of saccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITElt APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Xame #5 
Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Prorile 11: 3.6 M( 8) ps( 2 ) se( 1) 

EleJIetlt Qualirier 
KUDlber 

or Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence (3+ yeare in ea•• area) 1 M _0_ 

b) Age ( 2$ - 35)
( 36 - 4$)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M -* lJ 

c) Depetldente (married, with childree) 1 PS ---lL 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

respon8ibil1ty) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e ) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

se 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

~ 

~ 

.) Parente Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Lite In8urance 
Owner.hip (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M ~ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or More 
selt-supporting) 1 

1 

PS 

PS ---0­
_0 

h) Civic Activitie8 (per group listed) 
(1.ader8hip position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per (roup li8ted) 1 

1 
1 

se 

M 
M 

_1_ 

:± 
i) P'inancee (more than $12 tOOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 
° 
~ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially liMit job 
pertorDlance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: -ll... 
* Apprai8al Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 
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FIELD OlfDERWRITElt APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Malle #6 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Qro"Q'P A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Prorile 10: 3.3 M( 7> Jls( 2) sc( 1 ) 

NUliber 
E18lllftlt Qualirier or Spokes Sector* Score 

.)	 Residence (3+ years in salle area) 1 M _1 

b)	 Age ( 25 - 3$) 1 M --L
( 36 - 45)	 2 M 
( 46 and older)	 3 M -+ 

c)	 Dependents (married, with children) 1 PS o 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 1 PS o 
(sales or business, 
per occ"Qrrence) 1 SC -0...

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS ----0.­

e) Parents Work (sales or businees, 
per occ"Qrrence) 1 pg -L 

r)	 Lite Insnrance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M --L 

g)	 Education (college graduate) 1 PS -<L(,0 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS -.a..... 

h)	 Civic Activities (per group listed) 1 M ---L
(leadership position)	 1 M ~ 
(soliciting activity, 
per crou'P listed) 1 sc _1 

i) 'inances (MOre than $12~OOO 
annual income) 1 PS _0_ 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS ~ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
per!orDl8nce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: -l&. 

*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of Sncces! 
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FIELD UllDERWRITER APPRAISAL '..mEEL 

Jalle #1 
-~------------

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 16: 5. 3 M( 5 ) ps( 8) Scp ) 

nelllftlt Qualifier 
lfUllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reaidence (J+ years in sam. area) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 2$ - J5) 
( J6 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
() 
-0..... 

c) Depecdents (urried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responaibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

_2_ 

_0_ 

_2_ 

e) Parents Work (slles or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _1_ 

f) Life Ins~rance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M _0_ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--L 

-'L 
b) Civic Activities (per group list ad ) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 6 

-L 
i) 'inances (MOre than $12 l 000 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

-'L 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

lIaterially limit job 
perf'oI'lllance) 1 ps _1_ 

TOTAL: ....16.­

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD otrnERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Na.e #8....0.0..­ _ 

Date Scored _.:.2;.;;-;.=2..&.7.;,;;-..&.7""'9 _ 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 12: 4 M(7 ) Ps( 4) SC(l ) 

Elelleut gualifier 
NUlllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

b) 

a) 

Age 

Residence ()+ years in sa.e area)

(2, -)S) 
( 36 - 45> 
( 46 and older) 

1 

1 
2 
3 

M 

M 
M 
M 

_1_ 

o 
-r 
(J 

c) Depeudenh (married. with children) 1 PS --l.­
d) Work History (increase in income and 

reaponsibility) 
(sales or business. 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position. 
per occurreuce) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

--l.­
o 

---.!L 
e) Parents Work (sales or business. 

per occurrence) 1 PS -.L 
f) Lite IDsurance 

OwDership (per policy owned in fa.i1y) 1 M --L 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or more 
se1f.supporting) 1 

1 

PS 

PS -!L 

-1L 
h) CiVie Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity. 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

3C 

M 
M 

_1_ 
-+ 

i) 1inanees (more than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $,.000 above 
$12.000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.ateria1ly limit job 
perf'orDlanee) 1 PS -L 

TOTAL: -ll­

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets. Soliciting 
Courage. and Patterns of Success 
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P'IELD UlfDERWRITEll APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lallle #9 

Date Scored 2_27-79 

Group A.; Unsuccessful Fi eld Underwrit.er 

Profile 5: 1.6 M{) ) PS( 2) Sc( 0) 

Number 
Elellleot Quslifier of Spokes ~ * Score 

a)	 Residence ()+ years in same Irea) 1 M _1_

(2, -),)b) Age 1 M 1 
( )6 - 45)	 2 M 
( 46 and older)	 3 M -+ 

c)	 DeperJdents (~rried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibllity) 1 PS _0_ 

(eales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 SC 

(leadership position, ° 
per	 occurrence) 1 PS _O_ 

s) Parents Work (sales or bueiness, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 1 

g)	 Education (college graduate) 1 PS -0.. ­(,0 per cent or more 
sell-supporting) 1 PS -0.. ­

h) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 M 
(leadership position) 1 M --0.......
° (soliciting activity, 
per lVouP listed) 1 SC _0_ 

i) Finances (more thsn $12~OOO 
annual income 1 PS _0_ 

(per each $,,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS -0...... 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perfoI'lll8nce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: -'­
*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting

Courage, Ind Patterns o! Soccess 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Rille #10 

Dlte Scored 2-27-79 

G~up A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 13: 4.3 M( 8) ps(4 ) Sc( 1 ) 

Elelletlt QUllifier 
KUllber 
~kes Sector* Score 

I) Rellidence ()+ years in Sille area) 1 M J-
b) Age ( 25 - 35)

( )6 - 45)
( 46 Ind older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

=t 
-..Q... 

c) Depeodenh (married, with children) 1 PS --2.. 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurT'ence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SO 

PS 

_1_ 

_1_ 

--.l.­
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS -'L 

f) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M _2_ 

r;) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--.l.­

-0.­
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership pOlition) 
(soliciting activity, 
per Krcup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

-1L.. 
--0... 
_0_ 

i) l"inlncee (more than $12~OOO 
annual incolle 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

0 

-0­

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfonunce) 1 PS -1.... 

TOTAL: -ll....-­
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting

Courage, and Patterns or SUccess 
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FIELD UlfDERWRITDt APPRAISAL WHEEL 

f	 lime #11 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 9: 3 M( 11) psO ) sec 2 ) 

Element	 Qualifier 

I )	 ReBidInc e ()+ yeara in aame Irea) 

b) Age	 ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 Ind older) 

c)	 Depelldente (~rried, with children) 

d) Work History (increase in income Bnd 
responBibili t Y) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

.) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

t)	 Lite Insurance 
Olrnenhip (per policy owned in tamily) 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
sell-supporting) 

h) Civic Activitiea	 (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per	 I%'0up 11sted ) 

i) l"inancea (MOre than $12(000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perfoI'lllance) 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 

Humber
 
ot Spokea
 

1 

1 
2 
3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Sector* 

M 

M
 
M
 
M
 

PS 

PS 

SC 

PS 

PS 

M 

PS 

PS 

M
 
M
 

se 

PS 

PS 

PS 

TOTAL: 

Score 

_1 

g 
_0 

_0 

_2 

-L 

_0_ 

_1_ 

_1_ 

--.!l... 

:±
 
_0_ 

_0_ 

~ 

1 

--i..... 
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rIELD UNDERWRITElt APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #12-
Date Scored 2 -27-79 

Q~up A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 15 : 5 "(9 ) ps( 5) se( 1) 

nellent Qualifier 
NUlllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

b) 

a ) 

A.ge 

aesidaac e ()+ years in same 

(2, -)S) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and oldar) 

area) 1 

1 
2 
) 

" 
M 

" " 

1 

o 
6 

e) Depelldents (married, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

se 

PS 

o 
_0_ 

-L. 
a) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 
f) Lite Insurance 

Ownership (per policy owned in ta.i11) 1 " 2 

I) Education (college graduate) 
($0 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--L 
--!L 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

" M 
-L 
--L.. 

_1_ 

i) Finances (MOre than $12 t ooO 
annual income) 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 PS 

PS 1 

J.... 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

.aterially li~it job 
perto1"lJlance) 1 PS 1 

1'OTAL: ...l2.-. 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 



61 

FIELD UlfDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Balle #13 

nate Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 11: 3.6 M( 4) PS( 5) sc~2 ) 

Element QUalifier 
l{UI\ber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in sa.e Irea) 1 M --l... 
b) Age ( 2$ - )5) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

-L 
-&­

c) Dependents (married, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

.-0...­

--0...­

_2_ 

.) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M -L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

_1_ 

~ 

h) Civic A.ctivities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 

--l... 
--'L 

_2_ 

i) 1inances (More than $12 rOOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

~ 

-.Q.... 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfoI'lllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: J.L 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of Success 



62 

FIELD UlfDERWRITE1t APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e i..l.LL 
Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 11: 3.6 M( 6) ps( 4) Sc( 1) 

Element Qualifier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

• ) Relid enc e (3+ years in sa.e Irea) 1 M ---!.. 
'el) Age ( 2S - 3S)

( 36 - 4S)
( h6 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o =r 
c) Dependentl!l (married, with children) 1 PS _1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per ocourrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

-.l... 

-JL 

-0-. 
.) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS -.l... 
t) Lite Insurance 

Owtlership (per policy owned in ta.ily) 1 M -.l... 
g) Education (college graduate)

(SO per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-.0.. 

-0.... 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 

_1_ 
-* 

i) l"icances (More than $12 t OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $S,ooo above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 PS 

PS -.Q.... 

-0.... 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

.aterisll, li~it job 
perforDlance) 1 PS ~ 

TOTAL: 11 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 



63 

ll'IELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Ma.e lli 
Date Scored 2 -27-79 

Group A; f 1 Fi 1d UnderwriterUpsuccess U8 

Prorile 17 : 5.6 M( 5 ) PS( 9) scp ) 

Elellftlt Qualirier 
HUllber 

or Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence (3+ years in same area) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 

--a­
c) DependentB (m8rri~d, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Worle History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(ssles or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 

1 

1 

sc 

PS 

PS _1 

-l 

-lL. 
e) ParentB Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS _2_ 

t) Lite Insurance 
OwDeMlhip (per policy owned in family) 1 M -L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-!L 

-!L 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 SC 

M 
M 

--0.­
~ 

_0 

1) P'inanc.. (More than $12(000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

-.ll.. 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.aterially limit job 
perfomance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: ...1L. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 



64 

FIELD UHDERWRITEX APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Halle #16 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 7: 2. 3 M( 4 ) ps( 2) sc~ 1 ) 

EleDIent Qualifier 
KlDllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Relidence ()+ years in same area) 1 M -1L 
b) Age ( 25 - )5) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
) 

M 
M 
M *--!L 

c) Dependents (married, with children) 1 PS .-.Q-. 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responaibility) 
(aales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

-'L 

-L 

---0.-. 
e) Parents Work (sales or busineas, 

per occurrence) 1 PS -'L 
t) Lite Inaurance 

OwDenhip (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M -L 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 

PS 

PS _1_ 

_0 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup liated) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M 

1 
--JL 
~ 

i) 1inances (More than $12(000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 abOTe 
$12,000) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _D_ 

° j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
pertoI'lll8nce) 1 PS --L 

TOTAL: -l 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 



65 

P'IELD UlfDERWRITF1l APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Hille #17 

Dlte Scored 2- 27 - 79 

G~up A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 13: 4.3 M( 5) ps(6 ) sc( 2 ) 

El8lllent Qualifier 
N'Ulllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

I) Residence ()+ years in aa.e Irea) 1 M ° 
b) Age ( 25 - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 anel older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M =8= 

c) Dependents (married t with children) 1 PS --l 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or buainess t 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position t 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

sc 

PS 

_1 

-l. 
_2_ 

.) Parents Work (sales or business. 
per occurrence) 1 PS ~ 

t) Life Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M -0.... 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
se1t-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS 1 

-0.-. 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadarship pOlition) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

SC _1_ 

:± 
i) P'inances (more than $12~OOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5.000 above 
$12.000) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

_0_ 

--ll.. 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

materially liMit job 
perfomance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: .....!.L 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets. Soliciting 
Courage. and Patterns ot Sacceaa 



66 

FIELD UlfDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Halle #18 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field TInderNriter 

Prorile 12: 4 H( 5 ) ps( 5) sc (2 ) 

Element Qul1it1er 
NUlllber 
~I<ee Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in sl.e Irea) 1 H 1 

b) Age ( 25 • 35) 
( 36 • 45) 
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

-.L 
--0­
-0.... 

c) Dependen te (marri~d, with children) 1 PS -.L 
d) Work History (increlse in income and 

responsibility) 
(Iales or busineel!, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership polition, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

_0_ 

_1_ 

--lL 
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS --2...­

f) We Insurance 
Olmership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 2 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self.supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-1L 

~ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership pOlition) 
(soliciting Ictivity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

1 
--0.... 
_1_ 

i) l"inances (More than $12~OOO 
annual income 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-l... 

~ 

j) Hel1tb (no impairments which would 
IIlterially limit job 
perfonunce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: ...1f....-­
* Apprai811 Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting

Courlge, Ind Patterns of SUccess 



67 

FIELD UHDERWRITlX APPRAISAL WHEEL 

I.me #19 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field UnderAriter 

Profile 17: 5.6 M(7) ps( 7) SOP) 

EleJlleut Qualifier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) 

b) 

Reaidence 

Age 

(3+ years in same 

( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

area) 1 

1 
2 
3 

M 

M
M 
M 

1 

° -2­
-JL 

c) Depeudenh (IUrried, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 PS 

so 

PS 

--l... 
---lL 

----L. 

e) Parents Work (sales or businees, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 1 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M _0_ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self.supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

_O_ 

h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

sc 

--1.. 
~ 

--1.. 
i) 'inancee (more than $12(000 

annual inCOMe) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

° 
j) Health (no 1JlIpail'lllents which would 

materially liMit job 
perf'onllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: 17 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Patterns of SUccess 



68 

FIELD UMDERWRITDl APPRAISAL WHEEL 

I.me #20 

Dlte Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 12: 4 M( 6) ps($ ) SCC 1 ) 

Element Qualifier 
HUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

I) Reddence ()+ years in sa.e Irea) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 25 - JS)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 
1­

c) Dependents (married, with children) 1 PS --l-. 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

-l 

-l. 

1 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS --0­

f) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M -L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 

PS 

PS -0... 

_0_ 

h) Cinc Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M ~ 

_0_ 

i) rinancea (MOre than $12~000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

~ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
pert'orDlance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -.JL 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, Ind Patterns of Success 



69 

FIELD UlfDERWRITE1t APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Jails #21 

Date Scored 2- 27 ­ 79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 8: 2.6 M( 4) PS( 4) Sc(O ) 

Elellfltlt Qualifier 
NUIIlber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reddence (3+ yelre in ealle Irea) 1 M -1 
b) Age ( 2; - 35) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
--V 
-0­

c) Depfltld ente (~rried, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
respondbility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

_0_ 

_0_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _1_ 

f) Lite Inscrance 
Ownership (per policy owned in f'lIily) 1 M _0_ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

~ 

-.Q.... 

h) Civic Activities (per grocp listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

2 
0­

_0_ 

i) 'inances (more than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-iL. 

° 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

lIaterially limit job 
perf'oI'lllance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: 8 

* Apprlisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Patterns of SUccess 



70 

FIELD UlfDERWRITFB APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Wame 1122 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Protile 17: 5.7 M( 7) ps(6) SC(u) 

n8llftlt qualitier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in same area) 1 H _0_ 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

H 
H 
H -* 

c) Dependents (..rri~d, with children) 1 PS --0... 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position. 
per occurrence) 1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS _0_ 

_2 

---3-. 
e) Parents Work (sales or businells, 

per occurrence) 1 PS -.l.. 
f) Life Insurance 

Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 H ---lL 
g) Education (college graduete) 

(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-L 
_0 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M ~ 

2 

i) Financell (more than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _0 

-'l. 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

materially limit job 
perf'ol'lllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: --lL 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets. Soliciting 

Courage. and Patterns of SUccess 



71 

FIELD UNDERWRITEll. APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #23 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Protile 9 : 3 Me 4) ps(4 ) Sc( 1) 

nellent Qualifier 
NUlllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Seore 

b) 

a) 

Age 

Residence ()+ years in aa.e 

( 2, ­ 3,) 
( 36 - uS)
( u6 and older) 

area} 1 

1 
2 
3 

M 

M 
M 
M 

o 
1::g: 

c) Dependent~ (married, with children) 1 PS --Jl. 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

reaponsibility) 
(sales or bu~iDe~s, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS _1_ 

_1_ 

--L 
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 
t) Lite Insurance 

Ownership (per policy owned in tamily) 1 M -.l.. 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS 1 

_0 

b) Cinc Activities . (per group listed) 
(leadership pOlition) 
(soliciting actinty, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M 

2 
:I 

o 
i) nnanc" (more than $12 COOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

~ 

~ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially liMit job 
pertorDl8nce) 1 PS _1 

TOTAL: _9 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 



72 

FIELD UHDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Wille #24 

Dlte Scored 2-2-7-79 

O~up A: Unsuccessful Field Unde~~iter 

Profile 12:« M( 5) PS( 5) sc( 2 ) 

nemftlt Qualitier 
HUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

I) Residence ()+ years in salle Irea) 1 M ° 
b) Age ( 25 - )5) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 Ind older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
-U 
-U... 

c) DepeDdente (married, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS _1 

_0_ 

---.2...­
.) Parents Work (sales or buainees, 

per occurrence) 1 PS -lL 
r) Lite Insurance 

Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M ° 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

_0 

_0 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M 

.,-­
::t 

i) rinances (more than $12~OOO 
Innual incolle; 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

~ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfol"lll8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: ~ 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courlge, Ind Patterns of SUccess 



73 

FIELD UHDERWRITEX APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

lame fi1S. 

Date Scored 2-27-79 

Group A: Unsuccessful Field Underwriter 

Profile 15: 5 M( 5 ) PS( 7) seO ) 

Elelletlt Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokee Sector* Score 

a ) Rel!l1d .nce ()+ years in same area) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 2, - 3,) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

° --'­--0..­
c) DepeIldents (married, with childree) 1 PS --L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(eales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per oc currenc e ) 

1 

1 

1 PS 

sc 

PS 

~ 

_1_ 

4 
.) Parents Work (sales or busioeas, 

per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

f) Lite Insurance 
OImenlhip (per policy owned in family) 1 M -L 

I) Educstion (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 

PS 

PS _1_ 

_0_ 

h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 sc 

M 
M ° U­

--L 
i) 1inancea (more than S12(ooO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 
° 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairlllents which would 
materially limit job 
perfol'lll8nce) 1 PS _1 

TOTAL: ...lS.-. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Patterns of SUccess 



74 

FIELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

la.e tl
 
D8te Scored __3,J.;.-::.3,J.;.-:.J7L...09~ _
 

Group B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profne 21: 7 M( 1] ps(7 ) sc( 3 ) 

Element Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokes ~* Score 

a) Rellidence ()+ years in aame area) 1 M --.L 
11) Age ( 2$ - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

-4­
---0.... 

c) Dependents (~rried, with children) 1 PS _1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responllibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 1 

-l... 
_3_ 

.) Perents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

f) L1!e Insurance 
Olmenhip (per policy owned in tamily) 1 M -L 

I) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 1 

1 

PS 

PS -L 
_0_ 

h) Civic ActiY1t1ea (per group listed) 
(lsadership position) 
(soliciting sctivity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M 

--lL. 
--0..... 

_0_ 

i) FinancetS (IIIOre than $12 (000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 
° 

--U-. 
j) Health (no 1IIpaiI'lllents which weu ld 

.aterially limit job 
pertomance) 1 PS .....L 

TOTAL: 21 

* Appraiul Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 



75 
FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

lillie #2 

Date Scored 3- 3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 19: 6.3 M( 6) PS(9 ) se( U) 

Element Qualifier 
NUIIlber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ yelrs in sa.e Irea) 1 M 1 

11) Age ( 25 - )5)
( 36 - 45> 
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

° --.8.. 
c) Depelldents (married, with children) 1 PS _1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

sc 

PS 

PS 1 

_2 

-L 
.) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occ~rrence) 1 PS --l­
t) Lite Inll~rance 

Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M 1 

g) Education (college graduate)
(,0 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

_1 

_0 

h) Civic ActiT1ties (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 

--l.. 
--L. 
_2 

i) 1inanc88 (More than $l2 t OOO 
annual incolle) 

(per each $,,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

_0_ 

j) Health (no 1IIIpairlllents which wou Id 
lIaterially limit job 
perfomance) 1 PS --l­

TOTAL: .JL 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 



16 

1PlELD UHDERWRITEX APPRAISAL WHEEL 

iiJ. 
3-3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Protile 14 ~ 4.6 M( 9) ps(5 ) sc( 0 ) 

If\lllber 
nelleot Qualitier ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reddence	 ()+ years in salle area) 1 M o 
11) Age	 ( 25 - 35) 1 M o 

( 36 - 45) 2 M --0 
( 46 and older)	 3 M --a.... 

c) Depe!ldents	 (IIIrried, with childree) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in lnco~e and 
respondbil1ty) 1 PS _1_ 

(eales or bueinees, 
per occurrenc e ) 1 SC _0 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS -'­

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in talli11) 1 M ---1..... 

I) Education (college graduate) 1 PS o 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 1 PS _0 

b) Civic Activit.ies	 (per group listed) 1 M 
(leadership position) 1 M :±
(soliciting activit.y, 
per croup listed) 1 SC ~ 

i) P'inancee (MOre than $12 OOO 
annual income) t 1 PS o 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS --'L 

j) Health (no iIlpairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfonll8nce) 1 PS -L 

TOTAL: --1JL 

*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot Succees 



77 

FIELD UlfDERWRIT~ APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Hame #4 
Date Scored ______1:J.:l2. 
Group B: Successful Field Under..n-iter 

Profile 23: 7.6 M( 15) ps( 6) SC~ 2) 

HUllber 
El8lllent Qualifier of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence	 ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M -L 
b) Age	 ( 25 - );) 1 M 

( )6 - 4;) 2 M --r ° ( 46 and older)	 3 M 0­
c) Depe!ldents	 (married, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibil1ty) 1 PS 1 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 SC _0_ 

(leadersbip position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or busineas, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _1_ 

f)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy OWDed in family) 1 M -lL 

g) Education (college graduate) 1 PS _1 
(50 per cent or IIlOre 
self.supporting) 1 PS _0 

h) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 M 
(leadership position) 1 M :±
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 SC -L 

i) nnanc. (MOre than $12/000 
annual income) 1 PS 

(per eacb $5,000 above ° 
$12,000) 1 PS _0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perfoI'llWlnce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -f.L 

*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot Success 



78 

FIELD UMDERWRITE1t APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Wa.e #5 

Date Scored 3- 3-79 

G~up B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 2J : 7.6 K(lO ps( 7) sc(6) 

NUIlber 
Element Qualifier of Spokes Sector* Score 

I) Reaid.nce	 ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M 1 

b) Age	 ( 2S - )S) 1 K o 
( )6 - 4S) 2 M 
( 46 Ind older)	 ) M ---r 

c) Dependents	 (married, with childree) 1 PS --L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

respon8ibility) 1 PS -L
(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) SC1	 --lL

(18ldership position, 
J)er occurrence) 1 PS -!.L. 

.) Parents Work (sales or business, 
J)er occurrence) 1 PS ~ 

f)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 K --.i ­

g) Education	 (college graduate) 1 PS J ­
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS -0­

II) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 M ? 
(leadership position) 1 M 6 
(soliciting activity, 
per	 croup listed) 1 SC 2 

i) Finances (MOre than $12 rOOO 
annual income) 1 PS o 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS --0­

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.ateria1ly limit job 
perfol'lll8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: .2.L 

*	 Appraiul Wheel sectors: Markets, Sol1citing 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 



79 

nELD UlIDERWRlTm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lIalle #6 
Date Scored __3""'-_3""'-_7.1..9'-­ _ 

Group B: Successful Field UndenlTiter 

Profile 12: 4 Me 6) ps( 6) se( 0 ) 

n.ment Qualifier 
lfUilber 

of Spokee Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ yearll in lIalle area) 1 M --L 
11) Age ( 25 - )S) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and oldar) 

1 
2 
) 

M 
M 
M 

1 
g 

c) Dependent II (Married, with children) 1 PS ---.Q.. 

d) Work History (increalle in income and 
rellponsibility) 

(1I81es or bUllinells, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership pollition, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 PS 

SC 

ps 

1 

o 
_2_ 

.) Parentll Work (sales or bUllinesll, 
per occurrence) 1 PS .-l 

f) Lite Inll~rance 
Ownerllhip (per policy owned in talli1y) 1 M o 

g) Education (college grad~ate) 
(50 per cent or more 
lIe1t-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _1_ 

~ 

h) Civic Activitiell (per (roup listed) 
(leadership position) 
(1I01iciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 sc 

M 
M -l 

o 
1) "inancea (more than $12(000 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 
_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterial17 liMit job 
perto~nce) 1 PS ---L 

TOTAL: -l£. 
* Appraise1 Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patternll of SUccellll 
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FIELD UllDERWRITE2 APPRAISAL WHEEL 

laae !i1 
n.te Scored 3-3-79-.,..;;...,..;;......;.;'----------­
Group B: Successful Field UndeI"'NI'iter 

Protile 18: 6 M( 8 ) ps( 5) sc( 5 ) 

KUIlber 
nmeat Qualitier ot Spokes Sector* Score 

.)	 Residence ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M --L 
b)	 Age (2, -)5) 1 M o 

( )6 - 45) 2 M --u 
( 46 and older) 3 M 0­

c)	 Dependents (aarried, with children) 1 PS o 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 1 PS 1 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 sc -1L

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 2 

e) Parents Work (sales or businees, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t)	 Life Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in t.ai1y) 1 M 2 

.)	 Education (college graduate) 1 PS -L(,0 per cent or more 
se1t-supporting) 1 PS o 

b) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 M 
(leadership position) 1 M ±(soliciting activity, 
per eroup listed) 1 SC 1 

1) Financee (More than $12~OOO 
annual inCOMe) 1 PS o 

(per each $,,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS _0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would
 
aateria117 liMit job
 
pertol"lll8nce) 1 PS
 --1.. 

TOTAL: -l&.. 
•	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting

Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 
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fiELD UlfDERWRlTm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Ja.e #8 

Date Scored 3-3-79 

G~up B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 12 : h K( 5) ps( 5) sc( 2 ) 

nellftlt Quali1'1er 
HUllber 
~kes Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in same area) 1 K 1 

b) Age ( 25 - )5)
( )6 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
) 

K 
M 
M 

1 
--1L 
-0.... 

c) Dependftlts (urried, vith children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

_1_ 

2 

., 
----l.­

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS ° 

f) We In8llrance 
Ownenhip (per policy owned in family) 1 M ° 

g) Ec:Iucation (college graduate) 
($0 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-.L 

~ 

b) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SO 

--l.. 
--JL 
_0_ 

i) P'1nances (more than $12~OOO 
annual income 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

_O_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
pertoI'IUnce) 1 PS -.L 

TOTAL: 12 
-

* Apprai.al Wheel sectorsl Markets, Solicit ing
Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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fiELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lalle #9 

Date Scored 3-3-79--"-....;;.--.;...;....--------­
G~up B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 14: 4•6 K( 9) ps( 5 ) sc ( 0) 

NUllber 
El8lletlt Qualifier of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reaidence	 (3+ years in sa.e area) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age	 ( 25 • 3,) 1 K 1 
( 36 - 45) 2 K --u 
( 46 and older) 3 K ---9­

c) Dependents (urried, vith children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income snd 
responsibility) 1 PS _1_ 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 1 sc o 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS -.l... 

e) Parente Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 1 

f)	 Lite Inaurance 
OWDerllhip (per policy owned in fs.ily) 1 M 1 

g) Education (college graduate) 1 PS _0_ 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS -.Q.. 

h) Civic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 K 
(leadership position) 1 K :±
(soliciting activity, 
per group liated) 1 SC -.Q.. 

i) P'inances (more than $12 1000 
annual income) 1 PS _0_ 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS -.Q... 

j) HeaUh (no impairments which would 
..aterially limit job 
perfo:nnance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -liL 
*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UNDERWRITDt APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Ha.e .#10 

Group B: 

Date Scored 

Successful Field Under~Titer 

3-3-79_-::..-;:;.....;..;::...-_-------

Prorile M(18) ps( 5) Sc(26 : 8.6 
-...;;;.;;;.....:......:;:,~--

3) 

nellent Qual1t1er 
HUllber 

or Spokes Sector· Score 

a) Residence (3+ years in same ares) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 25 • 35)
( )6 • 45> 
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 

I 
c) Dependent! (married, with childree) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (incresse in income and 
responsibility) 

(ssles or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 1 

1 

-l­
.) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 
f) Lite Insurance 

Ownenhip (per policy owned in family) 1 M 10 

g) Educstion (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self.supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _1_ 

--il.­
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per ~oup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M ~ 

2 

i) Finances (More than $12 l000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 
o 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
performance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: .1.Q...... 

• Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

la.e #11 

Date Scored 3 - 3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Under"..n'iter 

Profile 18: 6 M( 12) ps( 6) sc(O ) 

ElelleDt Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a ) Rel1d eIIC e (j+ years in sa.e Irea) 1 M -L 
b) Age ( 2$ - j$) 

( j6 - 4$)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

0 
--z­--rr­

c) DepeildeDts (urried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(s8les or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per ocourrence) 

1 

1 

1 

ps 

SC 

PS 

1 

° 
_1_ 

.) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occtlrrence) 1 PS ° 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M -2­

g) Education (college gradtlate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

---9 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

2 
--'­

_0_ 

i) 'inances (more than $l2 rOOO 
aDnual incolle) 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

ps 

ps 

-L 
-.0...­

j) Health (no 1IIpeirments which would 
.aterially limit job 
perfoI'lllance) 1 PS -L. 

TOTAL: 18 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, aDd Patterns of saccess 



85 

P'IELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #12
 

Date Scored _-..(.3_-.::..]_-.1..79"-- _
 

Group B: Successful Field Under..rriter
 

Protile 23: 7.6 M(lO) PS( 6) sc( 7)
 

El8llent Qualitier 
H\IIIber 

ot Spokes ~ * Score 

a) Residence (3+ years in sa.e area) 1 M --L 
b) A.ge ( 2$ - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 
~ 

--u­-
c) Dependents (JUrried, with children) 1 PS __1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

sc 

PS 

PS 1 

--l 

-1. 
.) Parents Work (sales or busin..s, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 
t) Lite InsuraDce 

Ow1:Iership (per policy owned in ta.ily) 1 M 4 

g) Education (college graduate)
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 
--0... 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting IctiT1ty, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M -4 

-.Jl 
i) 'inances (IlIOre than $12 ~ 000 

annual incolle) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 
__0 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.aterially limit job 
perf'onunce) 1 PS _1 

TOTAL: -ll 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

"aile #13 

Date Scored 3- 3-79 

Q~up B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 19: 6.3 K( 7 ) ps(7 ) sc (5 ) 

Elneat Qual1fier 
NUllber 

of Spokes ~* Score 

a) Reaidence ()+ years in aaae area) 1 K 1 

b) Age ( 2$ - 3$) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

K 
K 
K 

1 
--0 
---0 

c) Depeadents (urried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
respondbil1ty) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SO 

PS 

1 

_3_ 

--..L 
e) Parents Work (salea or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ower.hip (per policy owned in faaily) 1 K --L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
($0 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

1 

--U... 

h) Civic ActiTitiea (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(Ioliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

K 
K 

SC 

2 
--0 

2 

i) "inances (more than $12 f OOO 
annual incolle) 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

ps 

ps 

0 

0 

j) Health (no impairmenta which would 
lIaterial17 limit job 
perfoI'lll8nce) 1 PS -.1.. 

TOTAL: --12.. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Karket3, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UlfDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Halle #14 
Date Scored _,,3-....3~--I.7""'9 _ 

Group B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profne 14: 4.6 M(5 ) ps( 6) seO 

EleJIftlt Qualifier 
NUDlber 

of Spokes ~* Score 

I) Reddence (3+ years in same Irea) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 25 - 35) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 Ind older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
0­
() 

c) Depftldents (married, with childree) 1 PS ---1.­
d) Work History (increlse in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

_1_ 

_2_ 

--2.­
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS 0 

f) Life Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 1 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or DOre 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-L. 

--iL 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(lsadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per ~oup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

1 
-r 
_1_ 

i) Finances (more than $l2~OOO 
Innual income 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-U­
_O_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIater1ally limit job 
perfoI'lllance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: JJL-­
* Appraisll Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting

Courlge, Ind Patterns of Success 
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FIELD UlfDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Jille #15 

Date Scored 3-3-79 

GraUl) B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 18: 6 H( 6) ps( 9) sc( 3) 

Element Qualifier 
NUllber 
~kss Sector* Score 

a) Residence (3+ years in salle area) 1 M J-
b) Age ( 2$ 

( 36 
( 1£6 

- 35) 
- 1£5) 
and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
K 

1 
0­
Lr 

c) Dependents (married, with children) 1 PS -L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

res})Onsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurretlce) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

2 

-L­
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS 2 

f) We Insurance 
OwDerehip (per policy owned in fillily) 1 K -L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

....l­

...!L 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(lsadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per (.roul) listed) 

1 
1 

1 

K 
M 

SC 
± 
_I_ 

i) 'inances (More than $12~OOO 
annual income 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-l...­

-iL 
j) Health (no illpairments which would 

lIaterially limit job 
performance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: J.L -­
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting

Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 



89 

FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #16 

Date Scored 3-3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Protile 14: 4.6 M( 5) PS( 9) sc( 0) 

Element	 Qualifier 

#.	 a ) Resid ence ()+ ysars in sa.e area) 

b) Age	 ( 25 • 35) 
()6 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

c) Dependents	 (married, with children) 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

t)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownenhip (per policy owned in ta.ily) 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

h) CiVic Activities	 (per group listed) 
(lsadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per	 croup listed) 

i) 'inances (~ore than $12(000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially liMit job 
perf'orDl8nce) 

*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 

HUlllber
 
of' Spokes
 

1 

1 
2 
3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Sector* 

M 

M 
M
 
M
 

ps 

PS 

sc 

PS 

PS 

M 

PS 

PS 

M
 
M
 

sc 

PS 

PS 

PS 

TOTAL: 

Score 

1 

0 
~ 
-lL 
_1_ 

2 

0 

_2_ 

2 

..l.. 
-l.. ­

.JL­

.....'L. 
--'L.. 

-0.- ­

_0_ 

_0_ 

_1_ 

.liL-. 
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nELD UHDERWRIT~ APPRAISAL WHEEL 

If1118 IiJ1. 
Date Scored _-.:::3_-,3_-.1..79'-­ _ 

Group B: Successful Field Under.n-iter 

Protile 18: 6 M( 8) PS( 7 ) Sc( 3) 

nellellt Qualifier 
HUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a ) Redd enc8 ()+ years in sa.8 Irea) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
0­
U-

c) Depe!ldentl! (llarried, with children) 1 PS ~ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
reBponsibility) 

(B81es or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per ocourrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

2 

_2_ 

2 

e) Plrents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _1_ 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 2 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-L 

~ 

h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per Kr0up listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 

-L 

:± 
i) P'inancetS (more than $12 t OOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 
_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
per!oI'lllance) 1 PS --L 

l'OTAL: .JL 
* Appraiul Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courlge, Ind Patterns ot SUccess 
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P'IELD UKDERWRITE3 APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lalle #18 

Date Scored 3-3-79 

G~up B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Prorile 14: 4.6 M(3 ) ps( 8) SC~ 3) 

E18l1lent Qualit1er 
KUlllber 

or Spokes Sector* Score 

a ) 

b) 

aalidanc e 

Age 

()+ years in salle area) 

( 2, ­ )S) 
( )6 - 4,)
( 46 and older) 

1 

1 
2 
) 

M 

M 
M 
M 

_1_ 

a 
--&­

c) Dependents (urried, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 ps 

SC 

PS _1_ 

_2_ 

2 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 2 

r) Life Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M 1 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS --L 
~ 

h) Civic Activities (per g~up listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

3C 

M 
M 

1 
--!L 

--L 
i) P'inancea (MOre than $12(000 

annual inCOMe) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

a 

-!L 
j) Bedth (no impairments which would 

lIaterially liMit job 
perf'orDIance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -l1.L 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Klrkets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APP~\lSA~ 'WHEEL 

Nallle #19 

Date Scored ).).79 

Group B: Successful Field Underon-iter 

Profile 11: S.r6 M(9 ) PS( 9 ) sc( 0) 

NUlllber 
Element Qualifier ~kes Sector* Score 

a) Residence	 (3+ years in sarne area) 1 M -l.. 
b) Age	 ( 2, - 35) 1 M 1 

( 36 - 45) 2 M 0 
( 46 and older)	 3 M -0... 

c) Dependents	 (married, with children) 1 PS -l.. 
d) Work History (incresse in income and 

responsibil1ty) 1 PS _1 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 SC ~ 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS -.l­

e) Parents Work (sales or business,
 
per occurrence) 1 PS _2_
 

f)	 Life Insurance
 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M' _1
 

g) Education	 (college graduate) 1 PS -..L
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS --0.. ­

h) CiVic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 K --.l..
(leadership position)	 1 K ~ 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 1 SC -.0... 

i) Finances (more than $12,000
 
annual income) 1 PS
 ~ 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 1 PS -..0.... 

j) Health (no impairments which would
 
lIIaterially limit job
 
performance) 1 PS
 -..L 

TOTAL: -l1.­
*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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FIELD UHDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Rase #20 

Group B: 

Date Scored 

Successful Field Underwriter 

3-3-79 
-~~--.;~---------

Prof'ile 10: 3.3 M( 5 ) ps( 4) Sc( 1) 

EleJIetJt Qualifier 
N1DIber 

of' Spokes ~ * Score 

a) Re81dence (3+ years in saae area) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
---0 
U-

c) Depl!lldents (married, with childree) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

-.L 

_I_ 

_1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Lite IDsurance 
Olmership (per policy owned in faaily) 1 M 2 

I) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

~ 

_O_ 

h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

1 
0­

_0_ 

i) P'inances (more thin $12 t OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

° 
-SL 

j) Health (00 impairments which would 
sateriall1 limit job 
perf'orDl8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: 10 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot Success 
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FIELD UKDERWRITE1t APPRAISAL WHEEL 

I.lle #21 

Date Scored 3- 3-79 

Q~up B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 16: 5.3 M(5) ps( 7) so(4 ) 

Element Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reaidence ()+ years in sa•• area) 1 M 1-
b) Age ( 25 - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
-U­
:E 

e) Dependents (married, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibil1 ty) 

(sale9 or business, 
per occurrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

ps 

sc 

PS 

1 

_4_ 

--lL. 
e) Parenta Work (sales or busin ...s, 

per occurrence) 1 PS 0 

t) Lite Insvrance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 1 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

--.Q-. 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per Iroup liated) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

SC 

1 --r-
.-Q... 

i) 1inanc... (More than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

ps 

° 
0 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfol'lll8nce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: 16 

* Apprai.al Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

IllIe #22 

Date Scored 3-3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Underwriter 

Profile 17: 5.6 M( 8 ) PS( 9) SC~ 0) 

Elellftlt Qualifier 
HUllber 

ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Relidence (3+ years in SllIe Irea) 1 M --L 
'c) Age ( 25 - 35)

( 36 . 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
0­
0­

c) Depftldents (..rried, with children) 1 PS -L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

--L 
_0_ 

--l.. 
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS 2 

t) Lite Ins~rance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M _3_ 

g) Education (college graduate)
(,0 per cent or more 
self.supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

o 
h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 

2 --r-
o 

i) 'inancss (more than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 
-.0...... 

j) He81th (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfoI'Dl8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: ..1L. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITDl APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lIalle #23 

Date Scored 3- 3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Underwritar 

Protile 17: .5.6 M(9) ps( 6) sc(2 ) 

Elemeut Qual1tier 
NUllber 

or Spokes ~* Score 

I ) Resid ence ()+ years in sa.e Irel) 1 M --L 
b) Age ( 2$ • 3$) 

( 36 • 45) 
( 46 Ind older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

a 
~ u-

c) Depeudents (married, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurreDce) 1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

--L 
1 

1 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurreDce) 1 PS 1 

t) Lite Ineurance 
OwrIership (per policy owned in t ••ily) 1 M _I_ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
($0 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_I_ 

-0­

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

h --r 
1 

i) 'iDancn (More than $12 t OOO 
Innual income) 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

a 
a 

j) Hellth (DO impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perf'orDlance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: ....1L. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courlge, Ind Patterns ot SUccess 
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FIELD trlfDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lIa..e #24 

Q~up B: 

Date Scored 

Successful Field Underwriter 

3-3-79 
---::;....::;.........."'"""----------

Protile 19: 6.3 M( 9) PS( 5) sc( 5) 

nelletlt Qualifier 
}fUD\ber 

or Spokes Sector* Score 

.) Reaidence (3+ years in sa•• area) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

°--cr­
:I 

c) Depetldenh (IIIrried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurretlce) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

2 

_2_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS ° 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M 2 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS o 
_0_ 

h) CiVic A.ctivities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(aoliciting actiVity, 
per group liated) 

1 
1 

1 sc 

M 
M 

--.L 

3 
:::Q: 

i) 'inances (~ore than $12 l 000 
annual income) 

(per eacb $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 

o 
j) Heelth (no iJlpaiJ"lllents which would 

lIaterially li~it job 
perfo1"lll8nce) 1 PS -L 

TOTAL: .J:L. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, 5011citing 
Courage, Ind Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UMDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Halle #2, 

Date Scored 3- 3-79 

Group B: Successful Field Underwrit er 

Protile 21 : 7 K( 8} PS( 8 } Scc 5} 

nlllftlt Quautier 
HUllber 

ot Spokes Sector· Score 

a} Residence (3+ ,ears in sa.e area) 1 K 1 

b} Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - uS)
( u6 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

K 
K 
K 

0 
-Z­
""1r 

c} Depeadenh (llarried, with children) 1 PS 1 

d} Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

_2_ 

-1.­
e} Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS 2 

t} L1te Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in tallily) 1 M 2 

g} Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_I_ 

-2.­
h} Civic Acth1t1es (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activit" 
per Kr0up listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

sc 

3 --u 
3 

i} l"1nancee (MOre than $12(000 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 .bove 
$12,ooo) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

0 

0 

j} He81th (no impairments which would 
••teriall1 liMit job 
pert01'lll8Dce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: 21 

• Appraisal 'libeel sectors: Karkets, Soliciting 
Cour.g., .nd Patterns ot SUccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITDl APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Ifille #1 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Profile 

Group C: 

13: 4.3 K( 4) Ps(5 ) sc( 4) 

General PoPtllation 

EleDIeot Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokes ~ * Score 

I ) Rel1dence (3+ years in same Irea) 1 M ~ 

b) Age ( 2$ - 3$) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
K 
K 

1 

--&­
c) Depeodenh (~rried, with children) 1 PS -.L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

_4 

_1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or businees, 
per occurrence) 1 PS ° 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 K 2 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

_0_ 

h) CiTtc Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

K 
K °--u­

° 
i) 'inanc.. (more than $12 rOOO 

Innual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 
° 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
pertoI'lll8nce) 1 ps _1_ 

TOTAL: ..ll. 
* Appraisll Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courlge, Ind Patterns of SUccess 
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P'IELD UHDERWRITEX APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Nalle Ii1 
Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Profile 4: 1. 3 M( 1) ps( 3) sc( 0 ) 

Elemeat Qu81it1er 
HUllber 

of lpokes Sector* Score 

a) Reddence (3+ yeara in aalle area) 1 M _0 

b) Age ( 2$ - 3S) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 --r 
c) Depetldents (urried, with children) 1 PS --JL 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

reaponlJ1bility) 
(aales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per oc cu rrenc e ) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS _0_ 

° 
--l.­

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Lite Insurance 
OwDerahip (per policy ovned in fallily) 1 M ° 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS ---L 
--.Q.... 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting sctivity, 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 
~ 
-.Jl... 

_0_ 

i) rinances (more than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

-9­
j) He81th (no impairments which would 

lIaterially limit job 
perfOI'lll8n ce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: -.1L 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD tnlDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Iblle IiJ. 
Date Scored 2 -26-79 

Group C: Genral Population 

Profile 10: 3.3 K( 3) pS(7 ) SCC 0) 

naeat Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reddence ()+ years in S8.e area) 1 K -U... 
b) Age ( 25 - )5) 

( )6 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

K 
K 
K 

1 

8 
c) Depeadentll (urried, with children) 1 PS ----L 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 

1 

1 SC 

PS 

PS 

o 
o 

--1.L 
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

£) Lite Ineurance 
Ownership (per policy owed in £a.ily) 1 K ° 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1 

--1L 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(aoliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

K 
K 

50 

r 
_0 

i) tiDances (MOre than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 
° 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterislly limit job 
per£OrDl8nce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: 10 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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lPIELD UlfDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lalle #4 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group 

Profile 

C: General Population 

10: 3 t 3 M( 5) PS( 5 ) Sc( 0) 

El8lll8llt Qualifier 
KUllber 

of Spokes Sector* Score 

b) 

a) 

Age 

Reaidence ()+ years in sa.e area) 

( 2$ - )$)
( )6 - 4,)
( 46 and older) 

1 

1 
2 
) 

M 

M
M 
M 

....l: 

° -0­
---3­

c) Depeadente (urried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e ) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

--L 

° 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS -lL 

f) Lite Inaurance 
Ownership (per policy OVDed in ra.ily) 1 M 1 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

--0.... 

_O_ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leader.hip po.ition) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

SC 

() 
0 

0 

i) P'inances (MOre than $12~OOO 
annual incolle) 

(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

ps 

ps 

1 

--L. 

j) Health (no 1lIIpairments which would 
materially limit job 
perforlllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: ~ 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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l'IELD UHDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

1811e#5 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Profile 13: 4.3 M(6 ) PS( 6) sc( 1) 

Elaeot Qualitier 
H1DIIber 

or Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reaidenc e (3+ years in same area) 1 M -.Q. 
b) Age ( 25 - 35> 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
--0­
......0... 

c) Depeodents (married, with children) 1 PS --.l.­
d) Work History (increase in income and 

respone1bllity) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

_1_ 

-.0..... 

_2_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

r) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy ovued in tamily) 1 M --L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

1 

_O_ 

h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership po.ition) 
(aoliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

sc 

1::::r: 
1 

i) P'inances (~ore than $12 t OOO 
annual income) 

(per eacb $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
pert'oI'lll8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: 13 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 
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P'IELD UlfDERWRITE1l APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Balle #6 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group c: General Population 

Protile 9: 3 M( 2) ps( 3) sC(u ) 

nelleat Qual1tier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Reddence ()+ years in 8a.e area) 1 M ---l 
b) Age ( 25 - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
--n 
---u 

c) Depeadents (married, with children) 1 PS __1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responaibil1ty) 

(sales or business, 
per oCC1Jrrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 

1 

1 PS 

SC 

PS 

__1 

--.J! 
-0. 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurreace) 1 PS __0 

t) Lite Insurance 
OwDenhip (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M 0 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

__0 

__0 

h) Chic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting actiT1ty, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

0 
----0 

---.Q 
i) P'1nancee (more than $12 l 000 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

__0 

--.Q 

j) Health (no 1JlpairmeDts which would 
lIateriall1 limit job 
pertoI'lllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: __9 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITnl APPRAISAL WHEEL 

lame #7 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C; General POPllJ atj on 

Profile 16: 5.3 M( 8) Ps(6 ) Sc( 2 ) 

nUleat Qualifier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes * ~ Score 

a) Reaidence ()+ years in sa.e Irel) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 2$ - 35) 
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
---0 
~ 

c) Depeadeats (IUrri.d, with children) 1 PS -L 
d) Work History (increase in income Ind 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

-L 

_2_ 

e) Parents Work (slles or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 0 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in flmily) 1 M 2 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(,0 per cent or IIIOre 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--L 

--ll... 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting IctiVity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

4 
~ 

_1_ 

i) l"inaDces (lIIOre thin $12 ~ 000 
IDnull income 

(per each $5,000 Ibove 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

0 

~ 

j) Health (no iJlpainaents which would 
mlterially liMit job 
perfoI'llllnce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: 16 

* Appraisll Wheel sectors: Markets J 

Courage, IDd Patterns of SUccess 
Soliciting 
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fiELD UtfDERWRITE2l APPRAISAL WHEEL 

tlame !§. 

Date Scored ? -26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Protile 12: 4 M( 7 ) ps(4 ) Scn ) 

Ell1leut Qualifier 
Naber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in same area) 1 M ~ 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

-+-U­

c) Depeudents (IUrried, with childr8tl) 1 PS ---L 
d) Work History (incre.se in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS ° 
_1_ 

_1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or businees, 
per occurrence) 1 PS ° 

f) Life Insurance 
OwDeMihip (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M 6 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(~O per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

---L 
_0_ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M ° ~ 

-.IL 
i) P'inancee (More than $12 t OOO 

annual income) 
(per each $~,ooo above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 
° 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
materially limit job 
perfol'lllance) 1 PS --L 

TOTAL: .-JL 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

Raile #9 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Protile 3: 1 M( 0) ps<3 ) se( 0 ) 

El.allent Qualitier 
lfUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) ReddeDce (3+ years in salle area) 1 M --.Q.. 
b) Age ( 25 - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 
--8.. 

c) Dependents (IUrr1ed, vith chlldretl) 1 PS ---2... 
d) WorK History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

se 

PS 

PS 

--.Q.. 

----L. 

o 

a) Parents Work (salas or busin88s, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Lite IDs~raDce 
OWDerahip (per policy owaed in tallily) 1 M ~ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per Cetlt or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-l.. 

--.JL 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per ~oup listed) 1 

1 
1 

se 

M 
M 

o 
--0.... 

--.Q.. 
i) nDaDCell (MOre than $l2 t OOO 

annual income) 
(per eacn $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 

--.Q.. 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

lIaterially liMit job 
perf'oI"lll8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -..l. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot saccess 
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fiELD UHDERWRITDt APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Ra.e #10 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Protile 23: 7.7 K( 11 ps(8 ) sc(4) 

Elellent Qualitier 
MUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Rellidence (3+ yeara in alme Irea) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 25 - 35) 
( 36 - 4,)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
K 
K 

°~ 
() 

c) Dependents (urried, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d ) Work History (increaae in income Ind 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

sc 

PS 

PS 

_1 

-1L 
2 

e) Parents Work (slles or business, 
per occ1:lrrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Life Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in tlmily) 1 M _5 

g) Education (college gradulte) 
(50 per cent or more 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _1 

~ 

h) Civic Activitiea (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting Ictivity, 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M 

2 
1 

_0 

i) 'inances (IllOre than $12 rOOO 
Innua1 incolle J 

(per each $5,000 Ibove 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

-1.. 
j) Health (no illpaiment 8 which would 

msterially limit job 
pertol'lll8nce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: 21....=..:­

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Pltterns ot SUccess 
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FIELD UNDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Hallie #11 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Prorile 8: 2.6 M(2 ) PS( 4) sc(2 ) 

EleDIeDt Qualifier 
N1JIIIber 

of Spokell Sector* Score 

b) 

a ) 

Age 

Reaidenc e ()+ years in sa.e area)

(2, -3,)
( 36 - 4,)
( 46 and older) 

1 

1 
2 
3 

M 

M 
M 
M 

1 

--t 
---rr 

c) Depelldente (married, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increese in income and 
reeponaibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per ocourrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

1 

2 

o 
e) ParentI Work (sales or bueinees, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 
f) Lite Insurance 

Ownership (per policy owned in tamily) 1 M o 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--Jl 
--.Q. 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(Ioliciting Ictivity, 
per croup lilted) 

1 
1 

1 SC 

M 
M 

o 
--rr 

o 
i) P'inancee (more than $12 t OOO 

annual income) 
(per each $,,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

o 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

materially limit job 
perfoI'lll8nce) 1 PS _1 

TOTAL: 8 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns at Success 
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FIELD UHDERWRITE2 APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

I ••e #12 

Date Scored 2 - 26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Profile 17: 5.6 M( 7 ) ps( 9) se( 1 ) 

El8lleat Qualifier 
NUlllber 

of Spokes ~* Score 

a) R.aidence ()+ years in sa•• area) 1 M ...l­
b) Age ( 2; . 3$) 

( 36 - 4$)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 
~ 
-U­-

c) Depeadents (urried, with children) 1 PS .-l...­
d) Work History (increase in lncome and 

reeponaibility) 
(eales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurretlce) 

1 

1 

1 

se 

PS 

PS 

....l.­

-L 
_1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or bueiness, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

f) Life Insurance 
Olmenhip (per policy owned in fa.il,) 1 M JL 

g) Education (college graduate) 
($0 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _1_ 

.lL 
h) CiVic Activities (per group listed) 

(leaderahip position) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per Ir0up listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC _0_ 

:8:: 
i) Finances (~ore than $12 rOOO 

annual income) 
(per each $;,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

-1­
j) Health (no 1lIIpaiments which would 

.aterially limit job 
pert'omance) 1 PS --l ­

TOTAL: 1L. 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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FIELD tJHl)ERWR!Tml APPRAISAL WHEEL 

If1.e #13 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Gro~p C: General Population 

Profile 5: 1.6 M(l) PS( 3) sc(l) 

IfUllber 
EleJIent Qualitier ot Spokss Sector* Score 

.)	 Residence ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M o 
b)	 Age ( 25 - 35) 1 M o 

( 36 - 45) 2 M --0­
( 46 and older) 3 M 0­

c)	 Dependents (urried, with children) 1 PS _0_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 1 PS 1 

(sales or business, 
per occ~rrence) 1 SC 1 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

e) Parents Work (slles or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t)	 Lite ID8~rance 
Ownership (per policy owned in f ••ily) 1 M 1 

g)	 Education (college gradulte) 1 PS ...L
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS ~ 

h) CiVic Activities	 (per group listed) 1 M o 
(leadership position) 1 M 0­
(soliciting actiVity, 
per	 croup listed) 1 SC o 

i) P'1uances (MOre than $12 l000 
annual income) 1 PS o 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12.000) 1 PS _0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.aterially limit job 
perfomance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: --.2... 
*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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FIELD utroERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Ma.e #11 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group c: General Population 

Profile 10: 3.3 M( 5) ps(J ) sc( 2 ) 

n ..ent Qualifier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Relidence ()+ 1ears in sa.e area) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 25 - 3$)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

°-0­
--0.. 

c) Dependents (urned, with children) 1 ps _0_ 

d ) Work History (increase in income and 
responllibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

ps 

SC 

--l.. 
_2_ 

---L 
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

f) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per polic1 owned in fa.ily) 1 M ---L 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS -0­

-0­
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activit1, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

SC 

M 
M 

1 
::I 

° 
i) Finances (more than $12 t OOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_0_ 

_0_ 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.atenal17 limit job 
pertorDl8nce) 1 ps 1 

TOTAL: 10 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot Saccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #15 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General	 Population 

Profile h: 1. 3 M( 2) PS( 2 ) scC 0) 

lfUllber 
D.etlleat Qualifier of Spokes Sector* Score 

• ) Re81denc e	 ()+ years in same area) 1 M 1 

b) Age	 ( 2S - 35) 1 M 
( 36 - 45) 2 M ° 
( 46 and older)	 3 M M 

c) Dependents	 (IUrried, with children) 1 PS ° 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 1 PS _1_ 
(sales or business, 
per occurrenc e ) 1 SC 

(leadership position, ° 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0­

e) Parents Work (sales or busineas, 
per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

f)	 Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in family) 1 M -lL 

g) Education	 (college graduate) 1 PS --.JL 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 PS _0 

h) Civic ActiVities	 (per group listed) 1 M 1 
(leadership position) 1 M ---0 
(soliciting sctivity, 
per	 group listed) 1 SC --.JL 

i) l"1ll8ncee (JllOre thsn $12 ~OOO 
annual income) 1 PS ~ 

(per each $5,000 abOTe 
$12,000) 1 PS ~ 

j) He81th (no 1mpaiI'lllents which would 
.aterially limit job 
perfoI"lll8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -1L 

*	 Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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fiELD UHDERWRITFB APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Jame #16 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: General Population 

Profne 9: 3 M( 3} PS(5 } sc( l} 

nellftlt QUal1!1er 
HUllber 

of Spokes ~* Score 

a} Relid.nce (3+ years in same area) 1 M -L 
b} Age ( 2$ - 3$) 

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

o 
---cr­
-U­

c} Depeadents (married, with children) 1 PS ..l.­
d} Work History (increase in income and 

responlibility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per ocourrence) 

1 

1 

1 

sc 

PS 

PS -L­
_1_ 

-JL 
e} Parents Work (sales or busin8ls, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 

f} Lire Insurance 
OwI:Iership (per policy owned in family) 1 M 1-

g} Educstion (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 1 

1 PS 

PS 

-1­
o 

h} Civic ActiT1t1es (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per lTouP listed) 1 

1 
1 

3C 

M 
M 

2 
:E 

o 
i} Fiosncee (MOre than $12 tOOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

..JL 
j} Health (no 1IIpai%'lllents which would 

materially limit job 
perf01'lllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: _9_ 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets , Soliciting 
Courage, and Pltterns of SUccess 
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FIELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

I'ame #17 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group c: General Population 

Protile 12: 4 M( 7) pS(5 ) SCC 0 ) 

naeut Qualitier 
Naber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence (3+ years in saDIe Irea) 1 M o 
b) Age ( 25 • 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
V­
:I 

c) Depeudenh (~rried, with children) 1 PS _1 

d ) Work History (increase in income and 
reeponsibilit y ) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 1 

~ 

_1_ 

.) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t) Lite InsuraDce 
Ownership (per policy owned in tamily) 1 M ~ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cant or IIlOre 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-l-. 

-!L. 
h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 

(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group listed) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

SC -.0­

:± 
i) nnances (more than $12~OOO 

annual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

o 

o 
j) Health (DO impairments which would 

Dlaterially limit job 
performaDce) 1 PS --1.. 

TOTAL: ..JL 
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns ot Success 
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FIELD UKDERWRITm APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Kallle #18 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group c: General Population 

Prot'ile 9: 3 M( 2) P5(5 ) sc( 2 ) 

El8JIeDt Qualitier 
NUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M -L 
b) Age ( 25 • 35) 

( )6 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
---'l.. 
--.Q... 

c) Deperldent8 (urried, with children) 1 PS o 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(ssles or busiDess, 
per occvrrenc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS 

_3 

2 

--.l. 
e) Parents Work (sales or business, 

per occurrence) 1 PS o 
t) Lite Insurance 

OwDerahip (per policy owned in t.mily) 1 M --.Q.. 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or IIlOre 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS o 
_0_ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per lToup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

SC 

o 
---u­-

o 
i) Finances (More than $12 t OOO 

aDnual income) 
(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 PS 

PS _0 

---.Q... 

j) Health (DO impairments which would 
.aterially limit job 
pert'oI'lllance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: --.2.-. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, SolicitiDg 
Courage, aDd Patterns ot SUccess 



117 

nELD tnrDERWRITml APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #19 

2-26-79 

Group c: General Population 

D..te Scored 
----~-----------

Profile 5: 1.6 M( 2 ) ps( ) sc( 0 ) 

El8lllent Qualifier 
IfUllber 

or Spoke. Sector* Score 

b) 

a) 

Age 

Rel1dence ()+ years in same 

(2, -)$) 
( 36 - 4;)
( 46 and older) 

area) 

1 
2 
3 

1 M 

M 

: 
-L 
-l­

:± 
c) Dependents (urried. with children) 1 PS 0 

d ) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position. 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

sc 

PS 

0 

--9.­
_1_ 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS 0 

r) 

g) 

Lite Insurance 
Ownership 

Education 

(per policy owned in family) 

(college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

1 

M 

PS 

PS 

---9. 
----± 
_O_ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting sctivity, 
per p'oup listed) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

sc 

0 
--0-. 

_0_ 

i) nnances (more thsn $12 tooO 
annual income) 

(per each $,,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 PS 

PS 

~ 

0 

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.ateriall)' limit job 
perforlJl8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: 5 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot SUccess 
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fiELD UlIDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e !2.Q. 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group c: General POPUlation 

Protile 17: 5.6 H( 5) PS( 8 Sc( 4) 

nmftlt Qualifier 
Humber 

ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in sa.e Irea) 1 M o 
b) Age ( 2$ - 35)

( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
) 

M 
M 
M 

o ---r 
--0­

c) DepeDdents (urried, with children) 1 PS -l 
d) Worle History (increase in income and 

responsibility) 
(aales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadersbip position, 
per ocourreDce) 

1 

1 

1 

sc 

PS 

PS 

1 

-lL 
--l.L.. 

.) Parents Work (slles or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t) Lite IDaurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in t ••ily) 1 M o 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or IIlOre 
selt-supporting) 

1 

1 PS 

PS --.Q.. 

--0.. 
h) CiVic ActiVities (per group listed) 

(leadership po.ition) 
(soliciting activity, 
per p'oup listed) 1 

1 
1 

sc 

M 
M 

2 
::I 
--9.. 

i) 'inanc.. (IllOre than $12 r000 
Innual income) 

(per elcb $$,000 Ibove 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

~ 

j) Healtb (no impairments which would 
.aterially lilll1t job 
pertorDl8nce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: -lZ... 

* Appraiul Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, Ind Patterns ot Success 
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rIELD UHDERWRITEX APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Hame #21 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

G~up c: General PopulatioD 

Protile 15: 5 H( 1) ps( 8) sc( 6 ) 

n ..ent Qualifier 
NUlftber 

ot Spokes ~* Score 

a) Residence ()+ years in same area) 1 H 0 

b) Age ( 2$ - 3$)
( )6 - 4S)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
~ 
~ 

c) Dependents (IUrried, with children) 1 PS 1 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responsibility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

1 

---.Q... 
-L 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occ\1rrence) 1 PS _O_ 

f) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in ta_ily) 1 H ° 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or IIIOre 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--.0.­

--.!L 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per ITOUP listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
H 

SC 

° 3: 
-JL 

i) rinances (IIIOre than $12 ~ 000 
annual incolle 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-l.... 

--!L 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

materia1l1 limit job 
pertoI'IUnce) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: .-J£-­
* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 

Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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mLD UIfDERWRITEX APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Walle #22 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: _ .. _r.p~pral Population 

Protile 17 : 5.6 M(6) P5(10) so(l) 

El••eat Qualit1er 
NUllber 

ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Reddence (3+ years in sa.e area) 1 M _O_ 

b) Age ( 2$ - 3$)
( 36 - 4.5)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
--0­
-0­

e) Depet:ldents (married, with children) 1 PS _1_ 

d) Work History (increase in income and 
responl1bility) 

(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

2 

1 

4 
e) Parents Work (sales or busines., 

per occurrence) 1 PS ° 
r) Lite Insurance 

Ownerlhip (per policy owned in ta.ily) 1 M .Jl..... 
g) Education (college graduate) 

(50 per cent or more 
selt.supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_I_ 

_O_ 

h) CiTic AetiTit1es (per group listed) 
(leadership pOlition) 
(soliciting letiTity, 
per croup listed) 

1 
1 

1 

M 
M 

sc 

3 
-V­

--0.­
i) Finances (more than $12 l000 

annual incolle) 
(per each $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

...L 

-0...­

j) Health (no impairments which would 
.ateril1l1 liJll1t job 
perfol"lll8nce) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: lL-. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns ot Success 
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FIELD UKDERWRITFll APPRAISAL WHEEL 

la.e #23 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group 

Profile 

c: General Popu1at ion 

13: 4.3 M( 2) pS(lJ.) se( °) 
El8lll8llt Qualifier 

MUllber 
or Spokes Sector* Score 

a) ReBidence ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M _1_ 

b) Age ( 25 - 35)
( 36 - 4,)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 
-0 
-0 

c) Depeadents (urried, with childr8ll) 1 PS --.l.. 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

responBibllity) 
(sales or buliness, 
per occurr8llc e) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 1 

1 

1 

PS 

se 

ps 

~ 

_0_ 

--..l.. 

e) Parents Work (sales or busioeas, 
per occtlrreoce) 1 PS ° 

f) Lite Insurance 
Ownership (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M ~ 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--.L 
--.Q.. 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership pOlition) 
(soliciting actiVity, 
per croup listed) 1 

1 
1 

se 

: 
_0_ 

:i: 

i) P'io&ncea (IIIOre than $12 (000 
annual incollleJ 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

--l... 
-L. 

j) Health (00 impairments which would 
.aterielly limit job 
pertorlll8nce) 1 PS ~ 

TOTAL: -ll.. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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P'IELD UHDERWRITER APPRAISAL WHEEL
 

la.e #24 

Date Scored 2-2 6-79 

Group C: General Population 

ProfUe 14: 4.6 M( 4) PS( 8 ) Sc( 2) 

n ..8IIt Qualifier 
NUllber 

of Spokes ~ * Score 

a) Relidence ()+ years in sa.e area) 1 M 1 

b) Age ( 2$ - )$)
( 36 - 45)
( 46 and older) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

1 --u --u 
c) Depelldents (married, with children) 1 PS -L 
d ) Work History (increase in income and 

responll1bility) 
(sales or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

PS 

SC 

PS 

2 

2 

2 

e) Parents Work (sales or business, 
per occurrence) 1 PS o 

t) Lite Insurance 
Ownenhip (per policy owned in fa.ily) 1 M o 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

_1_ 

~ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership pOlition) 
(soliciting activity, 
per group liated) 

1 
1 

1 SC 

M 
M 

1 
--L 

o 
i) P'inancn (More than $12 t OOO 

annual income) 
(per eacb $$,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

1 

o 
j) Health (no impairments which would 

.aterially liMit job 
performance) 1 PS 1 

TOTAL: ..J:1L 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Courage, and Patterns of Success 
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FIELD lOOlERWRITEE. APPRAISAL WHEEL 

Wa..e #25 

Date Scored 2-26-79 

Group C: 

Profile 

General 

7: 2.3 

Population 

M( 3 ) ps(4 ) sec °) 
nellent Qualifier 

H'UIlber 
ot Spokes Sector* Score 

a) Re8idence ()+ years in sail. area) 1 M _0_ 

b) Age ( 25 - 35) 
( 36 - 145)
( 146 and old er ) 

1 
2 
3 

M 
M 
M 

°~ 
-.0.... 

c) Dependents (urried, with children) 1 PS --.JL 
d) Work History (increase in income and 

respon8ibility) 
(s8les or business, 
per occurrence) 

(leadership position, 
per occurrence) 

1 

1 

1 

SC 

PS 

PS ° 
_0 

--L 
e) Parents Work (sales or busin88s, 

per occurrence) 1 PS _0_ 

t) Lite Insurance 
OwnerShip (per policy owned in fallily) 1 M --.Q... 

g) Education (college graduate) 
(50 per cent or more 
self-supporting) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

-!L 

~ 

h) Civic Activities (per group listed) 
(leadership position) 
(soliciting activity, 
per Kroup listed) 1 

1 
1 

M 
M 

50 

3 
--CL 
_0_ 

i) nnances (more than $12~OOO 
annual income) 

(per each $5,000 above 
$12,000) 

1 

1 

PS 

PS 

~ 

---.Q.... 

j) Bedth (no impairments which would 
lIaterially limit job 
perfol"lllance) 1 PS _1_ 

TOTAL: -1.-. 

* Appraisal Wheel sectors: Markets, Soliciting 
Coarage, and Patterns of SUccess 
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APPENDIX D 

Mean Soores, Standard Deviation, Standard Error, F Value,
 
T Value, and Levels of Signifioance for Unsuccessful
 

and the General Population (Group A and C)
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