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necessary to meet the requirements for a Master of Science Degree
in Systems Management. Additionally, my irterest in conducting
research or the Officer Evaluation System (OES) was heightened by

¥ the fact that the OES has a direct effect on my, as well as every other

officer's, future in the Air Force.
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This research effort has hopefully provided sorne additional
insights on one aspect of the complex and controversial subject of
employee appraisal: the evaluation of individual potential.

Several individuals have made this research effort quite a bit
easier and deserve my most sincere expression of appreciation.
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anxieties about thesis work greatly by providing me with this research
topic and serving as my advisor. Thanks are also in order for the
computer help provided by Major Charles W. McNichols and
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made this research effort much more bearable.
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Abstract

Many organizations, including the United States Air Force,
utilize empleyee appraisal systems which require the evaluation of

indiviural potential in addition to the appraisal of one's past perform-

ance. With regard to its officer evaluation system, the Air Force has

established only broad guidelines thatl indicate various criteria to be

used in he evaluation of potential, one of which is past performance.

X deoatrn bkl A

Thus. each indiviuval officer, either as a rater or as a ratee, makes

,al2n 2nts of OER ratings based on his or her perceptions of what

4
%
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criteria should be used to evaluate potential. It is hypothesized that

if widely varied perceptions do exist, many organizational dvsfunc-
*ons may occur,
This research effort examines Air Force officers' perceptions,

both individually and in groups, of what is involved in a rating of

ing, or '"policy capturing" research approach was vsed. A decision-
making exercise was administered to 381 active duty USAF officers

attending Squadron Officers' School, Air Command and Staff College,
and Air War College. In this exercise, officers were asked to judge

the appropriateness of OER ratings assigned to 18 hypothetical
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officers, based on different levels of two factors: (1) the officer's

TN

past performance, as illustrated by three indicators and (2) the
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potential. In order to determine these perceptions, a judgment model-
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officer's potential, as illustrated by three indicators other than past

performance. Data collected from the exercise were then analyzed

ot S PR e e B My B AREE Lo FRLPA Mtk el

to test various hypotheses concerning the relative influence of per-

formance and (other) potential factors on officers' judgments of OER

Fatads 22D eI

ratings.

The results of the research indicate that Air Force officers do
not view the OER rating as being solely determined by past perform-
ance, although the performance factor was weighted most heavily.

Analysis indicated that officers used different judgment policies when :

considering '"good' and ''bad" OER ratings (potential was weighted
more heavily when judgments were made of '"bad" OER ratings), and
that they were generally internally consistent in thicir judgmeat
policies. Additionally, several different analyses indicated that the

Air War College students used judgment policies that were signifi-

A L DRI N kst 8 Fis 060 B3 £ 3 kD vt bR 3wl

At A DA I o 115

cantly different than the other groups; specifically, AWC students

generally placed greater emphasis on potential than the other PME
groups. Furthermore, the AWC group displayed both the lowest
internal judgment consistency and the lowest group RZ values (an

indication of the degree of decision-making homogeneity within the

group).
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THE PERFORMANCE-POTENTIAL DILEMMA:

DOES IT EXIST?

I Introduction

This research effort is concerned with employee appraisal
systems--frequently called performance appraisal, merit rating,
personnel evaluation, and a host of other terms that are all related to
the evaluation of individuals regarding their work. Although subject
matter in this report is discussed in terms of the U.S. Air Force
Officer Evaluation System (QES), many of the inferences drawn from
this research could have significant implications for similar civiiian
as well as military personnel appraisal systems.

George Terry, a noted authority on management, has stated that
as supervisors, we are constantly judging and forming opinions about
the contributions and abilities of our group members., The question,
therefore, is not whether to appraise employees, »ut how to appraise
them (Terry, 1974:224). If an organization does not clearly address
and answer this question of how to appraise employees, then a number
of problems may arise and render the appraisal system ineffective, or
only marginally effective, in accomplishing :ts stated goals.

The subject nf employee appraisal has a reputation of generally

being locked upon with disdain by managers, even though appraisal

TSNP TR LT
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systems are, by design, an aid to management rather than a
hindrance. There has therefore been a great deal written about the
problems associated with appraisal systems, and there are a number
of "solutions' to these problems presented in the form of recom-
mended types of, or variaticns to, appraisal systems.

One source of problem associated with appraisal systems relates
to the question of what the system is designed to evaluate, and
subsequently how well this '"design'' corresponds to what is actually
evaluated in practice. Appraisal systems that are designed to evaluate
and/or predict more than simple job performance (for example, an
estimation of an individual's future worth as well as his or her past
performance) may result in differing perceptions among raters and
ratees regarding what is actually being evaluated and what degree of
importance each factor has in determining an individual's overall
appraisal rating. One such appraisal system that is designed to evalu-
ate more than job performance is the Air Force Officer Evaluation

System.

Air Force Officer Evaluation

A widely discussed and controversial topic among Air Force
officers tcday is the officer evaluation system. Even though changes
in the evaluation system in recent years (e.g. forced distribution rat-
ings and the recent revision of distribution quota percentages) have

heightened the controversy and interest, the basic fact remains that
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any system which affects officers as much as the officer evalvaticn

system will always generate a great deal of personal interest and con-

cern, In order to more closely address the questicn of why officers

are so intensely concerned with the OES, one need only examine the
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intended objectives of the system. According to Air Force Regulation

36-10, Qfficer Evaluations, the objectives of the officer evaluation

system are as follows:

The officer evaluation system must provide the Air
Force with essential information for use in personnel
decisions, such as promotions, assignments, and sciwool
selections. The system permits better identification of
officer quality differences, and assists in identifying and

motivating officers for due course and accelerated pro-
motions (AFR 36-10, 1978:1-1).
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Thus, the officer evaluation is not intended to be a simple perform- .%
ance appraisal apparatus which seeks only to judge an officer's past é

¥
performance relative to other otficers being rated: an officer's future i

worth is also "evaluated, "' again relative to other officers being rated.
The OES leads to key decisions regarding an officer's career progres-
sion and is therefore a primary factor in letermining his or her future
in the Air Force.

Two related hut distinct concepts which form the basis of the

Air Force officer evaluation system are those of performance and

potential.

.
:
%
:
%

The Air Force Form 707, '"Officer Effectiveness Report, "

(OER), has two evaluation sections: Part III involves a rating of per-

formance factors, and Part IV involves an evaluation of potential.

P T

This topic will be discussed in more detail in chapter three of this

3
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report, along with a historical development of the current OER system.

The current OER form for company grade oificers is located in
Appendix B.

Since the officer effectiveness report (as an instrument of the
officer evaluaticn system) requires an assessment of both performance
and potential, one might argue that the individuals involved with the
OES should be able to clearly distinguish between these concepts if the
appraisal system is to effectively accomplish its desired objectives as
outlined in pertir<ont Air ¥Force regulations, It should be pointed out
that this distinction afiects every Air Force officer, either as a rater
or as a ratee.

Performance can be defined as the degree to which an employee
nas satisfactorily accomplished his or her job or assigned duties dur-
ing a specified period of time, and is determined primarily by one's
abilities, coupled with motivalional forces. Measuring performance
may be thought of by many as a simple process of identifying an indi-
vidual's units of work output. However, many jobs, including a large
proportion of high level managerial and prcfessional jobs, simply
have no readily identifiable units of output; in these instances, Lhe
appraiser observes the employee's perfcrmance and records the
observations with some form of appraisal instrument (Cummings,
1974:4).

Potential, on the other hand, is a concept which is related to

the future. Although potentizl is not always predicled in appraisal
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systems, it is more prevalent in appraisal systems for management
personnel. For the purpose of the officer evaluation system in the
Air Force, potential is defined in AFR 36-10 as follows:
Potential is the ratee's capability, relative to that of
nfficers in the same grade in the group being evaluated,

for expanded/more diverse responsibility. Potential for

the purpose cf CER rating decisions wil. bc determined

primarily by the evaluator's assessment of the ratee's

accomplishments during the period of the report with

consideration given to other whole person facters, e.g.

career pattern, integrity, PME, etc. (AFR 36-10, 1978:

2-3).

Since potential is future oriented, measurement of this individual capa-
bility can be a difficult task. Generally speaking, raters will examine
past performance, trends in performance, and personality traits in
order to estimate future performance. AFP 36-26 indicates that jo»
performance is normally the single most accurate indicator of potential
(AFP 36-26, 1977:3-1). It is noted, however, that the degree to which
other factors determine this rating of potential is not addressed in Air
Force policy,

The concepts of performance and potential are discuscsed defini-
tionally in Air Force regulations, but not specifically addressed are
the inherent problems involved with a failure by raters and/or ratees
to clearly distinguish between these concepts when actually making
judgments of various OER ratings (Section IV rating, "¥valuation of
Potential''). More specifically, since potential appears to be difficult

to assess in terms of various traits, abilities, and motivation, there

may be a natural inclination for raters to place a heavy (if not total)

"
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emphasis of performance factors when judging an individual's

potential,

Previous Research

There have not been many studies conducted that have examined
the distinction between the concepts of performance and potential with
respect to judgments of appraisal ratings, The relationship between
these concepts and the necessity of a clear distinction between the two
was, however, specifically addressed in one study of the officer evalu-
ation system:

"The basis of many past problems with milicary officer
evaluation systems is that seldom, if ever, have past sys-

tems clearly distinguished between performance and poten-

tial, i.e., have not separated appraisal of the immediate

past performance from appraisal of future performance.

Performance appraisal and potential appraisal are different

processes which use different input information and whose

results should have different uses.,'' (Dunne, 1977:22, 32)

Additionally, one thesis research effort which examired junior
officer perceptions of the OER system resulted in the auther's con-
clusion that junior officers feel as though job performance is the most
important factor making up their potential. The author additionally
pointed out that whether or nect job performance can be the prime
measure of potential is cpen {or debate (Keyserling, 1976:63). This
research effort further investigates this subject area by attempting to
answer the question of whether officers distinguish between the con-

cepts of performance and potential wnen makirg judgments of OER

ratings, as well as whether or not officers are consistent in making

6
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these judgments.

Statement of the Problem

Due to the interrelated nature of performance and potential, as

well us the difficulties involved in assessing the two factors in an
officer evaluation system, there is an ever-present possibility that an
individual's concepts of performance and potential could become con-

fused and overlap significantily when actually making judgments of OQER

ratings. It should be noted that this confusion is not to be interpreted

to mean that officers are not able to define or recognize definitions of

performance and potential. Rather, it is confusion regarding the

meaning and implications of the results of the officer evaluvation

system. For example, the Air Force officer evaluation system

appraisal instrument provides for a rating which is an "evaluation of

potential' (Section IV, Air Force Form 707). It is hypothesized that

this rating has strong performance implications, ones that may have
not necessarily been intended. This research examined the strength
of these performance implications as an indicator of whether con-
fusion does exist regarding the assessment of potential in Air Force
officers. Another indication of confusion that this study examined was
the variability among officers!' judgment policies regarding OER
ratings.

If this confusion exists in the minds of raters or ratees, the

effectiveness of the cfficer evaluation system in distinguishing between
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the two will be limited to individual perceptions. These varied indi-

vidual perceptions may subsequently have dysfunctional effects that
could undermine the intended goals of the officer evaluation syste.n.
A discussion of the effects of such perceptual differences is found in a
1977 article titled ""An Integrated Approach to Control System Design'!

(Ansari, 1977). Ansari proposed that successful control requires

leaders who can create conditions which motivate workers toward
desired goals; and subordinates must share, or at least must not

reject, their manager's perceptions of what the goals are, how they

are to be met, and how well they were met (evaluation). Ansari makes

the following statement about evaluation:

"The greatest and potentially most harmful (perceptual)
differences are likely to be at the evaluation stage. In fact,
different perceptions of means and ends may well affect a
subordinate's performance and thus show up in evaluation

also." {Ansari, 1977:109)

Approach to the Problem

This research effort investigates Air Force officers' perceptions

of performance and potential in terms of the influence that each con-

cept has on judgments of OER ratings. In order io evaluate these

perceptions, a policy capturing approach was used, along with an
additional survey measure of officers' more intuitive reactions to
either receiving or assigning both '"good!" and "bad'" OER ratings. The

nature and use of policy capturing techniques in investigating rater

policies will be discussed in a subsequent chapter of this report.
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Objectives

relationships between officers' concepts of performance and potential

The overall objective of this research was to investigate the

and their judgments of appraisal (OER) ratings.

Specific objectives that were pursued in support of the overall

thesis objective were as follows:

1.

2(

3.

4.

5.

Develop a theoretical background for the research subject by con-
ducting a literature scarch on employee appraisal systems, with
particular emphasis on the role of performance and potential
assessment in fulfilling the goals of appraisal systems.

Develop and administer a decision-making exercise that '"captures'
the policies of Air Force officers regarding their judgments of OER
ratings, based on performance and potential criteria.

Analywe the data collected through the decision-making exercise in
order to determine the relative weights that officers place on per-
formarce versus (other) potential criteria when making judgments
of OER ratings.

Analyze the data collected through the decision-making exercise in
order to determine the consistency with which officers make judg-
raents of OER ratings based on performance and potential criteria,
both individually and as groups.

Examine the correlation between officers' intuitive reactions to
OER ratings (Part III of the exercise) and the results of the policy

capturing analysis (Part iI).
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The data cobtained in the research was used to investigate the

following research hypotheses:

Hl: Air Force officers combine performance and potential
criteria in an additive rather than interactive manner when
making judgments of OER ratings. (Note: This hypothesis
facilitates the policy capturing data analysis.)

H2: Air Force officers, when considering (1) job factors which
are indicators of immediate past performance and (2) personal
factors which are (other) indicators cof potential, will make
judgments of OER ratings (Section IV, ""Evaluation of Potential')
based equally on the job and personal factors.

H3: Air Force officers use the same judgment policies when
judging either '‘good!' or ''bad'' OER ratings (i.e. '""1" and "3,"

respectively) in terms of the performance and potential factors
that influence these judgments.

H4: Air Force officers are internally consistent in their judg-
ment policies conceruing OER scores.

H5: Air Force officers represent a homogeneous group of
decision makers regarding OER scores; i.e., use the same
decision policies when making judgments of OER ratings. regard-
less of data groupings by PM¥. school, aeronautical rating, OER
rating history, and whether or not officers have been OER raters.

H6: The relative weights for performance and potential criteria
determined by the policy capturing model are consistent with the
intuitive responses given in Part III of the exercise; i.e.,

modeled judgment policies are consistent with officers' intuitive
reactions.

Scope and Limitations

This study involved an initial search of the literature on the
subject area of employee appraisal systems and a subsequent investi-

gation of the perceptions of Air Force officers regarding the concepts

of performance and potential. It is emphasized that this research

effort was not intended to be a critique of the officer evaluation

10

Contm ey

o ¢/

g A,

e bt e 14 L BN Y D et ey b Priv N B!

R A AR K ow s Al ave Lt L

i bl Lt




b
<4

TR

¥ SR T R

IR

i 4 R

system. Additionally, it was not an attempt to determine what
importance should be associated with various predictors of potential.
Rather, investigation was directed at empirically determining whether
officers distinguish between the concepts of performance and potential
when making judgments of OER ratings and the consistency with which
officers make these judgments based on performance and potential
criteria.

Although this research was aimed at determining the judgment
policies of Air Force officers in general, only a small sample could be
selected to participate in the decision-making exercise. F¥or this
reason the sample population was restricted to students at the three
Professional Military Education (PME) schools at Maxwell AFB,
Alabama. The exercise was pretested at the Air Force Institute of
Technology.

One limitation associated with the decision-making exercise was
the selection of '"indicators" of performance and potential: although
many other factors could have also been included, the desire to retain
the simplicity of the exercise resulted in the selection of three repre-
sentative indicators of performance ('job factors') and three of
potential (""personal factors'). The rationale for the selection of these
factors is presented in chapter three of this report.

Finaily, the researcher acknowledges the difficulties inherent in
attempting to quantify officers' decision-making policies regarding

OER scores: in actual practice, an OER score is assigned based on
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many factors, some of which may not be directly related to the con-

cepts of performance and potential. This research was therefore

designed to examine the influence of performance and potential on

oificers' judgments of OER ratings, with all other factors being equal.

Assumptions

The assumptions under which this research was conducted and
upon which conclusions were based are as follows:

1. Responses to the decision-making exercise reflected honest

perceptions of the respondents and not ""school answers, ' or
a gaming of the exercise.

Job factors and personal factors selected for use in the
decision-making exercise represent significant aspects of
the concepts of performance and petential, respectively,

Summary

In summary, this initial chapter has introduced the research
subjeci, identified the researcn problem, and has outlined the objec-

tives, limitations, and assumptions of the study. In the remaining

chapters, the methodology employed in investigating the research

questiors is presented, followed by a presentaticn of research results.
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The methodology of this study was designed to address the
research objectives outlined previously, and was conducted in the ~

foliowing sennence;

1.

Literature Search

II Research Methodology

A literature search on appraisal systems and the concepts
of performance and potential was conducted.

4 s

A decision-meking instrument was developed to '"capture"
judgment policies of Air Force officers concerning perform-
ance and potential criteria in appraisal system decisions.

A sample population of Air Force officers was selected.

The decision-making exercise was administered to the
sample population.

SIS ke T D H e on SRR A DSV

HaL

Collected data was analyzed to evaluate stated research
hypotheses.

Conclusions and recommendations were made based on
aralysis cesults.

& L A L sk b

This research was concerned with employee appraisal systems--
an area of managerial activity that every Air Force officer has experi-
ence in dealing with, either as a rater (of other officers) or as a ratee.
However, each officer may view the officer evaluation system differ-
ently in terms of perceived evaluation system goals, the inputs to the
system, and the methods used in administering the system.

Since this study examined officers' perceptions of the two

appraisal concepts known as performance and potential, a theoretical
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background on the subject area of appraisal systems was needed. The
development of a theoretical background was therefore included in this
research effort to serve as (1) background information for developing
the nature of the research problem, as applied to both civilian and
military appraisal systems, and (2) a theoretical basis with which
officer perceptions of performance and potential could be compared.
Several sources were used in this assimilation of information on

appraisal systems. The AFIT library provided a readily accessible

source of many periodical references, as well as information on mili-
tary applications of appraisal techniques. The Wright State University
library provided an excellent source of personnel administration books
that were devoted to employee appraisal. Addiiional information was
obtained from pertinent Air Force publications and government
research studies obtained through the Defense Documentaticn Center
(this particular source was extensively utilized to obtain information
on policy capturing techniques).

Valuable information on Air Force research of appraisal systems
was obtained from the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory

(AFHRL), Brooks AFB, Texas, particularly a 1971 AFHRL report

titled USAF Officer Evaluation Systems Review and Research Recom-

mendations ' AFHRIL:1971).

Apart from military appraisal systems, information on sue

company's program to identify executive potential was obtained

14
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thr‘,r“'";h F,ersonal contact with individuals in the Employee Relations

—

Office of the Exxon Corporation.

‘s
It is noted that although the literature search additionally

involved a survey of available information on policy capturing (or

. judgment modeling) and its application in determining appraisal
decision policies, this subject was considered to be part of the
research methodology and is therefore discussed next in this chapter.

3 Policv Capturing: Modeling Human Judgment

Since a rater's involvement with the officer evaluation system

entails making judgments of other officers, a policy capturing, or
'"judgment modeling" technique may be employed to construct a mathe-
matical model of the process by which these judgments are made.
From this rmodel, one mav be able to draw inferences about the infiu-

E ence that various factors or ''cues' have on the decision process as

§ well as the consistency with which "judges' make these decisions.

g In a general sense, policy capturing has been defined by one

E researcher as

£

% . + « the identification and quantification of the attri-

£ butes that are pertinent to a decision and the subsequent

% mathematical description of the design policy for the

£ evaluation of these attributes {Gooch, 1972).

g

%‘ An initial reaction of some people to this concept may be one of

£

B skepticism, based on the belief that human judgment processes are

E too complex to mathematically model, However, an Air Force

fE :
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research study on policy capturing indicates just the opposite point of
view:

" . . . most human decisions are not complex . . .
the variables in a decision may be ~plex, but when
left to the limited skills of the human mind, the situation
will be simplified to a manageable surrogate. [Policy
Capturing] systematicallv and efficiently externaiizes
this process.' (Jones, et al, 1975).

in relation to employee appraisal systems, the ''policy of a

rater" has been defined as "what raters do' when they are asked to

respond to a series of stimuli, and 'capturing' a rater's policy is

defining the process of predicting the actions of that rater from the
known characteristices of the stimuli he or she is being required to
evaluate (Naylor and Wherry, 1965:969).

The need for understanding how raters process and evaluate
information was emphasized by one researcher who suggested that
statistical techniques be used to determine more clearly the basis of

policy decisions, and that the weights acfually given to criterion

3 elements in making judgments of performance should be determined
and systematized. Such techniques, it was arguea, would determine

the implicit weighting, for a judge or rater, of the factors contributing

to assessment of others and would permit a comparison of an individ-
5 ual's implicit policy with the explicit weighting policy adopted by the
organization (Smith, 1976).

The value, therefore, of policy capturing is that it permits the

16
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view:

. . . most human decisions are not complex . . .
the variables in a decision may be complex, but when
left to the limited skills of the human mind, the situation
will be simplified to a manageable surrogate. [Policy
Capturing] systematically and efficiently externalizes
this process.' (Jones, et al, 1975).

ERATGNEe

sersrtiol b

AR e e

In relation to employee appraisal systems, the '"'policy of a
rater" has been defined as "'what raters do" when they are asked to
respond to a series of stimuli, and ''capturing' a rater's policy is
defining the process of predicting the actions of that rater frem the
known characteristics of the stimuli he or she is being required to
evaluate (Naylor and Wherry, 1965:969),

The need for understanding how raters process and evaluate
information was emphasized by one researcher who suggested that

statistical techniques be used to determine more clearly the basis of

-
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policy decisions, and that the weights actually given to criterion

elements in making judgments of performance should be determined

FOTLYT

and systematized. Such techniques, it was argued, would determin~ A
the implicit weighting, for a judge or rater, of the factors contributing
to assessment of others and would permit a comparison of an individ-

ual's implicit policy with the explicit weighting policy adopted by the

organization (Smith, 1976).

Thke value, therefore, of policy capturing is that it permits the

inference of a rater's weighting policy by requesting assessments of

et W
s

16

RN Rl




a total object, or an overall evaluation of a ratee, rather than requir-

ing explicit evaluation of elements. The focus of the analysis is on the
decision of the rater rather than on the rater's interpretation of his or

her decision processes (Zedeck and Kafry, 1977:287).

Previous Research in Judgment Modeling

There has apparently been very little research conducted on how
raters actually combine, process, or integrate information in forming
overall assessments of their ratees. Three studies in this subject
area, however, are known to the researcher.

Naylor and Wherry (1965) used a regression analysis for policy
capturing in a performance appraisal situation. Each of 50 Air Force
supervisors rated each of 250 profiles (ratees) described in terms of
23 traits, where each trait had a possible 1-9 range. The ~ater then
judged & global criterion judgment on each ratee, and a regression
algorithm was used to describe the decision processes.

Taylor and Wilsted (1974) used a linear regression technique for
capturing raters!' policies, where the raters were Air Force Academy
cadet officers. Results indicated that the raters were internally con-
sistent in their policies but varied greatly with each other.

Finally, a policy capturing technique was used in a study where
67 nurses evaluated (as raters) 40 hypothetical nurses who were
described by nine criterion elements, each having three possible

levels of performance (Zedeck and Kafry, 1977). Overall evaluations
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were made on a seven point scale, ranging from ''very effective' to
"'very ineffective.! The researchers' analysis yielded relative weights
for each of the nine criterion elements; i.e., the influence of ¢ach
element on the overall evaluation was determined, as well as the con-
sistency with which raters made their decisions.

The usefulness of policy capturing in relalion to employee
appraisal is not restricted to an evaluation of already existing systems:
Kavanagh, MacKinney, and Wolins (1971) reviewed the content issue
in performance appraisals; i.e., the researchers proposed that prior
to implementing a rating program for performance appraisal, judg-

ments of the content or stimuli to be rated must be made. The content

is viewed as potentially ranging from subjective to objective, abstract

to concrete, or personality to performance. Thus, Kavanagh prop~ses

the use of a policy capturing technique ir the actual planning of an

appraisal system.

Statistical Basis for a Policy Capturing Model

The statistical approach used in this study is based on Hoffman's
proposal that it is possible to model the huir.an judgment preoness by
representing the policy of a decision maker as a linear combination of
stimulus variables, or ‘'cues" (Hoffman, 1960).

Y.egression analysis

is then used to describe a judge's decision with the information leading

to that decision by means of correlational statistics (Jones, et al, 1975).
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The basic approach requires the rater to make quantitative

T

evaiuations of a number of ratees, each of whom is defined by one or

more criterion elements, each of which in turn has several possible

levels.,

At

If there are a sufficient number of ratees for whom the rater

Lol

must provide an overall judgment, and each of the ratees is described

5

?:,

by the sarue set of elements (though different levels), then a regres- §

3

K]

sion equation can be developed for a rater which describes his or her 2

idicsyncratic method of combining and weighting information. The :
mathematical model represents the strategy or policy of the rater; the :
relationship between each criterion element and the overall assess- H
3

1

ment, the beta weight, identifies the relative degree cf importance of %
the criterion elements as they influence the rater's decisions. i
The regression model takes the following form: z

Y=Bo+ﬂlxl+3zxz+... + BX, +¢€

Y is the {dependcnt) variable tLat represents the decision being

modeled; the 8s are parameters of the regression model; the X.ls are
the predictor variables (stimuli, or "'cues' in policy capturing); and
""¢'' represents an error term (accounts for any variance not explained
by the predictor vaiiables).

By fitting emnpirical data (various values of the decision variable
Y for given levels of the predictor variables (Xi)) to a linear equation

by the least squares regression model, the (standardized) ﬁis can be

determined.
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Hoffman (1960) points out that the standardized beta weights

signify the importance attached to each of the predictor variables by

the judge. Large coefficients mean, empirically, that the correspond-

ing predictors can account tor a large proportion of the variance of

judgment; conversely, a predictor with a small beta weight contributes

little beyond the contribution of other predictors. Hoffman points out,

however, that there are limitations to the ""characterization'' of the

s o W2 e LA S ARt 1 O TN e A £ CK DRI D AR S A st i o
At s i L) LB

judgment process by means of beta weights: beta coefficients do not

account for all of the predictable variance and do not allow for the

€ 23 0 B ikl 2E

assessment of the relative contributicn of eack predictor. He then
argues that a set of weights are desired which are theoretically capa-
ble of accounting for all of the predictable variance and which carry
exact interpretations in terms of components of variance (Hoffman,

1960:119-120).

Therefore, in order to determine the relative influence of each

predictor variable, or cue, on the decision made by a judge (i.e., a
corresponding value of the decision variable "Y'"), Hoffman defined an
index termed "'relative weight.'" It is defined as follows:
RW. = Jiytiy
1y 2

R
y

RWiy is the relative weight of predictor Xi; ﬁiy is the standardized

regression coefficient (beta weight) of predictor X, regressed on the

decision variable Y; riy is the intercorrelation coefficient between the
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predictor variable Xi and the decision variable Y; and R 2 is the

e

squared rnultiple correlation coefficient of the regression equation.

Hoffman emphasizes that ''relative weight' provides a means of por-
traying the relative contributions of each of the predictors such that a

simple sum of them accounts entirely and unambiguously for the pre-

TR IR SR A, N LA e

dictable variance (Hoffman, 1962:78).

RPN

If the policy capturing technique involves the use of orthogonal

\ o A

predictors in the regression the beta weights and intercorrelation coef-

ficients are identical; thus, the relative weight equation reduces to the

following:

B. 2
RW =1y
1y 2

The orthogc ality issue does not imply that the predictors are inde-

pendent (i.e., no interaction), but rather refers to the design nature

of the instrurnent. Jones, et al, point out that the requirement for

design orthogonality forced those involved with the investigation of

Tt

human judgment modeling to turn to factorially designed experiments

in order to obtain orthogonal predictors (Jones, et al, 1975:19). This

e P A

research involved the use of a policy capturing instrument with ortho-

gonal predictors, the development of which will be discussed later in

this chapter.

Thus, the policy capturing analysis yields the relative degree

to which each predictor variable influences the rater's decision, and
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values are interpreted as measures of the con-

sistency of judges in applying decision policies (Jones, et al, 1975:18).

It is noted that both individual and group decision policies can ke

mathematically modeled using the policy capturing technique, although

the concept of relative weight is meaningful only in the case of individ-

ual models. Also, "R™" as a measure of consistency applies to both

individuals and groups, although one would expect group R‘?‘s to be
lower than individual Rza, since raters may be internally consistent

in their decision policies yet differ widely with other raters (Madden,

1963:2).

Development of the Decision-making Exercise

Part I of the exercise was designed to collect standard demo-
graphic data on respondents such as grade, aeronautical rating, and
OER rating history. The demographic data base was established in
order to examine possible correlations between these factors and a

judge's decision-making policies.

Part II of the decision-making exercise was designed to describe

a linear judgment model of the form
Y=ﬁ0+ﬁIX1 +32X2+ €

The Decision Variable,

¥ is the decision, or exercise response

value, which indicates a respondent's judgment (on a five point Likert

scale) of the appropriateness of ar Ok K rating assigned to a

22
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hypothetical officer, This method allows judgments to be ''captured"
relative to overall perc .ptions of factors that may determine an OER
rating, regardless of whether the judge views the situation from a
rater or ratee point of view. An alternative approach was to have
respondents assign OER scores to hypothetical officers; it was deter-
mined, however, that the total rating process in the Air Force is quite
complex--involving several raters and perhaps requiring several
iterations before a final rating is decided upon. It would have there-
fore been very difficult to develop a brief exercise which simulated
this prccess.

A simpler "decision' was selected to investigate the relative
weights of the two predictors (performance and potential) in judgments
of OER scores. The decision was as follows: given a hypothetical
officer with an identified level of '"performance, ' as well as the level
of some other indicators of '"potential, "' judge the appropriateness of a
given OER rating (the rating in the OER section "Evaluation of
Potential'’). Respondenis were then asked to select one of five
responses on a five-point Likert scale.

Predictor Variables. X; and X2 are predictor variables which

represent the following:

Xl - Performance of a ratee, as described by three indi-
cators ('job factors'') of job performance during the
reporting period.

XZ - Potential of a ratee, as described by three indicators
(""personal factors') of potential other than job per-
P P
formance.
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This exercise utilized three indicators of each predictor since

one can not easily describe a level of performance or potential with

one simple statement. Rationale used in selecting these indicators is
discussed in chapter three.

Three levels were selected for each predictor variable (X and

XZ); i.e., all three "indicators' for each predictor were either (1)

PR

good, (2) neither good nor bad, or (3) bad.
The specific indicators used for each predictor (performance
and potential} were as follows:
Xlz Job Factors (indicators of performance)
1. Accomplishment of assignments
2. Efficiency in the use of resources
3. On-the-job communicative ability ard effectiveness

XZ: Personal Factors (indicators of potential, exclusive of
job performance)

1. Motivation and dedication

2. Intellectual ability
3. Sensitivity to people and their needs.
Again, it is emphasized that three levels were used for each

predictor '"'set, ' and these levels were assigned values of +1 (''good'),

0 (‘'neither good nor bad'), and -1 (''bad").
The exercise was designed to represent a factorially designed :
experiment; i.e., all possible combinations of predictor variables

(performance and potential) are represented. Thus, design
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orthogonality was ensured and the concept of relative weight is

applicable.

Exercise Format. Cases were constructed by combining each

level of the X1 variable with all possible levels of the X, variable.
Since there were three levels for each of the two cues, there were

3 X 3, or 9 combinations possible. However, since the OER rating
assigned to each scenario was given as either being a "1" (''good") or
a "3'" (considered '"bad'' under the most current OER system), there
were 3 X 3 X 2, or 18,cases which were presented. The nine cases
corresponding to each OER score were analyzed separately to deter-
mine if the pclicies of judges varied when considering '"good! or 'bad"

OER ratings. An example of the decision-making exercise scenario

used in this research is presented in Figure 1.

An additional assumption made in this exercise to prevent con-
fusion in the minds of the respondents was that there was agreement
among the rater, additional rater, and reviewer regarding the OER
rating given for each scenario. 7T1his assumption simplified the
decision to be made, in terms of removing the possibility of respond-
ents considering different levels of OER review.

The 18 scenarios were ordered randomly in the exercise by
using a random number table (Freund, 1971:445), and correspond to

the following levels for each predictor variable and the OER rating

assigned (Table 2. 1).
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OFFICER #1

A, JOB FACTORS:

1. Did not accomplish all assignments.
2. Not efficient in the use of time and other resources.
30

On-the-job communications needed improvement.
B. PERSONAL FACTORS:
1. Very dedicated and enthusiastic,

2. Highly intelligent,

Very personable and sensitive to people and their
needs.

C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISION #1

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (Circle
one number,)

1 2 3 4 5
Definitely Probably Caanot Probably Definitely

NOT NOT Determine Appropriate Appropriate
Appropriate Appropriate

Figure 1. Example Scenario

Part III of the exercise was not part of the policy capturing
technique, but rather was an attempt to gauge respondents' reactions
to four commonly held beliefs regarding what an OER rating means

(two were performance-related and two were potential-related). The
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Table 2.1
Scenario Cue Levels
Scenario OER Job Factors Personal Yactors
Number Rating (Performance) {Potential)
1 1 Low High
2 3 Low Low
3 1 Medium Low
4 3 Low High
5 1 High Low
6 3 High Medium
7 3 Medium Medium
8 3 High High
9 3 Low Medium
10 3 Medium High
11 1 Low Low
12 1 Medium Medium
13 1 Low Medium
14 1 Medium High
15 2 Medium Low
16 3 High Low
17 1 High Low
18 i High Medium

purpose of Part III was to obtain additional data relating OER score,

performance, and potential in order to make comparisons with the

pelicy capturing data. The Part III data is more direct and coaceptually

simple than the policy capturing information, and may be considered

more of an intuitive reaction of officers to OER ratings.

These four ""beliefs'' about OER scores were presented in the

context of four different situations: receiving a ''1" rating, receiving

a "3 rating, assigning (as a rater) a "1'" rating, and assigning a ''3"

rating. The four areas were rclated to (1) promotability, (2) effective-

ness at higher level jobs, (3) how well the job was done, and (4) iob
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performance relativ= to others. The first two beliefs relate to
potential, while the second two concern job performance.
Respondents were then asked to give their reactions to each of
the four statements on a five point scale indicating agreement or
disagreement., An example of one of the four OER situations used in
this part of the exercise is presented in Figure 2. As in PartII,
statements were ordered randomly in the actual exercise.

The complete decision-making exercise used in this research is

located in Appendix A.

Selection of the Sample Population

The necessity for having a sample population that was readily
accessible and convenient to survey, resulted in the following sample

population composition of active duty Air Force officers:

1. A random sample of 186 Squadron Officer School (SOS)
students (Lieutenants and Captains).

2. A random sample of 204 Air Command and Staff College
(ACSC) students (Captains and Majors).

3. All (USAF) Air War College (AWC) students (194)
(Lieutenant Colonels and Colonels),

One might argue that the sample population has an inherent bias

in that the schools selected are generally regarded as having students

who are "'above average'' officers. The researcher acknowledges this

possibility, yet it is pointed out that if inconsistencies iu judgment

policies are found for ''above average!'' officers, then there is

intuitively an even greater chance of average, or below average,
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A. You have just received an OER rating of "3, For each of the 5
possible reactions listed below, circlc the number which best :
describes your feeling toward each reaction. ;
1. They (my boss, my chain of command, the 'system') don't ;

think I should be promoted. 2
1 2 3 4 5 i
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely ;
Not My Not My My My f
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction E
2. They are saying that most other people performed their job 2
better than I did mine., ;
1 2 3 4 5
Definitely = Probably Unsure Probably  Definitely
Not My Not My My My ;
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction 2
3 3. They don't think I could be effective in higher level jobs. ]
i
2 1 2 3 4 5
] Definitely =~ Probably Unsure Probably  Definitely 5
= Not My Not My My My
3 Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction ;
4. They are saying I didn't do my job very well. z
% 1 2 3 4 5
3 Definitely = Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
L-F Not My Not My My My
§ Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaciion
3 Figure 2. Example Part III Scenario
E’ officers exhibiting judgment inconsistencies. ﬁ
E ) |
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Data Analysis

Analysis of collected data was conducted with the use of the
Aeronautical Systerns Division CDC 6500 computer, Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio. Descriptive statistics programs, group regressions, and
paired sample t-tests incorporated in the analysis were accomplished
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, kncwn as SFSS
(Nie, et al., 1G75).

Individual regression equations and associaterd statistics were
formulated using a Fortran program written by Captain Harold E.
Klick, also a graduate systems management system. This program
calculated, in addition to individual regression equation coetficients,
the relative weights for each predictor variable and the multiple corre-
lation coefficient (Rz) for each exercise respondent. This information

was then stored on a disk file for use ia later computations.

Specific Analyses Performed on the Dafa

requencies on Exercise Responses. In order to provide a

me‘hod for examining the raw data base, the SPSG program

. "frequencies' was used (Nie, et al, 1975:194) to provide {requency
distributions on the responses to each exercise question. This output
provided a concise descriptive analysis of the exercise respondents
according to grade, aeronautical rating, and c¢ther demographic
variables, as wzli as the distributions of the decision exercise

responses.
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Individual Regression Analyses. Two regression analyses were
perforined (using the Fortran program) with the data from each exer-
cise respondent: one regression was accomplished using the nine
scenarios wherein the assigned OER was a ''1,'" and the second regres-
sion was accomplished using the remaining nine scenarios in which the
assigned OER score was a '"3.'" In each regression, the degree of
appropriateness of the assigined OER (the exercise response) was
regressed on the two decision cues: (1) performance and (2) other
indicators of potential., For each OER ''set,' this program yielded the
relative weights that each officer placed or performance and potential
factors, as well as the RZ value associated with the decisions made.
Mean values of these parameters for different groups of officers were
calculated and are presented as research results.

Paired Sample t-Test of Individual Relative Weights, In this

research, iliere was not an a priori assumption that officers use a
single decision-making policy when making judgments of both '"good
(a '""1" rating) and '"bad' (a "'3'" rating) CER ratings. Rather, the two
sets of scenarios were treated separately (as described in the preced-
ing section), and a paired sample t-test (Nie, et al, 1975:272) was
conducted on the two sets of data in order to determine if mean values
of relative weights were different for the two given OE. levels. This
analysis therefore indicated whether officers used different decision-

making policies in judging ''good' and "bad'' OER ratings.
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Group Regression Analyses. 1In addition to individual decisicn-

e G A S

making policies, this research a2lso involved an examinatior of the
judgment policies of groups of officers. In this regard, the degree of
appropriateness of the given OER score (tke decisicn variable) was
regressed on the performance and potential factors, based on the total
number of decisions made by the following groups of officers:

1. All groups (381 respondents)

2. SOS students (113)

3. ACSC students (144)

4, AWC students (124)

As in the case of the individual regressior analyses, separate
regressiocns were run o.a the scenarios with the 1" and "3" ratings.
The different combinations of groups were regressed in order to pro-
vide information to test the hypotheses that various groups used
differznt judgment policies about OER scores. This analysis, which
was accomplished using sn F-test for romparison ot regression

models, is discussed in the nexti sectior of this chapter.

The output of the group regression analyses yielded standardized

beta weights for each predictor (performance and potential), the group
2

R", and analysis of variance (ANOVA) data used in later F-test compu-

tations.

F-Test for Comparison of Regression Models. The F-test, as

described by G, C. Ghow (1960:599) was used to test whether there

was 2 statistically significant diiference (at the . 05 lev=l) in
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regression mmodels being compared. The null hypothesis in each
comparison scates that there is no significant difference in the regres-
sion coefficients cf the models being compared, versus ar alternate
hypothesis that there is at least ovne model among those being com-

pared whose regression coefficients are different. When mcere than

A P AW

sy

two models are being compared, however, this tesi does not identify

3

a3

which model(s) are different; therefore, when a null hypothesis is

LT

rejecied in such a case, the number of models being compared i sub-

sequent analysis may be partitioned into smaller groups in order to

more closely identifv which models differ from others. This approach

1
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was used in this research effort, as indicated in the results chapter of
this report.

The F-test of significance was used not only to compare regres-
sion models based on the PME school of respondents, but also involved
hypothesis testing with groupings of respondents based on demographics
such as aeronautical rating, recent OER rating, and respondents'

history as an OER rater.

Examination of Interactive versus a Non-interactive Model,

T IO ST

wa p

A ugh this research was primarily involved with judgment modeling

@ .

based on an additive effect of predictor variables on the decision vari-
able, some researchers have proposed that higher order, or inter-

action, ' terms should also be included in ‘he models (Jones, =t al,

1975:21). 1ln essence, these hichker order terms (e.g., an (X1 x X5)

term) may be added to the regression model in order to account for
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icteraction between pradictor variables, therefore adding explanative

power to the model. Since there were two predictors used in this
research, one interaction term (performance level times the potential
level) was added to each regression mode! in order to determine the
statistical sigunificance of the interection term, as well as the resultant

increase in group R . By examining the relative contribution of inter-

v At 2 e L AR R0 HOLE SR YR 0 A L N

actior terms, one may then make observations aboui the '"complete-
ress' (or lack thereof) of the non-interactive model in predicting

judgments.
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Paired Sample t-Test on Part Iil Data., Part III of the exercise

was included te chtuin more direct reactions to OER scores with which
the results of the policy capturing model could be compared.

As described earlier in this chapter, there were four situations
presented in Part III: awarding a "1,' receiving a "1, ' awarding a
"3," and receiving a "3." Folicwing each situation, there wcre four
coimmonly held beliefs stated about OER 3cores with which the
respondent was asked to indicate either agreement or disagreement
{on a five point scale). In each situation, two of the 'beliefs' were
verformance oriented, and two were potential oriented.

In order to determine which concept received the most '"agree-
ment, "' a paired-sample t-test was conducted to examine whether the
agreement with either potential beliefs or cerformance heliefs was

greater than the other. 1t was nypothesized that the relative weights
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calculated from the policy capturing model should be consistent with

b

this additional analysis of the Part III data.
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III Appraisal Systems: An Examination of the Literature

As discussed previously, this research was concerned with the
Air Force officer evaluation system, and the possibility of officers
viewing the system differently in terms of perceived evaluation system
goals, as well as inputs to the system (performance and/or potential
evaluation).

Although this study dealt with a military appraisal system, it
involved many concepts that also apply to civilian appraisal systems.
The following discussion of appraisal system development and con-
cepts is presented in order to serve as background information for
clarifying the nature of the research problem, and to provide a theoret-
ical basis with which officer perceptions of performance and potential
(as determined by analysis efforts) can be compared.

The first topic discussed is the historical development of
appraisal systems in general, as well as the apparent trends in
appraisal techniques that have been documented in the literature, A
similar discussion of the Air Force officer evaluation system is then
presented. Following this historical development of civilian and Air
Force appraisal systems, the objectives of employee appraisal are
described, followed by a discussion of what appraisal systems measure.
Finally, a representative list of "indicators'' of both performance and

potential is developed, as supported by management literature. These
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indicators were used in the decision-making exercise that formed

R N RO o

the basis of this research effort.

ol

Historical Development and Trends

Figaaifioog

The managerial activity known as employee appraisal is not a

S tSae AL

recent product of the ''technological age." References to appraisal of

b Bl

managers can be found in antiquity: emperors of the Wei dynasty 3
(AD 221-265) had an "imnperial rater' whose task it was to evaluate the
performance of the official family. Centuries later, Ignatius Loyola
established a system for formal rating of the members of the Jesuit

Society (Whisler & Harper, 1962:423),

One of the first uses of formal appraisal systems in the United

At bt ALK R ED

States was by government agencies in the late 19th century, a move

L e A IR

induced by criticism of waste and the spoils system in government.

The real impetus to appraisal in business, however, came as the

PORVRT TORRSHE R0

result of the work of Frederick Taylor and hi .ollowers before World

S5 b

War I. These appraisal systems were related to various efficiency

T

factors developed from work simplification and time and motion study

(Koontz, 1971:17).

As concern with human relations aspects of the work environment
increased in the 1930s and 1940s, behavioral traits such as "ability to

get along with others' tended to become increasingly prevalent in 3

appraisal systems.

ALk
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Yarly appraisal systems were generally aimed at the evaluation
of hourly workers rather than managers. Koontz points out that mana-
gerial appraisal systems largely introduced during World War II and
immediately thereafter had their foundation in hourly labor perform-
ance appraisal systems. Too many of them, he argues, were based
on worker qualities and attitudes rather than on performance (Koontz,
1971:19).

One source pointed out that management literature, especially
since World War II, has been increasingly concerned with the nr.H'»m
of performance appraisal; in a 1962 collection of 50 reprint -i 1r.cles
on performance appraisal, only 8 were written before 1951. '"This
suggests, ' the authors pointed out, ''that although performance
appraisal is not new, it has only recently gained the attention it
deserves' (Whisler & Harper, 1962:2),

With rising interest in behavioral science followirg World War II,
there was a tendency toward a traditional "trait approach' to employee
appraisal. One study, conducted in 1957, concluded the following:

"Most comranies . ., . are concerned mainly with
personality and caaracter traits . . . so strongly is the
emphasis on personality that job knowledge and even job
performance may have only a minor place in the overall

rating'' {Dale and Smith, 1957:22).

There have been many explanations offered for this ''drift"
toward such a trait approach: one analyst offered three underlying
reasons: (1) as behavioral sciences captured public interest, there

was a greater tendency to explain effectiveness by psychological or

38
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psychiatric measures (2) since so many managerial tasks cannot be
giveun quantitative measurement and since qualitative factors are diffi-
cult tc measure, there has been a tendency to drift toward personality-
centered appraisals (3) the third factor relates to the manager's job;
practically every study has found successful managers to be strong
leaders and have highlighted human relations skills (Kellogg, 1965:60).

Beginning in the late 1950s and early 1960s, the merits of
employee appraisal were widely argued. Douglas McGregor, in his
widely read article "An Uneasy Look at Performance Appraisal, ' con-
demned the traditional approach to appraisal wherein managers were
put in the "untenable position of judging the personal worth of subordi-
nates, and then acting on these judgments.! (McGregor, 1957:94)
Other criticisms of traditional appraisal systems were offered by
Likert (1959), Stolz (1960), Mayfield (1950), and others.

McGregor's alternative approach to appraisal, which places the
major responsibility on the subordinate for establishing performance
goals and self appraising progress toward them, appears to have its
basis in Drucker's concept of inanagement by objectives, or "MBO., "
Under such an approach, an employee and hic or her supervisor
periodically negotiate vhat the subordinate should accomplish by the
end of the rating period (Drucker, 1954:121).

The inclusion of MBO concepts in appraisal systems is becoming
increasingly prevalent: a recent sludy indicated that over half of 293

firms surveyed used some form of MEOQO in their appraisal system.
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The study concluded that MBO-based appraisal methods, since its
measurements are clearly job-related and appraisals are easier to
make: " . . . an individual either meets his objectives, or he
doesn't." (Anderson, 1978:1).

The move to objective or results-oriented appraisal has also
been precipitated by equal opportunity laws: recent federal court rul-
ings essentially have made it the responsibility of an emplover to prove
that his rating system does not discriminate; companies must now
demonstrate both that their systems are reliable and that the factors
that are measured are truly related to job performance. Actual court
cases have upheld employee complaints of 'patently subjective' judg-
ments based on factors that had little to do with how the job was done.

i3
Anderson thus concludes that as lower-level executives become increas- ;

ingly anonymous in the expanding white-collar work force, many
companies do not want to rely on informal rating systems: they believe

they will be in a better position to avoid conflict with equal opportunity

Lad bt S G A S LI

laws if they justify personnel decisions with uniform apprairal stand-
ards (Anderson, 1978:1).
Concomitant with the increasing reliance on formal appraisal,
however, is increasing criticism of most systems. There appears to
3 be instability regarding many organizations' appraisal systems: a

: recent report by the Conference Board noted that over half of the 293

A SR BA M e s A, S8R

firms it surveyed had developed new systems within the past three

4

E years, yet current systems were still widely regarded as a nuisance

: 40

2

4

B - e CTTTIIIITTTITTTT T
B e T o e S gl




:
¥
&
R

E

at best and a dangerous evil at worst, One consultant admitted that

finding a werkable appraisal system '"'seems like a search for the Holy

Grail.!" (Anderson, 1978:1)

Evolution of the Air Force Officer Evaluation System

The history of the Air Force officer evaluation system is rather
short, but nevertheless illustrates the evolutionary process that many
managerial appraisal systems undergo.

When it became a separate service in 1947, the Air Force con-
tinued to use the Army officer evaluation system, which had been
substantially revised earlier in 1947. Whereas .he Army system had
previously been based on a trait approach to appraisal, the '"new' AGO
Form 67 required a different method of evaluation: the essence of this
form was ore section which provided a rater with multiple-choice ques-
tions about ratee characteristics, and an additional section which pro-
vided space for writien commente Ly the rater (Rhoades, et al, 1978:
10).

General dislike, however, of this system prompted .he Air Force
to implement its own OER system with the introduction of Air Force
Form. 77, 15 March 1949, This system, although based on extensive
research of officer perceptions of rating factors by the American
Institute of Research, was also found to be lacking in that it was too
complex (there were 54 items to be scored), time consuming, and gave

rise to "inflated' ratings (AFR 36-10, 1975:A-2),
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In 1952, a new system was introduced that "'survived, " with
1ninor modifications, for 22 years. Two somewhat similar forms
were used with this system: the Air Force Form 77 (used for rating
company grade officers) was task oriented, while the £ir Force Form
707 (used for rating field grade officers) was management oriented
(Rhoades, et al, 1976:12).

The front side of both forms was used for identification data
(Section I), and a description of duties (Section II). Section III
described eight "rating factors,' which were listed in terms of a five
block scale ranging from '"'outstanding' to '"poor' descriptors. Section
IV entailed a similar five block rating of "military qualitics.' Section
V, which was titled "Overall Evaluation, ' involved a ten block scale
ranging from "unsatisfactory' to ''outstanding. '

Section VI involved a rating of '"Promoticn Potential, ' on a four
block "'descriptor! scale. Finally, Section VII provided space for
rater comments, and an additional section provided space for com-
ments by an indorsing official. The Air Force Form 77, November
1966, can be found in Appendix C.

Although this system lasted for 22 years, problems with rating
"inflation' led to its demise. In 1961, less than five percent of all Air
Force Officers were receiving "top block ratings in the ""Promotion
Potential' section: in 1974, over 90 percent had received top ratings

five consecutive times (Rhoades, et al, 1976:1).
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In November 1970, the Director of Personnel at Headquarters
USAF requested that the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory

(AFHRL) develop a new officer evaluation systein, hased on the belief

that the current system was inadequate for differentiating between

individuals for seciecticn (pron.ction) and assignment purposes

{Johnson, et al, 1976:5).

L

vy

The proposed OER sy:iem was designed by the AFHRL arcund a

EITTAN

management by objectives corcept: the system was based on a state-

ment of job objectives and was designed to assure some degree of

counseling in the rating process. Additionally, a separate evaluation

R TN R S P LSl

of promotion potential was recommended, since AFHRL researchers

£ L

questioned the capability of a ""single system doing everything for

(o

everybody." (Johnson, et al, 1976:5,8). The AFHRL recommenda-
tions specifically stated that the Air Force CES objectives should be to :
produce valid and discriminating assessments of (1) performance and

(2) potential, in order to provide information for assignment, counsel-

ing, and selection (AFHRL, 1971:App6). Additional emphasis on

potential as well as performance assessment was stressed in the

L Al 3 N A o

""personnel plan,'" approved by the Secretary of the Air Force, which

stated that promotion is to be based on performance and potential--in ,;

the past, emphasis has been almost entirely on past performance

(AFTIRL, 1971:Tab2, App 2).

The OER review group, which considered the recommendations !

of the AFHRL, substantially modified the proposed system: the MBO
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and the ""two form'' concepts were eliminated, as was the requirement
for interaction between the rater and ratee regarding the appraisal of

job accomplishments (Johnson, et al, 1976:10, 11).

5w AR AT, A &xﬁz{m&iﬂ&wﬁmnﬁ%‘m&ﬁﬂ

More specifically, the current OER system does not outline this

TR

'"developmental' functica as an objective of the system: AFR 36-10

IRV,

states the following:

"Evaluation reports are designed for the personnel
managemernt of Air Force Oificers. They are not to be
used as counseling devices . . . counseling is per-
formed (continuously) by the supervisor for the purpose

of assisting individuals in improving their performance."
(AFR 30-10, 1978:1-2)

yoie Oy

The revised OER systein was implemented by the Air Force in

November 1974, The new Air Toice Form 707, November 1974 has

LYot (oo et

two evaluation sections: Part III involves a rating of performance
factors similar to that found in the previous system except that it has
no overall evaiuation of performance, and Part IV is titled '""Evaluation
of Potential.'" 1lhis evaluation of potential is scored in terms of a six
block scale ranging from '"highest' to "lowest.!" In order to control

rating inflation in this section, a controlled distribution was imposer.

on the top two blocks of the rating of potential (AFR 36-10, 1975:5-3).

For clarification purposes, a '"top block' rating in Section IV is com-

e TP A T T P e e e e L

th

monly referred to as a "1, ' the second level block a ''2, " etc. (through

'
:
1]
P
}

"6, ' the lowest rating possible).

In January, 1978, ‘he controlled rating distribution was modified

to reflect limitations only on the percentage of top block ratings
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awarded (AFR 36-10, 1978:6-1). Since the current controlled rating

distribution only applies to the "evaluation of potential,'' some writers
have keyed on the assessma=ant of potential as the essence or heart ol
the current OER, such as Blakelock (1976:30), Rhoades, et al (1972:%).
and Dunne (1977:12). The concept of ''potential’’ assessment versus
"performance'’ assessment leads to an examination of some of the
problems associated with appraisal systems. The remainder of this
discussion will therefore focus on the sources of these problems: the
objectives of appraisal systems, and the question of what the systems

are designed to appraise.

The Qbjectives of Employee Appraisal

Peter Drucker, in his discussion of the need for employee
appraisal, pointed out that ""insistence on high goals and high perform-
ance requires that a man's ability both to set goals and to attain them
be systematically appraised.! He additionally pointed out that since
meznagers make many decisions ba -d on appraisals of employees,
these managers need a systematic appraisal or else too much time is
wasted on making decisions by ""hunch' rather than by knowledge
(Drucker, 1954:149).

Kellogg states that to appraise anything is to set a value on it;
however, there is no such thing as a universally accepted value. She
additionally proposes that managers should discard the notion that

appraisals are "absolute" evaluations with which associates will agree:
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he or she should recognize, instead, that appraisal is a subjective

judziment mede on the basis of inforwmnation whick is incomplete

(Kellogg, 19€5:15). This inherent subjectivity is refiected in the fol-

lowing definition of smployee appraisal:

"Employee appraisal is a manager's subjective judgment
of the value of an individual's ability to do something: the

manage: judges one's present and/or future usefulness to a
job or a business.! (Kellogg, 1965:19)

PPN P ————c -

Additionally, Kellogg points out that employee appraisal is most

likely to be sound if its purpose is well defined (Kellogg, 1965:19). A

i
1%
|

discussion of the obiectives of employee appraisai, therefore, is pre- i
kY
i

sented at this point.

In anv managerial activity, one must initially consider the goals

of that activity. In this regard, an examination of the goals of

employee appraisal is in order, This discussion is considered essen-

tial, as one source indicated that a fundamental reason for the failure
of perfcrmance appraisal systems is the failure of management to
clearly define objectives and to establish techniques specifically

designed to accomplish these cbjectives (Huse, 1967:3).

In general, the primary purpose of employee appraiseal is fo

PP S

facilitate improved results. In an attempt to accomplish organizational

goals, managers are :ctively invulved in direct contact with subordi-

i.

nate managers and worhers by executing the "directing'! and ''controi-

ling" managerisl functions. In this regard, employee appraisal results

in an "informalion base' on employees that is used for two distinct

nurposes.
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The first of these is personnel administration, wherein the

2 3

manager evaluates subordinates regarding their performance (and

Sd byt e AN

possibly potential for future performance), and subsequently forms

X PAPPREHPNTCN

the basis for decisions concerning promotions, transfers, and merit

VTS

rewards, including salary administration (Cummings, 1973:4).

Lot b

In order to "improve results' in the short run, managers evalu-

ELL N g ey o REZSREREEE AR A Liri b

ate the performance of subordinates and take necessary actions to

HeAR LY

promote better performance. In the long run, however, managers

SR SO

generally consider (and evaluate, at least mentally) both the potential 3
of an employee (future worth to the organization) and the developrnent
of employees to fulfill future needs of the organization. The concepts
of performance and potential will be examined in more detail in a ‘
subsequent section of this chapter, so discussion will now focus on the
second use of appraisal information: perscnal development.
From this viewpoint, appraisals are designed to help improve
performance or the capability for performance directly by aiding the
employee in identifying areas for improvement and growth (Cummings,
1973:4-5). This developmental function is essential to both the

subordinate (for personal growth and increased job competence) and the

3 organization. If, through the appraisal process, managers are success-

ful in further developing an employee's effectiveness, organizational

frisd kR At

KSR

goal accomplishment will have been facilitated.

This developmental approach therefore emphasizes the import-

M RNERECOU e A

ance of managerial actions in improving and facilitating an indjvidual's
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effectiveness relative to his or her own abilities (Cummings, 1973:6).
The manager is itherefore placed in a counseling role in his or her
relationship with subordinates. Terry emphasizes that it is the man-
ager's job to guide subordinates, not to inspect and drive them toward
sought for improvements (Terry, 1974:226).

Employee appraisal therefore ¢stablishes ar information base
upon whichk personnel administration and personal development actions

are hopefully taken to facilitate organizational goal accomplishment.

Formal and Informal Appraisal

Although many managers way think of employee appraisal in
terms of formal systems (i.e., documented appraisals on a specified
form at required intervals), there also exists a continuous, informal
type of appraisal. The manager, through day-to-day contacts with
subordinates, continuously appraises their performance and takes
actions which hopefully improve performance. Informal appraisal can
be thought of as one input to the formal appraisal of sunordinates. Thus,
the informal appraisal of subordinates involves maintaining effective
comrnunications lines between superiors and subordinates that serve as
routes for positive feedback as well as for corrective measures.

The two percpectives for viewing appraisal--personnel admin-
istration and personal development--are applicable to both formal and
informal means of appraisal. Whereas the personnel administration

viewpoint 1s most often associated with formal uppraisal systems, the
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personal development viewpoint is most frequently associated with the

manager's day-to-day, informal contact with subordinates. In some

appraisal systems, however, personal development is additionally %
accomplished (at least by design) through a formal appraisal interview: ‘

these appraisal interviews are conducted periodically and involve a
discussion between the supervisor and the subordinate of the forma:t

rerformance rating, strengths and weaknesses, and arezs needing

improvement. Thus, the appraisal interview serves as an important

AP ey

T T T e G e o e Lo PR BA S A T K

source of feedback to the employee that lets him or her know where he

or she stands.

o

Although there may b2 much to be gained from an informal sys-

tem of employee appraisal, it appears that many managers are either
reluctant or ineffective in this regard. Thus, major emphasis is
placed by many organizations on the formal system of appraisal, par-

ticularly with respect to personnel administration and associated ;

R T R A T PR e o TR L X R P Tem A

decisions regarding salary, promotions, etc. This research was

oriented toward the implications of formal appraisal systems, particu-
larly as related to the Air Force officer evaluation system.

A significant question to be asked when considering appraisal
systems concerns what the system is intended to measure. This sub-

ject 1s certainly essential to any effective appraisal system, for mana-

P T W

gers must be aware of and understand what is being evaluated before

the appraisal system can be effective in achieving desired results.

T o o N T R M TR O O AP A Y S e
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What Do Appraisal Systems Measure?
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This topic concerns what appraisai systems are designed to
measure, as well as some of the obstacles inherent in attempt to
subjectively evaluate human performance (or the capability for per-
formance). Particularly when dealing with formal appraisal systerns,
managers must be cognizant of what is being measured; if managers
actually evaluate employees based on factors different than those
intended by the appraisal system design, dysfunctional organizational
effects are possible which limit the accomplishment of organizational
egoals.

cerformance. In many appraisal systems, supervisors are

simply evaluating employees' past performance (i.e., performance

appraisal}. Since the concept of performance is being discussed, a

reiteration of the definition presented in chapter one is in order:
Performance is defined as the degree to which an

employee has satisfactorily accomplished his or her job

or assigned duties during a specified period of time,

Performance is determined primarily by one's abilities, coupled
with motivational forces; i.e., one must have both the capability and the
desire to do it. However, Cummings points out that since performance
is an individual phenomenon, environmental variables influence per-

formance, primarily through their effect on the individual determinants

of performance--ability and motivaiion, as shown in the model below.
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ENVIRONMENT INDIVIDUAL

job design

supervision

peers ABILITY

compensation

working conditions >_—> PERFORMANCE
training

evaluation MOTIVATION

Figure 3, Performance Model (Cummings, 1973:9)

Ability reflects capability; a relatively stable characteristic which
enables persons to behave in some specified fashion. Motivation, on
the other hand, reflects effort or energy, a dynamic characteristic
which determines how vigorously capabilities will be employed in some
activity (Cummings, 1973:8).

One might argue that examining the effects of environmental
factors on the determinants of performance is not relevant to the sub-
ject of appraisal, since performince is viewed in retrospect (past

actions are considered). However, if some of these environmental

factors have adverse effects on the determinants of performance, then

one's demonstrated level of performance may not be truly indicative of

Pl

an employee's true capabilities to perform, i.e., that employee's

T

ey

potential. Patz points out that past performance is only one indicator

Cog N2

of what future performance may be at higher levels. Additionally, he
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emphasizes that promotion decisions, like all decisions that affect the

future, should reflect estimates of management potential more
strongly than appraisals of past performance (Patz, 1975:79). Laurent
emphasizes that performance in one job is, to a degree, predictive of
performance in another, but generally only to the extent to which the
two jobs are similar; the accuracy of the prediction decreases as the
jobs become more dissimilar (Laurent, 1968:3),

Potential. As was alluded to in earlier discussion, managers
are not only concerned with past performance, but are additionally
oriented toward the effective performance of subordinates in the
future, particularly when these subordinates are also managers.
Some appraisal systems are therefore designed to predict the future
worth--the potential--of individuals to the organization.

One private industry research report emphasized a primary
reason for the .. :st in identifying executive, or management,
potential:

"The job of a manager in a business organization is
becoming more and more complex, which means that

those going into management positions in the future must

have more ability than some of those who were able to do

an acceptable job in the past. These needs put a premium

on the early identification of employees who have the

potential to be successful in management positions,"

(Laurent, 1968:1)

One survey of top and middle managers in 19 companies indi-

cated that the purpose of appraisal is not only a developmental tech-

nique to improve results, but is also a necessary vehicle for
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assessing management potential (Patz, 1975:75).

Not all management writers support the appraisal of individual
potential, as evidenced by Drucker's statement that an appraisal
which 'focuses on potential, on personality, on promise, on anything
that is not provable performance, is an abuse." (Drucker, 1954:150)
Although in 1954 openly opposing the rating of potential in employee
appraisal systems, Drucker appears to lend some support (possibly
unintentionzal) to the appraisal of potential in his more recent book,

The Effective Executive:

"Effective executives know that they have to start

with what a man can do rather than what a job requires,

This means that they do their thinking about people long

before the decision on filling a job has to be made, and

independently of it. The purpose is to arrive at an

appraisal of a man before one has to decide whether he

is the 1ight person to fill a bigger position." (Drucker,

1967:83)

Drucker's comment appears to indicate that one cannot always wait
on proven performance to base certain decisions; one therefore makes
predictions of one's future performance based on various factors.

As was mentioned in earlier discussion, one of the objectives of
employee appraisal is to provide information upon which promotion
decisions are based. One study indicated that some companies placed
major weight in promotion decisions on the immediate superior's

estimate of the subordinate's potential, rather than on the superior's

estimate of the subordinate's job performance effectiveness (Campbell,

et al, 1970:37).
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Since potential is future orienfed, a manager may encounter
difficulties when attempting to measure this individual capability.
These difficulties are illustrated by the following excerpt from an
Exxon USA research report on measuring management potential:
"If the evaluation of performance is difficult, the

evaluation of potential is even more so. This is particu-

larly true when one attempts to evaluate the management

potential of young erployees.! (Laurent, 1968:2)
Kellogg indicate . that the first and most important thing for a manager
to do is recognize his or her limitations in predicting the future ard
do everything possible to gather accurate, relevant, representative
information as a basis for judgments, Therefore, the manager makes
a judgmental decision about the probability that a given employee will
grow at a rate which will place him or her in competition for certain
key openings in the future., Kellegg also points out that because of the
relative inadequacy of this decision, it should be considered a short
term one, subject to frequent reviews as the future unfolds both for
the firm and for the individual (Kellogg, 1965:137). Drucker also sup-
ports this '"'short term'' concept by indicating that one cannot appraise
potential for any length of time ahead or for anything very different
from what a man is already doing (Drucker, 1967:85).
Regarding Air Force officer evaluations, the emphasis also

appears to be on a "short term" evaluation of potential. AFR 36-10,

in discussing potential, emphasizes this short range time frame:
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"Evaluators will focus primarily on near term capa-
bilities for increased responsibilities; from an evaluator's
perspective, long range assessment in a subordinate
element for which primnary responsibility rests with the
selection board.! (AFR 36-10, 1978:2-22)
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Thus, employee appraisal systems may be designed to measure

{past oriented) performance and/or (future oriented) potertial in sup-

The next section of this chapter

5,

port of appraisal systems objectives.

-

presents several 'indicators' of performance and potential, as sup-

TR Mt 5 S R 2 i

¥
£o

ported by various sources in the management literature.

Indicators of Performance and Potential

LT

o

- . - » - » o

As was mentioned in earlier discussion, measuring the perform- i3

&

ance of managers is not always a simple task, particularly since a 1%
;

i

large proportion of managerial and professional jobs simply do not

€Y

e
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have readily identifiable units of output. Thus, it appears that the

higher the job level in the organizational hierarchy, the more abstract

and difficult to measure job performance becomes. Fur.hermore, the

evaluation of management potential appears to pose even greater diffi-
culties since potential is based on predictions of future performance,
rather than exclusively on assessments of past performance.

Since this research involved a policy capturing method of deter-

AR s

mining officer perceptions of performance and potential, '"indicators"

of each conept were chosen for inclusion in the decision-making exer-

RO A TR

cise. In general, periormance represents one's past accomplishiments - g

in terms of effectiveness and efficiency, while potential is a more

’ abstract concept that is additionally based on various pe:~sonality traits

peRiF RS G e
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and individual capabilities. The following three indicators of per-
formance are considered a representative, but certainly not compre-

hensive, listing based on current management literature.

Performance Indicators

1. Accomplishment of assignments--This indicator, selected
to represent the degree of on-the-job accomplishments during a rating
period, is perhaps the rnost obvious performance indicator aund is sup-
ported, among others, by Pigors and Myers (1977:47, 274).

2. Efficiency in the use of resources--Not only is performance
determined by how effective a job is accomplisked, but also by the
degree of efficiency wicth which resources are utilized. This reason-
ing is supported by Mann and Dent (1954:105), Johnson, Meehan and
Wilkinson (1976:7), and efficiency is included as a performance factor
on the Air Force Officer Effectiveness Report (Air Force Form 707).

3. Communicative ability and effectiveness--The importance of
being a proficient communicator, both orally and in written form, has
been emphasized by Kellogg (1965:142), Johnson, et al (1976:7), and is
also included as a performance factor on the OER form.

Three representative indicators of potential obtained from a
search of management literature (indicators other than immediate past

performance) are as follows:
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Potential Indicators

1. Individual motivation and dedication--This '"drive' factor is
listed in AFP 36-26, paragraph 3-2c, e as ''essential and without
which an officer's potential is strictly limited." (AFP 36-26,1977)
Additional support for this factor is offered by Guyton {1969:659), and
Laurent (1968:3).

2. Intellectual ability--Guyton concludes that this factor is a
strong contributor to success prediction (Guyton, 1969:660). Other
sources which support this factor are Cummings (1973:16) and Laurent
(1968:3).

3. Sensitivity to people and their needs--AFP 36-26, paragraph

3-2J specifically points out that human relations is an important aspect

of potential., Koontz (1971:22) lends additional support to the inclusion
of human relations ability as an indicator of management potential.
Although recent performance and trends in past performance are
considered to be valid predictors of potential, these factors were not 3
included in the decision-making exercise as indicators of potential in

order to clearly distinguish between ""performance-related" and '"other"

indicators of potential. This rationale was considered essential to the
- research effort, since it has been arguved that in some places the
frame of reference in military appraisal systems is "potential, '* but
the assumption is that potential is little more than performance (Dunne,
: 1977:12). In order to examine this argument, a policy capturing medel

was developed to distinguish between the relative importance that
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officers place on (1) past performance and (2) other indicators of

#
potential when making judgments of OER ratings (Section IV, "Evalu- ;fg.
ation of Potential''). The resulting weights that officers placed on ;,{

i
performance and poiential were used to examine if potential is, in ;
fact, a.sumed in some situations to be ''little more than perform- "
ance,' as Dunne hypothesizes. ;
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IV Results

Exercise Resnonse

As indicated in Table 4.1, a total of 584 decision-making exer-

cises were distributed to students at the three PMF schools at

Maxwell AFB, Alabama. Of the exercises returned, 381 were usable,

resulting in an overall return vate of 65. 2%.

Table 4.1
Exercise Response Rates
Numbers »f Number of

PME Exercises Usable Return
School Distributed Returns Rate
SOS 186 113 60. 8%
ACSC 204 i44 70.6%
AWC 194 124 63.9%
Total 584 381 65.2%

Demographic Classification of Respondents

The 381 respondeits represented a wide range of grade, aero-

nautical rating, command of assignment, years of service, education

level, and other demographic variahles. Tables 4.2 through 4.5

illustrate respondent classifi:ation by grade, aerona itical rating.

history as an O« rater, and most recent OER rating. Additionally,

16 different commands were represented in the survey group, the
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‘Table 4.2
Exercise Respondents by Grade i
Absolute Relative
Grade Frequency Frequency (%)
0-2 23 6.1
0-3 107 28.1
0-4 127 33.3
0-5 95 24.9
0-6 29 7.6
Total 381 100.0
Table 4.3
Exercise Respondents by Aeronautical Rating
Aero Absolute Relative
Rating ¥Frequency Frequency (%)
Pilot 164 43.0
Navigator 49 12.9
Non-rated 168 44.1
Total 381 100.0

mean education level was a master's degree; and 87% of the respond-
ents indicated that they either definitely or most likely will make the

Air Force a career,
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Table 4.4
Exercise Respondents by History as an OER Rater

%
%
3
&
4
3
M
H
A

<
)
:
-
i
£

4

%

History as Absolute Relative
a Rater Frequency Frequency (%)

f TIPRR 1S LIRS PIUS W PUIR

Never rated another

officer 117 30,7
3
Occasionally rated :
another officer 112 29.4
Frequency rated A
another officer 156 39.4 :

Missing Cases 2 .5

Total 381 100.0

3 Table 4.5

Exercise Respondents by Most Recent OER Rating

QER Absolute Relative
Rating Frequency Frequency (%)
nin 192 50.4
VAL 112 29,4
"34 through ™ 71 18.6
Other or Never had

: an OER 5 1.3

3 Missing Cases 1 .3

4 Total 381 100. 0

VAT X gm0

*Only one officer had an OER rating of '"4" or less.
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Ar interesting result of one deracgraphic question was that 31%
of the exercise respondeats had never written an OER on another
officer; this factor was later used in investigating statistical differ-

ences in regression models. Also, the distribution of the responses
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to question 14 ("What rating did you receive on your most recent con-

e

trolled OER? ") indicated that a majority of officers had received '"1s" 5
{specifically, 50.5% vi:rsus a 22% Air Force average). Furthermore, :

only 18. 7% responded that they had received a "3!' or less, as opposed

to an Air Force average of 50% under the 1974-1977 OEK system.

Assuming valid responses to these questions, the students at the three

PME schools received higher OER ratings than Air Force officers in

general,

A complete listing of responses to the 15 demographic questions

is found in Appendix E.

Individual Regression Results

——— yopemeram s am e e s
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As outlined in the methodology chapter of this report, two regres-
sion analyses were performed on the data for each exercise respondent

in order to construct individual models where the '"degree of appropri-

’ ateness'' of an OER rating was the decision (dependent) variable, and

the factors '"performance' and "potential'' were the predictor (inde-

A K RN 5 Dl 1 VAP VAR G At Y

vendent) variables.

T PO

Using the previously mentioned Fortran program, two regres-
sion models were constructed for each respondent: one for the rine

scenarios with an assigned CER rating of "1, " and one for the nine

ATV
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scenarios with an OER rating of "3." The regression algorithm calcu-
lated the standardized regression coefficients, relative weight for
each predictor, and squared multiple correlation coefficient (RZ) ior
each individual's pair of regression models.

In order to more readily present the results ( these individual
regressions, mean relative weights and meant vaiues were calcu-
lated for the groupings of officers by PME school and are presented
in Table 4. 6. Table 4.7 lists the percentages, by PME grcup, of the
individual regressions that were significant at the . 05 level.

A preliminary inspection of the relative weights assigned gives
the appearance of general agreement among groups of officers regard-
ing the performance and potential criteria used in judging OER ratings.
However, specific hypothesis tests were conducted later in the analysis
using group regressions to determine if the group regression models
were statistically different.

It is noted that "performance' as a decision criterion consist-
ently had a higher relative weight than "other indicators of potential"
for all of the PME groups. An interesting result of the separate
regressions for '"1'" and '"'3'" scenarios was that for all groups, the
relative weight for potential was higher for the '"3s'" scenarios model
than for the ''1s'" scenario model. This implies that potential was

weighted more heavily when these officers made judgments of '"bad"

CERs than it was when they made judgments of "good'' OERs.
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Table 4.6
Individual Regression Results
3 Respondent | Scenario Mean Relative Mean
7 Group OER Predictor Weight RZ
3 Performance .70
2 OER="1" . 686
Potential .30
E $0S
E . Performance . 64
E OER="3! . 704
Potential .36
3 Performance .73
QER="1" . 737

4 Potential .27
4 ACSC
3 Performance .62
E OER='3" . 713
2 Potential

Performance .67

OER="1" .670

4 Potential .33
3 AWC
3 Perforriance .00
] OER="3" . 601

Potential .40

Performance .70
OER="1" .702
] Potential .30
3 All H
3 Subjects
Performance .62
3 OER="3" .702
3 Potential .38
; Mean individual R? values were scattered about the .7 level, which
is not considered unusually low or high, although other policy captur-
ing models have resulted in somewhat higher RZ values (. 75 and better):
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Table 4.7 "
Percentages of Individual Regressions Significant
(¢ =, 05)
Number of
Total Number Regressions
PME of Individual OER | Significant Percentage
Group Regressions Level {at=.05) Significant
SOS 113 1 85 75. 2%
113 3 79 69. 9%
ACSC 144 1 110 76. 4%
144 3 110 76.4%
AWC 120 1 85 70. 8%
120 3 86 71.6%

L\

Glenn (1977) and O'Berry (1977) are examples of such models, although

the policy capturing model involved was not concerned with employee

appraisal in either case. Zedeck and Kafry report that previous g

studies of rater policies using policy capturing techniques yielded R2
values ranging from .50 to .80 (Zedeck and Kafry, 1977:275).

One hypothesis that was tested by this research was that officers

use the same decision policies when making judgments of both "'good"

and '"bad" OER ratings, and the data obtained from the individual

E

regression models was used to test this hypothesis in a manner

described in the next section of this chapter.
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Paired Sample t-Test of Individual Relative Weights

pe bk adul

As cutlined in earlier discussion, a paired sample t-test was

conducted on the relative weights that officers assigned (implicitly) to

Vhodv B zah fed)

predictors in the two scenario OER sets (e.g., 2 "1'" or "3" OER rat-

ing). The null hypothesis tested in each case stated that the mean

v Yudhdrd
PSET VI

relative weight for each predictor was the same for both scenario

OER levels,

e veraL

The alternate hypothesis stated that the mean relative
weight for performance was greater irn the OER=1 situation. Rejection
of the null hypothesis therefore indicates that officers used different

decision-making policies for judging '"good' and ''bad" OER ratings.

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4. 8.

Table 4.8
t-Test of Individual Relative Weights

TSNCIRONS SITNPPRTRY TN ST s Al L AN T Ve

Group to t. 0530 Reject HO. 2

SOS 2.33 1.645 Yes (p< .011)

i

ACSC 4.75 1.645 Yes (p< .001)

AWC 2.57 1. 645 Yes (p < .006) i

All

Respondents 5.65 1. 645 Yes (p< .001) :

As noted in the table, the null hypothesis that the relative weights 4

; were the same, regardless of the scenarioc OER level, was rejected 5

Y for all groups, with significance levels ranging from .011 to . 001. 5
This indicates that officers use different decision-making policies
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concerning CER ratings which depend on the particular OER rating

being judged,

Group Regression Results

The analysis of group decision~-making policies involved an
approach similar to that used in the construction of individual regres-

sion models, the main difference being that the group regressions

o vrad a1 L T e X e X7

il e

were based on the combined decisions made by the grour members for

Yonk Bhovatibn bn o

each of the two OER ratings (e.g., 381 X 9 decisions for each OER

PPy

level if all respondents are grouped together).

ot i G PR

The SPSS subprogram ''regression’ was used in conducting group

regressions: as in the regression of individual decisions, the appro-

Nevw

priateness of assigned OER ratings was regressed on the two predictor

IV SN

variables ""performance'' and !"potential. "

Qutput from each regression included standardized regression
:
s coefficients (beta weights), the significance level of the model (all )
: models were significant at the . 001 level), ANOVA data used in later
%

comparisons of regression models, and the R® value for the group

being modeled. As was pointed out in earlier discussion, relative

weight is a concept that is meaningful only for individual decision-

makers; thus, group regressions presented in this research do not

have associated relative weights. Table 4.9 summarizes the results

Py

of the primary group regressions that were conducted. In order to

provide a means of comparing group and individual regression models,

both results are listed in the table.
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Note that the beta weights for the OER="3" models are negative:

this indicates, as one would expect, that the appropriateness of an
OER rating of ''3" was judged to be less as the levels of performance
and potential increased. As in the individual regression models, per-
formance was weighted more heavily than potential in the group
models.

If one examines the tabled R2 values, it is noted that group R2s
are somewhat lower than mean individual R%s. This results from the
fact that although each decision maker may have made judgments with
a fairly high degree of consistency, a model which is based on the
total number of decisions made among all judges reflects a lower
decision-making consistency (RZ) due to differences in individual
decision policies.

An interesting application of this R% tendency in this research
was that group R%s for the OER="3" models were consistently lower
than st for the OER="1" models, although mean individual R2 values
for the two OER levels were similar in magnitude. This suggests that
although the consistency of individual judges was about the same for
both OER levels, the lower group RZ values for the OER="3" model is
indicative of more varied decision policies among officers making
judgments of "'3" OER ratings.

In order to determine whether the regression models for various
groups of officers were different, F-tect calculations were made, as

described in the next section of this chapter.
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F-Test Compariron of Croup Regression Models

The F-test calculation used to test whether group regression

models being corr, .red were significantly difierent is presented in

Appendix D. In each comparison, the null hypothesis stated that there

was no significant difference (at the . 05 level) in the regression ¢

oef-

ficients of the models being compared, versus the alternate hypothesis

that there was at least one model whose regression coefficients were

different, The results of the F-test comparisons are presented in
Tables 4, 10 through 4. 13 based on groupings made by PME school
aeronautic~’ rating, respondents' history as an OER rater, and

respondents' most recent OER rating.

Table 4.10
F-Test Comparison of Group Regressior Models
(PME School Groupings)

2

Groups Scenario
Compared OER N FO F‘ 05 Reject HO?
SCS/ACSC/AWC nn 3429 2.05 2.10 No
SOS/ACSC/AWC n3n 3429 7.49 2.10 Yes
SOS/ACSC n3n 2313 .68 2.60 No
SQ5/AWC t3n 2133 | 12.20 2.60 Yes
ACSC/AWC n3n 2412 9.13 2.60 Yes
*N = number of decisions.
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Table 4.11

F-Test Comparison of Group Regression Models
{(Aeronautical Rating)

Groups Scenario
; ?
Compared OER N FO F‘ o5 | Reject Hy?
Pilot/Navigator/ nn 3429 . 853 2.10 No
Non-rated
Pilot/Navigator/ n3n 3429 1.525 2.10 No
Non-rated
Table 4, 12
F-Test Comparison of Group Regression Models
‘History as an OER Rater)
Groups Scenario
Compared OER N FO F o5 | Reject Hy?
Never/
Occasionally/ Hpn 3420 4,10 2.10 Yes
Frequently
Never/
Occasionally/ n3n 3420 5.376 2.10 Yes
Frequently

As illustrated in Table 4. 10, a comparison of regression modeis
of the three PME schools yielded interesting results: the nall
hypothesis was nct rejected when compariag the models -ith an
assigned OXR rating of "1, " indicating that all groups used similar
decision policies (i.e., used the performance and potential criteria

in essentially the same manner). However, the null hypothesis was
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Table 4. 13
F-Test Comparison of Group Regression Models™
(Recent OER Rating)

Groupings by

Most Recent Scenario

OER Rating CER Level FO F‘ 05 Reject HO?
1/2/3 e 1.70 1.88 No
1/2/3 "3 2.25 1. 88 Yes
1/2&3 n3n . 152 2.6 No
1&2/3 n3n 3.86 2.6 Yes

I
*N = 3366 Decisions (374 Respondents)

rejected when comparing the models where the assigned OER rating
was a ""3.'" This hypothesis rejection led to a further partitioning of
the groups being compared: further analysis revealed that the AV C
aroup had a decision-making model that was statistically aifferent
from the others.

There was no apparent difference in decision-making policies
based on aeronautical rating, since the null hypothesis was not
rejected,

When groupings were based cn the recent (controlled) OER rating
of respondents, the results were varied; there was no apparent differ-
ence in judgment policies ainong these officers when judgments of '"1"
ratings were made. However. when judgments of '"3" ratings were
made, the null hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis indicated
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that the group of officers having received '"3s" on their rnost recent
(controlled) OER used significantly diffe:ent decision policies when
judging the appropriateness of ''3'" OER ratings in the decision-making
exercise.

These results indicatz that these officers' decision-making poli-
cies were, in some cases, significantly different on the basis of (1)
history as an OER rater and (2) the respondent's recent OER rating,
depending on the OER rating being judged. When the OER score being
judged was a "3, ' the AWC group regression was significantly differ-
ent than the models for SOS cr ACSC. These differcnces do not neces-
sarily suggest a causal relationship between these variables (e.g., a
low OER rating canses a certain decision-making policy). However.
by examining the standardized beta weights listed in Tables 4. 14 and
4.15, one can observe the relative influerce that these groups placed
on the performance and potential factors.

Table 4. 14

Group Regression Coefficients™
(History as an OER Rater)

Scenario Scenario
OQER="1" QER="3"
By B B B
Group (Performance) | (Potential) '{Performance) | (Potential)
Never Rated
Ancther . 664 . 348 -.612 -.378
Occasionally . 659 .376 -.560 -.422
Frequently .619 .383 -. 545 -.405
*Standardized
74
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Table 4.15
Group Regression Coefficients™
(Recent OER Rating)

Scenario Scenario
Group OER="1" OER="3"

OER A b B B,
Rating (Performance)| (Potential) | (Performance) | (Potential)
nin .652 .384 -.573 -.411
VAL . 639 . 355 -. 555 -. 427
"3 .651 .342 -. 606 -.345

>k&il:andardized

Relative to groupings based on one's history as an OER rater, the
analysis indicates that officers who have more frequently rated others
weight potential most heavily. This is probably true because there is
a high correlation between frequency as a rater and an officer's
grade, coupled with the fact that the AWC group (senior officers)
weighted potential most heavily.

When groupings were made by the recent (controlled) OER rating
of respondents, the beta weights indicate that those officers having

received the lowest OER ratings (''3s"') weighted performance most

heavily, for the scenario OER="3" model.

In summary, group regressions indicated that the AWC group
weighted potential most heavily (compared to the other PME groups).
Additionally, officers who have frequently been OER raters also

weighted potential most heavily, However, officers who received
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recent OER ratings of "3'" weighted periormance most heavily, and

groupings based on aeronautical rating did not result in significantly

different weightings among officers.

3
Examination of an Interactive Model g
As explained in earlier discussion, this research was primarily %
concerned with judgment modeling based on an additive effect of pre- r%
dictor variables. However, an interaction term was added to the %%
group regression models in order o examine the "strength'' of the E
i

interaction between performance and potential predictors. The inter-

DS A etk

action term (the periormance level times the potential level) was

KLl

P vt AT

added to each regression model in the final regression step, and the
significance and R® increases were noted. The results of this analysis

are presented in Table 4. 16, as compared with the non-interactive

model.

¥t

R T TR

The significance level of the interaction term was . 001 in all

g

el e

cases, although the R increases appeared to vary widely depending

on the ocenario OER level. For all groups, ihe interaction term

added more explanative power to the regression models involving
"good" OER ratings than it did to the models involving "bad' ratings.

In essence, there appears to have been greater interaction between

performance and potential criteria when decisions about '"good" OERs

3
3
.
F
"

were made. Since the RZ' values for the OER="3" models did not

increase appreciably when the interaction term was added, it appears

76
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Table 4. 16
Comparison of Interactive and Non-interactive Models
Scenario Group R2 Group RZ % Increase
Group OER | (No Interaction) | (With Interaction)| in RZ
1 .555 . 616 11. 0%
SOS
3 .519 .526 1. 3%
1 .613 .673 9.8%
ACSC
3 .519 . 529 . 2%
1 .486 .553 13. 8%
AWC
3 .432 .438 1.4%
1 . 552 .615 11. 4%
All
Respond-
ents 3 . 486 .489 . 6%

that decisions about ''bad'' OER ratings were based almost totally on

the additive effect of the predictor variables.

Part III Exercise Analysis

Part III of the exercise was included to obtain more direct

reactions to OER scores with which the results of the policy capturing

model could be compared. The mean values of "agreement' with the

four commonly held beliefs about OER ratings are listed in Table 4,17
for each of the four OER situations fa "1'" indicates total disagreement,

and a '"5'" indicates total agreement).
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Table 4,17
Part IIT Responses
{Mean Values and Standard Deviation)

Situation
"Belief! Give a "1" |Receive a "1" |Give a "'3'""| Receive a '3
n o M o 3} g 1) s

Absolute
Performance | 4.74 | .51 4,69 .55 4,14 .94 4.00 1.08

Relative
Performance | 4.72 | .63 4,59 .66 4,33 .84] 4.20 .97

Promotion
Potential 4.72 1 .58 4,67 .56 3.491 1.18 3,87 1. 18

Effective-~
ness at 4,671 .54} 4,49 .69 | 3,69( 1.05 3.86 1.12
Higher
Levels

It is noted that the mean sccres for '"performance' beli. (s were
generally higher than the mean scores for ""potential" beliefs. In
order to test whether the performance scores were statisticzlly ditfer-
ent from the potential scores, a paired sample t-test was conducted on
the mean values of aggregate performance and potential scores for
each OER situation.

For each OER situation the agreement scores for the two per-
formance beiiefs were added and compared to a similarly constructed
score for the two potential beliefs. The t-test tested the null
hypothesis that the means of the two scores were the same, versus
the alternate hypothesis that the performance score was higner. The

results of these t-tests are presented in Table 4, 18.
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Table 4. 18
Paired Sample t-Test™
{(Part III Data)

Situation tO t o5 Reject Hjy? Probability
Give a "1 .96 1,645 No p<.l169
Receive a ""1" 2.30 1.645 Yes p< .01l
Give a "3" 13.89 1,645 Yes p< .001
Receive a "3" 6.19 1.645 Yes p< .00l
*N = 377

In most cases, the null hypothesis was rejected; howeyer, in the
situation where an individual has {(hypothetically) given a ''1, ' the null
hypothesis could not be rejected.

The general irndication of this analysis is that this stronger
agreement with performance beliefs is consistent with the findings of
the policy capturing model, although there was strong agreement with

the stated beliefs in all situations and therefore not much variarce in

the Part III responses.
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V  Summary and Conclusions

The managerial activity known as employee appraisal has

historically been viewed by many as a hindrance rather than an aid to

organizational goal accomplishment.

This negative view of appraisal

systems may result from many factors, one of which is the subjec-

et dor i e A RRAS DS

tivity inherent in a system in which an individual's past and/or future

worth to an organization is evaluated by another individual (or irdi-

o Anea e
et ks

viduals).

T3t LYk

—

e =

The primary objective of employee appraisal is to improve

5

resulis, i.e., facilitate organizational goal accomplishment. Many

St N R

£

o e 2 g

appraisal systems are structured such that the sole emphasis is on

ppesran
£ds,

T

the appraisal of past accomplishments during a rating period, i.e.

um o om i b

peratin

performance appraisal. However, some managerial appraisal sys-

VIR TERRS

LA s

tems are designed to evaluate individual potential in addition to one's

performing during a reporting period.

(e

The evaluation of potential involves an estimation of an individ-

val's future worth to an organization, which subsequently forms an

3 e RN LS e v

information base upon which job assignment, promotion, career pro-
gression, and other personnel administration decisions are based. '

Since potential evaluation is future-oriented, the criteria used in mak-

ing such assessments of managers appear to result from individual

perceptions of what factors should be considered. There is general

80
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agreement that one's level of potential is indicated in part by past J
performance; however, potential assessment theoretically involves
more than a de facto appraisal of performance. The appraisal of
potential generally involves an examination of trends in past perform-
ance, coupled with an assessment of personality traits and individual
capabilities; the frame of reference is generally with respect to some
future type of job of expanded and/or different responsibilities,

Due to the interrelated nature of performance and potential, as
well as the difficulties and varied perceptions involved in assessing
these two concepts, there is an everpresent possibility that individu-
als' concepts of performance and potential could become confused and
overlap significantly when judgments of appraisal ratings are made,

i. e., potential is perceived to be heavily (if not totally) determined by
one's performance during a rating period. If the assessment of
potential is based on widely varied perceptions (among those involved

with the appraisal system) of the criteria that should be used, then

organizational dysfunctions may result. More specifically, these
varied perceptions among raters and ratees may lead to conflict or
frustrations which adverscly affect the subordinate's performance,
and hencr organizational goal accomplishment.

The Air Force officer evaluation system is one appraisal system
that requires an evaluation of potential, and the process is therefore
subject to officers' varied perceptions of what criteria should be used

to rate potential. The degree tc which factors other than past
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performance determine this rating of potential is not outlined in Air
Force policy, hence the decision is made by each individual officer.

This research effort involved an examination of the relative
influence that selected performance and potential criteria have on
officers' judgments of CER ratings, particularly since some writers
have suggested that the evaluation of potential may be little more than
an evaluation of past performance, Since the judgment policies of Ai:-
Force officers are a result of individual perceptions, modeling these
judgment policies was the primary method used in this research for
determining the influence of performance and potential criteria on the
judgment of OER ratings.

The methodology used in this research effort involved what is
known as judgment modeling, or ""policy capturing." Since the officer
evaluation system involves judgments of officers' potential, the policy
capturing technique was employed to construct a mathematical model
of the process by which these judgments were made. The regression
models constructed in this research were primarily based on the
assumption that human judgment, although itself a very complex
process, can be efiectively modeled as a linear combination of stimu-
lus variables, or cues. In this study, the decision variable was the
""degree of appropriateness' of an OER rating assigned to a hypothetical
officer, and the two predictor variables were indicators of perform-
ance and potential. Respondents to the decision-making exercise were

asked to judge the appropriateness of OER ratings given to 18
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hypothetical officers, each of whom was described in terms of differ-
ent levels of performance and potential attributes., The exercises that
were returned by 381 PME school students were used to construct both
individual and group regression models which described the decision-

making process of Air Force officers in making judgments of OER

ratings.

Conclusions

The various analysis results presented in chapter four of this
report are related at this point to the stated research hypotheses. In
each case, it is noted whether or not the null hypothecis was rejected,
and the data analysis which supports the rejection (or non-rejection)
is identified.

H1l: Air Force officers combined performance and poteuntial

criteria in an additive rather than interactive manner when

making judgments of OER ratings.

Group regression models which included an interaction term
(performance level times the potential level) resulted in statistically
significant interaction terms, although the percentage increase in RZ,
i.e., the added explanative power of the model, was not considered
substantial enough to question the value of the linear models in
describing officers’ judgment policies. The interaction term did lead
to higher percentage increases in R? values for the OER=""1" models
than the OER="3" models; however, the fact that non-interactive

models accounted for 86.2% to 99. 8% of the explained variance in the
decision variable lends support to hypothesis HI.
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H2: Air Force officers, when considering (1) job factors

which are indicators of immediate past performance

and (2) personal factors which are (other) indicators of

potential, will make judgments of OER ratings (Section

IV, "Evaluation of Potential'') based equally on the job

and personal factors.

For the performance and potential factors chosen, the group
regression results presented in Table 4, 8 show that the ratio of the
beta weight for performance to the beta weight for potential ranged
from a high of 1.83 to a low of 1.32. Additionally, the mean relative
weights for the two predictors that were calculated from individual
regression models indicated a fairly strong emphasis on performance:
mean relative weights ranged fiom .73 (performance) and .27
(potential) to .60 (performance) and .40 (potential). These analysis
results therefore lead to the rejection of hypothesis H2; i.e., officers
place greater weight on the performance factor.

H3: Air Force officers use the same judgment policies

when judging either '"good" or ''bad" OER ratings ‘i.e.,

"1" and "3.!" respectively) in terms of the performance

and potential factors that influence these judgments.

This hypothesis was rejected, based on the results of the paired-
sample t-test on the relative weights calculated in the individual
regression models, This rejection indicates that officers use signifi-
cantly different policies when judging good and bad OER ratings.
Specifically, potential was weighted more heavily when officers made

judgments of ''3"" ratings.

H4: Air Force officers are internally consistent in their
judgment policies concerning OER scores.
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4 The mean R% values calculated in the individual regression

o3k

e
o B

models ranged from a low of . 601 for the AWC students (scenario OER

E Bt i L

3 of "3") to a high of . 737 for the ACSC students (scenario OER of ''1"),

Dt
LESOTEM

' This R value range is consistent with previous research regarding

- ey
Nt et s,

rater policies, and therefore supports hypothesis H3. It is noted,

o p)
however, that the mean R“ values for the AWC students were the low-
est of all the groups surveyed, particularly for the scenario OER
equal to 3" models. i
H5: Air Force officers represent a homogeneous group ;é
i of decision makers regarding OER scores; i.e., use the ;
[ same decision policies when making judgments of OER i;
2 ratings, regardless of data groupings by PME school, g
= aeronautical rating, OER rating history, and whether or ﬁf
not officers have been OER raters. §\§
. i3
Based on the group regression models for the scenario OER of %
3 i
o 1, this hypothesis was not rejected when comparisons were made on i
# $
E :}
3 the basis of PME school or aeronautical rating, but the hypothesis was ;é
; rejected when groupings were made on the t s of respondents’ ,iﬁ
iz]
history as a rater. g%
Y

For the group regression models with the scenario OER of "3,"

LG

the results were different. The hypothesis was rejected for all grocup-

§]
4

ings of the respondents with the exception of aeronautical rating.
Further analysis of the groupings by PME school indicated that the
AWC group had a statistically different regression model than the
other two PME groups for the OER="3'" model. Note that the rejec-

tion of this hypothesis indicates that there was variability (sometimes
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substantial) among officers' judgment policies; in cases where vari-
ability was great, this may be an indication of some confusion (or at
least lack of agreement) among officers regarding what constitutes a

rating of ''potential,"

H6: The relative weights for performance and potential
criteria determined by the policy capturing model are
consistent with the intuitive responses given in Part III

of the exercise; i.e., modeled judgment policies are con-
sistent with officers' intuitive reactions.

This hypothesis is supported by the results of the paired sample

t-test of the pecrformance versus potential "agreement scores' pre-

sented in Table 4,18, It is noted, however that this particular analysis

was diluted somewhat by the strong agreement cthown by respondents

with all reactions presented in the exercise (see Table 4.17).

Implications of the Study

As can be seen from the results of this research and the con-
clusions drawn, the judgment policies of Air Force officers regarding
OER ratings are quite varied: for all groups, the models were differ-
ent depending on whether the OER ratings assigned were ''good' or
"bad, "' Additionally, although the consistency with which officers
made judgments of the ratings assigned was considered average for
this type of research, the mean individual R2 values for AWC students
(Lieutenant Colonels and Colonels) were the lowest of all groups sur-
veyed. Furthermore, the low group R2 values (compared to the other

PME groups) indicated that there was a wider variety in the
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decision-making policies of AWC students; i.e., for this exercise the
AWC group was not a very homogeneous group of decision makers.
Further support for the differences in the AWC group was provided by
the F-tests on the group regressions, which singled out AWC as having
significantly different regression models than the other two schools
(the AWC group weighted potential more heavily for the model where

the scenario OER rating was a '"3"),

A Final Comment

The original statemert of the research problem indicated that
there may be confusion among officers regarding the concepts of per-
formance and potential. In an attempt to address this problem, one
area that was investigated was the relative influence that performance
and potential (as represented by three indicators each) had on officers!'
judgments of OER ratings (which are, by definition, ratings of poten-
tial). It is clear that there is no correct answer to the question of
what emphasis should be placed on p~rformance versus cther indi-
cators of potential; sincc¢ Air Force policy does not address the issue,
each individual officer makes judgments of OER ratings based on his
or her perceptions of what criteria should be used to evaluate poten-
tial. This situation therefore assures a great amount of subjectivity
in an appraisal process that is considered by many to be the critical
determinant of every officer's future in the Air Force.

A more definitive indicator of this confusion betwzen perform-
ance and potential was the variability among officers' judgment
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policies regarding OER ratings: the rejection for some groups of
hypothesis H5, which related to group decision-making homogeneity,
is an indication of some confusion among officers regarding what

cor.stitutes "'potential. !
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Decision-Making Exercise
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A DECISTION MAKING EXERCISE
3 FOR
] AIR FORCE OFFICERS

THIS If NOT A QUESTIONNAIRE, It is a decision making

ex ‘rcise that is designed to determine how Air Force

officers make decisions regarding employee appraisal
systems. The information derived from this exercise
will be used in a master's thesis effort by one of your

fellow officers at ihe Aixr Force Institute of Technology.

Please cooperate in car=ully completing all three parts

of this exercise so that we may gain additlional insights

into the decision making patterns of Air Foxce officers.

Your participation in this exerxrcise will be kept strictly
coinfidential.

Thank you!

P P

PIEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THIS EXERCISE

USAF SCN 78-108
(Expires 23 Sep 78)




FRTVACY STATEMENT

In accoxaance with paragraph 30, AFR 12~-35, the following
information is provided as required by the Privacy Act of 1974:

a. Authority
(1) 5U.s.C 301, Departmental Regulations: and/or

(2) 10 u.S.C. 80-12, Secretary of the Air Force, Powers \
and Duties, Delegation by. «

b. Prineipal purposes. The survey is being conducted to
collect information to be used in research aimed at illuminating
and providing inputs to the sclution of problems of interest
to the Air Force and/or DOD,

¢. Routine Uses. The survey data will be converted to
information for use in research of management related problems.
Results of the research,based on the data provided, will be in-
cluded in written master's thesis and may also be included in
published articles, reporis, or texts. Distribution of the
results of the research, based on the survey data, whether in

written form or orally presented, will be unlimited.
d. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary.

e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against
any individual who elects not to participate in any or all of

this survey.
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Part I BACKGROUND INFORMA

TION

Please circle the letter corresponding to the most appropriate

answer for each of the following questions:

1. What is your present grade?

a.
b!

Co

Second Lieutenant d. Major
Pirst Lieutenant e. Lieutenrant Colonel

Captain f. Colonel

2. What aeronautical rating do you hold?

a.
b.

3. To
a.
b,
C.
d.

€

f.

&
h.

i.

Pilot ¢, Plight Surgeon

Navigator d. Non-rated

e. Other

Air Force Data Automation Agency
Headquarters Command
Military Ai®lift Command

Pacific Air Forces

what command are you currently assigned?
Alaskan Air Command n.
U.S. Air Force Academy n,
Aerospace Defense Command 0.
U.S. Air Forces in Europe D.
Air Force Accounting and q.

Finance Center

Air Force Logistics Command T,
Air Torce Systems Command Se
Air HReserve Personnel Center t.
Air Training Command (now u.

includes Air University)

Headquarters Air Force Reserve v.
Headquarters USAF Wa
Air Force Communirations X
Sexrvice

Strategic Air Command

Tactical Air Command
USAF Security Service
Air Force Military Personnel Center

Air Force Inspection and
Safety Centexr

Air Force Audit Agency

Air Force Office of
Srecial Investigations

Other (specify )

4., What is your highest level of education now?

a.
b.
C.
d.

Some high school (did not graduate)
High school graduate (no ccllege)
Some college (no degree)

College degree

96

e. Graduate work (no master's
degrez)

f. Master's degree

g. Postgraduate work beyond
master's (no doctorate)

h. Doctorate degree
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5. How much total active federal military sexrvice have you completed?

a. Less than 1 year 1. 3Between 11 and 12 years

b. Between 1 and 2 years m. DBetween 12 and 13 years

c. Between 2 and 3 years n. Between 13 and 14 years ;
d. Between 3 and 4 years o. Between 14 and 15 years :
e. Between 4 and § years p. Between 15 and 16 years

f. Between 5 and 6 years q. Between 16 and 17 years

g, Between 6 and 7 years r. Between 17 and 18 years

h, Between 7 and 8 years s. Between 18 and 19 years

i. Between 8 and 9 years t. Between 19 and 20 years

je Between 9 and 10 yeaxrs u., 20 years or moxre.

k., Between 10 and 11 years

6. Which one of the following do you consider yourself?

a. American Indian

b. Asian Origin

¢. Black

d. Spanish Speaking Origin

e. White (other than Spanish Speaking Origin)
f. Other (specify )

7. Which one of the following best describes your attitude toward
making the Air Force a career?

a. Definitely intend to make the Air Force a carecer

b. Most likely will make the Air Force a carxecer

¢, Undecided

d, Most likely will not make the Air Force a career

e. Definitely do not intend to make the Air Force a career
THE NEXT FOUR QUESTIONS ARE CONCERNED WITH YOUR ATTITUDES TOWARD

YOUR CURRENT AIR FORCE JOB. IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY A STUDENT, PIEASE
ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF YOUR LAST NON-STUDENT JCB.

8. Choose the statement which best describes how well you like your job.

a. I hate it e. I like it :
b, I dislike it f. I am enthusiastic about it |
c. I don't like it g. I love it

d, I am indifferent to it
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9.

11,

12.

Vhich one of the following shows how much of the time you feel

satisfied with your job?

a. All of the time e, Occasionally
b. Most of the time f. Seldom
ce. A good deal of the time g. Never

d. About half of the time

Which one of the follewing shows how you think you compare with
other people?

a. No one likes their job better than I like mine

b. I like my Jjob much better than most people like theirs

¢ I like my Jjob better than most people like theirs

d. I like my Jjob avout as well as most psople like theirs

e, I dislike my job more than most reople dislike theirs

f. T dislike my Jjob much more than most people dislike theirs

g« No one dislikes their Jjob more than I dislike mine

Which one of the following best describes how you feel about

changing your job?

a. I would quit this job at once if I could

b. I would take almost any other job in which I could earn
as much as I am earning now

c. I would like to change both my job and my occupation
d. I would like to exchange my present job for another one

e. I am no” eager to change my job, but I would do so if
I could get a better job

f. I cannot think of any Jjobs for which I would exchange
g. I would not exchange my job for any other

Which statement best describes your involvement as an OER rater?

a., I have never written an OER on another officer
b. I have occasionally written OER's on other officers

c. I have frequently written OER's on other officers (i.e., usually
supervise at least one otber officer)
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13.

14,

150

Do you currently supervise and subsequently write OER's on ail
least one other officer? (If you are currently a student,

please answer in the context of your most recent non-student
assignment)

a. Yes
b. No

What rating d4id you receive on your most recent controlied OER
(reviewer's rating) ?

a. "i" c. "3" e. Other (specify )

b, "2" d. "4," "s5,"%or "6" f. I have never received a
controlled OER

What rating did you receive on your second mos-. recent controlled

OER (reviewer's rating) ?

a, "i c. "3 e. Other (specify

b, "2" d. "4," "g,"0r "6" f. I have received only
one controlled CER

)

PIEASE CONTINUE WITH PART II ON NEXT PAGE
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PART IT : EXERCISE INSTRUCTIONS

On the following pages of this exercise are a number of scenarios
which present a rater's observations of a subordinate officer currently
being evaluated through the OER system. These observations are listed
in two categories: Job Factors and Personal Factors. 1In some cases,
no observations will be given in one or both categories. In these cases,
assume that there were no distinguishing observations, either good or
bad, related to the category(s) that was(were) omitted. Also assume that
the Job and Personal Factors noted in each scenario are observations by

the rater and have not necessarily been included as written statements on
the OER form itself.

Following the listing of rater observations, a statement is made
which identifies tne OER rating that was assigned to tlhie officer being
rated. For the purpose of this exercise, assume that there was agree-
ment among the rater, additional rater, and reviewer regarding the rating
assigned. !

INTERPRET ALL RATINGS IN THE CONTEXT OF THE MOST RECENT CSR SYSTEM: R

(1) A "1" rating is controlled, with a maximum of 22%
of officers being rated receiving such a "top block
rating.

(2) "2's" through "6's" are not controlled.

For the purpose of this exercise, assume that the following rating
percentages aprly to all scenarios:

OER Rating Percentage of Officers Receiving This
Rating in This Review Group
1 22%
2 58% i
3 20%
. Remaining Blocks 0%

(4 through 6)

Therefore, a "1" rating indicates that at least 78% of the officers
being rated were rated below the ratee who received a "1." Similarly,

a "3" rating means that at least 80% of the officers being rated were
rated above the ratee who received a "3."

el

After the scenario has been presented, you are then asked to 3
evaluate each situation based only on the information provided in 3
the scenario and your perception of whether or not the OER rating
assigned is appropriate for the situation described. Assume that
none of the officers in these scenarios deserve an OER rating lower
than a "3."

AIWAYS ASSUME THAT THE RATEE'S GRADE IS THE SAME AS YOUR OWN!
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EXAMPLE | SCENARIO

Each case is presented to you in the following format:

OFFICER # O
A. JOB FACTORS:

1. (either three observations are listed, or the statement
2. "No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted")
3.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

1.
> (either three observations are listed, or the statement

"No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted")
3.

C. An OER rating of was given (either a "1" or "3" will be entered)

DECISION # O

How appropriate is the CER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1'......0.'.'0...2.......l.......B..l..l..l.Q..L"‘.l....l.....QOS

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate  Appropriate

PIEASE COMPIETE ALL CASES, AS ALL CASES ARE DIFFERENT
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OFFICER #1 3

A, JOB FACTORS: g

- 1. Did not accomplish all assignments. %
% 2. Not efficient in the use of time and other resources. ‘

3. On~the-job communications needed improvement.

; B. PERSONAL FACTORS: 3
é 1. Very dedicated and enthusiastic.
2., Highly intelligent.

] : 3. Very personable ard sensitive to people and their needs.

TR
ol

C. An OER rating of "I" was given.

DECISION # 1

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1...‘..'.‘........2......0'....'....3...O..O..C....4.."....'.....5

AL Lo 2D

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Pefinitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate

w R TR TR,
,\TW%.QNM SR e " e
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OFFICER # 2

el Tk

3 A, JOB FACTORS:
t 1. Did not accomplish all assignments.

2. Not efficient in the use of time and other resouices.

1 3. On-the-job communications needed imbrovement.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

1. Not very dedicated or enthusiastic.

2. Of average intelligence.

3. Not very personable or sensitive to people and their needs.

. C. An OER rating of "3" was given.

DECISION # 2

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1'....O'l"..l..'.2ll.....lllll.l...B.........l..'.QLL...."IQIl..ll!5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot

Probably Definiiely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine

Appropriate Appropriate
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OFFICER # 3
A. JOB FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

B, PERSONAL FACTORS:

3 1. Not very dedicated or enthusiastic.
% 2. 0Of average intelligence.

1 . 3. Not very personable or sensitive to people and their needs. )

C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISICN # 3

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1.‘...lll...00'lllzl‘l‘i..'........IBCOOOOQCOCI‘.QIL“...’..'.0000005

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probatly Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate

K HHIHK I HF RN AT 2 T K FI HH H HHH HHH I F IR HHHIEHH KKK NI H R IR AR XA LR K

OFFICER # 4

ndaaviapiadlii et

A. JOB FACTORS:
1. Did not accomplish all assignments.

2. Not efficient in the use of time and other reSources.

i SR R XA

3. On-the-job communications needed improvement.

BTV

1 B. PERSONAL FACTORS:
E 1. Very dedicated and enthusiastic.
: - 2. Highly intelligent.

3. Very versonable and sensitive io people and their needs.

4 : C. An OER rating of "3" was given.

2

DECISION # 4

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number})

1!.'....,‘.....lll2.'.llllll.¢l.Ol..3llll..ll.lll'.'h.lll.ll'l.l!l.‘5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
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OFFICER # 5

JOB FACTORS:
1. Accomplished all assignments.
2., Efficient in the use of time and other resources.

3. On-the-job communications very well done.

PERSONAT FACIOES:
1. Not very dedicated or enthusiastic.
2. Of average intelligence.

3. Not very personable or sensitive to people and their needs.

C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISION # 5

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given?(circle one number)

1......l.lll‘ll’..z.l..lll...'l.l..I3..ll....I‘lll.qll...lllltll..5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate

- FIIHH K2 HI HOHICTEIE R KK 36 J 3 I I 6T JH W I H R RN K XX RH R AR X KRR R TR EXRK XX

OFFICER # ©

A, JOB FACTORS:
1. Accomplished all assignments.

2. Efficient in the use of time and other resources.

-

3, On-the-job communications very well done.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

C. An OER rating of "3" was given.

DECISION # 6
How approrriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1......'.I...l'..'z........'....CIOQBQ.l......'.....u....ll‘....'..ls

Definitely NOT Protably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
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OFFICER # 7

A. JOB FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

B. ‘PERSONAL FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

Cs An OER rating of *3" was given.

DECISION # 7

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1..'...0....!!IOOIZIQUCOIl..'.ll.ll.3|..lll.ll.lll.“’.lll...'lll.l.5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate

P HIEHNI I HH NI HAHH K I X I H H YW HR 30 KK NI KR KR K KWK W KWK HHF KWK R KR X AN XK

OFFICER # 8

A, JOB FACTORS:
1. Accomplished all assignme..s.
2. Efficient in the use of time and other resources.

3. On-the~job communications very well done.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:
1. Very dedicated and enthusiastic,

2. Highly intelligent.
3. Very personable and sensitive to people and their needs.

C. An OER rating of "3" was given.

DECISION # 8
How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)
1'.'..!.....'!...'2"!.ll....l..l...3.l.llllll...ll.ull..!l’..ll'...S
Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
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OFFICER # 9

A. JOB FACTORS:
1. Did rot accomplish all assignments.
2. Not efficient in the use of time and other resources.

3. On-the-job communications needed improvement.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

g R
LYl sy

i,

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

o AL ORI/

C. An OER rating of "3" was given.

EXMTTCILE

M U TR

DECISION # 9

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1.....‘l.llll.’...2..'.lll.'....“..B.l.ll.l.'llll.ul.l..‘...cl...S

R M AR

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Derinitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Apprevriate

NN RSATLIVEAL dld By
.

I KHIE I I KK HIIE W H X I 236 I I H K IH I 3 He NI HK K H K3 H K I I I I HHI I TR H W A K K N2

OFFICER # 10

A. JOB FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:
1. Very dedicated and enthusiastic.
- 2. Highly intelliigent. :

3. Very personable and sensitive to people and their needs.

) C. An CER rating of "3" was given.

DECISION # 10
How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1'.'.'.........t..2.'....I.....l..l.3...l.....0..|l.h..l..lll...'.'.s

: Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
; Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
l; 106

.
LAL o —— = e g s o— - - e + a2




gﬁmm@mw:wnww .
- kg AL X

OFFICER # 11

A, JOB WACTORS:
1, Did not accomplish all assignments.

- P
2. Not efficient in the use of time and other resources.

3.

B, -PERSONAL FACTORS:
1. Not very dedicated or enthusiastic.

On-the~job communications needed improvement.

2. Of average intelligence.
3. Not very personable or sensitive to people and their needs.

C. An OER rating of "1i" was given.

DECISION # 11
How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1!...l.lII..Il.I'.2.l!.l..l.l..'.l‘.3.!.!!'..'!....4!l..ltl.‘ll.l‘5
Definitely NOT Probably KOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Arprorpriate

YT K K I e KK e KNI 26 HK HH IR HIE T W e H IR H K RN K KK W R W R FXH R R AR K XK EXE R XK

OFFICER # 12

A, JOB FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

B. PERSONAI. FACTORS:
No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noted.

- C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISION # 12
How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1..'..'.'."""1.2'.l.l.“llO..l'I'3I‘..ll.ll.l'..lh........“.'l.‘5

Probably Definitely
Appropriate Avopropriate

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot
Appropriate Appropriate Determine
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OFFICER #13
A. JOB FACTORS:

1. Did not accomplish all assignments.
2. Not efficient in the use of tire and other resources.

3. On-the-job communications needed improvement.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

No distinguishing obsexvations, either good or bad, are noted.

C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISION # 13

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1."..!'!...'l.l‘.2l.lll.t..l.....l.3'.l..ll‘0..‘.!“!!..!.‘.'!!.!.5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate

B T 3 L R R L b s 2 o e e e L

OFFICER # 14
A, JOB FACTORS:

No distinguishing observations, either gcod or bad, are noted.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

1. Very dedicated and enthusiastic.
2. Highly intelligent.

~

3. Vexy personable and sensitive to pecple and their needs.

C. An OER rating of “1" was given.

DECISION # 14

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1."!......'.0.00.2..!.'..0.l....ll’3l..lll.'.0.t..lhl!l.'l.lll‘.lll5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
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OFFICER # 15

A. JOB FACTCRS:

No distinguishing observations, either good or bad, are noizad.

TP s T

TR

B. FPERSONAL FACTORS:
1. Not very dedicated or enthusiastic.
2. Of average intelligence, E

3. Not vexry personable or sensitive to people and their needs.

C. An OER rating of "3" was given. 3

T TR TR R T AR YRR

DECISION # 15

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1.'.!!...‘..".lOIZOOIIlll..lll'l.llB!.l‘lll...OII.L"OOOOICIIIOIlOAS

Definitely NOT Protably NOT Cannot Probably Definitely ;
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate 2

M

FHFe K FH KK XN WK K KA KA HH KW RN KR K K IR K K KR KA H KKK KR 2R X6 At H S

OFFICER # 16

2 D

4. JOB FACIORS:

Sdvbeseitd it

1. Accomplished all assignments

M.

2. Efficient in the use of time and other resources.

PR R TR AITOR T 4

3. On-the-job communications very well done.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:

i. Not very dedicated or enthusiastic.

SPTIRACK U TICT PRI PR XY P 2

2. Of average intelligence.

3. Not very personable or sensitive to people and their needs.

© C. An OER rating of "3" was given.

DECISION # 16

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1'.l.l‘.,....C.C.Cz..."..ll.'.l'...}..'...l.'..l.llu...........'..ls

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Carnot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
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OFFICER # 17

A, JOB FACTORS:
: 1. Accomplished all assignments.
2. Efficient in the use ¢f time and other resources.

3. On~the-job communications very well done.

B. PERSONAL FACTORS:
1, Very dedicated and enthusiastic.,

: 2. Highly intelligent.

1 3. Very personable and sensitive to people and their needs.

3 C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISION # 17

How appropriate is the OER rating that wns given? (circle one number)

i.l.l..“l..f‘.‘..2.....'.0....'....3!.........QI"“IC‘..'..I‘...CS

Definitely NOT Probably NCT Cannot Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate

T T T L D AT N A et DL A

PR IN NN Ko N AF T K HIE K e KA I XH H K Pk KK N K KRR K K XXX HRE X KRR X XXX R XXX HERR

OFFiCER # 18

A, JOB FACTORS:

1. Accomplished all assignments. j

LIS LA T Uil lh

2., Efficient in the use of time and other resources.

3. On-the-job communications very well done.

B, PERSONAL FACTOES:

. No distinguishirg observations, either good or bad, are noted.

C. An OER rating of "1" was given.

DECISION # 18

How appropriate is the OER rating that was given? (circle one number)

1'.'I.l..Q.....0..2.'...'.......0...3.0.......0.'...u.’l."“.‘....'5

Definitely NOT Probably NOT Cannct Probably Definitely
Appropriate Appropriate Determine Appropriate Appropriate
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PART III EXERCISE INSTRUCTIONS

In this section, you are asked to give your reac-
tion to four hypothetical situations wherein you are
either receiving (as a ratee) or awarding (as a rater)
various OER ratings. Assume that the interpretation of
a "1" or a "3" is the same as in Part II of this exercise,
i.e. 22% of rated officers receive "ls," 58% receive "2s,"
and 20% receive "3s." Also assume that there is agreement
among the rater, additional rater, and the reviewer con-

cerning the rating assigned.
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A, You have just received an OER rating of "3." For each of the possible
reactions listed below, circle the number which best describes your
feeling toward each reaction.

1. They (my boss, my chain of command, the "system") don't think
I should be promoted,

1.-onooo-l.-oooZooo.ca-.ooc.-l3noco-onoooo.un“’c-lcooooultoo.5

Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Net My My My
Reactiion Reaction Reaction Reaction

2. They are saying that most other people performed their job
better than I did mine.

1....‘lllll.ll.z.l.lll...'...lB.l.'l.|I'.lllu’.lll0l.lll.!l..5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction

3, They don't think I could be effective in higher level jobs.

¢

1.!Oll'.l".llzill‘|ll'.lt.lo-Bll.t.tlllltctu.llt..llil.l..5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction

L4, They are saying I didn't do my job very well.

E:; 1.0..‘lli.lll.z..illll.ll.llll3.ll.l.tllbt'lu.'..illl..'l.‘j

§ Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
1 Not My Not My My My

] Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction
] 112
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B.

You have just given an OER rating of "1" to another officer. For

each of the possible reasons listed below, circle the number which
best describes your feeling toward each reason.

1. The officer was an outstanding performer during this period.
1......’......lz.....".l.lIO.3‘...‘...C'll..h’l‘l'....lt.ll’s
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely

Not My Noi My Yy My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning

2. I think this officer should be promoted.

Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reasoning Reasoning

Reasoning  Reasoning

3. I think this officer could do a very effective job at
higher levels.,

1.l..l.lll.lll'z.ll‘.l.l.l'.B' ..‘l."....‘4.‘.........‘..'5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not Hy Not My Hy My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning

4, This officer performed his/her job better than most people.

1. lllll O.l.l...z"‘lll. IIIII 3).'...!.!-...14‘. llll 0...".'.5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning
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C.

You have just received an OER rating of "1." For each of the

possible reactions listed below, circle the number which best
describes your feeling toward each reaction.

1. They (my boss, my chain of command, the "system") think I

could be very effective at higher level jobs.

1 ..'l‘l.d.l..lzl‘i.l...ll.l003........O..A.ulll.‘n.l‘.".'5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reaction Reac.ion Reaction Reaction
2.

They are saying that I performed my job better than most people,

10-o---h--Aoo-oZooonoo.--oo.c-3...05..0.-...4--.;o-u.o

*edoenv e 5
Definitely Probably Unsuxe Probably Definitely
Not Ky Not My My My
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction

3. They are saying that I did my job vexry well.

1..-co--o.-..o.2¢n.ooo--an.o.03..o

OQ.Q..I..‘4.!......00'0.05
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction

L, They think I should be promoted.

1.'!' lllll ...O.Z."Ol'll.'.ll.3.'.ll‘.lt'.ll".l¢.'.l'..’tl.l_s
Defiritely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My Ny My
Reaction Reaction Reaction Reaction
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D.

You have just given an OER rating of "3" to another officer. For
each of the possible reasons listed below, circle the number which
best describes your feeling toward each reason.

1. The officer *id not perform well during this period.

1.‘i.l..l.llll!z.lII...'I.I..IB.'.'I.I‘ll.llCL"l.llllll.l.llll5

Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning

2., 1 think this officer should not be promoted.

1..0‘OOO(...‘IZ.'O'O.'..I.".3.000.'0‘.0.'.04.!0..I.O0.000'O.S
Definitely Probably Unsuxre Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning

3. I think this officer could not do an effective job ai higher levels.

1.0lluon-tul..2|'oonoa--00'0-3..0-10!-0'0‘..4.1

ll!.!lll.'l.5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Lefinitely
Not My Not My My My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoninrg

4, Most other people performed their jobs better than this officer.

1-.-....-..-.-.2-....--......3..........-.-.4..-..-......--5
Definitely Probably Unsure Probably Definitely
Not My Not My My My
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning
115
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I RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Read AFR 36— 10 carefully before filling in any 1tem) R
3 1. NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial) 3 SSN (Include suffix) 8 PERIOD OF REPORT E
3 FROM:
] 2. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION, PAS CODE 4. PAFSC 5. DAFSC
4 THRU:
> 6. ACTIVE DUTY GRADE 9. DAYS OF SUPERVISION
. 7. FERMANENT GRADF 10. REASON FOR REPORT
3

Il. JOB DESCRIPTION 1. pbuTY TITLE:

; 2 KEY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RESPONSIBILITIES:

9

3

., .

B

£

E

= . NOT OBSERVED FAR 1 1 weLL
i; 1. PERFORMANCE FACTORS o6 B D sELOW 1 MEETS ABOVE e

18pecific example of performance required NOT RELEVANT STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD granpAaRD

1. JOB KNOWLEDGE (Depth, currency, breadth) O L J l J L J —[ ] L _]

YR A

3 . C ] [ |
i« 2 ;;Jg;:;\;lé—:gf};fl:g)b&ClSlons {Consistent, O I I | ] I [ J
: 3. PLAN AND ORGANIZE WORK (Timely, creative) O I | L J ] ] I { L J

- 4 MANAGEMENT OF RESOQURCES (Manpower O
3 and material)

—
—

i
| L

koat

5. LEADERSHIP (Initiative, accept responsibility) 0

ADAPTABILITY TO STRESS (Stable, flexible, O
dependable)

,_
L
—]
L
—
L

TTETYP T R Py
3

iy
+
~

1
S

. ?o?z?i ;eﬁ?)mmumca'non {Clear, concise, O I I I J —[ l J

—

i

8. WRITTEN COMMUNICATION (Clear, concise, 0
organized)

)

(P TR TR

]
= 9. PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES /Arritude, dress, O I I f ' 1 I l I l J

cooperation, bearing)

10 HUMAN RELATIONS (Equal opportumity
parucipation, seasitivity )

r
[
]
-

S AF I;-EOCR;‘% 707 PREVIOUS EDITION $1S OBSOLETE, oFF'cER EFFECT'VENESS REPORT
: 117




RECOMMENDED ASSIGNMENT INFORMATION

1. STRONGEST QUALIFICATION:

2. SUGGESTED JOB ASSIGNMENT (Include AFSC):

3. ORGANIZATION LEVEL:
4. TIMING:

V. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL

TOP BLOCK CONTROLLED

Evaluate the ratee's capability relative to that of officers in the same grade in the group being
evaluated, for expanded/mor~ diverse responsibility. Indicate your rating by placing an X"
in the designated portion of the appropriate block.

N
RATER pgarer REVR RATER gavepm REVR

ADDN

RATER RATER

ADDN
RATER  RATER

REVR

Lowest €

IF REPORT IS ABBREVIATED, [ REPORT CLOSES OUTSIDE CYCLE

“X** APPROPRIATE BLOCK

D RATEE SELECTED FOR PROMOTION

[0 RATEE RETIRES/SEPARATES WITHIN 4 MONTHS
O LaTe To revieEwer [J oTHER (Rater explain)

At S 2 ekl

R L Gl sty

Vi. RATER COMMENTS

AR

tA A ]

s

TR, A

S 4ie

(B4 watb il e

AR g

NAME, GRADE, BRANCH OF SVC, ORGN, LOCATION | DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN (Include suffix) SIGNATURE

Vii. ADDITIONAL RATER COMMENTS 0O concur 0 NnoNcoNcuR

NAME, GRADE, BRANCH OF SVC, ORGN, LOCATION | DUTY TITLE DATE

ssN (Include suffix)

SIGNATURE

VIi. REVIEWER COMMENTS

O concur

0 nonconcur

REVIEW GROUP SIZE l

| no.oF | (15)

[ t2s)

[ tas) [ 1ss1

NAME, GRADE, BRANCHOF SVC, ORGN, LOCATION

DUTY TITLE

DATE

SSN (Include suffix)

SIGNATURE

2
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I

E

p?

IDENTIFICATION DATA {Read AFM 36-10 corefully befora filing out uny item.) _ ol ’

T, LAST NAME—FIRST NAME—MIDOLE INITIAL 7 AFSN 3 ACIIVE DUTY GPADE 4 TEP A ErR G DE k

4 &

. ?

T ORGANTATION, COMMAND AND LOCATION & AERO RATING  1CODE 7 PEROD OF REPORT E

; FROM lfhlll i B

3 & PIRIOD OF SUPERVISION 9 REASON FOR REFORT E

1 Ii. DUTIES—PAFSC DAFSC :

3 b

3

: 4

:

4 3

3 3

3 !

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

3 1 KNOWLLDGE OF DUTIES

: NOT SERIOUS GAPS IN HIS KNOWL- | SATISFACTORY KNOWLEDGE | WELL INFORMED Qi MOST | EXCELLENT KNOWLEDGE OF | EXCEPIGRK AL UNDERSTAND. ;

3 O EDGE OF FUNDAMENTALS OF | OF ROUTINE PHASES OF HIS | F MASES OF HIS JOB ALL PHASES OF HIS JOB ING OF MIS JOB  EXTRENEY <
: HIS JOB Jjos

WELL INFOTMED ON AlL
PHASES
ossaven | ] Cl 1 -
3 2. PERFORMANCE OF DUTIES

NoT QUALITY OR GUANTITY GF | PERFORMANCE MEETS ONLY

QUARTITY AND QUALITY OF | FRODUCES' VERY HIGH QUAN | GUAL Y aND GUAHTITY Or
WORK OFTEN FAILS TO MEET | MINIMUM JCB REQUIREMENTS | WORK ARE VERY SATIS
O JOB REQUIREMENTS

]

Eios Ll

TITY AND QUALITY OF WORK | WO, ART CLEARLY SUSCIOR
FACTORY MEETS ALL SUSPENSES §abD sy

OISERVED C ] i ] . :
" . 3. EFFECTIVENESS IN WORKING WiTH OTHERS
3 NOT INEFFECTIVE TN WORKING | SOMETIMES HAS DIFFICULIY | GETS ALONG WEIL WITH | WORKS IM HARMOM~ wivH | EXTKENZLY SUC,.ES:FUL IN B
- WITH OTHERS DCES NOT | it GETTING ALONG WITH | PEOPLE UNDER NORMAL CIR. i OTHERS A VERY GDOD § WO?TING WiTh TT &S

h COOPLRATE OTPERS CUMSTANCES, ‘ TEAM WOPKER ’ ACTETY "800

r ./ t P RAENOTY

. - -] ] -
3 4. LEADFRSHIP CHARACTERISTICS
g NOT OFTEN WEAXK FAILS TO | INITIATIVE AND ACCEPTANCE | SATISFACTORILY OEMON.
.

| DEMONSTRATES A HIGH CE | ALWAYS FzmONSTFATES OUT
O SHOW INITIATIVE AND AC | OF RESPONSIMLITY ADEQUATE | STRATES INITIATIVE AND AC-

GREE CF INITIATIVE AND | STALDING iniTifTtve AND
CEPT RESPONSIBILITY, IN MOST SITUA icms RESPONSIBIITY ACCEPTANCE OF L ACQERT rCE OF
4 TIONS RESPONSISILITY | RESPOHSeZILITY
1 OBSERVED ] DJ ] | C
3 5. JUDGEMENT
7 XOT DECISIONS AND RECOMMEN | JUDGEMENT IS USUALLY
4

RESULTING FROM SOUND CONSIDERS ALL FA7TORS TO | RIGHT TEIISION EVEN ON
INEFFECTIVE SIONAL ERRORS EVALUATION OF

REACH ACCURATE } FiGhY {mMPLEX

FACTORS. DECISIONS JMATIERS
OBSERVED N D | ! E:]'

i
&. ADAPTABILTY

LN} UNABLE YO PERFORM ADE- | PERTORMANCE DFCLINES UN-

QUATELY IN OTHER THAN | DER STRESS OR IN QTHEF
O ROUTINE SITUA.

SHOWS GOOD JUDGEMENT | SOUND LOGICAL THINVER | CO* S/STENTLY ARVIVES AY
O DATIONS DFTEN WEONG OR | SOUND BUT MAKES OCCA

]

¥

1

i

PERFORMS WELL UNDER
STRESS OR IN UNUSUAL

PERFORMANCE EXCEULENT | OURSTANS "G PLRFORMANE

EVEN UNDER PRESSURE OR N | UNDFR £Y5 3FME STAFSS
THAN ROUTINE SITUA. SITUATNIONS DIFFICULT SITUA. AFTIS T, THALLENGE OF
TIONS TIONS ‘ TIONS MFHICLLT
OBSERVED ] . - [ smarions .
7. USE OF RESOURCLS 1
¥OT INEFFECTIVE 11 CONSERVA. [ USES RESOURCES IN A BARELY | CONSERVES BY USING ROU- | EFFECTIVELY ACCOMPUSHLES | EXCEPTIONALLY EFFECTIVE IN
TtON OF RESOQUKZES SANUSFACTORY MANNER TtNt FRCCEOURES SAVINGS BY DEVELGPING {w. | US'NG PESQURCES
@ @ PROVED PROCEDURES

t
OBSERVED l wartties ] [DQI)ONNH] [ mareaiey l ['uwu-qq (um-u [uuanunl I aatenin l {rummnqj [ marizent ] Fuounn‘]
8. WRITING ABILITY AMND ORAL EXPRESSION
HOT UNABLE TO £XPPESS EXPRESSES THOUCHTS SATIS- | USUALLY CRGANIZES AND £X. | CONSISTENTLY ABLE TO FX | QUISTANDING ABRTTY TC¢
THOUGHTS CLEARLY. LACKS | FACTORILY ON ROUTINE MAT. | PRESSES THCUGKTS CLEARLY | PRESS IDEAS CLEARLY CIM IMICATE IDZAS 10
@@ ORGANIZATION YERS AND CONCISELY

oruEs
OlSERVED : witg ] [ snu_J ‘{ whitt ) I frfan 1 [ wity ! L snu‘] il weire ] L $P05K ] l n:.vﬁ i srean !
V. RILITARY QUALITIS (Consider how '

this otficer meets Air Force standards.}
NoT BEARING € # 3€AAVIOR WTER [ CARLIESS B ARING A RO BE | BLARING AND MERAVIOR CRE.
FERE SERIOUSLY WITH H'S

ESPECIALLY GOGD BFHAVIOR T SEAPING AND FTHAVIOR A%E
HAVIOR DETRACT F20OM HIS ! ATE A GOOD IMPRESSION AND BEARING  CREATL A OUTISTANDING  me EXEMAL
O EFFECTIVENESS ESFECTIVENESS }

VERY FAVORABLE I ESSION | FIES 1O MIITARY
STANDARNS
o - -] | | -

.

COMPANY GRADE OFFI(ER ESFECTIVERESS PIPORT -

AP .g:‘“ 77 tervious omew O nas rORM Wi IR USTO
UNIL $10CK 13 EXAAUSTEO

.
RS N UL

. e o gy e ——
- i, 4 » sl
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V. OVER-ALL EVAIUATICN (Compare this officer ONLY with officers of the sams grade.)

|

{

SPECIHIC JUSHIHICATION REQUIRED
0N TeEst SECHONS

IQ_'ICI'I( JusTise To REQIIED ¢
i O TEESE I NS X

|
|
fou
I
i

i
5 : i N
OO O MmO O I R
i : i ;
3 i |
;. UNSATIS. I MARGINAL | BELOW AVERAGE ESFECTIVE AND CCMPETENT VERY FINE EXCEPTIONALLY] CUTSTANDING
fACTORY | | BNE |
Vi. PROMOTION POTENTIAL
> T
U DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE A CAPASILITY FOOR PLOMOTION AT TH'S D! 2 PERFORMING WELL IN PRESENT GRADE  SHOULD BE CONSID- I !
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Appendix D

R AL SRl 12 Vi

-

Calculation of F-Test Values

Wy

The F-test values used to compare regression models in this

: study were calculated using the following formula:
2 P
o 188 - 5T 85¢51 / [(p-1) (K+41)]
3 0 o

(2,551 / Ln-p (k+1)]

La

where SSe is the residual sum of squares derived by regressing all
compared groups of decisions together, Ssej is the residual sum of
squares for the jth group of evaluations, p is the number of groups

being compared (number of subsets of data in the regression), k is the

AVGAIRIRE SV A ey IR XA BT

number of predictor variables (two, in all cases for this study) and n

talta b s

is the total number of decisions in all groups being compared.

The null hypothesis being tested is

By

8

Hy: B =B =B =...=8, where 8 - :
1 2 3 P =i Bk

The alternate hypothesis is

H: B # B, for at least one i, j pair.

1 J

The null hypothesis is rejected if
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Fy > Fyo [tp-1) (kt1)], [n-p(ic+1)] ':

where & = 0,05 in all comparisons made for this study.
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Drew W. Browning was born in Baton Rouge, Il.ouisiana on
October 12, 1949, After graduating from Baker High School in 1967,

he attended Louisiana State University, majoring in chemical engineer-

~aB

ing. In May 1972, Captain Browning graduated from LSU with a
. bachelor of science degree in chemical engineering and received his
commission in the United States Air Force through the Reserve
Officer Training Corps program.
Captain Browning entered active duty in October 1972, and

attended the 38 week Electronics Systems Officer Course at Keesler

X AFB, Mississippi. Upon graduation from technical school, he com-
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