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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the Republic of/

Korea Army Officer Performance Evaluation System which is

used to evaluate its officer personnel. This is accom-

plished by approaching the issues from two directions: the

U.S. military evaluation system and an analysis of question-

naires and interview data based on a model, of the accuracy

of a performance evaluation process.

It is concluded that the Republic of Korea Army Officer

Performance Evaluation System must focus on rater motiva-

tion, feedback of rating results for developmental role of

future performance as well as an evaluative role of past

performance, attention must also be given to deficiencies

resulting from using a relative rating system.

Finally, based on the foregoing analysis, an alternative

fdr rater motivation and modification of the evaluation

format are suggested to increase the efficiency and effec-

tiveness of the current R.O.K. Army Officer Performance

Evaluation System. - - - .
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. THESIS CONCEPT

In the revision of the Republic of Korea Army Officer

Perfor.ance Evaluation System (ROKAOPES) implemented in

1983, the following statements were identified:

The final revision goal of the ROKAOPES for the future
has to develop n absolute evaluation system to assess
an an individual s abilities, actual achievements and
the potential traits without contamination or skewing
which results in inflation of marks. The goal must
include a plan to develop strengths and to remove weak-
nesses in a system which the evaluation results are made
known to the ratee very clearly.

Since such a system requires fairness and high accuracy
on the part of the rater the new system must include a
method of training raters. Since relative and absolute
evaluations are accruing at the same raters will need
assistance in becoming more consistent [Ref. 1: pp.9-10].

The conceptual basis of this study is to determine if

the ROKAOPES, as a mid-term review, is operated effectively

and efficiently. A discussion of the issues raised by the

above statements, relative to the major interests of each

officer, is conducted to examine the effectiveness of the

system.

B. PURPOSE

According to the previous quotations, the R.O.K. Army is

an officer performance evaluation system (OPES) revision to

be used as a replacement (or supplement) in the event that

current efforts don't meet the requirements in producing a

reliable and more acceptable spread of marks, and of the

absolute evaluation and of improvement of individual by

"releasing" the results of one's rating. Top management in

the R.O.K. Army may be making major decisions regarding the

future of the current OPES. It is, of course, in the best

11a
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interests of the organization to reduce or to minimize the

period of uncertainty associated with this decision. If the

current system is temporary, then there is a need for a
reevaluation of its many components. Therefore, the purpose

of this thesis is to reevaluate and analyze the system by

determining whether or not the ROKAOPES meets the estab-

lished purpose of performance appraisal to provide informa-

tion to support that decision making process.

C. SCOPE

To accomplish the purpose of the thesis, research has

been directed into the following areas:

1. A study of pertinent performance evaluation literature

2. A review of the ROKAOPES and the U.S. military (Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps) evaluation system.

3. A critical analysis of the current ROKAOPES by an
informational Tuesti nnaire designed to determine
R.O.K. Army of icers perceptions and observations of
OPES.

4. A study of deficiencies of the current system based on
literature review and analysis.

5. Recommendations and/or modification implications based
upon the foregoing analysis.

In particular, the study of this thesis highlights

whether the OPES meets the evaluation purposes of the R.O.K.

Army. Questionnaires were drawn from officers above the

rank of major since they are senior officers who have more

experience as a ratee and a rater under various evaluation

systems. The developmental system which the R.O.K. Army

does not yet adopt are also investigated through the U.S.

military evaluation system. Finally, this research includes

the system, the evaluation forms, and the usage of the

results in the evaluation system. Factors such as promotion

board, selection board, etc., are not considered.

D. METHODOLOGY

The methodology employed in developing a balanced

discussion of pertinent issues entailed synthesizing

12



information acquired through letters, interviews,

questionnaires, personal experience as a ratee and a rater,

current regulations, and literature. Various controversial

comments on the current system were obtained through

interviews with five R.O.K. Army colonels and lieutenant

colonels who had studied at Naval Postgraduate School. The

U.S. military evaluation systems were investigated by

consulting the personnel executive officers of each service

and ny studying the current regulations. For

questionnaires, 237 officers above the rank of major were

randomly selected from the Army War College and the Army

Logistics School.

E. ORGANIZATION

This thesis contains 6 chapters. In the next chapter,

the evaluation purpose, criteria, a model of the accuracy in

a performance evaluation process, and evaluation format are

discussed. The closing section of chapter II identifies the

military environment for evaluation. Chapter III presents

studies of the R.O.K. Army, and the U.S. Army, Navy, Air

Force, and Marine Corps OPES. In the second section of

Chapter III, the current evaluation system and its outline

in the R.O.K. Army are briefly described. The next section.

in Chapter III identifies significant characteristics of the

U.S. military evaluation system. In Chapter IV, the results

of questionnaires and interviews are categorized into 3

aspects (the system policies, evaluation forms, and feedback

of the rating resulti) and are analyzed for each category.

Chapter V identifies strengths and deficiencies of the OPES

in the R.O.K. Army. Chapter VI provides the conclusions

inferred by the discussion and a list of specific recommen-

dations for the R.O.K. Army policy makers for personnel

management.

13I



II. THEORY AND CONTROVERSIES OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A. EVALUATION PURPOSE

The majority of performance evaluation systems today are

used to justify wages and salary, to validate selection and

promotion procedures, to set goals, to determine training

needs, to provide counseling and feedback concerning

performance, to compare employees' abilities and to find out

their potential merits, and to provide a historical back-

ground to aid in the justification of personnel actions.

According to Cumming and Schwab [Ref. 2: pp. 4-7],

performance evaluation is differentiated on the basis of

whether the purpose of evaluation is to evaluate past

performance or to develop future performance. The evalua-

tive or judgemental role of performance evaluation focuses

on the past activities for the purpose of making administra-

tive decisions such as promotion, selection, placement, and

so on. The developmental or counseling role focuses on

improving performance or the potential for performance

directly by aiding the employee in identifying areas for

improvement and growth. Figure 2.1 shows the differences

between the evaluative role and the developmental role.

Within Figure 2.1, the evaluative role implies that the

rater will use various dimensions from the best to the worst

level, such as outstanding to very poor, planned in order to

make decisions concerning the ratee's performance. On the

other hand, the developmental role focuses on improving the

ratee's potentials and merits, or counseling. Therefore

descriptive types such as essays or comments are generally

used for this role.'

A* 'Techniques for this theory include a Developmental
Action Program (DAP), a Maintenance Action Program (MAP)
and a Remedial Action Program (RAP). This author thinks that
R.O.K. Army actually has various difficulties with these

14
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Judcmental R ol1e Counselina Ro le

Focus: .On past performance .On improvement in
future performance

Objective: Improve performance Improve performance
by more effective through self-learn-
personnel ing and reward ad-

ministration growth

Method: .Variety of rating .Series of develop-
and ranking mental steps as re-
procedures flected in manage-

ment by objectives
(MBO)

Role of .To judge and .To counsel, help, or
Superior: to eva1uate guide

Role of .Passive or reactive, .Active involvement
Subordi- frequently to defend in learning
nate: himself

Figure 2.1 The Judgmental Role and Counseling Role.

In conclusion, because of multi-purpose performance
evaluations in the military, the function of a performance

evaluation must be feedback focused on the improvement of

*the potentials of ratees, throughout not only past perform-

ance evaluation but also counseling, as a guide in the

future.

B. CRITERIA OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Criteria are standards that can be used as yardsticks

for measuring how much the ratee achieved given objectives

or missions during a rating period. This is very helpful in

terms of promotion, selection, placement, and performance

evaluation. It is used to predict a relationship between a

test instrument such as performance evaluation forms and the

ratee's actual work performance [Ref. 3: p. 102]. The work

performance "score" of the individual to the work

options, because of complicated procedures of these tech-
niques. They are simply too energy intensive.

p. 15
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performance of the individual can be obtained by using a

performance evaluation process. A performance evaluation

process includes various imperfections such as bias, an

incomplete evaluation system, and the misuse of its forms.

Therefore, a major goal of performance evaluation is to

reduce the imperfections. The criteria are reliability,

validity, and accuracy.

1. Bias in the Performance Evaluation

Bias occurs when a rater evaluates a ratee based on

conscious or unconscious prejudice, emotion, and subjective

opinion.

a. Leniency and Severity

Leniency occurs when the rater marks the ratee's

performance higher than the actual level of his performance,

while severity occurs when the rater marks the ratee's

performance lower than the actual level of his performance

(See Figure 2.3). "By being lenient in rating subordinates,

a supervisor avoids the unpleasant feedback and possible

criticisms that may result from low evaluations" [Ref. 4: p.

3851. The rater may think that he motivates his subordi-

nates or earns their loyalty by giving them high performance

marks.

b. Central Tendency

Central tendency works to provide a rating of

average or around the midpoint for all qualities. "This

usually occurs as a result of the rater's lack of knowledge

of the ratees he is rating, or from haste, indifference, or

carelessness" [Ref. 5: p. 329]. Central tendency, as with

leniency or severity, happens most frequently and the rating

results with central tendency actually are worthless because

the ratings fail to discriminate among the ratees. One way

to minimize this bias is by clearly explaining the meaning

of the various factors [Ref. 3: pp. 317-3181.

16



c. Halo Effect

This occurs when one or two good or bad charac-

teristics of the ratee influence on the rater's judgment of

the overall performance. The effect also occurs by the

group or team to which the ratee belongs. If the group or

team, for example, gives the rater a good impression this

may bias the evaluation of the team members. On an overall

scale, "there is a possible halo effect that can accrue to

an officer from where he has served or by virtue of his

promotion status" [Ref. 6: pp. 452-468].

d. Recency

The recency of good or bad performance near the

end of the evaluation period can influence the rater's judg-

ment by failing to recognize an established good or bad

record through the whole evaluation period.

e. Spillover Effect

This effect occurs when past performance rating

results influence current ratings unfairly [Ref. 7: p. 13].
Because of this effect, "fast runner" may result in a

similar rating for the current period regardless of the

achievement of work performance.

f. Proximity Errors

Adjacent traits highly influence on a perform-

ance evaluation than remote traits timely or spatially.

These results continue to occur even though different rating

procedures and different kinds of rating techniques are

adopted. Therefore, two ways to avoid these errors are (1)

all ratees must be evaluated for one evaluation item, (2)

similar items must be separately placed far enough, and (3)

to give clear meaning among similar traits.

g. Logical Errors

These occur when raters conduct similar ratings

on traits that look logically like related [Ref. 3: p. 318].

For example, if a ratee is quite diligent, his productivity

17



may also be highly rated because of his diligence.

Therefore, "halo results from an apparent coherence of qual-

ities in the same individual; logical errors result from an

apparent logical coherence of various traits, irrespective

of individuals" [Ref. 3: p. 3181. In order to avoid this,

the rater can evaluate all ratees for one item, and then for

the next item, and so on.

h. Contrast Effect

This occurs when a rater rates his subordinates

based upon rater, himself. Therefore, "Same as me" may

cause leniency and "Different from me" may cause severity

[Ref. 7: p. 13].
2.

Reliability refers to "the minimum error or the

consistency with which evaluations are made either by

different raters or by the same rater at different times"

[Ref. 8: p. 206]. Reliability can be measured by (a)

parallel forms reliability, (b) test-retest reliability, and

(c) split-half reliability. Parallel forms reliability is

measured by correlating two alternative forms of the same

test. Test-retest reliability achieved when the same test

is taken by the same person through one form at two

different times. .Split-half reliability is a statistical

test in which a population is split into two equivalent

parts and taken to the same person for scoring and then the

results are correlated.

3. Validit

Validity refers to "the degree of accuracy of an

inference made about a direct relationship" between a

performance evaluation form and the actual work performance

of the ratee [Ref. 7: p. 347]. A reliable test (consistent)

may not be valid, but a valid test is usually reliable

(consistent). For instance, a rater and a senior rater can

make the same decisions on a subordinate, but they may not

18
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all be correct. The validity of an evaluation is generally

discussed in terms of one or more of the following types :

(a) Content and Face, (b) Construct, (c) Criterion related,

(d) Incremental, (e) Convergent and Discriminant, and (f)

Synthetic.

Content validity provides a measure of the relation-

ship between evaluation items on a performance evaluation

form and the actual performanz of the ratee. Face validity

is a form of content validity, and is the observed simi-

larity of the raters between the content of an evaluation

form and actual job content. If a test is content valid, it

should appear to be actually job related. However, content

validity, sometimes, is not covered by appearance. When a

rater, for example, evaluates a rated officer' patriotism in

the officer performance evaluation, each evaluation factor

may not appear to have validity exactly. But if the rater

" choose one among those factors, it may be content validity

,J [Ref. 7: pp. 347-348].

Construct validity deals with the ability to measure

abstract variables such as thought processes or intelli-

gence. Criterion-related validity is a statistical state-

ment which describes the direct relationship between scores

on a predictor such as results of an interview, test results

and scores on a criterion measure such as a performance

evaluation instrument [Ref. 7: p. 3481. There are two kinds

of criterion-related validity, Concurrent and Predictive

validity. Concurrent validity is the relationship between

different measures obtained at the same time [Ref 9: p.

17]. For example, suppose that every company must take the

ATT (Army Training Test) twice a year and ATT consists of

two parts, theoretical combat readiness test and implementa-

tion of tactical operation for the company soldiers during 5

days. The combat readiness test would be administered to

all soldiers of the company and then, soon after, scores on
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the tactical operation test of the soldiers would be

obtained. If those soldiers who received high combat readi-

ness test scores also received high scores on the tactical

operation test and those with low combat readness scores

obtained low scores on the tactical operation test, the

results would indicate a high positive correlation between

the two sets of scores. The inference could, therefore, be

made that the test appears to predict the performance of

soldiers fairly well which is valid. Predictive validity is

"the relationship between a measure at one point in time and

another measure behavioral at a later time" [Ref. 9: p. 171.

In the example given earlier concerning the ATT, the combat

readiness test would have been administered to the company

at one time and then the scores on the tactical operation

test would be obtained and the correlation between the two

sets of scores would be determined. In this example, the

ATT results could have been used as predictors of future

combat success.

Incremental validity refers to the ability to

measure somewhat better than other tools already available.
A new test or procedure would probably need incremental

validity before researchers would adopt it over some method

already in use. "Convergent validity is shown when two or

more methodologically distinct measures of the same trait

are significantly correlated with each other" [Ref. 9: p.

211. For example, a test may have convergent validity when

the measured values converge on values demonstrated by

another test known to be valid. Discriminant validity

occurs "when the correlations among traits measured by

different methods are larger than the correlations among

different traits measured by the same method" [Ref. 9: p.

211. Synthetic or job component validity is relevant when

* developing tests to measure job skills. In the example

given earlier, the ATT would have synthetic validity for the
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company soldiers if it involved separate valid measures of

different subjects such as 16 required subjects, offensive,

and defensive operation in order to measu-a the combat

potential ability.

4. Acurc

"Accuracy implies both reliability and validity, but

the reverse is not necessarily true. Accuracy is concerned

not only with consistency of measurement (reliability) and

with the construct being measured (validity) but also with

the absolute level of performance" [Ref. 9: p. 231. If the

evaluation system accurately and precisely measured the

"true" state of a given phenomenon, it would be the best

alternative tool in the performance evaluation. However,

accuracy and preciseness in the evaluation system concern

"the statistical characteristics" of evaluation in the

actual work performance [Ref. 10: p. 681. Figure 2.2

explains this situation.

A: Accurate 8: Precise, not C: Precise and
(on the average) accurate accurate

Figure 2.2 Difference Between Accuracy And Preciseness.

According to Ficulre 2.2, picture A is only accurate

because the statistical numbers areclose to the "true"

state, but are not the "true". Picture B is precise, not
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accurate, because the statistical numbers don't represent

the whole although they are true. Picture C is precise and

accurate because this is the "true" state and represent the

whole state. Therefore, the evaluation system is required

accuracy prior to preciseness. Figure 2.3 shows two kinds

of inaccurate evaluations [Ref. 9: p. 23].

Within the context of Figure 2.3, these evaluations

are not accurate because, although the proper order of the

ratee's performance is correct (valid and reliable), rater

A's evaluations are too low and rater B's evaluations are

too high in reference to the level of each ratee's actual

performance.

(a) "True" Rick Kevin Jan Bob Ann
performance I I I Ievels
of five
workers 1 2 3 4

poor average excellent

(b) Rater A's Rick Kevin Jan Bob Ann
inaccurate I I I
ratings
due to
severity 1

poor average excellent

(c) Rater B's Rizk Kevin Jan Bob Ann
inaccurate I I I
ratings
due to
leniency i 4

poor average excellent

Figure 2.3 Valid But Inaccurate Performance Evaluation.

The reason why accuracy is quite important is that

inaccuracy may seriously affect the "cutting score" to be

used in the purpose of performance evaluation such as promo-

tion, selection, placement, and so on. Factors affecting

the accuracy of a performance evaluation process as a frame-

work of this thesis are discussed in the next section.
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C. MODEL OF THE ACCURACY OF AN EVALUATION PROCESS

An individual's job or mission to be achieved is

performed by his own ability and motivation. Therefore, the

accuracy of the rating in a performance evaluation process

through the feedback of performance affects a ratee's

ability and motivation which, in turn, affect his job

performance. "The accuracy of the performance rating of a

rater as a performer is a function of a rater's ability, a

rater's motivation, and relevance of rating standards"
[Ref. 11: pp. 635-646]. Figure 2.4 explains a model of the

performance evaluation process.

at inarnn (W of'all no

I".

ccurucv 

of

C--'aracrevIna

J :Aoeo !oo J

30oa r

Figure 2.4 Model of the Performance Evaluation Process.

Within the context of Figure 2.4, determinants of rater

motivation are perceived consequences of appraisal,

perceived adequacy of instrument used, purpose of appraisal,
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organizational policies and procedures, appraisal format,

and rating standards. Rater motivation is possible when the

rater is motivated to make accurate judgments about the

ratee. For example, rater motivation to assign accurate

performance ratings is high when a rater supports a current

evaluation system, when the rating results are exactly

known, and when the evaluation instrument is easy to under-

stand and relates to the ratee's actual job. However, it is

less high when the rating results are obtained for adminis-

trative purposes than when they are obtained for purposes of

employee development. Therefore, the feedback of rating

results truly affects the accuracy of a performance evalua-

tion of a rater.

Rater ability is a technique in which a rater judges a

ratee. Rater training, rater characteristics, rater's

opportunity to observe ratee's job behavior, organizational

policies, ratee job characteristics, and the appropriate

rating standards affect rater ability to assign an accurate

ratings. For instance, a rater who takes more opportunities

to observe a ratee and is trained in performance evaluation

has a good ability to assign an accurate performance rating.
Also, flavor of an important duty position or flavor prefer-

ring to a ratee for long term service due to ratee's job

characteristics affects the accuracy of the ratings.

Rating standards are a function of organizational poli-

cies and procedures, rating format, and the ratee's personal

and job characteristics. Rating format includes not only

instrumentation but rating content. Sex, race, and personal

background (high school graduate, college graduate or home

town) are personal characteristics. For example, the more

consistence between the ratee's job context and the rating

standards, or between the rating procedures and the rating

standards, the higher the accuracy of the rating is

obtained.
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The accuracy of a performance rating is possible when

the performance rating works systematically as an entire

process. A rater affects the rating results critically

because he is a rater as well as a ratee and has more impact

through the implementation of top management policies or

systems as a middle executor.

D. EVALUATION FORMAT

1. Evaluation Technicues

Designing an evaluation system must include consid-

ering the evaluation technique for the purpose of the evalu-

ation, the ease of the use, and the validity of the system

based on the traditional background. Evaluation techniques

can be grouped into four categories.

There are (a) Ratings in which employees are evaluated
on a number of separate characteristics (b) Ranking, in
which employees are compared to each otter, (c) Crit.ical
incidents, in which statements that describe a range of
actual job behaviors are logged and evaluated as to
whether they constitute effective or ineffective
behavior, and (d) Other methods in which the criteria
for evaluation may vary, such as management by objec-
tives (MBO), etc. [Ref. 4: p. 3721.

The general characteristics of these techniques

follow.

a. Ratings

(1) Graphic Rating Scale. This is the most

widely used performance evaluation technique. The rater is

required to make a judgement and then record it somewhere on

a continuum from the highest to the lowest degree of the

evaluation items. These ratings may then be weighted a

score of five for the highest and zero for the lowest.

Therefore, "these graphic scales are usually supplemented

with a series of adjectives or short statements describing

the factor" [Ref. 12: p. 18]. "This technique may not yield

the depth of an essay appraisal, but it is more consistent

and reliable. for many purposes there is no need to
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use anything more complicated than a graphic scale

supplemented by a few essay questions" [Ref. 13: p. 631, The

disadvantages are difficulties in constructing and choosing

the rating items. Also each rating item can be affected by

the halo effect.

(2) C. This is a set of adjectives or

descriptive statements in its simplest form. If the rater

believes that the ratee possesses a trait listed, the rater

checks the item but if not, the rater leaves it blank. A

rating score is totally weighted and these weights are

unknown to the rater. The most difficult aspect of this

technique is arriving at a proper weighting of various items

on the checklist.

() Forced Distribution. A rater is required

to rate his subordinates in some given proportion among

performance levels such as 10% are outstanding, 15% are

excellent, 50% are average, 20% are poor, and 5% are very

poor. One strength of this technique is possible for raters

to alleviate inflation of marks and the central tendency.

On the other hand, if all the company commanders in a

battalion of a special task force are outstanding

performers, forcing their commanding officers to rate some

of them as excellent, average, poor, or even very poor seems

a misuse of the evaluation system. Therefore, "forced

distributions are only most suitable where there are large

number of employees and wide variations in performance

levels" [Ref. 4: pp. 374-3"76].

b. Rankings

Individual statements or ratings are sometimes

less useful for comparative purposes when it is necessary to

compare employees who work for different supervisors.

Instead, it is necessary to recognize that comparisons

involve an overall subjective judgment to which additional

facts and impressions must somehow be added. This technique
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is to list employees in the rater's perceived order of worth

to the organization. The two most effective methods are

alternation and paired comparison ranking. Alternation

ranking is to select first the highest-ranked from the group

and then the lowest ranked, then the next-highest-ranked and

the next lowest, and so on. This procure is repeated untill

everyone is ranked. In a paired comparison two names are

placed on a card, so that every employee in the group is

paired with everyone else and then all pairs are judged,

selecting the better of the two. The person marked most

frequently is placed on the top of the list and so on, until

the person with the least number of marks is on the bottom.

The major problems of this technique are that it is almost

completely subjective nature and the fact that it is not

relative. Therefore, this technique is useful "when

combined with multiple rankings" [Ref. 13: p. 661.

c. Critical Incidents
Criica Incden Techniaue. This

technique requires the rater to keep a log containing

observations of what the supervisor considers to be good or

bad performance on each employee. This method demands

continuous and relatively close observation. The primary

advantage of this technique is that a ratee's performance

and not just his personality is evaluated. Problems with

this method are that "it highlights extreme performance to

the exclusion of day-to-day performance, which usually is

the real measure of a person's effectiveness" (Ref. 12: p.

181, and a rater's subjective judgment may influence on

critical incidents since they are set up by each rater.

"Many employees consider this type of constant surveillance

a threat that is damaging to workplace relationships"

[Ref. 7: p. 168]. Even though the rating is done by the

rater's subjective judgment, making a file of the critical

incidents can contribute to fairness of the evaluation

because this is an official record and evidence.
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(2.) Behaviorally Anchore Ratin Scales. A

Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) is a variant on

standard rating scales. As the various scale levels such as

outstanding through very poor are anchored with behavioral

descriptions directly applicable to jobs being evaluated,

the rater can choose one of them from a list of statements

(See Appendix A). This technique will be a breakthrough for

more reliable, effective, and valid perf6rmance appraisals.

Because of the increased specificity of the rating scale, it

is possible that this technique will function better than

the graphic rating scale. But a problem exists in

identifying implicitly applicable behavioral statements in

an organization with several missions [Ref. 14: pp. 66-731.

d. Other Techniques

(1) Management B Objectiv). MBO

requires that the results an employee must achieve are

decided upon by the manager and the employee working

together. Evaluation is then based on a joint review of the

degree of achievement as to how well the employee met the

goals within a specific period. The high degree of employee

involvement has made MBO a popular method. According to

King, this technique gives the manager a great deal of

flexibility in choosing priorities and setting standards,

and makes the rater evaluate the ratee's performance, not

his personality. Another advantage of MBO is that it casts

the manager into the role of counseling as MBO gives him a

chance to focus on the future rather- than the past. Its

drawbacks are "difficulty to get how much in a raise,

difficulty to set an employee's specific goals in

requirements of the cooperation and support of others, and

the inability to compare one employee with another"

[Ref. 15: pp. 130-132].

(2) Th es A. This method requires

the rater to write short statements about the ratee's
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strengths, weaknesses, accomplishment, estimated potential,

and so on. "The assumption seems to be that an honest and

informed statement-either by word of mouth or in

writing-from someone who knows the ratee well, is fully as

valid as more formal and more complicated methods" [Ref. 13:

p. 63]. This technique is generally useful when close

observations are made for actual information. However,

essay ratings vary in length, content, and quality based on

the rater's imagination or writing ability. Moreover, since

each essay contains different aspects of ratees' performance

or personal qualities, this method is quite difficult to

combine or compare.

M() The iel evie Tnia. In the field

review technique, the raters consist of a number of the

specific unit staff. The raters review the ratee's
documents and interview the ratee's immediate superior or

others wh6 know the ratee very well. Then the raters

evaluate the ratee. This is quite useful to prevent various

biases and errors, or when the rating results are required

for comparison among ratees for special purposes.

Therefore, this method affects the fairness of the

evaluation.

As discussed above, each technique has advantages and

disadvantages. Therefore, almost all performance evaluation

systems today use two or more techniques with mixed designs,

because two or more evaluation systems adopted together can

complement each other in advantage and disadvantage. By

doing so, an individual can be rated by a more complete
evaluation system.

2. Rater and Ratee Relationships

The following issues focus on the relationship

between the rater and the ratee.
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a. Evaluation by One's Immediate Supervisor

This involves the traditional evaluation method

in which the supervisor evaluates his subordinates based on

their past performance. This is because he is probably most

familiar with the individual performance, has the broadest
opportunity to observe subordinates, and is best able to

evaluate each subordinate's performance in light of the

organization's overall goals. On the other hand, there are

problems such as physical distance from subordinates, unfa-

miliarity with the job requirements or duty. The supervisor

is also the first to make administrative decisions and then

to manipulate the performance ratings to correspond with

those decisions [Ref. 16: pp. 61-63].

b. Peer Evaluation

This is a ratings system done by peers of equal

rank or position, or co-workers in an organization. Because

peers or co-workers work closest to the ratee they can

understand the ratee's performance or personal traits very

well. Results of the peer evaluation may then be used in

joint employer-subordinate reviews of each employee's prog-

ress prior to administrative decisions concerning the

employee. Its problem is negative or positive friendship

bias exists.

c. Self Appraisal
This is a method in which the subordinate rates

himself and then the rater evaluates the subordinate's

rating to compare their rating results. In order to reduce

differences between the subordinate and the superior an

interview is required. By setting goals and analyzing the
good or the bad in goal achievement it provides

participating subordinates with valuable opportunities for

self-appraisal and communication between the subordinate and
his superior through the appraisal interview. Therefore,

self appraisal is more appropriate for counseling and
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development than it is for personnel actions. A major

problem is that "the great majority of employees feel that

they are average or above average performers" [Ref. 7: p.

331.

d. Evaluation by One's Immediate Subordinates

This is a method in which subordinates rate

their superior. This method may be helpful if the subordi-

nates are required to rate how the superior handles and

trains the subordinates. However, the subordinates can't

see the whole forest and may evaluate the whole forest by

considering a few trees. Therefore, the rating results

should only be referred to the subordinate's feedback of the

superior in order to improve his/her effectiveness as a

leader. A major weakness is lack of information regarding

acceptable performance standards.

E. THE MILITARY ENVIRONMENT FOR EVALUATION

There exist many similarities and differences between

the military and the civilian systems in terms of perform-

ance evaluation. Both would operate fair and highly compet-

itive selection procedures at the job entry at the bottom of

the career development. Civilian systems can actually hire

new employees at any level. On the other hand, the military

usually has a closed loop due to its inability to bring in

new resources above the second lieutenant level. Exceptions

might include physicians and technicians who are sometimes

laterally acquired.

One distinguishing characteristic of the military is

that the ultimate criterion measure is success in combat.

Because it is almost impossible to measure readiness for

combat may sometimes be substituted as a criterion.

Therefore, there exists a lack of military criteria that are

sufficient to define system performance being obtained as

each individual achieves his goals. As a result, each indi-

vidual performance in the private sectors can be easily
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measured in the form of production figures and profit or

loss statements, but it is not easy in the military.

Because much of an individual's activity in a military

setting is often not the performance of ultimate interest it

is difficult to decide who is more suitable and who is less

suitable for future combat [Ref. 17: pp. 233-256.

A second difference from civilian conditions is that the

military requires acquisition of strong commanding

authority. Because the purpose of the military existance is
to achieve the ultimate success in combat, the commanding

officer takes the responsibility for the success or failure

of the unit and requires that his subordinates absolutely

obey him under any situation. Also, the military itself

requires its missions to be achieved prior to the individ-

uals. These are reasons why the military requires a strong

commanding authority unlike the civilian system. Therefore,

this strong commanding authority affects the military evalu-

ation system.

A third difference in the military is the frequent move-

ment of duty position in a career path such as on the job

training, staff, and command..ng officer within at least one

or two years. Because the rater also has to move to another

duty position after one or two years the actual rating

period would be less than one year. This short rating

period would impact both in terms of observing of the rater

and exhibiting potential traits of the ratee.2

zAccording to a Locher and Teel survey, evaluations were
conducted annuall in 52 % of the surveyed organizations,
semi-annually in 24 %, and at variable intervals depending
on organizational level in remaining 24 * [Ref. 18: p. 2471.
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III. OVERVIEW OF THE MILITARY EVALUATION SYSTEM

A. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to study the current

systems of the R.O.K. Army and the U.S. military in the

officer performance evaluation. The first section of this

chapter presents how the R.O.K. Army Officer performance

evaluation system has been developed. In the second

section, the purposes of officer evaluation in the R.O.K.

Army, report forms, and rating procedures are discussed and

in the third section, the current evaluation systems of the

U.S. military are presented. The fact that there is prob-

ably not a consistent foolproof method of evaluating an

individual officer within a given service is reflected by

the dynamic nature of the majority of the military evalua-

tion systems. However, the evaluation techniques that the

R.O.K. Army has not yet adopted can be studied through the

U.S. military evaluation system. The current performance

evaluation system in the R.O.K. Army is not ultimate

[Ref. 1: pp. 9-10] and is under a set of similar situations

in the military.

B. THE R.O.K. ARMY SYSTEM

1. The Evolution of the System Policy

The R.O.K. Army Officer Performance Evaluation

System was adopted in 1948 and has been revised twelve

times. Before the establishment of the military personnel

law from 1948 to 1962, there were made five amendments and

their main contents were forced-unforced distribution, grade

by weight, and ranking. One of the distinctions in the

revised evaluation at that time was that raters had to

describe a given factor of the evaluation form by using an

essay appraisal. In the sixth revision, grade by weight and

forced distribution
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TABLE I

THE EVOLUTION OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEM IN THE R.O.K. ARMY

Times Evaluation Techniques Background
I - 5th

Before Forced distribution in grade,ersonnel
aw weight, ranking, etc.

Forced distribution in grade (%) To protect
the reject-

6th ion of
rated offi-

(Aug. 62) Outstanding Excellent Good Fair Poor cers with
_ ___ - high quali-

3 17 60 27 3ty.

7th Unforced distribution in grade Inflation
(Feb. 64) (5 grades) ( A : 66 %)

Forced distribution in grade (%) To protect
the reject-

8th ion of
rated offi-

A B C cers with
(Jan. 67) high quali-

30 60 10 ty.

9th Unforced distribution in grade Inflation
( outstand-

(June 70) (5 grades) ing: 52 %)

Forced distribution in grade (T) To protect
10th the reject-

ion of
Good Average Poor Very poor rated offi-

(Jan. 73) cers with
high quali-25 50 20 5 ty.

Only forced Good (%) To protect11th _the reject-
ion of

Good Average Poor Very poor rated offi-
(Mar. 78)__ cers with

high quali-
25 Unforced ty.

To use jointly

12th -R.O.K. Army Form 1-1-22 and 1-1-24
(Relative Evaluation)

(Jan. 83) -R.O.K. Army Form 1-1-28
(Absolute Evaluation)
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were adopted and the Evaluation Deliberat4 on Board was

established above the level of regiment to protect the leni-

ency tendency. The seventh revision in 1964 was about sepa-

ration of the evaluation forms for company grade officers

from field grade officers, unforced distribution, and the

adoption of a partial released rating results system by

giving the rated officer only the total grade after a

rating. In the eighth, forced distribution, the unreleased

rating results system and five evaluation forms by each rank

were adopted again. Because this system was too complicated

to fill in by using various forms with each rank it was

changed into unforced distribution, ranking, and a unifica-

tion of one form for all ranks.

The Evaluation Deliberation Board was removed in

1970. The tenth amendment contained forced distribution

again and simplification of evaluation factors. Through the

eleventh, the system was similar to the current system. For

instance, work performance attitudes were focused on company

grade officers, potential abilities were focused on field

grade officers, and the adjustment of the rated officers'

group from the combined branch of each rank to similarity of

branch functions such as combat branch, technical branch,

administrative branch, and special branch was done. In

order to motivate rated officers and to make officers active

and head for the future, the twelfth amendment was devel-

oped. Table I displays these twelve amendments [Ref. 19: p.

341.
2. The Outline of the Current System

The purposes of the ROKAOPES [Ref. 1: p. 5] are to

improve the efficiency of individuals, to establish the

commanding authority, and to provide fundamental information

for fair personnel management. All ranks from warrant

officer to colonel have to be evaluated twice a year through

the relative evaluation system (Army Form 1-1-22 and
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1-1-24), and the absolute evaluation system (Army Form

1-1-28). Both require an evaluatfon period of at least 60

days by the rated officer's immediate superior and the

senior officer of the rater. In particular, all ranks

served except colonel below the units of the level of the

Division also must be evaluated by the intermediate rater.

For example, an intermediate rater of a platoon leader can

be the deputy battalion commander and for the personnel

officer of a battalion, it can be .he personnel officer of

the regiment.

Army Form 1-1-22 (see Figure 3.1) is used for field

grade officers and Army Form 1-1-24 (see Figure 3.2) is used

for company grade officers. Army Form 1-1-28 (see Figure

3.3) is the same for all ranks.3 Therefore, there are seven

forms: for cadets, for officers on job training, for offi-

cers under domestic and foreign education, and for student

officers of the Defense Postgraduate School and the Army War

College. Army Form 1-1-24 is required to be completed for

company grade officers by every March 10, and Army Form

1-1-22 has to be completed fot field grade officers by every

April 10. Army Form 1-1-28 is conducted for all ranks based

on every twelfth month since being assigned to a duty posi-

tion. The main contents of Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form

1-1-24 are (1) administrative data, (2) significant contri-

butions during the evaluation period, (3) ability and

performance attitude, (4) aptitude, future development, and

health, (5) overall opinion, (6) overall evaluation, and (7)

rater signature. All rated officers should write the degree

of their significant contributions by describing when, what,

how, and results of the performance during the evaluation

period in Part II. Then the rater and the senior rater

evaluate degree of achievement of the rated officer by

3Fiqures 3.1, 3.2 and 3,3 were rearranged by this
author from the original forms because of the limitation of
editing for this thesis.
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-. A00ears 7 ao je osoated o -. ..eneraly zooperative, Out aot
mission accomoiisnment and dilnq y.
to:310.i narion. out -uest-.3n.
toa.-a emergency zondi-

J. Z.an not ze0 3oenaecl on :0O I. *Zs and .acxs coprain
defend tri natioo..

Figure 3. 1 Army Form 1-1-22.
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.eaders ip ! Senior Pl-an.inq Seni-zr
lRater I Rater Ratert Ra.er

:'assesses jce-a.enc .eacer- tza. r.:oaes quiea :emen:s and
saip ana, comanas 7ery t axces ~nta i n so4.71nq

P roD I. azs.

as. oes .o" :o a re": . ,. .notes ac:... vey a-t.a :ece;...:;
ouz maintaias a coneiie guIcance.

-.. ac.'s .&&aaersn.o ana.:auses - .acA5~ zoresignt &ac~ a
suDord.ilare ssaz:isacz.io. ".:,ve.

Responsiility' ISeniorl Drive Seniori
iRater Ra er !Rater Rater

osess togreonin-.-::cn;accmo .aes any, 2 !:•s . H - jOA I D "
z.c ann eccomoAAesn ",.fe mss.I o, er cnanqi&q siuI-
mission thorougaly. t: -ong.

ppoars to ayv :soonsi - o::n. Ln:;
-_~ mission. onl y inner iavor&Di

.. cls an - I :esponaA- ,. .. s v..-iing :orce and ssie
o accomPli an -., mission.

Pofessional sen~ioj Caracter Seniort
Knovedqe Rateri atcr Raceri Raer

S ossesses n..e .. es, oeqree .. arn rest er o rae in
or pro:essionai zompetance stanaarros of aross, groom.n,
in every aspec:. ann ma-.l.iary manner.
oa,;r ",y ossesses a , ajn a"" -,efqre , Oproeeona! coaaio g..enera.ly eas r-esoect )V

crine n hiqn stanoaras of
Peence. dress. groomunq, ad mi iAary

. . ..-acs prozession&a cnow~ene i "1. -Joes not ear _ espect t prioelin accompiian.nq "c e mission. 1 in' .oiqn stanoarns of dress,grooming, ana military manner.
in. ____________ 

% misoI_______

Part V. Aptitude, Future Development, 3ea .h

Factors Contents Senior
SRater ,Rater

What ind of duty is this officer suited for?
pm. oander 2. Staff 3. Administrative

4. Specia. S. Instructor 6. Dter

What do you expect .is future contribution as a leader to oe?
f*t r I

Development . Cartalnl'y to be eymec-ed 2. 7o be extected
3. Neea more onservacon 4. Hara to tec-ae

What specialt. is proper for this offlcer?
Spec-'altyoficra I. PersonneL 2. : inteicence 3. Overation

4. .oq IScs S. Planning 6. Soec ai.

What Is this officer's potential for education?

Zducation .. Recomend ahead of contemoorariee
2. Recommend dit.n contemporaries
3. Need to ooservje more
4. Do not recommend

What is thas officer's potential for promotion to the next.uqner
grade?

Promotion . Promotse ahead of contemoorariec
2. omote wizr contemooraries
3. Promote later tnan contemporaries
4. Do not promote

Figure 3.1 Army Form 1-1-22 (cont'd).
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% Ooes =is officer seex self-imrovement?

Se!-- I. Always
:mprovemen-t :. * U A':i'

3. Some.mes
1 . Never

What is the cond.tion of t.is officer's hea .-, ?

Health t. Srong mental and onhyscal state
2. Stronq mnysica. state, out '0aK mental state

.4 3. WQ4 PVYSICal State, oUt Strong M.ntA4 State

Personal Dec..be thA officer's personal and !a&.Iy -,..

. Excellent 2. 7ood 3. Averaqe 4. Poor

.?art V. Overall Opnion

Rater

Duty Ti- tle: Ranju NaMS. Slqnature:

Senior
R.arer

.esc:, -e et a...r.. sever. . . severe "a.Anced

Part. 11. Overal' -valuatzon

R a i ng , A _ 3 ________ _ a__ ._ _ n_ Rating

T aA' n, I _- q Recommended
i Numb~er I OutsandiAnqIExCell ant Averaqe I oor ;Very ?oor i

V DOstri
*- 

Iof
o ut-on .?eers (0) (S) (5. ( ) 5) N.of!l

a - / .Peer'sit U

ater
o

S~n.or

aPer, "71:. aarer n:Snagar:

Ulu t Duty AakX " a - Name Oat& Ass mian 1T Si atUre

Senior
Rater

Armv iQ -anq: Personnel.UqM tael J fl."icer ,: az~w- Name- $i qna uret

Figure 3. 1 Army Form 1-1-22 (cont'd).
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n. afarl.y and obec-ve.'ly t e 3. Rate all factors _nae,"ndently of
oil-cer3 U uty perzormaaca ana taca otier.

Rat~nq Ga optanti&L.

2. Rank-order t.e of". r amonq 4. 3alance "mur obI.±'qat:ons -o -.. e
.C t= eers. Oil~r-#=your Oolqat. nfs

Oice " Perormanc~e ZvalL.raion Report (!or Company Grade Ot .'er )A A a.L ( ) A '".ion

Army l~D1-j.-2

Part 1. Amnistratve Data

Rank Iofc Nam 3 rann Specia.lty TUnit IDate Aane4 Dateato

Personnel utr Service
Oflicer as.. R enlc .4umaer: 4ames Signatures

* ?amt :1. Significant Contr:ibutlonz

Senior Senior
RaterlRater Rater Rater

. -ully demonstrated 'Ao- 4. Above de.cz-z.-.ons are
.eaqu and excertise i.n accurate. Can .e expected

Rating assiqun zans. -to -*aice future

2. ?oseese Mt-e otent.a.l S. Good effort but v.t poor
to Mssr:~ *,#*I- but result.s.
Lacks ejfort.1 _

3. Worked d.lien.Ly but 6. Lacks since.rty and
v-It mes.ocra esuL-s. 1tAreqr:. y.

Part :.:. Abl.ity and Performance Attitude

Patriotism Seniorl Cofidence I Seniori
RaterlRatar lRater:Later

,.. aea' .catea to =sa on Aa .1e :8 n :Q o
!ccouac.ninent and to te .I&- any.0M
tion 'noer any Circumstance.

cpears to ze ledIcated 3 .. Ineral... =an zarvi aQt azxssion accomp.L.Laninent a"dqvnnsln
o t, e :nation, out question-

anler e: mergency concu-
tions.

.i. -an ,aet ze oiea noed an Zo 3.anot zc Ie.Led 3n to acaom-:
=0en Mi atin. p .id a.prtant aissioo.

Figure 3.2 Army Form 1-1-24.
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'Senior I :..tce Seruiorf

a&-;)~~~a~a aaa:m-ns ar ar

-AA .cesni .cs aQ. Inc :.iuses -. aaz~ are ques:.-onaD~d.
s'.word.~.oata ~sca~.

aepoa~1±,Soniorj rv Senior,
Rator!Rator aater i aar

easseases 3t:znq :%soonsizoi- ACC -nsan11%.1 aa actompLlea * =6~f misi nd~ oniqa~a
4 ~misionl taorouqnaiy. IifS

-. ~oars za aav casDenSi~i .~.catj cooj.a nd .aua.ly accomplil..seoi misio only -.Laa laverani.

,a. .. dC&Z And 4M.I:ZX :Vsponslzi- ACA =.ac -n :rv 2~ rce AMi aa.
l.L ty. : accompliza =6 aimuiov..

Obod~ence isaor aractor Senior I
IUatoriatar iRateriRater

~me. aedcaced and -. arzs :aspectz~q "Y le-~ 7T4oya4. tO is superior. taaad .7 ta =0u

drea z.Ltr MeanerO.1

ss. c~roq s ann ~~aa mi-Ltr.

factCors zoatent Senior:
Rater aster

Ap'~d 4hlit I(±0W of duzy Is this5 off-car su.ied for?
Commander 2. Staff 3. Admz~zusrzt~v*

4: Spec."i S. stictor 5. Oe

Iwhat do j'ou expect his !futur* contribhution as a leader to be?
30 *eopment :ortainly to be jimect"~ . o 0 x~ected

v3. leen4 .sore laoazaion 4. 3Sam -- o 2ciad

What specialty-** psrover !or this ofcr
Speciaityt

l. ersonnel . itellnce 3. '.ratzon
%4. Loq~t.C3 S. ?iann~iaq i. Spc:."

'What Is this offIcer's p otentialj for education?
z'd"cat~on .Romend ahead of zonrauooraries

Re acommnd wi=~:neprre
3. Need :a oou~r*T* =ae
4. DO %t rcommnd

Wha Is th2is off'-car's poreata !or promnoti~on to the next hinoer

?rouat:Lon 1. Promote ah~ead o ateuorlries
3: ?orate 'dxta -- :onteu erarl

4. "olot promote

Figure 3.2 Army Form 1-1-24 (cont'd).
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Does this officer seeic sli-iamravemazz'

* What is %he con~tz~on of this *fL*ier' a alth~?
30alth St.onq mental and phiysical state

Sta: PA SI .. staezr wee menal~ state
we" pysca state Ut .ieejc mental state

Persenaj. D eec1.b this ofic~er's p ersonal and faa~ly Life.
Lil 1 aein .~o 3. Averaqe 4. Poor

4 Part 7. Ovwerall Ooinon

Rater

* ratemmediatel
Rater Dut Tiltes Rannic Names Siqznature

ater

esc:. e =0 a..neea severe ~ .s.aySevere .. ~~ne
of =8 :atar: b .Lqnt1.y Lenient 4.'ey...:n

Par-- 71. Overall Evalation

Rat=q A 0 X laKa

aa~ Racom.sndedT Number OU tztand±=q1£acoIIt!Avoraqst Poor Very Poor /
V7 D±s'ti- *i I -at a mtz~on ess (O (7.5%) (50) 1(20%) (5%) ~ 4@.0

a a~. U 
-teI 

I

nio
later

atrmy3 Ltq esn

.;uanrn Otcer Rank.: 4aae Signatuires

Figure 3.2 Army Form 1-1-24 (cont'd).
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.. Re fa3r-l and o0:act:*ieiv t* 3. late a!- factors :naecencently of
*~z-e sa~n po -zx:a. perzrmance ana eac.1 or-er.

P .Rani -order t. ffcar amorlq 4.. Balance your oniations toth
100 of us peersz. od :er wi your oiatiorna

t; eArmy.

.,Officer Performance Evaluation Report ( ) Annual ()AdditionArmy 70=m 1-1-28 .9

Part .A iniastativ* Data

ftnc service Name Srsncb Specialty Rating Uni~t Dut-,IDt As~ed Oats ofI
-n ________ -eto :it-*__ I_____ ________ ___ty Ranx~

Persennel~ :! S.ervi ceOffi.cer '0~:Rni ~r: Naine. inau

Part 11. Siqicant Zoam ributions

SeioSeiol

!Rtriae Rtriaa

i 
I

to nerform weaterre I

3. Woully dmoqntat t 6aw. Lackse ducerityo are
w.O~tn exce reisuls iacute.y. 6xece

?ar oer1o . Abli oty n efr c Atiue Mudium

Low

Patriotism Seniorl Cooperation Senior;
RaterlRater 'Rater!Ratar

Zlearl y dedicated to mission - - Coonerates and 'Maintains closeaccompjLianment and to the nation reiatz nsnp wi =n otner S.unmar any :jcizcstances.___

Figure 3. 3 Army Form 1-1-28.
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Leadership Senior P I a nq Senor!
Rater Rater Rater Rater

Possesese leadership sk ls Loqical and e4f4lent :. plannnq... .
to *fiectlilo ad suzoordi- and proqriflaunq.
nates and manage als u.nt for
mission accompl..ismnent.

Responsibility Senior Drive Seniorl
Rateri Rater Rater!Ratar i

canseientiouu 4= accomalishinq Accomplis±ho --1e mission through
the mz sion an responsibe for at-Iclent u:a aof ava. aol.e :me.
"aS actions.

Professional Knoledge Senior Character Sen.or
Rater ater Rater i Rater

emons€ratas aparouriate know- Posssses. the neceseary profee-
!age and expertise i.n assigned alonaj. otbacs.tACKSJ~l. -

Par-i - *V. Aptitude, !'zCure Development., o nealt.e t.

Who! kind of duty would be 3o would you consider this
su~aofrtsoffi.cer if officer for additional

you wore a riqner-.evel responsii..i ty?
comman er?

Rater ( ) Senior Rater ( ) Rater ( ) Senior Rater

Aptitude I. Commander :mprovement 1. Select ahead of contem-

2. Staff 
po tatr es.

2. Select with , ontemoorar:es.3. Adtmanza srative
3. Select oeind contemporaries.

*4. Spec'-al.
4. Need more ooaervation. 4

6. Other

What to the condition of t.his What is a suitable specialty forl
officer's neai..t? =his off.cer?

Rater ( ) Senior Rater ( Rater ( ) Senior Rater ( )

I. Strong mental and pnysical S. Personlnel
Bealh sate Spciaty 2. I-l~eiqenca

Z. Strong nhysical state, but
vea mental state. 3. Operations

3. Week physical staebu 4. Logistics

strong mentsI scats. S. PlannInq and manaqement

6. Special duty 4

Figure 3.3 Army Form 1-1-28 (cont'd).
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S ~Part 7. Potenti~al Sapa~Ozlz~tY

:ontent3 Op.finion Zontants .pno

:esCription of ?r.1 0esszonal
strong p)oi.%t. ot."c.

Rater Rcomendationa Sol!-

I Profes zonal ReIationakiip
competence. otners.

.;vera~ i~on:

Rater

Duty ±%tle: ank na Signiatu.re:

Senior
Ratsr

Descrbo t.I* !airnsse .. svere g.hlqt~v severe 3. zalanced
01 t.e :ate:: 1.s;iftly lenient S. '1ery .aieat

51 Rt-n A 3C E

~Z Rater

Senior

? art V11. Rater Signature

Ui uv Rank S rIce Name IData AsaxOeled ISignature
TileUM.er i-rn: Duty

Rater Ui

Senior

rmHQ Ratinq Ipe rsone
U~Uftof.ce Rank: Name- inaue

Figure 3. 3 Army Form 1-1-28 (cont'd).
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choosing one among 6 BARS. In Part III, Ability and

Performance Attitude are separated into 8 evaluation factors

where each factor has 3 BARS. Aptitude, Future Development,

and Health in Part IV are divided into 8 evaluation factors

such as aptitude, future development, specialty, education,

promotion, self-improvement, health and personal life IV.

In the Overall Opinion part, the rater, the intermediate

rater, and the senior rater describe the degree of contribu-

tion of the rated officer in his military development, his

future potential, aptitude, and specialty. In Part VI, the

rater and the senior rater grade the ratee's ranking among

the rated officers of the same group by using a relative

evaluation. They can choose grade A, B, C, D, or E, and

recommended a rating if necessary. However, grades A and B

are controlled into 10 % and 15 %, but the rest of the

grades are not. The rating recommended can be used when a

rated officer with high quality is rejected to get higher

grades (Outstanding or Excellent) in being actually graded

because of forced distribution in the ranking. Therefore,

the rating recommended is possible for the senior officer to

recommend only one rated officer among those officers more

than 4 rated officers for next higher grade. However, the

rating recommended requires appropriate reasons and the

descriptions by the senior rater should be provided. After

completion, it is sent to the headquarters of the Army (HQ

Army). Finally, HQ Army judges the rating results like

Table II and the results must be classified and unreleased.

Army Form 1-1-28 using an absolute rating has a few

different evaluation factors from Army Form 1-1-22 and Army

Form 1-1-24. The first is that the same evaluation report

is used for all ranks. Second, Army Form 1-1-28 is

completed after every 12 months based on a duty position

assigned. The third is that the graphic rating scale is

used in Part III instead of BARS of Army Form 1-1-22 and
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TABLE II

THE STANDARD OF THE ARMY JUDGMENT

0 E
u x V
t c A A A e
s e Av v B v r
t 1 be e e e P y

Grade a 1 o r r 1 r 0
n e v a a o a 0 P
d n e g g w g r o
i t e e e o
n r
g

Results of BC BE
the rater BB AD AE CE
and senior AA AB AC CC CD DD EE
rater DE

Army Form 1-1-24. The fourth is that the potential ability

of a rated officer with using 6 evaluation factors, instead

of Overall Opinion in the Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form

1-1-24, is described by raters. The intermediate rater and

senior rater only describe overall opinion. The fifth is

that it requires absolute evaluation in the grading of

Overall Evaluation of part VI, as being chosen one among A,

B, C, D, and E without any forced distributions.

C. THE U.S. MILITARY SYSTEM

1. The Army System

The U.S. Army Officer Evaluation System (OES) iden-

tifies best qualified officers for promotion and assignment

to positions of higher responsibility and for retention on

active duty or in grade. Under the OES, every officer is

evaluated on his/her performance and potential. According

to Army Regulation (AR) 623-105:

The Officer Evaluation Reporting System (OERS) is an
important subsystem of the OES. It largly determines
the quality of the officer corps, the selection ?t
future Army leaders, and the course of each officer s
career. . . . the primary function of the OERS is to
provide information including promotion, elimination,
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retention in grade and on active duty, reduction in
force, selection, assignment and specialty designation
to DA for use in making personnel mana ement decisions.
* . . the secondary functions of the OERS are to
encourage officer professional development and enhance
mission accomplishment. . . .the key to the system's
secondary functions is effective communication.
.such communication makes the rated aware of what
his/her duties are and allows the officer to take part
in the organization's planning. On the other hand( such
communication lets the rater guide and develop his/her
subordinates keeps the rater constantly aware of what
the organiza ion is achieving, and enables the rater to
plan for mission accomplishment. Senior/ subordinate
communication makes career development information,
advice and guidance more available to the rated officer
[Ref. 20: p. 5].

There are three forms used in the evaluation

process: DA Form 67-8, DA Form 67-8-1, and DA Form 67-8-2.

DA Form 67-8 (see Figure 3.4) is used by the rating chain to

provide DA with performane and potential assessments of

each rated officer. DA Form 67-8 includes graphic rating

scales of professional attributes, recommendation concerning

promotion, and the descriptive comment sections. In Part

IV, Professionalism is separated into professional compe-

tence and professional ethics and each graphic scale

requires narrative comments. In Part VII, a reporting

senior has to place a rated officer numerically within a

hypothetical population of one hundred contemporaries. This

is an outstanding tool to prevent several biases such as

leniency or severity. Because the rated officer, for

instance, should have outstanding qualities in order to be

placed within second ranking and this is the relative

comparison to one hundred contemporaries, the reporting

senior can't help being careful in rating his subordinates.

The DA Form 67-8-1 (see Figure 3.5) is used by the

rated officers and rating chain. The Army is exploring a

MBO system including a measure of self-evaluation by indi-

sating the rated officer's major performance objectives and

listing the rated officer's significant contributions. The

purpose of DA Form 67-8-1 is to encourage the communication
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OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT ,ORM
w - ot ,t -a oo. , A 123 105 -n . ooo ent qo- , s ZCSPa

PART I - RATED OFFICER IOENTIFICATION
-Ame ..F e MATD F-CEM L-aa Pc.. All :;.OE PG.-CA7 ON

P ART 11 - RATING CHAIN - YOUR RATING CHAIN FOR THE Z-VALUATION PERI(O S

NAME ,rACE 'T '. ON

RATER i

INTERMEDIATE NAM4E GRAOE ,POSITION

RATER I I

SENIOR AM GAAE !POSITION

RArER 

I

PART III - VERFICATION OF INITIAL FACE-TO-FACE DISCUSSION

AN NilAt. FACETrOP ACE DISCUSSION OP OUTIES. RMISPONSISIIIES. ANO PIRPIORMANCE 0iJECITVES FOR TE CUI.qRENT

:ATING PERIO0 TOOK I
T

LACE ON

IATEO OFFICERIS -NITIAL.S _RATER'S INITIA.S

PART IV - RATED OFICER cPI44. - h 4I -- P.' -

SSTATE YOUR SIGNIFICANT OUTIES ANO MESPONSISILITIES

DUTY -ITLE S _rHE POSITION CODE S

a, NOiC.r'Cl"E#UP AOM 190JRMANWCE .76JEC71VES

OA : 0 ,,, 67-,-1 -OTIO,, 00= SE,, '9 IS oBtso.E1

Figure 3. 5 DA Form 67-8-1.
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c. .. IT YOUR SiGNi$iCANT Z:ONTR2BUTIONS

I.

°.o

_.

SIGNATQRE AND DATE

PART V - RATER AND/OR INTERMEDIATE RATER 'R.ww aiom -t ii Pert IV. m st ve 00

MATER COMMENTS Otimiu)

-

SIGNATURE ANO OATE %.sion
b. INTERMEDIATE RATER COMMENTS i0aeheesi

.
.%.

SIGNATURE AND DATE inar

DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 e5 US C 552.t

1. AUTHORITY: See 301 Title S USC. Sec 3012 Title 10 USC.

2- PURPOSE: DA Form i7-3. Officer Evaluation Report, serve as the pnmary source of information for officer personnel .Me
management diesions. DA Form 67-4-1, Officer Evaluation Support Form. serves as a guide for the rated officer s perform-
ance. development of the rated officer. ennancs the accomplinment of the organization mnsion, and provides additional 4.
performance information to the rating chain.

3. ROUTINE USE: DA Form 67-8 will be mantained in the rated officer's official military Personnel File tOMPF) and
Career Management individual File ICMIF) A copy will be provided to the rated officer either directly or sent to the
forwarding addres shown in Part 1, DA Form 67-8 DA Form 67-4-1 .s or organizational uie only ann will be returned to
the rted officer after review by the rating ca n.

4. DISCLOSURE: Diseolure of the rated offier % SSN I Part 1. DA Form 67 -4) is voluntary However,.' failure to veerfy
the SSN may reult in a delayed or erroneoua orocessing of the officer's QER. Disclosure of the information in Part IV.
DA Form 67--1 as voluntary However. failure to provide the information requested will result n an evaluation Of the
rated officer without the benefits of that officer's comments. Should the rated officer use the Pivacy Act As a basis not
to provide the information requested in Part IV, the Support Form will contain the rated officer s statement to that efect
and be forwarded through the rating chain in accordance with AR 623-105.

Figure 3.5 DA Form 67-8-1 (cont'd).
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SENIOR HATER PqOFILE REPORT

OFFICER EVALUATION REPORTING SYSTEM

Few s d Ia# s Weor. we AR 623-1OS: orOa@OM01 agwlW S US Anmv KIiwv P,,a smew Csentf

PART I - AOMINISTRATIVE OATA

a. NAME (Lins. Aimw 441) b. SSN c.GRACE J. OIA1E OF REPORT

W-~ 417-0-0066 JGr

PART I1 - SENIOR RATER PROFILE

'WG sG COL LTC AJ CPT COTA. Aip4GS HIGHEST

- 6 3 1 19 1

is 16 is 6 2 4 1 65

6 34 29 9 4 11 2 9,

2 12 13 27 11 571

-i - 1±11
1 I 3

LOWEST

13 36 39 22 18 15 77 ~

OA o,, 67.8.2

Figure 3.6 DA Form 67-8-2.
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N

process between the rater and the rated officer and to

permit the rated officer to describe his/her principal

duties, objectives, and significant contributions,

Therefore, performance improvement of Army officers can be

enhanced by increasing communication between superior and

subordinates. This would affect overall morale.

DA Form 67-8-2 (see Figure 3.6) is used by headquar-

ters of DA (HQDA) to track the rating history of each senior

rater and makes this information available to both the

senior rater and DA, as one copy of this form is made avail-

able to each U.S. Army senior rater to make him/her aware of

his/her performance as an evaluator and a second copy is

filed in the senior rater's official military personnel file

(OMPF). This form works to prevent the inflation of marks

as with Part VII of DA Form 67-8 and is a pertinent model to

the ROKAOPES.

2. The Navy System

The purposes of the U.S. Navy officer fitness

reporting system are the primary basis of comparing and

selecting officers for promotion, assignment, selection for

command, and professional training. In order to accomplish

this, a rater first completes an appraisal work sheet (Form

NAVPERS 1611/1W Rev. 3-80) (see Figure 3.7) which serves as

* a guide for completion of the Report on the Fitness of

Officers (NAVPERS 1611/1 Rev. 5-77) (see Figure 3.9) which

is designed to be processed by optical character recognition

(OCR) equipment. A few evaluation factors in the appraisal

work sheet were reinforced on 31 July 1984 (see Figure 3.8).

The appraisal work sheet is used to define the measures

based on Specific Aspects of Performance and Personal

Traits and the rating scale from A to I is used in grading
the various performance aspects and personality traits.

Completing this sheet, the rater interviews with the rated

officer.
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Figure 3.7 Appraisal Work Sheet (cont'd).
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41. TACTICAL PROFICIEICY A/No STRENC,-- AN ASSTT I-LM..AS IS OC

A. znowledge of weapon CODE
systems functions and

capabi.lities. ,

B. Proficiency and lead-
ership in the tactical

employment of weapon
systems.

C. Knowledge and judgement
in application of
tactical doctrine.

D. Positive innovation
and contribution to
tactical development.

E. Demonstrated ability to
anticipate and react
correctly to dynazic
tactical environment.

A NOTEWORTHY MMATU
42. LEADERSHIP /NO ST RENGTH AN kSSETT VT.%AST OCR

LT
A. :nspires Loyalty. CODE

B. Establishes and. maintains
equitable and consistent
policies.

C. Sets and achieves high
standards

0. .mulated Dv others. , .

E. Task oriented, ssimulates

concepts and articulates
direction;- gets the job
done.

F. Displays intsgrity and moral
i* courage.

C. Promotes spirit of teamwork
and sustains high morale
while accomplishing mission.

H. Provides effective command L I _ _
presence. _

Figure 3.8 Added Elements of the Appraisal Work Sheet.
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After finishing this appraisal work sheet, the rater

grades a rated officer on Specific Aspects of Performance,

Warfare Specialty Skills, and Subspecialty Performance based

on the previous completed appraisal work sheet. Each grade,

combined and described by the required narrative comments,

is the basis for determining the Mission Contribution evalu-

ation. The Mission Contribution is differentiated in High,

Mid, and Low. High consists of 1%, 5%, 10%, and 30% in

grade. Mid has 50% and 50%. Low has 30%, 10%, and 5%. A

rated officer placed in the highest range of the Evaluation

section can be recommended for promotion, but this require-

ment is not mandatory. A recommendation for early promotion

is entirely acceptable for such nomination to be made

regardless of the time in grade or promotional eligibility,

for this procedure serves to identify the "head and shoul-

ders" type performers. The rated officer can be placed by
above proportion in a proper place of the Evaluation

section. The Summary is the distribution of the total eval-

uation marks given other officers of the same promotionally

competitive category as a rated officer at that date by the

rater. The rater must rank these officers numerically from

one to the total number. Also'this section is left blank

below the level of lieutenant. The first two copies of the

Report on the Fitness of Officers are sent to HQ Navy, the

rater maintains one copy, and the last copy is sent to the

rated officer. If discriminations of the rated officer from

the old report during the next rating period occur, the

rater completes the next rating report based on the discrim-

ination such as improvement or backward movement. This

method usually makes the rated officer improve his potentipl

[Ref. 21: pp. 1-28].

However, a rater must complete the Report on the

Fitness of Officers with 88 evaluation items per rated

officer as well as the appraisal work sheet, such complexity
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Figure 3.9 Report on the Fitness Of Officers.
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in the evaluation process gives the rater a heavy workload.

One other important factor is to has only one rater do the

evaluation. When evaluation being done by only one rater is

considered with the previous argument, the results of the

evaluation may be questionable in accuracy. On the other

hand, one of the characteristics in the Navy system is the

attempt to separate the personal traits from overall evalua-

tion based upon Mission Contribution. This is a model for

the ROKAOPES. Second, the Report on the Fitness of Officers

takes advantage of the machine readable, OCR feature of the

form and allow statistical analysis of performance marks.

3. The Air Force System

The purpose of the Air Force Officer Evaluation

System is not only to provide the Air Force with information

on the performance and potential of officers for use in

making personnel management decisions such as promotions,

assignments, selections, and separation, but also to provide

individual officers information on their performance and

potential as viewed by their evaluations. Air Force

Regulation 36-10 and Air Force Pamphlet 36-26 explains the

Air Force Officer Evaluation System.

Ten performance items with detailed BARSs (see

Appendix A) are described in AF Form 707 (see Figure 3.10)

and BARSs are detached from AF Form 707 and are contained in

Air Force Regulation 36-10. To evaluate potential, a number

from 1 through 6 with six blocks are chosen by three evalua-

tors: rater, additional rater, and indorser. According to

AFR 36-10:

' rating of "1" should be given to those officers who
possess the highest degree of potential to successfully
handle increased responsibility. A rating of "2 iden-
tifies those extremely effective officers who have
clearly demonstrated potential for expanded or more
diverse responsibility. A rating of 3" should be
awarded to officers who are performing well at their
current level of responsibility but whose potential for
expanded or more diverse responsibilities needs to be
more clearly demonstrated. in the 4, 5, and 6 blocks
identify officers who have demonstrated insufficient
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potential to assume increased responsibility and a "4"
rating should be given when performance during the
rating period reflects less than average potential andthe officer needs to improve, efore being awarded
increased responsibility. The "5' rating describes the
officer whose performance during the period is marginal
and does not indicate potential for increased responsi-
bility. The "6' rating constitutes a referal report.
Specific justification is required if an officer is
given the lowest rating. The comments of the evaluator
assigning this rating will include a statement as to
whether the officer can continue in his/her current
assignment and be expected to achieve an acceptable
level of performance. Justification for the rating must
include specific examples, and indicate whether weak-
nesses are a result of insufficient experience and qual-
ifications or lack of motivation and disinterest in the
job [Ref. 22: p. 43].

In the rating chain, the rater is the rated offi-

cer's immediate supervisor, the additional rater is the

rater's rater, and the indorser is the additional rater's

rater. According to AER 36-10, the indorser through

Indorser comments in AF Form 707 supervises the rater and

the additional rater as the following:

The indorser reviews the ratings and comments for
completeness and impartiality, and indicates agreement
or disagreement with the previous evaluator. Even
though an indorser may not have personal knowledge of
the ratee an effective review of the report can be
accomplisied. This review serves both the purpose of
quality control over individual reports and the control
over rater tendencies to overrate. The indorser should
reject improperly prepared reports and downgrade ratings
not substantiated or reflecting unacceptable infla-
tionary practices [Ref. 22: p.431.

One advantage of the Air Force system is that users

of AF Form 707 in the HQ AF can easily and completely under-

stand the rated officer's performance achievement and indi-

vidual's traits because BARS is various and quite detailed

(if it is assumed that the report is evaluated accurately).

The second is that three steps such as the rater,

the additional rater and the indorser in rating ch. n are

used in order to increase accuracy.

The third is that since BARSs are detailed, a rater

can easily evaluate a rated officer's traits. Also the
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Officer Personnel Evaluator's Handbook with BARSs is

distributed to all AF officers as a guide for rating. The

use of detailed BARSs would be a model to the ROKAOPES.

From another point of view, because a set of this BARS is

separated from the Officer Effectiveness Report, there is

doubt that this BARS is effectively used as much as it is

expected to be used. Three of eleven Air Force officers

whom this author has interviewed have little experience in

the use of this BARS in evaluating their subordinates.

Rather they have evaluation experience for their subordi-

nates with their own sense.

4. The Marine CorDs System

The primary purpose of the performance evaluation

system of the Marine Corps (MC) is to support the selection,

promotion, and retention of the best qualified Marines and

additionally to aid the assignment of personnel. For this

purpose, the MC Evaluation System is required to be accu-

rate, timely, complete, and informative for Selection

Boards. MC Order P1670.7c governs the evaluation system and

USMC Fitness Report (1610) (see Figure 3.11) with an OCR

like the Navy system is used. The USMC Fitness Report

consists of 4 sections. Evaluation is done by a graphic

rating scale and narrative description. Evaluation factors

are divided into Performance characteristics, Professional

qualities, Potential, and Preference factors. Block 15a,

"General Value to the Service" is the rater's assessment of

the rated officer's current contribution to the MC and

career capabilities. Therefore, it has to be a measure of

the whole Marine in relation to his contemporaries, not a

mere summary of blocks 13 and 14. Because of this impor-

tance, block 15a has 11 rating scales from Outstanding to

Not Observed. Block 15b is distribution of marks for all

Marines of this grade and not forced distribution.

According to MCO P1670.7c, "block 15b must reflect all

Marines of the same grade for whom the evaluator was the
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t A

USMC FITNESS REPORT PeI 2 f1610)

e "11011'o. O'tsi - m -, ., GfLtQ O~ti.*tc iiO '5900 t I., CA~

REPORTING SENIOR'S CERTIFICATION

I certify that an the terminal date shown on Items 3 of Siection A. Iwas the Reporting Sensor for only "to0w Mann. of the

somye grade as shown in item 15Sb of Sectson B. Those Marines or* ALPHABETICALLY LISTED belaw. I rank this ~arne as_____
of . (only rank Marines mamed Outstanding in 1 So and b: mriecf NA if not apoticoole).

.^4 I'vv s. o C.o, Ib "eAll It-i -- is. Ipvs

SIGNIATURE D_________________ ATE __________

REVIEWING OFFICER'S CERTIFICATION

I.7- have not had sufficient opportunity to observe this Marine. so I have no commeint.

2. 1 hove had only Wevtied opportunity to ocieserve this Marine. but from what I have observed I generally conycur with the

Reporting Senior s marks in Itiems 1 So and b.

3. 1 have hod sufficient opportunity to oserves this Marine. atid concur With Woe Rep"ring Sensor s mars6s in Item, So and It.

A I have had sufficient opportunity to Observe this Marine, and do noi concur witis the Regortsing Senior s marts in Itiefms
So andl b. I wouid evaluate this Mani as _ _______(Item 1Sal and rank this Marin as ______o

_____(only rank the evaluated as Outstanding (OS)).
REMARKS imaoataro f1 Item A above, is choiectied):

SIGNtA TURE D_________________ ATE

NT40E: The inforesmmtion above WILL 14OT toe eonterd into move cOoe~ r~m

Figure 3.11 USMC Fitness Report (cont' d).
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reporting senior at the time of the report, as if all had

been included in the reporting occasion. Inclusion of all

Marines of the same grade in this distribution is mandatory,

whether or not reports are actually submitted on the others

at the same time. Reporting senior must exercise utmost

care and attention ensuring that item 15b is accurate and

factually reflects the actual evaluation assigned (or that

would have been assigned if reports were submitted on) all

Marines of the same grade. Artificial cluster or false

distribution is unacceptable".. Therefore, block 15a and b

satisfy the purpose of the MC Evaluation System. Section c

refers to Mandatory comments, Guided comments, and Comments

by grade. There are two kinds of rating methods, that is

the absolute evaluation method in block 15a and the relative

evaluation method in reporting senior's and reviewing offi-

cer's certification of page 2. This helps make the raters

accurate and gain high credibility in evaluating their

subordinates. The reporting senior's and reviewing offi-

cer's certification on page 2 of the Fitness Report certify

and amplify the information recorded on the front page. In

particular, to ensure Marines are provided feedback on their

performance evaluation records on file at HQ MC, they

receive the Fitness Report Receipt Notice (see Appendix B),

copies of their Master Brief Sheet (see Appendix B), and

OMPF which is the rated Marine's complete military history

from the day of entry into the service through present

[Ref. 23: Ch. 1-71. This may assist the rated Marines in

reviewing themselves and improving their merits. This

system could be a model for the ROKAOPES.

D. SUMMARY

The ROKAOPES is accomplished by two separate and

distinct systems, i.e. the relative evaluation system and

the absolute evaluation system. The Army Form 1-1-22 and

the Army Form 1-1-24 with the relative evaluation are annual
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and mainly focus on the last work performance of the rated

officers as a judgmental role. On the other hand, the Army

Form 1-1-28 with the absolute evaluation focuses on the

improvement in the future performance as a counseling role

as well as past performance of rated officers. There are

forms for field grade officers (Army Form 1-1-22) and for

company grade officers (Army Form 1-1-24). Individual's

merits and potential are focused on in the Army Form 1-1-22

and individual's performance attitude is focused on in the

Army Form 1-1-24.

The U.S. Army system uses a simple form in evaluating

the detailed evaluation factors and numerical criteria in

potential evaluation in DA Form 67-8. The MBO system is

also used in DA Form 67-8-1 and DA 67-8-2 to supervise the

raters in HQ DA. The U.S. Navy system is designed for use

with an OCR, but is complicated in the filling out an its

evaluation form. The Evaluation section on the Report on

the Fitness of Officers is easily understandable because of

its Summary section as a total competition for each rank.

The Navy system also needs one rater in the rating chain.

The U.S. Air Force system is simple, but has detail BARS.

The indorser takes part in evaluation and the Evaluators

Handbook is used as a guide for evaluators. The MC evalua-

tion system adopts graphic rating scales with an OCR, and

uses the absolute evaluation method and the relative evalua-

tion method. Report Based on Observation, block 18 and

Opportunity to observe in the reviewing officer's certifica-

tion raise the quality of information included in the MC

Fitness Report. The Reviewing officer can actively super-

vise the reporting senior through the Reviewing Officer's

Certification. In conclusion, the MC Evaluation System

focuses on choosing the "Combat Marines" in considering the

Fitness Report.
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IV. AN ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

A. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the ROKAOPES is analyzed through three

aspects: the system policies, the evaluation form, and the

feedback of the rating results based mainly upon question-

naires, interview, and Army Regulation. Some 237 question-

naires were randomly distributed at the Army War College and

the Army Logistics School, and consisted of 156 majors, 66

lieutenant colonels, and 15 colonels. The fundamental

issues of the current system are analyzed in the first

section and the main contents of the evaluation form are

examined in the second section. In the third section,

whether the rating results are effectively used is tested.

B. SYSTEM POLICIES

1. Overall reaction of officers to the system

The overall reaction to the ROKAOPES was measured by

the first statement of the survey. This element is quoted

below. The response to this question is shown in the

following summary, Table III.

"Considering all of your experiences to the current evalua-
tion process, what is your overall reaction with the current
system?"

TABLE III

OVERALL REACTION TO THE ROKAOPES

Contents Number Percentage

Positive 137 57.8 %
Negative 72 30.4 %
Others 28 11.8 %

Total 237 100.0
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The response to this question shows that the officer

corps is split in its reaction to the current evaluation

system. Above half of the responses indicate that the

current evaluation system generally is good. One reason is

simply because the current system adapts both the relative

rating and the absolute rating techniques. However, 30.4 %
of the responses represent "Negative" and the majority of

the "others" responded that the current evaluation system is

reasonable, but needs to be amended in the evaluation

factors and the Overall Evaluation of the evaluation form.

Some 42.2 % are negative toward the current evaluation

system. Therefore, it shows that the current system doesn't

appear to work efficiently and effectively.

2. Recuired role of the system

The perceptions of the field grade officer corps

concerning the purpose of the current evaluation system were

gathered through the question which is quoted below. The

response to this question is shown in Table IV.

"Considering the purpose of the evaluation system and the
usage of its Nesults, which purpose of the system needs
reinforcement?

TABLE IV

REQUIRED ROLE OF THE EVALUATION SYSTEM

Contents Number Percentage

Need the improvement of the
efficiency of individuals 109 46.0 %
Need the establishment of the
commanding authority 77 32.5 %

,-. Need to provide information for
the fair personnel management 51 21.5 %

a Don't need to be reinforced 0 0%

Total 237 100.0 0
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According to R.O.K. Army pamphlet 603-3, "The

officer performance Evaluation system", the improvement of

the efficiency of individuals is most emphasized among the

several purposes of the evaluation system. However, 46 % of
the responses assert that this purpose of the evaluation

system has to be met. In other words, it shows the readers

that the majority of the results of the performance evalua-

tion is to provide information for fair personnel management

and to contribute the establishment of the commanding

authority, but is not satisfied in the improvement of the

efficiency of individuals, one of the most important evalua-

tion purposes. Therefore, it can be concluded that many

officers would like to improve their productivity or poten-

tial capabilities through the performance rating results.

3. Relative ratina and Absolute ratina

This is one of the most important issues in the

ROKAOPES. Theoretically, the primary advantage of the rela-

tive rating is that it can effectively control leniency,

severity, and central tendency errors, but its shortfall is

that rated officers with high quality can be evaluated with

the low grade (or the opposite situation may exist). On the

other hand, a disadvantage of the absolute evaluation is not

to be able to control leniency, severity, and central

tendency errors. The response to the question regarding

this alternative is the following:

"Which rating alternative is better the relative rating orthe absolute rating?'

According to the response in Table V, 58.2 % of the

officer corps

supports the absolute rating system. To use both the abso-

lute and the relative rating systems includes 32.5 % gave
their support and 0.9 % of "others" want to remove the

Overall Evaluation.

As discussed in Section B of Chapter III, field

grade officers are evaluated by Army Form 1-1-22 with
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TABLE V

RELATIVE RATING AND ABSOLUTE RATING

Contents Number Percentage

Absolute Rating 138 58.2 %
Relative Rating 20 8.4 %
To use both 77 32.5 %
Others 2 0.9 %

Total 237 100.0 %

relative rating once in a year and Army Form 1-1-28 with

absolute rating based on a duty position assigned once in a

year. Protecting the rejection of rated officers with high

quality can be possible, but a lot of inflation of marks

with AA, or AB occur because of tremendous leniency causing

by absolute rating and "my subordinate favor" tendency. The

following is the whole rating results of Army officers for

two years.

If a rated officer, for example, got AA from Army

Form 1-1-22 and AB from Army Form 1-1-28, his final grade

would be AA because portions of the Army Form 1-1-22 and

Army Form 1-1-28 are the same and one of the two forms is

required to get AA. This result causes 75.0 % of officers
with AA to increase in 1984. Table VI explains the trends

of higher percentage in Army Form 1-1-28 than in Army Form

1-1-22 or Army Form 1-1-24. In Army Form 1-1-22 and Army

Form 1-1-24, A (10 %) and B (15 %) are forced in distribu-

tion. But the rating result in 1984 is 34.9 % and is still

9.9 % higher than regulation (25 %). Inflation of marks of

Army Form 1-1-28 has increased about 3.7 % since 1983. In

order to support this issue, 20 rated majors' rating results

conducted in 1985 were randomly selected. 25 % (4) of them
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TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF "A",RATING RESULTS IN 1983 - 1984

100

75.0%

75 71.3%
a\

UJ \ARMY FORM 1-1-28

I-z
LUj 50
U 38.2%
n-- 34.9%
CLJ -

25 \ARMY FORMS 1-1-22
AND 1-1-24

1983 1984

YEAR

Source: "The Officer Personne; Management and 9peration
Plan",1984,p 37 and Personnel Report ,1985,p.32.

in Army Form 1-1-22 obtained "average" (AD,BC, or CC), but

they all received AA from Army Form 1-1-28 by the same
raters. Therefore, policy makers are required to establish

any alternatives to prevent this trend.

In relation to the relative rating, the ROKAOPES has

faced some controversies. The first is discrimination

between an important duty position and a less important duty

position. A rated officer assigned to an impcrtant duty

position may be rated with good rating results only by the

importance of the duty position and not by the degree of

work performance. Actually 92.4 % (219) of 237 responses

represents that favor of important duty position exists and

this influences critically on the evaluation and promotion
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operations. The second is that the rating results -n be

affected according to how rated officers are grouped in a

same rank as a competition. The groups are already

explained in Section B of Chapter III. All units consist of

officers with many field branches and a few staff branches.

Therefore, rated officers of the field branches with much

competition have more disadvantages in a rated group than

rated officers of the staff branches with few competition.

The third is favor to those officers with long term service.

This is more serious in rating company grade officers since

the majority of the company grade officers have short term

service. 86 % (205) Of 237 responses has evaluated rated

officers with long term service higher than those officers

with short term service. This tendency may cause the offi-

cers with short term service to be demoralized or fail to

employ officers with high quality among many competitions.

C. OFFICER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FORMS

Evaluation forms were explained in Section B of Chapter

III. In this section, Part II Significant Contributions,
Part III Ability and Performance Attitude, Part IV Aptitude,

Future Development Health, and Part VI Overall Evaluation

are analyzed.

1. Significant Contributions

The purpose of this block is intended to be
described by the rated officer to increase his performance

motivation. Then the rater and the senior rater evaluate

rated officer's description. But this block doesn't effi-

ciently meet its purpose since there are no objectives/
criteria to evaluate the degree of the contributions as a

complete self-evaluation. One interview result is that

staff officers feel this block is difficult to describe

their significant performance contributions, since staff

officers normally have less significants contribution and

more routine work than commanding officers do. The second
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is that BARSs for the rater and the senior rater are less

accurate in evaluating the rated officer's description. For

example, original forms display that factor "1" and factor

"4" are almost the same concept and factor "5" is that this

rated officer attempted, but did not obtain any results.

However, factor 4 and 5 were already translated by this

author as shown in Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3.

2. Ability and Performance Attitude

Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 1-1-24 have 3 BARSs

for each evaluation factor and Army Form 1-1-28 has 3 grades

in the graphic rating scale of each evaluation factor.

However, various characteristics of many rated officers

can't be evaluated by only 3 BARSs and 3 grades, and it may

make raters have leniency, severity, or central tendency.

The other shortfall is that the contents of Army Form 1-1-28

are inconsistent with the contents for company grade offi-

cers since Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 1-1-28 are almost

the same in evaluation contents and the contents are for

field grade officers. Obedience, Confidence, and Justice in

Part III of Army Form 1-1-24 can be described as a Overall

Opinion in Part V. Although a rated officer is a company

grade officer, qualities such as professional knowledge,

cooperation, or planning ability as a manager or leader are

required. Training subordinates is essential in all offi-

cers and oral/ written communication is also an important

factor. Therefore, those factors should be included in the

evaluation.

3. Aptitude. Future Development and Health

In Army Form 1-1-22 and Army Form 1-1-24, Part IV

has 8 evaluation factors, Aptitude through Personal Life.

Those can be considered as potentials. In particular,

recommendation for promotion adopted in this part should

only consider rated officers with "Outstanding" in the
Overall Evaluation part. Rated officers with "Poor" or
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"Very Poor" would be limited in promotion and selection, and

this block doesn't affect those not with "Outstanding".

Although a rated officer with rated "Outstanding" can't be

promoted next year, the young officer with rated

"Outstanding" in that rank has advantage of the potential by

this block.

4. Potential CaDability

A rater can evaluate a rated officer in detail by

using given 6 evaluation factors. An intermediate rater and

senior rater evaluate additionally the rated officer in the

whole picture except mentioned by rater and particularly

senior rater evaluates the rater's rating result, it

contributes the accuracy of the system. Therefore, this

part is a strong point of the system.

5. Overall Evaluation

Because the result of the Overall Evaluation is only

used for promotion or selection, the majority of raters and

senior raters may focus on it and other evaluation factors

may be ignored as being less important. This background

makes a great impact on the evaluation. The response of the

following question is in Table VII.

"The final order in Overall Evaluation is "critical" in the
evaluation report. Therefore, the following method can be
considered to fill in it. For example, you have decided
final order in the Overall Evaluation based on each factor
after evaluating each evaluation factor, or you have evalu-
ated each factors based on it after deciding final order in
Overal Evaluation. How have you evaluated your subordi-
nates?

-Within Table VII, rated officers using the normal

procedure are 32.1 %, and approximately 68 % of the total

response including the second response and the third has

abnormally evaluated. Because the second the third proce-

dures may make raters evaluate their subordinates with

various biases such as leniency, severity, or central

tendency, those procedures cause the contamination of the

whole evaluation system. This results from the fact that

the final order in Overall Evaluation is only used for
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TABLE VII

RESULTS WITH DIFFERENT RATING PROCEDURES

Contents Number Percentage

Evaluate independently each
factor, then decide final order 76 32.1 %
based on each factor

Keep final order in mind and
evaluate each factor, then decide 30 12.6 %
the final order

Decide the final order, then
evaluate each factor based on it 131 55.3 %

Total 237 100.0 %

various requirements of personnel management. Therefore,

alternatives to prevent these tendencies are required.

D. THE FEEDBACK OF THE RATING RESULTS

The rating results should be used to satisfy the

purposes of the evaluation. Two purposes of the ROKAOPES,

the establishment of the commanding authority and the provi-

sion of fundamental information for fair personnel manage-

ment, can be satisfied under the current system. But the

result of the second analysis explained in Section B of this

Chapter, the requirement to improve the efficiency of indi-

viduals, is due to the unreleased rating results. The

following responses are about it.

1. The perception of the rating results

"You have been evaluated by your superiors and wanted to see
your rating results. Have you ever seen yours? and if so,
how have you seen them?

According to Table VIII, officers who know their

rating results exactly or approximately are 73.4 % and if

16.9 % officers guessing their rating results are added,

officers who know the results directly or indirectly are

90.3 % of the total responses. From Table IX, 69.5 °, of the
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TABLE VIII

RESPONSES OF THE OFFICERS WHO KCNW THEIR RATING RESULTS

Contents Number Percentage

Know the results exactly 55 23.2 %
Know them approximately 119 50.2 %
Guess the results 40 16. 9 /

Don't know them at all 23 9.7 %

Total 237 100.0

TABLE IX

SOURCE BY WHICH RATING RESULTS ARE KNOWN

Contents Number Percentage

By interviewing the rater 29 16.7 °/

By unofficial route 121 69.5 °/

By analyzing promotion,
selection or being assigned
at important duty position 24 13.8 %

Total 174 100.0 %

response among the officers said that they knew their rating

results by an unofficial channel. This occurred under the

current unreleased rating results system and may cause

various problems to happen such as conflicts between the

rated officer and the rater, inefficiency of the individuals

by rumor or causing the rated officer to demoralize by

misunderstanding.

2. Released and unreleased rating results

"According to the evaluation regulation, one of the purpose
of the performance evaluation is to improve the efficiency
of rated officers by using the results. For this, whether
the results should be released or unreleased is quIte
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important and also may have some advantage and disadvantage.
Which is better in your opinion ? Why is itbetter if the
former is better? Why is it better if the latter is
better?" ITABLE X

RESPONSES TO RELEASED AND UNRELEASED RESULTS

Contents Number Percentage

I refer to release the

ra ing results 168 70.9 %

I prefer to unrelease the
raving results 56 23.6 %
No opinion 13 5.5%

Total 237 100.0 %

TABLE XI

REASON FOR RELEASING RATING RESULTS

Reasons Number Percentage

Helpful for self improvement 109 64.9 %
Expects fairness in the
rating 48 28.6 %
Impossible to keep the
results completely closed 11 6.5 %

Total 168 100.0 %

Analyzing Table X, it shows that about 71 % would
like to release the rating results. From Table XI, 64.9 %

of the 168 who preferred to release the rating results

thought it would be helpful for self-improvement while 28.6

% expected it to contribute to fairness in rating. This is

closely related to the analysis of Table IV, Section B. On
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TABLE XII

REASONS FOR NOT RELEASING RATING RESULTS

Reasons Number Percentage

Because of the final rating 2 3.6 %
order

rater 16 28.6 %
Don't motivate the rated
officers with low grade 33 58.9 %
Based upon the traditional
consciousness 5 8.9%

Total 56 100.0 %

the other hand, 23.6 % of the response in Table X supports

the unreleased rating results and from Table XII, 58.9 %
(33) of 56 responses preferring not to release rating

results expects rated officers to become unmotivated by low

grades. This may be quite true, considering that the R.O.K.

Army adopts the draft system, not the All Voluntary Force

system like the U.S. military.

In conclusion, through the released rating results

system, rated officers perceived their rating results and it

may give them opportunity to review themselves. Also if the

rated officer's superior files the annual evaluation

reports, and both rater and senior rater can use them when-

ever if necessary, it may improve raters' fairness in the

performance evaluation as well as the rated officer's poten-

tial. The rating results completed by the rater and senior

rater are sent to HQ Army and the rated officer. They will

be also known to the rater's successor by being kept in the

file of the former rater as long as the rated officer works

in the same unit.
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V. DEFICIENCIES OF THE CURRENT SYSTEM

As discussed in Section B of Chapter III, the ROKAOPES

has been revised twelve times and has experienced different
evaluation formats HJ n. M. - .

, v G m an ... i-t

of the ROKAOPES doesn't meet the satisfaction of many

officers as seen by the frequency of amendment of the

ROKAOPES. In this chapter, deficiencies of the current

system based on the contents being analyzed in Chapter III

and IV are investigated.

The purposes of the ROKAOPES are not met: 46% of the

responses say that it needs improvement in the efficiency of

individuals, which is one of the most important purposes of

the current system. It does not have any subsystems such as

interviews or counseling except promotion, selection or

placement. Therefore, it means there is inefficiency of the

system resulting from inconsistency between the system

policy and the subsystem.

Infltiofn _I marks resulting from jointly using Army

Form 1-1-22/1-1-24 and Army Form 1-1-28: Table VI displays

that Army officers with being graded "A" in Army Form 1-1-28

are maximum 75 % in 1984 and 9.9 % higher than regulation

(25 %) in Army Form 1-1-22/1-1-24. It may fail to discrimi-

nate the rated officer's performance and potentials, or make

the evaluation system meaningless.

Deficiencies reulting f= usin _a relative rating

system wit force distribution: Favor of an important duty

position, how rated groups are consisted, and the rater's

favor of officer for long term service basically came from

using a relative rating system. Of course, those tendencies

may occur under an absolute rating system, but expect to be

done less under relative rating system since favor of an

important duty position under an absolute rating system, for
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example, may affect only a given rated officer and not his

peers.

,Evaluation forms d2 not have precise rating

req uirements: There are difficulties in describing

significant performance contributions, Part II of each form.

Part III of each form needs more BARS or graphic rating

scales for rating itprms, the '1y 4r 'n ... rinat..,

and communication ability. Promotion recommendation in Part

IV of Army Form 1-1-22 and 1-1-24 has less meaning. Because

67.9 % of the raters focus on the final order in Overall

Evaluation and then evaluate each item, it makes the whole

rating process less accurate in officer performance

evaluation.

Insufficient observation Qaortunit .anld rater tr n:

If a major, for example, were rated by using Army Form

1-1-22 on Apr. 1, and Army Form 1-1-24 on Feb. 1 or June 1,

he would be rated by almost the same contributions of

performance within a short period. Opportunity of rater

training also is lacking under the current system.

Poo feedback 21 ratin rsl: 90.3 % of the officers
surveyed under the unreleased rating results system know

their rating results exactly or approximately. The unre-

leased rating result influences on both the rater and the

rated officer as it may cause a the rater's unfair rating

and be helpless in improvement of efficiency of rated offi-

cers. As a result, such poor feedback may affect the Army

climate as a whole.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed at examining the ROKAOPES. For doing

this, the issues were approached from two directions: review

of the ROKAOPES and the U.S. military (Army, Navy, Air

Force, and Marine Corps) evaluation system, and the attempt
to gain feedback from senior Korean Army officers by the

analysis of questionnaires and interviews. The results of

the analysis are summarized as follows:

The first is that Army officers want to increase their

potential ability and merits, or to correct their shortcom-

ings*. In order to satisfy this requirement, the feedback of

the rating results must be supported. The second is that
many Army officers want to be rated by using an absolute

evaluation system, but Army Form 1-1-28 using an absolute

rating caused tremendously inflated marks. The third is

that Army Forms 1-1-22 and 1-1-24 using a relative rating

have brought several deficiencies such as favor of an impor-

tant duty position, composition of rated groups, and rater's

favor of an officer with long term service in rating company

grade officers as well as inflation of marks. However, the

obvious fact is that the main issues mentioned above are

still continued through amendment of the evaluation system

twelve times.

The accuracy of the performance evaluation process

results from rater and evaluation standards. Also the feed-

back of the rating results makes the rater not only rate

fairly but also improves the potential of the rated officer.

However, the ROKAOPES seems to have one technique to control

raters. For example, the forced distribution method does

not work properly since there are high inflation of marks.

Therefore the system has to adopt other alternatives in

order to control rater effectively.
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In conclusion, the performance rating results must be

accurate and contribute not only to the military organiza-

tion but also to the rated officers through feedback. If

the rating results are filed by commanding officers, they

can use them to control or to counsel, and their successors

can refer to them in order to understand the rated officers.

As a result, the rater would be more careful in rating

his/her subordinates. Therefore, the performance rating

results must be a profile and the most objective data for

personnel management. Fortunately, the ROKAOPES is trying

to attempt some advanced evaluation techniques such as self

appraisal, increased communication between superior and

subordinate resulting from self appraisal, and absolute

evaluation based on an individual's ability even though

those are not perfect. Before terminating this study,

several recommendations are suggested in the next section.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

Effectiveness of concurrent use of Army Forms

1-1-22/1-1-24 and Army Form 1-1-28 should be reviewed. This

author suggested an alternative (see Figure 6.1 and 6.2) for

this issue.

1. Modification for an alternative

- Part II Significant Contribution cQnsists of twc
parts: to describe a rated officer's major
performance objectives and to list his/her
significant contributions.

- Part III Ability and Performance Attitude: each
evaluation item has two additional BARSs, and
Training and Communication are added.

- Part IV Aptitude, Future Development, and Health:
Potential for Higher Position is substituted and
a rated officer's Physical Training is added in
Health.

- Part V Potential Capability: Management Capability
is substituted for self-improvement.

- Part VI Potential Evaluation: the Profile is
'Fdivided into 7 grades and has a normal distribution

as a standard of the rating. A rater and a senior
rater describe their total rating.

2. Advantage

- Implementation of self appraisal
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- Use of various ranges of BARSs

- Detailed grade and unforced distribution

Suggestion of normal distribution of rated officers
for raters and senior raters

- Requirement of description of total rated officers

3. Disadvantage

- Requirement to implement the second recommendation
to prevent inflation of marks

- Requirement to computerize rating results

- Cost of changing forms

Give raters more motivation. Since rating subordinates

is one of the most important work performance of a rater,

the rater's rating history must be filed at HQ Army and

reflected by a promotion or selection board for the rater.

If a copy of this file is sent to the rater after reviewing

the rating results at HQ Army and reflected by such boards,

this would make the rater and senior rater rate accurately

in an evaluation process. For example, inflation of marks

is expected to be reduced by using this file and total Rated

Officers of Part VI of Figures 6.1 and 6.2. Therefore, this

author modified DA Form 67-8-2 for the ROKAOPES (see Figure

6.3).

Give feedbac of the rating results and counseling. For

this, the senior rater must file his/her subordinates'

rating results after HQ Army judges the rating results.

Because the rater sometimes is not a commander of basic unit

of least administration and requirements of load reduction

to the rater in the field are necessary.

Develop a management i a syste that will ensure

that the significant differences of officers are flagged.

Train raters. Raters' training in Officer Basic Course

(OBC), Officer Advanced Course (OAC), Army War College, and

on the job training of each unit should be conducted through

case study, role play, or seminar.
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Increase the reliability and validity of officers'

performance evaluation report by encouraging the rater and

senior rater to base their evaluations on objective data by

utilizing c inciden as well as protracting objec-

tive information from externally subjective data.

A booklet including the current system, its strengths

and weakness, and the current marking trends should be regu-

larly published to educate rated officers, raters and senior

raters.
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a'.at pr lusonai comootence. Igr-ooming, and military Manner.

~. nlai/ .~ks~ro~ssirta .. roor in stancaras at 3dress
v. (noLno d & c.;4 in accompisninq grooming, and mi.itary manner.

tM e Miss&ion.

...aCcroesioa 5(Cveq . Z.ues r~ot earn zueiOct F7 PtijMe
in accompisnanq =ie mission. jina flXn L sanaaros at dress.

I greominq. and military manner.

Traininq ISenior ~ Communicationl Seniorl
Pe rsonn*I RaterIk a terI 1!Rater kater

.iainasniats Def- . .eivers c.ear. -oncis e and
wail-organized Presentaticn.

. e-neraiy trali auodnte a~nerall de~vr : r con
Weil. cis.. and welo nzed pre-

sentacions.

31. Irains suoordinAtes tairly. i...eaiF ie ud -tna=il

a, ~. A-ttemots to train a2"oorlx-, Crquni aCan, ctdenc.
nate. we*Ll, but V1t = poor adgvsuoanedpresen-

2. woes not train 971uodiziates _ _5 .'oeS nct pieet loic4. con-
very wail. ci18*. and clear idase.

Figure 6.1 Adjusted Army Form 1-1-22 (cont'd).
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Part 'V. Aptitude. Future Development, Healt

Factors Contents ISenior

What kind of duty is this officer suited for?
Aptitude 1. Commander 2. Staff 3. AdministratIve

4. Special 5. Instructor 6. Otner

What do you expect his future conribution an a leader to be?
Tutu re

Development 1. Certainly to be e:xected 2. 'o be exoected
3. Nee more ooaervtion 4. Hard to aecioe

16 Specalty Wat Specialty is proper for this offcer?Specialty l l . I

1. Personnel 2. :ntellioence 3. Ooerstion

4. Logistcs S. Planninq 6. Speclai

What is thise officer's potential for education?

Education 1. Reco~n end &homd of contemoorarleo
'*eccmmwef iiti contemporaries

3. !.eeo to oDaere nore
4:. Z, not recomn.end

What Is this otficeL's potentsal for carryinq out tZie next hi her
a uy position?

tor h;=ner . Cert~xnly his potential to carry it out
Position . ail' has potential to carry it out

3. heoG to osiave more
4. oes no. , ave the potential to carry it out

Does this officer seek elt-improvement7

SeLr- 1. Always
3. Sometimee

4. Never

i a 'Uis l conditi.on ct t.his ;Ificer 3 ;n.ya.caL tra.Lnxnq

Healt 
class

Heeisee

nat is the condition of this ociJcer a neaA.U

1. Stronq mental and Physical stAte
2. :trona pnysical rtate, out weA mental state
3. weam pnysical state. but stronO mental State

Personal Describe this officer's personal and family ;iLe.
____ 1. Excellent 2. Zood 3. Averaqe 4. Poor

Figure 6.1 Adjusted Army Form 1-1-22 (cont'd).
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Part V. Potential Capability

Contents Opinion . Contents Opinion

Description of Professional
strong points. eU 111ca.

Rater Recommendations Manaoement
for improvement. Capaoilitiee.

rroiessional R*lationvnlpcompetence. wir-i ortners.

wveral; epic.ion.

Intermediat'e

ater

Duty Tlitle Rank: Name: Signatures

Senior
Rater

Deecribe th* fairnea 1. severe 2. sLiqhtly severe 3. balAnced
of tne rater: 4. aslintly lenient 5. very lenient

Part VI. Potential Evaluation

Rating A C D E F G

OutstandinqjExce lent Above Averaqe Below Poor Very
R Profile Averaqe Averaqe Poor

4! 1 (1) (4) (15) (60) (15) 4) (1)
I U __ _ _ _ __ _ ___ _

Saatee

r J

ParL VaterRtr____n___r

I'I

It tRe

A0m ,&T -nqa esne

Seio

Part VII. Rater Signature

9n3 I D t k a Date Asaoned SignatureI 7.~e umnr IC~rrenr L'uty

Rater

ater

Aduste s Rank: ae Signatures

Figu e 6. AdjstedArmy Form 1-1-22 (cont'd).
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1Rate fa;rtv 3a cb'ect.%,e;.y the t. Rate a.! factors naeoencently oz
Ratinr s~a duty performance ana eacan otner.

2es ~ s . Rank-order the officer among 4. Balance -;our obl~gat::zns to the
CZO of ti peers. Dz:: :er 'i.your cciqaroznrs

I to tn e Army.

:OffIcer Performance Evaluation Report ( for Compnany Zraoe Offic.er) .nua, ~ .t.;

Part 1. Administracove D)at a

Rank Service N Name 3 ranch1 urrat za;n ~zt D aenAic Duty ate
- Numner -el( Spectalt Cnurraen ssone Raeo

Personneli 2YtY Ser",-ce
'Otffoer .cte: Rank: Nummer: Name, Signature:

Part [I. Sign--fxcant Contributions

escr;.ze your major perzormance £flject;.ves:

..s~t your signiz;ocant contrinut;cons.

'3enior! 'Senior!
RateriRater Rater:Rater

1. Fully demonstrated 'Know- 1 4. Above descr.pt'Ons are
I leoa and ixets In accurate. Can oe expected

Rati.ng assignedl tazss to aeftr
-, contr7,outlons.

2. Possesses the potont-al 5. Good effort but with poor
tometo i el ou t reuts.

lacks etoort.

3. Worked dilzaenttv-, but 6. Lacks sincerity and
wit.1 mediocre resu.its. _nr egr: t7.

Part -4. Abili.ty and Performance Attotude

.aro 5~M zn izr _.sn:;oence
Rater! Rater ,Rater Rater

-. .er; eolczatez to ;zsijcn .. an ce re.ieua on- to
accomol;canment and to t-ne na-I accomolisn any type of
tooni "nder any Ctrcumstances.1 IMission.

- nera--; iecataeu t '3 ~e a :tan ze :ei=e oDn
rno anon ac~ornouL;snMent and toaccomvkizi.i any typ ,p
to tfhe nat;oon. 0: missions.

mioooon Iccomoioanntsino qven mI ssio1.
to tn.Ie nation, out uestion-

ometomes Ooear tao C e.n tt" 25 e ed n r2
aioate to 1ioooon acoom- acoomo.ian an iomportant

plionment and ,to tis nAtciD1. 113aion.

-- an tnot ne aecenleu on tI !. an t be re..ed _)n to4
aerend tine nation. accomptoan any mission.

Figure 6.2 Ad-usted Army Form 1-1-24.
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Leacersip Senior panni nq
S ,aterlaaee

-.- ssesses excel...ent .eader- 1 75e requrements and

qenio 
Drivean 

7go ~ ~ ~ ~ ae Rarer4:sntt

ro Sse::~se commaaas wof.;s,:n ,!,

1-4.joe notcom and erywel. axsso acin er receqi ing
but main toin ae olesoni- . lopear oarmla ie

ty ands usuaony ndraeea y :O sih ad:avormissi on tos. Ies mi5itla v

a. teArxs tors,.j zave causens~i 5. --AX3tely ao sn s
acompish te maision.on coition

es poe nsiilt I.acxs Drives e. enrenioar ~i.iq:oc
b.ieosets. andnje~os i sie tO eaccmplshe tny

I I ty anct ac OMO-Isn a tne ission.uarcaqigsta
s...s nd snir r espnsgn y. t~.acsdiio~r.addsr

ilty. to ~u.I accomplisnesl mission.

-I - - -..~ ietialmoIne

j. t; ea 3 t n v sI . missionn u , , 1f v ra l
!_. /Oa j droes nota W'nveq X~e . t ean ese..n ciin ccompimni tne mission , iondfliltiondad ta~

!iveinq and m litar manner

'P7f:! lnda !Senior Charancteon eniorl
Peonnel ;Racer!Aacer Rateri acer

zoSeSnera. thainlns C nerea e:ieer ct-. on
otooegoa 5u~ornaes pri oan veL.- rqaiz re

J. .:rn .uodiae -- rnomln- An linlrtanda
in evte ryOt ast .~ o r- ~ren./ d,5 o~ie

Oeares otll out .ditfla cpoor i ndlives u~jnrqanaad reser.-
reu~s Ito I q an m .a

p. eresnot 5:i C~aea~ osnr.' rret oc. c n I

veryn 
c3 cnd ;rerid a

F- rtsigurcoptnc.eroi ,. Adjte Arr Fotam 1--2 (cond.

rari tacrs )

.4 o T'l In comiiniq romig aa xitay9aneI., isin



I D-N172 352 AN ALYSIS OF THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA ARMY OFFICER 2/2
1 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM() NAVAL POSTGRADUATE
j SCHOOL NONTEREY Ca N G PARK JUN 86

UNCLASSIFIED F/ 5/9 L



(

L 22

H -__
1.8

iiiill1- II '

1125 III14 Iml4 l

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART

NATI(ONAL BURAO Otf IAN)AROI 1141 A



Part IV. Aptitude. Future Development. Health

Factors Contents Senior
Rater Racer

Aptitude What kind of duty is this officer suited for?
Aptit1de . Commner . Staff 3. Administratlve

4. Special S. ntzructor 6. Otner

Future What do you expect his future contribution as a leader to be?

Future
Development 1. Certainly to be expected 2. To be expected

*3. Ne.4 more observation 4. Hard to Geciae

What specialty is proper for this officer?
Specialty 1. Personnel 2. !ntl lIoence 3. Operaton

4. Loqiatica S. Planninq 6. Specia4

What Is this officer's potential for education?

Education 1. Recommend ahead of contemoorsries
Z. ;eccmmeno wit. contemporaries
3. Neso to observe more
4. D, not recomme.nd

What is this officer's potential for carryinq out the next hzqher

Potential oucy position?
tor NHicrner 1. Certainly has potential to carry it out
Position 2. Fartiallf has potential to carry it out

3. ?Jeec to observe more
4. oes not hsave the potential to carry it out

Does this officer seek self-improvement?

Self- I. Always
:mprovement . U.u:a.y3. Sometimes

4. Never
hat is =a condition of tht:.s oLlizer 3 physical traininq?

) class

Health I
What is Mze conditilon ot thisa orlicer a Healt,11?-
1. Stronq mental and physical state
2. Ztranx pnysical st:te but wesK mental state
3. Wea physical atat.. ut stronq mental state

Personal Describe this officer's personal and family life.

1. Excellent 2. Cood 3. Averaqe 4. Poor

Figure 6.2 Adjusted Army Form 1-1-24 (cont'd).
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Part V. Potential Capability

Contents Opinion Contents Opinion

Description of Profeaional
stronq points. e€AICS.

Rater Recommendations Manaaement
or improvement. cp.paailtle .

Professional I Relatlonsnlp I
coape tance. it. . otsra.

.verali opinions

Intervmedi ate
Rater

Duty Title. Ranks Names Signatures

OVer5a.J opinion;

Senior
Rat~er

5%

Describe the fairness 1. severe aliahtly severe 3. balanced
of tea raters 4. 'aiqn.ly lenient " very lenient

Part Vt. Potential Evaluation

Ratinq A ) C r 0 C

outstandil Excellent Above Averaqe Below Poor Very
Profile Avecaqe Averaqe Poor

R a (1) (4) (13) (01 (13) (4) (1)

:. t
I Rater ____ _____ ___ _--

_ _E 
-9-

Seo__

kater I -
-

part VII. Rater slqnaturo

Unit Duty Rank Service Name. Date Assianed Signature
T it lu oer Current Duty

Rater

e nlor I

Army Mo Ratinqt rson I

Ary 4Ql O R alk Names Slqnaturs:

Figure 6.2 Adjusted Army Form 1-1-24 (cont'd).
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evaluation Profile for Rater

Part 1. A.tmiznisrative Data

Rank ServIce Name Sranchx SpecIal t' Dut Date of Report
Umn..r

* i

Part :1. Rater Proz:.Io

4arrant. Second ! I.-st L eutanant, t- i
tfirce

" 
;Leutenant: teutenant! Captain Major I 3net Coionel Ratings

4 II

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I I_ _ _ _

I

I 0
b I :

* p
I -:

* II :00

Comments:

Figure 6.3 Evaluation Profile for Rater.
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PERTINENT REGULATION OF THE U.S. AIR FORCE

TABLE XIII

BEHAVIORALLY ANCHORED RATING SCALES

fit

C! 'A "
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TABLE XIV

BARS (CONT'D)
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TABLE XV

BARS (CONT'D)
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TABLE XVI

BARS (CONT'D)
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PERTINENT REGULATION OF THE U. S. MARINE CORPS

-- "TOPIC C0*GR- oufv -0Cm" "C .0O 1:0 am-

2D ARDIA -=7 12 -1013 47 C269
"Ok' -. * mmbL invl fll l a tE o Tote AICOMO

13A 260 13C '2 3 IV t3 1" * 6 .c ' " a .a 9. *4a 'm 'a *j IA '.L "M ' '10 ItN~O 1A 1- 0 INC 1. '--s ... .. 'AV 6 ,'OS 1- ,
. OIANO EX IOS 10S !Ex 'OS 'OS i! IAA 'T-X ..X NO -X IA _X A x /SP

Fim 1 :1 MKW OSFJOWI FIST 2fy PIR4CIL
850ou0 o86033l IAN N 1E M PASS I MCAS KANEOHE
MEC" Clio- -. 10-C8 CWTV MUISFII4

.MARBKS JACXSONVLLE INO APROP CODE ?OR OU.Y ?RE-

171 45 5789
CO C, ISTBN, -:-MAR
2D MA.RDIV, FMF
CAMP EZ.EUNE, NC 29542-5304

1. After fitness reOort s are audited for completeness and compliance with this
* Manual, receipt of all fitness reports at HQMC is acknowledged by a computer-Senerated

receipt as shown above.

2. Receipts are mailed to Marines at their duty address as determined from the
reporting unit code reported through the MMS. Receipts for IRR's are mailed to their
home address.

3. Receipts are printed in presealed envelopes and are addressed only to the
Individual Marine whose fitness report is being acknowledged. Information within the
envelope is personal, and 1s not available to persons other than the individual- Marine
and :he necessary processing and handling personnel at HQMC.

.4. Marines who have not received a receipt within 90 days of the end of a report .ng
period may Initiate inquiry by Administrative Action ?orn via the normal fitness
report chain of command. Inquiries received at HQMC without intermediate endorsements
will not be processed.

5. The Commandant of the Marine Corps (MMPE) should be advised of any incorrect data
detected on a fitness report receipt; e.g., if a receipt shows an incorreCt assign-
ment, period of the report, or reporting occasion. The correct Information should be
Included in the correspondence.

Figure B. 1 Fitness Report Receipt Notice.
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