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) DEVELOPMENT OF A CRITERION INSTRUMERT FOR USE IN VALIDATING THE
. = INFANTRY CAREER FIELD PROMOTION TESTS
FINAL REPORT
BACKGROUND

Among the obJectives noted in the Program Plan for PR-4150, Improve-
ment in Metliods of Performance Evaluation with Particular Reference to the
Infantry Boldier-l/, were (1) the development of a oriterion for the valida-
tion (and improvement) of the Infantry MOS Tests, and (2) the study of
rating methodology including the most effective and the most efficient
vays of collecting criterion data., Because the major aspect of rating
methodology, was thought to be a detemin;tion of the effect of rater

S ‘ training on criterion ratings, that was made an important part of the
study.
METHOD

In the development of the criterion, Ratings for Infantrymen DA AGO
PRT 1800 and in the planning of the specific questions vo be investigated,
three pilot studies were undertaken. The initial etudy consisted merely
of trying o{:t a tentative criterion instrument acting on a group of non-

coumissioned officers (NCO's) from Fort Meyer. The purpose of this study

gm-hwo established from PJ 4101-T3, "Development of Criterion Instruments
for use in validating the Infantry Weapous Test" by direction of D/P and A.
References: D/F from D/P and A to TAG, file WLPGA 210.31 (8 Aug k6),
dated 31 January 1947, SBubject: Procedures for Implementing Enlisted
- Career Guidance Program; D/¥ to TAG from D/P and A file CSGPA 210.31
(8 Aug 46), dated 1k July 1946, Bubject: Development of Proficiency
Tests for Certain Career Fields in the Enlisted Career Guidance Program.
(Memorandum for unit chiefs PERRU and OSTRU from Chief, PRS, dated
30 November 1949.)




vas to determine (1) whether too much material had been included and (2)
vhether the questions vere realistic. (There had been some doubt as to
the ability of the raters to oomplete the 26 page criterion instrument in
the allotted tims.) Although the results indicated that time was not a
problem and that the raters considered the items to be of a realistic
nature it wees esoon learned that this was a selected group of NCO's, and
not the representative group that had been requo.ltod. Yor this reasonm,
the time limits and their opinion that the questions were realistio
required further checking.

The second pilot study took place at Fort Devens where the same
rating scale was tried out on two groups of approximately 20 each, supposedly
unselected enlisted men (ENj. It vas later determined that these men were
the brighter and more cooperative EM at this installation. Three things
beocams clear from thie pilot study: N

1. The criterion instrument was much too long

2. There wvere difficulties in comprehending the specific wording
of the items

3. The method adopted for conducting training sessions was
adsquate.

A third pilot study, at Fort Benning, involved approximately 30 ENM.
The instrument used was a considorable revision of the initial rating
scale. Even after the booklet had been reduced from 26 to 15 pages, 1t
vas still too long. On the basis of the t-.hird pilot study the rating
scale wvas revised for the final time and was designated Ratings for
Infantrymen DA AGO PRT 1800. Comparison of the three oditions of
PRI 1800 1s given in Table I. \ .
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Throughout the pilot studies the specific questiones of rating metho-
dology that vere to be investigated had been undergoing continuous revision.
In general the accomplishments of this series of pilot studies may be
summarized as follovs:

1. There was to be a more rounded and complete study of a
variety of methods of obtaining ratings and adjusting them.
a. Decreased emphasis was placot.l on

(1) improvement in ratings by adjusting them in terms of
other ratings made by the same rater

(2) goneral' ws. specific ratings

(3) the rater's frame of reference

b. Increased emphasis was placed on:

(1) etudying the kinds of raters (peers, subordinates
and superiors) and their characteristices in relation
to the value of the ratings given

(2) use of predictor instruments as a means of evaluating
the influence of various ways of affecting ratings.

. 2. The ultimate criterion inetrument (PRT 1800) wvas made markedly
more realistic:
a. The method of influencing ratings by the oon!uct of the
rating session itself, vas improved. Material from the orientation talk
on the normal distridbution of traits was included in the final edition of
PRT 1800 in an attempt to obtain a greater dispersion of ratings.

b. Rating variables were:

(1) decreased in number




(2) obanged to conform with agpects of the infantryman's
behavior on the Job which were more meaningful to
enlisted men of the various gradoss.

o. The definitions of thé points along the rating scale were
" tmproved.

At the times of the first pilot study, it was intendsd that the only
predictor used would be the Infantry Career Field Promotion tests. Other
prediotors were added to the projeot because: (1) a different promotioa
~ test might be used for oach enlisted grade and for each military ocoupa-
tional specialty (MOS) thus complicating the analysis, and (2) use of
soveral predictore would facilitate the sound evaluation of rating methods.
A measure of the "intelligerce™ of each rater and ratee wvas to be obtainsd
and related most specifically to the criterion rating "Hov easily does he
loarn?" (see Table I). Biographical Information Blank DA AGO PRT 2009 was

to be related moat specifically to the criterion rating "Hov good a leader

is he!™ (see Table I).




TABLE I

COMPARISON OF INITIAL, INTERMEDIATE AND FINAL EDITION QF RATINGS

FOR INFARTRYMEN DA AGO PRT 1800

Initial Edition

Intermediate Edition

¥inal Edition

A. Introduction of Training
Material
1. Normal Distridution
a. Introduced in orienta-
tion talks. ’
b. Rdidgh {llustrations
presented on blackboard.
2. Rating and Ranking SBcales

(Same as Initial Rditiom)

(It wvas hoped that the enf d spreading involved in ranking woul
3

the rating scales

This form did not oontain
ranking scales.

a. Rating and ranking scales for
each trait.

b. Rankipgs were performed first
and then ratings.

a. Figures repressnting normal
ourve presented as part of PRT 1800.
b. Meaning of rating points

illustrated by means of battiing
aversges of well known major league
ball players.

L result in increased dispersicn on

a. Omnly five scales on vhich dboth
rankings end ratings were mads.
(Over-all rating used twice.)

b. Rankings performed first except

on first pse of over-all soale.

B. General Over-all Rating Scales

1. How vell does he do hle
Infantry Job1#*

2. How well could he 4o the
vork of the next higher
groupl®

3. What is the top grads in
the Infantry this man will

ever be able to handlel®

A, ~‘ ‘ -
#Theee sceles bave freme of reference points (see Ij. They are repeated at end of FRT 1800 to obtein a measure of

1. Hov well doea he do his
Infantry Job1#®

2. YWhat 1s the top grads in
the Infantry tbhis man vill]

over be able to handlet

1. How well doer he 40 his
Iofentry Jjob1®

the effeot of the several socales and procedures ueed in the oriterion sessions. The culy other socale repeated

is "How will the group as & whole rate on hov well he does his infantry Jjob?! What will his averags rating by the

group bel!” (see D).
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TABLX I (cont'd)

N Initial Xdition Intermediate Rdition Fipal Bdition
C. Bpecifioc Ratings
1. BHowv well does he ocare for 1. EBow well does he know how to 1. How good a leader is hel®*
his equipment such aas field handle his M-l riflet Crev- 2. BHow easily does he learni®®
pack, weapone, clotbing, served veapon? 5. How good a teacher or
bunk and lockex? 2. With the rating on bow vell inetructor is he?
2. How easily can he find his the enlisted man can handle k. How well does he knov hov to
obJective in strange country his crev-served weapon, the bandle his M-1 rifle?
vith only a map and compass rater checkesd to indicate %. Howv well does bhe care far hie
to guide him? vhich kind of performance equipment, clean his weapoms,
3. How well cen he handle his had been obsmerved: koep his field puck, clothing,
riflet® Rifle Machine Gun Mortar bunk, and locker in. order?
L. Eow well does he cover and | BAR Light 60mn
conceal his movements in 5Tmm
the field? Tam Heavy 810wy,
5. Bow well can he operate a 5. Bow good a teacher or
machine guni#® instructor is he?! .
6. How well dlsciplined and k. Bov well could he travel
courtecus a soldier is he? through enemy country in the
7. Bow well does ho do bie - day time with a map and com-
Job as 2 member of a pass to guide him from a
mortar crewl® mown starting point?
8. Howv smartly and efficlently 5. How well dves he care for
does he carry out arders at bis equimment, keeping a
dismounted drill? military appearance and
following rules of mili-
tary courteayt
6. Bow well could he lead
others?

#The problem of getting ratings on adility to handle weapous proved to be very difficult. The differences
between light and heavy weapons groups wvere a great camplicating factor.

#4These scales were introduced far the purpose of relating them to specific predictors - with the Army General
Classification Test AGCT or Aptitude Area I (see Army Classifiocation 1 Battery DA AGO PRT T3k}, and ®"2% with
Blographica. Infarmation Blank (BIB) DA AGO PRT 2009.
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TABLE I (cont'd)

Initial REdition

Intermediate Kdition

Final Edition

D. Adjusting Ratings by Other

Ratl
Ratings designed to serve as contx
measure of the statistical suppressar

1. I am not qualified to rate
(a rating i{ndicating that
the rater did not feel at
all qualified to rate a
given persom).
2. How will the group as a
vhole rate on hov well he,
does his infantry Job?
¥What will bis average
rating by the group belt®
How certain are you that
the ratings are about right?
How well do you like him
and want him for a friend?
How good a Judgs of others
is he?
Hov interested in bhis work
is be?
Eov much supervisioun does
he uneed?
. How good a team worker is
betX

&
.

L =N O v

type.
1.
2.

3.

ol variables in measuring the value

I am not qualified to rate.
How willing 1s he to work?
Hov certain are you that your
ratings are about rightl

1.
2.

3.

of the ratings given, or to serve as a

Kot qualified to rate.

How certain are you that the
ratings you have Just made
are about right?

Bov willing is he to work?

-

k. Frame of Reference Points
1. The least capabls man in
the Infantry.
2. The usual “"Joe" who does
his Job as well as moat men.

(Bame as initial editiom)

1.

2.

The least capable men in the
Infantry doing the same Job

I anm.

The usual "Joe" doing the same
Job as well as most men.




TABLX I (cont'd)

’

Initial Editiom

<

Intermediate Edition

Final Edition

E. Frame of Reference Points (Cont'd) |

3. Ry boss or esupervigor. 3. My boss or supervisor.

. Group ratings (i.e., average “ 4, Rating for this group (as a
of the group being rated). ! | whole).

5. Self ratings. | | 5. Belf rating (thls jtem appesrs

| the second time the over-all
‘ ' rating is made, see A2 above).
1
¥. Questions Bearing on the Possi- | l

bility of the Rater Observing

the Rates. | -

1. How many months have you' 1. How many months have you been f 1. How many houre such week do y
been in the same outfit in the same outfit ftiogether?t | soe him work?
toge ther? 2. How many hours & wveek are you 2. The rater indiocated:

2. Yow muny hours during the able to observe his work? a. We are in the same squad
veek are you vith him in 3. The rater indicated: b. We are in the same section
vork or training? a. He is my boes ! G. We are in the same platoon

3. My relationsbip to him is: b. I am hie boss f d. We are in the same ocompany
a. Be is my boes ¢. HNeither 3. The rater checked: My duty
b. I am his boss 8. The rater indicated: ' aseignment 1ia:

o. In the same squad
d. In the same platoon
e. In the same campany

a. We are in the same squad

b. Ve ure in the same soctiocn
C. We are in tho same platoon
d. We are in the same company

a. Cowpany commander

b. Platoon leader

c. Company lst sergeant

d. Platoon sergeant

e. Beotion leader

f. 8quad leader

8. Assistant squad leader

h. Light weapone infantryman
1. Beavy weapons infantryman
J. Other




PABIX I (cont‘d)

Initial Edition

Intermediats Edition

Yipal Rdition

G.

Characteristics of Raters

Purpose

a.
b.

To serve as interspersed

obsexrve people carefully

ObJjective Information

o 0 TP

Age in years

Grade

Months in ermy

Months in unit

8chool grade completed

Self Rating

a.
b.
c.

d.
o.

r.

Make up my mind about
peoples easily

Knowv what it takes to
be & good weapons man
Observe people closely
Am a leadsr

Am cooperative

Have high standards
far other men

Plan to make the Army a
career

Bave strong likes and
dislikes about people
Am loyal to my Unit
Tolerant 2f the faults
of others

Th.ink this Job ie worth
doing

Changes my mind about
people

Can spot a good man

material which would facilitate the faor

2. (Same as initial editlon)

Minar alterations occurred far
two of the items. "Promotiom
teste pick good men," became
in the second version “believe
that promotion tests pick best
men” and "training hus helped
me in making ratings” became
"believe that training and
instruction have medo my
ratings accurate."

3.

tting of initial ratings.
To obtain self-ratings of traits vhich are presumed to have some relationship to ratings, e.g., to

2.

(Bane as initial edition)

8elf Pating

a.
b.
c.
d.
°.

L.
8-

h.
1.
Jd-

k.

1.

Make up my mind about people
easily .

Knov what it takes to be a
good weapons man

Bave high standards for
other men

Plan to make the Army my
career

Huve strong likes and dia-
11kes about people

Am loyal to my Unit
Tolerant of the faults of
others

Change my »'ad about people
Can spot a good man

¥ind it easy to say the
right thing

Willing to volunteer for a
dangerous mission

Believe thrt promotion
tests pick bDest men




TARLEZ I (Comt'd)

Initial Edition

Iutermediate Edition

Final %ditiocn

G.

Characteristice of Raters (cont'd)

n.

o X

Find 1t easy to say the
right thing

Am dependadle

Yair in Judging people
¥Willing to volunteer for
a dangero.s migeion
Promotion tests pick
good men

Enjoy helping in this

study
Treining has helped me in

making ratings

10

Never get angry

Enjoy helping in this study
Believe that training and
{instruction have made wy
ratings accurate

u}




Design of Final Edition of PRT 1800

Information will be presented by page number and indicate the ratings
or other data obtained and their purpose.

Page 1. The cover page provides space in which the rater may indicate
hies feeling that he is "Not qualified to rate”™ any particular ratee. The
purpose of this question is to determine whether willingness to rate can
be used as & control variable. Bome earlier PRS studies had indicated
the existence of a correlation between magnituds of the ratings given and
the -umber of raters who choose to rate the individual.

1_’!_153_'2. Through the use of batting averages of 19 well known major
league baseball players, the concept of a normal distribution is 1llustrated.
This page serves as training in the procedure to be utilized in making the
ratings on the scales which follow.

Page 3. The rating on "How well does he do his Infantry Job!" serves
as the standard with vhich can be compared a similar rating obtained at
the end of the session. Effects of the interspersed material can be
measured by comparing the two ratings in various respects.

Page 4. Four frame of reference questions were included to determine
vhether the training given during a rating session would influence frame
of reference ratings made later in the s»== session. These questions
could not preceds the initial ratings since the initial ratinge were
supposed to represent a typically uninfluenced rating. Raters were
required to rank each ratee on "How well dpes he 40 his Infantry Jjobl"
folloving the answering of the frame of reference questions. The rank
order vas obtained after the Tirst rating so that it would mot influence
the first rating. This ifnformstion was to be ueed for comparison of

11




early and later rankings obtained in the same session, and to study the
influence of ranking on rating and vice versa.

Page 5. "Hov certain are you that the ratings you bave made are about
rightT” made possidle a comparison 3f certainty ratings (final rating,
page 15, 1e on this same question) and for study of the v.alidity of ratings
for various degrees of certainty.

Page 6. Question I. "Hov many hours each.week 4o you see him vork?"
vas included to determins whether adequacy of ratings varies vith the
amount of observation possible. Question II, in vhich the rater indicates
whether he is in the weame squad, section, platoon, or canp&g:, as the man
he 1s rating, was included as another measure of opportunity for observa-
tion. Question III. "My duty assignment 18" was inoluded for the same
purpose. It also made poesible the analysie of ratings given by superiors,
subordinates, and peers.

Page 7. On this page the rater enters his birthdate, grade, months
in Army, months in unit, and school grade completed, and makes 15 self
ratings. .'I'ho objective information requested permits an analysis of the
vorth of ratings for differing degrees of these characteristics. The
se\f ratings were inocluded to study the relationship of a man's evaluation
of himself, on traits presumably related to the goodness of ratings, and
the wvorth of these ratingaf As noted before, this page also serves as
interspersed material to enhance forgetting of the initial ratings.

Page 8. "Hov good a leader 1s he!" .was inoluded tv serve both as
a rating on a relatively specific trait and to serve as the predictor

vhen the BIB, PRT 2009, 1s utilized as the oriterion. Runkings and

o




ratings ars obtained for this trait. This is the first scale vhere ranking
precedes rating. The variability of the ratings obtained on this scale
vill be of special interest.

Page 9. "How willing is he to vork!"™ This ruting vas included aa an
additional epecific trait. It was also thought that it might serve as a
lttt{stical suppressor.

Page 10. The rating on "Hov easily does hq lesarn?" was included to
serve as the predictor when the Army General Classification Test score was
used as the criterion. It also serves as an additional specific trait.

Page 11. "Hov good a teacher or instructor is he!” is included only
as a realistic specific rating.

Page 12. "How well does he know how to handle his M-1 rifle!" serves
only as a very specific rating. It may possibly be useful in enalyzing
somo of the questions of the MOS test.

Page *.5. "Howv well does he care for his equipment, clean his weapons,
keep bis fileld pack, clothing, bunk, and locker in order?™ serves the same
purpose as the preceding one. Men are both ranked and rated on this trait,
making it possible to study relationships of traits vhen ranked and when
rated.

Page 14. This page repeate the question of page 3, "How well doe:
he do his infantry Job?" The men are firet ranked and then rated. The
ratings vhen compared with those on page 3, give saome indicatior of what
has been accomplished by the rating trainipng given during the seession.

On this page also is included the four frame of reference points for com-
parison vith those on page 4. " A fifth frame of reference point "self

rating" 1s included here for study.

13
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P_ngo_lz: The final page contains the question, "How certain are you
that your ratings are adbout right!®™ This question 1is included to see
vhether certainty of ratings has increased or decreased as a result of the
experience in making ratings acquired since page 5 vhen a rating was given
on the same variable. Ranking precedes rating on thie page.
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