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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

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 this 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

4 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.

9



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 performance 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

4 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. 1: p.24]. An extensive study of the

OER system completed in 1972, prior to the latest two revisions,

reached the same conclusions:

• ti



"...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

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

nearly as many problems as many thought it would. These

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

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

that there are presently no plans to replace this form with

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

questions "How did he/she do?" and "How can he/she do?".

12
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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 in 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).

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

the proponent agency for the development and implementation

of the new evaluation system in the first place. Further, their

4 office is the agency responsible for the collection and analysis

of data concerning the effectiveness of the system. They are

the agency which will ultimately pass judgement on the success

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

13



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 methodology, results and analysis of the survey

instrument. Finally, a concluding chapter is included.

14



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.

military. These can be traced back all the way to General

Washington and the Continental Army. When he took command,

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 ultimately 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



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. In 1813 the combined offices of The

Adjutant 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-l0 & 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



FIGURE 1

EXCEBtPTS FROM THE EARLIEST RECORDED EFFICIENCY REPORT

7 EFFICIENCY REPORTS-VINTAGE 1813
Rernedblw afe excerpts from an efficiency report which

has been gathering dust thes many years. Names of the officer
have been changed; and any similarity to persons living or dead
is Coincidental.
Sir: -Lower Seneca Town, August 15th 1813.

1 forward alist of the officers of the-tb Rept. of lefty. arranged
apeeable to rank. Annexed thereto you will find all the observations
I deem necessary to make.

Respectively. I am. Sir.
Yo. Obt. Sev"..

Lewis Can-~
-th Rest -d"

Me Bir Dews-A Cal-. Cos.l-A good on" oo n.
Clark Cmwwe-ars M.IW-A po was. bet a- ecitr.
.5mm a. Wordnh-lad Majot-AM esadlent M w.
Captain Show.-A son a wim adl uii is speaking U-A bmedooplod

by sL
Captain 71hem.s Lrd-illoee. bat prombee wed.
Captain Reekweb-An imr -S ofapacity. bua imprudent and a sta o violinsPad-
caas Perire wrg MM. hop"s in the ,egn.

199 IA. Ja. KearMeeymo-sadgii 't10 LA. Thomas Doorbelld-~ pwhlg

1: LL. Wis. HerriLow vulgar awn. w*t the emthi~n Hr.
Ii IA. Dast. Land ring. From the iwnee walks of life-pee.
)at LA. Jos. 1. Dryan e iast" nothing of the character of offeer aad
tat La. Robert McKewgl gentlemen.
1st Li. RobertCram-%Vling enough-has smuch to learn-mwit snal1 capacity.
2Md IA. %cholors Farmer-A pood officer. bid drinks herd ad diagrame hiimelf

and the service.
2nd EA. Stewart Berry-An ipumesant uaoftendlag fellow.
lad EA. Darrow-Just joined the Regimnet-4l fine appearanc.

lad LA. Thee..Sl~e Raised from the ranks, but all behave well
2nd ITn.O G. Warren and premive to make excellentoer
2nd LL. ROle Waoren'
bid LA. Roa (;r* Al promnoted from the ranks, low, vulgar men,
22d 1A. Clewn without one qualification to recommend thems-
lad 11. MCLk more lit to cam the ho'd than the eputette.
lnd LA. John G. Sieal7er Promoted tro the ranks. Behave well and
2nd LA. Francis T. Whetan will stake good offltcmr.

4 Eansli Behan-Tbe very dregs W5 the earth. Unfit for anythinq under heaven.
God only knows how the poor thingk got an appointment.

EaskgiiJokn Breen Prtooted tram the ranks-me. of no maner and
Ensigit Byer no proirise.
Ensigtn North-From the ranks. A pood young man who doe" well.

iGc-'.ral's S I Bulletin. Aprill 1Q42
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II

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,

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

ment for periodic officer evaluation had ever been stated in

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

B. TOWARDS A PERMANENT SYSTEM (1890-1922)

The 1890's saw the advent of a systematic efficiency

reporting system in the Army [Ref. 5: p.29 1]. Secretary of

War Redfield Proctor issued the first directive on this subject

in April 1890. In discussing the principles and aims of the

4 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

4 further reports made for that purpose" [Ref. 4: p.III-i].

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.1II-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

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

document which has been used (except for a 3-year period) to

this date.

Two overriding factors seem to have dictated the accep-

tance of an Army-wide annual efficiency reporting system by

the officer corps during the period 1890-1922. The first

step was the withdrawal in 1890 of officer promotion

19



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 1947.

20



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

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. 3t 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

reached its high-water mark of effectiveness in 1924, and

then increasingly came under the influence of grade infla-

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

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

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 little doubt that Form 67 was well liked by

officers in the field. Familiarity with the system through

long use surely contributed to this popularity. However, the

primary factor in its popularity seems to have been the high

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

21



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

become largely useless. Personnel selection boards could no

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

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

research was undertaken to compare the relative merits of

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 fozrat

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

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

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

,I 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 vali-

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.

One highly significant aspect of the system under DA Form

67-2 was the use of an Overall Efficiency Index (OEI) which

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.
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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 basedon substantial studies from 1958 onward.

Additionally, the form itself was subjected to an intensive

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 9afeguard

against hard and easy raters, rating officials haa to furnish

factual support for each award of the highest and lowest

numerical rating. The role of the reviewing officer was also

increased significantly. Most importantly, greater emphasis

was placed upon performance of current duty by downplaying the

description of the ratee and instead, evaluating his measurable

performance of duties. A mandatory counseling requirement was

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 offc:er corps

and undoubtedly lessened the acceptability of the form.
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In 1966, an ad-hoc committee of th6 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

K! 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 importance 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 5th".

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 "119 or "2" of "XV number of officers. In 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,
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personnel and cost implications, and areas of study required

to support future changes to the system [Ref. 9: p.14]. This

study also looked into the techniques and systems used by

the military organizations of four of our allies - Canada,

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.15].

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

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.15].

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. Its 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 .']. It is also interesting to note that in con-

.a 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 guidance 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

realistic evaluations of an officer's performance and potential.

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.1-1]. These functions

represent an expanded view of the importance and pervasiveness

of the 0ERS.
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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 fdr 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 change.

3
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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

type system.

The inflation problem has been addressed through the6

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 by enabling
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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 3enior 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 Anry (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 September 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.
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III. 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 are 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.

After establishing these criteria, the first choice was

Fort Ord and the Seventh Infantry Division. This post is
geographically close to NPS and contains large numbers of officers

in the grades under study. Initial contact was made with the

Seventh Infantry Division Adjutant General on 8 June 1982.

After hearing what the study entailed he agreed to allow his

officer population to be surveyed, but under two conditions.

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, commanders 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. In

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, O-i's and 0-2's

would not be able to respond to these questions. Third, there

4 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
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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. In 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

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-

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

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, a 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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.n 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 0ER. 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 years after the 67-8 had been implemented.
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TABLE I *

* *

RANK OF RESPONDENTS *

* **.......................................................................................................................................*

* ::::::: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................. :.....
..................................... . . . . . . ::*

* MAJ *

* : :... .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .5 1. .

•LTC*

• :: * ::* . .. . .. .:**:::::* *** ****** ****1 ******* **** **

~TABLE II

SEX OF RESPONDENTS

* 2:::.. .. ..

S :::::::::..... ........................ ................. ................... ..................... ............................ *...... ( 1 6 4 )

• ' Male

SFemale

q *

*
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* *
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* "
TABLE III

RACE OF RESPONDENTS

Caucasian

.............................. ( 1 0 )

9 Black

Asian-American
!(3)

Hispanic
:>iil (2)
Other

~TABLE IV

9
9 9

~SOURCE OF COMMISSION

99

* 99

Academy

ROTC

OCS

! !i~liiiii (5 )
Other
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* TABLE V 4

*BRANCH OF RESPONDENT

0 rmr 1

* (15)25)

Artilery
......... 4%

*Air Defense 4

4' (6)
*Engineer

. ..... (10) 4

41 (5) 4

*Quartermaster 4

*Transportation 4

.............. V, 4

military Police

*Finance

41:2::: (7)
4 i'litary Intelligence 4

Chaplin
::: (2) 4

*Jag 4

4Ordnance

Chemical 4

(6)4
* Adj utant General 4

(2)4
4 4' Aviation 4

Dental
(6) 41

*Medical 4

41.:(41

4 41 Medical Service 4

41 . .. ... (9 )
4*Army N~~urse 4
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TABLE VI

*%
COMPOSITION OF ACTUAL ARMY AND SAMPLE POPULATIONS

ARMY FT. ORD AREA SAMPLE RETURNED4

CPT 28553 (51%) 657 (59%) 138 (50%) 94 (52%)*

MAJ 15917 (29%) 288 (26%) 78 (28%) 51 (28%)*

*

LTC 11159 (20%) 172 (15%) 62 (22%) 35 (20%).

[Ref. 14: p.1 5 2]

4
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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) arid 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 certain 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 82, 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 major

L
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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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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 5

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

through 29 also addressed specific areas of interest, but

they did not lend themselves to using the Likert scale format.

For these questions respondents were given multiple choice items

and told to select the one most accurately depicting their

response. Finally, question 30 requested that respondents use

the back of the last page of the survey for any comments they

might wish to make concerning the questionnaire itself or the

Army's OER system. Slightly over 30 percent of these respondents

did so, as will be discussed towards the end of this chapter.

The authors will now address, in turn, each of the above-

mentioned survey questions starting with number 6. A specific

4 format will be used in discussing each of these questions.
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First, the general area or subject of the question will be

identified. Next, the entire question will be stated verbatim

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

question follows the previously mentioned information. The

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.

The reader will remember from chapter three that there

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.

The format as discussed above will be used for each of theI

survey questions except the last one, which solicited additional

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

the results of earlier questions.
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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 -:-ank 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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7 .-7

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

* 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.

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 is stated

4 as follows:

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

The results are shown in Table IX.

The results of this question are also highly skewed

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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E TABLE VIII

NUMBER OF OERS RECEIVED BY RESPONDENTS

Less than 4

4-6

[ • ~iili~i~lili (5)

Greater than 9

TABLE IX

NUMBER OF OERS COMPLETED BY RESPONDENTS

- Less than 5

6-0

S ................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . ::.9 ) 4

*oLe than 40
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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
perCormance."

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 evaluation 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

process.

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

K 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 offizer'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 94.50'% 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 RatinQs on Promotion Opportunity

The related series of questions 12, 13, and 14 are all

concerned with how an officer feels certain 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 "l'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:
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"I feel that if I do not receive all "l's" in the rater's
numerical professionalism section of the DA 67-8 (Part IV),
it will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity."

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."

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.
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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 b6 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 SDotliQht 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

majors and 3.26 for lieutenant colonels. This trend is reinforced

by the fact that a t-vo-way analysis of variance showed that the

difference in means between 7aptains 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 question is stated

as follows:

"I 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

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

The interesting point here is that there are notable differences

among the subgroup means (3.18 for captains, 3.43 for majors,

2.77 for lieutenant colonels). The difference between majors

and lieutenant colonels is statistically significant at the .01

level (again using two-way analysis of variance).

This question was also drawn from ' statement in the

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:

"I 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, several of the recent boards (promotion

boards) have indicated that the performance narrative, Part Vc,

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 Ratinq 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 you view inflation

60



."" .- ' L / 
'  

. . "~ . . . . .. .. .. .

This 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.

4! 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.
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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

category may, however, partially explain the different affirmative

response rates indicated by the two surveys.

The opposite end of the potential spectrum is handled

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 below

the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion". When examined

by subgroup, the captains have the lowest mean of 2.79, while

the majors 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

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

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

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)

I(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 RatinQs 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

opportunities changes if he is talking about himself or other

4 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 "l's" in Part IV of the OER will

affect the ratee's promotion opportunity. The question says:
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"When acting as a rater, I feel that if I do not give the
rated officer all "l'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. When 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 d

will affect the rated officer's promotion chances. The state-

'4 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'
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TABLE X

COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 12 AND QUESTION 22
41 41
41 41

41 QUESTION 22 QUESTION 12

S41 MEAN MEAN41 41
41 41

41 OVERALL 3.70 4.3341 41

4 CPTS 3.69 4.30 41
41 41

* MAJS 3.73 4.29 41
41 41

* LTCS 3.71 4.31 4141 41
41 41
41 t 41

41 41

~TABLE XI

COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 13 AND QUESTION 23

QUESTION 23 QUESTION 13

MEA N MEAN

SOVERALL 3.70 4.32

CPTS 3.69 4.28

MAJS 3.73 4.47

41

LTCS 3.71 4424
41 41

S41 4

4
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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

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

* 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

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
evaluation 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. OER 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 survey so that the
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TABLE XII" 4 4
4 4'

4'i
S4 COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 25 AND QUESTION 14 4

-q,4 4
.. 4 4

" QUESTION 25 QUESTION 14 449 4
4 4

•4' MEAN MEAN 4
4, 4'

- *4 OVERALL 2.91 3.08 4o,4 4

4, CPTS 3.00 2.94 44 4

4MAJS 3.13 3.33 4
4 4

* LTCS 2.65 3.06S4 4
4 4

,4 ,1'

it

'4 4

4' TABLE XIII 4
4 4

4'

4' RESULTS OF QUESTION 26 (OER SHOULD BE REPLACED) 4
4it

4t4 STRONGLY DISAGREE NO STRONG AGREE STRONGLY ,

4 DISAGREE OPINION AGREE

44CPTS 8 25 25 14 1

MAJS 1 20 22 1 3

.LTCS 3 10 15 3 2

4'4 *TOTAL 12 55 62 18 6
4' 4

PERCENTAGE 7.8 35.9 40.5 11.8 3.9

****** W****r******************* ********W**** **W*** W***6*****
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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

another, ranging only from 2.66 (captains) to 2.73 (lieutenant

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

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".

In the present survey, only 15.7% of the respondents

indicated that the present OER should be replaced, while 40.50

had "No Strong Opinion". Over 43% indicated that it should
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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 790/. for lieutenant colonels and 82%1 for majors.

The reason that the results of this question need to

be emphasized is because the present OER system was developed
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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

discusses 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. :4

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.
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12. OER Accuracy in Assessing Abilities

An officer's perceptions of how accurate the OERs he

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 I"

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

could choose among the answers "Accurately portrayed my abili-

ties", "Tended to underrate my abilities", or "Overrated my
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abilities". The results of this question show-' that 82 re-

sponses (44.6%) said "Accurately portrayed my cailities"s 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 scoring 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 technique 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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i' TABLE XV

*' EVALUATION TECHNIQUES MOST PREFERRED BY OFFICERS SURVEYED *4

O" PTS MAJS LTCS TOTAL

*i 4.*, FORCED DISTRIBUTION 29 9 3 41

* NARRATIVE REPORT 13 2 4 19

*NOMINATION 8 3 1 12 4

4. WEIGHTED SCORES 3 3 2 8 4.

4. RANKING 4 1 3 8 4
4. 4.4

4. FORCED CHOICE 0 1 4 5 4

4. POINT ALLOCATION 1 1 2 4

* GLOBAL SCORED REPORTS 2 1 0 3

4. 60 21 19 100

* 4.

4.4 4

4. 4
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*TABLE XVI

* EVALUATION TECHNIQUES LEAST PREFERRED BY OFFICERS SURVEYED
41 ik

CPTS MAJS LTCS TOTAL

RANKING 14 6 4 24

WEIGHTED SCORES 8 4 6 18

NOMINATION 8 4 2 14

POINT ALLOCATION 10 2 1 13

NARRATIVE REPORT 8 2 3 13

GLOBAL SCORED REPORTS 5 3 0 8

FORCED CHOICE 4 2 0 6

. FORCED DISTRIBUTION 3 0 1 4

60 21 19 100
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From the tables it is apparent that the most popular

evaluation technique is forced distrubution; the current

technique used by DA 67-8. The second most popular form is

the one used on the previous OER, narration. Together these

two techniques make up 60% of the total responses. There are two

possible explanations for this. First the Army has been very

good at selecting the "best" evaluation techniques for use in

its OER system. Or, second, officers selected these two

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 like 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.

eThe earlier DA survey conducted prior to implementation

of DA 67-8 also asked questions seeking to identify the most

and least preferred evaluation techniques. This earlier study
a

included all of the techniques listed previously except forced

distribution. As in the case in this study officers preferred

the technique being used at the time, narrative in the 67-7,
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 tlst
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-

Ationed. 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. I 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."

4 "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 to doit. It's a kiss ass system used to promote
(favorite sons) not evaluate our job. It'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
U

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

4 is mediocre."

81

I



"In three years the system will again be inflated and a
new system to beat all systems will be revised."

d. Evaluation Preferences

The fourth type of comment that manifested itself

involved specific preferences or dislikes concerning one or

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 need 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

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

actions can probably be taken to rectify the situation if these

comments are true.

This particulF- type of comment had to do with the

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

Essentially, these comments said that the Support Form was not

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

type of comment follow:

"Although the OER has its share of problems, its principal
value lies in the support form (and accompanying required
counselling) in which goals, responsibilities, and con-
tributions are established cleazly 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 las 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 fill 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, buta week or two prior to
his being rated. This tends to destroy credibility in the
goals section of the form."

"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-

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

"4 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

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

and recommendations of this thesis.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. GENERAL

The reader will recall from chapter one that the main

intent of this thesis is to examine the perceptions of U.S.

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

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
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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, O-4's, and O-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.

K(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

VIIa of the OER. No group of officers felt their promotion

opportunities were significantly reduced if the senior rater

Ki 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 fifth

block.

87

- - -- ---- -.



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)--Officers feel that selection toards 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.
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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

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

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 has indicated.

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

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

Dilworth thesis done in 1971 showed that 78.8%W 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.

There exist mixed feelings concerning whether or not the

current OER has helped to reduce the inflation problem of past
7a

OER systems. Respondents generallyexpressed either strong

Ssupport or disdain for the value of the current system in this

regard. Relatively few respondents lacked a clear opinion on

9
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this subject. The results, therefore, are inconclusive as to

their degree of support for 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 urder the current system have overrated, under-
I

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
d

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. When presented with a list 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 familiarity; 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 incorporateq

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 many' 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

ensure that the rater and ratee conduct periodic and timely

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

the future. The first of these measures revolves around an

individual's self-esteem and his perceived importance of the

ratings received on the 0ER. The hypothesis to be tested by

this measure is that individuals with high self-esteem place

less importance on absolute scores and more importance on actual

job accomplishment.

*9 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

4 hypothesis is that officers believe that any type of forced

rating system will disrupt organizational performance because

many will place their own goals of excelling above the goals

of increased organizational effectiveness.
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(4)--In conjunction with number three above, it is recom-

mended that research be done to determine the nature and results

of such officer competition upon the total organizational climate

and performance.

9I
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1iPPEIDIX I

DA FORM 67-7
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APPENDIX J

DA FORM 67-8
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APPENDIX K

DA FORM 67-8-1

OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT FORM
Per wo of mls form. m AM 623-105: PDoooQflAIt a Y Is US Armyi Military Pw aMw CoWs.

Read Praevacy Act Statement and seructuems on Reverse hefore Compietng this form.
PART I - RATED OFFICER IDENTIFICATION

NAME OF RATED OpFICElR F[.r pst. uin ]GRA11E 'PRINCIPAL. DUTY TITLE ORGANIZATION

PART II - RATING CHAN - YOUR RATING CHAIN FOR THE EVALUATION PERIOD IS:
NAME GRACE POSITION

RATER

NAME GRAOE POSITION

INltR4EDIATERATER

RER NAME ' GRADE POdITION

RATER I I

RATED OFFICER'S SPECIALTIES/MOS DUTY SSI/MOS

PART III - RATED OFFICER rCnoompte a. b and e below for this ating peorods

a. STATE YOUR SIGNIF4CANT OUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

b. INOICATE YOUR k4AJCA PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

c. LIST YOUR SIGNIFICANT CONTRI6UT;ONS

,

A

f. inturr anwd fint.l

* DAt IFEP?9 61-8-



PAWT IV RAE mtANAI lNTS*UgWATE RATER fa..i. ad coma n e na W~ 4La. at . ODOM

aRATER COMMENTS (Ooesli

SIGNATURE AND DATE fAkadiWy)
b. INT111ME4OATI! RATER COMWENT lopiemg

SIGNATURE1 ANO OATS (Mtsmbii'D

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 (5 U.S.C. KSW

T. AUTHORITY: See 7-2 ile 3 USC. Sec 3012 710le 10 USC.

2. PURPOSE: DA Porm 67-8, Offieer Evaluation Report, servm as the pimary mouc of information far officer PeesOnm
management decisions. DA Form 67-8-1. Officer Evaluto Support Form, serves Wa guide tW the rated Offier Perform,
acst, development of the rated officer. enhances the accomplishment @f the oripusiation amin. and provkie additional

Performance information to the rating chain.

&. ROUTINE USE: DA Form 67-8 will be maintained in the rated officer' official military PersonoFl (01WP) sad
Career Malknagement Individual File (CMIF). A copy will be provided to the rated officer either directly or snt to the
forwarding address shown in Part L. DA Form 67-8. DA Form 67-61-1 is for organizational we only and wil be returnsed to
the rated officer after review by the rating chain.

4. DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the rated officer's SBAII (Part 1. DA Foam 67-8) is voluntary. Hlowever, failure to verify
the SSAII may result in a delayed or erroneous ptocessing of the office's ORR. Disclosure of the informistion in Part le,
DA Form 67-8-1 is voluntary. However, failure to provide the information requested will reait in an evaluation of the
rated officer without the benefits of that officer's comments. Should the rated officer use the Privacy Act as a besla"o
to provide the information requested in Part Ilia, the Support Form will contini the rated officer's statement to that effect
and be forwarded through the rating chain in accordance with AR 623-106.

INSTRUCTIONS

PART 1: Identification - Self explanatory.

PART If: Rating Chain - The personnel officer or appropriate administmatl office will fill in infornmation boned on
the commander's desigated rating scheme.
PART Ills: Rated Offier Significaint Duties and! Responsibilities - State the normal requirements met in your specific
position as well asany important additional duties. Addres the type of work required. rather than frequently changing
specific tasks.

PART Illb: Rated Officer Major Pearformance Objective - List the most important tasks, pricrities, and major aim of
concern and responsibility assigned. This is an enplanationi of how you set out to accomplish the duties desPribed in ils.
Ideally &base are planned goals that you will ork toward in an effort to make a contribution to the accomplishment of the
organization mission~howe ver, they may be in reaction to unpredictable changes. The objectives corn from the following
four Categorie.

ROUTINE - Objectives that address the repetitive end cormmonplace duties that must be carried! out.
4 These are duties that will produce Iss visible results, but will have serious consequences if not

properly -lcued.

PROBLEM SOLVING - Objectives that provie for dealing with problem situations. The objective
should pla for or address potential problem so that time is available to deal with them without
disrupting other objectives.
INNOVATIVE - Objectives that create new or improved methods of operation in the organization.

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT - ObjectIvesi that further professional growth of an individual or
4 bisiher subordinates.

PART Ila: Rated Officer Significant Contributions - Describe the most significant contributions you made during the
ralting period. These may have been in support of the objectives established or may highlight other accomplishments
that you feel are important.

PART IV: Rar and/or Intermediate Rate Review and Comment - Insure say remarks are consistent with your
performance and potential evaluation on DA Form 67-6. Signature does not show concurrence with Part WI
but indicates that you have reviewed the rated officer's portion of the form.

*U.S. G.P.O. 1979-465.041/1012
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APPENDIX L

DA FORM 67-8-2
SPANO RATER PROFILE RPOMT

OFFICER EVALUATION REPORTING SYSTM
sw a Hftfn. AN Sawl e smo, DM"R isu me Mhw fm Q .I

P^MTI - AMNIS e IrIAT _T&

ft. NMal N. AM Fh NoGT

PAN? if UNION "ATax P014101"__________

O W l i E&- 1 WT T O A L . I N
in inus

m"

Ul

LOWEST

______1_________ __. ,,TOAL

Part I provides identification and administrative dat.

PUt II indicates specific senior rater rating history by number of reports rendered
and number of different officers evaluated.

6

DA ,.,, 67 - 8- 2
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APPENDIX M

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL

MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA - 93940 IN R9tPLV NMUM 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 you 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
you that your 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

.4 is totally dependent upon your response. Thank you
for your cooperation.AA

ALLAN C. HARDY KEITH B. HARKER U".OHN W. CRELSHTON
CPT, CM CPT, SC Professor

* USA USA Naval Postgraduate
School

d

1 18
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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 your rank/rate?

0-3
0-4
0-S

3. What is your branch?

4. What is your race?

Caucasian
Black
Hispanic
Asian-American
Othe?

S. What is your source of commission?

Academy
ROTC
OCS
Direct Commissiom
Other

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

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 (PA Form 67-8)?

Less than 5 6-10 11.15 16-20 More than 20

1.



NOTE: Questions 8-26 are to be answered
by circling the number to the right of 0
the question that most accurately describes
how you feel about the subject. 0 V

(hcd0
- 0 0 

so 0 w a

8. The development of the OER Support Form S 4 3 2 1
(DA67-8-l) has significantly aided me in
measuring the rated officer's performance

9. I feel the OER Support Form (DA67-8-1) has S 4 3 2 1
helped to improve my performance through
the objective and responsibility setting
process.

10. In most cases the rater is in a better S 4 3 2 1
position to evaluate officer's
performance than is the senior rater.

11. By virtue of his experience and broader S 4 3 2 1
organizational persepctive the senior
rater is in a better position than the
rater to accurately assess an officer's
potential.

12. I feel that if I do not receive all "l's" S 4 3 2 1
in the rater's numerical professionalism
section of the DA67-8 (Part IV), it will
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity.

13. If I do not receive checks in the blocks 5 4 3 2 1
"always exceeds requirements" and
"promote ahead of contemporaries" in

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

14. If I am not placed in the top box of 5 4 3 2 1
the senior rater's potential evaluation
scale, I feel my chances for promotion
are greatly reduced.

15. Senior rater assessments of potential 5 4 3 2 1
should compare the rated officer's
abilities with those of all-other
officers of the same grade, regardless
of branch, specialty or other considerations.
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16. 1 feel that selection boards viewing the 5 4 3 2 1

• current OER form place more emphasis onthe senior rater's evaluation than the
raterts input.

17. 1 feel that the rater's performance S 4 3 2 1

• narrative is the single most importantpart of the OR.

18. I feel that inflation is not a problem S 4 3 2 1
with the current OER.

h!!19. 1 feel that the current OER has helped S 4 3 2 1
to reduce the inflation problem of past
OER systems.

20. I feel the present OR system is effective S 4 3 2 1
in identifying officers of litte potential
value to the Army.

21. I feel the present OER system effectively S 4 3 2 1

identifies those officers having the

greatest future potential.

22. When acting as a rater, I feel that if I S 4 3 2 1
do not give the rated officer all ls"
in the rater's numerical professionalism
section of the OR (Part IV, it will
greatly reduce his promotion opportunity.23. When acting as a rater, I feel that if I S 4 3 2 1

do not check the blocks "always exceeded

. requirements" and "promote ahead ofcontemporaries" in the rter's performance
and potential section of he OER Block V,

it will greatly reduce the rated officer's
r t p romotion opportunity.

6 2. Wen ctig a a ate, Ifee tht i I 4 22

dontcec h lck aw.secee
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0 0-4

- 0 .04G 5

W W z 0 0

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

24. I feel that by rating officers predominantly S 4 3 2 1
in the top box on the senior rater's potential
evaluation scale, I am in danger of losing my
credibility as a rating official.

25. When acting as a senior rater, I feel that 5 4 3 2 1
if I do not place the rater officer in the
top block of the potential evaluation
scale, it will greatly reduce his promotion
opportunity.

26. I feel that the current OER, DA 67-8, should S 4 3 1
be replaced with a new report.

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

27. 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

28. I feel that the efficiency reports I have
received under the current system have:
Greatly overrated my abilities S

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. From the following list of evaluation techniques
select the one you would most prefer (Coded 1)
and the one you would least prefer (Coded 21

.,,S
1

Ranking. This technique requires* the'listing of subordinate 1 2
officers of equal grade, in order from highest to lowest,
according to relative quality of performance.

Nomination. This technique requires the rater to identify 12
the best and worst group of performers from among all
rated subordinate officers of equal grade. For
example, 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.

POint Allocation. This technique requires the rater to 1 2
allocate a fixed number of points among aTl 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 1 2
choose a 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 ovne of the following: Constructive,
Supportive, or Creative.

Narrative Reports. This method could take several forms. 1 2
The report could be completely unstrututured with the
rater providing his evaluation 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 Sdores or Weighted Check List. This technique pre- 1 2
sents the rater with a large number of statements des-
cribing various types and levels of behavior relating
to job success. Each of these statements has a different
relative value or is weighted. These relative values are
unknown to the rater but are known to DA Boards and Mana-
gers. The rater selects those statements which best
describe the rated officer.

Global ScoredReports. This technique utilizes a form 1 2
on which the rater and indorser record their overall
assessment of performance and/or potential in terms of
a single global score as was done on DA Form 67-7.

Forced Distribution. Current system. 1 2

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