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Abstract

Many of the issues facing the designers of a personnel evaluation
system are common. The present paper describes recent Australian Army
experience in the design and implementation of systems of evaluation for officers
and soldiers. Two separate project teams developed the systems and their
solutions are discussed in terms of their similarities and differences. Among
the issues dealt with are the aims of evaluation, an open or closed system,
forms of assessment, rating scales, reliability, validity and long term
effectiveness. While the proposed systems contain much that is similar, there
were significant differences in the approach taken by each project team.
Comparisons are summarised in tabular form. Also included are copies of the
appraisal documents and a selected bibliography.
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INTRODUCTION

Regardless of the organisational setting a good deal of the issues
facing the designers of personnel evaluation systems are common. Possibly
the most widely discussed is the extent to which the system is closed or open.
Probably of more concern to the psychologist are questions of reliability and
validity of the instruments employed but more generally of the system as a
whole. Related to these considerations is the extent to which the evaluative
processes incorporate objective and/or subjective data: how are the subjective
elements controlled or minimised? If the techniques of staff appraisal are
to be used what methods are most appropriate? Who assesses whom, under what
circumstances and in what fashion? If rating scales are to be part of the
system, how does one select the scales and what rules govern their content,
layout, format and style? The foregoing are largely questions of design, but
what of implementation? The system will be ineffective if it is not widely
accepted in the organisation and the primary users do not understand its aims
and objectives. The system will fail if it is not actively supported at the
highest organisational level. Finally, how does one ensure that the system
bill remain effective, in the long term?

Within the Australian Army in two separate major reviews, these issues
have been recently addressed. During 1976/78 a Project Team studied the
"Confidential Report - Other Ranks" and proposed a new system of evaluation for
soldiers. 1 The implementation of this system is almost complete. During
1979/80 the Officer Evaluation Study Team was tasked to research and recommend
a system of evaluation for Officers.2  While it will be approximately two years
before this system is fully implemented, the new reporting document and other
supporting sub-systems will be in service by July 1981. While there is much
that is similar in these two personnel solutions, there are some significant
differences both in approach and in the elements of each proposal. It is
intended to discuss these in relation to the issues raised above, in particular
emphasising similarities and differences between the two projects.

AIM

The aim of this paper is to outline and discuss recent Australian Army
experiences in the design and implementation of personnel evaluation systems.
In particular the paper will deal with:

a. the reasons for and structure of the reviews.

b. the aims of evaluation.

c. approaches taken.

d. open or closed system.

e. forms of assessment.

f. selection and use of rating scales.

g. reliability and validity.

h. proposed systems.

1. lon term effectiveness.
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A bibliography is attached along with copies of the two reporting
instruments developed for introduction into service (Annexes A, B and C).

REASONS FOR AND STRUCTURE OF THE REVIEWS

Each review team was assembled for different reasons but the overall
structure of each review was similar.

Soldier Review

The existing system of evaluation of soldiers had suffered from what
Brumback (1972) complained of: he had "seen too many armchaired appraisal forms."
Several times the basic appraisal document had been changed without any
accompanying overall review of the requirements for the evaluation of the soldier.
The roles of evaluation were not definitive and there was evidence of a lack
of confidence in the system, perhaps brought about by the implementation of
rapid uncoordinated change. The soldier review was designed to right this
situation by taking both a broad and comprehensive approach in examining and
implementing an agreed policy with respect to the appraisal3 of soldiers.

The project team consisted of two officers, one, a general service officer
and the other a psychologist. This team worked to two project managers,
one from the 1 Psychological Research Unit and the other from the Directorate of
Personnel Employment (DPE: the organisation responsible for the career management
of soldiers). The team's report was forwarded to DPE.

Officer Review

In 1978 the Regular Officer Development Committee (RODC) in bringing
down its report, recommended that the system of officer evaluation be thoroughly
examined. It noted that the basic reporting document, which had remained
virtually unchanged for some 25 years, did not have a clearly defined objective.
The RODC was concerned that a system instituted in the 19SO's may not be meeting
the needs of today's service. For these reasons, along with other reservations
the RODC had about the current system of officer evaluation4 , the officer

evaluation study was recommended and later formed, to examine the requirements
for and to propose a new officer evaluation system. The RODC saw as an
essential element to their own proposals for officer development, the provision
of accurate and reliable information through the officer evaluation system.

Similar to the soldier review, the officer project team consisted of
a general service officer and an Army Psychologist. For this two man team, a
member of the Directorate of Personnel Plans (the policy Directorate for Army
personnel) was principal manager but the team was also assisted by a member from
each of the Directorate of Psychology and the Office of the Military Secretary
(the latter Office being the executive with respect to officer career management).
The officers' team reported to the Promotion and Selection Committee which made
recommendations to the Chief of the General Staff.

AIMS OF EVALUATION

The two teams differed in respect of the aims of evaluation.

Soldier Review

Part of the soldier team's task was to determine the roles that the
revised reporting form should take. From a survey of career managers and units
it was determined that the future roles of the form should be (in order):
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a. to assess promotion potential.

b. to identify strengths and weaknesses.

c. to provide performance feedback.

d. to determine training and development needs to prepare for
future assignments (see A26A Policy Report, 1977, Vol 1, page
28, paragraph 27).

Policy guidance was then requested from DPE, after the team analysed
these roles more fully, to specify what the roles would be.

Officer Review

The officer's project differed in that the Terms of Reference (see
Officer Evaluation Study Team Final Report 1980, pages iii - iv, para 2)
clearly stated the agreed purposes of officer evaluation. In summary the
officer evaluation system devised by the team should meet the purposes of:

a. identifying potential for promotion and employment.

b. providing information to guide individual officer development
through career planning.

c. improving individual performance.

Discussion

The essential starting point in the design of an evaluation system is
the specification of the aims of the system. It is not possible to proceed
with the design of the system until these aims are specified. Further it is not
up to the system designers to determine these aims: they should be endorsed or
formulated at the highest user level. Once specified, the system designers
can proceed in that these critical parameters can be used to assess any existing
system and/or to provide benchmarks for the proposed system. The officer team
had a more clearly defined task in this respect, not having to postulate future
roles or objectives and the seeking of policy guidance. Recent New Zealand
research (see CAPT D.A. Richards' DPU Research Report No 10/80 dated November
1980, paragraphs 110 to 113) which is an evaluation of the current officer
appraisal form, consisted of a two stage research design. The first stage
was "determining objectives", which resulted in the ratification at the highest
level, of the objectives of officer appraisal in the New Zealand Forces.

DEVELOPING THE EVALUATION SYSTEMS - APPROACHES TAKEN

Differences

There were two significant differences in the approaches taken by the
project teams. The first related directly to the specification of the roles
of the evaluative processes. The soldiers team was required to devote a
significant amount of time researching what the roles of the present form were,
as well as investigating the future roles of the form. This involved an
extensive survey amongst the users of the current system. The teami had then
to present these findings with recnmmond|ations,. berre doc,,mrmt dehIil 1Iif ',,iI, ie'
fully developed. In the officer review the purposes of officer evaluat ion lnd
already been given policy endorsement and thus the team was able to directly
consider how best to satisfy these agreed purposes. The second major difference
in approach came from the fact that the officer system had been very stable over
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a long period of time, while the soldier report had undergone a number of
radical changes. This allowed the officer project team to base some of its
recommendations on the results of empirical analyses of the current system: a
stable data base existed. In the soldier review the importance of empirical
studies was recognised but these were only possible after implementation of a
proposed evaluative system.

Similarities

There was much that was similar in the two approaches. Clearly the
officer study benefited from the preceding work of the soldier study. The
teams both viewed the opinions and attitudes of the current users of the system
as important. The soldier review conducted both written and verbal surveys
of the users (see AAF A26A Project Team Policy Report, Volume 1, Chapter 1,
paragraph 5 and Chapters 3 and 4). The officer review held discussions with
a large number of users (see Officer Evaluation Study Team Final Report, Annex C,
paragraphs 8, 10 and 11) and towards the end of the study conducted a survey of
users as part of the piloting of a prototype version of the reporting form (see
Officer Evaluation Study Team Final Report, Annex E, paragraphs 22 to 33).
Discussions and surveys for both project teams canvassed opinion widely within
the Army at the face-to-face and career management levels. Individual
submissions were invited.

Each team carried out extensive literature surveys. As anyone with
only a cursory knowledge of the literature would appreciate, the number of
technical and non technical papers on personnel evaluation is enormous.
Evaluative systems employed by other Australian and Overseas services were
examined along with studies related to the technical assessment of the schemes
(eg. reports by the Canadian Armed Forces Applied Psychology Research Unit and
the New Zealand Defence Force Psychological Research Unit were assessed). The
two teams also examined trends in Australian Industry by attending a Performance
Appraisal Workshop in Melbourne (at Monash University attended by some 30
industry representatives) and visiting some large private organisations.

Discussion

Both project teams were aware that the success of an evaluation system
was dependent to a large extent on the level of confidence and support it
received within the organisation it was to be used in. This belief lead the
teams to publicise their activities as widely as possible within the Army and
to take into account the views submitted by any user. This open, public stance
it was hoped would engender a degree of acceptance by these same users, whether
they had made individual submissions or not, when the team formalised its
proposals. While both teams appreciated their responsibilities in the
application of technical psychological principals of personnel appraisal (eg.
maximising reliability, establishing validity) the acceptance and confidence of
the users was of primary and critical importance. Every effort was made to
secure this type of support.

OPEN OR CLOSED SYSTEM

Traditionally the Australian Army has an open system of personnel
evaluation. This means that evaluative reports raised by the member's
Commanding Officer are to be sighted by and, if thought necessary, commented
upon by the subject member. Openness does not extend to the reportee having
any right with respect to a knowledge of the interpretation placed on these
reports by career managers and/or selection boards. For evaluative reports on
officers, openness in terms of sighting and being able to comment upon evaluative
reports by the Commanding Officer and Superior Commanders, are specified in law,



in that an Australian Military Regulation outlines the procedures to be applied.
The traditional openness for soldier evaluation probably came about by
following the legal requirements for officer reporting.

Openness in reporting is not typical of the Australian Defence Forces
however. Both the Air Force and Navy have systems which are closed. The
reportees have no right to sight the information provided by the reporting
officer, indeed this actively discouraged. Following pressures by certain Law
Reform groups recently, each Australian Service was asked to justify its position
with respect to this issue.

The RODC in addressing the matter summarised the opposing philosophical
arguments for open and closed reporting in this way:

a. open reporting: "an individual has a democratic right to be aware
of any recorded information about him or herself. The individual
right to know is greater than any corporate right to withhold"

b. closed reporting: "information on an individual acquired and
recorded by the organisation is the property of the organisation...
(and therefore)... it need reveal to the individual only so much
as it deems necessary" (see RODC Report, Study 3, Chapter 2,
paragraph 2166).

Pending legislative changes through the current consideration of a "Freedom of
Information" Bill in the Australian Parliament will, in terms described above,
favour open reporting.

From a technical point of view there is little or no evidence of the
superiority of one approach over the other. Usually the argument against open
reporting is that the reporter will be less frank and honest if he knows that
the reportee will see his comments . Closed reporting allows the reporter the
opportunity to make forthright and accurate comments. The usual argument
against closed reporting is that it inhibits the reportee's ability to develop
any degree of confidence in the reporting system when he can only guess at
what has been reported. In open reporting the reportee knows exactly what the
assessments are. Basically these arguments are related to the attitude of
the users of the system and this suggested that the best test of the matter
would be a survey of these attitudes.

Both project teams found very considerable support for the open nature
of the existing schemes. This was evident from reportees, reporters and career
managers. Indeed in some negative comments received about the existing personnel
systems the question was raised whether the systems were open enough: during
the officer study in particular (see Officer Evaluation Study Team Final Report
Annex C, paragraph 10) officers expressed a marked degree of confidence in the
methods used to collect evaluative data but were concerned about the secrecy
surrounding its use by management. In a survey of Lieutenant Colonels, the
RODC found the same kind of reservations expressed (see RODC Report, 1978, Study
3, Chapter 2, paragraph 2168). In summary, the officer and soldier project
teams found support within the Army for open reporting.

If one accepts the argument that open reporting produces assessments
that are more favourable than they should be, then it would be expected that
open reporting would tend to be inflationary (i.e. worsening massive leniency
to the extent that no effective discrimination occurs; all ratings cluster at
the top end of the scale). The officer team (see Officer Evaluation Study
Team Final Report, 1980, Annex D, paragraph 34) by statistically comparing the
distributions of scores on the officer's report between 1961 to 1977 was able
to confirm that the Australian Officer Report was free of inflationary shift
during this period. This empirical evidence supported the concept of open
reporting.
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In summary, both teams favoured open reporting. As has been described
the Australian Army had been "brought up" on open reporting in which the users
of the systems had expressed confidence. There was no technical evidence of
superiority of closed over open systems, or vice versa. As mentioned above
pending legislative changes also suggested that an open reporting system should
be retained.

FORMS OF ASSESSMENT

The project teams reached the view that different mechanisms of
assessment were required to achieve the different purposes of evaluation listed
earlier (page 4).

Soldier Review

The soldier review recommended that to satisfactorily meet the aims
of soldier appraisal two separate processes were required Isee AAF A26A Project
Team Policy Report Volume 1, Chapter 11). The most important was a potential
review which would have the roles of:

a. assessing the soldiers' suitability to be promoted.

b. assessing an individual's suitability to fill various postings.

c. determining the developmental needs of the soldier to prepare for
future assignments (discussed generally in RODC Report, Study 3,
page 2 - 10, para 227).

The second process, which was dependent upon the completion of a form,
was a performance review. This allowed for the soldier's supervisor to :

a. identify strengths and weaknesses

b. to provide performance feedback to the soldier.

Officer Review

Similarly the officer review reached the conclusion that all three of
the agreed purposes of officer evaluation could not be achieved through the
same evaluative means (see Officer Evaluation Study Team Final Report, 1980,
Part 3). The first two purposes (the evaluation of potential and the provision
of information to update career plans) were achievable through the use of an
appraisal document oriented toward the evaluation of potential. However the
third agreed purpose (improving individual performance) required different
mechanisms. The project team, unlike the soldier review team, did not conclude
that this purpose should be dependent upon the completion of a reporting form
but depended rather upon the application of skills and techniques of the
supervising officer in order to improve performance. The opportunity for
choice and variety in the application of different techniques for different
subordinates and in different work environments was great and the introduction
of a reporting form into the process would inhibit this opportunity.

Discussion

In determining that both officers and soldiers should have a reporting
instrument oriented towards potential, each team accepted that the principal
mechanism of evaluation for the Australian Army was a supervisory staff appraisal
technique using a combination of rating scales, essay/narrative descriptions and
specific recommendations. The team also recognised that as an element of the
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evaluation of potential the subject member should provide a significant personal
input in the form. In evaluating potential, career managers did not base
their assessment on the contents of a single report document but allowance was
made, for:

a. other reports (earlier reports and reports generated from other
activities eg. course reports).

b. significant rating tendencies of the supervisors (eg. leniency,
erratic rating).

c. the opinion of other superiors with a knowledge of the member's
capabilities: each form has a reporting chain incorporated.

Each reporting document was therefore viewed simply as means of
providing those responsible for career management with a reliable and valid
data base on each member, in order that conclusions about potential could be
drawn.

While the decisions of the project teams were different with respect
to the other aims of evaluation (a performance review form on the one hand, no
form on the other) both teams recognised that the success of this element of
the appraisal scheme depended upon the provision of training for the supervisor
in such things as, for example, counselling and interview techniques, the
provision of feedback, the setting of goals. The introduction of such elements
in courses was recommended.

Other forms of appraisal were examined by each team. Principal amongst
these was the assessment centre technique. In the case of the soldier review
the assessment centre was regarded as too much of a refinement of the
evaluation system considering the requirements of soldier evaluation. The
officers' project team appreciated the great promise shown, particularly in terms
of validity, by the assessment centre and recommended that a special study
group be convened to assess the feasibility of its introduction for officer
evaluation. Such a study would have to consider not only the technical
parameters of the assessment centre but its cost-effectiveness.

SELECTION AND USE OF RATING SCALES

The project teams adopted significantly different procedures with respect
to rating scale construction. As was indicated earlier in the paper, this was
to some extent due to the differences between the existing evaluation systems.
The soldiers' team started its rating scale design almost completely from scratch,
whereas the officers' team was able to make some use of the long term data base
from the existing officer appraisal form.

Soldier Review

The soldier team disregarded what scales were already represented on the
appraisal form and used an approach suggested by Smith and Kendall (1963). They
suggested that job incumbents and supervisors should be closely involved in the
process of constructing the rating scales. An expert panel was assembled to
define examples of effective and ineffective performance, which were judged to
be indicative of the presence or absence of potential. These examples were
then reduced to a limited number of factorial dimensions. When the small set of
factors (or characteristics) were defined, word descriptions of each scale point
were developed to form behaviourally anchored rating scales (BARS). The set of
BARS scales developed in this way were then tested against other assembled expert
panel groups. Feedback was also obtained on the construction, content and
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layout of the scales as the report form progressed through a series of prototype
versions before the final form was decided.

Officer Study

The officer study, on the other hand, took the view that it was
prudent to assess the set of rating scales to be used for officer evaluation in
three separate but related ways. These were:

a. to assess the existing set of scales with respect to current
literature findings in what is loosely described as rating scale
"technology".

b. to empirically evaluate the current set of scales to determine
how they performed with respect to certain desirable psychometric
criteria; and

c. to examine the technical and non technical literature to determine
those rating domains believed associated with officer potential
which were not already assessed (see Annex D to the Officer
Evaluation Study Team Final Report, 1980 for the detailed report
of these activities).

In general terms the assessment of the current set of rating scales
with respect to findings in the literature led to the conclusion that the
existing scales were technically sound. Their design, content, layout and
format were consistent with what had been demonstrated to produce the most
reliable scales. The team's empirical study measured some psychometric
characteristics of the existing reporting form. From the results of distribution-
al analyses, factor analyses and reliability estimates (Cronbach's "alpha")
certain scales were deleted, others were modified and the set as a whole was
assessed as being deficient as the rank of the ratee increased. The literature
survey along with a consideration of RODC recommendations, provided some
additional scales which the team believed were essential for the evaluation of
officer potential but which were not already measured on the existing form.
The wording of these new scales was developed by the team and subsequently
modified on the basis of feedback from the team's project managers and a
representative sample of career managers and experienced reporting officers.

Scale Characteristics

While the teams' approaches appear to be some distance apart, the
outcome in terms of the characteristics of the rating scales selected are quite
similar. They are criterion (rather than normative) behaviourally anchored
rating scales with each scale having either 5 or 7 points. Each scale may
be accompanied by a comment by the rater. Both the scale characteristic
(eg. Interpersonal Relations) and most of the scale levels (points) are defined
in behavioural terms. All of these rating scale features have been shown to
be associated with maximising the reliability of the rating scale.

Scoring of the Reports

Both teams developed scoring mechanisms which served at least two
purposes. The first was to provide a global measure of potential based on
the aggregation of ratings. The soldier team incorporated a differential
weighting system between scales based on expert panel assessments as to how
important each was as an indicator of potential. The officer team chose to
score the scales without differential weighting, allowing that weights may be
derived empirically at some later date. The soldier team calculated final
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scores based on an averaging procedure which took into account the scores
obtained on several earlier reports. The officer team used a similar averaging
procedure but it involved the result on only the last two reports. The final
global measure for the soldier report therefore is an averaged raw score. For
officers raw scores are first transformed to T scores (Mean = 50, Standard
Deviation = 10) for worn rank and the global measure is an averaged T score.
The second purpose of scoring was to allow for the identification of significant
rater tendencies (eg. harsh, lenient, erratic, and restricted range reporting).
Each employed a confidence interval method for comparing each rater's mean
and standard deviation of global scores to identify deviant tendencies.
Initially the aim of the confidence interval tests is to establish a data base,
over a period of 2 - 3 years, with which to examine certain characteristics of
these rating tendencies. There is no suggestion that the global scores for
the ratees of statistically identified deviant raters will be adjusted, although
the averaging procedure, referred to above, to some extent has this effect.

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

Both project teams addressed the reliability and validity of the
personnel evaluation systems. The teams' views are described and discussed
below.

Soldiers Review

The soldier team identified a need for two types of study. The
first was described as an "external validation study" which would on the one
hand confirm the validity of the promotion system by "cross validation" and on
the other, enable empirical weights to be derived for each of the factors used
to determine potential based on predictive ability. The second study was
designed to confirm the validity, reliability and discriminating power of the
new potential report form as a measuring instrument. Both of these studies
were recommended for the mid '80s.

Officers Review

The officer team took a more pragmatic view of these issues.
Starting with the definitions of reliability and validity as stated by Nunnally
(1966) 5, the team came to the conclusion that reliability and validity were more
closely related in respect of rating scales. As rating scales were usually
employed because there was no satisfactory alternative to subjective judgement,
validity cannot be approached in the "usual way (which) involves examining the
power of the ratings to predict an external criterion "(O'Gorman, 1973, page 1).
Rather, rating scale validity was derived from its reliability: "if there is a
high degree of consistency between and among raters it must be assumed that,
because of the high reliability, the ratings presumably are indicative of true
relative merit (validity)" (Tiffin and McCormick, 1970, page 257). Based on
this rationale, it was concluded that the multi trait/multi method approach as
suggested by Campbell and Fiske (1959), and applied by O'Gorman (1973) to an
Australian Army sample, was the closest empirically one could get to validity.
For the purposes of the design of the reporting instrument, in the limited time
available, the team developed scales which conformed to the factors the
literature indicated would maximise reliability 6 and which also satisfied the
requirements of "face" validity (see Nunnally, 1966, page 99). Essentially
this latter requirement was that they were judged, either from empirical
evidence or by collective "expert" opinion, to be the type of rating
characteristics which are associated with potential.
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Discussion

Both teams supported the conduct of external validation studies of
the evaluation system, and the instruments employed, but, as can be seen from the
preceding paragraph, the officer team formed the view that validation in this
empirical sense was not possible. The key to the issue, and this needs to
be further examined, is the criterion/criteria problem. Is it possible to
select a criterion (or criteria) that can be assumed to be an accurate measure
of performance while at the same time, being independent of the system or
instruments for which it is designed to be used as a criterion? The c-iterion
problem is dealt with in many organisational texts (eg. see Dunnette, 1976)
but requires further study. At this stage validity of the internal consistency
type, as is discussed in the last section of this paper, appears to be the
only realistic possibility.

PROPOSED SYSTEMS

Enclosed as Annexes to this paper are copies of the reports designed
to assess potential. These reports are completed in part by the incumbent, a
close supervisor and other superiors. The reports are usually raised annually,
except in certain special circumstances, but not more frequently than six
monthly. As is described earlier each report has a scoring mechanism, the
details of which are not known to the incumbents or reporting officers,
designed to give global indices of merit and to enable the assessment of deviant
rater tendencies. Courses and/or instruction on reporting are proposed for all
reporting officers.

For the improvement of individual performance, the teams recommended
the conduct of supervisor courses on counselling techniques including
interviewing, the setting of goals and the provision of feedback. The soldier
team proposed a report form to assist these procedures but at this stage the
form has not been designed. The officer team supported the production and
wide issue of a new publication on officer career management, including detailed
sections on the evaluation system.

The teams made recommendations for the investigation and/or use of
alternative forms of assessment. The soldier review advised against the use
of the assessment centre for soldiers principally on the basis of it being too
much of a refinement but also because it is expensive. The officer review
linked together the assessment centre and war gaming and simulation techniques,
recommending that they be subjected to further study. The soldier review made
recommendations with respect to the evaluation of soldiers on courses and the
completion of course reports.

Incorporated in each team's proposed systems were recommendations
regarding the monitoring of the new reports into service. This was basically
a feedback system which allowed for the revision and refinement of the
reporting mechanism shortly after introduction into service.

LONG TERM EFFECTIVENESS

As was indicated earlier some further study is necessary with respect
to determining the validity of each reporting system. In the meantime however,
empirical work has proceeded on the estimation of some internal characteristics
of the rating scales.
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Soldier Report Form

The first full set of data on the newly introduced soldier report has
only recently become available to the 1 Psychological Research Unit. Some
preliminary analyses have been performed. These have taken the form of
distributional analyses, factor analyses and reliability estimates. The
distributional analyses have shown that while each rating scale is skewed and
kurtotic, discrimination within each scale is satisfactory. The factor analyses
have revealed two significant factors of which the first is loaded by all but
two scales and accounts for approximately 50% of the variance, while the second
has three scales loading on it for approximately 8% of the variance. The first
factor probably represents an overall performance factor and measures the
effectiveness of the soldier in his job. The second factor encompasses
appearance, fitness and to some extent conduct and appears to represent what
might be called "soldierliness". This is fairly consistent throughout each of
the four rank groups. It is interesting to note that when a third factor
(accounting for 6 percent of the total variance) is forced from the data the
scales measuring oral and written communication load heavily on this factor with
moderate loadings by the scales measuring commonsense and organisational/
administrative ability. The reliability estimate (Cronbach's Alpha) for the
full scale set is of the order .91. These results are only preliminary at
this stage.

Officer Report Form

As was indicated earlier, empirical analyses significantly contributed
to the development of the new reporting document for officers. Factor analyses,
by rank, revealed a large general factor accounting for the bulk of the common
variance, but also that as rank increased fewer scales contributed to the
specification of the factors. Estimates of Cronbach's "alpha" showed a full scale
reliability of about .86, but demonstrated, more significantly, that relatively
few scales were necessary to maximise reliability at the higher rank levels.
For LTCOLs, apart from the Global rating, the combination of only four out of ten
scales produced maximum reliability. These were Judgement, Quickness of
Apprehension, Ability to Speak and Paperwork. This evidence supported the develop-
ment of three additional new scales to assess Majors and above. These new scales
are Adaptability, Foresight and Analytical Skill, as well as a new 3 point global
scale, Promotion Potential. In the long term, these scales and the others on
the reporting document will be tested empirically. The first set of data will
be available for this purpose in July 1982.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this paper has been to present and discuss the
experiences of the Australian Army recently in the design and implementation of
two personnel evaluation systems. Both have lead to the introduction of a
system of evaluation that has been a consistent application of the findings from
psychological and managerial literature. While the question of system validation
still requires some further consideration, it is interesting to note technical
papers published after these studies (eg. see Norton et al, 1980, pages 184 - 187)
have offered as prescriptions of the idealized "sound rating system", suggestions
remarkably similar to the decisions taken in the conduct of these two projects.

Although analysis of both appraisal forms is not complete they appear
to be capable of meeting their objectives and providing a reliable and valid
personnel evaluation system for the Australian Army.
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NOTES

1. The project team set out the policy with respect to its proposals in a
two volume paper entitled "AAF A26A Project Team Policy Report - 1977". After
this policy was endorsed the mechanics of the system were developed during
1977/78 leading the production and introduction into service of a new reporting
document.

2. The project team set out its proposals in its report entitled "Officer
Evaluation Study Team Final Report June 1980". Some minor elements of detail
were determined after the production of this report, however the new system
will be operational from July 1981.

3. The terms "evaluation", "assessment" and "appraisal" are used
interchangeably throughout this paper.

4. These are listed in para 105 of Study 3 ("Career Management") of the
RODC Report (1978). In summary the reservations about the current officer
evaluation system were:

a. lack of discrimination: while the officers at the extremes were
readily identified, the current system was less discriminating
in the centre.

b. situational factors: comparison between officers was hindered
by the lack of information regarding the different environments
and conditions in which officers worked.

c. training: both reporting officers and career managers were
inadequately trained.

d. potential: the present system did not adequately identify
potential for promotion and employment.

e. integration: insufficient integration between counselling and
assessment in the current system.

f. secrecy; there was some lack of confidence in the present system
because of the level of secrecy with respect to the compilation
and handling of assessment reports.

g. feedback: the inadequate feedback to the officer on the results
of the assessment process.

S. Nunnally (1966) gives the following definitions:

a. Reliability: of a measuring instrument is the extent to which
the instrument is free from error. Without specifying what the
instrument is measuring the reliability is a gauge of its
measuring accuracy (see page 172, Nunnally, 1966).

b. Validity: of an instrument relates to the usefulness of the thing
that is measured. In personnel appraisal validity refers to
the extent to which the scores derived from the reporting
instrument actually reflect true merit of the ratee (see page 75,
Nunnally, 1966).

6. The officer study identified eight different issues related to
maximising the reliability of rating scales. These were:
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a. the manipulation of the scores obtained from the rating process
(eg. forced distribution, ranking methods and forced choice
methods).

b. the method and manner of deriving the rating scale set (eg. Smith
and Kendall's (1963) suggestion to involve incumbents leading
to the development of Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scales).

c. the content of the scale (eg. raters may make fewer errors by
having actual examples of behaviour to rate, rather than say,
personality characteristics).

d. the length of the scale (eg. having more scale points may
produce few errors).

e. the training of raters.

f. the account given to situational or job variables.

g. the use of multiple ratings.

h. the monitoring of rater biasses.

The conclusions with respect to each of these issues were used, to
evaluate the current rating scale set and, as a guide to developing new scales.
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Conparison of Various Features of the Officer and Soldier Review

of Personmel Evaluation in the Australian Army

Soldier Review Officer Review

Reasons for: 1. Uncoordinated and rapid change, 1. No broad, comprehensive review in
with no comprehensive review. 25 years.

Structure of: 1. Two man team: general service 1. Two man team: general service
officer and psychologist, officer and psychologist.

Primary Aim of 1. To assess promotion potential. 1. To assess potential for promotion
Evaluation and employment.

Approaches Taken 1. No pre existing aims of 1. Aims of evaluation already agreed
evaluation.

2. No stable empirical data 2. 2S years worth of stable data.
base existed. Empirical study employed.
3. Opinions and Attitudes of 3. Opinions and Attitudes of users

users widely canvassed, widely canvassed.

4. Extensive. literature surveys. 4. Extensive literature surveys.

5. Other forces schemes examined. S. Other forces schemes examined.

6. Australian Industries schemes 6. Australian Industries visited and
examined, schemes examined.

Open/closed system I. Traditionally Army has open 1. Officer system open by military
system. regulation.

2. Navy and Air Force both 2. Navy and Air Force both closed.
closed.

3. Legislative changes pending 3. Legislative changes pending
favour open system, favour open system.

Forms of Assessment 1. Form required for review of 1. Form required for review of
future potential. future potential.

2. Potential assessment based 2. Potential assessment based on
on multiple reports and multiple reports and assessment.
assessment.

3. Performance Review form 3. No form necessary to provide
needed, performance improvement.

4. Training recommended in 4. Training recommended in
providing feedback, setting goals, providing feedback, setting goals.
interviewing, interviewing.

S. Assessment Centre advised S. Assessment Centre, War Gaming
against, and Simulation need further study.

Rating Scales 1. Applied Smith and Kendall la. Empirically tested existing
(1963) Techmique to develop scales:
BARS scales. distributions

factor analyses
reliability estimates.

lb. Assessed scales in terms of
rating scale technology: what
maxiises reliability.

lc. Used literature survey to
develop additional scales.

2. Developed criterion scales 2. Developed criterion scales
with S or 7 points, with S or 7 points.

3. Scoring mechanism to ,S. Scoring mechanism to
a. provide global measure, a. provide global measure,
based on raw score. based on T score.
b. identify deviant raters. b. identify deviant raters.



Soldier Review Officer Review

Rating Scales (cant) 4. Global score an intra 4. Global score an intra scale
scale report weighted average report wiweighted averge, taking
taking into account earlier into account earlier scores.
scores.

Probability and 1. External validation recomended. 1. NLlti trait/multi method matrix
Validity best approach. Validation needs

further study.

2. Study of the report instrument 2. Internal "validation" possible
recomended. through analyses of distribution,

factor analyses and reliability
estimates.

Long Term 1. Internal psychometric studies. 1. Internal psychometric studies.
Effectiveness
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IN CONFIDENCE
t~hto sA; (Wen ajny Ap,,q corrip/ereyl

Fill AAir A26
Rmsd as t Full Name..............................................................

tlsre lCh"..r'n ,, G'reen Namer

Army Number ..............................................................

Worn Rank............................. Corps .........................

Category * ARlA/ARES/RAS

Career Division: * GSO"sSOIPSO

Also completea details on the too of page 11.

Australian Ar.,

EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - OFFICERS

Ra,:ere Peru Errtail........... . ... ........... ..........

RM"-iarReort 'ANNUALiOTI4CR.So..r...... . ....... ...... Olrm~csr

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

t. This report is a most important document. It is a vital romoonerit of the cares, mranagement lsi hr'j~ itre
Principal source atf evaluative data -apon which career decisions are bairn. The reort shculcd tlicrefore he compiect inr
scrupulous honesty 10,0 care, so that both the Army arid the fluiniiual otiasn a compalet accuro 4w'( lt'oi assessmenty

PURPOSE

2. THE PRIMARY AIM of -.he reottigsystem it the IDENTIFICAT:ON Cim POTENTIAL FOR PROMOTION AND
EMPtOYMENT. It must be recoirose that the calturor of votential i 5 a. l onte at ,Tsie repiort or opinlio. Cil
ihis repoit, urer- tire latest. is moct moortzint. Hrowever. it wilt be lise~gned rr thy context of rrwsus reports alt otner lat
in drrllinlg at an evaluation or potential

3 THiE SE Ci'1DAPiv AIA of ira ivsten s TO ASSIST it.: Z-ASF. F1lt ,IT:J j -er~,tt alt~rr.-he v~
to uitdate Littr ele-n data leg. pial,ocarionrs. offiermiec"I, on . 7l ti aro 3sA- . ctrp a.,4 deue;ocn-.

dlcIsions.

4. THE TENiTlRy rnIM of tieval,tion system is TO IMPROVE INiOIVICUAL PE~rCOMANCE. In his lto~
the report i arn impertant aid to the ongoing counselling proces Thre report shourt jurmariser performance and prow-un
coenstructtve guirdelines for future dlevelopmrent.

COMPLETION

5. The sections of this report are to be completed as trow,0

a. PARTS I AND 2 To be Completed bw -he itti., totri on. who as resc~risible or~ the 3c~riuc ef thy
oals proyided- These fecirons are designer. to assist He~atil Of leers &nia to updtate tci

Is. PARTS 3. 4 AND S. To be completed by the Reporting Offic-ir

c. PART 6. To ire completed in duplicate by the Senir Reportin Ofircers to allow for transm'sil i o !i-e
rated officer,

1. The report is to be comrpieted in black or blur pen

7. Wiheri, this report Is driared ihls on active service reference should tie marde to current security insttutiois

It This document is not to be locally amended without beission from 0001 AOIMS.

IN CONFIDENCE
I'Mfen arty aart conrulerel

aI
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PART 1 - PERSONAL DATA
To he cmeted by the officer reported upon

9. Date of birth .......................................... PES .................................... Year Assessed .........................

I0. Rank: Substantive ........................................................ Temporary ........................... ....................

Date of Promotion ............................................ Date of Promotion .............................................................

11. M arital State .........................................................................

If you we married and your spouse is a serving ARA member list hihislr personal details (number, rank, name,
posing).

12. FOR ARA only. Indicate the numberendre/lationship ofall depmndants (inc!uding eM of children).

QUACIFICATIONS

13. Indicate qualifications accurately - this data is useful for some selection purposes

MILITARY (include details o ary military course completed since your lt report)

CIVILIAN. Sn ow ner. any Degore. Diploma or other post-secondory qualifications held including tne ability
to speak foreign languages.

COURSES OF STUDY Show any formal civil course of study you are undertaking sponsored or otherw'i .
List the type of course, the institution and the stage you have reached.

FUTURE STUDY. List below any course, civilian or military, which you would like to be consioered #or.
Include the course title, the institution and duraltion.

FOR ARES ONLY

14. Current Home Address ......................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................... H om e Phone ......................................... .

vilian O ccu tion. ................................................................................................................................. .. .

Name and Business AAJdtess of Employer ............ ... ...... ................. ........... ........................

.................................................................................................................. B usiness Phone ..................................
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PART 2 - MILITARY EMPLOYMENT DATA

ro o cwOrefl bY the OffPie 'fora 'eat

PRESENT EMPLOYMENT

15 P ese t Appoimtmef t ........................................................ O... at, of Assumption .... ...................

16. What duties did you actually perform during r.se reporting period? ........................................................

17. How w,)uld you describe your general level of satisfaction with this employment'

Low S: Moderate 0 Hg El trick orte

18. Here you may ml. any general comments on your curren appointment........................................................

FUTURE EMPLOYMENT

Ia. Have you received formal notification of your next postg? (ftso. give detels) .................................................

2Q2 Altar refenirror to the Career Guidance Handbook. indicate below your pirtferences for the types of emiployment
for which you with to be considered in your NEXT posting. A number of employment types are shown below To
this list you may aid specific emoloyment types not already included. Indicate your Preferences by placing the
figures 1. 2 and 3 beside your choices.

Preference Preesen

Com mand ................ ARES Cadre ........................................................... ..........

Regimental ................ Staff (specify .................................................... j

Instructional ................ .................................................. ...........................

Representational ............... ............................................................. ...............

21. 'As your next posting, specfy any perticullr appointment for which you wish to be considered . . .................

22. iUst below your preferences. in order, for the geographical location in which You refer to serve next.

23. Detail any locality in which you 0O NOT wish to serve ...................................................................................

24. Specify below any matters of a Personal or domestic nature efg, family, medical, housing or education needs) whichshould be considered in relation to Your next posting.

26. Listed bolow re some, officer appointments for which the MS wishes to establish the olunter stritus of inev
officer. Circle any of those for which you wtsP to volunteer.

UN PNG



PART 3 -ASSESSMENTS -ALL OFFICERS

ro be completred by file Reporting Officer tor all ranks

26. For how many months of the year under review has this officer been Serving under you?...........................

27. How long have you known the officer persostalty' ..................................................

28. Does this officer maintain the required Standard of physical fitness? Yes 1 No 0(Tick one)

o m m t s ............... .ed.................................... Cate....................................r............

Does this officer maintain an appropriate standard of dress and bearing? Yes C] NoD (Tick one)

29. Do you aswsi the appointment hold by the officer as CLEARLY MORE DEMANDING than that normally held
by an off icer of his or her worn rank? Yes f7No Q I (Tkt one)
If thi appointment is clearly more demanding specifyt liw the principal fa. ors which make it so:

30. Indicate (N/) below the method, or methods. employed to improve the officers performatnce:

b. counseling interviews M 0. other (gsecify) trial.......reports..........

C informal fedak- ...............................

31. In this section you are asked to assess the officer's perlormahce in his or her worn rank in terms of the t0
characteristics below. You shouid attempt to hae yiour ratings of the officer on demonstrated behaviours you have
ober.ved or have direct evidence of and NOT on your personal feelings toward the officer.

Your task is to rate each characteristic as independently as you can.

FIRST Read the title of the characteristic and the few words, in brackets which describe it.

SECOND Read ALL she phrases which describe different levels of the characteristic.

THIRD Choose the statement which best describes tve officer and Place a tick in the rating column to
indicate this choice. For tome Characlerttics a iettfr S' appears. A tick beside the S' moan% that
white the officer is test describe-d by the adjacenrt groupf of words, the actual rating you prefer to
make is more estreme then these words Sugges.

FOURTH Use she 'Comments' section to explain or clarify a rating or to comment when it is your
opinion that a ting is not possible for that particular characteristic. A coimment Should usually
be mae in alt casm where the top or bottom line is ticked for any characteristic.

FIFTH Proceed to the nest characteristic and give it INDEPENDENT CONSIDERATION as outliied it

the steps; above.

READ AND CONSIDER EACH STATEMENT BEFORE YOU MAKE YOUR
CHOICE UNDER EACH CHARACTERISTIC

CHARACTERISTIC ILEVELS RATING COMENTS
INdTEREST

fC.sid fee r........... S
ifereer -di Cures "I eirties wish 1i1t14 evtfirl
ithsve Takes . normal amouins t veestn ..

disaies'ai bv iihs,fs were ..........
rise officer. Lve
ef kribordp fry is iheroughlsy interetedi isle/tim woek ..........

OIINESS OF
APPftiEs4a4ElON

fctier e e . ...........
reseflr rise anfiretr Not Quite Sofest So meeit fallew effie ...eer......

eer#ro ae As track to graw a oeersSas mes
evesrumws fo lk"r offirer. ... .....
toereva

,sreIVwyv aitck yt he rsae ..........
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CHARACTERISTIC LEVELS RATING COMM ENTS

JOEMNT

fynsnw the .0.00n~vmw

te m,I Can eobvitlir be relied ul00 ..........

*c,@.8 am Aci to 0tolok ovi avialitUnt NOW

Assessmenttudw bme" fSeeofyj .........

ATTENTION TO
OSTAIL

ICM~ the Apt at be ovisressarred -tO clde...... .. .

eemboo to Ittelesd to OW ev little atteion~
~ J. twl~ a O.... ...

to wotk) Can uoitits be trimmd to''tid allt

WRITTEN WORK L
(cmanwE's "U Wrttiwok Is eisto
WWI the officer seaor Was to the point ... ........

etmno The officer wrni ame uiyslon

There, e eciootm smiftiae loSes

wr ittnw r C efir ..... .o.........

Written vvcak ae beowe ocoeplibIS
...........

ABMILITY TO SPEAK
(Cortowr how. His es:ltilacttv In witty
W..,octly rhoe toe ieg , e n ............

,ba to Othir.) io awt; bir iomminaooWt boo f m ..................

Co onmo.toOdest

to Wbe so argue a cas wetl andM emtol

Mass appwifct s efltivle in
atily ottW cttelt West ....... ..

H4~UAN
RIELATIONS

ec et Lilyiti ik,tt and ttii iltty in

AN hofst'. I erv 0ter .811 ith nsis

rolghoonsp Hily le"lt wod t
5

Xisiwf ll, . .....

.......8

MANAGEMENT OP
EIROINATIS - .

to pidt thea

.eee s ..........
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CHARACTERISTIC LEVELS RATING COMMENTS
SELF OEVILOPUENT

(Coswe th isea mull .18,10.; atively Moes .reWWett
offiref. .er And lwets itrt ..........
&,t Capacity fs,
.,wr an Arectes any soppoi tsttittin tor Irred
0.slera of khWAd and exporiorie and thateli,

ltass an effort to enhlance sell
clfei~tothrough st improvitet .......

Ont the Whol4e accettO things as they fall.
acceelmtll taking oortunities to nwrowe ........

Data no.t attettlot to eooroe end berely
hems own 0.eortce

OVERALL OPINION
fro WAetn rt poul Not wet
vew Wantn true officer
to aIm u15i Vil in TaMhe schant

eoee'et) Nev to hoe ...........

Prefer to most .. ........

Figh~t to ge......t..

32. In tis Section you are asked to prowtde a general Picture of the officer, concentrating Particularly on the results
achieved and the effIiciency of his or her Performance. (Has thte officer achieved all char you hore asked? Hit any
fectrw adversely affected his or her pwrfonnae Does 'he officer howt the required level of knowledge for the

3. Con you recall any activity, militaryr or non-military. in Whicht this officor has engaged during the past year outsiae
his norannl duties and how win it handled liag. 0awn concer, Alent #f are childrva dery. taking unexpected
rwpoiilityJ.
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PART 4 -ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENTS -MAJOR TO COLONEL

ro be comlle~d by thre Respor,,g Officer for members in rho worn
rank of Major to Colonel

34. In this section YOU are asked to alliesit the offiCer'S performance in terms of the four characteritsics belowV, following
this stme steps indicated in paragraph 31. Comment ins mandaory for Promotion Potent.3l

READ ANO CONSIDER EACH STATEMENT BEFORE YOU MAKE A CHOICE UNDER EACH' CHARACTERISTIC

CHARACTERISTIC LEVELS RATING COMMENTS
ADAPTABILITY

I'Conusde. re elfteer #
ebIIlrv to ......
,ilartvttespond

to 10ll w~ne toW alsadfei..........

plantCan adat" to most nrow sitotiotOM inst

In nwt stuatonsor ."IVad to the~~

nod for cakle but at times tals to do so
Lftlts fttlisbrtlty. thefsrtnil to tolkes to
rrgWdtV astablisltd Driood.8...... ...

FORESIGHT
ICowarder tir Is kiboloa4aoecy to view tho broad.r

f-siy aelowerae h
cntest &-d flown to avetom sod wthl tent above

eaud 4* &W to
pte obretrsiWv' Anticipaes, noor of tho HWaY ot-orlisr

aoCrao ert rrih shr plans.t

Ikood obwetr. roson. Infliabiy kers the

_____...................__ S

ANALYTICAL SKILL
fConaade, rare Is able to r.Ordt -doltinty artl ane

t
yvo

offt,wVs jtadaty to the o tn stma,, of rfvhosto airn
rdMrttty fite an iOotehi
sliktoaS ofe-
e5onod"W") Able to identiv th Sena, tnrt of

5.Prabintr ....

Ganaralt IV in r blo rasumiii Probinem to

Attmes, tails to iterttrfy k&re lemtenrt. .......

Lms attelivtarllill, find olutins
but W-. ay in r::nt...........

PROMOTION POTENTIAL reYOU MUST COMMENT ON THIS RAr'7JG
l~okO do e re currto Isoul saea. to be caiting rant .. . .....

thtt olfryev, gttnto t~~n ne

Potentia forl
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PARTS - RECOMMENDATIONS

In this Pert You are askedl to makre recommendarions an tro future promotion
Wmployment and deelopmnent of' the officer

35, What is your recommendation concernfing the fitness for isfrmotion of this officer to the next substantive rank

without regard to qualifications, if any?

Strongly recommended Not yet ready for promotion D
Recommended Not recommended

tick appropriate box)

If this officer is niot yet reedy for promotion, or is not recommended. state your reasons.

3(. Indicate the degree to which you would recommend the officer fo~r employment .'the categoaries below itha
tick. You may nmart other categories you feel ost appropriate.

Le- 
0

eW High 0er- Ntee Aee~e..d

Command
Regimental

Instructional
Representational I

ARIES Cadre .......................
Staff (Specify . ...... ..................... ......

In ......Pe .....ce.......... :.................................................

In ..........ar...............................................................

38. Detail the scpcific devefopmental needs of the officer. Wa ll idtional training or esoei iencr is needed'1..

..............................................................I........................... .............. ...

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

o you wish to malte written ...........................................
representations concerning this report? (Stiverr e f Reeoriv Otfivirr

Ye. No 0 ('7c0 ...........ne..............................
fRave and N-wi nv BOfck Lirers

Initials of Officer reported on and date

... . . .............. ... I...................... ........
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PART 6 - REMARKS OF SUPERIOR REPORTING OFFICERS
((hrtr carbon before comptetionlf

39. On -hat basis do you know the officer?

Frequent Contact 11 Occasional Contact Reports Only e (ickt one)

I& this report consistent with your impressions?

Do you have further comments?

Datea........................... ..................... Signature...............................................

Rank and Name ...............................................

Appointment ...............................................

40. On what basis do you know the officer'

Frequent Contact Occasional Contact EReports Oniy ] (Tickohe

Is this report consistent witht your impressions?

Do you have further comments?

Date.......................... ...................... Signature .............................................

*Rank and Name ...............................................

Appointment ...............................................

41. On what basis do you know the officer?

Freqjuent Contact Occasional contact C] Reports Only C] (Tick one)

Is this report consistent with your impressions?

Do you iase further comments?

Date ............................. .................. Signature ............................................

Rank arid Name .................. ..........................

Appointment..............................................
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IN CONFIDENCE
(*Pin any part cornaietesJRn ..

DUPLICATE OF SUPERIOR REPORTING OFFICERS COMMENTS FOR SIGHTING
B3Y THE OFFICER AND RETURN TO MS

29. On what basis do you know the officer?

Frequent Contact C] Occasional Contact C] RepairtI Only C] (noc ang-

Is this report consistent with your impressions?

Do you have further comments?

Onte .......................................... Signature .......................................

Rank and -Nam ..t..................................... ...

Appointmet...... .....................................

40. On what basis Jo you know the officer?

Frequent ContactCD Occasional Contctw Reports Only (T~ck anM

Is this resost consistentiliith your impressions?

Do you hae further comments?

Data ............................. Signature ....... ............... ........

Rank and Name............................................... .

Appointment ........... ................................

41. On what basis do you know the off icer)

Frequent Contact El Occasional Contact C Reports Only El- Tick ornal

* Is this report consistent with your impressions?

* Do you hae further comments?

* Date ................................ Signature........................................... .

Rank and Nane........................................

Appointment ........ .........................

Do you wisht to make written
representstlons concerning this report? Signature of Reporting Officer........................

ve, Cl - -Date.............................................

Initials of Officer reported on and date

IN CONFIDENCE
Ilrtany 0"' , i,,iIetird(
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p A 66 STAFF-IN-CONFIDENCE (when, con, ~plertm/
;onixwtIV AAF A26A6a~rn. r,
R*.h00 -9 '9

Stoo N 796-O-'t~tO3CONFIDENTIAL REPORT - SOLDIERS
NOTES: I Th~s sepot 6to be COM09ted in accordance with MPA Vol I Chewter 32

2. *O.i..e Where #lapoiscabill.

PART I PERSONdAL PARITICULARSI fro &a Porntt or .. i ofe1be Wo.,,#. spple dob .0 e,_ Me #,t.

Fin~i'l offlittl. dit

Rhpo0;ng to M h

roe 0 FEDCARO U.e Only,

a... I.. Pee I

U."I EDP Nianerb.
,Flow, Locitnafol TelrORnk O t pe

Oa 1 nth r

_____________________________ Date Ofp Prvnox., Sub.. Rmn.krj

Data oiS,rlt J 1 Tim~e . Wer. Raft

P"t1m ECN ------- Dae of EtPn,.lant l i iiont

Othit, ECN n which Oulifie _____ _____
for Next Soont Ptrtonhom

P8 n c.If PES Tieneo Dayo MS. I l li

PART 2 - SOLDIER MANdAGEMP4T IMPORMATION fro Ifoodo~ yt Wivnimep.00ott

I moo l Snta.................... . . . . . N nq.. and Rimalnallen of dOedia .............. ................. .... ...

2. Chtdr,or - Edimcsn,n
Age S.m School Ifiodicste tboarding) L"O

3. Ar. there on personal or OIUI Cometitlcl *t06rsoe VoW ~d like.t to Consiered in reimmOmt to you, next oprtq? (ft ye, -ft0 yo, may
"wteft # maporef. sc0.tttuoft.I

4, POSTING PRE110PIINCES .0-totreIwon/wp0 01100o00o,'lWf
Lemas0 0.0kf rm.000 a Pvt'm m

Locaton unit

NOT. Ofvwon OOsdayr, e~i~~eto for o.tw4W on Mftf rwfntn ye 01060 .nitsPI IN fot0"niv AAF A6196 f0,tteVAAF 41961

STAFF-IN-CONdFIVENCE



STAFF -IN-CONFIOENCE

PART 2 X-CiOJ

5CIVIL COURSES Lit ay rl -awe~ rov ve-it 
'; ........

r'q

C~rk5 ~r.. O,.LuT me Sel VA1m1 Coraltalo C -,

5. PERSONAL SKIL 0 rLat.n i s, oaoQ,,lrtd,nn or 10,/I -.urn ee of 01V n,O~~Vy M~lcn Foc, I-1011W m41V 0.0 .e* 11 th ArmY .9. Wi,/
MP W* FOMlfVRls 1.kWa, DPtflflttt09 cotttilulif rtiarrer. aric Do not "Artiany formal -- v//wry/ so/ Wq/d err AntilC,se.

CARO I/. COnn

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

...........

7. Ale theresim, a.. eCOMmerno.lag e"m, tromn rem yQ. no.Wd I wk* Inroflrreoao.ernan n~rV~IyrV The Armly?

PANT 3 -ASSESSING OFFICE RS REPORT

INSTRUCTIONS:

a. To be, completed by theP seir officer 'nIot ,VFVAIy /o' the rnk ot Morlor/ responsible for close

supervision of thle soldier all nominated by the Cormmanding Officer or e&,yantInr

S The Assessing Officer rs to awod Iromprati/lg thle SoldierS petyorManCe enth thlose of thle member

psens in his rank andlECN. The soldieri I prformTance is to 0e evaluated So/Ply on the basis of
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PART?7 - CONFIDENdTIAL. REPORT -SOLOIERS (PR "I1 INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPL.ETIONu

GENERAL

I, PURPOSE OF REPORTING. Confidenut Reports play a vital part 'n a soldiers career, Honest and accurate
reports are essential. not only to the soldier iimseif, out also ,n the nterests of the Army as a whole.

2. ROLES OF PR 66. The toles of the PR 66 are,

a. To assess the soldier's suitability to be promOted.

b. To assess the soldier's suitability to till various positions.

C. To determine thes soldier's training anld development needs to prepare trhe member 0or future promotion
and postings.

3. SECURITY. The PR 66 is a STAFF-IN-CO4FIOENCE document and is to be handled in accordance with the
Security Manuel. Access to the report 'a to be retred to authtorised personnel who are to observe the
confidentiality of tah. information in the report.

4 COPIES. Units are NOT to re~~a file copy of the 'eport.

SUBMITTING THE REPORT

5. Reports are required as follows

a ANNUAL REPORTS. See MPA Vol 1. Chapter 32 for tha Completion and forwardrng of Annual
Reports.

b. PROMOTION REPORT

It I When a soldier qualifies for substanrtive Promton to corporal and when a Commanding Officer
approvesl Promotion to corporal or lance corporal

( 2) When a soldier s recommended for the temporary rank of sergeant and above.

- . c. SPECIAL REPORT. As required and at any time at the discretion of the soldier's Commanding

Officar. CARO or Haad of Corps.

6. CHANNELS FOR SUBMISSION. Annual Reporistare to be submitted to CARO via Head of Corps. Other reports
are to be forwarded direct to CARO. (Annual Reports on VVRAAC are to be sentr the Sponsor Corps cr50 not
ON/RAA C.)

RESPONSIBILITIES OP ASSESSING OFFICERS

7 THE ASSESSING OFFICER. The Assessing Officer is to be nominnated by the soldier's Comnm'anding Officer (or
equrvoanta, The senior officer (not normalliv below th~e rankt of 'nalorl responsible for close supervision of ther
soldier shtould be nominated as Assessing Officer. In assassing the soldier's performance and minsng
roconmendstions on isa future employment the following points are to be observed

a. PERFORMANCE. Ratings should be based on the observed performance of the soldier in the
reporting period and how often certain types of performance occurred and their imoportance
The Assessing Officer should ask himself "what did the indlvidual do?" NOT '*what 'a the
individual like?" Performance In special circumsances should be nosed but an isolated incident
imutt not overly influence the assessent. Relatively minor incidents are often minstakenly ginve.
undeserved importance.

b. KEEP ITEMS INDEPENDENT The fact that a soldier rates highly in on'@ ectriiry, doen nor nlcessairly
mean that he rates; hrighly in all duties. There 5 ample scope for bringing out good and bad points

c. USE OF RATING SCALES. An Assessing Officer should not judge the soldier on the bsis of
superficial chtaracteristics or how he personally relates toathe soldier. Personal likes and dislikes are
niot a basis for objective and consistent assessment.

a. OVERALL RATING tpa'a 10ol the. PR 661. The purpose of this section 1&1 to ive an overall view of the soldiers
performence in his present Posting. The descriptions of theme ratings are

a. WELL ABOVE THE STANDARD REQUIRED OF HIS RANK This ratings '5 ppcable so the soldier
Who perforrm hrs dutles and respomobibles, with htigh distinction. Ir includes the Soldier who mals
major contributions to the successful outcome of tasks and exercises and who 's constantly striving to
^010-v the level of his pr'ofessionalrsm He demnonsrates the potential to advance at an accoeeated
rate in the Army. The use of this rating,%n for exceptional soldiers

b. ABOVE THE

STAFF-IN-CONFIDENCE
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b. ABOVE THE STANDARD REQUIRED OF HIS RANK. This rating applies to the soldier who

cotsistently performs to a standard beyond that expected Of his raink. He demonlstrates characteristics
indicating an ability to fill Positions of ncrssed responsibility. He performs his duties airid
responsibilities with distinction.

Progression poecsand should advance a aecmesrtswt h aoiyo i ies

d. UP TO THE MINIMUM STANDARD REQUIRED OF HIS RANK. The soldier given this rating s
one who performts his duties to miinimtal. accepitatile standards. The rating includes the soldier who
mtust per sept under scrutiny and/or who requires supervioiquicance to ensure that he contpletes
his duties to acceptable standards. The foldier given this rating will have little Prospect fot advancement
urnless there is a significant improvement in his performance.

e. BELOW THE STANDARD REQUIRED OF HIS RANK. This rating refers to thel soldier who fails
TO Complete hos duties to minimail acceptable standards or whose performance. conduct and attitude
are unsatisfactory The soldier is one who tails to heeid andO act on constructive guidance and
counfelling or who 'ails to respond to disciplinary actions This rating will serve notice on the soldier
tr Unless he taks Positive action to improve his performance, Ihe could be the subject of a Special

Report. The Assessilng Officer is to lift reasonts and factors exptlainirng the lsdier, isatrsfaotory
service in per.t I1 of the PR 6

9. IS THE SOLDIER READY FOR PROMOTION ispars 12of PR 66) The soldietr seediness for promotion -s resealed
by his training, expiesnce and t strengths and weaknesses in his Performattnce especially the celfacity to coos with
increased resfponsibility.

10. RECOMMENDATION FOR FUTURE EMPLOYMENT loops 74 oti"R 66). The Assisaing Officer, itto state the next
type of employment ltraiie enld appoirnerrl recommended for the soldier irrespective of the soldier s preferences
listeid in Part 2of the report. "Remain in pressent eimploymnt generally not an adequate reconmmendatton The
posting recommended for the soldier shouild challenge motivate and develop the soldier and contribute to a
balanced end progressive career deovelfopment.

it. RECOMMENDATION FOR TRAININGIDEVELOPMENT 'Pae 76 of PR 661. The training/des'elopment the
soldier requires to proeare him" for hit recommended futuare posting should be lifted hoe

RESPONSISILITIES OF COMMANDING OFFICERS (or bquivafenr/

12. PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION. The Commanding Officer's approval or recommendation for promotion should
be based on the soldierys potential and reediness for higher levels of respotnsibility. Promotion fhosuld NOT be a
reward for Pest good performance. In approving or recommending promotion the Commanding Officer must ask
himself three key questions:

a. Is there anything in the soldier's performance in the reporting period which indicates
he would be a poor rifst if Promoted to a higher rank?

b. lHes the soldier demonstrated the Potential for increased responsibility)

C. It the soldier reedy for promotion)

13. REGULAR ARMY SOLDIERS SERVING IN ARMY RESERVE UNITS. The soldiers Army Reserve Commending

Officer is to commrent on the report in Pero 23 of the PR 66.

THE SOLDIER

14 The soldier ist tight the completed report and sign pert 25 acknowletsdging he has done so.

I s The soldier s to State if he wisfhes to mase r epresentatison on the report. In any submisfion on thareport, the
soldier should slte his views and substantiate their

16 The Commanding Officer should record hit views an the toldir' submission

STAFF-IN-CONFIDENCE
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