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ANALYSIS OF JOP PERFORMANCE RATINGS OPTAINED IN REENLISTMENT STUDY
/

I

lla.t’ bave had wide use in the assessment of job performance in a
variety military situaticns. They provide e means of obtaining per-
fermance information on large numbers of men ever a broad range of
activiti¢s in a relatively econcmical menner. [In order to make maximal
use of reting information and to improve the quality of future
nw,%:c information about factors im job performance ratings is
needed., purpose of the present study vas to utilize existing retings
te obtain partial informatiocn about scme of these factors. The study
vas pointed teward four specific objectives: ,

7/1.> to determine the extent of differences in ratings by supervisers
anapeer.)

2.) to estimate the structure of ratings en several aspects of
performance

3. to estimate the relationship between ratings and (e) frequency
of observation by the rater and (b) length of time rater had werked
with or supervised ratee ) B~

b,  to estimate the relatienship betveen ratings and background and
attitudinal variables. .
'*/

{
I
/| METHOD

The ratee group comsisted of 433 RA persennel from semples obtained
for the follow-up study of reenlistment intention (project NCT b-1h).
All cagses had been in the Army approximately one year at the time of the
ratings and vere assigned to a wide range of combat and technical MOS.
All ratees were single Caucasian males in their late teens or early
tventies. They had a mean ACB verbal standard score of 111.13 and 61%

had completed high school.

Each ratee vas rated by his immediate superviser and two peers on a
17-1tem scale (PT 3725). The {tems covered gocial, proficiency, produc-
tivity, and military aspects of tbhe man's perfcrmance, as well as overall
evaluations. For each item, three to six graded response categories
vere provided. The scale is given in Agpendix A.

In general, raters indicated daily observation of the rutees'
perfermance (Item 19) and hed vorked with er supervised the man for
appreximately six mouths (Item 20). .




VARIABLES

1-19. Supervisor responses to items imn PT 3725

1-17. rating items
19. freguency of observation
0. length of time rater supervised ratee
20-38. Peer responses (Group P-1) to items in PT 3725
1-17. rating items
19. frequency of observation
20. length of time rater worked with ratee
39-57. Peer responses (Group P-2) to items in PT 3725
1-17. rating items
19. frequency of observation
20. length of time reter worked with ratee
58. Year of birth (Item 5, PT 372u)
%9. Reenlistment Intention. Item 17, PT 372k

60. Attitude towvard Army. Sum of items 41 through 53, PT 3T2k:
Agree = 2, ? = 1, Disagree = O.

61. Education. A dichotomy of completed high school (code 1)
versus noancompletion (Code 0).

62. ACB Verbal Test score. Standard score from administration
of ACB at entry into service.

63. Rural-Urban Key. An 8-item key from PT 3426, udministered
at entry into service.

6L. Socio-econcmic Key. A 37=item key from PT 3426, administered
at entry into service. Larger scores indicate higher socio-
economic level.
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The sets of ratings for each man obtained from the two peers were
assigned, one to rater growp P-1, and one to rater P-2, in & aon-
systematic manner. All varisbles were intercorrelated ~moment--
uncorrected for course grouping, point-biserial, or phi coefficients,
depending upon mmber of scoring categories) and means and standard
deviations were obtained. A 34-variable sub-matrix of reting items
(1-17 rated by supervisor and 1-17 by one peer rater group) vas factored
by successive application of a technique described by Wherry (199%9).
Rater group P-1 wvas chosen as the peer grouwp to
analysis on the basis of the flip of & coin. All supervisor and all
peer (P-1) ratings were used as clusters and the factorization carried
out. A residual metrix was obtained and factored by the same method
(asfferent initial clusters). The method yielded a hierarchial solution

in

Table 1, and the factor matrix in Teble 2, Appendix B.

t
;
%

The mean and standard devistion of each reting item for esch rater
GToup are given in Teble 1. In general, the differences between peer
, and supervisor groups sppeared no greater than differences Letween the
; tvo peer groups. In terms of level and variation of ratings, there wvas
real evidence on vhich to posit supervisor-peer differences. Differ-
s in the pattern of ccefficients representing magnitudes of relation-
among rating items for the three rater grouwpe were not sudjected
stical analysis. Within-group intercorrelations vere uniformly
than corresponding between-group cosfficients, bdut this was to
expected since vithin a given group for a givenm ratee all ratings
responded to by ocne rater. It would be unlikely that inter-

wvould be greater than intra-rater agreement. From the
factor analysis, the same dimensions sppeared to characterite doth
supervisor and peer retings.

;gtigggs

STRUCTURE OF THE RATINGS ,

supervisor and peer ratings. In general, the reting item imterrelstiocn-
ships seems to be & fumetion of an overall global evalustion (Factors I
II, and II1), plus evalustions on dimensions of job knovledge (Pactors IV,
V, and VI), military bebavior (Pactors VII, VIII, and IX), and -
personal relsticns (Pactor X). Pactor XI picks up losding from

peer and supervisor ratings on hov important the man is to his unit.
8ix of the cleven factors reflect the greater consistency withis reter
type than between rater type.

-k.
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RATINGS V8 OTHER VARIABLES

Fre of observation cnd of time rater worked with or

el Tekes. Mo Bats Bttt Tl e Tn T e e 2
% 2. Coefficients were uniformly lov. Relationships between
frequency of observation and rutings tended to be of somevhat greater
:fnxtudc for the peer rater groups. Since the coefficients were almost
positive across rating items, they mey reflect some tendency on the

part of peer raters to up-grade ratees with vhom they work more closely.

and attitudinal varicbles. Coefficients representing
relati ps among background and attitudinal varisbles and ratings are
given in Tuble 3. Age and education yielded consistently largar coeffi-
cients than the other variables, but were of relctively small magnitude.
As an estimate of the efficiency of the background and attitudinal
variables as predictors of performance ratings, the correlation of the
optimally weighted set of variables listed in Teble 3 was correlated
against item 10 (an overall evaluation) ratings by peers in group P-2.
The R was .25. Considering that this is a back validity and typical
of R's against other items as criteria, the practical value of these
background and attitudinal variables for predicting performance ratings
seems, at best » limited.

CONCLUSIONS

From the analysis of ratings in this study, differences between
supervisor and peer ratings appear to be negligible. Background,
attitudinal, and rater observation variables were found to have limited
predictive effectiveness. Other than a general factor and rater factors,
three dimensions appeared in the analysis: Job knowledge, military
behavior, and interpersonal relations. More controlled and intensive
study is needed to obtain informetion on a variety of problems in the
use of rating data as assessment of job performance.
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Wherry, R. J. Hierarchicul factor solutions without rotation.
Psychometrika. 2k, 1959, 45-52.




APPENDIX A

Rating Items

1.

2.

3.

k.

e

6.

7.

HOW DOES HE GET ALONG WITH THE PEOPLE HE BEAS TO WORK WITH?

A. k 18 m“mmﬁthm 00000 0000000800000 00°0000000000 0000
B. He set' alm “Mm“‘h theleccscceocssosccsanscsssses
C. He is q‘ntewuth theMoccccceocosccocsosovcocccennsnnse

HOW IMPORTANT IS HE TO HIS UNIT?

A. It would be hard to get a replacement for him who would be as
m“u 1"..".‘0..o..l‘.....tol.oo0.00...0..Oc..-oo.ocoo.c.

‘o n. cmd u e“iw replacedtoooocooooodoctl.o...oooo.oc.coo.oont

CQ 'Ihe mtmdbemtermﬂtm m.o-...........-o.o--oooo

HOW WELL DOES HE MASTER NEW DUTIES?

A. ble&!'l\l thill&l f“t.o..ooc.o'000coo..onC.Qoono.lo.ooo....coo.o
Bo uhe’.wuth the Mancoooooolooc-Oloo.o-.tonoooaooooouol
c. nemtw .1““..“....'.....0.....000.'.......'..l...ll

HOW PRODUCTIVE I8 HE?

Ao hm.mmus ma otmmk...Qoooo..v...ooooo..cco'
B. He does no more and no less than is required of him.ccccecccoces
c. It 1. diffic\llt tO set aw er Nt Ot m....o..a.u............

HOW WELL DOES HE KNOW HIS JOB?

A. He xnows everything about his job that he has to knoWw...eccec.es
B. He is a little weak on some of the things he ought to knovw......
C. He has a lot to lemtomacha .atiﬁfactory le"l-ooooooo.ooo-

BOW MUCH SUPERVISION DOES HE NEED?

A. BHe can be depended on to do all his vork vithout supervision....
n' h m m mmsim.ll.ll'....O.l'.....O0.0....Q.'..'.....
c. ne m to h ntched m m tm......lo...Ol...l.l.o..l.'.....

BOW CAREFUL I8 HE IN HIS WORK?

AO x‘ “.“'t -kO wu“m'ooolccotooooootootoo..l.o.o-o--loo.l
n‘ km.mu.tm.'mm“ﬂm'....."‘..'.........
C. He is very careless and sloppy in his Work.cceccececccncnccccees




10.

11.

12.

13.

HOW WELL IS HE QUALIFIED FOR HIS JOB?

A. veﬂ nn....‘.‘.‘.........I......l.........l..................
B' Remm veu.....'......OI".....00'0......."..0...‘0l....l
C. He doesn't have the necessary skills and abilities for his job.

IN GENERAL, HOW IS HE GETTING ALONG ON HIS JOB?

A. Very well for a man of his experiencescccscsccccosssccecscsccces
B. As well ag can be expected of a man of his experience.cccceccee
C. He is not working up to expectations for a man of his

Wuence.'...'....'........0.....O.....‘.'I'.......O...l.l‘..

CONSIDERING EVERYTHING, HOW WOULD YOU RATE HIM ON HIS USEFULNESS

TO THE ARMY ON HIS PRESENT JOB?

A. mIsmmmmo’m...'.."..l'....'l...........
He 1s above average in every vay as a worker and is superior
in most ways.

B. nIsMmmmmEorm..0.0....OD‘......OQC..I".‘
He is very good in most ways as a worker.

c. BE Is A m m or m.....l..Q.0..lO..Ol..O..Q.!.O...O!.O
He takes his work seriously and does the best he can at all
times.

D. Ismmmmorm.l‘.'.'l........llll.......!.
He doesn't always do the best he can, but he has no serious
weaknesses as a worker.

E. mIs“mnwmmorm....‘...................I
He seems to be out of place oa his job.

r. nIsmmmmopm‘.....’......’.l...0.....-.0
He is definitely out of place on his job.

BOW DOES HE COMPARE WITH OTHERS IN THE UNIT IN GENERAL MILITARY
ACTIVITIES SUCH AS MARCHING, INSPECTIONS, AND BIVOUACS?

A. nei.moftm ust 1‘ the mt.............’.........'.'.'..
B. hget‘wmnﬁt.......-.........C'...'......'.'........
C. nei‘m“rymin this relpeCt............................

BOW WOULD HE COMPARE WITH OTHERS IN THE UNIT IF HE HAD TO TAKE THE
LEAD IN AN EMERGENCY?

A. vew nu'........‘.................0......‘.0.....l'.“.......
B. Am m m a. m....l.......Q.l........‘..."...‘.....'..
c. not veﬂ "u..............................l...........0.......

BOW WOULD YOU RATE THIS MAN ON HIS MILITARY APPEARANCE AND BEARING
IN COMPARISON WITH OTHERS IN THE UNIT?

A. nemat‘.amm.‘im‘.............‘."......‘..........
B. necmte.a'o"o m”..ionooooouonoooooooo-ooooo.-ooo-ooocoo
C. neemt‘. Bmm“..‘m.......'...........................

-10 -




1k,

15.

16.

17.

BOW RELIABLE AND TRUSTWORTHY IS HE?

A. You can depend on what he says at all timeS..cccccccccacccecece
B. !wmvetocwwonmme 1‘amlel'."..‘.'.....‘l.l.
C. You can't depend on what he says most of the time..cccccecccccece

WHAT EFFECT HE HAVE ON THE UNIT?

A. Be has s m effect on the UNit.cccccccvccecscovscscscssvsccan
B. BHe doesn't affect the unit one way or anotherccececceccccocecss
c. nemame“e“mmmt'......’.............’..........

CONSIDERING EVERYTHING, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THIS MAN GENERALLY ON HIS

QUALITIES AS A SOLDIER?

A- mlsmvmmmormm...'...........l..0........0
He rates high on all the qualities of a soldier.

B- mIsmmmo’mmm.....‘00O".QD....OO...C...
He rates high on most of the qualities of a soldier.

c. m Is A w m or wmlm............Q..O..O...'...O.l..l.0.
He tekes his military duties seriously and tries to live
up to them at all times.

D. nIsmmmmmormm.....l..'..'.....0.0.....0..
He doesn't take his military duties seriously at all times,
but has no serious weaknesses as a soldier.

EO mISMmuamm”mwm..-..l...C..O..Cl.l...’.
He seems to be ocut of place in the Ammy.

’. mlsmmmmor mmm'......l‘......l...l....l'.
He doesn't belong in the Amy at all.

CONSIDERING EVERYTHING, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THIS MAN ON HIS GENERAL
VALUE TO THE ARMY IF HE DECIDED TO BE AN ARMY CAREER MANY
A. HE WOULD BE THE VERY BEST TYPE OF CAREER MAN..ceosescccesascons

B. HE WOULD BE AN OUTSTANDING TYPE OF CAREER MAN..ccccoceccsccnccs
He would be an esset to the Army in most respects.

c. nmnAmmo’cmm....'..'.l.....l!.Q..ll.l.

ve something to offer to the Army and would be

t
D. HE WOULD BE A SATISPACTORY TYPE OF CAREER MAN.:cceeoceocccccocss

§

He would have very little to offer to the Army.
m n m m m m or cm m.ﬁ..........l!..‘.
He would do more harm than good in the Army.

EC nmnMmammo’mm\-oo.0|.oooo~uo
F. HE
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF PACTOR ANALYSIS
Table 2
=
1 II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X X1 h
&1 S+ 3% 05 TV 05 0L 03 08 o7 33 V9 %
82 58 kW 03 05 05 03 0 V2 03 I3 AN 60
83 55 4 02 12 15 06 O« V6 D6 0T S 5
s 57T 4 01 00 01 01 o010 06 O 02 10 52
8% 45 30 ©V5 25 L o0 00 O+ 01 03 %5
86 5 33 B 1 32 VL o+ 06 O 03 N bs
87T 33 2 o0 12 25 o7 ©02 01 02 06 13 29
s B 32 U ¥ ®» WU o © o U 63
89 % b 01 o035 1 o000 V5 Vs o000 U 03 %6
810 65 47 01 ok 15 ga 12 14 00 03 Ok n
s.1 k9 28 00 06 06 O 23 33 o+ 09 06 33
812 58 4 O 00 O4 06 08 18 02 05 02 60
813 %9 L 03 05 0L 08 10 09 Ok 05 03 Sk
| g1 % 3% 05 o062 00 D2 00 01 01 Ok O k)
815 60 k2 02 03 o+ 03 o0 O+ 03 15 07 ST
816 66 LW 01 06 ok 07 2 3B 10 03 0 ga ]
817 65 48 02 V¢ o000 16 20 N 02 15
PL 4 03 3% 08 08 00 ©02 06 09 21 08 by
P2 58 o1 38 o 05 O 00 02 01 03 29 ST
P % 0 5 W 0 318 o6 02 05 06 0oF 52
Pb 57 00 38 03 02 01 0 01 07 110 Ol k9
P3 % 03 22 220 o+ 38 15 07 03 03 06 p
P6 0 02 21 10 05 25 05 08 06 00 06 bl
N » ® 8 17 0 » O 13 13 or oe 32
M 5T o0 27 17 ok 03 07 05 00 05 53
P9 B 05 25 o7 02 05 18 05 03 06 10 b6
P10 66 02 4 06 05 02 08 05 220 Oh O 69
P11 %% 00 26 ©01 18 o02 ©5 08 24 o8 06 b6
P12 646 00 42 05 03 02 02 O 19 06 Q@ 63
P13 %9 01 39 00 00 03 00 12 05 05 5
Pib % ©3 W0 02 ©07 06 14 08 ok 00 O02 s
P13 63 03 38 03 o+ 01 03 01 10 0 b 58
PL6 66 02 W 01 19 O 05 01 32 06 01 8
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Table 3
DISTRTBUTION OF RESIDUALS®

T SRR AT S e

Residual Value Frequency

09 5
08 3
o7 5
06 1n
05 17
oL 1
03 36
02 61
o1 65
00 n
<01 68
02 s7
-03 b ]
-0k 32
-05% 17
-06 19
-07 7
-08 3
-09 2
Z=s61

*Residual matrix available from Project Director, New Classification

Techniques, £-11.
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