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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Army has long been trying to develop a perfor-
mance appraisal system which allows selection boards at
Department of the Army to discriminate among officers (for
promotion, schooling, and assignments), while also providing

for the professional development and counseling of these
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officers. The current Army Officer Evaluation Report (DA
Form 67-8), which was adopted in November 1979, is largely
based upon the concepts of management by objectives (MBO).
In order to determine the perceptions of Army officers
in the field concerning tﬁis OER, a sample of officers in
the grades of 0-3, 0-4, and 0-5 from three Army installations
.in central California was surveyed by the authors. The
results of this survey show a high general level of support
for keeping the present OER, even though specific problem
areas do exist where the perceptions of the officers
surveyed differ significantly from published official state-

ments and policy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

The thrust of this thesis involves the examination of the
perceptions of U.S. Army officers in the field concerning the
present Officer Evaluation Report System (OERS). This will
be done by utilizing the results of a survey instrument de-
signed by the authors and administered to army officers at
three local installations. By doing this, it is hoped that
areas in which common perceptions are held may be identified
and analyzed. It is one hope of this thesis that these
common perceptions will agree with recent optimistic findings
tentatively espoused by Department of the Army (DA). If this
is the case, then this study will lend further credence to
the statements and claims being made by DA.

If the common perceptions do not agree with these state-
ments and claims, then the DA Form 67-8 system may encounter
resistance in the future. It is not the aim of this study to
pass judgement on the present OERS nor to predict its ulti-
mate success or failure. However, if there are commonly held
perceptions about this latest evaluation report which run
counter to the statements and claims being made by DA offi-
cials, then it would behoove these officials to become aware

of these differences as quickly as possible.
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The basic hypothesis of this thesis, then, is that the

perceptions of U.S. Army officers in the field concerning
the effectiveness of the DA Form 67-8 Officer Evaluation
Reporting System are in agreement with the statements already
promulgated by officials at Department of the Army, MILPERCEN.
The results of this thesis should either support or refute the
preceding hypothesis.

Additionally, where possible, this thesis will qualita-
tively assess whether or not some previously held perceptions
concerning earlier officer evaluation reporting systems have

changed with the institution of the DA Form 67-8.

B. BACKGROUND

The U.S. Army Officer Evaluation Reporting System (OERS)
is the product of many years of research and development. It
is part of a performance appraisal system that has few equals
in the industrial or academic worlds based upon its size,
complexity, and application.

It is of paramount importance that every officer under-
stand the purpose of the Officer Evaluation Reporting System.
Each report is designed and intended to provide useful and
meaningful information about each officer to Headquarters,
Department of the Army (DA). This information becomes the
basis for making personnel management decisions which involve
every aspect of an officer's career to include promotion,

assignments, selection for military and civilian schools,

10
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retention on active duty, entry into a Voluntary Indefinite
status, and in some cases, a passover.

The current U.S. Army Officer Evaluation Report - DA Form
67-8 - is the 16th revision since World War I, and the seventh
version of the Form 67 series since 1947. The purpose of this
form and its predecessors was to provide a more useful, accu-
rate, and equitable perforﬁance management system, as well
as to control the problem of rating inflation (Consistently
placing an inordinantly large percentage of officers at the
high end of a rating scale). Although the control of inflation
has been a major goal of these forms, it has not been adequately
achieved within the last fifty years.

Even as he introduced the latest Army Officer Evaluation
Report System (OERS) in 1979, then Army Chief of Staff
Bernard Rogers cautioned that "officers should not expect
the new OER form to cure the inflation scoring problems within
the Army evaluation system.” In testifying before the House
Appropriations Subcommittee, he said the experience of earlier
evalution reports indicates that the new OER will probably
encounter high-score problems as officers become familiar with
the intricacies of the scoring system. Within a few years,
he said, the Army may have to modify the system to counter
scoring tendencies [Ref. 1l: p.24]. An extensive study of the
OER system completed in 1972, prior to the latest two revisions,

reached the same conclusions:

11
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*...The adoption of a new report may lower the inflationary
trend for a short time as has happened in the past; however,
as has also happened with every form since 1925, inflation
will take over, making the new report as useless by se-
lection boards as the previous ones" [Ref. 2: p.19].

It is interesting to note, however, that Department of

the Army officials have said that the current evaluation report

(wvhich has been in use for three years) is not encountering

Py
S

nearly as many problems as many thought it would. These

ﬁ- officials have said that this form - DA Form 67-8 - is proving

4

to be much more effective than its predecessors in providing

—

meaningful data to selection boards, as well as in curbing

the rating inflation tendency. Further, they have also said

4

that there are presently no plans to replace this form with

Lan e e ge 4
e

a new one,

C. THE STUDY CONCEPT
For more than 50 years, the Army used the term "Efficiency

Report*. With the adoption of DA Form 67-7, the title of the

form was changed to "Officer Evaluation Report”, This modest
change addresses more exactly the function of the report and

of the rating officials. It should help remind these officials
- that they are not simply rating the officer - they are evalu-
ating his ability to perform military duties and to appraise
his qualifications for further duties. They are judging his
worth to the Army in the duties just concluded and in those

duties just ahead. In other words, they are answering the

LIPS A S Jn Laing aa R Rarae
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questions "How did he/she do?" and "How can he/she do?".
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In order to try to better answer these questions, the
Army developed the DA Form 67-8 system. This evaluation
system is multi-faceted in that it actually involves the use
of three different forms, rather than just one. It relies
heavily upon the techniques and concepts of management by
objectives (MBO). It is very ambitious in its scope and
design, and is largely dependent on a continual system of feed-
back and give-and-take between the rater and ratee. A more
thorough discussion of the specifics of this system is in-
cluded in chapter two of this thesis.

As mentioned earlier, Department of the Army officials at
the Officer Evaluation Branch of the Military Personnel Center
(MILPERCEN) in Washington are supportive of the present evalu-
ation report. They have made several evaluative and judgemental
statements concerning the effectiveness of the new evaluation
report, and the perceptions of it held by officers iﬁ the

field. Although outwardly optimistic, they caution that their

conclusions are tentative and based only on two and one half
years worth of data (some 250,000 reports).

It should be noted, however, that these same officials were

A
- e T

the proponent agency for the development and implementation
of the new evaluation system in the first place. Further, their
¢ office is the agency responsible for the collection and analysis

of data concerning the effectiveness of the system. They are

PP
B A

the agency which will ultimately pass judgement on the success

‘ or failure of the present OER system. It would be natural to

AP gRanan. Sach L)
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assume, then, that these officials also would have some owner-
ship in the present system and would be interested in seeing
it become a success.

Although such ownership is not inherently bad, the authors
thought that an outside study of the present evaluation
system might lend even more credibility to the initial, opti-
mistic findings of the DA officials. Instead of scoring
trends or averages, however, the authors were interested in
the perceptions of the present evaluation system held by

officers in the field.

D. ORGANIZATION

This thesis was written with the assumption that the reader
will neither be familiar with the U.S. Army's present officer
evaluation system nor will be aware of the historical develop-
ment and evolution of this system. Therefore, a rather
extensive historical review of the Army's officer evaluation
efforts is included in chapter two of this thesis. The thesis
then discusses methodoloagy, results and analysis of the survey

instrument. Finally, a concluding chapter is included.
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II. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

A. EARLY HISTORY

The year 1890 is generally considered to be the date when

the U.S. Army first developed a permanent efficiency reporting
system for its officers. However, there were earlier attempts
to develop a performance evaluation system within the U.S.
E military. These can be traced back all the way to General

Washington and the Continental Army. Wwhen he took command,

TR T T

Washington sent out an order that efficiency reports, or what
amounted to efficiency reports, be rendered by battalion

commanders on all officers in the battalion. These reports

were to be used to adjust the grades within the battalion.
Those cases which could not be resolved at the lower levels
were ultimatel; referred to the general for resolution. Such
records as were retained were lost in the Washington fire in
1813. For the most part, however, these earlier evaluation
attempts were sporadic and informal. Evaluation was accom-
plished principally by way of service reputation. Nepotism
and patronage were much in evidence [Ref. 3: p.26].

During most of the period before 1890 the Army remained
small, so there was no real need to develop a formal system
of evaluation. Officers could expect to stay with the same
regiment almost indefinitely. Thus, their capabilities were

well known to all members of the organization, including

15
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those in positions to make or influence promotions. It was
common for several members of a family to serve together at
the same post.

This early period was not entirely devoid, however, of
legitimate and conscientious efforts to develop useful eval-
uation techniques. 1In 1813 the combined offices of The
Ad jutant General and the inspector general sent a letter to
thirteen regiments asking that a report be provided which
assigned a relative rank by grade for all officers of the
command. From all available evidence, this was the initial
forced ranking technique used by the U.S. Army [Ref. 3: p.27].
The report was to distinguish between those officers known
to be meritorious and those who were not. One commander's
response "expressed a hope that his communication might remain
confidential in order to avoid unpleasant feeling"” [Ref. 4:
p.II-10 & II-11]. This provided a portent of the controversy
that would develop in the 20th century regarding the propriety
of not showing an officer his reports. In response to the
above-mentioned letter, the first recorded attempt to report
observation on subordinates was made by Brigadier General
Lewis Cass in 1813. Figure 1 includes excerpts from that
report.

The inspector general often would also incorporate
remarks concerning the quality of officers in various commands
in his reports, but little use was made of the information

(Ref. 3: p.27]. Almost all formal evaluative effort during

16
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FIGURE 1

EXCERRTS FROM THE EARLIEST RECORDED EFFICIENCY REPORT

EFFICIENCY REPORTS—VINTAGE 1813 )

Reprinted below are excerpts from an efficiency report which
has been gathering dust these many years. Names of the officers
have been changed; and any similarity 10 persons living or dead
is coincidental.

“*Lower Seneca Town, August 15th 1813,

Sir:
1 forward a list of the officers of the—th Regt. of Infty. arranged
agreeable to rank. Annexed thereto you will find all the ozmvwons
| deem necessary 10 make.
Respectively, 1 an# Sir,
°.

. Lewis Cass™
- —th Regt. Infsntry
Alexsader Brewn—L4. Col., Comdg.—A goed astured man. ~

Clark Crowefi—frst Msjor—A goed maa, but ne oficer.
Joss B. Wordsworth—2nd Msajer——An excellent

oll.
C::uhm—-m—ln“m.htpmhnnl.
Captain Rockwell—An officer of capecitly, but imprudent and a mas of viokent
g::mw.n} Strangers but Mitle known in the regiment.
Int L2. Jas. Kearns

15t L1, Themas Desrfost Merely goed—asthing promising.

1st L. Wm. Herring Low, vulgar men, with the exception of Her-

ist Ls. Danl. Land ring. From the mesnest walks of life—pos-

Ist Lt Jas. 1. Bryan sessing nothing of the character of officers snd

Ist Lt. Robert McKewell gentiemen.

15t L. Robert Cross—\\'iiling enough—has much (o learn—w ith small capacity.

2nd L4. Nicholas Fermer—A good efficer, but drinks hard and disgraces himself
and the Service.

2nd 4. Stewart Berry-—An ignorast unofiending fellow

2nd L. Darrow-=Just joined the Regiment—of fine appearance.

Tl LA Rerce - cicer Raised from the ranks, but all hehave well

Ind Lt Oliver Warrea snd promise lo make excellent officers

:':" ll:: mw‘ All premoted from the ranks, low, vuigar men,

nd Ll. Clew without one qualification to recommend them— 4

d Ll: McLear more lit to carry the hod than the epauiette.

2nd 14. John G. Sheafler Promoted {rom the ranks. Behave well and
will make good officers.

Easign Behan—The very dregs of the earth. Uafit (or anything under heaven.
God only knows how the poor thing got sa sppointment.
Ensign-John Breen Promoted [rom the ranks—men of 2o manner and
Ensign Byor no pruinise,
Ensign North-=From the ranks. A poud young man whe does well.
v jutant Ge~eral’s School Bulletin, April 1942

17
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this early period was concentrated on elimination of the unfit
rather than identification of officers who possessed outstanding
value to the service.

Even the Civil War failed to produce any significant
developments in the movement toward a formal efficiency report-
ing system. While the number of men under arms expanded
considerably, the size of the Regular Army remained basically

static, so that service reputation and patronage could still

play the prime roles. The Confederate Army instituted a
requirement for periodic reports on all combat officers, but

it was never really placed in use. This action is significant,

.I'

nevertheless, because it was the first time that any require-

TTTTTTW
-

ment for periodic officer evaluation had ever been stated in

+ an American army [Ref. 3: p.28].

B. TOWARDS A PERMANENT SYSTEM (1890-1922)

Caun e o g YT
. ld‘, B

The 1890's saw the advent of a systematic efficiency

reporting system in the Army [Ref. 5: p.291]. Secretary of
War Redfield Proctor issued the first directive on this subject
in April 1890. 1In discussing the principles and aims of the
reporting system, the directive noted:
"A record will be kept in the War Department of the
services, efficiency, and special qualifications of offi-
cers of the Army, including the condition of their commands
and the percentages of desertion therefrom, and from
further reports made for that purpose" [Ref. 4: p.III-1].

This first annual report came in two parts. The first part

was completed by the officer himself and the second by his

18
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commanding officer. It was mandatory that the commanding
officer's report be shown to the rated officer when it was
unfavorable.

It is interesting to note that as early as 1891 there is
evidence that the problem of "hard" versus "easy" raters began
to be felt, a factor closely related to the problem of effi-
ciency report inflation. A recommendation was made that

the officer in charge of the "efficiency record section be of

wide personal acquaintance in order that he might give proper
weight to the reports in keeping with the characters of the
grading officials" [Ref. 4: p.II1-4]. There is no indication
that the recommendation was favorably considered.

By 1895 the efficiency report had attained the status of
a permanent system. As each succeeding year passed, the
reports tended to become more and more lengthy. Around 1900

the report consisted of two pages. By 1911 the efficiency

— T
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report had grown to 24 pages. In 1917 the report was shor-
tened to 12 pages for the sake of simplicity, probably as a
result of war mobilization. During World War I, the Army

developed a form which became the forerunner of the 2-sided

E> document which has been used (except for a 3-year period) to
this date.
t‘ Two overriding factors seem to have dictated the accep-

tance of an Army-wide annual efficiency reporting system by
the officer corps during the periocd 1890-1922. The first

2 step was the withdrawal in 1890 of officer promotion

19
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authority from the regimental commands [Ref. 5: p.291].
Secondly, President Theodore Roosevelt (1901-1909) decided
that too much influence was being wielded by politicians and
other powerful civilians in obtaining commissions, promo-
tions, and transfers. He felt the Army should have an officer
evaluation system which would be impartial and which would
base personnel actions upon individual merit. Therefore,

he clearly enunciated officer personnel management policies
that ruled out use of patronage for personal advancement, and
he threw the weight of the Presidency behind an officer eval-
uation system that would ensure impartiality and would be
based upon individual merit. "If any one factor can be
singled out as having been of paramount importance in the
development of a viable efficiency reporting system, it would

have to be Theodore Roosevelt's intervention" [Ref. 3: p.30].

C. INITIAL FORM 67

Effective 14 November 1922 the War Department established
an efficiency report with the base number 711. It was very
similar to the form displayed in Appendix A. This form was
an outgrowth of research conducted during World War I. It
should be noted that the report had no provision for a numeric
rating, although the Army did attempt to eventually quantify

the adjectival ratings on the various editions of the report

form. The same basic system, except for a major change of

format in 1945, was used until 13847.

20
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On 1 December 1924 the WD AGO Form 711 was re-issued as
WD AGO Form 67. The familiar "67” number series has been
used ever since. The original Form 67 brought with it signi-
ficant improvements over previous methodology. Also, as an
- earlier thesis pointed out, it represented a milestone in
h that it brought the U.S. Army's efficiency reporting system
to the threshold of the inflation problem that would plague
it in later years [Ref. 3: p.31].

During its first few years of existence, the Form 67
reporting system was highly effective in controlling rating

inflation and discriminating among officers. The system

AP AE e —

reached its high-water mark of effectiveness in 1924, and
then increasingly came under the influence of grade infla-

tion [Rgf. 6: p.2]. However, by World War II, what had started

T

out as good system of the 20's was no longer serving the

LB A

purpose for which it was intended. Between 1924 and 1945,

there had been 7 re-issues of the efficiency report form

-

with no change in the base number. The 1 February 1945
version of the basic Form 67 is included as Appendix B to
this thesis.

There is 1little doubt that Form 67 was well liked by

AIER At SRS o0 2ath o h athte M &8 4
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officers in the field. Familiarity with the system through

long use surely contributed to this popularity. However, the

LREE S o st By

primary factor in its popularity seems to have been the high

assurance of a good rating [Ref. 3: p.35].

21
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3 As mentioned earlier, by World War II the Form 67 had

f become largely useless. Personnel selection boards could no
g longer depend on efficiency reports to identify top caliber

officers. Personal knowledge of officer capabilities, by
reason of necessity, became a key index in determining officer
promotability. In essence, the old service reputation concept

was reasserting itself.

D. SUBSEQUENT FORMS 67

(B S AR T s A G A r BRI

At the end of World War II, a major program of scientific

research was undertaken to compare the relative merits of

T
AP

several different efficiency reporting systems with the
objective of picking the best. The nation's leading beha-
vioral scientists were involved in this research, as well as
thousands of officers representing all branches, grades,
components, and echelons. The result of all this effort was

that the previous evaluation system and its reporting for saat

were replaced by Department of the Army Form 67-1 (see
Appendix C). This new form was adopted for official use on
1 July 1947 and introduced three fairly radical innovations.

First - and most importantly - the form was "validated"”. This

AR S BARNEIR

meant that, for the first time, a report form was tested before
its adoption to see if the ratings accomplished by the form
were related to some other realistic measure of officer

efficiency. The second innovation involved the use of a

Lum B S s Sen B L GER o 00 oh v it e

relative-score scale which allowed comparisons among officers.
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Thirdly, the form introduced forced-choice items as a method
of evaluation.

For the purpose of checking validity, in 1946 more than
7,700 officers were asked to complete both Form 67 and the
proposed Form 67-1, To establish a criterion for measuring
the comparative validity of the two forms, superiors, sub-
ordinates, and associates of each rated officer rendered their
own evaluations. The average score resulting form these
ratings became the criterion for validity. The degree of
correlation between each evaluation form and the established
criterion was then determined. It was concluded that the
Form 67-1 generally demonstrated a greater degree of validity
than the Form 67 because the correlation values for the new
form were higher across the board than for the old form.

The relative scoring system was designed to provide the
following kind of comparison: after all the raw scores had
been obtained, the middle score was converted to an Army
Standard Rating (ASR) of 100. The scores above and below the
middle were converted on a uniform basis up and down from 100,
within a maximum of 150 and a minimum of 51. The resulting
ASR's had meaning in terms of relative position, since half
were above 100 and half below; about two-thirds lay between
80 and 120. This score was referred to as the Overall
Efficiency Index (OEI) and was computed as of 31 May each
year for all reports beginning with the Form 67-1 through the

67-4.
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From a validity point of view and the standpoint of
improved differentiation and reduced inflation, Form 67-1
showed great promise. However, in terms of acceptablility to
the officer corps, it was a total failure. Officers did not
like either the relative scoring system or the forced-choice
items, Dislikes centered around the unknowns in score
obtained, the fact that the rater was required to check off
statements that were not complete and meaningful, and because
there were no provisions for showing the report to the rated
officer.

As a consequence, DA Form 67-2 (see Appendix D) was put
into use on 1 September 1950. This revision was intended to
address and correct the ills of Form 67-1, Like its prede-
cessor, it was standardized, but no effort was made to valit
date it. Even more significantly, and in spite of the problems
with the previous form, no action was taken to determine its
acceptability to the officer corps through field testing. The
new form was divided into five separate sections. It provided

for information to identify the rated officer, the rater, and

the indorser, and also contained comments by the rating and
indorsing officers. Sections were also included which con-

tained scored scales on performance and promotability.
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One highly significant aspect of the system under DA Form

67-2 was the use of an Overall Efficiency Index (OEI) which
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covered a 5-year period. It was hoped that the averaging of

reports rendered by different rating officials over an extended
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period of time would facilitate the rank ordering of officers
for promotion purposes. This hope was not fully realized,
however.

Therefore, on 1 October 1953 DA Form 67-3 made its
appearance on the scene (see Appendix E). Since it had
earlier been determined that acceptability by the officer
corps must be achieved, "it was decided to permit the officer
corps to construct their own form to a large degree” [Ref. 6:
p.4]. The end result was that the new form represented only
a modification of the preceding one. The new form was
validated in a manner similar to that used before the adoption
of Form 67-1, There is a strong suggestion, however, that
much more weight was placed on the acceptability issue than
on the form's capability to deliver an objective measurement
[Ref. 3: p.39].

Perhaps because of this inherent deficiency, DA Form 67-3
gave way to the DA Form 67-4 on 31 December 1956 (see Appendix
F). This latest form was also a basic revision of DA Form
67-2, but it did provide some administrative changes. For
example, the OEI base was extended from five to seven years
"to lesson the impact of extreme reports and to predict an
officer's true efficiency more clearly." More importantly,
however, this form introduced for the first time the role of
a "reviewer”: an officer in the chain of command who was
expected to insure that the correct officer rated and indorsed
each ratee, and that both rater and indorser fully complied

with the regulation.
2%
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The development of DA Form 67-5 was undertaken in January
of 1958, but the report and regulation did not go into Army-
wide use until 1 October 1961 (see Appendix G). This re-
vision was based on substantial studies from 1958 onward.

Additionally, the form itself was subjected to an intensive

s field test. The need for the new system paralled the rationale

governing previous changes in the "67" series. It had been
determined that DA Form 67-4 was losing ground in both validity
and acceptability [Ref. 7: p.3].

The DA Form 67-5 did away with the OEI concept and sub-
stituted an annual numerical score, dropping the standard
scoring scale in the process. The composite numerical score
which the rater and the indorser entered on each form became
the basis for the annual numerical score. As a <safeguard

¢ against hard and easy raters, rating officials haa to furnish

.............

factual support for each award
numerical rating. The role of
increased significantly. Most

was placed upon performance of

of the highest and lowest
the reviewing officer was also
importantly, greater emphasis

current duty by downplaying the

9 description of the ratee and instead, evaluating his measurable
E performance of duties. A mandatory counseling requirement was
E prescribed and it was also decided that, as a means of con-
trolling rater bias, officers would not be shown their reports.
This efficiency report, like its predecessors, ultimately
suffered from the problem of rating inflation. In addition,

the no-show policy was frequently attacked by the off.cer corps

4 e )k sl amn o

and undoubtedly lessened the acceptability of the form.
26
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In 1966, an ad-hoc committee of thé Army began work to
devise yet another evaluation system. Its charter was to
simplifiy the tasks of the rater and indorser in accurately
portraying the ratee, while at the same time providing
Department of the Army more concise and meaningful information.
Less dependence was to be placed on the writing ability of the
rater and indorser. It was also planned to provide for
"rating the rater" at Department of the Army, by annotating
each rater's profile. on computer tape. This objective was,
however, never realized. Nevertheless, on 1 April 1968 the
DA Form 67-6 was made effective with the hope that it would
overcome the inflationary trend and be more discriminating
in identifying the truly outstanding officer [Ref. 8: p.13.1].
Most of the changes were cosmetic rather than substantive in
nature (see Appendix H). As an example, the space allocated
on the form for narrative remarks was reduced in size in order
to de-emphisize the importahce of that particular element.

One important feature of the system initially was the use
of a forced ranking scale that required both the rater and the
indorser to rank the officer among officers of the same grade
"performing similar functions.™ Rating officials were also
required to show the placement of all officers being compared
in one of five rating blocks ranging from "top" to "bottom Sth",
This technique was designed to present a picture of the standards

of the rating officials.
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The forced ranking system proved highly ineffective.

Sample surveys showed that about 40 per cent of the raters
found reasons not to complete the rank-order portion of the
report, and 43 per cent of the remainder ranked the officer
either "1" or "2" of "X" number of officers. 1In effect, each
officer, at the time of evaluation, suddenly ranked at the
very top of'his peer group. [Ref. 3: p.41].

Bowing to an acute acceptability problem, the rank order-
ing portion of the report was dicontinued in October 1969, but
the requirement to place officers in one of the five rating
blocks with peers was retained. As mentioned earlier, another
one of the original intents of this report form was to commit
the portion of the form having to do with forced ranking to
computer tape. In this way a running average of annual average
scores (AAS) on past reports rendered by each rater and indorser
could be developed. Based on what that average turned out to
be, each report rendered by that officer would be stamped to
reflect his standards (high, medium, or low). This approach
to using the form never materialized. It soon became apparent
that the DA Form 67-6 fell far short of its expectations.
Therefore, continued efforts to develop another new system
went on.

In 1969, the Army completed the first comprehensive survey
of the overall Officer Efficiency Reporting System (OERS).
Objectives of this study were to determine rating concepts,

administrative procedures, automation, rating formats,

28
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personnel and cost implications, and areas of study required
to support future changes to the system [Ref. 9: p.l4]. This
3 study also looked into the techniques and systems used by

the military organizations of four of our allies - Canada,

v v
LA D i

France, Great Britian, and West Germany.
The study developed four principal findings:

a. There was a lack of confidence by the officer corps in
the value and usefulness of the efficiency report system.

b. The indorsing officer added little substance.

c. There existed a need for education and training to
support the system,

d. There was a strong requirement for career and performance
counseling.

The study concluded that the Officer Efficiency Reporting
System needs: (1) Organization for acceptance, (2) Research
and development planning for future evolutionary changes, and
(3) Automation support, research, and correlation with other
officer evaluation management tools [Ref. 9: p.1l5].

During 1970, a study of the total officer personnel
management structure, entitled The Officer Personnel Management
System (OPMS), was begun. An initial report was published in
June of 1971 for information to the officer corps. As part
of the report, short and long range goals were identified.
Another part of this effort included the development of DA Form
67-7 for use beginning 1 January 1973. Addressing the evalu-

ation portion, the report's short range goals were specified

to be an initial supervisory system, and more automation of

y
»
3

selected portions of the efficiency report. Few substantive
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changes were made in the form itself. The long term goals were
stated as "focusing on reduced dependability of the single
report instrument for personnel management and to establish
a comprehensive research and development effort towards the
goal of restructuring the evaluation, counseling, and personnel
selection system by the end of the decade [Ref. 9: p.l5].

When the DA Form 67-7 was inaugurated, then, the earlier
report form had been revised from the basic forced choice
type to a composite checklist, narrative description, and
preferred ranking type (see Appendix I). Personal qualities
had been revised to read as professional attributes; the numer-
ical ratings converted to "boxed scores"; and a 70/30
performance to potential numerical weighting arrangement esta-
blished. 1Its main claims to fame were "an overt scoring
system to combat inflation, the capability of automating much
of its data, and an attempt to measure rater tendencies."
Each officer charged with responsibility of rating other officers
was also encouraged to use performance counseling or "coaching"
to develop his subordinates, particularly with junior officers
[Ref. 10: p.1.1]. It is also interesting to note that in con-
junction with the development of the DA Form 67-7, an OER
research element was added to the Military Personnel Center
(MILPERCEN) at Department of the Army on a permanent basis.

Much like its predecessors, the DA Form 67-7 also failed

to live up to its expectations. Even though this form was
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used until October of 1979, Department of the Army had
announced by early 1975 that this form was going to be replaced.
The main arguments against the DA Form 67-7 were that it
provided no gquidance to the rated officer on how he was doing
or in what areas he should improve; and selection boards again
had very little to go on when making promotion, schooling, and
assignment selections because of the inflated OER. Also,
arguments were made that there was nearly a total disbelief
in the usefulness of the OER system; and anyone outside the
system (civilian) who acted as a rater or indorser had to be
coached about its intricacies - or have the rated officer

suffer [Ref. 11: p.43].

E. PRESENT SYSTEM: DA FORM 67-8

The latest version of the Army's evaluation report made

:' its debut on 1 November 1979. This report took five years to
develop and test, and is intended to be geared to provide

!l realistic evaluations of an officer's performance and potential,
X The major function of this new system is to provide information
! from the organizational rating chain to Department of the Army

& for officer personnel decisions, just as with its predecessors.
The secondary functions of the system are to encourage the
professional development of the officer corps and to enhance
mission accomplishment [Ref. 12: p.l1-1]. These functions
represent an expanded view of the importance and pervasiveness

of the OERS.
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In explaining the purpose of the system to officers in
the field, the stated objectives were to:

1) Increase mission-related communications between officers
and their raters.

2) Improve performance couseling.

3) Better relate the evaluation to performance and the
performance to the mission.

4) Increase the involvement of the rating chain.
5) Dampen inflation [Ref. 13: p.20].

In order to meet these objectives, several changes have
been incorporated in the new evaluation system. The most
notable of these is the fact that the new OER system uses
three forms instead of just one. The DA Form 67-8 (OER) is
used to evaluate the officer. The DA Form 67-8-1 (Support
Form) is used in the field for mission related communication
and professional development. Finally, the DA Form 67-8-2
(Profile Report) is used at Department of the Army to track
the rating history of the senior raters (previously called
indorsers). These three forms are included as Appendices J
through L.

The first two of the above-mentioned objectives are to
be achieved through the Support Form. It is used as a guide
by the rated officer and his rater to clearly outline the
rated officer's mission responsibilities at the beginning of
the rated period. Throughout the rating period it is used

to update objectives as missions and priorities chancge.
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At the end of the period, the rated officer submits a
completed Support Form to his rating chain. This provides
them his assessment of his duty description, major performance
objectives, and significant contributions during the rating
period. This should assist the rating officials in rendering
a more complete evaluation. The Support Form is not forwarded
to Department of the Army with the OER, but is returned to the
rated officer.

The OER itself adresses the rated officer's performance.
Professionalism is addressed by requiring the rater to rank
the officer on a series of fourteen professional competencies
using a five point Likert scale ("1" being high). A comment
block is also included where the rater can describe areas of
professional ethics where the ratee is particularly strong or
weak., The rated officer's potential is evaluated by all rat-
ing officials, but the senior rater is required to render a
separate and critical evaluation of the officer's potential
on the new report by using a modified forced distribution
tvpe system,

The inflation problem has been addressed through the
senior rater profile and the DA Form 67-8-2. First of all, a
profile is entered on the OER beside the senior rater's
evaluation. This profile shows exactly how the senior rater
evaluated all officers of the same grade as the rated officer
up to the time the report was received at DA. This profile

addresses the question of hard versus easy raters bv enablinc
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personnel managers and selection boards to compare that report
against the senior rater's normal rating tendencies.

DA Form 67-8-2, which is used at DA, tracks the rating
history of the senior rater. One copy is placed in the per-
formance portion of the senior rater's official personnel
file. It is also made available to senior raters on an annual
basis. This particular form highlights the importance the
Army has placed on senior raters performing their evaluation
duties with this new system.

In order to enhance the acceptability of this new system
among the officer corps, the Army used a wide variety of
implementation techniques to introduce and establish the new
OER. A major education program from May 79 to August 79
included: publication of a Department of the Amy (DA)
Circular, release of a TV instruction tape, tours by DA brief-
ing teams to major units and installations, distribution of
the revised Army Regulation concerning the OERS (AR 623-105),
a training package for resident and non-resident schools, and
a DA pamphlet for every officer. A transition period from
15 sSeptember to 1 November 1979 was established during which
virtually all officers received one final "closeout'" OER
using the old system (DA Form 67-7).

The DA Form 67-8 has now been in effect for three years.
Conclusions as to its ultimate success or failure have not yet
been fully determined. Initial comments from Department of
the Army have been encouraging. Even more important is the fact

that, as of this writing, no new OER system is being envisioned.
zd
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ITI. METHODOLOGY

A, SELECTING A SAMPLE

Before selecting a population from which to sample, several
requirements were established which would determine whether or
not a particular population was suitable for study. First,
the sample had to contain large numbers of officers from all
branches of the Army. It was necessary that individuals in

the sample not be restricted to a particular branch because

this would reduce the validity of the study. Second, there
had to be large numbers of officers in the ranks to be sampled
for the reason similar to the one above, Third, the sample
needed to be located as close as possible to the Naval Post-
graduate School. The reasons for this ére two-fold. One, it
would be easier to make any coordination necessary to gain

access to the sample. Two, it would reduce the time lost in

mailing out and sending in the survey.

f  After establishing these criteria, the first choice was

E‘ Fort Ord and the Seventh Infantry Division. This post is

;. geographically close to NPS and contains large numbers of officers
Eﬂ in the grades under study. Initial contact was made with the

;f Seventh Infantry Division Adjutant General on 8 June 1982,

;‘ After hearing what the study entailed he agreed to allow his

E officer population to be surveyed, but under two conditions.

E' First, his office could not become involved in any administrative
».
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actions relating to the survey. Second, the survey had to be
administered so that it did not put any administrative burden
on the surveyed officers, commander; or unit staffs. These
conditions were accepted.

He then introduced the warrant officer who was responsible
for maintaining the Officer Records Branch. This individual
was instructed to provide a print-out of all officers in the
ranks of CPT, MAJ, and LTC for which he maintains records. 1In
addition to Ft. Ord, his office maintains records for officers

assigned to Ft. Hunter Liggett and the Defense Language Institute.

The total number of officers included on the print-out was 1117,

B, THE SAMPLE

As previously mentioned, the officers selected for the study
were in the ranks of Captain through LTC. There were several
reasons why these officer grades were chosen. First, officers
in the grades 0-3 through 0-5 have been in the service long
enough to have received several reports under the new OER system.
This allows them to base their answers to the survey questions
on a larger experience base than would be the case if lower
grades were included. Second, since several questions also
deal with rating fellow officers of lower ranks, 0-1's and 0-2's
would not be able to respond to these questions. Third, there
were large numbers of officers available in the population in
these grades. If officers 0-6 and above were included there
would not have been sufficient numbers available to make state-
ments about their responses. Lastly, most of the officers

6
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included in the study have been rated under at least one other
OER system and could, therefore, make experiential judgements
on how the current system compares with earlier systems.
Having obtained a population, the authors then wanted to
select a sample that closely paralleled the rank structure of
the parent population. 1In order to do this, the population
was first broken down by rank. Then a one-~third sample was
taken from each of the three categories. Following this, the
samples were screened to eliminate those officers who would
be departing their current duty station before 1 July 82. The

purpose of this was to screen out those officers who would be

in a transient status at the time the survey was mailed out.
It was felt that the chances of these officers receiving the
Ei survey and completing it before the 23 July 82 cut-off date
was very low and, therefore, they did not warrant inclusion
in the sample.

) The total number of officers in the sample after the screen-
#l ing process was 276. Broken down by rank there were 138 captains,
78 majors and 60 LTC's. Surveys were then sent out on 23 June
é; 82 to all officers in the sample. A cut-off date of 23 July 82
‘ was established for receipt of completed surveys, By 23 July,
180 surveys had been completed and returned. Additionally, 15

surveys had been returned unopened beca. =2 the mailing address

was incorrect or the recipient could not be located, After 23
July four surveys were returned completed but were not included

in the data base.
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In summary, 276 surveys were sent out, 180 (65%) were
completed by the cut-off date, 4 (1.4%) were completed after
the cut-off and 15 (5.4%) were returned unopened. Tables I
through V show a breakdown of the completed surveys by rank,
sex, race, source of commission, and branch. Table VI shows
how well the officers returning surveys correspond to the

original population by rank.

C. INSTRUMENTATION

The survey instrument used was developed specifically for
this study. Material used to design survey questions was
obtained from three primary sources. First, Department of the
Army pamphlets, memos, and letters were reviewed and several
statements were found which contained information relating to
how officers and officer selection boards felt about specific
portions of the OER. These statements were then written into
question formats with as much as possible of the original
statement quoted verbatim,

The second major source of information was a survey that
was conducted by the Department of the Army prior to imple-
mentation of the current OER., The original survey was conducted
in 1976 and administered to 1596 officers. Questions relating
to performance assessment, potential assessment, performance
counseling and OER format preference were taken directly from
this study. The purpose of using the identical questions was
to see how, if at all, officer respondents' opinions had chanced
three vears after the 67-8 had been implemented.
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The third principle source of information used to develop
survey questions was a thesis written in 1971 by Major Robert
Dilworth, USA, concerning officer efficiency report inflation.
The questions taken from this thesis center around the inflation
problem associated with OER systems. Specifically, the questions
deal with the OER system's capability to identify officers of
little potential to the Army, officers with the greatest future
potential, and whether the system accurately portrays an officer's
performance. The reason for selecting these questions for
inclusion in this study was to examine how perceptions of a
previous OER system (67-6) ard the current system (67-8) compare
in their capability to identify an officer's potential value
to the service,

After reviewing the three primary data sources, 30 questions

were selected for inclusion in the survey. Of the 30 questions,
seven were demographics, one was an open-ended comment question,
and the remainder addressed a specific area of interest. Three
questions were included in the survey in two slightly different
formats. The first time they asked how an officer felt about
a ceftéin event when he received an OER; the second time they
asked how an officer felt when he was rating a subordinate.
The purpose of this was to determine if an officer's perception
was different depending on whether he was giving or receiving
an OER.

Whenever possible a five point Likert scale was used to

record survey responses, The scale went from strongly agree
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(rated 5) to strongly disagree (rated 1). On questions which
did not lend themselves to this format, respondents were given
multiple choice items and told to select the one most accurately

depicting their’ Besponse.

D. ANALYSIS

After the cut-off date of 23 July B2, all survey responses
were coded and entered into a computer program utilizing the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). All subsequent
statistical data analysis was done using procedures contained
in the SPSS software package. The computer analysis of the
data was conducted from 25 July 82 until 1 October 82.

The basic plan for data analysis was to first break the
sample down demographically to see what the respondents looked
like, Following this, the BREAKDOWN subprogram was used to
provide mean scores for questions 8-28 by rank of respondent.
The same procedure was then used to perform a t-test of statis-
tical significance at the .05 level. Based upon the results
of these tests, further tests were conducted using various
demographic categories to try and identify significant differ-
ences and trends among groups.

After looking at how the sample was compared, the survey
data was then compared to the earlier findings of the three
principal data sources. The responses of officers in the

current sample were compared question by question to the results

of the earlier studies to try and identify whether ma jor




differences existed in the perceptions of the different groups.

The results of the data analysis are presented in detail in

the following chapter.
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ti IV. RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
A. GENERAL

As mentioned earlier, the survey instrument used to gather
data for this thesis consisted of 30 questions. The first five
of these were basic demographic questions, the results of which
were addressed at the end of the previous chapter. Question
6 and 7 also sought to gather background information on each
of the respondents. They will be addressed shortly. Questions
8 through 26 pertained to a specific portion or aspect of the
present Officer Evaluation Report System (DA Form 67-8). They
were answered using a five point Likert scale ranging from S

(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). Questions 27

through 29 also addressed specific areas of interest, but
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[ they did not lend themselves to

For these questions respondents
and told to select the one most

response. Finally, question 30

using the Likert scale format.
were given multiple choice items
accurately depicting their

requested that respondents use

the back of the last page of the survey for any
might wish to make concerning the questionnaire
Armv's OER system. Slightly over 30 percent of
did so, as will be discussed towards the end of

The authors will now address, in turn, each

mentioned survey questions starting with number

format will be used in discussing each of these

46

comments they
itself or the
these respondents
this chapter.

of the above-

6. A specific

questions.
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First, the general area or subject of the gquestion will be

identified. Next, the entire question will be stated verbatim
tg as it appeared ‘on the survey instrument. Where appropriate,
the mean (broken down by rank), level of statistical signifi-
cance, and/or frequency are given.

Discussion of specific points and highlights about each

r.viw‘.

question follows the previously mentioned information. The

T 8

reason for the inclusion of the question in the survey is then
explained. Finally, the results of the question will be
compared with the information source from which the question

was drawn or developed.
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The reader will remember from chapter three that there

LRI 4

were three primary information sources used: 1) DA pamphlets,

memos, and letters, 2) a previous DA survey conducted in 1976,
and 3) a 1971 thesis concerning OER inflation. Hopefully,
comparisons of the current data with these earlier data

resources will enable the authors to gain added insight into

the present OER situation, and will result in more valid and
far-reaching conclusions.
4 The format as discussed above will be used for each of the
f survey questions except the last one, which solicited additional
E respondent comments. This "comments" question will be handled
¥ separately by highlighting common areas of concern, referencing
{ certain specific comments, and trying to relate the data to
E the results of earlier questions.
it
1
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Before addressing the specific results from each of the
individual questions, the reader will note that a summary table
of means broken down by rank is included in Table VII. It
should also be noted that the respective questions are listed
by their appropriate number and description. This table will
serve as a ready reference for the reader as he proceeds

through the remainder of this chapter.

B. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In comparing the results of this study to earlier studies
it was at times necessary to group data into categories used
in the earlier works. For example, the survey conducted by
DA in 1976 prior to implementation of the current OER system
presented its findings by company grade and field grade
categories as opposed to by individual ranks. In an attempt
to allow comparisons between the two studies, 0-3 results have
been equated to company grade and 0-4 and 0-5 results have
been equated to field grade. This procedure was necessary only
on questions 10, 11, 26, 27 and 29.

Another adjustment was made to allow for comparisions
between this study and an earlier study by Dilworth. The
convention used was to equate the responses "Strongly Agree®"
and '"Agree" to "Yes", and "Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree"
to "No". This procedure was necessary on questions 18, 20 and
21. Also in the Dillworth thesis the data is not broken down

by rank so no comparison is possible on this variable.
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1. Number of OERs Received and Completed (Familiarization)
The subject of question 6 had to do with the familiarity

of the respondents with receiving an OER under the present
system, Specifically, the question states:

"Approximately how many OER's have you received under the
current system (DA Form 67-8)?"

The results of this question are given in Table VIII.

The point of interest with this question is simply that
E. over 96 percent of the respondents had received six or less
evaluation reports under the present system. This result was
to be expected given the newness of the DA Form 67-8.
t‘ The reason for including this question was to determine
the experience base from which the respondents were answering
the other survey questions. It can be assumed, then, that
most of the respondents do not have enough first-hand experience
with the new form, as a rated officer, to be aware of any trends,
nuances, or eccentricities associated with this system.

Question 7 also attempts to guage the familiarity of

the respondent with the new OER system., However, this question

deals with being a rater rather than a ratee. It 1s stated

(DA ame L gn e ma - gy
-

as follows:
- "Approximately how many OER's have you completed as a rater
N or senior rater under the current system (DA Form 67-8)™
;‘ The results are shown in Table IX.
E The results of this question are also highly skewed
3 toward the low end of the scale (just as with question 6).
:‘ Again, this might easily be expected. A number of the
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respondents have had a fair amount of experience acting as
raters or senior raters (over 12 percent have filled out 16

or more OER's), but the general trend again is towards a small
experience base.

2. Helpfulness of OER Support Form

The next pair of questions, 8 and 9, deal with the OER
Support Form (DA 67-8-1). Question 8 seeks to determine whether
the DA 67-8-1 had been helpful to the rating officer in measuring
and accessing the rated officer's performance. The question is:
"The development of the OER Support Form (DA 67-8-1) has
significantly aided me in measuring the rated officer's
per{ormance,"”
The overall mean (3.70) indicates that officers feel
the Support Form has been helpful but not overwhelmingly so.
This may be in conflict with the source document for this
question, DA SPOTLIGHT No. 6, Aug 1981, which states the
Support Form "appears to be making a significatnt contribution”
to the evaluat.on process. It should be pointed out, however,
that a respondent could consider the support form helpful but
still think of it as not adding significantly to the rating
précess.
In question 9 the rated officer is asked if the
Support Form has helped his performance through the joint
objective setting process he goes through with his rater. The

exact question is:

"I feel the OER Support Form (DA 67-8-1) had helped to im-
prove my performance through the objective and responsibility
setting process."
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The overall mean for this question is 3.25 or just
slightly above the median response of "No Strong Opinion" (3.0).
This finding is also in apparent conflict with the source
document for this question, DA_SPOTLIGHT No.6, Aug 1981, which
states the Support Form appears to be making a significant

contribution to the goal of better officer performance.

3. Rater/Senior Rater Qualifications For Assessing

Performance And Potential

The performance and potential assessment process are
the subjects of questions 10 and 11. Question 10 asks whether
the rater or senior rater can best evaluate an officer's
performance. Specifically, it says:

"In most cases the rater is in a better position to evaluate
an officer's performance than is the senior rater."

The mean for this question is 4.54 with 170 of 179
officers (94.9%) agreeing with the statement. These results
indicate most officers feel that the rater should be responsible
for rating performance, as is now the case on the 67-8. When
these results are compared with the earlier DA study it should
be noted that the same question produced virtually identical
results. 94.3% of the company grade officers and 94.5% of the
field grade officers agreed with the statement.

Question 11 seeks to determine whether or not officers
feel the senior rater is better suited than the rater to evaluate

an officer's future potential. The question says:

"By virtue of his experience and broader organization per-
) spective the senior rater is in a better position than the
rater to accurately assess an officer's potential."
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The mean for this question is 2.69; that is, officers
tended to disagree with the idea that senior raters can do a
better job of assessing an officer's potential than can the
rater. Only 51 officers out of 178 (28.7%) actually agreed
with the statement while the remainder either disagreed or said
it made no difference. A similar question in the earlier 1976
study dealing with the indorser position found that 20.1% of
company grade officers agreed that the indorser was better able
to assess potential than the rater, The results of questions
10 and 11 in this study and their counterparts in an earlier
study indicate that the majority of officers feel the rater
should be responsible for both performance evaluation and po-

tential assessment.

4, Perceptions of Scores and Ratings on Promotion Opportunity

The related series of questions 12, 13, and 14 are all
concerned with how an officer feels certaln scores or ratings
on the OER directly affect his promotion opportunity. The
sources for these questions were a DCSPER (Deputy Chief of
Staff for Personnel) memo on the status of the OER system and
an untitled memo whose subject was the status of the OER system.
Question 12 asks the officer if he feels that his promotion
opportunites are significantly diminished if he does not receive
all "1's" in Part IV of DA 67-8, It should be recalled that
Part IV is a series of 14 questions concerning the ratee's per-
formance which are scored from 1, high degree, to 5, low degree.

The survey question is:

(9)]
n
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"T feel that if I do not receive all "1l's" in the rater's

- numerical professionalism section of the DA 67-8 (Part 1IV),
- it will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity.”

G The mean for this question was 4.30 with 96 of 179
officers (53.6%) marking "Strongly Agree". It should be noted
that no officer marked "Strongly Disagree" and only 14 marked
"Disagree”". These results agree with DA findings which have

found scores in Part IV to be skewed toward the high end of

the rating scale. Apparently rating officers are concerned

that less than maximum scores will have unduly negative impacts
on an officer's promotion chances and, consequently, are inflating-
the scores.

The purpose of Question 13 is to find out how officers
feel about the rating they get in Part V, the rater's performance
and potential section, of DA 67-8 in regards to its impact on
their promotion opportunities. Specifically it says:

"If I do not receive checks in the blocks "always exceeds
requirements” and "promote ahead of contemporaries" in the

rater's performance and potential section of DA 67-8 (Part V),
it will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity."

3 The mean for this question is 4.33 with only 11 of 178
officers (6.2%) disagreeing with the statement. As with the
preceding question, this finding substantiates recent DA findings
which say that this section of the OER remains skewed toward
the high end.

An officer's perception of the importance of the senior
rater's potential evaluation (the box check in Part VIIa) in

; regard to his promotion chances is dealt with in question 14.

t} 6
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This box check involves selecting a rating for the officer
from a forced distribution scale of 100 officers. The
statement is:
*If I am not placed in the top box of the senior rater's
potential evaluation scale, I feel my chances for promotion
are greatly reduced®.

The mean for this question is 3.08 with roughly the

same number of officers agreeing (76) and disagreeing with

the statement (78). Evidently officers do not feel as strongly

about this section having adverse impacts on their promotion

chances as they do about sections IV an V., This finding supports

a recent selection board member, MG Louis G. Wagner, Jr., who
said:
"...the senior raters in general are doing a good job. They
are spreading their officers. This does not mean that rated

officers not in the top box will not be selected. The board
looks far beyond the box check.”

5. Comparison Base for Potential
Question number 15 addresses the issue of whether a

rating officer should assess a ratee's potential by comparing
him with all other officers of the same grade, or with some
smaller, and more specific, population of officers. The exact
statement is:

"Senior rater assessments of potential should compare the

rated officer's abilities with those of all other officers

of the same grade, regardless of branch, specialty, or other
considerations.”

The overall mean (2.72) indicates that the respondents as a
whole slightly disagreed with the statement. Furthermore,

there was very little difference among the three grades of
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officers (captains, majors, and lieutenant colonels) that
constituted the total respondent population. Each subgroup
was also slightly below the median response of "No Strong
Opinion".

This stated perception is in direct conflict with the
source document for this question, an undated DA information
sheet entitled "Status-Officer Evaluation Reporting System
(OERS)”. This document states:

“The proper manner for the senior rater to assess potential
is to compare the rated officer's ability to perform in po-
sitions of greater responsibility with the abilities of
officers of the same grade...it is equally improper to com-
pare the rated officer's potential with a grouping narrower
than the same grade, such as branch or specialty.”
This question seems to highlight an obvious "disconnect"
between the ideas being promulgated by DA and the perceptions
of the surveyed officers.
6. Perceived Importance of Specific OER Sections
The next two questions both deal with the perceived

importance of various portions of the DA Form 67-8., Question
16 looks at the importance that selection boards place on the
rater's imput vis-a-vis the senior rater's input. Specifically,
the question states:

"I feel that selection boards viewing the current OER Form

place more emphasis on the senior rater's evaluation than

the rater's input.”

The overall mean is 3.60, which indicates that the

survey respondents were in slight agreement with the statement,

This particular question evolved from a statement in the
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DA Spotlight No. 6 dated August 1981, which said, "There does
not appear to be undue focus on the senior rater portion of the
, OER." The reader will note that the survey results tended to
contradict the above-referenced source, There does seem to be
a general perception that more emphasis is placed on the

senior rater's evaluation than the rater's input.

It is also interesting to note that the strength of this
perception is lessened as the officer becomes more senior in
rank. The mean for captains is 3.71, which falls to 3.63 for
ma jors and 3.26 for lieutenant colonels. This trend is reinforced
by the fact that a two-way analysis of variance showed that the
difference in means between Japtains and lieutuenant colonels
was statistically significant at the .05 level,

The focus of question 17 is on the rater's performance

narrative section of the OER. The actual gquestion is stated

as follows:

*TI feel that the rater's performance narrative is the single
most important part of the OER."

The overall mean for this question is 3,17, which is

aooaans 4

only slightly above the median response of "No Strong Opinion®.

The interesting point here is that there are notable differences

W

among the subgroup means (3.18 for captains, 3.43 for majors,
2.77 for lieutenant colonels). The difference between ma jors

g and lieutenant colonels is statistically significant at the .01
g level (again using two-way analysis of variance).

{ This question was also drawn from - statement in the

4 DA Spotlight No. 6 dated August 1981, The actual statement
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of efficiency rating?” Respondents had five answers to choose

from, ranging from "Overplayed, not really a problem"” to "Single

most important problem”., It is interesting to note that of
208 respondents to this earlier (1971) thesis question, 164

(78.8%) answered either "Significant problem” or "Single most

important problem"., This compares with 78,2% of the respondents

of the present survey who answered either "Strongly Disagree®
or "Disagree”. It would seem in this case that officers’
perceptions have changed very little in eleven years!
Question 19 wants to find out to what extent, if any,
the rating inflation problem has been reduced or ameliorated
by the present OER form. The actual survey question states:

»] feel that the current OER has helped to reduce the in-
flation problem of past OER systems."

The overall mean for this item is 3.14, which is
barely above the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion®,
When broken down by rank the captains have the lowest mean of

3.05 followed by the majors with 3.20 and the colonels with

3.30. Even though these subgroup means are still fairly close,

it is interesting to note that the strength of agreement with
this statement seems to increase with increasing rank.

What might be of even more importance is the fact that
strong differences of opinion were indicated from survey
respondents., Of 180 respondents, 64 said "Strongly Disagree"
or "Disagree", while 94 said "Strongly Agree'" or "Agree".

This large spread of opinion was not manifested in the preced-

ing question having to do with rating inflation.
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said, "Significantly, seveial of the recent boards (promotion
boards) have indicated that the performance narrative, Part Vvc,
is the single most important part of the OER." Although the
overall survey results for this item tend to support the above-
referenced statement, this support is neither broadly shared
nor strong, as is shown by the rank subgroup means noted above.
It is also noteworthy that the most senior officers tend to
disagree with the statement. This might not be expected since
they are the most likely to have had experience serving on such
promotion boards, or to be selected to do so. Further, it is
unclear to the authors why such a difference of opinion should
exist between majors and lieutenant colonels concerning this
question,
7. Perceptions of Rating Score Inflation

Rating score inflation is addressed by both’questions

18 and 19. Question 18 states:

"I feel that inflation is not a problem with the current
OER."

The mean for this item is 1.97, which is the lowest
for any of the survey questions. Of 179 respondents, only 13
agreed to any extent that this statement was true. On the other
hand, 58 individuals responded "Strongly Disagree" and another
82 responded "Disagree”, The implication of this result is
clear: rating inflation is still widely perceived as a problem,
even with the DA Form 67-8 system.

This question was developed from a similar question
in the Dilworth thesis which asked, "How do vou view inflation

60
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Tﬁis question developed from two sources. The October
1979 issue of Soldiers magazine listed as one of the objectives
of the new OER to "dampen inflation". Then in the May 24, 1982
edition of the Army Times, DA officials said (among other things)
that the new OER "has checked the inflated scoring problems
that destroyed previous OER systems". From the results of the
survey question concerning this point, it would appear that the
perceptions of survey respondents are still mixed despite such
statements by such DA officials.

8. Identification of Officers of Least and Greatest
Potential

The problem of identifying officers of the least and
greatest potential value to the Army is addressed in questions
20 and 21. Question 20 states:

“I feel the present OER system is effective in identifying
officers of little potential value to the Army."

The overall mean is 3.34, which indicates that the
survey population tended to agree with this statement. A little
over half of the respondents answered "Strongly Agree" or "Agree",
while slightly under one fourth disagreed to some extent.

When examined by rank, the more senior officers again
tended to agree more strongly. The captains' mean was 3.19,
the majors' 3.41, and the lieutenant colonels 3.63. The dif-
ference between the captains and lieutenunt colonels was
statistically significant at the .05 level using a two-way

analysis of variance.




This question was developed from an earlier version
in the Dilworth thesis which asked, "Is our present OER
system effective in identifying officers of little potential
value to the service (Yes or No)?" Nearly 67.5% of the

respondents to this earlier question responded "Yes”. If the

current survey responses of "Strongly Agree" and "“Agree" are

equated to a "Yes" answer, then the present survey results in
nearly a 54% affirmative response rate. Such a comparison is
difficult at best, especially since nearly 24% of the current

respondents indicated "No Strong Opinion". This additional

Y g
.,h

category may, however, partially explain the different affirmative

P San

o4

response rates indicated by the two surveys.

D4

The opposite end of the potential spectrum is handled

Y

oy

by question 21. Specifically, it states:

"I feel the present OER system effectively identifies those
officers having the greatest future potential."”

The mean for this item is 2.94, which is just beloﬁ
the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion". When examined
by subgroup, the captains have the lowest mean of 2.79, while
the ma jors are highest with 3.12. There is no significant

difference between these groups, however. The distribution of

responses to this statement is very wide and balanced. While

37.7% disagree to some extent, they are balanced out by 34.5%

who agree to one extent or another, Nearly 28% of the respondents

g
b
b
h
b
’
4

have "“No Strong Opinion".

This question was also adapted from the Dilworth thesis.

In its earlier form it asked, "Do you feel that the present
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OER system effectively identifies those officers having the
greatest future potential (future colonels and generals)

(Yes or No)?" Nearly 64% of the respondents to this question
answered "No". If the authors again take the liberty to equate
*Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree” to "No", then the present
survey results (37.7%) seem to show an improvement in this

area with the new OER form. This observation must again be
tempered by the fact that 27.8% of the current survey respon-
dents indicated "No Strong Opinion".

9. Perceptions of Scores and Ratings on Promotion
Opportunity of Others

The following four questions, 21-25, seek to find out

how officers think their responses on the DA 67-8 affect a
rated officer's promotion chances. Three of these questions
(22, 23, and 25) are slightly different versions of questions
12-14, Here they have been restated so that they now ask an
officer how he feels about his actions as a rater as opposed
to asking how he feels as the ratee. The purpose of this is
to find out whether an officer's perception of promotion
oppor+unities changes if he is talking about himself or other
officers he is rating. The fourth question in this group, 24,
is concerned with the senior rater‘'s perception of his cred-
ibility in relation to Part VIIa of the DA 67-8,

In question 22 the officer is asked how he thinks his
failure to give the ratee all "1's" in Part IV of the OER will

affect the ratee's promotion opportunity. The question savs:
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»when acting as a rater, I feel that if I do not give the
rated officer all "1's” in the rater's numerical pro-
fessionalism section of the OER (Part IV), it will greatly
reduce his promotion opportunity."”

The results of question 22 and question 12 are presented
in Table X. It is readily apparent that the perceptions of
all the respondents concerning the importance of receiving the
maximum score in Part IV of DA 67-8 change, depending upon
whether they are the rater or ratee., In answering question
22, 121 of 176 officers agreed with the statement versus 151
of 179 with question 12, Wwhen the results of these two questions
are compared using a two-way analysis of variance all ranks
show that the difference in their means is statistically sig-
nificant at the .05 level. The sharp differences in the responses
to these two questions could be partially attributed to the
emotional involvement most officers have in discussing their
own OER's versus the "objective” thought they give to someone
else's rating.

The subject of question 23 is how an officer feels his
assessments of the rated officer's performance in Part Vb and 4
will affect the rated officer's promotion chances. The state-
ment is:

"When acting as a rater, I feel that if I do not check the
blocks "always exceeds requirements"” and "promote ahead of
his contemporaries"™ in the rater's performance and potential
section of the OER (Block V), it will greatly reduce the
rated officer's promotion opportunity.”

The results of question 23 and its earlier companion,

question 13, are presented in Table XI. As with the previous

pair of questions it is clearly obvious that officers’

6
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TABLE X

COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 12 AND QUESTION 22

QUESTION 22 QUESTION 12
MEAN MEAN
OVERALL 3.70 4.33
CPTS 3.69 4.30
MAJS 3.73 4.29
LTCS 3.71 4.31
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TABLE XI

COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 13 AND QUESTION 23

QUESTION 23 QUESTION 13
MEAN MEAN
OVERALL 3.70 4.32
CPTS 3.69 4,28
MAJS 3.73 4.47
LTCS 3.71 4.24
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perceptions of the importance of the ratings they receive
change depending upon whether they are the rater or ratee,

In answering question 23, 117 of 176 agreed with the statement
compared to 152 of 178 agreeing with question 13, When the
means of these two questions are tested using a two-way
analysis of variance they are found to be statistically sig-
nificant at the.05 level., The differences in the means for
these two questions can also be partially explained using the
same arguments presented in the previous analysis.

Question 24 is the first of two questions dealing
specifically with the senior rater. It seeks to determine
whether the senior rater feels a threat to his rating credi-
bility by continuing to place officers in the uppermost block
of Part VIIa of the OER. The question is:

"I feel that by rating officers predominantly in the top

box in the senior rater's potential evaluation scale, I
am in danger of losing my credibility as a rating official.”

Since this question is addressed only to officers who

P! have been senior raters, the sample is much smaller (55) than
- on most other questions. The mean for this question is 4.05
:* indicating most officers agree with the statement. This finding
El supports recent DA reports which have cautioned senior raters

that selection boards have less faith in their ratings if they
topblock a majority of their officers. This is summarized by

L a comment made by a recent selection board member, MG Oren E.

DeHaven, who said:

“"Senior raters who placed most of their officers in the %top
box tended to have less credibility with our boards. (DA
Spotlight No.6, Aug 1981)
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It should be noted that only 4 of 55 officers responding to
question 24 actually disagreed with the statement.

In question 25 the senior rater is asked if he feels
by failing to place the rated officer in the top block of
Part VIIa of the OER, he is significantly reducing the rated
officer's promotion chances.. The question is:

"When acting as the senior rater, I feel that if I do not
place the rated officer in the top block of the potential
evaluatiqn scale, it will greatly reduce his promotion
opportunity.”

When the results of question 25 and question 14 are
compared, there is very little difference in how officers
responded; Table XII summarizes the results of the two ques-
tions. When subjected to a two-way analysis of variance
there is no significant difference at the .05 level. Taken
together, these results provide a great deal of support to
DA findings which have repeatedly reported that successful
officers are being spread over at least the top four blocks
(DA_Spotlight No.6, Aug 1981). Another source reported that
selection boards for 0-4's, 0-5's, and 0-6's in 1981 had
selected officers for promotion with at least one OER as low
as the fifth box (Army Times, May 24, 1982). Evidently officers
have accepted DA guidance regarding Part VIIa, and do not feel
some less than maximum ratings will severly affect their chances.,

10, OQER Replacement

The topic of whether or not to replace the current OER

is dealt with in question 26, The authors purposely placed

this question towards the end of the survev so that the
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TABLE XII

COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 25 AND QUESTION 14

QUESTION 25 QUESTION 14
MEAN MEAN
OVERALL 2.91 3.08
CPTS 3.00 2.94
MAJS 3.13 3.33
LTCS 2.65 3.06
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TABLE XIII

RESULTS OF QUESTION 26 (OER SHOULD BE REPLACED)

STRONGLY DISAGREE NO STRONG AGREE STRONGLY

DISAGREE OPINION AGREE
CPTS 8 25 25 14 1
MAJS 1 20 22 1 3
LTCS 3 10 15 3 2
TOTAL 12 55 62 18 6
PERCENTAGE 7.8 35.9 40.5 11.8 3.9
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respondents would have already thought about specfic portions
of the OER system before having to make such an overall judge»
ment. The question specifically states:

"I feel that the current OER, DA Form 67-8, should be re-
placed with a new report."”

The mean for this item is 2.68, indicating that the

general population of respondents tends to disagree with the
statement, The rank subgroup means are all very close to one
w another, ranging only from 2.66 (captains) to 2.73 (lieutenant
f colonels). Of 153 respondents to this question, 67 either

*Strongly Disagreed" or *“Disagreed"”, while 24 "Strongly Agreed"

or "Agreed". See Table XIII,

It is interesting to note that there were 27 missing
responses (15%) to this particular question. This is by far
the highest number of missing cases for any of the Likert
scale questions. There were also 62 responses of "No Strong
Opinion®".

This question was drawn from the DA survey conducted

in 1976, prior to the initiation of the current OER form.
Originally the question asked, "Should the current report,

DA Form 67-7, be replaced with a new report?" The results of

LSS & B e T

this earlier survey showed that 49% of the "field grade" and
"company grade" officers (0-1 through 0-6) said "Yes", while

: approximately one third were "Uncertain".

i

In the present survey, only 15.7% of the respondents
indicated that the present OER should be replaced, while 40.5%

had "No Strong Opinion". Over 43% indicated that it should

TTY YWY T TV
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not be replaced. Once again, these results seem to be sup-
portive of the DA Form 67-8 system.
11, Discussions with Rater

To try and gauge how much communication is going on
between raters and ratees concerning job performance, question
27 asks how many discussions have been held during the last
six months. The question is:

*In the last six months, how many times have you had dis-
cussions with your rater about how well you were doing in
your job?"

This particular question, along with questions 28-30,
was not conducive to using a Likert scale to obtain answers.
The answers from which the respondent could choose were "None",
*1-2", "3-4", "5-6", or "Greater than 6". The results of this
question are shown in Table XIV.

The reader will note that one third of the respondents
(56) indicate that they have not had any discussions with their
rater about job performance in the last six months. Another
45% (76) have only had one or two such discussions during the
same period. Only nine officers out of 169 respondents have
had more than four of these discussions. This pattern of having
few, if any, discussions with one's rater is virtually the same
for all the rank subgroups. Over 75% of the captains have had
two or less such discussions with their rater. This figure
rises to 79% for lieutenant colonels and 82% for ma jors.

The reason that the results of this question need to

be emphasized is because the present OER system was developed
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TABLE XIV

DISCUSSIONS WITH RATER IN LAST 6 MONTHS

(56)

(76)

(28)

(7) ’
Greater than 6
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partially to overcome just such a lack of communication. The
reader may wish to refer to the section of chapter two which
hiscusses the DA Form 67-8 for a complete listing of the goals
and purposes of the present system. The development and
conscientious use of the Support Form (DA Form 67-8-1) was
supposed to have bridged the communication gap of earlier OER
forms, and kept both the rater and ratee in agreement concerning
job description, goals, and performance standards. The results
of this question seem to indicate that the Support Form is often
not being utilized the way its designers intended, if at all.

This position is further supported by many of the comments that

' the authors received for question 30 of the survey, as will be

seen shortly.

Question 27 was taken verbatim from the survey conducted
for the Dilworth thesis., The choices of answers available for
this earlier question were either "No Discussions", "Once",
"Twice", or "Three or more". Nearly 54% of the field grade
officers (0-4 through 0-6) said they had not had any such
discussions, while 81.4% indicated two or less discussions.

The company grade officers (0-1 through 0-3) were just slightly
better; 43% indicating "No Discussions" and 79.7% indicating
two or less, c -

Although it is difficult to compare the specific sub-
groups from each of the above-mentioned surveys, the overall
results of each of them are remarkably similar. Again it
would seem that very little has changed concerning this topic

in the eleven years since the Dilworth thesis was written.

73

...................
.....................................................




.........

12. OQER Accuracy in Assessing Abilities

An officer's perceptions of how accurate the OERs he
H has received under the present system have estimated his
abilities is the subject of question 28. Specifically it
asks:

*I feel that the efficiency reports I have received under
the present system have:

Greatly overrated my abilities 5

Slightly overrated my abilities 4

Accurately portrayed my abilities 3

Slightly underrated my abilities 2

Greatly underrated my abilities 1

The overall mean for this item was 3,06. The three

rank subgroup means were also very close to the median value
of 3.0 (Accurately Portrayed My Abilities). The captains’
mean was 3.06, the majors' 3.10, and the lieutenant colonels'
3.00. The distribution of responses was fairly even. Of 169
officers, 50 (29.6%) said their abilities were either greatly
or slightly underrated, 57 (33.7%) said their abilities were
greatly or slightly overrated, and 62 (36.7%) said their
abilities were accurately portrayed.

This question was also extracted from the Dilworth

thesis. As originally stated, the question asked, "How would

you rate efficiency reports you have received?" Respondents

:
b
F
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l

could choose among the answers "Accurately portrayed my abili-

ties”, "Tended to underrate my abilities", or "Overrated my
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abilities”. Theresults of this question shows-' that 82 re-
sponses (44.6%) said "Accurately portrayed my apilities", 10
responses (5.4%) said "Tended to underrate my abilities*, and

92 responses (50%) said "Overrated my abilities*, Unfortunately,
21 officers checked more than one response on this earlier
survey, so that meaningful comparisons with the present survey
are not possible.

It is interesting to note, however, that the percentage
of officers who indicated that their abilities have been un=-
derrated has increased substantially with the new OER from
5.4% to 29.6%. If this change of opinion could be substantiated
by additional research, it might provide further support for
the claim that the DA Form 67-8 has indeed curbed the infla-
tionary scoriné trend of past OER systems.

13. Evaluation Technique Preferences

In question 29 officers were presented with eight
different evaluation techniques and asked to select the tech-
nique they would most prefer and the one they would least prefer.
Following each technigque was a paragraph describing how the
technique could be used and its basic format. The entire
question is too lengthy to present here; however, it can be
examined in its entirety in Appendix M.

Tables XV and XVI present the results of question 29
broken down by rank. It should be noted that due to some ap-
parent confusion in the wording of the question's instructions,

only 100 of 180 officers provided usable input.
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”
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* EVALUATION TECHNIQUES MOST PREFERRED BY OFFICERS SURVEYED &
%€
. '
. CPTS MAJS LTCS TOTAL :
L 4 *®
4«
* FORCED DISTRIBUTION 29 9 3 41 *
x :
o *
* NARRATIVE REPORT 13 2 4 19 *
H '
x *
¥ NOMINATION 8 3 1 12 .
> ‘
o *
* WEIGHTED SCORES 3 3 2 8 .
. :
o *
% RANKING 4 1 3 8 .
: *
* o
% FORCED CHOICE 0 1 4 5 *
x :
: *
% POINT ALLOCATION 1 1 2 4 *
o *
* M
%+ GLOBAL SCORED REPORTS 2 1 0 3 x
*
* - *
L
E 60 21 19 100 x
* o
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%* ®
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x :
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From the tables it is apparent that the most popular
evaluation technique is forced distrubution; the current
uﬂ technique used by DA 67-8. The second most popular form is
E the one used on the previous OER, narration. Together these
[ two techniques make up 60% of the total responses. There are two
h‘ possible explanations for this. First the Army has been very
E | good at selecting the "best" evaluation techniques for use in
its OER system. Or, second, officers selected these two
,!I techniques over the others presented because they are familiar
with them and, therefore, feel more comfortable with their

formats.

The technique least preferred by officers in the sample
is ranking, followed by weighted scores and nomination. It
seems that officers do not 1like the idea of being directly com-
pared to their peers when they are being evaluated since both
ranking and nomination require the rating official to rank his

subordinates. It should be noted that only 4 of 80 officers

said that the forced distribution system was the one they least

- prefer. This can be taken as a positive endorsement of the

- current system.

4

3 The earlier DA survey conducted prior to implementation
E;' of DA 67-8 also asked questions seeking to identify the most

b.

= and least preferred evaluation techniques. This earlier study
F 4

i included all of the techniques listed previously except forced
. distribution. As in the case in this study officers preferred
o the technique being used at the time, narrative in the 67-7,
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over all others presented., Ranking was named.as the technique
they least preferred, as is the case with this study. Although
there has been some shift in preferences over the 6 year period,
in general officers seem to feel now as they did then in regards
to evaluation techniques. The most notable feature of the two
studies is that whatever technique is currently being used
is clearly identified as being the one most preferred. Also,
officers' negative opinions of the ranking technique still
persist.

14, Comments

The last question on the survey was an open-ended comment
question which invited the survey respondents to provide any
additional comments they might have relating to the question-
naire itself or the Army's OER system., Out of 180 respondents,
55 officers (30.5%) provided such comments. Thirty-one percent
of the captains responded, as well as 25% of the majors and 37%
of the lieutenant colonels.

These comments covered a very broad spectrum of topics
and ranged from emotion-laded statements venting the respondent's
anger at the OER system in general, to very extensive, well-
thought out alternatives or modifications to the present system.
It would be impossible to do justice to all the comments tle t
were received without listing them verbatim, However, in order
to synthesize and bring some type of order to them, the authors
have categorized these comments into broad areas of concern and

classifications., Out of 14 categories of comments which became
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apparent through the initial screening, this thesis will now
discuss the five types of comments which were most often men-~
tioned. Each of these five types of comments were, themselves,
mentioned by five or more specific respondents to the survey.
The authors have not concerned themselves with comments that
were mentioned by less than five individuals, Although this
cutoff level is arbitrary, there did seem to be a natural break
at this point which made it expedient to establish this require-
ment,
a. Support of the Present System
One type of comment that was specifically mentioned

five times was that the DA Form 67-8 and its supplemental forms
constituted the "best" OER system that the Army has developed
to date. Several of these statements went on to suggest slight
modifications to the present system which could make it even
better. Examples of this type of comment are:

"I think it is the best system we've had so far. 1 personally

would prefer 2 or 3 modifications. 1. A performance profile

for the rater similar to the potential profile for the senior

rater. Some rules as in effect now to force a spread in

performance assessments. 2. No blocks to check in conjuction

with narrative comments on performance or potential.”

"The current rating system is the best I have seen. Unfor-

tunately, too many officers, including generals, cannot

express themselves well in writing. Consequently, the

narrative portion of an OER varies in accuracy according

to the rater. The enlisted EER has one significant advantage

over the OER. The most recent report is the most important,

and reports older than 5 years are discarded. In the case

of OER's, mistakes made 10 years earlier, since corrected,

are carried before each selection board for prominert display."

"In my 14 years of continuous active duty I have seen numerous

rating schemes used; the present one has been the most accu-
rate one yet in portraying an individual's abilities."™
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b. Criticisms of the Present System

A second type of comment, which occurred six times,
could only be classified as generally critical of the present
OER system. Some of these went so far as to criticize any
type of periodic OER system. Examples of this second type of
comment follow:

"The current OER system is reflective of the entire selection
system. There is no way that an OER or service record pack-
age can truly represent an officer before a promotion or
schools selection board...The current system, like all pre-
vious forms, is inflatable and too many officers are glued

to paper success rather than true job performance.

*(An) OER should be cut if a person does not perform, (and)
set standards for releasing he or she to the civilian work
force. Those who get the job done should not compete for
which degree todoit. It's a kiss ass system used to promote
(favorite sons) not evaluate our job. 1It's full of bull."

"We have not learned from the USAF experience -~ forced

distribution will destroy the morale of the corps - force

out many fine performers - future promotion and selection

boards will use (the number) 2 and 3 boxes in (the) Senior

Rater section as discriminators down the road - wait and

see."

c. Unavoidable Inflation Problems
The third type of comment that was rated was also

mentioned by six individuals. These comments essentially said
that no matter what kind of OER system was developed, Army
officers would figure out ways to inflate the scores. Examples
of this kind of comment follow:

"No matter what system we employ, we mortals will figure a

way to inflate it and remain nice guys. Also, there will

be injustices on the way."

"Inflation will always be a problem with OER's because

officers, like other people, generally desire to shy away

from distasteful tasks, such as telling someone that he
is mediocre."
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*In three years the system will again be inflated and a
new system to beat all systems will be revised.”

;i d. Evaluation Preferences
‘ The fourth type of comment that manifested itself
i‘ involved specific preferences or dislikes concerning one or
l! more of the evaluation techniques listed in question 29 of
& the survey. Evidently the officers who wrote these comments
(nine in all) wanted to make explicit the reasoning they used
in choosing a "most preferred" and "least preferred"” evaluation
technique. Since these techniques and the results of question
29 have already been dicussed, the authors see no néed to in-
clude any more comments about them in this section.
e, Use or Misuse of the Support Form

The last general type of comment to be discussed
ﬁl is also probably the most important. The reason for this is
not only because it was mentioned more often than any other
type of comment (twelve times), but also because specific
I! actions can probably be taken to rectify the situation if these
;. comments are true,
This particuls * type of comment had to do with the

Support Form (DA Form 67-: -1) and its use (or non-use).

Lan gan . 20 o s
- 7.

Essentially, these comments said that the Support Form was not

being used properly, if at all, by raters. Examples of this

v

type of comment follow:

"Although the OER has its share of problems, its principal
value lies in the support form (and accompanying required

s counselling) in which goals, responsibilities, and con-

p tributions are established clear.y in the minds of the rated

¢ "
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officer and the rater. Again, this holds true only if the
counselling is done, and done on a timely basis. I am sure
that it is often neglected until the lasc¢ minute."™:

"Speaking with fellow captains from other posts who have
rated LT's, some raters/senior raters still do not under-
stand the necessity of the 67-8-1 (Support Form). Without
that form being filled out initially (30 days or so) and
updated periodically, the strength of this system flounders."

"In my view, raters do not use the -1 as a good tool. I
found the -1 was very effective in establishing goals. Most
officers don't £ill one out until they are rated - hence

too late to establish objectives.”

"Current support forms tend to be filled out not when a
service member arrives at a unit, butaweek or two prior to
his being rated. This tends to destroy credibility in the
goals section of the form."

Tq “"The present system is the best I feel. The individual

being rated has input into his/her own report. If the
system were followed by the raters (i.e. initial discussion
within 30 days, periodic performance discussions, etc.) the
system would be even better,.”

’

Although many other individual concerns and per-

™ w' T
. ‘. S

ceptions were evidenced in the comments received, the general
concern shown for the proper use of the DA Form 67-8-1 was

unmistakable. Nearly one quarter of all the officers who wrote

comments specifically mentioned this topic. It might also be

noted that these comments are fully reinforced by the results

Ty
- .

already presented for question 27 of the survey (having to do
with the number of discussions the officer has had with his
rater within the last six months). This thought should be

K clearly kept in mind as the reader moves on to the conclusions

and recommendations of this thesis.

PP
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3 V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. GENERAL
Z: The reader will recall from chapter one that the main
F intent of this thesis is to examine the perceptions of U.S.
55 Army officers regarding various aspects of the present OER
’ system. The authors have purposely tried to avoid expressing

any specific evaluative judgements about the "goodness" or
*"badness" of all, or part, of the DA Form 67-8 system. They
have, instead, concentrated on trying to identify areas in
which officer perceptions either support or refute the positions
and statements previously espoused by Department of the Army.
Additionally, the authors compared specific parts of their
survey results to the findings of earlier research efforts to
see if any changes of attitude have occurred with the new OER
form.

As the reader may have already gathered from reading the

previous chapter, the results of this thesis expose areas of

# both support for, and contradiction of, previous DA statements.
< Before discussing the particular conclusions for each of these
areas, however, the authors must caution the reader on the

generalizability of these results. The officer population

LA M

which was sampled came from three different Army installations
in the central California area. The 180 respondents from the

total sample of 276 provided the authors a large enough sample

84

T pa—

P S e ol i FENTADU W S NPy, .3 oo



RO~ EENARAS - PSR
o nARS RRAAR

Py Ty
i I . . L

—

g
v

RS & Bha el ol i i o

T
- '

size from which to make meaningful conclusions about the officer
population of these three installations. It must be remembered,
though, that only officers in the grades of 0-3, 0-4, and 0-5
were sampled. It must not be automatically assumed that officers
of other grades feel the same way as those sampled.

Furthermore, it would be presumptuous to infer that the
results of this thesis can be extrapolated to include all the
0-3's, 0-4's, and 0-5's in the Army. The sample size of 180
is simply too small to be meaningful for all the Army 0-3's,
0-4's, and 0-5's, A further comment on the interpretation of
the results is that survey responses are assumed to be interval
level data. While it can be argued in the strictest sense that
Likert scale responses are ordinal level data, the authors feel
that due to the large number of responses they are justified in
treating the data as interval., This assumption then allows for
comparisons of means and tests of significance. On the other
hand, there is no reason why the results of this study could
not be validated for the entire Army officer population, if it
was deemed appropriate, by taking a much larger sample across
the entire Army. Therefore, the reader will have to use his
own judgement in interpreting the pervasiveness of the following

conclusions.

B. CONCLUSIONS
Based upon the survey results and analysis presented in
chapter four, the authors feel the following conclusions are

warranted:
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(1)--Surveyed officers slightly agree that the Support Form
(DA Form 67-8-1) has aided them in measuring the performance
of rated officers, as well as their own performance. This
support, however, is not strong enough to substantiate the
DA statements that the Support Form appears to be making a
significant contribution to the evaluation process and the goal
of better officer performance,

A possible reason for this less than overwhelming support
is brought out in the question concerning the number of dis-
cussions the respondents have had with their raters in the last
six months. As the reader may remember, the response for this
question indicated that the majority of respondents have had
few, if any, discussions with their raters. The authors strongly
suspect that these results indicate that the Support Form is
not being used as its designers intended. Much of the form's
potential value is being lost because its goal-setting, objective-
setting, and continual feedback functions are often being ignored.
This finding is further substantiated by the many comments re-
ceived concerning this topic,

(2)--Results of Questions 10 and 11 indicate that officers
would prefer an OER system that allows the rater to be res-
ponsible for both performance and potential assessments. While
officers agreed the rater was in the best position to assess
performance they disagreed that the senior rater was in a superior
position to assess potential, This is in opposition to current

DA policy which separates the two functions, allowing the rater
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to assess performance and the senior rater to assess potential
because of his broader experience base and perspective. An
earlier study had also found disagreement on the above policy
of splitting the performance and potential assessment.

(3)~-The results of Questions 12, 13, 22 and 23 indicate
officers feel they must receive the maximum rating on Part IV,
Part Va and Part Vb or their promotion chances will be signif-
icantly reduced. The intensity of this feeling varies depending
whether the officer is the ratee or rater, with ratee responses
being significantly higher (at the .05 level) than rater responses.
In either case, however, these perceptions are strong enough
to account for DA findings which have found scores in these
parts of the 67-8 to be skewed toward the high end. Although
DA states that some less-than-maximum scores in these blocks
are not career threatening, field perceptions of this sample
proved otherwise. Unless DA can cause this perception to be
changed, these sections of the OER are likely to become meaning-
less due to a self-fulfilling prophecy of inflation.

From questions 14 and 25 it can be concluded that officers
do not feel it necessary to receive the maximum rating in Part
VIiIa of the OER. No group of officers felt their promotion
opportunities were significantly reduced if the senior rater
did not place them in the top block of his potential assessment.
This finding is in agreement with recent DA reports which said
selection boards were promoting officers as low as the £ifth

block.
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Also, question 24 illustrates senior raters feel that their
credibility as a rating official will be reduced if they topblock
their officers. Taken together with the findings from questions
14 and 25, this is strong support for recent DA reports which
have emphasized this aspect of the OER system,

(4)--Surveyed officers feel that the senior rater's assess-
ment of potential should not compare them with all other officers
of the same grade. This general feeling was manifested by each
of the three ranks of officers surveyed and is exactly oppossite
from the guidance promulgated by DA,

Comments indicated that some officers feel that this assess-
ment of potential should only compare officers of the same
branch, or general job category (i.e. combat, combat support,
combat service support). Furthermore, several officers with
highly specialized backgrounds (doctors, lawyers, etc.) indicated
that there is no realistic way that they could be compared to
other officers of the same rank in different branches.

(5)--0fficers feel that selection koards place more emphasis
on the senior rater's input than the rater's input when screen-
ing officers for promotion. This conclusion is based on the
results of question 16, which found that a majority of the
officers supported this view., This finding is not supported by
published DA reports which have repeatedly stressed that selection
boards are not biased towards the input of the senior rater.
Despite DA's attempt to educate officers about the relative
importance of the senior rater's input, there still exists a

gap between official guidance and field perceptions.

} :




RGN
R

v
2]
t

— > T Y Y
. h o,

In conjunction with the aforementioned conclusion, officers
do not show strong support for the statement that the rater's
input is the single most important part of the OER. The results
- provide a mixed response with CPT's and MAJ's marginally sup-
porting the statement while LTC's were in disagreement. Recent
h! DA publications have indicated that the rater's performance
narrative is the single most important section of the OER.
While results of this study cannot say conclusively how the
ul officers in the sample feel about the statement, it can be
inferred from the data that there is not strong support for the
statement as DA haé indicated.

(6)--Rating inflation is still viewed as a problem with the

ey
AN
. "

current OER by the vast majority of Army officers. The mean
for the question dealing with this topic was the most negative
of all the questions asked (1.97). Survey results showed that

78,.2% of the respondents felt this way. The results from the

L ﬁvgh"“'
S ’ H .

Dilworth thesis done in 1971 showed that 78.8% of the officers

surveyed felt inflation was a problem with the OER then in effect

(DA Form 67-6). Thus, this negative perception has shown little

. - change in the intervening eleven years, even with the DA Form

67-8.
;ﬁ There exist mixed feelings concerning whether or not the
;, current OER has helped to reduce the inflation problem of past
t’ OER systems. Respondents generally' expressed either strong
E. support or disdain for the value of the current system in this
F: regard, Relatively few respondents lacked a clear opinion on
il
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this subject. The results, therefore, are inconclusive as to
their degree of support fof or against the optimistic statements
previously made by DA officials.

(7)--The current OER is perceived as an effective tool for
identifying officers of little potential to the Army. On the
other hand, the survey results are inconclusive as to whether
or not the OER is a good tool for identifying officers with the
greatest future potential. Stated differently, the DA Form
67-8 is seen as effective in weeding out incompetent officers,
but not effective in isolating the really promising officers.

(8)--By a margin of nearly three to one, officers feel that
the current OER, DA Form 67-8, should not be replaced with a
new report. This very strong degree of support three years
after this OER first came out is a strong indication of its
acceptance within the officer corps. This result is even more
striking when one considers that in 1976, three years after
the DA Form 67-7 made its debut, just under half the respondents
of an earlier officer survey wanted it replaced.

(9)~--When officers were asked if the evaluation reports they
have received under the current system have overrated, under-
rated, or accurately portrayed their abilities, the results
showed a fairly symmetric distribution of opinions. When com-
pared with the earlier Dilworth thesis, a much larger percentage
of respondents indicated that the current OER underrated their
abilities (29.6% vs 5.4%). Thus, although respondents earlier

stated that inflation was still a problem with the current OER,
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the fact that many more officers feel underrated seems to support

the official DA statements which say that the DA Form 67-8 has
actually curbed the inflation problem.

(10)--The current OER format is the type most preferred by
officers in the sample. Wwhen presented with a 1list of the most
common evaluation techniques, officers chose forced distribution
above all others. This finding supports DA statements which
have said the 67-8 is the best, most effective evaluation
technique adopted by the Army. A caution is needed here because
of the phenomena of familiaritys that is, selecting a system
because it is the one currently being used and thereby posing
less uncertainty. Even allowing for this possibility, there
were enough officers electing forced distribution and providing
written comments about its usefulness to support DA reports.

The technique least preferred is ranking. Officers do not
like the idea of having an evaluation system that incorporates
a direct comparison of their performance with that of their
peers. Dilworth's earlier thesis also identified ranking as
the least preferred method of evaluation. It appears that there
exists strong negative feelings about this technique that have

persisted through time.

C. RECOMMENDATIONS

(1)=--Due to the lackluster results of survey questions
concerning the Support Form and the manyv individual comments
directed at this subject, it is felt that DA officials need

to take a closer look at this form's usage. It is suggested
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that a monitoring system be developed which would more reliably

iﬁ ensure that the rater and ratee conduct periodic and timely
gﬂ discussions and preformance reviews as dictated by existing
' regulations. The authors presume no access to a magical per-
suasion tactic, but hope that the Department of the Army will
be able to devise a mechanism that might enhance the Support
Form to be seen as the powerful tool it was intended to be.

(2)--In view of the limited resources available to conduct
this study it is recommended that similar research be carried
out to determine whether the problem areas brought out in this

thesis exist Army-wide.

(3)~--The authors would like to suggest that measures of two
additional factors be included in any similar research done in
ﬁi the future. The first of these measures revolves around an
% individual's self-esteem and his perceived importance of the
. ratings received on the OER. The hypothesis to be tested by
Fl this measure is that individuals with high self-esteem place
i less importance on absolute scores and more importance on actual
job accomplishment.

The second measure to be included in this future research

concerns how an individual's perception of organizational

effectiveness is influenced by forced rating systems. The

P

hypothesis is that officers believe that any type of forced

rating system will disrupt organizational performance because

AN A o0 SN i S0 B SFL SRM SR 4 SRS 4 CENER]

many will place their own goals of excelling above the goals

4 of increased organizational effectiveness.
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(4)--In conjunction with number three above, it is recom-
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mended that research be done to determine the nature and results

of such officer competition upon the total organizational climate

s

and performance.
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APPENDIX A

FO 67 -1 JULY 1936

2ot DAy EFFICIENCY REPORT
CEEAR 5-000)
'A":mehhmﬂbm - (owdnd o b
L PERIOD commnmxsnnon.___..mu- to

STATIONS AT WHICH HE SERVED
%. CONSIDER CAREFULLY THESE DEPINITIONS, KEEP THEM IN MIND WI!!N BAT!NG. AKING INTO CONAID.
ERATION HIS LENG'!’H CF SERVICE AND THE OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDED HIM. WHICH MIGHT HAVE A
mcﬂ:mm OR PROFESSIONAL QUALL.

#lEARlI\G.)G UPON HIS PERFORMANCE OF DUTY, PERSONAL
UNSA'I‘!SPACI‘OIY: Performance of the mlnhr duty teported upon or persoual eharsoteristies or professional quali-
SAa'fI.;?R' below minimum

Yx MMUMWW?VWMQMWCMW

dard
my sfusnc'roar: Perlom-p_ohll ihe pasticular duty revorted upcn (2 sn effient mezsen.  Personsl charasters
ncsu.wr Perf pnrﬂculu Ahonm “ eﬁﬁ? s Personal
: manner, charaoteristies,
{essional umﬂm ol em'cmy above VERY SATISF CrORY i betow SUPERIOR.

PERIOR: Gutat. and performance of the particular duty reported upoa. Personal M
professional qualificatioos, or etlicleucy above that oon(dand ExCELLEN
UNKNOWN: To be used in all cases in which the MW
covered by this repors to observe the officer re| nmbmt.n&nbmmdﬁn
dutv. l.ul rsonal charscteristics, or prof unuxluzlou
E. DUTIES HE PERFORMED: (State separately. pudbu show durstion of each in months. Example: Co. Comdr,
ordinary gnrrhon traiging, 3 mos. Summary oourt, 8 Brig. Adj. prepared tnlnlu nhdnl-. Bupply Officer.) Ia
describing the manner of performance of dut.y, use one ol six clasuifications ss given and oonsider
obiacies encountered by the individusl ln the'performance of each duty listed. ~ THE . OFIIONS EXPRESSED UNDER
“MANNER OP PERF RMANCE" ARE BAS ON—

INTIMATE DAILY C

FREQUENT OR IN mmmmmr OBSERVATION OF THE RESULTS OF HIS WORK, ...u,m"'r.':&.

Dusty Menthe Manser of putermansy

#. What degres of success has hoe at~ O.Enmonunubdowmywuhndlgn ties of
taincd under the following head- value in the military service, ENTRIES
ings: ENTRIES BASED ON 5 EXCEPT WHERE STATEMENT IS BDASED ON
PERSONAL OBSERVATION OR PERSONAL OBSERVATION OR Ol"i‘ ICIAL R¥-
OFFICIAL REPORTS DURING X E PO TS DURING PERIOD COYERED BY THIS
PERIOD COVERED BY THIS 5 } 4 EPORT. Show pilot and/or obesrver mtings of
REPORT. (3e¢e par. D above.) | o > 3] Corpa officers here.

1. Handling officers and mea._.

2. Performance of field duties.. . \

& Administrative and ezseutive dutiss. / QQQ“ \

4 As an inatructae. 1 < -l

8. Tralning troop . Q\ﬁ- o

8. Tactical handling of troops (unite 035 Pl
appropriate to oficer’s grade)..—. ..

!.Towhudemohuhouuuwdthlolh qualifieations? Oonuerunllu-nrlnl'lli
a::notshud;udl by marking X in the appropriate reetanglo.
pes. D sbove.

Vasstlstactary
Salliatary
Vary sailiodety

1. Phyuloal sotivity (sglily; shliy to owrk ropidly)...
2. Physical eadurance (apaily fer proleaged cxerfas)....
& Military bearing and neatoess (Gesty o desemn; sk cad snast sppussass).
4. Attantion to duty (e imil of verkiag hereaghly sed cosssionfensly).. o
8. Cooperation (uting jeintly sad sleckirely with ssether or obors, mikiary o airinn, bo sslein o dasiganind ebjectivs).
6. Initiative (tbe iail of bepasing aeeded veck e taking sppronrinie sctinn oa bis o2 rovpaasiblity in abossee of erdecs)
telligance (the abily is aadersiand resddy sew idass of imsiracions),
Foroe (b (sty of meryieg ool v seargy sod ressinion that whigh on srasianios in befisrsd reassanble, g, @ daty).
8. Judgment and common sense (e bikiy be thisk sieasly and arrite 4 logical eossisnions). ...
10, Leadership (csscily te devct setral, sad indorsce ashers in defiate finas of sion or morumont sad oill maisisis Nich mensh)
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|' o of olllaer roperted ca Name of veperting oficer

L During the period eovered by this report has he taken advantage of the oppertunities aorded bim t0 impeeve his professionsl
Inowiadge?

J. Has he axhibited any weaknesses—tamperariintal, moval, physioal, ste—~whioh advemsly affeet his efielonsn?
yes, describe them. (FACT or OPINION. Line out oma.).

K. Proper suthority having decided oa the methods and perocedure %0 sccomplish & sartain ead, did he reader willing snd generous
support regardiess of his perecnal views in the mattes®

Lo Staco last report bas he besn mentioned favorably or unfavorsbly ia official eommunieations? oo paz. 1,
AR 600-188.)

M. During the period covered by this report was he the subject of any disctplivary measure that shouid be insiuded ca his rescsd?

It yes, ancloss separate stateme t of nature and attendant ciroumstanses.

N. Write a brief ganeral estimaate of this oficer in your own words

O. How well do you know him?
P. Romarks (Including entry required by per. 11a, AR 600-185).

Q. In case any unfavarable eotries have been made by you on this report, were the deficiencies indicated heresn brought to the
stteation of the officer concerned whi.c * ader your command and prior to the rendition of this report? I yoo, wha$
Smprovemaent, if any, was noted? ._....

If no improvement was noted, what period of time elapacd between your notification to him of his deficiencies and the rends-
tion of this report?
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1L OFFICER CHARACTERISTICS RATER INDORSER
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o How offective is this sificer in the meintensnce of supply dissipline? ca [w] [as) o] c )
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4. FOR RATER ONLY - Could this officer be exp d to serve od - o) — 1§ UNKNOWN st NO enplain in
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12 DESCRIPTION OF RATED OFFICER AND COMMENTS. Remerhe shevid cover any et k: i 9 por of
. or obility te perierm other fypos d u“m.. it officer sarved in combet during peried, stete u-bw of days ( depe) end diseuss
N ~gths and e
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. b. Comments of indersing oificnr
- 7231 do not know the reted oificer well eneugh te camplote the 1everse side of this repert. .

13. RAVING OFFICER'S NAME, GRADE, SERVICE NUMBER, BRANCH, xll. INDORSING OFFICER’'S NAME, GRADE, SEIWCE NUMBER, BRANCH,|
ORGANIZATION, AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT ORGANIZATION, AND DUTY ASSIGMMEN

1 CERTIFY THAT TO THE PESY OF WY KNOWLEODGE AND BELIEY | CERTIFY THAY TO THE SKST OF MY XNOWLEDCE AND SELIERF
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16, DATE ENTERED ON DA FORM 86
;  PERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS
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RATED OFFICER'S NAME AND SERVICE NUMBER

SECTION # ESTIMATED ODESIRABILITY 1N VARIOUS CAPACITIES

» the axtout to which yeu weuld dasire the tated officerte serve wnder yau in sach typa of duly desaribed bolow. Plase an X In the preper boa. Con-
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jbranch, and ebout the seme time in grede. Plose ¢ heovy X
in the ben wppasite best deseription.
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oiftears.
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distingt ssset to the service.

0. The moet sutaronding oificer | know.
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APPENDIX F

DA FORM 67-4

MPORTANT: TRE PREPARATION OF AM EFFICIENCY REPORT IS A SERIOUS usmmu‘n EACH INDIVIOUAL WILL TAKE THE SAME PAINSTAKING CARE IN
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SECTION IV . ESTIMATED PERFORMANCE OF OTHER DUTIEY

fiue . velomance Logend. The Perk

a the lovel at which the rated offiesr would perfosn in eash type of duty described belew by indicating (or each wem the sppvepriate sumber showa is
Legend oz eps with each step indi g 8 lovel of
Ste 10 rted officer's crade and brench. Use the UNKNOWN (UNK) ouly of the sstwre of your waies & i

prbshie perfoinmmee 1a 8 particuiar ssmiamont. Making UNKNOWN does act pessiize the tated officer.

Coasidereachitem in torma appsoper;
(e you to make un estimate of his

UNK - U YOwN
PERFORNANCE LEGEND

1 - SATHFACTORY

3« EXCELLENY

O+ UNSA TISF ACTOAY

2+ VEAY SATISFACTORY

4 - SUPERION

9 - SUTETANDING

ouTHs

RATER

6. COMMANG & TACTICAL UMY
-

& COMMANG A SON-TACTICAL UNIT

e RATER (Tpeariy tywe of SM Duty)
AMEAVE A8 A STARP OFFICRR

INOORSER (Spesily type of 360l Duty)

[ GEAVE AS AN INSTRUCTON

0. SEAVE 1B A CAPACITY INVOLVING CORTACTS MITH OTHER NEAVICES AND/ONR ASENCIES OF THE V. §. COVEANNENT

f. sgave "an

CONTACT TN FOREIGN PORCES AND/OR POREIGH GOVERNEENTE

[ SEAVE S1TH ACMAVE CONPONENRTS

A sEAVE I8 AN

1M OF GOOO PUSLIC BELATIONS

3 CAMAY OUT AN ASHENEENT INVOLVING NOSTLY va DuTIRS

1. YAEEVE 10 AN € CITHER SATTEN OR ORAL

SECTION ¥ - TRAITS, QUALITIES AND CHARACTERISTICS

———
SECTION Vi . PROMOTION POTENTIAL

Study caretuily tie Lused

wivch spply R sune aeltew 10 al officers. | Conmsen:

oaly officers of his grage. beanch. Ind deut 1he same time 1n

8. AGAE TO INFLUENCE ANO OISICY ITHERS

LY *bh CAOUNDLD ANO INFOANTD

. $HOULO 0€ CORMIDEATD FOR MOAL RAPID

Demgnute in order of Jnonty, as M1, M2 ana 13 the three atnibwtes which grade, wha 13 yout 0pinion v
are the JJOST PRONOUNCED in the ratcd officer. If consioured appropriste 4 ]| adavy X 1n the box opp best A recent p or a dranch
maximum of fow siditional NUST PRONOUNCED dttributes may be 1ndicaed fi & comg with other officers under sumilar circum
as M: which we desed to be LEAST PRONQUNCED 10 the stances.
rated officer may, il i oe asl.
RATER INDORSER RATER NDORSER

ORE 3F THE FEW EXCEPTIONAL OPPICENS WO
SRONOTION Tuan Wil CONTENPORARILS.

‘S PRACTICAL DECIUONS

$ROULEG GIVE AN QUTSTAKDING RERFORMANCE

i LOVAL TO suPLAIORS

s

&. SOUND JUDBENENT An0 COMMON 1ENSE WHEN PRONOTED TO ThE NEAT NIGHNER GRADE.

o SOVRToR T T SonvcTow o« INOULD GIVE & SUPERIOR PEATOAMANCE

1. STRONG IMTIAYIVE " OWEN PROMOTED TO THE NEXT MGAEA GRADE.

> SPONE

$ accarmane hiitidd .. SHOULD SIVE AN EACELLENT PEIRFORMANCE

A GETS ALONS WELL WITH PROPLE WHEN PROWATED TO THE NERT NIGHER CRADL.

Lsan ST Juremamoe 3. SATULD GIVE A YERYT IATIIFACTORY SIRFORMANCET
ot

EHEN PRONGTED TO THE NEXT NIGHES 3at

& TEANWOAR IR

1. ALSAYS SETE THE LXANPLE

T WNEN PROMOTED TO THE NEXT HIGHEN GRADE.

SHOULD GIVE A SATISFACTORY ~ERFORMANCE

M OELECATES AUTHOMTY

n. LOYAL 70 SUSOROINATES

© COMMENSURATE WY ABHITY

way TR HIGNESY GRADE

SECTION Vi . PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT DUTY

SECTION Viil . OVERALL YALUE TO SERVICE

Conmaenng only officers ol his grade. branch. and about the swae ume 18

Conssnenng officers ol the same grade, branch. 8n@ sboul the sume time 1n

grede; rate tie officer un perf: of s duty Reaa <&l do
scrptons md piace » hewvy X 10 the Lux 0pPONLe Dst UeICIPLOA.

gtaie, what 13 vour estimate of the rated officer's uvecasl value to the serv-
1ce? Plice a huavy X 10 the dox opposite best description.

QUTITANDING PEAFONUANCE OF *HIS DUTY FOUND .
N VERY FCO OFTICENS -

AN CUTSTANDING OPFICER OF RARE VALUR TO TL
seRvIck

PERFONNS THIS OUTY IN A SUPERIOR MANNEN LE

A SUPTRION GFFICEA OF GREAT VALUE TO THE
.

. PEAFORES Tig OUT 7 1n AN EXCELLENT MANNEAR,

" MERVICE.

AN ERCELLENY OFICER OF OHTINGT VALUL YO TWE

PEAFORNE THIS OUTY iN &

A VERY SATISFACTOAY OF 7 2R wwOLE VALUE TO

" WEAY SATISFACTORY WANNER. L 1ug SEAVICE 1) LNTED In SOME REIPECTS,
A JATISFACTORY OFMCER WMOSE VALUK TO THE
b PRASNANE THIS DUTY 18 A SATISFACTORY WANNER. Y SEAVICE 1S LINTED 1N MANY RESPRCTS.
* ‘
.. wATORNE THIS DUTY IN AN YNSATISPACTONY . A% JNSATIIPACTARY OFPICER OF NE VALUR TO ThE
T wANNEA N vict
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APPENDIX G

DA _FORM 67-5
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B e e T e
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APPENDIX H

DA_FORM 67-6
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MPORTANT: THE PAEPARATION OF AN EFFICIENCY REPORY 1S A SERIOUY ITY. EACH € Trt SAME £ 8iNST AXING ARE I ThE PREP.
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PARY |- P DATA (Reot J-d0. AR 623-108;
& LAST WANE < FINRT WAWE - MOBLN VTIAL K TAvict woueth & Al 4. gAn0e
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{annuar oLy conTacT
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€. RIVIEWER (Road chepter 5, AR 623-105) WY REVIEW T IMOICATES O FURTHER ACTION | ) RESULTS (N ACTION STATED ON ‘WCLOTURES
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e T LUV
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! PARY IV . PERIONAL QUALITIES Reed paragroph ¢-34. AR 623-103)
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1vv (€

~
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APPENDIX K

DA_FORM 67-8-1
e
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT FORM
For use of this form, see AR §23-108; prooanent sqency is US Army Military Personnel Center.
Read Privacy Act Statement and instructions on Reverse hejore Completing this form.
PART | — RATED OFFICER IDENTIFICATION

NAME OF RATED OFFICER (Lasl, First, M) GAADE |PRINCIPAL OUTY TITLE  JORGANIZATION
O Y vy et
PART Il - RATING CHAN - YOUR RATING CHAIN BFOR THE EVALUATION PERIOD 1S:
NAME GRADE |FOSITION
RATER

3 INTERMEDIATE | *ME GRADE ~ |[FOSITION

2 " RATER .

. SENIOR NAME GRAADE |POSITION

. RATER ]

b

b RATED OFFICER'S SPECIALTIES/MOS OUTY SSI/MOS

— — ———— e —————

T! PART 1l = RATED OFEFICER Complicte ¢, b and ¢ below for this rating period:

2 . STATE YOUR SIGNIFICANT DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

b. INDICATE YOUR MAJCR PERFOAMANCE OBJECTIVES

c. LIST YOUR SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS

4
3
b
b
b
g

ISignuturr and [ate)

DA 7&% 67 —8—1
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PART IV — RATER AND/OR INTEAMEDIATE RATER (Review and comment on Purt II] o, b, and ¢ sbove.
Inours remarie arg sensisiont with yeur performence end potsatial evelustion oa DA Perm 67-4.)

a RATER COMMENTS (Optiansl)

SIGNATURE AND DATE (Mendatory)

s rpeee————————————
5 INTERMEDIATE RATER COMMENTS (Optionsl)

SIGNATURE AND OATE (Mendstory)
DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 (3 U.S.C. 552a)

1. AUTHORITY: Sec ?71 Title 5 USC; Ssc 5012 Title 10 USC.

2. PURPOSE: DA Form 678, Officer Evaluation Report, serves as the primary source of information for officer personsel
management decisions. DA Form 67—8~1, Officer Evaluation Support Form, serves s a guide (or the rated officer’s perform-
ance, development of the rated officer, enhances the accomplishment of the organization mission, and providec additional
performance information to the rating chain.

3. ROUTINE USE: DA Form 67—8 will be maintained in the rated officer's official military Personnet File (OMPP) and
Career Mansgement Individual File (CMIF). A copy will be provided to the rated officer either directly or sent to the
forwarding address shown in Part I, DA Form 67—8. DA Porm 67—8—1 is for organizational use only and will be returned to
the rated officer after review by the rating chain.

4. DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the rated officer's SSAN (Part I, DA Form 67—8) is voluntary. Howevee, failure to verify
the SSAN may result in s delayed or erroneous processing of the officer’s OER. Disclosure of the information in Part Ile,
DA Porm 67—8—1 is voluntary. However, failure to provide the information requested will resuit in an evaluation of the
rated officer without the benefits of that officer's commenta. Shouid the rated officer use the Privacy Act as a basis not

to provide the information requested in Part Illc, the Support Form will contain the rated officer's statement to that effect
and be forwarded through the rating chain in accordance with AR 623—1085.

. ’ INSTRUCTIONS
PART I: Identification — Seif explanatory.

PART ii: Rsting Chein — The persoansl officer or appropriate administrative office will fill in information based on
the commander’s designated rating scheme.
PART (Ha: Rated Officer Signiticant Duties and Responsibilities — State the normal requirements met in your specifie
position as well as any important additional duties. Address the type of work required, rather than frequently changing
specific tasks.
PART 1lid: Rated Officer Major Performancs Objectives — List the most important tasks, priorities, and major areas of
concern and responsibility assigned. This is an explanation of how you set out to accomplish the duties deseribed in {Ila.
Ideally these are pianned goals that you will work toward in an effort to make a contribution to the accomplishment of the
organization mission; however, they may be in reaction to unpredictable changes. The objectives come from the (ollowing
four categories.

ROUTINE — Objectives that address the repetitive and commoaplace duties that must be carried out.

Thess are duties that will produce less visibie resuits, but will have serious consequences if not

properly executed.

PROBLEM SOLVING ~ Objectives that provide for dealing with problem situations. The objective

should plan for or address potential problems so that time is available to deal with them without

disrupting other objectives.

INNOVATIVE — Objectives that crests new or improved methods of operation in the organization.

J
!

3 PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT -~ Objectives that further profesmsional growth of an individual or

1 ‘ his/her subordinates.

3 PART lilc: Rated Officer Signifieant Contributions — Describe the most significant contributions you made during the
b rating period. These may have been in support of the objectives established or may highlight other accomplishments
that you (eel are important.

PART 1V: Rater and/or Intermediate Rater Review and Comment — [nsure any remarks are consistent with your

3 performance and potential evaluation on DA Form §7—8. Signature does not show concurrence with Part 111

P but indicates that you have reviewed the rated officer’s portion of the form.

$ U.S, G.P.0, 1979.665-041/1012
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APPENDIX L

DA FORM 67-8-2

OFFICER EVALUATION AEPOATING SYSTEM

Gar was of Bis form, s AR §23- 100, arassnent sgsney is US Arawy Millary Paresnast Conas,

PART | =« ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

[ NaMT (Taat, Fous. W0

N

———

PARY 1) = SENIOA RATER PROPILE

ar
"wy

TOTAL

RATNGE

Part | provides identification and administrative data.

TOTAL
OFFICERS

t
"

"
L
TR
L
PN
]

"
L
LOWEST

T T Y Y

A Gniat)
-&

Py PRI S S - - PO O T e
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APPENDIX M

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL
MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA - 93040 IN REPLY REFER TO)

NC4 (S4Ah) /abh
22 June 1982
Department of Administrative Sciences

From: Dr. John W. Creighton
CPT Allan Hardy
CPT Keith Harker
To: All Questionnaire Recipients

Subj: Explanation of Officer Evaluation Report (OER)
Questionnaire

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to request, your
assistance in a research project being conducted at the
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California. We
are interested in determining the perceptions of U.S.
Army officers in the field concerning the value and
effectiveness of the current Army Officer Evaluation
Report (DA Form 67-8). The enclosed questionnaire is
intended to gain the individual input of experienced
officers in order to determine whether or not the cur-
rent OER is a more accurate and practical evaluative
tool than its predecessors. The survey will compare
the responses of mid-level Army officers with the recent
findings of the Department of the Army, as well as the
results of earlier surveys.

2. The questionnaire asks vou for your personal feelings
concerning various aspects of the current OER. Your
responses will provide invaluable data €for this research,
and may ultimately prove very useful to DA. We assure
vou that vour individual responses will remain confiden-
tial. Only summary information will be used in this
study.

3. This entire questionnaire can be completed in less
than 30 minutes. The success or failure of this project
is totally denendent upon your response. Thank you

for your cooperation.

[l C /ﬁ«_{& L B Radlr, Solon )/’.'//)&fm

ALLAN C. HARDY KEITH B. HARKER JOHN W. CRELBHTON
CPT, CM CPT, SC Professor
USA UsA Naval Postgraduate
School
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#%% NOTE: Questions 1-7 are to be answered by
circling or filling in your response.

1. What is your sex? Male
Female

2. What is vour rank/rate?

[- X~ X -]
o
w0

3. What is your branch?

4. What is your race?

Caucasian
Black

Hispanic
Asian-American
Other

S. What is your source of commission?

o A R it ChuChe Jus BL AN g g - S S
Y oottt AR el

Academy
ROTC
0Cs
~ Direct Commissiom
Other

6. Anproximately how many OER's have you received
under the current system (DA Form 67-8)7?

Less than 4 4-6 7-9 Greater than 9

7. Approximately how many OER's have you completed
as a rater or senior rater under the current
system (DA Form 67-8)7

Less than 5 6-10 11-15 16-20 More than 20
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NOTE: Questions 8-26 are to be answerqd

by circling the number to the right of
the question that most accurately describes
how you feel about the subject.

l1o0.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

The development of the OER Support Form
(DA67-8-1) has significantly aided me in
measuring the rated officer's performance

I feel the OER Support Form (DA67-8-1) has
helped to improve my performance through
the objective and responsibility setting
process.

In most cases the rater is in a better
position to evaluate officer's
performance than is the senior rater.

By virtue of his experience and broader
organizational persepctive the senior
rater is in a better position than the
rater to accurately assess an officer's

potential.

I feel that if I do not receive all "1's"
in the rater's numerical professionalism
section of the DA67-8 (Part IV), it will
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity.

If T do not receive checks in the hlocks
"always exceeds requirements' and
"promote ahead of contemporaries' in

the rater's performance and notential
section of DA67-8 (Part V), it will
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity.

If I am not placed in the top box of
the senior rater's potential evaluation
scale, I feel my chances for promotion
are greatly reduced.

Senior rater assessments of potential
should compare the rated officer's
abilities with those of all-other
officers of the same grade, regardless

of branch, specialty or other considerations.

120

.
i . . I . i i I . . . .i - .‘. P W, WY W L W re P

Strongly Agree
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Agree

H»

No Strong Opinion

Disagree

~N

Strongly Disagree
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

I feel that selection boards viewing the
current OER form place more emphasis on
the senior rater's eévaluation than the
rater's input,

I feel that the rater's performance
narrative is the single most important
part of the OER.

I feel that inflation is not a problem
with the current OER.

I feel that the current OER has helped
to reduce the inflation problem of past
OER systems.

I feel the present OER system is effective
in identifying officers of little potential
value to the Army.

e

1 feel the present OER system effectively
identifics those officers having the
greatest future potential.

When acting as a rater, I feel that if I
do not give the rated officer all "1's"
in the rater's numerical professionalism
section of the OER (Part [V}, it will
greatly reduce his promotion opportunity.

When acting as a2 rater, I feel that if I

do not check the blocks "always exceeded
requirements' and ''promote ahead of
contemporaries’ in the rater's performance
and potential section of the OER (Block V),
it will greatly reduce the rated officer's
promotion opportunity.

Strongly Agree

Agree

-~

No Strong Opinion

w

| Disagree

~N

~

3

Strongly Disagree

[
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24.

25.

26.

dadl

27.

28.

NOTE: Questions 24 and 25 are to
answered only if you have been a
senior rater. Otherwvise go directly
to question 26.

I feel that by rating officers predominantly
in the top box on the senior rater's potential
evaluation scale, I am in danger of losing my
credibility as a rating official.

When acting as a senior rater, I feel that

if I do not place the rater officer in the

top block of the potential evaluation

scale, it will greatly reduce his promotion
opportunity.

I feel that the current OER, DA 67-8, should
be replaced with a new report.

NOTE: Questions 27 and 28 are to be
answered by circling your response.

In the last six months, how many times have
you had discussions with your rater about how
well you were doing in your job.

None 1-2 3-4 5-6 Greater than 6

I feel that the efficiency reports I have
received under the current system have:

Greatly overrated my abilities )
Slightly overrated my abilities 4
Accurately portrayed my abilities 3
Slightly underrated my abilities 2

Greatly underrated my abilities 1
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29. Ffrom the following list of evaluation techniques
select the one you would most prefer (Coded 1)
and the one you would Teast prefer (Coded 2)

Ranking. This technique requires the listing of subordinate
officers of equal grade, in order from highest to lowest,
according to relative quality of performance.

Nomination. This technique requires the rater to ‘identify
the best and worst group of performers from among all
rated subordinate officers of equal grade. For
axample, a rater with 10 subordinate officers could be
required to identify the top 20% or 2 officers and
bottom 20% or 2 officers, leaving the middle 60%
unidentified.

Potnt Allocation. This technique requires the rater to
allocate a fixed number of points among all of his
subordinate officers of equal grade with the best
performer receiving the most points. For example,
with 1000 points to allocate among 10 subordinate
officers, the rater could give the best performer
250 points, the next best 200 points and so or until
he has exhausted the 100 points, or he may give all
10 subordinate officers 100 points each.

Forced Choice. This technique requires the rater to
choose 2 specified number of criteria that best
describe the rated officer. For example, a rated
officer must be evaluated on managerial style and
manner by selecting one of the following: Constructive,
Supportive, or Creative.

Narrative Reports. This method could take several forms.
The report could be completely unstructured with the
rater providing his evaiuation of a rater officer
in free essay form. In another adaptation, an unrestricted
narrative addendum could be attached to a standard evalua-
tion form such as was done on DA Form 67-7

Weighted Sé¢ores or wWeighted Check List. This technique pre-
sents the rater with a large number of statements des-
cribing various types and levels of behavior relating
to job success. ctach of these statements has a different
relative value or is weighted. These relative values are
unknown to the rater but are known to DA Soards and Mana-
gers. The rater selects those statements which best
describe the rated officer.

Global Scored Reports. This technique utilizes a form
on which the rater and indorser record their overall
assessment of performance and/or potential in terms of
a2 single global score as was done on DA Form 67-7,

Forced Distribution. Current system,

30. Please use the back of this page for any additional comments you
may have relating to this questionnaire nr the Army's OER system.

123

O S W Y U U Py A b

43j34d ISOH

-—

49j3ud" 35097

N

[\\]




I ) '"'Hi .

[Y

EaChinr ki d
ORI

10.

11,

12.
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