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. I. GENERAL STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The ultimate goal of the Officer Leaders Task is the creation of a differ=-
antial classification battery for commissioning officers in the United States
»omy. An essential condition for such a clagssification system is differential

i ;ob performance, i.e., that substantial numbers of applicants for a cammission
RN .111 eventually perform better on one type of officer job than on another,

3 iwever intuitively obviocus this concept may seem, it is a stubborn fact that

3 ! chere is no objective evidence to support the notion of differential job per-

}?; i . £ormance on most Army officer jobs. Indeed, most current assignment policies

. ] zad virtually all of the Army leadership doctrine and training are directed

e 3 “oward the development of & leader vwho will be cffecuive in as many Jjob situa-

. ~iong ac possible. In view of the sbove, differential job performence on Army

© . criicer jobs can best be regarded as an hypothesis which has yet to be verified.
3 when verified, attempts should be mads to determine in what types of jobs officers

;4 perform differently.

. :ﬁ- This is a report on an attempt to uncover from existing officer records
S 2videncs to support and elaborate on the hypothesis of differential Job per-
S Pormance on Army officer Jjobs. The essential data extracted from these records
! 1%’ were the operational efficlency ratings. The hypothesis was to be tested by

attempting to demonstrate that job performance is more consistent overtime on
similar job duties than it is on dissimilar job duties.

.. II. GENERAL CUTLINS CF STUDY

% Five major steps were plamned for this .avestigation. The first two steps
k. 3 wvere concerned with the selection of cases from exisving officer records; the
T last three steps dealt with the analysis of these cases. An outline of these
five steps follows:

1. For fearibility purposes, the more than YOO existing officer MOS were
Judgmentaily reduced to ten job areas., Cases, therefore, consisted of companv
grade officevrs who worked in these ten areas.

. 2. Two types of cases were selected fram existing 201 files:
a. Those officers who has been sequentially reted in a single job area.

b. Those officers who had been sequentially rated in two different
Job areas.

. Each type of case was to be further categorized into an analysis group on
i the basis of the job area in which the officer pexiormea. This categorization
: would allow for a possible total of ten intre-~rea {i,p¢ 1) and 90 inter-avea

(type 2) analysis groups.
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3. Spot checks were to be made on sources of variance which might be
irrelevant to the job performance variance existing within an analysis group.
hese sources were to include sequence of Jjob area performance, ratee grade,
and time interval between ratings. Whenever appropriate, adjustments were to
ke made to control these sources of variance.

L, The differential job performance hypothesis was to be tested by
-amparing the intra-area rating relationships against the inter-area rating
2lationships. If intra-area performance could be shown to be more consistent
wicnifest higher rating relationships) than inter-ares performance, the hypothesis

would be supported.

5. Given support for the differential job perlormence hypothesis
(Step II D), an aneiyu.ic of the clustering of the job performance relationships
would be -nde:taken.

III. METHOD

4, DETERMINATION QF A PRICRI JOB AREAS

There are more than 40O officer MUS descriptions included in SR 605-105-5.
Obviously, this is far in excess of the number that can reasonably be handled
in a single investigation. Consequently, this number was first reduced by
2liminating those MOS which had special professional requirements, e.g., a
pedical degree, and those which were so specialized that there were only a few
officers in the MGS. This screening resulted in a reduction of 200 MOS.
Following the procedures outlined below, the remeining MOS were grouped on the
basis of technical knowledge requirements and character of Jjob activity.

1. Grouping by two scientists (principally on basis of descriptions in
5R 605-105-5).

2. Review by six scientists.
3. Review by seven commissioned officers.
L. Revisions resulting in 20 job areas.

5. Ranking of the 20 job areas to select the ten most promising ones.

The final list of ten officer job areus included: TATCULTion For

J. General Coammunications
2. Transportation

3. Maintenance

L. rield Artillery

5. Construction Engineer

NTls GRik{
DEC TAB
Unennsunced
Justiricution

i

—— s ve— ———

By

LDistribution/

‘i

|

D ——————
—Avodinbility Codes |
hvalland/or
Dist spuclal




3

3. 2 TINS5 At 2. N L
e - T —_—

R i ey e s,

6. Infantry
T. Administrative

8. Supply
9. PFinance

10. Intelligence

B, SEIECTION AND COLLECTION QF CASES

1. Ideally, all of the cases in an analysis group wer. 1o be selected
from the officer 201 files in accordance with the raving conditions one might
get up in an experimental study.

a. Each of the ratee'’s two periods of job performance should have
been evaluated by a different rater.

b. The reted officer should have been in the same grade over both
periode of ratad Jjob performance.,

¢, All of the rated officers should have had the same grade.

d. In the case of the inter-area analysis groupc. cach ratee should
rve nad an invariant sequence of job assignment; ¢ ., pnformsnce first in
tae Imfantry Jjob aren and then in the Transpovtagion Vion ared.

e. There should have been no time brear Devween th: two periods of
rated Job performance.

2. All of the cases collected met conditions a and b. Meeting the last
three conditions, however, would have markedly reduced the size of the analysis
groups. Hence statistical checks were made on a few sizable analysis groups
to determine if it were of statistical consequence to meet the stated conditions.
These analyses (See Appendix) suggested that ratee grade should be homogeneous
in any single analysis group. Hence, all of the analysis groups were composed
of cases having only one ratee grade, l.e., First Lieutenants or Captains. On
the c¢ther hand, no statistically significant effects were noted when saquence
of Job assignment was reversed (cond. d). Nor was any significant difference
found between a time break of less than 60 days and a time break of 60 days to
a year. Consequently, officers having as much as & year's break between ratings
and with both sequences of assignment were included in an analysis group.

C. DESCRIPTION OF RATING SCALE

The index or score uged in the analyses was the sum of the rater and tbe
endorser ratings on SECTION VI. PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT DUTY of the operational
QFFICER EFFICTENCY REPORT FORM 67-4. The possible acore ranges from zero to
ten. Section VI is shown on the following page.
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i SECTION VI. PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT DUTY

i Consider officers of his branch, and about the same time in
rate icer on performwance assignment. Read
scriptions and place a hecvy X in the box opposite best description.

e

. e -

5 Outatanding Performance Of This Duty Found
{“° In Very Few Officers |

;b.MomnmsmtymAs\weriormr. '

i 3o Performs This Duty In An Excellent Manner.

| Performs This Duty In A

: 2. Very Satisfactory Mamner.
[}
! 1, Performs This Duty In A Setisfactory Manner.
! -
T
| o, Ferforus This Duty In An Unsatiofactory '
(" Manner, ! |
? raser) (endorser)
Figure 1

D. NETHOD OF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Product moment correlation coefficients were computed to describe the
relationships between the two sequential retings given to each officer in a
given analyeis group. These proceduicy were carried out separately for captains
and first ligutenants. There vere two types of analyais groups:

1. Intra-Area: Thosc officers who had recaived a pair of retings on
serformance within the came a priori job area. There were ten a priori areas;
hence, ten such analysis groups.

2. Inter-Area: Those officers vho had received a pair of ratings: one
\veting based upon performance in one & priorl area and the second based upon
performance in a sscond a priori area. Although there vere 45 possidle com-
binations, there veren't enough cases to form half of the possible number of

analysis groups.




Iv. RESULS
A. INTRA- AND INTER-AREA COEFFICIENTS

1. 7be intra- and inter-srea correlation coefricients found for Captains
and First Lieutenants are summarized in Appendix Tables A-l and A-2. The
diagonal entries represent the intra-area correlation coefficients. The side
entries arc the inter-area coefficients. Three characteristics of these tables
should be noted:

a. The disgonal (intra-area) cce’ficients were based upon fairly
large N's; hence, these coefficients can be regarded as rather atabls parameter
estimates.

b, The side entry (inter-area) coefficients were computed on much
smaller N's. Most of these coefficients are relatively unstable parameter
estimates.

c. The actual number of side entries in each table is less than half
of the total number possible (45), i.e., the number of aide entries for captains
is 21 and for firat lieutenants, 15.

2. Given the variations in sample size on which the correlations are
based, the question arose as to whether or not the variation in magnitude of
rmelation within a set of correlaticns might be attributed to the variations
i, sample size. The appropriate information for this preliminary analysis is
suzmarized in Table A-3. It can be seen that the standard deviations of the
obtained coefficients in the intra-area correlation analysis are almost identical
t0 the average standard error of the same sets of r's. The standard deviation
of one set of inter-area r's (first lieutenants) is considersbly smaller than
the average standard error of the same set, while the standard deviation of the
set of inter-area r's for captains is only slightly higher than its average
standard error. These results suggest that any analysis of the variation in
r's vithin a set of r's could be dealing with variation which is due entirely

to sampling error.

If variation in a sst of correlation coefficients can be attributed <o
sampling error, thon the mean of a set of correlation coefficients can be
taken as a representative index ror that set. Given this informaticn, the
bagic problem posed in this research,--Dues intra-area job performance differ
from inter-area job performance?--can be answered by a compacizcn ¢of the means
of the ‘ntra- and inter-area sets oi coeff'icients in Tablee ,.-i :nd A«2. For
captains, tbese were .40 and .378, respectively. The difference of .020 is
neither statistically nor practically significant. The results for first
lieutenants vere similar. The mean intra-area r vas .338 while the mean
inter-area r vas .349, here too a negligidle difference (.0ll). It can be
stated, therefore, that intra-area performance was not dascnstratsd to be more
consistent than inter-ares performance. Consequently, the hypotheais of differ.
ential Job performance an Army officer jcb could not be supported by thrse data.

-5~




IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

When results are negative, the coarseness of any inveatigation which is
dspendent upon the collection of available data leaves a Zeeling of dissatis-
faction. This study is no exception. There were three features of the pre-
sent study which are primarily responsible for that dissatisfaction.

A, THE MBASURING INSTRUMENT

The probability of reflecting differential job performance was lowered
because of the type of rating scale used, Put in another way, this type of
rating scale may engender halo effect when used to measure several agpects of
performance on a singles Jjob. The same conditions which cause this effect in
a single job may operate across jobs to produce a similar halo effect.

B. THE PERFORMANCE PRES'MABLY MEASURED

An MOS8 is a crude index of the actual vork performed. For example, an
officer may have an infantry MOS and perform as & PX or club officer. Or even
it he is doing work which is normally in the Infantry job area, he could be
completely occupied with only one of & large number of staff or field duties.
Unfortunately, the groupings of MOS's used in this study would result in an
even more heterogensous grouping of job duties. In spite of the reascnadbleness
of the a priori groupings, it is extremely doubtful that the separate analysis
groups vere mede up of officers performing the came job duties, .

C. THE “ACCIDENT" (P ASSIGNMENT

¥

As evidanced by both the number and size of the inter-arsa analysis groups,
nost officers stay and perform in a single Job area. It is conceivable that
thers are biasing factors (insofar as the study is concerned) involved in a
“drastic” change of assigment. Little vorthwbile informsation is available on
this point. It cannot be certain, therefore, that the intra- and inter-area
analysis groups are truly comparzble--sn assumption vhich vas necessary for the ~
conduct of this study. .

In spite of the foregoing, the essenvial fact remains that the results of
this study 4o not support the hypothesis of differential Job performance.

PERSONNEL

Progrem Coordinator: Samuel H. King
Project Director: leonard C. Seelay
Statistical Advisor: Joseph E. Marron

Vriter of Repart: Harry Bornstein
\__'/_—/\....
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APPENDIX

EFFECTS OF RATING CONDITIONS ON DATA ANALYZED

Insufficient data wvere collected to yield sizable analysis groups and,
at the sane time, maintain some of the rating standards or conditions thought
desirable for the proper conduct of this study. It was decided, therefore,
to check on the effects of these rating conditions on the data to be used in
the study. Those rating requirements which did not affect the ratings signif-
icantly would be drcgpped. The cases not meeting the a priori standards could
then be incorporated into the various analysis groups. The rating conditiocus

analyzed vere:

1, Mi_g* - the time interval between the two rated performance periods
vas dichotomized: (1) fram 1 to (O days and (2) from 60 days to a year.

2. Rank - Twc renks vere used: captains and first lieutenants.

5. Sequence - the sequence of job pecformance, i.e., first performence
in one MOS8 and then performance in tiw sar . or a different NOS was handled
in all combinations. The tables presented in the Appendix give the specific
combinations tested.

Apalyses of variance were carried cut for selected MOS's to detect the
effocts of the conditions deacribed above. Preliminary checks of the homo-
geneity of the variances by meanas of Bartlett's test established tlat one of
the conditions for this type of sis vas satisfied. A schematic outlipe
of the results is given in Tables A-h, A<5 and A<6. In these tables a check
mark indicates an effect vhich is significant at better than .05 lsvel of
confidence. No entry means an insignificant effect.
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Table A3

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE STANDARD ERRORS (F GELECTED SETS (F
CORRELATION CORFPICIENTS WITH (BTAINED STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF
ACTUAL CORRELATION CCEFYFICIENTS

Sets of o's —Average Standard  Standard Deviation
Error of Set of r's of Actual r's
Captains (from Table 1)
intra-aresa 039 037
inter-area .108 130
First Lisutenants (from Teble 2)
intre-ares 066 059
later-area «130 071
Table A-b

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE EFFECTS (F RANK, SEQUENCE, AND QUALITY (F RATINGS
FOR SELECTED MOS's WHEN FIRST MOS 15 THE SAME OR DIFFERENT THAN THE SECOND MOS

EFFECTS

NO3

e | Quality
A B

Rank |

AB | AC

0200 Communications Qfficer

1195 Pield Artillery Uatt Cormander
1542 Infantry Unit Commander

LO10 Supply Staff Qfficer

0500 Motor Transport Officer

1531 Cosbat Engineor Unit Cosesander
2110 Adjutant or Adjutant General

505 automotive Matnt and Repair
Qfficer

A20L Fissmce Disbureing Officer

9501 Combat Intelligence Staff
fticer
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Teble A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE EFFRCTS OF RANK, SEQUENCE, AND QUALITY CF
RATINGS POR SELECTED NMOS's WHEN THE MOS OF BOTH RATINGS IS THE SAME

EFFECTS
) WE | Quality | Ren: !
A i B c AB  AC
v ag -+
0200 Cammunications Officer j pX "
4 L100 Supply Staff Officer ! ! ‘
- 1542 Infantcy Unit Comander | | D x
E & Table A-6
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE FFFECIS OF RANK, SEQUENCE, AND GUALITY OF
RATINGS FOR O2IFCIED SEQUENCES OF SFECIFIC NOS's
e ﬁ EFYECTS
-y NS ' Quality | Rank | 1
o 2nd NOG* lst NCG# A i B i C 1 Ad | AL
= 2110 2110 or 1542 ) i ( 1
9301 9301 or 1542 | : . |
¥ § 15%2 1552 or 2110 i : ‘
o 15k2 2362 or 9301 ' f : Pox
sfise previous tibles for titles of NOS
| ] There were 110 possible erfects cutlined in Tubles A<k, A-S, and A-6. ‘Ten
of these cffacta vere pignificant at bLetter than the .05 level of confidexce.
Of thmee ten, rack () figured in elght signifteant effect: (eitler as a main
k. effect Or es 2 second ordar effect). It vos decided, tharefore, that it would
R : pot be adviceble to fnclude dDoth ceptaing and rirst lieutenants In an Gaalysls
b= T group. Sequence snd quality, oo tha other hand, u2re folt to have 20 little
- effect vn the rating variance that thees Suzctors cuuld eassily de disrepurdsd
vhan foruing analyeis grougps.




