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INTHEODUCTION

"Man cannot live by bread alone," 1s an
honared adage, worn but useful, Its necessary
corollary is that he cannot live without 1t elther.
The focus of this study 15 the vital 1ink between
the bread we recelve and tie contributions we make
as members of orgarizations, namely, performance

appraisal. Specifically, this study concerns it-

"self with the performance appraisal cf young

officers in the United States Alr Force.

Statistics released by the Alr Force for the
year 1965 show that 3,289 line officers chkose to
voluntaflly sever from its ranks, the majority of
whom had seven years or less of servlce.l This
represents an enormous waste of resources to the
Alr Force on at least two counts. First, there is
the time and money spent to train and develop these

men in skills vital to the Alr Force mission; and

1., "APSC Dc:s Well in Officer Retention,™ Air Force
Times, XXVI (February 9, 1966), 7.




vi
secondly, ‘'tere 1o '1e lo3s of portencial leadera
ship material whic! ‘*lrese officers provided.

Alsc implicit in this figure is the far®t tiat
these men were dissatlisfled with the life of an
Air Force officer,

Numerous factors could account for this
degree of dissatisfaction, none of which 1s
probably the sole cause, However, one area of
the Air Force personnel program-mix that recelves
frequent criticlism 1s the officer evaluation
system. One estranged member expressed his dis-
satisfaction to the editors of the Air Force Times
in the following manner:

"One major air command gives three per-
cent of its majors a Superior rating; 24.5
percent Well Ahead of Most; and ouly 5.9 per-
cent Abtove Average, where the form says the
majority of ~fficers should fall.

In face of such a distorted, dishonest,
inflated system, what is an honest rating
officer to do?

I have an honest rating officer who
considers me Well Ahead of Most. But this
rating places me closer to the very bottOMe...
There must be something wrong with a system

that says you are ahead of most, when, in fact,
you are on the tail end,"2

2. Unsigned Letter to the Editor, Alr Force Times,
XXV1 (Pebruary 9, 1%66), 17.
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Well Qualiflied ratlrec

he: stated that he ha.d

progressions, and had

never turned down an opportunity for training.

'Frustrated, tne captaln was undeclided as to whe'ler

7
he should continue or resign.”

These are just two examplés, but ;hey are repre-
sentative of a large numbér of coéplaints expressed
in the unofficial Alr For;e newspéper.

We must quickly recognize th;t several forcecs
operate Jjointly to producé indicators of this nature,
To begin with, a rating system 1s§on1y one part of
the over-all personnel prbgram. Consequently, satis-
faction or dissatisfaction with the evaluation system
tends to vary dependent ubon othe? systems, namely,

the officer promotion system, Moreover, retention

rates are affected by factors such as the world

3. "Pagsover Darkens Promising Future,” Alr Force Times,
XYV (January 13, 1965), 26.

3est Available Cop
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meaningrul soiwe o theese protlems would reguire

vears o!f reseurat iy teams of 1nvgs§igators.

Inrstead, the o1 Jectives of :hié study are
rather modes: in ccope. ey lie lﬁ findirg tie
answers to two questions: Given theéﬁresent state
of knowledge relative 1o pefrormanckrappraisal, is
the system employed by the Ailr Forc; the best

t
system availaltle; and if nqt, how c?n i1t be improved?
Since the Llr Force uses several meﬁhods of rating
officers dependent upon rank and eg}erience, this
study 1s primarily concerned with c%mpany grade
officers, whose retention is so 1mﬁortant to the
vitality of the service.

The technique used to echfeve%these objectives
1s tripartite in nature. First, wé'will review per-
formance appraisal in general, 1ts‘h1§tory, its
problems, and its techniques. Hopefully, this part
« . the investigation will give us an insight into

tne complexity of appraisal, and provide us with

gsome feel for how the technology has evolved, and in
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which direction it is headed., A survey of the
literature on the subject will provide the

vehicle necessary to achleve the end, Based on
the findings of tre first part, the second stage
of fhe investigation will be devoted to developirg
a normative appraisal model. This will serve &s

a yardstick for analyzing the present Alr rorce
evaluation system. The last part of the study

includes a sample survey of compary grade officers.

. The purpose here is to valldate the analysics

firdings. With the scope and approach so detined,
we can now turn to the first part, The Nature of

Appraisal,

ix




CHAPTER 1

The Nature, Objectives, and Problems

of Performance Appraisal

Nature of Performance Appraisa)

Performance appraisal is inherent in human
activity. Everyday, we repeatedly make observations,
and foimalate opinions about ourselves, our friends
and our environmenti., Self-appraisal 1s germane to
.our most perfunctory activities. Do we meet our own
standards of appearance? Is our position in soclety
what we conceive as being satisfactory? 1Is our pro-
gress in human endeavors what we hold to be adequate,
given the effort we put forth? Everyone asks these
or similar questions of himself daily in order to
evaluate personal performance. Likewise, our friends
and our environment are subject to the same scrutiny.
We assoclate with those whose conduct 1s to our liking.
We frequent a barbershop or drugstore which meets our
gstandards of taste and service. From dawn till dusk
we actively measure performance against standards of
morality, efficiency, competency and suitability in osder
to arrive at judgements relative to the stimuli which

impinge upon us throughout our lives.

EEAPRLA SRRATRI " OV Y o NS
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When we move from the area of social contacts
into our more formal activities ~- as members of
orggnizations -~- we are faced with appralsals more
formal in nature, Managers must make frequent
judgements as to the abilities and contributions
of its subordinates. All people do not perform
equally well., Given adequate training and super-

vision, some men perform satisfactorily, but have

- no potential for progression above a certain level,

Others perform exceptionally well with little
training and with 1ittle or no supervision. A few

of today's young managers have the ability to be
another company president or a leading salesman,
Managers must frequently weigh these abilities and
potentials in order to make decisions cruclal to

the individual and to the organization. How much

pay should each individual receive for his centri-
butions to the organization? Who should be promoted,
transferred, or leid-off? Who needs training and how
much? Does their potential warrant the additional
expense? Reason demands thnt these decisions not be
based on intuitive insights. Instead, thesge : e
crucial decisions regarding the organization ard its
members. They warrané, as a minimum, well-considered

Judgments made by a manager in collaboration with




'\\Bthers, and developed in a systematic manner,
Given that evaluation is omnipresent, the
questlon is not stould we appralse employees, but
rather, how should we go about i1t? Under a forma-
11zed appralsal system, supervisors are encouraged

to observe the teltavior of their people., Thney tend

to become interested in thelr tralning and develop-
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ment, Declislions concerning personnel actiotc are

not simply left .n “re vague recollections of
managers, bu' are otten recorded in individual re-
cord folders., & formal evaluation program maximizes
the likelihood that talent will be rewarded, that
promotions will te geared to concrete performance,

and that misfits will be ldentified for transfer, or
elimination. The very nature of large organiza‘*ions
demands formalized appralsal systems. Writtern records
form the basis for comparing individuals from 4if- o .
ferent organiza*tional segments. RHecorded ratings ard
written recommendations provide high-.evel decision
makers with *'he factual data necessary to initlate

personnel actions.1

1. Dale &. Beach, Personnel: The %ggggement of Pecple .
at Work (New York, J)y Pe2506. ot
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A survey conducted by Spriegel and Mumma in
1962 indicates that the need for formal appraisal
systems 1s generally recognized. Their findings
revésl that 66% of the firms that responded have
formal rating systems. Another study reported in
IILR Research indicates that 73% of the business
population has formal rating systems for hourly

or clerical workers.2

The Development of Appralsal System

This general pervasiveness of performance
appraisal has been preceded by a rather long perioa
of develcpment., In fact, the activity dates "0 ‘le
beginning of reccrded history. Examples of inforzmal
appralsal reports can be found In the RBible ard i:.
Caesar's Gallic War.3 Emperors of the Wel Iyras'y
(221-265 A.li.) used an Imperial Rater to appraise
the performance of offliclal family members. a' &
later date, Ignatius Loyo'la established a ra'i:,
procedure for menmbers of thke Jegult Goclety, .ince
then, performance appraisal has passed througi. many

phases and developments, dependent upon the r.eeds

2. Wendell French, The Fersonnel !%nngemenﬁ Frocess:
Human Resources inlstration (New York, 19c4Y,p,17%,
3. Department of the Air Force, Cfficer Effec'liveress,

Performance arnd Trainl Reports, AFM 3t..]0
!Hasﬁington. 1535’. P-?-
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and circumstances of the particular period.4

In the United States formal appraisal methods
were probably first used by government agencles.
The earliest ratings on file with the Department
of the Army are those by Brigadier General Lewls
Cass made in 1813.5 In the 1850's, rating forms
were used in federal government offices. The New
York City Civil Service introduced a rating plan in

1883, Rating procedures for appraising teaclers

began as early as 1896, The American business

soclety was somewhat late entering the picture with
the latter part of World War I marking the first
ratings of private employees.6

After World War I, formal appreisal systems
deve.oped rapidly. During this development, emphasis

shifted from ratings based upon merit to ratings

based upon performance. [uring the 1920's and 1%$30°'s,

industry began to use merit ratings as a rational
base for wage plans. These merit plans usually

employed some scale of actors, degrees, or points.7

4. Thomas L, Whisler and Shirley F. Harper, eds.,
Performance Appraisal: Research and Practice (New
ork, 1962), p.423.

Se Officer Effectivenegs, Performance and Training
rts, p.l.

6. Whisler and Harper, p.423.
7. Beach, p.257.




Evaluations were made primarily on personality
trailts, and were arrived at by subjective judg-
ments of supervisors, Although earlier appralsals
were called merit ratings, they did not measure
merit., Instead, they portrayed the pattern of
perceptions which a supervisor conceived abtout the
individual.®

Beginning around 1950, a perceptible shitt in
emphasis toward performance appraisal of tec!:.ical,
ﬁrofesslonal, arnd managerial personnel occurred,
This shift was closely tied to the wave of ir'erec’
in formal managemen' development programs., [' wacs
recognized that systematic appralsal was vital ‘o
an efficient personnel development program. irus,
that period marked the emergence of new terms uic:.
as employee appraisal and performance aprraisale.
These tacitly suxzest emphasis on the developme::!
of the individual, Yoreover, these new terms rore
commonly refer :0 programs for evaluating wnlte-
collar and managerial professionals, whereas meri
rating plans we—e most applicable to hourly worker:,
Accordingly, performence appralisal plans tend 'c e

broader in scope thanr merit rating programs, and

8. Harry W. Hepner, Perceptive Management and luper-
vigion (Frnglewocod Cliffs,

F.31-,



nearly always involve some form of interview between
rater and ratee.9
As the terminology and uses of personnel evalu-
ations changed, so did the objectives., In the early
stages of development, appraisal goals were quite
modest in scope. Primarily, merit ratings were
first used in industry to establish wage rates., The
absolute amounts of money available within any firm
for distribution to employees was set. Gilven this
figure, a determination had to be made as to how it
would be divided among the workers. More specifically,
the objective of a merit rating system was to see That
each employee was equitably compensated for ‘he service
he rendered to the organization on the basls of:
1. The nature of the work.
2. The current competitive value of that ‘ype of work.
3. The effectiveness with which that work was per-
formed.lG
As more and different types of employees came under the

purview of rating systems, the objectlives of ‘'hese

systems became quite broad in nature, Joseph Tiffin and

9. BC.Ch’ P 258o : ‘

1. Richard C, Smyth and Matthew J. Murphy, Jot
Evaluation and Employee Rating (New York. , 1946), p.b




Ernest McCormick in a survey of industrial merit
rating systems identified at least fifteen dif-
ferent uses of appraisals.l1 However, for all
practical purposes these different objectives or
uses may be classified into two categories --

adminietrative and selr-improvement.12

Objectives of Appraisal Systems

Foremost among the administrative uses of

appralsal systems ls promotion. The objective

'here is simply to identify those employees who

demonstrate both the ability and potential for
assuming more complex tasks and greater responsi-
bility. At the same time, it 1s in the interest
of the organization not to promote employees who
have neither the desire or ability to advance.lﬁ
Among the other personnel actions for whi-:
appreisals may te used are transfer and layof:’,
Evaluations 1f 'validly constructed may point ou°

individuals who coculd best serve the orga:nlza'io.

in another capaclty. An individual may have ar

11, Whisler and Harper, p.5.

12. Ibjd.
13. Ibid.




ample supply of innate ability, and show great
promise for development, But thegse may go wasted
if he 1s used in the wrong position. Likewise,
appraisal systems must identify those individuals

who do not make an acceptgble contribution toward

o . -~
.
.
e P LALAMY s W e g A e
v Jatys s SR .
.

organizational goals. Over a period of time, ;
cumulative negative ratings should provide solid

grounds for dismissal. Other administrative uses

IE e 2L K T A

: include justification for wage and salary plans,
N 'valldation of selection programs, and identification
of tralning needs.lh

The second category of appraisal system oblec-
tives, self-improvement, involves a group of related

use*s. Every employee likes to know how his boss

views him relative to accomplishments, weaknesses,

R . e -
A ie vl Nty N O ORI 5 . SLHD - W27 g ne

strengths, and potentials. Each seeks reassurance

about himself.lS

On the other hand supervisors mus*

obgerve employees so that they are fuliy coénizant

of the resources at their dispossl. ’Hnnaée?s néed

to identify areas for future developaent if these . {

resources are to be fully utilized. When the

e 13 B

i appraisal system incorporates the rater-ratee inter-

view as an integral part, these needs are fully within
16

the reala of achievement.

14, Beach, p. 259.

15. Hepner, p. 318.

16. Beach, p. 259.
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Accompanying the developmentfof appralsal
systems and of the objectives to ﬁhich they seek
to realize has been a host of general problems,
Slnce. appraisals are made by humaﬁs, they are
typically subject to a number of érrors and weak-
nesses, Certéin of these‘ére moré-indigenous e
specific techniques than to otheré, but most exist

to some degree in all systems devéloped to da'e,

i

EROBLEMS OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL?
Halo Effect

For many years, halo effect ﬁas been identi-
fied as one of the major pitfalls‘in the administra-
tion of certain rating techniques. In general Lérms,
it 1s the tendency of a rater to éllow his over-al)
impression of an individual to 1nf1uence the ratirg

he assigns to a specific element of the rating foru.

In other words, it 1is the tendency to skew the rating

of every specific item in the direction of the to'al
impression the rater has of the individual. ?Precserce
of thls error 1s evident when a high correlation of

scores between each separate rating element existc.

O

One way to materially reduce the halo effect is t
require the rater to evaluate each employee being

rated on one element at a time, Anothei device ig to

est Available Copy
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arrange the various sub-divisions of the form in
such a manner that t'e maximum score for some ele-
ments appears on the right-hand side of the form,
and the maximum score for other tralts appears on
the left, This supposedly forces the rater *%c read
the descriptions for each element more carefully,
and thus rate rore objectively. However, none of
these devices ras proven satisfactory over a lory
period of time, As raters become famlllar with the
rating forms, *‘he; terid to returr. to their old
habits.17

Leniency or Stiri-tness

Some managers have a tendency to be liberal inr
their ratings, while others tend to rate consistently
hard. This protlem stems from human nature and is
difficult to control, Some supervisors dislike
awarding above-average ratings unless they themselves
are recelving simllar ratings. Conversely, leniern:
raters desire to push their people ahead because they

like then.la

In one study of thirty department hreads
within one business firm, 1t wag found that four of the

supervisors rated their sudbordinates so saverely that

17. 3ayth eand Murphy, p. 196.
18. Ibjd., p. 198.

PRV S Y T




all of their subordinates were rated below the
poorest ratings made by the two most lenient depart-

19 These tendencles can never be elimir-

ment heads.
ated entirely, but loint meetings and trairnirg
sesslions for raters can help to more accurately

define rating standards.20

Central Tendency
Some supervisors dicsllke awarding extrene ratings.

Consequently, *hey tend to rate all of their employees
as belng average, ‘This error can be attribufeé L0
several causes., Cometimes the rater is unfamiliar
with the ratee, but is still required to evaluate hic

arformance., Hence, there 1s a tendency in these
cases to play it safe and evaluate a man as treirg
average, In other cases, the supervisor may simply
be lazy, and dislike justifying an other than average
rating.zl

Several technliques can be employed to offse*

. this error. A comparison of a particular rating on

an individual with ratings given bty other raters

might trigger suspicion that this error is present,
Also, the use of an even number of subdivisions for
each trait or factor will eliminate a convenient

19, Lee Stockford and H. W. Bissell, "Factors Iavolved

in Establishing a Merit-Ratl Scale," Personrel,
XXVI (1949), 97 .

20, Beach, p. 272.

21. Ibid.

N
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mid-point for the evaluator to score. Another device
1s to make the intermediate descriptive phrases closer
in meaning than those at the ends of the scale, This
influences the rater to discriminate more thoroughly
for ratings that fall around the middle.22

Interpersonal Rias or Mirror Effect

Human nature forces all of us to view favorably
those people who act according to our own values, W~
tend to believe that people who dress 1like ourselves
have good taste, Wwe view others who hold the same:s
interests as ourselves as regular fellows; those who
dc not meet our standards of value are considered
odd or unusual. Conclisely, we tend to believe that
employees who mirror ourselves are valuable, and
those who do not are inferior.z3

The fact that this error exists was well-fourded
24

in an investigation by Kallejlan, Brown, and Weschler.

In that experiment, a well trained interviewer canvassed

22. Smyth and Murphy, p. 197.

23. Fred G, Lippert, "Problems of Merit Rating, Progress
Review," Supervision, XXV (1963), 13.

24, Verne Kallejian, Paula Brown, and I, R, Weschler,
"The Impact of Interpersonal Relations on Ratings
of6Performance," Public Personnel Review, (1953),
116.

!
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thirty-two employees relative to their relationships
with each other and with their supervisors. On the
hbasls of the evidence collected, the interviewer
predicted within a five percent level of significance
how each supervisor rated each group of employees.

No succes;ful method for eiiminating thls error as
been discovered to date,

Evasiveness of Tralts

One method of rating which is highly deficien!
is the evaluation of traits such as initiative, prn-
duction, cooperation. Thils deficlency arises from a
number of serious shortcomings. There is 1ittle, or
no evidence that particular personality fraits are
required for successful performance on a glven jot.
Tralts tend to be chosen on the basls of commc: sernse
reasoning, not by statistical validation. In tact,
considerable evidence tells us that a prctotype
leader does not exist, For example, tact and diplo-
macy are often included as necessary concomitants ‘o
success -- heaven forbid, Mr. Truman!25 A second

problem in this area 1s the elusiveness of such words

as average and outstamiing. Can we universally define

25. Hepner, p. 326.

14
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them? If we cannot, how can we use them to rate
people?26 The answer to this problem 1s to avoid
trait-ratings, Instead, focus on the work a man
does. Judge him on the basis of what he does, and
how he does 1t.27

Bell Curve Weakness

Statisticlians have sometimes said that if the
Egyptians had known about the normal curve, they
would have worshippred it as a god. It 1s truly a
useful tool 1in some areas, but its applications Lo
appralsals have stimulated some rather erroneous
generalizations. OSome rating procedures incorporate
the normal distritution curve on the basis that any

population should be normally distributed as follows:

percent
Superior 4
Above average | 24
Average L4y
Below average 24
Unsatisfactory 4

26. French, p. 177.
27. Hepner, p. 326.




soama-f TN

!
§
}

16

It is true that many human capacities, abilitiles,

and other characteristics such as intelligence,
dexterity, height, and weight do tend to folloﬁ a
normal distribution when a large, random sample is
collected, But, performance ratings are not ‘aken
randomly. Modern selectién techniques tend .o pro-
vide a skewed sample by eliminating most undesiratles
at the outset, Moreover, it is very likely *iat a

glven group will have a large percentage of superior

performers, given a set standard. Modern motivatiorsal

techniques are des:gned to push the average employee
toward superlor performance. More significan:l;,
modern jobs have been subdivided, standardized, and
specialized to the point that only a small part of
an employee's latent abllity is exercised bty :is ‘ob,
Probably the best approach to this protleu ic *o
plot the results of the ratings made by a corcideratle
nunber of supervisors in one large graph, and se trat
28

distribution as the norm,

Error of Weighted Factors

This error stems from the fact that numerical
scores can yield undesirable effects unless considerahble

care is used in applying them., For example wren an

28. Smyth and Murphy, p. 202.
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above-average rating is valued at ten points on a
performance factor, and an above-average rating is
scored five points on a speaking atility factor, it
is assumed that performance is belng given more
welght than speaking ability. Tris 1s not neces-
sarily true. If all employees are rated above
average on performance while a wide distribution
of ratings exists on the speaking ability factor,
ASpeaking abllity will carry the greatest weig'z:t.'z(’J
It should be evident &t this point, that ‘lLe
appraisal of emplcyees 1s akiotty problem. ilow-
ever, reasonatble solutions have been developed,
and effectively incorporated into practice in re-
sponse to the need for employee appraisal. Scme problems
are beyond solution because they are inherer.’. in the
human make-up, [Rut even in face of this most formidable
obstacle, techniques which minimize the errors associated
with rating are in use, The-s approaches and ‘heir
concomitant streng'hs will Le exeamined us we turn to the

evolution of appraigal techniques.

29. French, p. 181.




CHAPTER 11

THE EVOLUTION OF APPRAISAL TECHNIQUES

From the investigation of the nature of per-
fornaﬁce apprailsal we found that man has evaluated
his surroundings since the beginning of time. At
first, such evaluations were, no doubt, personal
and took the form of meditative thoughis. 8ut
when we chose to form soclieties, our appraisals
became more public, probably in the transmissiorn
of oral opinions. Naturally, these lacked de!ini*icn,
and were incapable of storage. To bridge these de-
ficiencies, techniques of increasing sophistica*ion
have been developed to negate the weakness of pre-
vious methods. As these techniques are reviewed, it
should become otvious that creat progress has :eer
made. But at the same time, we must conclude *in*
a panacea does not exlist, Ultimates occur outsiie
the arena of human endeavor. Progress is the tes:
we can hope for and the least we can accept,
Probadbly “he oldest technique of formal
appraisal 18 the essay rating. This approach simply
requires the rater to write out a description of

the ratee's performance, or traits, as the particular

18




system requires. Napoleon made many such reports
about his subordinates to the French authorities
duripg his campaign:

"Good enough for office work; knows nothing
of war,"

"He 1s not fitted for command, and he lost
his head after my departure,”

"He is a duffer and a hero."1

This approach 1s simple and easy to use but
has serious shortcomings when used by itself,
Some supervisors can vividly express their impres-
sions on paper, but others cannot. Consequently,
this type of appraisal does not necessarily give
credit to good performers. Equally competent
executives have different ideas as to the signifi-
cance of the various aspects of a job; thus, no
consistent basis for comparison exi s dbetween
ratess, Finally, this method does not lend itself

to quantification for automated proceeslns.z

l. Officer Effectiveness, Performence and Training
Beports, p. 1.

2. Whisler and Barper.‘p. 220,
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Graphic scales are also among our oldest and
most widely used methods of appraisal. With this
technique the supervisor is provided a standardized
form for each person to be rated. 1Typically, the
format outlines a number of qualities and charac‘er-
istics which ajxe belleved to be relevant to the lob
being rated. Some factors which might te included
are analytical atiliry, decisiveness, leadership,

initiative, job “erform;hce, and coordination.

Each factor 1s then scored on a continuous or
discontinuous scale of 1ncréasing value, For tle

continuous scale, the rater merely places a mark

where he believes the ratee stands on a continuuxn,

0 10 20
*
2 e ' ' ' I l
&nﬁif?erent to  Interested in work, Enthusiast ic about
instruction acceptis advice of . Job, fellow workers
others . and ~cozpany

®*This would be a rating of thirteen,
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A discontinuous scale is very similar except that
there is no continuum. The rater simply pluaces a

check-mark in the most appropriate box,

Job Knowledge:

Satisfactory ¥now- Is well informed ¥xceller.t under-
ledge of routine on all phases of starding of kis
affalrs his jlob lob
Normally, room is provided where the rater can ‘us’ify
the rating awarded oy citing specific examples of per-
formance,
The rating scale method 1s easy to understand
and to administer., It is compatible with statis-ical
tabulation of scores in terms of centr:l tendency,
skewness, and dispersion. It 1s relatively easy to
construct, and 1t permits a quick comparison of scores
between elployees.3
Unfortunately, rating scales are of little value
if validity is of prime importunce. The technique

is inherently susceptable to the aforementioned errors

of halo, central tendency, evasiveness of traits, and E

3. Beach, p. 264, -t




weighted factor errors. Thnese all stem {rom the
rater's ability to force the rating to sul' the
impressior. he wants to convey. Two studies vividly
point this out., As a consequence of the Classit'i-
cation Act of 1923, Federai Civil Service empioyees
who received a rating velow "gcod™ were autommntically
dismissed. Izmediately, employees were no long=r
rated below "good® except in rere case~. To correc®
this condition, anotrer change t ok plac: iv. "he Per-
formance Rating Act of 1950, At -hat time, employees
were rated as being unsatisfactory, satisfactory, or
outstanding. An outstandi:zs rating could no: te
awarded unless the employee was rated outstanding

in all sub-areas. Unsatis.actory ratings still re-
quired dismissal. As a consequence, ninety-nine
percent of the federal employees received satliciac'ory
ratings.a In amother study involving graphic scales,
Taylor and Wherry evalua‘ed a large sample ni emplorces
under two different sets of clrcumstances. *For ‘he
first rating, the reters were told that t: e appraisals
were {or experimental purposes; the raters were 'old
on the second occasion that the results were “or

official use.

4, Pelix A, Nigro, Public_Personnel Administra‘'ion
New York, 1959), p. 307.
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Rating mesns for botl evaluations were 4,90 for
the experimen-al se!, and 5,24 for the official
set -- an inflatlorn of torty percent of one
stardard devlafion.i
The reasornc verird 'he ability to forere '«
ratings are otvicuc *'o e casual observer, Iral’s
are irrelevant Lo jct performance, Iy a four year .
study at General lec'ric, the conclusion wac
reached *thst 1o ore 1s sure whici. *raits correls’e

with good maragemer.', xen ¢ wWidely diveryen® per-

1
sonalities are eftective :nanagers.6 Advoca'es of

the graphlc scale hasten to add .hat performalce is
included as ore faclor in thLe scaleé, and therefore
argue that the rating is tied to performance, Fut,
thls is a weak and useless argument. hesearc!. con-
ducted by Ronan, in which he studied tre correlations
between eleven !ot factors and an over-all facior,
hroved that an over-all lob performance .actor is

of limited usefulness in evsluating job periormarnce,

Moreover, he found that independent dimensions of

Se Erwin K. Taylor and Hobert J. Wherry, "A Itudy of
Leniency in Two Ha'ing Systems," Personnel Psychoiogy.,
IV (Spring, 1951}, p. 139.

6. Hepner, p. 32¢,
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job performarice do exist and that they will have to
be more fully described if effective predictions
are to be made.7 Arother study group compared five
performance factors with an over-all factor for <79
employees of a trucking firm, They reached the
same conclusions -- over-all Job performance factors

3 8 r
are useless as far as validity 1ls concerned. You

cannot get a meaningful measure using an ‘nvalid

yardstick,

With the adven' of sclentific management' in
the early 1920's, several attempts to quantify
ratings emerged. FfFcremost among these techniques
was the forced distribution procedure where employees
are rated on only two characteristics, iobt perfor-
mance and promotability. The reduction in the numter
of factors ratesd was based on a statistical fac'or-
analysis of Halo Effect., The rationale stems from
the fact that a marked tendency to rate people at

the same evel on the various tralt factors exists.

7. Woe W, Ronan, "A Factor Analysls of Eleven Job
Performance Measures," Personnel Psychology, XVI
(Autumn, 1963), p. 255.

8, Stanley E. Seashore, B. P, Indile, and B. S,
Georgopoules., "Relationship Among Criteria of Job

Performances" Journal of Appllied Psychology, XXXXIV

(June, 1960), p. 195.
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Accordingly, a great deal of time and effort are
saved by rendering itwo over-all judgments atout the
employee -- how is he performing on the Jjob, and
what 1s his potential for advancemeuL.9

The format of this tgchnique 1s simple. Two
scales, one each for performance and promotability,
are avallable on each form, These are divided into
five categories of employee value, Using the normal
curve distribution technique, the rater merely indi-
cates where the particular employee stands in re-
lation to the rest of the employees being rated.lo
No descriptive phrases are used to describe the
individual cetegories for psychological reasons.
Descriﬁtions for tne lower ends of the scale of
necessity tend to be derogatory. Consequently,
supervisors hesitate to rate a man in such terams,
whereas they might not hesitate to point out their
weakest man.11

This approach has the relative merits of

eimplicity and delineation of the work force, but

suffers from the bell-curve and over-all factor errors.

9. Ibid.

10, Ibid.
11. Whisler and Harper, p. 189.




The second of the quantitative techniques is
the ranking method. Basicelly, two techniques fall
under this heading -- stralght ranking and man-to-
man comparisons. Thre most elementary ranking tech-
nique 18 the straight ranking procedure which merely
requires that the supervisor rank his employees from
one to n, depending on the numbter of ratees. ZIases
for the ranking have included tralts, performance
.criteria, promotability, or physical characteristics,
Its rather limited usage stems from 1ts numerouc
deficiencies, Interpersonal blas can strongly in-
fluence the rater's choice of the top men. Moreover,

Justification for the rank order assigned to any

given employee 1s difficult when questions of fairness

are ralsed, Although ranking is easy to apply to
small groups, 1t becomes very unwleldy when large
groups are involved., A problem closely related ‘o
this is the degree of separation among ratees, Dif-
ferentiation is required by the format, but in csome
cases no difference exists,

The man-to-man comparison technique is some-
what more complicated. The technique uses five to

seven factors which are thought to bte pertinent to

26
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the job at hand. A short paragraph is written de-

scribing each factor, and numerical values are

cstablished for degrees of value within each factor.

For example:

Factor: Leadership

Degree Value
High 15
Medium 10
Low 5

Once these mechanics are established, the rater then
selects one individual who exemplifies each of the
degrees of each factor. For example, the rater
selects'the employees who exemplify the highest and
lowest degree of leadership, and the who possesses
an average degree of that trait. Each person rated

is then matched‘against the human measuring scale

and is assigned the numerical value of the individual
on the scale whom he most closely resembles for that
particular tralt, After all employees are rated,

thelr scores are added to give an over-all score.12

12, Smyth and Murphy, p. 179.
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This procedure 1s definitely a sophistification
over methods previously mertioned, but a number of
serious difficulties are apparent, This approach 1is
extremely time consuming since the number of compari-
sons increases geometrically as the slze of the group
increeases., Moreover, conslderable difficulty can be
encountered in choosing examples for the human scale,
not to mention the evasiveness of traits.l3

Among the most modern and effective methods for
descriminating among employees yet developed is the
forced-cholce technique., Unfortunately, the novel
approach employed in the method accounts for its
weaknesses as well as 1ts strengths, Rather than
indicate how much or how little of a characteristic
an individual possesses, the rater is required ‘o
choose from several sets of four or five descriptive
adjectives or phrases. From each set, the rater
sele~ts the phrase which best describes the ratee,
and the one that least describes him. In other words
it minimizes subjective judgements by requiring ot-
jthive reporting. If properlf constructed, the

rater's ability to force the rating is severely re-

duced because he cannot determine which of tiie phrases

28
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is the best., An example from the Army's rating

form 1s as follows:
A, Plenty of military snap, bearing, and neatness
B, Normally cheerful
C. Can't take criticism

D. Doesn't get along with people.lu

This technique has proven to be effective in

several large sample experiments, When it was first

.incorporated by the Army, 1t was tested on fifty

thousand officers, and the results obtained cor-
related highly with those obtained by independent-
group, or concensus appralsals., It produces a
distribution of ratings which is better than that
obt..ined by mcst other methods, and is relatively
f+ * from inflation. Moreover, results are easily

scored by machine.15

In the study mentioned earlier
where two groups rated employees under experimental
conditions and again "for real", the ability of the
raters to force the ratings using the forced-choice
method was two and one-half times less than *hat

encountered with the graphic scule.16

14, E. Donald Sisson, "The New Army Rating," Personnel

Psychology, I (Autumn, 1948), p. 355.
15, Ibid., p. 367.
16, Taylor and Wherry, p. 49.
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However, the system is not without its critl-
cisms, The method requires trained techniclans to
develop a performance scale, Each type of job re-
quires an applicable set of tetrads to be meaningful,
And, a falr degree of agreement must exist on the
criteria of success and fallure in the job bteing
rated.l7 Added to this 1s a general dislike ty
supervisors of the technique. HRaters like to know
what they are saying about thelr employees., 7"rey
;lnt to be aware whe: they are rating a man favoratly
or unfavorably. The Air Force recelived suci violent
criticism from 1ts rating officers using the sys'em
that it was finally discontinued.18

Another attempt at objective ratings is tie
critical-incident technique. This method requires
every supervisor to closely monitor the bhekavior of
each of its employees, noting specific examples of
good or o1 bad behavior, as the case may be, ‘leo-
retically, these exaxples are recorded daily in a
notebook and are filed away until appraisal time
arrives. When the examples are filed, each is placed

in categories which closely follow the rating format,

17. Whisler and Harper, p. 271.

18. Officer Effectiveness, Performance and Traini
eports, p. 2.
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Examples of such categories are utilization of

resources, initiative, accuracy of work, and other

Emrnse e d e e i e

factors belleved to be pertinent, When the super-
visor fills out a rating on a particular employee,
he has the objective data before him to use in the
rating. Moreover, in discussing the rating with
the employee, the supervisor can make concrete sug-
gestions to assist the employee in improvirg his
19

This system has been used by General Motors
since 1948 with considerable success. Foremen
report that the technique forces them to antici-
pate job needs. After several observations are
made, a trend can be spotted immediately which
encourages prompt corrective action, This leads
to better performance and improved job methods.
On the employee side, the technique promotes tetter
Job understanding. Frequent sessions with the
supervisor allow the employee to know where he
stands, end what is expected of him., And of course,
the key to this free give-and-take is the objective
evidence. Ratings are based on what has actually -

happened and not on the supervisor's 1mpressions.2°

19. William B. Wolf, The Msnagement of Personnel, -
(Belmont, Cal., 19817, p. 228.

20, Whisler and Harper, p. 271.
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On the other hand, the system depends on how
conscientious the superviaof collects examples of
behavior, He may make more observations on some
employees than on others, and he may force the
ratings by only observing'what he wants to see.21

Two other techniques attack the problem of
validity by bringing people outside the specific

supervisor-employee relationship into the appraisal.

One of these, group appraisal, places the gsrea‘es:

'emphasls on training, growth, and davelopmen' of

the individual. The appralisal group, as a rule,
consists of the employee's immediate supervisor and
several other supervisors who have knowledge of the
employee's performance, The other supervisors are
picked because they have observed the worker in
question, and can add objectivity to the appraisal,
In the appraisal meeting, the immediate supervisor
normally guides the discussion., As a rule, ‘le
areas under scrutiny are job requirements and tne
ratee’s actual performsnce, After the general dis-
cussion, recommendations which might improve per-

formance are suggested., This might include such

21. ;Ql L]
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things as additional training, formal schooling, or
even transfer. Increased ablility on the part of thre
individual 1s the center of attention, however. As
the -discussion draws to an end, some rating is usually
awarded such a poor, average, good, or superior, and
a specific plan of action for further developmen®' 1is
agreed upon.

The virtues of this system are that it is *hLoroush
and that the interpersonal bias of the immediate
supervisor tends to te cancelled-out by the multirle

opinions of the panc1.22

Researc!. .xperiments cone-
ducted by th~ Pe sonnel Research Branch of the lepart-
ment of the Army in 1950 demcnstrated that average
ratings formulated by several supervisors were more
valid than those Yy a single 1nd1v1dual.23 The
serious drawbtack to this method is the great amoun*
of time required to conduct the appraisals.

Th.e second technique which utilizes outside

personnel 18 krowr. as fleld-review. Like most

techniques, it has strengths and weakness=~s alik~,

22. Beach, p. 270,

23. A. G. Bayroff, H. R. Hagwerty, and E. A. Rundquist,
“Validity of Ratings 1s Related to Rating Techniques
and Conditions," Personnel Psychology, VII (Spring,

1954), p.93.



.Tho method requires that a trained man from the

personnel department fill out a rating form taced
upon an interview with the supervisor., The inter-
viewer asks specific questions about the critical
factors of performance and potential which are con-
sid=red significant to the particular position.
Questions are normally general at first, but becoze
increasingly detailed as the discussion continues,
As far as the personnel department 1s concerned
tﬁeae interviews give an insigh! into the efficienc.
of the selection, and trainring programs, in add!-'io:.
to reducing bias in the rating system, ror t:e
supervisor, the intersiews can be rather urcomforta:le
occasions unlegs he is fully prepared to demons'ra'e
concrete knowledge of performance factors, suppor' irs
incidents, and employee strengths and deficie:cles,
Arguments against this approach include ths receggar:
expendi ture of time, and the need for an active per-
sonnel progrean, teamed with well-trained interviewers,
The most recently developed aprrelsal ‘ech:iigue
is called appraisal by coaching. It i3 prodatl, ‘tie
most sdvarced and the most sophiaticated apprelsal
syatem developed to date. impressively detailed arnd
highly rational in approach, it 1g based on tie corn-
clusion that performance ia vhat a mar does, no! wha®

we might like hia to do, or what he \s capadble of
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doing. Rather, it focuses on what the individual
has done in the past, and 1s doing now. Perfor-
mance 18 not to be confused wit!. pergonality, un-
less personslity affects performance in sozc demor:.-
strable way., Moreover, you must he sure that you
are Judging what is significant in performance and
not the mere fa~ade or impression of performance. .
One man may work eighteen hours a day with a vigor
.that 18 truly startling. Ar equally successful
performer may coast within an elght-hour dsay,
except when critical problems arise. You do no: :
measure how; you measure what an employee does.zu
This tachnique presupposes a thorough definition
of objectives, or pe:,ormance factors, a concep' popu-

larized by Peter |

Drucker. In Drucker's own worls *re

performance objective rationale 1s thus:

"Any business enterprise must bulli a

true tear and weld individual efforts in‘o a
common effort, Each member of the enterprise
contributes something differ~nt, but they mus*
all contribute “oward a comaun goel, Their
efforts must all pull in the seme direction,
and their contributions mus’ fit together to
produce a whole,...

24, James H. Taylor, Pergonne] Administratior, (New .
York, 1959), p. 81. ;
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Business performance therefore requires
that each job be directed toward the whole
buginess. And in particular each manager's
job must be focused on the success of the
whole. The performance that 1s expected of
the manager must be derived from the perfor-
mance goals of the businesc, his results muct
be measured by the contributiorn they make to
the success of the enterprise., Ti..e manager
must know and urderstard what the busir.ess
goals demand of him in terms of performance,
and his superior must know what contributicn
to demand and expect of him -- and must judge
him accordingly."z5

In addition to the objectives concept, thhe coaching
approach recogrilzes some basic soclial values. Employees
need to see how well or poorly they are doing on the job.
They want to know where they stand, not as pege in holes,
or cogs in a machline, but as human belngs with human
f=elings and deficiencles, A person rneeds recognition.
This cannot be satleried if the man does no' know wnat
isnexpected of him, and how he is doing. An employee
needs understanding and a feeling of security., Frank
Pieper sums up an employee's peychological needs in
four categories:

1. The need for recognition - A person needs pruaise,

particularly when he thinks he has done a good job. 1If
thia 18 lacking, the individual will become frustrated
and replace it with some other form of satisfaction,

possibly pathologlcal in nature,

25. Peter F. Drucker, The Practice of Management (New
Zork, 1954), p. 121.
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2. The need for understanding - If a person does

not believe that his opinions are 1mportént enough
for the boss to listen; or if the supervisor never
has'time to understand the individual's protlems,

he will probably fgel hurt, and resentful. He will
more than likely withdraw, and ease-off from his work.

3. The need for security - People need to know

where they stand, and to be gble to count on it, The
.effects of insecurity may be subtle, The insecure
worker may feel uneasy and anxious. He may become
apathetic and unenthusiastic about his work. Hé méy ‘-
shirk responsibility, or btecome a perfectionist to |
protect himself, |

4, The need for new experience - People want to

experience new problems, to try out new ideas and new
golutions. They never get the chance, unless you as

26

the supervisor listen to them.

With the twin objectives of outlining detalled
performance factors and of recognizing employee
needs, aprrralisal by coaching 1s based on rather sensible

assumptions. First of all, it 1s assumed that the

DU . sl s ah < 1 K26

26, Frank Pieper, Modular Management and Humsn Leadership,
(Minneapolis, 1958), p. 187.
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employee knows more about himself than anyone else

in the organization. He has the capacity to set his
own goals, and to focus ahead on the future. Seccndly,
the superviscr with his limited knowledge of Ltie
employee can be quite helpful in setting reallistic
goals for the individual irn view of organizationgl
objectives, Thus, his function changes from oné of

appraising personal valus to one of providing self

X

inspection on the part of the employee, A Lhirs

assumption is that the employee iz more concerned

with what is going to haprern than with what lias
happened in the past, alfhough these are related.
To this end, it makes sense for the employee to plan
how he ﬁill accomplish objectives In the future,
Finally, it is assumed that properly motivatedi, the
employee will do the basic thinking necessary ‘'o
accomplish his performance objectives. In a nut-
shell, we have objectives, recognition of human values,
and accent on the future.27
A careful perusal of thls approach leads to the
conclusion that this is a well thought-out system

for appraisal. The emphasis here 1s on the systen

and not the technique, on the development and not the

2?7. J. J. Famularo, Supervisors in Action (New York,
1961, p. 128.
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ranking of the individual. The onus 1is off the
rater and on the ratee, 1In essence each employee
writes his own appralsal report. Given the perfor-
mance factors, the employee sets hiw own gcals for
the coming periocd. In subsequent interviews per-
formance is compared agalinst goals, and new goals
are set, Moreover, initial reports by business

concerns using this concept are 3uite satisfactory.

One study completed at General Electric relates

that emplqyee performance, as well as worker and
supervisor morale, have increased appreciably.28
Of course, every appralsel technique has its
drawbacks, this one 1is no exception, It does not
require a trained timestudy man to realize that
this technique demands an enormous amount of time,
In the first place 1t requires time to define de-
talled performance factors, although this is s«
vital function of any organization. It requires
time to define degrees of performance such as
unacceptable, accentable, and 2xcellent. But in

the final analysis, if you are going to rate »er-

formance as beling acceptable, you must be able to

28, H, H. Meyer, E. Kay, and J. R. P. Frenth, "Split
Roles in Performance Appraisals,®™ Harvard Business

Review, XXXXIII (Januery, 1965), p. 123.
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define it, Finally, it takes time to conduct inter-
views., But the question here is, at what point does
the cost of the additional time equal the benefits
derived from increased performance and improved
employee morale? Another deficlency is the general
lack of coaching abllity found in supervisory circles,
particularly at the lower organizational levels, One

personnel officer contends that many companies have

done away with performance reviews because line super-

' aQ
vlisors are generally ineffective in counseling.2

However, thils is analogous to going out of vusiness
because sales are low. Training, motivation, and
briefing guides are the key to good counseling, not
wishful thinking. Finally, this technique by itself
does not incorporate ratings on the individusl'-
potential, Any organizatlion that hopes to fully
utilize its most valuable resource, must know what
it has in the inventory. To satisfy this need,
appraisals on potential must be made, UNo doubt,
this will be incorporated into the technique as it
matures.,

During its brief history as a formalized
process, employee appraisal technliques have under-

gone a myriad of changes and modifications in the

29, Wallace Burch, "Annual Employee Reviews," Personnel

Journal, XXXXII (June, 1963), p.284,

Lo
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quest for a satisfactory answer to this most per-
plexing problem. The earliest rating plans in the
twentieth century utilized a brief essay, or a word
checklist from which the rater would select the
most appropriate adjectives. Such techniques lacked
precision and were difficult to ecross-compare., Tlis
1ed to the development of graphic scales., Super-
visors found them easy to use, and were gererally
'cooperative in maintaining continuous appraisal
records. Although still in use today by many
companies, the graphic scale has been severely
criticized for 1ts many weaknesses, particularly
1ts low tolerance toward inflation., Efforts to
overcome these distribution errors resulted in the
forced-distribution technique. Raters strongly
regsisted thls procedure on the logical ground that
any work group that had been properly screened by
selection procedures woulid tend to follow a skewed
distribution. Consequently, the method was never
widely used, and gave way to ranking techniques,
The palred-comparison technique and other ranking
devices gave clear answers.to the standing of

individuals in given groups, but provided no means
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for inter-group comparisons. The forced-cholice
method of appraisal was offered as an answer to
all deficiencies inherent in prior techniques.
However, the fact that the rater was unabtle to
determine where he had rated the employee hrough*
forth a wave of resentment on the part of super-
visors. To overcome this deficiency, the critical
incident technique was developed to force super-

visors to evaluate employees in terms of wha' they

‘do, rather thar in terms of wha*% supervisors tnink

they do. This change allowed interperscnal cvias

to creep back into ratings. Tc offset this tendency
such technlques as group appraisal and fleld review
emerged to increase the objectivity of ratings.BC
Finally, the coaching method of appraisal which ties
appraisals to results, and to employee psychological
needs rounds ou: the state-of-the-art as ot this
writing.

What's the answer? Obviously, a final sclution
to the appralisal problem does not exist., Some tech-
niques seem to work under certain conditions, and to
fall under others. One organization will represen:

its system as the epitome, while a different concern

will state that the same system 18 useless. One is

30. Whisler and Harper, p. 436,
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tempted to conclude that our kncwledge at this time
1s inadequate to postulate a single, best method of
appralsal., However, research and experience to date
do suggest a few generalizations that appear to be
valid,
1., The aprralisal of employees does not exist in
a vacuum. Appraisal must be thought of as s
system wnich affects, and 1ls affected Ly, other
parts or systems of the organization, As the
experience of the Civil Service indicates, if
you dismiss all employees with unsatisfacuory
trait ratings, the personalities of your employees
automatically improve, In other words, you must
consider the purposes for which a rating is to be
used and the influences which might bear on the

process,

2. Appralisals should be based on whet a man does
to contribute %0 organization goals. Traits may
be a useful tool for Jjudging potential, but they

are irrelevant when performance is measured.

3. The envirornment of application should deter-
mine which technique 1s selected. It is a

waste of time to install a coaching technique 1if




performance factors are not outlined in
detall. Likewise, the forced-cnolce method
alone is of 1ittle value if counseling is

" one of the system's objectives., And, recen

developments indicate that 1t should te,

With this background estatlished it is now pcs-
gsible to consider a yardstick with which we can

measure the effectiveness of the Alr Force appralsal

"system. The developmznt of ore such wmeasuring device

is the topic of the next chap:er.

Ll
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Wheriever we at'lempt ‘ojcompare or analyze

anything, ‘he {Tirst ques .Jon thac cqmes to mind
:\" t

is, compare to whuto 'The purpose opithis chapt

D

»
s

is to develop some device against which the exis-
ting state car it.e compared., We could evaluate the

results the Air Force hasc achieved in terms of the

o]

objectives soucht, btut this would be of little
. , . .

value. The AlT Porce is well awareéof how well,

or poorly, 1its system fuhctions. Another method

of comparison would he to weigh the rela

merits of tue Air Force appraisal teChnique agalinst
those used by other owganizatlons. BUv, we have

already concluded that what works 1n one set of

:

clrcumstances 1s of little rel evanceito another set,

Besides, hoth of these approaches are too limited

in scope. They deal with only partsiof the appraisal
z

process, The question we hope to answer is whether

or not the present Alr Force system facllifates the

achievement of organizational and ingividual gouls,
Is the system theoreticully sound? Gilven this

1
'
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Factors Rated

Techniques

* Post-Appralsal

1. Eeach, p.

Transfer, Layoff

Personality Trai‘s |

Rating Scales, Stati-
stical Manipulation
of Data for Compari-
son of Purposes ‘

Supervisor Reveals
“the Ratling, Seeks to
Justify It, :

250, .

With Joh

Perrormance on
action

Sullsf
jireds

Resul'teg,
Perfornina.ce

Mutual Goai
Performance

K
S

Supervisor
Employee
Himselfl and
ObjJrectives

2¢st Available Copy

:é ; Lé
\ question; the development of a jardvtick is sug~
gested by the trends in managemenu @nd appraical
: .
) ! f
philesophies.
" With some~amplif1catidn. Dale Beavh offers
a conclse summary of Lronds in appraisal
% :
TREWDS IN LMPLOYER n.PRanuI
: X ,
Item l'ormer Emphasis | I'hese:nt hinprasis
Terminology Merit Rating . tmployee Appralsal
; i Performa:ce /ppralsal
§
- Purpose Determine Qualifica—f veyalopment of the In-
tions for Promotion,. dividusl; lmproved

e Jobg

of 3Zocial

~ccomplisnments,

Potential

2. ving,

standards

Stimulates
Lo Analyze
Set Own
in
Hegulrements
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It should be emphasized that tﬁe activities

listed on the lef't have not diSappeared from prac-

tice, They are still fairly commonf Moreover, the

activities on the right aré not perﬁasive. Rather,
what 1s 1lmpllied 1is that viewing organizations as a
whole, the activities on the left are decreasing

in usage whereac tlose on’ihe righ,éare attracting

H

1
1
i
E

increasing attent ion.d

Associated with the changing emphasis in per-

sonnel appraisai has been a thesis—anfifhesis -synthesis

movement in management philosophy. During the zarly

part of the twentieth cenféry. fhere emerged whau
many writers on the subject have called the Classical
i

Doctrine of Management.3 No doubt traceable to

i

Frederick Taylor's interest in functional foreman-
ship and planning staff, thi~ view gissected an
organization into its minute parts.giThe emphaslis
was upon measurement, systematic be%avior, and

formal bureaucratic structure.l‘t Arpﬁnd 1930 this

2. Ibid.

3. Whisler, p. 425,
L, Ibid.
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view was amended by what has been called the Neo-
classical Theory of Organization, Supporters of
this movement basically accepted the tenets of

the .classicals, but superimposed upon the formal
structure what, for lack of a better phrase, lias
been called the humar. relations movement or tiheory.
This movement was concerned with people. Rasically,
it held that formal structure and scientific tech-

niques are all very rational, but that their

relative usefulness can be effectively negated Ly

people. Employees have needs and drives which must
be satisflied if organizational goals are tc be
effectively met, The Neoclassical school pointe
out that human problems are caused by lmperfections

5

in formal processes. These imperfections frustrate
the individual in his quest for goal satisfaction,
forcirg him to find alternative outlets for his
energles, often in a manner disfunctional to organi-
zational goals.

Recognition of these individual needs and of

the concomitant *nformal structures which arose as a

result of these needs finally led to an iutegrative

5. Joseph A, Litterer, Organization: Structure and
Behavior (New York,'19§35, P.16,

Lg
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view which has been labeled Modern Organizational
Theory.6 The basic belief upon which this philo-
sophy rests 1s that the only meaningful way to
study an organization is to study 1t as a systemn,
as an integrated whole, Modern Organizational
Theory asks a group of interrelated questions
which draw from the previous theories. Crucilal
among these questions are:
1. What are the strateglic parts of the system?
2. What is the nature of tleir mutual dependency?
3. What are the maln processes in the system
which link together the strateglic parts?
L, How is adjustment of the parts to each other
facilitated?

5. What are the goals of the system?7

These questions are not totally inclusive, but they
do provide the catalytic agent necessary to develop
a normative appralisal model -~ the task to which we
can turn,

What should the goals of an appralsal system
be? Why appralse employees in the first place?

The angwers lie outside the eppraisel system itself,

6. Ibid., p. 19.
7. Ibid.
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Every human activily that.has ever taken place, or
ever will, has one common denominator - purpose.
Whether that purpose 1s ﬁhe mere reliel Of a
psychological tension, or the complicated ot jective
set of the modern organization makes no difference,
Goals must precede action; the military estabtlish-
ment is no exception. Modern organization theory
holds that these goals are multiple in nature, and

are supported by sub-goals, and tnese Dy sub-sub-goals.

If pursued to its coriclusion, this dissection of goéls

leads to the individusl position and its concomitant
functional factors, or job requirements., Any activity
which does not support the satisfaction of furctional
factors; and in turn a major organizational function
18 extraneous to the system and thus disfunctional to
organizationel activity, In other words, If we are
to utilize our resources té thelr maximum capacity,
we must be cognizant of our needs, It s for this
purpose that we have an appralsal system. For if we
are to effectively control our movement toward goal
satlsfactign, we must evaluate the performance of our

resources, particularly our peorle,

8, John M. Pfiffner and Frank F. Sherwood, Aduinistrative
Organization (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1960}, p., 405,
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In the evaluation of our human resources we
must answer ‘wo questlions, What contrivution is
an individual making to the attalnment of the
enterprise's goals? And, what contritution might
the individual make in the future? In the firnal
analysis, we dc no®t care whether a man possesses
certain tralts or characteristics, unless they
pertain to organizatioral goals. Instead, we are

vitally interested in what he is doing now, ard

what he 1s capable of doirg in the future. The

ldentification of these two facts must be primary
to any appralsal system,

Given these goals, an appiaisal system can be
broken‘down into a host of separate parts, three
of which are truly significant. The most important
of these, and probably the most difflicult to satisfy,
1s the definition of performance factors and future
organizational needs. Thils requirement is not satis-
fied by stating that a man will promote sales, or that
& pillot will fly missions as directed. The require-
ment here is for specific, detalled periormance factors,
It requires that a manager sit down a&nd thorougnly

analyze the position which he 1s to appraise. What 1s
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necessary? How much? Why? What is irrelevant?
If a manager cannot define the functions of a
position, both quantitatively and qualitatively,
he cannot validly appralse performance for that
poslition. 7The same holds true for potential,

How can a supervisor rate potential i1f he does

not know what 1° is? 05y the same token, how can
an individual improve his potential if he does riot

know what positions are available to him, =nd what
P ’

the demands of ‘those positions are?

The ~ond key part of an effective appraissal
system i< “he observation of actual perforrarce and
potential in terms of organizatioral requirements,
This is'the rathe r pedestrian task of otserving
performance and demonstrsted potential in those
areas which have veen ldentiflied as being significant,
The periodicity and timing of observations necessarily
vary with the particular activity being appraised,

But the necessary question here is whether or not
the particular factor is observabtle; and if so, to
what degree of observaticn 1is necessary to reflect
the real world.
The third critical par. of an effective appraisal

system is the evaluation tool or meassurling device,




As we have geer, a grea' numver of devices are
avallable, each with 1lis streng'ns and its weak-
nesses, 1he important point 1s whether or not the
partlcular device in use i1s *he one best suited for
the task at hand. Is 1t an effectlve vehlicle for
measuring arn individual's potential, and his contri-
bution to the organization? Is it relative to the
particular requirements of the position being rated?
A highly active eedback system provides the
'1ntegrating process of cur theoretical mydel, A
cruclial element in any appraisal system 1is the free
exchange of intormation between the appralsor and
the appralsee, [t 1s by this means that the manager
1dent1fies for the individual the performance
elements and future organizational needs. Thereby,
he established a performance yardstick by which the
individual can bte measured. From the viewpcint of
the individual, feedback galned from performance
counseling allows him to adjust his behavior, or
at leagt arfords him the opportunity to do so, 1If
the individual does not know wrere l.- 1s being
rated, he 18 unable to control his future. If he

is not informed of deficlienclies which might tlock

L



his advancemerit within the enterprise, e is unatle
to increacse his potential. As has been previously
pointed out, the lack of a target renders our
efforts ine{fective., Moreover, satisfaction of an
individual's psychological needs is frustrated if
the individual is not aware of where he stands,

nor of what avenues are avallable for future
efforts,

Having identified the goals, the strategic
parts, and the adjusting mechanism of a normative
appralsal system, a model for evaluating a parti-
cular aporaisal system readily suggests itself.
Basically, it consists of four parts.

1. Desired performance and potential factors

described in detail as to quantity and
quality.

2. Actual observed performance and potential
reletive to the specified factors,

3. An evaluation tool which accurately
evaluates individual peirformance and
potential in terms of organizetional needs,

4, A dual-channel feedback mechanism which
&llows the individual to adjust his actual

performance and potential, and which serves as
a basis for adjusting organizational goals and

performance factors,

()u



irese four regilrements can best le exprescsed by

a diagram,

THE APPHRALISAL MODI,

"PDesired Performance | Joserved ferformance
and Potential () i and Potential (0)

) o T 7#

- i
Evaluation in Terms of
Performance and Potential

<0 >0
AdJ ° ﬁ__’ I Aa.} o
A
Desired
No tate Acceptadle? Yes
System in
Equilibrium

Concisely stated the model requires that we define
performance and potencial oblectives, anc compare

these to what actually ex‘sts., Then, we ask the

question, how does wctuzi performance and potentiaml
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equate to the desired state? If the desired state is
grealer than the actual state, we mnust communicate
this difference to the individual so that he may take
actions recessary o increase his performarce and
potential. Moreover, if the actual state is grea‘er
than that wiilch 1s desired, we must determine if stan-
dards can be raised. In ecsence, we have the {our
elements required for development: definition of

goals, observance of performance, measurement, arnd

‘feedback.

This model 1s not presented as tre sclu:ior to
all appralsal problems. Imperfections exist in the
real world which deny solution tuv the most rudimentary
problems. Their continuance is unquestioned. lowever,
perfection 1s of necessity our goal, and ra“ional
procags our vehicle, I* !s the opinion of thre au'lor,
formulated as a consequence of the evidence coilec'ed
in this study, that prohlems in appraisal have stemmed
largely from a micro-view of the p.ocess, or {rom the
devotion of too much attention to techniques and their
concomitant results. At the risk of teilng redundant,

we must recognize that organizations have goals and

thet every position witnin the orgsnization must

L)b




contribute ‘o ‘lhelr acrlevemen', CJorseque:rn*l,, we
must glive definitior. 'o performance factors it we
are to have any valld basis for appraising. “he
necessary corollary to this tact 1s Lhat! 1ndividuals
have personal ygosals or needs which demand satls-
faction, 7the appraisal system is s crucial link

in the satlsfac*ion of »oth need cets, An, cys'em
that falls to o'serve these Lwo leed sets will only
exacerbate *he deficlencies inherent ir. the parti-
.cular techniques employed.

Therefore, ‘1e suggested model will not answer
the question, “loes the particular system function
effectively”™" 7The answer to that depends on hLe
abllity of the indivicduals envolved, *he selection
of proper appralsal techniques, and the envirorment
of a particular system. ut, the model will provide
an answer o the questions: Is the specific appralsal
gystem capable of determinirg an individual's con£;1~_
tution to organizational goais? Dhes it provide the
framework for satisfying the individual's soclological
and psychological needs? To 4o wmore is beyond the

scope of this inquirys to do less is8 to fall to make

contridution,
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With our yardstick tnusly deifined, we can 1ow

obgserve the Air Force system [for evaluatling company-

grade offlcers.
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CHAPTER IV

TEZ AIR FORCE COMNPANY GHALE OFFICER APPRAISAL I7¢0T MK

The Unlted Ctates Alr rForce company <rade
officer evaluation system has evolved as a conse-
quence of long experien~e in Llie activity, Prece-
dents ftor the presert' system dat- to 1947 whern rie
Air Force became a serarate ertity, And, a vaz®
amount of knowledge regsrding ratings was inherited
from the Army, whose cyperlence dates to the tegirning
of the formalized prccess., As part of its heritage
from the Army, the Alr Force initially used the
forced-cholice rating technique, However, tha' tech-
nique was found to he objectionable to the individual
raters, Moreover, discrimination was very poor among
the individuals rated, in part, because of a plle-up
of ratings at the upper end of the rating scale.
Raters became so dissatisfled with ratings in the
blind that they actively sought ways to beat the
system.1

The critical incident technique was the second

device used by the Air Force to find an acceptable

1. Officer Effectiveness, Performance and Training
Reports, p. 2.




. method., It was recommended by the American ins!i'u‘e
of Research, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania asg the sys'em
most suitable tor Air Force use, But, llke !‘s pre-
deceésors, it too was unacceptabie, The tausic ars:-
ments agailnst that method were the time consumlﬂg
mechanics of the report, and the seemingly omnipresent
inflation of ratings at theAupper end of the saale.Z

This led to the adoption of the Alr Force's present

system in 1952.

As 1s true of any large enterprise, the Air bForce
rating system abounds with rules and corditicns 'o it
every concelvable situation which might arise, zut,
for the purposes of this study, only the basic or
normal system will be described,

The Alr Force company grade officer rating system
congists of a three-step process: observation, evalua-
tion, and reporting., Pating officliale are inastructed
to purposefully observe an officer's behavior and
performance of duty, including achievements, e fi-iency,
and morale of his subordinates, Otservations are to
be made at frequent intervals, and must be pertinent

to the position occupied., Each supervisgor is cautioned
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against rating an individual on performance outside
of the particular rating period. Eating periods
are defined as the length of time since the lasﬁ
rating, and ~re typically six tortwelve ﬁonths in
length, depending on the officer's stage of develop-
ment.3

Ratirg officers are instructed to evaluate

each officer in terms of how he cOmparés with other

L
of flcers serving in the came grade, Appropriate:..,

each rater is warned of the errors commonly fourd

ir. appraisal, and of the actions necessary to avoid
them,

The AF Form 77 (Appendix A) is the device
wherebyAevaluations are reported. Haters are in-
structed that this report is not to be used &s a
counseling device, albeit counseling on a periodic
or continuing basls is encouraged. Effectiveness
reports provide a measure of an officer's over-all
value tc the service. They are to be used with other
information as a basis for personnel actions such as
promotion, elimination, school selection, and
Regular appointment. A single report 1s never the
sole criterion for such actions, Rather, a se;ies
of reports submitted by different reporting officials
3. 1bid.

4, Iblde, P. 35.
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in a variety df_duty situations become an indication

of each officer’s value to the service as compared

to his contemporaries,”’

[

‘Basically, the Form 77 is divided into nine

ma jor parts:

I,

II.

III,

Iv,

Identificaticn Data - Provides space 1o
record the individual's vital data,

Duties - The rating official indicates ty

a precise statement which duties are con-
sidered by him as important to the specific
position being rated. Thils must include at

a minimum, the duty title, organization level,
and base of assignment,

Rating Factors - This section includec a list
of rating factors presented in the form ot a
grapkic scale., The factors included are kriow-
ledge of dutles, performance of duties, effect-
iveness in working with others, leadership
characteristics, Judgement, adaptabllity, use
of resources, and wrilting and oral expression
abilities,

Military Qualities - This section requires a

rating as to how well the officer meets the
standards of military duty.6

Over -Al) Evaluation - Here, the rating officer
scores the ratee on officer qualities and on
his over-all value to the Air Force. Although
not included in the descriptive phrases of the
graphic scale, gulde-lines to the reter for
selecting the approprliate box are as tollows:

"Unsatisfactory - This officer 1s one wiose
performance falls to meet minimum standards
of acceptance. He is deficient in his per-
formance of duty to the extent that further
efforts et rehabilitation in nis current
asslignment would not be in the best interest
of the Alr Force,

5. Ibid., p.6.
6. Ibid., p. 37
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Marginal - This 1s an offlcer whose perfor-
mance of Zuty is distinctly limited., Such
performance may be due to the lack of ade-
quate motivation or interest in his jou, to
personality traits, or to technicai qualifi-
catione that are rniot commensurate wit: the
Job requirements,

Below Averawge - An officer 1in this vox can
continue in his current asslignment and hte
expecled tc perform his dutles, although
hig effectiveness 1s below the stardards
expected of an offlcer of his grade and
trainiryg. '

Effective and Competent - This category
should include the majority of the officers
in each ¢rade,...

Ver; r'ine - An officer characterized by this
rating must show a continuing level of nigh
performariCleeee

Exceptionally Fine - Rating in this box must
he reserved for those very few offlcers whose
periormance, initiative, leadership, and
personality set him apart as being werthy of
special notice., He must perform most aspects
of his jot in an outstanding manner,

Qutstanding - This officer 1s extremely rare,
he is one (or less) in a hundred in his par-
ticular grade who excels in everything he
doesS,aes"7?

Specific Jjustification 1is required when an
officer 1s rated either as teing Unsatisfac-
tory, Marginal, Exceptionally Fine, or Cut-
standing.

VI, Promotion Potentlal - For this ltem, the manual
requires that the rater consider the officer's
capacity to handle jobs of increased scope and
responsibility.

VII., Comments - This secticn is included to satisfy .
- two 3pecific purposes, It provides space for:

7. Ibid., p.38
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VIII.

IX.

a. Material required to justify specific
ratings.,

L, Pertinent information whicn the rater
believes will make the report more
meaningful,

Comments which are required in this zecrlon,

if applicable, are racls and Speclfic secr ieve=-
ments, Strengt!'hs, Recommended Improveme:t reag,
Suggested Assignments, Self-Improveme::: “tiortg,
Civic Kesponsiiilitles, and Cther Commern: =,"

Reporting "fiicial - Space 1is provided o
ldentify the rating offlicer,

Review by Indorsirg Official - The iriforgine
official will review the ratings and comments
of the rater, and wlll note his agreement or
disagreemert with the report. If disasre zaer:
exists, the Indorsing official indicates !:e
areas and degree of discord by inserting hies
initials in the appropriate roxes, and ty
revecling hils specifiic reasons in t:.e space
allotted,?

This conclisely describes the Alr Force company

grade officer evaluation system, Can it raciliiu'e

the achievement of individual and orgarilization roalc:

Can it be improved, and if so, how? We now rave "1«

background, the yards:ick, and the existing ='a'e --

we can now focus our atterition on analysis.

8. Ibido, po 390

9. Ibido’ po 40.
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CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS

We have seen in CHAPTER: II and I!J how per-
formance appralsal has evolved from an unstructured,
simple process with limited objectives to a highly
sophlsticated adjurict to an agressive personnel
‘program, In CHAPTEL IV, a generalized normative
model for appralsirg performance was developed.,
CHAPTER V revealed the present system in use by the
United States Alr Force., Keeping mind that no ulti-
rate or perfect rating system nas yet been devised,
we turn to the task of evaluating the system presently
in use by the Air Force. The purpose here is to
generalize from the information gathered in such a
manrier as to polnt out those parts of the system
which tend to be effective, as well as those which
tend to be disfunctional. The outcome desired is
an ildealistic evaluation somewhat watered by the
realities of practice,

The strengths of the system presently in use

by the Air Force are many. 7o besgin with the system i

is generally adaptable'to the myriad of diverse r;
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positions held‘by Air Force junior offlicers. It
allows local adaptation within réstricted limits,
but at the same time provides a basls for centra-
lized promotion -- Lhe stated purpose of the 3ystem,
This flexibility is galned through the inclusion ot
Section II for listing specific dufies relative ‘n
the position being appraised. Additionally,

Section VII of the rating form requires tha' specitic

examples of performance be recorded. A second notarie

strength is that the system 1s easy to admir.ister,
Except for the comments of Section VII, the appraisal
form can be completed in five minutes, A third
strength is that every ratirg requires review ty at
least one 1ndorsing official. This influences rhe
rater to be objective, and allows the reviewl:
officer to reflect disagreerent with any given ratirg,
In opposition to these strengths is a number ot
areas which suggest the need for improvemen', s
CHAPTER III revealed, authorities in the field sucth
as French, Beach, and Whisler agree that performance
and potential are the two most important, if not ‘he
only, areas which reouire appraisal, These are given

only token recognition in the present Air Force Systenm.




67

Although duties must be listed, no formalized stan-
dards against which performance can be measured are
specified, Moreover, of all the duties related to
a specific position, only one over-all factor, lerfor-
nance of Duties, is sccred on a rating scale., re
studies of Lonan and 3eashore poirt out that ar cover-all
performance raciie .aclor has lit*le usefulnecs i
reflecting performance for seversl ractors.l
The present rating form ls weakest in tle srea
of growlh potential, Nelther description, nor s+ a:dard
exist for~ this factor, The rater merely assipnc =
score in orne of four potential categorles listed on
the Form 77. Definition of the term is lett to the
rater.
A second deficlency in the present technique 1is
the use of traits in the rating format. These have

been proven to te of little valldlty.z

Moreover, some
of the rating factcers seem to bhe inappropriate. I3
the factor "Knowledge of Duties™ solely the responsi-
bility of the individusl, or does the training prosram

enter into the plcture? Does a Jjunior officer have

1. W. ¥W. Ronan, p. 255, and Stanley E. Seashore, p. 197,

2. Hepner, p. 32¢.

. !
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effective control over the utlllzaticn ot rescurces?
Do the select’ un criteria permit the;inductlon of
orficer candidates who can not commué1CaLe? The
answers to these questions are not within the range
of this study, but trey serve to poiﬁt out the inct
that without standards, tralc ratingé merely refijec:
the opinion of the rater, often to t%e chagrin of
the ratee, Consequently, they tend ?o place emphacic
on the ratee's uocial and political browess ratler
ﬁhan on his performance. |

In CHAPTER V, & norm:tive modelzfor appralsal
was described based on the existing experiernce in
the field. A survey of young Alr Force ofilcers
was conducted i1 order to compare the e%isi 147
system against the model, To this end, a questior.-
naire (Appendix C) was send to two hundred compnrny
grade officers selected randomly from ten Alr Force
bases within the zone of the interior. Each officer
was asked the four questions posed by the normative
model. The results of the survey are summarized in
T;ble 1.

Before we review the survey results, a»few

words of cautlion are in order. Care must be exercised

- . e ——— A s g ot oo
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nalre was recelved, and.a test urvav was cenducted,
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the author hus o torual traini@g n the area,
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results do sugyrect vnltain areas whprc the appraisal

Gilven thece poc:ibla dp 1ci

system might be 1mprovad. in ,he area of promotion

f £

potential, only 10C.% pﬂrCAnL of ithe responde!

1
i 1
indicated that their supervis ré ‘had defined tie

elements comprising wl.is factorff Moreover, only
i
3

20.9 percent indicated lhaL theff supervisors had
identified -acrjons nﬂCPS°arv to: improve thelr ratings
in this area. It won]d seemn that either very little
action 1s being tuken tp improvééthe potential of
junior 6fricers at the iocal leéél; or if effort

1s being expended in this area,%it 1s undirected.

Moreover, this 1dent1fies'e1ther an inabllity on the
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part of the raters to define potential, or a lack

of communication tetween rater and ratee, In

elther case if available talent is to be developed

to its fullest, desired sbilities must be deflirned

for each career 1'leld, It this 1s impossitle, the
srea should no*' bte rated, To do so, merely increacecs
the arbitrarireszs or irrelevancy o the ratinge,

In the area of johb performance, ©2,0 percen?
of the respondertc irdlcated that their supervigor
had speciiically ourlined the requlrements oi their
Job. But, 1ir orly “1.4 percent of the cases rad Lne
rater defined wrna® was unsatisfactory, accepratle,
or outstanding performatce for each area, The
results here gre cignit'icantly better thrar thoge
obtaired 1lr the area of promotlion potential, ir:t
the need fcr greater det'initiorn of goaly ard star-
dards is evident, :lcnlevement without purpose is
impossible,

The last area tested Ly the survey was that
of feedtack. ''lie purpose was to determire wna!
percentage ¢! offlcers actually knew what tieir
last rating was, considering that supervisors are
not allowed to discusc the rating with them., “he

results indicate tiat 5Y." percent of the respondents
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knew what their lac® rating was. lowever, only

44,0 percent irdicated that they krew why they

received the particular rating they 4id, Here,

we find & sutstantial block to the safisfac?ion

of individual needs in tﬁe supervisor-sutordiiate

relationship., #Ag Pieper peoints out, tne man who dces

not know where he stands, or why,1is likely to be a

very unhappy genrleman.B
In summary, ‘e Alr Porce system for appraising

young officers ic neither totally eftfective, nor com=-

pletely ineffective, It reflects a compromise between

the design of = separate appralisal system for each

career field or specialty, and the Alr Force need

for centralization and adaptability., The system as

it now stands has several strengths, and 1is apparently

meeting the needs of tne Alr Force to some degree,

But as this study points out, considerabhle more

benefit could be guined rom the system 1f certain

changes or modifications were made. 'These suggested

changes along with the general findings of this

study form the topic of the Conclusion which tollows,

3. Pieper, p. 122,
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 TABLE 1

SUMMARIZED SURVEY RESULTS

l. Has the supervisor defined growth potential?

Response Number Percent
Yes 13 10.5
No 107 86.4
Not Sure b ' 3.1
§? 2. Has the supervisor indicated actions necessary
~ to improve growth potential rating?
Response Number Percent
Yes 26 20.9
No 97 78.3
Not Sure 1 .8

3. Has the supervisor identified critical job

elements?
Response Qggpgg Percent
Yes 77 62.0
No 45 36.3
Not Sure 2 1.7
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4, Has the supservisor defined standards for each
job element? :

Eespornse Number Percent
Yes 3 1.0
3 80 B £l s
Not Sure 5 4ol
g » .
: 5, Has the supervisor defined hiz interpretation )
of & particular trait?
Fesporise Nuzber Percert
¢ Tes 23 23 et
3 No 77 H2.0C
Not Sure 18 L €
i |
} 6. Does the cofficer know what his last ra‘ing was?
% Response Niumber Percent
Yes 73 S8,
f No 50 43,3
1
3 Not 3ure 1 82
]
‘ "« Does the officer know why he was rated where he
) was?
1 Response Number Percent
| Yes 58 46.8 ]
No 58 45.8 |

Not Sure ' 8 6.4




CONCLUSIONS

This study began by asking the question, that
glven the existing state of knowledge relative to
performance appraisal, 1s.the present Alr Force
appralsal system as effective as possible? The
answer 1s obviously, no! Organizatlonal gosls
could be met more efficlently if certaln changes

were made in the present system. The purpose cf

4the system should be to support the over-all Alr

Force mission =-- the greatest amount of military
capabllity at the minimum cost to American Soclety,
To this end, writers in the fleld agree that an
aﬁpraisél system should stress increased perfor-
mance, increased potential, and lncreased psycho-
logical emoluments to the individual. The degree
to which the Alr Force system does so is question-
able, From the standpoint of the individual, we
need a system that facllitates the satisfaction of
human needs and wants. The present method employed
by the Alr Force negates the achievement of this
goal.

However, dlsease 1s always easier to detect

than to cure, And, it has been repeatedly pointed
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out during the course of this paper that no organiza-
tion makes claim to a totally effective appraisal
system., Progress, rot perfection, 1s the challenge,
and change 1s the first step toward progress -- this
study suggests several flirst steps,

The survey of aprralsal techniques reveaied that
relevance to the pocitlion velng rated is a nececssary
requisite for ary successful appralsal device, The
Air Force is usring, for all practical purposes, the
same tormat for rating every junior officer position
in its organization =- an enormous burden to place on
any appralsal. technique. The Alr Force should employ
a different vardstick for each group of related
positions. If 1t 1s deemed necessary to mailntain a
single format, then a list of performance elements
and thelr antecedent standards should be established
for each Air Force speclalty. The format should bte
of the general purpose type so that elements relevant
to the particular job are selected, and their selec-
tion Jjustified by the local headquarters. If an
officer is a crewmember, rate him on how well he per-

forms in terms of his duties., If the ratee is a

commissary manager, rate him on how efficlently he
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operates his store in terms of specific yardsticks

and standards. The same applies to potential,
Characteristics, or desired abilities should be
identified for ~ach career [ield. Certainly, growth
potential 1s not the same for an otficer in the
Strateglic Air Command as it 1s or one in tie Hesearch
and Developmen* Command, or for an instructcr at the
Alr Force Academy. Of course, we are speaking o a

goal to which we zust azcribe, Whisler peointe out

that some positione must of necessity te aprralsed

subjectively. At test, we mist attemp' !'o reduce
the subjec*tive element of rating, particularly *he
use of traits, to a minimum. No doubt some traits
must be included ir every rating, vu*® they should
be few in numter, well de'ined, and relevant ‘o the
position being rated.

The Second st~p the 4lr Force should take to
improve its appralsa! system 1s to use the appralsal
by coaching technique descrived in CHAPTER 11, Under
thls system we have emphasis on the development of
the individual, on mutual goal setting, and on
satisfaction o the human needs for recognition,
security, and new expertence, 3upervisors should

be required to frequently counsel threir smbordinates.

The two shou'd engase in numerosus glve-ard-take
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sesslions where increaged performance, enlarged
potential, ard marximim jou satlsfactlior. are the
mutual aim of both partlez. Together, rater and
ratee should iderntiry the relevant performar.ce and
growth potential eiem~nts., They should ectavlish
standards, ard should seek s~lutlons to organiza=-
tion and individual protlems. ilowever, no :rormal

or recorded appraisal should te made during these

sessions. The sucres:z of this type of counceling

hinges upon ‘orcing the individual to rate himsel®,
and upon removing *he superior from the position of
Judge.l

The formal or vecorded rating oy the superior
should te separate ard undlsclosed to the individual
except in *hece cases where the rating could te
detrimental to 'Le individual's future. Innumeravle

&

studles poin' out *ha* supervisors tend teo intlate
their evaiuationg of sutordinates whern they rust
reveal them '« “he individuals concerned. Horeover,
these critique sessions tend to place both parties
in uncomfortatle positions -« the rater in the

position of !udge, and the ratee in the position or

the defense. MNaler points out that in many cases,

1. For amplication of this technique, rerer to
French, Whisier, Wolt!, or Famuiaro.
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interviews for the purpbse of efiewiwg n recorded
appraisal ternd to frustrate the }ndiviﬂual and
destroy his motiva%iou.z rrnquwil,and mandatory
coaching sescione should provideéadequate feedtuck
to the individus}l withcu! the di%functional aspecLs
ot disclosiry "ue actunl rat.ing.if

A tinal clep 1s suggested by the survey of young

officers. iuring the course of the. survey, several

'of41cers saw :1' o attach l&tters or commenis to

thelr answer «hee'z, “ne such response points ‘o

the need “or turther investigation In this area,
", ... The problem area is that the Air Force
will ®I¥ (remove ‘rom service) & man 17 yo:
give him =n average to very good ER, {ne
average it will get a man passed over tor
major, one passover will veg e* another, etc.

The troui:le with the AF EE syotem 1z

that the penalty for Lelling the truth is oo

severe. The system makes no provision for
honesty. The imple soluLion, twc passovers

do not make g H1l.
The officer's facts may be slightly erroneous, or
his interpretation of them someWhat exaggerated; §jJ
but, he quite cogently reminds @s that systems 3
exogenous to the appralsal system influence the .g?

results we obtain. We need to determine the

degree to which raters are influenced by the pro-
motion system. ‘Why does a rater inflate an

erfec*ivenesv “npor* wher he knows .trhat such action

2. Norman Ii. . Maler, The Appraical Interview: Objec~
tives, Methods, and Skills (New York,1958), p.24G.

TTp— ¥.. T T e e
- y -3 " .
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te in conflict with the lLegt interestis of Lne Alr

47}

Force? Conclderirn, tne fact *ha' promotions decreace
ir numier as tne rark increases, i only stands to
reacon the' som: orticers mus' fall to e promo ed,
Must every ot rieer tave the potertisnl 0! a comasnnder?
Dces the Alr "oree o' tave m place for a reliatle
and compe*en: o:'icer who rossecce: limited capacity
tfor advatcemer.t, . u' who perrofms aticiactorily in
his present pocitiont These ques'ions requlire an
answer 1f we =re golrys o develop an efrective appral-
sal system. - 7 .

In summary, this,study suggests that the Alr
Force coumpany 5rade 0" “icer evalua‘ion syctem could
be greatly 1mprcved 17 the appralsal tool were designed
specificaily fdr the pozition telng rated, if perfor-
mance and po'entisl actors were more cleerly defined,
if the coaching '=chnique o! counseling were made
mandatory, asnd 1f exogendus influences were hinlmized.

But these are_onlg firs! steps in a long evolu-
tionary development, yet to come. The inclusion of
the sugges®.ed changes will not transform the present
system into s compietely satisfactory procedure for

evaluating officers. U'timate solutions to the Ailr

force appraisal dilemma are outside the purview of




present knowliedge, Recognizing “his as o fach of

life, conlecture us Yo wnare the developuent of

appralsal ig lewllie ur seenciappropriste,

Fvercoaat Ty, e Alr Force ayrratcal sioten will
, .. ' Fo . e
nave a Lures-progel orlective -~ 2l lieionl opera-
: i

tiornml rescli'a, mnximvsn individus) developmer s, o

acourate 1-dividiai selt=-understodiaeg ., dat oy

eriteriag and rtive standapdsima. o aree, i ege
i

three gonls will elve direstion "o any (rture ~odiil-

L

-

cations o i cyntem, Az developme:

i
i

the individaal will bte shown Big radinc.  Ococeiran];

ke wlght "ever particlipate in writivy 10, Sz sper-

visors galn cxperierce in coaschii. “echininues, matees

will acquire new trusiyhss Into Lhelr own siilities

and limitations, 1o other words, *he jndividtoal

[l

will gain an accurate awareness of Low e oiands
i

compared to hig contemporarlies. His expecta ions

will be more 2lozely aligned with his Joi acility

rather than wilh nis atility to mesmerize rie rgier,

Moreover, o inazure a free exéhange of ldeas durine
the appralsal procecss, and to}increase the satig-
faction of ;ndividual psycholégiqal needs, some
prbcedﬁféiforbchanging or disputing “he rating will

be established. The purpose of such a procedire

Best Available Cony



81

: !
; :
A i
! § ¥
§ i
. i i
would b2 to wnarantae . he ratee s right, to an
; i
v . 2 . %
Impartial heardie crould he feel vice imiaed ‘tor
fv .
- ] gy £ ¢
any reason. othe otler sldelol the picturs

T

it
R
-."

o

.vg

the rate¥ will cone under sreaber pregoure Lo

H

minimize the apprdjﬁak Inflation which usually

¢ This will pos-

—
—
’\‘
(@)
]
J
Tde
o~
Q
)
pl
e
.
i

accompanlies o rati
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requiring its members to

think and act in terms of performcmcp ctaridards

&

zationel efilclerncy
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and goals. Moreover, ;Lhe ystem will substantially

reduce the amount ot men'a] rrustrqtion generated

z, #

by the presert system -« the note on which *this

study began, and Pndu{
1
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A2A

1. IDENTIFICATION DATA (Reod AFM 36-1.

.atefully before filling out any item.)

| LAST NAME — FIRST NAJAE — MIDOLE INITIAL

S ORGANIZATION COMMAND AND LOCATION

T2 ASSN

8 PEROD OF SUPERVISION

6  AERO RATING

{
'
.- 3

; COot

: i ncm
"9 mason FOR pePORT

, 7 FHIOD Of I!POI"

©'3 ACTIVE DUTY GRADE

i. DUTIES

“PAFSC . . .

DA

FSC

Ill. RATING FACTORS (Consider how this officer is performing on his job.)

=

Not

i OBSERVED
2. Aﬁéivom

L —— - -

O

oastaved

I

O8SERVED

SRR,

b

@)

NOT Iomu WEAK. PAWS 1O SHOW

1 KNOWLEDGE Of DUTIES

i SEI!OUS GAPS IN MIS INOWK
EDGE OF FUNDAMENTALS OF .
N'S o]

ANCE OF DUTIES

[QUAUYY OR QUANTiTY Of TP[IFOIMANCE MEETS ONLV| QUAN!IY‘! AND QuALITY OFT"ODUCES VEIV mc.n QUAN \QUAU‘!V AND QUANY"IV 0'1
" WORK OFTEN FAILS TO MEET MINIMUM JOB REQUIREMENTS . | WORK ARE VERY SATISFACTORY | TITY AND QUALITY OF WORK | | WORK ARE CLEARLY SUPEROR

¢ JO8 REQUIREMENTS.

' SAYlS'ACTOQV (NOWLEDGE -
GFf AQUTINE PHASES OF HIS
108

| |
! =11

[RNRD SO U

3 EFFECTIVENESS IN WORKING WITH omeas T

] SOMEHMES NAS Dl"‘CUlYV IN

m{ i 7] l&f‘;EEYIVi IN WélKONG WIY“I

| OTHERS
| OPERATE

DOES NOT CO

L L

4. LEADERSHIP CHAMCTEIISTICS

INITIATIVE AND ACCEPT RE-
; SPONSIBILITY.

GETTING ALONG WITH
I OTHERS

]

‘ wm INFOIMED ON MOST
PHASES OF MIS ,O8.

i .

e [

TGE"S ALONG w!Ll WIYH
PEOPLE UNDER NORMAL CIR- |

CUMSTANCES

INITIATIVE AND ACCEPTANCE |
OF RESPONSIBILITY ADEGUATE
IN MOST SITUA.

B e o

SATlS’ACTOIIlV DEMON
STRATES INITIAYIVE AND AC.
CEPTS RESPONSIBILITY

]IXCEH!NY KNOWKEDGE OF EXCEP'IONN UND(ISVMN"

|

5

'

e VPO N -

i

!

OTHERS A VERY GOOD | WORKING WITH OTHERS
ltwu wWORKER 5 ACTIVELY PROMOTES

[
SR L

[P vt B

" TOEMONSTRATES A HIGH DE. | ALWAYS DEMONSTRATES OUT.

ALL PHASES OF HIS JOB

MEETS ALL SUS.
; PENSES

D

" OF HIS JOB  EXTREMELY WELL
CINFORMED ON ALl
. PHASES

.

AND TIMELY

]

wORKS IN NAIMONV WITN

EXTREMELY SUCCESSFUL IN

Gl:t OF INITIATIVE AND
" ACCEPTANCE Of
RESPONSIBILITY

| STANDING INITIATIVE AND
i ACCEPTANCE OF
| RESPONSIBILITY

TIONS :
owsEveD | ] ] -] | 3
S JUDGEMENY
NOT D!CISiONS AND I!COMMEN )UDG!M!N1 IS USUMLV SNOW$ GOOD )UDG!MENT SOUND LOGICAL TNINKEI CONS!S!ENYLV ARRIVES AY
DATIONS OFTEN WRONG OR | SOUND SUT MAKES OCCA. RESULTING FROM SOUND CONSIDERS ALL FACTORS TO |KiGHT DECISION EVEN ON
INEFFECTIVE SIONAL ERRORS. EVALUATION OF REACH ACCURATE HIGHLY COMPLEX
FACTONS. DECISIONS MATTERS .
ONSEIED - C] C ] ]
6. ADAPTABILITY
nOT TUNAME TO PERFORM ADE. PEI!OIMANC! DECLINES UN PWOIA\S WELL UNDER STRESS ' P!”ORMANCE EXCELL!NY OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE
QUATELY IN OTHER THAN DER STRESS OR IN OTHER THAN | OR IN UNUSUAL SITUATIONS | EVEN UNDER PRESSURE OR IN | UNDER EXTREME STRESS. MEETS
ROUTINE $ITUA- ROUTINE SITUA- DIFFICULT SITUA. THE CHALLENGE OF DIFICATY
TIONS. TIONS. TONS. SITUATIONS.
ONSEVED C] ] C] ] ]

b —

Q9

7. USE OF RESOUIC!S

INEFPECTIVE IN CONSERVA.
TION OF RESOURCES.

[sme] [Feo)

/A | USES RESOURCES IN A BAKELY

SATISFACTORY MANNER

CONSERVES BY USING ROU-
TINE PROCEDURES.

SAVINGS 8Y DEVELOPING IM-
PROVED PROCEDURES

EPPECTIVELY ACCOMPLISHES ]

EXCEPTIONALLY EFPECTIVE IN
USING RESOURCES.

[_:“.':\...] rnmomn—]

[ ]

I PRRIONNEL ]

] [Feoem]

(SRS PRPENUNEI OAUSE DU

L “""ﬂ anj

e

—

8. WRITING ABILITY AND ORAL EXPRESSION B L T

o1 | UNANETO EXpRiLs EXPRESSES THOUGHTS SATIS. | USUALLY ORGANIZES AND EX- | CONSISTENTLY ABLE TO Ex. | OUTSTANDING ABLITY TO

THOUGHTS CLEARLY  LACKS | FACTORILY ON ROUTINE MAT. | PRESSES THOUGHTS CLEARLY | PRESS IDEAS CLEARLY. COMMUNICATE IDEAS TO
@ ( s) | OrGAMZATION. Tens AND CONCISELY. OT™MeRs.
IV. MILITARY QUALITIES (Consider how this officor meets Air Force stondards.)

W01 | BEARING OR BEHAVION INTER. | CARELESS BEARING AND BE.{ BARING AND SEMAVIOR CRE- | ESPECIALLY GOOD BEMAVIOR| EARING AND SENAVIOR ARE
PERE SERIOUSLY WITH WIS | HAVIOR DETRACT FROM WIS | ATE A GOOD IMPRESSION | AND BEARING  CREATES A | OUTSTANDING  ME EXEMALL.
EMECTIVENESS. EFFECTIVENESS . VERY PAVORAME FIES TOP MILITARY

D‘ D | APRESSION D STANDARDS
onsiive C] 1 | ]
AF e TT e ete Ay O Wi se s COMPANY GRADE OFFICERK EFFECTIVENESS REPORT




V. OVER-ALL EVALUATION {Compare this officer ONLY with officers of the some gtade.) ;
] T 1

i i
R = BVY tt't'r'v'v't'v't't'r""'t'r't T

- Immnnmnmm’v’v‘r'nmmf -

"‘Cj.“L_J i s Y s [ o o ;[1 i

UNSATIS MARGINAL | SEHOW AVERAGE EFrECTIvE AND COMPETENT ; . VERY FINE EVCEIPTIONALLY  QUTSTANDIN
! v , : f1rdE

i l ' : i .
H | S B ' L R
Vi. PROMOTION POTENTIAL :
1| DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE ‘A CAPABILITY FOR PROMOTION AT Thiy 2 PERFORMING WELL IN PRESENT GRADE  SNOULD BE CONSIDERED
FOR PROMOTION ALONG WITH CONTEMPOZARILS

e ]
4 OUTSTANDING "c.lowm POTENTIAL RASED ON DEMONSIRATED
PERTORMANCE | PROMOTE WELL ARCAD Cf CONTEMPORARILS

J DEMONSTRATES CAPABILITIES FOR INCREASED RESPONSSIITY
CONSIDER SOR ADVANCEMENT AMEAD OF CONTEMPORARIS

Vii. COMMENTS

VIll. REPORTING OFFICIAL
NAME. CRADE, APSN. AND ORGANIZATION T oury nme SIGNATORE -
f
'XACIO RATING T TlcooE T dan -
IX. REVIEW BY INDORSING OFFICIAL ‘
' !f'a Cﬁ
(W el t e
; o \; A\! uhw
Touty titit " sicnatune

“NAME, GRADE, AFSN, AND ORGANIZATION

T AERO 1ATING " O0F " DATE
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Fellow Officer:
I n=2e2d your assistance in a project. As you

&now, our Ek system "as come unier attack from time

H

to time as beirg inadzguate for its purpesez. Conse-
uently, I have aadertaken 3 study ¢! appraisal

’ IS
, anil have surveyed gnown rating

systems in Zzusin=zs

Ui
[4/)

techniquzs avallatble for use, Tre dbjeatlve of this
study 1s to deteruine if we have tn= best possitle
systeam avallatle, 2iven the restralints of > narti-
cular requirements, ¢ complets gy 3tudy, [ need
answers to t'he questions posged Iv the attached
questionnailre,

Please take {ive mirutes to anzswer "he seven
questions as objlentively as possitle, and return the
completed guestionnalre via the self-addressed
envelope.

This study has bteen authorized by Headquarters,

USAF, and 1s bteing conducted to fmifill graduation

requirements at the Universlty of Massachusettis,

Appreciatlively yours,

Srowning . Wharton, Jr.
Captain, USAF

BCW:dpd
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QUESTIONNAIRE

e s o S et o+

(Encircle your ANSWET )

o

e e

You are no doubt aware that we ‘use the term
promotablility in the Alr Force .to measure growth
potential., Ilas your superior specjfiCallg de-
fined for you what this term means?
: A 9T
Yes No . Not Sure

Has your superior ever told youx what concrets
actions you might take to lumprowve your "Promotion
Potential"” rating”

Yes No Not Sure

E

Every Jou in the Alr Force has teen establizhe
to satisfy specitic goals, AcporanglJ, your job
consists of certaln tasks or factors which, iV
satistied, will contribute to the achievement of
organizational goals. : Has your superior identi-
fied those tasks, or elements, that are crucial
to the successful accomplishment of your Jjob?

Yes No Not Sure

v : i

Given the-critical factors of iyour job, has your
superior defined what constitutes unsatisfactory,
acceptable, or outstanding performance -for each
element? 5

Yes No ‘Not Sure

+
P

The rating factors listed in Section III of the
rating form are essentiamlly personality traits,
Do you know how your superior:interprets the
following phrase: "Demonstrates a high degree of
initiative and acceptance of responsibility?"

[

Yes No | §i&lot Sure

mr F"‘?‘“ﬁ*ﬂ"‘! "!"

_y ~ b
*-.zs.)l. fwc....nuusu ng

8ua
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