THE VALIDITY OF OFFICER EFFICIENCY
REPORT, WD AGO FORM 67-1,
FOR GENERAL OFFICERS

PRS REPORT 792

AD622.037

FOREWORD: PRS reports are primarily technical. While
conclusions affecting military policy or operations may
appear in them, they are nct intended as a basis for official
action. Findings and conclusions contained in PRS reports
are intended to guide the conduct of further research. Wwhen
research findings suggest recommendations for administrative
action, such recommendations are made separately to the
appropriate military agency.

Personnel Research Section
Personnel Research and Procedures Branch, AGO
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THEE VALIDITY OF OFFICER EFFICTENCY REPORT,
WD AGO FORM 67-1, FOR GENERAL OFFICERS
(Based on PRS Report 792)
BRIEF
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM:

Past research has indicated sufficient valiidity for the Officer
Efficiency, Report, WD AGO Form 67-1, to Justify 1ts use in rating Army
officers of grades from lieutenant through colonel. -Can it be shown to be
valid for use with general officers as well?

RESULTS:

i. The demonstrated validities for Form 67-1 in rating general
officers are eimilar to validities of the instrument in rating officers of
grade lower than general, when adjustmente are made for difference in range
of scores for the two groups. Against two differe.t criterion measures, the
67-1 validities were .48 and .46 for drigadier generals, and .39 and .43 for
ms jor generals.

2. The wvalidities for the separate parts of the form varied as much
as ten points among themselves but approximated the velidities of the same
parts for officers ol lower grades.

3. Or the average the general officers scored substantially higher

on the instrument than other officers.
CONCLUSICNS:

Form 67-1 18 as valid in estimating the efficiency of general
officers =2a in estimating the efficlency of lower grade officers.

2. The general scoring methods used for other grades of officers
are usable for general officers as well.

WORK SUMMARY:

Each of 286 brigadier and major generels was conf{identially rated
on his value as an officer by twenty drigadler and major generals who had
indicated knowiedge or his abiiities. The ratings they received by thi,
procedure were corrslated with ratings on Form 67-1 (a) for each pert of
Optimel scoring

the form separately and (b) for the form ac a whols.
and welghtings were determined.
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THE VALIDITY OF OFFICER SFFICIENCY REPORT,
WD AGC FORM 67-1, FOR GENERAL OFFICERS

BACKGROURD

.In 1946, The Adjutent General's Office was dirscted to study efficlency
rating procedures for Army Air Force general officers .-]:/ The following two
rating forms were compared: (1) the experimental Officer Efficiency Report,
WD AGO Form 67-1, the repearch predecessor of the currently smuthorized
WD AGO Form §7-1, and (2) Officer Evaluation Report, WD AGO Form &7, a
letter form of reting in official use at that time. Guneral officere of
: the Army were not. included in theo studj. Analyeis of the letter Form 67
indicated thet it falled almost completely to differentiate general officers
in the two 1mpoi'tant factors considered.--manner of perfomxice and profea-
gionil knowledge. Even on the small sample available, Form 67-1 indicated
adequnte differentiation in both the forced-choice and over-all ratinge‘
and agreed with the criterion to a much more satisfactory degree than did
the isttoer Form 67.?-/ Conclusions were of necessity qualiﬁ.ed ‘because of
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the rolatively smal) number of general officers for whom S‘oms 67‘:. were
available at that time. L .

When Form 67-1 was introduced in 1947 as the official officer rating -
procedure, it was thought desirable to determine the appropristeness.of

I/ "Euthorizing directives: Dr from AC/S, G-1, WDGS, to TAG, file number
WDGAP 201.6 (24 Jul 45), Subject: Study of Officer Efficiency Rating
Methods, dated 27 April 1946 Comment No. 3 to WD Diaposition Form
from D/F and A, WDGS, to TAG, file number WDGPA 200 {15 Aug 46), Su'bjact:
Priority of Peraonne? Resea.rch Pro jests, dated 2 November 1946.
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2/ PRS Report 49, Report of The Validity of Two Efficienoy Repo ﬁ‘zm,: &
Methods Applied to AAF Generals, The Adjutant General's Office, = -

Personnel Research Section, 7 January 1948.
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the form Por ugs with gousral officers of tHe Army, none of whom had bsen

included in the 67-1 validation and standardfzetion yOpﬂl&tiOﬂB.é/
PROBLEM

Tha wrinoivsl obJectives of this study were: (1} o determins the
validity of the Officer Efficiency Report, WD AGO Form 67-1, for use with
general officers; (2) to study the comparative validitj of the form for
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generél officers and all other grades of offic-va; and (3) to detsrnins

e

whether the conversion tables used with officers of the grade of colonel

L &nd helow may be utilized for officers of general grade.
FOPULATION

The limits of the subject population were met by AR 600-185 (27 May 47)
which required the accomplishment of WD AGO Form 67-1 only for general
officers who held appointment as brigadier gersral or were in the temporary
‘ grads of major general. A%t the time the study wae undertaken, there was a
totel of 328 active general officere below the rark of lisutenant geéneral--

7 1%3 malor generalail and 185 drigadier generals. Althougk the strong

possibility existed that completed Officer Efficiency Reports would not
be available for & large number of the major generals (i.e., for thors
who achieved that permanent rank pricr to 1 July 194T), it was decided to
include 811 mejor generals in the initlal phases of the study.

PREDYCTOR VARIASLES

The Officer Efficisncy Report, WD AGO Form 67-1, 1 July 47, is the
basic Instrument with which this study 1s concsrned. This form consiste
of nine sections. Sections I api IT comprise ¥art I and Sections III
through IX comprise Part II. A brisf description of the sections
concerned with actual ratings (as against those calling for mere back-
ground data) is pressnted below.

3/ Disposition Form fxfom D/P and A to TAG, File CSGPA 201.61, Subject:
Validation of WD AGO Form 5$7-1, Officer Efficiency Report for General
0fficers, dated 2 Aug 1948,

L/ One major general was retirsd shortly after the beginning of the
study, reducing the rumbar of major generals to 142 and the total
of major and brigadier gersrals to 327.
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Section II. Data and Suggestione for Use in Assigument:

A. Duties Actually Performed on Present Job: Calls for a brief
dersription by the rater of ths subject's current job dutiss.

B. Deacription of Offfcer Rated and Commsnts: Frovides gspace for
comments by rating officer and indecvaing officer regaerding the "physical,
montel, and moral qualities of the rated officer, spesialtles of value %o

the Army, end any special defects or weaknesses affecting hiis abiiity to
do certain asazignments.”

., C. Estimeted Desirability in Various Capacitiesn: 4 five-point
rating scale wiich represents ths rater's and indorser's evaluations of
the probable suitability of the ratee iz various nypothetical job
capacities,

Section IV. Job Proficisuncy: Twelve forsed-choice tetrads {48 items)
descridbing des;lrable and undesirabie btehavior charscteristics affacting
afficiency of job performance. For sach tetrad, the rater is asked to
indinate which phrase 1s mogt descriptive of the indi vidual rated and
which phrase 1s lsast descriptive.

A R e S S
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Section V., Job Proficiency: A ten-point rating scale for rating and
indoreing officers in which the rater is asked to evaluate: the subject's

i

E over-all job proficlency in cne or two of seven briefly describsd areas.
g of duty. The arsa which corresponds to- the subject’s principal job-

;%:; assignment 1a ael‘ected as bis "primary" duty; if‘fhai'e' is another area
%ﬁ which also 1s descripiive of his work, it 18 tomi bhis.- aecsndary d.uty

Section VI. Povsonsl Quelifications: Twelive ‘fGI‘CGd*GhOiCS tetrads:
{48 1tems) calling for an evaluaticn in “torms- of the. pe‘*‘a*ml qua}...ties
in each sst of tetrads wkich are most Jdascriptive znd l,exgafbf descriptive ::
of the ratee. o

T T Y N s A s NN R At e T R 5 5 vt ISR R

Section VII. Personal Qualifications: A ten-point soale fc.r ra.*ing
and indorsing ofﬁcera which requires an 1ndicaticn of ths extent taﬁvhic.h
the ratee possesess six deacr bed. trs‘ts. o B ”;" :—f__:

Only Sections IV, V, VI, and VII of Form 6?-1 were: analyzoq 4R “the. ?"f -
current investigation,. These are the aections emr:layod in: ueriv"ng the -
final numerical score. ST S
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CRITERION VARTABLES

e

= E It was decided that ratings Ly peers would serve as the independent
% f jardatick of efficiency against which the Form 67-1 could be validated
:;—23 % for general officers. For this purpose the Officer Evaluation Form OE-G
% §Z {WD AG0 PRT-6T6) was used. Ti. instrument war initially developed for
;‘% %:f the study of Army Alr Force generals. It gives each rating officer the
% f opportuni’y to express hia opinicn of the efficiency oi those fallow

offiscers of general grade with whose work he ie most famillar.

(1

The Officer Evaluation Form is divided into two parts. In Section I,
the rating officer is asked to place each subject in an appropriate ’
position on a 20-point scele, evalusting him in relation to all Army cfficers
of his grade. Ia Sectlon II, the rater is asksd tc indicate the seven most
and seven least competent of all officers he is rating. In this manner,

N PP

the study was designed to rield two criterion ratings on each rated officer.
PROCEDURE

Accomplishing Ratings on Form OE-G

Rosters of all gzeneral officers were obtained from the General

: Of'ficers' Section of The Adjutant General's Office. Assignments of ell
ma jor generals and brigadier generals w.ere obtained from the Jenerai
Officers' Section, Carser Management Group, Division of Perscnnel and
Adminigtration from which separate mimeographed rosters of active majJor
generalis >nd brigadlisr generals were preparsd.

A lettsr was sent to sach major general and brigsdier gsreral
axpleining the purpnse of the study aad requesting his cooperstion. A
mimeographed roster of major generals or brigadier generals (depending
upon grade of the addressee) was inclcsed. The addressee was asked to
check the names of the individuals with whom hs was acguainted. Of
these officers, he was asked to indicate at lesai %0 (1if nossihle)
whose work he lmew well enough to ravs.

From the completed rosters returned by 140 major generals
(98.6% of the base population) and 178 brigaedier generais (96.2% of the
base population), the Officer Evaluation Form OE-G was prepared, first
; for major generals, later for brigadier generals. FRach msjor general
- x : was asked to rate on Form OE-G a maximum of 20 officsrs randomiy selected
: ' from the list of men with whose work hs had indicated familiarit-. An
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attem:% was uwade to include sach major general's name on 20 lists in order
to secure 20 raitings per man., Officers whose names were checked on less
than 8ix of the original :i'osters were excluded as subjects of the study.
Morecver, officers whc hed indicated familiarity with the work of less
than 12 other officers wefe excluded as iatera.

Returns of Forms OE-G by major generals seemed-to indicate some con-
fusion in 1egard to Sectfiion I. The misinterpretation apparently arose from
the use of 20 names on the 1ist with 20 places -on the scale. To preclude
& s8imilar misinterwre’ation by brigadier geunerals, more than 20 namos: were
ircluded in the Forms OE-G prepared for them. Otherwise the procedure for
brigadier generals was .exactly as described above. '

Scoring Ratings from Forum OE-G

a. In Section I, a subject's score for each OE-G was equivalent
to his position oh the 20-point scale {(a score of 20 representing the
marimum sbtainasble by the "best" officer), while his final score on

Section I was the mean of &1l such scores from all ratings he received.

. b. In Section II of Form OE-G, a weighting system for position:

as one of tie seven judged most competent, seven least competent, .or inter- -

mediate group was developed. The scale of weights provides an adjustment
for the varying number of men evaluated Dy .each rater. An-officer's -gc_:gz;;é:
on Section II became a function not only of the rank position of his judged
competence, but of the total number of zen evaluated by the ratér. Weights
were assigned through a rough application of tke nirmal -curve. "l?l_;e’: o
assumption that general officer ability is normally distributed required-
that & certain proportion of rated officers receive each of the possible
scores. When only 13 officers wers evaluated by a sirgle 'rq.fer, fower of
them received the maximum score of four than when 25 officers wero rated.
Proportions of the normal curve wers not followed ‘rigomupu, “however,
since In a few instances 1t was deemed advissble to create more of &
distinction between weights for different numbers o’ff=ratpba than:gould b3
possible through a strict application of the r}ox:niq.}. o‘qgvg,.j 'Qjé wgtﬂ;;jeéﬁi"e; ]
final rating in Section II, similarly to Section I, ves tiue mesn of all
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ratings he received in Section IX. The sliding scale of weights used in
scoring Section II is shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1
SCORING WEIGHTS FOR POSITION ON NOMINATING SC.IE, SECTION II,
OFF1CER EVALUATION REPORT, OE-G

40y 012, TR TR IS YAY drhinin wRIM A |

i

l‘éﬁkma‘a« L,

%‘ Scale . Number of Men Rated
2 Position - 2%-25 20-23 17-19 14-16 - 13 12
; A 4 4 4 L 4 4
: 5, 4 " 4 N 3 3
% § 33 L 5 3 3 3. >
% § B, 3 3 3 3 3 3
: Es 3 3 3 3 2 2
: 2 Hg 3 3 3 2 2 2
: 3 3 2 2 2 -
: i :.t[* 1 1 2 2 2 -
: Ig 1 1 1 2 2 2
Lg 1 1 1 1 2 2
L, 1 1 1 1 1 1
: Ly 0 1 1 1 1 1
: L, 0 0 0 0 1 1
L, 0 0 0 0 0 0

Not
Nominated 2 2 2 2 2 -
: * H = High
** 1, = Low

Obtaining and Selecting Forms 67-1

Efficiency Revorts, WD AGO Form 67-1, which had been completed on
all general officers from the time the form was authorized for official use
(1 July 4¥7) to the time the statistical analyses wers completed, were obtained
from the Career Management Branch of the Division of Personnel and Adminis-
tration and from the Perconnel Information Branch of The Adjutant General's
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Office, where Parts I acd II, respectively, of Form 67-1 were filed. Usable
Forms 67-1 wera available for 116 major generals (81.7% of the bese populatic:)
and 173 brigadier generals (93.5% of the base population).

One Form 67-1 wae selected for each subject. Criteria for selection
of these raports were: (1) a minimum of GO days for period covered by report,
and (2) whaere more than one Form 67-1 existed for a ratee, most iutimeto
working contact between ratee and rater (as indicated by Section Ii E-of
the Form).

Processing Date .

The following data were coded and punched:
Genersali

Rank
Man number <

Forn OE-G

Rating (single and mean) or 20-point scale {Section I)

ting (single and mean) via nominating technique (Secticn II)
Number of raters on 20-point scale-
Number of raters via nominating teck.iiqus

Form 67-1

Date of Report 5 /
Job Proficiency {(JP) Raw Score=
Personal Qualifications
Over-All (OA) Rew Score2
Section II Part C - Rater (Raw score for sach scale)
Sestion II Part C - Indorser (Raw score for éach acala)
Section IV Raw Score
Section V - Primary Duty - Reter
Secticn V - Secondary Duty - Rater /
Section V - Primary Duty - Indorser— /

" Section V ~ Secondary Duty - Indorser—
Section VI - Raw Soore ]
Section VII - Personal Qualifications - Rater 6 /
Section VII - Personal Qualifications - Indorser—

PQ)- Raw Score= 5/

STATISTICAL ANALYSES

The following variables were mtpmorrelatecl for major and drigadier-.

5/ By scoring syrtem in effect 1 July 1947 to April 19&9 Sinca use of this
score was dlacontinued prior to the completion of this study, 1t 418 not
considered in the analysis.

6/ So few reports on the generels whose Forma 67-1 were studied in this
project tore indorasments that no attempt was made to study thess variables.
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generais considersd as a group and for major generals and brigadier generals

1. Mean ratings on 20-point scale
2. Mean ratings via nomimating technique

B. WD G0 Form 67-1

3. Section IV Raw Scores

4. Section V - Primary Duty - Ratirg cfficer

5. 8ection VI Raw Scores

6. Section VII - Raw scores of aach of the six scales -
- ’ Rating officer

C. Means ard standard deviations of these variables were also
D. A frequency distribution of mean ratings on the criterion

. 7
E. The reliability of the criterion was eatimatod.z’

F. Sigra distancés of mean over-all Form 67-1 standard ecores-e-/
of general officers above the mean over-ali standari acoresé’ of ail other
grados of officers were computed. This was ac"omplished in order to provide
information bearing on the applicadbility to general officers of the
conversion table developed for uss with lo#er-grad‘e officers.

G. A coefficient of correlation was obtsined betwesn the number
of times the rated officer's nume was checked off on the originsl rosters
and the rafing he received. This was done to determine whether or not a
relaticnship exisis betwesn willingness to rate an foicer aund the rating
he recéives. "

T / TUsing Horst's formulsa, T =,1— 3 . Ses Horsi, Paul. A'Gbnai'alized
No.

M
Expresaion for the Reliability of Measures Pagchometrika 1943, 1k, 21-32.

§/ These gcores wors computed by use of the revised scoring wsights developsd
under PJ 410%-08, 19%9, Follow-up Vslidation of Form 67-1 -(PRS Report -
Fo. 791). This sc ormg gystem replaced the zcoring procedures in eoffect
1 July 47 to April 49, TUnder the revised plan, separats scores for job
pmﬁciency and personal quaiificstions-have becn abandoned for a single
. over-all score, which is not the same as the former over-all score.
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E, T t5s validity of the Form O7-1 for

general officers considered as part of the total officer population, a
formula for correction for restriction in range was applied.

I. Multiple correlations and beta weights were obtained for the
prediction of each of the two criteria from the best weighted combination
of Seotions IV - VII of Form 67-1. The validity of the form when: parts

were combinsd by straight addition and when the scoring formula developed

under PJ 410408 was applied was also determined.
RESULTS

On the basis o2 ‘f.indings of past reliability studies, i1t was decided "
to exclude from the anslysis of data any subject who had been evaluated by
less than five fellow officers on Form OE:G. This eliminated -only five
geteral officers. Of the remaining number, Forms 467-1 ware availabdle for
116 major generals (82% of bass population) and 170 "br;_ighd;or generals
(92% of base population), making a total of 286 usable cases for this
investigation. ) ‘

Table 2 shows the distribution of number of ratings for all general
officers on whom criterion evaluations were received. The mea: number of
ratings ie 14.5.

Tabls 2 .
DISTRIBUTION. OF NUMBER OF RATTNGS RECEIVED BY GENERAL OFFICERS
— EVALUATED ON FOM OE-C

Numbar of : Number of Men.
Ratings Receiving Ratinga
1-3 : 3
L .6 -3
7-9 ) ’ 17
10 - 12 . 5%
13 - 15 A 133
6 - 18 12 .
19 - 21 : 34
22 and up 15

Total . 3BT

A sampling blas which might tend to reduce the size of the validity
soefficlent entered into the population of major generals, ~einqo_:.';‘o;f§:s'r67-ii
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are not accomplished for general officers in the permanent gradeé of major
general. As a possible effect of this, the superior segment of major
generals -- those promoted to permenent status -- may have been absent from

the study, with a consegquent nearrowing of the range of population.

Predictor Variables

Because of the restricted nature of the sample (officers of very
high rank), it was anticipated, and later substantiated by the data, that
means would be high and standard deviations low. On all parts of the
Form 67-1, the mean score for general officers was above ths average.scores

of field end company grade officers, and the standard deviation considerably
below.

The mean over-all standard score for brigsdier generals wsas i}l, for

major generals 135 2/ Both ars substantially higher than mean over-all
standard scores of a coabined population of RA and non-regular lower grade
officers. The upward deviation of general officer scores is less pronounced
when the general officers are compuirsi with RA officers alone. Table 3
shows the mean over-all standard scores by grade for 10,000 rsgular Army
officers below the grade of general and for 286 brigadler and major generals.

The standard scores are based on Form 67-1 scores of the 10,00C lower grade
officers.

Tabtle 3
MEAN OVER-ALL STANDARD SCORES ON WD AGO FORM 67-1 FOR
10,000 RA OFFICERS OF GRADES LIEUTENANT
TRROUGH COLONEL AND FOR 286 BRIGADIER
ARD MAJOR GENERALS*

Grade ‘ Standard Score
Major General 133
Brigadier General 131
Colonel 113

- Lt. Colonal 112
Major 109
Captain 107
lst Lisutenant 105
2nd. Lieutenant 81

* Standard Scores ars obtained from the ofticiai Am“converaion .
table of April 194%9.

37 By revised scoring syatem of PJ 410%-08.
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FOF the 206 général. officers in the final phase of the study, Tables

L, 5, and 6 show the msans, standard deviatione, and intercorrelations

w

s

among the following Form 67-1 raw scorss:

1. Bection IV - Job Performance - Forced-choice tetrads
2. Section V - Job Performance Rating officer - Primary duty
3. Section Vi - Personal Qualifications - Forced-choice tetrads
k., Section VII - Personal walifications - Rating officer

(a%x scales)

SRR

Table 4 B .
INTERCORHELATION 07 WD AGC FOPM 67--1 RAW SCORES FOR
MAJOR AND-BRIGADIER GENERALS
N=286

p
{

ST

i

st

il
e

1
1l

!
\ \

i

Msan S.D. Form §7-1 Variablss

8.6 3,28 Sec. IV - b Proﬁciency
] Forcoad-Choice Tetrads. 1
9.2 .85 Se:z.V - Job Proficiency
Rating Scales 2
4.4 L4.1% Ses. VI - Personal Qualifications-
) Forced-Chcice Tetrads 3
9.2 .85 S8ec. VIiI- 'Personal Qiiiificat;ona
 Rating Scale {1) &
9.4 .76 Sec. VII- Persornzl Qualifications
Rating Scale (2)- 5 33 61
(3
'
8
9

NS
8 &
» 0\
Y & w
FARIPSEE
w

9.5 .79 Sec. ViI- Personal Qualifications
. Rating Scale (3}

9.3 .82 Sec. VII- Personal Qualifications
Rating Scals (&) -

9.2 .8% Sec. VII- Personal Qialificationy
'Rating Sc&l’ (51

9.6 .71 Sec. VII- Peraonal Quaiifications-
Rating Scals-{6)

» 9

e B

A
2w b

A

&5 k5 6 -
66 .59 66 T
: 58 60 52 .56 8

38 .68 3B Bk .53 T3 6B 5% 9

- 15 -




i
Table 5
INTERCORRELATION OF WD AGO FORM 67-1 RAW SCORES FOR =
MAJOR GENERALS -
=116
== = e e———

Mean S.D. Form 67-1 Variables

bg,0 2.80 Sec. IV - Job Proficlency
Forced-Choice Tetrada H 1l
9.4 .80 Sec. V - Job Proficiency

ot e R e o,

; Rating Scales 2 .29 2
46.6 3.8% Sec. VI - Personsl Qualifications
Forced-Cholce Tetrads 3 .50 .36 3
9.2 .78 Sec. VII- Psreonsl Qualifications
Rating Scals (1) Y 27 .65 .46 i
9.5 .62 Sec. ViI- Personal Qualifications
Rating Scale (2) 5 .08 .55 .41 .55 5

9.6 .70 Sec. VII- Personal Quaiifications

Rating Scale (3) 6 .39 .11 .29 M2 .21 6
H .4 .75 Sec. VII- Personal Quaiifications
Rating Scale (4) 7 .27 .70 .28 .62 .Lko .68 7
9.3 .80 Sez. ¥II- Personal Quaiifications .
Rating Scale (5) 8 .20 6K .30 .59 .53 .52 .54 8
9.6 .70 Ses. VII- Persoral GQualificati~zs
- ) Rating Scale (6) 9 .35 61 .27 .49 .31 .72 .64 ik 9
Table 6
IRTERCORRELATION OF WL AGO FORM 67-1 RAW SCORES FOR
BRIGADIER GENERALS
N=170
Mean £.D. Form 67-). Varisbles

L8.4 3,55 Sec. IV - Job Proficlency
. Forced-Cholce Tetrads
9.2 .93 Sec. V ~ Job Preficlency
Rating Scales
6.2 4.32 Sec. VI - Personzl Qualifications
Forced-Cholce Tetrads
9.1 .89 Sec. VII- Personal Qualifications
Rating Scale (1)
9.3 .B3% Sec. VII. Personal Qualifications
Ratinrg Scale (2)
9.4 .84 Sez. VII- Fersonal Qualifications
Rating Scsle (3)
9.2 .85 Secz. VII- Persnnal Qualificatiorns
Ratiag Scels (&)
9.3 .85 Sec. VII- Personai Qualifications
Rating Scele (5]
8.5 .72 Sec. VII- Personal Qualifications
Rating Scaie (6}

2% .69 k0 L

63 59 .1 5

69 65 .62 46 51 6

35 .75 40 68 6T 6 T
48 58 67 57 .63 .50 .61 8
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Critérion variables

Form OE-G proved highly succeesful in producing good differentiation .
among general officers. On the 20-point scale cf Section I, the mean score
for all general officers in the sample was 11.5. The mean of Section II,
vhich has a maximum score of 4, was 1.5. Table T below presents, for s Jor
and brigadier generals meparately and for the combined pcpulaiion, the

distribution of mean ascores on the criterion mMeRsUYes .

Table 7
DISTRIBUTION OF MEAN RATINGS FOR CRITERION DATA (FORM OR-G)

Section I Frequency Frequency Total Cmnulativ;e

Mean Ma jor Brigadier Frequency Frequency
Rating General General
18 2 - 2 2
17 3 3 6 8
16 3 1 13 21
15 11 16 27 48
1.1 16 16 32 80
13 13 21 34 1k
12 16 27 43 157
11 10 13 2 180
10 11 13 2 20k
9 13 15 28 232
8 9 16 25 257 -
T 6 13 19 276
6 2 3 5 281
5 -- 1 1l 282
4 1 1l 2 284
z -- 1 1 285
2 - -- - 285
1 -- 1 1l 2
Mean of Mean
Ratings n.7 11.4 1.5
S.D. 2.9 3.1 3.0
Sectlon II
3 T 12 19 19
2 55 78 133 152
1 50 68 118 270
Mean of Mean .
Ratings 1.6 1.5 i.5
S.D. 0.7 0.7 0.7
- 17 -




Ratsrs on Form OB.G itomdsd to place the rated officer in the same
relative position in both Sections I and II -- the correlation between the
two sections was .88. Raters ugreed w.th each other almost as well. Ths
estimated reliability of the criterion measures for the combined population
of brigadier and major generale with five or more criterion ratings {i.e.,
322 officers) was .81 for Section I and .82 for Section II. For brigadier
generals alone, reliasbilities were .82 and ;81, and for major generals .81

and .83.%0/
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An interesting finding of the study corcerns the existence of a.

i

%“f low but eignificant and positive relationship between the number of times
= the rated officer's name was checked off on the original mimeographed

% rosters sent out to all active brigadier and major generals and the rating
é he received on Form OE-G. The coefficlert of correlation between number
§ : of times mentiocnea arnd mean individual score on Section I of Form OE-G was
% .29, between times mentionsd and Sectlon II of the form, .35. Tkis

% relationship of number of raters able and/or willing to rate to mean

: rating received has been found in a number of other stuiles. This

§ f1:}1ing has important implications fc:» planning of research invoiving

: ratings.

Validity of the Form 67-1 For General Officers

“Depending upon which sysiem 1s used for welghting rarts of the
Form, over-all validities of the Form 67-1 for general officers range from
.21 to .4k. In Table 8 below, it can be seen that the maximum tolal
validities cbtainable by an optimal weighting of parts of the Fora 67-1
are .40 (multiple R with OE-G Secticn I criterion) and .44 {multiple R
with OE-G Section II criterion). for the population of drigadier generals.
Comparable validities for major generals are .38 and .40, respectively.
By straight summation of parts of the Form, validities are .37 and .31 i
for brigadier generals, ,28 and .29 for major generals. By still a third
scoring system,--weighting of parts in accordance with the ec.oring formula
developed in PJ 4104-08 -- over-all validitles of the form are .33 and .32
for drigadier gensrals, .21 and .24 for major generals.

MR Gl s Lasindd ¢k i

10/ Rellability estimated by Horst formula: see note 7 or page 12.
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Tabls 8
OVER-ALL VALIDITY OF THE FORM 67-1 FOR GENERAL OFFICERS

Type of H'eightingi for : ) Cc‘rrelation with Form OR=G

Total Score Ma jor Generals Brige.dier Genarals-

Sec. I Sec. II Sec, T ..,ec. II
Optimal Weighting (Maximm .38 * 4o 40 En

Multiple R)
Straight Summation of Parts .28 .29 37 31
" Official Scoring Weights of 21 24 33 L3
PJ 41ch-08 .

Individual section validities of Form 67-1 ere satisfactory. An
inspection of Table 9 below reveals coefficients of correlation with the %wo
criterion scales of Form OE-G as high as .38.

Table 9
PART SCORE VALIDITY OF THE WD AGO FORM 67-1 FOR GEEERAI. -OFFICERS

i Correlation with Form OE-G
— Major anFFrigmer
‘Major General Brigadier Gsneral _ ~ General _
Form 67-1 Variables Sec.I Sec.II Sec.I Sec.II”~ Sec.I ~ :Sec.II

Sec. IV raw score © W31 35 21 13 .25 .20
Sec. V Primary Duty, ) 3 . .
Rat. Off.. .29 .26 29 .23 29 . gk
Sec. VI raw score 13 1 .27 A9 22 .16
Sec. VII Rating ) ) .
Officer 1 .28 27 33 .29 317 . .28
Sec. VII Rating 7 _
Officer 2 .10 A3 .29 .25 .23 22
Sec. VII Rating - )
officer 3 26 .16 .33 .26 - .23
Sec. VII Rating )
Officer 4 .20 22 .38 31 32 .28
Sec. VII Rating : )
L Officer 5 .22 .22 .35 .29 30 26 :
Sec. VII Rating : - b
Officer 6 .15 .18 .29 24 2 - 2 B

g iy
TR

Ffrom Table 9 it can be sveenf“thaﬁSectioh IV, Job'Fsrformance tetrads y
shows the greatest validily for major generals, while the scales of .Section VII,
Personal Qualifications, show the greatest validity for brigaiier generals.
Seotions VI and VII, Personal Qualifications tetrads -and scales, are-least valid

-19 -




j

S
:@:] i

L'E i
iy

=

L B 4
w1t ims 2 gL 'ﬁ%’ﬁﬁ94'lfﬁ!!!i!%félllw&%mmmm P

i

sl

¥ o,

1 BT N SR A bt v

Gt s e

for mejor generzis. In coneidering the sizs of the coefficients, it must
be remembered that the population is itself a restricted one, representing
icp level officer personnel. Since the size of the ccsfficient of
correlation is in part & fanction of the spread of scores, the restricted
population plays an lumportant role in limiting the size of the coefficients.
An extample of the piling up of acoree at ons end of the continuum is found
in Section VII ia which the mean score of each of the six scales 1is well
over 9 where ths maximum possible-sccre is 10,

When. the general officsr population is considered as the upper
end of the total Army officer population, & formula for correction of
restricted range can be applied with subatantial increase i validity. Table

10 shows the effect on validity of thke applicstion of such a :."ormu}.a.}-}-/

Table 10

EFFECT OF CORRECTION FOR RESTRICTION IN RANGE ON VALIDITY OF
FORM 67-1 FOR BRIGADIER AND MAJOR GENERALS

Form 67-1 Score

Section I - OE-G Section II - OE-G
Uncorrected Corrected Uncorrscted = Corrected
A. Major Generals: r r x r
Over-all .21 .39 2% 43
Sec. IV 31 145 .35 .50
Sec. V.- Prim. Duty
Rat, Of7. .29 45 .26 A0
Sec. VI A &, A7 11 15
Sec. VII - Rat. Off. .18 .29 .20 31
B. 3Brigadier Generals:
Over-all .33 48 .32 16
Section IV .21 26 .13 .16
Sec. V - Prim. Duty )
Rat. Off. .29 40 .23 .32
Sec. VI 27 31 . .19 .22
SOC. vII - Rﬂt. off- 033 ol:'l.' 028 .}8
. -
11/ The Tollowing formula of Karl Pearscn, which makes s
the assumption that ail varidbles studied are rip e
normally distributed, was employed: R = . 'l_

i2 \% . g2

1

Where ,S1 is the 8.D. in the general population and 1 =TiptT, ?]?’
8, is the S.D. in the restricted population.

- 20 -
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Comparison of the Validity of the Form 67-1 for General -Officers
with the Validity of the Form 67-1 for All Other Grades of Officers

'y ‘)W'\ \’“ i ;}ég}; "WM y}@}@l .
A #.)’i A .“.:I"I‘ -

Data bearing on the validity of the form for officers other
than those of general grade wers gathered in January 1949 under PR 410k,
Study of Officer Efficiency Ratipé Methods.22/ It s not the present purpose
to report in detail results of this investigatioa, but merely to make -gome
indication of the relative officiency of the ftsmtibix;ﬁg';pf ;Fo;jm—67a'1,:f0r‘
officars of gensral and lower grades. Figures 1 through 5 '(iggéa 22-26), 7
show graphically thie results of such a comparison for over-all sccraes and
for four seot,ig;:s of Form 67-1: Section IV, V (primary duty, "i'gﬁi‘xig‘qiff-icor)_,,
VI, and VII (rating officer). The-general officers: are éonxpared— with
Regular Army officers only. ' '

)

L
ull}rnibé;‘{;

‘n m‘“ h ?v- !

FIARILIY

it bk b

13/ These data ere presented in FRS Report 79la, 1949, Follow-up Validation
of WD AGO Form 67-1, The Adjutant General's Office, Personnel Research .
Section. o T .

g
i

o4 “g U
i

:

i
)
.

i
T wmﬁgm
fRftath AH 4 R it

i
e

= =g -
§.5
Lo
£S5

e

S
ty

3
AR
o

i

e

&=

| :i.';vﬁ%?!

o
A

—_—
i i

;jg:

- 21 ~

i
b
W

ot
Lt
it

chie

"

fi

b
f
t
|




N e

"r‘”»‘

)
RN e SRR T r Y C T S

O Bl 1 e e

[ro——1

r=.52
50 =50 V777
r=148
A5
r=.42
.0
[ = R .
-
.
3 0_"5 N /
~4
&4
Q
]
= .
4_} z
] 0L
g
~t
]
5 25
g Y
=
9
o
al .20
15
10
.05 ‘!
.00 i
GRADE lat Lts. Ma jors Lt.Cols. Cois. Brig.Gens. Jor ~
and Capts. Validity of Form 67-1 0ens.
* v Increase -1n Validity Resulting
/////////A From Correction for Restriction

in Range.

Fig. 1. Analysis by grade of the validity of WD AGO Form 67-1, Efficisncy

Report for Army Officers: Over-all Score derived from PJ 4104-58
official weighta. (Criterion: For general officers - PRT-676.
Section I. For all other grades: PRT-1629B.)
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Fis 2. Analysis by grade of the validity of WD AGO Form 67-1, Effiociency
Report for Army OfZficers: -Seotion IV - Job-Performance, Forced-
Choice Tetrads. {Criterion: - For gemeral officers - PRT-676,
Section I. For:all other gradoa- PRI‘-lﬁ2913 Y
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Fig. 3. Analysis by grade of the valldity of WD AGO Form 67-1, Bfficlency

Report for Army Officers: Section V - Job Performance, Primary

Duty Rater. (Critericn: For gensral officers - PRT-676,
Section I. For all other grades: PRP-16293.)
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r of Form 67-1 and the criterion
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Fig. 4. Analysis by grade of the validity of WD AGO Form 67-1, Efficlency
Report for Army Officers: Section VI - Personal Qualifications,

Forced-Choice Tetreds. (Criterion: For general officers - :
PRP-676, Section I. For all cther grades: PRT-1629R.) .-
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r of Form €7-1 and the criterion
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r=,18

1st Lts. Majors Lt.Cols. Cols. Brig. Ma jor

and Capts. Gans. Gens.
GRADE

Fig. 5. Analysis by grade of the validity of WD AGO Form 67-1, Efficiency
Report for Army Officera: Section VII - Personal Qualifications,
Rating Officer. (Criterion: For general officers - PRT-676,
Section I. For all other grades: PRT-1629B.)
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From Figures 1 through 5 1t cat be seén ithal validity coefTicients Ifor
general officers compare favorably with those for officers of other grades,
particularly first lieutenant, captain, and major. In three of the four
sections analyzed, general officer validity coefficlents equalled or exceeded
those for the three lowest grades of officers. Only in Section V (Job
Proficiency) of Form 6§7-1 does the validity for general officers fall
noticeably below that for other grades or officers..lIn every instance,
validity coefficients for lieutenant colonels and colonels exceed tc a

small degree those of general officers.

That differences in validity of the Form 67-1 for general officers and
lower grade officers are slight and may be due at least in part to greater
range of scores in the lower grales is demonstrated by Figurs 1 (Page 22)
which shows the effect on valldity of  correction for restriction in range.
From Figure 1, it is seen that when a correction for smaller variability of
general officer scores 1is applied, the difference between general officer
and lower grade validities becomes very slight indeed.

In interpreting the comparative figures, 1t must be remsmbered that a
different criterion instrument was used in each of the two studies, and
gince the s8ize of the vallidity coefficient is in partAa function of the
quality of the criterion, thie iimitation to a direct compariscn of grades
should be borne in mind.

CONCLUSIONS

A. The corrected multiple R's of .48 for brigedier generals and .39
for major generals obtalred through use of the official scoring fonpula-for
iower grade officers indicate a level of validity that renders the use of
WD AGO Form 67-1 desirable as an estimate of general officer efficiency.

B. While Section VI of the Form 67-1 shows relatively low validity for
both brigadier and major generals and Section VII low validlty for major
generals, these sactions are valusble becsuse of the contributicn they make
to a.well-rounded picture of the general officer's abilities.

C. The conversion table which is used in translating raw to standard
sccres for all other grades of Army officers 1s appropriate for general
officers. Its cocntinued use has the following advantages:

- 27 -
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(1) The asﬂuﬁption that genarals
a single continuum of Army officer ability is probably not an unwarranted one
and seems to be substantiuted by the data, particularly mean differsnces by
grede of Form 67-1 scores. 8Steady increases in mean 67-1 scores by grade
servé to support the statistical findings of good valldity of the form end
Jjustify the use of a single conversion table for all grades.

(2) There is & wide enough range of sbility within the population
of general officers so that the advantage of being able to compare general
officers with each other 1is still retair-d.

(3) Not only would it be possible to compare general oificers
with ‘each other -but in addition, direct comparison of other grades of
officers with general officers could also be msade.
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