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ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: Luther A, Brock, COL, AGC and Daniel H. Wardrop, COL, ADA

TITLE: An Examination of the Selective Use of Peer Katings in
Officer Selection Procedures

FOKMAT: Group Research Report

Tais research project is designed to examine the use¢ of peer
rarings in the US Army generally with 2 gpecifte possible use in
assisting in the selection prccess for senior servize collage
attendees. Part ] analyzes the feasibility of a peer rating
system. This is done through presenting research from past trials
with such a svstem and a comparison with the present executive type
rating system, Part II tests the use of peer ratiugs in selecting
students for the senior service colleges. This is done by com-
paring infantvy officer peer ratings witu the actual board selection
for academic vear 1971-1972. This part used s questionnaire as its
prime vehicle for research. Conclusions indicate peer ratings
prodably cannot be used widely at this time, V:ry little relation-
ship between actual peer ratings and selection board results for
the senior service college was found. It is recommended that
further work be done along this line with the goal of trying to
find areas where valid peer ratings might be used if it can be
shown that they are supericr to present systems.
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PREFACE

The Officer Efficiency Reporting System is probably the most
important, tiough possibly the most controversial, system within
the personnel field. An efficiency reporting system which has the
support of all officers is vital to the well being of the Army.
Efforts to improve the system are continuous, which is as it
should be. This study, which eramines and tests the Peer Rating
System, might possibly be of some use to individuals working in
the efficiency reporting area.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT 10¥

——

The military services are searching contiruously for ways
to improve the cfficer efficiency reporting swvstem. Although the

rating forms and procedures have been changed six times since

- .
By

tasd
J?

h degree of overrating which, of course,

L))

reduces the validity and use of the reports. Some attention has
been given to 2 peer rating svstem since its use at the military
acedemies and officer candidate schools of the various services
has proven thar peer ratings have a high validity i~ predicting
the future value of officer candidates as officers in the military
service. In additicn, some success has been indicated in studies

of middle management in civilian industry.
PURPOSE

The purpose of Part 1 of this paper is o examine peer
ritings and, more sgpecifically, to address the following questions:
Could peer ratings be used eiffeitively in evaluating all officer
personnel in the Army? 1I¢ it feas_ bie tc add a pecr rating
system to the prasent officer efficiency reporting system? Could
peer ratings be uvsed on a selective basis for specific type

personnel actions?

Preceding page blank
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RESEARCH PROCEDURES

The author studied severai books and articles describing
research on peer ratings snd their use in performance appraisal.
Discussions were held with various officers in the grade of
Lieutenant Colonel and Colonel on the varied aspects of such a
rating estem. Since very little research has been completed on
this subject other than in officer candidate schools or service
academies, much of this paper is necessarily based on opinions of
the author and comments from a number of fellow officers. However,
:f we are really interested in the worth of a peer rating system
within the active service and partizularly at middle and higher
management leveis, a beginning must be made. Questions must be
surfaced ang the cubject discussed to know where research must be
accomplished. Since the author is not an expert or better still,
possesses only limited kaowledge in tests and measurements,
sociology, and psychology, an attempt has been made to approach

this subject from the practicability and reascnableness viewpo:nt.

ARGANIZATIORN OF PART 1

Part I provides some comments on the present rating system,
some vemarks on peer ratings in general, a discussion of the
feasibility of implemeating sech a svstem within the services,
and finally, a section to show that data should be gathered to
determine further directinn. Special emphasis has beea placed

on the problems which can be expected if a peer rating system




were used within the Army. It is important that problems be
identified early so that thzy may receive due consideration in

any future resea~ch.
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CHAPTER 11

THE :RESENT RATING SYSTEM

IS THERE A PERFECT SYSTEM?

Realize the limitarfions of the knowledge you can
obtain under the best of circumstances and with
the most thorough use and study of the "data."
When you deal with nations and systems you deal
with life, the life remains aliays to some extent
a mystery, and refuses to become "data."l

Remember, also, that man, muclk. as it irks him, has
not the gift of prophecy, and that all predictions

are therefore essentially unscientific

and gre-

carious. . . . We can project, but we cannot
predict, and we might as well relax about ic.2

Remember, finally, that political science is
largely an art rati'er than a science, and that
thercfore, as a political scientist, you are some-
what in the position of a painter who paints a

landscipe, or a novelist who depicts a

family.

No artist can do it exactly “right,"” and the same
tree painted by Cezeanne or Van Gogh or Turner will
look different. Which does not mean that any of

the three painted it wrong.3

Perhaps it is unusual to begin a paper on efficiency reports

with quotes from an article on political science.

But if one will

only substitute the words "officers” for "natious and systems" and

"efficiency reporting"” for "political science,” it makes the

article both appropriate and somewhat sobering.

If one will

accept the theory that life cannot be reduced to "data," that one

can project but not predict, and that no two raters can ever give

the same exact description of another person, th n he might wonder

if maybe the efficiency reporting systems over the years within




the military services have not been pretty good--even with all
the changes that have taken place. Is it possible that the
dissatisfaction with the system today is a manifestation of the
frustration of not being able to achieve perfection or the
impossible fin rzcings? This could be nearer to the truth than

v care to accept.

DILEMMA OF THE RATERS

Problems are present in the efficiency reporting system of
today, but none is as important as the dilemma in which 2 rater
ic placed each time he completes an efficiency report. On the one
hand he has the cvegulation which tells him there shoulud be an aven
distribution of ratings and the majority of officers should fall
in the middle ratings. On the other hand, throughout the service
an average rating is believed to be the "kiss of death" as far
2s future schooling, assignments, and promotions ace conceraed.
This may or may m ¢t be trve, lat tve belief that it is true is
compn. among most nZficers. And irrespective of how the belief
came to be, it is nevertheless a fixed and firm belief which
must be recognized. If the rater is rating an officer who he
+>-1s is fully capable of serving at the next higher grade,
what should he do? Should he follow the regulation even though
k2 xnows inflacion in ratings is spread throughout the service?! Or

should he rate the officer in line with what he believes the




trend to be? This is a rroblem that each officer wrestles with

each time he completes #n efficiency repor: and this is what we

rhould be worcying about more than the fact that inflated effi-

ciency reports are of limited value to the Department of the

A PA). The reter knows the future of the ratee is in his
(the razer) hands, not in the hands of DA, and it is a matter ha
Zannot and will not take lightly. The rater is faced with a real
dilemma. The problem .s nct that the dzacision is a hard one to
make; the problem is that he does not kncw in his own mind which
is the right thing to ds. Does he follow the regulation to the
letter, or does he folloy what e believes to be the common
practice? It is obvious from the Inflated reports of today that
the raiters are forced to rationalize and lean toward their
responsibilities to the ratece and not the system. No attempt
should be made to change this attitude among raters. The system

must be changed :s.mehow, so that the zater's actions in fulfiliing

his responsibilities (as he sees them) toward the ratee in turn

satisfy the system. Until this happans, there is no solution

to the rater's dilemma,

PEER RATINGS

As work continues in searching for a uto,..an rating system,
new ideas are brought forth. One of these is peer ratings. It
really is nnt new in the full meaning of the word because much

work has bean accomplished in this area already, but the

F
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preponderance of reliability and validity studies have been with
young people in miiitary schools. It is relatively new when
considering its use amorg more senior officers.

The well documented success that has been achieved through
the use of peer ratings in several instances is impressive. When
peexr ratings are acded to a rating system, the ratee is seen from
a proader viewpoint--as seen by his equal as well as by his
superior. Peers seem to have a unique ability to predict the
future potential of an individual by rating him on certain traits
which are important to his progression. Peer ratings are a step
toward the "whole man" concept. The theory of peer ratings is
sound and the use oi such a system by the Army should be given
full consideration. But it must be remembered that the use of
peec ratings would be a change, therefore it must be handled most
carefully. And there are disadvantages in the practical applica-
tion of a peer rating system which must be considered. JIn shorvt,
the Army must pursue the pros and cspecially the cons of a peer
rating system in great depth before any decision on its use can
be made.

The peer rating system is one more step in search of a

perfect system~-maybe an impossible dream.
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1. Konard Kellsn, "On Problems in Perceivinsg Other Nations
and Systems,”" Security Studies Project Numbcr 15 (1968), p. 24.

2. 1Ibid., p. 6.

3. Ibid., p. 27.




CHAPTER III

PEER RATINGS IN GENERAL

BACKGROUND

Many articles have been written and many studics documented
concerning the edvantages and disadvantages of peer ratings. The
purpose of tnis chapter is to review some of thege past writings,
with parricuisr emphasis on what are believed to be disadvantages,
and show that smore research must be accomplished beifore the value
o0- a pe.x rating coucept in a “real lire"” situation can
be determined.

A large majority of the actual research in pesr retings has
been accompiished in the military services, primarily in initial
training schiool situatlions. To date, the emphasis has been
piaced on the celection process aud the prediction of future
potential as an officer. 5>tvdies of graduates or the United States
Milicary Academy, United Stites Naval Acidemy, Naval oS, Air
Ferce CS, and Marine Corps (XS have all proven conclusively that
peer ratings ave the most valid predictors vf{ officer performance
than any cther undergraduate messures (academic snd instructor/

tacticzl officer grades). The vialidity of pear ratings is well

documented in Major R .oon A. Nadal's Research Report Ro. 68-8
which reviews a substantial number of past studies on peer ratings.l

For the purpose of this paper, the statement that peer ratings are

10




the most valid ratings system for military school and training

situations is accepted without question.

An area which has not received much attention in past studies
concerning the militsry is the use of peer ratings as an adjunct
to the present Officer Efficiency Reporting System. Would peer
ratings more accurately predict poteantial thar ratings by superiors
in a normal duty situation the same as they predict »otential
betu.c than the tactical officar ratings in a3 school or traianing
situation? One of the comclusions of Major Nadol's study, based
on his review of literature by recogniczed authorities on evalua-
tion systems, was that peer rating: are the most valid personnel
rating systems row available.2? This is further supported by

the statesent:

In both military and civilian enviromments, in teims
of the firdirgs of both mililary researchers and
pehavioral scien:.ists, reer ratiugs predict future
succe3s tetter than tagts, better than saberdinater,
better than superiors, and in some cases, better
than a combination of all three pvt :ogether.3

The above quote is from a study by the Office, Deputy Chief of
Staff for Personnel (DCSPER), Department of the Armmy, dated
25 June 1969, which addressed many of the same studies as Msjor

Kadal. The DCSPER study atso states:

Twe main argumerts against pler ratings have
surfaced in study group discussions and interviews:
« « . and tvo, peer ratings are applicable only in
& school enviromment.

The school environment argument assumes that peer
ratings are to be used as 2 means for evaluating
manner of performrnce of present duties. They
aren't. Peer ratings normally are considered as

1




predictors, useful in estimating potential.
Therefore, where peer ratngs are made 1s of

little significance. . . .
Although both of these studies are very convincing in their
arguments thuat pz2ex ratings will predict better than superior
ratings, this author, based on a2 .eview of many of these same
studies, questions that it has actually been proven in other than

a school or training situation.

A CASE FOR FURTHER STUDY

To explain this doubt referenced abova, the Air Force OCS

study by Ernest C. Tupes, 1957, shculd be examined first.
The study wes designed tu investigate the relationship

between vatirngs of peers in an officer training situation on a
group of behavior or personality traits and later officer per-
formance u&s measurad by officer effici-icy seprets, He used 790
graduates ip this test. The officer efriciency reports covered
a period varying from one to three vears. Bis conclusions were
that there was little doubt that persomality trait ratings (peer
ratings) as obtained are related to later successful
officer performance.
Hereir Iies the basis for this suthor's questions. What was
proven? It was proved thal peer ratings correlate highly with
superior tatings. &2ut did it not also prove that superior ratings
cnrrelate highly with peer catirgs? If this be true, then once a
file of superior ratings is accumulated, could you not predict
future poetentizi {rom these ratings as well as from peer ratings?
Since in studies reviewed by this author the predictability of
peer ratings has been measured against performa. e as indicated

by superior ratings, or in civilian research against the promotions




received as a result of management ec-lcoiion drocedures, it has
not been proven that peer ratings are better tools for predi~ting
than superior ratings in a normal duty situation., It would appear
that today we coald say with complete confidence that peer ratings
are good p.edictors and may or may not oe better than supervisor
ratings. One might cha.lenge this on the basis that peer ratings
have been proven to be better than tactical or trainirg officer
ratings., It is submitted that an individual responsible for
making evaluations in a training position and a supervissr on thz
job are not comparable with any degree of accura-y.

At this point it might be worthwhile to examine the argument
that "peer ratings are only applicable in a school eavironmwent”
and the opposing opinioi: that "where peer ratings are wmade is of
little significance"” referenced above. Again, several studies are
most convincing in the theory that peer ratings may be made under
any circumstances, but others lean toward the argument that peer
ratings are not effective in some situations. One such study was
by Albert j. Kubsny as outlined beliow:

The author was iunterested in finding a more realistic
measure of student quality in medical schools. Medical research
had been hampered by the lack of such measures, particularly in
the last two years of medical school. In these years the instruc-
tion is less academic and more clinical. The instructers see the
students for shorter periods of time and Lave less opportunity to
draw distinctions between students. The students have more time
to observe each other candidly and comprehensively. The subjects
were 87 medical stuients at the University of Pittsburgh. Eleven
factors were used for evaluation such as "Medical Facts,” '"Calm
inr Emergency,” and "Comumity Medical Leader.”

Each student was asked to name turee classmates who would be

best in the future of eack of the given variables. No negative
nominations were asked for and ra attem:t was made to control for

13
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the influence of slight acquaintance. Peer nominations were
compared with the evaluations of instructurs ard with course
grades. Instructors and peers agreed fairly well on some factors,
but there was practically no relationship in other factors. The
resulcs of this study suggested that evaluation is the proper role
of the instructors and that peer nominations should not have a
place in determining class standings or racommeondations for posi-
tions. It raised the question abo.. the place for peer nominations
in a medical school, and indeed, in any professional school. It
was indicated that the best uge of peer informatior might be for
rasearch purposes, especially in developing more compreh:nsive or
diagaostic performance criteria.
This study is cited to show that maybe peer ratings are not
effective in all sitvatiocns. Granted, the peer ratings in tbis
chse were measured against instructor ratings and academic grades
instead of actual performance at a later date, but the fiucings
cannot be overlooked as there will always be a fine line between
measuring present performance and potential {future performance).
Also, it should be noted that in the last two years cof medical
school the students were somewhere bhetween the schoel or closely
supervised training enviromment and actual job performance. In
the opinion of this author, it gives some indications that as the
setting moves closer to job performance the value of peer ratings
may decrease.

Perhaps peer ratings would be a valuable asset to the
present rating system, but before it will be accepted by the
lajty, it must be proven bevond doulit that peer ratings are better
predictors than raiings by supericrs Sowme msy be convinced this
iz fait accompli, however, it is hoped the pieceeding questions

show that there remains some dbasis for doubt.




Then how can ii be proved that pzer ratings wre the best
predictors? How car It be shown chat it weuld be advantageous to
a promotion selettion board to have peer ratings in addition to

super7isor satines?

One method, although time .onsuming, would be to aave peer
ratings and supervisor predict . ons being made under the same
circumstances., Another method on a short term basis would be
to have a peer predictien for the results of some type selection
board, Either of these type meihols would serve as a beginning
an¢ would provide soms insigh!: to the situatien.

1r the firzt merhod, u group of selected nfficers could be
rated for say a three vear period by chely peers in an active duty
situatios. ™uring the same pericd the supervisor could subzmit
prediction varings. Evw s though the present efficiency report
form hae an area for measuring potent:ial, it is believed a special
form much the same as the ore completed by the peers should be
srovided to the supervisor., Then at a prescribed time in the
future, it could be determined who had made the dest prydiction--
that is if a criterion against which to measure could be estab-
lished. This would be difficult and must probadly wuld have to
be A judgrent factor based cn a review cf records by a selectad
groun of officers. Such a test cnuld settle the issue once and
for all. 1It would validate cor invalidate such statements as:

Some authorities have suggested that men on the
same level, or even sudbordinates, be parties to

the appraiszal; but in view cf the facts of business
1life, this is unrealistic. Men of the same level

i5
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are apt to be rivals or personal friends, and

hence biased cne way or the cther. In any case,

if George aprraises Bill and Bill appraises

George, logro'ling is likely fo insue, and

vitiate the wtole process.’
Such beliefs must be refuted +“*h factual evidence before a peer
rating system will receive the support ¢f officer personnel, with-
out which it is doomed to failure. Edward A. Rundquist and Reign
H. Bittaer state that "Merit rating systems fail hecause raters
are not sold on their values."? They further stated that the lack
of enthusiasm by raters can be caused by many reasons suchk as:
(1) confusion about what is to e measured, (2) inadequate train-
ing of raters, (3) th« raters having no part in the development of
the rating procedures, (4) management's inadequate understanding
of the operatiog proilems entailed, (5) confusion on the purpose
of the ratings, and (6) laborious procedures.?

Trere is ancther point in favor of a test such as described
above. The peers making the ratings are now in a position where
ratings have a greater effect con such things as promotion and
assignment--a very personal thinmg. To quote from Reign Bittuer:

As soon as you attach direct consequences to the
merit rating system, you do something to the
ratings. Raters will see to it that the merit
ratings do not grevent ther from tzking action they
€a21 desirable.l0
It mus< be learned if cratings by ceers de change, and to what
degree., vhen the effects of their ratings definitely have a

direct bearing on their own future. This was one of the points

addressed by Hollander in his study, "The Reiiability of Pecr




Nominations Under Various Conditions of Administration,”" as
summarized below:

The study was conducted with some 700 officer candidates
at the US Naval School, Officer Candidate, in 1955. One of the
variibles relating tu the reliability of peer-nominations con-
sideved in thiz study was, "the presence of any differential
effects or reiiability accruing from the use of forms with a
‘research’ set as against those with a 'real' set."” Half the
stydents were given peer-nomination forms with the notation,

"ihe results of these ratings are to be used for research purposes
only and will not affect your Navy career,” while the ¢thar half
received forms marked, "The results of these ratings may be usad
for adniniscrative purposes.” His conclusions were that the
differences obtained between the administrative and research sets
vzre minimal as regards any gain in relizbility use of one as
opposed to the other. He further ccncluded that reszults obtained
from previous peer-nomination studies, where research sets were
involved, could be taker to have “real life" implications. How-
ever, ne did introduce a caution that premature conclusions not
be d-awn regarding the differential validity of forms adwinistered
under these two sets.

Although the results of this study indicate that peer ratings do
not change in 2 "real life"” situation, it still is speaking of the
"real life" situation as it exists in a school or training environ-
ment. Does ''real life" take on a new and different meaning when

- individual is actuzlly on the jon? The primary concern of a
student is whether or not he will graduate. It is not believed
that he is subjected to the many outside pressures--social,
financiai, moral, and professional--which may affect his work as
an officer. He is yet to learn that bad decisions can affect
much more than his grades. It is deubtful that this study by
Hollander is of much value, other than as an indicator, in
datermining the effectiveness of peer ratings for officers on

active ruty.
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The second test could, as an example, have peers examine the
list of personnel eligible for promotion to the grade of Colonel.
In the cases where the peer knew the candidate well enocugh, he
could indicate whether or not the candidate should be promoted.
The results could then be compared with the list of candidates
actrally selected for promotion by the selection board. This

possibility is discussad in more de.sil in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER IV

FEASIBILITY OF A PEER RATING SYSTEM

GENERAL

The previous chapter was concerned with the overall concept
or vilue of peer ratings as a part of an evaluation system. But
regardless of how good peer rztings may be, there still remains a
question as to how feasible or practical they would be for use
within the mil tary service. The purpuse of this chapter is to
present a detailed discussion of the areas where resistance to
peer ratings will most likely be encountered. It is a consolida-
tion of as many problems as can be identified from a review of
past studies and from discussions with fellow officers.

Problems and obstacles could ke expected, the same as with
any n2w system, if peer ratings were added to the present officer
evaluation syscem. Certain of these problems are real. Others
miy be only misconceptions on the part of the officers, however,
until such time as these misconceptions are corrected by a widely
accepted explanation, they will be a2a obstacle to the peer rating
system just the same ac if they were real. These problems must
bz faccd; it must be determired which problems are real ari which
are misconceptions; and it must be determined if the prob ems can
be overcome. Little progress will be made until this is accom-
plished. ,nfortunately, some of the problems which will be

discussed are already present in our rating system of today.
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However, a fpeer rating system will greatly increase the number of
ratings on each office. which, in turn, will magnify any existing
errors. Unless they ~re corrected, peer ratings would only

further invalidate the ratings.

WHG IS A PEER?

The one problem which will be contested more often and with
the most vigor is that of determining who are peers. The diction-
ary defines a peer as "one who has equal standing with another."
Unfortunately, due to the rank structure within the military
services, this definition hurts much more than it helps. Based on
the rank structure, it can be said that all officers in the grade
of major (Air Force, Army; Infantry, Adjutant General; junior,
senior) have equal standing and, therefore, are peers. But can
the scurvice establish a peer rating system based on this definition
without further defining and delineating what is meant by a peer?
No! However, the minute efforts are made to precisely define
"'peer,” trouble begizs. Everyone will have his own idea--just as
everyone presentiy has his own ideus about what the efficiency
reporting system should be--and a definitirn to suit all, or even
a majority, of the officers will become a most difficult task.

It is believed all officers would agree that a more definitive
meaning than "equal standing" would be eszential before attempting
to implement a peer rating system. If this is true, then why

would it be so difficult to establish an acceptakle meaning--one




acceptable to all’ Perhkaps a few questions at this point can
quickly direct attention to the heart of this problem.

Take the case of two majors, one with one month in grade and
seven years total service and the other with four years in grade
and eleven years total service. Would thc junior major be quali-
fied to submit an appraisal on the senior major? The senior
major would fn all probability amnswer in the negative and he
would, without doubt, be supported by a large majority, if not
all, of the officer corps. Would they be correct? It might be
hard to say that added experience has no bearing on an officer's
ability to accurately evaluate traits which would predict future
officer performance. But if the junior major is not egually
qualified to rate the senior major, then when do majors become
peers? When they are within one year of equal grade? Two years?
It is a hard question to answer.

The next point which repeat:dly comes up in a discussicn of
this subieci is tiat of biranch. The question here could be,
"Would two majors of equal ruank and service and serving in a
division headquarters, but one an infantry major serving in the
G-3 Section and the other a finance officer serving in the Finance
Section, be equally qualified to rate the other?" They are both
ecerving as a staff officer. Even if it could be shown that they
wcre equally qualified, it is doubtful that the officer corps

would ever accept such a condition.




Another bruisirg cuvestion concerns the staff officer versus
the compander. Should a Licitenant Colonel serviang on the divi-
sion staff be allowed to submit an appraisal on a battalion com-
mander, or vice ver:a? There are strong Srelings in this area!

It is evident that defining a peer for .iny peer rating
system will require considerable thought and research. Questiors
such as the ones surfaced here must be faced squarely and studied
in detail. Undoubfr:dly this problem can be solved, but it .nust
be done with great care. There is probably no other point which
will be as important to the rateaz than the matter of who his

rater will be.

PREJUDICES AND BIASES

The Problem

The subject of prejudice and bias is most Jifficult to write
about. It covers a broad spectrum and any writer always wonders
if he is not aliowing his own prejudices and biases to influence
his writing. However, the subject cannot be avoided in any
discussion of peer ratings. Whether or not the old hang-up that
"peer ratings are aothing more than a personality contest" is
true or fictitious is of little significance as long as the
officers believe it to be true--and the number who object to a
peer rating system (supported by percentages later in this
chapter) would indicate they believe it to be at least

partially true.
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The veal problem is that of the studies reviewed by this
author, ncne has proven that prejudices and biaszs can ba ignored
in a pees rating system. Those individuals whn are in favor af
peer ratings will peint quickly to ¢ study mads using 187 Naval
Aviation Csdets which showed that friendship had nc bearing when
the cadets were rating orther cadets on léadership.l But those
individuals opposed to peer ratings will just as gquickly quote
the following from another study:

Th.e factors observed to operate most often to give
rise to prejsdiced judgement were these: differences
between respondent and the persor he discussed in
nationality, in civilian or military siatus, in
military rank, in socfal status, iu imag’nativeness
cor practicality, in types of assignaent (e2.g8.,
operdational job ~xr desk job), in attitudes toward
order, regularity, and discipline, in terparament,
and in drinhing habits .2

And so the arguments continue.

A Democratic Process

what are come of the prejudices whick might dbe sigrificant
in a peer rating system. One which prebably would be argued
constantly is the »Ifect of scurce or type of commission--TISMA,
RA, or Resezve. ™"Judges rate their colleagues, f=llow atudeats,
or fellow teachers higher than tkey rite others."3 Zven though
the protlem has unaoubtedly diminished durirg the past several
years, can it be stated that the USM: officer r:2lly sees a
veserve officer as a coileague in the true sense of the word?
And further still, coes the Armv as & whola look at thewm equally?

Do uey receive equal consideration in assignments or does it run
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in ¢»der of priority from the USMA to RA to Reserve? Does one
grour seem vc cluster in sixilar type jobs? Maybe a look at the
present setting, the U3 Army 'iar College (USAWC), wouid give

some insight to thess questions. 1t is acszumed that au assigmeont
to the staff and faculty of the USAWC would be considered as a
prestigivus tvpe assignment. The Officer 3fographical 3ketches,
1971 ,4 showe that B7 percent of the LTC, Army, Combat Arms,
assigned o the ataff and faculty (fur this survey the term svaff
and Zaculty do-=s not include the Opera:ions Group, USAWC; are
US¥a officozrs, Even whrn conslidering the fect that the USAEXC
Students are a select group, the percentages Tun much luwer.

Only 31 yercent cf the LTC, Zrwmy, Combat Arms, assigned as students
are USMA n€ficers. A staf{ ard facwlty-student ratfio of 87 per-
c2at to 31 percent would indicate preference is given to USMA
officerx in asgsignment to the USAWC. Way? 1Is there any special
reason or did 1t juss happen? 1Is vhere an answer vhich would
satisfy the officer corps as a whole? Are there other areas of
this nature? It would be interesting to know what the rvatic for
high level positions over the past 20 years would show. The
purpose in pursuing this line is nat to queaticn whether or not
this is right or wrong, good or bad, justified or unjustified.
But rather to emphasize that peer ratings are a democratic process
and a peer rating system would be handicapped until such time as

the apportunities arz also ou a democratic basis. This may b2 a
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minor point, but it could be one of those small barbs which help

to destroy a good system.

Moral and Professional Standards

Moral and prafessional factors will also have a direct bear-
ing on the validity of peer ratings. It can be stated that it has
just as great an effect on svperior ratings, but this is doubtful.
An individual studies his supervisor and is able to adjust, within
the 1imits of his own moral and professional standards, to the
stated or obvious desires of the "boss."” This could or could not
be a desirable characteristic, but it is necessary for an efficient
organization. And any change in rating systems will not change
this attitude! An individual will not act in violation of his
supervisor's desire (again within the lim.ts of his own meral and
professional standards) even though he might believe a different
action would improve his image in the view of his peers. His
"bread and butter" is too closely tied to his supervisor. In
research studies carried out at Michigan Survey Research Center,
one curious finding appeared consistently:

It was discovered that effective supervisors tend to
have bosses who follow the same pattern of supervision,
and that ineffective supervisors tend to hava bosses
who also have ineffective patterns of supervision. In
other words, like begets like. 'We tend to supervise
as we are supervised.' Patterns of supervision thus
tend to flow downward in an organization. The reason,
of course, is that rewards and punishments flow dowm-
ward. We try to figure out how our supervisor wants
us to behave and then modify our behavior accordingly.

We tend to conform to cur supervisor's expectation
concerning how we should supervise. . . .
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We tend to supervise as we are supervised, not as
we are taught to supervise. . . .2

if this is true, then peers do not always see a pzer as he really
may be. They see him as he may be changed, to some degree, by
his supervisor. Unless they (the p2ers) perceive the supervisor
as well as, or in the same manner us, the person being rated, the

validity of peer ratings will ben lessened.

Knowledge of Peers

Along this same line, it seems to be a common belief among
advocates of peer ratings that peers are usually in closer contact
with what the ratee does hour-by-hour and day-by-day and that a
man tries to present only his best side to his supervisor, but
his prers see him as he is. It is questionable if either of these
beliefs is true in today's environment--at least not to the degree
that it may have once been. It is not uncommon that an individual
spends more of his time with or around his supervisor than his
peers. The growing size of the Army without a corresponding
increace in on-post housing has greatly reduced the amount of
time officers spend together after duty hours (it should be noted
here that in most instances to date where peer ratings have been
used effectively, the participants all lived together). As stated

in the Military Review:

The expanded size of the military forces also has had
its effect. One of these effects is the limitations
of acquaintanceships within the officer corps. A
¢lose and detailed knowledge of one arcother is
impossible, and, therefore, reputations are vague

and limited. . . .6
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Al:hough this author was describing the officer corps as a whole
(and even felt that peer ratings might help to solve this problem)
it is believed the statement will apply to a large degree to
smaller organizations, e.g., post or division. The battalicn
commander simply 2ues not krow that much about what the other
battalion commander is doing in many cases. Normally, ! tta‘ioms
are cpread out by organization and mission much more than in the
past. This author discussed this situation with several ianfantry
officers who nad served as battalion commanders in a division in
Vietnam. They were asked individually if they felt they could have
made peer ratings on the other battalion commanders in their
brigade. Without exception, the answer was "No." Each one stated
that he just didn't see the other commanders that much or know them
that well (unless, of course, he had known him before). They all
stated they k%new where the other battalion commanders were opera-
ting and what they were doing, but had very little contact with
them. Very surprisihgly, two of these officers volunteered the
information that their own company commanders knew even less about
each other than they (the battalion commanders) knew about other
battalion commanders. They stated their company commanders saw
very litcle of each other. Even in Europe the battalions arve
spread out so that many battalion communders do not see much of
the other commanders. The days of the old regiment are gone!

In addition, maybe the peer doesn't see the man "as he is"

better than the supervisor. There seems to be a growing trend
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today toward an individual wanting to be more cpen and speak his
belief--a trend which at this point may be temporarily upsetting
the Army image more than any one other factor. ‘lhLe one face tc
your boss and another face to your peers may be a thing of the past.
Doas this contradict the argument used earlier in the chapter that
an individual will not act in violation of his supervisor's
desires (within limits) because his "bread and butter" is too
closcly tied to his supervisor. Maybe to some degree, but not
entirely. An individual may express his opiricu in strong terms
to his supervisor, but in the end he normally must follow his
supervisor's directions. His peers may or mav not know of the
initial position he has tzken and, therefore, the supervisor may
see him "as he is" more than the peers. At any rate, times are
changing. Studies must be .~ade to determine which theory carries

the most weight in the present envico:zwent.

Positive and Negative Prejudices

Studies which go much deeper and come close. to the officar
on active duty must be accomplished. Negative prejudices must be
examined as well as positive. Hollander's research (referenced
earlier) to determine what effect friendship played in peer ratings
would be considered as testing a positive prejudice. On the other
hand, research by deJung and Kaplan which shwed that difference
in race does have an effect when individvals are rating each
other’ would be considered as testing a negative prejudice. More

work needs to be done to determine the effect for persons who are
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disiikev for some reason--a negative prejudice., Some of these

problems are discussed in Assessment of Men. This book is an

account of the attempts made to assess the merits of men recruited
for the Office of Strategic Services during World War 1I. It
tells how individuals were selected and also how attempts were
made o measure their efficiency as a worker. Several methods,
oae of which was peer ratings, were used to mpasure how well the
man performed on the job. This situation seems to be more closely
related to the active Army than any other study to date. Some

of the findings of this study relating to social factors are

as follows:

6) . .. If aman being appraised was liked or
admired by a respondent, he was very commonly rated
higher on all traits without distinction. On the
other hand, if he was thought to be low in one
trait, or to have done a poor job, he was frequently
rated low on all characteristics, although it is
unlikely that he could have been so consistently
undesirable. Discririnating distribution of trait
ratings on a single individual was relatively rare.
8) 1f the vespondent knew the individual as a
co-worker, he may easily have bad a different
opinion of his social relaticns. for example, than
someone who knew him only afrer hours. He may have
been a congenial drinking companion and a crabby
boss. Each view mignt have been correct in its own
limited area, bul it was hard to combine them iato
one ve&lid over-all rating.

9) . . . Similarly, when the appraiser and one
of the informants /peers/ were members of the same
clique overseas, but another informant was not a
member, it was common for markedly different
opinions to be expressed. Of course both such
views may have a measure cf truth in them, hut it
is no. possible to represent the two truths in a
single quantitative r:ating.8
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Prejudice Toward the System

One danger probably greater than any discussed above is that
of the officers becoming prejudiced to any new type peer rating
system before it has been given a fair chance. The attitude of
the officers toward peer ratings is prejudired already as shown
by a stulent survey at the Command and General Staff College (CGSC)
in 1968. This survey indicated that 98 percent of the students
were opposed to peer ratings.9 The reasons given by the students
for opposing peer ratings were many and varied, but were closely
related to prejudices and biases, dissatisfaction with the
selection of peers, and the "personality contest” theory. Here
again, as with Kubany's study described in Chapter III, the CGSC
study was concerned with using peer ratings ia the overall evalua-
tion of students more than in predicting future potential. One of
the problems with the peer rating system will be to convince the
officer corps that peer ratings are measuring traits which pre-
dict potential and not an evaluation of present performance

of duty.
MEASUREMENTS

The quote, "The precision of an instrvment caannot properly
be measured by an instrument that is lese precise,"lo leads to a
very intriguing thovght. The individuals who end up at the top of
a peer rating system have been placed there by persons evidently

less competent than they--a most unnatural situation. It simply
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seems odd to think that persons with less capability could predict
an individual's future potential better than individuals with more
experience (the supervisors). It is not intended that this ques-
tion be pursued, but it does open the door to other problems--ihat
of determining the reliability of peer ratings based on the ability
and conscientiousness of the rater, especially in the case of
younger and less experienced officers. It could be argued that
the same holds true for superiors in today's ratiang system, but it
is doubtful. There is a strong feeling of responsibility on the
part of supervisors in making ratings and there is, without doubt,
rmuch time and effort put into each efficiency report rendered.

The system of an indorser and reviewer demands this. Can this
same degree of a2 fea2ling cf responsibility ever be achieved among
all peers? This weakness of tLhe peer rating is noted in the

Assessment of Men as follows:

The result: of these techniques j;éer rating§7 can
be immensely valuable or completely worthless
depending upon the degree to which the subjects
can te induced to take the assignment seriously
and to execute it with complete honesty

and candor.ll

Striking characters, good and bad, were reported
upon more frequently than less colorful figures,
and opinions about such vivid personalities are
especialiy susceptible to the errors of hearsay.l2

Bittner's article touches on this problem:

+ « » merit rating is in competition with many
other things for the rater's time, and the
accomplishment r.” these other things has a more
direct bearing in the rater's mind on his bread
and butter. This preseuts a dilemma, because an
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adequate merit rating plan requires the rater to

devote considerable time to it if the results are

to be worthwhile. . . .13
This lack of a feeling of responsibility may be a danger in the
event of no indorser and reviewer (who obviously would have no
place in a peer rating concept) and the increased number of reports
which would be required of all officer personnel. Furthermore, a
peer rating system would be a system with almost no controls.
Counseling of raters in a peer rating system would necessarily be
in general terms as cpposed to the present system where counseling
by the indorser and reviewer can be accomplished on specific cases.
Mandell in his article, 'Appraisals: A Valid Management Selection
Tool,"” was discussing various difficulties to be overcome to mzke
appraisals more meaningful. One finding was that ratings were
more accurate when obtained orally from the rater by a trained
stafi member.l% Taough this would be nz2ar impossible in the Army,
tie indorser to a small degree and the reviewer to a much larger
degree presently fill this role of a trained stafi member. The
fact that the =>ports of toth the rater aud indorger are reviewed
by a more senio:- olficer adds credeice to the orescat system and

also provides the ratec with some feeling of protection.
WEIGHT VALUE

To establish a scoring or evaluation system for the users of
efficiency reports which would be compatible with the present

system will be hard. If & peer rating system were implemented,
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a selection board, for example, will now have many more reports
for review and it would seem that some type scoring system would
be necessary (whether present selection boards do or do not use
some type scoring system is not known to this author;. But before
a scoring system can be established, the relatiorship between peer
ratings znd superior ratings must be established~--and this rela-
tionship should be common knowledge among all officers. Will the
state of the art support a definitive relationship? Could it be
determined, for examrle, if peer ratings should have a weight
value of 40 percent and superior ratings a weight value of 60
percent? ThLis will certainiy be a most difficult task, expecially
since the rating of an individual under any rating systam carries
with it a high probatle error. The measvrement of human traits
and capaviiy are & long way from the exactness which 2e are
accustomed to expect from measurements.ld To add another factor--
peer ratings in this case--to the present system which can have a
bearing on promotions, assignmeuts, etc., without a definite and

realistic method for its use would be unsound.
TRAINING

Importance of Training

Whzc is so important about training an individual in
techniques of efficiency reporting? The rater his a form and a
regulation explaining how the form is tc be completel. It would

seenm that with the forw, the regulation, and & normal 2wount of




judgreat, any officer could do a good job of rating enother
officer. Evidently this is not true. It was sobering to note
just how many times the word *training" kept cropping up as a
problem in the various articles used in research for this paper.

The training problem is not unigue to a peer rating system.
It is without doubt a biz weakness in the present rating system
and is probably one major underlyirg cause for the number of
changes that have been .equired in the rating system over the
years--more so than the fact that the reportine form teing used
wes bad, Bittner addresses this specific peoint:

The feeling is all too prevalent that the way to
obtain better ratings is to get a better rating
form. 1t is not surprising that this feeling is
common, for if a tool doesn't work it is natural to
loox for a deficiency in the tool rather than a
fault in the user of the too). Nevertheless, 1
belisve that if all raters were properly trained,
almost any rating form would give reasonably good
results, providing it was chosen in the first

place to conform to the objective of the

rating program.

it is interesting t» note that there is considerable
clamor in our coempany for a change in the merit
rating form, even though it is excremely doubtful
that our form has ever been given a fair chance to
prove its worth. We shall be cbliged to change the
form, too, I thimk, because sentiment against it

has crystalized to such en extent that systematic
tra.ning introduced at this late date would probably
not breaakdown the resistance.

. . . Furthermore, it /training/ should be intraduced
concurrently with the iutroduction of the werit
rating system and not after bal training habits

have been formed--or, what ic worse, after resistance
to the procedures has developed.l6

As stated before, training is not a problem uaique to a peer

rating system and some of this discussion on training may stray
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to some degree from che subject of pee: ratings. But training is
believed to be extremely important and must be considered in any

new system. Training could well be the most difficult and signi-

ficant factor in implementing such a revolutionary system as

peer ratings.

Direction of Training

What should be the thrust of a training program for efficiency
reporting? Perhaps some quotes from five authors will highlight
vhere weaknesses are found. From Guilford: "individuals differ
in the capacity to judge others."17 "juiges do much better if
interested in the ratings they nake:,"ls and "Different judges use
different criteria in judging cthe same trait."l9 From Joseph
Tiffin's writings:

Rating people is a skill and not am easy skill,
Good production men and even good supervisors
are not necessarily good raters unless they have
been taught how to rate. . . .2
Walter R. Mahler states;
The willingness of the rater to formulate accurate
and consistent judgements does not davelop auto-
maticaliy nor can it be obtained by edjct. . . .21
Gustav C. Hertz writes:
Plans must be developed for securing understanding
and acceptance of the rating program by both
employee and supervisors.22
And further:
Merit rating is a comparatively delicate managem nt
device and one which, in the hands of untrained

personnel, can cause much harm. . . . Ratings
made by un.rained supervirorr are frequently the
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sorrce of appeals and other types of efficiency

rating grievances and cause the system itself

to fall into disrepute.23
And finally from Roadman:

. . . some attention must be directad to the

question of the willingness of participants to

accurately rate each other if they know full use

will be made of peer ratings for administrative

as well as individual development purposes.za
It is obvious from these quotes that the three key words in
training for an effective rating system are understanding,
willingness, and acceptance--and they apply equally to the rater
and the ratee. It is debatable Low well these three factors are
integrated into the present rating system, but however hard it was
to get to the present situation--whatever it may be---it could be a
more complex problem to mesh these factors into a peer rating
system. In line with the CGSC survey referenced earlier, another
opinion survey of some 1800 officers showed that 84 percent of the
officers favored more and better training to imprcve efficiency
reporting,25 but it also showed that 78 percent were jpposed to
being rated by persons of equal rark.26

The number of methods which could be used to promote umder-

standing, willingness, and acceptance is a study within itself,
however, some things which would help are obvious at first glance.
One of these is "time." There must be ample lead time for the
personnel in the field .o digest a new rating system before they
begin submitting ratings. The most glaring example of where lead

time was extremely limited was when the present form 67-6 for
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efficiency reporting was placed in effect. The new DA Regulation
and DA Pamphlet covering this reporting form were received in the
field less than a month before the new system was to be effective
{basad on experience in the 4th Armd Div, USAEUR), Administrative
personnel were forced to prepare lesson plans overnight, present
classes when they themselves were not sure of all aspects of the
new system, and face an audience which was openly hostile to this
sudden change. As a result, the efficiency reporting system was
chaotic for several weeks after the new reporting system was
implemented. It seems rea. >nable to assume that the short lead
time for this change was a major hinderance to its acceptance in
the field. The publication and distribution of all material con-
cerning a major change such as this should be a minimum of three
to six months prior to implementation. The users need this much
time to establish procedures and to be prepared for a smooth
transition. Of course, publicity explaining the reasons for the
change, etc., should begin long before this three to six months
time period.

Another place where training must be emphasized for better
understanding is in the meaning and value to terms. One interest-
ing experiment irn this area is summarized as follows:

One company had raters put 20 of their workers in rank
order from 1 to 20. Then they were asked to r.. down the list and
chocse the person they considered as an averagc run-of-the-mill
worker. In 14 out of the total 19 groups rated, the raters chose
for the average worker the persons ranked either best, second

best, or third best. In only two groups did a rater go as low as
seventh best for the average worker. Apparently, "average" to




these raters meant outstandingly good and defining the meaning of
"average" did not clarify the point for them.27

There are presertly descriptive words on the Cfficer Efficiency
Report form which are more confusing than "average.” Take the
word "loyalty" for example. A rater is supposed to place an
individual in one of five categories-~-top, second, middle, fourth,
or bottem. Many will argue this is not possible as an individual
ig either loyal or disloyal--so they must rate him top or bottom.
Granted, this may be somevhat extreme, but most will admit it is
near impossible to decide when a person should be rated second,
middle, or fourth in this area. Consequently, most raters give a
top in this block. 1Is this wrong? How can you define "average
loyalty?" If no instances are known where the individual has not
bSeen loyal (which is true in the majority of cases), then how can
he be rated below top; yet the efficiency reporting system is
supposed to be such that the "hump" falls in the middle. Bittner
touches on this point:
It is often assumed that common understanding of the
meaning of a trait is brought about by defining the
trait carefully. An interesting finding from research
on ratings in our company bears on this. We have found
that many raters cannot even distinguish sheer ability
to do the iob from personality despite elaborate defi-
nitions of these characteristics. And to make matters
worse, the raters were rating people working on routine
production jobs where personality was not a component
cof successful performance.
Another example, in the opinion of this writer, of where two

of these factors~--understanding and acceptance--are made difficult

is the value system used in block XII of the Officer Efficiency
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Report. Raters are supposed to rate an individual between 0 and
100 in over-all value to the service. Yet grading systems, with
rare exceptions, which raters have been subjected to all their
life have been based on a grading system of 70 to 100 as passing
and below 70 as failing. Suddenly in the Army raters are supposed
to rate an average officer as 50. We are all greatly hindered by
our past experiences and it is unnatural to rate an average
officer at 50. If it is necessary that 50 be average, then a
training program which is far superior to anything heretofore

used is necessary.

ADMINISTRATION

The efficiency reporting system is an administrative burden
at all levels. Even though some eight petcent29 of officer
efficiency reports are returned by DA for administrative errors,
efficiency reports are probably handled thrcughout the Army more
carefully and watched more closely than any other administrative
action other than casualty reporting--which is as it should be.
To add a peer rating system which would mean many more reports
could create a real administrative problem, even though the
reporting form and procedures might be greatly simplified.
Control will always be a problem. The value of a peer rating

system must be considered in light of this increased worklioad.
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CHAPIER V

PEER RATINGS ON A SELECTIVE BASIS

A PROPOSED TEST

In the preceding chapters rhe many unanswered questionse--
real or imagined by the officer corps~-concerning peer ratings
were discussed and admittedly it painted a pretty dark picture
for peer ratings. But it by nc means shows, nor was it intended
to show, that peer ratings could not be used to an advantage
sometime in the future. And maybe even in the immediate future
on a selective basis among more senior officers. Most probably
many of the difficulties discussed would be eliminated or at
least reduced if peer ratings were limited to more senior
officers. With maturity, it is hoped that most prejudices would
be at a minimum having been replaced with better reasoning and
understanding. Selective use would not fiood the system and the
reports would be completed more accurately. The senior officer
would be better motivated to do a conscientious job. At any rate,
some experimentation must begin in an active duty enviromment
simply to identify specifically the problems and to add to the
knowliedge of pear ratings.

International Business Machines Corporation (IBM) conducted
a gtudy which certainly provided encouragement for further

research in peer ratings. It is summarized as follows:
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The purpose of the study was to determine how well peer
could predict the promotion petential of middle managere. The
setting used for the study was a four-week middle management
training course. The students were broken down into groups of 16
each, and worked together for two to three weeks before the peer
ratings were administered. About half the course was not struce
tured or led by an instructor, which allowed for much student
interaction. They all lived together at the location of
the school.

Each student was required to rate all students within his
group on 13 characteristics. He was to rate them on a scale of
1 to 5, and was also required to have an equal number of ratees in
each block--three in block 1, three in block 2, etc.

Every third student was then selected for further observation.
After two years these men were ranked in order of the number of
promotions received since completion of the training course. This
list was then compared with the mean score of each of the 13
characteristics rated. The results showed pees ratings to be pire-
dictive in 10 of the 13 characteristics. Although this study
cautioned that additicnal research is necessary, it did indicate
that peers can identify those middle managers who will move into
executive positions.

Even though the IBM study was conducted in a training school
environment, rating forms were not signed, and the participants
were not in a "real life" situation--that is, the ratings would
not in any way influence their own or their fellow students'
promotion potential--the fact still remains that they were able
to make accurate predictions in this situation. It seems the
next step would be to change the setting to one of a "real life"
situaticn and find if the theory remains valid; if so, then
search for a practical application of the theory.

An initial test to provide some insight to the subject will
be Part 1I of this study. The test will be to match a set of
peer prediccions against the actual results of the selection
board fer selection of students to attend the senior service

celleges in 1971, This will be a repeat in some ways of the
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IBM test, to include the same limitations, moved to a military
environment. However, it will be a first step and will show how
much difference there is between the way peers see an officer as
compared to the way a selection board sees him based on a review
of his records. The direction for further research will depend on

the answer to this first and hasic question.
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Roadman, pp. 211-214,
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUS IONS

There is ample evidence to show that peer ratings have Leen
most effective in predicting potentiai In training school situations.
There is evidence which indicates peer ratings aight be effective at
middle and h’ gher management levels in a "real life" situation in
the military service. - But at the same time there are many unan-
swered questions. Do peer ratings predict better than superior
ratings in a "real life" situation? Would it be too difficult to
establish a suitable definition of "peer" in an Army setting? Can
we establish conclusively that peer ratings would be of ary signi-
dicant benefit to the Army if added to the present rating system?
There are many other questions, but probably the biggest question
of all is, "Is it practical?" Can it ever be sold to the officer
corps? The theory of peer ratings may prove to be com.letely sound
in all situations, but this will be of little use if we are unable
to establish a training program which will convince the officer
corps (which already believes it is bad) of its value.

At this point in time, peer ratings are not feasible and would
serve no good purpose if added to the officer efficiency reporting
system for all officers, or even on a selective basis. Rehashing
over studies cof the past will not solve the problem. It would
appear that actual testing in an active duty setting in today's

enviromment is the only way to obtain the answers which are needed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The second portion of this study project presents a survey
of peer ratings and subordinate ratirgs which might be used to
assist a selection board in selecting officers for attendance at
the senior service colleges. It is intended to portray a practical
exampie of the peer ratiags explained in part one of this study.
Part one portrayed some examples of peer ratings conducted in a
nighly controlled popula:ion. The study at hand is a real-life
example of a peer rating sysvem. An opportunity presented itself
after the project was commenced to obtain suterdinate ratings on
the same group of officers, hence the work on this aspect is

also included.

PURPOSE

For many years, nen have ponderad over selection lists,
promotion lists, appointee lists and any other lists of persons
selected by - board of superior officers, and asked themselves
why certair parsons were or were not selectad, promoted or
appointed. These persons "kne#” of several glaring errors in
omission or inclusion; they "knew' these errcrs could be eliminated
in the future if only the peers and eubordinates hed a say in the
selection and rejection process. This basic thought describes

generally why this study has been done. The hypothesis of this
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study is that peer ratings can give useful information to the
selection board from a heretofore untapped source. As Part I
indicated, many experiments have been done in the field of peer
ratings, as weli as pract’ cal work with certain selected groups of
people. This portion of the study is a practical example of a
comparison of peer ratings (and alsc subordinate ratings) with
executive ratings. The percent agreement between selection and
nonselection by peers as compared with the selection board and the
same comparison between the subordinates selections and the selec-

tion board selections will be portrayed in Chapters III and IV.

SELECTION OF GROUP FOR STUDY

Several alternative areas presented themselves for use for
this practical study. These alternatives were narrowed to three:
1) Current selection of officers to the grade of brigadier general;
2) Current selection of officers to the grade of c¢slonel; and 3)
Curcent selection of officers to attend a senior service college
for the academic year 1971-1972. The first two alternatives were
discarded primarily duz to the sensitivity of early information as
to who was being cunsidersd for these promotions and the fact that
these promotions ave so singularly impcrtant in the officers'
career they should not be used for experimentation. Another
consideration was that some of the officers who would be involved
as raters also could have appeared on the list and hence be ratees,

The third alternative, while it is similarly sensitive, loses a
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good deal of its sensitivity due to the fact that no one performing
the peer cating could possibly appear on the list as all the raters
are now attending the United States Army War College (USAWC).
Sensitivity was further reduced by virtue of the fact that all
eligible infantry officers were listed on the juestionnaire

instead of on.v the names the selection board uses. In this
instance the seleciion board considered only 259 sreviously screened
infantry officers, whereas the questionnaire in this study used the
entire list of nearly 2000 eligible infantry officers.

An opportunity presented itself early in the study tc gather
subordinate ratings on the samz group of officers for which the
peer ratings were done.l For the remainder of this study project,
only peer ratings will be discussed until Chapter IV where the

analysis of the results of subordinate ratings will be discussed.
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CHAPTER 1I

METHODOLOGY

This study project was conceived in September of 1970. At
the time of its initiation a board of officers was in session at
the Department of the Army to select the attendees for the senior
service colleges for the academic year 1971-197Z. The board was
scheduled to announce its results sometime during the early part
of November 1970. It was necessary to get the questionnaire into
the hands of the peer group, completed, and returned prior to the
list of selectees being announced by the Department of the Army.
Due to this timing, the entire procedure for this study had to be
expedited. The first step to be taken was to designate the peers
who were to do the rating.

In Chapter IV of Part I is a discussion of the salient
question of who is a "peer." For the purposes of this study, all
US Army Infantry Officers presently at the USAW are considered
peers of all US Army Infantry Officers eligible to attend one of
the senior service colleges during academic year 1971-1972. Hence,
included in this definition are the following limitations: 1) Both
lieutenant colonels and «~%onels rate lieutenant colonels and
colonels; 2) Officers with from fifteen to twenty-three years of
commissioned service are rating officers with from fourteen to
twenty-two years of commissioned service (years of commissioned

service are based upon the criteria for attendance at a sen.or
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service college); and 3) All raters and ratees are infantry
officers. This is a rather broad definition for a peer group.
Under the conditions existing, it appeared to be the most

workable definition.

SUBORDINATE DETERMINATION

For the purpose of this study a subordinate is operationally
defined as a US Army Infantry Officer in attendance as a student
at the Cormand and General Staff College (C&GSC), Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas. These officers are in the grade of major or lieutenant
colonel. It is possible that some of these subordinates may in
fact be slightly senior in rank to some of the officers being
considered for attendance at a senior service college, but this
would be an inconsequential number. All these raters from the
C&GSC have been considered to be subordinates.

Something should be said at this time about the selection of
the infantry officers as the group for use in this study. Because
the Infantry is the largest branch of the Army, and has the
greatest representation at the USAWC, and at the C&GSC, it was
felt to be the best selection. The pros and cons of this selec-
tion were discussed with many of the officers of many branches
before the fact, and most of them agreed it would give the best
results in way of the magnitude of the response to

the questionnaire.

54




The next largest branch represented at the USAWC is the field
artillery with only thirty-seven officers in attendance. It was
felt this would be too small a body from which to get sufficient
resuits for the purposes of this study. Ideally, this survey
should have been nade with officers from all the branches partici-
pating. Preparation time precluded this; there wis time for only

one group to be surveyed.

LIMITATIONS ON NAMES

Once the question of peers was settled, the next preparatory
step was to secure the list of officers who were eligible to be
selected to attend a senior service college in academic year 1971-
1972. 1t is beyond the scope of this study to explain the prep-
aration of the rosters of officers eligible to attend a senior
service college; however, an excellent explanation was given by
LTC Francis W. Craig of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Personnel, US Army during a perscnal interview in Novamber 1969.
Suffice it to say, this study used the nearly 2000 infantry
officers' names from the initial, nonedited list of over 7000
names of officers of all branches of the Army supplied by the
Office of Personnel Operations (OPO) at the Department of the A:my.l
An attempt was made to secure the list of names the selection
board actually used which contained only 259 infantry officers.

Due to the sensitivity of this list, it could not be released

before the results of the board were made known. The selection




board is not provided the entire population to consider. They only
consider those names supplied to them by the OPG. Here we see an
informal type of peer rating system at work, (the action officers,
(lieutenant colonels and colonels) in the branches and in the OPO
selecting, from records, those best qualified for the selection
board to consider!) To the uninitiated this list of 2000 names

may seem long and unwieldy, however, neatly printed ar.i alphabetized
it proved not overly difficult to read and to complete. As an
additional consideration in its ease of use for this particular
group of raters ig the fact that all officers are accustomed to
perusing long lists of names on promotion, selection, transfer, and
qualification and other lists throughout their careers. There are
a few areas for error in this list of nearly 2C{0 names which will
be discussed at the end of Chapter III; however, the errors do not
seem to be of any major proportions and can generally be discounted.
They are pointed out for completeness of this study and as a cau-

tion for anyone undertaking a similar study in the future.

PREPARATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE AND SCALES

With a workable definition of peers, and a proper listing of
officers to be rated, the heart of the study was in preparing a
valid, manageable questionnaire and set of instructions for the
caters.?2 This is decepiively difficult. A copy of the actual
questiornaire, with only one page of names (as an example cf the

30 such pages of names) is at Appendix A. The purpose of the
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study was stated as simply as possible without trying to motivate
the rater in any direction except to complete it using his best
judgment and mature reflection. It was purposely designed to be
as simple as possibie and to be completed in 2 brief pericd of
time. A great deal of thought and trial and error were involved
in developing the association scale and the suitability scale.
Suitable scales for these purpeses could not be found in the
literature which was available. These scales have no known pre-
cedent and are not based on any known previous study. Perhaps
future work can refine these to be even more definitive and mean-
ingful. It is recognized these scales may have different meanings
for different raters. The raters voiced no difficulties in using
the scales when queried abour them. A more detailed discussion of
the use of these scales is outlined later in this chapter.

After the questionnaire was completed it was pre-tested on
ten officers to determine its adequacy. Several minor changes in
wording and format were suggested and some of the suggestions were
incorporated in the inal format. Basically, however, the

questionnaire remained as initially drafted.

ADMINISTRATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE

The administration of the questionnaire was done in two
separate steps. First the participants were briefed in a four teo
five minute session. This was a straightforward explanation of

the purpose of the survey, why they were selected to participate,
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and administrative details. The second step was to give the
questionnaire to tne raters and request they read the instructions,
complete it, and return it before the expected release date of the
senior service college selectees list by the Department of the
Army. The timing allowed five days for the raters to complete
their questionnaires. Of the sixty-two questionnaires sent out,
fifty-seven were recurned completed.

For the subordinate ratings, similar procedures were followed
at Fort Leavenworth. In that group 235 of the 247 quescionnaires

sent out <ere returned.

COMPILATION OF RESULTS

All returned questionnaires were number coded for identifica-
tion. The data from the questionnaires were punched on data cards
and a program was written for a computer3 to extract the informa-
tion which was pertinent. At the neart of this step was the
crucial decision of converting the association scale (1-3) and
suitability scale (1-5) into some meaningful number® in order that
a peer order of merit could be constructed, At Appendix B is the
aumerical value associated with every possible combination of the
association and suitability scales. On this scale, the higher
numerical value indicates the individual is more desirable for
selection; conversely, the lower value indicates a lesser desir-
ability for selection. Generally the rationale is: 1) Numerical

values in the 1-5 range are definitely negative because they
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contain the "1" suitability rating. Of this grouping, an
association scale of "5" (the rater who best knows the ratee) is
glven the lowest value as his judgment is best founded-~i.e., it

is the most negative appraisal available. 2) RNumerical values in
tne 6-10 range were siztilarly derived. These ratings are also
considered to te on the negative side of the ledger. Again they
are arranged so that an association scale of "1" is less damaging
to a ratee than is an association scale of "5." 3) Numerical
valueg in the 11-15 range are considered to be slightly positive.
Hence the association scale at this point is reversed placing the
association ratings in ascending order to directly refiect increas-
ing numerical value equivalents as the association score increases.
4) Finally the numerical values from 16-25 were considered as a
group. It is here we find the most positive statements about a
ratee, While this portion of the scale could be constructed some-
what differently by different evaluators, the solution presented
has validity and has been used, This scale, 1-25, has been used
to place the ratees in a peer rank order of merit.

The results of this sti'y could not be foreseen with any
clarity. For this reason the scering scale outlined in the
previous paragriph was worked ovt in detail to provide a very
discriminate rank order of merit. It was expected this would be a
great assist in mathematically analyzing the results. A study of
the results indicated this could not be done very meaningfully.

For these reasons, the results of the study have been analyzed
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with a layman's approach and only very general inferences have
been drawn. The data simply did not materialize as definitively

as expected.
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CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS FROM PEER RATINGS

To begin the analysis we will look at the entire spectrum of
the peer rating. At Appendix C is a chart depicting the frequency
of response by the raters of the ratees. This is surprisingly low
from what was expected. It is readily seen that while an officer
may be well known by a few, he is not necessarily known by many
(at least for this purpose by this group of raters). Or lookiag
at it from a different angle, each peer knew, on an average, less
than five peceut of the population! This certainly was a star-
tlingly 1w number, and is perl'aps one of the most significant
observations from the study.

The examples of peer ratings in Part I all dealt with small
populations of groups who lived in fairly closely (physical
proximity) associated life. This almost dictated they would get
to know cach other well, or at least become somewhat acquainted
with each other. The particular group of pears in this study does
not fall into that neat a grouping. They do not live in any cort
of closed environment with each other and their acquaintanceship
is by chance and is intermittant to a grveat extent. Additionally,
the acquaintance has spanned anywhere from only very recently to
many, many years. It is perfectly possible for rater "A" to have
known ratee "B" for years but not to have beeun associated directly

with him for years. "A" then might rate "B" without any hard
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knowledge of his actions, deeds and service in the intervening
years which certainly affect his selecticn for attendance at a
senior service collage. The particular fact demonstrated here,
the low apparent acquaintancaship of these peers, will be very
startling to many. Persoral experience and observations lead many
people to feel otherwise. This observation of very low acquainta.ace-
ship is not conclusive, nor is it meant to indicate it would be
true in the other branches of the Army. But it is true of this
group of pears. It does not indicate anything about the size of
a peer group, only that better acquaintance is needed to get a
greater number of responses. The degree of acquaintance of this
group of peers with this group of ratees was overestimated at the
beginning of this study. Summerized, the following factors are
deemed pertinent in helping to explain this low level
of acquaintance: .

1. The Infantry branch is very large as indicated with
this list of nearly 2000 officers eligible for attendance at a
senior service college next year. The sheer magnitude of numbers
of officers makes it difficult for one individual to know a great
proportion of those in the branch.

2. Specialty progcams such as flying, automatic data
processing, special forces, research and development, foreign area
specialist, and others tend to compartmentalize officers to a

certain extent, and hence limit their exposure to certain groups

of peers. This is a two way street as it servzs as an otstacle
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for the specialist to become acquainted through assignrents with
generalists and other specialists, and also a hinderance for the
generalist ¢o become better acquainted with the specialists.

3. The most recent three to five assignments (as a
field grade officer) of a USAWC student would typically not bring
him in contact with his peers (as used in this study) nearly as
often as it brings him in contact with his subordinates and his
superiors. (In most crganizations and offices, a field grade
officer has few peers, but man; subordinates and superiors.)

During the overview is an appropriate time to mention some of
the shortcomings of the survey. First of these is the fact the
original list of over 7000 names had not been totally "purified”,
There were very few names on it which were there incorrectly and
there were alsoc very few omissions. Second, in making a pure
Infantry branch list from the original list, one name was inad-
vertantly omitted. Third, three of the names on the questionnaire
were found te be misspelled. This could lead to erroneous identi-
fication by the raters. Fourth, vhile only two of the raters
expressed irritation at the aumber of names on the list, and at the
smallness of the print, there were probably others who felt the
same. This could result in receiving invalid responses from some
raters. The fifth inaccuracy could result from the raters confusing
officers with like last names and similar or like first names and
middle initials. This possible shortcoming is very difficult to

evaluate and it cannot be eliminated. Taken altogether, these
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few possible shortcomings should not have ar appreciable effect

on the results of the survey.

BOARD SELECTION

After this general overview of the entire list of responses
we will analyze specific portions of the responses. First to look
at the ninety-~five names which were selected by the selection
board. These ninety-five names ~onsist of eiguty who are primary
selectees and fifteen alternates. The selection board placed them
in a rank order of merit 1-95. The table at Appeuadix D indicates
the frequency of response bv the peers for these ninetv-five
selectees as well as indicating the number of officers the board
and the peers agreed upon. The most startling observation hers is
that five of these top flight infantry officers were not known by
a single peer! Further over half of the ninety-five were known by
fewer than five of their peers. In other words, over half of the
cream of the officers are virtually unknown by their peers. It
seers hardly conceivable that if four or fewer peers were to
recomnend to a becard that they select or not select an officer
for attendance at a senior service college that the board would
consider the recommendation. If this concept is accepted, our
value placed on 2 sort of peer rating described here is of
doubtful value. Opposed to this peer system wherc so few ratees
sre known by so few raters, is the in-being system where each

ratee's record is meticulously screened by many senior officers.
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Under that system, each ratee is assured maximum exposure and
consideration. Referring to column three of Appendix D of these
top ninety-five, the peers agreed and selected fourteen. Again

we see that eight of these fourteen ratings are based on only one
or two ratings each--hardly suitable as a criterion for a selection
of thkis importance. It must be borne in mind that the selection
tovar? was considering only 259 names where the peers werz consider-
ing nearly 2000. Later wve'll see a more direct comparison using

only the 259 names.

PEER SELECTION

Next under consideration is the top ninety-five in the peer
rank order of merit at Appendix E. First, in doing this, no
cognizance was taken of the number of responses to determine the
peer rank order of merit. Sixty-four officers were selected in the
top ninety-five based on only one response each! This selection
based on only one response -vuld be manifestly uawise. However, the
one officer who garnered twelve responses was also selected by the
board. His peer: put him in rank order sixty (behind many of
those with only one or two responses) while the selectiou board
put him in rank order thirty. Continuing in this vein, those two
officers who received eight and six responses were in rank order
eighty-four and fifty-six respectively on the peer scale comrared
to rank order eight and thirty-one respectively on the selection

board's rank order. The one officer who received seven ratings
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was not selected by the szlection board, although his name was
considered by them. With this meagre sample, five out of six of
the top ninety-five who received five or more ratings were selected

by both the selection board and by their peers.

RATINGS OF SELECT POPULATION

Now we turn to consider how the peers rated only the 259 names
which the selection board considered. Kecall these 259 names were
supplied to the selection board by the OPO from the total of nearly
2000 eligibles. Recall also that thesec were essentially peers who
screened the 2000 records to select these 259 names. At Appendix
F is the comparison of the selection board's top uninety-five with
the peer ranking of this group as well as an indication of how the
board and the peer group agreed. With this more select group,
there is a much higher number of selectees selected by the peers
who were also selected by the board, than with the entire popula-
tion as indicated at Appendix D, A result of this nature is to be
expected as the population from which the selectees is diminished,
greater agreement will be reached unless the selectees are unknown
to the raters. A low level of response is, however, still present.
Over half of the selectees hLad only five or fewer ratings. Even
with this more select group a low level of acquaintance is
still displayed.

To look at this in a different manner, tuim now to Appendix G.

Even with this select group of officers, well over half were
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selected in t. 2 top ninety-five by only four or fewer raters.
Looking only at those offiiers who received eight or more ratings,
the peers agreed quite well with the board. In this grouping the
board selected twenty-three officers and the peer ratings agreed
with fourteen of them, vesulting in nearly sixty percent agreement.
E in this entire survey, this is the greatest agreement to be found
between the peer ratings and the selection board seslections.
Granted, it only represents a small segment of this study, but it
is the one which seems to indicate the greatest validity of these
peer ratings (assuming the board selection is correct)! Remember-
ing that to get this agreement it was necessary first to limit the
rated population (to 259) and further to discard the population
rated fewer than eight times, this might give a better start point

for any future work with this sort of peer group rating study.

THE BOTTOM NINETY-FIVE

Tie final unalysis tu be made regarding the peer rating
portion of this study is outlined at Appendix H. Here is displayed,
again using only the limited population of 259, the bottom ninety-
five in peer rark order of merit. Immediately noticeable is the
few number of times officers are rated. Over two-thirds of them
were rated by three or fewer peer . The same five officers who
were unknowr on Appendix D show up unknown here so theyv shall not
be discussed further. Dropping to the lower portion of Appendix

H, to the vificers who received seven or more responses, there is
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considerable disagreement with the selection board. Here are ten
officers who were rated definitely low by their peers, yet the
selection board selected four of them in the top ninety-five. An
indication of this nature could lend some weight to the delibera-
tions of a selection board. Again, as was pointed out in the
explanation of Appendix G, this would have to be studied further
with greater definition.

Here we end the analysis of the peer ratings as compared with
the selection board. XNone of them is overly revealing, but they
do pcint to areas where further work could be done. One of these
prine areas is ensuring the raters are well familiar with the

individuals they are to rate. This is of all things a hard and

fast prerequisite for a peer rating system. JXAnother area which
needs further refinemen: is in the length of list of names of
individuals to be rated. The conclusions and recommendations in

Chapter V emphasize these points.
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER IIl

1. Interview with Francis W. Craig, LTC, Office of tae
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, US Army, Washington, D. C.,
1970.

v
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS FROM SUBORDINATE RATINGS

lurning now from the peers' to the subordinates' ratings.
In this analysis it is again demonstrated as it was in the peer

and a low level of response.

ratings, there is a general lack of acquaintance with the ratees

The same start point for this
analysis is used as in the case of the peers, Appendix C.

Referring back to Appendix C, it reveals about the same
we had for .-e peers.

distributicn of the number of responses from the subordinates as

below the fifteen response level.

They do cover a broader spectrum (to a high
of forty-sevea responses) but there are very few in proportion

rated less than two percent of the population!

On an average each subordinate

The same general comments made for the peers relative
nade for the subordinates.

acquaintance and recentness of association with the ratees can be
This parameter has not been rigidly

defined beyond the association scale explained on the questionnaire.

Now to lock at the results of the subordiucte ratings.

will be presertzd in the same order as those for the peers, but
with a slightly briefer explanation.

They

BOARD SELICTION

Appendix 1 relates the ninety-five officers selected by the
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very low level of agreement with the subordinates' selection.
The subordinates in this case only selected four of the same
officers as did the board. These four were selected based on
only one rating each! There is little positive value in this
relationship. It does tend to highlight again the low level of

acquaintance the svbordinates have witn this population.

SUBORDINATE SELECTIOX

Appendix J for the subordinates is the companion to Appendix
E for the peers. Where the peers selected some of the population
to be in the top ninety-five based on several ratings, the sub-
ordinates have selected all of theirs on only one, two, or three
ratings each. As is indicated, most of these were selected based
on only one rating. Apparently it is a case of one subordinate
knowing one of the ratees well and giving him a maximum score.
Actually on the ccmputer print out, these seventy-four who were
rated once each, were all tied for first place in the rank order
of merit. To get on to something a little more meaningful, refer

now to Appendix K.

RATINGS OF SELECT POPULATION

It becomes a little more definitive as under consideration
here is only the population of 259 names the selection board
actually considered. While rhe subordinates are in much greater

agreement with the board here than when the entire population was
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considered (Appendix J), still over half of the selectees were
selected based on three or fewer ratings. Note should be taken
of those selectees who were rated by fifteen and nineteen raters
and still we:e selected in the top ninety-five. No real signifi-
cance can be gliced on them, however, it might indicate a higher
threshold of number of ratings for selection is needed. The
threshold used in this study was one.

Appendix L depicts the comparison betweern the top ninety-five
selected by the subordinates with the ranking of that ninety-five
by the selection becard. Only the 259 names considered by the
selection board are considered here. There is a remarkable amount
of agreement in this comparison. This is the same comparison in
which the peer ratings looked so favorable. Using only eight or
more responses as the threshold of interest, the chart at Appendix
L reveals sixty-six percent agreement between the subordinate
ratings and the selection board se.ections! Sixty-six percent is
even slightly higher than the pee.s had on this particular com-
parison at Appendix G. Again at Appendix L we seer the familiar

great number of selectees based on three or fewer ratings.

THE BOTTOM NIKETY-FIVE

Appendix M gives the basis for some disagreement between the
subordinates rating and the selection board's selection. Four
cases in point stand out; those four wnich received more than ten

ratings each., The subordinates were relatively convinced thesc
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belong in the bottom ninety-five while the selection board placed
them in rank order nine, fifty-four, nine:y-one and ninety-three
from the top of their list. Something in this order of magnitude
could be considered by a selection board. Perhaps it would cause
the board to take a second look at the individuals' records and
compare them more critically with others being considered, pro-
viding the others also had some meaningful indication from a

subordinate rating.

PEER RATINGS VS SUBORDINATE RATINGS

The next comparison made in this study was between the
selection of the top ninety-five officers as selected by the peers
and the corresponding rating of these same ninety-five by the
subordinates. That cowmparison is shown at Appendix N. Here is
the same top ninety-five portrayed in Appendix E and it shows
that the subordinates agreed with twelve of these selections. The
twelve agreements are only based on one or two ratings however.

The final comparison in this study is at Appendix 0. For the
purpose of this comparison, the entire population was considered.
Cnly those ratees who had at least eight ratings by both their
peers and their subordinates were used. Of these thirty, thirteen
had been considered by the board for selection at a senior service
college and eight were actually selected in the top ninety-five.
Of in’ :rest is the fact that neither the peers nor the subordinates

selected any of the top ninety-five which the board selected!
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Further, the only ratee on this list who was in the top ninety-
five in either the peer or subordinate order of merit, was in the
top ninety-five on both lists, was the most rated individual by
the subordinates and the second most rated by the peers, and was
not even considered by the bDoard in its select list of 259! A
great variince in crder of merit berween the peers aad subordinates
is evident. The difference in rank osder varies from a low of
only three tc a high of 665 with the average difference in ranks
being slightly over 278, The two orders of merit show wvery little
similarity to each other,

The comparison at Appendix O is meaningful to the extent it
ig the only comparison between peer and subordinate ratings made
from the greater number of responses and indicates very little
agreement among the ratings of the peers, selectior board and
subordinates. The number of responses in this group is still very
low to use 3s a basis for valid peer or subordinate ratings, but
it has the greatest number of respenses of any of the ratings in

this study-
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Unfortunately, no positive conclusions pertaining to the
value of peer or subordinate ratings can be drawn from this study.
At the outset, it was hoped to derive positive insight into the
value of these ratings in this real life situaticn. There are
some observations which can be made as a result of the data which
were collected, although they do not directly bear on the questiovn
of the value of peer ratings.

The first of these has to do with how well peers and subor-
dinates are acquainted with each other. 1In both cases, peersand
subordinates, this study revealed an insufficient number of raters
knew an insufficient number of ratees to amass a mean: -¢ful number
of responses for a rating system. The magnitude of the response
proved to be con:tiderzbly less than desired. That is, a good
proportion of the infantry otficers answered the questionnaire, but
they indicated a very low level of acquaintance with the catess.
In fact, this low numbey of responses per ratee has cast the
expected outcome of the study in a different light thau expected.
The results are more a measure of how well this group of peers
knows the »1tees than it is a good measure of how peer ratings
could assist a selection board. One does not fully realize the

hundr2ds of people in his own profession he does not know until he
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is given a roster ~f them, such as in this survey, and asked to
identify those few lie does know.

Secondly, there generally appeared to be very little rela-
tionship between the rank order of ~:rit constructed by the peers
versus that of the subordinates. This could be caused by a great
variety of factors from an honest difference of opinion, to pro-
fessional jealousy, to a different perspective, to e difference in
a basis of acquaintance, to a difference in maturity on the part
of the rater, to mentjion a few.

Finally, we conclude there appeared t- be very liitle basis
for comparing the peer rank order of merit and the selection
board's selections and also compering the subordinate rank order
s5f merit and the sel.ction board's selections. Of course this was
one of the wajor reasons for conducting the study, but Jata ia
sufficient quantity just were not forthcoming.

Based on the experience of this study and the results from
it, the following recommendations are made:

1. The data which have been collected should be further
studied and manipulated for additional vpossible benefit. Partic-
ular attention should be given to extract recuits based on various
thresholds of numbers and responses.

2. A simila- study be undertaken next year using the
corresponding sclection board. The difference being that only
the list the selection board uses should be subject to peer and

subordinete ratings. Dlestricting the list of names to only the
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ones the selection board uses is a prime consideration. It not
only makes the ratee's task much easier but also eliminates a great
deal of chaff for the person analyzing the results. A similar
study should place thresholds on the recentness of acquaintance
of the rater with the ratee. Such a system would serve to further
refine the rosults and provide a truer indication of the value of
the rating by the peers and subordinates. If an approach of this
nature were followed, it would be very feasible and desirable to
conduct the study using all branches of the Army represented on

the list.

/
- f v /; 4
cj{;{uf‘] / /47’2/;'{’;

DANIEL HY WARDROP
COL, ADA
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APPENDIX A

VIR SRR

| DISPOSITION FORL] <. 6 Noy 70

For ves of this form, soe AR 340-13; the prepemsnt sgoacy 1s The Adjutont Genorel's Oittes.

at USAWC extension 4607 or 4482.

1 Incl

AERAENCE O) OPFICE SYMBOL suaecT
AWCIR Survey
T Each Infantry Student #R08 COL D. H. Wardrop DATE 29 Oct 70 cur ¢

Student Detachment
US Army War College

1. The attached survey is part of a student research project.

2. Please complete the survey; enter your student box number in the space provided;
and retum through Message Center NLT Friday, 6 Novewber.

3. Should you have any questions regarding the survey, feel free to contact me

4. Your cooperation in this project is greatly appreciated.

Colonel,
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Ty R iy

PLEASE ENTER YOUR R MESSAGE CENTER: RETURN TO
STUDENT BOZ NO. C COL D. H, WARDROP
AND GRADE: O- Box 191, USAWC

SURVLY: SELECTION FOR SENIOR SERVICE COLLEGE

The objective of this survey is to get an indication of the possible uae
of pecr ratings for assisting in the selection of Ammy officers for
attendance at a scenior service college. For the purposc of this survey
you are considered a peer of every officer on the enclosed roster.

The enctonod router contaias all infantry officers in the zone of eligl-
bility to be melected to attend one of the acnior service colleges during
the academic year 1971-1972, Request you perform the following three
actiong regarding this roster:

1. As etep #1: Underline cach rame that you arc icasonably sure you
recognize. Then perform the next two actions jointly as step #2.

2. ASSOCIATION: There are inaumcrable ways one person can “know"
another. The scale bciow does not include all possible variations, but
rather its purpose is to provide an indication of how well you know the
individual concerned. From the scale, please select the choice which
best represents your association with the individual whose names you have

underlined. Do not be overly concerned with how iong thz relationship

has existed. (For each name undeclined, enter appropriate number (i-5)

in "Association" column.j
I know individual by:
1. Reputation and/cr 1-2 personal contacts.
2. Minimum social and/or professional contact.
3. Occasional social and/or professional contact.
4, Frequent social and/or professional coatsct.
5. Ciose and irequent sorial and/or professiona contact.

«

3. SUITABILITY: 1In this oprration, please indica”e your opinion of
the indfvidual's suitability fo: attendance at a senior service cullege.
Do not consider how well you know the person--this will be accounted for
in the association scale above. As a general criterion, consider that
those who attend the senior service colleges will probsbly move upward

a3




in the Ammy to positions of greater responsibility. (For each name under-
lined, enter appropriate number (1-5) in "Suitability" column.)

In my opinion, this individual should bes
i. Not selected.
2. Selected later 1if warranted by records.
3. Selected next year.
&. Selected as an alternate or standby this year.

5. Selected immediately.

Please use the following guidance in completing your roster:

1. There i{s no limit on the sumber of officers you select for any
year, or reject.

2. There are nn “tricks" or kidden meanings in this survey. Complete
the Toster in 2 judiciows, straightforvard manner,

3. 1if you are msare of aay personal desires of the officer under con-
sideration, do not take these into account. HMeke a selection or rejecticn
baseé on the officer's pruofessional qualifications and potential as you
know them.

1 have requestei your box suwmber om the first page =f the survey for my
use jn cane of mestions after you return it to me, I shall treet your
cmpleted rospanwe an cowiidential and fequest you also treat it in a
cof fdential mamer. TIlcocase do not discuss your response with other
sladents. A8 iwnformation from your responsc is transferred to data cards,
your identificaitoen with the roster will ceasme, and the names of the
inditvidunin on tam roster will be dropped and will be represented by a
tode number im all scoring, ssalyscs, and presentations of resuits.

Thank you.
‘ /2
%l{’,
1 Encl DANIEL H, w %
as Colonel, ADA
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ABROCIATION--1 knew him byt SUITABILITY<-He ahould ket

1. DReputatton. 1. Not selectad,

2, Mintss contart. 2. felected later.

3. Uccanional contaet, 3. Neleciod rext yoar.

4. Frequent centaet. A, Relected an altsrnate,

$. Cluese ond (requent contact. 3. 3Belectod temsdiately,

Asssciation Suitabtifsy Assoctiation Buitabtlity

O] Asros. Thewas F. () ) 00n7  Airamwits, Renjamin () ()
WY Acconatt, Eennsth () () 0033 Adawa, Rasil R., J7, {) ()
M6 Adane, Duivard C. ) () 0037 Adma, Farl R., Jr, ) ()
019 Adane, Henry L. () () 0022 Adamn, Faal G. () ()
0024 Adama, Pritcherd G, ) () 0023 Adsan, Robert M. ) ()
030 Albrighc, Jobn E., Jr. () () 0949 Albritton, John D. () )
0031 Aldridge, George W, ) () 0057 Alczsnder, Joseph E. () ()
0038  Alenender, Ly's K. ) () 0063 Allebach, Victor L. () ()
0064 Aliee, Robert J. () ) 0066 Allen, Charles B. () ()
0068 Allcr., Marry E. () () 0069 Allen, James 8., Jr. {) ()
0270 Alsen, Jomcs L. ) () 0071 Allen, John ¥., Jr. () ()
0080 Alloway, Curtis M. () () 0083 Altlend, Robert () ()
0084 Altom, Carily L. ) ) 0086 Alverson, Miilard C. () ¢}
0087 Alvesn, Mamuel A. <) () 0099 Ambrose, Bermard J. () ()
00%1 Asbrose, Thoses J. ) () 0106 Anderson, Cersld D. () ()
0107 Andetson, Karolé L. () ) 0110 Andersom, Jemes L. ) ()
8111 Ancersom, James L. ) () 0113 Aandersom, Jerome M. (89 )
0120 Andersom, Thomas L. () () 0125 Andre, Peter C. () ()
0133 Andrie, Horman E. () ) 0150 Archer, Jamcs N. () ()
01%1 Archer, William I. ) () 0154 Arcuri, Dominic T. () <)
013 Arduna, Arthur A. () () 0161 Arsmtrong, Jewes Z. ) {)
2183 Atnechke, Charles D, () () 0165 Arnette, Joha Q. () {)
0167 Agnhym, Rolfe C. () <) 0175 Asensto, Noauel J. {) ()
0176 Asente, Jomen () () 0179 Ashby, Raqul *. (3 ()
0183 Atkine, Roy A. ) () 0186 Atxineon, Larry B, () <)
0189  Aclt, William E. <) () 0192 Austis, Bflly J. ) ()
0193 Awntin, Freddie C. () () 0196 Austin, Kenneth S. <) {)
0197 Austin, Msynard A. ) () 0199 Austin, Thomes A. () ()
C204 Ayotte, Ronald J. () {) 020% Backhurst, Ceorge F. {) {)
0210 Bscon, Robert C. <) () €211 Becom, Villia G. () )
02i4 Raghy. lerschel W, () () 0219 Ddetley, David €. () {)
023 Eaker, A. J. () ) 0238 Ssher, Russell A., Jr. () ()
0243 Batdenare, Micheel () () 0245 Baldwia, Dmniel L. () )
0251 Ball, Ray E. ) [ 03S7 damford, Charles F. () ()
@281 BSarhes, Carlton C. () () 028 Bardis, MNichael J. ) ()
0265 Bardwell, James E. <) t) 0268 Barker, Arthur C., Jr. () ()
0271 3Satkley, George F. <) () 0273 Barlow, Retth A. () ()
32i6 Barwer, Joha V. {) €} 0200 Rarwitt, George M. () ()
0:84 Parrena, Clarcnce G. () {) 0285 Barrere, Richard P. ) ()
0392 Barringer, Fred A. <) () 02%? Bartel, George 3. ) ()
29%  Bartlett, Feed 0., Jr. {) <) 0301 Barton, Esbert E. (> ()
0X3 Barios, Nobert E. ) {) C¥54 Bartron, Mubert K. () ()
0R zaxtl, Benjmmin J. () () 0309 Bascm, Darrel V. (9 ()
031} Basx, Robere i. () () 0318 Sstti~te, Alfonzs 8. () ()
8322 Bauer, Eogene R. ) () 0327 Baughman, Larvy f. () ()
0328 Baughman, Richard C. () {) 0330 Bsuman, Vilitem F. <) {)
GIM  Baumann, Adolph E. <) i) 0333 Baxter, George N. (} {)
G334 Bevard, Louis T, {) () 0342 leawmes, Clare F. 111 () L)
0343 Bcan, Richacd J. () () 0349 Nearden, Winstom M. () ()
G1%& Braslicy, Linton C. ) ) 0358 Seswmont, Charles 3. (3 ()
CwE 3eczwith, Charlie A. () ) 039 Bechwith, George . ) {)
@336 Seraman, Gerald K, () () 0377 Beelmen, Dale €. {) <)
U3l Beerx, Pdwin B, () () G384 Bell, Dele ¥, () ()
G397 Beil, Joel N, <3 () 0792 Sell, Rodert S, () ()
A6 3eli, Willtem 1. () () 039% Beilceht, Joneph 7. () ()
Q3537 Belock, Frank ) () 0404 Rencdit, Fivard 3. {) ()
00 Seriom, Willfem 8. () () 042% Bomz, Niltom ) )
04i3 Seremn, Nobert . () ) 0430 Bernard, Car] *. () {}
G412 dermicr, Jacques W, $) () 0433 Berry, Bobbie G. () ()
0437 Berry, Fred C., Jr. () {) OM1  Rerry, Willtem T. () ()
Qi) Bercrand, Niltom A, (3 {) 0444  Betava, loha D. ) )
048 2etiinger, Prancis () () 0433 Bickerntafll, Nuph S, . ()
3453 Bichatun, Veiter J, () () 0439 Binas, Odie £, ) ()
041 Bicltione, Xoreend J. () () 0462 Bihler, Jo D., Jr. ¢) {1}
QA0 Eire, Mex XK. ) () BATC Bisesll, Xaith, Jr. () £
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APPENDIX B

DERIVAYION OF NUMERICAL VALUES
FOR RESPECTIVE ASSOCIATION AND SUITABILITY SCORES

Association Suitability Numerical
Score Score Score
5 1 1
; 4 1 2
4 3 1 3
2 1 4
1 1 5
5 2 6
4 2 7
3 2 8
2 2 9
1 2 10
1 3 11
2 3 12
3 3 13
4 3 14
5 3 15
1 4 16
2 4 17
1 5 18
3 4 19
2 5 20
4 4 21
3 5 22
5 4 23
4 5 24
5 5 25
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APPENDIX C

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSES FROM PEERS AND SUBORDIMATES

Number of Ratees USAWC Number of tlumber of Ratees C&GSC
(Peers) Resporded to: Responses: (Subordirates) Kusponded to:

Cclumn 1 Column 2 column 3
386 ¢ 311
476 1 387
348 2 306
244 3 239
164 4 185
105 5 129
67 6 91
45 7 71
38 8 S&4
32 9 42
26 10 25
17 11 28
10 12 19
- 4 13 15
4 14 14
7 15 11
- 16 2
1 17 7
- 18 6
- 19 4
1 20 5
- 21 2
- 1 22 2
- 23 3
- 24 4
- 25 2
- 26 2
27 2
28 3

29 1.
- 32 1
- 35 2
- 47 1
1976 TOTAL 1976

5233 Total Responses 7500
(Col 1 X Col 2) for A
{Col 3 X Col 2) for C&GSC

Aver=,¢ No. of
92 Responses per Ratee: 32
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APPENDIX D

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY PEERS
OF OFFICERS SELECTED BY THE BOARD

Column cne indicates the number of responses by peers on the
top ninety-five of column two.

The ninety-five in column two are the top ninety-five
selected by the board. The number of ratees indicated in colummn
two are grouped according to the number of responses they
received, as indicated in column one.

The number of ratees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the number of responses they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees were also (along with the respective
ones i~ column two) in the top ninety-five as determined by
the peers.

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3
0 S -
1 1: 3
2 15 5
3 12 -
4 6 1
5 o 2
6 7 1
7 6 -
8 9 1
9 5 -

10 4 -
11 4 -
12 2 1
13 1 -
14 1 -
20 1 -

TOTAL 95 14

Percent agr-ement is 14
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APPENDIX E

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY PEERS
OF TOP NINETY-FIVE SELECTED BY FEERS

Column one indicates the anumber of responses by peers on the
top ninety-five of colum two.

The ninety-five in column two are the top ninety-five selected
by the peers. The number of ratees indicated in column two are
grouped according to the number of responces they received, as
indicated in column one.

The number of ratees iudicated in coliumpn three are grouped
according to the number of responses they received, as indicated
in column one. These .atees were also (along with the vespective
ones in column two) in the top ninety-five as determined by the
selection board.

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3
1 64 3
2 18 5
3 5 -
4 2 1
5 2 2
6 1 1
7 1 -
8 1 1

12 1 1
TOTAL 95 14

Percent agreement is 14
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APPENDIX F

FREQUENCY CF RESPONSE BY PEERS GF OFFICERS SELECTED BY THE BOARD
BASED ONLY ON 259 NAMES SUPPLIED TC THE BOARD

Column one indicates the number of responses by peers on the
top ninety~five of column two.

The ninety-five in cclumn two are the top ninety-five selected
by the board. The rumber of ratees indicated in column two are
grouped according to the number of responses they received, u«s
indicated in column one.

The number of ratees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the numbeyr of responses they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees were also (along with the respective

- ones in column two) in the top nin~ty-five as determined by
the peers.
Colum 1 Column 2 Column 3
0 5 -
1 11 6
2 15 8
3 12 4
4 6 4
5 6 4
6 7 4
i 7 6 2
| 4 8 9 é
9 5 2
y 10 4 2
11 4 1
12 2 2
13 1 1
14 1 -
20 1 -
TOTAL 95 45

Percent agreement 1is 48
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APPENDIX G

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY PEERS OF TOP NINETY-FIVE SELECTED
BY PEERS BASED ON 259 NAMZS SUPPLIED TO THE BOARD

Column one indicates the number of responses by peers on the
top ninety-five of column two.

The ninety-five in column two are the top ninety-five selected
by the peers. The rumber of ratees indiczred in column two are
grouped according tu the number of rasponses they received, as
indicated in column one.

The number of ratees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the number of responses they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees were aisoc (along with the respective
ones in column two) in the top nine:y-five as determined by the
selection board.

Column 1 Coiumn 2 Column 3
1 18 6
2 12 ]
3 13 4
4 9 4
5 7 4
6 6 4
7 7 2
8 7 6
9 4 2

19 4 2
il 2 1
12 2 2
13 2 1
15 1 -
17 1 -

TOTAL 95 46

Percent agreement is 48
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APPENDIX H

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY PEERS OF BOTTOM NINETY-FIVE SELECTED
BY PEER: 3ASED ON 259 NAMES SUPPLIED TO THE BOARD

Colum> cne indicates the number of responses by peers on the
botto= ninety-ifive of column two.

The ninetyv-five in colusn two are the bottom ninety-five
sclected by the peers. The nuaber of ratees i dicated in column
two are grouped according to the number of ressnses they received,
as indicated in column one.

The number of ratees indicated in colwm three are grouped
according to the number of responses they recefived. -. indicated
in column one. These ratees, in the number inaic:ted, were in the
top ninety-five as determined by the selection «ard.

Column 1 Coluan 2 Lyivmn Z
0 21 5
1 21 5
2 10 3
3 13 2
4 11 -
5 7 1
6 2
7 3 1
8 4 1
10 2 1

20 1 1
TOTAL 95 20

Percent disagreement is 21
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I

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY SUBORDINATES
OF OFFICERS SELECTED BY THE BOARD

APPENDIX I

Column one indicates the number of responses by subordinates
on the top ninety-five of colwmn two.

The rinety-five in column two are the top ninety-five selected

by the board. The number of ratees indicated in column two are
grouped according to the number of responses they received, as
indicated in column one.

The number of ratees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the nuiber of responses they received, as indicated

in column one. These ratees were also (along with the respective

ones in colum two) in the top ninety-five as determined by

the subordinates.

Column 1
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APPENt' . J

FREQUE*.Y OF RESPONSE BY SUBORDINATES OF TOP
NINETY-FIVE SELECTED BY C'TBORDINATES

Column cne indicates the number of responses by subordiaates
on the top ninety-five of column two.

The niners-five in column two are the top ninrty-five selected
by the subozdinates. The n'wmber of ratees indicated in column two
are grouped according to the number of responses rhey received, as
‘ndicated in column omne.

The number of ratees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the number of response: they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees were also (alung witli the respective
ones in column two) in the top ninety-five as determined by the
selection board,

Column 1 Colums 2 Column 3
i 74 4
2 17 -
3 4 -
TOTAL 95 4

9%




APPENDIX K

3
-
:
i
3
3
3
:
3

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE BY SUBORDINATES OF OFFICERS
SELECTED BY THE BOARD BASED ON 259 NAMES SUPFLIED TO THE BOARD

Columar one indicates the number of responses by subordinates
on the top ninety-five of column two.

The ninety-five in column two are the top ninety-five selzctad
by the board. The number of ratces indicated in column two are
grouped according to the number of responses they received, as
indicated in column one.

The number of ratees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the number of responses they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees were also (along with the respective
ones in columm two) in the top ninety-five as determinad by
the subordinates.

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3
3 0 12 -
3 1 19 12
] 2 9 5
3 12 6
4 10 ]
5 6 2
6 1 1
7 1 -
3 6 4
9 &4 1
10 3 1
11 2 -
12 2 -
13 1 -
15 1 1
17 1 -
18 1 -
19 1 1
23 1 -
24 1 -
25 1 -
TOTAL 95 40

Percent agrecment is 42
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APFENDIX L

FREQUENCY CFf 27¢ PONSE BY SUBORDINATES OF TOP NINTIV-FIVE
SELECTED 8Y SUBORDiIxATES BASED ON 259 NAMFS SUPFLIED TO THE BOARD

Column one indicates the number of resposses by subeordinates
va the top nisety-five of ¢niumm two.

The ninetv-I{ive ia column two are the top oinety-five selected
by the zubordinates. The number of ratees indicated in column two
are grouped according 4o the number of responses they received, as
sndivated in rolumm ore.

The number of ratezz indicated in column three are grouped
according to the number of responses they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees were also {along with the respective
ones in column two) in the top ninety-{i-- as determined by the
selection bourd.

Column 1 Column 2 Columa 3
1 2 12
2 i7 5
3 16 8
4 8 7
5 7 2
6 3 1
7 3 -
2 5 4
Q 2 1

HY 3 2
11 i -
12 1 1
14 M -
15 s 1
19 1 1

TOTAL 95 45

Percent agreeusni is &7
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APPENDIX M

FREQUENCY GF RESPONSE BY SUBORDINATES OF BOTTOM NINETY-FIVE
SELECTED BY SUBORDINATES BASED ON 259 NAMES SUPPLIED TO THE BOARD

Column one indicates the number of responses by subordinates
on the bottom ainzty-five of column two.

Tie ainety-fiv: in column two are the bottom ninety~five
snlectod by the suhordinates. The number of ratees indicated in
column tio are grouped according to the number of respeuses they
received, as indicated in column one.

The nunber of racees indicated in column three are grouped
according to the number of respenses they received, as indicated
in column one. These ratees, in the number iwlicated, were ir the
top ninety-five as determined by the selection hoard.

Column 1 Colum 2 £olumn 3
o 37 12
1 i3 5
- 6 1
3 7 z
4 4 6 -
3 5 3
6 5 -
7 3 -
. 8 3 1
E 9 2 1
19 1 -
i1 1 i
12 1 L3
3 1 1
i8 1 1
19 1 -
TOTAL 95 29

Percent dizagreement is 30




APPENDTX N

Ll L]

COMPARISOR OF PEER RATED TOP NINCTY-FIVE
WITH SUBORDINATE RATINGS FOR THE SAME GROUP

3 Column ome indicates {ue rumber of officers the peers rated

1 ia the top ninety-five; column {wo indicates the numbex of respotses
which they received; coluss. threce indicates the number of responses
1 for the same group from the subardinate rarings; colum four indi-

3 cates the number of officers of this group the subordinates ulso
placed in the top ninety-five.

Column 1 Coluwn 2 Lol 3 Colum 4
- 0 25 -
o4 1 22 11
19 2 9 1
5 3 12 -
1 4 8 -
2 5 7 -
1 6 5 -
1 7 3 -
i 8 - -
- 9 1 -
i 12 - -
- 13 1 -
- 15 1 -
- 27 1 -
95 TOTAL 93 2
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APPENDIX O

COMPARISON OF PEER AND SUBORDINATE
RANK ORDER OF MERIT ON A SELECTED BASIS

Colurm one 1s the peer rank order of merit based on the
number of ratings in parencthesis; column two is the subordinate
rank orvder of merit based on the number of ratings in parenthesis;
column three indicates if the ratee was in the 259 names submitted
to the board.

Column 1 Coluymn 2 Columi 3
3 919 (15) 495 (9) No
3 792 (13) 217 (8) Yo
] 548 (10) 822 (24) Yes*
983 (10) 696 (8) xXo
300 (8) . 716 (1) Ho
16 (22) 19 (47} No
] 404 (11 546 (14) No
667 (20) 156 (8) Yes*
3 313 (9 455 (35) No
831 (12) 166 (12) No
471 (14) 451 (19) Yes*
647 (10) 097 (8) No
233 (10) 708 (16) Yes
357 (1) 5¢2 (11) Yes*
302 (12) 710 (16) Yes
451 (8) 373 (12) No
145 (11; 356 (%) Yes*
395 (10) 604 (13) Yo
160 (11) 411 ¢11) Yes
287 (%) 719 (18) Xo
316 (24) FE¢11)} Yes
602 (9) 231 (1Y Yes®
260 (12) 603 (28) %o
199 (17) 168 (19} Yes
3589 (8) 844 (23) No
83 (10) 466 (23 No
388 (1Y) 888 {(28) 2]
320 (Y) 390 (17) No
106 (8) 594 (25) Yes*
115 (8) 181 (12) Tes*

*Selected - the beard in the top ninety-five.
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