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PERSONNEL RATING EFFECTIVENESS AS A FUNCTION
OF NUMBER OF RATING STATEMENTS

1. INTRODUCTION

The literature contains a large number of studies issuing from the search for appropriate
ra ting constructs to be used in the collection of rated data. The results have been rather
disap poin t ing, hut still the search goes on. The pursuit of rating constructs (or “factors ”) is
probably due to the enormous influence of Thurstone’s wor k with the factor analysis of test data
and to his conclusion that complex human characteristics can best be explained in terms of a few
ort hogonal factors that is , factors which are not correlated with each other. American
psych olo gists , in general , have acce pted Thurstone ’s posi tion. Those who have worked with rating
data have started from the assumption that the concept of orthogonality is alm ost a natural law.
If one accepts that assumption . it is reasonable that one of the primary goals of rating research
has been to find that set of independent (orthogonal) constructs which best describes human
behavior when rating data are used. It is, after all, merely an extension into rating data of a
pri nciple which has been acce pted broadly as a fundamental conce pt in test data.

There are , however , a t leas t four major diffIculties that have beset researchers in their quest
f or simple structure in rating data. These difficulties are as follows:

I. (~ thogona1itv as a Concept. Although the concept of orthogona lity as a requisite for
factors has been persuasive t o American psychologists, not all prominent modern psychologists have
succumbed to the attractiveness of Thurstone’s arguments for the primacy of specific or orthogonal
factors to describe human abilities (e.g., Horn . 1968 : Humphreys, 1962; Jensen , 1966: McNemar ,
1964 , to name only a few). Indeed. McNemar (1964) has pointed out a serious weakness in the
en tire factor analytic process :

In practicall y all areas of psychological research the demonstration or trivially
small minutiae is doomed to failure because of random errors. Not so if Y OUT

technique is f~ictor analysis , despite Its being based on the correlation
coeff icient that slipperiest of all statis tical measures. By some magic, hypotheses
are toiled without significance tests. This happy situation permits me to
announce a Principle of Psyc hological Regress: Use statistical techniques that lack
inferential power. This will not inhibit your power of subjective inference.

In the same article (a discussion of the concept of intelligence), McNemar finds no advantage
of frac tionating general mental ability into differentially weighted independent separate factors, even
in predicting meaningful criteria. The problem of finding separate rating “factors” is quite
analogous. We have no convincing evidence that separate rating statements will provide data that
are more useful than one global rating of all-around excellence. There may not be any set of
rating “factors” in t he simple structure sense .

2. Theory Weakness. If rating “factors” exist , it is not at all clear in what direction they
may lie. There is no widely accepted theory which provides clues to the researcher to aid him in
his search. Wit hout such clues, the number of descriptive qualities, interacting with ways of
express ing those qualities, is literally almost endless. This is one reason so much effort has been
expended in the search for the best rating statements. In test theory , it is known that certain
factors (e.g., verbal, numerical) are stable and replicable —although some have questioned the utility
of large factor sets. In rating theory, we do not even know the best format for collecting data .
much less which constructs are more likely to yield useful information.

fi~$CZD1NG FAQI ~~~~~~~~
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It is not even dear how rating questions should be worded. For example, there has been
considerable controversy over whether statements oriented around tasks performed (“adjusts the
linkage on the clutch pedal”) or statements oriented around personal characteristics of the ratee
(“forceful and dominant in interpersonal relations”) are more useful in describing ratees (Kavanagh,
1971; Massey, Muffins, & Earles, 1978). Generally, on this issue, task.oriented statements appear to
be slightly better by internal psychometric standards (slightly less inflated means, slightly larger
standard deviations, larger reliability coefficients), but no differences are usually observed when
evaluation of the rating statements is made by applying an external criterion. This problem of
theory weakness is much m~re severe in a search of rating data for rating factors than it is in a
search of test score data for intellectual factors, because the universe of discourse is so much
larger and harder to define.

3. Differential Description. Even if reasonably good factors could be deduced from some
theory, and even if they really were present in a gwen rating situation, there is no assurance that
they oOuld be demonstrated from the rating data collected. All psychologists are familiar with the
halo phenomenon in rat ings, and the halo effect is possibly strong enough that the average rater
simply cannot produce differentiation among ratee characteristics sharp enough and objective
enough that the factors would show up in the data analysis. But the first burden of a set of
rating factors—if they are really worthwhile—must be to describe differentially the members of a
ratee group. If a set of rating statements does not paint a unique picture of each ratee with
recognizable differences between his picture and that of each other member , it is difficul t to see
how that set of rating statements could produce useful validities against any reasonable outside
criterion.

4. Criterion Prob lems. Ratings are usually nollected to serve as a criterion, rather than
predictor, variable. One of the reasons rating data are used is that the investigator can find no
other way of measuring the variable of interest. Therefore, the rating is the most “ultimate” score
one can collect. There is no available metric closer to the true score than the ratings themselves.
If one accepts the position that the rating score h the ultimate criterion, then of course one
cannot question its validity. It is by definition perfectly valid. In such a case, one can only
investigate certain internal psychometric characteristics, such as its reliability (Remrners, 1934, p.
621). In some situations, particularly in the operational use of ratings, this can sometimes be a
reasonable position.

In doing research on rating methodology, however, it seems essential to have some other
criterion available which allows one to compare the “goodness” of one rating or set of ratings
against another. It is of little use to compare reliabilities, means, standard deviations, and other
internal psychometric characteristics if one is trying to determine which set of ratings is better at
measuring a particular condition.

Previous studies ‘in this series of investigations (Curton, Ratliff , & Mullins, 1979; Massey,
Muffins, & Earles, 1978) have attempted to discover qualities of “good” rating statements
compared with “poor” rating statements. The methodology has been what one might expect from
the difficulties labeled 3 and 4, above, discussing differential description and criterion problems,
respectively. Different sets of rating statements were compared by observing their relative merits in
differentially describing ratees, and in their prediction of external criteria. None of the sets of
rating statements investigated so far have shown any superiority over any of the others.

Judging from the results available so far in the literature, it may well be that perhaps all
that the average rater can do effectively is rate on some general overall idea of excellence and
that requiring the rater to rate separate characteristics independently is beyond a person’s
capability. If this is so, it is another way of saying that halo error overwhelms the variance in
sets of rating statements and that sets of rating statements are not more efficient than a single
rating. This is a study of the relative effectiveness of requiring raters to rate varying numbers of
statements, with effectiveness defined by criteria external to the ratings.
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II. METHOD

Rat ing Rationale
The two studies cited previously were based on the premise that if rating statements are

actually meaningful, raters should be able to identify unlabelled profiles made by their peers from
those rating statements. The two previous studies indicated that correct identifications (hits) are
too few to provide a reasonable degree of sensitivity. The average number of hits per rater , rat ing
14 peers, is only about 2.5. Therefore, a refined method of hits was also used, called the rank
order (RO) method.

The RO method provides a way to credit near misses. The hits approach is all or nothing.
The rating subject either guesses the profile correctly or does not. The rater may be sure that the
profile being studied is either , say , peer B or peer F, u commits to B. If th~ profile really
belongs to peer F, the rater not only gets no credit for being close on the identification of peer
Fs profile, but also misses peer B’s profile as well. The RO method, though a little difficult to
understand, is an approach designed to make the hits method more sensitive.

ii , in addition to being asked for absolute hits, the rater is asked to rank the unidentified
profiles in terms of some standard of excellence (e.g., how well the people with these profiles will
do in a course of instruction), and if the rater is also given a list of the names of peers and is
asked to rank these peers on the same standard of excellence, and then the rank differences are
analyzed, this is in a real sense a measure of hits which gives credit for near misses. For example,
if the rater believes correctly that the three profiles which appear to be the “best” in terms of
most likely to succeed belong to peers B, C, and F, but is not sure which is which, the ranking
approach will provide credit for placing these peers in the proper end of the ranking, whereas
absolute hits might give the rater no credit at all.

Another external criterion for judging the relative efficacy of various sets of rating statements
can be some typical success criterion, such as the final grade upon graduation from school. This
criterion is not quite as direct as peer identification for judging the quality of peer ratings,
because an additional element, validity of chosen statements , becomes a consideration. Using this
cr iterion, not only must each rating statement contribute to a sound differential description of the
ratee, but also it must be a statement which happens to be valid for that success criterion in
order for differences among rating statements to appear.

For example, one might calculate the correlation coefficient between the criterion and a set
of five rating statements and then calculate another correlation coefficient between the criterion
and 10 rating statements, of which five were the seme statements used in calculating the first
correlation coefficient. By applying the proper statistics, one can then determine whether or not
the set of 10 statements predicted better than the subset of five statements. Whether they do is
determined not only by the quality of the ratings as descriptors of the ratees but also by t he
validity of the quality described in the rating statement for the chosen criterion. One should be
able to rate one’s peers rather accurately on, say, height, but that would probably not be a valid
predictor of academic ability. Therefore, it is believed that the peer kientification process is
probably the most direct method of judging the relative accuracy of two sets of rating statements.
Both approaches were used in this study.

Subjects
Nine seminar groups of Air Force non commissioned officers (NCOs) (technical and master

sergeants) assigned to the Air Training Command (ATC) NCO Academy at Lackland AFB Annex
served as subjects for this study . Seven of the seminar groups were composed of IS subjects each,
one of 14 subjects, and one of 13 subjects, yielding a total N of 132 . Length of military service
for these subjects was 10 to 17 years.

S
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Proced~ es

The nine seminar groups were randomly assigned tu three treatment conditions of three
semmar groups each. The subjects in Trea t ment (‘ondition I were asked to rate their peers on five
rating statements. Those Ut Treatment Condition I were asked to rate their pes ts on 10 rating
statements, five of which were used by Treatment CondItion 1. In Treatment (‘ondit ion 3 , the
subjects rated their peers on 20 rating statements . including the 10 used h~ Treatment Condition
2. All 20 ot the rating statements ate given in the appendix. It should be noted that some ut the
statements are very general and person oriented in nature (e.g.. I, ,‘. 10) wink others are more
specific and tob related (e.g., 6, IS . I’)). This design ptovtded 45 subjects on whom 20 rated
statements were available, It’) on whom there were It) rated statements , and 132 who had all
rated the same five statements. Summary statistics lot all nine senunar groups and three treatment
conditions are available in Table I.

Thhk !. Number at Profile IdentIficatIons (Hitsl
by Tresiment and by Seminar Group

%.mmal O’.up

Tp..%m.~t I Tr tm.st 3 Tye.tinsøt S
$ $t.e. wSøts Ia $Ist.,.ts Sb $t.t.m.nls

n..usti F I S C N A 0 0

Group
N 15 IS 13 14 15 15 IS IS IS
Total Hits 31 36 35 37 45 40 36 40 34
Mean Hits 1.07 2.40 2 .6’) 2 .64 3.00 2.67 2.40 1.67 2.27
SD flIts I.t~5 ,QS 1 .4’) 1.55 I.’)O 1,24 1.54 I.’)2 1.33

Treatment
Totai N 43 44 4c

Total flits 102 III 110
Mean Hits 2.37 2.77 2.44
SD Hits 1.42 1.07

1-Ratios
Treatment I Versus I =

Treatment I Versus 3 t = .I63~
Treatment 2 Versus 3

aN~t slenlflcant.

Alter the ratings had all been collected, rating scores were averaged across raters, and profiles
were constructed, one for each ratee (see Appendix A for examples). The ratee ’s name was Iet~
off the profile, but the profile itself was reproduced in sufficient copies that all members of the
group could have all the profiles ot’ all their seminar group peers. unidentified as to name. In a
second visit to the seminar groups, the subjects were given three more tasks to perform, in the
foLlowing order. The first task was to study each of the protIles and rank the profiles according
to how ‘a person” with that profile should do in the class the subjects were taking. The second
task was to match each of their peers with one of the profiles (that is. Indicate to whom each
profile belonged). Third, each subject was given a list of the people In the seminar group and was
told to rank them according to how well they would do in the course.

‘Ihe data were subjected to two analysis of variance treatments (Tables I and 3). and then
they were reanalyzed using multiple linear regression analysis (Tables 4 to 7).
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t.ihk I s1~~ws t hat thct~’ %~ etc no ditt~i~ii es anIOil$ treatment coridit ions iii i t t ,’ nunihet ,,t
those suh~ects who wet ,’ looking at profiles iiiad~’ t rout 10 ratIn g statements ~oti ld ident its

their 
~~~~ 

no bet te r  th an those looking at piotdes m ade ft ~Ini tIse s t a t em ents. Nunihen ot hits . as
m entioned above . is a rrlaiivel~ tutse nsitive measure ~t pee r lecognitlon , ho~ esem ( I able I shows
that each gi oup aser .ige~t about 2 . ” hit ~

)

!‘aN ..‘. Anahs.i of Variance of Number of (‘onret
Pntfle Ideutlfkat ions (Hitsi b~ Ireatmeist

and b~ Seminar ( roup

Sum Of
Sourn 5qu~~ s OF Squ are P

In ear merit ‘3’) 2 I S 70 2 I ‘.~~S-eniuun ts roups Witlun lneatnient - I oS Sot .340’
I- irs’r (~ ‘Itlun t.roinps) 311 .  ‘I 113

‘I~~i t i i t , ~~t , m

lahle 3 shos~ s the results of alt~ is of v~uianee ticatmuen t of the ~~uared ~btteme nccs
betwee n the ranking t ’t the unidenrit ied piofiles and the ranking ~‘t peers. Again . iheic is ix’
signutleant ,ttttt ’mence am ong groups. event using this fl iome sertaitise ruessune of peer identitIcanon

I~thk -~ Analysis of Variance of Squared Deviat ions between Llttldentlfled
Pmfk Rankings and Peer Rankings b. Treatment and b~ Serulsar Cirisup

Suni of Ms. ..Souros Square. OP Squ ire P

treatment I50$0.uSl I “40 4” I I’)’
Semmam & roups Wit hin treatm ents 34Q$S~’ ’5’) 6 55314 o3 It:rr~ (Within ( rssup) 34~S4I’).S’)0 I ‘3 IS 117 ~l 3

A”

Interco rrelation mat rices among the various groups of rating statements arid fInal school gr ade
appear in tables 4 to t.. the m~vrt striking aspect of these correlations is their at:,’ The
reliabilities of the separate rating st a te m ents aic unknown. but it appears that the tuteicorre lattona
ot each rating statement with the “thers must approach the statement reliabilities. For e~amuplc. iii
table 4. 143 ot’ the IQI) initercorrelatioris among rating statem ents are ‘i) or higher , .snd .k) are
SO or hi$iet. All this argues rather strongis for the likelihood that little is being mated except a

genera l idea of e~celknce.
The ,.m~ uvrrnsomue feature of these inteneortelaft oni matilces is the fact that there are sonic

suahle ditierences among the 10 rating statemen ts in their validities against tinal school grade.
with Statement I e~hihiting the highest relationship u ith the enter tori. In each of the three
matnces, t his finding seems to argue against the proposit ion that the rater can evaluate only in
general terms. otheru is~’, how could one statement he m ore v*Iid than snottier ” Iloss e~er , there air
two possible explanations los the higher vahtlit~ of Statement I -
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Tabk .~~. Intercorrelstlons . 10 RatIng Statements, and Final School Grade
( \ — 8 9 )

Rati n, Stat.m.nt.

r a a a 1 5 s to i t

I I (H) ii $5 b4 49 SI 72 82 .73 ii
2 I til t $3 SI 79 71 .80 8~ $4

-
• l ost 80 ‘11 80 87 87
• 4 I ($1 .73 74 8~ .70 .75 SIt 4 1

5 t O O  74 84 68 78 78 .44
6 1.00 71 58 63 .78 19

7 1 0(1 SI 86 87
‘I 1 (10 87 It t
9 1.18) “ 4

• to I .18) Ml
tsr ;  1.00

Mean 3 , 2 3.1 1 1 1 ~ 3 b 14 3 I 1 I 3 ~ 328 3

so ~7 s4 47  43 44 .44 44 45 46 22 $

Table 6. lntercorrelations. Five Rating Statements,
aid Final School Grades

Ritim.q Statement. P50

I 2 3 4 5 1

1.00 71’ St. .64 .64.. .68
1 1.00 .51 .80 .7’) .36
3 1 (X) .80 .80 .61
4 1 .04.) . ‘4 .38
5 1.00 .38

FSC 1 .00
Mean 3.2 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.4 32° .1

SD .55 .52 .44 .43 .43 21 .8

The most obvious explanat ion is that Statement I (Learning Ability acquires knowledge
accurately and quickly~ describes the factor among the set of 20 which is nicat important for
success in this school environment. However, the learning at the NCO academy does not appear to
be of the kind which taxes learning ability, such as ditllcult academic subjects m~,ht. l_ooking in
from the outside, it appears that several others should be at least as important fIst success in this
particular school (e.g.. leadership, quality of work , motivation, knowledge of u1uties~. Furthermore.
if the raters really are making a distinction between learning ahilify and the other statements, it is
difficult to explain the high intercorrelations among the statements.

An alternative explanation Is that the order of presentation of the statements explains the
higher validity of learning ability for the su ccess criterion. This argument implies that whatever
statement was presented first would exhibit the highest validity, and learning ability just happened
to be the first in the series. Assuming that the mutters really cannot consider the separate
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statements independently, it would be natural enough for them to rate the first factor in terms of
a global perception of the ratee ’s general excellence, which should exhibit the highest validity of
which the rater is capable. When the rater is then faced with the task of rating the second and
succeeding statements, the rater perceives an implication that these other statements should be
somehow different from the first . So an implicit requirement is generated by the mechanics of the
situation to rate the second and succeeding statements different from the first , but there is not
(by assumption) an ability to do so accurately. If this scenario is accurat e , intercorrelation
matrices similar to those displayed in Tables 4, 5, and 6 should result.

There is no way within the Limits of this study to determine which of these two
explanations is correct , but another study in the same context varying the order of presentation
of the statements might clarify the relationships and should be easy enough to accomplish.

The results of four regression analyses appear in Table 7. The first question to be addressed
by this table is “When five rating statements are available on a set of ratees , is anything of value
added by considering an additional 15 rating statements when one is predicting some meaningful
criterion such as school success’?”

Table 7. Regreaion Analyses of Varying Numbers
of Rating Statements

Rating
Pvoblsm Statem.nts R2 N Dlfl srsnc .

A l—2 0 .693 45
I—S .605 45

.088 .458a

1- - tO .575 89
1—S .549 89

.026 .872a
C 1 , 19 .614 45

I alone .566 45
.048 5.2 12

D 1 , 19, 9 .623 45
1 , 19 .614 45

.009 gqla

aN t  sign ificant.

~Significan t at the .05 level,

Only 45 of the subjects (Treatment Condition 3) were available to investigate this question,
since only 45 subjects rated their peers on all 20 rating statements. Problem A in Table 4 shows
clearly that there is no significant difference between the full model R2 (using all 20 statements)
and the restricted model R2 (using only five statements).

The next question that arises Is, “Are tO statements better than five in predicting school
success?” Data pertinent to this question were available from 89 subjects, and are shown in
problem B. Again, there is clearly no significant advantage in using 10 statements , rather than five.

Finally, it seems important to ask, “What is the smallest subset of the 20 rating statements
which comes the predictive burden of the entire set? ” Problems C and D in Table 7 address this
issue. The 45 subjects in Treatment Condition 3 were used, since these were the only subjects
who rated the entire set of 20 statements.

10



~Vitt’n mat log 0 ~tcnit’nt I ( I t’at ithtg Abill iv) is 11w u nIt u at talult’ lit flit’ lilt’tltt In iii su 0 em , I hi’
K t i~ .St.t. - At lt ltitg tat ing st~tr’mr’nt I’) ~ Kn~issted ge of ltffliest to tttt ’ ~ui~ 1itttoit is sti’lii l,tri t’ aac s

I he K to .61 4, an m d  ease whit- h is stgnttk tint at t i l t ’ 0” level - When hi Ott matin g s I at emt’nt
anti I’) toe in the 1i~’tlit’t iuui t s~ sIein, the atltltlirtn s.f ans t O  t h e  uut hem IS siali’ntenta n oes not
itt tpi ovs ’ pts’tltc (tultt sigm tls’ant Is

Ii is not unusual that tits’ ts’~tii I ot ii 0 OilS 50 luP0l I a %imtt l4t St ~4 I dil lit 1 bests twit

pat t i iillV - 11th stud hr’gami w liii flit’ liv pi ttht’sts lIt al out t tOnt’sl i i  let can i ate tufliS tin soi tt e

gt’iteuil isIc~ of cxr ’ehlt’nce ~ntl f lint is tinirl Cannot t’e manic bet f t ’t lit- tCt hi$it in~ I lie m Ott ’i t o i alt’
sevetit i sepat SIt’ ~lttu actc ’m tOn-s ‘th is lit l~ uI llt’uls wa s feslt ’d , u sing Iwo uliflt’i.’nI esteina l ci item ta of

good ness o f - i  at l u g  Idn ules

When an e S tent ti l ci It cu to ut tu t i t’cogni I nut of u a let’ Is’’’ flit’s is used I o evaluate I lit ’ goonlne s~
of sets tO lat ings , (lit’ tr’sults unulscstt ’ th at Nt’It III iS t uutg s ta f i ’iIIt ’t lIs hingem than lIve tb not

• pituvitit’ iit’t let tt’cognlt tu in ol peet s flit’ attah sis of V Si ti t liS t ’ tk~lgti t il t 1 h u t  pt’i it il t iuit t nitt~lti~u0tt~
• conceiutimig whetht’u live 15101$ st at ettwn t % pmtutiur’s’nl slgitltk’antls lse ttt ’u t t ’~ tign ltt t i ut thnt t t ihti ’

‘, t l t t ’ ulI t ’lu t

V.!hen I itt’ t’ s I t’ m intl i t  mci n u t  is c lass 51 autnltng antI I itt’ 21) (at  III~ Si J I t ’ uIO’ii I s alt’ suluiect t ’t i t O

instIl ituit’ litteam u t’gm t’ss i. iii tut ilt sis . t h e is’sult s imttlicatn ’ Ii(lt’(lliiiu m illS (It at 1st ge set s of t at tutg
slatt ’ntt’utls thu h u t  pm~ vitlt’ %wttet itteannn’ itwuil h iatt sniall set s Appatt’utIl~ , htowr ’vt ’t , a ~t mtg it ’ u 51111$
stnlt’mttt ’htt ulil t ’S mto( can as ittu~lt pmetIicI ivt’ I~mw r’ u as tt %’ tu . (tue tbocs h t m l kntuu - . ru t cu ut i , Sn’

st ht’tht’m a singlu’ ist log statt ’uttt’nf ulellbt’matel ~ designeti to be’ as ht~~tl ~iitl glohual as puussililt’ ittiglit
have pi o~tn tt ’nl all (itt’ ph ethe l It ’ ll sIt tilnithle Ii unit all conthtnat I~~It~ ~t f “I It ’t u ’I ‘‘ 51811’ iiit’itt S %lItdt’ t il t’

.‘O statt ’ust’nIs slut lieti wets ’ selected pilitltlll\’ tin the i.ii~ts of Ihe’tu appatt’nt tndt’pendctt~e of t’adt
uut h t t ’ i  . flut that tlor’t not ni t  ,ilt$t ’ the f itct lit at the lie gino ing liv i m uu lhte st s ht~nb tn lit’ I t’~t’c l t’ nI lit

t~voi nil sit ahir’i mi tt’ one that stat es alers c~n t ’f tt ’citvt’ls use uuitIs a ve iv  small sutssi’t tO f l i t ’ II)

111111 $ it at t’hiit’fl I t invest Igat e’d in flits stuti - hOrn t’ at iulk’s us II) del I’m m ut e whet t un ’m a th igh’ glu dial

i at to g ut s lenient will pi-omle all flit’ use t’ul in I umint nthtun ~~ tlaIult’ Ii out s its ’ t itit t i hr’i t i t  ‘‘I Ic t i n t ’ ’

tat 111$ 0 atentt’nt s ~it nt will finti out in seveu al nbt f I em ent cont e~ ts what is the u m n ust I ik els iii i~ itnunt

numht’, u t ’  nun ’ I ul ‘ ‘t ~ t t i n t  ‘ ta i l  mtg ul it ~nk’ut t% .

Il 

~~~~~~~~
. - ~~~~~~~~~ ,—-— ~~~

. 
-- --



~~~~~~~

-— .““
~i

’ — —

~~~ 

-, _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ “

— • - - -‘-----~~~~~~~~~ - -~~-‘-um’-”- •‘
~

REFERENCES

Curton, E.D., Ratliff , F R., & Mulling, Ci. Content analysis of rating criteria. Chapter Xlll.l in
Criterion Development for job performance evaluation: Proceedings from symposium.
AFHRL-TR-78.85, AD.A000 000. Brooks AFB, TX: Personnel Research Division, Air Force
Human Resources Laboratory, February 1979, 116—122.

Horn, J .L. Organization of abilities and the development of intelligence. Psychological Review , 1968,
7~~3), 242—259.

Humphreys, 1G. The organization of human abilities. American Psychologist 1962, 17, 475—483.

Jei~en, A.R, Individual differences in concept learning. Chapter 7 in Analyses of concept learning.
New York: Academic Press, 1966.

Kavanagh, Mi. The content issue in performance appraisal: A review. Personnel Psychology. 1971 ,
24, 653—668.

Ma~ey, R,H., Mulling, Ci., & Eagles, J.A. Performance appraisal ratings: The cvntent issue.
AFHRL-TR-78-69, AD-A064 690. Brooks AFB, TX: Personnel Research Division, Air Force
Human Resources Laboratory, December 1978.

McNemar, Q. Lost: Our intelligence? Why? American Psychologist, 1964, 19, 871—882.

Remmegs, H.H. Reliability and halo effects of high school and college students’ judgment of their
teachers . Journal of Applied Psychology, 1934, 18, 619—630.

12

a , ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I ~~~ . . ‘ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -:

L~. _____ _____ k—’-. - — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~



APPl~’NI)lX 4: EVALUATION FORMS

F VALUATION FORM
Web

S.Iow Abo ve Abo,.
Aver age Av~~sg. A ver age AvS,.g. Outs t ind ing

I. Learning Ability acquires knowledge accura tely
and quickly (A) (B) (C) (D) (F)

2 . LeadershIp effectiveness In getting ideas accepted
and in guiding others to accomplish a task (A) (B) ((‘) (D) (F)

3. Quality of Work produces work of high quality (A) (B) (C) (D) (F)

4. Motivation sf rung desires to accomplish goats
and objectives (A) (B) (C) (D) (F)

5. Follows Instructions follows directions as
prescribed (A) (B) (C) (I)) (F)

6. Bearing and Behavior maintains professional
conduct and appearance (A) (B) (C) (1)) (F)

7, Accuracy precision and carefulness in work
performance (A) (B) (C) (I)) (F)

• 8. Oral Communication expresses ideas clearly,
logically, and grammatically in conversation (A) (B) (C) (0) (F)

~~~ Problem Analysis identifies and analyzes 
,

problems which require act ion (A) (B) (C) (0) (F)

10. InitIative self-starting, rarely needs a pusit to get
going (A) (B) (C) (C) (F)

II. Quantity of Work accomplishes a large amount
of work (A) (B) ~C) (0) (F)

I 2 . Written Communication expresses ideas clearly
in writing with good grammatical form (A) (B) (C) (0) (F)

13. Punctuality prompt In keeping engagements (A) (B) (C) (0) (F)

14. Adaptabil ity changes attitude and behavior to
meet the demands of the situation (A) (B) (C) (0) (F)

• IS . D e p e n d a b i l i t y  - does assigned ta sks
conscientiously without close supervision (A) (B) (C) (D) (F)

16 . l’motional Stability • - stability and calmness
under pressure and opposition (A) (H) (C) (0) (F)

13
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Evaluation Form

We”
beiow Above Above

Average Average Aver age Average Outstand ing

17. Human Relations — gets along well with fellow
workers and works effectively with them (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

18. Judgment — makes good decisions among
competing alternatives (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

19. Knowledge of Duties — understands the
requirements for effective work performance (A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

20. Honesty — straight-forward and truthful in dealing
with others (A) (B) (C) (D) (F)

Evsluat ioa Foro IV

5~~ ina r Profile 6’-
Well

Below Above Above Out -
Av erage Ave rage Aver age ~~~~~~~ atandiog

1. Learning Ability - I ‘~—I 
acquires heow ledge accurately and quickly

2. Leadership — effec t ive— I I ‘~~~~ 
i- _I

ne.s in getting ideas acce~ ted and in guiding other, to acco apl ish a

3. Quality of Work — ~~ 
• I - • I_A_I

produce. ve rk of high qua~~ ty

4. t i o tt va ci o i i—etr o ng 
~ 

I i . .I . .
ds.ir.a to acco.pli.h goal’. and objective .

3. Follows Instructions — 

follows direc tions a. pre .tribad

:~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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ivaluat ton Fo r, V

S.stn.r !zaLile M
well

I. I ow Above Abov e Out -
Av erage Av.r g~ Avsreg~

I-  Lea rnIn~~ A bil t ty - _ • ,
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

_ . .• . . . . .
acquire. heowt .dg. acc ut.t ~~ly and q~.I~ kly N.,,,,

2. LeadershIp — af fect ive - i ~~~~ i — . 
~~~~
.

an.. in geitin . ides . scce~tsd sod in guidin g J theri to accoapliak,,a task

3. Quattty of Wor k — . . . . , . . ..  \,. 
produce. work of high quality I 1

5. Nott vsti on — at ron $ & I I ~ • . .
‘ “ i~’ ’v.ue 1 • • ~ . ~ ~ • ‘

desires to accoaplish goalS snt obje,~t iv.. I I I

5. Follows Instruction . -

folio,,. directions as pr..ir~bed

6. leerin g and Behavi or — .~~. . . . , . . . . . • fl S S

esinta lne professional con&Ict sod appearance

1. Accur ac y — precision . . . . s q  .~~~~~. . . . •1 -1and caref u lneas in wor k pes’roresnce

I. Orsl Co unlcati o n — l• I s _A s . .  . n $ t q  s i t s  u h t

~~~ espIes... td.a. ct .sr ly .  to~ ic aL ly ,  and grs st t cal ty in con restiba

~~. Probla. *nalyet s - .1 
identifies and analyses pr&le.e vtsi ch require ‘Iciton

10. Init Iative - ash - . s I S C C (
sl attin g , rarel y needs a p.hh to get goin g S

i- c
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tve*u*t ion lore VI

~~~~~~ Cr Profi le F
• well

Below Above Above Out-
Av.ragg Average Aw.~age Averagi eiaediqg

1.  Learn ing Ab il ity - I - A~ S - -.- •
~ 

. 5 5 1acgist rea beowladge accuratel y and quickly

�. Leadersh ip — effective— 
~ I 

‘
>~&_ • j s_s s • A I 1 5 5 5  5- 5

as.. is letting idea. accept’Id and ii, guiding oth.re to accoapttsa’-.*,,~~iek

3. Quality of Work - 
~
_.. I , i ~~~~~~~~~~~ 5- . . . ._._ .

produce. work of high quallt’y ‘

6. Wot ivation — strong I • ‘- -i j . >‘a ~~— 1 • • ~ ~
desires to eccoeplieb goat, and objectives I

S. Follow. Instructions — ~ 5 A I £(“~
“
4_p , , 5  ~~~A A A s 5 i .  A

follow. direction. as prescrtbed I ~1

6. Bearing and Behavior — . . . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . ._ I “
~
‘
~5 
. &_~ 

. ...~~~
est nt atna profess ional cond u~j  and appearance

7. Accuracy — precision
end cerefu.toe ee in wo rk per reanc.

• I. Oral Co~~~sn Ication — i — —. I •1
elpfse.ee idesa tlea rly , lOtt cally. and grs ati’cally in conver t iot,

~~. ProbIan Mal,’et. — S I . . . . . .  . . 5 5_ t A 1 5  I ~ i i
idsat If ice sod enalysee pro*~ees JsiW require &t 1ion

10. Initiative — self— 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . 

alert ing, rarely need s . pau l to get ~~ing I I
11. Quantity of work — Ii I 

acc oeplishea a large 0u5t ‘øf work

azpr.esea ideas ci.:r l; iii w~ItIn~ with $oo4 glrelsIuittcal for 
r~’~I~I~~ 

s . . . s .  . .

13. Punc tualt%7 - pfoapt . ~~~~ .

l4. Maptability — chsnges 
~ I ,ki< 

attitude and behavior to .511 the de.ands of the situation

13. 1
~~~~~ t~~~~ientiou.k1 ; ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~es

’ 
~~~~~~~~~ ~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

. - 
IS. ~~~t ion*h 5tab i li ty — 

~ 1- 
stability and calanees unds# pressure and oppoaitious

17. 
with fellow Lrk ~ars ~s~à ~uorte et4e~iIv.iy ~~~~~ 

S

u.k.. good decielons asong JDepetin1i iuItsIrnattVet “ -,
~~~~~ 

15. 
und. d t hs jrElN,ntIP ~~r

’ e%iet~tive~ ,in~t ~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ I
20. lee.aty - .t r*ighi — 1 . . . ... ...  

~~~
- .  - .\.. . .  .. j . .  

forward and t ruthful in deafl~g vi t’I others
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