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ABSTRAZTT

The United St+tates Coas%t Guard has implemented a perfor-
mance appraisal system intznded +to enable personnel boards
within *he service tc¢ fairly selesct Zoast Guard officsrs
(for promotion, zassignmen=, ani scho>ling), while also
providing for *he prcfessionral d:¢vel-pment and counselirg of
the officers. This system, *“Le Offizer Parfcrmzncz
Managemen* System {(OPMS), is based largely on the priaciples
of managemer* by objectivas (4BC) and Iacorpera*tes the use
of behaviorally anchcred ratirg scalss (BARS) in “hea prccess
of perfcrmance evaluation.

In an z2ffort to assess “he curren* a++i+ydes cof Crcas+*
Guard officers cencerning the O0fficer Ferformance Marnagemen*
System (OPMS), tte author has 23ininisrtered 3 survey *2 &
random sampls cf five-hurlred active du*y Ccas* Guard offi-
cers., This sample was 3drawn from pay grades 21 +hLrcugn 06
and is further s+*ratified by career field anrd g2o0graphic
arsa of assigament., Ths ;nrvey @atte2npts Lo measu-e Ceac-
~iors, at*itudes, and specific aceas oZ kaowledge r2lzvan<
to the OPMS.

The survey respcenses depict onrly limited a
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tka OPMS. Hurdles which ~his sys=em nust successfully bridge

o

may be Ltasically perceptual In natur2, However, percep*ions
often drive realities ir sraaniza%iosas such as “he Ceast
Gua-d ard *hus must not be igrored. Pactors that may be of

o}
concern for the Coas* Guari ixnclude vcercep+~ions of (1) rnon
uriform applications (2) minimum r2turn on effor:, (3
interference with pre-existing prisritiss, (4) conflict with
+he organizaticnal contex:t cf tie service, (5) systenm
irequity, and (6) lack of support for OPMS by the organiza-

tional Tewazd structure , among others.
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A. PURPOSE

The purpose ¢f tlhis thesis was to perform an assessment
of the current attitudes and perceptions of U0.5. Coas*t Gunard
off icers concerning <the recen+ly Inmplemen+ed Officer
Performance Marnagement System (OPMS). This assesmert was

accomplished by tsing the results of a survey ins*trumenz

designed and administered by the adathor to a sample of
five-hundred (50C) Ccast Guard officers. The resultan<

s well

aralyses depicted areas cf ccrnmen pverception

v

2

h

areas of diversified opinion.

One hope guicding *his thegis effort was zha* the Iin?-
ings would support the optimism expressed by *he Ccas< Guari
h well accepted

s
Headquartes Staff, (G-0P°%S}, =ha=z the

by the cZficer ccerps. If this wese indesed the ca
this thesis would lend credence tc the

¢f *he Headquarters Statff.

If the survey Cesuizs *urr=d cut *c be unsupportive,
howsver, ther it would appear +*hat the Officer Perfcrmarce
Managem2n+ Syster (CEMS) migh® be encountering resistance by
the ofiicer corps. Hopefully, “he survey resulzs would
identify areas of significant resistance if *hey exis*.
Likewise, areas c¢f significart support for +the 0OPMS could bpe
identified.

The basic hypothesis of *his <hesis, then, is tha~ the

a*titudes of the Coast Guard cfficer cords in general are
censistent with the cpinions expressed by staff elements of
Coast Guard Headquarters, (G-P-3), ra2lztive to the accep-
tance and efficacy of OPMS as a viable ins*rument for
evaluation, appreisal and development of *he Coas: Guard
cfficer corops,

10




This study was lone with the concurrence an? 3irec-
tion of the Coast Guard Healdquarters Evalua%ion Group
staff (G-P-3). In compliance with ainimum guidelires estab-
lished ky tlis gioug, as related through CWO £,.3.
Wehrenterq, U.S.C.G., the au*hor developed a survey irstru-
ment. This instriment was adminis%ersd by <he author. Data
aralysis was conducted at the Naval Postgraduwte 5chool,
Monterey, California, compu+er facili“ies using +he
S«atistical Package fcr the Social Scisac2s (SPS3) as
adapted for the IBM 3033 computer. shen completed, dupblicats

data summaries were rrepared ard forwarded *c Coa:st Guard
deadquarters, (G6-P-3), dasaiangton, D.C..

2. The Study Ccncepx

From the onset of “he cfiicer perfcrmance evalua-
tion, essen+tially from the beginning of W¢zld Wac I, <:he
Coast Guard has used the term "Officer Fiinss: Repcrting" *c¢
describe the repcrting processes. With =he imolementa+ion of
+he Officer Perfc¢rmance Managemernt Sys::sm, *he “erm was
changed to " 0fficer Performancs RepoT=iag ". The func+ion
of evalua“«icr is describei in zerms of grocess rather tharn
functicn. Thase subtle changes in terms adiress m
*the furc*ions of the rTeports and the ratiang cfficials.
Officers who now evaluate othars are reninded by “he titles
that they are rerpor+titg on their performance of pilitary
duties, and it sc doing, on *heir implied abili+ty ¢
perform future duties. Repcr+ting cfficers are answering <%hae
basic questions c¢f "Hcow did the officer 3o %the duties
assigred?", and "How can “he cfficer do the dutias
assigned?".

1"
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In crder to ansver these questions, the OPM3 uze:s
three forms which are appiied using <“he teckirigues,
ccncepts, ard principles of management by objectives (120).
The OPMS is ambitious in scope and langth; it is +he devel-
opmental brain-child of Headquarters (G-OPES) sterfi. Thi:z

14}

office was resporsible for the design and igplemenza*iorn o
the OFMS . Further, this office and *he same Individuals a

2

"

responsible for the mcni+*oring, analysis, revisiona, and
final evaluation of the success or failure of the CPHS
within +he service. 1%t is expected *La* these individuzls
would have some cegree of ownership in the ultimate success
of the systen.

Thus, the results of this study mav be rc=2ad w
keenest interest in the office cf 3-P~3. Da%te and aralyses
which support their analysis will iend credibilizy <c c
analyses. Conversely, data ard analysis which do ne=
support their findings may give rise <o additiona
and analyses.

3. Qrgapnization

This thesis presuppcses ro direct knowledge cZ *ha
present Coast Guard Officer Perforamance Management Sys+*ten
nor the OCfficer Fi*ness Reporting System which it replaced.
Likewise, i* assumes that the reader will have li%+*le oTr no
direct knowldege of the histery, evolu*icn, nor research and
development which preceded the implamenta<ion of the DPHMS.
Therefore, a his+orical review will follow tnis secti
The remaining chapters of the thesis will address design 2ad
implementation of aprraisal systems in gencral,and ‘he meth-
cdology, results and analysis of the survey instrument
designed to assess curren% acceptance levals for the OPMS by

the Coast Guard cfficer corps.




B. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

The Coast Guard has long used a aethod of narrative ard
numerical evaluations for the purpcses of officer personral
management. These reports on the fiiress of arn officer were
prepared semi-anrually. Thay formed the core of an officer's
personal file., This file was then used to determire the
suitabili*y of each officer for premo*ion, assignment, and
schooling., Linkirg this reporting system tc promction and
assignment greatly magnified the impact of the evaluation
process on the irdividual o fficer.

Befcre proceeding furzher, it is necessary to view the
development of perscrnel appraisal in the Coast Guard in a
histeorical conteixt.

1. First Reports in Militazy

The year 1890 is generally cornsidered as “hke ini<ial
establishment of a formal reporting system in the milirary,
this stemming frem efforts in ithe U.S. Army tc d=2velcp a
system for reporting the relative worth of Army officers
within +he service. This resulted from social pressures c¢f?
the day. The influence of the "scientific managemsnt ccmma~
nity" and Taylorism was growing as a sccial force.
Additiopally, it was at this time that +the historical
billeting and posting practices of the Army gave way 0 the
needs of global expansionism of U.S. influsnce. 0fficers who
had once bean posted at the same regiment as manyv zTelatives
were formed into new regiments as the A-my grew and the
structure changeé [Ref. 1].

The first efforts at evaluating U.S. militarv offi-
cers predates this system, however, “c the Con<inental Army
in revcluticnary times. The most widely known examples of
early reports ar< those emarating from Brig. General Lewis
Cass in 1813, as related by Dilworth [Ref. 2].

13




2. First Records of PA in Coas

Guazd

(15
(124

There are few records ¢of the former services waich
combined to form the present day enti+y of the servicz which
suggest that any performance appraisal was conducted in the
earliest years of its existence. During +he revolutionary
period through 1900, promotion in the officer ranks was
accomplished primarily as a function of seniority and other
less specific dictums of *he period. Hcewever, with the
advent of the principles of "scientific management™ and =he
rise in influence c¢f Taylorism, all U.S. M¥ilitary organiza-
t.ons experiencec¢ an increased exposure *c performancs
appraisal sys*tems.

The U.S. Lifesavirg Service was combired wizth the
U.S. Revenue Mar-ine (formerly *he Revenue Cut<er Service) in
1915 by an act of the U.S. Congress which created the U.S.
Ccast Guard. For the first time in the service's history, a
formal system of records was crea*2d “o effect promoction
within *he newly created organization.

During both World Wars, the Coas* Guard operatzd zs
a: adjunct to *he U.S. ¥avy. As such, Navy fitness reporting
procedures, policies , and forms were adopted by +he
sarvice. This was done essen*tially as an administrative
convenience to tte Navy. Thus, much of the organiza*iornal
lagend regarding fitness reporting, appraisal, and promotion
pclicy are direc* descendan*s of the Navy policy for that
period. Officers were promoted solely on a €ully qualified
basis, did not ccmpete wi*hin their pay grade for promc¢tion,
and were promoted only when (a) service needs allowed, and
(b) they wers fully gualified for the rext higher grade as
depicted by their file of fitness repor*s [Ref. 3].

Even though the Coast Guard was recognized as a
separate pilitary and armed uniform service in 1949, a long
delay since we fcught alongside and as par% of the U.S. Navy

u
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in all wars since the American Revolution , *he service
maintaized many past Navy promotion policies through the
1950's. However, with the passage of the Kerrins-Stephszns
legislaticn in 1964, the United States Coast Guacd finally
adoptel service specific officer promotion and appraisal
system.

3. Eest Qualified Pzomotion

The cfficer rromoticn system was changed +t¢ reflect
the impac*s cof the Kerrias-Stephens lz2gislation in 1964. A
new form of fitness report was designed by Mr. Josept
Ccllins and implemented by the service., Promotions were then
made cr the basis of a best qualified as described by the
new repcrt forms. Prcmotion became competitive within +the
ranks as promoticn zones A=fined the number of officercs
eligible for con:ideration, yetr permi+ted less than all of
the zone %o be promcted. Adiditionally, thes legislatiox
required a pvramidal billat structure for the service,
isplemented the folicy of ® up or ou=" which today charac-
terizes milizary careers.

The Coast Guard Officer Fitness Reporting Systenm
remained cstolid, wi+th few revisions and withcut major change
ur*il 1 Jangary 1982. At this point i+ was summarily
replaced wita the Officer Performance Managemen:t Systenm
(OPMS). The factcrs which caused the change are subject <o
debate. The Coast Guard Of ficer Pitness Reporting System
may have been ou<moded, inf lated, unwizldy, not psychometri-
cally sound, or rot liked from its iacepticn *o0 its dzmise.
These factors may have 123 to effor*s *+o upgrade the systen
over time.The pultlishing and subsequect adeption of the
GUIDELINES of the 1978 Equal Employmen* Oppor+tunity
Commission by the federal bureaucracy may well have hastered
this process.

15




4. Dynamics for Change

These changes in the rules for performance appraisal
were amcng many that led -“hen Ccmmandant of the Coast Guard,
Admiral John B. Hayes, to direct the establishment cf a
staff element %o study th2 system anéd provide recommend
change for *he frture. This led *to the contracting of the
Gereral PResearch Corpcratiorn, McClesan, Va., as an external
research agercy to assist in the devslopment of a replace-
ment for the ther current Officer Fitness Reporting Systen.
The GRC effcrt began in #arch of 1980.

Coast Guerd Commander Nicholas H. Aller and Mr.

Bradford P. Sharr headed this research efifort for the Coast
Guard; Mr. Daniel J. Tc¢bin, Denris G Faus*t, Pk. D., and
Robin Levely were kev researchers fer GRC (Ref. 4: ch.1].

C. GENERAL RESEARCH CORPORATION

The General EResearch Coxporation, Firal RrReport <o *he
Coast Guard, March 1981, was issued three months subseguent
to the decision +*o irplemant the OUPMS. The report provided
specific conclusions relevant tc the development of a proto-
type cfficer performance aprraisal system and the
organizational ccntext and environamen% to be sncountered by
that system. The cecnclusions are pertinent +o the sta<e of
the art at that time, the 2 ffec-ivena2ss of implementat
ard the iong tern effectiveness ¢f any perforamance appr al
systen adopted by the service for the cfficer ccrps.

1. General Feseazch Corpcratioa Final Repor:

The repcrt of *+he GRC to the Coast Guard identified cl=aarly
that there were dysfunctions in the £itness reporting
process. Additicnally, Ganeral Research Corporaticn recon-
ended specific clanges to the process of officer personnel
manadement in the Ccast Guard . General Research Corpecration




cast the *enor of its analysis within +he framework of <=he
organizatioral ccntext of the Coast 3uard. This firal repore*
to the service cites several perceptions which will impact
cn general systess effectiveness of any perfromance
appraisal efforts directed at the Coast Guard officer corps

in general [Ref. U:ch.U-6,].
2. GRC System Ccanclusions

The stud roups conclusions are listed below:
iy g

1. The currert system has been alzaquate in the pas:
and possesses varying degrees of loyalty ard _accep-
tanceé from tre leadership, cfficer Corps, and systenm

Users.

2. The currert fitness r2poiting system does not zake
advantage c¢f state-ol the-art a vences, ror dges i<
meet *theée sugcested design featurss of the Uniform
Guidelines (EEOC GUIDELINES 1978).

3. The currert system, while a* presen*_ acfaquate to
the promotior and assignment function, lacks discip-
lire and is cn a rapid-~obselence course.

U. Because tle current system is 2ssen-ially an event
orierted ratter *han a2 rprocess-oriented system, 1t is
lgadeggate ir terms of imprcving periprmaice tﬁ:cu h

etfective counseling and is vaglds in i<s rela<zlonship
tc actual pe:zformance requirements and stardardés.

5. The currert system is narrsow In its crieptation in
that it assicas & single powerful role *o the
reporting officers to the detrimen« o0f the roles +that
other members of the avaluation chain should be

playing.

6, There is 1lit+le or no training in regard to evalua-
tiorn training¢ and responsibiliti2s in the curren+t
systea

7. The Coast Guard o
fie

. rd officer corps is beccming progres-
sively more qualified.

£
d

. The fitness repogting sgs;em for the 1980's will be
gder qreat?r scrutiny Bet ;nte:nallg and exzernally.
herefore, 1+ 1 ;ncreas;nglg likely that_the systenm
%ll be required to show that i+t adequately perforas
u

QP rIs o

s _iptendéd functions and conforms to the Unifornm
idelines.
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9. The fitness e ortina system for the _1980's mus* be
an cpen, " atove board system prepared to meet the
challenges ard achieve the suppor*t and confidernce of
the cfficer corps.

10. The fitness regorting system fcr the 1580's needs i
to Letter accomodate the performance improvement func-
tion and better assist the organiza<ion in the
maragement of its work effor<t.

11. The fitness reporting system for “he 1980's should
be expanded from an event-oriented system *o a more
dynamic perfcrmance cycle orientation.

12. The above may require more performance appraisal
training for all Coast Guard officers.

3. GRC System Recommendation

Foliowin¢ the field testing of a pro*otype form and
associated process intended to replace the then current
Cfficer Fitness Fepreting Sys*em, GRC issued the following
recommendations to “he Headquarters Staff and Study Grcup
{Ref. G:ch.4]. '

In general i* is recommended <hat :

The revisions to *he existin% system follow the forns
and procedures ued i the prototype evaluaticn.

Recggnizing,the limitations of the field research
activiiy, fhat all policies, procedures, and forams be
reverified ir a major operational field +*est prior %o
implementaticn.

A comgrehensivg set of separate ins%*ructions be develi-
oped *o suppcrt officer fitness repor<ing. These
snstructiors be contained in a separate manual rather
than in chapter form in the Personnel Manual. These
instructionrs should contain a performancestandards
sector if significant data are availatble from the
Coas: Guard 9ob task analysis prodect.

strong trajnjin rogram j rformance apparaisal be
3eve,opgd an ingt_tu fonarl B8 R 25R tbepgoast
Guard. Determination of the type, gquantity, and
desired level of ttalnlng to carry 2ut fi<ness
reporting requirements should be ar objective of the
operational field test,

A comprehensive information program ba developed for
the officer corps exglalnzng thé need for and purposes
of *he filtness reporting syStem revisions.
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A ccuprehensive system fcr monitoring the plan be
developed. It is not expected tha“ any performancs
aigralsal system will remain effective if not con<tina-
ally monitored.

D. CCAST GUARD TRANSITION TO OPMS

1. OPHS, MBC, and Army OEE

The development ¢f the Coas* Guard OPMS is not a
direct result of the Gensral Research Corpora*ion findings.
Forms, fprocedures, and policies vere revised teo reflect scme
0f +he recowrmendations of these external consulifants.
Additionally, the internal study group established a3 vezfor-
mance apppraisal system which also included internal design
parametsrs not ne<cessarily kacwn to General Rasearch
Corpcraticn. The result is a system thaz inccrporaies rnot
only featurss of the GRC prototype, but also contains many
parailel forms, policies, and procedures of the U.S. Army's
Officer Evaluaticn Repor%ting Sys+em which was finalized in
1979 {Ref. S). The close resemblenc2 cf “he Ccast Guard
forms and processes to tha U.S. Army system may stem from
GRC's close association with the devalopment of the Army
program. It remains tc be seen whether *he twn systens will
tear close resemltlence in the future.

Tc Aescribe *he %<wd systems as parallel is appro-
priate. The majcr differences, perhaps +he only differences,
in the systems a1e the inclusion of behaviorally anchored
ra*ing scales (BARS) by the Coast Guard and the semi-annual
versus annuai Coeast Guard reporting requiremen:s. Although
this is a2 rather global comparison of *he *wo systems, i+t is
adequate for the purpose of this study. Both systems are
essentially MBO, process-orientad officer performance
management systegs., Both systems use an appraisal support
form and a performance reprot form. The intermediacte
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purposes and end uses of each system ar< the same. This
ccmparison has been drawn “o enable future Cesearchars <*c¢
utilize the similarities to combine 3ata bases as may be
appropriate.

2. Qverview of OPMS

e —

Essentially, OPMS is composed of a cyclic appraisal
and evaluvation process which is gquided by tkhe mandatory
compilation of dzta ard journal type log keeping. As a
system which includes goal and cbijective setting as a
process for developmnet of individual potential and the
integration of personal and organizational gcals, *“he Coast
Guard Officer Performance Management System is & classical
application of Drucker's management by objectives [Ref. 6].

-

3. Purpese ¢f QPX

The purpcses of “he OPMS are +th-eefold as described
by U.S. Coast Guard Instructions [Ref. 7). Appropria*e
sections of text are set for+h below.

Purpose. The Coast Guard Officer Perforpance .
danagement System (OPMS) serves three mall purposes in
that it

1. Proyides relevant, credible ipnformation necesszry.
for making irportant management decisions primzarily’in
the areas of prcmection, and to a certain extent,
assignment.

2

2. Fosters tike develepment and improved performance of
ipndividuval officers,and *hu, *the guality of the
officer corps, through its requriements for effective
performance counseling.

3. Enhances c<rganizational effectiveness by a means of
stguctu;e,for more,clea;lg assigning regponsibilities
and defining relationships betwéen people and tasks
within the chain of command .

20




4. OpMs prirciples

The O0fficer Performance Management System 1is cper-

ated under the fcllcwing principles of design and execution:

1, OF¥S is ar inteqral part of managing the organiza-
tioN...

2. OPMS is ccntinuous.. .

3. OPMS meacsures correct and relsvant dimensions of
performance. ..

4, OPMS limits subjectivity...
5. CFMS is ccemstructive...

6. OPMS fosters consistency...

These principles, simply sta*+2d, form the basis o¢f
extensive organizaticnal policy concerning the uses, appli-
cations and executior of the data generated for the OPMS. A
mcre detziled review of these principles is available in +hs
Coast Guard Iastructions which implemerted and govern ODPHS
{Ref. 73.

. ZHoles, Fuynctioms, Forms, and 2rocess

dddzionally, the implementing ins*-uc*ions estab-
ligshed tcles and functions of officer within *he governance
of the OrMS. These include defined rcies of

commanding Officer

Reported on Officer

Superviscr

Repecrting Officer

Reviewer

Dis*rict Personnel
Ccmmandant (G-PO)
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fTach of *he roles identified has specificall

enumerated tasks and responsibilities. The authority 31zfined
by the instructicns are essentially top down. It is cf
interest, however, tha+ the responsibilities for reportirng
aze , a* least iritially, from the bottom up. I+t is the duiy
of the Reported cn Officer (ROO) to initiate rzports, seek
assistance, and cdevelop Lis performance. [Ref., 7].

There are three forms integral <o the OPMS.
Generally, these forms ar2 used to document performance,
report perfcrmance arnéd assess fu-ure pecten+tial of the
reported on officer (ROO). These forms aras defined as
followus:

Cfficsr Perfcrmarce Supporst Fora (ggzk. The form used
0 assist the delineation of duty tasks, and the
enhancement ¢f organizaticnal ceoamunications, perfer-
mance ccunseling, and performance repor+ing.

Qfficer Perfermance 3zport (O2R). The rsvor-t used by
ODENS =0 TepoIt oOn the perrzormance axd pot2ntial of an
officer.

Qfi_cer perfcrmarnce Raport Coatipuatior Form. The
I0Im used -o precseat addrtTional comments and _evalua-
Ségns that ¢é¢ nct £it in the space allotted on <he

The articula~icn of roles, forms, ard time franmes
are prcvided in the fcrm of a flow char* in the Commandan+'s
Instructions. A% the risk of oversimolificaticn, i+ is
enough *c state that the J)SF is the central documert of the
MBO process. Supervisors and repor=ed or officers develop
this document a% the onset of any rapoc*ing period (semi-
annually) and certer a dialcgue on i%«s con*en+s. This fcrm
is pericdically reviewed and revised duc-ing the reporting
period. At the completion cf the periocd, +his form is usad
in suppcert of developing the OPR. The OPR is forwarded via
the chair of command to Coast Guard Headquarters where i
forms the core of the officer's personnel file. This form

ot
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may be used in the tasic fupc*ions of p-ometicn, assignpent,
and selecticn for training cr special assignments. It iz a
poverful documen+t. [Ref. 7]3.

I+ is an intept of the OPMS, however, tha* prccess
of developing these forms be stressed more than the impact
of the forms themselves., The goal-sa+tting, feedback, and
counseling features--essantially the people process MBO
functions of the Officer Performa.ce Managemen*t System-- ace
what dis*inguish it from the Officer FPi*ness keopor=ing
System it replaced.

E. SUMMARY

This concludes +he intrcductory section of this study.
The rcader should now be prepared *o delve into brocad
industry issues c¢f design and Ippleasataticn it the
following chapter. From *his poinzt, =hs au*hor will desvelop
an awareness oI design critezia, an 2valuation process, and
the results of a survey Jd2velcped and adminis*ered in an
attempt to fulfill the evaluation requicements in par=t.
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II. PERFORMAKCE APPRAISAL DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

A. INTRODUCTION

" Many times...I have come to Iealize
that a fervent speech, or a painstakingly
well written document, may be werth no
more <han the good wiil ard patien* ccop-
eration of thcse who say =hev subscrilre
=¢c it. Tte multiplicatlon of documents,
resolutiors, exhor:ta tions, ani declama-
tcry statements seams to be the majo:
growth busiress of the age. I fsar " we =co
O0f*en lay more stzess words than on the
stark"nece551ty of deeds to back *them

u o e o

P D. D. Eisenhower

These words from D.D. ®iserhower succinc+ly pcin® oaz

-—.

the major hurdie enccunter=zd by *those whc would make golicy
today (Ref. 8). 1I* may bs all toc simple +¢ vcice suroort
of a policy and concuurently vow silentlv *o let i* wizlher

on +he vine rather than oopose that policy in public.
Likewise, even tlose who truly support pclicy aze cZtsn harid
~asked tc transfcra their intents into ccnsis<=ent acion
support of tha* pclicy. Thus, i+ is vital 2zt the cuwssz of
an endeavor,such as changing madjor personnel policv, =3
ensure =-ha*t the rolicy is well supvorted, well uaderstcod,
and -eadily suppcrtable by the orgariza<=ion for W€waich

designed.

B. STEPFING STONES IN PA DESIGN

1. [Examsine the Give

s

[[g]]

7

It is likely that that few organizations are in the
pesition of desicning a formal appraisal system for the
first time. More likely, organizations are apt to Cevise an
existing system *o meet changing %imes, new personnel and
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chanqged work specifications. How prevalent these revisiors
can be was revezled in a study of major cerporaticns.
Teel's results irdicate that the overvhelming majori%y cf
systems are modified every three to five years.
Additiorally, his study indicates tha* minor revision ard
evoluticnary charge is mor2 prevalent thkan major, revolu-
tionary change ir this arz2a [Ref. 21].

Thus, ba2fore an orgarnization launcltes a major effors
to redesign an operating PA system, 1t is impor-ant %o
examine what is alredy ina place, ie:- =c examine +he givens.
Some leading questicns put fo-th by DeV-ies (et &l) are:

1. What groblems or issues have created the need for

redesign

2. #What existing organizational commit+tmernt is <hsace
for redesign*®

3, wkat can_z=salistically be dona2 during a2 specified
time periocd?

4, What resorrces exist %c carzy out *+he weork?

5 How’imgortant is it to design or revise the formal
PA system?

I+ is nichly 1likely tha< =h2 prccess of PA design
and revisicn is rever ending, a Sysispheanr task.Zven *hoss
systems that are working well +today will undoubtly reguire
change in the future, near or diszant, as the factors which
det*ermine the Jols evaluated will undoub*edly change. Thus

t a

"

it is necessary to ask and re-ask the fcregcing, even
time when the de2cign or ra2vision has just beer implemented.

2. Choosing the Devslopment Gzoup

Currently, industry trends indicate that many PA
systems are desicned ty the company's corporate-level

personnel department. A 1977 study by Lazer and Wikstconm
irndicates approximately 73-75% of new P3A systzms grow fronm

25

T ERTTTTVWRRYT T werpey




corporate staffs, abcut 7-15% grow from division~level

staffe, and internal or external consultants account for <ine
remainder.

There are three gsneral g-oups who cculd participate
ir the design stage namely, (1) cutside counsultants, (2)
irside consultants or change agents, and (3) line managers
and emplcyees. There are advantages and disadvantages in
directing *hat ary cre of these groups conduct the design of
a system without exterral irfluence.

Outside consultants who are specialists in PA will
likely have the techrical exvertise to provide a psychome-
*riczlly sound PA system. Hcwever, their lack of irside
krowledge will limi+ %thzir awareness o0f *the nuances of
organrizational ccntext, and thus, will limit their ability
tc intergrate tke PA syst2m with preexisting crganizazich
systems. Additiorally, the ccst of their servicas neces-
sarily dictates that the asscciaticn ¢f an organization with
external agen*s is of the short term. This factor may
induce many shor+falls of insight not readily cobvious %o the
curscry cbserver.

Cn the other hard, internal human rescurce spzcial-
ists may have great irsight tc *the structiure, legend angd
operatirg context of their ozganiation . Yet their prcduct
may ke limited by a pauci:iy of iIrndepth, state-cf-+he~ art
knowledge of current PA “2chrology. additionally, irternal
change agents may cf*en find *hemselves without <ha surppor+
structure n=2cessary *o effact legitima+te charnge. They aay in
fact lack credibility within their own organizaticn simply
because they are part of that organization and not
outsiders! Finally, *the authority of in<%ernal consulrant*s
is sometimes limited by internal orgarizational politics.

In contrast to either of the foregoing groups s the
final group, line managers and empioyees. Whereas this daroup
may be lacking technical expertise with the myriad
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inrnerworkings of a PA system, they do have the most exper=
knowledge of the day to day uses of work at hand arnd tiae
evaluation systens in place. They are in a unique posi*icr %o
provide the mos% realistic and accura*e input concerring the
nature of thue work, rperformance criteria, and useable
appraisal methods.

5. A Combirpetiopn of Talents

The raticnal approach in resolving the issue of who
can provide the lest informa*ion in design a a new system i3
tc inciude elements of each of the forzmenticzed groups at
the outset of the design process. Each grecur is able =0 to
make unique con*ributions tc the process. Fipally, it is
critical thar this design group be reprasentative cof tas
major segmen*s of the organization and have the credibli-y
azd autrceri<y necessay to win the acceptance of “heir esign
by “cp mezagemen* as well as lower echslcrn members oI *%he
crgariza*icn {Ref. 10].

4. EZvaluate the Orgarizatiocnal Con:sx

The orgarizazional context in%e
must be Intagrated tc be =f fective have recently been
addressed. Kane and lawler [Ref. 11]), ani Wexley [Ref. 12],
descrive factors which must be synthesized when imple-
menting new systems into an environmsnt. That a PA svstenm
must interface with many sys*ems already in place as well as
future changes t¢ these systems is a foregqcne conclusion,
Many factors resuvltant from *hese arszas of interplay must be
acknowiedqged, accounted for and deal® with. PFailure *to
reccgrize and adcéress these factors from the design s*tage
can severely limit the success of any 2A program.
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5. Consiszercy with Management Philosophy 3ind Pract

1)

Performarce appraisal programs 4o rot exist ir a
void. Rather, they terd to be central to many related manag-
erial functicens. Generally, they are existant in the middle
of highly s*tructured, hkisrarchical organizational prccasses.
In such hierarchical organizations, i+t is likely that
responsibility fcr s*rategic decisions belongs to thz
senior maragement, Likewisz, performance apgraisal fuactions
generally belong tc the senior member of a manager-epployee
pair [Ref. 10} Tihics is certeinly so in mili*ary crgariza-
tions. In the Coest Guard ccrntext, many ragualtions have
been produced to assure tuat the gppraiser is senicr to *the
appraisee in the past. Thus any psw aporaisal systsem must
take this organizaticnal proclivity Zn*o accoun: from the
dasign stage . Feilure to dc so might be to invite z2d8ded
resistarce to aa unne€eded change.

When orgéenizations with a strong hierazchical s*:nuc-
ture, typified by the military, enter into PA prcgraams
invoiving mutual go2l setting, sharing, and two-way communi-
cation, {dysfunctional nehavior can b2 a resul*. The facior
responsitle for the dysfunction is the incensistency between

cx

+he FA zcles (of openness, sharing, ard mutual ownarship of
strategic gecals) andé *he general operating procedu

12}
n

e
following orders.

The degree of democracy, delegaticn,znd openness
implicitiy requi-ed in effective particpative PA apprcaches
may repder a performance aprraisal sys*em meaningless in 3
traditionally stiong, top-dcwn organiza+tion such as mili<ary
unit (Ref. 10:p. 991].

Thus, it is critical at +he sutse% cf PA design *o
ensure that the design is consistent with management philo-
sophy arndé practice.
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6. Conflict with *he Na*ure of Mangerial HWork

Efforts ty Mintzberg [Ref. 13], McCall (Ref. 14],
and Bennls [Ref. 15], tc observe ard characterize *he rature
of managerial work have been eniigh*ering. These studi

W

s
reveel that the manager's jcb amcst often consists cf brief,
varied, fragmented activities. Addi<ionally, it has been
shown that managers prefer tc deal wicth current issues arnd
non-routine tasks. intzberqg's study went on “o charac-
terize most of managers! actiocn as aé hoc, reactiorary
rather than plarnred.

Performarce appraisal, on *the otha2r hand, reguires a
Erocess characterized by rsla=ively iorg, intense, &and
concentra*ed activity focusing on pas*t performance. Th=
general format f£cr PA tends to be cnz cf high s*“ructure anad
periodic rou*ine. Appraisal frequently ragquires pliannad,
formal interacticns retween manager and employee irn which
interruptions are not allowed.

This is certainly the case with appraisal <“echniques

ithin the Ccast Guard. Policy makers have con*inually

stressed that gocd lsaders counsel in priva*e. L2gal actions
have requirad formality to grcw to immense propor+ions when
negative behaviors are denoted.Repor+ts of fitness cf offi-
cers for general and specific duties are closely held, rot
revealed, and sutject to g-ea* ceasure if misdistributed.

Therefcre, it bacomes more cbvious that desioners
must bte sensitive to the nature c¢f marnzgerizl work when
designing arn appraisal system . Failure to acccun:t fo
natnre cf the beast may place the system in direc< conflic*
with the very pecple mos< needed to make i+ work.
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7. Compiiapnce with Lagal Beguiz2mernts

rederal regulations regarding equal employaern-=
opportuni+y, adverse impact, and equicy Lave growr vith the
adoption of the 1978 Equeil Employment Cpportunity Cnmaission

=
o
o
0

Guidelines [Ref. 16). Additionally, emplovze liticaiic

W

increasingly enjcined management in suit tc assure falirnaess
in appralisal. Dtring *he next decades,
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appraisal functicns is most likely <o increase rathe:z thaa

decrease.

8. Adminjistzaiticr ¢

hh

Performance Appralisal

W
o]
Hy
Q
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The source c¢f policy ard procedure regardaing 2
marce aprraisal are importan* cues %> iis crganzational
impact. Thare are several echelons whesre <theses may
emenate-for examfle, from cen+ral corpcra+s headguartars,
regicral offices, cr local line managen=ant. Each source nay
a differing impact cr the appraisal system. No*t ornly 4o

irectives carry different connotations deperdent ucocld tieic
socurce, but *hey may imply totaly different posi+ions of
power arndé authority. Thus,“he efficacy c<f policy may he

dependen= uron the pcli+<ical or bursaucratic ncsition ¢f the

e}

source of the policy. This point is bes* described irn
Allison's analysis of the "Cuban Missilz Crisis" [Ref. 17].

Addi+ ionally, +the uses of performance appraisal vary
from office %o office, level *¢ corpozate lavel. For
example, a line ganager may use appraisal fc encourage,
reward, or dismiss an employvee. Performance app-aisel in =he
field may well be aimed at growth and development of <+he
employee. At the corporate level, however, pec-formance
appraisal may take on the appearance of being soley an
administrative func+ion.
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Performarnce appraisal systems with employee grcw=h

and development as +their obijective are best operatei <:-om
positions close *o operating units, ra*her than frcm corpo-

rate headquarters. The primary concern with administrazive
functions of appraisal tends tc overshadow the deveiopmental
function c¢f systems housed in a central corpora:e
headquarters [Ref. 10: ch. &] .

Thus, it is critical tha+ designers plan feor =his
bias when d2signing and implermenting appraisal svstems which
nominally ccncerr themselves with growta and developmant oF
+he employees.

9. Integration with other Humap Resouzce Progranms

— e s

Appraisal is often a stated basis, cr core, of an
organiza+ion's hemar resource developmea* program. Ofian
cther programs sucihn as pay, advancement, reteation, and
training oppcrturities arsz keyed <o an appraisal system, 3t
least on paper.

In Teality, howsver, managers ace of*en unable to
use FA as the besis fcr -awazds or punishments, due a lack
of, or overabundance c¢f, rawards. At %imes there may be far
too few rewards for anyone to share. Conversely, in *imes of
growth and expansion, everybody sharss +he wealth regardless
of pepsonal per ite.

Even in corpcrations that emphasize merit-baszd pnay
sys+tems, appraisel is often nct integratad as a systenm *o
deteraine merit. Though on paper *he system migh*t appear as
+he functional link to merit pay increases, i< is of:ten
subverted “c meat other needs of manageman*. Te=1 [Ref. 9),
reveals that many managers have forced appraisal ratings to
fit salary decisions in an effort to provide equity or avoid
on the job conflict.
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Contrast ingly, some orgrarizarions treat other
human resource programs (such as salary, promction, and
selecticn prograias) as totally separate from the appraisal
process. This is certainly toc in the Coast Guard where line
officers are admcnished that " it is not your duty *o deter-
mine promotability when evaluating an officer's perfcrmance"
and where pay decisions are left largely to Congrass and the
Secretary of the Department of Transportation. Thus, an

n

appraisal system may appear a redundarcy in organizatiorns
whereir the basic furctions of appraisal are usurped by
otaer systasas.

DeVries {Ref. 10:p. 101], warns "tha+ if a Pa
program Zs r=2dundant with another human resource progran, oT

if i+s +iming

3]
o

stricts its usefulnesss for c¢ther rerscnnel
decisions it will be treated superficially or forced into

e
inapprcpriate uses to preserve other progranms".

10. Iop Management Support

Kichael feer {Ref. 187 cites lack cf %op managemert
Support as a cri+ical fac=or tha%t is ci+ted for many inci-
dences cf €failure wi+h appraisal systems. "Top Maragemen+="
is a fairly lcose *era. In an effort *o more closely iden-
+ify what is meant , DeVries [Ref. 10:p.. 102], lists the
fcllicwing factors to clarify what this construct infers:

: T _PA
ely ¢

mentaticn where +the program can b2 effect
out.

1. Failure *¢c place major responsibility fo
iv

g
118
o
'J-'—l
oo
fo T ]

2,Failyrce to,al%ocate t he resources necessary *c
effectlvely implement PA (money, time, staff?.

3. Failure tc¢ cornsider how PA mus* fit wi+h o+her
human resource programs.

onal policy

U, Failure *g¢ %dentifg a clear, organizati
t ~losophy.

consistent w3 cperating management ph

5. Pailur§+tc includ: effective appralisal practices

as ore criterion in tas managerial Teward structure.
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6. Failure tc actively monitor PA procedures tc and
data for indicatcrs of EEOC compliance.

An additional factor, of+en snumerated, is the
failure tc provide a credible, visible spcnsor for verfor-
pance aprraisal. Par too of +en, top executives espcuse the
ipportance cf performance apparaisal for others ard disre-
gard it themselves.

C. DESIGN SUMMAGLRY

Planners, designers, aad architects of human rna*ure as
well as physical constructions realize tha* arny major
constructive effecrt will stand only so well as its base will
suppor: I+, Thus, it is vital that the initial analysis and
design be systematic, glchbal, and aimed at reducing systenm
generated hazards *hat would impact o5n the users. It would
be hest if everycne were to gain from *he implementaticr of
a new aprraisal system; as a miniaum, cne wculd assume that
the design would ensure *hat nc one would be worse off as a
result of *his event.

D. STEPPING STORKES TO EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION

ioplementaticn is %*he critical stage of transforming all
the hard work ané handiwork of the dszsigr stage in%*o a:n
effective crerating system that accomplishes tk2 intended
task within the limi+s of the criteria estzblished by <+he
design concep*s. This system mus* usualily be integrated
into a ccmplex maze cf value systems ard organizatioral
procedures *hat c¢an be cver whelming.

This *ask usvally falls +to the in+ernali consul*ant or
the organization's personnel staff. Nys*rom [Ref. 19],
depicts scme prollems associated with this manuever,
Personnel staffs, thcugh often in the best organizational or
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adminpistrative seat for implementing such a program, may

have a repu<ta*ion of such narrow focus or limited success
within the organizaticn so as to lack *he requisita credi-
bility tc effsctively inplement a new appraisal systean.
Down-the-1line employ=ses are often skeptical of the motives
of internal staff members who may have a large stake in, or
muck *o gain fronm, an organizaticnal change of this nature.
It is not impor*ant whether +his skepticsim s*em from fact
o experience. However, it is vital tc recognize this
common percep*ior and concurrert distrust as a factor which
may weaken even <he bes* plannsd implementation effnort.

Additionally, n=2w programs evenr when 32ighly polished ari
far removed from interral politics, are often viewed as
simply " ancther personnel program " . To aveid this
jaurdice, as it were, top managemen* may be well advised *o
scru*inize who, exactly, is leading the effor=t of implemen-
tation. BY the judicious nse of members highly respected for
their leadership qualities and czedibility, *op management
might avcid limiting the =f fectiveness of 2 rew avpraisal
program Irom i%*ts peint of inception. Converssly, tcp mnanage-
men* may only tl:zme itself if i+ chooses +o overlock *his
poin* uvcr implegentaticn, only <o £ird they hava spen+ a
lot of time and efZcrt cn an appraisal program with limited
impact &nd effec*iveness because it Is perceived as " djust
another personnel prcgram " {Ref. 19].

1. Traiping Programs

There is some controversy regarding the extent of
training necessary when iaplementing a new appraisal
program. One guicdeline migh%* be “o0 measure *“he amoun* of "
newress " in the program, Or *to asses *he amount of chang=a
or effectiveness which the design intends to accomplish fromnm
the change to the new system. One might conclude tha* there
is a direct, lineal relationship involved. Ye:, “wo racent
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survey efforts still reflsct a difference of opinion on =he
need for training. Llazer and Wikstrom [Ref. 20], dszpic+
that about 75% of industrzy conducts some type of trainirg
upon implementation. However, Locher ard Teel's results
point to omnly abcut a 25% incidence of *raining concurrent
with new systems [Ref. 9].

Regardless of what the incidesnce or exten*t of
iritial training effcrts may be, these initial afforts are
jus=< the*, initial., There is no guaran+ee *hat persornnel ,
knowing wha* is 1equired of them, will he eicther able or
willing to provide it. This Iis the function of training,
education, and system discipline. Alfhough appraisal skills
required are a functionof the type of svstem in use, =wWo
widely acceptad ckill-sets are (a) performance measuemern: o°
rating skills, ard (b) fezdback or communica%ion skills. A
system ktased on the principles of mernag:ment by obijeczives
would also require high competancy in gnal setting preccess
[Ref. 10].

Hcw these skills are best acquized is subject to
debate. Argyris wculd asser= *hat these skills are lecarned
by doing [Ref. 22]. Recent studies donz separately by
Ivancevich {Ref. 23], and Latham [R2f. 28], indicate zhaz
these skilis(performance m=2asuremeat ani communication
ekills) are best acquired *hrough oractical trainaing and
experience as is often available in a3 school or laborazcry
si*yation. Additionally, rater training has beer shown to
reduce psychomettic errors by raters. This was detailed by
Klimoski [Ref. 257 in a study of of ratar errors published
in 1974. 1I* should be no*ted that tha effect ¢f <his +ype of
training is short lived. Thus, periodic refresher training
is naecessary.

?inally, there is eviderce t> sugges+* that employees
can benefit from training programs which depict how to
receive performarnce appraisal, sspecially in par+icipative
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programs such as MBO-based appraisal sys*ems. Four issu
seem relevant inp this regard. First,*hese programs pernmit
empioyees to participate more actively in their own PA than
they did wi*hout them. Second, these programs provide for a
cadre of mornitors who may well be willing and able to main-
tain the inteqrity ¢f the system cver 2 longer time period
thar withou* this training. Thirdly, this sams cadre often
may advance to tle management level and be or becoue
appraisers themselves, Lastly, most personnel who give
appraisals to otters also receive *hem themselves; thus, the
trairing prcgram may certainly flow full circle and have
wide application .

ithough *he rationale cf providing <raining seeas

obvious, this trainirg is of+enr not accoaplisked by organi-
E

P 3
4
u
th

zaticns Zaplementing rew apfpraisal systems. Thi a
a main factor in the failing by many systems 20 weet <aeir
stated perfcrmance appraisal goals. An excellen< aexzmnldle of
this poin* ig previded by Beer [Ref. 18], wher2 he relates
his experierce a* iamplementing an MBO program at tae CoIning
Glass Works in 1¢77.

2. Pilot Testing Progqrams

1l *zke zhe

-4

Before buying a ns2w car, most cof us wi
time to drive it first. The same logic that gquides
personal expendiiures should aiso be applied *o the
ture of great resource (time, effcrt, aad money) in our
professional lives, A performance appraisal systea nmust be
tested before it is placed inte the organization who must
from that day forth " ride "™ on i%*. The new system can be
vaiidated, modified, and standardized in a testing sizuazion
before it is given the broadest implementation.

I+ is important at this pein:t to opt for success.
Choose a test bed that is (a) representative of “he whole
organization, and (b) likely %o have a successful test
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experience.If the event is successful, then those who urdzc-
vent the experierce can form a cadre of missionaries whc can
advocate *the use of the system from their own sxperiences.

3 griticail

[N

Since this group may well become advoca*es, it
+0 analyze who tltey are before you tsst the system or <thenm.
Likewise, it is recessary to design a syszem %<est, OT [rozc-

this

I

type, *hat is highly likely to be successful wi=
g-oup.

For examrle, if +th2 group is percaivad as daviants
within the crganizatica, the appriisal sys*em may be
severely crippleé¢ by +their association wi+h iz, Converszely,
if the test group is composed of credible, powerful figures
in the organiza+ion and they become advccates, well, *hLen
this is a very satisfactory situa=ion

In a military organization, *his l=tter group is
usualliy known as *the top managedent, *h2 leaders, *he pclicy
makers, c¢T the senior officers. They have +he au
make or treak any policy or procedurs. I% s vital %o havs
this grcup cn board with a succassful effort from the begin-
ning. Successful change stra+tegy Zn military organiza<=ions

is from the *op down, no* vice-versa.

3. Xaintenarce Functions Necessazry for Successful 2A

Many new programs have no+t survived due amainliy *o
lack of nur*ure following implementation. Interventions when
recessary, ..e€ BDos* succ2s.;ful when the strategist chserves
some crgoing continuum for change. A simple model for change
is *he Kolb-Frohsan model fcr irntervzntion [Ref. 26].
Zssentially, this calls for an ongoing strategy for changs
which dces not erd at implementa%*ion. Likewise, implementa-

tion of a new performance :ppraisal system should rot end a<+

day one, but ratter continue throughout the life cof that
system within the organization.
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Maintenarce functions which continually enccurage
the use of the syetm may spell the diff=rence be%wean
success and failure. The organization must provide a reward
structure that encourages managers to use the system irn the
fashion designed {Ref. 27]. Addizioral functicns that may
ke2p the syetm rclling on the paths *o effectiveness include
reminder services, ccntinued wrairing and corsultation wi<h
human resource professionals, and actions by top maragemernt
in consonance with <the system principles spell the minimum
level of support requisite for success.

4. Evaluatic
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intended and accomplishing

is nect accomplished meny instances.

varied. Of*en, iz is easy t2> assume *here is lizwzla
value in knowing whether the system is functicning v
unless I+ can be linked directly with procducticn or profis

at

oz

times, those who are resporsible for dircec=ly advccating

implemen+ing 2 new system may blcck cbjec*ives arnal:

vsis

as a resultant of the personal Impac=t=s +tha+vt *he analysis
might have. Svaluaticn of performancs appraisal

indeed be

systam can
risky en+tures at least.

As a continuation of <he stepping stone approack sc
far presented, the following questions are posed as appro-

riate probes for the evaluation process.

1. Was the system instaliled as desigrned?

2. Are *he egployees using the system as it was
designed to te used?

3. Are the cystems intended purposes and outccmes
being accomp ished?
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4, Cces *le Egrfcrmance afpraisa; system fit within_
the organizational context, par-icularly In tezZms ci
otter human lescurce programs?

There are various types of changes which can be
instituted along *he way. Essen+tially, =ach n=2gative answer
t0o the preceding questions would lead back to =<he design and
implementation stages. A simplistic management control
system that asks these questions Joes not need to meet the
parametric requirements of classical research, rather iz
need orly ccllect da*ta relevant to the intended tasks and
design of the systen.

[ &)

« CONCLUSION

1. This discussicn may have painted a monstruous spec<r

11}

tha* 0f a small craf+

rn

cr rerfccmance zppraisal, not unli

y

X2
,r sea, caugh® ir an oceanr s*orm, exvending i=s *o+*al

&

.

e q

<

ir simply keepinc aflcat, with nc prospect of sver reaching
th2 shore. et thre effor< must ciearly be made; appraisals,
rc mat=-er how suijective or sys+-em-deficient must be nade,
3nd davwa-bacsed systems to manage the informa*ion thus
compliecé nust be used.

Despi+e the contreversey, two qgul

del

wec-th “cllcwing. First, psrfcrmance 2ppraisal amus=z
anderstariable tc thcse who uss 14, rega

ccntent, preceduie or purpose. If i+e i
tazed anéd understood, *then the system holds nro chance of
being effec*ive within th2 contex* of 1<s original purpose.
Secondiy, performance appraisal must make sense {rn rela*ion
*c other business systems. Although affactive appraisal is
rarely a cure, ireffective avpraisal is often a symptom of
ireffective manacement. Thus, rather than adding to the
organizetional dysfunction, it should contribute to the well
being of the irstitu+ion upon which it has been impieman:ed
{Ref. 10:ch. 6].
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In summary, the inplementation of a personrsl appraisal

system requires that *he smployees have (a) at least ors

gocd reason to try it, (b) adequate competencies to use i+
effectively, and (c) a vway to make it part of their ongoing
jcbs rather than a peripheral duty.

Additiorally, there must be a positive reward sysienm
within the organizational culture to encourage the 2ffective

use of the apgraisal sysztem.
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A. INTRODUCTION

tarqet sample for the survey, a targe*t for *he resn
data collection effort, daveloping

was relsvant in *eras of the tacge

survey instrumen+*, a2nd finally, inzerpr=2ting =t= waa* *the
data depict 1in formats *that arsz r2levant =0 tlhe tazget

audience (s) .

B. RELIABILITY 2ND VALIDITY

tha+ all inpsztzuments

TWwCe extremely impcrtant pro S
should possess are reliapili+y ani valilizy. Reliaviliey
reflects +he degree to which <th lts of «he Teasursment
ara free frem erior, that is, attributable to systemazic
sources c¢f variarce {Ref. 28)]. Valiiiz reflec*s the
degree tc which 2 measure actually measures what i+ purpor:s

to measur= [Ref. 29:p. 75].

1. 2eliability

Reliability cf measures refers mos* *to the repeat-
ability of *he measure, that the Tesults can be duplica=ed
within ncrmal limits by additicnal pesrfcrmances of the
measure. For exausple, geographical surveying +*echniques are
classified accoréing to their inheren% ability +o measure
the same geophysical dimensiors with repeated accuracy. in
cther wcords, acccerdirg *o the reliability of the technigusz.
This is analogous +to the issue of reliabili+v in +he psycho-

-

metric sense as well.
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Three gereral me+thods of ensuring reliabilizy c¢¥
psychcmetric mea sures are (a) tast and re-test, (b) equiva-
lent form testing, and (c) split-half t2s*ing. Th2 survey of
tae Ccast Guard cfficer corgs included equivalezt forms of
the same questicr in an =2ffort to measure the reliabilsy of
the survey instrcument.

A measure¢ of the reliability of the survey may be

developed by exazining ths correlatior bewteen these forms
ir a reprzssentative sample cf officers.

2.

=t

alidiey

The valicity of mea sures gen=2rally is discussed in
terms of cne or more of the following types: (a) content,
(b) ccnstruct, (c¢) criterion-related, (d) face, (2) incre-
mental, (f) ccnvergent and discriminanz,and (g) synthetic
validity. Conten* validjity deals with *he ability of <ths
mea sure to cover the rang2 cr dcmain of the subject matter
ir question. Corstruct validity deals with the ability o
measure abstract variables such as thought processes or
intelligence. Criterion related validity involves the pcwar
cf the measure as a predicter of some other attribute, for
making inferences rela*ive %0 issues not measured direc=ly.
race validity is exactly that: a measure that appears, a-<
least superficially, to measuze what it pPuUTrpPCrtis to measura.
Incremental validity refers to the ability to measure
"somewhat better™ than cther tools already availatble. A new
+es* or procedurs would probkably need incremental validi<y
before researchers wculd adcpt i+ over soms me+hod already
ir use. Convergent cr divergent validity refars tc *he
extent “hat measures are assessed on their ability to
cenfirm the results alceady shown by other methods. Fer
example, a test pay have convergen+ validity when the
measured values converge on values demonstra*ed by ancther
test known *o tbe valid. Pinpally, there is synthetic or
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job-component validity. This fipnal me2asure is relevant when
developing tests to measure job skills. A measure would
have synthetic velidity for a skin diver if it involved
separate valid measures of different skin-~diving skills
[Ref., 30:ch. 4].

C. SELECTING THE SAMPLE

Three basic requirements needed *o be met by *he sample.
Pirst, the sample had to be from all career fields of the
Coast Guard. Hopefully, a representative sample wculd
enhance the logic of ex*trapolating th2 resul*s <o *“he whole
populaticn sampled . The cell size cf the sample areas
selacted should te large enough to provids s*atistical
significance to the infersnces made frcm the results and
epahrnce the reliability of the statistics developed from <=he
sample. Finally, to be frze from regional biases, the
sample sheould be drawn f£rom all geographic areas of assign-

ment for Coast Guard officers [ Ref. 30:ch. 6].

D. INSTRUMBENTATIOR

1. General rLevelopment

The survey instrument was developed in a classic
manrer as descrited best by Payre [Ref. 31). Most basi-
cally, a review ¢f the present li*srature con *he subdects
rela*ed to perscnnel appraisal led to z snuperficial under-
s+*anding ¢of the ceneral issues. Then, *hrough a process cof
personal intervizws, telepnhone debates, and observa*ion in
seminars related to *the issues, the fraasswork for ques-
tioring became clear. Using questionnaires developed €or
the pilot testing prodaram, incorporating issues that vere
idantified ty the General Research Corporation in the devel-
cpmental stages cf OFMS [Ref. G:ch. 3] and including *he
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results of much interview time, the author was able *o

synthesize the lire of quasticning into a group of guestions
+hat apreared cortextually acceptabl=.

Central %o this effcrt were the works of Payne
[Ref. 31) and the Fcrt Hood Questionaire Ccnstruction Manual
[Ref. 32]. These two resources were invaluable in the
prccess of develcping the survey instrument. Zach of ithese
resources is rich in logic and further reference. These %wo
sources should act be overlcoked by those who are in the
btusipess ¢f survey development.

2. Data Collectic

Upon receipt of the surveys, the raw data werz coded
and entered into an SPSS da+a file. These da‘a are entirely

ruaerical.

4}
w

Some sublectivity exists in ths data coding . The

test and worst features of the QBMS, a

n

sclicited by gues-
tiors R2 and R3, were segregated irto <=wc categories. This
arpeared ratioral at +he begirnning of the coding effort.
Later, it became apparent thkat this data could be better
represented 1f ccded into five catagoriss.

Analysis of the commenis is z2ssentially lef+ undone
and really demands attention. As a minimal Zevel of
analysis, all of the commen+t pages have been pkotostatically
reproduced and fcrwarded to *he Headquarters Analysis Group
for their review.

3dditionally, seiscted remarks will be used in the
zepozting of resutlts to dsmcnstrate the asaning of the
numbers, where arpropria<2. The remarks wil¥l also be used to
depict +he wide range of controversy surrounding the
isssues. Finally, an appendix containing representative
remarks iIs included in this study.
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These efforts, howaver, do not do justice *o z:he
grz2at amcunt ¢f <ffort made by <he r=sporden*s to accurataly
and frarkly ident*tify their pesitions concerning the CPMS. It
is the sincere hcepe of the authcr that the ne+t effect of *he
remarks is no+ irsignificant.

4. Caveats cf Aralysis

The interpretation cf data is always a sukijective
functicn. There is mcre a question of what degree c¢f
subjectivity exists rather than one of its very existance. 1
major source of this subjectivity can be demonstrated by
viewing the orgarizational context in which decisions are
made. Ccnsiderinc the thrse major p0d2ls of organizational

tio

o
dacision making, tiat is the ra al, bureaucratic, anc
e

ol
polifical models, one can demonstrate that *the same datz 32t
may receive entiely cpposite analysis as a result of ihe
orgariza*ional ccntext of aralilysis. This dichotomy is a
result c¢Z the basic assumpitions of ths models and the
differing procescsss c¢f analysis. Significant determinanits of
data interp-etation are (a) type of organization conduc+ing
“he analysis, (b) position of analyst in that organization,
(c) stakeholder(c) in that organiza*tior relative the corciu-
sions of analysis, and (d) whether tha data =suppors or
threater *he positionr of tne crganization cr the analyst.
Thus, the tencr cf the analysis may largely be dependznt
upon where you sit at the time cf analysis [Ref. 17].

Additionally, the numerical differences in +the Jdaza
ard *ne nuances ¢f interpretatior ars s2l3om as sinple as
the, seem. Rather, *hey tend to stem f-om profound differ-
erce in approaches to complex problems. Issues of this type
are seldom resolved when reduced %o mere arithmetic rela-
+ionships, because the differences lie in the mind of the
analyst.
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Finally, though the differences in interprztation

may be philosophically grea<t, they often stem from miror
dif ferences in numbers. A few hurdredcths of a percentage
poeint may spell the difference be*weea success and fallure

for scme adversaries. Yet, +the magnitude of the diffarence
may seem lilliputiar at bsst.

Thus one amight readily accede to the multiple reali-
ties inherernt in the analysis of data ty keeping these
simple maxims ir mind:

1. " It depeénds..."- on ycur point of view, on
your stake in the game, or your beliesf in the

power of *he data, Atcetra...

2. "I+'s no* that simple..."- o*her factors arse
irvclved, +te data is rect representative, the tast

is nct relizble, e*tcet2Ta...

3. " The differences are act thit great...%“-even

thouah they may be irreconciliasle, etce*ara...

Nonetheless, the opinion of :esearchers may vary
greatly, and vehement discussion often =2mirates from adaman+t
stands cn subtle 3if€fersnces which acte no* readily discer-
nible by the cursory examination of the data. This may well
be *te case with the data collected hzre; hcwever, it

i
essential *hat an effort is mads =0 analyze these results.

B. SAMPLE DENMOGEAPHICS

The sample ccnsisted of five hundred active du+y Coast
Guard Officers. fThe demographic breakdcwn of *his sample is
shown through the SPSS CROSSTABS feature. The CROSSTABS are
ircluded in +this section. ([Ref. 331].
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1. Breakdowr by Grads

The sample includes paygrades O1 through 06, Ensign
through Captain. The mailing of surveys includad 500 offi-
cers of these grades who were stationed throughout “he
geographic dcmair of Coast Guard bills+s. Addi%iornally, this
maiiing included all accepted carcer fields fcr Coast Guard
t foll

officers. The analysis of responses tha
predicated on the grade of the responder
+

ows will be
ts. Thus, i%t is
the represzniative

e

app-opriate at ttis poirnt tc demonstrate p
nature of the saasple. The percentages fcr the SAMPLE RESULTS
are as measura2d ty the survey. The parc2arntagss £cr “he
ACTUAL FOPULATION are as legislated by Congress. Th2se ars
listed ir [Ref. 3U4J. The legislated percern*aaz of 01's and
02's is ccmbined as 35.25%,

Tha freguercy distributions zre shown azs Table I.

2. DBreakdowr by Caraar

Eigh* maor career fields were utilized to selsct
tre officers to te polisd. The sample dis%ribu+~ion by
carreer field is shown as Table II.

3. Breakdow:t by Duzy Assignment
Adéi+ionally, the demographic analysis provides the
ability +o treakcCown the respondernts by *he category of duty

assignment. ¥Nine major lavels of assignment were incliuded
in the data gathered. The sample distribution hy du+y
assignment iIs shcwn as Table III.

Two additional f2atures were measured by “he damo-
graphic data collected. The role(s) of +he respondents
within <he OPMS, and the number of officers effectad by the
respondents throtgh these rcles.
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TABLE I
Officer Distribution by Grade

SAMPLE RESULTS ACTUAL POPULATIOY

o
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[

ABSOLUTE

CATEGORY LABEL FRE (
CAPTAIN 2

COMMANDER 22

LCDR 86

LIZEUTENANT 62

%0
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REQUENCY
VALID CASES 264 MAISSING CASES 1

..I
100
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I* is an accurate assumption that *tLe roles
portrayed are sequential and hierarchical. Tha*t is, fthat if
a responden* indicatass a role as Reporting Officer, he also
fills *he basic func*ions of Reported on Officer and
Supervisor, as well. Thus, though it is not clearly shown
in the SPSS breakdown of “he data, each supervisor is also a
reported on officer., The subcrdinate roles can be augmented

by the reader in this manner, if he so chooses.
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TABLE
Sample Distribution

CAREER SPECIALTY

I
by Career Field

RELATIVE ADJUSTED cuM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FRZQ
CATEGORY LABEL FRES éPCT) éPCT) éPCT)
SURFACE OPERATIONS 6 5.7 5.7 5.7
AVIATION 47 17.7 17.7 43.4
ENGINEER 590 18.9 18.9 62.3
MIO MEP 50 18.9 18.9 81.1
MANPWR FERS TRNG 21 7.9 7.9 89.1
FINANCE SUPPLY 8 3.9 3.0 52.1
LEGAL 7 2,6 2.6 94.7
OTHER 9 3.4 3.4 98.1
NO RESPONSE 5 1.9 1.3 100.0
TGTAL 265 103.90 100.0
CAREEF SPECIALTY
gODE
T ®kckdokdk ddohk ok k dkokR Rk kkk Rkkkdkkk kR ( 68)
% SURFACE OPERATIONS
2. EEERERRREE Ok Rk kRrkkk R & ( 47)
% AVIATION
3. kkkEkRR Rk ARk R ERE Kk ( 50)
% ENGINEER
Qo fokdokkkaokio kokok Mok kokokdokk Kk ( 50)
% MTXO0 MEP
5. *xkkhpakkkrr ( 21)
% MANPWE PERS TENG
B Rxark ( a&
% FINANCE SUPPL
T. *kkxx ( 7)
% LEGAL
8. ®kdkkkx ( )
% OTHER
9, **x% 5
7 ( 95
I
I..-..'..’I.'.....l.I....Q' ...I.........I“....Q..I
0 u 100
TREQUENCY
VALID CASES 265 MISSING CASES 0

The final demographics,
officers superviced, and number
reported on are shown in Tables
respectively.
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TABLE II1I
Distribution by Duty Assignment

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CuM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
- CATEGORY LABEL FREg {PCT) {PCT) {PCT)
COMMANDING QFFICER 9 0.6 0.6
EXECUTIVE OFFICEF 19 .2 Te2 17.7
OPERATICNS CFFICIER 4 1.5 1.5 19.2
DIFOPS 7 2.6 2.6 21.9
DIVISION CHIEF 18 6.8 6.8 28.7
ERANCH CHIEF 24 9.1 9.1 37.7
DEPUTY "RANCH CHIEF 22 8.3 8.3 bo.0
OTHER 39 11.3 11.3 57.4
NO RESPC.ESE 113 42.6 42.6 100.0
TOTAL 265 100.0 100.90
i
DUTY ASSIGNMENT
gODE
1o *k®RERAR 2s£
$ COMHANDING OFFIC
. =kkkkx é 1¢)
% EXECUTIVE OFFICE
’ 3. n* 4)
5 % OPERATIONS OFFICER
i 4y, *x% 7)
% DIPOPS
{
: Se FEEEEX 1)
% DIVISION CHIEF
6, *kkkkkk s z4)
% BRANCH CHIEF
T, dkkkkkk 22
% DEPUTY BRANCH CHIETF
8. kkExakknx ( 30)
% OTHER
9., RERkSkEREE ARk IRk RhkkRhk pkkkk 113) -
% NO RESPONSE
I.....CCQCIO-..'....I...... ...Il........IC.I......I
0 120 160 200
0 FREQUENCY

VALID CASES 265 MISSING CASES 0




TABLE 1V
Distribution by OPMS Roles

RELATIVE ADJUSTED cun
AB30LUTZ FRE8 FRE% FRE?
CATEGORY LABEL FREg (PCT) (PCT) (ECT)
REPORTED ON OFFICER 12 47.9 47.9 47,9
SUPERVISING OFFICER 6u 24,2 24.2 72.1
REPORTING OFFICER 40 15.1 15.1 87.2
REVIEWING OFFICER 33 12.8 12.5 99.6
OTHER ROLE 1 N.4 0.4 100.9
TOTAL 265 19%7.C 100.0
PRESENT ROLES IN OPMS
%ODE
T. kdkdktkkrakk pkkdhkik ok kxrhakknk ( 127)
% REPORTED ON OFFICER
2. *EAEIRAKARKEESEKK 6 4)
% SUPERVISING OFFICE
3. EXRRERARRKK 40)
% REPORTING OFFICER
Y, *xkkdihksk 33)
% REVIEWING OFFICER
5. * 1
% OTéER ROLE
I.. .......I.........I...... ..-Iﬂ...‘-..‘I.....'..-I
0 80 120 160 200
PREQU ENCY
VALID CasSzs 265 dISSING CASES 0

F. SUMMARY

These tables present zae data as o0f 7 February 1983. At
this pcint in tige, 265 cespenses were received by thne
author. Additionzl, responses will be included in the
historical files toc te provided to the Commandant, U.S.
Coast Guard, if received. However, the data analysis will
proceed from this pcint predicated on 265 cases.

The folliowirg chapter will present responses to signifi-
cant issues pocsed by the author's survey effort.
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TABLE V
Distribution by Nuamber Supervised

|2 ¢)
-t E- ™

QOOOOE WO
<
tu
3

[O]
©

<
[=}
]
td
ok od
gt’l#—]
o+
=3
~0Ox

it i1 to0nwor

BIN) b ok b

=z

= o

&)}

[
-t O

rgrgrgrdrdng g g -l
plulolulololalololo)
=150 B0 0 o3 o o Y 2 )

[ ]slelolelolelolole)
O 2 o o A e O
QuadamaJEa
ZOOWOoO I | 12

OOOQOFE W WO
Fr4s 8 ¢ 5 0 s s ¢ OO
s EsForWwENHE0

- O
S0 8 0 e s YOO

ZLhnuuuinhnt
QONNWV O~

ocaagaaaa»
b e b d D) A SV OO P

E &£ EEONNW -
OOV OODDD
QO L LWL ODMIE

G

- - - - -

-
(=}
-3
o
4

NONANMZE
R SUPERVISEL

(CREATION DATE = 02/01/83)

o
O
ity

[ I

REARREARRR KRR AR AR REEKIRK hk R hkkx Kk (
SUPERVISE NONE

ARk AR ARRR KRR (R RRRRK  (
SUPERVISE 1-3

ook ok o ok ok Kok
SUPERVISE Uu~-6

130)

.

83)

35)

O~ D O S W R 2 HHOH O 2

kRN
SUPERVISE

*kx
SUPERVISE

72b

2)

10-12

ee od..-..I....--.ch.nc.-‘ -caI-c.oc.l-o~¢..o.-¢

VALID CASES

* 1)
SUOPERVISE 13~-15
*é 1)
SUPERVISE 16-18
*é 1 .
SUPERVISE 19-21
T ..I
160 200
JISSING CASES 1

80
FREQUENCY
264

52




TABLE VI
Distribution by Number Reported On

- and Supervised

RELATIVE ADJUSTED cuM

. AESOLUTE FPEQ PREQ PRZQ

CATEGORY LABEL FREQ 4BCT) o) 4PCT)

REPORT NONF 194 3.2 3.5 3.5

RFPORT1-3 27 10.2 19. 2 83.7

REPORTU-6 23 8.7 8,7 Q2.4

REPORT7-9 7 2.6 2.7 95.1

REPORT10-12 6 2.3 2.3 a7.3

REPORT13~-15 2 0.8 0.8 G8. 1

REPORT16~-18 1 Q.4 0.4 98.5

REPQRT22~24 4 1.5 1.5 18526

NO RESTONSE 1 0.4 MISSING  100.0

TOTAL 265 100.0 123.0

NUMBER REFORTED CN

CODE

6. % 2ok ok ok koo ok Rk Kk Bk ok ok kR ek ok Rk Ak 3 ok ok o ok o ke ok e e o o ok ok ok ok ok e ok ok ( 19“)
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1. ®xkkkkEk 27)
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3. *hkEkkER% 23)
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3, kkk )
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, %% 6)
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5. *% 2

I REPORT13-1

Py

6. * é 1)
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8. =% 4

% REEéRTzz-zh

I‘........I..‘..‘-..I...'....'.I.....-...I‘.......'I

0 80 120 150 200

FREQU ENCY
VALID CASES 264 MISSING CASES 1
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A. SUBVEY ANALYEIS

The author's analysis is centered on issues of great
concern. If the OPMS is to be utilized to its fulles*
potential, +then it must be accepted by the c€ficer corps. I=
is unclear a*t this peint what the exact level of accep“ance
should te «c spell accep=zance. A " praporderance " of zha
data shculd suppcrt the OPMS if it is to be concluded *hat
the system has been teen accepted.

Wha* exactly constitutes a prepondsrznce is also
unclear. Surely, if the data are ,say, four-*o-oae ia oz=2
directicn or the other, tha< is preponderence in the
auther's aind, FPerhaps even a %wo-to-one rTa*ic is " prepon-
derance ", Where *he data are less clear-cut *han this, %he
reader will have to decide for himself whe*her the daz<a zc-e
ir sugpcrt cf or contrary to <he 0OPMS.

In *his regard, *the repsonses tc “he survey quesiions
have besr ca*eqorized in *wo classes , "Agree" ard "Do rnot
Agree ", Neutral repsonsss have been included in <he "Do
not Agree" categcery. This has teen done *tc sharply damens-
+rate the dichotcmy of the response sets between those who
did clearly state their ajrecsment with the statements pcsed
and those who did not state their agr=2ement with the state-
ments. A more specific breakxdown of the responses is
included in Apperdix A.

1. Cyerall Feaction of the Qfficer Corps

The overall reaction to “he OPMS was measured bv the
first statenment c¢f the survey, R1. This element is quoted
beiow. The respcnse to this question is shown in the
following summary, Table VIT.
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R1 "Considerinc¢ all of your experiences so far wi<h <te
OPMS process, what is your cverall reacticon to the
entire System?"

TABLE VII
Cverall Reaction to the OPHMS

R1 Positive Yot Posi+tive
Capt 40.0% 60. 0%

CDR 31.8% 68.2%
LCDR 39.6% 60.4%

LT 42.6% 57.4%
LTJ3G 57.8% 42,.2%

ENS 60.0% 40.0%
Bisﬁribution

By Total Samdle  44.9% 55.1%

The respcnse =¢c thls question shows *hat the officer
OPMS. Ths best means

of analyzing these results may be irn *eras of what the

corns is svlit ir its zeaction +hke th

®

expected results might have been. If the reader requireéd an
overwhelming statistic, for or against, to support an
hypotnesis, then these results clearly do not suppor: the
reader's hypotheses. In *he author's mind, %*his tablzs shows
lukewarm suppert of “*he OPMS in general terms, not on
specific issues.

A different presenta*tion of “hese same data may
allow the reader to draw a differsnt viaw of “he data. An
example of this is provided in Table VIII,In *his *able, a
three column forrat may 2llow the reader to *hink in
specific terms ccncerning those who 10 not support the OPMS
with thelr positive responses on the survey. This presenta-
tion does no* clarify th2 issues in the mind »f <he anthor.
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Rather, it serves to cloud the response dichctomy. As such,

this format #i11l not be used in further analyses and is

TABLE VIIX
Cverall Reaction to the OPHMS

R1 Positive Neutral No+ Posizive
Capt 40.07% 25.0% 35.5%

CDR 31.8% 40.99% 27.3%
LCDR 39.6% Uy . 2% 16.2%

LT 42.6% 34 .4% 23.0%
LTJG 57.8% 31.3% 10.97

ENS 60.0% 40.0% 00.0%
é%st:ib

Tc- Sample U4 .99 36.9% 13.2%

provided here fcr infcrmaticral purposes only.

Thesa sarte data presented in a differing formaz
s+ill permi+ +he conclusion +ha+ only 44.9% of the respon-
dents would voice their suopert of the 0PMS, and by default
<hat the remainirg <sector of the sample would not voice
their surport. The reader will find “he frequency of
Tesponse “0 2ach question in Appendix A.

2. CpuS is Unifcrmly Apolied ?

The percepticns of the officer corps concerning +the
uniform application of the OPMS were gathered through the
use of three questions, 49, A1, A11., The first issue is
ques*ion A9 whict is qucted below. The response toc question
A9 is shown in Table IX.

A9 "The OPMS i< being applied uniformly %o all grades of
Coast Guacd officers.”
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TABLE IX
OPMS is Applied Uniformly by Grade ?

a9 Agree Do not Agree
Capt 15.8% 64.2%

CDR 16.2% 81.8%
LCDR 10.1% 39.9%

LT 8.3% 91.7%
LTJG 12.9% 87.17%

BNS 22.2% 77.8%
Dis+ribution

Ey Total Sample 12.0% 88.0%

In *his instance, the data do d=2monstrate zlarming
mistrust of the application of tha OPMAS. The percep:ion cof
the cfficer corps is cleatly <ha* th2 OPMS is not applied
uniformly to all grades of Coast Guard cfficers. Efforts <o
disprove this percep*ion may well be necessary for corps-
wide acceptance c¢f +he 0PM4S.

Survey element A10 is guo=ed below. The r=2spcnse =90

+this elemen* is cshewn in Tabls X.

A10_"The OPMS is being appiied aniforaly in all carser
fields for Coast Guard of Ficers.”

A summary of this limension affirms *“he ais*rus=
revealed in question A3. To *he au“hor, this mistrust is
qui+te alarming !

Survey element A11 *ests this Issue vet anocther way,
ty duty assigamert.While it was interded ifhat this question
specifically measure attitude as a function of gecgraphic
area of assignmert, cr district, retrospective analysis of
the question may reveal that this ques+ion does not expli-

citly accomplish this task. Thus, the analyses is left in
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TABLE X
OPMS is Applied Uniformly by Careers 7

A10 Agree Do not Agrea
Capt 11.1% 88.9%

CDR 4.8% 95.2%
LCDR 5.7% 93.3%

LT 5.1% 34,.9%
LTJG 15.9% 84.1%

ENS 00.0% 100.0%
Distrihution

By Total Sample 9.0% 91.0%

mcre general *erss. This survey iter is gquo+ad below;

ot

h

W

results are showr in Table XI.

A11 "The OPMS is being appl ly Zn all duty
ta‘. -

assigrments *hroughcu

Analysis of *his question demons=za%2s tae pervasive
perception that *the OPMS is nct used tne same way everywhare
in *he Ccast Guard, nor in every career £fizld, nor s i+

perceived tc be epplied th2 same way *o every grade.

3. QPSS is Worth the Efforz ?

The attitudes of the officer corps regarding “he
rela~ive payback of the OPMS were measured using gquestions
A24, A25, and A26. The rasponses *o these questions are
sumnarized in +tatular form.
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TABLE IXI
OPHS Applied Uniformly by Assignm't?

AN Agree Do not Agree
Capt 11.1% 88.9%

CDR 00.0% 100.0%
LCDR 6.6% 93.4%

iT 00.0% 100.0%
LTJG 11.8% 88.2%

ENS 00.0% 100.0%
Distribution

gy Total Sample 5.7% 94,3%

Question A24 measures -“he a*titude regarding 4he
worth of the effcrt in counseling subordinates. Ths
rasponses are rerorted in Table XII.

A24 "The *

. ffort I spend on documenting, coun-
seling, an k wit

h my juniors are wor+th Zt."

ot

A2 summary of these da+a is that there is souae
er

ambiguity in the perceptions of the offic cores on this
issue. Certainly, the response to the questicn dces no+ show

that *he officer corgps clearly pe-ceives that the eflcr+

U

required by +he (PMS by seniors towartds <their Juriors 2
" yworth i* ". This indicates lukewarm commi*tment to this
facet of the OPMS at best.

Question A25 tests this issue in ancther direction,
towards seniors. The question is quoted here; +he result*s
are repcr+ed in 1Table XIII.
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A24
. Capt
CDR
LCDR
LT
LT36
ENS
Distribution
Ey Total Sample

A25 "The +tinme

A25

Capt

COR

LCDR

LT

LTJG

ZNS
Distribution

Ey To+al Sample

. and
seling, and feedba

Agree
47.4%
36.3%
59.3%
36.5%
26.7%
42.9%

4L3,5%

Agree
26,4%
27.2%
57.3%
43.3%
70.3%
50.0%

52.1%

TABLE

X1l

Bffcrt Spent on Juniors Worth It?

Do not Agree
52.6%
63.7%
40.7%
63.5%
73.3%
57.1%

56.5%

effort I spend on documenting
ck with My sSupeTiOIsS are WOr:

TABLE XIII

Effcrt Spent on Seniors Worth It?

Do not Ag:Iee
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73.6%
72.8%
42.7%
52.7%
29.7%
50.0%

47.9%
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A sunmary of these data affirms *he ambivalence cZ
the officer ccrps, *+hnis concerning whether the OPMS pr-ocess
is " worth it " wshen working with seniors. The mixed accep-
tance of *these issues may indicate a lukewarm commizment *o
*he use cf these processes by Coast Suard officers, espe-
cially the senior grades of Cap*ain and Commander. This may
undermine the entire OPMS.

Question A26 measures this diamension overall by
asking whether tle OQOEFMS pays back wha“t is put inte it. The
responses are shewn in Teble XIV.

A26 "In general, the OPMS pays back what I put intc i+,

TABLE XIV
OPMS has a Good Payback ?

126 Agree Do not Agrae
Capt 31.6% 68.4%

CDR 22.7% 77.3%
LCDR 38.8% 61.2%

L? 36.6% 63.4%
LTJ6G 57.1% 42.9%

ENS 50.0% 50.0%
Distribu+ion

gy Total Sample 41.3% 58.7%

These recsponses confirm what wha* has been hinted at
in the preceedin¢ twc guestions. With only 41.3% of the
entire corps perceive a valid payback,*he OPMS is nct on
streng grcund. PMore importantly, the senior officers, those
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with the power tc¢ make or break a poiicy and who ars alsc ir
the key-use reles in the system, are decidedly nega+tive cn
this issue.
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The attitudes of “he officer conrps concerning prior-
ities, wecrkload end addi%icnal OFMS priorities was measured
usirg questions 227, A28, ard A2S.

Question A27 concerns on--he-jobh *ime availabl:z for
+he perfcrmance cf OEMS dutises. The Zesul*s are ambivalent;
they are shcwn ir Takle XV.

327 "y havn encugh time on my ijab to rerfcra my OPYS
uties.

TABLE XV
There is BEnough Time c¢a the Job ?

A7 Agree Co uds* Agres
Cap<* 4G.0% 63.0%

CDR 27.3% 72.7%
LCDK 40.7% 59.397

LT ug,.3% 51.7%
LTJG 62.5% 37.5%

ENS 60.0% 4d.0%
Distribution

By Total Sample  47.2% 52.8%
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The data on this issue are ambivalent when viawed

overall. Once again, however, OU4's, 05%'s, and 06%'s ara
decidedly negative.

CQuestion A28 secks response <o ano*her issue,
whether OPMS duties hinder the performance of other du+ies
assigned to Coast Guard officers. The resulis are showr in
Table XVI.

A28 "The performance of my OPMS duties do2s no* hLinder
the performance of my othér primary duties.”
TABLE XVI

OPMS Does Not Hinder Primary Duty ?

A28 Agree Do udo* Agree
Capt 60.0% 49.0%

CDR 31.38% 68.2%
LCDR 45.3% 54.7%

LT 46.6% 53.4%
LTJG S4.7% 4z,.3%

ENS 70.0% 30.0%
Diszribution

gy Total Saample ug.8% 51.2%

A sumpary of this table indica+es <tha% thz percep-
tion of +he officer corps is counter tc the hypothesis. The

response +*o0 A28 does inlicate ambivalence of the officers
sampled in the survey process,




oo m—

Question 429 seeks similar infcrmaticn in anctiecz

dimensicr, whether cclla*teral dutias are hindered by =he
OPMS duties. The responses are showz in Table XVITI.

{ A29 "The performance of mz OPMS_duties does not hinder
“he performance of my colla+eral duties.®

TABLE XVII
OPMS Does Not Hinder Collaterals ?

129 Agree Do not Agree
Capt 60.0% 40.07%

CDR 31.8% 6842%
LCDR 38.9% 61.1%

LT 41.6% 58.4%
LTJG 57.9% 42,1%

ENS 60.0% 40.07%
Distribution

Ey Total Sampile 46.0% 54.0%

A summary analysis of %ais resronse again indicates
ambiguity. Certeinly, thz cfficer corps is not strong in
support of this issue. This issue remains as an zrea of
ccncern.

5. Any Feit Nsged for Lsprovemsr: ?

Rhether ¢ not there is a fel% need for chang2 is an
iaportant factor in institu+*ing any change in an organiza-
*ion. The strength cf this fel: need was measurad by
quastiorns A35, AZ6, A37, and A38.
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Survey element A35 questions whether +he superviscrs
are perfcrming their duties as perceived by the officsrs
zeported cn. The results are shown in Table XVIII.

A35 "My supervisor ig per forming his OPMS duties as
required ty the regqulations.”
TABLE XVIII
Sugervisors Perform OPES Duty ?

A35 Agree Do not Agrae
Cap*® 40.0% 60.0%
CDR 45.49% 54.6%
LCDR 43.1% 56.9%
LT L2.6% 57.47%
LTJG 57.8% 42.2%
ENS 60.0% 40.0%
Distribu*iomn
Ey Total Sanmple 47.1% 52.9¢7

These da+*a definitely Zndicate a problem here. #When
more than half of the senior cfficer corps indicates =lLat
their seniors are nct performing their OPMS functioans, then
a red flag should wave ir *he face of the analyst. This
type of ncn-perfcrmance iadicates a problem; whether +he
problem Zies witl the people or the sys*em is not revsaled
the data,

Question A36 sugga2sts that no improvements are
necessary for the OPMS evaluation process. The cfficer corps
dces nct suppor*t *his suqgestion. The resulis are shown in

Table XIX.

65




A36 "No im
an effecti

<"U

to the OPMS are n= scessary to make i-=
r perfcrmance evalua<ion."

TABLE XIX
N¢ Improvenents for OPMS PE ?

A36 Agree Do no* Agrsze
Cap* 5.3% Qu.7%
CDRk 00.0% 100.0%
LCD = 4.7% 95.3%
iT 4.9% 95.1%
LT3d6G 14.1% 85.9%
ENS 10.0% 30.90%
fzeribution
By Tota.. Sample 6.9% 93.1%

An analysis of threse data indicates an overwhelaizg fels
need for improvement in <h2 performance evaluation process
as posed by queszion A36.

Cuestion A37 poses the =same issue, but -efsrs to :*ha
promoticn and selecticn process. The fesponse <9 this is is
shown in Table XX.

o impfoveméi‘c tc the QOPMS ars, ne¢cegsary o make 1% an
effeclve *tool for selsecting qualif:ied officers for
promotion

A37

The respcnse indicates overwhelming dissatisfac+ion
with this dimension cf the OPMS. This is defiaitely an aresa
fer concern regarding the organizational context or 'system
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{ T ABLE XX

No Changes to OPMS / Promotion ?
A37 AgTee Do no*t Adgre=e
Cap* 10.9% 89.5%
CDR 00.0% 100.0%
LCDR 5.49% 94.1%
LT 4,9% 95.1%
LT36G 11.0% 89.9%
ENS 10,09 90.0%
D is«ribution
By Total Sample 6.9% 93.15%
£i+m" of the OPUS with pre-existiag human rescurce prcJyrams.
Tais degz=ze of felt n=2ed £or change may well s*tand ia <he

wavy of any fur*her accoptance ¢I this system by the officer

COnp3.

Suzvey elenent 438 rephrased the issue and gues-
tions *the fz2lt ne¢ed fcr immediate Improvements in the OPMS
selec+icr and pr<maticn functions. The respornse is shown In

Tablies ¥XXI.

A38 "Inredia*s izprovemnis to the OPMS are jpecessary *e
nake it arx effegtlve tool fer selecting gualified ofsfi-
cers fcz promcticn.t® -

This aquivalent form of %the pr=zceeding question
confirms +the fel+* reed fo- change to <h2 0OPMS along th=
dimensicr of selecticn and promotion. This may well hinder

the acceptance of this appraisal func*ion of tha2 OPHS.




TABLE XXI
OFMS Improvements Necessary ?

A38 Agree Dc not Agree
Cap=* 88.8% 11,279
CDR 90.9% 9.1%
LCDR 84.7% 15.3%
LT 82.47% 16.6%
LTJG 78.1% 21.9%
ZNs 80.03% 2. 0%
Diswribution
3y Total Sample  83.4% 16.5%

6. OFMS is Crganizaziopaiiy xigh: ?

The question of organizational £it is vital. It Is
absoliutely recessary that 3 perfcrmance appraisal sys<tsm be
perceived as "richt for the organizat.cn" £or that system %o
succeed. A measure of the atti*tules of Coast Guard cfficers
concerning this dimension was gatierad usirg questicns 239,
A40, ard a41.

guestion A39 tes=ws +*he cverall perception of "right
fi« " for the OP¥S and counseling, dzvelopment, and supervi-~
sory functions. The responses on <his issue arz shown irn
Tabla XXII.

A39 "As an orgznization, we are doing *he righ* *hling by
ug;ng"thzs SYS tenm (OPMS{ for developmert and supervi-
sion.
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TABLE XXII
OP¥S Fits Supervision / Growth ?

A39 Agree Do nct Agrae
Capt 60.0% 40,0%

CDR 45.4% 54.6%
LCDR 65.1% 34.9%

LT 54.1% 45.9%
LTIG 79.7% <0.3%

ENS 80.0% 20.0%
Dis+ributien

gy To+al Sample 64.6% 35.49%

An analysis cf guesticn 239 indica*es a aore posi-
tive ratio for OEMS, nearly *wo %5 one in favor. Tet =he
support Is not oterwhelming.

Question A40 poses this issue ¢on anotier dimszasion,
rightness for se¢lecticn and promocion func+ions. Takblza XXIIT

has the -esults.

AUQ "As an o¢rgenization, w
using this system (OPMS) a
qualified officars.”

-]
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The respcnse to this issue, A%0, is neaciy ¢
reverse cf the pravicus results. This may indicaze
ambivalence of *te cfficer corps ccncerning the sszsparate
issues pcsed by the questions.

The OBEMS is a2 system of management by objectives
(MBC) . One canro* deny this fact. At“enpts +o disguise this
basic issue may le perceived as insulting, if not at leasc
condescending, by the the corps. The officer corps is no*
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TABLE XXIII
OPME Pits Selection / Promotion ?

A40 Agree Do not Agree
Capt 35.0% 65.0%

CDR 22.7% 77.3%
LCDR 30.6% 69.4%

LT 26.2% 73.8%
LT3G 32.8% 67.2%

ENS 50.0% 50.0%
Distribution by

Eotal Sample 30.5% 69.5%

opposed to 40B, fer se, as may aave been feared previous

fusd

Va
By testing the atti*udes of Coast Guacd Officers relavaxnt
toc MBO , gquestior A41 at+temp*s to measure how *he conrcs,
overall, rerceives the " rightaess of £it " for MB0 and the
Coast Guard. Talkle XXIV 3emonstra*es the response of <the
sanple tc the issue of " rightness " of MBO for =-he Coas*
Guard officer mavagement sys*em.

A41 "Management b% objectives is a
to militaly persolinel " managemen= £
Guard."

A summary of these da+a on MBO indicates a Zfair
support base for MBO, at lsast superficially.

7. Do We Reazllv Kacw Enough to b

o

Fair?

:
3
-—

Equity is an ever praesen* issu2 Ia evaiueting <the

efficacy and acceptance c¢f an appraisal sys*em. To be fair--

to one's self, as well as to others-- requires a d:agree of

il




TABLE XXIV
MBO Right Personnel Management ?

A4 Agree Do no* Agree
Capt 65.0% 35.0%

) CDR 63.7% 36. 3%
LCDR 56.5% 43.5%
LT 64.0% 36.0%
LTJG 71.9% 28. 1%
ENS 70.0% 30.09
Distribution
Ey Tctal Sanmple 64.6% 35.4%

knowledge ccnerning the integration and articuiation of this
system, OPMS , ard its relaticnship with the promotion and
selection process as well as other human resource progranms.
To measure the percertions of the officer corps on <this
feature, equity, gquestions A12, SK5, SK6, arnd SK7 were used
in *he survey.

Question A12 poses the issue of clarity in =he use
of numbers in the OPR. Essentially, for the assignment of
any evaluation tc be equitable, the corstructs used to make
up that evaluaticn must b2 clear to 21l1l. There is nc room
for confusion on marks. Table XXV prcvides the breakdown of
the resronse to this issue.

A12 "The documentation angd 1n=truc*1ons provided with
~he OFMS_assure +here is no confusign in assigning
numerical evaluaficns %o Coast Guard officers."
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TABLE XXV
Instructions Prevent Confusion ?

A12 Agree Do not Agree
Capt 15.0% 85.0%

CDR 9.1% 90.9%
LCDR 11.6% 88.4%

iT 8.2% 91,8«
L7JG 27.0% 73.0%

€NS 20.0% 80.0%
Distribution

gy Tctal Sample 16.0% 84.07%

The respcnse to the Issue, as presentad by question
A12, cisarly poirts *o a procblem for the OPMS. Agairn, those
who mcst use the OPMS are those most negative . This is an
alarmirg response to the author. I* is a cause for great
concern Zor those who would seek to improve any facet of the
CPMS.

To tes+ *his Zssue further, Questicns SK5 and SK6
e¢sk for response concerning the assignment of numbers on the

OPR and the subsegquent impact of <he numbers that migh% be

assigned. The results are shown in Table XXVI and Table
XXVII respectively.

SK5 "The numer ical evalua*ion of three is what the
majority of officers should receive."
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TABLE XXVI
Most Officers Receive 3's on OPR?

SK5 Lgree Do no* agree
Cap* €5.0% 35.0%

CDR 52.4% 47.6%

LCDE 62.8% 37.2%

LT 57.6% L2.4%

LTJG 53.1% 42.9%

ENS 40.0% 20.01%
Distribution

gy Total Saaple 59.2% 40,87

The Tespcnse to dqaestion SK5 is inconclusive by

i*self; i« merely shows ambivalerce regarding the assignment®

of the rumbar three on the OPR., Ye*t, when questiorn SKS is
considered with these data, then the confusion on this
matter becomes agparent. Many officers +think that it is
proper to assign the majority of officers *he number three;
yat, they overwhelmisgly perceive that a three is insuffi-
ciant fcr promotion.I* would be logical *o infer thait “hese
same offlcers would fcster the nonpromction of the majoriiy

>

0of the corps; yvet, this is obviously not +he case in fac=<
Thus, the ambivalence results from confusion regarding ths
process cf assigning numbers <o +ha OPR and lack of clarity
concerning theiz impact on promotion. Cercainly, *his issue
looms tc block stccessful integration and acceptance of =zhe
OPMS.

SK6 "The numerical evaluaticn_o

£ tkLre
assure the promoticr of a gualified ¢
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TABIE XXVII
4 3 is sufficient for Promotion?

SKE AdJree Do not Agree
Capt 10.0% 90.0%

CDR 4.8% 95, 27

LCDR 10.7% 89.3%

LT 11.9% 88, 1%

LTJG 22.2% 77.8%

ENS 20.0% 80.0%
Distribution

By Total Sample 6U.6% 35.47%

The equity cf the 0PMS is further explored by ques-
tion SK7. This guestion probes the issue of fairness as a
function of system kncwladge. Table XXVIII shows the
response *the resronses to this issue,

SK7 "I am satigfied that I k&
value of numerical marks ¢
others.”

I

ough concern
r £

ing *he
0 mvself and

The strergth of this response, wh2n viewed in the
context of the preceeding t wo questions, indicates an area
of concern for tte OPMS. The dichotomy of response on ques-
tions SK5 and SK€ points to confusion. The stark statement
gathered in SK7 indicates summarily that *he groundwork for
ineguity has been laid and may well psrmeate the OPMS unless
this issue is dealt with. Clearly 90.0% of the senior offi-
cers polled are confused on these issues. There is hasis for
alarm here,.
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TABLE XXVIII
We Know Encough to be PFair?

SK7 Agree Do no% adacee
Capt 25.0% 75. %

CDR 23.8% 76.2%
LCDR 17.6% 82.4%

LT 13.3% 86.7%
LTJG 16.1% 83.99

ENS 20.0% 80.0%
Distribution

By Total Sample 17.4% 82.6%

8. Do We Kpcw What

The objectives of appraisal systeas may be many and
varied. The essertial ingredient i1s thz% they are deli-
neated. A spescific function of the OJP¥S is the link of
appraisal tc promoticn. An appraisal sys+tem so linkad to
promotion can be mos* effective by cla2arly and coasiszenzly
advertising and rewarding the global set of bshaviors,
activities, and actions that it desiras of ~hose whom 3%
would serve to promote, Behaviorists :teach us that an organ-
ization may best modify behavior, or develcp the
professioralism ¢f the officer corps, by effectively adver-
+ising what behavior is desired, and “hen stroking that
behavior through the organizational -eward system, that is
the appraisal system. To this end, an appraisal system aust
have clear goals and clear rewards. The path between “he zwo
needs tc be clear, consistant, and unobs*ruc*ed.

To peasure the percepticns of the officer corps
regarding this issue, questions R25, SK12a, and SK12b werse
used.
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Question R25 poses the issue of clari+y versas
confusicn ccncerring numbers which are assigned to an cffi-
1 cer's OPR, and the impac* of those numbers on promotatili<+y.
The paradigm is, essentially, that wher2 confusion -eigms,
clarity of purpose is lost. Table XXIX displays the overall

reaction of the sample to this issue,

R25 "I am confused concerning the zmgact +*hat <he_ ?
numheas on the OPR have on the promotability o offi-
cers.
TABLE XXIX
Numbers and Promotability Confusing?

R25 Agree Do not Agree
Capt 68.4% 31.6%
CDR 77.3% 22.7%

LCDR 77.9% 22.1%
LT 82.0% 18.0%
LTJG 81.2% 18.87%

ENS 8G.0% 20.0%
Distribution
By Total Sample 79.0% 21.0%

The respcnse to R25 is quite revealing. Clearly
70.0% o0f *he senior officers polled are not certain of ths
impact their appraisals may have . This type of uncertainty
breeds the inflationary trends that were cited as the basis
for scrapping the previcus PA system, the Qfficer Fitness
Reporting Systen.




This issve is further explorad wi*h questions SK122

and SK12B. Here +he issue is whether the OPMS helps an

officer to deterrine which performance (s)
ally revarded with promotion.

in Table XXX and Table XIXXI.

SK12A "u¥ knowledge of *the OPMS enables me to determire
c

what per

«oe

rmance 1< neces=ary to assure *he promcoction
deserving juniors."

TABLE XXX
Know What is Required of Juniors?

SK123 Agree Do not Agree

Capt 15.0% 85.0%

CDR 19.0% 81.9%

LCDR 21.6% 78.4%

1T 6.9% 93.1%

LTJG 22.90% 73.0%

ENS 14.3% 85.7%

Dis+tribution

By Total Sample  17.1% 82.9%
5%;% "ﬂ¥ knowledge gf the OPMS enables ne 0 Jetermine
wha ggrmggg%%ce is necessary to assure *he promot’on
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TABLE XXXI
Krow What is Required of Self?

SK12B Agree Do not Agree
Capt 15.0% 85.5%

CDE . 14.3% 85.7%
LCDR 20.0% 80.0%

LT 10.0% 90.0%
LTJdG 26.5% 73.5%

ENS 20.0% 80.0%
Distribuzion

gy Total Sanmple 18.5% §1.57%

The Cespcnses to these last two questions demcns-
toute unequivocally that the officer ccrps dces no* know
what pec-fcrmance is necessary tc assure promo*ion and tThasz
th: OPMS does little to foster the type of pec-formance
desired ty the service, since it is unknown . Muliitudes of
behaviorists would £ind this to be juite alazming. Given
that a stated ob“ective of the OPMS was the growth and
develcpment of +tte officer corps, one might conciude <hrat i%*
ras falled to meet i1ts objectives on *he basis 0f thesge last
tWO responses,

B. CONCLUSIONS

These findings tend *to suppor* the thesis put forthk by
Bhatia in a study of personnel appraisal in government
[Ref. 35]. Bhatia's study discloses that fewer “han 8.3%
of the Fortune 5C0 ccmpanies report highly successful MBO
implementations. He goes on to question the efficacy cf MB30
in government organization by asking bluntly, " Can i+
really work?"
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The initial analyses of the survey results indicar= <ha<
xsc

“he suppcr+ base nequisit2 for success does not = + =cday
in the U.S. Ccast Guard. Rather, there is at best a lukewarn
acceptance of the service's major 430 effor%, the OPHMS.
Where *here is resistanc2 to the OPMS, it is rampant.

The respcnderts to this study, and by extensiorn, the
Coast Guard Officer Corps, show high -esistancz to the OPMS
in areas of (1) uniform applicability cf the system, (2)
payback-- wha-her 1t is wor%h the effor+, (2) pricrity--
that it in~erferes with 2xisting priorities, (4) organiza-
tioral ccntex:-- whether it is right for the service, (5)
equity~- that it may not fairly measure performance cr
potential, and (€i reward structure-- that *the system Joes
not adequately identify behaviors necessary for prome*ion
and consequen*tly Joes not stroke vosi*iva behavior. aAs a
rasult, i+ shoulé come as no surprise tha+t “her2 is an over-
whelming felt neei for improvement o5- change ¢ the 0PMS.

The analyses reveal unquestionably that the 0PMS is
percieved to be applied <o the officer corps in a non-
unifcrm fashion. The officer corps believes +hat the
appiicaticn of ttke 0PMS is a functicr c¢f grade, career
field, ard district c¢f assignment. The author will no=
debate whether this belief is based in fac* or not. The
teality is +*nat the cfficers believe it tc be %true. This is
a devastingly desisive perception that may have negative
consequerces not only for the OPMS, but for corps unity as
well.

2. Paybacgk

The analyses of *the data support the position <hac
+he QPMS is no+ wort' the time and 2f£fort ii requires, that
+he organizationel payback for using *he system does not
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foster its use. This perceotion of thz officer corps nay
prevent the OPMS from being accept2d as +he thing %o do. The
OPY¥S in its present form may zake a back seat to more

rewardirng *asks.
3. ZPrieczity

The analyses of ths Jata suppor*t the posi+ion that
there is not 2nough +ime £or the naw priorities mandated by
the OPMS. This systenm hirders the perfcc-mance of other
primary and colleteral duties performed ‘y the sernior cffi-
cers pclied., The OPMS will 1likelv be placed on the

3
[
£
o

proverbial "back burner" as irnterverning prioritiss cver
the demands of tte OPHMS.

4., Organizatioral Ccpzext

» dat

Il

The analiyses cf =h a
the OPMS is only mcderataly well fitted
ticral context of the Coast CGuard. While there appears to be
moderate support for the OPM5 ir <he supervision and grow+th
func*tions, *here is abject cuposition <to the system in <=he
selection and prcmoticn functiors. The OPMS mus:t be more
closely *ailored to +he o-ganiza+tional contex* of the Ccast
Guard to gain greater accaprtance.

5. Equit

The apalyses »f the da‘a strongly suppor: the pesi-~
tion that the 0OP¥S is inherently unfair, =ven at +his zarly
stage, because of zhe widespread confusion concerning =he
impacts and uses ¢f the rnumbers and the limitad under-
standing by the corps of the value of numerical marks when
assigned. This issue of inequity must be viewed in the
greater context ¢f the links among performanca evaluation,
promotion, and the career impacts of successive norn-

selection. The Officer Fitness Reporting System, which was
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replaced by the CPMS, was replaced in a large part

H
1]
o
[
<

these issues. It is inappropriate to bridle ocu

1
&
massive appraisal system that is not at least incremen=ally
more effec*ive irn *this dimension +han the one iz rep

6. Reward Siructure

The analyses of the data suppor* *“he posizicn =Lzt
the officer ccrps does not krow what performancs 1s n2ces~
sary fer premcticn and that +he OPMS does lit=lz +o frosta:

the type(s) of perfcrmance desired by *“he seTvice, since
that performance is unknown. Behavioris+s #ell u

is apprcpriate tc strcke desired beshavior in order :to rcein-
force that behavior. This appraisal process does not Sircke
desired tehavior, largely because that behavior remains
undefined by the 0PMS. Behaviora

l1ly anchered rating scales
(BAR3) have not trad the desiraed eff

ec= in *his regarzd.

7. Need for Change

The analyses of <he data overwhelmingly suppor:t =he
position that there is a felt need for change 0 The 2P4S .
Exactly whar charge and whenr is unclizar. However, ths
previcus six dimensicns cartainly reflect condizicns that
are ripe for impiovement The perceprtions of *hLe corps,
whetlLer accurate or not, are *truly wha*t will drive <his
appraisal systam +*o success or failure. It is nov %“oo szarly
at this pcint to focug attention cn apparent trouble spc+s
within th2 systern.

C. WHERE TO GO FROM RERE ?

The preliminery analyses of the da*a collected by this
research effoert inljicate the foregoing conclusicns to be
substartially surportable. Additionai, in-depth analyses of
these data mos* assuredly will support the conclusions

81




Tt is hoped and in+ended that the Cc2s:

implied herein .,
Guard Headquarters (G-OPES) staff will use *hese data for
+he bet+ermen- of the appraisal systems to +ha collective
good of all Coast Guard officers. This research project
reveals the collective respornse of a highly representative
sample cf the officer corps. Their frank opinions should not

go unheeded.
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APPENDIX A
OP¥S STUDY: THE SURVEY

Introduction

Thank You.. for,iak;ng the time to par+ticipate in *kis
survey._ Hecpefully, it will not require more than 30 minutes
to complete,

_ We would like to have ycur FRANK RESPOXNSE *o the
ollovwing questicns. These gquesticns concern +he

tion of *he QOfficer Performance Managemen* Systenm
). We hope to_learn of vour present Reactions,
udeg, and Kpowledge concarning this system.

he Information gained from thé 2nalysis of your,
nses will be uséd at Headquar=zers to evaluaie %<he

v il

tiveness cf the Officer Pérformance Yanagemen* Systen

1 form an essan+iel
Nzval Postgracuate

Aéditionally, your raspons 1
roject is beirg

es
go:ﬁicn cf a rasearch project a*,
chool, @ontereg, Caiiforaia, Thi
ccnduczed by a Ccast Guazd Qfficer. .

You Lave beern select2d *hrough a random prccass. This
riocess intends +*o sample the opinion of & ripresentative
cross-section of active dJuty Coast Guard Ofiicers.

Ycur responses will be (1) Anonymous_and_(2) .
Confidential, Tlere is nd> mechanism included in *his survey
designed *c link the remarks back to the individual makirg
thesé zeparks, .

Know:ng this, we hope you will b2 encouraged “c make
frank and_honest responses tc_the questionraire. |

., #e w21l ask_you for some limiz3d demographic infecrma-
tionp. , This will be used o validate *he Sampiing process.
It is impor*ant %o us to know the type ¢f office
responding *o this survey. This information will
other usage.. . L. . .

. For clarity,the use of abbraviations_in <his
raice is limited. The foliowing t2rms will be abb

wil
the
s p

es=ic~

TS
have no
ques

revia*ted:

Ctfficer ferformance Managemen: System OPMS)
Officer Support Form OSF
Officer ferformance Repor+ OPR
Leadership and Management Schocl LAMS)

Thank You
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Wha* is *he color of your eyes?

| frour §
} 3 i

WO W

3
3

End of Examcie

N
3
hel (Please Specify) 2

5 (1)1Whaf is (are) your present zole(s)
pPIOCeSS?

¥y role includes action .
{&8) as t:e reporred on officer,
b) as th=s supervising ¢f
¢} as the reporting “off
d) as the reviewer offi
€) Cther (Please specify

Demographics
Flease indicete your response to each of the follcwing
gquestions anrd sulquestions by placing & check mark in the
parentheses (__).
Exzwple

<3
aln
oln
—ln

SOlwEN
- (O $

{2) Hcw many reporting cycles have you

a) one cycle
b} *wo cycles
() three cycles,
(d) This is my first cycle.
{e) Other (Please sp=cify).

ccmpleted?




PO ey ey

(3)_Ir general terms, what is your area of caceer
specialty?

a) Surface Oparations 68

b) Aviation 47

¢) Ergineerirng 5Q

d) Mafine Inspections/Protesc*ion 50

€) Manpower Pers/Tra,nﬂng/Educat’on 21

£) Financial/Lsgistics 08 )

g Legal 07) Miss
Other (Plezce specify) 09 05

(4) Where is your present assignment?

Aafloat (40) Ashere (225)

Duties Assigned:

CO(28) X0 (19) E£O0 (J4) 0PS(?7) DIFOP 4 8)

DIVCH (24) BECH (22) DEPBRCH (30) T E (113)

(5} Wlat s your present grade?

(a) Captain 20

b} Cc¢mmander 22

c) Lieutenant Ccmmander 86

d) Lieutenant 62

e) Lieuterant(junior grade) 64 .

£} Ersign 10) Miss
g) Warrant (W1 through W4) 00 01

(6) How gany officers do you report on as a super-
visor?

(Plezse enter the correct number)

——— g G o

None (130)
1 -3 { 83) |Miss
More than 3 ( 51) 01

k Hcw many officers do you report om as a
reportinc officer?

(Pleasé enter the correc:t number)

None {194)




" ,,,g—q!w‘n." L.

1 -3 { 27)
4 - 6 ( 23)
More thar 15 (05) 01

. We do not desire any furth
tion. Please continue oOn *o t
suyrvey.

2
h
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Survey Instructions

Thark You.. for coming this far in the survey!

If yoy do not wish to contirue ease seal ths
edge_o% the survey bockletf an :e%ggn $5°by mail’ .
we will ke scrry 1f vou don't continue. We still

ish to _thank you for the data tha* ycu have
provided at this point.

..If yoy do wish t¢ continue,please read on, Yon
viil"el9¥ 906 questgons io e’ BaTsvanc"ina though=

provoking.

The fcllowing questions are, desigped to caprure
your frank cpinions. For siamplicity in scorinc¢ the
data, most guest- ions have multiple-choics
ansvers. You mag select as many or as few of the
responses which apply to you.

. {n the event that we have not been able to
include an appro- priate response cption, please
provide 2 narrative ccmmen:t which bést describes
Jgur resgonse. Space has been provided at each guses-
tion for this purpose.

For the questions tha+* follow; please place 2
check ( ) in the parentheses that correspond =0
ycur resgonse,

$-¢
~
0
)

.. Please write any additionzl commen=s direc*
the survey fecrm in” the space provided.

Agairn, Tharnk You.
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Section I

) (1{ Ccnsidering all cf your experiences so far
with the OPMS process,what is your overall reacticn
to the ertire system?

a) Very positive 10;

b) Positive 107)

c) Borderline 97

d) Negative 39 MISS
€) Vely Negative 09 02

(1a) #hat is the best part of using OPMS?
Counseling (28) FPeedback (76) Other (137)

Missiig (24)

{1b) Fow gcod is +this best part of OPMS?

(@) Superior, (17)

b} CGutszanding 54

C) Excallent a9

d Verg Good 49

(e) Gco . 27) MISSs
(£} Bcrderl ine 10 15

(1c) What is +he werst part of using 0PMS?
Papecwork (38) Time (108) Cther (109)

Missing (19)

(1d) EBow bad is this worst parct?

(a) Extremely bad 55

b) Very bad 43

c} Bad | 36

d) Unsatisfactory Uy

e) Foor ] 43) MISsS
£f) Borderl ine 34 10

'sz Wtat are your overall reactiors to _<he read-
ability c¢f the £fo0llcwing documents which descrits
how o0 use ard cperate the 0OPNS?

Desk Guide




TR

a) Very positive 39%
b) Positive 152)
c) Borderline 50
4} Negativa | 08) HMISS
e) Vefy Negqative (01 15
COMDTINSTR 1611.10
{(a) Ver ositive (18)
b) Posgtgvg 136)
¢) Borderline 87
d) Negative | 11} MISS
e) Vely Negative (03 10
{(3)In general, what is your rea
clarity ¢ directionms providzd by
decument s?
Desk cGuide
{a) Ver ositive (23)
b Positgve 164)
¢} Borderline 54
4} Negative | 06 4ISs
e) Very Negative (01 1
CCMDTINSTE 1611.10
{(a) Ver ositive (13)
b Positgvg‘ 143)
c) Borderline 87
G) Negative 08 MISs
2) Very Negative (04 10
4) Ir geperal, what ls your re
oveéail cogsgstenéy oF the Lfreci:
grrovided by these Two documern*ts?

(a) Very  positive
(p) Poslitive

¢} Boerderline

d) Negative

e) Very nadative

ener what has been
fee%%aék

. (5% Ir I
+ion to, th € kK you have =Iece
evaluaticn cycle (six months)..

frem your superviseor?

sg Very positive 295
b) Positive 112)
c} Borderline 65
d) Negative 11
e) Vefy negative (04
£f) None received (44

frem your reporting officerz?
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3) Very positive (20
bh) Positive T4
<) Borderline 46
d} Negative | 09
¢) Vefy negative (03
f) None received (11

ur overall reaction to

)
Ir general, what is your
dba ay have received during

6 o)
the(néqatlve,fee ck you may
your evaluaticn cycle..

fron your superviscr?

( Very positive (18
Positive 89
Bordsrline 28
Negative 17
Vefy negative (02
None received (11

tad ol

from your reporting officer?

1]

) Very positive (
g Positive
!
a

L e O

Negative
Very negative

07
= 55
Borderline 34
08
; 02
Ncne received (15

> P ey ol

)

I,general, what is your overall rsacticn to
tlve_feedﬁack you ma2y have received during
Juaticn cycle...

from your supervisor?

(2) Very positive (
Positive
Borderlire
Negative |
Vefy negative
None recei ved

P s ~et? Suat®
MOOEal)
WO R WWW
—————

M Qo

from your reporting officer?

)
L)

Wlat has, K beexn your reac*ion to the accurag¢
rforpation whgch is included on your Of 1ger
marce Report, as the Raported on Officer?

a) Very positive (
b) Positive
¢) Borderline
d} Negative |

¢) Vefy neqative

£} YNoné received

OO EN
- B u=in

(a) Very positive

(
b} Fositive } )

4ISS
09

¢) Porderline
d) Negative
e) Very negative

OCalnaly
VN )

b
)
;

30




(9) Hcew wculd you describe the skill of your
superliors in providing the feedback you have
received in the OP¥S cCycle..

your supervisor?

Very competert
Competart
Borderline
Incompetent

Very Incongetent
Nonée receivec

—
—

Fhd fu0) O
WO = ~Jaa
(815,70 LS T o Y

your reporting officer?
Very ccape ternt
comgetent
Sorderlina
Inccepetent

Very Inccmpetent
Nong recszived

@ 0 O
WOON-JW
[[S 16, B B YOV ]

(10) tow _much trairing on
you received frca the Coast
mate. )

Weeks___ Days___ Hours___
(10a) Where Gid you receive this 4raining?

(a) CG TRACEN L.A.M.S.  (98)

(b Implzmen-=ation team }%1)
svz
14

{c On the job traircing
(d) Coast Guard Semirars
{e) Other, rplease specify

Coambiraticn (31)

No *“raiaing recelved (02)

. (11) Eow much %fraining on supervision arnd evelua-
+ilon usirg “he principles of objective and goal
set+ting Fave you recelved froa the Coast Guard?
(Please estimate.)

Weeks___ Days_ Hours

9




A e e i

P WA, -

P i PR R e Sy

|

- “-'w...‘,-.,

{(11a) Where d4id ycu receive this training?

when?______

(a CG TRACEN L,A.HM.S. 33
} Implamentation tz2an 41
c On the dJob training Eg

19

o

(d) Coast Guard Semirars
{¢) Other,

(28)

please spacify

Combiration

No +training received (82)

. (12) Fow_much trainiag on interpersoral reia-
tions, ccnflict resolution, or ccunseling techrnigques
tave you received from the Ccast Guari? %Please
estipate.)

Weeks___ Days___ Hours ___
(12a) Where did you rTeceive this =ztraining?
() CG TRACEN L,.A.M.S. (5¢) When? —_—
fb Implementation teanm 1e
(o] Cn the job training 17
{d) Coas* Guard Seminars 26
te) Other, please specify (3¢
Combiratier (35)

No training zeceived (72)

(13) In general, how would you describe +his
traiping ovérall?
(@) Exceptionally good (59
(b) Somewhat gccd 87
¢) So=-so 48
d) Somewnat oor 22 MISS
e) Exceptionally poor 14 35

(14) In _general, what i1s ycur reaction to :he
adequacy of "*he traiaing?

(a) Very adequate (30)

b} Adequate 93

c) Borderline 58

d Inadeguate 35 4I3S
e} Very Inadequate 22 2




(a
(b)

c
4
e

Piease

(18)
on the OER.

I am frustrated when I +=o
answers coancerning the significan

(15) Bow would ycu describe the effectlverness ¢fF
the trairing you have received on vour OPMS dutiss?
(a) Very =ffective (05%
(b) Effective 115)
(c) Borderline 92
id Ineffactive 34 MISS
e) Very Ineiffective 11 0
. {16) Eow would ycu dascribe your currer* level of
fraining regarding® your counseling and appraisal
duties?
(@) Very adequate (22)
b) Adequate 106)
c) Borderline 77
d) Inadeguate 40 MISS
e) Very Inadequa*e 29 11
(17) Eow would you describe ths ability of your
-gporting officer i1n performing his OFMS counsélling
and appréisal dutiss?

Very competen*
Compet2 =
Bordarline

Tncompe tent

Very Incompetent

=200 = 0
W - JOW
m‘d
Ol
~JUi
w

U W VPSP

. '.cate the Jegres to which you agree or
disagre=s w...h th2 following sta*emen*s by plagirg a i
check mark ) in *he appropriats parehthesis. ‘

et fini+tive :
the numbers ‘

(@) Strongly agree 8u)
(b Agree 69
c Neutral 80
‘d Disagree _, 20 MISS
(8) S+trongly disagree (08 04
é19£ In general s the amount of time required for
my OPM5S cuties has not besen excessive.
@) Strongly agrea (29)
}b* AQT 22 569;
Cc Neut=al 32

93




(d) Cisagree $6u MISS
() Strongly disagree (79 01

{(20) 1In general, the number of officers I super-

vise , .
is not excessive.

(@ Strongly agres (74)
(b Agree 88
(c Neutrral 52
1& Disagrse _. 03 MISS
e) Stroigly disagree (07 41
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. (21) _In general, +the number of cfficers I super-~
vise and/or report on is about righ*.

@ Strongly agres I

(b Agree T4

C Neutral 82

d) Disagree _, 21) MISsS
e) Strongly disagres (13 a4

(22) In general ny superiors have been able zo
devote erough time fo ne to meet my OPMS needs.

(@ Strongly agree 12
’b Agrea 76
(= Neutral 47
d) Disagree 74
e) Stroiagly disagree (54

. é%3) Fight now, OPMS takes too much time to dc it
right.

(a) Strongly agre2 1039)

b Agres 64

c Neutral 43

(@) Cisagree _, 44) MISS
() Strongly disagree (10 10

(24) Fight now, I really like using the OPYMS for
counselirg ard supervising but Y dc nodt like the
idea of utsing it as a basis for promction.

(a Strongly agree (27
ib Agree 54
c Neutral 90
}d Disagree 63
e) Stroigly disagree (26

(25) 1 am confused concerning the im

act
numbers cn the OPR have on the promotabglit

that the
ot
officers.

Y

@ Stronyly agree (102

(b Agre2 J 105‘

{c Neutral 32

(d) Cisagree _. 19 MISs
() Strongly disagree (05 02

95




Section II

Flease indica*e how you feel concerning the
following statement s.

1) Tte QPMS is a good ¥ verall, to accoa-
pliéh)per— fornance evatnatids 1n°the tozst Gaara.
@ trongly agree 17)
(h; Agreeg ¥ a9 }108)
(c) Neutral 568
(d} Disagrae _, 47 MISS
{e) Strongly disagres= {23 02
{ZL_Use of the OPMS is a good way *o select
qualifiec officers for promotion.
fa) Strongly agree (13)
(b Agreeg ¥ ag 33
(¢ Neutral 81
(d Disagree 59 41Iss
(e Stroagly disagree(27 02

(3& Tte OPMS provides me with the informatlion
that need to perferm my duties.

{fa) Strongly agres (
(b) Agree )
(c) Neutral

d) LCisagrge

28)

106

49
, sg}
@) Strotgly disagree (21

éu Tte OPMS provides me with the_information I
need to 2assess my promotion porertial.

(@) Strongly agree 05

}b Agree 43

¢} Neéeutral 54

d) Disaaree _, 104) MISS
e) Strongly disagree (57) 02

S). Tte QFMS will provide *he promotion boazds
uité Lhe Enfgrmation geeded to fagrly and accurately
promote qualified officers.

(@) Strongiy agree (08)

96




(b) Agree 50
(c) Neutral 87
(d) Disagree _, 74
(e) Strongly disagree (42




(6) A primary function of the OPNS is to proviis
accurate information o heln..

(a) promotion boards to sslect gqualified officars

for prouctwon. (50)
assi nment anels to s2lect qualifizd offi-
cers for ap *opr1= e pos;t ons. (06)
(c) detailers to make assigment decisions. (05)
Erov1de pe rogmance feadbacx to enhance tha
personal growth e officers corps. {(101)
(e) Other (Please specify) (10)

Combiraticn above ( 92)
" Missing (01)

{(6a) &hich function cf the 0OPMS is +the most
important to vou?

(@ Promotion boards

b Assignmant panels

c Detailer's decisions
d Performaace feadback
(e) Qther (Pl=ase specify).

QalOad

ONORAON
56 puanate g
—

Combiraticn above (20)

Missing (01)

(7) The OFMS provides a fair and accura*e evalua-
tion of &y past performance.

(@) Strongly agree

b) Agree

c) Néutral

d} Disagree _,

e) Strongly disagresz

DN O

(6,181, T SN |
O\~
~—

MISS
15

(8) The QPMS provides a_fair and accurate assess-
men* of gy future poten+ial as a Coast Guard officer

(a trongly agree 06
k Agree 73

Neutral 96
}d Disagree ?;

MISS
Strongly disagree 06

9) Tte OPMS is bein g applied uniformly to all
grades of Coast Guard O:ificers.

B fEar e gy

98




et PRI P o R bt e
- v

)
(@) Disagree

(c) Neutral gggé
(ei Strongly disagres 50&

MISS
13




(10) The OPMS is being agpl

4 jformly in all
career fields for Coast 1

cers.

(a) Strongly agree 01;

b) Agree 21

¢) HNéutral 116

d) Disagrge _, 61 MISS
e) Strongly disagres (47 19

(11) The CPMS is being apglied uniformly in all
duty assign- ments throughout the Ccast Guzrd.

(a) Strongly agree 00

b Agreeg v 1u;

c) Neutral 106)

d) Disagree _. 68) MISS
e) Strongly disagre= (59 18

. (12) The dccumentation anpd insitructions provided
with the OPMS agsure there is no confusion 1in
assignin¢ numericai evaiuations to Coast Guard

Ccfficers.
@ “4rongly agres 03
b Agreeg Y a9 39
c) Neutral 55
d) Lisagree _, 123) MISs
e) Strongly disagree (43) 02

(13) 1 have been able to find sagisfactorz
ansvers to all my questions concernin the CpPMS
from the written instrtuctions provided with *ths

systenm.
a) Strongly agree 03
(b Agreeq ¥ a9 (79
c) Neutral 64
d) LCisagree . 10 MISS
e) Stroagly disagree (13) 02
(13a) The Headquarters (G-OPES) S*taff have been -

helpful in_providing satisrfac*ory answers %o <the
questions I have posed to them concerning the OFMS.

Strongly agcee 0
Agree 3
Neutral 5
Disagree _, 1
Stronglz disagres 2
Dces not apply to me (1

rh® ) O°H
OO I

MISS 5
02 ~

é1a The trai
of OPMS 1is all +
career.

ning provided at the Initial stage
hat "will be required by me in my

= ———

bty aedialed ¥ o S YL




Strongly agree 04
Agree 32
Neutral 43
Disagree 123)
Strongly disagzee (50)




115) ¥o further training is required for me tec

perform 3y OPMS duties,
(a) Strongly agree 07
b Agreeg ¥ a9 63 .
c] Neutral 41
d) Disagree _. 118) M1SS 1
(¢) Strongly disagre= (34) 02

16) Yo further +training is regquired for my supe-

:ioés %o per%crn their OPMg dutieg. ¥ P
(a) Strongly agree (03) ]
(b Agreeg ¥ a9 35
c) Neutral 64
d) Disaqree 106) MISS
(e) Strongly disagree (54) 03

(17) No further training is required for my

juniors to perform +heir OPMS dJuties,
fa) Strongly agree (03)
{b Agreeg ¥y a3 29
(c) Neutral 65
d) Disagree | 105) MISs
{e Strongly disagree (38) 25

(18) ¥y _questions concerning use of the OPMS
te resolved 'ty my imnmediate rafting superiors.

(91
58
79
105)
28)

can

g

i
e

(19) My questions concerning u
be resolveéd by Commandant (G-OPES

Strongly agcee
Agqree

Ngutral

Disagree _
S*trongly disagree

PROCP

Strongly agree
Agree

Néutral

Disagraze _,
Stronqly disagree

{(20) There is no confusion concerning the assign~

men* of rumerical evaluations on +he OP
a) Strongly agree 01
bi Agteeg ¥ a9 gzu}
c) Neutral qu

102




Y

@
e

Disagree
Strongly disagree

5117) MISS
74y 05

21) 1 have no questions corcerning the impact of
numéerg ass%gned o% ry OPR. g P

@
b
C
d

e

Strorngyly agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

1 have no, questions copcerning

(22)
the nuabers I assidn to my ©

Stronjyly agree
Agree

Neutzral

Disagree _,
Stronjly disagres

the impact of
fficers on theirl BPR(s).

(92}

10

68

83 MISS
62 40

é23) 4s a counseling and developmental tcol, *he
OPMS is a2 gocd method.

@)

b
c
dz

(e

(24) . The
counselirq,

(25] , The
?gunse irg,

- e

(a
b
(~
d
e

Strongly agree
Agree

Réutraili

Disagree
Strongly disagree

time and effort I
and fzedback with

Strongly agree
Agree

Néutral

Disagree _,
Strongly disagree

FEr iy e S L N

Strongly agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree _,
Strongly disagree

103
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MISS
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9
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MISS
43

spend on documentinq‘
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.. (26
into i

orud?d

hinégg

hinéég

% In general the OPMS pays back what I pu+
(@) Strengly agree 34
(b Aqreeq Y a9 73
c) Neutral 65
d) Disagree 62 MISS
(¢) Strongly disagres (26 05

) I have erough *ime on my job *o perform my
uties.
@ trongly agree 15)
Agree 128)
c) Neutral 33
d) Disagree 55 MISS
fe) Strongly disagre= (U8 02

) . The performance of my OPMS duties dqes, not
tke performance of my other primary duties.

(a) Strongly agree

’b Agree

c) Néutral

2& Disagree

e) Strongly disagres

)

MISS
02

WAL )
N0 O

:
|

) The performance of my OPMS duties does not
tte performance of mv ccllateral duties.

(@) Strongly agree

!b Agree

c) Neutral

(d) Disagree

{¢) Strongly disagres

WO W s a2
OO W

)
i MISs
03

superviser has taken enough time with me
%bgg topconpfete the reports :gqugreg by OPMS.
(@) Strongly agree (07
b) Agree ¥ a9 93
Cc) Néutral 53
d) Disagree 71 MISS
{e) Strotgly disagrez (37 04

I am confident that_I will be promoted if

31
typ{cao%¥irece ve three'!'s (3's) as a numerical mar

on my

cer Performance Report.

104




a) Strongly agree ou

& Agree 13

C) Neutral 58

{(d) Disagree 95) MISS

(e) Strongly disagree (88) 07

. (32L,I am rnet afraid to risk failure by
: stretching my goals or the2 OSF.

(a) Strongly agree 31

b Aqreeg y a3 97)

c) Néutral 53

d) Disagree 61 MISS

{e) Stroangly disagrees (20 01

.(33L I am confident that ar individua: would
still be_selected for promotion even if he 414 not

reach all of
;
c
(e

a
o]

1

¢t >

39) . Py.s
as éeq%irgd

(@

| 'b
) C
d
e

(36) Yo i
nike
+ an effec

&)

his goals as stazed on the 0SP,.

Strongly agree (15)
Agree Y 128)
Néutral 54
Disagree _, u8) MISs
S+roagly disagree (12) 08

ve establjshed the proper rappoIt with
r to recelve aa accurate perIormance

Strongly agree 25)

gree 136)
Neutral 57
Disagree _ 27 MISS
Strongly disagree (17 01

upervisor is perforaing his 0P¥S duties
by the requlations.
itrongly agree (%8%
ee
Nggtral 4s )
Disagrege 572 MISS
Strongly disagree (37 01

mprovements to the OPMS are necassary *o
tive tocl for performance evaluation.

Strongly agree
2

Agre
ngﬁtral

00
18
i

105 3




(d) Disagree $10u) MISS

(e) Strongly disagres (86) 92

(37{ ¥o improvzments to _the OPMS are necess;rg o
-

maks it an effective *ool for selec*ing qualiif
officers for promotion.

(@) Strongly agree 02

b) Agree 16

c) Neutral 58

d) Disagree . 110) MISsS

() Strongly disagree (76)

(38) Immediate jmprovements *o *he_ 0PMS ar2
necessary to make 1%+ an effective *col for sel

SS9 ! t gctina
qualifie¢ officers for promo+tion.

@) Strongly agree 55

b Agreeg ¥ a9 73

c) Neutral 89

(d) Disagrse 35 MISS

(¢) Strongly disagres (08) 05

.(39) As an organizaticn, w2 _are doiang *“he righ+

thing %y usgpg %hls systeﬁ (OPMS) for gevelopmgnt
ard supervision.

@) Strongly agree (45

(b Agreeq ¥ a9 12%)

(c) Neutral 48

(d}) Disagrge . 35 MISS

{¢) Strongly disagree (11 01
] .(aOL As an organization, we are doxng the right
thing by usir this system (OPMS) as the basis for

promoting qualified officers.,

(a) Strongly agree (14)
b) Agree 66
c) Neéutral 94
(d) Disagree 65
() Strongly disagres (24

(41) Pranagement by objectives is an agpropriate_
agproach to @ilitary persSonnel management for use in
the Coast Guard.

(a) Strongly agree (39)

ib Agreeg,y g 129)

c) Neéutrai 31

d) Disagree . 33 MISS
e) Strongly disagres (11 02
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Section III

(1) Ir gereral, I know what numerical evalua-
ions . ]
to assican my officers when completing the OPR.

(@) Strongly agree (06
b) Agree 71
c) N€éutral 74
d) Disagree _, 57 MISS
e) Stroagly disagree (09 48

(2% Ny gunior of ficers know exactl¥ wha* mac-ks to
€xpaect or the basis of the narrative have
provided.

{a) Strongly agree 02

(b) Agree usg

(c) Yeutral 109)

(d) Disagree . 48) MISS

{¢) Strongly disagre= (07 54

(3) Tke reportin
marxs *o assign whe
completed.

cfficer kagws what numerical

d
0 the rarra*tive is properly

(a) Strongly agree

(b} Agree

{¢) Neutral

d) Disagree _,

@) Strongly disagre=

~ = JONO
—=SWOENW
< 4
(]
-
on

The f£cllowing questicns refer to section seven
é7) of tre Officer Perfcrmance Report, Adherence to
oast Suard Stapdards.

. (4) A numerical, evaluatiorn_of three on any i+<=2n
in secticn seven is an excellen+t mark.

a) Strongly agree 03

(b) Agree ¥ 12

fc) Neutral 53

d) Disagrae _, 148y MISs
@) Strorgly disagrea (45) 04

107




(55 Tte numerical evaluation of three is what tae
majority of officers should receive.

{a) Strongly agree (18

fb Agrea 13%)

c) Neutral 62

d) Disagree 33 MISS
e) Strofigly disagree (11 04

. (6) Tte numerical evaluation of three is suffi-
ient to assure the promotion of a qualified oficer.

{a) Strongly ag-ee 05
{b) Agree 30
c) Neutral 83
d) Disagree _, 109) M1SS
e) Stroagly disagre= (31) 07

. (7). I am _satisfjed_ that I know encugh concarninag
“he vajue of pumerical marks to be faif to myseusf
and others.

(@) Strongly agree (05

(b) Agree 49

}c Neutral 55

d} Disagree _, 11 MISsS
(¢) Strongly disagres (46) 06

(8) I am _satisfied_that I know _enough concerning
+he value 0f numerical marks to advise my juniors
wvhen they have quastions.

(@) Strongly agree {
b) Agree

c) Néutral

d) Disagree

{e) Strongly disagres=

02)

32

65

96} MISS
39 31

9 In practice *his section is always_written
:z éhe{repogtgng of £icer, not by someoneyelse at his
directior.
\ (@) Strongly agree 20
b} Adgree 9 64
c) Neutral 77
d) Disagree 71 MISS
(e) Strongly disagres (25 08
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This concludes the questions that are solely
concerrned with section seven (7) of the OPR.

(10) .y supervisor has complied with the OPHS
counselirg requirsments without undue prompting by

ne.
(a) Strongly agree 25
lb% q*eeq 86
[ Neutral 35
;a§ Disagree _. 76) MISS
e) Strongly disaqgree (40 03
(11i,zy initjalil, mid-perisd, and end-of- -perioed
counseling secalous were conducted by my super-visor j
within t}e time limits established by COmmarndarnt.
a) Strongly agree (24
(b Ag'eog ¥ g 17
{C) Neutrral 29
{d) Disagree 90 MISS
(@) Strongly disaqres (41 04
(12} ¥y knowledge of the OPMS enables me to
determine what performance is recessary o assure
*he prcmction...

of decerving juniors.

a) Strengly agree 06

b) agree 34

¢c) Neutral 33

d) Disagree _, 88 MISss
e) Strcngly disagree (25 29

of myself.
Strengly agree (06)
Agree 42
Néutral 73
Disagre=s _ 105) MIss
Strongly disagree (35) 04

(13) I am certain of what ac*ions are required of
me by the OPMS.

Stron ly agree 15
g ¥ a9 175)
Neutral uo; _
Disagree 22 MISSs
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{e) Strongly disagres (07) 02

{(14) .1 knpow which cff]

ice to call in my
*+0 resolve issues of conflict

Dis
concerning the

{a) Strongly agree (21
b) Agree 10
c) Néutral 35
d) rCisagree _ 72
{(e) Strongly disaqgres 20

HIS
10

é I kncw which office to call a
: Headquapters to resolve Issues of corfllct
; concernirg the OPMS,

(&) Strongly agree 27

(b Aqreeg ¥ a9 12%)

c} Neutral 32

d Dlsaqree ) 62 MISS
(¢) Strongly disagrees (16 03




(16) I have the skills tha+ are required %o carr;
out a2ll sy OFNS duties.

(a) Strongly agree (30)

(b) Agree 153)

c) Neutral 36

d} Disagree _. 37 MISS
e) Strongly disagrez (06 03

(17) Py superiors gave the skills required tc

carry out thelr OPMS duties.
fa) Strorngliy agree (20)
b Agreeg Y 135)
c) Neutral 60
d) Disagrese _. 39) MISS
e) Strongly disagree (08 03

{18) Fy jupiors have the skills required %o
carry out their OPMS du+iss.

{a) Strongly agree 12
(b} Agree 92
c) Néutral 88
d) Disagree 28) MISs
e) Strongly disagree (07 38

. This is the end of the survey.An additional page
is provicded for your remarks.

Wwhen you have firished, please seal tne edge cf
tgebgurvgi bocklet with tapé or a stapls, and return
i mail.

"M




Ccmments

Please use *he Eemainin space to provide
whatever additicnal coaments you may have.
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