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T RELATIONSHIPS AMONG FACTORS IN NEW OF,PTCm N
! - ' EFFECTW’ENESS REPORT SYSTEM .
ST ] . _ ,
’ . . -:,7... 5 ,- L ' ;" ° s - )
- ] -. i L -R . . ‘ » .~ P4 .
JRINTRODUCTION . | == " examgle of performance. The 28% fimitation on-
. ' second block ratings of Evaluation of?’tentlal
\ln 1974, a new A1r Force Ofﬁcer Effectwdless X was removed in 1977,

RepOrt (OER) system -became -operational- X
" significant change introduced in the system’is;the . =
. _controlled distribution of Evaluation of I’otenual.

ratmgs in Block V of AF Form.707. The gon-.“.
trolled distribution _aspect of the system 1mposesda.‘

A statlstlcal analysls has been carried out to
_focus on the md1v1dua] Performarce Factors,
Evaluation of Potential ratings, and the interrela- .
_tlonshlps,among these \;anzibles Data used in the
< .. study.are the ratings ‘contained in 9,230 controlled
limit of 22% of the Block V ratings given by a. Teports prepared on lieutenant- colone ratees '
reviewer in the top block; a limit of 28% in.the  during the windo- period 30 Novembex 1972 =

se;:nd ‘block, and the option, to distribute tl?se "+31.March 1975. These reports constitute- the first
refnaining 50% across, the bottom four bloc ., controlled report cyclem the riew OER system.

- 7 These controls apply. only to ‘reviewers. The ‘first . 'g

rating official ‘i the *chain, the rater, and’ ‘the o :

- M L} - -
“second, the_ additional rater, ‘are not .requlred to S I1; PERFORMANCE FACTORS .
conform to the speclﬁed distribution in assigning - e

Rlock V ratings. Another slgmﬁcant departure For the purpose. of -this/' Sti]dy"Pe"fomance'
from the old system js T constraint placed Upon " Eacter ratings were assigned numérical values from
* the rater in asmgnmg ratings to the 10 Performance 5 for Well Above Standard ‘to 1 for Far Below
Factors in: Block I of Form 707. A rating-on a Standard. Nothbs[,ed/Not Relevant ratings weré

N Performance Factor may range from Far Below - not converted to this numeric scale. Of the 9,230
_Standard to Well Above #tandard. This range. is ret orts, 9,149 had complete- (numenc) data avail-

graduated in five steps with Meets Standard at<the able™o# all 10 Performance Factors. The means

midpoint. The rater also has the option of using a “(and standard deviations of ratings assigned by the

Not Observedor Not Relevant rating, if rater, by the addmonal rater, and by the reviewer .
approptiate, on a specific factor. If the rateg??oes are dlsplayed in Table P .

not use either the Meets Standard or Not Observed -
‘block, he mpst document the rating with a specifit

.
v

o~ { -t -Table 1. @rfom\énc’e Factor Means and Stand%rd Deviations
. 1 —_—
’ —\P . e v Axltlonﬂ .
Rater . B T Rater . . Reviewer
T‘v Performance Factor _ © Mean SD | Mean sp - Mean “sp
. Job Knowledge o | 467 60 467 .60, 467 . .60
/ " Judgment and Decisions - 4.47\ Tl 24467 .72 446 72
! Plan and Organize Work < ' "4.53 - .69 4.52 ~ 69 4.51 -~ ..69 e
L Management of Resources | ‘452 - 70 - 4.51 1,70 4,51 .70 )
) Leadership Q F 451 710450 72 449 ' M2
Adaptability to Stress 449 73 448 173 4.48 a3
e Oral-.Communication, - . 442. 75 441 75 . 441 75
Written Communication -4.46 73 445, 73 445 .73
Professional Qualities 4.61 67. 46t 67 4.61 67

Equal Opportunity Particiffation 442, 80 441 . 80 - 441 . .80

VAR . - o

‘

-.'_ . . 8"—"' . o
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' For the entlre~group € o 230 reports, the -
" pescent of Tatings assigned each value by raters is’
\ shown in Table 2. Percentages are rounded to the
nearest fenth. - - v

It is evident that the predominant. factor ratmg

afiy - other factor, Oral, Commumc‘atron is. rated
< Well® Abovc"StandardL by Taters less.. frequently,’
g < 57.8%, _than any other fac‘tor Equal Opportumt'y,
' Partrcrpatron 1s ratgy Meets Standard more

, frequentl§' 20.0%, than any, other factor.. The

~+ " It varies frem one  for Equal Opportunity
' . Partrcrpatxon to 20 for - the. Leadership factor, .
is a’single ratify of Far Below Standard
. H"K’ g the 9,230 reports. It is*for Professional
Qu ities> The: number of ~Not Observed ratmgs
,r?mges from*zero for Equal Opportunity Pasticipa- °
‘yon to 59 «fopthe Management of Kesourtel -

rs 5, Weéll Above Standard for each- of o
3 Performance Factors: T.he Job Knowledge T .0

S d ‘Well ‘Above. Standard more frequently
e 4 ,‘ than any. other factor. Conversely, it s -
-7 »7  1atéd Meets Standard lfss fn:quent'iy, 6.4%,. than- <
e

., " nuimber of Befow Standard ratmgs is insignificant. -

¢

The ‘degree to which separate rating officials in

ge rating chain agree ifgthe’ use of, Performance
actor ‘ratings is suggested by fearly identical -

. means for the three. classes of rating officials’ on
each Performance Factor. This agreement is also
>mdrcated by the fact that, of the 9,149 reports for - .
5 which complete dit®aré availablg, 93.1% contaén a
-.set of Performance Fact ratings fassigned by the
rater wfuch 1s 1dent1cal to- ratmgs issigned? by the.
‘j’lddltlon rater “Qlso,” .91, 8% of} .the reports
contaify 1dentlcal atings - assigned by the’ rater,and

. the *reviewer. e addxtrona] rater/revrewer

agreement is 9§ 5%. 4 / T :

EY
Corre]atron coefﬁcren{s reﬂectmg the rt:la5
. Ttionships, between ' Performance Factors were * -
computéd for the 9,149 ;reports- containing
complete data.’ Major results of this corgelational.

. analysis are summarrged 1n Table~3. Data are

 organized separately for ratmgs assrgnea by" raters

“y- additidnal raters, and by reviéwers. The table
displays the highest and the lowest correlatlon of-, -
each factor with the remammg factors within the-

/ratmgs gssrgned by each type of ratmg O’Ial\'l"he

f::ctor N medran isalsor orted . .
e o . \ L) ) ) g ’ s ~
\‘ s © ' ‘ . } . ’ . 4\: ‘ ‘!k ‘ , y )
B P P
. L i : y . . ~e L
A oo L7 ' : - o - H},;‘- ’
. Table 2, Drstnbutlon of Performance Factor Ratmgs { N A
-7 e (Raters) ./ * PR S
A ~ b N L ' _ { ;
\Q\' .’ ) - . ' ‘1.- o g Ratings :
i 1) Al ’ . ‘ C . e : s “ ‘ ) Not
\‘:._ " Performance Factor’ N ‘M 5 a L, 3 2 Observed
VT 1’-’\‘- . . j T [ ] - ]
. " . JoB Knowledge "74.1% 194% = 64%' 0.1% . 00%  0.0%
. Judgmcr;z,and Decisions 59.9%° 27.6% - 124% 02% 0.0% 0.0% -
; o0 'Plan and Orgamice Work' , 63.7% - 254% 10.7% .02% 0.0% 00% . -
Kos T Manaéement of Yesources 63.3% 24.5% 1L5% 0,1‘% ©0.0% - 0% S
o Leadership v 63.3% .24.0% '123% 02% 0.0%- Q1%
. ‘Adaptability t Stres$ - .62.8% 233% - 136% 02% 00%  0.2%
"> Oral Communication ~ ~ . 'S7.8%. 264% 157% Q1% 00%. 00% -
Written Communication 160.1%  25.7% - 14.0% ¢ 0.1% 0.0% - 0.1% 1 -
Professional Ouahtres o ,K5%  183%  100% - -0.2% 0 0% 0.0% .
Lqual Opportumty Partlcrpatron 61.4% .~ 18.6% 20.0% 0.0%, 0.0% v‘ 0:0% - o
Totdl . / &38% 233%  127% 01%  00% . 0%
N ) ’ Ty
. . D" X \ , R o
. '. I 12
L .\‘) — K L. ) b A
L T M sy . p
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"“.l ‘\ _ o ablz 3)’e1‘f}iqance Fa or"!.wi:o’rrela,tior_.l\s . ; o ._L 3

£ Rater -y '/ N Additionat rifer . . Reviewer .-

7. o s Perfcyriunco.l‘-'actor ] " ngh Low.’ fEMdh _*Igh _"‘ Low Mdn. . Hig-lz Low © Mdn.
TlE Knowledge o T - .60 4-?‘ */éW( 43" .53 58 ‘42 .53
a; J'u gmcnt anthDecisions -~ - 32 -+ .52 4 o520 63 0 71 51, 63
R “Plan and Organize Work - o 6(6 ) . 2 64/ 7 51 61 64 - 50 6% .-
e anagement of_Rcsourges ,‘ _ 64} ¥55 \60 ( 53 .59 " 64 .53 ' T .58.
~ TLeadership ' . o - 27 .53 "7,1 -.52 a3 7 520 .63
+  Adaptabiliyf to Stress - AR\ ::‘,.' .63"'_, 70 - %558 62 . .70 54 .61
. Ong)r,m unication St 66 z> 607 .65 - 53 60 . .65 52 .59
. Written Communication B 66 53 59 65 .52 . .58 65 . .52- .56
*Professional Qualities ~ e 60 .68 . 52 .59 68 .52 .58
s Equal Opportumty Partgc\g{(}n 56 - 44' 55 &55 43 (54 - 55 42 53
_' \ (,_\ . . 1 j .‘\. . A A.’ /
- Al corrclauons Aare posxtnie c,correlanons- officials is hown in Table 4. The. correlatlon.
o “. améng mtmgs of Pcrformance Fact rs asslgned by/ coofficients between each pair of ratmg ofﬁcm]s
v raters range fram,.44 to’.72. The~ e(yans’range for the ratings on aglven factor re shown. : '
from 5450 64 lnspcctlon of Table: m@'lcates ) pe high -
} {hat- taters’ Performance Factoy>afings arc | In general, the cofrelations are extremely gh.
. « " and indjeate that onlyin rare cases do additional .
s- ~ nroderately, corre]ated within all t n? formance = . ra'tersng:jnde Performan® Factor ratings assigned

Y

Fact@r ratings among the three~ levels of rating - * oy~ - B
~ | S o R , / .- <
' Table 4.Correlation B_etW,een Rater Categories = ° . '
' X ( A . - _ #.“? . v. -t . | . . u‘ .
e T . . o Rater/ ' . : . - Additional
». .. i . Additlonal - -Rater/ s . Rater/
> Pedormance Factor . . . Ratgr s Reviewer _ Reviewer
- " . - - = o ) ) -. SN
s Job Knowledg S « 9T 96 99
. DudgmentandDecisions . . i~ .97 o 96 , 991
P an and Orggnizg Work .~ = . {7 97 7 . 99 [ A
K ’ Manag’ement‘ofRes,ources' Qe S a 99 v
Leadership S "\ &,‘ﬂ 96 .99
Adaptability fo St.ress e L 98 . 991
X Oral Communication - : : +.97 1.00
\ ‘ W'rjtten'?émmumeat;on : . '-‘ 97\ Y . 1.00 .
® " Professignal Qualitiegs ... s 9 - '1.00 .
‘& . Equal portumty Partncnpatlo \ " B . 99.17 =
/ <4 v
! ‘ . ) \ ki A "/1‘ ‘/; . j ?
Lo S e e e e ‘
. e , .
; Y AN | 7 )
' VI
i

_Factors- and ‘with minor- differe between
_factors. The data also indicate a nea ly identical
ra‘)g;__a\, corre]atlons within the dratmgs of\
Pcrformance Factors’' assxgned by additional raters

-as well as those a551gned by rcvnewers

s ]ess frequent override of a factor ratmg b the
Thc agrcement be-tw en t.he use of l‘crformancc rcvnewer o j‘\/ . . A,

by ratdks. . The " correlations between the ratings

shgbt]y, but systematically, higher than those for

assxgncdv b additional raters -and . reviewers are

+ raters and additional raters. This indicates the evéh -
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-6 have beeri assigned to top ~ block,
block

” o

1

7" 1. PEREORMANCE FACTORS AND

F POTENTIAL *

P . T

" EVALUATION
R . *
© In this’ section

the: ‘rclationships between

Performance Factor ratiny contained in Block 1iI
_of the Officer Efchtlvehcss Report and ratings of
~ Evalaation of Potcntlal in Block: V ‘of the report
will be examined. As background for this discus- -
© .sion, summary statistics fox; ‘Block V. ratings are -

prcscntcd in Table 5. There are six blocks available

‘to rate, Evaluation ofPotential. The controlled
» dlstnbutlon feature of the’ ‘system imposes #imit

of 22% of each-reviewer’s ratings in the top block

purposc of this report, numerical values 1 through =~

second
S|xth block. ratlngs T

_ ( Tablé 5. Distribution of Ratings

' of Evalugtion of Potential

Ratings of B ) B
Evaluation . =% CoR- Additignal « .
of Potential “Rater - Rat Reviewer
1 41.5% 27.9% ° ' 21.8%
2. 33.7% 32.7%. -+ - 29.0%
3 23.3%. . 37.8% ' 47.3%
4 2% 1.5% 1.8%
.5 s 0.1% ©0.1% ;01%
6 0.0% 00% "

' The controllcd dastnbutlon target peycentages .’
‘have been’closely adhcre*to across the populatlon

of reviewers.’

00% -

1

" and a limit of 50% in the top two blocks For the. l,' '

. ) ) o ! \.ﬁ

The extent -of the relatlo'nshlp ‘between

dividugl Performance F‘actor ratings assigned by
%ters and . the Evaluation of Potential rating-is
“presented in Table 6. The first colimn dlsplays the
validity ef Block III ratings assigned by the rater
for the rater’s Evaluation of Potential ratings; the
-second column displays the validity coefﬁc1ents of
- the” rater’s Block Il ratings for the addmonal
_rater’y  Evaluation of Potential; and ‘the |nal

column contains the valldlty coefﬁclents Gfrater s -

Block II ratings for the rev1ewers Evaluatlon of
Potentlal O :

. valldlty ooeffc1ents are negatlve
numencally high ratings: on Performance Factors
“tend to be dssociated with numerically low ratings

. on E'valuatlon of Potential. In displaying validity

- Validity coefficients for raters’

o ; ’ . Table 6. Vahdlty of Rater Perfonnance

coefficients in Table 6 and in the discussion which

smce

LA

/!

follows, references to these negative correlation. .-

coefficients  will "be omitted,' since the negative
‘signs are ai artifact of .the schling procedure.

Evaluation of

Potential ratings’. range from .37 for Equal ".

Opportunity Participatiorr to 60 for Leadership.’
-Except for Equal Opportunity- Partictpation, the
valldlty coefficients are tlghtly packed in the range
‘ _same pattern- of ~wvalidity’
coefficients is ev1dent “for- both additional “réters’

47 to 60 The

and reviewers* Evaluations of Botential. However, -

the magpitude  of the validities systematically
decreases from the raters’ to thq additional raters’
to the, reviewers’ Evaluations.
Lepdershi
of Potential

Opportumty Parts 1pauon st e least valld in

\

Equil Opjportunit}} Participation

S .~ Fagctors for Block VRatlngs N oL
3 B ST (Sign Reversod) . ' ' ’
" e . . A¢  Additional ]
Performance Factor + + Rater Rater . Rcvlewer
7 ) -
. Job Knowledge 47 38 34
Judgment and Decisions 59 7 48 43
* Plan and Organize Work S4. . 450 40
 Management of Resources - S5 41 . 37 -
“+- . 7 Leadership. . ! 60 .50 45
R * - Adaptability to ftress .57 . 46 o
S Oral Communichtion - ¢ - S.53 44 40 |
Written Communication - . . .50 L 40 7 .36 .
Professional Qualities 52 - 43

37 130

. N

: : s T .
o : \ . - R
; N -

. 39 0
/ 27 s



" next - to Leadershrp
" and Job Knowlddge
" nity Partjgipation for all three Jating ofﬁcral} i

5

each class Srmrlarly, Judgment and Declsrpns falls
% all ‘three rating offlcrals,.
Is next to Equal Opportu

“To examijne the extent to which combinations -

Sf Performance Facfors account for ratings of
Evaluation of Poteptjal, several series of multiple

o The Vanable 0 .’y columns i m Table 7 drsplay

"-. Performance Fact

regression analyses were- performed. Using the .
raters’ Evaluation of Pptential as the dependent .

cient, R2.
This ;means that an optrmally,«wenghted Tinear
combination of Performance Factor ratings
assrgned by “raters can account for 45% of the
variability witlin raters’ Eyaluation of Pofential.
The cotresponding R? values ‘are .3036 arid .2438

-for additional raters’ and feviewers’ _Evaluations of

- variable, tg% squared multiple correlation coeffi- .
the 10. Performance Factors is .4530. '

£he squared validity coefftbrents‘of the mdrvrdqlal

Factogs) as a group havegan’ R? of .4540 for r:
. Evaluation of Potentjal. When corsidered alone
the Leadership /actor has a squared validity coeffi-
cient.of .3618. 3
the set.of 10 Performance Factors, the remaifiing
nine Performance Factors yield an R2 of 4408,
Individual. Performance -Factors.'a %o
between 14% and 36% of the varability in Taters’
~‘Evaluation of Potential. However none‘of the 10
independent, contributions is of - practrcal

/ﬂ‘nportance These mdmdual mdependent con-
t

Potentral respectively, using ratéfs’ Performance. '

series. of 10 multiple regression problems, each-of
the 10 Performance Factors was removed. The

v comparlso;oftlre resulting R* wrth the full model

"dent contmbutlon of each Performance Fa
-the ramammg nine Performance Factors. A smular

. raters

R? using all 10 Performance Factors as rneren
dent variables mdlcates the exgent of the mde en-

series of 10 regression systems was computed using
additional raters’ Evaluation of Potential as the
dependent variable and dgletmg one of the 10
Performance” Factors in each of the

) Fad@pr ratings as independent variables. In.the first .

1. exammed

to.

ributions- range ‘from_.0007: for Written Com-
munication (.4540 -t

Lcadershrp (4520 to .4408). A similar pattem

emerges ° when comparablg data for - addrtronal;<

rater’ and“reyiewers’ Evaluations of Potential are
though
Factors differ somewhat in)their predictability of
additional raters’ and reviewers' Evaluations of
Potential, no sipgle Performance Fattdr makes a

stantial mdependent contribution - to the pre-

drctabrlrty of these'two dependent varrables

A drstmct decrease 1f the predrctabrhty of the

- dependent variable j is observed between the Taters’,
additional raters’, and reviewers’

Potential.  In order to further ascertain and

. To illustrate how datain -
Tablg 7 may be 'interpreted the 10. Performaneh

When.Leadership is removed from

ant’ for -

\c 4533)*t0 0132 for, "

dividual. Performance :

AN

Evaluations of -

ey

problems Finally, a third series was carried out evaluate Athe r»o}_e of raters’ Performance Factor' .
“-using the reviewers’ Evaluatron of PStential as the ratings in the assigifment. of -reviewer\ ratings of )
dependent variable. A summar of these results is potential under the limitations of; he tonstraints
“displayed in Table 7. + " imposed by the controlled disfribution system,
Tuble 7. Predictability of Evaluation'of Potential = * . R
Rater Audmo:\al Rater Reviewer
; / : Var, Var. " var =~ Var. Var. . Var. Ny
Performance Factor L oniy .Deleted . Only Deleted . only. Deleted 7/
Job Knowledge 2229 4529 © ° 1425 3033 145 24647 g
Judgement and Decisions 3506 - 4451 2343 2971 1879 ,.2420 ¢
Plan and Organize Work .2940 - 4506 1995 3001 1616 2439
" Management of Resources . 2625 . 4523 1694 . .73030 - 1385 ., .2460
Leaderskip. ' ‘3618 4408 2450 2930 2009 - 2373 -
- Adaptability to Stress ,.3204 4492 - 2105 3009 - 11670 W .2452 .
Oral Commiunication 2831 - .4497 1921 2996 58-'3', 2430,
Written Communication . 2459 4533 .1586 . 3034 . 1314 B .;463
Professional Qualities ’ 2758 4524 1822 3027 1513 2455
Equal Opportunity Participation = 1379 4487 0907 '-.3,0004 | .OZQO:_ _ .@8 -
b v 9 s". R TN T~
193
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“addittonal

. Potential,
ratings assigned by the rater, the R? is .7602.

raters’

-clear that the additional raters’

. rn,ul-tiple .

regressigh  systéms were. -

computed. For a model in which the feviewer’s - *

Evaluation of Potential was the dependent variable
and the independent variables congisted of both
the rater's and additional rater’s Evaluations of
as well as the 10 Performapce Factor

When only the fatings of Evaluation of Potential
assrgr-rcd by the rater and by the additional rater
are used to predict, the reviewer’s Evaluation of
Potential, R? = .7599. It is evident that raters’
Performance -Factor ratings have virtuilly _no.
systematic relationship to reviewers’ Evaluations:

~of "Potential after the Evaluations of Potential

assigned by the rater and the additional rater have
bech taken -into account.
additional raters’ Lvaluation of Potential for the
reviewers' Evaluation of Potential 1%87 and the
squared validity is .7592. The validity of the
‘Evaluation of Potential is

‘The validity of the .

.69, and the .

‘8

squared validity is .4713. While bath Evaluation of

Potential variables (rater and a'dditional'rater) have

“substantial validities for tlrerrevi_e,wers”"Eﬁra]uations

of -Potential. and both variables individually
account for a larger proportion of the variability in
reviewers’ Evaluation of Potential than a linear
combination of all 10 Performance Factors, it is
Evaluation of
Potentidl accounts for substantially all of the
predictable variance inthe reviewers” Evaluation of
Potential. This fact is further substantiated by the
agreement bctw_ecn additional raters and reviewers
in ‘assigning Evaluation of Potential ratings. On
84.4% of.the reports the "additional rater and
reviewer assigned identical ratings; in*15.1% the
reviewer lowered the -additional rater’s rating
(hi}g,hcr numerical value on 'lécale of 1-6);and in
0.6% the reviewer raised the rating. Correspondrng

- - figures for the agreement between reviewers and

raters are 60.3%, 38.49

When the rater’s Evaluation of Potential and his

%, and 1.3%, respectively.

ratings of -Performance Factors are usedin a

nrultrple regression system to account for the «
additional rater’s Evaluations of Potentral R? =

.5929. As noted previously, the’ squared multiple -

correlatjon coefficient of 10 Performance Factors
for the %ditionzﬂ rater’s Evaluation ef Potential-is
.3036. e validity of the r'1tcrs Evaluation of
Potential for the additional rater’s Evaluation of
Potential is .77, and the squared validity is .5903.

Although botly Performance  Factor ratings and .

e "

“Performance Factor'

. ' [

\raters Evaluation of Potential’ account for a

substantial proportron of. the' vanabrlrty in” the
‘additional ratér’s Evaluation of Poténtial, “the
lndependent contribution " attriputable to . the
rater’s Evaluation of. Potential is considerably

~larger than that of the Performance Factors.’

IV. DISCUSSION -

v Tep T

* The majority of the Performance Factor ratings

on the new .Form 707 are hrgh Mean values for -

individual factors all exceed 44 on a five-point
scale. There is virtually no use of the lower half of
the scale. Only 0.2%, or ‘fewer, of the reports
contained ratings of 2"(Beldw Standard) on any
Thege-Far Below Standard
block was usedon onl)”one report for a: single
factor. 2 Apparently, raters see. no  particular
problem in providing specific examples of Above

Standard and Well Above Standard performance .

- since thiese blocks are used in 23% and 63% of the'

fatings, respectively. An analysis 6f the content of

'specrﬁc examples cited by raters is beyond the -
scope of the present study. There would sgem to

be some question as to whether speuﬁc examples
of Above Standard and Well Above Standard

performance. “cited by raters are of umform'

quality.

. In general, second- and third-levelj raters in the
rating chain accept ratings of performance

provided by the rater. There was complete agree- .

mient in Performance Factor ratings between raters
and additional raters in more than 93% of all
reports. 'Over 92% of thé reports reflected
complete agreement between the rmaters

and

reviewers. Over 98% of all reports reflect complete *

.agreement between additional raters and reviewers.

+. The stability of Performance Factor mean values

" reviewers, altlfough

across categories of rating officials and the
extremc}y high - correlatron coefficients between
-each pair of types of rating officials for each

- Performance Factor are further evidence of the -
extent of agreement. As might be expected, there N
is' slightly greater agreement betweeen additional .

raters and.

raters and reviewers than between
additional raters. Agreenrent'bet\yeen raters and
igh, is slightly below the level
of agreement between raters and additional raters.

Intercorrelations among _Perforlmance . Factor
ratings are all positive and of moderate degree.
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Equat Opportunity, Participation is, in general, less
“highly - correlated with the remaining factors than

is anty other single factor.

* Performance Fa.ctors‘ taken in° combination
correlate more highly with Evaluation of Potential

. ratings than do individual Performance Factors.

Although <raters’ Performance. Factor ratings in

“combimation account for approximately 45% of

the variability in raters’ Evaluation of Potential,
the percent of variance accountéd for is reduced to
30% for additional raters’ Evaluation of Potential

and to 24% for reviewers’ Evaluation of Potential. .
No single Performance Factor makes an appreci-
-able independent contiibution to-these levéls .of

predictive efﬁcicgcy. The statistical analysis of the

-data indicate$“tliat 'one or more of the -Perform-

ance Factors could be deleted from the Form 707
without affecting the manner in which the rating
official ecvaluates the ratee’s potential. Com-
parisons involving the independent contribution of

. N .
~ 7 >
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‘each of the Performance Factors indicate thva't,it

_ would make very little difference which Perform-

- ance Factor or subset of Performance- Factors are, . -

- differences that do appear,

removed ' from consideration. Within the minor
the Written Com-
munication and Job Knowledge factors make less

independent contribution than do the other .

Performance Factors.

While raters’ Performance Factors do account
Evalution of .

in some degree for reviewers’
Potential ratings, the best single predictor of
reviewers’ Evaluation of Potential is the additional
raters” Evaluation of Potential. Performance

~Factor ratings add essentially nothing to the
predictive efficiency prondcd by the additional- .

raters’ Evaluation of, Potential.

The above discussion pertains to lieutenant
colonel reports. The use of Performance Factors
and the relationship of Performance Factors for

ratings/of Evaluation of Potential may vary con.

siderably as a function of the ratee’s grade.

-



